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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
LITCHFIELD PARK SERVICE COMPANY,
AN ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A
DETERMINATION OF THE FAIR VALUE OF
ITS UTILITY PLANTS AND PROPERTY AND
FOR INCREASES IN ITS WATER AND
WASTEWATER RATES AND CHARGES FOR
UTILITY SERVICE BASED THEREON.

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
LITCHFIELD PARK SERVICE COMPANY,
AN ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A
DETERMINATION OF THE FAIR VALUE OF
ITS UTILITY PLANTS AND PROPERTY AND
FOR INCREASES IN ITS WATER RATES
AND CHARGES FOR UTILITY SERVICE
BASED THEREON.

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
LITCHFIELD PARK SERVICE COMPANY,
AN ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR
AUTHORITY (1) TO ISSUE EVIDENCE OF
INDEBTEDNESS IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO
EXCEED $1,755,000 IN CONNECTION WITH
(A) THE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO
RECHARGE WELL INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENTS AND (2) TO ENCUMBER
ITS REAL PROPERTY AND PLANT AS
SECURITY FOR SUCH INDEBTEDNESS.
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
LITCHFIELD PARK SERVICE COMPANY,
AN ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR
AUTHORITY (1) TO ISSUE EVIDENCE OF
INDEBTEDNESS IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO
EXCEED $1,170,000 IN CONNECTION WITH
(A) THE CONSTRUCTION OF ONE 200 KW
ROOF MOUNTED SOLAR GENERATOR
INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS AND
(2) TO ENCUMBER ITS REAL PROPERTY
AND PLANT AS SECURITY FOR SUCH
INDEBTEDNESS.

DOCKET NO. W-01427A-09-0120

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF RICHARD L. DARNALL
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SURRREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
RICHARD DARNALL
ON BEHALF OF CITY OF LITCHFIELD PARK
(Dkt Nos.SW-01428A-09-0103, W-01427A-09-0104,
W-01427A-09-0116, & W-01427A-09-0120)

INTRODUCTION
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is Richard L. Darnall. My business address is 4645 S. Lakeshore Drive, Tempe,
Arizona, 85282.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS CASE?

I am appearing on behalf of the City of Litchfield Park, Arizona (“City”), a municipal
customer of Litchfield Park Services Company (“LPSCO”).

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PRESENTED TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes. I previously provided direct testimony in this proceeding.
SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
WOULD YOU BRIEFLY SUMMARIZE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

I am providing surrebuttal testimony regarding LPSCO’s proposed allocated cost of service
study and its proposed rates. I have prepared a fully allocated cost of service study and
developed proposed rates based upon that study to the extent practical. I will also respond to

comments made by LPSCO’s witnesses in their rebuttal testimony to my Direct Testimony.
COST OF SERVICE

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE PROCESS YOU USED IN DEVELOPING YOUR COST
OF SERVICE STUDY.

The starting point for a cost of service study is the development of allocation factors. There

are two (2) allocation factors that need to be developed. The first is the allocation to cost
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components and the second is to customer classes. The cost components consist of

commodity, demand, customers, meters and services and direct. Once these cost components
have been developed the various operating expenses and rate base elements will then be
allocated to the customer classes using commodity, demand, customer and meters and

customers allocation factors.

I have used as a starting point the ACC Staff’s proposed operating expenses, which also
includes depreciation expenses, property taxes and income taxes, and their rate base and rate
of return to develop the cost of service study. I would also note that LPSCO has agreed to

include the revenues from water sales to the City of Goodyear in its rebuttal filing.
IS THE CITY ADOPTING STAFF’S POSITION RELATING TO THESE ITEMS?

Not at this time. The City believes that the hearing process will establish additional or
different adjustments as appropriate. As noted in my direct testimony, the City did not have
the time or the budget to allow full evaluation of LPSCO’s filings and expects to explore
various issues through the hearing process. I am using Staff’s position as an approximation to
allow me to develop rates using a cost of service approach that I deem to be more reflective of
the costs of providing service than that proposed by LPSCO. Once these issues are fully
litigated, my cost of service study would need to be modified to reflect the values accepted by
the Commission and then final rates would be developed. However, I believe my cost of

service study develops appropriate rates if the Staff’s case is adopted by the Commission.

HOW DOES YOUR COST OF SERVICE STUDY DIFFER FROM LPSCO WITNESS
BOURASSA’S COST OF SERVICE STUDY?

My cost of service study differs from Mr. Bourassa’s cost of service study in the development
of allocation factors and the assignment of property taxes and income taxes to all cost

components and not to just the demand component. My cost of study also allocates a portion
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of LPSCO’s power for purchases to the demand component because a portion of its power

bills are demand related.

IN HIS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY,' MR. BOURASSA ARGUES THAT NO PORTION
OF POWER COSTS IS DEMAND RELATED. PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT
JUSTIFIES CHARACTERIZING A PORTION OF POWER COSTS AS DEMAND
RELATED.

My analysis of the power bills provided by LPSCO resulted in about 5.0% of the APS power
bills being demand related. APS’s bills to LPSCO include, among other charges, a demand
charge, stated in kW, and an energy charge, stated in kWh. The kW demand charge reflects
the size of the motor and associated pumping rate of each well. This demand charge is a fixed
rate/kW and does not reflect the amount of water (kWh) being pumped. Therefore, I allocated

5.0% of power purchases to the demand component.

WHAT OTHER DIFFERENCES EXIST BETWEEN YOUR COST OF SERVICE
STUDY AND THE ONE SUBMITTED BY MR. BOURASSA?

Mr. Bourassa allocated the cost of back flow prevention devices between demand and
commodity components. My cost of service study allocates this cost to the customer
component. A back flow prevention device is installed to protect the Company’s system from
contamination from the customer’s side of the meter. Its size, cost and configuration are
related to the size of the meter and service that is provided and the activity on the customer’s

premises, not on the volume of water delivered.

Additionally, my cost of service study allocates property taxes, income taxes and return on the
basis of how the rate base was allocated to customer classes and not all of these items are

allocated just to demand. A portion of the rate base, upon which the return is based, was

! Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa on Rate Base et al (Bourassa —RB) at 56.

3-
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allocated to commodity, customer and meters and services. Accordingly, Property and Income

Taxes should be allocated on the same basis.

Finally, I developed the level of revenues for each customer class based upon the sum of the
total revenue requirements; operating expenses, depreciation expenses, property taxes, income

taxes and return. This revenue level then became my target for developing rates.

HAVE YOU PREPARED AN EXHIBIT THAT SHOWS YOUR DEVELOPMENT OF
THE COST OF SERVICE STUDY?

Attached as Exhibit RLD-4 is my cost of service study. Page 1 of RLD-4 shows the summary
results of the cost of service study. The return for all classes of customers is positive because
the Metered Water Revenues are the revenues required to provide the indicated rate of return.
The returns for the larger meter classes are higher because the preponderance of water sales in
these classes are to commercial customers. This follows LPSCO’s proposal, although the rate
of return is not as high as proposed by LPSCO. Pages 2 through 7 shows the allocation of
operating expenses, depreciation expenses, property taxes, income taxes, return and rate base
by cost component and the allocation to the customer classes using the allocation factors
shown on pages 11 and 12. Pages 8, 9 and 10 show the allocation of operating expenses,
depreciation expenses and rate base to the cost components of commodity, demand, customer

and meters and services.

WHAT ARE THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOUR DEMAND ALLOCATION
FACTORS AND THOSE USED BY MR. BOURASSA?

