
KENTUCKY-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00258

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
______________________________________________________________________________

Witness: Brent E. O’Neill

1. Refer to the Kentucky-American response to Commission Staff’s First Request for
Information (“Staff’s First Request”), Item 5, attachment 5, page 3 of 7, an e-mail from
Andy Higgins to Brent E. O’Neill dated February 28, 2013.

a. Provide a copy of the CPS Report prepared by American Water Engineering and
submitted to Kentucky-American that is referenced in the e-mail message.
Include any updates or amendments to the CPS Report that pertain to the
Richmond Road Station.

b. Provide a copy of each of the two file attachments to the February 28, 2013 e-mail
message, “Structural Dwgs Set.pdf” and “Cost Estimate.pdf.”

c. The e-mail message includes the following statements. “The CPS indicated that
repairs on the order of $500,000 would be required to repair pipe supports,
concrete beams, floor slabs and cracks in the concrete tank walls. This approach,
as outlined in the report, was comprehensive in that it provide for repairs to last
20+ years and covered more than just pipe hanger supports. It was intended to
prolong the life of the entire structure and assumed the facility would remain in
service for the next 20+ years.” Explain whether the approach identified and
outlined in the CPS Report is sufficient to restore and maintain the integrity of the
structure so as to avoid any likely structural failure in the building. If not, explain
why not.

Response:

a. The CPS Report indicated in the February 28, 2013 email from Andy Higgins was
a draft report. Attached please find a copy of the final CPS Report dated July 16,
2013.

b. Copies of the two file attachments to the February 28, 2013 email from Andy
Higgins are attached.

c. The project being discussed in the February 28, 2013 email message from Andy
Higgins was a proposed project that would provide an intermediate solution to the
structural problems, but, because it would not eliminate the corrosive
environment, it would not be a long-term solution to prevent structural failure. It
was a project proposed within the draft January CPS that involved structural
improvements to the existing clearwell. The identified project was to repair and
reinforce 24 concrete beams, recoat the concrete roof slab and replace the pipe
hangers for the 36-inch filter influent pipe. The project was considered an
intermediate effort to extend the life of the existing facility and address the safety
concerns identified. The suggested project addressed the major structural
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concerns with the building but did not address the condition of the piping, valves
and other items within the filter gallery. A copy of the portion of the draft CPS
that describes the project is attached.

During review of the draft January CPS, both Kentucky American Water and
American Water Engineering personnel determined that, although the identified
intermediate project addressed the structural concerns, it did not address the lack
of space that significantly hinders the maintenance and operation personnel from
safely traversing the length of the gallery. Moreover, it did not allow for the
improved access necessary for performing maintenance on equipment. The
proposed project also did not address the congested filter gallery space that
reduces the ability of proper ventilation within the gallery, leading to the inability
to effectively remove the chlorine and water vapor within the gallery that was a
major contribution to the corrosion issues. These issues and concerns with the
longevity of the equipment within the filter gallery and a concern with the overall
structural life of the building resulted in the identified project being removed from
the final CPS in favor of the replacement of the filter building.

As a result of the removal of the project from the draft CPS, the alternative design
costing $118,000 that is discussed in the February 28, 2013 email was developed
to address the immediate safety issues and provide time to further investigate and
plan the replacement of the filter building. The “Structural Dwgs Set.pdf” and
“Cost Estimate.pdf” attached in item b above are from the development of the
alternative design.











JOB SHORT TERM REMEDIATION
SHEET NO 1 OF 4
CALCULATED BY J.J DATE 12/03/12
CHECKED BY DATE

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE - STRUCTURAL WORK - SUMMARY
DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT

MATERIAL LABOR EQUIP TOTAL SUBTOTAL

Pre-measurement 2 day $0 $1,500 $0 $1,500 3,000$       
1. Temporary Post shoring 350 DB 4 EA $154 $0 $0 $154 616$          
2. Temporary Post shoring AS550 24 EA $224 $0 $0 $224 5,376$       
3. Fabrication and installation of steel pipe supports 20 EA $1,478 $2,220 $114 $3,813 76,252$     

Subtotal 85,244$     
O&P 20% 17,049$     
Contingency 15% 15,344$     
Total 117,637$   

