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FINAL ORDER GRANTING RATES AND CHARGES 

BY THE COMMISSION : 

BACKGROUND 
... 

Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation {Jasmine or utility) is a 
Class B utility which provides water and wastewater services t o 
over 1500 residential customers and approximately 34 general 
service customers in New Port Richey, Florida . Jasmine ' s service 
area is located in the Northern Tampa Bay Water-Use Caution Area as 
designated by the Governing Board of the South Florida Water 
Management District . 
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On June 26, 1992, the utility filed a request f o r interim and 
permanent rate increases pursuant to Sections 367 . 081 and 367. 082, 
Florida Statutes . The applications, as filed, did not meet the 
minimum filing requirements (MFRs ). On July 17, 1992, t he utility 
completed the MFRs and that date was established as the official 
date of filing. The utility asked that its rate request be 
processed pursuant to the Proposed Agency Action (PAA) process. 
The appr oved test year for setting rates in this proceeding is the 
twelve months ended December 31, 1991. 

According to the MFRs, Jasmine had operating revenues of 
$341,585 and a net operating loss o f $15,548 for the water system 
and operating revenues of $125,979 and a net operating loss of 
$90 , 370 for the wastewater system. Jasmine requested final revenue 
requirements of $520,486 for the water system and $436,061 for the 
wastewater system. 

By Order No. PSC-9 2 -1120-FOF-WS, issued October 6, 1992, this 
Commission suspended Jasmine ' s requested rates and approved interim 
rates subject to refund. The interim revenue reauirements were 
$389 ,64 0 for water, a 11 .11 percent increase over test year 
revenues, and $290,839 for wastewater, a 130 .86 perc~nt increase. 
By Proposed Agency Action . ( PAA) Order No. PSC - 93- C "~ 7- FOF-WS, 
issued January 5, 1993, the Commission proposed granting Jasmine an 
increase in its water and wastewater rates. However, that Order 
was timely protested by the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) and Mr . 
Merl e Baker , a customer of the utility . As a result of those 
protests, an administrative hearing was held June 28, 29, and 30, 
1993, in New Port Richey, Florida. By Order No. PSC-93-05 1~-FOF

ws, issued April 6, 1993, the Commission acknowledged Jasmine ' s 
implementation of the rates approv ed in the PAA Order and required 
additional security for the potential refund of the PAA rates . 

FINDINGS OF FACT. LAW, AND POLICY .. 
Having heard the evidence presented at the hearing in this 

proceeding a nd having reviewed the recommendation of the Commission 
Staff (S taff ) , as well as the briefs of the parties, we now ent er 
our findings a nd conclusions. 

STIPULATIONS 

Prior to the hearing, the utility, OPC, and Staf f agreed upon 
a number of stipul at ions. At the hearing, we accepted the 
following stipulations: 
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Category One Stipulations 

Those stipulations where the utility, OPC, and Staff agreed 
are set forth below : 

1 . The utility ' s pro forma adjustment to 1991 test year purchased 
water cost should be reduced by $1,172 to reflect the actual 
water rate currently being charged by Pasco County. 

2. Operation and 
$1,338 for the 
division for 
contributions. 

maintenance expense should be decreased by 
water division and by $43 for the wastewater 

out-of-period expenses and charit~ble 

3 . Since accumulated depreciation and accumulated amortization of 
CIAC were understated for four months of 1990, average 
accumulated depreciation should be increased by $4,496 for 
water and $4, 929 for wastewater, and aver::~3e accumulated 
amortization of CIAC should be increased by ~1 ,207 for water 
and $1 , 014 for wastewater . 

4. The equity 
reduced by 
operations. 

component of the utility ' s capital should be 
$9,813 to remove investment in non-utility 

5 . The utility ' s requested $25,496 i n annual wastnwater 
collection system repair expense should not be allowed in this 
proceeding. (The utility indicated it would request a limited 
proceeding fo:r system repairs ba sed on the results of its 
current line televising and cleaning program . ) 

6 . Miscellaneous expenses should be reduced by $180. 

Category Two Stipulations 

Those stipulations where the util ity and Staff agreed, but 
where OPC took no part in the stipulations are set forth below: 

1. The cost of equity should be set by th~ leverage formula in 
effect at the time of the Commission ' s vote on final rates in 
this case . A range of plus or minus 100 basis points should 
be recognized for ratemaking purposes. 
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2. The wastewater violation reconnection charge should be revised 
so as to allow collection of ac t ual costs. 

MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF EXHIBIT NO. 46 

On July 22, 1993, OPC filed a Motion to Strike Portions of 
Late-Filed Exhibit No. 46. As grounds for the motion, OPC a l leged 
that only one page of the six page exhibit is responsive to Staff ' s 
request . OPC furthe r alleges that the four pages of narrati ·Je that 
accompany the exhibit are improper testimony which should be 
stricken from the record. On July 29, 1993, the utility filed its 
response alleging that the narrative in question is responsive t o 
Staff ' s request to ident i fy the Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) sludge holding requirement a nd that its purpJ se 
was to further explain the basis of the utility ' s understanding of 
DEP ' s sludge holding requirements. 

We agree that to some extent Late-Filed Exhibit No. 46 g0es 
beyond what was specifically requested. However, we also find tha~ 
the contents of this exhibit should be given wha~ ~ver weight we 
deem appropr~ate in reaching our final decision ~n this docket. 
Therefore, we hereby deny OPC ' s Motion to Strike. 

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FI LE BRIEF 

On July 27, 1993, the utility filed a Motion for Extension of 
Time to file its Post-hearing brief. Neither OPC nor Staff had any 
objections to this request. Both parties filed their brie " s on 
August 6, 1993. Since the briefs were filed within the week 
requested, and no party objected to this extension of time, we find 
there was no prejudice to any party. Accordingly, the Motion for 
Extens~on of Time is hereby grantPd . 

MOTIONS TO STRIKE POST -HEARING MEMORANDA 
.. 

On August 12, 1993, OPC filed a Motion to Strike the Post 
hearing Memorandum of the utility . On August 13, 1993, the utility 
responded and filed its Motion t o Strike OPC 's Post - hear:ng 
Memorandum. On August 17, 1993, both parties filed Notices of 
Withdrawal of these Motions to Strike. There~ore, the Motio ns to 
Strike Post-hearing Memoranda are deemed withdrawn . 
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QUALITY OF SERVICE 

Thirty- three customers testified at the customer testimony 
portion of the hearing . Several customers testified that the water 
was undrinkable. One customer testified that he experienced low 
water pressure, and two other customers had experienced a water 
outage. Some customers testified about unsatisfactory work by the 
utility, while others testified that the utility was not res~onsive 
to the customers' needs . One customer testified that the office 
hours are abbreviated . Most customers testified about the amount 
of the rate increase requested. 

Staff witness Barker testified that the utility was in 
compliance with the maximum contaminant levels set by the DEP for 
primary and secondary standards except for turbidity and copper. 
Witness Barker further testified that required chlorine residuals 
are maintained. Staff witness Burghardt testified that the 
wastewater treatment facilities were meeting requirements as set 
forth by DEP. However, witness Burghardt also testified that the 
utility had failed to obtain a construction permit for the sludge 
dewatering equipment now in service and that enforc ement action for 
failure to apply for a permit prior to its installation may occur. 

In response to the utility's failure to meet standards with 
regard to turbidity, utility witness Dreher provided information in 
a late filed exhibit that the turbidity problem has been corrected 
since all of the utility's water is purchased from Pasco County 
and is no longer pumped from the utility ' s wells. Witness Dreher 
also stated because all the utility ' s water is purchased from Pasco 
County, the util~ty is no longer responsible for the level of 
copper in the water. 

Customers have complained that the utility office is only open 
for payment of bills from 9 : 00a . m. to 12:00 p.m. for eight months 
of the year. Even though the utility provides a drop box f.or 
payments, we find that the utility should provide customers better 
access to utility employees during regular working hours. 

Two customers testified about delays in repairing excavat~ons 
for line repairs. The utility responded that the excavation holes 
are left open for inspection and observatic n for leaks and that 
delays are sometimes caused by the need to obtain dumptrucks and 
order dirt. We disagree with the utility that there is any need to 
delay repairing these excavations. The utility must immediately 
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repair these excavations. Once the line ' s water pressure is 
restored, the utility will know if the line is properly repaired . 

Based on the evidence in the record, we find that the overall 
quality of service provided by the utility is satisfactory . 
However, we find it appropriate to require the utility to identify 
the steps it will take to improve customer access to ucility 
employees, and to take steps to insure that excavations are &illed 
without delay. Accordingly, the utility is hereby required co file 
a written report within 60 days o f the issuance date of this Order 
which explains how it will address these two concerns . 

RATE BASE 

Our calculations of the appropriate rate bases for this 
utility are depicted on Schedules Nos. 1-A for water and 1-B for 
wastewater. Our adjustments are itemized on Schedule No. 1-C. 
Those adjustments which are self-explanatory or which are 
essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on those sched~les 
without further discussion in the body of this Order . The major 
adjustments are discussed below . 

Retirement of Water Treatment Plant , Land , and 
Pump ing and Storag e Facilities 

The parties and Staff agree all of the dollars booked in the 
following accounts should be retired : Account 307 . 2 (Wells and 
Springs), Account 304 . 3 (Structures and Improvements), and Account: 
320 . 3 (Water Treatment Equipment). Therefore, we find thc.. t: the 
retirement of all of the dollars booked for wells and springs, 
structures and improvements, and water treatment equipment 
(Accounts 307.2, 304.3, and 320.3) is appropriate. Accordingly, we 
have removed $65,598 from rate base. 

The utility does not believe, however, that it is appropriat e 
to retir e the facilities booked in Accounts 303 . 2 (Land and Land 
Rights) , 309 . 2 (Supply Mains}, 311 . 2 (Pumping Equipment), and 330 . 4 
(Distribution Reservoirs & Standpipes) . 

Although the utility has interconnected with Pasco County for 
water service, the utility requested that tre pumping and scorage 
facilities remain in rate base . The utility states that: t:he 
storage facilities will allow the utility to buy water from Pasco 
County during off peak hours and thereby avoid t:he Count:y ' s peaking 
charge . Utility wi tness Nixon testified that: the storage 
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facilities can reduce the cost of purchased water because the bulk 
race charge by Pasco County includes a $.91 per 1,000 gallon peak 
demand charge . The utility has an ongoing lawsuit against Pasco 
County concerning this charge for water. 

OPC argues that the storage and pumping facilities should be 
retired because any possible savings are dependent upon the outcome 
of the lawsuit with Pasco County and is not based on kncwn and 
measurable facts. OPC argues that these facilities are redundant 
and that it would be unfair to make the customers pay twice for 
these facilities, once through the inclusion in the utility's rate 
base and then again through the charges assessed by Pasco County . 

We agree with OPC that the utility ' s argument that any 
potential savings in the purchased water expense is dependent upon 
the unknown outcome of its lawsuit against Pasco County Utilities. 
We find that it would not be appropriate to require the customers 
to pay races which include a return on this plant based solely on 
a possibility that the utility will •11in its litigation aga~nst 
Pasco County Utilities . We find that the utility failed to provide 
adequate support for its claim that an emergency water source is 
required . We also find that the pumping and storage facilities, 
Accounts 330 .4 and 311.2, ar~ redundant and are no long ~necessary 
to serve the utility's water customers. Accordingly, we find the 
retirement of all of the pumping and storage facilities, Accounts 
330 . 4 and 311.2, to be appropriate and have removed $139,523 from 
rate base. 

Utility witness Dreher testified that only $20,560 should be 
retired from Account 309.2, Supply Mains. Witness Dreher further 
testified that the remaining $99,712 balance now represents 
transmission and distribution mains, not supply mains . Utility 
witnesses Nixon and Dreher cest1fied that these lines originally 
functioned as supply mains but became part of the transmission ana 
distribution system as the area was developed. Mr. Dreher 
testified that he reviewed the system as-built drawings and 
determined that only 5, 140 feet: of 6" supply mains should be 
retired. Mr. Dreher calculated the $20,560 original cost for these 
lines by mult1plying 5,140 by an estimated origina: cost of $4 per 
foot. The $4 per foot estimate was based upon discussions with 
Wray Enterprises and other contractors. 

OPC argues that all of the supply mains should be retired 
since Mr. Dreher did not provide any documentation to support the 
$4 per foot cost for the lines. OPC further argues that the supply 
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mains should be removed from rate base because Mr. Dreher could 
only speculate about the circumstances which resulted in the 
booking of the $120,272 by the previous owners of the utility . 

