COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

RECEIVED

In the matter of

Steven Christopher Pardi SEP 30 2026

COMELARNAMNT PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

VS.

North Shelby Water Company.
DEFENDANT

COMPLAINT

The complaint of Steven Christopher Pardi respectfully shows:

()

Complainant:

Steven Christopher Pardi
748 Ridgeview Dr., Apt. A
Frankfort, KY 40601

Emeil: I

———

(b)

Defendant:

North Shelby Water Company
PO. Box 97

Bagdad, KY 40003

{c) That:

1 am the owner of 3090 Bald Knob Road, a parcel derived from the historic Pardi farm subdivision. My property is accessed
and served by:

« A recorded 30-foot ingress/egress easement and proposed road corridor providing legal access from Bald Knob Road; and
+ A recorded 1978 North Shelby Water Company (“NSWC™) utility easement running within the same corridor, granting
NSWC perpetual rights to “erect, construct, install, and lay... a pipeline... over, across, and through the land,” together with
“the right of ingress and egress.”

The easement expressly states it is a “covenant running with the land”, binding NSWC and all successor parcels, including
mine.

These instruments are contained in the deeds, easements, plats, and chain-of-title documents I have uploaded to the
Commission and incorporated by reference.



The corridor containing both easements lies immediately adjacent to the Bald Knob Road right-of-way, and NSWC has
historically used this corridor to serve multiple successor parcels originating from the same parent tract.

My deed expressly grants me:

“the right of access and use of 30 feet proposed road... for ingress and egress to said property to Bald Knob and Highway
#421.7

This is a property interest under Kentucky law and satisfies the tanff’s requirement that'the meter be placed on “real estate
owned, rented, or otherwise controlled by the Member.”

NSWC’s Tariff Provision at Issue

NSWC relies on the following tariff [anguage:

“No service will be installed unless there is a main distribution line existing along the road from which service is requested.
The Company will install at its expense that portion of the service line extending from the main line to and including the curb
box or curb stop on the Member’s property immediately adjacent to the right-of-way of the road along which the main line
exists.”

The existing NSWC main is located along Bald Knob Road.

The corridor containing both easements 1s immediately adjacent to the right-of-way.
My property interest in the corridor 1s established by recorded deed.

NSWC’s Written Denial (Quoted Veibatim)
NSWC stated:

“The difficulty with that arrangement is that the proposed meter location is not on your property immediately adjacent to the
right-of-way of the road along which the existing water main is located.”

NSWC further wrote:

“Your right to use the private access easement for ingress and egress does not make the property underlying that easement your
property for purposes of the tariff.”

And:

“Likewise, the existence of a North Shelby utility easement along the Bald Knob Road frontage does not change the ownership
of the underlying property or make that location the property of the member requesting service.”

NSWC concluded:

“Installing a meter within the access corridor near Bald Knob Road for the purpose of serving 3090 Bald Knob Road would not
be consistent with the quoted tariff provision.”

NSWC then assertad:

“Based upon the information presently available, the only known means of providing service to 3090 Bald Knob Road in a
manner consistent with the tariff would be to extend North Shelby’s distribution main to your property.”

And:

“Such an extension would also require appropriate uiility easements across the intervening properties.”



Thus, NSWC did not deny service outright, but denied the only feasible, historically utilized, and tariff-consistent nmethod of
service — meter placement within the shared corridor — and conditioned service on a burdensome, unnecessary main
extension requiring new easements across multiple parcels.

This constitutes a constructive denial of service.

NSWC’s Added Requirement Not Found in the Tanff
NSWC’s position adds a requirement that:

+'T must hold fee-simple ownership of the underlying land at the proposed meter location.

This requirement does not appear anywhere in the tariff.

The tariff requires only that the meter be on the “Memiber’s property immediately adjacent to the right-of-way.”
It does not require:

« fee-simple ownership,
« exclusive ownership,

« ownership of the underlying soil,
« or any limitation on easement-based property rights.

NSWC admits:

“North Shelby does not dispute that an easement is a recognized property interest.”

Yet NSWC simultaneously claims that neither my ingress/egress easement nor NSWC’s own utility easement qualify as
“member’s property.”

This is inconsistent with Kentucky law and PSC precedent.

Applicable Kentucky Easement Law
Kentucky courts have long held:

« Loid v. Kell, 844 S.W.2d 428 (Ky. 1993): “An easement is an interest in land.”

» Hensley v. Gadd, 560 S W.2d 516 (Ky. App. 1977): “The owner of an easement has a property right in the land subject to the
easement.”

» Parsons v. Messer, 2014 WL 3722089 (Ky. App. 2014): Easements are part of the dominant estate and constitute real property
rights.

Under these authorities:
« My recorded ingress/egress easement is a property interest.

« NSWC’s recorded utility easement is a property interest.
» The corridor is part of my “property” for tariff purposes.

PSC precedent has repeatedly treated easements as sufficient to satisfy tariff requitements that facilities be located on
“member’s property.”



PSC Precedent and Tariff Interpretation

PSC decisions consistently hold:
+ Easements benefiting the customer are treated as part of the customer’s property.
« Utilities may not add extra-tariff requirements.

« Tariffs must be applied uniformly and non-discriminatorily.
« Historical practice is relevant when interpreting ambiguous tariff language.

NSWC’s insistence on fee-simple ownership is an extra-tariff requirement.

Discriminatory Treatment and Historical Installations
NSWC acknowledges:

“Meters serving 3040 Bald Knob Road and 3050 Bald Knob Road were installed within the access corridor... We acknowledge
that those instailations do not appear to conform to the tariff language quoted above,”

These parcels:
» Derive from the same Pardi parent tract.

» Are served by the same corridor and easement system.
+ Have meters located within or adjacent to the corridor.

NSWC continues to serve these homes under the same corridor easement, yet refuses to serve my adjacent property under
1dentical circumstances.

This is discriminatory because NSWC is:

» Recognizing the corridor as sufficient for other members.

« Denying its sufficiency only when applied to my parcel.
- Conditioning my service on a costly main extension and new easements not required of similarly situated neighbors.

PSC regulation requires reasonable, non-discriminatory service under KRS 278.030.

3070 Bald Knob Road -~ NSWC’s Duty to Investigate

The residence at 3070 Bald Knob Road is known to be occupied and is located nearest to the corridor meters,
NSWC stated to PSC that:

“North Shelby is not presently aware that 3070 Bald Knob Road is served by North Shelby.”
HNSWC is correct, then:
» The residents are occupying a home likely without iawful water service.

« NSWC is aware of this fact.
» NSWC has a legal obligation to investigate potential unauthorized water usage or unsafe conditions.



* NSWC has a duty to notify appropriate avthorities, including county code enforcement, under Kentucky law and PSC safety
regulations.

NSWC cannot selectively ignore potential violations for one parcel while imposing burdens on another.
This further demonstrates disciiminatory and inconsistent application of its tariff and obligations.

Jeremy's Admissions and Professional Capacity

During my phone conversation with NSWC Assistant Manager Jeremy Carmack, acting in his professional capacity, on
09/10/2026, he:

« Admitted NSWC did not want to “set precedent” by granting me service in the corridor.
« Stated NSWC’s management changed in 2011 and current management interprets the tariff differently.
+ Contfirmed older installations were made under prior management and would not be repeated.

These admissions matter because:

* They show NSWC’s denial is driven by intermal policy preferences, not tariff language.
* They reveal discriminatory treatment based on management changes.
* They demonstrate NSWC is avoiding service solely to prevent precedent.

NSWC later attempted to characterize this conversation as “informal,” but Jeremy was speaking in his official rale, addressing
a service request, and explaining NSWC’s tariff interpretation. Statements made by utility management in the course of
business are pait of the utility’s position.

Refusal to Answer Direct Questions and Attorhey’s Non-Response
T asked NSWC and its attorney to identify:

» The specific tanff provision prohibiting meter placement in the corridor.

* The legal distinction between my parcel and 3040/3050 Bald Knob Road.
« Any easement deficiency.

« Any engineering or PSC requirement preventing service.

