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TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS OF CARL N. SEALS 
CAUSE NO. 46171 

CITY OF ANDERSON 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Q: Please state your name and business address. 1 
A: My name is Carl Seals, and my business address is 115 West Washington Street, 2 

Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, Indiana 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 

Assistant Director of the Water/Wastewater Division. My qualifications and 6 

experience appear in Appendix A. 7 

Q: Please describe the authority sought by the City of Anderson. 8 
A: The City of Anderson (“Anderson” or “Petitioner”) is seeking authority to increase 9 

its rates and charges over five phases and for authority to issue up to $130 million 10 

of long-term debt to fund several capital improvement projects, including the 11 

construction of the South Side Water Treatment Plant (“South Side Plant”).   12 

Q: What is the purpose of your testimony? 13 
A: My testimony discusses Anderson’s changing percentages of water loss over the 14 

past decade, Anderson’s current and prospective customer demand, and Anderson’s 15 

water production capacity.  I discuss Anderson’s request for roughly $28,161,000 16 

of financing authority to construct a new water treatment plant it refers to as the 17 

South Side Plant. I explain why Anderson’s existing and prospective customer 18 

demands do not support the need for that project and recommend the financing 19 

authority for the project be denied.  20 
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Q: What have you done to prepare your testimony? 1 
A: I reviewed Anderson’s petition and the testimonies and attachments of witnesses 2 

Neal McKee, Lori Young, Jennifer Wilson and Mark Beauchamp. I reviewed the 3 

final order in Cause No. 44510, which set Anderson’s current rates. I reviewed 4 

Anderson’s Annual Reports to the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 5 

(“IURC” or “Commission”) for years 2014 through 2023. I wrote data requests and 6 

reviewed Anderson’s responses. Finally, I reviewed reports Anderson provided to 7 

the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (“IDEM”). 8 

Q: If your testimony does not address a specific topic, issue, or item, should it be 9 
construed to mean you agree with Petitioner’s proposal? 10 

A: No. My silence on any issue should not be construed as an endorsement. Excluding 11 

any specific issues regarding Petitioner’s proposal from my testimony is not an 12 

indication of approval. Rather, the scope of my testimony is limited to the specific 13 

items addressed. 14 

Q: Does your testimony include attachments? 15 
A: Yes. My testimony includes the following attachments: 16 

o OUCC Attachment CNS-1, Utility Dashboard. 17 
o OUCC Attachment CNS-2, Summary of water main and service line 18 

replacement projects. 19 
o OUCC Attachment CNS-3, Responses to OUCC Data Request 6. 20 
o OUCC Attachment CNS-4, Mueller Echologics Case Studies. 21 
o OUCC Attachment CNS-5, Oneida, TN Case Study. 22 

II. WATER LOSS 

Q: What is “water loss” as it pertains to a utility’s operations? 23 
A: As used in annual reports to the IURC, “water loss” means the difference between 24 

the total volume of water pumped and purchased by the water utility and the total 25 
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volume of water sold to customers or used for backwash, flushing mains, street 1 

cleaning/sewer flushing, or other authorized consumption. Water loss may 2 

generally be attributed to leaks or inaccurate measurement of consumption. 3 

Q: How does water loss affect a utility’s costs and operations? 4 
A: Whether finished water is metered, used for operations or lost through leaks, the 5 

cost to produce the water is included in the utility’s test year. The cost to produce 6 

water that is lost through leaks is a cost paid by all customers through higher rates. 7 

Water loss caused by inaccurate or slow meters presents a different dynamic. Water 8 

“lost” through under recording is nonetheless consumed, and therefore, the actual 9 

cost to produce that unrecorded water is not avoided by more accurate meters. 10 

However, removing inaccurate meters avoids subsidization among customers and 11 

allows the utility to both recognize that water is being lost through leaks and 12 

measure its success in mitigating that problem.  13 

Q: What is Anderson’s current water loss? 14 
A: According to its last ten IURC annual reports (2014 through 2023), Anderson's 15 

water loss has ranged from a low of 22.9% in 2017 to a high of 39.4% in 2022, with 16 

a generally increasing trend as shown in the table below.1  Anderson’s last reported 17 

water loss (2023) was 36.9%. 18 

 
1 See also OUCC Attachment CNS-1. 
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Q: What has Anderson done to reduce its water loss?1 
A: Mr. McKee noted that Anderson has begun a leak detection program using software2 

in conjunction with its Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”),2 and Ms. 3 

Young stated that Anderson performed Water Loss Audits and Validations in 2020, 4 

2022, and 2024.3 Nevertheless, Petitioner’s lost water has continued its generally 5 

increasing trend, as shown above. 6 

Q: Is Anderson proposing to debt fund several water main and service line 7 
replacements projects to reduce water loss? 8 

A: Yes.  Section 3.1 Water System Improvements Alternatives in the Professional 9 

Engineering Report (“PER”) (Attachment LAY-1) describes Anderson’s proposal 10 

to complete ten water main and service line replacement projects.  In Section 2.2.1 11 

(Distribution System) of the PER, Anderson explained that its projects are focused 12 

on reducing water loss.  13 

The City’s first priority is to replace sections of water mains and 14 
service lines associated with a high geographic density of leaks and 15 

2 Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, page 7, lines 17-19.
3 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, page 15, lines 14-17.
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areas with lead service lines and/or galvanized service lines with 1 
lead connectors. The City recorded 1,207 service line leaks and 505 2 
main leaks between 2017 and 2022. Replacing service lines and 3 
water mains, particularly 2” galvanized steel water mains with 4 
history of leakage, is a high priority for public health protection and 5 
to reduce water loss. These high priority projects are needed to 6 
protect public health, improve pressure, flow, fire protection, and 7 
reliability throughout the service area.4 8 

 
According to the PER, in those ten projects, Anderson proposes replacing 9 

approximately 115,485 L.F. or 21.9 miles of water mains and replacing 3,385 10 

service lines from the main to the meter (approximately 15.1% of all its service 11 

lines), which were the source of 267 service line leaks and 81 water main leaks 12 

from 2017 to 2022. 5 The estimated construction cost of those ten projects is $70.8 13 

million.  OUCC Attachment CNS-2 includes summaries of those ten projects.  14 

Q: Do you agree that those ten water main and service line replacement projects 15 
will reduce water loss and thus reduce the need for additional pumping 16 
capacity?  17 

