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I. INTRODUCTION

On June 30, 2016, The City of DuBois - Bureau of Water ("City"), filed with the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission ("PUC" or "Commission") Supplement No. 22 to Tariff 

Water Pa. P.U.C. No. 4 ("Supplement No. 22") proposing to increase jurisdictional revenues by 

$257,604.1 City of Dubois - Bureau of Water Request for Approval to Increase Water Rates; 

Docket No. R-2016-2554150 (June 30,2016).

On July 14, 2016, the Office of Consumer Advocate ("OCA") and the Office of Small 

Business Advocate ("OSBA") filed Complaints in this proceeding. A formal Complaint was also 

filed by Sandy Township on July 20,2016. The Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement ("I&E") 

filed a Notice of Appearance on July 15,2016.

On August 11,2016, the Commission suspended SupplementNo. 22 for investigation. The 

filing was referred to the Office of Administrative Law Judge ("OAU") for Alternative Dispute 

Resolution or hearings before Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge ("AU") Mark A. Hoyer. 

A Prehearing Conference was held on September 9, 2016, before AU Hoyer, at which time the 

ALT approved a procedural schedule establishing deadlines for testimony, hearings, and briefs.

An evidentiary hearing was held in this proceeding on November 10, 2016, for purposes 

of presenting oral rejoinder, admitting pre-served written testimony to the record, and performing 

cross-examination.1 2 Subsequently, the parties proceeded to file Main Briefs and Reply Briefs 

pursuant to the litigation schedule.

1 The City later reduced its requested revenue increase to $229,551.
3 Upon request from the parties, the AU cancelled the November 9,2016, evidentiary hearing.
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On January 13, 2017, AU Hoyer issued a Recommended Decision ("R.D.")> which 

incorporated various adjustments to the City's rate base, expenses, and rate of return claims, 

yielding a maximum revenue increase of $97,534, instead of die requested $229,551. R.D., p. 1.

Consistent with the PUC's Secretarial Letter dated January 13, 2017, the City hereby 

submits the following Exceptions to the R.D. for the Commission's review.

II. SUMMARY OF EXCEPTIONS

The City appreciates the efforts of AU Hoyer to review and preliminary adjudicate the 

various issues addressed in the City's evidentiary presentation and those of the additional 

intervenors in this proceeding. However, while well-reasoned in many respects, the R.D.'s overall 

recommendation to grant a revenue increase of $97,534 would deny the City sufficient revenues 

to ensure safe and adequate public utility service. By way of review, the City's three prior rate 

cases, inclusive of this proceeding, were filed in 2005, 2013, and 2016, respectively. After the 

2005 rate case concluded, the City received unanticipated revenues from sales of water to shale 

gas companies, which allowed the City to operate without increasing rates for outside customers 

for an extended period of time. Because of these unexpected but temporary revenues, the City did 

not perceive a need to file for a base rate increase for approximately eight years. In 2013, the City 

filed a request to increase to its base rates, resulting in a 57% increase effective January 1, 2014. 

Because the City's rates remained flat between 2005 and 2013, it was understood that the City 

would need to file multiple base rate filings in order to gradually increase its rates to reflect cost 

of service. As such, this rate case represents a continuation of the City's efforts to move towards 

rates reflecting its true cost of service, as contemplated by the two-year stay out approved as part 

of the settlement of the Commission's prior rate case at Docket No. R-2013-2350509.

Within this context, the Commission should recognize that the City has made every effort 

to facilitate the regulatory process, including meeting the challenge of responding to over 300
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discovery requests and participating in earnest settlement discussions with all parties to this 

proceeding. Unfortunately, the recommended revenue increase of $97,534 would frustrate the 

City's obligation to meet its public utility obligations, due in significant part to a rate of return of 

just 4.23%.

For the Commission's review, the City has prepared Exceptions to the R.D. addressing 

disputed rate base, expense, and rate of return findings. The City respectfully requests 

consideration of the arguments herein, with due appreciation for the history necessitating more 

frequent rate filings, efforts to address concerns raised by State Advocates, and the fact that no 

residential customers have intervened in the City’s prior two rate cases.

HI. EXCEPTIONS

A. Exception 1: The PUC Should Reject the R-D.'s Recommended Adjustments 
to the City's Claimed Rate Base Additions Because Such Adjustments Fail to 
Reflect Capital Improvements Made Prior to the Conclusion of the Future 
Test Year ("FTY”) (R.D., pp. 8-17).

Adoption of the R-D.'s recommended adjustments to the City's rate base addition claim 

would be unreasonable in light of new evidence showing that the City spent $113,200.64 on 

improvements to its heating and air conditioning, phone system, and High Street mains during the 

time period between the evidentiary hearing and the conclusion of the FTY. These invoices are 

provided in Appendix A herein. As discussed below, the $113,200.64 investment in only three 

categories of rate base additions exceeds the total $98,206 of disputed rate base additions raised 

by OCA and rejected in the R.D. See R.D., p. 17.

Accordingly, the City requests that the Commission take judicial notice of the additional 

invoices pursuant to Section 5.408 of the Commission's Regulations. In light of the new evidence, 

the PUC should reject the R.D.'s recommended adjustments and impose alternative relief. The 

PUC should either reject the R-D.'s decision to exclude $98,206 in claimed rate base additions or
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modify the R.D. to reflect the invoices supporting the claimed rate base additions for the heating 

and air conditioning. High Street main additions, and billing payroll and accounting Software 

expenses totaling $113,200.64. Alternatively, if the PUC declines to consider the additional 

invoices, the PUC should reverse the R.D.'s recommendation on the grounds that reasonably 

anticipated capital expenditures should be included in rate base where evidentiary hearings are 

held prior to conclusion of the test year.

As summarized in the R.D., the City budgeted $98,206 for the following categories of rate 

base additions: heating and air conditioning; High Street main additions; High Street fire hydrants; 

billing, payroll, and accounting software; and the phone system. R.D., p. 17. OCA recommended 

the PUC reduce the City's rate base claim by $98,206 on the basis that the aforementioned additions 

would not be in service, nor used and useful, by December 31, 2016 (the end of the FTY). R.D., 

pp. 8-17.

Throughout this proceeding, the City dutifully updated its rate base claim to reflect 

additional developments throughout the FTY. Id at 13. The City eliminated projects that would 

not be completed in the FTY from its rate base claim and informed parties that the remaining 

capital improvements included in die City's rate filing will be placed in public service prior to the 

end of the FTY and, accordingly, were properly included as additions in the City's rate base claim. 

Id. The City contended that it is unreasonable for OCA to recommend removal of any projects 

from the FTY when such projects do not require advance planning or significant lead time, leading 

to the expectation they would be completed by the end of the FTY. Id at 15.

Despite the City's arguments and evidence to the contrary, the R.D. agreed with OCA and 

recommended several downward adjustments to five components of the rate base: heating and air 

conditioning; High Street main additions; High Street fire hydrants; billing, payroll, and
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accounting software; and the phone system. Id at 16. The R.D. indicated the City could not prove 

the above-referenced expenses are "known and measurable" and therefore such expenses should 

not be included in the proposed rates. Id. This is an unreasonable finding considering the City 

had testified as to the anticipated completion of the projects prior to December 31,2016.

As anticipated, the City incurred significant capital expense after the evidentiary hearing 

and before December 31,2016. Between the close of the evidentiary record and the conclusion of 

the FTY, the City incurred $113,200.64 in expenses attributable to rate base additions ($35,437.20 

on heating and air conditioning additions,3 $54,430 on High Street main additions, and $23,333.44 

on phone system equipment). See Appendix A. Takingjudicial notice ofsuch evidence pursuant 

to Section 5.408 of the Commission's Regulations would ensure a clear and complete record of the 

City's rate base additions.

The City believes it is critical to acknowledge these expenditures in order to develop an 

appropriate rate base calculation. The City only budgeted $98,206 for heating and air 

conditioning; High Street main additions; High Street fire hydrants; billing, payroll, and 

accounting software; and the phone system. However, per Appendix A, the City actually incurred 

$113,200.64 in rate base expense just for heating and air conditioning. High Street main additions, 

and phone system expenses. Because the City's expenses for three rate base categories exceeded 

its budgeted expense for all five rate base categories, the PUC should approve the City's total 

rejected rate base additions in the RX>. or approve the City's actual expenses for heating and air 

conditioning. High Street mains, and phone service for which the City furnished invoices in 

Appendix A. Any other result would be unfair and unreasonable.

3 A portion of the heating and air conditioning costs were incurred shortly before the evidentiary hearing, but the City 
processed and paid die invoiced total from R.E. Michel Co LLC of $35,437.20 on November 30, 2016. See 
Appendix A.
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B. Exception 2: The R.D. Erred in Recommending a Rate Base Deduction 
Because it Fails to Properly Consider the City's Testimony on Whether the 
Property May Become Used or Useful (R.D., pp. 18-20).

The R.D. erred in recommending the PUC adopt OCA's proposal to deduct a vacant 

property from the City's rate base because it failed to give appropriate weight to the City's 

testimony that such property may or may not become used and useful in the future and rests solely 

upon speculation by the OCA. Until and unless City Council votes on what to do with the recently 

vacated property, it is premature to determine that such residence should be excluded from the 

City's rate base calculation.

The City included in its rate base a home which was previously used for the Water 

Treatment Plant C'WTP”) Superintendent but is now vacant. R.D., p. 18. OCA alleged that 

because the home is vacant, it is "not used or useful for the provision of water service," and 

therefore it should be deducted from the rate base. Id. OCA was the only party to propose such a 

deduction. Id. The City responded that the home only recently became vacant due to the death of 

the City's WTP Superintendent, and that the property is being held for future use until the City can 

determine what the best use is for this property going forward. Id. The City argued that OCA's 

recommendation is premature and speculative. Nonetheless, the R.D. agreed with OCA and 

recommended that the PUC deduct the property from the City's rate base because the property is 

not currently used or useful for the provision of water service, nor is it clear when the property 

will become used and useful. Id at 20.

The City respectfully disagrees with the R.D.'s recommendation for this vacant home. 

