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P R O C E E D I N G S  

(Hearing reconvened at 1:OO Pam.) 

(Transcript follows in sequence from 

Volume 11.) 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: 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. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Am I supposed to have a 

copy of that? 

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: They're all stuck together. I 
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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. ti? 

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.) 
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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 CROSS 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: 105? 

MR. PELLEGRINI: 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, 920199? 

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. Yes. 

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 

FMRIDA 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 loo%? 

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 

I 
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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 now 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 c, 

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? 

M R .  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. 

plants there. 

There's two 

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. 
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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 311? 

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 5? 

A You're asking why? 

Q Yes. 
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A Why, I do not know. It's prior to SSU 

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. Terrero 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. 

I 
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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. 

M R .  TWOMEY: Thank you. 

M R .  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 

I 
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Exhibit 2 is 1 1 4 ;  and Late-Filed Deposition Exhibit 3 

is 1 1 5 .  

(Exhibit Nos. 1 1 3 ,  1 1 4  and 1 1 5  marked for 

identification.) 

Q (By Mr. Pellegrini) Mr. Bliss, would you 

initially refer to the exhibit marked 1 1 3  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 1996? 

A Correct. 

Q Would you next refer to the Exhibit 1 1 5 ,  

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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Jarticularly at 4 9 ,  Line 4 9 ,  entitled "Calculation 

Jf 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 Z 

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 -- 
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Q Well, what it represents. 

A I‘ll 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. 

Q Let me go on to another question, or 

probably we can deal with this in the course of the 

next questions. 

A Okay. 

Q Turning to the last page indicated as 

Schedule 2-E, same exhibit. 

A Okay. 

Q Again, far left column, look at Line 4 3 ,  

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 4 3 ,  called the, “Maximum Service 

Availability Charge Per ERC.” 

A Then you read the explanation over on the 

right-hand column? 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1230  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

n 

io 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1E 

17 

le 

15 

2c 

21  

22 

22 

24 

2E 

P 

n 

Q 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 430 minus 449 in the 

denominator? 

A N o ,  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 449, 

that 449 being the 2 factor. 

A Okay, I see where you are speaking. 

Q Do you see where I am? Can you explain what 

the Z factor and what the effect of the 2 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 looking. 

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 
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from the formula. 

A 430, 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 1996? 

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 107,452? 

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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1233 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

e. 

c 

/'. 

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 question again? 

Q I'm sorry? 

A What was the question 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 also indicated 

additional years to build-out, for example, two years, 

would you 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 

I 
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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 would 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. 
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Q Referring you to Schedule 2-W, Column 2? 

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) 

! 

1 :  
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M R .  FEIL: These are composite numbers. 

MR. PELLEGRINI: Yes. 

M R .  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? 

M R .  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. 

Q 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 1996? 
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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. 

Q 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 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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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 to 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 the $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 

qualification? 

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 

qualification I just stated in the last statement is 

true. 

Q In other words, based upon the gross plant 

I 
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alue contained in Schedule 2-W you cannot possibly 

chieve a 56.38% contribution level in 

ight-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 

le added, would that change the contribution level of 

6.38%? 

A State that again? 

Q Would the addition of the necessary plant 

ihange the contribution level of 56.38%? 

A No, not if that plant was installed on a per 

IRC 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 

.bout your familiarity with Rule 25-30.580, F.A.C;, do 

'ou remember that? 

A Yes, I do. 

Q Did SSU consider the guidelines in this rule 

.n designing its proposed service availability charges? 

A Yes. 

Q Let me refer you to Exhibit 114, your 

,ate-Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2. 

A Yes, sir. 

Q I'm sorry, do you have that? 

A Yes, I do. 

-.. n 
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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 What 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 CLARX: 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. 

M R .  TWOMEY: Thank you. My aide was on 

lunch break. (Laughter) 

RECROSS EXAMINATION 

BY M R .  TWOMEY: 

Q Mr. Bliss, I want to ask you a couple of 

questions. On Exhibit 103? 

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 --I8 
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Q Preferred? 

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

Q Okay. But the first reason 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 same. But I don't know -- 
Q Okay. 

A 

Q But you are saying no less of the facility, 

for sure. -- 

no less than 1 0 0 %  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 

looked 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 loo%, 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 

loo%, 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%? 

MR. FEIL: Why do we all have to go 

these mathematical calculations? You can see 

difference in the percentages there. Does Mr 

through 

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 CLARK: 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. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: It does 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 14? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Doesn't Chuluota, 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 14? 

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 €or 

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 

loo%, 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 can 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 2? It'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%? 

A Not necessarily, no. 

Q Doesn't this say, Mr. Bliss, that the number 

of lots is 14,014? 

