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DECEMBER 2, 1981 

PUBLIC HEARING 

The Board of County Commissioners, Manatee County, Florida, met 

in PUBLIC HEARING in the County Central Library. 1301 Barcarotta Blvd. 

Bradenton, Florida, Wednesday, December 2, 1981 at 6:30 p.m. 

Present were Commissioners: 

Patricia M. Glass, Chairman 

Vernon E. Vickers, Vice-Chairman 

Claude E. McGavic 

Westwood H. Fletcher, Jr. 

Edward W. Chance 

Also present were: 

E.N. Fay, Jr. County Attorney 

Peter H. Ramsden, County Finance Director, representing 

R. ,B.; Shore. Clerk, of Circuit Court 

Representatives of^ the various news media entered during the 

meeting.'- ^ 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Glass. 

WATER/SEWER RATES REVISION - PUBLIC HEARING 

Publichearing(NoticepublishedinThe Bradenton Herald, November 

19, 1981) was opened for the purpose of considering the Preliminary 

Changes or Revisions of Certain Rates, Fees or Charges for the 

County Water System and County Sewer System, as advertised. 

(Resolution, November 10, 1981) 

STAFF PRESENTATION 

The County Attorney briefed the Board as to subject matter, and 

outlined action that. may be taken by the Board, based on testimony 

and information in this public hearing. 

R. A. Wilford, Director, County Utilities Department, reviewed the 

contemplated revisions, which are based on a Rate Study performed 

by the firm of Black & Veatch, Consultants for reviewing and 

establishing utility rates. 

Frank A. Buskirk, Executive Vice President, Neal Communities. Inc ., 

by letter dated December 2, 1981, requested that an explanatory 

document be prepared and circulated to interested parties prior to 

any action by the Board. 

Staff pointed out that the proposed Resolution was published in its 

entirety in the public notice in the Bradenton Herald; that Black & 

Veatch has made previous presentations to the Board of County 

Commissioners, and that detailed news articles on the subject have 

appeared in local newspapers (The Bradenton Herald and the Sarasota 

Herald Tribune). 

Mike Musselman and Jay Buehler, with the firm of Black & Veatch. 

reviewed the methodology used in preparation of the Rate Study 

Report. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Richard Nelson, representative of Sarasota County Utility District 

No. 1, asked if there would be opportunity for cross examination. 

Bill Evers, Mayor, City of Bradenton, submitted a copy of the 

existing Water Sales Agreement between the County and the City 

(dated 2/12/75) and pDinted out that, according to the Agreement. 

the County cannot change the rates as they apply to the City without 

the consent of the City and without following procedures set forth 

in the Water Agreement, that is, if the two entities cannot reach 

agreement arbitration should occur. 



DECEMBER 2, 1981 Cont'd 

Mr Fay cited that. portion of the 1975 Agreement which provides for 

periodic revision of rates. He advised that if the City and County 

cannot mutually agree upon the rate adjustments, three recognized 

rate analyses must be submitted, as in arbitration. Inasmuch as 

this is contrary to the Statute in existence at the time the 

contract was signed and to the Special Act that creates the Utility 

Systems, it was his legal opinion that this provision is not 

enforceable against the County, and if the Board adopts the 

resolution prescribing rates, a declaratory judgment should be 

sought afterwards as to whether it is enforceable against the City 

and other wholesale unit purchasers . 

Mr Wilford indicated that the methodology of a minimum daily usage 

rule recommended by the City has been incorporated into this 

agreement. 

Chief Rork, Cedar Hammock Fire Control District, took exception 

to charges being leveled against the Fire Districts for fire 

hydrants. He stated he would like hydrant rental incorporated into 

the system and indicated support of the proposed assessment for fire 

protection. 

Paul Deese, Chief, Samoset Fire Department, concurred with comments 

by ChiefESrk, but questioned the legality of assessing the fire 

district for hydrant maintenance. 

He was assured his concern would be given consideration as a 

separate matter at a later date, and apart from the proposed 

Resolution under consideration at this hearing. 

Hugh Joris, representative of the Federation of Manatee County Hone 

Owners Association, had questions regarding the uncollected fees 

mentioned in the Black & Veatch Report and the assessment of fifty 

cents per month per residence for additional fire protection. 

Mr Wilford explained that the proposed fifty cents per dwelling unit 

per month is for operation, maintenance and capital improvements 

to the distribution system, including lines and hydrants; that there 

is an existing charge levied against the various fire districts at 

$50 per hydrant per year if maintained by the County, $20 if 

maintained by the District. 

Diane Mills, Utilities Department, reported that the outstanding 

balance of uncollected fees is $37,590.00. 

For clarification, Mike Musselman stated that the funds collected 

through the additional assessment are to be used for County purposes 

and would be kept under County control, not distributed to the fire 

districts. 

Richard Connick, Mayor, Bradenton Beach, wanted it on record that 

Bradenton Beach is opposed to the proposed increase. 

Mr Wilford pointed out that there is $12,390 outstanding as unpaid 

maintenance charges against four hydrants on Anna Maria Island, that 

some of the proposed funds would go toward defraying those costs 

if that should be the will of the Board. 

Richard Nelson, representing Special Utility District No. 1, 

Sarasota County, indicated that the proposed new rates are not 

acceptable; that the rates are discriminatory toward Sarasota 

County; that the Rate Study Report by Black & Veatch (previously 

submitted in November 1980) and any supplements or amendments to 

those recommendations be entered into the record, and that, after 

the Sarasota rates experts have examined the final basis for the 

increase, additional negotiation would be most productive. 
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RECESS/RECONVENE 

After a brief recess, the Board reconvened with all members present. 

Wayne Allgire, Manager, Town of Longboat. Key, stated the position 

of the Town of Longboat Key is basically the same as that of 

Sarasota County. He requested continuance of the public hearing, 

or an opportunity for the Longboat Key Engineer and Consultants to 

negotiate with the County Consultants to establish a tentative rate 

to be taken before the Town Commission for consideration. 

Mr Wilford responded that there have been meetings with the various 

consulting engineers and rate experts who have been provided 

ail documentation and that, basically, there has been a meeting of 

minds about the methodology of the rates. 

Don Smalley, Engineer, Longboat Key, stated the main issue was the 

documentation, and that the terms of the contract were not 

satifactory to the Town. 

Mr Musselman reported that significant changes were made in the 

process of updating the study from the initial discussion point to 

a more current time frame (from 1980 to 1982-83 costs). Mr Nelson 

noted he was not aware of any studies supplementing the initial 

report and that he has not seen them. 

According to Lloyd Lovell, Public Works Director, Bradenton, the 

only supplemental material in his file is a letter with a proposed 

re-negotiated agreement, and it does not speak to rates. 

John Sheehan, Sarasota County, commented that in the original study, 

the proposal for design criteria is for 18.3 million gallons per 

day for Sarasota but in the proposed agreements that amount is 10 

million gallons daily. 

MEETING RECESSED , 

The Chairman declared the public hearing continued until Tuesday, 

December 8, 1981, at 9:00 a.m., at which time the Resolution 

Changing or Revising the Rates, Fees or Charges for the County Water 

System and the County Sewer System will be considered . 

Mr Nelson stated that written testimony of an expert witness on 

t-he behalf of Sarasota County will be submitted to the Board at that 

time. 

Recessed at: 8:45 p.m. 

Of, .ft^^^C 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

PUBLIC HEARING on Water Rate Revision 

Held on December 2, 1981 at 6:30 p.m. 

Transcript of tape recording 

(Identified speakers indicated by last name, 

example: Patricia M. Glass , Chairman = GLASS) 

(Unidentified speakers indicated by "Speaker") 

The Board of County Commissioners, Manatee County, Florida, met in a Special Session 

in the County Library, 1301 Barcarotta Blvd., Bradenton, Florida, Wednesday, Decem¬ 

ber 2, 1981 at 6:30 p.m. 

Present were Commissioners; Patricia'M. Glass, Chairman 

Vemon E. Vickers, Vice Chairman 

Claude E. McGavic 

Westwood H. Fletcher, Jr. 

Edward W. Chance 

Also present were: E. N. Fay, Jr., County Attorney 

Peter H. Ramsden, County Finance Director representating 

R. B. Shore, Clerk of Circuit Court 

Representative of the various news media entered during the meeting. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Glass. 

Glass; 

Fay: 

Glass; 

Wilford: 

Mr. Wilford, or Mr. Fay, would you please instruct the Board and 

give us the subject matter for this evening. 

Yes, ma'am. If it will please the Board this is a public hearing 

on the resolution announcing preliminary changes or revisions of 

certain rates, fees, or charges for the County Water System and 

the County Sewer System and giving notice of public hearing there¬ 

on which was adopted by the Board of County Commissioners on Novem¬ 

ber 10, 1981, scheduling tonight as a public hearing to consider 

these preliminary changes or revisions. I would assume it appropriate 

for, well.....let me first explain that after this public hearing 

you may close the public hearing and then at any regular meeting of 

the Board of County Commissioners thereafter adopt a resolution pre¬ 

scribing rates, fees, and charges either identical to what was an¬ 

nounced or any modifications or amendments thereto that you may 

deem appropriate based on what you may hear at the public hearing 

tonight. Or you may, since this is a special meeting of the Board 

you could adopt a resolution tonight after the close of the public 

hearing. That's your discretion as to what you do. I would recom¬ 

mend that if, unless there is some pressing need, that you may be 

more appropriate to wait and adopt the resolution at the next meet¬ 

ing of the Board of County Commissioners but you have the legal 

authority to do it tonight if you want. 

The next formal meeting of the Board of County Commissioners will 

be next Tuesday and we will take this resolution up at that time 

provided we hear all the testimony this evening. We will close 

the public hearing this evening and then adopt or change this res¬ 

olution accordinly at that meeting. Mr. Wilford, would you like to 

summarize what we are looking at this evening? 

The rate changes, fees that are being presented tonight are as a 

result of a rate study done by the firm of Black & Veatch, Kansas 

City, Mo., who has been hired by the County as consultants for es¬ 

tablishing and reviewing rates. AS a result of their study, we are 

presenting to the Commission tonight several changes, modifications 

and certain rates, fees and charges that are levied by the Manatee 

County Utilities Department. The resolution announcing preliminary 

changes in the system was, I think you all have a copy, and I'11 go 

through and describe briefly those changes that are contemplated 

with this change. First of all, would be private fire protection 

and this changes the monthly charge for various sizes of fire lines 
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Fletcher: 

Wilford: 

that s.erve private properties;. The charge range from a 4" from 

$38.00 per month to a 10" which is $350.00 per month. This rep¬ 

resents substantial increase in the charges from the previous rates. 

The second is a new item and that is public fire protection and this 

is to provide funds for capital improvements to the distribution 

system for public fire protection and it establishes a $ .50 per liv¬ 

ing unit charge for residential and master metered customers. And, 

this fund is to be established for operation and maintenance of the 

fire fighting capacity of the water system and would envision the in¬ 

stallation of new hydrants, maintenance of existing hydrants and the 

purchase of a what we'd call a portable distribution system and pump¬ 

ing trucks which could be utilized to augment and improve the fire 

fighting potential of the system. I would suggest at this time, while 

I have, mention operation and maintenance. It does not appear that 

way in the original resolution and I would recommend that the wording 

be to provide funds for operation and maintenance and capital improve¬ 

ments so that we could then collect and pay for fees that the County 

has expended on certain hydrants in various fire districts that have 

not been paid for. The next item is for miscellaneous service charges 

and this would be to establish a new schedule fees for service char¬ 

ges, disconnects, reconnects, bad check charges, delinquent charges, 

etc. There is one situation on the bad check charge where we had 

established a $15.00 charge, based on our experience. There is an 

indication that the State law may only allow $10.00 for a bad check 

charge so we'll have to review that and we believe will have to re¬ 

duce it back to $10 which is the present charge. The next is whole¬ 

sale water service customers charges and this is for the City of 

Bradenton, Town of Longboat Key and the Sarasota County Utilities Dis¬ 

trict #1. This establishes a maximum day usage limit, a monthly charge 

and then a commodity charge, and responsibility for debt service. 