Mr. Bourassa develops his demand cost allocation factor using an equivalent weight factor.
This weighting is based upon the ratio of a larger meter sizes maximum flow rate to a 5/8” x
%> meter flow rate. This factor may provide an indication of the individual customers
demand, but not the demand that a particular class has on the system demand. The water

system is designed to meet the maximum demand imposed on the entire system at a given time
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plus the demand required to provide fire protection on a moments notice. Most water utilities

know through system studies and other analyses what the maximum day or hour demand has
been historically and what it may be in the future. A peak load factor, or capacity factor, is
developed using the average system flows and the peak demands of the system. This capacity
factor is used to analyze the water system’s ability to meet maximum system demands.
Therefore, I believe it is appropriate to allocate demand costs using this capacity factor and not
the equivalent weighting of meter sizes. Mr. Bourassa’s factor allocates a disproportionate
amount of demand costs to the residential class when compared to the commodity factor. The
equivalent meter size factor is appropriate for allocating meters and services costs, but not
demand cost. I have used the equivalent weighting of meters to allocate meters and services
costs. Mr. Bourassa has relied upon a weighting factor of the cost of installing meters and
services used by the ACC in connection with the pricing of meters and service lines. Mr.
Bourassa does not provide the underlying basis of the weighting factors he has adopted or

shown how or if they are relevant to LPSCO’s operations.

MR. BOURASSA CRITICIZES THE FLOW DEMANDS UTILIZED IN YOUR COST
OF SERVICE STUDY TO DEVELOP DEMAND FACTORS.> HOW DO YOU
RESPOND TO MR. BOURASSA’S CRITICISM?

Mr. Bourassa states that my demand allocator is not based upon the maximum peak day or
peak hour data. That is not correct. The demand allocation factor I used is based upon
LPSCO’s most recent master system study and indicates that the maximum peak day demand
factor is 1.8 times the average daily flow. My Exhibit RLD-4 page 12 shows the Maximum
Day Peak demands. He also stated that the system study prepared for LPSCO was stale
however, it was the last study prepared for LPSCO showing what the system demands are and

the capacity factors used to develop water system requirements.

% Bourassa —RB at 57.
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PROPOSED RATES

HAVE YOU DEVELOPED PROPOSED RATES BASED UPON THE COST OF
SERVICE STUDY?

Yes I have. I have prepared Exhibit RLD-5 showing my proposed rates as compared to
LPSCO and ACC Staff. I have also included some typical bill comparisons for % and 1”

residential, commercial and irrigation customers as Exhibit RLD-6.
WHAT APPROACH DID YOU USE TO DEVELOP THESE RATES?

I developed rates that would recover to the extent practical the level of revenues shown on my
cost of service summary Exhibit RLD-4, page 1. However, I took it one step further and
developed separate revenue requirements for each residential, commercial and irrigation class
of customer. These revenue requirements are sometimes referred to as revenue targets. Using
these revenue targets I then developed billing frequencies for each class. These bill
frequencies give the rate designer an indication of appropriate break points in the rates. For
example, for the % residential class of customers, almost 84% of water sales occur by 15,000
gallons of consumption. The remaining 16% of water sales will come from those customers
using more than 15,000 gallons. Only 1% of total water sales are greater than 50,000 gallons.
Accordingly, LPSCO will be able to earn most of their fixed costs as well as its commodity

costs within the 50,000 gallons break point.

I made this analysis for each of the 5/8” x %, % and 1.0” rate classes and developed rates for
each block. Based upon the results of these analyses I am proposing that all of the %” and 1”
residential, commercial and irrigation rates have a 3-tier rate as opposed to a 2-tier rate. This
3-tier rate gives some additional relief to those customers who may not have the ability to
conserve because of economic or social issues. For the larger meters size customers I used
similar rate blocks as those proposed by LPSCO, except for the 8” and 10” meters. 1 am

proposing a flat commodity rate for those customers.
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WHAT IS THE IMPACT ON CUSTOMERS USING YOUR RATE AS OPPOSED TO
RATE DESIGN PROPOSED BY LPSCO?

I have prepared RLD-6 showing six (6) ‘Typical’ bill comparisons for %" and 1.0” for the
residential, commercial and irrigation customers. The rates I have prepared are typically
lower in the 5,000 to 50,000 range of use than either LPSCO or the ACC Staff. This is a result
of using a 3-tier rate for all 5/8” x %”, %”, and 1.0” meter customers, instead of for just the
residential customers with 5/8” x %” and %” meters. The commodity rates for the third tier
are much higher than that proposed by LPSCO and Staff and sends a stronger pricing signal. 1
believe the use of a 3-tier rate sends a better pricing signal than the 2-tier rate and will promote

conversation by those customers using large quantities of water.

HAVE YOU PREPARED MUNICIPAL RATES?

Not directly. The City has 121 accounts with LPSCO as both commercial and irrigation
customers. Their annual payments to LPSCO amount to $182,000 and are a substantial
portion of its budgeted expenditures. A 100 % increase in water rates will have a significant
impact on the City’s operations and require additional cutbacks in all areas and impact a
number of LPSCO’s customers who rely upon the City for services. I have proposed
commercial and irrigation rates that include water sales to the City, but I have not designed
any special rates for a municipal customer such as the City because they take water service
under several different rates (meter sizes) and it would be difficult to bundle them under one

rate.

However, as [ testified in my direct testimony, the public nature of municipalities coupled with
the extremely poor economic condition, and the tremendous deficits faced by State and local
governments that are causing them to cut services, would justify providing municipality’s a
discount of between five (5) and ten (10) percent. At the same time, the City fully recognizes

that LPSCO would be entitled to request recovery of the reduced revenues to municipalities

.-
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from other customer classes. The Company has indicated in its rebuttal filings that it would

pursue recovery of any revenues lost due to a discount provided to the municipalities.

Unfortunately, the same economic hardship facing the municipalities is befalling all categories
of LPSCO customers. In view of the impact to all LPSCO customers from the very significant
rate increase being sought by LPSCO in this case, the City has decided to forego requesting
any specific discount directed solely toward municipality’s in this rate case. The City,
however, implores the Commission to fully consider this same economic upheaval when
determining a fair and reasonable rate of return for this utility at this unique time in history. I
would go further and challenge Liberty and its shareholder to voluntarily forego a portion of
the return to which it may otherwise be entitled. This could have been done either by
accepting a return on the equity at the bottom or below the range of reasonableness established
on this record or proposing it a phase-in of rates over not less than two (2) years without
demanding that it be made whole through a deferral mechanism that would result in even

higher rates in the final phase.

ARE YOU SUGGESTING THAT LPSCO HAS A LEGAL DUTY TO FOREGO
REVENUE AT THIS TIME?

[ am not an attorney so I am uncomfortable in talking in terms of legal duties. Certainly, this
Commission has significant latitude in determining what factors to consider and the weight to
be given to them when setting rates. Ihave worked with many municipal and non-profit
utilities over my years of consulting. I can assure you that in almost every instance their
elected governing bodies balance the ability of their customers to absorb a rate increase when
determining when and what amount of an increase to seek. Therefore, it is my opinion that
during times of economic hardship, especially where faced with a request to significantly
increase rates, it is appropriate for rate setting bodies to approve rates and returns below those
levels derived using only the traditional rate setting tools of cost of capital, return on

investment and cost of service.
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I also note that LPSCO chose to enter into a business that involves a “public” commodity.
Therefore, one would expect the Company to willingly try to ameliorate the adverse impact of
increased rates on the “public” it serves, in addition to trying to secure a reasonable return for
its shareholder. Other than discussions related to the low income rate being proposed, I found
the Company’s case almost devoid of sensitivity to the economic hardships faced by its

customers, while trying to ensure that its shareholder receive full recovery of their investment.

