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CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Q9 Provide an electronic copy of the UMG employee information requested in

Items 6-8 of this request in Microsoft Office Excel format.



Mountain Water District

Case No. 2014-00342
PSC Second Data Request

Qgn UMG's accounting software does not have an export function in the payroll software that is in excel

format.

Witness: Bob Meyer



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

910 a. Identify all PSC jurisdictional and non-PSC jurisdictional utility

system with which UMG contracts to provide utility management services that are located within SO

miles of Mountain District's service territory.

b. State whether any of the employees listed in the response to Item 6 of this

request are utilized by UMG to perform any portion of the contracted service provided to the systems

identified in response to Item 10(a) of this request.

c. For each employee identified in the response to Item 10(b) of this request, state

how the employee payroll costs are assigned or allocated to Mountain District.

d. Describe in detail, the internal controls used by UMG to ensure that proper

assignment of costs associated with each employee are properly allocated or assigned to the

appropriate UMG contract.



Mountain Water District

Case No. 2014-00342
PSC Second Data Request

10(a):

RESPONSE: Utility systems managed by UMG within 50 miles of Mountain Water District:

1. City of Pikeville, Kentucky

2. Dickenson County, Virginia sewer treatment plant

Q10(b):

RESPONSE: All of the employees assigned to the Overhead division provide support for all of the utilities

managed by UMG, including the City of Pikeville and Dickenson County, Va. Projects. Those UMG

employees assigned to the Overhead division are identified in "Department 98"on the payroll reports
tt h d ~fhibit 6.

Q10(c):

RESPONSE: The payroll costs for those employees identified in 10(b), along with all other costs
associated with the central administrative office, are charged to the overhead division. Periodically, the
total amount of costs in the overhead division is allocated to direct cost centers (divisions) including

Mountain Water District. The amount of overhead costs allocated to each division is based on the ratio
of each division's contract amount in relation to the sum of all utility contracts. Before allocating
overhead costs to utility projects, 5% is allocated to UMG's HVAC division and Syb is allocated to Small

Engine Solutions (SES) (a separate company for which payroll, accounting, and administrative services is

provided by UMG central office personnel). Consequently, 9096 of the total central office costs are
tdt th 6)itpp j t)d)II ) Rf t ~dhibit tb ) h)h) p) fh h d

costs are allocated to each division.

Q10(d):

RESPONSE: All UMG employees- other than those UMG employees working in UMG's administrative

headquarters (overhead department) - are hired for specific projects and are assigned to that project
within the payroll system. All of their time (regardless of whether or not they are full time or part time

employees) is spent on duties associated with that particular project. UMG employees working in

administrative headquarters (Overhead division) include chief operating officer, controller,

payroll/human resources assistant, accounts payable assistant, safety manager, and mapping

coordinator. The salaries and wages of those employees are charged to an overhead cost center along

with other non-project specific costs. The total of all costs charged to the overhead cost center are
allocated to individual divisions based on the total amount of that project's contract.

Witness: Bob Meyer



EXHIBIT Q10(c)

UTILITY MANAGEMENT GROUP

Allocation of Overhead Expenses



UiiG ustin Journal Entries - OH Alloc Dec-14

PROJECT OR DIVISION

MOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT

PIKEVILLE PROJECT

DICKENSON COUNTY PROJECT

TROUBLESOME CREEK PROJECT

TOTAL PROJECTS

$7,680,850

$4,190,021
$158,016

$0

63.85/o
34.83Yo

1.31/o
0.009o

100 00% 90.009o

57.47'Yo $35,817.53
31 35% S19,539.01

1.189o $736.86
0.009o SO.OO

90.00%

SMALL ENGINE SOLUTIONS (SES)

AMG

5.0090

5.009o

5.00'Yo

5.009o
$3,116.30
$3,116.30

TOTAL OVERHEAD ALLOCATION 100.00'Yo 100.006~662,62600



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Q11 a. Provide a list of all vehicles and equipment owned by UMG that are

used to execute the contracted services provided to Mountain District.

b. Provide a list of ail vehicles and equipment owned by Mountain District that are

used by UMG to execute the contracted services provided to Mountain District.

c. Identify all vehicles and equipment listed in response to Items 11(a) and 11(b)

of this request that are used for purposes other than the execution of the Mountain District contract.

These purposes may be for personal use by UMG employees or may be for use by UMG to perform

contracted services for other utility systems.

d. Describe in detail, the internal controls used by UMG to ensure that only the

appropriate portion of the appropriate cost (which may include but are not limited to lease payments,

insurance, fuel, and repairs) to operate the vehicles and equipment identified in 11(c)of this request are

assigned or allocated to UMG's Mountain District water division or sewer division.



Mountain Water District
Case No. 2014-00342
PSC Second Data Request

Q11(a):

RESPONSE: A list of vehicles and equipment owned by UMG is attached as Exhibit Q111a . That
schedule identifies which UMG vehicles/equipment are assigned directly to a project and which items
are used for multiple projects/division. With regard to the UMG vehicles and equipment assigned
directly to Mountain Water, all costs associated with those fixed assets are charged directly to Mountain
Water. Likewise, all costs associated with items of equipment assigned directly to other projects are
charged directly to those projects. Costs associated with equipment and vehicles used for multiple
projects are charged to the Overhead division and then allocated to individual projects along with other
overhead costs

Q11(c):

RESPONSE: Refer to Exhibit Q11(a). All of the vehicles and equipment items owned by UMG that are
used for multiple projects are listed under "Corporate". They may be utilized for any project or work
performed by UMG including Mountain Water District. None of the Mountain Water District owned
equipment is utilized for purposes other than the execution of the Mountain Water District contract.

Q11(d):

RESPONSE: The costs of operation of all UMG owned equipment are charged to the Division itself (ie:
Mountain Water District), if the equipment is used exclusively for that Division. If the equipment is
utilized for multiple Divisions, the costs associated with those items of equipment are charged to the
Overhead Division and allocated to individual projects/divisions, along with all other overhead costs,
based on the total cost of each contract.

Witness: Bob Meyer



EXffIBIT Q11(a)

UTILITY MANAGEMENT GROUP

Schedule of UMG Owned Equipment



20-2621526
01/01/2014- 127%%014

Sorted: General - locaholl

Slisterii No. Description

Utility Nisnagemen p, LLC [136271]
Depreciation Expense

Financial

01/01/2014 - 12/3'I/2014

Date In Method I Ufe Cost/Other Sec. 179/ Bsg. Accum. Current TotalService Conv. Basis Bonus/(Cur. Depredation/ Depredation/ Depreciation/'r. Only) (Sec. t79) (Sec. 179) (Sec. 179)

1/28/2015
rktmasPM

74 2010 Chevrolet 4WD Rckup (AMG)
32 2006 FORD UllUIY VAN
135 Power lift (HVAC units) AMG

Subtotal: AMG

Less dispositions and exchangssi

Net for. AMG

2/23/2011 SLI N/A
10/27/2011 SL/N/A
12fal/2014 SL/N/A

42,471.31
0.00

0.00 20.020.08 7,437.41 27,457.49
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

42,471.31 0.00 20,020.08 7,437.41 27,457A9

5.0000 29,292.74 0.00 16.599M 5,858.55 22,457.77
5.0000 7.39428 0.00 3,420.86 1,578.86 4.999.72
5.0000 588429 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

9
10
11
12
21
23
32
33
35
37
40
41
44
46
47

50

56
58
59
60
62
65
66
67
71
72
80
75
76
79
33
90
99'11

2005 Chswdet (Unia ¹87)
2000 Bucket Truck
Sewer Cawrv'ng Machine
2" Hammerhead Mole
2007 Kubota vility Veliide
Sewer Camera and Trailer
2isa Chevrolet Silverado {0696)
2008 Chevrolet Slvsrado (8454)
2000 Ford F-250 Utility Truck (Pruch from karl
Trailer (Pumh from Eddie Jacobs)
Subaru Tmck (Jeny Reed)
2008 Chevroet Silvsrado (0295)
Various Wavy Equip (Uality Rental)
Dump Tmck
1999Ford F60 Sewer Pump Tnrck
1997 Chewclet 0750 Sewer Pump Tmck
John Deere Zero Tum Mower
2OOQ Chevrdst Pickup (D. slane)
Backhoe (U.S. RenMls)
Backhoe (U.S. Rentals)
Computer Server Osland Cmek)
Backhoe (U.S. Rentals)
Riding Mower (Wrecked)
Port Generator. Pump, High Pressure Spr
Kubota (Combs Bms Investments)
2010 GM Pickup (Lany)
2000 International Rollback
Mini Excavator (GEHL) Grayco
SEWER PLANT UPGRADE
2011 Chevrolet Slverado (D. Keene)
Desktop Computer (Water Rant)
2011 Chevrolet Slverado 1500 SuperCrsw
HP NOTEBOOK COMPUTER (R. HAMILTON)
1997Chsvrdst Pickup

Computer Workshttlon (Greenhouse)
2013 Chevy Silverado 2500 Pickup

I1/22/2MS SL / N/A
12/14/2006 SL/ N/A
12/1 4/2006 SL / N/A
12/21/2006 SLI N/A

4/4MOT SL/N/A
6/I 6/2007 SL / N/A~SL IN/A
2/26M08 SL/ N/A
2/29/2008 SLIN/A
3/tcrEMS SL/N/A
6/24/2008 SL/ N/A
7/St/2008 SL/N/A

11/25/2003 SL/N/A
1/1 4/2009 SL/ N/A

2/23/2009 SL/N/A
2/28/2009 SL / II/A
5/1/2009 SL/N/A
6/3/2009 SL / NfA

7/20M09 SL/N/A
8/I/2009 SL/N/A

8/13/2009 SL / N/A
9/30/20D9 SL / If/A
1/15/2010 SL/Si/A
3f31/2010 SL/N/A
5/21/2010 SL/ If/A
6/30/2010 SL/N/A
11/af2010 SLI N/A

11/152010 SL/N/A
3/18/2011 SL/ N/A
5/20/201 1 SL / N/A

5/25/201 1 SL / N/A

10/10/2011 SL/N/A
11/21/2011 SL IN/A

3/26/2012 SL / N/A

10/30/2012 SL/N/A
4/10/2013 MSL/ HY

5.0000
5.0000
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
3.0MO
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
3.00M
5.00M
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.00M
5.0000

24,729.00
28.600.00

2,196.80
2.900.00

13,75D.OO
59.097.00
17,738.64
27,787.64

4,800.00
6,000.00
4400.00

17,408.00
27,000.00
12.000.00
9.000.00
8,400.00
5,700.00

10.000.00
13,500.00
3,390.00

10,000.00
2.500.00
5,980J)0

1641083
29,997.38
15,500.00
25,317.36

1,434.07
25,204.71

817.77
23,14322

488.52
5,500.00

804.64
51,005.60

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
O.OD

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

24,729.00
28,600.00
2,196.60
2,900.M

13,750.00
59,097.00
17,733JH
27.787.64
4.800.00
6.000.00
4,200.00

17,408.00
27,000.00
12,000.00
9,000.00
8,400.00
5,700.00

36445ZT
9,000.M

11.925.00
SWO.OO
8.500.00
2,500.00
5380/)0

11 617.78
20,998.18
9,816.67

16,350.99
816.23

13,022A3
422.50

10,414A4

1,925.00
137.75

5,100.56

O.M
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
O.OD

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

3,295.03
1,000.00
1,575.00

0.00
1,500.00

0.00
0.00

3842.17
5,999.48
3,100.00
5,163.47

296.81
5,040.94

163.55
4,628.64

97:/0
1,100.00

160.93
1020132

24.729.00
28,600.00
2,196.80
2.90D.OO

13,750.00
59,097.00
17,733.34
27,787.64
4,800.00
6,000.00
4,200.00

17,4{XLOD
27,000.00
12,000.00

9,D00.00
8,400.00
5.700.00

39,540.30
10,000.00
13,500.00
3.890.00

10,000.00
2.500.00
5,930.00

14.859.95
26,997.66
12,916.67
21,514A6

1,113.04
18,063.37

586.05
15,043.08

301Z4
3,025.00

343.66
I5301.68
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20-2621526
Ot/0(its- 1~14
Sorted: General - location

Ugljty Management, LLC [136271]
DepreciatidlTExp ense

Financial

01/01/2014- 12/31/2014

V26I2016~ ..4:14r36PM

System No. Description Date In Method /
SSMce Corw.

