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“Introdiiction and Summary

¢ Frot BTN [ . LRGN oM, . . I vy o g

On March 11, 2016, Rio Concho Aviation, Inc filed a letter of intent with PUC Central Records for a Class
C water rate mcrease Rio Concho Avratlon Inc., a Class C water utlllty, corrected itself and filed for a

Class B rate increase on March 22l ‘2016 PUC Staff recommended that the effectlve date of the rate
RIS o

mcrease be suspended for multlple concerns. RIO Concho flled fora prewous rate mcrease on Oct 30

2014 and again on Nov 6 2015 The 2015 rate increase was W|thdrawn as it was prlor to the Flnal Order

being issued for the 2014 rate case.

[ " . «

Rio Concho is a privately owned, (by Mr & Ms Brunson, husband and wife), water company serving
approximately 240 water customers. It has one employee who is also the owner wife. , All other |

employees are contract employees, to include the owner’s children.

Rio Concho-‘s water rates in‘2Q14 were $28.q54 b_ase rate which included the first 1,000 gallons of water,
$4.75/1000 gallons starting at gallon 1001 to gallon 2,000, and $5.50/1000 gallons starting at-galion
2001.:’fandAop.; For 2015, water rates increased to $31.00 base rate and $5.50/1000 gallons starting at

gallon:_one after the PUC Staff adjusted agreed-upon rates downward.

.

P P75 L e PRI S L T S T L AT SR g - o s
Rio'Cdhcho, in'its final revision to'théir current rate application; requests $39.75 basé rate and

$7.05/1000 gallons of water consumed. This is a28% incredse’ver 2015 base rates and gallonage Gsage.

Howeéver, when compared to 2014 rates, a different picture emerges.
i STEm FUThWnLT e i A

WU Te s @ L e 40 BEERY
Water Bill 4/2014 Bill Proposed 5/2016 Bill % Increase
I T I T e O T
1000 Gallons ':$28.54 v, .-$46.80. " . . tiii.63.98%.
. b L S YO FREIEA ! t% Learn 3ot [
2000 , $33.29 $53.85 61.76%
K lt‘t Yt , & - . _:i e . L - tll “ . R
3000 $38.79 $60.90 57.00%
4000 $44.29 $67.95 . 53.42%
5000 - - $49.79 .t . .+ 2387500 . 2y 50.63% oM

It is the percentage and dollar increase that the Ratepayers protest. In the course of discovery of this

rate case, the Ratepayers noted that Rio Concho’s recently added costs were overwhelming their
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revenue. In several instances, new costs were generated by Rio Concho in their test year which affected
their bottom line. It is these cost increases that the Ratepayers and the PUC Staff find troubling, and a

topic upon which we must focus in our initial brief.

Rio Concho amended their original 2016 application twice by lowering their initial gallonage rate
request. However, all 3 versions of their application contained errors, didn’t follow the PUC’s application
instructions, violated IRS regulations concerning expenses, violated accounting principles, and most
importantly, violated PUC Statutes concerning depreciation schedules and their local office. in short,
their application was sloppy and unprofessional, despite the claim by the two individuals that
accomplished this application that they were rate case experts. (Rio Concho Aviation’s Response to
Commission Staff’s 4" request for information 4-13 and 4-14 (PUC45720-105 p 10 of 11). This will be

expounded later in this document.

Lastly, the Ratepayers fully support the PUC Staff’s testimony as documented in the Direct Testimony of
Andrew Novak, Elisabeth English, and Debi Loockerman (PUC 45720-86, -88, and -90) in this rate case.
In some instances, the Ratepayers believe the Staff overlooked certain items that should have been
given more emphasis. The Ratepayers will address those instances and re-emphasize important points
that were brought up in the Ratepayers Pre-filed Testimony of Stephen Grace, Jeff Sheets and Response

to Rio Concho Documents (PUC 45720-61, -62, and -64).

Revenue Requirement

Operations and Maintenance Expenses

PUC Form I-2 Historical Revenue Summary has specific instructions at the bottom of the table. (see
attachment 1) Specifically, it states: “Provide all calculations and explanations for any differences
between the applicant’s annual report and this schedule.” In addition, the instructions found in The
Texas Class B Investor-Owned Utilities Water and/or Sewer Instructions for Rate/Tariff Change

Application 2015” p 8 states:

“l-1: Revenue Requirement and Revenues
This schedule will complete the utility’s summarization of revenue requirement after all schedules
except the rate design are completed.

1. Follow the instructions within the spreadsheet and complete the historical test year column
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- (D) first. Historical data should be consistent with the applicant’s annual reports.and . .

¢

. financial statements. Provide explanations and calculations for any inconsjstencies.’s, -

Rio Conch did not follow these directions. Attachment 1 is Rio Concho’s first vérsion of Form 1-2 in
their rate change request. Attachment 2 is Rio Concho’s final version of this same form. The first
version depicts Total Historic Test Year, Revenues per income statement and Annual Report as requested
on Line 6 of this form. The final version (attachment 2) shows a completely different set of numbers,

with no calculation or explanation as to why they're dlfferent from their first version, and does not
b e
accurately reflect the actual Total Historic Test Year Revenues per the i income statement and Annual

Report. Rio Concho states they corrected their income due to a decrease in base rates in test year 2015.
They billed at the higher base rates from Japuayr.y{_thru]uly. Rio Con‘eho’ssg\lution was to alter.the form
to fit their desire rather than follow the directions on the form to provide calculations and an
explanation. This could easily have been accornplished on the blank spa'ce below the table. 'BéEtlt’;e"r yet,

show the correction on Form |-1, Revenue Requirement Summary in Column E for “K&M Changes” per
the rn;tructlons Rio Concho did neither. The Ratepayers vrew th|s as an attempt to mlslead the PUC
judée: and PUEQC!oimm‘ljssmn See Attachments 3 (Orlglnal) and 4 (F|na|) I|ne 29, Total Hlstorlc Revenue
for a §4555 reductlon :rhelr flnal form I 1is not con5|stentku/|trt:§the|r ar;nua.l report nor therr FmanC|aI
Statements, ’ o '

* . .- vn . - Vo . N
“ HEY 5 > o ; P SN ‘. L EIRFLES S O N

PUC Form [I-3 Other Revenues & Expenses Passed Through was also altered when comparing their first

:
2t

application and their final application. (See attachments 5 and 6). The title of this form specifically ..

states revenues and expenses passed through R|o Concho eomphed in the orlgmal apphcat|on
(attachment 5) by notmg 3674 96 on Ime 25 W|th a tot:I on Ilne 8 of S3(ﬁl 5;21 |n column B. Rio Concho
then redu;ed that $3011 Slll‘to $376 0(2‘5 in column‘D On Jthelér fmail ver5|oni(attaéhmént 6), RIO Concho
lIeave‘s 'lilne 6 t:lanh and (notexs the Total Pass_th;ru of“$1910“03 oelow the table. ) "The reduced amount
$23§é48 on Trhe 8 ;;&Lmﬁmelé then transferre:d to colu‘mn D’\;wth no redugtron TThe Ratepayers do not
ha:/e a v’\;ror(kmg knowle.dée. c:f thlswtorn:lbut we must ask why was the ongmal form reduced by over

$2600 from Column B to Column D, whereas the final version has zero reductlon between Column B and
ColumnD? Since these figures transfer to I-1-Revenue Requirement Summary line'35,%it has - *
importance.(See attachments 3 and 4). NN '

x T ] , a

RIO Concho S next mlsleadmg error on Form I 1 Revenue Requwement Summary, rs hne 5, Employee

i~ 1

Labor Ms Brunson lS pard a weekly salary of $769 78 per week X 52 weeks/year $4O 028 56. She took
NI L 4 - ter

an addrtlonal 2 paychecks i in 2015 for vacation sell back. The Ratepayers beheve Ime 5 column D should
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show the correct test year income of $41,568.12 which it does. But once again, there is no correction in
Column E, K&M Changes. The Ratepayers think a -$1539.56 figure should be in the K&M column so that
Column F has the correct salary of $40,028.56. If Rio Concho intends to always pay Ms Brunson 2 weeks

of vacation sell back, then this is simply a pay increase.

Rio Concho’s ariginal Form -8 Contract Work showed a huge difference between their original form and

their final revision: Original Final Difference
2013 $4,775.00 $19,175.00 $14,400
2014 $7,536.00 $21,936.00 $14,400
2015 $26,986.94 $26,986.94
K&M Change $1,470 $1,470
Adjust Year $28,456.94 $28,456.94

The Ratepayers note that the 2015 test year figures did not change between their original and their final
versions. We would like to point out that 2013 was the test year for the last water rate case and we
must wonder how their accounting for 2013 is off by $14,400. The Ratepayers assume that Mr
Brunson’s salary was not included in the 2013 or 2014 original figures and this accounts for the
difference. The Ratepayers believe this is another example of sloppy bookkeeping and a sloppy

application.

Specifically, on the 2015 Contract Work, the Ratepayers still object to the meter reader fees in which Rio
Concho paid 59.4% of the annual $2130 fee to the owner’s children. The Ratepayers continue to argue
that Ms Brunson’s self-described job description states that her job requires her to read meters. indeed
in 2014, she read meters by herself for 3 of the 12 months that year. The Ratepayers call this “Double
Expensing” where we’re billed once in Ms Brunson’s salary for this duty, and again when she hires family

members and friends to accomplish the job.

