
In the Matter of: 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

ALTERNATIVE RATE FILING OF HILLRIDGE ) CASE NO. 2010-00426 
FACILITIES, INC. ) 

COMMISSION STAFF’S REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 
TO LOUISVILLE-JEFFERSON COUNTY METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT 

The Louisville-Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District (“MSD”) hereby files 

the original and 2 copies of the following information in response to the Commission 

Staffs Request for Information with a copy to all parties of record. 

I. State MSD’s intentions regarding the assumption of responsibility for 

providing sewer collection and treatment service for the area that Hillridge Facilities, Inc. 

(“Hillridge”) currently serves. 

ANSWER: MSD intends to await direction from the Kentucky Division of Water as to 

how to proceed regarding the flow presently treated by Hillridge Facilities in light of the 

expired Hillridge KPDES Permit which requires Hillridge to cease treatment and send its 

flow to a regional plant when one becomes available. If MSD is directed by the 

Kentucky Division of Water to accept flows from areas served by Hillridge, or if Hillridge 

is ordered to connect to MSD, MSD will proceed with the necessary easement 

acquisition and construction to follow that direction. If MSD reaches an agreement with 

Hillridge regarding treatment of the flows, it is also prepared to move forward with the 

necessary easement acquisition and construction. 



2. Describe the circumstances which led to MSD conducting an infiltration 

and inflow video study of Hillridge’s collection system. 

ANSWER: MSD conducted the infiltration and inflow study of the Hillridge collection 

system during negotiations with Hillridge to assist in determining the extent of the 

infiltration and inflow issues in the system, the costs of repair of the system and the 

value or liability of the system. 

3. Describe Hillridge’s involvement in MSD’s infiltration and inflow video 

study of Hillridge’s collection system. 

ANSWER: Hillridge agreed that MSD may perform the infiltration and inflow study but 

hired its own representative to stay with the MSD crews during the study in order to 

observe it. 

4. Describe each federal or state regulatory agency approval, if any, that 

MSD requires to tap into Hillridge’s collection system and divert sewage flows to MSD 

facilities. 

ANSWER: If Hillridge follows the DOW directive in its various Notices of Violations and 

connects its system to MSD’s system, then MSD will require construction approval from 

DOW to construct a short line between Hillridge’s existing system and MSD’s existing 

system. If Hillridge does not follow the DOW directive to connect to the MSD system, 

then MSD would require an order to connect from DOW in addition to the construction 

a p prava I .  

5. Describe all actions that MSD must take prior to tapping into Hillridge’s 

collection system and divert sewage flows to MSD facilities. 
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ANSWER: MSD previously designed an interceptor to eliminate the Hillridge plant. 

When MSD and Hillridge did not reach an agreement for MSD to start treatment of the 

Hillridge flow, MSD subsequently redesigned the line to be located a very short distance 

away from the plant to accommodate future elimination. MSD would need to acquire two 

easements, both from Hillridge, complete the construction plans, receive construction 

plan approval from DOW and bid the project. 

6. State the date by which MSD presently anticipates assuming responsibility 

for providing sewer collection and treatment service for the area that Hillridge currently 

serves. 

ANSWER: MSD estimates that 60 days are needed to obtain easement, receive 

construction approvals, bid and construct the project from the date the system is 

acquired through negotiations, from the date that MSD is directed by DOW to intercept 

the flow or the date Hillridge is directed by DOW to connect to MSD. 

7. Describe the severity rating system that is used in the report of MSD’s 

infiltration and inflow video study of Hillridge’s collection system. Indicate the 

significance of each rating used. 

ANSWER: MSD utilized the industry standard PACP rating codes. These codes are 

ratings from one to five with anything rated 4 or 5 considered sever. Grade 1 is 

acceptable structural condition. Grade 2 is minimal collapse risk. Grade 3 is collapse 

unlikely in the near future. Grade 4 is collapse likely in the foreseeable future. Grade 5 

is collapsed or collapse imminent. 

8. Assuming that MSD were to acquire responsibility for Hillridge’s collection 

system, describe that actions that MSD must undertake to bring the system into 
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compliance with acceptable  s tandards  and  s ta te  t he  priority that MSD would place on  

each action and  the  expected cost  of each action. 

