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DOCKET NO. 970659-WU 
DATe, DECEMBER 4, 1997 

• 
CASB BACKGROUND 

Florida Cities Water Company, Lee County Oiv1s1on (FCWC or 
Utllityl is a Class A utility that provides water service to 
approximately 17, ooo customers in Ft. Myers, Flonda. rn 1996. 
FCWC's reported revenues for watet service were $8,54 2,616 and the 
corresponding income amount was $2,330,909. The utility's service 
area has been designated a critical use area by the South Flotida 
Water Management District. 

On Marc h 18, 1997, staff rec~ived a letter from a developer 
concerning PCWC' s policy with regards to the installation of 
service meters and cross connectlon control devices on private fire 
protection. PCWC's policy is that the developer is reaponsible for 
the cost incurred from t he installation of the service meter~ and 
cross-connection control dev~ceo on private fire protection. ThP 
d~veloper did not believe that the total cost should be h~a 

responsibility. The develope r believes that FCWC shou ld at least 
make the private fire protection a ccessible by performing the tap 
(rom the main. Since thP. tap from the main has limited use and 
would not be beneficial to the general body of rate payers, FCWC 
believes it should not incur any cost in relation to private fire 
protection. FCWC indicated that having the developer ~ncur the cost 
o f the installation f or private !ire protection has been 1ts policy 
for 10 - 12 years. However, in staff's review of the utility' a 
tarif f, it did not have a tariff page addressing the service 
availability charges for the private fire protection c lass . Thts 
raised a concern. 

In order to address this concern, staff requested that ~he 

utility file proposed tariff sheets with regards to the prjvate 
tire protection class pursuant to Rule 25-9.005(4) and (5), rlor1da 
Administrative Code, and Section 367.091, Florida Statutes. On May 
29, 1997, staff received the tariff sheets. By Order No. PSC-97· 
1924-PCO-WU, issued August 4, 1997, the tariff sheets were 
suspended pending further investigation by staff. 

By letter dated September 12, 1997, staff requested further 
in f ormation from the utility. On October 9, 1997, staff received 
the responses from the utility. This recommendation is a result of 
staff's analysis of the utility's responses. 
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DOCKET NO. 970659-WU 
DATE: DECEMBER 4, 1997 

• 
DISCUSSION OF IS5UBS 

ISSQB 1: Should Florida Cities Water Company's proposed tar1ffs . 
filed to clarify that the developer/customer is responsible for the 
instal!ation of the fire meters, service linea and cross-connection 
control devices on private fire protection services for service. be 
approved? 

RECQMMENDATION: Yes, Florida Cities Water Corr.pany's propooed 
tariffs, filed to clarify that the developer/customer i s 
responsible for the installation of the fire meters, uervice lines 
and cross-connection control devices on private fire protection 
services, should be approved. (AUSTIN, WALDEN) 

STAfF AHALXSIS: As stated ln the case background, on March 18, 
1997, staff received a letter from a developer concerning FCWC's 
policy with regard to the installation of service meters and cross­
connection control devices on private fire protection. In ito 
responses, FCWC stated thaL it has been its policy that the 
developer installs line taps, val vee, fire meters and erose· 
connection control devices aeaociated with a fire line that would 
ultimately provide private f i re protection service. However. upon 
review of the utility's tariff, it did not have a tarift page 
addressing the service availabllity charges for the private fire 
protection claas. Therefore, staff requested that the utll1ty file 
tariff sheets for its policy on the installation o f serv1ce meters 
and cross connection control devices on private fire protectlon. 

By letter dated September 12, 1997, staff requested that the 
utility respond to several questions which related to its policy 
for the installation of service meters anr' cross connection control 
devices. By letter dated October 6, 199 '/, the utility responded . 

The utility indicated that the developer/customer 1° the sole 
beneficiary o f a private fire protection system. The pr1vate fire 
protection allows the developer/customer to not only minimize f1re 
damage but also to receive the economic benefit of lower inourance 
rates. Since these benefits are not available to those who do noL 
have private fire protection service. they should not have to pay 
the cost of the installation f or the service . 

