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I

SUMMARY

[1]

The Municipality of the District of West Hants ("Municipality") applied to

the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board ("Board") on behalf of the Falmouth Water

Utility ("Utility", "Applicant") for amendments to its Schedule of Rates and Charges and
Schedule of Rules and Regulations pursuant to the Public Utilities Act, R.S.N.S. 1989,
c. 380, as amended ("Act'). The existing Schedule of Rates and Charges for Water and
Water Services and Schedule of Rules and Regulations have been in effect since April
1, 2009 and July 1, 2007, respectively.

[2]

A Rate Study to support the Application was prepared by G.A. Isenor

Consulting Limited in association with Blaine Rooney Consulting Limited ("Rate Study")
and was submitted to the Board on January 16, 2014 as a part of the Application
(Exhibit F-2).

[3]

The Application proposes rate increases for the Utility customers for the

years 2014/15, 2015/16 and 2016/17 ("Test Years", "Test Period").

For an average

residential customer with a 5/8" meter and quarterly consumption of 11,428 gallons, the

proposed rate increases are 4.7%, 0.2% and 1.7%, respectively. For all other metered
customers, based on the average quarterly consumption of each meter, the proposed
rate increases are between 1.3% to 5.5%, -1.3% to 0.6%, and -1.7% to 2.3%,

respectively, in each of the Test Years.

[4]

The Application also proposes amendments to the annual public fire

protection charge paid by the Municipality to the Utility. The proposed amendments are
-12.0%, 3.4% and 1.2%, respectively, for each of the Test Years.
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[5]

The public hearing was held at the West Hants Municipal Council

Chambers on March 24, 2014, after due public notice. The Applicant filed confirmation

of the delivery of Notice of Public Hearing through the Hants Journal and the Chronicle
Herald (Exhibit F-4). Gerry A. Isenor, P. Eng., of G. A. Isenor Consulting Limited, and
Blaine S. Rooney, CA, of Blaine S. Rooney Consulting Limited, represented the Utility.

The Utility was also represented by Rick Sherrard, Director of Public Works of the
Municipality. The Board did not receive any opposition to the proposed amendments.
Thomas Calkin of Falmouth attended the hearing and made a presentation.

[6]

The Schedule of Rates and Charges, as amended, are approved. The

Schedule of Rules and Regulations, as applied for, are approved.

II

INTRODUCTION

[7]

The Utility's source of water supply is from the French Mill Brook

impoundment (a man-made lake) located approximately two kilometres west of
Falmouth.

The raw water is pumped to the water treatment plant, which was

commissioned in July 1999, and chlorine is injected into the system for disinfection.
The Utility has a 2,800 cubic metre storage standpipe and the treated water is
distributed to the Utility's customers by gravity.

[8]

The Utility's unaccounted non-revenue water currently is approximately

18%. The Rate Study contained operating and capital expenses associated with the

Utility's goal of reducing the amount of unaccounted non-revenue water through annual
leak detection surveys and installing master water meters.
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[9]

The Utility currently serves 757 metered customers, of which 743 are 5/8"

(residential) meters.

It is projected that there will be an increase of two residential

customers per year over the Test Years.

[10]

The Application was presented to the Board based upon the need to

increase the commodity rate and lower the base rate in order to entice customers to

lower consumption, thus putting off a large capital expenditure expected to be required
for raising the dam height for additional capacity.

Ill

OPERATING EXPENSES

[11]

The Rate Study indicated that the Utility had an accumulated operating

surplus as at March 31, 2013 of $129,965. The Rate Study projects that at current

rates, the Utility will have an excess of revenue over expenditure for 2013/14 of $4,949,
and an excess of expenditure over revenue in 2014/15, 2015/16, and 2016/17 of
$7,314, 12,392, and $21,490, respectively.

