
BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Application for increase in water and ) 
) 
) 

wastewater rates in Alachua, Brevard, DeSoto, 
Hardee, Highlands, Lake, Lee, Marion, Orange, 
Palm Beach, Pasco, Polk, Putnam, 
Seminole, Sumter, Volusia, and Washington 
Counties by Aqua Utilities Florida, Inc. 

DOCKET NO. 100330-WS 

Dated: August 10, 20 1 1 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

WILLIAM TROY RENDELL 

on behalf of 

Aqua Utilities Florida, Inc. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q* 

8 A. 

9 

10 

I I  Q. 

12 A. 

13 

14 Q. 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

21 A. 

22 

23 

24 

AQUA UTILITIES FLORIDA, INC. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

WILLIAM TROY RENDELL 

Docket No. 100330-WS 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is William Troy Rendell. My business address is 2228 Capital Circle NE, 

Suite 2A, Tallahassee, Florida, 32308. 

By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 

I am Manager of Rates for Aqua Utilities Florida, Inc. (“AUF” or “Company”). 

What are your primary duties as Manager of Rates? 

I am responsible for the coordination of all rate and regulatory matters before the 

Florida Public Service Commission (“Commission”). This includes, but is not 

limited to, rate cases, index filings, service availability, tariffs, assistance with 

complaints, and various regulatory affairs. 

L^ 2 >E 
Please describe your education and business experience. 

I graduated from Gulf Coast Community College in 1985 with an Associate of Arts i 
* 11 n 
r; L r  fl _ _  cz 
L; z 

4 Degree in Business Administration. In 1987, I graduated from the Florida State + . .  -. - il) 
2. - - z 

5 University with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Finance. After graduation, I was . Ln 

X U >  employed as a comptroller for Port Panama City Marina, Inc. In November 1987, I 2 
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began working for the Commission as a Regulatory Analyst I in the Bureau of Gas 

Regulation, Division of Electric and Gas. In January 1991, I joined the Division of 

Auditing and Financial Analysis in the Bureau of Accounting. In October 1991, I 

transferred to the Division of Water and Wastewater as a Regulatory Analyst IV in 

the Bureau of Industry Structure and Policy Development. From March 1994 

through April 1996, I held the position of Regulatory Analyst Supervisor within the 

Bureau of Economic Regulation in the Division of Water and Wastewater. From 

April 1996 through January 2008, I held the position of Public Utilities Supervisor 

within the Bureau of Rate Filings, Surveillance, Finance and Tax in the Division of 

Economic Regulation. In January 2008, I accepted my current position as Manager 

of Rates with AUF. 

Have you previously appeared and presented testimony before state 

regulatory bodies? 

Yes. 1 testified before the Commission in Docket No. 930880-WS, Investigation 

into the Appropriate Rate Structure for Southern States Utilities, Inc. for all 

regulated systems. I also testified in Docket No. 020010-WS, Application for Staff- 

Assisted Rate Case in Highlands County by the Woodlands of Lake Placid, L.P. 

Further, I filed direct testimony in: Docket No. 980992-WS (complaint by D.R. 

Horton Customer Homes, Inc., against Southlake Utilities, Inc.); Docket No. 

960329-WS (Gulf Utility Company rate case); and, Docket No. 880002-EG 

(Energy Conservation Cost Recovery docket). 
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Q. 

A. My testimony is filed for five primary reasons. First, I address the appropriate 

used and useful (“USCU”) percentages for those water and wastewater systems 

protested by the Offce of Public Counsel (“OPC”) in its petition filed on July 1, 

201 1. Second, I address the appropriate cost-of-living and market-based salary 

increases set forth in AUF’s MFRs, which AUF raised as an issue in its cross- 

petition filed on July 11, 201 1. Third, I address the appropriate Commission- 

approved leverage formula to establish AUF’s retum on equity ( “ROE)  in this 

case, which AUF raised as an issue in its cross-petition filed on July 11, 201 1. 

Fourth, 1 address the appropriate calculation of the Regulatory Asset related to 

deferred interim revenues in this case, which AUF raised as an issue in its cross- 

petition filed on July 11. Finally, 1 address the appropriate criteria which the 

Commission should use in establishing the rate structure for AUF’s water and 

wastewater system, which issue was raised by Ms. Wambsgan in her cross-petition 

filedonJuly 11,2011. 

What are the purposes of your testimony? 

Q. 

A. 

Are you sponsoring or co-sponsoring any parts of AUF’s MFRs? 

Yes, I am sponsoring the following MFR Schedules: A-5; A-6; A-9; A-10;B-1; 

B-2; B-3; B-13; B-14; D-1; E-lw; E-1s; and, F-1 through F-10. 

Q. 

A. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits to your direct testimony? 

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits which are attached to my testimony: 

Composite Exhibit TR-1 - is a composite schedule setting forth in the U&U 

percentages that the Commission approved for all of 

3 



AUF’s water and wastewater treatment systems in 

Docket No. 080121-WS. 

Composite Exhibit TR-2 - is a schedule comparing the U&U percentages 

established in Docket No. 080121-WS to the U&U 

percentages set forth in Order No. PSC-ll-O256-. 

PAA-WS (the “PAA Order”) in this case. 

is an updated market-based salary study. Exhibit TR-3 - 
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9 Q. 

10 supervision? 

1 1  A. Yes. 

12 

13 Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

14 A. The U&U percentages that AUF relied to establish rate base in this proceeding 

15 have been properly calculated using the methodologies that the Commission 

16 approved just over two years ago in AUF’s last rate case. Because there have 

17 been no changes to the Commission’s U&U Rules and no structural or operational 

18 changes to AUF’s systems since the last rate case, there is no reason to deviate 

19 from those previously approved U&U methodologies and resulting percentages. 

20 Moreover, my testimony shows that ignoring the previously approved U&U 

21 methodologies and percentages would unnecessarily embroil AUF, the 

22 Commission and the parties in protracted disputes that ultimately will lead to 

23 higher rate case expense for customers. 

Where those exhibits prepared by you or under your direction and 

24 
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The salary increases included in AUF’s MFRs are reasonable and necessary in 

order for AUF to attract and retain qualified employees in this market. 

Furthermore, the requested increases are consistent with recent Commission 

orders approving salary increases for other similarly situated utilities. 

My testimony explains that AUF’s return on equity (“ROE”) should be 

established using the approved leverage formula in effect at the time the 

Commission votes on the final rates in this case. I further explain how the amount 

of the Regulatory Asset related to deferred interim rate relief should be 

calculated. 

Finally, my testimony demonstrates that the uniform rate structure proposed by 

AUF provides definitive benefits to customers. Furthermore, there are no legal or 

policy impediments to the Commission adopting a uniform rate structure for AUF 

in this case. 

The Appropriate U& U Percentages 

Please describe the “Used and Useful” concept as it applies to regulated 

utilities? 

The term “used and useful” is simply a regulatory rate setting term that describes 

the cost of property that is included in a utility’s rate base (net investment) upon 

which the utility is entitled to earn a rate of return. The balance of the cost of 

property that is excluded from rate base is referred to as “non used and useful” or 

“future use” plant. 

