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COMMONWEALTH OF ICIENTUCKY 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

Application of Kentucky-American Water ) 
Company, a/Wa Kentucky American Water ) 
for Certificate of Convenience and Public ) 
Necessity Authorizing Construction of Kentucky ) 
River Station I1 (''ICRS II"), Associated 1 
Facilities, and Transmission Line ) 

Case No. 2007-00134 

PREFILED STJPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF GREGORY C. HEITZMAN 
ON BEHALF OF 

LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR NAME? 

A. My iiaiiie is Gregory C. Heitziiian. 

Q. WHO IS YOUR EMPLOYER? 

A. My eiiiployer is tlie Louisville Water Company ("L,WC"). 

Q. WHAT IS YOUR POSITION AT LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY? 

A. I am the President of L,WC. 

Q. HAVE YOU PREVIOIJSLY CAUSED TESTIMONY TO BE: PREFILED IN THIS 

CASE? 

A. Y e s ,  I have. That testimony was filed prior to tlie public liearing held on November 26,27, 

and 28, 2007 in this matter. 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE O F  YOUR TESTIMONY TODAY? 

A. It is my understanding that tlie Commission's Jaiinary 16, 2008 order in this niatter gave all 

parties tlie oppoi-tuiiity to file any new evidence regarding alternative iiieaiis of expanding ICAWC's 

water supply, provided that sucli evidence is filed in tlie f o m  o f  verified written testiiiioiiy. Since 

the November 2007 hearing, L,WC has coiitiiiued worlcing to identify: (i) alternative measures that 

IWWC could iiiipleiiieiit to alleviate its additional 10 MGD need in 2010; and (ii) additional 
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infoi-iiiation clarifying tlie Louisville Pipeline proposal and LWC's ability to coiiiplete tlie Louisville 

Pipeline by 20 12, as described in iiiy previous testimony. 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE MAIN POINTS OF YOUR TESTIMONY TODAY. 

A. My testimony today addresses the following topics. First, I will identify certain iiiteriiii 

measures that IMWC could iiiipleiiieiit to meet its forecasted 10 MGD demand by 201 0. Second, I 

will provide an update regarding LWC's engineering, design, and permitting progress with respect to 

tlie proposed 1-64 route for the L,ouisville Pipeline. Third, I will identify certain addi tioiial 

information L,WC lias leaiiied with respect to Pool 3 of tlie ICentucky River and related facilities. 

Fo~i-tli, I will describe additional infomiatio~i we have leaiiied with respect to tlie availability of 

public fiiiaiiciiig and grants in coiuiection with tlie Louisville Pipeline. Fifth, 1 will provide an 

update with respect to the refineinelit of certain details associated with tlie Louisville Pipeline 

proposal set foi-th in my previously-filed rebuttal testiiiiony. And finally, I will update the 

Coiiiniissioii regarding tlie growiiig number of entities who have eiidorsed tlie Lmiisville Pipeline as 

tlie best solution to Central ICentucky's water siipply deficit. 

Q. 

MEASIJRES AVAILABLE TO ICAWC. WHAT A N  THOSE INTERIM MEASURES? 

A. LWC lias identified four interim iiieasures by which KAWC could: (i) avoid the significant 

cost preiiiiuiiis associated with tlie Pool 3 proposal; and (ii) alleviate any urgency with respect to the 

20 10 World Equestrian Games or other higli-demand conditions that may arise between iiow aiid 

2010. Those iiieasures are as follows. 

First, L,WC lias discovered that - by July of this year (2008) - Versailles can provide 2 MGD 

of water to ICAWC. IWWC and Versailles are already iiitercoiiiiected at Huntertown Road, aiid 

Versailles has sufficient excess capacity to supply this amouiit of water. Iiiiplementatio~i of this 

interim measure would require either the upgrading of Versailles's existing pump station or tlie 

installation of a temporary, diesel-powered, portable booster pump. Please see tlie attached 

THE FIRST POINT YOU IDENTIFIED RELATED TO INTERIM WATER SUPPLY 
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iiiemoraiiduiii fi-oiii Versailles Mayor Fred Siegeliiiaii (Exhibit 1 ) and tlie attached letter fi-oin GRW 

Eiigiiieers (Exhibit 2). 

Second, LWC has discovered that - by July of 2009 - Versailles can supplement this amount 

with an additional 3 MGD of water (raising its total available interim supply to 5 MGD). (See Exs. 

1-2.) This can be accomplished by tlie installation of a peiiiiaiieiit booster puiiip station and soiiie 

additional piping for only $158,850, as estimated in 2006. (See Ex. 2.) Fraiiltfort can also provide 

(through existing iiitercoiiiiection with Georgetown) aii additional 2 MGD of water to KAWC by this 

time. Please see the attached letter from Fraikfoi-t Plant Board Manager Wai-iier J. Caines (Exhibit 

- 3 )  and the Noveiiiber 20, 2007 resolution of the Fraiiltfort Plant Board (Exhibit 4) for confirmation 

of this possibility. Talteii together, then, L,WC has discovered that ISAWC could avail itself of up to 

7 MGD of water by July of 2009 (before its proposed plant would even be close to completion). 

Third, LWC's oiigoiiig engineering and desigii work on tlie L,ouisville Pipeliiie proposal 

(discussed in iiioi-e detail below) confiiiiis that - by July of 20 IO - it will have completed a pipeline 

comiecting to the Frankfort Plant Board. (See ir$-n.) As a result of LWC's connection to the 

Frankfort Plant Board system, tlie Frankfort Plant Board will be able to devote LIP to an additioiial 3 

to 5 MGD of water to ISAWC's iieeds with additional pipiiig coiiiiectiiig tlie Fradtfort Plant Board to 

the KAWC system. (See Rebuttal Test. of G. Heitzmaii at 5:38-41.) Therefore, by July of 2010, 

KAWC will have access to a water supply of 10 to 12 MGD. 

With this additional 10 to 12 MGD iiiteriiii supply available from Versailles aiid Frankfort, 

KAWC will have satisfied its forecasted additional 10 MGD nced for 2010. (See Direct Test. ofL.  

Bridwell at Table 2.) In addition to demand-side iiiaiiageiiieiit measures, ISAWC could then use that 

IO to 12 MGD being supplied by Versailles and Fraidtfort to address any temporary water supply 

iieeds that may arise prior to JUIY of 2012, when tlie L,ouisville Pipeliiie would be operational and 

capable of supplying 25 to 30 MGD of water at a lower capital aiid ratepayer cost tliaii tlie 20 to 25 

MGD Pool 3 proposal. 
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designed to accoiiiiiiodate tlie installation of crestgates 011 that dam. (See "Money Tor IGxituclcy 

River May Flow Again," Lexington Herald Leacler, A. Mead, Feb. 5 ,  2008, attached hereto as 

Exhibit S .) Based on iiifoi-iiiatioii identified iii Exhibit 5 ,  those dam iiiiprovements are scheduled to 

be coiiipleted by tlie end of 2008. (See id.) Crestgates could be added to tlie dam to ftii-tlier increase 

the water supply by 2010. (See id) Tli~ts, for tlie approximately $5,000,000 to $6,000,000 

investment associated with the iiistallatioii of crest gates at Dam 9, an additioiial oiie billion gallons 

of water can be stored in Pool 9. (See id.) This would provide an additional estimated 10 MGD 

supply over a 100 day period for the benefit of ICAWC's ratepayers. This storage would be 

addition to the 10 to 12 MGD water supply discussed above. 

I also believe it is iinportaiit to elriphasize that these are only interim measures that LWC has 

identified. There may be otlier iiiteriiii measures (sucli as demand-side management) available to 

address IUWC's water supply issues, but tlie responsibility o f  reviewing aiid evaluating interim 

iiieasures should rest with ICAWC. In light of tlie 201 0 Equestrian Games and tlie drouglit of2007, 

it may be advisable for I U W C  to develop a contingency plan to address tlie possibility that 

easement acquisition problems or other delays may liiiider its ability to coiiiplete construction on the 

Pool 3 proposal by July of 201 0. 

Q. SO, CAN YOU PLEASE PROVIDE THE COMMISSION WITH A SIJMMARY 

CHRONOLOGY OF THE ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLY THAT COULD BE MADE 

AVAILABLE TO SATISFY KAWC'S PROJECTED 10 MGD DEMAND IN 2010? 

A. Yes. hi addition to any other iiiteriiii supply measures that may be available to IUWC, the 

followiiig amounts of water appear to be available to ICAWC by tlie following dates. 

Timeframe Total Available Water Supply 

e July2008: Up to 2 MGD available from Versailles. 

e July 2009: Up to 7 MGD available from Versailles and 
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Fraiiltfort, combined. 

. July2010: 

July2012: 

Up to 12 MGD available fi-om Versailles, 
Fraidtfoi-t, and LWC, coiiibined. Additional 
supplies may be secured through the installation 
of crestgates at the iiiiproved Dam 9. 

Up to 25 to 30 MGD available tlirougli the 
Louisville Pipeline. Additional reserve supplies 
may be available to KAWC lroiii otlier regional 
water providers or iiicreased storage at Pool 9, as 
needed. 

Q. YOU ALSO INDICATED THAT LWC HAS DISCOVERED ADDITIONAL 1 

2 

3 

INFORMATION RE',GARDING THE FEASIBILITY OF THE LOUISVILLE PIPELINE'S 

PROPOSED 1-64 ROUTE. PLEASE DESCRIBE WHAT LWC HAS LEARNED. 

A. Certainly. In general, L,WC's ongoing engineering aiid design work indicates that the 4 

5 Lmiisville Pipeline's proposed 1-64 route is feasible and on-track for completion by 2012, as I have 

6 previously testified. 

More specifically, however, I would note that LWC is now under contract with Camp 7 

8 Dresser & McICee eiigiiieers ("CDM") to design tlie Jefferson Comity portion of the L,ouisville 

Pipeline. As tlie attached Status Repoi-t (Exhibit 6)from CDM indicates, L,WC already possesses 9 

10 orie-third of the .Jefferson Couiity easeiiieiits iiecessary for the Louisville Pipeline, and tlie project is 

scheduled for bidding in tlie foui-tli quarter of 2008. (See rd) In addition, L,WC's comiiiuiiicatioiis 11 

12 

13 

with the Divisioii of Water and tlie A m y  Corps of Eiigiiieers have indicated that LWC's design 

methodology for the Jefferson County portion of the L,ouisville Pipeline are acceptable. Those same 

communications have indicated that there is no reason to believe that L,WC's progress and design 14 

1.5 nietliodologies will be different for tlie Shelby County portion (or any other portion) of tlie 

16 L,ouisville Pipeline. 

Siinultaiieously with L,WC's progress, L,WC has joiiied in a pai-tnersliip with the Frankfort 17 

18 Plant Board, Noi-tli Shelby Water Counpaiiy, West Shelby Water District, Shelbyville Water aiid 
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Sewer, and tlie U.S. 60 Water District to construct a pipeline that will provide additional water to 

Shelby Couiity and Fraiiltlin Couiity water providers. This group is called the Slielby-Franldin 

Water Management Group. The Shelby-Franklin Water Management G r o ~ p  has accepted proposals 

for engineering services associated with tlie Shelby Couiity aiid Fraiiltlin County portions of tlie 

L,ouisville Pipeliiie. (See RFP No. 08-001, attached hereto as Exhibit 7.) This RFP requested 

eiigiiieeriiig services in coiuiection with a pipeliiie "to provide an additional source of potable water 

to participating water purveyors between Shelbyville and Franltfort. . . I d  Tlie scope of the 

eiigiiieeriiig services can be easily augmented, as necessary, to upsize a d o r  extend tlie pipeline to 

meet tlie iieeds of IWWC and other iiitei-ested water suppliers. After all, tlie pipeline from 

L,ouisville to Frankfort covers approximately sixty-five to seventy percent (6.5 to 70%) of tlie route 

for tlie Louisville Pipeline proposal to supply water to Central Kentucky. 

Tlie filial thirty to thii-ty-five percent (30 to 35%) of tlie L,ouisville Pipeline proposal would 

extend ii-om Frainltfoi-t tlu-ougli portioiis of Fraiilcliii, Woodford, aiid Scott Counties, ultimately 

coiiiiectiiig with I(IzWC in Fayette County. There are three poteiitial routes for tliis section of tlie 

Louisville Pipeline. Tlie first, and prefei'ell-ed, route would take tlie pipeline along Highway 60 to I- 

64, wliere it would follow tlie interstate to connect with KAWC at the intersection of 1-64 aiid 

Newtown Pike in Lexington. (See Route Map, "Alteriiate A," attached hereto as Exhibit 8.) A 

second route would take tlie pipeline along Highway 42 1 to Midway, wliere it would follow 1-64 to 

connect with ICAWC at tlie iiitersectioii of 1-64 and Newtown Pike in Lexington. (See id, "Alternate 

B.") Tlie third route, which intervenor CAWS lias vigorously aiid velieiiieiitly opposed, would talte 

tlie pipeline along Iroiiworlts Pike to comiect with IOZWC in L,exiiigtoii. (See id., "Altei-iiate C.") 

L,WC lias advocated tlie first of tliese routes ("Alteriiative A") due to the apparent lack of public 

opposition to that route aiid tlie already encumbered status of tlie land adjacent to the interstate 

corridor. 
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like to update tlie Commission regarding its oiigoiiig iiivestigatioii of eiiviroiiiiiental aiid peiiiiittiiig 

iiiatters i-elated to tlie L,ouisville Pipeline. 

From ai1 eiiviroiiiiieiital/cultural impact perspective, L,WC has begun iiivestigatiiig any 

eiiviroimeiital impact that could be associated with tlie I.,ouisville Pipeliiie proposal. L,WC lias 

contacted tlie ICeiituclcy Nature Preserves to deteiiiiiiie whether that orgaiiizatioii lias any knowledge 

of aiiy eiidaiigered species located along the proposed route for tlie Louisville Pipeline. (See Jaiiuary 

30, 2008 L,tr. fi-oiii Sara Hiiies to Andy Williaiiis, attached hereto as Exhibit 9.) LWC lias also 

coiitacted tlie I<eiituclcy Depai-tmeiit of Fish and Wildlife Resources ror the same purpose. (See 

Jaiiuary 28, 2008 L,tr. from Doug Dawsoii to Andy Williaiiis, attached hereto as Exhibit 10.) These 

issues will coiitiiiue to be addressed and appropriately considered in coiniectioii with tlie engineering 

and design work refereiiced above. 

L,WC has also participated in several iiieetiiigs with tlie Highway Depai-tiiieiit to confirm that 

- in those isolated instances where L,WC is unable to obtain an easement for tlie L,oiiisville Pipeliiie 

- it will be possible to install tlie pipeline loiigitudiiially in tlie interstate right-or-way. The Highway 

Department's files coiitaiiied a letter to LFUCG Couiicilwoiiiaii Linda Gortoii stating that 

longitudinal iiistallatioiis are permissible, aiid the Highway Depai-tiiieiit's official policy coiifii-iiis this 

representation. (See Septeiiiber 25, 2007 L,tr. from Marc D. Williams to Liida Goi-toii, attached 

hereto as Exhibit 1 1 ; see also P.E.-202-2 Policy of Highway Departnient, attaclied hereto as Exhibit 

12.) (L,WC iiotes that while this letter iiidicates that I received a courtesy copy, LWC has no record 

of iiiy liaviiig received this letter.) 

