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ARE YOU THE SAME AREND J. SANDBULTE WHO PREVIOUSLY
FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes, I am.

ARE YOU AWARE THAT THE INTERVENERS IN THIS CASE
DISPUTE YOUR ASSERTION THAT MINNESOTA POWER HAS ANY
EQUITY INVESTED IN SSU?

Yes, I have read the testimony of intervenors’
witnesses which attempt to cast doubt on my
statements.

DO YOU WISH TO REBUT THE INTERVENER’S TESTIMONY?
Yes, I do. First, it must be clear that Minnesota
Power's investment in 8SSU is significant, §78
million or approximately 14% of Minnesota Power’s
equity. This $78 million equity investment has
remained relatively constant since 199%2. Since
1992, the return on Minnesota Power's simple
average equity investment in $SSU has been -3.0% in
1892, +1.3% in 1993, +16.3% in 1994 and it is
projected that there will be another loss on
investment in 1995 of -3.1%. These returns include
income from extraordinary events, both gains and
losses. Without the 1994 gain on the sale of
assets in Sarasota County, MP has lost over two and
one half million dollars of invested equity in the
four year period 1992-1995. Of course, investors
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give little consideration to extraordinary events,
particularly gains from the sale of operating
assets, when making their long term investment
decision. Not only Minnesota Power'’'s shareholders,
but also our board of directors consider SSU’'s
financial performance from continuing operations
unacceptable.

In fact, the poor performance of SSU has
reached a critical point. Within the last month
both Standard and Poors and Moodys rating agencies
downgraded Minnesota Power's bond rating citing the
poor performance of SSU as a key reason for the
downgrade. Of great concern to the rating agencies
is the inability of SSU to improve its return over
the past several vyears which as I discussed
previously has been averaging about 0% since 1992
except for 1994 when SSU's return was 16.3% due to
the sale of VGU.

One area of particular concern is the used and
useful methodology. It is my understanding that
the used and useful adjustment was developed to
prevent a few customers from having to bear the
cost relating to plants and lines installed to
eventually serve an entire built out service area.
The allowable margin reserve for 1lines was 12
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months and for plant was 18 months with a CIAC
offset which essentially gave you “0° months of
margin reserve. Eventually the AFPI was developed
to allow the utility to recover costs from future
customers if they connect for up to five yeérs
beyond the margin reserve. In other words the
shareholder doesn't recover any return on
investments made for the 12-18 month margin reserve
period and only recovers a return on investment for
the 5 years beyond the margin reserve if customers
connect. This means that all the risk is on the
shareholder and that every dollar invested into
plant does not earn a full return because you have
no return during the margin reserve period and
beyond that you have to hope there 1is a good
economy and you have growth. The harmful part of
this policy is that the utility suffers because it
never gets a full return on its dollar because of
the margin reserve and because even if you get full
buildout in five years, you have to be building for
the next 5 years of customer growth. Also the
customer eventually suffers through higher rates
because by building in small blocks he does not
benefit from economies of scale.

The solution to this problem lies with multi;
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Q.

plant facilities like SSU that can have uniform
rates across plants. Uniform rates could allow
utilities such as SSU to build plants to maximize
economies of scale by extending the margin reserve
to an optimum 10 to 20 year margin reserve for each
plant as would be defined by an analysis of each
type of plant. In this way the start up costs for
new facilities would not be borne by a few
customers but by all customers and at the same time
facilities could be built to maximize economies of
scale which would eventually benefit all customers
and put utilities back into a make whole situation.
This is exactly what happens in the electric and
telephone industry which is why they don't have non
used and useful adjustments. Those water utilities
that are not multi plant could still have the
option to utilize AFPI.

This would be a win for the‘ customer, the
Company and the elimination of the used and useful
micro regulation should reduce regulatory costs by
significantly streamlining the rate process.

WHY DID SSU DECIDE TO SELL THE FACILITIES SERVING
THE VENICE GARDENS SERVICE AREA TO SARASOTA COUNTY?
SSU sold the facilities to Sarasota County under
threat of condemnation. SSU had little choice in

5
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the matter. Attached as Exhibit (AJS-7) are

copies of Sarasota County’s "hit list" of investor
owned utilities to be purchased, by condemnation or
otherwise, by the County. SSU remained at or near
the top of the list since the date the list was
created by the County. The acquisition by the
County of the Venice Garaens facilities was not a
matter of "if" but rather "when.®" In the meantime,
the County took obvious steps to thwart -the
economic viability of SSU’s Venice Gardens . service
area. A typical example was the refusal of the
Sarasota County Board of County Commissioners,
which we’ll refer to as the "Board," to recognize
and adopt the findings of the County’s own hearing
examiners, after extensive and protracted
evidentiary and customer service hearings, that
approximately 90% of the revenue increases
requested by SSU in 1991 be granted. Instead, the
Board created two issues from whole cloth to
Justify denial of the hearing examiners’
recommendation. The significance of these acts is
heightened by the fact that the proceeding was to
be an "expedited" Phase II rate proceeding. It
took over 18 months for the Company to obtain this
"expedited" relief. As a result, SSU was forced to

6
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implement the rates recommended by the hearing
examiners without Board approval under relevant
portions of the Florida Statutes. Subsequently,
SSU obtained confirmation that the County was
acting in a manner designed to facilitate
acquisitions of the investor owned wutilities
operating in the County -- such as an increased
level of scrutiny of IOU utility operations.

DO YOU' BELIEVE THE GAIN ON THE SALE OF THE VENICE
GARDENS FACILITIES AS PROPOSED BY MS. DISMUKES
SBHOULD BE CONSIDERED BY THE COMMISSION WHEN
DETERMINING SSU’S REVENUE REQUIREMENTS?

No. The Commission'reviewed a startlingly similar
occurrence in one of SSU’'s last rate proceedings
regarding the condemnation by St. John’s County of
SSU‘’s St. Augustine Shores facilities. The
Commission agreed that the gain resulting from that
sale should not be considered for ratemaking
purposes.

As with the St. Augustine Shores facilities,
or any other utility facilities, SS8U'’s customers do
not gain any ownership rights through the payment
of monthly fees for service or up front
contributions in aid of construction, commonly
referred to as CIAC. I note that another name for
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contributions in aid of construction are "service
availability fees." That is all CIAC payments are,
payments made by customers to ensure that water
and/or wastewater service is available to their
property. It is not reasonable to suggest that the
payment of service availability charges somehow
gives customers an ownership interest in the
utility’s property such that customers should share
in a gain or loss from a sale or other disposition
of such property. The folly of such an assertion
is found in the fact that some utility customers --
of 88U, the Hernando County Utilities Department
and I am sure many other utilities -- do not and
have not paid any service availability charges at
all. Instead, these custcmers pay for services
solely through their monthly bills. Do customers
who pay service availability charges somehow
possess different degrees of ownership based on the
amount of service availability charges they paid
and those customers who paid none have no ownership
interest?

Ms. Dismukes’ proposal should be rejected by
the Commission for the following reasons:
(1) SSU’'s remaining ratepayers contributed nothing
to Southern States’ recovery of its investment in

8
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the Venice Gardens facilities and they bore none of
the risk of any loss.

(2) The sale to Sarasota County under the threat
of condemnation involved not only the sale of
Southern States’ assets but also the 1loss of
customers to whom service had been previously
dedicated and provided through those assets.

(3) At the time of the sale under threat of
condemnation, the Venice Gardens system was
regulated by Sarasota County and was not under
Florida Public Service Commission jurisdiction.

{4) The Venice Gardens system always has been
treated on a stand alone basis for ratemaking
purposes.

(5) A Commission determination that a utility’'s
revenue requirements must be reduced by the gain on
the sale of facilities providing service to an
entire service area (or a portion thereof) would
require the Commission to increase the utility’s
revenue requirements in the event of a loss on the
sale such facilities (or a portion thereof)
regardless of the absence of any relationship
between the remaining customers and the facilities
{or portion thereof) sold. This would be an
unacceptable result. Whereas Ms. Dismukes refers

9
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to an alleged sharing of a loss from the sale of a
facility in Skyline Hills, we note that there does
not appear to have been any hearing in that matter
and no issue raised regarding whether the 1loss
should have been recovered. Ssu, and apparenfly
Public Counsel, have no further knowledge at this
time regarding any particular facts or
circumstances which might have influenced the
Commission to allow the de minimis loss of $5,643
to be recovered from customers.

(6) To deny utility investors the opportunity to
offset the erosion of their investment through the
receipt of capital gains would be a deterrent to
the reinvestment of retained earnings by the
utility and to the attraction of new capital from
investors.

{(7) The Commission’'s policy concerning gains and
losses on the disposition of the facilities serving
an entire service area should be consistent with
the Commission’s recently confirmed acguisition
adjustment policy -- that is, absent extraordinary
circumstances, when a utility purchases a system
rates are not adjusted for any discount under or
premium over book value. For instance, please
refer to the Commission’s Order No. 25729 issuea

10
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Fehruary 17, 1992 in Docket No. 891309-WS.
Likewise, customer rates should not be adjusted
after a sale to reflect gains or losses absent
extraordinary circumstances.
(8) If the utility selling the facilities operated
in only one service area, and all of the facilities
were sold, the utility owner would receive the
entire benefit/detriment from the gain/loss. The
proceeds from the sale of the Venice Gardens and
other facilities should be treated no differently.
This same rationale applies to the gain
realized by SSU as a result of the condemnation in
1991 by St. John’s County of SSU’'s St. Augustine
Shores water facilities - and, as I indicated
earlier, the Commission previously acknowledged
thegse facts and rejected Public Counsel’s plea in
Docket No. 920199-WS that SSU shareholders be
denied the gain.
COULD YOU ELABORATE FURTHER ON THE REASONS WHY MS.
DISMURES’ PROPOSAL SHOULD BE REJECTED?
Ratepayers pay for the use of utility property
employed in providing service. - They do not acquire
a proprietary interest in that property.
Similarly, ratepayers have no proprietary interest
in non-utility and non-regulated property, and

11
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hence, are not entitled to share in the gain and
are not required to bear the impact of any loss
arising out of the disposition of such property.
Ownership of both utility and non-utility property
is indistinguishable in this regard -- ownership
continues to reside in the shareholders who,
accordingly, must bear the risk of loss.

I understand that it has been argued before
the Commission in the past that customers acquire
an equitable interest in depreciable assets since
depreciation expense is factored into rates, and
hence, customers should realize the benefits of a
portion of a gain realized on the sale of such
assets. This argument has no application to the
facts in this proceeding. It would be inequitable
and unreasonable to flow through to the remaining
SSU customers the gain from the sale by
condemnation of the St. Augustine Shores facilities
or sale under threat of condemnation of the Venice
Gardens facilities since they never have been
assessed any of the capital or depreciation costs
associated with the facilities nor have they been
subject to any risk for potential losses associated
with the facilities. The same rationale applies
whenever the sale includes all of the facilities

12
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serving an entire service area and customers should
not share in those gains either. I am not aware of
any instance in which ratepayvers were found to be
entitled to share in the gain on the sale of
property absent, at minimum, a demonstration that
ratepayers either have contributed to the utility’s
recovery of its investment or have borne the risk
of loss. Neither of these circumstances exist here
concerhing the Venice Gardens or St. Augustine
Shores facilities. Rates for utility service from
these facilities historically were set on a stand-
alone basis in accordance with separate accounting
data, rate base, depreciation, expenses, etc.
Therefore, other SSU customers have been unaffected
by the existence of these physical assets in the
past and should remain so. In this vein, I note
that SSU witneés Ludsen will address Ms. Dismukes’
allegation that the gain should be shared as a
result of the Commission’s finding in Docket No.
930945-WS that SSU operates one system.