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 question 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? 

I 
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Commissioners do you have any questions? 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. 

calibration is not always necessary, as Mr. Edmunds 

indicated in his testimony. 

Indicating that 

Q With regard to Pine Ridge, Mr. Reilly asked 

you a number of questions 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. 

Q So it's not per se the location of the 

connections and the hydrants 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 question 

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 just 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: SO 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 you to Line 46? 

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 

FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 



1257 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

,-- 

r-. 

P 

represent, the current flow 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 

reasonable? 

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 SSU'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 question 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 you believed 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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or excuse me, in dollars were included in rate base -- 
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 

j 
I 

I 
1 
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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 W/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, I'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 questions 

regarding another exhibit, as did Mr. Pellegrini -- 
actually, two exhibits. First being Exhibit No. 103, 

which was Late-Filed Deposition Exhibits Nos. 3 and 4?  

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 
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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 is that calculated percentage SSU's 

requested 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 

methodology. 
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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 

MI. 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 
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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 

Commission'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: I'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, 
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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 lo? 

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? 
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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 infomation 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 
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fl- . 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 question 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? 

CHAIRMAN 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 
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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. FElL: I have nothing further. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Exhibits? 

MR. FElL: 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 115? 

MR. PELLEGRINI: Through 115 into the 

record. 

MR. FElL: Commissioner, I have a problem 

with Exhibit No. 105. 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: Okay. 

MR. FElL: It'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? 
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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: Yes. 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 record. 

MR. FEIL: Yes, ma'am. 

(Exhibit Nos. 100 through 104, and 106 

through 115 received in evidence.) 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: MI. Bliss, you are excused. 

(Witness Bliss excused.) 

CHAIRMAN CLARK: We're going to take a break 

until ten minutes to 3:OO and we will be working late 

tonight. 

(Brief recess.) 

- - - - -  
(Transcript continues in sequence in 

Volume 13.) 
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SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, LNC. 
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS 

RESPONSE TO INl€RROGATORIES 

-c - 
REQUESTED B Y  
SET NO: 
INTERROGATORY N O  
ISSUE DATE: 
.YvrmEss: 
RESPONDENT: 

FPSC 
4 
141 
11/06i95 
Charles M. Bliss 
Charles M. Bliss 

IWERROGATORY NO: I41 

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

RESPONSE: 141 

Since it appears the other options SSU has explored over the last several months will not materialize. 
including the option of inte~onnecting Imperial Terrace with anorher facility. SSU will have to locate and 
purchase a suitable site on which to drill a new well. S S r s  effons thus far indicate chat rhis will be 
difficult given thc lack of available undeveloped propetty in this area. %le search for a suitable site is on- 
going. 

SOUTHERN ST.ATE.5 LTILITTES. IKC. ~ ~ 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUME.NTS 
DOCKET NO : 95049j-WS 
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RESPONDENT: 

I .  Dennis Westrick 
J. 3ennis Westrick 

DOCUMENT REQLZST: 303 

Please provide each document i n  your possesslon. custody or conus1 evaluating. analyzing or commenting 
on your plans IO construct a ne's well during 1996 at Imperial Mobile Terrace (Project number 95CC709: 
S i 7 5  193). 

RESPONSE: 303 
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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 COWISSION 

DESCRI PTIOHr 

SSU RESPONSES TO 
FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 3 6 0 4  AND 379 



I r.= i . p.4 A= 

K E Y  TO CHANGES TO SCHEDULE F-3W) 
BASED 0% INTERROGATORY RESPOKSES 

1 .  Change ground storage tank capacin. for P i n q  Woods from 25.000 gallons to 45.000 gallons 
per FPSC Interrogaton. No. 10. 

2. Change well capacin for Friendly Center in 1996 from 140 to 100 GPM per FPSC 
Interrogatory No. 59. 

3. Combine Friendly Center and E. Lake Hams for 1996 as these were interconnected per FPSC 
Interrogatory No. 59. 

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

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

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

7. Change total well capacity for Salt Springs from 533 GPM to 633 GPM per FPSC 
Interrogatory No. 68. 

8. Change the well capacip for Burnt Store in 1996 to 3 @ 250 GPM each per FPSC 
Interrogatory No. 91. Rmise treannent plant equipment capacip to 578 GPM, relise ERC 
projection, and rm%e max day demand forecast per FPSC Interrogator) No. 361. 

9 .  Change the number of ERCs for I n t e r l a c k d a r k  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 Interro-mory No. 369. 

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

!7. Change the well capaciry for Tropical Park to 350 GPM for 1994, 1995, and 1996 per FPSC 
Interrogatory No. 404. Add backup well no. 1 of 100 GPM into used and usefkl calculation for 
rhe 1996 test year. 