Although the City Manager recommended demolition of the house, the R.D. fails to mention his 

further testimony clarifying the property has only been recently vacated and City Council has not 

yet voted on what to do with the residence. City Main Brief, p. 25 citing Tr. at 40. Internal 

deliberations concerning the potential use of the property are not sufficient to conclude the property
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is not used and usefiil. The facility has not been demolished, is available for use, and should 

remain in the City's rate base.

For the above reasons, the Commission should grant this Exception and approve the City's 

vacant home rate base claim of $11,116 net book value.

C. Exception 3: The RD.’s Recommendation Regarding Vacant Home Expenses 
Failed to Appropriately Reflect Evidence in the Record and Should Be 
Rejected. (RJ>.,p. 29).

As described in Exception 2, the City owns property which was previously used for the 

WTP Superintendent but recently became vacant after his death. The City claimed $3,592 in 

expenses associated with the vacant home. Because the R.D. recommended that the PUC remove 

this property from the City's rate base due to a perceived lack of usefulness in the provision of 

water service, the R.D. suggested the PUC remove this expense from the City's claim. R.D., p. 29. 

The City hereby incorporates its response in Exception 2 herein and respectfully disagrees with 

this recommendation. It is premature to recommend eliminating this expense form the City's claim 

until the City Council votes on whether to demolish the property or put it to another use.

D. Exception 4: The PUC Should Reject The R.D.'s Recommended
Normalization Period for Rate Case Expense Because it FaUed to Consider 
PUC Precedent and Unreasonably Furthers Under-Recovery of Rate Case 
Expense. (R.D., pp. 46-49).

The PUC should reject the R.D.'s recommended normalization period of 5.33 years for rate

case expense because the R.D. adopts an overly rigid and unreasonable intepretation of PUC

precedent that would promote under-recovery of rate case expense for the City.

1. PUC Precedent Recognizes that Normalization Periods Based Solely on 
Historical Filing Frequency May Not Be Appropriate in All 
Circumstances.

Normalization of rate case expense over a reasonable period is appropriate because the 

expense is only incurred during the period of the actual rate case, but the benefits of the increased
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rates last for more than one year. However, an unreasonably long normalization period, 

particularly for a smaller utility proposing a relatively modest rate increase, will jeopardize the 

utility's financial health by denying recovery of actually incurred rate case expense. City Main 

Brief, p. 21. Accordingly, the City averred that a 2.5-year normalization period would balance 

these concerns by acknowleding that rate case expense recovery can be spread over a period of 

years while allowing the City to recover rate case expense in a reasonable amount of time.

Despite the City's assertion, the R.D ignores the facts of this case and unreasonably adopts 

I&E's recommendation that rate case expense normalization periods should be based exlusively 

on historical filing frequency. R.D.,p. 46. As a result, the R.D. recommended approval of I&E's 

5.33-year normalization period based upon the fact that "[t]he Commision has consistently held 

that rate case expenses are normal operating expenses, and normalization should be based on the 

historical frequency of the City’s rate filings." R.D., pp. 48-49.

The City respectfully disagrees with the R.D.'s recommended normalization period and 

recommends a 2.5-year normalization period is more appropriate. Excessively long normalization 

periods reflect overly inflexible application of the general rule favoring normalization of rate case 

expense. For example, the Commission has previously held that a two-year normalization period 

is acceptable when the interval periods between a utility's rate case filings showed a decreasing 

trend, even though the average interval supported a three-year normalization. Pa. Pub. Util. 

Comm’n. v. Lemont WaterCo., 1994Pa.P.U.C. LEXIS 44, *18-19(1994). A similar result should 

follow in this case where undisputed factual evidence shows the past filing patterns will not be 

repeated.

As explained in the City's Main Brief, its past rate filings, inclusive of this case, occurred 

in 2005, 2013, and 2016. City Main Brief, p. 22. Simply averaging the interval periods between
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those filings would produce a normalization period of five years. Id at 22-23. However, a 

significant factor contributing to the City's avoidance of rate increases between 2005 and 2013 was 

the availability of unanticipated revenues from sales of water to shale gas companies occurring 

during that period. Id at 23. Importantly, all parties have conceded that such sales are not expected 

to recur. See City Main Brief, p. 25. Therefore, the Commission should consider the extended 

stay-out from 2005 to 2013 as an anomaly and adjust the recommended rate case normalization 

period accordingly.

2. Past Experience Illustrates the Injustice Resulting from Excessive 
Normalization Periods for Rate Case Expense.

The actual history from the City’s 2013 rate case further confirms why a 2.5-year 

normalization period is appropriate. As of October 2016, the City had only recovered 40% of its 

prior rate case expense stemming from the 2013 rate case. City Main Brief, p. 23. The City should 

not be forced to, once again, under-recover its rate case expense due to an unreasonably protracted 

rate case normalization period. Such a result would be flagrantly unfair and detrimental to the 

City's efforts to furnish safe and reliable public utility service to its jurisdictional customers.

3. Conclusion.

As stated above, the general policy of calculating a rate case normalization period based 

strictly on historical filing frequency should be adjusted when overly strict application of the policy 

would produce an unreasonable result Accordingly, the Commission should reject the overly 

formulaic normalization period proposed by the R.D. and approve either the 2.5-year 

normalization period proposed by the City or an alternative, but significant, reduction to the 5.33 

year normalization period, as may be deemed appropriate.4

4 The Commission reserves discretion to impose alternative adjustments. Pittsburgh v. Pa. Pub. Util Comm'n., 128 
A2d 372,376-377 (Pa. Super. Ct 1956).
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E. Exception 5: The PUC Should Reject the RJX's Proposed Allocation Factors 
For City Manager Salary and Administrative Benefits Expenses. (R.D., 
pp. 38-44).

1. City Manager Salary

The RJD.'s recommendation for the City Manager's salary presents a grossly understated 

allocation factor which fails to provide sufficient weight to the City Manager's testimony and other 

record evidence. Accordingly, the City encourages the PUC to reject the R.D.'s recommended 

allocation and approve the City's 60% allocation factor for the City Manager's non-finance related 

salary. In the alternative, the PUC should impose its own allocation factor that more reasonably 

accounts for the evidence proffered by the City throughout this rate proceeding.

The City Manager earns $124,076 per year, of which $14,868 is included in Finance 

Salaries. City Main Brief, p. 26. Outofthat$14,868,24% is allocated to the Water Fund. Out of 

the remaining $109,208 portion of the City Manager's salary, 60% is allocated to the Water Fund. 

Id The City justified the 60% allocation as appropriate because (i) the City Manager testified to 

the accuracy of this allocation and (ii) for the balance of the City Manager’s time not spent on 

finance-related tasks, it is logical to conclude that he would be working on the same projects 

reflected in the Public Works Director's timesheets (which allocate 60.7% of his time is spent on 

water-related matters). Id at pp. 26-27. Despite the City's justifications, OCA and I&E both made 

speculative and unwarranted assumptions regarding allocation of the City Manager's salary. Id. 

at 27. Without giving proper weight to the City Manager’s testimony, both parties relied upon the 

mere absence of timesheets to justify their proposed allocation factors of 24% and 25%, 

respectively. R.D., p. 38. The R.D. accepts the positions of OCA and I&E and recommends a 

24% allocation fector for the City's Manager's total salary. Id at 42.

The R.D.'s recommendation is an understated allocation which fails to provide sufficient 

weight to the City Manager's testimony, as the City Manager is best positioned to explain the actual
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nature of his obligations. In support of its recommended allocation factors, the R.D. cites to 

numerous cases purporting to show the PUC does not favor testimonial evidence to support 

municipal allocations. See R.D., p. 41. As clarified in the City's Main Brief, these cases address 

situations where the PUC rejected salary allocations on the basis of insufficient evidence because 

witnesses testified as to the duties of other individuals. City Main Brie£ pp. 25-30. Unlike those 

cases, here the City Manager testified as to how he spends his own time on a day-to-day basis. As 

a result, more weight should be given to the City Manager's testimony as to his job functions and 

daily responsibilities, which were provided under oath.

The R.D.'s recommendation also relies on the flawed association between a posted job 

description to the actual day-to-day duties attendant to the position. See R.D., p. 39. While the 

Commission has relied upon job descriptions to deny employee expense allocations in prior 

proceedings, the municipality in those cases did not present the individual employee for cross- 

examination as the City did in this case. When questioned regarding the scope of duties set forth 

in the job description versus the proposed 60% allocation of his non-finance related salary, 

Mr. Suplizio testified that he spends a disproportionately high amount of his time supervising 

water maintenance operations. See Tr. at 38-39. Therefore, where the subject employee testified 

in the case, the Commission should assign an allocation percentage consistent with the witness's 

actual experience rather than the projected tasks set forth in the job description.

Contrary to the findings in the R.D, the City Manager's duties with regard to the City’s 

water operations have been shown to be sufficiently comprehensive to warrant the 60% allocation 

(excluding time spent on finance issues). The City Manager testified that the City's water 

operations absorb more of his time in comparison to other City operations. Although the Public 

Works Director oversees general water distribution system maintenance, the City Manager bears

11



direct responsibility for various aspects of water system operations, including (i) compliance and 

operational issues relating to the reservoir and watershed; (ii) managing connections for new 

construction; and (iii) approval and oversight of water shut-offs. City Main Brief, p. 28. 

Moreover, the City Manager has to remain on call in the event a water emergency arises, and if a 

water emergency occurs he must be on-site with construction teams to oversee repairs. Id. at 28. 

Furthermore, the City Manager must visit water treatment plants regularly, if not daily, to oversee 

activities. Id. In addition, the City Manager has spent the past year and a half working with legal 

counsel to prepare and conduct this base rate proceeding to establish new water rates for the City. 

Timesheets are just one factor to consider in allocating employee fund to the water fund; other 

evidence must be considered to fully and fairly develop an appropriate allocation factor.

Accordingly, the City encourages the PUC to reject the R.D.'s recommended allocation and 

impose the City's 60% allocation factor for the $ 109,208 non-finance portion of the City Manager's 

salary. At a minimum, the PUC should reject the R.D.'s unreasonable 24% allocation factor for 

the non-finance salary and apply a discretionary allocation factor in consideration of the 

testimonial evidence proffered by the City.5

2. Administrative Expense

I&E recommended adjusting the allocation of Health Insurance and Other Benefits for 

Administrative Employees based upon its recommended allocation of the City Manager's salary. 

