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1, 

proposed Subdistrict F boundaries have? 

What common characteristics or interests do the areas placed within the 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: The areas included in subdistrict F are all rural, remote from existing water 

distribution facilities and have no access to potable water other than cisterns and wells. 

Given the need to develop financially and technically feasible projects, location of these 

residents, the distance between the properties, the sparse number of residents in the 

affected areas and the demand for safe, affordable, piped water supplies, all of the 

residents of the proposed subdistrict are in a similar situation as to geographic 

characteristics, water supply inadequacy, and need for affordable service. 





2. 
assessment of the proposed surcharge? 

Are the proposed boundaries of Subdistrict F reasonable for purposes of the 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: Yes. The geographic boundaries do not impact the imposition of the 

surcharge or its administration by the District. The key element is to aggregate sufficient 

numbers of residents into the subdistrict to make the project financially feasible in terms 

of the contribution needed to be collected from each household and to limit the 

surcharge to the maximum $30.00 per month amount. 

The accounting and administration of the surcharge account is not affected by 

the location of the residents within the subdistrict. This is consistent with the 

methodology used to establish NKWD’s other nine subdistricts. 





3. 

potential customers located within the proposed boundaries of Subdistrict F? 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: The market is located in a rural area, remote from any water distribution 

system and needs access to potable water to be able to operate its business. As with 

the other potential customers in the proposed subdistrict, the market has no other source 

of water and no other option for obtaining water other than the expansion of Northern’s 

facilities through the proposed subdistrict construction. 

What characteristics, if any, does the Flagg Springs Market share with the other 





4. 

distribution main within the proposed boundaries of Subdistrict F? Are these alternatives 

reasonable or feasible? 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: Should the surcharge component of the project financing be denied, the 

customers of the project will fall under the District’s 100 foot extension tariff. They will have to 

pay the equivalent cost of 100 feet of 8 inch water main if they connect within five years of 

project completion. This is estimated to be between $4,200 and $5,200. That payment is a 

lump sum required to be made at the time of application for service. It would be difficult, if not 

impossible for customers to make that type of contribution to the project and, therefore, is not 

feasible. The District believes that such payments are prohibitive for most residents and 

discourage the extension of potable water service, which has a direct impact on the public 

health by depriving unserved rural areas of safe, clean, readily accessible potable water. 

What are the other alternatives for financing the proposed extension of water 

The District has reviewed the availability of additional funds from every known source. 

There are no additional government grants or low interest loans that the District has identified 

that would be available to finance all or part of this project. Significant contributions have 

already been included in the financing from the Kentucky General Assembly, the Campbell 

County Fiscal Court, the Flagg Springs Market and the NKWD. 

Property assessments are also an option, but present many problems and, therefore, 

are not feasible. Apart from the legal issues associated with the imposition of an assessment, 

which are discussed in more detail in response to question 8, there are a number of practical 

problems in administering an assessment. For example, notifying new property owners of the 



existence of the assessment, collecting the assessment, tracking change of ownership of 

property, enforcing the payment of the assessment and administering the various payment, 

arrearage and collection aspects of the assessment are expensive and time consuming for the 

District. 

Given the District’s history with the use of subdistricts and the alternatives reviewed 

since 1991, there does not appear to be a more, reasonable, feasible, equitable or more cost 

effective means of providing service to these types of residents. 





5. 

extension of water distribution main within the proposed boundaries of Subdistrict F to 

be financed through general rates instead of a surcharge? 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: The cost of making the extensions normally associated with the subdistrict 

Why it is not feasible or reasonable for all costs associated with the proposed 

would generally be too expensive for the District to consider. It is estimated by the District that 

to serve the remaining 2,300 plus households within its service area would cost over 

$65,000,000. Providing extensions to the customers of Subdistrict F at no cost would place an 

expectation of service for no cost for the remaining 2,300 unserved households that cannot be 

financially afforded by the District and would not be fair to the extisting almost 80,000 District 

customers that bore the cost of the main that serves them through surcharges, assessments, 50 

foot contributions, city assessments or through the cost of their home. The cost would be an 

unfair burden on the general ratepayers and would not reflect an economical use of the revenue 

from rates. By imposing the cost of the extension on the customers that most directly benefit 

and who would otherwise not qualify for a District initiated extension, more customers are 

served, customers that otherwise would not receive service get service, and general rate payers 

avoid excessive costs. 