We agree with the utility that there are not enough supply 
mains in this system to justify the retirement of $120,272 booked 
as supply mains. Although the utility's witnesses did not have 
personal knowledge about why the lines were all booked in this 
account, we find that the character of these lines changed from 
supply mains to distribution mains as the development expanded. In 
addition, we reviewed the distribution system as-built drawings 
provided with the MFRs. We find Mr. Dreher ' s estimate for the 
length of supply mains which should be retired, 5,140 feet, to be 
reasonable. We also find Mr. Dreher ' s $4 per foot original cost 
for 6" water mains to be reasonable. By mul::.iplying 5,140 by $4, 
we determined that a $20, 560 adjustment to the supply mains, 
Account 309.2, is appropriate. .ll.ccordingly, rate base has beP.n 
reduced by $20,560 to reflect our adjustment to the supply mains 
account . 

Utility witness Nixon testified that the $2 570 booked for 
Land & Lane Rights includes 105, 000 sq . ft . of land used for 
general plant and 15, 000 ~q. ft. of land used for the water 
treatment and storage facilities. Utility witness Nixon also 
testified that 87.5 percent of the land in Account 303.2 should be 
classified as general plant {used for a storage and maintenance 
shed). Since the water treatment and storage facilities occupy 
only 12 . 5 percent of the land , witness Nixon opined that only $321 
{12 .5 percent of $2,570) should be retired . OPC argues that all of 
the $2,570 booked for land should be removed from rate base because 
of the retirement of the water treatment plant. We agree. Based 
on our decision above that the entire wa ter treatment plant be 
retired, we find it appropriate to retire the $2,570 booked in 
Account 303 . 2 for land. Accordingly, rate base has been reduced by 
$2,570 to reflect our adjustment to the land and land righ,t:s 
account . 

In summary, we find that the appropriate total amount of 
adjustments for the retirement of plant associated with the w~ter 
treatment plant is $228,251. 

Rapidrain Sludge Dewatering Equipme nt 

In its MFRs, the utility requested that $250, 000 should be 
included in rate base for Rapidrain sludge dewatering equipment. 



ORDER NO. PSC-93 - 1675 - FOF- WS 
DOCKET NO. 92 01 48-WS 
PAGE 9 

The clarifier at a wastewater t r eatment plant separates effluent 
from the s l udge . Utility witness Lloveras testified that the 
utility ' s was t e water treatment plant ' s 15,000 gallon digester was 
inadequate and that a 65,000 to 75 , 000 gallon digester is generally 
required for a wastewater treatment plant with Jasmine ' s capacity . 
Rather than add the additional digester capacity, the utility 
purchased a sludge dewatering unit , the Rapidrain . The utility 
purchased the Rapidrain in August , 1990 , from Mr . Dreher ' s brother 
in exchange for 2,000 shares of Jasmine ' s stock . On Janu~ry 17, 
1991 , the 2 , 000 shares were transfer red back to Mr. Dreher for 
$250,000 at 10 percent interest over 17 years . The utility has not 
requested recovery of the interest expense . 

On cross-examination, utility witness Dreher testified chat a 
smaller d e watering unit could serve Jasmine . This is supported b y 
the fact t hat the same size Rapidrain was sold to the City of 
Tacoma, which has a 5 . 0 million gallons per day (mgd J wastewater 
treatment plant (Jasmine ' s wastewater treatment plant capaci t y is 
0.368 mgd) . Although the Rapidrain has a greater capacity than is 
necessary , witness Lloveras testified that the cost of a smaller 
dewatering unit, which is comparab le to the Rapidrain, is $205 , 000 . 
Mr. Llov eras testified that the smaller unit ' s c 0s t would be more 
than $250,000 if it were upgraded to match the Rapid" ain ' s e conomy 
of operation and maintenance. 

Utility wi t ness Dreher calculated that a $40,959 reduction in 
s ludge haul ing expense offsets the Rapidrain ' s rate of return , 
depreciation , and operation expense . Witness Dreher also t estif ied 
that once the County ' s sludge disposal f acility hecome s 
operational, an additional $10 , 000 to $12,000 yearly savings will 
be possible . Witness Dreher further testified that these cost. 
savings outweigh the fact that t h e Rapidrain is oversized . 

It is OPC ' s position that the Rapidrain is 19 percent. use d and 
useful . This used and useful a d justment. was derived by averagi~g 
t wo methods which OPC used to calculat e the used and useful 
percentage . Using the fact that Tacoma ' s wastewater treatment 
plant has a 5 . 0 mgd capacity, 14 times as large as Jasmine ' s 0 . 368 
mgd plant , OPC calculated a 7 percent used and useful percentage . 
OPC also calculated a 31 percent used and useful percentage based 
on 90 , 000 gallon week l y capacity of the Ra?idrain and the 28 , 000 
gallons of sludge p r oduced weekly by thE:: wastewater treatment 
plant. OPC then averaged the 7 and 31 percentages to arrive at the 
19 percent use d and useful perce ntage which OPC advocates i s 
appropriate. 
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We disagree with the utility ' s arguments for allowing all of 
the Rapidrain ' s cost in rate base. Even though there are many 
different types of sludge dewatering equipment, witness Lloveras 
only used dewatering systems similar to the Rapidrain for his 
comparison. 

Utility witness Dreher compared the sludge hauling savings 
with the expenses associated with the Rapidrain. This comparison 
showed that the rate of return, depreciation expense, and operation 
expense (maintenance and labor expenses were not included in the 
comparison) for the Rapidrain offset the savings in sludge hauling . 
We find that if the labor and maintenance expenses are included in 
Mr. Dreher ' s comparison, the Rapidrain does not provide any cost 
savings . Therefore, we find that allowing the Rapidrain ' s $250,000 
cost to remain in rate base will not provide any cost saving~ for 
the customers. 

We also find that the Rapidrain is oversized for the utility ' s 
needs. In addition, we find that the utility fail ed to fully 
explore other treatment alternatives and that another utility would 
have purchased a smaller dewatering unit or ins~~lled additional 
digester capacity. Further, we note that the purchase of the 
Rapidrain was not an arm ' s length transaction. Ther ? rore , we have 
determined that an adjustment for the Rapidrain is appropriate. 

However, we do not agree with OPC ' s adjustment. We find that 
it is appropriate to allow at least the minimum amount of plant 
which the utility would have needed to construct without the 
Rapidrain . We find that it is appropriate to allow only $8 f ,250 of 
the Rapidrain ' s $250,000 cost in rate base . This amount represents 
the cost of adding 50, 000 gallons of digester capacity at the 
wastewater treatment plant . Mr. Lloveras testified that if the 
utility did not have the Rapidrain , then 50 ,000 gallons of 
additional digester capacity would be required . Wi tness Lloveras 
also testified that the cost for 50,000 gallons of diges~r 
capacity wou ld be $69 , 000. On cross-examination, witness Lloveras 
testified that installation would be an additional 25 percent of 
the cost or $17,250. Based on the foregoing, we calculated the 
total cost ($69 ,000 plus $17,250) to be $86 , 250 . 

Accordingly, we have adjusted rate bas ~ to reflect our finding 
that $86,250 is the appropriate amount of rate base attributable to 
the sludge dewatering equipment. 
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Used and Useful 

The utility ' s service area is 100 percent built- out . DEP 
required the previous owners co expand the wastewater treatment 
plant in order to gain renewal of their operating permits. It is 
OPC ' s position that used and useful should be calculated by 
comparing the average daily flow for the maximum month of the test 
year to the capacity of the utility ' s was tewater treatment 
facilities. OPC ' s position does not take into consideration that 
the service area is 100 percent built-out . 

There is no evidence, other than on the Rapidra in, chat the 
wastewater treatment plant is oversized for its present customers . 
Therefore, we find that the wastewater treatment plant is 10 0 
percent used and useful, and no margin reserve is necessary . 

Earlier in this Order, we found it appropriate to retire the 
water treatment plant. With this retirement, no used and useful 
calculation is necessary for the water treatment plant . 

Utility witness Dreher testified that there · ~e no vacant lots 
in the uti~ ity ' s service area . Therefore, we al s o find that the 
water distribution and wastewater collection lines ar~ 100 percent 
used and useful . · 

Allocation of Common Costs 

In a later portion of this Order , we have determined that a 10 
percent reduction to test year expenses is appropriate. Cor.3istent 
with that determination, we find it appropriate to reduce general 
plant by 10 percent for the allocation of common costs to non 
utility operations . 

Negative Acquisition Adjustment 

" It is the utility ' s position that no negative acquisition 
adjustment should be included in rate base . The utility argues 
that this Commission previously disallowed inclusion of a negative 
acquisition adjustment for the utility in PAA Order No. 23728, 
issued November 7, 1990, which became final and effective without 
protest. The utility further argues that t~e record in this case 
is devoid of evidence that extraordinary circumstances existed at 
the time of transfer. 
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OPC witness Dismukes testified that a negative acquisition 
adjustment of $17,753 should be included in rate base . To support 
this position , OPC cites utility witness Dreher ' s testimony that 
the utility was in bad shape prior to purchase, that the utility 
had not been maintained in seven years, and that the previous owner 
had neglected the utility for a long time. OPC witness Dismukes 
concluded that recognition of this cost/book value difference 
should be made. OPC further argues that recognition o f this 
difference would insulate the ratepayers from failures or 
negligence by the prior utility management. 

We agree with OPC . The facts of this case are such that even 
though this Commission did not include an acquisition adjustment to 
rate base in the transfer docket, Docket No . 900291- WS, we find 
that it is patently unfair and unjust to the customers of this 
utility, for the investors to receive a return on that portion of 
the original purchase price that was less than rate base . In 
reaching this conclusion , we have relied on customer testimony, the 
need for repairs and improvements to the system at the time of the 
transfer , and the lack of responsibility in management . In Order 
No. 23 728, this Commission determined that the ~...ransfer of the 
Jasmine Lak~s system to the current owner was in the public 
interest because," ... the utility ' s water and wastew~ ter systems 
need improvements and the stockholders have committed to making the 
improvements necessary to provide the customers with quality o f 
service . " Order No. 23728 at 4 . Further, we note that in 1990, 
the time of the transfer, the utility was already purchasing 80 
percent of its water from Pasco County, yet the utility has earned 
a return on the water plant components for the past two years. 
Order No . 23728 at 3 . In addition, we find that rate base was 
adjusted in the transfer docket to, "reflect repairs and 
improvements that need to be made to the wastewater plant." Id. 
Based on the foregoing, we find i~ appropriate to adjust rate base 
to include a negative acquisition adjustment of $6,495 to water and 
$11,258 to wastewater . .. 
Vehic les 

In its MFRs, the utility included the retirement of two 
vehicles . The MFRs reflect that the value of these vehicles has 
been removed from rate base, along with thei· related accumulate d 
depreciation and depreciation expense. OPC argues that rate base 
should be reduced by $10 , 000, the cost of the two vehicles . OPC 
witness Dismukes testified that these vehicles were purchased from 
a related party, Jim Dreher, Inc. According to witness Dismukes, 
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at the time of sale in 1990, these assets had a zero book value in 
the hands of the seller. Based on the fact that these vehicles had 
a zero book value, were purchased from a related party, and were 
subsequently retired in 1992, OPC argues that rate base should be 
reduced by the cost of both vehicles, $10,000 . 

Utility witness Dreher testified that a t wo to three year life 
is normal for a used vehicle, therefore the retirement was normal. 
He further testified that the purchase price reflected the fair 
market value of the vehicles at the time of purchase. ..Vi tness 
Dreher also testified that he had studied the cost of buying a 
truck, and at the time of this transaction, $10,000 was a 
reasonable price. Utility witness Nixon testified that the 
retirement of these vehicles was proper. 

Utility witness Nixon also testified that a correction to the 
MFRs should be made for an inadvertent retirement, a tractor, and 
that transportation expense should be decreased for repairs that 
were not made to one of the retired trucks cited above. Accor~ing 
to witness Nixon , the tractor should not have been retired as it is 
still in use at the utility. These corrections h~ve no effect on 
rate base for the test year, as the tractor became fully 
depreciated in the test y_ear; however, utility wi ':ness Nixon 
testified that depreciation expense should be increased by $411 for 
this correction. Witness Nixon further testified that the cost of 
a new engine for one of the retired vehicles, $1,250, should be 
reduced as the repair was not made . 

The MFRs indicate that the used vehicles had three year lives , 
which we find to be reasonable. Further, we find that since the 
vehicles were fully depreciated following the third year of 
service, the effect on rate base was zero prior to the retirement. 

While we are not persuaded by the "study" done by utility 
president Dreher in support of this related party transaction, ~e 
find it unnecessary to addr~ss the value issue since the utility ' s 
adjustment eliminates any effect these assets will have in the 
determination of the revenue requirement . 

