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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Investigation of 
Unauthorized Testing Fees for 
Backflow Prevention Devices by 
BETMAR UTILITIES, INC . in Pasco 
County. 

) DOCKET NO. 931002-WU 
) ORDER NO . PSC-94-0417- FOF-WU 
) ISSUED : 04/12/94 
) 
) ______________________________ ) 

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of 
this matter : 

SUSAN F. CLARK 
JULIA L. JOHNSON 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION 
ORPER REDUCING METER INSTALLATION CRABGES 

ORDER TO SHOW CAQSE 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Flori da Public Service 
Commission that the action discussed herein, except for ordering 
the utility to show cause, is preliminary in nature, and will 
become final unless a person whose interests are substantially 
affected files a petition for a formal proceeding, pursuant to Rule 
25-22 . 029, Florida Administrative Code . 

BACKGROUND 

On September 17, 19 91, Betmar Utili t ies , Inc . ( Betmar or 
utility) filed a limited proceeding pursuant to Section 367 . 0822, 
Florida Statutes, wherein it requested an increase in rates for the 
purpose of recovering the cost of maintaining and testing backflow 
prevention devices previously installed by the utility. Docket No . 
910963-WU was opened to process the utility's request . By Order 
No . PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU, issued November 30 , 1993, this Commission , 
after holding a Section 120 . 57 , Florida Statutes, hearing , denied 
Betmar's request to recover the cost of mai ntaining and testi ng the 
backflow prevention devices . 

During the course of the heari ng , the Office of Public Counsel 
(OPC) proposed to add a new issue to the Prehearing Order . The 
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proposed issue was to address OPC ' s belief that the utility sent 
notices to its customers representinq that 1) the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) required every r esidential 
connection to be fitted with a ba·ckflow prevention device; 2 ) the 
customers had the responsibility to purchase, install, and i nspect 
the devices annually; and 3) the customers could use Environmental 
Specialists Group. OPC also asse.rted that the notice i nc luded an 
authorization for the •required" work. At hearinq, OPC' s Motion to 
Add an Additional Issue was denied . However, the Commission Panel 
directed the Commission Staff (Staff) to open a separate 
investiqation docket for the purpose of determininq whet her t he 
Betmar customers were charqed improperly for maintenance of the 
backflow prevention devices . This docket was opened to address 
that very issue. 

We have completed our review of all of the notices and 
documents sent by Betmar to its customers . Copies of these notices 
and cancelled checks were provided to us at and after the hearing 
by the utility customers. On December 8 and 9 , 1993, our Staff 
audited the revenues of Betmar and Environmental Specialists Gr oup . 
Mr , Joe Turco is a principal in both companies; however, Be tmar is 
owned by Eve Turco, Mr . Turco's dauqhter . Environmental 
Specialists Group is a company owned by Mrs. Turco . 

In addition to the notice issue, durinq the customer testimony 
portion of the hearinq in Docket No. 910963-WU, some cns tome r s 
expressed concern and had inqui ries about issues not pertaininq to 
the issues pre-established for the hearing. We have reviewed those 
concerns and they are addressed below. -

COLLECTION OF FEES 

At the hearing held in Docket No. 910963-WU, OPC requested to 
add the followinq issue to the prehearinq order : 

In 1991, was Betmar Utilities authorized to r equire its 
customers to pay for the annual inspection and 
maintenance of backflow prevention devices? If not, what 
should be the requlatory treatment of its notification 
proqram durinq the months of April and June, 1991? 

As stated earlier, OPC 's request. to add the proposed issue was 
denied at the hearinq. 

Upon completion of our investigation, we believe that the 
utility did send its customers notices which made cer tain 
misrepresentations with respect to the maintenance and testi ng of 
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the backflow prevention devices. The notices sent to the Betmar 
customers included authorization of work forms, providing the 
customers with three companies willing to do the testing . The 
least expensive company was Environmental Specialists Group which 
offered a $25.00 flat rate . 

