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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF ROBERT J .  CROUCH 

Q .  

A .  Robert 3 .  Crouch. f 1 o r i  da Pub1 i c Service Commi s s i  on, 2540 Shumard Oak 

Boulevard. Tallahassee, FL 32399. 

Q .  Please s t a t e  a b r i e f  desc r ip t i on  o f  your educational background and 

experience. 

A .  I received a B . S .  i n  Engineering from the  A i r  Force I n s t i t u t e  o f  

Technology i n  1970. I completed post graduate work i n  I n d u s t r i a l  Management 

from the  I n d u s t r i a l  College o f  t he  Armed Forces and graduated i n  1976. I was 

c e r t i f i e d  as a Professional Engineer i n  March, 1976. I r e t i r e d  from the  U . S .  

A i r  Force i n  1979 as a Lieutenant Colonel a f t e r  23 years m i l i t a ry  serv ice ,  

p r i m a r i l y  as an engineer and a manager. From 1979 t o  1984, I was employed by 

Southwestern Bel 1 Telephone Company as a c i  r c u i  t design engineer . 

Please s t a t e  your name and business address. 

I n  September, 1984, I s t a r t e d  working for t he  F lo r i da  Pub l ic  Service 

Commission (PSC) as a supervisor o f  an engineering sec t ion  i n  the  D i v i s i o n  o f  

Communications. I n  A p r i l ,  1987. I t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  the  D i v i s i o n  o f  Water and 

Wastewater, now c a l l e d  the  D i v i s i o n  o f  Economic Regulat ion, where I supervise 

engineers i n  i nves t i ga t i ons  o f  regulated water and wastewater u t i l i t i e s .  

Q .  What a re  your professional  a f f i l i a t i o n s ?  

A .  I am c u r r e n t l y ,  or 'have been i n  t h e  recent pas t ,  a member o f  t h e  F lo r i da  

Engineering Soc ie ty ,  t h e  Texas Society o f  Professional  Engineers, National 

Society o f  Professional  Engineers ,' Society o f  M i  1 i tary Engineers, American 

Water Works Assoc ia t ion ,  Water Environment, Federation. and t h e  F l o r i d a  

P o l l u t i o n  Control Federation. 

Q .  By whom are you present ly  employed and i n  what capaci ty? 
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A .  I am employed by the PSC as t h e  Supervisor o f  Engineering i n  the  

D i v i s i o n  o f  Economic Regulation ( fo rmer ly  Water and Wastewater). As I s ta ted  

e a r l i e r ,  I have worked f o r  the  PSC f o r  over s ix teen years and have been i n  my 

cu r ren t  p o s i t i o n  f o r  over fourteen years.  

Q .  What are your general r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a t  t he  PSC? 

A .  

supervise assigned engineers who conduct f i e l d  evaluat ions and prepare 

recommendations pe r ta in ing  t o  r a t e  cases and techn ica l  complaints f o r  

Commission review. The Engineering Section inspects and evaluates regulated 

water and wastewater u t i l i t i e s  and makes recommendations t o  t h e  Commission 

regarding u t i l i t y  compliance w i t h  app l i cab le  PSC ru les  and s t a t e  and federal  

regu la to ry  standards. The Engineering Section works w i t h  o ther  s t a f f  i n  

determining the  r a t e  base and/or value o f  t h e  u t i l i t y  assets. 

Q .  

A .  Yes. I have been accepted and t e s t i f i e d  as an expert witness i n  two 

separate hearings he ld  by t h e  U . S .  House o f  Representatives, Mi l i tary  

Appropr iat ions sub-committee. I t e s t i f i e d  before t h i s  Commission i n  Docket 

No. 910560-WS, a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a r a t e  increase by Tamiami V i l l a g e  U t i l i t y ,  

I n c .  ; Dockets Nos. 920733-WS and 920734-WS, a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a r a t e  increase 

by General Development U t i l i t i e s ,  Inc. ; and Docket No.940847-WS, a p p l i c a t i o n  

f o r  a r a t e  increase by Ortega U t i l i t y  Company. I a l s o  t e s t i f i e d  i n  Docket 

950387-SU. t h e  F lo r i da  C i t i e s  Water Company wastewater r a t e  case f o r  i t s  North 

F t  Myers wastewater system. 