5 
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5 treatment plant U&U calculations. 

Is there a prescribed method in Florida for performing U&U analyses? 

Yes. The Commission adopted Rule 25-30.4325, Florida Administrative Code 

(“F.A.C.”) with respect to water treatment and storage U&U calculations in Docket 

No. 0701 83-WS. In addition, Rule 25-30.432, F.A.C. provides for wastewater 

6 

7 Q. 

8 A. 

9 

10 

I I  

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 Q. 

21 area? 

22 A. 

23 

24 or wastewater utility. 

Please describe the U&U percentages that AUF applied in its MFRs. 

AUF calculated the U&U percentages for all of its water and wastewater systems 

using the methodologies which the Commission approved just over two years ago 

in AUF’s last rate case in Docket No. 080121-WS. In that last proceeding, both 

OPC and AUF sponsored expert witnesses to testify on the U&U issues. Those 

U&U issues were the subject of voluminous discovery and were intensely litigated. 

The Commission closely scrutinized the competing expert testimony and made 

U&U determinations for all AUF systems in that case. Because the U&U 

percentages were previously determined by the Commission just over two years 

ago, and because there have been no changes to the Commission’s U&U Rules and 

no structural or operational changes to AUF’s systems since that time, it is very 

important for the Commission to honor its prior decisions in this area. 

Why is it so important for the Commission to honor its prior decisions in this 

Ignoring the U&U percentages recently established by a final order undermines 

regulatory certainty, which is a core principle for any regulated electric, gas, water 

6 
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The water and wastewater utility industry is a capital intensive business. To meet its 

customers’ needs for safe and reliable service, AUF must have access to capital, 

which comes primarily from two sources: debt (e.g., loans from lenders and bond 

issuances) and equity (e.g., sales of stock). Casting aside recently established U&U 

determinations when there is no material change in utility operational conditions 

sends a dangerous signal to utilities and increases risks to potential suppliers of 

investment capital. These heightened risks and uncertainties in turn can cause 

lenders to impose a higher interest rate on loans, and investors to demand higher 

returns to induce them to invest in the utility. Higher interest and higher returns 

ultimately results in a higher cost of capital which leads to increases in rates for 

customers. 

Are there other problems with ignoring the U&U percentages and 

methodologies recently approved by the Commission? 

Yes. The courts in Florida have made it very clear that the Commission must 

“adhere to its prior practices in calculating used and useful percentages” and cannot 

deviate from those practices unless there are bona fide facts supporting a change. 

Southern States Utilities v. Florida Water Services Corp., 714 So. 2d 1046, 1057 

(Fla. 1’‘ DCA 1998). As I have stated, there have been no operational or structural 

changes to the systems OPC has protested that would warrant a change to the U&U 

methodologies previously approved by the Commission. 

Furthermore, the Commission established the U&U percentages in the last rate case 

using the Commission’s U&U Rules. Those rules have not changed since AUF’s 
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last rate case. Moreover, the Commission’s U&U Rules were adopted to limit the 

controversies and costs associated with contested U&U determinations that often 

require the parties to retain the services of expensive expert witnesses. To now 

ignore those U&U determinations would eviscerate the cost-savings policies upon 

which the U&U Rules were based. The result is higher rate case expense which is 

ultimately borne by the customer. 

Water Treatment 

What are the appropriate U&U percentages for the water treatment and 

related facilities which OPC has protested? 

OPC has protested the U&U percentages for those water treatment and related 

facilities at the following specific systems: Arredondo Estates, Arredondo Farms, 

Breeze Hill, Carlton Village, East Lake HanislFriendly Center, Fairways, Fern 

Terrace, Hobby Hills, Interlacheflark Manor, Lake Josephine/Sebring Lakes, 

Picciola Island, Rosalie Oaks, Silver Lake EstatesWestem Shores, Tomoka View, 

Twin Rivers, Venetian Village, Welaka, and Zephyr Shores. With the exception of 

the Breeze Hill and Fairways systems (which were not part of AUF’s last rate case), 

the appropriate U&U percentages for these water treatment and related facilities are 

the percentages fully and finally determined in AUF’s last rate case by Commission 

Order No. PSC-09-0385-FOF-WS dated May 29, 2009 (‘‘Final Rate Order”). 

Attached as Composite Exhibit TR-1 is a schedule that sets forth the U&U 

percentages for the water treatment and related facilities that the Commission 

approved in its Final Rate Order. 



1 Q. Has AUF prepared a schedule supporting the U&U percentages for the water 

2 

3 A. 

treatment and related facilities that OPC has protested? 

Yes. that information is included in the F-Schedules to AUF’s MFRs, which I am 

4 sponsoring. 

5 

6 Q. Did OPC participate in AUF’s last rate case on this U&U issue? 

7 A. 

8 

Yes. OPC was a party to and actively participated in AUF’s last rate case. During 

the course of that case, OPC sponsored an expert witness -- Mr. Andrew Woodcock 

9 

IO 

1 1  

-- who presented extensive expert testimony on the U&U issues specifically related 

to AUF’s water treatment and related facilities. In fact, OPC actually stipulated in 

the last rate case to the U&U percentages for Carlton Village, Picciola Island, and 

Venetian Village water treatment systems that they are now protesting. 12 

13 

14 Q. 

15 

16 A. 

17 

Did OPC appeal the Final Rate Order which established the U&U percentages 

for the water treatment and related facilities at  these systems? 

No. OPC did not appeal the Final Rate Order, nor did it attempt to seek 

reconsideration of any portion of the order. 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 the Final Rate Order? 

Have there been any operational or structural changes to these systems which 

should cause the Commission to alter the U&U percentages it established in 

22 A. No. There have been no operational or structural changes made to these systems 

23 since the issuance of the Final Rate Order that requires the Commission to revisit its 

24 final U&U determinations made in the last rate case. I would note that for Zephyr 
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Shores, one additional well was installed in order to comply with Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection (“FDEP”) Rule 62-555.3 15(2), F.A.C., 

which requires all community water systems serving a population of 350 or more to 

have a second well. However, the Zephyr Shores system is fully built out and there 

is no potential for expansion. Accordingly, pursuant to Rule 25-30.4325(4), F.A.C., 

the Zephyr Shores system should be considered 100% U&U just as it was in AUF’s 

last rate case. 

You mentioned that Breeze Hill and Fairways systems were not part of AUF’s 

last rate case, and that the water treatment plant and related facilities for 

those systems were not previously determined in the Final Rate Order. What 

are the appropriate U&U percentages for the water treatment plants and 

related facilities at the Breeze Hill and the Fainvays systems? 

The Breeze Hill water treatment plant and related facilities were previously 

determined to be 100% U&U in two prior staff-assisted rate cases involving this 

system: Order No. PSC-02-11 I4-PAA-WS, issued August 14,2002; and Order No. 

