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BEFORE RECEEVED

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF MAR -5 20i5

SOUTH CAROLINA
S.C. Supreme Court
DOCKET NO. 2013-42-S - ORDER NO. 2015-153

MARCH 3, 2015
IN RE: Application of Palmetto Utilities, Inc. for ) ORDER APPROVING
Adjustment of Rates and Charges for Sewer ) SETTLEMENT
Service )  AGREEMENT ON
) APPEAL

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina
(“Commuission”) by Order of the Supreme Court of South Carolina (“Court”) dated
October 1, 2014, remanding this case to the Commission so that it may consider a
proposed settlement that was reached between the parties of record in this matter while it
was pending on appeal before the Court.

I PRIOR PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE COMMISSION

Palmetto Utilities, Inc. (“PUT” or the “Company”) is a South Carolina corporation
that provides sewer service to the public for compensation in certain areas of South
Carolina. PUI’s previously approved rates were set by the Commission in its Order No.
2011-617, issued September 14, 2011, in Docket No. 2011-24-S. PUD’s provision of
utility service to its sewer customers in South Carolina is subject to the jurisdiction of the
Commission pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §§ 58-5-10, et. seg. (1976, as amended).

On March 12, 2013, PUI filed with the Commission an Application for approval
of a new schedule of rates and charges and modifications to certain terms and conditions

for the provision of water and sewer service (“Application”). By its Application, PUI
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sought, inter alia, an increase in its annual revenues of $1,471,758. By operation of S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-4-10(B) (Supp. 2013), the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff
(“ORS™) was a party of record in the proceeding. By Petitions to Intervene filed April
23, 2013, Sensor Enterprises, Inc. (“Sensor”) and J-Ray, Inc. (“J-Ray”), collectively
referred to hereafter as “Intervenors,” became parties of record. No other person or entity
intervened as a party of record.

A public hearing to receive testimony from PUI, ORS, the Intervenors and any
public witnesses was conducted in the Commission’s hearing room on August 13, 2013.
At this hearing, PUI and ORS submitted for the Commission’s consideration a settlement
agreement between themselves in which the Intervenors did not join (“Settlement
Agreement”). The Commission took the Application and Settlement Agreement under
advisement and directed that the parties submit proposed orders.

The joint proposed order submitted by PUI and ORS adopted the terms of the
Settlement Agreement and provided for an increase in total annual revenues of $609,897
and approval of proposed modifications to certain terms and conditions of the Company’s
rate schedule. The most notable modification set out in this joint proposed order
pertained to the previously approved rate design for PUI, which sets equivalencies for
commercial customers based upon wastewater facility capacity design guidelines under
Appendix A to 25 S.C. Code Regs. 61-67. Under this rate design, commercial customer
equivalencies are based upon the number of gallons required to be constructed and
installed to serve the various types of commercial customers connected to the system.

The equivalencies are determined based upon the number of gallons assigned to
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the varnious factors attributable to the type of commercial customer as compared to the
400 gallons per day which are assigned to a residentiz;l customer under Appendix A. In
their joint proposed order, PUI and ORS requested that the Commission approve a
modification to the factors associated with cars served through drive-thru facilities by fast
fbod restaurants by reducing the number of gallons per car from forty (40) to ten (10).

By contrast, the Intervenors’ proposed order provided for either (1) an alternative
rate design which would allow Intervenors to have their sewer rates set by reference to
their potable water consumption or (2) a decrease in the number of gallons associated
with cars served by their drive-thru facilities from ten (10) gallons as proposed by the
original PUT-ORS Settlement Agreement to two (2) gallons and a decrease in the number
of gallons associated with seats in their restaurants from forty (40) to ten (10) gallons,
with a resulting decrease in their total equivalencies under the previously approved rate
design.