R.D., p. 43. Because of its recommended reduction to the City Manager's allocation factor, I&E 

suggested reducing the City's overall 42.5% allocation for this expense to a composite allocation 

of 33.37%. The City disputed this recommendation because it rejected I&E's recommended 25% 

allocation of the City Manager's salary to the water fund, R.D., p. 43. The RD. agreed with I&E

3 The Cornmission reserves discretion to impose alternative adjustments. Pittsburgh, 128 A2d at 376- 377.
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that the allocation percentage of these other administrative expenses was too high, but because the 

R.D. accepted OCA's proposed allocation factor for the City Manager's salary (24%) and not I&E's 

recommendation (25%), the R.D. recommended an allocation factor of 33.11% instead of33.37%. 

R.D., p. 44.

As indicated earlier herein, the City disagrees with the R.D. Consistent with its 

recommendation to reject the R.D.'s proposed adjustment to the allocation of the City Manager's 

salary, the City recommends that the PUC adopt the City's proposed 42.5% allocation of Health 

Insurance and Other Benefits for Administrative Employees.

F. Exception 6: The PUC Should Reject The RJD.'s Recommended Treatment of 
WTP Contractual Expenses. (R.D., pp. 32-37).

The City concurs with most of the R.D.'s recommendatiohs with regards to its WTP 

Contractual Expense, but notes that the R.D's recommendation to normalize the $22,323 of "other 

expense" must be denied. As explained in the R.D., the City already consented to normalize 

$40,300 of its total originally claimed WTP Contractual Expense and remove $30,000 of 

inadvertently included non-recurring expenses. See R.D., p. 32.6 However, as set forth in the 

R.D., OCA proposed further adjustments to the City’s claim for recovery of $22,323 of "other 

expense" and proposed a three-year average would properly account for fluctuation of this 

expense. R.D., p. 34. The R.D. accepted OCA's normalization adjustment and its position 

regarding normalization of other expenses, advocating for a downward adjustment of $13,985 

($4,194 jurisdictional) to the City's total WTP Contractual Expense claim. Id at 37.

As described above, the City dutifully adjusted its WTP Contractual Services expenses 

throughout die duration of this rate case. While consenting to normalize costs for Watershed

6 Page 32 of the R.D. references normalization of $70,300 of fee City's 2015 WTP Contractual Expense, which appears 
to be a typographical error. See RJX, p. 32. The expense is accurately reflected in fee table included on fee same 
page. See id
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Inventory Management Plan and Herbicide Application, the City proposed to annualize its 2015 

costs for "other expenses" based on higher 2015 costs and actual expenses through September 

2016 showing the City is on pace to significantly exceed its 2015 expenses levels for 2016. City 

Main Brief, p. 20; See also R.D., p. 35. The City’s adjustments to this account in the filing and 

during subsequent testimony, as well as the actual expense recorded in this account through 

September 30,2016, demonstrate that the City’s filed and adjusted expense is justified and should 

be accepted without modification. See id The concerns regarding fluctuation of the expense 

raised in the R.D. are addressed by the City conservatively electing to annualize its 2015 costs 

rather than the 2016 other expenses, which would have increased the claim from $22,322 to 

$26,090. See City Statement No. 2-R, p. 11. Conversely, the normalization adjustment proposed 

by OCA and adopted by the R.D., would ignore clear trends showing ongoing cost increases.

In order to most accurately reflect the actual costs incurred by the City, the Commission 

should adopt the City's proposed annualization of its $22,323 historic test year ("HYT") costs for 

the "other expense" component of the WTP Contractual Expense claim. Accordingly, the R.D.'s 

recommendation to adopt OCA's normalization adjustment should be denied.

G. Exception 7: The PUC Should Reject the R.D.'s Recommended Treatment of 
CHy Building/Computer Parts/Supplies/Software Expenses. (R.D., pp. 44-46).

The City proposed to allocate expenses for City Building/Computer 

Parts/Supplies/Software as part of the City Buildings expense in the imputed Administrative 

Expense based on actual expense incurred in the HTY. City Main Brief, p. 29. In response, OCA 

countered the City's proposed adjustment with a recommendation to normalize the average 

expense in this account on the basis that the 2015 expense for this account was considerably higher 

compared to the 2013 and 2014 expense. R.D., p. 45. Despite the fact that the City confirmed the 

increased expense in this account in 2015 was due to payments to vendor "RAK Computer
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Associates," and despite the fact that the City provided evidence these expenses would be ongoing 

as part of the City's information technology needs, OCA perceived that this expense was an 

anomaly and normalization is more appropriate. Id. at 29. The R.D. adopted OCA's position and 

recommended a jurisdictional adjustment to this expense in the amount of $1,313 and 

normalization of this expense as the 2015 expense is higher than a normal year of the expense. Id. 

at 45.

The City respectfully disagrees with this assessment. Schedule 5 for Account 409.316 

Computer Parts/Supplies/Software (Exhibit__(CEH-4R)) demonstrates most of these expenses are 

for ongoing investments relating to die City's information technology needs. City Main Brief, 

p. 30. The City's analyses demonstrated that many of the expenses in that account will continue 

to be incurred in the future. Furthermore, as this expense has increased every year since 2013, 

OCA's proposal to normalize such costs is inappropriate.

To accurately reflect the City's increasing expenses over the past three yeare, the PUC 

should base its allowance for this account upon the increased expense level incurred in 2015. The 

R.D.'s recommendation to normalize expenses in contravention of observed trends would fail to 

reasonably reflect the City’s ongoing costs. Accordingly, the R.D.'s recommendation for this 

expense should be rejected.

H. Exception 8: The PUC Should Reject The RJX's Recommendation to Approve
the I&E and OCA Proposed Capital Structures. (R.D., pp. 63-64).

The R.D. inappropriately adopts the I&E and OCA recommendations to adopt a 70% 

debt/30% equity capital structure based on the financing of the City's rate base. In doing so, the 

R.D. unreasonably analogizes the City’s circumstances to those observed in City of Lancaster - 

Bureau of Water v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Docket No. R-2010-2179103 (Order 

entered July 14, 2011) CLancaster 2010"). As discussed in the City's Reply Brief, the record in
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this proceeding differs materially from Lancaster 2010, and the Commission should invoke its 

discretion to adopt the City*s proposed 50% debt/50% equity hypothetical capital structure to 

balance the interests of the City and its ratepayers.

As set forth in the R.D., the Commission denied use of a hypothetical capital structure in 

Lancaster 2010 out of a concern that use of a hypothetical capital structure would result in 

excessive costs to customers. See R.D., p. 60. The City submits such concerns are unwarranted 

in this case. In Lancaster 2010, the municipality sought to increase rates by 100%, which would 

have increased the jurisdictional revenue requirement by $8.6 million. See City Reply Brief, p. 36. 

To the contrary, the City proposed a comparatively minor 36% rate increase of $257,604, which it 

further reduced to $229,551 following adjustments through discovery and testimony. See id at 37. 

Therefore, use of a hypothetical capital structure in this proceeding would not present equivalent 

cost concerns as those raised in Lancaster 2010.

Additionally, the R.D. woefully fails to balance the interests of the utility and its customers. 

In Lancaster 2010, the Commission acknowledged its use of a capital structure differing from 

market norms to necessitate an appropriate upward adjustment to the cost of common equity. See 

Lancaster 2010, p. 73 (establishing that "a higher cost of equity is necessitated by our adoption of 

the City's actual capital structure"). Similarly, in a prior case, the Commission approved a 

hypothetical capital structure after confirming "it has long been the policy of the Commission to 

employ a hypothetical capital structure when the use of the actual capital structure would not 

provide an appropriate balance between shareholder (or in the case of a municipality, an asset 

holder) and consumer interests." City of Lancaster Sewer, 2005 Pa. P.U.C. LEXIS 44 (Lancaster 

Sewer 2005), *146. Specifically, the Commission indicated that use of an actual capital structure 

is appropriate where the utility benefits from extraordinarily low-debt due to Pennsylvania
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Infrastructure Investment Authority ("PennVest") funding, which the City does not. See id at 

*147; see also City Statement No. 4, Schedule 3 (showing the City has no PennVest debt).

As set forth above, approval of the R.D.’s recommendation results in a failure to reasonably 

balance the important interests in this case. The R.D.'s rejection of the City's proposed capital 

structure derives from an improper comparison of the City's rate proposal to vastly different 

situations in prior cases. The City has not proposed to increase rates by 100% and the City does 

not benefit from 1% PennVest debt Accordingly, the Commission should set aside the R.D.'s 

capital structure recommendation, adopt the reasoning from Lancaster Sewer 2005, and approve 

the 50% debt/50% equity capital structure proposed by the City.

I. Exception 9: The PUC Should Reject The R.D.'s Recommendation to Approve 
I&E's Cost of Equity Calculation. (R.D., pp. 64-74).

The R.D. recommends approval of I&E's proposed cost of equity due to a failure to 

appropriately address flaws outlined in the City’s Main and Reply Briefs. Contrary to the ALPs 

decision, I&E's Cost of Equity recommendation fails to reflect the City's cost of capital or provide 

a reasonable return on the City's public utility infrastructure. Perhaps most importantly, I&E's cost 

of equity calculation fails to include appropriate adjustments, particularly where the Commission 

has previously recognized cost of equity adjustments to be appropriate and even necessary when 

using an actual capital structure. Additionally, I&E's cost of equity recommendation incorporates 

a Discounted Cash Flow ("DCF") analysis with an improperly narrow growth rate. I&E further 

excessively reduces its proposed cost of equity by relying on an inflated and fundamentally flawed 

tax adjustment For these reasons, I&E's proposed cost of equity should be rejected and the 

Commission should approve the cost of equity calculation proposed by the City.
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1. The R.D. Fails to Recognize Commission Precedent 
Supporting of Cost of Equity Adjustments.

