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1 BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

2 ALOHA U T I L I T I E S ,  I N C .  

DOCKET NO. 010503-WU 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF DAVID W .  PORTER, P . E .  

Q. Are you the same David-W, Porter, P . E .  that provided 

6 direct testimony in this case? 

7 A. Yes 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Q .  Have you read t h e  d i r e c t  testimony of John R. Sowerby, 

P.E. filed in this case? 

Yes 

Do you have any comments r e g a r d i n g  the testimony of 

a. 

Q. 

12 John R. Sowerby, P . E . ?  

13 A. Yes as provided below: 

Mr. Sowerby s t a t e s  t h a t  the Department would have no 

problem if the Utility chose  to extract water quality 

samples  for analysis at locations other than those 

prescribed by FDEP Rule so long as the U t i l i t y  also 

14 

15 

16 

17 

Q. 

18 tested at the sites required by FDEP R u l e .  In your 

19 o p i n i o n ,  by his making this statement, d i d  you believe 

the FDEP encourages sampling a t  other locations? 

In my opinion, they do n o t .  As far as Mr. Sowerby went  

with h i s  answer I a g r e e  w i t h  him, however, based on my 

m a n y  years  of working w i t h  t h e  FDEP and i t s  r u l e s ,  it 

20 

A. 21 

22 

2 3  

24 is m y  experience that t h e i r  rules do not p r e v e n t  a 

25 utility from t a k i n g  whatever samples they choose. I n  
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8 Q. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
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15 A. 

16 

17 

18 
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20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

fact, if the utility chose to sample and t e s t  for any 

parameter what-so-ever, no matter how meaningless that 

sampling and testing may be ,  t h e  Department would not 

object. However, just because the Department would not 

object to a utility taking non- requ i r ed  samples and 

conducting non-required analysis, that does not mean 

t h a t  they encourage or endorse t h i s  practice. 

Mr. Sowerby states that the Department would have no 

problem if the Utility chose to extract water quality 

samples for analysis at intervals more frequent than 

those prescribed by FDEP Rule. In your opinion, by 

making his statement, do you believe FDEP encourages 

sampling and testing at frequencies greater than those 

prescribed by FDEP Rules? 

In my opinion, they do not. Again, as far as his 

answer to this question went, I agree with him. 

However, based on my experience working for many years 

with the FDEP and i t s  rules, I think that Mr. Sowerby 

cou ld  have added that t h e  FDEP rules do n o t  prevent a 

utility from t a k i n g  samples more frequently the 

required by FDEP Rule if they choose. In f a c t ,  if the 

utility chose to sample and test at any frequency 

greater t h a n  that required by FDEP r u l e ,  no matter how 

meaningless that sampling and testing may be, the 

Department would not object. However,' just because t h e  

2 
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23 

24 
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Department would not object to a utility taking more 

frequent samples than required by FDEP rule, that does 

not mean that they encourage or endorse this practice. 

Mr. Sowerby states that the Department would allow 

Aloha t o  modify its facilities to enhance sulfide 

removal capabilities. In your  opinion, b y  h i s  m a k i n g  

this statement, do you believe FDEP endorses or 

encourages the construction of such modifications? 

In my opinion, they do not. Again as far as he went, 1 

agree with Mr. Sowerby, however, I believe that his 

response would have been more complete if he had stated 

that t h e  current FDEP Rules do not require Aloha to 

undertake s u c h  modifications (as he did elsewhere i n  

his testimony). However, based on my many years of 

experience working w i t h  the FDEP and i t s  rules the FDEP 

rules do not prevent a utility from adding additional 

treatment processes to their facilities beyond t h o s e  

required by FDEP Rule if they choose; so long as the 

modifications are permittable by the Department. In 

fact, if the u t i l i t y  chose to add any treatment process 

to their facilities, no mat te r  how meaningless those 

new facilities may be, so long as they were 

permittable, the Department would n o t  

just because the Department would not 

utility adding treatment processes in 

ob j e c t  . However, 

objec t  to a 

excess to those 
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required by their rules, that does not mean that they 

encourage or endorse this practice. 

Mr. Sowerby stated in his testimony t h a t  Aloha 

consistently maintains throughout its distribution 

system a free chlorine residual equal to, or greater 

than, the minimum 0.2 mg/L required by FDEP rule. In 

your o p i n i o n ,  does this statement indicate anything 

that can be assumed about the hydrogen sulfide 

concentration of the water in the distribution system? 

Yes. While I agree with what Mr. Sowerby stated, I 

think this answer c o u l d  have provided additional 

important information, especially in the c o n t e x t  of the 

issues surrounding this d o c k e t .  The presence of a free 

chlorine residual at the extremities of a utility’s 

water distribution system is measured to determine a 

number of important things, not only about what is in 

the water flowing through the distribution system, but 

at l ea s t  as importantly what is n o t  in that water. 

When a free chlorine residual is present, it is 

generally understood that substances that are oxidized 

by t h e  chlorine (such as hydrogen sulfide) are no t  

present in the water. This is especially true when the 

free chlorine residual is present at the extremities of 

the water distribution system. Also, the presence of 

the free chlorine at these points, along with the 
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Q. 

A. 

proper  coliform bacteria testing results, indicates 

t h a t  the water has  been provided proper disinfection. 

Do you have a n y t h i n g  f u r t h e r  to o f f e r ?  

No. 

25 
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