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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In re: Application of MEADOWBROOK 
UTIL ITY SYSTEMS , INC. for rate 
increase in Palm Beach Co unt y and 
investigation i nto o verearnings. 

DOCKET NO. 850062-WS 

ORDER NO. 21017 

ISSUED: 4-11-89 

The f o llo wing Comm i ssi o ners pa rti c ipa t e d in t he dispos itio n I 
o £ this matter : 

BETTY EASLEY 
J OliN 'I'. liERNDON 

ORDER GRANTI NG, I N PART, MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
STAY, CLARIFYING CUSTOMERS OF RECORD DATE, 

INSURING REFUND SECURITY AND REQUIRING UTI LITY 
TO BEGIN MAK I NG REFUND AND •ro SHOW CAUSE WHY .IT 
SHOULD NOT BE F INED FOR FAILI NG TO MAKE REFUND 

BY THE COMM ISSION: 

On January 19, 1989, Meadowbrook Utility Systems, Inc. 
(Meadowb rook) serve d no t ice o f its appea 1 of Orders Nos . 20287 
and 20488. Also o n J anuary 19 , 1989 , Me adowbr o ok f i l e d a 
motion for clar i fi ca t ion o f the refund provisions of Order No. 
20488 and a moti o n f o r a partial stay of Orders Nos . 20287 and 
70488. By this Order , we he reby "clarify" Order No . 20488 and 
grant, in part, Meadowbroo k' s motio n for partial stay. 

CASE BACKGROUND 

By Order No. 13664, i ssued Sep t embe r 10 , 1984, this 
Commission initiate d an i nvestigat i o n into possible 
o verearnings by Meadowbrook. On May 31, 1985, duri ng the 
p e ndenc y o f the overe arn ings i nvestigation, Meadowbrook filed 
an application for i ncreas ed water and sower rates . By Order 
No . 14656 , issue d July 3 0, 1985 , the Commi ssion suspended 
Meadowbroo k ' s proposed rates, denied any interim increase and 
consolidate d the overearni ngs investigation into the rate case 
docket . 

On Apr il 21, 1986, Meadowbrook gave notice of its intent to 
place its pro posed rates into effect, pursuant to Section 
367.081(6), Flo rida Statu tes. On July 1, 1986, on our own 
motion, we set the consolidated rate application and 
overearnings investigation for a f o r mal hearing. The hearing 
was held o n December 11 a nd 12 , 1986 and Januar y 9 and 26, 1987 . 

By Order No . 17304, issued March 19 , 1987, we reduced 
Meadowb rook 's rates and ordered i t to r efund, with interest, 
$65,435 in e xce ssive annual wate r revenues collected between 
August 2.ll , 1984 a nd April 2 1, 198 6 , a nd $41 6.690 in excessive 
annual wate r a nd sewer reve nues c o llected under the proposed 
rates between Apr il 2 1. 1986 and s uc h time as the refund was 
completed . 

I 

On Apr i 1 6, 1987, Me adowbro o k filed a Mo tion for Stay of I 
Order No . 17304. pursuan t to Rule 25-22. 061(1), Florida 
Administrative Code, pending judicia l r e view of the Order by 
the First Di str i ct Co ur t o f Appe al (DCA). By Order No . 17567 , 
issued May 20, 1987, we g ra n ted Me adowbrook' s request f or a 
stay, subject to its p roviding security in the amount of 
$983,4 55 to cover its potential refund liability through March 
of 1988 . Meadowbrook filed a co rporate undertak i ng and a 
l etter of c redit in t he amoun t of $4 60, 000 . 
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On June 24 . 1987. Meadowbrook notified this Commission of 
its intenl to increase its wate r and sewe r rates by appl ication 
of the 1987 price index. purs uant to Section 367 .081(4)(a), 
Florida Statutes . The price index was processed under Docket 
No. 870673-WS. By Order No . 17951, issued August 7, 1987, we 
acknowledged a price index increase of .94 percent i n 
Me adowbrook' s wat e r rates and . 83 percent in its sewer rates. 
Since these percentages were based upo n ~1eadowbrook • s proposed 
rates , which were still in effect due to the stay of Order No. 
17304, Docket No . 870673-WS was kept open pe nding the 
dispositio n of Meadowbrook' s appea l of that Order. 

