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BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
ALOHA UTILITIES, INC.
DOCKET NO. 010503-WU
APPLICATION FOR WATER RATE INCREASE OF
ALOHA UTILITIES, INC. IN PASCO COUNTY

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN G. WATFORD

Please state your name and employment address.

Stephen G. Watford, Aloha Utilities, Inc., 6915 Perrine
Ranch Road, New Port Richey, Florida 34655.

In what capacity are you employed by Aloha Utilities,
Inc.

I am the Utility’s President.

How long have you been so employed?

I have been an officer of the Utility since 1986 and the
President of the Utility for approximately seven years.
I have been employed with Alcha since 1975.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to address several basic
issues. First is the issue on in-house costs related to
this rate proceeding. I have attached heretc, as Exhibit
SGW-1, a schedule showing the approximate total cost for
this rate case to date, including notices and filing fees
and incidentals as well as estimates for these and travel
to complete the case and Mr. Stallcup’s comments no this

issue. In order to estimate the cost of notices, we
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utilized our experience from the last couple of notices
we have had to issue as a basis for estimating the costs
of the two expected additional notices in this case. The
great majority of the in-house costs are related to the
noticing and the filing fee with some incidentals for
copying and travel related items. Along with all other
rate case expenses, we will update our total estimate of
rate case costs as a late-filed exhibit in accordance
with standard Public Service Commiésion (“PSC” or
“Commission”) practice, in corder to allow the Commission
to have the most up to date information concerning rate
case costs at the time it makes its final decision.
What is the second issue you feel you need to address?
The second issue is the conservation programs that the
Utility has proposed for recovery in this case. In our
original filing, we included a proposal that the Utility
would recover its basic revenue requirement from the
first tier of rates. 1In addition, we proposed that the
second tier be utilized for the purposes of funding the
conservation programs that the Utility and the Southwest
Florida Water Management District (SWEFWMD)had agreed
upon. Any revenues from the secohd tier of rates above
those needed to fund these conservation programs could be
utilized for purchases of County water above those

estimates ultimately included in rate setting. Any
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remaining funds could be used for funding of projects
such as the reuse facilities and/or funding of the
substantial feasibility study that we have been
discussing with the SWFWMD to review an R/0 facility as
a possible alternative supply. We believe these are all
worthwhile and appropriate items for recovery through
rates. The reason we chose, in August, to request them
in the manner in which we did, rather than as a basic
component of the revenue requirement, was two fold.
First, it was not clear at that time what the specific
conservation measures would be, much less what the cost
might .be related to them - or to the other items.
Secondly, we recognized that the effects of repression
from the new rate structure and increased costs are
unique and unpredictable. We therefore felt that the way
we chose for recovery of these items was the best one
available at that time. It is certainly within the
Commission’s discretion to agree that these funds would
be utilized for any or all of these proposed components,
or handled in some other way. However, it is clear that
the conservation programs at least recommended and agreed
to by SWEFWMD, 1if not required by the date of the
Commission’s final decision in this case, should be
recognized in rate setting, or we will have to pursue a

separate and costly proceeding to recover those costs as

3



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

soon as they are approved in the next few weeks. I have
attached hereto a listing of those conservation programs
and their estimated costs of $155,000 as Exhibit SGW-2
which were developed in conjunction with and the approval
of the SWFWMD staff in recent months. These have been
provided to the Commission staff and the other parties
through a response to Stqff's First Set of
Interrogatories. The SWEWMD has already approved these
programs and costs as being appropriate for
implementation though they are not yet required by Order,
which we anticipate will be forthcoming shortly. This
information was provided to the parties on October 22,
2001. To the extent the Commission or its staff needs
any further clarification of these costs, we will be more
than happy to provide that. However, I believe this
gives a fairly detailed assessment of those costs and the
SWFWMD witnesses have discussed, in socme detail, the
specifics underlying the benefits to be galned from
implementation of these conservation programs, which they
have had a major hand in developing for Aloha.

The SWFWMD does not develop these programs based upon
whether or not they will “pay for themselves” by reduced
consumption or otherwise reduce cost. That is not the
goal of the SWFWMD in requiring these conservation

measures. Instead, the idea is to reduce consumption of
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the water resource, or at least increase awareness of
water usage and the precious nature of the resource. It
is not to reduce cost to a utility and in fact, the
SWEWMD’s own staff has specifically indicated that this
is not a key factor to them in either designing or
approving the conservation plans for utilities, including
the one which we have negotiated with them. To the
extent that implementation of these programs would result
in increased ﬁater costs to the customer, the SWEWMD
would agree that‘furthers their goal as well. Increased
cost to the end customer is in fact the single biggest
factor that would result in savings of water. It is in
fact true that these conservation measures may result in
reduced consumption. However, for the most part, no one
is sure whether they will or will not result in reduced
consumption. Even if they do, it is unlikely from my
review of these censervation measures, and the
information supplied by the SWFWMD concerning their
effectiveness, that any of them will fpay for themselves”
in reduced consumption. It is therefore unreasocnable to
set rates assuming such cost savings. The Commission has
the oversight and review authority after the fact, to
determine whether or not implementation of the
conservation measures causes reduced consumption and

reduce costs and to adjust rates appropriately if need
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be. For the time being, however, these costs must be
recognized in order for the Utility to comply with its
Water Use Permit.

To the extent the Commission believes that these should
more appropriately be included in the basic revenue
requirement under the first tier of rates, we certainly
have no objection to that change in treatment of these
costs, we simply did it the way we did because of the
unknown nature of -those costs at the time of filing the
original Application. The filing of rebuttal testimony
is our first opportunity to provide detail concerning
those costs within the record of this case.

If the Commission fails to recognize these costs

-altogether, it will simply force the Utility to delay

implementation of those programs, as desired by the
SWFWMD and the Utility will also have to file a separate
limited proceeding in order to seek recovery of those
costs immediately after, if not before, the conclusion of
this case. Doing so will entail substantial additional
cost.

What is the next issue you believe needs to be addressed?
The next issue I believe needs to be addressed is the one
on the quality of water service provided by Aloha. This
issue has three separate aspects. One is the area of

customer satisfaction and/or complaints, the second is
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the question of the quality of water provided, and the
third is the status of the pilot project. Mr. Larkin
provided direct testimony suggesting that the quality of
service provided by Aloha was unsatisfactory, though he
was rather vague in his statements about what constituted
unsatisfactory service as provided by the Utility. Mr.
Durbin, for the Commission staff, provided testimony
concerning the number of complaints lodged with the PSC
and some analysis of those complaints in comparison to
other companies. While Mr. Durbin draws no conclusions
from that testimony, I believe that there are several
misleading, if not inaccurate, statements contained
within his testimony and schedules.

Finally, there is some discussion within the testimony of
Mr. Larkin and Mr. Biddy about the status of the pilot
project undertaken by Aloha for the purpcses of
determining the best available method for removal of
hydrogen sulfide from the Utility’s source water. I will
try and address each of these three components of quality
of service separately.

Please address the issue of customer complaints.

The most comprehensive discussion is the testimony of Mr.
Durbin of the PSC staff. Mr. Durbin has compiled
statistics concerning complaints lodged against Aloha

Utilities in the last 2 3/4 years. Mr. Durbin’s
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statistics show that in less than 1% of the cases of
customer complaints (two complaints), Aloha has been
found to be in violation of either rule or tariff.
That’s an average of less than one complaint per year
where the Utility is found to have done anything wrong.
I personally believe that is a very good record. While
there are explanations in the case of both allegedly
valid complaints, suffice it to say that the Utility
corrected the error and satisfied the Commission that
they had taken care of the issue.} In both cases, we gave
the customer benefits as a compensation for the error
that were not otherwise required anywhere by Commission
rules, statutes or the Utility’s tariff, but simply were
provided to the customer for the purpose of demonstrating
to the customer that we sincerely regretted the error.

Mr. Durbin also notes that the Utility was late in
responding to eleven customer complaints (approximately
4%)over this 2 3/4 year period. There were extenuating
circumstances in many of these alleged late filings, that
we do not believe should be counted against Aloha. I
have attached hereto a schedule as Exhibit SGW-3, which
outlines the circumstances surrounding Alcha’s response
to each of these alleged late responses to complainﬁs.
In five of the eleven cases, we contend that we were not

late in providing a response. In the case of Mr. Dennis
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Winchester, while the staff only states that we were one
day late in providing the response (outside the 15 days

normally allowed), we have a facsimile confirmation

‘showing that we did in fact file a response on the due

date which was Octobker 17, 2001. We then sent a
confirmation to the Commission the next day showing that
the facsimile had also been sent to the customer (which
confirmation was excluded from the original reply).
Apparently, this second copy.was incorrectly logged as
our response. Our response to the customer complaint was
timely.

In the case of customers McKay, Gover, Arseanau, and
Myers’ complaints, the staff apparently sent those
complaints to the Utility’s old office fax number after
the Utility had moved from those offices in December, and
had officially notified the Commission of the move.

Apparently, the word did not get through to the Division

' of Consumer Affairs and into their official records for

approximately two months, although it was correctly
posted on the PSC’s company information page on the PSC
website. Therefore, some of the customer complaints
ended up being sent to the wrong number. In any case,
when we found out about the existence of the complaint,
we called the PSC and asked that they resend it to our

new number. In each case, we filed a response in less
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than the normal 15 days required from the date we
received it at our then official contact number. In the
McKay case, we were notified that the customer had chosen
to close the éomplaint and therefore, we did not respcnd,
assuming that no response was necessary to a voluntarily
withdrawn complaint.'

In at least three of the remaining six allegedly late
responses, the PSC facsimile failed to accept our faxed
response, and so we sent it by mail on the due date.
Therefore, it arrived a day or two late and was marked by
the Commission staff as late. While this is a somewhat
unusual occurrence, it does occur, and we do not believe
that Aloha should be held responsible when we are unable
to fax our reply (as is permitted and the norm).

As noted in my exhibit, there are explanations to each
and every allegedly late response. However, suffice it
to say that we do not permit our staff to respond to the
PSC Consumer Affairs Department in an untimely manner and
as you can see, there are explanations concerning each of
these. |

Based upon these explanations, we believe there were zero
late responses that were not justified. However, even if
there were three late complaint responses, or six or even
the eleven alleged by Mr. Durbin, that is very reasonable

in over a 2 3/4 year period. Even in the worst case
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scenario, less than 4% of our responses are late. Based

upon our review, it is at most 2% and even those have

some reasonable explanation and are rarely more than a

day or two late.

Thirdly, Mr. Durbin provides an analysis of the timing of

all customer complaints. It is interesting to note that

there are basically five peak months during this 2 3/4

year period in the filing of these complaints. Three of

these relate primarily to what are referred to as

“service complaints” (May 2000, January 2001, July 2001)

and two relate primarily to what are referred to as

“billing complaints” (December 2000, March 2001). There

are explanations for each of these peaks that shows why

they are not occurring in cases such as those compared by

Mr. Durbin that do not involve ongoing rate or other

formal proceedings. While I will give some insight into

each and every one of these peaks, I first want to note
three major faults related to this complaint history and

Mr. Durbin’s comparative analysis:

1) As Mr. Durbin noted in his deposition, he did not
review the other utilities cited as comparable to
determine whether any were 1involved in rate
proceedings or other contested proceedings before
the PSC during the period of time utilized for this

comparison. I know from experience that complaints
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2)

are always higher during the processing of such
formal cases. In fact, in rate proceedings, a
Utility is required by the PSC to give at least two
formal notices to¢ each customer, wherein the
customers are actually encouraged to call or write
the PSC and provide their comments or concerns. In
our case, a sewer rate case was ongoing from April
of 2000 through April of 2001. This water case
began with the request for a limited proceeding and
that was followed by the filing of this rate case.
All of which began in early 2001 and obviously
continues through the present. This is by far the
highest period, on average, shown in Mr. Durbin’s
JRD-2 exhibit for Dboth service and billing
complaints. Failure to compare Alcha to only those
with ongoing rate proceedinés (especially two
separate ones) makes such a compafison
unreasonable.

No attempt has been made to segregate water
complaints from sewer complaints or the Aloha
Gardens system from the Seven Springs syétem of
Aloha. It is therefore impossible to tell from Mr.
Durbin’s schedule, which of these complaints relate
to Seven Springs, much less its water system alone.

The period <chosen for analysis is certainly

12
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guestionable. For the five years prior to 2000,
the Utility averaged less than 25 complaints per
year. In 2000 and 2001, this average has
approximately tripled. The reason is obvicus. The
Utility’s rate cases and other proceedings before
the Commission have increased the customer contacts
with the PSC substantially. The quality of the
water provided to the customers has actually
increased over the last two years, because of the
utility reaching full optimization of its corrosion
control program in accordance with the agreed upon
parameters per the DEP approved program. The
customer service procedures and complaint handling
have also been refined and improved over that
period. Even the Management Audit undertaken by
the PSC staff notes these improvements.
For each and every one of these reascns, I believe Mr.
Durbin’s analysis is not a fair representation of Alcha’s
customer complaint level, nor is it fair to coméare the
Utility to the others listed in his Exhibit JRD-3.
Attached to my testimony as Exhibit SGW-4 1s a graph
showing PSC complaints per year per 1,000 customers. As
you can see, the effect of the ongoing proceedings of the
last several years is clearly apparent. When you look at

time prior to the last several years, you can see that
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our complaint ratio is much lower, averaging less than
3 complaints per 1,000 customers per year. This is a
very favorable ratio compared to the companies Mr. Durbin
used in his analysis and in fact, would place Aloha in
the bottom half of the range of companies that Mr. Durbin
used in his analysis.

What about the issue of the five peaks you spoke about?
Yes. I would like to provide some details concerning
each of these five peaks:

1) May and June 2000 - The Utility filed its Seven

Springs sewer rate increase request in April of
2000. 1In accordance with PSC rules, we sent out an
initial Customer Notice explaining the underlying
causes of the sewer rates increase immediately
after filing. As noted earlier, these notices
specifically encourage customers to voice any
concerns. Therefore, I believe this accounts not
only for the spike in complaints during the month
of May, but alsoc into June. Most of the complaints
in May were water quality related, and 3/4 of the
complainants did not éontact ~Aloha before
contacting the PSC on these specific water quality
complaints, and three had never complained to Alocha
about water quality concerns. This certainly makes

it clear that the complaints were in response to
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the notification, 1f not some other organized
effort to encourage customers to contact the PSC.
While this dces not diminish the wvalidity of the
customers’ complaiﬁts, it certainly indicates the
reason for those complaints and therefore makes
these complaint levels not comparable to a utility
not involved in such a proceeding.

December 2000, January 2001 - December and January

have a total of approximately 33 complaints. of
those, 19 are complaints from the Ashley Place
Apartments. A situation arose there relating to
deposit and customer billing that was in no way the
Utility’s fault, as well as being beyond the
Utility’s control. A new owner of the apartment
complex contacﬁed the Utility a few months before
this, in late Summer or early Fall of 2000. They
asked that all apartment customers’ individual
billings be discontinued and that in the future all
bills be sent to the apartment complex management.
They completed service applications for each

apartment changing the accounts back to the
apartment complex owner’s name. The Utility had no
choice but to comply with this request. As we did
so, each of the individual customers received

credit for their deposit, which rendered their
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bills much lower than normal, and then they ceased
receiving bills. However, as soon as the apartment
complex management realized that they would be
responsible, not only for paying these bills, but
for collecting any costs from the customers to
cover those bills, they changed their minds and
asked that we reinstate individual service to the
apartments. The individual apartment customers
were rightfully upset. However, this 1is not a
matter to be upset at Aloha over, but instead,
should be taken up with the apartment management,
since it was fully within their discretion and the
Utility was obligated to follow the instructions
from the apartment owner. If these complaints are
removed from January and February, the total number
of complaints for the two month period is a
relatively modest six to seven per month. 1In early
January, the Utility implemented & substantial
increase in sewer rates per 1its request, after
expiration of the eight month file and suspend

period. As part of that implementation in early
December, the Utility notified the customers of the
new rates being implemented and the reason
therefore. The customers received that notice in

early December, and their first bill for service
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3)

under the new rates in early to mid January.
Therefore, it is not surprising that the increased
number of complaints occurred in those two months,
or in the two months that followed in February and

March.

