
KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Cheryl Norton / Lance Williams

1. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1- 1. The question under sub-part A is
whether the 16-inch main “would allow for expansion of Kentucky-American
Water Company (KAW) into markets outside of those already serviced by its
Northern Division.” KAWC’s statement in response regarding the company’s
intent for the design of the facility does not address the question. The inquiry is
not why KAWC is purportedly building the facility but rather what the facility
could potentially allow and its possible utilization. Will the proposed 16-inch
main allow for the expansion of KAW into markets outside of those already
served by its Northern Division?

Response:

As the proposed project is currently designed it would not allow KAW to serve other markets
outside of those already served by the Northern Division. The maximum transmission capacity of
the 16-inch ductile iron main is limited by the maximum design capacity of the booster pump
station and flow rates should not exceed 7 fps (feet per second). The booster station is currently
designed for 2 MGD which is equal to the demand projections provided in
KAW_R_PSCDR1#27_072312 and KAW_R_AGDR1#22_072312.
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Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

2. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 1; additionally, KAWC response to PSC 1 – 2;
pages 5 and 8 (Purchase of the Water and Sewer Assets of Owenton KY – September 9,
2003). The KAWC response to PSC 1 -2 includes in part the following statements.
“There is a strong indication of growth in Owen and surrounding counties.” And, “This
project is valuable strategically in that it sends a ‘business as usual’ message as KAWC
expands its service territory.” Does KAWC agree or disagree that completion of the
Northern Division Connection as proposed in the Application will place KAWC in a
better position to expand into markets outside of its current service territory? Please
explain your answer.

Response:

The project is intended as the best solution for current customers. The proposed
connection would enable a more reliable source of supply to Owen County than the
current source of supply which could aid in attracting businesses to locate in the county.
Having said that, there are no current plans to extend facilities beyond the current service
territory, and any future opportunities to do so would necessarily require an evaluation of
system capacity to meet whatever requirements those opportunities may present. Please
also see KAW’s response to Item No. 1 of the AG’s Supplemental Request for
Information.
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Witness: Lance Williams

3. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 5. What is the cost estimate for
decommissioning the Monterey Tank? Please supply any corresponding work-
papers, memoranda, and communications regarding the decommissioning and
cost estimate.

Response:

KAW has not received a bid estimate for the cost of decommissioning the Monterey Tank, but
KAW expects any such costs to be insignificant (less than $50,000) and those costs could be
significantly mitigated depending on the price of scrap steel at the time of demolition.
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4. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 8. The response, in identifying
impending violations, references an 8 September 2011 site inspection report (at
part VI). In that the transfer of control of the facilities was approved by an Order
of the Commission dated 22 July 2005, please identify and discuss the steps taken
since 22 July 2005 to address the backwash basin and “overflowing.” Include in
the discussion why “impending violations” have been allowed to continue or
develop during KAWC’s control of the facility.

Response:

KAW recognized the potential for violations if the wash water settling basins were not
monitored and managed to ensure compliance with discharge permits. KAW has done
that, and has taken steps to improve the operation of the basins, including rehabilitating a
discharge valve, relocating sludge from one basin to another (the old clearwell),
constructing a series of stone lined catch basins for the discharge, and removing sludge
from the basin. KAW's actions have enabled the plant to maintain compliance, though
the design and operation are far from ideal.
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Witness: Linda Bridwell / Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

5. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 9; page 1 of 27. KAWC indicates, by
reference to a 2004 Sanitary Survey by the Division of Water, that “the condition
and location of the intake has historically been a point of concern for the Division
of Water with the City of Owenton.” Was KAWC aware of this fact prior to the
filing for Commission approval of a transfer of ownership in PSC Case No. 2005-
00206?

Response:

Yes, KAWC was aware of the concerns related to the intake.
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6. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 9; page 3 of 27. The issue of emergency
supply for the Owenton system was documented, by no later than 8 October
2004, in a public record. Why did Kentucky-American Water Company fail to
include a discussion of the issue of emergency supply for Owenton in its
application to construct KRS II and its related facilities?

Response:

The application to construct KRS II and its related facilities was made to address the
needs of Central Kentucky as part of the regional water supply and treatment capacity
deficits. Pool 3 of the Kentucky River (adjacent to Franklin and Owen Counties) was
identified as a source of water supply for the Bluegrass Water Supply Commission in the
O’Brien and Gere report published in 2004, prior to Kentucky American acquiring the
assets of Owenton. Kentucky American realized that it might be a possibility for a future
solution in the Northern Division as early as 2005, but the development and approval of
the KRS II facilities were complicated and contentious enough without attempting to add
the potential for an Owenton connection when the needs of the Owenton facilities had not
been fully reviewed, and the addition would only unnecessarily complicate matters
further. KAW felt that the proximity of the KRS II facilities to Owenton were obvious,
and to discuss the probability of a connection without any answers regarding when or if it
might occur, whether it would be cost effective, or any of the facilities that would be
required would have been inappropriate in the application to construct KRS II.
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7. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 9; page 11 of 27. “The system is in the
process of being purchased by Ky-American and little long range planning is
being done and the financial future is dependent upon the sale.”

A. Did KAWC ever develop a long-range plan for the Owenton system?
B. If yes, then when was the plan developed? If applicable, please supply the
copy of each long-range plan that has been developed.
C. If no, then please explain why not.

