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2. Page 7, line 5, “IN WHAT WAYS...” — Page 7, line 8, ... service.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems are substantially similar is irrelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. [n addition. the witness has 00 personal knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did so. nor about the
construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular or specialized knowledge. based on education or experience in engineering matters and

the design. development and construction of water systems.

3. Page 7, line 9, “WHAT IS..." — Page 7, line 13,%... water.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin's responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant. The findings. conclusion and order from DDUI’s prior ratc application are
irrelevant to the current application because the TCEQ policy. as explained by staff, is to

consider consolidation on a cas¢ hy case basis.

4. Page 7, line 24, “IN YOUR OPINION...” - Page 8, line 19, “... detail below.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin's responsive testimon described
above as irrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems arc substantiafly similar is irelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems In addition. the witness has no personal knewledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did s nor about the
construction ol water systems generally  Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular ov specialized knowledge. hased on education or expericnce in engineeting matters and

the design. deyelopment and construction of water systems.

386343-1 04 (3 nin b




JE—

} Received: May ( 2U1U us- 10
zax User To:TCEQ Chief Clerk (1512239331 1' 15:13 05I07I10GM‘3P9 08-‘1”:

5. Page 10, line 24, “Generally, the ...” — Page 10, line 25, connection.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions
encountered when it did so. nor about the construction of water systems generallv - Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge. based on education
or experiencc In engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

6. Page 15, line 1, «Virtually every...” - Page 15,line 3, %... customers.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation [hc witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally  Ms Heddin has
not been qualitied as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or
experience 10 engineering matters and the design. development and construction of water

systems.

7. Page 21. line 20, “yes, if both systems...” = Page 20, line 2, % investment.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculanion  The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems o1 the conditions
encountered when it did so, nor about the construction of water sVStCIns generallv - Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular of specialized knowledge. based on cducation
or experience In engineering matiers ard the design. development and construction of water

systems.

8. Page 20, line 24, “Each System.. "~ Page 21, line 3, connected.”

DDLU S objects to Ms. Heddin s testimony described above as speculation  I'he witness
has no personal knowledge of how o~ why DDU constructed its <> stems 1D the ~av it did. nor
about the construction of water systems penerally.  Ms. Heddin has not been quaiified as a
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person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in

engineering matters and the design. development and construction of water systems.

9. Page 27, line 9, «pDU’s systems...” - line 13, ... to one another.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation The witness
has 1o personal knowledge of the type of systems aperated by DDU. In addition. Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge. based on education
or experience in engineering matters or matters related to the operation of a utilits svstem. Her

experience and background relate solely to accounting issues.

10.  Page 28, line 4, “It appears...” - line 8. «... docket.”

DDUIS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation The witness
has no personal knowledge of why the ALJ in the Aqua Texas case made the decision. In
addition. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized
knowledge. based on education or experience in legal matters and the impact of prior

Commission decisions on pending matters.

i1, Page 29, line 6, “It chose not.. > line 7, ... interest costs.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described abovc as speculation I'he witness

has no personal knowledge of why DDU 1id or did not file a rate casc.

12.  Page 33.line 11, “This is why..." —linc 12, “... vendor/contractor.”

DDLU S objects to Ms. Heddin » testimony described abote as speculation i he witness
has no personal knowledge ahott the construction of water systems generally o1 the bidding
process. In addition. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with o particular or
specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engimeering matters and the design.
development and construction of water systems. Her experience and background refate solely to

accounting issues
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13.  Page 33, line 25, “Often, a utility L0 —line 26 ,%... supplier.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation  The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally or the bidding
process. In addition, Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or
specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and the design,
development and construction of water systems. Her experience and packground relate solely to

accounting 1Ssucs.

14.  Page 41, line 16, “First, the information...” — line 19, ... protest.”
DDUS obijects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation The witness
has no personal knowledge about the information DDU relied upon in setting 1ts rates nor does

she have personal knowledge of what the rate payers relied upon in making thewr protest.

15. Page 44,line 8, “In both...” - line 19, “... water.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin » testimony described above as irrelevant {'he application.
findings. conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application arc irrclevant to the

determination of rate case €Xpenses in this matter.