On September 17, 2013, the Commission issued Order No. 2013-660 approving
the Settlement Agreement. The Intervenors petitioned the Commission to rehear or
reconsider the matter on October 7, 2013. On October 23, 2013, the Commission issued
Order No. 2013-771 denying Intervenors’ Petition for Rehearing or Reconsideration. On
March 21, 2014, Intervenors filed a Petition for Wnt of Supersedeas and/or Equitable
Stay. On April 8, 2014, PUI filed an Answer in response to this Petition as directed by
the Commission. On May 1, 2014, the Commission issued Order No. 2014-403 denying

Intervenors’ Petition for Writ of Supersedeas and/or Equitable Stay.
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II. INTERVENORS’> APPEAL TO THE SUPREME COURT

On November 22, 2013, Intervenors filed a Notice of Appeal from Commission
Order Nos. 2013-660 and 2013-771 with the Supreme Court. While this Appeal was
pending, PU], ORS, and Intervenors arrived at a settlement, which was reflected in a
settlement agreement dated September 30, 2014 (“Settlement Agreement on Appeal”)
that was submitted to the Court with a motion requesting the matter be remanded to the
Commission for consideration and approval of the Settlement Agreement on Appeal.
The Court granted the parties’ motion in its October 1, 2014, Order referenced above,
held Intervenors’ appeal in abeyance, and remanded the matter to the Commission for
consideration of the proposed Settlement Agreement on Appeal. Per the terms of the
Court’s order, the parties are required to notify the Court when the Commission has taken
action on the Settlement Agreement on Appeal.

0. THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ON APPEAL

On October 6, 2014, ORS filed the proposed Settlement Agreement on Appeal
with the Commission. The Settlement Agreement on Appeal provides, inter alia, that
PUI shall be allowed to earn additional revenues which will result in the operating margin
of 17.98% that was approved by the Commission in Order No. 2013-660, while at the
same time providing for a reduction in SFEs for all fast-food restaurants by eliminating
from the equivalency factors attributable to such commercial customers the ten (10)
gallons of wastewater associated with cars served in drive-thrus. To accomplish this, the
Settlement Agreement on Appeal further provides that the Intervenors would receive a

refund of the portion of their bills paid since the issuance of Order No. 2013-660
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($13,608.06 for Sensor and $5,141.68 for J-Ray) which exceeds the rate contemplated by
the Settlement Agreement on Appeal. Further, the Agreement provides several
components affecting PUD’s revenue and rate, including (a) recovery of $18,749.74 for
the aforementioned refunds to Sensor and J-Ray; (b) a redistribution of $60,846.66 of the
previously approved revenue requirement among all customers to eliminate the
application of R. 61-67.FF.3 to cars served through drive-thru facilities, and (c) recovery
of $37,779.95 for PUI’s additional rate case expenses incurred in the appeal by Sensor
and J-Ray to the Supreme Court, to be amortized over three (3) years. In order to give
effect to the foregoing terms, the Settlement Agreement on Appeal requires a fifty cent
increase in PUT’s monthly rate to $36.50 per single family equivalent (SFE) which would
allow it to earn additional total annual service revenues of $654,395.
IV. PROCEEDINGS ON REMAND AT THE COMMISSION

The Commission issued Order No. 2014-866 in this docket on October 22, 2014,
directing its Staff to establish testimony pre-filing deadlines and schedule a hearing to
consider the Settlement Agreement on Appeal in this matter. A Notice of Hearing and
pre-filed testimony deadlines were thereafter issued by the Commission Staff, which set a
hearing on the Settlement Agreement on Appeal for January 22, 2015. Pre-filed
testimony in support of the Settlement Agreement on Appeal was thereafter submitted by
PUI and ORS.

A public hearing was held before the Commission on January 22, 2015, at the
Commission’s offices located at 101 Executive Center Drive, Columbia, South Carolina.

No public witnesses appeared to testify at this hearing. PUI was represented by John
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M.S. Hoefer, Esquire. ORS was represented by Jeffrey M. Nelson, Esquire, and Florence
P. Belser, Esquire. Intervenors were represented by Kathleen M. McDaniel, Esquire.
PUI presented the remand testimonies of Fred (Rick) Melcher, III, Manager of Public
Relations for Ni America Operating LLC (a subsidiary of PUI’s indirect parent, Ni
America Capital Management LLC), and Gary E. Walsh of Walsh Consulting LLC, both
of whom had previously testified in this docket. ORS presented the remand testimony of
Dawn M. Hipp, Director of the Consumer Services, Transportation, and Water and
Wastewater Department.