Response:

a) Yes, a multi-year capital expenditure plan was developed for the Owenton
system.

b) The plan was developed while investigating the purchase of the Owenton System
in 2005. A copy of the plan is attached.

c) Not applicable.



Item Year Year Year Year Year
No. Item Description 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total Comment
1 New Ky River Intake (KAW Portion) -$               -$               -$                     Owenton has loan for this amount
2 Upgrade WTP 50,000$         200,000$       250,000$       500,000$             
3 Upgrade / Replace Raw Water Main 100,000$       100,000$       200,000$             Cost included in Intake Project

Squiresville Road Water Main, 7 miles -$                     to be done by Carrollton
4 Southfork Road Water Main Extension 120,000$       120,000$             
5 SCADA Installation 100,000$       100,000$             
6 Security Upgrades 20,000$         20,000$               
7 Storage Tank Rehab -$               -$                     Done under maintenance
8 Backup Generator -$               -$                     Optional
9 Chemical Feed Improvements 300,000$       300,000$             
10 Misc. System Investment 60,000$         60,000$         60,000$         80,000$         260,000$             

460,000$       270,000$       360,000$       330,000$       80,000$         1,500,000$          

Owenton, Kentucky
5 year CAPEX Plan as Approved by CDC

Revised 8-31-05

KAW_R_AGDR2#007_Attachment_082012
Page 1 of 1
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8. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 9; page 11 of 27. System does not purchase
water from any other system. Is this accurate, as of the date of the survey containing the
statement? See also page 14 of 27 (“There are presently no other public water systems
with interconnections to the Owenton facility.”) If it is not accurate, as of the date of the
survey, then please provide the correct information.

Response:

The sanitary survey referenced was for the Owenton Water system, prior to KAWC
ownership. The statements are accurate in that the Owenton Water system did not
purchase water from other systems.
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Witness: Linda Bridwell

9. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 9; page 13 of 27. “Owenton Water
District is currently in the process of obtaining approval from DOW and funding
from Rural Development to relocate their water intake to the Kentucky River.”
Please explain what happened with regard to (A) funding from Rural
Development and (B) approval from DOW.

Response:

KAW has been unable to locate anything in its files regarding what happened with the
Rural Development funding being pursued by Owenton, and does not have any
institutional knowledge regarding the funding. Clearly, it did not go forward. The DOW
approved the relocation of the water intake to the Kentucky River as part of approval for
Kentucky Infrastructure Authority funding for the project, and the DOW worked closely
with Owenton regarding the improvements that were made to the intake.
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10. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 9; page 26 of 27. The Sanitation Survey (in
2004) includes questions regarding “Chlorine Safety.”

A. Indicate whether the answers for these questions remain the same under current
practices for the Northern Division (and if not, then please indicate, with specificity, why
not).
B. Identify any current deficient practice(s) in the Northern Division with regard to
chlorine safety.

Response:
A. Yes

B. There are no deficient practices with regard to chlorine safety.
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11. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 10. KAWC anticipated $1.5 million in
capital expenditures over the 5-year period and indicates the completion of a
chemical feed improvement project, tank maintenance projects, and SCADA
installation at remote tank sites. For the five-year period following the
acquisition, please provide the following:

A. The amount of the $1.5 million in capital expenditures that was actually spent,
by year, for the five-year period.
B. The amount of capital expenditure, by year, for completion of a chemical feed
improvement project.
C. The amount of capital expenditure, by year, for tank maintenance projects.
D. The amount of capital expenditure, by year SCADA installation at remote
tank sites.
E. For each project identified in sub-parts B, C, and D, of this request, identify the
start date or anticipated start date and completion date or anticipated completion
date of each project. If a project was abandoned, deferred, or otherwise not
pursued, explain why.

Response:

A) The amount of the $1.5 million in capital expenditures
Year 2006 Year 2007 Year 2008 Year 2009 Year 2010 Total
$29,963.45 $425,122.40 $28,503.86 $63,295.74 $44,210.22 $591,095.67

B) The amount of capital expenditures for chemical feed improvement projects
Year 2006 Year 2007 Year 2008 Year 2009 Year 2010 Total
$0.00 $2,724.02 $20,199.12 $0.00 $44,210.22 $67,133.36

C) The amount of capital expenditures for tank maintenance projects
Year 2006 Year 2007 Year 2008 Year 2009 Year 2010 Total
$29,963.45 $422,398.38 $8,304.74 $44,121.65 $0.00 $504,788.22

D) The amount of capital expenditures for SCADA
Year 2006 Year 2007 Year 2008 Year 2009 Year 2010 Total
$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,174.09 $0.00 $19,174.09

E) Most projects have been deferred at this time except for the maintenance that was
completed on the Perry tank in 2007, some SCADA and a portion of the chemical
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feed improvements. Maintenance on the Fairgrounds Tank was officially abandoned
in 2009 due to pressure problems in the system when the tank was taken out of
service for maintenance. During the first year of operation after the purchase
transaction was complete, KAW was able to evaluate the operations first hand and
was able to make changes that helped mitigate some of the apparent problems and
proposed projects. Other projects were modified after the initial evaluation of the
system due to hydraulic modeling.
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Witness: Lance Williams / Keith Cartier

12. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 10. Please explain whether, prior to purchasing
certain assets of the Owenton water system, KAWC anticipated capital expenditures by
KAWC for a water intake facility for the Northern Division. If yes, then please identify
the anticipated capital expenditures and indicate whether they were actually made by
KAWC. If no, then please indicate why not.