UNIT COST



JOB SHORT TERM REMEDIATION
SHEET NO 2 OF 4

CALCULATED BY J.J DATE 12/03/12

CHECKED BY DATE

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE - STRUCTURAL WORK
DESCRIPTION GRADE OF QTY UNIT SOURCE

DIFFICULTY MATERIAL LABOR EQUIP TOTAL SUBTOTAL

Pre-measurement 1 2.0 day $1,500 $1,500.0 3,000$        
1. Temporary Post shoring 350 DB 2 4.0 EA $77.0 $77.0 616$          Safway System Scaffold
2. Temporary Post shoring AS550 2 24.0 EA $112.0 $112.0 5,376$        Safway System Scaffold
3. 1-inch Level Grouting with Sikagrout 212 2 22.5 SF $6.3 $9.7 $16.0 718$          03 62 13.50 0010 Non-shink grout
4. Steel Structure A500-GR B Fy=46 ksi 2 4,887.5 LBS $1.7 $1.6 $0.03 $3.3 32,355$      05 12 23.60 0600 Pipe support framing under 10lb/ft, shop fabricated
5. Steel Structure A36 2 1,374.4 LBS $1.7 $1.6 $0.03 $3.3 9,099$        05 12 23.60 0600 Pipe support framing under 10lb/ft, shop fabricated
6. Painting Steel 2 508.9 SF $1.7 $1.6 $3.3 3,359$        09 97 13.23 7000 Exterior steel coating 
7. 7/8" Drilling steel 2 40.0 EA $0.20 $5.5 $5.7 456$          05 05 21.15 1970 Drilling steel 7/8" diameter
8. 3/4" diameter x 8" long HighStrength bolt A325 2 40.0 EA $10.0 $4.2 $14.2 1,133$        05 25 23.25 0350 High Strength bolts A325 type
9. 1/2" diameter x 8" long High Strength bolt A325 2 80.0 EA $2.3 $8.4 $10.7 1,708$        05 05 23.05 0090 Anchor bolts
10. Chemical anchor w/rod &epoxy cartridge 3/4" 2 160.0 EA $8.6 $24.0 $4.1 $36.6 11,722$      05 05 23.15 1430 Chemical anchors w/rod &epoxy cartridge
11. Application of cementitious repair mortar Sikatop123 Plus 2 0.8 CF $1,200.0 $2.0 $1,202.0 2,003$        
12. Temporary Jacking Pipe 2 20.0 days $15.0 $250.0 $15.0 $280.0 11,200$      
13. Testing grouting 1 1.0 LS $2,500.0 $2,500.0 2,500$        

Subtotal $35,560 $47,403 $2,281 85,244$      
O&P 17,049$      
Contingency 15,344$     
Total 117,637$   

UNIT COST

Cost per support 29,568$    44,403$   2,281$  



JOB

SHEET NO 3 OF 4
CALCULATED BY J.J DATE 02/27/12
CHECKED BY DATE

RICHMOND ROAD STATION
FILTER BUILDING

SUMMARY OF QUANTITIES

ITEM QTY UNIT

1. Temporary Post shoring 350 DB 4 EA
2. Temporary Post shoring AS550 24.0 EA
3. 1-inch Level Grouting with Sikagrout 212 22.5 SF
4. Steel Structure A500-GR B Fy=46 ksi 4,888 LBS
5. Steel Structure A36 1,374 LBS
6. Painting Steel 509 SF
7. 7/8" Drilling steel 40 EA
8. 3/4" diameter x 8" long HighStrength bolt A325 40.0 EA
9. 1/2" diameter x 8" long High Strength bolt A325 80.0 EA
10. Chemical anchor w/rod &epoxy cartridge 3/4" 160.0 EA
11. Application of cementitious repair mortar Sikatop123 Plus 0.8 CF

SHORT TERM REMEDIATION



JOB

SHEET NO 4 OF 4
CALCULATED BY J.J DATE 02/27/12
CHECKED BY DATE

1. Temporary Post shoring 350 DB 4 EA
2. Temporary Post shoring AS550 24 EA
3. 1-inch Level Grouting with Sikagrout 212

L 9 in
W 9 in
Qty 40

Area 22.5 SF

4. Steel Structure A500-GR B Fy=46 ksi

Element Weight Length Qty Total W
(lb/ft) (ft) (lbs)

HSS 3x3x0.125 8.78 13.92 40 4,888
4,888 LBS

5. Steel Structure A36

L 3x3x 7/16" 8.3 5 20 830

SHORT TERM REMEDIATION

PL 8"x8"x3/8" 6.81 1 80 544
1,374 LBS

6. Painting Steel

B(IN) # sides H (ft) Qty Area (SF)
HSS 3 4 10 40 400
Angles 3 4 5 20 100
Plates 8 1 0.67 20 8.89

