COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

THE APPLICATION OF THE EDMONSON
COUNTY WATER DISTRICT FOR TEE
APPROVAL OF THE USE BY SAID WATER
DISTRICT OF A CONTRACT FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION AND USE OF WATER
TRANSMISSION LINES BY PRIVATE
DEVELOPERS AND PROVIDING FOR THE
REIMBURSEMENT OF SAID DEVELOPERS
FOR THE COST OF CONSTRUCTION

CASE NO. 89-008
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On January 10, 1989, Edmonson County Water District
("Edmonson") filed an application with the Public Service
Commisgicn ("Commission") seeking approval of a standard contract
to be used by Edmonson where water transmission lines are to be
constructed to serve subdivision developments. On March 7, 1989,
the Commission requested that additional information be filed. On
March 28, 1989, Edmonson responded to the Commission's data
request in the form of an amended application and "motion for
leave to file compliance."

An informal conference was held on May 30, 1989, and on
November 16, 1989, Edmonson filed a second amended application.
Subsequently, on January 24, 1990 after review and written
communication from Commission Staff, Edmonson filed a third
amended application.

The Commission, having reviewed the evidence of record and

being sufficiently advised, finds:



l. The third amended application proposes two contracts,
one for wuse with individual applicants or groups of applicants
requesting an extension in order to obtain water service
{("Contract No. 1") and one for use with developers requesting
extensions to serve proposed real estate subdivisions (“"Contract
No. 2").

2, The contracts are acceptable subject to the following
exceptions:

Contract No. 1

Item 3 of the contract requires the customer(s) to contribute
the cost of the extension. Item 4 states that the customer shall
construct the water tranamission 1lines at the customer's sole
cost. These regquirements are in conflict, appearing to impose
double payment on the applicant. Where extensions are to be made
to serve an individual applicant or group of applicants, Edmonson
may require the cost of construction in excess of the cost of 50
feet per customer to be contributed equally by such applicants.
However, Edmonson is responsible for the actual construction of
extensions to serve individuals or groups of individuals applying
for service pursuant to 807 KAR 5:066, Section 12(2). Therefore,
the contract should be amended tc delete the customer construction
requirements in item 4.

Item 5 requires the customer to provide all required
easements, 1licenses, or permits for rights-of-way. This is in

conflict with established Commigsion policy set forth in Case No.



6507,1 attached hereto and made a part hereof. The contract
should be amended to delete this requirement.

Contract No. 2

Item 3 requires the developer to construct the water
transmigsgion line or cause the 1line to be constructed. Such
construction should be done in the most reasonable and economical
manner for Edmonson and the developer. The contract should be
modified to allow either construction by Edmonson with the
developer advancing the cost of construction or construction by
the developer at his cost whichever is determined to be the most
reasonable and economical, In either inatance, the contract
should be amended to provide for refunds to the developer in
accordance with 807 KAR 5:066, Section 12(3).

Item 4 provides that the developer and Edmonson together
shall obtain all necessary easements. This provision is
acceptable so long as it does not conflict with Case No. 6507.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the proposed contracts filed by
Edmonson are hereby rejected without prejudice to refile in

accordance with the directives of this Order.

Case No. 6507, The Complaint of Mr. Joseph H. Wells Against
Inter-County Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation, Order
entered July 22, 1976.



Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 19th day of March, 1990.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

ommi3sioner

ATTEST:

éxecutgve D%:ector



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE CQUMMISSIOX OF XSNTUCKY

In the Matter of
THE COMPLAINT OF MR, JOSEPH K. )
VELLS AGAINST INTER-COUNTY ) CAST WOQ. 8807
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE )
CORPORATION )
ORDER

Oa Janusry 2, 19768, the Comaission received a letter froms

Pray

Ur, Joseph H, ¥Wells, P.0. Dox 87, Now laven, Kentucky, wherein he
roquestcd assistance io obtaiping eloctric survice for his farm
located in the vicinity of New lisven. When he bad made applicatiocs
to Inter-County Rural Elvotric Cooperative Corpoaration (Inter-
County) within whoas service ares the farm is located he bad bees
advised that another subscridber of Inter-County, Hr., lewis L, Duas,
would not allow the distribution line to be sxtended aorose bis
property to serve Nr. Yells,

