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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JOHN WILLIAMS 

Q. 

A. 

Boulevard, Tal lahassee. FL 32399-0873. 

Q. 

A. 

o f  t he  Bureau o f  Pol icy  Development and Industry Structure.  

Q. How long h w e  you been employed w i t h  the  Commission? 

A. For approximately 25 years. 

Q. 

experience? 

A. I received a Bachelor o f  Science degree from the  Un ivers i ty  o f  F lor ida 

w i th  a major i n  Business Administrat ion. During. the  course o f  my employment 

w i t h  the  F lo r ida  Publ ic Service Commission, I have spent approximately 15 

years as a r a t e  analyst ,  r a t e  supervisor and bureau c h i e f  o f  rates.  I have 

t e s t i f i e d  i n  many cases and have par t i c ipa ted  i n  making recommendations 

regarding r a t e  s t ruc tu re .  r a t e  design and service a v a i l a b i l i t y  po l i c i es  and 

charges i n  hundreds o f  cases over the  course o f  my employment. For the  l a s t  

10 years, I have been the Bureau Chief o f  the  Pol icy  Development and Industry 

Structure Bureau, which oversees a l l  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  matters. I have attended 

many t r a i n i n g  courses and seminars on u t i l i t y  regulat ion and ratemaking 

sponsored by t h e  NARUC and the  American Waterworks Associat ion (AWWA). I am 

chairman o f  t he  s t a f f  subcommittee o f  t he  NARUC Water Committee, and f o r  the  

l a s t  9 years have been on the  facu l t y  o f  the  Eastern Rate Seminar sponsored 

by the  NARUC Water Committee. I am a lso a member o f  t he  American Waterworks 

Would you please s t a t e  your name and business address? 

My name i s  John Wil l iams, and my business address i s  2540 Shumard Oak 

By whom are you employed and i n  what capacity? 

I am employed by the  F lor ida Publ ic Service Commission (PSC) as Chief 

Would you s t a t e  your educational background and g ive  a summary o f  your 
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Association’s Rates and Charges C m i t t e e  which i s  responsible f o r  w r i t i n g  the  

AWWA’s r a t e  manuals. 

I am cu r ren t l y  responsible f o r  t he  PSC’s Water Leg is la t i ve  program and 

am the  PSC’s l i a i s o n  w i t h  the  F lo r ida  Water Management D i s t r i c t s  and the  

Department o f  Environmental Protect ion.  

Q. Have you ever t e s t i f i e d  as an expert witness? 

A. Yes, I have t e s t i f i e d  as an expert witness before the  Commission i n  a 

number o f  cases invo lv ing  r a t e  s t ruc tu re  and design and service a v a i l a b i l i t y  

p o l i c i e s .  I t e s t i f i e d  i n  Docket No. 800161 ( Invest igat ion o f  CIAC).  Docket 

No. 800634 (Dyna-Flo Rate Case), Docket No. 810433 (Seagull U t i l i t y  Rate 

Case), Docket No. 810485 ( P a l m  Coast U t i l i t y  Company Rate Case), Docket No. 

870743 (Marco Is land U t i l i t i e s  New Class o f  Service). and the  1992 Southern 

States r a t e  case (Docket No. 920199). t he  SSU Rate Structure Invest igat ion 

(Docket No. 930880). and the  1995 Flor ida Water Services Rate Case (Docket No. 

950495-WS). I have been q u a l i f i e d  as an expert witness i n  the  area o f  rates 

and service a v a i l a b i l i t y  i n  several proceedings before hearing o f f i c e r s  o f  t he  

D iv is ion  o f  Administrat ive Hearings. I also make frequent presentations 

before the  F lo r ida  l eg i s la tu re .  

Q .  

A. The purpose o f  my testimony i s  t o  discuss the  background o f  the  

interconnection of Buccaneer Estates wastewater fac i  1 i t i e s  (Buccaneer or 

u t i l i t y )  t o  North Fort  Myers U t i l i t y  (NFMU) i n  terms o f  how i t  could have been 

accomplished pursuant t o  Commission ru les  and procedures, and t h e  e f f e c t  o f  

t h e  actual interconnection w i t h  respect t o  options avai lab le t o  the  u t i l i t y  

Owner and the Comission. I w i l l  a lso  i d e n t i f y  past decisions the  Commission 

. .  

