BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 931002-WU
ORDER NO. PSC-94-0437-FOF-WU
ISSUED: 04/12/94

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

The following Commissioners participated in the disposition of
this matter:

SUSAN F. CLARK
JULIA L. JOHNSON

NOT PR ED ENCY N
RDER TER TION CHARGE
AND
RDER HOW CAUSE

BY THE COMMISSION:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN by the Florida 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, 1991, Betmar Utilities, 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 maintaining and testing the
backflow prevention devices.

During the course of the hearing, 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 representing that 1) the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) required every residential
connection to be fitted with a backflow prevention device; 2) the
customers had the responsibility to purchase, install, and inspect
the devices annually; and 3) the customers could use Environmental
Specialists Group. OPC also asserted that the notice included an
authorization for the "required" work. At hearing, OPC's Motion to
Add an Additional Issue was denied. However, the Commission Panel
directed the Commission Staff (Staff) to open a separate
investigation docket for the purpose of determining whether the
Betmar customers were charged 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 Group.
Mr. Joe Turco is a principal in both companies; however, Betmar is
owned by Eve Turco, Mr. Turco's daughter. Environmental
Specialists Group is a company owned by Mrs. Turco.

In addition to the notice issue, during the customer testimony
portion of the hearing in Docket No. 910963-WU, some customers
expressed concern and had inquiries about issues not pertaining to
the issues pre-established for the hearing. We have reviewed those
concerns and they are addressed below. i

COLLECTION OF FEES

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

In 1991, was Betmar Utilities authorized to require its
customers to pay for the annual inspection and
maintenance of backflow prevention devices? If not, what
should be the regulatory treatment of its notification
program during the months of April and June, 19917

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

Upon completion of our investigation, we believe that the
utility did send its customers notices which made certain
misrepresentations with respect to the maintenance and testing 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 on notice
that these devices must be checked by state
certified personnel licensed by the State of
Florida.

In the second notice dated June 5, 1991 (see Attachment 2),
Betmar urges its customers to comply immediately with its first
notice. Further, Betmar warns its customers that if a customer
does not comply, water service may be discontinued f{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-FOF-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 residential
connections. Second, Betmar's informing the customers that 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. Tourih,
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 cancelled
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 require his customers to have their backf}ow

prevention devices inspected annually by state certified
c

tilit ers ‘
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.
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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 DISCONNECT 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 instance 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 understanding of the provisions
of Order No. PSC-93-1719-FOF-WU.

Therefore, we have set forth below our specific findings with
respect to this issue. Upon considering all of the evidence in the
record, we specifically found that:

1. The DEP rules do not require that a backflow
prevention device be wused for detection
purposes on every customer connection. Rules
17-555.360(2) and (3), Florida Administrative
Code, state that “community 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 appropriate backflow prevention
device...or shall discontinue service until
the contaminant source is eliminated." (Order
at p. 7).

Betmar has not proven that the dual check
valve devices or any backflow prevention
devices should be installed on all
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).

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 guidelines on cross
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connection. (Order No. FSC-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.

ERV

Twenty-one customers testified at the administrative hearing
held on August 4, 1993. Of that number, nine brought up service
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 1long
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 indicated 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. From time to
time, inconveniences may occur if the on-site office is 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. There 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 scparate
meters for irrigation, and about wastewater charges for the
development's swimming pool. These customers would like the
opportunity to reduce wastewater charges by using separate meters
for irrigation use. 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
restrooms 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.

METER 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'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 if 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'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
11/2" $230 + Actual cost 5230
of backflow device
2N $320 + Actual cost $320

of backflow device
Above 2" Actual cost Actual cost
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T OF D

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 ratepayers
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 this
Oorder 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 installation
charges shall be reduced to the extent set forth in the body of
this Order. It is further



ORDER NO. PSC-94-0437-FOF-WU
DOCKET NO. 931002-WU
PAGE 12

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 ORPBR of the Florida Public Service Commission, this 12th

day of April =, 1994.
£
g s BT Y. é : = ‘LJL«L'J -~ /

BLANCA S. BAYO, Directer
Division of Records ang Reporting

(“SBE AL
LAJ
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EDT AL 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 abandoried unless it
satisfies the foregoing conditions and is 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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SETMAR UTILITIES INC.
POST GFFICE BOX 370
FORT RICHEY, FL 34&73-0370
TELEPHONE: (S13) 845-3&00

AFRIL &4, 1951

FIRST NQTICE

DEAR RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER:

The Department af Envircnmental Regqulaticn (DERY - (L7-22.520
Florida Administrative Cocde) requires that 3!l watar sarvics
ccnnecticns have a back+flow greventicn devica (davice) ta elimin=-
ate a cross-connewiian. Tiiese devices were t2 ge instalisd oy
the custcmer.

In the summer c7i LTSS Zetmar tilities installec thesa
devicass fcr its residsntial custcmers at Setmar Uitilities® ex-—
Fensa, sa that all custcmers are in compliancs with the DE?
regulaticn. DER rsgquires that thess davicas be checksd annually

.

in the Putlic Servics Cammissian's sta?¥ assisted ratz czsa
ci LSSC/Li9F1, 3ZBecaar Utiditiss attampiec o get 2 ccst alicwancs
for ZSetmar Utilties tg check these devicss for :sheir intsgriiy
(tasting anec insgecticn). The sta¥7 assist cf Puklic Servicsa
Commissica coulc nct grant Setmar Utilitias® rzquest as thers
is ncthing in- the DER regulaticns thai statas the wuiility
comgany is rssgconsitla $tc check thess dsvicss for their intagrity
at the utilities' sxpgensa. ‘I was fcund that it is fctallyv the
custcmers’ resgensibliiy £z purchass, tnstzall o€ have Thzss
cevicss tnsgectad annually fer their integiuty. B

Theredere, all' rzsidential custcmers ars herscy gu:z cn
notice that thess devices must te checksd by a Stata csriifiasg

oW

perscnnel licsznsec by the Stata of Flerida.