LWC lias also leai-lied that intervenor LFUCG is presently proceeding with plaiis to iiistall 

approxiinately two iriiles (9672 linear feet) of tliii-ty iiicli (30") sewer force iiiaiii loiigitudiiially in tlie 

1-64 and 1-75 rights-of-way in Lexiiigtoii. (See Septeiiiber 2.5, 2007 Ltr. from Josepli L,. Henry to 

Greg Heitziiiaii, attached hereto as Exhibit 13; see also Contract Documents and Specifications, 
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attached hereto as Exhibit 14.) Accordingly, there seems to be 110 legitimate basis for ICAWC to 

clialleiige tlie possibility that a portion of tlie L,ouisville Pipeline iiiay be iiistalled (if needed) 

loiigitudiiially in tlie 1-64 right-of-way. 

Q. WE HAVE DISCUSSED INTERIM SOLTJTIONS AVAILABLE TO KAWC, AS 

WELL, AS ENGINEERING, DESIGN, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND PERMITTING STEPS 

THAT ARE BEING COMPLETED. CAN YOU UPDATE THE COMMISSION ON YOUR 

DISCOVERIES WITH RESPECT TO POOL 3 OF THE KENTIJCICY RIVER AND ANY 

RELATED FACILITIES? 

A. Yes .  Siiice the Noveiiiber hearing in this case, LWC lias been in contact with the ICRA 

regarding tlie safe-yield of Pool 3, as well as tlie condition of facilities that impact the water supply 

in Pool 3. Wliat we have leaiiied is tliat tlie ISRA is presently uiider contract with Fuller Mossbarger 

Scott & May Eiigiiieers to assess tlie coiiditioii of tlie dams along the ICentucl<y River. In essence, 

the ISRA lias contracted its engineer to deteiiiiiiie whether certain dams are Luistable and/or in need 

of repair or replacement. That study is not yet complete. In discussions about tliat study, however, 

the ICRA lias also iiidicated that it is not aware of a present safe-yield analysis for Pool 3. 

ICAWC, having conducted no safe-yield study oftlie very pool on which its proposed water 

treatment plant will be situated, asks the Coiiiiiiissioii to assume that the Pool 3 proposal is feasible 

witliout the beiiefit of any legitimate basis to do so. The KRA, however, is presently doing ISAWC's 

due diligence to detei-mine whether Pool 3 is structurally sound to s~ipply ICAWC's proposed water 

treatment plant. Even if there is sufficient water in that pool, it W O L I ~ ~  not uiideriiiiiie tlie significant 

capital and ratepayer savings associated with tlie L,ouisville Pipeline. Nevertheless, L,WC is hopeful 

that tlie Commission will consider the ICRA's dam condition assessiiieiit as it evaluates whether the 

Pool 3 proposal is feasible. (Again, wliile this may involve some brief delay, this delay could liave 

been avoided had ISAWC done its own due diligence with respect to investigating the reliability and 

feasibility of a Pool 3 water treatiiieiit plant. Tliis question is too iiiiportaiit to leave to cliaiice.) 
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Q. I UNDERSTAND LWC HAS ALSO MADE FIJRTHER INVESTIGATION WITH 

RESPECT TO PUBLIC FINANCING AND GRANTS THAT MAY BE AVAILABLE FOR 

THE LOUISVILLE PIPELINE. COULD YOU DESCRIBE WHAT YOU'VE DISCOVERED 

WITH RESPECT TO AVAILABLE PUBLIC FINANCING AND GRANTS? 

A. Yes. In addition to all of the previous investigations, LWC has also condiicted additional 

research into wliether a predominantly public (or entirely public) project such as tlie Louisville 

Pipeline would have access to grants and/or tlie low interest rates associated with public financing. 

Discussions we have liad with the Kentucky Infrastructure Authority (IIICTAI') have indicated that the 

significant public ownership of Lmiisville Pipeline woiild enable ~ C C C S S  to financing opportunities 

through F~iiid F, F~iiid B, or Fund C with the ICIA. (See February 7, 2008 L,tr- from Tim Thomas to 

Greg Heitmian, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.5.) Those fLiiids provide low interest loans to 

goveiiiiiieiit agencies at below-niarlcet interest rates of 0.6% to 3 .O%, thereby lowering tlie long-term 

cost of the Lmisville Pipeline. (See id.) For example, in fiscal year 2008, the KIA lias authorized 

approximately $126.6  nill lion in low interest loans for publicly-owned water and sewer projects. 

We have also liad discussions with the ICentuclcy League of Cities ("KLC"), tlie ICentucky 

Association of Counties ("IL4CO") and tlie I<eiituclcy R~iral Water Association ('KRWA''). Tliese 

entities have, likewise, indicated that the significant puiblic ownership of the Lmiisville Pipeline 

would enable access to additional low-interest loans finaiiciiig from the ICLC. (See February 7,2008 

Ltr. from Garrett L,. Dralceford to Greg Heitmian, attached liereto as Exhibit 1 6; see ulso February 5 ,  

2008 L,tr. from Grant Sattei-ly to Greg Heitmian, attached hereto as Exhibit 17; see crlso February 7, 

2008 LA-. from Gary Lariiiiore to Greg Heitzman, attached hereto as Exhibit 18.) As with the ICIA 

funds, these funds would provide filialicing at below-market interest rates, thereby lowering the 

long-term cost of tlie Lmiisville Pipeline. (See id) 

Finally, LWC has also participated in meetings with several Central ICentuclcy legislators 

regarding tlie possibility of securiiig grant money in coiuiectioii with the Louisville Pipeline. Siiice 

10 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2000, tlie Coiii~iioiiwealtli lias granted more than $600 iiiillioii in state fiiiiids for publicly-owned 

water and sewer projects sricli as the L,ouisviIle Pipeline. Access to these state grants would fiirtlier 

reduce tlie costs of the Louisville Pipeline. 

To illustrate the magnitude of cost impact that increased public financing lias oii large capital 

projects, we have prepared a chart illustrating tlie present worth cost difference of financing $10 

inillion over periods of 20, 30, and 40 years. (See "Aiialysjs of Difference in Cost of Piiblic versus 

Private Financing of $10,000,000," attached hereto as Exhibit 19.) 

For example, if we examine a $88 iiiillioii project like the Louisville Pipeline, the chart 

illustrates that a five percent (5 .0%) difference in interest rates between private aiid public fiiiaiicing 

would result in present value interest savings from public fiiiaiicing of approximately $39.8 iiiillioii 

over twenty years. ($4,525,503 8.8 = $39,824,426) (See id) If that saiiieproject is financed over 

forty years, tlie savings fi-oiii public finaiicing iiicrease to approxiniately $65.2 million. ($7,411 ,5 17 

'I: 8.8 = $65,221,349.) (See id.) 

Likewise, if we examine a $160 iiiillioii project like the Pool 3 proposal, tlie chart illustrates 

that a five percent ( 5  .0%) difference in interest rates between private and public financing would 

result in present value savings from public finaiicing of approximately $72.0 iiiillioii over twenty 

years. ($4,525,503 :I: 16 = $72,408,048) (See id.) If tliat same piaject is filialiced over forty years, 

tlie savings from public financing iiicrease to approximately $1 18.5 million. ($7,411 ,5 17 'I: 16 = 

$1 18,584,272.) (See id) 

In total, LWC has leaiiied that tlie public-ownersliip aspect of its Louisville Pipeline proposal 

is liltely to generate significant cost savings in tlie foi-in of both: (i) low-interest public finalicing 

opportunities fi-0111 tlie KIA, tlie K L C ,  tlie KACO, the IUIWA, aiid potentially other entities; and (ii) 

significant grants to offset tlie costs of the project. 

Q. BASED ON THE I a W C  RATE INCW,ASE APPROVED FOLL,OWING THE 

NOVEMBER HEARING IN THIS MATTER, HAS LWC HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO 
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EVALIJATE THE ESTIMATED RATE IMPACT ASSOCIATED WITH KAWC'S POOL 3 

PROPOSAL? 

A. Yes.  111 slioi-t, we have deteiiiiiiied that - based upon KAWC's and L,WC's 2008 rate 

schedules - IWWC's ratepayers will pay significantly more for water produced by a Pool 3 water 

treatiiieiit plant than tliey will for water delivered through tlie L,ouisville Pipeline. R. W. Beck 

addresses mucli of this analysis in its "Supplemental Report: Fiiiaiicial Analysis of the Pool 3 vs. 

L,ouisville Pipeline Options to Serve Central I<eiitucky Water Custoniers," (dated February 2008) 

(liereinafter "Suppleiiieiital Repoi?") but tliat report must be uiiderstood in light of tlie current 

KAWC aiid LWC rates. 

There can be 110 dispute that IWWC custoiiiers will typically pay higher ~iioiitlily water bills 

than those paid by similarly situated customers of LWC in 2008. For example, KAWC's residential 

custoiners usiiig 6,000 galloiis per inoiitli will pay more tliaii tweiity-four percent (24%) iiiore for 

service in 2008 tliaii an L,WC residential customer usiiig tliat same amouiit of water. (See Rate 

Comparison Chart, attached hereto as Exhibit 20.) For residential cristoiiiers iising 6,000 galloiis per 

month, this traiislates into L,WC custoiners saving more tliaii $5 per iiiontli compared to I U W C  

ciistoiiiers. (See id.) 

LWC's wliolesale savings are even inore iiiipressive. For example, IWWC's wholesale 

customers usiiig 40 iiiillioii galloiis per iiioiitli will pay iiiore than Gfty-six percent (56%) more for 

service in 2008 than an L,WC wholesale customer using tlie same amowit of water. (See id.) For 

wholesale ciistomers usiiig 40 iiiillioii galloiis per month, this translates into L,WC customers saving 

nearly $40,000 per month, compared to ICAWC customers. (See id) 

These savings, then, serve as the bacltdrop to R. W. Beck's Suppleiiieiital Report. L,WC's 

residential customers curreiitly save iiiore than tweiity-four percent (24%) in coiiiparisoli to I(AWC's 

resideiitia1 customers. (See szipra. ) L,WC's wholesale custoiiiers cui-rently save more than iifty-six 

percent (56%) in coiiiparisoii to IWWC's wholesale customers. When tlie Louisville Pipeline's 
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lower capital costs, lower fiiiaiiciiig costs, aiid greater access to grant iiioiiey is layered on top of tlie 

existing rate differential, tlie cost iiiiplicatioiis are too great to ignore. Tlie Louisville Pipeline is 

simply more beneficial to KAWC's ratepayers. 

Q. 

LOUISVILLE PIPELINE PROPOSAL? 

A. 

time to clarify some eleiiieiits that had received criticism from KAWC. 

SINCE THE NOVEMBER HEARING, HAS LWC REFINED THE DETAILS OF ITS 

Yes. Tlie L,ouisville Pipeline proposal remains tlie same, but L,WC has used tlie iiiterveiiiiig 

First, although tliere are other potential routes, L,WC lias clarified tlie preferred route by 

which its coiiiiectioii to tlie Fraiilcfoi-t Plant Board will interface with tlie L,exiiigtoii-to-Fi-ai~cfort 

portion of the pipeline. In essence, L,WC proposes that tlie pipeliiie will connect with IL4WC's 

existing water iiiaiii at the iiitersectioii of 1-64 and Newtown Pilee (in Lexington), travel west along 

the 1-64 corridor to tlie intersection of 1-64 aiid Highway 60 (near Fraiilcfoi-t). From there, it will 

travel north along Highway 60 to tlie East-West Coiuiector (I<Y-676), where it will travel west - 

past the Commission's offices - to tlie existing Fraiilcfort water treatment plant. We are providing a 

map identifying this specific route (identified as "Alteiiiative A") for the coiiveiiieiice of tlie 

Coiiimissioii. (See Route Map, attached hereto as Exhibit 8.) 

Second, L,WC lias reviewed tlie status of its budgeted water treatiiieiit plant capacity 

expaiisioiis, and it can provide tlie followiiig status report to the Commission. In 2007 a study 

conducted by CH2MHill (previously filed with tlie Coiiiiiiisison in response to I U W C  initial data 

request iiuiiiber 50) confiiiiied that tlie finii capacity of L,WC treatiiieiit facilities is 240 MGD. In 

order to assme treatiiieiit capacities are inaintained in excess of 1 5% above tlie iiiaxiiiiuiii demand 

day in the future, L,WC iiicluded capital iiiiprovement projects to expand tlie B.E. Payiie Water 

Treatment Plant ("BEPWTP") froin 60 MGD to 90 MGD and Crescent Hill Water Treatment Plant 

(''CHWTP'') from 180 MGD to 210 MGD in its 2008 capital iiiiproveiiieiit plan. BEPWTP 

expansion projects are budgeted aiid scheduled for 2010 through 2012, and CHWTP expansion 
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projects are budgeted and sclieduled for 2013 through 201 7. Tlie 2008 capital iiiiproveiiient plan 

was approved by tlie L,WC Board of Water Works 011 November 13, 2007. Tlierefore, L,WC 

currently lias 35 MGD available capacity, and with these iiiiproveiiients, we will have 65 MGD 

available capacity by 2012, with 95 MGD available capacity by 201 7. 

Third, we believe that there may liave been some confiisioii from I<AWC with respect to its 

ability to "ramp L I ~ "  demand or expand beyond tlie 2: 1 reserve ratio under tlie L,ouisville Pipeline 

proposal. Tlie Louisville Pipeline proposal was specifically crafted to enable flexibility with respect 

to demand, and I would emphasize that pricing provisions in tlie proposal (as described in iiiy 

previously-filed rebuttal testimony) will allow KAWC to access a supply of 25 to 30 MGD ofwater 

while only obligating it to pay for tliis capacity when it is needed for growth or for days approaching 

its iiiaxiiiiuiii demand. 

Foirrtli, L,WC has reviewed tlie publicly available bid results presented by I U W C  followiiig 

tlie November hearing. (See December 19, 2007 E-Mail from A. W. Trui-iier to AI1 Counsel of 

Record.) That data reveals tliat IL4WC uiiderestiiiiated the price of proposed water treatment plant 

and overestimated the price of its proposed pipeline. (See id,) More specifically, tlie "consti-iictioii 

oiily" bid costs for I<AWC's proposed pipeline totaled approxiiiiately $298 per foot. (See id) R. W. 

Beck's September 2007 (Revised November 2007) "Final Report: Comparison of tlie L,ouisville 

Pipeline and Pool 3 Options to Serve Central Kentucky Water Customers" estimated the pipeline 

costs associated with KAWC's water main to be $300 per foot. (See id at Appendix A-l,ii.3.) This 

close coi-relation between R. W. Beck's estimate and tlie actual results of KAWC's pipeline bids oiily 

strengthens tlie credibility of R. W. Beck's project analysis and its resultant coiiclusioii regarding tlie 

significant present woi-tli cost advantages of tlie L,ouisville Pipeline. 