A: Yes. I agree with Petitioner that those ten projects will reduce water loss.  18 

Petitioner’s proposal to invest $70.8 million in replacing sections of its water mains 19 

and service lines associated with a high geographic density of leaks, will result in 20 

reduction in the amount of water loss.  A reduction in water loss will reduce the 21 

need for additional treatment and pumping capacity.  22 

III. ANDERSON TREATMENT CAPACITY AND DEMANDS (SALES) 

Q: What is Anderson’s current total system treatment capacity? 23 
A: Table 1.1.1.4 from the Preliminary Engineering Report attached to the Testimony 24 

 
4 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, Attachment LAY-1, 2024 Preliminary Engineering Report, page 2-5. 
5 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, Attachment LAY-1, 2024 Preliminary Engineering Report, Chapter 3.1 Water 
System Improvement Alternatives.  
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of Lori Young and set forth below shows the following, 2023 capacities.6  1 

Q: What is the Lafayette Treatment Plant’s current capacity?2 
A: According to Petitioner’s PER Table 1.1.1.4 provided above, the Lafayette 3 

Treatment Plant currently has an “Operational Safe Capacity” of 8 MGD and an 4 

“Operational Peak Capacity” of 10 MGD. The PER describes the Lafayette 5 

Treatment Plant filters as follows:6 

Five (5) horizonal pressure filters, each rated at 1,400 gpm, are 7 
currently installed. All five (5) filters operate during peak design 8 
conditions.  The plant was constructed with expandability to add 9 
three (3) more filters. All pipe sizing is based on the future peak 10 
design flow.711 

 12 
Q: Does Anderson plan any increases to its treatment capacity in addition to its 13 

construction of the South Side Plant?14 
A: Yes.  In Section 2.2.3 of the PER (Chapter 2–7), it states that “the Lafayette WTP 15 

is recommended to be expanded from 8 MGD to 14 MGD,” a 6 MGD increase in 16 

6 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, Attachment LAY-1, page 1-10.
7 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, Attachment LAY-1, page 1-17.
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capacity. However, on pages 9 and 10 of her testimony, Ms. Young identified 1 

“significant waterworks improvements projects currently underway” that “will 2 

increase the Lafayette WTP water production and distribution by 4 MGD.”8 With 3 

the addition of 4 MGD treatment capacity at the Lafayette Treatment Plant,94 

Operational Safe Capacity will increase to 15,542,000 GPD10 (15.5 MGD) and 5 

Operational Peak Capacity will increase to 18,838,000 GPD11 (18.8 MGD). 6 

Q: How does Anderson’s treatment capacity compare to its maximum day 7 
pumpage over the past five years? 8 

A: Maximum day pumpage of 13.1 MGD for the most recent, five-year period (2020-9 

2024) period was established using Monthly Reports of Operations (“MROs”) filed 10 

with the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (“IDEM”). These five 11 

years of MRO data were transferred to a spreadsheet to identify and highlight the 12 

top five days’ pumpage or delivery from both plants during the period. This enabled 13 

comparison to Anderson’s capacities. Notably, these five maximum days all 14 

occurred over an eight-day period in August 2022. 15 

8 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, pages 9-10.
9 Petitioner’s Exhibit 2, page 10, line 3.
10 11,542,000 + 4,000,000 = 15,542,000. 
11 14,838,000 + 4,000,000 = 18,838,000. 
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Although the utility was unable to verify this five-year maximum day in 1 

response to OUCC Data Request 6-10, it nevertheless agreed that 13.1 MGD was 2 

the maximum day over the past two and a half years.12 3 

Q: What is Anderson’s current average daily sales for the last ten years? 4 
A: As calculated and shown in OUCC Attachment CNS-1, the average daily sales over 5 

the last ten years is 6.352 MGD, or a little less than half the maximum day over the 6 

past five years. At 6.352 MGD, the ten-year average daily sales is approximately 7 

41%13 of Anderson’s new Operational Safe Capacity of 15.5 MGD. Put another 8 

way, the new Operational Safe Capacity of 15.5 MGD is approximately 2.4 times 9 

the average daily sales.14 10 

Q: Are Anderson’s water sales to customers increasing or decreasing? 11 
A: As shown below and in the Utility Dashboard appearing as OUCC Attachment 12 

CNS-1, average daily sales (“Average MGD Sales”) are trending downward. The 13 

solid line shown connects actual sales points, while the dotted line is a linear 14 

regression showing the downward trend. 15 

 
12 OUCC Attachment CNS-2. 
13 6.352 / 15.5 = .410 = 41%. 
14 15.5 / 6.352 = 2.440. 
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Q: If Anderson is pumping more water while its average customer sales per day 1 
are declining, where is the water going?2 

A: An increase in total system pumpage combined with a decline in sales to customers 3 

indicates increasing water loss. The following chart depicting total system volumes 4 

pumped versus volumes sold shows this quite clearly. Essentially, the difference 5 

between the lines showing growing pumpage and declining sales volumes is the 6 

lost water.  The equations shown adjacent to the dotted linear trend lines is telling: 7 

the X coefficient, or slope of the trend line for million gallons pumped is positive, 8 

indicating growth, while the negative X coefficient or slope of the sales trend line 9 

is negative and therefore declining. 10 
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Q: Are there any other indications of a declining trend in water usage?1 
A: Yes. There are two trends that also suggest that Anderson may continue to 2 

experience declining customer water usage. One is the trend for gallons per 3 

customer per day shown on the Utility Dashboard in OUCC Attachment CNS-1. 4 

As can be seen in Chart A on that sheet, usage per customer per day appears to be 5 

trending downward based upon the last ten years’ data. 6 

Another possible indicator for decreasing customer usage is the historical 7 

decline in Anderson’s population. 1900-2020 data from StatsIndiana15 shows that 8 

Anderson’s population peaked in 1970 at 70,787 people and by 2020 the population 9 

had declined by approximately 16,000 people to 54,788. Also, according to Table 10 