I also must note that if any of SSU’'s
facilities had been sold at a loss, I am unaware of
any legal or eguitable principle <that would
authorize the Commission to reimburse the Company
for its loss on its investment. However, if Ms.

13
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Dismukes’ proposal were adopted, it does not appear
that the Commission would have any alternative but
to do so in the future.

In addition, the remaining SSU ratepayers
should not be affected by a gain or loss on the
sale of a non-jurisdictional entity. Under these
circumstances, using the gain generated by the
condemnation of the non-jurisdictional sSt.
Augustine Shores facilities or sale under threat of
condemnation of the Venice Gardens facilities to
reduce rate relief to which the Company is
otherwise entitled for its FPSC jurisdictional
service areas would deprive the Company and its
shareholders of "just compensation.'

Also, under the Commission’s repeatedly
reaffirmed acquisition adjustment policy, absent
extraordinary circumstances, when a utility
purchases an additional system, customer rates are
not adjusted for any discount under or premium over
book value. Likewise, the Commission’s policy on
the sale of facilities should be to ignore any gain
or loss absent extraordinary circumstances. No
such circumstances have been identified in this
proceeding.

WHY IS IT RELEVANT TRHRAT THE 8T7T. AUGUSTINE SHORES

14



- A NN b W N e

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

FACILITIES WERE CONDEMNED AND THE VENICE GARDENS
SALE WAS A SALE UNDER THREAT OF CONDEMNATION OF
FACILITIES SERVING AN ENTIRE SERVICE AREA?-

These facts are important for several reasons. SSU
not only sold all plant assets which were used to
serve the St. Augustine Shores and Venice Gardens
service areas, but SSU also lost customers and part
of its business as a result of the sales. In this
situation, SSU was not just selling excess capacity
but rather was required to ligquidate part of its
on-going enterprise. These types of sales have
hidden costs. For instance, opportunities to
stabilize SSU’s business and achieve long-term
investment returns are lost as a result of these
forced sales.

DOES THE FACT THAT THESE SALES WERE FORCED SALES
PROVIDE FURTHER SUPPORT FOR YOUR POSITION THAT THE
GAIN SHOULD BE RETAINED BY THE COMPANY AND ITS
SHAREHOLDERS?

Yes. Sales 1like the Venice Gardens and St.
Augustine Shores sales are essentially a partial
liquidation of the utility’s business. In the case
of a total liquidation of a utility, it is clear
that any gains or losses should go to the owners of
the utility, in other words, the shareholders. As

15
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in Docket No. 920199-WS, Ms. Dismukes fails to
present any evidence that explains how the Venice
Gardens, St. Augustine Shores or River Park sales
differ from a sale of a single utility system which
happens to be the only system owned by a particﬁlar
entity. In such c¢ircumstances, no reasonable
argument can be made that the owner of the system
can be ordered to return all gains to the former
customers served by the system. Similarly, the
Commission cannot authorize the former owner to
look to former customers for compensation of losses
the owner may have incurred as a result of the
condemnation.

SHOULD SSU BE REQUIRED TO TREAT THE GAIN FROM SALES
OF FACILITIES ABOVE THE LINE?

No. The best analogy to the situation which
occurred when SSU sold the Venice Gardens and St.
Augustine Shores facilities is the foliowing:

Mr. X has owned an apartment building for 10
years. Qver the 10 year period tenants come and
tenants go, sometimes apartments are vacant for
extended periods, sometimes the building is fully
rented. In year 11, Government decides it wants to
own the apartment building. If Mr. X accepts the
offer and sells the building, do the tenants

16
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receive a portion of the gain? If so, do only
current tenants receive a share or do past tenants
also receive a share? The answer is obvious. Mr.
X is not required to share the gain with any tenant
just as he would not request reimbursement of a
loss from tenants.

Public Counsel and possibly others might
suggest that a customer of SSU obtains ownership
rights to the utility property serving them. In
Florida, it is c¢lear that customers do not obtain
ownership in utility property, either by Virtue of
paving contributions in aid of construction or
charges for monthly service. Let’s assume that Mr.
X has 5 apartment buildingsland he sells one of the
apartment buildings for a gain. Do the tenants in
the sold apartment building as well as tenants in
the remaining four buildings have a right to share
in the gain? I do not think this would be
justified under any circumstances. What if one of
Mr. X's four remaining apartment buildings burns
down and he was uninsured which results in a total
loss? Are the tenants that lived in that apartment
building or in the other apartment buildings
required to pay Mr. X to build a new apartment
building? Of course not. Likewise utility

17
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customers are like renters in an apartment
building. They pay their monthly bill for the use
of SSU’'s water service similar to a renter paying
his monthly bill for the use of apartment space.
If the utility is sold for a gain or loss, the
customer does not share in that gain or loss
because he does not own the utility but rather
rents the service. I am sure if SSU had lost $19
million on the sale of the Venice Gardens
facilities we would not be addressing this issue
right now.

HAVE SSU’S RATEPAYERS BEEN ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY
THE SALE BY CONDEMNATION OF THE S8T. AUGUSTINE
SHORES FACILITY OR SALE UNDER THREAT OF
CONDEMNATION OF THE VENICE GARDENES FACILITY OR
VOLUNTARY SALE OF THE RIVER PARK FACILITY?

No. OPC witness Dismukes argues that Southern
States’ remaining customers are absorbing the
common costs that would have been allocated to the
customers served by these facilities but for the
sale and that this reallocation of common costs
alone justifies her proposal. I do not believe
that this argument is persuasive, particularly

since the customer base sharing in the allocation

- of Southern States’ common costs actually has grown

18
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over the yvears despite the condemnation or other
sales. Moreover, Ms. Dismukes’ strained allocation
argument does not apply to the sales of assets when
no customers were lost from the sale. Therefore,
Ms. Dismukes has ©provided no Jjustification
whatsoever for her proposal regarding sales of
assets when no customers were lost.

ARE THERE ANY ADDITIONAL REASONS WHY SOUTHERN
STATES" SHAREHOLDERSE SHOULD RETAIN THE GAIN ON THE
SALE OF UTILITY PROPERTY?

Yes. If the Commission denies shareholders the
opportunity to offset the erosion o©of their
investment through the receipt of capital gains, it
would deter the reinvestment of retained earnings
by utilities and inhibit the attraction of new
capital from investors. The deterrent effect of
such a denial would be magnified significantly were
Southern States required to return the capital
gains to ratepayers in this proceeding. I say this
because the remaining customers of SSU whom Ms,.
Dismukes would have share in the condemnation (St.
Augustine Shores) or threatened condemnation
(Venice Gardens) gains have neither contributed to
Southern States’ recovery of its investments in the
assets nor borne any risk of 1loss of such
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investments. Southern States operated the Venice
Gardens and St. Augustine Shores water system under
the jurisdiction of Sarasota County and St. Johns
County, respectively not the Florida Public Service
Commission. Rates for these service areas, without
exception, were determined on a stand alone basis.
Therefore, none o¢f 8SSU’s remaining customers
contributed to the Company’‘'s recovery of its
investments in those facilities or the depreciation
of plant assets.

ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY DECISTIONS BY THE REGULATORY
AUTHORITIES OR COURTS OF OTHER STATES WHICH SUPPORT
THE VIEWS THAT YOU HAVE ESPOUBED?

Yes, I am. In fact, as I indicated in Docket No.
920199-WS, numerous commissions and courts have
reached the same conclusion that I have with
respect to the distribution of the proceeds from
the sale of utility assets, including gains from
the land sales which Ms. Dismukes also would
confiscate from shareholders. Most noteworthy
among these decisions are the following:

. In Maine Water Company v. Public Utilities

Commission, 482 A2d. 443 (Me. 1984), the court
reversed the Maine commission and held that

the gain on the sale of two utility divisions

20
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to a municipal district should be retained by
the utility and not used to reduce rates to
customers in the remaining divisions. This
case involved the transfer of both depreciable
and non-depreciable assets.

The Missouri Public Service Commission held in

Associated Natural Gas Company, 55 PUR 4th 702

(Mo. P.S.C. 1983), that where the utility
proposed to apply the proceeds of the
condemnation of a gas distribution system to
the retirement of bonds and to invest in new
plant, resulting in a reduction in interest
expense and increased debt coverage, the gain
need not be allocated to ratepayers.

The New Hampshire Supreme Court held in Appeal

of the City of Nashua, 435 A.2d 1126 (N.H.

1981), that the New Hampshire commission
correctly determined that a water utility
should be allowed to retain the gain on the
sale of land no longer needed to provide
utility service.

In Philadelphia Suburban Water Company v.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 427

A.2d 1244 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1981), the court
reversed the Pennsylvania commission’s

21
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decision reducing rates of a utility by the
current market value of land upon the dividend
of the land to its parent company. The land
had been in service over fifty years and had
appreciated more than tenfold. The c&urt
found the commission‘’s action constituted
confiscation without due process and just
compensation. The court relied on the
concepts that the investors had not recovered
any of their investment through depreciation,
that they had earned return through rates only
on the original cost of the lénd for fifty
yvears and that the utility customers paid only
for the use cof the land and do not gain
equitable or 1legal rights to the property
through the use of it.

The District of Columbia Court of Appeals held

in Washington Public Interest Organization v.
Public Service Commission, 446 A.2d 28 (D.C.

1978) that the commission correctly allowed
the gain on the sale of land by two utilities
to be retained by the utilities’ stockholders
rather than using the gain to reduce rates.
The court relied on the finding of the
commission that depriving the utilities of the

22
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gain on the sale, both in terms of the effect
on expected earnings and on the investor
assessment of the regulatory climate, would
increase the cost of capital to the utilities
to the ultimate detriment of ratepayers.
ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY OTHER REGULATORY ACTIONS WITH
RESPECT TO THIS ISSUE?
Yes, as 1 described earlier, the C.P.U.C. has
adopted rules whereby gains and losses on sales of
entire utility systems to governmental entities are
to be retained by the shareholders. Thisg action in
California  pertains to the same type of
transactions (i.e., condemnations) as those I
discussed in this testimonyf
OPC WITNESS DISMUKES HAS CITED FLORIDA CASES IN
WHICH GAINS HAVE BEEN SHARED WITH RATEPAYERS.
SHOULD THESE CASES CONTROL HERE?
No, they should not for the réasons I have
described above. In addition, to my knowledge,
none of the precedent cited involved utility plant
which never had even been included in rate base or
otherwise recovered by the utility in rates in any
way.
DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. LARKIN’S ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
THAT DOLLARS ASSOCIATED WITH THE GAINS FROM ANY

23
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SALE EVER MADE BY SS8U APPARENTLY DATING BACK TO
INCORPORATION SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM S8U’S CAPITAL
STRUCTURE, THUES ELIMINATING ALL EQUITY FROM THE
COMPANY’S OVERALL EQUITY RATIO?