Our Staff audited the revenues of Betmar Utilities, Inc. , and 
Environmental Specialists Group . During the audit , Staff reviewed 
the signed authorization forms for testing and traced them to the 
validated deposit slips for Environmental Specialists Group . The 
information received as a result of Staff's audit indicates that 
$7,460 was collected for the testing fees from 298 Betmar 
residential customers. However, the audit has revealed that the 
money collected for the testing did, in fact, go to Environmental 
Specialists Group and not to Betmar. 

To the best of our knowledge, Betmar Utilities, Inc . , did not 
collect any fees for the testing of the backflow prevention 
devices . The customers choosing to test these devices chose 
Environmental Specialists Group with the least expensive rates and , 
in fact, the customers did mail the checks payable to Environmental 
Specialists Group. Environmental Specialists Group deposited the 
checks in the account of Environmental Specialists Group . 

Based on the foregoing, we believe that Betmar, itself , did 
not collect any unauthorized testing fees from its customers . 
Therefore, we find it appropriate not to order Betmar to show cause 
for allegedly collecting unauthorized testing fees. 

SHOW CAUSE FOR NOTICES 

To the best of our knowledge, Betmar sent two separate notices 
to its customers concerning the testing fees. These notices are 
dated April 4, 1991 and June 5, 1991. In the first notice sent to 
its customers (see Attachment 1), Betmar makes the following 
statements: 

1) DEP Rule 17-22.660, Florida Administrative Code , 
requires that all water service connections have a 
backflow prevention device to eliminate a cross 
connection . 

2) These devices should be installed by the customer . 

3) DEP requires that these devices be checked 
annually. 
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4) All residential customers are hereby put 
that these devices ~ be checked 
certified personnel licensed by the 
Florida. 

on notice 
by state 
State of 

In the second notice dated June 5, 1991 (see Atta~hment 2), 
Betmar urges its customers to comply immediately with its f i rst 
notice. Further, Betmar warns its customers that if a customer 
does not comply, water service may be discontinued for non
compliance . The notices included authorization of work forms, 
requiring the customers to choose one of the three companies listed 
on the forms. As stated earlier, the lowest rate was offered by 
Environmental Specialists Group, the company owned by Mrs. Turco. 

It is our belief that the statements made by Betmar, in the 
notices referenced above, are misrepresentations. First , by Order 
No. PSC-93-1719-POF-WU, the Commission specifically found that Rule 
17-22 . 660, Florida Administrative Code, does not require that a 
backflow prevention device be installed on all r es i dential 
connections . Second, Betmar's informing the customers t ha t such 
devices must be installed by the customers and checked annually, 
even though no affirmative statement had been made by DEP nor the 
Commission, is misleading. Third, the utility's threat to 
disconnect service for noncompliance is improper and is not allowed 
in any rule, tariff, or statute applicable to Betmar. l:"our'l )1 , 

although the fees were collected by Environmental Specialists 
Group, the fact that the authorization of work forms were sent by 
and returned to Betmar was also misleading to the customers. 

On February 18, 1994, OPC sent a letter expressing its concern 
over this issue. In the letter, OPC submitted additional cance lled 
checks payable to Environmental Specialists Group. As stated 
earlier, we believe Betmar did not collect this money. However, 
OPC states in its letter that: 

Betmar lacks any authority, from its tariffs, rules 
promulgated by the Department of Environmental Protection 
or the Florida Public Service Commission or any Florida 
Statute to regyire his customers to have their backflow 
prevention devices inspected annually by state certified 
inspectors in the presence of utility personnel. 
Further, Betmar had no authority to threaten its 
customers with a possible cut-off of their water service 
if they failed to satisfy this phantom requirement. 



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0437-FOF-WU 
DOCKET NO. 931002-WU 
PAGE 5 

We agree. We believe that, after receiving the two notices, the 
customers could have been misled as to the urgency and 
responsibility of the installation and testing of the backflow 
prevention devices, especially when one considers the utility's 
threat to disconnect service . 

In consideration of the foregoing, we find it appropriate to 
order Betmar to show cause, in writing, within 20 days, why it 
should not be fined $7,460 for misrepresenting to its customers 
that the installation and testing of backflow prevention devices 
was required . 

