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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Application of Southern 
States utilities, Inc. and Deltona 
utilities, Inc. for Increased 
Water and Wastewater Rates in 
citrus, Nassau, Seminole, Osceola 
Duval, Putnam, Charlotte, Lee, 
Lake, Orange, Marion, VOlusia, 
Martin, Clay, Brevard, Highlands, 
Collier, Pasco, Hernando, and 
Washington Counties. 

Docket No. 920199-WS 
Filed: October 26, 1993 

CITRUS COUNTY'S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO SOUTHERN 

STATES' MOTION TO VACATE AUTOMATIC STAY AND MOTION 

FOR REDUCED INTERIM RATES PENDING JUDICIAL REVIEW, 

FOR RECALCULATED CUSTOMER BILLS, REFUNDS AND 

IMPOSITION OF PENALTIES FOR VIOLATING AUTOMATIC STAY 

The Board of County Commissioners of citrus County 

("Citrus County"), by and through its undersigned attorneys, 

respectfully moves this Commission to deny Southern States 

utilities, Inc. 's ("Southern States" or the "utility") Motion to 

Vacate Automatic Stay, filed October 19, 1993, and, instead, to 

enter its order requiring Southern States to obey the automatic 

stay pending judicial review of this docket by the First District 

Court of Appeals. Furthermore, citrus County requests that the 

commission order Southern States to submit for approval tariff 

sheets with the interim rates previously approved in this docket, 

reduced across-the-board to a level that will allow it to recover 

only the annual revenue requirement approved by the Commission 

panel in Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS. citrus County also 

requests that this Commission order Southern States to 

recalculate and rebill all customer bills issued since September 
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15, 1993, which bills include charges at the so-called "uniform 

rate" levels approved by the above order, but stayed by citrus 

county's filing of a Notice of Appeal in the First District Court 

of Appeal. Citrus County further requests that this Commission 

require Southern States to refund to all customers, so charged, 

the difference between the interim rates and the uniform rates, 

with interest at an appropriate and reasonable rate. Lastly, 

citrus County requests that this Commission penalize Southern 

states for willfully violating the automatic stay, imposed by 

operation of the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, by fining 

it an amount equal to the overcharges it billed its customers in 

excess of the currently approved interim rates and by requiring 

its shareholders to bear all the costs of the rebillings, refunds 

and fines. In support of its response and request, citrus county 

states: 

1. citrus County, a "public body" as defined by Rule 

9.310, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure ("Fla.R.App.P."), is 

a party to Commission Docket No. 920119-WS, which was a section 

120.57(1), F.S proceeding held to set the customer rates for some 

127 geographically distinct water and wastewater systems owned by 

the utility. The Commission approved the collection of interim 

rates designed to collect annual revenues, which, ultimately, 

exceeded the annual revenue requirement approved in the final 

order. 

2. On March 22, 1993 the Commission panel assigned to the 

case issued Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, which was the final 
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order in Docket No. 920119-WS. The final order approved, among 

o t h e r  things, t he  implementation of uniform s t a t e w i d e  water and 

wastewater rates, whose purpose is to charge t h e  customers of 

each of t h e  127 systems t h e  same base facility and gallonage 

charges without regard to either the costs of operating t h e  

separate systems, the level of property contributed by the 

customers of each system, or t h e  legal return on investment due 

Southern States an each of t h e  separate systems. As shown on 

Attachment A to this pleading,  t h e  uniform rates can only be 

obtained by requiring t h e  customers of certain systems to 

subsidize t h e  c o s t s  and return on investment of o t h e r  systems. 

