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August 11, 1993

HAND DELIVERY

Mr. Steve Tribble, Director
Division of Records and Reporting
Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: FPSC Docket No. 911082-WS

Lear Mr. Tribble:

Enclosed for filing on behalf of Southern States Utilities,
Inc. in the above-referenced docket are sixteen (16) copies of the
following exhibits to be included in the record of this proceeding:

1 Comments of Southern States Utilities, Inc., Deltona
Utilities, Inc., and United Florida Utilities Corporation filed on
August 9, 1991 in Docket No. 891309-WS. These comments contain
research of acquisition adjustment policies applied by other siate
commissions at pp. 11-14, and were requested in this proceeding by
Commissioner Clark.

2. Working Capital Comparisons using the balance sheet and
1/8 O&M Method for Southern States’ last three rate cases (Lehigh
Utilities, Inc.; Southern States Utilities, Inc.; and Southern
States Utilities, Inc. - arco Island Systems).

3. Southern States’ Response to Staff Exhibit PD-8 concerning
acquisition adjustments.
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Please acknowledge receipt of these documents by stamping the
extra copy of this letter "filed" and returning the same to me.

Thank you for your assistance with this filing.

Sincerely yours,

&&aﬁfif-ﬂzZF”“'
Kénneth A. ffman

KAH/amb
Enclosures
cc: with enclosures
Christiana T. Moore, Associate General Counsel
Wayne L. Schiefelbein, Esq.
H. F. Mann, II, Assocate Public Counsel
Brian P. Armstrong, Esqg.
Mr. Buddy Dewar
Hon. Julia L. Johnson, Commissioner
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rerLy to: | allahassee
August 9, 1991

Mr. Steve Tribble, Director HAND DELIVERED
Division of Records and Reporting

Florida Public Service Commission
101 East Gaines Street
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850

Re: Docket No. 891309-WS
Dear Mr. Tribble:

Enclosed are an original and fifteen copies of the Comments of Southern States
Utilities, Inc., Deltona Utilities, Inc., and United Florida Utilities Corporation on Acquisition
Adjustment Policy. Copies have been served on the parties of record. Please date
stamp the extra copy enclosed and return. Thank you for your assistance with the
processing of this filing.

Sincerely,

W%%

Kenneth A. Hoffman
For the Firm
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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In re:; Investigation of ) Docket No. 891309-WS
Acquisition Adjustment Policy ) Filed: August 9, 1991
)

COMMENTS OF SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.,
DELTONA UTILITIES, INC., AND UNITED FLORIDA

UTILITIES CORPORATION ON ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENT POLICY

Southern States Utilities, Inc. ("Southern States"), Deltona Utilities, Inc. ("Deltona"),
and United Florida Utilities Corporation (“United") respectfully submit the following
comments concerning the Florida Public Service Commission's ("Commission")
investigation into its current acquisition adjustment policy. These comments are
submitted with the permission of the Commission and supplement the oral presentations

made on July 29, 1991.

I. INTRODUCTION

This proceeding was initiated to determine whether the Commission's acquisition
adjustment policy, a policy adopted in 1983, should be amended. The Office of the
Public Counsel ("Public Counsel" or "OPC") as the Petitioner in this cause bears the
burden of establishing the need and justification for modification of the Commission’s
existing policy. Public Counsel has failed to meet its burden and has, for the most part,
simply reiterated arguments previously rejected by the Commission in PAA Order No.
23376, issued August 12, 1990 in this docket. Public Counsel has made no evidentiary

demonstration that ratepayers have been harmed under the Commission’s current policy.



Pu.blic Counsel also has failed to identify any precedent, from this State or any other
jurisdiction, which supports the implementation of its pProposed policy. What Public
Counsel did confirm was that the acquisition of small utilities by large utilities is desirable
and the Commission should give large utilities an incentive to acquire small systems.
Southern States, Deltona and United maintain that the Commission’s policy has served

to provide maximum benefits to ratepayers and should remain unchanged.
Il. CURRENT POLICY

The Commission’s current policy is most recently reflected in PAA Order No.

