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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-1 Witness: Larry D. Goodhue
REQUEST:

Re: Response to Staff Tech 1-1 and Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 (2020 CapEXx): The
Company’s response to Staff Tech 1-1 indicates that it sold bonds on April 2, 2021 totaling
$5,190,000 in two series (Series A [$5,065,000] and Series B [$125,000]) at an average coupon
rate of 4.056692%. However, Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3, Line 151 indicates that the
Company’s 2020 CapEx funded with Bonds is $5,605,797, which is $415,797 greater than the
amount of bonds it stated was sold on April 2. Please provide a detailed explanation as to the
financing source (if any) for this $415,797 differential.

RESPONSE:

The difference cited is the result of the fact that the bonds issued on April 2, 2021, were issued at
a “premium” into the markets. Investors and the market will determine the appetite to purchase
bonds at either: par, a premium, or a discount. This is all based upon individual investor
portfolio requirements, and/or market supply vs demand objectives. When issuing bonds,
PWW’s overall and sole objective is to provide for the cash flow needed to payoff borrowed
FALOC funds for eligible capital projects funded during the preceding year, as qualified and
used and useful by year-end, under the QCPAC program. As such, the par amount of the issued
bonds will almost always differ from the cash brought in from an issuance, as bonds are almost
always issued at premium or discount. In the case of this April 2021 issuance, only $5,190,000
of bonds (at par value) needed to be issued, in order to bring in the $5.6 million in cash needed
for these projects. The difference is recorded on the Company’s books as Bond Premium, which
is amortized over the term of the issued bonds (as either a “bond ladder” of term bonds, or as
longer-term bonds, with annual sinking fund payments). The amortization of the premium is
included as a factor in the calculated average coupon rate cited above.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-2 Witness: Larry D. Goodhue
REQUEST:

Re: Response to Staff Tech 1-15 and Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 (2020 CapEXx): Based
on the Company’s response to Staff Tech 1-15, it appears that a total of $733,100 in fit up costs
were expended in 2020 related to the Company’s move of its corporate office from Merrimack to
Nashua. Further, it appears that these fit up costs will result in an increase of $19,074 in annual
property tax expense.

a) Please explain whether these amounts represent, i) the full 2020 fit up costs incurred
by both PWW and its affiliates, or ii)) PWW’s allocated share of the 2020 fit up costs.

b) Ifthe Company’s response to (a) is (i), please provide a detailed explanation as to
how PWW intends to ensure that its ratepayers are not paying a greater amount than
necessary relative to these costs through the QCPAC until such time that new
permanent rates are approved in its next general rate proceeding.

c) Ifthe Company’s response to (a) is (ii), please provide a detailed explanation of the
allocation methodology utilized to apportion these costs amongst PWW and its
affiliates. Please provide the detailed computations.

RESPONSE:

a)

b)

This $733,100 amount represents the full incurred for the project, not just PWW’s share.
PWW funds paid for the entire cost of the fit-up, as the tenant in the building (as it was in
the previous headquarters facility). The recovery of a portion of those funds is recovered
through the Return on Assets portion of the Management Fee Allocation, over the useful
life of these costs. This is consistent with the recovery of fit-up costs for the corporate
headquarters for the Company, as included in the approved and consistently applied
Management Fee Allocation.

This amount was fully funded out of DSRR 0.1 funds earned in 2020 from the
Company’s already approved permanent rates from its last completed general rate
proceeding. As such, these costs will not create an amount for ratepayers that is included
in the QCPAC surcharge at this time or going forward or be an element of the underlying
factors (OERR/MOEF, DSRR and CBFRR) used to justify rates requested in the next
general rate proceeding.
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c) As stated in response (a) above, the allocation of these fit-up costs are included in the
Company’s Return on Assets (ROA) portion of the Management Fee Allocation between
the operating companies of the Corporate Group, as of 1/1/2021, as has been done in the
past for any fit-up costs related to the previously occupied leased headquarters facility.
This amount is subject to recovery from the companies as an amount subject to the rate of
return calculation in that portion of the Management Fee Allocation (“MFA”), currently
at a rate of return of 4.51%, and is then allocated to the companies in accordance with the
other factors in the model for Tier 1 costs. The ROA calculation is based upon the Net
Book Value of the underlying assets, as they are depreciated over their useful lives.
Included in the full cost of fit-up are certain assets that have useful lives between 7-15
years, and as such the ROA on these assets included in the MFA will decrease each year
as the assets are depreciated to maturity. Under the current, ROA for the full initial value
of the fit-up costs, the amount shares between the companies is ($733,100 x 4.51% =
$33,062.81). The manner in which all Tier 1 costs are allocated varies from month to
month and are trued up on a year-to-date basis for each month leading up to the final
year-end calculated values. The actual allocation dollar amounts vary each month (and
each year), as they are allocated in accordance with the approved model, based upon
actual: (1) pro-rata revenues, (2) total assets, (3) customers, (4) employees, and (5) square
footage dedicated specifically vs shared, in the headquarters facility. As of current
metrics through the month of May, the ROA portion of the MFA is 75.26% PWW,
20.28% PEU, 1.41% PAC and 3.05% to Pennichuck Water Service Company. Itis
important to note, however, that: (1) this is consistent with the approved methodology for
the sharing of recovery on all assets owned by PWW, for which the benefit is shared by
all other companies in the consolidated group, (2) the ROA Assets portion of the MFA is
only one of several allocation methodologies/tiers within the MFA, as approved and
consistently applied for costs borne, and (3) the direct cost of the leased facility (i.e.
monthly lease payments) are shared pursuant to the MFA in the portion of the model that
allocated operating expenses borne for which all of the companies directly or indirectly
benefit, including the depreciation of these fit-up cost assets, as well as the impact of any
property taxes on these personal property assets.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-3 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 (2020 CapEXx): For each of the following 2020 capital
improvements, please provide a detailed explanation as to why they are subject to a property tax
assessment:

Description Cost Tax
a) Ln 27: Replacement Equipment /Excavator Trailer $17,917 $511

b) Ln 28: Buyout Lease of HP T2530PS Large Format Printer $4,995 $142
c) Ln41: Asset Management — GIS QA/QC ahead of NEW CMMS $56,448 $1,610

d) Ln 50: Replace Engineering Pickup $23,470  $669
e) Ln51: Replace Engineering SUV # 34 $24,432 $697
f) Ln 128: CMMS replacement project* $433,263 $11,754

(*Per Boisvert Testimony, Page 16 (Pg. 56), Lines 2-4, it appears this includes both software and
hardware.)

RESPONSE:

a) Acct 341.00 - Transportation equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in
the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 to reflect that the Replacement
Equipment/Excavator Trailer is not subject to property taxes.

b) Acct 340.10 - Office Equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in the
attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 to reflect that the Buyout Lease of HP T2530PS Large
Format Printer is not subject to property taxes.

c) Acct 347.11 - Computer Equipment-Hardware/Software is a taxable account based on
RSA 83F, the Statewide Utility Tax. This account is reported as taxable based on Form PA-83.
The Asset Management — GIS QA/QC ahead of the NEW CMMS project is booked to Acct
347.11, and therefore is reportable as taxable property.

d) Acct 341.00 - Transportation equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in
the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 to reflect that the Replace Engineering Pickup is not
subject to property taxes.
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e) Acct 341.00 - Transportation equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in
the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 to reflect that the Replace Engineering SUV #34 is
not subject to property taxes.

f) Acct 347.11 - Computer Equipment-Hardware/Software is a taxable account based on
RSA 83F, the Statewide Utility Tax. This account is reported as taxable based on Form PA-83.
The CMMS replacement project is booked to Acct 347.11, and therefore is reportable as taxable
property.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-4 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 (2020 CapEXx), Line 74 — MSDC payment to MWW-
$166,347:
a) Please provide further explanation with regard to the basis for this particular line item
and its inclusion for recovery under the QCPAC mechanism.
b) Please provide a detailed explanation with regard to how the transaction involving the
payment of these MSDC charges was recorded on the books and records of the
Company, and if there will be an annual amortization of these charges (and over what
period of time).
c) In Commission Order No. 26,076 (November 17, 2017) in Docket Nos. DW 17-119
and DW 17-120, the Commission approved a new method by which the Company
(and PEU) would collect the MSDC from individual customers upon their connection
to the system rather than from the entire customer base as a whole. In that order the
Commission commented, “Applying the MSDC to customers as they connect a new
service line to a system that purchases its supply from Manchester Water Works,
eliminates an expense shared by all customers and thereby mitigates any claim that
the fee is unjust or unreasonable when applied to customers who do not take supply
from Manchester Water Works.” (See Page 4, Commission Analysis) Please explain
how the Company’s proposed inclusion of the MSDC in the QCPAC in this
circumstance comports with Commission Order No. 26,076.