The parties assert in the Settlement Agreement on Appeal that it serves the public
interest as defined by S.C. Code Ann. § 58-4-10(B)(1) (Supp. 2013) and that the
Settlement constitutes a fair, reasonable and full resolution of all issues in the docket.
This assertion was supported in the testimonies of the witnesses at the remand hearing.
According to Exhibit 2 to the remand testimony of Ms. Hipp, the additional annual
service revenue of $654,395 agreed to by the parties results in an operating margin of
17.98% -- the same operating margin previously approved by the Commission in this
docket.

V. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the evidence of record in this proceeding, and considering the
testimony provided by the Company and ORS during the hearing on remand, we find that
the terms agreed to by the parties as specified in the Settlement Agreement on Appeal,
which is hereby adopted and attached to this Remand Order as Exhib_it 1, are just and

reasonable and that such allow PUI to continue to provide its customers with adequate
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wastewater service. The Commissioq finds that the witnesses offered by the parties
offered satisfactory explanations of the Settlement Agreement on Appeal. The
Commission also finds that the Company’s customers have benefited from the financial
and operational stability of the Company and that the proposed modification to the
Company’s previously approved rate design - a matter that is within the Commission’s
discretion — is consistent with the preservation of PUI’s financial integrity and its
continued investment in and maintenance of its facilities so as to provide reliable and
high quality sewer service.

Therefore, after review and consideration by this Commission of the Settlement
Agreement on Appeal, the evidence contained in the record of this case, the testimony of
the witnesses, and the representations of counsel, the Commission concludes as a matter
of law that the Settlement Agreement on Appeal results in just and reasonable rates and
charges. The rates and charges reflected in the Settlement Agreement on Appeal, set
forth on the rate schedule attached hereto as Remand Order Exhibit 2, are hereby
adopted. Similarly, the modifications to the terms and conditions of service set out in the
Settlement Agreement on Appeal which pertain to rate design are found to be just and
reasonable and are also adopted as reflected in Remand Order Exhibit 2. Finally, we
approve the other terms and conditions of the Settlement Agreement on Appeal including
(a) the refunds to Intervenors and their recovery by PUI in rates and (b) the allowance of

PUT’s legal fees on appeal as additional rate case expenses and their recovery in rates.
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Based on the operating revenues, income, and expenses agreed upon by the
parties, the resulting allowable operating margin for the Company is 17.98%. See S.C.
Code Ann. § 58-5-240(H) (Supp. 2014).

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1. The Settlement Agreement on Appeal is incorporated into and made a part of

this order by reference as Remand Order Exhibit 1.

2. The proposed rates reflected in the Seftlement Agreement on Appeal have
been entered into the record of this case without objection. We find that the
schedule of— rates and charges and terms and conditions attached hereto as
Remand Order Exhibit 2 is both just and reasonable and will allow the
Company to continue to provide its customers with adequate wastewater
services.

3. The schedule of rates and charges attached hereto as Remand Order Exhibit 2
is approved for service rendered on or after the date of this Remand Order.

4. An operating margin of 17.98% is approved for PUL
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5. This Order shall remain in full force and effect until further order of the

Commission.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF
SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 201342-S

Septemiber ), 2014

IN RE:

Application of Palmetto Utilities,

Inc., for adjustment of rates and charges
and modifications to certain terms and
conditions for the provision of

sewer service

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

N N N N Nt Nt st g

This Settlement Agreement (“Agreement”) is submitted for Commission approval by
Palmetto Utilities, Inc. (“PUI” or the Company™), Sensor Enterprises, Inc. (“Sensor™), J-Ray, Inc.
(“J-Ray?), and the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff (“ORS") (together referred to as the
“Parties” or sometimes individually as “Party”).