The Ratepayer know of no company that can lose money during their test year yet grant their meter
readers a 69% annual increase over their 2015 annual meter reader fee. ($2130/yr to $3600/yr). No
business makes those types of decisions. Delving into this even further, Rio Concho proposes to pay
their meter readers $25/hr x 4 hours x 3 readers=$300/mo, when the company VP (and only employee)

earns only $19.25/hr. Rio Concho stated their intent to pay the meter readers per the job, thus if there
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were only two.readers in one month,they would split the $300 equally. That equates to $37.50/hr for
four hours work, almost double the hourly rate of Ms Brunson. The Ratepayers feel this is another -

attempt to mﬂate thelr costs to Justlfy arate mcrease and again, is a Double Expense that is not

i . i
+ ™ R . ey T

Justlfled

.
Ms Brunson also states that her duties include customer billing and filing, and customer connects and
disconnects. Yet she hires her children to occasionally help on these jobs also. This double expense -

during the 2015 test year amounted to an additional $815.

’.‘ . ! U y .'E' . . s e b P y e
Form I-1 Revenue Requirement Summary, line 8 Transportation Expense

The Ratepayers noted numerous ﬁu_estionab!.e‘ fuel regetpts wﬁh{ic'h“showed large quanti_ties of fuel
purchased ona single&g’ay or consecurtive<days. The Batepayers introduced this topic in their p,rne-filed 7
testimony in August 2016, three and a half months prior‘to th_e‘ Dec yvater h'e‘ajring. The Ratepayers data
originated from Rio Concho’s expenses as reported in their Quickbooks register. When asked about
these di's"creﬁrian‘cies diiring tha hearing: Ms Brunson stated shé wash’t aware of any discrépancies and
wouldhavé to'check her QuitkbBoks™ Shié trried down Sur Gffér to hand her theQuid:bdoks register
she'subtiitted a#d stated'she’d have to Ehack her duickbooks on her IaBtop which was at'h:(‘)‘km‘\e.' Why
wouldRid Concho atténd a heariné without their laptop? I1$n’t ' PUC héa’réin‘g"gﬁ‘water‘rates'a‘t the top’
of theif priority fist?" Cofisidering Rio Concho'had 3.5 monthé to feview their fuél réceipts and since Rid
Conch?"éq‘h'ad 'no}to'rﬁthcdrﬁninéi riérs'poh‘se in tHe hearing, the Ratéﬁéyé“r‘s are left with ‘t‘he“c;onclusion thiat Rio
Concho i§ r‘éifuetliné mldltipie famil‘y}\'/‘"ehic'“l'és rather that the sdingle‘ véhiclé;that the?’re’iattembti’ng to"
é)?btensé t3 the'water conffoah{f "Thiere can'be no other éxplahation as their water co*Fn-’r)a’ﬁy v'ehiéle a
2015 Audl Q5, onIy Holds 19 8 gallons in ItS fuel tarik. The Ratepayers noted that regular gas and diesel

gas were purchased even though their Audi Q5 reqmres Premiurh fuel. The’ followmg is our’ summary of

T
R}

their questionable fuel purchases which was introduced as evidence at the hearmg. o
R L L AL e 2 \ I RS N RPI g S © }

35 gallo‘n’sI purchasdd on Ja“hilz, 2015: 26 g’allons purchased on Feb 5: 32 gallons pu}rchased on Feb'25-

26: 28 gallons purchised o Mar 18-19: 25 gallons purchased n Mar 23-24: 22 gallofis purchiased on

Apr 9-10: 29 gallons purchased on May 4-5: 35 gallons purchased on May 14-15: 22 gallons purohased

on May 26: -25 gallons purchased on Jun 16-17: 29 gallons purchased on Jul 23: 52 gallons purchased

onJul 27: 39 galtons purchased on Aug 10-11-12: 41 gallons purchased on Sep 17: 44 gallons ..
purchased on Sep 19-20-21: :32 gallons purchased on Sep 29-30: 35 gallons purchased on Oct 13-14:
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24 gallons purchased on Oct 16-17: There can be no other explanation except that Rio Concho is

refueling other family vehicles and charging it to their water customers.

Line 8 Transportation Expense Column E has a K&M Change figure of $688.01. Referring to PUC
Form I1-9 Transportation Expense, once again Rio Concho does not follow directions which state:
“Explanation and calculation of known and measurable change” and Rio Concho ignores this
requirement by not annotating the 11-9 Transportation Expense form properly. Researching Rio
Concho’s expenses as submitted in Response to Commission Staff’s 1% RFI (PUC 45720-33) we note that
the $688 figure is for a tire replacement estimate on a vehicle that is only 6 months old. The tires
weren’t purchased, it’s simply an estimate. The Ratepayers understand K&M Changes but under Rio
Concho’s logic, all oil changes & car washes projected forward through the year could be a K&M change.
We disagree. The Ratepayers strongly agree with the PUC Staff who advocate that Rio Concho’s vehicle

expenses should be based on mileage reimbursement only.

To supplement this mileage discussion, Rio Concho submitted very misleading mileage figures to
Commission Staff’'s question 2-2 (Rio Concho Aviation’s Response to Commission Staff’'s Second Request
for Information Questions 2-1 through 2-13, PUC 45720-44, p 3). Staff asked for the mileage from the
airport office to the Walmart used to buy supplies, the lab used, the Post Office used, and the bank
used. Rio Concho provided mileage from the airport office to the locations near their home. From the
airport office to the Walmart near their home, Rio Concho claimed 36.5 miles, yet two Walmarts are
within 5 miles of the airport office, one is only 3 miles away. Rio Concho used both of the closer
Walmarts to purchase supplies in 2015. Of the bleach supplies purchased, only 12 of 33 {36.3%) receipts
were from Walmarts near their home, 8 were from the closer Walmarts, 9 were deliveries to the airport,
and 4 claims had no receipts. These receipts were found in Response to Commission Staff’s 1°* RFI (PUC

45720-33 RCA 00059-00077)

Rio Concho claimed 38.6 miles to the post office used, yet there is a post office in Saginaw 7 miles away.
Ms Brunson passes within one block of this post office as she drives from their home to the airport

water facility.

Rio Concho claimed 33.8 miles from the airport office to their bank, yet BBVA Compass bank has a
branch in Saginaw that is only 5 miles from the airport office and located in front of the Saginaw

Walmart. She passes this as she drives from their home to the airport water facility.
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In probably the most egregious PUC violation, RiohCon_cho,attempted to expense items related to the

new Aud| vehicle to the 2015 test year wh|ch actually were incurred in 2014. These |tems were noted in

the Ratepayers Response to R|o Concho Documents (PUC 45720 64 p 32 Imes 1 7). The Ratepayers

understand Rio éncho was usmg Cash basis accountlng in 2014 ‘but switched" to the Accrual method in

e avon gl . ) s T Hi

2015.

N - .
- p] H

Administrative and General Expenses

Rio Concho’s largest attempt to inflate their costs can be found in this area. In 2015, Rio Concho began
paying for a Health Insurance policy for its one employee at:a cost of $6360.21. This same policy is> "
projected to'cost $7787.76 in 2016. Also added in"2015 was a Life Insurance po‘licy at $1333.56/yr and
an Annual Retirement Annuity costing $4666.44/yr. This'amounts to $13,787.76 on liné 13:Column F of
the I-1 Revenue Requirement Summary..The Life Insurance policy face page (attachment 7),:4% " -
paragraph, references a guaranteed interest rate of 3% which leads the Ratepayers to believe this is not
a te’fiﬁt insurance policy. ‘When questioned during the hearing, Rio Concho stated they had no idea what
typé'of insurance policy it was. This was also 3.5 months after the Ratepayers broached the topic in

thelr preflled testlmony Rio Concho had plenty to tlme to f|nd out the pohcy detalls The Ratepayers

fl.ﬁ fMJ'

object to fundlng any, Irfe lnsurance pollcy Iet alone one that has a future cash value avallable to the

*.un«v $e 1 L 0T

owners of the water company. . . ; .

=,

ey

In regards to the retirement annuity, Rio Concho stated in RFI guestron from Staff 2-8 (PUC 45720-45)
ot !?J *\,—“’ FO '&5_,, R
“To say the full time employee of Rio Concho Aviation is not entitled to just a few of the benefits listed

above.would,-be saying she would be considered a second class citizen.” Yet by Rio Concho’s own
admission, Ms Brunson has owned the water system for-20 years and 2015 was the first year she had

thIS retlrement annwty Was she a second;lass cntuzen for the prror 2(3 years of ownersh|p? The
P SLC N 4 f\s.g D b i LH ?Y«*--. HE crd

Ratepayers feel that all these |tems are srmply a way to mcrease expenses to jUStlfy a rate mcrease

y) LA

Further PUC Staff stated ”Very few class C water utrhtles lf any, have requested rate mcreases at the

et TECRT T e A BEA

Commlssmn (or prewously at the TCEQ) have asked for llfe msurance or retlrement " ”To be able to
SR . S R EIN

Tt

compete |n an open market the cost of lncludmg th|s Ievel of beneflts wouId Ilkely drlve the ut|llty out

'0?1 R iy z¢ v

of busrness (Dlrect Testlmony of Debr Loockerman p13 of 21 Imes 8- 12)
NP S o

w
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Other Expenses

In violation of IRS rules, Rio Concho attempted to write-off a parking ticket received in Austin during the
test year. In another IRS violation, Ms Brunson traveled to a water conference on August 10-11-12,
2015 in Austin in which she brought along 3 others, and apparently paid for all their meals. The
Ratepayers calculated $392.44 spent on meals for the four people. Only one, Ms Brunson, is legal to

write off her expenses per IRS Regulations.

Ms Brunson stated that she occasionally purchased meals for her contract employees in order to not
interrupt their work at the water facility. The water facility is approximately 33 miles from their home.
The Ratepayers found food purchases at a Taco Casa near their home on Friday 10/16/2015 at 12:36pm,
a Panda Express near their home on 9/17/2015 at 3:54pm, and a Pizza Hut near their home on
11/30/2015 at 5:11pm. How is a food purchase 33 miles away from the water facility a part of the water
company business? No contract labor payment was recorded for two of the three dates in question.
Receipts for both instances were found in Rio Concho Aviation’s Response to Commission Staff’s 1 RFI

(PUC 45720-33 p 000219-000226).