Finally, I would further emphasize that tlie Louisville Pipeline proposal provides tlie 

opportunity for significant cost-savings in the form of the low interest loans and grants previously 

described in tliis testimony. IL4WC lias not iiivestigated whether public entities sucli as tlie BWSC, 
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L,FUCG, tlie ISRA, tlie KIA, or others could participate in a public-private ownership for the 

L,exiiigton-to-Frai~~liii portion o f  tlie L,ouisville Pipeline. It has dolie no investigation of tlie 

L,ouisville Pipeline at all. Otlier than with respect to tlie BWSC's potential minority ownersliip o f  tlie 

Pool 3 facilities, there is no evidence in tlie record that KAWC has investigated wlietlier these 

additional, potential public partners could participate in its Pool 3 proposal. If any o r  these entities 

were to participate in tlie construction atid ownership of the L,ouisville Pipeline, it could resul t in 

even greater access to grant money aiid low-cost public fiiiaiiciiig. Obviously, tliese savings could 

great1 y benefit ICAWC's ratepayers. 

Q. THANK YOU, MR. HEITZMAN. CAN YOU PLEASE TELL THE COMMISSION 

WHO HAS ENDORSED LWC'S LOUISVILLE PIPELINE PROPOSAL, AS THE BEST 

SOLUTION FOR CENTRAL I(ENTUC1CY'S WATER SIJPPLY DEFICIT? 

A. Certainly. Support for tlie Louisville Pipeline seeins to be growing as we continue to move 

forward with Shelby County aiid Fraidtliii County water providers. At this point, however, tlie 

following entities liave endorsed tlie Louisville Pipeline as tlie best solution for Central ICentuclty's 

water supply deficit. 

0 City of Siiiipsoiiville 

0 U.S. 60 Water District 

0 City of Slielbyville 

0 Shelby Couiity Fiscal Court 

Speiicer County Fiscal COUI-~ 

0 Fraiiltfort Plant Board 

0 Franltlin Fiscal Coui-t 

(See Endorsements, attached hereto as Exhibit 2 1 .) 

Q. 

HEITZMAN? 

DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER STATEMENTS YOU WOULD LII-, TO M A I a ,  MR. 
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A. Yes .  I would reiterate that L,WC is sensitive to Central ICeiituclty's water needs. There is 

obviously a long history to this issue, aiid I think all tlie parties are uiiited in their goal to ensure tliat 

the probleiii is timely and responsibly solved. That being said, IL4WC's application should be 

denied for the following reasons. 

IL4WC's Pool 3 proposal is iiot a respoiisible solution to Central IGxtucIty's water supply 

deficit. First, coiisideriiig the magnitude of tlie investment, ICAWC has not conducted a safe-yield 

analysis of the very pool Eroiii which it proposes to witlidraw water. ICAWC has, likewise, iiot 

studied tlie stability of the daiiis sw-roundiiig Pool 3. The I(RA is looltiiig into tliesc issues, but at 

this point, ISAWC has 110 evidence with respect to tliese crucial issues. There are siiiiply too many 

unknowns with respect to Pool 3 aiid its related facilities. Second, ICAWC has not tlioi-ouglily 

evaluated tlie Lmiisville Pipeline as an alteiiiative solution to tlie water supply deficit. There is 110 

credible contest that the L,oiiisville Pipeline is significantly more cost effective fi-om both capital cost 

and ratepayer perspectives. There is no credible contest that tlie Lmiisville Pipeline will have access 

to greater amomits of public grants aiid low-cost public financing. L,iltewise, there is no legitimate 

reason to believe that tlie Louisville Pipeline cannot be coiiipleted by 2012, as I have previously 

testified. 

Even since tlie Noveiiiber Iiearing in this matter, we have made significant eiigineeriiig aiid 

design progress. In that same tinie, we have also made significant progress with the Highway 

Departlimit regarding access to interstate rights-of-way. Aiid in any event, the L,onisville Pipeline is 

not plagued by tlie same public hostility that confronted a differeiit Louisville-lo-L,exiiigtoii pipeline 

ten years ago. In light of my experience overseeing tlie constructioii of tliousaiids of iiiiles of water 

mains, and in liglit of the progress we have made to date, I reiiiaiii confident tliat the Louisville 

Pipeline caii be completed by 201 2. Therefore, the L,ouisville Pipeline is a more responsible solution 

to Central Kentucky's water supply deficit. 
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And this liigliliglits iiiy second point, which is that there is simply no reason to believe that 

tlie only tiiiiely solution to Ceiitral Kentucky's water supply deficit is ICAWC's Pool 3 proposal. 

Once more, I would reiterate that L,WC takes no issue with the urgent need for a solution to Central 

1<entucky's water supply deficit. What we take issue with is KAWC's ~ulwillingiiess to evaluate 

interim solutioiis that could temper that urgeiicy so that a more responsible solutioii like the 

Louisville Pipeline can be implemented. 

ISAWC was clear at tlie November liearing that it has not investigated tlie possibilities of 

securing its sliort-teiiii supply iieeds fi-oiii Versailles, Fraillltfort, L,WC, increased storage at Pool 9, or 

other iiieaiis. As I Iiave testified today, tliese iiieasiires - ifIL4WC were to impleiiieiit them - would 

permit KAWC to meet its forecasted 10 MGD water supply for 201 0. Moreover, it would do so at a 

tiny fraction of tlie cost associated with tlie Pool 3 proposal. But most importantly, it would 

drouglit-proof Central Kentucky while the L,ouisville Pipeline was being completed. Then, in 2012, 

tlie Louisville Pipeline's Ohio River supply would be able to satisfy Central I<eiitucky's iieeds iiiore 

cost-effectively, more flexibly (as related to demand), aiid more reliably (given tlie uncei-tainties 

sui-rounding Pool '3) tliaii ISAWC's Pool 3 proposal could ever acconiplisli. 

Now that tlie Comiiiissioii, L,WC, and otliers have discovered the potential interim solutions 

that ISAWC failed to evaluate, it is obvious to iiie that ISAWC's urgency to secure a CPCN for its 

Pool 3 proposal is purely a iiiaiiufactui-ed emergency. Quite simply, ISAWC does not iieed a iiew 

water treatiiieiit plant aiid pipeline in order to secure an additional 10 MGD water supply for its 

customers by 2010. To tlie contrary, i€ ISAWC would shift its focus away from iiicreasiiig 

shareholder assets aiid coiiceiitrate, instead, on sei-ving its customer base, it would see that the better 

solution lies with iiiipleiiientiiig iiiteriin measures iiow so that tlie L,ouisville Pipeline can be 

completed by 20 12. 

Accordingly, tlie Comiiiissioii should deny KAWC's application for a CPCN to begin 

coiistructioii of tlie Pool 3 proposal. 

17 



1 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

2 A. Yes.  
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VERIFICATION 

I hereby verify that the foregoing testimony is true and accurate to the best of my Imo\vledge 

and belief. 

COMMONWEAL,TH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON 
>ss 

SUBSCRIBED, SWORN TO AND ACKNOWLEDGED before me by GREGORY C. 
HEITZMAN, to iiie ~nown,  in his capacity as President ofLouisville ~ a t e i -  ~ o m p n y ,  this E d q  
of February, 2008. 

MY coinmission expii-es: + / q / ~ m ~  

Notzry Public 

19 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

It is hereby certified that the Prefiled Supplemeiital Testimony of Gregory C. I-Ieitzman on 

behalf of Louisville Water Cornpaiiy was served via first-class United States mail, sufficient postage 

prepaid, on tlie following individuals this 1 1 th day of February, 2008: 

1-Soiioral-k David Jeffrey Barberie 
Corporate Counsel 
Lexington-Fayette Urban County 
Goveriiiiieiit 
Department of Law 
200 East Main Street 
L,exington, ICY 40507 

I-Ionorable David F. Boelm 
Attorney at Law 
Boelim, ICurtz & Lowry 
36 East Seventli Street 
21 10 CBLD Building 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

Thomas J. FitzGerald 
Couiisel & Director 
ICentuclty Resources Council, Inc. 
Post Office Box 1070 
Frankfort, ICY 40602 

I-Ionorable Liiidsey W. Ingram, I11 
Attorney at Law 
Stoll ICeenon Ogden PLLC 
300 West Vine Street 
Suite 2 100 
Lexington, ICY 40507-1 SO1 

Joli11 N. I-Iiiglies 
124 West Todd Street 
Frankfort, Kentucky 4060 I 

Kentucky River Authority 
70 Willtiiisoii Boulevard 
Frankfort, ICY 4060 I 

I-Soiiorable Michael L. ICurtz 
Attorney at Law 
Boelim, Kmtz & Lowry 
36 East Seventli Street 
2 1 10 CBL,D Building 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

I-Ionorable David Edward Speiiard 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of tlie Attorney General Utility & 
Rate 
I024 Capital Center Drive 
Suite 200 
Franltfort, ICY 4060 1-8204 

Honorable Dariioii R.  Talky 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1.50 
I-Iodgenville, ICY 42748-01.50 

I-Ionorable A. W I Turner, Jr. 
Attorney at Law 
I(eiituclty-Aiiiericaii Water Company aka 
IC entucky Aiiiericaii Water 
2 3 00 Richmond Road 
Lexington, ICY 40502 
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Fred Siegelman 
Mayor 

(859) 873-458.1 

Allison B. White 
ClerWTreasurer 
(859) 873-5436 

Bruce Southworth 
Public Works Director 

(859) 873-2245 

M E M O R A N D U M  

(24 Renaissance Kentucky City” 

William K. Moore 
City Attorney 

(859) 873-6207 

]okn E Wilhoit 
Police Chief 

(859) 873-3 126 

Frankie Shuck 
Fire Chief 

(859) 873-5829 

TO: 409 WATER MANAGEMENT COWCILL 

FROM: FRED SICEGELM, MAYQR 
CITY OF VERSAILLES, KENTUCKY 

DATE: JANUARY 17,2008 

SIJXPJECT: POSSTBLE INTEXPTM WATER SHQRTFALL SOLUTION 

This memorandum shall serve to inform the Water Management Council that the Versailles City 
Council approved aresolution at their January 15,2007 meeting, which authorizes the City’s 
Municipal TJtilities to proceed with possible negotiations for partnering with the Louisville Water 
Company and the Frankfort Water Plant and Electric Board to assist in providing an interim 
solution to the water shortfall in the central Kentucky area.. 

In closing, the Versailles City Council and myself continue to appreciate the need for 
communities to partner: together in order to protect the health and welfare of our coxrununity 
citizens. Thank you for the o p p o h i t y  and we are very optimistic that Versailles can be a 
proven community partner, 

196 South Main Street, PO. Box 625, Versailles, Kentucky 40383 
(859) 873-5969 Facsimile 





April 14,2006 

? 





.- 



vqy truly yours, 

Midhael Jacobs, F.E. 
Project Engiueer 





Water 
Cable 
Electric 
Security 
Local Phone 
Digifal Cable 
Long Distance 
Community TV 
Ethernetlinternet 
Cable Modem/lSP 
Gable Advertising 

Warner J. Caines 
General Manager 

T M  

Frankfort Plant Board 

January 22,2008 

Mr. Greg 0. Heitzman 
President and CEO 
Louisville Water Company 
550 South Third Street 
Louisville, Kentucky 40202 

Dear Greg: 

1 received your letter dated January '14, 2008 related to your request to 
discuss Emergency Supply Contracts, details of the Louisville Pipeline Supply 
along 1-64 and how the  current waterline proposal can be extended to serve 
Lexington and Kentucky American Water. 

Your letter was presented to the  Frankfurt Electric and Water Plant Board in 
the regularly scheduled monthly board meeting Tuesday, January 15, 2008 for 
consideration, 

The Board directed fjtaff to continue negotiations with Louisville Water 
Company as  indicated within the parameters of the Resolution approved by t h e  
Board November 20,2007. 

Warner J. Caines 
General Manager 

WJ Cia b b 

cc: Bruce Southforth 
Versailles Municipal Utilities 
Barf Miller 
City of Versailles 

Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer 

317 West Second Street (P.O. Box 308) Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 Phone (502) 352-4372 
Fax (502) 223-3887 www.fpb.cc 





Water 
Cable 
Electric 
Securiiy 
Local Phone 
Digital Cable 
Long Distance 
Community TV 
EtiJernet/lnternet 
Cable Modem/lSP 
Cable Advertising 

Warner J. Caines 
General Manager 

T R A  . ... 
Frankfort Plant Board 

November 21,2007 NOV 2 1 2007 

COMfWlSSlON 
PUBLIC SERVICE 

Ms. Beth O’Donnell 
Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

RE: Case No. 2007-00134 
Kentucky-American Water Company 

Dear Ms.  O’Donnell: 

Enclosed is a Resolution regarding Kentucky American Water’s proposal 
that is currently pending before the Commission. We ask that it be filed in this 
matter. 

I appreciate your assistance. If you 
me at 352-4541 or hprice@fewpb.com. 

General Manager 

HP/abb 
Enclosure 

Equal Opportunity/. ffirmative Action Employer 

317 West Second Street (P.O. Box 308) Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 Phone (502) 352-4372 
Fax (502) 223-3887 www.fpb.cc 

mailto:hprice@fewpb.com


RESOLUTION OF THE ELECTRIC AND WATER PLANT BOARD OF THE 
CITY OF FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 

WHEREAS, the Electric and Water Plant Board of the City of Frankfort, 
Kentucky desires that the residents of Frankfort and the surrounding area be 
provided a safe, secure, stable and quality water supply, and 

WHEREAS, to this end the Electric and Water Plant Board of the City of 
Frankfort, Kentucky has been presented various proposals to ensure that the 
residents of Frankfort and the surrounding area are provided a continuing safe, 
secure, stable and quality water supply, and the Electric and Water Plant Board 
of the City of Frankfort, Kentucky has reviewed the proposals submitted to it and 
being fully apprised therefrom, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that: 

1. The Members of the Electric and Water Plant Board af the City of 
Frankfort, Kentucky have concluded that Kentucky American Water's 
plan for construction of a water treatment plant on pool three of the 
Kentucky river and connecting pipeline will not best meet the long 
term needs of its customers. 

2. That its Staff is authorized to pursue a supplemental water supply 
via a pipeline connection from Louisville Water Company. 

3. That its Staff may begin discussions with potential partners for 
sharing costs of construction, use of minimum daily water purchase 
requirements and possible joint ownership of pipeline. 

4. That its Staff may begin the selection process for consulting services 
related to this project's implementation. 

RESOLVED this isd) day of &y-@m-,/ .QBL-- ., 2007. 