This is all based on the cost of service formula and methodology that 

has been developed by Black & Veatch. In the case of the City of 

Bradenton, their request was that the maximum day usage .limit not 

exceed 1/2 million gallons per day. We had negotiated with. them as. 

we have negotiated with all the communities involved here and their 

fee would be $7,800.00 a month plus. If they exceed then 15 million 

to 50 million gallons a month the City of Bradenton shall pay $ .75 

per thousand gallons and all excess and use of 50 million gallons at 

$2.00 per thousand. This could be considered a penalty rate but it 

should be noted that they have a responsibility for future debt and 

they do get 1/2 million gallons a day for the $7,800.00 and this does 

basically, it is an approach on the cost of service but utilizing a 

penalty fee. I might indicate that we have, since authorization by 

the Board of County Commissioners, negotiated with the Town of Long¬ 

boat Key and Sarasota County on several occasions and have been un¬ 

able to come to a satisfactory conclusion and an acceptance of the 

rate so we are bringing it to the Board as we have the ability to do 

under the enabling laws established for the Utilities. 

Next is the wholesale service customer. The only wholesale service 

customer that we have is the Town of Longboat Key and it establishes 

a fee of $ .73 per thousand gallons. At the present time they are 

paying $400.00 per million gallons or $ .40 a thousand. 

They're paying how much? 

They're paying $400.00 at the present time, per million gallons or 

$ .40 a thousand. The next is the water facility investment fee which 

establishes a schedule of fees for the various sizes of meters and the 

fees run for 3/4" meter from $700.00 up to a 10" meter to $70,000.00. 

These fees are to be collected and utilized to build new facilities to 

expand the system and they have to be so collected and noted and can¬ 

not be used for regular operation and maintenance. In addition to 

that, we have tapping charges which are established for various sizes 

of meters. This includes the installation of the meter, meter box, 

service line connection to the main, this is actual physical connec¬ 

tion, and we are suggesting that a change in the wording, instead of 

having estimated tapping charge to make that minimum tapping charge 

because these are based on minimum. The prices may vary depending 

upon the field conditions, depth of the main, and actual cost. So we'd 

use that as a minimum charge. These charges range from 5/8", 3/4" 

from $100.00 up to an 18", $3,500.00 with the understanding those costs 
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Glass: 

could be increased dependent upon field conditions- The next is the 

sewer facility investment fee which establishes then a similar fa¬ 

cility investment fee for sewer connections and it is also based 

on the size of the meter. The same applies here for the collection 

of these fees to be set aside for the improvements to the sewer sys¬ 

tem. Ranges from 3/4 meter for $825.00 up to a 10" for $82,500.00. 

In addition to that, we have the sewer connection fees which provides 

for the physical connection to the sanitary sewer system and ranges 

in 6" for $400.00 up to 16" for $600.00. Again, we are saying that 

we would strike the word estimated, and make that minimum, since that 

is based on an actual minimum charge and actual cost will be based 

on the actual cost of labor and materials as determined in the field. 

It should be noted that clarification (inaudible) 

all schedules of rates and fees and other charges to these services 

to be furnished by the Manatee County Utilities Department are not 

revised or changed by the revisions herein. So, in other words, the 

rates we have in existence now, that are not spoken to in this ordi¬ 

nance, will remain in full effect. 

Thank you sir.....we do need a little change in the physical arrange¬ 

ment of this room, Mr. Ramsden's agreed to help me, so that we can 

have this microphone and podium here for people who wish to speak. 

While we are doing that, I promised Mayor Evers he would be the first 

on the agenda this evening and I have a letter from Neal Communities 

from Mr..Buskirk. (reads letter). 

Mr. Fay, did you get proof of publication from the Clerk's Office? 

Do we have it? 

Fay: 

Glass; 

Fay: 

Glass; 

Fay; 

Mrs. Glass, if I may, the Clerk himself was required to publish this 

so I assume the Clerk himself has proof of publication. 

•may we see that please....1'd Do we have proof of publication, 

like it for reference. 

And may I also point out to the Board that prior to having presen¬ 

tations on behalf of other interested citizens I think Mr. Wilford 

has to complete his presentation by his rate analysis people and 

all that kind of thing. 

All right, fine. 

The documents that you are talking from, the entire resolution was 

^ published. The resolution he has just been going through was pub¬ 

lished in total. 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass; 

In two newspapers? 

That I don't know. All the resolution required was once in The Braden- 

ton Herald. 

It was only published in the Bradenton Herald as I understand, but 

there were articles regarding the rates in both the Bradenton and the 

Sarasota Herald Tribune. 

Thank you, were there any contacts with any of the groups in the com¬ 

munity aside from just the printed notification? 

I have myself personally talked to the real estate group about three 

weeks ago regarding this. 

Realtor's Association? 

Yes, Realtor's Association. 

Alright, that should have..... 

Mrs. Glass, you also must recall that the Black & Decker people have 

also made presentations. Black & Veatch, have made presentations to 

the Board of County Commissioners on this same subject matter at least 

..twice. 

Yes, I do know we have had two regular work sessions on this at the 

time. Mr. NeIson. 

-3- 
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Nelson: 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Fay: 

Nelson: 

Fay: 

Nelson: 

Fay: 

Nelson; 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Madam Chairman, I'm just....... 

For the record, let's have your name please. 

Richard Nelson representing Sarasota County Utility District #1. I 

just would like to ask, do you anticipate allowing interested parties 

to ask questions of those who present testimony? 

Yes, sir. 

No ina'am, oh, excuse me, if you tell me yes, I'll do what you tell me, 

but this is not a trial, this is not an administrative hearing. He 

said, can you ask questions of people who make presentations. 

Excuse me, Mr. Fletcher, I think the point is.... 

It is not cross examination. 

No, but I think the point would be if we need clarification of certain 

rates, and so on. Is this what you were asking Mr. Nelson, as we go 

along with the presentation? 

Well. 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Then the request would be to you to ask the question, I don't think 

he should have the right to cross examine. 

No right of cross examination. 

No sir. 

Is this being conducted pursuant to 153? 

153 and Chapter 63-1598 which is a special act creating our district. 

You will....there will be no opportunity on our part to ask questions 

of the rate expert that Manatee County has employed to advise you rel¬ 

ative to establishing these rates. 

Mrs. Glass, may I respond? 

Please, Mr. Fay. 

I would think it would be only common courtesy that after the, if 

Sarasota County or Sarasota Utilities District has a question they 

could address it to the Chairman you would allow that person then, 

you could ask the question, someone could ask the question, but it's 

not technically a cross examination. The County will make its pres¬ 

entation, then the public will make its presentations, they will be 

after ours, so you will know what you want to respond to, if you 

have questions you want to ask it will be up to them just to ask you 

if the questions may be asked. What I want to avoid, this is not an 

Administrative Hearing, this is not a DRI, or that type of trial. 

This is like any other public hearing you allow people to make pres¬ 

entations, they are not under oath, they are not testifying. 

Mr. Nelson you will be accorded the courtesy of clarification of 

any points that you wish to raise when you make your presentation, 

if you can keep some notes and at the conclusion of this presenta¬ 

tion—<i f y"1! ""'" 1rr,np nc»mo,..nr<4-r»r; .->r\r\ .-a^- —l-.h^^marK^l.ngi on of this 

p ro s entation-,, we will take public testimony, but if you have some 

questions, if you just keep notes on that, perhaps we will be able 

to explain them as we go along the methodology and so on that's in¬ 

volved. I do think we have a printed document, do we not, the re¬ 

port from Black & Veatch which I think would be enough explanation 

for anyone that wanted to know how the figures were arrived? 

That's correct. 

Thank you, let's proceed. Mr. Wilford. 
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Wilford: 

Glass: 

Buehler: 

We have with us tonight Mike Mussman and Jay Buehler from Black & 

Veatch, who were directly responsible for the preparation of the 

rate study and I think it would be appropriate at this time to 

call on Mr. Jay Buehler to give a review of the methodology on how 

this report was prepared and a little overview. 

Yes, Mr. Buehler, I think it would be helpful. 

My name is Jay Buehler and I'm a project manager for Black & Veatch 

Engineers of Kansas City, Mo. We were engaged by Manatee County in 

late 1979 to develop a comprehensive study of both water and waste- 

water rates for all types of service provided by the County. The 

results of this study or studies were presented to this Commission in 

February of 1981 and in documents which I am holding here and each 

study. The principals of all of these types are commonly accepted 

rate making policies, accepted by the American Water Works Associa¬ 

tion, Water Pollution Control Federation in the form of what is known 

as cost of service principals. In other words, we examine the needs, 

the revenue needs, of the utilities, we examine the type and levels 

of service provided by the utilities to each of the customers or cus¬ 

tomer groups served by the utilities. We then allocated the cost to 

be recovered to the customers or customer groups in proportion to the 

amount of service required and then develop scheduled charges. These 

charges, in the case of the water utility, which seems to be most 

pertinent, we utilized the procedure called the base extra capacity 

method which, as I pointed out, is a commonly accepted practice of 

cost allocation. Probably the high point of this methodology is that 

a standard set of unit costs is developed for service provided and 

all customers are assigned costs using those same unit costs of ser¬ 

vice so that it insures an equitable distribution of costs. The 

findings, as I pointed out, are presented in these reports, which 

were presented to the Commission last February. Since then, we have 

met numerous times particularly with the wholesale customers. In 

fact, I was summarizing those earlier tonight and there are like 

eight approximately eight, different meetings since February that 

we have been to here, either meeting with all or some of these cus¬ 

tomers, explaining the methodology utilized and making changes in 

requirements for service which we had based our study on which have 

been developed by another Consultant earlier. Some of the wholesale 

customers at that point when they examined our report said we do not 

want that level of service. We went back and revised that level of 

service, reallocated the costs and came up with revised numbers, 

which are reflected in the rates, which is presented in the ordinance 

tonight. 

The other item which I should mention while I am up here has to do 

with Facility Investment Fees which Mr. Wilford eluded to. This is 

a concept which is becoming widespread among utilities serving growth 

oriented areas such as Manatee County. The principal of facility in¬ 

vestment fee is for, basically, growth pays its own way, so that the 

customers who have been on the system for a numberof years and have 

been paying debt service to support the facilities that have some 

extra capacity in them will not have this extra capacity totally 

used up by growth and then be forced to go out and build new facili¬ 

ties at higher costs due to inflation. By utilizing facility invest¬ 

ment fees new customers in effect are buying into the club to become 

equal with the customers who have been there and have been supporting 

the system and building the facility to have the capacity to allow 

these new customers on the system. And this is the concept that we 

have used for both water and wastewater facilities. The charge rep¬ 

resents a share of what the cost to build the system facilities at 

todays' cost with allowing for some credits for the fact that these 

people will then be on thesystem and paying rates, which a portion 

of the rates will be paying for debt service which has already been 

incurred. And I think in as few words as possible this summarizes 

the issues at hand. 
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Glass: 

Buehler: 

Glass: 

Buehler; 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Evers: 

Fay: 

Could you address the matter of cross comparisons with other com¬ 

munities, and so on, and the available data that you had? 

The available data was the cost for facility investment fee. 

Well, I think for any of the rate structure, that we have in here.... 

The costs are not out of line with any other utilities and we work 

around the country. Some of the cost, particularly we feel the water 

cost, are less expensive than many of the utilities across the coun¬ 

try are facing today. The facility investment fees, the utilities 

staff has just prepared a comparison recently, which shows that while 

the cost in Manatee County for these fees will be on the upper end 

of what is comparable around here, there is no knowledge as to when 

other costs were developed or what they represent to recover and 

how current they are. 

Thank you. Is that, conclude your... 

I believe that is all the presentation that we have and we could be 

ready for questions. 

Thank you, alright, we will proceed with the public hearing or public 

comment at this point. Mayor. 