23376, issued August 21, 1990, which states as follows:

[A]bsent extraordinary circumstances, the purchase of a utility

system at a premium or a discount shall not affect the rate

base calculation.
See 90 FPSC 8:306. In other words, absent extraordinary circumstances, in the form of
demonstrated benefits or harm to customers, the difference between the nei book value
of an acquired utility’s rate base and the purchase price of the assets composing such
rate base is not recognized by this Commission for ratemaking purposes. In formulating
and implementing the above policy, the Commission has provided and continues to
provide incentives for larger utilities to acquire distressed systems. |d. The policy allows
an acquiring utility the opportunity (o earn a fair and reasonable rate of return on the rate



base of the acquired system, regardless of whether it pays a price greater than or less
than this rate base.'

The Commission has allowed positive acquisition adjustments in the past. The
orders reflecting these adjustments have addressed varied circumstances. In Order No.
15925, issued April 2, 1986, the selling utility had a negative rate base and the
Commission allowed the purchaser a positive acquisition adjustment to a break even
position. The Commission has also allowed a positive acquisition adjustment where the
purchasing utility demonstrated that the acquisition was likely to result in significant cost
savings to the customers through reductions in operating expenses. See Order No.
18716, issued January 1, 1988' and Order No. 16517, issued August 25, 1986.' In

another instance, the purchasing utility could improve the selling utility's systems and

'Indeed, as discussed during the oral presentations, a purchase price equal to net
book value would be a coincidence. The amount paid for the selling utility’s assets may
be influenced by a number of factors including the percentage of used and useful
property purchased, the potential growth of the system, etc. Tr. 10.




bring them into compliance with DER requirements at a significantly lower cost of capital
with minimum impact to ratepayers. See Order No. 23111, issued June 25, 1990."

In sum, the Commission’s current policy essentially resuits in limiting the rate base
of the acquiring utility to net book value. Positive acquisition adjustments may be
allowed only where the utility demonstrates significant benefits to the customers. This is
normally demonstrated by a reduction in operating expenses and/or enhanced quality of
service due to the acquisition. Negative acquisition adjustments, on the other hand, must
only be required where the Commission finds that the customers would be harmed by

virtue of the acquisition.

lil. BENEFITS OF CURRENT POLICY

The current acquisition adjustment policy provides numerous benefits to
ratepayers. Over the years, the Commission has witnessed and recognized the
problems caused by or associated with small or developer driven syctems. These
problems have historically included: (1) low service quality; (2) financial pressure due to
inadequate revenue; (3) inability to attract capital and high cost of capital due to
associated risk; (4) inadequate and inexperienced staff; (5) substandard operating
conditions, non-compliance with DER requirements and difficulty 'n making the necessary

improvements; (6) higher operating costs and rates due to the lack of economies of




scale and a small customer base; and, (8) in the case of developer systems, a general
disinterest in utility operations due to a primary focusing on selling real estate, making
profits, and moving on to the next development.

In order to avoid or at least minimize the above problems, the regulatory treatment
of acquisition adjustment policy must focus upon insuring that customers are not
harmed. As the Commission recognized in its PAA order in this docket, customers
normally derive certain benefits when distressed systems are purchased by larger
utilities. Such benefits include: (1) improved reliability and quality of service; (2) lowered
long-term operations costs; (3) cost savings to customers via economies of scale
resulting from a larger customer base; (4) increased ability to attract capital for
improvements; (5) a lower overall cost of capital; and, (6) a greater degree of
professionalism and more experienced managerial, financial, technical and operational
resources. See 90 FPSC at 8:307.