F o r  example, Line 1, Page 1 of Attachment A shows that t h e  

customers  of Spring Hill Utilities must pay an annual w a t e r  

subsidy ( " S t a t e w i d e  R a t e s  (Over) Under") of $1,164,814 

(Column 5). Spring Hill Utilities' water s u b s i d y  is the 

difference between t h e  normal revenue requirement to support the 

opera t ing  costs and r e t u r n  on investment of Spring H i l l s  

Utilities' water plant on a f lstand-alonel '  basis of $3,749,228 

(Column 4) and the annual "System Revenue Requirement Statewide" 

of $4,914,042 (Column 6), which is the revenue to be collected 

through t he  uniform rates. The customers of Spr ing  Hill 

Utilities are also required to pay a comparable wastewater 

subsidy of $700,505 annually, which brings t h e  total annual 

subsidy imposed on them to $1,865,319 above the rates they would 

normally be required to pay if Spring Hill Utilities was 

regulated as a stand-alone water and wastewater utility. 
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3 .  Motions for Reconsideration w e r e  filed with this 

Commission by a number of parties, including C i t r u s  County. 

Citrus County's primary issue on reconsideration questioned the  

legality of the uniform statewide water and wastewater rates ,  

The Commission panel assigned to t h e  docket considered and denied 

the motions for reconsideration at agenda conferences held on 

J u l y  20 and August 3, 1993. The Commission panel also voted, on 

its o w n  motion, to adjust  Southern States' interim rate refund 

liability and to incorporate t h a t  decision in the  order disposing 

of the other  Motions f o r  Reconsideration. As of October  26, 

1993, no written O r d e r  on Reconsideration has been rendered by 

the Commission. 

4. Pursuant to Rule 9 . 0 2 0 ( g ) ( l ) ,  Fla.R.App.P, the final 

order in this docket  should n o t  be considered I'rendered" until 

t h e  filing of a signed, written order disposing of the motions 

for reconsideration, accordingly, the time f o r  s e e k i n g  judicial 

review of t h e  final order is normally tolled pending t h e  filing 

of a signed, written order disposing of t h e  m o t i o n s  f o r  

reconsideration. 

5. Citrus County and certain other  persons  affected by the 

uniform rates j o i n t l y  petitioned the  full Commission f o r  a review 

of the legality and appropriateness of uniform r a t e s  for Southern 

States in Docket No, 930647-WS, T h e  Commission denied t h e  Joint 

P e t i t i o n ,  but, on its on motion,  opened Docket No. 930880-WS 

(''Uniform Rates Investigatory Docket"), for substantially t h e  

same purposes. See, Order No. PSC-93-1422-FOF-WS. 
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6. Notwithstanding t h e  absence of a signed, w r i t t e n  order 

disposing of t he  motions for reconsideration, Southern States 

filed, and the Commission staff “administratively approved“, rate 

tariff sheets implementing t h e  uniform rates. Dated September 

15, 1993, t h e  Commission staff approval authorized Southern 

S t a t e s  to charge t he  uniform rates for consumption on or after 

September 15, 2993. {Attachment B, PSC staff letter dated 

September 15, 1993.) 

7 .  Commission R u l e  25-22.060(1)(~), F . A . C .  contributes to 

t h e  apparent difficulty of a party facing the implementation of 

adverse agency action, b u t  having no signed, written order on 

reconsideration to s e e k  judicial rev iew  of. The rule provides: 

(c) A final order shall not be deemed rendered f o r  t h e  
purpose of judicial review until the Commission 
disposes of any motion and cross motion f o r  
reconsideration of t h a t  order, but this provision does 
not serve automatically to stay t h e  effectiveness of 
any such final order. The t i m e  period for filing a 
motion for reconsideration is not tolled by the filing 
of any other  motion for reconsideration. 

On the sur face ,  this r u l e  would appear to allow t h e  Commission to 

limit a party‘s ability to seek judicial review of imminently 

pending adverse agency action by delaying v l d i s p o s i t i o n l r  of 

pending motions and cross-motions for reconsideration. 

8. Citrus County disputes t h e  legal authority for 

Cornmission staff to ltadministratively” authorize a utility to 

charge rates for which a final order has  not been rendered.  

However, irrespective of whether Commission s t a f f  possesses such 

legal a u t h o r i t y ,  it undertook t o  approve t he  uniform rate tariffs 

submitted by the Utility, as well as approve a letter intended to 
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inform t h e  customers of t he  rate changes. 