508.89 SF

7. 7/8" Drilling steel 40 EA

8. 3/4" diameter x 8" long HighStrength bolt A325 40 EA

9. 1/2" diameter x 8" long High Strength bolt A325 80 EA

10. Chemical anchor w/rod &epoxy cartridge 3/4" 160 EA

11. Application of cementitious repair mortar Sikatop123 Plus

W (in) 12 in
L (in) 12 in
thick (ft) 1 in
Req'd 10
Vol 0.83

Total vol 0.83 CF
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Need for Project: 

The filter piping gallery at the Richmond Road Station is in poor condition and requires 

upgrades in order to remain in service. The most critical upgrades involve the 

repair/replacement of ceiling support beams and pipe supports which have corroded to the point 

that their structural integrity is compromised.  

 

Background: 

A structural evaluation of the existing filter building structure was performed in 2012 in order to 

provide a preliminary assessment of the existing structure. A detailed summary of the evaluation 

is provided in Appendix D of this report. During the structural evaluation, it was found that, 

among other issues, the pipe supports for the 36-inch cast iron filter influent pipe are severely 

corroded. In addition, the pipe is being supported from ceiling beams in the filter gallery that are 

also severely corroded as evidenced by the exposed rebar. Photographic evidence of the 

condition of the pipe supports and ceiling beams is presented in Exhibit 1.  

 

The condition of these pipe supports and beams is of immediate concern for safety reasons as 

the pipe is essentially unsupported at this time. In addition, these conditions put the plant at risk 

as the influent pipe is the sole source of supply to the filters and loss of this piping would result 

in the RRS being out of commission. 

 

 

 

 

 

KENTUCKY AMERICAN WATER 
RICHMOND ROAD STATION 

 
 

 
Project A-3 

 
RRS EXISTING FILTER BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS 

     
  Design and Permitting: 6 months    
  Construction: 9 months  Project Cost: $ 500,000 
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Exhibit 1 
Corroded Pipe Supports and Ceiling Beams in Filter Gallery 

 

 

 

It should be noted that the filter gallery is a congested area with little room to walk or work as 

illustrated in Exhibit 2. In order to perform the improvements described above, valves, pipes, or 

pipe supports will likely need to be temporarily moved or relocated. This will make work difficult 

and time consuming which will result in a significant increase in the cost of any rehabilitation 

work in the pipe gallery.  
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Exhibit 2 
Congested Filter Pipe Gallery 

 

 

Recommended Solution: 

The following actions are recommended to be implemented immediately in the filter gallery: 

 
 Repair and reinforce 10 concrete beams rated critical, 6 concrete beams rated serious, 

and 8 concrete beams rated poor by strengthening their structural system. 

 Recoat the concrete roof slab at selected places by removing the existing concrete 

cover, applying a corrosion inhibitor, reestablishing the concrete cover with repair 

mortar, and applying a corrosion-resistant protective coating. 

 Replace all steel hanger supports for the 36-inch cast iron filter influent pipe by installing 

new stainless steel/galvanized steel hanger pipe supports. 

 
Recommendations to address other issues discovered during the structural evaluation are 

provided in Project A-2. 
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Output and Benefits: 

The improvements will reduce a safety risk for employees working in the filter gallery. In 

addition, the risk of loss of the filter influent pipe, and consequently the entire supply to the 

filters, is reduced thereby increasing the reliability of the RRS.  

 

Options: 

Doing nothing would result in the continued risk to employee safety and vulnerability to supply 

issues should the filter influent pipe fail.  

 

Budget Discussion: 

Costs include installed materials, plus 30% for legal, engineering, admin, AFUDC, overhead and 

permitting, and 20% for contingency, outlined in Appendix B. 

 

Purpose Codes and Drivers: 

Asset Type    % Purpose Code  % 

320 – Water Treatment Plant Equipment   100 Asset Renewal Poor Condition 100
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Witness: Brent E. O’Neill

2. Refer to the Kentucky-American response to Staff’s First Request, Item 5, attachment 5,
page 3 of 7, an e-mail from Andy Higgins to Brent E. O’Neill dated February 28, 2013.
The e-mail message states, “As a result of the high cost and the possibility that the
structure may be replaced, KAW asked whether a lower cost alternative was available to
address the immediate safety issue related to the pipe hangers and several of the support
beams.” A summary of the proposed alternative is provided. The e-mail messages
further states, “These repairs should be implemented as soon as possible.”

a. Provide a detailed explanation of Kentucky-American’s decision to seek an
alternative to the approach for the Richmond Road Filter Piping Gallery prepared
by American Water Engineering and identified as a part of the CPS Report that is
discussed in the February 28, 2013 e-mail message.

b. For the proposed alternative summarized in the February 28, 2013 e-mail
message, indicate each of the repairs that have been implemented, the date of
implementation, and the cost of implementation.

c. For the proposed alternative summarized in the February 28, 2013 e-mail
message, identify any repair that has not been implemented and explain why it has
not been implemented.

d. For the proposed alternative summarized in the February 28, 2013 e-mail
message, indicate whether Kentucky-American will still need to implement any of
the repairs if the Commission authorizes construction of the Richmond Road
Filter Building improvements. If so, identify each repair that Kentucky-American
will implement.