No, I do not agree with this alternate proposal. In
fact, the Commission previously has rejected the
same type of proposal put forth by Ms. Dismukes on
behalf of Public Counsel in Docket No. 920199-WS.
On this basis, it appears that Mr. Larkin’s
proposal should be summarily rejected.. This
capital rightfully Dbelongs to SSU and its
shareholders, and SSU should not be penalized from
the sale particularly when the sale was forced upon
SSU and deprived SSU of its property and the right
to a continued stream of earnings on such assets
into the future. Finally, Mr. Larkin identifies no
justification for this alternative proposal. Mr.
Larkin‘s alternative proposal is without merit for
the same reasons I previously identified concerning
Ms. Dismukes’ proposal. Moreover, Mr. Larkin’s
resort to such an alternative is a transparent
attempt to reduce the Company’'s revenue
requirements in any way possible, regardless of the

absence of justification for such action. Only

- when the equity ratio is too high should the

24
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Florida Commission act to disallow a return on the
portion that is excessive; clearly not an issue in
this proceeding. In fact, SSU is having difficulty
funding its capital program with current low levels
of earnings. Disallowing a return on equity in its
entirety is counter-productive to what is needed to
restore and sustain SSU’s financial capacity.

It also is noteworthy that, as I indicated
previoﬁsly in this testimony, 85U’s shareholders
have experienced several years of indisputably
dismal returns on their investment in SSU. I can
think of no equitable rationale for suggesting that
shareholders should bear the brunt of these dismal
returns for a period of vyears and then, in
addition, be forced to relinquish to SSU’s
customers gains from sales of assets, forced or
otherwise.

IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED THAT SSU’S ADMINISTRATIVE AND
GENERAL COSTS SHOULD BE REDUCED TO REFLECT AN
ADJUSTMENT MADE BY THE COMMISSION IN DOCKET NO.
920199-WS WITH RESPECT TO ALLOCATED A&G COSTS
RELATIVE TO S88SU’S FORMER ST. AUGUSTINE SHORES
CUSTOMERS. DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS SUGGESTION?

No, I do not. The Commission’s order in Docket No.
920199-WS suggests that I agreed that SSU’'s
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administrative and general costs should be reduced
in that case by an amount equal to the A&G costs
which would have been allocated to SSU’s customers
in the St. Augustine Shores service area. I did
not make such a concession. I simply pointed out
that Public Counsel’s proposed sharing of the gain
in that proceeding was preposterous and identified
the maximum reduction which would have been
rational even under Public Counsel’s analysis.

The adjustment made by the Commission in
Docket No. 920199-WS was not eguitable. SSU cannot
be disallowed recovery of BA&G costs every time
assets are sold and customers are lost -- absent
some evidence that the associated A&G costs no
longer are necessary to serve SSU’'s remaining
customers. Also, how can it be fair to disallow
the recovery of A&G costs which would have been
allocated to the 1lost customers but give no
recognition to the fact that SSU also acquires new
customers through acquisitions? These customers
permit SSU’s A&G costs to be spread over a larger
customer base. The Commission’s adjustment was one
sided and should not be repeated in this
proceeding. Moreover, the St. Augustine Shores
transaction took place in 1991. The test year in
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thig case is 1996. 1Is it Public Counsel’s position
that such an adjustment must be made in perpetuity?
If so, does a similar adjustment occur for every
condemnation or sale of SSU’s facilities by
counties or cities? Surely, the Commission can see

that it would not be long before the disallowances

of A&G costs would be dramatic -- even i1f SSU’s
customer base were to grow over time. Such a
result is not logical. The Commission should

reject Public Counsel’s proposed adjustment to A&G
costs. Moreover, SSU sold the Venice Gardens
facilities in 1994 with a loss of about 15,380
customers. In 1995, SSU purchased Buenaventura
Lakes with 15,488 customers as well as Lakeside,
Spring Gardens and Valencia Terrace which added
anocther 1,231 customers. Therefore, through
acquisitions, SSU added more customers than we lost
which has actually benefitted our remaining
customers with respect to the allocation of common
A&G costs. On a net basis, our customers have not
been penalized at all in the manner implied by Ms.
Dismukes’ adjustment.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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SARASOTA COUNTY BOARD OF CQLLNTY COMMISSIONERS
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

1. Requesicd Motion: 2. Mceting Datg; January 26, 1993 .

Move to dpprove the Specific Authf 3. Subject Engineering Consulgant Specific
orization #2 with James M. Mont- Authorization for acgquisition of VGU
gomery, Consulting Engineers, 4. Category: Check where applicable:

Inc. (JMMJ for englneerlng con- 1. Ordinance

sulting in the acqguisition of 2. Resolution

venice Gardens Utilities, Inc. 3. Variance Request

(:..ncludlng a used and useful 4, County Admin. Report

study) in accordance with Con- 5. Contracts

tract #92-281, call for profes- 6. Public Hearing Required: Yes No X

sional services #126, BCC approv- Time Requircd minules

ed on June 16, 1992. 7. Other (specify) “Discussion

5. Background:

Oon December 15, 1992, the BCC directed staff to proceed with the acquisition
of Venice Gardens Utilities, Inc. At a deliberative session on July 14, 1992,
regarding VGU's requested rate increasej/ the BCC remanded the case back to the
panel of hearing officers with 1nstrucqgcns that a recommendation be made as
to the used and useful capacity of the plant. The acquisition process will
utilize the established Acguisition Negotiation Team (ANT) procedures. JMM
will accomplish the engineering analysis reguired. Since much of the infor-
mation reguired for the used and useful study will be obtained by JMM during th
acguisition investigation, it is in the County's interest to have JMM also
complete the reguired used and useful study. The Specific Authorization #2 has

281. There are no modifications to the payment provisions. The base price is

§160,974 for the acqguisition scope of work mad ‘5474, 10 ﬁor the used and useful
portion for a total of $205,484.

been developed and is attached for BCC approval as required by JMM Contract #92¢

6. Approval to proceed with contract review: 7. o e, .
; OIS 205,484F 9. O B
Deputy Co. Admin. Datc: . Expendituré chmrcd s e SR P
1.,':-- o ity
Amount Budgeted: § 226, 500 00 e s EEED
8. Submitting Dept Utilities Amendment in "Progress e N D

Budget Amendment Required:  Yes

- a‘%__"".- P e >

Reviewed b 1ru at ‘C:'-E‘G’- = -._\;(9’
T v~

Dept. D..—:;;gr,- i / / a’/ 2 Funds are available in Account No. _RoE L BB

Abinf 402-059239-533313-00000 (s@fﬁeﬁngéM
cal : d

kel ndnic) i S TU5-U5512-536313-00000 (STody ) S474, 510
Clerk's Finance Officer:

9. Forwarded for BCC Acyig)
inancial Management / Depurty Co. Admin. Date: /- it
Financial M / Z puty 73

County Administrator Date:

107 ommission(Action:
i Action approved with the following modifications:

C'qo") D?‘gl Denied

Deferred to:

Relerred to stall:
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SARASOTA C.O0-UNT Y GOVERNMENT

UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Yo
TO: John Wesley White, County Administrat gf’my 3 2o
=22 g e D
A S B
THROUGH: Robert S. LaSala, Deputy County Adm £ ii.fi%%
FROM: Larry B. Turner, Utilities Direct gﬁgﬁ
: =
. 28¢ iakes
SEUBJECT: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ° M-DISCUSSI_G_F—'G Tl% 4 %
APPROVE ENGINEERING CONSULTANT SCOPE OF SER@ESU‘FOR:D
ACQUISITION OF VENICE GARDEN UTILITIES, INC.2S™ & 32
-—f
DATE: January 20, 1993
RECOMMENDATION:

The Utilities Department recommends that the Board of County
Commissioners take the following action: Move to approve the Scope
of Services with James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc.
(JMM) for engineering analysis in the acquisition of Venice Garden
Utilities, Inc. (including a used and useful study) in accordance
with Contract #92-281 approved by the BCC on June 16, 1992,

REPORT: ,
Venice Gardens Utilities, Inc. is a water and sewer franchise
serving approx1mately 6600 retail customers and 400 commercial

customers. Venice Gardens operates its own water and wastewater
treatment plants.

By Resolution 90-231 dated July 31, 1990 the Board of County
Commissioners (Board) agreed to allow the utility to file for a
Step 2 rate increase. On November 22, 1991, the utility filed its
request for this Step 2 rate increase. A panel of hearing officers
held duly advertised public hearings on ‘April 9, May 6, 7, 8 and
11, 1992 for the purpose of considering the utility’s request and
receiving evidence and testimony. The Board conducted a duly
advertised deliberative session on July 14, 1992. After full
consideration of the record, the Board remanded the case back to
the panel of hearing officers, with instructions that evidence and
testimony be taken and considered regarding the prudence of VGU’s
investment in the R.0. Plant in light of the contracts entered into
between Sarasota County and VGU regarding the purchase of County
water; and that a recommendation be made as to the used and useful
capacity of the entire water plant.

At this point Staff determined that an engineering contract would
be needed for the used and wuseful study. Staff . orlglnally
antic1pated.tha;%&his\studymcould be conducted under and existing
contract, thereby“av01d1ng-thewneed for a Call For Professional
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Services.: Subsequently, it was determined that this was not the
case. During October and November, the rate staff coordinated the
drafting of engineering scope of services with SUD Engineering
staff, Office of the County Attorney, and Purchasing. The final
draft of the scope of services went to Purcha51ng for advertising

in mid-November. Callﬁﬁprmprofe551onal Seryviceszwentyoub.late
.TNovembﬁyﬁw. NeReglosing s keap bl ﬁberﬂlai- Ty Ve regspen
.i,he«cgll S TS e “were recea,;ggd1 ~one. of whi

ﬂﬂasgfnoméﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ“’antgomery CQnsﬂiting Engineérs; Inc.

On December 15, 1992, the BCC directed staff to proceed with the
acquisition of Venice Gardens Utilities, Inc.

The Utilities Department will proceed with the acquisition of the
franchise utilizing the BCC approved Acquisition Negotiating Team
{ANT). The firm of JMM will accomplish the engineering analysis
required including a used and useful study. The Specific
Authorization No. 2 has been developed and is attached for BCC
approval as recquired by the JMM contract #92-281. There are no
modifications to the payment provisions.

Since much of the 1nfp£maiﬁﬁﬁ%&eqﬁlradﬁfar -the used and useful
L Nfing-the. acquiﬁitlon ;gyeﬁ&;gaj;pn,
#gcounfyfs‘ﬁ“térest “to “have ~IMM" aigﬁamomp&ﬁngmi he
and useful sEudy
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CONTRACT NO. X7
BCC APPROVED__([2¢[?2

SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION NO. 2
SARASOTA COUNTY UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

THIS DOCUMENT, executed this day of i 1993, is
Specific Authorization No. 2 to the Agreement dated June 16, 1992

(BCC contract No. 92-281), hereinafter called ‘the Agreement,
between the

County of Sarasota
a political subdivision of the State of Florida
hereinafter called County, and

James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc.
a professional engineering consultant,
hereinafter called Consultant,

with an office located at 240 N. Washington Blvd., Suite 303
Sarasota, Florida.

WHEREAS, the Agreement provided that the County may authorize

Consultant by Specific Authorization to perform additional
services; and

NOW THEREFORE, the County and the Consultant, in consideration
of the mutual covenants hereinafter set forth, agree as follows:

1. SERVICES OF CONSULTANT

Consultant shall perform professional  consulting
services, and provide the deliverables as set forth in

Exhibit A, Scope of Work, attached hereto and
incorporated as though set forth in full.

