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STATE OF MISSOTJR.I PtrBLIC SERVICE C0lf!I$~lt)a . 

APPJ .. ICA~ BRIEF 

J&ISDICTION 
~-----....----

Jurisdiction of the. instant application 

the Public Service Comnis:a.ion pursuant to Secti,on 393.170 

1969, as amended, which provides in part that no ~ereo:~·~)~ILt<"i 

shall begin constructiotl of a sewer system withou:t.£it:&t···i) · . ..,.;tjg~~" 
obtained permiaaton and a'})prov·al of \':he Comnti.ssioit~ 

shall have the p~W.rs to gran~ the pE~rmission and 

construct a sewer systei'R 'Wh~rtever thet Cotm'J!lsaion, 

det~~ines tha,t s~h coii$t.ruct.ion of a sewer syst:~ID i,a ne~,«f~Ql~~' 

or convenient for the public service. 

On July 17, 1978, Applican.t. Stc~ddarij 

filed its appHcatton for c~rti.ficate of convenien¢.e·.tll)lU:'~.e¢fl:$S~I:J.:3t':C 

with the Public Service Commiss:i.on seeking. permbsion 

for a certificate of convenience and nacessity <tutboxiz'i~ it 

construct and maintain a sewer system 1:or .the publit'!t 

an unincorporated area in Stoddard County. Missc•ur:t, 

Pursuant to said application, the: Public 

by order dated September 1, 1978, ordered that a 

be held for the purpose of receiving evidence in 

opposition to t:he authority sought, au.d the Comm:lssit)n. 

that a. hearing be se\t in the Commission's hearing ro.;11n 

City, Missouri, on October 19, 1978. Or.l SeptembE!r 29', 
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C0111ission. in respcnuse to a petitic•n from ce.rtaia nec'llt.P-ants of 

Ecology Acres Subdi via ion, ordered that the hea]!'ia,e.:fi"dilt~ 

for October 19, 1978, at .. Tefferson City, Missou:ri, ····J!t~. eh&nged 

and ordered that the hearing be held on October 19, t§~·~i·<t·~· 
Dexter, Missouri. 

Subsequently, pl.lrsuant to the Golllllission • s ali';tr.re 

a hearing was held on the instant application in· 1J W~AI~o.c:.L 

on October 19, 1978. The hearing 

concluded on said date and was contitttted 

later to be set by the Commis$ion. 

A furtheT hearing was scheduled 

order dated February 14, 1979, to be held. at Jeffe:r$~~··: 
February 26, 1979. ~..!e to inclem~1lt ';1&ather, thi$ti· ··•·· ~~"11'' 

continued and by order of the 
'" '/ ' .. - .··'' .. - ~ ' 

hearing on March 21, 1979, at. the Commission's hea::~:~j;~g··.········,..,.,··.I:\Wn 

Jefferson City, Missouri, at which time all evidenc:.e W:~J 4IJ~ 

by all parties and the hearing was concluded an~ 

Commission. 

At both hearings described above, Applicant .• · 

witnesses, to wit: Carl Bien, president, St;ouu•X'l~· 

Co .• Inc., the Applicant~ and Ga~y L. Gaines, 
" .':(: .,_. 

Applicant. , 

At the hearing held. in Dexter. Missouri, on Oc~t9:; 

1978, fifteen public witnesses t¢stified who were atl.,1 

either owning property in Ecology Acres or We$.t•ern l-Jl~i. ··· 

division.. No public witnesses appea·red at the :finalb.f?t 

Jefferson City ott March 21, 1919., at wh:lcb. hf!fil'i~;~~~~/~ 
.. . ., .. -,. :_:,.-, .. - .. : :-· 

again testified on behalf of the Applicant, and Gary L. Qit~tt·~~ 

the Applicant's engineer, also testified, and ~i.ll Scmkp;~lJ-;
0 

engine4)r employed by ttle Public Ser·11ice Commi.!llsion,. also 't~•li~tted 

on behalf of the Commission staff. 

As previously mantioned, there wer.e no public wltne.ssea 

a.t the continued heari.ng :l.n Jefferson Ci:!::y on Ma:rch 21, 1979,.' 



How.ver, the office of the Public Counsel was rE!JU!'~~~·ti by 

Mr. Daniel S. Ochstein, who cross-e:xmnined the wi.~~i~B.·~ · .... ·.· 
fying on behalf of the Applicant and the witnesses £~lt'ta*tt~J •. · .. · 
on behalf of the Commission staff. 

