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(Decision Prior to Hearing - Oral Argument Requested on Issue 2 - Interested Persons May Participate 
on Issues 3-8) 

Issue 1: Should OPC and A m ' s  Requests for Oral Argument on the Joint Motion to Dismiss filed by OPC and 
the AG be granted? 
Recommendation: Yes. The Requests for Oral Argument on the Joint Motion to Dismiss should be granted. 
Parties should be allotted up to 15 minutes for each side (OPC/AG and AUF) to address the Commission on 
Issue 2. 
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Issue 2: Should the Joint Motion to Dismiss AUF’s request for an increase in water and wastewater rates filed 
by OPC and the AG be granted? 
Recommendation: Yes. The Joint Motion to Dismiss should be granted. AUF’s Minimum Filing 
Requirements (MFRs) regarding its operating expenses are irreparably flawed, the utility has failed to provide 
sufficient or timely supporting documentation in response to discovery and audit requests to support its rate 
request, and failed to fully comply with two Orders compelling discovery responses by dates certain. AUF’s 
request for a general rate increase should also be dismissed because the MFRs are irreparably flawed with 
respect to 1) projected plant additions and 2) engineering data. In addition, AUF has not provided sufficient 
documentation regarding the historical number of bills rendered or the number of gallons sold during either the 
2005 test year or during 2006, its 2005 and 2006 gallons data are irreparably flawed, and AUF has failed to 
support its-2006 and 2007 billing determinants projections. 
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Issue 3: What are the appropriate water and wastewater rates for AUF? 
Recommendation: AUF’s appropriate water and wastewater rates should be the rates in effect prior to the 
approval of interim rates. The utility should file tariff sheets and proposed customer notices to reflect the 
Commission-approved rates for the respective systems within 20 days of the Commission vote. The appropriate 
rates are listed in Schedule 1-A for water and Schedule 1-B for wastewater for the respective systems in staffs 
memorandum dated August 16, 2007. The approved rates should be effective for service rendered on or after 
the stamped approval date on the revised tariff sheets pursuant to Rule 25-30.475(1), F.A.C. In addition, the 
approved rates should not be implemented until staff has approved the proposed customer notice. The utility 
should provide proof of the date notice was given no less than 10 days after the date of the notice. 

Issue 4: Should AUF be required to refund any interim revenues collected? 
Recommendation: Yes. The interim revenue increase granted in Order No. PSC-06-0668-FOF-WS should be 
refunded with interest, pursuant to Rule 25-30.360, F.A.C. Further, pursuant to Rule 25-30.360(7), F.A.C., 
AUF should be required to file the appropriate refund reports. 
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Issue 5: Should AUF be ordered to show cause in writing, within 21 days, why it should not be fined for its 
apparent failure to comply with Rule 25-30.261(1), F.A.C., which requires meters to be read on the 
corresponding day of each meter reading period? 
Recommendation: Yes. AUF should be ordered to show cause in writing, within 21 days, why it should not 
be fined a total of $10,000 for its apparent failure to comply with Rule 25-30.261(1), F.A.C. The order to show 
cause should incorporate the conditions stated in the staff analysis in staffs memorandum dated August 16, 
2007. 

Issue 6: Should AUF be ordered to show cause in writing, within 21 days, why it should not be fined for its 
apparent failure to comply with Rule 25-22.032, F.A.C., conceming customer complaints? 
Recommendation: Yes. AUF should be ordered to show cause in writing, within 21 days, why it should not 
be fined a total of $10,000 for its apparent failure to comply with Rule 25-22.032(6)(b), F.A.C. The order to 
show cause should incorporate the conditions stated in the staff analysis in staffs memorandum dated August 
16, 2007. 