WHEREAS, the above-captioned proceeding was initiated by the filing of an Application
of the Company for an increasc in its rates and charges for, and modifications to certain of the
terms and conditions of, sewerscrvxce, and

WHEREAS, in its Order Nos. 2013-660 and 2013-771 the Public Service Commission of
South Carolina (the “Commission™) granted the Company’s application in part and Sensor and
J-Ray appealed the Commission’s orders to the Supreme Court; and

WHEREAS, the Parties, who are the only parties of record in the above-captioned docket

have varying légal positions regarding the issues in this case; and




Remand Order Exhibit 1
Docket No. 2013-42-S
Order No. 2015-153

March 3, 2015 JOINT PROPOSED ORDER EXHIBIT NO. 1
Page 2 of 8 Page3

WHEREAS, PUI, Sensor, J-Ray, and ORS have reached an agreement to settle the matter
on appeal and as such seek Commission review and approval of this Agreement.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Partics bereby jointly proposé the following terms of -
settlement which, if adopted by Commission Order, will address all issues arising from the
above-captioned docket currently on appeal:

1. Revenue requirement. PUL Seasor, J-Ray, and ORS agree that, under the terms
of this Settlement Agreement, (a) the annual revenue requirement which will permit PUT an
opportunity to earn the approved operating margin of 17.98% is $7,639,810, (b) the monthly
service rate required to permit PUI to eam this: operating margin is $36.50 per residential
customer and per commercial customer Single Family Equivalént (SFE), and (c) this settlement
rate generates additional annual revenue to PUI of $654,395.

2. vaiﬂggg_aﬁmm PUI shall bill Sensor based on 11.3 SFEs, which is

equivalent to the sum of $412.45 per month, retroactive to September 17, 2013. PUI shall refund
to Sensor the amount of $13,608.06. Any amounts paid by Sensor for monthly services in excess
of $412.45 from the date hereof shall be credited to Sensor’s account. All past claims, issues,
disputes, or matters which could be claimed or disputed by Sensor regarding this matter, as well
as Sensor’s complaint before the Commission in Docket No. 2013-148-S, are null and void and
dismissed with prejudice.

3. Provisions gffecting J-Ray. PUI shall bill J-Ray based on 7.9 SFEs, which is
equivalent to the sum of $288.35 per month, retroactive to September 17, 2013. PUI shall refund
to J-Ray the amount of $5,141.68. Any amounts paid by J-ng fqr mopthly scrvxca in exm of
$288.35 fmm. the date hereof shall be credited to J-Ray’s account. All past claims, issues,

2
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disputes, or matters which could be claimed or disputed by J-Ray regarding this matter, as well
as J-Ray’s complaint before the Commission in Docket h}o. 2013-149-S, are null and void and
dxs:mssed with prejudice.
_ 4 Settiement Components. The components of the settlemént terms set forth
herein affecting PU’s revenue requirement and rate consist of (a) recovery of $18,749.74 for the
aforementioned refunds to Sensar and J-Ray, (b) a redistribution of $60,846.66 of the previously
gpproved revenue requirement among all customers to eliminate the application of R. 61-67.FF 3
to cars served through drive-thru facilities, and (c) recovery of $37,779.95 for PUI's additional
rate case expenses incurred in the appeal by Sensor and J-Ray to the Supreme Court which is
pending as Appellate Case 2013-002492, same to be amortized over three (3) years.
5. Public Interest. ORS is charged by law with the duty to represent the public
interest of South Carolina pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 58-4-10 (B) (Supp. 2013). Section 58-4-
10(B)(1-3) reads in part as follows:
..."public interést’ means a balancing of the following:
(1) concerns of the using and consuming public with respect to public utility
services, régardless of the class of customer;
(2) economic development and job attraction and retention in South Carolina;
g)dprmvaﬁon of the financial integrity of the State’s public utilities and
continued investment in and maintenance of utility facilitics so as to provide
reliable and high quality utility services.