9. S t i l l  without a signed, written order disposing of t he  

Motions for Reconsideration, b u t  facing the accomplished Ilagency 

ac t ion"  of t h e  September 15, 1993 staff approval of the uniform 

rates and their imminent billing to customer consumption, C i t r u s  

County and Cypress and Oak Villages Association (I'COVA") filed 

their Notice of Appeal on October 8, 1993 naming Southern S t a t e s  

as an appellee. An Amended Notice of Appeal, adding t h e  

Commission as an appellee, was filed on October 11, 1993. On 

October 5, 1993, Counsel for C i t r u s  County wrote Southern S t a t e s  

requesting that the Utility voluntarily refrain from implementing 

the uniform rates and,  instead, continue charging t h e  interim 

r a t e s  at an appropriately lower level. Southern States declined. 

10. On October 8, 1993 Counsel f o r  C i t r u s  County verbally 

advised Counsel for Southern States that a Notice of Appeal was 

being filed that day, while attending a Commission staff- 

sponsored meeting regarding t h e  Uniform Rates Investigatory 

Docket. Also on October 8 ,  1993, Counsel f o r  Citrus County 

advised Counse l  f o r  Southern States that an automatic stay would 

result from t h e  filing of t h e  Notice of Appeal and later 

reiterated that position in a letter. 

11. Despite the existence of t h e  Automatic Stay and, 

apparently w i t h o u t  giving its customers n o t i c e  that their r a t e s  

f o r  consumption were changed e f fec t ive  September 15, 1993, 

Southern States began charging its c u s t o m e r s  for consumption at 

the  uniform rates on September 15, 1993. southern States has, in 
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fact, begun billing its customers for the uniform r a t e s .  

12. Pursuant to Rule 9.020(g)(3), Fla.R.App.P., the filing 

of a N o t i c e  of Appeal by Citrus County and COVA, before t h e  

filing of a signed, written order disposing of t h e  Motions for 

Reconsideration, caused those motions to be abandoned and 

established that " the  f i n a l  order shall be deemed rendered by the 

filing of the notice of appeal as to all c la ims between p a r t i e s  

who then have no such motions pending between them". See, In re: 

Forfeiture of $104,591 in U . S .  Currency, 578 So.2d 727 (Fla. 3d 

DCA 1991). 

13. The e f fec t  of Rule 9.020(g)(3), Fla.R.App.P,, is not 

only logical, but essential, given t h e  f a c t s  of this case. Faced 

w i t h  the September 15, 1993 Commission s t a f f  approval of t h e  

uniform rates and Southern States' actual billing of those r a t e s ,  

Citrus County and COVA cou ld  not, and should not, be precluded 

from effectively challenging t h e  imminent implementation of 

adverse agency a c t i o n  because of the Commission's failure to 

issue its Order on Reconsideration. The filing of a Notice of 

Appeal by Citrus County and COVA on October 8 ,  1993, rendered 

Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS final on that day by operat ion of 

Rule 9.020g)(3), F1a.R.App.P. Given these facts and law, any 

other construction would leave utility customers vulnerable to 

adverse agency a c t i o n  without an adequate remedy f o r  its 

challenge. In any event, the Administrative Procedures Act 

( S e c t i o n  120.68 (1) , F. S. ) does n o t  require ' I f  h a 1  agency action" 

before judicial review, if review after such f i n a l  agency action 
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would provide an inadequate remedy. 

14. Rule 9.310(b)(2), Fla.R.App.P., provides: 

( 2 )  Public Bodies;  Public Officers. The timely 
filing of a notice shall automatically operate as a 
stay pending review, except in criminal cases, when t h e  
state, any public officer in an o f f i c i a l  capacity, 
board, commission, or o t h e r  public body seeks review; 
provided that an automatic stay shall exist for 48 
hours after t he  filing of the notice of appeal for 
public records and public meeting cases. 
the lower tribunal or t h e  court may extend a stay, 
impose any lawful conditions, or vacate the stay. 

On motion, 

Citrus County is a "public body" within t h e  meaning of R u l e  

9.310(b)(2), Fla.R.App.P., and its filing of a Notice of Appeal 

w i t h  the First District Court of Appeal on October 8 ,  1 9 9 3  

automatically operated as a stay of Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS, 

and, among other provisions of that order, stayed the 

implementation of t h e  uniform rates ,  pending t h a t  Court's 

judicial review. 