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



EQLTSTED av: 
SET NO: 
IhT-?.ROGATORY NO: 
ISSuiE DATE: 
U r n i S S :  
RESPOhDE?T: 

Fpsc 
8 
3-9 
OlilTi96 
Charles \:. 311~s 
Charles bf. 3lss 

mTsJ.RoG.ATORY NO: 579 

Rcfening to Silver LakeWestem Snores, please ex?lak: 

a. the utility's requ-sled used and useful percentage Cor supply we!ld?uqing of 10046. 

b. why the utility desiFated the 65.000 norage '2nk 2s a hydropneumattc .a*, 

c. what was done (:.g. retired; scrapped) wilh rhc :0.000 gallon and 5;COO gallon hyhcneumaric ianks 
that were shova in Dociter No. 920!99-iiiS, 

d. how the utiliy's rquened used mnd usefui ptrcensge for hi$ sen%;: jcrrping of 1Mn.b 'ms 
calculated. 

RESPONSE: 379 

a and d. ?!ease see revised calcuiauons and qlar.a<or.  2ronded with i x r o g a t o n -  So. X0. 
4. new 600 GTbf .well pump to be irs.al1ed at Wesre;;: Shores was e r r a c x s i y  ommitt::! :?om b e  used 
and uscfui wiculaticn for 1996. Thu the tocal wcll asaciv is j;450 C?Lf and the reiizkle well CapaciIy 
is 2,025 GPM. This change has been incorporated into the rmised data :ncluded in Imernogatoy No. 360. 
It i s b t  the b g h  senice pump contpration changed from preiirinaq design 2s ii existed at the 
time the 
high service pumps at 953 GTbf each. for a total high senice pump cqx?::? of4.420 GTLi. Tie reliable 
bgh smite pump wpacicy is 3,470 GTM. T h z c n a n g s  have been :ncarpratea into 21: data provided 
in Interrogatory No. j60. 

b. The rank in question is anually for :hlor;ne dcrenuon purposes and cmsinr; of NO-15.000 gal!on 
concrete tanki. The y e l i m i q  design was for a rota! afi5,OOO gallons. Tie 5nal des:? changed that 
i o  50.000 gallons. -4s lhe tank is not deziged to me:: domestic dcmenc. 5:e .low. or mzrgenc? 
con&tions. it is not ?roper to consider It a "Finished '<<at:: Storage' G31-k. 

c. These old nydro .rink were scrqxed and retired. .\ x w  !5.000 gai:on xnk has be+:: innailed at 
Wenern Sinors. 

were prepared. The final design calls for w o  jock? purnps at 3 10 GTX zich and four 



EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS : WESTRI CK 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILIT IES,  INC. 

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C W I S S I O N  

DESCRIPTIOk 

SSU RESPONSE TO FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 351 
REGARDING PLANT INFORMATION AND 

ACCOUNTING TREATMENT OF HYDROPNEUMATIC TANKS 

FLORIDA PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSUIN 

a444-&5 EXHIBITNO @- 



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

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES. INC. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES 
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS 

OPC 
19 
35 1 
0 1 R 3 9 6  
1. Dennis Westrick 
J. Dennis Westrick 

INTERROGATORY NO: 35 1 

Please identify the dollar 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 3 1 - 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 ranks installed under SSU’s ownership. 
Such information can be made available 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-Whiman index. 



General Ledger Account Balances 
AS a i  I t'3 1/95 

Yim1 No. 
lo-; 
1 os 
106 
121 
323 
321 
3 LC 
330 
332 
334 
335 
438 
450 
442 
443 
447 
418 
470 
47 1 
472 
473 
551 
552 
553 
554 
555 
556 
557 
55s 
560 
562 
564 
566 
567 
570 
575 
578 
579 
673 
675 
679 
772 
773 
780 
781 
782 
783 
784 
785 
886 
888 
906 
907 
985 
986 
987 
988 

P h I  Name 
i3Jie Conway Y a k  

UNverSily Shores 
D~en\ylc: Snores 

Holiday Heighrc 
W e  H&CI Esmes 
Fern Pyli 
Lake Brantley 
Meredith Mmor 
Apple VaDq 
Druid Hills 
Chuluou 
Hermits Cove 
Palm Pon 
River Grwe 
Pomm Pyli  
W e k  
&tog3 H-UI 
Intedvhen Lake Esta~es 