Accordingly, rather than allow the customers of small, problematic utilities to suffer
from increasingly poor service and higher rates, the Commission for a number oi years

has followed its current policy which provides both an incentive to larger utilities to

‘Other states also recognize the benefits received by customers of smaller, distressed
systems. The Connecticut Department of Public Utility Control permitted a positive
acquisition adjustment to rate base and a concomitant increase i rates where customers
of an acquired utility could expect a 17.8 percent increase in rates over a six year period
as opposed to a possible 460 percent rate increase if all needed plant improvements
would have been completed in the same six year period by the distressed, acquired
company. Decision, issued June 20, 1990 in Docket No. 89-10-03. Similarly, in
Mississippi, acquisition cost in excess of net book value can be recovered in rates when
the present owner is unwilling or unable to upgrade service. Order Approving Sale,
issued December 31, 1986 in Docket No. U-4917.
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purchase these systems and protection to the customers from adverse impact in the
acquisition process.” In addition, by refusing to impose negative acquisition adjustments,
absent extraordinary circumstances, the Commission avoids or minimizes deterioration
of the purchasing utility’s rate of return and does so with no adverse impact to the
ratepayers of the system (it is beyond dispute that if the acquisition did not occur,
ratepayers would continue to pay rates established, in part, according to the net book
value of the existing plant which is used to provide utility service). If this incentive is
removed, large utilities will be discouraged from acquiring small systems which will leave
the customers of such systems in the hands of entities which have no desire or no
capacity to be in the utility business. With regulation becoming even more stringent, and
financial requirements to comply with such regulation burgeoning, the ability of “Mom and
Pop" utility providers to meet regulatory requirements has become increasingly difficult.
The no adverse impact criteria fully protects all ratepayers from the potentially
devastating effects of these developments by giving large utilities with access to the
necessary capital an incentive to take the risk associated with investing significant capital
in a small and perhaps run down utility system. Moreover, Public Counsel's assertion
that "double counting" occurs under the current policy is false. If a system is in need of

improvements or upgrading, such improvement or upgrade must be made regardless

"This incentive approach has been embraced by the State Corporation Commission
of Kansas which set rate base at the net book value of utility assets for ratemaking
purposes even though such assets were acquired at $8.3M below book value. Such
treatment "shares the benefit of the acquisition with the customer while allowing the
purchaser a return on the historic cost of the plant acquired." Order, issued June 17,
1986 in Docket No. 148, 312-U, 85-KPLG-455-R.



of whether the system is acquired. What Public Counsel ignores is that when a large
utility acquires a small system, customers benefit from the large utility’s lower cost of

financing the work.

IV. CHALLENGE TO CURRENT POLICY

The Public Counsel claims that the Commission's current policy yields inconsistent
results. Simply put, this is not true. Further, as discussed below, it is Public Counsel's
proposed policy modification which is expressly inconsistent. Public Counsel argues that
when a purchasing utility acquires assets below net book value, the purchase price must
be used in the rate base because: (1) this is the amount actually paid by the purchasing
utility; and (2) use of net book value would result in an artificial increase to rate base.
Public Counsel insists that acquisition adjustment treatment must begin with actual
purchase price when considering a negative acquisition adjustment. On the other hand,
Public Counsel abandons its principle that the Commission must begin with the actual
purchase price when considering a positive acquisition adjustment, and instead, argues
that policy reasons dictate the use of net book value for the acquired assets. Adoption
of Public Counsel’s position that a negative acquisition adjustment artificially increases
rate base, necessarily leads one to conclude, for the sake of consistency, that Public
Counsel's treatment of positive acquisition adjustments results in an artificial decrease in
rate base. The application of Public Counsel’s proposal results in an inconsistent use of
actual purchase price (depending on whether net book value is higher or lower) and



would serve to defeat the incentives to rescue distressed systems currently provided to
larger utilities under the Commission’s existing policy.

