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Radnor/Plantation Corporation d/b/a Plantation Utilities
(Plantation, Seller or utility) is a Class B utility which provides
water and wastewater service in Martin County. According to the
utility’s 1996 annual report, it serves 129 water and 110
wastewater customers. 1In 1996, the utility had annual operating
revenues of 5392,463 and $326,288 for water and wastewater,
respectively. Additionally, the utility had net operating income
of 5107,439 for water and $61,001 for wastewater. The utility’s
facilities consist of one water treatment plant, one water
transmissinon and distribution system, one wastewater treatment
plant, and one wastewater collection system.

On April 4, 1957, Plantation and IHC Realty Partnership, L.P
d/b/a Plantation Utilities (IHC or Buyer) filed a joint application
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for authority to transfer Water Certificate No. 336-W and
Wastewater Certificate No. 291-5 from Plantation to IHC. IHC is
purchasing the Indian River Plantation Resort and Marina (Resort)
which includes the water and wastewater utility assets. The Resort
constitutes approximately 40% of the water and wastewater customer
base of the utility. The application states that the transfer is
in the public interest for the following reasons: (1) the Buyer has
a continuing interest in che system due to the joint ownershin of
the Resort and utility, (2) the Buyer will continue to employ the
operations and clerical personnel currently employed by the
utility, including the utility manager, after the purchass, and the
Buyer will continue to utilize the name Plantation Utilities, so
that from the customer perspective, no changes in the operation of
the system will be readily apparent, and (3) the Buyer has the
financial resources to provide real and significant benefits to the
;tili:y customers as the utility’'s capital or operational needs
emand. .

Section 367.071, Florida Statutes, states in part that no
utility shall sell, assign, or transfer its certificate of
authorization, facilities or any portion thereof, or majority
organizational control without approval of the Commission.
According to the application, the parties closed on the sale of the
utility on April 2, 1997. Because of numerous commercial
considerations, the parties decided that in order for the transfer
to occur at all, it must occur immediately. However, the transfer
was conditioned upon the ultimate approval of the Commission. In
the event the Commission determines that the transfer is not in the
public interest, the parties have agreed to transfer all
facilities, rights and obligations related to the utility back to
the Seller. The following is staff’s recommendation regarding the
requested transfer.
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RISCUSSION OF ISSUES

I8SUE 1: Should the Commission order the utility to show cause, in
writing within twenty days, why it should not be fined for
violation of Section 367.071(1), Florida Statutes?

RECOMMENDATION: No. Show cause proceedings should not be
initiated. (GERVASI)

BIAFF ANMALYSIS: As stated in the cauve background, Plantation sold
the utility assets to IHC on April 2, 1997, prior to obtaining the
Commission’s approval of the sale. Section 367.071(1), Florida
Statutes, prohibits a utility from selling its facilities without
the determination and approval of the Commission that the proposed
sale is in the public interest and that the buyer will fulfill the
commitments, obligations, and representations of the utility.
Section 367.161(1), Florida Statutes, authorizes the Commission to
assess a penalty of not more than §5,000 for each offense, if a
utility is found to have knowingly refused to comply with, or to
have willfully violated, any provision of Chapter 367, Florida
Statutes.

Utilities are charged with the knowledge of the Commission's
rules and statutes. Additionally, "[i)Jt is a common maxim,
familiar to all minds that 'ignorance of the law' will not excuse
any person, either civilly or criminally.” Barlow v, United
sStates, 32 U.S. 404, 411 (1833). Thus, any intentional act, such
as the utility's failure to obtain antecedent Commission approval
before selling its facilities, would meet the standard for a
"willful violation." In Qrder No. 24306, issued April 1, 1991, in

Docket No. 890216-TL titled In Re: Investigation Into The Proper
Application of Rule 25-14.003, F.A.C.. Relating To Tax Savings

Refund for 1966 and 1989 For GTE Florida, Inc.,, the Commission,
having found that the company had not intended to violate the rule,
nevertheless found it appropriate to order it to show cause why it
should not be fined, stating that "'willful' implies an intent to
do an act, and this is distinct from an intent to violate a statute
or rule."” Id, at 6.

