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Q1* 

Al. 

Q2. 

A2. 

Q3 

A3. 

Q4- 

A4. 

Q5* 

A5. 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME. 

My name is Jerome Brick. 

ARE YOU THE SAME JEROME BRICK WHO PREVIOUSLY FILED DIRECT 

TESTIMONY ON BEHALF OF THE BEAVER DAM PROPERTY OWNERS’ 

ASSOCIATION (“BDPOA”) IN THIS DOCKET? 

Yes. 

ARE YOU STILL A RESIDENT OF THE RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION 

DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS “BEAVER DAM RETIREMENT PARK” (“THE 

PARK”)? 

Yes. 

IS THE PARK (OR PART OF IT) ALSO KNOWN AS THE “BEAVER DAM RV 

RESORT” OR “THE RESORT”? 

Yes, it is sometimes called that. 

PLEASE PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY. 

In my surrebuttal testimony, I first observe that the proposed rate of return under Beaver 

Dam Water Company’s (“BDWC” or “the Company”) rebuttal and Staffs direct is higher 

than the rate of return adopted by the Commission for comparably-sized utilities in recent 

decisions (p. 2). With respect to operating income and rate design (p. 2), I explain why, 

for a variety of economic, social, historical, and other reasons, the Commission should 

maintain the collective billing status for the BDPOA that it has had in place for the past 

25 years and why the Commission should reject the arguments for converting to 

individual billing advanced by the Company (in its rebuttal) and Staff (in its direct). I 

further explain that under both the Company’s and Staffs rate designs (including 

individual billing), BDPOA members would face extreme rate shock as their bills would 

effectively treble from one month to the next. Finally, I present a rate design proposal 

that would serve to increase BDPOA-derived revenue in a manner consistent with 

gradualism and the Commission’s historical treatment of the BDPOA as a collective for 

rate-making purposes. 
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46 .  

A6. 

Q7- 

A7. 

QS. 

A8. 

RATE OF RETURN 

WHAT, IF ANY, GENERAL OBSERVATION DO YOU HAVE TO OFFER WITH 

RESPECT TO THE PROPOSED RATE OF RETURN IN THIS MATTER? 

As we observed in our Application to Intervene in this matter, we believe the Company’s 

proposed rate of return in this matter - 8.725%’ - is high. Staff, however, proposed an 

even higher rate of return for the Company in its direct testimony, to wit, 9.63%.2 While 

the BDPOA is not in a position to offer any independent analysis from a consultant 

regarding the cost of capital and an appropriate rate of return here, I would note Staffs 

observation in a recent rate case involving a comparably-sized utility providing 

wastewater service that an overall rate of return of 7.36% is “comparable to that adopted 

by the Commission for other utilities in recent  decision^."^ In that case, the Commission 

ultimately adopted a required rate of return of 7.25%.4 

OPERATING INCOME AND RATE DESIGN ISSUES 

DOES STAFF SUPPORT THE COMPANY’S PROPOSAL TO CONVERT TO 

INDIVIDUAL BILLING FOR BDPOA CONNECTIONS? 

Yes, the Staff Report indicates Staff does support such a conversion. 

WHAT RATIONALE DOES STAFF OFFER AS TO WHY THEY SUPPORT 

SUCH A CONVERSION? 

According to the Staff Report, Staff offers the blanket rationale that “[ilndividual billing 

appropriately makes each customer responsible for water consumption and allows each 

customer control over hisher bill.”5 

See Rebuttal Testimony of Thomas J. Bourassa (“Bourassa Rebuttal”), BDWC, at 17. 

* Id. 

See Decision No. 71956 at 8. 

Id. at 8-9. 

See Staff Report at 5. 
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Q9- 

A9. 

QlO. 

A10. 

Q11. 

A1 1. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH THE RATIONALE GIVEN? 

No, I do not at all agree that such is the case with respect to Park residents in light of 

some unique characteristics of the Park and the BDWC’s and Staffs minimum-charge- 

heavy proposed rates. Staff offers no further specifics or illustrations showing how or 

why that is so in the case of the BDPOA. 

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY YOU DISAGREE WITH THIS RATIONALE. 