Response:

No, prior to purchasing the Owenton water system the 5 year capital expense plan as
approved by the CDC on August 31, 2005 did not include any capital expenditures by
KAWC for the raw water intake facility improvements for the Northern Division. This
facility is owned by the City of Owenton. Please refer to KAW_R_AGDR2#007_082012
for a copy of the approved CDC document.
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13. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 11; page 3 of 38. The November 2008 letter
from Georgetown Municipal Water & Sewer Service notes the existence of “an
Agreement to connect facilities in order to supply water to one another in the event of a
drought, emergency condition, service interruption or other unexpected condition.”
Please explain whether the connection of KAWC’s Northern Division’s facilities with
Georgetown Municipal Water & Sewer System corresponds with a present obligation or
authority for KAWC to ever supply GMWSS through its Northern Division facilities. If
yes, please explain the obligation or authority. If no, please explain why not and confirm
that the Agreement only permits sales to KAWC through the GMWSS interconnection
with the Northern District.

Response:

The agreement referenced in the 2008 letter is not affiliated with the Northern Division.
The referenced agreement is for a connection located in Georgetown and provides an
emergency interconnection from the Georgetown system with KAWC’s Central Division
system. Although initially conceived with the thought the connection might be utilized in
either direction, in practice the use has been to supply water from KAWC to Georgetown.
As far as can be determined, KAW has not utilized the connection to receive water from
Georgetown.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

14. Reference KAWC’s Response and Amended Response to AG 1-14. Does KAWC agree
or disagree that the construction of the Northern Division Connection will have direct
impacts on ratepayers located in Central Kentucky, including but not limited to the
ratepayers located in Lexington-Fayette Urban County?

A. If KAWC agrees that direct impacts do exist, please identify the specific impacts to
ratepayers located in Lexington-Fayette Urban County and characterize each impact as
positive or negative.
B. If KAWC disagrees that Central Kentucky ratepayers will face any direct impacts
regarding the Northern Division Connection, would it agree to a deferral of future
recovery from ratepayers outside of the immediate service territory for the Northern
Division Connection? If KAWC would not agree, please explain why not.

Response:

As discussed in the response to Item 21 of the Attorney General’s First Data Request,
both construction options would have an impact on all Kentucky American’s ratepayers,
and that impact would be equal regardless of customer location. Kentucky American
agrees that there would be an impact to ratepayers in Central Kentucky, including those
in Lexington-Fayette Urban County.

a. The estimated rate impact to all customers using 5,000 gallons of water per month
would be 50 cents, as calculated in response to Item 16 of this same data request.

b. No, it would not. Kentucky American utilizes single-tariff pricing. The Northern
Division Connection will appropriately impact all customers, both Northern and
Central Division ratepayers equally, just as construction of KRS II impacted these
customers equally.
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15. Reference KAWC response to OAG 1 – 21. Please provide a copy of the spreadsheet
entitled “Ratemaking Impact of Owenton WTP Improvements vs. Proposed KRS II
Scenario” in its native format (i.e. Microsoft Excel, Access) with all underlying data,
assumptions and calculations.

Response:

Please see attachment, which is the Microsoft Excel file that produced the “Ratemaking
Impact of Owenton WTP Improvements vs. Proposed KRS II Scenario” sheet submitted
in response to OAG 1-21.

Attachment:

KAW_R_AGDR2#015.xlsx
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16. Please provide a projection of the expected rate impact on a residential customer’s bill for
the following scenarios. (The expected amount of an increase associated with the rate
recovery of the project.) For the response, please provide the impact for the first year that
the rate in effect would include the entire cost of the project. Show the supporting
calculations.

A. A Central Division residential customer of KAWC who utilizes 5,000 gallons of water
per month if the KRS II plan is authorized and placed into service.
B. A Northern Division residential customer of KAWC who utilizes 5,000 gallons of
water per month if the KRS II plan is authorized and placed into service.
C. A Central Division residential customer of KAWC who utilizes 5,000 gallons of water
per month if the Owenton WTP option (the non-KRS II plan is authorized and placed into
service.
D. A Northern Division residential customer of KAWC who utilizes 5,000 gallons of
water per month if the Owenton WTP option (the non-KRS II plan) is authorized and
placed into service.

Response:

A. The estimated impact is 50 cents/ month.
B. Please refer to the response to Part A.
C. The estimated impact is 63 cents/month.
D. Please refer to the response to Part C.

Please refer to the attachment for calculations.