Failure to obtain the approval of the Commission prior to
completing the sale of the utility assets is an apparent violation
of Section 367.071(1), Florida Statutes. However, we note that in
their Jjoint application, Plantation and IHC explain that the
transuction invelved the sale of the Indian River Plantation Resort
development as part of a large commercial transaction, which
included the utility assets. Radnor and IHC determined that it was
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necessary for the transfer to occur immediately, if a: all, due to
numerous commercial considerations. More importantly, they have
conditioned the finality of the sale of the utility assets upon
Commission approval., Should the Commission determina, within
eighteen months from the date of closing, or by October 2, 1998,
that the transfer is not in the public interest, IHC has agreed to
transfer all facilities, rights and obligations related to the
utility back to Plantation for $1,962,468, which sum constitutes
the aggregate rate base for the utility assets as determined by the
utility’s annual report, plus ten percent. Moreover, prior to the
filing of the application, representatives of Plantation and IHC
met with staff to inform us of their need to go forward with the
overall transaction and the intent to condition the sale of the
utility assets upon Commission approval.

For the foregoing reasons, staff does not believe that this
utility's apparent violation of Section 367.171(1), Florida
Statutes, rises to the level of warranting that a show cause order
be 1ssued. Staff recommends that the Commission not order
Plantation to show cause why it should not be fined for failing to
obtain the Commission's approval prior to selling the utility
assets to IHC.
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IBBUE 2: Should the transfer of Water Certificate No. 336-W and
Wastewater Certificate No. 291-8 from Radnor/Plantation Corporation
d/b/a Plantation Utilities to IHC Realty Partnership, L.P., d/b/a
Plantation Utilities be approved?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, the transfer should be approved. (GOLDEN,
REDEMANN)

: The application is in compliance with Section
367.071, Florida Statutes, and other pertinent statute. and
administrative rules concerning an ap<lication for transfer of
certificate. The application contains a check in the amount of
$3,000, which is the correct filing fec pursuant to Rule 25-30,020,
Florida Administrative Code. The applicants have provided evidence
that the utility owns the land upon which its facilitles are
located as required by Rule 25-30.037(2) (q), Florida Administrative
Code, in the form of a special warranty deed supported by title
insurance.

The application contains proof of compliance with the noticing
provisions set forth in Rule 25-30.030, Florida Administrative
Code, including notice to the customers of the system t- be
transferred. No objections to the notice of application have been
received and the time for filing such has expired. A description
of the territory served by the utility is appended to this
memorandum as Attachment A. The utility rewrote the territory
description that was granted by Order No. 9885 issued March 17,
1981 in Docket No. 800154-WS to make the description more clear.
The rewritten description describes the same area as the above
mentioned order.

Regarding the Buyer’s technical ability to operate the system,
the application states that the Buyer has not previously owned or
operated any other water or wastewater utilities. However, the
Buyer will continue to employ the operations and clerical personnel
currently employed by the utility, including the utility manager.
The application states that the continued employment of the
personnel who operate the utility on a day to day basis will ensure
that water and wastewater services will continue with the same high
quality of service that has existed under the previous owner.

The application states that after reasonable investigation,
the Buyer has determined that the system being acquired appears to
be in satisfactory condition and in compliance with all applicable
standards set by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) with the exception of one problem with the water system. At

L .
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the time the application was filed the water system exceeaed DEP's
maximum contaminant levels for lead and copper. The Seller was
previously required to install corrosion control facilities to
address the exceedences of the action levels for lead and copper.
Sampling done on December 31, 1996, after installation of the
corrosion control system revealed samples in excess of the standard
for lead. Therefore, the utility instituted a corrosion control
program which involves injection of a corrosion inhibitor into the
system. DEP approved the utility’s crrrosion control treatment
system on August 25, 1997. RAdditionally, staff has contacted the
DEP and learned that there are no outstanding notices of violation
against the utility.