IJfe Cost/Other Sec. 179/ Beg. Accum. Cunent TotalBasis Bonus/(Cur. Depredadon/ Depreciation/ Dspreciauon/
Yr. Only) (Ssc. 179) (Sec. 179) (Sec. 179)

121 2D13 Chevy Sllverado+ID25800 1GC2KYCG(
122 Computer - (2) Lanova E-73
132 Tilt Tueler

Subtotal: City of Pikeville Praject
Less dispositions and exchanges:

Net for. City of Pikeville Project

1/1 3/2014 SL / N/A
$27/2014 SL/ N/A
9/30/2014 SL/N/A

5.0000 34.555.73
5.0QDQ 1,996.08
5.0000 5 671.00

594,914.49
840090

586,514.49

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00 6.911.15 6,911 15
O.QO 232.88 232.88
0.00 283.55 283 55

0.00 440'.62 53,992.42 494,216.04
0.00 8F400.00 0.00 8,400.00
0.00 431,823.62 53,992.42 465,816.04

GILFs Fry 'vrgxm'fag'' '@f'j~g~~WVks@r'g~'i '~jw+~x 'ovvp+j~+%+b4~~v, QWFA+Qry~~,

26 2001 Ford F350 (Constr Crew)
Subtotal: Construction

Less dispositions and exchanges:
Net for. Construction

9/I572007 SL/ N/A 0.00 13,50D.OO
13,500.00

O.OD

0.00 13,500.00 0.00 13,500.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

13,500.00 0.00 13,500.00 0.00 13,500.00

3.0000 13500.00 0.00 13.600.00

1
2
3
24
25
29
27
26

70
73

78
81

87

100
101
97

105
106
107
108

phonesllps Software
crystal Reports V8.5 Soltwate
Microsoft Exchange Server
20DT Chevrolet Colorado
Aspire Phone System
MAS90 Accounting Saltwwa
Computer - Scorer
Computer - Server
2005 Ford Explorer
SEMS Software
Computer (HP Homsstors)
Ipad (Greg May)
Various Ipads
Desktop Computer (G. May) (KITS)
Battery Backup for Senrer (Town Mtn) (KITS)
DELL LAPTOP COMPUTER (B.MEYER)
2D12 Ford Edge (May)
loa Sorrento (B.Mayer)
Server (KITS) - Corrnols MulaPIe Monhom
comlxaer's (Kiis) - (Meyer/ivlaynan3
Communication Antenna (Corp Oflice)
Computer Workstation (Jackie)
Padded Chairs (Conf Room I Mayer)
Love Seat (Lobby - Carp Oflice)
Tables and Chaim (Training Room)
2 Televislons (May/Mayer)
2013 Cadillac SRX (May)
Desktop Computer
2000 Chevy S10 Pickup Truck
(3) Utility Trucks (Old)

7/13/2005 SL/ N/A

7/1 4/2005 SL I NIA
7/1 8/2005 M / HY
9/12/2007 SLI N/A
9/1 8/2007 SL / N/A
12/5/2007 SL / N/A

12/10/2007 SL/ N/A
12/12/2007 SLIN/A

11/4/2008 SLI N/A
2/9/2010 SL / N/A

3/1 8/201 0 SL I N/A
10/20/2010 SL/ N/A
11/22/201 0 SL/ N/A

$27/201'I SL/ N/A
5/27/2011 SL/N/A
6/12/2011 SL/N/A

1/V2012 SL/N/A
1/1/2012 SL/ N/A
2/8/2012 SL / N/A
3/9/2012 SLI N/A

$21/2012 SL / N/A

8/22/2012 SL/ N/A

9/20/2012 SL/N/A
10/8/2012 SL/ N/A

10/30/2012 SL/ N/A

1$30/201 2 SL / N/A
12/7/2012 SLI N/A

1/2/2013 MSL/HY
1/3/2013 MSL / HY

1/22/2013 MSL/HY

3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
7.0000
7.0000
7.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000

Page 2 of 6

600.00
1,708.00
1.694.00

15,905.84
2.499.98

10,92920
3,000.00
3,061.00

14,186.07
13,000.00

710.19
1,098.23
2,465.70
1.507.80

45S.61
545.88

37,841.77
29326.00

1.616.50
3205.08
2,700.88

913.87
2,098.80

634.94
4,163.45
1,406.41

55,172.67
878A5

5,487.00
6,500.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
D.OO

0.00
0.00
0.00
O.OD

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
ODO
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
O.QQ

0.00
0.00

600.00
1,708.00
1,694.00

15.905.84
2,499.98

10,929.20
3,000.00
3,081.00

14,186.07
13,000.00

710.19
1,098.23
2r465.70

779.03
234.S6
282.05

15,136.70
11,730.40

619.66
1,175M

855.28
24S.69
374.79
113.39
693.91
328.16

11,954.07
87.85

548.70
650.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

301.56
90.72

109.18
7,568.35
5,86520

32330
641.02
540.18
182.77
299.83
90.71

594.78
281.28

11,034.53
175.69

1,097.40
1,300.00

600.00
1,708.00
1,694.00

15,905.84
2,499.98

1D,929M
3,000.00
3,081.00

14,186.07
13,000.00

710.19
1,09823
2,465.70
1,080.59

325.08
391M

22,705.05
17~.60

942.96
1,816M
1,395.46

426.46
674.62
204.10

1,288.69
609A4

22,988.60
263.54

1,646.10
1,950.00



20-2621526
01/01/2D14- tBN)14
Sorteck General - location

Utility Management p, LLC f136271]
Depreciati nse

Rnanmai

01/01/2014- 12ISt/2014

~..1/26/2016
4:1/836PM

System No. Description Date In
Senrice

Method /
Conv.

Ufe Cost/Other Sec. 179/ Beg. Accum. Cummt TotalBasis Bonus/(Cur. Depreciation/ Depreciation/ Depreciation/
Yr. Only) (Sec. 179) (Sec. 179) (Sec. 179)

110 Air Compressor
114 20M GMC Bucket Truck
112 Ford Utility Van (Used)
113 Drill Augers (for AEP Truck)
115 30'ox Trailer (not licenses)
116 Truck Bed (¹219)
117 1993 International Auger Truck {diese5
124 Computer - Lenova E.73
125 Conlplaer - Lenova E-73
126 2001 Int. Bucket Truck 1HTSCAA71 H277527
127 Gate Opener
128 1986 Int. Dump Truck 1HTLDVXNSGH53367

Subtotal: Corporate

Less dispositions and exchanges:
Net for: Corporate

410I2013 MSL/HY
4/23/201 3 MSL / HY
424/2013 MSL/HY
427/2013 MSL/HY
8/21/2013 MSL/HY

9/SI2013 MSL/HY
12/182013 MSL/HY
4/21/201 4 SL / N/A
5/2T/201 4 SL / N/A
6/4201 4 SL / N/A

6/12I2014 SL/N/A
6/1 9I2014 SL / N/A

5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
50000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000

2,492.06
2500.00
7~.00
1,836.45
3.000gO
7,000.00
9,500.00

781.59

12,300.00
1,400.38

11 129.00
285,518.83

2,500.00
283,018.83

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

249.21
250.00
725.00
183.65
300.00
700.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
000

498.41
250.00

1,450.00
367M

1,400.00
1,900.00

104%1
116A4

1.435.00
16338

1 112.90

747.62
50D.OO

2,175.00

900.00
2,100.00
2,850.00

104.21
116.44

1,435.00
163.38

1 11290
159,937.44

500.00
0.00 120,043.31
0.00 250.00

39,894.13
0.00

0.00 119,79341 39,694.13 159,437A4

95 Foul F-350 Pickup Truck
104 2012 Chevrolet Colorado

Subtotal: Dickenson County

Less dispositions and exchanges:
Net for: Dlckenson courny

7/23/2012 SL/ N/A

12/5/2012 SL / N/A

38,919.30
0.00

36,919.30

0.00 9,312.51 7,783.66 17,096.37
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7,783.86 17,096.370.00 9,312.51

5.0000 13,200.00 0.00 3,740.00 2,640.00 6.380.00
5.0000 2S.719.30 0.00 5472.51 5,143.86 10,716.37

Pseh I ll p' '.',i "; ~~f9"''7{)',"i':".*v,"'1"' ".-w<~-'x';,'."~l~%' v-e'.~~-'r: -'~:~,"~~ -
5 .,~ m

I/15/2013 MSL/ HY
6/30/2014 SL / N/A

120 Remodel SES Metal Building 15.0000 6,351.20 0.00 211.71 423.41 635.12129 Leasehold Imp. - SES Building 39.0000 55.092.54 0.00 0.00 706B2 706.32Subtotal: Leasehold ImprOvements 61,443.74 0.00 211.T1 1,129.73 1.341A4
Less dispositions and exchanges: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Net for. Leasehold Improvements 61,443.74 0.00 211.71 1,129.73 1,341A4

4
5
6
7
8
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Vermeer Hammerhead Mole
2005 Ford Expedldon (Unit ¹100)
2006 GMC Steno (Unit 6103)
2.5 Hammerhead Mole
2.5 Hammerhead Mole
Alr Compressor
Air Conlplessor
2 Way Radio
Camera
Tilt Bed Trailer
Aqua Scope
Engine Scsnnel

11/30/2005 SL/ N/A~SL/N/A
7/10I2006 SL/ WA
8/31/2006 SL/N/A
11/SI2006 SL / N/A
1/31/2007 SL/ WA
1/31/2007 SL / N/A

1/31/2007 SL / N/A
1/31/2007 SL / N/A
1/31/2007 SL/ WA
1/31/2007 SL/ N/A
1/31/200T SL/ N/A

3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
3.0000
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3,700.0D

31,951.40
3,808.83
3,826.68
2,771.99
tr358.78
3,147.00
5,126.77
7368.20
2,092A4
2~.01

0.00 3,700.00
0.00 34,448.02
0.00 31,951AD
O.OD 3,808.83
0.00 3.826.68
0.00 2,771.99
0.00 1,358.78
0.00 3,147.00
0.00 5.126.77
0.00 7,368.20
0.00 2,092.44
0.00 2,546.01

0.00 3,700.00
0.00 34,448.02
0.00 31,951AO
0.00 3,80683
0.00 3,826.68
0.00 2,771.99
0.00 1,358.78
0.00 3,147.00
0.00 5,126.77
0.00 7,36820
0.00 2,092A4
0.00 2,546.01
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System No. Description Date ln Method I
Service Conv

Life Cost/Other Sec. 179/ Beg.Accum.
Basis Bonus/ (Cur. Depreciation/

Yr. Only) (Sec. 179)

Current
Depreclsdoli/

(Sec. 179)

Total
Depreciation/

(Sec. 179)
" e::"g';-v,@~AL-

20 2007 Chevrolet NckuP
22 Trencher
30 laptop Computer (MWD)
31 Trailer (MWD)
36 MlcroComm Data Recorder
34 Laptop (MWD)
38 Panasonic Computer
39 Pmssure Logger
42 Laptop Computer (MWD)
45 Laptop Colllpillel'9

2009 Yukon (D. Taylor)
51 Laptop Computer
54 2009 Ford Rckup (G. Potter)
52 Cameras/DVR (MWD Oflice)
55 Equipment Trailer (Redi-Hau8
57 Auto Dialer & Software (US Nstcom)
61 Desktop Computer (Water Plant)
68 2005 F650 Diesel Truck ((any Stlgers)
69 2006 F-250 Service Truck (Lany Sdigers)
91 Sngle Axle Trailer (5 X 8)
93 2012 Chewolet Colonxfo
94 Well Sounder
109 Toughbock Laptop Computer
123 Computer .Lenova E.73
130 Hammerhead Mote
131 Computer
133 Heave duty power saw
134 Touchbook Computer

Subtotak MTN Water District project
Less dispositions and exchanges:

Net for: MTN Water District Project

2/1 2/2007 SL / N/A
4/27/2/X)7 SL/ N/A
1/23/2008 SL / N/A
1/31/2008 SL / N/A
2IBOI2008 SL/ N/A
2/25/2008 SL / N/A
4/3W2008 SL / N/A

$2W2008 SL/N/A
8/$ 2008 SL/N/A

12/18/2008 SL/ N/A
4/28/2009 SL / N/A
5/31/2009 SL/ N/A

6/9/2009 SL / N/A
6/19/2009 SL/ N/A
$2$2009 SL / N/A
$/28/2009 SL / N/A

11n3/2009 SL/ N/A
7/23/2010 SL / N/A
7/23/2010 SLI N/A
4ny/2012 SL/ N/A
6/15/2012 SL/ NIA
6/1$ 2012 SL/ N/A
3/26I2013 MSL/ HY
BfZ//2014 SLI N/A
7/22I2014 SL/ N/A
$29/2014 SL / N/A

1Dr20/2014 SL / N/A
12/31/2014 SL/N/A

5.0DOO
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
5.0000
3.0000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000
50000
3.0000
5.0000
5.0000
5.0000

31,411.99
4,001.00
1,680.06
2,495.00
2,71750
1,619.68
3,385.00

1,185.00
1.163.90

660.01
48,000.00
1.355.00
7~.20
3,D44.00

13,500.00
11,500.00

847.99
25,396.00

98tL41
1.880.09

794.57
3,858AO
1,355A3

885.

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
OXXf

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0/)0
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

31.411.99
4,001.00
1,680.06
2.495.0D
2,717.50
1,619.68
3,385.00

420.00
1,185.00
1,16S.90

49,679.09
660.01

44,000.00
1.355.00
6,675.35
3,044.00

9,2B1.00
7,858.3S

282.67
8,042.07

296.52
188.01

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
O.DO

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

3.54853
0.00

4,000.00
0.00

606.85
0.00
0.00

2,7M.OO
2,300.00

169.60
5,079.20

197.68
376.02

92.71
535.89

28.00
0.00

31,411.99
4,001.00
1,650.06
2,495.00
2,71750
1,619.68
3~.00

420.00
1,185.00
1,16S.90

53/27.62
660.01

48/$ 0.00
1~.00
728220
3,044.00

599.98
11,925.00
10.158.33

452.27
13,121.27

494.20

92.71
535.89

28.00
0.00

328.690.65
0.00

328,690.65

0.00 284,131.28
0.00 0.00
0.00 284.131.28

19,724.84
0.00

19,724.84

303.856.12
0.00

303,856.12

@>igtrfsf"w19t —.Bjfx++'"«"Fzp+s t'.hm'v('-'4.'- +t7Z. 'i+6 554+ w .4~""PILre@txx":»"" "

102 Corporate ONce Building
103 Paving - Road and Parking Lot
118 Corp ONcs Buldlng - Final Costs
119 landscaping

Subtotal: ONce Building

Lass dispositions and exchanges:
Net for: Otlice Building

11/1/2012 MSL/MM
11/1/2D12 MSL/ MQ
1/1 5/2013 MSL / MM
2n5/2013 MSL/HY

39.0000 186.263.67
15.0000 31,372.84
39.0000 14,513.40
15.0000 9200.00

241,349.91
0.00

241.349.91

0.00 5,372.99
0.00 2,352.96
0.00 35L63
0.00 308.67
0.00 8489.25
0.00 0.00
0.00 8,389.25

4,775.99
2,091.52

372.14
613.33

7,852.98
0.00

7,852.98

10,148.98
4,444AB

728.77
920.00

t 6242.23
0.00

16,242.2S
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STAFF REPORT

MO NTAIN WATER DISTRICT

CASE NO. 96-126

On March 27, 1996, Mountain Water District ("Mountain") requested the

Commission's assistance in conducbng a review of its financial operations. The results

of the financial review would become the basis of a rate study that would assist Mountain

in achieving financial stability and providing economical and eificlant service to its

customers. By its Order issued on April 2, 1996, the Commission initiated this

investigation into the operations and management of Mountain.