HAVE YOU DEVELOPED A BULK RATE FOR WATER DELIVERIES TO THE
CITY OF GOODYEAR?

The cost of service study I performed enables the development of a bulk rate for water
deliveries to the City of Goodyear. LPSCO initially proposed totally removing these water
sales and revenues from its test year. Both RUCO and I objected to this treatment in our direct
testimony. In Rebuttal, LPSCO has included the revenues and proposes a bulk rate of $1.47

per 1,000 gallons.

This customer was classified as an 8” by LPSCO in its initial filing. Ihave included this
customer in my cost of service study as an 8” customer and allocated costs to that customer.
The cost of service study justifies a monthly service charge of $1,200.00 and a flat commodity
rate of $2.97 per 1000 gallons for this customer. This customer imposes a considerable
demand on LPSCQ’s system with annual water sales of 301,780,000 gallons. Therefore, a
monthly service charge is appropriate. If the City of Goodyear were to be billed using an all
commodity rate the rate would be $3.12 per 1,000 gallons in order to recover its allocated
costs. This flat rate is considerably greater than the rate proposed by LPSCO of $1.47 per
1,000 gallons.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS ON LPSCO’S EFFLUENT RATE?

Yes. LPSCO’s approved effluent rate is set as “Market Rate,” but there is nothing that

determines the Market Rate other than negotiations. 1 believe it is unfair for a regulated

-9-
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monopoly to be able to negotiate rates without any restrictions. Small users with no
bargaining power could be abused, while others may pay little or nothing. Therefore, I believe
it better for the Commission to provide a range of acceptable rates to protect against either

extreme.
IS THE RATE PROPOSED BY RUCO AN APPROPRIATE FLOOR OR CEILING?

LPSCO argues that many of its reclaimed water users would flee to groundwater if RUCO’s
proposed rate of $1.50 per thousand gallons for treated effluent becomes mandatory.
However, LPSCO provided no evidence that this will occur. The mere fact that an alternative
source is available, even a cheaper one, does not mean it will be preferred. There are many
factors that impact the choice of a water source, such as price, quality, access and

governmental restrictions.

I believe a reasonable range for treated effluent for this system is between $0.95 and $2.00 per
thousand gallons. This provides a floor that is slightly less than 80% of the cheapest irrigation
potable water rate developed by my cost of service study and a ceiling price significantly

above that amount currently being charged under the Market Rate.
RESPONSE TO MR. SORENSON

MR. SORENSON SUGGESTS THAT YOU TOOK A SHOTGUN APPROACH AND
THREW OUT A RASH OF CONCLUSORY AND UNSUPPORTED STATEMENTS
ATTACKING LPSCO IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY AND IMPLYING LPSCO IS
DOING SOMETHING WRONG BY REFERENCING THE NUMBER AND SIZE OF
ITS PENDING RATE CASE REQUESTS.” HOW DO YOU RESPOND TO MR.
SORENSON’S CRITICISM?

3 Rebuttal Testimony of Greg Sorenson (Sorenson) at 33-36.
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First, I note that Staff, RUCO or both made adjustments in many of the areas I suggested be

examined closely, such as use of related companies, new construction, rate case expense and

reduction in revenues. In some instances, LPSCO has even accepted an adjustment as a result.

Secondly, I do not think it appropriate to criticize a witness for highlighting areas deserving of
closer review because they also candidly explain that, due to timing and limited financial
resources, they were not able to do so. Unfortunately, there are few customers, even
municipalities such as the City, that have resources available to undertake an in depth analysis
of a complex, multi-national company like LPSCO, its parent and other affiliates. That is

why the Commission and RUCO exist in the first place.

Secondly, Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion that I was implying LPSCO was doing something wrong
by identifying issues of concern is misdirected. There are a multitude of reasons for
disallowing expenses that have nothing to with whether the conduct of a Company was
improper, such as being ill-timed, excessive, duplicative, poorly documented, out of test year,
to name a few. As Mr. Sorenson purports to recognize, LPSCO has the burden to support its
expenditures’ and its costs should be scrutinized.” My objective was to identify some major
areas where I felt such scrutiny was warranted after reviewing the filing and responses to some

data requests.

Thirdly, Mr. Sorenson does not contest the accuracy of my testimony relating to the timing
and extent of the multiple rates cases that Liberty Water has pending in Arizona. Instead he
states he should not have to explain, even to the Commission, why it is seeking recovery in
this manner or at this time, even though Liberty is seeking double and triple digit increases

throughout the State during the worst economic crisis most of us have ever experienced.

4 Sorenson at 28.
3 Sorenson at 3.

-11-
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The City commends LPSCO for making a substantial investment throughout Arizona to

provide safe and reliable utility service. At the same time, it must also be recognized that such
investment is a fundamental obligation of a public service corporation and that the utility
making it has the opportunity to do so in a manner that will minimize adverse impacts on its
customers. Quite bluntly, I believe waiting an additional two (2) years, for a total of eight (8)
years, until a return on all of its “millions of dollars” of investment could be obtained without
“fighting over CWIP, used and useful, excess capacity and operating expenses that don’t
match plant” evidences a complete lack of sensitivity to the heavy burden being placed on the

customers LPSCO serves.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENT ON THE OTHER EXPENSE, RATE BASE AND
COST OF CAPITAL ISSUES RAISED IN THIS CASE?

As I testified previously, the City intends to monitor these and other issues throughout the
hearing process and may take a position on them at some point, but it is not doing so at this

time.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes it does.

FA1183\-9-10 Liberty 2009 Rate Case\Testimony\City\Surrebuttal Testimony Final.doc
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Litchfield Park Service Company - Water Division
Summary Cost of Service
For the Test Year Ended September 30, 2008