Even as a collective for billing purposes, the BDPOA and its members have gone to great 

lengths to limit their own water consumption. Because of these efforts, the high number 

of seasonal residents in the Park (approximately 128 out of 177 are seasonal residents), 

and the composition of the Park (predominantly made up of RVs and relatively small 

park model homes), Park residents do not use much water each month. Moreover, there 

is absolutely no indication that anyone is failing to conserve simply because they believe 

others within the Park will be subsidizing their relatively higher water usage to some 

degree. Finally, because the vast majority of BDWC’s individual residential rates and 

charges comes in the form of a fixed monthly minimum charge, Park residents would 

have very little actual control over their water costs if individual billing were adopted. 

PLEASE GIVE ME AN EXAMPLE TO ILLUSTRATE WHAT YOU MEAN. 

Certainly. In the 201 1 test year, BDPOA members collectively utilized approximately 

2,778,253.5 gallons of water provided by BDWC, as their billing statements, attached 

hereto as Exhibit E, show. Based on these bills, the rough monthly breakdown of water 

usage over the year is as follows: 
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January 

February 

March 

BDPOA Water Usage During the Current Test Year 

3 3 5,44 1 July 77,000 

341,000 August 92,000 

413,000 September 1 16,000 

Month (2011) I Gallons of Water I Month (2011) I Gallons of Water I 

May 
June 

3 18,000 November 208,000 

243,000 December 117,812.5 

Annual Total 2,778,253.5 

April I 377,000 I October I 140,000 1 

I say “rough monthly breakdown” because the billing periods do not perfectly coincide 

with the corresponding calendar month, which has particular consequences at the 

beginning and the end of the year. For instance, for the December 2010/January 201 1 bill 

and the December 201 UJanuary 2012 bill, I had to determine the appropriate share of the 

days falling within the 201 1 test year (5 days and 29 days, respectively) and to include a 

proportionate amount of the bill within the test year. Accordingly, for the December 

2010/January 201 1 bill, because 5 days out of the 34 day billing period fell within 

January 201 1, I took 5/34 x 343,000 gallons billed, or 50,411 , which I added to the 

January 201 1 bill total of 285,000 for a total January sum of 335,441. Similarly, I 

accounted for the 3 days of the December 201 l/January 2012 bill that did not fall within 

the test year and made appropriate downward adjustments to the monthly gallons figure 

for December. Nevertheless, I believe these figures are more accurate than the 

Company’s somewhat lower estimate of BDPOA’s annual usage in 201 1 of $2,740,000 

gallons,6 even if the January, December, and total figures are not properly rounded. 

Dividing the annual usage amount by 12, the resulting average usage was 23 1,52 1.125 

See Bourassa Rebuttal, Exhibit TJB-RB-3. 
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Q12. 

A12. 

gallons per month in 201 1. Further dividing this amount by 177, the average monthly 

usage was 1,308 gallons per BDPOA connection. A comparison to the average and 

median 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter customers monthly usage in the test year of 6,577 gallons 

and 4,250 gallons, re~pectively,~ reveals that BDPOA members already use considerably 

less BDWC-provided water than other residential customers - approximately 3,000 to 

5,000 gallons less per month than average residential customers in this class. That is so 

even though the BDPOA is billed as a collective entity. There is every reason to believe 

that BDPOA members are already cost-conscious consumers of water and no substantial 

reason to believe they are not. Indeed, given that the Park community is mostly made up 

of retirees who generally have fixed incomes and are often of modest means, residents are 

sensitive to even a minimal increase in their monthly costs. 

Based on this water usage under current rates (2,778,253.5 gallons multiplied by 

$3.1 Ythousand gallon) and the BDPOA’s monthly minimum charges ($1,375 times 12 

months, or $16,500), BDWC derived revenue of approximately $25,251.50 from the 

BDPOA during the test year, a figure slightly higher than the Company’s estimate of 

$25,13 1 in revenue.* 

WHY DO YOU SAY “THE BDWC’S AND STAFF’S MINIMUM-CHARGE- 

HEAVY RATES’’ UNDER THE PROPOSED INDIVIDUAL BILLING 

ARRANGEMENT WOULD LIMIT THE EXTENT OF AN INDMDUAL 

RESIDENT’S CONTROL OVER HIS OR HER WATER COSTS? 

