
STATE OF INDIANA 
 

INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
 
 
JOINT PETITION OF INDIANA-AMERICAN WATER 
COMPANY, INC. (“INDIANA AMERICAN”) AND THE 
CITY OF CHARLESTOWN, INDIANA 
(“CHARLESTOWN”) FOR APPROVAL AND 
AUTHORIZATION OF: (A) THE ACQUISITION BY 
INDIANA-AMERICAN OF CHARLESTOWN’S 
WATER UTILITY PROPERTIES (THE 
“CHARLESTOWN WATER SYSTEM”) IN CLARK 
COUNTY, INDIANA IN ACCORDANCE WITH A 
PURCHASE AGREEMENT THEREFOR; (B) 
APPROVAL OF ACCOUNTING AND RATE BASE 
TREATMENT; (C) APPLICATION OF INDIANA 
AMERICAN’S AREA ONE RATES AND CHARGES TO 
WATER SERVICE RENDERED BY INDIANA 
AMERICAN IN THE AREA SERVED BY THE 
CHARLESTOWN WATER SYSTEM (“THE 
CHARLESTOWN AREA”); (D) APPLICATION OF 
INDIANA AMERICAN’S DEPRECIATION ACCRUAL 
RATES TO SUCH ACQUIRED PROPERTIES; (E) THE 
SUBJECTION OF THE ACQUIRED PROPERTIES TO 
THE LIEN OF INDIANA AMERICAN’S MORTGAGE 
INDENTURE AND THE POTENTIAL 
ENCUMBRANCE FROM RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL; 
AND (F) THE PLAN FOR REASONABLE AND 
PRUDENT IMPROVEMENTS TO PROVIDE 
ADEQUATE, EFFICIENT, SAFE AND REASONABLE 
SERVICE TO CUSTOMERS OF THE CHARLESTOWN 
WATER SYSTEM. 
 

)
)
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)
) 
) 
) 
)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CAUSE NO. 44976 

 
 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT AND REQUEST FOR 
COMMISSION INVESTIGATION BY NOW! INC. AND 
CUSTOMERS OF THE CITY OF CHARLESTOWN 
AGAINST INDIANA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
REGARDING ITS PROPOSED ACQUISITION OF THE 
CITY OF CHARLESTOWN’S WATER UTILITY 
 

)
)
)
) 
)
) 

CAUSE NO. 44964 

 
  

sthunter
New Stamp



TESTIMONY OF 

JAMES T. PARKS-PUBLIC'S EXHIBIT NO. 4 

ON BEHALF OF THE 

INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR 

NOVEMBER 2, 2017 

Respectfully submitted, 

aniel M. Le Vay, Atty. o. 22184-49 
Deputy Consumer Counselor 

Jesse James, Atty. No. 29971-53 
Deputy Consumer Counselor 



Public’s Exhibit No. 4 
Cause No. 44976 

Page 1 of 36 
 

 
 
 

TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS JAMES T. PARKS, P.E. 
CAUSE NO. 44976 

INDIANA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY, INC.  
AND THE CITY OF CHARLESTOWN, INDIANA 

 
 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

Q: Please state your name and business address. 1 
A: My name is James T. Parks, P.E., and my business address is 115 W. Washington 2 

Street, Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, IN 46204. 3 

Q: By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 
A: I am employed by the Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor (“OUCC”) as 5 

a Utility Analyst II in the Water/Wastewater Division.  My qualifications and 6 

experience are described in Appendix A. 7 

Q: What are the duties and responsibilities of your current position? 8 
A: My duties include evaluating the condition, operation, maintenance, expansion, and 9 

replacement of water and wastewater facilities owned or operated by utilities 10 

subject to the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) 11 

jurisdiction. 12 

Q: Have you previously testified before the Commission? 13 
A: Yes. 14 

Q: Please describe the review and analysis you conducted to prepare your 15 
testimony. 16 

A: I reviewed Joint Petitioners’ filings in this cause, developed discovery questions, 17 

and reviewed Joint Petitioners’ responses to discovery.  I attended a meeting on 18 
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October 3, 2017,  with the Engineering appraisers, Banning Engineering, P.C. and 1 

Clark Dietz, Inc. at the Banning Engineering office to better understand how the 2 

appraisers determined the water assets age, materials, and condition.  On October 3 

12, 2017, I toured Charlestown’s water facilities with Mike Perry, Charlestown’s 4 

Director of Utilities, along with OUCC staff Edward Kaufman and Carl Seals, 5 

Stacey Hoffman of Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. (“Indiana American”), 6 

Bill Saegesser and Shane Spicer of Saegesser Engineering, and Bob Isgrigg of 7 

Isgrigg Engineering.  The tour included the four wells along the Ohio River, the 1.5 8 

million gallon (“MG”) reservoir, also known as a ground storage tank (hereafter 9 

sometimes “GST”), the pump building including the high service pumps, chemical 10 

feed systems and laboratory, the 258,000 gallon standpipe (“Hospital Tank”), and 11 

the 500,000 gallon elevated water tank (“Gospel Road Tank”). At the pump 12 

building and water utility office, I reviewed limited design and construction record 13 

drawings. Following the tour with Mr. Perry, OUCC staff visited multiple 14 

neighborhoods, where we photographed fire hydrants and checked dates on the fire 15 

hydrants. 16 

I also reviewed Charlestown’s operating records, which were available on 17 

the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (“IDEM”) website and on 18 

the Indiana Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) website.  I reviewed 1950, 19 

1963, 1981, and 1997 topographic maps of Charlestown.  I searched news articles 20 

from The Charlestown Courier pertaining to Charlestown’s water system.  In 21 

addition, I reviewed the City of Charlestown’s past proceedings before the IURC. 22 
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Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 1 
A: I discuss flaws in the appraisal process, which resulted in a Valuation Report that 2 

understates the age of the assets, does not take into account the condition of the 3 

assets, overstates “total replacement cost,” and results in an overstated present 4 

value.  In my testimony I will describe in some detail the investigation I conducted 5 

within the time allowed and the information I discovered that could have been used 6 

to derive more reliable replacement costs and more accurate present values. 7 

II. ASSET VALUATIONS 

A. Joint Petitioner City of Charlestown’s Characteristics 

Q: What are the City of Charlestown’s physical characteristics? 8 
A: The Joint Petitioner Charlestown is a municipal water utility located in southeastern 9 

Clark County near the Ohio River with 2,899 customers.1  Its latest IURC Annual 10 

Report lists a source of supply consisting of four groundwater wells constructed in 11 

1937, 1963, 1977, and 1977.  Raw water is pumped by individual well pumps 12 

approximately 3-1/2 miles via a 16-inch ductile iron transmission main to a 1.5 13 

million gallon raw water ground storage tank.  There is no back-up power at the 14 

wellfield.  The groundwater is pre-chlorinated before entering the 1.5 million gallon 15 

ground storage tank, which serves as a suction well for two high service pumps.  16 

The high service pumps, which are located in the Pump Building, send treated water 17 

into Charlestown’s distribution mains. 18 

Charlestown’s water distribution system includes 16-inch 12-inch, 8-inch, 19 

                                                 
1 2016 IURC Annual Report 
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6-inch, 4-inch, 3-inch, 2-inch, 1-1/2-inch 1-1/4-inch, 1-inch, and 0.75-inch cast-1 

iron, galvanized iron, asbestos cement (“AC”) and PVC water mains.  Charlestown 2 

also has a 258,000 gallon standpipe and a 500,000 gallon elevated tank in its 3 

system.  According to the Valuation Report, the distribution system also includes 4 

269 fire hydrants, 488 valves, 2,500 service lines, and 2,898 meters. 5 

The Pump Building’s pumping capacity is approximately 2 million gallons 6 

per day (“MGD”) with average pumpage of 740,000 gallons per day from 2007 to 7 

2016.  Water sales to customers averaged 554,000 gallons per day during the same 8 

period.  Annual water losses averaged 25% but may not be reliable due to master 9 

meter inaccuracy from lack of calibration.  Raw water is not filtered at the treatment 10 

plant, but chlorine, fluoride, polyphosphate, and a chemical called Clearitas are 11 

added.  According to a news article, Charlestown began adding Clearitas in 2012.2 12 

The City and the manufacturer reported that it dissolves iron and manganese 13 

deposits from water main walls to reduce discolored water complaints.  As with the 14 

wells, there is no functioning auxiliary power supply for the Treatment and High 15 

Service Pump Building. 16 

During the OUCC’s October 12, 2017, site visit Charlestown’s Director of 17 

Utilities reported that nearly all water system records are nonexistent. 18 

  

                                                 
2 Water issues continue: Charlestown holds follow-up water meeting to discuss manganese concerns, The 
Evening News and the Tribune - McClatchy-Tribune Information Services via COMTEX, February 28, 2012 
http://insurance-technology.tmcnet.com/news/2012/02/28/6150789.htm 

http://insurance-technology.tmcnet.com/news/2012/02/28/6150789.htm
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B. Wells and Well Pumps and Controls 

Q: Please describe Charlestown’s wellfield. 1 
A: Charlestown’s four groundwater wells have a high to low capacity range of 584 to 2 

352 gallons per minute (“gpm”).3  Well logs obtained from the DNR show the four 3 

wells to be 16-inch diameter with installation dates of 1937, 1963, 1977 and 1977.  4 

See Attachment JTP-1 for the well logs. 5 

The wells are located in an excellent, highly productive, and sustainable 6 

aquifer in a fenced area within the Ohio River floodway. All pump heads, pump 7 

motors, electrical and control systems are located on elevated platforms above the 8 

100-year flood elevation. See Attachment JTP-2 for site visit photos of the 9 

wellfield.  The Valuation Report stated that the wells, well pumps, and controls are 10 

in fair to unknown condition.  (Valuation Report, p. 9.) 11 

Q: Are there differences in opinion as to how old the wells are?   12 
A: Yes. On page 6 of the Valuation Report,4 the appraisers state “Based on information 13 

contained in a ‘Preliminary Engineering Report’ dated June, 2016, prepared for the 14 

City by Saegesser Engineering, the wells are 70 years old and are considered to be 15 

in fair condition….”  However, based on the DNR well logs described above, the 16 

well ages are 80 years, 54 years, and 40 years (2 wells). 17 

Q: Are Charlestown’s wells, well pumps and well controls being sold to Indiana 18 
American? 19 

A: No.  Although the wells, well pumps and well controls are listed in Table 2 of Joint 20 

Petitioner’s Valuation Report, these assets are not included in the asset purchase 21 

                                                 
3 IURC Annual Reports 
4 Joint Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 1, Attachment GRH-2. 
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agreement and are not being sold to Indiana American.  Therefore, the total “Present 1 

Value” of $46,000, listed on Table 2 of the Valuation Report, was removed from 2 

the purchase price. 3 

C. 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank 

Q: How did the appraisers describe the ground storage tank? 4 
A: Charlestown’s appraisers noted in the Valuation Report that City staff had said the 5 

welded steel ground storage tank was constructed in 1975 and that City staff had 6 

no concerns or ongoing problems other than exterior paint condition.5  The 7 

Valuation Report did not indicate the appraisers reviewed tank inspection reports 8 

or inspected the tank interior.  Their review appears to have been limited to viewing 9 

the tank’s exterior and discussing the tank with city staff on September 17, 2016.6 10 

The appraisers rated the GST’s overall condition as fair.  They estimated a 11 

$1,310,000 replacement cost and 34 years remaining of an assumed 75 year useful 12 

life.  The appraisers listed the GST in Table 2 of the Valuation Report as 55% 13 

depreciated with a $589,500 present value.7 14 

Q: Do you agree with $589,500 for the “present value” for the GST? 15 
A: No.  It is my engineering opinion that the $589,500 used by the appraisers is 16 

overstated and does not account for the tank’s actual age or condition.  First, the 17 

                                                 
5 Attachment GRH2-007, Section 2.2 1.5 MG Storage Tank, Valuation Report Water Supply, Treatment and 
Distribution Facilities, City of Charlestown, Indiana, Clark Dietz, Inc. / Banning Engineering, Inc., 
November 2016, page 6. 
6 At the October 3, 2017 meeting with the OUCC, the appraisers stated they conducted a September 17, 2016 
site visit of Charlestown’s water facilities. 
7 Id., Attachment GRH-011.  The present value of the GST appears to have been calculated as $1,310,000 
times (34 years/75 years rounded down to 0.45) equals $589,500. 
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ground storage tank is over 12 years older than the age assumed in the Valuation 1 

Report.  It was constructed in 1963, not 1975 as assumed in the Valuation Report.  2 

Second, it appears that the appraisers did not take into account the tank’s poor 3 

condition.  My review revealed Charlestown failed to maintain the tank through 4 

regular cleaning, inspections, repairs, and repainting thereby reducing its useful 5 

life.  Third, the $1,310,000 total replacement cost appears to be inflated by over 6 

30%, which I discuss further below. 7 

Q: What is the actual age of the ground storage tank? 8 
A: As of 2016 when the appraisal was completed, the tank was 53 years-old not 41 9 

years as stated in the Valuation Report.  Based on my review of the scanned local 10 

newspaper available online through the Indiana State Library, Charlestown bid the 11 

GST project on July 15, 1963, as part of a Water Improvement Program.8 9  The 12 

low bid for the GST project came in at $69,500, well below the budgeted $80,000.  13 

The contractor began pouring the concrete foundation in October 196310 and 14 

completed the GST sometime before March 1964.11  (See Attachment JTP-3 for 15 

1963 and 1964 Charlestown Courier articles about the 1.5 MG GST construction.) 16 

  

                                                 
8 “City to receive $140,000 in federal Funds for sewer and water projects”, The Charlestown Courier, March 
21, 1963.  “Cost of the ground storage tank is estimated at $80,000.” 
9 “Board Awards Contracts for Water Improvement Program”, The Charlestown Courier, July 15, 1963.  
“Division 2 Ground storage tank to General American Transportation Corp., East Chicago, Indiana.  This 
firm made two bids.  The award was made for a 1.5 million gallon storage tank, 40 feet high with a diameter 
of 80.5 feet.  Low bid of $69,500.” 
10 “Public works Projects moving Along nicely”, The Charlestown Courier, October 3, 1963. 
11 “B.P.W. shown plans of proposed $575,000 sewage treatment plant”, The Charlestown Courier, March 
26, 1964. Article on the proposed sewage treatment plant indicating its location on Charlestown Landing 
Road south of the new water storage plant. 
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Q: Are there other indications that the 1.5 MG GST is older than the date stated 1 
in the Valuation Report? 2 

A: Yes. Two bronze plaques at the Pump Building doorway, document that 3 

Charlestown’s Water System was dedicated in 1938 and gives 1963 as the date of 4 

the Water Improvement Program referenced above.  (See Attachment JTP-4 for 5 

photos of the two dedication plaques.)  Also, in 1977 the Commission found that 6 

the existing storage tanks were in a state of disrepair and noted “the City proposes 7 

to remedy the existing conditions by the … renovation of ground and elevated 8 

storage tanks.”12  This 1977 finding further supports that the tank was actually 9 

constructed in 1963 and not 1975.  It is unlikely that a tank coating would have 10 

failed after only two years. 11 

Q: What is the current condition of the ground storage tank? 12 
A: The condition is poor.  Based on my observations, the tank’s steel exterior shows 13 

uniform pit corrosion indicating the protective tank coating has been neglected.  At 14 

first look, I thought the tank had a textured coating but then realized that the 15 

underlying steel surface was pitted.  Such pitting is caused by rust that results when 16 

repainting is not done in a timely manner.  The lack of tank maintenance is 17 

confirmed by previous OUCC testimony.  In Charlestown’s 2006 rate case, the 18 

OUCC noted the ground storage tank’s poor condition:  19 

                                                 
12 Final Order, Cause No. 33005, September 20, 1977, p. 6. 
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Q: DOES PETITIONER HAVE CURRENT NEEDS NOT 1 
ADDRESSED IN THIS CAUSE? 2 

A: Yes. In addition to the need for a new treatment plant, 3 
Petitioner's 1.5 MG raw water storage tank [is] badly in need of 4 
repair or replacement. The tank, which is located on plant 5 
grounds, is used as a suction well for the high lift pumps and, 6 
although not part of the distribution system, serves as unfinished 7 
water storage for the high lift pumps. The protective coating 8 
system for the tank has for the most part entirely failed and 9 
corrosion of the sheet metal is imminent (See RAP Exhibit I, 10 
page 3). During the site visit, water foreman Bruce Miller stated 11 
that up to one foot or more of iron and manganese sludge has 12 
collected in some areas of the tank. (The tank was inspected in 13 
August 2004 by Fluid Engineering Corporation.) At the time of 14 
the inspection, the tank could have been painted and repaired in 15 
accordance to AWWA and OSHA Standards for approximately 16 
$170,000. Finally, the tank is an eyesore that should not be 17 
associated with drinking water (See RAP Attachment 2). 18 

 
Direct Testimony of Roger A. Pettijohn, Cause no. 42878, p. 7 
(emphasis added) 

Q: What did the tank inspectors document in the 2004 inspection? 19 
A: The tank inspectors from Fluid Engineering Corporation gave the exterior wall 20 

quadrants the lowest rust grades of 0 and 1 indicating rust on 100% and 50% of the 21 

surfaces.  They noted uniform surface corrosion and pitting on interior surfaces but 22 

did not note exterior pitting.13  Because of the surface rust and the steel’s poor 23 

condition, the 2004 tank inspection firm recommended full sandblasting of both the 24 

tank interior (to SSPC #10 near white blast) and exterior (to SSPC #6 commercial 25 

blast) followed by recoating.14 26 

  

                                                 
13 On a Society for Protective Coatings rust grade scale of 0 (100% of the surface is rusted) to 10 (no rusting 
or less than 0.01% of the surface is rusted).  See Attachment JTP-5 for a copy of the 2004 tank inspection. 
14 SSPC stands for Steel Structures Painting Council now known as the Society for Protective Coatings.  
SSPC #10 (near white blast) is a more involved sandblasting standard. 
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Q: Did Charlestown follow the recommendation of the tank inspector and the 1 
OUCC to recoat the ground storage tank in a timely manner? 2 

A: No.  Based on my review of IURC annual reports, despite the tank’s failed coatings, 3 

Charlestown delayed tank repainting another seven (7) years until 2011.  4 

Charlestown’s capital asset ledger booked the GST restoration project on February 5 

1, 2011 at a cost of $233,233.15 6 

Q: What was the effect of delaying tank recoating? 7 
A: Based on my observations at the site visit, the delay likely caused progression of 8 

corrosion beyond surface rust to include pitting of exterior steel.  The inspection 9 

conducted in 2004, after iron and manganese sediments had been partially removed, 10 

indicated interior steel rusting and pitting.16  This would have also progressed 11 

causing deeper pits and steel loss. 12 

Q: Is the tank currently painted? 13 
A: Yes.  The tank exterior has been repainted, but it is beginning to exhibit rust on the 14 

walls.  I did not inspect the interior and cannot report on its condition.  In 2016, the 15 

appraisers viewed the tank exterior.  From 2013 and 2016 aerial photos, I identified 16 

underlying rust areas at the roof/wall interface.  These areas appear to currently 17 

have a failed coating that should be promptly inspected and addressed.  See 18 

Attachment JTP-7 for aerial photos and GST photos taken in 2005 and 2017. 19 

Q: Does allowing rust to form on a tank’s exterior protective coatings reduce a 20 
tank’s useful life? 21 

A: Yes, especially if the conditions causing the rust to form are not addressed over 22 

many years as in this case.  Rusting adversely impacts the steel, thereby shortening 23 

                                                 
15 Charlestown’s response to OUCC Data Request 2.1.  See Attachment JTP-6 
16 See page 36 of Attachment JTP-5. 
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the tank’s useful life compared to the life of a properly maintained tank. 1 

Q: Did the appraisers account for tank condition in the Valuation Report? 2 
A: No.  Charlestown responded that the appraisers reported “Percent depreciation was 3 

based solely on the age of the specific plant.”17  The appraisers also reported the 4 

following regarding whether they considered the specific condition of the plant:18 5 

Individual percentages take into consideration the estimated useful 6 
life of the various types of assets plant being evaluated. Had there 7 
been a reason to use a different percentage based upon the condition 8 
of the facilities toured[,] that could have been considered. The 9 
facilities toured such as the water plant, water towers, ground 10 
storage tanks, and wells gave no indication that the assets had any 11 
value other than what would be typical based upon the age of the 12 
asset.  Additionally, since many of the assets were underground and 13 
the scope did not include excavation of underground facilities, no 14 
changes in percent were made for those assets. 15 

 

Q: What expected useful life did the appraisers assume for Charlestown’s ground 16 
storage tank? 17 

A: The appraisers assumed a useful life of 75 years for wells, storage tanks, pump 18 

station structure, and distribution mains. 19 19 

Q: Do you agree that 75 years is the expected useful life of Charlestown’s GST? 20 
A: No.  A 75-year useful life is appropriate for a tank that has been regularly cleaned 21 

and inspected, routinely recoated to maintain intact protective coatings thereby 22 

preventing rusting and steel loss, and properly maintained.  However, Charlestown 23 

has not adequately maintained its 1963 GST or the 1978 258,000 gallon standpipe.  24 

Based on my review of the 2004 inspection report, historical photographs, and my 25 

                                                 
17 Charlestown’s response to OUCC DR 2.9.  See Charlestown’s responses to OUCC Data Requests regarding 
the work of the appraisers in Attachment JTP-8. 
18 Charlestown’s response to OUCC DR 2.10. 
19 Attachment GRH2-10, Joint Petitioners’ Exhibit 1, Direct Testimony of G. Robert Hall. 
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visual observation, these two tanks should be considered to have a useful life of no 1 

more than 60 years. 2 

Q: Do you have other evidence to support setting the GST’s useful life at 60 years? 3 
A: Yes.  The IURC calculated its 2% composite depreciation rate for water utilities 4 

based on depreciating water storage tanks over 60 years or 1.67% annually.20  5 

Similarly, the Public Service Commission (“PSC”) of Wisconsin published a 6 

benchmark depreciation rate spreadsheet.21  For distribution reservoirs and 7 

standpipes, Wisconsin uses service lives ranging between 50 to 65 years and 8 

recommended a 1.9% rate (52.6 years).  Indiana American’s current and proposed 9 

depreciation rates for distribution reservoirs and standpipes is 31.9 years (3.13%) 10 

and 49.8 years (2.01%) respectively.22  (See Attachment JTP-9 for the IURC, PSC 11 

of Wisconsin, and Indiana American’s depreciation rates for water storage tanks.)  12 

Distribution reservoirs and standpipe depreciation rates are summarized in Table 1. 13 

 Table 1 – Depreciation Rates for Distribution Reservoirs and Standpipes 

Agency or Company Depreciation Rate Years 

IURC – water storage tank 
component in 2% composite rate 

1.67% 60 

Public Service Commission of WI 1.9% 52.6 

Indiana American – current rate 3.13% 31.9 

Indiana American – proposed rate 2.01% 49.8 
 
Q: How did the appraisers estimate the tank cost? 14 
A: At the October 3, 2017, meeting with the OUCC, the appraisers explained that to 15 

                                                 
20 Small Utility Accounting Manual, IURC Water/Wastewater Division, page 13. 
21 https://psc.wi.gov/Pages/ForUtilities/Water/Accounting.aspx  
22 Attachment GMV-1, Cause No. 44992, line number 60, page 2 of 3. 

https://psc.wi.gov/Pages/ForUtilities/Water/Accounting.aspx
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derive project costs they used their engineering knowledge and contacted 1 

contractors.  The OUCC requested the appraisers provide the basis and 2 

documentation supporting the cost (e.g., vendor quotations, previous bid 3 

tabulations, etc.) used by the appraisers.  In its response, Charlestown did not 4 

provide any written quotes or other supporting documentation but stated “The 5 

appraisers arrived at the $0.75 per gallon replacement cost for the 1.5 MG Ground 6 

Storage Tank based on a call with Pittsburg Tank & Tower.”23 7 

Q: Do you agree with the Valuation Report’s $1.31 million estimated replacement 8 
cost for the ground storage tank? 9 

A: No.  The appraisers’ 2016 estimated cost for a replacement GST is 31% higher than 10 

2017 budgetary costs I obtained from two water storage tank fabricators.24  The 11 

OUCC’s budgetary quotes are conservatively high because they don’t reflect lower 12 

prices that could be achieved through competitive bidding.  (See Attachment JTP-13 

10 for copies of the budgetary cost quotes for the GST, the 258,000 gallon 14 

Standpipe, and the 500,000 gallon elevated water tank.) 15 

Q: How much higher is the appraisers’ estimated GST cost? 16 
A: The appraisers’ cost is 31% higher than both of the vendor quotes I obtained as 17 

summarized in Table 2.  The Covalen tank quote is for a bolted steel tank with an 18 

aluminum cover.  The Pittsburg Tank & Tower quote is for a welded steel tank. 19 

  

                                                 
23 Charlestown response to OUCC Data Request 10.6. 
24 The OUCC contacted storage tank fabricators Covalen Inc. representing Aquastore® Tanks and Pittsburg 
Tank & Tower.  The OUCC also contacted Phoenix Fabricators for an elevated water tower quote. 
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Table 2 – 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank Replacement Costs 

 
 

Cost Component 

Charlestown 
Valuation 

Report 

OUCC Budgetary Costs 

Covalen / 
Aquastore 

Pittsburg Tank 
& Tower 

Date of estimate or quote 11/9/2016 9/25/2017 10/17/2017 

Tank: 1.5 MG GST $1,125,00025 $828,000 $890,000 

Average of budgetary quotes NA $859,000 

Appraisers’ cost premium over 
2017 budgetary quotes 

31% NA 

Site work, piping, & controls $100,000 $100,00026 

Engineering & permitting $85,000 $67,00027 

Total $1,310,000 $1,026,000 
 

Q: What is your opinion regarding the 1.5 MG GST valuation? 1 
A: Correcting tank age to actual and vendor cost to the average of budgetary quotes I 2 

obtained and reducing useful life to reflect the GST’s poor condition from lack of 3 

maintenance, I estimate the GST’s present value at $103,000 (rounded) instead of 4 

the $589,500 listed in the Valuation Report. I compare my present value 5 

calculations to the appraisers’ calculations in Table 3. 6 

  

                                                 
25 Based on $0.75 per gallon.  1,500,000 gallons times $0.75 per gallon equals $1,125,000. 
26 The OUCC’s estimate used the appraiser’s estimate for site work, piping, and controls in the absence of a 
detailed analysis. 
27 The OUCC applied the same 6.9% engineering and permitting allowance used by the appraisers. 
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Table 3 – Present Value Calculations for the 1.5 MG GST 

Item Valuation Report OUCC Est. 