2.1.1 Historical Projected Population Data in the PER16, the population in Anderson 11 

15 http://www.stats.indiana.edu/population/PopTotals/historic_counts_cities.asp. 
16 Attachment LAY-1, City of Anderson, Drinking Water – 2024 Preliminary Engineering Report, Chapter 2 
– 1. 
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will continue to decline to 49,272 by 2050, a decrease of another 5,516 people. This 1 

is shown in the following chart. It is logical, therefore, to assume that the combined 2 

pressures of 1) a declining population, 2) decreasing use per customer and 3) actual, 3 

experienced declines in sales volumes (as shown above) will cause Anderson to see 4 

continued decreasing usage, absent growth in the population or number of 5 

customers served.6 

7 

 8 

IV. SOUTH SIDE PLANT

Q: Given the above analysis, is the South Side Treatment plant needed to serve9 
customers?10 

A: No. As shown above, the South Side Treatment Plant is essentially being 11 

constructed to serve increasing levels of lost water, not to serve customers. This is 12 

analogous to a wastewater treatment utility expanding its treatment plant to handle 13 

increasing inflow and infiltration.14 



Public’s Exhibit No. 2 
Cause No. 46171 

Page 12 of 13 
 
Q: What should Anderson do instead of building the South Side Treatment plant? 1 
A: Anderson should complete the ten water main and service line replacement projects 2 

detailed above and continue to focus on finding and fixing its increasing levels of 3 

lost water.  4 

Q: How might Anderson continue to address its lost water challenges? 5 
A: Anderson might address its continuing lost water problem by utilizing newly 6 

available technologies to identify and locate leaks on its mains. As an example, 7 

Mueller, a well-established vendor in the water industry, offers a product known as 8 

Echologics. This product / service claims to enable better understanding of the 9 

structural integrity of buried assets using non-invasive acoustic signals and 10 

advanced software algorithms. Case studies offered by Mueller in support of its 11 

product are included as OUCC Attachment CNS-4. This is not an endorsement of 12 

the Muller Echologics offering but simply an example of the technology available 13 

to locate leaks that I have been made aware of. 14 

  Finally, another example of available leak detection technology is the use 15 

of Advance Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) approaches, which allow for Acoustic 16 

Leak Detection (“ALD”) as set forth in OUCC Attachment CNS-5. According to 17 

the article appearing in WaterOnline,17 this approach allowed Oneida, Tennessee 18 

to reduce non-revenue water from 51% to 38% over the first three months. 19 

V. OUCC RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q: Please summarize your recommendations in this Cause. 20 
A: Based on all trends and data with respect to customer usage and population trends, 21 

 
17 https://www.wateronline.com. 
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Anderson’s perceived need for additional water treatment capacity appears to be 1 

caused by its increasing water loss.  Anderson has engaged in water audits and has 2 

a vigorous plan to replace a significant portion of its distribution system and water 3 

lines to reduce its water loss. Success should make adding its South Side Plant 4 

premature or unnecessary altogether. I recommend the Commission deny 5 

Anderson’s request for $28,161,000 of financing authority for the South Side Water 6 

Treatment Plant.  7 

Q: Does this conclude your testimony? 8 
A: Yes.  9 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Q: Please describe your educational background and experience. 1 
A: In 1981 I graduated from Purdue University, where I received a Bachelor of Science 2 

degree in Industrial Management with a minor in Engineering. I was recruited by 3 

the Union Pacific Railroad, where I served as mechanical and maintenance 4 

supervisor and industrial engineer in both local and corporate settings in St. Louis, 5 

Chicago, Little Rock and Beaumont, Texas. I then served as Industrial Engineer for 6 

a molded-rubber parts manufacturer in Shelbyville, Indiana before joining the 7 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission (“IURC”) as Engineer, Supervisor and 8 

Analyst for more than ten years. It was during my tenure at the IURC that I received 9 

my Master of Health Administration degree from Indiana University. After the 10 

IURC, I worked at Indiana-American Water Company, initially in their rates 11 

department, then managing their Shelbyville operations for eight years, and later 12 

served as Director of Regulatory Compliance and Contract Management for Veolia 13 

Water Indianapolis. I joined Citizens Energy Group as Rate & Regulatory Analyst 14 

following the October 2011 transfer of the Indianapolis water utility and joined the 15 

Office of Utility Consumer Counselor in April 2016. In March 2020 I was promoted 16 

to my current position of Assistant Director of the Water and Wastewater Division. 17 

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

A: Yes, I have testified in telecommunications, water and wastewater utility cases 20 

before the Commission. 21 



AFFIRMATION

I affirm the representations I made in the foregoing testimony are true to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief.

   
______________________________________ 
By: Carl N. Seals, Assistant Division Director

             Cause No. 46171 

             Office of Utility Consumer Counselor (OUCC) 

              Date:            April 3, 2025   



Utility Dashboard
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W-1 W-6 W-6 W-6 W-6

Year
Customers
Year-End

Total
Pumped &
Purchased

Total
Sold

Non-
Revenue

(C - D)

System
Usage

Water
Loss

(E - F)

Percent
Loss

(G / C)

Average
MGD
Sold

Gallons
Sold/

Cust/Day

Main
Breaks

2014 21,801 3,161,102 2,416,732 744,370 0 744,370 23.5% 6.621 304 na P

2015 22,095 3,057,566 2,318,331 739,235 0 739,235 24.2% 6.352 287 na P

2016 22,132 3,229,051 2,262,426 966,625 0 966,625 29.9% 6.181 279 na P

2017 22,212 3,574,183 2,269,676 1,304,507 485,406 819,102 22.9% 6.218 280 83 P average mgd sales 10 yrs 6.352 mgd
2018 21,873 3,732,686 2,275,025 1,457,661 313,953 1,143,708 30.6% 6.233 285 126 P avg annual cust growth 0.5%
2019 22,441 3,734,739 2,378,991 1,355,748 100,279 1,255,469 33.6% 6.518 290 88 P avg new customers/year 101
2020 22,329 3,651,360 2,335,104 1,316,256 34,607 1,281,649 35.1% 6.380 286 90 P average pumpage 10 yrs 9.919 mgd
2021 22,485 3,965,016 2,252,148 1,712,868 182,509 1,530,359 38.6% 6.170 274 97 P

2022 22,493 4,137,232 2,371,770 1,765,462 133,972 1,631,490 39.4% 6.498 289 115 P

2023 22,712 3,980,507 2,318,516 1,661,991 191,573 1,470,418 36.9% 6.352 280 74 P

All reported in thousand  gallons unless otherwise noted
System usage includes water used for firefighting, backwashing, main flushing, etc.
Source: IURC Annual Reports 2019-2023

Dashed lines shows results of linear regression (trend) over period shown

(Chart A) (Chart B) (Chart C)

(Chart D) (Chart E)
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Linear Feet of Total 2" water Service Lines Service Line Water Main Estimated
Water Main mains to be to be Replaced Leaks Leaks Construction 

Chapter 3.1 Water System Improvement Alternatives Proposed to be Eliminated Main to Meter 2017-2022 2017-2022 Cost
PER Table Project Description Replaced (L.F.)

