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TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS RICHARD J. COREY
CAUSE NO. 45062
TOWN OF CHANDLER

I. INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Richard J. Corey, and my business address is 115 West Washington

Street, Suite 1500 South, Indianapolis, Indiana 46204.

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

a Utility Analyst in the Water/Wastewater Division. My qualifications and
experience are described in Appendix A.

What is the purpose of your testimony?
I present the overall results of the OUCC’s analysis of the Town of Chandler’s

(“Chandler” or “Petitioner”) proposed rate increase of 49.9%. The OUCC’s
analysis yields a proposed overall rate increase of 29.3%. | discuss my
recommended revenue adjustments to reflect test year customer growth. | also
discuss my proposed adjustments to operating expenses, including periodic
maintenance expense, utility receipts taxes, and the removal of costs that are non-
recurring, non-allowed, or capital in nature. Finally, I discuss the OUCC’s proposed

system development charge of $675.
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What actions did you take to prepare your testimony?
I reviewed Petitioner's testimony, schedules, and workpapers. | conducted the

OUCC’s field audit in Chandler on May 3 through 4, 2018. | reviewed Chandler’s
2015, 2016, and 2017 Annual Reports. | reviewed Chandler’s last rate case order
from Cause No. 43658. | reviewed ratepayer comments submitted to the OUCC*.
I also prepared discovery questions and reviewed Petitioner’s responses.

Do you sponsor any schedules or attachments?
Yes. | sponsor the following schedules and attachments:

Schedule 1 - Comparison of Petitioner’s and OUCC’s Revenue Requirements

Schedule 2 - Comparative Balance Sheet as of August 31, 2017 and December
31, 2016 and 2015

Schedule 3 - Comparative Income Statement for the Twelve Months Ended
August 31, 2017 and December 31, 2016, and 2015

Schedule 4 - Pro Forma Net Operating Income Statement

Schedule 5 - OUCC Revenue Adjustments

Schedule 6 — OUCC Expense Adjustments

Attachment RJC — 1 — Petitioner’s Response to OUCC Data Request No. 2.6

Attachment RJC — 2 — Petitioner’s Tank Maintenance Contracts

Attachment RJC — 3 — Comparison of Petitioner’s Tank Maintenance Contracts
Attachment RJC — 4 - Petitioner’s Response to OUCC Data Request No. 2.1
Attachment RJC - 5 — Petitioner’s Response to OUCC Data Request No. 2.8

Attachment RJC — 6 — Petitioner’s Response to OUCC Data Request No. 3.4

1 See Attachment RJC 10.
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Attachment RJC — 7 — OUCC’s Calculation of Petitioner’s System Development
Charge

Attachment RJC — 8 — Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems, WEF
Manual of Practice No. 27, Chapter 10 — System
Development Charges

Attachment RJC — 9 — Capitalized or Non-recurring, Disallowed or Amortized
Items

Attachment RJC — 10 — Customer Comments

I1. PROPOSED RATES

What level of rate increase is Petitioner requesting?
Petitioner proposes to increase its rates by 49.9% to generate an additional

$1,477,171 of revenues. Petitioner has proposed to implement the rate increase in
a single phase based on its cost of service study.

What rate increase does the OUCC recommend?
The OUCC recommends an overall rate increase of 29.3% to produce an increase

in water revenues of $909,132 per year. See Table RJC-1.

Table RJC-1: Comparison of Overall Revenue Requirement

Per Per ouccC
Petitioner OucCC More (Less)
Operating Expenses $ 1,941,970 $ 1,787,475 $ (154,495)
Taxes Other Than Income 88,078 87,243 (835)
Depreciation Expense 639,887 639,273 (614)
Debt Service 1,621,796 1,419,187 (202,609)
Debt Service Reserve 180,149 140,097 (40,052)
Total Revenue Requirements 4,471,880 4,073,275 (398,605)
Less: Interest Income (4,640) (4,640) -
Other Income - (21,045) (21,045)
Net Revenue Requirements $ 4,467,240 $ 4047590 | $ (419,650)
Less: Revenue at Current Rates Subject to Inc. (2,959,059) (3,099,782) (140,723)
Other Revenues at Current Rates (51,404) (51,404) -
Net Revenue Increase Required $ 1,456,777 $ 896,404 $ (560,373)
Divide | Additional Utility Receipts Tax 0.986 0.986

Recommended Increase $ 1,477,171 $ 909,132 $ (568,039)
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What are the primary differences between the overall revenue requirement
proposed by Chandler and that recommended by the OUCC?

OUCC Schedule 1, page 2 of 2, lists all differences in the OUCC’s and Chandler’s
operating revenues and operating expenses. The primary differences between the
proposals are (1) a $242,661 decrease in debt service costs due to the OUCC’s
recommended reduction in the borrowing amount and the interest rate; (2) a
$154,495 decrease in operating and maintenance expense primarily due to the
OUCC’s recommended reduction to test year periodic maintenance expense as well
as the OUCC’s removal of additional capital and non-recurring expenses; and (3) a
$141,311 increase in operating revenues due to the OUCC’s recommended test year
customer growth normalization adjustments.

I11. REVENUE REQUIREMENT CALCULATION

Do you agree with Petitioner’s methodology for calculating its required rate
increase?

No.

How does Petitioner’s calculation of its revenue requirement differ from your
calculation?

During the test year, Petitioner generated $21,045 in other non-operating revenue
which it did not include as an offset to its revenue requirement. These non-operating
revenues consist of “water refunds and reimbursements.” From this description
these revenues do not sound like non-operating revenues, although the “non-
operating” appellation may refer to the fund to which these revenues were
deposited. All sources of revenues should be used to offset Petitioner’s proposed
rate increase unless there is evidence these revenues are restricted or will not recur

in the future.
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What is Petitioner’s reason for not reducing its revenue requirement by its
other non-operating revenue?