NSWC did not answer any of these questions.

Their responses restated the same position without citing:
» additional tariff language,

+ PSC orders,

» engineering constraints, or
« legal authority.

This demonstrates NSWC’s denial lacks tariff basis,

Constructive Denial and Unnecessary Main Extension

NSWC states:



“North Shelby has not stated that service to 3090 Bald Knob Road is impossible.”
But then asserts:

“The only known means... would be to extend North Shelby’s distribution main... [and] obtain appropriate utility easements
across the intervening properties.”

This effectively denies the only practical, historically used, tariff-consistent method of service and conditions service on:

« a costly main extension,

* new easements,

* unnecessary construction,

+ despite NSWC already holding a recorded utility easement in the corridor.

This is a constructive denial of service under KRS Chapter 278.

WHEREFORE, Complainant Asks:

1. Thatthe Commission review all deeds, easements, plats, tariff pages, email exchanges, and NSWC’s informal complaint
response uploaded in this case.

2. That the Commission find that recorded easements constitute “member’s property” under NSWC’s tariff.

3. That the Commission find that NSWC’s added requirement of fee-simple ownership is not supported by the tariff.

4. That the Commission find that NSWC’s refusal to place a meter in the corridor constitutes discriminatory and inconsistent
application of the tariff and a constructive denial of service.

5. That the Commission find that NSWC’s proposed main extension is unnecessary and inconsistent with NSW(C’s existing
utility easement rights.

6. That the Commission order NSWC to provide water service to 3090 Bald Kriob Road by installing a meter within the shared
corridor adjacent to Bald Knob Road.

7. That the Commission require NSWC to apply its tariff consistently to all similarly situated parcels derived from the same
parent {ract.

8. That the Commission require NSWC to investigate and report potential unauthorized water usage or unsafe conditions at
3070 Bald Knob Road, consistent with'its obligations under Kentucky law and PSC regulations.

Dated at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 30th day of September, 2026.

Signature;

MQQQSM

Steven Christopher Pard:
748 Ridgeview Dr,, Apt. A
Frankfort, KY 40601



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF:
Steven Christopher Pardi, Complainant
V.
North Shelby Water Company, Defendant

INDEX OF EXHIBITS

The following exhibits are submitted and incorporated by reference in support of the Formal Complaint of Steven
Christopher Pardi:

Exhibit A

North Shelby Water Company Right-of-Way Easement (1978) Recorded easement granting North Shelby Water
Company a perpetual utility easement and right of ingress and egress across the Pardi Farm corridor. Recorded in Deed
Book 229, Page 513.

Exhibit B

Pardi Farm Deed Establishing 30-Foot Access Corridor (1970) Deed conveying Tract #1 and granting the right of
access and use of the 30-foot proposed road for ingress and egress to Bald Knob Road and Highway 421. Recorded in
Deed Book 229, Page 513.

Exhibit C

Pardi Farm Parent Tract Deed (1970) Recorded deed involving the division and conveyance of the original Foster
Pardi property from which the successor parcels were derived. Recorded in Deed Book 229, Page 507.

Exhibit D

Deed Conveying 3090 Bald Knob Road to Steven Christopher Pardi (2021) Warranty Deed conveying Tract #2 and
granting the right of access and use of the 30-foot proposed road. Recorded in Franklin County Deed Book D606, Pages
148-150.

Extibit E

September 10, 2026 Correspondence from Steven C, Pardi to Jeremy Carmack Request for clarification regarding
water service availability to 3090 Bald Knob Road, including discussion of easements, chain of title, historical service
patterns, and tariff interpretation.

Exhibit F

September 14, 2026 Response from Jeremy Carmack, North Shelby Water Company North Shelby Water
Company's written denial of the requested meter placement and explanation of its tariff interpretation.



Exhibit G

September 14, 2026 Rebuttal Correspondence from Steven C. Pardi Response challenging North Sheiby Water
Company's interpretation of its tariff and discussing Kentucky easement faw, PSC precedent, and historical service
practices.

Exhibit H

September 25, 2026 Correspondence from Nathan T. Riggs, Counsel for North Shelby Water Company Letter
stating North Shelby Water Company's position that the requested service arrangement is not permitted under its tariff,

Exhibit I

September 28, 2026 Informal Complaint Submitted to the Kentucky Public Service Commission Initial informal
complaint submitted to PSC Consumer Services regarding North Shelby Water Company's refusal to provide service
through the existing corridor.

Exhibit J

September 25, 2026 PSC Consumer Services Correspondence Email from PSC Consumer Services providing
guidance and acknowledging receipt of the consumer inquiry.

Exhibit K

September 29, 2026 Follow-Up Correspondence from Steven C. Pardi to PSC Consumer Services Request for
continued PSC review and advisement regarding escalation to a formal complaint.

Exhibit L

September 29, 2026 Informal Complaint Response from North Shelby Water Company Written response submitted
by Jeremy Carmack through PSC Consumer Services maintaining North Shelby Water Company's position regarding
tariff interpretation and service availability.
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NORTH SHELBY WATER COMPANY

RIGHT=- QF~WA Y EASEMENT

ENOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

Msl ¢yatiop of One Dotlar ( and gther good ang valuable consideration
paid to e and A’ﬁ"/ e, fe " haretnatter referred. to as
GRANTER, by the NORTH SHELBY WATER GOMPANY, Bagdad, Kentucky, 40003, hereinafter
referred to as GRANTEE, the recelpt of which is hereby acknowledged, the GRANTOR does
hereby grant, bargain, sell, transfer, and convey unto the GRANTEE, its successor and
@ssigns, a perpetual easement with the right to erect, construct, instail, and lay, and
thereafter use, operate, inspect, rapair, maintain, replace and remove a pipellne with
necessary and conveniant appurtenances for the transportation of water over, across, and
thfough the land of the GRANTOR situate in Sy /Franklin; County, State of Kentucky,
vihich land was convayed to the GRANTOR by deed dated 0&/ 27 1872, 08
record in the office of the Sheéby/?ranklin County Court HMerk ih Deed Boo}' 2 :Lﬂ

at Page 5 Z.«i ¢ together with the right of ingress and edress over the adjecent lands of
the GRANTCGR, his successors arﬁasszgns, for the purpose of thls easenant,

The easement shall be yeet i width, the canter line of which s described
as follows: S,
Beginning at a point In GRANTOR'S gouth propérty line ard being approx imataly o
35 [eet emst of the centerlne of US 42]; thence in a northerly direction approx-
imataly 350 feet to @ point in GRANTOR'S north pmperty line approximately 35
fest east from centarlina of road,

The GRANTEE covenants to maintain the easement in good rapair so that no unreasonable
damage will result from its use to the adjacent land of the GRANTOR, his SUCCESSOrS and
assigns. The GRANTOR reserves the full right to uss and enjoy the property except as will
. ipterfere with the statad purpoese of this easement.

The grant-and other provisions of this ecagement shall constitute a covenant running with
the land for the beneflt of the GRANTEE, its successars and assigns.

EFNBSS WHEREOQF, the GRANTORS have executed this instrument this 7

day of fﬂ.&tfr pridlcy L 19 78,
K J £ AAL/@/) (Z "
t
. %yﬂ‘:&)\ & Jﬂg,_(’)’Qz )

STATE OF XENTUEKY -
COUNTY OF ,,,«_‘.,Mé‘{wc

I, é/‘/ {fgzx//z%—- ; & Notary Public in and for the County and
State aforasaid do he?{.by cert jf5 that on& Z day of A eptans ;19 74 ,
pérsonally appeared before me teretn > el ALyl %QZ ; ']""u,.

the GRANTOR in the Eoregoing/sfrant and acknowladded the signing fhereof to be thefr. ez ¢ _

voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth, /
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THILS DBED mede and cobered into the 4,?‘{-//day of July, _{) \3
Party of the Pirst

S

Yo

s,

1970 by end batween ELIZABETH JOHNSON, & widow,
Part end JOHN PARPI and DOROTHY PARDI, his wife, Parties of the

P,
Ly

S

Second Part ell Parbties of Franklin County Kentucky.

