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Q .  

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q .  

A. 

ARE YOU THE W J'IJDITIi J. IC-L Ow0 SUBMITTED 

PRE-FILED DIRECT TEST== ON BEHALF OF S w  

STATES? 

Yes, I am. 

COULD YOU PLEASE GIVE TEE PURPOSE FOR YOUR REBUTTAL 

TESTIMONY? 

Yes, I will be rebutting various issues raised by 

Office of Public Counsel witnesses Hugh Larkin, Jr. 

and Donna DeRonne, as well as Kimberly Dismukes and 

Sugarmill Woods Civic Association witness Buddy L. 

Hansen. In addition, I will address various 

Exceptions and Disclosures raised in FPSC Witness 

Dodrill's testimony. For ease of understanding as 

to which party raised the issue, I will group the 

rebuttal by witness category. Within the rebuttal, 

testimony will be referred to as Larkin, K. 

Dismukes, Hansen and Dodrill. I will begin my 

rebuttal by addressing issues raised by Hugh 

Larkin. 

WHAT DOES YOUR FIRST ISSUE RELATE TO? 

On pages 12 through 14 of Larkin's testimony, the 

issue of the dollars on SSU's books in Account 1030 

is discussed. Although this testimony did not 

result in an adjustment by Larkin, it was only 

because he felt that other proposed non-used and 
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A. 

useful adjustments more than covered the amount of 

dollars booked to Account 1030 by SSU. Therefore, 

Larkin feels an additional adjustment is not 

required. However, he has, on page 14, reserved 

the right to update his recommendation based on 

information to be provided in my deposition Late 

Filed Exhibit 1. 

WHAT DOES YOUR LATE FILED EXKIBIT 1 CONTAIN AND IS 

A PROBLEM REQARDIWO THIS LATE PILED? 

This exhibit contains a list of the plants and the 

associated dollars that are booked to Account 1030 

as of December 31, 1994, broken down between water, 

sewer, and general plant. This Late Filed was 

requested by the Office of Public Counsel during my 

deposition of November 8, 1995. That exhibit is 

included as Exhibit (JJK-2). Larkin states 

that “As of January 26, 1996 we are still awaiting 

a response to Late Filed 1 from the Deposition of 

Judith Kimball . . . ”  This exhibit was delivered via 

a memorandum to Counsel of Record in Docket No. 

950495-WS on November 13, 1995 by Kenneth A. 

Hoffman, Esq. (along with my Late Filed Exhibit 2). 

A copy of the transmittal memorandum is attached as 

Exhibit (JJK-3). I have to wonder why, if 

Larkin had not received this exhibit, it was not 

2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 Q. 

6 

7 

8 

9 A .  

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 A .  

24 

25 

brought to SSU's attention earlier. Instead, 

Public Counsel waited until almost three months 

later and presented it as a problem in completing 

their analysis and testimony. 

I N  YOUR OPIWIOW, I S  A PROBLm WITH 

COMPANY RECORDINQ NON US- AND USEFUL ASBETS I N  

ACCOUNT 1030 AND ROLLIIW TRESE D E S  INTO PLUUT 

I N  SERVICE I W  TIlE WFRS? 

No, there is not. In fact, there has been no 

change in SSU's treatment of Account 1030 balances 

and MFR presentation in the current docket from 

prior presentations before the FPSC. SSU has 

always rolled Account 1030 balances for 

transmission and distribution and collection lines 

into plant in service balances in the MFRs.  In the 

instant proceeding, the Account 1030 balances were, 

for the most part, already in the Company's 

beginning points because they appeared as part of 

the year-end balances (before the application of 

non-used and useful percentages) in Docket 920199- 

ws . 
WHAT CHAWGED I W  THIS  PROCEEDING? 

One plant, Deep Creek, had not been included in 

Docket 920199-WS because it was not then under FPSC 

jurisdiction. That plant has a considerable amount 
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of non-useful lines recorded in Account 1030. We 

had to add those balances into plant in service in 

the present case. We also had to review each 

plant's balance in Account 1030 at December 1994 

and compare it to the December 1991 balance to 

insure that if the account balance had increased or 

decreased from the 1991 balance, the dollars were 

trued up in the MFR presentation. 

Q. PJEUT DO THE ASSETS TaAT ARB BOOKED TO ACCOUNT 1030 

REPRESENT? 

A. Most of the future use dollars in Account 1030 

pertain to the Deltona plants and the three plants 

that were part of the Punta Gorda ( P G I )  

acquisition. Deltona had dollars recorded to 

Account 1030 at the time they were acquired and 

merged into SSU. As a result, SSU simply carried 

their balances over into SSU's ledgers in like 

amounts. The balances carried over from the 

Deltona books had been in place for some time and 

had not been updated by Deltona as a result of the 

acquisition. Deltona only updated this information 

in preparation for a rate case. Although PGI did 

not have dollars recorded to Account 1030, their 

plants did have a considerable amount of 

contributed lines which were non-used and useful. 
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At the time of booking the acquisition, I did an 

'estimate" of an amount which I assumed to be 

reasonable to place in the non-useful category. 

There was no formal engineering study done on the 

PGI assets to make an accurate determination of 

what should be booked to Account 1030. 

AT DECEMBm 1994, TEEN, DID TEE AMOUWI'S RECORDED IN 

ACCOUNT 1030 IUVE ANY RELEVANCE? 

Not a whole lot. They were pretty much stagnant 

amounts which had been on the books for quite some 

time and had not been updated with an engineering 

study to determine the non-useful value at December 

1994. The study that did update the non-used and 

useful numbers was, in fact, that conducted for the 

current rate case. Those results are published in 

the MFRs for Docket 950495-WS. 

IS IT UNUSUAL FOR ACCOUNT 1030 TO REFLECT BALAWCES 

WHICH MIGHT NOT BE ENTIRELY ACCURATE AND UP-TO- 

DATE? 

Not really. Theoretically, non-used and useful is 

a ratemaking concept. It is a time consuming 

endeavor to calculate and there are many diverse 

opinions as to the assumptions and methodologies 

which should be applied. This is obvious from 

looking at Larkin's proposed $51.5 million 
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adjustment to SSU's filed numbers. As a result, 

most utilities only do a sophisticated calculation 

when preparing for rate cases or service 

availability filings. 

Q. HAS ANY HAIW BE= DOWE TO Tilx CVS-S BY SSU 

ROLLING ACCOUNT 1030 BALANCES IWTO PLlwT IN SERVICE 

ACCOUNT 1010 IN THE -0 

A. Absolutely not. When the balances are rolled into 

Account 1010 in the MFRs, the Engineering 

Department's current non-used and useful 

percentages are then applied to the total value of 

the assets. Interestingly, the total amount booked 

to Account 1030 at December 31, 1994 was 

$34,908,326 as indicated in the FPSC Audit Report, 

Audit Exception 1. The total amount of non-used and 

useful lines in the MFRs (including the three 

counties that are not in the present docket) at 

December 1994 is $39,022,150. The total non-used 

and useful at December 1994 (plant and lines) in 

the MFR's (also including the three counties) is 

$52,327,668. It is obvious from this comparison, 

that the book numbers in Account 1030 had not been 

updated through 1994 and that the Company has 

actually presented more non-used and useful in the 
MFRs than what is recorded on the Company's books. 

6 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

I 

8 Q. 
9 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Q. 
16 

17 

18 A. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Obviously, there is no harm to ratepayers and no 

adjustment is necessary simply because SSU rolled 

the Account 1030 balance into the 1010 Account in 

the same manner which we have done in past cases. 

This procedural technique of presenting the 

information in the MFRS simply does not impact 

anything. 

WHY ARE YOU INCLUDINQ D O L M S  TEAT PERTAIN TO THE 

.IgREE COUNTY OPERATIONS IN YOUR COMPARISON? 

We need to look at it on a total Company basis 

because the numbers that are referred to by staff 

in the Audit Report and by Larkin in his testimony 

refer to the "Balance" in Account 1030, which is, 

in fact, a total Company balance. 

IN YOUR OPINION, DOES IT SENSE TO BOOK NON- 

USED AND USEFUL AS A CATEGORY OF ASSET SEPARATE 

FROM UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE? 

No, it does not. First of all, the utility would 

like to keep intact what represents the value of an 

asset. In the case of transmission and collection 

lines, many times it isn't a matter of entire 

segments of lines not having flows going through 

them. Most of the lines do have flow going through 

them; the non-used and useful is simply a 

percentage applied to that line value based on 
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various possible non used and useful scenarios. 

Thus, to capture a portion of the line and book it 

as non-useful is really meaningless. This is even 

more obvious when it comes to the plant side of the 

equation. To try to take the value of a well, for 

example, and say that twenty percent of it should 

be spun off and placed in future use plant is not 

only irrelevant because non-used and useful is a 

constantly changing number with growth and demand, 

but it also takes a continuing property record and 

attempts to divide it into two parts for book 

purposes. It is not something I think should be 

done. 

Therefore, in late 1995 SSU took all assets 

except land which were booked to future use and 

moved them to the 1010 category. The Company is 

now depreciating all assets, whether theoretically 

useful or not. These assets were booked to Account 

1030 up to this time primarily to segregate them 

for the depreciation calculation. 

IS TRERS AUY FINAL POINT YOU WOULD L I W  TO WiKE 

ABOUT TEE TREATWENT OF TEE 1030 ASSETS ON "8B BOOKS 

AND IN THE MFRS? 

I would just like to summarize by saying I believe 

utilities are in a no-win situation where the 
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accounting and MFR reflection of non-used and 

useful is concerned. On the book side, it is too 

expensive for the utilities to calculate non-used 

and useful on an annual basis and even if it were 

done, it is not good accounting treatment to break 

up an asset and record it in two accounts. I 

personally believe, with some understandable 

exceptions, that these assets should be rolled into 

plant in service on the books as well as in the 

MFRs and non-used and useful calculations should be 

updated when circumstances call for it. 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PROJECT SLIPPAGE ADJUSTMSNT 

PROPOSED BY LARKIN? 

A. ’ No, I do not. Larkin bases his proposed adjustment 

on an SSU appendix provided in response to OPC 

Interrogatory 165 that presented the status of 

capital projects as of August 31, 1995. We have 

updated that appendix to reflect results as of 

December 31, 1995. This updated status report is 

included as Exhibit (JJK-4). Also included 

as Exhibit (JJK-5) is a summary of the 

information presented in the status report which 

makes the same comparisons as Larkin did, but 

through year-end 1995. This summary shows that 

actual in-service capital additions, excluding the 
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lines constructed under the Lehigh refundable 

advance agreement, totaled $22,933,548 compared to 

$24,508,825 included in the MFRs. On a year-end 

basis, this represents an overstatement in the MFRs 

of $1,515,211 of in service capital projects, or a 

6.43% variance. More importantly, however, and 

consistent with Larkin's presentation, on a 13- 

month average basis, there is only a $190,579 

variance between actuals and what is in the MFRs 

and it is a positive variance. In other words, on 

a 13-month average basis, actual in-service 

additions exceeded what was filed in the MFRs. 

This amount represents a 2.52% variance over what 
was filed. Exhibit- (JJK-5) also contains the 

monthly activity included in the calculation of the 

13-month average balance. 

Q. BAVE YOU EXCLUDED TEE LINES CONSTRUCTED UNDER 

THE LEHIGII REFUNDABLE ADVANCE MRZEMEN" FROM "RE 

COMPARISON OF TOTAL 1995 PLANT IN SERVICE PROJECTED 

IN TEE MFRS VERSUS ACTUALS? 

A.  This construction spending is removed from the 

analysis because completion of these projects is 

not at SSU's discretion; Lehigh Corporation is 

responsible for this construction. Let me explain 

a little further. 

10 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SSU projected a cost of $1,602,000 associated 

with the water lines and $905,000 for the 

wastewater collection lines for a total of 

$2,507,000. Only $204,128 and $355,276 of water and 

wastewater lines, respectively, were placed into 

service. The removal of this $2,507,000 from the 

"filed to actual" plant in service comparison 

reduces the deviation of filed to actual plant in 

service to six and forty-three one hundredths 

percent (6.43%). It is appropriate to ignore the 

$2,507,000 for purposes of the "filed" to 'actual" 

comparison for the following reasons: (1) the 

projects are funded by refundable advances; (2) the 

refundable advances operate as a reduction to rate 

base; (3) the funds were included in the 1995 plant 

in service projects solely to balance out the fact 

that the associated refundable advances had been 

included as deducted line items in the rate base 

calculation; ( 4 )  consideration of the refundable 

advances, a reduction to rate base, without 

consideration of the offsetting plant, an increase 

to rate base, would have resulted in an improper 

double reduction to rate base; and (5) the lines 

were not placed into service due to developer 

activity beyond SSU's control. The bottom line is 
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2 5  

that there is no rate base and no revenue 

requirement impact from the fact that the 

associated lines were not placed into service. 

Q. ONLW THE ABOVE UPDATE TIiROUGE THE END OF 1995, IS 

A PROJECT SLIPPME AXlVS%” -? 

A. No, it is not. 

Q. OSIUT IS T?IE WEXT A X l V S w  YOU W I L L  ADDRXSS? 

A. Mr. Larkin proposes an adjustment to increase CIAC 

by the amount of non-used and useful applied 

against the categories of plant capacity fees and 

line/main extension fees by SSU in its MFRs. 

Larkin acknowledges that the offset for non-used 

and useful is appropriate in the case of 

contributed lines and contributed property other 

than lines. He has assumed that the plant capacity 

fees and line/main extension fees represent cash 

provided by utility customers and that the entire 

amount of the cash received is cost free capital to 

SSU and should not have non-used and useful applied 

to it. 

Q. WE&T ARE TIIE PROBLEMS WITH LARKIN’S ASSUMPTIONS? 

A. From Larkin‘s discussion on page 19, lines 11 

through 17, I believe he has assumed that SSU has 

applied non-used and useful percentages against 

plant capacity fees and line/main extension fees in 

12 
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each service area. This is an erroneous 

assumption. There are only three plants that have 

had non-used and useful applied to these two 

categories of CIAC. Those plants are Burnt Store, 

Deep Creek, and Sugar Mill Woods. They are also 

referred to as the PGI plants as they are the 

plants acquired from Punta Gorda Isles, Inc. 

Exhibit (JJK-6) shows the plants and amounts 

that reconcile to the total dollars Larkin is 

proposing to adjust in his Exhibit , (HL-l), 

Schedule 10. These amounts were taken from the 

1996 ”-12” Schedules in Volume 111, Book 1 and 

Book 2 for Deep Creek, and workpapers contained in 

Volume XII, Books 1 and 7 for Burnt Store, water 

and wastewater, respectively, and Books 6 and 9 for 

Sugarmill Woods water and wastewater, respectively. 

WHY DID SSU APPLY A NON-USED AND USEFUL PERCENTAGE 

TO PLANT CAPACITY PEES AND LINWMAIN EXTENSION PEES 

AT THESE !CEREE PLANTS? 

There is a great deal of non-used and useful assets 

at these three plants. That non-used and useful 

existed at the time Southern States acquired the 

operations. These non-used and useful assets were 

funded by prepaid CIAC advanced by the developer at 

the time (1986/1987) in order to avoid the federal 

13 
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tax on CIAC which was about to be passed into law. 

There are several important points regarding this 

prepaid CIAC. First of all, SSU never acquired the 

cash--it was spent to build the lines by the 

utility prior to SSU ownership. Secondly, this 

represents prepaid CIAC which should be fully 

offset against the non-useful assets, especially 

since SSU never received the cash. Third, this 

treatment of prepaid CIAC is consistent with that 

followed in the last rate case (Docket 920199-WS) 

for Burnt Store and Sugar Mill Woods and the last 

rate case before Charlotte County for Deep Creek. 

IS THERE ANYTHING DIFFERENT ABOUT WBAT YOU HAVE 

DONE I N  THESE MFFt'S FROM THE PRESmATION IN THE 

LAST CASE? 

Basically the treatment is pretty much the same. 

In the last case, the non-useful prepaids were 

removed from the rate case by the utility as a 

utility adjustment to its books. In the prior 

cases, I believe it was more difficult to see the 

entire picture because in some instances, the total 

pot of dollars was really not clear. In this case, 

we have presented the total CIAC dollars and then 

applied the non-useful calculation to show removal 

of the prepaids. The Commission supported the 

14 
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removal of the prepaids in Docket 920199-WS. 

WHERE DID THE NON-USEFUL PERCmAQE C m  FROM TEAT 

WAS APPLIED To Tm! CIAC DOLLARS? 

The percentage represents the composite non-used 

and useful percentage that was developed for the 

related plant in service non-useful calculations 

and comes directly from page 7 of the A-5(W) and A- 

6 ( S )  plant in service schedules. 

LARKIN ALSO INCLUDED ADJUS-S TO ACCIJMULITED 

AMORTIZATION OF CIAC RELATED TO THIS ISSUE. DO YOU 

AOREE WITH THOSE ADJUSTMENTS? 

The Company's position is that there should be no 

adjustment to remove the non-used and useful CIAC 

related to prepaids. If there are no adjustments 

made to SSU's numbers, then the related adjustments 

to accumulated amortization are inappropriate. If 

adjustments are made to SSU's numbers; either in 

the methodology or in the non-used and useful 

percentage, then a fall-out calculation to 

accumulated amortization of CIAC is proper. 

WHAT IS TRE NEXT PROPOSED ADJUS!lWENT WHICH YOU 

DISAGRXE WITH? 

Larkin has proposed reversing SSU's adjustment 

which restates accumulated depreciation to reflect 

the fact that the Company did not recover the 

15 
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increased depreciation expense until final rates 

went into effect in September 1993. The proposed 

reversal would result in an increase to accumulated 

depreciation of $199,086 and $518,176 for water and 

wastewater, respectively. I disagree with Larkin's 

viewpoint that SSU is "retroactively" adjusting its 

books for items that SSU feels it has not fully 

recovered in rates in the past. 

Q. WEAT SPECIFICALLY M) YOU DISAQREE WITH? 

A .  First, there is no way the Company recovered the 

new depreciation rates in the past when Docket 

900329-WS was dismissed (in the case of the Deltona 

plants) and when Docket 920199-WS was finalized and 

new rates were authorized and imvlemented in 

Sevtember 1993. Just because the new rates were 

used to calculate accumulated depreciation in past 

MFRs doesn't mean the Company has recovered any of 

that increased expense. Recovery doesn't begin 

until the Company begins to collect the revenue 

designed to include that additional expense. This, 

in fact, did not occur until September 1993. A 

basic concept of accounting is that expenses should 

be matched with revenue whenever feasible. That is 

one reason why there is such a thing as accrual 

accounting. If the Company's depreciation rates 

16 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 

21 

2 2  A. 

23 

24 

25 

reflect one level of expense and, yet, the revenue 

being collected reflects a different level of 

expense, then we have not properly matched the two. 

Secondly, the restatement of accumulated 

depreciation for the Deltona plants for 1989 'and 

1990 was nothing more than a correction of an 

error. These plants had incorrect rates in 1989 

and 1990 as a result of calculations originally 

done for Docket 900329-WS which was later 

dismissed. Unfortunately, SSU did not realize the 

rates had been changed for the MFRs in that 

proceeding and continued to use them in calculating 

depreciation expense through 1991 in Docket 920199- 

WS. Our adjustment for the Deltona plants simply 

corrects this mistake. Again, there was no earlier 

recovery because Docket No. 900329-WS was 

dismissed. 

