
STEPHEN A. ECENIA 

RICHARD M. ELLIS 

KENNETH A. HOFFMAN 

JOHN M. LOCKWOOD 

MARTIN P MCDONNELL 

J. STEPHEN MENTON 

RUTLEDGE, ECENIA, PURNELL & HOFFMAN 
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

POST OFFICE BOX 551, 32302-0551 
215 SOUTH MONROE STREET, SUITE 420 

TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32301-1841 

TELEPHONE (850) 681-6788 
TELECOPIER (850) 681-6515 

September 18,2007 

Ms. Ann Cole, Director 
Commission Clerk and Administrative Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Betty Easley Conference Center 
Room 110 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850 

R. DAVID PRESCOlT 

HAROLD F. X. PURNELL 

MARSHA E. RULE 

GARY R. RUTLEDGE 

MAGGIE M. SCHULTZ 

GOVERNMENTAL CONSULTANTS 

JONATHAN M. COSTELLO 

MARGARET A. MENDUNI 

i-” 

. .  
I- -,.- 5 

Re: Docket No. 060368-WS 

Dear Ms. Cole: 

Enclosed for filing on behalf of Aqua Utilities Florida, Inc. (“AUF”) is an original and 
fifteen copies of this letter confirming A m ’ s  request that the Commission hold a Commission 
workshop prior to December 31, 2007 addressing and considering various forms of rate 
consolidation for AUF. 

At the August 28, 2007 Agenda Conference, the Commission acknowledged AUF’s 
Notice of Voluntary Dismissal Without Prejudice, ordered refunds of interim rates, and accepted 
and approved the Settlement reached by and between AUF, the Office of Public Counsel 

CMP (“OPC”) and the Attorney General, State of Florida (“Attomey General”) conceming the 
potential issuance of a show cause order as described in the August 16, 2007 Staff 

X e c o m m e n d a t i o n .  In addition, the Commission acknowledged A m ’ s  request for a Commission 
CQM 

-rkshop on rate consolidation issues, a request that was not contested by OPC and the Attomey 
General, and advised AUF that a Commission workshop would be forthcoming upon the filing of 
a formal request for workshop by AUF. 

OPC AUF believes that it is critical to begin the establishment of a regulatory road map for 
future rate cases by moving away from the rate regime where rates are established separately for 

UF’s 80 Commission-regulated water and wastewater systems. Rate Consolidation has been 
WCA 1 A 

=.--approved in various forms by this Commission for the water and wastewater industry. AUF 
SGA believes that, like other major utility service providers, water and wastewater services can also be 

provided through consolidated costs of services and tariffs. Aqua America services customers in 
- - -+h ideen  states with varying forms of rate consolidation in use in manx pf thpspwsdi ,c fws  and 
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has seen numerous public benefits with its various forms. These benefits include recognition of 
the economies of scale that a large multi-system company such as AUF can bring to its 
customers, providing a platform for acquisition of small or troubled systems in furtherance of 
public health and the public interest, mitigating potential future rate shock as capital investments 
are made for relatively small systems, and enhancing rate stability. But perhaps the most 
significant benefit derived from rate consolidation is that it allows a multi-system utility such as 
AUF to make the required significant level of investment for water supply and treatment and/or 
wastewater treatment and disposal for a specific group of customers (residing within a particular 
system) without driving rates to a level of unaffordability or disconnection. 

Rate consolidation takes different forms and means different things to regulators and the 
industries that they regulate. In that regard, AUF requests that the agenda established by the 
Commission for the requested workshop include discussion and consideration of the following 
issues: 

1. What are the different forms, structures or mechanisms for rate 
consolidation that may be appropriate for AUF? Should rate consolidation be a 
one step or multi-step process? 

2 .  What factors should be considered by the Commission in determining 
whether it is appropriate to implement rate consolidation for AUF and what forms 
or structures for rate consolidation would be preferable for AUF (i.e. proximity of 
location, similar rates, similar cost of service, similar level of service, balancing of 
benefits vs. potential disadvantages)? 

3. How should consolidated rates be implemented for regulatory purposes? 
Does consolidation eliminate all future cost of service accounting requirements 
for the individual consolidated systems? Does consolidation permit reduction 
from multiple tariffs to one tariff and multiple rate zones to one rate zone? 

4. Should the Commission undertake a rate structure proceeding for AUF 
where the Commission would consider various proposals for establishing a 
consolidated rate structure for AUF separate and apart from the filing by AUF of a 
request to increase revenue requirements. 



' RUTLEDGE, ECENLA, PURNELL & HOFFMAN 

Ms. Ann Cole, Director 
Page 3 
September 18,2007 

As always, thank you for your assistance with this filing. Please acknowledge receipt of 
these documents by stamping the extra copy of this letter "filed" and returning the copy to me. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

6M&- Kenneth A. o fman 

KAH/rl 
cc: Mr. Chstopher Franklin 

Kimberly A. Joyce, Esq. 
Charles Beck, Esq. 
Stephen C. Reilly, Esq. 
Stephen C. Burgess, Esq. 
Cecilia Bradley, Esq. 
Rosanne Gervasi, Esq. 
Katherine Fleming, Esq. 
Ralph Jaeger, Esq. 
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