Based on the foregoing, we find it appropriate to approve the 
retirement . We also find it appropriate : o correct the errors 
brought out in Mr. Nixon's testimony . Accordingly, depreciation 
expense has been increased by $411 and maintenance expense has been 
reduced by $1,250 . 
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Working Capital 

In its application, the utility calculated its working capital 
allowance by using the formula approach, which is based on one 
eighth of operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses . Utility 
witness Nixon testified that the 1/8th of O&M expense formula 
method was a fairly cost effective method to determine the 
requirements of working capital on a going-forward basis, and it is 
meant to approximate 45 days of lead/lag time in collecting u~ility 
operating expenses. He further stated that Section 367.081(2) (a) , 
Florida Statutes, provides for recognition of a utility 's 
requirements for working capital. If a utility is losing money, 
like Jasmine, Mr. Nixo n stated that the balance sheet method will 
always show depressed working capital, which in this case was zero . 
He testified that this could not be the working capital 
requirements of the utility. Mr. Nixon concluded that using the 
formula method was the best solution for the complex problem of 
calculating the utility's working capital requirements . 

Utility witness Nixon agreed that the one-eighth approach is 
designed to give the utility 45 days for expenses due to the fact 
that customers are billed in arrears. He also agreed that the 
utility has 55 days in whic~ to pay for purchased water costs from 
the date of receipt of service . Utility witness Nixon clarified 
his position on the lag in paying purchase d water cost by saying 
that the 55 day time period was a "worst case" and that Lhe normal 
period would be about 30 days. He stated that the utility does not 
get a bill from the county until 30 days after the end of the month 
and Jasmine ' s customers are not billed until after the bill is 
received from the county. 

OPC witness Dismukes testified that her calculation of the 
working capital using the balc:.nce sheet method resulted in a 
negative $101,870. Based on that calculation, she testified that 
she had zeroed out the utility ' s working capital requirement. She 
did not, however, provide any testimony as to why the balance sheet 
approach should be used in this proceeding as opposed to the 
formula approach. 

As an alternative to using the balance sheet method, OPC 
argued that working capital calculated usinr the formula method be 
reduced by $26,847 to remove pur chased Wdter expense from the 
formula calculation of working capital . OPC asserted, in its 
brief, that prior to adopting the formula approach for the electric 
industry, the Commission used the formula approach, adjusting i t t o 
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remove purchased power and fuel expenses . Removing the purchased 
water costs of Jasmine, OPC argued, would be analogous to removing 
the purchased power and fuel exper.se for an electric u til ity . 

We find that the evidence in the record supports the use of 
the formula approach instead of the balance sheet method for 
calculating working capital . However, we agree with OPC that an 
adjustment for purchased water is appropriate . The record supports 
a finding that the lag time for purchase d water payments is 55 days 
which, also considering the significant amount of this exper.se, is 
sufficient to warrant the adjustment . 

Based on the foregoing, we have calculated the appropriate 
amount of working capital to be $18,961 for water and $28,142 for 
wastewater. 

Test Year Rate Base 

Based on our decisions and adjustments discussed above, we 
find t he appropriate test year rate bases for the test year ended 
December 31, 1991 to be $167 , 966 for water an-i $438,860 for 
wastewater. 

COST OF CAPITAL 

Our calculation of the appropriate cost of capital, including 
our adjustments, is depicted on Schedule No. 2-A, and our 
adjustments are itemized on Schedule No . 2-B. Those adjustments 
which are self-explanatory or which are mechanical i n natu·e are 
reflected on those schedules without further discussion in the body 
of this Order . The major adjustments are discussed below. 

Appropriate Capital Structure 

Based on our adjustments discussed in earlier portions of t his 
Order, the appropriate overall rate of return has been determined 
using the utility ' s adjusted capital structure, with each item 
reconciled on a pro rata basis . This results in an overall race of 
return of 10 . 29 percent, with a range of reasonableness of 1 0 .17 
percent to 10.42 percent. The e quity ratio for the utility is 
12.52 percent. Using the current leverage gr tph formula, contained 
in Order No . PSC-93-1107-FOF- WS , issued July 29, 1993, the 
appropriate return on equity is 10.97 percent. Therefore, we find 
that the appropriate range of reasonable ness for the return on 
e quity is 9.97 percent to 11.97 percent. 
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NET OPERATING INCOME 

Our calculation of net operating income i s depictea on 
Schedules Nos. 3-A and 3 -B and our a djustments are itemized on 
Schedule No . 3-C . Those adjustments which are self-explanatory or 
which are essentially mechanical in nature are reflected on those 
schedules without further discussio n in t he body of this Order . 
The maj o r adjustments are discussed below. 

Legal Expenses 

During the test year, the utility incurred $8,526 in legal 
expense of which $5,672 related to current litigation wi th Pasco 
County over purchased water r a t es . Whil e Mr. Dreher agreed that 
costs related to the litigation with Pasco County should not be 
recognized as a recurring expense in thi s rate proceeding, he noted 
that no consideration had been given to the cost of annual index 
and pass - through filings or the costs required to monitor the 
County ' s water rate setting process . Mr. Dreher claimed that the 
annual cost to hire consultants to monitor County "ratemak.Lng" 
activity will be approximately $10,000 . 

OPC witness Dismukes te~tified these legal expenses should not 
be recov ered from t he ratepayers . 

The utility has been sued by the County f or nonpayment of 
water bills. The utility hopes that through litigation it will be 
able to effect a rate reduction for all wholesale water purchasers 
in Pasco County. Utility witness Dreher testified that he believes 
that by conducting this suit, and maintaining water storage and 
pumping facilities, the County will be inclined to lower rates for 
all o f its wholesale customers. We f ind that any potential legal 
remedy, be it refunds or a rate reduction, is merely speculative, 
and therefore , the cost for such litigation should not be borne by 
the ra tepayers. -

Further, we find that $10,000 a year to monitor County 
activity is not reasonable and should not be borne by the 
ratepayers. It should be incumbent on the utility president, as 
part o f his compensated duties, to understand the process at the 
County level and to insure that the rates being charged to the 
utility are reasonable. CUrrent ratepayers should not be saddled 
with the legal expens e of chal lenging the agreeme nt the utility has 
with Pasco County for purchased water. In addition , we note that 
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the Jasmine ratepayers who pay county taxes are also paying for the 
County ' s legal expense related to this lawsuit. 

Based on the f oregoing, we find the expense related t o the 
lawsuit with Pasco County to be both nonrecurring in nature and 
inappropriate for recovery from the ratepayers. Accordingly, we 
have reduced test year legal expense by $5, 672. This leav es a 
balance of $2,854 to recover reasonable and recurring legal 
expense , for example the legal cost of a pass- through or index 
f iling. 

Amortization of Loss From the Retirement of the Water Plant 

Based o n our dec ision i n an earlier po rtion of this Order to 
retire the entire water treatment plant, a loss from retirement o f 
$87,332 will occur. 

Utility witness Nixon testified that a loss should be 
recognized in accordance with standard Commission policy, and rhe 
National Associatiun of Regulatory Utility Commissioners system of 
accounts. Witness Nixon also testified that a short~r amortization 
period would be appropriate because the facilities being retired 
are nearing the end of . their useful lives, a crording to 
depreciation s chedules contained in Rule 25-30.140 , Florida 
Administrative Code . Witness Nixon furthe r testifie d that these 
assets were placed in service in the mid 1970 ' s, and therefore have 
been in service for almost 21 years. 

Mr. Nixon agreed wi t h OPC witness Dismukes ' testimony tr~t if 
a f our-year period were used to amort ize this loss , that 
shareholders would be absorbing 25 percent of the loss on this 
retirement . A longer amo rtization p eriod would increas e the 
percentage of loss that the share~olders would have to bear. Mr . 
Nixon also testified t hat requi ring the shareholders to absorb any 
portion of the l oss would be confiscatory. ~ 

OPC witness Di smukes test i fied that the loss on the abandoned 
plant should be amortized over a period of fift een years . She 
further testified that a fifteen-year amort i zation period would be 
appropriate, as it more evenly splits the cost of the a bando nment 
between the ratepayers and stockholders and results in a n 
approximate 50/50 sharing o f the loss. Should t he Commission 
decide that this sharing of loss is unacceptable, witness Dismukes 
testified that the loss of $125 , 259 should be amortized o ver seven 
years ins t ead , which she states is the period of time that is 
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obtained using the Commission's standard approach to calculating 
the amortization period. 

We find that the Commission's standard method for calculating 
an amortization period outlined in Exhibit 33 should be employed in 
this instance. Based on our calculation using that method, the 
appropriate amortization period for the $87,332 loss is six years . 
We find this period to be reasonable , and therefore reject witness 
Dismukes' testimony that the period should be extended to fifteen 
years. The difference between the seven year amortization period 
calculated by OPC and the six year period approved herein is the 
result of a difference in the amount o f loss used i n the 
calculation. We find that the utility is e ntitled to recover the 
investment made in what was once used and useful plant. Rate shock 
would result if this loss on retirement were taken d1rectly to :he 
income statement in the test per1od. By amortizing the amount over 
six years, the shareholders receive a timely return on the retired 
assets , while the ratepayers are insulated from the effects of this 
loss . Accordingly we have adjusted test year operating expense~ by 
$14,555 for the amortization of the loss resulting from the 
retirement of the water treatment plant. 

Expense Adjustments Related to the Retirement ot the Water 
Treatment Plant 

OPC and the utility agreed on the expense adj ustments 
necessary as a result of the abandonment of all of the water 
treatment facilities. However, deprec i ation expense and 
amortization of CIAC are fall-out amounts which were adjus ·ed t o 
reflect our decision in an earlier portion of this Orde r on the 
rate base adjustments related to the retirement of the wate r 
treatment plant. Accordingly, we have made the following 
adjustments: 

Depreciation Expense: 
Amortization of CIAC: 
Chemical Expense: 
Purchased Power Expense: 
Labor Expense: 
Contractual Services - Other: 
Well Lease: 
Property Tax Expense : 

To tal 

$ ( 7, 126 ) 
2,081 

(2, 106 ) 
(10 ,405) 

(3 ,800 ) 
(1 ,800) 
(5, 641) 
( 4 I 058 ) 

$(32.855) 
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Based on the foregoing, we find the appropriate total amount 
of adjustments to expenses for the abandonment of the water 
treatment facilities is a reduction of $32,855 . 

Allocation of Test Year Expenses to Non-utility Ooerations 

In its MFRs, the utility allocated 2 percent of its common 
costs to non-utility operations . OPC witness Dismukes testified 
that 33 percent of common costs should be allocated betwe~n the 
utility and other non-utility corporations . The basis for the 
allocation proposed by OPC is as follows : the utility president 
worked on non-utility matters more than 2 percent of the time; the 
utility shares the same physical facility wi th several other 
related companies; and, phone records detail that non-utility 
activity was conducted on a utility telephone . 

We find OPC ' s 33 percent allocation of common costs to non
utility operations and other affiliated companies to be 
unreasonable . However, we also find the 2 percent allocation by 
the utility to be insufficient . The record is replete . .,ith 
evidence that utility president Dreher is invol'led , to one degree 
or another, in several other companies, compani ·.~ such as Wa ste 
Recovery Systems , Inc . , . Jim Dreher, Inc., Dreher-Bennett 
Contractors, Inc., and Dell Chern, Inc. The record shows that 
several related companies , including the utility, share a common 
office building . Although utility witness Dreher testified that 
each company located at this facility has its own employees, office 
space, assets, phone, etc ., and that the allocation factor was a 
result of a review of employee activity, we find that the utility's 
testimony is not sufficient for us to conclude that a 2 ~ercent 

allocation is appropriate . 

Evidence in the record shows that the utility president spends 
approximately one third of his time on non-utility business, 
contrary to the utility 's position that he spends only 2 percent ~f 
his time on non-utility business . Further, the telephone records 
show that certain non-utility related long distance charges 
amounting to $1,370 were incurred (i . e., calls to Congressman 
Billirakis and to the law firm handling the Pasco County lawsuit ) . 

Based on the foregoing, we find that a 10 percent reduction to 
test year expenses , except for salaries a d legal expenses , for 
allocated costs is appropriate. Accordingly, we have reduced test 
year expenses for water by $9,117, and for wastewater by $8,085. 
Our adjustment to test year legal expense is discussed in an 
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earlier portion of this Order. Our adjustment to salaries, wages, 
benefits and taxes is discussed below. 

Adjustments to Salaries. Wages . Benefits and Taxes 

OPC and the utility agree that the pro forma adjustment for 
salaries and benefits contained in the MFRs should be adjusted to 
actual expenses . However, the parties disagree on the per:od of 
time to which the true-up should apply . OPC wi tness Dismukes 
testified that the amounts should be trued-up to year-end 1992 
amounts. Utility witness Nixon testified thal the amounts should 
be trued-up to utility levels as of April, 1993 . 