[12]

Based on the current rates, the Utility is projected to have an accumulated

surplus of $93,718 at the end of the Test Period. Given that there is a projected
accumulated surplus in all the Test Years, the Board questioned the need for the rate
Application. Mr. Isenor explained:
... And our last effort that we are trying to do in the reach for the Falmouth Water Utility is
were trying to shift some of the burden from the base rate to the commodity charge in a
hope that we can see some con- ... better conservation of water in the area and our
reasons for doing that are two-fold, one is to save a valuable resource and secondly, is to
try to stave off of a proposed or a necessary dam raising for an impoundment dam
structure so are ... which we have now scheduled to start engineering on and about 2017

and if we can get conservation going in the meantime we might be able to put that off for
a couple more years or maybe even for longer, depending on how successful we are.
So those are our reasons for being here. For that reason, as you noted in your opening
remarks, we do not have a substantial increase in any one year. In fact, in one year were

essentially just asking for it to sit the same as the first ... the second test year were just
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asking it to stay ... stay the same as the first. But we are changing certainly, the fire
protection charge. Primarily that relates back to the ... to that same worksheet, B-1, and
what's happened since the last rate structure is that the debt for the Utility has been paid
off, so we now have a Utility that is debt free. During the last rate hearing we were
spending about $96,000 a year on debt retirement with interest, so that's a substantial
change and that's led to that decline and also led to the very modest increases that we're
proposing.

[Transcript pp. 10-11]

[13]

The expenses contained in the Rate Study are based upon the Utility's

budget for the year 2013/14, with projected annual increases of 3% for each expense

category for each of the Test Years, with the exception of Administration and General
and Depreciation categories.

[14]

The Utility's budgeting process included in the Rate Study was explained

by Mr. Isenor:
... there were IRs asked on them and they relate to basically maintenance work that has
to be conducted over a one to two-year period, then once it's done we can go on a more
relaxed maintenance mode for a while and vice versa on some of the others as to why
large increases.

Overall the general increases that we're seeing in the budgets year over year are three
percent and we use that as the ... as the substitute for inflation or as the inflationary rate
knowing that some items will be higher and some will be lower. But that's it. That's what
we've budgeted for and that's what we've carried.
[Transcript p. 15]

[15]

The process used to allocate costs between the Municipality and the Utility

for the administration fee was explained as follows:
The Municipality actually has a policy on how much they charge back from their
administration department for the Water Utilities and that policy was brought out in IR-13
and it basically says that they take the total of all the expenses less the depreciation, less
taxes and then they ... the net of those numbers they actually multiply by ten percent and
that becomes the amount of administration in general and that is just Municipal policy as
to how they assign that number.
[Transcript pp. 16-17]
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[16]

Based on the above, the Board questioned the use of 10% allocation to

the Utility as administration fee by the Municipality. The Utility provided further details
on the calculations of the administration fee in the response to Undertaking U-2.

[17]

The Application noted that the annual depreciation expense is based upon

the Utility's proposed capital additions and the depreciation rates which are generally as
set out in the Board's Water Utility Accounting and Reporting Handbook ("Accounting
Handbook').

Findings

[18]

The Board has reviewed the information presented in relation to the

Utility's projected operating expenses.

The Board understands that the Utility has

ongoing maintenance expenses in most of the expense categories and that these
expenses can be lower or higher in any given year.

This is where most of the

fluctuation in expenses occurs from year over year.

[19]

The Board also notes that the main reason for this rate Application is to

shift revenue requirements from the base rates to consumption rates to encourage

water conservation by customers and delay a major capital expenditure. The Board
finds this a reasonable and prudent approach by the Utility.

[20]

The Utility provided a breakdown of its administration fee charged by the

Municipality in the response to Undertaking U-2, which the Board accepts. The Board
understands that the administration fee as outlined is close to the actual staff time spent
on Utility matters.
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[21]

The Board approves the Utility's projected operating expenses, as

presented in the Application, including 3% cost increases as a proxy for inflation.