March 2001 - In addition to just beginning service
at the new rates in March of 2001, the customers
received the final notice of the sewer rate
increase at the beginning of this month, as the
sewer case came to a close. You will note that
here and in December 2000 and January 2001 the
billing complaints reach their highest level. This
makes it obvicus that these complaints were in
response to the rate increases occurring in those
months.

July 2001 - 17 of the 23 complaints received in
July of 2001 related to the copper corrosion issue.
The customers were well aware through press
accounts that the Utility was planning to file for
a rate increase in its water system at the end of
July. It is again interesting to note that of the
23 total complaints received in this month, 17 were
related to the copper corrosion issue. Over 2/3 of
these had never before contacted the Utility with a

copper corrosion, water quality, or any other type
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of complaint, and 12 of the total 17 contacted us
on the same day they contacted the PSC. In other
- words, they did not give the Utility an opportunity
to try and satisfy their concern before filing a
complaint with the PSC.
It must also be pointed out that the PSC recently
conducted a management audit of Aloha. The findings of
the management audit clearly indicated that Aloha 1is
effectively meeting and handling its customer service
obligations. The PSC audit staff wrote the following in
their executive summary:
“However, based upon employee interviews,
documents, survey results, and Aloha’s new customer
service database, the degree of satisfaction with
Aloha’s overall customer service function seems to
be high.
Additionally, customer problems reflected in
inquiries to the Commission have stabilized 1in
recent years. BRR Staff’s review did not identify
any significant service inadequacies.”
The management audit also found that:
“The overall survey results indicated that Aloha’s
customers are generally satisfied with Aloha’s
customer service, the timeliness of response, and

the overall handling of various customer requests.”
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The second area of customer satisfaction which you
discussed, was water quality. What comments would you
like to make in that regard?

Mr.‘Larkin has at least made some comments about the
quality of water provided by Aloha. While he has
provided absolutely no specifics, it is important to note
what has gone on with regard to the water quality of this
company, in previous cases, and the findings regarding
the water itself. This Utility has gone through an
unprecedented investigation of the quality.of the water
that it provides. There have been enumerable tests on
the scurce water and inspections of the final water and
review of all regulatory agency records concerning the
Utility’s compliance with their standards. The end
result has always been that the Utility is providing
clean and clear water to the point-of-delivery of the
customers’ homes, in compliance with all regulatory
standards. This has been the case throughout the last
six years where this 1issue has been reviewed and
investigated to unprecedented levels. The DEP, the PSC,
and several consulting engineers and labs, have all found
this to be the case and at no time has the quality of the
water provided by the Utility ever been suggested to be
below regulatory standards, by any person knowledgeable

in the area. If anything, the quality of water provided
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by Aloha has actually increased since those last cases,
because of optimization of our corrosion control program
approximately one and a half years ago.

As to the black water issue, the Commission not only has
investigated this in detail with regard to Aloha, but
has, at the direction of Commissioner Jaber, put together
an interagency task force, which performed a detailed
review of the issue statewide and among other findings,
noted that the problem existed throughout the state,
especially in a corridor from the Tampa Bay area up
through Jacksonville. That task force published a
detailed report on the subject.

In conclusion, the gquality of watef provided by Alcha is
still, and has been throughout the last six years of
constant investigation of the issue, in compliance with
all regulatory sﬁandards. The DEP witness is offering
testimony in this case to that effect, and several DEP
witnesses in the past have done likewise. While there is
certainly a concern with copper corrosion in some
customer’s homes, we have offered about every alternative
we can to assist the customers, including continuing to
provide them educational pamphlets when they experience
this problem. Hopefully, if we in fact do go to a
revised treatment process, including R/0O and/or MIEX, the

changes inherent there will also substantially assist in
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reducing the occurrence of copper corrosion in those
homes. We continue to review these issues and to seek a
situation where ultimately no customers will experience
that copper corrosion problem. However, this 1is far
different than suggesting that Aloha is providing poor
quality of water, because in fact, it is not and there is
no scientific basis for suggesting that it is.

Please discuss the issue of the pilot project status.
Both Mr. Biddy and Mr. Larkin have suggested that the
pilot project has been “put on hold.” This is not true.
We have spent substantial amounts of money on this pilot
testing of the MIEX treatment process, in order to remove
hydrogen sulfide. Given the changes that we now have
learned are going to occur in the coming years, both from
the chemical makeup of water being provided by Pasco
County and by the increased reliance on scme other source
long-term, it would be wholly imprudent for the Utility
to ignore those known changes and proceed with the next
major phase of the pilot project, even if we were at that
stage {(which we are not). The resulting conclusions and
indicated treatment processes would then be unworkable
with those known changes in the water expected to be
received in the coming years. However, we have not
reached a point where we have stopped moving forward with

the pilot project, we are simply accumulating the massive
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data which we have collected in the first phase, and are
preparing for installation of the scaled down model
treatment process that we expect to begin testing at the
beginning of 2002. This is where the Utility will expend
the large sums of money originally estimated, which will
no doubt total more than that estimated in the original
pilot project estimate recognized by the Commission in
the previous proceeding. In addition, we will probably
be simultaneously undertaking review and feasibility
studies at approximately three times the cost of the
pilot project toward obtaining alternative water
supplies. By the time this case goes to hearing, pursuit
of that feasibility study will very 1likely be a
requirement of the SWFWMD. That too will have to be
coordinated with the pilot project to ensure
compatibility. We believe that the MIEX process will
factor into the future of the water supply for Aloha.
However, it would be irresponsible to lock at that single
component in a vacuum. The progress to date has been
very encouraging with the MIEX process. Therefore, the
suggestion by either Mr. Biddy or.Mr. Larkin that the
pilot project is on hold, much less that it will cost
less than the figure estimated and required to be
recognized as working capital in the last proceeding is

absurd. We actually expect to have substantially more
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invested in the pilot project than the original estimate,
because of the additional consideration of the new source
of water from the County, and its effect on that proposed
process, than was fully proposed for recognition in that
laét Order. In addition, we are undertaking an R/O
feasibility study with the approval, if not requirement,
of the SWEFWMD that will also cost substantially more than
the pilot project, and will 1likely affect the pilot
project and its cost. It should be noted that we have
accounted for the pilot project, and included it in
working capital, exactly as we were ordered to do in the
Commission’s Order from last summer that addressed the
accounting treatment for the pilot project. As to the
comments from Mr. Larkin and Mr. Biddy about the progress
of the pilot project, there were no specific deadlines,
and we have certainly pursued the piiot project with due
diligence. We have kept the Commission staff informed of
our progress and have never received any comments from
the staff that they felt things were moving too slow, or
that we were headed in any wrong direction.

Mr. Fletcher provided some testimony concerning the issue
of an appropriate royalty for water acquired under rights
owned by related parties. Please respond.

Yes. Actually, I find it amazing the amount of attention

being focused on one of the lowest cost sources of water
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that we have available to us. Instead of trying to take
actions that could possibly cause us to lose the low cost
water source, I would have thought the staff would have
embraced it. However, Mr. Fletcher has testified
exclusively on this issue. The real issue here has been
lost in the discussion. The primary issue has to be
securing a source of water and the cost of that water.
That is the only rational basis for trying to compare the
relative worth of the wvarious water sources. However,
his concern is that he believes the Utility somehow has
the responsibility to prove “the original cost” of the
property utilized for extracting this water “when first
devoted to public service.” There are several errors in
his logic:

1) First of all, this property has never been devoted
to public service. Instead, it has been leased
ﬁnder a royalty type arrangement, Jjust as the
property of the Mitchell’s has been leased under a
royalty type arrangement. Therefore, even if the
Commission were to consider some basic property
value, they would have to also consider the fact
that we would have to condemn that property and go
through that very costly process and we would have
to do so today, not 25 years ago. While the

Commission did not specifically endorse the
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2)

arrangements with the related party, they did
endorse the appropriateness of the royalty
arrangement with a third party, upon which the
Utility reasonably relied in making similar

arrangements with a related party. It cannot

‘reasonably be said now that the Utility should not

have entered into the royalty arrangements, after
the Commission specifically recognized such an
arrangement for an unrelated third party.

It is only reasonable that the Utility relied on
the Commission’s decision regarding payment of a
royalty for all water, as it did in 1978 for the
third party transaction and which arrangement has
not been challenged for over 20 years. Until
recently, there was absolutely no question of the
appropriateness of this arrangement and in fact,
the Commission had not only previously approved it,
but it had been reflected in the Annual Reports
filed by the Utility for all of the intervening 22
years with no question from the PSC. Therefore, it
is unreasonable to suggest that the Commission has
not previously approved this arrangement, much less
to now go back and try to assess what the Utility
“could have done” 25 years ago instead. The

Commission must review the arrangement based on the
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current conditions. The Utility is able to obtain
bulk raw water from an unrelated third party at
$.10/thousand gallons. The Utility is able to
obtain treated water from the County at
$2.35/thousand gallons. The related party has
agreed to sell treated water to Aloha at the same
price charged by the County, which is obviously the
market value. Since there are no other
alternatives available, the Utility is much better
off paying the royalty it has been paying to the
related party than it is paying either the County
price for treated water, or seeking some other
alternative source (none of which are known to be
available at this time). The review of this cost
must be based upon the current alternétives
available to the Utility and in that light, it 1is
the best alternative that the Utility has to
provide quality water service to its customers at
the cheapest possible price. Therefore, Mr.
Fletcher’s suggestions are unreasonable ones.

The Utility would have to pay for not only property
rights, but also all of the equipment located on
the related ©party’s property, because that
equipment belongs to the landowner. In our

opinion, that would render the arrangement with the
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related party even more favorable, based upon a
royalty, rather than acquiring land, especially in
light of the Utility’s ability to move its well
locations should the wells cease to function. The
landowner has also always paid the property taxes
as due on these properties.

Finally, the staff of the Commission seems to
believe that if they abrogate the contract between
Aloha and Tahitian development or Interphase by
changing the price agreed upon between the‘parties,
that the‘ Utility will be able to purchase that
water at whatever price the Commissibn says. This
is not the alternative available to the Utility.
Instead, I’ve defined the alternatives available
for purchasing water, and the only currently
available alternative is to buy treated water from
the County at $2.35/thousand gallons. In light of
this, not only i1s the price paid by Aloha to the
related party well below market, it is also the
only available alternative to Aloha purchasing this
treated water from the County presently. If the
Commission is to deny recognition of the contracted
for cost between the parties, then they should
grant to Aloha rates to cover purchasing all water

from Pasco County, or to purchase treated water
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from the related party at a cbst similar to that
charged by the County.

There seems to be a suggestion within Mr.
Fletcher’s testimony that the Utility could have
the permits moved tc new well locations on property
that it purchased._ I have alsoc seen responses from
the SWFWMD that might possibly be read by some to
suggest that we could actually move those permits.
However, we discussed on numerous occasions, with
the staff of the SWFWMD, a proposal to move some
existing wells, including ones we were thinking
about purchasing, in order to increase our capacity
in the last few years and were informed that under
the current SWFWMD policy, that those would be
subjected to all the same filing, modeling,
technical requirements, as a new permit submittal,
and we have learned very well that new permits are
denied 1in virtually every case and that the
likelihood of our getting such a new permit was
very small. In other words, we have tried to move
other wells and have learned that the likelihood of
receiving approval cf such a change is very, very

small.

For all the above reasons, it is not only unreasonable,

after all these years, to second guess the agreement
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between the Utility and the related parties, it is also
contrary to previous findings of the Commission. We
have to focus on the pertinent gquestion and that is, what
is the cost of the water available to the Utility from
this source compared to the cost from other sources.
Ultimately, it leaves the Utility in the precarious
position of having to purchase all of its water from the
County and incur substantial additional costs, which
would then have to be borne by the ratepayers.

There has been an issue raised about the new employees,
either because of vacant positions, or because of new
employees that the Utility has added in order to provide
better quality of service. Let me ask you first, the
reason why these new employees have been added?

Those employees were added for several reasons. First of
all, in our old location our offices were too small to
accommocdate anymore employees, even though we were in
desperate need of additional employees. The Commission’s
own management audit also made it clear that they saw the
need for these additional employees. In order to improve
customer service and keep up with the growing customer
base, it is only natural that now and then you will have
to add additional employees.

Ms. DeRonne has proposed to eliminate all of those

positions that are new and even suggests the
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appropriateness of excluding some of the employees where
there were currently vacant positions. Do you have any
comments in this regard?

Yes. The Utility will never be able to keep and/or hire
the needed employees to continue to provide high quality
of service and hopefully to improve customer service, if
the Commission accepts Ms. DeRonne’s proposal. In fact,
all of the new employee positions and all of the wvacant
positions, have now been filled as of the date of my
filing this testimony in mid December and we expect to
keep them filled for the long run. The only position
remaining unfilled is that of the Utility Director, which
we hope to have filled in the next month or so, and it
will certainly be filled before the time these rates go
into effect. We have previously interviewed suitable
applicants and in fact offered the positicen to a
gentleman. However, after several months of negotiation,
and his initially agreeing to take the position, he chose
to take another position to avoid having to relocate his
family. We have re-advertised the position and have
several good candidates that we are presently
considering. We anticipate this position will be filled
by the date of the hearing or shortly thereafter. This
position is as much needed as the others, in order to

allow the Utility to perform more budgeting and
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management functions that even the management audit
performed by the PSC indicates are necessary, but which
the Utility management staff is unable to perform because
of other demands and the growth within the system that
has occurred over the last several years with no
commensurate change in management.

For all of these reasons, and because Ms. DeRonne herself
agreed that if the positions were filled by the date of
the hearing they should be considered, we believe all of
the costs of these new employees and the vacant
positions, must be considered in final rate setting in
order to allow the Utility to cure a longstanding under
staffing-problem, and continue to provide a high quality
and hopefully even improved quality of water and customer
service.

Mr. Larkin has suggested that the Utility could have
filed this case with the wastewater rate case and as
such, the rate case costs related to this case shoﬁld not
be allowed for recovery. Do you have any comment in this
regard?

Yes. Mr. Larkin’s concern is misplaced. He has provided
no evidence whatsoever that the Utility could have filed
for this water case at the time the wastewater case was
filed. The wastewater case was originally filed in April

of 2000. As Mr. Nixon has noted, there have been two
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full rate investigations and analyses by the Public
Service Commission, the last one ending just this last
Summer in August of 2001, both of which declined to give
the Utility any increased water rates, and in fact
suggested that the Utility was slightly overearning. The
only way that the Utility could have possibly been able
to justify a rate increase was if it had proposed to
begin purchasing water from Pasco County several years
ago and the Commission declined. In that case, the cost
to the customers would have been higher in the long run,
because that additional purchased water cost would have
far outweighed any savings by combining two rate cases.
Aloha prudently investigated the other 1less costly
alternatives to purchasing water from the County, before
ultimately reaching the conclusion that it must do so.
This has only benefitted Aloha’s customers.

In effect, the customers would have lost much more if the
Utility had gone that route.

To my knowledge, Mr. Larkin's proposal is not only
contrary to reason, it is contrary to law. I have never
heard of a case in Florida or any other Jjurisdiction
where such a proposal has been made, much less accepted.
As Mr. Nixon notes, the Utility went so far as to ask for
consideration of increased purchased water requirements

apprcximately one year ago, and the Commission declined
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to even consider those additional costs in that rate
investigation.

Do you have any comments or suggestions concerning the
testimony of Mr. Stewart and Mr. Stallcup concerning the
projections of gallons sold for the projected test year
20017

Yes. There are substantial problems with both of their
proposals. However, first I would like to offer a little
background into what Aloha proposed in its filing with
regard to the number of gallons sold to be utilized in
setting rates for the projected test year 2001. Aloha’s
Seven Springs service territory began by serving small
retirement homes in a very large development known as
Veterans Village and other similar developments
surrounding it. Those properties consisted almost
exclusively of relatively small homes with small yards
with a.retiree customer base. As such, water usage has
historically been very low for that group of Alocha’s
Customers. As Veterans Village and similar developments
reached build cut, the new areas where development was
occurring and continues to occur in the eastern portions
of Alohé's territory began to take on a different
character and demographic, with the general change in
this southern Pasco County demographic. Instead of

retirees and small homes, Pasco County has become a
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bedroom community for the Tampa area. As such, we have
seen a gradual shift in the type of homes serviced from
the small homes in the Veterans Village area with a
mainly retiree populatiocn, to medium sized homes with a
mix of families and retirees in some of the newer
subdivisions, and now to the construction of larger homes
with larger vyards and a majority of family type
residents, with more than two persons per household on
average. Attached as Exhibit SGW-8 are copies of several
advertisements for new homes in the service territory
which are typical of all new customers, as well as those
expected to be added for the foreseeable future. These
are much different than the average of those constructed
in the service area 10 or more years ago. This change in
the demographic in Alocha’s territory is readily apparent
from not only a tour of the areas served, but also from
a review of the usage patterns cof the areas where Aloha
has remaining connections for the future within its
system. We have done the analysis and provided it to the
parties in this proceeding, which clearly demonstrates
that the areas where development is expected in the
coming years are all in areas where average usage per
household is at least 500 GPD/ERC, if not higher. Based
upon this very apparent and substantial change in

demographic, we were urged by members of the Commission
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staff, at the time of seeking test year approval in this
case, to project the 2001 test vyear wusage with
recoghition of this democgraphic shift in consumption. In
response to that suggestion, we have taken the calendar
year 2000 actual consumption levels and projected them
forward in 2001, based upon.a 500 GPD average usage by
all new customers in the projected year. This is in
keeping with what we were urged to do by members of the
Commission staff. |

What has been proposed as an alternative to Aloha’s
projection method by Mr. Stewart and Mr. Stallcup, and
what problems do you have with it?