According to the MFRs, utility president Dreher spends 98 
percent of his time running the utility. But when asked why he 
signed an insurance application in 1990, after purr:hasing the 
utility, that listed Dreher-Bennett Contractors as his employer, 
witness Dreher testified that it was a mistake by his insurance 
agent. When asked why his personal tax return showed nearly ~ne
third of his income coming from non-passive (material 
participatio~) ownership interests, Dreher responded that it was a 
mistake by his tax accountant. We find that these inconsistencies, 
along with the confusion over just what companies Dr~her has an 
ownership interest in, form the basis for rejecting the MFR claim 
that Mr. Dreher spends 98 percent of his time managing the utility 

On cross-examination, utility witness Nixon testified that 
generally one could compare the staff of Mad Hatter to Jasmine . 
Witness Nixon also acknowledged that the president of Mad Ha~ter ' s 
salary is about $24,000 lc::>wer than Mr. Dreher 1 s. W!"lile this 
evidence is not in and of itself conclusive of excessive salary, we 
find that it supports our conclusion that a reduction to Mr. 
Dreher ' s salary is appropriate in this case. 

Based on the foregoing, we reject the parties' adjustments ~o 
the p ro forma amounts of salaries and benefits . However, we find 
it appropriate to reduce the utility president 1 s salary by one 
t hird or $24, 834, and to reduce related benefits by $14, 3 06. 
Accordingly, test year expenses have been reduced b y $39,140. 

Transportation Expense 

In its MFRs, the utility included transportation expense for 
a lease for three vehicles of $13,800. Utility witness Dreher 
testified that there are several reasons why three vehicles are 
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needed: to cove~ the cross-connection program; to provide leak 
detection service; to conduct water audits; to do manhole repairs; 
and to provide wa ter meter box repairs and painting . To accomplish 
these tasks, along with attendance at meetings with the South 
Florida Water Management District, Pasco County, and the West 
Regional Water Supply Authority, utility witness Dreher testified 
that three vehicles are necessary. Utility witness Nixon testified 
chat prior to the lease of the three trucks, the utility had 
operated with just t wo . 

It is OPC ' s position that the utility needs only two vehicles, 
based on the utility ' s history of operating with just two vehicles, 
and utility witness Dreher ' s testimony that a majority of his work 
was done at the office . Therefore, OPC argues, one third or $4,600 
of the expense of the three-vehicle lease should be removed. 

We agree with OPC. Considering the close geographic nature of 
the service area, the "built-out " status of the utility, the fact 
that both the owner, his son, and another employee have vehicles, 
and finally, that the utility has a history of operating with only 
two vehicles, we find that the lease of a t:1ird vehicle is 
excessive . Therefore, we find it appropriate to reduce test year 
transportation expense by $4,600. 

Hazard , Pollution/Product Liability , and Liability Insurance 

In its application, the utility requested the recovery of pro 
forma expenses of $4,000 for hazard insurance, $20,000 for 
pollution/product liability insurance and $6,000 for li..cbility 
insurance. Utility witne£s Nixon testified that the utility had 
actually spent the following amounts on these pro forma insurance 
adjustments in 1992, the year after the test year: hazard insurance 
$3,150 ; pollution insurance $2~0; liability insurance $5,799. 

It is OPC ' s position that only the actual amounts incurred ~n 
1992 should be allowed . 

Utility witness Nixon stated that the pollution insurance is 
being sought by the utility to cover the liability relatE:d to 
disposal and hauling of sludge. Mr. Nixon testified that he was 
unsure of the requirement that mandates thi~ coverage or the nature 
of the liability faced by the utility. Further, wi tness Nixon 
testified that the utility has been operating without this coverage 
for the past two years. In addition, witness Nixon testified that 
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he was not s u re whether this Lype of insurance had been designed to 
cover small water and wastewater utilities . 

Utility witne s s Dr eher testified that this pollution insurance 
is necessary in order for the utility to bring its operations in 
line with reasonable accepted standards in the industry. Witness 
Dreher relies on a letter from his insurance salesman which state3 
that DEP mandates this type of pol lution insurance coverage . We do 
not agree. 

We find that, pursuant to DEP Rule 17 -640.300, Florida 
Administrative Code, the utility can eliminate or minimize any 
liability through proper operation of the plant and by contracting 
with a sludge haul ope rator that is properly insured . Further, we 
find that the other t wo types of insurance, hazard and liability 
insurance, should be trued-up t o the level actually spent in 1992. 
Accordingly, we have reduced insurance expense by $20,801, which 
represents $850 for hazard insurance, $19,750 for pollution 
insurance , and $201 fo r liability insurance . 

Contractual Services-Other 

In its MFRs, the utility included pro forma tes t year expenses 
for meter box r epair , meter reading, and TV l i ne inspe~tion . It is 
OPC's position that the following adjustments reducing contractual 
services expense should be made : $1,372 for meter box repair, 
$3 , 744 for meter reading, $4,848 for TV inspection . 

OPC witnes s Dismukes testified that the pro forma adjustments 
to meter box repair and meter reading contained a redundant 
provision for labor . Utility witnesses Dreher and Nixon both 
agreed that the labor component for the meter repair and meter 
reading was overs t a t ed . Utili~y witness Dreher agreed with Ms. 
Dismukes on the adjustment for meter box repair labor and utility 
witness Nixon agreed that one of the four field employees cou~d 
"possibly" handle the additional meter reading. 

It is undisputed that the labor component for meter repair and 
meter read ing is overs tated . We find that the four current field 
employees of the utility are sufficient for the additional mete r 
reading and repair and that hiring an additional employee would be 
redundant. 
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Utility witness Dreher also testified that TV inspection and 
clearing of wa s tewater lines is necessary to avoid future costs and 
problems. Witness Dreher further testified that these preventive 
measures are absolutely necessary in order to take proper 
maintenance precautions, and that to penalize the utility for not 
having these funds to cover all costs will be detrimental to 
ratepayers. OPC witness Dismukes testified that the pro forma 
a djustment for TV inspections was overstated and that the amount in 
the MFRs should be trued-up to the amount that was actuallf spent 
in 1992 , $4,128 . 

We find that the actual spending pattern of the utility in 
1992 is indicative of the utility ' s intentions with regard to the 
current TV line inspection program. Therefore, we find it 
appropriate to adjust the TV line inspectio~ and c leaning to the 
1992 actual amount . 

Based on t he foregoing, we have reduced meter box repair and 
painting by $1,372, meter reading by $3,744, and TV line inspection 
and cleaning by $4 , 848 . 

Rate Case Expense 

The proj ected provision for rate case expense pe~ ~he MFRs was 
$84,500. This provision was updated through Exhibit 48 to $211,445 
for a 150 percent increase. The updated r equest shows that the 
engineering expense was $6,684, the legal expense was increased by 
236 percent to $117 , 702 , the accounting expense was increased by 76 
percent to $79,306 and miscellaneous expenses were increased by 72 
percent to $7,753. Utility witness Nixon testified that several 
minor errors were contained in the exhibit supporting rate case 
expense and the utility agreed that these errors should be 
corrected . 

The utility defended its request for rate case expense arguing 
that the costs requested have been incurred, that the expense for 
the case increased substantially due to the protest of the PAA 
Order, and that the prosecution of this case was necessary and 
appropriate . Utility witness Nixon testified that he did not know 
of a percentage to apply to entries in the legal billings to 
determine the exact amount of time spent on any given issue o r 
project. He further testified that one caL only make a reasonable 
estimate of the time involved, should an adjustment be warranted . 
On cross-examination , utility witness Nixon agreed that the legal 
invoices contained several errors, including charges f o r work o n 
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unrelated cases, for legal work performed in preparation of a prior 
unfiled rate case, for obtaining copies of the utility ' s annual 
reports from this Commission, and redundant effort . 

OPC argues that the ratepayers have been overcharged and t hat, 
if services provided by the attorney were provided in a manner 
similar to that provided by the accountant, the ratepayers would 
have realized a savings. It is OPC's position that the case could 
have been handled by other employees who b ill at a lower hourly 
rate. Alternatively, OPC argues that the hourly rate of the 
attorney should be reduced to the hourly rate charged by the 
utility accountant ($135 versus $150). 

Our analysis of the rate case expense exhibit, Exhibit 48, 
shows that a substantial amount of legal effort was spent e n the 
production of the personal tax returns of the utility president. 
By Order No. PSC-93-0934-FOF-WS, issued June 22, 1993, we required 
the utility to produce those tax returns . The tax returns refuted 
utility president Dreher ' s testimony that he spends 98 percent o: 
his time running the utility, and an immaterial amount of his time, 
2 percent, running other businesses. Based o··1 the information 
contained ~n the returns, we determined in an earlier portion of 
this Order that a reduc~ion to the president ' s salary is 
appropriate. Based on these findings, we have reduced the legal 
expense to remove costs associated with the efforts to resist the 
production of the tax returns. 

Upon review of the evidence in the record, we also find that 
the rate case expense exhibit contains billing errors, r dundant 
effort , and excessive costs in the legal and accounting fees 
requested. In reaching our conclusion herein, we have also 
considered the lack of line item detail in the legal invoices. We 
find that those charges which a r e in error, redundant or excessive 
should not be borne by the ratepayers and should be the 
responsibility of the shareholders . ~ 

The utility has a responsibility to minimize rate case expense 
and to incur only those expenses which are reasonable. We 
recognize that in this case, some increase in rate case expens e was 
caused by the additional effort required to go to hearing after the 
protest of our PAA Order . However, it is :he utility ' s burden to 
prove that its requested rate case expense is both reasonable and 
prudent. While the utility did provide documentation to support 
that rate case expense was incurred, we find that it did not meet 
the burden of proving that all of the accounting and legal fees 
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charged were reasonable. We do find that the fees charged by the 
engineer and the miscellaneous expense charges are reasonable and 
should be recovered . 

Based on the above, and based on our experience, expertise and 
discretion in this area , we find the appropriate amount of legal 
fees for rate case expense to be $70 , 000 . Similarly , we find that 
the appropriate amount of accounting fees for rate case expense co 
be $70,000. Accordingly, we find the total amount of allowable 
rate case expense to be $154,437. 

The utility shall file a detailed statement of the actual rate 
case expense incurred within sixty days of the issuance o f t his 
final Order, or if applicable, within sixty days after the issuance 
o f an Orde r entered in response to a motion ~or reconsiderati ~n of 
such final Order . In preparing the final rate case expense 
statement, the format for Schedule B-10 of the MFRs is to be used. 

Te st Year Operating Income 

Based on the utility ' s application and our decisions made 
herein, we find the appropriate test year operat~ng income befo re 
any provision for increased revenues to be $351,26~ a nd $12 5 , 9 79 
for water and wastewater, respectively. 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT 

Based on the utility ' s application , our adjustments here ~n. 

and calculations discussed above, we find that the apprr priace 
annual revenue requirement is $439,199 for water, and $342, 012 for 
wastewater. This represents an increase of $87,935 (25 . 03 percent ) 
for water, and $216, 033 ( 171.48 percent) for wastewater . These 
revenue requirements will allow the utility the opporcuni ty t o 
recover its operating expenses and will allow i t the opportunity c o 
earn a 10.29 percent return on its investment. -

RATES AND RATE STRUCTURE 

We have calculated new water and wastewater rates f o r the 
utility which are designed t o achieve the revenue requirement 
approved herein. We find these new rates to be fair, just and 
reasonable. We have utilized the base fac1lity/gallonage charge 
rate structure in designing these rates . The comparison o f the 
utility ' s original rates, interi m rate s, r e que ste d rat e s , a nd ou r 
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final approved water and wastewater rates are sec forth in 
Schedules Nos. 4-A and 4-8. 

Private Fire Protection 

The utility has agreed to the need for and the amount:. of a new 
private fire protection charge. OPC did not participate in this 
issue . We hereby approve a new class of s ervice for private fire 
protection. We find the appropriate rates for the priva~ e fire 
protection service to be one- third of the approved water base 
facili t y charge for comparable line sizes, with a minimum of a 4" 
line size. These rates are shown on Schedule No . 4-A following the 
residential and general service water rates. 

Refund of Unauthorized Private Fire Protection Revenues 

In its MFRs, the utility ~ncluded one private fi re prorection 
customer. Utility witness Nixon t e s tified that:. he had determined 
chat:. the customer was a private fire protection customer based upon 
che utility ' s billing register. Witness Nixon also testified chat 
the utility did not have a private fire protection class of service 
in its tariff prior to this rate case. In additi )n, witness Nixon 
testified that the private fire protection customer included in che 
MFRs is not a private fire pro tection customer because ~he line has 
three hydrants on it instead of a sprinkler line and because with 
hydrants, the customer has the ability to use water for purposes 
other than fire protection. 

On cross - examination, utility witness Dreher testifie d that 
the utility ' s billing register shows that Jireh Development:. was 
designated as a private fire protection customer and that beginning 
January 1991, Jireh Development wa s charged a monthl y c harge of 
$148.12. This charge is equal to the a pprov e d 6 " meter water base 
facility c harge in the utility ' s tariff . Mr. Dreher turcher 
testified that beginning May 1993, the rate charged was the priva~e 
fire protection rate approved in PAA Order No . PSC -93 -0027-FOF -WS 
which was implemented by the utility following the protest of the 
Commission ' s PAA Order, as authorized by Order No . PSC- 93 - 0519-FOF 
ws. 