Kentucky American Water
Case NO. 2012‐00096
AG DRSupp 016
Estimated Monthly Rate Impact for Residential Customer

Estimated KRS II Pipeline Impact for Residential Customer
Current Bill for 5,000 
Gallons / Month

KRS II Pipeline 
Impact Calculation

Central Division Customer 35.40$                             0.50$                   Multiply Current Bill by % Impact 1.423%
Northern Division Customer 35.40$                             0.50$                   Multiply Current Bill by % Impact 1.423%

Estimated Owenton WTP Impact for Residential Customer
Current Bill for 5,000 
Gallons / Month

Owenton WTP 
Option Calculation

Central Division Customer 35.40$                             0.63$                   Multiply Current Bill by % Impact 1.768%
Northern Division Customer 35.40$                             0.63$                   Multiply Current Bill by % Impact 1.768%

Calculation of % Impact Revenue Requirment % of Authorized Calculation
Authorized Revenue 87,304,667$                   Per Case NO. 2010‐00036
KRS II Pipeline Impact  1,242,110$                     1.423% Impact Per AG DR1 021, Divided by Authorized Revenues for %
Owenton WTP Option  1,543,169$                     1.768% Impact Per AG DR1 021, Divided by Authorized Revenues for %

Current Bill Calculation Amount
5000 Gallons / 
Month Charge Calculation

Meter Charge ‐ Assume 5/8" Meter 8.90$                               8.90$                  
Cost Per 1000 Gallons Residential Rate 5.30040$                         26.50$                 Amount x 5

Sum 35.40$                

KAW_R_AGDR2#016_082012_Attachment
Page 1 of 1
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Witness: Linda Bridwell

17. Were the costs of the Northern Division Connection to KRS II be allocated in future rate
cases solely to those customers to be served by the Connection in Owenton and the other
areas within KAW’s identified Northern Division, could such a cost in the form of an
infrastructure surcharge and/or special tariff be economically feasible?

Response:

Infrastructure surcharges can certainly be an economically feasible way to recover the
costs of capital investments. That said, the use of an infrastructure surcharge or special
tariff to allocate costs to a sector of customers based on their location is inconsistent with
Kentucky American's single-tariff rate design that has been approved by the Kentucky
Public Service Commission.

In Case No. 2004-00103, when KAW had separate tariffs for its Central and Northern
Division customers, it indicated that it intended to move to a single-tariff or “unified” rate
structure in its next rate case and the Commission agreed that such a move would be
consistent with generally accepted principles of sound rate design. (February 28, 2005
Order in Case No. 2004-00103, pp. 75-76). After Case No. 2004-00103, KAW acquired
the Owenton system. In Case No. 2005-00206, in which the Commission addressed
KAW’s acquisition of the Owenton system, the Commission again recognized and
encouraged a shift to single-tariff rate design when it stated, “the Commission places
KAWC on notice that KAWC’s next application for a general rate adjustment should
contain a proposal for a single rate schedule applicable to all KAWC customers . .
.”). (July 22, 2005 Order in Case No. 2005-00206, p. 6). Given those Commission
directives, in KAW’s subsequent general rate case (Case No. 2007-00143), it proposed a
single-tariff structure. The parties to that case proposed an agreed resolution of the case
to the Commission. The proposed agreed resolution included the move to a single-tariff
structure (November 29, 2007 Order in Case No 2007-00143, Exhibit B, p. 2), and the
Commission approved the agreed resolution, including the single-tariff
structure. (November 29, 2007 Order in Case No. 2007-00143). That same single-tariff
structure has remained in place ever since and KAW continues to agree with the
Commission that it is consistent with sound rate design.

Kentucky American's customers have been impacted equally by capital investments,
including the construction of KRS II, since single-tariff rates were authorized in Case No.
2007-00143. It would be inconsistent to now assign the costs of the Northern Division
Connection to only some of the Company’s customers.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

18. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1-23(A). If the Commission approves the KRS II
Northern Division Connection to KRS II as presented in the Application, will the existing
purchase agreements with Georgetown Municipal Water and Sewer Service, Gallatin
County, and Carroll County continue or be discontinued?

A. If KAWC plans to discontinue any of these purchase agreements, has it so advised the
corresponding utility or utilities?
B. If yes, is KAWC assisting the relevant utility or utilities with regard to future water
distribution and conservation planning?
C. (with regard to sub-part A) If no, why not?

Response:

KAW currently anticipates maintaining the interconnections.

A. KAW has not notified any utility of potential changes to purchases.

B. N/A

C. There is not an immediate plan to discontinue purchase from Carrollton and Gallatin.
The connection with Georgetown is anticipated to remain, though KAW would not
anticipate using the connection to purchase water as a matter of routine. KAW would
anticipate maintaining the connection for emergency purposes.
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19. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1-23(B). Please provide detailed
information concerning “the investment of new infrastructure, replacement and
upsizing of existing infrastructure,” which were analyzed and rejected by KAWC
as related to the options of treated water purchases. (Include in the response the
identity of each individual who participated in the analysis and determination.)

Response:

After examining potential treated water purchases with Bullock Pen Water District, Georgetown
Municipal Water & Sewer Service, and Carroll County Water District #1, it was determined that
none of these options was viable due to each system’s lack of treatment capacity to supply
Kentucky American Water’s Northern Division. (Please refer to KAWC response to OAG 1-
11(B) for further information.) The existing Gallatin County Water District connection is 2-inch
and is located in the far northern portion of Owen County. The size of this connection is
inadequate to meet Kentucky American Water’s Northern Division’s needs and significant
investment in infrastructure upgrades on Gallatin County Water District’s side of this connection
would be necessary. In addition to these improvements, Kentucky American Water would need
to construct approximately seventeen miles of main extension (as opposed to sixteen miles with
the KRS II connection) with similarly sized facilities as contained in the proposed KRS II
connection. Given the issues described above, the KRS II connection is clearly the least cost
solution for serving the Northern District.