PSC-99-2394-FOF-WS, issued December 7, 1999. OPC participated in both of 

those rate cases involving Breeze Hill and did not appeal the U&U determinations 

in those cases. There have been no operational or structural changes made to the 

Breeze Hill system since the Commission’s previous orders establishing U&U 

percentages. Therefore, the appropriate U&U percentages for the Breeze Hill water 

treatment system and related facilities should remain at 100%. 
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As shown in MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 the Fairways water treatment system and 

related facilities are completely built out with no possibility of expansion. 

Therefore, consistent with past Commission practice and in accordance with Rule 

25-30.4325(4), F.A.C., the Fairways water treatment system and related facilities 

should be considered 100% U&U. 

Water Distribution Systems 

What are the appropriate U&U percentages for the water distribution systems 

that OPC has protested? 

OPC has protested the U&U percentages for those water distribution facilities at 

the following specific systems: Arredondo Estates, Arredondo Farms, Beecher’s 

Point, Breeze Hill, Fairways, Gibsonia Estates, InterlachenlPark Manor, 

Kingswood, Lake Josephine/Sebring Lakes, Oakwood, Orange HilVSugar Creek, 

Palm Port, Palms Mobile Home Park, Peace River, Piney Woods, Ravenswood, 

River Grove, Rosalie Oaks, Silver Lake EstatedWestem Shores, Silver Lake Oaks, 

Skycrest, Stone Mountain, Sunny Hills, The Woods, Tomoka View, Twin Rivers, 

Valencia Terrace, Venetian Village, Village Water, Welaka, Wootens, and Zephyr 

Shores. With the exception of the Breeze Hill, the Fairways and the Peace River 

systems (which were not part of AUF’s last rate case), the appropriate U&U 

percentages for these water distribution facilities are the percentages fully and 

finally determined in the Final Rate Order. The Commission-approved U&U 

percentages for those water distribution facilities are set forth in Exhibit TR-1. 
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Has AUF prepared a schedule supporting the U&U percentages for the water 
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Yes, that information is included in the F Schedules in AUF’s MFRs, which I am 
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14 Q. 
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17 

Did OPC participate on this U&U issue in AUF’s last rate case? 

Yes. As I previously stated, the OPC was a party to and actively participated in 

AUF’s last rate case. OPC’s expert witness -- Mr. Andrew Woodcock -- presented 

extensive expert testimony on the U&U issues specifically related to AUF’s water 

distribution facilities. In fact, in the last rate case OPC actually stipulated to the 

U&U percentages for the distribution systems at Interlacheflark Manor, Stone 

Mountain, and Sunny Hills, which percentages OPC now protests in this case. 

Did OPC appeal the Final Rate Order which established the U&U percentages 

for the water distribution facilities a t  these systems? 

No. OPC did not appeal the Final Rate Order, nor did it attempt to seek 

reconsideration of any portion that order. 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

24 

Have there been any operational or structural changes made to these systems 

since the last rate case which should cause the Commission to alter the U&U 

percentages it established in the Final Rate Order? 

No. There have been no operational or structural changes made to these systems 

since the Commission issued the Final Rate Order in AUF’s previous rate case. 

12 
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You mentioned that that the Breeze Hill, the Fairways and the Peace River 

systems were not part of AUF’s last rate case, and that the U&U percentages 

for the water distribution facilities at  those systems were not previously 

determined in the Final Rate Order. What is the appropriate U&U percentage 

for the water distribution facilities at  the Breeze Hill system? 

The Breeze Hill water distribution facilities were previously determined to be 100% 

U&U in two prior staff-assisted rate cases involving this system: Order No. PSC- 

02-1 114-PAA-WS, issued August 14, 2002; and Order No. PSC-99-2394-FOF- 

WS, issued December 7, 1999. OPC participated in both of those rate cases 

involving Breeze Hill and did not appeal the U&U determinations in those cases. 

There have been no operational or structural changes made to the Breeze Hill 

system since the Commission’s previous orders establishing U&U percentages. 

Therefore, the appropriate U&U percentages for the Breeze Hill water distribution 

facilities should remain at 100%. 

What is the appropriate U&U percentage for the water distribution facilities 

for Fairways? 

As shown in AUF’s MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 and the system maps which AUF 

supplied as part of its application for rate relief, the Fairways water distribution 

system is completely built out with no possibility of expansion. Thus, consistent 

with past Commission practice, the Fairways water distribution system should be 

considered 100% U&U. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

What is the appropriate U&U percentage for the water distribution facilities 

for Peace River system? 

As shown in AUF’s MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 and the system maps which AUF 

supplied as part of its application for rate relief, the Peace River water distribution 

system is completely built out with no possibility of expansion. Thus, consistent 

with past Commission practice, the Peace River water distribution system should be 

considered 100% U&U. 

Wastewater Treatment 

What are the appropriate U&U percentages for the wastewater treatment and 

related facilities which OPC has protested? 

OPC has protested the U&U percentages for those wastewater treatment and related 

facilities at the following specific systems: Arredondo Farms, Breeze Hill, 

Fairways, Florida Central Commerce Park, Holiday Haven, Jungle Den, Kings 

Cove, Leisure Lakes, Morningview, Palm Port, Peace River, Rosalie Oaks, Silver 

Lake Oaks, South Seas, Summit Chase, Sunny Hills, The Woods, Valencia Terrace, 

Venetian Village, and Village Water. With the exception of the Breeze Hill, the 

Fairways and the Peace River systems (which were not part of AUF’s last rate 

case), the appropriate U&U percentages for these wastewater treatment and related 

facilities are the percentages hlly and finally determined in the Final Rate Order. 

Those U&U percentages for the wastewater treatment and related facilities are set 

forth in Exhibit TR-1. 
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Has AUF prepared a schedule supporting the U&U percentages for the 

wastewater treatment and related facilities that OPC has protested? 

Yes, that information is included in the F Schedules in AUF’s MFRs, which I am 

sponsoring. 

Did OPC participate on this U&U issue in AUF’s last rate case? 

Yes. As I previously stated, the OPC was a party to and actively participated in 

AUF’s last rate case. During the course of that case, OPC sponsored an expert 

witness -- Mr. Andrew Woodcock -- who presented extensive expert testimony on 

the U&U issues specifically related to AUF’s wastewater treatment and related 

facilities. In fact, in the last AUF rate case OPC actually stipulated to the U&U 

percentages for the wastewater treatment systems at Holiday Haven, Leisure Lakes, 

and Silver Lake Oaks, which percentages OPC now protests in this case. 

Did OPC appeal the Final Rate Order which established the U&U percentages 

for the wastewater treatment and related facilities at  these systems? 

No. OPC did not appeal the Final Rate Order, nor did it attempt to seek 

reconsideration of any portion that order. 

Have there been any operational o r  structural changes made to these systems 

since the last rate case which should cause the Commission to alter the U&U 

percentage it established in the Final Rate Order? 