The R.D. misrepresents Commission precedent as categorically rejecting cost of equity 

adjustments, which amounts to revisionist reading of prior Commission decisions. The R.D. cites 

to the Commission's decision in Lancaster 2010 claiming the Commission rejected cost of equity 

adjustments as harmful to ratepayers. See R.D., p. 68. A contextual read of the relevant language 

clearly shows otherwise. There, the Commission stated "any adjustment to the results of the 

market based DCF as we have previously adopted are unnecessary and will harm ratepayers." See 

id. citing Lancaster 2010, p. 79 (Emphasis added). As clarified in the City's Reply Brief, the 

Commission referenced only the specific market-based DCF calculation from that proceeding, 

which resulted in a 10% cost of equity. See City Reply Brief, p. 41.

Importantly, the R.D. also fails to note that the Commission in Lancaster 2010, rejected

further adjustments after it first modified the DCF recommended by I&E in that case. The

Commission in Lancaster 2010 addressed cost of equity adjustments as follows:

Based upon our analysis and review of the record evidence, we 
adopt the ALTs recommended adoption of the OTS methodology, 
but do not accept the AU recommendation that the cost of equity be 
set at 9.69%. Instead, and based upon our prior determination to 
utilize the City's actual capital structure to determine an appropriate 
cost structure, and informed judgment, we find it reasonable and 
appropriate to adjust the City’s cost of equity upward to 10.00% in 
this proceeding. We note that a higher cost of equity is 
necessitated by our adoption of the City’s actual capital structure, 
but it is important to note that our allowance of a 10.00% return on 
equity falls squarely within the range of die DCF results as 
calculated by the OTS (8.53 to 10.87%). We conclude that 10.00% 
is the appropriate cost of equity allowance in this proceeding and 
also find that, based on our other conclusions to be discussed supra, 
that this cost of equity should not be further adjusted.

Lancaster 2010, p. 73 (Emphasis added). So the Commission never determined equity adjustments

to be categorically appropriate in Lancaster 2010. To the contrary, the Commission applied a
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significant 0.31% adjustment to I&E's DCF results in that case and affirmed "a higher cost of 

equity be adopted to reflect our adoption of the City's actual capital structure." See id at 76. 

Therefore, the R.D.'s dismissal of equity adjustments as disfavored should be rejected as contrary 

to Commission precedent.

2. The Risk and Leverage Adjustments Proposed by the 
City are Necessary and Consistent with Commission 
Precedent

In addition to rejecting the general concept of equity adjustments^ the R.D. unreasonably

denied the specific equity adjustments proposed by the City. The R.D. denied approval of the

City's proposed risk adjustment, size adjustment, and leverage adjustment. These findings should

be rejected as unreasonable and completely divorced from prior Commission decisions.

Additionally, the R.D. fails to reflect the City’s clarification that the size analysis is a component

of the risk adjustment, not a separate adjustment. Consistent with Commission precedent and the

City's proposal, both the proposed risk adjustment and leverage adjustment should be approved.

a. The City’s Proposed Risk Adjustment Should be 
Approved.

The R.D. adopts I&E's overly narrow and flawed analysis of the City's proposed 25 basis 

point risk adjustment. Specifically, the R.D. places undue reliance on logically deficient 

arguments from I&E and unreasonably dismisses the straightforward reality that smaller utilities 

generally operate at a higher risk than larger utilities. In support of the proposed risk adjustment, 

the City identified numerous risk factors differentiating its operations from the larger utilities in 

the Comparable Group, including size, debt service coverage, capita intensity, and numerous 

others. For these reasons, the Commission should deny the findings in the R.D. and adopt the 

City’s proposed risk adjustment
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As recounted in the R.D., I&E conceded that size has been demonstrated to be a general 

risk factor for industrials, but bases its opposition to recognizing size as a risk-factor in this case 

entirely upon a single study questioning the necessity to adjust for firm size in utility rate 

regulation. See R.D., p. 69 citing Armie Wong, Utility Stocks and the Size Effect: an Empirical 

Analysis, Journal of Midwest Finance Association (1993). The R.D. then erroneously adopts I&E's 

claim that the City failed to rebut the Wong argument. To the contrary, the City provided a 2002 

article by Dr. T.M. Zepp that directly counters the claims from Mr. Wong by referencing a utility- 

specific study showing the size efifect impacts water utilities. See City Statement No. 4-R, p. 35 

citing Zepp (2002), Utility stocks and the size effect: revisited. Economics and Finance Quarterly, 

43,578-582; see also City Reply Brief,

In attempting to justify the misconstrued finding, the R.D. quotes language directly from

I&E's Main Brief stating as follows:

This referenced article, however, simply speculates on other 
possible reasons for the results and refers to two studies. The first 
study is not included and therefore unable to be evaluated. The 
second study utilized an unacceptably small sample size of two large 
water utilities being compared to two small water utilities. Such a 
study can hardly be argued as representative of the entirety of the 
market

I&E Main Brief, p. 37, see also R.D., p. 69. I&E's criticism, as adopted by the R.D., cannot stand 

up to reason. With no explanation whatsoever, I&E avers that the Dr. Zepp engages in speculation. 

See id. However, I&E then acknowledges that Dr. Zepp relied on two studies, thereby completely 

invalidating the prior assertion that Dr. Zepp "simply speculates.” See id

I&E's attempt to invalidate the second study referenced by Dr. Zepp is equally flawed. I&E 

discards the referenced study on grounds that evaluation of four water utilities "can hardly be 

argued as representative of the entirety of the market." See id However, I&E offers no substantive
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statistical analysis tc support its claim that a study of four utilities is insufficient for purposes of 

assessing the impact of size on risk.

Further, I&E's opinion on an ideal sample size does not change the fact that Ms. Wong's 

findings have been questioned within the academic community. Therefore, the claim that the City 

failed to provide evidence refuting Ms. Wong's study is incorrect. Accordingly, the Commission 

should recognize the general correlation between risk and size as supportive of the proposed 25 

basis point risk adjustment proposed by the City.

The R.D. also misrepresents the City’s discussion regarding the debt coverage factor of its 

risk analysis. The R.D. cites to I&E's reliance on its calculated debt service coverage ratio of 1.56 

for the City as a check on its overall rate of return. The R.D. then notes the City referenced debt 

service coverage ratios "up to 4.7" for "large publicly traded companies." See R.D., p. 73. Both 

the R.D. and the underlying I&E analysis miss the point. The City did not reference debt service 

coverage as a check on the overall reasonableness of its recommended rate of return, but as one of 

many indicators of the high risk experienced by the City in comparison to large utilities. Moreover, 

where the R.D. claims the City only cited debt service coverage ratios up to 4.7 for large investor- 

owned utilities, the City also referenced debt service coverage ratios for municipal authorities in 

Pennsylvania ranging from 5.4-5.7, which further outpaces the 0.4-2.8 range calculated by the City 

or the 1.56 ratio calculated by I&E. City Main Brief, p. 43. The City engaged in the comparison 

to further illustrate the point that, on a relative basis, the City's operations are riskier than those of 

the Comparison Group.

With regard to the final specific risk factor addressed by the AU, the Commission should 

find the R.D. placed undue weight on the capital intensity risk factor. As clarified above, the City's 

proposed 25 basis point risk adjustment is based on the general principle that smaller utilities such
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as the City operate at a higher risk than the larger utilities in the Comparison Group, and that a 

cost of equity calculation based on such a proxy group must be adjusted to appropriately reflect 

such risks. The R.D. included a lengthy discussion restating I&E's criticism of the City's capital 

intensity analysis, including the allegation that the City's capital intensity ratio would be lower if 

recalculated to reflect depreciation. See R.D., pp. 69-70. Importantly, the referenced recalculation 

would reduce the City's capital intensity ratio, but not to a point below that of the Comparable 

Group. See City Statement No. 4-R, p. 38. Further, the City's proposed risk adjustment should be 

approved based not solely on the capital intensity analysis, but on the plethora of additional 

evidence confirming the City operates its water system at a higher risk than the Comparable Group.

To that end, the Commission should consider that the RJX overlooks the full scope of 

record evidence supporting the proposed 25 basis point risk adjustment The RJ3. references only 

the City's arguments with regard to the size factor, the capital intensity factor, and debt service 

coverage, as these represent the principal items substantively addressed by I&E. However, as 

discussed in the City's Main Brief, the City identified a total of 30 risk factors, of which 19 favored 

a finding that the Bureau of Water's water system is a higher risk operation in comparison to the 

Comparison Group. See City Main Brief, p. 43.

Finally, the R.D. also addresses the City's discussion concerning investment risk, although 

this discussion was misconstrued as a separate adjustment See R.D., p. 71. The City did not 

propose a separate investment risk adjustment but rather used the investment risk analysis to 

calculate the 25 basis point risk adjustment justified by the aforementioned factors. See City 

Statement No. 4, p. 60. Specifically, the City compared its implied BBB bond rating to the A bond 

rating of the Comparable Group and determined that the yield spread supports a minimum 25 basis
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point risk adjustment See id at 30, 60; see also City Statement No. 4-R, p. 24 (calculating an 

implied BBB bond rating based on an analysis of bond ratings from similarly sized companies).

Contrary to the representations in the R.D., the risk adjustment proposed by the City is not 

a novel or unprecedented measure. Similar adjustments have been proposed by the state advocates 

in prior proceedings. See Lancaster 2010> p. 67 (describing a 25 basis point size adjustment 

proposed by the OCA). By relying on a proxy group composed of water utilities of a materially 

different size and scale than the City and calculating a cost of equity without correcting for risk 

differences, the Commission would abdicate its duty to provide the City with an opportunity to 

earn a reasonable rate of return on the utility plant dedicated to public service. To avoid such an 

untenable result, the Commission should approve the City's proposed 25 basis point size 

adjustment.

b. The City's Proposed Leverage Adjustment 
Should be Approved.

The R.D. errs in denying the City's proposed leverage adjustment without directly 

addressing the City's proposal. The R.D recounts I&E's position on the City's proposed leverage 

adjustment without addressing the supporting evidence set forth by the City or the supporting 

Commission precedent. Specifically, the R.D. adopts I&E's findings that the City's proposed 

leverage adjustment is unsupported by Commission precedent and "improper and invalid because 

of the way that rating agencies characterize financial risk, the lack of support in academic 

literature, and the fact that such investment information is readily available to the public therefore 

an unwarranted adjustment." RJD., p. 68. Although not evident from a review of the R.D., these 

claims were soundly rebutted by the City on the record.