In previous decisions, the Commission has not limited private 
fire protection service to sprinkler line ~ . We recognize fire 
hydrants in one of t wo ways. Publ i c fire hydrants are included in 
the monthly service rates of customers, and privately owned fire 
hydrants are placed under the private fire protect:.ion class of 
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service. In no instance are fire hydrants placed under the general 
service classification . 

Although Mr. Nix on testified that this customer has the 
ability to use water through the hydrants for other purposes, we 
find that this customer has not used any water through the 
hydrants. This finding, in conjunction with the utility ' s 
willingness to charge this customer as a private fire protection 
customer under the P~~ implemented rates, forms the basis for our 
decision that this customer is in fact a private fire protection 
customer which should be billed under the private fire prctec tion 
class of service. 

Section 367.081(1), Florida Statutes, provides that a utility 
may only charge rates and charges that have been approv ed by the 
Commiss ion. Section 367.091(3), Florida Statutes, states th~t a 
utility may only impose and collect those rates and charges 
approved by the Commission for the particular class of service 
involved . It al s o states that a change in any rate schedule may 
not be made without Commission approval . 

We find that the utility violated these stat ~tes by charging 
unauthorized private fire pr9tection rates from January 19 91 to May 
1993 . While we are not making a finding that a pena:-y for these 
violations should be imposed, we do find that a refund with 
interest is appropriate under the circumstances. Any future 
violations of this nature wi ll be addressed in show cause 
proceedings. If the utility had requested approval of a new class 
of service for private fire protection, the appropriate rate would 
have been one-third of the utility ' s approved 6" meter ra _e, or 
$49 .37. Therefore, we find that the utility has overcharged Jireh 
Development by $98.75 a month, or a total of $2,765, for the period 
January 1991 to May 1993. In addition, we find that the utility 
included the full revenue collec~ed from this customer duri ng the 
test year in its filing. Accordingly, we find it appropriate ~o 
require the utility to refund t wo- thirds of the total revenue 
collected from the customer for private fire protection service, 
$2 , 765 , plus interest to Jireh Development. Further, we have 
removed one-third of the revenue , or $1,185 , from the test year 
revenues . 

Residential Wastewater Gallonage Cap 

The utility ' s current residential wastewater gallonage cap is 
10,000 gallons per month . In its application, the utility proposed 
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using the same l evel . Uti 1 ity wi tness Nixon testified at the 
hearing that he determined that level to be appropriate because the 
consolidated factor percentage at the 10,000 gallon level 
encompassed 80 to 90 percent of the water used by the residential 
wastewater customers . Mr. Nixon further testified that he had 
calculated the proposed wastewater rates assuming tha t 80 percent 
of the residential customers ' water would be returned to the 
wastewater system. 

Mr. Nixon testified that he was a ware of DEP's definition that 
an equivalent residential connection (ERC) is equal to 350 gallons 
per day per customer . He also testified that he was familiar with 
the assumptions underlying that definition, specifically, 100 
gallons per day per 3.5 people in a household. Mr . Nixon agreed 
that the majority of Jasmine ' s customers ar~ retired individuals 
with only one or t wo people per household . Mr. Nixon also 
testified that lowering the gallonage cap has the effect of 
increasing the gallonage charge. He further testified that he was 
not a ware of any utility which the Commission regulates which has 
a cap lower than 6,000 gallons. Mr. Nixon testified that h8 had 
calculated the consolidated factor at other usage levels prior to 
filing the :-tFRs. 

Utility witness Nixon later opined tha t the Comm~3sion should 
consider a cap below 6,000 gallons even if it has never been done 
before. He testified that looking at the usage on a 
nonconsolidated basis, the average water usage for these was tewater 
customers is slightly over 4, 000 gallons per month . Additionally, 
he testified that if an 80 percent factor is applied for r eturn to 
the wastewater plant, it results in usage slightl y over a 3,000 
gallon cap. Mr . Nixon a..lso testified that another re?.son to 
implement the lower cap would be to lev el off a decline in usage 
that the utility has been experiencing. 

In his rebuttal testimony, utility witness Dreher proposed 
that a gallonage cap of approximately 3, 000 gallons per month 
should be utilized. He als0 testified that the average water usage 
per c ustomer is 4,200 gallons per month. Witness Dreher added that 
based upon an industry standard of ~5 percent water returned to the 
wastewater system, a wastewater cap of 3 , 000 gallons per month is 
justified. Witness Dreher further testified that a lot of 
customers do not like the 10 , 000 gall n cap ; that he had 
information from the EPA or e nvi ronmental e ngineering indicating 
that 70 percent of wa ter used is returned to the wastewater p lan t ; 
that the 3, 000 gallon cap would keep the utility out of the 
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situation it is i n now because of declining water sales; and that 
there may be more customers put ting in wells for irrigation because 
of the current gallonage cap . 

The purpose behind the use of a residential wast e water 
gallonage cap is to recognize that a portion of the water used by 
customers will not be returned to the wastewater treatment plant . 
For e x ample , water used for irrigation and washing cars will not be 
returned to the plant. Much of the testimony in this case 
discussed the percentage of wastewater returned to the plant . Mr . 
Nixon utilized an 80 percent return factor in his calculation of 
the proposed rates included in the MFRs . Mr . Dreher opined 70 
percent is more accurate . Commission practice is to utilize an 80 
percent return factor. However, this percentage is primarily used 
in the calculation of the actual rates rather than the 
determination of the gallonage cap . The Commission has 
historically determined the residential wastewater gallonage cap 
based upon the type of customer base and the percentage of the 
consolidated factor gallons at various levels of usage . 

As discussed earlier, Mr . Nixon testified that he was aware of 
the DEP definition that one ERC is equal to 350 g•llons per day, 

_and that this figure is base~ upon usage of 100 gallons per day by 
3.5 people p e r household. He also agreed that the utility 
primarily serves a retirement community with only one or two people 
per household . Applying the same standard, their usage would be 
approximately 200 gallons per day per household or 6,000 gallons 
per month . 

The utility ' s billing analy sis indicates that 87 perce~t of 
the residential wastewater billed in 1991 was below the 6 , 000 
gallons per month level, and the average consumption was 4, 308 
gallons per bill. Conversely , only 13 percent of the wastewater 
billed in 1991 was above the 6,ono gallons level. Additionally, 
the billing analysis indicates that 82 percent of the tot~l 
residential wastewater bills were for usage under 6,000 gallons per 
month. 

The billing analysis also indicates that 60 percent of the 
residential wastewater billed in 1991 was below the 3,000 gallons 
per month level . Stated differently, 40 percent of the residential 
wastewater billed was above the 3,000 gallons level. Also, only 53 
percent of the total residential wastewater oills were for usage 
below 3,000 gallons. 
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The Commission generally establishes monthly residential 
wastewater gallonage caps at 10, 000, 8 , 000, or 6, 000 gallons. 
Simply applying the DEP standard, 6 , 000 gallons is an appropriate 
cap for a retirement community such as Jasmine Lakes . 
Additionally, the high percentage of wastewater billed and the 
number of bills for usage below the 6, 000 gallons level also 
indicates that a cap of 6,000 gallons would be appropriate for this 
utility. A 6 , 000 gallons cap will incorporate most of the 
residential wastewater that is currently billed by the uti l ity. 
Accordingly, we have determined the appropriate wastewater to 
gallonage cap to be 6,000 gallons per month. 

Base Facility Charge Rate Structure 

It is Commission policy to use the base facility charge rate 
structure for setting rates because of its ability co crack costs 
and to give the customers some control over their water and 
wastewater bills . Each customer pays his pro rata share of the 
related costs necessary to provide serv1ce through the base 
facility charge and only the actual usage is paid for through the 
gallonage charge . Although the Water Management Districts have 
begun to advocate alternative conservation mea~ures such as 
inclining block rate struct~res, the Commission cons i ders the base 
facility charge rate design to be a conservation rate r rructure . 

As discuss ed earlier, the utility is located in the Southwest 
Florida Water Management District, which has been designated as a 
critical use area. According to the utility's billing analysis , 
the customers ' average monthly water usage is only 4,286 gallons 
per bill. The billing analysis also indicates that 82 perceut of 
the water billed during the test year was below the 6,000 gallons 
level, which is the DEP standard for this type of customer base . 
Based upon the utility ' s billing analysis, it appears that the 
Jasmine customers are already conserving water . Therefore, we find 
that no additional conservation measures beyond the base facil hty 
charge rate structure are necessary for this utility. 

The approved final rates for water service are uniform for 
residential and general service customers. Also, the approved 
rates for private fire protection equal one- third of the base 
facility charge for water for each comparable line size, with a 
minimum of a 4" line size, as discussed in ar. earlier portion of 
this Order. The rates for wastewater service include a base charge 
for all residential customers regardless of meter size wi th a cap 
of 6,000 gallons of usaqe per month o n which the gallonage c harge 
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may be billed. There is no cap on usage for general service 
wastewater bills . The differential in the gallonage charge for 
residential and general service wastewater customers is designed to 
recognize that a portion of a resldential customer's water usage 
will not be returned to the wastewater system. 

Effective Date 

The approved rates shall be effective for meter readings on or 
after thirty days from the stamped approval date on the revised 
tariff sheets. Tariff sheets wil l not be approved until after 
Staff verifies that the tariff sheets are consistent with this 
Commission ' s decision herein, and that the proposed customer notice 
letter is adequate. 

Statutory Rate Reduction 

Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes, requires that rate case 
expense be apportioned for recovery over a period of four years. 
The statute further requires that the rates of the utility be 
reduced immediately thereafter by the amount of rate case expense 
previously included in the rates. This statute app:~es to all rate 
cases filed on or after Oct9ber 1, 1989 . 

The utility has taken the position that the rates should be 
reduced only if and to the extent the utility is overearning at the 
time the four-year period expires, and that to do otherwise would 
be confiscatory . OPC has taken the position that the rates should 
be reduced in accordance with Section 367 . 0816, Florida Statutes, 
and that the final amount of the rate reduction is subject t u the 
resolution of other issues. None of the parties provided testimony 
at the hearing regarding this issue . 

It is wel l established that a statute is presumed to be 
constitutional and must be given effect until judicially decla~d 
unconstitutional . The right to declare a statute unconstitutional 
is purely a judicial power and cannot be exercised by executive or 
administrative officers. We find that the utility ' s argument that 
application of the statute would be confiscatory and therefore, 
unconstitutional, has been raised in the wrong forum. Therefore, 
we have rejected the utility ' s request to reduce the rates only if 
and to the extent that the utility is overearring in four years. 
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Since October 1, 1989, the issue of rate c ase e xpense 
apportionment has been an issue in all rate case proceedings. 
Commission practice in applying Section 367 . 0816 , Florida Statutes, 
has been to reduce the rates of the utility by the annual rate case 
expense amount amortized plus the gross-up for regulatory 
assessme nt fees. This rate reduction methodology has been applied 
to all utilities that have fi l ed requests for rate relief since 
October 1, 1989. Pursuant to Section 367.0816, Florida Statutes , 
we find it is appropriate to reduce the rates of this utility after 
four years to reflect the complete amortization of rate case 
expense. 

Accordingly , we find it appropriate to reduce the water rates 
by $20.538 and the was tewater rates by $19,890 after four years. as 
shown in Sc hedules Nos. 5 - A and 5-8. The revenue reductions 
reflect the annual rate case amounts amortized (expensed) plus the 
gross-up for regulatory assessment fees . 

The utility shall file revised tariffs no later than one month 
prior to the actual date of the required rate reduction . 'rhe 
utility shall file a proposed "customer letter" setting forth the 
lower rates and the reason for the reduction. 

If the utility files this reduction in conjunct- ~:1 with a 
price index or pass-through rate adjustment, separate data shall be 
filed for the price index and/or pass-through increase or decrease 
and the reduction in the rates due to the amortized rate case 
expense . 

Interim Rate Refund 

On October 6, 1992, the Commission issued Order No. PSC-92-
1120-FOF- WS approving interim rate increases of $38,968 (11.11 
percent) and $164,860 {130.86 perLent) for water and wastewater, 
respectively. These increases resulted in annual revenues f 
$389,640 for water and $290,839 for wastewater and were subject to 
refund in the event that excessive earnings were later determined. 
On January 5, 1993, the Commission issued PAA Order No . PSC-93-
0027-FOF- WS which approved rate increases of $159,015 (45.27 
percent) and $262, 702 (208 . 53 percent) for water and wastewater, 
respectively. These increases resulted in annual revenues of 
$510,279 for water and $388, 681 for wascewat ~r . Since the PAA 
Order was protested by a customer and OPC, the utility, by statute, 
was permitted to place the PAA rates into effect subject to refund. 
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According to Section 367 . 081(8), Florida Statutes, the utility 
could implement its proposed rates because the case was protested . 
However , the utility elected to implement the Commission ' s proposed 
agency action (PAA) rates which were lower than the utility ' s 
proposed final rates . The final rates approved in Order No . PSC-
93-0027-FOF- WS have been in effect since March 7, 1993, on an 
interim basis pending the outcome of the rat e proceeding . 