IS -RE ANY PRECED- TE?LT YOU OF FOR 

RESTATING ACCUMULATED DEPRECIATION TO REFLECT THE 

OLD RATES UNTIL TliE REVENUE IS REALIZED WHICH 

OFFSETS TEE LEVEL OF EXPEHSE? 

Yes there is. The FPSC issued, on November 6, 

1995, Order No. PSC-95-1376-FOF-WS, related to an 

application for a rate increase by Ortega Utility 

Company. In that Order, the FPSC states the 

17 
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following: 

“However, we do find that the 

reported balances for accumulated 

depreciation of plant and 

accumulated amortization of CIAC 

shall be reduced to remove the 

increment associated with adoption 

of guideline rates for MFR reporting 

purposes before service rates were 

increased to recover that added 

expense. ” 

An earlier order issued in a rate application 

for Orange-Osceola Utilities in Docket 871134-WS, 

Order 20434, issued on December 8, 1988, also 

supports the above Commission position as follows: 

“The Utility did not correctly 

institute the depreciation and 

amortization rates approved under 

Order No. 11366. These rates should 

have been instituted when the final 

rates became effective.” 

In addition, Staff Advisory Bulletin No. 17 

indicates a request for a “change in depreciation 

rates outside a revenue rate case “...“also has the 

drawback of the likelihood of not matching expenses 

18 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

with revenues." It goes on to say ". . .there has 
been growing recognition that a change in 

depreciation rates should be associated with the 

timing of new revenue rates." 

IS THERE A DIF-E IN HOW TEE RESTA- OF 

ACCDMIJL&TED DEPRECIATION FOR TEE DELTONA PL1LwTS FOR 

1989 AND 1990 SHOULD BE VI- VgRSoS TEE PLANTS 

THAT HAD DEPRECIATION RESTATED FOR 1991 THROUQ€I 

AUGUST 19931 

I don't believe there is. In both situations, the 

MFR's were prepared using guidelines rates. As 

Order 900329-WS was dismissed, and revenues from 

Order 920199 did not begin to be realized until 

September 1993, there is no possibility in either 

situation that SSU could have already recovered the 

higher depreciation expense through increased 

rates. 

DID SSU PROVIDE FOR A REWTED DECRgASE TO 

ACCUMULATED AMORTIZATION OF CIAC AS MENTIONED IN 

THE CITED ORDER? 

Unfortunately, SSU overlooked that side of the 

equation. However, that information has since been 

provided to FPSC staff in response to FPSC 

Interrogatory 33. That adjustment would result in 

an average and year-end decrease to water 

19 
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accumulated amortization of CIAC of $128,751 and a 

decrease to wastewater accumulated amortization of 

CIAC of $135,129. 

At the same time that we agree with the 

adjustment to CIAC amortization just mentioned, the 

Commission should know that actual CIAC booked in 

1995 is $672,223 less than that projected for 1995 

in this docket. The downward CIAC variance is 

$444,020 in water and $228,203 in wastewater. 

Known downward adjustments should be offset against 

known upward adjustments. Doing so would result in 

a reduction of CIAC of $315,269 and $93,074 for 

water and wastewater, respectively. 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PROPOSED CORPORATE INSURANCE 

ADJUS- OF -$96,458? 

A. No, I do not, for a variety of reasons. To begin 

with, there are several flaws in the numbers as 

presented in Larkin's Exhibit (HL-1) I 

Schedule 22, related to this issue. They are as 

follows : 

(1) The actual 1995 insurance premiums as 

indicated by Larkin did not include the impact of 

the Buenaventura Lakes acquisition. Thus, when 

Larkin applies the attrition factor of 1.95% to the 

1995 actuals to arrive at the "1996 insurance 
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premium per OPC", he has understated the 1996 

premium by $63,096.  This represents the insurance 

costs Buenaventura Lakes brought into the rate case 

in 1996.  Buenaventura insurance costs can be 

verified in Volume 11, Book 3 of 4, pages 314 

through 317.  Therefore, under Larkin's assumption 

in his exhibit, the "1996 insurance premium per 

OPC" would be $692,223 instead of $629,127. 

( 2 )  SSU's budgeted 1995 premiums indicated on the 

bottom of Schedule 22 also did not include the 

impact of Buenaventura Lakes' insurance. As a 

result, the budgeted 1996 premiums of $772,720 

would also have to have $63,096 added to that 

number for a new 1996 premium of $821,036. 

( 3 )  Larkin tries to compare insurance expense to 

insurance premiums, which are two very different 

things. In Interrogatory 252, OPC asks for actual 

1995 insurance premiums, not expense. If one looks 

at MFR Volume 11, Book 1, page 175'and adds up the 

total company insurance expense for 1995, it will 

be found that the number totals $593,878. However, 

Interrogatory Appendix 252-A indicates that the 

total company insurance budget for 1995 was 

$757,940.  One of the reasons for this difference 

is that insurance costs are, in part, capitalized 
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as part of the overhead factor to the Company's 

capital projects. As a result, if an attempt is 

made to compare the MFR expense (accrual basis) to 

the budget (cash basis), it will never match, even 

if there was no variance in actuals from what was 

budgeted. Larkin attempts to arrive at the net of 

capital expense adjustment through his calculations 

on lines 8 through 11 of Schedule 22. The problem 

is that on line 1 he uses an understated amount for 

actual 1995 insurance premiums. 

IS THERE UPDATED INFORMATION AS TO THE ACTulLL 1995 

INSURANCE PRXMIUMS? 

Yes, there is quite a significant change as it 

relates to the premiums for workers compensation. 

The Company recently filed a revised response to 

OPC Interrogatory 252 which includes Appendix 252R- 

A which indicates the actual workers compensation 

premium disbursements in the years 1992 through 

1995 and the 1995 budget. The amount indicated as 

the 1995 actual premium for workers compensation in 

Appendix 252-A was necessarily incomplete. As the 

Company indicated in its initial response, the 

premiums for workers compensation were subject to 

year-end audits which could result in additional 

premiums being charged or credits being issued. 
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The $136,023 indicated on that appendix did not 

include paid losses or the cash impact of premiums 

related to prior periods. The new appendix 

indicates the Company paid out $474,166 in 1995 

related to workers compensation; $338.143 more than 

was indicated in Appendix 252-A as the Company's 

1995 actuals for workers compensation. That would 

bring the Companyy's actual 1995 premiums in total 

for insurance to $955,237 compared to a budget of 

$757,940. On a gross expense basis, the 1995 books 

recorded $371,150 of workers compensation expense 

compared to a 1995 budget of $250,000. Obviously 

if any adjustment to gross insurance expense is 

warranted, it is an increase of $121,150 -- the 

difference between the $250,000 workers 

compensation in the 1995 MFR projection and the 

$371,150 actual expense for 1995--not a decrease. 

I have included the revised response to OPC 

Interrogatory 252 as Exhibit (JJK-7). SSU 

requests that the increase in 1995 workers 

compensation expense above the expense projected in 

the MFRs be used as an offset to any reduction the 

Commission may find to SSU's expenses without 

exceeding the revenue requirement projected in the 

MFRs . 

23 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. IS THERE ANYTHING ADDITIONAL YOU WOULD LIKE TO ADD 

REQARDIWQ THIS ADJ[JSm!ENT? 

A. Yes there is. On Larkin's Schedule 22 and on many 

of the other schedules proposing adjustments, 

witnesses have used the Company's 1996 attrition 

factor of 1.95% in calculating the adjustments. 

When the Commission is considering downward 

adjustments to the Company's expenses, it should 

also keep in mind that the actual price index for 

1996 established by the FPSC in Docket 960005-WS 

issued February 9, 1996 is 2.49%, not the 

conservative 1.95% used in the current filing. The 

known and quantifiable figure of 2.49% should be 

applied to the 1995 FPSC filed expenses and the 

resulting increased expense of $45,107 should be 

considered as an offset to any decreases to SSU's 

revenue requirements. To do otherwise would 

encourage utilities to use "high-end" projections 

in MFRs to avoid being detrimentally impacted if 

projections, such as SSU's 1.95% attrition factor, 

are determined to have been t o o  conservative. 

Exhibit (JJK-8) contains the attrition 

differential calculation. Also SSU sees no 

distinction between the proposed adjustment to 

recognize the impact of a subsequent PSC order 
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regarding attrition and the Commission's standard 

practice, customarily agreed to by SSU to adjust 

cost of capital to the level indicated in the 

Commission's leverage graph order in effect at the 

date of the Commission's agenda conference. 

DOES m T  COMPLETE YOUR =BUTPAL OF LARKIN'S 

TESTIrnNY? 

Yes it does. I will now address some of K. 

Dismukes proposed adjustments. The first issue I 

will discuss relates to the proposal to move some 

Lehigh land to future use from plant in service. I 

will only address the accuracy of the numbers; 

Witness Vierima will discuss the proposed 60% 

reduction to the land values. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE VALUES OF THE LAND As 

PRESENTED IN EXHIBIT (KED-l), SCBEDVLE 371 

The numbers in the top half of the schedule 

totaling $257.577 are correct and represent the 

direct costs of the land acquisition. SSU has 

already indicated in response to FPSC Audit Request 

#lo4 that inclusion of the first three of these 

parcels in the MFRs was an oversight and that 

$238,310 of direct costs related to these three 

parcels should have gone to future use land. What 

is not included on the top half of the schedule is 
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the total cost which has been included in the MFRs 

for the land which includes such things as 

consulting fees and overhead. As explained in my 

response to Audit Request X104, when these costs 

are added to Parcel 4, which is to remain in plant 

in service, the value of that parcel becomes 

$33,203.  In the presentation on the lower part of 

the schedule, K. Dismukes presents the 60% 

reduction to Parcel 4 as pertaining to sewer. This 

parcel of land pertains to the water plant, not 

wastewater. 

IF THE COMMISSION SUPPORTED THE 60% REDUCTION TO 

THB IdND VALUES, IS IT PROPER TO WAKE THIS 

CALCULATION ON T?XE TOTAL AMOUNT INCLUDED IN TIIE 

MFRS? 

No, it is not. That calculation should only be 

applied to the direct cost of the land from Lehigh. 

It should not be applied to SSU's costs associated 

with the land acquisition. 

WHAT IS THE SECOND ISSUE IN K. DISMOXES' TESTIMONY 

WHICH YOU WILL DISCVSS? 

The second issue regards the proposed adjustment to 

remove non-used and useful assets from Lehigh's 

plant in service as they relate to the developers 

agreement with Lehigh Corporation and the 
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associated advances for construction. It appears 

that the main concern regarding this item is 

Dismukes' contention that additional lots were not 

taken into consideration in the denominator when 

calculating non-used and useful using the lot count 

methodology. From a methodology standpoint, I 

believe K. Dismukes agrees with the SSU 

presentation. Her testimony, on page 85, line 3 ,  

indicates they are waiting for outstanding 

discovery on this issue. I believe OPC 

Interrogatory 343 is the discovery being 

referenced. I have attached S S U ' s  response to that 

interrogatory as Exhibit (JJK-9). I believe 

it to be concise in explaining why the methodology 

followed by the Company is correct as well as the 

consequences of not following that methodology. 

Q .  IS THERE ANY OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION THAT NBSDS 

TO BE DISCUSSED? 

A. Yes, there are a few mechanical problems with 

Schedule 38. First of all, the '1996 average 

additions-LAC" which appears on the 4th line of the 

schedule as reflected by Dismukes are simple 

average numbers but should be 13-month averages. 

The correct 13-month average numbers are $93,077 

and $191,019 for water and wastewater, 
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respectively. The contractor payments (line 5) are 

also simple averages instead of 13-month averages. 

The correct numbers are $57,538 for water and 

$111,692 for wastewater. 

One final point relates to page 85, lines 9 

through 11, of K. Dismukes' testimony where she 

infers that the Company has said that "only a small 

portion of these assets are related to customers 

that have connected to the system." I reviewed 500 

pages of an Appendix to Document Request 196 which 

she refers to and could find no statement by the 

Company to that effect. Perhaps she is making this 

inference from looking at the numbers alone, but 

she has not made that clear. As these were 

projected numbers, it would not seem the Company 

would be in a position to make such a statement. 

ARE YOU, THEN, ACCEPTING THESE ADJUSTMENTS W I T H  TBE 

CHANGES INDICATIU) ABOVE? 

I am only accepting in theory that what is being 

proposed is correct in that SSU failed to calculate 

the appropriate non-used and useful percentage. 

The amount of the ultimate adjustment actually is a 

fall out number based on the final non-used and 

useful percentage arrived at by the Commission. It 

would be totally inappropriate to recognize this 
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adjustment to non-used and useful in the amount of 

$1.8 million on top of a new non-used and useful 

percentage. The new percentage should take this 

adjustment into consideration. It is important to 

note that care must be exercised in making any 

adjustments related to this issue. If, for 

example, a true-up downward adjustment to Lehigh 

plant in service is made as indicated in Exhibit 

(JJK-5), the same adjustment needs to be made 

to the advances before non-used and useful is 

applied. The net result should be no net impact to 

rate base or revenue requirements. In theory, the 

way we have approached the presentation is correct. 

Realistically, the actual non-used and useful 

percentage will not exactly equal the amount of 

advances being removed from the equation. Overall, 

a percentage is being applied to a large asset base 

constructed over long periods of time and at 

different cost rates. Theoretically, however, all 

else being equal, if the numbers are calculated 

correctly, the end result should have been a zero 

impact to rate base, which is what all parties are 

attempting to accomplish. 

WHAT IS THE FINAL ADJUSTMENT PROPOSED BY K. 

DIS-S WHICH YOU WILL DISCUSS? 
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A. She has provided the adjustments to the 

Buenaventura Lakes rate base which are required to 

make the MFRs consistent with Commission 

adjustments found in Order No. PSC-95-1325-FOF-WS, 

Docket No. 941151-WS, issued October 31, 1995. The 

rate base adjustments are as of December 31, 1994. 

We agree that the adjustments to rate base provided 

on her Schedule 39 are those ordered by the 

Commission and that an adjustment to the MFRs in 

the same amounts is appropriate. 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH TRE CALCULATIONS TO REDUCE 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE PRESENTED ON TWE LooJgR HALF OF 

SCHEMJLE 391  

A . '  No, I do not. The calculations simply take the 

adjustments made to plant and CIAC and calculate 

one year of expense using composite depreciation 

and amortization rates. It is not appropriate to 

make these calculations on the total adjusted plant 

and CIAC amounts because these adjustments contain 

1994 book activity which SSU already has in its 

MFRs. SSU has provided detailed calculations to 

FPSC staff as Late Filed Exhibit 1 from my 

deposition taken on January 19, 1996. That Late 

Filed contains a detailed recalculation of 

depreciation expense and amortization expense for 
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1996 which can be compared to the original MFRs to 

determine the adjustment required. The proper 

adjustment is a net decrease to depreciation 

expense of $2,132 in water and $78,535 in 

wastewater. 

Q. IS ANY OTaER mORM&TION WHICH IS RELEVANT TO 

THE MWM”M’ OF THE APPROPRUTE RATE BASE FOR 

E m -  m S ?  

A .  Yes, there is. While in the process of preparing 

the above mentioned Late Filed Exhibit 1, ,it came 

to our attention that certain asset retirements had 

not been properly offset to the accumulated 

depreciation reserve. This oversight, if 

corrected, would reduce water accumulated 

depreciation by $6,894 and would reduce wastewater 

accumulated depreciation by $198,578. It was also 

discovered that the calculations performed to 

remove capitalized interest utilized the 

Commission‘s approved depreciation rates instead of 

the incorrect rates used by Orange-Osceola on their 

books. The adjustment should be based on the 

incorrect depreciation rates. The correction of 

this calculation would increase water accumulated 

depreciation by $513 and decrease wastewater 

accumulated depreciation by $35,317. The 
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Commission approved all of these adjustments to 

accumulated depreciation by unanimous vote at the 

March 5 Agenda Conference. Therefore, these 

adjustments should be reflected in this proceeding. 

In response to a staff request, SSU has revised my 

deposition Late Filed Exhibit No. 1 to reflect this 

change to accumulated depreciation and forwarded it 

to the Commission on March 12, 1996. 

DOES THE NEXT ISSUE TO BE DISCUSSED CONCERN WITNESS 

HANSEN'S TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE SUGARMILL WOODS 

CIVIC ASSOCIATION? 

Yes, and it also addresses a portion of the FPSC 

Audit Report sponsored by Staff Witness Charleston 

J. Winston. The issue I would like to discuss now 

relates to the adjustment the Company made to the 

beginning points of wastewater CIAC in that portion 

of the MFRs related to the Sugarmill Woods or "SMW" 

service area. It is discussed in Audit Disclosure 

No. 3 in the FPSC Audit Report. 

WHAT IS THE AMOUNT OF THAT W S T M E I P I '  AND W A S  IT 

AUDITED BY CMISSION AUDITORS? 

The amount of the wastewater adjustment to the CIAC 

beginning points was a $1,116,283 reduction to 

CIAC. Hansen made the point that Staff and/or OPC 

should audit the Sugarmill Woods CIAC account going 
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back to the audit for the certificate transfer. 

The auditor, Ronald Mayes, did exactly that. He 

"reconstructed the 'book balance' as of 12/31/91." 

As stated in his Audit Disclosure No. 3, "There is 

a definite difference between the amounts as filed 

in Docket #920199-WS and the financial records of 

the Company as of 12/31/91. The auditor did not 

find any errors in the 'booked amounts'". 

Q. !4R. HRNSEN STATZS IN HIS TESTIMONY TE?AT HE DOES NOT 

KNOW ANY OF THZ PARTICULARS OF TEAT MISTAKE. DO 

YOU AGRXE WITH HIS STATXMENT? 

A .  No, I do not. In the second set of Interrogatories 

filed on SSU by Sugarmill Woods Civic Association, 

Interrogatory Number 23 specifically questioned 

this adjustment. Along with other information 

filed with our response to this interrogatory, we 

provided a brief explanation saying both the 

auditor and SSU had been unable to explain what had 

happened to cause the mistake in the past -- which 
mistake was to the detriment of SSU by resulting in 

an understatement of revenue requirements. SSU 

also included Appendix 23-B in our response which 

consisted of 56 pages of information provided to 

the FPSC auditor regarding this issue. Review of 

this information should have provided some 
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knowledge of the matter to M r .  Hansen and it 

certainly should have put him on notice that an 

FPSC staff auditor already had audited this 

infohation from the time of the certificate 

transfer before Mr. Hansen submitted his testimony. 

DO YOU aAvE Awy NBW IIUFO-TION Ow THIS MATTER? 

Yes. Since conclusion of the audit and after SSU's 

response to SMW Civic Association discovery, we 

contacted Bob Nixon, the consultant who put the SMW 

rate base together in Docket 920199-WS, under the 

supervision of Chuck Lewis, who has since left the 

Company. Mr. Nixon produced his workpapers for us 

and indicated they had added back to the CIAC 

accounts certain amounts that had been charged to 

the Acquisition Adjustment account in 1989. His 

workpapers confirmed that they had added back to 

wastewater CIAC $1,108,870 that had been booked to 

the acquisition adjustment account as a credit. 