Assuming current average usage (1,308 gallons per month) continues, the overwhelming 

majority of the average Park resident’s water bill under the Company’s or Staffs 

proposed rate design (including individual billing) would be derived fi-om fixed monthly 

’ See Staff Report, Schedule JAC-5. 

e See Bourassa Rebuttal, at 41, Rebuttal Schedule H-1 . 
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Monthly Minimum Charge 

Usage Charge 

Total Estimated Bill 
YO of Bill Representing Fixed 

I Monthly Charges 

minimum charges, as the following table  demonstrate^:^ 

$3 1.52 $27.50 

$3.23 $2.62 

$34.75 $30.12 

90.7 91.3 

Park Residents’ Projected Water Bills Under Company’s and Staffs Proposals 

(Assuming Current Average Usage of 1,308 Gallons Per Resident) 
~~ ~ ~~ I Company-Rebuttal l G i r e c t  

Moreover, by recovering fixed costs through such high minimum service charges, the 

Company would be effectively removing (or at least drastically reducing) any risks it 

would bear related to its volume of water sales. To put it differently, the Company stands 

a great chance of making money from its customers even if it does not sell much water. 

To give you a further example of this, let’s assume a given resident uses considerably 

more water than average - let’s say 5,000 gallons per month, or nearlyfouv times as much 

water as the average resident. The following table illustrates the resulting bill impact: 

See Bourassa Rebuttal, at 24-26; Staff Report, Schedule JAC-4. 
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Monthly Minimum Charge 

Usage Charge 

Total Estimated Bill 

'9'0 of Bill Representing Fixed 

Monthly Charges 

Park Residents' Projected Water Bills Under Company's and Staffs Proposals 

(Assuming Usage of 5,000 Gallons Per Resident) 

Company-Rebuttal I Staff-Direct 
~~ ~ 

$3 1.52 $27.50 

$12.35 $14.00 

$43.87 $41.50 

7 1.8 66.3 

413. 

A13. 

Even assuming nearly four times more water consumption than the average Park resident, 

the fixed charge portion of the bill would still represent approximately two-thirds or more 

of the resident's overall bill. Here again, the high fixed monthly charges proposed would 

mute the price signal that should be sent to customers and limit their ability to control 

their water bills in any significant way. 

ARE THERE ANY OTHER REASONS YOU BELIEVE CONVERTING TO 

INDIVIDUAL BILLING FOR PARK RESIDENTS WOULD NOT MAKE SENSE? 

Beyond the extreme rate shock it would engender for individual residents when their bills 

suddenly treble fiom one month to the next, as I discussed in my direct testimony, there 

are several significant reasons for not allowing the conversion. In the first place, it is 

worth pointing out that the collective billing status has been in place since 1987 when the 

BDWC was first granted a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity," so any change in 

this regard would be a departure fiom how the Commission has treated the BDPOA for 

rate purposes over the past 25 years. 

Second, the Company's proposed conversion to individual billing is a solution in search 

of a problem. I am here as the elected representative of the BDPOA to report to you that 

lo See Decision Nos. 55788 at 8-9 and 71415 at 17. 
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a majority of Park residents, whether seasonal or year-round and whether residing in an 

RV or a single family home, prefers being billed under the status quo arrangement (by 

which the BDPOA pays the water bill and seeks an equal per lot reimbursement via the 

BDPOA assessment) rather than the individual billing alternative. Members are fiankly 

not that concerned about small variations in usage among the residents. The current 

arrangement offers our members the convenience of not having to write a separate check 

and mail it in every month (with postage) in order to pay their water bills (or to otherwise 

have to take some step(s) to pay the bill and record the expenditure). Members can rest 

assured that the BDPOA will pay the bill on time in the first instance, which is helpful to 

our seasonal residents who may have to forward mail or change their address for mailing 

purposes at least a couple of times per year. 

Third, the current collective billing arrangement affords substantial economies and 

benefits to the Company and ultimately to rate payers - economies and advantages that 

also serve to distinguish it fiom current residential customers with 5/8 x 3/4-inch meters. 