Pursuant to Section 367.082 , Florida Statutes, any refund of 
interim rates is calculated to reduce the rate of return of the 
utility during the pendency of the proceeding to the sam~ level 
within the range of the newly authorized rate of return. 
Adjustments made in the rate case test period that do not relate to 
the period interim rates are in effect are removed. 

In its brief, the· utility argued that the actual reve!1ues 
collected during the period interim and PAA rates were in effect 
should be used instead of the Commission approved revenue 
requirements . We find that there is no evidence in the record to 
support the utility ' s position. Therefore, we find the revenue 
requirements approved herein are appropriate to use in the 
calculation of refunds. 

In this proceeding, the test period for inter: m and final 
rates was the t welve months ended December 31, 1991. Tat:: approved 
interim rates did not include any prov isions for pro forma 
considerat ion of i ncreased operating expenses or increased plant. 

To establish the proper refund amount, we have calculated a n 
adjusted final revenue requirement using t he same data usr:d t o 
establish final rates, but excluding the pro forma provisions for 
rate case expense . This pro forma change was excluded since it was 
not an actual expense during the interim collection period. We 
computed the comparable revenue requirement using the cost of 
capital determined in this Order , since this overall cost {)f 
capital includes the return on equity that, by statute, is the 
prescribed return to be used to test for excessive earnings during 
the inter im collection period. 

We have compared the adjusted final revenue requirement w~th 
the interim and PAA revenue requirements to determine whether any 
refunds are necessary. Using these principles, we have calculated 
that the adjusted revenue requirements were $ ~ 29,779 for the water 
division and $332,888 for the wastewater division . These revenues 
are greater than the revenue permi t ted unde r interim, but less cha n 
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those allowed under PAA. Therefore, we find that the utility must 
refund $80, 500 on an annual basis, or 15.82 percent of the PAA 
revenues, for water service billed between March 7, 1993 and when 
the approved final rates are impleme nted . Also , the utility must 
refund $55,793 on an annual basis, or 14 . 41 percent of the PAA 
revenues, for wastewater service billed between March 7, 1993 and 
implementation of the final rates . The refunds shall be made with 
interest and pursuant to Rule 25-30.360, Fl orida Administrat i ve 
Code. 

Service Availabilitv Policy 

The utility ' s existing service availability policy was 
approved by Order No . 23728 in Docket No . 900291- WS on November 7, 
1991, when the certificates of Jasmine Lakes Services, Inc . were 
transferred to Jas mine Lakes Utilities Corporation. Under the 
policy, developers are required t o construct and donate a ll on - s i t e 
facilities, including on-site water and wastewater lines, services 
and fire hydrants . The utility has only one water service 
availability char ge and does not have any wastewater servJ.ce 
availability charges. The current water charge is a customer 
connection (tap-in ) charge of $10 . 00 for 5/8" x 3/4 ~ and 1" mete rs . 
The utility did not request approval of plant Ccipacity, main 
capacity, or main extension charges because the ·la ter and 
wastewater s ystems are built-out . However , the utility did request 
approval of backflow preventer installation charges and a backflow 
preventer inspection charge , which are discussed in a later portio n 
of this Order . 

As of December 31, 1991, the utility ' s contribution leve~ was 
29.76 percent for water and 19 . 10 percent for wastewater. These 
levels are below the guide.Lines set forth in Rul e 2 5 -30 . 580 , 
Florida Administrative Code. Rule 25-30.580 ( 1 ) (b ) , Florida 
Adminis t rative Code, states t hat the minimum amount o f 
contributions-in-aid-of-construction should not be less than t~e 
percentage of such facilities and plant that is represented by the 
water transmission and distribution and sewage collection systems. 
Following this guideline, the utility ' s minimum contributio n l e ve l 
for 199 1 is 50.62 percent for water and 33 . 17 percent f o r 
wastewater . However, Rule 25-30.580( 2 ) , Florida Administrative 
Code, allows the Commission the discretion to exempt a utility from 
compliance with Subsection (1) of that Rul E if compliance is 
determined not to be in the best i nte rests o f the u tility o r 
customers. 
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We find that implementation of additional service availability 
charges is unnecessary because the utility has reached build-out in 
its service territory . Because the utility is at build-out, there 
will be no new customers to pay the service availability charges 
even if we approved the additional charges . In the event that two 
or three more customers were to connect to the system, we find that 
it would be unduly burdensome for those few customers to pay 
service availability charges sufficient to bring the utility into 
compliance with the Rule. Based on the foregoing, we find it 
appropriate to exempt this utility from compliance with Rule 25-
30.580(1}, Florida Administrative Code. 

Backflow Prevention Devices 

In its MFRs, the utility requested backflow preventer 
installation and backflow preventer inspection charges. Ii is 
OPC ' s position that the Commission should order the utility to 
present its cross-connection control program for Commission 
approval before the Commission considers any grant of pro forma 
expenses or approval of the connection and inspection charges . 
Also , OPC argues that the Commission should also consider the 
revenues to be received by the utility in conju11ction with any 
expenses the utility claims. it will incur with the initiation of 
its program . 

The Utility ' s requested charges are as follows: 

BackFlow Preventer Installation Charge: 

Meter Size Charge 

5/8" X 3/4" $205.00 
1" $290.00 

1 1/2" $395.00 
2" $490.00 

Over 2" Actual Cost 

Backflow Preventer Insoection Charge (Annual Charae) 

Meter Size Charge 

All Meter Sizes $ 55.00 
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Utility wi tness Dreher testified at the hearing that DEP Rule 
17-555.360(2), Florida Admini strative Code, requires the utility to 
establish a cross-connection control program to detect and prevent 
cross-connections that create or may create an imminent and 
substantial danger to public health. He also testified tha t 
Subsection 3 of that Rule states that the utility is required t o 
eliminate any prohibited cross -connection by installing an 
appropriate backflow prevention device or discontinue service until 
t he contaminated source is eliminated . 

Mr. Dreher also testified that the utility is implewenting a 
DEP approved cross-connection control program. In addition, 
witness Dreher opined that ins tallation of backflow prevention 
devices on all of the reside ntial connections in Jasmine ' s service 
territories i s appropriate based on discussions with other cities 
which are installing the devices on all connections . Mr. D~eher 
also testified that the bac kflow prevention devices must be 
inspected by a person licensed in backflow prevention and not an 
employee of the utility . 

We find that Rule 17-555 . 360, Florida Administrative Code , 
does not clearly require every customer to inc:-tall a backflow 
prevention device. Therefore, we are not approving the utility ' s 
request to install backflow prevention devices on ~very customer 
connection . We find that it is appropriate for the: utility to 
identify customers who pose a hazard and require those customers to 
install a backflow prevention d e v ice . Those customers shall be 
given a n opportunity to eliminate or remove the cross - connections 
prior to requiring the installation of a device . Also, those 
customers who are required to purchase a backflow prev entior device 
must be given the option of purchasing the device from the utility 
or another source. Further , all devices , whether purchased from 
the utility or not , will be owned by the customers and, therefore , 
shall not be carried on the utility ' s books. .. 

We find the requested backflow prevention installation charges 
to be appropriate for devices installed by the utility . However, 
we find that although testing is required by reference in the DEP 
rules cited above, the frequency of the testing is not specified . 
Therefore, we find it appropriate to deny the utility ' s request to 
collect an annual inspection charge until such time as DEP 
clarifies its requirements on this subject 
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Accordingly, the utility ' s requested backflow preventer 
installation charges are hereby approved. The utility ' s requested 
backflow preventer inspection charge is denied . The utility shall 
only be authorized to collect the installation charge if 
installation of the device is required by the DEP or requested by 
the customer. The utility shall file revised tariff sheets which 
specify that customers have the option of eliminating or removing 
the cross- connections prior to installation of a device. The 
tariff shall also specify that customers have the option of 
purchasing the device from the utility or another source . The 
devices will be owned by che customers and shall not be carried on 
the utility ' s books. The charges shall be effect1ve for 
installations performed after the stamped approval date of the 
revised tariff sheets. 

Docket Closing 

This docket may be closed administratively after the final 
Order has been issued, the interim refund has been completed by the 
utility and verified by Staff, and the proper revised tariff sheets 
and customer notice have been filed by the utility and approved by 
Staff . The escrow account related to this docket should be closed 
upon verific:ation of the r.efund by Staff. ThP escrow account 
required by Orders Nos. 25790 and PSC-92-0260-FOF-WU in Docket No. 
920010- WU shall remain open until the completion of t 'At Docket. 

Based on the foregoing, it is, therefore, 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that the 
application of Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation, for an increase 
in its water and wastewater rates in Pasco County is appruved as 
set forth in the body of this Order . It is further 

ORDERED that each of the findings in the body of this Order is 
hereby approved in every respect. It is further • 

ORDERED that all matters contained in the schedules attached 
hereto are by reference incorporated herein. It is further 

ORDERED that Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation is authorized 
to charge the new rates and charges as set forth in the boay of 
this Order . It is further 
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ORDERED that the rates approved herein shall be effective for 
meter readings on or after Lhirty days from the stamped approval 
date on the revised tariff sheets. It is further 

ORDERED that, prior to the implementation of the rates and 
charges approved herein, Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation shall 
submit and have approved a proposed notice to its customers of the 
increased rates and charges and the reasons therefor . The notice 
will be approved upon Staff's verification that it is consistent 
with our decisions herein. It is further 

ORDERED that prior to its implementation of the rates and 
charges herein, Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation shall submit 
and have approved revised tariff pages. The r evised tariff pages 
will be approved upon Staff ' s verification that the pages are 
consistent with our decision herein. It is f u rther 

ORDERED that Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation shall file a 
·~ritten report within 60 days of the issuance of this Order which 
explains how it will address customer complaints concerning 
business hours and the timeliness of filling excavation holes. It 
is further 

ORDERED that Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporat~~n shall refund 
two-thirds of the total revenue collected for ~~ivate fire 
protection service, o r $2,765, plus interest to Jireh Development. 
It is further 

ORDERED that the Motion of the Office of Public Counsel to 
Strike Exhibit 46 is hereby denied. It is further 

ORDERED that the Motion of Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation 
for Extension of Time is hereby granted. It is further 

ORDERED that the backflow prevention device charges approved 
herein shall be effective for installations performed after tne 
stamped approval date of the revised tariff sheets. It is further 

ORDERED that the refund and the refund reoorts shall be 
completed in accordance with Rule 25-30 . 360, Florida Administrative 
Code . It is further 

ORDERED that this docket may be closeu administratively after 
the interim refund has been completed by the utility and verified 
by Staff, and the proper revised tariff sheets and customer notice 
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have been filed by the utility and approved by Staff. The escrow 
account related to this docket should be closed upon verification 
of the refund by Staff. It is further 

ORDERED that Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation shall file a 
detailed statement of the actual rate case expense incurred within 
sixty days after this final Order is issued, or if applicable, 
within sixty days after the issuance of an Order entered in 
response to a motion for reconsideration of this final Order . In 
preparing the final rate case expense statement, the format for 
Schedule B-10 of the MFRs is to be used . 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 18th 
day of November, 1993 . 