On July 29, 1967, Meadowbrook notified this Commiss ion of 
its intent to increase sewer rates by application of a pass­
through rate adjustment, pur suant to Section 367 .081(4)(b), 
Florida Statutes. The pass-through rate increase was processed 
under Docket No. 670822-SU. By Order No. 18071, issued August 
28, 1987, we ac knowledged the pass-through rate increase. 
Since the pass -through rate adjustment was added to the 
proposed rates, which were sti 11 i n effect due to the stay of 
Order No . 17304, Docket No. 870822-SU was kept open pending the 
disposition of Meadowbrook's appea l of t hat Order. 

On December 10, 1987 , the First DCA affirmed Order No. 
17304 in all respects. Meadowbrook Utility Systems, Inc. v The 
Florida Public Service Commission, 518 So. 2d 326 (Fla. 1st DCA 
1987). On December 23, 1987. Meadowbrook fil e d a motion for 
rehearing with t he First DCA. Meadowbrook' s motion was denied 
o n February 1, 1988. 

On February 26, 1988, Meadowbrook petitioned the Supreme 
Court of Florida to review t h e dec i sion of the First DCA. On 
June 20, 1988, the Supreme Court denied Meadowbrook's petition 
for review and granted t h is Commission 's mo tion for attorney's 
fees. Meadowbrook utility Systems, Inc. v The Flor ; da Public 
Service Commission, 529 So . 2d 694 (Fla. 1988). 

Early in 1988, this Commission discovered an error in the 
computer program used by Meadowbroo k to calcu late the pass­
through of i ncreased sewer rates . As a result of this error , 
the sewer base facility charge was increased by $2.60 per ERC 
rather than $2 . 14 per ERC. By Order No. 19174, issued April 
18, 1988, i n Docket No. 870822-SU, we corrected this error and 
required Meadowbrook to reduce its rate s and refund the excess 
revenues co llected under the incorrect rates. 

On April 25, 1988, Kelly Tractor Company, Inc . (Kelly 
T r acto r), filed a complai n t agai nst Meadowb rook . The basis of 
Kelly Tractor's complaint was that Meadowbrook misread its 
wate r meter f o r s ome seven years, with the result that 
Meadowbroo k overcharged Ke lly Tractor by $ 168,902.58 for both 
water and sewer service. Ke lly Tractor requested that this 
Commissio n order Meadowbroo k to refund the overcharges, plus 
interest. The Kelly Tractor ma tter was processed under Docket 
No . 880606-WS. Although the Kelly Tractor matter is outside of 
the record for t h is proceeding, it is discussed herein insofar 
as it relates to Meadowbrook's mot i on for a partia l stay. 

On July 29, 1988, Meado1"brook filed a motion for this 
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Comm i ss i o n t o " adjust" t he amount of the r e quired refund . 
t-leadowbrook argued t ha t , befo re we ordere d i t to fulfill its 
refund requirement, we s hould reconsider ce r tai n proforma plant 
additions whi c h we disallowed in the rate case a nd give initial I 
consideratio n to ce rta in unan ticipated plant addit ions and 
e xpenses . to Me adowbrook' s overcharging of Kelly Tractor and to 
Meadowbrook's content i o n that s uc h a refund wo uld cause it to 
go bankrupt. By Order No . 20135 , i ssued October 10, 1988, we 
found t hat, wi th r ega rd to the previous ly disallowed proforma 
plant additi o ns, Meadowbrook's moti o n was an untimely motion 
for reconsideratio n . In addition, we found that the remaining 
issues raised by Me ad owbroo k were completely outside of the 
record o f the c o nsolida ted rate application and o verearnings 
investigati o n. Acco rdingly, by Order No . 20135, we dismissed 
Meadowbrook's mot1on . 