The obvious inconsistency with Public Counsel's approach was emphasized by
Commissioner Easley during the oral presentations. During the presentations, Public
Counsel attempted to couch its position in statutory terms, i.e., that under Section
367.081(2)(a), Florida Statutes, ". . . the investment of the utility in property used and
useful in the public service . . ." means actual purchase price for potential negative
acquisition adjustments and net book value for potential positive acquisition adjustments.
As recognized by Commissioner Easley, acceptance of Public Counsel's position
requires the use of two different, inconsistent definitions of the statutory term “investment"
-- actual purchase price for negative acquisition adjustments and net book value for
positive acquisition adjustments. (Tr. 24)

During the oral presentations, Public Counsel attempted to justify this
inconsistency by arguing that actual purchase price is prudent “per se" when less than
net book value but must be proven to be prudent when more than net book value.
Public Counsel also argues that Section 367.081(2)(a), Florida Statutes, limits the
Commission's authority to provide a rate of return on the "investment” of the "the utility,"
i.e., the actual purchase price paid (except, of course, if actual purchase price exceeds
net book value). (See Tr. 8-9; 22-27) Public Counsel cited no precedential authority in
support of these theories, and as recognized by Chairman Beard (Tr. 67), these
arguments confiict with prior unchallenged Commission decisions which have allowed

positive acquisition adjustments and the Commission’s broad authority to interpret and



implement its statutory authority in a manner which serves the long term best interests
of the ratepayers.

Public Counsel next asserts that the Commission should treat acquisition
adjustments similar to the way in which it applies the O&M benchmark. This analogy fails
for two reasons.

First, the O&M is merely a flashpoint of reference used by the Commission in
considering the prudency of an expenditure. (Tr. 46) Expenditures which exceed the
flashpoint of customer growth plus inflation must be justified under this principle. Public
Counsel ignores the critical fact that none of the policy questions underlying regulatory
treatment of acquisition adjustments are present in an O&M benchinark determination.
For example, if a utility's actual operating expenses are below the benchmark, the
Commission normally deems the expenditure prudent and uses the actual amount for
ratemaking purposes unless a specific expenditure is an issue in the case. In such
cases, there is no adverse impact on the ratepayers. If, however, the Commission
modifies its policy to limit rate base to purchase price when purchase price is below net
book value, customers will suffer as acquisitions of distressed utilities will be few and far
between, and such customers will suffer from a poor quality of service and higher rates,
and possibly even termination of service due to continued non-compliance with
environmental regulations.

Second, Public Counsel’s attempt to analogize an O&M benchmark amount to net
book value of an asset in addressing negative acquisition adjustments fails on factual
grounds. For example, if the benchmark amount for labor expense is $100 and the



actual expenditure was $60, the $60 amount will be used for ratemaking purposes --
however, $40 was not spent in this case to provide service to the ratepayers. If, on the
other hand, the net book value of an asset is $100 and the actual purchase price is $60,
then (absent extraordinary circumstances) the Commission appropriately uses $100 as
the rate base amount for the acquiring utility - here, the full net book value of $100 has
been invested in facilities used to provide service to ratepayers.

Finally, Public Counsel takes the position that a utility should bear the burden of
proving the right to include net book value for ratemaking purposes when a purchase is
made at a price below net book value. However, OPC argues that with a positive
acquisition adjustment, the utility’s burden of proof should not start with the purchase
price but with the lower net book value. OPC's position again is inconsistent and would
provide the disincentives which the Commission has sought to avoid.

The Commission’s policy has worked well and has served to further the acquisition
of distressed systems for the benefit of ratepayers in the state. The arguments set forth
by OPC are the same arguments that have previously been rejected by the Commission
in PAA Order No. 23376, issued August 12, 1990. The Commission should continue to

and the purchase price exceeds the net book value, no harm will be occasioned to the

ratepayers by the use of the lower net book value. However, if the utility can
demonstrate significantly improved service or reduced operating expenses, then a

positive acquisition adjustment may be appropriate. Alternatively, where purchase price
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is less than net book value, if the customers, Commission staff, or OPC demonstrates
that the acquisition will cause harm to the ratepayers, i.e., that rates will be higher than
they would otherwise have been under the selling utility, or that quality of service will
deteriorate under the purchasing utility, then it may be appropriate either to impose a
negative acquisition adjustment or not approve the transfer at all. Absent extraordinary
circumstances, the original cost valuation most closely represents the actual amount of
dollars that have been invested in the facilities of the selling utility and the purchasing
utility which are used and useful in providing service to the ratepayers.*

In addition, the issue of acquisition adjustments should be addressed and
resolved in the transfer proceeding. This will allow utilities to structure purchases so that
they will know from the outset if an acquisition adjustment will be imposed for ratemaking
purposes and remove the uncertainty related to this issue in the future.