As mentioned previ.ously, Mr. Carl Bien, 

Applicant company, testified at both hearings 

Appliear1t. Mr. Bien is a resident of Ecology Act:es, D•X:~•. 

Missouri, and is president of Stoddard County SeW·*~f);A(t·. ~ 

a Missouri corporation (tr. 6). 

Mr. Bien introduced and the 

Applicant's Ex.hibit No. 1, which i.s a. copy of Appl~¢aA·~'s, 
,· .-·,··' 

tificate of incorporation and Articles of Incorpo1;:~~'t~~: 

to the laws of the State of Missouri (tr. 7). 

~.r. Bien also introduced and thea Comraission .rE~~4\!~~~'~ .. ,~fl.~c.l 

evidence 

proposed to be served by· the Applicant ptl.rsW~nt: t:o ·,.1· ,:~i~~t:~ 

of convenience and n(!cessity atl\d. a.lao containing 

tion by metes and bounds Qf the propostad ar~a b;• 

proposed area> as shown by J!jplicane s Exhibit lqp, 

Western Heights Subdivision and Ecology Acres 

are contiguo-us subdivisions (tr. 9)~ 

Mr. Bien testified that he was 

as Ecology Acres and Western Heights Subd:l.y'i.aion, as ~·;~~~,·~~~~< 
business associate, a Mr. Van Gibbs, had pu:rcha.se.d EcoiO"gy:~~~~IPJ 

. ' .• '. . ·~·· .. · J-

Subdivision in 1974. Mr. Bien and Mr. G~bbs subseque;n.tt'}'; ~~1 
.. ,: 

veyed Ecology Acres Subdivision to a corporat;L~l\ knpw11 as Bfett &~ 
. . . . . . .. , ' ' 

Gibbs Lumber Company, of which Mr. Bien and Mr.. Gibbs ~4'··~!:;· 
p-rir~cipal stockholders (t:r. 7. 8). Mz•. B.ien also testff~~l ~ha.t 

he waa familiar with \'iestern Heights Subdivision as Bietf~··Gf~~·~f 
'-· . - . . . ··:'"" ,~ .. 

Lumber Company purchased Western Heights Subdivision al::".ciWt<h.~9£~ 

(tr. 8). 
, ~ I •' •. ' ' 

l".r. Bien testified that at the time he and Mr. Gibb.s jiuri 



chased Ecology Acres Subdivision, it was already 

subdivision which had been platted and re.::orded. 

Mr. Bien and Mr. Gibbs purchased Western Heights 

Bien & Gibbs Lumber Company r i;~. ··.be.~. not been platted 

divided and Mr. Bien and Mr. Gi~;b~ subsequently ha.d wes•t;4R 

Heights Subdivision platted an4 recorijed i11 the land r•(~QJ:Ii,«l.l 

Stoddard County {tr. 9, 10). 

After Bien & Gibbs Lumber Compally 

Ecology Acres and Weste~He:l.ghts, said corporation 

ing the two areas and beg•n selling lQts l:;o in# 

public (tr. 10). Mt'. Bi~'lil then testffteif that 

sold in both Ecology Acres and Western Heights 

and improvements on the lots aud some J~ot:s wnre Just sold 

lots (tr. 10) . 

Mr. Bien testified that tbter present sewer system or s~~fl'. 

facilities used in both Western Heights and El'!ology Acres 

septic tanks or what is kn<i>tm a,s jet-air systEllD.S (tr. 

development of both E·colO$Y: Acres ~nd W•~Jtern Height.;.s, -n.,.na·li!'6:Jilt.lll 

it became apparent that the sept:l'.:c #~~ :.;,.tem ]fS.$$:, ~~:1ec:(jj~1~j:'. 
'" . ". :· ·,· . ' ~ '·. " . . 

that a central sewer system would ~t:d<to be iustallea 

Mr. Bien subsequently hi;red an engit?-ee:r~aj firnt, C. R. 