Among other things: 

(1) The Company does not need to read 177 individual water meters every 

month to determine water usage; rather, it only has to read one. Likewise, 

the Company does not have to utilize its employees and/or outside 

contractors to address a host of other issues related to having 177 separate 

meters within the Park, including fielding questions from potentially 177 

separate customers about their individual accounts, meters, and meter 

readings; testing the meters; and repairing the meters. 

BDWC does not need to generate, print, and mail out monthly billing 

statements to 177 individual customers (with its attendant costs) or to 

engage in all of the associated collection efforts that could entail. It only 

has to send one billing statement, which is always paid in full on time, as 

Exhibit E shows for the test year. The current arrangement effectively 

(2) 
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removes any collection-related risks the Company would otherwise face. 

Because BDPOA members generally maintain water service year-round 

under the current arrangement, even if they are only seasonal residents of 

the Park, this arrangement limits the number of potential calls related to 

disconnecting and reestablishing service the Company might otherwise 

receive. 

(3) 

Accordingly, and in light of the dearth of cost-of-service information for particular 

customer classes in this docket, there is no basis for finding that the cost of serving 

BDPOA members is remotely similar to the costs of serving current 5/8 x 3/4-inch 

residential customers. 

Finally, I would note that, given the number of BDWC’s customers in the test year (305) 

and the relatively few commodity rate categoriedmeter sizes in which it presently has 

connections (6 out of 11 rate categories),” there is no reason to believe it would be 

administratively burdensome or difficult for BDWC to maintain the status quo by 

allowing the BDPOA to remain in a separate category (along with another RV park).’* In 

fact, to keep this rate structure would be to recognize the BDPOA’s unique status among 

customers in light of the foregoing realities. 

All things considered, the Company’s proposal to convert the BDPOA to individual 

billing, notwithstanding the BDPOA’s long-established collective billing status with the 

costs savings it offers to the Company, is only seriously offered as a revenue generation 

measure. It serves no further purpose beyond increasing its own operating expenses, 

which the Company will no doubt seek to recover in its next rate case. For all of these 

reasons, I do not believe the proposed rates (including converting to individual billing) 

See Staff Report, at 2 and Attachment A, at 1-3 

Id. 
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Q14. 

A14. 

vis-a-vis the BDPOA and its members would be just and reasonable. 

DO YOU DISPUTE BDWC’S CLAIM THAT BILLING THE BDPOA AS A 

COLLECTIVE IS UNFAIR TO PARK RESIDENTS WHO RESIDE IN RVS, MAY 

USE RELATIVELY LESS WATER, AND THEREFORE ARE ALLEGEDLY 

SUBSIDIZING OTHER RESIDENTS?13 

Yes, I do. First, as I noted before, there is no actual, wide-spread perception of unfairness 

among Park residents concerning the present arrangement, Mr. Frisby’s suggestion to the 

contrary notwithstanding. 

Second, I would note that Mr. Frisby does not indicate the date of BDWC’s “last 

submittal design report to ADEQ’ or the period of time over which the comparative 

water-usage data referenced was collected, nor does he provide a copy of the submittal to 

substantiate the relative average usage numbers asserted. l4  

Third, Mr. Frisby asserts in this regard that currently, within the Park, “there are 100 RV 

lots and 77 single-family  residence^."'^ Candidly, I am not quite sure how he arrived at 

these numbers. It may depend, in part, on how one categorizes the existing types of 

housing. There are several types of homes within the Park, including RVs, park models, 

mobile homes, and stick-built homes, and I am not sure how Mr. Frisby categorized these 

types to fit them within the larger categories he uses. Nevertheless, assuming the 

accuracy of Mr. Frisby’s figures as to relative lot ownership within the Park, to wit, that 

the proportion of Park residents owning RVs to residents owning single-family homes is 

100:77, the BDPOA’s average monthly usage would be weighted so as to reflect RV- 

owning residents’ usage to a greater extent than the usage of other residents. 

l3 See Rebuttal Testimony of Bob Frisby, BDWC, at 1 1-12. 

l4 Id. 

l5 Id. 
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Ql5. 

A15. 

Fourth, I would observe that the portion of BDWC’s bills resulting from water sales to 

the BDPOA under the current rate structure is relatively small (approximately $730 per 

month on average at $3.15 per gallon based on the above average monthly usage 

compared to the fixed monthly minimum charge of $1,375). Given that all of the 

proposals offered here would, in the case of the BDPOA, generally serve to shrink the 

proportion of the bill related to usage compared to existing rates, any cross-subsidization 

on volumetric charges that may exist is likely to be even smaller going forward on a 

percentage-of-total-bill basis. 