B e e c h  Poinr 
Siiver Lake O& 
SkF- 
Fern Tmace 
Piney woods 
Valencu i m a c e  
Carlmn V i e  
Fnendly Center 
EASI L d e  Harris blares 
Hobby H i h  
Sunshine Yarkway 
Morninpieu 
Rcciola k h d  
Western Shores 
Venetian ViIIage 
Imperial Mobile Terrxe 
Grand Tarafe 
Quail hdEe Estates 
Palisades Counny Club 
F i r h e m ' s  Haven 
Leilani Heights 
Fox Run 
Fountains 
Lake A j q  

Tropical J k k  
Puw Ridge a 
Wlndrong 
Bay Lake Estates 
BuenavenNra Lakes 
Bwfon HiUs 
WoodmaP 
Ciaus Springs 
Pine Ridge 
Rolling Grcm 

Point owoods 
Rosemont 

SI. lows Highlandr 

Inlacernon CiIy 

Gospel kknd Estales 

Accoun! 
730.; 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.1 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.1 
330.1 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.1 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
304.3 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
320.3 
320.3 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 

P q c  1 of 2 

13.531 
496517 
1 7 x 4  
23.183 
19.101 
78.521 
1.069 
2.31 

78.056 
36.440 
43575 
48.245 
28.098 
3.898 
6.948 
16528 
1 1.877 
10530 
57.972 
56.486 
38536 
46.9.52 
68584 
20.199 
1.303 
I70 

12,306 
325 

58,338 
37.380 

599 
59.421 
5.491 
30.170 
43.890 
75,385 
5.183 
35.400 
10-1583 
55.782 

21.002 
11.338 
54,981 
49545 
7.936 

572.617 
112.918 
15.140 
57.836 

725 
1.171 

36.933 
43.421 

13.203 

22380 

379.8a6 



General Ledger Account Balances 
As of lt'31/95 

Pan: No. 
969 
090 
993 
99a 
995 
1054 
I09J 
1095 
1106 
1115 
1117 
1118 
1279 
1298 
1427 
1429 
1518 
1701 
1702 
1801 
I806 
2202 
2301 
2302 
2101 
2601 
2602 
2801 
2901 

ApY-he Snores 
O& For= 
Spring &-dens 
wicnde 
&view ViU3s 
Keystone Heights 
Posu~l;ta \'illage 
Mylon (Mcr 

salt S p M p  
Cirms Fxd 
S Y n i n V i k  
Keystom Club Estates 
Geneva Lake &rates 
Zephyr Shores 
RlmTalXX 
Amelia Island 
K i n g s 4  
chkwood 
sugar Mil! 
D e l t O n a  u e 5  
Burnt Stwe 
Palm valky 
Rmingmn Forest 
Leisure Lakes 
Marco Ishd 
MYCO Shores 
Sunny Hi& 
Lehigh 

Accouni 
330.1 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.1 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
311.2 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
320.3 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 
330.4 

Amount 
IP7.53: 

I I .5hC 
86.575 
8.229 
5i.413 
4.28: 
31.7SI 
20.632 
301.368 
3.181 
11,634 
5.01 1 
326 

15.261 
79.038 
10.108 
68.108 

363 
3.713 

13 1.087 
1253,730 
133.629 
3,278 
66.340 
16.301 

1,901,393 
184.658 
143.460 
327.617 

S.31 1.268 

Page 2 of 2 



EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS: BLISS 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, I N C .  

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE C W I S S I O N  

DESCRIPTION : 

LATE FILED DEPOSITION EXHIBIT No. 6 
To JANUARY 11, 1996 DEPOSITION 

OF CHARLES BLISS 
PERTAINING TO HIGH SERVICE PUMPS AND 

WELL PUMPS 



ssu 

Docket No. 950495-WS 
Late Filed Deposition Extubit No. 6 

Charles M. Bliss 
I: - 

A listing of water facilities which hove both well pumps and high senice 
pumps where a decision was made to apply one used and useful 
percentage to N M U C  account 311 for which the utility determined it 
had the greater investment, along with the applicable data. 

Response: 
The investment in well pumps and high senice pumps and motors should be 
booked m Account 3 1 1. As stated m Interrogatory Response No. 72 CFpSC 
set no. 2) prepared by Judith Kimball, 'The Company does not currently have 
continuing property records which allow ready identification of QFes 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 use l l  
percentage was applied to Account 3 11 was tbat it is believed that the 
majority of the dollars booked to this account relate to the high service pump 
equipmenf and therefore the high senice pump used and useful percentage 
was selected 

The following is a fist ofwater plants which have both wells and high service 
pumps indicating the used and'used percatage that was applied to Account 
311. 