GST original cost – 1963 low bid Not reported $69,500 

Estimated total replacement cost $1,310,000 $1,026,000 

Year constructed 1975 1963 

Tank age – Nov. 2016 41 years 54 years 

Expected useful life 75 years 60 years 

Percent depreciated 55% 90% 

Total depreciated cost $720,500 $923,000 

Present value $589,500 $103,000 
 

D. System Storage – 0.25 MG Standpipe and 0.5 MG Elevated Tank 

Q: Please describe Charlestown’s finished water storage. 1 
A: Finished water is stored in two distribution system water tanks, a 258,000 gallon 2 

standpipe (“Hospital tank” or “standpipe”) and a 500,000 gallon elevated water 3 

tank on Gospel Road (“Gospel Road tank”). The standpipe, located on 4 

Charlestown’s north side along Edgewood Drive west of Saint Catherine Regional 5 

Hospital, is a welded steel tank 20-feet in diameter and 110-feet tall.28  Charlestown 6 

does not own the tank site but has an easement for the site.  Caldwell Tanks, Inc. 7 

of Louisville, Kentucky, constructed the standpipe in 1978 as part of a $544,000 8 

water improvement project that included: “addition of two new wells; renovation 9 

of the high service pumping station; addition of the chemical feed system and the 10 

                                                 
28 Information gathered from the manufacturer’s plaque affixed to the standpipe’s base.  Note that a standpipe 
is defined as a water tank with height greater than the tank diameter.  A reservoir or ground storage tank has 
a diameter that is greater than the tank height. 
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telemetry system; the construction of a standpipe and transmission main; 1 

replacement of deteriorated plastic pipe; renovation of ground and elevated storage 2 

tanks; and purchase of a new electronic billing machine.”29  Charlestown’s capital 3 

asset ledger lists a different date for tank completion of November 24, 1975, and 4 

indicates the tank’s original cost at $51,000.30 5 

Q: What is the standpipe’s current condition? 6 
A: The standpipe is in poor condition.  The exterior coating is failing with rust areas 7 

over the lower half.  The protective coating is flaking off the steel.  Uniform rust 8 

appears to be progressing to deeper pit corrosion.  Rusting is also present along 9 

welds between the plate steel sections.  In addition, tank bottom steel is corroding 10 

at the chine (interface between the tank bottom plate and the tank shell), and it 11 

appears that moisture can penetrate between the steel tank bottom and the concrete 12 

floor where corrosion can occur unseen.  (See Attachment JTP-11 for standpipe 13 

photos.)  The appraisers included one standpipe photo in the Valuation Report but 14 

it does not show the lower tank shell tank corrosion or chine corrosion.31 15 

According to its IURC Annual Reports, Charlestown does not know when 16 

it last painted the standpipe.  To determine the needed rehabilitation, the standpipe 17 

should be emptied and cleaned and then professionally inspected. 18 

Q: Please describe Charlestown’s 500,000 gallon Gospel Road elevated tank. 19 
A: Charlestown’s newest water storage tank is a 500,000 gallon multi-column toro-20 

ellipsoidal elevated water tower located at the intersection of State Road 403 and 21 

                                                 
29 Finding No. 3, Final Order, Cause No. 35005, September 20, 1977, page 6. 
30 Charlestown’s response to OUCC Data Request 2.1 in Attachment JTP-6. 
31 Photo 6, Valuation Report, p. 23 
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Gospel Road.  The tank site previously held a 250,000 gallon ground storage 1 

reservoir constructed in the 1950s to serve the Louisville Cement Company plant 2 

four miles west of Charlestown in Speed, Indiana.  The elevated tank is 50-feet in 3 

diameter and 146-feet, 3-inches tall to the high water level (“HWL”).  The elevated 4 

tank was constructed in 2007 by Phoenix Fabricators and Erectors, Inc., of 5 

Indianapolis, Indiana, at a cost of $707,773.32  Charlestown’s capital assets ledger 6 

indicates the Gospel Road tank’s purchase date was October 21, 2007, and the 7 

historical cost was $886,191.33  (See Attachment JTP-12 for elevated tank photos.) 8 

Q: Do you agree with the appraisers’ estimated replacement cost for the 500,000 9 
gallon elevated tank? 10 

A: No.  The appraisers’ elevated tank cost estimate exceeds the estimate I made based 11 

on budgetary cost quotes from Phoenix Fabricators, manufacturers of 12 

Charlestown’s existing 2007 tank, and Pittsburg Tank & Tower.  I used these 13 

vendor quotations to determine the replacement cost summarized and compared to 14 

the appraiser’s assumed costs in Table 6.  The OUCC’s replacement cost estimate 15 

is $257,000 lower than the appraisers’ replacement cost estimate. 16 

  

                                                 
32 Attachment DSC-4, Report on Use of Proceeds from 2008 Bond Issuance, Joint Petitioners’ Exhibit 2, 
Direct Testimony of Donna S. Coomer 
33 Charlestown’s response to OUCC Data Request 2.1 in Attachment JTP-6 
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 Table 6 – 500,000 gallon Elevated Tank Replacement Costs 

 
 

Cost Component 

Charlestown 
Valuation 

Report 

OUCC Budgetary Costs 

Phoenix 
Fabricators 

Pittsburg Tank 
& Tower 

Date of estimate or quote 11/9/2016 10/4/2017 10/17/2017 

500,000 gallon elevated tank $1,250,00034 $985,000 $1,050,000 

Average of budgetary quotes NA $1,017,500 

Appraisers’ cost premium over 
2017 budgetary quotes 

23% NA 

Site work, piping, & controls $100,000 $100,00035 

Engineering & permitting $135,000 $111,75036 

Total Replacement Cost $1,485,000 $1,228,000 
 

Q: What is your observation regarding the valuation of the 500,000 gallon 1 
elevated tank? 2 

A: Decreasing the vendor cost but keeping the appraisers’ assumed 75 years useful life 3 

and 10% engineering fee, I estimated the elevated tank’s present value at 4 

$1,081,000 which is $226,000 below the Valuation Report’s value.  I compare my 5 

calculations to the appraisers’ calculations in Table 7.  In this case, I accepted the 6 

75-year useful life because the tank is less than ten years-old and appears to be in 7 

good condition.  It does not appear to have the condition issues present with 8 

Charlestown’s two older storage tanks.  With proper maintenance to include regular 9 

cleaning, inspection, and recoating, this elevated tank should last 75 years. 10 

                                                 
34 Based on the appraisers’ assumed cost of $2.50 per gallon of capacity.  500,000 gallons times $2.50 per 
gallon equals $1,250,000. 
35 The OUCC’s estimate used the appraiser’s estimate for site work, piping, and controls in the absence of a 
detailed analysis. 
36 The OUCC applied the same 10% engineering and permitting allowance used by the appraisers. 
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 Table 7 – Present Value Calculations for the 500,000 gallon Elevated Tank 

Item Valuation Report OUCC Est. 

2007 Elev. Tank original cost – 
payments to Phoenix Fabricators 

Not reported $707,773 

Estimated total replacement cost $1,485,000 $1,228,000 

Year constructed 2007 2007 

Tank age – Nov. 2016 9 years 9 years 

Expected useful life 75 years 75 years 

Percent depreciated 12% 12% 

Total depreciated cost $178,200 $147,000 

Present value $1,306,800 $1,081,000 
 

E. Water Treatment and High Service Pumping Facility (“Pump Building”) 

Q: Please describe the Pump Building. 1 
A: According to the property record card, the Pump Building is a one-story 720-square 2 

feet concrete block building with 13-feet tall walls, a concrete floor and a flat roof.37  3 

The building’s quality grade is D+2, meaning it is devoid of any architectural detail 4 

and was constructed at the lowest possible cost but meets minimum codes with 5 

moderate quality interior finishes, fixtures, and climate control systems.38  The 6 

building is cooled with window air conditioners and heated with propane.  Also, 7 

the property includes a storage shed and an emergency generator, which was 8 

donated by the U.S. Government to Charlestown.  The emergency generator has 9 

never functioned properly.  It is my understanding that this generator is permanently 10 

                                                 
37 Property Record Card 10-03-09-600-004.000-003, 2016, Clark County Assessor’s Office.  See Attachment 
JTP-24 
38 2011 Real Property Assessment Guidelines, Attachment E Commercial and Industrial Grade, page 8 
http://www.in.gov/dlgf/files/2011_Appendix_E_Final.pdf 

http://www.in.gov/dlgf/files/2011_Appendix_E_Final.pdf


Public’s Exhibit No. 4 
Cause No. 44976 

Page 20 of 36 
 

out of service but has not been removed from the site.39  (See Attachment JTP-13 1 

for photos of the Pump Building.) 2 

Q: Where is the Pump Building located? 3 
A: The Pump Building is located on Charlestown Landing Road immediately adjacent 4 

to the Charlestown’s sewage treatment plant. 5 

Q: What is the assumed replacement cost for the Pump Building? 6 
A: The Valuation Report indicates a replacement cost of $400,000 without any further 7 

breakdown of component costs.  In response to discovery, Charlestown provided 8 

the following discussion on how the appraisers determined the replacement cost:  9 

The appraisers jointly agreed upon a $400,000 figure based on the 10 
following estimates: $250,000 for the structure; $100,000 for 11 
electrical and instrumentation; and $50,000 for mechanical. The 12 
appraisers utilized their experience in the industry to determine the 13 
replacement cost for the Water Treatment Plant Main Building. The 14 
appraisers did not calculate costs for site development, grading, 15 
plans, utility extensions, pumps, chemical feed, controls and 16 
telemetry.40 17 

 
The appraisers did not provide support for the various component costs or discuss 18 

whether their independent valuations of the Pump Building asset were in conflict 19 

with each other.  The OUCC requested copies of the independent appraisals to 20 

review what values each appraiser independently determined and how possible 21 

valuation conflicts such as the Pump Building were resolved but the independent 22 

appraisals were not provided to the OUCC. 23 

  

                                                 
39 Per Mike Perry, Superintendent of Utilities, as discussed at the OUCC site visit on October 12, 2017. 
40 Charlestown’s response to OUCC DR 10.5. 
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Q: How are independent appraisals useful? 1 
A: Appraisers will differ on asset values and rarely agree especially in situations where 2 

the asset inventory, age and condition are unknown due to lack of records (such as 3 

the present case for Charlestown).  Using more than one appraiser, asset valuations 4 

can be reviewed against each other to determine data gaps requiring more 5 

information gathering or research that will lead to accurate, fair and reasonable 6 

asset values. 7 

Q: Do you agree with the appraisers’ estimated $400,000 replacement cost for the 8 
Pump Building? 9 

A: No.  One of the first things I noticed about the Valuation Report was that the Pump 10 

Building replacement cost appeared to be very high.  I thought the high cost must 11 

include the pumps, but the pumps, motors, and controls are a separately estimated 12 

line item in Table 2 at $90,000, and are not part of the building cost.  Likewise, the 13 

replacement cost of the Chemical Feed Systems at $60,000 and the SCADA system 14 

at $50,000 are estimated separately.  It appeared to me that the Valuation Report 15 

overestimated the cost per square foot to construct a replacement concrete block 16 

building. 17 

Q: What replacement cost new did the Clark County Assessor find with respect 18 
to the pump building? 19 

A: The replacement cost new (“RCN”) shown on the Assessor’s property record card 20 

is $55,876.  But a replacement cost of $400,000 is embedded in the Valuation 21 

Report.  The property record card also shows the building is 80% depreciated with 22 

a remaining value of $11,180.  The Assessor’s RCN calculation begins with a 23 

building base value of $68,983.  This value is adjusted downward twice: 1) to 24 

$62,086 to account for the D+2 building grade, and 2) to $55,876 to account for 25 
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location. It did not appear the Valuation Report includes this downward adjustment. 1 

Q: What would you have determined to be the replacement cost for the Pump 2 
Building? 3 

A: I estimated the cost at $120,000 (rounded).  This replacement cost includes the 4 

unadjusted $68,983 building base value (2016) determined by the Assessor’s office, 5 

plus an additional $50,000 for electrical and mechanical building systems not 6 

included by the Assessor for items such as laboratory plumbing, lab bench, and 7 

pump motor control center ($68,983 + $50,000 = $118,983 rounded up to 8 

$120,000). 9 

Based on a cost per square foot, the Valuation Report overstates the 10 

replacement value of the building.  The Assessor’s $68,983 base building value 11 

equates to a unit cost of $97.71 per square foot.  Based on my experience, $100 per 12 

square foot is a typical unit cost for a simple concrete block one-story building.  13 

However, the Valuation Report assumed $250,000 building cost equates to nearly 14 

$350 per square foot, which is 3.5 times greater than the Assessor’s base building 15 

cost.  (Applying the Valuation Report’s estimated remaining life of 29% to my 16 

estimated $120,000 replacement cost would result in a present value of $35,000.)  17 

F. Water Services 

Q: The last line of Table 1 from Joint Petitioners’ Appraisal estimates a “Total 18 
Cost to Replace” of $3,750,000 and a “Present Value” of $1,875,000 for water 19 
services.  Are there any flaws in the process leading to these values? 20 

A: Yes.  The appraisers indicated that water service data was not available requiring 21 

them to make a simplifying assumption.  The Valuation Report states “Age and 22 

sizing information was not available for the water services and thus were assumed 23 
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to have 50 percent of their service life remaining.”  (Attachment GRH-2 at GRH2-1 

013.)  The Valuation Report provided no support for its assumption that it is 2 

reasonable to assume the water services have a 50 percent remaining life. 3 

Q:  Do you agree that aging of services could not be done? 4 
A: No.  My analysis demonstrates that with some effort, services age can be estimated 5 

by examining customer additions to make a more reasonable present value estimate.  6 

When the flaws that arise due to the Appraisal’s simplifying (and inaccurate) 7 

assumption are corrected, the “Present Value” of Charlestown’s “Water Services” 8 

is reduced by $955,000.  (See Attachment JTP-14 for the OUCC’s calculation of 9 

customer and water services additions by year, average age of water services, 10 

average water services year installed, percent depreciated based on age, and the 11 

present value of the water services.) 12 

Q: What information did you find available to determine the facilities’ age? 13 
A: I obtained Charlestown’s United States Census Bureau population data, and 14 

newspaper articles referencing the addition of water system customers to 15 

Charlestown’s system.  These sources show that Charlestown enjoyed a growth 16 

period beginning just prior to World War II when the Indiana Army Ammunition 17 

Plant was under construction and later during wartime production.  This boom 18 

fostered economic and population growth, particularly in the 1940s.  It was during 19 

this time period (and also during the late 1930s) that a larger portion of 20 

Charlestown’s water system was installed, including water services.  By 1950 when 21 

Charlestown’s population reached 4,785, I estimate that the water system had 1,600 22 

customers.  This boom-time construction means Charlestown’s water services are 23 
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older than the appraisers’ assumption that services are at 50% of their 75 year useful 1 

life. 2 

Q: What did your analysis of the water services provide? 3 
A: My analysis showed that Charlestown’s water services have an average age of 52 4 

years instead of 37.5 years assumed in the Valuation Report.  The average 5 

installation date was 1964, not 1977.  My analysis also shows that many of 6 

Charlestown’s water services were installed in the 1940s and 1950s, and nearly 7 

two-thirds of Charlestown’s connections were made by 1969. 8 

Q: Please explain how the information available affects the results of the 9 
Valuation Report. 10 

A: The available information shows that the Valuation Report understates the age of 11 

Charlestown’s “Water Services” and overstates the “Unit Cost to Replace” by $150 12 

to $200. 41   The appraisers also assume a 75-year useful life, which is also 13 

overstated because of the materials that would probably have been used, as 14 

discussed below. 15 

Q: Please explain how the Valuation Report would tend to overstate the service 16 
life of the water services. 17 

A: Water services typically have lower useful lives than water mains.  Benchmark 18 

ranges of depreciation rates used in other jurisdictions indicate that services have a 19 

45- to 60-year useful life.  (See Attachment JTP-9 for example depreciation rates.)  20 

Indiana American has a current depreciation rate for water services of 4.09% (24.4 21 

years) and has proposed depreciation rates for services of 3.59% (27.8 years).  The 22 

                                                 
41 As discussed by OUCC Witness Edward Kaufman, the Appraisal effectively assumes the “Water Services” 
were installed in 1977.5, are 50% depreciated (life of 75 years) and the calculation has an end date of 2015. 
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appraisers used the same 75-year useful life for both water mains and services. 1 

Q: What types of pipe materials are used for Charlestown’s water services? 2 
A: Charlestown lacks information about its water services.  Charlestown does not have 3 

water service record cards that utilities typically maintain to record locations, install 4 

dates, and materials of the water service line and meter.  However, the Valuation 5 

Report assumes that all water services are 1-inch diameter copper tubing. 6 

Q: Is this assumption reasonable? 7 
A: No.  It is unlikely that all water service lines are made of copper.  Given the age of 8 

Charlestown’s system, it is probable that the water services include lead and 9 

galvanized iron service lines.  Lead service lines were commonly used in the 1930s 10 

and 1940s when cast iron water mains were predominately installed.  Following 11 

World War II, galvanized iron service lines became more common for not only 12 

service lines but also for small diameter water mains.  It is also unlikely that all 13 

water service lines would have 1-inch diameters.  Actual service line diameter for 14 

a single residential customer is typically ¾ inch.  15 

Q: Please explain how “Unit Price to Replace” for water services is overstated. 16 
A: The appraisers assumed a $1,500 unit price to replace.  I used typical service line 17 

costs from connection fee filings but excluded the meter cost since the appraisers 18 

had accounted for the meters separately.  OUCC Witness Carl Seals discusses the 19 

errors made by the Valuation Report in its determination of meter ages.  Excluding 20 

the meter costs, I estimated installed costs of $1,300 for a single service and $1,350 21 

for a dual service.  These costs are slightly below the appraisers’ cost. 22 
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Q: What present value would you place on the water services? 1 
A: The Valuation Report concluded that the water services have a present value of 2 

$1,875,000.  Based on my review and my assumptions, I estimate the present value 3 

of the water services to be $920,000, a difference of $955,000.  Attachment JTP-4 

14 is an Excel spreadsheet showing my assumptions, calculations, and present value 5 

amount. 6 

G. Water Distribution Mains and Hydrants 

1. System Map 

Q: Does Charlestown have a water system map? 7 
A: Yes.  In 2013, Charlestown hired Saegesser Engineering (“Saegesser”) to create a 8 

water distribution map and hydraulic model using geographic information system 9 

(“GIS”) technology.  This map shows streets, storage tanks, valves, hydrants, and 10 

water main sizes and locations.  Saegesser provided this map to Banning Engineers 11 

(“Banning”) for the 2016 appraisal as a .kml computer file with sixteen (16) Excel 12 

spreadsheets listing valves and hydrants and their locations.42  No other water 13 

system information appears on the Saegesser map.  Banning then created an 14 

interactive ArcView GIS type version of the Saegesser map (the “2016 map”) and 15 

added water main attributes.  Saegesser and the appraisers reported that they did 16 

not have access to any prior Charlestown water system map. 17 

  

                                                 
42 Charlestown’s responses to OUCC Data Requests 3.1 and 5.1. 
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Q: What information does the Banning map contain? 1 
A: The interactive Banning map shows streets, the location and size of the water mains, 2 

connectivity of the water mains with other water mains, valves, and hydrants on the 3 

base map. 4 

Q: What water main attributes appear in the information boxes? 5 
A: The appraisers identify pipe diameter, material (either cast iron, asbestos cement, 6 

galvanized iron, PVC, or ductile iron), specific year installed (except for 1940s 7 

mains), and length for all water main segments (218 entries).  No information was 8 

provided that indicates which attributes are actually known and which attributes 9 

had to be estimated, assumed, or guessed. 10 

Q: How did Banning determine installation year for the water mains? 11 
A: It is unclear how the appraisers determined water main ages.  It does not appear 12 

Saegesser Engineering established pipe ages or provided pipe age information to 13 

the appraisers.  Emails among appraisers noted they had little information to set 14 

ages.  At our October meeting, Jeff Henson of Banning indicated that on September 15 

17, 2016, the appraisers met with Charlestown utility staff, who orally provided the 16 

ages of Charlestown’s water main ages based on their experience and recollection. 17 

Jeff Henson also indicated that due to discrepancies between the Saegesser 18 

map and discussions with Charlestown staff, the appraisers had a Clark Dietz staff 19 

person spend one day checking fire hydrant date stamps.43  The appraisers reported: 20 

“When possible, dates on the hydrants were used to establish the date of water 21 

mains installed in nearby areas, using the oldest hydrant date in a given are when 22 

                                                 
43 Per discussion at the OUCC / Appraisers meeting at the offices of Banning Engineering on Oct. 3, 2017. 
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no other information was readily available.”44 1 

Q; Do you agree with the water main ages used in the Valuation Report? 2 
A: No.  It appears the appraisers made simplifying assumptions for the water main 3 

ages.  The effect is that the Valuation Report indicates water main installation 4 

occurring evenly throughout the decades, as summarized below in Table 8. 5 

Table 8 – Summary of the Valuation Report’s Assumed Length of Water 
Main by Assumed Installation Decade45 

Decade Length of Water 
Main Installed (feet) 

Length of Water 
Main Installed (miles) 

1930s 0 0 

1940s 41,378 7.8 

1950s 0 0 

1960s 65,844 12.5 

1970s 51,896 9.8 

1980s 32,192 6.1 

1990s 45,720 8.7 

2000s 54,400 10.3 
 

2. Hydrants 

Q: Can fire hydrant ages be used to determine water main ages? 6 
A: When no other information exists, and when there is knowledge about the utility’s 7 

hydrant replacement program, hydrant ages can be helpful.  This method is based 8 

on the premise that hydrants and water mains are generally installed together.  9 

However, in older water distribution systems, where hydrants have been replaced 10 

but not the water mains, this method can create erroneous results.  Relying on 11 

                                                 
44 Valuation Report, Section 2.5 Distribution System, page 7 
45 Table 1, Valuation Report, November 2016, 
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hydrant age in this situation can understate water main ages and overstate present 1 

values.  Water mains will actually be older than assumed.  This appears to be the 2 

case for Charlestown. 3 

Q: Has Charlestown replaced many fire hydrants? 4 
A: Yes.  It appears Charlestown has replaced more than half of its fire hydrants.  Mike 5 

Perry, Director of Utilities, stated that Charlestown does not maintain hydrant 6 

record cards for tracking fire hydrants, so it is not possible to review hydrant 7 

information or determine the exact number of hydrants replaced and the years 8 

replaced.  In a mailer to water customers in 2009, Mayor Hall acknowledged 9 

Charlestown’s discolored water problem and hydrant replacements: 10 

In 2000, more than 50% of the fire hydrants did not work, and had 11 
not worked for many years.  This prevented any effective flushing 12 
of the system.  These were replaced or repaired.  Others have been 13 
added through the years, and more are still needed in order to have 14 
the necessary capabilities to effectively flush the lines.46 15 

 
 Charlestown also reported it replaces approximately thirty (30) fire hydrants each 16 

year at a typical cost of $4,000 per hydrant.47  Charlestown’s plan for water system 17 

improvements, prepared by Saegesser Engineering included hydrant replacements 18 

estimated at $2,500 per hydrant.48  The appraisers assumed hydrant replacement 19 

would cost $5,500, which overstates the cost and causes the appraised present value 20 

to be higher. 21 

 

                                                 
46 Charlestown Water System, Now and in the Future, Where are we today? 2009 page 10.  See Attachment 
JTP-15. 
47 Charlestown’s response to OUCC Data Request 5.10 
48 Charlestown’s response to OUCC Data Request 6.6 
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Q: What examination did the OUCC perform regarding the fire hydrants? 1 
A: We conducted a sampling of hydrants to determine the date stamps.  Following the 2 

site visit, OUCC staff viewed fifty hydrants in older City neighborhoods including 3 

the downtown and areas north, Pleasant Ridge, North Charlestown, Lake View and 4 

Hill View subdivisions, Gospel Road tank area, and areas along Main Street and 5 

High Street. 6 

The OUCC found hydrants with dates ranging between 1945 and 2013 but 7 

could not read dates on ten of the fifty hydrants (20%) because either they were not 8 

date stamped (Waterous type hydrants, Vogt Bros. hydrants) or the date was too 9 

painted-over to be read.  (See Attachment JTP-16 for photographs taken of the 10 

hydrants by the OUCC.) 11 

Q: To what extent did the method used to value hydrants for the Valuation Report 12 
overstate the present value? 13 

A: Correcting for the flaws identified above, I suggest the hydrant valuation should be 14 

$510,000, which is $218,000 less than the $728,200 present value used to establish 15 

the purchase price.  Attachment JTP-17 is an Excel spreadsheet showing my 16 

assumptions, calculations, and present value amounts as well as the hydrants’ age, 17 

replacement cost, and percent depreciation.49 18 

  

                                                 
49 I accepted the appraisers’ 50-year service life and assumed the hydrant ages shown on the 2016 map are 
correct even though the OUCC found older hydrants not reported by the appraisers and hydrants with ages 
that differed from the reported ages.  For hydrants still in service beyond their 50-year service life, I assumed 
they were 95% depreciated. 
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3. Mains 

Q: What did you first notice about the water main information in the appraisal? 1 
A: Pipe from the 1930s and 1950s is missing from the appraisers’ water main listing 2 

in Table 1 (page GRH2-014 of Attachment 2).  No pipe is reported to have been 3 

installed in these decades, which is inaccurate.  Charlestown constructed its original 4 

system in the 1930s and the 1950s was a period of system growth with documented 5 

main extensions. 6 

Q: How do you know Charlestown’s water system began in the 1930s? 7 
A: On its IURC Annual Reports, Charlestown reports 1937 as the year its utility was 8 

started.  There is also the 1938 dedication plaque on the Pump Building discussed 9 

earlier in my testimony.  Based on my review of news articles, Charlestown began 10 

planning its’ water system in 1933 and obtained $28,000 in initial funding from the 11 

Public Works Administration (“PWA”).50  Construction took two years and the 12 

system began serving 100 to 160 customers on December 15, 1937.51  The original 13 

water system cost was $70,000, of which $60,000 was for construction.52  Finally, 14 

on its’ Capital Asset Ledger, Charlestown reports adding over 126,000 feet of water 15 

main between 1935 and 1938.53 16 

Q: Can you provide an example of water mains that were added in the 1950s? 17 
A: Yes.  The Louisville Cement Company of Speed, Indiana, paid for the installation 18 

of a four-mile (21,473 feet) long extension of 8-inch diameter asbestos cement 19 

                                                 
50 Public Works Administration part of the New Deal of 1933 was a large-scale public works construction 
agency in the United States 
51 See Attachment JTP-18 for newspaper reports between 1941 and 1957 about Charlestown’s water system. 
52 Id. 
53 See Attachment JTP-6 
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water main along State Road 403 between Charlestown and Speed.  This main was 1 

actually installed in 1953 according to newspaper accounts.  (See Attachment JTP-2 

19 for topographic maps and articles about the 1953 Charlestown-Speed water main 3 

and the main extension in the 1960s to serve the Lake View and High View 4 

Subdivisions.)  Even greater age errors appear to have occurred for these two 5 

subdivisions (2003 assumed year versus the 1962 news account, or 41 years). 6 

The appraisers correctly show the Speed extension on the 2016 map as an 7 

8-inch AC pipe but have incorrectly dated it as being constructed fourteen years 8 

later in 1967.  This date error creates a 25-year remaining life instead of the correct 9 

eleven years, and translates into a $240,500 reduction in the present value for this 10 

8-inch water main.54 11 

Q: Do you have another example of a water main with an incorrect age? 12 
A: Yes.  Another example of mid-1950s construction is the North Charlestown main 13 

extension to serve 130 homeowners in the area just south of the current hospital.  14 

In the water main information shown on the 2016 map, the Valuation Report 15 

assumes these mains were constructed in 1978 instead of the mid-1950s, thereby 16 

creating a 23-year difference in the remaining life (37 years instead of the correct 17 

14 years).  Attachment JTP-20 shows topographic maps and a 1955 news article 18 

about the main extension.  All lines west of State Road 3 are listed as 1978 vintage 19 

galvanized iron pipe. 20 

                                                 
54 Calculated as 21,473 feet at $60 per foot times (25 years remaining life/75 years useful life) minus (11 
years remaining life/75 years useful life) equals $240,500 (rounded).  Numerically, the calculation is 21,473 
times $60 times (0.3333-0.1467) = $240,455. 
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Along Edgewood Drive, the appraisers show three separate mains (2-inch, 1 

4-inch and 8-inch), all of which are purported to have the same installation year – 2 

1978.  It is improbable construction of three separate lines would occur in the same 3 

year along the same street.  It is more reasonable to conclude that the smaller mains 4 

were installed first in the 1950s (galvanized iron pipe was used extensively after World 5 

War II) and later upsized in the 1970s when the hospital and Charlestown’s 258,000 6 

gallon standpipe were constructed.  A fire hydrant near the hospital is stamped 1970.  7 

I previously discussed the Standpipe constructed in 1978 that would be served by these 8 

mains.  This additional information supports my conclusion that the mains were 9 

constructed in different years.  Correcting for the incorrect age will decrease the 10 

distribution system present value further but I have not quantified the reduction. 11 

  In the same area, east of State Road 3, all water mains are shown on the 12 

appraisers’ 2016 map as being installed in 2003.  This area includes the Glendale 13 

Subdivision, which was platted in the late 1970s according to the Charlestown 14 

water system map made in the late 1970s by Environmental Consultants, Inc.  15 

Attachment JTP-20 also shows the Glendale addition (colored purple) in the 1981 16 

topographic map.  For housing constructed to the density shown, utility services 17 

(water and sewer) would be mandatory and would be installed prior to home 18 

construction.  Based on my review, I believe the Valuation Report underestimates 19 

the age of water mains. 20 

Q: Do you have other concerns with the distribution system present values? 21 
A: Yes.  The Valuation Report assume all pipe has a 75-year useful life regardless of 22 

the pipe material.  Charlestown appears to have nearly 45,000 feet of galvanized 23 
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iron pipe that has a shorter expected life of around 60-years due to corrosion.  These 1 

pipes are also associated with Charlestown’s long standing discolored water 2 

problem. 3 

Q: Is there another problem with the galvanized iron pipes? 4 
A; Yes.  The galvanized iron pipe along with cast iron pipe are in smaller pipe 5 

diameters below the Ten States Standards minimum size of 6-inches for fire 6 

protection and 3-inch for water mains where fire protection is not provided.  As 7 

such, they are functionally obsolete and should be prioritized for replacement.  8 

Charlestown has over 40,000 feet of undersized water mains that are 3-inch 9 

diameter and smaller.  The appraisers do not list the actual pipe sizes shown on the 10 

2016 map including 0.75-inch, 1-inch, 1.25 inches, 1.5 inches, and 3-inches.  As 11 

such the appraisal is not an accurate list of the assets that will be sold to Indiana 12 

American.  I have summarized Charlestown’s length of water main by diameter, 13 

material, and year installed based on the 2016 distribution map prepared by 14 

Banning and include the install years without correction because of the numerous 15 

errors.  (See Attachment JTP-21.) 16 

Q: Do you have concerns with the water main replacement costs estimated by the 17 
appraisers? 18 

A: No.  The appraisers estimated replacement costs at between $40 and $105 per foot 19 

installed.  This cost excludes site restoration costs which the appraisers separately 20 

estimated at between $20 and $35 per foot depending on where restoration occurs 21 

such as grass areas or pavements.  The replacement costs appear to be reasonable 22 

and typical for replacements of municipal water mains. 23 
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4. Summary 