Thank you Madam Chairman. I would like to thank you first for taking 

me at the beginning, I apologize to the rest, I am not trying to butt 

ahead, or get out of here early, but I do have another speaking en¬ 

gagement at the Town of Longboat Key ot their City Council tonight 

at 8:00 p.m. so this is the reason I have asked to be on so I can 

get out of here and get out there. So I hope that you will under¬ 

stand and not feel too bad, I know everybody wants to get home. 

Madam Chairlady, members of the Board, as you know I am Bill Evers, 

Mayor of the City of Bradenton and I am speaking to the proposed res¬ 

olution announcing the preliminary changes for the possible revision 

of rates, fees and charges to the County Water System. I am here be¬ 

cause I note that the proposed changes, include changes in the 

amounts and rates charged to the City of Bradenton, under page 3, 

beginning with wholesale water service customers. I wish to point 

out that there exists between the City of Bradenton and Manatee 

County a Water Sales Agreement that was adopted on the 12th of Feb¬ 

ruary 1975, and has been followed by the City and the County since 

then. This agreement has arrangements and provisions as how to and 

when rates for the water sold to the City of Bradenton shall be ad¬ 

justed. Basically the procedure is such that the City and the County 

shall first attempt to negotiate a rate structure every three years 

if desired. If the City and the County cannot agree on a new rate 

structure, then we may go to arbitration. The County cannot, with¬ 

out the consent of the City, and without following the procedures as 

set forth in the water agreement, change the rates as they apply to 

the City of Bradenton. I do not know if you will have any diffi¬ 

culty in attempting to set rates for the rest of the County when you 

do not know what the rates for the City will be until we have either 

worked it out by agreement or by arbitration; however, we feel that 

this contract contains the method by which both the City and the 

County are governed. 

I wish to point out that the purpose of the contract was to benefit 

both. the City and the County and this has been done. At the time 

the contract was entered into, the County needed to have some guan- 

anteed source of funds in order to fund its system while the City 

needed to purchase some water. And the contract does provide that 

the City will pay to the County a certain amount regardless of whether 

or not it needs the water. The system could not be in existence to¬ 

day without this contract having been entered into. So it is not a 

one-sided instrument and it has been and is beneficial to both the 

City and County. I have an extra copy of the contract that I can 

give you at this time. The relevant paragraph is paragraph 9 in this 

agreement. If you have any questions I will try to answer them. I 

do have one of my Council lady's with me, Mrs. (inaudible) and 

also Mr. Crawley, the Director of Public Works. Mr. Fay, do you 

have a copy of this agreement on the water? 

Yes, sir, if you want to have one for the public record mine is an 
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Glass: 

McGavic: 

Evers; 

Glass; 

Eve rs: 

Fletcher: 

Evers: 

McGavic: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

older copy. If you want to have one submitted. 

Why don't Mr. Evers, Mayor Evers, brought this up and I think we 

should enter this copy into the record if you can spare it. We 

will have this entered into the record. Mr. McGavic. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman, Mayor Evers, am I to understand that we 

have not negotiated a satisfactory agreement up to this point. 

That is correct sir. We have negotiated, but have not negotiated 

satisfactorily. 

We have negotiated but not a satisfactory one. 

Not that suits the City. 

Then it is your contention that we should be in arbitration at this 

point. 

If the County feels like they cannot go any further on the structure 

or their rate structure than what they already have, but the City can¬ 

not feel like it would not do any better, then we would have to get 

an arbitration as set forth in paragraph 9. 

Thank you Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Fay, do you feel it is necessary to address the matter of this 

contract at this point? 

I am prepared to respond to all of the contracts if it is the will of 

the Board to hear about anyone of them. I am ready to respond to this 

one.... 

I think it would be helpful if we could, if it is lengthy we would 

take it up at the end of the meeting but I think it would be helpful 

now so that the Board has it clear in its mind. 

This 1975 agreement, as Mayor Evers has indicated, provides for 

periodic submission of rates and it says if the City and the County 

cannot mutually agree upon the rate adjustments it should be submit¬ 

ted three recognized rate analysis, one to be chosen by the County, 

one by the City, and the third to be chosen by the other two. Like 

an arbitration and then its decision of said rate analysis be binding 

upon the parties and it provides that the cost of arbitration be 

born equally between the parties. This is contrary to the Statute 

that was in existence at the time this contract was signed, also 

contrary to the provisions of the Special Act in 1963 that creates 

utility system. I am of the opinion this is a non-enforceable pro¬ 

vision and if you do adopt the resolution of prescribing rates we 

should seek a declaratory judgment afterwards as to whether or not 

this is enforceable against the City. I have the same feeling for 

other wholesale units. 

Thank you. 

I don't think this is enforceable against the County. 

Thank you, let me hear from Mr. Wilford, Mr. Chance, just for a 

minute. 

I would indicate that in the negotiations with Bradenton the method¬ 

ology that they suggested that we use is the one that appears in 

this agreement and that is that they have a minimum daily usage re¬ 

stricted or limited to .5 million gallons per day and that rather 

than have a large charge for that, in other words, rather than to 

buy into a large portion system, the only one to do that, and then 

go into a penalty charge. This was their formula, their recommenda¬ 

tion that we approach it in this method and that is the way that it 

appears. 

Under the new resolution? 

That's correct. That was- their idea. they' brought forth- to us. and 

we incorporated in this. I thought they were pretty much in agree- 

-7- 
4-<4<o^ 



Public Hd 

, Walter' Rate Revision 

December 2, 1981 

ment with this methodology. 

Glass: 

Evers: 

Glass 

Evers: 

Chance: 

Wilford: 

McGavic: 

Evers: 

McGavic; 

Evers: 

You were not in agreement. 

Chance: 

Evers: 

Glass: 

Evers: 

Chance: 

Fay: 

Evers: 

They were not our figures. 

They were not their figures? 

I'm not talking about how we settled that thought, it was the figures 

they come back with $2.00, $ .72 and $ .52. 

Mr. Wilford was the City invited to attend the workshops that we held 

when we first heard the recommendations from Black & Veatch. I remem¬ 

ber the City of Sarasota being there. 

I am sure that we made them aware of the workshops and I think they 

did attend. I think Mr. Eyman was there at one of the workshops and 

I know that they were notified of the workshops, all parties concerned. 

Mayor Evers, when did you leam what the fees or rates were actually 

going to be, that there was still an apparent conflict? 

We got these a few weeks back....I don't recall the exact date of 

each particular phase. We have talked at different times with Mr. 

Wilford. 

You have talked to him since then? 

No, we feel that we have a contract that is enforceable in that the 

State Statutes, Mr. Fay related to, has nothing to do with our con¬ 

tract with the County. Again, we will make both attorneys rich, I 

guess. 

Mr. Mayor, it kind of bothers me that the night of the haring of 

the resolution, the public hearing, the City of Bradenton would ob¬ 

ject to the formula, the rates. Since you were informed of the meet¬ 

ings, since you did receive the information several weeks ago, it 

seems to me that at that time you would have contacted us, you know 

we tried to keep it informed as to when we were going to have work¬ 

shops, the meetings, I don't recall a member of the City Council at¬ 

tending those meetings. I know no one has spoken to me previous to 

tonight and here we are on the night of the public hearing with the 

Mayor objecting. It is kind of embarrassing for me, I feel like we 

need to all be working together and not knee jerk reactions to an 

ordinance on the night we are going to hear the public hearings. 

We can solve some of our problems I think by better communication. 

We have all talked about better communications and we have all said 

we are going to have them and here we are again ready to draw. I 

don't know what to say. I'm kind of set back by all of this. 

May I respond? 

Please Mr. Mayor. 

If I may respond, Mr. Chance, representing the City we have been 

talking with Mr. Wilford and others and they knew that we did not 

like the rates. I feel that we had a contract with you. 

Has your attorney talked to our attorney Mayor? Has your attorney 

been in communication with the county attorney? 

I have been in communication with the representatives of the Mayor's 

office or the City of Bradenton because I was at some of those hear¬ 

ings when we negotiated this. That's why if you will notice on page 

9 of the preliminary resolution, I provided the Clerk should cause 

a certified copy thereof to be immediately furnished to the City of 

Bradenton, the Town of Longboat Key and Sarasota Utility District No. 

1. Those are the three people we know are upset about these rates. 

We are aware of it. We are trying to give them maximum notice of what 

we are doing tonight. 

We feel like that we had a contract with you, no sense in (inaudible) 

before, we had talked, we tried to negotiate.....lead us- nowhere.... 

this is the first opportunity. All we are saying is that we would 
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McGavic; 

Evers: 

Glass: 

Evers; 

Glass: 

Evers; 

Glass; 

Evers; 

Glass; 

Rourke; 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

like to enforce if we have to this contract with the County and go 

from there on. 

Madam Chairman, thank you. Mayor Evers, how far apart are we? 

I would say quite a ways at this particular time. We had asked 

and still had not received some information from your Engineering 

Group of that breakdown. I have never received it. I talked to 

Mr. Eyman briefly, he said he was going to try to get here to- 

night.....he couldn't be here. There still was information that we 

could not receive.....! will be glad to get you just what we didn't 

receive (inaudible) 

Well, further, I feel the purpose of a public hearing is to air these 

particular things and we may have gone on negotiating for a long time 

and never arrived at a reasonable figure. These figures are the fi¬ 

nal determination and that's why we are here tonight to see whether 

or not -they are acceptable and agreeable, and so on. 

That's true. Mr. Wilford was very nice every time we met with him. 

I think it was clearly indicated that the negotiations went on and 

meetings went on and if it was irresolable.... 

I think this is the only way that it could be resolved, you brought 

it to a head....we are saying we think we have a contract. 

That's duly noted Mayor. 

Anything further? 

Any further questions? Thank you. 

We will continue public comment. I'll start on this side. Is 

there anyone over here that wishes to make public comment in regard 

to this resolution. Chief? 

My name is Chief Rourke, Cedar Hammock Fire Control District. In 

regards to the charge (inaudible) of Manatee County, representing 

the fire control district, we have one exception and that would 

be the charge that is leveled against the fire district to con¬ 

trol the fire hydrants, we would like to see this (inaudible) and 

get this, quote mess cleared up, unquote. It is something that has 

been hanging fire for quite sometime as you are well aware of. We 

have had discussions with you on this before. We would like to see 

this particular thing incorporated into that in connection with 

(inaudible). Second/''speaking for this particular assessment 

against the water customer (inaudible) for quite sometime and its 

something that needs to be addressed now and needs cleared up. 

We have many areas in this County-that do not have sufficient fire 

protection regarding water. For example a 4" main as Mr. Wilford 

knows should be able to deliver 400 gallons of water per minute 

flowing pressure, just by opening the hydrant up and the pressure 

on the hydrant should not drop below 20 pounds per square inch. 

We have many, many hydrants in the area that drops down to 0, we 

can't even read. So this is to merely bring up the fact that some¬ 

thing should be done now. I realize how this system is incorpo¬ 

rated, one of a great many private water companies and so forth. You 

inhereted the problem, you being the Board, and I sympathize 

with you but here again I would like to express our support for 

this and also to put in once again that I would like to see the 

hydrant rental incorporated into this particular phase, if it is 

possible. 

Thank you, sir. 

the hydrant? 

Mr. Wilford, do you have any comments in regard to 

The $ .50 per dwelling unit is to establish a new fund which has 

not existed in theijpast, and as I have recommended that it would 

be for operation and maintenance as well as for improvements to 

the system. What Mr. Rourk says is very true. The system is very 

defficient and needs a lot of improvements. There remains in the 

existing rates, though, a charge of $50.00 per year for the various 

fire districts for maintenance of hydrants in their districts. $50 

if the County maintains them and $20 if they maintain them. This 

does not envision elimination of that charge and I think that is his 

concern. „ 
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Glass; 

Fletcher: 

Wilford: 

Chance: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass; 

Chance; 

Glass: 

That is the request you are making..... the elimination of the $50. 

I wanted to be clear on that, that is your recommendation. 

Does not. 

Does not. 

