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PROCEEDINGS

(Hearing reconvened at 1:00 p.m.)

(Transcript follows in sequence from
Volume 11.)

CHAIRMAN CILARK: We'll call the hearing back
to order. Are the microphones on? Good, thank you
very much.

Staff?

MR. PELLEGRINI:‘ Commissioner Clark, we may
have found a way to move things at a better pace.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay.

MR. PELLEGRINI: I think what we'll do
initially is begin with the distribution of the
remaining exhibits that we intend to use for the
balance of the questioning of Mr. Bliss. The first of
these is SSU's Response to Staff Interrogatory Nos.
141 and 303.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Right. That will be marked
as Exhibit 106.

MR. PELLEGRINI: The second is SSU's
Response to Interrogatories Nos. 360-C and 379.

CHATRMAN CLARK: Am I supposed to have a
copy of that?

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: They're all stuck together.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Great, that will be 107.

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: And then SSU Response to
Interrogatory No. 351 will be 108.

MR. PELLEGRINI: That's correct. Late-filed
Deposition Exhibit No. 672

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Will be 109. SSU Response
to MICA's Interrogatory No. 1 will be 110; and then
SSU's Response to FPSC Interrogatory No. 465 will be
111.

MR. PELLEGRINI: 111, yes.

MR. FEIL: Excuse me, I have one more after
that?

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes, Response to
Interrogatory No. 323.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: That will be 112.

(Exhibit Nos. 106 through 112 marked for

identification.)

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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CHARLES M. BLISS
resumed the stand as a witness on behalf of Southern
States Utilities, Inc. and, having been previously
sworn, testified as follows:
CONTINUED CROSS8 EXAMINATION

BY MR. PELLEGRINI:

Q Mr. Bliss, are we ready to go again?
A Yes, sir.
Q Let me refer you to the composite exhibit

which we were working with before the break.
A Okay.
Q Again for the data concerning Amelia Island.
MR. FEIL: Which exhibit are we on?
MR. PELLEGRINI: The composite, the F
Schedules exhibit.
MR. FEIL: 1057?
MR. PELLEGRINTI: Yes, 105.
Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) The first sheet behind

the cover sheet concerning Amelia Island?

A Yes, sir.
Q Isn't it true, though, Amelia Island has
1,700 lots per ERC in the last -- 1,700 lots available

in the last rate proceeding, 9201997
A Yes, sir.

Q And that now it has, with reference to

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Exhibit No. 103, 2,467 lots available?

A Yes, sir. VYes.

Q Would it not therefore be appropriate to
recalculate used and useful in this proceeding based
on the new capacity of mains?

A No.

Q Would it not be appropriate, would this not
be appropriate action where mains and other components
have been added?

A In the case of Amelia Island, all of the
additional lines are lots that are served are
contributed property.

Q Wouldn't this be the appropriate action,
Mr. Bliss, to take for each instance where mains or
other components have been added, excluding Amelia
Island, if necessary, which added to the lots
available in this rate proceeding compared to the
last?

A No, necessarily.

Q Just one more scenario along this line.

Referring you to Chuluota?

A In what?

Q In the same exhibit, composite exhibit.

A Okay.

Q Is it not true that the Utility has added

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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ERCs to this facility since Docket 920199°?

A Yes.

Q And were not the -- was not the used and
useful percentage in that docket 100%?

A Yes.

Q How then could it be if -- how then could
the used and useful calculation have been 100% in the
period since there has been growth?

A The determination that the facility is -- no
less of a facility can provide the service.

There appears to be a misunderstanding here
of what is going on. I mean, as we have presented in
this filing, we believe the hydraulic analysis method
is the correct method to determine the used and useful
percentage on the distribution system, not the lot
count method as testified to by Mr. Edmunds yesterday.

Neither method that is shown as a calculated
value in there is what we are requesting as a company.

Q Then in reference to Imperial Terrace,

Mr. Bliss, is it true that you no longer anticipate
adding a second well at Imperial Terrace since it
would be in place by year end 1996, which means that
such projected capacity should not be included for
used and useful calculations for source of supply?

MR. FEIL: Excuse me, are you referring to

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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one of those interrogatory responses that were just
passed out?

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes. I should have
referred you to the exhibit marked 106, Response to
Interrogatory Nos. 141 and 303.

A Yes. In Imperial Terrace, the second well,
as described in the second interrogatory response by
Mr. Westrick, is ﬁow intended to be constructed.

Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Would you refer to
Exhibit 107. Do you have that before you?

A I unfortunately didn't number them. Is that
the key to changes in the --

Q No, that's Response to Interrogatories
Nos. 379 and 360-C.

A Yes, I have that.

Q Is it not true that according to Part ¢,
Interrogatory 379, that you state a new 15,000 gallon
hydro tank has been installed at Silver Lake/Western
Shores?

MR. FEIL: Did you say Interrogatory 379
Subpart c?

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes. It's the last
sentence, the single sentence response.

A That is not correct. We did not install a

hydropneumatic tank in Silver Lakes. But there is a

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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hydropneumatic tank at Western Shores. There's two
plants there.

Oh, yes, okay, it states Western Shores, I'm
sorry. We do have a 15,000 gallon hydropneumatic tank
at Western Shores.

Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Well, then, looking at
Item 11 on the response, on Defendant's 360-C, there
you say there will be no hydro tank?

A These referring to the Silver Lakes plants.
There was improvements done in both Western Shores and
Silver Lakes plants simultaneously. There was a hydro
tank installed at Western Shores, not at Silver Lakes.

Q All right. With respect to applying used
and useful percentages to account information for
ground storage tanks and hydropneumatic tanks, is it
not true that when there were both storage and hydro
tanks in Account 330.4, rather than trying to separate
the dollars invested in each, that you applied the
used and useful percentage achieved from ground
storage to the entire amount even though you
considered the hydro tanks considered to be 100% used

and useful?

A Yes.
Q Let me refer you to Exhibit 108.
A Okay.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE CCMMISSION
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Q Would you agree that with this information,
that is, the information in the appendix, that it is
possible to separate the investment in storage tanks
and hydro tanks and apply'the appropriate used and
useful percentages to each?

A I did not prepare this interrogatory
response, so based on this information, yes. But I —-

Q All right. Let me next refer you to
Exhibit 109.

A Okay.

Q Does this exhibit, Mr. Bliss, adequately
portray each instance when there were both high
service pumps and well pumps and which percentage you

applied to NARUC Account 3117

A Yes, sir.
Q Would you refer to Exhibit 110, MICA's
Interrogatories -- your Response to MICA's

Interrogatory No. 1. Are you with me?

A Okay.

Q Question, why were these precipitators
removed from the Marco Island lime softening plant in
1988 to the effect of reducing the plant capacity from
8 MGD to 57

A You're asking why?

Q Yes.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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A Why, I do not know. It's prior to S8U
ownership.

Q Who might know?

A The previous owner.
Q Mr. Terrero?
A Well, he was an employee. I don't know,

you'll have to ask Mr. Terreroc that question.

Q Mr. Bliss, going back to an earlier question
concerning the submission of a hydraulic analysis in
1987, we have checked, Staff has checked Docket

No. 850151 and do not find a discussion of hydraulic

analysis.
A In the order?
Q The order, the transcript and the exhibits.

Is the cite incorrect, perhaps?

A No, it is probably right. But at that time
I worked at the Florida Public Service Commission, I
can tell that you Mr. Terrero came to Tallahassee here
and presented a hydraulic analysis to us of the Marco
Island system. Whether it is described in the order
or not, I, you know.

Q Might that not have been outside of a rate
case?

A I don't think so, no. That goes to the

purpose of the rate case.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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MR. PELLEGRINI: That concludes the
questioning on the subject of used and useful, we have
a few questions concerning service availability.

MR. TWOMEY: Madam Chair? At whatever time
is appropriate I would like to ask you again if I
could ask some other questions.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: When Staff is finished.

MR. TWOMEY: Thank you.

MR. PELLEGRINI: Chairman Clark, we are
distributing three exhibits to be used in the line of
questioning. The first is Late-Filed Deposition
Exhibit No. 1. May we have it marked for
identification?

CHAIRMAN CLARK: That will be Exhibit 113.

MR. PELLEGRINI: The second is Late-Filed
Deposition Exhibit No. 2.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: I don't have that.

MR. PELLEGRINI: It could be 3, if that's --

CHAIRMAN CLARK: I have 3. I only have two
pieces of paper.

MR. PELLEGRINI: I think they're still
coming around. And the third is Late-Filed Exhibit 3.
There are three of them, 1, 2 and 3.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: All right, Late-Filed

Deposition Exhibit 1 is 113; Late-Filed Deposition

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Exhibit 2 is 114; and Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit 3
is 115.
(Exhibit Nos. 113, 114 and 115 marked for
identification.)
Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Mr. Bliss, would you

initially refer to the exhibit marked 113 for

identification.
A Okay.
Q Would you agree this is a list of current

SSU service areas which you have indicated are 100%
build-out as of 19967

A Correct.

Q Would you next refer to the Exhibit 115,
Late-Filed Exhibit 3.

A Okay.

Q Would you agree this consists of an
explanation of the calculations used by SSU to propose
its service availability charges?

A Yes. One schedule in the service
availability analysis.

Q Yes. Would you turn to the third page of
this exhibit, indicated as Schedule 2-A at the top.

A Okay.

Q Look at the far left-hand column, please,

where there are lines numbered 1 through 65, and look

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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particularly at 49, Line 49, entitled "Calculation

of Z"?
A Yes.
Q Are you there?
A Yes.
Q Can you explain what the calculation of Z is

and how it is used in the proposed service
availability charges?
You may recall that you partially answered

this question --

A Right.

Q —- in deposition?

A Right.

Q ~—- but only partially.

A Let me pull out my notes. (Pause) The 2

value is utilized to determine the accumulated (Pause)
the level of the CIAC at design capacity, which is
Line 35 on that Schedule 2-A.

Q Okay.

A It presents a time determination of the
collections of CIAC over a period of time to the point
at build-out of the system facilities.

Q Doesn't really appear to explain the factor.

A Explain the use of the factor, or the

actual -

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Q Well, what it represents.
A I'11l try to word it differently. (Pause)
The value increases as the months to
build-out is greater. The actual formula used to
develop the Z value was as provided by the
Commission's model or formula.

0 Let me go on to another question, or
probably we can deal with this in the course of the
next cuestions.

A Okay.

Q Turhing to the last page indicated as
Schedule 2-E, same exhibit.

A Okay.

Q Again, far left column, look at Line 43,
called "Maximum Service Availability Charge Per ERC."

A Yes, sir.

Q The explanation of the calculation to derive
the maximum charge, SSU has divided by a number equal
to the future number of customers times the
calculation of Z, correct?

A I'm sorry, what line are you on again?

Q Line 43, called the, "Maximum Service
Availability Charge Per ERC."

A Then you read the explanation over on the

right-hand column?
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1230

o] Yes. Do you agree with that?
A Yes. Yes.
Q Can you explain why the future number of

customers is multiplied by the Z factor? It may be a
subtraction rather than multiplication, it's rather
difficult to read, but it appears to be a subtraction.

Do you see the factor Q30 minus Q49 in the

denominator?
A No, I don't see where you are speaking of.
Q I'm still on Line 43 in the second major

column where you express the formula.

A Yes, sir.

Q The denominator appears to be Q30 minus Q49,
that Q49 being the Z factor.

A Okay, I see where you are speaking.

Q Do you see where I am? Can you explain what
the Zz factor and what the effect of the Z factor is in
that formula?

A Just one second.

Q If the Z factor were eliminated -- I'm
sorry, are you still --

A Yes, I'm still locking.

Q -- still working on it? I'm sorry. (Pause)

It might serve the purpose if you were to

describe the effect of the elimination of the factor

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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from the formula.
A Q30, the future number of customers. ©So
obviously it's going to reduce the number of customers

at build-out. And that is in the denominator of that

equation --
Q Let's -- (Simultaneous conversation.)
A -- reduce the denominator it would increase

the maximum service availability charge? I would have
to really think this through, I mean.

Q All right, let's move on. We're going to
pass out some pages from the MFRs for ease of
reference.