The surcharge reflects the Commission’s policy of placing the cost of new customers 

on those customers similar to a system development charge. The general rate customers 

benefit from the revenue generated by the subdistrict customers and from the lower debt cost 

that results from grants and government subsidized loans. Additionally, it would be unfair to 

general customers and particularly to other subdistrict customers to have the debt associated 

with what would otherwise be new subdistricts paid by existing subdistrict customers. 



The purpose of the subdistrict is to aggregate sufficient customers to make the extension 

of facilities to the residents of the affected areas feasible. There are limited areas in Northern’s 

service area that are unserved. Those areas are widely separated and sparsely populated. A 

map of the unserved areas of Campbell County was attached as exhibit 1 to the Rehearing 

Petition. As can be seen from the map, the estimated 1,300 households without access to a 

potable water distribution system are widely dispersed. Kenton County unserved areas are very 

similar in nature. By combining the proposed areas into subdistrict F, the District is able to 

provide water service to combined high density areas which helps spread the cost among 

sufficient customers to make the project financially feasible for the District and affordable to the 

residents. This is the same methodology the District has used for other subdistrict projects. 

The alternative is the creation of three separate subdistricts, rather than the one proposed, 

which will increase the cost of each project, minimize the economies of scale and add an 

additional administrative expense in forming, tracking and accounting for each. 

If this subdistrict is approved, the customers in the areas designated as 

subdistrict F would pay the District‘s tariffed rate, plus $30.00 per month for water service. This 

$30.00 surcharge is the same as is typically applied to the District’s other subdistricts. Because 

many of these customers are served by wells or cisterns, the $30.00 per month surcharge is 

generally less than the cost of water deliveries per month. 

The surcharge paid by these customers merely reflects the cost of providing service to 

them. If the extensions to these customers had been made according to the District’s “50 foot 

policy” or “100 foot policy”, the customers would have had to make substantial lump sum 

payments prior to construction. Most could not afford to do so. The surcharge, in effect, 

provides an installment payment plan for these customers, which allows the payment of that 

initial cost over a period of years. Because the surcharge is recalculated each year to reflect 

additional customers and reduction in debt costs, the financial impact is minimized. 



The purpose of any subdistrict is to provide service to areas that otherwise could not be 

served due to various factors such as location in relation to existing facilities, excessive cost or 

low customer density. In evaluating the viability of the extension of service the District reviews 

need for the service, demand from the affected area, cost, funding sources and benefit to the 

system as a whole. If there is sufficient public demand, and financing can be obtained within 

the limits of the estimated cost of the project, usually including state or federal loans and grants, 

the project is subject to approval. However, as part of the final determination of the feasibility of 

the project, the District reviews the overall hydraulic functioning of the area adjacent to the 

proposed subdistrict to determine if there are any additional system benefits that could be 

achieved from extending the facilities. For example, if the existing primary main serving the 

nearby area is undersized for future growth as shown in the District’s Master Hydraulic Plan, it 

may be economically sound to upgrade that main as part of the subdistrict project to avoid a 

higher cost in the future to make that same upgrade. 

As has been the District’s practice in these types of extensions, a 12 inch main is 

generally installed, rather than an 8 inch, to provide for increased demand and to allow for 

such services as fire protection. The District contributes the cost differential from the 8 to 12 

inch mains because the benefit of the larger mains enhances the system rather than just service 

to the subdistrict. This allows the District to use the subdistricts to strengthen and improve the 

local transmission and distributions system to meet population growth and commercial 

development needs. 





6. Why, in light of the Commission’s decision in Case No 1991-00468 to relieve 

NKWD of certain obligations under 807 KAR 5066, Section 11 (3), to reimburse real 

estate subdivision developers for water distribution main extensions, is it not reasonable 

for NKWD to use the savings resulting from that decision to finance water distribution 

main extensions in less densely populated areas in lieu of a surcharge? 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: The revenue from the savings associated with the exemption of refunds to 

certain main extensions is significantly less than the cost to upgrade the District’s distribution 

system to meet the demand for the new customers added through subdivision developments. 