In response to OUCC Data Request No 2-6, Petitioner stated that its other non-
operating revenue is not fixed, known or measurable.?

Do you agree with Petitioner that non-operating revenue should not be used
to offset its revenue requirement?

No. The concept of “fixed, known, and measurable” is applied to justify deviating
from expenses and revenues experienced during a test year. Non-operating
revenues were experienced in the test year. In the absence of fixed, known and
measurable changes, they should be used to offset Petitioner’s pro forma revenue
requirements for ratemaking purposes. Petitioner presented no evidence it will no

longer earn a similar amount of non-operating revenue under its prospective rates.

IV. REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS

What operating revenue adjustments did Petitioner propose?
Petitioner proposed three revenue normalization adjustments: (1) a $59,102

increased to residential metered sales; (2) a $2,127 decrease to commercial metered
sales; and (3) a $20,276 increase to large commercial metered sales.

Do you accept any of Petitioner’s proposed revenue adjustments?
No. The customer counts and revenue amounts used in Petitioner’s calculation of

its residential and small commercial normalization adjustments do not tie to the
billing determinants provided in Petitioner’s workpapers. Further, Petitioner’s

“large commercial” revenue category includes industrial customers. It is

2 See Attachment RJC 1.
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inappropriate to normalize industrial revenues in the manner proposed by
Petitioner. Industrial customers’ consumption varies widely from customer to
customer and one cannot calculate growth based simply on total customer billings
and consumption. The appropriate method for adjusting industrial customer growth
is to identify specific customers that were gained or lost during and after the test
year and make specific adjustments related to that customer’s actual or expected

usage.

What total revenue normalization adjustment does the OUCC recommend?
The OUCC recommends a net increase of $218,562 to test year operating revenues

of $2,932,624 which yields pro forma operating revenues of $3,151,186 (OUCC
Schedule 5, Adjustments No. 1 and 2). These adjustments reflect residential and
commercial customer growth during the test year and are calculated based on the

data provided in Petitioner’s workpapers, pages 68 through 69.

A. Residential Customer Growth (Normalization)

What test year residential customer growth adjustment do you propose?
| propose an increase to test year residential operating revenues of $11,454 per year.

How did you derive that amount?
| divided test year residential sales of $1,900,132 by the total number of test year

billings (i.e., 75,517). That calculation results in an average customer bill of $25.16
per month. To determine the net additional annual bills that would result due to
growth during the test year, | multiplied the increase or decrease in monthly test
year customers by the number of additional bills that would have been invoiced had

that customer been a customer for the entire year. The result is a net increase of
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455 customer bills. I then multiplied the 455 additional customer bills by the
average test year bill of $25.16 to calculate my residential customer growth

adjustment of $11,454. (See OUCC Schedule 5, Adjustment 1.)

B. Commercial Customer Growth (Normalization)

Q:
A

Q

What test year commercial customer growth adjustment do you propose?
| propose an increase to commercial operating revenues of $207,108 per year.

Using the data provided in Petitioner’s workpapers, | divided test year commercial
sales of $675,860 by the total number of test year billings (6,246), resulting in an
average customer bill of $108.21 per month. To determine the net additional annual
bills that would result from test year customer growth, I multiplied the increase or
decrease in monthly test year commercial customers by the number of additional
bills that would have been invoiced had that customer been a customer for the entire
year. The result is a net increase of 1,914 customer bills. The 1,914 customer bills
were multiplied by the average test year bill of $108.21 to calculate the commercial
customer growth adjustment increase of $207,108 (1,914 bills multiplied by
$108.21, the average commercial monthly bill during the test year). (See OUCC

Schedule 5, Adjustment 2.)

V. OPERATING EXPENSE ADJUSTMENTS

What operating expense adjustments did Petitioner propose?
Petitioner proposed operating expense adjustments to salaries and wages, employee

pensions and benefits, purchased power, periodic maintenance, utility receipts tax,

and postage. Petitioner also removed test year expenses that were non-recurring or
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capital in nature. Total operating expense adjustments proposed by Chandler
resulted in a decrease of $460,536 to test year operating expenses and taxes other
than income of $2,490,583 to yield pro forma operating expenses and taxes other

than income of $2,030,047.

Do you accept any of Petitioner’s proposed operating expense adjustments?
Yes. | accept Petitioner’s adjustments to salaries and wages, employee pensions

and benefits, purchased power, and postage. | also accept Petitioner’s adjustment
to remove non-recurring and capital costs.

What operating expense adjustments do you propose?
| propose adjustments to periodic maintenance expense and utility receipts tax

expense. | also propose an adjustment to remove additional test year transactions
that are non-recurring, non-allowed, or capital in nature. The total operating
expense adjustments | propose result in a decrease of $612,000 to test year
operating expenses of $2,395,475 to yield pro forma operating expenses of

$1,787,425.

A. Periodic Maintenance Expense Adjustment

Please describe Petitioner’s proposed periodic maintenance expense
adjustment.

Petitioner proposed a pro forma periodic maintenance expense totaling $275,608,

which consists of the following components: (1) tank maintenance of $143,205, (2)
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wells and pumps maintenance of $24,000, (3) filter overhaul of $2,857 and (4)
meter replacement of $105,546.

Please describe your proposed periodic maintenance expense adjustment.
| propose pro forma maintenance expense of $164,786, which consists of the

following components: (1) tank maintenance of $137,929; (2) wells and pumps
maintenance of $24,000; and (3) filter overhaul of $2,857, a reduction of $118,534
to test year periodic maintenance expense of $283,320.