As Supervisor o f  Engineering i n  t h e  Bureau o f  Economic Regulat ion, I 

Have you ever t e s t i f i e d  before as an expert  witness? 

I have a l so  t e s t i f i e d  be fore  t h e  D i v i s i o n  o f  Admin is t ra t i ve  Hearings 

(DOAH) i n  the challenge t o  proposed Rule 25-30.431 (Margin Reserve). 
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Q .  What i s  the  purpose o f  your testimony today? 

A .  The purpose o f  my testimony i s  t o  answer the  s p e c i f i c  issues ra ised by 

Wedgefield U t i l i t i e s .  I n c .  (Wedgefield o r  u t i l i t y )  i n  i t s  p ro tes t  o f  t h e  PAA 

order concerni ng : 

Q 

A 

1) The appropr ia te  methodology f o r  determining used and useful  

percentages f o r  t he  source o f  supply, water pumping , water treatment, 

standing p ipe  and storage p l a n t ;  

2 )  Whether used and usefu l  percentages should be ca lcu la ted  on 

i n d i v i d u a l  components or on the  water treatment system as a whole; 

3) The appropr iate used and useful  percentage, based upon the  

methodology determined i n  1) above; 

4) The appropr iate per iod  t o  consider customer demand (Peak day o r  

Average o f  f i v e  maximum days) ; 

5)  The appropr iate allowance f o r  unaccounted f o r  water f o r  t he  

Wedgefield system: and 

6)  The appropr iate used and useful  percentage f o r  t h e  land purchased on 

June 18, 1999, t h a t  should be included i n  r a t e  base. 

What in fo rmat ion  have you r e l i e d  upon i n  prepar ing your testimony? 

As s ta ted  e a r l i e r ,  I have be.en a reg i s te red  pro fess iona l  engineer f o r  

more than 25 years and have worked as an engineer eva lua t ing  water and 

wastewater r a t e  cases f o r  over 14 years.  My testimony i s  based upon a review 

o f  Engineering Guidel ines such as those published by American Water Works 

Associat ion (AWWA), Water Environment Federation (WEF) , and Ten States 

Standards, p lus  research done by me and by s t a f f  engineers under my 

supervis ion,  my knowledge and exper t i se  i n  water and wastewater u t i l i t y  
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economic regu la t i on ,  testimony and discovery presented i n  thqs case, and pas t  

Commission decis ions. 

Q .  What i s  t he  appropr iate methodology fo r  determining used and useful  for 

t he  source o f  supply, w a t e r  pumping, water t reatment,  standing p ipe  and 

storage p l a n t ?  

A .  The e n t i r e  system, w e l l s ,  t reatment,  storage, e t c . ,  should be considered 

a s i n g l e  system p rov id ing  t rea ted  water t o  meet customer demand, i nc lud ing  

f i r e  f l o w .  Therefore, a used and useful  percentage should be ca lcu la ted  f o r  

t he  system as  a whole. 

Q .  

A .  F i r s t ,  t h e  actual  o r  “firm r e l i a b l e ”  capaci ty o f  t h e  water treatment 

system must be determined. It should be understood t h a t  t he re  i s  no 

“permi t ted  capac i ty ”  establ  ished by DEP f o r  a water treatment system. 

