
(8) Calculating the levelized principal and spreading the amount over the 30-year

period for each bond issue to pro-rate the amount to the growth in number of connections.

This new methodology resulted in the Annual Monthly (or Minimum) Bill for TCMUD

217 Mr. Joyce was the only witness in this case to address the new formulas and the nuances

of the methods used by the WTCPUA to set the protested rates. And as Mr. Joyce testifies, the

formula for calculating the wholesale customers' monthly charge, and the sub-formulas used for

calculating the various components of the main formula, are a departure from those previously

used by the WTCPUA.218

b. The origins of the change in methodology.

The changed methodology for determining the 2014 revenue requirement and rates is being

applied to all wholesale customers, but the changed methodology is described and set out in a

form contract amendment proposed by the WTCPUA to the wholesale customers ostensibly as a

way for the wholesale customers to change their capacity requirements. In 2013, the WTCPUA

staff worked to revise the methodology by which revenue requirements and wholesale

customers' rates would be calculated for 2014. As shown below, the WTCPUA staff reported to

the WTCPUA Board of Directors that they were in the process of updating and refining the

wholesale revenue and rate methodology.

Mr. Rauschuber, the WTCPUA's General Manager, reported to the WTCPUA Board that

he met with wholesale customers on March 25 and April 1, 2013 where he discussed "refining

methodology."2I9 Later, he reported to the WTCPUA Board that he met with wholesale

customers on May 6 and May 14 and that the "The purposes of these meetings were to allow

Staff to present updated wholesale rate methodology analyses and to give Wholesale Customers

an opportunity to provide input and vet questions."22°

Ms. Nelisa Heddin, the WTCPUA's Financial Manager and Rate Analyst, wrote in a

memo to the President of the WTCPUA Board, that the-methodology she was proposing to use to

217 Id., at Exhibit JJJ-15, pages 14 & 15 (the Monthly Charge is easily calculated by dividing the annual charge by
12). See, also WTCPUA Exhibit No. 3 (Stowe Direct) at 103-14 in Attachment E.

21$ TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct) at 22:10-12.
219 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R6: Memorandum from Don Rauschuber to the

WTCPUA Board of Directors on March 31, 2013.
22° TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R7: Memorandum from Don Rauschuber to the

WTCPUA Board of Directors on May 19, 2013, p. 3.
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set the 2014 minimum bill rates (the Monthly Charge) was different from the methodology used

prior:

This proposed methodology is a change from the utilized method of
assessing minimum bills to wholesale customers. Currently, based
upon recollections of customers and LCRA staff, the minimum bills
are LCRA's negotiated fees and were not calculated based on actual
cost data. The current minimum bills do not recover the annual debt
service costs of the Agency; the balance is presumably recovered
through the volumetric rates. It is expected that the Agency's
volumetric rates should decrease as a result of the change in
methodology. As the Agency is in the process of analyzing rates,
based upon FYE 2014 budgeted O&M expenses, it is currently
unidentified what the revised volumetric rate will be. 221

In that memo to the WTCPUA, Ms. Heddin proposes a new methodology in which the

WTCPUA assess a minimum bill which recovers the WTCPUA's debt service as well as times

coverage costs associated with the system infrastructure.222

In his direct testimony, Dr. Jay Zarnikau testifies that his conclusion that the WTCPUA

abused their monopoly power by violating the standard found in P.U.C. Subst. R.

24.133(a)(3)(C), was based - in addition to discovery responses from the PUA and on Mr. Jay

Joyce's analysis reflected in his testimony - on Ms. Nelissa Heddin's references in her fiscal

year ending (FYE) 2014 Wholesale Customer Minimum Bill Analysis to the "proposed new

methodology" "proposed approach" or the "proposed methodology." 223 As stated by Dr.

Zamikau in his direct testimony, "it is apparent that the rate consultant to the Suppliers views the

November 2013 Rate Order which established wholesale rates for 2014 to represent a change in

rate methodology. ,224

At hearing, Dr. Zarnikau explained his reliance on Ms. Heddin's position that the

methodology used-to-compute the protested rates represented a change in methodology:

221 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R9 (WTCPUA Response to TCMUD 12 RFI RFP 1-5
& 1-7) at _W__TCPUA00012017 (emphasis added),-Letter from Water Resources Management, LLC to WTCPUA
Board President Larry Fox dated March 12, 2013.

222
TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R9 at WTCPUA00012012.

223
TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 3(Zarnikau Direct) at 17:3-21 and at JZ Exhibit 5 (WTCPUA 00008854-8855,
00008860=8861,00009057-00009060).

224 TCMUD Exhibit No. 3 (Zarnikau Direct) at 17:12-14.
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Initially I relied upon discovery responses, statements from Nelissa
Heddin, rate consultant to the suppliers. She repeatedly referred to
the change in methodology and the proposed methodology. So
when I was drafting my testimony, I was initially relying upon the
PUA's assertion that there was a change in methodology. 225

Counsel for the WTCPUA reminded the WTCPUA Board in a memo that the Board had

instructed the PUA staff to identify a new methodology for the wholesale customers' rates: "The

PUA Board also directed staff to continue to review wholesale rates and attempt to identify a

methodology acceptable to wholesale customers that would address the remaining needed

increase in wholesale rates."226 And later, Counsel for WTCPUA wrote to counsel for TCMUD

12 counsel concerning the work that had gone into the WTCPUA's proposed wholesale rate

methodology that the WTCPUA Board had approved to be effective January 1, 2014:

To this end, WTCPUA staff, on numerous occasions, met
with wholesale customers, both as a group and
individually, to discuss the rate methodology for future
wholesale rate adjustments and to receive input from
these customers related to such methodology. ... In these
wholesale customer committee meetings, many handouts
were provided regarding the WTCPUA's proposed
wholesale rate methodology and the impact to individual
customers.227

In May 2013, wholesale customers received a proposed form contract amendment from

Ms. Heddin.228 Ostensibly, the contract amendment was to offer the wholesale customers "an

opportunity to reduce or increase their contractual obligation with WTCPUA, which wouldV,
consequently impact their rates as well."229 What Mr. Rauschuber fails to mention in his

testimony230 is that in addition to changing the "wholesale water treatment capacity and living

unit equivalent uptake schedule," the contract amendment would also change the methodology

by which the wholesale water rates were calculated. There is also no mention of the new

225 Tr. at 256: 4-9 and 17-120.

226 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R8 (Hays County Response to TCMUD 12 First RFP),
HC 0873-0874, Memorandum from Lauren Kalisek to the WTCPUA Board of Directors on June 6, 2013.