Finally, as I explained before, the economies and cost savings afforded by BDPOA’s 

collective status ultimately redounds to the benefit of all BDPOA member-rate payers. 

DOES THE STAFF REPORT PROVIDE ANY ANALYSIS AS TO HOW 

COMPANY- OR STAFF-PROPOSED RATES (INCLUDING THE 

CONVERSION) WOULD IMPACT THE WATER BILLS OF PARK 

RESIDENTS? 

No. While Staff does analyze how the proposed rates would impact current residential 

customers with a 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter and average usage,16 Staff offers no analysis as to 

how the proposed rates would impact Park residents who would be converted to 

individual billing with 5/8 x 3/4-inch meters under the Company’s proposal. This is so 

even though BDPOA connections make up approximately 180 of the 445 total BDWC 

connections as of the end of the current test year and are presently a stand-alone 

residential rate categ01-y.’~ Any analysis in this regard would have revealed the 

overwhelming magnitude of the rate increase proposed for such residents and the extreme 

rate shock that would accompany the adoption of any such proposals. 

l6 See Staff Report, at 1, 6-7, Schedule JAC-5. 

l7 See Staff Report, at 2 and Attachment A, at 1-3. 
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Q16. 

A16. 

Q17. 

A17. 

The Staff Report focuses on a potential water bill increase of 15.85% or 16.40% for the 

average and median 5/8 x 3/4-inch users, respectively, under the Company’s direct 

proposal, or a bill increase of 1 1.27% or 5.7% for the average and median 5/8 x 3/4-inch 

users, respectively, under Staffs direct proposal. However, what the Staff Report fails to 

mention is that a Park resident converted to individual billing with an average use of 

1,308 gallons per month would be facing a monthly bill increase from the current test 

year average of $1 1.89 ($25,250 / 12 months / 177 residents) to $34.75 (under the 

Company’s rebuttal proposal, as shown above) or $30.12 (under Staffs direct proposa 

an increase of 193.3% and 153.3%, respectively, in a single rate case. 

IN ITS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY, THE COMPANY REVISED THE RATE 

RELIEF IT IS REQUESTING. IT NOW SEEKS A TOTAL REVENUE 

INCREASE OF $49,285 AND PROPOSES CHANGES “IN RATES TO THE 

BDPOA . . . CUSTOMERS [THAT WILL] HELP[] GENERATE ABOUT $39,000” 

OF ITS ALLEGED REVENUE L0SS.l8 HOW WOULD SUCH A CHANGE IN 

RATES IMPACT PARK RESIDENTS ON AVERAGE, USING THE COMPANY’S 

FIGURES? 

Using the Company’s figures and assuming the BDPOA’s 201 1 average usage on a per 

lot basis, $39,033 spread over 177 lots would mean an increase of $220.53 per lot per 

year. This would represent a monthly increase of $18.38 per lot, or 154.6%, over existing 

rate levels. 

DO YOU BELIEVE THE COMPANY’S RATES WOULD GENERATE $39,033 IN 

ADDITIONAL REVENUE FROM THE BDPOA? 

Based on my review, I believe the Company’s proposed rates could actually likely 

generate a $48,560 revenue increase from the Park above and beyond the existing 

$25,250 level. I will explain how I reached that figure. 

le  See Bourassa Rebuttal, at 15, 17,41, and associated schedules, including Rebuttal 
Schedule C-2 at 5 and H-1 . 
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418. 

A1 8. 

Q19. 

A19. 

420. 

A20. 

The individual monthly minimum charges would collectively generate $66,948.48 in 

revenue ($3 1.52 x 12 months x 177 lots). Given that individual residents are unlikely to 

go over the Company’s 5,000 gallon commodity rate break-over point in light of 201 1 

average usage (and since such an assumption would thus lead to a more conservative 

volumetric charge figure for present purposes), the Company’s commodity rates would 

produce another $6,862.13 in revenue (1,308 gallons/lot x $2.47/thousand gallons x 12 

months x 177 lots). The sum of the charges thus generated is $73,810.61, which would 

represent an increase of approximately $48,560 over current levels. 

