September 22, 2009

Executive Director

Kentucky Public Service Commission
211 Sower Boulevard

Post Office Box 615

Frankfort, K'Y 40602

RE: Kentucky PSC Case Number: 2009-00171 (Big Bear Wastewater, Inc.)
Dear Sir or Madam:

My wife and I own unit 4C, one of the 24 condominium units that make up the Treetops
Condominium Association at Big Bear Resort in Benton, KY. Since our Association is
still being developed, Big Bear Resort acts as the manager for the Treetops Condominium
Association. A total of 28 units are planned for this project.

We understand that businesses must show profit in order to survive and prosper;
however, we question the manner in which Big Bear Wastewater, Inc. demonstrates the
need for an increase, especially a 77.5% increase.

In the Alternative Rate Filing Application that Richard Meier submitted on April 27,
2009, the following question was asked on page five of the Application: “How much of
the plant cost was recovered through the sale of lots and other contributions?” Richard
Meier answered: “Unknown — Records were not maintained so as to keep this
information.” In 1992, when this wastewater plant was installed, Richard Meier sent a
letter to the Dens Condominium Owners explaining how the cost of the sewage plant was
budgeted into the sale of Dens Condominium Units. He goes on to explain that the cost of
a filter, required after the fact, was not budgeted and had to be paid for through a special
assessment. The letter seems to indicate that 100% of the wastewater plant cost was
recovered. Yet, there is still a large loan on the books which we have trouble
understanding. The Kentucky PSC has a copy of this letter; it is located on page 24 of
Kentucky PSC Case Number 99-114. I am also including a copy of the letter.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.
Sincerely,

oY,

Clay Webb
106 Treetops Lane 4C
Benton, KY 42025
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As tha davaloper of the Dan'‘s Condowinium projact, this 1g a latter
which I had hopad I would navar have to write, However, due to
circumgstances beyond my control, I havae found 3% necessary to lavy a
onea~time spacial aszasament agatnst the owners.

Now that the naws fs put in the opan, lat ma try to explain how this

. situation came about.’ Baar Devejspmant Inc. has planned from day 1 to
pay For thae now seawase wastawatar tresimant plant from funds budgetead

from thé sales of the Dens Condomintumx., This iz exactly the time at
which wa plannad te install the plant and we are iunstaliing the plant
for which wa had originaily budgetad. Everything as planned?

Tha filing. for this plant,; with the Kentucky Dtvigion of VWatar, was
initisted over £ months agn, Howevars 1pss Lthan 2 months agos the
State of Kaenturky {mplamentad 2 naw 13w raequiring stiffar regulations
for a1l treatment plants flowing 1nto watarways in Kentucky. In this
new law ara provisions thnt wilY allow no naw plants to be 1nsta11&d
in the State of Kantucky which weuld flow inte any waterway! )
Fortunataly the plant at Big Bear was srandfuthorad 3UT had to meet
stiftar standards.

The portion of thess standards that will affect you is the result of
the above law implementation., 1In ordar for thae Big Bear Resort
traatment plant 'to adhere to new state raugulations, a filter systam
had to be addad to the new plant that we are instaliing. That. in
{tae1f, does not sound too bad. Howevar, tha price of thig unit now
stands to add more than S50% to the cost of tha new plant,

The assessmaent that was determined by the amount ot mone? rasuired for
the new squipment only. Big Bear Resort and The Dens Condominium unit
ownars are hefng agseszad busad on the numbar of plumbing fixturas per
each eatity., That number §s then baing divided dnte the total awmount
of above budget expenditure. The percentages for Sig Bear gnd the
Dens are 56% & 244 respectively. After applying these figures, the
agsassmant tor the Dens comaes to $1645672,22 or $i190.87 par unit
owner. . This is on a total projact cost of $115,572.26 and only
repragsents 44% of tha additinnal cosdt mandated by tha siate., { am
currently Jooking for a March 1, 13592, date for the assessments from
each untt to .be paid. - '

3 R
Lat me rottarate that this was a cost that the development company had
no control ovar. I'va been .through this bafore with our unit in
Florida and 1 icnow that this 1s naver s plasazant situation. I fought
the battle againat the State and loss but no one can say that f{t
wagn*t a3 good fight! I will be mors than happy to discuss in detatl

any aspect ot this decision angd will be prepared to take the haat for
’tl

Thank yau for ‘your coaparation.

Richard O. Maier
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