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SERVICE NOTILCE

CASE NUMBER E5~-1891~5-CSS

CASE DESCRIPT.ON KEX MEEK V GEM BOAT SERV/P. GRUMMEL

DOCOMESNT STGNEL - ON August & 1990

CATE OF SERVICE AUG 7 990

PERSONS SERVED

PARTIES OF RECORD . ATTORNEYS
. COMPLAINANT ' '
‘KEN MEEK - ' DAVID R. PHEILS; JR. ESQ.
ATTORNEY AT LAW

110 LODISIANA AVENUE
PERRYSBURG, 'OH 43551

RBSPONDEXT

GEM BOAT SERV INC

i

-"RESPONDENT . -

'JOYCE D EDELMAN - . . . .

GRUMMEL, DAUL JOYC
: : PORTER, WRIGHT, MORRIS & ARTHUR

. o _ - 250 EABT BROAD STREET

COLUMBUS, OH 43215
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Lg/ﬂam'_ib%m : Tite 8/7/90
Sobinatr o S
: -'%/M/- TIn the matter of Ken Meek vs. Gem Beach Marina

Case No. .85~1891-WW-CSS

Dear Sirs: _ _ _
Enclosed £ind an Griginal plus 14 cowies of Respondent Gem Beach

Marina's Memorandum Contra to ‘Complainant Ken Meqk's Application for

Rehearing. Please file stamp ‘these copi

selfj-addres_s postage paid envelopa.

~
- 7O Public Utiiities Commission
180 East Broad Street 1% MADISON - PO, BOX 7

| 12th Floor (Docketing?) : PORT CLINTON, DHIQ 43452
Columbus, OH 43266-~0573 _ TELEPHONE (319) 7323135

KO Y

I o
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES - RUG B TS
~ COMMISSION OF OHIO | ovckene onision
PURHC YTITES COEMISSCN OF BHID

‘IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT | -Case No. 85-1B91-Ww-CSS
OF KEN MEEK, :

Complsinant, RESPONDENT GEM BEACH
o _ MARINA'S MEMORANDUM CONTRA
CYS. S T0 -COMPLATNZNT KEN MEEK'S
: : EPPLICATION FOR REHEARTING

GEM BEACH MARINA, INC.
‘ Respondent. _
Now c‘;‘ﬂ::s Respondent, Gem Beaoh Mar:.na,. Inc.' DY and

through counse1 ueyer ana Racher and hereby suhmlts ‘its Memorandum

o C_on-t;:a to —Compla..tnant Ken. Mee.!c's_ -Appllc_:__a_tlon_ for’ Re.searl_ng_:.

For the reasons conta;nea in the Memorandﬁm Contra

-below, “be Respondent hereby submlts that the Gomplalnant's appli-

.catlon for rehearlng is not well—taken ‘and ‘should be deniad.

Respeotive]zytﬁéa

Gem Beach Marz-a, Inc.
by one of its attorneys
D. Bowen Loeffler
. Ohio S.C. No. 0030362
1 101% Madison Straet
P.0. Box .37 : '
Port: Clinton, OH 43452
4419y 732~3135 .

MEJORANDUM CUNTRA

I COmplalnant s Arqument= reqardlnr the hurden of uroof

L’n&er':R-.C.- 4905 26 VS. R. C- 4909 18

One ‘af Complaznant's maln axguments c1teﬂ 1n support of

140 Wi

YT G doavH

_ _ TEassmooud A _
“ONTIVHICONE U0 SSHANISNA <10 25300 WD

ARD

i

-
3

M AL NI OHIAATTIEA NN

SLAFIRO0 ONV LIVHNDOV. MY ST dlis

=00 274 ASYD V40 NOLLDNSUR

:
-
:
!
|

WIld SHIL NO SHINVEGSY |WVIDOI0UIOUDIN il IML, AI1INED OL ST ST -




.

