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INTRODUCTION

On December 22, 2000, in response to a wntten request from the Kentucky

Association of Fire Chiefs ("KAFC"), the Public Service Commission ("Commission" )

established Administrative Case No. 385'o investigate fire protection services of

iurisdictional water utilities. This investigation had three stated objectives: (1) the

nnltncttnn nf information about fire protection services of iurisdictionai water utilities;

(2) a detailed examination and analysis of this information to identify deficiencies or

problomc with the prcvicion of such cervices; and (3} tho development nf nifrrm

standards, if necessary, to correct these deficiencies. The Commission's ultimate goal

was "tc ensure that utility praotiooa ere not diocauraging or provcnting rcaoonablc, ooot

effective means of fire protection
services."'vhen

esiabhshlng this administrative proceeding, Ihe consnissiuii uiruutuu tliu

163 water utilities under its iurisdiction to provide certain information regarding their

water systems, their fire protection services, and their position on key issues concerning

the provision of such services. As of October 1, 2001, 120 water utilities, or

approximately 75 percent of all jurisdictional water utilities, have responded.'ased

upon the size of the response and the diversity of the responding water utilities,

Administrative Case No. 385, An Investigation Inta Fees For Fire protection Senrices
tr'y.rsrx oec zz, zoooi.

Order of December 22, 2000 at 2.

The names of these utstttes are appended to this report Two water utilities submitted

responses but failed to identify hemselves. The Attorney General also responded, where appropiiate, to

the commission's Interrogatones. His responses are included in siis survey By its order of December

22, 2000, the Commission also directed KAFC tc respond to certain queshons. As these questions

differed .'rom those posed to jurisdictional water ulilities, KAFC's responses are not reflected in this

vvlvcy,



Commission Staff is of the opinion that an accurate and complete view of fire protection

services provided by jurisdictional water utilities has been obtained.

A survey of the responses to the Commission's interrogatories follows. Because

some utifities did not respond to all interrogatories or gave multiple responses, the totals

for each response may vary. Similar responses have been grouped together (e.g.,

"unsure." "don't know" and "no opinion") have been listed under one heading. Where

feasible, the utility's complete response is shown. In some instances where the

responding party providorl c Ioncthy rocrnnco, tha rocpnncr hnc harn ciimmnrmnd In

some instances, a copy of the response in its entirety has been appended to this

survey. While Commiooion Staff hao caught to accuratoly cummarizo tho responses,

this survey is not intended to substitute for a review of each response.

SUMMARY

Of the 120 responding water utilrlies, 72 utilities provide fire prate<Alon service,"

33 utifities do not provide such service, and I b utiliges limit meir fire protecuon service

to permitting the use of their facilities by fire departments to fill fire trucks.- The

percentage of respondents not providing fire protection service, approxirhately 26

percent, is less than the percentage of water utilities who disclaim in their filed rate

schedules any ability to provide fire protection service or fire flows.'pproximately 28

In its Order, the Commission defined "tire protection service" to include "permitting the

rrstallason of public or pnvate fire hydrants or permitting local fire fighting entities to wifhdraw water from

the water distnbution system at no cost or at a reduced cost."

Res panes to Order ot December 22, 2000. Appendix B, Commission Interrogatory 1.

Of the 160 water utility tari'fs ti at Ccmmrssan Staff reviewed, approximately ro utilities, or 45
poroonoorcs oto urito,dcclwmodo yoottytopo w f pot t ti



percent of all respondmg utilities stated that they no longer install fire hydrants because

they are unable to meet the required water flow
requirements.'s

to the amount of water attributed for fire protection purposes,'0 utilities

reonrted orovidinc in excess of 100,000 ca)lone of water annuallv for fire protection for

the period from 1995 through 1999. Twelve utilities reported providing in excess of one

million gallons ennuegy for that periarl Thirty-tl n e»tigtina rrxnnrtsrl that rltrnnc ihn

same per!od they provided less than 100,000 gallons of water annually for fire

Matc tio» purposes. Twenty-ai" utititico ware unabio to pravrdo tho naoacaary

information. Several utilities complained of thei, inability to obtam accurate or timely

usage Information a.orn local fire
depanmenih.'s

to the cost of this water, 45 utilities reported that the average annual expense

was $500 or less to provide fi.e protection for the 1995 through 1999 period. Iwenty-

six utilities reported their average annual expense for water used for fire protection

purposes was between $1,000 and $10,000. One water utility reported an annual

expense for water for fire protection purposes in excess of $50,000.