15. Had Southern States wished to lawfully implement t h e  

uniform rates pending judicial review, it should have, as 

provided by Rule 9.310(b) ( Z ) ,  Fla.R.App.P., filed a motion to 

vacate, or otherwise impose lawful conditions on, t h e  stay with 

either the F i r s t  District Court of Appeal or this Commission 

p r i o r  to charging the rates on customers' bills. I n i t i a l l y ,  

Southern S t a t e s  d i d  not do so, electing instead, and in violation 

of t h e  automatic stay, to unilaterally bill its customers for the 

uniform rates. 

16. On October  19, 1993, eleven (11) days a f t e r  t h e  filing 

of Citrus county's Notice of Appeal with the First District Court 
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of Appeal, Southern States filed with this commission its Motion 

to Vacate Automatic Stay. Having already willfully violated the 

Automatic Stay, Southern States now comes to the Commission and 

asks its permission to continue its charging of the uniform 

rates. Although it is ignoring the Automatic Stay, Southern 

States presumably recognizes its existence by asking the 

commission to vacate the stay. 

17. Rule 25-22 .. 061(3), F.A.C. provides: 

When a public body or public official appeals an order 
involving an increase in a utility's or company's rates 
which appeal operates as an automatic stay, the 
commission shall vacate the stay upon motion by the 
utility or company and the posting of good and 
sufficient bond or corporate undertaking. (Emphasis 
supplied. ) 

While Southern States would have the Commission believe that 

vacating the automatic stay is mandatory, the rule is clear and 

unambiguous that lifting the stay is dependent upon the posting 

of good and sufficient security. 

18. As the Commission should recognize, the clear intent of 

vacating a stay pending appeal in a case involving an increase in 

rates, is to allow the final (presumably higher) rates authorized 

by the appealed order to be collected pending the outcome of the 

appeal. The difference between those final rates and the interim 

rates is collected under appropriate security and subject to 

refund if the Court does not uphold the final rates. Absent this 

procedure, the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking would 

prevent the utility's recovery of the revenues not collected 

during the pendency of the appeal, but subsequently approved as 
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reasonable on j u d i c i a l  review. 

unusual situation where t he  status g u ~ ,  represented by the 

i n t e r i m  rates, prov ides  the Utility w i t h  greater revenues than it 

is entitled to under t h e  Final Order, Citrus County submits that 

Southern States  has no economic standing to justify t h e  stay 

being vacated. S i n c e  t h e  Utility is not harmed by the  

maintenance of t h e  status clu~, the Commission must consider 

whether any customers w i l l  be harmed by t he  disruption of t h e  

status quo and, i f  so, i f  t h e i r  interests can adequately be 

protected by a bond or other  security. 

Because this case involves t h e  

19 .  Citrus County believes t h a t  customer interests cannot 

be adequately protected by a bond or corporate undertaking and, 

therefore, requests that t h e  Commission maintain the automatic 

stay. C i t r u s  County's position is based on t h e  fact that the 

uniform rates w i l l  require a large number of cus tomers  to pay a 

rate subsidy in excess of t h e  stand-alone rates required for 

their respective systems. If t h e  First District Court of Appeal 

determines that t he  rate subsidy is illegal, as alleged by Citrus 

County and others ,  where will t h e  money for refunds come from? 

Since t h e  transition from interim to uniform rates is t o  be 

"revenue neutral", t h e  rate subsidies cannot be held by Southern 

S t a t e s  "subject to refundmt because they will be used  to reduce 

t h e  uniform rates of the customers receiving t h e  subsidies. If 

t h e  uniform rates are l a t e r  reversed on judicial review, the 

Commission cannot, then, authorize t h e  Utility to recover t h e  

s u b s i d i e s  from t h e  receiving customers through prohibited, 
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retroactive ratemaking. 

guaranteeing the payment of refunds under these circumstances 

would be prohibitively expensive, if such  a bond was available at 

all. 

expect the customers to support t he  premiums? 