THREAT TO PISCOHNECT SERVICE 

In the process of investigating the notice issues discussed 
earlier, our Staff received a phone call from one mobile home 
dealer concerning an alleged threat made by Mr . Turco to refuse 
service to anyone who did not install a backflow prevention device 
prior to receiving service. 

By letter dated December 30, 1993 , our Staff informed Betmar 
that pursuant to the provisions of Order No. PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU , 
the utility could not require all new customers to install backflow 
prevention devices. On January 4, 1994, Betmar responded by 
stating that 1) backflow prevention devices have been placed on all 
new connections since June, 1989; 2) the Commission's order states 
that it would be at the customer's expense; and 3) the utility 
knows that it cannot refuse service except for nonpayment of bills . 

We are not aware of any specific i nstance where refusal of 
service has indeed occurred . In fact, the same mobile home dealer 
subsequently informed Staff that Mr. Turco has not yet refused 
service to anyone. Upon consideration, we do not believe that it 
is necessary, at this time, to show cause the utility under these 
particular circumstances . However, it has become apparent to us 
that the utility may have a lack of understandinq of the provisions 
of Order No. PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU . 

Therefore, we have set forth below our specific findinqs with 
respect to this issue. Upon considerinq all of the evidence i n the 
record , we specifically found that: 

1 . The DEP rules do not require that a backflow 
prevention device be used for detection 
purposes on every customer connection. Rules 
17-555.360(2) and (3) , Florida Administrative 
Code , state that Mcommunity water systems 
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shall establish a routine cross-connection 
control program to detect and prevent cross
connections that create or may create an 
imminent and substantial danger to public 
health .... • The Rule further states that 
"upon discovery of a prohibited cross
connection, public water systems shall either 
eliminate the cross-connection by installation 
of an appropriatP- backflow prevention 
device ... or shall discontinue service until 
the contaminant source is eliminated." (Order 
at p. 7) . 

2. Betmar has not proven that the dual check 
valve devices or any backflow prevention 
devices should be installed on gll 
connections. Based on the evidence in the 
record, it appears that the DEP rules do not 
require it, the risks do not warrant it, and 
the costs exceed any expected benefits . 
Furthermore, the record shows that the dual 
check valve devices are simply not the 
appropriate devices to use since they provide 
inadequate protection against health 
threatening contaminants. (Order No . PSC-93-
1719-FOF-WU at p.8) . 

3 . Betmar's request to recover the costs related 
to the testing and refurbishing of 'its 
backflow prevention devices is denied . 
Instead, Betmar should focus on a backflow 
prevention program that includes customer 
education and elimination of identified cross
connections that create or may create a health 
hazard. Once a severe hazard has been 
identified, it should be eliminated by the 
customer . If elimination is not feasible, 
then the cross-connection should be contained 
by installing a more reliable cross-connection 
prevention device by the customer . 
Elimination or containment should include 
either plumbing modifications or installation 
of devices more cost-effective than the dual 
check valve. A program with these elements 
provides a reasonable and less costly approach 
and appears to be consistent with DEP rules 
and its adopted quidelines on cross 
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connection . (Order No. PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU at 
p. 9). 

4 . We believe that if the customer creates a 
cross-connection that presents an imminent and 
substantial danger to the public health, then 
that customer should bear the responsibility 
for its elimination . Upon consideration, we 
find that the customer's responsibility has 
been sufficiently described in the evidence 
presented. Therefore, when and if the DEP 
rules require the installation of a backflow 
prevention device and its subsequent 
inspection, the customer shall retain a 
certified technician to perform inspection and 
maintenance of the devices. (Order No . PSC-93-
1719-FOF-WU at pages 9-10). 

5. We find that the DEP rules concerning cross 
connection do not require backflow prevention 
devices on all residential connections . 
(Order No . PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU at p. 10) . 

Although we are not requiring Betmar to show cause on this 
particular point, the utility shall be put on notice that any 
future violation of any provision of Order No. PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU 
may result in the initiation of future show cause proceedings . 