Response:

a. As discussed in the response to Item No. 1 of the Commission Staff’s Second
Request for Information, Kentucky American Water and American Water
Engineering personnel determined that although the identified intermediate
project addressed the structural concerns it did not address the lack of space that
significantly hinders the safe traversing of the length of the gallery. Moreover, it
did not allow for the improved access necessary for performing maintenance on
equipment. The project also did not address the congested filter gallery space that
also reduced the ability of proper ventilation within the gallery, leading to the
inability to effectively remove the chlorine and water vapor within the gallery that
was a major contribution to the corrosion issues. These issues and concerns with
the longevity of the equipment within the filter gallery and a concern with the
overall structural life of the structure resulted decision to seek an alternative to the
approach.
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b. As discussed in the response to Item No. 8 of the Commission Staff’s First
Request for information, Kentucky American Water installed 17 floor-mounted
pipe supports and cross members to temporarily enhance existing pipe supports
for 30-inch and 36-inch diameter cast iron raw water pipe, and to support severely
corroded floor slab beams during June 2013. These measures were outlined in the
Structural Drawing Set that was attached to the February 28, 2013 email.

The cost associated with the installation of the remedial measures was as follows:

Contracted Services $ 51,400.00
AFUDC $ 747.19
Overhead $ 2,210.20

Total $ 54,357.39

c. All of the work identified with the alternative project discussed in the February
28, 2013 e-mail message was implemented as part of the work performed during
June 2013.

d. Kentucky American Water will not need to implement any additional repairs to
the existing filter building if the Commission authorizes construction of the
Richmond Road Filter Building improvements.
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Witness: Brent E. O’Neill

3. Provide a detailed description of the existing clearwell capacity of the Kentucky-
American system as it pertains to the operation of the Richmond Road Station. Indicate
the impact to Kentucky-American’s clearwell capacity if the Commission authorizes
construction of Richmond Road Station Filter Building improvements.

Response:

The Richmond Road Station Water Treatment Facility currently has two (2) clearwells with a
combined total volume of 1,054,000 gallons and a combined usable volume of approximately
362,600 gallons. Clearwell 1, which is located next to the High Service Pump Station, has a total
volume of 454,000 gallons with a usable volume of approximately 156,000 gallons due to
suction requirements of the existing High Service Pumps under most pumping configurations.
Clearwell 2, which is located below the existing filter building, has a total volume of 600,000
gallons with a usable volume of approximately 206,600 gallons due to the previously mentioned
pump configurations. Currently both clearwells are used to achieve sufficient disinfection contact
time (CT) to allow the Richmond Road WTP to achieve a minimum of 4-log inactivation of
viruses and 3-log-log inactivation of Giardia cysts.

The Richmond Road Station Filter Building improvements include the demolition of Clearwell 2
which is located beneath the existing filter building. To achieve required disinfection without
Clearwell 2, one new 275,000 gallon, dual cell CT Contact Basin will be constructed as part of
this project. Unlike the existing Clearwell 2, the volume of the CT Contact Basin will be fully
usable based on the designed hydraulic grade line through the improvements. The basin allows
for the facility to continue to achieve a minimum of 4-log inactivation of viruses and 3-log-log
inactivation of Giardia cysts.
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Witness: Brent E. O’Neill

4. Refer to the Kentucky-American response to Staff’s First Request, Item 1. Provide an
update on the completion status of both the Hazen and Sawer Project Drawings and
Specifications and Contract Documents.

Response:

The Hazen and Sawyer Specifications were attached as Exhibit D to the Application in this
matter. At that time, they were at a 60% level of detail as explained at page 4 of the Application.
Those specifications have now been finalized at a 100% level of detail and are attached.