Southern S t a t e s  would object to its shareholders being forced to 

support the bond premiums w i t h  t h e i r  own money. 

It should be clear that obtaining a bond 

Even if such a bond were obtainable, could the Commission 

Presumably 

20. Even if such a bond could be obtained, it could not 

overcome t h e  fundamental unfairness of requiring t he  subsidy- 

paying customers to currently obtain and transfer to t h e  Utility 

t h e  excess between t h e  stand-alone rates and the uniform rates. 

It is well-established that most of the cus tomers  who will be 

forced to pay uniform rate subsidies are retirees living on fixed 

incomes. I n t e r e s t  rates are at record lows, which r e s u l t s  in a 

significantly reduced cash flow to those customers dependent upon 

interest income for their exis tence .  It is both presumptuous and 

unfair in the extreme to suggest that the elderly customers of 

this Utility should be forced  to modify their ever-shrinking 

budgets to finance a highly questionable revenue transfer scheme. 

This is especially true while that scheme's legality is being 

challenged on judicial review and concurrently investigated by 

t h e  full Commission in Docket No. 930647-WS. 

21. The Commission should seriously consider who is driving 

t h i s  headlong and expensive rush to uniform rates pending 

judicial review and the outcome of t he  Commission's own 

investigation. T h e  Commission should recall that southern S t a t e s  
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neither petitioned for, nor testified in favor of, uniform rates 

at the evidentiary hearing. Under the status guo, as represented 

by t h e  interim r a t e s ,  a large number of cus tomers  are already 

paying subsidies in excess of their stand-alone r a t e s .  Many of 

t he  remaining customers are receiving i n t e r i m  rate subsidies they 

are arguably not legally entitled to, and which they never 

requested. The decision to impose uniform rates on 127 utility 

systems is without precedent in this state, notwithstanding 

arguments that this Commission has  previously imposed uniform 

rates in isolated and smaller instances. The s t a t u s  clue should 

be maintained both during judicial review and the Commission's 

investigation and t he  status clue in this case is most closely 

represented by t h e  interim rates. The Commission should deny the 

motion to vacate t h e  automatic stay and order t h e  Utility to file 

i n t e r i m  rate tariffs modified so as to only allow it to collect 

its approved revenue requirement. 

22. Southern States argues at great length that Rule 25- 

22.061(1) (b), F . A . C .  contains factors which suggest that it 

should not have to post a bond in return for having t h e  automatic 

stay vacated. The weakness of Southern S t a t e s '  argument would 

have been more obvious had it quoted t h e  relevant t e x t  of the 

full Rule, which s t a t e s ,  in part: 

( l ) ( a )  When the order being appealed involves t h e  
refund of monies to customers or a decrease i n  rates 
charged to customers,  the Commission shall, upon motion 
filed by t h e  utility or companv affected,  g r a n t  a stay 
pending judicial proceedings. The stay shall be 
conditioned upon t h e  posting of good and sufficient 
bond, or t h e  posting of a corporate undertaking, and 
such other conditions as t h e  Commission finds 
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appropriate. (Emphasis supplied). 

C l e a r l y ,  this language addresses itself to cases involving 

decreases in rates or t h e  refund of monies to customers. 

obvious intent is to discourage utilities from seeking stays 

merely for the purpose of retaining t h e i r  customers monies 

pending appeal. Accordingly, t h e  “ t e r m s  t h a t  w i l l  discourage 

appeals when there is little possibility of success1q Language 

Southern S t a t e s  addresses a t  length, is intended to reduce t h e  

availability of stays to utilities when they are ordered to make 

cus tomer  r e f u n d s  or reduce customer rates,  The instant case, of 

course, involves a substantial increase in ra tes !  

The 

23. The Commission should appropriately consider whether 

Citrus County and the other customers of Southern S t a t e s  w i l l  

suffer irreparable harm if t he  stay is not maintained. As argued 

above, Citrus County believes that t h e  customers forced to pay 

uniform rate subsidies will be irreparably harmed i f  t h e  s t a y  is  

vacated. Citrus County further believes that t h e  pos t ing  of a 

bond cannot mitigate t h e  damage to the affected customers. 