The District annually constructs line improvements to meet this additional demand. Since the 

District’s rates are based upon the cost of service to its customers and reflects additional 

growth, there is not any revenue remaining to help fund extensions to unserved households. 





7. Is the methodology that NKWD used to develop the proposed 

surcharge reasonable and consistent with general ratemaking principles? 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: Yes. The methodology used in this case is the same as used in all 

prior surcharge applications. The Commission has found the methodology to be 

reasonable and consistent with ratemaking principles since at least its order of April 19, 

1993, Case No. 93-482. In approving a settlement of the creation of Subdistrict A and 

the surcharge associated with that construction, the Commission said that the 

settlement I ‘ .  . .is in accordance with the law, does not violate any regulatory principles, 

results in a reasonable resolution of this matter and is in the public interest.” Obviously, 

if the creation of the subdistrict and the imposition of the surcharge were not consistent 

with general ratemaking principles or with existing statutory authority, the Commission 

could not have made that statement approving Subdistrict A. 

As in that case, the surcharge in this case recovers only the cost of the debt 

associated with the project, is imposed on the customers that “cause” the cost and 

benefit from the extension, is adjusted annually to reflect the current expense, and is 

effective only until the debt cost is recovered. 





8. Why the use of an assessment as permitted by KRS Chapter 74 is a more 

feasible and reasonable means of financing the cost of the extension than the 

imposition of a rate surcharge? 

Witness: Harrison 

RESPONSE: As the Commission has previously discussed in a case involving 

Northern, an assessment is not a reasonable method to recover the cost of the 

extension of facilities. 

To extend water mains in Kenton County, Northern Kentucky uses 
the assessment procedure set forth in KRS Chapter 74. Under this 
procedure property owners whose real estate may be affected by a 
proposed water main extension are assessed the cost of the 
extension according to the benefits received from the extension. 
The procedure is lengthy and cumbersome. It requires the 
preparation of a detailed report which is the subject of public 
hearings and which the Kenton County Judge/Executive must 
review and approve. The final decision on assessments is then 
subject to judicial review. 
(Order of September 4, 1998, Case No. 97-468, page 2) 

Further describing that procedure, the Commission discussed specific 

requirements for assessments in Case No. 97-056, Order of October 9, 1997, pages 3- 

4, which further underscores the undesirable nature of their use. 

KRS Chapter 74 authorizes water districts to assess property 
owners whose real estate may be affected by proposed water 
system construction. To issue such assessments, a water district 
must first classify all affected real estate in classes according to the 
benefits received from the proposed construction. Such 
classifications serve as the basis for any assessments. KRS 
74.130{1). The water district must also prepare and submit to the 
county judgelexecutive a report which contains, inter alia, the cost 
of the proposed improvements, a description of the affected real 
estate, the names of the real estate owners, and a statement of the 
estimated benefits that will accrue to each class of real estate by 
reason of the proposed improvements. KRS 74.1 30(3). 
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PREFILED TESTIMONY OF RICHARD HARRISON, P.E. 

Q 1 Please state your name and business address. 

A. 

Q 2 Where are you employed? 

A. 

Richard Harrison, 2835 Crescent Springs Rd, Erlanger, Kentucky, 41018-0640. 

I am vice president of engineering/distribution for the Northern Kentucky Water 

District. 

Q 3 State your professional education and background. 

A I have a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from the University of 

Kentucky and have been responsible for the operation of the Engineering and 

Distribution Department for the Northern Kentucky Water District from 1997 to 

the present. 

Q 4 Are you a registered engineer in Kentucky? 

A. Yes. My state board of registration for professional engineers and land surveyors 

registration number is 26,203. 

Q 5 Generally, what are your duties with the District? 

A. I provide general supervision for all construction and design for distribution 



system and treatment and hydraulic matters for the District. I am responsible for 

the construction, maintenance, repairs, replacement and planning for the District 

as far as the distribution systems of the District. 

Q 6 Are you primarily responsible for the District’s assessment of the need for subdistricts 

and the monitoring of their operations? 