Exhbit RLD-4
Surrebutial
Page 1

Witness: Darnall

Staff
[Cre I Adjusted Adjusted —
No, Descriplion Totals (1) Adjustments Totals 5/8 X 3/4" "3/4" 1.0" 1.5"
Revenues
1 | Metered Water Revenues S 634748115 53287473 11,676,2_2£ $ 48,9680 S 3,453,579 93,278,626 13 461,032
2 ] Other Revenues $ 127,622 -18 127,6221% 1,793 74129 | $ 44,936 | 8 1,490
3 | Total Revenues $ 8,475,003 5,328,747 | $ 11,803,760 1 $ 50,753 |5 3.527,708| 8 3,323,662] 3 462,621
4
5 JOperating Expenses (2) _ > 4,268,552 $ 42685521% 21,163 |5 1,398,089]|$ 1,278,849% S 174,245
6 [Depreclation & Amort. Expense (3) $ 2,191,077 $ 2,191077]$ 9,932]§ 6928623 661,908 88,127 |
7_|Property Taxes {4) 5 327,892]$ -18  3278921% 1,207 | $ 88,180 | $ 84,868 | $ 12,284
8 [incomeTaxes {5) $ (449705} S 1,949,419 3 17781451 ¢ 6541 (S 47805113 4601001 § 66,598
9 | Total Operating Expenses $ 83379165 1949,419]15 8,565766]% 38,842 S 2,8657,182]S 248572515 341,252
10
11 [Net Income (Retumn) $ 137,087 |3 3,100897{$ 3,237,984 | $ 1191118 870.52_6 $ 8378371% 121,270
12
13 |Rate Base (E $ 37,218,182 $ 37,218,182 | 3 1488851 $ 10,881,572 $ 1047295818 1515874
14 |Retum On OLCD Rate Base 0.37% 8.70% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.00%|
Line —
No. Description 2.0" 4,07 8.0" 10.0" Hydrant Tolals
16 [Revenues — _ _
16 | Metered Water Revenues $ 2533137]% 381,115 S 941553]$S 38343 % 472,891 $ 11,609,236
17 | Other Revenues $ 478913 1721% 16]3 HE 18818 127,522
18 | Total Revenues S 2,587,027 |5 981,287 |5 041,569 | $ 38,352 | 5 473,079
19
20 [Operating Expenses 5 504,191 | 5 193,000 | & 305,560 § & 12,050 | 41,107 | §_ 4,268,552
21 |Depreciation & Amort. Expense $ 47032313 68,8145 152,384 | % 8,768 S 39,968 | $ 2,191,077
22 {Properly Taxes $ 71404 | § 10,997 | $ 2968219 1,2}2 ] 240581 9% 323,880
23 [Income Taxes $  3BrA01}S 59616 S 160818} % 86,5035  1304311% 1,755,855
24 | Total Operating Expenses 1,833,019}18 272726 ]S 648543 {8 26,610 | $ 235,565
25
26 [Net Income (Retum) $ 704007]5 108561]S 203,026} 11,84218 237514} 8 3,197,394
27
28 [Rale Base S 8,469,472 S5 1215215618 2800,893]% 113,193 | § 1,900,113 $ 37,218,1_8&
29 JRetum On OLCD Rale Base 8.63%| 8.93% 10.46% 10.46% 12.50% 8.50%

1). Base data taken from ACC Staff Schdules JMM-W1
2). From RLD-4, page 2
3). From RLD-4, page 3
4). From RLD-4, page4
5). From RLD-4, page 5
8). From RLD-4, page 6
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Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

For the Test Year Ended September 30, 2008

ALLOCATION OF OPERATING EXPENSES TO COST COST COMPONENTS

RLD-4
Surrebuttal
Page 8
Witness: Darnall

[Line Adjusted |
No. Description Amount (1) Demand % Customer JMeters & Serv. Hydrants
1_|Salaries and Wages $ -1s -1% NIE -18 -1$ -
2 [Purchased Water $ 5,011 $ 5011 ) $ -15 -18 -
3 [Purchased Power 5 1,013,811} $ 50,691 |% 963,120 % -13 -1$ -
4 |Fuel For Power Production 3 58,1471 9% 29071% 55240 | § -13% 13 -
5 |Chemicals 5 503,270 S 503,278 | § B N E -
§ |Repairs and Maintenance ] 440011 $ 39,6001 % 4400] % BE -Is -
7 |Office Supplies and Expense b -
8 [Outside Services $ 12,469 3 12,489
9 [Outside Services - Other $ 2132,794|9% 14021083 157,000 % 7-2',802 $ 462399} % 38,484
10 [Oulside Services - Legal $ 14,317 $ 14,317
11 [Water Testing $ 283651} % 255291 % 28371 % -1 % -1% -
12 |Rents $ 10,647 $ 106471 3 -1 $ -
13 | Transponation Expenses $ 161,879 | & 37,070 $ 113,909[ % B E -
14 |Insurance - General Liability $ 85469 | $ 62,761 | $ 7.0281$ 32581 % 20698 | $ 1,723
15 |Insurance - Health and Life $ 3,319 $ 3,319 $ -1$ -
16 [Reg. Comm. Exp. $ 63,662 3 63,662 | $ -1$ -
17 JReg. Comm. Exp. - Rate Case | 42,000 | $ 37,800 $ 4,200 % -1 % ~
18 [Miscellansous Expense $ 80,837 $ 80,837 9% 1% -
18 {Bad Debt Expense $ 854813 -1% -18 8548 % -18 -
Total Expenses Excluding
Propert and Income Taxes $ 4,268552)% 1659367 |% 1697913}|$ 387969 |% 483,007|% 40,207

7). From Stafi Schedule JMM-W12, column (E).




Litchfleld Park Service Company - Water Divislon Exhibit RLD-4
“Test Year Ended September 30, 2008 Sumebutiat
Fage 9
ALLOCATION OF DEPRECIATION EXPENSE TO COST GOMPONENTS Witness: Damall
Ling § Account Depreciafon|  Depreciaton
Nf. I N_o:. o Driginat Cost (1) Rate (1) Expense (1) Demand Commodiy Customar Maters & Sary, Hyvdrants
2 301 O $ 100 S - s 100
3 302 Franchlses - -
4
5  |Subtotalntangible $ - § -
8
7 Source of Supply & Pumplng Plant
8 303 JLend and Land Rights $ 1,284,535 0.000%] & -
9 304 Stucturas and Improvements 24,858,322 3.330% 821,056 § § 7339501 S 82,1081 $ -1$ K hd
10 305 Coflecting and Impounding Res, - 2.500% -
11 306 LoXes, Rivers, Other Intakes - 2 500% -
12 307 Welis and Springs 2,382,102 3.330% 793241 S 71,3921 8 7932{$ -8 -18 -
13 308 Infitration Gallesles and Tunnels - 6.670% ~
14 308 Supply Mains - 2000% -
15 310 Power Generation Equipment 202,288 5.000% 10,1131 $ 31021 $ 101118 -1$ -18 -
16 3t |Eleetrlc Pumping Equipment 917,055 12500% 1148328 103,169 | § 148318 -18 -8 -
17 Sublotal Source of Supply & Pumping Plant $ 29,442,343 $ 1,025,125 S 22,6121 S 1025121 $ - 3 ~ $ -
18
19 fWater Treatment
20 320 |Water Treatment Equipment 1,337,024 3.330% 44,550 | § 40095} § 4455{ § -18 -5 -
21 [Subtotal Water Treatmeat $ 1,337,624 $ 44,550 | § 40,095 | § 448518 - 3 - $ -
y2]
23 |Transmission and Distribution Plant
24 338 {Diskibution Reservolrs & Standpipe $ 430,844 2220%] § 9560] S 8604 S 956 | § -1$ -1$ -
25 331 Transmussion and Distribution Mains 28,928,174 2.000% 5785831 § 520,725 | § 52,8581 $ -13 -1$ -
20 333 Senfces 4,249,744 3330%, 141516 $ 141,516 | § -
27 334 Maters 4,138,752 8.330% 344,758 $ 344,758 | $ -
28 325 |Bydranis 2,055,781 2.000% 41,116 $ -135 -4$ 41,116
29 338 [Backflow Praventon Devices 38,387 5670%1 2.560 $ 256018 -18 -1s -
30 339 IOthe«r Plant and Miscetlansous Equipment 259,531 B.670% 17,311 ] $ 15580 | 8 173118 -1 $ -1 -
3 T and [ Plant $ 40,102,010 S 1,135405 ] § 544,509 | § 63,106 { $ - $ 488274 § 8 41.116
52 ]
33 |General Plant
34 340 |Office Fumitvra and Fidures $ 551,757 6.670%1 § 36,802 $ 3580218 -§$ -
35 31 Transportation Equipment 177,165 20.000% 354331 $ 8,858 $ 28575} $ -38 -
38 342 {Stores Equpment 3t,711 4.000% 1.268 $ 12688 -4S -
a7 343 Too!s and Work Equipment 23,350 5.000% 1,168 $ 1,568 | $ -4$ -
38 344 | sboretory Equipment - 10.000% - $ -15 -18 -
39 345 Pawet Opetated Equipment - 5.000% - $ -1s -43 -
40 346 Commwricatons Equipment 118,710 10.000% 119710 % 2,693 $ 8878 | § -1 -
41 347 |MEscellaneous Equipment - 10.00%' - 48 -13 -1$ -18 -1% -
42 348 Other Tangible Pfant - 10.00% - 1% -1 -1$ -18 ~-{8 -
43 ESubtotal General Plant $ 503,694 $ 888429 $ 11,8511 % - $ 74791} § - $ -
44 [Tota) Plant l 3 73,731,745 $ 220172218 1519462 $ 1700731 $ 7479118 48827418 41,116
45 |
46 fLess: Amortizafion of Contribuions
47 311 [Electric Pumping Equipment 3 (152198 12.5000%] $ 2838)] $ (2,554)] § e s -Is -{s -
48 331 Trans. end Dist. Maing {2,854,613), 2 0000% (24.987)| § (76,488)] $ {8499)| $ -18 -8 -
49 323 Senices {151,402), 3.3300% (7.523) $ -1$ -1$ (7.523)] § -
50 334 [Meoters (29.859) 8.3300% (3,717} 5 -1$ [=xdh) K3 -
51 335 Hydranis (52,935) 2.0000% (1.580) $ -1 S -1s {1,530)
52 §Tolal Depreciation (3.104,068) $ 21910771 § 144042418 16129115 747611 8 475034 ] 8 39,536
From ACC Staff Scheduls JMM-W4 & W18 85.74% 7.36% 341% 2168% 1.80%




Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division RLD-4
Fortha Test Year Ended September 30, 2008 Surmebutiat
Page 10
ALLCCATION OF RATE BASE TO COST COMPONENTS Witness: Damalt
Ling § Account Original Accum. Net
No. N_& Descripton Cost Plant Res. Depn. Plant Demand Moy gu__ﬂ_om_%_ Meters & Serv. rants
Intangible
1 301 [Organization $ 1004 $ -1$ 10048 00] $ -18 .13 -3 -
2 302 |Franchises $ -18 -18 -|s -1% -13 $ -3 -
3 .
4 3 10013 -1% 1001$ 100] 8 -}$ -13 -18 -
5 t
8 ]Source of Supply & Pumping Plant
7 303 {Land and Land Rights 3 1.284,595 | § -13 1,284,565 ] $ 1,284,595 § § -1$ -}$ -13 -
3 304 {Structures and improvements § 2465632218 430084 | § 242262338 24226238 ¢ -1 8 -1$ -18 -
9 305 {CoBecting and Impounding Res. $ -13 <13 -§3 -1$ -15 -18 -18 -
10 308  |Lakes, Rivers, Other Intakes £ -18 -} 8 -13 -18 .18 -13 -1 -
11 307 |Walis and Springs $ 2,382,102} § 534,630 S 1,747,422 | $ 15726791 $ 174,742} 8 -13 -1$ -
42 308 |Infitration GaPeries and Tunnels $ -1$ .13 -13 -{3 -{$ -{% -1$ -
13 309 | Supply Mains $ -18 -18 -1% -13 3 K -18 -13 -
14 310 [Power Generation Equipment $ 2022594 S £5403 | $ 145,866} § 131,279 | § 14,687 ¢ $ -185 -1 $ -
15 | 311 [Electic Pumplng Equipment 5 97,055 S 616,059 [ & 301,908} 271,787 | § 30,200{s s -1s -
16 |Subtotal Source of Supply & Pumplag Plant $ 2044234313 1,736,226 § & 27,706,1171§ 27488588]8 219562813 -1 -1 -
17 1
18 fWater Treatment
18 320 IWater g 3 3,223,584 ] % 49,1014 § 3,174,493 | § 28570438 - 31744913 -1$ -13 -
20 {Sublotal Water Treaiment
21
22 |vransmission and Distribution Plant
23 330 {D irs & plp $ 4306441 $ 1758751 % 254,768 | § 22929118 25477 [ $ -13 -18 -
24 331 {Transmission and Distribution Malns $ 289017118 3847188 |5 250819538 2257378518 2.508,1%8 | $ -1$ -1$ -
25 333 |Services $ 4,249,744 ] § 866,675 | $ 3,383,1891 8 -FS -13 -1 3,363,1691 S
28 334  [Meters 3 4,138,7521 § 1934205 | 220445731 % -1 S -8 -13 2,204,457 1 8 -
27 335  |Bydrants $ 2,055,781 18 160,182 ] $ 1,885,599 -18 -1 3 - $ 1,885,699
28 338 [Backflow Prevention Devices $ 28387 1% 7404 | $ 30,984 -|8 <18 30.884 | & -13 -
29 29 IO‘herPlamand“' 1. Equip. s 259831 | $ 3667913 222852 200567 | 2285} 8 -|s -18 .
30 It T Ission and il Plant $  40.102010] 8 7.043..-198 $  33053.812]%  23.003843]18 2,655,960 | $ 3098418 5,567,626 § $ 1,895,589
3l |
32 |General Plant
33 340 JOifice Fumiture and Fixdures $ §51.757 ¢ § 124,378 ) $ 426,878 | $ -{8 $ 4268791 S -18 -
34 341 {Transponation Equipment $ 177,185} $ 83,065) § 94,101} ¢ 235251$ $ 70578 $ <15 -
35 342 |Stores $ 31,7111 8 1,588 | $ 30,1281 5 -18 $ 30,1261 § -18
36 343 |Tools and Work Equipment S 23,350] 8 71351 % 16,215} $ -13 $ 1821618 -1$ -
37 344 |Leboratory Equipment $ -1s -1{$ -1% -1% -8 -13 1%
a8 345 |Power Operated Equipment 3 -18 -{$ -13 -13 -18 -1s -1% -
39 346  [Communications Equipment $ 1197104 § 21,7301 % 97,980 | § 24,495 $ 2348518 -1$ -
40 347  [Miscehanscus Equipment $ -3 -3 -18 -1 8 -8 =18 -1$ -
41 248  |Other Tangible Piant $ -1s -1% $ -1 -5 =& 3 5] -
42 Subtotal General Plant s 803,694 | & 238,393 $ 685,300 | $ 48020 | § -Is 617,280 8 -Is -
43 Total Plant s 7367741 S oo7t9tols  eds00s22]s  63,395305|S  3092938]8 648264 |$ 5567626 (5 1095599
44
45 Cf jons in Ald of C jon, Net | $ {3,096,120}f $ 860,705 | § {2,235474)] § (1,977,495 $ (218,722 $ (38,257} $ 3 -
48 Advances In Ald of Constauction S (24,674,806} S -fS (24674996 5 (22.117498)] $ {2,457,600)§ $ -1$ -1$ -
47 Meter Deposds $ (235,683)¢ $ -3 (235,683} S -{$ {? -18 {235.663)] $ -
48 Defesred Income Tax $ (335,487)] § -1s (335,487) § (301,938)] $ [EED B $ -{3 -
49 Defered Reg Assels $ -18 -13 -8 -1$ -1 -|$ -8 -
50 Unamorized Debt Senvice Costs $ $ {3 3 & -8 -{$ -8 2 K -
1 Rate Base $ 454293951$ 9.932625{¢% 3721818238 28998485]$ 382,1681 $ 810,007 1 8 5331,8431 § 1,895,599

From ACC Staff Schedules JMM-W-4




Litchfield Park Service Company - Water Division
Test Year Ended September 30, 2008
ALLOCATION FACTORS FOR COST COMPONENTS
Plant and Depreciation Expense Allocations Functions

