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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C0~1ISSION 

In r e : Application of SOUTHERN STATES ) 
UTILITIES , INC . fo r increase i n water ) 
rates in Semino le Cou n ty ) _____________________________________ ) 

DOCKET NO. 890868-vlS 
ORDER NO . 22950 
ISSUED : 5-16-90 

Pursuant to notice , a prehearing confe rence was held o n 
May 3, 1990 befo re Commissioner Betty Easley , as Prehearing 
Officer, in Tallahassee , Flo rida. 

APPEARANCES: WAYNE L . SCHIEFELBEIN, Esquire, Gatlin, Woods, 
Car lso n & Cowdery, 1709-D Ma ha n D,. ive, 
Tallahassee , Florida 32308 
On be half o f Southern Slates Utilities, Inc. 

NOREEN S. DAV IS , Esquire, Florida Publlc Service 
Commissi on, 101 East Gaines Streel , Tallahassee, 
Florida 32399-0863 
On beha l f Qf_the Commission Staff 

PRENTICE P. PRUITT, Esquire, 
Service Commission, 101 Easl 
Tallahassee , F l o rid a 32399-0863 
Counsel to the CommLssio n 

PREHEARING ORDER 

I. Case Background 

Florida Public 
Gaines Stteet, 

The Semino le County s ystem of Sou hern Stales U ililies, 
Inc. ( Southern States or utility) is a Class B water utility 
a nd a Class C wastewater utility with app ro x tmalel y 3,107 water 
customers and 323 wastewater cus tomers as of Ap ci 1 30, 1989 . 
On -November 3, 1989 , t he utility fil ed its a ppl ication cor a 
rate increase and its Minimum Filing Requirements (MFRs) . 
There were deficiencies in the MFRs. On January 4, 1990, 
Southern States filed it ~ amended MFRs which cortecled t he 
deficiencies and January 4, 1990 , was established as the 
official filing d ate. 

( l- .. ,, . . -.1-
• - I •••• •,..-..._ f' • ~-

1 '-#V _ ·•- : •\ -L•J I...: 

( I ") 0 !.._ ' • I " 16 ,. ,. 
, v '""T • "' -~ J 

1 '19 



160 

ORDER NO. 2295 0 
DOCKET NO. 890868- WS 
PAGE 2 

In its appli c ati o n, t h e utili t y reques t e d f i nal r ales wh ich 
would produce annual ope ra ling revenues o f $ 69 1.007 fo r wa te r 
service and $368,276 for waste wate r servi ce . Those requested 
revenues excee d projecte d 1990 test year r e ve nues by $140,107 
(25 . 43 percent) and $132 ,873 {56.44 percent) for wa l er and 
wastewater, respective l y . fhe utility requested a n i nte r i m 
increase of water rates ba s ed on test y e a r a clua l dala . The 
r equested i nter im increa s e exceeds test year annu a l reve nues b y 
$4 3,578 (8.11 percent) for water. The utility d id no l r e quest 
an interim increase in its wastewater rates . 

The test year for this rate appl i catio n is 
twelve-month period ended December 31, 199 0, 
hi storical base year ended April 30, 1989. 

th\.! prOJected 
based o n a n 

By Order No. 22620, issued March 1, 1990, t h is Cormn1ss i o n 
suspended the utility's proposed rates and granted a n i n teom 
water ra te increase, subj e c t to re f und . 

This case i s schedul e d f o r an admini s lrative heari ng o n Ma y 
22, and 23, 1990 . 

II. Pre fil e d Testimony and Exh i b i t s 

Testimo ny o f all witnesse s to be s ponso r e d by Lhe uli li t y 
and Staf f ha s been pre f il e d. Al 1 t est i mo ny wh ich has been 
prefiled in this case will be i nserted into the r ecord as 
though r ead after the witnes s ha s take n t he st a nd and affi r med 
the correctness of the tes timo ny a nd a ssoci ate d exh ibits . All 
testimony r emains subject to appro pri a te objections . Each 
wi tness will have the o ppo r tunity t o o rally summa n ze h is or 
her testimony at the time he o r s he t akes t he s l a nd. Upo n 
insertion of a witness ' testimo ny, exh i bit s ap pended t he r eto 
may be ma rked for identification . Afte r all pa rti es a nd Staff 
have had the opportunity to object and c r oss - e x ami ne , the 
exhibit may be moved into the record. All o the r f' xh 1bits ma y 
be sim1larly identified and entere d into t he r eco r d at t he 
appropriate time during the hearing. 