Therefore, s t a f f  ca l cu la tes  the  “firm r e l i a b l e  capac i ty ”  o f  t h e  treatment 

process as  a s i n g l e  e n t i t y .  This i s  accomplished by t a k i n g  the  capaci ty o f  

t he  we l l s  w i t h  the  l a r g e s t  we l l  ou t  o f  serv ice .  Due t o  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  

dep le t ing  t h e  drawdown area around a w e l l ,  I have considered t h e  we l l s  pumping 

f o r  12 hours out o f  t h e  24 hour day. Admit tedly,  some we l l s  could operate 

more than 12 hours f o r  a few days bu t  given t h e  severe drought and low water 

t a b l e  i n  most o f  F l o r i d a ,  12 hours i s  considered a safe per iod .  Next, any 

storage capac i ty  i s  added. While NARUC l i s t s  storage under d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  

i t s  system o f  accounts, storage i s  actual  l y  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  capabi 11 t y  

o f  t he  system t o  meet customer demand a t  any given moment. I n  f a c t ,  f i r e  f l o w  

i s  drawn on ly  from storage. I f  t h e  storage i s  a ground storage tank ,  10% o f  

i t s  capac i ty  i s  subtracted as dead o r  unusable storage. Elevated storage i s  

How i s  t h e  firm r e l i a b l e  capaci ty determined? 
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ca lcu la ted  a t  t he  f u l l  storage capac i t y .  This “firm r e l i a b l e  capac i ty ”  IS 

used as the  denominator o f  t he  used and useful equation. The numerator 

cons is ts  o f  the  customer demand p lus  a 5 year growth allo.wance ( fo rmer ly  known 

as  Margin Reserve) p lus  f i r e  f l ow ,  i f  requ i red ,  and minus any excessive 

unaccounted f o r  water. (10% o f  the  water t rea ted  i s  allowed as  non-revenue 

producing o r  unaccounted f o r  water. More than 10% i s  examined on a case-by- 

case basis t o  determine what might be considered “excessive”.)  The customer 

demand i s  placed upon the  e n t i r e  treatment process, not each i n d i v i d u a l  

component. Customer demand and unaccounted f o r  water are discussed l a t e r  i n  

A .  

( i n c  

used 

my testimony. The r e s u l t i n g  percentage i s  app l ied  t o  the  water treatment 

system as  a s i n g l e  e n t i t y .  There may be add i t i ona l  f a c t o r s  such as  

consumptive use l i m i t a t i o n s ,  f i l t e r  capaci ty l i m i t a t i o n s ,  e t c .  which must be 

considered i n  determining t h e  o v e r a l l  used and useful  percentage o f  the 

treatment system. 

Q .  Should used and usefu l  percentages be ca lcu la ted  on i n d i v i d u a l  

components o r  on t he  water treatment system as a whole? 

As shown e a r l i e r ,  t h e  e n t i r e  system i s  necessary t o  meet customer demand 

uding f i r e  f l o w ) .  The system includes w e l l s ,  treatment and storage. The 

and useful  percentage o f  t h e  system i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  percentage o f  t h e  

system used by and usefu l  t o  t h e  e x i s t i n g  customer base. Therefore, t h e  used 

and usefu l  percentage i s  normal ly ca lcu la ted  on t h e  ent i re  system and no t  by 

component. 

Q .  I n  your op in ion ,  what i s  wrong w i t h  c a l c u l a t i n g  used and usefu l  

percentage on each element o f  t h e  water system? 

A .  T rea t ing  e x h  component separately would r e s u l t  i n  abnormally h igh  and 
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1 n many cases, m i  s l  eadi ng used and useful  percentages, for 1 ndi v i  dual 

components. Let me g i ve  an example: A system has two w e l l s .  The l a rges t  

capac i ty  we17 i s  considered ou t  o f  serv ice  leav ing  t h e  capaci ty o f  t h e  smaller 

we l l  as the  F i r m  Re l i ab le  Capacity o f  the  w e l l s .  I f  t h a t  F i r m  Re l i ab le  

Capacity i s  used as  the  denominatofand the  customer demand, p lus  f i r e  f low 

i s  used i n  t h e  numerator o f  t h e  used and use fu l  equation, as Wedgefield 

proposes, i t  would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t he  w e l l ,  o r  source o f  supply has more than 

a 100 used and useful  percentage. I f  t h i s  same customer demand p lus  f i r e  f l ow  