RLD-4
Surrebuttal
Page 11
Witness: Darnall

Line Meters &
No. Description Total Demand kommodig Customer { Sarvices Hydrants
T |Wells 1.90 0.90 1.00
2 |Pumps & Equipment 0.10 - 0.10
3 [Trans. & Dist. Mains 1.0 0.80 1.00
4 |Structures & Improv. 1.00 1.00
5 [Land 1.00 1.00
6 {Customer 1.00 1.00
7 {Services - 1.00
8 |Meters - 1.00
g |Fire Hydranis - 1.00
10 |Transportation Equip. 1.00 0.25 0.75
11 |Office Furnilure 1,00 7.00
12 JCommunication Equip. 1.00 0.25 0.75
13 |Water Treatment Equip. 1.00 0.90 0.10
Line l | Meters &
| No. | Description Total Demand [Commodity Customer | Services H¥drants
Expense Type
13 jRepairs and Maintenance 1.00 0.90 0.10
14 |Contractual Services 1.00 0.40 0.20 0.40
15 {Purchased Power/Fus! for Power Prod. 1.00 0.05 0.85
16 |Purchased Water 1.00 1.00
17 |Transportation 1.00 0.25 0.75
18 |Chemicals 1.00 1.00
19 [Water Testing 1.00 0.90 0.10
20 fSalaries and Wages 1.00 0.40 0.20 0.40
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Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates

I Present Company [Staff City

Monthly Service Charge Rates Proposed JProposed Proposed
Residential
5/8 x3/4" $ 675 $ 1032 $ 10.00 $ 9.50
34" $ 830 $ 2632 $ 10.00 $ 15.00
1.0" $ 1460 $ 4386 $ 3200 $ 20.95
1.5" $ 2860 $§ 5408 § 53.00 $ 45.00
20" $ 5650 $§ 6656 $ 95.00 $ 86.00
40" $ 13200 $ 20800 $ 170.00 $ 255.00
Commercial
5/8 x3/4" $ 675 $§ 1032 $ 10.00 $ 9.50
3/4" $ 830 $ 2632 $ 10.00 $ 15.00
1.0" $ 1460 $ 4386 $ 32.00 $ 20.95
1.5" $ 2860 $ 5408 $ 53.00 $ 75.00
2.0" $ 5650 $ 6656 $ 9500 $ 123.00
40" $ 13200 $ 20800 $ 170.00 $ 950.00
8.0" $ 22500 $ 49920 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,200.00
10.0" $ 33000 $ 95680 $ 160000 $ 400.00
Irrigation
5/8 x3/4" $ 675 $§ 1032 $§ 10.00 $ 9.50
3/4" $ 830 $§ 2632 $ 10.00 $ 15.00
1.0" $ 1460 $ 4386 § 3200 $ 25.00
1.5" $ 2860 $ 5408 § 53.00 $ 70.00
2.0" $ 5650 $ 6656 $ 95.00 $ 86.00
40" $ 13200 $ 20800 $ 17000 $ 370.00
Hydrants $ 100.00 - -

Exhibit RLD-5



Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates

|COMMODITY CHARGES

Present
Rates

Company [Staff

Proposed

Proposed

City

Proposed

Residential
_5/8 x3/4"
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 To 3000
Next 6000
Over 9000

0 To 3000
Next 7000
Over10000

3/4 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 To 3000
Next 6000
Over 9000

0 To 15000
Next 35000
Over 50000

1.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 40000
Over 40000

0 to 20000
Over 20000

0 To 15000
Next 85000
Over 100000

$ 0.87
$ 1.32

$ 0.87
3 1.32

$ 0.87
$ 1.32

$
$

$
$

$
$

122 §
182 §
242 §

122§
182 $
242 §

182 §
242 §

1.00
1.75
2.68

1.00
1.75
2.68

1.756
2.68

& A &H

& hH PH

@ L

1.20
1.53
2.20

1.50
1.95
3.00

1.50
1.95
3.00

Exhibit RLD-5



1.5" Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 30000
Over 30000

0 to 90000
Over 90000

2.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 50000
Over 50000

0 to 55000
Over 55000

0 to 140000
Over 140000

4.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 210000
Over 210000

0 to 180000
Over 180000

0 to 440000
Over 440000

Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates

$
$

$
¥

0.87
1.32

0.87
1.32

0.87
1.32

4 &P

©“ H

1.82
2.42

1.82
242

1.82
242

$

$
$

1.75
2.68

1.75
2.68

1.75
2.68

4P

1.50
2.70

1.50
2.70

1.50
2.70

Exhibit RLD-5



Commercial

_5/8 x3/4"
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 To 10000
Over 10000

0 To 3000
Next 7000
Over10000

3/4 " Meter
0 To 5000
QOver 5000

0 To 10000
Over 10000

0 To 15000
Next 35000
Over 50000

1.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 20000
Over 20000

0 To 15000
Next 85000
Over 100000

1.5" Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 30000
Over 30000

0 to 90000
Over 90000

Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates

$ o087
$ 1.32
$ o087
$ 1.32
$ 0.87
$ 1.32
$ 0.87
$ 1.32

$
$

182 §
242 %

1.82 $
242 §

1.82
242

1.82 §
242

1.75
2.68

€ AH &P

1.75
2.68

1.756
2.68

1.75
2.68

¥

1.20
1.53
2.20

1.50
1.95
3.00

1.50
1.95
3.00

1.50
2.70

Exhibit RLD-5



2.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 55000
Over 55000

0 to 50000
Over 50000

0 to 140000
Over 140000

4.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 55000
Over 55000

0 TO 180000
Over 180000

0 to 440000
Over 440000

8.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 55000
Qver 55000

0 to 670000
Over 670000

All Water
10.0 " Meter

0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 55000
Over 55000

0 to 940000
QOver 940000

All Water

Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates

$
$

0.87
1.32

0.87
1.32

0.87
1.32

0.87
1.32

1.82
2.42

1.82
2.42

1.82
2.42

1.82
2.42

@« &

1.756
2.68

1.756
2.68

1.75
2.68

1.75
2.68

A A

)

1.50
2.70

2.60
3.90

2.97

0.55

Exhibit RLD-5



Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division Exhibit RLD-5

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates
Irrigation

5/8 x3/4"
0 To 5000 $ 0.87
Over 5000 $ 1.32

0 To 10000 $ 182 § 1.75
Over 10000 $ 242 § 2.68

0 To 3000
Next 7000
Over10000

1.20
1.53
2.20

4 &P

3/4" Meter
0 To 5000 $ 0.87
Over 5000 $ 1.32

0 To 10000 $ 182 $ 1.75
Over 10000 3 242 § 2.68

0 To 15000
Next 35000
Over 50000

1.50
1.95
3.00

“AH &P

1.0 " Meter
0 To 5000 $ 0.87
Over 5000 $ 1.32

0 to 40000
Over 40000

0 to 20000 $ 182 § 1.75
Over 20000 $ 242 $ 2.68

0 To 15000
Next 85000
Over 100000

1.50
1.95
3.00

¥ A

1.5" Meter
0 To 5000 $ 0.87
Over 5000 $ 1.32

0 to 30000 $ 182 § 1.75
Over 30000 $ 242 ¢ 2.68

0 to 90000
Over 90000

1.50
2.70

“ &




2.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 55000
Over 55000

0 to 50000
Over 50000

0 to 140000
Over 140000

4.0 " Meter
0 To 5000
Over 5000

0 to 55000
Over 55000

0 to 180.000
Over 180000

0 to 280.000
Over 280000

Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Comparison of LPSCO, Staff City Proposed Water Rates