Mr. Nixon could not remember why they had done 

this. My belief is that they thought the entry 

that had been booked to the acquisition adjustment 

account as a credit was in error and that it should 

have been booked to CIAC. If that is what 

happened, it was a totally unfounded assumption and 

the books are correct as they stand. 
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Q. COULD YOU A-T TO EXPLXLN THE CIRCUMSTANC~S 

BEHIND WEAT YOU B E L I M  WAS THE CAUSE OF THE 

OVERSTA- OF CIM: I N  THE m S  FOR DOCKET 

920199-WSS1 

The transaction that created the overstatement of 

CIAC involved a $4.9 million transfer of utility 

assets from Punta Gorda Isles, Inc. to Southern 

States ' Sugarmill Woods water and sewer plant 

assets for lines that were installed in Oak 

Village. This transfer was consummated on August 

21, 1989 even though it was part of the original 

purchase agreement closed in December 1988. 

Construction was not yet complete and the Division 

of Florida Land Sales had not yet signed off on the 

project as to completion of the improvements at the 

time of closing the acquisition. 

When the assets were turned over to Southern 

States, a list was received from the Controller of 

Punta Gorda Isles which indicated those lots for 

which Advances for Construction (prepaid CIAC) had 

already been received and recorded on the utility's 

books. The water advances totaled $87,080 and the 

wastewater advances, $1,108,870, or a total of 

$1,195,950. When the transaction was recorded by 

Southern States, the entire credit of $1,195,950 
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should have been recorded to Acquisition 

Adjustment, because it was already included in the 

Advances account. Instead, the transaction was 

incorrectly recorded to CIAC in the full amount of 

$4.9 million with the offset being to various plant 

in service accounts. 

Once the CIAC overbooking was discovered, the 

amount of the advances ($87,080 for water and 

$1,108,870 for wastewater) were reversed out of 

CIAC and the Acquisition Adjustment account was 

credited in total for $1,195,950. It is this 

credit entry that went to the Acquisition 

Adjustment account that was added back to CIAC in 

the MFRs prepared in Docket 920199. The $87,080 is 

exactly the amount of the difference on the water 

side between what the MFRs said and what the books 

said. On the wastewater side, the adjustment to 

the beginning points was $1,116,283, $1,108,870 of 

which relates to the above described transaction. 

When the MFRs were put together for Docket 920199- 

WS, they probably believed this correction of a 

previous error in booking was wrong--therefore, 

they added it back to CIAC. This leaves a 

wastewater unexplained difference of $7,413. 

Exhibit (JJK-10) provides a reconciliation 
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between the amount included in the MFRs in Docket 

920199-WS and the books. 

Q.  DO YOU AQREE WIW WR. HANSEN'S POSITION m T  PEOPLE 

WHO HAVE PREPAID CIAC AND HAVE NOT BUILT ON TBE LOT 

SHOULD RECEIVE A REFUND? 

A. No, I do not. First of all, most if not all of the 

prepayments were made by the developer, not the 

individual who might own a lot but has not yet 

built on it. Secondly, even though SSU booked the 

prepayments as CIAC SSU never received possession 

of that cash CIAC. It was used to build lines by 

the utility prior to SSU's ownership. On top of 

that, SSU does not earn on the related assets 

because they are non-used and useful and, of 

course, SSU never earns on the CIAC. In addition, 

SMW will continue to require capital improvements 

throughout the years which, given the nature of the 

prepaids, will have little, if any, future funding 

from CIAC. Given the above facts, I see no 

justification for a refund of CIAC on the part of 

ssu. 
Q. PLEASE C- ON THE CONTENTS OF AUDIT EXCEPTION 

NUMBER ONE FROM TBE FPSC AUDIT REPORT AS SPONSORED 

BY R. DODRILL. 

A. It is difficult, to say the least, to figure out 
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how to approach a response to this audit exception. 

I think the conclusion reached by Mr. Dodrill in 

this Exception is that SSU's books and records are 

in violation of Rule 25-30.450 which says that 

worksheets, etc. supporting the schedules and data 

submitted must be organized in a systematic and 

rational manner so as to enable Commission 

personnel to verify the schedules in an expedient 

manner and minimum amount of time. That conclusion 

was, I believe, the result of the Company saying it 

would take two weeks to reconcile Accumulated 

Depreciation in the general ledger to Accumulated 

Depreciation in the MF'Rs. I do not believe the 

need for that reconciliation and the time that it 

would take has anything to do with the ability to 

follow the MFRs or to expediently review them. M r .  

Dodrill had been told very early in the audit how 

accumulated depreciation had been handled in the 

MFRs and that it would take some time to do a 

reconciliation since we had never been asked to do 

that before. His real problem was that he forgot 

to ask us to do this until his audit period was 

almost over because he concentrated so much of his 

audit time on Marco Island. Out of 54 Audit 

Service Requests submitted by Dodrill, 35 pertained 
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to Marco Island. Through September 25 (only three 

weeks prior to the end of the field work), Dodrill 

had only submitted seven Audit Service Requests on 

matters other than Marco Island. 

On Friday, October 6, Mr. Dodrill presented me 

with Audit Document Request #113 with the due date 

left blank. The request was a two part request 

which included as part A, a request for the lead 

workpapers for depreciation expense calculations, 

including support for the rates used. Part B of 

the request was for the reconciliation of book 

Accumulated Depreciation to MFR Accumulated 

Depreciation. Mr. Dodrill asked me when we would 

be able to get this information to him. I told him 

that it would take us at least two weeks to 

accomplish--that the person I would have work on 

this project was scheduled to attend the NARUC 

school the week of October 9 and would therefore be 

out of the office for a week. As a result, I asked 

for a due date of Friday, October 20. Mr. Dodrill 

ignored my request and put a due date of October 

13, 1995 with “FIRM” written after it. On Monday, 

October 9, I provided M r .  Dodrill with the 

information for part A of the request. I had 

indicated the earliest we could respond with Part B 
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was by Friday, October 20. Upon giving Part A to 

Mr. Dodrill, I explained that I kept the rate 

analyst from going to the NARUC school in order to 

complete this request. I also told him that if he 

had told me early in the audit that he was going to 

be asking for this, that we would have had it done. 

Mr. Dodrill admitted that he had forgotten to ask 

for it. Obviously the looming completion date of 

the field work (October 13) was now weighing 

heavily on his mind. Part B of the request was 

faxed to M r .  Dodrill at the Orlando field office at 

9:30 a.m. on Monday, October 23. It is included as 

Exhibit (JJK-11) . 
Q.  IS THERE ANYTHING IN THE MFRS OR IN THE BOOKS WHICH 

PUT THEM IN VIOLATION OF C-ISSION RULE 25.30 .4501 

A. No. Books are maintained in accordance with 

regulatory requirements and GAAP and the MFRs are 

prepared following FPSC guidelines. Depreciation 

calculations contained within the MFRs are 

straight-forward and easy to follow for each of the 

three test periods. Supporting workpapers were 

provided for the calculations in those years 

building up to the test years. There are obvious 

reasons why accumulated depreciation on the books 

does not agree with the MFRs. Audit Requests 22 
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and 71, included as Exhibit (JJK-12) and 

Exhibit (JJK-13) discuss at length some of 

the reasons for these differences. It is 

interesting to note that as early as August 9, the 

auditors were aware that book accumulated 

depreciation and accumulated amortization would not 

agree with the MFRs. However, Mr. Dodrill chose to 

wait until October 6 to request this 

reconciliation; some two months after Mr. Mayes 

requested the CIAC amortization reconciliation. 

One will also note from looking at Audit Request 22 

contained in Exhibit (JJK-12), that it also 

took us two weeks to reconcile CIAC amortization. 

These reconciliations are something that the 

Commission has never requested in the past. Had we 

known this was going to be a requirement, we would 

have had it completed prior to the auditors being 

on site. We pride ourselves in the fact that we 

had so many excellent supporting schedules and 

workpapers backing up the filing, only to find 

ourselves criticized for not having something we 

could not have anticipated. In my twelve years 

working for both the Commission and for Southern 

States, the Commission has never looked at our 

booked accumulated depreciation or accumulated 
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amortization. They have simply audited the plant 

balances and verified the depreciation calculations 

and rates used within the M F R s .  Whatever was on 

the books was incidental as long as they verified 

correct plant balances in the MFRS, correct rates, 

and correct mathematical calculations. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE OPINION COWl'AIWED WIWIN THIS 

AUDIT EXCEPTION AS TO T€IB I(FRB BEGINNIm WITH TBE 

QENERAL LEDGER AMOUNTS? 

Q.  

A. The opinion stated that "the Audit Staff is of the 

belief that the MFRs should begin with the general 

ledger amount, then adjustments made to achieve the 

balance submitted for rates." In the Commission's 

own examples of MFR schedule formats, there are 

only two rate base schedules that reflect a 

"Balance per Books", then utility adjustments and 

finally the Adjusted Utility Balance. Those 

schedules are summary schedules A-2 which shows 

rate base and A-I which summarizes non-used and 

useful adjustments. Interestingly enough, both of 

these schedules are based on averages pulling from 

other support schedules and are, therefore, not 

'per the books". All other schedules simply start 

with test year balances with no columns for 

adjustments. In other words, the staff auditor is 
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suggesting an approach that is not in the "format 

schedules" provided by FPSC to utility companies. 

If the Commission compared Southern States' 

MFRs, schedule by schedule, to the formats the 

Commission provides as a guide, they would be 

astonished and, I would hope, impressed, by the 

enormity of the information provided by SSU which 

is not actually required but which makes the audit 

easier and facilitates interpretation of the 

information. In addition, we provide volumes of 

information that are not required in the form of 

summary schedules, summary reports, capital 

spending summaries, volumes of benchmark 

information as well as allocation details and 

s-aries--all to help bring the case together and 

facilitate the review of what does amount to a lot 

of information--but not so much so that anyone 

pursuing it (with a little effort) can't easily 

follow it. It is appalling to us that the staff 

auditor would even suggest that the MF'Rs did not 

allow for expedient review. 

Q. WIUT IS THE NEXT AUDIT EXCEPTION SPONSORED BY R. 

DODRILL WHICH YOU WILL DISCUSS? 

A. I will address Audit Exception No. 10 and also 

Audit Disclosure No. 18 which both relate to 
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organization costs. To begin this discussion, I 

believe an understanding of what led up to the 

audit exception is necessary. By the time SSU 

received Audit Document Request No. 95, dated 

September 27, the auditors had been on site roughly 

two and one-half months, having commenced their 

field work on July 17. We had already received 

close to 100 audit requests and had previously held 

discussions with the auditors as to the 

appropriateness of some of their requests which the 

Company felt bordered on "discovery" instead of 

"audit". For example, I specifically recall Mr. 

Dodrill admitting on one occasion that certain 

Marco Island flow data requested in an audit 

request was sought by the staff engineer. 

Dodrill's request No. 95 began by stating "The 

Tallahassee analysts are concerned about the 

Orqanization Costs...". At that point. the Company 

made the determination that it would request the 30 

day response period accorded to discovery, as 

opposed to the 3 days accorded audit requests and 

so informed the auditor. Thereafter, SSU received 

a letter from Ms. Salak of the Division of Audit 

and Financial Analysis (AFAD) insisting that we 

provide the information as part of the audit. On 
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Q. 

October 11, we provided the response to Mr. 

Dodrill. Mr. Dodrill's request No. 95  was very 

simplistic, inquiring as to the status of the old 

amounts and whether any similar costs were included 

in the current docket. SSU's response provided the 

information requested by Mr. Dodrill. It is 

included as Exhibit (JJK-14). 

At that point in time (October ll), at 3:30 in 

the afternoon, Dodrill submitted Audit Request #114 

asking for the journal entries which removed 

organization costs from the books. This 

information was due by October 13, the last day of 

the field audit. The journal entries were provided 

by the due date. 

DO YOU BELIEVE TBE -LING OF TIIIS MhTTER WAS I N  

V I O U T I O N  OF FPSC RULE 25-30.450 AS TO THE 

TIMELINESS INVOLVED? 

No, I do not. SSU followed the rules when it chose 

not to respond to this request which it believed to 

be discovery. Further, SSU followed the direction 

of Tallahassee AFAD staff when we submitted the 

response on October 11, three working days after 

the due date stated in the request. I believe the 

real problem behind this issue is that Dodrill 

spent almost the entire on-site time working on 
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Marco Island. It would appear from viewing the 

dates of several late audit requests, that either 

FPSC staff or the audit manager reminded him on 

September 21 that there were several items that 

Tallahassee had indicated were high priority in 

their Audit Service Request dated August 11, 1995 

that had not yet been addressed by Dodrill. One 

such item was organization cost; the other two were 

supporting detail behind the retirements discussed 

in my testimony and the analysis of rate base 

adjustments made to beginning points as a result of 

my work accomplished on this issue and its 

inclusion in my testimony. These appeared to be 

three high priority issues, and nothing had been 

requested from SSU by Dodrill on them until two 

weeks prior to the end of field work. In my 

opinion, Dodrill worked himself into this corner 

through poor planning and focusing all of his time 

on Marco Island. If the organization cost issue 

had been raised early in the audit, we would have 

been able to follow the same process and Dodrill 

would still have had ample time to review the 

related support documentation. 

ADDRZSSING SPECIFICALLY TEE DOLLARS IN ORGANIZATION 

COST IN THIS DOCKET, IS IT YOUR OPINION THAT THE 
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DOLLARS CONTAINED IN THE ORQIWIZATION COST ACCOUNTS 

(THUS, IN RATE BASE) ARB AN ACCURITE RILPRESENTATION 

OF TEE COMPANY'S BOOKS AND RW20RDS7 

A. Yes, they are. As I read Number 6 under High 

Priority in the FPSC Audit Service Request, 

included as Exhibit (JJK-15), and comments 

contained within Audit Disclosure No. 18, it 

appears there is a concern that SSU has simply 

transferred the pot of dollars that were in 

Organization Cost in Docket 900329-WS, which was 

dismissed by the Commission in 1991, into other 

rate base accounts. This is a disturbing 

assumption when one considers that the asset 

records of SSU have been audited by FPSC in both 

Docket 920199-WS and in the current docket. If 

inappropriate transfers of Organization Costs to 

other asset accounts had, in fact, been made, these 

audits should have detected this. Inappropriate 

transfers were not made. In addition, SSU's 

external auditors surely would have questioned why 

we were doing so and if it was in accordance with 

Commission directive. 

Q. IS THKRE ANywHERg ELSE TEAT INFORMATION ON THE 

TRANSFER OF ORGANIZATION COSTS IS CONTAINED OTHER 

THAN IN RESPONSE TO DODRILL'S AUDIT REQUEST NO. 
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Yes. SSU's response to OPC's Interrogatory No. 13 

provided a 23 page spreadsheet (dated August 17, 

1995) containing a plant-by-plant itemization of 

the transfer of any organization costs that were on 

the books for the period December 1991 through 

December 1994, the description of each expenditure, 

and the accounts the costs had been transferred to. 

That spreadsheet, although not totaled, resulted in 

the following transfers: $1,089,949 to 

Unauthorized Acquisition Adjustment, $36,641 to 

Franchises and Consents, and $29,857 to expense. 

Any transfers to expense would not be included in 

the current docket as the budget did not contain 

items of this nature. In addition, SSU's response 

to OPC's Document Request No. 38 also included 

information on transfers of Organization Costs to 

other accounts. 

AREN'T THERE MORE ORGANIZATION COST W S F E R S  THAN 

WHAT ARE PRESENTED IN "HX ABOVE DISCOVERY 

RESPONSES, SPECIFICALLY, WASN'T IN EXCESS OF 

$2 MILLION IN OR(LMJIZATI0N COST IN DOCKET 900329- 

WS? 

That is true. The facts behind the transfer of the 

bulk of the dollars are contained in the journal 
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entries provided to Dodrill. Dodrill did not 

include these journal entries in his Exhibit 

(RFD-7) even though they were the key to the 

significant transfers that had occurred. In fact, 

the actual journal entries that resulted in this 

transfer consisted of only eight pages which could 

have easily been smarized by Dodrill prior to 

issuance of the audit report. The significant 

dollar transfers occurred on the books in 1990 and 

related to the Deltona plants. Those journal 

entries show that $2,010,035 was transferred from 

SSU's books to Topeka, $205,124 was transferred to 

Unauthorized Acquisition Adjustments, and $311,234 

was transferred to Franchise and Consents (later 

transferred to a deferred debit as this represented 

the cost of opposing the Deltona Lake 

condemnation) . 
Q. WHAT ARE THE TOTAL D O L M S  INCLUDED I N  THIS DOCKET 

I N  THE ORGANIZATION COST AND FRlWCHISE AND CONSENTS 

ACCOUNTS? 

A .  The water organization cost account at December 

1996 reflects a balance of $110,693 and the 

wastewater balance is $113,472. Franchise and 

Consents reflects balances of $272,180 and $133,016 

for water and wastewater, respectively. 
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Q. D I D  THE C l X P m  ALSO ADJUST ACCUHUIATED 

DEPRECUTIOIJ AT THE TIME OF W S E  W S J ? E R S ?  

A. Yes, accumulated depreciation adjustments followed 

the transfers to the respective accounts; i.e., to 

amortization of acquisition adjustments, 

depreciation of franchise and consents, or 

expensed. 

Q .  I S  ANYTRI100 BLSE YOU ODOVLD LIXX TO C- ON 

REWTED TO DODRILL'S TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes, as it relates to Audit Disclosure No. 17 

concerning the amount of non-used and useful assets 

recorded in account 1030 on the books. I have 

already discussed this at length earlier in my 

rebuttal testimony. I would, however, like to take 

exception to the statement in Dodrill's Disclosure 

No. 17 that 'SSU feels that according to its 

classification there is $33,082,895 of future plant 

in its filed UPIS balances." SSU has never 

represented to Dodrill that we feel there is 

$33,082,895 of future plant in its filed UPIS 

balances. What we did indicate to Dodrill was the 

amounts in account 1030 are not an accurate 

representation of non-used and useful as of 

December 1994 and that account 1030 has 

historically been added to account 1010 balances 
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for ratemaking purposes to have non-used and useful 

percentages, as updated by engineers, applied to 

the total balances. 

Q.  DOES THAT COHCLUDE YOUR RBBU'M'AL TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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PAGE \ OF \ 
BREAKDOWN OF FUTURE USE PLANT PER 12/31/94 GENERAL LEDGER 

DOCKET NO: 950495-WS 
PREPARED BY: JUDY KIMBALL 
LATE FILED EXHIBIT NO: 1 

Plant Name 

Deltona Systems: 
Citrus Springs 
Deltona Lakes 
Marco Island 
Marco Shores 
Marion Oaks 
Pine Ridge 
Seaboard 
Spring Hill 
Sunny Hills 

Subtotal 

PGI Systems: 
Burnt Store 
Deep Creek 
Sugar Mill Woods 

Subtotal 

Other Systems 

Total Future Use 

Water 

3,037,000 
1,120,656 

300,992 
42,916 

3,506,951 
1,394,324 

1,032.632 

Sewer 

53,402 
44,015 

386,336 

466,367 

296.960 

General Plant Total 

19,306 
148,600 

136,200 
35,000 
58.000 

3,109,707 
1,313,270 

687,327 
42,916 

4,109,518 
1,429.324 

58,000 
1.329.592 , 

1235.492 4.183 18.380 1,258,055 
11,670,962 1,251,263 415.486 13,337.71 0 

1,908,742 3,575,408 5.484.150 
2,326,980 4,480.793 6,807,774 
321 6,182 5.980.885 9.1 97,067 
7,451,905 14,037,086 0 21,488,991 

21,704 43,687 16,234 81,625 

19.1 44,570 15,332,036 431.721 34.908.326 

I:\RRAS\95FILING\INTERROG\MISC\LFE#l -FU.XLS 

1 1  

11/9/95 8:59 AM JAM 
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EXHIBIT CJJk-4) 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (w/o General Plant) 

As of December 31,1995 

PAGE 1 OF ?Y! 