.

e A
(' > Pt

RSNt

s

WITNESSETH: That for snd in considsration of ths sum of

$1.00 casb in hend psid and the further considerstion of bthe 2gree-

msnt betwsen the heirs of Mery Pardi, decesgsd, the receipt of all

of Wwhich is hersby scknowledged, Pirsi Payfy has this day bergained
and 30ld gnd do by these presenbs nereby bargein, sell, slisn, and
convey to the Sszcond Partiss jointly for end during their naturel
iivea wiih bhe vemsinder in fée simple to the survivor of them his

or her hesivs znd essigns forever the following described Lrect of land

1ying 5né being in Franklin Gounby, Kenbucky as. Lfollews, to wit:
¥eing Tract #1 as shown on map of plat of survey off
Perdi ferm in Franklin Gounty Kenbtucky, Bsld Knodb srea.
88id plat being of record in Deed Book 9% page &0

in the Franklin County Court Clerk's Off'ice and being
the part of the same property conveyed 4o the First
Party by John Pardi, eb al., oy desd dated the 9

day of July, 1970 and of rescord in Deod Book 235,
page 507 in the sforesaid Clerk's office.

The Parby of the Pivet Part slso conveys £o the

Parbties of the 8dcond Part right of access and use

of 30 fest propdsed road as shown con said plat for

purpose of ingress and degress to said properiy to Tthe

Beld Knob Turnpilke and Highway #L21. . E

@0 HAVE AND TC HOLD the above described property sogebher |
with a1l and zingulsr sppurtehences bhereuntos belenging unbo bhe Partles
of the Sscond Part jointly for and during their nstural lives with
vemainder in fee simple to the survivor of them his or her heirs and
sssigna foraver with Covenant of General Warranty of Title.

WITYESS the hand of First Paprby this dey and date firsk
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;'f~ih10h has been certifiied te the proper office for record.

STATE OF KENTUGKY
CCONTY OF FRANKLIN

i, ,zéﬂﬂﬂ, 7. /diywwmhwv 8 Notary Publiec in and for the Stats

and G;unty eforesaid do hereby certifly thet the forepguing deed from

ELIZABETH JOHNSON, & widow, to JOHN PARDI and DOROTHY PARDI, bis wife

was this dey produced bo me in my office snd was signed and scknow- .

lLedged by ELIZABEBTH JOHN3ON, 2 widow, to be her own aet and deed all

Bt ,“N""'H;

‘5¢”ne§éﬁj“c¢rtlfy that the

Toregoing instriiment wae

prepérvsd by:

Jamss P. Hanrshsn
03 McClure Bailding
Frankfors, Kentucky

. ’”“3 /7///
,-,,Qf," ////,z//ﬂ o

.SNESS my nend and notarisl sesl this ?W-/ day of July, 1970.

‘zy‘{ff’&/f/(/ 4?7 ;_JJ/mw.wcm;pw/

Hotary Public’
Kentucky 8tats et Larege

. . . . i ' PRV
My commission expires: O;/yv./)/ 1 4T T A

STATE OF KENTUCKY
COUNTY OF FrramKL IN } SCT,
I8 DAV){"\( (‘r"ﬁj f )r‘;n; g 2
THAT THL.. I \Jr“\.-L_zLJJNF '5\'54Tug w’lc_l\{
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DEED ,

WIS DEED mage nd sutewsd inbo thiz 2% dey of July,
1970 by mnd between JOSEPH PARDT and LENA PARDI, his wife; LOJISE
WILEY and GLOVER WILEY, her hugbend; JOHN PARDI and DOROTHY P4RDI,

hig wife, 211 of Franklin Oouniy Kenstucky, and AL BERT FARDI augd

RELES PARDI, his wife of Cincinnabi, Obic, PARTIES OF THE FIRST

PART ond ELIZABETH JOHNSOW, a widow, PARTY OF PHE SECOND PART of

‘Franklin County Kentuecly,

WITHESSETH: Wneress 81l of the Psrbtiss herein zre tha
sole and only heirs at law of Foster Pardi, decessed, cof Franklin
County Kenbuclty and, wheress, thé Parties of the Pirat Part and
Perty of the Second Pars hsve agreed Lo the division of the soid
proporty. Now, therefore, in consideratiocn of the sum of $1.00
cagh in hand paid and raceipt of whieh ig hereby aclnowlsdged, the
Forties of the Pirst Part have this day bargsined and sold to the
Party of the Second Parb the following deseribed rsal estate
Lying ané¢ being in Franklin County Kentucky es follows, to wikb:

Beginning at & steke in the edge of ¢ proposed road

to be built in the hereinafier desoribed property enc
laber described, thenés W L7 deg. 27' 29" W 70G7.323!

to @ stake, thence N 52 deg. LSV L5 B 174.614! Lo 8
sbake, thenes N 37 dep., L57T.20" E 183.617", thence

§ 52 deg. 05! SO0" E 75' to a atake, thence I 32 dag,

20t 55" E 186.670F, thonce N 62 deg. 35 337 B 602.733!
to & black oek, thence coniinue the ssme degree 7hl.. 522!
to ¢ stake and rock wall, thence 3§ 03 deg. L2 57" B
896.4497! to a atone well to 2 tree, thence $ Q0 deog,

S7' 38" w 189.003' %o 2 breo. thence N 72 deg. 25% 1L2% W
gl.. 156! to & trse, thence § 89 deg. 59! 05" w 31l.81.2"
to s tree, thence hthe same course and dagree 1937 ko 2
steke, thense i 86 deg. 47 38% w LBL.612' to a steke,
thence If 88 deg., 02' OL" W 334.859! to 2 stoke, thence

I 60 deg, 29! 34" v 218.95" to a stake in the adgs of
preposed roed.,

Byt, there is excluded from the above described bract

of land bthe iract conveyed Lo John Pardi by the First
Partiss hercin by deed dabed September 1947 and of

2= 8 [Bvecord in Desd Book 110, page . 7 & in the Franklin
; 2 County Court Clericts Office end being a parbt of ths
Al properby devised to First Partics by the Lash Will snd
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Tegtement of Mary Pardl of rscord in Will Book 7, page

309 in the Franklin Cdunby Court Clerk's Offices. Said
Cb tract conteining approximately © aeres and being a part
b of the saeme property conveyed to Mery Pardi by Annie

tivers by deed dated Jesnuary 21, 1907 of »ecord in

Daed Book 50, page 350 in the Franklin County Court

Clerk's Office eand being 2 part of the properiy conveyed

to Mary Pardi by John D, 0'Connor execubtor of record

in Dee¢ Book L9, pege 518 in the Franklin Counbty Court

Clerkis Office.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the above described properby to the
Second Pariy her heirs end sssigns forever with Cowvonent of

General Warranty of Title.
WITNESS THE HANDS OF FIRST PARTIES bthis day and dake first

gbove written.
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SPETE OF KENTUCKY
S0
GOUNTY OF FRANKLIN _’) Uﬂ
A : // i ' '
.»(E:u..‘z.l ?A e O I Vo s @ Notery Public in and

for the State and County aforessid de hereby certify that the
foregoing deed from Joseph Pardi and Leme Perdi, his wifle, Louise
Wiley and Glover Wiley, her husband, John Perdi and Dorothy Pardi,
his wife, end AlBert Perdi snd Helen Pardi, his wife, to Elizabeth
Johnson, & widovr;, wvas this dey produced to me in wy office and was
signed and scknowledged by Joseph Perdi, el al, te be itheir sck

and deed 81l of which is hereby certified to the proper office

Por vecord.

o Yy pad

. A,
Witness wy hand and noterisl sezl this A4 ~ /dsv of July,

e -. 1
A
gl Silily s ) ‘!( . g_/.f(—«h./?'u/—ﬁ.u/ !
HE Nytary Public
S Kentucky Stste at Learge

]

My commission expires: ufﬁu' R,

STATE O FKFNTUCKY %sm’.