IV

PROPOSED CAPITAL BUDGET

[22]

The Utility's proposed capital program, described by Mr. Isenor as modest,

totals $49,500, $107,500 and $28,500, respectively, in each of the Test Years. For the

year 2014/15, the Utility has included: $15,000 for water treatment plant; $10,000 for
purification equipment; $10,000 for control and monitoring equipment; $1,500 for
distribution mains; and $2,000 for sprinkler connections. The 2015/16 capital budget
includes items such as electrical pumping, purification equipment, transportation

equipment, SCADA upgrade, and geotubes for biosolids handling. There are only three

capital projects in 2016/17, which are: sludge pond ($25,000); meters ($1,500); and
Sprinkler connections ($2,000).
[23]

Mr. Isenor stated:
... the capital expenditures that we're seeing are really just related to upgrades to existing
facilities, more or less replacement of parts and pieces and not really any major

expansions or not any major spending on infrastructure renewal. Primarily because the
system is relatively new compared to a lot of the utilities we have in the Province so we
don't find ourselves sitting on a huge infrastructure deficit here.
[Transcript p. 10]

[24]

The 2014/15, 2015/16 and 2016/17 capital budgets are proposed to be

funded from the Utility's depreciation fund, outside sources, and capital out of revenue.
Mr. Isenor explained why capital out of revenue was being requested:
... in the current rate structure ... we are requesting some capital out of revenue each

year and we are requesting that pay for small items. We just think it's the properfinancial
approach to take with the Utility such that we don't become ... find ourselves replacing
small hydrants and valves and things out of depreciation. If we can do that and do it from
capital out of revenue in the long term it will be a much more sustainable and a much
leveler ride for the customer.

[Transcript p. 11]
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[25]

The proposed funding from depreciation is $37,500, $95,500 and $16,500

for each of the Test Years, respectively, which results in a depreciation fund balance at
the end of the Test Period on March 31, 2017, of $460,146.

[26]

The proposed funding from the Utility's operations is $10,000 in each of

the Test Years.

Findings

[27]

The Board notes that, based upon the assumptions of the Rate Study, the

Utility will have a healthy depreciation fund balance at the end of the Test Period. The
Utility is projecting the need for a possible major capital expenditure shortly after the
Test Period for which depreciation funds are expected to be used.

[28]

The Board accepts the amount of capital out of revenue being used to

fund smaller capital additions.

[29]

The Board finds the proposed capital budgets for the Test Years to be

reasonable.

V

NON-OPERATING EXPENDITURES AND REVENUE

[30]

The Rate Study included projections of non-operating revenues and

expenditures for the Test Years. The Rate Study also included interest, as the only
non-operating revenue category, in the amount of $1,500 for each of the Test Years.

[31]

The non-operating expenses specified in the Rate Study included capital

out of revenue and transfer to reserve for sludge handling, both in the amount of
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$10,000 for each of the Test Years, for total non-operating expenses of $20,000 in each
Test Year.

[32]

The Utility noted that instead of performing sludge handling each year, it

now does it once every few years. In the Board Decision [2007] NSUARB 72, creation
of a reserve account for sludge handling was approved. The Applicant advised that in
the year in which the sludge handling is conducted, the full amount of the reserve is
used with any shortfall coming from operations for that year.

[33]

The Board noted during the hearing that in 2012/13 the Utility did not

make a transfer into the sludge handling reserve as per the above noted Board

directive. The Utility indicated that 2012/13 was the year in which the reserve was used
to perform sludge removal and, as such, that year's transfer amount was expensed as
part of the sludge handling process.

[34]

The capital out of revenue was addressed earlier under the proposed

capital budget section.

Essentially, the Utility is proposing to fund smaller capital

projects from operations as opposed to depreciation funds in order to build up the

depreciation fund for a potential large capital project in future years. The Utility noted
that a larger depreciation fund balance will reduce future borrowing amounts and benefit
the Utility's customers.