The individuals who participated in the analysis and determination include:

Name Title / Company

Cheryl Norton President / Kentucky American Water
Keith Cartier Vice President Operations / Kentucky American Water
Lance Williams Director Engineering / Kentucky American Water
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Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

20. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 26. Does KAWC agree or disagree that by
reducing or eliminating its need to purchase treated water from the surrounding municipal
water systems it is more competitively positioned to seek to purchase those entire
systems? Please explain your response in detail.

Response:

KAW disagrees. KAW would not presume that the volume of water purchased (or lack
of water purchased) by KAWC from the neighboring utilities would influence whether a
neighboring utility was interested in selling, or whether KAWC would be interested in
purchasing such a system.
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Witness: Cheryl Norton / Keith Cartier

21. Reference: KAWC response to OAG 1 – 27. Would President Cheryl Norton and Vice-
President Keith Cartier be willing to voluntarily appear at any public evidentiary hearing
scheduled regarding this matter, be sworn, and answer questions of the Commissioners,
staff and, intervening counsel? If not, then please explain why not.

Response:

Yes.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams

22. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 1; pages 15, 18, and 19. The description of the
Chemical Bulk Storage Improvements per the 4 April 2012 letter (appearing at page 18)
is “a new chemical feed building that houses bulk liquid chemicals, access road
improvements, and a chlorine scrubber.” The corresponding opinion of probably costs in
the second quarter of 2008 (page 19 – which includes construction and engineering costs
and contingency) is $2,100,000. Comparatively, the summary of construction cost
opinion for the third quarter of 2008 (page 15 – including a “general conditions”
adjustment of 8% and a contingency of 15%) is $1,060,000 for the proposed chemical
building; $110,000 for the chlorine scrubber; and $200,000 for access road improvements
for a total of $1,370,000. Please explain the difference between these cost estimates and
include in the explanation a discussion of the reasons for the increase in cost.

Response:

The total Construction Cost Opinion (Third Quarter 2008) was $1,420,000 (page 15 of
KAWC response to PSC 1-1). The total project cost estimate of $2,100,000 contained in
the 4 April 2012 letter includes 11.5% inflationary index from 2008 to 2012, 15% for
engineering and technical services, and 15% for construction administration and
inspection.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

23. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 2; page 4 of 62. “A second rate increase
for the water model, to coincide with the rehabilitation of the water treatment
plant, is included in the model with a rate year beginning October 1, 2006. This
increase is 13.91%.” With regard to this statement, please indicate whether the
increase was sought and obtained.

Response:

No, it was not. In 2007, KAW filed an application for a single-tariff pricing structure
which was approved in Case No. 2007-00143.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams

24. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 2; page 5 of 62. “Purchase of this water
system will give KAWC access to a new and reliable source of water – Pool #2 of
the Kentucky River.” Additionally, page 6 of 62 “An important part of this
transaction is the construction of a new raw water intake on the Kentucky River
at Pool #2 (at a location approximately 1,000 feet from the current intake) to help
meet new water quality regulations.” Also see page 8 of 62. Further, page 7 of
62, “When the new intake is built, the 12” raw water line from the Severn Creek
intake will be extended to the new intake and after connection will by-pass the
reservoir and go straight to the filtration plant.” KAWC knew that access to a
new and reliable source of water was important part of the transaction, therefore
explain the KAWC analysis or examination of access by the Northern Division to
the Kentucky River via the KRS II station at the time that the KRS II facility was
being designed and submitted for approval?

Response:

There was no focused analysis. At the time of KRS II design, the Northern Division was served
by the Owenton plant and was beyond the scope of the KRS II project.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

25. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 2; page 7 of 62. “One lacking factor in the
filtration plant is reliance on a single claricone for treatment.” Further:
“KAWC’s proposal includes funds to study and make improvements in the
filtration plant to improve efficiency and to provide necessary redundancy.”
KAWC was aware that redundancy was an important consideration, therefore,
with regard to redundancy, explain the KAWC analysis or examination of
interconnection of the Northern Division with the KRS II facility at the time that
the KRS II facility was being designed and submitted for approval?

Response:

KAW had not completed a study for the necessary improvements at the Owenton plant
and did not have detailed cost information for the necessary improvements at the
Owenton plant at the time of the design of the KRS II facility. Considering the urgent
need to construct the KRS II facility due to the existing raw water and treatment capacity
deficits faced by the Central Division, it would have been inappropriate to hold up
moving forward on KRS II. Although KAW performed appropriate due diligence in
analyzing the Owenton transaction, as with any purchase, the only way to know the full
extent and details of operating characteristics and deficiencies came after operation of the
plant for several years.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Cheryl Norton

26. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 2; page 34 of 62. “Submission of Business
Development Package to KAWC Board for approval to purchase the City of
Owenton’s water and sewer assets.” Provide a copy of this package.

Response:

The KAW Board was provided with the same business development package that was provided
in response to Item No. 2 of the Commission Staff’s First Request for Information. The KAW
Board ultimately issued the attached unanimous consent.
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KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

27. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 2; page 42 (Draft Purchase Agreement).
“Seller agrees to maintain the surrounding land, including the dam, in a safe and
operational condition.”