Q: Could more accurate dates have been established? 1 
A; Yes.  A good starting point would have been to review existing water system maps 2 

to better assign years when the water mains were constructed.  I was able to obtain 3 

two water system maps for Charlestown’s system that the appraisers did not have.  4 

The first map was prepared by the engineering firm of Jacobi, Toombs, & Lanz Inc. 5 

in 2007.  I obtained this map online from IDEM’s virtual file cabinet.  (See 6 

Attachment JTP-22.)  The second map was prepared in the late 1970s by 7 

Environmental Consultants, Inc. (See Attachment JTP-23.)  I also recommend 8 

contacting the City’s other engineering consultants in a search for project 9 

documents, system maps, and information on asset ages. 10 

Q: Please summarize your concerns regarding the appraised value of fire 11 
hydrants and mains. 12 

A: Both the present value and age of fire hydrants is inaccurate or at best unreliable.  13 

Inaccurate fire hydrant ages is particularly problematic concern for this appraisal 14 

because their age is used to estimate the age of Charlestown’s distribution mains.  15 

The Valuation Report does not show any mains being installed in the 1930s or the 16 

1950s.  Yet documentation indicates large portions of the distribution systems were 17 

installed in those decades. 18 

Q: Please summarize your concerns. 19 
A: The methodology used to value the assets includes flaws that affect the value across 20 

most categories of plant.  Of particular concern is that the Valuation Report does 21 

not incorporate into its conclusions the poor condition of certain assets making up 22 

the Charlestown Water System.  The values presented in the Valuation Report in 23 
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Tables 1 and 2 are the results of flawed assumptions including unsupported cost 1 

estimates that cast doubt on the both the Replacement cost and the “Present Values” 2 

on which the utility purchase is based. 3 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 4 
A: Yes.5 
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APPENDIX A 

Q: Please describe your educational background and experience. 1 
A: In 1980, I graduated from Purdue University, where I received a Bachelor of 2 

Science degree in Civil Engineering, having specialized in Environmental 3 

Engineering.  I then worked with the Peace Corps for two years in Honduras as a 4 

municipal engineer and as a Project Engineer on self-help rural water supply and 5 

sanitation projects funded by the U.S. Agency for International Development (U.S. 6 

AID).  In 1984 I earned a Master of Science degree in Civil Engineering and 7 

Environmental Engineering from Purdue University.  I have been a Registered 8 

Professional Engineer in the State of Indiana since 1986.  I accepted an engineering 9 

position with Purdue University in 1984, and was assigned to work as a process 10 

engineer with the Indianapolis Department of Public Works (“DPW”) at the City’s 11 

Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plants.  I left Purdue and subsequently worked 12 

for engineering consulting firms, first as a Project Engineer for Process Engineering 13 

Group of Indianapolis and then as a Project Manager for the consulting firm HNTB 14 

in Indianapolis.  In 1999, I returned to the Indianapolis DPW as a project engineer 15 

working on planning projects, permitting, compliance monitoring, wastewater 16 

treatment plant upgrades, and combined sewer overflow control projects. 17 

Q: Have you previously testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory 18 
Commission? 19 

A: Yes. 20 
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APPENDIX B - LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment JTP-1 Well Logs 1 
 
Attachment JTP-2 Wellfield photographs 2 
 
Attachment JTP-3 1963 and 1964 Charlestown Courier articles about the 1.5 MG GST 3 

construction and Pump Building. 4 
 
Attachment JTP-4 Photos of the two dedication plaques at the Pump Building 5 
 
Attachment JTP-5 2004 GST Photos and 2004 GST Inspection Report by Liquid 6 

Engineering Corporation 7 
 
Attachment JTP-6 Capital Asset Ledger – Charlestown’s response to OUCC Data 8 

Request 2.1 9 
 
Attachment JTP-7 1.5 MG GST aerial photos and photographs taken in 2005 and 2017 10 
 
Attachment JTP-8 Charlestown responses to OUCC Data Requests regarding the 11 

appraisers’ work including OUCC DR 2.7 through 2.12 and OUCC 12 
DR 7.15 13 

 
Attachment JTP-9 Example Depreciation Rates for Reservoirs and Standpipes 14 
 
Attachment JTP-10 Budgetary Cost Estimates for the 1.5 MG GST, 258,000 gallon 15 

Standpipe, and 500,000 gallon Elevated Water Tank 16 
 
Attachment JTP-11 258,000 gallon Standpipe photographs 17 
 
Attachment JTP-12 500,000 gallon Elevated Water Tank photographs 18 
 
Attachment JTP-13 Water Treatment and High Service Pumping Facility photographs  19 
 
Attachment JTP-14 Water Services – OUCC Present Value Calculations 20 
 
Attachment JTP-15 2009 Mailer to Water Customers 21 
 
Attachment JTP-16 Hydrant photographs – OUCC site visit, October 12, 2017 22 

Attachment JTP-17 OUCC hydrant age and present value calculations 23 
 
Attachment JTP-18 Charlestown Courier newspaper articles from 1941 to 1957 about 24 

the Charlestown Water System 25 
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Attachment JTP-19 1953 news articles about the Charlestown – Speed water main 1 
project and Lake View and High View subdivisions water mains 2 

 
Attachment JTP-20 North Charleston and Glendale subdivision water mains 3 
 
Attachment JTP-21 Water Main Inventory based on the 2016 Map 4 
 
Attachment JTP-22 2007 Charlestown Water System Drawings by Jacobi, Toombs & 5 

Lanz, Inc.  6 
 
Attachment JTP-23 1978 Charlestown Water System Drawing by Environmental 7 

Consultants, Inc. (large size – 24” by 36” drawing) 8 
 
Attachment JTP-24 Pump Building Property Record Card from the Clark County 9 

Assessor’s Office 10 
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Charlestown Water Utility – Wellfield Photos 

 
Figure 1 Wellfield – view of elevated well and Control Building 

 

Figure 3 Elevated well platforms and Control Building 

 

Figure 2 Elevated well platforms and concrete platform (abandoned) 

 
Figure 4 Well platforms and Control Building (three wells shown)
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Charlestown Water Utility – Wellfield Photos 

 
Figure 5 Elevated well platform close-up 

 
Figure 7 Inside view - Control Building 

 

Figure 6 Control Bldg. electrical / controls 

 
Figure 8 Inside view - Control Building 
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Figure 1 Charlestown Courier article on Federal Aid for the Water Improvement Program March 21, 1963. 
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Figure 2 Charlestown Courier article on Water Improvement Program bidding June 13, 1963. 
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Figure 3 Charlestown Courier news article on Water Improvement Program bid results and contract 
awards July 18, 1963. 

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-3 

Page 3 of 5



 

Figure 4 Charlestown Courier news article on Water Improvement Program progress, October 3, 1963.
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Figure 5 Charlestown Courier news article on sewage treatment plant project with reference to new water storage plant March 26, 1964. 
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Figure 1 – Charlestown Water System 1938 Dedication Plaque on Pump Building 

 
Figure 1 – Charlestown Water System 1963 Improvement Program Plaque on Pump Building 
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.. RAP ATTACHMENTl 
Page 1of21 

~ LICU:JI£:) 
.....-. . ENGINEERING 

coRrOR.ATION 

November4, 2004 

Mr Allan lesnet 
Charlestown Water Department 
304 Main Cross 
Charlestown, IN 47 l l l 

RE: Tank Assessment Report Submittal 

Dear MrLesnet: 

Thank you for choosing Liquid Engineering Corporation for your water system maintenance. ( ave enclosed the 
reporting that was compiled from information gathered during the assessment of your tank(s . This reporting 
includes the following: 

• Visual Condition binder-A fully illustrated and concise fonnat including photos and n 

the current condition and recommend any applicable remediation. 
• Recommendations/Cost &tirnate binder- Detailed cost analysis for upgta.des or repairs n 

the facility into optimum compliance with requirements,standatds, re~lations and reco 
entities like NRWA, AWWA, OSHA, NFPA, and EPA. This includes a narrative su 
and/or maintenance issues identified during the assessment. 

ry to bring 

• Regulatory Compliance binder - Explains the standan:ls and regulations associated w th each of the 
identified discrepancies and recommendations. 

In the near future, I wilt be contacting you to review the information contained in the a ave-mentioned 
docurrentation and help you prioritize any recommended maintenance. In the event you have any immediate 
needs or questions regan:lingthis reporting, please feel free to call me at 800 438~2187. 

Once again, thank you for choosing Liquid Engineering Corporation. We truly appreciate the oppo unity to work 
with you and your staff. 

Sincerely, 

ij/G 
Mike Felten 
Operations Analyst 

7 (as< Airpon Road• PO. Box 8\JBO 11.lhngs, MT 59 !08·02 lO • 8004l8·11B7 • t06 6 51 .(Jl05 • Fax 406-651·0120 
~ecmai1@)1tqu~dengineenng.con1 • \.'lfW'\.\'_liqUldeng1neenng.com 

l\.1F..Jl.t8C::R. ~f'1•-::::oC<1n Wne< ~'01~~ A.noci~ou .. N.i.co0.ul A~'iOC·~-r"°" nfC.01"fCK ...... (oi.,• .. ,<::<!•"'i •. Suc..:tjl foo- rroi:o:t•'-'C Co.Hon.!(~ .. N.1.t .... uul A'ISOCo~t·( ....... ( f\-1..1nuc ConH~C.:OI'< ~nd 01JO:.-fll({>l'I; .. .\111..:ri.c•n Wdd·t So.:•C"lY •. .\s'iOC•o\\'•(ltlo( D1vorli.;COun·a<.-ro.-.. 
• ;-,~..OC•dl"')fl of <1.oc:-nol Cc•n<rac:t<'<'< • N•(•on .. 1 R~~I \'( J,..;, ~~....-..:·"'""'" 
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Charlestown Water Department 
304 Main Cross 

Charlestown, IN 47111 
1,500,000 Gallon G.S.T. 

August 21, 2004 
Allan Lesnet, Primary Contact 

(812). 256-7129 

. ' 

Liquid Engineering Corporation (LEC) Job No. 24288 
If there are any questions concerning the infonnation contained within this report, pleJse call 

Liquid Engineering Corp. at 1-800-438-2187 \ 
I 
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RAP A IT AClll\fENT 2 
PageJ of 21 Charlestown . ater Dept . 

. 1,500,000 Gal on G .. S .. T .. 
(LEC) Job No 24288 

Due to the heightened 
· awareness of the possibHity 
of unauthorized access to 
water.tanks and water con
tamination, lad~er guards, 
locks on manways and 
locks onall valves should be 
considereq a public safety 
requirement . 

We recommend installing 
an electronic monitoring 
system on the roof hatch 
and replacing all standard 
air vents with Security Vent 
Shrouds. 
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RAP AITACHMENT 2 
Page4 or 21 Charlestow Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G llon G .. S.T. 
(LEC) Job N . 24288 

Photo shows the condition of the foundation. We recommend repairing any cracks 
and spalling in the concrete with a commercial non-shrinking grout, th n caulking 
around the base of the tank to foundation connection to prevent water fr m entering 
under the tank and sealing the foundation with a concrete sealant. 

We also recommend electrically grounding the tank for lightning prate tion as re
quired by OSHA, (general duty clause) (see glossary). 
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RAP A TIACHMENT 2 
PageSof 21 Charlestown ater Dept. 

1,500,000 Gal on G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job No 24288 

Photo shows the condition of the shell. Currently there is no drain val e. We 
recommend installing a frost proof drain valve near the shell-to-floor con ection, 
complete with locking device to prevent unauthorized draining of the tan and a 
splash pad to direct water away from the foundation, in accordance with T S, sec
tion 7.0.5: Drains. (see glossary pg. 11 ). 
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Charlestown Water Dept. 
1,500,000 Ga Ion G.S.T. 
{LEC) Job N . 24288 

Photo shows the condition of the exi~ting sheU 'manway. The following items are 

required to bring tank in compliance with AWWA 0100-96, section 7 .1: 

ways, OSHA and TSS, (see glossary pg. 8): 

We recommend: 

Post Confined Space Entry signs 

We further recommend: 

Install 36" second shell manway 180° from primary manway 
Install stainless steel bolts on existing manway 

Nde: Fa safety reasons we have rocommended insta~ a 36" manway inst of the 
required 24" manway. 

5 
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RAP AITACHMENT 2 
Page 7 of 21 Charlestow Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G llon G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job o. 24288 

Shellladder in above photo:is not in comp1ianee with OSHA and~ 
Section 7.4: Ladders, 7.4.1: Outside tank ladder, regulations. We re 
placement of the ladder for the following reasons: 

Non-compliant 

Non anti-skid ladder rungs 
Ladder dimensions 

For compliance 

lnstallAWWAand OSH approved 
shell ladder complete w· h standoffs 
every 1 O' on centers, a cable type 
ladder safety climb devi e and post 
a Fall Protection Requ red sign. 

For adequate fall protection, we have recommended installing a cable t pe ladder 
safety climb device. 

Ladders installed on this tank will be in compliance with AWWA, TSS a d OSHA, 
(see glossary pg. 17}. 

6 
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. RAP AITACHMENT 2 
Page8of 21 Charlestown Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G llon G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job N . 24288 

l 
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Photo shows the overflow pipe. The overflow pipe is not equipped wit a flapper 
valve. We recommend installing a flapp~r valve, new screen on the exi ting over
flow pipe and a splash pad to direct the water away from the tank's fou dation as 
required by AWWA(see glossary pg. 14). 

G-.--"'-r,(_''Q- ~o (.,,.~..._.,-<_ w~ co,~ Cla-c-v '""'"'-1 k ~\<_ 
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RAP A1TACHMENT 2 

Page 9 or 11 Charlestown I Water Dept. 
1,500,000 Gallon G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job Nq. 24288 

l 

I 
Photo shows the tank roof is not equipped with an OSHA required fall E. rotection 
system. We recommend installing an ~pproved 42" high handrail. syste around 
the circumference of the tank roof. complete with toeboard, intermediate rail and a 
stainless steel gate chain at the junction of the shell~to~roof access ladde~ and tank 
roof as required by OSHA (see glossary). \ 

8 
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RAP ATTACHMENT 2 
·Page 10 ofll Charlestow Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G llon G .S. T. 
(LEC) Job N . 24288 
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Photo shows the condition ofthe roofmanway. ·Roof openings on this t nk require 
the following to be incomplia{lce'witb OSHA, AWWAandTSS Sectio 7.0.8: Ac~ 
cess, (see glossary pg. 23): · 

We recommend: 

Post Confined Space Entry signs 

We further recommend: 

Install 36" second manway 180° from primary manway 
Install exterior platfonn for rescue tripod, complete with tripod an winch · 
Install interior rescue platform 
lnstal! new lock on primary manway 

Note: For safety reason.5 we have recommended installing a 36" manway ins ead of the 
required 24" manway_ 
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RAP AITACHMENf 2 
Page ll of ll 

Charlestown· Water Dept. 
1,500,000 Ga Ion G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job No. 24288 

\ \)~li 
ti"''""-·~ 

l""-tp..S...,..,-<...r . .J~ 
I'> C>"' 

~ '-> (_ "{, .,.._ 
g { L\ 

The existing vent does not provide protection against the introduction of 
or biological agents. We recommend installing a security vent shroud. 

Photo shows the condition of the existing roof vent. An improperly ven ed tank 
may cause external pressure to act on the tank which can cause uckling 
even at low pressure differential. We recommend replacing the existing oof vent 
with a vacuum/pressure, frost proof vent and screen in compliance with A A and 
TSS, (see glossary). 

lO 
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llAP ATf ACHMENT 2 
Page 12 of 21 Charlestow Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G Uon G.S.T. 
(LEC} Job N . 24288 
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Photo shows the tank interior and exterior roof portions of the cathodic protection 
system. Painting of the interior of a large tank requires that it be rigged with scaf
folding (pie-boards}. We recommend removal of the cathodic protecti n system 
and installing inverted, tapped, plugged welding flanges in the handhol s and as 
needed, to allow rigging cables to be inserted into the tank, as needed, t facilitate 
the rigging of the tank interior. 
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RAP ATf ACHMENT 2 
Page 13 or 21 Charlestow Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G lion G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job N . 24288 

Photos show the condition of the exterior paint system. We recommend sa dblasting 
the tank exterior to an SSPC #6 (commercial blast) condition, applying ne ( 1) full 
coat of epoxy, then applying one (1) finish coat of polyurethane. 
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RAP ATfACHMEN'l' l 
Page t4of 21 Charlestown Water Dept. 

1,500,000 G Hon G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job N . 24288 

Photo shows the condition of the interior roof~to-rim angle connection. Notice the 
rust forming in the crevice between the roof and rim angle. We recom end, after 
sandblasting and painting, caulking around the entire circumference o this con
nection to prevent premature failure of a new interior liner. 

13 
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RAP ATf ACHMErff 1 

Page lSof ll 
Charlestown ater Dept. 
1,500,000 Gal on G.S.T. 
(LEC) Job No 24288 

. . - . . ' . 
. . :. . . . 

Photo shows.the condition of the rafter-to-support column and rafter-to~s ell con-
nections. We recommend rewelding the rafter-to-support column and ratte ~to-shell 
connections to reinforce. 

l4 
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RAP ATIACHMENT 2 
Page 16 of ll Charlestow 

__ j 
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. . 
1,500,000 G llon G.S.T. 
(LEC} Job N . 24288 

Photos show the condition of the interior liner. We recommend sandb asting all 
rusted and abraded areas of the tank interior to an SSPC #10 (near w ite blast) 
condition, brushblast all remaining areas, stripe coating all seams and w Ids, then 
applying an epoxy liner to achieve 8-10 mils of dry 1ilm thickness. 

15 
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GROUND STORAGE INSPECTION REPORT 

RAP AITACllMENT 2 
Page l7 of 21 

INSPECTOR: Tea~ 13 

OWNER'S ORDER ~1: 
JOB NO: LEC 24288 DATE: 8/21/04 

TANK OWNER: Charlestown Water Department 

OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE: Allan Lesnet TITLE: Prima C-o-n-ta-ct __ _ 

MAILING ADDRESS:_3.;;;;....;04:;......;..._;;M;:..;.;:a=-in-=-C=..:.r....;;;..os=s'-------------+------

PHYSICALADDRESS:_3:::;...::0::.....:4_.:..;M:..:...:::a"""'"in.:....;C~r..:::..;os=-=s-------------1-----

CITY, STATE: ___ C_ha_rl_e_st_ow_n-'-,_IN ________ ZIP: 47111 I 

COUNTY TANK IS LOCATED IN: _C_la_rk___ SEISMIC ZONE OF COUtl"'(:,_-=2=---

TELEPHONE:'---___.(=-81-=-=2:.L..) =.;25::....;;;6___;c-7_;_1=..;29'------ FAX: (812) 256-7140 I 

LOCATION OF TANK: ________________ -+, ___ _ 

Charlestown Water Department 
304 Main Cross 

Charlestown, IN 47111 
August 21, 2004 

Allan Lesnet 
Primary Contact 
(812) 256-7129 

ORIGINAL CONTRACT NO: unknown YEAR BUILT: ------'--'--------
ORIGINALMANUFACTURER: unknown CAPACITY: 1 500 00 Gallon 

DATE OF LAST INSPECTION: 1987 TYPE: Potable 
-----'~----- ---'--....;..:_+----~-

DI AME TE R: 65' HEIGHT: 60' ~ 
TYPE CONS-TR_U_C_T-IO_N_: WELDED: X RIVETED: ___ BOLTE : ___ _ 

WHO IS CUSTOMER'S INSURANCE CARRIER: unknown 
------"-'-'~~---~---~ 
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RAP 
p 

A'ITACHMENT 2 
age 18 ofll 

I 

ITEM 

Lightning Protection 

Shell Manway(s) 

Manway Davit(s) 

Confined Space Entry Signs 

Shell to Roof Access Ladders 

Safety Climb Devices 

Standoffs on 1 O' Centers 

Handrails 

Safety Chain in Handrail Opening 

Flapper Valve & Screen on O'flow 

Vacuum-Pressure Frost Proof Vent 

Roof Manway 

Second Roof Manway 

Interior Shell Ladder 

Heater Pipe 

Water Level Indicator 

Thermometer 

CODE UPDATES j 

REQUIRES UPDATE NO T ~PPLICABLE 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

N/A 

x 

x 

17 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

NUMBERS REFER TO REPORT PAGES 

RAP ATTACHMENT 2 
Page 19 of 21 

00. INDICATES THERE WAS NO PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE TO DE ONSTRATE 

00. Post a "Warning, Tampering With This Facility is a Federal Offense" 
(US code title 42, section 300i-1) sign ......................................................... $25 

2. Install an electronic monitoring system on the roofhatch ............................ $2,450 
Monitoring of the electronic system ....................................................... $5 monthly 

3. Repair any cracks and spalling in the concrete with a commercial 
non-shrinking grout, then caulk around the base of the tank to 
foundation connection to prevent water from entering under the 
tank and seal the foundation with a concrete sealant.. ................................. $1,450 

Electrically ground the tank for lightning protection as required by 
OSHA, (general duty clause) and NFPA. .......................................... ~ ........... $1,275 

4. Install a frost proof drain valve, complete with locking device to 
prevent unauthorized draining of the tank and a splash pad to 
direct water away from the foundation ......................................................... $1,950 

5. Post Confined Space Entry signs .............................................................. $25 ea. 
Install 36" second shell manway 180° from primary manway ...................... $3,650 
Install stainless steel bolts on existing man way .......................................... $550 set 

6. Install AWWA and OSHA approved shell ladder with standoffs 
every 10' on centers .................................................................................... $3,900 
Install a cable type ladder safety climb device ........................................... $1,850 
Post a Fall Protection Required sign ........................................................ $25 

7. Install a flapper valve, a new screen on the existing overflow 
pipe and a splash pad to direct the water away from the tank's 
foundation ..................................................................................................... ·$550 

8. Install an approved 42" high handrail system around the circum
ference of the tank roof. complete with toeboard, intermediate rail 
and a stainless steel gate chain at the junction of the shell-to-roof 
access ladder and tank roof as required by OSHA. ...................................... $10,946 

18 
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· RAP ATTACHMENT 2 
Page20 ofll 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

NUMBERS REFER TO REPORT PAGES 

9. Post Confined Space Entry signs .............................................................. $25 ea. 
Install 36" s~cond roof manway 180° from primary manway ....................... $3, 150 
Install exterior platform for rescue tripod complete with tripod 
and winch .................................................................................................... $5,000 
Install interior rescue platform ..................................................................... $5,200 
Install new lock on primary manway .......................................... No char with order 

10. Install a security vent shroud ................................................. Call for cus om pricing 

Replace the existing roof vent with a vacuum/pressure, frost 
proof vent and screen in compliance with AWWA ....................................... $4,810 

11. Remove the cathodic protection system, weld steel plates over 
the handhole openings to prevent the ingress of contaminants 
into the water supply ....................................... · ......................... ~ ................... $2,250 

13. Caulk around the entire circumference of the roof-to-rim angle 
connection to prevent premature failure of a new interior liner ..................... $4,084 

14. Reweld the rafter~to-support column and rafter-to-shell connections 
to reinforce .................................................................................................... $4 ,950 

00. Perform earthquake analysis to determine if tank meets the 
seismic zone requirements for which it is located. This will include 
recommendations to bring tank into compliance with tank seismic 
zone 2 .......................................................................................................... $4,500 

12. EXTERIOR COATING SYSTEM: Sandblast the tank exterior to 
an SSPC #6 (commercial blast) condition, applying one (1) full coat 
of epoxy, then applying one ( 1 ) finish coat of polyurethane ......................... $59, 168 

l9 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

NUMBERS REFER TO REPORT PAGES 

15. INTERIOR COATING SYSTEM: Sandblast all rusted and abraded 
areas of the tank interior to SSPC #10 (near white blast) condition, 
brushblast all remaining areas, stripe coat all seams and welds, 

RAP AITACHMENT 2 
Page2.orll 

then apply an epoxy liner to achieve 8-10 mils dry film thickness ................. $46,338 

The recommendations listed above can be incorporated into a 3-5 year program. 

00. We recommend our Extended Warranty Program to ensure the 
tank is maintained on a yearly basis ........................................... $19, 168 yearly 
.......•............................................................................................ $1 ,644 monthly 
*Paying on a monthly basis will accrue no interest* 
A sample maintenanGe agreement is enclosed in this packet 

BASED ON THE NUMBER OF ITEMS ACCEPTED, PRICES MAY VARY. 
All Prices are in U.S. Dollars 

If union labor or prevailing wage is required add 20% 
Copies of this inspection report are available for an additional cost per copy, 

call 1-800-438-2187 

The inspection report and comments reflect the general condition of the tank. However, we can 
not guarantee that additional deficiencies may not become apparent during the cleaning, repair 
or paint process of the tank. It is recommended that $15,000 be set aside for latent defects. 

The handling, removal and/or disposal of hazardous or contaminated materials such as asbestos, 
lead, chemical or any like substance that requires special handling is not included in the price 
submitted for work herein. Paint prices do not include lead abatement or containment. 

20 

 
Cause No. 44976 / Attachment JTP-5 /Page 21 of 37



Appendix5 

Ground Storage Tank Photos & Inspection Report 
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12/10/2004 FRI 9:59 FAX 18127529265 Canan 2200 ~~~ HWC Indy ~002/005 

I 

I 

I ., CODE UPDATES 

I ITEM REQUIRES UPDATE NOT APPLICABLE 

I 
Lightning Protection x 

Shell Manway( s) x 

I Manway Davit(s) x 

I Confined Space Entry Signs x 
.. 

Shell to Roof Access Ladders x 

I Safety Climb Devices x 

Standoffs on 1 O' Centers x 

Handrails x 
I 

Safety Chain in Handrail Opening x 

I Flapper Valve & Screen on O'flow x 

I Vacuum-Pressure Frost Proof Vent x 

Roof Manway x 

I Second Roof Manway x 

' 
Interior Shell Ladder x 

' 
Heater Pipe N/A 

Water Level Indicator x 

' Thermometer x 

QI 

17 
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12/10/2004 FRI 9:59 FAX 18127529265 Canan 2200 ~~~ HWC Indy ~003/005 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

NUMBERS REFER TO REPORT PAGES 
00. INDICATES THERE WAS NO PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE TO DEMONSTRATE 

00. Post a "Warning, Tampering With This Facility is a Federal Offense" 
(US code title 42. section 300i-1) sign .......................................................... $25 

2. Install an electronic monitoring system on the roof hatch ............................. $2,450 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Monitoring of the electronic system ........................................................ $50 monthly 

Repair any cracks and spalling in the concrete With a commercial 
non-shrinking grout, then caulk around the base of the tank to 
foundation connection to prevent water from entering under the 
tank and seal the foundation with a concrete sealant ................................... $1,450 

Electrically ground the tank for lightning protection as required by 
OSHA, (general duty clause) and NFPA ....................................................... $1,275 

Install a fr:ost proof drain valve. complete with locking device to 
prevent unauthorized draining of the tank and a splash pad to 
direct water away from the foundation .......................................................... $1 ,950 

Post Confined Space Entry signs ............................................................... $25 ea. 
Install 3a· second shell manw~y 180° from primary manway ....................... $3,650 
Install stainless steel bolts on existing manway ........................................... $550 set 

Install Aw.NA and OSHA approved shell ladder with standoffs 
every 10' on centers ..• ~ ................................................................................. $3,900 
Install a cable type ladder safety climb device ............................................ $1 ,850 
Post a Fall Protection Required sign ......................................................... $25 

Install a flapper valve, a new screen on the existing overflow 
pipe and a splash pad to direct the water away from the tank's 
foundation ..................................................................................................... $550 

Install an approved 42" high handrail system around the circum-
ference of the tank roof, complete with toeboard, intermediate rail .(!: 

and a stainless steel gate chain at the junction of the shell-to-roof 
access ladder and tank roof as required by OSHA ....................................... $10,946 

. 18 
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12/10/2004 FRI 10:00 FAX 18127529265 Canan 2200 ~~~ HWC Indy ~0041005 
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I 
I 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

NUMBERS REFER TO REPORT PAGES 

9. Post Confined Space Entry signs ......... ~ .................................................. : .. $25 ea. 
Install 3s• second roof manway 180° from primary manway ........................ $3, 150 
Install exterior platform for rescue tripod complete with tripod 
and winch ........................................ · ............................................................. $5,000 
Install interior rescue platform ...................................................................... $51200 
Install new lock on primary manway .......................................... No chare with order 

10. Install a security vent shroud ................................................. Call for custom pricing 

Replace the existing roof vent with a vacuum/pressure, frost 
proof vent and screen in compliance with AWWA ........................................ $4,810 

11. Remove the cathodic protection system, weld steel plates over 
the handhole openings to prevent the ingress of contaminants 
into the water supply ..................................................................................... $27250 

13. Caulk around the entire circumference of the roof-to-rim angle 
connection to prevent premature failure of a new interior liner ..................... $4,084 

14. Reweld the rafter-to-support column and rafter-to-shell connections 
to reinforce .................................................................................................... $4,950 

00. Perform earthquake analysis to determine if tank meets the 
seismic zone requirements for which it is located. This will include 
recommendations to bring tank into compliance with tank seismic 
zone 2 ........................................................................................................... $4,500 

12. EXTERIOR COATING SYSTEM: Sandblast the tank exterior to 
an SSPC '116 (commercial blast) condition, applying one (1) full coat 
of epoxy, then applying one (1) finish coat of polyurethane .......................... $59,168 
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12/10/2004 FRI 10:00 FAX 18127529265 Canan 2200 ~~~ HWC Indy ~005/005 

I 
Ill 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

NUMBERS REFER TO REPORT PAGES 

15. INTERIOR COATING-SYSTEM: Sandblast all rusted and abraded 
areas of the tank interior to SSPC #10 (near white blast) condition, 
brushblast all remaining areas. stripe coat all seams and welds, 
then apply an epoxy liner to achieve 8-10 mils dry fllrn thickness ................. $46,338 

The recommendations listed above can be incorporated into a 3-5 year program. 