RESPONSE:

a) Per PWW’s purchase water contract with Manchester Water Works (MWW), PWW
must pay for used MSDC capacity which is based on the average highest two months of usage on
a gallons per day (gpd) basis based on PWW?’s total usage from its metered connections with
MWW. Since 2020 was a drought year, there was record usage. Prior to 2020, PWW had
purchased 569,005 gpd of MSDC capacity. In 2020, PWW used 616,346 gpd in MSDC capacity
resulting in PWW needing to purchase an additional 47,341 gpd of capacity at $3.79 per gpd or
$179,421.94. Since the approval of PWW’s tariff which allowed it to collect MSDC from
individual customers, PWW collected $13,076 from new customers in accordance with
Commission Order No 26,076 leaving a residual MSDC fee to be collected of $166,346. The
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MSDC is a source of supply cost and the Company included the cost of this fee as a regulatory
asset and the cost of that asset is amortized over 20 years, the terms of the PWW/MWW
purchased water agreement. Please see the Attachment Staff DR1-4 for the calculation of this
fee as provided by MWW and verified by PWW.

b) The $166,347 is recorded as a regulatory asset and it will be amortized over 20 years.
Since the cash that was used to pay this asset was paid for by the Bonds sold on April 2, 2021,
and the principal and interest associated with this Source of Supply Expense is proposed to be
collected via the QCPAC, the amortization expense associated with this regulatory asset will be
pro forma out of amortization expense in future rate cases and will not be collected as part of the
MOERR.

c) The fees collected by PWW in accordance with Commission Order No. 26,076 were
collected from new customers in the amount of $13,076, and reduced PWW’s MSDC payment to
MWW from $179,421.94 to $166,346. The additional MSDC usage above and beyond that used
and paid for by new customers was created by record usage by existing PWW customers during
the summer months of 2020 that was a result of record outside usage in response to the drought
in 2020. Since the $166,346 was driven by existing customers, this expense is appropriately
shared by all PWW’s rate payers as it has been in past rate cases.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-5 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3 (2020 CapEXx), Line 102; Boisvert testimony Page 8
(Page 48), Line 23 to Page 9 (Page 49), Line 4 and Page 22 (Page 62), Lines 7-14:

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)

f)

The cost of media replacement in filters 5 & 6 increased from an estimated $450,000
in the 11/30/2020 update to a final 12/31/2020 price of $495,331. Please indicate the
reason for the increase.

How does the company determine when the carbon media is exhausted or needs
replacement?

Is the media replacement put out to bid? Please explain.

Is the removed media landfilled? Regenerated? Please explain.

What factors or limits will determine the amount of each source (Merrimack River,
Pennichuck Brook) the company will be able to use going forward?

Other than carbon media impacts, are there other differences in water chemistry or
treatment costs associated with using one source v. the other? Please explain.

RESPONSE:

a) The 11/30/2020 estimate should have been updated. The $450,000 estimate was

based on the most recent filter media changeout. When the bids to replace the media
were received the low bid was $495,331

b) Samples are gathered on a monthly basis and sent to an independent laboratory to

determine certain parameters that indicate the removal capacity of the

media. Comparing the results to industry standards and original specifications
determines the time to replace media. Since we are also using the media for PFOA
removal, samples for this contaminant are analyzed on a monthly basis to determine
removal effectiveness.

c) Yes. The media replacement is put out to bid. There are two US suppliers of carbon,

Calgon Corporation and Cabot/Norit. Calgon Corporation was the low bidder on the
carbon replacement project.

d) Disposal of the removed media is the responsibility of the entity providing the

replacement carbon and included in the cost of the carbon replacement project. PWW
is not aware of whether the media removed from Filter’s 5 & 6 was disposed or
regenerated by Calgon Corporation. If Calgon regenerates the carbon it is for reuse
only for non-potable water treatment applications.
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e) Due to the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) PFAS
regulations, in particular the standard for Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) of 12 parts
per trillion (ppt), the Company will use the Merrimack River as its primary source of
water because the level of PFOA in the Merrimack River is substantially lower than
that found in the Pennichuck Brook Water Supply. The level of PFOA in the
Merrimack River supply varies from non-detect to 5 ppt. The level of PFOA in the
Pennichuck Brook system varies between 11 ppt and 40 ppt. The use of the
Merrimack River instead of Pennichuck Brook water will extend the life of the
carbon (for PFOA removal) by a factor of about 4 times. The Company will only use
the Pennichuck Brook water as a source of supply in the future would be if: 1) there is
a contamination event in the Merrimack River, 2) there are mechanical problems or
maintenance work that is being performed at the Merrimack River Intake that would
preclude the use of the Merrimack River as a source of supply, or 3) the PFOA levels
in the Pennichuck Brook Supply dropped to levels similar to those of the Merrimack
River Intake..