(again) i s  app l ied  t o  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  treatment equipment, i t  i s  obvious t h a t  

they a l s o  would have a very h igh  used and useful  percentage. S imi la r ly ,  i f  

the  customer demand p lus  f i r e  f l ow  i s  di’vided by t h e  storage tank capac i ty ,  

t h a t  storage would a l so  have a very high used and usefu l  percentage. Th is  i s  

exac t l y  what t h e  u t i l i t y  i s  request ing.  R e a l i s t i c a l l y ,  however, t h e  w e l l s ,  

treatment, and storage ac t  as a system and meet demand as a system. Demand 

can come from storage w i thout  t h e  we1 1s pumping o r  t h e  treatment equipment 

t r e a t i n g  any water a t  t h a t  moment. Likewise, t h e  pumps can be producing and 

the  equipment t r e a t i n g  water which i s  going i n t o  storage w i thout  any customer 

demand a t  t h a t  moment. It i s  obvious t h a t  t h e  treatment process i s  no t  

“ t r e a t i n g ”  water unless i t  i s  being pumped a t  t h a t  moment. Therefore, t h e  

treatment element has no ’ex t ra  capac i ty .  I n  h i s  d i r e c t  test imony, pages 9-12, 

Mr. Orr explains Wedgefield’s treatment process i n c l u d i n g  ae ra t i on ,  i o n  

exchange, c h l o r i n a t i o n ,  and cor ros ion  i n h i  b i t o r .  He concludes t h a t  t h e  system 

has an hydrau l i c  throughput o f  1.056 m i l l i o n  ga l lons  per day (mgd) o r  w i t h  one 

u n i t  out o f  commission. a throughput capaci ty o f  .528 mgd. That i s  exac t l y  

my p o i n t :  the treatment process has a “throughput” capac i ty .  It does no t  
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prov ide  any capaci ty i n  and o f  i t s e l f ,  but  acts as  a p a r t  o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  

system. During periods of h igh demand, the  system meets the  demand as a 

system. w i t h  the  pumps pumping, t h e  treatment equipment t r e a t i n g  and t h e  

storage tank s t o r i n g  a t  the  same t ime.  Ind i v idua l  components, by themselves, 

may no t  be able t o  meet the  momentary peak demand b u t  t he  system as a whole 

i s  designed t o  meet demand. I f  each element o f  t he  system were t r e a t e d  

i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  the  customer could end up paying for i n d i v i d u a l  components which 

were much la rge r  than needed t o  meet t h e  o v e r a l l  demand placed upon t h e  system 

by e x i s t i n g  customers. 

Q .  

as proposed by Wedgefield U t i l i t i e s ?  

A .  I n  my op in ion ,  no. It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note t h a t  “ f i r e  f l ow”  cannot 

be provided by t h e  we l l  standing alone: storage adequate t o  meet f i r e  f l ow  

demands i s  s p e c i f i e d  by planning guides such as “Recommended Standards for 

Wslter Works”, a lso  known as t h e  10 States Standard and AWWA Manual o f  Water 

Supply Practices-M32. D i s t r i b u t i o n  Network Analysis for Xater U t i  T i t i e s .  

Q.  What i s  t he  appropr iate F i r e  F l o w  f o r  Wedgefield U t i l i t i e s ?  

A .  In  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  case. t he  one w e l l .  by i t s e l f .  pumps 400 ga l lons  per 

minute {gpm) and cannot meet minimum f i r e  f l o w  requirements (according t o  t h e  

Insurance Services O f f i c e )  o f  500 gpm (120,000 ga l lons  over a 4 hour p e r i o d ) .  

Storage must be included. 

Q.  Have the re  been circumstances where s t a f f  has recommended c a l c u l a t i n g  

used and usefu l  percentage by component? 