A. Yes. 

Q 7 Could you generally explain the purpose of subdistricts? 

A. The purpose of the subdistrict is to aggregate sufficient customers to make the 

extension of facilities to the residents of the affected areas feasible. There are 

limited areas in Northern’s service area that are unserved. Those areas are widely 

separated and sparsely populated. A map of the unserved areas of Campbell 

County was attached as exhibit 1 to the Rehearing Petition. As can be seen from 

the map, the estimated 1,300 households without access to a poiable water 

distribution system are widely dispersed. Kenton County unserved areas are very 

similar in nature. By combining the proposed areas into subdistrict F, the District 

is able to provide water service to combined high density areas which helps spread 

the.cost among sufficient customers to make the project financially feasible for the 

District and affordable to the residents. 

Q 8 Why does the District utilize subdistricts instead of the 50 foot extension method 

outlined in the Public Service Commission’s Administrative Reg 807 KAR 5:066, 

Section 11. Extension of Service? 

The Commission’s Extension of Service Regulation requires the District to 

contribute 50 feet of extension cost for each customer that connects to the main. 

The remaining cost is divided equally by the customers that connect. For example; 

using an extension that includes 20 customers per mile, which is very typical of the 

A. 



District’s recent subdistrict extensions, would require customers to contribute a 

lump sum payment of approximately $10,700 towards the extension using a cost 

per foot of $50. This assumes every customer agrees to participate. If only half of 

the customers participate, the cost each customer contributes increases to $23,900 

per customer. Additionally, each street of the extension would have to be 

managed separately and refund tracking would be very difficult for the dozens of 

streets that the District has provided water to through its 9 subdistricts. 

The difficulty for customer being able to afford the extremely high, lump sum 

contribution is why the 50 foot extension method has not been utilized by 

customers and is why customers appear to overwhelmingly prefer the District’s 

monthly surcharge payment when compared to the Commission’s extension 

method. The District’s subdistrict process is much better received by the 

customers. The District secures grants, then only charges the customers a $30 

monthly surcharge, which has the potential to go down as new customers connect 

over time. Additionally, no refunds are tracked and the customers only have to 

pay the surcharge as long as they continue to take water from the District. This 

methodology has allowed the District to provide cost effective extensions to over 

2,000 households since 1992. 

Q 9 Why is the surcharge an essential element of the subdistrict projects? 

A. The surcharge paid by these customers merely reflects the cost of providing service 

to them. Without the surcharge element, the District will have to rely on its “50 

foot policy” or ”100 foot policy”, the customers would have had to make 

substantial lump sum payments prior to construction. Most could not afford to do 



so. The surcharge, in effect, provides an installment payment plan for these 

customers, which allows the payment of that initial cost over a period of years. 

Because the surcharge is recalculated each year to reflect additional customers and 

reduction in debt costs, the financial impact is minimized. 

Should the surcharge component of the Subdistrict F project financing be 

denied, the customers of the project will fall under the District’s 100 foot extension 

tariff. They will have to pay the equivalent cost of 100 feet of 8 inch water main if 

they connect within five years of project completion. This is estimated to be 

between $4,200 and $5,200. That payment is a lump sum required to be made at 

the time of application for service. It would be difficult, if not impossible for 

customers to make that’type of contribution to the project and, therefore, is not 

feasible. The District believes that such payments are prohibitive for most 

residents and discourage the extension of potable water service, which has a direct 

impact on the public health by depriving unserved rural areas of safe, clean, 

readily accessible potable water. 

Q 10 Has the District considered alternatives to the surchage? 

A. Yes. The District has used assessments, which are very inefficient and difficult to 

administer. Imposing the extension costs on general ratepayers is also inefficient 

and an unnecessary burden on the ratepayers and the District’s resources. The 

surcharge provides the most economical, efficient and feasible means of extending 

service to the greatest number of customers. 

Q 11 Have the subdistricts been well received and accepted by the public? 



A .  Yes. The District has had very positive response from our customers and 

continues to have requests from residents without water service for similar service. 

Not only are our customers satisfied, the governmental officials in the area are 

supportive of the District’s efforts to extend service to as many households as 

feasible. The use of the subdistricts and surcharge has been an extremely 

signrficant part of the District’s efforts to satisfy the public’s demand for service. 