$
$

0.87
1.32

0.87
1.32

$
$

1.82
242

1.82
2.42

1.7
2.68

1.75
2.68

$
$

1.50
2.70

1.75
2.81

Exhibit RLD-5
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Litchfield Park Services Company - Water Division

Typical Bill Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates
Residential 3/4" Service

Exhibit RLD-6
Surrebuttal
Page 1 of 6
Witness: Darnall

Present Proposed
Usage Rate Rate Increase Percent
o 0] $ 8.30| 3% 15.00}$ 6.70 80.72%
1000] $ 917193 16.50 | $ 7.33 79.93%
2000] $ 10.04 1 % 18.00 | $ 7.96 79.28%|[Present Rate
3000] $ 10911 % 1950 | $ 8.59 78.74%] Service Charge $8.30
4000] $ 1178 % 21.00]1 % 9.22 78.27%
5000] $ 1265 | $ 22501 % 9.85 77.87%]Volume Charge
6000] $ 1397 | % 2400 % 10.03 71.80%] First 5000 $0.87
7000] $ 15.29 | 2550 | $ 10.21 66.78%] Over 5000 $1.32
8000| $ 1661 % 27.00] % 10.39 62.55%
9000] $ 17.93 $ 28501 % 10.57 58.95%
10000} $ 1925 % 30.00]% 10.75 55.84%|Proposed Rate
11000] $ 20571 % 31.50] $ 10.93 53.14%| Service Charge $15.00}
12000] $ 2189 $ 33.00 | $ 11.11 50.75%]
130001 $ 2321 3% 3450 | % 11.29 48.64%]JVolume Charge
14000] $ 2453 | § 36.00 | $ 11.47 46.76%| First 15000 $1.50]
15000] $ 25851 % 37501 % 11.65 45.07%|| Next 35000 $1.95
16000] $ 2717 $ 3945 $ 12.28 45.20%] Over 50000 $3.00
17000} $ 28.491% 4140193 12.91 45.31%
18000] $ 29.81]% 43351 9% 13.54 45.42%
19000} $ 31131 $ 45301% 14.17 45.52%
20000} $ 32451 % 47.25| 3% 14.80 45.61%
21000] $ 33.771% 49201 9% 15.43 45.69%
22000] $ 35.091% 51.151% 16.06 45.77%
23000] $ 3641]$% 5310 | $ 16.69 45.84%
24000] $ 37731 % 55.05| % 17.32 45.91%
25000) $ 39.05 | $ 57.00 | $ 17.95 45.97%)
500001 $ 72.05]$% 105.75 | $ 33.70 46.77%
75000] $ 105.05 | $ 180.75 | $ 75.70 72.06%
100000] $ 138.05| $ 25575 $ 117.70 85.26%
Average Present Rate
Usage Proposed Rate}] Increase Percent
9,537 $ 1864 $ 29.31 % 10.67 57.23%



Typical Bill Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates
Residential 1" Service

Present Proposed
Usage Rate Rate Increase Percent
o] $ 14.60 | $ 20.95 | $ 6.35 43.49%
1000]( $ 15.47 | $ 2245 | $ 6.98 45.12%
2000] $ 16.34 | $ 2395 $ ~7.61 46.57%]Present Rate
3000] $ 172119 2545 $ 8.24 47.88%] Service Charge $14.60]
4000] $ 18.08 | $ 26959 8.87 49.06%
5000] $ 1895 % 2845 $ 9.50 50.13%Volume Charge
6000| $ 2027 | $ 2995 $ 9.68 47.76%] First 5000 $0.87
7000] $ 2159 | $ 31451 % 9.86 45.67%] Over 5000 $1.32
8000] $ 2291 | $ 3295] % 10.04 43.82%
9000] $ 2423 % 34459 10.22 42 18%
100001 $ 25551% 35951% 10.40 40.70%]Proposed Rate
11000 $ 2687 | 3/45|% 10.58 39.37%] Service Charge $20.95
12000] $ 28.19 | $ 38.95 | $ 10.76 38.17%)
13000 $ 2951 | $ 40.45 [ $ 10.94 37.07%jVolume Charge
14000] $ 3083 [ $ 4195 $ 11.12 36.07 %} First 15000 $1.50
15000] $ 321519 4345 % 11.30 35.15%}] Next 35000 $1.95
16000[ $ 3347 % 4540 | $ 11.93 35.64%] Over 50000 $3.00
177000[ $ 34791 % 47.35 | $ 12.56 36.10%
18000] $ 361195 4930 | $ 13.19 36.53%
19000] $ 3743 % 51251 % 13.82 36.92%
20000] $ 38.75| $ 53.20 | $ 14.45 37.29%
21000] $ 2007 | $ 55.15 | $ 15.08 37.63%
22000] $ 4139 | $ 5710 | $ 15.71 37.96%
23000] $ 4271 % 50.05 | $ 16.34 38.26%
24000] $ 4403 | $ 61.00 | $ 16.97 38.54%
25000] $ 4535| % 62.95 | % 17.60 38.81%
50000] $ 78.35 | $ 111.70 | $ 33.35 42.57%)
75000] $ 11135 $ 160.45 | $ 49.10 44.10%
100000] $ 14435 $ 20020 % 64.85 44.93%
Average Present Rate
Usage Proposed Rate Increase I Percent |

14,556 $ 3156 $ 4278 $ 11.22 35.55%



Typical Bill Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates
Commercial 3/4"

Present Proposed
Usage Rate Rate Increase Percent
. 0]$ 8.30 | $ 15.00 | $ 6.70 80.72%
1000} $ 917] % 16.50 | $ 7.33 79.93%
2000] $ 10.04 | $ 18.00 | $ 7.96 79.28%fPresent Rate
3000| $ 1091]9% 19501 $% 8.59 78.74%| Service Charge $8.30]
4000] $ 11.78 | $ 21.00 | $ 9.22 78.21%
50001 $ 12651 9% 22501 % 9.85 77.87%]Volume Charge
6000] $ 1397 1% 24001% 10.03 71.80%] First 5000 $0.87
7000] $ 15291 % 25501% 10.21 66.78%] Over 5000 $1.32
8000] $ 166119 27.00 | $ 10.39 62.55%
9000] $ 17.93 |'$ 28.50 | $ 10.57 58.95%
10000 $ 19.251% 3000]% 10.75 55.84%]|Proposed Rate
11000] $ 20.57 | $ 3150]$ 10.93 53.14%]| Service Charge $15.00}
12000} $ 21891% 33.00]% 11.11 50.75%
13000] $ 23211% 3450 % 11.29 48.64%[Volume Charge
14000] $ 245319% 36.001% 11.47 46.76%] First 15000 $1.50
15000] $ 25851% 37501% 11.65 45.07%] Next 35000 $1.95
16000] $ 2717 | $ 394519% 12.28 45.20%] Over 50000 $3.00
17000] $ 28491% 41401 % 12.91 45.31%
180001 $ 298119% 43351 9% 13.54 45.42%
19000] $ 311319 45301 9% 14.17 45.52%
20000] $ 32451] % 47251 9% 14.80 45.61%
21000} $ 33771% 49201 % 15.43 45.69%
22000] $ 35.00 | $ 51.15 | $ 16.06 45 77%)
23000] $ 364113 53.10$ 16.69 45.84%
24000{ $ 37.731% 55.051$% 17.32 45.91%
250001 $ 39.0519% 5700]1% 17.95 45.97%)
30000] $ 72051 9% 105.751 % 33.70 46.77%
40000] $ 105.05] % 180.751 % 75.70 72.06%
50000] $ 138.05] % 25575 | $ 117.70 85.26%
Average
Usage Present Rate JProposed Rate Increase Percent
8,000 $ 16.70 % 27.00 $ 10.30 61.65%