APPLB VALLEY 
95CClOI LEAD AND COPPER CONTROL 6,578 0 (.) 

9 5 c a 0 7  WTPBUILDMO 1.786 0 

3MCONIZJU3 
%CN(EO Wt7 EXPANSION & IMPROVE osnom WI(R195 796393 733,259 (b) 

9304054 COBBLESTONE CHEMIC*L FEED lY12195 162,078 0 
9 4 ~ ~ 0 3 7  DWAL c o r n  mum m o  Ill07195 121,498 0 
9 5 m m  nw~w HIUS WATER M*m 07111195 i i n i m  86.521 95.854 
95CN309 CHLORIMANALYZERSO 05/31/95 w/o1/9s 7381 7,451 

T a r l  W.YI 1397383 1,001.676 
93CNMI WW C O U  SYS IMPROVE 07N195 Iy2W95 2 q 7 8 5  388,710 
95CN314 TROUGHEPLACU(ENT av3O195 1yZ1195 29,763 21,723 

9304056 COBBLESTONE WELL x2 ~ n w 9 5  ~109195 2m.513 168,111 

95cN313 ~ O L E R E F U R B I S H M S N T S  wrni195 11nw95 23,810 n m  
95cN312 REPUCELSPUMPS iin1/95 11nw95 14,286 7,291 
95RIJIO REPLACEAIRDIFFUSERS mn1195 07nw95 s.m 8.231 
9504308 SHOIYWEYEWASH STATIONS mnw95 03/01/95 3.095 2.079 

363311 451.W3 

BBECWRT MINI 
95CN316 INSTAU. 5 . W  GAL TANK mnim 11/15/95 8,929 10,357 

numsmiw 
95cs7m I N I B ~ O N  ww PUSE n Iln6/95 11R9/95 1,419,341 2.742.986 

Tasl W.UI 1.419?41 1,742,986 
95-25 COLLECIION LME REHAB. o6nCu95 IUW95 s a m  51.S35 
95cs324 mFLuQII TROUGH m mw5 05/16/95 23,970 23.019 
9 5 ~ ~ 3 2 3  m s m u  BLOWER & MOTORS l l lW95 1Y13195 u,ws 9.357 
95'3320 LZ=T STATION ACCESS WORS CMCdlrd 11,191 0 
95'3319 LUT STATlON CNTRL PAN€L mnw95 M n 6 m  10,715 7.393 
95CS318 US EMERciENCY CONNECl7ONS mnws 11/22/95 1.691 1.616 

~ ..... 
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Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (w/o General Plant) 

As of December 31,1995 

w e t  m+acneaoll 
IhSu*io.Dmb I - Amant 

TT*d *.L I FAtd A d d  . .  

CBNTRAL REGION PUNI 
95CClLn WATEISBLVETS 1Y)li95 12129195 133,931 59,w 
95CcZo) N E W - W G E  OUT PRQ 1m1195 1mm 107.582 89,996 
95Ca31 CHLO~TWUWRPhiPElETR 01nrm 12120195 12.015 12.015 
95ccm1 WATER w m  ~yrwsio~s  lMli9J 12P29195 5.953 16.131 
9scclca , PIllEwYDIlANIJ 12101195 1212919s 2.143 4.419 

T W  W.mr 261.679 182,371 
9SCC201 HAND EAU-YWALXWAY OS131195 1212W9J a1.851 71,121 

TOW wmmw.L.r tl,U2 7 1 . ~ 1  

CRULUOTA 
94CCQ19 COLLECnDN SYSTEM UPOMDE oMY95 a107195 202.138 229.n6 - 7dd Quluou- W u e r s m  

CRYSTAL RiV% 

9 5 c 9 3 5  MANHOLE W U B M A T I Q N  0513~1195 M/15/95 9548 9.146 
TOW W-&r 322.676 259.534 

10112195 
09114195 
1Y12195 
0513119J 
02RW95 
05131195 
C.ncCUC4 
CIDLCnd 
01n1n5 
Claxlkd 
01131195 

09n0195 
05R6i95 
a3131)95 
o M I i 9 5  
03,31195 
DVJWS 
01131195 
mU95 
0113119s 
a3131195 
01131195 

1oR6195 
07/28/95 
12129195 

1,365,786 0 
2l4.173 0 
n2.m 0 

31.096 42,773 
35.115 9,763 
21.429 21.m 
13.190 0 (e) 
11,M 0 
4.464 5,029 
3 . 9 2  0 
2 . m  2 . m  

2.014.400 81.016 
726,332 6M.035 
330.62J 0 

11.00 12.723 
9,131 a m  
8,928 9,018 

17.m 19.10 

6.UI 6,364 
6,113 1,069 
2,169 2,819 

2.m 2.426 

I !  

2.769 5,478 

1.1u.m 677.933 

Schedule A 
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EXHIBIT C*4) 

Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (wh General Plant) 
As of December 31,1995 

9 5 C R Y  

94ca 
94CC4118 

FOUNTAINS 
95CclM 

FOX RUN 
9 5 c c l m  

C H L O W  BUUDING d PAD ou3019S 01101i95 I .M 1.712 
Tow w.ur 1,116 1.712 

DIOFSTER UPGRADE m z 9 5  1212li9S 71331 31,634 
PLOW- OlR1195 m n m  4,133 4 . m  
Tarl Wnkw.trr 75.464 42,612 

LEAD AND COPPER CONTROL 

LEAD AND COPPER CONTROL 12126195 I973 4.223 

GRmDzbRR(cE 
9JCcl01 W D  AND COPPER CONTROL 

liARMomnom 
9 4 C m  DISIRI?WON PYS UPORADE 02/14/95 35.619 2 9 . w  

95CN355 REPLACE ROOF MI23195 5.357 5.4111 

IALB N A Y  
95C056 FENCE PROPERT( 01130195 4.161 MI 

9JCR5I  REPLACE AERATORTRAYS m n i m  IOllY53 11.162 14.594 

9JCC351 ELECTRlC PANeL W R A D f  m n ~ m  IYM#95 4.762 4,991 

T d l r L . ~ - W a l U  - 
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EXHIBIT (k-t,) 

PAGE OF )4 
Schedule A 

page 4 of8 
Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additioos (w/o General Plant) 

As of December 31,1995 

MI01195 1.786 1,712 

bURc0 I s m  
94CS056 COLLIEP. CONDEMNATION 12/29/95 M N / 9 5  4,799.919 5,863,303 
94uw R0TvTpIMpR0yEMENTJ 05122195 mnws u7,891 282,973 
95CS710 ACQ- STORAGE RECOVERY l?ll5/95 233.269 0 
95-86 m G  PuMps\DC DRIVERS MI01195 10102195 4Qm 40,296 
9 5 C S 8 5  I 7vET WELL. PuMe & MOTOR c9115195 11117195 40.084 12.891 
95-82 1 NEW WELL PVMP C MOTOR MI01195 05117195 16,647 16.361 
95CpSl mcKExED SLUDGE PUMPS M/30195 Mn1195 I 4 U O  1S.018 
95-78 CLa0RwESCN.E 

TDW Water 
9SCU84 EMERCFNCY GENeRATOR 
95CS3P LIFT STATION CNIRL P- 
95CS380 LAO PUMP FOR LS 16 & XM 
93-79 LIFT STATION TELEMFTUUNO 
95-76 ULTRASONIC FLOW htE”m 
95-72 CU CHART RECORDER 
91-71 PH CONTROLLEX 
95-70 ma. CAPCM UY* 4~ 

..,... 
~ .~~ 

m Y 9 5  05/37/95 5210 5.7w 
5.m21u 6,266,342 

DZlOl/95 mrn195 35227 34.075 
MI01195 12/07/95 
07/07/95 12/07/95 
WOl/95 12126195 
mx11195 1Y07195 
09101195 12/07/95 
M/O1/95 W W 9 5  
DM1195 W14/9S 

2a,no n.780 

5,953 5,585 
1,262 1 . m  
2,571 2,544 
2,014 1.944 

12,619 6,707 

1.901 1.949 
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PAGE 5 OF 14 
Southern States Utilities, Inc. 

As of December 31,1995 

Schedule A 
Page 5 of 8 1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (w/o General Plant) 

I l n a m h  D.U I I&"'vbApaM 
hjm* F-+dDmKri+ EW h d  I FJd h d  

u r n  SHOEID 

9K5713 LEW AND COPPER COKlROL Expova 1.973 0 (.) 
T d  WmUr 1.973 0 

95CS3Sl W A S W A T € U m  wm1195 ~91~9195 ar ni 
T d  W..(.r*trr u3 721 

MXRIONOAIS 
95cwJ89 HYDRANFS l M l l 9 5  11n8195 19.643 4.359 

T W  Wuer 19.643 4399 
93CWl56 WIYD MPANSION 01119195 Qln4195 5s9.m 514.942 

95CW311 RETURN SLUDGE PUMP a n i 1 9 5  o u w 9 5  3m 2.115 
563.111 5 n  07 

MEREDIIHduNOR 
9 s c a 9 1  STORAGE TANK DOME 23.810 0 

0574195 3312 1.122 

NORTHREGIONPIANT 
9 5 ~ ~ 2 0 9  NEW MEEWCWGE o m  PRO 121J119J Iy29195 186.905 83,519 
9ScMIO WATER SERVICES 1Z31195 12129195 M,M9 42,418 
95CN201 HYDRANFS 1M1195 1U01195 16.905 a.274 

93CW642 W T P W R A D E  07117195 I z I 3 9 1  143.319 

O?BU-IIONS ADMIN 
95COZll LO WATEX bS"ER RETROFlT 1M1195 1l/ZW95 151317 1n.m 
9SCOIOI bS"ER TEsTlMSTALL EQVIP O I ~ I I ~ J  I M W 9 5  3.692 2,164 - TWopsntiom A& - W.UI 

P L n r n ~ r  
95CN399 REPIACE AERATOR ON OST an1195 MI01195 I 1.905 12.085 
9ScN114 LEAD AND COPPER COKTROL EJpnud 1.913 ' 0 (.) 

T d  WiDr 13.6l8 12.085 

95CN39l CULVERT h IMPRV DRNEWAY m a l 9 5  01101195 4.161 2.973 
9SCN398 INSTALL FLOW METULIWW PLT cauxlkd 4,161 0 

T W  W@.tr.r 8334 1.973 

PAlM TBRR*cB 
9 5 c w l l 5  LEAD AND COPPER COKlROL w 1.973 0 (.) 

T W  Wstrr 1.m 0 

WCW516 MONITORING WELLS mu95 12129194 2.171 2.120 
95CWbOI LIPT STATION CNTRL PANU. MlOl195 1Y01195 3.929 3.6M 



Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (w/o General Plant) 

As of December 31,1995 

Schedule A 
Page 6 of 8 

PMB RmcB 
12/31/95 21.419 19,611 

PINE RRXRSSTAIXS 
94CC414 WELL PUMP UPGBADE m / 9 5  mIO7195 12,465 
95CCl16 (.) 

POINT O'WOODS 
9ScTv718 LEAD AND COPPER CONTROL ESpmwd 1.973 0 (.) 

TOW Wuer I ,973 0 
94CWMZ WWIP IMPROVEMprrS 0711919s 1m.310 0 

POMONA PARI 
95CN4M 

POSIWASTER VILUGE 
-480 W DISI SYJ IMPRVlPHASE I 11/09/95 11114195 116.2% 

RhMINGiVN FOREST 
05/31/95 3.691 3.190 

MVZR GROYB 
95CN410 REPLACE AERATOR ON GST 0212U95 ouM195 5.953 6,058 
95CN403 REPIPE PUMP ROOM M130/95 MI12195 4,167 2.437 
9SCN408 REPLACE ROOP wLn95  MI12195 2,381 2,131 
9 5 ~ ~ 4 0 7  INSTALL AIU m cow- 03/31/95 MI12195 2.083 974 

95CN4l4 MOTALL FLOW M373JWW PLT 03/31/9S mi72195 4.161 723 - Tu1siklrho.k..wubmu I 
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Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (w/o General Plant) 
As of December 31,1995 

Schedule A 
Page7of8 

95CSlU WATERSlepnC€S IZTJW95 1y29195 136364 56.453 
Tad W- 361- 169.611 

95CS712 SPYUSEUVICES 1m1195 Iy29195 1 2 j m  2366 
T d  W Z . L . r  i i j m  2366 

95CN421 EXPLACE ROOP 1.181 

SUGAR M U  CC 
95CCl2l LEU) AND COPPER COHIllOL =Q-=d 6.571 0 
9SCU26 OVEWAUL )2 PUMP 01131195 Orn19J 4,149 3.983 
95CU2J REPUCE WORNATOR 0113119J QlilY9J 3.571 3,649 
95CC423 W L A C E R C Q P  m u 9 5  m a 1 9 5  2.9l6 3.029 

T d  Wa(rr 11.m 10,MZ 
9 5 c ~ i a  I(EPL*CB COKIROL PAML rn mnim mioim io.na 6336 
9JCC4Zl REplAcBPUMPS mw5 mM19S 8.691 8,326 
95cC4w REWORK BLOTVW m oU28l95 a(ll5195 3.114 3.261 
9 5 c u n  cmow CYLMDER SCALE 01131195 OM195 611 544 

TOW W u M a u r  m 6 o  18.4l3 

SUGAR MILL WOODS 

SUNNY HlLIs 

SUNSHINE P*MWII 
94CW12 WTP lMpROVEMENlS 11115195 llloU95 1K9,952 161.6ai 
94CCm3 PREIRUTMEM REPAIR 01130195 WlW19J 64.m 69.J29 

IXOPICAL PARI 
91CcoY HYDRO TANU REPLACEhEhT wnw5 46,711 0 

ql&Tl,pkdn*- w.ur - 
w m m m  SHOMS 

95CCl24 W D  AND COPPER COMROL llll5195 40.251 0 
T a d  W.UI 4035UI 0 

'Kcou C K U E L X U L L C E M E M Y W R  03131195 oinm 29,991 19.710 
94CCSm MASTEII LFT STATION HOlsT a n 1 1 9 s  1213W94 5.629 3.m 

Td.l W ~ b w a Y r  35,616 3 2 . m  
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Schedule A 

Page 8 of 8 
Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC Plant in Service Additions (wh General Plant) 

As of December 31,1995 

I I.b.mh D*U I 1- Amount 
h*# h i a l * a i p l h  P i  M u a l l  Ned Acmd 

IYI5R5 IyFH9J 894,YO 433.479 
1MIi9S 1212985 178375 IS1332 

WXSTLBGION ?LWT 
95CW726 LM8 -0NS - WATER 
95CW2.20 NEW USTBRSIHANGE O W  PRO 
91-19 WATERSERVILZP IMIR5 1y19R5 1n.7~ 53,261 

T W  W b r  i.m.alo 638,011 
95CwIu L!NE Ek3FNSlONS - SEWER IYl5R5 lzR9195 26310 0 

26310 0 
~ . .. ....... ......... . ......... ...... .. . . 

WIM)SONG 

WOODMERE 
~ ~ C N C ( I  WELL n C O ~ R O L  PANEL 
95cN439 CHLORWEANALYZERS 

Tovl Wnbr 
94CN477 REFVRBUH LlFI STATION 
91CN442 PUMPREPUCEMEKTS 
9JCN438 SHOWWFIEWASH STATIONS 

TW W u u I u e r  

11.m 9.638 
3.691 3.7% 

153% 13.428 
26 .8s  25,819 

3.095 2.079 
14,286 4,979 

44368 32.676 
M 8 . s  16.3M 

93CNoJ3 WTP IMPROVEMEKTS Mil6195 73.672 0 

Total 1995 Plant InSwice  Additions - As Filed in MFRk 

Total Per MFRr 

24.472.3~ 1 8 . m 3 , ~  
Las: Non-FPSC Plants Roject AUwaIion AdjusrmenU 

i !  

i 
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Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
1995 Filed and Actual FPSC General Plant - Plant In Service Additions 

As of December 31,1995 

Schedule B-1 
Page I of 1 

3.714 3178 
35m1 
n.sn 6361 
nil6 n.iw 
84,071 1IO.WL 

121.69) Im.op( 
IJo.19) 1am9 
3 n . m  415.495 
494.058 ua.032 

7.143 7.185 
1.191 1 .OM 

810 769 
11.310 0 
11.901 a54m 
13.179 11.898 

1 7 9 s  n7.977 (*) 
766 n8 
95l 697 

1.821 3.589 
2 m  2.397 
3.452 2.181 

17.858 17.573 
27.655 27.995 
6.089 6 3  

17.m 9.776 
2.976 4,478 
4.857 4 . m  
3 3 6  3.905 
3.095 0 
2.774 2.675 
1.7s 1.978 
1.667 1.781 

833 639 
113.973 85219 Q 

1.786 1.121 

3567 2 . m  
3.5n 2.386 
8.529 8 W  

1,761,285 1.774.584 
655 612 

4.198 5.91) 
5.655 3.491 
40% 0 

45375 0.390 
1 M L  665 

1.518 1.752 
2.169 2m 

41.106 M3M 
1M.m 78.6% (*) 

1.09 1.115 
2.598 2.791 
3.155 0 

5.953 5.356 
4.m291 >.poIp89 
11.m IO* 
5 3 7  2.182 

m, m.652 

2362 2.054 

131,OS 147,176 (0 

Y.5W n.m 

(1.M7.399) tl.'LO.9l3) 

~ 

(a) Refer IO Schedule B-2 for dctniled lirdng of renewal and rcplnssrncnt projects 



EXHIBIT - r 3 3  2-3 

la+& 
m*r mjaM+ Dlt. 

PAGE LO OF 14 

l m - s u w b  
Amount 

95CN481 ROAD hlpROVEMnrrs 

BEECHBRS mrm 
95CN46J IACKANDEQRE 

BIIRNTSTORE 
95-74 ROOF FOR OST 
95-911 L.S R UKiiUDES 

CHNTRAL REGION PIANT 
95ccIaa HKDROSIATTC TESI PUMP 
95CU13 3' DIAP-GM PUMP 

WTXUS SPRINGS 
95CW532 -LE STORAGE CABWET 

DEEP CREEK 
95QJY REBUILDPUMP 

DELTONAIAKRS 
9 5 ~ ~ 4 7 1  PH MONITOR rnsuunoN 
95CU36 I W O  CHLORBiE SCALES 
95CU56 SENSOR HEAMBADGER MEI'u( 
95CU63 REPLACE MOTOR AT WELL # l5  
95CU65 REPLACE ROTARY LOBE PUMP 
95CUt-5 B€FLRBN PUMP AND MOTOR 
95CU61 WUI(BISH CHAW LMI( GATE 

FERN ?ARK 
95CC464 MWWELLPUMP 
9SCC48.5 10 HP FOR WELL PUMP 

FISHHRMAN'S HAYBN 
95CU31 BLowEll C DlUMmLD PUMP 

FOX RUN 
9SCC.550 

JUNGLE DEN 

HIGH SERVICE PUMP & MOTOR 

95CWt53 ELOVER REPLACEMEKT 

IAUIRUJUHT 
95CU25 M W  5,mO GAL HYDRO TANK 

IAUISWE COLP & CC 
9SCW528 GATE VALVFS 
95CW568 CHEMlULPUMP 

LEHTCH 
% a 5 0  BACKWASH PUMP 
95Cs451 REPLACE REUSE PUMP 

ION195 13.651 

MI11195 

05llS195 
071111195 

mnom 

m117/95 
10101195 

12112195 

iinom 

10117195 

07110195 

1M0195 
12101195 

01/74/91 
mr30195 

I P S  

21m 
1.219 

618 
1.911 

8.51 

861 
4.879 

ni 
1,873 

592 

1,525 

1,549 
957 

1,371 
3,325 
9,058 

774 
1.165 

2,126 
1 . M  

1 . m  

4.429 

1,5m 

3.409 
624 

t 

1,157 . .  
1 .  5,415 
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Schedule B-2 Southern States Utilities, Inc. 