TIIS 15 10 CERTIFY THAT THE MICROPHOVCGRAH APPEARING ON THIS FIIM
STRIP IS AN ACCURATE AND COMPLETE REPRODUCTICN OF A CASE FILE DOCU-
MENT DELIVERED TN THE RIGULAR COURSE OF BUSINESS FOR mmmmmwt,.
CAMBRA OPERWIUR"LP?!-«‘.; DATE PROCESSED. 2 -2 -10

H
i

——— i e n

1is . .applicaticn for rehearing is tbat Complainant's .ori'gina_'l_.

olrjections were net "oorrecti Yy treated (pursuant te an Auvgust 24,
1988 ._entr_y)"'- by the attorney examiner. The- complainant - makes
.ntl.me'rous. incor;eect .statements .regard:iﬁ,ng Ith'e..August 24, 1938 Entrj
of Vthe Pﬁ.ﬁ.d-l’.h 'I‘he August 24, 1983 Entry (attached hez:eto as

‘Exhibit 1) is qult.e clear as- tc How the '"Objection's €0 ParifEt

RINR

K}

Vi

3

‘were treated. The Aiztorney Exa_mine.r considered_ them "..... as a

10 WU

AN,

¥

-navw ground of complaint in this same docket and handled pursuant

Itca' R.IC._ 4'.—),05'.‘26 R There was no new case number aésig.ned: and

nc:lwhere in the entry of - August 24, 1988 is there the ment:.on made.

P G uuva
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BH

-oi: -a. "Supp.l.emental Dp.mlon anﬂ Orde_r -Eurther,- as  was =tated-
ahove, paragraph 2 of the Entry,' ma}ces 1t clear how and - in w'lat
manner the objectimn‘s --gf Complainant will be treated. -

The fact that the "'Obje\.tlons to Tariff" were to be

'hendlec‘i pursuant to R c.' A905 46 was not lcs‘- upcm Cnnplalnant.

Ccmplalnant ‘on September 9, 1988 fil-e‘i a Re_c'_ru'est: Eor H‘earing ‘with
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' the C‘.omm1531on tsee Exhlblt 2}, in hz.s J.ntroductory statement, and.
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'thvoughout hJ.s pleadmg, Compla:mant “reauests that a hear:.ng be.

SV

schednied promptly under Section 4905.26."
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'---Res"‘t_::o'ndan't -"'sﬁbmi-ts :th'at Como’alnant knew' f:a:om ‘_"Ehe"

RILANT

begs.nnmg (afte:r: the filing of hls objectlons), tha.t the ob"-ec—

tz.on== were proceedlng under R.C. 4905 26 and he has even. approved,

B
i
|

'aclmowledaed and acqulesced to’ th.LS :m subsequent plead:.ngs of his
own. COmpla:Lnant had ample nota.ce and can clalm no surpr:.se that
-h'i.S objectlons were proceedmg under R C', 49’05 26- '-Even assuming

E arguando thet Complaz.nant. coula have proceeded under R. C 4909.18, -
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rﬁblﬁpl.ainént by his actions and. pleadings has. waived the right (if

it indeed eﬁ{isted).. For Complainant to assert now that his o'bjec—:

- tions - should have l_:_e_en. h_andled under. R.C. . 4309.18 is-

‘inappropriate, inapplicable, "grasping at straws" and against the

law.

_"R'ésgo'nd.'an.t_ submits that R.C., 4909.18 deals with the rate

prop’osea in the initial filing application. with the PUCO. Sse

Publ ic UtJ.lJ.ty Sa_r\_ri_'c_e_ vs. Pub, Utility Comm. €3_.9$_G) ‘62 phio St.

og 4?.].. 'If the PUCO itself makes = flei’:ermination:uﬁder‘ this sec-

.tixonfuhat; among other :i:hings, the scheduie of rates proposed is

- “unJuqt br’ unreasonabl t’he "Coitmissi_oh. ‘shall ser the matte_r: for

K

"At such’ heaz:z.ng, the burden of proof to ‘Show

‘ that  the .propcsa_ls_ in the application .are jﬁst and reasonable

-sha.ll""be' upor_x the p’ublic util_ity.“

The Aa.g'ust _23, 1988 Eni.ry of the Comm35=31on Was ‘essen—

tla.lly :.ts approval undar R. c. 4909.18 of the first fllxng.-. of Gen

'Beach‘s car1££5._ These f:.rs;.' tarifis we,.e c:r::n-udered ju:.t and
r-'-.—:sonan-.a_ by the Comruss:.on, tnere;,-c:e_, (:hece was net a need . by

che: t'owm:.r;s:.on to proceeu v:.Lth a hea.::::.nt under RaG. 1_5_:9'09._1_3,

Howan., because’ the ,umgil -:Llnant . fllF‘ﬁ ob]r_c'.:lopn 'to-the ra.te

“iHis. complaint for he_a.r_;ng._';_au_rs_uant te, R.Co 4205.26. This-is the

_zjroper's',écticn of law -.mder” which ob_]ectious :or'_compla_ints are to

be_brougﬁi: b c:usto'ners mf the uEd ity conpa.ny. The Yur® n of

proof at thn he 1.' 'gs held on.: July- 2 1.989 &nd Augus*' 8., lSBBIr

Was Lpon the Cmupla.:.nant bec‘auce."
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Vo