No. There have been no operational or structural changes made to these systems 

since the Commission issued the Final Order in AUF’s previous rate case. 
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You mentioned that that the Breeze Hill, the Fairways and the Peace River 

systems were not part of AUF’s last rate case, and that the U&U percentages 

for the wastewater treatment and related facilities at  those systems were not 

previously determined in the Final Rate Order. What is the appropriate U&U 

percentage for the wastewater treatment and related facilities at  the Breeze 

Hill system? 

The Breeze Hill wastewater treatment and related facilities were previously 

determined to be 56.3% U&U in Order No. PSC-02-1114-PAA-WS, issued August 

14, 2002, and in Order No. PSC-99-2394-FOF-WS, issued December 7, 1999. 

OPC participated in both of those rate cases involving Breeze Hill and did not 

appeal the U&U determinations in those cases. There have been no operational or 

structural changes made to the Breeze Hill system since the Commission’s previous 

orders establishing U&U percentages. The appropriate U&U percentages for the 

Breeze Hill wastewater treatment and related facilities should remain at 56.3%. 

What is the appropriate U&U percentage for the wastewater treatment and 

related facilities for Fairways? 

As set forth in AUF’s MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 and the system maps which 

AUF supplied as part of its application for rate relief, the Fairways wastewater 

treatment and related facilities are completely built out with no possibility of 

expansion. Therefore, in accordance with Rule 25-30.432, F.A.C. and consistent 

with past Commission practice, the Fairways wastewater treatment and related 

facilities should be considered 100% U&U. 
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What is the appropriate U&U percentage for the wastewater treatment and 

related facilities for Peace River system? 

As set forth in AUF’s MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 and the system maps which 

AUF provided as part of its application for rate relief, the Peace River wastewater 

treatment and related facilities are completely built out with no possibility of 

expansion. Therefore, in accordance with Rule 25-30.432, F.A.C. and consistent 

with past Commission practice, the Peace River wastewater treatment and related 

facilities should be considered 100% U&U. 

Wastewater Collection 

What are the appropriate U&U percentages for the wastewater collection 

systems which OPC has protested? 

OPC has protested the U&U percentages for those wastewater collection facilities 

at the following specific systems: Beecher’s Point, Breeze Hill, Fairways, Florida 

Central Commerce Park, Holiday Haven, Jungle Den, Peace River, Rosalie Oaks, 

Silver Lake Oaks, Sunny Hills, The Woods, Village Water, and Zephyr Shores. 

With the exception of the Breeze Hill, the Fairways and the Peace River systems 

(which were not part of AUF’s last rate case), the appropriate U&U percentages for 

these wastewater collection facilities are the percentages fully and finally 

determined in the Final Rate Order. Those U&U percentages for the wastewater 

collection facilities are set forth in Exhibit TR-1. 
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Has AUF prepared a schedule supporting the U&U percentages for the 

wastewater collection facilities that OPC has protested? 

Yes, that information is included in the F Schedules in AUF’s MFRs, which I am 

sponsoring. 

Did OPC participate on this U&U issue in AUF’s last rate case? 

Yes. As I previously stated, the OPC was a party to and actively participated in 

AUF’s last rate case. During the course of that case, OPC sponsored an expert 

witness -- Mr. Andrew Woodcock -- who presented extensive expert testimony on 

the U&U issues specifically related to AUF’s wastewater collection facilities. In 

fact, in the last rate case OPC actually stipulated to the U&U percentages for the 

wastewater collection facilities at Holiday Haven. 

Did OPC appeal the Final Rate Order which established the U&U percentages 

for the wastewater collection facilities at  these systems? 

No. OPC did not appeal the Final Rate Order, nor did it attempt to seek 

reconsideration of any portion that order. 

Have there been any operational o r  structural changes made to these systems 

since the last rate case which should cause the Commission to alter the U&U 

percentages it established in the Final Rate Order? 

No. There have been no operational or structural changes made to these systems 

since the Commission issued the Final Rate Order. 
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Q. You mentioned that that the Breeze Hill, the Fairways and the Peace River 

systems were not part of AUF’s last rate case, and that the U&U percentages 

for the wastewater collection facilities at  those systems were not previously 

determined in the Final Rate Order. What is the appropriate U&U percentage 

for the wastewater collection facilities at  the Breeze Hill system? 

The Breeze Hill wastewater collection facilities were previously determined to be 

100% U&U in two prior staff-assisted rate cases involving this system: Order No. 

PSC-02-1114-PAA-WS, issued August 14, 2002; and Order No. PSC-99-2394- 

FOF-WS, issued December 7, 1999. OPC participated in both of those rate cases 

involving Breeze Hill and did not appeal the U&U determinations in those cases. 

There have been no operational or structural changes made to the Breeze Hill 

system since the Commission’s previous orders establishing U&U percentages. 

Therefore, the appropriate U&U percentages for the Breeze Hill wastewater 

collection facilities should be 100%. 

A. 

Q. What is the appropriate U&U percentage for the wastewater collection 

facilities for Fairways? 

As set forth in AUF’s MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 and as shown in the system 

maps which AUF filed as part of its application for rate relief, the Fairways 

wastewater collection facilities are completely built out with no possibility of 

expansion. Therefore, consistent with past Commission practice, the Fairways 

wastewater collection facilities should be considered 100% U&U. 

A. 
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What is the appropriate U&U percentage for the wastewater collection 

facilities for Peace River system? 

As set forth in AUF’s MFR Schedules F-7 and F-8 and as shown in the system 

maps which AUF filed as part of its application for rate relief, the Peace River 

wastewater collection facilities are completely built out with no possibility of 

expansion. Therefore, consistent with past Commission practice, the Peace River 

wastewater collection facilities should be considered 100% U&U. 

Salaries 

Has AUF protested any portion of the PAA Order concerning the appropriate 

Salaries and Wages -- Employees expense in this rate case? 

Yes. In its MFRs, AUF requested a cost-of-living salary increase for all of its 

employees, and a targeted pro forma market-based salary increase for its operators 

and field technicians. AUF has protested that portion of the PAA Order which 

proposes to disallow the cost-of-living increase and the targeted market-based 

salary increase. AUF believes that both of these salary increases are necessary and 

reasonable. 

Please explain why AUF believes the cost-of-living salary increase is necessary 

and reasonable? 

A cost-of-living salary increase is needed for AUF to attract and retain qualified 

employees. The Commission has recognized that in order for a utility like AUF to 

attract and retain qualified employees, employee salaries must keep pace with cost- 
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of-living increases. For example, earlier this year in Docket No. 100104-WU, the 

Commission found that it was “appropriate” to award the utility an across-the-board 

salary increase of 3%. The amount of that increase was actually suggested by the 

OPC. See Order No. PSC-11-0010-SC-WU (January 3, 201 1). The Commission 

also inherently approved an across-the-board 3.5% salary increases when it 

approved a rate increase for Labrador Utilities, Inc., in Docket No. 080249-WS. 

See Order No. PSC-09-0462-PAA-WS (June 22,2009). 
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9 Q. 

IO 

I I  A. 

12 

13 0385-FOF-WS at p. 107. 

Has the Commission made similar decisions pertaining to AUF’s cost-of-living 

salary increases in any prior AUF rate case? 