Lastly, despite Rio Concho’s inundation of expenses in 2015, a K&M change to line 23 Total admin &
general expense on I-1 Revenue Requirement Summary is projected to be 35% greater (an additional

$10,614 more) than their 2015 test year.

Affiliate Transactions

Rio Concho’s use of an airport office simply amounts to an additional source of revenue at the expense

of the Ratepayers. This $6,000 is an added expense that is actually greater than portrayed.

First, the hangar housing the water office is owned by the Brunson’s. The hangar dimensions are 45 ft
by 50 ft for a total of 2,250 sq feet. Inside the hangar are two aircraft owned by the Brunson’s. Oneisa
1973 Beechcraft Bonanza with a wingspan of 33.5 ft {(wing tip to wing tip) and a length of 27.5 feet. The
approximate floor area covered by this aircraft is 921 sq ft. The second aircraft is a 1974 Cessna C-150
with a wingspan of 33’2” and a length of 23’11”. The approximate floor area covered by this aircraft is
792 sq ft. Since one aircraft is a high wing aircraft and the other is a low wing aircraft, the wings can
overlap each other so adding the two square footages together does not accurately result in total
square footage. Rio Concho claims its leasing 900 sq ft of the hangar for water company business. Rio

Concho’s golf cart is approximately 10 ft long and 4 ft wide. Adding 1 foot on either side of the golf cart
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+ for clearance, results in 60 sq ft of floor space occtipied.’ Rio Concho also has a work bench which is

approximately 12 sq ft of floor space.” No water company chlorine is sto‘red in the hangar asit’s a:.
corrosive and no one would put a corrosive near anairplane. So adding up water company office, golf
cart, and workbench square footage totalsﬂ (21Q+Ei0+12 =) 282 sq ft. Rio Concho is missing another 618
sq ft of leased area, which is almost 3 addrtlc;hal :;vater ofﬁce spaces inside their hangar. Total square
footage of the two aircraft & water office is approximately-(921+792+900=)2613 sq ft which exceeds
the actual hangar size. Why would Rio Concho inflate the square footage of leased water company
area? Perhaps it was to drive the cost per sq foot down when compared to comparable offices in the
nearby area..- The ratepayers have driven past the hangar and 900 sq ft, in our opinion, is simply not
being utilized by the water company. We:can argue about the sq footage but the bottom line is, the .
$6,000 lease payments are simply a $6,000 bonus payment to themselves. It’s expensed to.the water
company yet the Brunson’s own the hangar. It's an instant profit payment on top of the water company
income.. . . = o T

3 AT

Is the $6 OOO Iease the onIy beneflt tOvthIS Afﬁllate Transactlon? No RIO Concho is expensmg 1/3 of
thelr hablhty coverage msurance and 1/3 of thelr property coverage msurance to the water company
Included in both of those one third expenses is their own personal hangar at 419 Aviator, Which happens

-to include the water office. It also contains iheir two personai aircrait which consume much more
square footage.than what is leased to the water company. ;This added benefit inflates their expense to
the water customers beyond the $6,000/yr lease cost; and effectively has the water customers paying
for a portion of the property.& liability costs on the'Brunson’s personal hangar.-.. = .

T ;' g e¥fade v [ - 3 - [
peculatlo

oy e,

7

Is Rio Concho aware that they can ask for a waiver to have their office in their home? Yes, they are
aware as the Ratepayers discussed thisL‘:F;’LinC’%tatﬁ:t‘e'dﬁringg'tgtéphone ‘éé*ﬁ mJuneﬂzo’lG It was also
discussed during the hearing in Dec 2016. So what is Rio Concho’s motivation for NOT asking for a
waiver since they’ve maintained their corporate office in their home for 20 years? The Ratepayer think if
Rio Concho applied for a waiver, they wouldn’t be able to expense the $6,000/yr in office lease to the
water customers That they own the hangar and pocket the 56 OUU in lease payments is srmply another

- V325

source of income on top of the|r water company mcome RIO Concho is desperate to also clalm thelr
I T i

home office so that they can expense their vehicle to the|r water customers and use the mlleage

between the home office and their airpbrt water office as business miles and riot commuting riles. The

IRS 4156 Plays a'part i éxpensing vehiclés if used mbre thih 50% of the time for Buisiness. That’s why
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Rio Concho claims they use their vehicle for 60% as business. They want both offices and the benefits of
both at the expense of the water customers. They prefer to not have a single office at the airport as it

would require Ms Brunson to post office hours and be present for some period of time every day.

Depreciation

Annual Depreciation has confounded Rio Concho since their first application for a rate change. In that
first document, (PUC 45720-2 and -3), Application of Rio Concho Aviation, Inc. for a Rate Change they
listed depreciation as $10,154.14, $10,526.66, $10,451, and $10,562.66 in different areas of their
application. By their final revision to the PUC Staff, as found in (PUC 45720-105) Rio Concho Aviation
Response to Commission Staff’s Fourth Request for Information 4-5f, Rio Concho claimed Annual
Depreciation was $10,526.66 (page RCA 00914). However, that was also found to be in error during the
PUC hearing when the Ratepayers discovered an error in Rio Concho’s spreadsheet in which they
exceeded the original cost of a compressor in their accumulated depreciation column. During the
hearing, the Ratepayers asked Rio Concho if they would consider submitting another revision with all
numbers corrected in order to clear up the confusion caused by their multiple revisions. No corrected

version was filed or received.

The Ratepayers have included the final version of their Depreciation schedule as attachment 8 including
their error. The Ratepayers have also included a corrected Depreciation schedule for Rio Concho based
on Rio Concho’s numbers and have attached it as Attachment 9 to this document. The Ratepayers, as
best as we can determine, think the Rio Concho’s claimed Annual Depreciation should be $10,451.43,
based on their numbers. Accumulated Depreciation should be $124,267.88, and Original Cost (Column

D) should be $210,545.85.
The Ratepayers strongly qualify these figures with the following statements:

1) These figures are based on Rio Concho’s latest provided information only.
2) The Ratepayers stili advocate that numerous items within the Depreciation scheduie should be

excluded.

The Ratepayer have also included a Ratepayers amended version of what Rio Concho’s Depreciation

schedule should be and attached it as Attachment 10.

Attachment 11 shows another error in Rio Concho’s Depreciation entry on Form [11-2 Rate Base

Summary, line 2 on their final version of their rate application. Rio Concho used an outdated number.
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The Ratepayers obJect to the 2013 Pavmg cost of $6011 12 Rro Concho provuded the PUC Staff wnth a
O o ‘ -‘L*'iw.f‘n T, WD

Google map page w1th hand d'rawn Iocatlons of water plpes under the newly paved sectlon The

o ;-‘

a oo
Ratepayers d|d not see th|s submlssmn untll the heanng and then onIy for Iess than one mmute As the

LT i LNCRR]

PUC Staff is only mvolved W|th water rate mcreases and not other aspects of PUC regulatlons they may

not be aware of TCEQ Statute 291 81(a)(4) Wthh states

t [ %

“Each utility shall maintain a current set of maps showing the physical location of it facilities. All facilities
(production, transmission, distribution or collection lines, treatment plants, etc.) must be labeled to.
indicate the size, design capacity, and any pertinentl,informatio‘nthat will accurately describe the utility’s
facilities. These maps, and such other maps as may be required by the commission, shall be kept by the
utility.in a central location and must be availab$lge“f:o;rf(}:5mmission inspection during normal working

hours.” S o Lo S

PUC Statute 24 81(a)(4) duplrcates th|s wordmg in the above TCEQ Statute Were these maps prov1ded
. . 5 Ther % b N .
to the PUC Staff7

)

These TCEQ/PUC required maps were not submltted to the Ratepayers and were not admltted into
Li_‘_ y . vl
evrdence durmg the hearlng Nor were the Ratepayers glven a map Relylng on our memory of what we
I (R ST R Af': o i ﬂw.

were shown the Ratepayers have redrawn the water Imes on thelr Google map and attached |t as

1 ’1 o~ ~ [ "( kN the o,

Attachment 12 The map shows 2 water Imes one from the weII house to the fenced -in water area and
l ’x' ’ tet
one drstnbutlon Ime wrth a T |ntersect|on (See Attachment 12) See a cIose up of this map on

5 PRI § -3
* - 3 . s T 1o PACIE N Tt LR

Attachment 13.

clth | R

Rio Concho claims this area was paved to protect their water lines and valves. What Rio Concho ignores
HE g i Bd RIS VYN
is that

nots 0t ’ RIEAR D A N
1) a valve burled under asphalt is not accessrble and merely becomes an open p|pe
[N . P R TR pE = PR ;o oato v B

. 1.2) Rio Concho did not show.the PUC Staff the location of the two underground aviation fuel

tanks adjacent to the fuel pumps which would also be protected by the paving. .

3) The distribution line that;runs north and south to ‘the,ingivid'ual hangars is NOT protected in

the area north of the newly paved area. Thls area currently has rough asphalt and has automobile &

alrcraft trafflc on |t If the newly paved area was to protect the water plpes and valves why wasn’t the

i Tw My PR

rough asphalt area to the north not paved smce |t also has distribution Ilnes under |t?
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4) The newly paved area is on both sides of the two aviation fuel pumps. Anyone with a pilot’s
license knows that rough asphalt can and will throw up small pebbles of asphalt which will damage a
spinning propeller. Since the map shows white guide lines to the fuel pumps on both the north and
south sides of the fuel pumps, and since both areas were repaved, and since the fuel storage tanks are
also underground in this same area, the Ratepayers still advocate that this paving was done to protect
the water lines, fuel tanks and aircraft propellers, and to make the sale of aviation fuel more attractive.
Consider the small square footage protecting the water pipes vs the large area repaved. Why was the
area north of the fuel pumps repaved as there are no water pipes in this area? As such, only a small
portion, if any, of this $6011 cost should be attributed to the water company. The vast majority of this

cost should be attributed to Rio Concho Aviation Fuel company.
Television

Rio Concho purchased a television in 2014 and wrote off the entire expense to the water company.
Their receipt actually shows a television, a Blu-ray player, an antenna, a wall mount, and the movie
“Dumb and Dumber” DVD. When the Ratepayers objected to this purchase in mid-August 2016, Rio

Concho had ample time to correct their Depreciation schedule but made no attempt to do so.