Report~ng 

(S E AL) 

CB 
Commissioner Johnson dissents on the issue of including a negative 
acquisition adjustment in rate base . The Commission previously 
decided the issue of whether an acquisition adjustment was 
appropriate in the transfer case . OPC witness Dismukes testif i ed 
in the instant proceeding that she did not considPr the 
circumstances under which the utility was purchased to be 
extraordinary, but that the utility had not been properly 
maintained. Therefore, in the absence of any evidence of any 
extraordinary circumstances, the Commission's previous decision in 
Order No . 23728 should not be disturbed and a negative acquisit~on 
should not be made . Commissioner Johnson also dissented on the 
determination of the appropriate method for calculating working 
capital . 
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NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120 . 59(4), Florida Statutes, to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders chat 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This noti ce 
should not be construed to mea n all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

Any party adversely affected by the Commission ' s final action 
in this matter may request: 1) reconsideration of the decision by 
filing a motion for reconsideration with the Director, Division of 
Records and Reporting within fifceen (15) days of che issuance of 
this order in the form prescribed by Rule 25-22 . 060, Florida 
Administrative Code; or 2) judicial review by the Florida Supreme 
Court in the case of an electr~c, gas or telephone utility or che 
First District Court of Appeal in the case of a wacer or sewer 
utility by filing a nocice of appeal with che Director , Division of 
Records and Reporting and filing a copy of the nocice of appeal and 
the filing fee with the appropriate court . This filing must be 
completed within thirty (30). days after the issuan:e of chis order , 
pursuant to Rule 9 . 110, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure. The 
notice of appeal must be in the form specified in Rul ~ 9 . 900 (a) , 
Florida Rules of Appel late Procedure. 
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JASM INE LAKES UTILITIES CORPORATION 
' SCHEDULE OF WATER RATE BASE 
DECEMBER 31, 1991 

COM PONENT 

! 1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE 
I 

$ 

1
2 LAND 

! 3 NON -USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION 

5 .l.COUISITION ADJUSTMENT -NET 

I 
I 

6 CIAC 

i 7 AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

, a DEBIT DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 
I 

1
9 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 

TEST YEAR 
PER 

UTILITY 

595.751 s 

2.570 

0 

(238.399) 

0 

(193.231) 

83.476 

0 

39.715 
----------· 

RATE BASE $ 289.882 s 

ADJUSTED 
UTILITY TEST YEAR 

ADJUSTMENTS PER UTILITY 

(69.021)$ 526.730 s 

0 2.570 

0 0 

65.986 (172,413) 

0 0 

0 (193.231) 

0 83.476 

0 0 

14,642 54.357 
----------· ----------· 

11,607 $ 301.489 $ 

SCHEDUL E NO . 1 A 
9201 48 - WS 

COHMISSIO N 
COMMISSION ADJUSTED 
ADJuSTM ENTS TEST YEAR 

- 13 746)$ 292.984 

(2.570) 0 

0 0 

94,759 (77,654) 

0 0 

74,336 (1 18.895) 

(30.906) ... 52.570 

0 0 

(35.396) 18.961 
---------- - ---- ------· 

(133,523)$ 167,966 
=========== ==========: ==========: ==-========: ===:::::======== 
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I JASMINE LAKES UTILITIES CORPORATION 
SCHEDULE OF WASTEWATER RATE BASE 
I DECEMBER 31' 1991 

TEST YEAR 
PER 

COM PONENT UTILITY 

1 UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE $ 918,0 16 s 

2LAND 5.802 

13 NON-USED & USEFUL COMPONENTS 0 

4 ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION (215.661) 
I 

5 ACQUISITION ADJUSTMENT - NET 0 

I 

6 CIAC (162.245) 

I' AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 58.270 

1 
8 OE31T DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 0 

19 WORKING CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 21,485 
----------· 

RATE BASE $ 625,667 $ 

SCHEDULE NO. 1- '1 
920148- WS 

ADJUSTED COMMISSION 

UTILITY TEST YEAR COMMISSION ADJUSTED 
ADJUSTMENTS PER UTILITY ADJUSTMENTS TEST YEAR 

(5.000)$ 913.0 16 s (176.291)$ 736,725 

0 5,802 0 5.802 

0 0 0 0 

(12,883) (228,5..S,J) (305) (228.849) 

0 0 0 0 

0 (162.245) 0 (162 245) 

... 
0 58.2- I 1,01 4 59.284 

0 (' 0 

14,748 t. . , J • v:O 1 28 1-12 

--------
(3. 135)$ 622.S.J:· $ ( 183.672)$ 438,860 

==========: =========== =========::.. ==========: =========== 

I 
J 

I 
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PSC-93-1675-FOF-WS 
920148-WS 

JASMINE LAKES UTILITIES CORPORATION 

ADJUSTMENTS TO RATE BASE 

I DECEMBER J1. 1991 

EXPLANATION 

II. UTIL ITY PLANT IN SERVICE 

r-~~~ adj:~~~~~-;,~~-p~;~r~;;;-.~:;::~;-· 
B. To rellre wa1er lrea1men1 planl 
C . To alloc:ue 10 nonullllly oper~llons 
D. To adjust l or ncgallve acqulsotfon amount 

2. LAND 

A . To retire water plant land 

0 J. ACCU MULATED DEPRECIATION 

A . To remove accum u lated dapreci:uoon rela ted to 

the retirement ol th e treatment plant 

B . To remove accumulated depreciation related to 

the adjusted value of sewer treatment plant 

C. To adj. ace. dopr. l o r me period 4/90 to 7190 
D. To adj. ace. depr. lor alloc:~llon to nonuflllly operations 
E. To adj. nogaUve acquo~ollon aaj. tor amon. 

CIAC 

A . To remove CIAC related to planr rellrement 

A CCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF CIAC 

A. To remove accumulated amorlllallon ot CIIIC rela ted to 
the retlremenl of tr ea1menr planl 

B. To adj. ace. amo n . or CIAC tor the per1od 4/ 90 10 7/90 

6. WO RKING CAPIT AL 

A . To adjust wor klng c:apotal provosoon 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

SCHEDULE N O. 1- C 
920148-WS 

WATER WASTEWAT ER 

0 s (:6J.750) 

(225.681) 0 
(1.570) (1.283) 
(6. J95) ( 11 .25a) 

----------- -----------
(2JJ.i J 6) s (176.29 1) 

:a;~az:r••••=• :c:::aa:•====:z~ 

(2.570) s 0 

98.696 0 

0 J.OJ 8 
(J . J96) (4.929) 

J97 295 
162 291 

----------- -----------
94.759 s (305) 

a:a•a::a•••=• a=as=•===•= 

74 .336 s 0 
•••s::•,p.••a•.cz ·==•======-· 

(:12. 113) s 0 
1 :'J7 1.01 4 

----------- -----------
(JO ~06) S 1.01J 

=---=------ •==•••==za• 

( ~5.J~ ) s (8 .091) 

•••=-=.a•••a• ··=--=-:::••'~~~ 
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.:ASMINE LAKES UTIUTIES CCFIPOAATION 

COPITAL STRUCTURE 
DECEMBER 31. 19111 

I 

ADJUSTED 
TEST YEAR 

DES~IPTION PEFI UTlLilY WEIGHT COST 

• LONG TERM DEBT s <78.108 SJ 38% 1021% 

2 SHORT lCRt.t DEBT 0 000% 0 .00% 

I 3 CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 17 e27 3 0 7'01. 8~ 

I· PREFERRED STOCK 0 0.00"1. 000% 

5 COUI.ION EOUITY n.s-2 1357"1. 1•00% 

S IN\IESn..ENT TAX CREDITS 0 0 .00% 0 00% 

7 OET EflRED TAXES 0 0 00% 0 00% 

----------
a TO TAL CAPITAL 57:1.575 100.00% 

·--------· 

SCHEDULE NO. 2-A 
920148-WS 

COMMISSION 
UTILITY RECONC. AOJ 81\U\NCE WEIGH TEO 

WEICH TEO TO UTILITY P()'l COST PER 

t:OST EXHIBIT COMMISSION W1 •GHT COST COMMISSION 

551% IS <&8.97 1 s 527.on 8656'4 -~ 387"1.1 
I 

000% I 0 0 0~ 0 00% 0 0()'1(. 

I 
025"' I (138801 J .74 7 0 62"<. 8 00% 005% 

I 
0 00% I 0 0 0 ()0"(. 0 00% 

0.00% , 
I 

1 ~ I (1 .540) i 6.002 12 .52"0 1097% 137'% 

I 
0 00% 1 

0~ I 0 0 0 00% 0 00"1. 

I I 
0~ I 0 0 0.00% 0 00% _______ o_~j 

-------- I ---------- ----------
10.68'4 I S 3:1.251 s 6011.826 100.00% 10.29%1 

··-···-· I ----------- ---------- -----------.. 
RANGE OF REASONABLENESS LOW HIC.H 

R€TURN ON EOUIN 9 .97% 1197% 

OVERALL AA TE CF RETURN 10. 17'% 10.42% 
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JASMINE LAKES UTILITIES CORPORATION 

ADJUSTM ENTS TO CAPITAL STRUCTURE 

D ECEMBER 31 , 1991 

REMOVE NON-
UTILITY 

DESCRIPTION COMPONENTS 

1 LONG TERM DEBT s OS 0 

2 SHORT TERM DEBT 0 0 

3 CUSTOMER DEPOSITS 0 0 

4 PREFERRED STOCK 0 0 

5 COMMON EOUITY (9.813) 0 

6 INVESTMENT TAX CREDITS 0 0 

7 DEFERRED INCOME TAXES 0 0 

----------· -----------
$ (9,813)$ 0 

==========: =========== 
TOTAL C APITAL I' 

I 

s 

$ 

SCHEDULE NO. 2 - 8 
920148- WS 

PRO RATA NET 
RECONCILE ADJUSTMEN r 

48.971 s ..:11 971 

0 0 

(1 3.880) (13,880) 

0 0 

7,973 (1.840) 

0 0 

0 0 

----------- -----------
43,064 s 33,25 1 

===========: =========== 

.. 



~ 
I 
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J, CIJ 
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.-~ex> 

I '<I' 
M rl 
0'\0 
IN 

~0'\ 
0.. 

0 
o z z \.0 

E-<'<1' 
~Iii 
W~lil :iJUl? Ooel! o ao.. 

J ASMINF lAK(S U llllliFS COIII'OilAIIO N 

STA TEM E NI o r WA i fll Ol'[llAIIv NS 
1oE CF MOEil 31. 1991 

nF. !: C ili i'TIO N 

I O PEilATINC: llEVFNUES s 

O PERA liNG EXP ENSES 

2 OPF.RATIOIIANO MAIIHENMICE $ 

3 DEPRECIATION 

AMOnTI7AIION 

5 TIIXE S 0 Ill Ell Ill AN INCOME 

6 INCOME lAXE" 

7 TOT Ill O " E111111NO EXP ENSES s 

8 O I'EilAliNG ltiCO ME 

9 RME 81\SE 

RAT E O r RE TUilN 

IFSIY('AI1 
l' l' rl UIIIIIY 

311. 585 s 

1 17. 720$ 

11,505 

0 

27.900 

0 

----------· 

:157,133 s 

( 15.540) $ 

209.882 

- 5 . 3r.'X. 

Ul U TY 
Ull lii"Y AnJ US IED 

1\ llJUST MF. Nl S T1 S l YE Ail 

1711.9 0 1 s 5?0. 466 s 

117. 139 s 434.859 $ 

3.035 14,5~0 

0 0 

11 ,?2 1 J9, 1?Q 

0 0 

---------- ----------
1:11,395$ 48 11.5:!8 s 

47.501i s J 1.956 $ 

$ 30 1.489 

10.60% 

~ 

COMMI SSIO N 

S C III 11Ull' NO 3 A 
'l?O 148 W S 

CO MMI SSIO N AIIJUS I E lJ ll fVI' NUE llEVF NUF 
flEOUIIlF Mf N l A IJJU!J IMF N IS I FST YF Ail INCIIfASE 

(169.???)S :l'l\ ?r;<1 fli .9J5 $ •1'1 l'l'l 

, r; OJ 'Xt 

(G8.J9R)$ 366.4f;l s s 1 1;!; 461 

('i,051i) 9.484 0 9.~A4 

14 ,5~5 1~ .55~ 0 14.555 

( 11 .fl7~) 21 . ~50 J .'l57 J 1,413 

0 0 0 0 

----------
(70 5 7?)$ 4 17.958 $ :1.957 $ 4?1 q 1:1 

(9~.6~0)$ (lifo. flQ?IS IIJ. 'l/8 $ 17 ?fir. 

$ 167.906 $ 161.966 

- 39.11 '1(, 10.?9% 



~ 
I 

~ 
I U) 
~~ 
1.0' 
.--!00 

I '<I' 
Mrl 
O'lo 
I N 
~0'1 
p.. 

0 oz z (' 

E-<<t' 
c:t:c:.:J 
w~w 

~UtJ 
0~ oao.. 