OQALITY OF SERVICE 

Twenty-one customers testified at the administrative hearing 
held on August 4, 1993 . Of that number, nine brought up servi ce 
concerns that were unrelated to the pre-established issues. Since 
these concerns were not part of the formal proceedings related to 
Docket No . 910963-WU, the Commission Panel directed Staff to 
investigate the concerns to determine whether the service provided 
by the utility is adequate. 

We have completed our investigation into the customer 
concerns, which include office access, irrigation-only metering , 
and wastewater charges related to the development's swimming pool . 
Our findings are discussed below. 

Two customers complained about inability to access the utility 
to conduct business. One customer complained that office hours are 
seldom kept, and when the utility is reached through a long 
distance phone call, a recorded message is usually received. 
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Another customer indicated that the local office, located within 
the service area, was seldom open during its designated times on 
Wednesdays. The utility's main business office is located over 
thirty miles from the service area . It is a long distance phone 
call for the customers to contact this office. For customer 
convenience, an on-site office is opened every Wednesday. 
Representing the utility at the hearing, Mr. Turco indi~ated the 
utility does keep regular office hours at its on-site office on 
Wednesdays between the hours of 10:00 a . m. to noon, and from 1:00 
p .m. to 3:00 p .m. 

We believe that the customers do have adequate access to the 
utility. There is a local number that can be used for emergencies 
and for contacting the on-site office when it is open . When the 
personnel are not available, the emergency number does have an 
answering machine that is checked on a regular basis . Fron1 t ime to 
time, inconveniences may occur if the on-site office i s not open 
during the stated hours, or if phone messages are not promptly 
returned. However, the investigation has shown that the utility 
does appropriately respond to customer inquiries . Ther e is no 
indication that major problems occur with the customers because of 
limited office access. It appears that the utility is timely 
responding to messages left on the answering machine. 

Three customers complained about billing for wastewater 
service. They inquired about the possibility of having :.c·p <.u Ll t e 
meters for irrigation, and about wastewater charges tor t he 
development • s swimming pool. These customers would like the 
opportunity to reduce wastewater charges by using separate meters 
for irrigation ase. Also, because of water used that is not 
returned to the wastewater system, a request was made for the 
swimming pool to be considered something other than a traditional 
water and wastewater general service customer. 

Concerning irrigation , a customer can choose to have a 
separate meter for irrigation use. However, it will be treated as 
a new connection . Therefore, all appropriate charges in the 
utility's tariff, such as meter installation and service 
availability will apply. Since it would be treated as a water only 
customer, the existing wording in the utility's present tariff is 
sufficient. Therefore , no changes are necessary. 

In reference to the swimming pool as a wastewater customer, we 
believe that the rates and charges are appropriate since there are 
restroom& and showers associated with this connection , and the pool 
itself is connected to the wastewater system. Thus, it is 
appropriate for normal wastewater charges to apply as long as a 
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connection to the wastewater system exists . Therefore, no changes 
are necessary. 

Our investigation into the concerns raised at the hearing has 
not revealed significant problems that would require any changes . 
Therefore, we find that the quality of service provided by Betmar 
is satisfactory. 

HETER INSTALLATION CHARGES 

By Order No . 20787, issued February 21, 1989, in Docket No . 
880914-WS, the Commission allowed the utility to install backflow 
prevention devices on all connections. At that time , the utility 1 s 
meter installation charge had been adjusted to include the cost of 
the installation of backflow prevention devices for all future 
connections. However, as reflected in Order No . PSC-93-1719-FOF
WU, the Commission determined that the utility did not prove that 
devices should be installed on all connections, and that it was not 
economically prudent to do so. In addition, Order No. PSC-93-1719-
FOF-WU stated that i f a severe hazard is identified, the customer 
is responsible to either eliminate the problem or install an 
appropriate backflow prevention device . That determination 
effectively removed the need for the utility to collect from the 
customer a charge for that service . 

Based on the foregoing, we find that it is appropriate to 
reduce the meter installation charge. The utility shall file 
revised tariff sheets reflecting the approved meter installation 
charges no later than one month after the effective date of this 
order . The new charges will be effective upon our Staff 1 s approval 
of the revised tariff sheets. 