Mr. Bliss, during deposition, Mr. Ludsen was
asked about your calculations of the minimum charge in
the MFRs for Holiday Heights. Specifically, if you
would turn to Page 728, you are indicated as the

preparer in the upper right-hand corner of this

schedule?
A Correct.
Q Would you agree that on Line 1 of this

schedule you have indicated that Holiday Heights would
have a gross book value of 107,452 in the year 19967

A That's correct.

Q You indicated on Line 18 of this MFR

schedule that a minimum charge of 260,636 would be

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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appropriate for Holiday Heights; is that correct?

A That's what the calculated value is.

Q Yes. Can you explain why the minimum charge
is more than double the gross book value of the plant?

A Because in the calculation we're dividing by
a very small fraction of an ERC in the formula. And
that generates a very large number then when you
divide a number by I think it was in the order of
magnitude of .01.

These service availability charges as
proposed here -- excuse me, as indicated on this page
here are not what we are proposing in the rate filing,
though. They were provided purely as supplemental
information.

Q Can you explain why the maximum charge for
Holiday Heights on Line 20 is calculated as 3,531,392
in light of the fact the gross book value is 107,4527?

A The same reason as explained for the 260,000

number. Just that the numerator is of a larger value.

Q Is that not unrealistic in your opinion?
A Yes.
Q In your March 26 deposition, Mr. Bliss, in

that deposition you were asked for an explanation of a
calculation in Schedule 3-W in Volume 8. This

schedule was -- do you recall?
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A Okay.
Q This schedule was prepared for each service

area, was it not?

A Hold on one second. 3-W?

Q Yes. It's in front of you.

A Yes. Okay.

Q Specifically you were asked to explain about

Volume 8, Book 2 of 4, Page 3. Do you recall your
answer as to why you added a three-year margin for
ERCs when this particular facility is indicated to be
100% built out?

A I'm sorry, state your question again.

Q Do you recall your answer as to why you had
added a three-year margin reserve for ERCs when this

particular facility was indicated to be 100% built

out?
A I don't recall the answer.
Q Do you have the deposition?
A No, I never received a transcript.
Q What would your answer be?
A The guestion again?
Q I'm sorry?
A What was the quéstion again?
Q Why have you added a three-year margin

reserve for ERCs to this particular facility when it
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is indicated to be 100% built out?

A The calculation or the -- yeah, the
calculation of the service availability charges was
done on the same format for every plant, so it was
merely a spreadsheet that was determined for each
plant.

And once again, these are not the
plant-specific service availability charges that we
are requesting just exactly for these reasons, that
every plant is different and we believe that the
uniform charge, as Mr. Ludsen will best answer, is the
appropriate service availability charge.

Q But would you agree with me that to have
added a three-year margin reserve in this instance was
unrealistic or is unrealistic?

A Yes.

Q Staying with Schedule 3~W, in other words,
it would be consistent regardless of which facility is
being -- well, if you have added a three-year margin
reserve for each facility and alsc indicated
additional years to build-~out, for example, two years,
would vou then agree this would indicate a total
build-out period of five years?

A I didn't follow that question.

Q If you had added -- if you had added a
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three-year margin reserve, a three-year margin reserve
for each facility and also indicated additional years
to build-out, for example, two years, would you not
agree that in that case that would indicate a total
build-out period of five years, the three years margin
reserve plus the two years to build?

A Yes.

Q Based on that answer, then, the MFR
Schedules in Volume 8 wouid appear to contain an error
in the calculation of build-out, would you not agree?

A The build-out? What build-out? Build-out
number of ERCs?

Q The build-out period for each individual
plant. Plant. (Pause)

Do you feel you can address that question,
Mr. Bliss?

A Not at this time, no.

Q All right. Let me turn your attention to
Schedules 2-W and 3-W of Volume 8, Book 1 of 4,

Pages 22 and 23.

A Yes.

Q Would you agree that these are summaries of
Schedule Nos. 2-W and 3-W for all of the conventional
water facilities?

A Yes.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Q Referring you to Schedule 2-W, Column 27
A Yes.
Q Would you agree this column shows the impact

of the requested plant capacity charge?
A The impact?
Q Yes, impact.

A Which line?

Q Column 2. 16 and 17.
A Yes.
Q Would you further agree that on Line 26 of

Column 2 you indicate that build-out would occur in

1.39 years for all of SSU's service areas?

A As a composite?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q Now referring to Schedule 3-W, would you

agree that this schedule summarizes SSU's calculations
of its proposed plant capacity charge?

A Yes.

Q On Line 7 of this schedule, you concluded
ERCs for a three-year margin reserve; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Therefore, how would you explain why a
three~-year margin reserve was added to a plant that

would be built out in 1.39 years? (Pause)
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MR. FEIL: These are composite numbers.

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes.

MR. FEIL: I'm not sure whether or not your
question is valid in light of the fact they are
composite numbers. I mean, there's not necessarily
going to be a direct correlation.

Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Is that the substance
of your answer, Mr. Bliss?

MR. TWOMEY: Mr. Feil's answer?

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes.

A Well, the addition of the three years of
ERC, three years of margin reserve on this Schedule
3-W, yes, there would be a -- these are rolled up
numbers here, so it would vary from plant to plant.

Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Then are you telling me
that it is appropriate that a three-year margin
reserve be used in the case of plants to be built out
in 1.39 years?

A Yes.

Q On Lines 4 and 5, you're calculating plant

at 100%; is that correct?

A Lines 4 and 5 of?
Q The same place.

A 3-W?

Q Yes.
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A No, at 96.44%.

Q Are you not adding back to plant the used
and useful adjustments?

A I don't understand your question, "the used
and useful adjustment"? Taking the net plant in
service, first multiplying by the percentage used and
useful to get to the net plant used and useful, and
then dividing by the total number of ERCs that are -

Q All right.

A -- utilized to get to the used and useful
investment there.

Q All right. Referring back to Schedule 2-W,
you indicated earlier that Column 2 indicates that the
plant will be built out in 1.39 years, correct?

A Correct.

0 Column 6, Line 26, you indicate the total
plant in service for SSU will be built out in 8.49
years; is that correct?

A Yeah, that's the weighted composite of plant
and mains.

Q The gross book value on Line 1 reflects
plant in service as of 1996; is that correct?

A Sorry, state that again?

Q The gross book value on Line 1 reflects

plant in service as of 19967
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A Yes.

Q Then could you explain how the treatment of
plant in service in 1996 in Column 2 which will be
built out in 1.39 years will be able to serve the
additional ERCs in 8.49 years without additional plant
additions?

A The total column over there is just a
weighted percentage of the plants, mains, meters and
service installations.

Q Is it not true that the composite number --
that the composite number does not represent
sufficient plant capacity to serve the additional ERCs
at build-out?

A Yes. But the service availability charges
are calculated on a component basis, meaning plant and
lines separately.

Q Let me refer you to Schedule 2-W, Column 6,
Lines 14 through 21.

A Okay.

o] Would you agree that this schedule shows
that your proposed $750 charge would fall within the
minimum and maximum charges shown on that schedule?

A Yes.

Q And in your April deposition, you had stated

that your analysis was based on projected plant
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through 1996; do you recall?

A Yes.

Q Column 2, Lines 22 through 26, indicate that
1996 treatment plant will be at design capacity 1.39
years; and Column 3, the same lines, indicate the
mains will be at design capacity at 12.72 years. Do
you see that?

A Yes.

Q Doesn't this indicate that additional water
treatment plant must be constructed to match the
existing mains?

A Yes, there would be additional water plant
necessary to meet the number of customers and mains.

Q The additional treatment plant to
accommodate existing lines is not included within your

analysis; isn't that correct?

A Yes, because the charges were calculated
separately.
Q Based also upon Column 6, the $£750 charge

would generate a CIAC level of 56.3% of design
capacity according te Line 26 -- that would be
according to Line 26 in 8.49 years? Do you see that?
A Correct.
Q So then, in other words, if the $750 charge

was approved in approximately eight-and-a-half years,
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in approximately eight-and-a-half years SSU would have
a 56.38% contribution level for its combined
conventional treatment water facilities; is that
correct?

A State that question again?

Q All right. If ﬁhe $750 charge were to be
approved, in approximately eight-and-a-half years the
Company would have a contribution level of 56.38% for
its combined conventional treatment water facilities.
Would you agree with that?

A If the additional plant that was constructed
to meet that, to go from the 1.39 years to the 8.49
years, was also constructed at similar cost as the

previous plant.

Q So the answer is yes with that
gqualification?

A Yes.

Q Without sufficient plant capacity in your

analysis to accommodate customer growth for the next
eight-and-a-half years, doesn't your analysis
represent a scenario that will not happen?

A No. As long as what I just, the
gqualification I just stated in the last statement is
true.

Q In other words, based upon the gross plant
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value contained in Schedule 2-W you cannot possibly
achieve a 56.38% contribution level in
eight-and-a-half years; is that not so?

A Yes, we could, if what was stated was true.

Q With the additional plant that would have to
be added, would that change the contribution level of
56.38%7?

A State that again?

Q Would the addition of the necessary plant
change the contribution level of 56.38%7?

A No, not if that plant was installed on a per
ERC basis cost that was similar to the historical plant.

Q Just a few more questions, Mr. Bliss.

At your March 26 deposition, you were asked
about your familiarity with Rule 25-30.580, F.A.C;, do
you remember that?

A Yes, I do.

Q Did SSU consider the guidelines in this rule
in designing its proposed service availability charges?

A Yes.

Q Let me refer you to Exhibit 114, your

Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2.

A Yes, sir.
Q I'm sorry, do you have that?
A Yes, I do.
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Q Would you agree this is a list of capital

improvements by NARUC account over the next five

years?
A By NARUC account? No.
Q Is this listing part of the five-year

capital improvement plan of SSU?

A Yes.

Q What will the plan be used for?

A I don't understand the question.

Q wWwhat will the five-year capital plan be used
for, the capital improvement plan be used for?

A It's a budget projection of capital projects
for the next five years that are necessary in our
facilities.

MR. PELLEGRINI: We have no further
questions, Chairman Clark.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Commissioners? Where is
Mr. Twomey?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He had to go get some
copies made of an exhibit. Can we take five?

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Yeah, we'll wait for him to
get back. Here he is.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Mr. Twomey, you stepped out
of the room just when we got to you.

MR. TWOMEY: Pardon?
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CHAIRMAN CLARK: I said you stepped out of
the room just when we got to you. We're ready for
you.

MR. TWOMEY: Thank you. My aide was on
lunch break. (Laughter)

RECROSS EXAMINATION
BY MR. TWOMEY:
Q Mr. Bliss, I want to ask you a couple of

questions. On Exhibit 1037

A Which one is that?

Q I'm sorry, it's —--

A I didn't write the numbers down.

Q Bliss Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 3

and 4, from your January 11, 1996, deposition.
A Okay.

Q Have you get got it?

Now, I understood you, I think, in answer to

questions by Commissioner Deason and Staff Counsel, to
say that you were asking for 100% used and useful
notwithstanding that the calculated percentage might
be lower. One reason was because that was what you
got in the last rate case, right?

A Yes. And we don't agree with the lot count
method, the hydraulic analysis is the approved -- not

"approved --"
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Q Preferred?

A -- preferred, yes, that's what I want,
method.

Q Okay. But the first reasoﬁ is just because

what you got in the last rate case; is that right?

A That's one reason.

Q A reason. Okay. And the second reason --
there are only two reasons?

A Only two?

Q Are there only two reasons?

A No, there's no less of the facility could
provide the service.

Q Say that again?

A No less of the facilities could provide the
service to the existing customers.

Q Isn't that a way of saying hydraulic
analysis?

A No. I don't know what the outcome of the
hydraulic analysis would propose, but probably would

result in the samne. But ¥ don't know --

Q Okay.
A -- for sure,
Q But you are saying no less of the facility,

no less than 100% of the facility would serve the

customers?
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A That's correct.

Q Okay. Then if that's true, then you should
get 100% on a great many others of your systems where
the calculated percentage is lower; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q You should get it on all of them, right?

A I don't know about all of them, no.

Q I mean, isn't that, isn't the only real
distinction between the systems where you are using
those reasons is that the foot in the door is that you
got 100% in the last rate-case; isn't that correct?

A "Foot in the door"? I don't?

Q Your basis for being able to say that no
less of the system would serve the customers is, the
first reason, that you got 100% in the last rate case.
Isn't that true?