The invesfigation and the request for assistance in conducting a financial review

ware precipitated by several factors, including consistent and substantial operating

iosses, reports of line loss exceeding 30 percent, and concerns regarding past

management of the DistricL In response to these concerns, the Commission directed

a management audit of Mountain, which was conducted by the Barrington-Weiiesley

Group, Inc. at a cost of $48,400. The management audit contained 42 recommendations

for improvements, some of which are addressed herein because they affect pro forms

expenses.

On March 5, 1997, Mountain filed a request for increased water and sewer rates

pursuant to KRS 276.023, which requires Commission approval of agreements between

federal agencies and water districts and associations as a result of federally funded
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construction projects. In Case No. 97 1'I2,'hich involved Phase I construction of a new

sewer treatment plant, Mountain requested an increase in both its water and sewer rates.

The Commission approved the sewer rate increase, but denied the water rates because

the construction project involved only sewer faciTities. In denying Mountain's request for

rehearing in that proceeding, the Commission suggested that Mountain consider filing a

motion for emergency rate relief in this proceeding. Subsequently, Mountain filed such a

request, which was approved by the Commission for water service rendered on and after

May 2, 1997.

Tne Commission Staff ("Staff') performed a limited financial review of Mountain's

test-period operations for the 1995 calendar year. Mark C. Frost of the Commission's

Division of Financial Analysis performed the limited review on October 29 and 30, 1996,

and February 18 and 19, 1997. Mr. Frost is responsible for the preparation of this Staff

Report except for the determination of Operating Revenue; Section E. Rate Design;

Section F. Cost of Service Study; and Exhibit's A, B, and I through K, which ware prepared

by Canyn Lee and Samuel Raid, Jr. of the Commission's Division of Rates and Research.

The emergency rates approved by the Commission by Order dated May 2, 1997,

resulted in an interim increase in annual water revenues of $1,014,788. Based on the

Case No. 97-112, The Application of Mountain Water District of Pike
County, Kentucky, for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
to Construct, Finance and Increase Rates Pursuant to KRS 278.023,
Final Order dated March 11, 1997; Rehearing denied by Order dated
April 1, 1997.
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findings contained in this report, Staff recommends that Mountain be granted a

permanent increase in annual water revenues of $1,395,321 and an annual line-loss

surcharge of $277W5 for a 3-year period.

7he scope of the review was limited to obtaining information to determine whether

the 1995 operating revenues and expenses were representative of normal operations.

InsignTiicant or imma~~al discrepancies were not pursued and are not addressed herein.

~weoes
Originally, Staffs limited financial review was to include both the water and sewer

operations. Since this case was initiated, the Commission granted Mountain approval

in Case No. 97-112, to: construct a $1,669,600 sewer project; incur the associated

financing; and increase the sewer rates mandated by the U.S. Department of

Agriculture's Rural Development ("RD"j.

During 1995 and 1996, Mountain operated two small package treatment plards.

Unb1 the sewer construction project is complete and the treatment plant is in operation,

insufncient financial information is available upon which to project the sewer's revenue

requirement. However, the rates approved in Case No. 97-112 are based on financial

projections that are not related to past operation of the package treatment plants.
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For the forgoing reasons, this report does not address Mountain's sewer

operations, and does not contain a recommended change in the sewer rates approved

in Case No. 97-112. However, Staif does recommend that the Commission place

Mountain on notice that within a year from the completion of the construction approved

in Case No. 97-112, Mountain should review its sewer operations and file for the

appropriate rate relief if those rates prove insuiiicient.

S a sis of 0 cretin Revenu nd ns

0 ratin Revenues

Mountain reporhd total operating revenue for the test year of $3,138,201. Of this

amount, Mountain reported $3,0D0,72D as revenue from water sales. The remainder is

comprised of $38,937 in customer late charges, $18,446 in rent receipts from 2

properges and receipts for property damage by contractors. Mountain collected $34,606

in service reconnection fees and received $45,492 from Pike County Fiscat Court for.

(1) collecting payments on package waste water systems; and, (2) Ky. DOT funding for

removing water mains.

Statf prepared a debaied bgling analysis, su~ tn Exhibit A, which produced

$2,968,225 from test year water sales. Exhibit 8 contains a summary of a normalized

bKng analysis which indudes an adjustment for sales to the former customers of Potter

Water Company ("Potter Water" ) which now receive service from Mountain. The billing
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analysis in Exhibit B is based on the interim rates approved by Order dated May 2, 1997.

These adjustments resulted in an increase in test year revenue from water sales of

$1,047,283 for total test year water revenues of $4,015,508

in its 1995 Annual Report, Mountain reported test-period operating expenses of

$3,397,790. The following are Stafi*s recommended adjustmerds to Mountain's actual

1995 test-period operations for water service:

Salaries 5 Wa es - Emol: Mountain's 1995 salaries and wages - employees

I

expense was $645,364. During 1995 and 1996 Mountain's staff consisted of 42

employ~; however, during this two year period 13 employees were replaced and a new

superintendent was hired. Given management problems experienced by Mountain

during 1995 and 1996, an employee turnover rate of approximately 34 percent's not

surprising. This turnover coupled with the 1996 pay increases, demonstrates that

Mountain's 1995 salaries and wages - employees expense is not representative of

current or ongoing expense levels.

During the cour~ of the field review, Stafr advised Mountain that the rate-making

criteda of "knovm and measurable" would be used to evaluate pro forma adjustments.

An adjustment based on document d cost increases would constitute a known and

14 (New Employees) + 42 (Staff Positions) = 33.33%.
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measurable adjustment. Therefore, an adjustment to refiect Mountain's current staff

level and the 1996 wage increases does meet the known and measurable criteria and

has i~en included herein.

Mountain's 1996 employee pay increases ranged from 0.5 percent to 16 percent,

with the majority of the increases in excess of 5 percent going to Mountain's field

personnel. The Management Audit supports Mountain's wage increases viith

comparisons to the Kentucky Rural Water Association's study and the wages paid by the

City of Pikew1te for comparable positions. These comparisons revealed that, in general,

Mountain's field personnel are paid below average, while clerical, plant operation, and

olfice management employees are paid slightly above
average.'ountain

is attempting to correct the wage discrepancies noted by the

Management Audit and to develop standardized wage levels among each employee job

classification. The increased 1996 wages remain within the ranges used in the

Management Audit comparisons, and for these reasons, the 1996 pay increases are

reasonable and should be reflected in Mountain's pro forms operations.

During 1995 Mountain installed 414 meters which it capitalized and depreciated.

The cost of labor incunad to install these new meters is also a capital cost which should

be depreciated over the same period. Stafr has estimated Mountain's labor cost

Management Audit report, page IV-5.
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associated with the installation of new meters and has deducted this amount from pro

forma operations, discussed elsewhere in this report.

Using Mountain's current staff level, the 1996 wages, and deducting labor which

should have been capitalized for the installation of the new met rs, Stafr anived at

Mountain's pro forms salaries and wages - employee expense of $931,637, as shown

in Exhibit C. Accordingly, Staff recommends that salaries and wages - employee

expense be increased by $286,273.

Salaries 8 Wa es - Commissione: In 1995, Mountain reported salaries and

wages - commissioners expense of $79,073, which incorrectly Included the satanas paid

to Mountain's management. Mountain currentiy has five commissioners on its board and

each is paid the maximum allowed by law. According to KRS 74.020(6), "a water district

commissioner shall receive an annual salary of not more than $3,600." Based on five

commissioners b~ paid an annual salary of $3,600, Mountain's salaries and wages-

commissioners expense would be $18,000, $61,073 less than the amount Mountain

reported. Therefore, Stafr recommends that salaries and wages - commissioners

expense be decreased by $61,073.

Em lo ee Pensions and Ben: Mourrtain reported test-period employee

pension and benefit expense of $161,932. For each employee, Mountain currently pays

the full cost of providing: (1) single health insurance coverage; (2) life and disability
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insurance; and (3) an 8.82 percent contribution to the employee retirement account. If

an employee opts for famHy or spousal health insurance coverage, the employee

contributes $28 every two weeks and Mountain pays the remainder of the premium.

The Management Audit noted that many companies have required employees to

be responsible for a larger portion of their health insurance, especially for dependent or

family coverage.'he current trend is for companies to provide health insurance

coverage for their employees, but to require the employees to pay for coverage for their

family or spouse. For example, Kentucky State Government requires its employees to

pay the diihrence between famiiy/spousal and single insurance plans.

The Management Audit noted that, "There is a perception of internal inequity of

salaries among employees,'" Mountain's current policy of paying a higher health

insurance premium based on marital status and dependent coverage contributes to the

internal pay inequity. The Commission has found it reasonable for rate-making purposes

to allow utilities recovery of only the cost of providing single health insurance to their

employees.

In the past the Commission has made the following two exceptions for the

recovery of family/spousal health insurance: (1) when a utility is bound by a labor union

Ibid. page IV-8.

Ibid.. page IV-3.
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contract; or (2) when a utility can demonstrate that if an employee opts for single or no

coverage, then that employee's wages are increased accordingly. Neither condition is

true for Mountain. Staff, therefore, recommends that Mountain be allowed to recover

only the cost of providing single health insurance to al! employees for rate making

purposes.

Using Mountain's current employee level of 42, the 1996 annual employee

insurance premium of $1,192,'he employee retirement contribution, and deducting the

percentage of this cost associated wilh installing new meters, Staff arrived at Mountain's

( ) i

pro forma employee pension and benefit expense of $129,970, as shown in Exhibit D.

Accordingly, Staff recommends that employee pension and benefit expense be

decreased by $31,962.

Purchased Water. Mountain reported a 1995 purchased water expense of

$986,180. In 1995, Mountain produced 20.948 percent of its water and purchased the

remaining 79.052 percent from the following thre sources. (1)41.016percent from the

City of PRevifie ("Pikeville"); (2) 35.927 percent from the City of Williamson

(V/illiamson"); and (3) 2.109 percent from the Sandy Valley Water District

$92,15 (Single Health Premium) x 12 Months = $ 1,106
$ 720(tffa & Disabfiity Premium) x 12 Months = + lg
Annual Employee Insurance Prem!um ~1192
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Pikevgle and Williamson increased their wholesale water rates charged to

Mountain and, because Mountain protested the increased wholesale water rates, it paid

only the amount that was not in dispute. The 1995 purchased water expense reflects

the amount Mountain actually paid to Pikevi1le and Nllliamson and not the amount billed.

In Case No. 95-296,'he Commission determined the wholesale rate that Pikevliie

could charge to Mountain is $1.31 per 1,000 gallons. The Commission has no

jurisdiction over the rate charged by Williamson and arrearages for past due purchases

are currently in dispute. Applying Pikeville's wholesale water rate of $1.31 per 1,000

gallons, Williamson's wholesale water rate of $1.87 per 1,000 gallons, and Sandy

Valley's actual wholesale water rats of $1.90 to the actual ainount of water purchased

in 1995, Siaif determined Mountain's actual purchased water expense was $1,180,162,

$193,982 above the amount expensed.

In ils 1995 Annual Report, Mourilain reported a line loss of 27 percent. However,

Staffs b8ling analysis shows that in 1995 Mountain sold 34,146,169 gallons less than

it reported, which results in a corrected line loss of 30.69 percent.'he Commission

Test Period Water PurchasedlProduced
Less: 1995 Water Sold

Water Used by Mountain
Line Loss 29 19GI.
289,939,169 (Line Loss) + 944,727,000 (Water Produced) =30.69'yo.

944,727,000 Gal
620,882,831 Gal

Case 95-296, City of Piieville, Kentucky Complainant v. Mountain Water
District Defendant, order issued August 8, 1996.
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generally allows recovery of the cost of water lost up to 15 percent for rate-making

purposes. Mountain's line loss of 30.69 percent far exceeds the Commission's allowable

limit of 15 percerrt. Furthermore, a review of Mountain's four previous Annual Reporls

reveals that excessive line loss is a historical problem for Mountain.

Ely its letter dated August 11, 1995, the Commission reminded all water utilities

under its jurisdiction of its line loss limitation policy. Mountain has had the opportunity

to take the corrective action necessary to curb its line loss problem and is currerrtly

aware of the Commission's concern regarding this issue.

Staff recommends that Mountain's test-period purchased water expense be

adjusted to include the 15 percent line loss limitation. Using the same ratios of test-

period water purchased/produced, Stafr determined that the 15 percent limitation would

result in a pro forms purchased water expense of $916,061, as shown in Exhibit E

therefore, Stafr recommends that reported purchased water expense be decreased by

$70,119.

~purse ed p . Mountwws 1955 puroh ed power expense of 5175,557

included $26,715 for the electricity used to operate its water treatment plant. Since

Staff has recommended that Mountain's line loss be limited to 15 percent, any costs

directly related to such water production should likewise be excluded. Using the 15

percent line loss limitation, Staff has determined that the elecbicity expense for the
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treatment plant would be $19,970,'nd therefore recommends that purchased power

expense be decreased by $6,745.

