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Talking Points to the Commission: ,

As a concerned citizen and owner/operator of an I0U in Fort Worth, Texas, |
would like to request oral arguments on key issues regarding our water utility. |
am worried with the way in which small water utilities are being handled with the
PUC.

Rio Concho Aviation Inc. is an IOU with just under 250 connections, a Class C
Water Utility in Fort Worth, Texas that generated an income of approximately
$121, 000 in the year 2015, our test year. | am amazed that we had to spend over
$100,000 to bring up points in this rate case with the PUC. It appears to me there
is a level of discrimination directed toward small water utilities. In looking back
over the years we have owned and operated our system, | feel almost as if we are
experiencing official oppression from the government.

In our case, there was never a differienation of EMPLOYEE and OWNER of the
water utility throughout the entire process. The PUC staff and attorneys present
spent considerable time to discredit my level of involvement with the utility and
made it sound like we were padding or double dipping our operation expenses. |
don’t believe they ever understood-my sincere intent on saving the utility money
by performing most of the operation tasks of our system solely by myself, just shy
of operating a backhoe. | am the sole employee of the water utility who manages
every aspect of the system from billing, installs, customer service, manager, etc.
and has for the last 22 years.

It appears we are being penalized and stripped of many expenses because we
own other business entities at Hicks Airfield that in the past have always had to
subsidize the water utility. The interevners were painting a picture of us shuffling
funds and/or not paying taxes, which is false. | feel the entire hearing process
painted a negative picture of Rio Concho Aviation, Inc. Those comments by Steve
Grace were defamatory of Rio Concho Aviation, Inc. We have always operated
our business with the highest level of integrity and commitment. Our main point



we wanted to get across is that our utility of just under 250 connections, Class C
has to perform the same duties and responsibilities as larger water utilities with
over 250 connections, Class B. Those managers, operators, book keepers and
customer service representatives would normally be offered employee benefits
with their job. This is my sole job and if we are held to the same standards as the
larger utilities, then why can | not be afforded the same benefits and allowed
expenses as they do? Maybe a new application for Class C water utilities needs to
be designed instead of making us use the Class B application for larger water
utilities and remove items that you think do not apply to Class C systems. In my
research of interviewing other operators and management positions of I0U’s
similar to ours, | learned they do receive many benefits such as health insurance,
dental insurance, life Insurance, paid vacations, personal days, pension plan and a
‘vehicle that allows a percentage of usually 80% to be expensed. In a settlement
in December 2015 with the same above mentioned-intevener, the PUC Staff and
PUC Attorney, Jessica Morgan went through all of our records and they agreed
that 60% of the car expense is allowable. So why the change now and to nearly
zero expense? It was even acknowledge by PUC staff member, Debbi Loockerman
an office is required within 20 miles of a CCN. The AU may be out of touch with
the comparison evidence shown at the hearing on office rental in the area of $500
with utilities included, storage space for a golf cart and a work bench is very
reasonable. The other rental locations and-amounts on the realtors listing
provided-at the hearing were much further away. from our CCN and higherin
monthly price. The adjustment we agreed upon in December 2015 amounted to
a lowering of the base charge and gallons charge resulting in a deduction of
approximately $1000 per month. If you review all the expenses the PUC now
wants to exclude, one would think we were being run out of business, especially
with the comments from the AU Judges, approximately $1700 per month. |ask
you how is that beneficial to our water customers if we cannot afford-to provide
them the level of service required? Unless history is repeating itself and more
IOU’s will be put out of business again by the PUC. The application for our Class C
water utility has to fill out the rate/tariff change for a Class B water utility. |
‘believe there should be another government level within the PUC to handle I0U’s
in Texas and not co-mingle us with the larger utilities.



At the request of the PUC Staff a couple of years ago, we financially separated the
water utility entirely so it may stand on its own. Now that is separated, we are
seeing practically every expense being stripped away from our operations. Even
with the fac.t of our utility abiding to the PUC guidelines to construct an office
within 20 miles of our CCN, we now learn the PUC wants to disallow the office. |
would have never given up that valuable space in our hangar and spent nearly
$14,000 constructing it so we may be in compliance with the PUC. If the PUC
does not want to include our water utility office, then why can’t they include the
vehicle, mileage and gas expense of-driving from our corporate headquarters to
the water utility? | would also like to add the PUC staff continued to state
misinformation regarding ‘cwq cell phones expenses allowed when there was only °
the one, which was mine. Kevin’s cell phone is displayed on different signage on
the airfield and recorded on our voice messaging. If the PUC feels that | do not
need a cell phone fgr customer emergencies, then we question how will they
contact us when an emergency arises? Somehow, the PUC staff has me driving a
1995 Ford Dually truck in performing tasks at our utility. We do not own a 1995
Ford Dually truck and tried to'express that. Kevin owns and uses a 1999 Ford
Dually truck for his cattle business, not Barbie. Besides, it would not be safe,
feasible or economical to use such a vehicle for our utility operations.