16.  Page 45, line 6, «PDU has already...” - line 8, ... assets.”
DDUS objects to Ms. [leddin's testimony described above us irrelevant { he application.
findings. conclusion and order from DDU's prior rate application arc yrrelevant to the

determination of ratc case eXpenses in this matter.
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ARMBRUST & BROWN, L.L.P.
100 Congress Avenue. Suite 1300
Austin, Texas 78701-2744

(512) 435-2300 - Telephone

(512) 436-2360 — Telecopy

BC € Hd /- AT

ATTORNEY FOR DOUBLE DIAMOND
UTILITIES CO.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By mv signature above, [ hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was

delivered via facsimile, via first class mail. via electronic mail or by hand delivery on the 7" day

of May. 2010 to the following:

Eli Martinez (MC-103)

Office of Public Interest Council
Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

P. O Box 13087

Austin, Texas 7871 1-3087

Shari Heino
Mathews & Frecland, L.L.P.
327 Congress Avenue, Suite 300

Austin, Texas 78701

Philip Day

Representative lor the Cliffs Utihity

Committee Stephanie Skogen (MC-17%)

90 Glen Abbey Drive § Staff Attorney

Graford, Texas 76449 Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

P. O. Box 13087

Jack D. McCartney and
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

John T. Bell

Representatives for the Retreat Homeowners
LaDonna Castafiuela (MC -1 0%

Group

6300 Annahill Street Chief Clerk

Cleburne. Texas 76033-8957 Texas Commission on Em ronmental
Quality
P. O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 7871 1-308%
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SOAH POCKET NO. 582-09-4288
TCEQ POCKET NO. 2009-0505—UCR

APPLIC ATI ¥ DOUBL § BEFORE THE ST ATE OFFICE

TARIFF FOR SERVICE IN HILL, PALO

PINTO, AND JOHNSON COUNTIES

§
INC. TO CHANGE WATER RATE § OF
§ ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS
§

TO THE HONORABLE ADMYNSTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:
COMES NOW, Double Diamond Utilities, Co- (“DDU") and files its objections 10 the
prefiled {estimony and exhibits of Nelisa Heddin on behalf of White Bluff Subdivision

Ratepayers in the above—styled matter.

DDU makes the following objections 10 portions of Nelissa Heddin's pteﬁ\ed testimony
as well as the exhibits introduced through Nelissa Heddin's testimony- DDU moves t© strike
each porion of the testimony referenced below, as well as the exhibit of gpecific parts of exhibits

that are outlined below.

1. Page T, Yine 1, «pO YOU BELIEVE...” ~Page T, line 4, “-+ other.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin's esponsive testimony described
above as jrrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff watet
gystems are substantially similar is irrelevant 10 this case becausé DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. In addition, {he witness has 1o persona\ knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems Of the conditions encountered when it did so. 10T about the
construction of water systems generaﬂy. Ms. Heddin has not been qualiﬁed as a person with a
paﬁicu\ax or specia\ized knowledge, pased on education OF experience in engineering matters and

the design, development and construction of water systems.
386543-1 0411412010
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2. Page 7, line 5, “IN WHAT WAYS...” - Page 7, line 8, “... service.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems are substantially similar is irrelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. In addition, the witness has no personal knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did so, nor about the
construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and

the design, development and construction of water systems.

3. Page 7, line 9, “WHAT IS...” — Page 7, line 13, “... water.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant. The findings, conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application are
irrelevant to the current application because the TCEQ policy, as explained by staff, is to

consider consolidation on a case by case basis.

4, Page 7, line 24, “IN YOUR OPINION...” — Page 8, line 19, “... detail below.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems are substantially similar is irrelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. In addition, the witness has no personal knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did so, nor about the
construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and

the design, development and construction of water systems.

L]
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5. Page 10, line 24, “Generally, the ...” ~ Page 10, line 25, “... connection.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions
encountered when it did so, nor about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education
or experience in engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

6. Page 15, line 1, “Virtually every...” - Page 15, line 3, ... customers.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has
not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or
experience in engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

7. Page 21, line 20, “Yes, if both systems...” — Page 20, line 2, %... investment.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems or the condifions
encountered when it did so, nor about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education
or experience in engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

8. Page 20, line 24, “Each System...” ~ Page 21, line 3, “... connected.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems in the way it did, nor
about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a

386543-1 04/14/2010 3
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person with 2a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in

engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water systems.

9, Page 27, line 9, «pPU’s systems...” — line 13, “... to one¢ another.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of the type of systems operated by DDU. In addition, Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education
or experience in engineering matters or matters related to the operation of a utility system. Her

experience and background relate solely to accounting issues.