2. COMPENSATION

Wo g -
L =
The Consultant shall be paid in accordance Qigﬁ?thﬁlfhgﬂ

schedule as set forth in Paragraph 2.1 of théﬁﬁé}eéﬁentlg;
The payment for this Specific Authorization £5:$160,973%
for the acquisition scope of work, and $44,§;§Vfdf the

A - B

. ™M
used and useful portion for a total of $205,é§§& = f%ED
o 5 0B
. 28E -~ 27
3. PERIOD OF SERVICE : :g 5 5

The anticipated Period of Service for the services
rendered is estimated to be approximately 6 months.

4. OQOTHER PROVISIONS

All applicable provisions of the Agreement and prior
Specific Authorizations not specifically modified hereln



shall remain in full
incorporated by reference herein.

EXHIBIT (Aag-1\
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and effect and are

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Specific Authorization has been fully
executed on behalf of County’s and Engineer’s duly authorized
officers, effective as of the date hereinabove written.

ATTEST:

KAREN E. RUSHING, as Clerk of
the Circuit Court and Ex Officio
Clerk of the Board of County
Commissioners

weelnale G Lhrkome

Deputy Clerk

WITNESS:

Approved as to-form,
and Exeeution Covuctneso

County Commissioners

BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS

of SARASOTA COUNTY
FLORIPDA

BY; —
Ch m

JAMES "M. MONTGOMERY,
CONSULTING ENG 5, INC.
& ~
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EXHIBIT A
TO SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION NO. 2
SARASOTA COUNTY
Utility Acquisition Engineering Services
For Acquisition of Venice Gardens Utility
By Sarasota County, Florida

ENGINEERING SCOPE OF WORK

I. GENERAL SERVICES
A, Project Interfaces
1. Meet with Acquisition Team Members

James M. Montgomery (JMM) will meet with the other Utility Acquisition
Team Members/County staff for up to two (2) meetings.

- County Commission Meetings

-

JMM will brief the Board of County Commissioners twice (2) on the -
engineering status of the project.

3. .Any additional meetings will be reimbursed at the agreed hourly rates.

4. Provide letter report of physical condition and investment required to
bring utility to good to excellent condition (for F.S. 125.3401 report).

B. Project Schedule
JMM will prepare a bar chart schedule for the acquisition project. The schedule will be
updated monthly. The purpose of a schedule is to identify the interdisciplinary effort and
the task relationships required to complete the project in a timely manner.

II. WATER FACILITIES EVALUATION
A, Water Supply

JMM will review an inventory prepared by VGU and analyze the available master water
supply.

A-1
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B.-  Treatment Plant(s)

JMM will prepare an inventory and analysis of all water treatment plani(s) as well as a
description of the on-site facilities. A copy of the permit applications for the water
treatment plant(s) will be reviewed to determine the design criteria for the plant(s). A
review of the plant(s) operating parameters will indicate whether the current mode of
operation is adequate. An investigation of the treatment processes will be performed.
A determination of the rated capacity per FDER will be made. Current regulatory
compliance of the plant(s) will be investigated. Such investigation will include treatment
as well as effluent and sludge handling/disposal.

& Storage and High Service Pumping Facilities

JMM will review the inventory and evaluate the existing treated water storage and high
service pumping facilities to determine permitted and useful capacity.

D.  Distribution System
(See XIV.H)

E. Flow Test and Inspection of Existing Fire Hydrants (To be accomplished by
others.)

E. Inspect All Existing Water Facilities

JMM will visually inspect all major existing water distribution facilities, including
storage tanks, pumping stations, master supply meter facilities, valve vaults, and control
panels. Facilities will be operated to check for abnormal wear, age, vibrations, damage
and/or operating conditions which may indicate problems. Based upon these inspections,
JMM will identify appropriate corrective actions and related costs to bring facilities into
compliance with existing costs to bring facilities into compliance with existing codes and
regulations.

G. Water Distribution Model and Analysis

(Deleted)

A-2
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Uity Acqtuuaan Eaginocring Services
SEWER FACILITIES EVALUATION

A.  Wastewater Treatment Plant(s)

JMM will inventory and evaluate each wastewater treatment plant and such data will be
compiled as well as a description of the facilities on-site. Copies of the FDER
applications, and operating permits for the plants will be secured to determine the design
criteria. A review of the plant operating parameters will indicate whether the mode of
operation is adequate. An evaluation of the treatment of both the liquid and solids
streams will be performed. A determination of the rated capacity per FDER will be

made. An evaluation of effluent disposal, sludge handling facilities, and their adequacy -

will be prepared for each of the plants. This evaluation will include a review of existing
regulations to determine the viability of current practices. JMM will evaluate the
calibration of effluent meters.

B. Internal Inspection of Sewer Lines (To be accomplished by others.)

C. Inspect Existing Manholes

JMM will inspect two (2) percentage of existing manholes.

o Some on the manholes inspected will be inspected during daylight hours
to determine the physical condition of the manholes.

o Some of the manholes inspected will be inspected during periods of low
to zero sewage flow to estimate the infiltration in the system,

These will be selected based on locating a key manhole serving wide
portions of the sewer shed.

D. Lift and Pump Station Inspection

IMM will visually inspect all existing lift stations including wet wells, value vaults, and
control panels. Lift station pumps will be operated to check for abnormal vibrations
and/or operations which may indicate problems. Based upon these inspections, JMM will
identify appropriate corrective actions and related costs, if needed, to bring lift stations
into compliance with existing codes and regulations.

&-3
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E. Infiltration/Inflow Analysis

JMM will prepare a desk top I/I analysis of the wastewater collection system. Estimates
of I/1 will be made using data from:

o S year wastewater flow/water consumption analysis
° Manhole inspection

Recommended corrective action and costs associated with excessive I/I will be identified.
F. Wastewater Collection System Analysis
(Deleted)
REGULATORY ISSUES
A. FDER & SWFWMD Facilities Permits
JMM will review all existing operating, construction, withdrawal, injection well and
discharge permits assigned by the FDER for the VGU facilities to determine the future
permitting needs of the facilities.

B. Environmental Assessment
JMM will complete a Phase I Environmental Audit of four (4) treatment plants with
particular emphasis on compliance with the underground storage tank regulations. An
inventory of underground storage tanks will be performed at the sites; a walkover survey
will be performed; and determination of any potential liability from abutting properties
will be made. ‘
JMM will sample and analyze up to two (2) sample points for volatile organic compounds
(VOC) and base neutral acid (BNA) extractables, metals and petroleum hydrocarbons
constituents. Services characterized as Phase II Environmental Audits are excluded as
well as asbestos analysis.

UTILITY OPERATIONAL EVALUATION

A. Staffing

JMM will perform a review of the required utility staffing levels required for facilities
under county ownership.

A-4
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B. Wastewater Treatment Facilities

JMM will conduct a complete review of the operational strategies conducted at the VGU
facilities. The review will assist in determining the operational flexibility of each process
component to meet future treatment requirements and loadings. The review will focus
upon the following operational issues:

Chemical usage

Treatment process optimization techniques

Process components capabilities and their inter-relation function
Energy conservation measures

Use of instrumentation

The review sill further define the useful life of the utility and process components and
their inter-relational functions of the treatment facilities.

C. Maintenance Practices

(Deleted)

D. JMM will develop a five (5) year operating cost estimate to include the following:
® Necessary system improvements
° Operation and maintenance costs for personnel and equipment
e  Compliance with State and Federal water and wastewater regulations and

y statutes

® Renewals and replacement
. Capital requirements

REAL PROPERTY EVALUATION

(To be accomplished by others)

RECORDS REVIEW

In this task, JMM will review a number of records to deierminc the following:
Permit Violations

System Deficiencies

Growth Forecasting
Design Capacities

A-5
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A. Plans Review
J MM will be provided with plans of the major facilities to determine their capacity.
B. Correspondence Review
JMM will review records on file at public agencies to determine permit violations.
C. Customer Growth Trends

JMM will review the rate at which new customers have been connecting to the system
as well as projections of future system growth trends. i

D. Operation Reports

JMM will obtain copies of the last five years of operation reports. These will be used
to evaluate the effectiveness of the facilities to meet their design criteria. ’

E. Fire Demands

JMM will contact ISO and County Fire Marshall and obtain fire demands for selected

commercial properties served by the water system. The Owner/SUD will assist in -

providing descriptive information about the selected property to determine the fire
* protection requirement.

SYSTEM PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

JMM will compile lists of problem areas and needs derived from evaluation of the water
and sewer facilities. The compilation will include deficiencies noted that are relative to
regulatory permits.

ESTIMATED VALUE

As directed by utility acquisition team members, JMM will prepare an estimated value
of each of the systems (water and sewer). The valuation will include the replacement
cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) method with dedicts for known or suspected
deficiencies, obsolescence, super adequacy, and other legal or engineer constraints.
Extraordinary maintenance or inadequacies.will be evaluated. Expenses necessary (0
bring the system up to permit requirements, meet standards, or eliminate hazards will
also be taken into account in the valuation. JMM will also prepare a letter report
outlining the estimated valuation of the facilities to be acquired.

A-6
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CAPITAL NEEDS PROGRAM

A compilation of the estimated costs of extraordinary maintenance and repairs required
in order to return the system to a good to excellent condition will be performed and
presented in the form of a capital improvement program (CIP). The capital needs to
meet permit requirements, growth, mandates, health and safety needs, and consolidation:
needs will also be presented as a capital improvement program (CIP). The CIP is
expected to be of about a 5 year duration. The compilation will separately state the basis
for required renewal and replacement advance funding. JMM will review TV tapes
provided by others as an aid in developing CIP.

REPORT PREPARATION

JMM will prepare bound technical memos encompassing items I through IX as an
engineering evaluation of the VGU facilities. A total of ten (10) bound draft copies will
be provided and five (5) bound final documents will be provided after appropriate
review. The draft report will be complete approximately four (4) months after notice to
proceed.

ADDITIONAL SERVICES

During the course of this project, the County, other coumy consultants and/or JMM may -

identify tasks that require extensive field work or closed circuit TV inspection. These
+ services may include TV inspection of wells, aquifer hydrogeology tests, pump tests, TV
inspection of sewer lines, excavation of utilities, Phase II Environmental Audits of
existing utility sites. JMM will not commence work on any effort in this task without
obtaining written authorization from the County nor have any fees been included in the
negotiated fee for acquisition services. Compensation will be for actual time -and
materials used at the established rates.

POST UTILITY ACQUISITION

A. Post-Acquisition Assistance

Upon acquiring the utility system, the County will be required to operate and manage a
utility structure in conjunction with the defined operating budget. As this is a unique
situation for the County and staff, JIMM will provide the newly-formed utility with post-

acquisitional assistance. The services include, but are not limited to:

1; Engineering services for developer agreement review and permitting;
interconnect and new main design; design services to remedy system

A-7
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deficiencies; general engineering consultation; site plan and plat review;
necessary work to meet D.O.T. and other public entity schedules; address
any emergency health and safety issues; coordinate. planning issues with
other agencies; and assist the utility staff in the development of County-
wide ordinances.