Rio Concho claims the TV is to check local weather which might affect their operation and the DVD
player was to watch training films. However, this TV does not receive the Weather Channel, their cell
phone has better weather apps available for download, including weather radar apps for free, and their
laptop computer could easily play the training dvd’s if desired. In addition, Ms Brunson’s TCEQ Water
Qualifications show only online training accomplished since 2010, a full four years prior to the purchase

of the TV, DVD player, and other items.

Sideboard and Lamps

These two purchases were made in 2013, well before the construction of the hangar office which wasn’t
operational until mid-2014 according to Rio Concho. They were purchased for their home office. Their
home office was not in compliance with PUC Statute 24.81 Local Office, thus the Ratepayers continue to

object to this purchase on the Depreciation schedule.

Chairs, Desk & Chair Depreciation Expense

The Ratepayers object to the expense of these two items as Rio Concho operated their main office at

their home. As such, Rio Concho expensed Office Equipment in 1995 at $4,150, which according to the
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Depreciation Schedule, they’re still using 21 years later. :The Ratepayers know of no office equipment
that has a service life of 10.years and is still in use after 21 years other than office furniture. The -

Ratepayers must ask why we’re being charged:to furnish two offices via new charges in 2014 and 2015?

T A : CoAte B :

PUC Statutes
PUC Statute 24.31(c)(2) states:
© TRy . -1 ',‘y“
(2) Invested capital, also referred to as rate base. The rate of return is applied to the rate base.

Components to be lncluded in determlnmg the rate base are as foIIows
- .

(A) Orlgmal cost Iess accumulated depreuatnon of ut|I|ty plant property, and
- "eo)uib‘rrngent used by and useful to the utnllty |n provkldmg service;
A(Bl)‘ ' Orlgmai cost Iess net salvaée and accumulated depreuatuon at the date of
R ;ettlferrfenétv of‘depreaable ut|I|t;oIant orop;rtyahd eourbment thiFeii by the utlhty,
LIRS . PRI . H - :

PUC Statute 2431 (b)(1)(b) states: ”Deprecratlon is aIIowed on all currently used deprecnable ut|I|ty

12

PUC Statute 24.31 (c)(2)(b) states “Original cost, less net salvage and accumulated depreciation at the

date of retirement, of depreciable utility plant, property and equipment retired by the utility; “

These*statute’s come into'play with Rio Concho’s two vehicles. .
oL SRR : H o o
1995 Ford Truck

B A T [ , . .oy e ELTEEE » Co

This truck has been fully depreciated and removed from water, company service..However, during the

PUC hearing, Rio Concho test|ﬂed that the truck isnow a ”farm truck” and used on their farm. This

: ':&.JJ"’" IR TS R iéaa‘\} - 10
means the truck not 6nly’ has Valué for the Brunson's farfn but ‘wotild also- have value if used on any

other-farm:; PUC Statute Chapter 24.31;(b)vstates:g‘;’0n all applications; the depreciation accrual for all

.assets'must account for expected net salvage value in-the calculation of depreciation rate and actual net

salvage value related to retired plant.” Further, Chapter 24.31(c)(2)(b) states” “Original cost, less net.
salvage and accumulated depreciation at the date of retirement of depreciable utility plant, property
and equipment retired by the utility;”. Thru:urfft‘hls%truck has value today as a farm truck, it had an
evenlarger value whe@h it.was originally retired from water company service. Thus, that greater value .
must be subtracted from the original cost of the truck on'the Depreciation schedule. -,

W i

i - : e B '
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It was difficult to value this truck as we don’t know which engine it has, whether it has a super cab, king
cab or crew cab, or 2 wheel or 4 wheel drive, however the Kelly Blue Book website valued this vehicle
today as $3602 to a high of $5436 in good condition from a private party. Again, these values would
have been much higher when the vehicle was first retired years ago. Rio Concho has not adjusted their

Depreciation schedule for this salvage value.

Vehicle Audi Q5

The Ratepayers continue to believe the Audi Q5 is used for commuting purposes from their home to the
local airport water office. As such, the depreciation amount should be denied. Rio Concho claims they
made an agreement with the PUC Staff during the prior rate case, but cannot produce an agreement,
nor does the PUC Staff agree with Rio Concho. Rio Concho has proven that it can accomplish all water
department duties using their 2 passenger Audi sports car as this vehicle has been seen on numerous
occasions at the airport and Rio Concho provided a notarized statement that this sports car was used for
four month time period while their prior vehicle was in the shop for repairs. Traveling around the
airport can easily be accomplished on the private airport roads with their golf cart. The Ratepayers have

no objection to the golf cart purchase, but we do object to this luxury Audi SUV.

In the same Salvage value reference for the 1995 Truck, the Ratepayers contend that a Salvage value for
the 2015 Audi should be established and the Depreciation schedule should be amended if the PUC
allows this vehicle as a depreciable asset. The vehicle is not titled to Rio Concho but to Ms Brunson.
Again, the Ratepayers contend this vehicle is used to commute from their home to their airport water

office and only a mileage reimbursement should be allowed.

Return on Invested Capital, & Return of Return

The Ratepayers do not have the background in investment principles nor accounting to address these
two topics with authority. As such, we defer to the PUC Staff’s expertise and recommendations for what

is appropriate for Rio Concho.

Rate Design

Rio Concho’s original application Form il1-3 Utility Plant in Service showed an Original Cost total of
$210,581.85 which transferred to Form 1lI-2 Rate Base Summary line 2. As this rate case proceeded, Rio
Concho amended this figure and claimed $210,545.85 as the Original Cost. Rio Concho is still using the

incorrect original $210,581.85 figure in their Rate Base Summary line 2 as evidenced in Rio Concho

Page 16 of 21



R

N oy s w

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22

23
24
25

26

27
28
29
30

Aviation’s Response to Commission Staff’s Fourth Request for Information Questions 4-1 through 4-18

and 4-5f, RCA p 920 (PUC 45720-105 p 88). See Attachment 11. et

The PUC Staff calculated the'average'Rio Conchb water customer consumed 1600 Gallons of water éach
month. ‘(Direct Testimany of Elisabeth'English, p 8, lines 16-17). The math shows that the average
water customer consuni”in'g 1600 gallons would endure a 62.57% cost increase based on Rio Concho’s

final rate submission when compared to 2014 water rates. The Ratepayers fully support the PUC Staff

and prefer the PUC Staff’s rate design.

Rate Case Expenses

During the hearing, PUC Staff member Debi Loockerman was asked whether a'Cldss B or a Class C rate
increase application was difficult to complete. She answered no. She was also asked whether a Class C
water company, like Rio Concho, could fill out the Class B application without hiring an attorney. She

answered Yes. All three intervenors testified that Kevin Brunson, during the March 2016 water
&
customers meetmg, stated (paraphrasmg) if you protest, I il 5|mply h|re an attorney and you gl have to

£
pay those costs too Durmg the hearmg, Mr Brunson was asked if he recalled thls statement HIS

5 . I iy
o ar Lot !

answer‘was confusmg but we think he replled that he mlght have sa|d somethmg 5|m|lar but not those ~

sgpeAcerc v:o:ds “ /:gam his repl; wéé c‘onfusme Reeardless of the exact wordme his sta:er_nent was a .

non! \élle‘djthreat lilo!Concho s path throuéh thls proceedmg was‘to punlsh all Ratepay‘erf hy hiring an

attorﬁ’éy and runnmg upa b|l| in excess of $106 000 as of the end ofthe hearlng phase The Ratepayers
e e C o5 .

agree that Attorney John Carlson accompllshed a task that neither R|o Concho nor the Ratepayers could

- B

have done as we are not trained in law. What the Ratepayers would argue is that none of thlS expense
was necessary, as Debi Loockerman testified. - It simply is not required for a Class B rate increase

application..

i t, . Y 3
5 4 N

Rio Concho complained on several occasions at the repeated requests for information from the PUC

Staff. OUr responsé in defense of the Staff is that Rio Concho’s application was sloppily accomplished,
dépreciationfigures varied ‘expe‘nses were inflated, and costs were out of line. The Staff asked for a Iot
accomplished a professional and accurate original appllcatlon, following IRS guidelines, GAAP, and PUC
Statutes, we surmise the PUC Staff wouldn’t have rmade’so'many requests. Is the blame with the Staff
or Rio Concho? All of Rio Concho’s replies had to go through their attorney, thus generating greater

rate case expenses.
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Rio Concho’s request for reimbursement for its rate-case expenses should be denied. Rio Concho has
not demonstrated that its rate increase is “just and reasonable” as required by Texas Water Code. The
PUC Staff found that Rio Concho was entitled to a $33.69 base rate (an increase from $31.00) and a
decrease in gallonage charge to $3.20/1000 gallons (from the current $5.50/1000). The net revenue to
Rio Concho under these rates would be less than their current revenue by -$6400 as calculated by the
PUC Staff. Obviously, this rate increase was folly for Rio Concho to pursue. The Ratepayers contend
that if Rio Concho cannot even justify their current revenue, let alone their desired increase in revenue,
then the Ratepayers should not be liable for any expenses Rio Concho incurred in defending their rate
increase. These rate case expenses simply were not necessary for Rio Concho and certainly not

necessary for the Ratepayers.

Rio Concho could have simply presented their rate case data to the PUC Staff and worked with the Staff
on a suitable rate design showing Rio Concho where they were not inline with equivalent other Class C

water companies. An attorney would not have been required.