Chemicals: Mountain's 1995 chemical expense of $30,957 is directly related to

water production, and should, therefore, be adjusted for the 15 percent line loss

limitation. Staff has determined that chemical expense would be $24,578," and therefore

recommends that chemical expense be decreased by $6,379.

Materials and Su lies: Mountain's 1995 materials and supplies expense was

$135,693. Staff analyzed the test-period invoices and determined that the following are

capital expenditures that shoukl be depreciated rather than expensed:

Rocculator Paddh System
Wall Fan viith Shutter
10 H. P. G.E. Motor
5 H. P. Franklin Motor and Pump
15 H. P. Unimount Motor and Pump
5 H. P. Franklin Motor and Pump
Tele-Monitoring System

$ 2,715
$ '90
$ 1,175
$ 2,005

586
$ 2,005
$12,736

After consulting with a representative of the Commission's Engineering Division,

Staff determined that the appioprtato depieciabie lives are: 10 years for motors, pumps,

$26,715 (Electiic) ~ 197,905,000 (Gall. Produced) =
Multiplied by: Adjusted Gallons Produced
Pro Forma Electric - Treatment Plant

$30,957 (Chem.) + 197,905,000 (Gal. Produced) =
Multiplied by: Adjusted Gallons Produced
Pro Forma Chemical Expense

$ 0.00013
6~$)~13 i14
~81 78

$ 0.00016
~xt ~14'I 747
8 24 878
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and flocculator paddle system; 5 years for the wall fan; and 20 years for the tele-

monitoring system. Removing the capital expenditures from test-period operating

expenses and depreciating them over their estimated useful lives results in a decrease

to mat rfats and supplies expense of $21,712 and an increase to depreciation expense

of $1584"

A further analysis of the test-period invoices revealed that the following

expenditures are nonrecumng costs that should be amortized rather than expensed:

Sog Conservation
Rebuilt 10 H.P. G.E. Motor
Rebuiit 2 H.P. Baldor Motor
Rebuilt 30 H.P. Flygt Pump
Rebultt 15 H.P. Motor and Pump
Rebuiit 40 H.P. Vertical Pump
Rebuilt 40 H.P. Vertical Pump

$ 4,959
$ 319
$ 252
$ 2,399
$ 480
$ '796
$ 1,183

Staff determined that the appropriate amortization periods are 5 years for the

rebuHt motors and pumps and 3 years for the soil conservation study. Removing the

nag expenrtures from test-period operating expenses and amortizing over their

$8,486 (Pumps, Motors ff Flocculator Sys) ~ 10 (Years) = $ 849
$490 (Wall Fan viith Shutter) ~ 5 (Years) = 98
$12,736 (Tele-Monitoring Sys) + 20 (Years) = ~+7
Depreciation Expense ~15
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estimated useful lives results in a further decrease to materials and supplies expense

of $10,388 and an increase to amortization expense of $2,739.'~

During 1995, the materials and supplies account also included expenses of

$2,798 for Thanksgiving and Christmas giit certiiicates for Mountain's employees. In

prior decisions, the Commission has found that these types of costs should not be borne

by the ratepayers. Therefore, Staff recommends that materials and supplies be

decreased by an additional $2,798 to re8ect the removal of employee relations costs

from test-period expenses.

Based on the aforementioned recommended adjustments, total materials and

supplies expense has been decreased by $34,898, depreciation expense increased by

$1,584, and amortization expense increased by $2,739.

Contractual S rvi - al: During 1995, Mountain reported contractual

services - legal expense of $7,430 for the legal fees associated with Case No. 95-296.

In 1996, Mountain paid its attorneys an additional $22,589 in fees connected with that

procaedlll9.

It is reasonable to expect that the issues litigated in Case No. 95-298 should not

be repeahd on an annual basis. Therefore, Staff recommends that the legal fees paid

$5,429 (Rebuiit Pumps 8 Motors) + 5 (Years) =
$4,959 (Soil Conservation Study) + 3 (Years) =
Amorbzation Expense

$ 1,086
~+1 6

279
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in 1995 be removed from pro forms operaftng expense and the total cost of $30,019 for

Case No. 95-296 be amortized over a 3-year period. Therefore, operating expenses

have been decreased by $7,430 and amortization expense increased by $10,006.

Insurance: Mountain's total 1995 insurance expense was $78,702." Upon review

of the 1996 invoices, Staff noted that Mountain's insurance premiums had increased.

Since the 1996 premiums represent Mountain's on-going insurance cost, Staff is of the

opinion that they should be reiected in pro forma operating expenses. Based on the

1996 insurance premiums and the pro forma salaries recommended herein, less the

percentage of workers'ompensation cost associated with installing new meters, Staff

has calculated a pro forma insurance expense of $109,264, as shovm in Appendix E
Therefore, insurance expense has been increased by $30,562.

Mana ament Audit As previously mentioned, Mountain's 1996 Management

Audit cost $48,400. The cost of a management audit is a non-recumng expenditure that

should be amortized rather than expensed. In its previous decisions, the Commission

has determined that the appropriate amortization period is 3 years. Therefore, Stafr

Vehicle
LiabRy
Workers'ompensations
Other
1995 Insurance

$ 14,373
3,146

51,972
+ 9211

787 2
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recommends that Mountain's test-period operating expenses be increased by $16,133

to refiect amortizing the Management Audit cost over 3 years.

The rrajority of the 42 recommendations contained in the Management Audit do

noi impact Mountain's revenue requirement. However, the recommendations that do have

a revenue requirement impact are listed in Exhibit G.

Normally, management audits include recommendations to reduce costs and

ultimately benefit the ratepayers through reduced rates. However, in this instance the

auditors strongly suggM that Mountain requires additional resources to operate properiy.

Even though the additional resources result in increased operating expenses,

implementation of the audit recommendations should benefit Mountain's customers

through improved service. Therefore, Stafr recommends that Mountain's pro forma

operations be adjusted to include the cost to implement the Management Audit

recommendations noted in Exhibit G.

The recommendations identified as requiring a on~time expenditure total

$126,000. Since these costs ara nonrecurring, they should be amortized rather than

expensed. Staif has determined that a 3-year amortization period is appropriate, and

therefore recommends that management audit expense be increased by $42,667.

The annual benelit of $15,000 for improving the meter reader productivity vn1I not

be fully realized in the first or second year of operation. Consistent with the recovery
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period for non-recumng expenditures, Staff is of the opinion that the savings should be

spread over 3 years, and therefore recommends that management audit expense be

decreased by $5,000,

The remainder of the recommendations are recurring costs or savings that have

a net cost of $113,200. During the field review, Mountain informed Staif that the

additional maintenance employees were hired in 1996. Since this cost should be

reflected in pro forma wages and salaries —employees, the expense related to the hiring

of the 2 rnairitenance employees of $35,000 has been removed from this adjustment,

Therefore, Staff recommends that management audit expense of $76g00 be included.

Based on the aforementioned recommended adjustments, operating expenses

have be n increased by $132,000 to reflect amortizaflion of the management audit cost

and the expenses associated with the audit recommendations.

Staffs recommendaflcns are based upon encouraging Mountain to impleinent th

audit recommendations. At the upcoming hearing, Mountain's management should

fully prepared to update the Commission on iis plans to implement these and other au

recommendations, As noted by the management auditors:

[Fjull rate relief and additional revenues should not, in our
opinion, be provided without a commitment by Mountain to
the management implementation plan contained in this Audit
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and an assurance by Mourdain that any rats increases be
weli utiTzed and spent in an ethical manner..."

Therefore, based on the quality of Mountain's testimony, the Commission should

consider whether to exclude some or all of these costs in its Final Order.

~PII T: Rpaphlr raparha frr95 pafrarr fax f 955,739. Raff haa

determined that the pro forms salaries and wages - employee expense recommended

herein, vH result in a pro forma payroll tax expense of $71370,"an increase of $20,531

above the test-period amount. Therefore, Stafr recommends that payroll tax expense

be increased by $20,531.

0 rations Summa

Based on Staffs racommendabons contained in this report, Mountain's operating

statement would appear as set forth in Exhibit H to this reporL

C. Rave ue R uirement Determination

An approach frequerrUy used by this Commission to determine revenue

requiremarrts for "non-profit" water ubTriies is debt service coverage ("DSC"). Staff

recommends the use of this approach in determining Mountain's revenue requirement.

Mountain's long-term debt consists of RD revenue bonds and Kentucky I rfrastructure

Authority ("KIA") hans. The annual debt service for Mourrtaln's RD revenue bonds and

Management Audit Report, pages I-8 and l-g.

$931,637 (Pro Fonna Payroll) x 7 65% (F)CA Rate) = $71,270.
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KIA loans is $441,145 and $288,940, respectively; when combined, they result in an

annual debt service of $730,085.

Mountain's pro forma operations, including the annual revenue of $1,014,788 from

the interim rat increase, reflect $465,401 in net income avai)able for debt service, which

results in a DSC of 0.64x." Staff is of the opinion that a 1.2x DSC will provide a

sufncient level of revenue for Mountain to meet all of its future operating expense and

debt obligaBons. A DSC of 12x will result in a revenue requirement of $4,538,981,"for

an Increase in water revenues of $380,533."

D. Una Lo Surcha e

As previously mentioned, excessive line loss is a historical problem for Mountain.

Because of the topography and geography of the area served by Mountain, it is dimcult

35 $465,401 (Net income) + $730,085 (Debt Service) = 0.64x.

17 Debt Service
Add: 0'overage
Recommended DSC
Add: Pro Forma Operating Expenses
Recommended Revenue Requirement

Recommended Revenue Requirement
Less: Interest Income
Revenue Requirement - Operations
Less: Other Operating Revenues
Revenue Requirement - Water Sales
Less: Pro Forms Revenue - Water Sales
Recommended Revenue Increase

$ 730,085
14 517

$ 876,102
~+3 62~87
)i~45)~881

$ 4,538,981~5
$ 4,533,522
~1374 1

$ 4,396,041
~4515
~3IQP
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and expensive to address leaks in the system. Due to sustained operating losses over

the years, Mountain has not had the finanCial resources to correct the line loss problem.

In the 1980s'he Commission established a water loss demonstrafion project

designed to assist water ub1Tiies in reducing their unaccounted-for water loss. Through

the demonsbation project, the Commission allowed the ubTibes to collect a temporary

monthly surcharge from their customers for the sole purpose of reducing line loss below

the 15 percent allowable limit.

Given the severity of Mountain's line-loss, Staff is of the opinton that Mountain

should be prmitted a surcharge simlar to the line loss demonsbation project Mountain

should be permitted to assess its customers a surcharge that will produce $277,225"

annually. The actual amount of the surcharge on a per customer basis is addressed in

Section E, Rate Design.

Stair recommends that the line loss surcharge be in affect for a period not to exceed

3years, unless otherwise extended by the Commission. If the surcharge is grantai, the

p~ should be placed in a separate interest bearing account. Before expending a

funds from this account, Mountain should be directed to submit to the Commission

Line-Loss Adjustment
Add: Purchased Power Adjustment

Chemicai Expense Adjustment
Annual Surcharge Collecgons

$ 264,101
6,745~+~9
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comprehensive study of its water system that would identify and prioritize Mountain's

engineering and operational deficiencies. The study should also include a plan outlining

the steps that will be taken to reduce Mountain's line loss to 15 percent.

The Management Audit recommended that Mountain, "Employ someone with

engineering experience or seek outside assistance to review and approve engineering

drawings and specifications," at an estimated cost of $35,000. Mountain should use

these funds to hire an engineering consultant to perform the comprehensive system

analysis and to develop the line loss reduction plan. Staff recommends the Commission
)

consider directing Mountain to utilize a "Request for Proposal" process to select the

engineering firm.

Monthly transfers to the surcharge account should be equal to the proceeds from

the monthly surcharge recommended herein and should be transferred from gross

operating revenue prior to the revenue being dispersed for another purpose. Mountain

should be directed to file viith its Management Audit Progress Reports, a summary

containing the following informatiorr. monthly surcharge billings and collections; monthly

bank statements for the interest bearing surcharge account; a descriptive list of the

amounts expended from the account to reduce its water loss; copies of the invoices to

support the~expended from this~and a narrative explanation of the steps

taken to correct the line loss, including an analysis of each steps effect on line loss.
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Mountain's failure to comply with the above funding requirements or to hie the

summaries should warrant the revocation of the surcharges and refunding of the monies

already collected, plus interest thereon,

The surcharges constitute Contributions In Aid of Construction, and should be

accounted for in the manner prescribed by the Uniform System of Accounts for Class AKB

Water Districts and Associations. The monthly billing should be debited to customer

accounts receivable and credited to the contributions account. When the amourrl is

collected, special funds would be debited and customer accounts credited

E. Rate Desi n

~mfa An: d lml Ilmaflaadannad d I ll dmfff d lyd l ld Ifdff

and analyze customer usage patterns, select water usage blocks and determine revenue

from water sales. The billing analysis was prepared in accordance with guidelines set

out in the American Water Works Association M-1 manual Information used was

obtained from Mountain's computer records, biEng records, leak adjustment records and

employees of Mountain. The billing analysis completed by Staff is a review of individual

customers monthly usage and billing for each month of the test period.

Mountain applies its tariffed rates, which are set out by meter size, to its bgling~.The billing ~catagortzes customers into different rate codes, each rate

code distinguishes customers by different criteria such as meter size, multi-unit
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dweHings, special contracts, and fire protection. Mountain uses twenty-two different rate

codes in its customer billings.

Multi-unit dwellings have one meter but serve mora than one household. These

customers actually receive one bill per month, however that one bill includes the multiple

number of minimum bills corresponding to the number of households and the customer

is given credit for the multiple number of minimum usage gallons as welL The

normalized billing analysis shows that Mountain rendered 104,070 bills however, when

the multiple users are included the number of minimum bills increase to 110,458.