Q 12 If the surcharge is not allowed to be used and subdistricts are not recognized as a 

means of extending service, what impact will that have on extension of service? 

Without the subdistrict and surcharge, the District’s efforts to extend service will 

drastically be reduced. The cost of making the extensions normally associated 

with the subdistrict would generally be too expensive for the District to consider. 

It is estimated by the District that to serve the remaining 2,300 plus households 

within its service area would cost over $65,000,000. Providing extensions to the 

customers of Subdistrict F at no cost would place an expectation of service for no 

cost for the remaining 2,300 unserved households that cannot be financially 

afforded by the District and would not be fair to the extisting almost 80,000 District 

customers that bore the cost of the main that serves them through surcharges, 

assessments, 50 foot contributions, city assessments or through the cost of their 

home. The cost would be an unfair burden on the general ratepayers and would 

not reflect an economical use of the revenue from rates. By imposing the cost of 

the extension on the customers that most directly benefit and who would 

otherwise not qualify for a District initiated extension, more customers are served, 

customers that otherwise would not receive service get service, and general rate 

payers avoid excessive costs. 

A. 



Q 13 Would consolidating the existing subdistricts into one be beneficial? 

A. No. Administratively, maintaining separate records for each is much simpler than 

trying to consolidate the existing subdistricts now. Also, given the difference in 

the debt for each district, the amount owed by the various subdistrict, it would be 

unfair to some of the customers who have paid for many years to have to pay for a 

portion of the newer subdistrict’s debt. 

Q 14 Is there any reason to change the current use of and administration of subdistricts? 

A. No. They work well, are supported by our customers and benefit all District 

customers by increasing the District’s revenues and minimizing the cost of 

extensions for new customers. 



AFFIDAVIT 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

COUNTY OF KENTON 

Affiant, Richard Harrison, after being first sworn, deposes and says that the 

foregoing prepared testimony is true and correct to the best of his knowledge and belief 

except as to those matters that are based on information provided to him and as to those 

he believes to be true and correct. 
c 

/b+--"- 

Richard Harrison 

Ths instrument was produced, signed and declared by Richard Harrison to be his 
act and deed the 13" day of November, 2006. 

.-. bk 
My Commission expires: 
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6/6/2002 

4/12/2002 

12/1/2005 

4/12/2006 

$4,632.76 

$352.79 

$10,166.31 

$ 1 , 2 6 6 . 2 6  

$2,057.62 

$3,344 I 70 

$173.98 

$8,136.22 

$7,649.53 

$2,285.85 

$2,439 18 

$1,715.32 

$346 ~ 09 

$3,003 32 

$629 I 96 

$629.96 

$3,887.34 

$3,866 I 07 

$1,461.27 

$136.33 

$4,071.24 
Filter to Waste System Bid 

$9,331.84 
Filter to Waste System 

$23,267.19 
Filter to Waste System 

$15,326.02 
Filter to Waste System 

$7,756 56 
Filter to Waste System 

$ 3 5 0 . 5 6  
Licking River Pump Station VFD 

$13,171.92 
Campbell County elevated tank 

$2,682.00 _ _  __ __ ._ -~ -______ 

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$0  00  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$0 .00  

$0.00 

$0.00 

$ 0 . 0 0  

$7,649.53 

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 "  00  

$0 .00  

$0.00 

$0.00 

$629.96 

$0 .00  

$0 .00  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$0 .00  

$0.00 

$ 0 "  00  

$0 .00  

$0 .00  

$0 .00  

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0 .00  

$0.00 



System: 11/13/2006 10:54:22 AM 
User Date: 11/13/2006 

N Ky Water District 
TRANSACTION INQUIRY REPORT 

Payables Management 

Page: 10 
User ID: jb 

Vendor ID: BJAIRR Black & Veatcn Corporation 

* Voided 

His tory 6568 
99083395 

PMT 6/5/2006 $8,765" 18 $0.00 

His tory 6585 PMT 6/21/2006 $11 ,410"  14 $0 .00  
99084471 

History 6621 
99086540 

PMT 7/28/2006 $22,687.09 $0 .00  

History 6653 PMT 8/30/2006 $10,836.13 $0.00 

History 6720 PMT 10/12/2006 $19,610.85 $0.00 

99089307 

99090970 

*History FINAL PAY APPL INV 10/17/2003 $135,051.00 
99048077 10/17/2003 TMTP fiter to waste project 

Total Documents: 266 

$135,051.00 











Year I Description cost Project No. 