A .  Yes. There are  unique cases where components were evaluated separa te ly ,  

I f  a u t i l i t y  has a w e l l  f i e l d  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  numerous we l l s ,  i t  i s  poss ib le  

Is i t  v a l i d  t o  apply F i r e  Flow requirements t o  each separate component 
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t h a t  some o f  these wells were not needed by cur ren t  customers. Therefore, a 

used and useful  percentage was ca lcu la ted  f o r  the  we l l  f i e l d  alone. Likewise, 

t he re  have been some u t i l i t i e s  such as Palm Coast, which have i n s t a l l e d  far 

more treatment equipment than was needed by cur ren t  customers. I n  Docket No. 

920199-WS, Southern States U t i 1  i t i e s  Corporation, s t a f f  was combining the  

ana lys is  o f  over 90 separate and d i s t i n c t  water systems. Some systems had 

storage. some had on ly  hydropneumatic tanks,  some had complex treatment 

f a c i l i t i e s  wh i le  others on ly  pumped and ch lo r i na ted .  Due t o  t h e  wide v a r i e t y  

o f  systems, s t a f f  took each system by component. A c a r e f u l  ana lys is  o f  

s t a f f ’ s  recommendation w i l l  show t h a t  many systems had the  same used and 

useful  percentage f o r  a l l  components which a c t u a l l y  meant t h a t  s t a f f  looked 

a t  t h e  e n t i r e  water f a c i l i t y  as a system even though a separate used and 

useful  percentage may have been ca l cu la ted  f o r  t he  treatment components. I n  

Wedgefield’s case, t he re  a re  only two wells and a treatment process which 

depends upon the  we l l s  p rov id ing  r a w  water t o  be t r e a t e d .  This r a w  water 

f lows through the  treatment process w i t h  no inherent  storage w i t h i n  the  

treatment chain.  The t r e a t e d  water i s  then s to red  i n  t h e  ground storage tank .  

Q .  Based upon the  methodology t h a t  you recommend, what i s  t he  appropr iate 

used and useful  percentage? 

A .  I recommend t h a t ,  cons i s ten t  w i t h  Commission decis ions for s i m i l a r  

u t i l i t i e s ,  (Order No. PSC-94-0075-FOf-WS, issued January 21, 1994. i n  Docket 

No. 921261-WS, Harbor U t i l i t i e s  Company, I n c . ,  and Order No. PSC-97-0847-FOF- 

WS, issued J u l y  15, 1997, i n  Docket Nos. 960329-WS and 960234-MU. Gu l f  U t i l i t y  

Company), t he  w a t e r  treatment system be t r e a t e d  as a s i n g l e  e n t i t y  and t h e  

used and usefu l  percentage be ca l cu la ted  on t h a t  s i n g l e  system. 
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The used and useful percentage f o r  t h e  water treatment system a s  a 

s i n g l e  e n t i t y  i s  76%. This i s  ca lcu la ted  by adding the  capaci ty o f  the  ground 

storage tank (350,000 gal less  dead storage (35,000 gpd) t o  the  we1 1 capaci ty 

w i t h  t h e  l a rges t  we l l  out o f  serv ice  (576.000 gpd) o r  891.000 gpd t o t a l .  This 

goes i n  t he  denominator o f  t he  used and useful  equation as t h e  F i r m  Re l i ab le  

Capacity o f  t h e  system. Next, add t h e  average o f  f i v e  maximum day customer 

demand (507,000 gpd) t o  f i r e  f l ow  (120,000 gpd) and add growth allowance f o r  

5 years (33 ERCs o r  97,350 gpd) and subt rac t  excessive unaccounted for water 

(49,031 gpd). The r e s u l t  goes i n  the  numerator: 675,319 gpd/891,000 gpd = 76% 

Q .  What i s  t he  appropr iate per iod  t o  consider when determining customer 

demand (peak day o r  average o f  f i v e  peak days)? 