Provide the County recommendations for utility staff organization,
facilities management plans, operating procedures and manuals;
implementation assistance for safety, preventive maintenance and staff
training programs. Engineering services required for legal matters should
the acquisition or post-acquisition activities necessitate engineering
services. JMM will provide same for expert witness testimony,
deposition, and litigation support as required.

Provide services necessary to complete the injection well FDER permits.
Compensation will be for actual time and materials used at the established
rates. )

XIV. USED AND USEFUL EVALUATION OF WATER SYSTEM

A. Obtain Data

Gather Pertinent data regarding the Venice Garden Uti-lity Corporation’s (VGU) Water
- System. This data source includes:

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation Consent Orders
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation Construction Permits
Southwest Florida Water Management District Water Use Permits
Sarasota County Franchise Division Documents

Sarasota County Health and Rehabilitative Services Unit Operating
Reports

Rate Case Document

Filings of VGU with Sarasota County Franchise Division

B. Review Design Criteria

Review the design criteria for reasonableness based upon:

Historical Data Trends
Sarasota County Ordinances
Sarasota County Rules & Regulations

A-8
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Florida Department of Environmental Regulation Regulations
United States Environmental Protection Agency Regulations
Industry Standards

Contracts with Sarasota County and Other Governmental Entities

Draw conclusions regarding prudence of plant sizing based on above criteria. If it is
determined that plant has bee imprudently oversized, then a recommendation should be
made regarding the appropriate plant sizing. (Tasks C, D, and E should also be
reviewed as needed prior to this determination.)

48 Review Population

Review the future water demands based upon past water consumption per equivalent
dwelling units (EDU). Future EDUs will be based upon County Planning Dcpaﬁmcnt
projections. Assess the impact of water restrictions on water demand.

D. Water Losses

Complete a water loss analysis of water losses of the system. This will be used on an
analysis between finished water produced and water sold to customers. Make
recommendation regarding reasonableness of water loss. If water loss is not at an .
acceplable level, recommend adjustments as needed to reduce electric and chemical

. expense.

E. Prepare Estimate of Future Water Use Through 1996

Predict water demands through 1996 based upon results of Subtask B, C and D.
E. Site Visits

Conduct site visits of the major components of VGU water system.

G. Capacity Analysis

Review and make a recommendation regarding the appropriate number of years over
which to depreciate the reverse osmosis permeators.

Sarasota County rules and regulations allow a utiiity to request a change in lives from
the standard defined in the rules.

In the most recent proceeding in 1991, VGU requested that the life be changed from 22

A-9
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to 5 years.

”

Analyze the capacity of the water supply wells and water treatment units. Review the

capacity of the major components. Review the continued use of the surficial wells with

respect to the Surface Water Treatment Rule. Make recommendation regarding the

appropriate treatment of a portion of the shallow wellfields located off of Shamrock
Boulevard that is not currently in use for rate making purposes. Should they be
permitted to remain the rate base or should they be retired? If the recommendation is

to retire the unused wellfields, determine the value of the assets to be retired and

determine how the early retirement should be accounted for.

H. Assess the Ability of the Water Treatment System to Provide Water to the
Customers Through the Distribution System

Assess the ability of the water distribution system to deliver the finished water from the
storage facilities to the distribution unit.

I. Used and Useful Calculations

Prepare used and useful calculations for the water distribution system. Prepare used and
useful calculations for the VGU water plant either by major components or system wide
as appropriate depending on the previous capacity analysis (See Subtask G).

- Task B regarding design criteria should be a primary reference point when preparing the
used and useful analysis pertaining to the VGU water plant and components. In addition,
other pertinent tasks should be taken into account as needed.

Prepare a detailed report of the results of the used and useful analysis by April 15, 1993.
J. Expert Testimony and Presentation at Public Hearing

Prepare expert testimony to be presented at a public hearing regarding the Utility’s rate
request. The expert witness shall be available to present findings at a public hearing
which may be several days in duration. Compensation will-be for actual time and
materials uses at the established rates. '

K. Project Interface

Meet with Franchise Division staff for up to four meetings.
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E.FLOW TESTS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 L} 00 358 0 159
F.INSPECTION 24 0 0 0 4 |+ ] 2487 4,416 4d &n
TASK I1l- SEWER FACILITIES
A. WASTEWATER TREATMENT 16 24 40 4 84 .09 3,754 " !.Sﬂ
n. INTERNAL INSPECTION NiC NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC HNIC NIC - 0 o o 0 0 -~ 0
C. INSPECT MANHOLES r 0 x 2 4 1 50 1.190! 2130 51 an
D. LIFT STATIONS AND PUMP STAT] M 40 L 20 b1 -3 111! 21647 Am 5 7442
E. 1N ANALYSIS 1 un &4 4 4 1 3 1mn? 23% 4288 n 6.6%6
TASK IV. REGULATORY ISSUES
A. Facilivies Permiu L b1 4 4 1 41 20 1,647 285 215
N. Site Audia 16 b1 16 4 2 &2 1614 288 10,011 14313
TASK V. UTTLITY OPERATIONAL EV 1]
A. Suffing ] 16 1 4 ] 1 45 01 1.612 1t 153
N W & WW Treasrment Facil. [ ] b1 4 ] 2 45 912 1,704 u 1.668
€ Maimtenance Practices 3 24 4 { ] 4 2 30 1018 1817 1 1964
0. FIVE YEAR O&M BUDGET » ] 0 40 1 ] 16 16 ] 166 s 6,952 il: 10,961
TASK VI- REAL PROPERTY EVALUAT NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC b NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC 0 0 o 0 L]
TASK ¥I11. RECORDS REVIEW 'U
A. MLANS REVIEW ] M 2 M 913 1110 2,604 5360 b
D. CORRESPONDENCE 2 U 1 7 T4 12713 240 I,:::q D
C. GROWTH TRENDS ] ] 1 1 n 631 ]
D. QPERATION REPORTS ] 16 16 - 2 £ 914 1536 144 l.ml .n
E. FIRE DEMANDS 2 16 1 19 m 704 Ib.: 1
TASK VIII. SYSTEM PROBEMS & 16 16 40 4 10 ] 10 4 108 2210 4082 47 64 -
" ° 0
TASK X ESTIMATED VALUE 20 kL M 80 4 20 20 7 19| 4 1495 M_:g 119 6\
TASK X- CAPITAL NFEDS PROGRAM 16 10 1" 1 & s7)| 1ans| 285 n: 43
TASK X1 REPORT 20 0 1 %0 " 1n 40 1 0 | n wsm 10,341 T70 16.8
TASK XI1I: ADDITIONAL SERVICES NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC NIC MC 1] [ 0 0 ]
.
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0DCs
SUBTASK ;
NUMBER XEROX DLUELINE  PRINTING OUTSIDE SHIPPING TRAVEL MILEAGE  COMPUTER WORD PHONE TESTING MISC, TOTAL
COPIES PRINTS CONSULTANTS PROCESSING 0DCs
TASK I- GENERAL SERVICES
Al MEET WITH TEAM MEMBERS 100 o 4 -
A2. COUNTY COMMISSION MTGS. 0 0 0
A3. HOURLY RATE MEETINGS 0 0 0
A4 FS. CHPT 125 HEARING 0 0 0
o
B. PROJECT SCHEDULE 50 2 8 is 62
0
TASK Il. WATER FACTLITIES 0
A WATER SUPPLY [ 8 1
B. WATER TREATMENT 4 : n
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D. WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 0 1 : 4
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E INSPECTION 200 0 0 “
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C. GROWTI! TRENDS g . 144
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TASK VIl SYSTEM PRODEMS & NEF . 0 4 n 4
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70
. o . 4
TASK X1 REPORT 2000 400 7 1 o
TASK XI1. ADDITIONAL SERVICES o ° : m
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SARASOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT

TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

DATE:

UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

File
John D. Knowles, Planning Division Manager
Venice Garden Utility (VGU) Aéquisition

February 9, 1993

A meeting of the Acquisition Negotiating Team (ANT) for the
acquisition of VGU was held on 1 February, 1993 in the 7th floor
conference room of the Administration Center. The following
individuals were present:

Commissioner Robert L. Anderson

John Wesley White, County Administrator

Larry Turner, Utilities Director

John D. Knowles, Planning Division Manager
Bleu Wallace, Franchise Division Manager
Steve DeMarsh, Assistant County Attorney
Bonnie Dyga, Director of Financial Management
Tom Keys, Operations Division Manager

Nancy Fisher, Administration Division Manager
Dave Cook, Accountant

Steve Dunn, Saffer, Vumbaco Brown & Kersten (SVBK)
Dave Bouck, James M. Montgomery (JMM)

Jim Higgins, James M. Montgomery (JMM)

The meeting was the initial meeting of the ANT for VGU acquisition.
The following issues were addressed:

1.

2.

Acquisition. Commissioner Anderson noted that the
acquisition would be accomplished as a "long take".

Completion time. JMM is scheduled to have the used and
useful portion complete by April 15, 1993. Both
consultants are to complete all of their scopes within 6
months. These times are subject tq the consultants being
able to obtain the required documents and gain access to
the facilities. Commissioner Anderson asked that the
consultants review their time lines to determine if they
could complete their tasks sooner.

Access. Physical access to the property is necessary for
JMM to complete his work on the acquisition part. Copiles
of the plans and drawings are necessary for both the used
and useful and acquisition parts. Legal was asked to
resolve these issues as SSU had indicated resistance to
the County obtaining access.
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Documentation. JMM and SVBK need coples of tHe
VGU/County agreement on purchase of Carlton Water and
copies of the injection well agreement.

Updates. JWW requested that SUD set up a monthly meeting
of the ANT to update the members on all acquisitions.
Attendance by the consultants is not necessary.

Overall plan. Commissioner Anderson requested that staff
1ook at an overall plan for the water and sewer service
in the southern portion of the County to determlne how
VGU fits into the County’s goals.

File: JKnowles\ANT\Feb.Mtg
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General Offices

1000 Color Place
Apopka, AL 32703

[407)880-0058

March 23, 1993

The Honorable David R Mills
Commissioner
Sarasota Board of County Commissioners

P.O.Box 8
Sarasota, Florida 34230

Dear Co.rnmissiqner Mills:

As you are aware Southern States Utilties operates the water and
wastewater facilities a Venice Gardens and has had an application for a
rate change pending in Sarasota County since November 1991.

Last May, the Public Utilities Advisory Board recommended a rate increass
for SSU. We have yet to get a final decision. In other words, we have had
arae procaeding pending in Sarasota County for 18 months. The last rate
proceeding in your County took eight months from the initial application date
of November 1989 until the final order in July 1990.

| am also sure you are aware. SSU has invested several million do¥ars in
expanding one reverse osmosis plant and building another to improve the
qualtty of service in your area, both from a water amlahli‘ty and safety

point of view.

We are quite concemed, not only about the delays in our rate proceedings,
but the potential for the appearancs of impropriety on the County's behalf.
Because the Sarasota County Commission has authorized the retenfion of
a consultant to determine feasilibility of acquiring our utilty, we are
extramely anxious about the potential bias and/or confiict of interest which
exists In the County’s retention of regulation of our operations and rates.

CRTRE T oo

In Colier County when a similar dilemma occurred, the. Collier County
Commissioners relinquished regulatory ,unsdcbon to the Florida Public
Servica Commission. We believe the experience of the Collier County
Commission might be helpful to you in this regard.