The Ratepayers speculate that Rio Concho will attempt to argue that if they have to pay rate case
expenses, they will have to declare bankruptcy. After all, their rate case expenses to date amount to
over 85% of their 2015 Total Historic Revenue. The Ratepayers would argue that no one forced, cajoled,
nor encouraged Rio Concho to hire an attorney. That was 100% their decision. PUC Staff member Debi
Lookerman stated during the hearing that the PUC Staff reviews all rate case requests, with or without
ratepayer protests, and with or without attorney representation, thus the Ratepayers should not be

penalized with rate case expenses.

Issues Not Addressed

PUC Statute 24.81

To the Ratepayers, Violations of PUC Statutes is an important topic. Perhaps this is better addressed to
the enforcement branch of the PUC, but we want to emphasize it in these proceedings. Regulations are
written for a specific purpose: to protect both the water consumer and the utility. No one has the right
or authority to pick and choose which PUC regulations to follow or viclate. The Ratepayers contend

that Rio Concho is/was in violation of PUC Statute 24.81

Specifically, PUC Statute, Chap 24.81 (d) states:
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Jd) Local officé.: . . 16, xP e e e aaes a L o T
(1) Unless otherwise authorized by the commission in response to a written request, each
utility Ca i

shall have an ofﬁce in the county or |mmed|ate area (within 20 mlles) ofa portion of its
i 3¢, '.G‘f [ 3 (8 [T

utility servnce areain Wthh it keeps all books records tariffs and memoranda requvred by

‘s . B ¢ e '

the commissron

P et - no o Do

(2) Unless otherW|se authorized by the commissron in response to a wntten request each utility

shaII make available and notify customers of a busmess Iocatlon where applications for

R I “ P i

service can be submitted and payments can be made to prevent disconnection of service orto
restore service after disconnectlon for nonpayment nonuse, or other reasons speC|fied in ,
§24.88 of this title (relatifg to Discontinuance of Service). The business location miust bé
located:
-. .- (A)ineach county where.utility service.is provided;.or R
(B)"no_t more than 20 miles from any residential customer if there is no location to,
# receive payments in that county.

= (3) Upon request by the utility, the reqmrement fora Iocal office may be walved by the

~!.I AL _“ Bt T T Y ‘.4.- \ tc\‘y' r . & -.;‘\ oo T

= ‘commission if the utility can demonstrate that these requwements wouId cause a rate increase
DRI ' { iy

& or otherwnse harm or mconvenience customers Unless otherwrse authonzed by the

§+ e MU LR Bt Satyp o riv 3Tt

comm|55|on in response to a written request such utility shall make available and notify

ik L,
customers ofa Io'c‘ation within 20 miIes of each of its utility service faCl|ltIES where

Poae s EEIPRN 5o r

¢ IS

applications for service can be submitted and payments can be made to prevent'disconnectlon

L Hopm v om R “f
Of SerVICG or restore SerVICE after d|sconnect|0n fOl’ nonpayment nonuse Or Othel’ reasons
T AR NN i (74 RO S B R "

speuﬂed in §24 88 of this title

SRR RT GRS S F9 N ; ST T S e

The Ratepayers contend that:numerous statute violatioﬂnsyhaye occurred and,contir}ue tooccurasa
. . . GIF h. 4t Tw ot LN at v % - Eot < P SRS L .
result of Rio Concho blatantly ignoring this statute.
vatiyy St e gy 4.t 7
Statute Violation 1) Rio Concho’s home office is not within Tarrant county where their utility service is
pFOVided‘I’J' SERELRLEE B e Boao L e P T B B T T
< B H 3 WY o RSN 13 - f ' AR K

Statute Violation 2) The Rio Concho home office is more than 20 miles from any resndential customer

- '
SBWT AL . . Fow ke . o AT s M, Y s- .. e,

Statute Violation 3) According to PUC Staff, Rio Concho has never requested a waiver for their home

office location.
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Statute Violation 4) Rio Concho claims to have an airport utility office, yet no notice of that office has
ever been sent to its water customers. Books, records, tariffs, and memoranda required by the

commission are located at their home office.

Statute Violation 5) Rio Concho notified its customers, on their June 2016 water bill, that a drop box
was available for water payments at the airport site, but this portion of paragraph B3 above “such utility
shall make available and notify customers of a location within 20 miles of each of its utility service
facilities where applications for service can be submitted and payments can be made to prevent
disconnection of service or restore service after disconnection for nonpayment, nonuse, or other

reasons specified in §24.88 of this title” has never been accomplished.

The Ratepayers also found similar language in TCEQ Statute 291.81(d) which was effective Sept 28,
2006.

Rio Concho admits they had no local office between 2010 and 2014. Rio Concho claims their local water
office was operational in 2014 but the Ratepayers know of no one that was aware of an airport water

office in 2014 and such notice has never been sent to Rio Concho’s water customers.

The Ratepayers believe a structure was started in the Brunson hangar in 2013. By Rio Concho’s
admission, the structure was repurposed into a water office {(PreFiled Direct Testimony of Randy Manus,
p 17, line 11. PUC 45720-54). Final construction was complete as evidenced by a receipt from North
Remodeling dated July 3, 2015 for tape, bed, and texture, install trim molding, built cabinet door and
frame, and repaired the French doors. The structure may have been able to be used in 2014 as Rio
Concho claims, but the Ratepayers don’t believe it could possibly qualify as an office until 2015 at the
earliest. Regardless of the date, Rio Concho was in violation of the Local Office requirement for 4 or 5
years. Rio Concho is still in violation of this statute as they have never notified their water customers

that a local office exists. That puts them in violation of 24.81(d)(2) and (3) failure to notify.

Financial Integrity of the Utility

During the hearing, the Ratepayers specifically asked PUC Staff member Debi Loockerman whether the
figures generated by the PUC Staff would ensure the financial integrity of the Rio Concho utility. Ms
Loockerman assured the court that the Staff's job was to ensure the financial integrity of this utility as

they would all utilities, and that the Staff’s figures would ensure Rio Concho’s integrity.
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Conclusion

1) The Ratepayers are appalled/saddened that Rio Concho has chosen to escalate their revenue
needs in 2016 which will cost the average Rio Concho water customer, who consumes 1600
gallons/month, to pay a 62% increase over the 2014 rates.

2) The Ratepayers contend that Rio Concho’s application was sloppy and unprofessional, contained
numerous errors, violated IRS regulations for recording expenses, didn’t follow the PUC
application instructions, and violated PUC Statutes. We think we’ve proven it in this document.

3} Rio Concho has shown that they desperately need a qualified accountant to advise on legal
issues in accounting, to help with their application, and generally provide the guidance they
seeh’ning!y need.

4) Rio Concho initiated this rate increase just one year after the previous rate case was settled with
an agreed rate which was then lowered by the PUC without an in-depth look at their financials.
That should have been a clue to Rio Concho that their costs were out of line.

5)_ Rio Concho chose to hire an attorney and increase their rate case costs astronomically. That

* was their decision alone.
6)z. We view Rio Concho’s manipulation of their Total Historic Revenue by -54,555 as simply a
#:means to reduce the 51% rate case reimbursement figure by over $2,000 to a lower more
E: attainable figure in their minds.
7)%The Ratepayers contend that the only experts in this case are those found within the PUC Staff
and we fully support the majority of their findings as this case has progressed. They have the
experience that the Ratepayers simply don’t possess.

8) The Ratepayers stand by their previous reduction in expenses as found in The Ratepayers
Response to Rio Concho Aviation Water Rate Increase Application (PUC 45720-64 p 33-35).
When written in August 2016, the total was $29,159 in reduced expenses. As further
investigation has proceeded, we’re confident we could extend those reduced costs into the

$30,000 plus range. Rio Concho’s expenses are out of line.
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Form 1-2 Historical Revenue Summary as found in Rio Concho Aviation’s Original Application for a Rate Change (PUC
45720-2.p7)

LITY NAME:Rio Concho Aviation, Inc. hb (-nika \A\l\ cdtan , fne,
SCHEDULES - CLASS B RATE/TARIFF CHANGE
FOR TEST YEAR ENDED: NG
1.2 HISTORICAT REVENTR SITMMARYV
Line NARUC A/C  Descripti
No. esehphion Historical Test Year
1. ] 461 Metered connections base rate revenue 91799.2 From financial records
2. 1461 Matered connection gallonage rate revenue 28117.37 From financial records
3 { 460 Unmetered (Flat rate) revenue 0 From financial records
K| Total Metered & Flat Rate Revenue 119916.57
5. Plus: Total Other Revenues 3011.54 From II-3, Column B, Iine 7
Total Historic Test Year Revenues per
6. income statement and Annual Report* 12292811 Line 4 plus line 5

(10 I-1, Column D, line 29)
*Provide all calculations and explanations for any differences between the applicant's
annual report and this schedule.

* If the utility provides other than residential retail service (wholesale, industrial, etc),
provide a work paper with the detai} of this account by NARUC sub account number.