Secause ci the impcrianc= of thesa devices teing checkesc Tcr
their integrity, it is imperztive that these davicss be chsckesd,
in tﬁe presancs cT & Eetmar tilitiss perscnnel, anc a
cartificata is tc be given tc Setmar Utilities by a Stats c=rsi-
fied perscennel 1ndicating the date, Etime and wna: exactly was
pericrmed and the cutccme.

Setmar has fcunc the fcllcwing Stats cartiiisc gerscanel in
this arsa: i

ARivargz Plumging - $30.0C tz tes:, anc s32.00 zn hour zlus
10% mark ug cn garts. Tampa tslaphcone number (813) &24£-53%3.

figaugn Plumbing - s5235.00 to test, anc $40 per hour zlus
narts and sSZ5.00 tg retest. Tampa talechcne number $33-3232 ar

Pinellas tzlsghcone numcer (EL3) 447-44424,
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Envirenmental Specialists G&Group - $25.00 flat fee Tar
inspectian far intsgrity, ar rebuilt and reinspectad, cer replacsd
with new devicse. New Port Richey talephons number (813) 845-
3199.

Please sign and ccmplete the Autharizatian a7 Work at the
bottcm a7 this pacge. Trhen return the Authorizstign of Werk &g
Setmar Utilitiszs Inc. at F. 0. Box 370, Port Richey, FL 33873~
0370, or drcp the complected authcrization oFf at the Betmar Acres
cffice en Lakewccd Drive. We will pass the infarmaticn onta the

cantracicr ycu chcsea.

Sincerely,

SETMAR UTILITIES INC.

AUTHCRIZATION OF WORK

Fleasa check cne:
{ } Alver=z Flumcing - S3C.00 glus.
( ) Algaueh Flumbing - s45.00 plus. 1

ﬁ() Eavircrmental Scecialists Group - SZS5.00 Flat racta.

{ ' Other chcicz: Statz Cartiiisd perscnnel
Name Tzleschane
i nerscy autncriza the abgove markeg bcx =z gpericrm the
annual imsgecsicn gpEricrmed cn My back?low prsventign csvics, Crf
reclacs it with 3 new devics at their rats schedules.
DATE: ACCIUNT NUMBE=
SERVICE ADCREESES:
SIGNATUFE e
ST NETICE

- YL
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JUNE 3, 1991
SECOND NOTICE
DEAR CUSTOMERS:

RE: @ACKFLOW PREVENTIOM DEVICE/RIGHT 7O KNCW
AMD LEAD NOTICE

In April, 1991, we wrote tao you to advise of the
requirements of the Uepartment af Envircnmental Requlation
(DER) (17=22.4&&0) Florida Administrative Coce, wnhich has Dbeen
updatad ta L7-353.2&80). )

We also advised that thesz back?low prevention devices have
to ba inspactacd annually for thair inktegrity by 4 Stata Cartified
Backflaw Prevention Oevice perscnnel, and that a designatad
regresentaktive oOF 2atamar Utilities Inc. wmust be present at the
time of the Lasting.

I} you have already compliez with the First Notice, please
igngre this partion af this lettfer. [/ you have not compliad, we
urgqe you o Jdo so :mmadiztalwv. I you do nat cocmply, water
sarvica may be aiscontinued for pon-cowmcliince.

Satmar tilities Inc. has besn sdvisad that it needs %o
inferm 153 customers at the fallowing:

| BN [7 1 backflow davica is w1nsrtzllad, thermal expansion
cin Scour iF the thermostat in the hot watar heatar malfunciions.

2 ‘A tamperature/pressure relier wvilvs shculd te on your
hat watar heatar and should be inspactad ar checked annually Tor
any malfunctian. [¥ 1 temperiture/pressure relief valve is not

present on the hot watar heatar the haok watar tank can rugtura.

[¥ you shculd naea any furthar information rtqardtng"back—
flow 1nd cress-—onnection, Betmar Utilities Inc. ‘will’ in tne very
near futures have a VCR tape available for its customers to view
s3 that they can be fully intormea gt tha need for thesa back?low
prevention Zavicaes (dual check valve).

#»=+ PUBLIC NOTIFICATION FOR LEAD [M CRINKING WATZA #ee

YOUR ORINKING WATER MEETS THE LZAD STANDARDS OF 0.030 PARTS
PER MILLION (ppm) AS REQUIRED 3y THE u.s. ENVIRCNMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA),

The Unitac States Environmental Protaction Agancy (EPA) secs
arinking watar standards and nas gectarmined that leag i3 a heal¥
cancarn at cartain levels ot 2:pasure. There i1s curresntly a
stangarad ¢t 0.0%0) parti ger millian (ppm). Dasag an new healtn
infarmaticn, EPA 1s likely %o lower this standara significantly.

Part ot tha purposa at this nocic2 is ta inform you ot the
pocential adversa health etfects af laad. This is being dune
eaven though ' ysur watar may net be 1n viglation af current
standards.

EPA and others are concerned about lead in drinking water.
700 much i2ac in the human body can cause sarious damage o the
brain, kidneys, nervous systam aind red blcod cells. The greatest
risk, aven with short-tarm 2uposure, is your children ana
preqnant women.
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