Table 3.1.2 Alt. 2: Cross Street Water Transmission Main Project 9,500 0 52 0 0 6,093,480
Table 3.1.3 Alt. 3: 8th Street Water Main & Service Line Replacement 15,680 4,490 272 35 1 8,567,364
Table 3.1.4 Alt. 4: North Cross A Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 14,125 10,127 336 22 17 6,947,472
Table 3.1.5 Alt. 5: North Cross B Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 12,195 16,335 378 17 32 7,351,838
Table 3.1.6 Alt. 6: West Central Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 27,080 11,085 643 74 11 12,179,662
Table 3.1.7 Alt. 7: Park Place Service Area Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 9,530 12,995 667 44 10 10,467,144
Table 3.1.8 Alt. 8: Belmont Service Area Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 14,885 10,980 234 17 3 6,054,461
Table 3.1.9 Alt. 9: Brentwood Service Area Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 2,610 0 118 17 3 1,959,888
Table 3.1.10 Alt. 10: Indian Meadows Area Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 5,860 5,860 370 27 4 5,848,694
Table 3.1.11 Alt. 11: Historic District Water Main and Service Line Replacement Project 4,020 2,120 315 14 0 5,314,800

Totals: 115,485 73,992 3,385 267 81 70,784,803
5,280 5,280 22,441

21.9 14.0 15.1%
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STATE OF INDIANA 

INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

PETITION OF THE CITY OF ANDERSON, 
INDIANA, FOR AUTHORITY TO: (1) ISSUE 
LONG TERM DEBT TO FINANCE WATER 
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS; AND (2) ADJUST 
ITS RATES AND CHARGES 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

      CAUSE NO. 46171 

CITY OF ANDERSON’S 
RESPONSE TO OUCC DATA REQUEST SET NO. 6 

The City of Anderson (“Anderson”), by counsel, hereby provides its response to OUCC 

Data Request Set No. 6 as follows: 

Q-6-1: Please refer to Table LAY-2 included in Ms. Younger’s [sic] testimony reproduced below.
What do the numbers in parentheses in the first column of Table LAY-2 indicate? Is this 
intended to indicate quantity, and if so, why do there appear to be more (or less) annual 
entries in some cases than quantities shown in parentheses? 

Response:   The numbers in parentheses are used to indicate the number of items to be 
purchased each year, for years where funds are identified.  The value for each 
item in the column for each year is intended to be the total cost for items to be 
purchased that year.  Trucks are purchased through the State QPA for vehicle 
purchase.  For clarification, these costs were based on actual costs in 
approximately 2020, when trucks were last purchased. The hydraulic units are 
a transition to a safer and more flexible equipment system.  These will be 

TABLE LA -2 ERYlCE FLEET REPLACE:\IENT PLM 

Desc1iption 1025 2026 2027 2028 2029 

(1) Sio1!1e Axle Dwno Truck $140,000.00 $150 000.00 $154,000.00 
(3) 4X4 crew cab pick-up trucks $90,000.00 $93,000.00 $96,000.00 $99,000.00 $102,000.00 

(I) crew service truck $40,000.00 $44,000.00 $48,400.00 

(1) hvdro e.xcavator $310,000.00 

(1) Backhoe $150,000.00 $150,000.00 

(1) trencWess borinl!. machine $100,000.00 
(I) combination valve 
exerciser/vac unit $75 000.00 
(3) hydraulic units (for sen-ice 
trucks to Power tools, etc.) $20,600.00 

Total Cost of Eauioment S1,862 000.00 

Annual An•rn~e Cost S372 400.00 

OUCC Attachment CNS-3 
Cause No. 46171 
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2 

replacement items on the existing equipment to replace pull-behind 
compressor trailers.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-2: Please provide detailed estimates for the “Raw Water Mains” included in the cost for the 
proposed south side 6 mgd plant. If the cost was not the result of detailed estimates,  please 
provide calculations leading to the proposed amount of $2,000,000. 

Response: There is not a detailed estimate for the “Raw Water Mains.” The location of 
the water treatment plant and wells was not known at the time the PER cost 
estimate was developed.  An estimate of $2,000,000 was approximated based 
on 10,000 L.F. of raw water main at average total cost of $200 per linear foot.  
When a final well field property is defined and water treatment plant location 
selected, a more specific raw water main cost estimate shall be developed based 
on preliminary design.  Due to the uncertainty at the time of estimates, a 30% 
construction contingency was recommended for this project.  Additional 
contingency planned in the overall funding may be used if the final well and 
water treatment plant locations and design result in higher cost for raw water 
mains. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-3: Please provide detailed estimates for the “Connection to Anderson Distribution System 
Water Mains” included in the cost for the proposed south side 6 mgd plant.  If the cost 
was not the result of detailed estimates, please provide calculations leading to the proposed 
amount of $3,000,000. 

Response:   There is not a detailed estimate for the “Connection to Anderson Distribution 
System Water Mains.” The location of the water treatment plant was not 
known at the time estimates were prepared for the Preliminary Engineering 
Report.  An estimate of $3,000,000 was approximated based on 12,000 L.F. of 
water main at average total cost of $250 per linear foot.  When a final water 
treatment plant location selected, a more specific water main cost estimate 
shall be developed based on preliminary design.  Due to the uncertainty, a 30% 
construction contingency was recommended for this project. Additional 
contingency planned in the overall funding may be used if the final water 
treatment plant location and design results in a higher cost for finished water 
mains. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.
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Q-6-4: Please provide detailed estimates for “Site Piping & Valves” included in the cost for the 
proposed south side 6 mgd plant. .  If the cost was not the result of detailed estimates, 
please provide calculations leading to the proposed amount of $1,000,000. 