00. We recommend our Extended Warranty Program to ensure the 
tank is maintained on a yearly basis ........................................... $19, 168 yearly 
.................................................................................................... $1,644 monthly 
11Paying on a monthly basis will accrue no interest* 
A sample maintenance agreement is enclosed in this packet 

BASED ON THE NUMBER OF ITEMS ACCEPTED, PRICES MAY VARY. 
All Prices are in U.S. Dollars 

If union ·labor or prevailing wage is required add 20% 
Copies of this inspection report are available for an additional cost per copy, 

call 1-800-438-2187 

The inspection report and comments reflect the general condition of the tank. However, we can 
not guarantee that additional deficiencies may not become apparent during the cleaning, repair 
or paint process of the tank. It is recommended that $15,000 be set aside for latent defects. 

The handling, removal and/or disposal of hazardous or contaminated materials such as asbestos, 
lead, chemical or any like substance that requires special handling is not included in the price 
submitted for work herein. Paint prices do not. include lead abatement or containment. 
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Job No. 

Inspector 

Liquid Engineering Corporation 

Potable Water Reservoir Contamination, Health and Safety Report 

i.'--\ 1<3~ Utility C.. 'V\G< r \r:_:s ·-\ Ov-1/\ Tank \. 6 Mq "J ·! ~ .. \ 

A · JI So VI Team Leader 1. ~PJ c \i .r.ry Date <Z> /21 /~L( 

• Contamination & Health Checklist • 

Type: Mv s-11 /Ca,,,..,#_/_ Screen Conditions: Good 61f Poor 

I Form 1 j 

Air Vents 
Hatches 
Exterior Overflow 
Cathodic Covers 
Roof to Wall Joint 
Roof Integrity 
Wall Integrity 
Manway Integrity 
Water Clarity 

Type: ;f(} ,,,,_,..d.. #_I_ Secu~d Properly:@ No Properly Sealed: Yes lf91 

Flapper: Yes{!!!d Screen: ¥.J:g No Gasket: Yes ,.N9: Condition: Good ~ Poor 
Covers in Place:@ No Gaskets: Yes No Propeny ·sealed: Yes No #of Covers ?..c;-
Welded: @ No Properly Sealed: ~- No , ~-
Holes: Yes~ Cracking: Yes 00 Standing Water:~ No Other: W'z Z/eV< 
Holes: Yes KO Cracking: Yes ~ Other:. __________________ _ 
Leaks: Yes 'J(.io Condition: Good Fair ~ 
General Appearance: r;., r ,,.- Odor: Mo,,, e Other: ________ _ 
Type: /1""'f oksuved Source: ________ _ Floating Surface Debris 

Hypalon Floating Cover 
Teleme Penetrations 

Condition: Good Fair Poor Holes: Yes No Tears: Yes No 
Properly Sealed: Yes No 

ther Discrepancies 

Exterior Ladder 

Overall Ladder 
Ladder Vandal Guard 
Ladder Rails & Rungs 
.Rung Spacing & Depth 
Rail Spacing & Size 
Safety Climb System 
Number & Locations 
Ladder Attachments 

Manways 

Hatches 

Type and Size 
Support Structure 
Number & Locations 

Hatch Type and Size 
Hatch & Lid Lip Height 

Balconies & Railing 

Deck/Walkways 
Hand Rails 
Toe Rail 
Welds/ Attactlments 

Safety Tie-Off Points 
Antennas 

j()ther Discrepancies! 

:lditional lnfonnation 

• Facility Safety Compliance Checklist • 

Condition: Good <"ffii- Poor Offset Landings Yest@ #:___ Height: ___ _ 
Present: Yes I No I ~ Vandal Guard Locked: Yes I No_ 
Condition:~ Fair Poor Missing/Damaged_ Rungs: Yes ~ 
Spacing: .l_f__b_ in. (max 12'J Toe depth: 9 /-0 in. (min. 7") , 
Width: ~ '' in. (min 2'1 Thickness:-5.__ in. (min. M j Rail to Rail: ! ~ /-:t .in. (max 16n) 
Type: ~ Notched Rail Cable Grab Other None Condition: GQ0ai Fair Poor 
Wall I Leg Roof Riser Pipe Other __ _ 
~Other 

I • 

Type: cg:~ Square Other - Size: -;...v; (24n - 1 B'X22" min.) #_....__/ __ _ 
Dogged ~ ~ Other Condition: Good· Fair ~ 
Wall I Roof Riser Pipe Other __ _ 

,, 
~ Square Rectangle Other (24" - 24"X15" min.)_?-_'-!_ 
Hatch (4" min.) ~ '· lid ( 2" min.) ~ '· 

1dth: ____ _ 
ight ___ (42" min.) No. Rails ___ (min. 2) 
ight __ (4" min.) 

Condffion:Good r 
Types: Transmitting- Point to Point I Omni Directional Receiving # __ _ 

DISCLAIMER 
Unless otheiwise noted, the findings contained in this report were neither prepared_ n9_r_~iewed by a licensed Professional Engineer, but are based on the experience, training and visual examination of 

the inspecting Dive Maintenance Technician. _ 

©Copyright 2003 liquid Engineering Corporation - All rights reserved 
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Liquid Engineering Corporation Page 1of2 

]L-/ 1.<60 Job No. ___ .... _____ _ 

Steel Potable Water Reservoir Inspection Report 
Utility c \;\C-\ ( } ~ ~d Ov-t.... 0-1 ~ t; ( 10 "pt Tank _I_, s_~~!J,,___5_-\_. -"'-· l_-)_V1_~.....,0 ..... · -r_~_d_e 

,-_________ A_M_E_R_1c_A_N_w_A_T_E_R_w_o_R_K_s_A_s_s_o_c_1A_r_1o_N _________ ~ l ANSl/AWWA M42 / 0101-53 (R86) 

SSPC Legend 
Society for Protective Coatings 

RUST 
GRADE DESCRIPTION 

1 o No rusting, or< 0.01 % of surface is rusted 
9 Minute rusting,< 0.03% of surface is rusted 
8 Few isolated rust spots, < 0.1% of surface is rusted 
7 Few isolated rust spots, < 0.3% of surface is rusted 
6 Extensive -,.~st spots, < 1 % of surface is rusted 
5 Rusting to the extent of 3% of surface area 
4 Rusting to the extent of 10% of surface area 
3 Approximately 1/6th of the surface (17%) is rusted 
2 Approximately 1 /3rd of the surface (33%) is rusted 
1 Approximately Yz of the surface (50%) is rusted 
o Approximately 100% of the surface is rusted 

QUADRANT 1 
SSPC NACE AWS 

Vents __f__ J$,t2 _l_._ 
Roof Panels _..2_ __/)_ '-\/ 
Roof Support Structure _1:__ A , t'J -""'--
Roof Support Gussets 

Painting Ring 

.------~---·---- ---- ----

NACE Legend 
National Association of Corrosion Engineers 

CORROSION 
GRADE DESCRIPTION 

A None 

WELD 
GRADE 

B Uniform Surface Corrosion 
L 
M 
N 
0 
p 

C Pitting 
D Concentration Cell 
E Galvanic 
F Stress Corrosion Cracking Q 

R 
s 
T 
u 
v 
w 

G Erosion Corrosion 
H lntergranular 
I Dealloying 

INTERIOR RESERVOIR ROOF1 
QUADRANT2 

SSPC NACE AWS 

---------
"---2_ __ o_ ~ 
~ tJ,.a ~ 

QUADRANT3 
SSPC NACE AWS 

___2_ 0 kr 

~ !),,(} ~ 

~-- --- -----

AWS Legend 
American Welding Society 

DESCRIPTION 

Satisfactory 
Spatter 
Porosity 
Convexity I Concavity 
Cracks 
Inclusions 
Incomplete Fusion 
Incomplete Penetration 
Undercut 
Underfill 
Overlap 
Unable to Evaluate 

QUADRANT4 
SSPC NACE AWS 

/" 

~ D i..J 

~ ,e',;:/ ~ 

-----------------
ctive Coating Good ~ Poor: Blistering - Chalking - Checking - Cracking ~) ... Growth - Pinholes - Staining - Saggs/Runs 

Wall to Roqf Weld 

Lower Ring Panels 

Middle Ring Panels 

Upper Ring Panels 

Interior Ladder 

Protective Coating 

Blisters I Avg. Size Pitting f Avg. Size 

INTERIOR RESERVOIR WALLS1 

QUADRANT1 

SSPC NACE AWS 

I A c,,,__,, 
--- _!.2__ ---

_l_) - fL...L_ _l_ 
~k_L__L __ 
_k_JU__l_ 

QUADRANT2 
SSPC NACE AWS 

__ _!!___~ 
__ ,_ b. <::. _f,-__ 

_ t __ ~ _L-__ 

___f:_ _IL.£_ _L __ 

QUADRANT3 

SSPC NACE AWS 

I b 
-6-- IJ,-rc 

__ 6 __ /?, C. 

__fi::._ A I c . 

{_ 

L 
L 

--~ .. ---~--.--. 

QUADRANT4 
SSPC NACE AWS 

_,_ ~ _!::::__ 
_t_. --~ _1-.. __ 

(:, r3/< _l __ 

$?-~ _!::::__ 

Good Fair ~ ~-.C:halking - Checking - Cracking - Delamination - Growth - Pin~9les ~ - Saggs/Runs 

Blisters I Avg. Size /-n, Pitting I Avg. Size --'"""Y-'1-=------------

l~--------~~~----~-----l_NT_E_R_l_O_R_R_E_S_E_R~V~O~IR_F_L_O~O~R~1----------~------~--~._j 
QUADRANT1 

SSPC NACE 

Perimeter Weld A.. 6 

AWS 

L-

Floor Sketches (Panels) 1 -12.._ k..1 

QUADRANT2 J QUADRANT3 + QUADRANT4 
SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NA.CE AWS SSPC NACE AWS 

- --f/~e '-.:f:&- ~&, /t/ -te -
-- --&&£---7C- 5 f {)) }6C 1('11 =j= ------

Protective Coating Good Fair ~ ~'.:;:'Chalking - Checking - Cracking<j)~~- Growth - Pinholes ~liID Saggs/Runs 

~Avg. Size I Pitting I Avg. Size 

DISCLAIMER 
Liquid Engineering <?oqioration doe~ not pro~de consulting engineering servi~s. Unles_s ~therwi~ noted, im: fino:tings cont_ained ~ this _report _were neither prep~ed nor reviewed by a 

@ Copyright 2003 liquid Engineering Corporation - All rights reserved 
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Liquid Engineering Corporation 
Page 2 of 2 

Steel P<!tablel Wflter Reservoir Inspection Report __ 
Job No._/'.=-L_i,..-1.:....! 2.::..-~....:;_;;b_. ----- Utility c \'\c.r e-s·1vi,.J(I Wdrr UPf \. Tank _\_._'"'..;...:>_A_fl_,c>i-;.-_':) ..... :~_~_P_:...;.l_,._.,_;.\....:,Yl_;_._·_~,.:....·.:....r.;;;..~..;,;..d 

L INTERIOR RESERVOIR SUPPORT COLUMNS1 

QUADRANT1 QUADRANT 2 QUADRANT3 QUADRANT4 
SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS 

Column Structures 5 $ L, _£__!i_~ 
Column Base Structure __ (_) '"' rs-- h I<: __ _ l~ vc-. I 1/ c,._ re 
Column To Roof Stucture _b__ P /) ~ 

Protective Coating 

Inlet Plumbing 

Outlet Plumbing 

Manways 

Floor Drains 

Interior Overflows 

Vents 

'Panels 

1 
~ss Hatches 

1-'rotective Coating 

Wall to Roof Weld 

Lower Ring Panels 

· Middle Ring Panels 

Upper Ring Panels 

Interior overflows 

Protec.tive Coating 

Good Fair@. 

Blisters I Avg. Size 

INTERIOR RESERVOIR PLUMBING COMPONENTS 

QUADRANT1 QUADRANT 2 QUADRANT3 
SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS 

--------··· ----· .. ----.. ·----

EXTERIOR RESERVOIR ROOF1 
QUADRANT1 QUADRANT 2 QUADRANT3 

QUADRANT4 
SSPC- NACE AWS 

,j L ---------
1 /j, L ---------

_gL_!i__L_ 
---.._ ... __ ... _ ---- --- _-_ ... _ 

QUAORANT4 
SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS SSPC NACE AWS 

f"' 1310 · L 
~_fj_ L 

J__g__L_ 

----------

Good Fafr Poor: Blistering - Chalking -~ - Cracking ~ - Growth - Pinholes ~g - Saggs/Runs 

Blisters I Avg. Size Pitting I Avg. Size 

EXTERIOR RESERVOIR WALLS1 
QUADRANT1 

SSPC NACE AWS 

_ I - _A._ _L-_ 
_L_ -'2__ _l-_ 

_ff_~_L. _ 
-1l.1_1__L_ 

QUADRANT2 
SSPC NACE AWS 

_l _ _L__I-_ 
~ g ~ ----;r-. -__ _&__I-_ 

_fil_ _&___ _l._ 

QUADRANT3 
SSPC NACE AWS 

_t _ _L__'-_ 
~ _!!:__l_ 
cf ,&.. l 
¢' ~ l 
_:;i.._-4-~ 

QUADRANT4 
SSPC NACE AWS 

I .6 L 
t) ~ L 

_f!!_ £_ _L_. -
_!L_ ..L_ _L-_ _____ ,_ 

Good Fair G: Blistering -Chalking -~g ,. Cracking -~~~Growth- Pinholes- Staining - Saggs/Runs 

Blisters I Avg~ Si.ze ------------ Pitting I Avg. Size ... 

FOOTINGS I FOUNDATION1 
Footings I Foundations Satisfactory ,Vl 7 Cracking _L_/=-"-''-...;..t....;;e:'....___ Spalling __ i .. _1 ,._..,,_1 -~- Erosion/Exposed Aggregate r> .. $ t:- .. T 
Anchor Bolts _,_ 1-4 Satisfactory ---~- ., . Loose -::_.-· · · Rusted I Corroded (If Excessive) Diameter= . ...----~------

Tower Legs I Columns Satisfactory ___ _ 

Riser Pipe 

1s & Turnbuckles 

, shoes I Brackets 

Satisfactory ___ _ 

Satisfactory ___ _ 

Satisfactory ___ _ 

Settling Rust I Corrosion ____ _ 

------· Frost Casing _____ Rusted I Corroded ___ _ 

---;--- Rod Tension Cotter Pins/Rod Nuts ___ _ 

usted I Corroded Pitting I Cracking ___ _ 

ER 
liquid Engineering ~orporation doe~ not pro~de consulting engineering servicc:s. Unles~ ~lherwi5t'. noted, th~ findings con~ained i':1 this _report _were neither prepared nor.reviewed by a 

@ Copyright 2003Uquid Engineering Corporation • All rights reserved 
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Liquid Engineering Corporation 
Circular Tank Diagram/ Information Worksheet 

Job# ~'iZ3& 

WALLS Q-4 Q-1 Q-2 Q-3 

line 

Floor lineL-------------L------------L------------_.__ ___________ ....1 

Testing and Discrepancy 
Locations 

ROOF 

Q-4 Q-1 

Q-3 Q-2 

Sediment D~pth Measurements 
Average Sediment Depth= The sum of all measurements taken, 
divided by the number of measurements taken. 

Q-4 

Q-3 

Plumbing & Structure Location 

Plumbing and Structure Codes 
O=Outlet X=lnlet Z=Manway 
V=Vent D=Drain S=Sump 
L=Ladder H=Hatch P=Overftow 
F=Floatlevel Indicator 
T=Telemetry 

Average Sediment Depth:. ____ Cubic Yardage: __ _ 

Type of Sediment:_'i_,,_~-""-"""ez_.:..o:""""""'°':;,._;:li'-'<'-""'-'-1_,_(_,_r-'-7..,,.<' _______ _ 

Column Placement=+ 
TypOColumb I 0 
B"se Structure 

CJ LJ 
Top Structure 

c;=;=J n 
J' I 
\ t I 

Steel Concrete Other:. ___ _ 

/ / ©COPYRIGHT 2003 LIQUID ENGINEERING CORPORATION - ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
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Liquid Engineering Corporation 

Circular Tank Diagram I NOT D OFT D Coating Adhesion D Presence of Lead c:j 
Job# 1..'--)"2 . .'z{(9 Tank Name: \.SM~ 3\,·;_"\ ·aA- 9fR=Ae Date: 3./Zt/-7-f 

WALLS Q-4 Q-1 Q-2 Q-3 
1ine 

Color: 

oxCJr 0 0 0 0 
or line 

0 0 

Q-3 Q-2 

0 
· 1or: 

Color 

Testing and Discrepancy 
Locations 

0 

x 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
D 

vv 
v"' 

x 

i.-i.-v 

!;,}" >0 
I-' 

v 
v"' 

v 

x 
C COPYRIGHT 2003 LIQUID ENGINEERING CORPORATION - ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
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Liquid Engineering Corporation 
Section 17: Immediate Needs Assessment 

Job No.: 1. :J l-'iSG Tank Name: \. Sy\-\j "S~·ee. l d A - ?:) r;;Je.. 

~alth & Safety Items 
J Safety Climb System Installation:-----------------------------------

0 Vent Screen Repairs: -------------------------------------

II. Testing Items 
0 Dye Testing For Leak Evaluation: ________________________________ _ 

~Pre~re~~~@oct@rj:_c_.c~-~!~~-~-d-~-~-~--~&_,_-~f~~-<~-J~-------------------
III. Destructive Testing Items 

D % Of Lead Test (Interior I Exterior)(Coating samples are removed for laboratory analysis): ________________ _ 

D Coating~he~onTedng~n~ri~IE~rio~:----------------------------~ 
Specific written authorization required to perfonn destructive testing. Destructive tests include touch-up of coating system. 

IV. Repair Items 

0 Epoxy Coating Repairs: ------------------------------------0 Temporary Leak Repairs: ___________________________________ _ 

0 Float Operated Level Indicator Repairs I Maintenanre: --------------------------

0 Hypalon Repairs:---------------------------------------

V. Security Related Items (Oitical security upgrade information is immediately available.) 
~Ta~Voo~AreN~Eq~p~d~fuASewrity~~Shroud _______________________ ~ 

Q9 Tank Hatches Are Not Equipped With A Security Hatch Locking Device.-------------------

Ed Tank Perimeter Not Adequately Secured:-------------------------------

0 EPA - Mandated Vulnerability Assessment Not Completed.._· -------------------------

The above noted additional work is considered immediately necessary and recommended to be completed. Some items may be completed 
in conjunction with work currootly being performed while the field crew is on site. 

Jorized utillty Signature: t2JJa= I~ 
Signng above achkowledges that recommendations have been made for additional work that may be necessary and can be completed while the LEC Cff!IW is on site. Signing above does not authorize 
add"rtional work. An additional WO!il IUthorizalion wiO be prepared to authorize any additional work desired. 

@ Copyt"ight 2003 Liquid Engineering Corporation - All rights reserved 
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Liquid Engineering Corporation 

Job No.: kL-(1. <6 lD 

Steel Water Reservoir Exterior Condition Worksheet 

Tank Name: ) · S '113 St ee_ \ 0 r'\ -;zr ~ )e_ Date ?J./2/ bLr. 
Section 9. General Tank Security 

Is the tank surrounded by a security fence? ~ No 

Are the access gates locked? y;iJ No 

Is the tank equipped with a vandal guard on the primary access ladder? Yes ~ 
Is the vandal guard locked? Yes No 

Are all of the access hatches equipped with electronic monitoring devices? Yes ~ 
Are all of the·vents equipped with security vent shrouds?· Yes ~ 
Does the exterior of the tank show signs of trespass? Yes &i' 
Does the surrounding geography of the tank obscure it from public view? Yes tW 
Are the external plumbing components housed in a secure vault or out building? I~ No 

Is the area surrounding the tank well lit? Q) No 

Are there any additional security features associated with this tank or surrounding area? Yes <t:!9> If ves describe in additional remarks section. 

Additional Remarks and Measurements 

I 

@ Cop)'l"ighl 2003 liquid Engineering Corporation - All rights reserved 
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186833355_1 
4 

OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

For Joint Petitioner City of Charlestown: 

Q 2.1. The City of Charlestown’s 2016 Water Utility Annual Report represents a current year 
depreciation expense of $53,494 (2016 Annual Report at F-3, column (d)). 

Please provide the calculations the Charlestown Water Utility used to determine its 2016 
depreciation expense as represented in the noted annual report.  If Excel was used, please 
provide a copy of the Excel spread sheet with formulas intact. 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections.  

Response: Please see Attachment 2.1. The City utilizes a program called KeyAssets to 

maintain its capital assets ledger. KeyAssets calculates the amount of depreciation 

based upon the purchase date and type of asset. 

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-6 

Page 1 of 3



\~} 
lnstalfei:l by ll'ie Cify-of Charlestown,. o 

Location WATER 

Fund# Dept# 

601 601001 

~ Location 

258 WATER 

.Subtotal 

·601 601001 21 WATER 

601 601001 102 WATER 

601. 601001 104 WATER 

.601 601001 105 WATER 

601 601001 106 WATER 

Subtotal, AUTOS 

:601 601001 137 WATER 

601 60100j 551' WATER 

Subtotal BUILDINGS 

601 '601001 124 WATER 

601 6()"1001 131 WATER 

601 .601001 132 WATER 

601 .601001 134 WATER 

601' '601'001 144 WATER 

601 601001' 145 WATER 

601 601001 241 WATER 

601 601001 450 WATER 

601 601001 451 WATER 

601 601001 550 WATER 

601 601001 554 WATER 

601 601'001 688 WATER 

\~ 

.Assets with Total Depre·ciation Report 
Ord_er:by Location Name with no Salvage Date 

.Asset Name 
Purchase 
Date Check# Serial # 

Scada System Antenna 05/19/2002 

Hosp Tank 

0 INV# 240 RIVER CITY C 

1999·Case Backhoe 03/19/1999 0 

580L#5926 

.2006 Ford F250 5989 08/15/2005 

2005:'Chev Dump Tr 10/19/2005 

3295 

2005 Trail King Tri 09/22/2005 

6908 

2005.'Cat Backhoe 4536 05/18/2005 

.lns-bl!ilding Water 

Company Chas. 

Landing 

02/15/1938 0. 

P.ump Station & Hous~ 01/01/2008: 

Re-generator· 10/15/2002 o 
Rc-wheeierCast Iron 08/03/1997 o. 
Cutter 0298281 

Re-hydro. Stop 04/26/1993 ·o 

Rc-briggs.straton. Pump. 09/17/1999 

Model 553sW! 

Rc~aterTowerChas 04/23/1938 

Land Road Rear Water 

Rc~Hospital Water 

Tower 

.Ac-water Meters 

Street Machine Kil' 

w/sofrware 

1172471975 

12/01/2001 

06/08/2007 

Hershey Hot Rod EZ 06/18/2007 

Reader 

Radio Tansmitting Unit .01/01/2008 

Signal Loop Isolator 02/25/2008 

1-986 Fiat Allis Ditch 10/13/201 o 

Witch 

0 

0 

0 

0 

JJG0245926 

1 FTSX21P96EA15989 

1 GBE4C1255F513295 

1TKC024264B046908 

FDP24536 

EST COST 

Located atDAlnc. 

'34698 

029828L 

0980.91906 

Meter Reader 

Meter Reader 

ELpro 905U1 RTU 

Gospel Rd Water Tank 

6B210B 

Historical 
Cost 

$8200.00 

$8200.00 

$60000.00 

$29480.45 

$42790.00 

$9238.00 

$66288.00 

$207796.45 

$8994.80 

$150000.00 

$158994.80 

·$1500.00 

$3000.00 

$18000.00 

$1300.00. 

.$3BOOO:oo 

·$51000;00 

$96754.85 

s41oo;bo 

$4100.00 

$1641.00 

$1.154.00 

$12500.00 

Salvage . .% 
Value Depreciated 

$0;00 10.0000 

'$,0.00 

$0;00 10.0000 

so.o·o 10.0000 

$0.00 10.0000 

$0.00 10.0000 

$0.00 10.0000 

$0.00 

$0.00 2.0000 

$0.00 5.0000 

$0.00 

$0.00 10:0000 

$0.00 10.0000 

$0:00 10.0000 

.$0.00 10.0000· 

$0:00 2.0000 

·$0.00 .2.0000' 

$0:0.0 10.0000 

$0.00 20.0000 

$0.00 20.0000 

$0.00· 10.0000 

$0.00 10.0000 

$0.00 20.0000 

( 

Page~ 1 
Date: ·02/21/2.017 01:30:.19 

FADEPRMU.FRX 

PriorAccum 
Depreciation 

$8200.00 

$8200.00 

.$60000.00. 

$29480.45 

$42790.00 

$9238.00 

$66288.0b 

$207796.45 

$8994.80 

$60000.00 

$68994.80 

$1500.00 

$3000.00 

$18000.00 

s·1:300.oo 

$38000.0b 

$41820:00 

$96754.85 

$4100.00 

$4100.00 

"$1312:80 

$923.20 

$12500.00 

Depreciation 
This Year 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

.$0.00 

$0'.00 

$0~00 

$ci;oo 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$7500.00 

$7500'.00 

$0.00. 

$0.00 

.$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$1020.00 

$0.0Q 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$164.10 

$1'15.40 

$0.00 
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C; {1 
"~ ". 

Assets with Total Depreciation Report 
Order by Location Name with no Salvage Date 

Location WATER 
Purchase 

Fund #·Dept# Asset#. Location Asset Name 

Front End Loader 

Date Check # Serial # 

601 '601001 704 WATER 11117/2010 

Subtotal 

601 601001 452 

Subtotal 

601 601001 79 

60'1. 601001 238 

601' 601001 239 

601 60'1001 240 

·eo1 601001 442 

601 601001 453 

'601 601001 485 

601 '601001' 493 

601 '60100.1 496 

601 .601001 501 

601 601001 :562 

601 601001 564 

601' 601001 748. 

Slibfotal 

601 601001 60 

60'1 601001 ·138 

Subtotal 

EQUIPMENT 

'WATER Charlestown Water 

Tank 

i0/21/2007 

IMPROVEMENTS-Orr BUILDINGS 

WATER .Se-water Main 1.2 In ·06IO'j/1935 

4.6';542 Ft. $38.68 Ft. 

0 

WATER Se-water Pipes 60773 0610.1/1938 o 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

WATER 

Ft Bin $34.54 Ft 

Se-water Pipes 6 ln 

18685' Ft 32,65 Ft 

Se- Water Pipes 

PlfRidge· 24076.6ft 

$32.65ft 

SLC Water Meters 

Water Tank Fence 

Water _Lines (Park 

Street-Gospel 

.06101/1938 

05/01/2002 

0510112007 

1012112007 

1210112007 

Pitpads and Readers 0710612007 

SLC Water Meters 0510812007 

SLC Water Meters 05/25/2007 

Danbury Oaks Water 04/01/2008 

Meters 

Water Tank Syste'rh 09/01/2006 

Restoration of Water 02/01/2011 

'Tank Clown Land 

0 

0 

.INFRASTRUCTURE 

WATER land Water Tower@ '07/17/1937 0 
Water.& Main In Alley 

'WATER !:.and 2.5 Acres Water 01/15/1938 0 
Co. Chas Landing Rd 

LAND 

Subtotal WATER 

TOTAL: 

\< .. 

Gospel.Road 

403 At Gospel. Road 

2507- 003b 

New Meters 

131@136.34 plus parts 

250@133.34 

Water Meters 

Gospel Road 

Wells, Lines, & Tank 

18~8-D.690 

EST COST 

\_,o./ 

Historical 
· Cost 

'$11000.00 

$244049.85 

$886191.00 

$8861.91,bO 

$fZ6f561;00 

$2099099.42 

$610065.25 

$786101.00 

$96321.00 

$11':J26.00. 