Witnesses a re reminded th a t, o n cross-examjnatio n, 
responses t o questions calling f or a s i mpl e yes o r no ans wer 
shall be so answered first, after whi c h the wi t ness may e x p l ain 
his or her answer. 
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III. Orde r of Witnesses 

Witness Appearing for I ssues --
Di rect 

Ch uck K. Lewi s Utili t y 3 1 5 , 6 , 7 1 8 , 
9 I 10 , Ll, 13, 
14 1 151 161 19, 
20, 22 , 23 , 24 , 
25 , 2 6 , 27 , 28 

Bruce E . Gang no n Utility 12, 21 

Char les L . Sweat Utility 1 , 17, 18 , 28 

Rafael A. Terre r o Utility l , 2 I 4 I 5, 17, 
18 

Roberto Ansag Staff 1 

W. E. Darling Staff l 

IV . Basic PosiLi ons 

Sou t hern States : The e xi sting water and waslewaler rates 
are insuffi cien t to pro v i d e a fair re turn on the 
Applicant ' s i nveslment in property used and usefu l in the 
public service . Using the 12 mo nths e nded April 30, 1989 
as a ba se historic test yea r, Appl i ca nl received a 7. 52 
pe rcent and a (0 .5 1 percent) r etu rn (lo ss) o n its 
investment for water and wasle•,..,ate r ope r ations. 
r espectively , i n Semino le County. Under e x isting rates a"ld 
using t he approve d pro jecte d test year endi ng December 31, 
1990 , Applicant expects to rec e ive a 2 .90 percenl a nd a 
( 1. 6 3 p e r c en t ) ret u r n (1 o s s ) o n s uch i n v e s t me n t . A p p I i c a n t 
believes t hat for t he projecte d test yea r, a fair a nd 
r easo nable rate o f retu r n o n a wa ter ra te base o f 
$ 1,675 , 603 a nd a wa s tewater rate ba se of $1,013-, 511 is 
1 0 .89 percent . 

Staff : The i nfo rmatio n gathered t hroug h di scovery and 
p refiled testimo ny indicates , at t hi s point , t hat the 
u ti l ity is enti led to some level o f increase . The final 
l evel can no t be ascertained u ntil the evidence presen ted at 
hearing is analyzed . 

~ 6 1 
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Quality of Service 

V. Issues and Positions 

1. ISSUE : Is the quality of service satisfactory? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Yes . (Terrero , Sweat) 

STAFF: No position at this time pending custo~er testimony. 

Rate Base 

2. ISSUE : Should a margin reserve be inc luded in the 
calculation of used and useful plant? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES : Yes. {Terrero) 

STAFF : 
time . 

Yes , but t he level canno l be ascertained aL this 

3 . ISSUE: Should CIAC be imputed o n margin reserve? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: No. {Lewis) 

STAFF POSITION: Yes. 

4. ISSUE: Except for the Chuluota wastewa ter s yslem, what 
used and useful adjustments s hould be made to the water and 
wastewater systems? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: The company conlinues t o revt ew its 
position on the Florida Central Commerce Park wastewater 
system . All of the remaining existing water distribut ion 
and wastewater systems are 100\ used and useful. (Te r ce ro ) 

STAFF: No position at this time. 
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5 . ISSUE : What adjus tments should be made to plant-in-service 

and CIAC for non-used a nd useful plant? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: No adjustment should be made. (Lewis, 

Te r re ro ) 

STAFF : No positio n at this lime . 

6 . ISSUE: What adiustment s s ho uld be made to accumulated 
depreciation a nd CIAC amortization to r emove depreciation 

and CIAC amortization o n non-used and useful plant? 

7 . 

8. 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES : The company continues to review its 

position o n Florida Central Commerce Park. (Lewis ) 

STAFF : An adju stment 
Comme rce Park; however, 
this time. 

s ho uld be made fot Florida Central 
the amou nt cannot be determined al 

ISSUE: What is the appro priate average balance of 
wa stewater CIAC for the projected test year ended December 

3 1 , 1990? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Projected : Sewer $ 755,690 (Le wi s ) 

STAFF : No position at this time . 

ISSUE: What is the 
amortizatio n of CI AC 
December 31, 1990? 

appropriate balance of 
fbr t he projected test 

accumulated 
yea r ended 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES : Projected : Water 
Sewer 

STAFF : No position at this time . 