Chairman 

Attest: 

L.k4'_, A 
Ann B. Bohannon 





Page 1 of 3 

I 1  i 

Heraldl.eader.com 1 News I Business I Sports 1 Entertainment I Living I Classifieds I Jobs I Cars I Homes I 
Lexington Herald-Leader (KY) 

Section: City&Region 
Edition: Final 
Page: B1 

2008-02-05 

MONEY FOR KY. RIVER MAY FLOW AGAIN Beshear's Budget Includes $17.5 
Million in Vetoed Projects 

Andy Mead 
Arnead@hera/d-Leader. Corn 

Gov. Steve Beshear's proposed budget includes $17.5 million for Kentucky River locks and 
dams -- money that then-Gov. Ernie Fletcher vetoed two years ago. Some of the work 
lawmakers envisioned when they put that appropriation in the 2006 budget already has 
begun, with the river's water customers, not the state's general fund, footing the bill. 

But Stephen Reeder, the executive director of the Kentucky River Authority, said there always 
is a need for more money to shore up an old navigation system that now serves chiefly to hold 
water supplies for Lexington and other Central Kentucky cities. 

The oldest dam on the river -- No. 1 near Carrollton -- was put into operation in 1839. The 
youngest -- No. 14 near Beattyville, came on line in 1917. 

In the last several years, the river authority has scurried to make emergency repairs to 
crumbling concrete on the dams, some of which are built on timber frames. 

Failing equipment also has forced the state agency to close most of the locks that allow boat 
traffic to move through dams. 

State help seemed unlikely two years ago, until legislators meeting in a conference committee 
worked out a surprise $55 million plan that was hailed as a victory for water supply planners 
and tourism. 

The plan called for $17.5 million from state funds for Dam No. 9 at Valley View, the century- 
old structure that holds Lexington's water supply. 

The authority also was given permission to raise fees to replace other dams and lacks. 

Although Fletcher vetoed the money for No. 9 along with a host of other projects, the river 
authority went ahead with the replacement plan because it still had the go-ahead to raise 
fees. 

Construction started on the project early last year. The new dam -- a row of steel cylinders] 
each 52 feet in diameter -- will sit in front of the existing dam. 

littp://iil.iiewsbaiik.coi~nl-searcli/we/Arc~~ives?p~actioii=doc&p~docid=ll EA8COB2AC 1 ... 2/11 /2008 
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Although work has stopped for the winter, Reeder said the project is on schedule to be 
completed by the end of the year. 

In December, the river authority agreed to raise fees to pay for the dam. The increase will be 
about 30 cents a month for the average water customer on the Kentucky's main stem. It will 
go into effect in April. Water utilities pay the authority based on how much water they 
withdraw from the river, and pass the fee along to customers. 

Also by year's end, the authority hopes to have under way a replacement for Dam No. 3 at 
Monterey north of Frankfort. 

No one pulls water from the pool behind No. 3, but Kentucky American Water has proposed 
building a new treatment plant there to augment the region's water supply. 

The Kentucky American proposal is before the state Public Service Commission. A decision is 
expected soon. 

Reeder said, however, that the dam will be replaced regardless of what the PSC decides. 
That's because the stability of No. 3 is linked to the stability of No. 4, which holds Frankfort's 
water supply. 

Engineers say the water being held in pool 3 pushes against the downstream side of No. 4, 
helping offset the pressure of water flowing down the river and pressing against the upstream 
side. 

"They're all interdependent, sort of like a stack of dominos," Reeder said of the system of 
dams. 

Replacing No. 3 is expected to require another 30-cent increase, Reeder said. Even if the 
legislature approves the $17.5 million that Beshear is asking for, the money won't be available 
until the second year of the budget. 

The $17.5 million could be used to replace the lock in Dam 4, which gets a lot of use by 
pleasure boaters, and to include a lock in the replacement No. 3. Having those two locks 
operating would significantly increase the distance boats could travel on the river, Reeder 
said. But they still won't be able to reach the Ohio River and the world beyond. The lock on 
No. 1 is broken, and there are no short-range plans to repair or replace it. 

The authority also wants to use money from the legislature to add a four-foot gate on the top 
of Dam 9. The gate would lay flat most of the time, but would be raised in dry times to hold an 
extra billion gallons of water, he said. It could be built as the dam is being completed late this 
year. 

Those three projects -- two locks and a gate -- are expected to cost $5 million to $6 million 
each. 

The gate on No. 9 eventually will be needed to get the region through a record drought even if 
Kentucky American's proposed plant behind No. 3 is built, Reeder said. 
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Another, smaller project would put a valve in Dam No. 8 to allow water to be moved downriver 
during low flows. It could work in tandem with the gate on No. 9. 

At one point, the authority had hoped that it would by now have a new, higher dam to replace 
No. 10 at Fort Boonesborough State Park. 

Nine years ago, then-U.S. Rep. Fletcher persuaded Congress to authorize $24 million for that 
project. But it hasn't received any funding in the last seven years. Reeder said he hopes to 
eventually convert it to a state project to get it back on track. 

Reeder said he thinks money requested by Beshear has as good a chance of being approved 
as any of the other vetoed items included in the budget proposal. 

Senate President David Williams, who was instrumental in getting into the budget the money 
that eventually was vetoed in 2006, said last week that he had not been briefed on how much 
work has been done on the river since that time. 

But, he said, taking care of the old lock and dam system still is "an extremely important 
infrastructure goal." 

"Not only from water supply, but from a navigational and recreational purpose, I think it's 
crucial that we do something about the lock and dams on the Kentucky River," Williams said. 

Reach Andy Mead at (859) 231 -331 9 or 1-800-950-6397, ext. 331 9. 
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Mr. Greg T-Icitr/,nian, P.E. 
I’rrxsid en t 
1,ouisvilIc Wa tcr Company 
550 Sou 111 ‘Third Street 
Louisvillc, I<cntucky 40202 

Subject: L,oriisvillc Wci ter Coiiipany 
1-64 Transmission Main/Booster Pruinp Station 
Status Report No. 1 

l h i r  Mr. I leitzmaii: 

Attaclwd is Stat~is Meport No. 1 for the subject project and is pi‘ovic~cd for your information. 

l’lcasc feel frcc to contact xne if you have any clucstions. 

very truly yOurS, ,.-I 

Michael A. ‘l’aylor, I u‘ .E. 
I’rim-ipd 
(’ainp Dresser & McKec lnc. 

Filc: 1409-61780 



I. 

11. 

Status Report No. 1 
Louisville Water Company 

1-64 Transmission Main/I3ooster Pump Station 
February 1,2008 

Raute Analysis 

A. Preliminary route analysis has been completed. 

B. Ground survey has been completed from the Booster Pump Station to the Jefferson 
County line. 

Regulatory Agenciespermits 

A. Meetings were held with the following Regulatory Agencies on the dates noted: 

1. 

3. 
4. 
S. 

Kentucky Division of Water - 12/10/2007 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - 12/13/2007 
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet - 12/20/2007 
Metro Public Works - 1/15/2008 

2. LG&E - 12/13/2007 

B. Permits 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Kentucky Division of Water - will issue a 401 Permit for crossing Floyds Fork 
and will review other minor stream crossings as required. Estimated review 
time is 60 days. 

The Plan Review Divisian - will review the Plans and Specifications. Estimated 
review time is 45 days. 
LG&E - no permits required. Require 48 hours notification prior to excavating 
near overhead electrical towers. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - will issue a 404 Permit for crossing Floyds 
Fork and will review other minor stream crossings as required. Estimated 
review time is 60 days. 
Kentucky Transportation Cabinet - will require onIy one encroachment permit. 
Estimated review time is 30 days. 

Metro Public Works - will require four encroachment permits. Estimated 
review time is 30 days. 
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C. Permit Applications 

1. The intent is to submit all permit applications by July 1,2008. This is 
approximately 75 days before the anticipated Bid Advertisement Date of 
September 10,2008. 

111. Easements 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

The pipeline is approximately 28,677 lineal feet. Currently, approximately 9,692 
lineal feet of the pipeline is within existing roadway, LWC, MSD and LG&E 
easements. 

Easement plat preparation is on-going and is 50% complete for the remaining 
portion of easements to be acquired. 100% completion is anticipated to be by 
February 20,2008. 

It is estimated that easement acquisition will take 6-9 months. The anticipated 
completion date is August 20,2008 - November 20,2008. 

Easement negotiations for the remaining portions of easements to be acquired are 
scheduled to start February 13,2008. 

IV. Environmental Concerns 

A. Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources - In a letter dated January 28, 
2008 addressed to Andrew Williams, P.E. of the LWC, the agency “Does not 
anticipate any significant impacts from the proposed project to fish and wildlife 
resources due to the nature of the proposed project.” 

8. Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission - In a letter dated January 30,2008 
addressed to Andy Williams of the LWC, the agency recommends that a site specific 
survey be performed relative to endangered, threatened, or special concern plants 
and animals or exemplary natural communities. This survey will be performed 
during Final Design. 

V. Design and Specification Elements 

A. Three piping materials are currently being evaluated for use in the project: 

1. DuctileIron 
2. Steel 
3. Pre-stressed Concrete Cylinder Pipe 

€3. The suction header sizing to the Booster Pump Station is currently under evahation 
and should be completed by February 8,2008. 
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C. Layout of the Booster Pump Station should be compIeted by February 29,2008. 

VI. Project Schedule 

A. The Project Schedule is shown below: 

1. 

2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 
8. 

9. 
10. 

11. 

Complete easement plats - February 20,2008 
Begin easement negotiations - February 13,2008 
Complete Preliminary Design Report - March 14,2008 
Begin Final Design - March 21,2008 

Complete easement negotiations - August 20,2008 - November 20,2008 
Submit permit applications - July 1,2008 
Complete Final Design - September 10,2008 
Bid Advertisement - September 19,2008 

Bid Award - November 6,2008 
Begin Construction - December 8,2008 
In service by - June 30,2010 

VII. Kentucky Transportation Cabinet 1-64 Interchange Reconstruction 

A. Based upon aur meeting with KTC an 12/20/2007, there are no definite interchange 
modifications that can be identified at this time. 
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 

RFP NO. 08-001 

ENGINEERING SERVICES RELATED TO THE 
1-64 PIPELINE FEASIBILITY STUDY 

The Shelby - Franklin Water Management Group (SFWMG) is accepting Proposals 
from qualified firms for Engineering Services. The Request for Proposals (RFP) is 
available from: 

David Billings, P.E. 
SFWMG Engineering Committee 

C/O Frankfort Plant Board 
PO Box 308 

Frankfort, KY 40601 

dbiliinqs@,fewpb.com 
502-352-4468 

The RFP provides background information on the project, contact person for the project, 
general scope of services, required contents of the Proposal, rating / selection process, 
and the time and date to respond. 

A firm will be considered qualified by having experience in the evaluation, design, and 
construction of water transmission projects having a design capacity of I O  MGD or 
greater. 

I. BACKGROUND 

During the periods of drought conditions that occurred over Central Kentucky recently, 
the Shelby - Franklin Water Management Group (SFWMG) was loosely formed in an 
effort to construct, own, and operate a regional pipeline that will deliver potable water 
purchased from Louisville Water Company. 

Member Participants in the SFWMG consist of (from west to east): 
0 Louisville Water Company (LWC) 
0 West Shelby Water District 
e Shelbyville Municipal Water and Sewer Commission 
0 Shelby County Fiscal Court 
e US 60 Water District 
0 North Shelby Water Company 
0 Frankfort Electric and Water Plant Board 

The SFWMG is currently investigating different forms of governance and is expecting to 
become an independent legal entity in the near future. 
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The intent of the SFWMG 1-64 Pipeline is to provide an additional source of potable 
water to participating water purveyors between Shelbyville and Frankfort in an effort to 
augment existing sources of supply. 

Member participants have collectively pledged $75,000 for the work to be performed as 
outlined in the Scope of Services. A supplemental grant will be requested through the 
KIA in the very near future 

2. CONTACT FOR INFORMATION 

Consulting firms responding to this solicitation should direct all inquiries to: 

David Billings, P.E. 
SFWMG Engineering Committee 

C/O Frankfort Plant Board 
PO Box 308 

Frankfort, KY 40601 
502-352-4468 

d billinqs@fewpb.com 

Any contact with other members or representatives of SFWMG in connection with this 
RFP is expressly forbidden and will be reason for disqualification of the firm or team of 
firms. 

3. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The Scope of Services may include but is not limited to: 

0 Inventory of existing water facilities and capacities (plant, pumping, storage, 
pipeline) located near 1-64 corridor that may be utilized for the project 

0 20 year (2030) water demand projections for all participants (winter average, 
summer average, peak) 

0 Route analysis along 1-64 and potential connection points. The analysis shall 
specify potential issues for consideration, e.g., wetlands; endangered 
species; historical, archeological, and cultural conflicts; existing utility facility 
conflicts; difficult construction areas such as railways, blue-line stream, long 
bores, etc.; number of necessary easements; permits; service access; etc. 
The consultant shall identify a preferred route and a preferred alternative(s) 
for further consideration. 

0 Preliminary hydraulic analysis for pipeline and system inter-connections 
0 Preliminary facility sizing and cost estimates (pipe, pumping, storage, etc) 
0 Attending progress meetings as directed by SFWMG 
0 Scope of Services may be expanded pending additional funding. 
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4. DELIVERABLES 

Deliverables may include but are not limited to: 

Q A report documenting the findings and proposed facilities as described in this 
Scope of Services. Ten copies of the draft report shall be presented to the 
SFWMG Engineering Committee for review and comment. Ten copies of the 
final report as reviewed and revised shall be submitted to the SFWMG. 

0 Presentations of findings and proposed facilities to SFWMG and governing 
bodies of individual member entities as required 

5. TIMEFRAME 

The draft report shall be complete and submitted for review within 120 calendar days 
from the Notice to Proceed. 

The final report shall be revised and submitted within 30 calendar days of receiving final 
comments. 

6. CONTENT OF THE PROPOSAL 

Proposals are limited to 25 single-sided pages including letter of transmittal and 
appendices. The Proposal should be structured as follows: 

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 

Summarize in the Letter of Transmittal the reasons for which you or your firm should be 
selected for the engineering services related to the project. The letter should identify 
the primary contactlproject manager for the project. The letter should be limited to two 
pages. 

QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE OF THE FIRM 

Provide a list of clients for which the firm has provided similar services over the last ten 
years. The list should include a minimum of three municipal entities with the focus on 
very similar projects. The list should include the name of the client, a client contact 
person and phone number, a description of the project, the firm’s role in the project, and 
innovative techniques employed. 

Provide a description of any ongoing investigations or litigation matters since January 1, 
1995 involving the firm and any and all members of the proposed project team. 

Provide assurance that the firm currently is not in violation of the rules of any 
governmental regulatory agencies, industry association, or other rule-making bodies. 
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Identify any existing or potential conflicts of interest that may preclude performing the 
services set forth in the Scope of Services. 

INDIVIDUAL QUALIFICATIONS 

Identify and include a resume for each member of the firm who will be assigned to this 
project, an organizational chart, and office location of each person assigned to this 
project. Resumes should include a listing of current pertinent projects and level of 
responsibility for each project. For each team member, identify tasks each person will 
perform and the percentage of time each person will devote to the identified tasks. A 
iist of other projects the Project Manager is currently overseeing shall be provided. 