First, the Commission has adopted leverage adjustments in the past while excluding them 

based solely on the individual circumstances in specific cases. I&E avers the Commission has
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rejected leverage adjustments in prior cases without acknowledging that the Commission has also 

accepted leverage adjustments in cases such as Pa. P. U. C. v Pa. P.U C. v. Philadelphia Suburban 

Water Co.3 219 PUR 4th 272 (2002), and Lancaster Sewer 2005, at *162-163. Moreover, even 

when rejecting leverage adjustments, the Commission has emphasized that such decisions are 

discretionary and based on the specific circumstances of each case. See Pa P.U.C. v. Aqua 

Pennsylvania, Inc (Aqua PA 2008), 2008 WL 4145509,17 (Pa. P.U.C. 2008) ("Aqua 2008"); see 

Lancaster 2010, p. 79.

In Aqua 2008, the Commission directly clarified that it rejected the leverage adjustment 

because the market-based DCF in that case produced results significantly in excess of prior equity 

returns. See Aqua 2008, pp. 38-39. The Commission did not impugn the general applicability of 

a leverage adjustment, but determined that "where the unadjusted DCF results presented by the 

Parties in this case are generally higher that the DCF recommendations from the earlier cases cited 

by Aqua.. .there is no need to have an upwards adjustment to compensate for any perceived risk 

related to Aqua's market-to-book ratio." See Aqua 2008, pp. 38-39. In this case, parties' DCF 

results produced results far below the Commission's most recently litigated water utility return on 

equity of 10%. See City Main Brief, p. 10. Accordingly, the Commission should exercise its 

discretion to consider and approve the City's proposed leverage adjustment.

The remaining arguments set forth in the R.D have also been rebutted by the City. The 

R.D. characterizes the proposed leverage adjustment as unsupported by academic literature based 

again on I&E's allegations. See R.D., p. 70. The City's Reply Brief clearly explained the leverage 

adjustment was itself developed to address the widely accepted premise that market value exists 

independently of book value, which is the well-developed foundation underlying the leverage 

adjustment. See City Reply Brief, p. 41.
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Finally, the R.D. ignores the City's explanations as to the mechanics of the leverage 

adjustment The R.D reiterates I&E's arguments that the leverage adjustment should be deemed 

unnecessary because: (1) rating agencies assess financial risk based on income statement rather 

than market value; and (2) the efficient market theory means investors have already weighed 

available information affirming market-to-book values for utilities. See R.D., pp. 68-69. These 

arguments miss the primary point emphasized by the City, that such conventional market norms 

have not been observed to be true in the context of the DCF analysis. See Reply Brief, p. 42. For 

example, with current market-to-book ratios in excess of 266%, the efficient market theory should 

drive the value of excessive market-to-book ratios down to book value, but history does not show 

this to be the case. See id Therefore, to accurately reflect the cost to attract capital in an economic 

environment driving market values above book value, a leverage adjustment is appropriate.

The City has dutifully rebutted the arguments relied upon in the R.D. in opposition to the 

proposed leverage adjustment. Accordingly, the Commission should reject the R.D's analysis and 

approve the City's proposed 70 basis point leverage adjustment.

3. The R.D. Improperly Relies on I&E's Overly Narrow 
DCF Analysis.

In adopting I&E's cost of equity calculation, the R.D. completely overlooks flaws in I&E's 

DCF analysis. As discussed in the City's Reply Brief, a critical component of the DCF analysis is 

the growth rate, which measures investors' expectations for appreciation of share prices. See City 

Reply Brief, p. 38. In prior cases, the Commission approved growth rates based on historic and 

projected growth rates published by market analysists. See id. In this case, I&E recommended a 

6.31% growth rate based solely on forecasted Earnings Per Share growth rates. See id The City 

recommended a 6.7% growth rate, which reflects consideration of the 10.9% historical earnings 

growth rate for the Comparable Group. Importantly, if I&E had averaged historical and projected
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growth rates, its 6.31% growth rate would increase to 8.61%. See City Main Brief, p. 51, 

Accordingly, the City's proposed 6.7% growth rate is appropriate and should be approved.

4. The Commission Must Approve the City's Proposed Tax 
Adjustment

The R.D. appears to approve I&E's recommended tax adjustment out of a severe 

misunderstanding of the City's proposal. Contrary to the statements in the R.D., I&B and the City 

used the same methodology to calculate a tax adjustment. Therefore, the criticisms of the City's 

calculation in the R.D. are entirely unwarranted. The only reason I&E and the City arrive at 

proposed tax adjustments of 18.22% and 9%, respectively, is a correction by the City to an 

objective flaw in I&E's calculation. Therefore, if the Commission finds it necessary to apply a tax 

adjustment, it should adopt the maximum 9% tax adjustment proposed by the City.

The R.D. falsely avers that the City failed to propose alternatives to I&E's flawed tax 

adjustment calculation. In comparing the I&E and City proposals to develop a tax rate based on 

the spread between GO bonds and public utility bonds, the R.D. dismisses the City's proposal by 

claiming "[although [City Witness] Mr. Walker alleges that the aforementioned bonds must have 

corrections made so that they are matched in terms of credit quality and term length, he makes no 

attempt to present a correction or alternative." See R.D., p. 73. The R.D. further and inexplicably 

claims "Mr. Walker does not reference any instances of this methodology being used before." Both 

allegations are plainly untrue, as Mr. Walker implemented all reasonable practical corrections in 

accordance with Commission precedent.

Both the City and I&E proposed tax adjustments based on the spread between GO bonds 

and public utility bonds, as supported by the Commission in prior cases. See City Reply Brief, p. 

46. However, only Mr. Walker fully complies with Commission precedent by taking all reasonable 

steps to measure spreads between comparable corporate and municipal bonds. See City Main
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Brie£ p. 46; see also Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. City of Lancaster — Sewer Fund, 

2005 Pa. PUC LEXIS 44, (Aug. 26, 2005) * 154 ("Lancaster Sewer 2005"). In Lancaster Sewer 

2005> I&E proposed a tax adjustment of 25% based on the average difference between municipal 

and corporate bonds. See id. at 149. The Commission modified I&E's recommendation in part to 

ensure the tax adjustment reflects comparable bond yields, and thus adjusted I&E's tax adjustment 

down to 18%. See id at 154.

In this case, I&E's recommended tax adjustment again fails to incorporate comparable 

bonds. As discussed in the City's Reply Brief, I&E’s proposed 18.22% tax adjustment reflects 

credit mismatches. See City Reply Brief, p. 46. Not surprisingly, correcting I&E’s tax adjustment 

calculation to match similarly rated municipal bonds to similarly rated corporate bonds reduces 

I&E’s recommended tax adjustment to 9.06%, consistent with the City's recommended maximum 

9% adjustment.

Accordingly, if the Commission deems a tax adjustment to be necessary, the Commission 

should adopt the maximum 9% adjustment proposed by the City.

5. Conclusion

As indicated in the Summary of Exceptions, supra, failure to modify the R.D.'s rate of 

return recommendation would deny the City a reasonable opportunity to earn a return on its 

investment in public utility infrastructure. Accordingly the City respectfully requests that the 

Commission grant this Exception with regard to the cost of equity recommendation in the R.D. in 

order to provide the City with a rate of return consistent with Commission precedent.

27



IV. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the City of DuBois - Bureau of Water respectfully requests that the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission modify portions of the Recommended Decision pursuant 

to the Exceptions discussed herein.
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Payooat ha* barn coiVjleted la ascardaaaa with the Contract Doeoamta, that 
all aaounta hava baas paid by the Contractor for Work for which pravlooa 
Cartlflcataa for Paysoat ware laaoed and paynchta raoolwad froa the Owner, 
tad that current paymat abom herein la oow do*.

Za accordance with th* contract Oocaaeata. baaed on oa-alta obaervatioas 
and th* data coapriaiag tbla application, the Architect caxbltlaa to tho 
Owner that to the beat of tba Architect1 a )mowladgo< iaforsatina and baliaf, 
the Work baa prograasad aa Indicated, the quality of the-Work la la 
accordance with th* Contract Pocooente, and tba Contractor la aatitlad to 

payseat of the AMOUST CSKTIPISD.

7/-^.u ^.18AKOtMT cutipiu..............................................................................................«
(Attach explanation if the aoeust certified differs froa the eaoant appHad 
for in Lino 9. Initial ell figure# oa Chin Application and oa tho Schedule 
of Talnea that ate changed to coBfors to tho anotint certified;)

AAOnncri /*', ,«’ / £,'''1
f y y? y-r’

»71 i, _________ ...
Thla CertiflHato la oot nogotiahle. The KMOWT csatipzBD ie payable only to 
the Contractor Baaed herein. iBaamaca, payBcat and acceptance of payneat are 
without prejudice to any rights of tba Owner o* Contractor under tbla Contract.

/ )- l ?.
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2 PMS8S

Muant jjh-oj 
-TIOH SKTIt 

-iOD TO: 11/30/lfi
ARCHITKCT‘0 MIOJKCT KO. i

Boa Colons 1 oa Coocracta wbete -rariable xeealoas* *o* llaa l«eao nay apply.

(A)
ITS*
SO.