$ 211,407 
$ 77, 76 1 (Lewis) 

_G3 
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9. ISSUE: Should the $400,000 advance from Park Industrial 
Venture be excluded from the cost of capital calculation 
and included in the rate base calculation? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Agree with Staff, pending resolulion of 
the numbers. (Lewis) 

STAFF : Yes, howeve r , this amount should be adjusLed to 
reflect t he portion of the advance that has been refunded 
by connect ion fees as CIAC, and should be further reduced 
to exclude any amounts that ha ve been refunded from ulility 
opera tions. Any unrefunded amount should be ref lecLed in 
rate base as an advance for consLrucLion. 

10 . ISSUE: Wha t is the appropriate working capiLal allowance? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Proj ecled : Waler 
Sewer 

STAFF : No position at this Lime. 

$ 
$ 

39,524 
18,818 (Lewis) 

11 . ISSUE: What are the appropriate rate bases for the 
projected test year ended December 31, 1990? 

POSITlONS 

SOUTHERN STATES : Projected: Water 
Sewer 

STAFF: These are fall-o~t numbers . 

COST OF CAPITAL 

$1,675, 603 
$1,013, 511 (Lewis) 

12. ISSUE : Should zero-cost preferred stock be reflected in 

• 

I 

the capital structure of the Seminole Counly Division o f I 
Southern States Utilities, Inc.? 
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POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: No I for the reasons given in responses 
to Staff Interrogatories Nos . l1 2~ 3. (Lewis) 

STAFF : Yes. As an opera ing divtsion of SSU, the 
Seminole County Division does nol have a separately 
identifiable capital structure. Therefore, the 
consolidated capital structure of ssul wh1 ~h incLudes 
zero-cost preferred stock, should be used for rolemaking 
purposes. 

13 . ISSUE: What is the appropriate overall rate or return? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: 10 . 89\ (Lewis ) 

STAFF: 10.06\ 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

14 . ISSUE: What ate the appropriate projected test year 
revenues for waslewater before any revenue increase? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Sewer $ 235 14 03 (Lewis) 

STAFF: The appropriate projected test year revenues 
before any revenue increase should be based on the 
projected billing data for the test year 19901 i . e. I the 
present rates shouLd be applied to the projecled billing 
data to determine the test year revenues before any 
i ncrease. The wastewater revenues w1ll be deLermined 
after adjustments to the billing determinants are made . 

15 . ISSUE : 
expense? 

What is the appropriate amount of rate case 

85 
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POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Pr ojected legal 
$35,000. Publ ica ions , notici ng , 
case expenses are $ 5 ,000. (Lewi s ) 

STAFF : No positi o n at t h is time. 

rate case expense is 
and reproduct1on rate 

16 . ISSUE: What is the level of unaccounted-for-water and how 
much should be allowed i n this case? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: The appropriate level is stated in the 
MFRs . All s ho u ld be allowed . (Tercero , Sweat) 

STAFF : Staff cannot ascertain the appropriate level at 
this time. 10\ should be allowed . 

17 . ISSUE : Should adjustments be made to chemicals and 
purcha sed power expenses (o[ unaccounted for water? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: No . (Terrero, Sweat) 

STAFF: No position at this time . 

18. ISSUE : What is t he appropriate depreciat1on expense? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Projected: Water 
Sewer 

STAFF: No pos itio n at this time. 

$ 116,870 
$ 83 , 033 (Lewts) 

I 

I 

19 . ISSUE: What is the appropriate balance of regulatory I 
assessment fees? 
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POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Regul atory assessment fees 
reflect the approved revenue requirements. (Lewis) 

STAFF: No position at Lh 1s time. 

20 . ISSUE : What is t he appropriate income Lax expense? 

POSITIONS 

should 

SOUTHERN STATES : The expense level cannot be determined 
at thi s time, but will reflect the effect of other 
adj ustments to NO!, adjustments for interest 
reconciliatio n and s ynchronizat ion and the parent debt 
adjustment . (Gang non) 

expense level cannot be determined at this 
will reflect t he effect of other staff 

STAFF: The 
time, but 
adjustments 
reconciliation 
adj ustment . 

to NOI, adjustments for interest 
and synchronization and the parent debt 

21 . ISSUE : What are the appropriate revenue requirement ~ ? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: 

Projected: Water $ 691,007 
Sewet $ 368 , 276 (Lewis) 

STAFF : No position at this time . 

RATES 

22 . ISSUE: Should the billing analysis, as staled 1n the 
MFRs , be adjusted? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: 
time . ( Lewis ) 

Yes. The ex Lent is no known at this 

67 
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STAFF: Yes . The bi l li ng analysis, 
should b e adjusted. The extent of 
known at t his time. 

as stated in Lhe MFRs , 
the adjus menl is not 

23 . ISSUE : 
rates ? 