On November 7 , 1988 , by Order No . 20287 , we li fted t he stay 
of Order No . 17304, r eca lcul ated Headowbrook' s rates to account 
f o r the 1987 p rice i ndex and pass- t hrough rate increases and 
requi r ed He adowbroo k t o comp ly with the refund provisions of 
Order No. 17304. 

On November 22 , 1988 , Meadr wbrook f iled a Motion for 
Reconsiderati o n of Order No. 20287. In its motion, Meadowbrook 
argued again that, befo re enforcing Orders Nos. 17304 a nd 
20287. we should consider the effect of i ts overcharging of 
Kelly Tractor. By Order No . 20488, issued December 20, 1988, 
we found that Meadowbrook· s mot ion neither rai sed any matter 
not previously considered nor pointed out any error or omission I 
in our initial disposition of the matter. Therefore. by Order 
No . 20488, we denied Meadowbrook's Motio n for Reconsideration. 
further, in an expression of our frustration with Meadowbrook ' s 
p roc rastinatory tactics concerning the refund, we ordered it to 
begi n c omplying wi t h the refund provisions of Order No . 17304 
as o f December 20, 1988 . 

Also o n December 20 , 1988, by Order No . 20474, issued in 
Docket No . 880 606-WS, this Commission o rdered Me adowbro ok to 
refund to Kelly Tracto r ove rcollections amo u nting to 
$168 , 9 02.58, plus interes t. 

On January 19, 1989, Mead owbroo k served not i ce o f an appeal 
of Orders Nos. 20287 and 20488. The basis of Meadowbrook· s 
appeal is that the Commission, in failing to take Meadowbrook's 
overcharging o f Kelly Tractor into consideration in this 
consolidated ra te applicatio n and overearnings docket, has 
"double-dipped". In othe r wo rds, Meadowbroo k believes that we 
are requiring i t to refund $168,902.58, the amount refunde d to 
Kelly Tracto r, twice. In addition to the not i ce of appeal, 
Meadowb r ook a l so filed a motion for a partial s tay of Orders 
Nos . 20287 and 204 88 and a motion for c larifi cation of the 
r e fund pro vis ions of Order No . 20488. 

MOT ION fOR PARTIAL STAY 

Meadowbrook has requested a partial s tay of Orders Nos . 
20287 a nd 20488 , pending t he F irst DCA' S review of the matter. 
Under Rule 25-22.06l( l )(a), Florida Administrative Code, 

I 
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When t he o rder bei ng appea led invo lves the 
re fund o i moneys to customer s o r a de~ 1 ease 
in ra tes c h a r ged to customers , the Commi ss i o n 
s h a ll, upo n mot i o n f iled b y Lhe utility o r 
c ompany affected . gran t a stay pending 
judici al proceedings . The stay shall be 
conditioned upo n t he post ing of good and 
suff i cient bo nd , o r t he posting of a 
corpo rate undertaking, and s uc h other 
conditions as t h e Commi ss i o n fi nds 
appropria t e . 

Since t he o rders bei ng appealed i nvolve t he r e fund o f 
r evenu es col lected , we are constrained to gran t Noadowbrook 's 
motion f o r partial s tay. However, we do not bel i eve t hat we 
are always, or indeed in t h is situation, r equired to stay t he 
full amount reques t ed. Fo r i nstance, if Mead owb r ook had 
requested that we stay the entire refund amount, wh ich 
currentl y con s i s ts of approximately $ 1, 500 , 000, we would only 
grant its mo tt o n o t he extent of t he amount t hat was actua l l y 
in con t r ove r s y. 

In the matter currently befo re us , Meadowbrook h as 
requested t ha t we g r ant a stay in the amount of $155,216 .10, 
which we find to be nearly t wice the amount that is actua l l y i n 
c o n troversy . As previously stated. the Kelly Tracto r n.atter i s 
c ompletely outside o f the rec o rd of t h is case. However , if i t 
were part of the record, the appropriate adjustment would be t o 
remove the amounts that Meadowbrook ove r charged Kelly Tract o r 
during the test year from test year revenues and reca l c u late 
its rates o n a go ing forward basis. Meadowbrook has simply 
requested t h a t we stay t he e n tire amou nt t h a t it refund ed to 
Kelly Tractor for t he time du ring wh i c h it i s l iab l e fo r 
custome r refunds, i ncluding i nteres t. 