A That's one of the reasons, yes.

Q Okay. Now what other reasons do you have,
if any, to support asking for 100% used and useful for
these systems when your calculation is lower?

A Well, the Commission also reviewed all of
the information provided in the last case and
determined it to be 100% used and useful.

Q Based on the numbers you gave them back

then, right?
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A Based on what I'm not sure. I mean, they

had the maps to look at, the information was presented

in the MFRs, engineers went out to the field, they
loocked at the service area -- I mean, all sorts of
things. All sorts of evaluations was done to get to
that percentage.

Q Now, on the first page of that exhibit, I
want you to look at Column 5 just briefly. Apple
Valley goes from 62.93% to 100%, right?

A If you are asking is the calculated
percentage on Line 8 that, yes.

Q Yeah. Now, that, that is not just a
increase of 37. -- let me put it this way. Isn't it
true, Mr. Bliss, that if the Commission gives you
100%, that it is a 58.9% increase over what the
calculated number is?

A But the calculated number is not what we
prefer.

Q Well, I didn't ask you that. I asked you,
isn't an increase from 62.93% to 100% an increase of

58.9%7

MR. FEIL: Why do we all have to go through

these mathematical calculations? You can see
difference in the percentages there. Does Mr. Bliss

have to pull out a calculator every time we look at
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these exhibits? It's getting to be cumulative.

CHAIRMAN CILARK: Is that an objection?

MR. FEIL: That's an objection based on
cumulative, redundancy and stating the obvious.

MR. TWOMEY: And every bit of it is wrong on
its face, Madam Chairman. We learned a long time
ago -- I learned working here years ago that you look
at what the percentage is against the base. You just
don't take what the increase is going from -- 50 to
100 is not a 50% increase, it's a 100% increase. And
it shows greater significance.

In this business, the objection about
cumulative and so forth suggests that if I ask the
witness to make one calculation at the beginning of
the hearing and I ask for a different calculation
later that it's cumulative. It is ridiculous.

CHATRMAN CLARK: It doces seem we are
covering the same ground, so if you would please speed
it up.

MR. TWOMEY: I will.

Q (By Mr. Twomey) Chuluota, Mr. Bliss, on I
think it's the second page, Page 2 of 147

A Yes, sir.

Q Doesn't Chulucta, if you know, have

inherently high rates under a stand-alone basis?
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A I don't do the rates, so I do not know.
Q You do not know, okay. Look at Page 614,
please?

A I don't have the page numbers on the bottom
of mine.
Q I'm sorry, they're at the top of the upper

right-hand corner under the FPSC schedules, 6 of 147

A I'm sorry, 6 of 14? I thought you said 614.
Q 6 of 14.
A Yes, sir.
Q I assume you don't know what -- am I correct

to assume you don't know what the rates are for
Lakeview Villas, either?

A No.

Q Okay. Your filing would reflect that,
right? Your Company's filing someplace would reflect
what the requested rates are?

A I would imagine, yes.

Q Okay. Now based upon your logic that you
have expressed, you are wanting to go from 52.17% to

100%, right?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Now, —-

A The calculated percentage is 52.17%.
Q Yes, sir. Now ==~ I'm sorry.
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A Go from 52.17% to 100% is not, no, we're
sticking at 100%. We're in the last case.

I mean, our investors can't be assumed to
one time have X% of their investment in rate base
allowed and then the next time have 50% of that.

Q I see. Things éan only go up, right,

Mr. Bliss?

A Things can only go up?

Q Yes. Yes, your calculation of the benefits
to your shareholders can only go up and they can't go
down; is that what you are saying? (Pause)

Let me ask you —-

A As far as I understand, it's the general
rule of the Commission. I mean, not a written rule, I
guess; but, you know, as indicated in the Marco Island
order, for T&D there they-stuck with 100%.

Q Would you look at Page 2 of 27 1It's the

last page on the water schedule, it's from Marco

Island.
A 2 of 2.
Q Do you recall earlier today when I asked you

how, what the percentage of build-out was at Marco

Island?
A I don't know.
Q Doesn't your exhibit in Column 4 for Marco
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Island reflect that in terms of the number of lots
connected it's about 44%7?

A Not necessarily, no.

Q Doesn't this say, Mr. Bliss, that the number
of lots is 14,0147

A I'm sorry, I'm looking at wastewater.

Yes, it states that.

Q Okay. And that the number of connected lots
is 6,180, right?

A The number of lots as defined here for Marco
Island, which is a unique situation, has many
condominiums, is not really lots.

Q What is it?

A Well, they include condominium units and
residential lots -- well, and commercial properties,
too.

MR. TWOMEY: I would like to pass out two -—-

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Mr. Twomey, you indicated
to me that you were going to ask a gquestion on that
exhibit, you had one question to ask. Are we going
back to cross examination by you?

MR. FEIL: It seems to me that we --

MR. TWOMEY: That's a fair point. We'll
wait and get it from someone else.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay. Redirect?
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Commissioners do you have any gquestions? Redirect.

MR. FEIL: Thank you, Madam Chairman.

REDIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. FEIL:

Q Sorry, Mr. Bliss, but I'm going to go in
chronological order going back to when you were first
asked questions by Public Counsel.

With regard to fire flow, can you tell me
whether or not SSU was allowed fire flow for various
service areas in its last rate case?

A Was allowed fire flow? Yes.

Q Can you tell me whether or not you're aware
of any evidence presented here or in the last case
that SSU could not provide the fire flow at that time?

A No.

Q Regarding the hydraulic models, has SSU
conducted spot testing of the three hydraulic models
not calibrated?

A Yes.

Q Can you tell me what the results of that
spot testing are?

A Very similar to the Pine Ridge results that
the model as presented to the Commission with the
exception of the change in the C factor to 145 and the

allocation of the demand to actual customer usage,
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which you would have to do to calibrate the model,
they have come out the results are -- the data
gathered in the field is similar to the models or the
pressures predicted by the model. Indicating that
calibration is not always necessary, as Mr. Edmunds
indicated in his testimony.

Q With regard to Pine Ridge, Mr. Reilly asked
you a number of dquestions regarding how Pine Ridge
could be 100% used and useful. As I recall, your
answer was, due to the distribution of the customers
or density of the customers throughout the service
area as well as the distribution of the hydrants.

Isn't that the controlling factor but it
really reflects -- or if you can tell me whether or
not it reflects the hydraulic load on those lines?

A Most certainly, yes. That's the whole point
of the hydraulic analysis.

0 So it's not per se the location of the
connections and the hydraﬁts but the location of the
connections and the hydrants governs the amount of
flow going through those pipes?

A Correct.

Q I want to --

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Let me ask a guestion

for just a second.
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Would you agree that to the extent a
development is disbursed, that is, covers a large area
and not very densely developed, there would be a
convergence between the lot count method and the
hydraulic flow method, generally speaking?

There would be a big difference between
those two methods; and that the more densely the
development or more compact the two methods would
probably, they would tend to converge upon each other
and be in agreement?

WITNESS BLISS: They would converge when? I
don't understand your question, I'm sorry.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: All right, let's take,
we've got two developments. One is very dense,
compact development. One is very sparsely developed.
And we did an analysis for both of those developments
using the two methodologies. Would you tend to think
that the densely developed development, the two
methodologies would tend to be more closely
resulting -- the results would be more close to each
other, whereas the less sparsely developed
development, that those two methodologies would tend
to be very divergent in their result?

WITNESS BLISS: Yes, but that ijust shows the

fallacy of the lot count method, that it doesn't
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present the portion of the distribution system that is
being utilized by those customers.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Sco the way a
development is developed has a bearing on lot count
methodology versus hydraulic flow methodology.

WITNESS BLISS: That would be one reason,
but there is probably many.

COMMISSIONER DEASON: But that is a reason.

WITNESS BLISS: Would be one.

MR. FEIL: Were you finished, Commissioner?

COMMISSIONER DEASON: Yes, thank you.

Q (By Mr. Feil) Mr. Pellegrini -- I'm trying
to stick to subject areas here, Mr. Bliss, so let's
stay on hydraulic modeling for a moment, if we could.

Mr. Pellegrini asked you a number of
questions. He ran through a list of assumptions or
input data that were considered in SSU's hydraulic
models and he rattled off, no elevations, how fire
flow was treated, .9 GPM per current build-out per
customer use, and a number of other assumptions or
input made into the model.

Could you tell me whether or not you believe
that those assumptions were proved reasonable by the
calibration efforts that you have described?

A Oh, most definitely. The elevations were
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inputted in for the calibrations and at all four
plants now. And the other one was the fire flow?

Q Well, he rattled off a number of

assumptions, including a C factor, .9 GPM, the use per

customer, current and build-out, unlimited source of
supply, and so forth.

A Right. The elevation did not present any
different result. Including all of those things did
not provide any different result, as indicated in my
rebuttal testimony.

Q Okay. If I could refer you to a exhibit
that Mr. Pellegrini referred you to, CNB-1, attached

to your rebuttal testimony, Page 20.

A Yes, sir.

Q He referred yocu to Line 467

A Correct.

Q Had you examine the flows for current and

build-out conditions?
A Correct.

Q Could you tell me what the significance is

of those figures and to what extent the level of flows

going through those pipes make a difference in the
used and useful calculations?

A I don't know if I understand.

Q Well, what do the first, what do the figures

FILORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

1256




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

i8

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

1257

represent, the current fldw and build-out flow?

A The flow through that pipe under current
conditions and the flow through that pipe under
build-out conditions. This particular pipe he has
selected is coming out of one of the supply sites,
which one I'm not sure, but --

Q Well, do you recall Mr. Pellegrini asking

you whether or not the build-out flow figure was

reascnable?
A Yeah, I recall him asking me that.
Q And do you recall what your answer was?
A Well, he asked if we would have 2,400

gallons per minute supply available at that site? No,
we don't right now. In the future we will be adding
more wells and tanks, et cetera, to this system.

Q And will you be adding those facilities to
that particular site, or is that something that you
know?

A We will add additional facilities to that
site, but how much, I don't know, whether it will
be -- these sites are master planned at the beginning,
but whether in reality once you start drilling the
wells will you have enough supply at that site?

Q Is that build-out flow value reasonable for

purposes of calculating used and useful?
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A Off of one site? It certainly could, yes.
Q So in 8SU's hydraulic models, it did not

postulate future sites as sources of supply?

A No.
Q Is that a reasonable assumption?
A Yes. Distributed sites cross the system as

it is, so.

Q So does the fact that you did not assume
additional sites make a difference in the used and
useful calculations?

A No. Because we would have to put in piping
to those future sites, and we were only modeling what
is existing investment today.

Q If you redistributed the flow at the
build-out condition over the entire existing facility,
notwithstanding where the source of supply was coming
from, is that going to make a difference in the used
and useful calculation?

A It changed the used and useful on a
pipe-by-pipe basis; but overall, no, it would not.

Q Thank you. Mr. Pellegrini asked you some
questions about whether or not at Citrus Springs
adding the components of a high service pump and a
tank would change the outputs for a hydraulic model,

and your answer to that gquestion as I recall was yes.
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could you recall for me whether or not or what
significance that change in flows resulting from the
additions of those facilities make to the hydraulic
models filed in this case?

A Well, we have not done the analysis with the
storage tank. We've analyzed, we've done hydraulic
modeling with the storage tank but not carried it
through to the numbers side and everything else for
the hydraulic analysis as presented in the MFRs.

But similar to the distribution of the
supply sites, it would do similar results. It may
change the individual pipes, but Pine Ridge has over a
thousand -- excuse me, Citrus Springs has over 2,200
pipes, so on average, no.

Q Staying on Pine Ridge for a moment, are you
aware of any instance where there was a fire at Pine
Ridge and SSU was unable to put out the fire?

A No, sir.

Q Are you aware of any instances in any other
SSU service areas where SSU was unable to put out
fires?

A No, sir. In fact, we've, in Deltona, we
were complimented on our ability to provide adequate,
more than adequate fire flow for a system there for a

large fire.
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Q I want to make sure I understand SSU's
position as stated here on Issue 28. Mr. Reilly asked
you questions about this; this concerns the crossings.
Could you repeat what youAbelieved you said before so
we're all clear on what the position is?