f) The Merrimack River and Pennichuck Brook raw water supplies have very similar
water qualities and the use of one supply versus the other does not increase or lesson
the cost of treatment other than the cost of electricity. The Merrimack River supply
requires electricity to deliver water from the Merrimack River to the Water Treatment
Plant (WTP). The Pennichuck Brook supply flows by gravity into the WTP by
gravity so no electricity is required. Additional electrical expenses associated with
the use of the Merrimack River, as detailed in Mr. Boisvert’s testimony, is offset
several times by the cost savings created by less frequent Carbon changeouts required
in the use of the Merrimack River Supply versus the use of the Pennichuck Brook,
which are driven by the levels of PFOA in each supply.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-6 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEXx), Line 35:
a) The Kessler Farm Tank Replacement cost appears to have increased substantially,
from $3,328,000 in the DW 20-020 11/30/2020 update to $4,000,000 currently.
Please explain.
b) Please provide a copy of the most recent tank inspection report.

RESPONSE:

a) The budget for the project was adjusted based on the bids received. The bid values
were higher than the original estimates for the project (prepared in 2019). During
2020 the cost of many building materials doubled or even tripled in price. There were
significant increases in the price of steel, concrete, and lumber, the primary building
materials for this project, that could not have been foreseen when the initial project
estimate was completed in 2019.

b) A copy of the October 17, 2014 report is attached to this response as Attachment
DOE 1-6.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-7 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEXx), Line 36: The cost of the Coburn Woods
main replacement project appears to have increased from $1,188,000 (as a 2022 project in DW
20-020) to $1,855,000 in the current docket. Please explain.

RESPONSE:

The amount of $1,188,000 was the budget for the work on this project that the Company
originally planned to complete in 2020. That budget included the installation of the watermain
and services but not the final paving restoration. A late start in 2020 did not allow for much to
be completed as winter conditions forced a shutdown of the project until the Spring of 2021.
Final paving and site restoration were planned for 2021 with the cost for that work being the
difference between $1,855,000 and $1,188,000 (or $667,000). The Company intends to
complete the water main installation and most of the site restoration in 2021. However, the pace
of construction has been slowed due to the contractor encountering unmapped and poorly located
buried utilities (primarily telecom and electric). It is likely that a portion of the project will be
carried over into 2022. The Company will not be able to confirm the scope of work that will be
complete this year until the fourth quarter of 2021.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-8 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEXx), Lines 40-41: Please comment on the
nature and purpose of the proposed Sweet Hill and Twin Ridge interconnections.

RESPONSE:

These two community water systems (CWS) are located in Plaistow, NH. Both systems have
suffered from a shortage of supply either due to the failure of a well or depleted water levels in
the aquifer. These failures required the trucking of water into each system from time to time. In
addition, the Twin Ridge system has suffered from poor water quality, including elevated
hardness, manganese, and sodium levels that have been the primary concerns. The Southern NH
Regional Water System will allow the Town of Plaistow to convert its water distribution system
from a fire suppression system into a potable public water system. The converted Plaistow
distribution system is near Twin Ridge and Sweet Hill to cost effectively provide an
interconnection to serve as both a redundant and supplemental source of supply. The NHDES
has approved loan funding for the projects through the NH State Revolving Fund. The Company
is in the process of completing the final applications to NHDES and will be filing a petition with
the NHDOE for approval for the Company to accept the SRF loan. The petition will be filed
during the third quarter of 2021.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-9 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Please indicate the current status of the following 2021 projects:
a) Kessler Farm tank replacement.
b) Coburn Woods main replacements.
c) Harris Dam improvements.
d) Supply Pond spillway improvements.

RESPONSE:

a) In construction. Used and useful date by December 2021

b) In construction. Due to the pace of construction which has been slowed due the
contractor encountering poorly located utilities (telecom and electric) as well as
private sewers, the project is expected to carry over into 2022 even the though most
of the work will be completed in 2021.

c) Construction delayed due to environmental permitting and approvals by the NHDES
Dam Bureau. Construction is expected to proceed in 2022.

d) Construction delayed due to environmental permitting and approvals by the NHDES
Dam Bureau. Construction is expected to proceed in 2022.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-10 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEXx): The following proposed 2021 CapEx
projects are indicated as not QCPAC eligible in ‘Column H” of Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4.
However, the budgeted cost of these projects appear to be included in the anticipated bonding of
2021 CapEx to occur in 2022. Please explain.