P.!W 

Amelia Island 
Apple Valley 
Beacon Hills 
Chuluota 
C i m  SpMgs 
Deltona Lakes 
Dol Ray iVanor 
Druid Hius 

High Setvice Pump 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Supply Well 

X 



OJ:?.I/BB WED 15:?2 FA?: 980 1395 ssr El004 

,.::-. .. .> 
'.. _'. 
=.,,_.. 

Late Filed Exhibit No. 6 Cont. 
Charles M. Bliss 

Fern Park 
Fountains 
Fox Run 
Hermits Cove 
InterIachenPark Manor 
Lake Ajay 
Lake Brantley 
Lake Haniet 
Leisure Lakes 
Marc0 Shores 
Marion Oaks 
Meridith Manor 
Palm Port 
Pine Ridge Estates 
Piney Woods 
Fwer Grove 
River Park 
Silver W e d W e s t e r n  Shores 
Silver Lake Oaks 
St. Johns Highlands 
sugar MiIl 
SllgarMiII woods 
s w y m  
Sunshine P a r b a y  
University Shores 
We W S a r a t o g a  Harbor 
woodmen3 
Buenaventura Lakes 
LChigh 
Remington Forest 
Marc0 Island 
Burnt Store 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS: BLISWDENNY 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY 

SOUTHERN STATES UTIL IT IES,  INC. 

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COWISSION 

DESCRIPTION: 

SSU RESPONSE TO MICA'S  
INTERROGATORY No. 1 

REGARDING THE MARCO ISLAND LIME SOFTENING PLANT 



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

INTERROGATORY NO: 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES 
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS 

Marco Island Civ Assoc 
1 
I 
IUIU95 
Charles M. BlissNilliam (Dave) Denny 
Charles M. Bliss/William (Dave) Denny 

I 

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. 



EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS: KIMBALL 

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY 

SOUTHERN STATES UTIL IT IES,  INC. 

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COWISSION 

DESCRIPTION : 

SSU RESPONSE TO FPSC INTERROGATORY No. 465 

TANK AT LEHIGH 
PERTAINING TO THE HYDROPNEUMATIC 



REQUESTED B Y  
SET N O  
INTERROGATORY N O  
ISSUE DATE. 
WIMESS: 
RESPONDENT: 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORIES 
DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS 

INTERROGATORY N O  

msc 
14 
465 
03/18/96 
Judith J. Kimball 
Judith J. Kimball 

465 

Has the utility retired the hydropneumatic tanks h m  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 k e n  
officiiauy rebied 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 llly 
depreciated by the time SSU acquired Lehigh. As a resulk it has a zero impact on me base. 

8 

. 



E X H I B I T  NO. 

WITNESS: B L I S S  

DOCKET NO. 950495-WS 

APPLICATION FOR RATE INCREASE BY 

SOUTHERN STATES U T I L I T I E S l  I N C .  

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMI ISSION 

DESCRIPTION: 

SSU RESPONSE TO OPC INTERROGATORY No. 323 

AND SUNSHINE PARKWAY WASTEWATER 
PERTAINING TO CITRUS PARK, SOUTH FORTY, 

TREATMENT PLANT CAPACITIES 



REQUESIED BY: 
SET NO: 
IhTERROGATORY NO: 
ISSUE DATE: 
WITNESS: 
RESPONDEhT 

SOLTiERN STATES L T I L E S .  INC. 

RESPONSE TO IhTERROGATORIES 
DOCKET SO.: 950495-WS 

OPC 
14 
323 
100 1195 
Charles M. Bliss 
Charles M. Bliss 

INIZRROGATORY NO: 323 

Which WWTP capacity has been reduced due to effluent disposal reshinion or any other reasons? What 
are the original capacities permitted? Provide necessag supporting documens. 

RESPONSE: 323 

C i m  Park South Fony, and Sunshine Parkway plant capaciry was reduced for the used and useful 
calculation due to effluent disposal capacity limitations. 

The Citrus Park wastewater treatment plant is rated for 100,ooO GPD. The South Fony wastewater 
ucatment plant is rated for 75,000 GPD. The Sunsnine Parkway wastewater plant is rated for 250,ooO 
GPD. It is noted that t h e m  incorrectly U S W P D  for the calculation of w d  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. 



E X H I B I T  NO. 

WITNESS: CHARLES BLISS 

DOCKET NO. 950495 - WS 

Appl ication for rate increase by 

SOUTHERN STATES U T I L I T I E S ,  INC.  