DO YOU HAVE A N Y  RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO A RATE DESIGN FOR 

BDPOA CONNECTIONS THAT WILL SERVE TO INCREASE BDPOA- 

DERIVED REVENUE IN A MANNER CONSISTENT WITH GRADUALISM 

AND THE COMMISSION’S HISTORICAL RATE DESIGN AS TO THE 

BDPOA? 

Yes, I do. 

WHAT IS YOUR PROPOSAL? 

The BDPOA proposes a rate design for itself with the following key features: 

(1) The BDPOA retains its collective billing status and is charged a monthly 

minimum equal to $15 per lot served, which, at test year levels, would yield a 

monthly charge of $2,655, or $3 1,860 on an annual basis. 

The BDPOA is charged at Staffs proposed two-tier, 6” meter commodity rates (0 

to 400,000 gallons = $4.00/gallon; Over 400,000 gallons = $5.00/gallon). During 

the test year, based on BDWC’s billing statements, these commodity rates would 

produce another $1 1,132.50 in revenue for BDWC. 

(2) 

HOW WOULD YOUR PROPOSAL CHANGE BDWC’S REVENUE PICTURE? 

Together, such increases in monthly minimum charges and usage charges would produce 

approximately $42,992.50 in revenue for BDWC, an increase of $1 7,741 .OO over 

BDPOA-derived revenue in 201 1 ($25,251 S O ) .  Under this proposal, the balance of the 

revenue increase BDWC seeks would need to be allocated over the rest of its customer 
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WHAT IMPACT WOULD THIS HAVE ON THE BDPOA AND ITS MEMBERS? 

Spreading this revenue over 177 lots, each lot’s share of the BDPOA water bill would 

increase from $1 1.89 per month during the test year to $20.24, a monthly increase of 

$8.35 or 70.2%. This level of bill increase in total dollars would be greater than the 

dollar increase for the average 5/8  x 3/4-inch meter customer under the rates currently 

being proposed by the Company (Rebuttal) and Staff (Direct), even though the average 

5 /8  x 3/4-inch customer uses approximately 3,000 to 5,000 more gallons each month.” 

HOW DID YOU ARRIVE AT YOUR PROPOSAL CONCERNING MONTHLY 

MINIMUM CHARGES? 

As I noted above, individual billing under proposed rates would cause extreme rate shock 

to Park residents and does not make sense for a variety of other economic, social, and 

historical reasons, so I maintained collective billing as a feature of the rate design. 

However, I also considered that the 6” meter rates proposed by the Company and Staff 

would not produce the revenues on the order BDWC needs to generate. The monthly 

minimum charge I propose ($15 per HOA lot served) is a return to the monthly minimum 

charges for the BDPOA in effect between 1987 and December 1, 2009.20 It produces 

considerably more revenue for BDWC than the current minimum does while keeping the 

percentage of the overall average bill increase in the double-digits range (70.2%). A 

deviation from the typical minimum charge schedule is also justified in light of the 

Commission’s historical treatment of the BDPOA and its unique characteristics, as I 

described before. Finally, it ensures that the BDPOA will only be charged for lots that 

are served. 

WHY DO YOU INCLUDE ELEMENTS OF STAFF’S PROPOSED COMMODITY 

RATE DESIGN IN YOUR PROPOSAL? 

l9 See Bourassa Rebuttal, at 26; Staff Report, Schedule JAC-5. 

’ O  See Decision Nos. 55788 at 8-9 and 71415 at 19. 
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I did so for two principal reasons. First, to the extent increasing commodity rates 

generally do have an impact on the customer demand even when monthly minimum 

charges are high, the higher commodity rates and lower break-over points proposed by 

Staff may provide some marginal gains in promoting water conservation on a system- 

wide basis. Second, Staff s relatively higher commodity rates and lower break-over 

points would produce another $2,381 ($1 1,132.5 - $8,751.50) in additional revenue for 

BDWC over existing rates, ensuring that commodity rates would play a role in providing 

a part of the revenue increase allocated to the BDPOA. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes, although my silence on any issue discussed in testimony should not necessarily be 

construed as agreement with the matters or arguments raised by other parties therein. 
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