PROJECT APPROACH 

Describe the firm’s approach and plan for meeting the requirements identified in the 
Scope of Services, Include any unique opportunities or recommendations that your firm 
feels are appropriate for consideration by SFWMG. 

7. RATING CRITERIA 

The proposals will be evaluated according to the following criteria: 

Qualifications of the Project Manager 25 Points 
Qualifications of the Firm or Team** 15 Points 
Related Project Experience similar in size and nature 30 Points 
Project Approach 30 Points 
Total 100 Points 

** Favorable consideration may be given to a firm that partners with local expertise such 
that the team could provide unique opportunities and or advantages appropriate to the 
project. 

8. SELECTION PROCESS 

A selection committee will rate the proposals according to the criteria listed. The top 
ranked firms (approximately three) may be asked to make presentations to the selection 
committee. Selection will be based upon both the Proposal and the interview (if 
conducted) applying the criteria listed above. Following the presentation, project 
specific discussions relating to specific scope and fee will be conducted with the top 
ranked firm. Based upon discussion with the top ranked firm, the SFWMG will decide to 
either: (I) attempt to negotiate a professional services agreement with the top ranked 
firm, or (2) dismiss the top ranked firm and initiate discussion with the second ranked 
firm. This procedure may be repeated as many times as necessary until an agreement 
can be negotiated that is satisfactory to both parties. 

Firms should be aware of and comply with the following: 
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0 Procurement of all goods, contracts, equipment, professional services and non- 
professional services shall be done in accordance with the provisions of the 
Kentucky Revised Statutes. 

0 SFWMG reserves the right to waive any irregularities in proposals submitted in 
response to this RFP 

9. CONTRACTING ARRANGEMENT 

SFWMG expects to enter into an Agreement for the services listed in this RFP. Fee 
type is anticipated to be on a Lump S u m  basis. 

The firm selected will be required to provide insurance in the following levels: 
Professional Liability $2,000,000 
General Liability $1,000,000 
Automobile Liability $1,000,000 
Worker's Compensation Statutory Amount 

The indefinite services delivery agreement will not guarantee nor exclude any firm's 
future work with SFWMG. 

1O.SCHEDULE 

Pre-Proposal Meeting 
If requested, a pre-proposal meeting may be conducted with the SFWMG Engineering 
Committee to discuss the project and answer questions. The date for the meeting is 
anticipated to be during the week of January 28th. Respondents wishing to have a 
meeting should make the request to the contact person outlined in Section 2 of this 
RFP. 

Submittal Deadline 
In order to be considered, I O  copies of the Proposal must be received by SFWMG on or 
before February 7, 2008 by 200 p.m. Eastern Standard Time. All Proposals should be 
in a sealed package marked: 

PROPOSAL 
ENGINEERING SERVICES RELATED TO THE 

1-64 PIPELINE FEASIBILIN STUDY 

Proposals should be delivered to the primary contact person outlined in Section 2 of this 
RFP. 
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Steven L. Beshear 
Governor 

Robert D. Vance 
Secretary 

Environmental and Public 
Protection Cabinet 

Commonwealth of Kentiicky 
Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission 

801 Sclienliel Lane 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1403 

502-573-2886 Voice 

Donald S. Dott, Jr. 
Director 

502-573-2355 FZIX 

January 30, 2008 

Andy Williams 
L,oti i svi 1 le Water Coinp any 
550 South Third Street 
Louisville, ICY 40202 

Data Request 08-1 06 

Dear Mr. Willianis: 

This letter is in response to your data request of January 25, 2008 for the Interstate 64 - 
Pipeline Route Analysis project. We have reviewed our Natural Heritage Program Database to 
determine if any of the endangered, tlu-eatened, or special coiicern plants and aiiirnals 03- exemplaiy 
natural conimunities monitored by the ICentucky State Nature PI-eselves Coinmission occur mar  the 
project area along Interstate 64 from Louisville to Lexington, as shown on the map provided to tis” 
Please see tlie attached reports for more infoination, which reflect analysis of the project area with 
three buffers applied: 

1 -mile for all records - 20 records 
5-mile for aquatic records - 14 records 
5-mile for federally listed species - 38 records 
IO-mile for inarmiials and birds - 60 records 

Arnbzs persteZZntn (Braun’s rock cress, federally listed endangered, ICSNPC tlu-eatened) 
occurs on steep wooded slopes in rocky soil often near limestone outcroppings or at the base of 
slopes along stream courses. Appropi-iate habitat that may be impacted by this project should be 
searched for this plant during its flowering period (early April tlx-ougli mid-May). 

L,esyzrer-eZZn globosn (Globe Bladderpod, federal candidate, KSNPC Endangered) is known 
from the area. This plant has recently been designated as a candidate for listing by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service. The plant is found on calcareous rocks aiid bail-ens, aiid wooded cliff 
edges. Surveys for this species should be conducted prior to disturbance of tlie site. 

A4yotis gr-isescerzs (Gray myotis, federally listed endangered, KSNPC tlu-eatened) is luiown to 
occur within one mile, aiid A4yotis sodalis (Indiana niyotis, federally listed endangered, KSNPC 
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Data Request 08-106 
January 30, 2008 
Page 2 

endangered) is luiown to within ten miles of tlie proposed project. A thorough survey for these 
species should be conducted by a qualified biologist if stlitable habitat will be disturbed. Tlie survey 
should include a search for potential roost and winter sites, and a mistnetting census at nuinerous 
points within the proposed corridor, particularly in preferred simmer habitat. Suniiiier foraging 
habitats include upland forests, bottomland forests and riparian corridors. Suitable I oost and winter 
sites include sandstone and liniestone caves, rocldiouses, clifflines, auger holes, and abandoned 
mines. In order to avoid inipacts to bats, bottomland forests and riparian corridors, particularly near 
caves, should not be disturbed. 

I would like to tale tliis opportunity to remind you of tlie teiiiis of tlie data request license, 
which you agreed upon in order to submit your request. Tlie license agreement states “Data and data 
products received fi-om tlie I<eiituclcy State Nature Preserves Commission, including any portion 
thereof, may not be reproduced in any form or by any nieans without tlie express written 
autlio~ization of tlie Kentucky State Nature Preserves Coinniission.” The exact location of plants, 
animals, and natural conxiiunities, if released by tlie I<entuclcy State Nature Preserves Commission, 
may not be released in any docunieiit or correspondence. These products are provided on a 
teniporary basis €or tlie express project (described above) of tlie requester, and may not be 
redistributed, 1 esold or copied without tlie written pel-mission of the ICentucky State Nature 
Preserves Coniniission’s Data Manager (801 Schenltel Lane, Franldort, ICY, 40601 Phone: (502) 
5 73-2886). 

Please note that tlie quantity and quality of data collected by the ICentucky Natural Heritage 
Program are dependent on tlie reseaicli and observations of many individuals and orgaiiizatioiis. hi 
most cases, tliis inforrnation is not the result of comprehensive 01- site-specific field surveys; many 
natui a1 ai eas in I<entucky have never been tholouglily surveyed, and new plants and animals are still 
being discovered. For these reasons, the Kentucky Natural Heritage Program cannot provide a 
definitive staterneiit on tlie presence, absence, or condition of biological eleinents in  any part of 
I<entuclcy. Heritage repoi-ts surixnarize tlie existing iiifoimation kiiown to the Kentucky Natural 
Heritage Program at tlie time of tlie request regarding the biological elenients or locations in 
question. They should never be regarded as final statements 011 the elements or areas being consid- 
ered, nor should they be substituted for on-site surveys required for environmental assessments. We 
would greatly appreciate receiving any pertinent infomation obtained as a result of on-site surveys. 
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Data Request OS-1 06 
January 30, 2008 
Page 3 

If you have any questions or if I can be of furtlier assistance, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

Sincerely, 

Sara Hines 
Data Manager 

SL,D/S GH 

Enclosures: Data Repoi? and Interpretation Key 
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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF FISH & WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
COMMERCE CABINET 

# I  Sportsman's lane 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

Phone (502) 564-3400 

Fax (502) 554-0506 
fw ky gov 

1-800-858-1549 

Marchets Sparrow 
Secretary 

Dr,. Jonathan !nl. Gassett 
Cornrnissianer 

January 28,2008 

RE: Pro~o.;cci Lo.:isvillc to Lexington Water Pipeline 

oca. air '&'i!!km~ 

1 hc Kcntuck) D-pafiincnt o f  Fish and Wildlife Resources (K,DFWX) have received your request For rlie abo~e-;  :fm:enced 
hfo~m2~cm I h c  Kentucky Fir17 and Wildlife Inforination System indicate illat the federally endnngered grajj bat, 1WJoris gf-irescam 
and Indianc %, ktj:o!is sodcii,y arc known to occur or could occur within closc proximity 10 the projecr area Please bz n w m  iiiat our 
database syb:r.m is ;L d:xninic cne the( only represenrs our C U K C ~ ~ ~  knowledge of tile various species disrribuiionr; 

- 

- 
3 tic i:v-liai!a !Ji.f a t i kes  a wide array of habitats, including riparian forests, upland forest: oild fe1icerov;s for both suimrier 

IW:::+:>F. n x ?  roostiag habitat. Indinnn bats typicuIIyroosr under exfoliahg borlc, it1 cavities of dead an< iivs trees, a i 6  ia 
\; :: , d-ad tree3 or dead portions of live trees). Trees in cxccss of  16 iitAes dlaiiieter at haasr height (DEW) arc 

-oii::ii!creci o r ? i i m i  for ninteriiity colony roosrs, but trees in excess of9 inches DBH appear io  provide siliiable tiiniernity 
rw::!iiq Iiob<te? 3encvel of suitable Indinno bat roost trees due IO construction of the proposed project sh01,iId be completed 
?ciwccn October I5  and March 3 1 hi order lo avoid impacting summer roostirig Indiana bais. 
Jn ZIWS wlwe bats are know11 to occur, cave entranccs, mine portals, and/or fock shclttrs t'lat exist wiiIiZi ihf: piajcci arcs 
s:?n!ii? bc sun5ycd fcr potential use by such species us gray bots, and Indiana ba!s KDFWR reco;men;is woidicg k ~ e  
R T : . ~ : ;  :ha: pnvide adequate habitnt for bats. 

1 , ~  iziuinizc impncts to aquatic resources nnd bat foraging orcas, strict crosion contio! iileasures shoufd be daveioped md 
i:r,plclnei?tsci prior io  construction to minimize siltation into streams located w i h h  the projcct O:CD. Such ercsicn coni~ol 
L I C : ~ I ~ ' P  m y  iiichide, but are 1101 fiinited to silt fences, staked SWRW balcs, brush banicrs, Sodhelit b ~ h ,  mi ciiversicn 
ciitches Eros!on conirol neasures will need to be instailed prior to coaswction ana shouid be inspected and r e p a i d  
r ~ z p i l n i i j ~  :!s ;?ceded. 

, 

. . 

'tt 

- 
7 

:ivn on l i o ~  to proceed with the federally listed thrcareneti/endsngwed species $ease coniact [!IC US ?is11 ax! 
z Ycii!trc.icy Fidd Ofice at (502) 695-0468, 

XC.DFPPR rccrxmcnds t int  yofi contact the appropriate lJ5 h y  Corps of Engineers office and :fie I<eiltv.clry Uivi;loi; of %ter prio; 
to any jvodr 1). i t l h  tilt -mt.ei-mys or wetiand habitats ofk.entuckcy, Additionally, XCDFVJR. reeccnuncnds Ihe following for the ];orlions 
o i  thz imjc.;~ h t  crus~cs ii?te~iitrent or peremial streams: 



Q 

'I 

* 

0 

0 

0 

": 

b!ii;i r,Lmicl chongcs prqoscd within thc project nrca yhould incorpontc nature1 s w m i  ciicilnel design 
i7e...e!apaleilI/cxcnvatiorl during low flow pcriod to minimizc disturbanccs. 
Wiieii crossing a srrenm, die plpc should bc laid pcrpcndicblar to rtic strcnin bnidt to minimize Clie dim:  i it i jmcts to :he 

Ec?!arding of disturbcd arcas after construction, including sirean? banks and Right-of.,Wnys, with d v c  vcgcrarion for soil 
siahiiir~icm wid cnhanccrncnt off i sh  and wildlife populations. 
l?:turri $!I disturbed idsttarn hBbitat tQ a stnblc condition upon compfction of*conslrtictiun in {hc arch. 
I: 'rescrveh a r m y  trcc cnnopy ovcrhenging thc strcam. 
Rl?iti::~ 81; i@ii~-a,f-vqays zo original clcvation. 

S;JCLlTTi$Cd. 

Our iigency docs not aiiricipate any sfgtlificRrlt ftnpacts from &c proposed project to fish and wiidiifc rcsowces due io  thc nature of Ihc 
proposed prs;$ect. I: hope tluk iafonnarion proves heelpfut to you. If you hnvc any questions or require adciitional infomadoil, plcasc 
call zi ( E N )  P52-994?. Exiension 366 

Sincen!y, 
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Ernie Fletcher 
Governor 

T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  CAf3INET 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40622 

www. kent uc ky.gov 
Bill Nighbert 

Secretaty 

Marc Williams 
Comm issianer of Highways 

September 25,2007 

The Honorable Linda Goqon 
Chuncilmember- & - N e  
Lexington Fayette Urban County Government 
200 East Main Street 
Lexington KY 40507 

Dear Quncilwomn Gorton: 

Thank you for your recent letter conceming the request for guidance on the 
possibility of the Kentucky Department of I-Iighways permitting a water line easement along 
sections of Interstate 64 in order to provide additional water supply opportunities for 
Central Kentucky 

n e  Department of Highways would be willing to work with local area leaders in 
Central Kentucky to explore possibilities for a utility easement of this type along some 
sections of Interstate 64 and/or other state hhways in the region. There are a ntxmher of 
questions and issues that will need to be addressed in the evaluation of this request. First 
and foremost, we will need to ensure that the proposed easement doesn't have a significant 
impact on our ability to adequately maintain our h h w a y  facilities. Concurrence and 
acceptance by the Federal Highway Administration (FKWA) will also be needed for any 
easements along interstate right-of-way. 

Additionally, we will need to address the overall public interests for such a facility 
and balancing any potential equity issues that might arise by granting a new easement that 
would potentially be utilized by utilities in competition with other entities. 

Finally, there will be extensive details to be worked out in t e r n  of die requirements 
for the design, location, construction and maintenance of the sections of the utility line that 
would fall wi th  our righrs-of-way. For instance, the Department of Highways will likely 
require that if sections of the line need to be relocated at some future time for hhway 
maintenance work, the cost and responsibility for relocating the line would be solely born by 
the agency or organization having ownership of the line. 
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Ms. Linda Gorton 
Page 2 
September 25,2007 

While there are some complex matterS to be addressed, the opportunity for such 
service to be considered is, again, somedung the Department of Highways is willing to 
explore with leaders in Central Kentucky We would be happy to meet with you in the 
future to address this matter further and provide additional information. 