Attached is a copy of the Collier County Commission resolution dated April
16, 1985 for your information and convenience. We would certainly

Southern States Utilities - Water for Ronda’s Future

T e . — s ——— T —— i = = —
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appreciate the opportunity to discuss this situation with you personally.

We look forward to your response.

_ | Sincerely,

ida M. Floberts
Manager of Communications
and Government Affairs

Enclosure
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E ARASOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT

UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: File

FROM: John D. Knowles, P.E., Planning Division.Manageéffé%;——___

SUBJECT: Acquisition Negotiating Team (ANT) Update

DATE: May 3, 1993

An ANT update meeting was held on May 3, 1993. The following
individuals were present:

Commissioner Robert L. Anderson

John Wesley White, County Administrator

Robert S. LaSala, Deputy County Administrator
Larry B. Turner, P.E., Utilities Director

John D. Knowles, P.E., Planning Division Manager
Bonnie Dyga, Financial Management Director

David Cook, Utilities Finance

Steve DeMarsh, Assistant County Attorney

Bob Obering, Utilities Engineering Manager

Bleu Wallace, Utilities Franchise Manager

The update sheets attached were distributed and discussed. The
following specific issues were addressed:

Atlantic. Larry Turner stated that this issue will be
discussed this week with the acquisition attorney.

Myakka. The County’s role in reviewing the rates to be
charged to County customers by a non-County entity was discussed.
Steve DeMarsh was asked to look into this issue. Commissioner
Anderson asked that SUD obtain the details of the agreement between
the Utility and the City of North Port.

Southeast. Steve DeMarsh is to get with'the Attorney handling
the case and report back to the ANT.

Contributed CIAC to the County. Commissioner Anderson raised
the issue of the status of the ordinance to require developers to
donate their lines to the County via the franchise. Commissioner
Anderson did not understand why we had to wait for future court
rulings before we could process the ordinance. Mr. White stated
that the Board of County Commissioners was clear in its directions
on this issue. Steve DeMarsh to investigate.
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ANT Meeting
Page 2

‘Acquisition Prioritization Plan. Mr. White asked SUD to look
for community groups to brief. He does not expect a large effort
to brief small groups of 2 or 3.

Future Meetings. Mr. White stated that the update meetings
will be scheduled every two weeks until further notice.

Enclosures
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993.

FRANCHISE NAME: Atlantic¢ Utilities
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water (from SUD) and sewer

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: water: 4339 residential, 131 commercial
sewer: 4557 residential, 131 commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: County Initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 4/22/93 - Workshop:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: Montgomery/Watson

CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: SVBK
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
1992~-Part of RUD#1 Proposal
03/11/93 - BCC rejected RUD#1 Proposal

04/22/93 - BCC concurred with SUD decision to begin
negotiations for acquisition. = !
04/26/93 - Consultants asked for scope of work to gather

additional data for acquisition.
04/28/93 - Letter from owner with price guote

CURRENT STATUS:

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993 -

FRANCHISE NAME: Casey Key Water Association

TYPE OF SERVICE: Water only (SUD bulk customer)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: 440 Residential, 1 commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACOUIRE: 4/6/93 - Franchise surcharge
hearing

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Assumption of all liabilities

- ENGINEER CONSULTANT: None

CONTRACT AMOUNT: ' %COMPLETE:
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: None
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
9/14/92 - Meeting with SUD and CKWA to agree upon actions to
be taken for acquisition
10/6/92 - CKWA’s Engineer submits plans for back flow devices
to meet consent order
11/5/92 - Plans for back flows disapproved as not meeting code
12/1/92 - CKWA’s Engineer agrees to modify plans and subnmit
revised cost data for rate hearing.
1/5/93 - Meeting with CKWA and SUD.Director to update status
2/2/93 - cConsent order to CKWA issued for chlorination
.equipment
' 2/24/93 - Data needed for rate hearing received by SUD
3/30/93 - Public hearing for rates (continued)
4/6/93 - Last easement for water-line route obtained.

CURRENT STATUS: *

* Legal agreement not finalized.

* CKWA must relocate a portion of their water line before
acquisition contract can be signed. L

* SUD may pick up back flow contract and work to repailr
chlorination equipment depending on when contract is signed.

* Bids received for water line relocation. No award. &

PURCHASE PRICE: NONE



' EXHIBIT _

(AI&jT

PAGE 2/ o G|

ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993
FRANCHISE NAME: Englewood Golf, Inc.

TYPE OF SERVICE: Sewer only, EWD water

NUHﬁﬁR_OF CUSTOMERS: Sewer: 133 residential, 1 commercial
BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTEﬁf TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Consolidation clause

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: N/A
CONTRACT AMOUNT: _ $COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: N/A

CONTRACT AMOUNT %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
3/4/94 - Franchise expires

CURRENT STATUS:
* Acquisition proposal to be presented:-to EWD board

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993.

EXHIBIT (AJ SN

FRANCHISE NAME: Gulf View Utilities, Inc.
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water and sewer—own supply

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 180 residential
Sewer: 52 residential

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: (5/11/93)

BASIS FOR COHPBNSATION: Negotigted

ENGINEER CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCTYAL: CONSULTANT:

CONTRACT AMOUNT %COMPLETE: - :

KEY DATES/EVENTS: _
1/13/93 - owner offers to sell franchise to the County

'CURRENT STATUS:
* BCC to consider authorizing staff to look into acquisition

PURCHASE-PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1983

FRANCHISE NAME: Myakka Utilities, Inc
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water (from North Port) and sewer

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 2733 residential
Sewer: 2727 residential

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Initiated by North Port

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: , A
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT RAMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

03/11/93 - Request to transfer assets requested from Utility
04/14/93 - Negotiations between Utility and North Port

complete.

CURRENT STATUS:
* Acquisition public hearing in County not requlred
* Public hearing for transfer of assets required
* North Port will hold two community meetings
* Customers will not pay any capaclty fees to North Port
* Utility has the action to submit transfer request

PURCHASE -PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993

FRANCHISE NAME: Southbay Utilities, Inc.
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water & Sewer (own)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 515 residential, 25 commercial
Sewer: 515 residential, 25 commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION:

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION:

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: :
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:

CONTRACT AMOUNT %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

.7/21/92 - owners request 10 year extension; BCC approved one
year extension

4/16/93 - meeting between - County Attorney & franchise
lawyer '

CURRENT STATUS:
* Franchise expires in August 1993, or August 1994
* Owners want to negotiate new franchise agreement
* County attorney to resolve

PURCHASE -PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993 .

FRANCHISE NAME: Southeast Utilities, Inc.

TYPE OF SERVICE: Water (bulk, from SUD) & Sewer (diverted to
Atlantic)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 136 residential
Sewer: 132 residential

BASIS OF ACQUISBITION:

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 1985

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION:

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: 7
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
1985 -~ Owner abandoned system
1985 - Court appointed receiver
9/27/90 - Sewer interconnected to Atlantic

. CURRENT STATUS: 5
* Trial on owner’s claim of inverse condemnation June & Aug 93
* Receiver heavily in debt &
* System has massive I & I

.~

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OPF: May 11,1993
FRANCHISE NAME: Southfield Utilities, Inc.

TYPE OF SERVICE: Sewer (SUD retail water custome;s)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: 195 Residential

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF IHTE&T TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: None

CONTRACT AMOUNT: ' %COMPLETE:
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: None
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
KEY DATES/EVENTS: , -
02/17/93 - Owner’s attorney requested action be taken to

acquire :
02/24/93 - Acquisition actions assigned o
03/26/93 - Proposed legal agreement forwarded to the Utility

CURRENT STATUS:
* SUD staff designing interconnect to Atlantic

* SUD staff reviewing availability of funds for interconnect

* Acquisition to be timed with contract to minimize County
operation of plant due to environmental problens
* Owner to retain plant and land .

PURCHASE-PRICE: $10,000
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993 .
FRANCHISE NAME: Southgate Water & Sewer Co., Inc

TYPE OF SERVICE: Water (from SUD) (Sewer by Florida Cities)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: 250 Residential, 103 Commercial

BASIé OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF mii-'xm TO ACQUIRE: 1/19/93 - SVBK Contract
approval '
BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negétiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: Minder & Rhodes
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $9,600 %COMPLETE: 90%

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: Saffer, Vumbaco, Brown & Kersten
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $14,530 _ %COMPLETE: ?0%

KEY DATES/EVENTS: ) .
03/29/93 - Utility asked to provide their asking price along
-with explanation of derivation of price.

CURRENT STATUS: -
*Target date to complete acquisition - August 1993
*Consultants prepared to review asking price upon receipt

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993

FRANCHISE NAME: Sunrise Utilities, Inc.
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water(Bulk from SUD) & Sewer
NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 361 residential, 16 commercial

Sewer: 361 residential, 19 commercial
(Also serves 37 EDU’s from SERENOA)

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: County initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Water - county receives without cost
Sewer - negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: N/A

CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: N/A
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
) 03/31/93 - Meeting with CCU to discuss bulk rate

CURRENT STATUS:
* Sewer plant needs to be taken out of service.
* Flows can go to either Bent Tree or CCU-
* CCU has action to propose rate agreement to SUD

PURCHASE PRICE:

10
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ACQUISITION UPDATE A OF: May-1, 1993 .

FRANCHISE NAME: Venice Garden Utilities
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water and Sewer

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 6699 residential, 471 commercial
Sewer: 6679 residential, 404 commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: County initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 12/15/92 - BCC directed
acquisition

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: Montgomery Watson
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $160,974 %COMPLETE: 1%

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: Saffer, Vumbaco, Brown & Kersten ;
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $65,000 %COMPLETE: 8%

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

12/15/92 - BCC directed staff to begin acquisition

wﬂi]26193 ~.BCC approved ‘consultant contracts?

02/01/93 - 1st ANT meeting

02/05/93 - SUD meeting with SSU in Apopka

_02/99/93. zalietter.from SSUsstating ;£hat ‘MW Lanngt perform work‘

T02/11/93 - MW directed to temporarlly stop WO

03/03/93 - Letter to SSU requesting rate hearing data _

q;&pg{?ﬁﬂmﬂﬂﬁﬁdlnected*Lo,gqnﬁlnue work.on.rate hearing

03/04/93 -~ MW. asked for scope of work for used and useful
study of sewer

03/30/93 -~ SSU agreed to provide all documents and access
required for used and useful study.

04/16/93 - COmm1551oners,ucOunty Attorney, Florida Board of
Professiondl Registration informed by SSU that MW has conflict of
interest

CURRENT STATUS:
* MW contract to be modified for evaluatlon of sewer
* Issue of access for acquisition study to be resolved *
* Used and useful study due May 31, 1993
* Issue of conflict of interest to be resolved

PURCHASE PRICE:
11
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993

POTENTIAL ACQUISITIONS/CONSOLIDATION

COUNTRY MANOR: 4/22/93 - owner requests to connect sewer to
Atlantic via County owned lines

WOODLAND PARK: 4/29/93 - owner request to connect to another
system and decomission plant

12
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: May 1, 1993
ACQUISITION PRIORITIZATION PLAN
KEY DATES/EVENTS:

-4/22/93 - Concept and results of Northern Sector review
presented to BCC

4/29/93 - Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program Director
briefed

(5/14/93) - Argus briefing

CURRENT STATUS: :
* Engineering analysis of all franchises complete
* Financial analysis to be completed upon review of new

SSU/VGU data

13
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SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES
SINCE LAST ANT UPDATE MEETING OF JULY 26, 1993

ATLANTIC UTILITIES

8/23/%3

07/29/93 - Nabors requests additional data from consultants to

complete evaluation methodology

CASEY KEY WATER ASSOCIATION
08/10/93 - Closing. FINAL REPORT.