My understanding was that you said that the
crossings should be included in plant in service but

not in rate base. Is that what you said?

A Yeah.

Q And it would be excluded from rate base --

A Through a used and useful adjustment.

Q -- through a used and useful adjustment,
thank you. And it was also SSU's position that -- or

I believe you said that those dollars should be
included in AFPI?

A Yes.

Q And is that because those crossings were
prudently constructed?

A Correct.

Q Do you know whether or not the crossings
were included in plant in service in the last rate
case?

A Yes.

Q So in the last rate case they would have had

the used and useful percentage applied to them as the
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dollars were included in rate base -- or excuse me, in

plant?
A Correct.
Q When Mr. Twomey asked you some questions, he

asked you whether or not SSU has added any mains to
the Marco Island service area, and you said no. Were
you aware that SSU added a main from the lime
softening plant to the R.O. plant since the 1987 rate
case?

A Yes. But that's not a distribution line, it
serves no customers, it is just for transmitting water
between the two facilities.

Q Mr. Twomey asked you a number of questions
about the permits at Sugarmill Woods. And I believe
you made a statement later that a permit allows you to
construct facilities. If one obtains a construction
permit from DEP, are you required to construct what
you have described in the permit?

A No.

Q So a permit just allows you to construct if
you choose to do so?

A That's correct.

Q I'm going to have to refer you to an
exhibit, it's Exhibit 102. Which had the MFR

calculations that Ms. -~ excuse me, that
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Mr. Pellegrini was asking you about regarding iron
removal. I believe it was response to PSC
Interrogatory 360, it was Appendix 360-B, Page 1
of 14.

A Okay.

Q Mr. Pellegrini asked you about the notation

there of "N/A" for the treatment facilities.

A Yeah, that's correct.

Q Would you read Note 3 that appears next to
the N/A?

A Yeah. It says, "Supply well used and useful

percentage applied to iron removal filters," as I told
him.

Q So there was no chance of there being a
misunderstanding regarding what percentage was applied
to those facilities, then?

A No, if you read the footnote.

Q Mr. Twomey asked you a number of guestions
regarding another exhibit, as did Mr. Pellegrini --
actually, two exhibits. First being Exhibit No. 103,
which was Late-Filed Deposition Exhibits Nos. 3 and 472

A Yes.

Q In looking at this exhibit and the values
calculated there, could you tell me what is SSU's

requested used and useful methodology for transmission

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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and distribution facilities?

A Hydraulic analysis.

Q And for those plants where no hydraulic
analysis was performed?

A As indicated on Line 10 of those schedules.

Q That is the requested used and useful
percentage that reflects the used and useful
methodology proposed?

A State that again?

Q The requested used and useful percentage
will reflect the used and_useful method proposed?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Could you tell me what the calculated

percentage appearing on Line 8 of these schedules

represents.
A Merely the division of the projected meters
in '96 -- actually indicated as connected lots, 1996,

with one-year margin reserve divided by number of lot.
Q So 1s that calculated percentage SSU's
reguested methodology or preferred methodology for
used and useful?
A No, most certainly not. Hydraulic analysis,
neither that nor -- no. The lot count method as
testified by Mr. Edmunds is not a preferred

methodeology.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Q Are you aware of any prior Commission cases
where the Commission rejected a prior used and useful
determination as to any plant component?

A No, I'm not.

Q And you have worked at the Commission or
have done water and wastewater utility work that was
submitted to the Commission for how many years?

A Ten.

Q You made a number of statements to
Mr. Twomey regarding the percentages that the
Commission accepted in the last case for used and
useful for transmission and distribution. Do you
infer from the Commission's order that the Commission
accepted the evidence presented by SSU in the prior

case regarding the appropriate used and useful

percentage?
A I'm sorry, state it again.
Q You mentioned to Mr. Twomey a number of

things that were submitted to the Commission --

A Yes.

Q -=- in the prior case. Could you repeat what
those things were?

A Well, the MFRs, the maps, the Commission
Staff went out to every facility.

Q And there also would have been testimony in

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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those proceedings, would there not have been?

A Yes, expert witness testimony.

Q Do you think it fair to infer from the
Ccommission's order that it accepted SSU's methodology
in that prior case?

A Yes,

Q In the experience that you have, has the
Commission as a practice accepted the used and useful
percentage from a prior case?

A Yes.

Q Can you tell me why you believe that is,
that the Commission has accepted prior used and useful
determinations? Why the Commission has as a matter of
practice accepted prior used and useful
determinations?

MR. TWOMEY: I object, Madam Chairman, this
does sound redundant.

MR. FEIL: 1I'll withdraw the question if he
doesn't know the answer.

A Well, I would state that I don't think they
want to send a false signal to the owners of the
utilities that determinations of investment used and
useful can be subject to change.

Q Could you tell me, referring again to the

Line 6 value from this late-filed deposition exhibit,

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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can you tell me whether or not -- excuse me, I meant
to say Line 8.

A Okay.

Q Could you tell me whether or not the Line 8

value is a better value than that listed on Line 107?

A Could I tell you it is a better value?
Q Yes.
A Most certainly not. You're saying is Line 8

a better value?

Q Is it more appropriate as a used and useful
percentage?

A Certainly not.

Q I'd like to refer you to Exhibit 108. It

was the response to OPC Interrogatory 351, which had
some information regarding hydro tanks.

A Yes.

Q Mr. Pellegrini asked you a few questions
about that interrogatory.

A Okay.

Q I believe the questions he asked pertained
to the amount of dollars in one plant account that
included costs for ground storage and for hydro tanks.
Do you recall that?

A Correct.

Q Excuse me?

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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A Yes.

Q Do you think that any of the figures in the
response to this interrogatory which you have said you
did not prepare should be'used to alter the used and
useful percentages or the application of those
percentages to plant accounts that you filed in the
MFRs?

In other words, do you think that any of
this information should change the used and useful
calculations and the application of those calculations

to plant dollars from what you filed in the MFRs?

A No.
Q So what you filed in the MFRs is correct?
A Yes,
Q Sorry I'm fumbling with so many exhibits

here, but there are quite a number. I want to refer
you next to Exhibit 109, I believe it was.

A Which one was that?

Q It was Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 6
pertaining to high service pumps and well pumps.

A Yes, sir.

Q Actually perhaps I can get you to answer
this question without even referring to the exhibit.
But it pertains to the division of high service pumps

and supply wells. Do you think any information in, it

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

1267




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

1%

20

21

22

23

24

25

1268

was Late-Filed Deposition No. 6 --

A I have it.

Q You have it. Do you think any of the
information in this late-filed deposition exhibit
should be used to alter the used and useful
calculations you made in the MFRs?

A No..

Q Referring to Exhibit No. 114, which was the
five-year capital budget information --

A Yes.

Q -- my qguestion is, do you have an opinion as
to whether or not the dollar figures in that five-year
capital budget should be used to revise the service
availability calculations you have made for the MFRs?

A No.

Q Why not?

A These are projected projects that change,
really have a one-year capital budget. This is just a
planning horizon. Projects change.

MR. FEIL: Madam Chairman, may I have a
moment to confer?
CHATRMAN CLARK: Yes. (Pause)

Q (By Mr. Feil) One additional question,

Mr. Bliss. In areas where -- in service areas where

SSU serves hotels, apartment buildings, multifamily

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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dwellings, does the lot count method using meters
properly reflect the used and useful nature of
distribution facilities?

A Certainly not.

MR. FEIL: I have nothing further.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Exhibits?

MR. FEIL: SSU moves No. 100, I believe it
was.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Exhibit 100 is entered into
the record without objection.

MR. PELLEGRINI: Staff moves Exhibits 101.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Through 1157

MR. PELLEGRINI: Through 115 into the
record.

MR. FEIL: Commissioner, I have a problem
with Exhibit No. 105.

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay.

MR. FEIL: 1It's principally because, as you
can see from the description on the cover sheet, that
it is excerpts of engineering information. And as I
page through it, there are just a number of pages from
apparently from the MFRs from the last case.

CHAIRMAN CLARK:‘ Mr. Feil, do you want the
opportunity to look through it and decide if you want

it supplemented in any way?

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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MR. FEIL: Yes, I would.

CHAIRMAN CLARK:' All right. Then we'll
admit without objection Exhibits 101 through 104 and
106 through 115. And, Mr. Feil, if you will let me
know when you have had a chance to review that and we
will decide whether or not to enter it into the
record.

MR. FEIL: VYes. I would also note that the
Commission has already taken administrative notice of
the order from that case, so it may or may not --

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Maybe you can get with
Staff and see what needs to be in the recora.

MR. FEIL: Yes, ma'am.

(Exhibit Nos. 100 through 104, and 106
through 115 received in evidence.)

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Mr. Bliss, you are excused.

(Witness Bliss excused.)

CHATRMAN CLARK: We're going to take a break
until ten minutes to 3:00 and we will be working late
tonight.

(Brief recess.)

(Transcript continues in seguence in

Volume 13.)
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EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: BLISS

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

SSU RESPONSE TO
FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 141 anp
PARTIAL ReEsSPONSE To OPC INTERROGATORY No. 303

E'é?:?m PUBLIC SERVICE CONMISSION
&
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WITHESS:
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

——— s’ S

REQUESTED BY: FPSC

SET NGC: 4
INTERROGATORY NO: 141

ISSUE DATE: 1 1/06/95
WITNESS: Charles M. Bliss
RESPONDENT: Charles M. Bliss
INTERROGATORY NO: 141

Discuss the current status of Project 95CC709, the new well at Imperial Mobile Terrace. The discussion
should describe how SSU plans to add a new well as well as any problems encountered.

RESPONSE: 141

Since it appears the ather options SSU has expiored over the last several months will not matetialize,
including the option of interconnecting Imperial Terrace with another facility, SSU will have 1o locate and
purchase a suitable site on which io drill a new wetl. S5U"s efforts thus far indicate that this will be
difficult given the lack of available undeveloped property in this area. The search for a suitable site is on-

going.

.
iy
.

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
DOCKET NO.: 9304935-WS

REQUESTED BY: OPC i}
SET NO: a0

DOCUMENT REQUEST NO: 303

ISSUE DATE: 02/02/96

WITNESS: 1. Dennis Westrick

RESPONDENT: J. Dennis Westrick

DOCUMENT REQUEST: 303

Please provide each document in your possession. custedy or conural evaluating. analyzing or commenting
on your plans o construct a new well during 1996 at Imperial Mobiie Terrace (Project number 95CC709;
$175,i192).

RESPONSE: 303 ,

Attached as Appendix DR 203-4 are decuments in SS5U7s ressassion. cusiody or conwol evaluating,
analyzing or commennng 2n SSUTS pians 10 sonswuct 2 aew well Zuring (1996 at Imperial Mobile Tarracs

rproject o, 33CCTO6: §173 18T
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EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: BLISS

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

SSU RESPONSES TO
FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 360-C anp 379
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KEY TO CHANGES TO SCHEDULE F-3(W)
BASED ON INTERROGATORY RESPONSES

i . Change ground storage tank capacity for Piney Woods from 23,000 gallons 1o 45,000 gallons
per FPSC Interrogatory No. 10.

2. Change well capacitv for Friendly Center in 1996 from 140 1o 100 GPM per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 39.

3. Combine Friendly Center and E. Lake Harris for 1996 as these were interconnected per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 39.

4. Change the max dav to be the second highest day for Palms Mobile Home Park per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 65.

5. Change the max-day for Skvcrest to be 61,700 which is the thurd highest day per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 66.

6. Change the 5 highest days in the max month and the max day for the vear for Valencia Terrace
to correspond with FPSC Interrogatory No. 67.

7. Change total well capacity for Salt Springs from 333 GPM to 633 GPM per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 68.

8. Change the well capacity for Burnt Store in 1996 to 3 @ 250 GPM each per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 91. Revise treatment plant equipment capacity to 378 GPM, revise ERC
projection, and revise max day demand forecast per FPSC Interrogatory No. 361.

9. Change the number of ERCs for Interlacken/Park Manor. The ERCs for Park Manor were not
being included per the response to FPSC Interrogatory No. 368.

10. Remove the elevated storage tank from the used and useful calculation in 1996 for Keystone
Heights per FPSC Interrogatory No. 369.