Associates, whc, infomed Mr. Bien that th~ regula:tions 

Department of :t-latural Resources would requ~r• !>tr. Bien 

Gibbs. as developers o.f the two aub(ji-Visions, tc• i.nstall a <!Jll~ 

stnver system as soon as possible (tr. 12), 

On the advice of said engineering firm a.nd on a(}vic:e of ....... ,,._.-:.­

attorneys, Mr. Bien decided to install a central 

after much deliberation decided that an application before the 

Public Service Commission v1ould be the best 

Mr. Bien further testified that there is a total of 278 

platted for Wester11 Heights and Ecology Acres Subd'.ivisions and 

was his best belief that ther.e were presently 78 houtu~s already 

built in boch aubdiviaions (tr. 14). Mr. Bien fm::-ther t:estifiHd 

- !. 



that in all of hii eales of hi1 lots, he nav&~r ct_..ee:i ~~ .. 
in the sales price of any lot for the installa~ift<~l-~>1eet11 
sewer system to recover the actual capital 

to install the system (tr. 14, 1,), 

that Bien & Gibbs Lumber Company his rtevnr ahdwn ·. 

shown any expense a.llocatiion fQr: the 

system (tr. 15). 

Mr. l'ien further testified that 

not a.ny other p·ublie utilities operati.'llg a 

the Applicant' s p1:o})deed · s.~¥'f~e area 

Mr. Bi.en. fur.ther t~~lfi~d tJiat if 'the C·. o11Jll-~$~1;~~~ 
' • - ,·-· •,_ ;,. ~ : ' •>;" . . • ~'-- : • • • • := - • 

to grant t~e certifi:cate a.s prop·~i:~d, that. ,i~ 

provide an employee for th~f daily ope:rat:ion and .• ,:;t!t\1~ 
:" •,. . . . . . <~ ··-. ,-

sewer system, and that e:Uther ~~d. emplo,yee,~~ 
,_···.~:~.~.:.· 

available 24 houJ:"s a. day so<tha1= 

With said system (~r. 129). ~·l'fr.,·iien 
COD!Irlssion received into eV:iclenc::•e Ap~pi:iLc•~'ift~~!~: .~xlti,:'~tl~t; 

is a construct:f..on pe.:r:mit r~9eivfja 

Resources giving the. Applie~nt ~~;as.i.Pt\,; .. ···JII',f'~~ •. ~. 
of the system (tr. 131) 

Mr. Bien also test if~~ thi~ th~ se,,_t:: c~:n'D:IJi.iUl:!f~·l! 

into a stipulati()n and agl:'l~..ant: j;;:s • 

staff (tr. 132). . Said mJ~t~\ly ~s~;;'~attl ~i~~ the· . 

staff and the Applicant 1Jt1p~+at~d .ai\a atg~j~j\:;to 
per month (tr. 132}. It was ·~J.soi:urtdersr~~~~:1':~t;.t . ·. 
per month user rate would be i;tl effect 

months o.f: operation (tt:. 132). It was 

Applicant: would then hav·e oper~ting figures which it ••:•e;, ~'q~ .. l1 ·.~·~.~~.,~.~ ... 

to the Commission on which to base a mor.e accl¢4te 

The Commission staff and the Applicant also stipulateti 

to a hooken fee co the sewer system at 
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It was understood and aar~ed that this 

would be what is t~rmed as a 

tomer, "pon paying that connection fee, would be·~~~~~j~[~.~~~ 
,, ··<rc . ' 

ate se.rvice and the sewer company would provid• itlt ·e:~•:·.iMj~ea!l~~ 

and labor in the connection to the syst.ttlll 

Mr. Bien testified that even thQugh ... , .St1-'P1. ~~--~··· 

fet? of $11. 40 per month and the stip'IJ,lati~ ·co~~it., 
' .. ·. i;'· 

$1. 035. 00 is less than the company's pr(}posal as ~~· · 

feasibility statement iri~t:~ueed by its ~tne~r .... ¢l\i" . 
"'~ .. . . . . -·· .:, ·'··!•":{_:- :·· 

would be satittf:ted to 
" _',:;·;_: .. ;'"' 

The stipulated figur'tts in effect m.&an that tl ... :.~> ·~· ~~tli! 
would provide twenty (20%) perc._t of the capital: ¢~~1t~ic~::s:~~·· 

cost 

Mr. Bien also testified that it was hti1 ·\.'l'Jlil•1rl~ll1la.t1<l 

the stipulation and agre~ent to tll,e .$1~035.Qtl. ¢OtJ,a.1~¥~1~·*~•••j\t]llt 

was for the first 105 cutttomers. the capac:f..ty'()f 

p lart t, provided the'!'e is a 'lUlokup ~vi thin the f:i.rst ~r.~•~t"r.·ft5J't 

authorizati.on or issuance 9~ the e~tificate 
c - ' - ' ··,_ 

was his further understand1.tJ.t t~t. my hook\J.})'I With·~l~~~<,..··~ W'l'.tlli"· 
. · .. ' •, 

year would be at a cost of $i;:Ol'. 00, hut tllJtt ~y 

one year from the date of th~.tatturmce of t:~··~~\1\·t 
would be subject to a 12% intei'Rtt ra,t:e intl~ease for 

fee (tr. 135). 