A. Was this condition part of the executed Purchase Agreement? If it was
revised or eliminated, please fully explain.
B. Does KAWC believe that the Seller has ever breached this condition? If yes,
then please fully explain.

Response:
A) The condition was included in the final purchase agreement, as shown below.

B) KAW has not asserted that Owenton has failed to live up to its obligations.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams

28. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 11. 16 November 2005 message
from Thomas W. Williams includes the following statement: “Again, from the
told-you-so column, the bids on the Intake were quite high.” Please explain the
significance of the bids being “quite high.”

Response:

Mr. Thomas W. Williams no longer works for Kentucky America Water, so KAW can only
speculate what is meant by Mr. Williams’ comment of “quite high.” On page 13 of 147 from
KAW_R_PSCDR1#3_072312, Mr. Williams writes that “there is a $1.3 million difference
between the engineer’s estimate and the money they ‘Owenton’ currently have committed.” This
would indicate that construction cost and materials were higher than expected and exceeded the
budget by $1.3 million.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams / Linda Bridwell

29. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 56. Explain why the intake project was not
built.

Response:

A number of issues evolved over time as KAW operated the facilities post acquisition.
The City of Owenton retained ownership of the intake to utilize approved grant money
for the construction/relocation of a new intake. However, the actual construction bids far
exceeded the approved grant money, leaving the City of Owenton with limited means to
construct the intake as designed. Consequently, there were a number of improvements
made to the existing intake pumps to address some of the source capacity and reliability
issues, which were able to be completed with grant money Owenton had received.
Subsequent to those intake improvements and to other treatment changes undertaken post
acquisition, KAW was able to achieve and maintain compliance with plant operations,
something that had not been reliably achieved prior to KAWC operations. This reduced
the urgency for relocating the intake.

Separately, KAW learned that the Fairgrounds tank could not be removed from service to
perform routine maintenance and painting. In exploring alternatives to address the tank
issue, the concept of potentially connecting to the new plant surfaced. With that potential,
KAWC believes it was prudent not to proceed with relocation/construction of the intake
until a final determination had been made relative to KRS II potential connection.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier/Lance Williams

30. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 59. Please identify the date when the
distribution system evaluation referenced in the second paragraph was
completed.

Response:

The reference to the distribution system evaluation is not a reference to specific report or
evaluation but rather to the ongoing operations of the plant on a daily basis to see if the plant as it
is currently being operated is meeting the regulations.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell / Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

31. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 16. The 13 January 2006 message from
Richard C. Svindland includes the following statement: “Could we have copies available
for … 2) the asset purchase agreement between Owenton & KAW to help define what we
actually purchased and what they may still own.”

A. Please provide a schedule that identifies the water system assets retained by the City
of Owenton under the Asset Purchase Agreement that Mr. Svindland references.
B. Please identify any water systems assets retained by the City of Owenton under the
Asset Purchase Agreement that KAWC mistakenly thought it had purchased.

Response:
A) Please refer to the attached Owenton Asset Purchase Agreement and the attached

Bill of Sale which further defines assets included or excluded from Asset Purchase Agreement.
(Attachments KAW_R_AGDR2#031_082012_Attachment 1 and
KAW_R_AGDR2#031_082012_Attachment 2, respectively).

B) There were no assets retained by Owenton that KAWC mistakenly thought it had
purchased.
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KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

32. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 16. The 13 January 2006 message
from Richard C. Svindland includes the following statement: “Could we have
copies available for … 5) an estimate of what it could cost if KAW did the entire
project as a stand alone. (i.e, include AFUDC, inspections, engineering,
construction, etc.).” Please provide the estimate prepared and/or the response
prepared in response to Mr. Svindland’s request.

Response:

KAW is unable to locate an estimate, if it was prepared, or a response to Mr. Svindland’s
request. KAW will provide the information if it is located.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

33. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 16. The13 January 2006 message from
Nick Rowe includes the following statement: “Linda [Bridwell]- I expect your Dept. to
drive the intake solution issue.” Does KAWC agree or disagree that the individual
responsible for the pursuit of the KRS II project was aware of the issues associated with
the intake problems for the Northern Division?

Response:

KAWC agrees that Linda Bridwell, in the roles of Project Delivery Manager for
Kentucky, and subsequently Project Delivery Manager for KRS II, was aware of intake
issues at Owenton.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

34. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 20. The 23 February 2006
message from Thomas W. Williams includes the following statement: “Donna
Marlin, DOW, says that they have never jointed a municipality in funding
discussions with elected officials, but the grave situation in Owenton warrants
their involvement.” Did KAWC oppose DOW’s involvement? If yes, then how
and why?

Response:

No, KAW did not oppose the DOW’s involvement at any time.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell

35. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 22. The 5 April 2006 message
from Thomas W. Williams contains the following statement: “KAWC’s plans for
a regional plant in Owen County may reduce the need for a new intake.” Please
indicate whether KAWC gave consideration to an interconnection between the
Northern Division and the KRS II station as an option prior to KAWC filing its
application for Commission approval to build the KRS II station.