This is a reduction of $110,822 from Petitioner’s proposal. This reduction
includes a decrease of $5,277 to reflect what Petitioner must actually pay for tank
maintenance under its contract with Utility Service Company, Inc. as well as a
reduction of $105,546 to reflect the removal of meter replacements which are a
capital cost, not a periodic maintenance expense. Meter replacement costs are more
properly included in extensions and replacements or, as in this case, funded through

depreciation expense.

1. Tank Maintenance

Please explain your adjustment to Petitioner’s periodic tank maintenance
expense.

| adjusted periodic tank maintenance expense due to a reduction in the annual fees
charged by Petitioner’s vendor pursuant to tank maintenance contracts. Petitioner
procures tank maintenance services through contracts with Utility Service
Company, Inc. for the 750,000 gallon Plank Tank, the 300,000 gallon Paradise
Tank, the 750,000 Grim Tank, the 300,000 gallon Chandler Tank and the Frame

Hill Standpipe Tank. The contracts for the Plank Tank and the Frame Hill
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Standpipe are dated February 23, 2012. Page two of each contract describes the
annual fees for the maintenance contract services. These documents state that the
annual fee for Contract Year 6 and each subsequent annual fee shall be $10,714 for
the Frame Hill Standpipe Tank and $25,933 for the 750,000 Plank Tank.® These
contracts are both dated February 23, 2012. Accordingly, the sixth year of each
contract begins on February 24, 2017. Therefore, I reduced pro forma maintenance
expense for the Frame Hill Standpipe by $2,356 ($13,070 less $10,714) and for the
750,000 Plank Tank by $2,921 ($28,854 less $25,933)* for a total reduction of

$5,277. Table RJC-2 shows the differences between Petitioner’s proposed pro

forma expense for tank maintenance, and what the actual costs will be under the

contracts.
Table RIJC-2: Tank Maintenance Expense

Pro forma Per Difference

per Contract

Petitoner
Frame Hill Standpipe $ 13,070 $ 10,714  $ (2,356)
750,000 Plank Tank 28,854 25,933 (2,921)
300,000 Paradise Tank 16,862 16,862 0
750,000 Grim Tank 32,622 32,622 0
300,000 Chandler Tank 51,798 51,798 0

$ 143205 $ 137,929 $ (5276)

3 See Attachment RJC No. 2
4 See Attachment RJC No. 3
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2. Meter Replacement

Why have you removed Petitioner’s adjustment for meter replacement?
Meter replacement represents a capital expenditure rather than a periodic

maintenance expense and falls in the category of an extension and replacement or
depreciation expense revenue requirement. Petitioner has incorrectly included the
cost of replacing its meters in periodic maintenance expense. At a cost of
$1,055,460, this amount would be amortized over a ten year period for a total
annual adjustment of $105,546. A municipal utility has the option of including in
its revenue requirement either extensions and replacements or depreciation
expense. Petitioner selected depreciation expense forgoing recovery of extensions
and replacements as a revenue requirement. Because meter replacement is a capital
improvement rather than a maintenance expense, | removed $105,546 from
Petitioner’s proposed periodic maintenance adjustment. See Schedule 6,
Adjustment 2. Chandler can and should meet this annual capital improvement

through its recovery of depreciation expense.

B. Non-Recurring, Non-Allowed, and Capital Costs

Please explain your additional adjustment to test year operating expenses for
non-recurring, capital, or disallowed items.

Petitioner’s response to discovery and my onsite review of Petitioner’s books and
records revealed other items that should be removed from test year operating
expenses. In total, | propose an additional $43,673 decrease to test year operating

expenses to remove transactions identified as non-recurring, capital in nature or
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which should otherwise be disallowed®. (Some transactions were removed
altogether, but others were reduced and amortized to reflect an expense that is

incurred but does not recur every year.)

What is Petitioner’s current capitalization policy?
In response to OUCC Data Request No. 2.1°, Petitioner indicated it does not have

a formal capitalization policy and, because it maintains its books and records on the
cash basis of accounting, it places less emphasis on the accounting classification of
expenditures between capital items and expense items. It stated that major projects
or improvements are coded to accounts used for capital assets and during the annual
conversion of the cash basis records to the accrual basis for completion of the IURC
Annual Report, additional expenditures that were not originally coded as capital
items are reclassified as such, and that generally expenditures of $1,000 or greater
are “analyzed for classification purposes”.

What additional expenditures do you recommend be capitalized.
Using Petitioner’s capitalization threshold of $1,000 or greater, | recommend an

additional $23,039 in expenditures be capitalized and removed from operating
expense for the purpose of calculating rates. These expenditures exceed the $1,000
capitalization threshold, procured long-lived assets and are more appropriately
recorded as utility plant instead of as an operating expense. | summarized the

expense items | recommend be capitalized on OUCC Schedule 6, Adjustment 4.

5 See Attachment RJC No. 9.
6 See Attachment RJC No. 4.
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Please explain the OUCC’s disallowed expense adjustment.
Based on my review of Petitioner’s books, | determined that Petitioner spent $3,605
for celebrations, donations, and gifts for its employees during the test year. The
costs of such items provide no benefit to ratepayers and should not be included as
an operating expense for ratemaking purposes. Therefore, | removed these items

from test year operating expenses. See OUCC Schedule 6, Adjustment 4.

What expenditures should be amortized over a number of years?
During the test year, Petitioner paid for the development of a manual for developer

installed water mains at a cost of more than $21,000. Though paid during the test
year, this cost will not occur every year and will provide a benefit over several
years. Therefore, this cost should be amortized. Since Petitioner will benefit from
these expenditures for at least a period of five years, | recommend this cost be
amortized over that period of time. Based on a five year amortization, $4,257
should be recognized during the test year and the remainder should be removed

from test year operating expenses. See OUCC Schedule 6, Adjustment 4.