11. Change the well pump capacity in 1996 for Silver Lakes/Western Shores to 2 @ 1,425 GPM
and 1 @ 600 GPM per FPSC Interrogatory No. 379. Change the Hvdro Tank to a Finished Water
Storage Tank with a capacity of 50,000 gallons. There will be no hydro tank.

12. Change the well capacity for Tropical Park to 350 GPM for 1994, 1995, and 1996 per FPSC
Interrogatorv No. 404. Add backup well no. 1 of 100 GPM into used and useful calculation for
the 1996 test vear.

13. Change requested used and useful for supplyv wells for Fox Run to 100% per FPSC
Interrogatory No. 566. )




SOUTEERN STATZE UTLUITES ING
DOC"“" NO .. 930105.WS
RESPONSZ TO INTZRROGCATORIES

REQLUESTED BY: FPSC

SET NO: 3
INTERROGATORY NO: 379

ISSUE DATE; 01/17/96
WITNESS: Charles M. Bliss
RESPONDENT: Charles M. Bliss
INTERROGATORY NO: 379

Referring to Siiver Lake/Western Shores, please explain:
a. the utility's requested used and useful percentage for supply wells/pumping of 100%
b. why the utility desigrated the 63,000 storage tank as a hvdropneumatic ank,

¢. what was done (2.g. ratired, scrapped) with the 10,000 gallon and 3.C00 gallon hydropneumatic tanks
that were shown in Docket No. 92019%-WS5,

d. how the utility's requested used and usefui percentage for high senvics sumping of 100%4 was
calculated.

RESPONSE: - 379

a and d. Please see revised calcuiations and explanaton provided with Interrogatory No. 350,

A new 600 GPM -well pump 10 be installed at ‘Wesi2mn Shores was erronscusiv ommitted Fom the used
and usafui caiculation for 1996. Thus the total weli capacity is 3,450 GPM and the reliazis well capacity
is 2,025 GPM. This change has besn incorporated into the revised data inciuded in Imizrrogatory No. 360.
It is noted that the high service pump configuration changed {rom preliminary design as i1 existed at the
time the MFRs were prepared. The final design calis for two jockey pumps at 310 GPM 2ach and four
high servics pumps at 930 GPM each. for a tota) high servics pump capacity of 4,420 GPM. The reliable
high service pump capacity is _J_,jlo_c_:_;y . These changes have besn inccrporated Into wie data provided
in Interrogatory No. 360.

b. The tank in question is actually for chlorine detention purposes and consists of two-22.000 gallon
concrste tanks. The preliminary design was for a 1otal of 53,000 gallons. The fnal des:gn changed that
i0 50.000 gallons. As the tank is not designad o mz2t domestic demend. fre Jow, or em::gcncy

conditions, it is nat proper to consider it a “Finished ‘Water Storage” tank.

These old hvdro 1anks were scrapped and retired. A neswv 13,000 gailon iank has been mstaﬂed at
Vv gstern Shorss.
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EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: WESTRICK

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

SSU RespoNse To FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 351
REGARDING PLANT INFORMATION AND
ACCOUNTING TREATMENT OF HYDROPNEUMATIC TANKS

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC.
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

REQUESTED BY: OPC

SET NO: 19
INTERROGATORY NO: 351

ISSUE DATE: 01/23/96
WITNESS: 1. Dennis Westrick
RESPONDENT: J. Dennis Westrick
INTERROGATORY NO: 351

Please identify the do}ar amounts in rate base by rate base category for each hydro tank currently in
service by system, and the account numbers where the dollars are booked.

RESPONSE: 351

Attached as Appendix 351-A are the general ledger account balances where hydro tank additions were
booked. SSU does not maintain continuing property records which will separately identify costs for
individual hydro tanks.

SSU generally has available cost information for certain hydro tanks installed under SSU’s ownership.
Such inforrnation can be made availabie upon request. For those hydro tanks for which cost information is
not readily available, such as those installed prior to SSU’s ownership and included in rate base in prior
cases, the costs may be estimated using a Handy-Whitman index.




APPENDIX__2 D1~ X

General Ledger Account Balances bPAGE | . OF

As of 12/31/95

Plant No. Piant Name Accoun! Amoun?
104 Lake Conaway Park 3304 7.003
105 Daerwyler Shores 3305 13.532
106 Universirv Shores 3304 498517
121 Holiday Heights 3304 47464
323 Lake Harmmie: Estates 3304 23,183
324 Fern Park 3304 18,101
325 Lake Brantley 3304 78.521
330 Meredith Manor 330.4 1.069
332 Apple Valley 3304 2.291
334 Druid Hills 3304 78.056
335 Chuluota 330.4 36.440
438 Hermits Cove 3304 43,575
440 Palm Pont 330.4 48.245
442 River Grove 3304 28,098
443 Pomona Park 330.4 3,898
447 Welaka 3304 65,948
448 Saratoga Harbour 3304 16.528
470 Interlachen Lake Estates 3304 11,877
4N St. John's Highlands 3304 10,530
472 Beechers Point 330.4 57,972
473 Silver Lake Oaks 3304 56,486
551 Skycrest 3304 38,536
552 Fern Terrace 3304 46,952
553 Piney Woods 3304 68.584
554 Valencia Terrace 3304 20,199
555 Carlion Viliage 3304 1,303
556 Friendly Center 3304 170
557 East Lake Harris Estates 3304 43,203
558 Hobby Hilis 3304 12,306
560 Sunshine Parkway 3304 325
562 Morningview 3304 58,338
564 Picciola Island 3304 37,380
566 Western Shores 3304 599
567 Venetian Village 3304 59.424
570 Imperial Mobile Terrace 3304 5,491
575 Grand Terrace 3043 30,170
578 Quail Ridge Estates 3304 43,890
579 Palisades Country Club 3304 75,385
673 Fisherman's Haven 3304 5,183
675 Leilani Heights 3304 35.400
679 Fox Run 330.4 104,583
772 Fountains 330.4 55782
773 Lake Ajav 3304 22,380
780 Intercession City 3304 21.002
781 Tropical Park 330.4 11,338
782 Pine Ridge Estates 3203 54,981
783 Windsong 3203 45,545
784 Bay Lake Estates 3304 7,936
788 Buenaventura Lakes 3304 379,886
886 Beacon Hilk 3304 572,617
888 Woodmere 330.4 112,918
906 Citrus Springs 3304 15,140
907 Pine Ridge 3304 57,836
985 Rolling Green 3304 725
986 Gospel Island Estales 3304 1.171
987 Point O'Woods 3304 36,933
988 Rosemont 3304 43,421

Pagelof2




General Ledger Account Balances

As of 1131792

Piant No. Plant Name Account Amoun!

589 Sugarmii! Woods 3302 107532
o9n Apache Shores 3304 11.560
693 Qak Fores: 3304 86.5375
994 Spring Gardens 3304 8.220
995 Lakeside 330.4 57413
1054 Lakeview Villas 3304 4.282
1053 Kevstone Heights 3304 34.781
1095 Postmaster Village 3304 20,632
1106 Marion Oaks 3304 301.368
1115 Salt Springs 3304 3.184
1117 Citrus Park 3304 11,634
1118 Samira Yilias 3Nz 5.011
1275 Keystone Club Estates 3304 326
1298 Geneva Lake Estates 3304 15.261
1427 Zephyr Shores 3304 79,038
1429 Palm Terrace 3304 10.108
1518 Amelia [sland 3304 68.108
1701 Kingswood 3304 363
1702 Oakwood 330.4 3,713
1801 Sugar Mill 330.4 131.087
1806 Deltona Lakes 330.4 1.253,730
2202 Bumt Store 3304 133,629
230 Palm Valley 3304 3278
2302 Remington Forest 3203 66,340
2401 Leisure Lakes 3304 16,301
2601 Marco Istand 330.4 1.901,363
2602 Marco Shores 330.4 184.658
2801 Sunny Hilis 3304 143,460
2901 Lehigh 3304 427617

8.311.268

Page 2 of 2




DOCHET_950ustms
/2% BXRLH (i) _to
CASE KD, Fb-04237

EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: BLISS

DOCKET NO. 950495-US

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY
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DESCRIPTION:
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To January 11, 1996 DeposITION
OF CHARLES BLISS
PERTAINING TO HicH SERVICE PUMPS AND
WeLL Pumps
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04-24/98

WED 13:22 FAX 380 1385 S50

Docket No. 950495-WS
Late Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 6
Charles M. Bliss

A listing of water facilities which have both well pumps and high service
pumps where a decision was made to apply one used and useful
percentage to NARUC account 311 for which the utility determined it
bad the greater investment, along with the applicable data.

Response:

The investment in well pumps and high service pumps and motors should be
booked In Account 311, As stated in Interrogatory Response No. 72 FPSC
set no. 2) prepared by Judith Kimball, “The Company dces not currently have
continuing property records which allow ready identification of types of
pumps in the manner requested, that is, source of supply pumping, and high
service pumping.” A similar response was provided in Interrogatory No. 350
of Set No. 6. The reason that the high service pump used and useful
percentage was applied to Account 311 was that it is believed that the
majority of the dollars booked to this account relate to the high service pump
equipment, and therefore the high service pump used and useful percentage
was selected.

The following is a list of water plants which have both wells and high service
pumps indicating the used and used percentage that was applied to Account
311

Plant High Service Pummp Supply Well

Amelia Island
Apple Valley
Beacon Hills
Chuluota

Citrus Springs
Deltona Lakes
Dol Ray Manor
Druid Hills

R

Qo2
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04-24/88 WED 15:22 FAX %80 1345

Late Filed Exhibit No. 6 Cont.

- Charles M. Bliss

Fern Park

Fountains

Fox Run

Hermits Cove
Interlachen/FPark Manor
Lake Ajay

Lake Brantley

Lake Harriet

Leisure Lakes

Marco Shores

Manon Qaks

Meridith Manor

Palm Port

Pine Ridge Estates
Piney Woods

River Grove

River Park _
Silver Lakes/Western Shores
Silver Lake Oaks

St. Johns Highlands
Sugar Mill

Sugar Mill Woods
Sunny Hills .
Sunshine Parkway
University Shores
Welaka/Saratoga Harbor
Woodmere
Buenaventura Lakes
Lehigh

Remington Forest
Marco Island

Burnt Store
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EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: BLISS/DENNY

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

SSU RespoNSE TO MICA'S
INTERROGATORY No. 1
REGARDING THE MARco IsLAND LIME SOFTENING PLANT
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02 IC SEAVICE COMMISSION
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COMPANY/ EXHIBIT N0 /[0




SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

REQUESTED BY: Marco Island Civ Assoc

SET NO: i

INTERROGATORY NO: 1

ISSUE DATE: 12/12/95

WITNESS: Charles M. Bliss/William (Dave) Denny
RESPONDENT: Charles M. Bliss/William (Dave) Denny
INTERROGATORY NO: 1

On what date were to two precipitators removed from service at the Marco Island lime softening facility?
a. Has SSU ever considered replacing these precipitators?

b. What effect would the removal of the two precipitators have on the capacity of the Marco Island plant?
RESPONSE: 1

The two precipitators were removed from service at the Marco Island lime softening facility in 1988.

a. No, to my knowledge, SSU has never considered replacing these precipitators.

b. The removal of the two precipitators reduced the capacity of the lime softening facility from 8.0 MGD to
5.0 MGD.
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EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: KIMBALL

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY
SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

SSU Response To FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 465
PERTAINING TO THE HYDROPNEUMATIC
TANK AT LEHIGH

FLONDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.
DOCKET NO.: 950495-W3s
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

REQUESTED BY: FPSC

SET NO: 14
INTERROGATORY NO: 465

ISSUE DATE: ) 03/18/96
WITNESS: Judith J. Kimball
RESPONDENT: Judith J. Kimbail
INTERROGATORY NO: 465

Has the utility retired the hydropneumatic tanks from the books at Lehigh Acres since this tank is not
being used?

-

RESPONSE: ' 465

Although the hydropneumatic tank at Lehigh Acres was taken out of service in 1994, it has not been
officially retired from the books. The tank remains on site with no plans to place it back in service even
though it appears that it is in a useable state. The tank was installed in the 1950’s and was fully
depreciated by the time SSU acquired Lehigh. As a result, it has a zero impact on rate base.
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EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: BLISS

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

SSU ResroNse 10 OPC INTERROGATORY No. 323
PERTAINING TO CiTRUS PARK, SouTH FORTY,
AND SUNSHINE PARKWAY WASTEWATER
TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES

.