Marc D. Whms, P.E. 
Commissioner of Highways 

MDW:jp 

c: Greg I l e i t z m ,  Lmisville Water Campany 
Nick Rowe, Kentucky American Water CDmpany 
Tom G&s, Bluegms Water C',rn.mission 
Bill Nighbert, Secretary of Transportation 
Scott Williamson, Deputy Executive Director, Lexington 





PE-202-2 - I _____I-- 

PERMITS 

Seaion 

CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

.- .__ - 
Subject 

Utility Installations - Fully Controlled Access 
Highways 

Summary: This subject details the requirements that must be considered when 
installing utilities on fully controlled access highways. 

UTlIJITY 
INSTALLATIONS: WHERE ARE THEY PERMITTED? .- Generally, a utility will not be 

permitted to be installed longitudinally within the control of access lines of 
interstate or other fiilly controlled access highways. Exceptions may be 
allowed only when the utility owner can show: 

A. 

R.  

C. 

D. 

No Adverse Affects - The utility facility will not adversely affect 
the safety, design, construction, operation, maintenance, or stability 
of the freeway; 

Construction/Servicing - The utility facility will not be 
constructed and/or serviced by direct access from the through 
traffic roadways or connecting ramps; 

No Interference - The utility facility will not interfere with or 
impair the present use or future expansion of the freeway; and 

Alternative Location Not in the Public Interest - This 
determination would include an evaluation of the direct and indirect 
environmental and economic effects including, but not limited to, 
the Ioss of any productive agricultural land or productivity of any 
agricultural land which would result from the disapproval of the use 
of such right-of-way for the accommodation of such utility. 

Utilities may be located along frontage roads or utility strips where they 
can be serviced without access from the through roadways or ramps. 

UTLXTY CROSSINGS: 
AT GRADE SEPARATION STRUCTURES - Where a utility follows a 
crossroad, street, or railroad which is carried over or under an interstate or 
other filly controlled highway, the utilities are to be located within the 
normal right-of-way of the existing or relocated crossroad, street, or 
railroad. They may cross through the highway grade separation structure, 
provided installation and servicing can be accomplished without access 
from the interstate through traffic roadways or ramps. Where distinct 
advantages and appreciable cost savings are effected by locating the 
utilities outside the normal risht-of-way of the crossroad, street, or 
railroad, they may be located and treated in the same manner as utility lines 
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CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS - Utility IristaIIations - Fully Controlled Access Highways - PE-202-2 - 
UTCI.,ITY CROSSINGS 
(CONT.): AT GRADE: SEPARATION STRUCTIJRES (CONT.) - 

crossing the interstate highway at points removed from grade separation 
structures. 

OVERHEAD UTILITY LINES - Overhead utility lines crossing an 
interstate or other hl ly  controlled highway outside the normal right-of-way 
of a crossroad, street, or railroad should be adjusted so that supporting 
structures are located outside the control of access lines. In any case, a 
dear zone must be provided as designated in the current edition of the 
AASHTO publication “Roadside Design Guide.” Supporting poles must 
be a minimum of 30 feet beyond the edge of the shoulder. Supporting 
poles must not be placed in medians 80 feet or less in width. Where right- 
of-way lines and control of access lines are not one and the same, 
supporting poles may be located on right-of-way outside the controlled 
access right-of-way In extraordinary cases, where such spanning of the 
roadway is riot feasible, consideration should be given to conversion to 
underground facilities to cross the interstate or other fiilly controlled 
highway. 

Vertical Clearance -The vertical clearance of overhead utility lines 
crossing any interstate or other fully controlled highway must he a 
minimum of 24 feet as required by the state In no case can the 
clearance by Iess than that required b y  the National Electrical Safety 
Code. 
will be 

e 

e 

e 

At interchange areas in general, supports for overhead utilities 
permitted only where all of the following conditions are met: 

The necessary clearance is provided (24 feet required in 
Kentucky). 

The minimum lateral clearance is in accordance with AASHTQ 
“Roadside Design Guide”, latest edition, at least 20 feet from 
edge of ramp shoulder. 

Essential sight distance is not impaired. 

The utility can be serviced without direct access from the 
tlirough-traffic roadway and ramps of the interstate or other 
h l l y  controlled highway. 

UNDERGROUND - Ilnderground utility crossings of interstate or other 
filly controlled highways must be installed so there will be minimal, if any, 
disturbance to the roadway when performing maintenance or expansion 
projects. Encasement of utility lines under the highway right-of-way are 
required except in unusual circumstances where it is not feasible or if the 
Department doesn’t consider it necessary. I n  such cases, special designs 
may be considered The minimum depth of burial is 30” under roadways, 
ramps, and ditches and 18“ in other areas. Valves, vents, drips, blow-offs, 
etc., must be iocated outside the right-of-way. 

L 
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CONDITIONS AND REQUIREMENTS - [Jtility Installations - Fully Controlled Access Highways PE-202-2 
I- 

~ 

UTILITY 
CROSSINGS (CONT.): UNDERGROUND (COII t.)  - 

Provisions must be made so that these facilities can be maintained without 
access from through-traffic roadways or ramps. 

Encasement Requirements - Encasements may be constructed of 
concrete, steel, or iron pipe of sufficient size to allow the carrier pipe to 
be removed or replaced, if necessary. The diameter of the hole through 
which the encasement is placed cannot be more than one inch larger 
than the outside diameter of the encasement. 

Conditions Where Encmement Not Required - The following lists 
conditions where encasement is not required by the Department. 

a. Cathodically protected carrier pipe is used that is coated and 
wrapped by a substantial girdling cover and is sufficiently 
oversized so, in case of failure, a smaller carrier pipe can be 
placed in it For example if  the carrier pipe on each side of the 
encasement area is 12" in diameter, the carrier pipe within the 
right-of-way limits should be IS"  in diameter 

Coated and wrapped cathodically protected carrier pipe with 
extra heavy wall thickness within the right-of-way limits in 
accordance with current USA Standard Code for Pressure 
Piping, Gas Transmission and Distribution Piping Systems 
(See Reference and Example Book Reference No. 61343) 

b 

Excavating - Pavements, shoulders, roadways, or ramps cannot be 
excavated by the open trench method except where there is no 
alternative and then only with the approval of the Department and the 
Federal Highway Administration (where applicable). The methods that 
are used instead of open trenching are auguring, jacking, boring, 
pushing and tunneling. All overbreaks and voids must be filled with 
suitable materials approved by the Chief District Engineer. 

Existing 'IJnderground Utility - Where an underground utility already 
exists within the proposed right-of-way of a freeway and the grade 
elevation is such that it need not be relocated, it may remain provided it 
can be serviced, maintained and operated without access from the 
through traffic roadways or ramps. I t  also must not adversely affect 
the safety, design, construction, operation, maintenance or stability of 
the freeway Consideration must be given to the existing alignment, the 
adequacy of design, and the strength and longevity of materials, in 
determining whether the utility is to remain, be rehabilitated in the same 
location, or be relocated 

-_I- ------ 
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Mr. Greg Heitzman, P.E. 
President 
Louisville Water Company 
435 South Third St. 
Louisville, KY 40202 

801 Corporate Drive (-7 ~ n e e r i n g  Arlington, TX 
Lexington, KY 40503 Architecture Cincinnati, OH 
Tel859 1223-3999 Planning IndianapoIis, IN 
F ~ x  859 I 223.891 7 CIS Knoxville, TN 

Aviation Consultants Louisville, KY 
GRW Engineers, Inc. Nashville, TN 

September 25,2007 

Re: Interstate Encroachment of Utilities 
Lexington-Fayette Urban Co. Govt. 
GRW No. 0105 

Dear Greg, 

In follow up to our brief phone conversation concerning encroachment of utilities 
on Interstate 1-64, I have enclosed a chapter from the Utilities and Rail Manual for 
Highway Design, Kentucky Transportation Cabinet. Four criteria must be demonstrated 
before the approval process can initiate, these are: 

1. The accommodation will not adversely affect the safety, design, 
construction, operation, maintenance, or stability of the freeway. 

2. The accommodation will not be constructed andor serviced by direct 
access from the through traffic roadways or connecting ramps. 

3 .  The accommodation will not interfere with or impair the present use or 
future expansion of the freeway. 

4. Any alternative location would be contrary to public interest. 

The Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government (LFTJCG) will be initiating 
construction of a 30” force main along 1-75 right-of-way, between US 60 @ Winchester 
Rd. and US 27, near Paris Pike. ’GRW prepared a summary of alternatives for the 
LFUCG demonstrating the above criteria, presenting a design concept of safety barriers 
and road signing, and a request to construct. Numerous meetings with the Kentucky 
Transportation Cabinet (KYTC), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and LFIJCG 
were conducted. The request was submitted to the KYTC in the form of an 
“Encroachment Permit”. Upon submittal, the LFUCG Mayor, Kentucky Transportation 
Cabinet Secretary, and the Governor’s Office became involved in the process. The 
resulting tirneframe was approximately 24 months from initial discussions to permit 
approval. 



Mr. Greg Heitzrnan, P.E. 
September 25,2007 

Page -2- 

I hope this information assists with your efforts. If I can be of my further 
assistance, please do not hesitate to call. 

Enclosure 
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ADVERTISEMENT FOR BIDS 

North Elkhorn Force Main 
Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government 

Bid No. 17-2008 

1. INVITATION 

Sealed proposals for the following work will be received by the Lexington-Fayette Urban 
County Government (LEUCG) until 2:00p.m., local time, March 4,2008, for furnishing all 
labor and/or materials and performing all work as set forth by this advertisement, conditions 
(general and special), specifications, and/or the drawings prepared by and for Lexington- 
Fayette Urban County Government, Division of Water and Air Quality. Immediately 
following the scheduIed closing time for reception of bids, a l l  proposals which have been 
submitted in accordance with the above will be publicly opened and read aloud. 

A non-mandatary pre-bid meeting will be held at 10 AM local the ,  February 13,2008 at 
the Town Branch WWTP Administration Building, 301 Lisle Industrial Avenue, Lexington, 
KY 40511, 

2. DESC ON OF WORK 

Construction of the North Elkhorn Force Main includes the installation of approximately 
40,OOO LF of 30" and 36" pipe through Lexington, Kentucky. Included with the work are 
nine road and railroad bores, plug valves, air valves, pavement replacement, yard 
restoration, and all other included work. A significant portion of the work will involve 
Interstate 1-75 right-of-way encroachment. 

3. OBTAINING PLANS, SPEC BH) DOCUMENTS 

Specifications, Plans, and Bid Documents may be examined at the following places: 

Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government 
Division of Central Purchasing 

BuLZders Exchange of Louisville 
2300 Meadow Drive 

200 East Main street, Third Floor, Room 338 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 (502) 459-9800 
(859) 258-3320 

Louisville, Kentucky 402 18 

F.W. DodgefAGC 
950 Contract Street, Suite 100 
Lexington, Kentucky 40505 
(859) 425-6630 

A6-1 

ABC/Reed Construction Data 
1 8 12 Taylor Avenue 
Louisville, Kentucky 40213 
(502) 479-5661 

ABC/Reed Construction Data 
1300 New Circle Road 0 

Lexington, ICY 40505 
(859) 23 1-8455 



NORTH ELKHORN FORCE MAIN 
LEXINGTON-FAYElTE URBAN COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

LEXINGTON, KENTUCKY 
LFUCG BID NO. 17-2008 

JNDFX OF SHFFTS 
1 - VlCINilY MAP. LEGEND & WUT( INFORMATlON 

2 - STA loa0 TO STA 25+50 
3 - STA 25+50 TO STA 41+50 

4 - S A  41+50 TO STA 57+50 

5 - STA 57+50 TO STA 72+50 

6 - STA 72+50 TO STA 8M.50 

7 - STA 86+50 x) S A  101+50 

8 - STA 101+50 TO STA 117+50 

9 - STA 117+50 TO STA 152+50 

10 - S A  132+50 TO STA 146+50 

11 - STA 146+50 TO STA 162+M 

12 - STA 162+50 TO STA l77+50 

15 - STA 177+50 TO STA 190+50 

14 - STA 190+50 TO STA 205+50 

15 - S A  205+50 TO STA 217+50 

16 - STA 217+50 TO S A  2U+M 

17 - STA W+50 TO STA 247+50 

18 - STA 247+50 TO S A  260+50 

19 - STA 260+50 TO STA 274+50 

20 - STA 274+50 TO S A  286+50 

21 - S A  286+50 TO STA 300+50 

22 - STA 300+50 TO STA 314+00 

23 - S A  314+00 TO STA uO+OO 

24 - STA sso+w m STA su+so 
25 - STA W 5 0  TO S A  355+50 

26 - STA J58+50 TO STA 372+50 

27 - SA 372+50 m STA 385+50 

20 - S A  =+SO x) STA 399+50 

29 - S A  399+50 TO STA 413+01 E0.L 

M-1 - FORCE WIN OETAlLS 

FM-2 - FORCE UAlN OETAllS 

EC-1 - ERDSION CONTROL OETULS 



UTILITY INFORMATION 

SANITARY S E W  

STMIU SRYER 

WAiER K O ( N U ( Y  AUERICAN WATER 

GAS MARATHON ASHUND PIPDJNE 
COLUMBIA GAS lRWSMlS3W 
DELTA GAS 

LEXINCTON-FAYEllE URBM COUNTY GOMRNMENT 

LEXINGTON-FA- URBAN COUNTY GQKRNMENT 

TELEPHONE AT&T 
SPRINT 
W N  
RUL Mum 

GRH PRWECT NO 3M5 
n FCIRIC KENNCKY ununEs I 







Steven L. Beshear 
Governor 

KENTUCKY INFRASTRUCTURE AUTHORITY 

Capital Center Complex 
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 340 

Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

(502) 573-01 57 (fax) 
www. kia.ky.gov 

(502) 573-0260 

Tim Thomas 
Executive Director 

February 7, 2008 

Mr. Gregory C. Heitzman, President & CEO 
Louisville Water Company 
550 South Third Street 
Louisville, Kentucky 40202 

Dear Mr. Heitzman: 

You have requested an overview of public financing assistance available through this agency 
for drinking water projects. The Kentucky 
Infrastructure Authority (KIA) administers a number of programs, both federal and state in 
nature, to assist with various community infrastructure needs. Assistance for drinking water 
projects may be provided through three of these programs; Fund F, Fund B, and Fund C. 

This letter is in response to that request. 

The federally assisted Drinking Water State Revolving Fund - Fund F (DWSRF) is KIA’s 
largest program for drinking water projects, and is dedicated solely to that purpose. Fund F 
provides low interest loans to governmental agencies, other than federal agencies, for 
facilities necessary to achieve or maintain compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act or to 
protect public health. A borrower must demonstrate financial, managerial, and technical 
capacity to comply with the federal and state requirements. In addition, the project must be 
on the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund Priority List developed by the Division of Water. 
The maximum award per year to a Governmental Agency is $4 million per capitalization 
grant. 