The Settlement Agreement reached among the Parties serves the public interest as defined above,

sifop; The Parties agrec to advocate

that the Commission accept and approve this Scttlement Agmancnt mlts mnrcty asa fair,
reasonable and full resclution of all issues in the above-captioned proceeding and that the

3
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Commissimﬁkcmacﬁonhmnsistaﬁvd&i&adopﬁmlhe?mﬁesﬁnmaagrmmwopqat;
in good faith with one another in recommending to the Commission that this Settlement
Agreement be accepted and approved by the Commission. The Parties agrée to use reasonable
efforts to defend and support any Commission order issued approving this Settlement Agreement

pirovalDissbroval of Séttléinent; If this Scttl A ent is ved

by the Commission, Sensor and J-Ray agree to dismiss with prejudice their aforementioned
appeal and pendmg complaints before the Commission. If the Commission should declmto
approve the Agreement in its entirety, then this Settlement Agreement shall be deemed null and
void.

8. Limited Effect of Scttlement. Except as otherwise expressly provided herein,
the Parties agree that signing this Settlement Agreément will not constrain, inhibit, impair or
prejudice their arguments or pesitions held in other proceedings, nor will it constitute a precedent
or evidence of acceptable practice or terms in future procéedings.

9. Governing Law, The Agreement shall be interpreted according to South

Carolina law.

10.  Entiré-Agresment. The above terms and conditions fully represent the entire
agreement of the Parties hereto and supersede any prior agreements or understandings regarding
thé subject matter heréof whether written or oral. Therefore, each Party acknowledges its consent
and agreement to this Settlement Agreement by affixing its signature or by authorizing counsel
to afﬁx_ his or her signature to this document where indicated below. Counsel’s slgnmnrc
npxmet;n‘h‘is or her' Waﬁm that his or her client has authorized the ‘execution of the

4
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agreement. Facsimile signatures and email signatures shall be as effective as original signatures |
to bind any party. This document may be signed in counterparts, with the original signature
pages combined with the body of the document constituting an original and'provable copy of this
Settlement Agreement. The Parties agree that in the event any Party should fail to indicate its
consent to this Settlement Agreement and the terms contained herein, then this Settlement

Agreement shall be null and void and will not be binding on any Party.

[SIGNATURE PAGES FOLLOW]
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Representing Palmetto Utilities, Inc. - .

Willonghby & Hoefer, P.A.

Post Office Box 8416

930 Richland Street

Columbia, SC 29202-8416

Phone: (803)252-3300

Fax:  (803)256-8062

E-mail: jhoefer@willoughbyhoefer.com
bmustian@willoughbyhocfer.com
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Representing Sensor Enterprises, Inc.

Kathleen M. McDaniel, Esquire

Callison Tighe & Robinsoa, LL.C

Post Office Box 1390

1812 Lincoln Street

Columbia, SC 29202

Phone: (803) 404-6900

Fax:  (803) 404-6902

E-mail: reeccwﬂlmms@ealhsonnghc.com
kathleenmcdanie com

Representing J-Ray, Inc.

Kathleen M. McDaniel, Esquire

Callison Tighe & Robinson, LL.C

Post Office Box 1390 .

1812 Lincoln Street

Columbia, SC 29202

Phone: (803) 404-6900

Fax:  (803) 404-6502

E-mail: reecewilliams(@callisontighe.com
kathleenmcdanicl@callisontighe.com

JOINT PROPOSED ORDER EXHIBIT NO. 1
Page 8
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Representing the South Carulina Office of Regulatory Staff

( M. Nelson, Esquire
Florence P. Belser, Esquire
South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff
1401 Main Street, Suite 900

Columbia, SC 29201

Phone: (803) 737-0823

Fax:  (803) 737-0895

E-mail: ‘jaélson@ieaalEssov.
foelser@regstaff.sc.gov
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PALMETTO UTILITIES, INC.
1710 WOODCREEK FARMS ROAD
COLUMBIA, SC 29045
(803) 699-2422

SEWER RATE SCHEDULE

i:  MONTHLY CHARGE

a.

Residential - - Monthly charge per
smgle—famﬂy house, condommmm,
villa or apartment unit $36.50

Commercial - Monthly charge per
single-family equivalent $36.50

The monthly charges listed above are minimum charges and shall apply even if
the eqmvalency rating is less than one (1). If the equivalency rating is greater
than one (1), then the monthly charges may be calculated by multiplying the
eqmvalency rating by the monthly charge of $36.50.