The Hazen and Sawyer Project Drawings were attached confidentially to the Application as
Exhibit E. At that time, they were at a 60% level of detail as well. Those drawings have now
been finalized at a 100% level of detail and are being submitted herewith confidentially along
with a Petition for Confidential Treatment.
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Witness: Brent E. O’Neill

5. Provide a discussion regarding the operation of Kentucky-American’s existing Richmond
Road Station Filter Building as it pertains to compliance with the requirements of the
Division of Water. Indicate whether there have been any findings or notices of lack of
compliance with the requirements of the Division of Water attributable to the condition
and operation of the Richmond Road Station Filter Building. Include any supporting
documentation.

Response:

Kentucky American Water has been able to maintain the operation of the filters at the Richmond
Road Station WTP efficiently and remain within compliance with the requirements of the
Division of Water. The Richmond Road Station facility was presented the Phase III Directors
Awards from the Partnership for Safe Water through the U.S Environmental Protection Agency
during the 2013 American Water Works Association Annual Conference. The Partnership for
Safe Water Program is a voluntary initiative developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and other water organizations designed to increase protection of the public by
encouraging partner utilities to meet requirements that are more stringent than what is required
by law through total plant optimization.

As a member of the Partnership for Safe Water, Kentucky American Water demonstrates its
commitment to improving the quality of drinking water delivered to customers by optimizing
system operations. The Richmond Road Station WTP was further recognized for maintaining the
Phase III Directors Award status for 15 years.

Although the existing Richmond Road Filter Building has been able to remain within
compliance, a long term concern is that future compliance with the requirements of the DOW
will become challenging if not impossible due to the lack of space that significantly hinders the
ability to access most of the equipment in the gallery and the performance of maintenance on
equipment. These issues and concerns with the age of the equipment within the filter gallery and
the restricted ability to further enhance the equipment to meet future requirements that may be
established by the DOW support the need to construct the improvements proposed in this case.

As explained in Mr. O’Neill’s Direct Testimony (p. 3), the continued deterioration of the
concrete support beams of the operating floor above the pipe gallery are concerning. A
significant loss of the concrete from the beams and subsequent exposure of the rebar to the
corrosive atmosphere of the filter gallery pose a tremendous and potentially catastrophic risk to
the 90-year old structure. Although temporary support was installed, a long term solution is
critical for the safe and reliable operation of the filters. Please see the Mr. O’Neill’s Direct
Testimony, generally, and at pp. 3-7 and the HDR Evaluation and Report which was attached to
the Application as Exhibit B for all of the analysis and reasoning supporting the proposal in this
case.
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Witness: Brent E. O’Neill

6. Refer to Kentucky-American’s letter dated August 27, 2014, concerning the cost
implications related to the timing of issuance of the final decision in this case. Provide
documentation supporting the expected price increases of cement, reinforcing steel,
stainless steel, and ductile iron pipe. Provide a revised project cost estimate using the
increased costs and compare this to the current projected construction cost.

Response:

W. Rogers Company (the selected construction contractor) assessed the possibility of
price increases and provided a letter documenting that assessment to Kentucky American
Water on August 26, 2014 outlining the potential cost increases or savings that may be
derived from Kentucky American Water being able to provide a Notice To Proceed
(NTP) in January 2015 instead of in April 2015. A copy of that letter is attached which
provides a listing of the cost implications related to the timing of the issuance of the NTP.
Based on the information from W. Rogers Company, it is believed that savings would be
realized in Division 3, Division 5, Division 11 and Division 15. Following is the revised
project cost estimate compared to the current projected construction costs of $13,568,055
as outlined in Question 17 of the Commission Staff’s First Request for Information.

Construction Costs ($13,466,055)
Division 1 – General Conditions $ 687,481
Division 2 - Sitework $ 1,940,575
Division 3 – Concrete $ 2,803,844
Division 4 – Masonry $ 259,804
Division 5 – Metals $ 135,586
Division 6 – Woods and Plastics $ 8,240
Division 7 – Thermal and Moisture Protection $ 269,676
Division 8 – Doors and Windows $ 48,839
Division 9 – Painting $ 112,672
Division 10 – Specialties $ 5,672
Division 11 – Process Equipment $ 569,940
Division 13 – Special Construction $ 1,334,450
Division 15 – Mechanical $ 2,258,137
Division 16 – Electrical $ 1,209,888
Division 17 – Control and Information Systems $ 696,358
Contractor Fixed Fees (Supervision) $ 929,893
Engineering Services $ 195,000

The proposed saving is approximately $102,000 of the construction costs for the project
or a savings of 0.8% if the project is able to be released for construction 3 months sooner
than currently planned. The savings of $102,000 will also reduce the project contingency
by approximately $5,000 providing an overall savings to the project of $107,000.
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