The new charges shall be : 

Commission 
Present Approved 

Meter Size Charge Charge 

5/8" X 3/4" $125 $100 
3/4 " $125 $100 

1" $145 $120 
1 1/2" $230 + Actual cost $230 

of backflow device 
2" $320 + Actual cost $320 

of backflow device 
Above 2" Actual cost Actual cost 
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RETIREMENT OF LAND 

At the hearing, four customers expressed a concern that the 
former utility property would not be developed in accordance with 
the restrictions and requirements of the Betmar community. Since 
the sale of the land was a related party transaction, one customer 
also wanted the Commission to look into the propriety of the sale . 
Since the covenants of the Betmar community are outside the purview 
of this Commission, we will address only the concerns involving the 
land sale . 

In December, 1990, Betmar retired its treatment and disposal 
facility and began pumping its wastewater through an 
interconnection to the Pasco County system. The retirement and 
interconnect costs were considered in the utility's last staff 
assisted rate case in Docket No. 900688-WS . By Order No . 24225, 
issued March 12, 1991, the Commission removed the retired land from 
rate base and offset DEP required land reclamation costs with the 
land's appraised value . The land was subsequently sold at its 
appraised value to JAKE Developer, Inc. (JAKE), whose owners are 
related to the utility's owner. 

Although customers at the hearing speculated that the land's 
present value may exceed the amount Betmar received in the sale, 
none of the land has thus far been sold in the three years JAKE has 
owned it. Therefore, the land's current value cannot be 
established with any accuracy. 

Notwithstanding the question of the land's current value , we 
believe that the Commission properly accounted for the land by 
offsetting the reclamation costs with the land's value established 
by an independent appraiser. .After a utility sells utility 
property, even to a related party, the property's future sale by 
the new owner at a higher price is not necessarily determinative of 
a ratepayer right to share in the profit. Many factors, such as 
inflation, buyer perceptions and economic conditions can 
dramatically increase or decrease the market value of real estate 
over time. Although these factors may work to substantially 
benefit a property's new owner, it does not mean that ratPpayers 
have been adversely affected by prior regulatory treatment of the 
property. Upon consideration, we find that no changes are 
necessary at this time with respect to this issue . 
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This docket shall remain open pending approval of the tariff 
sheets for the reduction of the meter installation charges and 
pending the final disposition of the show cause portion of this 
Order. 

Based on the foregoing, it is, therefore, 

ORDERED by the Florida Public Service Commission that Betmar 
Utilities, Inc., shall show cause in writing, within twenty days 
why it should not be fined $7,460, for making misrepresentations to 
its customers to the extent set forth above . It is further 

ORDERED that Betmar Utilities, Inc.'s written response must 
contain specific allegations of fact and law. It is further 

ORDERED that Betmar Utilities, Inc.'s opportunity to file a 
written response shall constitute its opportunity to be heard prior 
to final determination of noncompliance and assessment of penalty 
by this Commission, as required under Rule 25-30 . 110{6){c), Florida 
Administrative Code. It is further 

ORDERED that failure to file a timely response to this show 
cause order shall constitute an admission of the facts alleged in 
the body of this Order and a waiver of any right to a hearing. It 
is further 

ORDERED that, in the event that Betmar Utilities, Inc., files 
a written response which raises material questions of fact and 
requests a hearing pursuant to Section 120.57, Florida Statutes, 
further proceedings may be scheduled before a final determination 
on these matters is made . It is .further 

ORDERED that each of the findings made in the body of t his 
Order is hereby approved in every respect . It is further 

ORDERED that the provisions of this Order , except for ordering 
Betmar Utilities, Inc. , to show cause regarding making certain 
misrepresentations, are issued as proposed agency action, and shall 
become final and effective unless an appropriate petition, in the 
form provided by Rule 25-22 . 036, Florida Administrative Code, is 
received by the Director, Division of Records and Reporting , 101 
East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870, by the close 
of business on the date set forth in the "Notice of Further 
Proceedings or Judicial Review" attached hereto . It is further 

ORDERED that Betmar Utilities , Inc . 's meter i nstallation 
charges shall be reduced to the extent set forth in the body of 
this Order . It is further 
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ORDERED that Betmar Utilities, Inc. shall file revised tariff 
sheets reflecting the approved meter installation charges no later 
than one month after the effective date of this Order. It is 
further 

ORDERED that this docket shall remain open pending approval of 
the revised tariff sheets and final disposition of the show cause 
portion of this Order. 