Description Amount
a) Ln 37: Merrimack River Watershed Council (Grant Match)  $40,000
b) Ln 63: Vehicle Replacement $55,000
c) Ln 64: Vehicle Replacement $40,000
d) Ln 70: Infoview Licenses $65,000

RESPONSE:

Of the projects listed above in a) through d) only the Merrimack River Watershed Council (Grant
Match) found on Line 44 on Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 should have been labeled as not QCPAC
eligible. All the costs associated with projects listed in b-d above were included in the
anticipated bonding to fund 2021 Capex. The Merrimack River Watershed Council (Grant
Match) should not be included in the anticipated 2021 Bond Total as the cash for this project is
being provided from 0.1 DSRR funds. The attached Exhibit DLW-1 has been corrected to
reflect the changes noted above.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-11 Witness: Donald L. Ware,
Jay Kerrigan

REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEX): It does not appear that the municipal/state
property tax rates indicated in ‘Column O’ of Page 4 of Updated Exhibit DLW-1 are in
agreement with the municipal/state property tax rates indicated in ‘Column O’ of Page 3 of
Updated Exhibit DLW-1 (2020 CapEXx). Please explain.

RESPONSE:

The tax rates in “Column O on Page 4 have been changed to reflect those detailed in “Column
O” on page 3 the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1. I have also adjusted the rates in “Column O”
on pages 5 and 6 so that all the tax rates match.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-12 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEXx): Please explain why the following two
significant projects budgeted for 2021 are indicated as not taxable in ‘Column N’ of Page 4 of
Updated Exhibit DLW-1:

Description Amount
a) Ln 35: Kessler Farm Tank Replacement $4,000,000
b) Ln 36: Auburn Woods (all side streets) $1,855,000

RESPONSE:

Both projects noted above should have been listed as taxable. The attached revised Exhibit
DLW-1 has been revised to reflect those projects that are taxable.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-13 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 (2021 CapEXx): For each of the following 2021 budgeted
capital improvements, please provide a detailed explanation as to why they would be subject to a
property tax assessment:

Description Cost Tax
a) Ln 21: Replacement Valve/vac trailer $ 65,000 $1,731
b) Ln 22: Replacement Equipment Trailer $ 7,000 $200
c) Ln 24: Valve Turner & Vac Truck $200,000 $5,772
d) Ln 60: Purchase new lab equipment $20,000 $533
e) Ln 69: CMMS replacement project (Estimate) $100,000 $2,663
f) Ln 80: CMMS PLL Implementation $170,000 $4,527

RESPONSE:

a) Acct 341.00 - Transportation equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in
the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 to reflect that the Replacement Valve/Vac Trailer is
not subject to property taxes.

b) Acct 341.00 - Transportation equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in
the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 to reflect that the Replacement Equipment Trailer is
not subject to property taxes.

c) Acct 341.00 - Transportation equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in
the attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 to reflect that the Valve Turner & Vac Truck is not
subject to property taxes.

d) Acct 344.00 - Laboratory equipment is not taxable. This line has been changed in the
attached revised Exhibit DLW-1, Page 4 to reflect that Purchased new lab equipment is not
subject to property taxes.

e) Acct 347.11 - Computer Equipment-Hardware/Software is a taxable account based on
RSA 83F, the Statewide Utility Tax. This account is reported as taxable based on Form PA-83.
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CMMS replacement project is booked to Acct 347.11, and therefore is reportable as taxable
property.

f) Acct 347.11 - Computer Equipment-Hardware/Software is a taxable account based on
RSA 83F, the Statewide Utility Tax. This account is reported as taxable based on Form PA-83.
CMMS PLL Implementation project is booked to Acct 347.11, and therefore is reportable as
taxable property.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-14 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert testimony, Page 8 (Page 48), Lines 13-15: Please indicate the nature of the
“emergency generator connection” for the third raw water pump.

RESPONSE:

The emergency generator connection is to provide a means to power one of the three 350
horsepower pumps at the Merrimack River Raw Water Pumping Station during an extended loss
of power at the station. The emergency could be the loss/failure of the existing transformer
feeding the station or the failure of the electric transmission lines leading to the station. The
project will provide the ability to connect a generator to the station for planned maintenance to
the electric lines or the existing transformer to keep the station in service. The major component
of the work is the installation of a manual transfer switch and associated electrical equipment,
wiring and conduits.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-15 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert testimony, Page 8 (Page 48), Lines 17-23: Please provide the supporting
calculation for the comparison of raw water pumping cost to carbon media change-outs.