A .  Again, t h e  Commission’s past decisions have normal ly been based upon the 

average o f  t h e  f i v e  peak days. (See Order No. PSC-96-1320-FOF-WS. issued 

October 30. 1996 i n  Docket No. 950495-WS. ) This compensates f o r  a s ing le  o r  

- indiv idual  “peak” day where anomalies such as l i n e  breaks, f i r e  f l ow  needs. 

o r  other unique f l ow  requirements might i n f l a t e  t h e  customer demand. I n  

v i r t u a l l y  every case f o r  t h e  past 15 years,  s t a f f  has recommended and t h e  

Commission has agreed t h a t  t h e  average o f  t h e  f i v e  .peak days be used f o r  

customer demand. The few cases where the  s i n g l e  maximum day was used were 

where anomalies had already been excluded and t h e  s i n g l e  max.imum day r e f l e c t e d  

r e a l i s t i c  customer demand. The minimum f i l i n g  requirements (MFRs) ask  for  the 

maximum day f l o w  as we l l  as t h e  average o f  t h e  f i v e  maximum days so  t h a t  t h e  

two f lows,  maximum day and f i v e  day average, can be compared. 

Q.  

A .  

What per.iod o f  customer demand d i d  t h e  u t i l i t y  propose i n  t h i s  case? 

I n  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  case, Wedgefield proposed us ing  a s i n g l e  maximum day 
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o f  583,000 gpd which wnlas s i g n i f i c a n t l y  greater than t h e  average o f  f i v e  days: 

507,000 gpd and the  u t i l i t y  gave no explanation o r  assurance t h a t  anomalies 

had been excluded. According t o  the  MFRs, Schedule F - 3 ,  t he  s i n g l e  maximum day 

was 7/2/98 and was not even i n  t h e  maximum month ( A p r i l ,  1998).  It i s  cur ious 

t o  note t h a t  i n  h i s  test imony, Mr. Orr admitted t h a t  t he  maximum day t h e  

u t i l i t y  spec i f i ed  i n  i t s  MFRs, J u l y  2, 1998, w i t h  583,000 ga l l ons .  was i n  f a c t  

i n v a l i d  since the  u t i l i t y  now f i n d s  t h a t  there  was an anomaly, a f i r e ,  on t h a t  

day which g r e a t l y  increased demand, rendering t h e  583,000 ga l lons  an i n v a l i d  

f i g u r e .  Now, a f t e r  the  f a c t ,  t h e  u t i l i t y  has suggested t h a t  s t a f f  consider 

another day, A p r i l  13, 1999. and 532.000 as the  “peak” demand. 

Q. 

use i n  t h i s  case? 

A .  The example shown above i s  exac t l y  why I recommend that t h e  average o f  t h e  

5 maximum days be used i n  a r r i v i n g  a t  a r e l i a b l e ,  r e a l i s t i c  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  

customer demand. 

Q .  

f o r  water? 

A .  F i r s t ,  s t a f f  determines t h e  q u a n t i t y  o f  water t r e a t e d  ( o r  purchased) by 

t h e  u t i l i t y  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t o  i t s  customers. Second, s t a f f  determines t h e  

amount o f  water t h a t  i s  a c t u a l l y  revenue producing ( s o l d  t o  customers). There 

i s  an amount o f  t r e a t e d  water which i s  used by t h e  u t i l i t y  f o r  non-revenue 

producing purposes such as back f l u s h i n g  f i l t e r s ,  l i n e  f l u s h i n g ,  and c lean ing  

f i r e  hydrants, e t c .  A we l l  run u t i l i t y  documents these uses and l i s t s  them 

i n  i t s  annual repor ts  as “other uses” (W-11 col d)  and i n  the  MFRs (Schedule 

F-1)  f i l e d  f o r  a r a t e  proceeding. As shown i n  the MFRs: ga l lons  pumped p l u s  

I n  your opinion, what i s  t h e  appropr iate pe r iod  o f  customer demand t o  

What i s  s ta f f ’ s  normal procedure for c a l c u l a t i n g  excessive unaccounted 
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ga l l ons  purchased minus ga l lons  so ld  minus these other uses r e s u l t s  i n  

unaccounted for water. As shown i n  the  s t a f f  recommendation and the  PAA Order 

issued i n  t h i s  docket, i t  i s  Commission p r a c t i c e  t o  a l low 10% o r  t h e  t o t a l  

water t rea ted  ( o r  purchased] as  acceptable unaccounted f o r  water caused by 

stuck meters. 1 i n e  breaks o r  o the r ,  undocumented purposes. Amounts over t h a t  

10% would i n d i c a t e  a poss ib le  lack o f  record keeping o r  poor maintenance and 

would be considered excessive. Therefore, i n  my op in ion  i t  i s  appropr iate t o  

deduct t he  costs o f  chemicals and e l e c t r i c i t y  used t o  pump and t r e a t  t h a t  

excessi ve amount from a1 1 owabl e expenses. 