24. Southern S t a t e s  intentionally violated the Automatic 

Stay and charged its customers rates rendered void by the Florida 

Supreme Court’s rules. The Commission should order Southern 

S t a t e s  to recalculate its customers’ bills and refund, w i t h  

interest, t h e  inappropriate charges. The Commission should  also 

require Southern S t a t e s  to bear all cos ts  associated w i t h  it 

violating t h e  Automatic Stay. Lastly, s o  t h a t  it and o t h e r  

utilities are  deterred from intentionally violating Automatic 
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stays in the future, the Commission should penalize Southern 

states in an amount equal to the excess charges it billed its 

customers. 

WHEREFORE, Citrus County respectfully requests that this 

Commission: (1) Deny Southern States' Motion to Vacate Automatic 

stay; (2) Order Southern states to obey the automatic stay 

pending judicial review of this docket by the First District 

Court of Appeals; (3) Order Southern states to submit for 

approval tariff sheets with the interim rates previously approved 

in this docket, reduced across-the-board to a level that will 

allow it to recover only the annual revenue requirement approved 

by the Commission panel in Order No. PSC-93-0423-FOF-WS; (4) 

Order Southern States to recalculate and rebill all customer 

bills issued since September 15, 1993, which bills include 

charges at the so-called "uniform rate" levels approved by the 

above order, but stayed by citrus County's filing of a Notice of 

Appeal in the First District Court of Appeal; (5) Order Southern 

states to refund to all customers, so charged, the difference 

between the interim rates and the uniform rates, with interest at 

an appropriate and reasonable rate; and (6) Sanction Southern 

for willfully violating the automatic stay, imposed by operation 

of the Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, by fining it an 

amount equal to the overcharges it billed its customers in excess 

of the currently approved interim rates and by requiring its 

shareholders to bear all the costs of the rebillings, refunds and 
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fines. 

y submitted, 

Route 2 8 ,  Box 1264 
Tallahassee, Florida 3 2  
(904) 421-9530 
Florida Bar No. 234354 

and 

MICHAEL A .  GROSS 
Assistant Attorney General 
Department of Legal A f f a i r s  
The Cap i to l ,  PL-01 
Tallahassee, F l o r i d a  32399-1050 

Florida B a r  No. 0199461 
( 9 0 4 )  488-5899 

and 

LARRY HAAG, ESQUIRE 
County Attorney, Citrus County 
107 North Park Avenue - s u i t e  8 
Inverness, Florida 34450 
Florida Bar No. 188854 

Attorneys  for Citrus County, Florida 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing has been 

furnished by U . S .  Mail t h i s  26th day of October, 1993 to t h e  

following persons: 

Ken Hoffman, Esquire 
Messer, V i c k e r s ,  Caparello, 
Madsen, Lewis, Goldman & Metz 
215 S. Monroe Street, S u i t e  701 
P.O.  Box 1876 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-1876 
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Harold McLean, Esquire 
Associate Public Counsel 
Office of the Public Counsel 
c/o The Florida Legislature 
111 W. Madison street, Room 812 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1400 

Cathy Bedell, Esquire 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service commission 
101 East Gaines street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 

Brian Armstrong, Esquire 
Southern States utilities 
General Offices 
1000 Color Place 
Apopka, Florida 32703 

Michael Mullin, Esquire 
Nassau County Board of County Commissioners 
P.O. Box 1563 
Fernandina Beach, Florida 32034 
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OOCKET NO- 9201 99-ws 
FEBRUARY 3,1993 Southern Stalas Utlfltles. Inc 
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ATTACHMENT B 
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ammhioncrs: 
1. TERRY DEASQN, C H [ A I R W  
SUSAN F. CLARK 
LUES J, LAWREDO 
JUUA L JOHNSON 

Septembsr 15, 1993 

Bear Mr. Hoffman: 

Subj ect : Docket No. 920199-WS - Approval of Southern Sta tes  U t i l i t i e s ,  
Inc. Final Unifarma4 Rats Schadulo Tariff Sheets. 