5 i nee Meadowbrook u sed an incorrect metho do l ogy to 
ca l culate the stay, we r equested that it furn ish mo n t hly 
revenue figures so that we might ca l e u l ate tho app t O (H I ate stay 
amount. Meadowbrook refu sed to p r ov ide t hese figures . 
Accotdingl y , we h ave recalculated what we be l iev e to be t he 
appro priate s tay amount , u t i 1 i zing Meadowbro o k' s annua 1 reports 
and regulatory asse~sment fee filings, as set forth be l ow. 

Ad justmen ts to Water Revenues 

Over earning s - We first c o nsider the o verearn ings aspec t of 
this conso lidated docket , wh i ch applies to water r evenues 
o n l y. During 1984, t he test year for thi s consolidated docket, 
Meado wbrook overbi lied Kelly Tracto r by 3, 831,000 gallons. or 
$ 9 , 205 , f o r wa te r . Removing $ 9 , 250 from test y ear water 
revenues. the o verearnings r efund percentage change from 9.52 
to 8.3 2 percen t . Meadowbrook s hould, t herefo re, be allowed to 
escrow the difference be t ween the water refund that would h av e 
been required unde r t he original refund percen tage and t he 
amount t ha t would be required under l ho adjus ted refund 
percentage, fo r wa te r revenues co llected between Augu s t of 198<1 
and May of 1986 . 

Fi l c and Su s pe nd Rates - Nex t, we con s ldor t he resul t of 
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t he overbill i ngs o n the file and su s pend rates wh ich 
Meadowbrook implemented on o r about Apri 1 21. 198 6. As slated 
above. Meadowb r ook overbilled Ke lly Tractor for 3 , 381,000 
gal l o ns during t he test yea r. Under th\! Cil\! and su s pend I 
r ates , t he adjusted gross annua l r ev enues would change f r om 
$ 9 19,696 t o $ 907, 8 20 . Subtracting mi scellaneous se rvi ce 
revenues of $ 22,616 from these amounts c hanges t he refund 
percen tage from JJ.38 to 3 2 .4 8 pe rcent. Meadowbrook should , 
acco rdingly, be al l owed t o escrow the dif fe rence between the 
water refund that would have been r equired under the o rigina l 
re fund percentage and t he amount t hat would be r equired under 
the adjusted refund percentage, f o r the period between April 
2 1. 1986 and August 23 . 1987, when Meadowbrook· s 1987 price 
i nde x increase became effect i ve . 

1987 Price Index Ad justment- Meadowbrook filed for a 1987 
price i ndex increase on June 23 , 1987. The index- adjusted 
ra tes were effect ive for service rendered on or after Augu s t 
23, 1987 . App l ying t he pr ice index adjustmen t to the adjusted 
file and suspend rates and removi ng miscellaneous service 
revenues of $ 22,216, the refund percentage changes from 33.33 
t o 3 2 .44 percent. The refo r e. Meadowbrook shou ld be allowed to 
escr ow the difference between the water refund t ha t would have 
been required under t he or iginal refund percentage and the 
amount that would be r equired under the adjusted refund 
percentage, for t he period between August 23 , 1987 and whe never 
Meadowbrook 's fina l bills were rendered . 

Adjustmen ts to Sewer Revenues 

Overearnings As a r esult of our o ve r ea rnings 
i nvestigation, we did not find t hat t he r e were any overearnings 
f or Meadowbroo k's sewer operations. The r e f ore , no ad j u s tment 
is i ndicated fo r the period between August oC 1984 and May of 
1986 . 