--- - ------

.JASMIN!"' IAKf S Ulll lllfS CO ilf'O IIAI ION 
S1A 11:M EN I or WAf.IEWA 1['n Ol'l:ll i i iONS 

lll'CF MBFII J l , 191J 1 

-·----- -

l !'S1 YEA II 
0ESCIU P110N P EII UIILIIY 

, ____ --- -------- ----
1 OPEilAIINO ll(VF. IIUES s 125.979 s 

Of' E llA TINO EXf'EHSES 

2 Of'Fili\ IIO N AIIO MI\INTF.NI\NCE $ 111 ,871)$ 

3 OEPilECII\1101~ 20.:> 18 

AMOn117.1\ liON 0 

5 TAXES OlHEn TIII\N INCOME :>4,:>?:> 

B INCOME TAXES 0 

----------
7 TOTAL OPFili\TitiO EXPENSES $ 21~.349 $ 

----------
8 Of'Eili\TINO INCOME $ (90.170}$ 

•ar-~::r=-=• 

9 nl\ TE !lASE $ 62~.Gfl7 
•sa.e-=~:r:••• 

HATE Of nETUIIN - 11 14 '1(, 

-------'2·::11 

UTI UTY 
AOJUSJ ME NJ S 

- -
J 10.082 $ 

----------

117,986 s 

11.603 

0 

17,855 

0 
- --------

153.724 s 
----------

156.358 $ 
•••c:::~===~ 

$ 

Ullll l Y 
II ()JIJSTFO 
T(<,T Y[AI1 

-
136,061 s 

----------

269.865 s 

30, 131 

0 

42.077 

0 

----------
370,073 $ 

----------
65,988 s 

=•e•r::a::s.:r.ol 

622.532 
a:r••~aa••a•t 

10 .GO'!C. 
=r:aaaa:=:am:a 

~ 

SCIIfllUI r N O :1 - 11 
9:>1!1 4 0 w s 

CO MMISSIO N 
CO MMI SSION A OJUS TED 
AllJU S l Mf: N1 S l EST YF/111 

(JIO.OR2) S 12!> '179 s 

(64,7?6}$ 225. 131) s 

(4.?flll} :lJ.RG3 

0 0 

(13,954) 28,123 

0 0 

---------- ----------
(8:>.948)$ 287, 125 s 

- ------- ----------
(727, 134)$ ( llj1,14G) S 

a•••naaa:z:m· c:::::===~~=a 

$ 438,8GO 
-~~:!:=~sa== 

-36 7:>% 
a::ll'a:r'••=-••• 

llf:Vf: NUF 
INC ilCAST; 

:>16 o;n s 

111 48"" 

0 s 

0 

0 

'1,721 

0 

----------
'I 7;>1 $ 

---- -- --
206.3 II $ 

Cl:::l:ll::e" .,.. ~-a:- .... 

$ 

llFVFNUF 
llt:OUIJI[Il 

~I:> 01:> 

27S. 13'1 

3.1 nr.J 

0 

37.845 

0 

----------
:>96.8 16 

-------- -
45,11;5 

•r....,.::r:zc:z:w~ 

• ,~ 000 
.. ,...=:t==:::.~ll/::!2 

10 :>'!')(, 
•asc.,-=1C-~-:t 
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' JASMINE LAKES UTIUTIES CORPORATION 

ADJUSTM ENTS TO OPERATING STATEMENTS 

1 
oece••::~~~~o• 

11. OPERATING REVENUES 

'--·-------------------
1 

A. Raver.<e revenue increas<~ uoli!y conrend:) C. needed 

to ach.eve its revenue requtrement 

I 
B. Adj. co remove fire pro~eeoon overct>ar oes 

12. OPERATING EXPENSES 

A.. Remove wa.surwarer expense mlared to sewer main 

maM'lrenanc e 

B. A<Jj. co noftecc purchiUed w acar cosc ;u currenc coumy race 

C. Adj. legal costs 
0 . Adj. lo rellecc reduced e><;>. rolaled co reoremenr o f pl4nl 

E. Adj. co rellecr our ol penod and chanlable expense 

F. Adj. nolo c-:u. expense 

G. Adi. rnsuranco expense 
H. Adj. 1....., erpensn by 1(J 

I. Adj . c onaoct ..,..,.,.. eroense 

J. Adi. maceUaneoua expense 

K. Adj. oll'icet saJ:uy by 1 (J 

L Adi. benefits ret::ued ro reduction to otfce,..., sa•arv 

M . Adj. for D"&IUport:tdon replllr.l nor done 

N. Adj. for oUoc:~110n co nonuhli!y operauons 

J . DEPRECIATION 

!- - ·------------ - - -----· 
A. Adi. to reduce deprec:iaoon lor reored assets 

8 . Adi. to reduce depr. for revalued sludge dewacenng aqwp. 

C. Adi. to conecc depr. exp. tor tncorrecr rohro. of tr.~ctor 

D. Adj. to correct depr. exp. for aJioc:ooon 10 nonuohty ops 

E. Adj. lor amotl. of acq. adj. 

4 . AMOR11ZATION 

A. Amonnnoon of lou on roorod wssets 

I 5. TAXES OTHER THAN INCOME TAXES 

~-- ·~~:,:;:,-:,-;.:-.:,~~~r-a~~;;;...F taxes 

B. Rem oWI prov. for added RAF taxes ro•laced 10 o....rc i\IUge5 

C. Ramo""' provcs10n lor property !AXes on rollred plan( 

6. OPERATING REVENUES 

A. Addihonal rO"Yenucs to a.cn10'\11'0 revenue requuement 

7 TAXES OTHER lliAN INCOME TAXES 

A. "'dtu5 tment lor RAF taxes 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

s 

SCHEDULE NO. J-C 
9201-43-WS 

WATER WASTEWATER 

(168.0J7) s (J10.032) 

( 1.185) 0 

----------- -----------
(169.222) s {J10.032) 

=···=====:a• t::====•••»== 

0 s <25.496) 

(1.172) 0 

:s.s121 0 

(2J.75Z) 0 

(1.JJ3) (4.3) 

8 .832 3.60<! 
(10 .40 1) (10A00) 

(2.JOO) (2.~00) 

(J.244) 16.720) 

(90) tSOl 
(12.4 17) (12.J 17) 

r7.15.3) (7.1SJ) 

(625) (62S) 

(9 117) (8.085) 

----------- -------- --
:63.J98) s l6 -' .1 - 51 

·---~~~====·· •===a•••=== 

(5 .045) s 0 

0 (4 . 1:l5) 

206 205 
r55) (57) 

(162) (28 1) 

---------- -----------
(5.0!6) s (4 268) 

-----~===·2· • =-=====a=== 

14 555 s 0 

•••m•===••• =====~·-·== 

(7.562) s ( tJ.95.!) 

t5.ll 0 

(4 .058) 0 

----------- -----------
t 11.57J) s pJ !)~4) 

••••••::s=••• •.;:;= :::::~:•••••:a=z 

87.9:l5 s 216.0JJ 

·····==-=··· ==:::::.•••-•=:::::~: 

J.957 s ) .. 2, 

aaaaa:;r:::::::au:& .:::=::::o:J:s:a•== 
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UTIUTY: Jaamlna l.Akoa Utilitloa Corporation 
COUNTY: Puco 
TEST YEAR ENDED: Doc ember 31. 1991 

Residential and ~enaral Service 
Baae Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4' 

1. 
1 -1/2' 

2" 
3' 
4' 
6 ' 
a· 

Gallonage Charge par 1,000 G. 

Private Fire Protection 
2" 
3' 
4 ' 
6 ' 
a· 

5/8' x 3/4' motor 
3 M 
5M 

10M 

REMARKS: 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WATER 

$2.96 
$7.42 

$14.84 
$23.39 
$47.40 
$74.06 

$148.12 

$3.33 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 

$3.27 
$8.20 

$16.41 
$25.a6 
$52.40 
S81 .a7 

$163.75 

$3.68 

Monthly Ratos 

Utility 
Propoaed 

Final 

S11 .a3 
s.29.5a 
$59.15 
$94.64 

$189.28 
$295.75 
$.".91 .50 
S946.40 

$3.29 

$31 .55 
$63.09 
SS8.5a 

$197 .17 
$315.47 

T:r:12ical R08idontial Bills 

$12.95 $14.31 $21 70 
$19.61 $21.67 S2a.28 
$36.26 $40.07 $44.73 

SCHEDULE NO.4-A 
Page 1 of 1 

Utility 
lmplomontod 

PAA {1) 

S9.94 
$24.a5 
$49.70 
$79.52 

$1 59.04 
$248.50 
$497 .00 
S795 20 

$3.59 

S82.a3 
$165 .67 
$.265 .07 

$20 71 
$27 ag 
S45.a4 

c-.mmiaaion 
Approved 

Final 

$8.50 
$21 .25 
$42.50 
$68.00 

$136.00 
$212.50 
$425.00 
$680.00 

$3 10 

S70.83 
$141 .57 
$226.57 

$17 80 
$24.00 
$39.50 

"' 
{1) According to Section 367.081 (a). Florida StaMes, the utility may implement its proposed rates because the case was protested. 

The utility elecled to implement the Commission's proposed agency action (PAA) rates whoch wore lower than the utility's 

propoead final ratOI. The final rates approved in Order No. PSC-93-0027 -FOF-WS have boon In affect sinco March 7. 1993. 

o n an ontorim beals pending the outcomo of the rota proceoding. 
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UTlUTY: Jasmine Lak .. Utllitlaa Corporation 
COUNTY: Paac:o 
TEST YEAR ENDED: Dac:amber 31, 1991 

Residential 
Base Fac:ility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All Motor Sizaa 

Gallonage C h arge per 1,000 G. 
Gallonage Cap • 

General Servic:a 
Baae Faeillty Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/<4" 

1" 
1-1/2" 

2" 
3" ... 
6" 
a: 

Gallonage Charge par 1 ,000 G. 
(No Maximum) 

5 /8" x 3/<4" meter 
3M 
5 M 

Maximum Bill • 

REMARKS: 

RATE SCHEDULE 
WASTEWATER 

s:l.SO 

so.n 
10M 

s:l.SO 
$8.80 

$17.57 
$28.11 

so.n 

Commission 
Approved 

Interim 

$8.08 

$1.78 
10M 

$8.08 
$20.32 
$40.56 
~.89 

$1.78 

Monthl y Ratoa 

Utility 
Proposed 

Final 

$14.57 

$2.07 
!OM 

$14.57 
$36.43 
$72.85 

$ 11 6 56 
$233.1 2 
$364 .25 
sns.so 

$1,165.60 

$2.49 

Typieal Residential Billa 

$5.81 
$7.35 

$11 .20 

$1 3.42 
$16.98 
$25.88 

$20.78 
$24.92 
$35.27 

SCHEDULE NO. 4-8 
Page 1 of 1 

Utility 
Implemented 

PAA (1) 

$10.85 

$2.71 
6M 

$10.85 
$27.13 
$54.25 
$86.80 

$1 73.60 
$27125 
$542.50 
~.00 

s:l.25 

$18.98 
$24.40 
S-27. 1 1 

Commiaaion 
Approved 

Final 

$9.49 

$2.40 
6.\.1 

$9.49 
$23.73 
$47.45 
$75.92 

$151 .84 
$23725 
$474.50 
$759.20 

$2.88 

$16.69 
$21 .49 
$23.89 

(1) According 10 Socdon J67.081 (B), Florida Sllltvtllo, tho utility may implomont 1t.s propoood ratos because tho cwso wws protostod. 

The utility e4ectod to Implement tho Commission's proposed agency action (PAA) ratos which woro lower thon the utility's 

propoaed final rates. The final rates approved in Order No. PSC-93-0027 -FOF- WS have been 1n effect smce M81ch 7. 1993. 

on an imorim basis pending the outcome of the rate proceeding. 
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UTIUTY: Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation 
COUNTY: Pasco 
TEST YEAR ENDED: December 31, 1991 

SCHEDULE NO. 5-A 
Page 1 of 1 

SCHEDULE OF COMMISSION APPROVED RATES 
AND RATE DECREASE IN FOUR YEARS 

Residential and General Service 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

1" 
1 -1/2" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
s· 
a· 

Gallonage Charge per 1 ,000 G. 

Private Fire Protection 
4" 
s· 
a· 

WATER 

Monthly Rates 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Rates 

$8.50 
$21.25 
$42.50 
$68.00 

$136.00 
$212.50 
$425.00 
$680.00 

$3.10 

$70.83 
$141 .67 
$226.67 

Rate 
Decrease 

$0.40 
$0.99 
$1 .99 
$3.18 
$6.36 
$9.94 

$19.1;/ 
$31.80 

$0.1 4 

$3.31 
$6.62 

$10.60 
... 
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UTILITY: Jasmine Lakes Utilities Corporation 

COUNTY: Pasco 
TEST YEAR ENDED: December 31 , 1991 

SCHEDULE NO. 5-8 
Page 1 of 1 

SCHEDULE OF COMMISSION APPROVED RATES 

AND RATE DECREASE IN FOUR YEARS 

Residential 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
All Meter Sizes 

Gallonage Charge per 1 ,000 G. 
(Maximum 6,000 Gallons) 

General Service 
Base Facility Charge: 
Meter Size: 
5/8"x3/4" 

1" 
1- 1/2" 

2" 
3" 
4" 
s· 
s· 

Gallonage Charge per 1 ,000 G. 
(No Maximum) 

WASTEWATER 

Monthly Rates 

Commission 
Approved 

Final 
Rates 

$9.49 

$2.40 

$9.49 
$23.73 
S47.45 
$75.92 

$1 5 1.84 
$237.25 
$474.50 
S759.20 

$2.88 

Rate 
Decrease 

$0.55 

$0.1 4 

SO.SS 
Si .38 
$2.76 
$4.42 
$8.83 

$13.80 
S27.60 
$44.15 

$0.17 ... 
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