[35]

In the response to Undertaking U-3, the Utility stated that there was an

additional transfer of $50,000 in 2012/13 as "Transfer to Capital Fund" that was

deposited into the depreciation reserve, in addition to the depreciation expense for that
year.
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Findings

[36]

The Board finds the Utility's non-operating revenues, as presented in the

Application, reasonable and accepts them as presented.

[37]

The Board has considered the allocation of capital out of revenue, as

opposed to using depreciation funds given the Utility's healthy depreciation fund
balance. The Board has reviewed the proposed rates included in the Application as

well as the response to IR-5(a), in which rate increases were calculated excluding
capital out of revenue.

Given the Utility's projected operating surpluses and

accumulated surplus, the Board agrees that the Utility can afford to fund capital out of
revenue even though this does lead to slightly larger rate increases than if depreciation
funds were used.

[38]

The Board accepts the non-operating expenditures and revenue as filed in

the Application.

[39]

The Board notes that in 2012/13 the Utility did not make a transfer into the

sludge handling reserve as per the Board directive. The Utility advised that 2012/13
was the year in which the reserve was used to perform sludge removal and, as such,
that year's transfer amount was expensed as a part of the sludge removal process.

[40]

The Board reminds the Utility that in its decision approving the sludge

removal reserve and associated annual transfers, the Board directed that any

withdrawal from the reserve requires prior Board approval. The Utility is again reminded
to seek Board approval before any withdrawal from the reserve, in future.
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VI

ALLOCATIONS OF REVENUE REQUIREMENT

[41]

The revenue requirements are split between the fire protection charge,

which is paid by the Municipality to the Utility, and the Utility customers.
i) Public Fire Protection Charge

[42]

The methodology used by the Utility to calculate the public fire protection

charge is consistent with the majority of other water utilities in the Province and the
Board's Accounting Handbook.

[43]

In response to Board IR-15, the Utility noted that the fire protection in its

service area is adequate. The Utility completed a Fire Underwriters Survey in 2013
which indicated that the ability to provide water for fire flow was rated as fair, and has
not changed from the previous survey.

[44]

The methodology applied for allocations of utility plant in service to the fire

protection charge in the Test Years resulted in an allocation of 34.4%, 33.7% and
33.6%, respectively. Mr. Isenor indicated that:
... we have just carried forward the same allocations as used in the previous rate study.
We, in turn, note that there is some areas where there's been increases that have
resulted in the allocation being different than it was last time. It was approximately 39

percent of the last rate hearing, it's now dropped around 35 percent, primarily just due to
additions and I believe ... some of it may, as well, Mr. Chair, be the reallocation of the

assets as part of PSAP depreciation fund updates that we're getting almost universally
around the Province where there's a realization that some of the old funds were, perhaps

not as robust as they could have been and they've been revisited by the financial people.
[Transcript p. 22]

[45]

The current annual fire protection charge is $112,171. It is proposed to

decrease to $98,684 in 2014/15, then increase to $102,032 in 2015/2016 and $103,236
in 2016/17.
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Findings

[46]

The Board accepts the methodology used to determine the public fire

protection charge as proposed in the Application, which is as set out in the Accounting
Handbook and other utilities in the Province. The fire protection charge for 2014/15 is to

be prorated based on the current fire protection charge for the first three months and the
new fire protection charge for the remaining nine months.
ii) Utility Customers

[47]

The methodology used in the Rate Study to allocate the expense items to

the base, customer, delivery and production categories is generally consistent with the

previous rate applications approved by the Board. The only change is in the allocation
of transmission and distribution, which was allocated 50% to base and 50% to

commodity in the last rate application. The Rate Study continues this 50/50 split in
2014/15 and gradually moves to 100% to commodity allocation by the end of the Test
Period. It was explained that the proposed change is made to bring this allocation
consistent with the Board's Accounting Handbook:
We are asking, and as you know, the handbook suggests that that be a hundred percent
to commodity and zero percent to base. What we're proposing to do, Mr. Chair, is to
move that from the 50/50 to 0/100, zero percent to base and a hundred percent to deliver
... or to commodity over the three test years and in doing that we are shifting the ... we

are increasing the cost of the commodity and more or less holding the cost of the base
charge somewhat steady...
[Transcript p. 25]