Regarding the Buyer’s financial ability, the application
states that the Buyer has the financial resources to provide real
and significant benefits to the utility customers as the utility’s
capital or operational needs demand. The Buyer is wholly owned by
IHC Realty Corporation and IHC Member Corporation. Those entities
are subsidiaries of Interstate Hotels Corporation, the nation’s
largest independent hotel management company. Interstate Hotels
Corporation is wholly owned by Interstate Hotels Company, a public
entity. As of December 31, 1556, Interstate Hotels Company owned,
managed, leased or performed related services for 212 hotels
located in the United States, Canada, 1Israel, the Caribbean,
Thailand, Panama and Russia. The owned hotels operate under the
trade names Embassy Suites, Hilton, Holiday Inn, Marriott, Radisson
and Westin.

The Buyer provided financial statements for IHC Realty
Corporation and Interstate Hotels Company. According to the
statement, as of December 31, 1996, IHC Realty Corporation held in
excess of $500 million in assets, over $4 million of which was in
liquid assets. Current liabilities were slightly over $4 million
and equity was in excess of $501 million. Net income for 1996 was
nearly $15 million. Based upon the financial ability of the
Buyer’'s immediate parent company, staff bolieves the Buyer has the
financial ability to operate the water and wastewater facilities.

The application contains a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement
of Sale Regarding the Sale of Utilities Assets (Agreement) which
includes the purchase price, terms of payment and a list of the
assets purchased and liabilities assumed. According to the
Agreement, the purchase price is $1,784,062. The purchase price is
equal to the utility’s total rate base as of December 31, 1996 as
shown in the utility’s 1996 annual report. The Buyer purchased the
water and wastewater systems by a cash transaction pursuant to the
Buyer’s draw down on a Letter of Credit from Credit Lyonnais.

-6 =
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Based on the application, there are no customer deposits,
guaranteed revenue contracts, developer agreements, customer
advances, debt of the utility, or leases that must be disposed of
in association with the transfer of the utility. According to the
application, responsibility for payment of regulatory assessment
fees shifted from the Seller to the Buyer as of the closing date,
April 2, 1997. The utility is current on its 1997 regulatory
assessment fees. However. it is delinguent in filing its 1997
annual report. Staff will monitor receipt of the annual report and
bring this to the Commission’s attention in a separate proceeding
if necessary. Additionally, the Buyer has provided a statement
that it will fulfill the commitments, obligations, and
representations of the Seller regarding utility matters.

Based on the above, staff recommends the transfer of Water
Certificate No. 336-W and Wastewater Certificate No. 291-5 from
Radnor/Plantation Corporation d/b/a Plantation Utilities to IHC
Realty Partnership, L.P. d/b/a Plantation Utilities is in the
public interest and should be approved.
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ISSUE 3: What is the rate base of Radnor/Plantation Corporation
d/b/a Plantation Utilities at the time of transfer?

RECOMMENDATION: The rate base, which for transfer purposes
reflects the net book value, is $1,206,862 for the water system and
$660,420 for the wastewater system as of December 31, 1996,
(GOLDEN)

: According to the.applicatior, the net book value
of the systems being transferred is approximately $1,109,000 for
water and $660,000 for wastewater as of the date of the transfer.
Rate base for the wastewater system was last established in Docket
No. 88B0654-5U, which was a wastewater rate case. According to
Order No. 21415 issued on June 20, 1989 in that docket, rate base
for the wastewater system was $730,289 as of December 31, 1988,
The water rate base was not considered in that docket. Rate base
for the water system was last established in Docket No. 850054-WS,
which was a certificate transfer case. According tc Order No.
14630 issued on July 25, 1985 in that docket, rate base for the
water system was $634,545 as of December 31, 1984.

The Division of Auditing and Financial Analysis conducted an
audit of Plantation’s books and records to determine the rate base
(net book wvalue) as of December 31, 1996. Field audit staff
determined that the utility’s books and records were maintained in
substantial compliance with Commission directives. The audit
report contained a number of adjustments primarily related to
misclassified items and unsupported plant additions. The utility
filed a response to the audit report on October 31, 1997. The
following adjustments were made by staff as a result of the rate
base audit.