By ORDER of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 12th 
day of April , .l.U.i. 

( S E A L ) 

LAJ 

BLANCA S. BAYO, Di~ectbr 
Division of Records ah~ Reporting 
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NQTICE OF FUBTHER PRQCEEDINGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Florida Public Service Commission is required by Section 
120.59(4), Florida Statutes , to notify parties of any 
administrative hearing or judicial review of Commission orders that 
is available under Sections 120.57 or 120.68, Florida Statutes, as 
well as the procedures and time limits that apply. This notice 
should not be construed to mean all requests for an administrative 
hearing or judicial review will be granted or result in the relief 
sought. 

The action proposed herein is preliminary in nature, except 
for the show cause portion of this Order, and will not become 
effective or final , except as provided by Rule 25-22 . 029, Florida 
Administrative Code. Any person whose substantial interests are 
affected by the action proposed by this order may file a petition 
for a formal proceeding, as provided by Rule 25-22.029(4), Florida 
Administrative Code, in the form provided by Rule 25-22 . 036(7)(a) 
and (f), Florida Administrative Code. This petition must be 
received by the Director, Division of Records and Reporting at his 
office at 101 East Gaines Street, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0870 , 
by the close of business on May 3, 1994 . 

In the absence of such a petition, this order shall become 
effective on the day subsequent to the above date as provided by 
Rule 25-22.029(6), Florida Administrative Code . 

Any objection or protest filed in this docket before the 
issuance date of this order is considered abandoned- unless it 
satisfies the foregoing conditions and i s renewed within the 
specified protest period . 

If this order becomes final and effective on the date 
described above, any party adversely affected may request judicial 
review by the Florida Supreme Court in the case of an electric, gas 
or telephone utility or by the First District Court of Appeal in 
the case of a water or wastewater utility by filing a notice of 
appeal with the Director, Division of Records and Reporting and 
filing a copy of the notice of appeal and the filing fee with the 
appropriate court. This filing must be completed within thirty 
(30) days of the effective date of this order, pursuant to Rule 
9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure . The notice of appeal 
must be in the form specified in Rule 9.900(a) , Florida Rules of 
Appellate Procedure . 
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FORT RICHEY, FL 34673-0370 
TELEPHONE: <913> 945-3600 

AFR [ L 4, 1991 

F[RST NQT[C~ 

DEAR REStDENTIAL CUSTOMER : 

A...~l . 
Page ·1 of 2 

The De~ar~ment ot Env i ronmental Re~ul~ticn CDE~, · (~7-22.660 
Florida Administ~ative Codel requires that atl watar sarvice 
connections have a backtlow pr~vention device (device> to ~! imin
ate " " crcss-,:cnntr~;iot'i , 'ii;ese- devi.c.es were t::J i:Je i"nstaii.ec cy 
the customer. 

In t~• summer ct 1969 cetmar Utilities i nstallec :hesc 
devices fer its ~esicen ti al c~stcmers at Setmar Utilities· ex
pensa, so t~at &11. cust:cmers a:-e in compliance wit~ the DE?. 
regul&t i cn. DE~ ra~uires that these devices be che~ked anr.u~lly. 