9/17/15 Page 7
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«5Form -2 Historical Revenue Summary final version of Rio, Conch o’s Rate Apphcatlon as found in Response to e
Commission Staff's Fourth Request for Information Questions 4-1 through 4-18 and 4-5f RCApPY 915 (PUC 45720 105 p

P
. - s

88): 2. . . & -2 4 RS
. LI
N i; . . R | .
IOV A D £ S A I W P O R R T . 3
- i N (UTll.'ITY NAME: RIO CONCHO AVIAT]O_I\{,-INC: - o TF 1_3 1 v
SCHEDULES - CLASS C RATE/TARIFF CHANGE f *
. < i-2 HISTORICAL REVENUE SUMMARY
Yo« .. PUC Docket No. 45720 Test Year End: 2015 -
Line 4 A . . A
NARUC A/C Description Historical Test Year : - c "
No. AT . - LI M PG
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Form i-1 Revenue Summary Requirement as found in Rio Concho Aviation’s Original Application for a Rate Change
(PUC 45720-2. p 6)

UTILITY NAME- Rio Concho Aviation, Ing.
_ SCHEDULES - CLASS B RATE/TARIWFF CHANGE
4A7L0 I-1 REVENUE REQUIREMENT SUMMARY
PUC Docket No._4c7on Test Year End: an1E, 2019
A B | C I D E F=N+E G
[istorical K&M | Adjusted
Test Year Changes Test Year
Line flAcct. Account Name ) Reference/
No. jNo Instructions
Volume related expenses:

] 610 Purchased water Schedule I1-3

2 615 Power Expense-production only 3,048 - 3,048 |Schedule 11-4

3 ARIR Orher volume related exnenses 1620 - 1.620 |Schedule II-5

4 %;tal volume related exp. 4,66-8 - 4,668 |Add Lines 1-3

Non-volume related expenses:

p) 601-1 Employee labor 41,568 - 41,568 jSchedule 11-6, Line ]
6 620 Matenals 3.515 3,515 {Schedule 11-7

7 631-636l| Contract work 26,987 1,470 28,457 |Schedulc 11-8

3 650 Transporiation expenses 3,283 688 3,971 1Schedule I1-9

9 664 J er plant maintenance - - - |Schedule 11-10

10 otal non-volume related exp. 73,353 2,158 71,511 {Add Lines 59

IAdmin. & gencral expenses:

11 601-2 Offxce salaries - - - |Schedule U-6, line 2
12 601-3 # Mgt salares - - - |Schedule II-6, line 3

13 604 Employee pensions & benefits 6,360 7,428 13,788 }Schedule I1-11
|14 615 Purchased power-Office only - - - |Schedule 11-4

15 670 Bad debt expense - - - {Schedule II-12

16 676 Office services & rentals 6,000 - 6,000 |Schedule I1-13

17 677 Office supplies & expenscs 7,462 - 7,462 {Schedule U-14

18 678 Professional services 719 1,200 1,519 |Schedule II-15

19 684 Tasurance 2,542 - 2,542 {Schedule II-16

20 GO0 RORUILOLY (4L GAN) EXPEISE 2z7 1,007 17 o (Onarcauee 1 a e

21 667 Regulatory expense (other) 175 420 595 {Schedule J1-18

22 675 Miscellaneous expenses 7459 - 7,459 |Scheduic 1I-19

23 otal admun. & general expense 30,944 10,615 41,559 JAdd Lines 11-22

24 otal operating Fxpenses 110,965 12.773 123.737 |Lines 4 + 10 + 23

23 403_fIDepreciation 10,451 10,451 [Sch III-3, Col E, Line 50
26 408 j axes Other than Income 4,660 393 5,053 |SchIV(b), Line 8

27 409/10 |lIncome Tax Expense - 1,798 1,798 }Schedule V, Linc 7
28 OTAI. EXPENSES 126,076 14,964 141,040

29 OTAL HISTORIC REVENUE 122,928 SchI-2, Line 6

30 [HISTORICAL TEST YEAR RETURN (3,148) Linc 30 less Lanc 29
31 |REQUESTED RETURN 10,976 |Schedule T1I-1, Line 3
32 OTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT 152,016 |Line 30 plus Line 34

2QUESTED ANNUAIL REVENUE
33 INCREASE (to notice) : 29,088 {Line 32 less 1.ine 29
Line 36 divided by Line
34 'IPERCENT AGE INCREASE 02366 {33
Sch. 11-3(b). Col. D, Lme
5 BLESS: O1HER REVENULS e L)
O | J Revenue for Rate Design GoVitmc 1) | 13164561|Linc 33 munus Linc 35
9115 Page 6
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Form I-1 Historical Revenue Summary fi final version of Rio Concho’s Rate Application as found in Response to
Cominission Staff's Fourth Request:for Information Questions 4-1 through 4-18 and, 4-5f, RCA poi4 (PUC 45720-105 p

82).

e A ST L+ S D AP
DUTICUULLD - WLADS U RAILD/ TARIFT CLNANUL " *
-1 REVENUE REQUIREMENT SUMMARY
PUC Docket No. 45720 Test Year End: 2015
A C D E F=D+E G
| Histo:ecaar! Test K & M Changes Adju\s{t:: Test
Line Acct No. Account Name - "’i':;, - A T T Reference/ Instruction (
No. Yo . 5.4 1, 3 .5 '
Volume related expenses: 4§ %o &7 Thetwy [ T + LRIt R
1 |10 JiPurchased water . o ] - qs 7 - 1S - {Schedule -3 B
2 “615 “PowerExpense productxononly S 30481919 - S 3,048.19 |Schedule iI-4
34 [6_18 ‘} Other volume refated expenses werowls 1619767 s~ L Sr St . 10619.76 [Schedule 115
a |7 Total volume Telated exp il 48679518 - |$  '4667.95 |addlines1-3]
-+ liNon-velume related Expenses - . - bURN
5{ 651.‘J:-:_'"“Ef@ployeée,labor’ [ FY § 415681218 - S 41,568.12 {Schedule II-6 Line 1
6 [[Q{g_, WMaterials s e (%S S  351460S . - |$ 351460 {Schédule -7
“ 7 |i631-636 Jjcontract work |s 269869a]s  147000{s  28,a56.94 [schedule -8,
3" |lss0+ ~|lrransportation expenses” s 3283218 688.01[$  3,971.22 [Schedule 19y
- g @ ~llothef Plant Maintenance - - 13 - s e - IS - -|Schedule 1-10]
0. || Z& “|iTétal non-volume relatedexp.. . . . ils  75352871%  215801|$  77,510.88 |[Add Lines 5-9,
. ~% . lAdmin. & general expenses T LA T E
11 l601.2  ||Office Salaries ., 13 - 1S - s - |Schedule 11-6 Line 2
12 "601.3 lMgmt. sataries . “I's Crmofe T T AT Y Flgenddule 1146 Line 3
13 [loa  |lemptoyee pensions & benefits S 636021]5  7,427.55[$  13,787.76 [Schedule i-11
14 "615 “Purchased power-Office Only S S v am maw] Simee mit - fsf[Schedule -4
15 5707 [BRdOebtexpense T T L DL, L D UmlS T T E ISt T RIS MR schedite 112
16 “sis,j Office services &rentals ¥ % | ¢ .¥'¥l$  600000|S - 1% 000.00 {Schedule -13
17 |l677:  |ioffice supplies & expens®s PV 1 | 746187 -~ s 7.461.87 [Schedule 114
18 lles3%  |lprofessionaiservices ', T o T lxDllse §, 7500|805 1,20000|$  :1,675.00 |Schédule 15
19 {84, |linsurapce,” 7 7" j"" s T i s, 25859608, - |s . 2545.96 |schedute Ii-16
20 [lb66.  |[Regulatory (rate case) expense s T M s 22691(S  1,567.001$  1,793.91 |Schedule -17
21 ls67  |lnéidulatory éxpense (other), g, SAL|S 17500 | 42035 | $ 595.35-|Schddute -18'
22 |75 [Mistetansous Expensessy 3 P et amtbiy'S § 7,031.43 18 Y- |$ 703143 [schédule 11:19.
23 Total admin & general expense st o S 30,276.38 18 10614805 ¢ 40,891.28°|Add Lines 11-22
24 o protai operatmgexpenses’i R vE LY 60 110,297,200 s 12,77291.f S+, 123,070.11|Liries 4 + 10.4723
25 403 . |Depreciation sk oibir 85 2. TS 1052666)S T - |$07:10526.66 [Sh -3, Col E Line 50
26 |laos Fraxes Other than incomé s o, "+ 8 ~ 1S4 - -4,368.26 S 32454 |5  4,692.80.[Sch V(b), Line'8
77 11309-410 flincome Tax expense PR oy & oK 'é“: TS 1,803.87'{ 5 gy, 71,802.87. {Schédute V, Line 7
28 TOTALEXPENSES . 1o acildimr . | 6512519312 {$  14,90032 | $ " 14009245 |7 *™" 57 =
29 TOTAL HISTORIC REVENUE ~° 7 7™ 77| §77118,373.58 | . 2T ek T, line 6
30 HISTORICAL TEST YEAR RETURN s {6,818.59) Line 30 less Line 29
31 REQUESTED RETURN e g 288 e vrw - 4 $ 4 11,004.77 |Schedule -1, Line 3
32 TOTAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT. .8 = s> |77 'y w 21 $e 151,097.22 |Line 28 plus Line 31
13 REQUESTED ANNUAL REVENUE INCREASE /| 3% .*"2% " % (to'noticé) ¥ | $714+32,723.64![Line 32 less Line 29
34 ||PERCENTAGE INCREASE 0.22]tine 36 dwided by Line 33
35 liLESS: OTHER REVENUES $ 233658 [sch.1-3(b, Col. D, Line 8
36 [IRevENUE FOR RATE DESIGN ltonotice} |$ 148,760.64 |Line 33 minus Line 35
ATTACHMENT 4
R RCA 60074



Form lI-3 Other Revenues & Expenses Passed Through as found in Rio Concho Aviation’s Original Application for a
Rate Change (PUC 45720-2. p 12)

SCHEDULE 1I-3 OTHER REV
UTILITY NAME: Rio Concho Awviation, Inc.
SCHEDULES - CLASS B RATE/TARIFF CHANGE
1I-3 OTHER REVENUES & EXPENSES PASSED THROUGH
FOR TEST YEARENDED: 2015
11-3(a) Purchased Water or Other Pass Through Expenses
Linc A B C D D
No.
Units purchased Actusi Cost paid
Purchased from: dn 3| Brice Per Uit T‘Z‘z’stcal,"“"’"’d per fnancis
BxC records
(c.g. 1,000 gal, AC-FT) | .
1. [NA 0 0 0 0
2.
3.
4. {Total *

¥ Must agree with Schedule II-1(a), Line 2, column A, or provide a reconciliation.