fil e and Suspond Ra tes - As disc ussed above, Meadowbrook 
o ve rbilled Kelly Tractor f or 3,831,000 gallons of water during 
the test year. Sower bill s arc, o f course, based •apon wa te r 
c onsumptio n. Removing the excess sewe r revenues would gene rate 
gross annual sewer r evenues o f $733 ,559 rathe r than $74 6 ,470 , 
for a change in Meadowbrook • s refund percentage from 15 . 69 to 
14.21 percent. Meadowbrook s houl d be a !lowed to escrow the 
diCference bet ween the sewer refund t h a t would have been 
required under the o riginal refund percentage and the amount 
that would be required under the adjusted refund percentage, 
f o r the period between April 2 1, 1986, and August 28, 1987, 
when Meadowbrook implemented the price index inc rease. The 
sewer price index Increase ac t ually became effective for 
service rendered o n or after August 23, 1987, howeve r, 
Meadowbrook al so applied for a pass-through rate increase for 
sewer and, since t he pass-through became effective for service 
rendered o n o r after August 28, l987, Meadowbrook wa ited u ·1t il 
this date to i mp lement the p rice inde x Increase as well. 

Pri ce Index and Pass-Through Ra te Incre ases - As s tated 
above, Meadowbrook implemen ted bo th a 1987 price index and a 
pass-through rate i ncrease on August 28, 1987. Applying the 
pnce index and pass -through adj ustments to the adjusted file 
and suspend rates, the r e fund percentage c hanges from 14.83 to 

I 
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13 .49 pe rcent. Thcre ( o re, Meadowbrook should be allowed to 
escrow the di fference between the sewer re fund that would have 
been required undor Lhu o riq l n:~l ro(und pu r conlngo a nd Lho 
amoun t th<tt woul.d be required unde r the adj usted refund 
percentage, f o r t he peri od betwee n August 28 , 1987, and the 
date that Meadowbr ook r e ndered i ts fi nnl bill s . 

Breakdown of Sewe r Refu nd Percentages Since the sewe r 
refund perc entages are composite f igures. a further breakdown 
of these percentages is necess ary, a s set forth bel ow: 

Pe rcent: 

f or Period: 

Metered 
Customers 

All: 

flat Ra te 
Customers 

Res ide n t i al: 

Golfview Junior 
High Schoo 1: 

14.21 percent 

May , 1986 to 
August, 1987 

13 . 60 percent 

41.19 percent 

56.99 percent 

Adjustment to Stay Amount 

13.49 percent 

Septembe r, 1987 
to fina l Billing 

12 .91 percent 

36.89 percent 

54 . 74 percent 

Based upon our findings and the adjustments above, we find 
that the appropriate amount to be stayed, pending judicial 
review, is $80,256. Our calculation of this amou'nt is as 
follows: 

SUMMARY 

~ SE~'IER 

(A) Revenues- Sept., 1984 
t o April, 1986 $ 1,127. 665 N/A 
Pe rcentage Difference 1. 20\ N/A 
Amount to be Escrowed $ 13,532 N/A 

(B) Reve nue s -April. 1986 
to August, 1987 $ 1,230,409 $ 1,091,043 
Percentage Difference 0.90\ 1. 48\ 
Amount to be escrowed $ 11' 074 $ 16,147 

(C) Reve nues - Sept., 1987 
t o January 1989 $ 1,496,702 $ 1,263,003 
Pcrcentaqe difference 0.89\ l. 34\ 
Amount to be escrowed $ 13, 321 $ 16,924 

(D) To ta l principal 
to bo escrowed $ 37,927 $ 33,071 
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Ascending balance -
compound inte r est factor 
Principal and interest 
to be e scrowed 

Combined amount 
to be escrowed 

1. 1304 1. 13 04 

42 . 873 37 . 383 

$80. 256 

NOTE 1 : Peri od revenue est imates are based upon annual 
reports, with the exception of calendar year 1988 and 
January. 1989. These estimates are based upon 
regula tory assessment fee filings for the fi r st six 
months of 1988. The peri o d e s timates are necessa ry 
because Meadowbrook refused to p rovide monthly revenue 
totals as requested. 

NOTE 2: Kelly Tractor overcharges have been r emoved from 
revenue totals. 