Mr. Wilford, I misunderstood what we were doing then, because I 

thought this was the reason we were putting the $ .50 on so we 

wouldn't have to go to the Fire Departments and say we want money 

for maintenance of the fire hydrants. We are still going to be do¬ 

ing that. 

That is the way the rates are established now. If it was the de¬ 

sire to eliminate that $50.00 per year, $20.00 per year if they 

maintain that is the discretion of the Board. That is not the way 

it has been presented. It was strictly to be able to begin to catch 

up and maintain, that is, to provide new hydrants and buy pumpers 

and portable distribution systems to take care of an immediate prob¬ 

lem. It does not generate that much revenue to take care of real¬ 

ly improving the system as it needs to be. 

Mr. Fay, could this policy be handled outside of this resolution? 

In other words, if we wanted to change that fee structure with 

that Fire District we could take care of that aside from this res¬ 

olution? 

Yes, ma"am. It is not administrative. 

It doesn't need to be.... 

Madam Chairman. It hasn't worked 

it is going to work in the future 

some pay and some don't pay. And 

ution? 

in the past and I don'-t see how 

trying to collect it, because 

so why do you need it in a resol- 

No, we can take it up as a separate issue, this is what I was trying 

to determine. 

Fay; 

Glass: 

Chief: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Deese; 

The $ .50 per living unit would have to be in a resolution to be 

assessed against their bills. The hydrant maintenance fee is: not 

inlcuded in this resolution so its not involved at all if you want 

to later bring that up you could delete it whatever you wanted to 

do with it. 

We'll take not of your recommendation and take it up as a separate 

issue, sir. Yes, yes sir. 

I'm the chief of Westside Fire Department and did I understand it, 

it's $ .50 per living unit? Does that mean...... 

Per customer. 

No there is $ .50 for residential and master metered customers. $ .50 

for living unit and then in addition for commercial and industrial 

it has a charge ranging from a 3/4" meter from $ .50 up to a 10" 

meter to $35.00 per month. 

Thank you. Chief, is that all the comments that you had? Thank you. 

Paul Deese, Chief of Samoset Fire Department....I've just got a legal 

question for our attorney. Isit legal that we tax a tax.....really 

this is what it boils down to. We Fire Departments operate on tax 

money, fire tax. You people assessed us on that per hydrant, the 

discussion just was, say $20 per hydrant, if we maintain it, $50 if 

Utilities maintains it which we all do. I am sure that all the fire 

departments participate in this activity. Can the county legally tax 

the taxee. 
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Fay: 

Glass; 

Fay: 

Deese; 

Glass: 

Deese: 

Glass: 

Deese: 

Glass: 

Deese: 

Glass: 

Deese ; 

Glass: 

Dorris: 

Glass: 

Mrs. Glass, do you want me to respond? 

Please, Mr. Fay. 

Technically it is not a tax, sir. I see where you are coming 

from, and I sympathize with what you are saying, but the charge 

made by the County to you, although you may be paying other tax 

revenues, is not a tax being imposed by the County. It is a 

charge being made for a service the same way the County may have 

to pay a City Building permit, or the County, vise or versa. It 

is a charge that one government may have to pay another, is not one 

government taxing another. 

By your legal terms, maybe that's the way it comes out, but legal¬ 

ity does not really change the overall standpoint from the day one 

to day end. Sooner or later it is going to catch up to all of us. 

I think our President is about to show this today where we are all 

headed to, we are all taxing ourselves out of a place to stay. When 

it comes right down to it, no matter how we re-phase it, we are all 

caught up in this thing. You people are assessing us for this charge. 

We are all strictly nonprofit. We can not do anything for a profit. 

You people are not supposed to be able to do this either. 

I think that the problem that rests there is that the Fire Districts 

have a taxing authority and the responsibility in the past is assumed 

to be or set as their responsibility and they were supposed to do 

the technical work in taking care of those hydrants. That is al¬ 

most an impossibility and the Utilities System cam along and started 

doing a little bit here and a little bit there and I think the point 

the Chief made was a good one and if I read you correctly, you are 

supporting his statement. 

That is correct exactly, but we are really, when you look at it from 

the standpoint, now we have in our particular district, we have very, 

very few hydrants, and I am glad to see a charge come up to where it 

will provide more hydrants for everybody. 

The point is that it is going to cost something to do that work. 

That's very true, but you've got to look at it from this standpoint, 

you have got an additional charge here that really is absurd. When 

you say we, the fire departments, maintain these hydrants, we are 

still going to pay the $20. 

Mr. Deese, what I was recommending before, I think Commissioner 

Chance was making your point also. I think this issue can be taken 

up and handled and I think the Board is sympathetic with you concern, 

so if we can take it up as a separate issue, it does not have to be 

dealt with in this resolution but your point is well taken. 

Do I have your word on that? 

Yes sir. 

That's good enough. 

Anyone else on this side of the room that wishes to comment? Mr. 

Mayor, this gentleman and then Mayor Connick. 

Hugh Dorris, representing tjhe Federation of Manatee County Homeown- 

ers Association. As I recall correctly on the Black and Veatch re¬ 

port there was $575,000 of uncollected money from the fire districts. 

How does that work into the fact that now they want a $ .50 cost per 

month charge. I also understand that the $ .50 per month charge in 

the Black and Veatch report is not to be used in place of the work be¬ 

ing done for the 420; it's for additional fire protection (inaudible) 

if I'm not correct on that. Am I correct on that? 

Mr. Wilford, can you address this? 
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Wilford: 

Dorris-: 

Wilford: 

Dorris: 

Wilford: 

Dorris: 

Mills: 

Glass: 

Dorris: 

Glass: 

Connick: 

Glass: 

Connick: 

Glass: 

Connick; 

Glass: 

Connick: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

The new $ .50 charge per dwelling unit is for operation maintenance, if 

that language is adopted, and capital improvements to the Distribu¬ 

tion system, which included lines and hydrants. There is an exist¬ 

ing charge of $50 per hydrant per year, which is levied against the 

various fire districts based on the number of hydrants they have, 

if we maintain them its $50 if they maintain them its $20. The fire 

districts have questioned the continuance of that charge, which has 

been an annual charge, as against the $ .50, they support as I under¬ 

stand the $ .50 charge. 
__ 

In place of the $40.00? 

Right. They would prefer to have the old charge eliminated. 

Now this $40 or $50....there is $575,000 we have not collected. 

That's an incorrect amount. 

How much is it? 

The outstanding balance is $37,590.00. 

The response was from Dianne Mills, Utilities System. 

I just wanted to be sure that we were not mixing up the 40 and 50 

cents. I'm in favor of both of them or the Federation is in favor 

of both of them. 

Thank you, Mr. Dorris. 

Mayor Connick? 

First I want to say Charlotte couldn't be here tonight because her hus¬ 

band is still recuperating from a heart attack. I told her I would 

come over and more or less find out.....I mean we were in the dark. 

When you say Charlotte, you mean Mayor Long, are you representing 

Mayor Long? 

No, I am just speaking in behalf of her and Holmes Beach because 

she did not have a representative. 

Alright, let the record note that this is the new Mayor of Bradenton 

Beach, Richard Connick, congratulations, sir, or I don't know, con¬ 

dolences , maybe - 

As- it was, jus.t said before, we stj>ll have a lack of communica¬ 

tion, we were unaware of what was, going to be di.s.cus.se.d at this. 

meeting. All we knew was: there was a slight increase, but I. have 

a little bit more brushed up and why, I am s.ure,^ I: haven't talked 

to Charlotte, but I'm sure she will back. me on a $ .50 increas.e to 

our fire districts, because as you know,......(background talkl 

Not to the fire districts? 

The users are going to be charged $ .50. that will go to districts 

directly (inaudible) 

Clarify this please, will you, again...., 

Connick: 

That was set aside in a special fund for improvements, to the Distri¬ 

bution System for fire fighting purposes, for installation of hy¬ 

drants, water main extensions, the purchase of pumpers and portable 

distribution systems. 

But it's still tied with the fire departments, fire districts on the 

Island, we just went through this, and the fact that our fire districts, 
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Wilford: 

Glass: 

Muss man; 

Glass: 

Connick; 

Chance: 

Connick; 

Chance: 

It is a levy against a charge for all customers in the county and 

that money is basically assuming that because they have water ser¬ 

vice they are paying for fire protection as well. Did you want to 

clarify that? 

Yes, I .think it would be well to get this.... 

My name is Mike Mussman with Black & Veatch. I think the money that 

is collected will be kept under county control and not turned over to 

the fire districts. It is for county purposes to do the work the fire 

districts were previously responsible for. 

That answers a lot of the questions. 

No, it don't. 

Let me try to clear it up. What happens right now is we are having 

problems with getting fire hydrants in and bringing the system up to 

standard where you will have a good system. 

We have a system. 

I know, but the maintenance of that system is a different story. 

That's what we said we were going to address aside from this issue 

here tonight. We are going to speak to that at another meeting. 

This is to install new hydrants throughout the system, when new 

customers come into the system. Right now, if you have a two lot 

subdivision the county requires you, because you are building two 

houses on a piece of property to put a fire hydrant in and that 

charge is on one person. I don't know how fair that is. Under this 

ordinance that money will be used to install and the maintenance of 

those hydrants. Is that correct? And to take care of the future needs, 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Chance: 

Connick; 

Glass: 

Connick; 

Can I respond to that? 

Please, Mr. Wilford. 

This does not envision the elimination or the responsibility of a 

developer to install hydrants in his subdivision. It could in some 

instances, where there is a one or two lot subdivision, there is a 

hydrant required, this could help reduce that requirement, yes. 

You'll reap the benefits? 

Here is what I don't understand, and I don't think I am that dense 

tonight. The fact that we have a good fire district, we had all hy¬ 

drant systems installed on the Island. We have no developments, no 

subdivisions going in because we're ninety (90) percent filled out 

there. The Commission is responsible for hydrant and maintenance of 

it. That's a contract that they have with the utilities. The way I 

understand it, they -maintain them, there's a contract between the fire 

district (inaudible) and the Utilities on hydrants and maintenance 

of it and everything else. OK, the district pays for it. The way I 

understand it, the people are gonna be paid to build a $ .50 increase 

to go toward the hydrant and the fire district equipment. Am I cor¬ 

rect so far? 

Yes, this establishes a $ .50 per living unit charge for public fire 

protection. Funds collected from this charge will be set aside 'for 

the investment in public fire protection systems, portable and pump-- 

er trucks and for improvements to the system repair fire hydrants. 

This charge is separate and apart from charges for regular utilities 

service and will be accounted for separate. 

OK, so in other words, with our district out there, last year we^re 

only spending half of the tax money they got and just been given a 300 

percent increase which was ridiculous. They've got all the money they 
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Glass: 

Connick; 

Wilford: 

Connick; 

Glass: 

Connick: 

Fletcher; 

Conntck; 

Glass; 

Wilford: 

Glass: 

Wilford: 

Glass; 

Nelson; 

Wilford; 

Glass; 

Buhler: 

need. And why should the people of Bradenton Beach, be charged another 

$ .50 to maybe, what you're telling me then for the whole county, will 

be paying for hydrants in areas where there is no hydrants in the county, 

yet we paid through tax dollars out there in our district, for the hy¬ 

drants , so in other words. 

You're opposed to this $ .50 tax? 

know. 

That's what I think we need to 

That's right and I'm sure Holmes Beach and Anna Maria is gonna be op¬ 

posed because this is between the districts and utilities and it should 

not be put another $ .50 burden on the people of the Island. Plus the 

fact, go back in the records, the only way we got on the water system 

is to float a separate bond issue, and the only one in the block until 

they incorporated into the red system in town and we lost so I mean we 

got a system that's always paid for it since it was installed. That 

was before your time. 

Yes sir. 

I want to go on record as Bradenton Beach opposing it. We've got a 

mayor's meeting tomorrow and I'm sure the other two mayors will be in 

contact with you after tomorrow's meeting and opposing it also. 

Thank you sir. 

And Westwood will be at that -meeting so he can report back. 

I have my slack jacket ready. 

Thank you. 

We'll take comments on this side. Mr. Wilford. 