Administrstrre Regulation 802 KAR 5:066, Section 10(2)(b) provides:

[P)ire hydrants may be nstalled by e ut:lity only it:

s. A proresslonsi engineer with s Kentucky registration hes certified

that the systen; can provide s minimum fire flow of 250 gallons per
minute, and

b. The system supportrng lhe flow hes ihe cspebtrty o(providrr:g this

flow for s period of not less than two (2) hours plus consumption at the

maximum derly rate

rtesponse to orner ol'oer;erruar 22,2oaa, Aupu»u rl, l l I I r uol r 2.

Among those water uttitres thai complained of reporhng problems were Butler County Water

System, Henry County Water District No. 2, Marion County Water Distnab Nebo Water District, North

Nelsor Countv Water District, Oldham County Water Drslr ct, Pendleton County Wafer District, Simpson
County Water Distnct, South Anderson County ivater District. snd Warren Cour ty Water Distnct.



Where fire protection service is provided, lt usually is in the form of public fire

hydrants." Seventy-one utilities reported having one or more public fire hydrants

connected to their distribution systems.'orty-five utihties, or approximately 38

percent of the responding utilities. reported having 50 or more public f!re hvdrants.

Forty-nine utihtles, or 40 percent of the responding utilities, had no public fire hydrants

In contract, Os utilitiec, or *bout 82 percent of tho responding ublilioc, stated that no

pnvate hydrants were connected to their water distribution systems." Twenty-two

ullgdee stated that pnvete hydronte were connected to their water distribution eyotenx

Fifty-two utilities reported that no sprinkler systems were connected to their systems.

sixty-eight upsges stated ma a( least one spr(nicer system was connefned to meir

systems.

Apparently few water utihties measure the quantity of water used for fire

protection purposes "'nly 13 of the responding water utliities meter water usage from

private hydrants, Only 34 of the respondents meter usage from private sprinkler

systems." Four respondents meter usage from public fire hydrants.'" The majority of

In its Cider ci December�?2,?000, lha Commission defined pubsc rrra hydrants as "fire

hydranta that meet (ha . aqurramants of Administrative Ragraabon 807 KAR 5 066, sac(ton 10(2)(b), and
are mainlarnad and operated at no coal by lhe water utilrly, or whose marntananca and operation costs
are assumed and caid by a governmental entity (a g., municipayty, fire diabrct, county government).'*

Ra ponce to Order of December 22, 2000, Appendix 8, Commission b..larrogalory ba

Raapcnaa lo Order of December 22, 2000, AppendIx B, Commission Interrogatory Sb,

Response lo order of December 22, 2000, Appendix B, commission Interrogatory s.

Response to Order of December 22, 2000. Appar r'ix 8, Commission Interrogatory i'a.

haaponaa xo order ct oacamoar 24 zcoc, Appar clx b, commlaalon rnrarrooarory ec



water used for public fire hydrants is vnmetered and based on estimates from local fire

departments "
Of the utikties responding to the Commission'8 interrogatories, most do not

assess a charge for water orovided to public or private hvdrants." Of the 18 utilities

that assess a fee for water senrice to public hydrants, seven assess a monthiy or

annual fea,. Four of the water utilities charge only fnr water usaor that r rrr arts fmrr

hours. Thirty utilities assess an annual or monthly charge per private fire hydrant, Ten

uf tlraaa utilitiaa aaaaaa a minimum monthly ot>argo for private firo hydranto baaed upon

the meter size.

or the btt utilities that responded to the lnterrugaturies and Itial trave at luuot uiiu

private sprinkler system attached to their systems, 27 do not assess any charge.