in tS• Publ i c Service Commiss i on · s sta tt assisted rata case 
of l9~0/l9~l, 3e~;nar Ut i.,.l.U:i.ss &ttempted to get a cost alic:a.rar.ce 
tor Setmar Utitti.es to c:"heck these devices for the ir integr!. ty 
Ctestinc; ana inspection>. The staft' ~ss i st of Public Se rvi ce 
Commiss1cn cculc not grant Eetmar Util!t ies · r:~uest as the~e 
is ncthinc; in · the DER regulations t:ut states t!"\e ut~lity 
ccmpany is res~cnsi~le t: chec~ thesa devices tor their ints~~i ty 
at the utiLities· ex~ense . ' rt wa.s fcund ::n-.:: it i s tctal~ ·, the 
custcmers · ~e!i~onsi.blt.ty t: s:urch&se , 1.nstc.ll ace ha ve ::-:~s: 
C:evlca~ ~nspec ta~ annually t;~ their i n t ec;~ty. 

Ther9fore, alt · r~s ident:~al customers are 
notice that these de~Lces ~ ce checked by a 
perscnn•L L1c~ns•d by t~e State ot' FLorLca. 

he rst: y 
S i: a.te 

pu : en 

S•cause ot the i.mportanc2 ct the!ia dev t ces ce!r.g checke~ fc• 
their i.nteqri.ty, it i.S imperative thai: t!"\ese Cevi.ces be C~e~!<~-:l, 
in th• prwsar.ca of a Setma.r UtilL ti ~s personnel, anc .. 
certif icate is tc be qivwn t~ 3etmar Utilities by a State csr~ i 
fied p•r-sonn•l Lndl.c& ting the date, t:~ me a.ne! . ..,;,a: !! xa.ctt y ·.uas 
pertor-m•d anc the cutcome . 

3etmar- na.s fcund the tct.l cw Lnc; 5tata certlf!ed personnel i.n 
thi.s are&: 

Alva.r•z Ptumb~nq - ~30.0C t::J te!it , a.no !i3~.00 an hou r ~tus 
LO'l. mark up en par~s. Tampa. i:ele~hone number <cl3l 626-a=~:. 

~i~a.ugh ?lumbLng - s~s.oo to test, c.nc s40 ~er 
parts a.nd s2~.00 to retes t. Tampa tele~hone numi:Jer 
Ptnellas telephone numcer <8 13> 447-4c44 , 

hou:- plus 
~33-3832 or 
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Environment~! Speci~li~ts croup - s2S.OO fl~~ fe~ tor 

in5pection tor integrity, or rebuilt and reinspected, or replaced 

~o~~ith ne~o~~ device . New Pert Richey telephone number C8!.3l · 645-

31'99. 

Ple~5• sign &nd complete the Authorization of Work a t the 

bottom ot this pa~e. Then return the Authoriz4tion of Work to 

Setmar Utilities !nc. at?. 0. eox 370, Port Richey, FL 346i3-

0370, or drop the completed &uthorization off at the 6etma~ Acres 

o ffi ce on Lakewood Drive. We will pass the information onto the 

contr~ctor you chose. 

S ~ncere ly, 

SETMAR UT!L!TI~S INC. 

CUT ALONG ~~!S L!NE ~NO RETURN TO SETM~R UT!LiT!~S 

~UT~OR!ZPT!QN OF WORK 

Alp&u~h ~lumbLnq - 54~.00 plus . 

~> E~vircnmenta l S~ecial i sts Group - S2S . OO flat rate. 

Name----------~~----------------

L har•~Y &ut~criza tMa &bov~ markea bcx tc perform the 

annual i~spac~t~n ~erfcrmed en my backf!ow preventton cevice, or 

raplaca ~ t with a new device at 'their rate schedule . 

OAT~=--------------------------~-----
~CCOUNT NUMSE::. 