C. Utility Receipts Tax Expense Adjustment

How did Petitioner calculate utility receipts tax?
Petitioner took total revenues of $3,183,625 and reduced them by (1) $24,213 of

revenues that are not subject to utility receipts tax (exempt) and (2) the $1,000
allowed exemption. This results in taxable receipts of $3,158,412. Multiplying this
amount by the utility receipts tax rate of 1.4% resulted in pro-forma tax of $44,218.
This amount was reduced by test year expense of $50,272, which resulted in

Petitioner’s proposed utility receipts tax decrease of $6,054.
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What are the components Petitioner used to calculate utility receipts tax?

In response to discovery (Attachment JRC — 5), Petitioner indicated that the

revenues of $3,183,625 consisted of the following components:

Table RJC-3: Components of Petitioner’s Taxable URT Revenue

Metered Sales $ 2,592,552
Interdepartmental Sales 24,006
Fire Protection 288,668
Refunds &Reimb rom Other Town Funds 12,199
Collections - Other 309
Services Charges for Returned Checks 2,954
Disconnection Service Charge 11,936
Interest 4,640
Tap Fees 108,886
System Development Fees 116,424
Other Non-operating Receipts 21,051

$ 3,183,625

Are all of Petitioner’s revenues subject to utility receipts tax expense?

No. Only revenues generated from the provision of utility services are subject to

utility receipts tax. Further, certain utility revenues are exempt from utility receipts

taxes, including wholesale revenues and interdepartmental sales. Accordingly, |

excluded interdepartmental sales of $24,006, other town funds refunds and

reimbursements of $12,199, collections — other of $309, service charges for

returned checks of $2,954, other non-operating revenues of $21,045, interest of

$4,640, and system development fees of $116,424. Such revenues not subject to

utility receipts tax total $181,577.
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What adjustment do you propose to pro forma utility receipts taxes on present
rate revenues?

| propose a decrease of $6,889 to reflect the appropriate amount of utility receipts
tax on pro forma present rate revenues. | derived this adjustment by taking the total
amount of pro forma metered sales revenues during the test year of $2,811,114 and
adding to it the test year pro forma fire protection of $288,668 for total revenues of
$3,099,782. From this, | deducted the $1,000 exemption for taxable revenue of
$3,098,782. Multiplying this amount by the current utility receipts tax rate of
1.40% results in pro forma utility receipts tax of $43,383. | reduced this amount
by test year utility receipts tax of $50,272 for an adjustment reducing test year

utility receipts tax by $6,889. See OUCC Schedule 6, Adjustment No. 2.

VI. DEPRECIATION EXPENSE

Has Chandler requested a provision for extensions and replacements in its
proposed revenue requirements?

No. Chandler has chosen to request depreciation expense instead of extensions and
replacements. Chandler proposed a provision of $639,887 for based on composite
depreciation expense. The provision is based on Petitioner’s pro forma
depreciation allowance and is calculated by reducing December 31, 2017 utility

plant in service of $32,678,604 by land of $684,251 to arrive at depreciable utility
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plant of $31,994,353. This amount is multiplied by the composite depreciation rate

of 2.0% to arrive at an annual depreciation allowance of $639,887.

Do you accept Chandler’s proposed depreciation expense of $639,8877?
I agree with Petitioner’s methodology. However, on April 13, 2018, Petitioner filed

Supplemental Direct Testimony that indicated that the following balances were in
effect as of August 31, 2017:

Table RJC 4: OUCC'’s Calculation of Depreciation

UPIS $ 32,647,920
Land (684,251)
Depreciable Plant 31,963,669
Composite Rate 2.00%
Depreciation Allowance $ 639,273

Since | feel it is appropriate that Petitioner use the balances at the end of the test year
instead of the balances as of December 31, 2017 in calculating its depreciation
allowance, | feel the proper provision for Petitioner’s extensions and replacements
should be $639,273.

VIl. DEBT SERVICE

Chandler proposed debt service of $1,621,796 for its existing and proposed
bonds. Does the OUCC accept Chandler’s proposed debt service?

No. The OUCC proposes debt service of $1,419,187 for its existing and proposed
debt. See testimony of OUCC witness Edward Kaufman for a discussion of the

OUCC’s debt service proposal.
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VIll. DEBT SERVICE RESERVE

What did Chandler propose for debt service reserve?
Chandler proposed a debt service reserve revenue requirement of $180,149 for its

proposed bonds.

Does the OUCC accept Chandler’s proposed debt service reserve for its
existing and proposed bonds?

No. The OUCC proposes debt service reserve of $140,097, which Mr. Kaufman

supports in his testimony.

IX. SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE

Does Chandler’s current tariff include a system development charge (“SDC”")?
Yes. Chandler assesses the following charge per connection based on meter size:

Table RJC-5: Current System Development Charge

Charge per

Meter Size Connection
5/8 or 3/4 $ 464
1 1,160
11/5 2,320
2 3,712
3 6,960
4 11,600
6 23,200
8 37,120

Mr. Miller testified that the current system development charge was implemented
as a result of the Commission’s findings in Cause No. 42856, and noted that the
calculation was made using the equity buy-in method.

Has Chandler proposed an update to its current system development charge?
Yes. Petitioner proposes to implement a new system development charge of $1,470

for a 5/8 to ¥ inch meter. The charge for larger meter sizes will be calculated based

on the corresponding equivalency factor.
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How is a system development charge determined using the equity buy-in
method?

The equity buy-in method seeks to achieve capital equity between new and existing
customers. This approach assesses new customers a fee designed to approximate
the equity investment position of current customers. The goal is to achieve a level
of equity from new customers by collecting a system development charge
representative of the average equity attributable to existing customers.