$234685:00 

$6089;00 

$18877:00 

$33335.00 

$24358;00 

$299933.00· 

.$233233,00 

$6214783.67 

$1000:00 

$17'.25.DO 

$2725:00 

$7722740.77 

$7722740.77 

Salvage ,%, 
Value Depreciated 

.$0.00 20;0000 

'$0.00 

$0:00 .2:0000 

$0.00 

$0.00 2.0000 

$0.00 2.0000 

$0.00 2.0000 

$0.00 2.0000 

$0.00 20,0000 

$0.00 5.0000 

$0.00 2.0bOO 

$0.00 20.0000 

·$0'.00 20:0000 

$0:00 20:0000 

$0.00 20.0000 

·$0;00 20000 

$0.00· 0.0000 

$0.00 

$0.00 0.0000 

·$0;00 0.0000 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0;00 

0 
Page: 2 

Date: 02/21/.2017 01:30:19 

Prior .Accum 
Depreciation 

$11000.00 

·$2343:ms5. 

$1595:14.38 

$1.59514,38 

$1761561 :bd 

$2099099:42' 

$610065.25-

$220108.20 

$96321.00 

$5006.70 

$42243.30 

$6089.00 

$18877.00 

$33335.00 

$24358.00 

$47989.28 

$0.00 

$496505.3.15' 

.$0.00 

$0.0Q' 

$0.00 

$5643869.63 

,$5643869.63 

fADEPRMU.FRX 

Depre'Ciafion· 
This Year 

$0.00 

$1299:50 

$17723.82 

.$17723:82 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$15722.02 

_$0.00 

'$556.30 

$4693.70 

$0.00 

$0.0'0 

$0.00 

$0.00 

$5998.615 

$0.00 

$26970.68 

$0.0D 

$'a.DO 

$0.00 

$53494.00 

$53494.00 
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City of Charlestown – 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank Aerials and Photos 

 

Figure 1 - December 2002 – Aerial of Charlestown’s 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank showing 
extensive rusting of the roof and west half of the tank steel.  Also shown is the Pump Building. 

 
Figure 2 - March 2005 – Aerial of Charlestown’s 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank showing 
extensive rusting of the roof steel. 
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Figure 3 – June 2010 – Aerial of Charlestown’s 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank showing the 
progression of roof rusting.  Note the standby generator south of the Pump Building (lower left). 

 
Figure 4 – November 2013 – Aerial of Charlestown’s 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank showing the 
tank has been repainted.  Note that the roof shows rust pockets at the roof-wall interface. 
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Figure 5 – September 2013 – Aerial of Charlestown’s Pump Building and 1.5 MG Ground 
Storage Tank showing the tank roof rust pockets at the roof-wall interface. 
 

 

Figure 6 - September 2016 – Oblique view of Charlestown’s 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank 
showing the repainted tank, Pump Building, and standby (nonfunctioning) generator (lower left).
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Figure 7 – 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank. Photo taken in 2005. 

 
Figure 9 – 1.5 MG GST showing extensive rust. Photo taken in 
2005. 

 
Figure 8 – 1.5 MG GST & Pump Bldg.  Oct. 12, 2017 photo. 

 
Figure 10 – 1.5 MG Ground Storage Tank showing manway 
and roof access ladder. 
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Figure 11 – 1.5 MG GST.  Oct. 12, 2017 photo. 

 

Figure 13 – 1.5 MG GST showing rust streaks.  Oct. 12, 2017 

 

Figure 12 – Photo of corrosion pitting.  Oct. 12, 2017 

 

Figure 14 – 1.5 MG GST showing rust streaks.  Photo taken in 
2005. 
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OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

Q 2.7. Referring to Attachment GRH-2, at page GRH2-003, please describe the scope of the 
"on-site inspection" made by the appraisers. 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections. The City objects to the Data Request on the basis that the Data 

Request seeks information not in the possession of the City and not within the 

personal knowledge of the City. 

Response: 

186833355_1 

While the City is not in possession of or have personal knowledge of information 

responsive to the Data Request, the City requested the appraisers to respond, and 

their response, for which the City makes no representations as to accuracy, is set 

forth below: 

On-site inspections were made on September 17, 2016 by Bob Carlson 
and Wes Christmas of Clark Dietz and Jeff Henson, Kent Elliott and 
Christina Uphaus from Banning Engineering and representatives of 
Saegesser Engineering. Representatives from Clark Dietz and Banning 
Engineering each spent approximately 4 hours on site, excluding travel 
time. Prior to this date, field work was performed by Banning 
Engineering to help verify quantities, age and locations of existing water 
mains, valves and hydrants. 

On-site inspections included review of system information with Utility 
personnel, visual inspection of the well field and wells, raw water 
storage tank, treatment facility, stand pipe and elevated tank. 

Treatment facility pumps, chemical feed systems, electrical and control 
systems, emergency power equipment and general site and building 
condition were all evaluated with respect to age, capacity and estimated 
remaining service life based on observed condition. The ground storage 
tank, elevated tank and stand pipe were evaluated based on age and 
external inspection of their present condition. On-site well field and well 
inspection was limited to site access and security. 
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OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

Q 2.8. In his prefiled verified direct testimony, Mayor G. Robert Hall discusses the appraisal of 
the City of Charlestown' s water utility. Mayor Hall sponsors a copy of the appraisal as 
Attachment GRH-2. 

What monetary amount did each appraisal firm charge for its work to appraise the City of 
Charlestown' s water utility? 

How many hours did each appraiser work to conduct his or her analysis? 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections. The City objects to the Data Request on the basis that the Data 

Request seeks information not in the possession of the City and not within the 

personal knowledge of the City. 

Response: 

186833355_1 

Clark-Dietz charged $11,900 for the appraisal. Banning Engineering charged 

$9,600 for the appraisal. Mills, Biggs, Haire & Reisert charged $4,000 for the 

appraisal. 

While the City is not in possession of or have personal knowledge of information 

responsive to the second half of the Data Request, the City requested the 

appraisers to respond, and their response, for which the City makes no 

representations of accuracy, is set forth below: 

Clark Dietz had 80 hours and Banning Engineering had 97 .25 hours in 
preparation of the appraisal. These amounts do not include the upfront 
proposal time and travel time. 
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OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

Q 2.9. Refer to Table 1 on page GRH2-014 of Attachment GRH-2, specifically the column titled 

"Percent Depreciated." 

Are the percentages listed for each Item based solely on the age of the specific plant? If 

no, on what else are the percentages based? 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections. The City objects to the Data Request on the basis that the Data 

Request seeks information not in the possession of the City and not within the 

personal knowledge of the City. 

Response: 

186833355_1 

While the City is not in possession of or have personal knowledge of information 

responsive to the second half of the Data Request, the City requested the 

appraisers to respond, and their response, for which the City makes no 

representations as to accuracy, is set forth below: 

Percent depreciated was based solely on the age of the specific plant. 
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OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

Q 2.10. Refer to Table 1 on page GRH2-014 of Attachment GRH-2, specifically the column titled 
"Percent Depreciated." 

Do the individual percentages consider the specific condition of the plant being valued? 
If yes, how is the condition of the plant recognized in the appraisers' calculation? If no, 
why not? 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections. The City objects to the Data Request on the basis that the Data 

Request seeks information not in the possession of the City and not within the 

personal knowledge of the City. 

Response: 

186833355_1 

While the City is not in possession of or have personal knowledge of information 

responsive to the second half of the Data Request, the City requested the 

appraisers to respond, and their response, for which the City makes no 

representations as to accuracy, is set forth below: 

Individual percentages take into consideration the estimated useful life of 
the various types of assets plant being evaluated. Had there been a reason 
to use a different percentage based upon the condition of the facilities 
toured that could have been considered. The facilities toured such as the 
water plant, water towers, ground storage tanks, and wells gave no 
indication that the assets had any value other than what would be typical 
based upon the age of the asset. Additionally, since many of the assets 
were underground and the scope did not include excavation of 
underground facilities, no changes in percent were made for those assets. 
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OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

Q 2.11. Refer to Table 1 on page GRH2-014 of Attachment GRH-2, specifically to the 

Distribution Mains portion and the column titled "Service Life." 

The second line-item entry of '2-inch PVC' has an estimated service life of 76 years. 

The other line-item entries for each item show a service life of 75 years. Please explain 

this difference. 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections. The City objects to the Data Request on the basis that the Data 

Request seeks information not in the possession of the City and not within the 

personal knowledge of the City. 

Response: 

186833355_1 

While the City is not in possession of or have personal knowledge of information 

responsive to the second half of the Data Request, the City requested the 

appraisers to respond, and their response, for which the City makes no 

representations as to accuracy, is set forth below: 

The use of 76 years was a typo in the appraisal. The net effect of 
changing the useful life from 76 years to 75 years for the 2 inch PVC 
would be a $1,074 reduction in the appraised value. 
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OUCC DATA REQUEST #2 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
and 

City of Charlestown 

Cause No 44976 
September 5, 2017 

Q 2.12. On page 13 of his prefiled verified direct testimony, Mayor G. Robert Hall states the City 

of Charlestown procured a $7.2 million guaranteed investment by Indiana-American 

Water Company, Inc. (Hall at 13:19) In addition, in his prefiled verified direct testimony, 

William A. Saegesser discusses $7 .2 million worth of improvements to the City of 

Charlestown' s water utility. (Saegesser at page 5) 

Did the need for improvements decrease the results of the joint appraisal (Attachment 

GRH-2)? If yes, explain how (including any calculations) the need for improvements 

decreased the appraised value of the Charlestown water system. If no, explain why the 

need for improvements does not influence the value of the Charlestown water system. 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 

objections. The City objects to the Data Request on the basis that the Data 

Request seeks information not in the possession of the City and not within the 

personal knowledge of the City. 

Response: 

186833355_1 

While the City is not in possession of or have personal knowledge of information 

responsive to the Data Request, the City requested the appraisers to respond, and 

their response, for which the City makes no representations as to accuracy, is set 

forth below: 

No. As stated in the appraisal, the valuation is based upon a typical 
RCNLD calculation such as has been done historically in water and 
wastewater utility appraisals. RCNLD calculates the replacement cost 
less depreciation and does not include any calculations for 
improvements. Again, the use of RCNLD is standard industry practice 
for utility valuations in Indiana. 
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Q 7.15. In response to OUCC Data Request No. 2.7, in which the OUCC requested a description 
of the scope of the "on-site inspection" made by the appraisers, the City indicated it had no 

personal knowledge but provided a response it had requested from the appraisers. 

a) Please state which appraiser provided the quoted response. 

b) Please provide a copy of the written request to the appraiser that elicited the 
response provided. 

c) Please provide in their entirety any and all responses received by the City 
from any of the appraisers regarding the response provided to OUCC Data 
Request No. 2.7. 

d) Please provide any and all notes or reports of the on-site inspections prepared 
by each of the appraisers. 

Objection: The City objects to the Data Request on the basis of the foregoing general 
objections. The City also specifically objects to the Data Request to the extent that 
it seeks documents or information not in the possession, custody, or control of the 
City. 

Response: a) The City understands that the appraisers worked on the responses together 
and provided the responses to the City. 

18733609_2 

b) Please see Attachment (OUCC) 7.15. 

c) Please see Attachment (OUCC) 7.15. 

d) Please see Joint Petitioner's Exhibit 1, Attachment GRH-2. Please also see 
Attachment (OUCC) 3.3. The City is not in possession of other notes or reports 
prepared by the appraisers and objects to further requesting such information from 
the appraisers in accordance with the above-noted objection. 
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From: Wes E. Christmas [mailto:Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 5:25 PM 

To: Bill Saegesser (Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com} <Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com> 

Cc: Jeff Henson <jhenson@banning-eng.com>; Robert D. Carlson <Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com> 

Subject: RE: Charlestown 

Bill-

Jeff, Bob and I have discussed and developed the attached response to the questions from the 

OUCC. Please let us know if there is any additional information you need. 

Wes E. Christmas, PE, ENV SP 
Clark Dietz, Inc. 
812.670.4120 

From: Jeff Henson 
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 2:41 PM 

To: 'Wes E. Christmas' <Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com>; Robert D. Carlson 

<Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com> 
Cc: Bill Saegesser (Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com} <Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com> 

Subject: RE: Charlestown 

I have two comments. I think we should avoid the discussion in 3 a and b about accelerating or 

decreasing depreciation on assets unless you have specific items that occurred on. If you state this, your 

next set of questions will be to list the assets you modified depreciation for and I am not aware of any 

on our side. Your example in b of a replacement just means that it now has a new useful life based 

upon its age but I don't remember making any adjustments because of condition, either up or down. 

The question in 4 is answered with a value that would decrease the appraisal. I also gathered the wrong 

hours on the project so ours is slightly higher than yours since we did the deeper investigation of the 

customer list and got it more accurate. 

That being the case I would modify Bob's answers to incorporate some of his answers and some of 

mine as below in red. 

Let me know if you are all ok with this and I can get a clean copy to Bill. 

Jeff Henson, CPA 
VP of Operations 
Banning Engineering PC 
853 Columbia Rd , Suite 101 I Plainfield, IN 46168 I Ph: (317) 707-3731 I Cell : (317) 503-7899 I Fax: (317) 707-3631 
jhenson@banning-enq .com I BanningEnqineerinq.com 

~W1rt'i 
Over 20 Years of Making Your Project Our Priority 

Attachment (OUCC) 7.15 - 001 
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This message co ntai ns confidential information and is intended on ly for Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com, 
Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com, Bill@SaegesserEnqineerinq .com . If you a1·e not Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com, 
Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com, Bill@SaegesserEnqineerinq.com you should not disseminate, distribute or copy th is e-mail. 
Please notify jhenson@banninq-enq .com immediate ly by e- ma il if you have rece ived this e- mail by mistake and de lete this 
e-ma il from your system . E-mail transm iss ion cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information cou ld be 
intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomp lete. Banning Eng ineerin g PC and Jeff Henson therefore do not 
accept liab ility for any errors or om iss ions in t he contents of thi s message, wh ich arise as a resu lt of e-ma il transmiss ion. If 
verif icat ion is requ ired please req uest a hard-copy vers ion. 

From: Wes E. Christmas [mailto:Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 12:05 PM 
To: Jeff Henson <jhenson@banning-eng.com>; Robert D. Carlson <Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com> 
Cc: Bill Saegesser (Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com) <Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com> 
Subject: RE: Charlestown 

Jeff-

Bob had already reviewed the questions and prepared the information below. You can incorporate as 
you see fit. I think Bob's comments are generally consistent with yours: 

1. On site inspections were made on September 17, 2016 by Bob Carlson and Wes Christmas of 
Clark Dietz and Jeff Henson, Kent Elliott and Christina Uphaus from Banning Engineering and 
Saegasser Engineering. Representatives from Clark Dietz each spent approximately 4 hours on 
site, excluding travel time. Prior to this date, field work was performed by Banning Engineering 
to help verify quantities, age and locations of existing water mains, valves and hydrants. 

On site inspections included review of system information with Utility personnel, visual 
inspection of the well field and wells, raw water storage tank, treatment facility, stand pipe and 
elevated tank. 

Treatment facility pumps, chemical feed systems, electrical and control systems, emergency 
power equipment and general site and building condition were all evaluated with respect to 
age, capacity and estimated remaining service life based on observed condition. The ground 
storage tank, elevated tank and stand pipe were evaluated based on age and external inspection 
of their present condition. On site well field and well inspection was limited to site access and 
security. 

2. 80 hours. 

~ (a): Percent depreciated was based on actual age adjusted for current condition. This 
comparison resulted in percent depreciation that reflectes remaining anticipated service 
life. Ss!Tle ite!TlS weFe ghi'eR aeeeleFates se13FeeiatisR eases SR less tRaR a·:eFage esRsitisR 
WRile StReFS FeJleet lsRgeF aRtiei13ates Fe!TlaiRiRg SeF'liee eases SR aes'/e a'/erage ESRSiti9Ra 

a. (b): Individual percentages take into consideration the s13eeiJie esRsitieR estimated 
useful life of the various types of assets~ being evaluated. ltelTls iR eetteF tRaR 
a'leFage eeRsitieR JeF tt.:leiF age 'NeFe gi'leR a lsRgeF aRtiei13ates ser1iee liJe 'NRile ite!Tls 

Attachment (OUCC) 7.15 - 002 
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iR le55 thaR a·;erage eeReitieR fer their age were aejl:l5tee eewR te refleet their 

e5tiFRatee l:l5efl:ll 5er;iee life, i;er exaFRple, reeeRt FReter replaeeFReRt5 eR the high lift 

pl:IFRp5 i5 refleetee iR FRere 5tatee reFRaiRiRg 5erviee life . Had there been a reason to 

use a different percentage based upon the condition of the facilities toured that could 

have been considered. The facilities toured such as the water plant, water towers, 

ground storage tanks, and wells gave no indication that the assets had any value other 

than would be typical based upon the age of the asset. Additionally, since most of the 

assets were underground and the scope did not include excavation of underground 

facilities, no changes in percent were made. 

4. I 5ee Re rea5eR fer the eiffereRee Thi5 eiffereRee FRay be a type. 79 ·;ear5 eaR be l:l59S fer 

Beth. The use of 76 years was a typo in the appraisal. The net effect of changing the useful life 

from 76 years to 75 years for the 2 inch PVC would be a $1,074 reduction in the appraised 

value 

5. Needed improvements to the system are not reflected in our analysis. They neither increase or 

decrease the calculated value of the system. Needed improvements will be a future cost to 

whomever owns and operates the system. Deferred maintenance items that have resulted in 

assigning a lower anticipated remaining service life of various components are included in the 

analysis and therefore do influence the value of the system. 

Wes E. Christmas, PE, ENV SP 
Clark Dietz, Inc. 
812.670.4120 

From: Jeff Henson [mailto:jhenson@banning-eng.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 11:55 AM 
To: 1bill@saegesserengineering.com 1 <bill@saegesserengineering.com>; Robert D. Carlson 

<Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com> 
Cc: Wes E. Christmas <Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com> 
Subject: RE: Charlestown 

Here are my responses in red. Wes and Bob, mark it up as you see fit to make changes. Please use track 

changes so that we can see your changes. I will be out of the office tomorrow but will be able to review 

your changes so that we can get these to Bill by end of t he day tomorrow. 

Jeff Henson, CPA 
VP of Operations 
Banning Engineering PC 
853 Columbia Rd, Suite 101 I Plainfield , IN 46168 I Ph: (317) 707-3731 I Cell : (317) 503-7899 I Fax: (317) 707-3631 
jhenson@banninq-enq .com I BanninqEnqineerinq.com 

~N!'Jl'T 
Over 20 Years of Making Your Project Our Priority 

Attachment (OUCC) 7.15 - 003 
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Th is message contains confidential information anci is in tended on ly for bill@saeqesserenqineerinq.com, 
Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com, wes.christmas@clark-dietz.com . If you are not bill@saegesserenqineerinq.com, 
Robert.Carlson@clarkdietz.com, wes.christmas@clark-dietz .com you shou ld not disseminate, distribute or copy this e- mail. 
Please notify jhenson@banninq-enq.com immediately by e-ma il if you have 1·ece ived thi s e-ma il by mista ke and delete th is 
e-ma il from your system. E-ma il transm iss ion ca nnot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information cou ld be 
intercepted, co rru pted, lost, destroyed , arrive late or incomplete. Bann ing Eng ineering PC and Jeff Henson the1·efore do not 
accept liab ility for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a 1·esult of e-ma il transmission. If 
verif icat ion is requi1·ed please req uest a hard -copy version. 

From: bill@saegesserengineering.com [mailto:bill@saegesserengineering.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 1:30 PM 
To: Wes Christmas <wes.christmas@clark-dietz.com>; Jeff Henson <jhenson@banning-eng.com> 
Cc: Casey Saegesser <casey@saegesserengineering.com>; Shane Spicer 
<shane@saegesserengineering.com> 
Subject: Charlestown 

Wes and Jeff, 

Charlestown and Indiana American have filed a petition with IURC to allow Charlestown to sell its water 
distribution system to IAW. The OUCC has ask several questions which we cannot answer but hopefully 
you can. Please send us your responses to the following questions. You can invoice us for your time. 

We need to respond to the OUCC questions by the end of this week, so any help that you can provide 
will be greatly appreciated. I understand that most of the questions are somewhat vague so please feel 
free to add any qualifying statements to your responses that you believe are appropriate. 

Thanks, 

Bill Saegesser 

1. Please describe the scope of the on-site inspection made by the appraisers. 
2. How many hours did each appraiser work to conduct the analysis? 
3. With regard to "percent depreciated" ... 

a. are the percentages listed for each item based solely on the age of the specific plant? If 
not, on what else are the percentages based? 

b. do the individual percentages consider the specific condition of the plant being valued? 
If yes, how is the condition of the plant recognized in the appraisers' calculation. If not, 
what not? 

4. With regard to "service life" ... The second line-item entry of '2-inch PVC' has an estimated 
service life of 76 years. The other line-item entries for each item show a service life of 75 
years. Please explain this difference. 

5. Did the need for improvements to the distribution system decrease the results of the 
appraisal? If yes, explain how (including any calculations) the need for improvements decreased 
the appraised value of the water system. If no, explain why the need for improvements does 
not influence the value of the water system. 

SAEGESSER ENGINEERING. INC. 
Civil Engineering and Land Surveying 
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William A. Saegesser 
Saegesser Engineering, Inc. 
88 West McClain Avenue 
Scottsburg, Indiana 47170 

0: 812.752.8123 
F: 812.752.7271 
C: 812.595.1439 

www.SaegesserEngineering.com 
Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com 
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1. Please describe the scope of the on-site inspection made by the appraisers. 

On site inspections were made on September 17, 2016 by Bob Carlson and Wes Christmas of 

Clark Dietz and Jeff Henson, Kent Elliott and Christina Uphaus from Banning Engineering and 

representatives of Saegasser Engineering. Representatives from Clark Dietz and Banning 

Engineering each spent approximately 4 hours on site, excluding travel time. Prior to this 

date, field work was performed by Banning Engineering to help verify quantities, age and 

locations of existing water mains, valves and hydrants. 

On site inspections included review of system information with Utility personnel, visual 

inspection of the well field and wells, raw water storage tank, treatment facility, stand pipe 

and elevated tank. 

Treatment facility pumps, chemical feed systems, electrical and control systems, emergency 

power equipment and general site and building condition were all evaluated with respect to 

age, capacity and estimated remaining service life based on observed condition. The ground 

storage tank, elevated tank and stand pipe were evaluated based on age and external 

inspection of their present condition. On site well field and well inspection was limited to site 

access and security. 

2. How many hours did each appraiser work to conduct the analysis? 

Clark Dietz had 80 hours and Banning Engineering had 97.25 hours in preparation of the 

appraisal. These amounts do not include the upfront proposal time and travel time. 

3. With regard to "percent depreciated" ... 
a. are the percentages listed for each item based solely on the age of the specific plant? If 

not, on what else are the percentages based? Percent depreciated was based solely 

on the age of the specific plant. 
b. do the individual percentages consider the specific condition of the plant being valued? 

If yes, how is the condition of the plant recognized in the appraisers' calculation. If not, 

what not? 
Individual percentages take into consideration the estimated useful life of the various 

types of assets plant being evaluated. Had there been a reason to use a different 

percentage based upon the condition of the facilities toured that could have been 

considered. The facilities toured such as the water plant, water towers, ground 

storage tanks, and wells gave no indication that the assets had any value other than 

what would be typical based upon the age of the asset. Additionally, since many of 

the assets were underground and the scope did not include excavation of 

underground facilities, no changes in percent were made for those assets. 

4. With regard to "service life" ... The second line-item entry of '2-inch PVC' has an estimated 

service life of 76 years. The other line-item entries for each item show a service life of 75 

years. Please explain this difference. 
The use of 76 years was a typo in the appraisal. The net effect of changing the useful life from 

76 years to 75 years for the 2 inch PVC would be a $1,074 reduction in the appraised value 

5. Did the need for improvements to the distribution system decrease the resu Its of the 

appraisal? If yes, explain how (including any calculations) the need for improvements decreased 
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the appraised value of the water system. If no, explain why the need for improvements does 

not influence the value of the water system. 

Needed improvements to the system are not reflected in our analysis. They neither increase 

nor decrease the calculated value of the system. Needed improvements will be a future cost 

to whomever owns and operates the system. Any potential deferred maintenance items that 

could resulted in assigning a lower anticipated remaining service life of various components 

were considered in the analysis and therefore do influence the value of the system. 
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From: bill@saegesserengineering.com 
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 1:30 PM 
To: Wes Christmas; Jeff Henson 
Cc: Casey Saegesser; Shane Spicer 
Subject: Charlestown 

Wes and Jeff, 

Charlestown and Indiana American have filed a petition with IURC to allow Charlestown to sell its water 

distribution system to IAW. The OUCC has ask several questions which we cannot answer but hopefully 

you can. Please send us your responses to the following questions. You can invoice us for your time. 

We need to respond to the OUCC questions by the end of this week, so any help that you can provide 

will be greatly appreciated. I understand that most of the questions are somewhat vague so please feel 

free to add any qualifying statements to your responses that you believe are appropriate. 

Thanks, 

Bill Saegesser 

1. Please describe the scope of the on-site inspection made by the appraisers. 

2. How many hours did each appraiser work to conduct the analysis? 

3. With regard to "percent depreciated" ... 
a. are the percentages listed for each item based solely on the age of the specific plant? If 

not, on what else are the percentages based? 

b. do the individual percentages consider the specific condition of the plant being valued? 

If yes, how is the condition of the plant recognized in the appraisers' calculation. If not, 

what not? 
4. With regard to "service life" ... The second line-item entry of '2-inch PVC' has an estimated 

service life of 76 years. The other line-item entries for each item show a service life of 75 

years. Please explain this difference. 

5. Did the need for improvements to the distribution system decrease the results of the 

appraisal? If yes, explain how (including any calculations) the need for improvements decreased 

the appraised value of the water system. If no, explain why the need for improvements does 

not influence the value of the water system. 

SAEGESSER ENGINEERING, INC. 
Civil Engineering and Land Surveying 

William A. Saegesser 
Saegesser Engineering, Inc. 
88 West McClain Avenue 
Scottsburg, Indiana 47170 

0: 812.752.8123 
F: 812.752.7271 
C: 812.595.1439 
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From: Jeff Henson <jhenson@banning-eng.com> 
Date: August 31, 2017 at 2:11:44 PM EDT 
To: '"Wes E. Christmas 111 <Wes.Christmas@clarkdietz.com>, 11 Bill Saegesser 
(Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com)11 <Bill@SaegesserEngineering.com> 
Cc: 11 Robert D. Carlson 11 <Robert .Carlson@clarkdietz.com> 
Subject: RE: Charlestown 

Bill, 

After some further thought and some discussions with Wes, we have altered the answer to the question 
5. If you have any questions, please contact me at your convenience. 

Thanks 

Jeff Henson, CPA 
VP of Operations 
Banning Engineering PC 
853 Columbia Rd, Suite 101 I Plainfield, IN 46168 I Ph: (317) 707-3731 I Cell : (317) 503-7899 I Fax: (317) 707-3631 
jhenson@banninq-enq.com I BanninqEnqineerinq.com 
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1. Please describe the scope of the on-site inspection made by the appraisers. 
On site inspections were made on September 17, 2016 by Bob Carlson and Wes Christmas of 
Clark Dietz and Jeff Henson, Kent Elliott and Christina Uphaus from Banning Engineering and 
representatives of Saegasser Engineering. Representatives from Clark Dietz and Banning 
Engineering each spent approximately 4 hours on site, excluding travel time. Prior to this 
date, field work was performed by Banning Engineering to help verify quantities, age and 
locations of existing water mains, valves and hydrants. 

On site inspections included review of system information with Utility personnel, visual 
inspection of the well field and wells, raw water storage tank, treatment facility, stand pipe 
and elevated tank. 

Treatment facility pumps, chemical feed systems, electrical and control systems, emergency 
power equipment and general site and building condition were all evaluated with respect to 
age, capacity and estimated remaining service life based on observed condition. The ground 
storage tank, elevated tank and stand pipe were evaluated based on age and external 
inspection of their present condition. On site well field and well inspection was limited to site 
access and security. 

2. How many hours did each appraiser work to conduct the analysis? 
Clark Dietz had 80 hours and Banning Engineering had 97.25 hours in preparation of the 
appraisal. These amounts do not include the upfront proposal time and travel time. 

3. With regard to "percent depreciated" ... 
a. are the percentages listed for each item based solely on the age of the specific plant? If 

not, on what else are the percentages based? Percent depreciated was based solely 
on the age of the specific plant. 

b. do the individual percentages consider the specific condition of the plant being valued? 
If yes, how is the condition of the plant recognized in the appraisers' calculation. If not, 
what not? 
Individual percentages take into consideration the estimated useful life of the various 
types of assets plant being evaluated. Had there been a reason to use a different 
percentage based upon the condition of the facilities toured that could have been 
considered. The facilities toured such as the water plant, water towers, ground 
storage tanks, and wells gave no indication that the assets had any value other than 
what would be typical based upon the age of the asset. Additionally, since many of 
the assets were underground and the scope did not include excavation of 
underground facilities, no changes in percent were made for those assets. 