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DESCRIPTION: 

Late - F i  1 ed Deposition Exhi bi t No. 1 
List of current SSU service areas a t  100% 

U(HWITM u-2, 

I 



.. 
Page 1 

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 followina service areas are buildout in 1996 

C i t ~  Park 
Fern Terrace 
Fisherman's Haven 
Fox Run 
Golden Terrace 
Gmnd Terrace 
Harmony Homes 
Holiday Heights 
Imperial Terrace 
Leilani Heights 
Oakwood 
Palm Port 
Windsong 

The followino service areas have the necessatv plant capacitv and lines to serve the remainina small service 
area lapDroximatelv less than 10 lots rernaininq) 

Daetwyler Shores 
Fern Park 
Hobby Hills 
Kingswood 
Lake Ajay 
Lake Brantley 
Lakeview Villas 
Morningview 
Palm Terrace 
River Grove 



EXHIBIT NO. 

WITNESS: CHARLES BLISS 

DOCKET NO. 950495 - WS 

Appl i cation fo r  ra te  increase by 

SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC.  

BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

DESCRIPTION: 

Late-Fi led Deposit'ion Exhibi t  No. 2 
L i s t  o f  Capital Improvements by NARUC Account 

FloB#M WBUC SERVICE COMMISlffl  

EXHIBIT 110 &- 
COMPANY/ 
WITNESS: 
DATE: . 



Page 1 

Charlea M. Bliss 
Docket No. 950495-WS 

Late Filed Deposition Exhibit No. 2 

Schedule of Capital Additions for 5 years by NARUC account number, SSU plant m d  
year. 

Please find attached the 5-year capital plan as it existed at the time the MFRs were filed. 
Althougb 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 t he .  Detail budgeting infomation by NARUC 
plant account as requested is not available, since information to that level of detail 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 (Le., 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 

SOUIHERN STAlZS vIILn?Es. INC. 
RESPONSETOREQUESTfoRPRODUCIIONOFDOCUMENIS 

DOCKET NO.: 950495-WS 

SET No: 
-==No: 

REQuEsreD BY: opc 
1 
15 

MORRIS A. BWCWI, 
MoairBcmsini 

m n w  

DmuMENTREQmT: 15 

Fa p m p x d  of this mpcs& Plepre ref= m M d  Beacini’r teJtimmy 
~lesseproviderco~oftbe5-yesrforeaafor)mo~pojcasrefaredtobyMr.BeDcini 

RESPONSE 15 

Anachcd as AppeDdix DRlS-A is ncopy oftk b p y ’ s  5-year foreurrt which was used as 8 W  fa 
the 19% Capital Budgu Note chat this forecast includu projected mual -ding by p r O j e a  for dirrct 

projects as of April 12,1995 (the date of the foraasl). 

Note that the 5-year forecaa was llscd In &tennine which projects 
Budget The f-ted project balaacu represent direct dollar spending only. excluding overhead and 
AFUDC. Tbip forecaa is nstd 10 monim 
completed and phced in savice. For rate case puposcs. SSU included in the 1996 test ycar only thox 
projects which it h e w  would be in savice in 1996 
completed in 19%. 

page 12. liau 17 h n g h  21. 

costs only @.e. ovahtsd and AFUDC an not included). lllis forecast included all known and qU8nWle 

included in the 1996 Capital 

flow and docs no1 include tbe sbcdulc for projecn being 

well carry ovex projects from 1995 to be 



1995 ...I(CUf 

DIRECT F.XPENDITl!RfS ONl.Y 

~snlb Bulan 
,,,. ,,.,R Ie" Ph", Pro eel Priori! J"5 It" 
 '''' ')00.000
"'" BuoollJiUb WWTP Clus IlmpJFcwu Mila,,,, Reel WI'OjGcGcnlor 2 .... , lOCI.OOO 1.100.000 

Bueoca IIlIIs Wu!cWIlU CoUodloQ S7'tc. r-pnt'leGKatJ Pb u a. m , , ·200,000"".N"".N Buooo HillI CobbkslOClc WJ1> elplNloa add OST 50.000 .20.000 ,"".N Bu-ClOG JlillI W.'O OiJL SylL Imprtl'lOOCDU Phuc:a 0 I. m lSO,ooo Uo,ooo 10,000 15O,GOO,BU«MI "i1b 140,000 

Dtltonl Dlilribudon S7lkmlmP"""aDC.IIlJ 101,400 


"".N 	 OW"' ,"".N ,"".N D"~ C(U\]iWt WTP ImJlfO'la-.e.nlJ OST 2049,000

"".N Ddtonl WlltI' Supply ')'I!em Improno~nll , 250.000 >00.000
"".N DtltonaWc:a WTPf'NWTP OIoriDC fulilWI S)'11tIa , 160,000 160,000 
EtlIN Delio,,, Wes Wet Wuther S)'.tcm imP"''ICGlUU 2 UO,OOO,Deltonl Lues wcun, 	 " .000 mooo"'" N"".N 	 Delton. Wcs Lombudy W1l' lnIfKO'IG'tIUI" 1 113,000 

Dellonal.u.u Slud,e SlIoblllutloa F.cllltkl 200.000 ,"".N Dr.llonlWCS WeU '39 ".000 ,.l5O.... 