I Yéreby certify that this COUNTY OF AN B

instrument has besn drafted by L DAVID . :L,tl...l Inle CLERK OF -m\-’}lD

Jemes P. Hanrshan OUNTY GULITET, HMERERY CERTIFY
AP 201G INSTRIGMENT

Avtorney at Law ST W SRA TR IR RE
TL‘{/’\Y lr i ' - ' “/\ o .(3‘31")1_ D/\-
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DEED

THIS DEED OF CONVEYANCE is made and catered info on ths September 1, 2021, by
znd between Albert J: Pardf Irrevoeable Trust, of 45520 Moonlight Drive, Plyiouth, M1 48170, hereinafier knows
al referred 1o os GRANTOR, and Steven Chrlstopher Pardi Gi/k/a Steven Pardi), of 748 Ridgeview Dr., Apt. A,
Frankfort, KY 40601, I care of whon the tax bill is to be mailed, hereinntier knowa and referred to 1s GRANTER:

WITNLRSSETEH,

Forand in consideration ofthe sum of $30,000.00, cash in hand paid by Grantee 1o Grandors,
the réceipt of ¢li of whicl is loreby acknowiedged, the Grantor has bargained, sold, ulicred, and conveyed, ad does
by thesc presents bargain, sell, alien, znd convey, untc the Grantee, and unlo Grantee's heirs zud assigos forever, 2 cortain
tract of real estate more fully deseribed as follews:

Belng Traet#2 as shusn or map of plat of suryey of Paréi Farnin Franklin County, Kentucky,
Bald Knob area, Said plat being of record in Déed Baai 229, page 510 in the Franklio County
Clerk's Clfice.

Also conveyed is the right of necess and use of 30-feet proposed road ss shown ot said piat for
purpose el itigress and degress to said property to the Bald Xnob urd Highivay #421,

iBeing theseme property conveyed by Albert J: P, ap nuremarricd widower to Vincent I,
Rurdi, Trustee of the Albert J, Pardi Irrevocable Trust, by Quit Claim Deed dated Deeembur
3, 1992, and recerded in Decd Book 386, Puge 10711 the Franklin Connty Clerld's Office.

1t is ngreed and understood by 2nd between the parties herelo that a1l ad valorem taxes due
and payable upan the above described real estate for and during the current calendar yéur shall be prorated butween the
Grantor and Grantee a5 of the dale of this Deed of Conveytnce, and that all such taxes duc snd poyable for and during
all sueceeding calendar yoars shail be prid by Grantee, end thut possession of the subjeet real estate shall aceompany
detivery of this Deed of Conveyance,

TO HAVI AND TQ HOLD, {he above deseribed tract of real vstate, together with the
improvements thereon nud the appurienences thereunto appertaining, aforementioned, unto the Graniee, wad unta
Granted's helrs and assipgns forever, with Covenant of General Warranty of Title; SUBIECT, HOWEVER, ta alf
easements, covenants and restrictions of record, or apparent {rom visua! inspection.

IN THIS CONSIDERATION CERTIFICATE, the pucties herelo do hereby cortify,
pursuznt to KRS Section 382135, thut the nbove stated consideration is the trte, correet, and full consideration paid for
the property herein conveyed, We frther certify our understanding that falsification o{the stated consideration or sale
price of the property is a Class D felony, subject to one to five years imprisanment and fines wp o $10,000.00.

D Ay P NUTGRASS, ATTORNEY AT LA, J23 8. Mat StrResT, Lawnesctoens, 1Y 40342; {502) 839-3866
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FRANKUIN CounTy
D806  PG149

~

price of the property is a Class D feieny, subjeut fo one to five years impriscoment and fines up to $10,000.00.

INTESTIMONY WHEREQF, witness the linnd of the Granterherein, on this the date first

above writlen,
Albert [ Pacdi Trevockbie Trust - -I
e
Vincenl B, Pardi, Trualee L
Grantor v
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) o

comnTy or A Xau Ne g

o) 5{ ' aﬁ The uidersigned, 2 Notary Public within ond for the jurisdiction aforeseid, dens cortify ot on this
' - : 2031, the foregeling Deed of Conveyanee and Consideration Certificute was produced io me anit
was sworn to, acknowledged nnd delivered by Vineent B, Pardi, Trustee of the Albers J. Pardi Irrevocabic Trust.

My Corunission Expires:

TRt A e i T D

B JLL 4 RWIECIEN T
. Motsiy Public - idiehlgan '
" Wayite Coumy \

My Gemmbssion Expifes Jan 6, 2022 ¢
‘I Acling in tha County ol _ba}b.mi ;

. ey e
e e N T T

Davis B, rx‘urcm.ur.m-:un.-m'.wi./.w, 123 8, ?'»(.ux SthrnT, LAWRERCEOURG, Y 40342; (302) 639-208G
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FRANKLIN COUMNTY
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INTESTIMONY WHEREOF, withess the hand of the Granteeherein, on this the daie first
sbove written, : ’

@&Wﬂ‘.\.&i&\k&h .

Sleven Christapher Pardi {a/k/a Steven Pardj)

Grandee

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
)

COUNTY OF ANDERSON )

The undersigned, 4 Wotery Public with En‘ x{Im'd forthe Cqmn\‘on\v;:é Ith of Kentueky, county aforestid,
does cerlify that on this September __L__. 2021, the E'on:gﬂ ng'Considcmi‘lo\llC,ci]{i ficale was produced to me and wwas
sworn to, acknowledged and defivered by Steven Christophier Pardi (a/k/a S ¥ ardi).

‘m:&&b!? /W
My Commis: w
/

This insivument prepared by: ;

SRGIRRGLISRRATTTIEIERTRYY
AT David P, Nuigrass

"2\ Matary Fublic, i0 IYYRESET
i) Ste &t Lage, Kentucky
Gosk” MYLIrasEin Ers;'es,agjgzamz&

T O X O T LTI o A P P IEL ]

DAVID B NUTGRASS
Attormey at Law

123 South Main Strest
Lawrenceburp, KY 40342
(502) 839-95880

CAUsers\lif 202 1\0acDrive\ChientiCenteat KY Ap CrediWPardiSteycUSA2EN\D2ed.wvpd

Davin P, Nuvqsmss, ATTORAEY AT L AW, 123 3, Matx Streen Lawnedcooung, KY 40342; (562) 330-2886
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From: Steven Pardi

Sent! Thursday, 10 September 2026 15:22:43

To: Jeremy Carmack <jeremy@northshelbywater.com>

Subject: Request for Clerification Regarding Service Availability to 3090 Bald Knoh Road

Dear Jeremy Carmack,

Thank you for taking the time to discuss the possibility of water service to my property focated at 3090 Bald Knob Read.

Following our conversation, | undertook a detailed review of the property’s chain of title, subdivision history, recorded plats,
ingress-egress sasements, the recorded 1978 Noith Shelby Water easement, and the current North Shelby Water Company
tariff. [ have attached these records for your review, The purpose of providing this infarmation is to ensure the property's
historical development, access rights, and existing utifity framework are fully considered.

Based upon the attached records, the following facts appear to be establishad:

L3

3090 Bald Knob Road originates from the same Pardi parent tract as the surrounding parcals.

A recorded 30-foot propesed road and ingress-egress corridor was established to serve the resulting parcels.

The recorded North Shelby Water easement exists within that same corridor,

Naorth Shelby currently utilizes that corridor and easement system to provide water service to successor parceis derived
from the criginal parent tract.

existing North Shelby service has been esiablishad to 3036 Bald Knob Road, 3040 Bald Knob Road, 3050 Bald Knob
Road, and 3070 Bald Kncb Road.

Service has continued to be extended through this corridor over time, including service estabiished as recently as 2024.
The existing North Shelby water meters serving these parcels are physically located within or immediately adjacent to
the same 30-foot corridor, demonsirating North Shelby's ongoing use of that corridor for utility infrastructure, access,
maintenance, and service delivery.

My property, 3090 Baid Knob Road, derives from the same parent tract, is accessed by the same corriclor, and remains
part of the same chain of title and development pattern.