110 TION FOR CLARIFICATION 

Meadowbrook has also requested that we clarify t he basi!> 
upon which the refund should be made. Under Rule 25-30.360(3), 
Florida Admini st rative Code, 

I 

Whe r e the re f und is the r esu 1 t of a s pecific I 
rate change. including intt:!rim rate increases 
and the refund can be computed on a per 
customer basis, tha t will be the basis of the 
refund. Howeve r. where the refund is not 
related to specific r ate changes , such as a 
refund for overearnings, the refund shall ' b~ 
made to customers of record as of a date 
specified by the Commission . ln such case, 
refunds shall be made on t he basis of usage. 
Per customer refund refers to a refund to 
every custome r receiving service during the 
refund period. Customer of r ecord r efund 
refers to a refund t o every custome1 
receiving service as of a date spec ified by 
t he Commission. 

There are two separate refunds involved in this case . The 
first po rtion of the refund is a result of our ove rearn ings 
investigation and covers the perio d bet ween August 21, 1984, 
and April 30, 1986. This refund i s applicable to water only as 
we found no overearnings for t he sewer o pe rat i ons. Under Rule 
25-30.360(3), Florida Administrative Code , an ove rea rnings 
refund shall be made to customers o f record as of a date 
spec ified by the Commission. Inadve rtently, no such date was I 
s pecified in Order No . 17304. According ly, by this Order, we 
hereby specify t he customers of record date for the 
o vert>arn i ngs po rtion of the refund t o be April 21. 1986, the 
date that Meadowbroo k implemen ted its fil e and suspend rates. 

The second port ion of the refund is a result o( 
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Meadowbrook' s implementation of the file and suspend rates. 
Unde r Ru le 25- 30.360(3), Florida Administrative Code, "[\~]here 
the refu nd is the result of a specific rate change, incl ud ing 
1nteri:n rate increases and the refund can be c omputed o n a per 
custome r bas is, that wi 11 be the bas is of the refund. · 
Therefore, thi s portion of the refund shall be made o n a per 
customer basis and shall c o ver the period between Apri 1 21 , 
1986, when Headowbro ok implemen-.ed the file and sus pend rates , 
and whenever Meadowbroo k r endered i ts fi nal bil ls to custome rs. 

EFUND SECURITY AND ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE 

I t appears to us Lha t Meadow1J1 00k has taken every legal 
avenue available to it in o rder to delay making t he refund . It 
is already over t wo years si nce we ordered Meadowbrook to make 
t he refund di scussed herein. Acco rdingly, we believe that it 
is appropriate to pro vide Meadowbrook' s customers wi th some 
assurance that the refund will be forthcoming. Therefo re, by 
this Order , we hereby direct the staff of this Conunission to 
call Meadowbrook's l etter of credit and place the proce eds into 
Mead owbrook's escrow account. Further, we here by order 
Meadowbrook t o deposit the balance of t he amount t o be refunded 
to customers, o ther than that amou n t already in escrow, into 
its e x ist ing escrow account within seven days of the date of 
this Order. 

Finally, by Order No. 20488, we ordered Meadowbrook to 
begin maki ng t he refund as of December 20, 1988. We are 
informed that Meadowbroo k has yet to begin making any part of 
the r efund. We, therefo re, hereby order Meadowbrook to begin 
maki ng the refund immedia tely. Further, we find it appropriate 
to require Meadowbro o k to show cause, in writi ng , within twenty 
days of the date of this Order, why it should not be fined, 
pursuant to Section 367.161. Florida Statutes , up to $5 , 000 per 
day for each day that it has failed to make the required refund. 