:. hirty-two utilities assess the customer a minimum monthly charge based upon the size

of the water meter." Five utilities assess a flat monthly fee per fire hydrant. One utility

assesses 0 charge based upon the size of the building in which the sprinkler system is

located. Another bases its charge upon actual water usage. None of the responding

utilities has a special contract to provide fire protection service "
Of the 120 responding water utilities, only three reported fire events that required

the use of unusually large amounts of water.m The most significant of these events was

Seventeen uclities, however, reported that they were unable l'o obtain estimates rrom r.re

departn:ants and thus had no clear bas:s upon which ro gauge water usage

See Order of December 22, 2000, Appendix 8, Commission Interrogatory 8

Response to Order of December 22, 2000, Appendu S, Commission Interrogatory Sa(S).

Response to Order of December 22, 2000, Appendix 8, Commisaon Interragatory 8b.

pesponseiourneroroecerniierzz,Zoon,Appendix b,cori ~ rsvvuri I I vot r 9



a fire at a commercial landfill that required the use of 15,788,000 gallons of water.

Neither the municipal fire department ncr the property owner reimbursed the water

district for the water used. As a result, the water district absorbed the loss of

aooroximatelv S19,111 in revenues.

Several utilities stated that standby costs associated with being ready and able

tn sc rvc nrr mnrh Drpptpr thon ihn r nato nasncinit.rl with hyrlr*nt installation Fntfy-

two respondents stated that those requesting pnvate fire protection service should pay

the total seato aooaoiotad with tho pravioion of ouah oorvioo. Moot utilitioo otatod ti.ot,

with the exception of having additional points for water main flushing, they receive no

benefit flurrl lite irlsiailabun uf privaiu fire itydrania.

Because of the limited number of utilities providing private fire protection services

and the wide vanance in their cost oi serwce, the responses prowaea no clear trend in

the cost of providmg such service. Several utilities expressed the fear that failing to

properly allocate the cost of this service to those benefiting from the service would

increase costs for all customers. Seventy-five of the responding utilities, approximately

63 percent, stated that the cost of private fire protection service should be borne solely

by the party receiving that service. Only one utility suggested that ratepayers should

subsidize the cost of such service. "

Seventy-four of the 120 responding utilities acknowledged that a water utibty

would benefit from the installation of pubic fire hydrants because of the additional line

flushing points such hydrants would provide" Most noted that their customers would

Response lo Order of December 22, 2000, Apper eix B, Commission ir,terragetOry 10

p. sI a: I 0 0 f D tu 22, sees,App nm O,commas on into raeatou 12a.



also benefit from lower fire insurance premiums, increased fire protection coverage, and

better water quality due to increased line flushingua They, however, saw few benefiis

accruing to them" or the general publica from the mstaflation of private sprinkler

systems.

One hundred seven respondents, or 89 percent of the responding utilities, stated

that they assess no chsrg» to fire r'apartmr nt» fnr wntr»r»r rvir.a prnvirtr ri fnr firn

protection serwcesfl» Ninety-bvo utilities indicated that they do not assess any charge

tu fi e department» for the piaoemont, operation, and maintonanoa of firo hydrantc.

Sixty-seven of the responding utilities that provide free water service to such hydran'.s

acKnowledged titat they do so In violadon uf NRs 270.170 uy iailirrg iu require ilru u»irry

fire department to report its usage.'"

f7espondrttg utibties were equally dwtded cn the msue ot who should bear tne

cost for water used to provide fire protection services." Fifty water utiflties, 42 percent

of the respondents, indicated thai the cost should be borne by afl customers. Thirty-two

water utilities, 27 percent of the respondents, stated that the customer who receives the

benefit of the water should pay its cost. Fifteen utilities, t3 percent of the respondents,

indicated that charges should be assessed for the water if the fire department providinc

Response to Order of December 22, 2000. Apper.dix B, Commission Interrooatory 17b

Response to Order of December 22, 2000. Appar.dix B, Commission Interrocatory 18b.