What i s  t he  purpose o f  your testimony? 
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made w i t h  respect t o  s im i la r  s i tua t ions  concerning the appl icat ion o f  rates 

and charges, and t o  discuss other fac to rs  t h a t  may be appl icable i n  the 

overa l l  consideration o f  pub l i c  i n t e r e s t .  

Q .  Did the  interconnection process comport w i th  Commission Rules and 

Procedures? 

A .  No. By Order No. PSC-99-0492-SC-SU, issued on March 9.  1999, the  

Commission ordered NFMU t o  show cause, i n  w r i t i n g ,  w i t h i n  21 days, why i t  

should not  be f ined  $5,000 f o r  an apparent v i o l a t i o n  o f  Section 367.045(2). 

F lor ida Statutes. f o r  the  f a i l u r e  t o  obta in  approval o f  the  Commission p r i o r  

t o  serving t e r r i t o r y  outside o f  i t s  c e r t i f i c a t e .  

Q ,  Please expla in  how the  interconnect ion process might have been 

accomplished such t h a t  i t  would have comported w i th  Commission ru les and 

procedures. 

A .  Water u t i l i t y  service t o  Buccaneer Estates has been provided by 

Buccaneer Water Service. which i s  a u t i l i t y  regulated by the  PSC. Wastewater 

service was provided by the  owner o f  t he  Park w i th  a treatment package p lant  

located w i t h i n  the  park. The charge f o r  wastewater service was included as 

a p a r t  o f  t he  l o t  ren ta l  amount, and therefore wastewater operations were 

exempt from regulation. pursuant t o  Section 367.022(5), F lor ida Statutes. One 

o f  t h e  areas o f  confusion i n  t h i s  docket i s  t ha t  the  wastewater system a t  

issue was acknowledged as an exempt u t i l i t y ,  which precludes the  necessity o f  

having a formal u t i l i t y  service area establ ished by the  Commission. However. 

exempt s tatus does not negate the  Commission’s j u r i s d i c t i o n  over a u t i l i t y .  

I n  a l e t t e r  dated May 14, 1976 (attached hereto as Exh ib i t  JDW-1). the  

Commission informed Buccaneer t o  “keep t h i s  Commission informed o f  any 
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developments t h a t  a f fec t  your status.  Spec i f i ca l l y ,  please inform t h i s  

Commission o f  any contemplated changes i n  u t i l i t y  operations ( i . e .  any r a t e  

changes, o r  in ten t  t o  begin charging customers a fee f o r  service) or a pending 

sa le o f  the  system.” Therefore, i t  i s  s t a f f ’ s  pos i t ion  tha t  although the  

dastewater operations o f  Buccaneer were not subject t o  r a t e  regulat ion,  i t  was 

j u r i s d i c t i o n a l ,  and i t  was the  respons ib i l i t y  o f  the  owners o f  t he  Buccaneer 

wastewater system t o  a l e r t  t he  Commission t o  any changes i n  operation tha t  

might have changed i t s  s ta tus from an exempt t o  a regulated u t i l i t y .  The 

change from conducting exempt u t i l i t y  operations t o  interconnecting w i th  a 

regulated u t i l i t y  c l e a r l y  q u a l i f i e s  as a “Contemplated change i n  u t i l i t y  

operati  ons. ” 

Since the  interconnection also included the  purchase o f  the  l i n e s  w i th in  

the mobile home park by NFMU f o r  8139,987. t he  appropriate vehic le would have 

been the  f i l i n g  o f  e i t h e r  an Amendment Appl icat ion an Appl icat ion or  f o r  