Response:

Yes, KAWC knew that an interconnection between the Northern Division and the KRS II
station was a possibility prior to KAWC filing its application for Commission approval to
build the KRS II station but without an exploration of the cost effectiveness. Please also
see KAW’s response to Item No. 6 of these responses.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

36. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 47. The 18 November 2008 message
from Dillard Griffin includes the following statement: “I am hearing rumors that we may
want to leave that plant open and not consider connecting it into the New pipeline
network and that the plans are to proceed with the chemical upgrades.” Further: “If we
are going to continue to operate the existing plant then we need a residuals plan, then we
need to get into a budget a plan for this.” Further: “If you can provide an update on the
status or current thinking about the existing plant then we will know more about plans for
maintenance, equipment, and some more firm multi-year operating plans. With residuals
disposal and the existing old plant being large items that we need to get an operating plan
in place for.” When, exactly, did KAWC first give consideration to connecting the
Northern Division to the KRS II station?

Response:

Informal discussions/consideration had been occurring since early 2008. However, until
the certificate was approved for KRS II, evaluation of comparisons would have been
premature. In mid-2008, the Fairgrounds tank was removed from service in an attempt to
perform routine tank maintenance. System issues arose that prevented completion of that
maintenance and identified the need for a more holistic operational review of the system.
By that time, the PSC had issued the order approving KRS II. More formal discussions
began occurring around mid to late 2008 regarding evaluations of a connection to KRS II,
including project costs and potential operational savings.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier

37. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 3; page 47. Would Dillard Griffin be willing to
voluntarily appear at any public evidentiary hearing scheduled regarding this matter, be
sworn, and answer questions of the Commissioners, staff and, intervening counsel? If
not, then please explain why not

Response:

Dillard Griffin retired in 2011 and is no longer employed by KAW.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams / Keith Cartier

38. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 4; page 2. Please provide a narrative
explaining the CDC process (including obtaining “SER CDC Implementation
Approval”).

Response:

The CDC process is a framework within which KAWC acquisition opportunities are
evaluated and approved. In general, the intent of this process is to obtain timely
decisions and to ensure that the appropriate level of management review is applied
commensurate with the nature of the acquisition opportunity.

The CDC process should lead to the optimization of resources by determining at an early
stage whether or not an opportunity is viable; provide for the development of any specific
strategies to bring about a successful acquisition based on a realistic assessment of
KAWC’s competitive advantages; and strengthen the identification and mitigation of
potential risks, thereby creating an opportunity for a more successful project
implementation.

Within the CDC Process there are three approval stages although not all are necessary --
Development Approval, Bid Approval and Implementation Approval. The Development
Approval stage is necessary to obtain authorization to expend funds for outside services
in order to more fully develop an opportunity. The Bid Approval stage includes a review
of the financial and operational attractiveness of an acquisition, the identification of
opportunities and risks of an acquisition and lastly provides for authorization to submit an
offer within certain terms. The Implementation Approval stage is necessary if any facts
or assumptions presented at the Bid Approval stage have materially changed. This is
common as negotiations with other parties develop and/or circumstances change.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams/Keith Cartier

39. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 4; page 2. The 22 April 2005
Implementation Approval Proposal includes the following: “The City’s water
system is in overall fair condition. The WTP is relatively new however the
distribution system is aged and in need of attention and not unlike many
municipal systems throughout the US. Owenton has received several violations
for elevated THMs due to its source of supply. A new intake project along with
treatment modifications will adequately address this problem. Capital
expenditures of $1,500,000 over the next five years have been modeled to
accommodate modifications to the WTP and various distribution system
improvements.” Did KAWC paint an overly optimistic picture of the Owenton
water system in order to obtain corporate parent approval for its purchase?

Response:

No.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams/Keith Cartier

40. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 4; page 5. Under Market Environment,”
the following statement appears. “Owenton officials have made it clear that if
this transaction is not closed within a reasonable period, they will cease further
discussions with KAW.” Did KAWC decide to proceed with the transaction in
the absence of adequate time to consider the transaction or otherwise without
fully considering the transaction?

Response:

KAW fully considered and vetted issues relative to the transaction. Negotiations are
often more urgent or time sensitive from one party’s perspective.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

41. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 4; page 12. Per the April 2005 discussion, there
is an assumption that “Owenton will complete the Kentucky River intake in a timely
manner and not in excess of forecasted use fee.” Please explain whether the intake was
completed in a timely manner and at or below the forecasted use fee. If not completed,
explain the impact.

Response:

The new intake on the Kentucky River has not been completed. KAW has continued to
operate with the current intake pending resolution of the potential connection to KRS II.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Linda Bridwell / Lance Williams

42. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 14. Please answer the following questions.

A. Please confirm that if the KRS II option is approved, it will result in an incremental
risk or a reduction of water availability for the Central Division customers. If not, then
please explain why not.
B. If the KRS II option is approved, will it result in a reduction of risk to the Northern
Division customers?
C. Please confirm that the approval of a KRS II option may accelerate the need for an
expansion of the KRS II WTP. If not, then please explain why not.

Response:

A. No, KRS II has a rated capacity of 20 mgd and is capable of being safely operated at
flows up to 24 mgd. The ability of KRS II to operate at 24 mgd is due to its pumping
and filtration capacity. KRS II has five filters and with all filters in service, KRS II
could produce 25 mgd. The pumps at KRS II are also sized to reliably produce 24
mgd with one unit out of service. Under routine operating conditions, the capacity
above 20 mgd could be utilized to supply the Northern Division with no impact on
the available water for Fayette County or Central Division customers.