We have operated our 10U for years now and watched many changes takes place
with TCEQ and the PUC over this time. Even from the 1980’s when the PUC put
many IOU’s out of business with restrictions and denied expenses and then back
to TCEQ, only to have complaints from customers:that they were too lenient with
thé water utilities. So now it’s back to the PUC, we’ve gone a full circle.

L
Rio Concho Aviation operates its water system of 243 connections as if it had over
250 connections because at some point it will exceed that number to 300

‘connections. It’s not just some little water system north of Fort Worth with only

airplanes and hangars. Our water utility serves a community of people who over
the years have established residences there, even though the CCR’s state each lot
is not intended for residential use and is restricted to 40 gallons of.water a day
due to the set up of cluster septic systems on the field.



We take the operation of the water utility very seriously. You can go home every
day from your job and carry on with your life and then come back the next day
with no worries. This water utility employee goes home from a day of work at the
airport and worries that the compressor won'’t fail, a breaker won'’t be tripped
from bad weather,.the two pumps in the well house will continue to cycle so as
not to burn one pump up, there would not be a problem with the storage tank or
pressure tank or a severed water line from the construction of a hangar or a
customer digging where they should not be.

This employee doesn’t stop at the end of the day. She takes calls after hours
many a time from water customers even while she has been on vacation in the
past. It’s a 24 hour 7 day a week operation and we take offense to the PUC Staff
member Debbi Loockerman’s comment during a conference call with Kennedy
Meier, PUC Attorney, Randal Manus and Barbie Brunson stating that “we see you
as more of a part-time water utility operation than a full time operation” and
proceeded to tell us “well you're not an Aqua Texas”. So if this were the case,
does that mean the utility should turn‘the operations off at 6:00pm and back on
the next morning at 6:00am? No, that wouldn’t be right.

If our water utility did not receive the level of dedication to its operation daily, it
would suffer and experience many problems. If a chlorine line had not been
caught one day of its coupling connection failure and the operator is only
required to check the system once a week, our customers would be in great
danger of potentially receiving non-chlorinated or disinfected water to their
residences or hangars. That would not be safe in providing good quality drinking
water.

And as for Steve Grace, who continusiously claims the Brunson’s are doing “very -
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well” to the PUC staff, judges and attorneys has no bearing at all. We work
extremely hard at all of our businesses. We have financially separated our water
utility as requested by the PUC staff years ago. This intervener, whatever reason,
has tried to impede or interfere with-Rio Concho’s businesses on many levels. His
behavior in the past five years exhibit some level of envy against our business

operations once by even circulating a petition by him to be able to sell and



dispense aviation fuel on the airfield when it is clearly spelled out in the CCR’s and
Bylaws there is only one parcel of land on the field dedicated solely for the
dispensing and selling of aviation fuel and it belongs to Rio Concho Aviation, Inc.

Or on another issue, that can only be speculated from whom the anonymous
phone call to TCEQ came claiming our underground fuel tanks were leaking, which
began a full investigation of all our quality control checks and documentation we
are required to have. Or the anonymous phone-call to TCEQ that.our water well is
too close to the fuel pump area and the fear of contamination could happen to
their water supply. What this person didn’t realize was the actual location of our
water well. It is more than a few hundred feet across the runway and not in the
secured fenced pump house area where this person thouéht it was located. This
too, launched a full investigation of all our records and required two state
employees to'come out to measure the distance from our well to our fueling area.
And about the water monopoly he claims we have, well we've tried to explain to
him what a CCN is and apparently he still has not comprehended that issue.

We have invested so much time, energy and money into this entire process to be
heard and for the Commission to have a better understanding of our water utility
operations and its only one employee’s dedication in providing safe quality
drinking water to its customers. The reason we did not argue the PUC Staff’s
issues from the hearing is because the water utility could not afford to spend
another $8,000-10,000 to address it. My attorney advised me we would be
throwing good money after bad.

Your decision greatly affects the operation of our water utility and I hope you can
see past the slanted accusations and comments from the intervener, PUC Staff

and PUC attorneys that took part in the hearing.

Thank you for your time,

Barbie Brunson
Rio Concho Aviation, Inc.
817-233-1058
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