Both Mr. Stewart and Mr..Stallcup have taken different
approaches to projecting 2001 gallons sold. It should be
kept in mind that the purpose of the projecticns for
gallons sold for the test year is to reflect what can be
expected in the future, as far as consumption by the
Utility’s customers, not just to place a figure for
gallons sold matched up with other test year statistics.
Mr. Stewart, after all his analysis, has simply stated
that he believes that the year 2000 does not include a
reasonable base year consumption figure, because of the
ongoing drought in the area. This contention underlies,
to a great extent, the proposal by Mr. Stallcup as well.

Mr. Stewart has discussed the reason why he believes that
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2000 is not a representative year upon which to base
future projections, and then has simply taken the average .
consumption per ERC for the last five years, as the
projected future consumption per ERC for all customers in
the projected test year 2001. This effectively brings
Aloha’s consumption back to approximately 1997 levels,
for a Utility who has seen growth in consumption each and
every year. The Utility has a long history of ever
increasing usage per ERC. It is wholly inappropriate to
assume this will cease to exist and even reverse itself
(as both Mr. Stewart and Mr. Stallcup have effectively
done). Since rates are set for a proposed four year
period, during which they will be presumed to be
effective, such a proposal is not only inappropriate for
test year 2001 projections, but it is also inappropriate
and unreasonable for the years into the future during
which these new rates will be in effect.

The underlying presumption that the drought has affected
consumption in 2000, and only 2000, is not a reasonable
one because the SWFWMD has implemented increasingly stiff
watering restrictions to deal with exactly that problem.
If anything, due to the watering restrictions (which may
be rescinded at any time), water usage has been repressed
during the drought, not artificially increased. As I

noted, the Utility has seen a gradual increase in
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consumption each and every year during its history and to
the extent a drought exists, it has existed for many
years, not just the historic test year 2000. Watering
restrictions from the SWFWMD have been in effect for
several years, which would diminish any affect which
would normally be expected in a drought. In addition,
there is absoclutely no proof that the general drought
conditions have ended, and no one in a position to know
is projecting that those conditions are ending. -Since we
are utilizing only a four year horizon for the period of
time rates will be in effect, the Commission should not
base its rate setting on a presumption that a
longstanding condition will end when there is no real
evidence to support that contention.

What about the testimony of Mr. Stallcup? How has he
proposed to set consumption levels in the projected test
year?

Mr. Stallcup has used a complicated model to project
gallons sold, based upon use of a Moisture Deficit
Variable (MDV). By doing this, he has attempted to tie
various weather conditions, including témperature and
rainfall, to consumption levels and then to predict 2001
consumption based upon this factor. It is unclear at
this time whether or not the conditions which his model

projects, will in fact exist during the period of time
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rates are expected to be in effect. More importantly,
his model totally ignores the very clear existence of a
demographic shift resulting in greater consumption per
ERC for all new connections. Mr. Stallcup has totally
ignored the ever increasing consumption per ERC for new
customers. This very obvious change has historically
trended up over the last 10 years beginning with the
developmenﬁ of the Trinity Community. Because that shift
is dramatic, it affects the average consumption per ERC
and should be used to calculate the proposed test year
consumption levels. We have done substantial analysis to
review this demographic shift and prepared several
schedules which reflect it.

Attached as Exhibit SGW-5 is a chart showing a linear
regression analysis showing increasing usage per ERC over
the last six years with a projection for 2001. There is
nothing to indicate that this trend will not continue.
In fact, if watering restrictions are rescinded, they
will probably increase drastically. All of the other
preposals for projected usage puts 2001 consumption at
pre-1996 levels and that is not only counter intuitive,
but if you are at all familiar with our service area,
impossible. Also attached to my testimony as Exhibit
SGW-6 1s a listing of water usage by subdivision, showing

usage over the last six years, as well as the 12 month
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period used to project water usage in the MFRs. These
are real numbers from experience, not projections of
unknown reliability. These represent the gallonage being
used in all of our subdivisions. You can clearly see
that the usage in Thousand Oaks and Fox Hollow are well
above 500 GPD/ERC and these are the areas where all of
our new homes will be constructed. Mr. Porter used this
data in his testimony, but it is clear that if anything,
we have underestimated the future water demands of our
customers. We have in‘fact taken the proposed rates that
Mr. Stallcup provided in Late-Filed Exhibit No. 7 to his
deposition that he contends come out of his analysis, and
inserted them into the SWFWMD model and have found that
they produce a substantial revenue shortfall. A summary -
of these results is attached hereto as Exhibit SGW-17.

Mr. Stallcup’s testimony proposes the use of a multiple
regression model that allegedly takes into account many
other factors (because of the use of the MDV) to forecast
the projected test year consumption levels. He notes
that this is superior to a time trend regression analysis
as used by Aloha, because it takes into account other
changes and conditions which exist. However, a review of
the historic information clearly indicates that the model
used by Mr. Stallcup and the staff, deviates

substantially from the trends within the Utility’s
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consumption per ERC levels that have existed in the past
and can be expected to exist into the future. It cannot
possibly be a superior methodology if the end results
ignore the changes that the Utility has seen throughoﬁt
its history. The staff position has focused on one
variable that the staff believes has a high correlation
with customer consumption and attempted to apply it to
the coming year, without regard to any other variables
that may be even more pertinent to the projection of
future consﬁmption. That is our problem with the
proposal by the staff. In addition, the staff’s proposal
substantially reduces the number of gallons that the
Utility can expect to sell in the future years below
levels that the Utility has experienced in recent times.
This places an extremely large risk on the Utility that
if consumption 1is above the substantial reductions
predicted by staff’s model, that the Utility will be
buying water at a marginal cost above the marginal
revenue to be received from these customers. As such,
the Utility will not only not be able to meet its
authorized rate-of-return, it will begin losing'money
very quickly if that circumstance occurs.

Do you have any comments with regard to Ms. DeRonne’s
téstimony and proposal?

Yes. Ms. DeRonne has expressed a concern that the
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Utility will continue to exceed its Water Use Permit and
as such, will be able to dchieve additional operating
income because of the use of maximum permit levels in
this case. There is very little basis for concern that
the Utility will be pumping above those permit limits.
In fact, because of the potential substantial penalties
that the SWEWMD has made clear will result from any
significant exceedence of permit levels, it is very
uniikely that there will be such exceedences of any
material nature. In fact, because the maximum.allowed
levels have been used in rate setting, the likelihood of
the Utility not being able to pump at the maximum level
on any given day, month, or year and because of the
restrictions placed on the Utility for pumpage limits
that use each of those separate time frames, it is much
more likely that the Utility will not be able to pump
water at a level exactly equal to its maximum permit
levels and will fall under that amount. As a result, the
cost of purchased water will increase above the levels
recognized in rate setting in this proceeding under the
current proposals. In addition, as I hope I have made
clear above, the potential for shortfall, even with an
equal amount of either under or over pumpage from the
Utility’s wells, weighs much more heavily on the

Utility’s earnings being harmed than it does toward the
g
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customers being harmed by any exceedence, simply because
of the high marginal cost of each additional thousand
gallons of water, which the Utility must purchase, in
comparison to its cost of pumping and treating that
water.

Ms. DeRonne has proposed that this case be held open for
some sort of monitoring, in case the Utility does exceed
its permit levels for pumped water. As noted, we do not
believe there is much 1likelihood of that and any
potential deviation from the SWFWMD permit is likely to
be substantially to the detriment of the Utility. Even
though this is predicted to be the case, we do not
believe that a separate monitoring 1is appropriate,
énymore in this case than in cases where a Utility has
within its control, the ability to modify other
recognized expenses in order to gain additional operating
income. There is really no difference from the 1issue
Ms. DeRonne is discussing then a myriad of other issues,
or potential expenses, that could be adjusted to achieve
greater earnings. However, because of the factors that
I have discussed above, being outside the Utility’s
control and their substantial potential affect on the
Utility, we believe that to the extent that the
Commission proposes to do monitoring of earnings and

purchased versus pumped water, that monitoring must
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include recognition of the possibility that the Utility
will not achieve its permit levels, and to the extent
there is any either “true up” of any past under or
overages or potential to reestablish rates on a going
forward basis, those must work both ways for all
potential problems resulting from deviations of water
purchased versus water pumped.

As we have noted, there must also be recognition that the
consumption levels predicted by the staff and by Mr.
Stewart or by the Utility, to the extent any of those are
adopted in setting final rates, that the Utility will not
be able to pay for purchased water 1f consumption
actually exceeds the levels predicted by those witnesses
or by the rates as finally established in this case. We
understand the concern that generally when the Commission
sets rates with projections, the case is not held open
and we are generally in favor of that finality. However,
to the extent the case is held open, it must recognize
the fact that this case differs from the ordinary case,
both in the amount of the predicted reduction in
consumption and the reasons for that predicted reduction
and the fact that any significant deviation from those
projected consumption levels can have substantial effects
on the Utility. Therefore, any Jjurisdiction that the

Commission retains for monitoring must incorporate those
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pdtentialities as well, and the need for increased rates
or possibly surcharges for past under sales.

In addition to the extent any monitoring is ultimately
required in the Commission’s Final Order, additional
administrative costs must be recognized in rate setting
in this proceeding. While we do not know the particulars
of what will be expected from the Utility in that
monitoring, we would suggest that at a minimum, if
quarterly reports are filed on purchased and pumped
water, that an additional $10,000 per year of annual
expense be recognized by the Commission, in order to
allow the Utility to prepare, file, and answer any
questions concerning those reports. Depending upon the
level of scrutiny, the monitoring requirements, and
additional proceedings that may follow short of formal
hearing, that should be sufficient for basic monitoring
and reporting. Therefore, we believe the Commission must
include such costs, to the extent that monitoring is
required.

As I understand it, Mr. Stallcup’s prcposal for rate
setting also includes shifting substantial fixed costs
from the base portion of the Utility’'s rates, to the
variable or gallonage charge. Is that correct?

Yes. While the Utility shifted some of the fixed costs

to the gallonage rate, the staff proposal has gone much
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farther. Generally speaking, from a historical and
general regulatory philosophy perspective, fixed costs
should be recovered through the base charge and variable
costs recovered from the gallonage charge. This has
always been the maxim under which the Public Service
Commission has operated, as I understand it, in setting
Utility rates. This is so that the Utility will be able
to recover its fixed costs regardless of consumption
levels, and its variable costs will flow with variable
revenues, thus helping to solidify the likelihood of
recovering all costs and minimizing the likelihood of
over or under earnings situation occurring. In this
case, 'in order to set base rates that were not
outrageously high, we had to work with the model supplied
by Dr. Whitcomb and the SWFWMD tc shift some of the fixed
costs into the gallonage iates. We were willing to
consider that additional risk, at least for the purposes
of this case, without any additional recognition of that
risk in rate-of-return or otherwise. However, the
staff’s proposal, as we understand it, would shift even
more of the fixed costs into the gallonage charge,
thereby further increasing the risk on the Utiiity. Upon
review of Mr. Stallcup’s worksheets, it appears that a
substantial quantity (almost equal to water sales in

lower sales months of the last year) of water will have
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to be sold just to meet the fixed costs of the Utility,
much less enabling the Utility to meet its variable
costs. Mr. Stallcup furnished, in a late-filed exhibit
to his deposition workpapers, spreadsheets, along with
other items for review. COCne of the items provided by Mr.

Stallcup was a schedule illustrative of the rates using
his proposed methodology for setting final rates in this
case. In which he appears to contradict his own
testimony which states: “However, due to revenue
stability concerns, the BFC allocation percentage should
not be decreased to the point that the new BFC is less
than the current BFC.” In his late-filed exhibit, he
proposes a base charge of $6.18, which is lower than our
current base facility charge. To my knowledge, no
additional recognition of that increased risk has been in
any way.recognized by the Commission staff, or proposed
for recognition by the Commission staff in this case, or
in any other previous case. While we don’t know if the
Commission has done such a shift of fixed costs into
gallonage charges in other cases, as has been done here
or to the extent it has been done here, we believe it
substantially increases the risk upon the Utility to do
so and believe to the extent it is proposed, that it must
be recognized in rate setting in the form of a higher

rate-of-return, or some other recognition of the
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substantial increased risk that this places on the
Utility.

There is a proposal to make an adjustment to the salary
of a Mr. Painter, because his salary was allocated fully
to the wastewater case in the Utility’s recent wastewater
rate case. Do you have any comments with regard to this
proposed adjustment?

Yes. Originally, the staff had proposed an allocation of
Mr. Painter’s salary for the portion of that salary
related to Seven Springs water versus Seven Springs
wastewater. They are now proposing to eliminate his
salary altogether, because it was recognized in the last
rate case as being related to wéstewater, a couple of
years ago. The fact of the matter is, his salary should
not be removed in total, because his job description has
changed since the time of the wastewater rate case. Mr.
Painter is now a supervisor over water and wastewater
operations, whereas at that time, he related solely to
wastewater. His o0ld position has now been occupied by
the addition of new employees, who have taken over a
portion of his old wastewater related duties. As he has
moved up into a higher supervisory level, he now deals
with both water and wastewater issues 1in that new
position. As such, the circumstances that existed in the

wastewater case are no longer applicable in this case.
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It is simply a change of his duties since the wastewater
case, and a replacement of the duties that he formerly
performed for the wastewater system two years ago, by a
new employee. As such, no adjustment is appropriate,
other than that originally proposed to properly allocate
Mr. Painter’s salary between the two systems.

Q. Do you have any further testimony to provide at this

time?

A. No; I do not.

aloha\35\watford. tmy
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ALOHA UTILITIES, INC.
Docket No. 010503-WU
In-House Expenses

Actual

Filing Fee $ 4,500
Cost of Notice 7,300
Travel 1,000
Total $12.800
Estimated

Cost of Notices (2) $ 7,300
Travel 1,400
Copying, Federal Express, Telephone & Other 500
Total $ 9,200
Grand Total Actual and Estimated: $22.,000
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ALOHA UTILITIES, INC.

DEMAND SIDE WATER CONSERVATION MEASURES

The Compliance Plan which Aloha must submit to the SWFWMD is currently in the
early stages of development. Inthe final plan, the Utility mustinclude both supply side and
demand side measures to be undertaken. However, because the supply side issues are
in the early stages of development, we have outlined below the demand side proposals
that the Ultility has made through the SWFWMD and which are expected to be placed into
effect immediately upon approval and recognition and rate setting by the PSC.

A. Customer Direct Mail Billing Inserts

As a result of the change to envelope billing, Aloha Utilities, Inc. now has the
capability to provide billing inserts to its customers with each monthly customer bill. The
Company has utilized the billing inserts to notify customers of various issues concerning
utility service. Principal among these issues is the Company's efforts to educate
customers about water supply and use including the current drought conditions, methods
and devices for conserving water, and the importance of compliance with watering

‘restrictions. The Company began this practice at the very end of 2000, and has continued
through the current date. The approximate additional annual cost for developing, copying,
and including these bill inserts is approximately $5,000 per year.