LTV

On Janumry 13, 1978, tue Commission roceived & letter froe
Mr. A. B. Behlatter, 7320 8¢. Andrews Church Roed, louflwville,
Kentucky, who stated that he owned property adjacest to that owsed
by Mr. YWells, and also dexired electric service,

Additional letters were received from Mr. James R. Schaurr,
9329 St. Morits Drive, lLouisville, Kentucky, oa March 7, 1878 whe
owns property sdjacent to Mr. ¥Yells, sand from the Reveresd Cliftes 8.
Wells, father of Joseph Vells, who resides on the Wells property ia &
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mobile home. Both parties also requested electric serviase.

Correspondsuce betwesn the Commission, the partiss of iatesest
and tho utility failed to resolve the situatios. Iater-Ceunty
that it was the policy of the utility sot to provide servies to aay
meaber unless proper right of way is obtained with n properly sigesd
right of way essesent, and furtber that it was also a polisy that Is
County not pay for any right of way to eerve a member,

By lotter dated January 20, 1076, the Commissios advised Iates=
Coi nty ss follows:

", .. it i» tho position of ths Commimeion

thst an olectric utility is required
extend facilities 1,000 foet without




pursuant to the Rulvs of thoe Camissions,
Thisn would imalude tho securiag of right
of wny, by paymesut or coodomnation, wp (o
1,000 foot. The patenlin) custuser, purs
suant to the Rulows, is obligated to pay
all costs assogiatod with aervice ia exovsa

. of 1,000 feet, subjoct to the rofuad pro=-
visions of the Rulos.”

Dy latter received February 12, 1970, Inter-Couaty reaffirmed
its position and mestioned the financial implicatioas of providiag
aervice.

The Commission, havipg considered the matter, sad haviag
boen advised, on its own motion, ordered that the matter be set
tor hearing oo April 18, 1978, at 1:00 p.a.. Ezsters Standard Tine,
in the Cosmismion's offices at Praskfort, Kentueky. )

The hsaring was held as scheduled and all iaterested partiss
were given the opportunity to be heard.

After consideratioan of all svidencs of record and beilag

advined the Coomission im of the opinion and finds: i
:

1. That any policy o’ Inter~Cousty not withstasdiag it is
ths obligation of the utility to provide rervice to aspplicants withis
its certitied ssrvice area, coniistent with the requireasats of
the Rsgulations of the Commission.

2. That it is tbhe ohligation of later-County to provide
asrvice br' the most dirsoct ud.cconntcal meass to the spplicaat.

S. That Inter-County has available to it the means by vhish
any pecesmsry right of way may be securod. These aesas laslede Lhe
right of imminent domain, aod, in this par:icular case, the fast
tuat the provision of service to a sesbar is conditiocssd upos bis
agreeing that extansion may be sade scross his property to serwve
othur applicants. Bince Mr. Duan, or the title holder of resard
ot the Duaa property, is & member of later-County aad reseives
cervice froa Iater-County, there is at lcast implieit ecsssrresce
and agroesent witb this requiresest, eves though the origisal
spplication £)r service, upon which such provisios ia stated, ess~
not be found.

4. That the rigit to olectric service, of qualified appliseats,
1s 0ot & commodity to be bought and wold, sad that 8o custemer of & |
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utllity under the cunditiona bervtufurs rolurred to haw the Fight
to vithbold service from angther applicaat

5. That any costs associated with any condsmmatice
proceeding, should such prove to be ascessary, should be considered
as a general opsrating expesse to be borne by the utility, asd
should not be considersd as part of the cost of providiag serviss
in computing any deposit roquired of any particular appilcsat.

IT IS THEREYORE ORDERED That Inter-County procesd without
delay to make available to Mr., Joseph H. Wells, and to any and al}
applicants in the area hereinbefore refarred to who deaire service,
by the moat direct aud sconomical manper to the spplicants coamisteat
with sound engineering considerations, allowiap to ssch applicaat the
coat of 1,000 fest of line extension or as otherwise provided for
in the Resgulations of the Commission.

Done at Prankfort, Keatucky, this 22nd day of July, 1976.

By the Conmission