Q .  

A .  As shown above, a we l l  managed u t i l i t y  should be able t o  document the  

m a j o r i t y  o f  i t s  non-revenue producing uses leav ing  a small percentage o f  i t s  

t r ea ted  w a t e r  3 s  ‘ inaccounted f o r ” .  Ten percent should be more than 

s u f f i c i e n t  t o  cover those unaccounted f o r  q u a n t i t i e s .  The customer should not 

be required t o  pay f o r  e1ectr ;c i ty o r  chemicals used t o  t r e a t  excessive 

unaccounted f o r  water.  

Q .  

A .  Yes. Nedgef ie ld.  i n  i t s  MFRs, reported 104,657.000 ga l lons  o f  water 

t rea ted  dur ing  t h e  t e s t  year o f  which the  u t i l i t y  reported 28,323,000 ga l lons  

(27.1%) as. unaccounted’ f o r .  In accordance w i t h  es tab l  ished Commission 

p rac t i ce ,  17.1% would be considered excessive and e l e c t r i c a l  expenses o f  

$2,565 and chemical expenses o f  $ 8 3 4 3  would be disal lowed. Again, I note on 

pages 16-17, l i n e s  25-2. o f  h i s  test imony, Mr. Orr s ta tes  t h a t  “ . . . s i n c e  the  

f o r  about 

nes 8-10. 

Why does s t a f f  recommend t h i s  procedure? 

Does Wedgefiel d have excessive unaccounted f o r  water? 

t e s t  year we have metered p rev ious l y  un-metered uses t h a t  account 

3% of t he  ga l lons  pumped.” And Mr. Seidman s t a t e s ,  on page 14, 1 
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“W i th in  two months a f t e r  the  end o f  t h e  t e s t  year. a subs tan t ia l  leak was 

loca ted  and repa i red . ”  Mr. Orr and Mr. Seidman now suggest t h a t ,  due t o  

co r rec t i ons  made a f t e r  the  t e s t  year excessive unaccounted for water should 

be reduced from 17.1% t o  13%. Again, ca l cu la t i ons  are based upon q u a n t i t i e s .  

numbers, and f low amounts provided by t h e  u t i l i t y  f o r  t h e  t e s t  year.  

Q .  

made t o  co r rec t  i t s  excessive unaccounted f o r  water a f t e r  t h e  t e s t  year? 

A .  While co r rec t i ve  measures taken by t h e  u t i l i t y  a f t e r  t he  t e s t  year a re  

commendable, s t a f f  has no way o f  knowing what has t ransp i red  a f t e r  t h e  t e s t  

year and must base our engineering ca l cu la t i ons  and recommendations on t e s t  

year f i gu res  f i l e d  by the  u t i l i t y  i n  i t s  MFRs. 

Q .  What i s  the  appropr iate used and usefu l  percentage for t h e  land 

purchased June 18, 1999, t h a t  should be i nc luded i n  r a t e  base? 