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
DOCKET

NO. _2E0Y98"  exmsiTno LD
COMPANY/ -

WITNESS:
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC.
DOCKET NO.: 950495-W5
RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES

REQUESTED BY: QOPC

SET NO: 14
INTERROGATORY NO: 323

ISSUE DATE: 1073195
WITNESS: Charles M. Bliss
RESPONDENT: Charles M. Bliss
INTERROGATORY NO: 323

‘Which WWTP capacity has been reduced due to effluent disposal restriction or any other reasons? What
are the original capacities permitted? Provide necessary supporting documents.

RESPONSE: ' 323

Citrus Park, South Forty, and Sunshine Parkway plant capacity was reduced for the used and useful
calculation due to effluent disposal capacity limitations.

The Citrus Park wastewater reatment plant is rated for 100,000 GPD. The South Forty wastewater
reatment plant is rated for 75,000 GPD. The Sunshine Parkway wastewater plant is rated for 250,000
GPD. It is noted that the MFRs incorrectly use 250,000 GPD for the calculation of used and useful for the
Sunshine Parkway wastewater plant. The calculation should have been done using the limiting 150,000
GPD capacity of the effluent disposal site. Thus, the used and useful percentage for the plant should have
been 94.63% for the 1996 test year.
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- EXHIBIT NO.

WITNESS: CHARLES BLISS

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

Application for rate increase by

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 1
List of current SSU service areas at 100%

Build-Out FLORIDA PUBLIC senwcs COMMISSION

cmmnw gﬂ ExniaiT Mo (3

DATE j%ag/igm
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CHARLES M. BLISS
LATE FILED DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 1

Please indicate which of the current SSU service areas are 100% built out.



Chuck Bliss Late File Exhibit # / Page 2

The following service areas are buildout in 1996

Citrus Park

Fem Terrace
Fisherman's Haven
Fox Run

Golden Terrace
Grand Terrace
Harmony Homes
Holiday Heights
imperial Terrace
Leilani Heights
Oakwood

Palm Port
Windsong

The following service areas have the necessary plant capacity and lines to serve the remaining small service
area {approximately less than 10 lots remaining)

Daetwyler Shores
Fem Park

Hobby Hills
Kingswood

Lake Ajay

Lake Brantley
Lakeview Villas
Momingview
Palm Temrace
River Grove
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WITNESS: CHARLES BLISS

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS

Application for rate increase by

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DESCRIPTION:

Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2
List of Capital Improvements by NARUC Account

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
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Charles M. Bliss
Docket No. 950495-WS

Late Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2

Schedule of Capital Additions for S years by NARUC account number, SSU plant and
year.

Please find attached the 5-year capital plan as it existed at the time the MFRs were filed.
Although a revised plan for 1996-2000 is being formulated, that plan is subject to review and
contingencies such that it is not final at this time. Detail budgeting information by NARUC
plant account as requested is not available, since information to that level of detai! is not
prepared until the year prior to the budget year. It should be noted that the correct ;used and
useful practices of the FPSC (i.e., one year on liens and 18 months on plant) limit the effective
capital planning period to less than five years since growth is variable within the service
territories. This practice limits the benefits of economies of scale.




Page 2

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS

REQUESTED BY: OorC

SET NO: 1

DOCUMENT REQUEST NO: 15

ISSUE DATE: 07/18/95

WITNESS: MORRIS A. BENCINI_
RESPONDENT: Morris Bencini
DOCUMENT REQUEST: 15

For purposes of this request, please refer to Morris Beacini's testimony at page 12, lines 17 through 21.
Please provide a copy of the 5-year forecast for known projects referred o by Mr. Bencint.

RESPONSE: 15

Anached as Appendix DR15-A is a copy of the Company's S5-year forecast which was used as a basis for
the 1996 Capital Budget. Note that this forecast includes projected annual spending by project for direct
costs only (i.e. overhead and AFUDC are not included). This forecast included all known and quantifiable
projects as of April 12, 1995 (the date of the forecast).

Note that the 5-year forecast was used to determine which projects are included in the 1996 Capital
Budget. The forecasted project balances represent direct dollar spending only, excluding overhead and
AFUDC. This forecast is used to monitor cash flow and does not include the schedule for projects being
completed and placed in sexvice. For rate case purposes, SSU included in the 1996 test year only those
projects which it knew would be in service in 1996 as well as carry over projects from 1995 to be
completed in 1996, g




1995 iwiecast

North Reelon
Reglon Plant Profect Priordty 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Cofunding
Eng N Bescon Hills WWTP Class | Inp/Force Mala for Reck Water/Generaor 2 nots 1 300,000 1,700,000 1,300,000
Eng N Beacon Hills Wastewsler Collection Sysiem mprovements Ph [ & 111 4 200,000 .
Eng N Beacon Hills Cobblestone WTP Expansion add GST 4 50,000 320,000
Eng N Beacoa Hills Water Dist. Syst. Improvements Phases [1 & ITI 4 150,000 150,000 10,000 150,000
Eng N Beacon Hills Outfall 1 140,000
Eng N Deltona Distributlon System Improvements 4 101,400
Eng N Deltona Courtland WTP Improvements GST 4 249,000
Eng N Deltona Water Supply system mprovements 4 250,000 500,000
Eng N Deltona Lakes WTP/WWTP Chlorine Exbaust System 1 160,000 160,000
Eng N Deltona Lakes Wet Weather System Improvemeats 2 150,000
Eng N Deliona Lakes Well #38 4 20,000 230,000
Eng N Deltona Lakes Lombardy WTP lmprovements 3 113,000
Eng N Deltona Lakes Sludge Subilizatioa Factlitles 3 200,000
Eng N Deliona Lakes Well 139 4 20,000 230,000 1,250,000
Fng N Delions Lakes 0.5 MGD WWTP Expansion - Phase 11 4 50,000 1,250,000
Eng N Deltona Lakes Well 137 4 180,000
Eng N Deltons Lakes Well 136 4 100,000 100,000 500,000
Eng N Heamits Cove Additions! Well and Truak Main 3 75,000 75,000
Eng N Keystone Heights Distribution/WTP Improvements 4 100,000
Eng N Palm Pont WWTP EffluenyWet Weather Sys. Imp. 2 200,000
Eng N Stone Island Wastewater Connection w/Deltona 2 500,000
Eng N Woodmere WTP Chicrine Exhaust System 1 0,000
Eng N Woodmere WWTP Class | Improvements/Force Maln 3 500,000 2,000,000 500,000
Sublotal - North Region Projects 1,498,400 3,195,000 4,410 000 3,200,000 ]
Central Reejon
fing C Chululota Water Treatment Plant #2 4 noie 1 £7,800 s
Lng C Chuluota Upgrade Distribution System 3 39,000
Eng C Fen Park Distribution Sysiem Upgrade 3 62,000
Eng C Hidden his/Druid Hills Distribution Upgrade 3 s 50,000
Eng C Imperial Terrace New Well 4 ' 92,000
Eng C Lake AjJay New Water Source 3 60,000 60,000
Fng C Meredith Manor Distribution Sysiem/Upgrades 3 25,000
Eng C Palisades Park Second WellOenerator 3 50,000 150,000
Eng C Skycrest Distribution Upgrade 4 40,000
Eng C Sunshine Parkway Aerator 4 20,000
Eng C Troplcal Park Distribution Line Upgrades 3 93,000
Eng C Univ. Shores/Suncrest 0.C. Interconnect % " 100,000
Lng C Unlv, Shores/Suncrest Sewer System Improvements Colonlal Village 4 76,000
Eng C Univ. Shores/Suncrest Pumps And Force Mein 4 75,000
Ops C University Shores Irvigation Upgrade Chapel Hill 2 100,000
Eng C Westmonie Upgrade Distribution 4 100,000
Subtotal - Central Reglon Projects 629,800 110,000 440,000 108,000 [
South Reelon ’
Cng S Bumi Siore R.O WTP Expansion 1 nots | 283,000 500,000 500,000
Eng § Bumi( Store " Eductor Statlons 3 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Eng § Bumnt Store WWTP Cxpansion and Reuse System 4 200,000 1,300,000
Eng S Lehigh New Muster PS at Deer Run 1 n 150,000
Eng S Lehigh Enclose Chiorine Building 2 20,000
Eng S Lehigh New Mlmor Lakes WTP 4 [] 100,000 1,500,000
Lng § Lehigh Mlrror Lekes WWTP 4 400,000 1,500,000
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1995 Porecast

Reglon Plant Project Prlurilr" 1995 1986 1997 1998 1999 Colundiag
Eng § Lehigh New Well Field 4 0 500,000 500,000
Eng § Lehigh Sewsge Sysiem Improvements 4 73,000 125000
Eng § Marco Island Membrane Replacement 1 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
Eng S Muwrco Island 24" RW Line on SR 951 _ Dependant on DOT Scheduls 1 . 100,000 2,000,000
Eog S Marco Island 1.0 MGD RO Expansion - WTP 1 386,000
Eng § Marco Island Replace RW Main o RO WTP 1 40,000
Eng S Murco Lsland ASR Well . 4 840,000 1,000,000
Eng S Murco Bsland 5 New Wells 4 398,000
Eng S Marco Island Raw Water Collecton System 4 206,000
Eng S Marco Lslund Island ASR Well 4 300,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 :
Sublotal - South Reglon Projects 2,806,008 2,550,000 7,256,000 3,250,000 225,000
Erg W Apache Shores Iron Filier Beds & Meter 2 note 1 30,000
Eng W Arca - West Reglon Plans  Line Extensions - Water 2 500,000 500,000 300,000 500,000
Eng W Ares - West Reglon Planis  Line Extenslons - Sewer 2 50,000 50,000 30,000 30,000
Eng W Citrus Springs MG GST 4 496,000
Eng W Crysal River Backwash Beds (lron Fihers) 4 18,000 18,000
Eng W Crysusl River Purchases WTP Property 2 20,000
Eng W Masion Osks New Well #7 2 125,000 125,000
Eng W Murion Oaks Abandon Well No. 3 1 15,000
Eng W Spring Gurdens Collections Sysiem Improv 4 25,000
Eng W Spring Hill WWTP Expansion Class | 2 1,700,000 300,000 300000
Eng W Spring Hill WWTP Effluent Reuse Timber Pines 2 600,000 100,000
Eng W Spring Hill Wells 30 and 31 4 400,000
Eng W Spring Hill 1 MG GST 4 704,000
Eng W Sugar Mill Woods SMG GST 3 500,000
Lng W Sugar Mill Woods SMGST 4 496,000
Eng W Sugar Mill Woods WWTP Expansion - Class 1 2 100,000
Eng W Sugar Mill Woods WWTP Reuse to Golf Course 2 a 30,000
Subtotal - West Region Projects v 5,096,000 1,158,000 568,000 1,200,000 300,000
OPS/A&G Prolects
Operations Blankets 4 nole 1 450,000 450,000 450,000 450,000
Utility Relocations 2 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
Tools 4 280,000 290,000 300,000 300,000
Meter change out 2 552,000 648,000 750,000 750,000
Meter lnstall 4 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
Water Services 4 625,000 625,000 625,000 625,000
Hydrants 4 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Sewer Services 4 200,000 2007000 200,000 200,000
Water Extenslons 4 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Sewer Extensions 4 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Misc Operatlons Projects 577,000 437,000 825,000 1,075,000
Sub Total 3,534,000 3,500,000 4,000,000 4,250,000
Vehicles 4 60,000 600,000 400,000 400,000
Building/Lab 4 [} 1] 0 (]
Computers 4 500,000 650,000 $00,000 500,000
 Sublotal OPS/ALG Projects 4,094,000 4,750,000 5,200,000 §,450,000 ]
Projected Adjustment 3,453,484 2,624,200 1,237,000 612,000 563,200
sran otal Corporate Five Year Forecas ,033,4 408, 200! A A U0,
note 1: Use the currently spproved 1995 caplial budget plus any anticipated amendments as detalled on “Five Year Forecast Summary” shest.
94-Syearfcond 4/12/95 1:144 PM
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Application for rate increase by

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.