Based upon the foregoing, it is 

ORDERED by the Flo rida 
~lcadowbrook Utility Systems , 
is hereby grante d, in part, 
Orde r. It is further 

Public Service Commission that 
Inc.'s motion for a part ia l stay 
as set forth in the body of this 

ORDERED that the st aff of this Commission s hal l call 
Meadowbrook Utility Systems, Inc.'s letter of credit i\ nd place 
the proceeds into the utility's existing escrow account. It is 
further 

ORDERED that Meadowbroo k. Utility Systems, Inc . sha ll 
deposit the balance of the amount to be refunded t o the 
customers i n to its existing escrow account wi thin seven (7) 
days o f the date of this Order. I t is further 

ORDERED that Meadowbroo k Ut i lity Systems, Inc. shall begin 
making the refund, as discussed herein , as of the date of this 
Order. It is further 

ORDERED that Meadowbroo k Utility Systems, rnc. 
c ause. in wrttl ng, why it s ho uld not be fined , 
Section 367.161. Florida Statutes, up to $5,000 

s ha 11 s how 
pursuant to 

per day for 
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each day . since December 2il , 1988, t hat it has 
satisfy its refund liability as r equ ired by Or der 
1 t is fur thtH 

fa i led to 
No. 2 0'188. 

ORDERED that Meadowbroo k Utility Systems, I nc.' s response I 
to the s how cause provisi o ns of this Order must be received by 
the DHector. Division of Reco r ds a nd Repo r ting , 101 East 
Gai nes St reet, Tallahassee, Flo rida 32399-0870, by the close 
o( business o n May 1, 1989. I t is f urther 

ORDERED that Me adowbroo k Utility Systems , Inc. ' s response 
to t he show cause prov isi o ns of thi s Order must c o nta in 
speci fi c al l egations of fact and law . It is furt her 

ORDERED t hat Meadowb r ook Utili t y Systems, Inc . ' s 
oppo rtuni t y t o file a wr itten response to t he s how cau se 
provis i o ns of t h is Order s h a ll constitu te its o ppo rtunity to be 
heard prio r to a final determi nation o f noncompliance or 
assessment of penalty, as required under Rul e 2 5-22 . 1 10(6), 
Fl o rida Admi ni stra t i ve Code . I t is further 

ORDERED t hat a failure to file a timel y writ ten respo nse to 
the show cause provisions of t h i s Order s ha ll constitu te a n 
admissio n o f Meadowbrook Utility Systems, Inc.'s no ncompliance 
and a waivet o f any right to a hearing. 

By ORDER of the 
this lith day of 

(SEAL) 

RJP 

51 

Pub I ic Se rv i c e Commission , 
1989 

NOTICE OF FURTHER PROCEED INGS OR JUDICIAL REVIEW 

The Flo rida Publi c Se r vice Commission is r Pquired by 
Section 120.59 (4). Flo r ida Statutes , to noti fy pa rties of any 
admin istrat i ve heari ng o r judic i al review of Comm i ssion o rders 
that is a vailable under Sections 120. 57 or 120.68, Flo r ida 
Statutes, as we ll as the proced u res and time l imits t hat 
apply. Th is notice should not be construe d to mean a ll 
requests for an admini strative heari ng or j udi c ial review wi ll 
be granted o r r esul t in t he relief sought. 

Any par t y adve rsel y aff ctcd by the Commission 's fi n a l 
action in this matter ma y r equest: 1) reco ns ideration of the 
decision by fil ing a motio n fo r reconsideration with the 
Directo r, Division o f Reco r ds and Re por ting with in fifteen (15 ) 
d ays o f the issuance of this o rder in the form prescribed by 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 
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Rule 25-22 .060 . Fl o rida Admin is t rative Code; o r 2 ) judicia l 
t evtew by t he F lori da Supreme Courl in the case o( an electric. 
gas o r telepho ne u ti l ily 0 1 l h e fi•sL ni st ri c l Court of Appea l 
1n t he ca:;e of a wa ter o r s ewer uti 1 i ty by C i 1 ing a no tice of 
appeal wi l h the Directo r, Divi s i o n o ( Records and Reporti ng and 
f iling a copy of t he no ti ce o f appe<ll a nd t he filing fee with 
t he appro priate c ou rt. Tlus Citing must be comp l e ted within 
thir t y (3 0 ) days after the issuance of this order, pursuant t o 
Rule 9 .110, Florida Rules o f Appellate Procedure. The notice 
o f appea l must be in the form s pecified in Rul e 9.900(a), 
Flo rida Rules o f Appellate Pro cedure . 
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