Gary L. Gaines was called aa 

Applicant and Mr. Gaines testified that he h~d a ""., • .,..,,.., 

Science degree in Civil Engineering, a Master 

in Civil Engineering, and a Ma9ter of Science degree lrt ~vt~<itt~ 

mental Engineering, all from the University of. Missouri ~'t;r.~~la 
(tr. 23). Mr Gaines also testified that he was&\ re$1:stere4 

professional engineer in the State of Missouri) and was a. m~~ 
of the Hissouri Society of Professional Engineers and vice.,.pr .. ±~t: 

of the local chapter ( tr. 23, 24). Mr Gaines testified that bi."s•;:· . 
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enginaerin& firm haa been tnat'loyed by sev•l:'af e'f:a\.- ~; ••• , ..• ·. t!CINI 

Missouri and that on several occasions 

••ineer for the instal.l.a,tic;m of water. ~d w•$ij ·. 

tlhrought southeast Missouri (tr. 24, 25). 

that there is no 

study similar to 

ones that he has prepared f6rvarious cities in 

(tr. 2.5). 

Mr. Gaines introc}uced~dthe Co11111ission 

evidence Applicant's Exhibit No. 3, which 

~ the proposed sanitary· ·f•wer facilities for 

38). Mr. Gaines testiftfEl that his engine~r r..l·o~~rtt::t: .. J.lt)e 

Exhibit No. 3~ describe:~; tb.e. c.onditions 

Reiptts SubCii vi·ston an~ leology Acres 

investigates the existi~pro.ble,ms in 

·testified that the rept)'rt· p~PPO~.es 
' ' . . ". ,·' ·:~, 

problem15 and gives a p~lim:i.ll&liY design ()f 'fitly' 

a1:e proposed 

(tr. 26). Mr. Gaines t&13tifi~>.tha:t t · 

Resources, who has j urisdi.ction of said··.:~ !M~i'itf'';~ 

approved the report tendered into evideric;.e by ltir 
Mr. Gaines testified th•t he was faftt:l•l.t•:r : : . 

. . ' . 

and Western Heights and that the pre19ent facij;l,1:-.··,·· .... ·•·.· .. · ...... """"'' 
' ,· ' 

sewer facilities existing. in the two subd,:tvisfon:SI; · .. 

home treatment units (tr. 27). 

proposed a centralized collection and treatment ~~#2·~~· 

Mr. Gaines further testified that ~l't~~e;~·~· :~£-'f1··~~~. 
centralized sewer system. because a centralized n 

required. by state regulation.s and because it wu.u.J.•~ ···~·· 

interests of the public for the overall 

the two subdiv1.sions (tr. 27, 28) .. :tvr..r. 

vidual horne treatment units cause a discharge 
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effluent; with centralized facilities, all else )ritettt,_t~r 

\'!ollected and taken to one locaU.on and t:reated, 

a more efficient trea~nt of the waste water ~,. u-~~~ 

volume and by isolating the point of effbw~ent to 

and eliminatill@i the probl:ams o# effluent 

owners' yards and into t:he st'I\~ets, etc. 

Mr. Gaines als(): ~jroduc.O, and the· ,C \Qlll._iil"': 
__ - ,, __ ' . ,• .. . - :.t· ·: _.. 

into evidence Applicant's Exhih~t N13. 4, whiSh '· 

feasibiJ.ity study (tr. 29#, 38). Mr. Gaines 

prepare- said Exhibit, wh!ch pfirports to shqw'i~~~i' 

aspect of the px-oposed -dperat:f_Q~s. He 

extension of the engineer' s repor.t and 

cost of the facilities -.nd the rAtes 

to recover said costs (tr •. 2:9). Mr. 

he obtained his estimated cos-ts of the 

and where he obtained his figuit•s 

(tr. 30 thru 35). 