The net investment in utility plant is calculated by taking the original cost
of utility plant and subtracting accumulated depreciation, contributions-in-aid of
construction, and outstanding debt. This net investment is then divided by the
current capacity being used to determine the equity investment per unit. The
investment per unit is then multiplied by average consumption per customer to
determine the system development charge.

How did Chandler calculate its proposed system development charge?

To calculate its system development charge for 5/8 inch and 3/4 inch meters,
Chandler added its utility plant in service (“UPIS”) balance as of December 31,
2016 as indicated in its 2016 IURC Annual Report ($32,564,167) and added utility
plant additions from January 1, 2017 through August 31, 2017 ($114,436)
producing total UPIS as of August 31, 2017 of $32,678,603. Chandler then added
$554,399, reflecting expense items Petitioner determined are capital in nature for
total adjusted UPIS of $33,233,002. (See Petitioner’s adjustment 5 in its
Accounting Report)  From this amount Chandler deducted accumulated
depreciation of $8,043,067 as of December 31, 2016 to arrive at net UPIS as of

August 31, 2017 of $25,189,935. From this amount Chandler deducted outstanding
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debt of $7,609,000 and contributions in aid of construction (“CIAC”) of $2,410,799
to arrive at the utility’s total net equity investment of $15,170,136. Chandler then
divided the total net equity investment by the current average annual demand of
554.8 million gallons to calculate equity investment per million gallons currently
used of $27,343. By dividing this amount by 1,000 gallons, Chandler determined
an equity investment per thousand gallons of $27.34. Multiplying $27.34 by the
number of gallons used by a typical residential user of 53.76 thousand gallons per
year, Chandler calculated a system development charge per equivalent dwelling

unit (“EDU”) of $1,470.

Do you agree with Chandler’s calculation of its system development charge?
No. | disagree with the amount of utility plant in service, accumulated depreciation,

and CIAC that is deducted from the net investment in plant.

Why do you disagree with the amount of accumulated depreciation used in
Petitioner’s calculation?

Although Petitioner’s calculation purports to be based on original cost as of August
31, 2017, Petitioner used the accumulated depreciation balance as of December 31,
2016 of $8,043,067. As discussed above, Petitioner filed supplemental testimony
on April 13, 2018 that indicated the balance of accumulated depreciation as of
August 31, 2017 is $8,686,910. It is more appropriate to use the August 31, 2017
accumulated depreciation balance in the calculation, the date on which UPIS was
based.

Why do you disagree with the amount of contributions in aid of construction
used in Petitioner’s calculation?

Petitioner reduced net investment in plant by contributions in aid of construction

(“CIAC”) of $2,410,799. However, Petitioner’s 2016 Annual Report indicates that
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it is carrying a CIAC balance as of December 31, 2016 of $10,059,608. Also,
Petitioner indicated it excluded two sources of CIAC from its system development
charge calculation: (1) $3,492,839 from the OCRA Disaster Recovery Il and (2)
$4,102,720 from State and County waterline relocation reimbursements, a total of
$7,595,559. (Attachment RJC No. 6, Chandler’s Response to OUCC Data Request
No. 3-4.) Petitioner acknowledged that it also should have deducted an additional

$139,050 of accumulated SDC revenues collected in 2010, 2011, and 2012.

Why did Petitioner decide not to deduct the CIAC funds from OCRA Disaster
Recovery Il and State and County waterline relocation reimbursements?

Petitioner said it did not deduct the contributions because it did not believe it could
be expected to receive such contributions in the future:

The purpose of the SDC is to recover from new users, a portion of the cost
of the capacity they consume when they connect to the waterworks system.
These funds are accumulated over time and are then used to reduce the
amount of borrowing necessary to expand capacity-related facilities in the
future. Petitioner does not believe that it can expect to receive similar grant
funding or reimbursements for waterline relocations in the future.
Therefore, it would be inappropriate to deduct these amounts from the
proposed SDC calculation. Doing so understates the cost that Petitioner
will likely incur in the future resulting in additional borrowing’.

Do you agree these contributions should be excluded from the calculation?
No. Petitioner’s analysis is based on a flawed understanding of how the equity buy-

in method is supposed to work. Petitioner opted to calculate its system
development charge using the equity buy-in method. Under the equity buy-in
methodology, the system development charge is not designed to recover costs that
will occur in the future:

Under the equity buy-in approach, SDCs are designed based on the
philosophy that new customers will be assessed a charge at the same

7 See Attachment RJC 6.
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equity position as existing customers. A key component in
developing equity method SDCs is determining system equity based
on a utility’s capital structure. Equity represents the current value of
the utility’s capital derived from previous and existing customers.
(Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems, WEF Manual of Practice
No. 27, Chapter 10 — System Development Charges, page 188.)8
Whether similar contributions can be expected to occur in the future has no bearing.
These contributions have occurred and are a source of capital for funding current
utility plant. It is unfair for this benefit to be allocated solely to existing customers.

Therefore, | propose deducting Petitioner’s entire CIAC balance as of December

31, 2016 of $10,059,608 to calculate the system development charge.

Q

What other changes are you making in your SDC Calculation?
A: Because | disallowed $23,039 of Petitioner’s expenditures, | added this amount to

the utility’s UPIS for the purpose of calculating the SDC®. The table below

compares Petitioner’s and the OUCC’s calculation of the SDC:

8 See Attachment RJC No. 8.
9 See Attachment RJC No. 7.
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Table RJC — 6: Comparison of Petitioner’s and OUCC System Development
Charge Calculation

System Development Charge

Per Petitioner Per OUCC

UPIS $ 33,233,002 $ 33,233,002

additional cap per OUCC 23,039

33,233,002 33,256,041

Deprec a/o 8/31/17 (8,043,067) (8,686,909)

25,189,935 24,569,132

O/S debt (7,609,000) (7,609,000)

CIAC (2,410,799) (10,059,608)

15,170,136 6,900,524

Current avg demand (Million Gallons) 554.80 554.80

27,343 12,438

1,000 1,000

Equity investment per 1000 gallons 27.3434 12.4379

Typical gallons used per year residential 53.76 53.76

System development Charge $ 1,470 669

Rounded $ 675

1 Q: What System Development Charge do you recommend?

2 A | recommend a System Development Charge of $675 per equivalent dwelling unit.
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OUCC RECOMMENDATIONS

Please summarize your recommendations to the Commission.