0102

03
04
05 
04 

03 
00
09 
10*
I OS

II 
12
13
14 
LS 
1C 

17
15
19
20 
21

22
23
24 
23 
2C 
27 
20 
29
10

<S| (C)
DSSmPTtOR 09 NOU SCBSOOLBS

VALVS

HOVltlAATXOK/DSmUTXQN •9,004.(7
ZSUT P8PTSCT10H 2.070.00
rm C IKLST BOX 11,170.00
12* COMPOST PTLTXS SOCK CAS n 0.00
u* ear* 29.421.70
ccaDttcnax to axxsmo sroas 310.50
COKFACTKD 2A STCKB, K* OSPTH 1S.SS1.S2
BZTOMXROOS DAOS cocutsa, S.S* 45.<84.03
concksn cou 04,007.02
cnnauixB sxsmauc.a* cmcl.st 95,104.15
cowaurrs atimcAut-t- {ojcl.st 40,flS2;70
siahmd snmauc aBCb.omn 31.494.00
AQA TMmCATBk nrtMM.sutCB1 4,093.20
topsoil ratzas walk 10.143.00
SKKDing 1.ISO.02
ULOCATI szets 020.00
CBOSSKALS STX1P1W1 4,709.25
STUST L1SBT/PQLXS WITH MCSP 43,243.00
6TRSHT L30HT/POLC9 WITHOUT U

BOLLAISS 417.SO

DK9ZSR/B1IXlJ)>WXKmi, COWSITS 70.049.50
90XXKK, POLS POBHBATXfixa AND CONTKOL0

C.O.Sli W&Stt L3MS3 77,947.00
C.O.Mi TDW CKBUtr’S SSTCX/ 49,383.35
C.0-93. UTILUT UQST POLS BA 3,561.24
C.O.#4i NAN NABS OtLSTB 31.143.07
C.O.lSi MXSC. S1MOLXTXOK 14,491.12
C.O. SSl SIMM T.TB* PtreaTM 4,939.99
C.O.ITi AUDIT, KATR LCKBS 327,344.00
c.o.aaa now mx. 5.191.45
C.O.99: PAITJTHD 9TKSL BANDM 1,494.47

ID) (a) <F)
----MOM CDaPLBTBD--------------- HATniALS

nurvzoss THIS P3MXOO naaiomr
APPUC. STOBBD

CD**) (NOT m
D 02 B)

47.443.42 31.341.05 0.00
1,947.00 103.00 0.00

U.215.00 -17.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00

29,252.00 1S9.7Q 0.00
310.50 0.00 0.00

4.243.90 9,397.44 0.09
23,403.45 12.003.39 0.00
<0,474.75 24. 212.27 0.00
49.492.34 25. 494.01 0.00
24,941.04 45.109.44 0.00

0.00 31,494.00 0.00
3.043.00 3,929.49 0.00

5*7.15 9,435.BS 0.00
49.55 X.201.27 0.00

224.00 604.00 0.00
0.00 4,709.25 0.00

27,25s.00 14,007.00 0.00
35,817.00 12.077.40 0.00

<17.49 0.00 0.00
121.40 204.<0 0.00

54.<54.41 15.415.09 0.00

77.947.00 0.00 0.00
o.m 49,393.35 9.00
0.00 3,541.24 0.00
0.00 21,243.07 0.00

9.147.93 7.343.24 0.00
0. 00 4,939.99 0.00
0.00 327,944.00 0.00
0.00 5,101.45 0.00
0.00 1,494.47 0.00

IS) fai <1>
TOTAL 4 BAIANCX aaTAioAoa

eoa-Lsmt le/c; zo mass
AND STORKS CC-C)

TO DATS
(D4B«?>

89.004.47 100.00 0.00 0.00
2,070.00 100.00 0.00 0.00

11,170.00 100.00 0,00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

29.421.70 100.00 0.00 0.00
310.90 100.00 0.00 0.00

25.<41.<2 100.00 0.00 0.00
45,004.03 100.00 0.00 o.oo94,097.02 100.00 0.00 p.eo95,184.35 100.00 0.00 0.0060,052.70 100.00 0.00 0.0031.494.00 100.00 0.00 0.004.893.20 100.00 0.00 0.0010.143.00 100.00 0.00 0.001,350.02 100.00 0.00 0.0062S.0Q 100.00 0.00 0.004,709.35 100.00 0.00 0.0043,213.09 100.00 0.00 0.0030.494.40 100.00 0.00 0.00<17.44 100.00 0.00 0.00*29.00 290.00 0.90 0.0070.0S9.S0 100.00 0.00 0.00
77.947.00 100.00 0.00 0.0049,303.35 290. 90 9.00 9.00
3,541.24 190.00 0.00 0.0021.1(3.07 100.00 0.00 0.80

14.491.19 100.00 0.00 0.004,939.98 109.99 0.90 0.99
327.944.00 100.00 0.00 0.00S.101.45 100.00 0.00 0.001,494.47 100.00 0.00 0.00

JO* TOTALSi 1/152,Ml.1» 405.391.80 401,105.59 0.00 1,152,497.)9 100.00 0.00 0.00
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hoBUrmn CooMrurton. trc Budgel Adjustmonl D'UO 1 Of 1
P O Out 048 )siu|u«iu.-) i u^ziioia

DuUoit.PA 15ftG1 ftM Card OoO-j^ SliteiSoippCO'a xla

ffi4 37tJ334

City ot Onflow SlrMtSc«p«

Son Cod j

_ Ua ;C.ly ot UoUoii StrsMSeapa IJ04>7 Aacaonat Womt Lnn_
“ )i>'n*;Mi4C_iij_ ,JV. ......... _j _ Jjjw;irmoix date.

unrt COM
OESC 1 at* urttf uo nun 'aoutn sub hotin LABOR MAT-L EQ I SUB

D2ri4d Hailroad Sbi-<9t Vitu<n Lum " 1 i» ' 1 ! 71000

027540 'S frankMi SUutl WjLa Uih* t:i» 1 60211

027550 N Jared Sbroi . .‘i** I 39W0
n/75'o S Jared Urrol 1*a : 20M5
0274411 N Hijn tireri MS . 64430
077440 Vtbll Lunu ii>0 la spium allay 1C n.-itfiing tllj I 50605

0274SO payrig oiiIcji 274|aytf* ; 35

Sde 6tiD • Iturtviit

j

iOUU

...

JL50Q

34 000 

29^»25 
SA430 
50S05 

DMO

?^K0 300 (MS 

’ HoyTs 3«'iido 

»W9
"ta'dao

40.508 

0540

i oon__ ooo.M^ _joj >;5i 
owm«dia d oa .*4 Tii

..EWW....



Appendix A 
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To» 8H37S2307 Pm: U-09-16 M7ia p. 1 of 1

Cust Ph# 814-371-2000 
Oust Fax # 814-375-2307

R.E. MICHEL COMPANY, LLC

«M0L£SAI£ OSTRBUimS • AW eCKOriWNINS • HEA1UQ • REmOSMTION 
EOUPHENT • PARTS • SUPPLIES

HWWJeokhd.coai >aah the etmiaeOan^Service since 193$
REMIT TO: P.O. BOX 2318 BALTIMORE, MD 21203
BRANCH: R.E. MICHEL COMPANY LLC DUBOIS, PA 158012963

DATE: 12/09/16
TIME: 7:17:29 AM ET
SALE TYPE: CHARGE

PAGE:
ORDER#:

1 on
416105

ORDER TYPE: NORMAL 
FED. IO.»: 52-0577320
PHONE: 814-371-5717

YOUR ACCOUNT NO. IS

§ CITY OF DUBOIS PA 
L 18 WSCRIBNER AVE 
° PO BOX 406 

O DUBOIS, PA 15801

522393
ca

HOMEOFFICECOPY

CITYS 
H

D, PA 15601 
T 

O
CU5T6UeN«&ERUiU6ER ZKESUM TBSST

Sl» $U*HbaTT*' Ono«* Dm £>“**«*«
*Vt«

fi 6 0 1K291 2-1/2X2 BLACK PiPf60SaiR5 4.84 27.24

PUceDiY ~ •

/'jsrun rVr-i ^

...
W n^ta —*

ct «rk OatB /3fy&- - - - - - -

UTiSC l Amuui il i1a4r & £ r —

AnJ roved Bv >A r*in -1---------—

i

PLEASE SIGN & PRINT 
J. NAME below ^

KCfWECT is t'POK m " HOjOATS NORW»UV HSMt ■EVERIJEHCI' LATE Ht4«T 
PftCSLcMS -rOCK THOSE VMS WIT* &*S VAi.veSWUlTOItS«OMfiS/VOli USED 
TO 6£ «»OWCTlue AND SE -pAEPWSO-UEUERSeHCrPHONE.STIHCS-ITIT-

072131451

Covatipncn; RBUSH Tb CMBott )«R*»r

Pftn* Pay TH« Aaouoi ► TOTAl

27.24
EXEMPT

27.24

& ejmn3 ra.' mses to tervs w: c^otioks*T PEOIChB.

ClASEIfT *miCWl£ SBWiCE OURSE
i jv oeruaxTH <e en per pnnuu

nt hmuclv *mccUTc vaufi onot thuk mn 

RECevEOrr.
Received By:

oa

i
i

i
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Page 5 of

To: 81437S23S7 Froi: 12-00-16 IZiOlpa p. 1 of 1

$
Oust Ph fi 814-371*2000 
Oust Fox # S14-375-2307

R.E. MICHEL COMPANY LLC

WHOLfSALE OtSTHMITORS • AR CONRnONWa • MSATna • RCFtWEfUmm 
EOUIWENT> PARTS •SUPPUES

WWJwukhd.cow matt ite mextmr-ServIcB since 1935 
REMIT TO: P.O. BOX 2318 BALTIMORE, MD 21203 
BRANCH: R.E MICHEL COMPANY LLC DUBOIS, PA 158012868

DATE: 12/08/16
TIME 12:01:25 PM ET
SALE TYPE: CHARGE

PAGE: 1 OF 1
ORDER#: 445080
ORDER TYPE NORMAL 
FED. LDjf: 52-0577320
PHONE: 814-371-5717

YOUR ACCOUNT NO. IS

| CITY OF DUBOIS PA 

L 16 W SCRIBNER AVE 
° PO BOX 408 

O DUBOIS. PA 15801

1522393

QUO

HOME OFFICE COPY

crrv of dubois

l 1
DUBOIS, PA 15601 

T 

O
CftTttJBTOttBrKBiSBr 
CITY BUILDING

SALEUKM'

191605
MPvu
or

TB5Z5T
Wkv!p«ytat»ittt atmonti bdcatig«cuatimr^st

iHv6l££HuUe&r
44508000

OvBWOitMO B60>Qmm MjNMT OnaipBM Kt* €sBf«a•nft
i 0 7W5B1A sus4^ wbUbekussAGAL 1.4*5.71 1433.71IHD1R5CT WXTEJT WEXTER

SERIAL # 251662000017267
i i 0 5W672 UPie-feAF GRUNDKJ3 -. . 337*8 337 esCIRCULATOR
i 0 5W812 TraocTwrpiTnssprwira 51.15 51.15iNCCODESTVLVSrrWECR^LV-■ '

PLACES BY MATT Q---------- ;---- -

...