Listing of Renewal and Replacement Plant In-Service Additions (See Schedule B-1) 
As of December 31,1995 

Page 2 Of 4 

Re** RejatIk.ri+ I r- D.U I ?zz1 
95,3464 REPIACBIOCKEYPUMP 06112195 3.130 
95cuc6  PUMP k MOTOR REPLACEMENT 0 9 m 5  3 . m  
9 5 c u i a  mm REUSE PUMP 0911019J 1.861 

95-79 REPLACE LlpT STATION PUMP M(ol/95 1.2Sl 
LBlLANI REIGRTS 

95cc490 PLDWmETER o u z 1 * 5  . 1,951 

LEISURRIAKES 
9 5 W 9  CHIDPINE BOOSTER PUMP 
95CSJ55 LOJS OP N ALARM 

m c o  I s m  
95-2 FLOW CHART RECORDER 
95-1 30‘ RAW WATER MAN 
95CS415 RAJNCOVEXS 
95CS486 PRESVRE CHART RECORDER 
9 5 a 9 4  SUROE SUPPILESSION MODULES 
95,3495 LIME BOOSTER PllMp 
9XY510 GRD WATFXMONIIOPMOIMPR 
95CSl l  RE-BUILDPUMP 
95CS12 RE-BUILDPUMP 

95CU15 REBUILD PUMP n-CS 
95CSSIl INSTAU 20’ ROLL GATE 
95W19 REBUILD 6W HP MOTOR 
95-10 
95-31 
95csU7 
9 5 ’ 3 4 1  W V R B I S H  COLLECTION L N E  
95-9 W V R B I S H  LMES MM-13 
95-61 -ISH PUMP#lQLSI14 

9 5 ~ ~ 1 4  =.BUILD PUMP m-um 

MI W MOTOR FOR RAW WATER 
RE-BUILD PUMP AT U S  n 
IUHP TO A 15HP MOTOR 

m c e  SHOffiS 
95cu58  2 HP SuBMERSlsLE PUMP 
95cs559 WVRBISK PUMPIIBL.S.XMS2 
95CS61 REPURBISHPUMPIIQL-SUZl-B 

MARION O M S  
95CW501 REPLACEBLOWERMOTER 
95CWX2 PUMPREFVRBISH 
95cw553 REFIIRBISH Pub@ R 

NORTR REGION P A N T  
91cN098 VALVEBLIMCFT 

O M  POReST 
9 5 ~ ~ 5 0 3  FSBUILD 8- PUMP 

PALU PORT 
95CN.539 ROOP REPLAcEMplT 

PALU TBRRACE 
95CW4l3 
95CW516 WWrPFENCE 
95CW533 FLAMMABLE STORAGE CABWET 

2’ MT VALVES & COUPLINGS 

PINE D E  
95CW483 UPORADE WELL 
95cW543 REPURBlSH WELL MOTOR 

m/m/95 
1U13/95 

m m 5  
m 5  

05131195 
07/01/95 
07/15/95 
10111195 
OMM5 
WYgJ 
09/15/95 

11/11/95 
11/17/95 
11/11/95 
10111195 
11/17/95 
10126195 
12/07/95 
10126195 

am19s 

091~9195 

ly2M5 
10126195 
LOR6195 

07/15/95 
10101195 
10116195 

01131195 

&YO1195 

09/13/95 

12101/95 

10113/95 
iinom 

09/15/95 
09/15/95 

a91 
1,189 

1.218 
46,LUO 
3.w 
1.245 
2,4al 

939 
1,710 
5.2% 

5.223 
2.055 
909 

8,311 
5,972 
?.no 
2.513 

1 8 . m  
3,656 
1,474 

5.141 

2394 
168 
951 

661 
1,OaI 
1.191 

19.- 

9264 

1 . m  

2,338 
15,937 

i a i  

2.186 
1,114 i t  

\ 
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Southern States Utilities, Inc. 
Listing of Renewal and Replacement Plant In-Service Additions (See Schedule B-1) 
Ar of December 31,1995 

Schedule B-2 
Page 3 o f4  

XNBX P r n  
95G-4530 REPLACE W€LL PUMP 

nos&HoM' 
95CW411 la, HP AUIU -PORMER 

s*LTSPnINGS 
95CJl160 CLARIPIBIREM4NUFACIURK 

SAUIRA V l I U s  
95CW453 RELOCATE WATER LINE 

snvm LUZ OMS 
95CN4n REPLACE WELL PUMP 

SPRING c m m  
95m496 5 HP SUBMEI(uBLB PUMP 
95CW497 LlFT STATION PllMps 
9 5 ~ ~ 5 0 3  msI*LL IZ *MP smvm 

ST. JOHN'S H I G W S  
95CN522 REPLACE FENCE 

SUGAR MILL CC 
95cc469 REPLACE Am COMPRESOR 
95CC492 REPLACE 8'B-LY VLVS 

95CC541 
9 5 ~ ~ 1 2 4  o m m f  H*M)RAU AT WWTP 

REPLACE WELL PUMP & MOTOR 

SUGAR MILL WOODS 
95CW552 FLAhStABLf STORAGE CABINET 

~ O P I c , 4 L  ISLBS 
95CU56 REBUILDFILTER 
95CC480 REPIACE LlFT STATION PUMP 
95CcY6 BLOWER REBUJLD & INSTALL 

UNlVEFSIT! 
9SCc458 
95CC466 
95CC476 

95cc48l 
95CcIOI 
95ccs35 
95ccs64 
95CCS69 
9SCC310 

9 s c u i a  

I SHORES 
ANALYZER WFURADE 
M A R Y  MAMIOLE RfHAB 
REBUILD LII PuMpJ (2) 
REPLACE Lm STATION 
REPLACE I 5  PUMP 
HONCIWEU. CHART XECOPDER 
cu a s  LEU( D m c c o ~  
OWM WELL REpLAcEMnTTsa) 
REPLACE5 H P U S  PUMP 
REPIACE 10 HP SMOf PUMP 

V ~ C U  T H X M C B  
95cc499 pu)wM?rEIl 
9 5 c u c a  C O r n O L  PANEL 

vAwco HlLLs 
95CW491 PURCHASE PUMP 
~SCWSM WELL n PUMP REPIACEMMT 

w x m  
95CN52I TOWER EXTFNSION 
95CN557 HYDRO TANK REFURBISHMENT 

c9105195 

mi i ims  

GnOI195 

UU01195 

mnm5 

01101195 
1MJ195 
mnim 

09120195 

om6195 
12/19/95 
12/19/95 
0911JI95 

11/01/95 

m/is195 
MI15195 
07/31/95 

oum5 
05/31/95 
Mt31195 
MI19195 
wm5 
1WIY95 
11101195 
127.9195 
CM1195 
lyJ0195 

12/08/95 
izrn19s 

Gnnm 
10101195 

1YW195 
1U31195 

2.n3 

2.115 

2,961 

4.45a 

2,929 

6,623 
1.1% 

763 

2,401 

1,102 
4.194 
4,630 
1.140 

929 

8,395 
2,3363 
2.133 

978 
4,574 
3.519 
3,630 

114 
666 

1,442 
3,573 
3,198 
9.453 

1.666 
1I.MZ 

952 
7,312 

2.666 
12,941 

I 2  



-4) 
EXHIBIT 

Projatr RojatDrnirin, 

PAGE I? OF j 4  

h-%-.k I&* 
D.h M a l  

TOTAL llENEWAL AND REPIAcEMpTr PROJECTS 

Sumrnw of R a w d  and Roolaasmsnt Proiocta Eld Asard 
95CC205 179,563 1n.s-n 

9 5 c M 1 8  1MJ50 71,634 
>NJY 439.m 

9JcNZ08 113,973 85189 
95CSZ14 131,M$ 141,176 
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Southern States Utilities, Inc. Schedule C 
New FPSC Projects Added and Completed During the Year - Plant In Service Additions 
As of December 31,1995 

Page 1 of 1 

B R K V N R I U S  
9lcMO.5 W O U T P A L L  

D ~ T O N A L U E S  
9 5 ~ ~ 1 4 2  FORCE m m  UPORADE 

1mw5 302,949 

08116/95 49,219 

MARC0 I s m  
95CS730 INJECnON WELL HYDRO TANK 10/10195 =.w 
9 5 c s n 9  RAW WAIXR MAIN REPUWJI 1Wl7195 240,274 
95CSl41 WELL REMEDIAIlON 1Y13195 59,291 

?INK RIDGK 
94cWm6 BOOSIXR STATION 

SALT SPRINGS 
9SCW33 FDOT S.R. 19 UIIIIlIY RELO 09/14/91 26,829 

TOTAL PROlECTS ADDED AND COMPLETED IN 1995 I.no.284 



Southern States Utilities 
Summary of 1995 FPSC Filed and Actual Plant In Service Additions 
As of December 31,1995 

1995 Plant In Service 

Number at PraWa Addltiona 13yonthA- Addlllolu 
Actual y. flM 

flkd Actual mkd Adud t % Filed A d U d  t % 
AcWd w Filed 

12/31/95WaterhSewerPIS 242 203 27,015,827 21,722,668 (5,293,159) * 8,622,459 7,481,545 (1.140.914) 

New Projects Added and Completed 0 8 0 1,770,284 1.770.284 313,870 313,870 

1995 PlantInServica 242 21 1 27,015,827 23,492,953 (3,522.8741 113.041 8,622,459 7,795,415 (827,044) (9.59L 

Refundable Advancss - Lehlgh Llnes (1) (2) (2) (2,x)7,000) (559,404) 1,947,596 (1,080,854) (43,031) 1,017,623 

240 m 24.5D9.827 22,933,549 _(1.575.278)_ (6.43) 7,561,805 7,752,384 190.579 2.52 -- TOW 1- p l n t  In SmvIce 

(1) The Lehlgh lbs  am funded by refundable a d v m  which are deduded horn rate bsse, and tlwelore have zero rate base impact 

* Note: Varlamr, betwean Uw 242 p m w  R M  and the 203 actual prcjecls 

1) 
2) 
3) 

1 I Pro)ec*, were cornpieled but expensed rather than capltalized - 
14 Pr0)eaS were notmpleted In 1995 and are proieaed to be in serke In 1996 - 
14 Prciecb. including 3 genera plant prc+c*l proiected at $17,560 were cancelled - 



Southern States Utilities 
Summary of Monthly 1995 FPSC Filed and Actual Plant In Service Additions 
As of December 31,1995 and 13 Month Average 

TOTAL 13 YO 

JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER DECEMBER ADMlWNS AWlg. 

Plard InService (Excl.Gewra1 P b l )  108,264 38,601 121,777 262.588 196,835 8,497,320 1,023,229 167,483 285.905 114,769 3,859,343 4,166,893 18.843,008 e,em,mi 

Gelvlral Plan 488 7,616 32,361 4.071 11,527 4,674 361,233 1,323,290 0 27,520 918 1,105,962 2,879,661 811,464 

New Projects Added and Ccmpkied 0 0 166,803 0 0 0 0 49.219 26,829 265,718 0 1,261,718 1,770,284 313,870 

ACTUAL PIS ADDITDNS 108,752 46,218 320,941 266,659 208,363 8,501,964 1,3U,482 1,539,991 312,734 408,007 3,850,261 8,534,571 23,4$2,952 7,705,415 

MFR PIS ADDITIONS (wilehuh Lines) 155,133 471,204 894,749 851.966 1,962,301 3,221231 2,548,525 254,599 4.131.475 1,821,933 1,326,369 0,576,341 27,015,825 8,rn,lSo 

ACTUAL VS FILED 
(3,52,874) @mw 

(13.04%) ( 9 . w  
AMOUNT VARUNCE (46,381) (424,986) (573,808) (585.307) (1,753,939) 5,280,763 (1,?64,063) 1,285,392 (3,818,740) (1213,926) 2,533,801 (3,D41,770) 
%VARIANCE (29.90%) (00.19%) (64.13%) (68.70%) (89.38%) 163.94% (45.68%) 544.87% (92.43%) (74.84%) 191.04% (31.76%) 

Exludng Lehih Wundlble Advmcot 
ACTUAL PIS ADDITDNS 108,752 48,218 320,941 266,659 208,363 8,501,991. 1,384,462 1,539,981 312.734 W , W 7  3,850,261 5,975,187 22,933,548 7 , 7 5 5 m  

MFR PIS ADDITIONS 155,133 471,204 267,999 851,966 1,962,301 2,594,481 2,548,525 254,599 3,5M,725 1,621,924 1,326,W 8,W,591 24,=,825 7,5sl#os 

ACTUAL VS FILED 

AMOUNT VARIANCE (46,381)' (424,986) 52,942 (585,307) (1,153,939) 5,907,513 (1,164,063) 1,285,392 (3,191,990) (1,213,926) 2,533,891 (2,974,424) (1,515,278) 190,570 
% VARIANCE (29.90%) (90.19%) 19.75% (68.70%) (89.3890 227.70% (45.68%) 544.87% (91.08%) (74.84%) 191.04% (3324%) (6.43%) 25% 

PISRH.XLS 838 AM 3/18/96 



Sheet1 
EXHl BIT h k - 6 )  

SCHEDULE OF NON-USED AND USEFUL CIAC AMOUNTS 
REFERENCED IN LARKIN'S SCHEDULE 10 

BY PLANT AND CATEGORY 
AT DECEMBER 1996 

WATER WASTEWATER 
PLANT LINUMAIN PLANT LINWMAIN 

PLANT CAPACITY EXTENSIONS CAPACITY EXTENSIONS 

BURNT STORE 20,686 607 382,560 367,093 

DEEP CREEK 10,775 1,815 2.431 

SUGARMILL WOODS 47,487 255,363 1,041,719 959,412 

TOTALS 

3/4/96 10:57 AM 

68,173 266,745 1,426,094 1,328,936 

Page 1 

I 
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RESPONSE TO lNTERROGATORJES 

REQUESTED BY: 
SET NO: 
INTERROGATORY NO: 
ISSUE DATE: 
WlTNEES: 
RESPONDENT 

OPC 
8 
252R 

. 10/02/95 
Undetermined 
Judith J. KimbalVHilton/Lock 

INTERROGATORY NO: 252R 

Prepaid Insurance. Please rifer to he 1995 operating budget. documentation by Responsibility Center 
565, page 1. For each of the separate insurance items listed under Account 
001.00001.565.991620.2000.999, please provide the following: 

a. The actual 1995 premiums if now h o w n  

b. The actual premiums for each year, 1992. through 1994. 

RESPONSE 252R 

The amount presented in the original Appendix 252-A for 1995 actual Worker's Compensation was 
5136,023. It is now h o w n  that the amount represented only fixed premium costs for 1995. 

The attached Appendix 252R-A has been compiled to reflect actual cash disbursements @remius) for 
Worker's Compensation for the years 1992 through 1995 and 1995 budget. The amount originally 
included in Appendix 252-A did not reflect paid losses or the cash impact of premiums related to prior 
periods. ?he new appendix corrects this discrepancy and indicates the Company has paid out 5474,156 m 
1995 related to Worker's Compensation. Several me-up premiums were received h November and 
December of 1995 which were also not recognized in the earlier appendix. In addition, a PO.000 claim 
settlement is included in Appendix 252R-A for 1993 which was omitted in the original appendix. 



ACTUAL WORKER'S COMPENSATION PREMIUM PAYMENTS 
BY YEAR 
1992-1995 

ACTUAL CASH DISBURSEMENTS IN: 1995 
1992 1993 1994 1995 BUDGET 

Monthly Premium Paymenu 
for Policy Period * 

1 w 1 - 9 2  130.465 0 0 0 0 
1992-93 218.836 133.449 0 0 0 
1993-94 0 43.040 90.486 ' 0 0 
1994% (8194-li95) 0 0 .  47,675 0 0 
1 9 9 5 9 6  0 0 0 117,420 120,000 

Calendar Year Payments 349,301 176.489 138.161 117,420 120.000 

Payroll Audit Adjurlmenfr for: 

1991-92 4.060 0 0 0 0 
1992-93 11.216 0 0 0 0 

Calendar Year Payments 15,276 0 0 0 0 

Erperienca Modification 
Adjustment lor: 

1992-93 (4.125) 0 0 0 0 

Final Premium Audit for: 

1990.91 0 7.037 0 0 0 
1991-92 0 62.520 0 0 0 
1992-93 0 0 0 79,031 0 
1993-94 0 0 0 30.366 0 

Calendar Year Paymento 0 69.557 0 109.400 0 

Settlcment?r 

1991-92 (Flex Retention) 0 0 0 (74,980) 0 
1992-93 (Flex Retention) 0 0 0 68.510 0 
1992-93 (Claims settlement) 0 40,000 0 0 0 

Settlements 0 40.000 0 (6.470) 0 

Retrospective Rating Plan True-Up 
Paid Lasses For: 

1989-90 28.107 7.956 0 93.656 0 
1992-93 0 IllSW 0 0 0 
1993.94 0 0 28.234 66,047 0 
81941195 0 0 0 139.198 0 
m4-8195 0 0 19.668 (95.363) 0 

1995-96 0 0 0 50.276 130.000 

Calendar Year Payments 28,107 (3,0471 47,902 253.816 130,000 

TOTALYEARLY CASH PAYMENTS I 388.559 I 282.999 I 186,0631 474,166 I 250,000 I 

* Nab: Unlil8/94. the plicy period was 8/31-8/31, In 1994, there was a shon policy period to bring the 
policy periods to a calendar year basis. 

2/8/96 4:45 PM Page 1 



EXHIBIT (33k - 2) 
PAGE 1 OF 3 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES 
COMPARISON OF ATrRmON ADJUSTMENT AT 1.95% VERSUS 2.49% 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

Line 
No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

- Aecount No. and Name 

6703 Salaries & Wages - Employees 
W03 Salaries 8 Wages - officers. Etc. 
W 0 4  Employee Pensions 8 Benefits 
W10 Purchased Water 
711 Sludge Removal Expense 
W15 . Purchased Power 
W16 Fuel for Power Production 
W18 Chemicals 
W20 Materials 8. Supplies 
W31 Contactual Services - Eng. 
W32 Contractual Services - Acct. 
W33 Contactual Services - Legal 
W34 Contractual Sewices - Mgmt Fees 
W35 Contactual Services -Other 
64741 Rental of Real BuildinglReal Property 
W42 Rental of Equipment 
61750 Transpo~iation Expense 
W56 Insurance - Vehicle 
W 5 7  insurance - General Liability 
W58 Insurance - Workman's Comp 
61759 Insurance - Olher 
61760 Advertising Expense 
W66 Reg. Comm. Exp. - Rate Case Amort. 
W 6 7  Reg. Comm. Exp. -Other 
W70 Bad Debt Expense 
6/775 Miscellaneous Expenses 

lS6ATTRIT I f f l  MUUSTMENT(1) 
Filed Staff R m m e n d e d  
195% 2.4W (2) DIFFERENCE 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

15,214 19,427 4.21 3 
0 0 0 

848 1,082 235 
25,819 32,969 7,150 
37,257 47,575 10,317 
1,081 1,380 299 
2,636 3,366 730 
1,588 2.028 440 

0 0 0 
19,840 25,335 5,494 
2,835 3,621 785 
857 1,094 237 

9,11 I 11,635 2,523 
1,847 2,307 500 
4.485 5,727 1,242 

0 0 0 
369 471 102 
402 51 4 111 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

3,576 4,566 990 
35,161 44,898 9,737 

27 TOTAL WATER &SEWER 0 & M EXPENSES 162,886 207,993 45,107 

Notes: 
(1) Sum of attribbn adjustment on 1995 FPSC Filed direct and common expenses. see attached pages 2 and 3 for support 
(2) Docket No. 960005-WS recommended 1996 Price Index for water and wastewater utilities. 