[48]

As stated earlier, the proposed change to 100% allocation for transmission

and distribution expense to commodity also promotes conservation, which in turn may
allow the Utility to postpone a future capital project to later years.
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[49]

The Applicant proposes to eliminate the current two block consumption

rate structure.

The Utility currently has one customer that has second block

consumption rate. However, this customer has not used and does not need the second
block consumption rate. Mr. Rooney noted:
...currently schedule of rates has a rate for second block and we have one customer that
was using that and that customer is not using any water in that second block rate.
And don't anticipate, I guess, that they'll need a second block rate.
[Transcript pp. 34-35]

[50]

The calculation of consumption rates is based upon the total annual

estimated water consumption in 2013/14 of 40,184,089 gallons, plus the annual
increase of two residential (5/8") customers per year. The water consumption related to
the other meter sizes is proposed to remain relatively constant during the Test Period.

[51]

In response to the Board IR-3, the Utility noted that it is currently meeting

the requirements of the Nova Scotia Department of Environment's Drinking Water
Strategy.

Findings

[52]

The Board accepts the methodology used in the allocation of various

expense items to the base, customer, delivery and production categories.
[53]

The Board approves the elimination of the two block consumption rate

structure, which only affects one customer who does not need it anymore.

[54]

The Board also approves the Phase-in approach for allocating the

transmission and distribution expense to 100% commodity starting in the second Test

Year (2015/16). Waiting until the second Test Year is prudent given that there is
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already a large shift from the base to the commodity portion of rates due to the nature of
the assets and the costs being allocated. If the transition process begins in the first
Test Year, the commodity charge would see an even larger increase than the proposed
15.5% in 2014/15, while the base charge would see a drop greater than the proposed
6.7% to 7.5% in the same Test Years.

VII

SUBMISSIONS

[55]

One customer of the Utility, Thomas Calkin of Falmouth, spoke during the

hearing.

Mr. Calkin's primary concern was with the fire protection and municipal

governance rather than anything included in the Application.

[56]

Mr. Calkin did note his appreciation of the work that was performed by the

Utility and had no objection to the Application, even endorsing certain parts of it, such
as aligning the Schedule of Rules and Regulations with Three Mile Plains, as well as,

moving to more of a consumption rate emphasis model to promote conservation. Mr.
Calkin stated:

...as a citizen of the area of Falmouth that we should be willing to work toward and we

would ... I would encourage you to accept the recommendations toward a consumption
base more than underline base just as a matter of common principle in an area where our

economy and our economic and our environmental environments are very important, so I
would ... Iwould be very comfortable as a citizen in that area to receive that treatment.
[Transcript pp. 88-89]

[57]

Mr. Calkin showed some concern with how the Municipality allocates

costs, not just to the Utility, but in general. With regards to cost allocation, Mr. Calkin
was quite critical and stated:
The administration charges that are referenced to on page 10 that you spent some time

talking about, I can tell you that the ... that the Municipality doesn't know what they're
doing with some of these charges in my judgment. That's a professional comment. ... I
do believe that as a citizen reasonable cost allocation without spending endless time
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getting there is probably okay and it probably should be done but I can tell you this
County is not consistent in how they do allocations because I know it from another
issue...

[Transcript pp. 89-90]

[58]

He also noted that the Schedule of Rules and Regulations should be

readily accessible to the Utility's customers and the general public.