J / >■* V"’, t ■ UwM. 76£2zr
Account- ... 7.^ /cjsrr^

r-^.'kDate________ 1
r.hpck ftmuui iV_, —

Accv Aobiyl,ea ny ■

PLEASE SIGN & PRINT 
J NAME BELOW ^

KCEUSP! ISUPOMUS**HOUOAV$VOffUAUVtCANaeUERCOICV*lAIEKlCHT 
pncaeus* stock thoss vms wth a AS vAi.vES»GNnoRsaoAAowou nko 
TOB;PAOACTA«AW>fiETAEPi«eD‘iiElCnaENCVPhONE'3TUet-lTeT-

072173933

CMM*rpanML- R0USH Tn Oiiwat* WM«r

PIUM P*y TW» AbmcH ► TOTAL

SiSTeM

Sda To
FRSGHT

1822.72
EXEMPT

1,622.72

CUTR3<T AmCMLE SBMCE MAftSE 
IW ABT UflfiTK <t Al* PER AKNUM

«1 EWC8WP.T APPPgCMTf TOUW OAOfW. IXAHK TOW 

UCSVEDBr.

RecefvadBy:

DEL
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To: 810752107 Fits: n-22-lfi 10:34aa p. ? of 2

RUN DATE: 11/22/16 GUST PH # 814-371-2000 INV DATE: 11/22/16
OUST FAX # 814-375-2307 10:33:05 AM ET

CHARGE

1 OF 1 
240402 D 

NORMAL 
52-0577320 

814-371-5717
P.O. BOX 2318 BALTIMORE , MD 21203
R.E. MICHEL COMPANY LLC DUBOIS , PA 158012966 CHG

ACCOUNTS 522393

CITY OF DUBOIS PA 
16 W SCRIBNER AVE 
PO BOX 40B 
DUBOIS, PA 15801

R E MICHEL CO LLC 
114 SATTERLEE RD 
DUBOIS, PA 15801

INVOICE# CUSTOMER PO# SALESREP#
24040200 CITY BUILDING 191605

SHIP VIA 
UPN

O/OTY S/QTY BKO ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT $ EXTEND $

SPECIAL ORDER ITEMS ARE SUBJECT TO 
THE RETURN POLICY OF OUR VENDOR WHICH 
STATES:
ITEM(S) MAY BE RETURNED WITHIN 030 DAYS 

ECT TO A RESTOCK FEE OF 100.00 %
FLAT RATE OF $

330 96409355 2" FOUR BOLT FLANGES 261.20
110 FRTINPA FREIGHT IN - PENNSYLVANIA 50.00

IT'S GETTING COLDiJl
STOCK UP WITH EMERGENCY SERVICE PARTS FOR THOSE LATE NIGHT EMERGENCIES 

* * * CHECK OUT OUR AIRTEMP PRODUCT LINE * * *

Account NO. 

Due Date

Check Date

783.60 
50.00

Check Amount

Acct Assigned By 

Approved By

071992451

BALANCE DUE12/10/16 EDILTS
PA

SUB TOTAL 833.60
SALES TAX EXEMPT

TOTAL 833.60
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To: 8143752307 Era: 11-05-16 10:52u p. 1 of 1

Oust Ph #814-371-2000 
CuK Fax it 814-375-2307

R.E. MICHEL COMPANY LLC

WH0LESA16 MTnBVTmi • AM CONBmONHO • ttEATM • REf n«UTIOH EOUmENT - PAATS > SUPPUEB
Se/v/ce since 1935 wwwjwnmwi.»n | Matt*********.
REMIT TO: RO. BOX 2316 BALTIMORE. MD 21203 
BRANCH: R E MICH& COMPAW LLC DUBOIS, PA 156012968

DATE: 11/05/10
TIME: 10:52:45 AM ET
SALE TYPE: CHARGE

PAGE: 1 OF 1
ORDER#: 783523 N
ORDER TYPE: NORMAL 
FED. I.D.#: 52-0577320
PHONE: 614-371-5717

DEL

YOUR ACCOUNT NO. IS' HOME OFFICE COPY

| CITY OF DUBOIS PA 

L 10 W SCRIBNER AVE 
D PO BOX 408 

q DUBOIS. PA 15601

$ D
'l

O D. PA 15801

-owsenosH euersvEi wfisnaiBBi— ssEsro-------- STW-----------
78352300 CITY BUILDING 191605 OT

fsmr
miflwweptyttttHPirtniBnli tagwrtfig d*l« of lirva^f.

QuwjrOn**
Sac*>0*BW< Onvtcvi U%T

Prct

i i 0 3W405 ^hyDRolS/S. LWOOIMV MRE5 1fiS M 163 69

^lacSSW 1

i

i

— ————
a M* '/ / J / r ,

. S ■~r * ■/ !
Daft Dale '-iL—L

j/ZsX'i
instil DfeltB ftf -A' S -rz=T

/ --------/
i i

ArrT A ?,si«rted Bv -------—

aiSfitfA/ftf? Bv ^

PLEASE SIGN & PRINT 
^ NAME BELOW ^

ra corns coidm

STOCK UP WTM £UEA«6K« SSRV«6 MATS FOR THOSE lATENMiHT EUERSENCCS 

••'OlECKOUTOORABniWPPIWJCTUiE •••

071795495

CuriupMorr BGRESOCK Tai CUM* NumM>

PI*M* Ff$ TNl AlDMOl ►

SlinTB
FRSOrfT

163.69
EXEMPT

163.69

O/PREWT tmjCJBLt SUVICE CHUCI 
m^RVONTHII 33HPS5MVUH

we ateen-Y «mwe*n raun opoea dunk voui 

PKBVEDffr

Received By.

OEUVERY
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?o: 8143752307 ftCBi 11-01-16 12:4Bja p. 2 cf 2

RON DATE: 11/01/16 CUST PH # 814-371-20C0
COST FAX # 814-375-2307

INV DATE: 11/01/16 
12:47:48 PM ET 

CHARGE

P.O.
R.E.

BOX 2318 BALTIMORE , KD 21203
MICHEL COMPANY LLC DUBOIS , PA 158012966

ACCOUNT# 522393

1 OF 1 
783114 D 

NORMAL 
52-0577320 

814-371-5717

CHG

CITY OF DUBOIS PA 
16 W SCRIBNER AVE 
PO BOX 408 
DUBOIS, PA 15801

R E MICHEL CO LLC 
114 SATTERLEE RD 
DUBOIS, PA 15801

INVOICE# CUSTOMER PO# 
78311400 CITY BUILDINC-

O/QTi S/OTY BKO ITEM #

SALESREP# 
191605

DESCRIPTION

SHIP VIA 
FRG

SPECIAL ORDER ITEMS ARE SUBJECT TO 
THE RETURN POLICY OF OUR VENDOR WHICH 
STATES:
ITEM(S) MAY BE RETURNED WITHIN 030 DAYS 

ECT TO A RESTOCK FEE OF 100.00 % 
FLAT RATE OF $

0 7746900379 TL3 CASCADE PACKAGE 
0 2W158 GB162/100 BUDERUS BOILER

MUST ALSO QUOTE/ORDER 2K159 
0 7746900845 MCM10 CONTROLLER 
0 2W129 7746900020 AM-10 CONTROL

FOR GB BOXERS
0 196021 4“ CONCENTRIC FLU
0 7738003182 NEUTRALIZER

UNIT $ EXTEND $

4455.00 4455.00
6490.00 19470.00

628.00 
197i00

287.00
210.00

628.00
197.00

287.00
210.00

IT'S GETTING COLD I Ii
STOCK UP WITH EMERGENCY SERVICE PARTS FOR THOSE LATE NIGHT EMERGENCIES 

* * * CHECK OUT CUR AIRTEMP PRODUCT LINE * * *

BALANCE DUE12/10/16

071739555

EDILTS
PA

Account No., 

Due Date. 

Check Date 

Check Amount 

Acct Assigned By 

Approved By_

SUB TOTAL 
SALES TAX

25247.00
EXEMPT

TOTAL 25247.00
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To: 81437i2307 froii 11-01-16 M3(n p. 2 of 2

RUN DATE: 11/01/16 CUST PH # 814-371-2000 INV DATE: 11/01/16
CUST FAX # 814-375-2307 2:10 :29 PM E'

CHARGE

1 OF 1 
786556 D 

NORMAL 
52-0577320 

814-371-5717
P.O. BOX 2318 BALTIMORE , MD 21203
R.E. MICHEL COMPANY LLC DUBOIS , PA 158012966 CHG

ACCOUNT# 522393

CITY OF DUBOIS PA RE MICHEL CO LLC
16 W SCRIBNER AVE 114 SATTERLEE RD
PO BOX 408 DUBOIS, PA 15801
DUBOIS, PA 15801

INVOICE# CUSTOMER PO# SALESREP# SHIP VIA 
78655600 CITY BUILDING 191605 UPS

O/QTY S/QTY BKO ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT $ EXTEND $

SPECIAL ORDER ITEMS ARE SUBJECT TO 
THE RETURN POLICY OF OUR VENDOR WHICH 
STATES•
ITEM{S} KAY BE RETURNED WITHIN 030 DAYS 

ECT TO A RESTOCK FEE OF 100.00 %
FLAT RATE OF $

3 3 0 UPS50-160B WET ROTOR, UPS50-160B, BRONZE 2410.00 7230.00
3 PHASE 208/230 VOLT:

IT’S GETTING COLD HI
STOCK UP WITH EMERGENCY SERVICE PARTS FOR THOSE LATE NIGHT EMERGENCIES 

* * * CHECK OUT OUR AIRTEMP PRODUCT LINE * * *

0

Account No.

Due Date

Check Date. 

Check Amount. 