B. Customer Conservation Programs

Conserving waterprovidesa low-costalternativeto developrhent of alternative water
sources. The Company proposes to implement the following customer conservation
programs to educate consumers, curtail additional increases in consumption, and achieve
long term reductions in usage on an individual basis:

1. Retrofit Kit: The Company will initiate a program to make retrofit kits available
to interested customers at no charge. The kit will include such items as low flow
showerheads, low flow faucet aerators, leak detection tablets, replacement flapper valves,
and educational materials regarding conservation. Customers will be informed of the
program through billing inserts and other means. Annual Budgeted Cost: $25,000.

2. Water Conservation Pilot Program: The Company will develop and implement
a program to make available high efficiency water heaters and low flow toilets to utility
customers. The program will provide for, or offer credits or other financial incentive toward,
a selection of such devices to customers, monitor the water use of participants, and report
to the District regarding the effectiveness of the program. An initial report concerning
implementation of such program will be made within 60 days of implementation, a
preliminary report within six months and a final report within one year of implementation.

Annual Budgeted Cost: $30,000. S
G-
f




3. Mixed Media Conservation Messages: Through radio, television and billing
inserts, the Company will budget monthly for media advertising to promote conservation.
Such advertising budget will be allocated 50% for billing inserts, 25% for radio and 25%
for television mediums. Annual Budgeted Cost: $15,000.

4. Water Auditor: A full time staff position will be created to interact directly with
customers, perform water audits, irrigation audit and recommend and promote water
conversation measures. Audits will initially target large volume users in which
improvements in overall water use efficiencies will have the greatestimpact on Utility water
withdrawals. Annual Budgeted Cost: $38,000.

5. Additional Staffing: Initially, the Company will budget for one new staff member
to implement and promote consumer conversation programs. Budgeted Annual Cost:
$30,000.

6. Web Site: The Company is in the process of developing a web site to provide
information to the general public about the Utility. The web site will include a section on
conservation providing general information on the topic, specific information on Utility
programs, and links to other useful sites. Budgeted Annual Cost: $12,000.

The Company will, within 30 days of the date of the Consent Order, meet to refine
the details of this consumer conversation program in conjunction with the District's water
shortage coordinator. The total cost of the program is estimated to be $150,000 annually.
It is anticipated that these conservation measures will result in an approximately 5%
reduction in water demand in the service area.

The conservation program is to be paid for from revenues generated by the
conservation rates implemented pursuant to Waterate 2001 discussed below. The
Company will develop these programs in the fourth quarter of 2001 and should be in a
position to implement them by March 31, 2002. These programs will proceed unless the
Public Service Commission denies recognition of the funding for these programs as
proposed by the Company in its pending rate case. The Company will nevertheless be
required to comply with water conservation requirements of the WUP. Aloha will use its
best efforts to secure PSC approval of water conservation programs in this §2. In the
event funding for these programs is recognized, but Conservation Revenues in a given
year based on Waterate 2001 are less than projected, adjustments to the program budgets
will be made accordingly.

C. Implementation of Conservation Rates

The Utility's rates and charges are established by the Florida Public Service
Commission. Rates and charges cannot be modified without the prior consent of the
Commission. Historically, the Commission has done very little to promote the use of
conversation rates, having approved such rates for less than ten utilities statewide. As a
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result of several issues arising from District WUP enforcement, including the purchase of
water from Pasco County and the implementation of a conservation rate structure, the
Public Service Commission is conditioning rate relief for the Company on the filing of a full
rate case.

On April 2, 2001, representatives of Aloha attended the Waterate 2001 Workshop
hosted by the District. At that time, the District provided information and training on
software designed to assist in establishing a conservation or inverted block rate structure,
the goal of which is to reduce water usage by at least 5% in the Company's service area.
The Company utilized this software in preparing a conservation rate structure for its
Application for Increase in Water Rates which was filed with the PSC on August 10, 2001.

The time frame required for completing of a rate case through completion is 13-19
months, as discussed in more detail below. At such time as the PSC authorizes a change
in Aloha's rates, the Company will implement the conservation rate structure. According
to the Waterate 2001 model, the Company can expect a substantial reduction in potabie
water use, estimated at 28%, over the use which would otherwise be expected for the
same period. Unlike traditional rate setting in the water industry in Florida, use of a
conservation rate structure will cause greater variability in system revenues. The Company
estimates that, based on the District's model, revenues may exceed the approved revenue
requirement by up to $288,900 annually (“Conservation Revenues”). The Company has
proposed to the PSC that, to the extent they occur, the Company should use such
Conservation Revenues to further the conservation programs, with the balance going
toward costs associated with the development of the reverse osmosis water treatment
facility, or such other alternative water source project or objective as the Company may
determine, subject to District approval, which approvai shall not be unreasonably withheld.

D. Wastewatér Reuse System

Aloha has been a front runner in implementation of a reuse system, has
aggressively sought customers for that system, and has expended millions of dollars to that
end. In addition, the Utility has a longstanding policy to requiring developers to mstall
reuse facilities where feasible.

Aloha believes that investment in its reclaimed water facility and reuse transmission
system was the single most effective means available to offset groundwater withdrawals
for customer irrigation needs and mitigate environmental and water resource impacts
caused by groundwater withdrawals for direct customer consumption. Acknowledgment
by the District of the benefits of this program can be seen in the continued cooperative
funding provided since the original Agreement. Aloha has sought, and continues to seek
recognition by the District of the benefits of this program and the mitigation of groundwater
withdrawals in the Company’s service area in the North Tampa Bay WUCA.

Alohal/33/Compliance Plan8F
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Stephen G. Watford

Docket No. 010503-WU
Exhibit to Rebuttal Testimony
SGW-1

Selsky, Anita - Listed on spreadsheet sent to you previously, there was no
response from the PSC fax, so the response was mailed on 2/1/99.

Taylor Tire - Listed on spreadsheet sent to you previously, fax machine was not
working properly, faxed on 8/23/00 when repaired. Mr. Watford had been on the
phone several times discussing this issue with the PSC staff.

Winchester. Dennis - I have a fax confirmation sheet verifying that this response
was sent on the due date of 10/17/00. 1have a revision showing that we copied
the customer and it was faxed on 10/18/00.

Baumrucker, Jeffrey - Listed on spreadsheet sent to you previously, replied in
letter that response was sent late on 1/4/01 due to relocation of office.

McKay, Chester - VFW Post states on response from Durbin that our office
contacted them on 2/9/01 stating that we had not received this complaint. They
apparently tried to fax the complaint to the old office fax number, even though we
notified the PSC in writing of the move and the new numbers. We were notified
that the customer had chosen to close the complaint on 1/30/01. Obviously, since
the customer closed the complaint himself, no response was required from Aloha.

Gover, Jeanne - Same as above. We contacted them on 1/30/01 and responded
within 12 working days (we are given 15 working days on each request).

. Arseanau, Darrell - Same as above. We contacted them on 2/9/01 and responded
in five working days.

Myers. Samantha - Same as above. We contacted them on 2/9/01 and responded
in 14 working days.

Sheckells, John - Listed on spreadsheet sent to you previously, no response from
PSC fax, mailed on 4/4/01.

Kwiatowski, Joseph - Listed on spreadsheet sent to you previously, no response
from PSC fax, mailed on 4/4/01.

Prishvalko, Betty - Listed on spreadsheet sent to you previously, waited on resuits
in supplemental report. This was not conducted and we responded on 5/23/01.

SEW- 3




YEARLY PSC COMPLAINTS

DOCKET 010503
% of
Complaints
Total Total No. Of Per 1000
Year Complaints Customers Customers Comments
1990 16 8540 1.87
1991 4 8764 0.46
1992 21 9366 2.24
*27 Complaints were in
reference to a single
1993 42 9987 4.21 incident
1994 16 10304 1.55
1995 21 10710 1.96
1996 31 11038 2.81
1997 27 11359 2.38
1998 15 11732 1.28
1999 24 12397 1.94
2000 65 12732 511
2001 92 12807 7.18

12/20/01 Yearly PSC Complaints Docket 010503
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Gallons per ERC per Day

290
280
270
260
250
240
230

|

220 1995 1996 1997 1998 | 1999 2000 | 2001p
ElAloha's Gallons/ERC/Day | 246.5753 | 2602740 2657534  263.0137 | 2767123 | 2767123  284.5620
(/~ Staffs GalonsERCIDay | 2465753 2602740 2657534 | 2630137 | 2767128 | 2767123 | 2600000
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'{ Consumption per Connection

12/06/01 Order by Subdivision
SUBDIVISION_CONSUMPTION.PRG 07/01/00 to 06/30/01
SUBDIVISION GALLONS BILLS GALS/MTH GALS/DAY
ASHLEY PLACE APARTME 4214505 1877 2245 75
CHELSEA PLACE 28599910 1674 17085 569
COUNTRY PLACE VILLAG 23058357 5742 4016 134
CYPRESS LAKES 21660150 1730 12520 417
FOX HOLLOW 66965870 3562 18800 627
FOXHOLLOW TOWNHOMES 1660790 239 6949 232
FOXWOOD 63502203 3758 . 16898 563
HERITAGE LAKES 58539830 11210 5222 174
HERITAGE SPRINGS 2259960 935 2417 81
HILLS OF SAN JOSE 6803980 588 11571 386
MILLPOND 56028470 8927 6276 209
NATURA 7905830 659 11997 400
NATURES HIDEAWAY ' 41849469 4311 9708 324
OAKCREEK APARTMENTS 6715931 1825 3680 123
PARK LAKE ESTATES 77859838 9820 7929 264
PLANTATION 7231230 536 13491 450
RANCHSIDE APARTMENTS 1513340 513 2096 70
RIVER OAKS CONDOS 1235350 480 2574 86
RIVERSIDE VILLAGE 28604155 3110 9197 307
RIVERSIDE VILLAS 8904350 3101 2871 96
RIVIERA 12577685 382 32926 1098
SPRING HAVEN CONDOS 1135090 477 2380 79
THOUSAND OAKS 1217484 73 16678 556
TRINITY ORKS 93690628 5470 17128 571
VETERANS VILLAGE 142284232 27470 5180 173
VICEROY CONDOS 492750 119 4141 138
NOODBEND 5295410 627 8446 282
NOODGATE 9239277 1060 8716 291
JOODTRAIL VILLAGE 23115080 3375 6849 228
{YNDTREE 59413671 6158 9648 322
TOTALS 12820786527 1578164 7839 261

SEw-lo
ot

Page 1




Consumption per Connection

12/06/01 Order by Subdivision
SUBDIVISION CONSUMPTION.FPRG 01/01/95 to 06/30/01

SUBDIVISION GALLONS BILLS GALS/MTH GALS/DAY
ASHLEY PLACE APARTME 30511489 12676 2407 80
CHELSEA PLACE 190953793 110259 17314 577
COUNTRY PLACE VILLAG 135738884 30392 4466 149
CYPRESS LAKES 150589082 11022 13663 455
FOX HOLLOW 331070996 15530 21318 711
FOXHOLLOW TOWNHOMES 3919205 449 8729 291
FOXWOCD 147634517 8231 17936 598
HERITAGE LAKES 450054485 73477 6125 204
HERITAGE SPRINGS 6060112 1859 3260 108
HILLS CF SAN JOSE 47196662 3754 12572 419
MILLPOND 370628101 55735 6650 222
NATURA 30217773 2560 11804 393
NATURES HIDEAWAY 272994803 27266 10012 334
OAKCREEK APARTMENTS 52502215 13940 3766 126
PARK LAKE ESTATES 517862328 62412 8297 277
PLANTATION 45972730 3066 14994 500
RANCHSIDE APARTMENTS 17931330 5929 3024 101
RIVER OAKS CONDOS 8595901 3120 2755 92
RIVERSIDE VILLAGE 199069506 19078 10435 348
RIVERSIDE VILLAS 58280681 16010 3640 121
RIVIERA 56867890 1848 30773 1026
SPRING HAVEN CONDOS 8956180 3116 2887 96
THOUSAND OAKS 1337378 79 16929 564
TRINITY OAKS 542420406 31003 17436 583
VETERANS VILLAGE 1040541581 183409 567%3 188
VICEROY CONDOS 2898630 811 3574 119
WOODBEND 33909743 4079 8313 277
WCODGATE 67259726 6986 9628 321
WOODTRAIL VILLAGE 167389511 22382 7479 249
WYNDTREE 385320390 35696 10794 360

TOTALS 75978144077 9221665 8059 269

2 o0F A

Page



TABLE 1. GENERAL INFORMATION

Customer Class Names
Residential

General Service 3/4"
General Service 1"
General Service 1 1/2"
General Service 2"
General Service 3"
General Service 4"
General Service 6"

SOXNOG A WN =

Billing Cycle Monthly

Water Unit Thousand Gallons (TG)
Year Type Calendar Year

Base Year 2000

Planning Horizon (Years) 5 Ayl

Annual Inflation Rate

[,-95

WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Genlinfo Page: 1 of 1

12/20/01



TABLE 2. PRICE ELASTICITY

Single Family
Long-Run Short-Run Adjustment Property Value % Weights

Customer Class Elasticity 1st Year 2nd Year 3rd Year 4th Year Low Med High
Residential Florida 24 50% 75% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
General Service 3/4" 020 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 0% 67%
General Service 1" 020 &4 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 0% 67%
General Service 1 1/2" 020 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 33% 34%
General Service 2" 020 M 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 0% 67%
General Service 3" 020 & 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 33% 34%
General Service 4" -020 & 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 0% 67%
General Service 6" -0.20 m 50% 75% 100% 100% 33% 0% 67%

Price Specification

& Marginal Price

~

WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Elasticity Page: 1 of 1

12/20/01



TABLE 3. WATER REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Base Case
Revenue Requirements $1,849,005 $3,012,527 $3,012,527 $3,012,527 $3,012,527 $3,012,527
Short-Run Variable
Revenue Requirements $389,484 $1,073,000 $1,073,000 $1,073,000 $1,073,000 $1,073,000
Short-Run Variable as %
of Total Base Case 21.1% 35.6% 35.6% 35.6% 35.6% 35.6%
-
WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: RevReq Page: 1 of 1

12/20/01



TABLE 4. WATER ACCOUNTS
Number of Accounts by Meter Size
EMU Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
Meter Size Factor 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
All Customer Classes
5/8" 9,125 9,652 9,552 9,552 9,652 9,552
3/4" 0 0 0 0 0 0
1" 46 48 48 48 48 48
1.5" 15 16 16 16 16 16
2" 25 26 26 26 26 26
3" 1 1 1 1 1 1
4" 2 2 2 2 2 2
6" 5 6 6 6 6 6
g" 0 0 0 0 0 0
10" 0 0 0 0 0 0
12" 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Accounts 9,219 9,651 9,651 9,651 9,651 9,651
Total EMUs 9,831 10,326 10,326 10,326 10,326 10,326
Residential .
5/8" 1 8,989 9,410 9,410 9,410 9,410 9,410
3/4" 1.5
1" 2.5
1.5" 5
2" 8
3" 16
4" 25
6" 50
8" 80
10" 115 /
12" 215
Total Accounts 8,989 9,410 9,410 9,410 9,410 9,410
Total EMUs 8,989 9,410 9,410 9,410 9,410 9,410
WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Accounts Page 10f6 12/20/01
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TABLE 4. WATER ACCOUNTS
| Number of Accounts by Meter Size
EMU Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
Meter Size Factor 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
General Service 3/4"
5/8" 1 136 142 142 142 142 142
3/4" 1.5
1" 2.5
1.5" 5
2" 8
3" 16
4" 25
g" 50
8" 80
10" 115
12" 215
Total Accounts 136 142 142 142 142 142
Total EMUs 136 142 142 142 142 142
General Service 1"
5/8" 1
314" 1.5
1" 25 46 48 48 48 48 48
1.5" 5
2" 8
3" 16
4" 25
6" 50
8" 80
10" 115 /
12" 215
Total Accounts 46 48 48 48 48 48
Total EMUs 115 120 120 120 120 120
WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Accounts  Page 2 of 6 12/20/01
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TABLE 4. WATER ACCOUNTS
| Number of Accounts by Meter Size
EMU Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
Meter Size Factor 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
General Service 1 1/2"
5/8" 1
3/4" 1.5
1" 25
1.5" 5 15 16 16 16 16 16
2" 8
3" 16
4" 25
6" 50
g" 80
10" 115
12" 215
Total Accounts 16 16 16 16 16 16
Total EMUs 75 80 80 80 80 80
General Service 2"
5/8" 1
3/4" 1.5
1" 2.5
1.5" 5
2" 8 25 26 26 26 26 26
3" 16
4" 25
6" 50
8" 80
10" 115 /
12" 215
Total Accounts 25 26 26 26 26 26
Total EMUs 200 208 208 208 208 208
WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Accounts  Page 3 of 6 12/20/01
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TABLE 4. WATER ACCOUNTS
| Number of Accounts by Meter Size
EMU Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
Meter Size Factor 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
General Service 3"
5/8" 1
3/4" 1.5
1" 2.5
1.5" 5
2" 8
3" 16 1 1 1 1 1 1
4" 25
6" 50
8" 80
10" 115
12" 215
Total Accounts 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total EMUs 16 16 16 16 16 16
General Service 4"
5/8" 1
3/4" 1.5
1" 2.5
1.5" 5
2" 8
3" 16
4" 25 2 2 2 2 2 2
6" 50
8" 80
10" 115
12" 215
Total Accounts 2 2 2 2 2 2
Total EMUs 50 50 50 50 50 50
WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Accounts  Page 4 of 6 12/20/01



WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Accounts  Page 5 of 6
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TABLE 4. WATER ACCOUNTS
| Number of Accounts by Meter Size
EMU Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
Meter Size Factor 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
General Service 6"
5/8" 1
3/4" 1.5
1" 2.5
1.5" 5
2" 8
3" 16
4" 25
6" 50 5 6 6 6 6 6
8" 80
10" 115
12" 215
Total Accounts 5 6 6 6 6 6
Total EMUs 250 300 300 300 300 300
14
12/20/01



TABLE 5. ANNUAL WATER CONSUMPTION (BASE CASE))

Water Consumption in Thousand Gallons (TG)

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

Customer Class 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Residential 925,916 1,003,845 1,003,845 1,003,845 1,003,845 1,003,845
General Service 3/4" 22,713 24,625 24,625 24,625 24,625 24,625
General Service 1" 10,314 11,182 11,182 11,182 11,182 11,182
General Service 1 1/2" 8,805 9,546 9,546 9,546 9,546 9,546
General Service 2" 36,425 39,491 39,491 39,491 39,491 39,491
General Service 3" 1,501 1,627 1,627 1,627 1,627 1,627
General Service 4" 2,197 2,382 2,382 2,382 2,382 2,382
General Service 6" 17,785 19,282 19,282 19,282 19,282 19,282
Total Water 1,025,656 1,111,980 1,111,980 1,111,980 1,111,980 1,111,880

WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates; Water

Page 1 of 1 12/20/01



TABLE 6. WATER BILL DISTRIBUTION IN BASE YEAR

Residential General Service ¥4™  General Service 1" General Service 1 112 General Service 2" General Service 3" Ganeral Service 4" General Service 6
TG/Bi Bl Count Bill% BWlCount Bill% BillCount Bilt% BiliCount Bill% BillCount Bill% BillCount Bill% BillCount BIl% BlliCount Bill%
[¢] 7.264 6.7% 34 16.3% 43 7.8% 34 186% 2 7.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
1 6.550 8.0% 227 13.9% 29 53% 4 22% 10 34% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
2 10,436 9.5% 127 7.8% 3 5.6% 2 1.1% 10 4% 0.0% 1 3% 0.0%
3 11,004 102% a8 54% 29 53% 5 2.7% 7 24% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 10,275 2.4% 81 5.0% 24 44% ] 3.3% 4 1.4% 0.0% 2 7.4% 0.0%
5 8,579 7.9% 89 55% 24 4.4% 8 4.9% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1 7%
6 7122 6.5% 51 31% 10 1.8% 4 22% 10 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 5 8.3%
7 5,804 54% 59 3.6% 19 3.5% 4 22% ] 20% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 4,789 4.4% 30 1.6% [ 1.1% 4 22% 6 20% 0.0% 0.0% 1 7%
9 4,188 3.8% 43 2.6% 2 4.0% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
10 3,659 3.4% 3 2.0% 14 2.6% 3 1.6% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 4 6.7%
11 3,099 2.8% 33 2.0% 17 31% 2 1.1% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
12 2,852 26% 25 t.5% 14 26% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
13 2,483 23% 36 2.2% 13 24% t 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 2,201 2.0% 20 1.2% 6 1.1% 2 1.1% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
15 1,855 1.8% 5 1.5% 16 2.9% 3 1.6% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
16 1,728 1.6% 27 1.7% 1" 20% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
17 1,530 1.4% 19 1.2% 12 2.2% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
18 1,360 1.2% ] 0.6% 14 26% 0.0% 4 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
19 1,214 1.1% 1% 0.7% 7 1.3% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 1,042 1.0% 19 1.2% 8 1.5% 2 1.1% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
21 963 0.9% 15 0.0% 15 2.71% 2 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
22 871 0.8% g 0.6% ] 1.6% 2 11% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
23 768 0.7% H 0.7% 4 0.7% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
24 735 0.7% 13 0.8% 8 1.5% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 1 3% 0.0%
25 687 0.58% 10 0.6% 10 t.8% 2 1.1% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
26 578 0.5% " 07% 10 1.8% 2 1.1% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
27 544 0.5% 8 0.5% 1 0.2% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
28 442 0.4% ? 0.6% 9 1.6% 2 1.1% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
29 402 0.4% 3 0.2% 3 0.5% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
30 369 0.3% 14 0.9% 6 1.1% 0.0% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
N 322 0.3% 8 0.5% 3 0.5% 3 16% 1 G.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
32 298 0.3% 3 0.2% 9 1.6% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 1 A% 1 1.7%
33 21 0.2% 3 0.2% 5 08% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 3 5.0%
34 218 0.2% 8 0.5% 3 05% 1 05% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
35 228 0.2% 5 0.3% 4 0.7% 2 1.1% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0¢.0% 0.0%
6 189 0.2% 10 0.6% 4 0.7% 2 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
kY 154 0.1% 4 0.2% 5 0.9% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
38 134 0.1% 3 0.2% ] 1.6% 1 0.5% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
39 118 0.1% 3 0.2% 5 0.8% 2 1.1% 2 0.7% 00% 1 37% 0.0%
40 89 0.1% 3 0.2% 1 0.2% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
41 108 0.1% 1 0.1% 2 04% 1 0.5% 2 07% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
42 95 0.1% 2 0.1% 4 0.7% 3 1.6% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
43 101 0.1% 1 0.1% 2 0.4% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0%
44 94 0.1% 1 0.1% 3 0.5% 3 1.6% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
45 m” 0.1% 4 0.2% 4 0.7% 2 1.1% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
46 61 0.1% 3 0.2% 2 0.4% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.0% 2 7.4% 0.0%
47 49 0.0% 2 0.1% 1 0.2% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
48 39 C.0% 0.0% 1 0.2% 2 1.1% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
49 42 0.0% 2 0.1% 3 0.5% 0.0% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
50 45 0.0% 1 0.1% 3 0.5% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1 7% 0.0%
51 37 0.0% 2 0.1% 2 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 AT% 2 3.3%
52 40 0.0% 3 0.2% 0.0% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
53 25 0.0% 1 0.1% 3 05% 0.0% 3 1.0% 0.0% 1 1% 0.0%
54 28 0.0% 3 0.2% 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
55 28 0.0% 2 0% 2 0.4% 2 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
56 24 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 3% 0.0%
57 21 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
58 2 0.0% 4 0.2% 0% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
59 25 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
60 18 0.0% 1 01% 1 02% 1 05% 3 10% 0.0% 1 3.7% 4 0.0%
81 21 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.2% 2 1.1% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
62 18 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.2% 1 0.5% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
63 16 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.4% 1 0.5% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2 3.3%
64 13 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.7% 0.0% 1 37% 0.0%
85 12 0.0% 3 0.2% 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
66 10 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.2% 0.0% 4 14% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
67 8 0.0% 1 Q1% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
88 5 0.0% 2 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1 7% 0.0%
69 8 0.0% 2 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
70 8  0.0% 3 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 1.7%
k4l 10 0.0% 2 0.1% 1 0.2% 0.0% 4 14% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
T2 5 00% 1 0% 1 02% 1 05% 3 1.0% 0.0% 1 3% 0.0%
n ] 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
74 4 0.0% 3 02% 0.0% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
75 5 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
76 8 0.0% 2 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 4 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
77 6 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
78 7 0.0% 4 0.2% 0.0% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7% 1 0.0% 2 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
80 10 0.0% 1 0.1% 1 0.2% 1 0.5% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
81 3 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
82 7 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
83 ] 0.0% t 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
84 5 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 6 0.0% 2 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
86 5 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 1 0.5% 1 0.3% 0.0% 1 3% 0.0%
- 3 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.2% 0.0% 2 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 3 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 00% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
:1:} 7 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
80 7 0.0% 2 0.1% 1 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1 9.1% 0.0% 0.0%
11 4 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% ] 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
92 8 0.0% 0.0% 1 0.2% 0.0% 1 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
93 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
94 4 00% 1 01% 0.0% 1 05% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
95 2 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 3 1.0% 0.0% 1 A% 0.0%
96 2 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
o7 5 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
98 5 00% C.0% 1 02% 2 1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
% 1 0.0% 1 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% H 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Top Bin 74 0.1% 30 1.8% 7 1.3% 25 137% 81 30.8% 10 90.9% 9 333% 31 51.7%
Totals 108,008 100.0% 1,830 100.0% 549 100.0% 183 100.0% 295 100.0% 11 100.0% 27 100.0% 60 100.0%
Top Bin Ave 133 215 166 198 328 131 138 548
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TABLE 7. FIXED CHARGES

™ Check fbwed mewrchames the same brall cusbmer classes.

Residential
Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
$/EMU/BIll $0.00 $0.00
Meter Size $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill
5/8" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
3/4” $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
1 $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
1.5 $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
2 $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
3 $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
4" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
6" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
8" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
10" $3.36 $6.18 §6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
12" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
General Service 3/4"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
$/EMU/BIll $0.00
Meter Size $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill
5/8" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
374" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
1" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
1.5 $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
2" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
3 $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
4" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
6" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
8" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
10" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
12" $3.36 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18 $6.18
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TABLE 7. FIXED CHARGES

™ Check iwed metrcharges the same orall cusomerclasses.

General Service 1"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
$/EMU/BIl $0.00
Meter Size $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill
5/8" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
3/4" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
1" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
1.5" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
2" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
3" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
4" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
6" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
8" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
10" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
12" $8.90 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23 $15.23
General Service 1 1/2"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
$/EMU/BIIN $0.00
Meter Size $/Bill $/8ill $/8ill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill
5/8" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
3/4" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
1" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
1.5" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
2" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
3 $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
4" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
6" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
8" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
10" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 ~$3045 $30.45 $30.45
12" $16.69 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45 $30.45
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TABLE 7. FIXED CHARGES

[ Check Hined merchamges the same brall cusomer classes.,

General Service 2"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
$IEMU/BIll $0.00
Meter Size $/Bill $/Bill $/8ill $/Bill $iBill $/Bill
5/8" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
3/4" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
1" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
15" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
2" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
3" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
4 $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
6" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
8 $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
10" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
12" $27.12 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72 $48.72
General Service 3"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
SIEMU/BIlI $0.00 '
Meter Size $/Bill $/Bill $isii $/Bill $/Bill $/Bilt
518" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
3/4" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
1" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
1.5" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
2 $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
3 $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
4" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
6" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
8" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
10" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 ™ $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
12" $53.47 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44 $97.44
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TABLE 7. FIXED CHARGES

™ Check ifed meterchamges he same br all customer classes.

General Service 4"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
$/EMU/BIII $0.00 $0.00
Meter Size $iBill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bitl $/Bill $/Biil
5/8" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
3/4" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
1" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
1.5" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $162.25 $152.25
2" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
3" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
4" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
6" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
8" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
10" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
12" $83.85 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25 $152.25
General Service 6"

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
$/Account/Bill $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
$/EMU/BIlI $0.00 $0.00
Meter Size $/Bilt $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bill $/Bilt
5/8" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
3/4" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
1" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
1.5" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
2" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
3 $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
4 $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
6" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
8" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
10" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 4305.00 $305.00 $305.00
12" $84.76 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00 $305.00
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TABLE 8. QUANTITY CHARGES

Base Year -1 Base Year Base Year +1 j r Basae Year +2 l L Bate Year +3 ‘I i Base Year +4 ' Base Year 45
1929 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
TG/l 16 TG/BHl TG TGmBil $76 TG/BIl TG/l G IGRBitt 376G TG/BIl G
Customer Class Block Min  Max Water Sewer Min  Max Watar Sewer Min  Max Water Sawer Min  Max Water Sewer Min  Max Water Sewer Min  Max Water Sewer Min  Max Water Sewer
Residential 1 1 3 $1.32 1 3 $1.32 1 8 L iRL) 1 8 $1.77 1 8 $1.77 1 8 $1.77 1 8 $1.77
2 4 $1.32 4 $1.32 9 15 $2.56 4 15 $2.66 9 15 $266 9 15 $2.66 -] 15 $2.66
k] 16 $3.54 16 $3.54 16 $3.54 18 $3.54 16 $3.54
4
H
6
General Service 3/4” 1 1 3 $1.32 1 3 $1.32 1 $2.28 1 $228 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 32.28
2 4 $1.32 4 $1.32
3
4
5
6
|General Service 1* 1 1 8 $1.32 1 8 $1.32 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28
2 9 $1.32 9 $1.32
3
4
5
6
General Service 1 1/2* 1 1 15 $1.32 1 15 $132 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28
2 ] $1.32 18 $132
3
4
5
6
General Service 2° 1 1 24 $132 1 24 $132 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $228 1 $2.28
2 25 $1.32 25 $1.32
3
4
5
]
General Sarvice 3* 1 1 48 $132 1 a8 $132 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 5228
2 49 $1.32 49 $1.32
3
4
5
6
General Service &° 1 1 75 $1.32 1 75 $1.32 1 $2.20 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 $2.28
2 76 $1.32 76 $1.32
3
4
5
6
General Service 6 1 1 98 $1.32 1 98 $132 1 $2.28 1 $2.28 1 2.28 1
2 09 $132 o0 $132 s $2.28 1 $2.28
3
4
5
6
-~
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TABLE 9. REVENUE SUMMARY
Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Revenue Impacts All Classes
Base Case Revenue Requirement $1,849,005 $3,012,527 $3,012,627 $3,012,527 $3,012,527 $3,012,527
Change from Changes in Base Water Use $0  -$174,622  -$233,847  -$284,154  -$273,568  -$262,882
Adjusted Revenue Requirement $1,849,005 $2,837,905 $2,778,680 $2,728,373 $2,738,959 $2,749,645
Fixed Charge Revenues $391,713 $764,979 $764,979 $764,979 $764,979 $764,979
Quantity Charge Revenues $1,353,868  $1,990,096 $1,810,351  $1,662,109  §$1.689,814 $1,718,017
Total Fixed and Quantity Revenues $1,745580 $2,755,976 $2,575,330 $2,427,088 $2,454,793 $2,482997
Revenue Surplus/Shortfalt ($103,425)  ($81,930) ($203,350) ($301,285) ($284,166) ($266,649)
Revenue Impacts By Class
Fixed Charge Revenues
Residential $362,436 $697,846 $697,846 $697,846 $697,846 $697,846
General Service 3/4" $5,484 $10,531 $10,531 $10,531 $10,531 $10,531
General Service 1" $4,913 $8.772 $8,772 $8,772 $8,772 $8,772
General Service 1 1/2" $3,004 $5.846 $5,846 $5,846 $5,846 35,846
General Service 2" $8,136 $15,201 $15,201 $15,201 $15,201 $15,201
General Service 3" $642 $1,169 $1,169 $1,169 $1,169 $1,169
General Service 4" $2,012 $3,654 $3,654 $3,654 $3,654 $3,654
General Service 6" $5,086 $21,960 $21,960 $21,960 $21,960 $21,960
Total $391,713 $764,979 $764.979 $764,979 $764,979 $764,979
Quantity Charge Revenues
Residentiat $1,222,211  $1,756,710 $1,581,256 $1,438,080 $1,464,685 $1,491,773
General Service 3/4" $29,981 $53,373 $52,200 $51,054 $51,304 $51,556
General Service 1" $13.614 $24,227 $23,690 $23,166 $23,280 $23,396
General Service 1 1/2" $11,623 $20,680 $20,221 $19,771 $19.870 $19,968
General Service 2" $48,081 $85,551 383,650 $81,791 $82,197 $82,606
General Service 2° $1,981 $3,525 $3,446 $3,370 $3,386 $3,403
General Service 4" $2,900 $5,160 $5.045 $4,933 $4,958 $4,982
Genera! Service 6" $23,476 $41,771 $40,842 $39,935 $40,133 $40,333
Total $1,353,868 $1,990,996 $1,810,351 $1,662,109 $1,689,814 $1,718,017
Total Fixed and Quantity Revenues
Residential $1,584,648 $2454,555 $2,279,102 $2,135935 $2,162,53¢ $2,189,619
General Service 3/4" $35.465 $63,904 $62,731 $61,584 $61,835 $62,087
General Service 1" $18,527 $33,000 $32,463 $31,938 $32,053 $32,168
General Service 1 112" $14,627 $26,526 $26,067 $25,618 $25,716 $25,815
General Service 2° $56,217 $100,751 $98,850 $96,992 $97,398 $97.807
General Service 3" $2,623 $4,694 $4,616 $4,539 $4,556 $4,572
General Service 4" $4.912 $8,814 $8.699 $8,587 $8,612 $8,636
General Service 6" $28,562 $63,731 $62,802 $61,895 $62,093 $62,293
Total $1,745,580 $2,755,976 $2,575,330 $2,427,088 $2,454,793 $2,482,997