BEFORE THE
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Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 3
Explanation of Calculations for Service
Availability
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CHARLES M. BLISS
LATE FILED DEPOSITION EXHIBIT NO. 3

Please provide an explanation of the calculations for the test page (Schedule 2) of the Service
Availability Model.

Attached is an example of Schedule 2 from the conventional water plants service
availability model on page 22 of Book 1 of 4 of Volume 8. Following that are schedules
indicating the formulas in each of the five main columns of Schedule 2 (i.e., Columns 2, 3, 4,
5 and 6).




SCHEDULE 2

Page 2
A c _ 1 € H K N Q T

1 TEST OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES - WATER

2

3

4 Company: SSU/FPSC / Convantional FPSC

[ Docket No.: 950495 Schedule No. 2 (w)

3 Test Year Ended:  12/31/56 Page 1 of 1

7 Historical [ ] Projected [X) Praparer: Biiss

8

. —

10 ) @) [} @ (o) 0] )
14

12| ine _ Plant Main Service Supporting |
13 Test of Service Avallability Charges Capacity Extension Metars Installation Yotal Schedules
14 : ]

186 _

16 ] t |Gross Book Value $35,067,048 $60,426,869 || $8.8015%51 || $8.810.741 || $112,015208 [JSch. 8 W) p 1
17] 2 JLand $800,406 $860.406 [[Sch. 8 (wip 1
18 ] 3 | Depreciable Assets $35.076,642 $80,426,869 || $6,801551 $8.519.741 || $111,124 803

19 | 4 |Accumuiated Deprecistion fo Dute $9.548, 145 $12,083,184 || $2.440.565 || $2.133205 [| $26213006 | Sch. 7 (w) |
20 | 8 | Accumulated Depreciation st Design Capacity $11,402.552 $29.056.258 [§ $2.448.565 || $2,133.205 $45 540,620
21 | 6 [Net Plant at Design Capacity $24,564,456 $30.470,511 |] 34,352,886 || $6.506.536 $86,074 589
22
23 | 7 [ Trarsmission & Distribution / Collection Lines $60,426,869 $60,426.869 [} Sch. 6 (w)
24 | 8 [Minimum Lavel of CIAC 100.00% 53.95%
25
26 |  JCIAC to Date $6.757.2681 $21,423.727 || $6,325545 (| $3.841.618 $38.348.171 Sch.9 (w)
27 [ 10§ Accumulated Amortization of CIAC 1o Date $2,3208,680 $5213,509 [] $1.,709,109 $749,343 $10,000 841 Sch. 9 (w)
28 | 11 {Acc. Amort. of CIAC at Design Capacity $2,685 927 $14,550,524 || $1,709.108 $745.343 $16,654 603
i)
30 [ 12 ] Future Customers (ERC) i be Connectad 3,874 35,509 ) 0 23,7058 Seh. 11{w)
31 [ 13] Compasite Depreciation Rate 3.81% 2.33% 2.88%ISch.8 (W) p1
32
33
M { 14} Existing Service Avaitability Charge Pw ERC N/A N/A! CTUAL COST| CTUAL COST $0.00 Sch. t (W)
35 [ 15 Level of CIAC st Design Capacity N/A NA N/A N/A 2.77%
36
37 {16 Requesied Service Availability Charge Per ERCI $218.36 $297.45 $90.00 $143.00 $749.81 Sch. 1 (w)
38 [ 17]Level of CIAC at Design Capacity 19.84% £1.91% . N/A N/A 58.38%
39
40 | 18] Minimum Service Availability Charge Per ERC $672.41
41 | 19] Level of CIAC at Design Capacity 53.95%
42
43 {20 Maximum Service Availabiiity Charge Per ERC $1.341.03
44 | 21 ] Level of CIAC at Design Capacity 75.00%
45

46 | 22 [ No. of Customers at Capacity 108,939 134,615 96,140 96,140 125,035 Sch. 11

47 ] 23] Current No. of Customers 105.065 95,106 96,140 96,140 $6.140(1 Sch. 11

48 | 241 Annual Growth 2,792 2,792 N/A NA 2,792[] Seh. 11
49 | 25] Calkculation of Z 108 5288 N/A N/A 2,898

80 |26 [Numbaet of Yaars to Design Capacity 1.39 12.72 N/A N/A 8.459(§ Sch. 11




SCHEDULE 2-A

A c E [
TESY OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES
4 =FPSC_Convertional COMPANY
s Docket No ' 950493
[ Tes! Yow Ended. 123198
7 Historical [ | Projected [X]
3
[
[] {1} @
1
2] Line Plard
3| Mo. Capaclty
4
3
161 Gross Book Vel = SERVXLEPISIGED Gross Book Value exchuding Genersl Piand as shown on Bch 8 (w) pi Cal. 3, Ln 44
17]2 Land = SERV XLE|PISIGZI+[BERV XL SPP1SIGI4+[BERV XL S)PISIGI+[SERV XLBPIBIGAD Land Vaks Bhown on Sch 8 (w) pY, Col 3, Lines 2,8, 17, 23, s 32
8]3 Depreciabie Assels =E16E1T Gross Book Valus axchuding Genersl Plent snd Land
9]4 Accus d D: to Dele SERV XLBAcoumDeplGas A dated Deprecistion as shown on 8ch 7 (w), Cal 3, Ln 84
o5 Accumuated Deprecistion sl Design Cepacity | =IF((E18-{E18°E31°E50))<0,E18 (ET0-ES0-EITHEND) Acamsied Depreciation pha Riure depreciaion based on composile rele Bmes years to bulidoul
1]8 el Piard st Design Capecly =E18-E20 Gross Book Value less Acourassied Deprediation ol Bulidoul
F]
3{7 Transmission & Distribution / Codection Lines
418 Minimum Level of CIAC aiF, “TEDE]
25
Fa0 CIAC to Dete =+ {BERV XLBICIACAAMORTIGTT CIAL oolected for Plard as shown on Bch. B (w), Cal 1, Ln 1.
27110 __ [ Accumudated Ameriizetion of CIAC lo Dale =+]SERV XL S|CIACLAMORTH17 A daied Amortization of CIAC 88 shown on Bch D (w) Cal 3, Ln 1.
211 Acc. Amod. of CIAC sl Design Capacity =+ E28°EI1ES0+ E27 Accumulsled Amortizstion phes Adre smoritretion based on composlie rale limes years Lo bulidoul
i)
0]12__|[Fuwe G % (ERC) o be C d =+ {BERV XLE|Cale ERCWIHZT Future Customers based on | ERCs relsted bo Won Used & Useld 88 shown on Bch 11 (w) Col 2, Ln B,
Lk} Composits Depre Rsle =+{SERV.XLBDepExp}G8s Rale based on 1998 Expense per Piard lees land a8 shown on Bch. § (w), p1, Col 3, Ln 48
s o O Pu ERC__ (BT Xa B e
13 Level of CIAC ol Design Capacity wIF(EM="N/A" "N/A” ((+ E26-E28)| EME4D)ETY) Percert of Nel CIAC of Busidond to o it is Curend Net Plard phis
Ature Net CIAC based on flure cusiomens .
18 Requasted Senvice Avaliabiity Charge Per RV, Proposed Capudity Chasge based on Cost 89 shown on Bch 3 (w), Cal 3, Ln 11.
(1] Lavel of CIAC at Design Capacily =IF{EZ1=0,1 {(+ E26-E28)+ (EIT-ES0{EST-EAB)VED) Percent of Nel CIAC st Bufidou to Nel Plant of Bulidoul. Nel of Bdidoud i Currend Net Plant phas
Ature Net CIAC based on fuure s paying proposed chargs.
18 Mirimum Senvice Avaliability Cherge Per ERC
19 Level of CIAC st Design Cepacity
[20__||Maximumn Service Avallabitty Charge Per ERC
21 Level of CIAC al Design Capacly
21__||No_of Cusiomen sl Capacky =+]SERV XL S[Cek: ERC"s13H823 Cuslomars ol Devign Capecty based on remairing Non Used & Used 83 shown on Sch 11 (w). Cal 2, Ln5___
23 Current No. of Cuslomers =+]SERV XLB|Cak ERC s 1§HE21 Curren number of Cusioman including Mergin Reserve Usad & Usehd a3 shown on Sch 11 {w) Col 2. Ln 3
2 Arvusl Growth =+]SERV XLS)Caic ERC s18H329 Anveal Growth 83 projected in 1997 per Sch 13, Cal 2, In2and Sch 11, Cal 2, Ln T
F Calcuelion of Z =IF(E50=0,0,({+ E31/12) (E30AES0-12)) (((E50° 12} ({(E30-1 2} 1)2)))
28 Number of Years to Design Capacky =+]SERV.XLS|Cak ERC*s'THI1 Yaars based an remaining ERCs o Design Capeclly dvided by snmual growth as shown on Sch 11 {w), Col 2. Ln 8
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SCHEDULE 2B

A C H 1

TEST OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES

=FPSC C COMPANY

Docket No - $50485

Teol Year Ended 123148

Historical | | Projecied [X]

CICIE ey

1 [U] [&]]
1
12] Line Main
13| WNo. Hxiension
14
1
181 Gross Book Value —[BERV XLEPI8IEe aumvmg_qg | Genarsi Plart 84 shown en Bch § (w) pl Cel 4, Ln 44
1712 Lend claied with Meine
18]3 Depreciable Assels ~H18-H1T m\rn-nmc-—_ulln:ﬂ, T
184 Munuﬂuf Depracistion lo Dsle -»[seiwnipmno_!om Accumusled Deprecietion ss shown on M
20]5 dated Depreciation ol Design Capecity | =(F((H18-{H18°H31"H50}}<0 H18,{H18-HS0-HI 1+ H18) A daled Depreciation pius e depr Mx_&m
2118 Nel Plart at Design Capacity =H18-H20 Gross Book Valus less A anﬂmdm
7
7 Transmission & DI on / Cokk Lines | =+[SERV XLBPIBIED
8 Minimum Level of CIAC 1
® CIAC 1o Date =+ BERV XLSICIACAAMORTIG #+ [SERV XLBICIACAAMOR T1G 73+ |SERV XLBICIACAAMOR T1G 25 CIAC colecied for Lines as shown on ch 9 (w), Cal 2, 1n 2,4, 5.
10 d Amoriization of CIAC lo Dele =+ {SERV XLS)CIACLAMORT 19+ 18ERV XLBJCIACAAMORTIZA+ ]BERV XL |ICIACRAMORTYIZS _ |A faded Amortization of CIAC a8 shown on Sch 9 {w) Col 3,12, 4, 5.
11__||[Acc. Amon._of CIAC sl Design Capecity we H28°HI1HA0+ HZT A dated A plos Aure amoriization based posile rete imes years lo bulidoul
12 Future Customens (ERC] to be Connedcled =+18ERV XL 8)Cak ERC 1 1H48 Future Cust based on “‘m-mumb«ummmmn {w), Cai 2, Ln 13
13 Composie Deprecistion Rele =+|SERV XL8|DepExpli8s Rate based on 1998 Expense per Depreciabis Plant lees land as shown on Bch. 8 fw). p1, Col 4, Ln 48
14__ || Exsling Bervice Availsbifty Cherge Per ERC | Currerd Main Gtension
15 Level of CIAZ of Design Clpnely of Mot CIAL e
18| Requesied Service Avalabitty Charge Per ERC | ~+[SERV XLSPMainEiGNA Plard based on Historical Cost 82 shown on Boh 4 (w), Col 2, Ln .
17___|[Level of CIAC ol Design Capacity wiF{H21=0,1 {{+H26-H28)+ (H3T"HIO0L (HIT-HaBH21) Porcen of Nel CIAC ol Bulidou to Nel of Bulidod._Nel CIAC of Bhdidond ts Current Nel Plant phas

future Nel CIAC besed on Auhae customans paying proposed charge.