Transfer o f  f a c i l i t i e s  i n  conjunction w i t h  a Limited Proceeding, since NFMU 

intended t o  charge i t s  monthly serv ice rates t o  the  ind iv idual  tenants w i th in  

t h e  mobi le home park. Assuming t h a t  t he  customers would have had the  same 

response t o  such an amendment o r  t rans fer  app l i ca t ion ,  the case would s t i l l  

have been protested and set f o r  hearing. However. the  t r a n s i t i o n  o f  receiv ing 

service from Buccaneer t o  receiv ing serv ice from NFMU would have been noticed 

t o  customers as required by Section 367.045 o r  367.071, F lor ida Statutes, i n  

advance o f  the  dismantl ing o f  the  p lan t  and subsequent interconnection w i th  

NFMU. Instead, it appears the  owners o f  t he  u t i l i t y  attempted t o  use various 

provis ions under Chapter 723, F lo r ida  Statutes.  t o  authorize the  

interconnect ion i n  advance o f  the  Commission’s approval pursuant t o  Chapter 
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367, F lo r ida  Statutes.  

Q. I s n ’ t  it true tha t  NFMU f i l e d  a Developer Agreement w i th  the  Commission 

i n  an e f f o r t  t o  acquire the  system and addi t ional  t e r r i t o r y  through the  

Developer Agreement? 

A. It i s  correct  t h a t  a Developer Agreement was f i l e d  w i t h  the  Commission 

on September 4. 1998, re f l ec t i ng  an agreement t h a t  was executed on August 24, 

1998 between t h e  park owner and NFMU. Developer Agreements are documents 

f i l e d  w i t h  the  Commission f o r  t he  purpose o f  r a t €  review and tariff 

consistency. I n  t h i s  case. t he  unique feature o f  t he  Agreement was the 

assignment by the  park owner (developer) t o  NFMU o f  t he  r i g h t s  t o  c o l l e c t  

future service a v a i l a b i l i t y  charges. Assuming the  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  such charges 

was appropriate. t he  agreement i t s e l f  fol lowed the  charges authorized by the  

t a r i f f .  Therefore. t he  agreement was deemed approved pursuant t o  Rule 25- 

30.550. F lo r ida  Administrat ive Code, on October 4. 1998. 

However, an inherent assumption i n  a l l  developer agreements i s  t h a t  the  

area a t  issue i s  w i th in  the  ex i s t i ng  t e r r i t o r y  o f  t he  u t i l i t y .  The review o f  

t h e  Agreement by s t a f f  d i d  not include an analysis o f  whether the  area a t  

issue was w i th in  the  u t i l i t y ’ s  ex i s t i ng  serv ice area. I n  t h i s  case, the  area 

had been ac tua l l y  excluded. therefore,  t he  Agreement represented a contract  

f o r  sa le  o f  t he  previously exempt wastewater system from the  owners o f  the  

Buccaneer t o  NFMU. and would require Commission approval since the  t e r r i t o r y  

was not  i n  NFMU’s c e r t i f i c a t e d  t e r r i t o r y .  Pursuant t o  Section 367.071. 

Florida Statutes (1999). transfers tha t  occurred p r i o r  t o  March 11. 1999. were 

t o  receive p r i o r  approval by the Commission. Here, t he  contract  was executed 

on August 25. 1998. interconnection occurred on November 24, 1998, and the 
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appl icat ion was f i l e d  on December 1. 1998. 

Q ,  I s  there any scenari’o i n  which a system regulated by Chapter 723, 

F lor ida Statutes. could interconnect w i t h  a PSC regulated u t i l i t y  i n  advance 

o f  Commission approval, as required by Chapter 367. F lo r ida  Statutes? 

A .  As Department o f  Business and Professional Regulation (DBPR) witness 

Floyd explains i n  h i s  testimony. Chapter 723 allows f o r  t he  cost o f  

interconnection t o  a cent ra l  u t i l i t y  system t o  be passed through t o  the  park 

residents.  when t h e  system i s  required t o  interconnect v ia  a qovernmental 

mandate. What i s  included as a governmental mandate i s  also discussed i n  h i s  

testimony. I f the  interconnection had been t r u l y  the  r e s u l t  o f  a governmental 

mandate as spec i f ied  by Chapter 723. t he  Commission may f i n d  t h a t  the  

interconnection was i n  the  pub l ic  i n te res t ,  pursuant t o  Chapter 367, F lor ida 

Statutes. 