ANSWER: In accordance  with the  provisions of the  MSD Amended Consent  Decree 

previously placed in the  record, and  specifically with the  Capacity, Management,  

Operations, and  Maintenance (CMOM) Program and  the  associated Sys tem Capacity 

Assurance Plan (SCAP), MSD h a s  previously performed improvements in the  receiving 

system and  has budgeted work prepared to be performed within the  next year  to correct 

numerous deficiencies within the  receiving system. This work is currently in t h e  process  

of being prioritized. If MSD acquires o r  is directed to a s s u m e  this system, the  Hillridge 

system deficiencies will be prioritized along with the  rest of the  system to  achieve the  

most improvement in order  to eliminate o r  reduce potential downstream overflows. As  a 

general  practice, under CMOM and  SCAP,  MSD would replace o r  slip line large a r e a s  

of deteriorating pipe with Cured In Place Pipe (CIPP) instead of repair shorter a r e a s  

which will simply shift t he  inflow and  infiltration to adjacent pipe. MSD est imates  that it 

will ca s t  $1,632,282.20 to rehabilitate the  Hillridge system. All of that work will not be 

done  a t  once .  Instead, MSD will commit to  removing o n e  gallon for flow for each gallon 

it t akes  o n  from the  system. Attached a r e  several  documents  regarding the  

rehabilitation. Hillridge is in the  Lea Ann Way  area which is divided into e a s t  and  west,  

only the  wes t  area has completed information. Including a n  est imate  of cost  of 

rehabilitate the  Hillridge system, sanitary sewer  statistics for t he  Lea Ann Way  West  

project area, Lea Ann Way  Wes t  Defect Data and  Recommendations based on  CCTV 

inspection, Lea Ann Way  Wes t  Defect Data and  Recommendations based on  Smoke  

Testing and  a m a p  of the  Lea Ann Way  Wes t  area. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

-,w--- Laurence J. jelke 
Janice M. T h e w  
Zielke Law Firm 
1250 Meidinger Tower 
462 S. 4th Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 

lziel keazielkefirm .com 
itheriot@zieIkefirm .com 

(502) 589-4600 

Certificate of Sewice 

Counsel certifies that, on this the 13rd day of April 201 1 , an original and two 

copies was filed by fax and overnight delivery to Jeff Derouen, Executive Director, 

Public Service Commission, 211 Sower Boulevard, Frankfort, KY 40601. A copy was 

served on the following by US. Mail, first-class, postage prepaid: 

Robert C. Moore 
Hazelrigg & Cox. LLP 
41 5 West Main Street, 1 st Floor 
P.O. Box 676 
Frankfort, KY 40602-0676 

r n € r n Z W  
Assistant Attorney General 
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 200 
Frankfort, KY 40601 -8204 
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I-iillridee Sanitary System Rehabilitation Proiect 
Existing Stats 
47,505 L,F of Sewer (4” to 15” dia.) 
277 Manholes 

8-Inch Sanitary Sewer Pipe 

Saddle and Connection for PSC 

MANHOLES 
4-FOOT DIA TYPE I MANHOLES W/CASTING 

LINER 

CURED IN PLACE PIPE 8-INCH 

PSC Top Hats, 4-INCH 
I__ 

ROOT REMOVAL 

Medium Cleaning, w/ Root Control 
~ 

EROSION CONTROL I 

~. 
PAVEMENT 

VIDEO RECORDING 

VACUUM EXCAVATIONS 

I SUBTOTAL 

BONDS (1.5% OF THE SUBTOTAL) 

IMOBIL./DEMOB. (1?40 OF THE SUBTOTAL) -__ 

TOTAL 

152 ~ EA 

11537 L.F 4-- 

1,200 

8 EA 

I 
11 L.5 

- 
UNIT TOTAL, 
COST COST NOTES: 

$3,500.00 I $56,000.00 /Based on new 8-inch segments 
I 

Approximately 55% of sewers 
need rehab, used same percentage 
for manholes. Could be much less 

$3,000.00 $456,000.00 Manhole were not inspected. 

Line all 2 and 3 structural defects, 
$28.00 ~ $323,036.00 111 defects. 

$1,500.00 1 $297,000.00 [Based on house count near lining. 

segments not getting replaced or 

All sewer line t o  be replace in 

$4.50 

$150.00 $1,200.00 
I I 

I $1.584.740.00 I 

I $23,771.10 

$23.771.10 
- 

$1,632,282.20 

4/12/2011 1 XlOOQOQQ3 



SSES Statistics Project: Lea Ann Wav West 

Date: 8/31/2009 

Property Service Connections Pump Stations 

Total 4,473 
Basements 2,415 

Facility ID Name Type Owner 
MSD1010-PS LEA ANN WAY BLDG MSD 
MSD0099-PS POPLAR LEVEL BLDG MSD 

Sewers 
Manholes 1,357 Avg Depth 7.7 f t  
Force Mains 2,597 LF 
Main Sewers 287,784 LF Avg. Length 177 ft 

Main Sewer Pipe Diameters 
Diameter LF %Total 

4 0 0 0% 
6 787 0.3% 
8 226,919 78.9% 
10 21,433 7.4% 
12 12,645 4.4% 
1s 3,472 1 2% 
1.8 w= &?% 18-inch and greater are included as 
24 w €A€% part of ICA Phase 111 Project 
24 4;428 376% 
2? w m  &4% 
38 Q &@% 