Just wanted to point out Madam Chairman, there's a $12,390 outstand¬ 

ing charge to the, well, this is to the Anna Maria, Bradenton Beach 

is included in that, yes. 

Would you say that again so that. 

Speaker: 

There's a $12,390 outstanding charge against four maintenance hydrants 

that have not been paid and this would go towards defraying that cost 

if its the will of the Board, 

Thank you sir. We'll take comments on this side of the room. Show 

of hands. Mr. Nelson. 

Madam Chairman, Commissioners, I know this is a difficult task when 

we have to deal with a siibject setting rates, its a real problem. 

We'd like to preliminarily indicate to you that we really have not had 

an opportunity to study the factual and technical basis for the pro¬ 

posed rate increase. We're really not quite certain as to the basis 

which is being utilized and the formula and rate making approach that 

has been recommended. Our acco-untants have had an opportunity to re¬ 

view a document which was apparently sent to Mr. Wilford on November 

24, 1980 and I'd like to ask, if I might. Madam Chairman, if this is 

the document or report upon which the rate resolution is based? 

That is the report that was prepared by Black & Veatch, yes, 

Mr. Buhler. 

The philosophy is espoused in that report is what the rates are based 

on. In the many, many meetings that we've had in 1981 we have, at the 

request of Sarasota County and at meetings of the County Commissioners 

reduced the requirements for service for Sarasota County which has al¬ 

tered the numbers in that report and plus backed up to a closer test 

period for the fiscal years 82 and 83. For that one, was to be good 

through, I think, fiscal year 84 and I'm not sure.... 

It was the basis for the other applications we did for 82, 83 revenues. 
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Speaker: 

.sion 

1981 

Speaker: 

The principals are the same, its just that we've reduced the level 

of service, because first, Sarasota indicated that they did not want 

the level of service that was indicated in that report, and then, as 

I recall, they requested somewhere above what they are being provided 

now, and asked the county for that service, and because of discharge 

requirements for the reservoir imposed by the Regional District, the 

Commission didn't feel that it was appropriate to grant all of Sara¬ 

sota County's request for service. 

(Inaudible) 

I think it would be appropriate and we would like to request that the 

rate study report which is the basis of the proposed rates be made a 

part of the record and I hate to offer this one in evidence because 

you can see its pretty well edited and I wonder if there's another 

copy that could be utilized...... 

Mr. Fay, would you go back in the previous, I see no problem having 

a copy of the report entered into the record of public hearing. 

If Black & Veatch has an extra copy we could do it right now, other¬ 

wise, you could instruct the Clerk to take a copy of the one that was 

in the record from November of 1980. 

Because it has been formerly presented to the Board and accepted into 

the record of the County Commission of Manatee County. 

Now, has there been any supplements or amendments in writing to those 

recommendations since that report, which is the basis of the proposed 

resolution? 

Mr. Mussman. 

We don't have any other documents. 

The answer is no. 

There is none. 

Yes, madam, there are. 

OK, I'm getting a no, no and a yes, yes. 

We've had subsequent letters addressing different aspects as the ne¬ 

gotiations went along and fine-tuned what the final rates are. 

Alright, those have to do with negotiations, with the individual par¬ 

ties concerned. 

Right, and we have provided copies to the Utilities, which we as¬ 

sumed were passed along to the individual. 

They were passed on. 

So there are additional letters other than just that study. 

Do any of those relate to wholesale water service customers? If not, 

we're not interested in them, but if they do relate to the wholesale 

water service customers, we think that it would be appropriate to 

make them a part of the record since I assume that is the basis for 

the proposed rate adjustment. 

Mrs. Glass, may I make a suggestion? 

Yes, please. 

These are letters that I understand the consultant has furnished to 

your client, Mr. Nelson, and if you wish to present them, we have 

no objection, otherwise, I think you ought to make a presentation 

as opposed to making inquiries. Apparently this is the result of 

negotiation with your client. 

Nelson: (?) My sole purpose is trying to find out what the experts, have re.com- 

mended to you as the basis for increasing the rates., you see, be¬ 

cause until we have that information, our accountants have no basis 

to really advise us, in totality, how this rate....... 

Glass: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Speaker: 

Glass: 

Mussman: 

Glass: 

Speaker: 

Speaker: 

Glass: 

Speaker: 

Glass: 

Speaker: 

Wilford: 

Speaker: 

Nelson: 

Fay: 

Glass: 

Fay: 
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Glass; Mr. Buehler. 

Buehler: 

Nelson: (?) 

Glass; 

Nelson: 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Glass; 

Speaker; 

I have a big question here, but I'm not sure whom represents whom. 

We've worked this rate out with a Mr. Loring Lovell, whom I thought 

represented Sarasota County, not too long ago, in Mr. Wilford's of¬ 

fice I think, wasn't it? 

(Several people talking at once) 

(Inaudible) utilities no rate was worked out. We discussed it, we 

discussed it as they've mentioned, no rate was worked out, no final 

decision was physically made. 

Let me go back to what we said to the Mayor of Bradenton earlier. 

Evidently following these negotiations, you came up with a docu¬ 

ment that you felt was the result of those negotiations its incor¬ 

porated in this and its in public hearing now and if you have to 

take issue with it, I think this is the point to make, is that 

your're taking issue with it. Is that it? The rate is not accep¬ 

table? 

That's correct and I think we've expressed that to Mr. Wilford on 

numerous occasions. 

I think that's where we need to get right now, you know, what all 

these other things^- could be,all the rationale and so on could be 

gone over and I'm sure our consultants and Mr. Wilford could go back 

over that with you, but point you do not find this rate acceptable? 

That's corre ct. 

Alright, that's what we need to know. 

Mr. Wilford pointed out that out at the very beginning any discus¬ 

sions we have with your consultant didn't include any agreement on 

the rate. 

Glass: 

Nelson; 

Glass: 

What we're addressing tonight, Mr. Nelson, as you know, is the res¬ 

olution and I think you need to state your client's position at this 

point. 

OK, well, may we offer into evidence, as a predicate for stating my 

client's position, the bond statement regarding special utility Num¬ 

ber 1, Sarasota County, in which the county borrowed the money with 

which to finance the construction of the water system which of course 

is dependent entirely upon the Manatee County water. Thsi bond state¬ 

ment contains, and has attached to it, the contract between Manatee 

and Sarasota County relative to furnishing the water and we think it 

is relevant to this proceeding. 

This document is 

obligation water 

Sarasota County, 

we'll enter this 

ment. 

ten million two hundred thousand dollars general 

bond series 1973 special utility district Number 1, 

Florida, prepared by William R. Hupp (.?) and Co., 

into the record. Mr. Chance? Do you have a corn- 

Chance : 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Speaker: 

No comment. 

I'll hold this up here with the rest of them. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman. 

First of all, I want to say this. I realize cost and maintenance 

of operation of the system has gone up and I think that Sarasota 

County is the first one to admit that that those costs ought to be 

equitably and fairly shared amongst the users of the system and we're 

not for one moment here to tell you that an adjustment, sole adjust¬ 

ment in the rates would not be fair and equitable and should be ac¬ 

complished. The question is, and this is a difficult question that 

you have facing you, is to separate which is fair and equitable and 

non-discriminatory. We have a contract by which states that any 

rates pertaining to Sarasota County must be non-discriminatory and also 

the provisions of Chapter 153 and 54 (64?) state with regard to rates 

and fees, and I understand thats' your fundamental authority, states 

as follows "rates, fees and charges shall be just, equitable and uni¬ 

form for users of the same plat." Now, when we say users of the same 
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Glass: 

Nelson; 

plat, that means, that what we're concerned with primarily, and at 

least initially, at this point, is the other wholesale users. I 

think that the law requires our contract with Manatee County, for 

which we are very grateful and thankful, specifies that the rates 

not be discriminatory. Other words, that the rates pertaining to 

Sarasota County be handled in the same equal manner in which I'm 

sure you intend to treat all of the wholesale users. Further, that's 

the requirement of the statute and we know that's what you want to do. 

My point here, and I'm attempting to utilize the rather disjointed in¬ 

formation that we have to show you that really that hasn't been ac¬ 

complished and won't be accomplished through the proposed rates which 

you have published. I don't know why that the recommendation from 

your consultants has come out the way it has, and without asking 

those consultants a number of questions and obtaining additional in¬ 

formation and having our accountant review that data, we're really 

not going to be able to point out to you wherein that report is in 

error, but the net result and the final result most certainly is in 

error. How it is in error, and why it is in error, we have, find 

little difficult to understand because of the fact that we really 

have not been able to complete a careful and thourough analysis of 

the basis for the proposed rates. And it is for that reason, with¬ 

out going into more detail, that we would like to ask for this hear¬ 

ing to be continued. The statute specifically contemplates that it may 

be continued as 153 says, that the hearing may be adjourned from time 

to time and frequently the procedure follows in Florida in rate hear¬ 

ings of this sort, is for the party porponent who asked the rate in¬ 

crease be accomplished present the basis for that rate increase, and 

the proposed increase and then permit those who want to question it 

that have an analysis made, and come back before the Board and point 

out just wherein there are problems, if there are any. Now we would 

propose to do that and we would propose to ask our accountants, Mr. 

Garvey and his accounting firm who are experts in the field, to analyze 

the rate structure and we would respectfully ask for a continuance. 

That's the point I was gonna make, Mr. Nelson. It's not unusual for 

this Board to continue a public hearing so if you're requests is that 

you wish to have a public hearing continued and not close this even¬ 

ing, then I think that should be a formal request made and it would 

be entertained by the Board before we finish this evening so is that, 

am I to understand that's what you would like. 

That's my initial request. Now, if that request is granted, I need 

not go ahead with the remainder of my presentation which, is somewhat 

more lengthy and I would much prefer not to because frankly I think 

that a much more useful...... 

Glass: You were here when I read the first letter 

so the Board is going to have to entertain 

states people would like an opportunity to 

rates or have further fuller information. 

Board when you finish your presentation. 

that came in this evening 

several requests that 

need justification of these 

I'll take that up with the 

Nelson: 

Glass; 

Nelson: 

You'd like for me to precede then? 

Yes, I think to take advantage of the hearing right at this point 

and get your points across and I think they'll have a better idea 

of why you may feel we should continue the public hearing. 

As I understand it, and this is a rhetorical question or an actual 

question, however, the Chair would like to construe it, its our un¬ 

derstanding that the effect of the rates which your consulting firm 

has proposed will be to increase water cost to, said one by approxi¬ 

mately $641,838. Now that is a very substantial increase, and our 

calculations further indicate and we would stand to be corrected if 

we are wrong, that this represents an approximate increase of 55% in 

the water cost to Utility District Number 1. AS you can well imagine, 

Utility District Number 1 is under bond covenant to raise its rates 

in an amount sufficient to pay all operating and maintenance costs 

plus water costs and have sufficient funds to pay the bond holders. 

The bond holders in Utility District Number 1 have a very direct and 

continuing interest in the amount of these rates. Utility District 

Number 1 has not had an uneventful financial history and to increase 

the rates in any one year by $641,000, the water cost for $641,000 for 

55 percent could represent a substantial financial shock. 
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Glass; 

Nelson: 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Glass: 

Speaker; 

Speaker; 

Glass: 

Speaker: 

Speaker: 

Speaker: 

Glass: 

Speaker; 

Glass: 

Speaker: 

Glass: 

Chance: 

Love 11: 

Chance: 

Speaker: 

Chance: 

Excuse me, Mr. Nelson, for the benefit of the Board, I think it 

would be nice if we put theprice tag on some of these. Could you 

give us the current rate and if you went through public hearings in 

Sarasota you will realize that when people talk about a 50 per cent 

increase in property taxes if your lot is $500 it went to $1,000, 

that's a 50 per cent increase, now if its a $500,000, and it goes up 

50 per cent, those are significant figures. Can you give me the rate 

at the present time? 

The dollar amount is what we're.... 

I think that's what you're talking about. 

(Inaudible) 

Oh, maybe you didn't hear me. 

is an increase of $641,838. 