2007 Main Street $105,000 Unassigned 
2007 Bakewell $765,000 Unassigned 
2007 Benton Road $335,500 Unassigned 
2007 Pointe Benton Road $239,250 Unassigned 
2007 Edgecliff Road $1 78,200 Unassigned 
2007 Philadelphia St $200,250 Unassigned 
2007 Pike St $800,000 Unassigned 
2007 Prospect $78,750 Unassigned 
2007 Wheeler $297,500 Unassigned 

$487,500 Unassigned 2007 East 9th 
2007 East 39th $423,000 Unassigned 
2007 Covington Ave $95,400 Unassigned 
2007 West 5th $681,250 Unassigned 
2007 East 5th $295,000 Unassigned 
2007 West 4th Street $121,250 Unassigned 

$84,000 Unassigned 2007 East 7th Street 
2007 East 8th $351,000 Unassigned 

$735,000 Unassigned 2007 3rd Street 

2007 West 9th $623,250 Unassigned 
2007 Johnson $337,500 Unassigned 
2007 Banklick $99,750 Unassigned 

City of Covington Main Replacement - 2007 Budget $6,000,000 

- 

-- 

-- 
2007 tliesiern Avenue $4;0,000 L)iiassigiied 

Preliminary List - Coordinating with other projects in Covington 
Main Replacement 2007 - Budget 

$7,783,350 
$2,900,000 

2007 Henry Clay, Fayette, Ridgemont, Ft. Wright $500,000 Unassigned 
2007 Alexandria Pike (US 27), Alexandria $995,000 Unassigned 
2007 North Fort Thomas Avenue, Ft. Thomas $300,000 Unassigned 
2007 Craft Road, Alexandria $265,000 Unassigned 
2007 Saint Agnes Circle , Park Hills $1 23,000 Unassigned 
2007 James and McAlpin Avenues, Erlanger $520,000 Unassigned 
2007 Eaton Drive, Ft. Wright $57,500 Unassigned 
2007 Available reserve for unidentified projects $1 39,500 Unassigned 

Preliminary List - Coordinating with other projects in Cities 
Total Approved 2007 Main Rehabilitation Budget $0 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2008 Main Replacement Budget $4,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2008 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2009 Main Replacement Budget $4,100,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2009 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2010 Main Replacement Budget $4,200,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2010 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2011 Main Replacement Budget $4,750,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2011 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2012 Main Replacement Budget $4,750,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2012 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2013 Main Replacement Budget $4,750,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2013 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2014 Main Replacement Budget $4,750,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2014 Main Rehabilitation Budget $1,000,000 Capitalize 
Total Proposed 2015 Main Replacement Budget $4,750,000 Capitalize 

$2,900,000 

, 



Total Proposed 2015 Main Rehabilitation Budget 
Total Proposed 2016 Main Replacement Budget 
Total Proposed 2016 Main Rehabilitation Budget 
Total ProRosed 2017 Main ReDlacement Budaet 

$1,000,000 
$4,750,000 
$1,000,000 
$4.750.000 

Capitalize 
Capitalize 
Capitalize 
Caoitalize 

Total Amount Proposed RehablRepiacement, 2007-2020 $81,700,000 

Y 

Total Proposed 2017 Main Rehabilitation Budget 
Total Proposed 2018 Main Replacement Budget 
Total Proposed 2018 Main Rehabilitation Budget 
Total Proposed 2019 Main Replacement Budget 
Total Proposed 2019 Main Rehabilitation Budget 
Total Proposed 2020 Main Replacement Budget 
Total Proposed 2020 Main Rehabilitation Budget 

, ,  

$1,000,000 Capitalize 
$4,750,000 Capitalize 
$1,000,000 Capitalize 
$4,750,000 Capitalize 
$1,000,000 Capitalize 
$4,750,000 Capitalize 
$1,000,000 Capitalize 
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Year Description cost Project No. Funding 