The f o l l o w h g  tariff sheets have been approved effectfve September 15, 1993: 

Water. Wastewater Tariff 

Volume I, Section V: Volume 11, S e c t i o n  V: 

Original SheeG Nos. 1.0 - 1,2 Original Sheet  Nos. 1.0 - 1.1 
Original Sheet Nos. 2.0 - 2,7 Original Sheet Nos. 2,Q - 2 , 2  
Original Sheet Noa. 3.0 - 3.1 Orfginal Sheet Nag. 2.21 - 2 . 2 7  
Orfginal Sheet Nos, 4 . 0  - 4.1 Original Shaet Ha. 3.0 - 3.7 
Original Sheet Nos. 5 . 0  - 5.3 Original Sheet  Has. 5.0 - 5.1 
Original. Sheet Nos. 7 . 0  - 7.1 _. 

Please incorporate these tariff shseFs idto the approved tariff on file at: tha  
Utility's office. 
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Letter to Mr, Kenneth A .  Hoffman, Esquire 
September 1 5 ,  1993 
Page Two 

If you hava any question# conaerning t h i s  filing, please contact: B i l l i e  
Messer or Charlotte Hand a t  (964)  4 8 8 - 8 4 8 2 .  

Sincerely, 

Charles H. Hill 
Director 

CHH/CMH/db 
Enclosures 

cc:  Division of Water and Waatewattr (Willis, Meuaer, Hand, US-92-0128) 
t 

Division of h g ~ l ’  ServiCeg ( B e d a l l )  



n State of Florida 

DIWIQN OF WATER & 
WASTEWATER 
CHARLES H3LL 
DrRE(JTOR * 

(m) a-8482 

September 24, 1993 

Mr. Kenneth A. Hoffman 
Messer, Vlckers, Caparel'lo, Madsen 

l e w i s ?  Goldman Metz 
S u i t e  701 
215 South Monroe Street 
Tal 1 ahassee, FL 32302-1876 

Subject: Docket No. 920199-WS, Correction o f  T a r i f f  Filing for 
Residential Wastewater Only T a r i f f  Sheets and Correction o f  
T a r l f f  Sheets for Geneva Lake Estates, Keystone Club Estatas, 
Lehigh and Troplcal Isles. 

Dear Mr. Hoffman: , 

The fo7  l o w i  ng Resident i a1 Wastewater Only (RMO) t n r i  ff sheets have been 
administratively approved wlth a tartff approval  date o f  September 24, 1993: 

m t e r  Tar! f f  

Wastewater Volume 11, Section V 
Original Sheets No* 2.3 - 2 .20  

The e f f e c t i v e  date of t h e  RWD rates remains September 35, 1993 whlch i s  
c o n s i s t e n t  w l t h  t h e  effect ive date  o f  the uniformed rats t a r i f f  sheets 
transmitted t o  you on September 15, 1993 by authority number MS-92-0128, As you 
are aware, the RWO tarfff sheets were {nadvertently o m i t t e d .  

In addit ion, the following corrected iar i f f  sheets for Geneva Lake E s t a t e s ,  
Keystone Club E s t a t e s ,  Lahlgh and Tro tcal  l s l e s  have been adminlstra,tiuely 
approved w l t h  a tariff approval date (I P September 24,  1993: 

Water T a r i f f  

Water Volume I ,  Section V 
F i r s t  Revised Sheet Nos. 3 . 0  - 3 . 1  Cancels Original Sheet Nos. 3.0 - 3 . 1  
F i r s t  Revlsed Sheet Nos.  4.0 - 4 . 1  Cancels Original Sheet Nos. 4.0  - 4 . 1  
F f r s t  Revised Sheet Nos. 5.0 - 5.3 Cancels Original Sheet Nos. 5.0 - 5.3 

4 3 3 s  



n 

Letter t o  Mr. Kenneth A. H o f h a n  
September 2 4 ,  1993 
Page Two 

W a s t e w  er T a r i f f  

Wastewater Volume 31, Section V 
F i r s t  Revtsed Sheet Nos. 3,O - 3 . 7  Cancels Orlginal Sheet'Nos, 3 ' 0  - 3.7 
First Revised Sheet Nos. 5.0 - 5 . 1  Cancels Original Sheet Nos. 5.0 - 5.1  

The rata$ were not affectad however, the effective date o f  the rates  has been 
corrected. 