Mr. Gaines presented twp ··~tHrnati~i-'to .-·. 

to-wit: 

1. A · ayst~ usin_g j connect~en 

user fee; and 

2. A ays tem Jist <~irtg 
Pursuant to the fi.rat metl!Ood ntiilt:iijtua(i~· :r.it'.:·-· (.···~:::'l,i .• lij(j: 

' -··"··-· .... - .. . .··.,:, ... 

in order fo:r the company to recover its 

year period, the corr!pany _,uld have to e~~· ~ · 

of $1,100.00 and a ustar f~eof·$13.33 per m6uth 
operation and maintenance e~penl)es (tr. :l6;). 

where the premise was that there would be no con1necltJ 

Gaines teatified that the capital cost .and the op,er,-.tJ.~r.t:a:,~~!W: 

me.intenance cost. to be recovered through a monthly 

would require a monthly user charge of 

On cross-exam1:taation, the Office 



questioned the fact of whet~r or not 

all possible a1ternativ•• for the 

sewer syat•· Mr. Gaines answered 

a eOIIlb:l.ne.tion pressure and g;ravi.ty s;r$tem as \' 

tbe &est alte~tive for the :Lnatalla~:l~cWf . 

system for· Uhese two sub(i:Lvisions (tr .. 12~) ·•• .. 

. tea.t•ifiecl·on .e••••~examinatl,~, ",,-;.··J,. : -,1,~- •.. '»',-. ''.,· . -· '.'," / .· >'-·'~-';'.:'"':<-

'.- . ..:·<·---- - ···. . .· 

from pe".l'col.ati·~l. thr~'~ t~ soi.l (tr. lZ'1f. 
subdivision are c1o$iaJ,y built to each other, ••. 

iS PTf!VG11\ted from dra.ini.na i'JltO the: SOil 8,8 .·D·.,IIii:.I.:IUJ;B 

divisions, it causes a h~f:). probletDI in r~nitl$ · , ... 

yards (tr. 127). 

The Commiss~.on t!;t;a~i c:all.ed Mr. ;a•:Ll;+·'L 

of the Missouri Publ:tcS.rvice 

the W•ter and S~wep ~p~ttnent: of .the GWIItt•l 

Sankpi11 stated that· he ~as f~:tiia:J:" torl.·t:ft';:l:'f 
· .. 

Stoddard County SeW:~r Comp.y. lnc ..• 

Ecology Acres and. West- H~itlits {:tr .. L<t,\TJ.l,~:;''''·'' 
Mr. Sankpill furt~. t•s,:t:L~ied tb.t ·~r~· 

'' ::-.,. \ .. '' .. - . ,. . - - . "'~ .. · . . . - . ' .. ' 

had stipul2.ted ancl agr~,d····f,at~b$ .:~11~41' 

operation and mainten.IJI~e of t~e 
• • • :~ 'r • ' •• ' 

the staff p and :i.n fa·¢t thea st•ff 
- ~.;. < ~ :v . ·. : 

mlssion accept the monthl§ user ratE~ 

~JI". Sankpill fu.rther t•stified co1~'C1El'rn .. ~alllil'11$1 

connection fee that Mr. Bien had prE!Vio~:t:l t. :·e :S.t~li:l 

Commission staff and the company had stf.;~~~~~~~ a\f;iid ~~ 
Hr. Sankpill testified that: he, recorumendE~ th~t ti~a C()lt:l~; 

mi2s1.on approve the proposed $1,035.00 C0!£:1llectilori, f .. :.(~~ 

Mr. Sankpill then explained in detai1 hie reC!J;S~·B :f!t;)..­

recommending the proposed connection 

fee (tr. 171 thru 176). Basically, M.r. Sankp:l.ll t:es:t!fied that 
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the est:l,mated cost of the system of $174,00~,oa. 

-.c:curate lmd that he bollfed hi,s 

by the eompar...y I. ensil\-UII:t:' ( tr. 171) . 

that, using these figures, the company would ~""''"'!~ .... .,. 

20% of the total cost of the collec::t:ing and 

and that the cuatome+s .woule pay the bala'tlc~. 

Mr. Sankpill conil~ded his testimonyby 

;t:,ec:;ammended that the Applicant should r•ceive •· 

public. convenience a'tld necessity f1~om the ... ~.•;·c·m·· -.~:~t.$.:t 

the prt)posed •••~ •tstetn (.t;. 176). 

The on].,, eviden'f' off~red by the ~;u.e .· 

(tr. 69 t~· ll.;~'). The Office· of Public ~1:il):!'#!tJt:J;~ 
any evidence qfl onlyi ~~q,,fs;.·~~nE~d the wtlttns:aa, 

the Applicant: an~ ,t:h~f ~;~~£i,'/ ~he Offie" .C);f''· 

~ke an offer of .P.TO<J!f d~n~e:r:ning ~'~ 
Aic:r~~ .(tr. 165, ¥6~). 