Yes. In its Final Rate Order, the Commission recognized that the Utility was 

“entitled to give its employees a cost-of-living increase.” See Order No. PSC-09- 

14 

15 Q. 

16 

17 A. 

I8 

Please explain why AUF believes the pro forma market-based salary increase 

for its operators and field technicians is necessary and reasonable? 

In order for AUF continue to provide its customers with reliable and efficient water 

and wastewater services, it must be able to attract and retain qualified operators and 

19 
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field technicians. To do this, the Company has to remain competitive in terms of 

salary. That means that the salaries for its operators and field technicians must be 

on the same level as the salaries which other utilities pay their employees in similar 

positions. 
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Is this market-based salary increase based on any market studies? 

Yes. This targeted salary increase for operators and field technicians is based on a 

market study by Saje Consulting Group Inc., which evaluated AUF’s salary 

structure, and benchmarked our Company against other utilities, as well as the 

general industry. Because the study was based on 2007 market information, AUF 

updated that study to reflect 2010 market data, including 2010 salary information 

and licensure requirements. The updated analysis demonstrates that a salary 

increase is needed in order for AUF to attract and retain qualified operators and 

technicians. Because the updated market study contains highly proprietary salary 

information which could be used by AUF’s competitors to lure qualified operators 

and field technicians away, AUF is asking that the updated market study be treated 

as proprietary confidential business information. A redacted public version of the 

updated study is attached to my testimony as Exhibit TR- 3. 

Has the Commission made similar decisions pertaining to a market-based 

salary increase in any prior AUF rate case? 

Yes. In AUF’s last rate case the Commission granted AUF a market-based salary 

increase noting that the increase was properly supported by the market-based study 

prepared by Saje Consulting Group, Inc. and was consistent with Commission 

precedent. As the Commission noted in a recent rate case involving Florida Public 

Utilities Company, a utility needs to take “appropriate action to assure that its 

employee salaries are on the same level as other utility employees so that the 

Company will be competitive in hiring and retaining well trained and effective 

employees.” See PSC Order No. PSC-08-0327-FOF-E (May 19, 2009). This is 
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what AUF is proposing to do in this case. 

Has AUF’s proposed salary increase been independently analyzed by 

Commission Staff? 

Yes. Staff has evaluated AUF’s requested salary increase and has noted that AUF’s 

requested salary increase is consistent with the American Water Works Association 

2008 compensation survey. Staff also has indexed the requested salary increase to 

the hourly rates for maintenance workers which the Commission has previously 

approved in other cases. In both instances, the Staff has concluded that the market- 

based increase requested by AUF is reasonable. 

Use Of Current Leverage Formula 

What is the appropriate Commission-approved leverage formula to use in 

establishing AUF’s ROE in this case? 

It should be noted at the outset that no one has protested the use of the 

Commission’s leverage formula to establish AUF’s ROE in this case. The 

appropriate leverage formula to use in this case is the approved leverage formula in 

effect at the time the Commission votes to set final rates in this formal 

administration proceeding. See Order No. PSC-09-0632-PAA-WU (Sept. 17, 

2009) (The Commission’s practice is “to use the most recent leverage formula in 

effect at the time we vote to approve final rates”). Because OPC has protested the 

rates set forth in the PAA Order, the Commission will not vote on final rates in this 

case until the first part of next year. The Commission’s leverage formula in effect 

at the time of that vote should be the leverage formula used in this case. 
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What is the Commission-approved leverage formula currently in effect at this 

time? 

The Commission-approved leverage formula currently in effect at this time is set 

forth in Order No. PSC-11-0287-PAA-WS (July 5,201 I). 

What is the ROE produced by the Commission’s leverage formula when 

applied to AUF? 

Using the current leverage formula approved in Order No. 11-0287-PAA-WS, 

AUF’s return on common equity is 9.76%, which is calculated as follows: Return 

on Common Equity = 7.13% + (1.610 / ,6122). 

Regulatory Asset Calculation 

Please discuss the Regulatory Asset concept in the PAA Order? 

In its MFRs, AUF proposed to defer recovery of a portion of interim rate relief to 

which it was entitled, and requested that the Commission recognize the amount of 

that deferred interim rate relief as a Regulatory Asset to be recovered over a two- 

year period, once final rates are determined. Although the PAA Order 

appropriately approved the Regulatory Asset concept, it miscalculated the amount 

of the Regulatory Asset. 

What caused the amount of the Regulatory Asset to be miscalculated? 

In calculating the amount of Regulatory Asset, the Commission assumed that the 

PAA rate would be implemented in May of 201 1. However, because OPC and Ms. 
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Wambsgan filed formal protests to the PAA Order, the PAA rates were not 

implemented in May of 201 1. Instead, the PAA rates were implemented on August 

1, 201 1, after the Commission voted to acknowledge the PAA rates. Thus, the 

amount of the Regulatory Asset in the PAA Order is understated. 

What is the appropriate amount of the total Regulatory Assets for water and 

wastewater? 

In its workpapers, Staff assumed that interim rates would remain in effect for 21 5 

days until the PAA rates were implemented. Using August 1,201 1 as the effective 

date of the PAA rates, the interim rates were actually in effect for 245 days. 

Therefore, using Staffs worksheet, the appropriate amount of total Regulatory 

Assets for water and wastewater should be $464,042 and $252,637, respectively. 

The total annual amortization amount is $232,021 for water and $126,318 for 

wastewater. 

Rate Structure 

What is rate structure? 

To accurately describe the concept of rate structure, one must first understand 

revenue requirement. “Revenue requirement” is the amount of money generated 

from rates that will allow a utility (i) to earn a fair rate of return on the utility 

property that provides the services (rate base) (ii) to cover the utility’s 

operating expenses and taxes. See Cirizens v. Huwkins, 364 So. 2d 723 (Fla. 

1978). “Rate structure,” on the other hand, refers to the way rates are designed to 

equitably allocate a utility’s revenue requirement among the utility’s customers. A 
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paramount rule in designing rates is that the utility’s revenue requirement must be 

established prior to designing the rate structure, and that the rate structure selected 

must allow the utility to recover its “revenue requirement”. See Southern States 

Uriliries, supra, 714 So.2d 1051-1052 (confirming that before a rate structure is 

put in place, the Commission “must approve a determination of the utility’s 

overall revenue requirements”). The Commission strictly adheres to this rule in 

establishing rate structures for the water and wastewater utilities by selecting “rate 

design parameters that (1) allow the Utility to recover its revenue requirement; (2) 

equitably distribute cost recovery among the Utility’s customers; and (3) 

implement, where appropriate, water conserving rate structures”. See, e.g., Order 

No. 11-0199-PAA-WU (April 22,2011). 

12 

13 Q. What if a rate structure is designed so that precludes the utility from 

14 

15 A. 

16 

17 

18 

recovering its revenue requirement? 

The rate structure would be confiscatory, and would be struck down as an 

unconstitutional deprivation of property rights under Federal Power Commission 

v. Hope Narural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591,605 (1944). 