Issue 7: If the Commission denies staffs recommendation to dismiss AUF’s request for a general rate increase 
in Issue 2 of this recommendation, should AUF be ordered to show cause in writing, within 21 days, why it 
should not be fined for its apparent failure to comply with Order Nos. PSC-07-0592-PCO-WS and PSC-07- 
0598-PCO-WS, compelling discovery responses? 
Recommendation: Yes. If the Commission denies staffs recommendation to dismiss AUF’s request for a 
general rate increase in Issue 2 of this recommendation, AUF should be ordered to show cause in writing, 
within 21 days, why it should not be fined a total of $5,000 for its apparent failure to comply with Order Nos. 
PSC-07-0592-PCO-WS and PSC-07-0598-PCO-WS. The order to show cause should incorporate the 
conditions stated below in the staff analysis. If the Commission dismisses the rate case in Issue 2, this issue 
need not be ruled upon. 
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Issue 8: Should this docket be closed? 
Recommendation: No. The docket should remain open for staffs verification that the revised tariff sheets and 
customer notice have been filed by the utility and approved by staff, that the interim refund has been completed 
and verified by staff, and for the disposition of the show cause portions of the order. If the utility responds to 
the show cause order by remitting the fines, the show cause matter should be considered resolved and the 
docket should be closed administratively upon staffs verification of the above items. If the utility timely 
responds in writing to the show cause order, the docket should remain open pending final disposition of the 
show cause issues. 



Issue 1: The parties agree that oral argument should be granted consistent 

with the staff recommendation. 

Issue 2: The parties agree that Issue 2 will be rendered moot by the filing 

by AUF of a Notice of Voluntary Dismissal which AUF will file by no later than 5:OO 

p.m. on August 27,2007. 

Issue 3: The appropriate water and wastewater rates for AUF are those 

rates in effect prior to the filing by AUF of its Application for Increased Water and 

Wastewater Rates on December 1,2006. 

Issue 4: AUF will refund interim revenues collected, with interest, pursuant 

to Rule 25-30.360, Florida Administrative Code, and AUF will file appropriate refund 

reports. 

Issues 5 6  and 7: With respect to Issues 5 , 6  and 7, AUF agrees to make a 

voluntary contribution of $50,000.00 to contributions-in-aid-of-construction to benefit all 

AUF customers under the jurisdiction of the 

In addition, AUF makes the following commitments: 

(1) The Company commits to complying with Rule 25-30.261(1) 

F.A.C., Meter Readings, and will add the topic as a formal agenda item to its 

weekly management meetings. 

(2) The Company commits to accurately stating on customer bills 

whether bills reflect actual or estimated meter readings. 

(3) The Company commits to the implementation of the following 

proposal and plan to enhance the quality, timeliness and efficiency of its customer 

service: 



a. The Company will work with Staff to cooperatively set up 

single channel at the Company for the sole purpose of answering 

customer complaints in the most timely manner. AUF commits to 

answering all complaints that are filed within a mutually agreed 

upon channel within the fifteen day deadline set forth in Rule 25- 

22.032(6)(b), Florida Administrative Code. 

b. The Parties will hold monthly meetings for a six month 

period, i.e. from September 1,2007 through February 29, 2009, in 

order to work together to review the complaint process and 

response time performance (and any other service quality issues 

that may arise in the future). 

c. 

inquiries and the interaction of A m ’ s  call center with its 

customers at the monthly meetings. The Company commits to 

ensuring that its customer service representatives are courteous, 

properly trained, and responsive to all customer inquiries. 

d. The Company commits to holding a series of town 

meetings in its service areas that will facilitate better 

communication between the Company and its customers. The 

Company will provide education on improvements that it has made 

and will make in the future and address any water quality issues 

raised by customers. The Company commits to promptly 

following up with customers that raise complaints or issues at these 

town meetings. 

The Parties agree to discuss and monitor call center 
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The parties do not waive any of their rights, including but not limited to 

their right to seek remedies for future rule violations, on account of the 

commitments made by the company 

Issue 8: The Parties agree that this docket should be closed 

Additional Matter Raised by AUF: In this Docket, Staff witness Stallcup has 

filed testimony endorsing the implementation of some form of rate consolidation in the 

fbture for AUF. Mr. Stallcup presented two alternatives for rate consolidation which 

differed from A m ’ s  proposal to consolidate rates on a county-wide basis. Staff witness 

StaIlcup explained that his proposals to effect some level of rate consolidation for AUF 

were intended to “accomplish the desirable goals of rate consolidation without imposing 

excessive cross-subsidies” while also addressing the affordability of rates. 

Consistent with the concepts advanced by Mr. Stallcup, AUF will request that the 

Commission hold a Commission and Staff workshop to discuss the matter of rate 

consolidation by the end of the year. The parties will not object to such a request. 

All Parties to this proceeding agree that the Staff Recommendation issued in this 

docket to be considered by the Commission on August 28,2007 should be resolved as 

specifically set forth above. 