During our discussion, it was my understanding that additional easements from neighboring property owners may be required
because 3090 Bald Knob Road was viewed as a fandlocked parcel.

Respectfully, the attached documents appear to indicate otherwise.

While | do not claim exclusive ownership of the entire 30-foot corrider; | do possess legal ingress and egress rights through
that corridor and maintain an ownership interest alongside the other benefiting property owners. More importantly, the jssue
does not appear to be one of exclusive ownership. The relevant question appears to be whether lega! access and utility rights
already exist sufficient to allow service.

The attached records appear to demonstrate that:

Legal access exists from Bald Knoh Road through the recorded corridor.

The North Shelby Water easement exists within that corridor.

North Shelby currently occupies and utilizes that corridor for water service infrastructuse.

North Shelby has histerically relied upon that corrider and easement system to serve multiple successor parcels
originating from the same parent tract,

The corridor already contains North Shelby facilities that continue to be used and maintained today.

For these reasons, | am struggling to understand why new easements from neighbering property owners would be necessary if
North Shelhy already possesses and actively exercises @asement rights within the same corridor for the benefit of adjacent

successot parcels.



After reviewing both the recorded documents and North.Shelby's tariff provisions relating to easements, service availability,
and distribution extensions, | have been unable to identify any provision stating that service is unavailable solely because a
parcel lacks independent public-road frontage when legal access and utility easement rights already exist. The tariff expressly
contemplates easements and establishes procedures for extensions when necessary.

Accordingly, | respectfully request clarification regarding the specific basis for the conciusion that additional easements may be
required.

More specifically, if the existing North Shelby Water easement and the 30-foot proposed road corridor are sufficient to provide
sepvice to'3036, 3040, 3050, and 3070 Bald Knob Road, please identify the specific factor that distinguishes 3090 Bald Knob
Road from those parcels.

If North Shelby believes additional rights are still required, | respectfully request identification of the exact:
»  Property right deficiency;
» Easement limitation;
o Title issue;
» Engineering constraint;
»  Tariff provision,
o Public Service Commission requirement; or
s Other legal restriction
that necessitates obtaining additional easements before service can be considered for 3090 Bald Knob Road.

Ultimately, the question | am seeking to understand is straightforward;

If North Shelby's existing easement rights are sufficient to place, maintain, and service water infrastructutre within the
30-foot corridorserving 3036, 3040, 3050, and 3070 Bald Knob Road, what specific legal, engineering, property, or
regulatory distinction prevents those same rights and infrastructure from being utilized to provide service to 3090
Bald Knob Road, which derives from the same parent tract and is accessed by the same corridor?

| respectiully request that the attached chain of title documents, plats;, easements, and related records be reviewed collectively,
as they appear to illustrate a continuous and consistent pattern of access, utility use, and service to successor patcels
originating from the former Pardi property.

Thank you far your time, consideration, and willingness to review the attached materiais. 1 look forward to your response and
to working cooperatively toward a resolution.

Respectfully,

Steven C. Pardi
3090 Bald Knob Road
Frankfort, Kentucky



OnSep 14, 2026, 21 2:37 PM, Jeremy Carmack <jaremy@norihshelbvwater.com» wrote:

Mr. Pardi,

Thank you for your email and for providing the additional documents regarding your property at 3090 8ald Knob Road. Morth
Sheiby Water Company has reviewed the information you provided, and we believe some clarification is necessary regarding the
basis for the Company’s position.

The primary issue is not whether you possess legal ingress and egress ta.3090 Bald Knob Road or whether North Shelby has
certoln existing easement rights within the general area. Rather, the issue is the location at which o water service ond meter
may be established under North Shelby’s tariff.

The tariff states:

"No service will be installed unless there is a main distribution line existing along the road from which service is requested. The
Cornpany will install at its experise that portion of the service line extending from the main line to ond including the curb box or
curb stop on the Member's property immediately adjucent to the right-of-way of the road along which the main line exists.”

As we understand your request, you are proposing that North Shelby install a meter near Bald Knab Road, either within North
Shelby’s existing utility easement or within the private access easement leading to your property, with a private service fine then
extending from that meter to parcel with an address of 3090 Baid Knob Road.

The difficulty with that arrangement is that the proposed meter location is not on your property immediately adjocent to the
right-gf-way of the road along which the existing water main is located. Your right to use the private access easement for ingress
and egress does not moke the property underlying thot easement your property for purposes of the tariff’ Likewise, the existence
of a North Shelby utility easernent along the Bald Knob Road frontage does not change the ownership of the underlying praperty
or moke that location the property of the member requesting service.

For that reason, installing o meter within the access corridor neor Bald Knob Road for the purpose of serving 3090 Bald Knob
Road would not be consistent with the quoted tariff provision.

We also want to clarify several of the stalements in your email concerning existing service in this arew.

3036 Bald Knob Road is believed to hqve frontage on Bald Knob Road and is therefore materiaily different from 3090 Baid Knob
Rodd for purposes of the teriff provision discussed above.

North Shelby understands that rieters serving 3040 Bald Knob Road and 3050 Bald Knob Road were installed within the access
corridor many years ago, with the 3040 service predating approximately 2004 and the 3050 service predating approximately
2000. We acknowledge that those installations do not appear to conform to the tariff language quoted above, However, those
services were established well before the current management of North Shelby, which has been in pluce since approximately
2011 and hos consistently applied the toriff requirement to new service requests. The fact that the tariff may not have heen
properly applied to certain instaflations many years ago does not require North Shelby to continue that practice for future
services,

North Shelby is also not presently aware that 3070 Bald Krieb Road is-served by North Sheiby. Accordingly, we cannot confirm
that property as an example of service being provided through the corridor.

Similarly, your statement that service has continued to be extended through the carridor over time, incliding service established
as recently as 2024, is not consistent with the information presently available to North Shelby. The Company is not aware of a
new servite installed in 2024 under circumstances comparable to your request. If you have specific infermation identifving that
service, North Shelby can review it.

Accordingly, the distinction between 3090 Bald Knob Road and the examples cited in your email is not based upon whether your
parcel has lawful ingress and egress. The issue is that the existing distribution main is located along 8ald Knob Road, while your
property does not extend to the roadway at the proposed meter jocation. Installing a meter on property owned by another



party, even if that property is subject to an access or utility easement, would not satisfy the toriff requirement thot the meter be
lecated on the member’s property immediately adfacent to the road right-of-way,

North Shelby must administer its tariff consistently for current-and future customers. Mistorical installations that may have been
made contrary to the tariff do not provide a hasis for knowingly moking-another installation that conflicts with the tariff today.

Based upon the information presently available, the only known means of providing service to 3090 Bald Knob Road in o manner
consistent with the tariff would be to extend North Shelby's distribution main te your property. Such an extension would be
undertaken in occordance with the “Distribution Extensions” policy contained in North Shelby’s toriff.

Because the proposed main extension would necessarily pass through property located between the existing distribution main
and 3090 Bald Knob Road, North Shelby would also be required to obtain adequate utility easements across each parcel through
which the new main would be constructed. Those easements would heed to provide North Shelby with the rights necessary to
construct, operate, maintain, repalr, replace, and access the distribution facilities in the future. Existing ingress and egress rights
associated with the private access corridor would not, by themselves, provide North Shelby with those utility rights.

Accordingly, this does not mean that water service to 3090 Bald Knod Road is impaossible. Rather, service wauld require o
distribution main extension to the property, in compliance with the applicable Distribution Extersions provisions of the toriff, and
acquisition of the necessary utility easements along the extension route.

North Shelby remains willing to work with you to evaluate such an extension and the requirements that would apply.

We appreciate the time you have taken teo provide the historicafl documents and hope this explanation clarifies the busis for
North Shelhy's position.