Please have these tariff sheets incorporated I n t o  the &proved tariff on 
I f  you have any quest ions ,  contact Michele File a t  the Utility's o f f i c e .  

Franklin a t  our o f f i c e .  
t 

Slncerely, 

Charles H, H i l l  
Director 

CHH/HlF/ml f  (hoffman.mlf)  
E n d  o w e s  

4334  
00 I648 



ATTACHMENT C 

00 1649 
2 2 3  



BEFORE THE FLORlUA PUBWC SERVICE COMMISSION 

NOTICE OF FINAL, RATES 

DOCKET NU. 920199-WS 

Dctted- Septembw 1993 
Dear Customer: 

On March 22, 1993, the Florida Public Service Commission ("FPSC'Y issued Order No. 
PSC-93-UP23-FOF- WS establishing fino1 rales and charges. The f i n a i  rates and 
charges will be effective for service rendered on after September 15, 1933. The 
schedule set forth OR the back of this page shows the REW rates. Wi:th these rates, all 
customers will now be billed on a monthly basis. Please noie that Some services listed 
may not b~ available in your area. 

The FPSC also ordered that a portton o f lhe  interim rates which were collecled by our 
company be refunded lo cuslorners. The excess rewnires will be refuudcd with in.teres!: 
at a later date, You will receive a separate r d c e  at that t ime  explaining lhe refund 
and the amount credited tu you-r account. 

If you have any guesttons, pkase  contact o w  G U S t O i Y l C r  seruice represcnlatiiws al your 
k ~ a l  QffiCe or aur genera! offices at (800) 432-4501 bctuwen the hours of 7:15 a.nr. and 
4.45 p .  rn. weekdays, 

. +  . .. -. - ..- .._ . . . ... . . _ _  - --._~..--..I- - ..- . - - . . 
We appreciate the opporiunity to serve you. 

Sincerely, 

Manager, Customer Busimss Office 

FUTURE 
2 2 3  

WATER FOR FLORIDA'S 

1 @ 



SOUTHERN STATES UTILITIES, INC. 
RATE SCHEDULE 

(MONTHLY RATES) 

CtASSf COMMISSION APPROVED 
METER SIZE RATES 

CLASS/ COMMlSSfON APPROVED 
METER SRE RATES 

WA TER WASTEWAER 
Base Moclthky Charge for Residential, General Sewice, Mu Ai- 
Family and Public Authority Base MOnthV Charge lor Rwidmntiaf 

518 x w $5.00 All Mefer Sizes $12.#f 
%a 7.50 
1' 

IY2" 

2' 
3' 
4' 
6' 

IO' 
am 

Gallonage Charge 
(per 1,m gallons) 

Private Fire Protwion 
2' 
4' 
6' 
8' 

IO' 

12.50 
25.00 
40 .oo 
80.00 

1 25 .OO 
250 00 
400.00 
5 75 .oo 

$1.19 

$13.33 
41.67 
83.33 

133.33 
191.67 

MIS CELLA NE 0 US SER VICE CHARGES 
Water Waskwater 

Initial Connection $15.00 $15.00 
Normal R e c o n n ~ h ~  S15.00 $15.00 
Violation Reconnection $1 5.00 Actual Cost 
Premises visit SlO.00 SIOOo 

G a h a g e  Charge (per 1.W gallons) $3.41 

Base Month4 Charge for General Servlce, MullkFamib and 
Bulk Wastewater 

%' 18.02 

60.05 1%' 
2' 96.08 

1 9 . f 6  3' 
30025 4' 
600.50 6' 
960.80 8' 

Io' 1,381.1 5 

(6,000 gallon mmrnm) 

518- x w $12.01 

1' 30.03 

Gallmage Charge 
(per 1 ,ooO ga tlons) 

EFFLUENT 

u.09 

s.06 