1I-3(b) Other revenues collected from customers

Line A B
No.
Item passed thruor type |  Test year historical
of other revenne revenues collected
1. {Tap Fees*
2. lLate Fees 1290
3. |Meter Test Fees
4. |Reconnect Fees 758
5. |Purchased Water Fees 2
[on
6. |District Fees 67496
7. |Other (attach detail**) 971.58
8. |Total Other Revemes 3011 545

(to Sch. 1-2, line S) (to Sch. -1, Tine 35)

* Tap fees should be reported on Sch. M-8-CIAC, Line 1.
** If the utility provides other than residential retail service (wholesale, industrial, etc),
provide 2 work paper with the detail of this accouat by NARUC sub accomnt number.

ATTACH el S
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Form II-3 Other Revenues & Expenses Passed Through flnal vers;on of Rio Concho’s Rate Application as found in
Response to Commission Staff’s Fourth Request for Information Questions 4-1 through 4-18 and 4-5f, RCA p 916 (PUC

45720-105 p 84).
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-2 SUTILITY NAME: RIO CONCHO AVIATION, INC.

SCHEDULES - CLASS C RATE/TARIFF CHANGE
11.2 NTHER REVENIIES R FXDFNSES DAGSEN THROIIGH

PUC DoCkEt NG, 45730

o e .

.
Al

T B A
" Test Year End:

CRA 'ﬁzHZOlS

IR IR TR P IO R LY N S T
[1-3{a) Purchased Water or Other Pass Through Expenses = '™
Line No. - A B el O D VIR | & SIS I
Purchased Units purchased -|. price per Unit . Total Calculated Actua’L Cost palu per, .
from: {in ) P Cost (BxC} fmanua! records
1. N/A 4T TE R ERT A -
2.
3 . TETYET U gl T W
a<ﬁ'¢"‘4-2)‘3‘ﬁ;§\q‘ Tptal‘,-‘. L ok w¥F o omie Pl “p e e ;" . y i
S ’!' [ ::.,"5;‘1,;._ R B T Wad .,"‘ ’ :,f": v AT o N - TN e
SgHEDULE 11-3(a) IS NOT APPLICABLE L - N ‘e -
CERRR LS e v, Wi, ki T AR a4 EVET S P W
:11-3(b) Other. revenues collected-from CUSLOMENS oy o 7 30 Fonier 5 oo i) S pos be M 51 sk 1 :
" T srewn ] ~esm v I SV S S £ N ™ B NN R TN
Line No.™ N N S Ca P W I N
Item Passed thru or, type of Test Year revenues nétted against
Al o e P MER e fother revenue S-S { - 2N S DR TN Y T cos
3 | ER VTR VR P e B A T I 3 I g - . - Z
Ayars wjTapFees. v iz st L L N wn Oacws o e
& 2. Late Fees 1290 1290
SR -3, e Meter-Test Fees®' 1 PR s R PR e 0
1 e*“-‘*e 4 T BETR TR R Y [ [ -t B T e 1l o TNTH
ol | RECONNECt Fees, s 1T |7 T T ETs ol M 75
-"ff‘*'i 5%, %s|Purchased Water Fees * .| *st-5y = .50 = .o Ol & wweo dva o o o 0
- T Groundwaterpistrict Fees .| . . . N 0
N . T T P N e - — - —= n i W | WA Y. f mT AT
+  7.wwl0ther,(attach detail)” 5. | o x . m e, o 97158} umgt o Jaa N cw 971.58
BT ¥ NEEE OV ERRS DA E ey G| % ‘,5',.‘ A ey A A -f-tgg;\n o, EE T WO S _58
N R '[otal Other Revenues * s ‘2336 58 #f e b, 2336
. Tren e - s PR
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Total pass thru
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Life Insurance Face Page as found in‘Rio Concho Aviation’s Response to Commission Staff’s 1* RFl {p RCA 000128)

CAIND BN L AL

STATEMENT PREPARATION DATE: 03-23-2016 AGENT: JOY ANN CULP
REGION: 311 6030 LAKE WORTH BLVD
FORT WORTH TX 76135

NORTH AMERICAN COMPANY FOR UFE AND HEALTH INSURANCE
P.0. BOX 5088, SIOUX FALLS, SD 57117-5088

STATEMENT OF POLICY COST AND BENEFIT INFORMATION

POLICY DATE: 03-23-2016 POLICY NO.: LB06113003 PAGE: 1
PLANNED PERIODIC PREMIUM: $500.00 FREQUENCY: MONTHLY
NO LAPSE GUARANTEE PREMIUM: $111.13 MONTHLY

IMPORT, E

This is an illustration only. An illustration is not intended to predict actual performance.
Interest rates and values set forth in the illustration are not guaranteed, except for those
items that are clearly labeled guaranteed.

Please be aware that any changes to your Policy, including but not limited to planned premium amount, premium
mode, premium duration or death beneft amount, de not happen automatically and must be requested by the Owner
(regardless of whether those changes are reflected in this illustration). Please contact your agent or North Ametrican
Company for Life and Health insurance for information regarding changes to your policy.

The Hlustrations of future Palicy performance shown on page 3 are based on assumed factors that are likely fo
change over time. Guaranieed performance will change with variations to the frequency, fiming and amount of
premium payments, Policy Loans,, parbal Withdrawals and other Pohcy changes. You should read and study the
Policy carefully.

The Projected Policy Values Based on Guaranteed Factars assume the effeclive annual Guaranteed Interest Rate of

3.00% and the Table of Guaranteed Cost of Insurance Rates shown in the Policy. Assuming the timely payment of
the Planned Periodic Premium stated above, these values will improve each year that the interest rate exceeds the
interest rate described above and the Cost of insurance Rates are less than those maximum rates listed in the Policy.

PROJECTED LAPSE DATE: Assuming planned premium payments, the Guaranteed Interest Rate, the
Guaranteed Maximum Monthly Cost of Insurance Rates, the guaranteed maximum expense charges, and the
guaranteed cost of any additional benefits provided by Riders as shown in the Schedule of Policy Benefits,
and that no Policy Loans, Withdrawals, or Policy changes will occur, the Policy will terminate on 03-23-2052 .
However, it is possible that coverage will expire prior to this date or that no Surrender Vatue will be availabla
at the time if sufficient premiums are not paid.

The annual percentage rate for any Policy Loan will be determined by ‘
of the Policy and the applicable law. The guaranteed maxdmum P|

page. Current Policy Loan interest rates are subject to change. L\ QQ (AN cueonte
Please consult the Policy for definitions of terms used. ‘ Co< \,

411,12

Qﬁf\g\w\ cosk

£2%8.87
RCA000128
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Rio Concho’s Last Flled version of their Deprecnatxon Schedule (wnth error)
(Rio Concho Aviation’s Response to Commnssnon Staff’s Fourth Request for Information 4-1 through 4- -18)

CT L L et 2 e o eeAr vwafl aaba O ¢ fero
TABENL2 *F RN B AN .
A} I8 (o] o Depreciation
Dateof  Service nal Cost El=(D o =
tem | ‘ instaliatia ufe (vrs) u‘/)t:::snfufleﬁ s ”[ Al\;nulfxq s,jF}Af?;’mum [GB]oLZI\-I(:!J:‘::T, )
Lo N TR RS T e 514800
Wells 1985 - §0 $° 846000 31 $.. 16920 $ | 524520 § 37214807 7
Weli Pumps S ) T
. % Y
Shp or less 35 S 13 -
Greater than 5 hp 1985 10 3 $ - $ -
Booster Pumps: ) BYRRN
5 hp ar less /2013 5 s 61579 3 $ 123.16 $ 369.47 $ 24632
S npor ess 772008 s $ 6258 7 5 s 6288 S .
GreaterthanShp 10 e } S - . S L L e
Chistiatars 8/2011 10 $ 15000 4 4 ¢ 1500 $ 6500 $ 8500
Structures ) o i o
wéoi 51985 15 5 400080 3 s 400000 S .
. Masonry 30 $ - $ .
Stordge Tanks N spoas 50§ 981279 31 $ 19626 § 608393 § 1,'285?5“7"_’M
fon pze&%ﬁ%i%an&s : 51985 S0 s s,éoo'bo £l S 1m00 5 365800 § 2,242 6‘0’“ '
Distribution System {mains and Ilnps) 5/1985 50 $ 109, 21935 3 S __ 218440 s e,m631 $ 41 503’54
; Dsstnbutlon Systern {mains and hnesl 12/2012 50 s 1zso‘oo 31§ 300 8 7708 5 tres TV
Distribution System(mamsar‘dlmes) 12013 50 ] 1238 71 7 $ 28777 4955 1'1'33"16' 4 :'x
Meters'and Service (t3ps not covered by fees) 5/1985 20 s 18000002 31 $ 180000 5§ 0™
! Ofﬁce,Eqmpment 1995 10 S 415000 »21 $ - “4,150.00 § o Tl ”{‘?
+Office Equipment {Side Board) 5/2013 10 $ 48707 2 7§ a7 S 12583 $  3s12ar W
= Office Equipnient (Lamps) | 7/2013 10 S 21385 2 5 $. 2139 $7 5188 $  16237¢ "
f Office (Chairs) 10/2014 10 s 50 1 2 § 4252 § 5544 §  41976r
Office (Televssion] 11/2014 LSS E7WE0.1 1S 13852 $ ' 14681 $ 53078 3¢
% Offee (software) 3/2015 S 1,894.00 9 § 49800 S, 37350 $ 1,120.503 .00
. “W' Office (Computer) -y 32015 3 5 756:67. 9 4 25222 § - 18917 $ SE7.50. >,
Desk and Chair * 92015 10 s 23547 4 3 3355 § .. 111B $ 32429 ..}
: 1 Vehicles N 1995 S $  20,000.00 ¢-21 $ .20,000.00 $ SRS
\;ejqéués {Audi} ; /2015 S S 24,600.00 1 $ 492000 $,: 492000 $ 19,680.00 ,.
Veh;:é_:gs E’G;Pz Cart) 9/2014 5 $ ‘2,1qu90 .1 3§ 420008y~ 52500 $ 1,575.00., :
ghopTocls r 1995 15 $ 480.00 21 $sc., 40000 S - at s, e
ShopToois( Compressor) :( 2(510 S $ 37‘65117. 8 S 75.23 S"*" .451.40 $ o L
Shop Tools (Dewalt Tool Bag)ﬁ 2/2013 15 s 247:?.37;2 10 3 | 16.52 S 4679 $ _309?4
Heavy Equ:pment NOU 10 » $ s
ylﬁegcfnvg '” ) 1985 20 - a e $
. - Mo " S 20453473 ° $ 932844 § 121,13718 S 83,472 78
Uther: (Please List) Paving (Listed in 304) 4/2033 5 $ 601112 2 8 $ 120222 §  3,20593 § 2,805.19 )
T B BEET b ihe I ABE gt
Total $  210,545.85 $ 1052666 S 12¢,343.11 § 8627797

RCA 000917
AT e AmayT &



Rio Concho Aviation Depreciation Schedule (Corrected for their error)
The Ratepayers contest several items below.