19 Q. 

20 A. 

21 

What rate structure is AUF proposing in this rate case? 

AUF is proposing a state-wide uniform rate structure for its water and wastewater 

systems. This approach uses a unified rate structure for multiple water and 

22 

23 

24 

wastewater utility systems that are owned and operated by a single utility. Under 

this uniform pricing structure, customers pay a single utility the same rate for 

similar service. This uniform rate structure is widely used by electric and natural 
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gas utilities in Florida. 

What are the benefits of a uniform rate structure? 

A uniform rate structure can protect customers from sudden and substantial rate 

increases (“rate shock”). For example, if a small stand alone system (like many 

systems in Florida) needs major capital improvements, a uniform rate structure will 

spread those costs over a larger customer base, thus making the resulting rates 

lower. Uniform rate structures also address system efficiency and viability issues. 

By being able to minimize rate shock to customers and spread the increasing cost of 

required capital improvements, the utility is able to respond to capital needs in a 

more timely manner. 

Can you elaborate on the benefits of a uniform rate structure? 

Certainly. The Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) recommends over $335 

billion in infrastructure improvements are needed over the next 20 years for water 

utilities across the nation. Many of these utilities, whether private or 

governmentally owned, will be faced with significant rate increases over the next 

several years. By being able to levelize these costs over a larger customer base, a 

multi-system utility like AUF is able to minimize future rate increases. This also 

encourages utilities to make prudent capital investments in infrastructure 

improvements that are necessary to provide safe, efficient and environmentally 

compliant service. Some of the systems purchased by AUF have experienced 

operational issues that are to be expected with aging infrastructure. These issues 

can be most efficiently addressed with minimal rate impact to our customers 

through a uniform rate structure. Uniform rate structures have proven beneficial to 
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customers of electric and natural gas utilities, and will be just as beneficial for 

AUF’s customers. 

How does AUF’s uniform rate structure compare to the modified cap band 

structure set forth in the PAA Order? 

The rate structure in the PAA Order essentially groups AUF’s customers into two 

groups (bands) and then establishes a separate uniform rate structure for each 

band. 

What would an average AUF customer pay for water and wastewater services 

under AUF’s proposed uniform rate structure? 

On a monthly basis, the average AUF customer uses approximately 4,680 gallons 

of water and 3,760 gallons of wastewater. Using actual customer usage data, an 

AUF customer’s average water bill would be approximately $48.03 per month, and 

the average wastewater bill would approximately $73.70 per month. Thus, AUF’s 

proposed uniform rate structure addresses affordability. 

Is there anything to prohibit the Commission from establishing a fully 

consolidated uniform rate structure for AUF? 

No. As I have stated, the Commission has already established two uniform rate 

structures for AUF--one for each band. There is no compelling reason for the 

Commission not to move AUF from two uniform rate structures to one fully 

consolidated uniform rate. 
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Does the Commission have the authority to adopt uniform rates? 

There is no doubt that the Commission has the statutory authority to establish 

uniform rates for AUF. The Florida First District Court of Appeal has made it 

clear that the Commission “has very broad authority in determining rates” 

provided that the rates are “fair, just, and reasonable”. Southern States Utilities, 

supra, 714 So.2d 1051-1052. The court also found that uniform rates were not 

“inherently discriminatory” and recognized that the Commission “has set uniform 

rates in other cases involving multiple systems.” Id. 

Do the subsidy and affordability discussions previously used by the 

Commission to evaluate rate structures preclude it now from adopting a fully 

uniform rate structure for AUF? 

No. The affordability and subsidy criteria referred to by the Commission in 

previous cases are simply guidelines used by the Commission to evaluate 

appropriate rate structures. As the Commission recognized in AUF’s last rate 

case, determining which affordability and subsidy criteria to use in establishing a 

particular rate structure is “a judgment call” and the ultimate decision on 

affordability and subsidy criteria is “a policy decision for us to make.” See Order 

No. 09-0385-WS (May 29,2009). 

It is also important to understand that the Commission has never used subsidy or 

affordability criteria to establish a utility’s “revenue requirement.” These criteria 

are only used in discussing “rate structures.” 
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Does AUF object to the modified capband rate structure set forth in the PAA 

Order? 

No. However, AUF believes that a uniform rate structure is the better alternative, 

and respectfully submits that the Commission should adopt uniform rates for AUF 

just as it has done for electric and natural gas utilities in the state. Uniform rates 

for large, multi-system utilities benefit customers by ensuring that rates are kept 

as low as possible. The benefits are even more pronounced today as AUF strives 

to address increasing capital, operating and environmental compliance costs, 

while providing quality service at reasonable rate levels. 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

Yes. 
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Used and Useful Calculations Florida Public Service Commission 

Water Distribution and Wastewater Collection Systems Schedule: F-7 Appendix 

Docket No. 100330-WS Preparer Ward 

Lots Permanent Permanent Penm 
Test Year Trended Trended Fronting U&U U&U U&U 

~ !ill!! !lli!!System Connections· Growth Mains Calc'd 
48 Estates - Water 87 1.13 98 118 83.4% 83.4% 85.0% stipulated 

Arredondo Est - Water 252 1.00 252 536 46.8% 46.8% 100.0% 

Beecher's Point - Water 52 1.00 52 93 55.9% 55.9% 100.0% 

Breeze Hill· Water 128 1.00 128 132 97.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Carlton Village - Water 283 1.19 338 612 55.2% 55.2% 47 .0% stipulated 
Fairways at MI. Plymouth - Water 241 1.00 241 244 98.8% 100.0% 100.0% No growth. system built out. therefore 100% used and useful 
Gibsonia Estates - Water 202 1.00 202 206 98.1% 100.0% 100.0% 
Henm~s CoveiSt John High - Water 284 1.00 284 357 79.6% 79.6% 81.0% stipulated 
Holiday Haven - Water 125 1.00 125 335 37.3% 37 .3% 76.0% stipulated 
Interlachen LakelPark Manor - Water 292 1.00 292 375 77.9% 77 .9% 83.0% stipulated 
Kingswood - Water 66 1.00 66 66 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% stipulated 
Lake Joseph ine/Sebring - Water 561 1.00 561 55.4% 55.4% 85.0% 