[59]

He then went on to talk about the fire services in the Town and the issues

he has with it. This was not with regards to the fire protection fee charged to the

Municipality, but the actual Fire and Volunteer Fire Departments and how things are

decided by the Municipality. The Board pointed out to Mr. Calkin that it currently does
not have authority for these matters.

Findings

[60]

The purpose of conducting a public hearing is to provide an opportunity to

speak for those affected by the Application. In this case, one citizen attended the
hearing and provided input. The Board appreciates Mr. Calkin's input. The Board

expects the Utility to note Mr. Calkin's concern regarding the availability of the Utility's
information and to find ways to make it more accessible to its customers and others.

VIII

SCHEDULE OF RATES AND CHARGES

[61]

The Application proposes some minor changes and additions to the

Schedule of Rates and Charges. The Utility noted that a number of items were moved
from the Schedule of Rules and Regulations to the Schedule of Rates and Charges,
including:
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•

Public Fire Protection Rate;

•

Suspension of Service for Non Payment of Bills;

•

Public Fire Protection Service Charge;

•

Special Service Charge; and

•

Request for Connection or Reconnection.

[62]

The annual rate for sprinkler service for pipes of 6" or less in diameter is

proposed to increase from $160 to $250, and for pipes of 8" or more in diameter it is
proposed to increase from $200 to $300.

[63]

The charge for service calls is proposed to increase from $25 to $50 with

work after regular hours from the current $75 to $150.

[64]

Besides the above mentioned proposed increases, the Utility is also

implementing two new charges. The first of these new charges is a 'Special Service
Charge'. Mr. Isenor explained:
... it's just that we found that every so often someone would come and say, Hey I need a
charge to do something really different and actually about ... several years ago we

approached the Board and said, why don't we just have a fee that's for somebody
dreaming of something that we never thought of and I don't know how often they get
used, probably not that often.
[Transcript p. 36]

[65]

Mr. Sherrard further clarified when the Special Service Charge would likely

be levied by the Utility on a customer:
...if someone had a problem with the bill that would generally be handled in the office at
no fee. But if you had a problem with your bill every quarter billing and we had to roll a
truck and some people out to the house then we would charge a special fee.
[Transcript p. 37]

[66]

The second new proposed charge is the 'Charge for Review of Drawings

and Specification'. This charge is designed to be paid by the developers or builders and
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is to recover costs associated with the staff time for reviewing the drawings and
specifications. Mr. Isenor stated:
That is a charge that we have in place in the Halifax Water situation and I believe one
other... where they have a charge actually set aside for the review of drawings and it's
primarily just to recover the cost ... staff time cost and the outside engineering time cost
for ... for development or for proposed new developments and when they come in and
request review of drawings priorto construction.

We did keep the price to be reflective of that in the ... in the Halifax Water situation,

basically a dollar for lineal foot, $3.28 per lineal meter and if an outside consulting firm
has to be retained then we're asking the Board to be able to charge back the cost of that
outside firm and we're asking to be able to add 25 percent to it for basically senior staff
time to co-ordinate and review the findings of the outside firm.
[Transcript p. 30]

Findings

[67]

The Board has reviewed the proposed amendments to the Schedule of

Rates and Charges and finds them to be reasonable and consistent with other utilities in
the Province.

[68]

The Board has made a minor wording change to item 'Customer Account

Creation Fee' in the Schedule of Rates and Charges to clarify the intent of this charge.

[69]

The Board approves the Schedule of Rates and Charges for Water and

Water Services supplied on and after July 1, 2014, April 1, 2015, and April 1, 2016, as
amended. The fire protection charge is to be based upon prorating the existing rate

over the period of April 1, 2014 to July 1, 2014, and the new rate over the remainder of
the 2014/15 fiscal year.
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IX

SCHEDULE OF RULES AND REGULATIONS

[70]

The Utility's current Schedule of Rules and Regulations was updated

during the Utility's last rate application.

The proposed changes included in the

Application were summarized in the response to Board IR-24.