3119196 8:s AM FlLEDATT.XLS Page 1 Note: May nn ao5s lwl due lo rounding. 



SOUTHERN STATES u n L i n E s  
COMPARISON OF ArrWTlON ADJUSTMENT AT 1.95% VERSUS 2.49% 
FPSC FILED DIRECTCOSTS SUBJECTTO ATTRITION 
DOCKET NO. 950495WS 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

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

61703 
61703 
61704 
61710 
71 1 
61715 
61716 
61718 
61720 
61731 
61732 
61733 
61734 
si735 
61741 
61742 
W50 
61756 
61757 
61758 
61759 
61760 
61766 
W 6 7  
61770 

Salarier & Wages- Empbyees 
Saluk 6 Wages. OKlers, Elc. 
Employee Pmims a Benefh 
Purchased Water 
Slu@ bmoval Expanse 
Purchased ?mer 
Flnl lor Power Prcdunion 
Chmixk 
ktsrisb 6 Supplies 
Conradul S e h s .  Eq.  
Conlradul Ssrvigs. Aen 
Conlradusl % h e r .  Lagal 
Comadual suvices. Mpmt Fees 
ConIradual Swim. Wler 
Rental of Real Bmldir@Faal Properly 
Rental of Equbmnl 
Tmnspodalion Expeae 
I n s u r m  . Vehicb 
llllvm. os& Liabmy 
Inwarm. Wwknan's Comp 
Iaurarn. Wler 
Advehing E p a e  
Rep. Corn. Exp.. Rale Case h o t  
Rep. Corn. Exp.. Olher 
Bad DsM Emme 

2,375,013 2,121,134 
0 0 

589.804 526,756 
1,601,340 (2) 1,741.365 

0 702.698 
1,924,137 1,099;887 

24,264 17,116 
731,306 531,574 
866,338 750,150 

2,920 27,057 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

389.468 212,116 
5,570 60 

10,148 20,634 
223,291 99,763 

0 0 
0 0 

42,490 37,945 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

79,210 
0 

19,670 
0 
0 

69,551 
909 

13.728 
29,682 

0 
0 
0 
0 

40,169 
0 

184 
12,183 

0 
0 

1,417 
0 
0 
0 

333,210 
0 

82,746 
0 

77,293 
257,704 

1,179 
47,430 
31,542 

0 
0 
0 
0 

130,870 
0 

4,644 
16,446 

0 
0 

5,961 
0 
0 
0 

4,908,567 
0 

1,218,976 
3,342,705 

780,191 
3,351,279 

43J68 
1,324,038 
1,677,712 

29,977 
0 
0 
0 

772,625 
5,630 

35,609 
351,723 

0 
0 

87,613 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

15,214 
0 

848 
25,819 
32,715 

585 
0 
0 
0 

15,066 
110 , 
694 

6,859 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

19,427 
0 

1,082 
32,969 

746 
0 
0 
0 

19,238 
140 
007 

8,758 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

41,775 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4,213 
0 

235 
7,150 
9,060 

162 
0 
0 
0 

4,172 
30 

192 
1,899 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

'II D 
G, m 

1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

26 61775 Mscel!anwkExpemes 213,399 172.366 328 2.020 388,113 7,566 9.884 2,096 

0 
27 TOTAL WATER &SEWER 0 6 Y EXPENSES 8,999,488 8,060,823 267,031 991,085 18.318.427 105.477 134.686 a209 1 

Note: 
(1) Dosket No. 96MM5-WS recommended 19% Price Index lor water and waslwaler fiilhms. 
(2) Excluder Marco Shores Purchased waler adjuslmenl 01 $24.387 included in filing. This adiuslmerd was lor ratemaking purpwr only h is not aclvally booked lo expense. 

P q . 2  



SOUTHERN STATES u n L i n E s  
COMPARISON OF AllRITION ADJUSTMENT AT 1.95% VERSUS 2.49% 
FPSC FILED COMMON COSTS SUBJECT TO ATTRITION 
DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
6 
9 

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

61703 
61703 
617M 
61710 
711 
61715 
61716 
61716 
61720 
61731 
61732 
61733 
61734 
61735 
61741 
61742 
61750 
61758 
61757 
61750 
61759 

61756 
61767 
61770 

61760 

1,sM,243 
0 

388,133 
0 
0 

5,505 
0 
0 

BB,5u) 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

62,637 
0 
0 

28,682 
0 
0 
0 
0 

217.699 

4,208,394 
0 

1,045,070 
0 
0 

74,927 
0 
0 

200,251 
33,523 

177,965 
107243 

0 
278,594 
159,134 

7 3 3  
77,024 
122,008 
250,798 
75,280 
24,899 
27,165 
469,893 
59,415 

0 

wm 
0 

22227 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

9 . m  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

7,835 
0 
0 

1,601 
0 
0 
0 
0 

23.5% 

52LW 
0 

12,664 
0 
0 

10,139 
0 
0 

8,729 
0 
0 
0 
0 

45,805 
2 4 , m  
3,697 
3,834 

0 
52,054 
934 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5,953,351 
0 

1,478,395 
0 
0 

W,Wl 
0 
0 

w m  
33.523 

177,ses 
107248 

0 
m599 
164 ,w 
10.980 

152,130 
122,W 
m,e43 
106.505 
24,899 
27,165 

489,893 
59,415 

241.457 

4,521,051 
0 

1,122,712 
0 
0 

80,m 
0 
0 

232.929 
25,438 

135,164 
61,448 

0 
244,834 
138,m 
115,530 
QW 
ma,= 
WPs2 
16,- =,= 

373256 
44.262 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5,m0 
b34 

3w 
2.028 

0 
6p05 
3,480 
200 

2,077 
2,307 
5727 

0 
471 
514 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 ,= 
137 
730 
Ma 

0 
1,322 

753 
45 

624 
5m 

1 W  
0 

102 
111 

0 
0 

1111365 3,5m 4,5 890 
28 61775 MtsmBneourExpenses 546,534 1.34.725 31,540 50,494 1,863,312 1,415.UZ3 27,593 35234 7.641 

27 TOTAL WATER 6 SEWEA 0 6 Y EXPENSES 2 % 1 . 2 3 3  8.&32,425 165,492 265,777 - 12.W4.926 L l s s , l 3 2  33-, 73 307 15638 

3 
Q 
n3 

1. 0 

n 
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SOUMERN STATES uTl[LITIEs, INC. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES 
DOCKET NO.: 95C495-WSs’ 

REQUESTED BY: 
SET N O  
INTERROGATORY NO: 
ISSUE DATE: 
W!mGss: 
RESP0M)ENT: 

OPC 
18 
343 
01/05/96 
Judith J. Kimball 
Judith J. Kimball .. 

INERROGATORY NO: 343 

Please explain why the non-used and useful adjustment for Lchigh is a positive number as opposed to a 
negative number. In other words, the non-used and useful adjustment for Lehigh actually increases rate 
base. whennonnally non-used and useful adjusments decrease rate base. 

RESPONSE 343 

There are three instances where the Lehigh non-used and useful adjustment is a debit to rate base rather 
than the typical credit. This occurs in both water and wastewater rate base in the 1996 test year and in the 
wastewater rate base in the 1995 test year. The debits can be seen on Schedule A-2(S). page 1 of 1. and 
A=I(S), page 1 of 1 as they relate to wastewater race base and schedule A - 1 0 ,  page 1 of 1, and A-7CU), 
page 1 of 1 as they relate to the water rate base. Schedule A-16(W) (S) is also important in this discussion 
as it poraays water and wastewater advances for consauction. Schedule A-I summarizes the component 
parts of the Utility’s non-used and useful adjusment to rate base. The positive non-used and useful 
adjusment is a fallout from b e  various non-used and useful calculations as they relate to plant in service, 
accumulated depreciation and advances for consmction as well as CIAC amortization. 

It is important to realize that all amounts included in advances are 100% non-used and useful. In the case 
of Lehigh, the utility assets consmcted with advances for consnuction are a l l  included in udlity plant in 
service in rhe rate proceeding. A calculated non-used and useful percentage is applied to the plant in 
service balance and the resulting non-used and useful plant is carried over to Schedule A-I .  The same 
holds m e  for the non-used and useful impact on accumulated depreciation. In the case of advances for 
consauction, the entire advance has been included on Schedule A-I6 even though the Utility did not 
receive any cash related to these advances for consmction. The dollars included on Schedule A-16 are 
the other side of the entry which records plant in service. The only way these advances are reduced is 
when Southern Srates reimburses Lehigh Corporation for the construction as new customers come on line. 
In the rate filing. the entire advance is deducted kom rate base on Schedules A-l(W) and A-2(S) but is 
added back as non-used and useful on Schedule A-I because the customers have not yet come on line. 
Once they do connect. the advance is reduced as a result of the repayment to Lehigh Corporauon and 
Contributions in Aid of Construction is increased due to the payment of the tariffed rates by the new water 
and sewer customer. 

If advances for construction were deducted &om rate base withno consideration as to non-used and useful. 
the Utility’s rate base would be unduly eroded because of the non-used and useful calculation applied to 
the assets that the advances are related to. If one excludes the assets from rate base, the related advance 
must also be excluded or the Utility faces the potential of a negative rate base. To illusaate, consider the 
following example. Plant in service (lines) is consaucted in the mount  of $2 million and is deeded to the 
utility under a refundable advance agreement. There are no customers on the lines. Impacts to rate base 
as presented in a rate filing are as follows: i 

!. 



Docket No. 950495-WS 
O K  Interrogatory 
Set 18: No. 343 
Page 2 

RateBase 
Plant in service 
Non-used and useful 

Plant in Service 
Advances for Conshuction 

Total Rate Base 
Advances for Construction 

EXHIBIT h I & )  , 

PAGE 2- OF d. 

%2,OOO.000 (a) 

4.000,000> @) 
2,000,000 (c) 

<2.000.000> d) 
-0- 

Under rhis scenario. one can see the impact of the aansaction on late base is zero due to removing all of 
the plant and Advances as 100% non-used and useful [@) and (c)]. If non-useful plant (b) was removed 
and the Advances (d) were removed with no consideration of (c), the utility would have a penative $2 
e n  rate base. 

?he above example may raise the concern that plant in service (b) has not been reduced by 100% in the 
current fling; however. advances for consrmction (c) have been added back to non-used and useful by 
100%. In the f r l i g ,  the non-used and useful percentage for plant in service is much smaller than 100%; 
however, it is being applied against a much larger pot of dollars (total plant in sewice--not just plant in 
service constructed through advances). As an example, if one refers to OPC Interrogatory No. 317, the 
Company's response shows the average dollars included in the rate case for plant in service and reflecrs 
the average dollars of useful plant in service after non-used and useful percentages are applied. Using the 
1996 sewer plant numbers as an example fiom that interrogatory, it would appear that 9191,019 of 
average plant was included in rate base with a non-used and useful percentage of 11.69% applied to it 
which resulted in a net average useful plant in service of $168,689. Logic would follow that the Ucility is 
removing 100% of the Advance, or $191.019, but only $22,330 of the average plant in service. However. 
when one looks at the total account information for NARUC Account 361. they will see that non-used and 
useful for that account is $829;000. Therefore, it is easy to see that the entire amount ofplant funded by 
advances for conshuction has been removed as a non-used and useful adjusunent which necessitates the 
add back of the 100% of non-used and useful advances for consrmction. To do othenvise will result in the 
negative rate base situation as described in the example. 

The fact that in these three instances the non-used and useful turned into a positive number relates to a 
combination of the factors discussed above as well as the impact of the accumulated depreciation 
calculation. In two of the three instances. it was the reduction to accumulated depreciation due to non- 
used and useful that drove the overall non-used and useful to a posinve adjustmenr 
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EXHIBIT (JJ k - ,o) 

PAGE 1 OF 

RECONCILIATION OF SUGAR MILL WOODS 
WASTEWATER ClAC DIFFERENCE 

BETWEEN 920199 MFRS AND BOOK BALANCES 

MFR additions for 1989 per Docket 9201 99 MFRs 

Less 1989 additions in ClAC account 271.009 

MFR additions per notes on Chuck Lewis and Nixon workpaper 

Less 1989 Additions in ClAC account 271.500 

Balance of MFR 1989 activity that should pertain to CIAC 
account 271.022 

1989 Actual Activity in Account 271.022 

Less Acquisition Booking Entry already in MFR beginning points 

Amount that should have been picked up as 1989 activity in 
Account 271.022 

2,954,412 

(16,635) 

I 

I 

2,937,777 I 
(1,695,953) 

1,241,824 

237,054 

(97,620) 

139,434 I 139,434 1 

Excess ClAC added to Docket 920199 (THIS AMOUNT AGREES 
WITH THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE GENERAL LEDGER AND 
THE MFRS AT 12/31/89 

1 1,102,390 ] 

Amount related to acquisition transaction 

Unexplained difference 

Adjustment presented in 950495 as a ClAC overstatement 

Decrease in adjustment required 

1,108.870 

I 6,480 ] 

1,116.283 

(7.413) 



October 23, 1995 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Robert Dodrill 
FPSC Auditor 

Judy Kirnball 

FPSC Audit Document Request 113 

tdlk-ir) 
EXHlB IT 

P A G E L ,  OF a- 

Attached is the reconciliation of accumulated depreciation at 12/31/93 of the general ledger to the MFR 
balances as requested in part B of Audit Request 113. 



12/31/93 Balance per General Ledge1 

Total General Ledger Exdudng VGU 
Less VGU Balance 

EXHIBIT ( ,),)k - 11) 
Southern States Utilities. Inc 

PAGE 2 OF -3- Reconciliation of 
1993 Accumulated Depreciation 

General Ledger toMFR's 

Water Sewer General Plant Total 

5(32,442.354) $(29.900,070) 5 (9,186,855) S171.529279l 
(28,707,895) 3~34 ,459  (26,677,597) 3,222,474 (8,746,678) 440, in  (54,132,169) 7397,116 

PIUS 1991 Lead SheduIe Adjusknenls (In MFRs but not M books): 
Improper puchve Accounting (828,901~ 
Depredation m h t s  Unbooked al Acquisition (1 11,197) 
Unbooked ReSrmenls 18.305 
Accounling Mislakes 15.859 

(1,817,746) 
Depreciation on Non-Used and Uselul (911,8121 

Tolal Adjuslmenls reconciled on Lead schedules 

Plus Additional 1989-1993 Adiuslmenls 
1989.1991 Adiuslmenls dLe lo incorreci Rales 
1989.1991 Ao,LslmenVj oue 10 Asset Correction 
92 Adjuslmenls due lo Iruofrecl Rates 
'92 Adpslmenls OLe lo A s e l  Correction 
'92 Depieaaum M hon.Useo and UselLl 
'93 Adplmenls oue lo lncorrec! Rales 
'93 AoIusImenls dbe 10 A s e l  Correclion 
93 Deprecial on on hon-,seO and Use!c. 

Tola, Aadf!wnai Aojustnenls 1989.19S3 

466,224 
(2.365) 

262,246 
6,399 

(478.464) 
194,297 

6,932 
(475,1421 
(19,874) 

( 2 . 0 W W  
(1 14.929) 

21,262 
(57.663) 

(908,937L 
(3,105,467) 

198,123 
2,805 

328,545 

(389,828) 
373,170 

(3.239) 

(5.916) 
1371.1 151 
130,544 

Tala1 Adjusted General Ledger 1993 &lance S(30,545.515) S(29.652.519~ 

12/31/93 Balance per MFR's $(31,465,847) S(29,666,181) 

Prior Period Retirements shown in 1996 MFR's 141.680 161~252 
Plus Adjustments Needed on MFRs 

. 
Marion Oaks Adjustments due to Incorrect Rates (8,856) (36.7271 

Adjustments lor 1993 MFR Balance 132.824 124.525 
Total Adjusted MFR's S(31.333,023) 5(29.541,6561 

0 (2.874.101) 
0 (226.126) 
0 39.567 

40,436 (1,358) 
0 (1.820.7491 

40,436 (4,882.777) 

0 664,347 
0 440 

86,767 675.557 
0 3,160 
0 (868,292) 

(10,8391 556.627 
0 1,016 
0 1846,257) 

75.928 186,599 

S (8.630.3141 5(68.828,348) 

5 (8,223,607) $(69,355,635) 

0 502.932 
0 f45.5831 
0 257.349 

5 18,223,507) S(69.098.2861 

Variance MFR's to General Ledqer 
Less Plant 01 no1 picked up in MFRs 

Tolal Adjuslmenl needed lo General Ledger 

S (787,508) S 110.863 S 406.707 S (269,9381 

S (599,888) S 110,846 S 406,707 5 (82,335) 
187,620 (1 7) 0 ia7.603 

Nole: 
MFRs hislorically moved several ilems booked as general plant to waler asset accounts. 
n e  books continued to depreaale as general plant asseb. That explains why general plant 
accumulated deprecialm is grealer on the books than in Ihe MFRs. bul water accumulated 
depreciation is less on the books than in the MFRs. 

1070195 1 2  PM MEUNDAXLS 
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Rate Department 

D A T E  August 22.1995 

TO: Ron Mayes. FPSC Auditor 

FROM: Judy Kimball 

R E  FPSC Audit Document Request No. 22. CIAC Amortization 

In your audit request, you cite MFR Schedules A-14, page 1. column 4, l i e  6 which is represented as 
“balance per books” as of 12/31/94. You indicate these balances for CIAC amortization do not agree with 
the genenl ledger balances as of the same date. “Balance per books” is a generic column heading that is 
used on a multitude of schedules. It does not always necessarily mean the general ledger specifically. In 
the case of CIAC amonization as well as accumulated depreciation. these balances will not agree with the 
books. They are calculated numbers consmcted for the purpose of putting together the MFRs. The 
amortization is calculated in the MFRS to insure correct additions based on Commission ordered CIAC 
balances from the last rest year. Commission orders reflecting these CIAC balances may not be issued for 
many months or even years after the books have been closed. In addition, sometimes there are 
adjusbnents that may take some time to get booked and the independent calculation in the ivFF.s corrects 
these timing problems. Calculated MFR amortization activity also ensures consistent and up-to-date 
amortization rates and facilirates the presentation of 13-month avenge balances. 