Response:   There was not a detailed cost estimate prepared for the water treatment plant 
site piping.  Site piping will be dependent upon the final water treatment plant 
site selection, along with raw water main routing from the wells and discharge 
piping to the distribution system.  The estimate of $1,000,000 was based on site 
piping costs on other water treatment plant bids we have experienced.  
Anderson’s Lafayette WTP Project, 2017 bid was $935,000 and the site piping 
for that project was more extensive than expected for the proposed south side 
project.  When a final water treatment plant location selected, a more specific 
site piping cost estimate shall be developed based on preliminary design. Due 
to the uncertainty, a 30% construction contingency was recommended for this 
project.  Additional contingency planned in the overall funding may be used if 
the final water treatment plant design results in a higher site piping cost.  

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-5: Please provide detailed estimates for “New Iron and Manganese Removal Unit, 
Complete” included in the cost for the proposed south side 6 mgd plant.  If the cost was 
not the result of detailed estimates, please provide calculations leading to the proposed 
amount of $3,000,000. 

Response:  The “New Iron and Manganese Removal Unit Complete” cost was based on bids 
for a similar unit received in 2021.  That project included one new IRU of equal 
size, and the bid price ranged from $1,118,800 - $1,317,450 per unit.  The 
historical bid amount was used to prepare the cost estimate of $1,500,000 per 
unit, complete.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-6: Please provide detailed estimates for “Water Treatment Plant Electrical, Complete” 
included in the cost for the proposed south side 6 mgd plant.  If the cost was not the result 
of detailed estimates, please provide calculations leading to the proposed amount of 
$700,000. 

Response:   The preliminary cost estimate for electrical is not based on a detailed estimate.  
This estimate was based on bid results for other comparable water treatment 
plants.  The electrical cost estimate of $700,000 does not include the following: 
 SCADA System Connections & Coordination $50,000 
 Emergency Generator $250,000 
 Well Field Electrical $950,000 

OUCC Attachment CNS-3 
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Preliminary conceptual estimate for electrical was based on bids 
for similar projects: 

 Anderson’s Lafayette WTP Project, Bid 2017, Electrical Bid 
$852,517 

 This was a larger overall project 
 Charlestown State Park WTP Project, Bid 2021, Electrical Bid 

$550,000 
 This project was smaller in overall scope 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-7: Please show all calculations and assumptions used to create Table 2.2.1 appearing in the 
PER. 

Response:   Please see Attachment DR 6-7. Historical water pumpage data was evaluated 
from 2005-2014, and 2019-2022.   

Column “(A) Projected Avg Day-Regression”, provides the calculated 
projected average daily pumpage based on linear regression of data from 
2005-2014 and 2019-2022.  Resulting formula for the projection: 

Y = 20,577 (X) + 7,711,372  
Y = Total Daily Water Pumpage (gallons/day) 
X = Number of months since start of study period 

Based on overall review of data and engineering judgment, the projection 
formula was adjusted in column “(B) Projected Average (Adjusted 15,000 
gpd/mo)”, to calculate 15,000 gpd/month average increase from 2005 – 2022.  
This rate of increase was projected for the next 20 years at the same average 
rate of increase as experienced from 2005 – 2022.  Continued future growth 
based on historical growth results in annual pumpage increase of 180,000 gpd.  
Adjusted formula used for the graph: 

Y =  15,000 (X) + 7,734,072  
Y = Total Daily Water Pumpage (gallons/day) 
X = Number of months since start of study period 

The projected 20-Year Projected Demand for the year 2024 was rounded to 
14.4 MGD Average, and 18.0 MGD Peak Day. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-8: Does Table 2.2.1 include in calculations a continued increase in the level or rate of lost or 
non-revenue water through 2042? Please explain. 
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Response:   No.  The table is based on total water pumpage such that the historical lost or 
non-revenue water rates are anticipated to be approximately the same as for 
the study period.  

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-9: Please verify that Figure 2.1.1 is simply a graphical representation of the data appearing 
in Table 2.2.1 of the PER. If this is not the case, please show all calculations and 
assumptions used to create Figure 2.1.1. 

Response:   Yes, Figure 2.1.1 is simply a graphical representation of the data appearing in 
Table 2.2.1 of the PER.  See also spreadsheet table provided in response to Q-
6-9. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-10: Please list the dates and volumes (mgd) of the ten highest total system maximum days 
over the last five years. 

Objection: The City objects to Data Request 6-10 to the extent that it calls for an analysis, 
compilation, or calculation that the City has not performed and objects to 
performing. The City does not track the requested information over a five (5) 
year period.  

Response:   Subject to and without waiver of the foregoing Objection, the City does not 
track running peak days over five years.  The five highest days in the past two 
and a half years are as follows: 

Date  Pumpage 
8/26/2022 13.1 MGD 
7/13/2022 12.6 MGD 
9/15/2022 12.4 MGD 
6/30/2022 12.3 MGD 
12/29/2022  12.1 MGD 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-11: Has Anderson hydraulically modeled the proposed addition of the 6 mgd Southside 
treatment plant? Please explain. 

Response:   No, not yet.  Anderson plans to perform modeling when the site is selected and 
pumping capacity finalized based on available water resources. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.
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Q-6-12: If Anderson has hydraulically modeled the proposed addition of the 6 mgd South side 
treatment plant, how and to what extent does the addition of this plant mitigate the need 
for the addition of 30-inch and 36-inch transmission mains from the Lafayette Plant to 
serve the Flagship Industrial Park discussed on pages 25-28 of Ms. Young’s testimony in 
Cause No. 46147? 

Response:   The addition of the 30” and 36” water transmission mains are designed to 
provide greater transmission capacity from the Lafayette WTP to the entire 
distribution system.  The new mains will allow Anderson to maximize water 
production at the Lafayette WTP and be able to convey that water to the entire 
system.  While these mains will benefit the Flagship Industrial Park, they will 
equally benefit the entire distribution system. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-13: Where do the 30-inch and 36-inch transmission mains discussed on pages 25-28 of Ms. 
Young's testimony in Cause No. 46147 appear in Cause No. 46171, i.e. which project or 
projects does this represent? 