GULF VIEW UTILITIES, INC. : )
08/01/93 - SUD staff completed review of existing rates

MYAKKA UTILITIES, INC.
08/18/93 - Owner signs Purchase & Sale Agreement
North Port City Commission to consider 8/23/93

SOUTHBAY UTILITIES, INC.
07/26/93 - meeting with Southbay ) )
Southbay to come to SUD with proposed franchise extension

SUNRISE UTILITIES, INC.
08/04/93 - meeting with CCU re: bulk rate
CCU not receptive to bulk agreement

VENICE GARDENS UTILITIES
07/22/93 - Circuit Judge halts VGU’s rate increase
08/04/93 - 2nd District Court of Appeals denies VGU’s appeal
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993

FRANCHISE NAME: Atlantic Utilities
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water (from SUD) and sewer

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: water: 4339 residential, 131 commercial
sewer: 4557 residential, 131 commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: County Initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 4/22/93 - Workshop

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT:- Montgomery/Watson
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: SVBK
CONTRACT AMOUNT: : %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
' 1992-Part of RUD#1 Proposal

03/11/93 = BCC rejected RUD#1. Proposal )

04/22/93 =~ BCC concurred with SUD decision to begin
negotiations for acquisition. _

04/26/93 - Consultants asked for scope of work to gather
additional data for acquisition.

04/28/93 - Letter from.owner with prlce quote

05/20/93 - .Meeting with owner to discuss general approach
toward establishlng price.

05/27/93 - Meeting between consultants and Nabors, to discuss
-evaluation methods.

07/02/93 - Consultants provided data to Nabors for. proposed
evaluation method.

CURRENT STATUS:

PURCHASE PRICE:
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FINAL REPORT
ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: Auqust 23, 1993
FRANCHISE NAME: Casey Key Water Association
foE-OF SERVICE: Water only (SUD bulk customer)
NUMBER OF cusmounﬁs: 440 Residential, 1 commercial
BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: . 4/6/93 - Franchise surcharge
hearing

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Assumption of all liabilities

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: None
CONTRACT AMOUNT': %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: None
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %$COMPLETE:
KEY DATES/EVENTS:
9/14/92 - Meeting with SUD and CKWA to-agree upon actions to
be taken for acquisition
10/6/92 - CKWA’s Engineer submits.plans for back flow devices
to meet consent order
- 11/5/92 - Plans for back flows disapproved as not meeting code
12/1/92 - CKWA’s Engineer agrees to modify plans and submit
revised cost data for rate hearing.
- 1/5/93 - Meeting with CKWA and SUD Director to update status
2/2/93 - Consent order to CKWA issued for chlorination
equipment
2/24/93 - Data needed for rate hearing received by SUD
3/30/93 - Public hearing for rates (continued)
4/6/93 - Last easement for water-line route obtained.
5/19/93 - Meeting with CKWA and their lawyer & engineer
oproved acquisition and rates
#isy

CURRENT STATUS:

PURCHASE PRICE: NONE
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1293

FRANCHISE NAME: Englewood Golf, Inc.

TYPE Of SERVICE: Sewer only, EWD water

nuuazkror CUSTOMERS: Sewer: 133 residential, 1 commercial
BASIS OF hCQUIBITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Consolidation clause

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: N/A
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: N/A
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
KEY DATES/EVENTS:
3/4/94 - Franchise expires )
7/ /93 - Franchise submitted request to transfer assets to
EWD. :

CURRENT STATUS:
* EWD must conduct public hearing in accordance with FS.
189.423 >

* EWD will be reguired to present facts to BCC in public
hearing

* .BCC resolution to exercise consolidation clause required

* Utility submission needs additional data

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993

—

FRANCHISE NAME: Gulf View Utilities, Inc.
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water and sewer-own supply

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 212 residential
Sewer: 81 residential

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated (Purchase of utility would
provide service for Hourglass)

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 5/11/93

BASIE FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT:
"CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
KEY DATES/EVENTS:
1/13/93 - owner offers to sell franchise to the County
5/11/93 - BCC informed of acquisition review.
5/26/93 - meeting between SUD and -owner’s attorney.
7/15/93 - telecon between SUD and owner’s attorney.
7/16/93 - owner withdraws offer to sell for $272,000, but
stillmgpen'to fer
; BEREEE .

CURRENT STATUS:
Gulfview’s engineer working on rate filing (90 days?)

PURCHASE PRICE:



EXHIBIT (q:IS'?J
PaGE_ 15 op (|

ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1593

FRANCHISE NAME: Morstar Utilities Corp. (Lemon Bay Shopping
Center)

TYPE §F SERVICE: Sewer only (EWD water)
NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: sewer: 21 commercial
BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Initiated by EWD

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: §5/27/93
BASBIS FOR COMPENSATION:

ENGINEER CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT:. _ %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

5/14/93 - Interconnect to EWD completed

5/27/93 - Morstar taken off-line

6/4/93. - Franchise Division received final report with check
for Franchise fees to date.

7/9/93 - Utility lnformed that they must submit request to
transfer assets.

CURRENT STATUS:

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 19293

FRANCHISE NAME: Myakka Utilities, Inc
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water (from North Port) and sewer

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 2733 residential
: Sewer: 2727 residential

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Initiated by North Port

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: :
CONTRACT AMOUNT: - %COMPLETE:

- FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT: - %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:
03/11/93 - Request to transfer assets requested from Utility
04/14/93 - Negotiations between Utility and North Port

complete

b
e

CURRENT STATUS:

Acquisition public hearing in County not required

Public hearing for transfer of assets required

North Port will hold two community meetings

Customers will not pay any capacity fees to North Port
Utility has the action to submit transfer request
E;qiected completion of construction. and closing - Dec 93

*
*
*
*
*
*

PURCHASE PRICE: $1,350,000%%
** includes cost of constructing lift station and interconnect
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993
FRANCHISE NAME: Proctor Road Utilities, Inc.
TYP§ 0? SERVICE: Sewer only
NUHBEﬁ OF CUSTOMERS: 103 Residential
BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated
BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO hCQﬁIRE: Yes
BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated
ENGINEER CONSULTANT: - None :

CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: None |

CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS: .

05/11/93 - Association President offers. to sell system to
County for $1.

06/04/93 - Florida Cities agrees in principle to take flows

07/08/93 - Meeting with Florida Cities; they will not take
flows

07/12/93 - Options ‘to solve brlefed to ANT; decision was to
acquire and operate by contract.

07/13/93 - Owner informed; when the Association’s key people.
return from vacation, they will call SUD to set up meeting.

CURRENT STATUS: .
. * Joint meeting with Association will be scheduled tO.dEFall
- steps to complete closing and to minimize workload of Association.

PURCHASE PRICE: $1.00
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1933

FRANCHISE NAME: Southbay Utilities, Inc.
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water & Sewer (own)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 515 residential, 25 commerc%al
Sewer: 515 residential, 25 commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION:

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION:

'~ ENGINEER CONSULTANT: ,
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT:
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS: _
7/21/92 - owners request 10 year extension; BCC approved one
year extension iy :
4/16/93 -~ meeting between County Attorney & franchise
lawyer -
5/ /93 - owner’s attorney told that they must petition the
BCC to negotiate new agreement.
| between SUD
&%

and Utility

CURRE STATUS :

PURCHASE PRICE:
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: 2aAugust 23, 1593

FRANCHISE NAME: Southfield Utilities, Inc.

TYPE OF SERVICE: Sewer (SUD retail water customers)
NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: 195 Residential

BASIS OF ACQUIBITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE:

BASIS FOR COKPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: None
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: None
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:
KEY DATES/EVENTS:
02/17/93 - oOwner’'s attorney.requested action be taken to
acquire
02/24/93 -~ Acquisition actions assigned
03/26/93 - Proposed legal agreement forwarded to the Utility

CURRENT STATUS:
* SUD staff de51gn1ng interconnect to Atlantic
* SUD staff reviewing availability of funds for 1nterconnect
* Acquisition to be timed with contract to minimize County
operation of plant due to environmental problems
* Owner to retain plant and land.
* On hold until bulk agreement with Atlantic can be initiated.

PURCHASE PRICE: $10,000
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993

FRANCHISE NAME: Southgate Water & Sewer Co., Inc

TYPE 'OF SERVICE: Water (from SUD) (Sewer by Florida Cities)
NUKBER-OF CUSTOMERS: 4023 Residential, 233 Commercial

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: Owner initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 1/19/93 - SVBK Contract
approval

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated -

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: Minder & Rhodes
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $9,600 %COMPLETE: 90%

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: Saffer, Vumbaco, Brown & Kersten
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $14,530 %COMPLETE: 90%

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

03/29/93 - Utility asked to provide their asking price along
with explanation of derivation of price.

6/03/93 - Update call to utility.

7/09/93 - Owner asks for $3.5 million for systemn.

CURRENT STATUS: .
* Value to be based on Bob Nabor’s formula.

PURCHASE PRICE:

10
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993

FRANCHISE NAME: Sunrise Utilities, Inc.

TYPE OF SERVICE: Sewer (SUD Retail Water Customers)

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 361 residential, 16 commerc@al
Sewer: 361 residential, 19 commercial

(Also serves 37 EDU’s from SERENOA)

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: County initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 07/13/93

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: N/A :
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: N/A ‘
CONTRACT AMOUNT: %COMPLETE:

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

03/31/93 ~ Meeting with CCU to discuss bulk rate

05/20/93 - CCU will not provide bulk rate; wants to expand
franchise to acquire Sunrise.

06/04/90 - Letter from Attorney (BCC copied) stating that
owner will not operate after 7/3/93.

06/14/93 - Meeting between CCU and Utilities Department
Director

PURCHASE PRICE:

11
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ACQUISITION UPDATE As OF: August 23, 199

FRANCHISE NAME: Venice Garden Utilities
TYPE OF SERVICE: Water and Sewer

- % (4
NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS: Water: 6699 residential, 471 commerc%al
Sewer: 6679 residential, 404 commercilal

BASIS OF ACQUISITION: County initiated

BCC NOTIFIED OF INTENT TO ACQUIRE: 12/15/92 - BCC directed
acquisition i@

BASIS FOR COMPENSATION: Negotiated

ENGINEER CONSULTANT: Montgomery Watson
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $160,974 %$COMPLETE: 1%

FINANCIAL CONSULTANT: Saffer, Vumbaco, Brown & Kersten
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $65,000 %COMPLETE: 8%

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

12/15/92 - BCC directed staff to begin acquisition

02/05/93 - SUD meeting with SSU in Apopka

04/16/93 - Commissioners, County Attorney, Florida Board of
Professional Registration informed by SSU that MW has conflict of
interest

05/17/93 - SSU informed by DCA that there is no conflict of
interest as far as County is concerned.
07/15/93 - Interim Rate Hearings

CURRENT STATUS:
* Issue of access for acquisition study on hold
* Draft Used and useful study due July 26, 1993
* BCC Deliberative session for interim rates 09/93

PURCHASE PRICE:

12



EXHIBIT (a3s-7)

PAGE 5 |\ or bl
ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993

POTENTIAL ACQUISITIONS/CONSOLIDATION

COUNTRY MANOR: 4/22/93 - owner requests to connect sewer to
Atlantic via County owned lines

' * no further action by SUD until Atlantic purchase
settled.