Q. 

wi th  the  Buccaneer wastewater system? 

A. It i s  unclear from the  evidence cur ren t ly  i n  the  record whether the  

interconnection was the  resu l t  o f  a governmental mandate. However, t he  s t a f f  

Department o f  Environmental Protection (DEP) witness Barienbrock has indicated 

i n  h i s  testimony t h a t  t he  system had some severe problems which would have 

required substantial investment by the park Owners. It appears t h a t  a mandate 

might have been issued by DEP had the  s i t u a t i o n  continued: however, i t  also 

appears t h a t  t he  park owner pre-empted t h a t  act ion by negot ia t ing w i th  NFMU 

f o r  the  system’s t rans fe r .  

Q. 

t o  be addressed a t  the  hearing. 

D id  such a governmental mandate e x i s t  a t  t he  t ime NFMU interconnected 

The Commission has a pending show cause act ion against NFMU, which i s  

Has the  Commission taken any ac t ion  against 
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the owners o f  Buccaneer? 

A .  No, not a t  t h i s  time. However, as noted ea r l i e r ,  the owners o f  the  park 

own the  park’s regulated water system. They also own other u t i l i t i e s  (and 

parks) regulated by the  PSC, making them aware o f  Commission ru les and 

procedures. It may also be appropriate t o  consider a show cause ac t ion  

against the u t i l i t y l p a r k  Owners f o r  an apparent v i o l a t i o n  o f  Section 367.071. 

Flor ida  Statutes. 

Q. 

based on various outcomes o f  t h i s  case? 

A .  Yes. With respect t o  monthly serv ice rates,  i t  appears t h a t  there are 

two basic options. One i s  f o r  t he  park residents t o  become d i r e c t  customers 

o f  NFMU. and the  other i s  f o r  t he  park owner t o  become the  bulk service 

customer o f  NFMU and remain a u t i l i t y  customer rese l l i ng  wastewater service 

t o  the  residents o f  the  park. A t h i r d  opt ion might have been f o r  the  owners 

o f  Buccaneer t o  s e l l  t he  c o l l e c t i o n  system t o  the  residents, organized as an 

association. However, t h i s  does no t  seem t o  be an opt ion a t  t h i s  time, 

because the  residents have not  shown an in te res t  i n  organizing f o r  t h i s  

purpose. 

Could you c m e n t  on the service options t o  Buccaneer t h a t  might resu:t 

. .  

I n  the  case o f  the  f i rst  opt ion,  t he  Commission would be al lowing NFMU 

t o  re ta in  ownership o f  the l ines  it has purchased from Buccaneer. and d i r e c t l y  

b i l l  the park tenants. Each o f  the l o t s  has already been i n d i v i d u a l l y  metered 

fo r  water service. Here, the s t a f f  believes the appropriate r a t e  would be the  

res ident ia l  wastewater r a t e  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  NFMU’s tariff. While Chapter 723. 

Flor ida  Statutes, al lows f o r  a reduct ion i n  renta l  amount. as M r .  Floyd 

t e s t i f i e s .  i t  does not  requi re  the  amount t o  be commensurate w i th  the  new 
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ra tes .  . A  d ispute over the  d i f ference i n  charges may be resolved through 

mediat ion procedures as provided under Chapter 723, F lor ida Statutes. The 

second option would be fo r  the Comnission t o  order NFMU t o  refund i t s  purchase 

o f  the  c o l l e c t i o n  l i n e s  of Buccaneer t o  the  owners o f  Buccaneer. Service 

could be provided t o  the  park owner by NFMU under a bulk service agreement, 

or as a master-metered customer. The u t i l i t y  could implement general service 

ra tes  based on a master meter placed a t  the  water treatment p lan t .  