V. OTHER JURISDICTIONS

Counsel for Southern States, et al. has undertaken an analysis of acquisition
adjustment policies applied by other state commissioners. Having reviewed statutes and
regulatory orders from at least 35 other states, and having spoken with staff members of
the remaining states’ regulatory commissions, the following conclusions are drawn:

'This principle has been expressly adopted by the Arkansas Public Service
Commission in Docket No. 86-048-U, Order No. 17, at pg. 9 (issued March 23, 1987).

1"



1. The Florida Public Service Commission's current acquisition adjustment policy
is in conformity with a majority of the other states. As a general rule, most states only
give rate base treatment to the net book value of an acquired asset. Both positive and
negative adjustments are generally not permitted. In Utah, for example, only depreciated
book value is included in an acquiring utility’s rate base. Exceptions to this rule are
considered “"unusual' and evaluated on a case by case basis. Public Service
Commission Utah Order, Docket No. 82-035-13.

2. Some states strictly limit ratemaking treatment of acquired assets to net book
value. For example, staff testimony in a recent Missouri Public Service Commission
docket reveals that the state has utilized net original cost as a basis for valuation of rate
base for many years without granting ratemaking treatment to negative acquisition
adjustments. Where utility assets are acquired far below net book value they are
recorded at book value rather than purchase price. Rebuttal Testimony of C.
Featherstone, Case No. EM-91-213. Similarly, Vermont is an original cost jurisdiction
which uses the net book value of acquired property to determine the amount upon which
a return should be eamed. Net book value is not considered by the Vermont Public
Service Board to be the fair market value of the acquired asset but, rather, the net
investment. Thus, as a general matter, book value is used to determine rate base.
Order, issued July 7, 1988 in Docket No. 5396; see also, Massachusetts Department of
Public Utilities, D.P.U. #88-67, Order issued September 30, 1988 at p. 26.

3. Many states have specific criteria which must be met prior to inclusion of a
positive acquisition adjustment in the acquiring utility’s rate base. In Minnesota, for

12



example, a utility must show that (1) it has generated benefits to ratepayers; (2) that the
benefits are quantifiable; and (3) that the benefits would not have been realized by the
ratepayers without the acquisition. Minnesota Public Utilities Commission order, issued
July 12, 1991 in Docket No. G-010/GR-90-678. In Tennessee, the transfer of a system
at greater than net bock value may be considered in the public interest if the buyer can
demonstrate an ability to (1) service the existing customer more efficiently than the
present owner; and (2) achieve an identifiable cost savings sufficient to offset the impact
of increasing the book value of the existing system. Tennessee Public Service
Commission order, issued February 13, 1987 in Docket No. U-86-7442. Similarly, while
the lowa Department of Commerce considers a list of relevant factors, a rebuttable
presumption against inclusion in rate base of acquisition costs in excess of net book
value exists. Final Decision and Order, issued June 17, 1988 in Docket No. RPU-87-3.
Similar specifically articulated criteria which must be met to support inclusion of a positive
acquisition adjustment in rate base are utilized by state utility commissions in lllinois,
Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Nebraska, Pennsyivania, and South Dakota.

4. Negative acquisition adjustments are rarely made to the rate base of an
acquiring utility. For the most part, the various state commissions provided information
regarding treatment of positive acquisition adjustments because the issue arises more
frequently.

