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Executive Director 
Public Semice Commission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
Post ofice Box 615 
Prankfop$ KY 40602 

OCT 0 2 2009 
~UBLIC  SERVICE 

COMMISSION 
Re: P$C Case NQ: 2009-80171 (Big Bear Wastewater, Pnc.) 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

There are 2 condominium associations at Big Bear Resort in Benton, Kentucky, The 
Dens md The Treetops. My wife and 1 own unit #4B in the Treetops Condominiums and 
are part-time residents. Since my wife still works, we are only able to use our condo 
approxhately 40 eo 50 days a year. There are 24 units in the Treetops and 27 units in the 
Dens. Of these 5 I, u j t s ,  only 7 of them are used as full, time residences. 

Big Bear Wastewam bas applied to you for a rate increase of 77.5% which we feel is 
NOT reasonabk or fair, The condominhm owners are cmenf9y generating 
approximately 60% of Big Bear Wastewater’s revenue even though their utilization ofthe 
subject treatment plant likely accounrs for less than 60% of the plant’s annual volume. 
We believe We requested rate increase will exacerbate the unfair discrepancy between the 
amount paid by the condominium owners and the amount paid by the Big Rear Resort. 

Furthemore, we question whether the actual expenses ofthe treatment plant justifj any 
rate increase at dl. It is our understanding &plat at least a portion ofthe proposed rate 
increase may ’be utilized to retire: debt that is not directly related to expenses associated 
with the treatment plant. During a meeting held on July 5,2008 between rqiresentatives 
of Big Bear Wastewater and the Treetops condominium owners, there was some 
discussion of said indebtedness. Although I admittedly did not attend the meeting, it is 
my understanding that in response to a question regarding the indebtedness, the 
condominium owners were told that the indebtedness was not an obligation incurred by 
Big Bea Wastewater but rather an obligation incurred by Big Bear Resort in connection 
with some kind ofproperty swap. Obviously, ifthe aforementioned indebtedness is not 
an obligation 0f Big Bear Wastewater, or is not directly related to the operation ofthe 
treatment plant, it should in no way be considered as justification for a rate increase. 
Since we do not have direct access to the financial information of Big Bear Wastewater, 
we me unable to d e t e n e  whether the above-mentioned indebtedness is directly related 
t~ the treatment plant or not. Accordingly, we resgectfiilly request that the Public Service 
C O I I I ~ ~ S S ~ Q ~  M e r  explore this issue with the owner of the subject treament plant to 
determine whether the proposed rate increase is any way linked to such indebtedness and, 
if so, whether the hdebtehess constirutes a proper justification for a rate increase. 
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It was allso suggested at the July 5,2003, meeting that the owners ofthe condo units iYI 
the Treetops and Dens, dong with Big Bear Wastewater, could unanimously agree to a 
rate increase to circumvent the PSC review and approval procedure. The statement was 
made that Big Bear Wastewater had not had R rate increase in 1 7 years. However, after a 
review of PSC CASE 97-245 and CASE 99-114, that was determined not. to be true. 
Additionally, the ownen were asked to think about the possibiliry of purchasing Big Bear 
Wastewater. There were no votes or cormmitments made. 

Big Bear Wastewater asked for a rate increase in 1999, CASE 99-114. There are several 
items that should be noted when comparing that case to the cubreni case, In 1999, &he 
PSC report opll page 18 stated “ S W  has determined that the cost of the plant was or 
should have been recovered by Big Bear Resort’s developer, Bear Development, Inc., 
though the sale of condominiums and special assessments.’’ There have been 16 to 20 
condominium units built and sold by Big Bear since that ruling. On page 5 of the current 
application the question “How much ofthe plant cost was recovered through the sde of 
lots and other conekbutions?” Richard Meier answered: “Unlolown- Records were not 
maintained so as to keep this information.” 

Three ofthe five employees listed for Big Bear Wastewater on page 1 16 in 1999 are no 
longer there. Only Janet Cddemeyer and Richard Meier remain. When the current rate 
request was filed, 1 asked for an application .that was honored, md asked who the licensed 
plant operator was and requested a copy of the license with the issue date being shown. I 
did not receive any of the licensing information. My request was made by email and a 
copy is attached. 

At the meeting on July 5,2008, Richard Meim stated that someone had to ITIII the water 
plant every day. To our knowledge, Janet Cddexneyer and Richard Meier (who by the 
way me husband and wife) are the only two employees of Big Bear Wastewater licensed 
to operate the Imx&nent plant. Thus, we assume that Ms, Cddemeyer and Ma, Meier are 
in charge ofthe plant’s daily operation. However, the vehicle that Janet Cddemeyer 
drives is registered in Plorida and theit boat dso has a Florida registration. indeed, we 
believe they may claim Florida residency. If that is the case, we wonder how they could 
meet Florida residency requirements while at the same time properly operating the 
subject treatment plan1 in Marshall County, Kentucky. Tbh is yet another issue that we 
respectfully hequest h e  Public Service Commission to explore in connection with the 
proposed rate increase. 
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Docmentation fioxn Kchard Meier %Q the Dens owners in 1992 indicates that 100% of 
the expense of the water plant was recowred. This Cf~curplent is attached. We understand 
expenses md cas$ flow very well and have no problem making adjustments wlbefa they 
axe justified. However, we do not think that we owe: phis increase and feel LM it is way 
past time ~ Q O E  Big Bear Resort to pay its fhir share. 



e Dens further argued that test year salaries and wages were overs- as 

ewidenead by a payroll detail report that w85 submitted to the! Commission by Big Bear 

on August 9,1999. Staff conceder, that the payroll report dms mflect an QVW payment 

quai  to one months salary for each employee; h c ~ ~ v e r ,  no adjustment is warranted as 

the overpayment is not reflected in test year or pm forma salaries and wages 89 shown 

in the original Staff Repat. The amount included as Pest year salaries and wags in the 

sriginssl $bff Report and the amount reported in h e  payroll detail report were reconciled 

as fo641lm. 