A l te rna t ive ly ,  a sewage f low master meter could be i ns ta l l ed ,  s ince the  park 

receives water service frm a d i f f e r e n t  u t i l i t y .  The correct  r a t e  under t h i s  

scenario would be the general service r a t e  f o r  the  meter s ize  required by the  

park. The park owners could then e i t h e r  b i l l  each resident f o r  service as a 

resel ler .  o r  recover the cost o f  service frm NFMU i n  another fashion from the 

park res idents  (such as a p a r t  o f  t h e  l o t  ren t )  t ha t  would al low it t o  be 

exempt from Commission regulat ion.  

Q.  

have interconnected t o  NFMU? 

A .  I have attached t o  my testimony, as Exhib i t  JDW-2. a chart  which 

sumnarizes the various elements o f  those parks tha t  have connected t o  NFMU f o r  

service.  Basica l ly .  i t  indicates t h a t  customers were b i l l e d  the  monthly 

service rates o f  NFMU. when ind iv idua l  metering was possible. The ind iv idual  

customers were a lso b i l l e d  the  t a r i f f e d  serv ice a v a i l a b i l i t y  charge. 

How do these options compare w i th  previous cases where mobile home parks 

However, one major d i f ference between a l l  o f  these cases as re f lec ted  

on Exhib i t  JDW-2 and the  residents o f  Buccaneer mobile home park i s  t h a t  the  

res idents  i n  the  other parks owned t h e  l o t  upon which the  mobile home was 

si ted.  Residents o f  Buccaneer lease t h e i r  l o t s  from the park owner. One case 
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(Docket No. 940963-SU. Tamiami Vi l lage U t i l i t y ,  Inc. )  involved the combination 

of owned l o t s  and ren ta l  l o t s ,  through the  inc lus ion  o f  an RV park served by 

the u t i l i t y  being t ransferred,  Tamiami V i l l age  U t i l i t y ,  Inc.  The Commission 

approved the  charging o f  monthly service rates t o  a l l  l o t s  i n  Order No. PSC- 

95-0576-FOF-SU, issued May 9 .  1995, s t a t i n g  t h a t  “ the  u t i l i t y  (NFMU) should 

no t  charge d i f f e r e n t  ra tes t o  customers who receive subs tan t ia l l y  the  same 

serv ice. ”  However. t he  discussion on connection fees focused on the  mobile 

home l o t s .  

Q. 

a d i f ference i n  how rates and charges are appl ied by a u t i l i t y ?  

A. The leasing a c t i v i t y  by Buccaneer residents i s  analogous t o  ind iv iduals  

ren t ing  or  leas ing an apartment, from the  standpoint o f  who would be 

responsible f o r  paying service a v a i l a b i l i t y  charges. I n  other words, i f  an 

apartment bu i ld ing had provided i t s  own u t i l i t y  service,  and was l a t e r  e i t he r  

required or  chose t o  interconnect t o  a cen t ra l  serv ice provider,  the  customer 

o f  record, as defined i n  Rule 25-30.210, F lo r ida  Administrat ive Code, would 

be the  owner o f  t he  apartment complex. This ind iv idua l  would be responsible 

f o r  payment o f  t he  connection fee t o  the  u t i l i t y  and not the ind iv idua l  

tenants.  The owners o f  t he  mobile home park and u t i l i t y  chose t o  terminate 

providing service f o r  various reasons and negotiated w i t h  NFMU t o  interconnect 

t h e  f a c i l i t i e s .  I bel ieve t h i s  ac t ion  placed the  p a r k l u t i l i t y  owners 

responsible f o r  t h e  u l t imate payment o f  connection fees t o  NFMU. However, 

s ince each customer can be separately b i l l e d  by NFMU. I bel ieve t h a t  i t  i s  

appropriate t o  b i l l  t he  monthly serv ice rates based on meter s ize  f o r  the  

tenants o f  t he  park, should the  Commission f i n d  the  t ransfer  t o  be i n  the  

Why would owning the  land under the  home versus leasing the  land make 
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pub1 i c i n t e r e s t  . 

Commission makes an a l te rna t i ve  f ind ing .  