UTILITY PLANT IN SERVICE AND LAND

Staff is recommending that water plant in service should be
reduced by a total of ($54,515) and wastewater plant in service
should be reduced by a total of ($17,639). Staff recommends that
the following adjustments should be made. First, Order No. 14630
specified the appropriate balances for utility plant in service and
land. The utility inadvertently understated water utility plant in
service by $1,642 and overstated water land by the same amount. An
increase to water utility plant in service of 51,642 and a decrease
of $1,642 to water land is necessary to properly reflect the
?:tlity plant in service and land balances approved by Order No.

30.
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Second, the utility recorded $711 in capitalized repairs for
water utility plant in service. The items recorded were for legal
expenses, equipment repairs, and annual engineering services.
Audit staff believes the additions should have been charged to
operations and maintenance expense accounts in the periods they
were incurred rather than to utility plant in service. In its
response to the audit report, the utility disagreed with the
adjustment on the basis that it was immaterial. Staff agrees that
the adjustment will not have a significant impact on the utility’'s
rate base balance, however, staif does not believe the utility’s
argument regarding materiality is sufficient cause to disregard the
audit staff’s recommended adjustment. Therefore, staff is
recommending that water utility plant in service should be reduced
by $711.

Third, the utility did not record the retirement of utility
plant in the amount of $5,813 for water and $3,457 for wastewater.
Therefore, utility plant in service should be reduced by $5,813 for
water and $3,457 for wastewater to reflect the retirements.

Fourth, the utility recorded $8,548 and $928 in capital
additions for water and wastewater, respectively. Thz expenditures
were related to a pump used for the irrigation of a golf course
located inside the utility’s service area. The auditor recommended
that these items should be removed from rate base because they are
not utility property. In its response, the utility disagreed with
the adjustment. The utility stated that the expenditures were
related to a pump used for delivery of reuse water from the
wastewater treatment plant to the storage facilities at the golf
course. Thus, the expenditures are utility property and should not
be eliminated. However, the §8,548 water addition was
misclassified and should be reclassified as wastewater plant.

According to Order No. 21415 issued on June 20, 1989 in Docket
No. 880654-5U, the utility has been providing effluent to the golf
course, a related party through the parent organization, for a
number of years. Disposal of effluent through spray irrigation was
determined to be the most cost effective and beneficial means of
effluent disposal for the wastewater customers and the environment,
as well as to the golf course. No charge has ever been levied for
effluent sent to the golf course nor has the utility requested
approval of a charge.

Order No. 21415 states that “the golf course owns and operates
all of the pumping and related equipment and pays for the cost of
pumping aid maintenance of all spray irrigation from the holding
pond to the eventual spraying of the golf course.” The

'y - S
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expenditures discussed in this adjustment occur between the
wastewater treatment plant and the holding pond. Therefore, it
appears that the items are utility property. Additionally, staff
agrees with the utility that the water addition should be
reclassified to wastewater plant. Therefore, a reduction of $8, 548
should be made to water utility plant in service and a
corresponding increase of $8,548 should be made to wastewater
utility plant in service.

Fifth, the utility recorded capital additions of $56,883 for
water and $6,927 for wastewater for which it could not produce
supporting documentation during the audit. Following the audit,
the utility was able to provide supporting documentation for
$23,554 of the water capital additions. Therefore, a reduction of
$33,329 to water utility plant in service is necessary to remove
the remaining items for which the utility could not produce
supporting documentation. The utility did not provide any
additional supporting documentation for the wastewater additions.
Therefore, wastewater utility plant in service should be reduced by
$6,927.

Sixth, per Order No. 20853, issued March 3, 1989, the
Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) annual rate
was set at 8.21 percent for water utility plant in service.
However, the Order also stipulated a reduced rate of 7.21 percent
for the period of August 11, 1986 through July 31, 1988. Audit
staff determined that the utility did not use the Commission
approved rates when calculating the amount of capitalized interest.
Therefore, a reduction to water utility plant in service of $6,696
is necessary to reflect the approved AFUDC rates.