1995-1996 Total Water Main Replacement, 1.27 Miles $717,554.64 Various Capitalized 

1998 

1998 

1998 

1998 

Race Track Road Main Replacement $82,630.00 184-04 1 Capitalized 

19th Street (St. E. North) W.M. Replace. (Maryland, 20th) $292,109.00 184-038 Capitalized 

Morris 16" to Barrington Tank $409,950.00 184-005 Capitalized 

Indiana & Beech Ave. $3 14,729.00 184-067 Capitalized 
1 

1998 Ky 9 (Bankiick to Steffen) (KDOT) $269,530 00 

TOTAL REPLACED 1998 $1,368,948.00 

Buckner $21,000.00 I NIA I Operating 

E. Maple $21,630.00 NIA Operating 

Operating 1999 Edgewood 524,780.00 N/A 

Operating 1999 Iris $17,640.00 NIA 

Operating 1999 Orchard $54.800.00 NIA 

Operating 1999 Ridge $38,640.00 NIA 

1999 Brentwood $50.400.00 NIA Operating 

1999 Marion Dr $45,360.00 NIA Operating 

1999 Altavia $60,060.00 NIA Operating 

1999 Morgan Court $26,250.00 NIA Operating 

I999 Mt. Alien $51,870.00 NIA Operating 

Operating 1999 Fairview $30,240.00 NIA 

1999 Winona $30,240.00 N/A Operating 

TOTAL REHABILITATED 1999 $472,710.00 Operating 

- -- 

- 
1999 US.  27 at Pond Creek $66.397.00 184-205 Capitalized 

1999 Licking Pike (27-Lickert-Race Track)(Ph.l) $635,537.00 184-033a Capitalized 

i 1999 

1999 

1999 

Upper Eight Mile (Phase I 8 Phase 11) $502,019.00 184-029c Capitalized 

Kenton Lands Road $55,960.00 184-077 Capitalized 
Memorial Pkwy /Clover Ridge (Line to Rossford Tank) $21 1,190.00 184-025 Capitalized 

1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

Memorial Pkwy /Clover Ridge to Believue PRV $269.20 1 .OO 184-047 Capitalized 

Renshaw $55,064.00 184-072 Capitalized 

Kennedy & Rivard Or from Kyles Ln to Dixie $379,235.00 184-03 1 Capitalized 

Park Hills - Dixie to Devou Tank $712,222.94 084-023 Capitalized 

TOTAL REPLACED 1999 $2,886,825.94 Capitalized 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

__ Mcarthur $24,360 00 N/A Operating 

Requart $48,300 00 NIA Operating 

Virginia $64,260 00 NIA Operating 

Woodlawn $73,500 00 N/A Operating 

Upland $58.800 00 NIA Operating 

Old State $123,900 00 NIA Operating 

St James $46,200 00 NIA Operating 

Operating Terrace $21,000 00 NIA 
TOTAL REHABILITATED 2000 $460,320.00 Operating 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

East Alex. Pike, U.S. 27 to Upper Tug Fork $323,136.00 184-050 Capitalized 

U S 27 from Licking Pike to Hillview Drive (Ph 2) $185,328.00 184-0033A Capitalized 

E. 34th $59,900.00 184-085 Capitalized 

East 33rd Street - Main Replacement Project $60,10b.00 184-085 Capitalized 

Winchester $60,000.00 184-085 Capitalized 

Ky. 17, Far Hills to Pelly $297,942.00 184-032 Capitalized 

Ky. 17. Obey Dr. to Ky. 16 $480.745.00 184-084 Capitalized 

- Carren Drive Water Main Replacement Project $309,64 1 .OO 184-075 Capitalized 

Johns Hill Rd. to Ky. 9 at Banklick $231,135.00 184-048 Capitalized 

$2,007,927.00 Capitalized TOTAL REPLACED 2000 



Year Description .- I Cost I Project No. Funding 
I i 

2001 

200 1 

2001 

2001 

200 1 

Washington Street Water Main Replacement Project $153,640 00 184-092 Capitalized 

Ky 17, Alvin to Obey Dr $59,503 00 184-003 Capitalized 

Lower Tug Fork Main Replacement $ 1  17,604 00 184-083 Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Hogreffee Road $91,319 00 184-044b Capitalized 