RESPONSE:

The Company transitioned from using Pennichuck Brook to the Merrimack River as the primary
source of for the Nashua Core water system. The transition was driven by the presence of the
contaminant perfluorooctanoic (PFOA) above the drinking water standards set by the NHDES in
the Pennichuck Brook. The level of PFOA in the Merrimack River is below the drinking water
standard. Though the granular activated carbon (GAC) media in the filters at the treatment
facility adsorbs (collects) PFOA such that filtered water has PFOA below drinking water
standards if not below laboratory detection, the GAC does not perform this way indefinitely.
The GAC essentially begins to fill up and cannot hold or collect additional PFOA, resulting in
the breakthrough of PFOA leading to increased concentrations of PFOA in the treated water.
Without replacement of the GAC, the concentrations will rise to the levels found in the raw
water. If Pennichuck Brook was 100% of the source, the concentration would rise to the level
which is consistently above the NH drinking water standard resulting in a water quality violation.
The same is true when the Company uses the Merrimack River but, the concentrations found in
the Merrimack River water is below the PFOA standards. So, even if breakthrough of PFOA
were to occur, it would breakthrough at a concentration below the drinking water standard.
Because the Company can only pump approximately 22 million gallons per day (mgd), and there
are times when customer demand exceeds 22 mgd requiring a blend of Pennichuck Brook and
Merrimack River raw water. That blend of water may or may not be below the drinking water
standard depending of the flow from each source and the concentration from each source. The
Company must maintain enough adsorptive capacity in the GAC media to ensure no matter what
raw water source (or combination) is being used, that the filters will produce water well below
the standards. GAC media replacement is the way compliance is ensured. Monitoring and tests
allow staff to assess the current conditions of the GAC media such that media can be replaced at
the correct times. Neither before the GAC is used up or too late when breakthrough could occur.

Prefaced on the paragraph above, there is not a defined rule of when the GAC media requires
replacement. It is a function of flow (demand) and the concentration of PFOA being filtered.
Both factors have their own influencing variables and thus are variable too. Based on sampling
of Filters 1 and 2 over the past 2.5 years, the PFOA broke through the carbon at about two years
treating a combination of Pennichuck Brook and Merrimack River Water with an average PFOA
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concentration of about 11 ppt. Based on an average PFOA concentration of 18 ppt in the
Pennichuck Brook Supply, it is expected that the carbon would last about 1.5 years before PFOA
breakthrough if the Company used the Pennichuck Brook Supply exclusively. The average
PFOA in the Merrimack River is well below the NHDES standard; therefore the breakthrough of
PFOA would not drive the carbon replacement. The replacement of the carbon when using the
Merrimack River source water will likely be driven by taste and odor. Since the Merrimack
River has not been used exclusively until 2020, it is not known how long the carbon will last in
treating taste and order. Since the indicators of taste and odor are less prevalent in the
Merrimack River than in Pennichuck Brook, it has been assumed that the carbon will last at least
7 years. As taste and odor is being removed over time, the PFOA in the Merrimack River water
will also be adsorbed by the carbon. Based on an average of 4 ppt of PFOA in the Merrimack
River Water, it is estimated that the carbon adsorption of PFOA will last about 4.5 times longer
than that of Pennichuck Brook so the projected carbon life using the Merrimack River will be
about 6.75 years.

Based on these facts, the Company estimates that the overall cost of treating (carbon plus
electricity) the Merrimack River Water will be about 2.4 times less than treating the Pennichuck
Brook water. The 1/5" reference in Mr. Boisvert’s testimony was a comparison of carbon
replacement costs vs. extra electricity and did not include the carbon replacement cost when
using the Merrimack River. Please see Attachment DOE 1-13 for a detailed set of calculations
supporting the numbers discussed above.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-16 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert testimony, Page 10 (Page 50), Lines 12-13:
a) Please provide an updated figure for the total cost of mains replaced in 2020.
b) Please indicate the total number of feet of mains replaced in 2020.

RESPONSE:

a) The total cost was $1,538,500
b) 4,237 linear feet.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-17 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert testimony, Page 11 (Page 51), Lines 9-10 and Staff Tech 1-11: The three
projects referenced in the response appear to be only a portion of the main replacements
proposed for 2021. Please clarify, and indicate the total cost of mains currently proposed to be
replaced in 2021.

RESPONSE:

They were the only planned water main replacements when the Petition was filed. The other
watermain replacements listed in Exhibit DLW-1, page 4, lines 28-33 were completed in 2020
with only restoration and paving scheduled for 2021.

The two projects planned for 2021, Balcom Street and Euclid Avenue, are going to be deferred to
2022 and replaced with water main replacements associated with City of Nashua Sewer project
and a NHDOT project in Amherst. The watermain replacements are associated with the
following streets Faxon Street, Faxon Avenue, Kendrick Street, and Miami Street in the City of
Nashua. The NHDOT project is a reconstruction of a section of Route 101A in Amherst and
required the relocation/replacement of approximately 1,500 linear feet of 24-inch diameter water
main. The budget for these projects will come from projects that are being deferred to 2022
including Balcom Street and Euclid Avenue mentioned above.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-18 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert testimony, Page 14 (Page 54), Lines 12-22:

a)

b)

c)
d)

Please provide a copy of the permit to construct the deep-water intake, or other
documentation indicating the requirement to complete the Modified Source Water
Protection Plan.