-complaint/objections.  Grossman Vo

Public Utilities - Commission
(1966} 5 tho'St. 2d-189. Therefore, because the Complainant’'s

case was approprlately bought under 4905 26,

.the buraen of proof applled at the hearlngs, violated the due pro-

cess clauses of the U.8. and Ohio Ccnscltutlons,

fanls . _F!J.rther, .

is misplaced and

'ba51 .whatucever for the statement bj Ccmplacnaﬁt that there is a

930% a'sparjcy het ween summer co?tagps tarrlffs and the dock

- _ﬁ&fiff“‘ .
‘wa+er usage, but as set fcrth by the Ccmmlsslon s staff report and

'_;hc_Respgndcntfs:expert,chis-is;bascd.upcp~the'customer clgss:aga
'ﬁéajc; ?_Jf'_ K . :..... | -{_..._ | - o

II As to. Complalnant's Arcumenta Regarﬂlng Transactlons

Between a UtllltV and an Aff;llate

Complalnant neglnnlng at page 3 oi hIS memoraﬁcum argues

essent;ally ‘that tha dock  customers: cf the Utlllty should be.

i pay ng the 5ame amount as the summex cottages Comp]alndnt further

scatna thqt the burden ;s upon the Resnondent to provc that the-

'harges are just and reasonable bacausc _he ut11 tJ company, whl"h

'1s als a mar:r.ni‘r happenc to -own the dacks wh;ch are furnlshed

:.w¢ter by the u";llty ccmpany. By vxrtus of ownlng 1ts own- docks,

romphaznant usse:té__ghat‘_this

'relatzonshlp"

Agmln, as’ prev1ously d;scussea, becauqe “the Ob]ECthHS ‘of

"Complnlnant proceede& under ' R.C. f905 25, the burden of" proof'

upon the Complalnant +o esLalesh that the rates charged by

His arguments . that.

there is nc“evidence.before-the Commission and no -

There is a dlfference‘ln the tarlff charged fc" dock .

agssanoud VT
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] 51d1ar:r.es m: pa"‘-r * cumpanles. There are’ no exclus1ve"

“for - plurchage: of watLr by one aﬁflllate from the other

‘,1t5elfr

: sérvicés 1t uses.

;mostly offvet by

-The Compaalﬂant arguEa that he dld prov1d°

ARING O TH{IS FIIM
) TC CERFIFY THAT TIE MICROFIOTOGRAI APPE/
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the utility were unfair, unjust or unreasonable.
Further, there does nok exist the "wtility and affiliate

relationship"

.-Cagss c1ted by - Complalnant are clearly 1nappllcable. For example,

Columbuq v. Buc (1950} 154 Ohlo 8t 107 was a case dealin,

v .th: the

multlple 1nter:elatlonshlps hetween large:(monopellstlc) t;lephono.

utlllty' companles and tH31r sub51d1ary companles w1th, whoin tne

telephone utallty compan;es “had separate contracts under wn1~h

fhey' were c:bl:.gate& to pu‘-chaee suppl:.es and ec_m:.pment at pra.ces

flxe& by the suns*&;arles. East OhlG Gas €o. vys: P.O.C. (19 8) 133

also a case. deallng w:.th the 1n er;.ela 1onsh3.ps‘

between a large moncpol“stlc gas Utlllty company and one of its

affs.llates from whom J.t pu‘f.chased by contract, natural gas.

Here Cem Bea*u Mar’na, Inc., the’ mar;na, is also the

ntlllty company. There is no d¢st1nctlon batween aFflllates,

centracts

rFlllate Tron a. snb51d1arv at. a set prlce. In fact, the marlna:ia

a payzng customcr at 4 price set by the BlICO for tﬁe'water,
Tne max;qa ig in the same pos¢t;on as the-qthgr-
'customers of the utlll.y company. The utlllty hompany is Sm;ll and

ge1erates apprcxlmately $38,000,00 in ope*a*lng revenue wiich is

‘Lhe expense costs of the oneratlon. In, fact

,Lhere are no customer meters and ao Flre,serv1ces.

III. EV1annce Presenne& at Hearlnos

enough evidence. to

here as argued and envisioned by Complalnant. The
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- wa,ter usage at the docks and Ly the cot*‘age owners.

and _'rt*

‘the’

_.the area.