WATERATE as filed_with_staff rates: Revimpacts tof1 12/20/01




TABLE 10. WATER USE SUMMARY

Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon
Customer Class 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
All Classes
Base Water Use (TG) 1,025,656 1,111,980 1,111,980 1,111,980 1,111,980 1,111,980
Price Elastic Change 0 -180,965 -242,342 -294 477 -283,506 -272,432
% Change 0.0% -16.3% -21.8% -26.5% -25.5% -24.5%
New Water Use (TG) 1,025,656 931,015 869,638 817,503 828,474 839,548
Residential
Base Water Use (TG) 925,916 1,003,845 1,003,845 1,003,845 1,003,845 1,003,845
Price Elastic Change 0 -175,588 -234,688 -284,596 -274,112 -263,527
% Change 0.0% -17.5% -23.4% -28.4% -27.3% -26.3%
New Water Use (TG) 925,916 828,257 769,157 719,249 729,733 740,318
General Service 3/4"
Base Water Use (TG) 22,713 24,625 24,625 24625 24,625 24,625
Price Elastic Change 0 -1,216 -1,730 -2,233 -2,123 -2,013
% Change 0.0% -4.9% -7.0% -9.1% -8.6% -8.2%
New Water Use (TG) 22,713 23,409 22,895 22,392 22,502 22612
General Service 1"
Base Water Use (TG) 10,314 11,182 11,182 11,182 11,182 11,182
Price Elastic Change 0 -556 -7 -1,022 -971 -921
% Change 0.0% -5.0% -7.1% -9.1% -8.7% -8.2%
New Water Use (TG) 10,314 10,626 10,391 10,160 10,211 10,261
General Service 1 1/2"
Base Water Use (TG) 8,805 9,546 9,546 9,546 9,546 9,546
Price Elastic Change 0 -476 677 -874 -831 -788
% Change 0.0% -5.0% -7.1% -9.2% -8.7% -8.3%
New Water Use (TG) 8,805 9,070 8,869 8,672 8,715 8,758
General Service 2"
Base Water Use (TG) 36,425 39,491 39,491 39,491 39,491 39,491
Price Elastic Change 0 -1,969 -2,803 -3,618 -3,439 -3,260
% Change 0.0% -5.0% 7.1% -9.2% -8.7% -8.3%
New Water Use (TG) 36,425 37,522 36,688 35,873 36,052 36,231
General Service 3"
Base Water Use (TG) 1,501 1,627 1,627 1,627 1,627 1,627
Price Elastic Change 0 -81 -115 -149 -142 -134
% Change 0.0% -5.0% -7.1% -9.2% -8.7% -8.3%
New Water Use (TG) 1,501 1,546 1,512 1,478 1,485 1,493
General Service 4"
Base Water Use (TG) 2,197 2,382 2,382 2,382 2,382 2,382
Price Elastic Change 0 -119 -169 -218 -208 -197
% Change 0.0% -5.0% -7.1% -9.2% -8.7% -8.3%
New Water Use (TG) 2,197 2,263 2,213 2,164 2,174 2,185
General Service 6"
Base Water Use (TG) 17,785 19,282 19,282 19,282 19,282 19,282
Price Elastic Change 0 -961 -1,369 -1,767 -1,680 -1,592
% Change 0.0% -5.0% -7.1% -9.2% -8.7% -8.3%
New Water Use (TG) 17,785 18,321 17,913 17,515 17,602 17,690
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TABLE 11. WATER USE BY BLOCK
Base Yoor | Base Year +1 ] Base Year +2 Base Yoac +3 ] Base Yoar +4 Base Yoar +5
2000 200t 2002 2003 2003
TGmi % of Water Sold TGIBAl % of Water Soid TG __ %ol WaterSold TG % of Water Soid TGrBil % of Water Sold TGI8 % of Water Sold
Customer Class Block  Min  Max New  Change Min  Max Base New  Change Min  Mesx Base New Change Min  Max Bass New Change Min  Max Base New Change Min  Max Bass New  Change
Residential 1 1 3 304% NA NA t 8 60.8% 71.2% 104% 1 B 60.8% 756% 14.8% 1 ] 60.8% T9T% 18.9% 1 8 S0.8% 79.1% 182% 1 8 60.8% T84% 17.0%
2 4 83.6% NA NA 2 15 20.2%  1BA%  -22% 9 15 202% 185% -3.7% ] 15 202% 147% -55% 9 15 202% 15.1%  51% 9 15 20.2% 155% 4%
3 0O% NA NA 16 18.9% 10.7% -8.2% 1€ 18.9% 7.8% -11.1% 16 189% 56% -13.4% 18 186% S58% -13.1% 16 18.8% 60% -129%
4 0.0% NA NA 00% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00%
5 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 00% 00%
L] 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00% 00%
General Servica J4* 1 1 3 M9% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% t 100.0% 100.0%  0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 1000% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 4 B5.1% NA NA 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
3 00% NA NA 00% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
4 00% NA  NA 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 00% NA NA, 00%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
L] 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
‘Genaral Sarvics 1* 1 1 a 324% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 ? 87.6% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
3 0.0% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% o0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% To%  00% 00% 0.0%
5 00% NA NA 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0o%  00% 0.0% 0.0%
] 00% NA NA 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0%
General Service 1 V2" t 1 15 208% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 00% 1 100.0% 1000% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0%  0.0% 1 100.0% 1000% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 18 79.2% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 80% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
3 00% NA NA 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% CO0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 0.0% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 0.0% NA NA 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
L] 0.0% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
General Servics ° 1 1 24 145% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 2.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 108.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 25 B85.5% NA NA 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% Q0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
K] 00% NA NA co% 00% 00% 0.0% 40% 00% a0% 00% 4.0% 0.0%
4 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0%
5 0.0% NA NA. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
L} 00% NA NA 0.0%  0.0% 0.0%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00% 0.0% 0.0%
General Sarvice 3° 1 1 48 37.7% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 49 62.3% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
3 0.0% NA NA 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 0.0% NA NA 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 0.0% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0%
General Service 4™ 1 1 75 T14% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% k] 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 76 88% NA NA. 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
3 0.0% NA NA 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 0.0% NA NA 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 0.0% NA NA 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% CO%
6 00% NA NA 00% 00% 0.8% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0%
General Service 68° 1 1 98 21.5% NA NA 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0%  0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 1 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 99 78.5% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
3 ¢0% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 0.0% NA NA 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  00%
5 00% NA NA 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00%
[] 00% NA NA 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00%
-~
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Residential Bill Distribution: % of Annual Blils

TABLE 12. WATER DISTRIBUTION IMPACTS - % OF BILLS BY BIN

Genersl Ssrvice 34" Bill Distribution: % of Annual Bills

Bin Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon Base Year Five Year Planning Horlron

TG/Bill 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008

0 B87% 8.7% 8.7% 6.7% 6.7% 6.T% 19.3% 18.3% 19.3% 10.3% 19.3% 19.3%
1 8.0% 7.3% 7.8% 8.3% 8.3% B3% 13.8% 14.7% 15.1% 15.4% 15.4% 15.4%
2 96% 10.2% 10.8% 10.6% 106% 10.3% 7.8% 7.8% 7.8% 13% T7.8% 7.™%
3 102% 10.6% 10.8% 10.8% 10.8% 10.6% 54% 5.6% 57% 5.8% 5.8% 58%
4 0.4% 2.5% 8.6% 8.6% 9.5% 2.4% 5.0% 5.3% 5.4% 5.5% 5.5% 5.4%
5 7.0% 7.5% 1.8% 7.9% 7.9% 7.8% 5.5% 5.0% 4.8% 4.9% 4.8% 4.8%
6 6.5% a.4% 8.8% 7.0% 7.0% 7.0% 3.1% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 5% 3.5%
7 54% 74% 7.3% 7.8% T.4% T.I% 38% 1% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
8 AA% 83% 77% 8.8% 8.8% 8.4% 1.8% 2.3% 24% 24% 24% 2.5%
8 3.8% A% 3.6% 3% 3.8% 42% 2.8% 2.5% 24% 2.4% 24% 24%
10 34% 3.3% 2.8% 44% 42% 4.1% 2.0% 21% 2.1% 21% 2% 21%
" 28% 26% 4.3% 3.1% 33% 34% 20% 1.8% 1.8% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
12 28% 4.0% 26% 19% 2.1% 2.2% 1.5% 2.0% 2.0% 1.9% 1.9% 19%
13 23% 25% 1.8% 2% 2.1% 2.1% 22% 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 7% 1.7™%
1“4 2.0% 15% 23% 1.9% 1.8% 1.8% 1.2% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 16% 1.8%
15 1.8% 14% 1.1% 0.9% 11% 1.3% 1.5% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 15% 1.5%
16 18% 1.1% 1.0% DT% 0.8% 0.8% 1.7% 13% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
17 14% 1.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.7% 12% 0.7% 0.7% 08% 0.8% 0.8%
18 12% 1.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 7% 0.8% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
19 1.1% 08% 06% 04% 0.4% 0.5% 0.7% 12% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
20 1.0% 08% 0.5% 03% 0.3% 0.4% 1.2% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
21 0.8% 0.8% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.9% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
2 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.8% 0.7% 0.8% 08% 0.8% 0.8%
3 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
24 oM 04% 0.3% Q2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.8% 27% 27% 08% 0.6% 0.T%
25 0.6% 0.3% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6%
26 05% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 05% 0.5% 0.5%
27 0.5% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8%
28 0.4% 0.2% Q1% 0.1% 0.4% 0% 0.8% 0.5% D.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.68%
r) 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% aT% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 04%
30 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
K3 0.3% 0.1% C.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.2% 0.3% 04% 0.4% 04%
a2 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.2% 04% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
33 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5%
34 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 06% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
35 02% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02%
36 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 08% 02% 2% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
37 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
38 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0.1%
39 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1%
40 o.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% ot% 0.1% QA% 01% 01%
41 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% C.2% 02% 0.2%
42 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
43 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% o.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 01% 0.1% 0.1%
44 0.1% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 02% 0.1% 1% 0.1% 0.1%
45 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
48 0.1% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 02% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
47 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
43 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 02% 0.1% Q1% o.%
49 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 01% 0.2% C.1% 1%
50 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 01%
51 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
52 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
53 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
54 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 02% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
85 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
56 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% C.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
57 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
58 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
50 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0%
80 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
81 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 01%
62 0.0% C.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
83 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
64 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
65 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
86 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
67 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
68 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% Q1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.1%
89 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% C.1% 0.1%
0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 1%
71 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% or%
72 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
73 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0% 0.2% CA% 0.1% 0.1%
74 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 02% 0.1% C.0% 0.1% 0.1%
75 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% Q.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
76 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
77 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.14% 0.0% 01% 0.1% 0.1%
78 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% £.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
79 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
80 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4% 01% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 1% 00% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
82 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
83 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.9% 0.1%
84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
86 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%
87 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
89 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 01% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
90 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
92 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
83 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% a.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
94 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 01% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
96 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
97 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
99 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Top Bin 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 18% 1.8% 1.8%
Tolals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Top Bin Ave 133 100 100 100 100 100 215 204 200 185 186 197
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TABLE 12

Ganeral Sarvice 1" Bill Distribiution: % of Annual Blils

Genaral Service 11/2" Blil Distribution: % of Annual Bllis

Bin Base Year Fiva Year Planning Horizon Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon

TG/BII 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2001 002 2003 2004 2005

0 78% 7.8% 7.8% 7.8% 7.8% 7.8% 18.6% 18.8% 13.6% 18.8% 18.6% 18.6%
1 53% 5.8% 8.1% 6.4% 64% 8.4% 22% 2.3% 24% 24% 24% 24%
2 56% 5.9% 8.0% 6.1% 6.0% 59% 11% 14% 1.5% 1.7% 1.7% 1.8%
3 53% 54% 5.4% 5.5% 5.4% 5.4% 2T% 3.0% 31% 3.3% A% 32%
4 44% 4.5% 4.8% 4.6% 4.6% 46% 3.3% 3.9% 40% 41% 4.1% 4.0%
5 44% 3.8% 3% 37% 3T% 1% 49% 43% 4.2% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%
] 18% 2.5% 2.8% 28% 2% 2% 22% 23% 2.3% 24% 24% 24%
7 3.5% 7% 2% 28% 2.8% 2% 22% 2.3% 22% 21% 2.t% 21%
8 1.1% 25% 2% 2.9% 2.8% 28% 22% 1.6% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
9 4.0% 35% 34% 34% 3.4% 14% 0.5% 1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
10 26% 3.0% 3.0% 1% 1% 1% 1.6% 14% 1.3% 1.2% 1.2% 12%
11 3% 20% 20% 28% 28% 28% 1.1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
12 26% 2.86% 23% 23% 2.3% 23% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
13 24% 1.6% 1.9% 2.1% 21% 21% 0.5% 1.0% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
14 1.1% 25% 2.5% 25% 2.5% 24% 1.1% 1.8% 14% 12% 12% 1.2%
15 29% 2.3% 24% 24% 24% 24% 18% 0.8% 0.8% 0.r% aT% 0.T%
18 2.0% 23% 24% 24% 24% 24% 0.5% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4% A% 0.4%
17 22% 26% 2.2% 20% 2.0% 21% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
18 28% 1.5% 1.6% 1.9% 1.9% 1.8% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8% 1.0% 8% 0.8%
19 1.3% 1.6% 22% 2.3% 22% 22% 0.5% 12% 1.2% 12% 1.2% 1.1%
20 1.5% 28% 2.3% 19% 1.8% 1.9% 11% 12% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
2 2% 1.6% 1.3% 1.3% 14% 14% 1.1% 11% 0.8% 08% 0.8% 0.8%
2 18% 0.6% 1.3% 18% 1.6% 15% 1.1% 0.6% 0.7% 08% 0.8% 0.8%
23 oT% 1.6% 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 1.7% 0.5% 07% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
24 15% 1.8% 1.6% 13% 14% 14% 05% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
25 1.8% 1.3% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
26 1.8% 08% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 11% 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0r% 0.7% 07%
27 0.2% 1.2% 1.0% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.9% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7%
28 1.6% 08% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 11% 0.3% 0.7% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8%
29 0.5% 0.8% 1.1% 12% 1.2% 12% 0.5% 0.8% 1.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9%
30 1.1% 12% 1.3% 1.0% 1% 1.1% 0.0% 1.1% 0.8% 0% 0.7% 0%
N 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 1.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
32 18% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.a% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 11% 1.0% 1.0%
k<] 0.6% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% c.8% 0.5% 1.0% 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 0.6%
34 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 14% 13% 1.2% 0.5% 1.1% 0.8% 0% 0.7% 0.7%
35 0.7% 0.9% 1.5% 1.3% 13% 1.3% 1.1% 0.7% 0.6% 0% 0.0% 0.9%
36 0.7% 1.6% 1.2% 08% 0.7% 0.8% 1.1% 0.6% 1.0% a8% 0.8% 0.8%
7 0.8% 1.0% 0.4% 04% Q4% 0.5% 0.5% 11% 0.7% C.7T% or% 0.7%
38 1.6% 0.2% 0.4% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 14% 1.3% 1.2%
39 0.8% GA% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.1% 0.T% 1.5% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1%
40 02% 07% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.68% 0.5% 1.6% 0.8% 15% 14% 1.3%
47 0.4% 4% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.5% 0.8% 1.6% 1.0% 1% 1.1%
42 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4% 04% 0.5% 1.6% 1.6% 0.8% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5%
43 04% D7% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 0.2% 0.8% 0.7% 0.6%
44 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 04% 0.3% 0.3% 1.6% 0.2% 0.8% 0% 0.7T% 0.7%
45 0.7% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 1.1% 0.8% 07% 3% 04% 0.4%
46 0.4% 4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
47 0.2% 0.8% 0.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
48 02% 0.5% 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
49 0.5% 02% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
50 0.5% 04% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.2% 0.1% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5%
51 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 07% 0.2% 0.3% 0.4%
52 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
53 0.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 01% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4%
54 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6%
55 04% 0.1% 0.1% 02% 0.2% 0.1% 1.1% 0.5% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7%
58 02% 0.0% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 09% 0.8%
57 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 03% 0.2% 0.27% 0.0% 0.6% 1.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7%
58 0.0% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 1% 0.8% 0.2% 0.3% 04%
59 0.0% 02% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
80 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.2% 00% 0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
62 02% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 01% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
83 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.9% 0.2%
4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
85 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2%
66 0.2% 0.0% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4%
e? 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 08% 0.6% 0.5%
-] 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
89 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 02% 03% 0.3%
70 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 03% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
4] 0.2% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.1% 0.5% Q4% 0.3%
T 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3% 0.8% 0.5% 0.5%
73 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 08% 0.6%
74 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5%
75 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 00% 0.1% 0.2%
78 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 01% 0.1% 0.1%
77 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2%
78 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4%
79 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 01% 0.1% 0.5% Q.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3%
80 02% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
81 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.6% 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
82 0.0% 01% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% Q1% 0.1%
83 0.0% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 01% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2%
B4 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 01% Q1% 1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2%
a5 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2%
88 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 02% 0.3% 0.2%
87 02% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 04% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2%
88 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
89 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 4% 0.0% 0.9% 0.5% 0.3%
90 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5%
91 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
82 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
<] 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
o4 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% a.0% 0.5% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
95 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
] 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
a7 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 02% o.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0%
99 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Top Bin 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 13.7% 13.7% 13.7% 13.7% 13.7% 13.7%
Tolals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 10C.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Top Bin Ave 168 158 154 151 182 152 188 188 184 180 181 182
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TABLE 12