Sincerely,

Jeremy Carmack
North Shelby Water Company



From: Steven pard [ >

Date: September 14, 2026 at 6:35:14 PM EDT

To: Jeremy Carmack <jgremy@northshelhywatsr.com>
Subject: Re: Request for Clarification Regarding Service Availability to 3090 Bald Knob Road

Dear Mr. Carmack,

Thank you for your response and for reviewing the historical documents reiating to 3090 Bald Knob Road. |
appreciate the time you have taken to outline North Shelby Water Company’s position. After reviewing your emall,
the applicable Kentucky property taw, PSC precedent, and the recorded instruments governing the Bald Knob
Road shared corridor, several points require clarification to ensure that the tariff is beinginterpreted consistently
with binding legal authority and North Shelby’'s own recorded easement rights.

1. “Member's Property” Under Kentucky Law

Your response indicates that 2 meter cannot be placed within the shared access corridor because the underlying
fee-simpte title is neld by another party. Respectfully, this interpretation appears inconsistent with controlling
Kentucky law.

Kentucky courts have repeatedly held that easements are property interests:

s |oid v. Kell, 844 3.\W.2d 428 (Ky. 1993): “An easementis an interestin tand.”
* Hensley v. Gadd, 560 S.\W.2d 516 (Ky. App. 1977): “The owner of an easement has a property right in the land

subject te the easement.”
s Parsonsv. Messer, 2014 WL 3722088 (Ky. App. 2014): Easements are part of the dominant estate and constitute

real property rights.

Under these cases, a member’s “property” inciudes all propetty interests hetd by the member, including
ingress/egress easements and utility easements.

Therefore, a meter placed within a recorded easement benefiting 3090 Bald Knob Road is located on the
membetr’s property for tariff purposes, even if the underlying fee-simpie title is hetd by another party.

2. North Shelby Holds a Recorded Utility Easement Across the Shared Corridor

The recorded North Shelby Water Company Right-of-Way Easement (Deed Bock 228, Page 513) grants North
Shelby a perpatual 10-foot utility easement across the shared corridor for tha transporiation of water. The
sasement states:

“the GRANTOR does hereby grant... unto the GRANTEE... a perpetual easement... to erect, construct, install, and
tay... a pipeline... over, across, and through the land... together with the right of ingress and sgress over the
adjacent lands... for the purpese of this easement.”

Itfurther states:



“The grant... shall constitute a covenant running with the land for the benefit of the GRANTEE, its successors and
assigns.”

This means Norih Shelby already possesses a perpetual, recorded property right to install, maintain, operate, and
access water infrastructure within-the shared corridor. The corridor is already a legally recognized utility service
zone, and North Shelby’s easement rights cannot be reinterpreted away, ignored, or diminished.

This easement alone satisfies the tariff's requirement that the meter be placed “on the member’s property,”
because the shared corridor is stibject to North Shelby’s own recorded property interest.

3. The Parcet Holds a Recorded 30-Foot Ingress/Egress Easement Across the Same Shared Corridor
My deed (Franklin County Book D60S, Pages 148-150) conveys:

“tha right of access and use of 30 feet proposed road.., for ingress and egress to said property to Bald Knob and
Highway #421.”

Thisis a recorded property interest. Under Kentucky law, easements are property. Therefore, the shared corridor
is part of my "property” for tariff purposes.

Combined with North Skrelby’'s own utility easement, the corridor is a shared property interest zong between the
member and the utility — exactly the type of property interest PSC has repeatedly recognized as satisfying tartff
requirements.

4. PSCPrecedent interpreting Tariff Language Identical 1o North Shetby’s

PSC has consistently interpreted tariff provisions reguiring meter placement “on the customer’s property” to
include property interests such as easements.

Retevant PSC orders inciuds;

« Case No. 2002-00312 (Kentucky-American Water Co.)
= Case No. 2010-00036 (East Clark County Water District)

(

(

= Case No, 2014-00028 (Southiern Water & Sewer District)
* Case No. 2018-00068 (Grayson County Water District)

In each case, PSC held that:

Easements benefiting the customer constitute sufficient property interest for meter placement under tariff
language identical or materially similar to North Shelby's.

Thus, interpreting “member’s property” to exciude easements would be Incensistent with PSC’s statewide
interpretation of this tariff language.

5. Historical Installations and Tariff Application



Your letterstates that the installations at 3040 and 3050 Batd Knob Road “do not appear to conform to the tarifi
language quoted above,” and that current management has applied the tariff consistently only since
approximately 2011.

lunderstand that North Shelby’s Rules & Regulations have been revised over time, including the version signed
effective December 20, 2023. | am not questioning whether revisions occurred. My request is simply clarification
of how the tariff language — whether in its current form or prior versions — has historically been interprated within
this-specific corridor.

Because:

* North Shelby holds a recorded utility easement across the corridor,

= The parcel holds a recorded ingress/egress easement across the corridor,
« The corridor has historically served multiple parcels, and

* The corridor contains existing North Shelby infrastructure,

understanding how North Shelby historically applied the tariff in this corridor witl help clarify how the current tariff
language should be applied today.

6. Clarification Regarding 3070 Bald Knob Road
Your letter states that North Shelby is “not presently aware that 3070 Bald Knob Road is served by North Shelby.”

3070 Bald Knobk Road is an occupied residence. Under Frankiin County’s minimum habitability standards, every
occupied dwelling must be supplied with potable running water through an approved connestion to a public or
private water system.

If3070 Bald Knob Road is indeed occupied and North Shelby has no record of 2 meter or service connecticn, this
would appearto indicate either;

* an unrecorded or undosumented service connection within the corridor, or
¢ a potential inconsistency between North Shelby's records and county habitability requirements.

I am not asserting any viclation; { am simply requesting clarification. If 3070 Bald Knob Road is occupied, and if
North Shelby does not have a record of service, this would further support the conclusion that the corridor has
historically functioned as a utility service area {or successor parcels originating from the Pardi tract. (This may

simply bé a matterior local code enforcement)

7. Request for Escalation to Legal Counsel or Supervisory Raview

lunderstand thatyou are not'servingin a legaf capacity for North Shelby Water Company. Because the issues
raised involve interpretation of Kentucky property law, PSC precedent, and taritf application, | respactiully reguest
that this matter be reviewed by North Shelby’s legal counsel or appropriate supervisory authority to ensure that
the tariff is being interpreted in a manner consistent with Kentucky law and PSC guidance.



8. Specific Clarifications Requested
To ensure full understanding, | respectiully request clarification of the following:

1. Does North Shelby Interpret “member’s property” to exclude property interests such as easements, despite
Kentucky Supreme Gourt precedent holding that easements are property interests?

2. Does North Shelby interpret its taniff differently irom PSC’s statewide interpretation of identical tariff language
in Case Nos. 2002-00312, 2010-00036, 2014-00028, and 2018-00068? '

3. How has North Shelby historically interpreted and applied the meter-placement reguirement within the Bald
Knob Road carridor, particularly with respect to 3040 and 3050 Bald Knob Road?

4. Given North Shelby’s recorded utility easemeant across the corridor, how does the district reconciie that
easement with the position stated in your letter?

5. What is the status of water service to 3070 Bald Knob Road, given Franklin County’s habitability requiraments
and North Shelby’s statement thatitisnot aware of 2 service connection? - Again, this may simply be a2 matterfor
local Code Enforcement.

I appreciate your continued engagement and look forward to resolving this matter cooperativelyand in
accordance with Kentucky taw and PSC guidance.