What arc t he appropriate waler and wastewater 

24. 

POSI TIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: As reflected in the MFRs, bul subject to 
the agreed adj ustments and using t he proposed billing 
det e rminants . (Lewi s ) 

STAFF: No posi tion at t hi s time . 

ISSUE: Should the service availability charges be 
adju sted? 

POSIT IONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: No . ( Lewis ) 

STAFF : No position at lhis t ime . 

25. ISSUE : Should t he wa stewate 1 rates continue to be uniform 
f or Seminole County? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Yes. (Lewi s ) 

STAFF : 
rates. 

No pos it i o n at thi s time on uniform waslewater 

26 . I SSUE : Should AFPI c h arges be approved for the Chuluota 
wastewater system and the Florida Central Commerce Park 
wastewater system? 

POSI TIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES : 
(Lewi s ) 

Ag ree with staff as to methodology. 

I 
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STAFF: Yes , 
Commi ss i o n ' s 
determi na tion 
s ystems . 

AFP I c harges should be ca lculaled using the 
standard AFPI formula, pending the final 
of non-used and useful planl Cor Lhese 

27. ISSUE: Sho uld a charge be implemented Cor spray 
ir r igation? If so , who should pay t he c harge? 

POSITIONS 

SOUTHERN STATES: Yes . The company suppo rt s the 
establishmen t of a rat e for treated effluenl fo r spray 
irrigation. What thi s will do is r educe the c harge for 
wastewater by the amount of reve nues to be deri ved from 
effluent wa ter . The c harge wo u ld be only app 1 icable to 
t h e Florida Commerce Park unit because no ne of t he o lher 
systems have in place t he necessary piping to transpor t 
efflue nt to ind ividual properly owne r s for use. In the 
future, it would be the inten t i o n of Lhe ut ilil y to r eview 
opportunity for expanding effluenl d isposal where cost 
effective. Th is will reduce Lhe cost to Lhe individual 
pro pe rt y owner in t hat thl!y wi 11 nol h a ve to use and pay 
for potable wate r for irrigalion pur poses and, there fore, 
is a positive conservation effort o n the part of lhe 
util ity. (Sweat, Lewi s ) 

STAFF: No position at th is time . 

vI. Proposed St i pula t ions 

The utili t y and Staff have arrived at t he foll owtng 
proposed stipulations : 

l. The Chuluota wa stewater treatment plant is 39\ used and 
useful . 

2. 

3. 

Plant- i n-se rvice s ho uld be increased by $ 1, /. 87 for waler 
and reduced by $10,553 fo r wastewater t o reconcile the 
Decembe r 31, 198 5 plant bal a nces to Order No. 17043 . 

Plant-in-service s hould be i nc reased by $ 9 , 799 f o r wate r 
and $7, 255 for wastewater to correct utility errors from 
January 1, 1986 t h rough April 30 , 1989 . 

69 
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4. Unauthorized AFUDC totalling $11,888 for the Chuluota 
water plant should be excluded from plant-in-service. 

5. The appropriate average balance of plant-in-se rvice for 
the projected test year ended December 31, 1990 is 
$ 2,813 , 305 for water a nd $ 1 , 935 , 688 for wastewater. 

6 . 

7 . 

8. 

9 . 

An adju stment of $ 229 , 493 
in-se rv ice for the non-used 
Chuluota wastewater s ystem . 

should be 
and useful 

made to plant­
plant Cor the 

$5,717 in accumu lated depreciation 
wastewater s ystem s hould be removed 
usefu l plant. 

for 
for 

the Chu 1 uota 
non-used and 

The app ropriate average balance of utility land and land 
rights for the projected test year ended December 31, 1990 
is $71, 2 7 2 for water and $140,719 for wastewater. 

The appropriate average balance 
depreciation for the projected test year 
31, 1990 is ($871, 170) for water and 
was tewa te r . 

of accu mu 1 a ted 
ended Deccmbe r 
($195,605} for 

10. CIAC should be adjusted by $ 65 ,703 for water and $31,458 
for wastewater to reflect the correct additions to CIAC 
from January 1, 1986 to Apr i 1 30, 1986. 

11 . The appropriate average balance of CIAC for wa ler for the 
projected test yea r ended December 31, 1990 is $706,030. 