The total amount as we have calculated 

Yes, but you know, I want to know what you were paying on a unit basis 

previously and what you'll be paying under the new rates and for how 

long you've been paying that rate is another factor. A lot of us are 

in trouble because of long period of inflation in which no rate in¬ 

creases have ever been done, and when you have to come down with a 

severe rate increase, this is the most painful thing in the world to 

do. If it could have been done incrimentally, it might have been less 

painful. 

We're looking at the figures now. We have a gross amount. 

According to our estimates, the existing rates are about $ .41 a 

thousand under our proposal. They also pay a fixed charge which is 

about forty-four thousand right now, approximately. The charge would 

go to twenty-eight thousand for (?) hundred fixed charge, no volume 

allowance, then for all water use it would be $ .48 per thousand. 

That's from 41 to 48. 

Volume charge for water. 

41???? 

21 

ve got calculated under exist- 

we've developed the rates on, 

We projected under this new 

00 or a difference of about 

21. That's better. 

Excuse me, but the level of revenue we 

ing charges using the units of service 

they're bringing about $1,114,000.00. 

charge, that they would pay $1,656,000 

$542,000. 

By over what period, one year? 

One year. 

Thank you. Mr. Chance. 

Could I ask a question of Mr. Lovell? What do you sell that water 

for that we sell to you for $ .21 per thousand gallons now, what do 

you sell that for? 

Our wholesale rate is $ .92 a thousand and our retail is $1.50 per 

thousand. 

A $1.50 per thousand, so you're. 

You have to throw into that all kinds of things, overhead. 

You, anymore than anyone else in this room probably, other than the 

Utilities Director, understand why. And I know Sarasota County is 

developing the MacArthur tract borrowing money and you understand 

its an expensive proposition and in some cases Manatee County is sell¬ 

ing water cheaper than they're producing it and if you had a referendum 

vote in Manatee County, right now, tomorrow, whether or not we should 

continue to sell water to Sarasota County or break the contract, it 

would be astounding. Every day, every day, when we cut off, when we 

tell our people, that they can't water their lawns., I received a thou- 
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Speaker; 

Chance: 

Speaker; 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Fletcher: 

Nelson: 

Glass; 

Nelson: 

sand phone calls last year, at home, saying I can't water my lawn 

and we're selling water to Sarasota County, so you have to under¬ 

stand the position that we're in. We cannot, and you cannot expect 

the people in Manatee County who are on our system to pay a cost for 

providing cheap water to other counties. Its just a matter of fact. 

We appreciate .the point of view. I think if you listen to Mr. Nel¬ 

son's line of reasoning.....(inaudible). 

I do, I do, and I think he's understanding and I believe that what he 

wants to do is make sure that the figures we arrived at, that it was 

done properly and that we were not gouging Sarasota County. I think 

that's what I get out of his presentation here tonight. 

We're anxious to pay our way for proper compensation. 

But I will continue the comment that was made before. We're all suf¬ 

fering, through our property taxes and everything else, the failure to, 

we've been holding the line and holding the line on taxes until the 

bubble burst this year. We've tried every year, every election year, 

in counties and so on and by the same token we are critized for the 

amount that we have charged over along period of time, which was way 

below really what it costs us to do business. So I think those are 

factors that was cranked into this thing and this firm is the most rep¬ 

utable firm and I think they've looked at all of those factors when 

they made the determination. Go ahead, Mr. Nelson. 

Along that line, I think Manatee County also made an excellent move 

and I don't understand all of the, I don't know, the details of the fig¬ 

ures, but I understand that you re-financed the indebtness of the sys¬ 

tem and that you refunded the bond and that as a result of that, your 

overall finance charges by virtue of a very intelligent move, are low¬ 

er than what they were as a result of that refunding of the bond issue. 

They're just not as bad as they could be. 

Yes. They're not as bad as they could be and I think you made an ex¬ 

cellent move, my point is I think there's a savings that, I think that, 

as a result of good management that I, so everything hasn't always in¬ 

creased. That's my point Madam Chairman. The next point is that as we 

understand it, the current plant expansion which was recently comple¬ 

ted, resulted in an expansion of the facilities of the system but 

that this expansion of facilities of the system was not required in 

order to meet the provisions of the contract between Manatee and Sa¬ 

rasota County regarding the furnishing of water services. The point 

is that Sarasota County has been using, on an average, approximately 

ten billion gallons per day of water, which is the maximum amount per¬ 

mitted under the contract with Manatee County and that the facilities 

that are in existence, and have been existence, are, and have been, 

adequate to provide that ten million gallons per day. Thus, the recent 

expansion of the plant was not required under the contract with Sara¬ 

sota County in order to provide additional facilities for Sarasota 

County and that this expansion is for, is part of the reason for the 

proposed increase in these rates and we assume, because of the rate 

making approach that your rate experts have taken, that even though 

Sarasota County does not and cannot receive any additional water under 

the contract, we are still being required to pay the additional costs 

for the recent plant expansion which plant expansion and facility ex¬ 

pansion will be of benefit to your other wholesale customers. 

I think the language in that refusal at that time was at this time, when 

thelast request for an increase in the allocation, I think that's what 

Mr. Wilford said, at this time, we couldn't do it, it left the door open 

for future requests, if possible. 

Now, let me show you how and why we feel that Sarasota County is being 

discriminated against if the recommendation of your rate consultants 

are to be followed. Take for example Longboat Key, and I hesitate to 

take Longboat Key as an example, but I happen to have the figures avail¬ 

able with regard to Longboat Key. Longboat Key, as I understand it, 

presently uses approximately 1.6 million gallons per day of water. 

Under the proposed new rates on, under the wholesale water service, on 

page three of the rate order, it's indicated that Longboat Key will be 

permitted to go from the amount that its using which is 1.6 to 3.7 or 

an increase of approximately 130 per cent, and that, of 
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Glass: 

Muss man: 

^ 

course, is to their advantage. We feel that this is part of what 

they're getting for the increase in rates, which they are prepared to 

pay, and which you're asking them to pay. They will be able to re¬ 

ceive approximately 130 per cent more water than they're presently 

receiving. Whereas, when you take Sarasota County and where you're 

raising our rates, 600,000, I think it depends on whose figures you 

look and when, I think that this rate study is dated back to last 

year, I think there's been some obvious change since last year, that 

your experts probably hanen't taken into consideration, but when you 

look at Sarasota County, we, although our rates are being increased 

by some six hundred thousand dollars and some 55 per cent, we are ab¬ 

solutely precluded from being able to purchase any more water what¬ 

soever. Frankly, we feel that is discrimination. We understand the 

reason for it, but we feel that our bond holders who are going to in¬ 

sist on our compliance with that contract, which was the basis for 

their buying the bonds that we sold, some ten million dollars worth, 

and also based on your simple terms of the contract itself, that 

that is discrimination within the class of customers. And we think 

that that discrimination is not justified by the rate study which the 

experts have provided from our analysis of it. That's number one 

point. Next, when you look at the rate study that they have compiled, 

it initially included the City of Palmetto and at this time, as I 

understand it, the City of Palmetto is not included. How is it 

that you can compare the rate structure and the charges that are be¬ 

ing made to Sarasota to determine whether or not there is discrimina¬ 

tion when we don't even know what the proposed charges are to be with 

regard to Palmetto? Now, a fair and equitable approach to this sub¬ 

ject is a difficult one, I grant you that, and there are probably as 

many different ways as there are experts to try and approach it, but 

I would say to you that the pure and simple language of the contract, 

our bond resolution and chapter 153, requires that you treat all of 

the wholesale water service customers equally, and frankly, you haven't 

done that and I don't understand the basis for not doing that, and the 

reason why you haven't done it is because Sarasota County although 

you're asking for a substantial or proposing a substantial increase, 

you, to cover additional expansion, you are absolutely prohibiting 

Sarasota County. 

Mr. Nelson, let's hear from Mr. Mussman. 

There's been a number of points that I think I'll try to address. 

First on the question of discrimination and the rates, proposed char¬ 

ges, its true that the rates for each wholesale customer is different, 

but the basis on which they're being charged is the same. Water system 

provides various types of services, it provides water supply, that's a 

service. It provides treated water supply, that's a service. They 

transmit this water, that's a service, and maintain the meters, is¬ 

sue the bills, all those are services and in our report we've come 

up with what we call unit costs of service. Those are rates for a spec¬ 

ific type of service. The difference in what the wholesale customer's 

charge>. is on how they intend to use the service. For instance, Sara¬ 

sota County has a contract for 10 mgd's, that is not an average day 

number, that is a msximum day use number. In actual practice Sarasota 

County exceeds that on an hourly basis, up to as high as 13, 14 mgd's 

so you haven't stayed within the contract limits. The other county, 

or other cities. Town of Longboat Key, has a contract for 3.7 mgd's. 

That's a maximum day limit. Their average day, when you take the total 

annual water use and divide it by 365 could come out to something less. 

But we discussed that with their engineers and they said yes, that's 

our pattern of water use. With each of our wholesale customers, we 

looked at that. Every wholesale customer has a different pattern of 

water use. Different requirements for service. Each one pays the 

same wholesale rate or same rate for that service regardless of how 

they choose to use the water. So it's a difference in water use which 

results in different charges in total for different wholesale customers. 

The second item, why should you pay for plant expansion, additional 

connections of looping within the system, because of system reliability. 

If something should happen to a portion of that treatment plant, it 

has sufficient capacity to continue to provide you water service. If 

you'reonly paying for one filter bed out there when they need to take 

that filter bed down to change the (inaudible) and clean it up you 

would technically be without water. You pay for system reliability , 

the looping. If something happens to one part of the system they'll 

be able to provide you service from another part of the system. Now, 

I think I've covered basically the points that were addressed there. 

Do you have a question? 
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Speaker: 

Glass: 

Speaker; 

Glass: 

Glass: 

McGavic; 

Glass: 

Algire: 

Madam Chairman, just a few points. I recall your rate expert say¬ 

ing initially in describing the job that they undertook to do, as, 

what they attempted to do, was to allocate cost on the basis of ser¬ 

vice required. I've made a note of that statement and what I would 

ask is when they got the Sarasota County, did anybody ask what water 

service we required, because I can tell you that limiting Sarasota Coun¬ 

ty doesn't in any way meet the service which is required, and I don't 

think that your rate expert honestly believes that there was any at¬ 

tempt to allocate the cost on the basis of service required as far 

as Sarasota County is concerned. That's point number 1. Second, I 

think your rate expert sadi that growth pays its own way. 

It should. 

Should, now I think we all agree with that concept. It's an excel¬ 

lent concept and its one which is included in your rate structure. 

However, I would suggest to you that in the recommended rate struc¬ 

ture that growth is not paying all of its way, if it were, there's 

no way that you'd be required, no way that your experts would be rec¬ 

ommending that Sarasota County's rates go up by some six hundred 

thousand or 55 per cent, because we have no growth, but yet we're 

being required to pay for the growth, for example up to 130 per cent 

on Longboat Key. And we feel obligated to raise the point because 

we feel certain that its gonna be raised to us at some junction. 

We'd like to work with you to resolve the problem and I think there 

is a lot to be said for the approach that the Mayor of Bradenton 

urged to you. Now I don't know about the arbitration because that's 

just a long involved legal process that could take a lot of time and 

money, but I do feel that additional negotiations after we have had 

an opportunity to have our rate experts and our accountants go over 

the final basis for this proposed rate order would be most produc¬ 

tive because we honestly feel that some rate adjustment is neces¬ 

sary. The increase in operation and maintenance costs has got to be 

equitably shared and we're the first ones to agree to that, but when 

you're taking one customer such as Utilities District Number 1 and 

saying. Hey, you are not permitted to expand for as we have expand¬ 

ed the facility and we're having additional debt service requirements 

and you're gonna have to pay part of that, I feel that that is dis¬ 

crimination and I don't think that a rate order which affectuates 

that situation can be upheld in court if its challenged. And I 

don't want, if our bond holders are challenging or whether some¬ 

body or some user in Utility District Number 1, who is mad about 

their rates being increased, if we pass on this increase, 55 per 

cent is a lot and I assume that it might result in a substantial in¬ 

crease to the users in Utility District Number 1 and then they are 

going to be on our necks and I think its incumbent upon us to try 

to work with Manatee County to work out a fair and equitable rate 

adjustment and we would like to do that. Now that concludes my 

presentation and I know you've had enough of it, but I would like the 

opportunity of calling one witness at some point in this preceding. 