Commercial customers are those not included in the residential category above and
include, but are not limited to, hotels, stores, restaurants, offices, industry, etc.

The Utility may, for the convenience of the owner, bill a tenant in a multi-unit building,
oonsustmg of four or more residential units which is served by a master sewer meter or a
singlé sewer connection. However, in such cases all arrearages must be satisfied before
service will be provided to a new tenant or before interrupted service will be restored.
Failure of an owner to pay for services rendered to a tenant in these circumstances may
result in service interruptions.

2:;  NONRECURRING CHARGES

a

Sewer service connection charge per

smgle—famﬂy equivalent $250.00
Plant Impact fee per single-family
equivalent . $800.00

.. The nonrecurring charges listed above are minimum charges and apply even if the

equivalency rating is less than one (1). If the equivalency rating is greater than
one (1), then the proper charge may be obtained by multiplying the equivalency
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rating by the appropriate fee. These charges apply and are due at the time new
service is applied for, or at the time connection to the sewer system is requested.

3. BULK TREATMENT SERVICES

The utility will provide bulk treatment services to Richland County ("County”)
upon request by the County. The rates for such bulk treatment services shall be as set
forth above for both monthly charg&s and nonrecurring chargts per smgle-famlly
equivalent:’ The County shall certify to the Utxhty the number of units or tups (mdenhal
shall provide all othef inforation regisired by the Utility in order that the Utility may
accurately detérmine the proper charges to be made to the County. The County shall
insure that all commercxal customers comply with the Utility's toxic and pretreatment
effluent gmdelmm and refxmn from discharging any toxic or hazardous matenals or
substancm into the collectlon system. The County will maintain the authonty to interrupt
service 1mmedxate1y where customers violate the: Utxhty’s toxic or pretr&tmmt effluent
standards of discharge prohibxted wastes into the sewer system. The Utility shall have
the unfettered right to mtermpt bulk service to the County if it detcrmmw that forbidden
wastes are bemg or are about to be discharged into the Utility's sewer system.

The County shall pay for all costs of connecting its collection lines into the
Utility’s mains, installing a meter of quality acceptable to the Utility to measure flows,
and constructing a sampling station according to the Utility's construction requirements.

4 NOTIFICATION, ACCOUNT SET-UP AND RECONNECTION CHARGES

a. Notification Fee: A fee of $25.00 shall be charged each customer to whom the
Utility mails the notice as required by Commission Rule R.103-535.1 prior to
service being discontinued. This fee assesses a pomon of the clerical and mailing
costs of such notices to the customérs creating that cost.

b. Customer Account Charge: A fee of $20.00 shall be charged as a one-time fee to
defray the costs of initiating service.

c. Reconnection charges: In addition to any other charges that may be due, a
reconnection fee of $250.00 shall be due prior to the Utility reconnecting service
which has been disconnected for any reason set forth in Commission Rule R.103-
532.4. Where an elder valve has been previously installed, a reconnection charge
of thirty-five dollars ($35.00) shall be due. The amount of the reconnection fec
shall be in accordance with R.103—532 4 and shall be changed to conform with
said rule as the rule is amended from time to time.

5 BILLING CYCLE
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Recurring charges will be billed monthly in arrears. Nonrecurring charges wxll be
billed and collected in advance of service being provided.

LATE PAYMENT CHARGES

Any balance unpald w1th1n twenty—ﬁve (25) days of the bilhng date shall be
assessed a late payment charge of one and one-half ( I‘A%) percent

TOXIC AND PRETREATMENT EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

'I'he Utrhty.wrll‘not'aceept or treat any substance or matenal that has been deﬁned

hazardous waste, or. hmrdous substaneeumcludmg pollutants fallmg wrthm the
provrsrons of 40 CFR §§129.4 and 401.15. ‘Additionally, pollutants or pollutant
properties subjectto40CFR §§403 5 and403 6aretobeprocessedaccordmgtothe
pretreatment standards apphcable to such pollutants or pollutant propernes and such
mtroducmg any such pmhiblted or untreated matenals into the Company’s sewer system
may have service mterrupted without notice “intil stich dlscharges cease, and shall be
liable to the Utility for all damages and costs, including reasonable attorney's fem
incurred by the Utlhty as a reeult thereof.