12 . Accumulated amortization of acquisit1on adjustrr.ent should 
be adjusted by $618 to reconcile the December 31, 1985 
balance to Order No. 17043 . 

13. The appropriate ba lance o f accumulated 
acquisition adjustment for t he projected 
December 31 , 1990 is $18,138. 

amortizalion of 
test year ended 

14 . The worki ng capital allowance should be 1/8 of the 
o peration and mai n tenance expenses allowed in this case . 

I 

I 

I 
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15 . The fo llowi ng adjustmenls s hould be made t o the utllily's 
books to e xclude unau t horized AFUDC: 

FCCP Wastewater 
Chu luota Wastewater 
C h u l•J o t a w a t e r 

$ 1 , 763 
$ 92,528 
$ 19,798 

16 . The uti l ity s hould not be allowed to accrue AFUDC o n that 
port i o n of CWIP fo r the F l orida Cenlral Commerce Park 
wastewate r treatment pl ant t hat was contributed o r 
fi nanced by advances for construction , since no capi t a l 
costs are associated with t hese amount s . 

17 . An ad justmen t of $ 26 , 604 should be made o 
books a nd records to e xclude AFUDC accrued 
adva nces for construction . 

the utllity's 
on CIAC and 

18 . The average bala nce of accumulated defe rred income taxes 
a t 12/31/90 shou ld be $ 1 , 275 , 828 . Thi s is a total company 
figure be fore reconciliati on of capital slructure to ra te 
base . This r e f lects an adjustment to deferred Lax expense 
fo r CIAC g ross-up . 

19 . The cost of common equity is 13 . 95\, based o n t he current 
leverage formul a . 

20 . The appropriate projecled test yea r wate r r evenues befo re 
any reven ue i ncrease a r e $564,984. 

21 . Ope r ation and maintenance expenses f o r water should be 
decreased by $1 , 920 to remove the fine assessed by the 
Departme nt of Environmenlal Regul alion for vi olal1 ng 
va rio us ru les of Florida Admi nistraLive Code Chapters 
17 - 16 and 17-22 . 

22 . Operation a nd maintenance expenses s hould be decr~ased by 
$3 , 012 for water and $4,213 for was ewater to exclude the 
uti l ity ' s adju stment for t he i ncrease 1n the cosl of 
pu rchased water a nd sewer which was effective June l, 1988. 

23 . Operation and maintena nce expenses s ho uld be decreased by 
$ 2 , 806 fo r water a nd $ 1 , 444 for waste wa ter to e xclude pass 
t h rough items from t he i ndex calculation of projected 1990 
operation a nd maintenance expense . 

24. Fou r years is t he appropriate amo rtizaLio n peri od f or rate 
case e xpe nse . 
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25 . The appropria te bala nce of taxes o the r than income taxes, 
exc l uding regula to ry asse ssment fees are as follows : 

Re a l & Persona l Property: 
Payro ll: 

Water 

$ 5 ,850 
$9 , 868 

WasLcwater 

$ 9 , 259 
$6, 926 

26 . Regulatory assessment fees should be ca lculated a t 4. 5\ o n 
a prospective basis. 

27 . The Seminole County water ra tes should cunL1 nue to be 
uniform. 

28 . The miscellaneous service charges should be inc reas d in 
accordance with Second Revi sed Staff Adviso ry Bulleti n No . 
13 . However , the request f or an "afler hour s " charge of 
$20.00 should be denied due to inadequa e s upporl. 

29 . Private fire pro lec tion charges are a 
structure of the water ralcs and are 
adjusted, i . e., private fi r e prolecti o n 
one-third of the base facility charge for 
size meter . 

VIII. Exhibits 

part of t he 
automalically 
cha rgcs are 
a comparable 

Wit nesses Preferred By 

C. Sweat Utility 

R. Terce ro Utility 

CLS-1 Vo l. 1-Supp. 
I ndex/f.,FRs 

CLS-2 Vol. 3-Supp. 
I ndexlr.,FRs 

CLS-3 Responses to 
Staff ' s 2nd 
Set o f 
Tn terrog . 
r.os. 18 , 19 

RAT-1 

RAT-2 

Sched . 
E-7/MFR 
Sched . F-1 
F- lO / MFR s 
and Appendix 

I 

I 
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Witnesses 

B. Gang no n 

c . Lewi s 

w. Darl i ng 

Prefe rred By I. D. No . 