Alright, we're gonna take 5 minutes right now. 

Mr. Algire. While he's coming up, Mr. McGavic. 

Question is for Mr. Nelson. 

Mr. Algire has got to go to a Commission meeting. Let's take this 

if you can hold back, we'll corner Mr. Nelson next. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman, members of the Board. I was instructed 

to be here tonight at your pbulic hearing by the County Commission 

of the Town of Longboat Key. The Town of Longboat has had water 

treatment with Manatee County since 1971 and during that period of 

time we have gone through two rate increases. We realize we are 

a growth community, we have the first reading on moratorium ordi¬ 

nances tonight. (Inaudible). I think we've had three moratoriums, 

which is probably, exceeds the combined total of both Manatee and 

Sarasota Counties, but yet we are a growth community or at least a 

controlled growth community. I think that basically we are taking 

the same posiiton as the County of Sarasota. Under our present 

agreement we have an Exhibit A which contains a formula that was: 

worked out by your prior rate consultants, your consulting engi¬ 

neering firm thatprovides (inaudible) for calculating future rate 

increases. We're not objecting to the proposed rates, but we 

would like that opportunity as we have had in the past in getting 
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Glass : 

Algire: 

Glass: 

Wilford; 

Glass: 

Wilford; 

Smalley: 

Wilford: 

our rate consultant together with your rate consultant and look¬ 

ing at both the old formula, the new formula determining what the 

difference is and sharing ourselves as well as the citizens of 

Longboat Key at the proposed rate, equitable rate, fair rate and 

one that we should pass on to the citizens along with the require¬ 

ments for bond indentures. Like the County of Sarasota, we don't 

charge and if they charge us we have certain additional costs re¬ 

quired by our bond indentures then to (inaudible) before we pass 

it on to the people. Our consulting engineer is Dr. Smalley and 

in the,past we had used Ed Garvey when we have had rate meetings 

with your consultant. We haven't had the pleasure of meeting Dick 

Nelson today, but I'd like (inaudible) in the future, but we would 

like to request that we have that opportunity by either continuing 

the public hearing or establishing a tentative rate to sit down and 

discuss this matter between the rate consultants as we have in the 

past, so I can go back to our accountant with the assurance, and my 

assurance and our consulting engineer's assurance that we can rec¬ 

ommend a proposed rate. 

Thank you, sir. 

Thank you. 

Do we have any other public comments, any other, just let me get a 

reading on how many other people would like to address this reso¬ 

lution this evening. Alright, Mr. Wilford. 

I would like to respond to Mr. Algire. 

Mr. Algire, Mr. Wilford wants to make a comment. 

Mr. Algire indicated that he, and its unfortunate he has not been 

involved in the rate negotiations, but we have been talking with 

our rate engineers, rate consulting engineers and with the rate peo¬ 

ple and have had several meetings and provided them with all the doc¬ 

umentation and have had basically a meeting of the minds about the 

methodology of the rates. I don't want to be left here thinking 

that we had not negotiated and have not provided them all the in¬ 

formation. Mr. Smalley has been involved in those meetings. 

(Inaudible), consulting engineers (inaudible) We did have consid¬ 

erable discussions, Dick, and these were brought back to town. As 

you know, a lot of the discussion centered around the new contract 

which was not accepted in town as you are aware. The methodology 

is not at issue as much as the documentation and the Town Commis¬ 

sion as Mr. Algire said, have in the past enabled to turn an audit 

over to their own auditor and the negotiations in the past rate 

changes have come as a result of an audit and a projection. In 

this case, the rates that are in the new ordinance are different, 

theres a couple pennies different than we talked about this summer. 

So, I think alot of discussion centered around the terms of the 

contract, which was not satisfactory to the town and we've reached 

the point now where I think the town is recognizing the need for 

an increase and ready to solidify it if we can on the basis of the 

back up for those numbers which we seen about two weeks ago I guess 

when you got the new resolution. So its not, I think we've achieved 

a lot of agreement so far, but the finalizing is what we found..... 

The documentation has been given, as I've explained to Mr. Algire 

early today, to Mr. Cox, who's not here tonight, but we have pro¬ 

vided all that information which support the figures, I'm not sure 

which...... 

Smalley; 

Wilford: 

Smalley; 

I'm not sure that you've supported the latest figures in there. To 

my knowledge they are projections for future, based on the future. 

I don't think the numbers in there are the same numbers we talked 

about during the summer. I think there's a couple pennies different 

on the basic rate. 

But that has been provided to Mr. Cox. 

that that information was.... 

I just want to make it clear 

The only thing I have in my files is the book that (.inaudible), it 

might be in his files, but I will admit, and I'm sorry to admit, 

that Al and Don have had several meetings with you. It does not 

change my request. I know that you have all worked several times 

on these problems. 
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Glass: 

McGavic: 

Glass: 

McGavic: 

Nelson: 

McGavic; 

Wilford: 

Nelson: 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Thank you sir. 

Nelson? 

Mr. McGavic, you had some questions for Mr. 

Yes, Madam Chairman. Mr. Nelson, a couple of things you've said 

caused some concern in my mind and I'd like to...... 

Please. 

Pursue a couple of points with you if I may. You indicated you 

hadn't really had enough time for study of this but you said you've 

had a copy of the report since November of last year? 

If that's the report upon which these rates are based, we have had 

that since November of last year. 

I want to clear something up. I want to make sure we're all look¬ 

ing at the same documents. Has there been more than one document? 

There have been additional, supplemental information has been pro¬ 

vided by rate consultants as we have negotiated. I would indicate 

that Mr. Nelson has not been a part of any of the rate negotiations 

that has gone on. Mr. Smalley and John Sheehan have been the ones 

that have been representing Sarasota County and I think we have pro¬ 

vided them with all documentation that come down to the rates that 

are here, established. 

This is different than what is contained... 

They agreed that that was different. 

going basis keeping them apprised. 

But they have been on an on- 

Because of all the discussion that has occured since last November 

whenever that report came in. I must tell you, the Board of County 

Commissioners is certainly not aware of any other basis other than 

this document that I have which is a copy of the rate study, that's 

all. 

McGavic; 

Nelson: 

Fletcher; 

Muss man; 

Glass: 

Mussman: 

Nelson: 

Fay: 

Lovell; 

Glass; 

Lovell; 

It's my unders.tandi'ng that this is- the basic document and you''ye ne¬ 

gotiated points- throughout the. pas.t .13 months-, 

Right. 

Supplements have come. out and supplements have been provided to Sa¬ 

rasota County? 

May I say something please? 

Mr. Mussman. 

That report was based on a design study done. by another consultant 

which part of his- service was used. That became the pattern for sub¬ 

sequent work we''ve done. That was the initial discussion point. We 

discussed with all the consultants, got their views and requirements for 

service, their modifications', different types of service requested and 

a different time frame, it was brought more to the current time frame, 

That one has a 19:84-85 time frame I believe, for the rate study there, 

we brought back the current date cost, the 82-83 cost, so there are 

significant changes from that. 

Well, that's what I was trying to point out initially Madam Chairman. 

I really am personally, honestly and totally unaware of any other 

studies which supplement this report and I have yet to see them. 

That may make communications problems on the county. 

No. I think it's a legitimate question. We could ask Mr, Sheehan and 

Mr. Smalley, 

This is Mr. Lovell. 

I'm Loring Lovell, right. And the only other communication that we 

have in our file as far as I know, is the letter with a proposed re¬ 

negotiated agreement, but it doesn''t speak to rates. Have you, John 

Sheehan, do you know of any other communication? 
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Sheehan; 

McGayic; 

Sheehan: 

Glass; 

Chance; 

McGavi c; 

Chance: 

Ley ell; 

Chance: 

Loyell: 

Chance: 

Love 11; 

Chance: 

Love 11: 

Chance; 

Loyell: 

Chance: 

Yes (inaudible)...... 

For the record, John Sheehan, representing Sarasota County. I've 

received the original document and discussed that with your all's 

staff members and then a proposal for a design criteria at 12 mil¬ 

lion gallons a day. This document was 18.3 million gallons a day for 

Sarasota. It was requested that some calculation be made in a similar 

method for 12 million gallons a day, I believe, and those calculations, 

the calculation part was sent to me, not the narrative. I've not re¬ 

ceived any calculations or any other calculations and, as your pro¬ 

posed rates are in final form here, in the proposal, we're at 10 

million gallons a day service requirement. I have been provided no 

calculations to substantiate the result in rate at that service level. 

Does the service level make any difference as long as we don't change 

the basis for establishing the rates? 

I think that's best directed to your consultants, But if I under¬ 

stand the methodology, the service level of each of the wholesale cus¬ 

tomers is inner dependent on the other and you all have a certain 

gross revenue requirement that you must meet and then its a matter 

of how will those gross revenue dollars come, where will they come 

from, and they must come from the various consumers and if said one 

becomes a less of a consumer, or more of a consumer, it changes the 

portion of the facility that's being dedicated to their use, and 

therefore changes the rate and that might very well change some others 

consumers rate because the other class or consumer is.no longer has that 

fund available. But I think, if I understand the methodology, you've 

got to look at them all at once. 

Mr. Chance, then Mr. Fletcher. 

I want to ask Mr. McGavtc if he's through before I go on? 

Yes. 

Could you explain something to me? The contract between Sarasota 

and Manatee County for 10 million gallons a day. We're -talking about 

all kinds of figures that are over 10 million gallons a day, and you're 

saying that because you can't have any more water fchats discriminatory 

against Sarasota County, but you're already using more than the con¬ 

tract says that we're to provide for you. I've got a little bit of prob¬ 

lems when I hear tonight that we're providing water for Sarasota Coun¬ 

ty $:..41 per thousand gallons. The City of Bradenton for instance is 

$ .75 per thousand gallons and I understand that there's a fixed rate 

there too^ that's charged to Sarasota. But, and I know that the repre¬ 

sentatives for Sarasota County are going to have to explain to the 

citizenry why the rates are going up, and I can understand every mu¬ 

nicipality thats here tonight opposing the rate increase or objecting 

to, you know, that's normal, you should be here doing that, but Mr. 

Lovell, how much do you figure that it costs Sarasota County to pro¬ 

duce a thousand gallons of water through your treatment facility, 

whaf's the costs per thousand gallons, your cost? 

We don't have a treatment facility Commissioner. 

Manatee County. 

We buy water from 

Yes, but you pump water out of the (inaudible), well don't you? 

No. 

You do not? 

No. We will in April have an interconnection with the City of Sara¬ 

sota. 

OK, what do you pay the City of Sarasota, don't you buy water from 

them out of, this Utility District 1. 

Not at the present. 

You do not. 

(.Inaudible) 

How much were they going to sell it to you for? Have they given you 
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Lovell: 

Chance: 

Lovell: 

Chance: 

Glass: 

Lovell: 

Glass: 

Lovell: 

Glass: 

Lovell: 

Glass: 

Chance: 

Lovell: 

Chance: 

Lovell: 

Chance: 

Glass: 

Fletcher: 

Nelson; 

Fletcher: 

Nelson; 

Fletcher: 

Nelson: 

Fletcher: 

Vickers: 

any figures? 

The city? 

Yes. 

We're not sure what their wholesale rate will be. 

Well, I admire all of you being here tonight and I sympathize with 

you. 

Mr. Lovell, I think the question we're trying to arrive at is where 

do you get your water, the other sources of water in Sarasota. 

There is no other source at the present for the Special Utility 

District other than the good Manatee County water. We're very grateful 

for that. We're hoping to have a...... 

The rest of the county though-besides- District 1. That's, the question, 
that's the one he was trying...... 