B. Yes, approval of the KRS II option will reduce the risk to the Northern Division
customers. The proposed project is driven by the inadequacies and lack of
redundancy of the Owenton Water Treatment Plant and raw water intake. The KRS II
option has redundancy built into the plant, pumps and storage. In the event that a
main break occurs in the 16-inch transmission mains, KRS II will supply points south
of the main break while the storage tanks will provide temporary supply to the
remaining parts of the system. The 16-inch main is a readily replaceable component
which can be relatively easily repaired and/or replaced.

C. See KAW_R_PSCDR1#14_072312 and KAW_R_PSCDR1#27_072312. Looking at
projected maximum daily demands through 2025, the maximum daily demand is 2.07
mgd for the Northern Division. Despite current trends of declining usage, which have
not been calculated into the projected maximum daily demands for the Northern
Division, this option may potentially cause the need for the plant to be expanded a
year or two sooner than previously expected. The immediate cost savings to all KAW
customers, in addition to the reduced risk to the Northern Division customers, are
benefits that outweigh the possibility that KRS II would need to be expanded slightly
sooner.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams/Keith Cartier

43. Reference: KAWC responses to PSC 1 – 23; 1 – 24, and 1 – 25. KAWC indicates, in
part, that it “is considering whether the facilities could be utilized for KAW own use(s).”
Please provide a narrative of this process and identify each use considered or under
consideration. Supply any corresponding memoranda, communications, or work-papers.

Response:

Discussions that occurred within KAWC during the normal course of project conversation have
generated a number of possibilities for future disposition of the site and facility use, though none
has progressed beyond the identification as a possibility. There are no specific work papers,
memoranda, communications, etc. at this time, though ideas discussed as potential outcomes
included:

 Could the site/facility be converted into an equipment storage garage (KAW/City or
County)

 Could the facility be used as a training site
 Is the property marketable to industry/other entities
 Could the site and/or facilities be sold or donated to the city for use in conjunction with

the lake
 Would the city or county be interested in converting the facility into a community activity

center
 How much of the existing material could be used or sold for parts
 How much of the materials could be sold for scrap
 Can the clarifier be dismantled and reused at another location

As any disposition is premature pending the PSC order, KAWC has not researched or
investigated any of the above mentioned possibilities, and has not had conversations externally
regarding the ideas.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier

44. Reference: KAWC response to PSC 1 – 29. What is the total customer count for the
Northern Division for the May 2012 sales data?

Response:

There were 3,882 water customers at end of May 2012.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier / Lance Williams

45. Reference: KAWC to PSC 1 – 36. With regard to the risk associated with an inadequate
residuals process, when did the process become inadequate? (Why has KAWC allowed
an inadequate process to occur and/or exist?)

Response:

KAWC recognized potential issues with the residuals during due diligence. KAWC has
monitored sludge and discharge since assuming operation, and has taken a number of
actions to mitigate risk of potential permit violation (please refer to response for
AGDR2#004). KAWC continues to believe an alternate method of sludge removal is
required to adequately ensure appropriate compliance.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Lance Williams

46. Reference: KAWC to PSC 1 – 71. What is the maximum transmission capacity of
this main? (For example, how many million gallons a day could be transmitted
through the main?)

Response:

The maximum transmission capacity of the 16-inch ductile iron main is directly influenced by
two main factors; 1) the size of the booster station and 2) the maximum velocity for design of the
pipe. The booster station is designed for 2 mgd (million gallons per day) and, therefore, limits
the capacity in the main to 2mgd. If this restriction were removed by increasing the size of the
pump station, then the maximum velocity for the design of the pipe becomes the limiting factor.
In general, to protect against damaging surge pressure on the Class 350 ductile iron pipe, the
velocity of the water in the main shall not exceed 7 fps (feet per second). Given this limitation,
the maximum flow through the 16-inch ductile iron main is approximately 6.3 mgd.



KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2012-00096

ATTORNEY GENERAL STAFF’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
_____________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Keith Cartier

47. With regard to the fees paid by KAWC to the Kentucky River Authority
consequent to the utilization of the KRS II WTP, please answer the following.

A. Please identify the fees, if any, paid by KAWC to the Kentucky River
Authority consequent to the utilization of the current intake for the Owenton
WTP. (Identify the fee type(s) and the fee rate(s).)
B. Please confirm that if KAWC obtains approval of the KRS II option, to the
extent that KAWC supplies its Northern Division with water from the KRS II
WTP, there will be a KRA fee or fees associated with the water withdrawn from
the Kentucky River for supplying the Northern Division. If no, then please
explain why not.
C. Does a KAWC director, officer, or employee serving on the Kentucky River
Authority? If yes, please identify each person and include the date of
appointment (and, if applicable, confirmation).

Response:

A. The Owenton plant pays the Tier I fee of $0.022 per thousand gallons due to the location
of the intakes tributaries of the Kentucky River.

B. KRS II pays the sum of Tier I and Tier II rates of $0.022 and $0.06 per thousand gallons
due to the location of the intake on the main stem of the Kentucky River.

C. Keith Cartier was appointed to the board of directors of Kentucky River Authority on
November 4, 2009, serving as a member residing in a county adjacent to the main stem of
the Kentucky River. His term expires September 18, 2013.
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