Seventh, per Order No. 21415, issued June 20, 1989, the
utility was required to make an adjustment to wastewater utility
plant in service in the amount of $15,803. Audit staff determined
that the utility did not make the required adjustment to its books.
Therefore, wastewater utility plant in service should be reduced by
$15,803 to properly reflect the required adjustment.

Eighth, the utility recorded $1,060 as water capital
additions. The expenditure was for a deposit that was forfeited
when the utility made the decision not to purchase four new
permeators, Per NARUC, Class B, Account No. 426, "“This account
shall concain all expenses other than expenses of utility
operations and interest expense. Items which are included in this
account are...5, Imprudent expenses...” Audit staff believes that
this is not a capital expenditure and is imprudent in nature. The
audit staff also believes that the utility was cognitive of the

- 10 -
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risk of losing the deposit if is chose not to purchase the
equipment. Therefore, audit staff recommended that water utility
plant in service should be reduced by §1,060 and the amount should
be recorded as a miscellaneous non-utility expense. The utility
did not dispute this adjustment.

In Docket No. 791033-WS, which was a rate case, the Commission
established a composite depreciation rate of 2.5 percent for water
and wastewater. That same rate was applied again in che utility’s
certificate transfer case processed in Docket No. B850054-WS.
However, in Docket No. BB80654-SU, the Commission began using the
guideline depreciation rates contained in Rule 25-30.140, Florida
Administrative Code, for the wastewater system only. Rule 25-
30.140(4) (a), Florida Administrative Code, requires all utilities
to maintain depreciation rates as prescribed by the Commission.
Accordingly, the utility should be using the composite depreciation
rate of 2.5 percent for the water system and the guideline rates
for the wastewater system.

Field audit staff determined that the utility has been using
the guideline depreciation rates for the water system rather than
the Commission approved 2.5 percent composite depreciation rate.
Therefore, field audit staff recalculated the utility’s accumulated
depreciation for the water system using the composite rate.
Additionally, accumulated depreciation was recalculated for water
and wastewater to correspond to the audit adjustments to utility
plant in service discussed above. The total recommended adjustment
to accumulated depreciation is $154,102 for the water system and
$9,572 for the wastewater system.

Field audit staff recalculated the utility’s CIAC amortization
to reflect the correct composite rates and retirements that were
not reflected in the utility’'s calculation. The total recommended
adjustment to CIAC amortization is $220 for thn water system and
$8,856 for the wastewater system.

BATE BASE

Staff's calculation of rate base for water and wastewater is
shown on Schedules Nos. 1 and 3, respectively. Adjustments to rate
base are itemized on Schedules Nos, 2 and 4, for water and
wastewater, respectively. Based on the adjustments set forth
herein, staff recommends that rate base for Plantation be

- 11 -
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established as §1,206,862 for the water system and $660,420 for the
wastewater system as of December 31, 1996. This rate base
calculation is used purely to establish the net book value of the
property being transferred and does not include the normal
ratemaking adjustments of working capital calculations and used and
useful adjustments.

= 12 -
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Totals

BALANCE PER

UTILITY'S STAFF BALANCE
BOOIS ADJUSTMENTS PER STAFF
$1,471,840 (854,515) 1 $1,417,325
164,510 (1642) 2 162,868

0 0 0
0 0 0
(444,734) 154,102 3 (200,632)
(97,126) 0 (87,126)
14.207 220 4 14.427
41108607 $80.165 $1.200.862
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CIAC Amortization
A Tc reflect the correct composite rate
and retirements not reflected in the
utiltiy's calculation (4)

§1,642

(711)
(5.813)

(8,548)
(33,329)
(6,606)
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Totals

BALANCE
PERUTILITY'S STAFF

BOOKS ADJUSTMENTS
$1,217,716 ($17,630)
165,091 0

0 0

0 0

(461,185) 0,572
(322,855) 0
€0.964 8.856
S650.631 2788

1 §1,200,077
165,091

0

2 (451,813)

(322,855)

3 68.620

3660420
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SCHEDULE NO. 4
Pags 1 of 1

Utility Plant in Service

A. To remove retired plant ($3,457)
B. To reclassify wastewater additions
related to effluent reuse service 8,548
C. To remove unsupported plant
additions (6,927)
D. To reflect an adjustment required by
Order No. 21415 {15,803)
Total (1) (§17.638)
Acc lated Depreclation
:TuTnmmhmum
the audit adjustments to utility plant
in service (2) $9.572
CIAC Amortization

A. To reflect retirements not reflected
in the utiltiy’s calculation (3 $8,856

16w



- DOCKET NO. 970429-HS
DATE: JUNE 18, 1998

ISBUE 4: Should a negative acquisition adjustment be approved?

