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Q1. What is your name and address? 

Al. Tricia A. Madden, 108 Beaufort Drive, Longwood, 

Florida 32779. 

Q 2 -  DO you own that property? 

A2. Yes, with my husband. 

43. As an owner of that property are you a customer/rate 

payer of Sanlando Utilities Corporation? 

A3. Yes. 

Q4. What is your capacity with petitioner Wekiva Hunt Club 

Community Association, Inc. (Hereinafter "WEKIVA")? 

A4. I am the president of the WEKIVA. It's legal address: 

Wekiva Hunt Club Community Association, Inc. c/o Prestige 

Management, 237 Hunt Club Blvd., #201, Longwood, FL 

32779. 

45. Is WEKIVA a customer/rate payer of Sanlando Utilities 

Corporation? 

A5. Yes. 

Q6. First, in order to invalidate an argument that has been 

made by the intervenors, Florida Audubon Society and 

Friends of Wekiva, Inc., are you or WEKIVA against the 

reuse of reclaimed water as a conservation program? 
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A6. No. Both WEKIVA and I are in favor of conservation 

programs, in general, including the reuse of reclaimed 

water under the proper circumstances. 

Q7. Then, what is the purpose of your protest? 

A?. The purpose of our protest is to show that the 

method of funding the proposed Sanlando reuse 

facility is unfair, inequitable and unwise. 

Q8. Why do you and WEKIVA feel that this is the case? 

A8. There are multiple reasons why Sanlando’s proposal should 

be disallowed. They are: 

1. The persons least benefitted by the project, the 

average rate payer, is funding the total project, 

while the parties most benefited by the project, 

the golf courses, pay virtually nothing for the 

construction project. 

2. The subject “Notice Of Proposed Agency Action” 

(“PAA“) addresses the golf course issue in one 

short paragraph and then dismisses it as a matter 

beyond its control. It is very interesting to note 

the exact language used in that regard: 
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"Ideally the golf courses should pay 

a charge to recover at least a 

portion of the operating costs 'of 

the reclaimed water system: however, 

it mav not be possible to implement 

such a charge at this time." 

(Emphasis added.) 

After making that statement, the PAA requires 

that Sanlando file a proposed charge for reclaimed 

water to the golf courses prior to the completion 

of the effluent transmission system. This matter 

needs to be addressed and resolved now. 

3 .  At this point there has been no evidence to reflect 

whether the golf courses will or must even accept 

the reused water at all. The only statement 

addressing that issue is found in the same 

paragraph addressed above where an unsubstantiated 

statement is made that.: 

"The SJRWMD has stated that it 

will require the golf courses 

to use reclaimed water when it 

becomes available. It 
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We have been informed that the Wekiva golf course 

will contest the obligation to accept the reused 

water and will vigorously fight this issue. This 

matter needs to be addressed and resolved now. 

4 .  It is apparent that the conclusions reached in the 

PAA are based in large part on the fact that 

Sanlando presently has low rates. It is equally 

apparent that the PAA somehow concludes that this 

fact alone sanctions a new improper rate increase. 

That conclusion is factually and legally invalid. 

It is important to note that this position is taken 

at the same time that the PAA reminds us that 

Sanlando's CIAC is, and has been, well above the 

Florida Administrative Code guidelines. This, of 

course is one of the primary reasons that the low 

rates exist: Sanlando has paid for very little in 

the way of capital improvement. Apparently the 

reasoning is that if Sanlando has been allowed to 

violate the Florida Administrative Code in the past 

it is acceptable to continue to do so and place the 

burden on the average rate payer. This confounds 

logic. Since the PAA specifically included the 

statement that Sanlando will not construct the 

project unless the rate payers fund the same, we 
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can only draw the conclusion that the obligation to 

fund the reuse improvement, which by code should 

fall on Sanlando, will be imposed on the average 

rate payers by default. It appears from all 

evidence presented that Sanlando is attempting to 

shift the responsibility of funding this reuse 

project from itself to the average rate payer in 

order to avoid the financial consequences of the 

lawsuit filed against them by the two intervenors 

(Aud,Jbon and Friends). 

5. It appears from information supplied to me and 

WEKIVA, that the proposed method of funding is 

wasteful in two very important ways. First, it is 

wasteful in terms of extra unnecessary costs. 

Secondly, it is wasteful from an environmental 

standpoint since the implementation of the project, 

if approved will be severely delayed since the 

funding will not be completed for at least four 

years. 

20 Q9. Does this complete your direct testimony prefiled 

21 on July 22, 1994? 

22 A9. Yes, it does. 
23 rl.t"ip\-cteatl 
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