Interest rates for Fund F are set annually by the KIA board. The current standard rate is 3.0% 
and the non-standard rate is 1.0 YO. Criteria for the non-standard rate are Median Household 
Income of jurisdiction or service area, regionalization, orders or judgments, public health or 
safety issues, environmental concerns, and financial considerations. The repayment period is 
20 years from project completion, with repayments commencing within one year of project 
completion. Thirty-year terms may be available for disadvantaged communities. The 
DWSRF has a 0.25% loan service fee on the unpaid balance of the loan annually. 

Fund F may also be utilized for Planning and Design loans - The designated project must 
meet the same requirements as Fund F loans for construction financing. Interest rates are 
set annually by the KIA board on July 1, and the current rate is 3.0%. If a planning and 
design loan is combined with a construction loan, the interest rate will convert to the rate 
offered for the permanent financing. Principal on any planning/design loan must be repaid 
over a period not to exceed five years. If these loans are converted to permanent 
construction financing, the usual repayment terms for Fund F apply. 

KentuckyUnbridledSpirit.com An Equal Opportunity Employer MIFID 
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Mr. Gregory C. Heitzman 
February 7, 2008 
Page 2 

The Infrastructure Revolving Fund - Fund B provides low interest loans to governmental 
agencies for any type of eligible infrastructure. Interest rates are set by the KIA board based 
on the 20-year General Obligation Bond Index rate less 2% for the standard rate or less 4% 
for the non-standard rate. To qualify for a non-standard rate, a community must be below 
state median household income. Action by the board on February 7, 2008 established an 
interest rate for the period January 1, 2008 through March 31, 2008 at 2.6% for the above- 
median rate and 0.6% for the below median rate. The repayment period for Fund B loans is 
20 years from project completion, dependent on the useful life of the project and source of 
repayment. Repayment will commence within one year of project completion. Thirty year 
terms may be offered based on the financial viability of the applicant and the expected useful 
life of the project. Fund B has a 0.20% loan service fee on the unpaid balance of the loan 
paid annually. 

The Governmental Agencies Program - Fund C, which has subsidized interest rates and 
flexible terms, is being restructured. The program is available to governmental agencies for 
economically feasible projects that will benefit the general public. A project may be for any 
type of infrastructure that generates a revenue stream sufficient to meet operating expenses 
and debt service. 

Currently, Fund C has a fixed interest rate set by the KIA board. The rate at this time is 3%. 
The repayment period for Fund C loans is 20 years from project completion. Longer terms 
may be offered based on the financial viability of the applicant and the expected useful life of 
the project. Fund C has a 0.20% loan service fee on the unpaid balance of the loan paid 
annually. 

In addition to the loan programs, KIA also administers line item grants identified by the 
General Assembly for water and wastewater projects. From 2000 to the present, 
approximately $391 million has been appropriated to provide or improve water service to the 
citizens of Kentucky. 

We hope that yoti will find this information on potential KIA funding for drinking water projects 
helpful. Please contact us if you have questions or need further details on the loan funds 
described. 

Tim Thomas 
Executive Director 





February 6,2008 

Greg Heitzman - 8  
President 
Louisville Water Company 
550 South 3rd. Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 

ISVIU WATER COMPA 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Dear Mr. Hei tzman: 

I recently spoke with Virice Guenthner in your office concerning the financing of the 
proposed pipeline from Louisville to Frankfort. It is my understanding that Louisville 
Water Company has partnered with North Shelby Water Company, West Shelby Water 
District, Shelbyville Water and Sewer, U.S. 60 Water District the Frankfort Plant Board 
and Shelby County government to fonn the Shelby/Franklin Water Management Group. 
I would like to take this opportunity to tell you a little bit about the Kentucky League of 
Cities’ finance program. 

I am the Director of Financial Services and have been with KLC for over fifteen years. 
However, KLC’s finance programs predate my tenure at the L,eague. KLC’s first loan 
program was created in 1989. Since that time, we have Ioaned over $600,000,000 to 
cities, utilities, and special districts all across the state. Any project or purchase by a 
public entity for a public purpose will qualify for financing through KLC’s loan 
programs. The fact that the borrower is a public entity arid the project is for a public 
purpose is an important one. As long as these two criteria are met, the borrower (the 
Louisville Water Co. in this case) can borrow money at a tax-exempt interest rate. This 
interest rate is much lower than what a private company could obtain. That, of course, 
benefits the ratepayer. Lower financing costs means lower water rates. 

KL,C loans money to public entities out of tax-exempt bond pools. A “bond pool” is 
where a large volume of tax-exempt bonds are issued at one time. The proceeds of the 
bond issue can then be loaned to any number of public entities for their prqjects. The size 
of I<L,C’s bond pools have varied between $50 and $150 million dollars. There are 
several advantages to the bond pool fomiat: 

e By taking advantage of economies of scale, KLC can keep the cost of issuance 
extremely low. Whether you issue $1,000,000 or $100,000,000 in bonds, you 
still have to hire bond counsel, a financial advisor, a rating agency etc. A bond 
pool spreads those costs out and keeps your costs down. 
Speed. KLC can typically close a loan within 30 to 45 days. 
Hassle. Because the bonds have already been issued, you avoid the hassle of 
issuing your own bonds. 

e 

e 

e 
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e Flexibility. A loan ti-otn ;I t i L , C ’  bond pool can be either a variable rate loan o r  ~i 

lixcd late lorn ticpending on your needs. 
Credit. llnlikc most stand alone bond issues that arc backed by bond iiisurance, 
IiLC’s loan pools arc bachcd by a letter o f c r d i t  (L,OC) bank with a strong 
rating. A s  you may know, many bond insurers are struggling and have hac1  thcir 
credit ratings itow ngraded. 
KL,C does not rcvicw the project specifications or place any restrictions on I N - ! L  
the loan pioccctls ;ire to bc eupcndcci. The only restriction is that the money be 
used fiir the project for which i t  was bon-owed. 

e 

e 

In addition to our standard bond pools, K L,C has approximately $100,000,000 in short 
term ( 1  - 5 years) money abailable with no closing costs. These funds are perfect for 
interim or construction costs. Once the project is completed, you can, if you clioose, 
issue your own bonds m r i  l>ily th is  loan otf with rro prepayment pciiaitics. 

I hope 1 have answered soiiie of your questions conccming KLC’s finance programs. If 
you have any questions or need any additional information please do not hesitate to 
contact nie. 1 look forward hearing from you. 

S inccrcl y, , 

4 . 4 Z f u  Garrett L,. Drakeford 

Director of Financial Services 
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February 5,2008 

Mr. Greg Heitzman, President 
Louisville Water Company 
550 South Third Street 
Louisville, KU 40202 

Dear Mr. Heitzman: 

Per my conversation with Mr. Vince Gunther of your office, I want to express our 
interest and ability for the Kentucky Association of Counties Leasing Trust to offer 
financing for your proposed project to provide water pipeline service from the Louisville 
Water Company to the water providers in Shelby County and to the Frankfort Plant 
Board. 

The Kentucky Association of Counties Leasing Trust has been providing tax- 
exempt financing to counties and political subdivisions since 1989. We issue tax-exempt 
bonds to create blind lending pools, which then provide direct service to our public 
borrowers. There are neither minimum nor maximum limits to the amount we can lend. 
Further, we can lend these fimds for terms up to thirty (30) years. All of our loans are 
made directly from the trust accounts that manage our lending pools to the borrower. 
This means that our clients avoid the need of hiring a financing team to structure the issue 
and it saves the time and effort it takes to access the tax-exempt market directly. We 
offer these financings on either a fixed or variable rate basis, or a combination thereof. 
Most importantly, there are no costs-of-issuance or any other closing cost to our 
borrowing clients. 

Currently, our borrowing rate on our daily variable basis is 2.65%. Our fixed rate 
for a twenty (20) year term is currently 4.18%. For thirty (30) years our current rate has 
been 4.49%. These are rates as of today. The final borrowing rate will be set on the day 
of closing. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at any time at (800) 264- 
5226. The Kentucky Association of Counties looks forward to the opportUnity to serve 
you and your partners. 

ResEectfully , 

d i n t  Satterly 
Director of Financial Services 





Helping water and wastewater utilities help themselves 

February 7,2008 

Greg Heitzman, President 
Louisville Water Company 
550 South Third Street 
L,ouisville, KY 40202 

It is my understanding that the Louisville Water Company is partnering with all of the Shelby 
County water providers and the Frankfort Electric and Water Plant Board for the purpose of 
building a regional water line from L,ouisville to Frankfort. Financing for this type of project can 
be very attractive by utilizing low interest rate, tax-exempt public financing. The Kentucky 
Rural Water Finance Corporation (the “KRWFC”) has several programs that may work for your 
group and this particular project. 

The following is a brief description of the KRWFC Flexible Term Loan Program (the 
“Programy’) that we have available and have had tremendous success in providing much needed 
capital to Kentucky water, sewer and gas systems. 

Program Summary 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 

e 
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KRWFC started in 1995 at the request of water and sewer systems 
KRWFC is governed and managed by the Kentucky Rural Water Association 
The Program provides capital for entities with infrastructure related projects 
Bonds are issued by the KRWFC and loaned to participants via a loan agreement 
Bonds are secured by loan agreements; loan agreements secured by project revenues 
Minimum loan size of $100,000; maximum loan based on credit of the participant 
The structure is a pooled loan program with no cross liability among participants 
The structure offers numerous economies of scale resulting in low cost of issuance 
The Program structure is tax-exempt with fixed rate loans 
Semi-annual interest and annual principal with monthly sinking fund requirements 
Terms range from 1-30 years 
Program rating of “AA-” by Standard & Poor’s 
No additional credit enhancement necessary by participants 
Program can be enhanced with AAA bond insurance, if economical 
Program offers a program level DSR fund; the participant is not responsible for the DSR 
debt 
Quick and simple application process 
Funding typically in 60-120 days 

To date, the KRWFC has issued nearly $500 million in debt to fund infrastructure related 
projects throughout the Commonwealth for hundreds of projects. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you have questions. 

Gary L a r i m o F i v e  Director 

Post Office Box 1424 . 3251 Spring Hollow Avenue Bowling Green, KY 42102-1424 . Phone 270.843.2291 - Fax 270.796-8623 

www.krwa.org 

http://www.krwa.org








I(entucky-Aiiiericaii Water Company custoiiiers typically pay higher monthly bills for water 
service than those paid by siaiilarly situated customers of L,ouisville Water Company: 

Monthly Bill for Residential Customers 
with a 314 inch meter using 6,000 gallons 

$30.00 $26.61 

$21.40 
$20.00 

$10.00 

LWC E4 KAWC 
24.3% Higher 

$120,000 I 
Monthly Bill for Wholesale Customers 

with a 8 inch meter using 40,000,000 gallons 

$1 07,988.76 

$90,000 

$60,000 

$30,000 

$0 
LWC El! KAWC 

56.2% Higher 





CITY OF SIMPSONVILLE, KENTUCKY 
104 VEECHDALE ROAD 

P.O. BOX 378 
SIMPSONVILLE, KENTUCKY 

502-722-8110 

November 9,2007 

.." Mark D. GOSS, Chairman 
" Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

re: Case No. 2007-00134 
Kentucky-American Certificate 
Of Convenience and Necessity 

Dear Chairman Goss: 

means to provide our community with adequate water supply at a reasonable cost. 

leaders make carehl deliberations as we must be accountable to our tax payers. 

Attached is our Resolution No. 2007-005 supporting a pipeline to Louisville as a 

This decision is important to ALL of Central Kentucky and it is critical that 

We wish you well in your discussions. 
P /--J??~UU 

Steve Eden, Mayor 
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CI1T OF SIMPSONVILLE 
W~SQLIJTION NO- 2007-005 

WHEKE"A8, City of Simpsonville desires for the residents of the City to be provided a 
safe, secure, stable and quality water supply; and 

WEEREAS, to this end the City Qf Skrtpsotlville has been presented w6-l - ut posals tQ 
ensure that. the City residents are provided a continuing mfq secure, CXY-:: *-.': quality 
mixer supply, and the C,ity I u s  reviewed the proposals submitted to thc I:::, ,LA being 
hlly apprised there *om, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE TT RESOLVEI) thai: 

1. The Ciry of Sirnpsonville suppmtS a water  upp ply sUrateg that includes access to water 
fim the Ohio River, the largest river enst of the 
Mississippi , for the reason that. this wcess will provide pmtection against 
drought, and 411 protect against intemption of the.public water supply due 
to circumstances that may tn&c the Kerwcicy Ever unusable or unavailable 
Cor periods of time. 

2. The City of Simpsonville app3se5 the construction by Kentucky American Water 
Company of a large pipeline through western portions of Scott Coulrity and the northern 
p o r t i ~ ~  cf F.rsrrrMhi County, mad ihe. iiSSCICi9Kd V I ' E ~ W  pnduction facilities dong Pool 3 
of the Kentucky Rlvcr, undetr lhe terms of that pipeline propod c u m t l y  undai 
application with the. Kenouoky Public Service Commission in Cf~::N0.2E7-00i 34. The 
Fiscal Court js of'the pooeitk tk i t  t:r: p n i x ~ s 1 ~ 1  :c:ud1*il:tioi\ will be unnecessarily 
burdensome on citizens of Central Kentucky, and Will U ~ D X C ~ S S ~  duplicate available 
water supply facilities thus The l+x~MUi: Vl?idc!- Cwt.iiwy hlts indicated it can supply to 
Central Kentucky at a rate of ninety-five (95) million gallot?s p r  dttu of treated water. 



Bagdad, KY 40003 Water District (502) 747-8942 

Mark D. Goss, Chairman 
Public Service Commission 
P. 0. Box 615 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

Re: Case No. 2007-00134 
Kentucky-American Certificate 
of Convenience and Necessity 

Dear Chairman Goss: 

Attached please find the resolution of the US 60 Water District Board of 
Commissioners asking the COMMISSION to consider the needs of all of central Kentucky 
by requiring Kentucky-American to construct a pipeline to connect to the Louisville Water 
Company a t  Shelbyville. Public policy cries out for leadership in solving all of central 
Kentucky's water woes not just Lexington and Kentucky-American's. 

A pipeline connection to Louisville meets the long term needs of the entire region, 
adds to the drought-proofing needs, protects against localized catastrophe, is cost effective 
for the ratepayers and will do a minimum amount of damage to the environment. This 
solution also meets the statutory requirements about wasteful duplication of services. 

Thank you for asking for input from the entire region. This decision will have 
impact on the ratepayers and the region for 30-50 years. 