36 9i9z;1 34% 
42 1z9 @&% 
48 Q &@% 

M Q &@% 

€4 Q &@% 

66 Q &@% 

22 Q &@% 

78 Q &@% 

84 Q &@% 

96 Q &@% 

3438 Q &@% 

Q &@% 

4.32 Q &@% 

M-4 Q &@% 

152 Q &@% 

l-62 Q &@% -- 
Total 287,784 

Main Sewer Pipe Material 

ABP 0 0 0% Paved Invert Asbestos-Bonded 
ABS 0 0 0% Acrylonitrile Butatiene Styre 
ACP a 0 0% Asbestos Cement Pipe 
ADS 0 0 0% Corugated Plastic 
8RK 0 0 0% Brick 
CIP 199 0 1% Cast Iron Pipe 
CMP 0 0 0% Corrugated Metal Pipe 
CON 2,618 0.9% Poured-in-place Concrete 
CPP 4,107 14% Cured-in-place Pipe 
DIP 200 0 1% Ductile Iron Pipe 
HDPE 0 0 0% High Density Polyethylene 
PEP a 0.0% Polyethyline Pipe 
PVC. 112,831 39 2% Polyvinylchloride 
RCP 18,632 6 5% Reinforced Concrete Pipe 
ST 0 0 0% Segmented Tile 
STL 0 00% Steel 
VCP 149,197 51.8% Vitirfied Clay Pipe 
Total 287,784 

- - M a t e r r a l ~ ~ - % - T o t a f - D e s ~ p t r o n  



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 

1 of11 

K\ICr239200 Lwtsvte MSD Lea Ann Way Wost a Lanlana PSIB 0 Ropwts DoWorablesUea Ann Way West Defect Tablo .Fhtal xls 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 

2 of I 1  

R\182392-00 LwisvZe IJSD Lea Ann Way West 8 Lanlena PSVI.0 Rems 8 DeIlverablesUea AM Way West Deled Tab!e -maids 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommend a ti o n s Ta b I e 
CCTV Inspection 

K\15-239260 LoUisvSo IdSD Loa AM) Way Wssl8 Lanlnna PS\B 0 Repcds 8 DehverabbsUea AM Way Wesl Defed Table - F k l  xls 

I 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recomm en dation s Tab I e 
CCTV Inspection 
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k\i52392.W LWISM~B M S D  Lea Ann W a y  West 8 1.sntana PSW 0 Repais 8 DekereUesUea AM W a y  We61 Delea TeMe .~inaLds 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 
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K\15.239260 LoolsvZe IJSD Lea AM Way West & Lanlana PS16 0 Rem5 & Dehetab!esUes Ann Way West Der& TsWa -Final xjs 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 
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Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 

KA152392-00 Lwisvii!8 hlSD Lea Ann Way West & Lantana PSB 0 R e m s  8 Do~arablesUos AM Way West Oaf&Tab!a -Fha~xls  



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 
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K\1&239200 LOU~SVEO hSD Loa AM Way West a Lanlana PS16 0 Repwts a DeZverablosUea AM Way Wost Deled Tab!e .Fhalds 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 

R\1&2392aI Lwisvile MSO Lea Ann Way Wost & Lanlana PSV3.0 Ropotls & DeljvmbhSVOa AM Way Wosl Oslecl Table -Flnal.ds 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 
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K\15.235700 LwisvZe MSD Lea AM Way West 8 Lanlana PSIB.0 Repals 8 OatveraMes\Lea AM Way Was1 Del& Table .F!naLxIs 



Lea Ann Way West 
Defect Data and 

Recommendations Table 
CCTV Inspection 

I 1  of I 1  

Secondary 727,664 I ,O 15,679 

Basis of Construction Costs 
Manhole Point Repair $200 
Cover Replacement $1 00 
Lateral Point Repalr $1,000 
Sanitary Sewer Line Replacement Program $0 
Cleanout Replacement $500 
Pump Station Seal $500 
?stall Manhole Chimney Seal $200 

.(eplace PSC $500 
ClPP $5O/Linear Foot 
Replace Pipelpipe Burst $15O/Linear Foot 
Plumbing Modification Program $5,000 

ClPP 
CIPP2 
Clean2 
Conc 
!3Pd 
PMP 
PSC 
PVC 
rn- 
SSLRP 

Cured-in-place pipe. (primary recommendation) 
Cured-In-place pipe. (secondary recornmendation) 
Secondary recommendation. 
Concrete. 
Gallons per day. 
Plumbing Modification Program. 
Property service connection. 
Polyvinyl chloride. 

3yStE-Iv-Assurance Pian. 
Sanitary Sewer Line Replarfiment Program. i- 
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