A B C D E F G=D-F
Item Date of Service Original Timein Depreciation Net Book
Install Life Cost Service Yrs Mo Annual Accumulated Value
Land 1985 N/A $5,148.00 31 N/A $5,148.00
Wells 1985 50 $8,460.00 31 $169.20 $5,245.20 $3,214.80
Well Pumps
<5hp 5
>5hp 1985 10
Booster Pumps
<5hp 1/2013 5 $615.79 3 $123.16 $369.47 $246.32
>5hp 7/2008 5 $625.83 7 5 $625.83
Chlorinators 8/2011 10 $150.00 4 4 $15.00 $65.00 $85.00
Structures
Wood 5/1985 15 $4,000.00 31 $4,000.00
Masonry 30
Storage Tanks 5/1985 50 $9,812.79 31 $196.26 $6,083.93 $3,728.86
Pressure Tanks 5/1985 50 $5,900.00 31 $118.00 $3,658.00 $2,242.00
Dist system 5/1985 50 $109,219.85 31 $2,184.40 $67,716.31 $41,503.54
Dist system 12/2012 50 $1,250.00 3 1 $25.00 $77.08 $1,172.92
Dist system 1/2013 50 $1,238.71 2 $24.77 $49.55 $1,189.16
Meters & Service 5/1985 20 $1,800.00 31 $1,800.00
Office Equip 1995 10 $4,150.00 21 $4,150.00
Sideboard 5/2013 10 $487.07 2 7 $48.71 $125.83 $361.24
Lamps 7/2013 10 $213.85 2 5 $21.39 551.68 $162.17
Truck 1995 5 $20,000.00 21 $20,000.00
Shop Tools 1995 15 $400.00 21 $400.00
Compressor 2010 5 $376.17 6 $376.17
Tool Bag 2/2013 15 $247.73 2 10 $16.52 $46.79 $200.94
Fencing 1985 20 21
Paving 4/2013 5 $6,011.12 2 8 $1,202.22 $3,205.93 $2,805.19
chairs 10/2014 10 $475.20 1 2 $47.52 $55.44 $419.76
Television 11/2014 5 $677.60 1 1 $135.52 $146.81 $530.79
Software 3/2015 3 $1,494.00 9 $498.00 $373.50 $1,120.50
Computer 3/2015 3 $756.67 9 $252.22 $189.17 $567.50
Desk & Chair 9/2015 10 $335.47 4 $33.55 $11.18 $324.29
Audi Q5 1/2015 5 $24,600.00 1 $4,920.00 $4,920.00 $19,680.00
Golf Cart 9/2014 5 $2,100.00 1 3 $420.00 $525.00 $1,575.00
Total $210,545.85 $10,451.43 $124,267.88 $86,277.97

ATTAHMENT G
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Rio Concho Aviation Deprecnatlon Schedule.w ,A»As Contested by the Ratepayers, NPT R
. ‘::' '
A AT “,i‘;,D,;*i :* «3:; S e e e £ G=D-F
Item ‘ Date of Serv:ce Ongmal ’ "':1:5me in \“‘ ¥ - Depreciation C Net Book
Install ke T-Cost ’Sérvnce Yrs - I\ﬁo " Annual  Accumulated Value
Land 1985 N/ ’$_5§148.oo ' ‘“31 ; ;' N/A $5,148.00
“Wells 1985 © 7 50 - $8/460.00 NEYRE B "R $169.20 65,4520 $3,214.80
Well Pumps o oo b .- ; r;r,iy. : :
<5hp . 5 S ‘ S
>5hp 1985 10 .k
Booster Pumps e " T A - _
"<Shp 2053 s $615.79 30 Y s12316 $369.47 $246.32
>5hp 7/2008 ‘5 T d62583 T g $625 83
Chlorinators 8/2011 10 . $150.00 a4 N7 sise0 "$65.00 $85.00
Structures B
Wood 5/1985 .15 $4,000.00 31 $4,ooo.oo
Masonry S 0300 0 ;
Storage Tanksx ¢ 5/1985 .50 $9,812.79 31 $196.26 $6,083.93 $3,728.86
Pressure Tanks ¢ 45/1985%  * 50 $5,900.00 31 - $118.00 $3,658.00 $2,242.00
Dist system = & 5/1985 50  $109,219.85 31 $2,184.40  $67,716.31 $41,503.54
Dist system 12/2012 . 50 $1,250.00 3 1 142500 - $77.08 $1,172.92
Distsystem ; :  1i/3013 - '.’r;_o__, 51 28871 7 12 0 477 - 5‘49'.;5_5“ $1,189.16
Meters & Service  5/1985. 20 " S1g0000 31 T 7 ' §1)800l00
Office Equip | 1995 10 $4,150.00 21 54 150 3.00
Sideboard - .5/2013 . 10 $487.07 M2 7 $48.71 $135.83 $361.24
Lamps : 7/2013" Y10 4:5213.85 2 . 5N, S2139 55%,65 $162.17
Fruck s g9s. . s $20,000.00 21 ' iy ;
Shop Tools s 199;3“ ' 15 $400.00 21 Y . $400.00
Compressor % 2010, . 5 $376.17 6 : $376.17-
Tool Bag 2/2013 15 $247.73 2., a0 515 52 34679 $200.94
Fencing N ,'1:'9,85* .o - .20 ’ 21 v g ‘
Raving ; 44264 5 $6,011-12 2 Vs S0 $3:20593 $2,205.19
choirs 1362014 < 20 $a7520 i T2 shEE 0 $5sa4 ase
Software b 3/2015 3 $1,494.00 ' 9 . ;aéﬁguv $373.50 $1,130.50
Computer 3/2015 3 $756.67 9 525222  $189.17. $567.50
Desk&<Chair ! 9/2035 36 1, 533547 G4 $3;55, . 538 $324:29
Golf Cart 9/2014 5 o8, 100 oo J1 0 p.3 . - $420.00:. - 7$525.00 $1,575.00
Rio Concho Total * ‘ $210,54_5.85 W - - $10,851:43  $124,267.88 $86,277.97
Ratepayer Protested -$52,099.39 -36,338.81  -$28,339.37 -623,760.02
{Adjusted Total $158,446.46 . - $4,112.62  $95,928.51 $62,517.95
’q}
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Rio Concho Aviation’s Response to Commission Staff’s Fourth Request for Information Questions 4-1 through 4-18 and
4-5f, RCA p 920 (PUC 45720-105 p 88).

Line 2 does not match Rio Concho’s revised, final Depreciation Schedule.

UTlLlTY NAME RiC CONCHO AVIATION INC,
SCHEDULES CLASS C RATE/TAR!FF CHANGE
IlI 2 RATE BASE SUMMARY . N
PUC Docket NO. 45720° . | Test Year End:. 2015
:r.w. Description Amouﬁt, + Reference
No: . . “
1. |Additions: ) ) I — - {From)
2. Utility Plant ( Griginal Cost) ¢ "~ 210,581.854 - D RZGR,
JEA . : " 50, Col D
3| ‘Construction work in progress S - | Schedule l-ll-4, Lir’;e_: 5
- 4. Matérials dnd supplies % - schedute -4, Line 8
‘5. working cash (¢apital) ¢ 15,383.76 | Schedule Ili-5, Line 2
6. Prepayments’ 53 - | Schedule ill-4, Line 8
7. Other Additions’ 1é .
7 ther Additions AS‘ Add Schedule
8.. |TOTALADDITIONS (Add lines 2 thru 6) s . 22596561
DEDUCTIONS:, N
o N . o : le I11-3, Lin
9. Reserve for depreciation {Accumulated). | $ 124,343.11 Schedu e. 13, Line
-1 ) : L. 1 . 50, Col F
; . . I
10. | . : Advances for construction. LS - Schedule.ll ,8(3) » Col
- - - . . .FLine 6
' 11 s ' | Schiedule 111-8(h), Cot
" | Develaper Contribution in aid of constriiction |’ T G Line 6 "
‘ 12. Accumulated deferred incomé taxes’ ] - Schedule lg—9(a}, Line
1 Schedulé 11-9(b), L
13. |Accumulated deferred investment tax credits| $ - checue ”3' S(b), Line
14. Other Deductions ] -} Add Schedule
15. | TOTAL'DEDUCTIONS (Add line 9-thru 14} | $ 124,343.11
16. RATE BASE (Line'8, less Line 15). $ 101,622.50
Page31 ptal
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