General Service 2 Blif Distribution: % of Annual Bllis

General Service 3" Bill Distribution: % of Anwal Bills

Bin Base Year Five Year Planning Horizon Base Year Five Yeat Planning Horizon

TG/BHI 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008

0 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% T1.5% 0.0% C.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1 34% AT% 3% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 34% 34% 34% 4% 34% 33% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
3 24% 2.3% 22% 22% 22% 22% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 14% 13% 13% 14% 14% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 0.7% 1.5% 18% 20% 1.9% 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 J4% 1% 3.0% 2.6% 29% 29% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0%
7 2.0% 21% 21% 20% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 2.0% 1.5% 14% 1.2% 13% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 0.7% 0.5% 08% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
10 0.3% 0.5% 08% 08% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% C.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1n 0T% 0.7% 0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
12 0.7% 0.7% 07% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
13 0.7% 0.5% 06% 0.7% 0.7% ar% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
14 0.3% 0.9% 0.98% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
15 1.0% 0.8% 06% 0.8% 0.6% 06% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
18 C.7% 0.1% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
17 0.0% 1.2% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
18 14% 0.1% 0.4% 04% D.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
18 0.0% 0.7% 04% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
20 0.7% 0.0% 02% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
21 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% a.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
22 0.3% 04% 08% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
23 0.3% 0.8% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
24 0.7% 1.1% 1.0% 0.8% 08% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
25 1.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
28 1.0% 0.6% 05% 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
rig 0.7% 0.4% 06% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
28 0.3% 0.7% 07% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
29 0.3% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
30 1.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 20% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
31 0.3% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
32 0.3% 0.5% 04% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
KX] 0.7% C.4% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
M 0.3% G1% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
35 0.3% 0.6% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
38 0.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
37 0.7% 0.7% 0.2% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
38 1.0% 0.1% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
39 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
40 0.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
41 0.7% 0.4% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
42 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
43 0.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.7% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 0.7% 0.4% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
45 1.0% 0.8% 08% D.4% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
48 0.3% 0.8% 04% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
47 0.3% 0.4% 0.0% 0.5% 04% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
48 1.0% 0.0% Q5% 0.8% 08% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
43 0.7% 0.4% 0.9% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
0 0.0% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 02% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
51 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
82 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
53 1.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
54 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
56 0.0% 0.3% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
58 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
57 0.0% 1.1% 0.6% 1.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
58 0.3% 0.4% 11% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
59 0.7% 1.1% 0.9% 0.68% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
[ ] 1.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.3% 0.5% 0.7% 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
82 10% 0.4% 0.7% 0.2% 0.3% 04% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
83 1.0% 1.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
B4 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.6% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
86 14% 02% 1.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0%
87 0.3% 0.7% 0.8% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
89 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
70 0.0% 0.2% 12% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
n 14% 0.9% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 1.0% 1.3% 0.1% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
73 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
tL] 0.3% 0.0% 0.68% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
75 1.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
76 1.4% 0.7% 0.1% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
77 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
78 0.0% 0.1% 0.6% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
it 0.3% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% o.0%
80 0.7% 0.6% 0.8% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.1% 02% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 20% 1.2%
82 0.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 47% 41% 3.3%
83 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 38% 1.0% 2.5% 32%
84 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 02% 0.1% 0.0% 00% 4.T% 0.0% 0.4% 13%
] 10% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%
86 0.3% 0.0% 0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
a7 7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 0.3% 0.1% 0.8% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0%
83 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0%
80 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 8.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
92 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
93 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
04 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
a5 10% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
a7 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .0% 0.0% 00%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
(] 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Top Bin 30.8% 30.8% 30.8% 308% 30.8% 30.8% 90.9% 80.9% 80.9% 90.9% 80.9% 90.9%
Tolals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Top Bin Ave 328 312 305 298 298 301 131 124 122 119 120 120
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TABLE 12.

General Service 4™ Bill Distribution: % of Annual Bllis

Genaral Service 6" Blll Distribution: % of Annuai Bllig

Bin Base Year Flve Yaar Planning Horlzon Base Ysar Five Year Planning Horizon
TG/BII 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

] 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7™%
1 0.0% 04% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
2 ars 3.3% 33% 33% 3.2% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
3 0.0% 15% 1.8% 2.3% 23% 23% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
4 T4% 58% 54% 4.9% 4.8% 48% 0.0% 0.4% 0.8% 2% 1.2%
S a.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 1.7% am 4.1% 4.3% 4.3%
] 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 58% 5.2% 46% 48%
7 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2%
8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% a.0% 0.0% 1.7% 7% 2.3% 27% T%
9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 4.2% 43% 42% 4%
10 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8T% 4.3% 3.5% 2.6% 2.9%
11 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1% 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6%
12 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.5% 0.5%
13 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% .0% 0.0% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8% 0.8%
14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1™ 0.5% 0.3% 02% 0.3%
15 C.o% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% C.0% 0.0%
16 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
17 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
18 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
19 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4%
20 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 1% 0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
21 0.0% 0.0% DA% 1.1% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 1.5% 0.8% 0.4% 0.5%
2 0.0% 0.7% 1.9% 1.7% 1.8% 1.6% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
23 0.0% 10% 15% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
24 37% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
25 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
28 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
27 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
28 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 08% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q4% Q4%
8 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 1.7% 1.8% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 22% 20%
30 00% 2.2% +.8% 0.9% 1.0% 1.1% 0.0% 1.0% 3.0% 2.7% 28%
31 0.0% 1.5% 0.5% 01% 03% Q4% 0.0% 3.6% 25% 1.1% 14%
32 3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.%% 17% 1.8% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3%
33 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
34 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
35 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 18% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
38 0.0% 0.0% 29% 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
37 0.0% 5% 0.8% 0.2% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
38 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
39 37% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
40 Q.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
41 0.0% 00% 0.0% 1.9% 1.5% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
42 0.0% 0.0% 21% 5.1% 44% 3.8% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
43 0.0% 22% 52% 0.3% 1.3% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.0%
44 0.0% 52% CA% 0.1% 0.2% DA% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0%
45 0.0% 0% 0.1% 21% 11% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2%
48 T.4% 0.0% 2.0% 3% 4% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 1.8% 1.5%
47 0.0% 1.8% 3.8% 1.9% 2.3% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 1.3% 14%
48 0.0% 8% 1.8% 2.2% 2.1% 2.2% 0.0% 1.8% 14% 0.0% 0.3%
48 0.0% 1.7% 2.3% 11% 14% 1.5% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
50 A% 24% 1.1% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
51 3.7% 1.3% 0.5% 3% 1.9% 1.7% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
52 0.0% 0.0% 2.68% 0.5% 1.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1%
53 37% 28% 0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.8% 0.4%
54 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 1.4% 1.1% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.0% 0.9%
55 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 20% 18% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.5% 0.3%
56 1% 0.0% 27% Gi% 0.6% 1.0% 0.0% 16% 0.1% 0.5% 0.4%
57 0.0% 37% 0.0% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 1.5% 1.2%
58 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 1.7% 1.4% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 14% 1.4%
58 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.7% 05% 1.9% 0.5% 0.1%
80 A% 0.7% 1.9% 02% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0% 29% 0.2% 12% 1.0%
81 0.0% 3.0% 0.0% 11% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 10% 12% 1.2%
82 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 16% 1.5% 13% 0.0% 0.5% 15% 0.5% 0.7%
83 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.7% 1.0% 1.1% 3.3% 1.7% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8%
B84 7% 1.4% 1.3% 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 00% 1.1% 04% 0.7% 0.8%
85 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 5% 12% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.4%
68 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 1.3% 14% 1.3% 1.7% 0.8% 04% 0.0% 0.1%
a7 0.0% 00% 18% 0.2% oT% 0.8% 17T% 0.a% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
68 7% 2.2% 0.7% 0.0% G1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1] 0.0% 15% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
70 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
12l 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
72 A% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
73 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
T4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
75 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%
76 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
ki 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 04% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 24% 1.5% 1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Il 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 1.3% 14% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
80 0.0% 0.0% 24% 0.1% D.4% 0.8% 0.0% Q.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
81 0.0% 1.9% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
82 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% G.0% 0.0%
83 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q.0% 0.0%
84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
86 % 0.0% 0.0% 28% 15% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
87 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% t1% 1.7% 16% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
a8 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
89 0.0% 0.0% 10% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
80 0.0% 27% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
91 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
82 0.0% 0.0% 02.0% 0.0% o.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
83 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
85 3T% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
08 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
97 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Top Bin 30.3% 33.3% NI% 33.3% 333% 333% 51.7% 51T% 51.7% 51.7% 5t.7%
Tolals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 160.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Top Bin Ave 138 13t 128 125 126 127 548 518 507 496 488
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Reeidential B Distribution: % of Annual Waler Sokt

TABLE 13. WATER SOLD DISTRIBUTION IMPACTS

General Service V4™ Bill Distribution: % of Annual Water Sokd

Bin Bass Year Year Piai Hortron Base Year Five Year Planning Hortron

‘TO/BE 2000 2001 2002 2001 2004 2008 1000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008

0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% C.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% a.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1 11.0% 13.3% 143% 15.3% 15.1% 14.9% 5.8% 6.1% 6.3% 84% 0d% 8.3%
2 10.3% 12.3% 13.2% 4.0% 138% 138% 43% B.0% 5.1% 3.2% 5.2% 5.1%
3 0.2% 10.8% 11.5% 12.2% 121% 11.9% 4.3% 44% A5% 48% 4.5% 45%
4 8.0% 9.3% 5.0% 10.4% 10.3% 10.2% 38% 4.0% 4.0% 4.1% 4% 4.1%
s a8% 8% a4% 8.8% 4.0% 4% 3.5% 3% 3.6% 7% 3% 8%
L] 5.9% 6A% T2% T7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 1% A% 2% 3% 3.3% 33%
7 52% 58% &% 4% 5.4% 8.4% 20% 9% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 0%
8 4.5% 4.8% 5.0% 5.1% 52% 52% 28% 47% 2T 2.8% 2.8% 28%
9 4.0% 3.9% 3.8% AT% 3.8% 3.9% 25% 2.5% 28% 2.8% 28% 28%
10 3.5% 4% 3% 3% 3% A2% 2.3% 23% 24% 24% 24% 24%
1 31% 3.0% 2.8% 24% 2.5% 2.5% 22% 2.2% 2% 22% 2.2%
12 28% 8% 22% 1.9% 1.8% 2.0% 2.0% 20% 2.1% 21% 2% 21%
123 2.5% 2.0% 1.8% 18% 18% 18% 1.0% 1.6% 1.9% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9%
14 22% 1.7% 1.5% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.7% 1A% 18% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8%
15 2.0% 15% 1.2% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 17% 1.7% 1.8% 18% 1.8% 1.6%
14 1.8% 1.3% 1.0% 0.7% [X 0.8% 15% 15% 15% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
17 1.6% 1.1% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0% 14% 1.4% 14% 14% 1.4% 1.4%
12 t4% 1.0% 0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 1.3% 14% 14% 1.4% 14% 1.4%
10 12% o.8% 0.6% 0.4% 0.5% 0s% 13% 12% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
20 L% 0.7% 5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 1.3% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 12% 12%
121 1.0% 08% 04% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 12% 1L.2% 1.2% 1.2% 12% 1.2%
22 0.9% 0.5% 04% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 11% 1.1% 1.1% 11% 1.1% 1%
23 0.8% 0.5% 0.3% 02% 0.2% 0.2% Ti1% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 10%
24 0.a% 04% 0.3% 0.2% 2% 0.2% 1.0% 1.0% 10% 1.0% 10% 1.0%
25 0.7% ¢a% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 09% 0.9% 0.8%
26 08% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 02% o2% 0.5% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0s% 08%
27 0.5% 0.3% 0.I% 0.4% 0.4% 0.1% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.5%
28 0.5% 0.2% 2.2% 0.1% 0.1% 201% 0.8% a8% 0.8% 0% 0.8% 0.8%
2% 04% 0.2% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 8%
30 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.8% or% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
3t 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.7% % 0.r% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
32 03% 0.2% 6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0% 0.7%
33 03% 0.1% 0.1% A% 0.1% 0.1% ©.7% 0% 8.1% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8%
34 0.3% 21% Ca% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8%
35 0.2% Q1% 21% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.6% Q.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
34 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0t% 0.8% 0.8% o.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6%
37 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% A.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 05% a.5% 0.5%
38 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% a.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
3 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
40 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% a.s%
41 0.1% 01% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
42 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Q.5% 08% 0.5% 0.5% o5% 0.5%
43 0.9% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% C.5% .5% 0.5% 0.5% 05%
ad 01% 0.1% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
45 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0% 5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
44 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
47 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ac% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
48 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% DA% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
49 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% O.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04%
50 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% V4% 04% 0.4% 0% 0.4%
51 1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0d% Q4% 04% 04% Q4% 0%
52 1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% Co% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
53 a1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 04% O4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04d%
54 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4% 04% 04%
55 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4%
58 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% o4% 0.4% D.a% 0.4% 0.4%
57 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% D.4% G.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0% 0.4%
56 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 4% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4%
56 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 04% Q4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
60 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
6t 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
[+ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
83 04% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 3% 0.3%
84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% C0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 2.3% 3% 4.3% 0.3% 0.3%
68 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
67 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
60 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% C.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3%
(] 00% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
70 0.0% o0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.a%
71 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3%
72 0.0% o0% 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 6.2%
T3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% c.0% 0.3% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
T4 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
75 0.0% a.0% 00% 0.0% Co% 2.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
78 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 02% 02% 0.2% 2% 0.2% 0.2%
77 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 02% 02% 0.2% 0.2% % 0.2%
78 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% o.0% 0.2% 0.2% c2% 0.2% 2.2% %
79 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 02% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
80 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
a1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
82 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% D.0% 0.2% 2% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
a3 0% 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
B84 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0% 02% 0.2% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
85 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.2% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% oo% 0.0% 0.2% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
87 0.0% 0.0% c.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% c.2%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% % 2%
80 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
90 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% ar% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.9% 0.2%
9 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 01% 0.1% 0.1%
92 C.O% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
93 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.1% 02.1% Da% 0.1%
04 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 01% 01% 0.1% 0% Q1%
13 0.0% 0.0% 0% 4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1% 0.1% 0.1%
86 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0% a.1% 01% 0.1% 0,1%
o7 0% 0.0% o.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
88 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
05 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.19%
Top Bin 03% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.4% 14.7% 14.4% 14.0% 14.1% 14.2%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 00.0% 100.0% 100.0% 106.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Bin Base Your Five Year Plenning Hortten Base Year Five Year Planning Hortzon,
TG/BM 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008
0 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% X a.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1 50% 52% 53% 55% 54% 54% 1.7% 18% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9% 19%
2 4% 49% 5.0% 5.1% 5.1% 5.0% 1.7% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8%
3 4.4% at% 448% 4.7% 4.T% 47% 14% 1.M™% 18% 1.8% 1.8% 18%
4 41% 42% 43% 44% 44% 4.4% 1.6% 1.7% 1% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
5 3.8% 4.0% 41% 41% 4.1% 41% 1.5% 16% 1.8% 1.6% 16% 16%
8 38% 3% A8% A% I % 14% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
7 5% 3.8% 37% 7% AT% A 14% 14% 14% 1.5% 1.5% 15%
8 A% 3.5% 3.5% 38% 8% 8% 13% 14% 1.4% 14% 14% 14%
i 3.3% 33% 4% 34% 4% 4% 3% 13% 1.4% 1.4% 1A% 14%
10 3% 3% 2% A% 2% 3% 13% 13% 13% 4% 14% 13%
n 29% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% A.0% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% 13%
12 2.8% 2.8% 28% 2.9% 29% 2 1.2% 13% 1.3% 13% 1% 13%
n 26% 2% 2% 2T% 7% 2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
14 2.5% 28% 28% 2.6% 2.8% 28% 1.2% 12% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
15 24% 24% 24% 25% 24% 4% 1.2% 1.2% 1% 1.2% 1.2% 12%
16 23% 2.3% 2.2% 2.3% 23% 23% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 12%
17 22% 2.2% 22% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 1.1% 1.2% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
18 2.0% 0% 2.0% 20% 2.0% 2.0% 1% 1.2% % 2% 1.2% 1.2%
1% 1.9% 1.5% 1.9% 1.8% LE% 1.0% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
1.8% 18% 18% 1.8% 1.5% 18% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 12% 1.1% 1.1%
21 4% 1.7% 1% 1.7% 1.1% L7% 1.1% 11% 1% 1.4% 1.1% 1%
2 1.8% 18% 1.8% 1.6% 14% 8% 1.0% 1.1% 11% 1.91% 1.1% 1.1%
23 1.5% 1.8% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 11% 1.1% 1%
24 1.5% 1.5% 14% 14% 14% 14% 10% 1.0% 1% 1.4% % 1.1%
25 1.4% 14% 1.3% 1.3% 13% 1.3% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
28 1.3% 1.3% 13% 123% 13% 1.3% 1.0% 1.0% 10% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
27 12% 12% 12% 1.I% 1.2% 12% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0% 1.0% 1.0%
28 12% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 12% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
29 L% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1% 1T1% 0.8% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 10% 1.0%
30 1.1% 1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9%
31 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% % o0o% 0.9%
32 1.0% 9% 08% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% a.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 2.9%
33 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% a.5%
34 0% 08% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 0.8%
35 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.3% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8%
38 0.8% 0.7% e.r% 0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% A% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
a7 0.8% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% C.8% 0.8% a.0% 0.8% 0.8%
38 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% ca%
38 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% a.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.3%
40 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
41 0.8% 0.5% 05% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.7% ar% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
42 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% a.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
43 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% ors 0% 0.T% 0.r% .T% 0.7%
44 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4% or% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7%
45 a.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0%
48 0A% 0A% 04% DA% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8%
47 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6%
48 0.4% 2.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6%
49 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8%
50 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 6% 0.6% as% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
51 0.3% D.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6%
52 2.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0% 02% 0.2% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% a8%
53 Q% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8%
54 G.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 42% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 6.6% 0.6% 0.8%
55 0.3% 0.2% 02% 0% 9.2% 9.2% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% D.6% 0.8% 0.6%
56 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% o.5% 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 05%
57 0.2% 0.2% o02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 05% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 0.5%
58 0.2% 02% 02% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
59 0.2% 0.2% 6.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
80 02% 0.2% 0% D% C.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
et 02% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
82 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
83 0.2% 02% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
B4 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 21% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 05% 0.5%
85 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% a1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 2.5% 0.5%
66 1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% o1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
87 a1% 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% a.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
68 0.1% 0.4% o.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
] 0.1% 0.1% 1% 0.1% Q1% 0% Ca% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5%
0 0.1% C.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% ¢.1% 0.4% o8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04%
n 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% b4% 0.4% Q4% 04% 0.4% 0.4%
72 Ci% 1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
73 0.1% 1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4%
74 0.1% (KLY 0.1% 01% 0.1% 01% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 24% 0.4%
75 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% a.1% 21% 0.4% o4% 0.4% CA% 0.4% 0.4%
76 2.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 1% 04% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04%
” 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4% 0.4%
78 0.1% 0.1% 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0% 04% 0.4% Q4% 04% 0.4%
i 0.1% 0% 0.t% 0.1% 0.1% 01% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4%
80 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 04%
81 Q1% 01% 0% ©.1% DA% 0% 04% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
82 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 04% 0.4% D4% 0.4% 0.4%
83 0.4% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% G.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
84 0.t% 0.1% a.1% 0.1% 0% CA% 04% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
85 0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 04% 04% 04% Q4% Ca% 04%
88 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
87 0.1% 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 4.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
88 0.1% ALY 1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% ¢.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
88 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
90 C.A% 0.1% 0.1% 0.9% 0.1% 0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
91 0.1% 0.1% 0% 0.t% 0.1% 0.1% 6.a% 0.3% a3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
82 0.1% 1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 4.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.I% 0%
93 0.1% 0.1% 0.Y% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
94 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% D.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
95 0.1% 0.1% 01% 0% 6% 1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
96 01% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
o 1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0% 0I%
28 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3%
55 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0I% 4.3%
Too Bin 48% A% 4% 3% A9% 4.0% 2B.5% 27.0% 28.3% 25.8% 23.7% 25.9%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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TABLE 13

General Service 47 Bl Distribution: % of Annusl Waler Soid

Ganaral Service §™ Bl Distribution: % of Annual Waler Sokd

Bin Base Yoar Five Ysar Plsnning Horizon Base Yoar Five Year Planning Hortzon
TG/BE 2000 2001 2002 2004 2008 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% ¢.0% 0.0% 0.0% c.o%
1 13% 1.4% 1.4% 14% 1.4% 14% 0.3% 0.4% Ca% 0.4% 0.4% 4%
2 13% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
3 1.2% 1L.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 14% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
4 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 13% 1.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% D.4% 0.4% 0.4%
5 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 13% 3% 1.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 04% 04% 0.4%
& 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 3% 1.2% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 03%
7 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 3% 2% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 03%
8 L% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 12% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3%
® 11% 1.2% 12% 1.3% 13% 12% 0.3% 0% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3%
10 11% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 3% 12% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3%
" LI% 1.2% 12% 3% 3% 1.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
12 1.1% 1.2% 12% 3% 13% 2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 03% 0.3%
13 1.1% 1.2% 12% 13% 13% 2% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
14 11% 12% 12% 13% 1.3% 2% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
15 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 1.3% 2% 02% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3%
18 1.1% 12% 1.2% 1.3% 13% 12% 0.2% 0.3% 0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
17 11% 1.2% 1.2% 1.3% 13% 12% 0% 0.3% 0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
18 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 13% 1.3% 2% 0.2% 03% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 03%
19 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 13% 13% 12% 0% 0.3% 0.3% 0% 0a% 0.3%
20 1.1% 1.2% 12% 13% 1.3% 12% 02% I% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
21 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 13% 13% 12% 02% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
2 ti% 12% 12% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 0.2% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
23 1.1% 12% 12% 12% 1.2% 12% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
24 1A% 2% 1.2% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
25 11% 1.2% 12% 12% 12% 1.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3% 0.3%
28 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 12% 1% 1.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
2T 1.1% 1.2% 12% 12% 12% 1.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0% 0.3%
28 1.1% 12% 12% 12% 12% 12% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
29 1.9% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 12% 1.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
30 1.1% 12% 12% 1.2% 1.2% 12% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 03% 0.3%
1 11% 1.1% 11% 12% 12% 1.2% 02% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0%
32 1.1% 1.1% 11% 12% 1.2% 1.1% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 2%
33 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 12% 1.2% 1.1% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
34 1.1% 1.1% 11% 1.2% 1.2% 1.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
35 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2% 12% 1.1% 0.2% 0% 0% 0.2% 02% 0%
38 1.1% 1.1% 1.4% 1.1% 1.1% 1.9% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
37 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% L% 1.1% 1.4% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2%
38 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.5% 1.1% 1.1% 0.2% 2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
30 1.1% 1.4% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
1.0% 1.1% 1.5% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 0.2% 0.2% o02% 0.2% 02% 0.2%
41 1.0% 1.1% 1% 1.9% 1.4% 11% 0.2% 0% 2% 0.2% 0% 0.2%
42 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1.1% 1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% a2% %
43 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
a4 1.0% L0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 9% 0% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0%
45 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 92% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2%
48 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 2.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% o.2% 0%
47 0.6% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 42% 0.2% 0%
48 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.5% 0.9% 0.9% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02%
49 2.9% 0.6% 0.6% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.I%
50 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
$1 0.5% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 2.2% 0.2%
52 0.8% 0.8% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 2.2% 4.2%
53 0.8% 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 2.2%
54 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0% ¢.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.2%
55 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
568 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
57 0.7% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 2.7% 0.7T% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2%
58 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 07I% c.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.7% 0.2%
59 aT% 0% 0.7% 0% 0.™% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 9.2%
80 C.T% 0.r% 0.7% 0.7% a0T% 9.T% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0%
81 0.7% 0.T% 0.7% 0.T% 0.7% 0.7% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 92%
82 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0T% 0.7% 7% 02% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
83 e.7% 0.1% 0.T% 08% 0.8% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
64 0.T% o0.T% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 6.2% 0.2%
63 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 02% 0.2% 02% 02% 0.7% 0.2%
68 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 08% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
87 0.8% 0.6% C.6% 08% 6% a.6% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0%
88 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 08% 0.6% 8% 22% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
89 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 02% 0.2% 02% 0% 0.7% 0.2%
0 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 08% 0.6% 08% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
7t 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
72 0.6% 0.8% C.6% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
n 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
4 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 02% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
75 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
78 0.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
7 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
78 0.5% 0.8% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 0.6% 02% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
™ 0.5% 0.6% 0.86% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
80 0.5% 0.8% 0.48% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
81 0.5% 0.8% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
82 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
83 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
84 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 05% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2%
85 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 02% 0.2% C2%
86 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
L) 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 2%
88 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 02%
a3 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
90 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
91 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
42 05% 05% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.I% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 0.2% 02%
23 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.9% a.s5% 0.2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.2%
04 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 05% 0.8% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
85 0.5% 05% 5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 02% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 02% 0.2%
98 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 02% 02% 0.2% 0% 0.2%
07 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0% 0.2% 02% 0.2% 02% 0.2%
98 0.4% 0.5% 05% 05% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 02% 2% 0.2% 0.2% 0%
0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Top Bin 16.8% 14.5% 13.48% 12.5% 12.7% 12.0% 78.3% T7.4% 77.0% 76.8% T8.7% Ta.8%
Tolals 100.0% 100.0% 10C.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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" HOMES

I’ Nokl Crest Homes® Year-End Close-Out Sale
On Superb Inventories Available Now.

©Hidden Creck st Lake Jovit

All home sites have magnificent golf

COUrSe views.

« Available December ~ $355,441* 12510 Lake
Jovita Blvd. * Ashbourne = 2,792 sq. ft* 3/3°
3-car garage

» Available December ~ $348,235 - Lake Joviaa
Bivd, Lot 100 Carringron * 2,804 sq. f.+4/3*
3-car garage

» Available December ~ $356,325 - 12502 Lake
Jovia Blvd. * Brighton * 2,827 sq. ft.* Great
Room plan *3/3 * Study * 2-car garage with
golf cart garage

- Model - $375,216° 12518 Lake Jovita Bivd.

« Kent* 2,664 sq. ft.* 3/3 - Conservatory * 2-car
garage with golf cart garage

O Hawthome Estates at West Meadows

+ Available November ~ $325,995 19244 Aurumn
Woods Ave. * Sherwood * 3,201 sq, fr.~4/4-
Conservatory * Bonus Room * 3-car garage * Pool

« Available December ~ $279,680 * 8208 Nature
Cove Way * Hampshire * 2,628 sq. ft. = 4/3!:*
Bonus Room * 3-car garage * Pool

* Available February ~ $332,484 * 19112 Native
Fern Way *Carrington © 3,406 sq. ft.* 4/4*
Conservatory * Study * Bonus Room « 3-car
garage* Pool

©Village Green in West Park Village ar Westchase
+ Available December ~ $361,594 * 10310 Green
Links Dr* Stratford 1+ 3,100 sq. fr.* 3/2Y:
Srudy * 2Y:car garage with upstairs apartroenc

OHeritage at Villa Rosa

« Available December ~ $384,867 * 3407 Garden

- Arbor Drive* Warwick * 3,570 sq. fc. * 4/4 *Study*
Bonus Room * Pool* 3-car side-load garage

* Available March 2002 - $371,761 * 5401 Garden
Arbor Drive* Warwick * 3,145 sq. ft. *4/3~
Conservatory* Fireplace ~ Pool/Spa® 3-car
garage* huge conservation {ot

» Modc! Available ~ $476,954 * 5407 Sunflare
Way * Warwick * 3,716 sq. fc. * 4/4 - Bonus Roomn*
Pool/Spa * 3-car garage * Upgrades

©St. George at Trinity - Villa Homes

Garted and community maintained

« Available November ~ $210,720+ 10347
Sorenstam Drve* Ballybunion® 1,826 sq. ft.*
2/2* Study= 2~car gasage

« Availablc November ~ $205,963 10339
Sorenstam Drive * Beauclerc® 1,872 sq. ft.= 3/2"
Study* 2-car garage

Tarragon at Trinity

« Available December - $217,472 - 1633 Bayfield
Court* Oxford* 2,042 sq. ft* 3/2* Great Room*
Pool * 2-car garage

« Available November ~ $241,574 - 1634 Daylily
Drive* Newcastle 2,531 sg. fe.® 3/3* Study-
3-car garage

The Crossings ac Trinity

«'Available December ~ $331,955-2111 Goid
Dust Court* Carrington * 3,406 sq. fr.* 4/3°
Study * Bonus Room * Pool* 3-car garage

O Cypress Cove

* Available December - $591,624 * 86Y Cypress
Cove Way * Edinburgh - 3,939 sq. fe.* 4/4%:*
Study* Bonus Room* 3-car side-load garage

« Available January ~ $523,029 - 865 Cypress
Cove Way * Warwick * 3,830 sq. fo. < 4/4 * Study
Bonus Room * 3-car side-load garage

...........................................................................................................

Model Centers: Lake Jovita (352) 588-0187 . West Meadows (813)910-0915 « Villa Rosa (813) 926-8110 - Trinity (St. George)
(727) 372-1270 - Trinity (Taeragon & The Crossings) (727) 372-7266 - Cypress Cove (727) 942-6848 - wwivnohlcresthomes.com
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Homes for tlje
Way You Live

- e

<o~ Thousand Oaks at Trinity

The Amber- 4 bedreom, 3 bath, spilt plan includes... House & Homesite

¢ Tie Package * Wood (abinets/Kitchen Premiere Package
« Solid Surface Counter » All Appliances

Tops & Sink * Security System & Much More 5
Thousand Oaks at Trinity ' 189’ 9 00
1621 Kish Bivd. = Trin'rty Model Open: Mon.-Fri. 10-5

3
Weekends Noon-5 %\5
727-372—5894 Located off Little Rd. just .

www.pandaconstructioninc.com south of Mitchell Ranch RA. 1ema weasasr

v
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