Staffs first step was to perform a biliing analysis based on the actual test year

billing information. During the process of gathering the informagon to perform the billing

analyst we found that, when making adjustments to customers bills for misread meters,

inconecgy estimated met r readings, and line leaks, Mountain does not adjust customer

usage amounts in its computer program. Staff determined from Mountain's manual

billing records that adjustments actually made to customer accounts totalled over

42,356,616 gallons. The significance of not entering the manually adjusted usage into

the computer program is that reported ulility statistics concerning usage and revenue

derived from the computer program are inaccurate. For example, Mountain's 1995

Annual Report shows water sales of 655,029,000 whge the billing analysis based on

1995 usage shows 620,882,831 gallons sold, a difference of 34,146,169 gallons. Statf
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recommends that when adjustments are made to a customer's bill, a corresponding

adjustment be made in the computer program to reflect the adjusted usage amounL

Mountain was directed to provide customer usage irrformation for the test period

in a Lotus 123 spreadsheet format on 3.5 computer disk. The ubTity was unable to

provide the information in the manner initially requested so a hard copy was generated

consisting of several thousand pages of billing data. The company that provides

Mountain with its soibvare program provided, at some cost to Mountain, a breakdown of

usage dale as the Commission had requestecL Review of that information revealed that

some customers had been omitted entirely and customers who were not on the system

the en5ra year had been given 0 usage for the months they were not on the system.

Statf conacted the usage data to reflect the customers that were omitted and deleted all

0 usage when a minimum bill was not sent. Statf then tracked each dollar adjustment

that had been made by Mountain and corrected the data to reduce actual usage by

42,355,616 gallons. Of this amount, 10,417,940 gallons of the adjustments were for line

leaks that are billed at $1.54 per one thousand gallons. The adjusted billing analysis

produced test year actual revenue from water sales in the amount of $2,988&5.

Assigning 0 usage for customers who were not on the system an entire year
may not yield a retiable, normalized, bilgng analysis.
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Staff then prepared a bIIHng analysis based on adjustments to test year usage to

produce a normalized analysis. Since Mountain has added additional customers that

were formerly served by Pott r Water, estimated usage of 4,500 gallons per month was

added to the bgling analysis to reflect their usage. The emergency rates approved for

Mourrtain have been incorporated irrto the normalized billing analysis.

Mountain has been charging rates for %re protection and wholesale service that

have not been approved by the Commission. Therefore, adjustments were made to the

billing analysis to remove amounts collected that are not included in Mountain's tarigad

rates. Thus, the normalized billing analysis produces revenue from water sales in the

amount of $4,015,507 and is set out in Exhibit B.

Unauthorized Rates: Mountain's tarifr contains a rate of $12.50 for fire protection

for customers served by a 4 inch connection. In reviewing the billing records it was

determined that Mountain was charging 6 customers a rate of $12, one customer a rate

of $13 50 and one customer a rate of $320 per 1,000 gallons. In its response of March

4, 1997 to an Information request Mountain stated that these customers were

erroneously billed. Staff recommends that Mourrtain refund all overcoilections and bill

for all undercollections during the past two years as set out in KRS 278225.

Mountain's current tariffed wholesale rate is $1.87per one thousand gallons but

there ara presently no customers paying this rate. Martin County Water District Number
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2, ("Marhn Cou~ purchases water from Mountain at a rate of $1.91 per one thousand

gallons. The rate for Marbn County was established by a special cordract executed in

1992, however the contract was not Red with nor approved by the Commission. In the

course of this proceedmg Mountain furnished the Commission with a copy of the

contracL Mountain should be advised that under Kentucky law, all rates charged by

Mountain must be approved by the Commission prior to their implementation.

C st of 'ce Stud

Once revenue requirements have been determined a cost of service study should

be perlormed to allocate costs among customers. The purpose of a cost of service study

is to design rates that rellect the costs of providing service for each customer class

based on both quantity and characteristics of use. The AWWA Manual M-1 states that

since the needs for total volume of supply and peak rates of use vary among customers,

the costs to the ubTrty of providing service also vary among customers. The attached

study, Exhibits I through K, address the costs associated with providing service to Martin

County, the leak adjustment rate, line loss surcharge, and the cost of providing service

to Mountain's retail customers.

Le k Adustme ate: Mountain received revenue of $17,085 from leak

adjustments during the test year. Mountain's current leak adjustment rate is $1.64 and

is based on a wholesale cost of water of $1,31 per 1,000 gallons plus 25 percent. Staff
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has determined that the leak adjustment rata should be $3.28 per 1,000 gallons. Exhibit

I, contains a breakdown of the allocation of expenses which have been included in the

calculation of the leak adjustment rate. The expenses include purchased water,

purchased power, chemicals, water treatment salaries, and depreciation. An additional

10 percent has bean added to the rate to cover the adminisbative and general cosh of

adjusting both usage and revenue amounts due to the utTidy based on the leak

adjustment. The increased leak adjustment rate will result in revenue fiom teak

adjustments in the amount of $34,171.

Line Loss Surchs: The Management Audit Report recommends that Mountain

implement a program to reduce its fine loss. lt has been determined that Mountain

requires $277,225 annually for a pedod of three years to implement such a program.

This amount indudes an adjustment for purchased power of $6,745 and an adjustment

for chemicals of $6,379. The surcharge can either be based on the number of b8ls

rendered or gallons sold. Based on the 110,458 bills each customer would pay a flat

monthly fee of $2.51. Mountain sold 619,468,832 gallons based on normalized test year

sales which would result in a surcharge of .45 cents per 1,000 gallons. The wholesale

rate recommended in this report allocated a proper percentage of line loss to Martin

County, Staff recommends the surcharge be based on the number of gallons sold,
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including all sales which are subsequently adlusted for line loss. However, Staff

recommends the line loss surcharge not be assessed to Martin County.

~Wh ten te: Mountai haaaeontl otwithMartinhountytoa Itwater ta

rate of $1.91 per 1,000 gallons. An analysis of expenses, set out in Exhibit J was

prepared to determine if the current wholesale rate covered the cost associated with

providing service to this parficular customer. Sheet 1 sets out the total water produced,

water sold, line loss, plant use and sales to Marlin County.

Sheet 2 sets out the wholesale rate allocagon factors. The water production

)
multiplier shows that due to plant use and line loss, Mountain must produce or purchase

1.5158gallons in order to sell one gallon. The amount of line loss that is allocated to

a wholesale customer is generally based on the inch-miles of the total system the

customer uses which assumes that the leak potential is directly proportional to length

and diameter of pipe. Mountain has 2,597.84 inch-miles of line of which 42.084 inch

miles are jointly used by Mountain and Martin County. Staff determined that a line loss

of 15 percent should be allocated to Marbn County. This amount, plus amounts for plant

use, results in the joint sharing of Cine loss and plant use factor.

The water producbon multiplier takes into considera5on the amount of Mountain's

system that Martin County uses and determines that Mountain must produce or purchase

1.0398gallons in order to sell Marfin County one gallon. The production allocation factor
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is used to allocate source of supply, treatment and pumping expense. The pipeline

transmission factor is used to allocate transmission and distributton expense.

Sheet 3 shows the total operating expenses for Mountain which have imen

included in the allocation crf costs to Martin County based on the allocation factors

determined on Sheet 2. The rate recommended for Martin County is $1 80.

Retail Rates: Once the operating revenue requirement has been established for

the retail customers the costs were allocated to the rate increments. The commodity-

demand methodology used in this study was developed by the AWWA and is set out

in the AWWA Manual M-1 at Chapter 5. This method of designing rates aliocates costs
)

into functional categories which allows the utility to recover the cost of meeting average

water use as well as peak demand requirements.

Exhibit K, Sheet 1, shows the allocation of plant value to commodity, demand

and customer cost functions. The percentage of plant value allocated to each of these

components was used to allocate debt service among the usage increments. Sheet 2

shows the allocation of operation and mahhmnce expense into the cost functions. Cost

allocagons to the commodity functions include costs that vary directly with the amount

of water sold. These costs include purchased water, purchased power and chemicals.

Costs allocated to the demand component include labor, transmission and distribution,

materiats and supplies. Customer costs include billing and collecting, meter reading and
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labor associated with these funcbons. Administrative and general expenses are based

on the subtotal allocation of demand and customer expenses, and were allocated to

these functions on a percentage basis.

The total costs for each function are shovm on Sheet 3. Operation and

maintenance expenses were carried forward from Sheet 2 and debt service was

allocated based on the percentages of plant value shown on Sheet 1. All other operating

income was deducted from the required amount to determine the amount of revenue

needed from water sales.

The next step in preparing the cost of service study was to review wahr usage

patterns to determine the rate increments. Mountain changed its rate design when

applying for interim rates from a minimum usage allowance of 2,000 gallons to a

minimum usage allowance of 1,000 gailons. A review of usage patterns shows that only

approximately 14 percent of Mountain's residential customers use between 0 and 1,000

gallons per month and approximately 30 percent of Mountain's residential customers use

between 0 and 2,000 gattons per month. The minimum usage level should cover as

many residential customers as possible viithout placing an undue burden on low level

users. Therefore, Staff recommends that the minimum usage level be changed to 2,000

gallons.
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Mountain has several customers who use a large quantity of water such as UNity

Coal Company's average usage of 117,500 per month and a church-school who

averages usage of 417,687 per month. These customers generally have a lower

peaidng factor than residential customer, which indicates a more uniform usage of water

at higher use levels. In order to recognize the dift'arence in demands placed on

Mountain's system, Staff recommends that Mountain implement a three step rate design

consis6ng of a minimum usage allowance of 2,000 gallons, a usage increment ranging

from 2,001 to 10,000 gallons and an over 10,000 gallons Increment.

Due to the change in rata design for the interim rates, customers who used 1,000

gallons or less received a decrease of 8.77 percent while customers who used up to

2,000 gallons received an increase of 25.61 percent. The rates recommended by Staif

result in an increase of 37.54 percent for customers who use 1,000 gallons or less and

a decrease of 0.11 percent for customers who use up to 2,000 gallons.

The calcul<on of rates based on these usage increments is set out on Sheet 4.

The recommended rates and veriiication that they vwil produce ihe required revenue are

shown on Sheet 5.
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CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO; 2014-00342
RE: PSC Second Data Request

015
Refer to the Application, Exhibit B-5, Schedule S-B at 1, Pro Forma Adjustments

to Historic Test Year and to Mountain District's Response to Staffs First Request, Item
19(b), Bond Ordinance(s) or Loan Agreements for the sewer division's outstanding long-
term debt.

a)ln calculating its revenue requirement for the sewer division, Mountain District
uses an annual debt service of $95,431.'rovide a detailed schedule showing how
Mountain District calculated the sewer division's annual debt service of $95,431.

B)Mountain District is requesting a 120 percent debt service coverage for its
sewer division. Provide a cite reference in each outstanding bond ordinance or loan
agreement requiring Mountain District's sewer division to maintain a 120 percent debt
service coverage.

WITNESS: Spears

RESPONSE:

a.See attached Exhibit 15 a

b. See Assistance Agreement Between Kentucky Rural Water Finance Corporation and Mountain Water
District Dated August 29, 2012, page section 11(c), p. 17, which is included in Response to PSC First Data
Request, Tab 17b, vol. 4 of 7. See attached Exhibit 14 c.



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Exhibit

Q15



Mountain Water District
Debt Service (Principle payments only)
Fiscal year ended June 30, 2014

Sewer

Acct Loan
2206.17 RD Shelby Sewer
2213.17 RD Phelps Sewer
2224.17 KIA South Williamson
2225.17 KIA Shelby Ph II

Jun-13
678,500.00
384,000.00
110,675.79
333,868.88

Jun-14
668,000 00
377,500,00
101,547 81
316,661 43

Principle
Payment
10,500 00
6,500 00
9,127 98

17,007 45

1,506,844.67 1,463,709 24 43,135 43



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

I2 16

Refer to the Application, Exhibit 8-2, Schedule W-8 at 1, Pro Forma

Adjustments to Historic Test Year and Exhibit 8, Appendix C, Table 1, Allocation of Water and Sewer
District Operations Expenses July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014.

a. Confirm that Table 1 is contract «ost estimates and not the actual operating costs incurred by

UMG in operating Mountain District.
b. On Schedule W-B, Mountain District reports a histodc test year UMG management fee of

$5,812,426 for its water division, but on Table 1 the total UMG operational costs for the water division is

$5,699,181.Reconcile the $113,245 discrepancy between the two schedules.
c.On Schedule W-B, Mountain Distdct reports a histodc test year UMG repair and maintenance

fee of $465,864 for Its water division, but on Table 1 the total UMG operational costs for the water
division is $425,237. Reconcile the $40,627 discrepancy between the two schedules.

d. Provide a detailed explanation of the contract services —(Assumed expenses of UMG) in the
historic test year and pro forma of $(350,460) and $(251,231), respectively. Provide itemized lists to
support the historic and pro forma expense credits.