Typical Bill Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates
Commercial 1.0" Service

$

N P

14.60

0.87
1.32

20.95

1.50
1.95
3.00

Present Proposed
Usage Rate Rate Increase l Percent
0 $14.60 $20.95 $6.35 43.49%
1000] $ 1547 § 22.45 $6.98 45.12%
2000} $ 16.34 $ 23.95 $7.61 46.57%|Present Rate
3000] $ 1721 § 25.45 $8.24 47.88%}] Service Charge
4000} $ 18.08 $ 26.95 $8.87 49.06%
5000] $ 18.95 § 28.45 $9.50 50.13%[Volume Charge
6000] $ 2027 § 29.95 $9.68 47.76%{ First 5000
7000] $ 2159 § 31.45 $9.86 45.67%] Over 5000
8000] $ 2291 § 32.95 $10.04 43.82%
9000] $ 2423 § 34.45 $10.22 42.18%
10000] $ 2555 § 35.95 $10.40 40.70%]}Proposed Rate
11000] $ 2687 $ 37.45 $10.58 39.37%] Service Charge
12000] $ 2819 $ 38.95 $10.76 38.17%
13000] $ 2951 % 40.45 $10.94 37.07%]Volume Charge
14000} $ 3083 % 41.95 $11.12 36.07% First 15000
15000] $ 3215 $ 43.45 $11.30 35.15% Next 85000
16000} $ 3347 § 45.40 $11.93 35.64% Over 100000
17000] $ 3479 §$ 47.35 $12.56 36.10%
18000] $ 3611 $ 49.30 $13.19 36.53%
19000] $ 3743 § 51.25 $13.82 36.92%
20000] $ 3875 § 53.20 $14.45 37.29%
21000] $ 40.07 $ 55.15 $15.08 37.63%
22000] $ 4139 § 57.10 $15.71 37.96%
23000] $ 4271 § 59.05 $16.34 38.26%
24000] $ 4403 $ 61.00 $16.97 38.54%
25000] $ 4535 § 62.95 $17.60 38.81%
50000} $ 7835 § 111.70 $33.35 42.57%
75000] $ 11135 §$ 160.45 $49.10 44.10%
100000] $ 14435 §$ 209.20 $64.85 44.93%
Average Present Rate
Usage Proposed Rate] Increase Percent
13,804 $ 3057 §$ 4166 $ 11.08 36.26%




Typicai Bill Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates
Irrigation 3/4" Service

$8.30}

$0.87
$1.32

$15.00

$1.50
$1.95
$3.004

Present Proposed
Hiage Rate Rate Increase Percent
0] $ 830 $ 15.00 $ 6.70 80.72%
1000] $ 917 % 16.50 $ 7.33 79.93%
2000] $ 10.04 § 18.00 $ 7.96 79.28%|Present Rate
3000] $ 1091 § 1950 $ 8.59 78.74%] Service Charge
4000] $ 11.78 § 21.00 $ 9.22 78.27%
5000] $ 1265 $ 2250 % 9.85 77.87%]}Volume Charge
6000] $ 13.97 $ 2400 $ 10.03 71.80%] First 5000
7000] $ 15.29 $ 2550 $ 10.21 66.78%] Over 5000
8000] $ 1661 $ 2700 3 10.39 62.55%
9000} $ 1793 $ 2850 % 10.57 58.95%
10000} $ 19.25 § 30.00 % 10.75 55.84%]Proposed Rate
11000] $ 2057 $ 3150 % 10.93 53.14%] Service Charge
12000} $ 2189 $ 33.00 $ 11.11 50.75%
13000] $ 2321 % 3450 $ 11.29 48.64%]JVolume Charge
14000] $ 2453 § 36.00 $ 11.47 46.76% First 15000
15000} $ 2585 § 3750 § 11.65 45.07% Next 35000
16000] $ 27147 $ 3945 §$ 12.28 45.20% Over 50000
17000] $ 2849 § 4140 $ 12.91 45.31%
18000] $ 2981 § 4335 $ 13.54 45.42%
19000] $ 3113 § 4530 $ 14.17 45.52%
20000} $ 3245 $ 4725 § 14.80 45.61%
21000} $ 3377 §$ 4920 § 15.43 45.69%
22000] $ 3509 $ 5115 $ 16.06 45.77%
23000] $ 3641 $ 53.10 $ 16.69 45.84%
24000] $ 37.73 § 55.05 $ 17.32 45.91%
25000] $ 39.05 $ 57.00 $ 17.95 45.97%
50000} $ 7205 §$ 10575 § 33.70 46.77%
75000] $ 105.05 $ 180.75 $ 75.70 72.06%
100000] $ 138.05 $ 25575 % 117.70 85.26%
Average Present Rate
Usage IProposed Rate| Increase I Percent
15,176 $ 26.08 % 2931 % 3.22 12.36%



Typical Bill Comparison of Present and Proposed Rates
Irrigation 1" Service

$14.60

$0.87
$1.32

$25.00

$1.50
$1.95
$3.00

R

Present Proposed
Usage Rate Rate Increase I Percent
0 $14.60 $25.00 $10.40 71.23%
1000] $ 1547 $ 26.50 $11.03 71.30%
2000] $ 16.34 $ 28.00 $11.66 71.36%]}Present Rate
3000] $ 1721  § 29.50 $12.29 71.41%}] Service Charge
4000] $ 18.08 $ 31.00 $12.92 71.46%
5000] $ 1895 $ 32.50 $13.55 71.50%]Volume Charge
6000] $ 2027 $ 34.00 $13.73 67.74%] First 5000
7000] $ 2159 § 35.50 $13.91 64.43%] Over 5000
8000] $ 2291 $ 37.00 $14.09 61.50%
9000] $ 2423 $ 38.50 $14.27 58.89%
10000] $ 2555 § 40.00 $14.45 56.56%[Proposed Rate
110001 $ 2687 $ 41.50 $14.63 54.45%| Service Charge
12000} $ 2819 $ 43.00 $14.81 52.54%
13000] $ 2951 § 44.50 $14.99 50.80%]Volume Charge
14000] $ 3083 $ 46.00 $15.17 49.21% First 15000
15000] $ 3215 % 47.50 $15.35 47.74% Next 35000
16000] $ 3347 3% 49.45 $15.98 47.74% Over 50000
17000] $ 3479 % 51.40 $16.61 47.74%
18000| $ 3611 $ 53.35 $17.24 47.74%
19000] $ 3743 % 55.30 $17.87 47.74%
20000] $ 3875 % 57.25 $18.50 47.74%
21000} $ 4007 $ 59.20 $19.13 47.74%
220001 $ 4139 § 61.15 $19.76 47.74%
23000} $ 4271 $ 63.10 $20.39 47.74%
24000] $ 4403 $ 65.05 $21.02 47.74%
25000] $ 4535 § 67.00 $21.65 47.74%
50000} $ 7835 $ 115.75 $37.40 47.73%
75000] $ 11135 § 164.50 $53.15 47.73%
100000] $ 14435 $ 213.25 $68.90 47.73%
Average Present Rate
Usage | Proposed Rate Increase Percent
34,762 § 5824 $ 86.04 $ 27.80 47.74%