Response:   The 30-inch and 36-inch water main projects are funded through ARPA and 
TIF funds.  The City of Anderson is not borrowing money or raising rates to 
fund these projects. They are not included in Cause 46171.  

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-14: Please provide a map in PDF format showing locations of Anderson’s top 10 customers 
listed on Table 1.3.2 of the PER. 

Response:   Please see Attachment DR 6-14.  Note, Anderson Community Schools are 
billed together/one customer but the location of schools in noted on the map in 
green.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-15: Reference Ms. Young's testimony at page 7. Please list starting dates for each of the test 
wells in the “Disputed Area.” 

Response:   Test wells were drilled on the Beerbower Property on 2/19/2019 and 3/6/2019.  
Refer also to PER, Appendix A, Project Memorandum prepared by Eagon & 
Associates, Inc.  

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-16: Have test wells drilled in the Disputed Area shown the possibility for further 
development? Please explain. 

OUCC Attachment CNS-3 
Cause No. 46171 

Page 6 of 12



7 

Response:   Yes.  The test wells on the Beerbower Property warrant further future 
investigation.  The property owner was not willing to grant permission for 
additional investigation in 2019.  Refer also to PER, Appendix A, Project 
Memorandum prepared by Eagon & Associates, Inc. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-17: Page 9 of Ms. Young's testimony states that “Anderson anticipates final determination of 
the well locations and water treatment plant in the next six (6) months.” However, Figure 
5.1b in the PER delineates a project area for the “South Side WTP and Well Field.” Please 
explain the apparent discrepancy. 

Response:   The Memo Revision 5.1b. was subsequent to the PER submitted to SRF in 
March 2024.  The Memo revision provided updated information based on test 
well drilling accomplished in 2024, subsequent to the PER submittal to SRF.  
Anderson is continuing to investigate and verify the well field at the Cooper 
Property. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-18: If Anderson maintains and monitors system pressure gauges throughout its distribution 
system, please identify these locations on a pdf map (showing pressure zones if possible) 
and list the average or typical pressures reported during normal operations at each 
location. 

Response:   Anderson does not maintain and monitor pressure gauges throughout the 
distribution system. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-19: On page 7 of Ms. Young’s testimony, she states that “Anderson began a hydrogeological 
investigation study in 2017, which is still ongoing.” What factors have caused this 
investigation to take several years to still not complete? 

Response:  Anderson has been working with Eagon and Associates to perform 
hydrogeological investigation.  Since 2017, Eagon & Associates stated that one 
hundred six (106) properties have been evaluated for testing.  Seventy-six (76) 
of those are located south of Anderson.  Thirty-four (34) test wells have been 
completed.  The process of contacting property owners, negotiating an 
agreement to perform test well drilling, and getting to the point of performing 
the test well drilling and analysis takes a long time. Anderson has been 
working at this consistently, but due to the challenges encountered, it has taken 
a significant period of time. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.
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Q-6-20: How much has been spent each year, since the last rate case, on hydrogeological 
investigations? 

Response:   The City will supplement this response when the requested information is 
obtained. 

Q-6-21: Reference page 14 of Ms. Young’s testimony, please provide a pdf copy of the “long-term 
tank maintenance contract with Suez for regular inspections and tank maintenance.” 

Response:   The City will supplement this response when the requested information is 
obtained.  

Q-6-22: Why are unrelated projects listed as “Alternatives” in the PER? 

Objection: The City objects to Data Request 6-22 on the grounds that it is vague and 
ambiguous.  

Response:   See Objection.  

Q-6-23: Reference page 15 of Ms. Young’s testimony, please describe how the Water Loss Audits 
and Validations performed in 2020, 2022 and 2024 have assisted Anderson in reducing 
lost or non-revenue water over the same period. 

Response:   Following discussions after the 2020 water loss audit, the City of Anderson 
improved the meter testing and calibration for finished/treated water at the 
Wheeler Plant.  Utility staff worked to find sites where the City could better 
install meter testing.  Two of the three Wheeler Plant meters were replaced in 
2022 and at that time, the City started annual testing.  Data validity for this 
component of the audit increased from 2020 to 2024.  Volume of water 
supplied is one of the key factors in calculating water loss.   

The Utility staff have better data for unbilled, unmetered water.  The annual 
street cleaning/sewer flushing and firefighting volumes are now tracked.  In 
2020 these volumes were estimated, however, by 2024 the City has been using 
a specific number provided and calculated by these entities.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-24: For the following questions, please reference the following passage from page 4 of the 
order in Cause No. 44510: 
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He [Mr. Curry] indicated that through the replacement of wells in the Lafayette Well 
Field, Anderson will gain a reliable 8,000,000 gpd of water supply and production 
capability should function well for the next 25 to 30 years. However, the Wheeler 
Treatment Plant should be considered a short-term asset in terms of its remaining useful 
life. (emphasis added.) 

a. What has changed since this evaluation suggesting a 25-30 year capability? 

Response:  Four new wells have been constructed to replace existing wells, as 
was the objective when Mr. Curry made this statement.  The four wells 
constructed include “Tucker #1”, “Tucker #2”, Hall Well, and Hannah #2.  
Upon final construction of the wells, they each have a capacity of 900 – 1,400 
gpm.  The planned capacity was 1,400 gpm each, but the actual well capacity 
was slightly lower for some of the wells.  The statement that these wells should 
provide capacity for the next 25-30 years is correct. 

b. At the time of this testimony and order approximately ten years ago, the Wheeler 
Plant was considered a short-term asset. Please state the reasons for the continued 
operation of the Wheeler Plant in 2025. 

Response:  The Wheeler Plant has been maintained in operation because 
Anderson has not been able to replace it yet.  This is a known need and the 
current effort is to replace the Wheeler Plant and well field. 

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-25: Please explain how the proposed water main replacement projects are expected to improve 
the current water losses. Please state all assumptions and show any calculations. 