18 Minmusm Bervice Availability Charge Per ERC

19 Level of CIAC st Dasign Capacity

20 Maximum Service Avallablity Charpe Per ERC

21 Lavel of CIAC wi Design Capacky

p7] No. of Customers sl Capaclty --jsznsph ERCs18H$43 Totsl Number of Lots avaliabie besed on exisiing pipe o8 shown en 8ch 11 {w), Col 2, Ln 14

23 Curent No. of Cx ) =+]SERV XLS|Caic ERC s73H$18 Current number of Customens including Margin Reserve ing Used & Usefd a3 shown on Sch 11 (w), Col 2, Ln 11
24 Anrusl Grosth =+]SERV XL B|Caic ERC*s13H$50 wm_wmnrp-amu Col2, Ln2endSch 11, Col2 LnT.

25 Calcutation of Z =IF(H50=0 0 ((+ H3112)*(H30H50* 1 2))) {((HS0*12)*((HS0*1 2} 1)/2)))

28 Number of Years to Design Capadty SERV.XLS|Caic ERC"s"H52 Yeurs based on remaining ERCs to Design Capedity dvided by anvwsl rowth s shown on 8ch 11 (w). Col 2, Ln 17
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SCHEDULE 2C

A [4 L3 L

] TEST OF SERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARQES 4

Fi

3

4 wFPSC_Conventional COMPANY

Dockel No : 504983

[] Test Year Ended 1273198

7 Hisioical | | Projected [X]

3

| ]

1 [ (4)

1

12] Line

13| Na. Melers

14

LE]

1 QOross Book Value =+[BERV XLBP18IKSD Gross Book Valus exchuding General Plant a8 shown on Sch § (w) p1 Cal 5, Ln 44
17]2 Land No Land assodaled with Melers

OE) Depreciable Assets =KAERIT Gross Book Value axchuding Genersl Plant

194 Accurated Depredalion io Deie =+ [BERV XLSAcOmDeplKSs _ WManMT Cd lnid

0]% Mmm.doopodnnu\-lbcﬂmcm = KAR Current Accurnuialed Deprecistion only since are nol projected

118 Net Pant af Design Capscity =K18-K20

2

37 T & Distrib  Colection Lines

4|8 Mindmum Level of CIAC

23

26[9 CIAC 1o Dale =+{SERV. G2 CiaC d for Meters s shown on Bch. § w}, Col 2, Ln 3 for “Meter

27[10 A daled Amortiration of CIAC lo Dele =+ [SERV XLSJCIACRAMORTH21 Accurmudsted A tion of CIAC as shown on Sch. § fw), Col 3, Ln 3 for “Meter hdﬁlmt'
241 Acc Amor. of CIAC sl Design Capacity =127 Curert Accumaisled Amortizstion of CIAC only since meler sdditions are nol projec
29

30012 ch\ul lomers (ERC) 1o be Connecled (] Mo Future Customen for Melers

1)1 [[Comp jalion Rele No Composite ation Rets Caladsied for Melers

32

33

34114 || Exuling Bervice Avsilabilty Charge Per ERC AV, >0 ]SERV.XL VaESUmiF 34 A Wielor instalaiion Charge for SAF x 34" Meler

33115 Level of CIAC a) Desipn Capscity WA No Projection for Mater instellalions

€

7|18 Requesied Bervice Avalabiity Charge Per ERC_|<{BERV XLEM Mater buisdetion m-omeu-m«-ums S8 X 34" Col Ln®.

a]17 Level of CIAC ol Design Capacity WA No Projection for Level of CIAC fof meler

38

40]18 Minifwm Bervice Avalabilty Charge Per ERC

41]19 Level of CIAC st Design Capacity

42

43120 ﬂmmm:uwcmpu RC

4421 [[Level of CIAC sl Design Capecity

43 1l

48 (27 No. of Customers st Capacity weRAT Cusverd Number of Cusiomens ol the end of 1994 s shown on Bich. 10 (w), Col 4, Ln 73,
AEE Curert No. of C =+]SERV.XLB|Caic ERC*s1§H$18 Cureni Number of Cu ol the end of 1998 a3 shown on 8ch. 10 {w), Col 4, Ln 23.
4 | 24 Anruml Growth /A No Annusl Growth proj Tor meder installetions
L_A_Dq X5 Coak ol WA

50128 Number of Years (o Dasign Capacity N/A|No projecions for meter
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SCHEDULE 2D

A c ] [
TEST OF BEAVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES
4 =FPSC_Cor | COMPANY
Docket No.: 50495
[] Tesl Year Ended. 1273188
7 Historical| | Projeclad [X]
0
[
10 (1) 8
1
12] Line Service
13] No.
14
[
[ Gross Book Vaks =+[BERV XLSPPISIMED mmvmmﬁ&i-?mnﬁlgmg T nad
2 Land daied with Banice
3 Depreciable Assels SNIGENIT om- m Valus sochading Genersl Pl
184 Accuruisted Depreciation to =+[SERV XL S}AccumDepiMes A daled Deprecistion ss shown on Bch. T {w), Col §, [ndd
0|3 Accumsisied Depreciation of Design Capeclty  [wsN1§ Curent Acouadsted Deprecistion only since service e nol projecied
1]8 Net Plant of Design Capacity =N18-N20
2
37 Transmission & Distribution / Coldection Lines
4|8 iinimum Level of CIAC Z
[)
an CIAC o Dale = {BERV XLB)CIACEAMORTYG2T mw%mm&lﬁum.nntmL L Col 2, Ln § for “Service Foer".
27|10 || Accumudated A of CIAC io Dele =+ SERV XLS)CIACAAMORTIZT daled A of CIAZ 0 shown on Bch § {w}, Cal 3, Ln § for “Service instalalion Fees™.
2811 Acc_Amort_of CIAC ol Design Capaclly weN2T Qurent Accaruisted of CIAC only since Service instalistions additions are nol projected
(]
30[12 Fulure Cu (ERC)lobe C 0 No Fuhsre Cusiomers Projecied for Benvice inatalstions
1713 Composite Depreciation Rele No Composile Deprecistion Rele Calcuated for Service instalislions
32
33
34|10 |[Existing Service Avaiiabiity Cherge Per ERC___|=IF SERV XL S|SvcAvalSumif 5070 | SERV XL BISVCAVaRSUmIF 50, W/A") Curent Servics instalation Charge for 348° ine.
35|18 |[Level of CIAC ot Design Capacky N/ANo Projection for Bervice instalistions
38
378 R Bervice Avaliablity Charge Per ERC_| XLSPMETERNSS Proposed Servica instalisiion Charge based on Currerd Costs 83 shown on Bch 7 {w), for 54° x V4" installation on Ln 77
38|17 tmdcmcnocumc-p.g N/A|No Projection for Bervice instalations
39
40[18 Mirirmum Servics Avaliabilty Charpe Per ERC
a1 Level of CIAC st Design Cepacity
4
[43]20 Maxdmum Service Avsliabity Charge Per ERC
a2 Level of CIAC st Design Cepachty *
45
46(22  [[No_of Cusiomers af Capacity =NAT Curent Murrber of Customers ol he end of 1900 &% shoen on 8ch. 10 (w), Col 4, Ln 23
47|n Cumrert No. of Cusiomers =+]SERVXLS)Cak ERC 818H$ 18 Curent Rurber of O sl B end of 1998 as shown on Bch. 10 (w), Col 4, Ln 23
48]24 Anvual Growth WA| No Arvwal Growth projecied Tor Service instalet
43]25  ([Cakustionof Z NA
3026 | Number of Yesrs lo Design Capacity N/A| No projections for Bervice instalislions
51
52
53
54
)
6
57
58
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80
3
[
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SCHEDULE 2-E

A c Q R
1 TEST OF BERVICE AVAILABILITY CHARGES 4
2 g
3
4 afFPSC_Conventional COMPANY FPSC
[ Dockel No.: 850495 Bchedide No. 2
[ Tesl Your Ended. 127315¢ Page i of |
7 Hi | ] Projected X} Preparer: Blss
[]
]
10 [0} {8
1
Z] Line
3| No. Total
4
3 i
8]t Gross Book Value «BUM{E1GN1S)
712 Lend =SUM(EIT.P1T)
e Deprecisble Assets =BUM(E18:P18)
4 Accumuiated Deprecistion fo Dete =SUM(E19.P19)
) Accumudsted Deprecistion sl Design Capecy | =8UM(E20P20) ation of Plant Capeclty, Main Jmumm‘ Dep ol Design Copacity
[} Net Punt st Design Capacity =8UM(E21:P21) Summation of Plant Capacity, Main Extension, Metens, and Service inslalistion Nel Plart al OcﬂLgldy
7 Trammission & Distrtation / Colection Lines | sSUM(EZY.PD3) _ Cowt of Tranarrision & Distritation Lines
24]8 Minimum Level of CIAC =+Q23018 Mickmum Level of CIAC per ries as the cost of TAD lo Total Gross Book Value
25
269 CIAC to Dale -suw.ﬁ:m Bummadion of Pant ain, B Meters, and Sarvice CIAL d
27|10 || Accumasted Amorization of GIAC fo Dafe =SUM(E2T P27) Summetion of Plani Capecity, Main Exiension, Meters, and Servics instaeion A d i of CIAC
2811 Acc_Amon_of CIAC sl Design Capacity =SUM(EZ8:P28) Burmetion of Pl Capacily, Main Extension, Melers, snd Service instalslion Ac rtization of CIAC f Design C
)
3012 ___||Futwe Customers (ERC) lo bs Connedled N0 E18p (HIHIGE18+H18) Weighled Average of Fulure Cusiomars based on Gross Book Values for jusl Plard Capacily and Main Exlension
13 Composile Depreciation Rete =((EIET8) (HITHIE)AE 18+H18) |Weighed Average of Composite Degr Rate based on Gross Book Velses for just Plant Capacity snd Main £
¥
M |14 || Existing Bervice Avalisbilty Charge Par ERC | =SUM{EIAPM) Burmation of Plad Wiain a7l Bardos Veteiaion .
5118 |[Level of CIAC si Design Cepacty =IF(G21=0,1,{{*Q26-028)+(Q34 "TI0H{OI4"O4B)A321) Percantage of Nel CIAC sl Bulldoud lo Net Plard ot Nl CIAC of Bulidoud Is Curreri Nel Plani plus
1) Mn Nal CIAC based on hiure charge.
28] Requested Bervice Avalablity Charge Per ERC | =BUM(ES7-P3] dion of Pard B and 38" Service Instelation
8|17 Level of CIAC st Design Capacity ={(+G26-Q28}+(QITOI0H{QIT TR mummnwnmmum ol CIAC of Buidout 18 Currert Net Plard pos
FT] Ature Net CIAC hn‘mw_ﬂg_m
40[18___||Minkmum Senvice Avallabi Por ERC | =IF(G30=0,0((+ Q21 Q24 020+ Q20AQI0-TN)) _ Lovad of CIAC Pyrcantage of Net Plart st Design Capedhty 1ss Nel CIAC i Design Capecily par sech ks customar
41119 Leve! of CIAC ol Design Capeclty =+ Q2018 Minimum Level of CIAC per ndes as the cost of T&D to Tolal Gross Book Vals
42
43|20 |[Maxdmum Service Avaliebilty Charge Per ERC 0 {(+031 04} 026 C2EQI0-THB)) Wasiram Lovel of CIAC Percentage of Nel Piant ol Design Capacily lews Hel CIAC of Design Capacily per sach Adure
M4 Level of CIAC al Design Capecity 075 Maximum Level of CIAC to Total Gross Book Valus per nies.
43
48(22 _ [|[No of C o Copacily _ ((EAEE10)+ (HAGHTBDAE18H18) Waighted of Cust baved on Gross Book Values for jJusi Pant Ci ‘and Wiain Extension
47|73 ||Curerd No. of G ) =+]8ERV XLB[Cakc ERC518HE18 Cusrent Nurmber of Custorners al the end of 1998 8¢ shown on 8ch. 10 {w), Col4_Ln 23
| 48]24 Anwal Growih =+18ERV XL6)Cokc ERC11EHEZ® Antusl Growth e projecied in 1997 per 8ch 12, Cal 2, Ln 2.
[ 49]25 Calcuation of 7 =IF(H50=0,0 ({+Q3112)*(Q304Q50°Y (050°12)(Q30°12)+ 1)/2))
30|26 Number of Years 1o Design Capacity _ ={(ES0"E18)(HSOH1)ME 18+ H18) Weighted Average of Yesrs o Denign Cepecity based on Gross Book Velues for st Plant Capacity snd Main E
a1
52
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56
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