As stated.·previ~t~sly, · t;h~ Pu~tlJ,+J· •••'~'u·!h!i 

pOWE:r to grant th. peaiti~~~·IJiOn and ~J.pprovaJ.·· ·· 
"!·;.... ' :·,·. · .. ··,_ '' 

a public sewer system w~ne'\?et" the C~is 

due hearing, that the ~.Qnst:ructi()n .ti~·op~-~~--~·':'~ 
: -~ ·.· . . .. ~ . 

syst:em is necessary or eonyenif!lnt for the 

only evidence submitted S,t both hear:f.pa;s 

was a need for a central sewer system. 

of the Department of Natural Resources 

system be installed. 

'!he engineer for the Applicant 

single family dwelling waste water treatm.-at t>•ae:~:~.~~~f.i~~-·~ 
septic tanke and jet aeration sy3tems, were 

-· . . ' 

to the soil conditions of Ecology A•:res and Westenf~ghtsr, .. 

due to the close proximity of the houses in sa;td subdtvisi~{ 



testified that a central sewer sytem would impro~e 

inmensely 

two subdivisions that a central sewer system be 

tmgineer for the staff of the Public Service Coflm!~ii·~•U*·'•>~Pl 

said testimony. In fact, the necensity of a 

is irrefuted throughou.t the entire case: 

tilla of evidence to ShOW tha~ a CEmtra.l 

necessary or not conv.ientfor the public. 

The Applicant Is engine;er •lSCI introdu~ed 
. . 

.t\.pplicant 1 s feasibility, :~ttudy: .. tich is not ottJf 

the (lommission staff t-~~ljied that saic:l e~:o~e~l¢1;~1 

study prepared by the A\pplicant 1 
S Etngineer be· a ~~-~!tllf~~-~J 

}Jy the Commission, sub]:~et to a felir mi110r 

oJ1e scintilla of evidence to refute any of t'h.el. '1&1~·-~~ 

Applicant 1 s engineer i# proposing t.he r-ate s 

company. The staff m~ certain re:coumel\clationa 

to the design of the system Which the compa':y .11i,~!J~i,.. __ , -••:tt, 
to, and if the Commission se~s fit to grant sa~4,~·~'t~fi.~1,ta,, 

. : ·.,\~.-;,~ .{;·:.\,·:·:~· " ' 

company's engineer will supel:vise the cottstl~,tl~P'I~-~1.,~· · · 

ment plant and facil;itie$ aecording to the ~fP•~i.#t~ll,:l~"'!1·~~~, 
chan.ges outlined by the s1:aff .of the Public $·~t~~.~i;~,J~~' 

:- '' '._· ' < ,. ' • "• • • • • ·, • • • o ·: -,;. L' ' ·,~:,,7'-, ·:· ·, • • '· ' 

Therefore~ there se~~ to be no eyiden.ced.1l}. ~~flt~¥: .. ·•··. 
whether or not the centl;',•l sewer sytem. is n.ectlltJilt 

The only point that the Qff~i::e e,f lfLtblic Coun.-l' s 
' .,-..: :.>.~t: ,fij£. . . . - ., •• - ... 

::e 
1

::0;::::-::::::~:: ~:r::t:·:~:ot=~~t~:···· 
·..-,¢· . •1'' 

Office of Public Counsel di.d not introcluce ally a14 

any speculation by the Office of Public Counnel t~~a,.~. 

nection fee or said proposed monthly user feEl 

unfa:ir to any future customers of the s-ystem. 

··-~~. 

evid1~nce before the Commission is the evidence pi:eS"entf!d by 

Appl:Lcant through lts englneer and t:he evidence presented by 



between both p~ties as to a connection fEt~ 

~thlyuser c~rge of ~tl,.4J. 
'·.·.-,:.,.] 

$lJMMAaY 

In. summary, .the A~})lica~~ J!eCfUests 

a.certificate ofpubli~ apnv~ience 

granti'ag it permission·~·:ltd. ~;~-roval. 
system in Ecology Acres anci W'estertl: Heigp.t, "Jl~;t~"!J 

. . . -

ap.prove a tariff with,<~ connection fee of .:,J;. . ..:·t:,~t:a·'i~.VtJ> 
.• . 

105 customers and a l'llQnthly us.ers c)large··ri $~,1.. 

other reli~f as to the Commission seems j~•···-·····.·,.,.· ...... 