4. With regard to "service life" ... The second line-item entry of '2-inch PVC' has an estimated 
service life of 76 years. The other line-item entries for each item show a service life of 75 
years. Please explain this difference. 
The use of 76 years was a typo in the appraisal. The net effect of changing the useful life from 
76 years to 75 years for the 2 inch PVC would be a $1,074 reduction in the appraised value 

5. Did the need for improvements to the distribution system decrease the results of the 
appraisal? If yes, explain how (including any calculations) the need for improvements decreased 
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the appraised value of the water system. If no, explain why the need for improvements does 

not influence the value of the water system. 

No. As stated in the appraisal, the valuation is based upon a typical RCNLD calculation such as 

has been done historically in water and wastewater utility appraisals. RCNLD calculates the 

replacement cost less depreciation and does not include any calculations for improvements. 

Again, the use of RCNLD is standard industry practice for utility valuations in Indiana. 

Attachment (OUCC) 7.15 - 012 

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-8 

Page 19 of 19



Small Utility Accounting Manual 
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Small Utility Accounting Manual 

In practice, many utilities use various depreciation rates based on the asset lives of the plant 

account group, which is a common error found on the utility Annual Report filings and in some 

rate case filings. For example, for office furniture, a depreciation rate of 5% may be used for an 

expected service life of 20 years or for a truck, a depreciation rate of 20% may be used based on 

a service life of five years. Neither of these rates is correct. 

On the surface, it may seem illogical for a water utility to apply a 2% depreciation rate to 

vehicles and furniture knowing these assets will not last for 50 years (2% * 50 years= 100%). 

However, it is important to remember that the 2% composite rate is a combip.ation of asset 

classes with various useful lives. For instance, transmission and distribution mains are 

depreciated over 75 years or 1.33%. Fire hydrants and water storage tanks are depreciated over 

60 years, or 1.67%, while Transportation Equipment is depreciated over 7 years (14.29%) and 

Office Furniture and Equipment over 25 years (4%). When depreciation rates for·each asset 

class is combined, a composite depreciation rate of2% results. Thus, when applying the 2% rate 

to the Utility Plant in Service balance, Transportation Equipment is really being depreciated over 

7 years. 

To record monthly Depreciation Expense, subtract land costs from the total Utility Plant in 

Service balance, multiply the remaining balance by the appropriate composite depreciation rate 

listed on the previous page, then divide by 12 months. Thus,.the accounting entry may appear as 

follows: 

Acct. 403 Depreciation Expense 

Acct. 108 Accumulated Depreciation 

To record monthly depreciation expense. 

Debit 
$1,417 

$1,417 

Calculation: Utility Plant(less land) x Depreciation rate= Depreciation Expense 

$1,000,000 x 1.7% = $17,000/12 months= $1,~17/month 

Accumulated Depreciation 

While Depreciation Expense is recorded on the Income Statement, its impact is recorded in a 

separate contra account on the Balance Sheet called Accumulated Depreciation, under Utility 

Plant in Service. Showing Accumulated Depreciation separately on the Balance Sheet has the 

effect of preserving the historical cost of assets on the Balance Sheet. The T-account below is a 

representation of Accumulated Depreciation showing the effect of the monthly entry above. 

Effect of Depreciation: 

Accumulated Depreciation 
$432,541 

1,417 
$433,958 

Income Statement: Depreciation Expense reduces Net Income. 

Balance Sheet: Accumulated Depreciation reduces the net carrying value of the asset. 

--.---·-·-·-·· -·--·-·----·--.. --·--·-·-----~etaii:~-~ Ea!E.:~~~~-i~-~~f~~!~i.!?X!'!~!-~?o~~---- ___ .................. ----·-------·--·----· .. ---·-·· 
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Wisconsin Municipal Water Utilities 
Benchmark Ranges of Depreciation Rates 
Effective Date is January 1, 2008 

Account 
Number 

311 
312 
313 
314 
316 
317 

Account Title 
Source of Supply Plant 
Structures and Improvements 
Collecting and Impounding Reservoirs 
Lake, River and Other Intakes 
Wells and Springs 
Supply Mains 
Other Water Source Plant 

Pumping Plant 
321 Structures and Improvements 
323 Other Power Production Equipment 
325 Electric Pumping Equipment 
326 Diesel Pumping Equipment 
328 Other Pumping Equipment 

Water Treatment Plant 

Service Life Net Salvage 
Range of Years Range of Percents 
Min Max Min Max 

30 - 40 -15% - 0% 
50 - 70 0% 0% 
50 - 70 -5% 0% 
30 - 45 -10% - 0% 
50 - 75 -10% - 0% 
20 - 25 0% 0% 

30 - 40 -15% - 0% 
20 - 3 0 -10% - 0% 
20 - 3 0 -10% - 0% 
20 - 3 0 -10% - 0% 
20 - 30 -10% - 0% 

331 Structures and Improvements 30 - 40 -15% - 0% 
332 Sand and Other Media Filtration Equipment 30 - 40 -20% - 0% 
333 Membrane Filtration Equipment 15 - 20 -5% 0% 
334 Other Water Treatment Equipment 15 - 20 -5% 0% 

Transmission and Distribution Plant 
341 Structures and Improvements 
342 Distribution Reservoirs and Standpipes 
343 Transmission and Distribution Mains 
345 Services 
346 Meters 
348 Hydrants 
349 Other Transm. and Distribution Plant 

General Plant 
3 90 Structures and Improvements 
3 91 Office Furniture and Equipment 

3 91.1 Computer Equipment 
3 92 Transportation Equipment 
3 93 Stores Equipment 
394 Tools, Shop and Garage Equipment 
3 9 5 Laboratory Equipment 
396 Power Operated Equipment 
3 97 Communication Equipment 

397.1 Communication Equipment- SCADA 
398 Miscellaneous Equipment 

30 - 40 -15% - 0% 
50 - 65 -10% - 0% 
85 - 100 -10% - 0% 
45 - 60 -30% - 0% 
16 - 25 0% 0% 
55 - 75 -20% - 0% 
15 - 30 0% 0% 

30 
15 
3 
5 
15 
15 
15 
10 
5 
10 
15 

- 40 
- 20 

5 
15 

- 20 
- 20 
- 20 
- 20 

10 
12 

- 20 

0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
10% - 25% 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
10% - 25% 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 
0% 0% 

Recommeded 
Range of Depree. Recommended 
Rates - Percents Depreciation 
Min Max Rate 

2.5% - 3.8% 3.2% 
1.4% - 2.0% 1.7% 
1.4% - 2.0% 1.7% 
2.2% - 3.7% 2.9% 
1.3% - 2.2% 1.8% 
4.0% - 5.0% 4.5% 

2.5% - 3.8% 
3.3% - 5.5% 
3.3% - 5.5% 
3.3% - 5.5% 
3.3% - 5.5% 

2.5% - 3.8% 
2.5% - 4.0% 
5.0% - 7.0% 
5.0% - 7.0% 

2.5% - 3.8% 
1.5% - 2.2% 
1.0% - 1.3% 
1.7% - 2.9% 
4.0% - 6.3% 
1.3% - 2.2% 
3.3% - 6.7% 

2.5% - 3.3% 
5.0% - 6.7% 

20.0% - 33.3% 
6.7% - 20.0% 
5.0% - 6.7% 
5.0% - 6.7% 
5.0% - 6.7% 
5.0% - 10.0% 
10.0% - 20.0% 
8.3% - 10.0% 
5.0% - 6.7% 

3.2% 
4.4% 
4.4% 
4.4% 
4.4% 

3.2% 
3.3% 
6.0% 
6.0% 

3.2% 
1.9% 
1.3% 
2.9% 
5.5% 
2.2% 
5.0% 

2.9% 
5.8% 

26.7% 
13.3% 
5.8% 
5.8% 
5.8% 
7.5% 

15.0% 
9.2% 
5.8% 

NOTE 1: In the event any class of plant shall become fully depreciated by the use of these rates with due 
consideration for net salvage, if any, then no further accrual for such class of plant shall be made. 

NOTE 2: The net salvage percentages listed with a negative sign indicate a negative net salvage. 

NOTE 3: The recommended Total Utility Composite depreciation rate range is 2.0% to 2.5%. 
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Cause No. 44992 
Attachment GMV-1 

Indiana American Water Company 
1 of3 

Cause No 44992 
Comparison of Current and Proposed Depreciation Accrual Rates on Utility Plant in Service Balances as of December 31, 2016 

Current Depreciation Expense Proposed Depreciation Expense 

Utility Plant Total Current Total Proposed Total Difference in 

In Service Annual Current Annual Proposed Current vs Proposed 

Line Subsidiary NARUC Per Books Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation 

Number Account Account Account Description 12/31/2016 Rate Expense Rate Expense Expense 
--1-- 301000 301.10 Organization $ 507,257.39 0.00% $ 0.00% $ $ 

2 302000 302.10 Franchises 2,677.34 0.00% 0.00% 

3 303200 303.20 Land and Land Rights SS 12,122,809.09 0.00% 0.00% 

4 303300 303.20 Land and Land Rights P 134,753.62 0.00% 0.00% 

5 303400 303.30 Land and Land Rights WT 2,748,268.87 0.00% 0.00% 

6 303500 303.40 Land and Land Rights TD 2,803,076.42 0.00% 0.00% 

7 303600 303.50 Land and Land Rights AG 629,734.57 0.00% 0.00% - i 

8 304100 304.10 Struct & Improve SS 7,204,007.72 2.16% 155,606.57 3.22% 232,242.00 76,635.43 

9 304200 304.20 Struct & Imp Pumping-Johnson County 4,058,379.00 2.58% 104,706.18 2.62% 106,430.00 1,723.82 

10 304200 304.20 Struct & Imp Pumping- Carter Street 3,598,452.59 2.58% 92,840.08 2.59% 93,045.00 204.92 

11 304200 304.20 Struct & Imp Pumping- Northwest 9,875,306.79 2.58% 254,782.92 2.82% 278,199.00 23,416.08 

12 304200 304.20 Struct & Imp Pumping - Hertzsch and Babb 2,870,781.64 2.58% 74,066.17 2.69% 77,342.00 3,275.83 

13 304200 304.20 Struct & Imp Pumping - Other 5,459,573.70 2.58% 140,857.00 2.31% 126,158.00 (14,699.00) 

14 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT-Johnson County 5,688,776.95 3.10% 176,352.09 2.45% 139,203.00 (37,149.09) 

15 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - Carter Street 5,211,502.87 3.10% 161,556.59 2.85% 148,482.00 (13,074.59) 

16 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - White River and Buck Creek 4,853,731.80 3.10% 150,465.69 3.22% 156,289.00 5,823.31 

17 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - Northwest 20,372,644.68 3.10% 631,551.99 2.39% 486,829.00 (144,722.99) 

18 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - Middle Fork and Main Station 4,052,722.77 3.10% 125,634.41 2.69% 108,973.00 (16,661.41) 

19 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - Hertzsch and Babb 13,002,029.38 3.10% 403,062.91 2.50% 325,613.00 (77,449.91) 

20 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - Warsaw 4,587,342.60 3.10% 142,207.62 2.53% 116,275.00 (25,932.62) 

21 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - West Lafayette 8,282,595.53 3.10% 256,760.46 2.51% 208,212.00 (48,548.46) 

22 304300 304.30 Struct & Imp WT - Other 6,387,283.92 3.10% 198,005.80 2.08% 133,220.00 (64,785.80) 

23 304301 304.32 Struct & Imp WT Depr Pntng (IN) 197,248.24 7.54% 14,872.52 2.52% 4,971.00 (9,901.52) 

24 304302 304.32 Struct & Imp WT WH Repaint 1,055,894.97 7.54% 79,614.48 2.52% 26,548.00 (53,066.48) 

25 304310 304.30 Struct & Imp WT Paint 4,808,949.42 3.10% 149,077.43 2.08% 100,026.00 (49,051.43) 

26 304312 304.32 Struct & Imp WT Wste Handl/Trm 5,085.58 7.54% 383.45 2.52% 128.00 (255.45) 

2:7 304390 304.30 Struct & Imp WT Mix & Set Bldg 948,799.41 3.10% 29,412.78 2.08% 19,735.00 (9,677.78) 

28 304391 304.30 Struct & Imp WT Pur Bldg (JN) 314,078.85 3.10% 9,736.44 2.08% 6,533.00 (3,203.44) 

29 304392 304.30 Struct.& Imp WTWsh WtrTwr Bl 3.10% 2.08% 

30 304400 304.40 Struct & Imp TD 3,371,297.52 4.09% 137,886.07 2.77% 93,506.00 (44,380.07) 

31 304500 304.50 Struct & Imp AG 6,674,559.34 3.54% 236,279.40 3.75% 250,556.00 14,276.60 

32 304510 304.50 Struct & Imp AG Cap Lease 3.54% 3.75% 

33 304600 304.60 Struct & Imp Offices 2,214,038.38 3.54% 78,376.96 3.66% 80,970.00 2,593.04 

34 304610 304.60 Gen Structures - HVAC 1,815.87 3.54% 64.28 3.69% 67.00 2.72 

35 304620 304.00 Struct & Imp Leasehold 354,242.48 7.68% 27,205.82 2.65% 9,403.00 (17,802.82) 

36 304700 304.70 Struct & Imp Store,Shop,Garage 7,130,350.41 3.20% 228,171.21 2.08% 147,964:00 (80,207.21) 

37 304800 304.80 Struct & Imp Misc 465,672.85 3.47% 16,158.85 1.45% 6,764.00 (9,394.85) 

38 305000 305.00 Collect & Impounding 10,436,465.06 1.36% 141,935.92 1.24% 129,157.00 (12,778.92) 

39 306000 305.00 Lake, River & Other Intakes - Northwest 46,000,607 .23 1.66% 763,610.08 2.07% 951,495.00 187,884.92 

40 306000 305.00 Lake, River & Other Intakes - Other 3,890,852.70 1.66% 64,588.15 2.36% 91,902.00 27,313.85 

41 307000 307.00 Wells & Springs 16,153,080.72 2.90% 468,439.34 2.77% 447,309.00 (21,130.34) 

42 308000 308.00 Infiltration Galleries & Tunnels 61,677.83 0.37% 228.21 10.59% 6,532.00 6,303.79 

43 309000 309.00 Supply Mains 14,146,322.63 2.69% 380,536.08 1.42% 201,327.00 (179,209.08) 

44 310000 310.10 Power Generation Equip 10,437,481.01 2.86% 298,511.96 2.28% 237,654.00 (60,857.96) 

45 311200 311.20 Pump Equipment Electric 37,730,884.67 3.24% 1,222,480.66 1.39% 522,755.00 (699,725.66) 

46 311250 311.20 Pump Equipment Electric TD 3.24% 1.39% 

47 311300 311.30 Pump Equipment Diesel 677,079.33 3.69% 24,984.23 4.39% 29,695.00 4,710.77 

48 311350 311.30 Pump Equipment Diesel TD 3.69% 4.39% 

49 311400 311.40 Pump Equipment Hydraulic 67,635.59 4.83% 3,266.80 2.12% 1,433.00 (1,833.80) 

50 311500 311.50 Pump Equipment Other 599,757.17 3.24% 19,432.13 3.00% 17,993.00 (1,439.13) 

51 311520 311.50 Pump Equipment SS 7,432,288.75 3.24% 240,806.16 3.00% 222,784.00 (18,022.16) 

52 311530 311.50 Pumping Equipment WT 163,856.00 3.24% 5,308.93 3.00% 4,916.00 (392.93) 
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Cause No. 44992 
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Indiana American Water Company 
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Cause No 44992 

Comparison of Current and Proposed Depreciation Accrual Rates on Utility Plant in Service Balances as of December 31, 2016 

Current Depreciation Expense Proposed Depreciation Expense 

Utility Plant Total Current Total Proposed Total Difference in 

In Service Annual Current Annual Proposed Current vs Proposed 

Line Subsidiary NARUC Per Books Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation 

Number Account Account Account Description 12/31/2016 Rate Expense Rate Expense Expense 
__ S_3_ 

311540 311.SO Pumping Equipment TD 320,762.94 3.24% 10,392.72 3.00% 9,623.00 (769.72) 

S4 320100 320.10 WT Equipment Non-Media 80,88S,09S.19 4.1S% 3,3S6,731.4S 2.31% 1,868,992.00 (1,487,739.45) 

SS 320190 320.19 WT Equipment Set Basin,Clear Well 11,486,046.lS 4.1S% 476,670.92 2.69% 308,975.00 (167,69S.92) 

S6 320191 320.19 WT Equipment Filter Plant Piping (IN) 16,936,210.23 4.1S% 702,8S2.72 2.69% 4S4,266.00 (248,586.72) 

S7 320192 320.19 WT Equipment Wash Water Tank (IN) 20S,340.66 4.1S% 8,S21.64 2.69% S,S24.00 (2,997.64) 

S8 320193 320.19 WT Equipment Chemical Feed (IN) 9,462,629.91 4.1S% 392,699.14 2.69% 2S4,54S.OO (138,1S4.14) 

59 320200 320.20 WT Equipment Filter Media 4,S32,332.02 4.1S% 188,091.78 9.40% 42S,958.00 237,866.22 

60 330000 330.00 Dist Reservoirs & Standpipes 38,169,390.23 3.13% 1,194,701.91 2.01% 76S,496.00 (429,20S.91) 

61 330001 330.00 Tank Repainting 3.13% 2.69% 

62 330002 330.98 Dist Res & Stand Orig Paint (P 476,988.08 3.13% 14,929.73 11.69% SS,760.00 40,830.27 

63 330003 330.98 Dist Res & Stand Orig Repaint 12, 770,078.9S 3.13% 399,703.47 11.69% 1,492,S03.00 1,092,799.S3 

64 330100 330.10 Elevated Tanks & Standpipes 11,683,140.26 3.13% 36S,682.29 2.01% 234,831.00 (130,8Sl.29) 

6S 330200 330.20 Ground Level Facilities S,093,722.97 3.13% 1S9,433.S3 2.01% 102,384.00 (S7,049.S3) 

66 331001 331.01 TD Mains Not Classified by Size 641,661,828.46 1.64% 10,S23,2S3.99 1.70% 10,907,818.00 384,S64.0l 

67 331200 331.20 TD Mains 6in to 8in 1,861,770.71 1.64% 30,S33.04 1.70% 31,6SO.OO 1,116.96 

68 332000 332.00 Fire Mains 1,000.00 1.64% 16.40 1.00% 10.00 (6.40) 

69 333000 333.00 Services 137, 704,831.24 4.09% S,632,127.60 3.S9% 4,940,499.00 (691,628.60) 

70 334100 334.10 Meters 19,894,482.72 6.1S% 1,223,Sl0.69 S.20% 1,034,240.00 (189,270.69) 

71 334110 334.11 Meters Bronze Case 27,309,28S.11 7.44% 2,031,810.81 6.17% 1,686,230.00 (34S,S80.81) 

72 334120 334.12 Meters Plastic Case 9,397,706.09 S.2S% 493,379.57 8.80% 827,043.00 333,663.43 

73 334130 334.13 Meters Other 8,415,789.02 6.1S% S17,571.02 4.48% 377,432.00 (140,139.02) 

74 334131 334.13 Meters Other-Rem Rdr Unts S,890,329.96 6.1S% 362,2S5.29 4.48% 263,887.00 (98,368.29) 

7S 334200 334.20 Meter Installations S3,420,S00.36 2.84% l,Sl7,142.21 2.4S% 1,310,890.00 (206,2S2.21) 

76 334201 334.20 Meter Installation Other 2,710,137.08 2.84% 76,967.89 2.4S% 66,398.00 (10,S69.89) 

77 334300 334.30 Meter Vaults 11,160,0lS.21 2.84% 316,944.43 14.79% 1,6S0,189.00 1,333,244.S7 

78 33SOOO 33S.00 Hydrants 56,831,809.91 3.81% 2,16S,291.96 2.2S% 1,279,22S.OO (886,066.96) 

79 339100 339.10 Other Plant & Equipment SS 6.05% 3.49% 

80 339300 339.30 Other Plant & Equipment WT 11,0S7.31 6.0S% 668.97 3.49% 386.00 (282.97) 

81 339500 339.SO Other Plant & Equipment TD 93,900.03 6.0S% S,680.9S 11.S3% 10,831.00 S,lSO.OS 

82 339600 339.60 Other Plant & Equipment CPS 112,0S7.28 4.23% 4,740.02 0.00% (4,740.02) 

83 340100 340.10 Office Furniture & Equipment 217,439.S7 S.99% 13,024.63 0.00% (13,024.63) 

84 340100 340.10 Office Furniture & Equipment 1,897,S73.51 S.99% 113,664.6S S.00% 1,461.62 (112,203.03) 

8S 340210 340.21 Comp & Periph Mainframe 348,949.86 18.08% 63,090.13 0.00% (63,090.13) 

86 340210 340.21 Comp & Periph Mainframe 12,0SS.40 18.08% 2,179.62 20.00% (47,306.46) (49,486.08) 

87 340220 340.22 Comp & Periph Personal 620,376.72 17.81% 110,489.09 0.00% (110,489.09) 

88 340220 340.22 Comp & Periph Personal 9S8,731.10 17.81% 170,7S0.01 20.00% (390,693.44) (S61,443.4S) 

89 340230 340.23 Comp & Periph Other 1,266,117.37 17.83% 22S,748.73 0.00% (22S,748.73) 

90 340230 340.23 Comp & Periph Other 7,278,541.50 17.83% 1,297,763.9S 20.00% 1,290,198.lS (7,S6S.80) 

91 340240 340.24 Comp & Periph Capital Lease 18.08% 20.00% (6,466.38) (6,466.38) 

92 340300 340.30 Computer Software 24,048,744.14 7.69% 1,849,348.42 10.00% 2,627,621.92 778,273.50 

93 340310 340.31 Comp Software Mainframe 331,803.47 21.30% 70,674.14 0.00% (70,674.14) 

94 340310 340.31 Comp Software Mainframe 730,333.31 21.30% 1SS,S61.00 20.00% (611,632.38) (767,193.38) 

9S 340320 340.32 Comp Software Personal 308,S83.27 19.87% 61,315.SO 0.00% (109,S4S.93) (170,861.43) 

96 34032S 340.35 Comp Software Customized 1,066,301.67 17.32% 184,683.4S 0.00% (184,683.45) 

97 34032S 340.3S Comp Software Customized 2,4SS,9S7.66 17.32% 42S,371.87 20.00% S12,099.04 86,727.17 

98 340330 340.33 Comp Software Other 342,S18.79 17.32% S9,324.2S 0.00% (S9,324.2S) 

99 340330 340.33 Comp Software Other 3SS,537.0S 17.32% 61,579.02 20.00% 46,493.97 (15,08S.OS) 

100 340SOO 340.50 Other Office Equipment 33,812.16 9.62% 3,252.73 0.00% (3,2S2.73} 

101 340SOO 340.SO Other Office Equipment 21,144.62 9.62% 2,034.11 6.67% (234.S9) (2,268.70) 

102 341100 341.10 Trans Equip Lt Duty Trks 1,3S2,764.47 9.09% 122,966.29 4.12% SS,800.00 (67,166.29) 

103 341200 341.20 Trans Equip Hvy Duty Trks 1,871,628.81 7.29% 136,441.74 6.S3% 122,199.00 (14,242.74) 

104 341300 341.30 Trans Equip Autos 2,72S,2S6.S9 9.38% 2SS,629.07 12.52% 341,081.00 8S,4Sl.93 
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Cause No 44992 

Comparison of Current and Proposed Depredation Accrual Rates on Utility Plant in Service Balances as of December 31, 2016 

Current Depreciation Expense Proposed Depreciation Expense 

Utility Plant Total Current Total Proposed Total Difference in 

In Service Annual Current Annual Proposed Current vs Proposed 

Line Subsidiary NARUC Per Books Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation Depreciation 

Number Account Account Account Description 12/31/2016 Rate Expense Rate Expense Expense 

-ws 341400 341.40 Trans Equip Other 1,017,173.95 5.42% 55,130.83 12.75% 129,656.00 74,525.17 

106 342000 342.00 Stores Equipment 15,962.41 3.80% 606.57 0.00% (606.57) 

107 342000 342.00 Stores Equipment 98,259.35 3.80% 3,733.86 4.00% {390.62) (4,124.48) 

108 343000 343.00 Tools,Shop,Garage Equip 178,615.38 5.73% 10,234.66 0.00% (10,234.66) 

109 343000 343.00 Tools,Shop,Garage Equip 5,862,497.32 5.73% 335,921.10 4.00% 49,271.13 (286,649.97) 

110 343100 343.10 Tools,Shop,Garage Equip-Othr 5.73% 4.00% 

111 344000 344.00 Laboratory Equipment 311,867.30 8.71% 27,163.64 0.00% (27,163.64) 

112 344000 344.00 Laboratory Equipment 1,066,252.21 8.71% 92,870.57 6.67% (20,286.85) (113,157.42) 

113 345000 345.00 Power Operated Equipment 1,329,751.83 2.95% 39,227.68 2.25% 29,864.00 (9,363.68) 

114 346000 346.00 Comm Equip Not Classified 89,748.29 7.26% 6,515.73 6.67% (175,904.01) (182,419.74) 

115 346100 346.10 Comm Equip Non-Telephone 1,198,242.12 7.26% 86,992.38 6.67% 79,923.00 (7,069.38) 

116 346100 346.10 Comm Equip Non-Telephone 350,005.14 7.26% 25,410.37 0.00% (25,410.37) 

117 346190 346.10 Remote Control & Instrument 8,764,560.27 7.26% 636,307.08 6.67% 584,596.00 (51,711.08) 

118 346200 346.20 Comm Equip Telephone 134,510.10 7.26% 9,765.43 6.67% 8,972.00 (793.43) 

119 347000 347.00 Misc Equipment 161,382.35 3.76% 6,067.98 0.00% (6,067.98) 

120 347000 347.00 Misc Equipment 4,753,301.18 3.76% 178,724.12 5.00% 291,636.82 112,912.70 

121 Subtotal - Water Plant in Service: $ 1,541,868,269.57 $ 46,781,695.36 $ 41,522,633.00 $ (5,259,062.36) 

122 353200 353.20 WW Land & Ld Rights Collect $ 631.00 0.00% $ 0.00% $ 
123 353400 353.40 WW Land & Ld Rights Treatmnt 350.08 0.00% 0.00% 

124 354200 354.20 WW Struct & Imp Collection 21,824.36 3.82% 833.69 2.61% 569.00 (264.69) 

125 354400 354.40 WW Struct & Imp Treatment 23,717.69 3.82% 906.02 3.13% 743.00 (163.02) 

126 354500 354.50 WW Struct & Imp General 121,208.19 3.82% 4,630.15 2.57% 3,121.00 (1,509.15) 

127 355400 355.40 WW Pwr Gen Equip Treatment 1,685.75 3.82% 64.40 3.16% 53.00 (11.40) 

128 355500 355.50 WW Pwr Gen Equip RWTP 44,631.02 5.01% 2,236.01 3.16% 1,411.00 (825.01) 

129 361100 361.10 WW Collecting Mains 737,639.96 1.71% 12,613.64 4.60% 33,962.00 21,348.36 

130 361101 361.10 WW Collecting Mains Other 387,080.57 1.71% 6,619.08 4.60% 17,807.00 11,187.92 

131 363000 363.00 WW Services Sewer 18,320.34 3.45% 632.05 2.67% 490.00 (142.05) 

132 364000 364.00 WW Flow Measuring Devices 76,647.14 9.55% 7,319.80 5.05% 3,874.00 (3,445.80) 

133 371100 371.10 WW Pump Equip Elect 53,301.45 3.45% 1,838.90 3.70% 1,973.00 134.10 

134 371200 371.20 WW Pump Equip 0th Pwr 1,470.33 3.45% 50.73 2.72% 40.00 (10.73) 

135 380450 380.40 WW TD Equip 0th Sew Rem 71,840.68 2.82% 2,025.91 6.98% 5,014.00 2,988.09 

136 380500 380.50 WW TD Equip Chem Trmt Pit 101,235.92 2.82% 2,854.85 6.98% 7,063.00 4,208.15 

137 380600 380.60 WW TD Equip 0th Disp 8,436.40 2.82% 237.91 6.98% 589.00 351.09 

138 380625 380.60 WW TD Equip Gen Trmt 1,426.33 2.82% 40.22 6.98% 100.00 59.78 

139 381000 381.00 WW Plant Sewers 13,558.50 2.82% 382.35 1.95% 265.00 {117.35) 

140 394000 394.00 WW Laboratory Equipment 7,702.05 5.01% 385.87 6.67% 1,124.60 738.73 

141 396000 396.00 WW Communication Equip 10,827.74 7.26% 786.09 6.67% 652.20 {133.89) 

142 397000 397.00 WW Misc Equipment 34,677.19 5.01% 1,737.33 5.00% 1,914.20 . 176.87 

143 398000 398.00 WW Other Tangible Plant 0.00% 0.00% 

144 Subtotal - Wastewater Plant in Service: $ 1,738,212.69 $ 46,195.00 $ 80,765.00 $ 34,570.00 

145 Grand Totals: $ 1,543,606,482.26 $ 46,827,890.36 $ 41,603,398.00 $ (5,224,492.36) 
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Parks, James 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Rick Layton <rlayton@covalen.com> 
Monday, September 25, 2017 1 :29 PM 
Parks, James 
Jim Wary 
Aquastore Proposal 25170925RL3 IOOUCC Jim Parks 
Aquastore Proposal 25170925RL3 IOOUCC Jim Parks.pdf 

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from 
unknown senders or unexpected email. **** 

Mr. Parks 

See attached requested information. Please feel free to contact me with questions you may have. 