227 Id, at JJJ Exhibit R10 (WTCPUA Response to TCMUD 121tFI 1-14 and RFP 1-13), WTCPUA00006147 -
WTCPUA00006148, Letter from Lloyd Gosselink to Counsel for TCMUD 12 dated February 28, 2014 (which
references rate methodology 11 times.)

228 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1(Rauschuber Direct) at Attachment P.

229 Id., 25:1-14.

230 Id., 25:1-24.
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methodology in the letter Mr. Rauschuber sent to the wholesale customers on October 15, 2013,

proposing the contract amendment.231. The WTCPUA Board Resolution approving the contract

amendment, however, plainly states that the amendment changes the methodology for setting

wholesale rates in its third recital: "WHEREAS, the Agency is utilizing a form wholesale

amendment attached as Exhibit A, to effect these capacity changes and establish wholesale rate

methodology; "232

There is no question that WTCPUA knew it was changing the wholesale rate

methodology from the methodology set out in the Wholesale Water Service Agreement, and that

it fully intended to change the wholesale rate methodology. The WTCPUA's General Manager,

Financial Manager and Rate Analyst, General Counsel, and Board all openly discussed the

WTCPUA's new or proposed or changed wholesale rate methodology, and that is reflected in the

draft and Board-approved form contract amendment. To suggest that the methodology by which

the wholesale water revenue requirement and rates are computed did not change is disingenuous

at best. Moreover, the new methodology developed by Ms. Heddin for and implemented in the

form contract amendment was the same methodology used to formulate the protested rates for all

wholesale customers,233 including TCMUD 12, whether the wholesale customer agreed to the

new methodology or not. The new rates and the form contract -amendment containing the new

rate methodology were both approved by the WTCPUA at the same Board Meeting.234 The

following subsection explains how the contract amendment incorporated the same new

wholesale revenue requirement and rate methodologies reflected in WTCPUA's Cost of Service

and Rate Design Study for 2014.

c. The change in methodology as described by the proposed contract amendment.

Although the changes in methodology that can be observed from WTCPUA's Cost of

Service and Rate Design Study for 2014 are addressed in Mr. Joyce's testimony, the changes are

also clearly described by the amendments to- the wholesale customer's agreements -proposed by

z31
TCMUD Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct), Exhibit JJJ-11, at page 49 of 81-.

232 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1(Rauschuber Direct), Attachment Q -(Resolution and Form Amendment), third recital
(emphasis added).

233 Id., Attachment P(Ms. Heddin's May 14, 2013 email to wholesale customers with "draft contract
amendment) and Tr. at 474-475 (Rauschuber Cross).

214 Id., Attachment Q (Nov. 21, 2013 Board Resolution with Form-Contract Amendment) and Attachment
R (Minutes of WTCPUA's Nov. 21, 2013 Board Meeting).
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the WTCPUA. The proposed amendment was prepared by the WTCPUA and contained

formulas for the Monthly Charge developed by Ms. Nelissa Heddin, the WTCPUA's financial

manager and rate consultant.235 A copy of the form amendment is attached as Exhibit P to the

Direct Testimony of Don Rauschuber.236 As Mr. Rauschuber testified, the document at Exhibit P

provided the basis for various amendments adopted by certain wholesale customers. 237

, Six of the 13 WTCPUA wholesale water customers238 entered into the contract

amendment, with three of them doing so on November 21, 2015239 At the WTCPUA Board

meeting on that day, the WTCPUA Board not only adopted the protested rates,240 it also

authorized the use of Form Amendments to Wholesale Customer Agreements for wholesale

customers that wanted to amend their contracts. 241. At the hearing on the merits, Mr.

Rauschuber acknowledged that draft form agreement adopted by the WTCPUA Board in

November 2013 is in essence the same form agreement that was proposed to the wholesale

customers in May 2013.242 In addition, Mr. Rauschuber testified that he and the PUA President

were authorized to negotiate and execute amendments with the wholesale customers so long as

those amendments were substantially in the form of the agreement attached to the resolution 243

which is essentially the same document that appears as Mr. Rauschuber's Attachment P.244

A review of the contract amendment reveals that the amendment establishes a wholesale rate

methodology entirely different from that reflected in the wholesale customers' Water Services

Agreements that had been used by the WTCPUA to set the prior rates. Mr. Rauschuber testified

131 Tr. at 450:7-16.

WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1(Rauschuber Direct), Attachment P (May 14, 2013, email and draft
Amendment Form).

23^ Tr. at 453:11-16.
238 The wholesale customers that amended their water services agreement were identified as Hays County WCID

No. 1, Hays County WCID No. 2, and Reunion Ranch WCID (483:17-21), as well as Senna Hills MUD (485:10-
19), Lazy 9 MUD District 1A (486:15-25), and Barton Creek West WSC (488:4-10).

239 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1 (Rauschuber Direct), 26:4-5.

240 Id., at 26:18-27:2.

2a' Id., at 26:8-10 and Attachment Q.

242 Tr. at 482-483.

243 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1 (Rauschuber Direct), Attachment Q (Resolution and Form Amendment).

244 Tr. at 482-483.
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about the Hays County WCID No. 1 245 Amendment as an example to explain what changes to

the Wholesale Water Services Agreement246 occurred as a result of the WTCPUA's "form

amendment."247 -

The first change made by the contract amendment is the addition of the term "Regional

Facilities" to mean "those facilities in the PUA System as identified on Schedule A as well as

additional facilities necessary to expand and maintain the system capacity to 27 MGD which

may include rehabilitation and regulatory improvements which may be necessary to provide

continuous and adequate service."248 The next change is the addition of the term "Max Day

Reservation" which is defined to mean "the maximum amount of water to be delivered to the

District on a daily basis based on the flow rates and capacity -commitments established in this

Agreement."249 The significance of both these changes becomes apparent when those terms are

used later in the contract amendment.

The next change in the contract amendment is the addition of two subsections to section

4.01(b) of the Wholesale Water Services Agreement, which is the section addressing the method

for calculating the Monthly Charge. New subsection (1) sets forth a formula by which the

monthly charge will be computed:

{Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment + (25% times coverage
* Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment) - (Effective Impact
Fee Credit * Annual Debt Service Payment)}/12 months. 250

As Mr. Rauschuber acknowledged at hearing, following the formula is an explanation of the

formula and terms of the formula.251 This formula, and the terms used in the formula, illustrate

the change to the methodology used to compute the Monthly Charge.