Leisure Lakes - Water 281 1.00 281 
 83.9% 83.9% 83.9% stipulated 

Morningview - Water 40 1.06 42 
 98.6% 100.0% 100.0% 

Oakwood - Water 1A!:t.Q. i!.l 1.00 281 ~ 
 83.9% 83.9% 100.0% stipulated 

Orange HilVSugar Creek· Water 246 1.00 246 
 90.1% 90.1% 100.0% 

Palm Port - Water 109 1.00 109 120 90.8% 90.8% 100.0% 

Palm Terrace - Water 1194 1.00 1194 1210 98.7% 100.0% 100.0% stipulated 

Palms Mobile Home Park - Water 64 1.00 64 79 81 .0% 81 .0% 87.7% 

Peace River - Water 107 1.00 107 131 81 .7% 81 .7% 100.0% No growth. system built out. therefore 100% used and useful 
Piceiola Island - Water 160 1.06 169 227 74 .7% 74.7% 80.0% stipulated 
Piney Woods - Water 180 1.00 180 213 84 .5% 84.5% 100.0% 
Ravenswood - Water 46 1.00 46 54 85.2% 85.2% 100.0% 
River Grove - Water 113 1.00 113 114 99.1% 100.0% 100.0% 
Rosalie Oaks - Water 100 1.00 100 125 80.0% 80.0% 100.0% 
Silver LakeNVestern Shores - Water 1596 1.00 1596 1764 90.5% 90.5% 100.0% 
Silver Lake Oaks - Water 46 1.00 46 53 86.8% 86.8% 86.8% 
Skye rest - Water 122 1.00 122 135 90.4% 90.4% 100.0% 
Stone Mountain - Water 10 1.00 10 22 45.5% 45.5% 54 .0% stipulated 
Sunny Hills - Water 578 1.14 659 6384 10.3% 10.3% 13.0% stipulated 
Tangerine - Water 289 1.12 325 575 56.5% 56.5% 60.0% stipulated 
The Woods - Water 80 1.00 80 106 75.5% 75.5% 75 .5% 
Tomoka - Water 196 1.00 196 197 99.5% 100.0% 100.0% 
Twin Rivers-Water 78 1.00 78 80 97.5% 100.0% 100.0% 
Valencia Terrace - Water 359 1.00 359 361 99.4% 100.0% 100.0% 
Venetian Village - Water 172 1.08 166 219 84.8% 84.8% 84.8% 
Village Water - Water 190 1.00 190 220 86.4% 86.4% 100.0% 
Welaka - Water 164 1.08 177 343 51 .5% 51 .5% 51 .5% 
Woolens - Water 23 1.00 23 54 42.6% 42.6% 65.7% 
Zephyr Shores - Water 525 1.00 525 526 99.6% 100.0% 100.0% 

TR-l .xlsx: Soh F-7 W & WW Page 1 of 2 
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Florida Public Servica Commission 
Schedule: F-7 Appndlx 
Pmlymr Ward 

Lob Permanent Permanent Perm 
TesIYeir Trend& Tmnd.d Fronting U6U USU U6U 

Connectlo".' msIl$.l Mal@§ w rn Used 
17 1.00 17 46 37.0% 370% K?ZO% 

127 1 00 127 132 86.2% 1W.OI lW.O% Bvlnoul 
240 1.w 240 244 98.4% 1 w O X  1 w 0% Bun out 

111 1.06 111 182 68.5% 88.5% 75.0% Itlpuialed 
143 1.00 143 102 1402% 100.0% 1 W 0% AppmvOd 8n last r3e case 
283 1 .no 283 335 84.5% 8 4 5 %  84,5% 
36 114 41 43 95.0% two% lWO% 

109 1 00 109 120 90.8% 90.6% 908% 
1W 1 .w 100 125 80.0% 60 0% 1W.O% No groWm. system bvilout, 100% ursd and useful 
99 1 w  99 125 79.2% 792% lWO% 
46 1,w 46 53 86.8% 85.8% 888% 

266 la, 
73 1.00 

355 106 
38 1 . E  

526 1.00 

78 1 .w 78 72 108.3% lW.O% 103.0% 

286 517 553% 553% 553% 
73 103 709% 709% 709% 

378 361 1046% lWO% 1000% 
40 70 576% 576% 576% 

526 526 1WO% 1000% 1000% 
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29 
210 
232 
1M 

1,125 
61 
94 

Single F m l l y  R.s!dm. U1smmen : 
z p p p z p p p g l p l l p p p  
79 61 85 87 
226 227 218 210 
318 362 351 334 
53 49 46 43 

- 1.0 12. 
220 238 148 265 
209 2 M  2W 200 

241 238 
125 123 124 123 
260 251 156 282 
ZBI 267 267 261 
100 99 102 101 
121 126 120 116 
281 279 275 271 

65 62 63 61 
633 633 633 633 
300 264 280 285 
35 
232 
231 
107 

1,197 
62 
95 

35 34 
219 207 
236 238 
106 107 

1.171 1,151 
60 Bo 
95 BB 

141 1.0 
- I74 
150 143 

45 
105 108 

95 
1.585 1.594 

I5 IS 
119 119 
10 10 

519 53. 
244 240 

69 
271 264 
271 264 
346 332 
150 155 
148 136 
141 115 
29 29 
.s, 492 

146 145 
172 113 
151 1.5 
48 45 

108 IO7 
95 94 

1.607 1.603 
41 ' 0  

119 118 
10 10 

565 571 
252 262 
12 73 
264 263 
284 263 
332 331 
159 160 
136 140 
119 1.9 
2% 28 

.Pa 500 

Calc'd Lnr 
2 w m L w w  
85 1 8  
2,5 4.3 
351 0 2  
45 ~2.2 
122 '9.0 
255 8 7  
zw -2.2 
236 .1.5 
122 4.6 
276 2.7 
275 1.6 

97 4.4 
116 4.0 
274 -2.2 
59 -1.3 

623 -2.0 
284 -3.1 
35 

210 
238 
107 

1.148 
56 
94 

147 
173 
143 
46 
107 
93 

1.600 
38 

116 
10 

571 
256 
66 
263 
263 
334 
157 
136 
149 
28 

501 
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0 5  
i 7  
16 
0 3  
-I 6 
4 9  
0 0  
1.7 
-0.2 
-1 2 
0.2 
-0.3 
.0.7 
39 
.1.9 
-0 7 
0.0 

(4.1 
6.6 
4.6 
-1.7 
.I 7 
-2.2 
1.9 
-1.8 
1 0  
-0.3 
2 6  

Olxnh Count 

1.8 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
00 
8 1  
0 0  
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0 0  
0.0 
0 0  
0.0 
,..l 
6 6  
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1 9  
0.0 
2 0  
0.0 
0 0  

, -  

215 
351 
45 
122 
270 
200 
238 
122 
278 
275 
81 

116 
271 

59 
623 
284 
36 

210 
236 
107 

1.T.6 
58 
94 

m 
91 
215 
351 
45 
122 
278 
2w 
238 
122 
218 
215 
97 
115 
271 
59 
623 
264 
36 
210 
226 
107 

1,146 
56 
94 

u z n u  
93 94 
215 215 
351 351 
45 15 
122 122 
287 286 
200 zoo 
238 238 
122 122 
278 278 
275 275 
97 97 

118 l l 6  
274 27. 
59 59 
823 823 
294 281 
36 37 

210 210 
236 238 
107 107 

1.1.8 1.148 
56 58 
- 9 4  

Plrn"t 
ZPllErpmh 

86 113 
215 100 
351 1 W 
45 1 w 
122 t w 
304 t 19 
200 1 w 
236 1 W 
122 I w 
278 100 
275 100 

97 100 
116 100 
274 100  
59 100  
623 100 
281 100 
37 1 OB 

210 1 w 
236 1w 
30, 1 w 

11 4 6  1 w  
58 1 w 
9. 1 on .. 