DodsworthlEast Alexandria Pike $552,321 00 184-087 

l"lrl,"ll I $25,851 00 NIA Operating 2002 

2002 
2002 

2002 

2002 

hR-ll-- I 

Michigan $27.667.00 N/A Operating 

Oakland $16,550.00 N/A Operating 

Vermont $27,667.00 NIA Operating 

W. 28th $25,851 .OO N/A Operating 

2002 

2002 

Wright $46,081 .OO NIA Operating 

North Arlington $63,460.00 NIA Operating 

TOTAL REHABILITATED 2002 $444,151 .OO operating 

2003 

2003 
2003 

2 2 3  

Hudson, Flower Court $121,176.00 N/A Operating 

Ashton, Paige $6 1,200 NIA Operating 

PrimroseNalleyview $26.520.00 NIA Operating 

Operating 
- 

TOTAL REHABILITATED 2003 $506,736.00 

Jefferson,Euciid.Highland $547,818.00 , 184-157 , Capitalized 



Short John Wilson S 



Year Description cost  Project No. 

2005 Kenner, Hooper, Cross Country. Somerset. Ringold, Victoria, Oldham $129,053 00 N/A 

2005 Lake $67,292 00 N/A 

2005 , Lake, Pleasant $28,836 00 N/A 

2005 Short, Shelby, Boone. Kenton. Rohman $175,493 00 N/A 

TOTAL REHABILITATED 2005 $699,218.00 

Funding 

Operating 

Operating 

Operating 

Operating 

Operating 

2006 Viewpoint $141,042.35 184-605 

2006 Shinkle Alley. Shelby St.. Kennedy SI.. Garrard St. & 2nd Street $296.670.50 184-187 

2006 3 6  Phase I across Banklick Creek $282,022.15 184-184 

2006 36" Phase /I - Howard Ave. Latonia Youth Club $1,257.433.21 184-189 

2006 Chesapeake Road - interconnect $518,032.50 184-143 

2006 Henry Clav & Kvles Lane I $26.000.00 184-197 

2006 Holiday Lane $98.103.80 184-192 

2006 East Alexandria Pike $726.880.00 184-190 

2006 Fender Road and Trusdell Road $375.280.75 184-191 

2006 Four Mile Road $165,694.52 184-119 

2006 Lower Tug Fork $207,76320 184-121 

2006 Brookwood Drive - Landslide area $72,000.00 184-608 

2006 Alidrew $8,000.00 184-607 

2006 Marcella Drive 8. St. Anthony Drive $375.1 15.14 184-198 

2006 

2006 Four Mile Pike - Poplar Ridge to Nine Mile Rd $510,000.00 184-1 47 

2006 Montrose Avenue $51,478.73 184-602 

2006 4 Mile Pike, W. 2nd St., Ash Street $128,750.00 184-603 

2006 Stonehouse Road $26 1,828.00 184-113 

2006 Discharge line at Ohio River Pump Station $262,860.00 

Decoursey Avenue B Huntington Avenue $516,312.52 184-199,184-601 

TOTAL REPLACED 2006 $6,281,267.37 

Total Amount to Capitalized, 1997-2006 $27,673,aa9.39 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Total Amount Expensed, 1997-2006 $3,750,749.00 

2006 Cleveland, Emerson, Jackson, Rose Circle $270.574.00 184-606 

Rossmoyne Drive $50.866.00 184-606 2006 

2006 Eastern, Kentaboo $156,380.00 184-606 

2006 Carolina, Graff, W.34th, W.35th $52.363.00 184-606 

2006 Park $1 17,600.00 184-606 

-____ 

2006 Lee $18,900.00 184-606 

2006 Walnut $19,800.00 184-606 

2006 Terrell $6,900.00 184-606 

TOTAL REHABILITATED 2006 $6 9 3,3 8 3.0 0 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 

Capitalized 





Total Amount Proposed RenablRepIacement, 2007-2020 $81,700,000 