WITNESS: Spears

RESPONSE:

a. Our understanding this is UMG's actual cost incurred in operating the District, not the contract

cost estimates. Schedule W-8 Table 1 shows the districts payments to UMG apportioned to

water. Schedule 8 Appendix C Table 1 shows the UMG amounts as reported to us and is

supposed to be the actual cost of operating the district.

b. There is a typo in the question, as UMG Operational costs were $5,669,181not $5,699,181,
thus the difference is $143,425. The discrepancy is the difference in what we paid versus what

UMG listed as expenditures attributable to the district. There is no reason to expect the contract

cost to exactly replicate what UMG expends to operate the district. Our costs expended during

the test year was $5,812,426,
c. The difference of ($40,054) is accounted for under R & M Overage as a negative amount under

675.0 near the bottom of Table 1, The minor discrepancy of $573 is probably due to rounding

the allocation factors between the UMG schedule and the percentages used in our test year

calculation.

d. The amounts included under Assumed Expense of UMG in the testyear are expenses orcosts
that UMG incurs but does not bill the district for. Such items as the forgiveness of debt, debt

service payments that are in Mountain's name but UMG pays the payments as part of there

contract to keep up and replace our equipment. Specific detail can be found in the response to

the Staff's Request Number 1, Item 7(a) General Ledger account number 6361.08. The diffence

between the historic and pro forma year is the $99,229 final forgiveness of debt by UMG which

will not be reoccurring in future periods.
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CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request
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ReFer to the Application, Exhibit 8-5, Schedule 5-8 at 1, Pro Forma

Adjustments to Historic Test Year and Exhibit 8, Appendix C, Table 1, Allocation of Water and Sewer
District Operations Expenses July 1, 2013 through June 30, 2014.

a. On Schedule S-B, Mountain District reports a historic test year UMG management fee of

$1,224,408 for its sewer division, but on Table 1 the total UMG operational costs For the
sewer division is $1,191,715.Reconcile the $32,693 discrepancy between the two

schedules.
b On Schedule 5-6, Mountain District reports a historic test year UMG repair and

maintenance fee oF $213,168 for its sewer division, but on Table 1 the total UMG

operational costs for the sewer division is $311,306.Reconcile the $98,138discrepancy
between the two schedules,

c. Provide a detailed explanation of the contract services —(Assumed expenses of UMG) of

$(73,830). Provide an itemized list to support claimed credit

SpearsWITNESS:

RESPONSE:

a. The discrepancy is the difference in what we paid UMG versus what UMG listed as expenditures

attributable to the district. There is no reason to expect the contract cost to exactly replicate

what UMG expends to operate the district. Our costs expended during the test year was

$1,224,408.
b. The difference of $98,136 is included in expenses at E.1.3in the historical test year. There is no

discrepancy.

c. The amounts included under Assumed Expense of UMG in the test year are expenses or costs

that UMG incurs but does not bill the district for. Such Items as the forgiveness of debt, debt

service payments that are in Mountain's name but UMG pays the payments as part of their

contract to keep up and replace our equipment. Specific detail can be found in the response to

the Staff's Request Number 1, Item 7(a) General Ledger account number 6364.17. The entdies

were made to allocate an amount between Water and Sewer.



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Q18 Refer to the Application, Exhibit 8-2, Schedule W-8 at 1, Pro Forma

Adjustments to Historic Test Year and to Schedule 5-6 at 1, Pro Forma Adjustments to Historic Test Year.

Q18(a) Confirm that during the test year, Mountain District paid each of its five Commissioners

a $6,000 annual fee for a total expense of $30,000.

WITNESS: Sawyers

RESPONSE: Please see attached payroll journal report noted as Exhibit 18(a).

Q 18(b)
division7

Does Mountain District allocate any of its commissioner fee expense to the sewer

Witness: Sawyers

Response: No

Q18(1) If the response to 18(b) of this request is yes, provide a complete copy of the work

papers, calculations, and assumptions that were used to allocate the commissioner fee expense

between the two divisions and include detailed explanations supporting the allocation factors that were

used.

Witness: Sawyers

Response: N/A

Q18(2) If the response to 18(b) of this request is no, explain in detail why Mountain District

does not allocate the commissioner fee expense between the two divisions.

Witness: Sawyers

Response: The District does not allocate the commissioners salaries from the sewer division; it is

deducted from the water division under the compensation commissioner's account. If it is deemed

necessary for the District to allocate the salaries from both divisions then 83% would be deducted from

the existing water division expense account and a proposed 17% percent may be deducted from the

sewer division expense account.



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Q18(c) In its response to item 11(a) of the Staffs First Request, Mountain District listed two

employees, a district administrator and a financial administrator, with a combined test year salary of

$115,221.

Q18(c)(1) Identify the expense accounts in which these salaries are recorded by the water and

sewer divisions.

WITNESS: Sawyers

RESPONSE: The District does not allocate the District and Financial Administrator's salaries from the

sewer division; it is deducted from the water division under the compensation administration account. If

it is deemed necessary for the District to allocate the salaries from both divisions then 8390 would be

deducted from the existing water division expense account and a proposed 17SS percent may be

deducted from the sewer division expense account,

Q18(c)(2) Provide a complete copy of the work papers, calculations, and assumptions that were

used to allocate the salary expense between the two divisions and include detailed explanations

supporting the allocation factors that were used.

Witness: Sawyers

Response: N/A



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Q 18(d) Mountain District

531,397 for its water division.

reports an education and meetings expense of

Q18(d)(1) Provide a schedule identifying each expenditure that Mountain District has recorded in

this account, a detailed description of each expenditure, and a copy of the supporting invoices.

WITNESS: Sawyers

RESPONSE: Please see attached education, meeting and association dues, etc. from the general

ledger account noted as Exhibit 18(d)(1).

Q 18(d)(2) Identify the expense account(s) where this expense is reported by the sewer division.

Witness: Sawyers

Response; The District does not allocate this expense from the sewer division.

Q18(d)(3) Provide a complete copy of the work papers, calculations, and assumptions that were

used to allocate the education and training expense between the two divisions and include detailed

explanations supporting the allocation factors that were used.

Witness: Sawyers

Response: NIA



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

Q18(e) For each expense listed below, Mountain District shall provide a

listing of each expenditure recorded in this account, a detailed description of each expenditure, and a

copy of the supporting invoices.

Q 18(e)(1) Contract Service Accounting Expense - $72,550

WITNESS: Sawyers

RESPONSE:

18(e)(1).

Please see attached the accounting expense general ledger and invoices noted as Exhibit

Q 18(e)(2) Contract Service Legal Expense - $39,034

Witness: Sawyers

Response:

18(e)(2).

Please see attached the legal expense general ledger and invoices noted as Exhibit

Q 18(e)(3) Bank Service Fee Expense - $23,857

Witness: Sawyers

Response: Please see attached the bank service fee expense general ledger with supporting

statements and invoices noted as Exhibit 18(e)(3),



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

EXHIBIT 18(A)



All Checkb o

07/01/1 3-12/31/1 3
8/IOUNTAIN yo~ R DISTRICT

Employee Check Record
sr< DRIC

Page 1
01/19/15 09:18AM

Rca Prem, Prem. Gross
Check 8 Dale Hrs. Hrs. lVo cs Wa es Ti s Earnin s PICA Fcd W/H

Local
Se W/H 'IV/H Olh. Dcd. 14et Pa

I - Collins, Laster
440 07/31/I 3

449 08/21/13

458 09/25/13

467 I 0/30/13

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 SM.OO

0.00 0.00 500.00

4S7 12/20/13

4- James, Rhonda
441 07/31/13

450 08/21/13

459 09/25/13

468 10/30/13

477 I I/27/13

488 12/20/13

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 500.00

O.OD 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 D.aa 500.00

476 11/27/13 0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00

O.OD 0.00

O.aa 0.00

O.oa 0.00

0.00 0,00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

a.ao o.oo

0.00 0.00

0.00 O.OD

500.00 38.2S 31.67

sao.oo 38M 31.67

500.00 38.25 31.67

500.00 38.25 31.67

500.00 38.25 31.67

3825

38.25

38& 0.00

500.00 38.25 0.00

500.00 38.25

500.00 38M"

SOO.OD 38.25 31.67

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

0.00

0.00

O.OD

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 423AB

0.00 423AB

0.00 423 AS

0.00 423AS

0.00 423AB

0.00 423 A 8

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

O.OD 455.15

0.00 455.15

0.00 45S.IS

5- Frlcnd Hl, Kclsey E
442 07/31/13

460

08/21/13

09/25/13

0.00 0.00 500.00

o.oo o.ao soo.oo

0.00 0.00 Soa.ao

469

478 I I/27/13 0.00 0.00 500.00

489 12/20/13 0.00 0.00 50D.OO

1000/13 0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 a,oo

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

500.00 38 sS

SOD.OO
I

500.00

38?5

3825

500.00 38?5

500.00 38.25

SOD.OO 3825

0.00

0.00

O.aa

0.00

0.00

0.00

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

6.60

0.00

O.oo

D.oo

0.00

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15

452 08/21/13

6- Casey, Aneie
443 07/31/13 0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 SOD.OD

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

Sao.oo 38.25

500.00 38.25

0.00 6.60 0.00

6.60

0.00 455.15

0.00 455.15



Ag CheckbL.
07/01/1 3-12/31/I 3

IIOUNTAIN II~ R DISTRICT
EmpIoyee Check Record

DRIC

Page 2
01/I 9/15 09'18 AM

Reg Prem. Prem. Gross
Check // Date Hrs. Hrs. Wo es Wa es Ti s Earnin s PICA Fcd W/H

Local
Si W/II W/H 0th. Dcd. /tet Pay

461 09/25/13 0.00 0.00 500.00

490 12/20/13 0.00 0.00 SDD.DD

470 1000/13 0.00 0.00 500.0D

479 I I/27/I 3 O.M 0.00 SM.M

0.00 0.00

D.DD D.oa

o.oa a.oa

0.00 0.00

500.00 3825 0.00 6.60

5M.DD 38.25 O.aa 6.60

500.00 3$ sS 0.00 6.60

Saa.aa 3$.25 0.00 6.60

0.00

0.00

0.00 0.00

455.15

455.15

455.15

455.15

453

462

471

4$0

491

0$/21/13

09/25/13

10/30/13

II/27/13

I~so/13

7-Adklns, Prente R
444 07/31/13 a.aa o.ao soo.oo

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 D.aa 500.00

0.00 0.00 Saa.aa

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00 500.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00

500.00 38?25 0.00 6.60

500.00 38?5 0.00 6.6D

SM.DD 38.25 0.00 6.6D

Saa.aa 3$.25 0.00 6.60

SOO.OD 3$.25 0.00 6.60

500.00 3$?5 0.00 6.6Q

D.aa

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

o.aa

0.00

0.00

0.00

455.15

ISS.I 5

455. IS

455.15

455.15

455.I 5



All Checkb ~
07/01/13-12/31/13

MOUNTAIN NR DISTRICT
Employee Check Record

DRIC

Page 3
01/19/16 09:18AM

Company Totals

Regular Howe
Premium Haum
Wages
Premium Wages
Tips
Gmss Earnings
PICA
Federal W/H

Smte 3V/H

Lacal W/H

Other Deductions
Nct Pay

Janus

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
0.00

7~00.00
191.25
31.67
33.00
0.00
0.00

2.244.08

Fcbrua

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
O.OD

2,500.00
191.25
31.67
33.0D
0.00
0.00

2,244.08

March

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
0.00

2300.00
191.25
31.67
33.00

O.DD

O.DO

2,244.08

0.00
0.00

7,500.00
D.oo
0.00

7,50D.OO
573.75
95.01
99.00
0.00
0.00

6,732.24

A ril

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
0.00

7 500.00
191?5
31.67
33.00
0.00
0.00

2,244.08

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
0.00

2,500.00
191.25
31.67
33.00
0.00
0.00

2,244.08

Jttne

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
0.00

7 50D.OO

191.25
31.67
33.00

0.00
0.00

2,244.08

0.00
0.00

7,500.00
0.00
0.00

7.500.00
573.75
95.01
99.00
0.00
0.00

6,73'2.24

Regular Hours
Premium Hours
tVngas

Premium Wages
Tips
Gross Earnings
FICA
Federal W/H

State W/H

Locai Wnt
Other Dcdumions
Net Pay

Jul

0.00
0.00

7 500.00
0.00
0.00

2,5110.00
191.25
31.67
33.00
0.00
0.00

2,244.08

Au
Irst'.00

0.00
2,500.00

O.OD

0.00
00.00

191.25
31.67
33.00

O.QO

0.00
2,244.08

Se tember

0.00
0.00

7 500.00
0.00
0.00

7 500.00
191.25
31.67
33.00

0.00
0.00

2,244.08

TD

0.00
0.00

7,500.00
0.00
O.DO

7,500.011
573.75
95.01
99.00
0.00
0.00

6,732.'24

October

0.00
0.00"500.00
0.00
0.00"500.00

191.25
31.67
33.00
0.00
0.00

2,244.08

November

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
0.00
O.OD

2,500.00
191.25
31.67
33.00

0.00
0.00

2,244.08

December

D.OO

0.00
'I,500,00

0.00
0.00

2,500.00
191.725

31.67
33.0D
0.00
0.00

2,244.08

TD

0.00
0.00

7,500.00
0.00
0.00

7,500.00
573.75
95.01
99.00
0.00
0.00

6,732.24

0.00
0.00

30,000.00
0.00
O.OD

30,000.OD
2,295.00

380.04
396.00

0.00
0.00

26,928.96



All Checkbooks
01/01/14-06/30/14

MOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT
Employee Check Record

CSACC01

Page 1

CI eck ¹ Dute Rc ullrs. VVu es FICA Fcd VV/II St VV/I.I Lueul VV/II Otlt. Dc(i. iVet Puv

I -t;uf line, Lester
496 01 2-1/14

Iv)TD 01 31 )4

505 02!26;14

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

31.25

31,25

31.25

MTD 02'2S/14

514 03~26/14

IvlTD 03 31/14

QTD 03 31/14

523 04/30! 14

MTD 04 30!14

532 05/28 14

MTD 05i3( 14

543 OGi25 14

6 ITD OG 30. 14

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 1,500.00 114.75

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

31.25

31.25

3(.25

93.75

31.25

31.25

31.25

31.25

31,25

31,25

YTD 12 31 14 0.00 6,000.00 459.00 375.00

06/3(114 0.00 1,500.00 114.75 93.75

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

19.50

6.50

G.50

6.50

6.50

6,50

6.50

19.50

78.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

n.oo

0,00

0.00

03)0

0.00

0.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 1,272.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0.00 424.00