While the issue of acquisition adjustments is usually treated on a case by case
basis, we discovered three states that have statutes specifically addressing the issue:

Alaska, Pennsylvania, and Washington. The statutes are in general agreement with

13



Florida's acquisition adjustment policy. For example, in Alaska, the commission is guided
by acquisition cost, or f lower, the original cost of the person first devoting the property
to public service, less accrued depreciation, plus materials and supplies and a
reasonable allowance for cash working capital when acquired. Alaska Statutes Section
42.05.441(b).

The orders, statutes and policies of other states demonstrate that the current
Florida Public Service Commission policy is consistent with the acquisition adjustment
treatment of the great majority of other states. Public Counsel's argument that a negative
acquisition adjustment should be made to the acquiring utility’s rates is one that is
sparingly and infrequently embraced by other state commissions. Quite to the contrary,
the other jurisdictions recognize the incentives and customer benefits provided by a
policy which uses net book value as the minimum rate base amount.

Vi. CONCLUSION

The only proponent of the policy change under consideration, Public Counsel, has
not presented any evidence that customers of acquired utilities have sver been harmed
under the Commission’s existing policy. Indeed, Public Counsel admits that the
acquisition of small utilities by large utilities is desirable and large utilities should be given
an incentive to do so. Public Counsel totally ignores the benefits these customers derive
when served by larger, professional utility companies with the technical expertise,
financial wherewithal and desire to provide safe high quality utility service to them. These

14



facts should not be undervalued given the increasing costs of meeting new and more
stringent environmental and other regulatory requirements. In light of these facts and for
the reasons set forth above, the Commission’s current acquisition adjustment policy
should remain unchanged.

The Commission’s current ratemaking treatment of potential acquisition
adjustments ensures that customers are not harmed by the acquisition. Positive
acquisition adjustments should be allowed when the acquiring utility demonstrates
significant benefits to customers. The utility should bear the burden of proving the
appropriateness of a positive acquisition adjustment. On the other hand, negative
acquisition adjustments should be limited to transfers where the Commission finds that
customers will be harmed by virtue of the acquisition. The customers or Public Counsel
should bear the burden of establishing the justification for a negative acquisition
adjustment. In all cases, the issue of acquisition adjustment should be resolved in the
transfer proceedings.

Respectfully submitted,

MESSER, VICKERS, CAPARELLO,
MADSEN, LEWIS & METZ, PA.

215 S. Monroe Street, Suite 701

Post Office Box 1876

Tallahassee, FL 32302-1876
(904) 222-0720

R%NE!H A Ho#%. ESQ.
LAURA GILMORE, ESQ.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Comments of
Southern States Utilities, Inc., Deltona Utilities, Inc., and United Florida
Utilities Corporation on Acquisition Adjustment Policy was furnished by U. S. Mail to the
following parties of record this Sth day of August, 1991:

Roger Howse, Esq.

H. F. Mann, ll, Esq.

Claude Pepper Building

111 W. Madison Street
Room 812

Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400

Matthew J. Feil, Esq.

Division of Legal Services

Florida Public Service Commission
101 E. Gaines Street

Tallahassee, FL 32399-0863

Mr. Philip Heil, Vice President

Jacksonville Suburban Utilities
Corporation

344 Cesary Boulevard, Suite 108

Jacksonville, FL 32211

NNETH A. HO ESQ.
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BALANCE SHEET METHOD

Assets
Cash
Accounts Recievable
Inventory
Other Assets
TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS

Liabilities
Accounts Payable
Accrued Taxes
Other Liabilities
TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITIES

NET WORKING CAPITAL

1/8 O&M METHOD
(Per Order or Staff Recommendation)

O&M Expense
1/8 O&M

WORKING CAPITAL

ADJUSTED 1/8 O&M METHOD

1/8 O&M***

Unamort Rate Case Exp (3/4)***
Unamort Testing, Permitting &
Prudently incurred but amort exp

WORKING CAPITAL

Working Capital Comparisons *

RECEIVED

. JuL 14 193
(Actual Test Year Ending)