First, the components of the formula were not used to compute the previous Monthly

Charge. A comparison of the prior debt service analysis done for FY 2013 shows a very

245 TCMUD Exhibit No. 7.

246 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 8 (Hays County MUD No. 1 Wholesale Water Services Agreement).

24' Tr. 455-478.

248 TCMUD Exhibit No. 7, at WTCPUA00003 862; see also, Tr. 455-456.

249 Id., see also, Tr. 456-457.

211 Id., at WTCPUA00003 863.

211 Id., at WTCPUA00003862; see also, Tr. 460:6-16.
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different analysis than that used for FY 2014. 252 As a consequence, the methodology used to

compute the protested Monthly Charge changed significantly from FY 2013 to FY 2014. This in

and of itself should be sufficient to prove that the seller changed the computation of the rate

methodology.

Secondly, the formula for computing the protested Monthly Charge is based on the

Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment which is defined as follows:

The Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment, from time to time
due and payable, shall be based on the District's allocated pro-rata
share of the PUA's capital costs for the Regional Facilities
(including interest expense) as determined based on input from the
District prior to the issuance of bonds to fund the Regional
Facilities so long a[s] the total capital cost allocated to the District
is recovered within the life of the bonds, including interest
expense. The District's pro-rata share of the PUA's capital costs is
calculated based on its Max Day Reservation, multiplied by the
PUA's Cost per Gallon of the Regional Facilities. Schedule B
attached hereto and incorporated herein for all purposes sets forth
the current schedule of the Annual Allocated Debt Service
Payment. 253

The first change in methodology reflected in this definition is that the Monthly Charge is

tied to the District's allocated pro-rata share of the PUA's capital costs for the Regional Facilities.

The term "Regional Facilities" as discussed above was added to mean "those facilities in the

PUA System as identified on Schedule A as well as additional facilities necessary to expand and

maintain the system capacity to 27 MGD which may include rehabilitation and regulatory

improvements which may be necessary to provide continuous and adequate service." Yet, in the

original Wholesale Water Services Agreement, the Monthly Charge is intended "to recover the

District's allocable share of the capital related Costs of the System not recovered in the

Connection Fee."254 The Connection Fee in turn is the proper mechanism for the WTCPUA to

recover "all or a part of the Costs of the LCRA System for capital improvements or facility

expansions intended to serve `new development' (as that term is defined in the Texas Impact Fee

252
TCMUD Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct), Exhibit JJJ-13 (FYE 2013 Budget Planning at Schedule 5 Debt Service
Analysis) at page 9 of 56.

zss TCMUD Exhibit No. 7, at WTCPUA00003863 and at WTCPUA00003873 (Schedule B).

214 TCMUD Exhibit No. 8, section 4.01(a) at WTCPUA00003475.
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Law, Chapter 395 of the Texas Local Government, Code) in the LCRA Service Area."255

Through the definitions used in this amendment, the WTCPUA is shifting costs that should be

recovered by the Connection Fee to the Monthly Charge, which constitutes a change in

methodology for computing the rates to wholesale customers.

The second change reflected in this definition is that it requires that the wholesale

customers' pro-rata share of the WTCPUA's capital costs that are included in the Monthly

Charge be based entirely on its Max Day Reservation. The definition for the term "Max Day

Reservation" was added to the Agreement by the amendment, and is defined as "the maximum

amount of water to be delivered to the District on a daily basis based on the flow rates and

capacity commitments established in this Agreement." Thus, the Monthly Charge, which prior

to the protested rates had been calculated on a historic average day and historic peak day, is now

calculated solely on a projected or contractual peak day.

And finally, as a result of the contract amendment, the District's allocated pro-rata share

of the PUA's capital costs for the Regional Facilities (including interest expense) is "as

determined based on input from the District..." Mr. Rauschuber explained what that phrase

meant at the hearing and confirmed that it is based on the wholesale customer's projected or

requested absorption schedule for LUEs.256 This means that as a result of the contract

amendment, the Monthly Charge is calculated not on actual LUEs but on projected LUEs

"regardless of whether the District meets the buildout projections used to develop the annual debt

payment schedule."257

Each of these contract amendment provisions are a significant change to the method for

computing the wholesale customers' rates. Under the Public Interest rule, a change in the

method used to compute the revenue requirement or rate is a factor that the Commission shall

consider to determine if the seller abused its monopoly power. But it is the fact that the

WTCPUA changed the computation methodology of the Monthly Charge and Volume Rate for

all wholesale water customers - not just for those customers that agreed to the contract

amendment - that is entitled to even greater weight in determining that the WTCPUA abused its

monopoly power.

255 Id

216 Tr. 465:16-466:10.

zs' TCMUD Exhibit No. 8, section 4.01(b) at WTCPUA00003475.
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d. The change in methodology as described by the proposed contract amendment
is applied to all wholesale customers not just the wholesale customers that
amended their contracts with the WTCPUA.

The changes to the methodology used to compute the rates of the wholesales customers that

entered into an amendment to the wholesale water service agreement are also being used to

compute the wholesale rates for the rest of the wholesale water service customers, including

TCMUD 12.

TCMUD 12's witness Jay Joyce testified to the WTCPUA's shift from a base/extra capacity

method used to set the capital costs included in the 2013 rates, to a method that allocates all

capital costs to the extra capacity component and none to the base cost component. 258 What Mr.

Joyce describes in this portion of his testimony is a result of TCMUD 12's Monthly Charge

being based on its pro-rata share of the PUA's capital costs which is based on its Max Day

Reservation. As stated in his testimony, this methodology is inconsistent with the AWWA's

Manual M1 and is departure from the methodology used by the WTCPUA to set its rates prior to

setting the protested rates. 259

Consistent with the Monthly Charge formula found in the contract amendments discussed

above, TCMUD 12 and wholesale customers are not given credit for debt service coverage paid.

If one compares Tables JJJ-T3 and JJJ-T4 on page 16 of Mr. Joyce's Direct testimony to the

Monthly Charge formula used in the contract amendment, it is easy to see that the FY 2014

methodology used to set TCMUD 12's Monthly Charge is the same as the contract amendment

formula and does not give TCMUD 12 credit for the coverage paid .260 The 8-step process for

setting.TCMUD 12's protested Monthly Charge is described above.261

Furthermore, if one compares the formula described in the contract amendment to the

"Wholesale Minimum Bill Computation Flow Chart" provided to the wholesale customers by the

WTCPUA, it is easy to see that the computation of the Annual Minimum Bill is the same

formula described in the contract amendment.262 The only difference is that the contract

amendment describes the Monthly Charge, (by dividing the annual minimum bill by 12),

2m TCMUD Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct) at 9:4-12.

259 TCMUD Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct) at 10:12-18.
260 Id., at 16:3-13; TCMUD Exhibit No. 7, at WTCPUA00003863.

26' Id, at 21:6-24.
262 Id., Exhibit JJJ-11, at page 37 of 81.
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whereas the computation flow chart shows the Annual Minimum bill and omits the final step

(dividing by 12) to derive the Monthly Charge. Additional proof that the computation of the

Minimum Bill is the same formula described in the contract amendment, can be seen by

comparing the formula described in the contract amendment to the computation method

described in a presentation prepared by the WTCPUA and provided to the wholesale customers

in March 2013.263

e. The new methodology in the contract amendment was used to calculate
TCMUD 12's monthly charge and volumetric charge.

Despite not entering into the contract amendment changing the rate methodology, TCMUD

12's Monthly Charge is calculated using the same methodology as set out in the contract

amendment. TCMUD 12's RFP 2-2 requested a copy of the "Final analysis used to set the FY

2014 minimum bill for TCMUD 12 by the PUA."Z64 In response, the WTCPUA produced what

is now Exhibit JJJ-15 to Jay Joyce's Direct testimony and the first part of Exhibit E to Mr. Jack

Stowe's testimony.265 A review of the method used to compute TMCUD 12's Monthly Charge

for FY 2014 demonstrates that it is different from the method utilized to set the 2013 wholesale

water rates.266

When the computation method used to set the protested rate is compared to the method used

to set the monthly charge for wholesale customers that entered into the contract amendment, it

becomes apparent that TCMUD 12's monthly charge was set using the methodology set forth in

the contract amendment. Schedule 10 of the WTCPUA's FY 14 Wholesale Minimum Bill

Analysis, shows the "Determination of Adjusted Capital Allocation."267 This corresponds to

"Step 1. Allocate- Capital-" -on the presentation prepared by the WTCPUA and provided to the

wholesale customers in March 2013.268 The next page, WTCPUA00009767, is the "Individual

Capital Amortization Schedule" for TCMUD 12. The calculations shown on that schedule

correspond to "Step 2: Calculate Annual Debt" and "Step 3: Adjustments" on the March 2013

263 Id, Exhibit JJJ-1-1, at page 26 of 81, steps 2 and 3.

264 Id, Exhibit JJJ-15.
265 Id., Exhibit JJJ-15; also, WTCPUA Exhibit No. 3 (Stowe Direct), Exhibit E at WTCPUA00009755-

WTCPUA00009769.

266 TCMUD Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct) at 22:10-12.
267 Id., Exhibit JJJ-1 5 at page 13 of 16. See also, WTCPUA Exhibit No. 3 (Stowe Direct), Exhibit E at 102.
268 Id., Exhibit JJJ-11, at page 25 of 81.
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presentation.269 There is a note on the Individual Capital Amortization Schedule for TCMUD 12

that states how the Total Annual Minimum Bill was calculated:

Total Annual Minimum Bill = Total Annual Payment + (Total
Annual Payment * 25% Times Coverage) - (Total Annual
Payment * Impact Fee Credit)

Comparing that formula with the proposed monthly minimum bill methodology that first

appeared in the May 2013 draft proposed contract amendment and then was approved by the

WTCPUA Board Resolution in November 2013, it is easy to see that they are the same formula:

{Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment + (25% Times
Coverage * Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment) -
(Effective Impact Fee Credit * Annual Debt. Service
Payment)}/12 months. 270

Although the terms are slightly different, the fact that the Individual Capital Amortization

Schedule in the final analysis used to set the FY 2014 minimum bill for TCMUD 12 by the PUA

is the "Series 2013 Debt Payment Schedule" for TCMUD 12's "Capital Cost Allocation" leaves

no doubt that the term "Total Annual Payment" in that document equates to the "Annual

Allocated Debt Service Payment" in the contract amendment. The only other difference is that

the formula used for TCMUD 12 is for the annual payment, whereas the contract amendment is

for a Monthly Charge thus is the total annual payment divided by 12.

The fact that these formulas are identical is further confirmed by a review of the formula

used to calculate the total annual minimum bill for TCMUD 12 and the formulas used to

calculate the total annual- minimum bill for each of the entities that entered into the contract

amendment. Each contract amendment contains a Schedule B, which "sets forth the current

schedule of the Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment" for the purchaser.271 The formula for

calculating the Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment as indicated at the bottom of each of

those contract schedules is:

Total Annual Minimum Bill = Total Annual Payment + (Total
Annual Payment * 25% Times Coverage) -(Total Annual
Payment * Impact Fee Credit)Zn

269 Id., Exhibit JJJ-11, at page 26 of 81, steps 2 and 3.

270 TCMUD Exhibit No. 7, at WTCPUA00003863.

271 Id., last sentence in the paragraph after the formula.

2' TCMUD Exhibit No. 7, at WTCPUA00003873.
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This is identical to the formula used to set TCMUD12's Total Annual Minimum Bill:

Total Annual Minimum Bill = Total Annual Payment +(Total
Annual Payment * 25% Times Coverage) - (Total Annual
Payment * Impact Fee Credit)273

A comparison of the formula used to set TCMUD 12's Total Annual Minimum Bill to the

formulas used to set the Total Annual Minimum Bill for each of the wholesale customers that

entered into a contract amendment is set out in Attachment C hereto. In each case, the formula

used to calculate the Total Annual Minimum Bill is identical to that used for TCMUD 12.

Similarly, TCMUD 12's Volume Rate is calculated by the same method that the

Volumetric Rate of those wholesale customers that entered into the contract amendment despite

the fact that TCMUD 12 did not do so. The original draft proposed contract amendment released

in March 2013 stated: "The Volume Charge shall recover the PUA's expenses associated with

operating and maintaining the Regional Facilities, including a systems raw water loss fee per

thousand gallons to be calculated as follows: LCRA Raw Water cost per Thousand Gallons/(l-.10

water loss)]/10."274 The same language is found in the proposed contract amendment approved

by the WTCPUA Board in November 2013.275 As an example, the contract amendment entered

into by Hays County WCID #1 includes this language in Paragraph 4, expressly replacing the

language that had been in the Wholesale Water Services Agreement:

4. Section 4.01 (c) is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced with the
following:

(c) The Volume Rate shall recover the PUA's expenses associated with
operating with maintaining the Regional Facilities, including a systems
raw water loss fee per thousand gallons to be calculated as follows:

[LCRA Raw Water cost per Thousand Gallons/( 1-.10 water
loss)]/10216

This provision of the contract amendment replaces and changes the method for calculating the

Volume Rate as set out in the Wholesale Water Services Agreement. And although TCMUD 12

did not enter into the contract amendment, the same new method of calculating the Volume Rate,

including adding a "raw water surcharge fee," is found in the WTCP-UA's Final Analysis used to

Attachment A, TCMUD Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct), Exhibit JJJ -15 at WTCPUA00009767.
Z'4 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1(Rauschuber Direct), Attachment P at 208.
Z^5 Id, Attachment P at 213.
216 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 7, at WTCPUA00003864.
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set the FY 14 Volume Rate for TCMUD 12.27 That analysis includes the "Raw Water

Surcharge Calculation" and sets forth the "Raw Water Surcharge Fee" which is identical to the

raw water loss fee formula used in the contract amendment:

[LCRA Raw Water cost per Thousand Gallons/(1-.10 water loss)]/10278

This formula is a change of methodology used to compute a rate that was never agreed to by

TCMUD 12 and that represents a significant departure from the rate methodology set out in

TCMUD 12's Wholesale Water Service Agreement which states that the volumetric rate does

not include any charges for raw water.279 The fact that the WTCPUA was well aware that such a

methodology was a change from the previous methodology, sought to obtain the contract

amendment from TCMUD 12 to ratify the change in methodology, and failing that, nevertheless

imposed the new methodology on TCMUD 12 is a brazen abuse of monopoly power.

3. Conclusion: If there was a change in the methodology for the computation of the
revenue requirement or rate, does the Protested Rate evidence WTCPUA's abuse
of monopoly power?

It is important to keep in mind that under the Public Interest rule, the seller's change in the

methodology used to compute the revenue requirement or rate is a factor that must be considered

in determining whether or not the seller abused its monopoly power. The changes made by

WTCPUA to the computation methodology evidence abuse of monopoly power. The impact of

the change in methodology is significant and coupled with the way the change was implemented,

support finding that the WTCPUA abused its monopoly power and therefore the protest rate

violates the public interest.

The proof of the negative impact of the change in methodology is evident from the

undisputed fact that the methodology is designed to increase TCMUD 12's Monthly Charges

after a rate reduction for the first year. 280 The significant increases in rates that would occur after

the first year under the new methodology caused great concern for TCMUD 12. In his report to

the TCMUD 1-1 Board of Directors on December 5, 2013, Mr. DiQuinzio explained that "the

277 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 2 (Joyce Direct), Exhibit JJJ-14.

Z'$ Id., at WTCPUA00009502.

Z'9 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 1(DiQuinzio Direct), JAD Exhibit 4 at 12 of 27, Section 4.01(e).

280 Attachment A: WTCPUA Exhibit No. 3 (Stowe Direct) at Attachment E, p. 103-105 and WTCPUA Exhibit No.
2 (Joyce Direct), Exhibit JJJ-15 at page 15-17.

TCMUD 12's Initial Brief 62
SOAH Docket No. 473-14-5144.WS, PUC Docket No. 42866



methodology that had been used would result in dramatic increases in the District's wholesale

rates over the next few years.""' Similarly, Mr. DiQuinzio informed the TCMUD 13 Board on

December 18, 2013 that although wholesale rates for 2014 had gone down, there were concerns

that the methodology to calculate the rates had changed.282

The fact that the methodology used by the WTCPUA will result in significantly higher rates

than under the previous methodology is established by WTCPUA's own documents admitted

into evidence at the hearing. In Ms. Heddin's letter to the WTCPUA Board, in which she was

"proposing a methodology," she recommended that "the Agency assesses a monthly minimum

bill schedule that escalates annually, recovering the same net present value for the allocated

customer costs for wholesale customers who do not have the existing consumption and customer

base to reasonably absorb the impact." ,283 In her recommendation to the Board, Ms. Heddin also

explained that "this escalating fee ... would not be subject to amendment except for instances

where the Agency refunds its bonds."284

The resultant impact of the proposed new methodology to the wholesale customers is

outlined on Ms. Heddin's Schedule 1 285 Schedule 1, titled "Comparison of Current Structure

versus Proposed Wholesale Billing Structure" shows that Ms. Heddin's new rate methodology in

comparison to WTCPUA's 2013 rate methodology would have more than doubled (i.e., 118%

increase) TCMUD 12's cost286 WTCPUA's 2014 rate study acknowledges that overall, the new

methodology will lead to an increase in revenues for the WTCPUA: "Wholesale Water Sale

Revenues are budgeted to increase for FY 2014 due to proposed changes in wholesale customer

rate and rate structure and projected wholesale customer growth."287 As Mr. Joyce testified at

the hearing on the merits, the WTCPUA presented TCMUD 12 with a schedule of Monthly

Charges that shows (after a slight decrease in the first year) a dramatic increase in TCMUD 12's

281 WTCPUA Exhibit No.13 (TCMUD 12's Responses to W T C PUA RF1 2-4),- Bates Stamp TCMUD 12-07
(original page 7 of 250), 4th paragraph.

282 Id., Bates Stamp TCMUD 12-0115 (original page 115 of 250), bottom of first paragraph.
283 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R9 at WTCPUA0001201$ ( WTCPUA Response to

TCMUD 12 RFI RFP 1-5 & 1-7, Letter from Water Resources Management, LLC to WTCPUA Board President
Larry Fox dated March 12, 2013), Recommendation No. 2 (emphasis added).

284 TCMUD 12 Exhibit No. 5 (Joyce Rebuttal) at JJJ Exhibit R9 at WTCPUA00012018 (emphasis in original).
285 Id., at JJJ Exhibit R9 at WTCPUA00012017.
286 Id., at JJJ Exhibit R9 at WTCPUA00012020

217 Id., at JJJ Exh. R29 WTCPUA Budget FYE 2014, page 22.
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Monthly Charge over the next 25 years with a significant escalating Monthly Charge from year

to year.288

The manner in which the new methodology was implemented also suggests that the

WTCPUA abused its monopoly power. The new methodology was first proposed by Ms.

Heddin in her letter to the WTCPUA Board on March 12, 2013. By May 2013, Ms. Heddin's

proposal had been formalized and implemented into the draft contract amendment sent to the

wholesale customers on May 14, 2013 .219 That amendment contains the formula290 by which the

monthly charge is computed as well as the definitions and explanations of the pertinent terms

used in the formula as discussed above. 211 On November 21, 2013 the WTCPUA adopted a

contract amendment form, which is attached to Mr. Rauschuber's testimony as Attachment Q.292

A comparison of the May 2013 contract amendment form (Rauschuber Attachment P) and the

November 2013 contract amendment form (Rauschuber Attachment Q) confirms that the

formulas and definitions used in both are nearly identical. At the hearing on the merits, Mr.

Rauschuber testified that the draft form agreement adopted by the WTCPUA Board in November

2013 is in essence the same form agreement that was proposed to the wholesale customers in

May 2013.293 Once proposed by the WTCPUA in March, the new rate methodology went

unchanged until its formal adoption in November.

Furthermore, as has been shown above, the methodology used to compute the Protested

Rates is the same methodology contained in the November 2013 form contract amendment-

even though TCMUD 12 did not enter into the contract amendment. Applying this rate

methodology to TCMUD 12 demonstrates that the WTCPUA has the ability to, and in this case

actually did, impose control over the prices charged to wholesale customers who do not have a

viable option other than to continue receiving services from the WTCPUA.

In adopting the wholesale water rules and the bifurcated process, the commission (TCEQ)

acknowledged the importance of rate methodologies set by contract, by imposing on itself a

288 TR. at 178:10-179:16; also Tr. at 186:4-8.
289 WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1(Rauschuber Direct), Attachment P (May 14, 2013, email and draft Amendment Form)

290 {Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment + (25% times coverage * Annual Allocated Debt Service Payment) -
(Effective Impact Fee Credit * Annual Debt Service Payment))/12 months.

29' WTCPUA Exhibit No. 1(Rauschuber Direct), Attachment P (May 14, 2013, email and draft Amendment Form).
212 Id, Attachment Q.

z93 Tr. at 482:20-483:6.
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mandatory requirement to rely on contractual methodologies if reasonable, when calculating the

cost of service in the 2°d phase of a bifurcated hearing.294 The methodology used by the

WTCPUA to compute the 2014 protested rates represents a significant change from the previous

methodology used to compute wholesale water rates.

In drafting the Public Interest rule, the commission stated that it "has found it difficult

indeed to anticipate all the possible disputes which could arise and to give guidance, to the extent

possible, concerning how the commission will determine the public interest."295 The

methodology used to calculate the protested rate in this case, however, presents a list of

transgressions that leave no doubt that the protested rate violates the public interest. The

methodology used to compute the Protested Rate TCMUD 12 is being charged is: different from

that used to compute the prior rates; results in rates that deny TCMUD 12 the benefit of the

contract it originally bargained for; is essentially the application of a methodology that was

proposed in March 2013 despite there being concerns and objections voiced by the wholesale

customers between March and November; and is being applied to entities that never agreed to

the methodology through an amendment to their Wholesale Water Services Agreement. The

WTCPUA has changed its methodology and has done so by exercising its disparate bargaining

power which enabled it to abuse its monopoly power over a wholesale purchaser that has no

alternatives to the WTCPUA. As such, the Protested Rates are not in the public interest and

should be subject to the scrutiny of a Cost of Service Hearing.

VIII TRANSCRIPTION COSTS

The official transcription for the Prehearing Conference and the three days of the Hearing

on the Merits was paid for by TCMUD 12 at a cost of $5,434.70, as shown on Attachment D.

The cost of the original transcript and copies for the ALJ and PUC only, was $3,545.36. Under

the TCEQ Hearing Rules, specifically 30 Tex. Admin. Code §&0.23, the parties to the case may

be allocated a portion- of the transcription costs. Although 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 80.23 is no

longer applicable to this case, the ALJ anticipated the transfer from TCEQ to the PUC and

ordered in SOAH Order No. 1 that "when the Commission or the PUC makes a final decision in

this case, the costs of the recording and transcription shall be allocated among the parties in

294 See Preamble at 6230, left column, second para. And see PUC SussT. R 24.135(a) "shall rely" (not "may rely")

291 Preamble at 6228, 6229 (top of right column).

TCMUD 12's Initial Brief . 65
SOAH Docket No. 473-14-5144.WS, PUC Docket No. 42866



accordance to 30 Tex. Admin. Code § 80.23." TCMUD 12 therefore requests, in accordance

with SOAH Order No. 1, that each party to this case, with the exception of the PUC Staff, be

allocated an equal share of the transcription costs (i.e., $709.07 each).

IX. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER

TCMUD 12 entered into a 40 year Wholesale Water Services Agreement with LCRA

because LCRA, was the only provider of wholesale water services that was capable of providing

the potable water services needed by The Highlands. The three Participating Entities, City of

Bee Cave, Hays County and TCMUD No. 5, chose to create the WTCPUA. The WTCPUA was

created in order to, and affirmatively chose to, acquire LCRA's West Travis County Water

System. That choice included choosing to serve LCRA's wholesale water services customers.

That LCRA was a monopoly was affirmed in WTCPUA's own words. TCMUD 12, on the other

hand, did not choose WTCPUA as its wholesale water service provider, but instead was required

to not unreasonably refuse to consent to the transfer of its Wholesale Water Services Agreement

to WTCPUA. TCMUD 12 also had no choice other than continuing to take and pay for service

from the West Travis County Water System operated by WTCPUA because that service was

necessary to the Districts' continued ability to serve their retail water customers in The

Highlands. WTCPUA and its participating entities operate as a monopoly, and exercise

exclusive control over all, or nearly all, of the supply and the price of wholesale water service in

the area in which TCMUD 12 operates. WTCPUA is also by definition a monopoly under Water

Code § 13.001(b).

At the time WTCPUA stepped into LCRA's "monopolistic" shoes and became TCMUD

12's wholesale water service provider, TCMUD 12 could not have avoided the rates WTCPUA

chose to impose on LCRA's former wholesale customers, even if it had refused to consent to the

transfer of the contract to WTCPUA. At the time WTCPUA made the rate decision complained

of herein, T-CMUD 12 could not have obtained wholesale water service from an alternative

provider because no alternative provider existed. If a hypothetical alternative water service

provider materialized, the cost of and problems associated with switching to another provider

would have been unreasonable.

As a result of the absence of any alternative wholesale water service providers,

WTCPUA was able to change its wholesale water service rates and computation methodologies
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with impunity, secure in the knowledge that TCMUD 12 had no ability to switch to another

provider and that TCMUD 12 had to have potable water to serve The Highlands' retail

customers. This disparate bargaining power enabled WTCPUA to abuse its monopoly power as

evidenced by the changes to the methodologies for computing its water revenue requirement and

the wholesale water services rates charged to TCMUD 12. The record is replete with

WTCPUA's representatives referring to the new, proposed, or changed methodology. But if

there is any doubt that WTCPUA's changed the computational methodologies to arrive at the

Protested Rates, its own rate analysis and form contract amendment explain the changes in detail.

The new rate methodology adopted by WTCPUA was designed to dramatically increase

TCMUD 12's wholesale rates over the next 30 years and that escalating fee was not subject to

amendment (unless WTCPUA refunded its bonds). TCMUD 12 had no meaningful opportunity

to influence WTCPUA's decision to change to the new methodologies for calculating the

revenue requirement and rates that are protested here. WTCPUA's exercise of its disparate

bargaining power and changing the methodologies for computing the revenue requirement and

rate constitute "substantial breaches of the public interest."

For the reasons set forth herein, TCMUD 12 respectfully prays that the SOAH ALJ find

that WTCPUA's protested rates evidence its abuse of monopoly power that adversely affects the

public interest, and recommend that the Commission so find and then remand this matter to

SOAH for an evidentiary hearing on WTCPUA's rates.

Respectfully Submitted,

SMITH TROSTLE & HUERTA LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, Texas 78745
(512) 494-9500 (Telephone)
(512) 494-9505 (Facsimile)
ktrostlegsmithtrostle.corn

By /
. Kay T ostle

State Bar No. 20238300
Miguel A. Huerta
State Bar No. 00787733

ATTORNEYS FOR TRAVIS COUNTY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT NO.12
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 26th day of June 2015 a true and correct copy of the above
and foregoing document is being served via electronic mail, facsimile, U.S. mail and/or hand
delivery to all parties of record.
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SOAH DOCKET NO. 473-14-5144.WS
PUC DOCKET NO. 42866

TCMUD 12 INITIAL BREIF
ATTACHMENT B

MAJOR PROCEDURAL EVENTS IN CASE

March 6, 2014 TCMUD 12 Petition filed.

March 27, 2014 TCEQ Notice of Referral to SOAH

April 11, 2014 WTCPUA Response to Petition

April 28, 2014
SOAH Request to Docket and Confirmation of Hearing Scheduled for
June 11, 2014

June 12, 14 SOAH Order 1- Setting Case Schedule and Procedures

June 30, 2014 WTCPUA Motion for Clarification of Order 1

July 1, 2014 SOAH Order 2- Granting Motion for Clarification

July 14, 2014 Discovery begins

August 15, 2014 Deadline for requests for disclosure

September 1, 2014
Jurisdiction transferred from Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality to Public Utility Commission of Texas

September 4, 2014
Nunc Pro Tunc SOAH Order 3 - Regarding Transfer of Jurisdiction,
Change of Docket Numbers, and Prehearing Conference.

September 5, 2014 Staff Notice of Change of Contact Information

September 11, 2014
Prehearing conference to consider necessary adjustments due to transfer
of jurisdiction

September 12, 2014 TCMUD 12 Motion Amending Jurisdictional Claim & TCEQ's ED
Motion to Withdraw

September 18, 2014 SOAH Order 4 - Memorializing PHC, Granting- Motion to Amend
Jurisdictiorial Claim, and Granting Motion to Withdraw

September 19, 2014 TCMUD 12 Motion for Adoption of Protective-Order

September 26, 2014 WTCPUA Response to Motion for Adoption of Protective Order

September 30, 2014 SOAH Order 5 - Granting Motion for Adoption of Protective Order

September 30, 2014 SOAH Order 6- Granting In Part & Denying in Part Motion to Compel

October 10, 2014 TCMUD 12 Interim Appeal of SOAH Order 6

October 17, 2014 WTCPUA Response to TCMUD 12 Interim Appeal of Order 6-

October 31, 2014 TCMUD 12 Direct Testimony Filed
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November 5, 2014
SOAH Order 9 - Ruling on Motions to Determine Sufficiency and
Motion to Compel

November 24, 2014 Order Granting TCMUD's Appeal of SOAH Order No. 6

December 1, 2014 WTCPUA Motion to Abate and Modify Procedural Schedule

December 2, 2014
TCMUD 12 Response to WTCPUA Motion to Abate and Modify
Procedural Schedule

December 4, 2014
Staff Response to WTCPUA Motion to Abate and Modify Procedural
Schedule

December 4, 2014
SOAH Order 10 Granting in Part and Denying in Part Motion to Abate
and Modify Schedule

December 19, 2014 WTCPUA Direct Testimony Filed

January 9, 2015 Unopposed Motion to Change Date for Start of Hearing

January 12, 2015 SOAH Order 11 - Granting Motion to Change Date for Start of Hearing

February 6, 2015 PUC Staff Direct Testimony Filed

March 6, 2015 Discovery on TCMUD 12 direct case ends

March 6, 2015 WTCPUA Motion for Partial Summary Decision

March 11, 2015 TCMUD 12 Agreed Motion to Modify the Procedural Schedule

March 12, 2015 SOAH Order 12 - Granting Motion to Modify the Procedural Schedule

March 17, 2015 Objections and Motions to Strike Direct Testimony filed

March 18, 2015
TCMUD 12 Response to WTCPUA Motion for Partial Summary
Decision

March 18, 2015 Staff Response to WTCPUA Motion for Partial Summary Decision

March 24, 2015 TCMUD Rebuttal Testimony filed

March 25, 2015
SOAH Order 13 - Granting Part & Denying Part of Motion for Partial
Summary Disposition

March 26, 2015 WTCPUA Agreed Motion to Modify the Procedural Schedule

March 27, 2015 SOAH Order 14 - Granting Motion to Modify the Procedural Schedule

March 31, 2015 Responses to Objections and Motions to Strike Direct Testimony

April 8, 2015 WTCPUA's Objections and Motions to Strike Rebuttal Testimony

April 9, 2015
TCMUD 12's Response to WTCPUA's Objections and Motions to
Strike Rebuttal Testimony

April 13, 2015 Prehearing Conference

April 15, 2015
SOAH Order 15 - Granting Revised Motion to Compel and Ruling on
Objections to Prefiled Evidence
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April 17, 2015 SOAH Order 16 -Ruling on Objections to Prefiled Rebuttal Evidence

April 21-23, 2015 Hearing on the Merits

May 1, 2015
SOAH Order 17 - Setting out Post-Hearing Schedule and Briefing
Outline

June 26, 2015 Initial Closing Briefs Filed

August 3, 2015 Reply Briefs Due
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ATTACHMENT D
Transcript Cost Breakdown

Volume Date Service "Ori+ 3" Copy Cost "Other Party" Copy Cost Difference'

PHC 4-13-15 Daily 12.85 x 27pgs = 346.95 4.28 x 27pgs = 115.56 $231.39

Admin. Fee 30.00 Admin Fee 30.00
Total Cost $376.95 Total Cost $145.56

HOM-1 4-21-15 Intermediate 7.75 x 263pgs = 2,038.25 2.58 x 263pgs = 678.54 $1,359.71
Admin Fee 30.00 Admin Fee 30.00
Total Cost $2,068.25 Total Cost $708.54

HOM-2 4-22-15 Intermediate 7.75 x 173pgs = 1,340.75 2.58 x 173pgs = 446.34 $894.41
Admin Fee 30.00 Admin Fee 30.00
Total Cost $1,370.75 Total Cost $476.34

HOM-3 4-23-15 Intermediate 7.75 x 205pgs = 1,588.75 2.58 x 205pgs = 528.90 $1,059.85
Admin Fee 30.00 Admin Fee 30.00
Total Cost $1,618.75 Total Cost $558.90

$5,434.70 $1,889.34 $3,545.36/ 5 =
$709.07/ arty

Cost of production of an original transcript, a hard copy and a machine readable copy (CD) for filing at the PUC
and copy for the Administrative Law Judge, but excluding TCMUDI2's copy.
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INVOICE

fwftw,
"^C- Rc - National

Ceurt Reporters Cdearinghduse -NA Ti oNra L
a13-r^6 ^EZ9 '

Kay Trostle
Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No. Invoice Date - lob No.

1131_1 417/2015 102552

Job Date Case No.

4j13/2015 SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Case Name

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility District

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

TRANSCRIPT FOR HEARING PE:

Prehearing Conference 27.00 Pages (s, 12.15 '96.95

Administration Fee 1.00 30.00 30.00

TOTAL DUE >>> 5376.95

AFTER 5/17/2015 PAY' $422.18 -

Invoice prepared for:

KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE

Payment is NOT contingent upon client reimbursement.

Please visit our website at www,crcnational.com/payment for fast, safe and secure online invoice payment.
Even if you don't have a PayPal account - just click on "Don't have a PayPal account."

(-) Payments/Credits: 376.95

(+) Finance Charges/Debits: 45.23

(_) New Balance: $0.00'

Tax ID: 76-0537648 Phone: 512-494-9500 Fax:

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment

Kay Trostle

Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No.

Invoice Date

Total Due

113111

4/17/2015

: $0.00

Remit To: Court Reporters Clearinghouse, Inc.
1225 North Loop West, Suite 327
Houston, TX 77008

Job No.

BU ID

Case No.

Case Name

102552

KENNEDY

SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility
District
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INVOICE

.^' cRC - National
CeurtReparters GI>;aringhnuSe -jVA zroraAC

713-626-2E29

Kay Trostle
Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.

113470 4/30/2015 102553

Job Date Case No.

4/21/2015 SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Case Name

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility District

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 76-0537648 Phone: 512-494-9500 Fax:

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment

Kay Trostie

Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No.

Invoice Date

Total Due

113470

4/30/2015

$0.00

Remit To: Court Reporters Clearinghouse, Inc.
1225 North Loop West, Suite 327

Houston, TX 77008

Job No.

BU ID

Case No.

Case Name

102553

KENNEDY

SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility

District
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INVOICE

C RC National
Caurt Repnr'ters itaringhdu$e -Na rraNA L

713.626-2629

Kay Trostle

Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP

4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.

113519 4/30/2015 102554

Job Date Case No.

4/22/2015 SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Case Name

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility District

Payment Terms

FlDue upon receipt

TRANSCRIPT FOR HEARING RE:

Hearing on the MeritsWoL2 173.00 Page^ 7:75 1,340.75

Administration Fee = 1.00 30.00 30.00

Rough Draft 1; .00 page_ i 1.50 16.50

TOTAL DUE >>> $1,387.25

AF717t 5,10/2015 PAY $1,553.72

Invoice prepared for:

KENNEDY REPORTING SERVICE

Paym,^nt is NOT contingent upon client reimbursement.

Please visit our website at www.crcnational.com/payment for fast, safe and secure online invoice payment.
Even if you don't have a PayPal account -just click on "Don't have a PayPal account."

(-) Payments/Credits: 1,;f37.25

(+) Finance Charges/Debits: 166.47

(=) New Balance: $0.00

°

- _
- _-

°

Tax ID: 76-0537648 Phone: 512-494-9500 Fax:

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Kay Trostle

Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No.

Invoice Date

Total Due

113519

4/30/2015

$0.00

Remit To: Court Reporters Clearinghouse, Inc.
1225 North Loop West, Suite 327
Houston, TX 77008

Job No.

BU ID

Case No.

Case Name

102554

KENNEDY

SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility
District

79



INVOICE

:RC -^
-

NatI n Ilal
Co u rt Rep ar te rs Cleari ngh o use =11+A T.7 O NA L -

713-625-2E29

Kay Trostle
Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No. Invoice Date Job No.

113556 4/30/2015 102555

Job Date Case No.

4/23/2015 SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Case Name

Petition of Travis County Municipal Utility District

Payment Terms

Due upon receipt

Tax ID: 76-0537648 Phone: 512-494-9500 Fax:

Please detach bottom portion and return with payment.

Kay Trostle
Smith Trostle & Huerta, LLP
4401 Westgate Blvd., Ste. 330
Austin, TX 78745

Invoice No._

Invoice Date

Total Due

113556

4/30/2015

$0.00

Remit To: Court Reporters Clearinghouse, Inc.
1225 North Loop West, Suite 327

Houston, TX 77008

Job No.

BU ID

Case No.

Case Name

102555

KENNEDY

SOAH 473-14-5144 PUC 42866

Petition of Travis County Municipat Utility
District
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