149 151 152 154 156 1.m 
173 173 173 173 173 1.00 ~~ 

113 143 143 143 143 1.00 
46 48 16 46 46 1.W 

107 107 107 107 107 100 
93 93 93 93 03 1 w 

1,560 1,800 1,6W 1.600 1.W 1.W 
38 38 38 38 38 1.00 

116 115 116 116 116 1.00 
10 10 10 10 10 1.00 
594 606 823 637 651 11. 
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Florida Public Service Commission 
Schedule: F-9 Appendix 
Preparer Ward 

&@ 
ERCs are calculated for systems that are required to report and have x?O% commercial 

usage In the test year 

Gibsonia Eslates Water 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (5) (7) (8) (9) 
SFR Customerr SFR Gallons1 Total Total Annual 

Line Gallons SFR Gallons ERCs X incr. 
No. Year Beginning Ending Average Sold (5)1(4) Sold (7)/(6) in ERCs 

1 2005 237 232 234.3 13.178 56.240 15,765 280.3 
2 2006 232 207 219.8 25,606 116.505 29,272 251.3 -10.37% 
3 2007 207 209 208.2 16,362 78.584 20,110 255.9 1.85% 
4 2008 209 221 214.9 13,177 61.326 17,318 282.4 10.35% 
5 2009 22 1 214 217.5 11.665 53.630 14,919 278.2 -1.49% 

-0.19% Average Growth Through 5-Year Period (Col. 8) 
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Florida Public Service Commission 
Schedule: F-1OAppndix 
Pmpamr Ward 

Not.: 
ERCs am calculated for systems that are required to report and have >20% commercial 

usage in the tnt year 

eeechers POht 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8) (7) (8) (9) 

SFR Customerr SFR Gallons/ Total Tolai Annual 
Ll"e Gallons SFR Gallons ERCs % Incr. 
NO. Year Beginning Ending Average Treated (5)/(4) Treated (7)/(6) in ERCs 
1 2005 46 44 44.8 480 10.716 1,244 116.1 
2 2006 44 45 44.7 1.143 25.588 2.961 115.7 0.36% 
3 2007 45 43 44.0 1.045 23.747 2,707 114.0 -1.45% 
4 zoo8 43 39 40.8 935 22.933 2,422 105.6 -7.35% 
5 2009 39 38 38.2 853 22.344 2.210 98.9 -6.35% 

-3.93% Average Growth Thmugh 5-Year Period (Col. 8) 

FI Central Commerce Park 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SFR Customerr SFU Gallons/ Total Total Annual 
Line Gallons SFR Gallons ERCS % Incr. 
No. Year Beginning Ending Average Treated W ( 4 )  Treated (7)1(61 in ERCs 
1 2W5 53 54 53.3 14.346 269.408 14,346 53.3 

4 2008 54 53 53.3 15.948 299,493 15,948 53.3 -093% 
5 2009 53 56 54.3 15,490 285.530 15.490 5 4 3  188% 

0.47% 

2 2006 54 54 53.8 16.788 312.335 18,788 53.8 0.94% 
3 2007 54 54 53.8 16.040 298.419 16,MO 53.8 OW% 

Average Growth Through 5-Year Penad (Coi. 8) 
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Florida Public Sewiu, Commission 
Schedule: F-10 Appnd ix  
Page 2012 
PreDarer ward 

south sera 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8 )  (9) 

SFR Customers SFR Gaiiond Total Total Annual 
Line Gallons SFR Gallons ERCs % Incr. 
No. Year Beginning Ending Average Treated (5)/(4) Treated (7)1(6l In ERCs 
1 2W5 156 156 156.0 4.530 29.030 20.790 716.2 
2 2 m  156 158 156.0 6.802 43591 31.218 7162 000% 
3 2W7 156 154 154.9 9,751 62.950 44750 710.9 -0.74% 
4 2 m  154 151 152.6 8.210 53.801 37,680 700.4 -1.48% 
5 2w9 151 156 153.7 8,393 54.592 38,521 705.6 0.75% 

Average Gravth Thmugh %Year Period (Col. 8) -0.37% 

Valencia Temco 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SFR Customers SFR Gallons/ Total Total Annual 
Lime Gallons SFR Gallons ERCs % Inu. 
No. Year Beginning Ending Average Treated (5)/(41 Treated (7ll(6) in ERCs 
1 2005 325 317 321.0 11.973 37.298 14.886 401.3 
2 2008 317 332 324.5 13.280 40.924 1 6 . W  405.6 1.09% 
3 2007 332 318 324.0 13.454 41.523 18.817 405.0 -0.15% 
4 2008 316 345 330.5 11.6ZB 35185 14.536 413.1 2.01% 
5 2009 345 346 345.5 9.414 27246 11.767 431.8 4.54% 

Average Growlh Through 5-Year P e e d  (CoI. 8) 1.88% 

Village Water 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

SFR Customers SFR Gaiiond Total Total Annual 
Line Gallons SFR Gallons ERCs % incr. 
No. Year Beginning Ending Average Treated (5)/(4) T ~ l e d  (7)/(6) in ERCa 
1 2005 33 32 32.5 15,223 468.400 15.223 32.5 

4 2008 33 34 33.5 13,466 401.970 13,466 33.5 3.08% 

2 2008 32 32 32.0 15.873 496.031 15,873 32.0 -1.54% 
3 2007 32 33 32.5 12,400 381 538 12,400 32.5 1.56% 

5 2009 34 34 34.0 15.891 467.382 15,891 34.0 1.49% 

113% Average GroMh Through bYear Period (Cal. 8) 
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1 

2 Iyl((m 
Wastewater 2011 

Aqua Prowred PucnooroueQ OPC PrDlrDred 

lW.W 44.24 10o.oo 100.00 ? 
80.76 75.00 ? 

lO0.M 41.81 lW.00 ? 

13.53 39.w ? 
100.00 1W.W ? 
51.68' 50.00 58.00 18.W 7 

x x x ? 
100.00 79.99 100.00 ? 
44.08 41.67 42.00 42.W ? 
100.00 46.5'1 100.00 100.00 lO0.W 7 
100.00 41.55 100.00 100.00 lO0.W ? 
49.20 57.50 49-02 49.W 49.00 49.w ? 

lW.00 61.34 1W.00 100.00 100.00 ? 

1OO.W lW.?O I 

1W.00 
m0.w 

45.00 "5.W 

lW.00 
lw.w 

18.93 

100.00 
100.00 
m o o  
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2 83.3% 
1 93.1% 
2 83.3% 
1 93.3% 
3 933% 
3 933% 
3 93.1% 
1 91.3% 
2 83.1% 
i 83.1% 
2 833% 
3 93.3% 
2 81.3% 

4 303.3% 
4 103.1% 
2 BP.3X 
1 73.3% 
2 83.3% 
2 83.3% 
2 83.3% 
1 733% 
1 933% 
3 931% 
2 83.3% 