[71]

Mr. Isenor, during the hearing, explained the reasons for the proposed

amendments:

The rules and regulations were a major rewrite ... I mean basically what we were working
to do was make them the same as Three Mile Plains, again from the operational ease of

having the same set of rules and regulations for the two utilities given that they're in very
close proximity to each other. And primarily what happened is the ones in Falmouth were
simply based on a ... on a structure that the Board has ... has approved changes to on
numerous occasions so that we ... we are, in fact, putting forward a set of rules and
regulations that are reflective of other utilities in the province.
[Transcript pp. 39-40]

[72]

Some of the proposed changes have financial implications for the Utility's

customers. These changes relate to 'Deposits', 'Meter Testing', and 'Unauthorized
Extensions, Additions or Connections', as well as the addition of a new regulation for
'Billing'.

[73]

Regulation 3, 'Deposits', has been amended to change how much interest

is paid on customers' deposits. Mr. Isenor explained the change as follows:
... we did change some of the items that do impact customers and certainly deposits, we
had a fixed rate of interest before. We're now switching that over to be the interest rate
earned by the Municipality.
[Transcript p.40]

[74]

Regulation 17, 'Meter Testing', proposed an increase for the testing of

meters less than 11/2" in size from $50 to $100.

[75]

Regulation 28. 'Unauthorized Extensions, Additions or Connections', has

been expanded to include the removal of any extensions, additions and connections by
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the Utility. It also allows the Utility to recover the cost of removal plus a service charge
of $200.

[76]

'Billing' is a new Regulation which provides clarity on how partial billing is

interpreted. This Regulation also allows the Utility to charge all customers, including
seasonal customers, the base charge for the entire year regardless of water turn-offs.

The response to the Board IR-24 indicates that this is required to ensure that seasonal
customers pay their share of the costs of providing service, even in their absence. Mr.
Isenor noted that this has been done in other utilities in the Province:

...adding the billing for the clarification, item number 5, and with that we're also asking
that seasonable customers be charged the base charge for the entire year as we've done
in other utilities...

[Transcript p.40]

Findings

[77]

The Board notes that the proposed changes to the Utility's Schedule of

Rules and Regulations, though quite a few, are mostly minor in nature. The requested
amendments are consistent with most other water utilities in the Province which have
had rate applications recently approved by the Board.

[78]

The Board has examined the proposed changes to the Utility's Schedule

of Rules and Regulations, and finds them to be reasonable. The Board approves the

Schedule of Rules and Regulations included, in the Application, effective July 1st, 2014.
X

CONCLUSION

[79]
objectives:
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The Utility stated that the purpose of the Application was to meet three main
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1.

To allow the commodity charge to be higher, and the base charge to be lower, in
order to encourage customers to conserve water. The Utility's reason for this was to
reduce demand which it anticipates will lead to the postponement of the need to

raise the dam height and its associated capital expenditure which is currently
expected in 2017/18.

2.

To standardize the Schedule of Rates and Charges and the Schedule of Rules and

Regulations with those of Three Miles Plains/Wentworth Water Utility, both of which
are owned and operated by the Municipality.

3.

The Utility is projecting to start accumulating small deficits in each of the Test Years
and if it waits longer to adjust rates, future rate increases would be larger than what
is being applied for in this Application.

[80]

Based upon the information provided, the Board approves the standardization

of the Schedule of Rates and Charges and the Schedule of Rules and Regulations with

those proposed for the Three Mile Plains/Wentworth Water Utility. The Board further

approves the rate increases as proposed in the Rate Study effective July 1, 2014, April 1,
2015, and April 1, 2016. The Schedule of Rules and Regulations are approved effective
July 1,2014.

[81]

An Order will issue accordingly.
DATED at Halifax, Nova Scotia, this 24th day of June, 2014.

k*M; fe

KulvinHer S. Dhillon
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