10.  Page 28, line 4, “It appears. .7 —line 8, ... docket.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of why the ALJ in the Aqua Texas case made the decision. In
addition, Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized
knowledge, based on education or experience in legal matters and the impact of prior

Commission decisions on pending matters.

11.  Page29,line 6, “It chose pot...” — line 7, “... interest costs.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness

has no personal knowledge of why DDU did or did not file a rate case.

12. Page 33, line 11, “This is why...” — line 12,%... vendor/contractor.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally or the bidding
process. In addition, Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or
specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and the design.
development and construction of water systems. Her experience and background relate solely to

accounting issues.

386543-1 04/14/2010 4
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13.  Page33,line 25, “Often, a utility...” — line 26 ,%... supplier.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin's testimony desctibed above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally or the bidding
process. In addition, Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or
specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and the design,
development and construction of water systems. Her experience and background relate solely to

accounting issues.

14.  Page 41,line 16, “First, the information...” — line 19, “... protest.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the information DDU relied upon in setting its rates nor does

she have personal knowledge of what the rate payers relied upon in making their protest.

15.  Page 44, line 8, “In both...” —line 19, “... water.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as irrelevant. The application,
findings, conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application are irrelevant to the

determination of rate case expenses in this matter.

16. Page 45, line 6, “DDU has already...” - line 8, ... assets.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as irrelevant. The application,
findings, conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application are irrelevant to the

determination of rate case exXpenses in this matter.

386343-1 0471472010 s
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ARMBRUST & BROWN, L.L.P.
100 Congress Avenue, Suite 1300
Austin, Texas 78701-2744

(512) 435-2300 — Telephone

(512) 436-2360 - Telecopy

ATTORNEY FOR DOUBLE DIAMOND
UTILITIES CO.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By my signature above, I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was

delivered via facsimile, via first class mail, via electronic mail or by hand delivery on the

of May, 2010 to the following:

Shari Heino

Mathews & Freeland, L.L.P.
327 Congress Avenue, Suite 300
Austin, Texas 78701

Philip Day

Representative for the Cliffs Utility
Committee

90 Glen Abbey Drive §

Graford, Texas 76449

Jack D. McCartney and

John T. Bell

Representatives for the Retreat Homeowners
Group

6300 Annahill Street

Cleburne, Texas 76033-8957
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Quality

P. O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

LaDonna Castafiuela (MC-105)
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Quality

P. O. Box 13087
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SOAH DOCKET NO. 582-09-4288

TCEQ DOCKET NO. 2009-0505-UCR

APPLICATION OF DOUBLE § BEFORE THE STATE OFFICE
DIAMOND UTILITIES COMPANY, §
INC. TO CHANGE WATER RATE § OF

TARIFF FOR SERVICE IN HILL, PALO g
PINTO, AND JOHNSON COUNTIES § ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS !
§

DOUBLE DIAMOND UTILITIES CO.’S OBJECTIONS TO THE PREFILED
TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF NELISA HEDDIN

ON BEHALF OF WHITE BLUFF SUBDIVISION RATEPAYERS

TO THE HONORABLE ADMINSTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:

COMES NOW, Double Diamond Utilities, Co. (‘DDU”) and files its objections to the
prefiled testimony and exhibits of Nelisa Heddin on behalf of White Bluff Subdivision

Ratepayers in the above-styled matter.

DDU makes the foliowing objections to portions of Nelissa Heddin’s prefiled testimony
as well as the exhibits introduced through Nelissa Heddin’s testimony. DDU moves to strike
each portion of the testimony referenced below, as well as the exhibit or specific parts of exhibits

that are outlined below.

1. Page 7, line 1, “DO YOU BELIEVE...” - Page 7, line 4, “... other.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin's responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems are substantially similar is irrelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. In addition, the witness has no personal knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did so. nor about the
construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and

the design, development and construction of watet systems.
3865431 04/14/2010
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2. Page 7, line 5, “IN WHAT WAYS...” - Page 7, line 8, “... service.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant and specuiative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems are substantially similar is irrelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. In addition, the witness has no personal knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did so, nor about the
construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and

the design, development and construction of water systems.

3. Page 7, line 9, “WHAT IS...” — Page 7, line 13, “... water.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant. The findings, conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application are
irrelevant to the current application because the TCEQ policy, as explained by staff, is to

consider consolidation on a case by case basis.