RAT-3 

RAT-4 

RAT-S 

Util i ly BEG-1 

BEG-2 

Utili t y CKL- l 

CKL-2 

CKL-3 

CKL-4 

CKI~-5 

CKL-6 

CKL-7 

Sta ff WED-1 

WED-2 

73 

Desc ri.Ql ion 

Vol . 1-Supp . 
Index/MFR 
Vol. 2-Supp. 
Index/MFR 
Responses to 
Staff· s 2nd 
Set of 
Inlerrog ., 
Nos. 11-l?n 

Sched . C-4 
C-11/f-tFRs 
Revised c 
Schedule .. 
C-5, C-7 , 
C-8 , C-9/MFRs 

Schod . A -1 
A-19/HFRs 
Schcd. B-1 
B-15/r-tf Rs 
Schcd. D-1 
D-7 /t-lf'Rs 
Schcd. E-1 
E-16/1\FR~ 

Sched. G-1 
G-6/MFRs 
Billing 
Anal ySlS/ 
MFRs 
Responses Lo 
Staff ' s lsl 
SeL of 
Inlerrog ., 
Nos . 1-10, 
Second Sel 
f) ( In te r rog . 
No . l7o . 

I nspecl1on 
RcporL 
Chuluo t a 
Inspection 
Report 
F l a . Cen t r a l 
Corr.merce Pa rk 
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Staff asks that notice be taken of the following Commission 
Orders: Order No. 20434 in Docket No . 871134 -WS regarding the 
imputation of CIAC on margin reserve and Order No . 22844 1n 
Docket No. 890360-WS regarding the leve l of unaccoun cd-fo r ­
water. 

Utility and Staff reserve the right to identify exhibits 
for the purpose of cross-examination or re-direct. 

IX. Rulings 

l. The utility ' s request t o file a late-filed exhibit detail­
ing remai ning rate case expenses is granted . 

2 . 

3. 

Mr. Gangnon ' s prefiled testimony may be st i pulated to be 
entered i nto t he record as though read, without his 
appeari ng a t the hearing, if the areas Staff intended to 
cover t h rough cross-exami na tion can be satisfactorily 
accomplished through i n terrogatories or deposition . 

Direct testimony from a 
the he a ring to address 
irrigation which was 
Conference . 

company witness ma y be provided at 
the issue of a 

identified at 

Based upo n the foregoing , it is 

charge 
the 

for spray 
Prchcaring 

ORDERED by Commissioner Betty Easley, as Prehearing 
Of ficer , t hat t his Prehearing Order shall govern the conduct o f 
these proceedi ngs unless modified by the Commission. 

By ORDER of Commissioner Betty Easley, 
~~------------ ·1990 Officer, this l.6..t.h day of 

( S E A L ) 

NSD 

as Pre he aring 

I 

I 

I 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER_fROCEEDfNGS OR JUDIClAL R~VIEW 

The F l orida Public Service Commission is required by 

Section 120. 59(4 ), Florida Statules, to notify parLies of any 

administ r ati v e hearing or judicia l review o f Com11nssion o rder s 

t h a t i s a vai l a ble under Sect i o n s 120.57 or 120.68, Florida 

S t a tu tes , a s well as Lhe procedures and time lim1Ls thal 

a p p ly. T h is notice s hould not be construed to mean all 

r equests for a n administrative hearing or judicial review will 

be g r a n ted o r result i n t he relief sought. 

Any p a r ty adversely affected by this order . wh ich is 

pre l iminary, procedura l o r i n lermedlate i n na ure, may 

reque s t: 1) r econsideration with in 10 day s pursuant to Rule 

25-22 .038 ( 2 ), Florida Administrative Code, iC issued by a 

Preheari ng Officer ; 2 ) reconsideration within 15 days pursu"'nl 

to Rul e 25-22 .0 60, Florid a Administralive Code, iC issued by 

t he Commission; o r 3) judicial review by Lhe Florida Supreme 

Cour t , i n t h e case of an electric , gas or telephone u tility, or 

the First District Courl of Appeal, in the case o( a water o r 

sewer u til i ty . A motion for reconsiderat ion shall be fil ed 

wit h t he Directo r, Divi sion of Reco rds and Repo rting, tn lhc 

form prescribed b y Rule 25-22.060, Florida Adminislrativc 

Code . J udicial review of a prelimina ry, pt ocedural or 

i n termediate ruli ng or order i s available if review of the 

fi nal action will no t pro vide an adequate remedy . Such rev iew 

ma y be req uested from the appropriale court, as described 

a bo ve , pu rs u a n t to Rule 9 . 100, Florida Rules of Appel late 

Procedu re . 

7) 
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