I recommend the following:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Petitioner’s operations and maintenance expense be reduced by $612,000.
Petitioner’s utility receipts tax be reduced by $6,889.

Petitioner’s residential operating revenues be increased by $11,454.
Petitioner’s commercial operating revenues be increased by $207,108.
Petitioner be allowed an allowance for Depreciation of $639,273.
Petitioner’s debt service revenue requirement be set at $1,149,187 for the
reasons discussed in the pre-filed testimony of OUCC witnesses Edward

Kaufman and Jim Parks.

Petitioner’s debt service reserve revenue requirement be set at $140,097 for
the reasons discussed in the pre-filed testimony of witness Edward Kaufman.

Petitioner’s overall revenue requirement be increased by 29.3% to provide it
an opportunity to collect $4,047,590 in net revenues. Petitioner’s rates should
be designed pursuant to the OUCC’s class cost of service study analysis
performed by Jerry Mierzwa of Exeter Associates, Inc.

Petitioner be allowed implement a system development charge per equivalent
dwelling unit of $675.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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APPENDIX A

Please describe your educational background and experience.

| graduated from Indiana University with a Bachelor of Science degree majoring in
accounting. Upon graduation, | took a position as an accountant for Tousley-Bixler
Construction Company for whom | worked until 1984. At that time, | began
attending Indiana University School of Law. After graduating from law school in
1988, | was employed by the public accounting firm of Boyd, Stamper & Leeds
and participated in the preparation of compilations, audits, and corporate and
individual tax returns. From 1990 to 1993, | worked for the CPA firm of Myers &
Stauffer, which specializes in Medicaid accounting, consulting and rate setting.
After a short tenure with the OUCC as a Principal accountant in 1993, | became
Controller, Corporate Secretary, and a member of the Board of Directors of General
Acceptance Corporation. | returned to the OUCC in 1998 as an Assistant Utility
Consumer Counselor and represented the interests of the public before the Indiana
Utility Regulatory Commission (“Commission”) in a variety of Gas, Water and
Telecommunications cases. | assumed my current position as a Utility Analyst with
the OUCC in April of 2005. Since joining the OUCC, | have attended the NARUC
Annual Regulatory Studies Program, the NARUC Utility Rate School, and other
continuing educations programs. | became licensed as a Certified Public

Accountant in 1983. Having left the practice of public accounting in 1993, my
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license is currently inactive. | am also an inactive member of the Indiana Bar in
good standing.

Have you previously testified before the Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission?

Yes. | have testified in many cases before the Commission including a number of

applications by municipal, not-for-profit and investor owned water utilities for

financing authority and changes to rates and charges.
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Q-2-6: Why were the revenues collected during the test year for Petitioner’s system
development charge, tap fees and other income not deducted from the utility’s total
revenue requirement in calculating its proposed rate increase?

A-2-6: The amount of revenue generated on an annual basis from these charges is not fixed,
known or measurable. In fact, as can be seen on Petitioner’s financial statements, the
amounts collected in any given year can vary dramatically. In addition, these revenue
sources and their corresponding expenditures are not considered operating in nature.
Instead they are accounted for “below the line” as capital items. Therefore, it would be
imprudent to rely on revenues from these sources when setting Petitioner’s recurring
rates and charges.

4839-6643-3382.v1
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. A lock will be nstalled on the pund liateh of the tanh.

b The Company will provide emergency services. when needed. w perlortn all repairs povered

under this Contragt. Rensonable reavel tome must be allowed Tor the repiim unit to reach the
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Go Vhe Company will turnish pressure relief valves, il requested by the Dwner. 50 that 1he

Cnper can install the valves inits wirler system while the tank is being servieed,
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(o the end of Contract Year 2. The rank shall receive g exterior renyvation prior o the end ul Contigel
Yeur 5. Che first five (3 annual lees shall be S20,771L.00 per Contract Veur. The annual fee for Contract
Yy 6 and cach sabseguent annual fee shall he 1071400 per Contracl Year however. in Contract Year 9
and cach third anniversan thereatier. the annual tee shudl be adjusted o rellect the current cost of service.
Fhe adjostment of the annual fee shall he limited W a muximunm ab 3% per apnnm. Al applicable tanes are
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L. A lock will be installed o the root hateh of the wmk,

F. The Company will provide enurgeisey services, when needed. to perfoen all repaies covered
inder this Contraet, Reasonihle travel Hime must be allowed for the repair unit 1o reseh the
tnk site,

G The Company sitl furnish pressure rediet valves. it requested by the Owner, o thal the
Owner can install the valves i its water system while the tank s belug serviced,

Ho The Company will furnish current certificates of insurance eoverage to the Owner,