SERV!C~ AOCRESS: __________________________________________________ ___ 

: t GNATUF.£: _____________________________________________________________________ __ 

-""'··---~---- -·~--
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O£AA CUST~S : 

SSCOND rJQTrC$ 

RE: 9ACKFL.OW PRE\JENTtON DEVtCE/RIG"nT TO KNOW 
;.NO I.EAO NOT tCE 

[n ~,.i l, L'lql, - ..,,.ate to y-:~u- to o~dvise at the 
,.9quirw .. nts ~t th• O~•r~ment at Env l ,.anment~l Regul~tlon 

<OERI t Li-:::: . ~oc) Florida ~•inistrative Code, wnic:h h~s b•en 
upd& tR to 1 i _,,, . :o•i 1 • 

We also ~dv&sed tn&t these backl'l~w prevention dMv i ces h~ve 

ta be insp.c:~ annually tor th4i r inteQrity by • Stata C•rt i tied 
aacktla. Prevention Oe•lice pe,.scnnel, ~nd th•t a des i qnatad 
.-.ar .. enta~ive at aer.••r Ut1liti4s tnc. ~st be p,.•sent &t the 
t i ... at :he t•st~nQ. 

tf you h&v• llready ca~L ied wltn tne First Not i ce, pL••s~ 

iqnare this partaon ~t' th &l lett'ar. If you ~'lave not comQL&otd, "'e 

urQe you to ~o so \ olltlltd i l~ab . !t ~o:~u ~o not comply, totater 
Sjtr•• ica -y be d tSO:OI"'tinued for non-;go~~o! ! lnc!. 

Set:a&r Util iti e'l Inc. h~s ba•n 1\:Sv lJ•d t h.&t ie "••ds t o 
l ntc,.• &ts c:usto~trs o t tne tollow·i~~: 

1. ( 1' 1 back f !.Jw dev t .:a i1 &nsn.ll~d, tl'\e,.m~ l e::;ans&on 
.:1n oc~ur if tne ther.ast~t in ~he hQt wat•r neat•r ••lfunc:&ons. 

~ A tamQerature/p,.essure rel&er v41 v4 ~hculd bt ~n your 
not ·w~taC' he& '!er and tnould tie insp•-:t•d ~r .:ntcked Annu~ lly for

Any aa11unc:!on. [ f 1 te.pe,.ature/pressurw rel l•t valve is net 
present on t~• hot -attr heat~r t~• not ·~t•r t•nk c.1n rupture. 

lf ycu shculd ~·~ any further in1ar•ation reqardini ·back
flow olnd c:r-o••~onnection, 9e+:.ur Utll it:l.•s Inc. ' wilt • i n t:"'e v•ry 
near future ha•1e ' VCR tape ~va i l~bl• for- its .:ustc11ers to vi ew 
~ th•t tney can be fully Ln1or~ ot the neR t~r these backflow 
~revent ion ~evic:•• (dual check valvel . 

- fi•JSL.!C NOTIFtC\TION FOR LE.qo tt' ORINKING WAiE.~ ~ 

YOUR DRlNinNG WATER ME~TS Ti-4E L.S:AD Si~DMOS OF l).l),t) PAATS 
P~~ M[I.L.ION too•> ~S REQUlRED av rHE U .~. ENVtRONM~~TAL 

PRQTECilON AGENCY <EPA I. 

The United States Envtron..ntal ?,.atect\an Aqency IE.~AI 3ets 
d:- t nkinq -ater s t~nd&r'2s and i1as cieeer•ined ~ha'! l~ad ~" l !"le•!tl'\ 
concern at c:erea&n levels of • nposur• . There i s currently a 
•tana~ru c1 •> .~>~•> par~.a p11r •tlllon (gPOIII . Based an new nealt:'\ 
tntar•at1cn , ~~~ ts likely ~a Lowe,. tnts se~ndarc si~nif ic~ntl y . 

Part ~t cne pur~o•• at thi~ nocic:• i s t o in1orm you at t ne 
potential adverse ne~lth etf,ec~s ut l ead. This is be &nQ a une 
ev•n tnouqh y-:ur totater may not b• 1n VlCL&tlon c f current 
stanaards. 

E?A and others ar~ concerned abou t lead in drink ing wate r . 
i'oo mucn l o!at: i n ::1.! hun1.1 n IJody can caus11 sartou'i ':l.ot:~age t::J tr. ~ 

brlin, kidneys, nervous systea and r ed bleed cells . The ~reate~t 
r i sk, even w1th sho,.t-ta,.• ~~posur9, is your r.nildren ano 
pr~nant lotCIIen. 
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