A ,  I n  Issue 6,  Wedgefield questioned s t a f f ’ s  recommendation t h a t  on l y  25% 

o f  t he  cos t  o f  t h e  land purchased June 18. 1999, be considered used and usefu l  

and al lowed i n  r a t e  base. The u t i l i t y  requested t h a t  100% o f  t h e  l and  be 

considered used and useful and t h a t  t h e  e n t i r e  purchase p r i c e  be allowed i n  

r a t e  base. I n  i t s  response t o  a s t a f f  a u d i t  r e p o r t  dated May 6 .  2000, t h e  

u t i l i t y  s ta ted  t h a t  t h e  purchase o f  t h e  parcel  provides s u f f i c i e n t  l and  on 

which t o  l oca te  add i t i ona l  we l l s  and storage. I agree and recommend t h a t  l and  

f o r  add i t i ona l  wells and storage i s  a c t u a l l y  land  he ld  f o r  f u t u r e  use and NOT 

used by o r  useful  t o  e x i s t i n g  customers. S t a f f  appl ied the  DEP requ i red  

“Wellhead Pro tec t ion”  o f  100 ft rad ius  around t h e  e x i s t i n g  w e l l  s i t e  f o r  

sa fe ty .  Only a segment o f  t h i s  100 ft rad ius  c i r c l e  a c t u a l l y  l i e s  w i t h i n  t h e  

purchased land and s t a f f  recommended t h a t  t h i s  segment, 9,500 square f e e t ,  be 

Is i t  appropr iate t o  consider any improvements t h a t  t h e  u t i l i t y  may have 
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t he  map o f  

l o t s  which 

are severa 

NOT have a 

considered used and useful  . S t a f f  a1  so considered the  f a c t  t h a t  accessi b i  1 i t y  

t o  t h e  we l l  s i t e  was needed. Therefore, an easement 10 f e e t  wide was allowed 

as used and u s e f u l .  The remaining land, approximately 75%, i s  a c t u a l l y  land 

he ld  f o r  f u t u r e  use and i s  t he re fo re  not  used and u s e f u l .  

Q .  

use fu l  analysis f o r  t h i s  land? 

A .  No. Mr. Seidman claims, on page 15. f i nes  12-14. o f  h i s  test imony, t h a t  

“ .  . . I do not be l i eve  t h a t  land should be subjected t o  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  used 

and useful  a n a l y s i s . ”  I agree w i t h  Mr. Seidman t h a t  the t iming o f  t h e  

purchase o f  land and the  quan t i t y  purchased i s  one o f  oppor tun i ty  and c o s t .  

I a lso  agree t h a t  t h e  purchase o f  t h e  land was t i m e l y  and p r a c t i c a l .  However, 

I am conf ident t h a t  cur ren t  customers would not appreciate having t o  pay now 

f o r  t h e  purchase o f  land which has no cur ren t  use and, as admit ted i n  the  

u t i l i t y ’ s  aud i t  response, i s  t o  be used f o r  f u t u r e  we l l s  and stcrag? w h i c h  i s  

obviously land he ld  f o r  f u t u r e  use. 

Q .  

ava i l ab le  f o r  serv ice  t o  Wedgefield’s c e r t i f i c a t e d  area? 

A .  While not included as an issue i n  e i t h e r  the  u t i l i t y ’ s  o r  t h e  O f f i c e  o f  

Publ ic Counsel’s p ro tes ts ,  t he re  was some question as t o  how s t a f f  a r r i v e d  a t  

t he  number o f  l o t s  ava i l ab le  i n  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  system. The number 1,323 was 

derived by s t a f f  by p h y s i c a l l y  i nspec t i ng  t h e  serv ice  area and then inspec t i ng  

t h e  serv ice  a r e a  provided by the  u t i l i t y  and a c t u a l l y  count ing  the  

l o t .  There 

d ’ s  map. DO 

t h a t  l o t  i s  

I n  your op in ion ,  i s  i t  appropr iate t o  use a . “ n o n - t r a d i t i o n a l ”  used and 

What i s  t h e  c o r r e c t  number o f  equivalent r e s i d e n t i a l  co r rec t i ons  (ERCs)  

have a water main passing i n  f r o n t  (or i n  back) o f  t h e  

l o t s  i n  t h e  serv ice  area which, according t o  Wedgefie 

Consequently, main a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  l o t .  

- 14 - 



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 

not  counted as available for s e r v i c e .  

Q. 
A .  Yes. 

Does t h i s  conclude your testimony? 
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