2. Contract Price/Annual Fees.  The 1ank shall roceive nn exterior renovition and repaivs prios
ta ihe end of Contract Year 1 The tank shiall receive an interior renovation prior to the end of Contract
Year 3. The fiest five (3) anmia) fees shal] be $61,200.00 per Contract Yeur, The sonug) fee for Conracy
Year 6 and cach subsequent annual fee shatl be $23,933.00 per Contraet Year: however, in Contract Year 9
and wach third anniversary thereafter. the annua) fee shall be adjusied o reflest the corrent cost of service,
The adjestmient of the annual fee shall be limited to a maximom of 8% per annum. Al applicable taxes are,
the responsihility of e Owner and-are in addition 1o the stated costs and fees i this Contract. A “Contract
Year” shall bu defined as cach consecutive 12-month period foltowing the first day of the month in which the
LContraet is ¢xtouted by the Owner and each subssquent 1Z-month perdod thereafler during the time the
Contrict is in effeet, For example, ifa conitract was signed by an Ownar on April 17, 2007, Contraet Year |
for that contiaet would be April 1, 2007 1o March 31, 2008, and Contrael Year 2 for that contract would be
April 1, 2008 10 March 31, 2004 and so on,

3. Payment Terms, The annual fee for Contradt Year 1, plus all applicable taxes, shall be due,
und payable wpon completion of the exterior venovation.  Each subsequent unnusl few, plus all
upplicable taxes, shall be due and payvable on the first day of each Contraet Yeur, thereafter; however,
heginning in Contract Year 2, the annuoal fee exn be paid either monthiy, quarterly, semiannually, or
t the Uwner dovs oot choose 2
preferved hifling frequency, the Owaer will he biled quarterly. (Note: Duc 1o the length of timo that it
lakes to perform the initial renovation prajeet. it is possible that two (2} enneal Fees could fall within one
budget year for the Owner), Purthermore, if the Owner cleets (o terminate this Contracl privr to remitling the
first five () annoal foes, then the bakanee for work completed shad) be due and payable within thiry (30)
days of the Company 's receipt of the Owner's Notige to Terminate,

4. Soueture of Tank.  The Company is aceepting this tank undes propram based upon its existing
structure and components.  Aay modifications 1o the tank, including onienna installagions, shall be
approved by Utifity Service Co., Inc., prior to installation and may wareant an increase in the annual fee.

5, Environmental, Health, Safety, or Labor Requirements, Thie Owner hereby  agrees  that
future mandated epvirvonmental. health, satety. or labor reguirements as well gs chunges in site conditions ar
the tank stte which cause an merease in the cost of tank maintenance wifl be just cause for modification of
this Contract. Said modilication of this Contract will reasonably retleet the fereased eost of e sorviee with
# newly pegoliated annoad foe.
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Chandler Municipal Water 45062
Comparison of Tank Maintenance Contracts

Pro forma Per Difference
per Contract
Petitoner

Frame Hill Standpipe . 3,257.15
3,257.14
3,277.62
3,277.62 13,070 10,714 (2,356)

750,000 Plank Tank 7,200.83
7,200.83
7,226.24
7,226.24 28,854 25,933 (2,921)

300,000 Paradise Tank 4,215.44
4,215.44
4,215.44
4,215.44 16,862 16,862 0

750,000 Grim Tank 8,155.50
8,155.50
8,155.50
8,155.50 32,622 32,622 0

300,000 Chandler Tank 51,798.00 51,798 51,798 0

143,205 137,929 (5,276)
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Q-2-1: Please provide a copy of Chandler’s current capitalization policy.

A-2-1: Petitioner does not have a formal capitalization policy. Petitioner maintains its books
and records on the cash basis of accounting. Because of this, it places lesser emphasis on
the accounting classification of expenditures between capital items and expense items.
Major projects or improvements are coded to accounts used for capital assets. During
the annual conversion of the cash basis records to the accrual basis for completion of the
IURC Annual Report, additional expenditures that were not originally coded as capital
items are reclassified as such. While there is no formal policy governing this activity,
generally expenditures of $1,000 or greater are analyzed for classification purposes.

4839-6643-3382.v1
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Q-2-8: Adjustment 6 located on page 12 of Petitioner’s Accounting Report states the utility had
test year gross receipts of $3,183,625. However, the income statement provided in the
supplemental direct testimony of Mr. Miller states that Petitioner had total water and
fire protection sales of $2,881,220. Please reconcile these two amounts.

A-2-8: Adjustment 6 relates to the Indiana Utility Receipts Tax based on gross income of
Petitioner for calendar year 2017 as follows:

¢ Metered sales ' $2,592,552
e Fire protection 288,668

o Sub-total 2,881,220
¢ Other operating receipts 51,404
e Interest 4,640
o Tap fees 108,886
e System development fees 116,424
¢ Other non-operating receipts ' 21,051

o Total $3,183,625

4839-6643-3382.v1
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Q-3-4: In the calculation of its proposed system development charge, Petitioner reduces net

A-3-4:

investment in plant by contributions in aid of construction of $2,410,799. Why was the
net investment in plant not reduced by the $10,145,407.64 of “Contribution on lines”
contained on line 44, columm W of the Schedule of Annual Transactions and
Adjustments to Reconcile JTURC Report 8/31/17 provided to the QOUCC via email on
May 21, 2018?

The amount of $2,410,799 Petitioner deducted from its proposed SDC calculation is
comprised of $2,046,831 representing the Contributions in Aid of Construction (CIAC)
balance used in IURC Cause No. 42856 in the initial approval of the Petitioner’s SDC
plus accumulated SDC revenues from 1/1/2013 through 8/31 /2017 totaling $363,968.
Petitioner should have also deducted an additional $139,050 of accumulated SDC
revenues from January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2012. This would have resulted in
a total reduction in the proposed SDC calculation of $2,549,849.

In the calculation of the revised System Development Charge (“SDC”), Petitioner did not
deduct from plant the grant funds it received from OCRA Disaster Recovery II totaling
$3,492,839 or from State and County waterline relocation reimbursements totaling
$4,102,720.