Respectfilly,

Steven C. Pardi

3080 Bald Knob Road
Frankfort, Kentucky



NATHAN T, RIGGS
ERIN R. PIPPIN

C. LEWIS MATHIS, R, (Of Counsel)
T, SHERMAN RIGGS (Of Counsel)
DONALD T. PRATHER (1956 - 2017)

Steven C, Pardi
Via Bmail:

Re: Bald Knob Road

Dear Mr. Pardl:

RIGGS & PIPPIN, PSC
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
500 MAIN STREET, SUITE 5
SHELBYVIELE, KENTUCKY 40065
TELEPHONE: (502) §33-5220
FAX: (502) 633-0667

E-MAIL: pmeclainrphattv@gmail.com

Seplember 25, 2026

T am the lega! counsel for North Shelby Water. T have had a chance to review your email
correspondence with Mr, Carmack. Unfortunately, North Shelby is unable to assist you sith your request,
As has been explained by My Carmack, what you request is not aliowed by our Tasiff with the Public

Service Commission.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely

RIGGS & PIPPIN, PSC

vy LTE D2

Nathan T. Rigg /




From: Steven Pardi_>

Date: September 28, 2026 at 3:41:45 AM EDT

To: Consumer Inquiry PSC <PSC.Consumer.Inquiry@ky.gov>

Cc: Consumer Inquiry PSC <PSC.Ceonsumer.ingquiry@ky.gov>
Subject: Pardi Informal Complaint Submission RE: Becky KY PSC

INFORMAL COMPLAINT — STEVEN C. PARDI v. NORTH SHELBY WATER COMPANY
1. Complainant Information

Steven C. Pardi

30380 Bald Knob Road

Frankfort, KY 40601

2. Utility

North Shelby Water Company (NSWC)

3. Nature of Complaint

North Shelby Water Company states that it cannot serve my property at 3090 Bald Knob Road from the historicat
meter location used for other parcels in the same corridor because:

“the proposed meter location is not on your property immediately adjacent to the right-of-way of the road along
which the existing water main is located.”

NSWC further states:

“Your right to use the private access easement... does not make the property underlying that easement your
property for purposes of the tariff.”

This interpretation requires “property” to mean fee-simple ownership only, and excludes recorded easements
from the definition of “member’s property.”

During a telephone conversation on September 10, 2026, Assistant Manager Jeremy Carmack additionally stated:

* he was concerned the matter could escalate into a legal issue,

= if NSWC accommodated my request, it would “set a precedent” requiring NSWC to serve other properties in the
same manner,

» and “whereas this could have been accommodated then but not now” because management changed in 2011,
e and “the tariff changed”, which he cited as the reason NSWC can no longer accommodate the same service
arrangement used historically.

These statements raise significant PSC concerns regarding:
o selective tariff interpretation,

° avoidance of precedent,
* non-uniform application of service rules,



e discriminatory treatment of similarly-situated parcels,
« retroactive reinterpretation of tariff language,
* and refusal to apply Kentucky property-intérest law to tariff language.

4, Recorded Property Interests Adjacent to Bald Knobk Road
A, My Recorded Ingress/Egress Easement {30-Foot Corridor)
Deed Book 229, Page 507 states:

“right of access and use of 30 feet proposed road... for ingress and egress to said property to the Bald Knob
Turnpike and Highway #421.”

This Is a recorded easement benefiting my parcel.

Under Kentucky law, this easement is a real property interest, and therefore my property for tariff purposes.
B. NSWC's Recorded 1978 Perpetual Utility Easement

Deed Book 229, Page 513 states:

“a perpetual easement... together with the right of ingress and egress over the adjacent lands... The grant... shall
constitute a covenant running with the tand.”

This is NSWC’s real property interest adjacent to Bald Knob Road.

Thus, both the member and the utility hold property interests in the same corridor.

5. Kentucky Law: Easements ARE Property Interests

Kentucky appellate courts have repeatedly held:

 Loid v. Kell, 844 S.W.2d 428 (Ky. 1983}

“An easementis aninterestin land.”

» Hensley v. Gadd, 560 S.W.2d 516 (Ky. App. 1977)

“The owner of an easement has a property right in the land subject to the easement.”
» Parsons v. Messer (Ky. App. 2014)

Easements are part of the dominant estate.

Under these cases:

Arecorded easement = a real property interest.

Areal property interest = “property” under Kentucky law.

Therefore, the corridor is my property, and NSWC’s easement is their property, for tariff purposes.



6. PSC Precedent: Easements Count as “Property”

PSC has historically interpreted “property” in water-utility tariifs to include:
» ingress/egress easements,

o utility easements,

* shared access corridors,
* dominant-estate rights.

PSC has also held that:

s frontage is not required when legal access exists,

« ggsements are sufficient property for meter placement,
e utilities must apply tariffs consistently,

e sluccessor parcels must be treated equally,

 historical service patterns are highly relevant,
» and utilities may not reinterpret tariffs retroactively to deny service.

This directly contradicts NSWC’s fee-simple-only interpretation.

7. Historical NSWC Service in the Same Corridor (Including 3070)
In my email to NSWC dated September 10, 2026, | stated:

“North Shelby currently occupies and utilizes that corridor and easement system to provide water service to
successor parcels derived from the original parent tract... including 3036, 3040, 3050, and 3070 Baid Knob Road.”

| further stated:

“The existing North Shelby water meters serving these parcels are physically located within or immediately
adjacent to the same 30-foot corridor, demonstrating North Shelby’s ongoing use of that corridor for utility
infrastructure, access, maintenance, and service delivery.”

NSWC responded:

“North Shelby is also not presently aware that 3070 Bald Knob Road is served by North Shelby.”

This contradicts the historical pattern shown in the chain-of-title documents and the physicalinfrastructure
present in the corridor.

Even if NSWC disputes 3070’s service status, the historical service pattern remains:
« NSWC has placed meters in the corridor,

s NSWC has served multiple parcels through the corridor,
* NSWC acknowledges these placements “do not appear to conform to the tariff,”



* NSWC now refuses to consider the same arrangement for 3090 Bald Knob Road.

This raises a consistency and non-discrimination cencern.

8. NSWC's “Precedent,” “Legal Escalation,” and “Management Change” Admissions
During our September 10, 2026 call, Assistant Manager Jeremy Carmack stated:

» NSWC is concerned the matter could escalate into a legal issue,

» NSWC is not willing to accommodate my request because it would “set'a precedent”,
» “this could have been accommodated then but not now”,

* and the reason is “management changed in 2011”,

» and “the tariff changed.”

These statements indicate:

A. NSWC is aware its interpretation conflicts with Kentucky law and PSC precedent.

B. NSWC is intentionally avoiding uniform tariff application.

C. NSWC is selectively denying service to avoid setting a precedent.

D. NSWC is making tarifi decisions based on internal policy changes, not.tariff tanguage.
E. NSWC is retroactively reinterpreting tariff language to deny service.

F. NSWC is asserting a tariff change that does not appear in the record.

PSC has consistently held that:

s utilities may not avoid service to prevent precedent,

» utilities may not selectively apply tariff provisions,

» utilities may not deny service based on internal policy concerns,

» utilities must.apply tariffs uniformly to all similarty-situated customers,
= and utilities may not reinterpret tariffs retroactively.

This is a core PSC jurisdictional issue.

9. Unanswered Questions irom My Email to NSWC
In my September 10, 2026 email, | asked NSWC to identify:
“the exact property right deficiency;

the easement limitation;
the title issue;



the engineering constraint;

the tariff provision;

the Public Service Commission reguirement;

or any other legal restriction

that necessitates oblaining additional easements before service can be considered for 3090 Bald Knob Road.”
NSWC did not answer any of these questions.

Instead, NSWC'’s attorney responded only:

“What you requestis not allowed by our Tariff with the Public Service Commission.”
No explanation was provided.

No tariff citation was provided.

No legal basis was provided.

No.PSC precedent was provided.

No engineering basis was provided.

No property-rights basis was provided,

This non-response leaves the core regulatory question unresolved.

10. Centralt issue for PSC Review
The core regulatory questionis:

May NSWC interpret “member’s-property” to exclude recorded easements, despite Kentucky law and PSC
precedent recognizing easements as real property interests?

If easements are property {as Kentucky courts say), then:
¢ | do have property adjacent to the road,
* NSWC does have property adjacent to the road,

* meter placementin the corridoris tariff-compliant,
» and NSWC’s demand for new easements and a main extension is not supported by the tariff.

11. Requested PSC Action
| respectfully request that the PSC:
1. Determine whether NSWC may interpret “member’s property” to exclude recorded easements.

2. Determine whether my recorded ingress/egress easement satisfies the tariff's adjacency requirement.
3. Determine whether NSWC’s recorded utility easement satisfies the tariff’s adjacency requirement.