0,00 424.00

0.00 1,272.00

0.00 5,088.00

MTD 0 1/3(/)4

506 02!26!14

MTD 02i28/(4

515 03/26i 14

MTD

QTD

524

MTD

533

MTD

544

QTD

YTD

03!3I/14

03i31 14

04!30!14

04!30.14

05 ZS 14

05/31 14

06,25 [4

OG, 3()) 14

0(>, 30, 14

12 31 14

4- Jnmcs, Rhumln
497 01/24! 14 0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 50028) 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0,00 500,00 38.25

0.00 ),500.00 114.75

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38 25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 1,500.00 I )4.75

0.00 (0000.00 45').00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

o.nn

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

03)0

0.00

0.00

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

19.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

6.50

G.50

G.50

I').50

78.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0,00

0.00

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365.75

0.00 5,463.00

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455,25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365,75

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25



Ao Checkbooks

01/01/14-06/30/14
MOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT

EmpIo3/ee Check Record
CSACC01

Page 2

C heels // Dute Re .Iits. tVu cs FICA Fed VV/8 St VV/II Lecul VV/Il Otlt. Ded. 14ct Pu

5 us hend ill, Kelsey E
498 01/24/14 0.00 500.00 38.25

MTD 01'31/14 0.00 500.00 38.25

507 02/2G/14

Iv1TD 02/28/14

516 03/26/14

MTD 03/31/14

0.00 500.00 3825

0.00 500.00 3825

0 00 500 00 38 25

0.00 500.00 38.25

525 04/30/(4

MTD 04/30/14

534 05/28/14

MTD 05/31/(4

545 06/25/14

MTD 06/30/14

06/30/14

YTD )2i31/14

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0 00 500 00 38 25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38,25

0.00 1,500.00 114.75

0.00 6,000.00 459.00

QTD 03/31/14 0,00 1,500.00 114.75

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 19.50

0.00 6,50

n.oo G.so

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 19.50

0,00 78.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 455.25

n.oo 4ss2s

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365.75

O.GO 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365.75

0.00 5,463.00

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

6- Cusey, Ancie
499 01/24/14

MTD 01/31/14

508 02/26/14

MTD 02/28/(4

517 03 26/14

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 3825

526 04/30/14

MTD 04/30/14

535 05/28/14

MTD 05/31/14

546 OG/ 25t (4

06/30/ I-'I

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0 00 500 00 38 25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500 00 38 25

0.00 500.00 38.25

QTD 06/30 14 0.00 1,500.00 114.75

YTD 12/31/)4 o.nn 6,000.00 4s9.on

lvlTD 03/31/14 0.00 500.00 38?5

QTD 03/31/14 0.00 1,500.00 114.75

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

o.no G.so

0.00 19.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

n.no G.so

0.00 6.50

0.00 19.50

0.00 78.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365.75

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

O.GO 4SS.2S

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365.75

0.00 5,4G3.00



AO Checkbooks

01/01/1 4-00/30/1 4

MOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT
Employee Check Record

CSACCD1

Page 3

Cheelt // Date Re ).lire. 1Va e) PICA Fed SV/II St SV/II Local VV/fl 0th. Ded. Net Pay

hITD Ol 31 14

509 02)26, 14

fvlTD 02 28 14

518

)>ITD

QTD

527

k(TD

536

klTD

03/26/14

03/31 14

03 31/14

04 30/14

04 30/14

05)28/14

05>3)/14

547 06/25/14

84TD

YTD

06/30, 14

06. 30, 14

12 31 14

7- ~dIdas, Preotis R
500 Ol 24 14 0.00 500.00 38.25

0,00 500.00 38 25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500,00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 1,500.00 114.75

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 500.00 38.25

0.00 1.500.00 114.75

0.00 6,000.00 459.00

0.00 6,50

0.00 6.50

0,00 6.50

0,00 6.50

0,00 6.50

0.00 G.SO

0,00 19.50

D.OO 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.5D

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 6.50

0.00 19.50

0.00 78.00

(LOO

0.00

0.(8)

0.00

0.00

0.00

O.DO

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0,00 455.25

0.00 -155.25

0.00 455.')5

0.(8) 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455,25

0.00 1,365,75

0.00 455.25

O.OD 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455.25

0.00 455,25

0.00 455.25

0.00 1,365.75

0.00 5,4G3.00



All Checkbooks

01/01/1 4-06/30/1 4

MOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT
Employee Check Record

CSACC01

Page 4

Com uny Totals

Regular Hours

Wages
FICA
Federal W H

State W H

Local WiH

Other Deductions

Net Pay

0.00
2,500.00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
n.no

2,245.00

Febrlltlrv

0.00
2,500.00

19(.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

2,245.00

6 larch

0.00
2,500.00

I')1.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

2,245.00

TD

0.00
7500.00

573.75
93.75
97.50
0.00
0.00

6,735.00

Regular Hours

Wages
FICA
Fev)eral W H

State WrH

Local W H

Other Deductions
Nct Pay

0.00
2,500.00

191.25
31,25
32,50
0.00
0.00

2,245.00

Muv

0.00
2,5(N).00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.(NI

2,245,00

,lunc

0.00
2,50D.DO

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

2,245.00

TD

0.00
7,500.00

573.75
93.75
97.50

D.OD

0.00
6,735.00

/ Hours

FICA
Federal )V/H

State WtH

Local W/H

Other Deductions
Net Poy

,lulv

0.00
2,500.00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0,00
0.00

2,245.00

Au ntst

0.00
2,500.00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

2,245,00

Se ttember

0.00
2500.00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

z,245.00

TD

0.00
7,500.00

573.75
93.75
97.50

n.nn

03)0
6,735.00

Regular Hours

Wages
FICA
Federal W'H

State W H

Local W H

Other Deductions
Net Poy

October

0.00
2,500.00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
n.oo

2,245.00

Nuvember

0.00
'2,500,00

191.25
31.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

2245.00

December

0.00
'2,500.00

191.25
3(.25
32.50
0.00
0.00

2,245.00

TD

0.00
7,500.00

573.75
93.75
9750

D.no

0.00
<n735.00

VTD

0.00
30,000.00
2,295.00

375.(N)
390.00

0.00
0.00

26,940.(N)



CASE: Mountain Water District

CASE NO: 2014-00342

RE: PSC Second Data Request

EXHIBIT 18(D)(1)



07/31/13 - 06/30/14 NIOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT
General Ledger

CSACC01

Page 1

te Rci'ercnce T
Beginning

Dascri tion Bnlunce
Current
Amoant

Period Eml
Amount

YTD
Bolnnce

6752.08 EDUCATIOLVP DUES, MEETIIVCS, ETC. 20,9(10.56
07 31/13
07!31/13
07/31/13
07!31/13
07!3I/13
07/31/13
07'31'13

08/31'13
08/21/13
Ogi21!13
08/21/13
08/2 I f13
08/29.'13

10
73455
73457
73462
73467
73468
73477

9
73494
73495
73517
73519
73520

Reclass Employee Insurance

Kentucky stole Trwasurcv- AiyspL164'x4
Appalachian Wireless - deli CJIIOyie 8CPenS
Lightyear Nenvork Solutions I"hone /M+yn!E'/ ~P
B dge Met, I x -/A/I e/er refac/ SW/r«nH' /</~
Carrie Hatfield -/L/t i IFOOgf E<p
Roy Sawyess -it/Leu I & p.

July

Runless Employee Insurance

First Battkeard ~ IILLrEEI I Ld<4'r 7 yrxt n ln /

Lightyear Solutions - Of PIGuf p hOVe /2iu tcp~ I

APPALACHIAN WIRELESS - CE/I Aoyi+ 8<PP+
Roy Satvyers - Mea lZ N/cP. P
Roy Sawyers /I/Li l4S6IOIF -I /A/IE4t IS

August

74(P.53

100.00
114.94
182.88
989.04

76.84
75.00

2,28523

746.53
1,895.05

182 84
114.94
30.00

300.49
3,269.85

23,185.79

26,45 5.64

09/30! 13
09!23/13
09P23'13
09/23/13
09/23/13
09.23/13

09i25P I 3

'13
b-~J/13

10/29/13
10/29/13
10/2')/13

10/29/13
10/29 13
10/29/13
10/29/13
10/30/13
10/30/13
10/30/13

7
73538
73540
73542
73544
73546

73560

12
73573
73575
73581
73582
73584
7358G
73587
73601
73604
73605
73606

R/C Employee insurance
First Bankcard .404e I Et/pen54 /o y 8/-frt r4
A I I II WI I «-C~IIPS I
Lightyear Solutions-Phone Expense I XIAJ+rrte I

Q III QEEICE SUPPLIES
CARRIE HATFIELD-lvlILEAGE
EXPENSE
Roy Sasvycrs SNIP le+4 + Apeak I

~P'eptember

Reclass Employee Ins.

Kaco Addi li/Jno / /yffmi /fr />r6/>s I /Jsntp

Carrie Hatiield- /t/Ii
IIFClOI4'irst

Bankcard - / OV ysctrgrt EcISECOQOns I"/sky~
Birch Communications - +shorty / ~Airy/7< / ~/x
Appaladtian wirelcss. Cts I/ phone tptc/2 Aog S
Quill -DF'/'/C< L3«ppi/ry
KACO Insurance Agency s/tgc/. PR
Roy Sawycrs . A/Lgo I Eyis
Prentis R. Adkins /AAI iea

r74'ncic

Casey - flA/ Idm~
Kelsey Friend —P4/I i /wsxsl c

Octnber

746.53
1,695.59

114.94
180.10
40.17

67.24
239 62

3,084.19

746.53
45.00
75.71

578.00
198.86
1143)4
O'J.99

3,176.16
30.00

181.00
2G7.98

10.80
5,694.97

29,539.83

35,234.80

I I!30!13
11/27/13
I I /27! 13

I I/27/13
I I/27/13
11/27/13

la
73614
73615
73620
73625
73637

Reclass employee insurance for Nov. 13
First Bankcard Payment

Bircft communications-phone .IapcdcvrtP 4
Appalachian wireless -ce i I p l,asl 6 LDLE.+.
KY. RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION-
Roy Smvyers /Uki leo c /8

November

746.53
63.60

190.25
114.94

1,400.00
49.16

2,564 48 37,799.28

12!31/13
12f20/13
12!20/13
12 20. 13

I
'! l4

b.
0 II2'7/14
01 29!14

10
73650
73652
73661

5
73671
73679
73G80

Reclass employee insurance
Birch Communications~pbone Ex .
The Gallery Collection - C.hvta4/vtct5 Cc',AS
Appalachian Wirclcss Acct.-CE I I p fltrytts Wp

Decmnber

Runless Employcx„lns.
R.,Snw,e,s-NII.a l~ W I

II'-4'irch

Conununicntions~honc cx
First Bankcard-Funeral arragcntent for

746.53
180.38
258,G2
114.94

1,300.47

922.77
274,39
156.48

39,099.75



07/31/13 - 06/30/14 MOUNTAIN WATER DISTRICT
General Ledger

CSACC01

Page 2

Reference T Descri >tine

Bcginnine
Bulance

Current
Amount

Period Eml
Amount

VTD
Balunce

01/2')/ l 4
01 29 14
01/29/14
01'10!14

6752.08 EDUCATION, DUES, AIEETI>xiGSI ETC.
family ofhloss K.

Hill 3 ~il E.« .

United States Postal Services 50( Fe
Appnluchian Wirclcss-~hone cx .

TOTAL DEPOSIT NO.5
January

<>3.60

61.42
88,00

118,11
(6.28)

l,<i7S 49 40,77h.24

02/28 I-I

02/12/14
02/13114
02 2G/14
02!26/14
02126!14
02!26/14
(12226/l-l

03>31!14
03/26/14
03'26 I-I

5 J
73G')S

73701
73704
73722
73730
73731
7373G

5 J

73753
73765

Rcclass Employee Ins. p l f o>y. (aO 'f)3<IZJJ
C m Ht ttl ld-IVII le™OE+~~
Roy sawyers r>/)1 lEO.G)p
Birch Communications->cytar>4> v Wn&Vtt& &I .
Southeast Ky Chamber of Co>amerce-&LveS

Thompson Reuters -ACdf)<t ~i ~e/6+ Vis~ E~+V~
Appalachian Wireless-Ct> U p/]0/le ~P
SoniClcar '/~I>2F'Art()IA(a

pOy RE(gyral~ February

d v L( 'rv Car)fhrrvC
RECLASS EKIPLOYEE INSURANCE
Birch Communications ~rtxkv>rd> v &lryV/g &P
Appalachian Wireless-Roy Sawyers phone
expense

6 lnrch

806.28
137.91
39.55

189.00
799.00

2,203.00
115.94
295.00

4,585.G8

800.36
190.82

115.94
1,107.12

45,363.92

46,471.04

04/30/14
04 30. 14

t)x atf 14

I)a>55/14

04 30,14

05/31/14
05/09/14
05!14/14
05/21/14
05/2 8'14
05/28 14

OG/30>14

OG 0(i, I-i

0(>/06/14

OG!25 14
06325114
06/30 141

0<i 251 I4

7 J
73775

7377G

73777
73794

5 J
738()2
73807
73817
73822
73825

5 J
73841
738-13
73857
73859
7386-1
73871

Recluse Employee lnsuranco

APPALACHIAN VVI RELESS -C~EL

PHONE EXPENSE
EIICHCD, I I IDEE-EHDHE+
AND INTERNET EXPENSE
KACO UIFUND
First Bankcard-ibr services of T.Sawyers