Response to Or cier of December 22, 2000, Appar dix 8, Commission Interrogatory Isa.

Respoliae IO Order of December 22, 2000. Appar.drx B, Commission Interrogatory 21

Response to Order of December 22, 2000, Appendix B, Commission Interrogatory 20.

n»»purr»e ru oruw ui o»c»rrruur 22, tooo. Auu uu» a, 0» i» I rut» o»t-y ""



the 1re protection service is financed through tax revenues or membership

contributions.

CONCLtfStON

Based upon our review of the responses to the interroaatories and the water

utility tariTfs on file with the Commission, we do not believe that water utility rates

present.'y neve o *ignificent effect on the etet*wida uao nf fire prntr rtinn eervir oa,

especially sprinkler systems. The data suggests that most water utilities are not

uuna uty pr vidiig fire protaotran water aorvi**. Of 12O raapanding water utintioa, OS

have no private hydrants and 55 do not serve fire sprinkler systems. Of the 160 water

uiiiny tariffs reviewed, oo percent contained provisions expressly tiiar;iantiitiy tiiu alriiiiy

to provide fire protection water flows. Ivlany others, while not containing a disclaimer of

such service, suggest that the utility has limited abiiities to provide tire tlows. only bg

water utilities had sufficient demand for hydrants to establish rules for serving such

facilities. Far fewer have rules govermng fire sprinkler systems. The lack of such rules

suggests that most utilities have yet to provide such services,

A potential problem, however, may exist if some guideknes are not established.

Of the 160 water utility tariffs reviewed, 147 contained a rate design in which the

minimum bill contaii:ed a commodity corrponent. Simply put, these minimum monthly

rates covered not cniy fixed utility costs that afl customers impose upon a utility system

by having access to the utility system, but also the cost of a certain quantity of water.

For fire sprinkler and fire hydrant systems, these minimum rates thus contain a charge

for a commodity that is uniikely to be consumed or used. At least five water utilities

currently treat these systems as normal customers despite their unusual usage



patterns, At least 17 water u1ilities have sought to avoid this problem by establishing a

monthly t're spnnkler or hydrant fee that difters from the minimum monthly rate. For the

remaining utilities, however, the pctential exists that fire sprinkler and hydrant systems

when eventuailv installed will be treated as other customers ar:d be charqed a rrinimun;

monthly rate that includes a commodity component.

Ilrlnrenvr.r nr ithr.r tha ravnnnoeo tn thr r.nrnmiooinnq intarrnnainrir a nnr thr fuort

rate schedules suggest that a clear and understandable methodology is being used to

ootahtioh fi a protootion ratoo While oomo ratoo oro apparently booed upon motor ozo,

it is unclear whether the water utilities considered the unique characteristics of fire

puler liun oerviue wl<eri eolduliolrirtg utt: tele. Outa> roice havt: rtu curreldliun lu ure

uti!ity's ccst of service and appear to be an arbitrary rate. A signifflcar t number of water

dtuly tanns provide that the rate tor lire protection services will be a negotiated rate

While such .ate may reflect the unique nuances of serving a customer, it also holds the

potential of a rate that does not reflect cost-o':-service principles

The responses to the Commission's in'.errogatories and a review of waler utility

tariffs also indicate a significant disparity between utility pricing policies ahd operation

practices and utility filed rate schedules. For example, mary water utilities are

providing free water service to fire depaitmenls for fire protection and fire protection

training, but failing to retiect this practice in their filed rate schedules They are also

faihng to revise their filed rate schedules to impose the reporting requirements

mandated by KRS 278.170 This failure to adhere to tariff requirements increases the

likelihood of discriminatory treatment of similarly situated customers



Fire departments also are failing to comply with the reporting requirements cf

KRS 278rt70. While many fire departments are withdrawing water from public water

utility systems, few are reporting the incidents of withdrawal or estimating the amount of

their usaqe This failure is likely to hinder the efforts of water utikties to maintain

accurate water accountability and properly determine their cost of service.