A general information response explaining how the books calculate amortization versus how the MFRs 
calculate amortization will undoubtedly suffice as an explanation for most of the differences. The most 
important factor is that the MFRs calculate CIAC amortization in a process independent from Compwy 
books. Unhie plant additions and CIAC additions in which the MFRs pull numbers directly from the 
general ledgers, depreciation and Nnortization are calculated off MFR balances. both actual and projected. 
During 1994, SSU booked adjustments to accumulated amortization of CIAC based on Commission 
ordered balances as of December 31, 199 1. For all plants which had rate base established at that time plus 
Marco Island and Lehigh, the books and the MFRs should have been in agreement as of December 1991. 
Therefore, any differences would have had to occur during 1992-1994. One cause for the differences is 
related to amonization rates. In this intervening three year period, which runs through the historic test 
year ended December 31, 1994, the books used the following methodologies for calculating the rates to be 
used for amonization of CIAC 

1992 Plant asset balances in accounts 304-339 (water) and 354-389 (wastewater) were divided 
by accumulated depreciation to arrive at composite rates to be used for all CIAC 
amonization. 

i 
! 
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1993 & 1994 Composite rates for cash CIAC accounts were arrived at by taking balances in plant 
assets accounts 304-339 (water) and 354-389 (wastewater) divided by accumulated 
depreciation. 

CIAC accounts related to property contributions were amortized at a rate equivalent to 
the depreciation rate used on the associated asset accounl 

On the MFR side, we have provided an example of the steps taken%to arrive at the amortization rates using 
Amel i  Island wam plant and CIAC. That example and the mil of calculations is provided in Appendix 
FPSC 22-A. As can be seen from a comparison of the rates used in the specsc plant explanations, a 
majority of the differences are attributable to rate differentials. 

A significant difference between the books and the h4FR.s exists in the case of the h n t a  Gorda plants 
(Sugarmill Woods, Burnt Store, and Deep Creek). In the case of these plants, there is a large amount of 
"prepaid CIAC" on the books which the Company has not amortized and does not amomze until the 
connection materializes. However. on the MFR side, all prepaid CIAC is included in the CIAC 
calculation as well as the amortization calculation before non-used and useful adjustments are applied to 
the offsetting expense. This is explained in more detail in the reconciliations contained in Appendix 
FPSC 22-B. 

Specific responses to the underlined plants are as follows. Refer to Appendix FPSC 22-B in all cases for 
calculations. In the calculations included in Appendix FF'SC 22-B, in some cases composite rates are 
pomayed in the 'per books" presentation for ease in calculations even though line item rafes were actually 
used in the books. 

1. 
difference in rates used on the books versus rates used in the MFRs. 

2. Suearmill Woods water--MFR amortization meater than eeneral ledeer bv 5150.159. 
Amortization on prepaid CIAC which is done in the MFRS and not in the books accounted for a 
difference of $162,365. The remaining difference of $12,206 (going the opposite direction) is a result of 
rate differentials due to methodology of calculating the amortization rate. 

3. &. This difference 
is created by the difference in rates used on the books versus rates used in the MFRs. 

Pine Ridee water-ledeer $16.097 ereater than MER b dance. This difference is created by the 

4. 1 Lehieh wat --MFR mer I er 2 2  0. The majority of this 
difference relates to a journal entry which was posted twice in error when the books were adjusted to agree 
with the Commission order in December 1994. The amount of that adjusment is $137,607. The books 
had also taken amortization on an incorrect amount of CIAC totaling $136,213 which went back to 
December 1991. Amortization on that amount for the three year period totaled $12.055. The IvfiRs 
correctly reflected this adjusunent and the related amortization impact. Finally. the difference in 
amortization rates in the MFRS versus the books accounted for increased amortization of $26,722 in the 
MFRs over the books. 
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EXHIBIT (-1JjClr) 

5. Fox 1 r  ce . In 1993. the 
Company established separate ClAC accounts for each related plant asset account. They took the booked 
accumulated amortization which existed as a pool of dollars and reassigned the pool to the various 
amortization accounts that had related CIAC balances. In the pmess. there was a misclassifcation 
between the water amortization balances and the wastewater amortization balances which caused water 
amortization to be $8,100 less than it should have been and wastewater amdzat ion  to be $4.502 more 
than it should have been. Adding $8.100 to the general ledger water amortization balance brings the 
booked warn to $35,896 or $2.914 greater than the MFR balance Although the wastewater side was not 
included in those plants requiring analysis. the book accumulated'amortization dollan are $8,657 greater 
than the h4FR balances. Deducting the $4.502 overstatement brings the difference down to $4,155. As a 
result, the net difference far the Fox Run plant is that the books have $7,069 more CIAC amortization 
than what is reflected in the MFRS. This difference is atmibutable to the fact that the Mms utilized 
different amortization rates than did the books for 1992 through 1994. 

Prior to the last rate case (Docket No. 920199-WS). Fox Run should have used a 2.5% amortization rate 
until asset lives were changed in accordance with Florida Admiisuative Code Rule 25-30.140. Those 
rates were changed in Docket No. 920199-WS. However, the MFRS restated the amortization for 1991 
(the last test year) plus 1992 and eight months of 1993 (the time f d  rates went into effect from Docket 
No. 920199-WS). The rationale for this change is that the new rates should not actually be implemented 
until the receipt of f d  revenues, at which point there is a proper matching of revenues and accelerated 
expense for depreciation. The books utilized an amortization rate nearly double what the MFRS used 
during this three year period. 

6. a. 
*. 

Please refer to the narrative for Fox Run as the part related to the activity in 1993 which misclassified 
amortization balances applies in the case of Deltona Lakes as well. This misclassification resulted in 
$117,885 beiig over allocated to water and $99,868 being under allocated to sewer. Adding the under 
allocation for sewer of $99,868 to the book amortization balance brings the book balance to $235.517 
compared to an IvlFR balance of $213.468 or a $22,049 difference. Subtracting the over allocation in 
water of $1 17,885 from the book amortizadon balance brings the book balance to S1.852.123 compxed to 
an MFR balance of $1,624,736 or a 9227,387 difference. 

As can be seen in Appendix FPSC 22-B, the most significant differences between the books and the MRls 
occurs in 1992 where b o k  amortization for the year is $194.7.76 greater than the MFR amortization 
balance. As in the case of Fox Run, the Mms reflect a 2.5% amortization rate for 1991, 1992 and eight 
months of 1993 while the books reflect a much higher amortization rate (almost double that used in the 
Mms). The same holds hue for 1993, although it is not quite as significant because the MFRS have 
picked up four months at the accelerated rates. 1994 is pretty consistent between the book rate and the 
MTR rate. There was a retirement of CIAC amortization which occurred in 1992 on the books with a 
correcting entry in 1993 related to a sale to Volusia County of part of the Deltona Lakes service area. 11 
appears that the MFRS did not pick up this retirement of amortization which accounts for $10,451 of the 
total difference. In other words, water accumulated amolrization on the MFRs is overswted by $10,451. 
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7. Enternrise was tewater-MFR balance mater  than ee neral ledger bv $15.3 7Q. The last test year 
for the Enterprise plant was a March 1985 test year. Since that time. the MFRs calculated amortization 
on CIAC utilizing related depreciafion rates for a Class C utiJity. The books, however, utilized an 
amortization rate since 1986 that had been established by Deltona which was much lower than the Class C 
rate. 

8. Burnt Sum waste water-MFR balm ce mater  than e m  eral ledeer balance bv $308.65 1. The 
large difference in this plant relates to amortization taken on prepaid CIAC in the MFR's, but not in the 
books. Built into the 1991 beginning points of accumulated amortization is $90.109 of expense for the 
years 1989' through 1991 that was not amortized on the books as well as an additional $198.046 of 
amortization for the years 1992 through 1994. The remaining difference of $14,320 is atuibutable to rate 
differentials between the books and the MFR's. 

9. Deeu Creek wastewater--MFR balance $627.459 mate r  than eeneral ledger balance. The 
difference at this plant relates to amonization taken on prepaid CIAC in the MFR's. but not in the books. 
For the years 1989 through 1990 (12/31/90 was the last Deep Creek test year) amonization on prepaid 
CIAC totaled $260,984. For the years 1991 through 1994, amortization on prepaid CIAC totaled 
$466,948. The remaining difference of $100,472 is amibutable to rate differentials between the books and 
the MW's. 

It is the Company's position that CIAC amortization as reflected in the MFRS is correct with the 
exception of the retirement at the Deltona Lakes water plant in the amount of $10.451 which was not 
picked up in the MFRs. 
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To calculate the Accumulated Amortization Expense, the following steps are 
taken: 

- l a  
From schedule A - 5 0  page 1 of 7, the Average Adjusted WIS balance is 
calculated. f i s  balance is carried to schedules: 

- l b  
B - 1 3 0  page 1 of 3 and 
B-13(W) page 3 of 3 (less land, intangible and generaI plant 

balances) 

- 2a 
From schedule B-l3(W) page 1 of 3, the Adjusted Depreciation expense is 
calculated based on FPSC guideline rates. This balance is carried to 
schedule: 

- 2b 
B-13W) page 3 of 3 

- 3a 
From schedule A-lZW) page 1 of 6, the Average Adjusted CIAC Balance 
is calculated. This balance is carried to schedule: 

- 3b 
B-13W) page 2 of 3 

4a 
%e composite CIAC Amortization Rate is calculated on schedule B-13(W) 
page 3 of 3 by taking the average adjusted depreciation expense (2b) 
divided by the average adjusted WE (lb). This rate is then carried to 
schedule: 

- 4b 
B-l3(W) page 2 of 3 

The Average Adjusted CLAC Balance (3b) is then multiplied by the 
calculated rate (4b) to determine the CIAC Amortization Expense. 

i 
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SCHEDULE OF WATER CONTRlBUllONS IN AI0 OF CONSTRUCTION BY CLASSIFICATION - 1994 
TEST YEAR AVERAGE BALANCElSUMMARY 

Company: SSUINassaul Amella Island FPSC 
Dockel No.: 950495-WS 
Schedule Year Ended 12/31/94 
l n l e h  1) Final [ 1 
H i s l o i d  [x] Prolecled [ ] 
Simple Ave. 1x1 13 Mmh AVE. [ I 
FPSC U n i l m  [XI FPSC Nonunilom [ I Nm FPSC [ ] 

Expbnalh: Prwide h e  beginnimg.kndii and average balancer 01 ClAC by classikalicn lo( h e  p i i  year and h lesl year 
and show he non-used and urelul percenl and amounl. 

schedvle: A.12 (W) 
Pigs 1 01 6 
Pieparsr: Klmball 
Reap rehedules:A-I(W).A.7(W) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)  (61 (7) (8) (4 (10) 
1994 AVERAGE BALANCE 1994 NON-USED 6 USEFUL 1934 COWRlBUTlONS IN AID OF CONSTRUCTION 

' Balance BalancB Adivrled Balance Miuslel*, \ 
Line Per Bwks Ne1 Per B w k i  Ulilily B a I an c e Per UMily V6.w 
- No. c lass i rmih  12131193 Addiliwns 12/31/94 Adjuslmenls 12/31/94 Bwks Ad~sbnenls Balance Permnlage h W W l  

1 Plan1 Capadly Fees 

2 LhslMain Enensions 

3 Meler InslallaUon Fees 

4 Conlnbuled Lhes 

5 

6 Service lnslalalian Fees 

7 TOTAL WATER CIAC 

8 FPSC MARGIN RESERVE. ClAC 

Conl. Prply Oher man Liner 

- .- . 
Column: 

( IO) lrm Schedule A.5 (page 7 017) 

Bll4i3J ll:O9A!4 Ai2WI.XLS 

5,207 0 5.207 0 5.207 5.207 0 5.207 

1,670,692 0 1.670.892 0 1.670.892 1.670.892 0 1.~70.892 

307.427 18.228 325,655 0 325,655 316.541 0 316,541 

103.941 €4359 164.300 0 164.300 134.120 0 134,120 

23,826 16,348 40,174 0 40.174 32.W 0 32.W 

23,181 18,277 41.464 0 41,464 32.326 0 32.326 

0 2,247,692 2,191,086 0 2,191,086 

78,240 78.240 0 39.120 39,120 

2.134.480 113.212 2,217,692 

0.W 0 

0.oW. 0 

0.W 0 

0 . W  0 

5.53% 1,770 

O.W% __ 

0.08% __ - 

Neb: May nM cross lcal due Io roum(ir 



SCHEDULE OF NET WATER DEPRECIATION EXPENSE- 1994 
SUMMARY. DEPRECIATION, NET OF CIAC AMORTIZPITION EXPENSE 

19 
m 
21 
n 

14 
n 

2.5 
26 
21 
26 
29 
W 
31 
Y 
m 
Y 
35 
2d 
17 
2d 
33 
40 
41 
42 
U 

U 
45 
46 
47 
48 

49 

YI LESS UORIZ4mN OF CUC 

51 NETOEPRECUTWIEMNSE~WATfR 

WPRECUTION RATE 
1wyI; 

we R l l W l  P * L M u  mam Ewnu - Io. w I o . n d N u r  AS - 
til. &4 

1- 
2 W1.l apnmbn YI.516 40 25% IW 0 1m 
1 p l l  F m  3243 40 M 81 0 61 

Ilrn 25 4 . m  14 0 141 

0 0 0 
171 0 171 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

2.B7 0 2.B7 
0 0 0 

151 0 151 
is1 0 (ar) 

I S 5  0 1.W 
4 0 4 

0 0 0 
I .m 0 1.m 
u9 0 573 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

0 0 0 
0 0 0 

1,712 0 1,712 
61534 0 61534 

5,465 0 5,465 
7.347 0 7.347 
3.765 0 3245 
x4 0 Y4 

0 0 0 
$53 0 990 

1592 0 1502 
6528 0 8.326 
4113 0 6.111 

19 0 IS 
767 0 787 

0 . 1s m 
1.- 0 1.S3 

175 0 175 
0 0 9 

?3(0 0 1340 
1.19 0 4.19 
I S @  0 1.598 

m b 7  0 n , u 7  
8.029 0 W e B  

l M W 7  0 1Mdm 

P0.6-W 0 1*.67q 

546 0 n6 

47.137 0 47 .W -- 

0.Wb 
6.fd.h 
K m  
6.WA 
KWX 
6.s% 
6&% 
O m  
O m *  
0 . m  

0.m 
0.m 
0 . m  
0 . m  
om* 

0 . m  
0.Wb 
am* 
a m  
0.Wb 
0 . m  
0.W" 
0.m 

0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

100 2,647 
0 0 

10 141 

0 (651 
0 1 .a 
0 

0 0 
0 1563 
0 M 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 1.712 
0 6150< 
0 5,465 
0 7,317 
0 3245 
0 224 

11 im 

O m *  0 0 
0.m 0 999 
0.0% 0 1.592 
0 . m  0 11.126 
0.m 0 6.113 
0.m 0 19 
0.m 0 767 
0.m 0 191 
0.m 0 1.W 
O m  0 n6 
0.m 0 175 
a m  0 9 

0.0% 0 3.340 
sax 211 3 9 2  
a m  0 lS@ 
am* 0 n B 7  
om* 0 W.W 

om 211 1m5 

(411 p9.m 

im 46.061 - 
1 
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EXHIBIT (JJk-L) 

PAGE OF 73. 
SCHEDULE OF NET WATER DEPRECIATION EXPENSE - 1994 
CIAC AMORTlZAnON EXPENSE 

1.m.m M 

116.YI 5.m 

7 TOTAL WATER CIAC UIOKT. EIP. 2.191.W 

0 . m  0 M S l  

0.m 0 ,5.8?1 

0.m Q 1.125 

Irn 41 765 

0 . m  0 lm 

59.m " 3___= 

59.670 0 ~ 59.670 
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SCHEDULE OF NET WATER DEPRECIATION EXPENSE - 1994 
COMPOSITE CIAC AMORTIZATION RATES 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

PLANTCAPA!XEEE% ' 

304.2 Slwlures h ImpmvamPnts 
305.2 CoWkg b lmpoundivl resewairs 
306.2 Lake. River h other Inlakes 
307.2 Wells 6 $xingr 
308.2 InNtra!jcrtGaiWks k Tmeb 
3W.2 S ~ l y M a i n r  
310.2 Power Generatbn Equipmen1 
3112 Pumpim$ Equwenl 
339.2 other Phnt 6 Mifcallann~us 
304.3 stwiures h lmpmvemenlr 
320.3 Waler Treealmenl Equipem 
321.3 Penneaton 
339.3 Other Plant h MiweUann~ur 
330.4 D i i l ~ u i i i  Rese~l i rn  

COMPOSE RATE 

17 
18 3014 Stfudureshlmpmwmenls 
19 331.4 Transmission 6 Dulnbulicn 
20 335.4 nymm 
21 339.4 m e r  Plant 6 Mirceilanwus 
Z COMPOSITE PATE 

23 
24 334.4 Meters h Meler Imlalkfim 
25 COMPOSITE R A E  

26 W 
27 m . 4  - 
26 COMPOSITE PATE 

29 p 
30 PlantCap&yFees(u* 16) 
31 
32 
33 servics InWAbn Fes -28) 
a C O M W S E  RATE 

W a h  E$& Feet &Cumid& Lhes p i x  22) 
Male1 IbslalYicn Fess (Ue 25) 

column: 
(2)irFrmScheduleB13(W),payl,mlumn2. 
(3) b Frm Sheduk 8-13FV). p a ~ e  1, column 7. 