Response:   The proposed water main replacement projects include replacement and/or 
retirement of approximately 80,000 L.F. of 2” galvanized water mains, which 
is approximately 20% of the 2” galvanized water mains in the distribution 
system.  The Anderson Water Department experiences on-going leaks from 
the 2” galvanized water mains and these are priority to eliminate to help 
reduce lost water and better serve customers. The project is also planned to 
replace approximately 3,300 service lines, which are predominantly 
galvanized steel material.  The city has had 234 leaks on service lines in these 
areas from 2017 to 2022.  Replacement and elimination of the 2” galvanized 
water lines and service lines will reduce lost water.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-26: Please state the expected reductions in percent water loss through 2042 with the proposed 
main replacement projects. Please state all assumptions and show any calculations. 
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Response:   There is no calculated precise, or specific expected percentage of water loss 
reduction through 2024.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-27: Please state the anticipated percentage of  water loss after all water main replacement 
projects. Please state all assumptions and show any calculations. 

Response:   There is no calculated precise, or specific expected percentage of water loss 
reduction through 2024.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

Q-6-28:Please  state how each water main project is expected to affect the percentage of water 
loss?  Please indicate which projects are expected to be most effective.  Please state all 
assumptions and show any calculations. 

Response:   There is no calculated precise, or specific expected percentage of water loss 
reduction through 2024. Please refer to PER Chapter 4, Part 4.2, which 
identified proposed water main projects and the number of 2” galvanized 
water mains to be eliminated and number of service lines to be replaced.   

Responsible Party: City, Lori A. Young, P.E.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a copy of the foregoing has been served upon the following by electronic mail 

this 10th day of February, 2025:   

Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor
infomgt@oucc.in.gov 
dlevay@oucc.in.gov  
vipeters@OUCC.in.gov

_____________________________ 
Nikki G. Shoultz, #16509-41 

Nikki G. Shoultz 
J. Christopher Janak 
Bose McKinney & Evans LLP 
111 Monument Circle, Suite 2700 
Indianapolis, IN  46204 
(317) 684-5000 
nshoultz@boselaw.com
cjanak@boselaw.com
4933985.1
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Table 2.2.1 and Figure 2.1.1 Calculations

Month Year

Avg Day 

Pumpage Peak Day Pumpage PF

 (A) Projected Avg 

Day-Regression

(B) Projected Average 

(Adjusted 15,000 

gpd/mo) Projected Peak

Projected Peak Day 

(125% Avg.)

2024 Peak 

Capacity

2024 "Safe" 

Operating 

Capacity

Design Capacity 

w/Groundwater

1 2005 7,908,770          8,873,526 1.12           7,731,950             7,749,072                      9,686,340                 9,664,937                      14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

13 2006 7,853,652          9,162,974 1.17           7,978,879             7,929,072                      9,911,340                 9,973,599                      14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

25 2007 8,502,600          10,954,453 1.29           8,225,809             8,109,072                      10,136,340              10,282,261                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

37 2008 8,657,813          9,901,430 1.14           8,472,738             8,289,072                      10,361,340              10,590,923                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

49 2009 9,130,071          11,012,980 1.21           8,719,668             8,469,072                      10,586,340              10,899,584                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

61 2010 9,025,003          10,317,483 1.14           8,966,597             8,649,072                      10,811,340              11,208,246                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

73 2011 9,438,244          11,529,613 1.22           9,213,527             8,829,072                      11,036,340              11,516,908                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

85 2012 9,169,319          10,665,532              1.16           9,460,456             9,009,072                      11,261,340              11,825,570                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

97 2013 9,169,319          10,665,532              1.16           9,707,385             9,189,072                      11,486,340              12,134,232                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

109 2014 10,143,209        11,551,369              1.14           9,954,315             9,369,072                      11,711,340              12,442,894                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

121 2015 10,201,244          9,549,072                      11,936,340              12,751,556                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

133 2016 10,448,174          9,729,072                      12,161,340              13,060,217                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

145 2017 10,695,103          9,909,072                      12,386,340              13,368,879                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

157 2018 10,942,033          10,089,072                   12,611,340              13,677,541                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

169 2019 11,188,962          10,269,072                   12,836,340              13,986,203                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

181 2020 10,524,691        11,810,403 1.12 11,435,892          10,449,072                   13,061,340              14,294,865                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

193 2021 10,879,545        12,070,227 1.11 11,682,821          10,629,072                   13,286,340              14,603,527                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

205 2022 10,819,609        12,486,632 1.15 11,929,751          10,809,072                   13,511,340              14,912,188                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

217 2023 12,176,680          10,989,072                   13,736,340              15,220,850                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

229 2024 12,423,610          11,169,072                   13,961,340              15,529,512                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

241 2025 12,670,539          11,349,072                   14,186,340              15,838,174                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

253 2026 12,917,469          11,529,072                   14,411,340              16,146,836                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

265 2027 13,164,398          11,709,072                   14,636,340              16,455,498                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

277 2028 13,411,328          11,889,072                   14,861,340              16,764,159                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

289 2029 13,658,257          12,069,072                   15,086,340              17,072,821                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

301 2030 13,905,186          12,249,072                   15,311,340              17,381,483                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

313 2031 14,152,116          12,429,072                   15,536,340              17,690,145                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

325 2032 14,399,045          12,609,072                   15,761,340              17,998,807                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

337 2033 14,645,975          12,789,072                   15,986,340              18,307,469                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

349 2034 14,892,904          12,969,072                   16,211,340              18,616,130                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

361 2035 15,139,834          13,149,072                   16,436,340              18,924,792                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

373 2036 15,386,763          13,329,072                   16,661,340              19,233,454                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

385 2037 15,633,693          13,509,072                   16,886,340              19,542,116                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

397 2038 15,880,622          13,689,072                   17,111,340              19,850,778                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

409 2039 16,127,552          13,869,072                   17,336,340              20,159,440                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

421 2040 16,374,481          14,049,072                   17,561,340              20,468,101                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

433 2041 16,621,411          14,229,072                   17,786,340              20,776,763                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

445 2042 16,868,340       14,409,072               18,011,340          21,085,425               14,838,400      12,700,000         18,120,000              

457 2043 17,115,270          14,589,072                   18,236,340              21,394,087                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

469 2044 17,362,199          14,769,072                   18,461,340              21,702,749                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

481 2045 17,609,129          14,949,072                   18,686,340              22,011,411                   14,838,400         12,700,000         18,120,000              

Anderson Water Department - Projected 20 Year Water Pumpage

            Attachment DR 6-7
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Case Study 

Reversing Water Loss In A Rural Municipality 
Source: Kamstrup 03/28/2025 

In June of 2019, the town of Oneida, Tennessee was experiencing an impossible situation. With 
increasing state regulations and massive water loss, the water department was taken over by the 
local government. 

