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On September 10, 1984, Cogan Company, Inc., d/b/a Maple Grove

Section 5 Sewer System ("Maple Grove"}, filed an application with

the Commission to increase its sewer rates pursuant to 807 KAR

5:076, Alternative Rate Adjustment Procedure for Small Utilities
( ARF"). Maple Grove's proposed rate would produce additional

revenue of approximately $ 37,854 annually. In its Order of

March 22, 1985, the Commission granted rates to provide additional

revenues of $ 15>629.

Prior to issuance of that Order, the Commission had issued

two information requests in which it required Maple Grove to

submit information on a number of issues, including the two issues

eventually raised by Maple Grove fn its petition for rehearing

which was filed on April 8, 1985, which vere! routine maintenance

fees and maintenance expense. In its Order of April 29 g 1985'he
Commission granted rehearing on the two issues raised by Maple

Grove< primarily because there had been no hearing prior to the

issuance of the Commission's Order of March 22, 1985, since the



case was filed under the ARF procedure . Also, Maple Grove was

required to submit prefiled testimony.

In its original petition for rehearing Maple Grove requested

that the routine maintenance issue in this proceeding be consoli-
dated and considered generically in Case No. 9101, The Application

of Enviro Utilities, Inc., and it was agreed that testimony relat-
ing to the routine maintenance issue contained in the record in

that case should be consolidated into this one. The generic hear-

ing under Case No. 9101 was held June 5, 1985.

On September 4, 1985, Maple Grove requested that a formal

hearing on the issue of maintenance expense not be scheduled< but

reserved the right to file a written brief on the issue. On

September 25, 1985, Maple Grove filed its brief regarding the

issue of maintenance expense.

On July 23'985'he Commission notified Maple Grove that it
had failed to give its customers proper notification of the pro-

posed rate increase. Following the proper customer notification

of the proposed rate increase, the Commission received numerous

complaints from Maple Grove's customers. Therefore, a hearing was

scheduled to be held October 16, 1985, at the Commission's offices
at Frankfort, Kentucky, to afford the consumers the opportunity to
comment and provide evidence concerning the rates of Maple Grove.

Neither representatives of Maple Grove nor members of the public

appeared at the scheduled hearing.



Routine Maintenance Fee

As understood, the Commission's determination with respect to

the routine maintenance issue in Case No. 9101 will be followed in

this case. Therefore, the findings with regard to the issue of

routine maintenance found in the Order dated March 22, 1985, are

affirmed.

Naintenance Expense

Naple Grove disagreed with the Commission's decision to

disallow, for rate-making purposes, repair items included in the

maintenance of treatment and disposal plant expense which wece

non-recurring in nature. The Commission considered these items to

benefit more than one economic period and therefore were capital

items. As previously stated Maple Grove chose to file a written

brief in regard to this issue rather than request a formal

hearing. Upon review of Maple Grove's brief cegarding the issue

of maintenance expense the Commission takes note of Maple Grove's

arguments but finds that Maple Grove did not provide sufficient

evidence to persuade the Commission to change from its previous

decision. Therefore, the Commission af f irms its f indings

regarding this issue of maintenance expense as contained in the

Order dated March 22, 1985.
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the f ind ings and orders of the

Commission ' Orde r of Nacch 22, 1985, be and they hereby ace

affirmed in all respects.



Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 4th day of S~~+er
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Executive Director