REQUIREMENT S ANI) CHARGES PERTAINING T0 SATELLITE SYSTEMS

a. Where there is connected to the Utrhty’s system a satellite system, as defined
in DHEC Regulatron 61-9.505.8 or other pertinent law, rule or regulanon, the
owner or operator of such satellite system shall operate and maintain same in
accordance with all applicable laws, rulm or regulatrons

operate such. satelhtc system in a manner that the prohﬂnted or untreated
matenals referred toin Secnon 7 of this rate schedule (xncludmg but not

limited to Fats, Oils, Sand, or Grease), stormwater, and gmundwater are not
mtroduced mto the Utrhty $ system.

c. The owner or operator of a satellite system shall provide Utility with access to
such satellite system and the property upon which it is situated in accordance
with the requirements of Commission Regulation 103-537.

d. The owner or operator of a satellite system shall not less than annually inspect
such satellite system and make such repairs, replacements modlﬁcatrons,
cleanings, or other undertalﬂngs necessary to meet the requirements of this
Section 8 of the rate schedule. Such inspection shall be documented by
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10.

11.

wntten reports and vrdeo recordmgs of television mspectxons of lines and a

the owner or ope.mtor fail to undertake such mspectlon, Utlhty shall have the
right to atrange for such mspecnon and to recover the cost of same, wrthout
mark-up, from the owner or operator of the satelhtc systern

e. Should Utility determine that the owner or operator ofa satelhte system has
failed to comply with the reqmrernents of this Section 8 of the rate schedule,
wrth the exeepnon of the requlrcment that a satelhte system be cleaned, the
the Commission’s negulatlons said drsconnecuon to endure until such time as
said requirements are met and all. charges, costs and expenses {0 whrch Utility
is entitled are paid. ‘With respect to the cleamng of a satellite system, the ~
owncr or operator of a satellite system shall have the opuon of clwmng same

the cost of same, without mark—up, may be bllled to the owner or opcrator of
said system.

CONSTRIK”TION STANDARDS

The Utility requires all construcuon to be performed in accordance with generally
accepted eungineering standards, at a minimum. The Utility from time to time may
require that more stringent construction standards be followed in constructmg parts of the

system.

EXTENSION OF UTlLITY SERVICE LINES AND MAINS

The Uhhty shall have no obhgahon at its expcnse to extend its utility service lines
or mains in order to penmt any customer to discharge acceptablc wastewater mto its
sewer system. Howcver anyone or any entity which is w11hng to pay all costs associated
with extendmg an appropnatcly sized and constructed main or utility service line from
his/ber/its prcmlses to an appropnate connection point on the Utxhty's sewer system may
receive service; subject to paying the appropriate fees and charges set forth in this rate
schedule, complymg with the guldehnes and standards hereof, and, where appropnate
agreeing to pay an acceptable amount for multi-tap capacrty

CONTRACI‘ S FOR MULTI-TAP CAPACITY

The Utlhty sha]l have no obhgatlon to modxfy or expand its plant other facrhtxes
or mains to treat the sewerage of any person or entity requesting multi-taps (a
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commxtment for five or more taps) unless such person or entity first agrees to pay an
acceptable amount to the Utility to defray all or a portion of the Utility's costs to make
modlﬁcahons or expansions thereto
12. SINGLE FAMILY EQUIVALENT

A Smgle F amlly Eqmva]ent (SFE) shall be detcrmmed by usmg the -wastewater

suspect that'a pexson or entlty is ééedmg desig gu loadmgs &stabhshed by thc Guxdclmm
for Unit Contributory Loadings for Domestic Wastewater Treatment Facilities, the Utility
shall have the nght to request and receive water usage records fromn the provxder of water
to such person of‘entity. Also, the Utility shall have the right to conduct an "on
premxsm mspecuon of the customer's pretmsw If1t is determmed that actual flows or

iits services in accordance with such recalculated loadmgs