4. Evaluate NSWC’s consistency, given historical service to multiple parcels through the same corridor.

5. Evaluate NSWC’s stated unwillingness to serve similarly-situated parcels to avoid “setting a precedent.”

6. Evaluate NSWC’s claim that “management change” and “tariff change” justify denying service.

7. Evaluate NSWC’s failure to answer the specific questions | posed regarding property rights, easement
limitations, title issues, engineering constraints, tariff provisions, PSC requirements, or other legal restrictions.
8. Clarify whether NSWC may require new easements and a main exterision when existing easements already
provide legal access and utility rights.

12. Attachments Already Provided
| have already provided:

» 1978 NSWC utility easement
¢ 1970 Pardi deeds

* 2021 deed conveying Tract #2
¢ Chain-of-title documents

* NSWC correspondence

* My full email to NSWC

» NSWC’s full response

» NSWC attorney’s response

Ican provide the plat map upén request.

Steven C. Pardi

On Sep 25, 2028, at 2:28 PM, PSC Consumer Inquiry <PSC.Consumer.tnguiry@gy.gov> wrote:

Mr. Pardi, Thank you for your email. The Kentucky Public Service Commission regulates utilities that are privately
owned or associations,

The North Shelby Water District is classified as a municipal water utility, owned by the city. Your first contact
would be to the mayor, if you have been in contact with the mayor and are not satisfied, your next contact would
be the KY Attorney General's Office at 502-696-5453. This division of the attorney general deals with alt utilities
whether regulated by the PSC, municipzal, or even TVA, propane companies, and landline phones. Web Utility
Complaint.Form aka https://kyoag.highg.com/kyoag/renderSmartForm.action?formld=9f8ce 1d0-h2¢5-49¢6-
b212-cf3a23929i5d

Sincerely,

Becky

KY Public Service Commission
Branch Manager Consumer Services

From: KY Public Service Commission <pscfilings@ky.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2026 12:58 PM




To: PSC Consumer Inguiry <PSC.Consumer.Inquiry@ky.gov>
Subject: KY PSC Utility inquiry

Below is the result of your feedback form. Itwas submitted by (| GGG o ~riday. September 25,
2026 at 12:58 PM

Name: Steven Pardi

Address: 748 Ridgeview Dr. Apt. A

City: Frankfort

State: KY

Zip Code: 40601

Phone number where you can be reached: ||| G

Home phone:

Utility Name: North Shelby Water Company

State the nature of your concern: | need a direct point of contact to submit my complaint comprehensively by
inclusion of my email chain with management at North Shelby Water Company along with attached supporting
documents. Additionally, this escalation follows email correspondence from the legal representative. Please
provide me with a direct email to submit this complaint.

Have you contacted the utility about the problem: Yes




From: Steven Pardi G

Date: September 29, 2026 at 2:55:48 PM EDT

To: Consumer Inquiry PSC <PSC,Consumer.Inguiry@ky,gov>
Subject: Re: Response to Informal Complaint - Steven C. Pardi

Good Afternoon Becky,

I have reviewed North Shelby Water Company’s written response dated September 29, 2026, The response does
not resolve my informat complaint.

The unresolved issue is whether the tariff phrase “the member’s property immediately adjacent to the
right-of-way” includes recorded easements held by the member, consistent with Kentucky property-interest law
and PSC precedent.

North Shelby acknowledges in its response that an easementis a recognized property interest, The Company’s
position reties on a tariff interpretation that requires fee-simple ownership of the land where the meter is placed.
The tariff does not contain this requirement, and North Shelby did not cite any PSC order, tariff definition, or legal
authority supporting a fee-simple-only interpretation or excluding easements from the definition of “the member’s
property.”

My recorded ingress/egress easement is a real property interest under Kentucky law and therefore part of my
property for tariff purposes. Kentucky courts have consistently held that easements are interests in land and part
of the dominant estate.

North Shelby alsc holds a recorded utility easement along the same corridor, which grants full construction,
installation, maintenance, and ingress/egress rights. This demonstrates thatthe corridoris a legalty recognized
location for utility infrastructure and that the corridor is already used for utility access and facilities to date.

North Shelby’s response states that the “known means” of providing service is a distribution main extension
across multiple intervening properties. This option would impose a significant and unnecessary burden on me as
the customer, both financially and logistically, and appears avoidable if the tariff is interpreted consistent with
Kentucky property-interest law and PSC precedent. If a recorded easement is recognized as part of the member’s
property for tariff purposes, then the tariff-defined meter location already exists in the corridor and no main
extension or new easements would be required.

For these reasons, the tariff interpretation issue remains unresolved. | respectfully request that Commission Staff
continue its review of this matter. 1 also request Commission Staff’s advisement on whether this matter should
proceed as a formal complaint, given the remaining disagreement over tariff interpretation.

Thankyou,

Steven C. Pardi

On Sep 29, 2026, at 2:27 PM, PSC Consumer Inquiry <PSC.Consumer.Inquiry@ky.gov> wrote:

The North Shelby Water Company has reviewed the-informal complaint submitted by Mr. Steven C. Pardi regarding his
request for water service to 3090 Bald Knob Road.

North Shelby’s position remains as previously expiained directly to Mr. Pardi. The applicable tariff provides that no service
will be installed unless a main distribution line exists afong the road from which service is requested and that North Shelby



will install the service line from the main to and including the curb box or curb stop located on the member’s property
immediately adjacent to the right-of-way of that road.

The existing North Sheiby distribution main is located alorig Bald Knob Road. Mr. Pardi’s property at 3090 Bald Knob

Rodd does not extend to Bald Knob Road at the proposed meter location. Instead, his property is accessed through a private
ingress and egress easement across property owned by others. North Shelby does not dispute that an easement is a
recognized property interest, However, an ingress and egress easement over another party’s property does not make the
underlying property Mr. Pdrdi’s property for purposes of the tariff requirement that the curb box or curb stop be located on
the member’s property immediately adjacent to the roadway right-of-way.

Likewise, the separdte utility easement held by North Shelby along the Bald Knob Road frontage does not make the
underlying progerty Mr. Pardi’s property or otherwise satisfy the tariff requirement applicable to the member requesting
service. The complaint appears to conflate Mr. Pardi’s ingress and egress rights, North Shelby's separate utility easement
rights, and ownership of the property underlying those easemerits.

Mr. Pardi’s complaint also references and chaoracterizes certain statements made during an informal telephone
conversation on September 10, 2026. That conversation was an informal discussion concerning Mr. Pardi’s service request
and was not a formal-legal interpretation of North Shelby’s tariff or property rights. Mr. Pardi’s complaint assigns legal
conclusions and regulatory significance to selected portions of that conversation that were not stated as such. Any
discussion regarding prior management practices, precedent, or historical installations was simply part of explaining why
older service arrangements in the area do not control North Shelby’s review of a current service request. North Shelby’s
formal position is the position stated in its written correspondence and is based upon the requirements of its filed tariff.

North Shelby has also previcusly acknowledged that certain older services in the area may have been installed in a manner
not consistent with the tariff, Those historical instalfations do not modify the ﬁ'led_ tariff or establish the requirements
applicable to a current service request. North Shelby is obligated to apply its tariff consistently to current and future service
Fequests.

The additional legal assertions and references contained in Mr. Pardi’s complaint do not change the underlying issue, North
Shelby’s position is based upon the specific service-location requirement contained in its filed tariff and the fact that the
proposed meter location is not on Mr. Pardi’s property immediately adjocent to the roadway where the existing distribution
miain is locdted.

As previously advised to-Mr. Pardi, North Sheiby has not stated that service to 3090 Bald Knob Road is impossible. Based
upan the information presently available, the knowin means of providing service consistent with the tariff would be an
extension of North Shelbhy’s distribution main to Mr. Pardi’s property in accordance with the Distribution Extensions
provisions of the tariff. Such an extension would also require appropriate utility easements across the intervening
properties.

North Shelby remains willing to work with Mr. Pardi to evaluate such an extension and the requirements associated with
providing service in accordance with the Company’s tariff.
Please let us know if Commission Staff requires any additional information.

Sincerely,

Jeremy Carmack
North Shelby Water Company