Q. 

t rans fer  was i n  the  pub l ic  in te res t?  

A. Had the  transfer proceeded along Commission guidel ines,  the  s t a f f  might 

have had an opportunity t o  evaluate various options avai lab le t o  the  customers 

o f  Buccaneer wastewater service.  As discussed e a r l i e r ,  the  change i n  

operations o f  Buccaneer's wastewater system should have been made known t o  the  

Commission. a t  which t ime a l ternat ives could have been explored as to 'wh ich  

might be i n  the  best i n te res ts  o f  a l l  par t ies .  For example, DEP witness 

Barienbrock provided estimates based on h i s  professional opinion and other 

engineers' professional opinions on the  amount o f  investment and repai rs  tha t  

t h e  owners o f  t he  u t i l i t y  would have had t o  make t o  continue operating the  

wastewater system. The Commission might have been able t o  consider a type o f  

least  cost benef i t  analysis between what the  rates f o r  serv ice might have been 

w i th  t h a t  leve l  o f  investment from the  u t i l i t y  versus the  rates f o r  service 

from NFMU. This analysis would have required ce r ta in  assumptions t o  be made 

wi th  respect t o  recovery o f  the  investment by Buccaneer, since the  system had 

no t  been previously regulated by the  Commission. However, t h i s  exact 

determination would be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  develop a t  t h i s  po in t  i n  t ime. The 

Commission could s t i l l  a lso consider the  long term bene f i t  t o  NFMU and the  

customers o f  Buccaneer o f  t he  e f f e c t  o f  adding approximately 1.000 customers 

t o  a system t h a t  was b u i l t  as a regional system and cu r ren t l y  has excess 

capaci ty .  The Commission might also consider the  po ten t ia l  f o r  r a t e  

s t a b i l i z a t i o n  on a going-forward basis. t he  bene f i t  o f  compliance w i th  

Other .b i  11 i ng arrangements may be appropriate i f the  

What other fac to rs  might the  Commission use i n  evaluating whether the  
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regulatory mandates and the prov is ion o f  improved serv ice t o  former customers 

o f  Buccaneer. 

Q. 

A .  Yes. it does. 

Does t h a t  conclude your testimony? 
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Docket No. 981781-SU 
Exhibit JDW - 1 (Page 1 of 1) 

May 1 4 ,  1976 Jurisdictional Letter 
COMMISSIONERR 

WILLIAM T. MAYO. CHAIRMAN 
BILL BEVlS 
MRS. PAULA F. HAWKINS 

George A. Sanders  
Buccaneer  M o b i l e  E s t a t e s  
P o s t  O f f i c e  B o x  1689 
F o r t  Myers,  F l o r i d a  33902 

Re: UNDOCKETED - -  J u r i s d i c t i o n a l  s t a t u s  o f  Buccaneer  
M o b i l e  E s t a t e s  i n  Lee County ,  F l o r i d a .  

Dear  M r .  Sanders:  

A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  y o u r  J u r i s d i c t i o n a l  I n f o r m a t i o n  Form and  t h e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  c o n t a i n e d  t h e r e i n  w i t h  o u r  s t a f f ,  we a r e  n o t  recommend- 
i n g  a t  t h i s  t i m e  t h a t  y o u . b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  o b t a i n  a C e r t i f i c a t e  f o r  
t h e  above system. 

The r e a s o n  f o r  o u r  f i n d i n g  y o u r  s y s t e m  n o t  s u b j e c t  t o  r e g u l a t i o n  
a t  t h i s  t i m e  i s  b a s e d  upon S e c t i o n  367.022(5), F l o r i d a  S t a t u t e s ,  
w h i c h  s t a t e s  t h a t  y o u r  s y s t e m  i s  n o t  s u b j e c t  t o  r e g u l a t i o n  b y  t h e  
Commiss ion  because s e r v i c e  is p r o v i d e d  w i t h o u t  s p e c i f i c  c o m p e n s a t i o n  
f o r  t h e  s e r v i c e .  