Thank You, 
Richard Layton 
Southern Region Covalen 
812 447 0738 Mobile 
317 789 8966 Ext.2650 
317 789 8967 Fax 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-Mail Message. Including any Attachements, is for the sole use of the intended Recipent 
and may contain Confidential and privileged information of otherwise protected by law. Unauthorized review, use 
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient please contact sender by reply e-mailand 
delete all copies of the e-mail. 
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: smart infrastructure. : . . 

Representing: AQUASTORE® TANKS 

09/25/2017 

MR: Jim Parks 
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Council 
115 West Washington Street. 
Indianapolis IN 46204 

RE: Budget pricing 

Jim, 

Thank you for your interest in AQUASTORE® storage tanks. This budgetary proposal is in 
reply to your request for a budget price on CST AQUASTORE® water storage tanks 

AQUASTORE® Tank standard model 9033 water Ground storage tank with aluminum dome, 
roof structure, with standard tank accessories l.e.24" bottom Manway. Standard concrete slab 
and pipe stub outs. 

90' X 33' 1,554,000 Gallon ... .. .. .. .... .. ... ... ... .. .. .. .... ... ... .. .... .. .... .. ... ... .... ... ... .. $828,000.00 
(Exact dimensions) 89.51 X 33.01 (Gallons per Foot) , 47,091 (Cost per gallon) $.053 

DESIGN CONDITIONS AWWA 0103-97 design standard. 
Stored Contents: Water Storage 
Specific Gravity: 1.0 
PH Range: 3.0 to 10.0 
Storage Temperature: Ambient 
Wind Speed: 100 MPH @ Shape Factor of 0.6 
Seismic: IBC 2006 
Snow Load: 25 PSF 
Soil Bearing: 3,000 PSF minimum 
Frost Depth: 36" 
Included: 
D Excavation of ringwall foundation 
D Reinforced concrete ringwall foundation and floor D Concrete encased DIP inlet-outlet 

lines stubbed out 5' from tank, 24" Manway 
D PVC (schedule 80) overflow with stainless steel screened base end 
D Passive, sacrificial anode cathodic protection system 
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smart infrastructure. · 

D Non-prevailing wage, open-shop installation labor 
D Concrete testing by independent lab 
D Hydrostatic testing with disinfection 

Not included: 
D Access road and site preparation 
D Yard piping and vault 
D Bonds/permits 
D Level sensing-measuring equipment 
D Rock excavation of foundation (if encountered) 
D Indiana prevailing wage rates 
D Hauling of concrete debris from tank site 
D Indiana sales tax 

Installed budget pricing: SEE ABOVE BREAKDOWN 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions or further needs. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Layton 

Southern Region Sales 
Covalen Inc. 
Indianapolis Indiana 
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Parks, James 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Casey Cornett <Casey.Cornett@phoenixtank.com> 
Wednesday, October 04, 2017 12:15 PM 
Parks, James 

Subject: Re: New submission from Contact Us 

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown 
senders or unexpected email. **** 

Yes sir, we keep records of our tanks in our engineering archives. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Oct 4, 2017, at 12:12 PM, Parks, James <JParks@oucc.IN.gov> wrote: 

Thanks Casey, 
For the 0.5 MG elevated tank, are those dimensions the same as the tank Phoenix installed in 2006-07? 

In Charlestown? 

Jim 

James T. Parks, P.E. 
Utility Analyst II 
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
115 W. Washington Street, Suite 1500 South 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
(317) 232-2766 
Toll-free: (888) 441-2494 
Fax: (317) 232-5923 
jparks@oucc.in.gov 

~Please keep this email paperless 

Confidentiality Notice: 
This email and any attachments may contain deliberative, confidential or other legally privileged 
information that is not subject to public disclosure under IC 5-14-3-4(b ), and is for the exclusive and 
confidential use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or reliance upon the contents of this email is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this email transmission in en-or, please immediately notify the sender by 
telephone at (317) 232-2766 or send an electronic message to jparks@oucc.IN.gov, and promptly delete 
this message and its attachments from your computer system. 

From: Casey Cornett [mailto:Casey.Cornett@phoenixtank.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2017 10:35 AM 
To: Parks, James <JParks@oucc.IN.gov> 
Subject: FW: New submission from Contact Us 
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**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click 
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. **** 

Jim, 
Per your request, please see below. 

I cannot provide a budgetary number on any of the ground storage tanks since these are not our 

specialty . 

.SMG Multi-Column -$985,000 (1461-311 high water level, 501 diameter, 3T-r head range) 

Sr. Estimator/ Sales Manager 
317-271-7002 ext. 2241 
Direct: 317-737-2937 
317-273-1154 FAX 

Phoenix Fabricators and Erectors, LLC. 
182 South County Road 900 East 
Avon, IN 46123-8973 
Email: casey. cornett@phoenixtank.com 
EEO/ AA Employer 

<imageOOl.jpg> 

From: webmaster@dbdlS.com [mailto:webmaster@dbdlS.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 4, 2017 9:32 AM 
To: Sales <Sales@phoenixtank.com> 
Subject: New submission from Contact Us 

Name 

Jim Parks 

Company 

IN Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 

jparks@oucc.in.gov 

(317) 232-2766 

Good morning, 
I'm looking for budgetary pricing for welded steel potable water storage tanks in Charlestown IN in the following sizes and types. 
1. Ground storage tank - 0.5 MG, 1.0 MG & 1.5 MG options to replace a 1.5 MG existing tank (with existing dimensions of 80.5 
feet diameter x 40 feet high). 

2 
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2. 0.5 MG multi column elevated tank (same as the one Phoenix installed in 2006 or 2007 in Charlestown IN). 
I am not purchasing a tank. These budgetary prices are being used to evaluate acquisition costs for the transfer of the 
Charlestown water utility. 
Since Phoenix installed the 0.5 MG elevated tank, I thought your company would have direct knowledge that would be helpful 
(tank design, tank height, dimensions, etc.). 
Thank you for any help you can provide. 
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Parks, James 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dennis Davis <ddavis@watertank.com> 
Wednesday, October 18, 2017 3:39 PM 
Parks, James 
Rick DiZinno 
RE: Storage Tank Budget Pricing - Charlestown, Indiana 

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from 
unknown senders or unexpected email. **** 

James, 

For budget purposes: 

52' x 32' (500,000 gallon) 
$350,000.00 tank 
$65,000.00 foundation 

Have a great day, 

PITTSBUJRG 
TANK TOWER 
GROUP 

Dennis Davis 

Regional Sales Manager 

Pittsburg Tank & Tower Group 

Ground Tank Division 

PO Box 517 Henderson, KY 42419 

P: 270-826-9000 Ext: 2603 I C: 270-860-9645 F: 270-831-6963 

www.pttg.com 

From: Parks, James [mailto:JParks@oucc.IN.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 12:54 PM 
To: Dennis Davis <ddavis@watertank.com> 
Subject: RE: Storage Tank Budget Pricing - Charlestown, Indiana 

1 
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Good afternoon Dennis, 
Thanks for sending the cost quote. 

Could you please send me a budgetary cost for a nominal 500,000 gallon ground storage tank? I am writing testimony 
regarding the Charlestown acquisition and discussing replacing the existing 1.5 MG raw water GST with two smaller side 
by side 500,000 gallon tanks that would provide maintenance flexibility. 

Thank you 

Jim 

James T. Parks, P.E. 
Utility Analyst II 
Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
115 W. Washington Street, Suite 1500 South 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
(317) 232-2766 
Toll-free: (888) 441-2494 
Fax: (317) 232-5923 
jparks@oucc.in.gov 

~Please keep this email paperless 

Confidentiality Notice: 
This email and any attachments may contain deliberative, confidential or other legally privileged information that is not 
subject to public disclosure under IC 5-14-3-4(b ), and is for the exclusive and confidential use of the intended 
recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or 
reliance upon the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email transmission in error, please 
immediately notify the sender by telephone at (317) 232-2766 or send an electronic message to iparks@oucc.IN.gov, and 
promptly delete this message and its attachments from your computer system. 

From: Dennis Davis [mailto:ddavis@watertank.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 1:01 PM 
To: Parks, James <JParks@oucc.IN.gov> 
Cc: Rick DiZinno <rdd@pittsburgtank.com> 
Subject: Storage Tank Budget Pricing - Charlestown, Indiana 

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from 
unknown senders or unexpected email. **** 

Jim, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the attached budget pricing for the {3) storage tanks in Charlestown, 
Indiana. If you have any questions or require any additional information, please give me a call at any time. 

Have a great day, 
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PITTSBURG 
TANK TOWER GROU --

Dennis Davis 

Regional Sales Manager 

Pittsburg Tank & Tower Group 

Ground Tank Division 

PO Box 517 Henderson, KY 42419 

P: 270-826-9000 Ext: 2603 I C: 270-860-9645 F: 270-831-6963 

www.pttg.com 

lltm 

The information contained in this e-mail message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure. 
If you are not the intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. If you 
think that you have received this e-mail message in error, please notify the sender and delete this email, any file 
attachments and destroy all copies. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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October 17, 2017 

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
115 W. Washington St., Suite 1500 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Attn: Jim Parks, Utility Analyst 

Re: Budget Pricing 
80'6" x 40' (1,500,000 gallon) Welded Ground Storage Tank 
20' x 109' (250,000 gallon) Welded Standpipe 

1 Watertank Place 
PO Box 517 

Henderson, KY 42419 
P: (270) 826-9000 
F: (270) 215-5722 
www.pttg.com 

Proposal #DD9181 

50' x 146'3" HWL (500,000 gallon) Multi Column Elevated Storage Tank 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the following budget pricing to design, furnish, fabricate, 
erect and paint the above referenced welded carbon steel storage tanks complete with concrete 
foundations in Charlestown, Indiana. Our foundation prices are based on 4000 psf at 5' below 
grade. 

The tank interiors will be coated with an epoxy system and the exteriors will be coated with an 
epoxy /urethane system in accordance with A WW A. The tanks include standard fittings and 
accessories. Our prices are based on open shop, non-prevailing wage labor. 

80'6" x 40' (1,500,000 gallon) Ground Storage Tank 
Concrete Foundation 

20' x 109' (250,000 gallon) Standpipe 
Concrete Foundation 

$775,000.00 
$115,000.00 

$392,500.00 

$85,000.00 

50' x 146'3" HWL (500,000 gallon) Elevated Storage Tank $900,000.00 

Concrete Foundation $150,000.00 

If you have any questions or require any additional information, please feel free to give me a call at 
270-826-9000 ext. 2603. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Davis 
Regional Sales Manager 
270-826-9000 ext. 2603 
270-860-9645 cell 
270-831-6963 direct line/fax line 
ddavis@pttg.com 

cc: Rick DiZinno, Vice President 

Storage Tanks • Engineering • Erection • Fabrication • Coatings 
Insulation• API • AWWA • NFPA •FM• Repair• Inspect• Demolition 
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Figure 1 Standpipe (10/12/17 photos) 

 

Figure 3 Standpipe rust. 

 

Figure 2 Standpipe rust and coating failure 

 

Figure 4 Standpipe overflow pipe.
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Figure 5 Rusted welds and plate steel (10/12/17 photos) 

 

Figure 6 Surface rust and pitting including chine corrosion (bottom). 

 

Figure 7 Standpipe lower section with coating failure and corrosion. 

 

Figure 8 1978 Manufacturer plate – Caldwell Tanks, Louisville, KY 
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500,000 Gallon Elevated Water Tank Photos (2007 Gospel Road Tank) 

 
Figure 1 Elevated Water Tank (10/12/17 photos) 

 

Figure 3 Elevated Water Tank – view from underneath 

 

Figure 2 Elevated Water Tank – multi-column legs and fill pipe. 

 

Figure 4 2007 Manufacturer plate – Phoenix Fabricators, Indpls., IN  
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Water Treatment and High Service Pump Building Photos 

 
Figure 1 Pump Building entrance (10/12/17 photos) 

 

Figure 3 Pump Bldg – view from the east side.  Generator is at left. 

 

Figure 2 Pump Building – view of north side. 

 

Figure 4 Pump Building Motor Control Center 
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Water Treatment and High Service Pump Building Photos 

 
Figure 5 High service pump and motor, chemical feed in corner. 

 

Figure 7 High service pump (red) and motor, Clearitas tank 

 
Figure 6 High service pumps and motor, overhead discharge pipe. 

 
Figure 8 Pump building – storage of record drawings 
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Charlestown Water Services Present Value Calculations

OUCC calculations of customers and services added per year since 1937

Services Useful Life 60 Years

Services Cost - single 1,300$  dual 1,350$  

Year

Census 

Pop. Cust. Use

Cust. 

Added Single Dual

Total 

Services

Service 

Line Age 

(years)

% 

Depr.

Single 

Service 

Lines

Dual 

Service 

Lines

Source of 

Customer 

Data

1937 100-160 130 130 119.6 3.3 123 79 95% 7,774$       219$        News article

1938 140 10 9.2 0.3 9 78 95% 598$          17$          

1939 150 10 9.2 0.3 9 77 95% 598$          17$          

1940 939 170 20 18.4 0.5 19 76 95% 1,196$       34$          

1941 400 230 211.6 5.8 217 75 95% 13,754$     388$        400 homes by year end

1942 1150 750 250.0 250 500 74 95% 16,250$     16,875$  750 def. worker homes

1943 1200 50 46.0 1.3 47 73 95% 2,990$       84$          

1944 1250 50 46.0 1.3 47 72 95% 2,990$       84$          

1945 1300 50 46.0 1.3 47 71 95% 2,990$       84$          

1946 1360 60 55.2 1.5 57 70 95% 3,588$       101$        

1947 1420 60 55.2 1.5 57 69 95% 3,588$       101$        

1948 1480 60 55.2 1.5 57 68 95% 3,588$       101$        

1949 1540 60 55.2 1.5 57 67 95% 3,588$       101$        827 Fed. Housing

1950 4785 1600 60 55.2 1.5 57 66 95% 3,588$       101$        

1951 1625 25 23.0 0.6 24 65 95% 1,495$       42$          

1952 1650 25 23.0 0.6 24 64 95% 1,495$       42$          

1953 1675 25 23.0 0.6 24 63 95% 1,495$       42$          

1954 1700 1700 25 23.0 0.6 24 62 95% 1,495$       42$          News article

1955 1713 13 12.2 0.3 12 61 95% 790$          22$          

1956 1726 13 12.2 0.3 12 60 95% 790$          22$          

1957 1740 13 12.2 0.3 12 59 95% 790$          22$          

1958 1753 13 12.2 0.3 12 58 95% 790$          22$          

1959 1766 13 12.2 0.3 12 57 95% 790$          22$          

1960 5726 1779 13 12.2 0.3 12 56 93% 1,054$       30$          

Services Present Value

Added 

1,100 

customers 

over 7 

years
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Charlestown Water Services Present Value Calculations

OUCC calculations of customers and services added per year since 1937

Services Useful Life 60 Years

Services Cost - single 1,300$  dual 1,350$  

Year

Census 

Pop. Cust. Use

Cust. 

Added Single Dual

Total 

Services

Service 

Line Age 

(years)

% 

Depr.

Single 

Service 

Lines

Dual 

Service 

Lines

Source of 

Customer 

Data

Services Present Value

1961 1793 13 12.2 0.3 12 55 92% 1,317$       37$          

1962 1806 13 12.2 0.3 12 54 90% 1,580$       45$          

1963 1819 13 12.2 0.3 12 53 88% 1,844$       52$          

1964 1832 13 12.2 0.3 12 52 87% 2,107$       59$          

1965 1845 13 12.2 0.3 12 51 85% 2,371$       67$          

1966 1859 13 12.2 0.3 12 50 83% 2,634$       74$          

1967 1872 13 12.2 0.3 12 49 82% 2,897$       82$          

1968 1885 13 12.2 0.3 12 48 80% 3,161$       89$          

1969 1898 13 12.2 0.3 12 47 78% 3,424$       97$          

1970 5933 1911 13 12.2 0.3 12 46 77% 3,688$       104$        

1971 1925 13 12.2 0.3 12 45 75% 3,951$       111$        

1972 1938 13 12.2 0.3 12 44 73% 4,214$       119$        

1973 1951 13 12.2 0.3 12 43 72% 4,478$       126$        

1974 1964 13 12.2 0.3 12 42 70% 4,741$       134$        

1975 1978 13 12.2 0.3 12 41 68% 5,005$       141$        

1976 1991 13 12.2 0.3 12 40 67% 5,268$       149$        

1977 2004 13 12.2 0.3 12 39 65% 5,532$       156$        

1978 2017 13 12.2 0.3 12 38 63% 5,795$       164$        

1979 2030 13 12.2 0.3 12 37 62% 6,058$       171$        

1980 5596 2044 13 12.2 0.3 12 36 60% 6,322$       178$        

1981 2057 13 12.2 0.3 12 35 58% 6,585$       186$        

1982 2,070 2070 13 12.2 0.3 12 34 57% 6,849$       193$        Cause No. 34554

1983 2098 28 26.1 0.7 27 33 55% 15,249$     430$        

1984 2127 28 26.1 0.7 27 32 53% 15,814$     446$        

Added 

1,100 

customers 

over 7 

years
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Charlestown Water Services Present Value Calculations

OUCC calculations of customers and services added per year since 1937

Services Useful Life 60 Years

Services Cost - single 1,300$  dual 1,350$  

Year

Census 

Pop. Cust. Use

Cust. 

Added Single Dual

Total 

Services

Service 

Line Age 

(years)

% 

Depr.

Single 

Service 

Lines

Dual 

Service 

Lines

Source of 

Customer 

Data

Services Present Value

1985 2155 28 26.1 0.7 27 31 52% 16,379$     462$        

1986 2183 28 26.1 0.7 27 30 50% 16,943$     478$        

1987 2212 28 26.1 0.7 27 29 48% 17,508$     494$        

1988 2,240 2,240 28 26.1 0.7 27 28 47% 18,073$     510$        Cause No. 38483

1989 2264 24 21.7 0.6 22 27 45% 15,482$     437$        

1990 5889 2287 24 21.7 0.6 22 26 43% 15,951$     450$        

1991 2311 24 21.7 0.6 22 25 42% 16,420$     463$        

1992 2334 24 21.7 0.6 22 24 40% 16,889$     477$        

1993 2358 24 21.7 0.6 22 23 38% 17,358$     490$        

1994 2381 24 21.7 0.6 22 22 37% 17,828$     503$        

1995 2405 24 21.7 0.6 22 21 35% 18,297$     516$        

1996 2428 24 21.7 0.6 22 20 33% 18,766$     530$        

1997 2452 24 21.7 0.6 22 19 32% 19,235$     543$        

1998 2475 24 21.7 0.6 22 18 30% 19,704$     556$        

1999 2499 24 21.7 0.6 22 17 28% 20,173$     569$        

2000 5993 2522 24 21.7 0.6 22 16 27% 20,642$     583$        

2001 2,628 2546 24 21.7 0.6 22 15 25% 21,112$     596$        

2002 2,642 2570 24 21.7 0.6 22 14 23% 21,581$     609$        

2003 2,886 2593 24 21.7 0.6 22 13 22% 22,050$     622$        

2004 2,901 2617 24 21.7 0.6 22 12 20% 22,519$     635$        

2005 2,732 2640 24 21.7 0.6 22 11 18% 22,988$     649$        

2006 2,678 2664 24 21.7 0.6 22 10 17% 23,457$     662$        

2007 2,708 2687 24 21.7 0.6 22 9 15% 23,926$     675$        

2008 2,715 2711 24 21.7 0.6 22 8 13% 24,396$     688$        
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Charlestown Water Services Present Value Calculations

OUCC calculations of customers and services added per year since 1937

Services Useful Life 60 Years

Services Cost - single 1,300$  dual 1,350$  

Year

Census 

Pop. Cust. Use

Cust. 

Added Single Dual

Total 

Services

Service 

Line Age 

(years)

% 

Depr.

Single 

Service 

Lines

Dual 

Service 

Lines

Source of 

Customer 

Data

Services Present Value

2009 2,693 2734 24 21.7 0.6 22 7 12% 24,865$     702$        

2010 7585 2,838 2758 24 21.7 0.6 22 6 10% 25,334$     715$        

2011 2,821 2781 24 21.7 0.6 22 5 8% 25,803$     728$        

2012 2,861 2805 24 21.7 0.6 22 4 7% 26,272$     741$        

2013 2,872 2828 24 21.7 0.6 22 3 5% 26,741$     755$        

2014 2,858 2852 24 21.7 0.6 22 2 3% 27,210$     768$        

2015 2,904 2875 24 21.7 0.6 22 1 2% 27,680$     781$        

2016 2,899 2,899 24 21.7 0.6 22 0 0% 28,149$     794$        IURC Annual Report

Totals 2,227 304 2,531 878,678$  41,212$  

Average services age (years) 52

Avg. service line install year 1964

Notes:

1. These calculations recognize that Charlestown's water system was originally constructed in 1937 with large customer 

additions during World War II.

2. Population growth moderated following the war and customer additions slowed down. 

3.  Service line costs are based on typical connection fee filings and include installed costs for all components except meters.

4.  The OUCC reduced the useful life for service lines from the appraisers' assumed 75 years to 60 years to match the upper

range of useful lives under the Wisconsin Depreciation rates.

5.  For water services still in service beyond the OUCC's assumed 60 year useful life, present value was kept at 5%. 

6.  Customer numbers are from IURC Annual Reports and articles from The Chalestown Courier  newspaper.

920,000$                       Water Services Total Present Value (2016)(Rounded)

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-14 

Page 4 of 4



Charlestown 
       Water 
              System:

                Now and in the Future

Foreword ......................................................3

Overview of the Charlestown                    
Water System ...............................................4

Water Testing and Regulations ..................5

What Causes Discolored Water? ...............6

Is Discolored Water Unique to              
Charlestown? ...............................................7

What is Manganese? ..................................8

Where Are We Today? ..............................10

What’s Next ................................................12

Treatment vs. Filtration ..............................14

Frequently Asked Questions ....................15

A Word from the Water Billing                           
Company...................................................16

Ten Fun Facts About Water .......................18

References .................................................19

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-15 

Page 1 of 20



          What’s in our  water?

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-15 

Page 2 of 20



Foreword

This pamphlet is designed to help educate Charlestown water customers 
on our water source and distribution system, as well as the state of the 
water company.

It is our hope that after reading this pamphlet, our customers will have 
an understanding of the quality of the water, steps taken to improve 
water quality, the challenges we still face, budget constraints and the 
next steps in the eventual total rehabilitation of the Charlestown water 
system.

This pamphlet has been written in terms that can be understood by 
anyone outside the drinking water industry. All the material contents 
are taken from studies, best practices, testing labs, and from state and 
federal agencies responsible for the safety of drinking water.

We have depended upon the experts with knowledge of our water works 
for the content and plans to update the infrastructure of the 72 year-old 
water distribution system to modern standards.  

The Board of Public Works

Mayor Bob Hall
David Flowe
George Roberts

          What’s in our  water?
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The Charlestown Water System

Charlestown citizens have had a 72 year history with 
this water and water system. Charlestown’s residents 
experience a high quality of life that includes healthy 
living and safe water supply.

Where Does Our Water Come From?
Charlestown gets its water from an aquifer that runs underground and borders 
the Ohio River.  

It has its own natural filtration system 
of sand and gravel that eliminates 
the impurities that come from surface 
water. This is a process that occurs 
continually. The aquifer supplies an 
enormous water capacity for our 
system.

Approximately 28
Miles of Water Mains

2822 Customers
Consisting of Both

Commercial and Residential

1.5 Million Gallon 
Storage Tank

Wells

Our system consists 
of four tubular wells 
that can pump up to 
one million gallons per 
day, providing a total 
capacity of four million 
gallons. This volume 
would allow the city 
to grow three times 
its current size and still 
have plenty of water 
to supply all of our 
citizens.

2 Storage Tanks

2 Booster Pumps at
the Water Station

144 Fire Hydrants

4

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-15 

Page 4 of 20



Is Charlestown’s Drinking Water Safe?
What Law Keeps My Drinking Water Safe? 

Congress passed the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) in 1974, to protect public 
health by regulating the nation’s public drinking water supply and protecting 
sources of drinking water. SDWA is administered by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Indiana Department of Environmental 
Management (IDEM).

Where Can I Find Information About Charlestown’s Water System?

Since 1999, Charlestown, along with other water companies, is required to 
provide annual Consumer Confidence Reports to their customers. These reports, 
due by July 1 of each year, contain information on contaminants found in the 
drinking water, possible health effects, and the water source. There has been no 
history of contaminants in Charlestown’s water.

Charlestown must promptly inform water system customers if your water has 
been contaminated by something that can cause immediate illness. We 
have 24 hours to inform customers of violations of EPA standards that have the 
potential to have serious adverse effects on human health as a result of short-
term exposure. If such a violation occurs, we will announce it through the media, 
and will provide information about the potential adverse effects on human 
health, steps the system is taking to correct the violation, and the need to use 
alternative water supplies (such as a boiled or bottled water) until the problem  
is corrected.

We will inform our customers about violations of less immediate concern in the 
first water bill sent after the violation, in a Customer Confidence Report, or by 
mail within a year. In 1998, states began compiling information on individual 
systems, so you can evaluate the overall quality of drinking water in your state. 
Additionally, EPA must compile and summarize the state reports in an annual 
report on the condition of the nation’s drinking water.

How Often is Our Charlestown Water Supply Tested?
The EPA has established pollutant-specific minimum testing schedules for all 
public water systems. Tests for chloride, flouride and phosphates are run daily. 
Tests for iron, manganese, and bacteria are run monthly.

If a problem is detected, immediate retesting requirements go into effect along 
with strict instructions about how the system informs the public. Until the system 
can reliably demonstrate that it is free of problems, the retesting is continued.  
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What Causes Discolored Water?
Over the 72 years this water distribution system has been in 
operation, manganese has built up inside the water mains. 

Water Pressure Changes

Significant water 
pressure changes 
occur in the water 
lines when a water 
main breaks, the fire 
department uses 
hydrants to extinguish 
fires, or the hydrants 
are flushed.

This loss of pressure and the recharging of the water rushing back into the lines 
acts like a scouring pad to break the accumulated manganese free inside the 
lines. This creates a large concentration of manganese that travels through the 
system.

When someone turns the water on inside their home, this manganese 
concentration is captured through their lines and the discolored water appears.

Customers who live in areas with dead-end lines are more prone to experience 
this because the water has no other outlet.

Until the lines are clear of this build up,  the dead-end lines are 
looped back in the system, and more hydrants are added, we will 
continue to experience occasional discoloration. 

Ongoing identification and correction of these areas will be 
discussed later in this publication.

Build-up inside the 
waterlines

Cause No. 44976 
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NO
Is Discolored Water Unique to Charlestown?
No. Occasional discolored water certainly is not unique to Charlestown. 
Many water companies throughout the region, state and nation deal 
with this nuisance.

It happens both with systems that utilize filtration and with those that do 
not utilize filtration.

An Evening News article dated May 15, 2007, cites customer 
complaints made to Indiana American Water Company at a rate 
hearing last year in Jeffersonville.  “Ida Callahan...came to Kye’s armed 
with two glass bottles — one that had been sanitized and one that had 
held tap water. When the tap water evaporated out of the bottle it left a 
milky residue, she said. ‘That’s why I won’t drink it, it’s dirty.’”

Also from the Evening News, October 28, 2008, Indiana America warns 
customers about discolored water occurring during times of flushing. 
The release states, “The routine work is being done as part of an 
annual main-flushing program that improves water service by flushing 
or cleaning mineral deposits and sediment from water mains... The 
company does not foresee incidences of discoloration, but if this does 
occur, the company recommends customers let their cold water run to 
clear before using it again and refrain from doing laundry during  
that time.”

In summary, Indiana American Water Company has a filtration plant 
that has been in use since 1999. Even with filtration, they experience the 
same issues with water discoloration, especially at times of flushing, as 
do other communities including Charlestown. 

Charlestown must comply to all the same testing and regulations as 
those required of Indiana American Water Company, and their water, 
like ours, meets the same safe drinking standards outlined in this 
publication.
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What is Manganese and What Effect 
Does it Have on the Body?
Manganese is a naturally-occurring, gray-white element 
that can be found everywhere – in the air that we 
breathe, the soil in which we grow our crops, and the 
water that we drink.  

Manganese is an essential nutrient for humans and 
animals alike.  It is essential for proper coordination 
between brain and body.  

Our greatest exposure to manganese is usually from 
food.  The largest quantities of manganese are found in 
avocados, nuts and seeds, seaweed, and whole grains. 
This mineral may also be found in blueberries, egg yolks, 
legumes, dried peas, pineapples, and green leafy 
vegetables.