; \ No, a negative acquisition adjustment should not
be includad in the calculation of rate base for transfer purposes.
(GOLDEN)

: An acquisition adjustment results when the
purchase price differs from the original cost calculation. The
acquisition adjustment resulting from the transfer of Plantation
would be calculated as follows:

Purchase Price: 81,784,062
Staff Calculated Rate Base: $1,6867,282
Negative Acquisition Adjustment: (S __ 83,220}

In the past, the Commission has determined that in the absence
of extraordinary circumstances, a subsequent purchase of a utility
system at a premium or discount should not affect the rate base
calculation. The circumstances in this exchange do not appear to
be extraordinary. According to the application, the applicant did
not request an acquisition adjustment. As discussed in Issue 2,
the purchase price is equal to the utility’s rate base as shown in
its 1996 annual report. Therefore, it appears that it was the
intention of the Buyer and Seller to transfer the system at a price
equal to its rate base. Also, field audit staff stated that they
found nothing durirng the audit that would require an acquisition
adjustment. Therefore, staff recommends that a negative
acquisition adjustment should not be included in the calculation of
rate base.

- 17 -
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IBBUE 5: Should IHC Realty Partnership, L.P. d/b/a Plantation
Utilities adopt and use the rates and charges approved by this
Commission for Radnor/Plantation Corporation d/b/a Plantation
Utilities?

RECOMMENDATION: Yes, IHC Realty Partnership, L.P. d/b/a Plantation
Utilities should continue charging the rates and service
availability charges approved for this utility system. The tariff
reflecting the change in ownership should be effective for services
rendered or connections made on or after the stamped approval date.
(GOLDEN) -

BTAFF ANALYSIS: The utility's approved rates were efrective
November 30, 1996 pursuant to an administratively approved 1996
price index adjustment. The ucility’'s current miscellaneous
service charges and wastewater service availability charges became
effective September 29, 1989 pursuant to Order No. 21415 in Docket
No. B880654-SU, which was a rate case. The utility does not have
any service availability charges for water service. The utility’'s
approved rates and charges are as follows:

HATER
Monthly Service Rates
Besidential and General BService

Elat Rate par 1,000 gallons
All Customers 8 7.56

HWASTEWATER
Monthly Service Rates
Residential
Base Facility Charge:
Meter Size:
All Meter Sizes $ 11.12

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 gallons

- 18 -
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(Maximum 6,000 gallons) $ 4.47

Ganaral Service

Base Facllity Charge:

Meter Size:

5/8" x 3/4" $ 11.12
1" $ 27.79

1-1/2" $ 55.59

2" $ 88.94
2" $177.90
4" $333.56
6" $694.91

Gallonage Charge per 1,000 gallons

(No Maximum) § 5.38
Miscellanecus Service Charges
Initial Connection Fee 5 15.00
Normal Reconnection Fee § 15.00
Violation Reconnection Fee:
Water $ 15.00
Wastewater Actual Cost
Premises Visit Fee (in lieu of
disconnection) $ 10.00

- 19 -
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SBervice Availability Charges
Wastewater:
System Capacity Charge
Residential - Per Unit $1,000.00
Plan Review Charge Actual Cost
Inspection Fee Actual Cost

Rule 25-9.044(1), Florida Administrative Code, provides that:

In cases of change of ownership or control of a utility
which places the operation under a different or new
utility...the company which will thereafter operate the
utility business must adopt and wuse the rates,
classification and regulations of the former operating
company (unless authorized to change by the Commission).