P l e a s e  keep t h i s  Commi'ssion i n f o r s e d  o f  a n y  d e v e l o p m e n t s  t h a t  
a f f e c t  y o u r  s t a t u s .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  p l e a s e  i n f o i - m  t h i s  Coin in iss ion 
o f  a n y  c o n t e m p l a t e d  changes  i n  u t i l i t y  o p e r a t i o n s  [ i . e .  any r a t e  
changes,  o r  i n t e n t  t o  b e g i n  c h a r g i n g  c u s t o m e r s  a fee f o r  s e r v i c e )  
o r  a p e n d i n g  s a l e  o f  t h e  system.' A l s o ,  p l e a s e  n o t e  t h a t  we w i l l  
c o n t i n u e  t o  c o n s i d e r  a n y  c u s t o m e r  c o m p l a i n t s  we r e c e i v e  on the  
above n o t e d  system. 

Y o u r  c o o p e r a t i o n  i s  a p p r e c i a t e d .  

S i n  c e r e  1 y , 

John  L .  B o y l e s  
D i r e c t o r  
W a t e r  and  Sewer D c p a r t m c n t  
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Transfer Chart 

Docket No. (Case) PSC 
Certificated 
Utility 

920273-SU Yes 

(Forest Park 
Property Owners 
Association, Inc. 

930289-SU Fountain No 

92 03 79 - SU 

TRANSFERS OF MOBILE HOME PARK UTILITIES TO 
NORTH FORT MYERS UTILITY IN LEE COUNTY 

Customers 
own lot 

Yes 

Yes 

~~ 

931164-SU; 
Carriage Village 
Landowner' s Assoc. 
Inc. (Carriage 
Village E; Royal 
Coach 
Subdivisions) 

NFMU 
Monthly 
Rates 
Approved 

~ 

940963-SU; TAMIAMI 
VILLAGE UTILITY, 
INC. 

Yes (1) 

Yes Yes - 723 
lots 
NO - 243 

Yes (3) 

~~ 

NFMU Service 
Availability 
Approved 

Yes (2) 

Yes (2) 
View RV Resort I I 
9 3 0 3 73 - SU 
930379-SU 
LAKE ARROWHEAD 
VILLAGE, INC. 

930724-SU; Lazy 
Days Mobile 
Village, Inc. Sun- 
up South, Inc. 

Yes I Yes I YE 

Yes 

Yes Yes Yes (4) Yes ( 2 )  

I RV sites 

Yes (6) Yes ( 2 )  

Footnotes 

1- $9.21 bfc, $3.34 per 1,000 gallons/10,000 gallon maximum per month. 
2- $741 plant capacity charge, including gross-up. 
3- monthly charge based on master meter on water plant. 

4- $10.09 bfc, $3.66 per 1,000 gallons/10,000 gallon maximum per month. 
5- Stipulated to charges approved in Docket Nos. 930373-SU and 930379-SU. 
6- $9.35 bfc, $3.76 per 1,000 gallons/10,000 gallon maximum per month. 

Individual 
customers are not billed by NFMU. 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Application for amendment) DOCKET NO. 981781-SU 
of Certificates No. 247-S to ) 
extend service area by the ) 

in Lee County to North Fort ) 
Myers Utility, Inc. ) 

transfer of Buccaneer Estates ) Filed: July 21, 1999 

Certificate of Service 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the Direct 
Testimonies and Exhibits of John Floyd, Andrew Barienbrock and 
ohn Williams have been furnished by U.S. Mail this =+day of 

, 1999 to: 

Martin Friedman, Esquire 
Rose, Sundstrom & Bentley, LLP 
2548 Blairstone Pines Dr. 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 

Joseph Devine 
688 Brigantine Blvd. 
N. Fort Myers, FL 33917 

Ronald Ludington 
509 Avanti Way 
N. Fort Myers, FL 33917 

Office of Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
111 W. Madison St., #812 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1400 

Donald Gill 
614 Brigantine Blvd. 
North Fort Myers, FL 33917 

IDA PUBLYC SERVICE COMMISSION 
Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
(850) 413-6228 