Is the Plan being prepared internally or externally? Please explain.

If externally, how was the contractor chosen?

When is the Plan expected to be completed?

RESPONSE:

a)

b)

d)

A copy of the NHDES letter dated January 19, 2021 approving the design of the
project is found in Attachment DOE 1-18. The section of the letter requiring the
Modified Source Water Protection Plan (MSWPP) is highlighted.

The MSWPP is being completed with the assistance of a consultant and with internal
staff resources.

The consultant (Geosyntec) was selected based upon their qualifications.

On or about December 1, 2021.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/21/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-19 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert Testimony, Page 16 (Page 56), Lines 21-22 and Page 22 (Page 62), Lines 7-14;
Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 3, Line 102:
a) Based on Mr. Boisvert’s testimony, it would appear that the currently anticipated
useful life of a carbon media filter is approximately four years. Please confirm.
b) Please indicate the recorded service life(s) and annual depreciation expense for
‘Carbon media changeout-filters 5&6’ in the amount of $495,331 indicated on Line
102 of Page 3 of Updated Exhibit DLW-1.

RESPONSE:

a) The projected four year carbon life is based on the fact that the current media was
treating Pennichuck Brook water with high levels of PFOA during the summer of
2020. This was done because one of the two original raw water pumps in the
Merrimack River Raw Water Station had not been rebuilt and the new third raw water
pump had not been installed yet. The use of Pennichuck Brook water for about 35%
of the raw water supply during the Summer of 2020 which resulted in the capacity of
carbon in filters being used more quickly than if all the water had come from the
Merrimack River. The Company anticipates an average filter life of about 7 years
(see response to DOE 1-15) now that the Merrimack River raw water supply can meet
almost all of Pennichuck’s raw water supply needs, as a result of the rebuild of the
two existing pumps and addition of the third river pump.

b) For depreciation expense purposes, the Company recorded the service life of the
Carbon media as 7 years which would result in an annual depreciation expense of
$70,762.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-20 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Boisvert Testimony, Page 20 (Page 60), Lines 9-10: With regard to ‘2022 Vertical
Projects’, Mr. Boisvert states that, “The replacement of the Milford Booster Station is also
anticipated in 2021.” (Emphasis added.) Please confirm that the replacement of the Milford
Booster Station will, in fact, occur in 2022 per Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 5, Line 47.

RESPONSE:

Design of the Milford Booster Station will be undertaken in 2021 and replacement will
commence in 2022. The proposed land upon which the replacement station is to be located is
owned by the NH Department of Transportation (NHDOT). The NHDOT has advised that the
approval process for them to grant the required easement could take 6 to 12 months pushing
construction to 2022. The cost to construct this station will be borne by the Milford Water
Department via its fixed annual payment which will be determined as part of an upcoming Cost
of Service Study and petition to the DOE to approve a new PWW-Milford Water Department
Special Purchase Water Contract to be submitted later this year and planned to go into effect in
March of 2022.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-21 Witness: Donald L. Ware
REQUEST:

Re: Proposed 2021 QCPAC Budget:

a)

b)

Does the Company agree that the annual ‘current year’ capital budget, which in this
filing is 2021, should be inclusive of a budget line item and amount pertaining to the
anticipated interest on short-term borrowings, i.e. the Fixed Asset Line of Credit
(FALOC), incurred during the construction / acquisition of the current year CapEX,
that will be included in the subsequent year bonding? Please explain.

Please provide the short-term interest amount that the Company currently anticipates
will be incurred relative to its 2021 CapEX. Please provide the detailed calculation(s).

RESPONSE:

a) Yes.

b)

It is not possible to accurately project the expected short-term interest amount that the
Company currently anticipates it will incur in regard to its 2021 Capex necessary to
provide an accurate “detailed calculation” due to:

1. Project timing which impacts when FALOC funds will be drawn. The timing and
magnitude of cash draws impacts both the interest expense on the borrowed funds
and the amount of expense associated with the unused fee portion of the FALOC.

2. Final project and final project cost that will completed and used and useful at the
end of the year.

3. The interest charged on FALOC draws varies with LIBOR. The Company has no
way to project what the daily LIBOR rate will be.