Wy

WOODLAND PARK: 4/29/93 - owner request to connect to another:
system and decomission plant

: * no further action by SUD until Atlantic purchase
settled.

13
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ACQUISITION UPDATE AS OF: August 23, 1993

ACQUISITION PRIORITIZATION PLAN (APP)

KEY DATES/EVENTS:

- 4/22/93 - Concept and results of Northern Sector review
presented to BCC .
4/29/93 - Sarasota Bay National Estuary Program Director
briefed

5/4/93 - Briefing/discussions wlth.Nabors, Giblin & Nickerson
5/14/93 - Argus briefing

5/19/93 - Brief SCUWWA

6/4/93 - Brief Pollution Control

6/14/93 - Brief Citizen’s National Estuary Program

6/21/93 — PUAB briefed

(9/14/93) - Briefing to SC Civic League

CURRENT STATUS:
* Engineering analysis of all franchises complete
* Financial analy51s completed

*MCOnstructlon ph luated

14
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Page 1
TO : John Knowles
FROM : - Stephen DeMarsh @ LEGAL
SUBJECT: Utility Acqusitions
DATE : 06/02/1993 3:43:52 PM

*k*x 06/02/1993 11:45:40 AM
*%*%* Author John Knowles:

**%* 06/01/1993 2:54:53 PM
*** Author Stephen DeMarsh:

Larry and John:

I met with Bob Nabors, Mark Lawson, Steve Dunn and Dave Bouck in
Orlando last week. Mr. Nabors has requested that SVBK and Montgomery
Watson supply information to him concerning matters that they would
look at in determining the "going business" value of a utility. Each
has asked that a P.0O. be issued to cover the cost of the work. Could
you please get involved to authorize these efforts? Steve )

cc: Larry Turner, John Knowles,

STEVE, AFTER TALKING TO BOB NABORS AND FINDING OUT WHAT HE IS LOOKING
FOR, I CAN TELL MW AND SVBK TO ACCOMPLISH THE WORK UNDER AN EXISTING
CONTRACT FOR VGU REVIEW AND I HAVE THE $. WILL NOT HAVE TO GO BACK
TO BCC. BOB NABORS IS PUTTING TOGETHER A SCOPE OF WORK TODAY; AFTER
MW AND SVBK REVIEW AND I AGREE THAT THEIR ESTIMATED TIME TO
ACCOMPLISH IS REASONABLE, THEY CAN BEGIN AT ONCE.

John: I also spoke with Bob, sounds good. Thank you. Steve
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EXHIBIT (435-1)

PAGE 5—_§ or_°!

Page 1

Diane Willmann

" John Knowles @ UTIL

ACQ WORK
06/04/1993 6:18:34 PM

BOB NABORS IS SUPPOSED TO SEND A SCOPE OF WORK THAT HE WANTS MW AND
SVBK TO DO TO THEM AND ME. I TOLD MW AND SVBK THAT AFTER I LOOKED AT
IT AND TALKED TO THEM TO GET A FEEL FOR THE NUMBER OF MAN HOURS
INVOLVED THAT I WOULD GIVE THEM THE GREEN LIGHT TO GO TO WORK
IMMEDIATELY AS THE WORK IS COVERED UNDER THEIR CONTRACT FOR VGU. IF
THE SCOPE COMES IN, FAX IT TO ME AND I’LL CALL SVBK AND JMM FROM SAN

ANTONIO.

ces Mary Curcio, Diane Willmann;
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SARASOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT
SARASOTA, FLORIDA

Utilities Department
Planning Division

2015 Cattlemen Road
Sarasota, Florida 34232
Telephone (813) 378-6021
FAX (813) 378-6093

“Jurie 17, 1993

ety 10 T U, i & woeta ey ) -
" saffer,.:Vumbaco, Brown and Kersten z
Consulting Group, Inc. =
Barnett Plaza Building 120 . =
Orlando, Florida 32801-3477
Attention: Steve Dunn

-

RE: ACQUISITION VALUATION METHODS * .
Dear Mr. ?Bpnfé#0<’/

The .County.has retained the services of the firm of Nabors, Giblin,
and Nickerson to assist in the acquisition process. Mr. Bob Nabors
is investigating various means of valuing franchises and will have
need 'of your expertise“and your experience and knowledge of the
RUD#1 analysis. The two areas that are to be investigated are as
follows: .

I Development of altermative valuation methods for the
acquisition or condemnation of utility assets.

2= Test valuation methods by using data from the RUD#1
analysis.

L,

The above two areas are clearly within the approved scope of work
for the Venice Gardens Utilities analysis, .specifically, Task 4.
Request that you accomplish the work requested by Mr. Nabors and
account for your costs under that task. Due to the short time
requirements, I will give you verbal notice to proceed after we
discgsé the specific requirements and agree to the general time
requirements. £ :

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Acquisition Valuation Methods
Page 2

At a later date, your assistance may be required to specifically
analyze data presented by Atlantic Utilities. That work will be
authorized by the Board of County Commissioners as a Specific
Authorization to your base contract.

_Sincerely,

Knowles, P.E.
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SARASOTA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

1. Requested Motion: Move to approve Change Order
#1 to Specific Authorization #2 for the Montgomery
watson Contract for consulting services for the Venice
Gardens Utilities, Inc. used and useful study.

2. Meeting Date: September 7, .1993
3. Subject: \Witness Testimony-V/Gll rate hearing

4. Category: Check where applicable
1. Ordinance

Resolution

Variance Request

County Admin. Report .

H

|

@ 4B il

Contracts )
Public Hearing Required: Yes No .
Time Required: Minutes

7. Other (specify] CONSENT

5. Background: On January 26, 1983, the Board of County Commissioners approved Specific Authorization #2 with
James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc. for engineering consulting in the acquisition of Venice Gardens
Utilities, Inc. {including 2 used and useful study) in accordance with Contract #92-281, call for professional services
#126, BCC approved on June 16, 1992. In this document Expert Testimony and Presentation at Public Hearing was
approved. At the time of this contract, staff could not estimate the hours that would be required. Staff now has an
estimate of these hours and estimates this service will cost $8,000.00.

Contact Person: BFeﬁ Wallace 6106
6. Approval to proceed with contract review: 7. Fiscal Impact:

Deputy Co. Admin. Date:
8. Submitting Dept: Utilities/Franchise
Reviewed by: Signature Date
Dept. Director: i /7 74 M&A}

Legal Counsel:

Expenditure Required: $ 8,000

Amount Budgeted:  $ 86,000

Budget Amendment Required: Yes _ ___ MNo ¥

Funds are available in Account No.
105.059512.536313.00000

Clerk’s Finance Officer:

Financial Management:

Risk Management:

9. Forwarded for BCC Action:

Deputy County Admin. Date:
County Administrator Date:

10. Commission Action:

-Action approved with the following modifications:

Denied:

Deferred to:

Referred to staff:

ER A It
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SARASOTA COUNUTY GOVERNMENT
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO: John Wesley White, County Administrator
THROUGH: Robert S. LaSala, Deputy County Administrator

I

SUBJECT: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ITEM-CON;: TO APPROVE
EXPENDITURE FOR EXPERT WITNESS TESTIM FOR SEWER USED
AND USEFUL STUDY OF VENICE GARDENS SYSTEM FOR RATE

FROM: Larry B. Turner, P.E., Utilities Director .

HEARING
DATE: August 12, 1993
RECOMMENDATION:
The Utilities Department recommends that the Board of County
Commissioners take the following action: "Move to approve Change

Order #1 to the Specific Authorization #2 with James M. Montgomery,
Consulting Engineers, Inc., (now known as Montgomery-Watson) for
a used and useful study in accordance with Contract #92-281, call
for professional services #126, Board of County Commissioners
approved on June 16, 1993".

REPORT:

Venice Gardens Utilities, Inc. (VGU) is a water and sewer franchise
serving approximately 6600 retail customers and 400 commercial
customers. Venice Gardens operates its own water and wastewater
treatment plants. .

On April 30, 1993, Southern States Utilities filed an application
for a general rate increase for their Venice Gardens system. On
May 14, 1993, Southern States Utilities met the Minimum Filing
Requirements. A used and useful study was needed for the rate
review process. On January 26, 1993, the Board of County
Commissioners approved Specific Authorization #2 with James M.
Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc. for engineering consulting
in the acquisition of Venice Gardens Utilities, Inc. (including a
used and useful study) in accordance with Contract #92-281, call
for professional services #126, BCC approved on June 16, 1992. 1In
this document Expert Testimony and Presentation at Public Hearing
was approved. At the time of this contract, staff could not
estimate the hours that would be required. Staff now has estimated
these hours and the cost for this service will be $8,000.00.

The Change Order #1 to Specific Authorization # 2 has been
developed and is attached for the Board of County Commissioners
approval as required by the James M. Montgomery contract #92-281.
There are no modifications to the payment provisions. The price
for the expert testimony is $8,000.00.

it
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CHANGE ORDER #1 TO SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION #2 )

THIS CHANGE ORDER, made and entered into this day of
, , by and between: '

Sarasota County,
a political subdivision of the State of Florida
hereinafter referred to as "COUNTY", and

Montgomery Watson (formally James M. Montgomery), Consulting
Engineers, Inc., 240 North Washington Blvd., Suite 303
Sarasota, Florida
hereinafter referred to as "ENGINEER"

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the COUNTY and the ENGINEER entered into a Contract
dated January 26, 1993, for engineering services relating to the
used & useful study of the Venice Gardens Utilities, and

WHEREAS, Contract provided for modifications to be in writing
for revisions or additions to scope and costs; and,

WHEREAS, the COUNTY and ENGINEER are desirous of effecting
such a modification;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and
agreements hereinunder contained, it is agreed by and between the
parties as follows:

Sy
SERVICES OF ENGINEER
As per Specific Authorization #2, Engineer will prepare expert
testimony to be presented at a public hearing regarding the
Utility’s rate request. The expert witness shall be available to
present findings at a public hearing which may be several days in
duration. -

ILs :
BASIS OF COMPENSATION
As per Specific Authorization #2, Compensation will be for actual
time and materials uses at the established rates.

Task Description Budgeted Cost
Expert Testimony and Presentation $8,000

at Public Hearing
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III.
OTHER PROVISIONS

All applicable provisions of the Agreement, not specifically
modified herein, shall remain in full force and effect and are
incorporated by reference herein.

Except as provided herein, the parties reaffirm the provisions of
the Contract.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have set their hands and seals

on the day of ., 1993,
ATTEST:
KAREN E. RUSHING, as Clerk of BOARD OF COUNTY
the Circuit Count and Ex Officio COMMISSIONERS
Clerk of the Board of County of SARASOTA COUNTY
Commissioners FLORIDA
BRY: BY:

Deputy Clerk Chairman
WITNESS: MONTGOMERY WATSON,

CONSULTING ENGINEERS, INC.
‘//' 7

ATy RO L2 Canndacr”
-~

Approved as to Form
and Execution

BY:

Attorney
Board of County Commissioners