I *  

il Report abtal Gross Salary $9,929.87 
iI%u2!3 

$9.129.67 
Less: $)ne Month of Pro Forma Gms Salary 
Test Year Gross Salary in Staff Report 

C) In the original Staff Report deprecialtion expense was includd as a revenue 

requirement but only to the extent of the plant capacity resewed for ex'kting customers. 

U ~ Q R  muitswing Attachment A sf Big Bear's filing of November 16, 1999, Staff has 
- . -  

determind that the cast of the plant was or ahouk4 have been racovered by Big Bear 

Rc~so~P's developer, Bear Development, Snc# thmugh the sale of condominiums and 

-special assessments. Themfore, Staff has: eliminabedl depmciatian expense induded in- 

the June 3, 1999, Staff Weprt %dear Dewelopmsnt"s mt recovery is eonsidered a 

wntribution in aid of construction and should he recodedl an the books of the entity 

eunently opemting the plant in account 271 - contributions in aid of construction. 
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Page 2 of 7 

EAR'S REQUESTED AND STAFFS RECQMMENDED OPERATIIONS 

ATTACHMENT A 
STAFF REPORT CASE NO. 99-1 14 

I 

A) Sewer Sendm Revenues. Big $ear reported Itat year operating m v e n u ~ ? ~  of 

$22,629. Staff increased test year revenue 'to $2~,3O8'60 that pro forma opsmtions et 

present rates would reflect the number of customers hooked onto the system at the end 

of the test year. %ha amount was csllcralatd As fallow8: 

! 
* 

. .  Revenue from full year customers (60 customers x - 

Revenue from seasonal customem (4 3 customers x 
791 wPQnthS % $20.50 W/Y@nt &e) $21,240.QQ - 
8 months x $29.50 cumnt parte] 3,668.00 

Total ' $ ~ 0 8 . Q I E  

B) 

$446 to refled the following current pay levels: 

Salaries andl VV- Test year salaries. cjxpensta d $9,130 was increased by 

Dick Eastham [Plant Operator) $2,676.00 

anet Celdem%er (Bookkeeping) a 1,200.630 
Wishad Meier (Ownermanager Fee) 
Tofar $ 

Robert Eaatham (Plant Operator) 1,500.80 
honda Bmndon (Office) - 600.00 

%he salary levels listed above were appmvd by this Commission in Big 5eaPs previous 

tab case (Casts No. 97-245) ~xcxigt for that of Robert Eastham. Robert and Dick 

Eastham am both certified wastewater plan! opers%oars and their combined annual salary 

,176. 5arsed on Staffs prior experience with sirnilady s h a W  small wastewater 

utilities, Staff is of the opinion Ithat the salary levels included in pro hmsp operations are 

reasonable including that of Robert Eastham and recommends that %hey be accepted in 

this case. 

C) Sfudne Hsulinq. Pest yeas SSudge hauling was ~gOrted at $2,060. This amount 

was excessive nsSative to the three prior years of opemtion. Sludge hauling for the years 

1997, "196, and 4995 wa8 reported at $800, $8, and $500, respectively. TQ normalize 

. . .  . -  . ~. 
.* - 

t 

i u  bf B 54 
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From: iam4ducks@aol.com 
Date: Wed, 29 Apr 2009 00:59:34 -0400 
To: cjanet@biqbearkentuckvlaks.com> 
Subject: Big Bear Wastewater Notice 

Janet & Rick, 

Yesterday (4/27/2009), 1 received your cover letter and a copy of the notice where Big Bear Wastewater has filed an 
application with the Public Sewice Commission for a sewer fate increase. As stated In the notice, copies of the application 
may be obtained at no charge from the utility office at 3499 Big Bear Highway, Benton, KY 42025. Would you please send 
me a copy? If this is not convenient, please let me knew when 1 can come by and pick one up. 

Your cover letter staled that Big Bear Wasfewater had hired a consultant to compile data necessary to justify a rate increase 
and who has worked with the Public Service Commission for over 20 years. Would you please provide me with this persons 
name, address and phone number if it is not included on or wlth the application for the rate increase? 

Additionally, who is the licensed operator for Big Bear Wastewater, lnc7 Please send me a copy of the license with the issue 
date being shown. 

I am sending a copy ofthis email to our aetorney, Mr. Wetzel. 1 will be sending him the information I have requested from you 
as well as your cover letter and the notice for the rate increase for his review. 

Thank you, 
Charley Wilson 
1000 Dogwood Drive 
Elizabethtown, My 42704 

mailto:iam4ducks@aol.com
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