4. When the bonds will be sold in 2022 to pay off the FALOC.

With the qualifiers noted above, the Company has included a very high-level
projection, with detailed calculations of the interest it projects will be incurred on the
FALOC, based on current project statuses and anticipated project expenditure draws,
through April 4, 2022 (the estimated date for the sale of the 2022 Bonds used to pay
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off the 2021 FALOC borrowings). Attachment DR1-21 shows the actual FALOC
draws to through 7/8/2021. FALOC draws are typically made once a month, after the
close of the previous month’s financials. Please note that the July FALOC for June’s
capital expenditures has not been made so the draw shown on July 21 is an estimate.
The attached estimate starts at the current FALOC borrowed balance of $2,076,335
and then projects out additional monthly FALOC draw amounts based on a current
estimated total PWW 2021 Capex expenditures of $10,564,200. As noted above, the
timing of these projects and final expenditures associated with projects is still very
much in flux. Please note that the Harris Dam and Supply Pond projects have been
delayed from 2021 to 2022 due to a delay in permitting approvals. Correspondingly,
the City of Nashua has added sewer replacement projects to its list of calendar year
2021 work that were not known in early 2021, and as such the Company has added
about $1,000,000 in projected water main replacement work. Since the scope of the
City projects are not well defined at present, the $1,000,000 is a very high-level
placeholder estimate. The final expenditures and timing of these watermain
expenditures is entirely dependent upon the final scope and timing of the City sewer
replacement projects. The attached detailed calculations project the interest expense
on the FALOC at $128,379.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-22 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Updated Exhibit DLW-1, Page 5 (2022 CapEXx), Line 47: The cost of the Milford Booster
Station project appears to have increased from $660,000 (as a 2021 project in DW 20-020) to
$800,000 in the current docket. Please explain.

RESPONSE:

The February 2020 estimate was increased based on the increases in construction costs of
approximately 9% (Engineering New Record Construction Cost index) since the project was
originally estimated in 2019, along with the addition of a third pump to ensure full redundancy to
meet the required demand if one pump were out of service. As noted above, the cost of this
station will be borne by Town of Milford. PWW will bond for the project but Milford, via its
fixed annual payment, will pay 1.10 times the final principal and interest associated with the
project based on the final cost of the project.
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Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.
DW 21-023
2021 QCPAC - Qualified Capital Project Adjustment Charge
Responses to DOE Data Requests —Set 1

Date Request Received: 7/7/21 Date of Response: 7/20/21
Request No. DOE 1-23 Witness: John J. Boisvert
REQUEST:

Re: Extent of engineering resources available to the company:

a) Please indicate generally what engineering services are provided in-house and what
engineering services are contracted out.

b) Please indicate the number of people providing engineering services within the
company and the job title of each.

c) Please list all engineering studies or reports produced either internally or externally in
the past five years in relation to the Nashua core system, including title, responsible
entity/author, year and cost.

RESPONSE:

a) The Company generally performs all engineering services in-house that fall within the
expertise, technical training and professional experience of the engineering staff. Including the
following:

Water main replacement/addition planning and design

Hydraulic modeling

Hydrologic monitoring and analysis of source waters

Water quality monitoring of source waters

Invasive species survey and mitigation within sources waters

Well design, monitoring, and assessment

Booster station planning, evaluation, and design

Treatment process planning, evaluation, and design

Construction Management including design, bidding, inspection and project

documentation.

Private (developer main extensions) construction management and inspection

e New customer service design and inspection (residential, commercial, and industrial)
including domestic service, fire service, and cross connections

e Technical support to the Water Supply, Distribution, and Revenue and Customer
Operations Department

e Environmental permitting including source water protection, conservation reporting,

water use reporting, and groundwater monitoring and analysis.
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e Geographical Information Systems (GIS) design, implementation, maintenance,
management, and application development.

e Management and technical support for global positioning system (GPS) surveying
applications.

e Computerized Maintenance and Management System (CMMS - “Cityworks”)

implementation, design, development, administration, management, training, and support.

Asset Management administration, development, utilization, management, and support.

Long term capital planning.

Regulatory support (NH DOE rate, financing, QCPAC, etc.)

NHDES SRF and NH Drinking Water and Groundwater Trust Fund financing

(applications/requests).

The Company contracts professional services when the technical requirements for those services
are not part of the in-house staff qualifications or the level of complexity requires more
experience than in-house resources are comfortable providing (the Merrimack River Intake
design for example). In addition, the Company may outsource engineering services on larger
projects where the Company simply does not have the staff resources needed to complete a
project in a timely manner (the Water Treatment Facility upgrades in 2006-2011). Outside
services recently used to support in-house engineering efforts include:

