From: Baird, Richard (GOV)

Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 1:57 PM
To: Bob Daddow; Muchmare, Dennis (GOV)
Subject: RE: Flint

Thanks Bob. Dennis & Me too!

Seww from vy Verizon Wiveless 4G LR DROID
On Feb 13, 2015 12:54 PM, "Daddow, Robert" <daddowr(@oakgov.com> wrote:
Stay tuned. | could be rebuffed but Pd like to hear there refort a5 to why not. RID

From: Robert Daddow [mailto:daddowr@oakgov.com]

Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 1:53 PM

To: 'Bart Foster'; 'Nicolette Bateson'; jfausone@fb-firm.com; 'Sue McCormick’
Cc: Brian Baker (bbaker@sterling-heights.net)

Subject: RE: Flint

Importance: High

fGuys - 1 think we can oraft a win here. Intalking with Rich Baivd, who has heen working with Flint on this matter along
with Diennis Muchmore from the Governor's staff, apparently Fling is consider this but s choking a bit on the amount to
b bitledd, While | recoenize that this amount is based on the prior contract, wea ara in & unique position over the next
Tl we ek o 50 am betore the BOWC takes action on the rates, Dudget, CIF and other related efforts on March 11%
{inrmaily BMarch 4% The win would be solving the water probiem in Fiint {generally agresd that this is there issue and
w dacision to remove themsebves from the D84/ guality water product), serving to reduce the Fy-
rrwator raies afready now in the public by perhaps 2% 10 3%, and haip fo tamp down the meadia fransy on
this matter. it abso demoanstrates that flow is part of the probders - DWSD adds Hlow, rates go down.,

rermag frorm g ru

FOLE sigrha

Bighit roew, v ong wins with Flint off the syster - the rates for water ramain ot 31% for suburban wholesate, Flint has
bad water and rhe prags for both of us continues on this mattar, along with the rate media issues.

Mera i what | ;;rr;pr; 142, Dmp the monihi\, rate far a doim wi ;f 7 rsrj Gf timvig e ='é gy st 2 185 month period. 5o lets drop
the rate by say 5 >{; i Pauspect that the 11% rate can ba

i*’ spvend Ty youghly 3U5% o r-}‘:é {mbjet,t the H‘mter f:smi.ip more gdeta @? ivh show the public good

{ Thaeny, i they go past the 15 month time frarme, we can add sosts on -,.if:f.- rebe ot a sami-punitive approach - 3850K

TRE O mors

s waowin f owin here. H the proposal is pot aecepiabie, ther P ke to bear an altarnative i at all
riv since th3e 11% st selling well in the rmedia, ghven ?.ifefs;- risinformation out there in the

FTe

regbadic, ?‘jL

From: Bart Foster [l
Sent: Thursday, February 12,2015 10:33 PM
To: Robert Daddow

Cc: Nicolette Bateson

Subject: Re: Flint

Actually, my quick take is about 8%.



Some background:

When Flint left, the annual revenue profile tor the Water System was initially reduced by $12.5

million, However, we immediately recalculated the rate for Genesee County (recognizing their higher
demands), to effectively “claw back™ about $2 million of the reduction, so the net Flint impact 18 ~ $10.5
million, or just under 2.5% of the (reduced) Water System rate revenue. Assuming that same amount could be
replaced, and all else being equal, the “system rate increase” could be reduced by about 3 percent, with a bit
more of the reduction occurring in the suburban wholesale rate structure. Safe to say that (again, absent any

other changes) the average suburban water rate increase would be closer to 8 percent compared to the current
11.1%.

Hope this helps . . .

Bure Fosrer

President

THF FOSTER GROUP
(983 345-1410

i

fostergroupiic.com <mailto bfoster@fostergrounlic.com™

Please note that the information in this message along with any attachments are infended for the exclusive use of the addresses and
may contain confidential or privifeged informafion. I you are not the intended recipient, please do not forward. copy or pring the
message or its attachments: notifv me of the above address ond delete this message and any affachments.

Thank you.

On Feb 12, 2015, at 7:02 PM, Bart Foster <b{oster@fostergroupiic.com™ wrote:

Bob - in transit but will review and reply this evening,
Sent from my iPhone

On Fob 12, 2013, at 3:44 PM, Daddow, Robert <daddowrimakeny.com> wrole:

Nikki / Bart — don't need a hard and fast number on this. However, it would seem to me thatin a

fixed cost system such as water, if Flint were to be hooked up again at the $847K / month cited in Ms.
McCormick’s January 12™ memorandum and after the release of the rates yesterday, bringing Flint back
would — on a marginal cost basis — serve to mitigate the wholesale {suburban) customer rate increase of
11.1% cited in yesterday's presentation. Without going into a whole lot of detailed calculations {unless
necessary), what would the impact of the inclusion of Flint starting say on July 1, 2015 (hypothetical
date) be on the rate increase presently now in the public? A revised increase of what—10.6% - looking
for a high level sensitivity analysis here. Can you help? RID