Acct Assigned By 

Approved By

071741680

BALANCE DUE12/10/16 EDILTS SUB TOTAL 7230.00
PA SALES TAX EXEMPT

TOTAL 7230.00
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To: 8143752307 Fran: 11-0M6 1:11(0 p. 2 of 2

RDN BATE: 11/01/16 CUST PH # 614-371-2000 IMV DATE: 11/01/16
1:10:05 PM ET 

CHARGE

1 CF 1 
764426 D 

NORMAL 
52-0577320 

814-371-5717

CHG

ACCOUNT# 522393

CITY OF DUBOIS PA RE MICHEL CO LLC
16 W SCRIBNER AVE 114 SATTERLEE ROAD
PO BOX 408 DU30I, PA 15B01
DUBOIS, PA 15801

CUST FAX if 814-375-2307

P.O. BOX 2318 BALTIMORE , KD 21203
R.E. MICHEL COMPANY LLC DUBOIS , PA 158012966

INVOICE# CUSTOMER PC# SALESREP# SHIP VIA 
78442600 CITY BUILDING 191605 UPS

O/QTY S/Qn BXO ITEM # DESCRIPTION UNIT $ EXTEND $

SPECIAL ORDER ITEMS ARE SUBJECT TO 
THE RETURN POLICY OF OUR VENDOR WHICH 
STATES:
ITEM(S) MAY BE RETURNED WITHIN 030 DAYS 

ECT TO A RESTOCK FEE OF 1C.00 %
FLAT RATE OF $

110 L4C08E1313 LIMIT WITH MANUAL RESET 214.00 214.00

IT'S GETTING COLDii1
STOCK UP WITH EMERGENCY SERVICE PARTS FOR THOSE LATE NIGHT EMERGENCIES 

* * * CHECK OUT OUR AIRTSMP PRODUCT LINE * * *

Account Uo.
Due Date- ;

Chech Daie_______
Check Amount 

Acci Assigned By 

Approved By

071740174 "

BALANCE DUE12/1Q/16 EDILTS
PA

SUB TOTAL 214.00
SALES TAX EXEMPT

TOTAL 214.00
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Prime Communications Inc
Phone: 412-650-6000 
Fax: 412-650-7308 
275 Curry Hollow Road 
Pittsburgh, PA 15236

Invoice
Number: 12767

Date: 12/22/2016
} Source: SO No. 19237

1
BIII-TO Shtela
Attn: Joe Mitchell Attn: Joe Mitchell
City of DuBois aty of DuBois
16 W. Scribner Ave. 16 W. Saibner Ave.

DuBois, PA 15801 DuBois, PA 15801
Phone: 814371.2000

Acct-No.- A/RCust. Mn. Customer PO Reference Sales Ren ___- Ship Via Terms

1941 Cfty of DuSois DanCarmody Net 15

a;''/'Qty.. Item ID / DL'scriptinr> . .t, . vV. 'UOM-, .- ' , Ea. Price - ■ TqtaJ
3 DURAFON-SIP SYSTEM EnGenfus Durafbn-VoIP cordless phone - SIP EA $1,275.00 $3,825.00 T

Item Total: $3,825.00

Total Amount Due: $3,825.00

Account No- — 

Due Date__

Check Date _
Check Amount^.

Acct Assigned By_

Approved By__

(* denotes repair item)
invoice - disd. not at bottom, no keep together.mt Printed: 12/22/2016 10:19:21AM Pi



Appendix A 
Page 12 of 16

oo
Mitel Butinesa Systems. Inc. 
1146 North Alma School Road 
Mess. AZ 85201

INVOICE

PLEASE REMIT TO 
MITEL BUSINESS SYSTEMS. INC. 
P.O.BOX 52688 
PHOENIX, AZ 85072-2688

99207791

PAGE 1 i

December 29 2016

CUSTOMER ORDER NO.

DW20160923

•SALES ORDER. NOv I ORDER DATE

2339554 December 29 2016

BILL TO

CITY OF DUBOIS 
PO BOX 408 
DU BOIS PA 15801

SHIP TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
CO PRIME COMMUNICATIONS 
275 CURRY HOLLOW ROAD 
PITTSBURGH PA 15238
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do Mitel
Mitel Businets Systems, Inc.
1146 North Alma School flood 
Mesa, AZ 6S201

INVOICE

PLEASE REMIT TO 
MITEL BUSINESS SYSTEMS. INC. 
P.O.BOX 52688 
PHOENIX. AZ 8S072-2666

PAGE 1

98207792 December 29 2016

CUSTOMER ORDER;NO.
DW20160923

SALES ORDER vNO.. ORDER DATE
2339554 December 29 2016

FEIN: 91*016177

BILL TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
PO BOX 408 
DU BOIS PA 15801

SHIP TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
CO PRIME COMMUNICATIONS 
275 CURRY HOLLOW ROAD 
PITTSBURGH PA 15230

TOMS•. '-• .TERMS OF.OEUVeftV .'"SALESMAN.. FACUNfi'SUF NO? '. j

30 trom data of Involca FOB DESTINATION FPD

CURRENCY ; eili. TO OUST. COSE SWF TO CUST.' CODE ' SHIF DATE " • SMF VIA : way etu ' . !

USD 300471 3(0472 Oetvbat 03 2010
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Mltei Business Systems, Inc. 
1!46 North Alms School Road 
Mess, A2 85201

INVOICE

PLEASE REMIT TO 
MITa BUSINESS SYSTEMS, INC. 
P.O.BOX 52688 
PHOENIX, AZ 65072-2688

;Wfu^ / IP*

99207767 December 29 2016

:V v t Vy CUSTQWEB ORDERVNOi y ~
DW20160923

SALES ORDER NO, 1 ORDER DATF

2339554 December 29 2018

• . FEIN: 91-ZOI6177

BILL TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
PO BOX 408 
DU 80IS PA 15801

SHIP TO

CITY OF DUBOIS 
CO PRIME COMMUNICATIONS 
275 CURRY HOLLOW ROAD 
PITTSBURGH PA 15236

| TRIMS TERMS OP-BBJVERY:'. 1 ' SALESMAN • PACKJNO SUP NO. i

iIis

of Invoica P08 0ESTIMATION PPO B30S399T |

CtARENCV ’ BlUiTO OUST. COM '! SHIP TO CURT. CODE .. SHIP DATE ,• SHIP VTA' ' | 1 .WAY BILL 1

USO 3S$47i |

1
3SS472 October OS 3016

£2
PWR CflO C7 Z SA 12SV-NA ALUC NON POUU

4SVDC CTHNT PWR AOPT 100-240V S02.3«l

HITS. 5603«4 CHAM EH GIOSAIIEXCUIOE R

MITEL SS04 SPARE BATTERY PACK

MS Conpacl Redi UiVoie* Omc» HA

MlVOtc ZBOOuB Tl/f TfPWrTlM ZIlw CSINX

PKM KIT • 44 KEY ttaf eScc53»« Ptana*)

SSME rp PHONE

6J4M IP PHONE

SS04 IP PHONE

WPM CTTY OF Duse'S

THIS INV DICE IS OBJECT TO T -IE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF 
CON IH AC I * PtPPM 21) lb PROO.UNfc PA.--------------------

SU^TOTAtt ,T^ 7,779.14
SHIPPING CHARGES

TAX:
0.00
0.00

7.779.14
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INVOICE

Mitel Busings* Systems. Inc.
1148 North Aims School Road
Mese. AZ 85201 PLEASE REMIT TO

MITEL BUSINESS SYSTEMS, INC. 
P.O.BOX 62888 
PHOENIX, AZ 85072'2588

99207786 December 29 2016

.. CUSTOMER ORDER.NO: : \
DW20160923

SALESlORpERNO. r ORDER DATE
2339554 December 29 2016

/ FEIN: 91 '2016177:

SILL TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
PO BOX 408 
DU BOIS PA 15801

SHIP TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
CO PRIME COMMUNICATIONS 
275 CURRY HOLLOW ROAD 
PITTSBURGH PA 15236

Taut oF.ocuyfrr . SALESMAN PACKM9 SUP NO.

SO am tram CK* Of bivotea FO* DESTINATION W>0 Mr BLANCHARD

IIU. TO OICT. CODE . • SHIP TO CURT. CO DC

28 12033*9

2? 2002937

S3 1203113

2«««72

THIS INVOICE IS IUBJECT TO T-IE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF 
CONTRACT II Pfc'HPM '2U 1’8'PHODTTINET^-------------------------------

OciaMr 71 20ie

MlM Pnen* Hanv*' OvBeofe SlnsN Umt

Mini Men* Mbuqx Ou«m* 10 Unr p*e*

MUM nmw M«wb» Stmw Klt(t Umt*]

mivmm otnc* Ucm* ■ Sr« oai Ewu

MlVOfe Ucbm Sfd OM SrOPany CanCul

MIYoIm OMe* UcanM • IP Plwna Cat F

MUM PH Mjr Si8 SWAS 22 loan ar' laaa

PEPPM Cl TV 0* DUBO'S

SUB ' QTAL 1,163.20
SHIPPING CHARGES

TAX-

0.00

0.00

1.163.20-
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do Mitel'
Mils! Business Systems, Inc,
1146 North Alms School Road 
Mesa, AZ 85201

INVOICE

PLEASE REMIT TO 
MITEL BUSINESS SYSTEMS, INC. 
P.O.BOX 52688 
PHOENIX, AZ 85072'2688

I PAGE 1

99207763 December 29 2016 j

CUSTOMER ORDER NO;

DW20160923

SALES ORDER NO; I ORDER DATE -

2339554 December 29 2016

FEIN: SI-2016177

BILL TO SHIP TO
CITY OF DUBOIS 
PO BOX 408 
DU BOIS PA 15801

CITY OF DUBOIS 
CO PRIME COMMUNICATIONS 
275 CURRY HOLLOW ROAD 
PITTSBURGH PA 15236

TERMS- ' • . TERMS OF bEUVERY,.':. >"' \ SALESMAN 'v ' . : ' PACKING SUP NO .

30 i*r* trocn data al Inwoica F06 DESTINATION RPO Mr ED BLANCHARD 2191954 |
l

CURRENCY E1U. TO OUST. CODE SHIP TO OUST.'. CODE:. .. SHIP DATE SHIP VIA . . WAY Bill •; I

USD 166471 966472 - ]

94 34 1003187 SUBCONTRACTOR USER DEFINES CHARSES 6.920 5.620 0 6.630.00

FEPPM CITY OF DUBOIS

THIS 1NV DICE IS ! lUBJECT TO T HE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF
cOTnUA'CO" PE PrM 261b WPP. OWW.-----------------------------

SUB TOTAL 5.520.00
SHtFftttO CHARGES 0.00
TAX- 0.00

5,520.00~ 1