Adults commonly consume 0.7 milligrams to 10.9 milligrams every day from the 
food that we eat with even higher amounts of manganese associated with 
vegetarian diets.  Many multi-vitamins contain manganese to supplement our 
manganese consumptions.  

Although manganese is an essential nutrient at low doses, chronic exposure to 
high doses may be harmful.  

Serving Size: One tablet

 Amount Per Serving  % Daily Value

Total Carbohydrate  < 1 g  < 1%*

Vitamin A 3500 IU  70%
  (40% as beta-carotene) 

Vitamin C  60 mg  100%

Vitamin D  400 IU  100%

Vitamin E  22.5 IU  75%

Vitamin K  25 mcg  31%

Thiamin (B1)  3 mg  200%

Riboflavin (B2)  3.4 mg  200%

Niacin  40 mg  200%

Vitamin B6  4 mg  200%

Folic Acid  400 mcg  100%

Vitamin B12  12 mcg  200%

Biotin  300 mcg  100%

Pantothenic Acid  10 mg  100%

Calcium (elemental)  250 mg  25%

Iron  9 mg  50%

Iodine  150 mcg  100%

Magnesium  40 mg  10%

Zinc  15 mg  100%

Selenium  45 mcg  64%

Copper  2 mg  100%

Manganese  2 mg  100%

Chromium  100 mcg  83%

Molybdenum  25 mcg  33%

Potassium  99 mg  3%

Nickel  5 mcg  **

Tin  10 mcg  **

Silicon  5 mg  **

Boron  150 mcg  **

Guarana Seed Powder  110 mg  **

Caffeine  90 mg  **

*Percent Daily Values are based on a 2,000 calorie diet.
**Daily Value not established.

SUPPLEMENT FACTS

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-15 

Page 8 of 20



9

How Much Manganese is Too Much?
In order to enhance consumer acceptance of water resources throughout the 
country, EPA recommends reducing manganese concentration to or below 0.05 
milligrams per liter (parts per million), which is the EPA’S Secondary Maximum 
Contaminant Level for manganese.  This level is established based on staining 
and taste considerations – not health risks.

The EPA issued a Lifetime Health Advisory (HA) for manganese.  This type of 
advisory is developed by EPA only for chemicals such as manganese, that are 
not likely to cause cancer to humans.  The Lifetime HA established by the EPA 
represents only that portion of an individual’s total exposure to manganese 
that is attributed to drinking water and is considered protective of non-cancer-
causing adverse health effects over a lifetime of exposure. 

The EPA estimated that, assuming a body weight of approximately 154 pounds, 
an intake of 10 milligrams of manganese per day is safe for a lifetime of 
exposure.

How Much Charlestown Water Would I have to Drink 
to Ingest 10 Mg of Manganese?
If we assume that Charlestown water 
always contains manganese at 
a level of 0.11 milligrams per liter 
based on a monthly average, you 
would have to consume about 24 
gallons of water every day to ingest 
10 milligrams of manganese. Even 
if you could drink that much water, 
the EPA would consider the amount 
of manganese you consumed as 
being SAFE!

You cannot drink enough 
Charlestown water to ingest 
manganese to a level that is 
harmful to your health.
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Where Are We Today?
Since 2000, there have been major improvements to and millions of dollars 
invested in the Charlestown water system.

In 2000, more than 50% of the fire hydrants did not work, and had not worked 
for many years.  This prevented any effective flushing of the system.  These were 
replaced or repaired.  Others have been added through the years, and more 
are still needed in order to have the necessary capabilities to effectively flush 
the lines.  

In 2000, nearly 60% of the water meters were inoperable.  They were replaced 
with electronic meters.

In 2001, a polyphosphate was added to the water system to reduce further 
manganese build-up in the lines. This did not remove existing build-up, but did  
help stop the issue from further progressing. 

In 2002, water mains in Pleasant Ridge were replaced.  Prior to this time, it was 
common to have two to three water line breaks daily, with more than 80% 
occurring in Pleasant Ridge.  Today, we average about ten per month instead 
of the 70 – 80 once experienced. 

There have been miles of mains replaced in the last ten years and many more to go. 

In 2002, it was common to receive 10-15 calls per day about discolored water.  
Today, in normal operations, we receive less than that in three months, unless 
there is a large water main break, flushing, or significant loss of pressure in 
the mains that affects the whole system.  In these cases, more customers are 
affected. 

In 2006, a new elevated storage tank was built. This tank helps maintain 
consistent pressure and reduces the drastic fluctuations that cause discolored 
water.  

In 2008, the city applied for and received a grant to have a company 
investigate our raw water supply in terms of the water quality and quantity; 
develop alternative solutions to the city’s long-term water needs; and 
recommend actions that might be taken to further improve the quality and 
quantity of water to our current and future customers. The study and testing, 
which took place in 2009, has been valuable in formulating a strategy of well 
use and distribution needs.

10

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-15 

Page 10 of 20



11

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-15 

Page 11 of 20



What’s Next?
We have been working with the Indiana Department 
of Environmental Management (IDEM) to access 
the same $500,000 grant obtained from Congress 
in 2007, in order to improve the Charlestown water 
system.  The funds are now in place, and we are 
awaiting IDEM approval of the engineering report. 
We expect to obtain this funding.

Improvements will be made to our well field along 
the river and at the high service booster station. 
Improvements include replacing old pumps, 
installing state-of-the-art control systems and 
emergency generators, and well rehabilitation. The 
ground storage tank at the high service booster 
station will be rehabilitated, eliminating another 
source of manganese build-up within the system. 

A new feed system will be installed at the booster 
station and well field that will  begin introducing a 
product called Clearitas (formerly RE-Ox), which 
will allow us to efficiently remove the build-up of 
manganese and iron that has accumulated in our 
water mains. 
 
Clearitas is a non-hazardous solution that removes 
corrosive deposits such as iron, manganese, and 
calcium scale. It will be used to penetrate and remove 
the build- up in the water mains and storage tanks to 
improve the overall quality of the water.   This is a tasteless, 
odorless, colorless, and non-hazardous product that has 
been used successfully in a number of communities.  

12
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A community that has seen great success in resolving 
the same discolored water issue associated with 
manganese is Patriot, Indiana. 

Patriot’s manganese levels were greater than six 
times that of Charlestown.  The introduction of 
Clearitas to the Patriot system three years ago, has 
allowed the city to effectively manage manganese 
build up and improve overall water service to water 
customers.  After approximately three years of use 
and an effective flushing program, Patriot’s water 
department has virtually eliminated discolored 
water complaints and has helped to pioneer the use 
of this product for high level manganese treatment in 
water systems.  

It is expected that Charlestown can also experience 
this same success as the systems are virtually identical. 

Another component of this work with be the 
installation a backup generator for the electrical 
system at the well field. The 1.5 million gallon storage 
tank will also be rehabilitated. Finally, we will install 
a state-of-the-art computerized model of the entire 
system, as well as a computerized system to monitor and 
operate the well field, storage tanks, and distribution 
system. When completed, these upgrades will result 
in creating greater efficiency, and will assist in the 
development of an optimum flushing’ method and 
schedule. 

This will be another major step in making improvements to 
reduce and eliminated our discolored water. 
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Treatment versus Filtration
The water from our wells is clear as it comes 
from the wells.  It becomes discolored as mains 
are disrupted and water flows through them 
into your home.  This is the situation that must 
be addressed.

Charlestown previously considered 
constructing a green sand filtration plant at a 
total project cost well in excess of 1.7 million 
dollars. In addition to the initial costs, on-going 
operation, maintenance and replacement 
costs would have necessitated considerable 
rate increases.  Costs associated with the plant 
operation (manpower, electricity, chemicals, replacing filter media, etc.) would 
constantly increase from year to year necessitating additional rate increases.  

Rather than constructing an expensive filtration plant, which would not have 
alleviated the discolored water issue, we looked at alternatives that would be 

more cost-effective to solve the discolored 
water problems in the lines.  

Currently, Charlestown does not find it 
advantageous to build a multi-million dollar 
water filtration plant and raise water rates 
accordingly to pay for the construction of 
the plant and the ever-increasing costs of 
operation, maintenance and replacement 
expenses associated with a water filtration 
plant.

As stated earlier, the issue is the build-up in 
the water mains and a filtration plant will not 
resolve that. 

14

Why not just build a 

water filtration plant?  

Simply stated, 

because building 

a plant will require 

raising water rates 

and won’t solve  

the discolored  

water problem.   
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Frequently Asked Questions
What do I do if I get discolored water?

As explained in early chapters, the manganese concentration is temporary. 
To clear your lines, turn on only the COLD water faucets in your house until 
your water clears. Be sure NOT to use the hot water faucet, as it will draw the 
discolored water into your water heater.

What if my laundry is stained by discolored water?

When your water clears, rewash your clothes using one of two products - Super 
Iron Out or OxiClean. Many people use these products with every wash to keep 
their whites white. Both are available at most retail outlets.

What if my water has a sulphur smell?

Strong smells like this are associated with your water heater. You may want to 
flush your water heater.
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A Word from the Water Billing Company
Charlestown Clerk Treasurer Donna Coomer has recently announced the 
addition of online payments for your water, sewer and sanitation bills. One of 
the main goals of this project is to introduce a way to allow payments by credit 
card. This service is offered in addition to the automatic debit service currently 
being offered.  Auto-debit allows the billing office to deduct your monthly bill 
from your checking account automatically each month.  

Also new in the last year, is the introduction of a new billing system. By allowing 
Boyce Systems to process the utility bills, we have streamlined the process, 
resulting in cost savings. Now customers receive an easy to read, full-page bill, 
complete with a return envelope.

We would like to offer some water conservation tips:

Adjust sprinklers so only your lawn is watered and not the house, sidewalk or •	
street.
Run your clothes washer and dishwasher only when they are full.  You can •	
save up to 1,000 gallons per month.
Monitor your water bill for unusually high use.  Your bill and water meter are •	
tools that can help you discover leaks. *
We’re more likely to notice leaks indoors, but don’t forget to check outdoor •	
faucets, sprinklers and hoses for leaks. 
Fix that leaky faucet.  It’s simple and inexpensive, and you can save 140 •	
gallons per week.

 FIX ADJUST CONSERVE 
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*Due to the variance of the number of days in a billing cycle, it is possible that 
your utility could vary by $10 - $15 each month.  This can occur for a number of 
reasons.  

First, some months are longer than others.  When you have two long months 
together, such as December and January, your bill will be higher in comparison 
to a month such as February, in which there are fewer days in the billing cycle. 

Secondly, despite all efforts to read the meters at the same time each month, 
there are occasions when weather or other unforeseen circumstances prevent 
this.  For these reasons, the number of days in a billing cycle can vary from 26 or 
27 to as many as 31 or 32.  Just a few days can make a significant difference in 
your bill.  For instance, your average  bill may be $100 for a typical 30 day read.  
If the billing cycle was only 27 days, your bill would be approximately $90.18, 
and for a billing cycle that is 32 days, your bill could be as much as $106.88.  
These variances are common and to be expected. 

If you have questions about this information or need further information on 
billing, please contact the water department at 812-256-2427. 

For more tips, please visit www.wateruseitwisely.com.

Due to the 

variance of the 

number of days 

in a billing cycle, 

it is possible that 

your bill could 

vary by $10 - $15 

each month.
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Ten Fun Facts 
About Water

Approximately 400 1. 
billion gallons of 
water are used in the 
United States each 
day.

More than 25% of 2. 
bottled water comes 
from a municipal 
water supply, the 
same place that tap 
water comes from. 

In one year, the 3. 
average American 
residence uses more 
than 100,000 gallons 
of water (indoors and 
outside).

It takes seven and a half years for the average American residence to use 4. 
the same amount of water that flows over the Niagara Falls in one second 
(750,000 gallons).

American residents use about 100 gallons of water per day.5. 

Americans use more water each day by flushing the toilet than they do by 6. 
showering or any other activity. 

The average faucet flows at a rate of two gallons per minute.  You can save 7. 
up to four gallons of water every morning by turning off the faucet while you 
brush your teeth. 

Taking a bath requires up to 70 gallons of water.  A five-minute shower uses 8. 
only 10 to 25 gallons.

A running toilet can waste up to 200 gallons of water per day.9. 

It takes more than ten gallons of water to produce one slice of bread. 10. 

18
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Hydrant Service Life 50 Years
Unit Price to Replace 4,000$                Per OUCC DR 5.10

Year Hydrant 
Age

Reported No. of 
Hydrants by 

Year (Banning 
map)

OUCC 
Calculated 

Percent 
Depreciated

OUCC 
Calculated 

Present 
Value

OUCC 
Hydrant 

Sample By 
Year 

1945 71 0 95%  $               - 2
1956 60 0 95%  $               - 1
1964 52 0 95%  $               - 2
1967 49 16 95%  $        3,200 0
1969 47 38 94%  $        9,120 0
1970 46 0 92%  $               - 1
1978 38 45 76%  $      43,200 1
1980 36 0 72%  $               - 1
1981 35 0 70%  $               - 2
1982 34 0 68%  $               - 2
1985 31 2 62%  $        3,040 2
1986 30 0 60%  $               - 2
1987 29 0 58%  $               - 0
1988 28 15 56%  $      26,400 0
1990 26 0 52%  $               - 1
1991 25 1 50%  $        2,000 1
1992 24 0 48%  $               - 1
1995 21 0 42%  $               - 1
1997 19 14 38%  $      34,720 1
1999 17 41 34%  $    108,240 0
2000 16 45 32%  $    122,400 3
2001 15 0 30%  $               - 1
2002 14 0 28%  $               - 1
2003 13 41 26%  $    121,360 1
2004 12 0 24%  $               - 2
2005 11 3 22%  $        9,360 5
2006 10 0 20%  $               - 1
2007 9 8 18%  $      26,240 2
2009 7 0 14%  $               - 1
2010 6 0 12%  $               - 1
2013 3 0 6%  $               - 1

Unknown 0 0%  $               - 10
Total 269  $    509,280 50

Avg. Hydrant Age 26.4 25.4

Charlestown Hydrant Age and OUCC Present Value Calculations
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Charlestown Water System – newspaper articles 

 

Figure 1 – The Charlestown Courier, April 3, 1941
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Figure 2 – The Charlestown Courier, June 
19, 1941. 

 

Figure 3 – The Charlestown Courier, 
October 9, 1941. 
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Figure 4 – The Charlestown Courier, May 
14, 1942 

 

Figure 5 – The Charlestown Courier, June 
24, 1954. 

 

 

Figure 6 – The Charlestown Courier, Jan. 
30, 1947 – article references the start of the 
water system ten years ago (1937). 
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Figure 7 – The Charlestown Courier, December 19, 1957.  Article references the dedication of the Charlestown water system on 
December 15, 1937 following the two year construction of the system for $60,000. 
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1953 Charlestown to Speed, IN 8-inch asbestos cement water main 
(4 miles long) and Lake View and High View subdivisions water mains 

 

Figure 1 – Banning map showing Lake View and High View subdivisions.  The aqua colored 
line along Highway 403 is the 1953 8-inch asbestos cement water main (Banning assumed 1967 
construction).  Banning incorrectly assumes all other water mains are from 2003. 

 

Figure 2 – 1963 Topographic map showing the 1956 High View and Lake View subdivisions. 
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Figure 3 –Louisville Cement Co– Speed, IN 8-inch water main article, The Charlestown 

Courier, Apr. 16, 1953.

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-19 

Page 2 of 5



 

Figure 4 –Louisville Cement Co.– Speed, IN 8-inch water 
main article, The Charlestown Courier, October 29, 1953. 

 

Figure 5 –Lake View subdivision article, The Charlestown 

Courier, October 4, 1962
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Figure 6 –Lake View subdivision article referencing the 1956 start of the subdivision (58 lots) followed by the start several years later 
(unspecified) of the High View Subdivision, The Charlestown Courier, October 3, 1963.
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Figure 7 – 1981 Topographic map showing the build-out of the High View and Lake View 
subdivisions.  New homes and streets shown in purple was constructed between 1963 and 1981. 

 

Cause No. 44976 
Attachment JTP-19 

Page 5 of 5



 

Figure 1 N. Charlestown – 1950 Topographic Map 
 

Figure 2 N. Charlestown – 1963 Topographic Map 
showing additional home additions
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Figure 3 – North Charlestown water main extension article, The Charlestown Courier, September 29, 
1955. 
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Figure 4 N. Charlestown – 1963 Topographic Map 
– 1981 Photo-revised.  Glendale subdivision at 
right and Hospital at top shown in purple.  Purple 
shows homes and buildings added between 1963 
and 1981. 

 

Figure 4 2016 Water System Map.  All lines east 
of SR 3 are incorrectly listed as 2003 vintage.  All 
lines west of SR 3 are incorrectly listed as 1978 
vintage.  The aqua colored line along SR 3 is 
correctly shown as 1967. 
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AC CI CI CI DI GI GI

1967 1940 1967 1969 1985 1967 1978

0.75 783

1 178 1,363

1.25 879 647

1.5

2 6,923 7,078

3 717 825

4 4,537 20,239

6 19,391 8,234 106 656 4,931

8 21,473 1,343 3,753 5,108

10

12 6,627

16 14,546

Total 21,473 41,378 8,234 106 14,546 4,409 40,191

By Pipe 21,473 14,546

Percent 7% 5%

PVC PVC PVC PVC PVC PVC PVC PVC

1967 1969 1978 1985 1988 1997 1999 2003

0.75 783

1 351 388 2,280

1.25 1,525

1.5 387 387

2 3,061 4,410 862 1,604 3,145 27,083

3 6,987 8,529

4 489 1,355 38,864 65,484

6 2,321 21,273 6,036 3,884 7,801 8,916 5,989 89,537

8 4,085 451 18,737 6,014 60,964

10 0

12 209 462 6,697 13,996

16 184 5,669 20,399

Total 2,321 29,302 11,706 913 16,733 15,650 29,607 54,399 290,967

By Pipe 290,967

Percent 100%

160,631

55%

49,718

17%

44,599

15%

Water Main Length (feet) by Pipe Diameter, Material, and Reported Year Installed

Total 

Feet

Based on Banning ArcGIS Map (2016)

Main 

Dia.

Main 

Dia.
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Jul 2~ 07 09:19a Clerk Treasurer's Office C812l 256-7144 

;, 

CITY OF CHARLESTOWN 
CLERK TREASURERS OFFICE 
304 MAIN CROSS STREET 

CHARLESTOWN, IN 47111 

Fax 
Subject: 

Date: .. ., . 

To: 

Fax Number:_J_.~/_J 7'_1 _-_:_~?_o _2
7

_., .... _""""_ .. ;;_,;?_.~ ~_>;·-~_) ------

From: 
/ 

Phone Number: (812) 256-7126 

Fax Number: (812) 256-7144 

p. 1 
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.Jul 2.[i 07 09: lSa Clerk Treasurer's Office C812l 256-7144 

I 40/30 Certification Letter (Schedules 3 and 4) 

System Information 

PWS Name: (;~ ;j.._t of C~11,c/es"fvw ,J 
I 

Street Address:30 t./ Jvl11, IJ CteoS.S 
City, State, Zip: CA 19 l'C/es fv Lu ,.J ::z::;:; 

Source Water Type: ~round D Surface/GWUDI 

System Type: [0'cws D NTNCWS 

PWS ID:._<;>.../ 0 () 0 ..3 

Population Served: d ?O () 

Y7rl' t • 

Combined Distribution System: ~holesale (sells water to another public water system) 

Contact Person 

D Consecutive (buys water from another public water system) 
D Neither 

Name: f/l l1tJ }e_sµ?--f- Title: ()'tee c..--:4/L uJ A-f-e/(_ 

p.2 

Phone Number: fl J. - d ~ - f I cl. G Fax Number (if available ):R/ol.~ ;J.56- ? I Y <f 

Address: 3 0 Y .1-f11r·JJ ~f.5 .flf-

City: C,!J tlf?._. /e .Yl-u l.U ~ State: :;;z:"~ Zip: ¥71 I I 

Email Address (if available): C-t-ow Ill tVlfµr- @ 11-o I Ca M 

Certification c/ 
I hereby cyrtify that each individual Stage 1 DBPR compliance sample collected from ~ tJ 6 to 

d. 00 (£::1 was less than or equal to 0.040 mg!L for TTHM and 0.030 mg/L for HAA5. I understand 

that to be eligible, each individual sample must be equal to or below these values. I also certify that this 

PWS collected all required Stage 1 DBPR samples and did not have any Stage 1 DBPR monitoring 

violations during this time period. 

oate.-__ z_-1'---~-~ _6_7 __ 
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Jul 25 07 09:20a Clerk Treasurer's Office C812J 256-7144 p.3 

M.O.N. 

· ......... .:- ......... • 

\ 
·',! 

WATSON WAT[R ·~ . 

- --- -
/~---
.'// 
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Jul 25 07 09:21a Clerk Treasurer's Office p.5 
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10-03-09-600-004.000-003 CHARLESTOWN WATER COMP LANDING ROAD 620, Exempt, County chas comm twp base dist 0 1/2

Transfer of Ownership

Sale PriceBook/PageCodeDoc IDOwnerDate

$0/WDCHARLESTOWN WATER 01/01/1900

Notes
7/29/2013 :  **REASSESSMENT** NO CHANGE 
MADE TO  PROPERTY. (BL - HD)

10/2/2012 GENERAL :  
REASSESSMENT-SF/BL-ADDED UTL STOR BLDG, 
UTL SHED AND FENCING

General Information

Parcel Number
10-03-09-600-004.000-003

Local Parcel Number
03-00020-006-0

Tax ID:

Property Class 620
Exempt, County

Location Information

County
Clark

Township
CHARLESTOWN TOWNSHIP

Neighborhood 10034001

School Corp 1010
GREATER CLARK COUNTY

District 003  (Local 003)
CHARLESTOWN TWP

chas comm twp base dist 03

Section/Plat

Routing Number
013.000

Location Address (1)
LANDING ROAD
CHARLESTOWN, IN 47111

Zoning

Characteristics

Topography

Public Utilities

Streets or Roads

Neighborhood Life Cycle Stage

Level

All

Paved

Static
Thursday, May 26, 2016Printed

Year: 2016

Subdivision

Lot

Market Model
N/A

Flood Hazard

ERA

TIF

Ownership

CHARLESTOWN WATER COMPANY
CHARLESTOWN, IN 47111

Legal
GT 96 3.9A

Valuation Records (Work In Progress values are not certified values and are subject to change)

Exempt

Assessment Year

Reason For Change

As Of Date

Valuation Method

Equalization Factor

Notice Required

  Land Res (1)
  Land Non Res (2)

  Imp Res (1)
  Imp Non Res (2)

  Total Res (1)
  Total Non Res (2)

Land

Improvement

Total

  Land Non Res (3)

  Imp Non Res (3)

  Total Non Res (3)

2016

Annual-Adj

05/12/2016

Indiana Cost Mod

1.0000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$136,500

$13,200

$149,700

$136,500

$13,200

$149,700

2015

GenReval

05/26/2015

Indiana Cost Mod

1.0000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$136,500

$13,200

$149,700

$136,500

$13,200

$149,700

2014

Annual-Adj

06/03/2014

Indiana Cost Mod

1.0000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$136,500

$13,400

$149,900

$136,500

$13,400

$149,900

2013

Annual-Adj

07/13/2013

Indiana Cost Mod

1.0000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$136,500

$12,900

$149,400

$136,500

$12,900

$149,400

2012

GenReval

09/06/2012

Indiana Cost Mod

1.0000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$136,500

$0

$136,500

$136,500

$0

$136,500

2016

WIP

03/10/2016

Indiana Cost Mod

1.0000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$136,500

$13,200

$149,700

$136,500

$13,200

$149,700 3.90Calculated Acreage

Actual Frontage 0

Developer Discount

Parcel Acreage 0.00

81 Legal Drain NV

82 Public Roads NV

83 UT Towers NV

9 Homesite

91/92 Acres

Total Acres Farmland

Farmland Value

Measured Acreage

Avg Farmland Value/Acre

Value of Farmland

Classified Total

Farm / Classifed Value

Homesite(s) Value

91/92 Value

Supp. Page Land Value

CAP 1 Value

CAP 2 Value

Total Value

$0

0.00

$136,500

$0

$0

Land Computations

$0

$0

$0

$0

0.0

$0

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

$136,500CAP 3 Value

0.00

Value
Market
Factor

Res
Elig %

Infl. %
Ext.

Value
Adj.

Rate
RateFactorSize

Act
Front.

Soil
ID

Pricing
Method

Land
Type

Land Data (Standard Depth: Res 100', CI 100')

$136,5001.00000%0%$136,500$35,000$35,0001.003.90000A11

Data Source N/A Collector Appraiser
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10-03-09-600-004.000-003 CHARLESTOWN WATER COMP LANDING ROAD 620, Exempt, County chas comm twp base dist 0 2/2

Floor/Use Computations

GCM

UTLSTOR

720 sqft

0 sqft

100.0%

108'

15

0

0

1

13'

$97.71

$0.00

($1.90)

$0.00

$0.00

$95.81

1.00

$95.81

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$95.81

$0.00

$0.00

$68,983

Pricing Key

Use

Use Area

Area Not in Use

Use %

Eff Perimeter

PAR

# of Units / AC

Avg Unit sz|dpth

Floor

Interior Finish

Sub Total (rate)

BPA Factor

Adj Base Rate

Roof Deck

Dock Floor

Wall Height Adj

Frame Adj

Base Rate

Wall Height

Unit Cost

Sub-Total

S.F. Price

GCK Adj.

Unit Finish/SR

Lighting

Sprinkler

A/C

Heating

Partitions

Elevated Floor

Total (Use)

Other

Wood

Tile

SlateAsphalt

MetalBuilt Up

Roofing

Sprinkler

A/C

720 sqftHeating

1(108')Wall Type

U1BSB

Plumbing RES/CI

0000Total

00Add Fixtures

00Water Heaters

00Kitchen Sinks

00Half Bath

00Full Bath

TF#TF#

Unfinished

Pre. Framing Fire Resistant

Pre. Finish

Utility / StoragePre. Use

1Story Height

C/I BuildingDescription

C/I BuildingOccupancy

General Information

GCK Adjustments

Low Prof Ext Sheat Insulatio

SteelGP AluSR Int Liner

HGSR PPS Sand Pnl

Exterior Features

Description Area Value

Building Computations

Racquetball/Squash

Theater Balcony

Plumbing

Other Plumbing

Special Features

Exterior Features

Garages

Fireplaces

Sub-Total (building)

Quality (Grade)

Location Multiplier

Repl. Cost New

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$68,983

$62,086

0.90

$55,876

Sub-Total (all floors) $68,983

Other Plumbing

ValueDescription

Special Features

ValueDescription

Summary of Improvements

Description
Res

Eligibl
Story

Height
Construction Grade

Year
Built

Eff
Year

Eff
Age

Co
nd

Base
Rate

Improv
Value

LCM
Adj

Rate
Size RCN

Norm
Dep

Remain.
Value

Abn
Obs

Nbhd MrktPC

100% 1.00001.000%$11,18080%$55,8760.90 $11,200A5319631963D+2Concrete Block10%1: C/I Building

100% 1.00001.000%35%10'x16'0.90 $1,000A1120052005CSV10%2: Utility Shed

100% 1.00001.000%$95080%$4,772384' x 7'$17.260.90 $1,000$12.80A3119851985D10%3: Fencing

$13,200 $13,200Total all pages Total this page
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AFFIRMATION 

I affirm, under the penalties for perjury, that the foregoing representations are true. 

Cause No. 44976 
Indiana-American Water Co., Inc. 
Charlestown Municipal Water 

November 2, 2017 
Date 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing OUCC's Testimony of James T. Parks: 

Public's Exhibit No. 4 has been served upon the following counsel of record in the captioned 

proceeding by electronic service on November 2, 2017. 

Indiana-American Water Company, Inc. 
Nicholas K. Kile 
Hillary J. Close 
Lauren Box 
BARNES & THORNBURG LLP 
11 South Meridian Street 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204 
nicholas.kile@btlaw.com 
hillary.close@btlaw.com 
lauren.box@btlaw.com 

NOW!, Inc. 
J. David Agnew 
Christopher L. King 
LORCH NA VILLE WARD LLC 
506 State Street, P.O. Box 1343 
New Albany, Indiana 47151-1343 
dagnew@LNWLegal.com 
cking@lnwlegal.com 

City of Charlestown, Indiana 
David McGimpsey 
Bingham Greenebaum Doll LLP 
212 West Sixth Street 
Jasper, IN 47546 
DMcGimpsey@bgdlegal.com 

Alex Gude 
Bingham Greenebaum Doll LLP 
10 West Market Street, Suite 2700 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
agude@bgdlegal.com 

iel M. Le Vay, Atty. 
Deputy Consumer Counselor 

INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR 
115 West Washington Street 
Suite 1500 South 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
infomgt@oucc.in.gov 
317/232-2494 - Phone 
3171232-5923 - Facsimile 
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