4. Page 7, line 24, “IN YOUR OPINION...” — Page 8, line 19, ... detail below.”

DDUS objects to the question asked and Ms. Heddin’s responsive testimony described
above as irrelevant and speculative. Whether The Cliffs, The Retreat and White Bluff water
systems are substantially similar is irrelevant to this case because DDU has not requested
consolidation of all three systems. In addition, the witness has no personal knowledge of how or
why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions encountered when it did so, nor about the
construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a
particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and

the design, development and construction of water systems.

(]

386543-1 04/14/2010
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5. Page 10, line 24, “Generally, the ...” — Page 10, line 25, “... connection.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions
encountered when it did so, nor about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education
or experience in engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

6. Page 15, line 1, “Virtually every...” — Page 15, line 3, “... customers.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has
not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or
experience in engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

7. Page 21, line 20, “Yes, if both systems...” — Page 20, line 2, “... investment.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems or the conditions
encountered when it did so, nor about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education
or experience in engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water

systems.

8. Page 20, line 24, “Each System...” — Page 21, line 3, “... connected.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of how or why DDU constructed its systems in the way it did, nor
about the construction of water systems generally. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a

386543-1 04/14/2010 3
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person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in

engineering matters and the design, development and construction of water systems.

9, Page 27, line 9, “«pPDU’s systems...” — line 13, «_.. to one another.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of the type of systems operated by DDU. In addition, Ms. Heddin
has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized knowledge, based on education

or experience in engineering matters or matters related to the operation of a utility system. Her

experience and background relate solely to accounting issues.

10.  Page28,line 4, “It appears...” - line 8, “... docket.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge of why the ALJ in the Aqua Texas case made the decision. In
addition, Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or specialized
knowledge, based on education or experience in legal matters and the impact of prior

Comumnission decisions on pending matters.

11. Page 29, line 6, “1t chose not...” —line 7, “... interest costs.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness

has no personal knowledge of why DDU did or did not file a rate case.

12. Page 33, line 11, “This is why...” ~ line 12, “... vendor/contractor.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally or the bidding
process. In addition. Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or
specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and the design,
development and construction of water systems. Her experience and background relate solely to

accounting issues.
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13.  Page 33, line 25, “Often, a utility...” — line 26 , “... supplier.”

DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the construction of water systems generally or the bidding
process. In addition, Ms. Heddin has not been qualified as a person with a particular or
specialized knowledge, based on education or experience in engineering matters and the design,

development and construction of water systems. Her experience and background relate solely to

accounting issues.

14. Page 41, line 16, “First, the information...” — line 19, “... protest.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as speculation. The witness
has no personal knowledge about the information DDU relied upon in setting its rates nor does

she have personal knowledge of what the rate payers relied upon in making their protest.

15. Page 44, line 8, “In both...” — line 19, “... water.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as irrelevant. The application,
findings, conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application are irrelevant to the

determination of rate case expenses in this matter.

16.  Page 45, line 6, “DDU has already...” - line 8, “... assets.”
DDUS objects to Ms. Heddin’s testimony described above as irrelevant. The application,
findings, conclusion and order from DDU’s prior rate application are irrelevant to the

determination of rate case expenses in this matter.

w
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Respectfully submitted,

—~FOHNJ. CARLTON—___——
State BagXo. 03817600

ARMBRUST & BROWN, L.L.P.
100 Congress Avenue, Suite 1300
Austin, Texas 78701-2744

(512) 435-2300 - Telephone

(512) 436-2360 ~ Telecopy

ATTORNEY FOR DOUBLE DIAMOND
UTILITIES CO.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By my signature above, I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was

delivered via facsimile, via first class mail, via electronic mail or by hand delivery on the 7™ day

of May, 2010 to the following:

Shari Heino

Mathews & Freeland, L.L.P.
327 Congress Avenue, Suite 300
Austin, Texas 78701

Philip Day

Representative for the Cliffs Utility
Committee

90 Glen Abbey Drive S

Graford, Texas 76449

Jack D. McCartney and

John T. Bell

Representatives for the Retreat Homeowners
Group

6300 Annahill Street

Cleburne, Texas 76033-8957

386543-1 04/14/2010

Eli Martinez (MC-103)

Office of Public Interest Council
Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

P. O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Stephanie Skogen (MC-173)

Staff Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

P. O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

LaDonna Castafiuela (MC-105)
Chief Clerk

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

P. O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
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