"".N 

, ""'....

F.nl N DdlOftI Luu O.S MGD WWTP ElplNlon - Phuc II 50.000 '.l5O.000
,
Dr.konl Lua Wcun1 	 lIO,OOCI"".N 

Ocltona Lata WeUn6 	 100,000 100,000 >00.000"".N 	 • 
HermluCo'le Additiollli Wlil &lid Tf\IId: Maln 1 11,000 1$,000 

KC)'JIOfIC ltel,hU Dlstribulloll/WT'P Im,.-O'lcme.nu 100,000 


"",N 	 ,"".N"".N P.... Port WWll' ElnuaWWd Wulher S,I. Imp. 2 200.000 
En. N SkIM blMd Wlllew.tcr COMetUon wJ[)cItCNIa 2 lOCI.OOO

"".N Woodmen; WTP Chlorine Eoo.., S)'.tem 10,000 
En,N Woodmuc. WWTP Clw 11mP"''Ic.mcnU/Folu M.1n 1 "".000 2.000.000 

Subtotal · North Retlo" Projocll ".' 
C~nl[11 Bu~laD 

f:lll C Chululou Wiler Trealmcnl PI"", n , ,... , 07.I0Il 
bllC Chuluotl UPludc. DillIibuLion S)'.tun 1 39,000 

"",e Fern Put Distriblltlon S)'.tem UPl'adc. 1 62,000 
.... e HIdck.n hI!/D"l.Ild lIilb OIUJibul1ori Uplrlde 1 	 50.000 
... e Irnptrlt.l TelTlCC Nc... Wcll , . 92,000
En.e LakcAJ_y New Walti' Sowu 1 60.000 60.000 
F.n, C Muedith MUlot Dilllibulion S),Hc.rnlUPludea 1 2>.000 -0 :> 
EIIIC 	 Plliudea Part StCCnd WdVOUltrl1Or 1 	 50.000 I",too n> "0 
!!n.e Sk),oat Diltrtbullon Up.r.d. , 40,_ <0 '"0 
EIIIC SwuMnc. fISk WI)' AUllot , 10,000 (I) <t>
"".e Tropical Put: Oi.llributlon Una UPlrldcl 1 9),000 ::J
"".e 	 Uni'l. ShOJel/SWlaal O.C. InIU«H\l'lcct 2 100,too 0­"".e Un.I", Shora/SUltCfdl Sc.wu S)'stun lmPfovune"" Colonial VlII'lo 16,000 x P 

.... e Unlw. Shotu/Sunac..U Pump, And r'OtU "hill , 7$,0000,. e l.Ioi'lcntl), S~rd lnil,tkHt UPIn.de Ch'pd HiU 	 2 'Clll.000 	 "­En. C Wutmontc 	 UPl'adc Distribution , 100,_ 
SubloL..l- CCfllral Retlon ProJeelJ Ut.... II'.'N ....... '...... • I 
 ~ III '" 0

Saulb Brl:lgn 	 cO ~ C1l
f.n.S 	 Duml SlOTe R.O WTP Eapwlo" 111,000'''' , 	 "'.000 ".000 ­

BUITII SIOTC. Bduclot" St,tlON""'S 	 50.000 50.000 50.000 w".000 
&1 S 	 Burnt SaolC. WWTP i!Jplllslo" ."d Rc.UlC S),llcnt , ~ 200.000 1)00.000 	 \ 
.... S l...chl,h Nc... M.uer PS It Dc.u p.ua UO,OOO 

... S Lc.hl,h l!nc:IOIc Chlor"'- Bloilldin. 2 10,000 ~ 

.... S uhl,h Nc.w MIrTOI" Wu WTP , 0 100,_ 
 '"...000 
EnIS 	 Lthl,h Mirror Lou WWTP , ....000 ',jCO.000 	 ~ 

~ .94-5ve ar/cnnrl 	 .tJl?.cl<; "'''''J"lM 



• • 

~ . . . 