Lehigh Giga Case Marco

9/30/91 12/31/91 4/30/92
296,659 892,481 (28,395)
408,593 1,904,742 251,020
89,902 1,071,855 69,625
252,027 4,771,678 715,568
1,047,181 8,640,756 1,007,818
(297,434) (4,707,370) (399,059)
(409,097) 211,285 (189,508)
(120,449) (733,596) (4,918)
(826,980) (5,229,680) (583,484)

1,886,472

235,809

13,565,032
1,605,629

3,204,240
400,530

235,809 1,695,629 400,530
197,327 976,643 164,940
0 179,423 105,249

* Simple Average of Beginning and Ending Balances.
** Marco Island is not separately incorporated, therefore balance sheet method reflects

consolidated SSU apportioned to Marco on the basis of adjusted total O&M expense (13%)
GIGA is reduced by estimated Marco

***Per final order or staff recommendation (This is not an average)
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.
ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENTS
1988-1992
RESPONSE TO STAFF EXHIBIT PD-8

The referenced Exhibit contains three acquisitions with purchase
prices that differ from SSU’s booked purchase prices. Those
acquisitions are Twin County (Sugar Mill Woods), Burnt Store, and
Park Industrial Venture (Florida Central Commerce Park). Each of
these purchase prices will be discussed individually as follows:

Sugar Mill Woods

Staff has indicated a purchase price of $4,850,381. The purchase
price originally recorded on the books for Sugar Mill Woods (and
according to the purchase agreement) totaled $1,914,306 consisting
of $700,000 of preferred stock and $1,214,306 of cash. The
difference between staff purchase price and the recorded purchase
price relates to the purchase agreement which provided 700 free
connections and 1000 reduced connections. The FPSC decided these
connections represent deferred payments toward the purchase of
Sugar Mill Woods and imputed payment for these connections at the
tariff rate, grossing up the purchase price accordingly. In the
five years Southern States has owned this system, this particular
provision of the purchase agreement has not come into play. The
utility has not booked this contingent payment, and will not until
such connections actually occur. The purchase agreement calls for
this provision to expire after 15 years. It is possible this
provision will never materialize and, as a result, the staff
purchase price would never materialize.

Burnt Store

staff has indicated a purchase price of $3,500,000. The purchase
price. originally recorded on the books for Burnt Store (and
according to the purchase agreement) totaled $3,421,846 consisting
of $2.3 million of preferred stock and $1,121,846 of cash. The
difference between staff purchase price and the recorded purchase
price relates to the purchase agreement which provided for 600
reduced connections. The FPSC decided these connections represent
deferred payments toward the purchase of Burnt 3tore and imputed
payment for these connections at the tariff rate, grossing up the
purchase price accordingly. 1In the five years Southern States has
owned this system, this particular provision of the purchase
agreement has not come into play. The utility has not booked this
contingent payment, and will not until such connections actually
occur. The purchase agreement calls for this provision to expire
after 15 years. It is possible this provision will never

materialize and, as a result, the staff purchase price would never
materialize.



Staff’s Exhibit reflects a $400,000 purchase price for this systen.
As part of the purchase agreement, SSU received $240,000 from the
seller to apply toward construction of the wastewater plant. SSU
also holds a promissory note for $400,000 which is repaid in
monthly payments equivalent to 25% of gross revenues received
during the preceding calendar month from customers in the service
area and 100% less $25.00 of all connection fees or $325, whichever
is greater, received during the preceding calendar month from
customers in the service area. As of December 31, 1992, this noie
still has an outstanding principal owed of $327,432. Obligations
under the promissory note expire after 30 years. SSU considers the
purchase price of this system to be the $400,000 promissory note
less the $240,000 cash received for a total of $160,000.

If the above purchase prices as indicated by SSU and reflected on
its books are applied to Exhibit PD-8, the total line for SSU
acquisitions over the past five years is as follows:

Purchase price $6,247,908
Net Book Value 5,671,463
Acquisition Adjustment 576,445

Revenue Impact 57,645
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