. ’
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‘overcome his burden of proof and that the staff ang Resgo “ent

fa_____d to produce “any ev1ﬂence whatsoever. Ohece ..—.ga:.n, Cumplainant

has faz_leﬂ to grasp the bas:.s of hig own compl;irts_/objectio_ns.'

chpla:.nant objectecl to the "rate c'ie51gn" Gf the tariffs appraved

by the PUCO. As such, expart tastimony was reg .Lred t6 be 1ni-_ro-

ed by Complalnant to e=tab11=h that the tarlffs were unjust or

un r:easonable SR Ing tead,

' d}ll.

Complalnar_at those to attempt to introduce

b_v testlmony, facts allegedly (whloh were Bppropridtely objected
BRI by Resgondents) regaz:d:.ng water usage not; rate des:.qn which
was bz.ased, sel.r:‘-serv:mg and lacked any scq.entl.flc or factual sup-

:_portlng _ﬂ_e‘i:‘-a er docu.mentatlon.
menté‘_', _' ther'= was not int oriuced as credlble ev—ldence,
thousanc'ls of hours of

years aud

.bservatlon of ‘dock and cottage wat use“

by Compla1nants. Compla:.nants in part:.cu’ar were unable to prove

tha*— the amounte of water used by the boatera at the docks was

smuler or z.dentn_cg" to that useﬂ by the cottage owners.

In far:t, :.he Respondent's exl:ert made it ciear Lbat

there is really no valld oompara.son that can ba- meﬁe between the

He was of the

opln.t.on that ..heee were two totall ¥ c'[:u.fferent users of water ser-

ces. Respondents expert a.x.so .J.::dloated tba‘. the ‘rates Were fair -

asonable oecause agaln the customer base is. small and simi-

l-'ar (ma:.n_Ly domestlc consumptlon), the revenue rr—-qu_t:ements are in

form of OpEIatlnG expense and thet there we.s no industry in

"'Aga_in', ‘contrary to the misstatement of complaindnt, one

Y
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. of the reasons, among others, why the PBUCO staff recommended =
_$10.d0 per year charge for summer dock water usage was its concern
’for'customér shock to the utiliﬁyQ The staff report'of.éhe PUOCO
and - their te_stj.ﬁony at  the Hearings, dalso demonstrates that in

approving the tariffs, they considered the different costs affi-—

11ated with the varylng customer base of the utility and approved

‘rates cons:.atent with thelr dlfforences.

- IV. Conclusion’
Wherefare, ‘_bas_ed_. upon th_é foi:'egoing," the Respondeﬁt!s
: respéctfa.lly‘ submit - that . the Complainants Application fo_r

:'Reh.eajring.r should ba dexiieﬁ. .

attorneys for _

Gemn Beach Harinay

by one of its: attorneys
D..Bowen Loeffler - . -
Ohio 5.C. No. 0030562
101% Madison ~“res&t
P.0. Box 37

Port CLir :on, ‘OH 4345?
(419) 732-313%

CERTIF‘ICAT“ OF SERVICE

I ne...eby cert:.fy that a copy of the Responde.n._ Gem Beach'

;ﬂnrlﬂa s Hemcdrandum ‘Cohtra to COmplalnant Ken Meek s Appllcatlon
for Rehea;in'g_was sent. by Lt!gular U.8. Mail to William Wright,
- Attorney for PUCO, Public Ut..ities Section, 180 East Broad St., .

_7th Floor; Columbus, Ohio 43266-0573 and to David R. »heils, Jr.,
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for complaintant, Crandall, Pheils and Wisniewski, 410

Louisiana Ave., Perrysburg, Ghio 43551, this ‘7 day of August
——r ol r

1990.
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EXHIBIT 1

BEFDRJ:.
THE PUBLIC UTII-I‘I‘IE CLIMMISSION Or OHIO

In the Mattar of the. Compla:.nt of
Ken Heek, :

Co:mp'lain ant,
v, ' Case No. 85-1891-WS-CS8§
‘Gera Eaat..'Ser-_x'}ic‘e', Ine. ;
Gem Beach Marina, Inc,,
" Tand )

Paul Grummel,

_ R’espon'dents-,‘
Relative to alieged failure £o
charge in conformity with appioved

tariffis and u*author" zed abandon—
ments. ) :

ENTRY

The ‘Attorney Examiner, pursuant to the authowity granted hy

’ Rt}le_' 4901-1~14 of the Ohio Administrative Code {Q.A.C.), finds:

{1). .On Angust 23, 1988, the Commission issued an
v entry  in this matter which, -intér alia,
approved the proposed tar:l.ffs of  Gem Beach
 Mawina, Inc., but indicated that this matter
would remain oper ‘and that the Commission
would - address  the compla:.nant‘s "Object:.ons
o Tarifi", docketed on' April 26, 1988, in a-
subsequent - entry. In that document, the
complainant disputed - the now-approved rate
design, - He noted that the commercial and g
. . dock customers argé not arm's length third
- parties to Gem Beach,- ~and-he alleged that the . Y
then-proposed rates minimize the amount paid BM
by the respondent for service to its business
operations while putting as much of the
burden as possible on the other customers.
o Thé f:.l:z.ng :mcluded a Cert:.f:.cate of Servz.ce.

The Zsttorney Examner conclude-= that the
“gbjections to Tariff"™ should be regarded as
a new . ground of complaint in this same
dotket, and handled -pursuant to Section .
4%05,26, Revised Coc:e, and Rale 49%01-9-~01,
0.A.C.
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IS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE MICROPHOTOGRAL APPEARING ON THIS FILM
STRIP 15 AN ACCURATE AND CCMPLETE REPRODUCTTON OF A CASE FILE DOCU-
MINT DELIVERED IN TIE REGULAR ODURSE OF BUSINESS FOR PIOTCGIAPHING.
CAMERA OPERATOR-D T30 4 DATE PROCESSED - 5. -9 ~10

85-1841-WS~CSS

{3} In that Gem Beach has already been served
. with a copy of the complainant's filing, it
shail be afforded twenty days from the date
of service of this Entry to file its answer
or motion in accordance. with Rule 4901-9-0% ,
O.A.C. After reviewing that £iling, the
Comnission will take appropriate add:.ta.onal
action in this matter.

'

It ‘is, therefore '

3
W

]

‘ 'DRDERED, That Gem Bedch. file its answer or motion as der-
tailed in Finding (3). It is, further,

140Vl

H
H

ORDERED,; That copies of this Entry be served upen Ken M¥eek
“‘and ‘his counsel Geln Boat Servicé, Iné., Gem Beach Marina, Inc.,
Paul . Grummel, and their counsel; the Ohio ‘Epvironmental Pro-
. tection Agency; - Carl E. Roebel, Ottawa County District Board of
Health- and all other :Lnterested persons of record.
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{3) .In that Gem Beach has already "heen served
with a c¢opy of the complainant's filing, it
shall be atfforded fwenty days from the date
of service of this Entry to file its answer

" or motiof in. accerdance with Rule 4501-9-01,
0.A.C. After reviewing +that £iling, the
Commission will take apprépriate additional
action in this matter. : '

© It -is, therefore,

N

AT

TiL-NI QEMAAITRA N

_DRbERED, That Gem Beach file its answer . or motion as de-
tailed -in Finding (3}. It is, further,

140 Vi
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'
I

' . 'ORDERED, That copies. of this Entry be served npon Ken Heek
‘and his counsel; Gem Bor: Service, Inc.; Gam Beach Waripa, Imc.,
Pail Gruwmel, and thei:r counsel; the Ohio Enviropmental Pro--

tection Agency; Carl E. Koebel; Ottawa County District Board of
Health; and all other interested persons of regord, )
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‘THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

&Jﬁ-ﬁ%ﬁ" Aol B, #tdLS 20
By: . Gef .ganffe’,_R.' nggg_ns}&ﬂ/. ..."' T

Attorney: Examiner
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THAT ° i APPEARING ON THIS FIIM
: CERTLEY 7HAT THE MICROPIOTOGRALI APPEAR TS FIIM
s A ACCURATE AND COMPLETE REPRODUCTION OF A CASE FILE D0OU-
MENT DELIVERED IN THE AEGUIAR OOURSE OF RUSINESS oD
- CAMRRA OPFRATORR hie DATE PROCESSEN ¥ -,

BEXHIBIT 2

"RECEIVED=]
- SEP " 9 1988
REFORE PUBL!CU?]?J%E%%?&%?S%I%}}’J OF OHID
FTHE PUBLIG UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO .-

In the matter of objections

Case No, B835-1801-WS-CSS
to the proposed tariffs byt : - :