The four municipalities? 

Right. 

That's a part of the unincorporated county. There all on private 

franchises. We have about ten pretty large private franchises 

throughout the county. 

Alright, (inaudible)......rates on that. 

What does it cost a franchise to produce a thousand gallons of water? 

It ranges anywhere from I'd say close to $2 per thousand down to a 

buck a thousand. 

So we really got a bargain, we're giving you a bargain at 41c per 

thousand plus and it's the best water available any where in the 

State of Florida, I think, and ......... 

We're not here to complain about our bargain. 

OK. 

We could use a little more of it. Alright. Mr. Fletcher had a 

comment and then we'll go back to Mr. McGavic. 

I want a clarification in my own mind from Mr. Nelson. You men¬ 

tioned a ten million dollar bond issue. General obligation bond 

issue? 

No, its not. It's a revenue obligation, revenue bond, revenue bond 

with a G.O. backup. 

Revenue bond issue with a G,0. backup? 

Yes. 

OK. 

So, it requires a levy of ad valorem taxes if the revenues are not 

sufficient to meet the debt service requirements of the bond. 

Thank you. 

Yes, but in that, excuse me. Madam Chairman. Did I understand you 

to say in this obligation bond that you were talking about 10 mil¬ 

lion daily? Did you indicate to the bonding people that you were 

gonna get more than 10, is that what you're saying? 
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Nelson: 

Vickers: 

Nelson: 

Vickers: 

Nelson: 

Fickers: 

Nelson: 

Vickers: 

Nelson: 

Vickers; 

Nelson: 

Vickers: 

Nelson; 

Chance: 

Glass: 

McGavic; 

The terms of the contract are in the course of doing business be¬ 

tween Manatee and Sarasota County has been an average of 10 mil¬ 

lion gallons. 

Yes, but did you tell the bonding people that you were going to 

get more water? 

We told them exactly what's in that bond resolution. 

You told them you were only getting 10, that you weren't going to 

get any more, or you don't know whether you're going to get any¬ 

more? 

I don't know if they ever asked us. 

You indicated a minute ago, or I thought you indicated a minute ago, 

that you were your bonding people presumed that they were going to 

get more than 10. 

If I indicated the bonding people..... 

I was fixing to say, how could you presume that or how could you 

tell them this in your only obligated, I mean we're only obligated 

basic on the contract to give you 10. I would think that basically 

if you think that you are discriminated against, I don't think I 

would deal with anybody if I felt like I was being discriminated 

against. Matter of fact, I would cancel my contract. 

Good point, but the contract, as written, does contemplate that Man¬ 

atee County will furnish more than 10 million gallons a day, but 

it's a matter of future negotiations. 

I would say this, basically with the growth you've had in Sarasota 

County, if we hadn't furnished you with this water all these years 

you would have had no growth several years ago. Matter of fact, 

we'd be the big brother and you'd be down there with probably noth¬ 

ing. 

I think, I hope it was a mutually beneficial contract, at least 

initially. 

Well, I think it would have probably been a much better contract or 

you wouldn't probably have to have a contract, if you hadn't backed 

out from the beginning. That's probably before your time. 

I don't remember that. 

I know Mr. Lovell, the Public Works Director for the City of Braden- 

ton and others in this room have attended the meetings of Southwest 

Florida Water Management District and we're joking about a problem 

now that's critical in this area and I think we all understand that, I 

think Lortng understands it, I think what's happened here tonight is 

that the people who represent people have come in opposition to a 

rate increase, which is normal and right, and proper for them to do 

is elect a people, but the facts are there. We know what it costs 

to produce it. We know how much is there, we know that we're limited 

as to how much we can draw from Lake Manatee. We know that we have a 

consumptive use permit that's going to be for three years. We know 

that we're having to do all kinds of studies. We know that we're in 

a battle with phosphate mining companies to protect what's there, it 

costs money. Some of the most valuable resources, I see it right now, 

in this area, and I think when you all go home and tell the people 

the facts as we have heard the facts, and we have discussed them with 

these consultants, I think some of the numbers have been reduced, 

some of the figures have been reduced by considerable amount, that 

we didn't just go out there and arbitrarily raise the rate for water. 

We didn't do that. We studied and this has been going on for a year 

and a half. Some of you have been to the meetings and heard the 

discussions and I sympathesize with the elected folks here and the 

representatives of those folks. We've got a job to do. 

Mr. McGavic. 

Thank you. Madam Chairman. Madam Chairman, I asked Mr. Nelson a 

-7R- 
^ ^ 



Public &m_u.ig 

Water P^HRvision 

> aieoember 2, 1981 

Nelson: 

McGavic: 

Glass: 

couple of questions about the information he had received. I'm per¬ 

haps concerned, it seems first of all that Sarasota was not satis¬ 

fied with the amount of the increase, but it appeared that they weren't 

sure if we had provided adequate information or appropriate informa¬ 

tion, in fact Mr. Nelson used the term disjointed information, I 

wanted to establish that we haven't changed the basis of the methodology 

during this entire process. That the numbers may have gone up and 

down within the original framework, but I certainly hope there's been 

no attempt on the part of the County to change the way that we were 

going to go about doing this. I wanted to make that clear, if that's 

the case, to set your mind at ease. I can appreciate your concern 

over the increase itself but I'm not sure that your fear in these she¬ 

nanigans is unfounded. 

I didn't mean to suggest shenanigans. 

Well, for lack of another term..... 

I think Mr. Nelson said he didn't really know how to address it be¬ 

cause there wasn't enough background information for him to deal with. 

Mr. Mussman. 

McGavic; 

Mussman; 

Glass: 

Dorris: 

Glass: 

Dorris: 

Glass: 

Dorris: 

Glass: 

McGavic; 

Glass: 

Chance: 

Glass: 

If I may, the point I was trying to make is, he said all the back¬ 

ground information that anyone else has had. It's all been right there 

above board and provided and I wanted to establish that point. If 

you haven't been given all the information I think that's one thing, 

but it appears from what I've heard that we havne't changed the basis 

of our study or the methodology or anything else except look 'at the 

quantities of water and the dollars to go with it. 

The only thing that I want to say is that Black and Veatch has been in 

the rate field for over 60 years and they've done a lot in pioneer¬ 

ing the based extra capacity method of cost allocation. What we have 

proposed here is no different than what we proposed in any other 

place in the country as far as based extra capacity. We used the, 

that is the pattern which we in our subsequent discussion adjusted 

the other costs by for the rates and charges of folks there. The 

methodology has not changed one iota. 

Thank you. There is no one else who wishes to make public comment? 

Yes, Mr. Dorrts. 

Hugh Dorris, Federation of Manatee County Association of (inaudible). 

Is this going, I suggest this workshop be continued.... 

I'll take this up now. 

If it's gonna be continued, I don't want to say anything until we have 

the next one. 

This is what we will discuss now, whether or not we will continue 

the public hearing or close it tonight or continue it to the ....;-. 

If you're going to close it, I would like to (inaudible)..... 

Thank you. We have had several requests from municipalities and 

from one developer to continue the public hearing. I'd like to 

hear the feelings of the Board in this regard. 

Madam Chairman, I was concerned at the comments of Mayor Evers. I 

was under the impression that everything had been worked out with 

the City of Bradenton and evidently the Mayor feels there's still 

room for some negotiation. It came as a surprise to me and quite 

frankly I'd like the opportunity to speak to the Mayor, to see how 

far apart he thinks we are. For that reason, I'd like to continue 

this until a later date. 

Thank you. 

Madam Chairman? 

Mr. Chance. 
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Chance: 

Fletcher; 

This has been going on since I was elected a year ago last month 

and we've had numerous workshops. I can see us putting off, keep¬ 

ing this hearing open for 30 days, still not satisfying everyone and 

going into arbitration andbther things and just dragging it on and 

on and on. There's been ample time for all parties to review the ma¬ 

terial. I think its been said tonight, that there's been workshops, 

discussions, letters written, supplements to the study that was 

made a year ago, and I see no reason to continue the public hearing. 

I would be for closing the public hearing and making a decision on 

the rate. 

Madam Chairman? 

Glass: 

Fletcher: 

Glass: 

Vickers: 

Glass: 

Nelson: 

Mr. Fletcher. 

I am sympathetic with Ed's saying. Grant it government moves slowly, 

but I'm less concerned, I think, than Claude may be with regard 

to his question of arbitration or whatever. The thing that hasccome 

through to me in several of the municipalities, the County, well, and 

Mr. Nelson's comments. The things come through to me as if it's just 

possible that everyone doesn't have all the information. Certainly 

I would want everyone to be informed and knowledgeable. I'm not in 

favor of continuing the public hearing for an indeterminate period 

of time or undeterminate period of time or an indefinite period of 

time. I would be willing to continue it for a period of certain, 

perhaps 10 days, just to insure, just to insure that all of the par¬ 

ties affected have the data that from which we are operating. I 

don't think that I don't think 10 days is going to kill it. I'd be 

willing to do that. 

Mr. Vickers. 

Madam Chairman, I agree with Mr. Chance. I think we've had a year of 

this, if we continue it, we won't be any further ahead 30 days from 

now and we'll be into a new year and I think right now is a good time 

to close this public hearing and we can make a decision Tuesday. 

Mr. Fay, one comment that I would like to make is, in listening to 

what Mr. Ever's said, this brings me to several other points of ne¬ 

gotiation we've had with the City and I think he was very clear on 

this. Although there's concern about this resolution, I think the 

problem that he posed is really not, does not, relate to this as much 

as it does to the contract that the County has had with the City of 

Bradenton. I think that's a separate issue to be dealt with and may 

be one of a friendly lawsuit or something of that nature, to work this 

out. We had this in regard to sewer hook-ups and several other mat¬ 

ters that were brought forth. I think that the Mayor understands 

that, I think that he was saying that in all good faith, and I think 

that the question should be asked how whether he thinks the rates are 

excessive. I think that's the big question that we' re?-asking, how 

you arrive at them is one point, you could study that to death. For¬ 

give me gentlemen, if you had another firm, they may wind up at the 

same rate using a different door, and a different method, or call it 

a different name or whatever you want to. There'd be ancamount that 

is going to cost for us to manage the growth and so on. My feeling 

is that I will keep the public hearing open until next Tuesday, at 

which time this will be an agenda item for decision by the Board. If 

the Board at that time decides'rthey don't want to take action on it, 

and they feel that they would like to continue, then they have the 

option to do that, but I will leave the hearing open so that there 

can be written communication and ample opportunity for you to look 

at all the documents, and books, and whatever that you need. The 

same way I will communicate this to Longboat Key and I will tell this 

to Mayor Evers but I do think that the Mayor's problem, and I think 

also Mayor Connick's situation, is something we need to deal with in 

a very, very special way and I wouldn't want it to intrude in this, so 

I will leave this public hearing open, and on Tuesday's agenda we will 

have an item which will be the resolution changing a rise in certain 

rates, fees, etc., and I will close the public hearing if the Board 

wishes to take:'-acti6n that day, if the Board has new information, 

wishes to continue it, I think we can do that, I think everybody will 

be thereby satisfied, at least for the time being, Mr. Nelson? 

Madam Chairman, I'm sure you must, you probably didn't hear me when 

I asked for the opportunity to present an expert witness on behalf 
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of Sarasota County. If it pleases the Board, we'll submit that 

testimony in writing prior to next Tuesday rather than calling that 

witness... 

Glass: I think that would be helpful and we'll make certain that everybody 

reads it and we'll discuss fha^. at the meeting also, but I'll leave 

y ample time at that meeting. Ilrwill not be a protracted public hear¬ 

ing at that meetinb but if the only reason for leaving it open is to 

get written testimony or communication that you could have with Mr. 

Wilford, Mr. Fay, or anyone else that can help clarify some of the 

questions that you have raised......then Mr. Fay, I recess until 9 

o'clock on Tuesday, December 8th. Thank everyone for being here. 

Thank you everyone. 

ACCEPTED IN OPEN SESSION -.-Jf/-$?-/•r's<:^—-—— 
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