5,645 
0 
0 

85,186 
0 

5.265 
ll.rJ7) 
21,098 

102 
35.274 
11.655 

0 
0 

53.423 
Z6.331 

0 
2.643.524 

146.188 
6.069 

2.797.801 

146.946 
146.946 

218603 
218.W 

p6.331 
2.797.801 

146,916 
216.W 

3289,681 

171 
0 
0 

2,837 
0 

151 
165) 

1,055 
1 

1.069 
529 

0 
0 

1.712 
7,463 

0 
61,594 
3.245 

324 
65.163 

7,347 
7.367 

5.165 
5,465 

7 . w  
65.153 
7.367 
5 . U  
85.4% 

3.03% 
O.W% 
0.03% 
3.33% 
0.0% 
2.87% 
5.01% 
5.W% 
3.92% 
3.03% 
4.55% 
0.NX 
0 . W  
2.70% 
3.30% 

0.03% 
2.33% 
2.22% 
4.01% 
2.33% 

5.m 
5.m% 

2.5% 
2.5% 

3j0x 

2 3 %  
5.03% 
2.5% 
2.52% 

1 

1 
Nale: May mi cmss laol due lo roundi .  
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Deltona Lakes - 1806 
Reconciliatidn of Accumulated Amortization of ClAC 

Dlffersnca GL lo  MFR'r 
waler sawer ne1 

Per GL 
water sewer net 

Per MFA's 
waler sewer "el 

Beg Balance 
12/31/91 ClAC Endlng Balance 

12/31/91 Beg Bal Accurn Arnoll 
plus n entry 

Adjusted BB 

1992 
12/31/92 ClAC Ending Balance 
92 ClAC Average Balance 

92 Accum Amoll Exp 
12/31/92 Accum Amoll Bal 

92 Accurn Arnoll Exp Rate 

1993 
1231/93 ClAC Ending Balance 
93 ClAC Average Balance 

93 Amurn Arnori Exp 
12/31193kcurnAnwllBal 

93 Amurn Amoll Exp Rate 

1994 
12/31/94 ClAC Endlng Balance 
94 ClAC Averaga Balance 

-. .- 
e 94 Amurn Arnori Exp 

12/31/94 k c u r n  Amoll Bal 

94 Accurn Arnoll Exp Rate 

7,285,564 543,494 7.829.058 

1,023.240 154.683 1,176,123 

7.285.563 543,493 7.829.056 1 1 2 

901 38,020 37.119 
(37.121) (901) (38,0221 

(2) 0 (2) 

986,121 153,982 1.140.103 
0 0 0 

966,121 153,982 1.140.103 
(37.121) (901) (38.022) 
986,119 153.982 1,140,101 

7,636,912 629,925 8.266.837 
' 7.461.238 566,710 8.047.948 

7,637,192 629.643 8,266,835 
7.461.378 586.568 8.047.946 

178,294 16.482 194,776 
178.292 16.482 194.774 

186.534 14.664 201,198 
1,172,655 168,646 1.341.30i 

364.828 31,146 395,974 
1,386,068 186.029 1,574,097 

2.500% 2SW% 2SW% 4.890% 5.309% 4.920% 

1 1 2 
(140) 142 2 

7,974,352 661.558 8,635.910 
7,805,632 645,742 8,451.374 

7,974,351 661,557 8,535,908 
7,805,772 645.600 8.451.372 

156,569 (94.880) 61.689 
334.861 (78.398) 256,463 

208.337 18.607 227.144 
1.380.992 187,453 1,568.445 

364,906 (76,073) 286.833 
1,752.974 109,956 1,862.930 

4.675% -11.781% 3.418% 2.669% 2.913% 2.668% 

(1) 1 0 
0 1 1 

8.243.881 683.839 8.927.720 
8,109,117 672,699 0,781,615 

8,243,682 683.838 6,927,720 
6.109.117 672.696 8,781,814 

10,410 579 10,989 
345,271 (77,819) 267.452 

243,744 26.015 269,759 
1.624.736 213.468 1,638,204 

254,154 26,594 280.748 
1,970,007 135.649 2,105,656 

3.134% 3.953% 3.197% 3.W6% 3.867% 3.072% 

8/18/95 321  PM ACIAC-RC.XLS Page 1 
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ssu 
Rate Department 
Intra-Company Correspondence 

DATE: September 26.1995 

TO: Ron Mayes, FPSC Auditor \ .  

n O M :  Judy Kimball 

RE: FPSC Audit Document Request No. 71 

In response to this audit rquest. the following information is provided: 

1. You requested an official SSU defnition as to what “balance per books” represents in any and all 
of your financial data. I assume you are referring to the financial data contained in the MFRs. If that is 
not the case. I can only speculate as to what other f m c i a l  data you are referring to. Obviously, when 
one is dealing with audited financial statements, those numbers are in agreement with the General Ledger 
and represent the “balance per books”. However, there may be various financial analyses conducted 
throughout the Company that may not represent data that is on the books. Typically. one would expect 
that “balance per books” to represent general ledger balances. 

In an effort to accommodate your request. and assuming you are referring to MFR dam, we have 
delineated all of the water and wastewater A and B Schedules for 1994 in the attached Appendix FPSC 
71-A. This Appendix gives the fde name and indicates those instances in which “balance per books” was 
utilized as a column heading. An N/A in that column indicates that nomenclature was not used on that 
MFR schedule. The last c o l m  provides a brief explanation of what the dollars in the “balance per 
books” column represent and the reason why they may not exactly agree with the General Ledger. 

We have not replicated the 1994 schedules for the 1995 and 1996 projected periods. Obviously the 
explanations given in 1994 y e  also appropriate for 1995 and 1996. In addition, however, these years are 
both projected test periods; therefore, none of the 1995 rate base additions or expenses are ‘per the books” 
but rather reflect SSU’s projections. In 1995. the “per books” balances reflect the Company’s 1995 
operating and capital budgets with some additions included for the Lake and Lake Utilities 1995 
acquisitions. 

In 1996, the “balance per books” is again a projection and represents, in the case of operating Expenses. 
an atnition factor of 1.95% applied to 1995 expenses for most expense accountr. It also includes the 
addition of Buenaventura Lakes rate base and expenses. Not all accounts were escalated by 1.95%. The 
derails of which accounts received this atnition factor and which accounts received other applications is 
contained in Schedules BPN, pages 6-9 and B6S. pages 6-9 in Volume IU. Books 1 and 2. and amended 
Volume IU-A, Book 1. 

- 
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2. You request the :otthority that allows SOUthem States to use different dehitions for different 
MFR schedules. It is the Coti~pany‘s opinion that the nomendaturc in question is utilized to reflect what 
is “per Wkf’ in the Florid:i mtern:iliing m-ent and is consistent with prior Florida Public Service 
Commission orders. The Commission m p h  building rate base since the last established test year, 
utilizing a a beginning point thosc bdylCCs established by the Commission in the last test year. Because 
it would be a rare cirtumsrnnce wlrreby a company could record Commission adjustments from a rate 
case in the same year as the test yev being udlized, there will always bc h i n g  differences between what 
activity can be reflected on tlic both as ZdjuSOIICnU from Coqission ordm and when that activity is 
reflected in the h4FRs in the next rnte case. As explained in my response to your Document Request No. 
22, the Utiiity anempts to mnke the adbsments in the p r o p e r  perioaS for ratemaLing purposes but in 
reality they are not made on [lie boob sometimes until well into the future. 

Consistent with prior presentations before the Florida Public Service Commission. the Udlity continues to 
bring forward plant balances that contain dollm, that. on the books. are in Account 103, Future Use Plant. 
Non-used and useful percentages are then calculated for ratemaking purposes and applied to the MFR 
plant balances. Non-useful plant bnlances on the beaks have remained fairly constant over the y w s  and 
reflect mainly balances brouCht over as non-used and useful the DeItona and FGI acquisitions. The 
Utility is in the of mnking a decision to bring aLl such balances into plant in service and only 
calculating a non-used and iiseful 3pPliCaUOn in the rate case arena. However, we are not yet to that 
point 

The MFR formats as developed by the Ronda Public Service Commission often times conrain column 
headings labeled “balance pcr bwlis” when in reality the Commission is asking for average balances. 
Even in the caSe of the Commission’s MFRS. the nomenclature “balance per books” could in no way be a 
book balance because they xe requesting information based on averages. 

As an example, see msc’s  format for Schedule A-1 attached. Although it says “Balance per books.” it  
requests information on average balmces and is. in fact. a roll-up of data from other schedules. Schedule 
A-? auached requests “Avenge Amount Per Books.” Yet. non-used and useful is a calculation made for 
establishing rates, not an item typically reflected On the. books for the various components. Southern 
States has gone out of its way to present more detail behind its MFR schedules than what the Commission 
requires in an attempt to be 3s forthright and open as possible regarding information contained therein. 
To put together a filing such as that before the  omm mission in this docket involves standardizing some 
terminology in order to expedite prcparation and Pnsent consistent schedules from schedule to schedule 
and year to year. It would be very confusing if Column headings were attempted that would defme 
precisely what the COI- represents and the nuances to the “per book“ nomenclature. 

To summarize the Company’s response to this rquess 

1. 
model forms. 

2. The FPSC model forms use “balance per bo&” titles for items which do not appear on our books 
such as beginning/endiig or 13 month-end average balances. non-used and useful (theoretically non-used 
and useful is a ratmaking concept). and working Capital. Therefore. the term is being used somewhat 
subjectively recognizing that book and rate maunents are not always the same. 

3. The Compahy interprets “per books” to represent amounts allowed and required for raternaldng 
such as average balances, worldng Capital amounts, adbstmenrS kom prior rate orders, and non-used and 
useful amounts. 

The Company has used the term “balance per books” in the MFX schedules consistent with FPSC 

i 
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4. 
920199-WS and 920655 (Marco) which were approved by the Commission. 

5. The Company has provided detailed reconciliations or calculations of balances included in rhis 
filing and the source of the balances. In many cases these amoun~ cannot be directly found on our books 
because memaking ueaunent is not always the same as book treatment 

The Company has filed this case consistent with chc filings in Docket 911188-WS (Lehigh). 

. .  . .  
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Per Books' Explanallons for 
1994 WATER A SCHEDULES - RATE BASE 

FILE 
NAME FlLEmLE Colunm N a m  Ezplmallon 

34 AIW ACCUM. MORT. OF WATER CIAC 8Y CUSS. MONTHLY BNMCES B a h  p' Bwks lMlFJ3 Sam, as AllWl 
aalamspMk&$mlIO( SamnarhlWI 

35 A I M  ACWM.MRT.OFWATERCIAC8YCUSS.NETAWmONS WA TJ 
38 AMWI ACCUM. MRT.OFWATERCIACBY CUSS-GROSSAWITIONS WA 

37 A l W S  ACCU)UMRT.~WATERCIK:CYCUSS~RETUIEMEIITS WA 
38 A14M WA 

39 AlSWI PRESENTLNDPROPOSEOIMTES Pel Boox Babncn Aclual Pnr BmX Babms. 

KWM. MCN.  OF WATER CIK: BY CUSS. MJUSTMENTS 

40 AISW PRESWTLNOPIIOPOSEDKUOClUTES(CONT.) WA 
41 AMW WA 

0 42 Al7W SCHEWLEOF w M U ( I N G W I T N A L L 0 w ~  NJA 

43 AIBW WATERBWESMET.ASSSETS WA n 
14 A19W WATER E W E  SHEET. KNllN WITCIL NO LIABIUTIES WA 

IS 12ow WATER K:wuIsnoN ADJUSTMENTS W A  

40 U I W  OTHER PIA 

ANNUa AW.. ML N O  I 3  MONTHAVE. OF M V .  FORCONST. -. 

. .  

rn 
X 
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"PER BOOKS EXPLANATION FOR 
1994 WATER B SCHEDULES. ihCOME STATEMENT 

FILE 
NAUE FllETllLE Cdunn Hami EZdJNUOn 

I BolWl PRESENT hREWESTEDNETOPERlTlffilNCOME Income Pnf Boob - Sabr Revenuer 

Income Per W - Mher Revenuer 
Inmme Per Ewh . Operalioo and Mainlenance Expense 

Per 8wk nulrbers 

Per Bmk nunbars 
Slaned M!h Per h k  n W m ,  aqulld lc i  c e m  Rem [ S a  V d v m  11-A, Bwk 3 d 4, 

pages385390Iw&lals]. CommonCo~rebmM1llhemnpanylwslnc(a1!heplanl 

level. These was wereal~ ledLo!hspbnt lavalbas~~A~efapeNunbrrd Cuslome~. 

T h e r e l o m , a n y ~ c ~ u  h!heMFRr8lReplad~~unnabsperbooknunbris 

bBFaUse they nfe onb lwnd on ha bwh al Iha CMIpany Iml. 

lncomePerBwlu-Depr~hll~EipenreNelolCUC N o ( P e r B w k r . C a ~ l a ~ h M F R 8 S s h ~ d u B & I Y W ) ( S e s b e ~  

l h ~ ~ m e  Pel Bwk. Taxes Mhsr Than Income 

Schedvk Bl3Wl andEl3W2lwslphaUon. 

No1 Pnf Eds F N .  and Parol Tu ue cakulaled u J prariage d RIYenuns and 
Salarbr nnd Wager, t%$%o!iety. Ptcpperly fax vias eHoclld lo Ihe pbnl level b e d  on 
Ne( Tunbb Value 

Not PeiBwB.Celwlald hMFRsSchedvle & I 6 0  Income Per Bwh . Iwome Tues 

2 8oIW PRESENT hREWIREDNETOPERATIffi INCOME lnmme Per Bmh. slier Revenues SamekjAbove 

Income PerEwB.MherRewnuer Same As Above 
Income Per Bwh - Operalh md Mslnlsnance Elpenre Same As A h s  

Income Pet Baoh. Tnxes Olher Than lmme 

Income Per Bmb . l n c m  Taxer 

IncOnM Pel Boob. DepmcbUon Expenre N8l 01 CMC Same k j  Above 
Same lis Above 
Same As Above 

, : 

3 001W REWIRED LREUJESTED REVEME WREASE CALCUUTKN EUA NIA 

4 803W ADJUSTMENTS TO WATER OPERATING INCOME NIA EUA u rn 
5 BolW WATEROPERATING REVWES 1994Rwen~es [Piarenll Per Bwkr Pal Ewk nunbars X 
6 EO5Wl TOTALWATER 0 6 M  EXPENSES Per Bmh. ow Stnr(sd%M Per Bwk nunbeo. ~~umedlwcsnaln lm (%e Vdum 1I.A. b o k  3 d4, 

pages 35-390 In &lair). Commn CoIII am b w M  dlhm CMIpany level nol aI lhs Pan1 
Invd. These calls mre a b a l d  lo me pllnl lsvd bwd m Avsnpe Nunbar ol C u r l m e .  

_- -. Therslore.anycomnxlroUrhUnMFRrnUn~dlwslCmnd~perbooknunba~s 
becaure ulny are onw lwnd M !he bwb al Ihe conpmy Isvel. 
Same 1s 805WI 7 Bo5W TOTALMRECT6ALLCCATEDEXPENSE [ . I .  .a) P a  Bmh . 06M 

Same IS Bo5Wl 8 805W3 TOTAL OIRECTEXPENSE 1.1. .6) Par Bwk . 0 6 M  

9 w5w4 TOTAL ALLCCATEDCUSTOMERACCOUNTS EXPENSE 1.7) Pel bok. OllM S a m  as M5Wl 

I O  805W5 TOTNALLCCATEDA6GEXPENSEI.~I Per BmB. O W  Same 8s 805WI 

$I 
m r n  - 

-4 

A ,  

I I  8o5W6 ADJUSTMENTS'TO DlRECT6ALLOCATEOEXPENSE 1.1. 8) Par Emh. O6M same as BDSWl 
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"PEA BOOKS EXPLANATION FOR 
1994 WATER B SCHEDULES. INCOME STATEMENT 

FILE 
NAME FKElITLE Cdumn Name ErduvUon 

Sam as 805Wf 12 B O W  

13 BosW11 ADJUSTMENlSTO M L ~ T E O U I S T O M E R A ~ W N T S E Y P  1.l) Per b k . O M I  .%maasm~wl 
14 B05W AOUSTMENTSTOALLOCATEDA~G EXPENSE [.E) Psi BwB . IMM Sam as m 5 W I  

15 m7Wl CWP.CfO6M EXP.TOBENCHMARK~TOTALDIR.AALLOC. tUA tUA 

16 801W c0MP.W 0 6M EXP. TO8ENcHMAFN .TOTAL DIRECT WA WA 

111 807W4 CMIP. f f  06M EXP.TOBENCHUARK.ALLCCA6G WA WA 

(9 BOlW5 CWP.ff OLMEXP.TOBIK;HURK.EXPUNIT~OFDEVUTKX(S WA tUA 

M BWW CCNTIWXJAL SERVlCES OYER 2% MA WA 

21 ElOW ANALYSISCF RATE WEXPENSES tUA WA 

'27 811W MUORMAWTEWNCE PROJECTSOYERZX MA NJA 

23 812W AUCCATW4 ff EXPENSES WA WA 

ADJUSTMENTS TO DIRECT EXPENSE 1.1. .6) Per b k  .ObM 

I 7  807W3 CoUP.Cf 06MEXP.TOBWCHM~K~ALLOCCUSTACCTSEXP tUA WA 

24 0lJWl NET WATER MPRECUTMNEXPENSE 1994 DepncYiin G ~ N s .  Po: W NdPwBmXr. ~ ~ ~ h i h S Y F U ~ b u d o n a v S ~ ~ p l I ~ ~ d P ~ d  
In smk. babomc- awm nu nn!nUndm UW bodu. 
N d  Psr Wk% Cakdaled InW MFUsbudon I w q a  hjqwldCUC 

bahnrsr~avmgnr~mahl~mlhabxk  
25 813W CW AMORTEXPENSE I994 CWC A m r l i i a l i  Expense. Per b k 3  

26 BI3W3 CM(WMTECL4CMIORTRATE tUA WA 

27 Bl5W TUESOTHERTHLNWWE 199kTusrahsrThlnlncom.Psf Bmk No( Par Book. IW a d  PapoYTu arta!&tdas aprwr&pd RWUIY~S 
and Sabrier and Wags, n+& Plppny T u  was abuleddHI lha&'&d levsl 
baadon NelTPUMIVh.  
N d  P u  BmxI. CWledbaUdm d hcomawwrml~ wabxa. 

A W s l W  bahncas. a v e i q r  rd mldahed m UW h k r .  

28 BISW PICOME TAXESUMWR PRESENT WWE 1994 lnmma Tu-. Pur b b  

2 r :  
S I  

23 El0W ACCUISITDN ADJUSTMENT IUIORTMTW EXPENSE Acqulsilm Aq. Am. Exponrs . Per b l u  N o l P r B w k .  C * k ~ t e d h ~ M F ~ , b ~ o n w ~ ~ a d ~  

1994 Nan-Uud and U d u l  Acq, Aq. A m t i  Exp.. Per Bwk Sam k Mwe m 

- . -  
4 
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Schedule o f  Yater Rate lase 

Corpany : 
Docket No,: 
Schedule Year fnded: 
Interir [ ] final I I 
Historical [ I Projected [ 1 

llorida Public Service Corrission 

EXHIBIT [.)Jk-B) Schedule: R - 1  
Page I o f  I 
Prcparer : 

frplanation: Provide the calculation of average rate barn for the test year, showing a 1 1  adjustrentr. 
A11 non-used an6 useful ilers should be reported as Plant Held For iutura Use. If iethod other 
than fornula approach (I/B O L R )  is used t o  dctcrrinc marking capital, provide additional schedule 
shoring BcLail calculation. . 

( 2 )  (3.1 .. (0 ( 5 )  
lalance Adjur t e d  

Per Utility Utility Suppor ling 
Books Idjustrents Balance Schedule(s) 

(1 )  

Line 
NO. Description 
- .  

1 Utility Plant in Service 

2 Utility Land I Land Rights 

3 L e s s :  Won-Used L U s e f u l  Plant 

4 Construction k'ork in Progress 

S L e s s :  Accurulatcd Depreciat.ion 

6 L e s s :  CIAC 

1 Accuaulated Aiortization o f  CIAC 

8 Acquisition Rdjusticnts 

9 Accur. A a o r t .  of A c q .  Adjust irots 

10 Advances f o r  Construction 

I I  Yorking Capital Allowance 

I 2  T o t a l  Rate Bise  

A - S  

11-5 

A - 1  

A- 9 

4-12 

A - 1 4  

6-16 

A - I 1  

,000s 



Kon-Used and U s e f u l  Plant - S u i i a r y  

:ompany : 
Docket W D . :  
Schedule Year fnded: 

EXHIBIT ( - D l  
PAGE 1 3  OF 1.3 Florida Public Service toiiission 

Explanation: Provide a ruinary o f  the ileis 
included in non-used and useful p l a n t  for 
the  l e s t  year. Provide additional support 
schedules, i f  necessary. 

Schedule: 4 - 7  
Page - o f  - 
Preparer: 

(1 1 ( 2 )  ( 3 )  (4) 
Line Average Amount Utility Balance 
KO. Descr i plion Per Boots Adjustments Per Utility 
- 

YAIfR . .  

I Plant in Service 

2 Land 

3 Rccuiulaled Depreciation 

4 OLher (fxplain) 

5 Total 

SfYIR 

6 Plant in Service 

I land 

8 Rccuiulrted Diprecialion 

9 O t h e r  (Irplain) 

10 

Suppor Ling Schedules: A-S,A-'b, A-9 ,h-lO 
Recap Schedules: A-1,A-2 

..................................... 

..................................... ..................................... 

..................................... 

..................................... ..................................... 
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