}
Iy

as

Ken Meek - ' _REQUEST FOR HEARING
805 Harmon Street ' -
Fremont, Ohio_43420,

v

Cormplainant, Individually

and as representative member

of ‘a class composed ‘of Water.
. and Sewer Customers '
Jof .the Respondent
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Gem Beach Marins, Inc.
P, 0. Box 606 SRR
Port’ Clintgn, Ohic 43452,

*
oy

* Respondent,

TNIENY

~Dayid R. Phailg, Jr,

410 Louisiana Avenie
Perrysburg, Qhio 4355
(419) B74-3177 B
Attorney for Complainant
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THIS 1S TO CERTIFY ’ﬂU\T TIE MICROFIGTOGRAH APPEARING
2 B IHG ON THIS FILM
:aull'{!l’ 1S AN ACCURATE AND COMPLETE REPRODUCTION OF A CASE FILE DOCU-
Nt DEL IVLR'!:D IN THE RECULAR COURSE OF BUSINESS FOR PHOTOGRAPHING.
CAMERA. OPERATOR R - lr_‘ A DATE PROCESSED % - -0

BETORE

THE Pl!B'LiC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

TIn ‘the Matter of _the.

Complaint of Xen Meek,

Gosuplatnant, case No. BS—IBQL-WS-CSS

Gem Boat Serv:u:e, Inc., REJQUEST FOR HEARIHG
Gem Beach Marn.na, Inc. s ‘ o
and - ’

Paul Grummel,

Res?qudents;

Compla:.nant hereby requests that a heariag be s_chédule&
oR Complaii_nant‘s_'

promptly under Sectlon 4905.-6, 0.R.C.

objeculons to l:arz.ff
o ' mmomxnm I snrrom:

On A"ugu,stIZS'J’:d,' 1988 -this comm:.ss:.on. ord.ereﬁ that the
revz.sed L.ar:.ffs £1led by Respnndents on Adnust 15th, and 22nd,

1988 ‘ne approved as f:u:st fllings but that it w:.ll not he bcmnd

'.E.n &ny suhsequent'nroceed;ng as.to their Justneas ar

raasanabieuess._ 0n August 24th the atturney Examlner conflrmed

the. commiss:mn s i:.nc’n.ngs wn.th an order

plaint, in this same dpcket and

ohjections as g Lev oround of com

aFfurding Respondents 20 d.ays to re.:gond.

Gomplaxnant § attoraey received a -copy of such Tesponse on

S'e'pte,m-p.er Srd, '_l_'_BB wh:.c.h ad.m:.tted the kinn of use by

'Resp'o-pdent‘s"; boat dock customers alleged by c
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NS IS ‘T0 CERTIFY -THAT ‘IVIE MICROPIOTOGRAH APPEARING ON THIS FIIM
STRIP 1S AN ACCURATE AND COMPLETE REPRODUCTION OF A CASE FILE DOCU-
MUNE DELIVERED IN TUE WEGULAR COURSE OF BUSINESS FOR POOTOGHAPHING.
CAMERA OPERATORR "0l ¢ . DATE PROCESSED 2 -9 -10
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fa-ile:i to deny Compleipnant's aliéga.tions'- of water use 5y’
Respondents' commercial marina operation. Such a,dmissions and
failure to demy should be treated as either admissions undex
4901~-1-22 or stipulatiens ;un_de.r. 4901-1-30 supporting fhia-
eon}mission modifying Respondents® tariffs as reguested by.
:'Cbmpl_.a'ina:nt without further ﬁ.éarih'g. e

If this QO'mmissiun_ dges- -riot;. wish to do =o, then & prompt

.hea‘rin_g_-. sﬁp.u.id be sctheduled ‘as required by Section 4905.26,

0.R.C., Ailnmet v. BUCO, 32 0.S. 3d 115 (1987); Coalition v.

~?I§G:O,, 49 0.5, 2d 207 (1677). Then this commission should Ffix

‘fey. rates as vequested by Complainaiit and order them substituted

for the existing onés. QOhlo Utilities Co. v. BUCO, 58 0.5. 2d
153 (1979). ' ' |

Re:‘-;_péc.ﬁfully sub;;_n:iil."‘::'ed',:
QLA HLAL

David ‘R. Pheils, Jr, .
_At:torney for GComplainant

'CERTIFICATE DF SERYICE
BT CERHIFY THAT A -COPY OF.THE.
FOREGOING HISTRUMENT - WAS . SERVED
JIRON ‘EACH PARTY HERETO -BY MAIINE
O EACH PARTY OR -VHE ATTORHEY
OF RECGRD THEREFOR AT THE -ADDRESS
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