IHC has not requested a change in the rates or service
availability charges of the utility, and staff sees no reason to
change them at this time. Accordingly, staff recommends that the
utility continue operations under the existing tariff and apply the
approved rates and charges. The utility has filed a tariff
reflecting the transfer of ownership. The tariff should be
effective for services rendered or connections made on or after the
stamped approval date of the tariff.

=20
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IBBUE 6: Should this docket be closed?

BECOMMENDATION: Yes, this docket should be closed if no timely
protests are filed to the proposed agency action issues. (GERVASI)

STAFF ANALYSIS: If there are no timely protests filed by a
substantially affected person to the proposed agency action issues
(Issues Nos. 3 and 4), no further action will be required and the
docket should be closed.

- 21 -
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UTILITY SERVICE AREA

Being a parcel of land lying in Government Lots 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9 and 10 of Section 31, Township 37 South, Range 42 East and a
portion of Government Lot 1 of Section 32, Township 37 South, Range
42 East, more particularly described as follows:

Begin at a point of intersection of the Southeasterly Right-of-Way
line of State Road A-1-A (being a 200 feet Right-of-Way) and the
South line of the North 1000 feet of Government Lots 3, 4 and 5 of
said Section 31; thence North 88°44’44” East along said South line
of the North 1000 feet of Government Lots 3, 4 and 5, a distance of
1650 feet more or less to the Mean High Water line of the Atlantic
Ocean; thence Southeasterly along the Mean High Water line of the
Atlantic Ocean, a distance of 1880 feet more or less to the
Easterly prolongation of the South line of Government Lot 6 of
Section 31, Township 37 South, Range 42 East; thence North
89°23727” West along the Easterly prolongation of the South line of
Government Lot 6, a distance of 510 feet more or less to the
Easterly Right-of-Way of MacArthur Boulevard relocated, as recorded
in O.R. Book 438, Page 293 through 295, Public Records of Martin
County, Florida; thence along said South line of Government Lot 6
of Section 31, Township 37 South, Range 42 East, a distance of
396.89 feet; thence departing said South line of Government Lot 6,
North 01°10’31" East, a distance of 45.00 feet; thence North
89°23"27” West, a distance of 231.50 feet; thence North 01°10’31
East, a distance of 45.00 feet; thence North 89°23'27” West, a
distance of 60.00 feet; thence South 01°10’31” West, a distance of
735,34 feet; thence South 43%°49’29” East, a distance of 69 feet
more or less to the Mean High Water line of the Indian River;
thence along the Mean High Water line of the Indian River,
Southerly, Westerly and Northwesterly, a distance of 4950 feet more
or less; thence North 12°15’'46" West, a distance of 174 feet more
or less to the Easterly Right-of-Way line of State Road A-1-A;
thence along the Easterly Right-of-Way of State Road A-1-A, (being
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a 200 foot Right-of-Way), North 62°27'20" East, a distance of
1937.31 feet to the Point of Beginning.

TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWING:

Commence at a point of intersection of the Southeasterly right-of-
way of State Road A-1-A being a 200 foot right-of-way and the South
line of the North 1000 feet of Government Lot 4 of said Section 31,
thence North 88°44'44" West, along said South line of the north
1000 feet, a distance of 415.17 feet to the Northwesterly right-of-
way line of State Road A-1-A and the Point of Beginning of the
following described parcel:

Thence continue North B88%°44'44" West, along the aforesaid South
line of the North 1000 feet, a distance of 1505.00 feet more or
less to the intersection with the Mean High Water line of the
Indian River; thence meander the said Mean High Water 1line
Southerly, a distance of 375.00 feet more or 1less to the
intersection with the North line of said Government Lot 8; thence
South 89°07'26" East, along said North line of Government Lot 8, a
distance of 351.00 feet more or less to that point of intersection
with a line that is 880.00 feet West of, as measured at right
angles and parallel with the East line of said Government Lot 8,
thence South 00°59'59" West, along lastly said line, a distance of
248.73 feet to the said Northwesterly right-of-way line of State
Road A-1-A; thence North 62°27'20" East, along said Northwesterly
right-of-way line, a distance of 1245.66 feet to the Point of

Beginning.
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