Oneida produces 400 million gallons of water a year and saw a 51% water loss, meaning that over 
200 million gallons a year were being lost to leaks. The loss cost the city $186,000 annually and 
caused the water treatment plant to operate on 12- to 14-hour days to keep up with demand. 

Oneida was put on notice by the EPA, like many rural municipalities with limited resources and 
aging infrastructure, Oneida was overwhelmed by increasing expectations and was out of ideas. 

Topography Challenges In Oneida, Tennessee 

Many municipalities will relate to the complex set of conditions that Oneida must embrace to 
provide quality water on tap. It's remote, rural, and breathtakingly beautiful all at once. The diverse 
topography contains a mixture of mountains and valleys with elevations ranging from 800 to 2,000 
feet. The same rugged topography that makes Oneida a recreational paradise makes it an obstacle 
course for water distribution and maintenance. 
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Oneida faces a complex set of conditions to provide quality water on tap. The diverse and rugged 
topography creates an obstacle course for water distribution and maintenance. 

The town of Oneida sits along the northern middle border of Tennessee with the closest metropolis 
60 miles away in Knoxville. Oneida’s economy is also in transition, the area is a mix of working 
farms, manufacturing, and low- to mid-income housing with a tax base of 5,000 customers who 
are concerned with the cost and accessibility of water. 

Oneida’s water system includes two water supply reservoirs, one water and wastewater treatment 
plant, and an aging water distribution system. Routine droughts are also impacting the water 
supply. The water department is run by locals from the town of Oneida. From the field technician 
to the plant manager to the mayor Jack Lay, the Oneida water department reflects the community. 
It's a mix of generations, some of whom are related - all of them public servants and water 
customers alike. 

Acoustic Leak Detection Paying Water Bills 

During the initial three-month period after the Kamstrup meters were installed, Oneida uncovered 
and repaired a single leak that had been running for five months at an estimated cost of $21,000 
per year. 

The relationship between Kamstrup and Oneida was established with the arrival of a new General 
Manager, Stephen Owens to the Oneida water department. As a veteran water steward, Owens 
came out of retirement to help the town and set the precedence that before the city could overhaul 
its infrastructure, it needed to fix the leaks. 

Owens sought an AMI partner (Advanced Metering Infrastructure) with ALD experience 
(Acoustic Leak Detection) to help detect leaks for the city. Owens started with Kamstrup, an 
impressive company he encountered years earlier at a tradeshow. 

The city of Oneida became Kamstrup’s first fully ALD system in the U.S. 

Turning The Lights On 

Oneida installed 4,600 Kamstrup meters and erected 12 collectors in the EPA’s designated five 
week timeframe. A huge success with no more than four, or .08% meters non-operational upon 
arrival. 

Once the meters were installed, Oneida shifted its focus to activating the ALD system. “It lit up 
like a Christmas tree,” which was a relief for the water department as it gave them information, 
and direction and pinpointed exact locations to start fixing leaks. 

In the first three months after the Kamstrup meters were installed, Oneida’s non-revenue water 
was reduced by 23%. The city’s 51% water loss was reduced to 38% loss, and the water treatment 
plant operation was reduced by three hours per day. With leak detection on its side, Oneida has 
transitioned to recovery and are steadily upgrading their infrastructure, utilizing a two-man crew 
to fix an average of five to six leaks per day. 
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The Results 

• Non-revenue water loss reduced 23% in three months 

• Water treatment plant operation reduced by three hours a day 

• Oneida aims to repair two miles of pipe per year and reduce their water loss to under 15% 

Fixing One Leak Saved Approximately $165,000 

One of the advantages of the Kamstrup ALD system is the easy ability to spot abnormalities. One 
particular leak that was detected in Oneida was on the residential side. A spike in the system 
indicated a leak with water loss at a rate of 228 gallons per hour. The city notified the homeowner, 
fixed the problem and identified the source as a busted spigot behind a house. The city estimates 
this leak detection and solution saved the homeowner approximately $165,000. 

From Fixing Leaks To Managing Assets 

The water department has become adept at using the Kamstrup ALD system. They are doing the 
hard work of methodically addressing leaks and repairing their infrastructure. The city aims to 
repair two miles of pipe per year and reduce their water loss to under 15%. With leaks and loss 
under control, the Oneida water treatment plant continues to improve its operating time. 

Oneida is now a showcase for municipal water management in Tennessee. In the spring of 2022, 
the city was awarded additional grant money for infrastructure improvement due to their proactive 
efforts and transformation. 

As partners in leak detection and water management, Kamstrup and Oneida actively share 
intelligence and insights. The project has exceeded every expectation. In the words of Oneida’s 
Stephen Owens, “We think the system performs even better than Kamstrup thought it would.” 

Need More Information? Just Ask. 

Click the button below to directly contact the supplier. Use it to: 

• Ask a question. 

• Request more detailed information or literature. 

• Discuss your current project/application. 

• Request a quote. 

• Locate a distributor in your area. 

• Schedule a demo. 
https://www.wateronline.com/doc/reversing-water-loss-in-a-rural-municipality-
0001?vm_tId=2722326&vm_nId=92562&user=c2863d62-de19-4f5c-b494-
5ce5cf3bcf10&gdpr=0&vm_alias=Reversing%20Water%20Loss%20In%20A%20Rural%20Municipality&utm_sou
rce=mkt_WOL&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=WOL_03-28-2025&utm_term=c2863d62-de19-4f5c-b494-
5ce5cf3bcf10&utm_content=Reversing%20Water%20Loss%20In%20A%20Rural%20Municipality&mkt_tok=MDc
1LU5WQy0wODYAAAGZezrExKwRLXkjRaOy_B6LCGrCMVy0RItDWKP2FHXZhBq376E2WzjqTNK8CJRsta
Ncz3ZfoLOQ0Gtrvjt8E35jF9hdY8yiQgMoaPG1SER_EFydks-m 
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