1995 P~~~~t 
DIRECT EXrENDlTURES ONI Y 

R'llon Pllnl ___ 'r'led____ Prlortty If" I"' 1m J~___I~_ _~~~""~ 
Ell $ L.cbi,b New Well Fttld .. 0 500.000---- - .jOO,OOO 

Ell, S Lehl,h Sew"e Syslt.m Impt'O"ODUIIi • 13,000 wooo 
Ena S Muw lslM<! Meabl'll"e RtplICUIIUII I 300,000 >00.000 ....000 >00.000 
Ell, S Muw l.Il&nd lA' RW lIno oa SR 9SI_ Dtpted.aat OG DOT Schedul, I [00.000 2,000.000 
ED, S MUUllslaad 1.0 MGD RO Eapl6lloo.. WTP 316,000 
Ell, S Mvw l.IlUld Rtplac.o RW MLIa 1111 RO WT1" "0,000 
.Enl S MUQ) lslaad ASR Wtll 1040,000 1,000..000 
Enl S Muw lsl&nd } New WLlts 39',000 
Enl 5 MNCO [,hlld R.w Wlltr Ccllcedo. Sy.tclll 206.000 
Enl S M..aIlillnd lslutd ASR Well 

Subloui - South Aqlon ProJecu 

Wr:sl BulDn 
"I W Apa.ch. Shofca !ton F1llt.r Bc.ck A Muc:r 1 .... 1 >0.000 
Ell, W Aru· WctlRe,1on PI&nU Unc l!uuuioN - w • ..,. 1 >00.000 SOO.OOO SOO.OOO SOO.OOO 
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"I W Cry,t.-I RI"c:t Dockwub 8tdJ (lion Allen) 1 1',000 11,000 
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",W MlrionO.b New Well ..., 1 1l.S,OOO IlJ,OOO 
"'IW Muioft 0 .... AbAft"n Well No. ] 1 ",000 

Sprint G.,deIU Collwloru Syuan lmpro" ll.OOO'" W 	 •
",W SpritI,lIill WWTP EJp.lUlon Clu. I 2 1.100,000 >00.000 >00000 
",W Sprin, Hill WWTP ErnVCllt Rcwe Tmba Pines 2 600.000 100,000 
"IW $prin, Uill Wtlb )0 and ] I .00,000•"I W Spr'", Hill I MGGST 104,000 
"IW >00.000SI,I,N Mill Woods .}MG GST 
En, w SUI'" Mill Woods .S M GST "96,000 •
"I W 	 SUIN MHI Woods WWTP E.ipINIon. Clul J 2 100,COO 

SUIN Mill Woods WWTP Reult 10 GeIfC"" .. 1'" W 	 "'.000 
Subtolal • Wc.rt R'lion rroJccu 	 5,0",00. I,ISI,'" 1.2M.... _.Nt '''.... 

OPSIA&G Prolerls 

OpcndON BllllltU 
 .50.000 4SO,OOO""~I 	 ' ''.000 "'.000•Utility Rdoulions 2 >00.000 >00.000 >00.... >00.000 
Tocl. -u>210,000 290.000 >00.000 >00.000 
Mtkr c.hule OUt 

•
2 jn,OOO fl)<:J64',000 750,000 no,ooo 

1rrfttt:lltulili )00.000 >00.000 >00.000 >00.000 co "0 
WalU Sc,...Iu. 6l.S,OOO flS,OOO ru.ooo ru.ooo Q) CD 
lIydranu 100,000 100,000 100.000 lOO,GOO 
SCWCl Savlw 100.000 200:000 ".000 
Wala' E.iloelUloru 

•••••• 	
-....100,000 100.000 100,000 100,000 

St..." EIIUlllocu "'.000 	 >0.000 "'...."'.'"Mbc: OpeuUoN ProJtCU 	 571,000 431,000 ru.OOO 1,0",000 'tJ Y-.
SubTOI..II 	 3,').4,000 I ~>.>00.000 ",000,000 4,2$0,000 OJ

VdlkkJ 60.000 600.... ....000 ....000 "l 
Bull41nlJ\.ab 0 
CoraPUIc:t1 

•• 	 • • • ro 0 ~ SCI01000 ''',000 ~OOO -II 
Sub lot.I OPS/Aa.C ProJecu ","4,00t ...1St.... J,ltt,Nt 5.CS',1 

Projc.cltd AdJWllntlll 	 1,"J).414 -2.,6204,lOO 1,737.000 m,000 ,.,,,.. 
IGrand lobi torpor.te Fin Yur Forecast 78,633,4311 '19.268,2311 I3.sbb.obOl 13.000.0001 11.$00,0001 14;]65.1001 	 ~ ,· r ~ 
Mit I: Use 11K cWlUllly appt'ond 199} upllal bud,cl plw ."y antJclplw:.d MltllChcnll u dlwltd Oft 'R". V.., P«OCUL $WlWftwy- ...... 
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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 
rvailability 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 (Le., Columns 2,3,4, 
5 and 6). 
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