Reclass Employees hisurancc for May 2014
Cume Hattield gi INCLCeeE

Roy Sawycrs - Mi I'8 CLQ~
Roy Sawyers - P/(I l4> (Lca/2
BIRCH COhllvIUNICATIONS I )tone/>~~~""
Appnlachian Wireless Qdl Pl10rld EKF

RECLASS EWIPLOYEE INSURANCE

Roy Sawyers- NL> IZCLC3E I='AP ~
Lillian P. Elliott
Birch Co>nmunications I)IMne) > h k'Vrtd ~
First Bankcnrd

Appalachian Wireless CP(IPl)OFI'E P
Roy Sawyers QE<L[S + MI I'QQECJP

April

~p/(5r

Ivlay

June

794.86

115.94

192.56
1,213.37

80.00
2,396.73

794,86
117 51
79.10

101.70
177.56
115.94

1,386.G8

794.86
115.2G
111.00
192.56
I G1.50
116.52
551.97

2,043.(>7

4S,867.77

50,254.-15

52,298.12

3I.3 .31 52 298.12

Rm>ge of Accounm 5pecilicth
Total Protit (Loss) (31,397.56)

'pmber of Transactions 79
Thc General Ledger iv in bnlancc 0.00



M.W.D. Revised Education, Meetings, Mileage

Expense

07/01/13-06/30/14

Date Reference Description Amount

7/31/2013
7/31/2013
8/21/2013
8/21/2013
8/29/2013
9/23/2013
9/23/2013
9/25/2013

10/29/2013
10/29/2013
10/29/2013
10/30/2013
10/30/2013
10/30/2013
11/27/2013

1/24/2014
z/1z/z014
2/13/2014

5/9/2014
5/14/2014
5/21/2014

6/6/2014
6/25/2014

6/25/2014

73468
73477
73494
73519
73520
73538
73546
73560
73575
73581
73601
73604
73605
73606
73637
73671
73701
73702
73802
73803
73812
73841
73859
73871

Carrie Hatfield-Mileage Expense

Roy Sawyers-Meal Expense

First Bankcard -Rural Water Asso. Training

Roy Sawyers-Meal Expense

Roy Sawyers-Mileage Expense

First Bankcard -Hotel Expense for Board

Carrie Hatfield-Mileage Expense

Roy Sawyers Mileage and Meal Exp.

Carrie Hatfield-Mgeage Expense

First Bankcard-Lorman Education

Roy Sawyers-Meal Expense

Prentis Adkins-Meal and Mileage Exp.

Ancie Casey-Meal and Mileage Exp,

Kelsey Fdend-Meal and Mileage Exp.

Roy Sawyers-Mileage Expense

Roy Sawyers Mileage and Meal Exp.

Carrie Hatfield-Mileage Expense & Reimb.

Roy Sawyers-Mileage Expense

Carrie Hatfield-Mgeage Expense

Roy Sawyers-Mileage Expense

Roy Sawyers-Mileage Expense

Roy 5awyers-Mileage Expense

First Bankcard

Roy Sawyers Mileage and Meal Exp.

76.84
75.00

5 1,895.05
30,00

300.85
$ 1,695.59

67.24
239.62
75.71

578.00
30.00

181.00
267.98
210.80
49.16

274.39
137.91
39.55

117.52
79.10

101.70
115.26
161.50
551.97

5 7,351.74



Breakdown of Expense Needed Reclassed from

6752.08
Education, Dues, Meetings 07/31/13-06/30/14

Employee Insurance Expense Phone & Internet Expense

$ 9,393.17 $ 2,214,29

Cell Phone Expense Office Expense

$ 1,388.03 $ 5,201.48

Workers Comp Ins. Exp. Dues & Fees Expense

$ 4,434.53 $ 1,310.00



iii'fountain WVater District

Operations Account
P.t'd. Bux 3 f57
Pikeviilc, KY 4l802

//~e Appalachian Wireless
order of

'*One Hundred Sixteen And 52/100 Doliars*" *

elxluIITY Tllt eases 73864

Date

05/30/14

118.52

Appalachian Wireless

R=,(,
Mnuntain Water District
Operating Account
P.O. Box 3157
Pikeville, KY 41502

Memo;

Cell Phone Expense for 606-616-8366
Operating Account

Date: 06/30/14

Check Number. 73884

Amount: 118.52

Appalachian Wireless
Cell Phone Expense for 606-616-8366
Operating Account Date:

Check Number.

Amount;

73864

05/30/14

73864

118.52

Year to Date Paid.

0.00



Please tear along Perforation and return top portion with payment

Invoice Information
'Invoice Date 014

ccount Number
voice Number 8650 3

f ate Charges Apply After 07/03/2014

Total Due Upon Receipt $116.52
Summar of Char es

Im ortant Messa es
Protect your smartphone. Using a durable, military spec
phone like Ihe Sonim Endure in limes where it wouldn'I

be wise to carry a more fragile device is more affordable
than ever. Ask us today about One Number Plus, which

allows you to carry multiple phones that ring to the same
primary number.

Balance Information
Previous Balance
Thank you for your payment(s)

Balance Forward

New Charges
New Usage Charges

Recurring Charges

Taxes and Surcharges

Total New Charges

Total Amount Due

115.94
-115.94

0.00

0.54

105.97
10.01

116.52

$116.52

The Summer concert season is upon us! Did you know

that the Appalachian Wireless retail stores in the Mayo
Plaza Paintsville and the Waddington Plaza in Pikeville

are full service Ticketmaster locations? Purchase your
concert or sporting event tickets at these locations today!

Like us on Facebook and Follow us on Twitter to receive
the latest updates on new products, services, towers, job
opportunities, outages, and promotions.

Better Service. Bigger Savings.
Today's Appalachian Wireless.

For customer sernco assrslance, please chal 6(l (rom your cosular phone (mrnules are nol charged lo your accounli or call(606) 477 2355 or (600l 4362355.
6 you plan to Iravel in Ihe Nevr York area, please contacl us so we may help you avoid traudulenl clomng of your cellular lelephone page I oi 4



jlppalachian
x

Invoice Date:
6

er: Invoice Number.
8650663

Detail of New Char es
~escriptlon

Payments
LockBox

Total for Payments

Date

06/02/2014

Total

115.94

-115.94

Summa

Service
Number

plan Add'I Airtime Toll/Other Roamer Text Msg Data Discounts
Charge Charge Usage Charge Usage Charge Usage

Tax Total

(606) 616-8366

Total

69.99 35.98

69.99 35.98

0.00 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.01

0.00 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.01

116.52

116.52

Char es For User 606 616-8366
Date ¹ of Calls Minutes Cost

Recurring Charges (606) 616-8366

NUTT - Nationwide & Text Unlimited 06/1 5/2014 - 07/1 4/2014
DPDA- Data 5 GB PDA Devices 06/15/2014-07/14/2014
WPE2 - Wireless Protection >250<550 06/15/2014- 07/14/2014

Total Recurring Charges
Airtime Charges - Included

Airtime

Free Airtime
Incoming Airtime
M-M Airtime
M-M Incoming Airtime

Roamirig Airtime
Roaming Incoming Airtime

Roe/ning M-Nl Airtime

Roaming M-M Incoming Airtime

Roaming Voice Mail
Wireless Toll Free
Wireless Voice Mail Retrieval

Total Airtime Charges - Included
Toll/Other Charges

Roaming Domestic Toll
Wireless Domestic 1+ Pre Tax

Total Toll/Other Charges
Data Charges

Data
Roaming Data

Total Data Charges
Text Massaging

Incoming SMS Msg
Outgoing SMS Msg

Total Text Massaging
Taxes And Surchargas

Federal USF Surcharge - Wireless
Kentucky CMRS Service Charge
Kentucky GRT Surcharge
Kentucky Lifeline Surcharge
Kentucky TRS/TAP Surcharge
Pikeville Independent Utility Gross Receipts Tax

335
4

169
63
28
46
18
5
4
1

7
8

117
70

187

1,408,186
156,635

1,564,821

180
122
302

699
7

563
168
97

117
47
31
13

1

137
8

1,888

69.99
29.99
5.99

$105.97

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0,00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

$0.00

0.00
0.54

$0.54

0.00
0.00

$0.00

0.00
0.00

$0.00

2.62
0.70
1.31
0.08
0.04
3.02

Page 3 or 4



Mountain Water District
Operating Account
P.O. Box 3157
Pikeville, KY 4I502

Pny
ro r/re Appalachian Wireless

order of
**One Hundred Fifteen And 94/100 Dollars**

aeaUNIex nII sTII \'4 73825

Date

05/28/14

115.94

Appalachian Wireless

P.O. Box 630734

CINCINNATI, OH 45283-0734

Pr,~dree~/3

From:

Mountain Water District
Operating Account

P.O. Box 3157
,ville, KY 41502

Ivremo:

0 00201555346
Operating Account

Date: 05/28/14

Check Number; 73825

Amount: 115.94

Appalachian Wireless

Operating Account Date:

Check Number:

Amount:

73825

05/28/14

73825

115.94

Year to Date Paid:

0.00



v voice Information

Please tear along Perfaratian and return tap portion with payment

Im ortant Messa es
Invoice Date
Account Number
Invoice Number
Late Charges Apply After
Total Due Upon Receipt
Summar of Char es
Balance Information

Previous Balance
Thank you for your paymenffs)

Balance Forward

New Charges
Recurring Charges

Taxes and Surcharges

Total New Charges

Total Amount Due

2014

8501700
06/02/2014

$115.94

115.94
-115.94

0.00

105.97

9.97
115.94

$115.94

Protect your smartphone. Using a durable, military spec
phone like the Sonim Endure in times where it wouldn t
be wise to carry a more fragile device is more affordable
than ever. Ask us today about One Number Plus, which
allows you to carry multiple phones that ring to the same
primary number.

The Summer concert season is upon us! Did you know
that the Appalachian Wireless retail stores in the Mayo
Plaza Paintsville and Ihe Waddington Plaza in Pikeville
are full service Ticketmaster locations? Purchase your
concert or sporting event tickets at these locations today!

Like us on Facebook and Follow us on Twitter to receive
the latest updates on new products, services, towers, job
opportunities, outages, and promotions.

Better Service. Bigger Savings.
Today's Appalachian Wireless.

l For customer service assistance, please dial '611 from your cellular phone (minutes are not charged to your account) or call (606) 477-2355 or (000) 43f! 3355.
If you plan lo travel in the New York area, please contact us so we may help you avoid fraudulent cloning of your cellular telephone. Page f of 4



Appalachian

Detail of New Char es
Description

Invoice Date:
/

Date

Number: Invoice Number:

Total

ay ments

LockBox

Total for Payments

Summar

Service
Number

05/06/2014

Plan Add'I Airtime Toll/Other Roamer Text Msg Data Discounts
Charge Charge Usage Charge Usage Charge Usage

Tax

115.94

-115.94

Total

(606) 616-8366

Total

69.99 35.98 0.00 0.00 0.00

69.99 35.98 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00 0.00 0.00

9.97

9.97

115.94

115.94

Char es For User 606 616-8366
Date ¹ of Calls Minutes Cost

Recurring Charges (606) 616-8366

NUTT - Nationwide & Text Unlimited 05/15/2014 - 06/1 4/201 4
DPDA - Data 5 GB PDA Devices 05/15/2014- 06/14/2014
WPE2 - Wireless Protection >250<550 05/1 5/201 4 - 06/1 4/2014

Total Recurring Charges
Airtime Charges - Included

Airtime

Incoming Airtime
M-M Airtime
M-M Incoming Airtime

Roaming Airtime

Wireless Voice Mail Retrieval
Total Airtime Charges - Included
Toll/Other Charges

Roaming DomesUc Toll

M/ireless Domestic 1+ Pre Tax
Total Toll/Other Charges
Data Charges

Data
Floaming Data

Total Data Charges
Text Messaging

Incoming SMS Msg
Outgoihg SMS Msg

Total Text Massaging
Taxes And Surcharges

Federal USF Surcharge - Wireless
Kentucky CMRS Service Charge
Kentucky GRT Surcharge
Kentucky Lifeline Surcharge
Kentucky TRS/TAP Surcharge
Pikeville Independent Utility Gross Receipts Tax
Inierconnect Charge (Qty.1)
Regulatory Charge (Qty,1)

Total Taxes And Surcharges
Air Time Summary
Data 5GB NW
NTUnlimited Voice <5

1

137
138

1,860,099
3,395

1,863,494

149
1.29
278

Included
1843809

2039

OveracLe

443 1,012
200 677
103 204
51 145

1 1

17 . 17
2,056

69.99
29.99
5.99

$105.97

0.00
0,00
0.00
0,00
0.00

. 0 00
$0.00

0.00
0,00

80.00

0.00
0,00

$0.00

0.00
0,00

50.00

2.61
0,70
1.30
0,08
0.04
3,00
1.85
0.39

$9.97
Cost
0.00
0.00

Page 3 of 4



Mountain Water District
Operating Account
P.O. Box 3157~ Pikeville, KY 41502

RURIUNITS TRUST RRI 73775

Date

04/30/14

lo I/le APPALACHIAN WIRELESS
order of

'*One Hundred Fifteen And 94/100 Dollars***

115.94

APPALACHIAN WIRELESS

P.O. BOX 630734

CINCINNATI, OH 45263-0734

5 III

From:

Nlountain Water District

Operating Account

,P.O. Box 3157
Pikeville, KY 41502

Memo;

00201555346
Operating Account

Date: 04/30/14

Check Number: 73775

Amount: 115.94

APPALACHIAN WIRELESS

Operating Account Date:

Check Number:

Amount:

73775

04/30/1 4

73775

115.94

Year to Date Paid:

0.00