Staff agrees that the installation coste of this sl.. vice 
should not be the responsibility of the utility since the pr1vaLe 
fire protection service dO<!!s not benefit the general body o t 
ratepayers. It has been Comm1saion practice that the r.oet causer 
pay the additional coat incurred by the utility. (See Order Nos. 
PSC-97·0130-FOP-SO, PSC-97-0833-FOF-WU, ~td PSC -96·1147 -FOF·WS) 
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• 
Therefore if ~he u~ili~y was prov1ding ~he ino~al l atl on fo r the 
private fire pro~ection, it sh?uld recover t he cost from the cost 
causer. 

Staff recommends that t he tariff sheets, filed to clarify that 
the developer/customer is responsible for the inotallation of the 
fire meters, service lines and cro ss -connection control devices on 
private fire protection services (or oervice, be approved as filed . 
However if the oeter installation charge in Iosue 2 i s approved, 
the utility should file revised tariff sheeta to reflec t the me~er 
installation charge. 
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• 
ISSUE-1: Should a meter installation fee be ap9roved? 

RECOMMEKDATION: Yes, a meter instltllation fee ohould be apJJro ved 
for FCWC's Lee County Division. The utility should flle revised 
tariff sheets which are consistent with the Commission•u vote 
within 30 days of the issuance date of the Order. Upon timely 
receipt and staff ' s verification that the tllriffs are consistent 
with the Commissio~·s decision, staff should be given 
administrative authority to approve the revised tariff sheets. 
(AUSTIN, W}U.DEN) 

STAPP QISCQSSIQN: During the rev4ew of this case, st~f! found that 
the Lee County division of PCWC is the only divisi vn that has no 
~et~r inotallation charges in its tariff. Staff has calculated t~e 
company's CIAC/net plant ratio from the 1996 annual report on file, 
and d~termined that the company is below the minimum CIAC level as 
specified by rule. 

The company's policy io to require developeto to install the 
internal distribution system in a subdivision, inc!ud1ng the 
service linea and taps, and then deed those linea over to the 
company. Therefore, no tap fees would be appropriate . Plant 
capacity fees are specified in the tariff. Meters are installed by 
the company without charge, and become company investment 1n plant. 

In reviewing tariff provisions from the FCWC's Barefoot Bay 
and Poincianlt divisions wh ich include r.eter inotallatlon fees. 
staff is recommending the Commission approve the to!!ow1ng mete r 
installation fees for the Lee County division: 

Meter Installation fee: 

5/8" X 3/4" 
l " 

l *" and over 

Amount 

$ 75 
$110 
Actual coot 

Apclicability: For all water meters installed by the company 

The utility should Cile revised tariff sheets wh1cch are 
consistent with the Commission•o vo:e, with in 30 dayo of the 
issuance date of the Order. Upon timely receipt and otaff's 
verification that the tariffs are consistent with the Commission·a 
decision, staff should be given administrative authority to approve 
the revised tariff sheets . 

- 5 -



• 
DOCKET NO. 970659-WU 
DATE: DECEMBER 4, 19q7 

ISSU& 3; Should this docket be closed? 

• 

RECOMMENDATION; Yes, if Issue No. 1 is approved, thi.s tariU 
should become effective in accordance with Rule 25 · 30. 475, Florida 
Administrative Code. If a protest 1s filed with1n 21 days of the 
issuance of the Order, this tariff should rema1n 1n effect with any 
increase held subject to refund pending resolution o f the protest. 
If no timely protest is filed, this docket should be closed. 
(AUSTIN , BRUBAKER) 

STAff AHALXSIS; Substantially affected persons have 21 days from 
the issuance o f the Commission's order in which to ~1le a protest. 
If Issue No. 1 is approved, this tariff should become effective in 
accordance with Rule 25-30.475, f'lon.da Administrative Code. If a 
protest is filed within 21 days of the issuance of the Order, thls 
ta:iff should remain in effect with any in~rease held subject t~ 

refund pending resolution of the protest. If no timely protest io 
filed, the docket should be closed. 
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