I /  William Eggen, Chairman 

WE:pcb 

cc: Warner Broughman, Engineer 
Darrell Dees, Manager 

C:\O\US GO\GENERALV-psC 70-  1507 dof 



U.S. 60 WATER DlSTRICT OF SHELBY AND FRANIUJN COUNTIES, KENTUCKY 

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners (the “Board”) of the U.S. 60 Water District of Shelby 
and Franklin Counties, Kentucky (“US. GO Water District”) desires for the residents of Shelby, 
Franklin and Spencer Counties to be provided a safe, secure. stable and quality water supply; and 

WHEREAS, to this end the Board is aware of various proposals to ensure that Shelby, Franklin 
and Spencer County residents are provided a continuing safe, secure, stable and quality water 
supply, atkd U.S. GO Water District is familiar with the various proposals which have been 
submitted to the Kentucky Public Service Commission, 

NOW, THEREFORE1 BE IT RESOLVED that: 

l.IJ.S. 60 Water District supports a water supply strategy that includes access to water from the 
Ohio River, the largest river east of the Mississippi, for the reason that this access will provide 
protection against drought, and will protect against interruption of the public water supply due to 
circumstances that may make the Kentucky River unusable or unavailable for periods of time. 

2. The existing water source for U.S. 60 Water District, being the Kentucky River, while 
marginally adequate in capacity at this time except for severe drought conditions, will not be 
adequate in the future even for ordinary non-drought levels of consumption, and having a second 
source of water would protect against contamination of the Kentucky River by an accident or an 
act of terrorism, and would further protect against severe drought conditions. 

3. U.S. 60 Water District opposes the construction by Kentucky American Water Company of a 
large pipeline through western portions of Scott County and the northern portions of Franklin 
County, and the associated water production facilities aIong Pool 3 of the Kentucky River, under 
the teinis of that pipeline proposal currently under application with the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission in Case No. 2007-00134. The Board is of the position that the proposed 
consttvction will be unnecessarily burdensome on citizens of Central Kentucky, and will 
unnecessarily duplicate available water supply facilities that the Louisville Water Company has 
indicated it can supply to Central Kentucky at a rate of ninety-five (95) million gallons per day 
of treated water. 

4. U.S. GO Water District supports and urges discussions between all interested parties, including 
Kentucky-American Water Company, the Lexington Fayette Urban CounQ Government. and 
Louisville Water company, regarding a connectiiin tietween thiese two major regonal’ water 
supplies so that there will be ample, reliable, safe and .quality water supplied in a timely manner 
to Shelby, Franklin and Spencer Counties, and the rest ofcentral Kentucky region. . .  .I 

ADOPTED this 18”’ day of September, 2007, at Bagdad, K e n t u c k  



RESOLUTION OP THE CITY OF SHELBYWLLE, KENTUCKY @ 

TVHEREAS, the City of Shelbyvllle, Kentuclq desires that the residents of ShelbyviUe and the surrounding 
&ea be provided a safe, secure, stable and quality water supply for both the short term and especially the long 
term, and 

WHEREAS, the City of Shelbyville and its Shelbyville Municipal Water and Sewer Commission 
(Commission) has been concerned that reliance on a single source (Guist Creek Lake) of supply may resuit in 
severe consequences in the event of 

(1) Contanination of the lake through either accidental of intentional means, 
(2) Decreasing supply capability of the lake caused by future long term siltation of the lake, 
(3) Potential failure of the dam, 

VVE5N3Ss the Louisville Water Company has expressed a strong interest in providing treated water through 
Shelby County via a major water line along the 1-64 corridor, and the Commission is interested in a redundant 
supply of waters said water line would supply the Commission's territory south of 1-64, and also provide an 
alternate, and redundant source of supply for the City of Shelbyville and Shelby County as a whole, 

NOW, THEXEZORE BE IT RESOLVED that: 

a. The Shelbyville Municipal Water and Sewer Commission is hereby authorized to pursue a 
redundant supply of water through the availability of a connection to the Louisville Water 
Company's proposed water line along the 1-64 corridor through Shelby County, in order to 
best meet the long term needs of the City of Shelbyville, and Shelby County. 

b. The Shelbyville Municipal Water and Sewer Commission shall report its fhdings to the City 
of Shelbyville at the conclusion of negotiations with the Louisville Water Company. 

Rl%oL=th.is 6th dayof December ,2007. 

Y L A "  Thoxf&is Hardesty ---, 

Mayor, City of Shelbyville, and 
C u  Shelbyville Municipal Water & Sewer Commission 

City Clerkpity of Shelbyville a 1 



T-447 P002/002 F-886 

WHEREAS, Sheby County, Kentucky desires that the residents of Shelby County and the 
s.urounding area be provided a safe, Secure, sttibible and quality water supply for both the shon term and 
especially the long tern, 

W-AS, Shelby County, Kentusky and the Shelbyville Municipal Water and Sewer 
Co-$ion are concerned that reliance on 8 :;ingle source of supply (as the situation currently exists in 
Shelby County, Kentucky with its sole reliance ort Guist Creek Lake} may result in severe consequences in 
the event of contamination ?f that sowce by either accidental or intentional means, decreasitrg supply 
capability of that supply caused by fimre long term siltation ofthe lake, or potential darn faikure, and 

WHEREAS, Shelby County, Ken&ckj, has been. irlformed that the Louisville Water Company has 
expressed a strong interest in providing treated water through Shelby County via a major water line along 
the Interstate 64 corridor, and the Shelbyville kiunicipal Water and Sewer Commission has expressed 
interest In. having a redundant supply of water that such a water line would provide since said warm line 
would provide water for the Shelbyille Muricipal Water and Sewer Comniissian's territory south of 
Xiiterstate 64, md also provide an alternate and redundant source o f  supply €or the City of  Shelbyville and 
Shelby Couaty as a whole, 

NOW W E W O E ,  BE XTT RESOLVED by the County of Shelby as follows: 

1" The Shelbydie Municipal W.rter and Sewer Commission is hereby authorized to pursue a 
redundant supply of water through the availsldity of a connection to the LOUiSVilIC Water Company's 
proposed watar line along the Xntmstate 64 cor:idor through Shelby County in order to best meet the loas 
tern need$ of Shelby County, and 

2. The Shelbyville Municipal W atw and Sewer Commission shall report its ftndings to the 
Shelby County Fiscal Court at the coficlusion of negotiations with the Louisville Water Company, 

APPROVED at B reguh meeting of th z Fiscal Court of Shelby County, Kentucky, this 
of Sh r w + R . a G c ,  ,2007. 

Shelby County YudgeExecutive 

....................... . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
......... ..... ..-......... ...... . .+....-..l....-.... -.-..-.-. ............................................. 1 .  I /  1 . .  



E Spencer C Q U ~ & Y  “A Great Place to rk and Play ’’ 
P.O. Box 397 - Taylorsville 2) 477-3205 

October 16,2007 

Mark D. GOSS, Chairman 
Public Service Commission 
P. 0. Box 615 
FrarMort, K.Y 40602 

Re: Case No. 2007-001 34 
Kentucky-American Certificate 
of Convenience and Necessity 

Dear Chairman Goss: 

Attached please fmd the resolution of the Spencer County Fiscal Court asking the 

COMMISSION to consider the needs of all of central Kentucky by requiring Kentucky- 

American to construct a pipeline to connect to the Louisville Water Company at 

Shelbyville. Solving all of central Kentucky’s water woes, not just L,exington and 

Kentucky-American’s, is the charge of the Public Service Commission. 

A pipeline connection to Louisville meets the long term needs of the entire region, 

including Spencer County, enhances the drought-proofing needs, protects against 

localized catastrophe should something happen to the Kentucky River, is cost effective 

for the ratepayers and will do a minimum amount of damage to the environment. This 

solution does not extend the wasteful duplication of services mantra that Kentucky has 

been so wont to continue. 

from the entire region. This decision will have 



Spencer County, Kentucky 
Resolution No. 4 

Fiscal Year 2008 Series 

WEREAS, Spencer County Fiscal Court desires for the residents of the County to be 
provided a safe, secure, stable and quality water supply; and 

WHEREAS, to this end Spencer County Fiscal Court has been presented various 
proposals to ensure that the County residents are provided a continuing safe, secure, 
stable and quality water supply, and the Spencer County Fiscal Court has reviewed the 
proposals submitted to the Court and being fully apprised there fiom, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT WSOLVED that: 

1. The Spencer County Fiscal Court supports a water supply strategy that includes access 
to water from the Ohio River, the largest river east of the 
Mississippi , for the reason that this access will provide protection against 
drought, and will protect against interruption of the public water supply due 
to circumstances that may make the Kentucky River unusable or unavailable 
for periods of time. 
2. The Spencer County Fiscal Court opposes the construction by Kentucky American 
Water Company of a large pipeline through western portions of Scott County and the 
northern portions of Franklin County, and the associated water production facilities along 
Pool 3 of the Kentucky River, under the terms of that pipeline proposal currently under 
application with the Kentucky Public Service Commission in Case No.2007-00134. The 
Fiscal Court is of the position that the proposed construction will be unnecessarily 
burdensome on citizens of Central Kentucky, and will unnecessary duplicate available 
water supply facilities that the Louisville Water Company has indicated it can supply to 
Central Kentucky at a rate of ninety-five (95) million gallons per day of treated water. 
3. The Spencer County Fiscal Court supports and urges discussions between all 
interested parties, including Kentucky-American Water Company, the Lexington Fayette 
Urban County Government and Louisville Water Company, regarding a connection 
between these two major regional water supplies so that there will be ample, reliable, safe 
and quality water supplied in a timely manner to Spencer County, Kentucky and the 
central Kentucky region. 

DONE this lS* day of October, 200 

c 

DONE this lS* day of October, 200 

c 



Water 

Warner J. Caines 
General Manager 

TM 

Frankfort Plant Board 

Cable 
Electric 
Security 
Local Phone 
Digjtal Cable 
Long Distance 
Community PV 
Ethernet/lnternet 
Cable Modem/lSP 
Cable Advertising 

November 21,2007 NOV 2 I 2007 
PUBLIC SERVICE 
col\dlMIssloN 

Ms. Beth O’Donnell 
Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

RE: Case No. 2007-00134 
Kentucky-American Water Company 

Dear Ms. O’Donnell: 

Enclosed is a Resolution regarding Kentucky American Water’s proposal 
that is currently pending before the Commission. We ask that it be filed in this 
matter. 

I appreciate your assistance. if you 
me at 352-4541 or hprice@Qfewpb.com. 

General Manager 

HP/abb 
Enclosure 

Equal Qpportunity/.ffirmative Action Employer 

317 West Second Street (P.O. Box 308) Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 Phone (502) 352-4372 
Fax (502) 223-3887 www.fpb.cc 

mailto:hprice@Qfewpb.com


RESOLUTION OF THE ELECTRIC AND WATER PLANT BOARD OF THE 
CITY OF FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 

WHEREAS, the Electric and Water Plant Board of the City of Frankfort, 
Kentucky desires that the residents of Frankfort and the surrounding area be 
provided a safe, secure, stable and quality water supply, and 

WHEREAS, to this end the Electric and Water Plant Board of the City of 
Frankfort, Kentucky has been presented various proposals to ensure that the 
residents of Frankfort and the surrounding area are provided a continuing safe, 
secure, stable and quality water supply, and the Electric and Water Plant Board 
of the City of Frankfort, Kentucky has reviewed the proposals submitted to it and 
being fully apprised therefrom, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that: 

1. The Members of the Electric and Water Plant Board of the City of 
Frankfort, Kentucky have concluded that Kentucky American Water’s 
plan for construction of a water treatment plant on pool three of the 
Kentucky river and connecting pipeline will not best meet the long 
term needs of its customers. 

2. That its Staff is authorized to pursue a supplemental water supply 
via a pipeline connection from Louisville Water Company. 

3. That its Staff may begin discussions with potential partners for 
sharing costs of construction, use of minimum daily water purchase 
requirements and possible joint ownership of pipeline. 

4. That its Staff may begin the selection process for consulting services 
related to this project’s implementation. 

RESOLVED this ,& day of -. .am*-, 2007. 

Attest: 

Ann 6. Bohannon 



Ted Collins 
Pranklin County Judge/Executive 

Franklin County Court House Annex Fred H. Goins 502/8 75-8 751 
315 West Main Skeet Deputy County JudgelExecutive Fax 5021875-8155 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 website: www.franklincounty.ky.gov 

November 15,2007 a 

Kerry W. Jngle 
Paralegal 
Dinsmore & Shohl LLP 
1400 PNC Plaza 
500 West Jefferson Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 

Dear Mr. Ingle: 

As requested, attached is a certified copy of Resolution No. 17-2007 as adopted 
by Franklin County Fiscal Court pertaining to the proposed water pipeline through 
Franklin County. 

Sincerely, 

Shirley Brown 
Fiscal Court Clerk 

http://www.franklincounty.ky.gov


FRANKLIN COUNTY FISCAL COURT 
RESOLUTIONNO- \ ?  -2007 

i 

WHEREM, Franklin County Fiscal Court desires for the residents of the County 
to be provided a safe, secure, stable and quality water supply; and 

WHEREAS, to tbjs end FraoMin County Fiscal Court has been presented various 
proposals to ensure that the County residents we provided a continuing safe, secure, 
stable and quality water supply, and the Franklin County Fiscal Court has reviewed the 
proposals submitted to the Court and being fully apprised therefrom, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT. RESOLVED that: 

1. The Frankfin County Fiscal Court supports a water supply strategy that 
includes access to water from. the Ohio River, the largest river east of the 
Mississippi, for the reason that this access will provide protection against 
drought, and will protect against interruption of the public water supply due 
to circumstances that may make the Kentucky River unusable or unavailable 
for periods of time. 

2. The Franklin County Fiscal Court does not support the construction by . 
Kentucky American Water Company of a large pipeline through eastern and 
northern portions of Franklia County, and thi associated water production 
facilities along Pool 3 of the Kentucky River, under the ten& of that pipeline 
proposal currently under application with the Kentucky Public Service 
Commission in Case N0.2007-00134. The Fiscal Court is of the position that 
the proposed construction will be unnecessarily burdensome on citizens of 
FranMin County and the environment, and will unnecessary duplicate 
available water supply facilities that the Louisville Water Company has 
indicated it can supply to Franldin County at a rate of ninety-five (95) million 
gallons per day of treated water. 

3. The FranMin County Fiscal Court supports and urges discussions between all 
interested parties, including Kentucky-American Water Company and 
Louisville Water Company, regasding a connection between these two major 
regional water supplies so that there will be ample, reliable, safe and qual3y 
water supplied in a timely m m e r  to FranMin County, Kentucky and the 
central Kentucky region. 

i 



i 
t 

RESOLVED th is  1 day of Yb- , 2007. 

3 Te Collins 
Franklin County JudgeBxecutive 

Attest: 

* u 
ShirleyBrown 
Fiscal Court Clerk 

CERTIFICATION OF DOCUMENT 
I 

I, Shirley Brown, Clerk of the Fiscal Court of Franklin County, Kentucky, do hereby 
certify and declare that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 
17-2007, as adopted by Franklin County Fiscal Court at a duly convened meeting 
held on June 1,2007, and of record in Fiscal Court Order Book 22, Page 95. 

Certified this 15 day of November, 2007. 

I FiscaiCourt Clerk 
Franklin County, Kentucky 