The purpose of the SDC is to recover from new users, a portion of the cost of the
capacity they consume when they connect to the waterworks system. These funds are
accumulated over time and are then used to reduce the amount of borrowing necessary
to expand capacity-related facilities in the future. Petitioner does not believe that it can
expect to receive similar grant funding or reimbursements for waterline relocations in
the future. Therefore, it would be inappropriate to deduct these amounts from the
proposed SDC calculation. Doing so understates the cost that Petitioner will likely incur
in the future resulting in additional borrowing.

Please see Attachment A-3-4,

4849-0904-9963.v1
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System Development Charge

Per Petitioner Per OUCC
UPIS $ 33,233,002 § 33,233,002
additional cap per oucc 23,039
33,233,002 33,256,041
Deprec a/o 8/31/17 (8,043,067) (8,686,909)
25,189,935 24,569,132
O/S debt ‘ (7,609,000) (7,609,000)
CIAC (2,410,799) (10,059,608)
15,170,136 6,900,524
Current avg demand (Million Gallons 554.80 554.80
27,343 12,438
1,000 1,000
Equity investment per r1000, gall 27.3434 12.4379
Typical gallons used per year residential 53.76 53.76
System development Charge $ 1,470 669

Rounded 3 675
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INTRODUCTION

A well-conceived financial plan is critical to ensuring that a wastewater utility is ade-
quately prepared for ongoing system operation and replacement requirements, and
for future capacity expansion needs. Such a plan should consider the full array of
capital funding alternatives available to the utility, as discussed in Chapter 4. One

181
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Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems

possible funding source for capital projects is system development charges (SDCs
(also referred to as development fees, impact fees, or capital recovery fees). Syster
development charge proceeds are typically used to pay for capital projects related t
growth. Application of these fees assists the utility in implementing a “growth pay;
for growth” policy.

System development charges have been used since the 1920s, as evidenced by th
U.S. Department of Commerce’s Standard Planning Enabling Act, enacted in 192

Capital projects required to meet the demands of growth are often a burden on""
existing wastewater ratepayers. Through the use of SDCs, costs associated with -

growth may largely be shifted to the new customers and away from the existing

wastewater customers over time. Typically, SDCs are used to pay for backbone
wastewater facilities, including treatment plants, collector mains, interceptor maiss, -
outfall sewers, and lift stations. These fees are one-time charges to customers when .

they connect to the system or by developers as part of the permitting or planning

process. Other growth-related charges, including service connection and hook-up

fees, acreage fees, and main extension charges, are associated with service to a partic-
ular customer, development, or service area.

A great deal of planning needs to take place before the implementation of legally
defensible fees. Planning begins with a Capital Planning Process, as noted in Chapter
4, Table 4.1, that determines existing and future system capacity needs and the specific.
capital projects required to meet those needs. It takes knowledge, time, and effort to
create legally sound and politically stable fee programs. Typical actions required by a
utility to implement system development charges include the following:

* Determine that the local government has authority to establish such fees by
statute or otherwise.

¢ Adopt a Facility Plan, Master Plan, or other Capital Improvement Plan that
projects growth in the service area, identifies the projects or portion of projects

required for serving growth, and identifies the anticipated funding source for
each project.

* Develop a fee structure or method that is consistent with legal guidelines.

* Monitor programs to ensure that revenues benefit the intended growth area.

This chapter will detail the steps involved in developing and implementing
SDCs. It will also discuss the legal guidelines that contributed to the development of
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System Development Charges

dards in formulating and implementing SDCs, various methodologies and con-

ots, and implementation issues, including the application of revenues.

JANNING AND LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

al governments across the country have varying policies in relation to growth. At
e extreme are communities actively pursuing economic development, while others
Seck to limit or control further growth and development. Although SDCs should not
e used as a disincentive for growth, this type of fee is an important tool in ensuring

dequate infrastructure to serve growth.

LANNING. Utilities facing minimal growth may require only minor modifications
‘to the wastewater system for each additional customer. However, other utilities expe-
‘riencing rapid growth may require significant capital projects to serve planned devel-
‘opment. In the latter case, it is particularly important that the utility adopt a capital
improvement plan (often part of a master plan or other system infrastructure plan)

that includes the following:

Projected development throughout the planning period;

¢ Distribution of growth throughout the service area;

¢ Capacity requirements of growth, in terms of flows and loadings;

* Existing system loadings and facility capacities;

List of planned capital improvements to address various needs (repfacement,

rehabilitation, expansion, etc.); and

* Estimated time frame for completion of capital improvements.

Capital planning may be explicitly addressed in master plans or be separate from
such plans. Capital improvement plans may address the need for creating new waste-
water facility capacity and needed improvements to existing facilities to meet desig-
nated service demands or regulatory requirements. The capital improvement plan used
to develop the SDCs should identify the costs of the growth-related facilities separate
from the improvement and regulatory-related facilities costs for existing customers.

Projected capacity requirements are based on growth assumptions applied to
area maps and land-use assumptions such as residential, multifamily, commercial, or
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industrial uses. New capacity requirements can also be based on existing d
ment in the area to be served. Once land-use requirements are categorized :
needs of existing development have been estimated, the utility can assess addi
capacity requirements. Further, the capital improvement plan should forecast
of development, enabling sizing and timing of wastewater facilities. Table 10.1
vides examples of improvements required to serve growth.

The use of engineers who specialize in utility master planning is important
development of detailed capital projects, schedules, cost estimates, and project
itization. Once a plan has been developed by the utility, it may be advantageo
create a public forum such as citizen committees to provide comments on cap
improvement program priorities and alternatives. Because growth-related proj
can place a financial burden on existing customers (if fully funded through u
rates), utilities often look for other means of funding these projects through di
charges to the benefiting users. ’

LEGAL GUIDELINES. Before implementing SDCs, the utility should develop
philosophy and capital improvement plan for further development and maintenan
of its infrastructure. It should also review pertinent legislation, state statutes, loc
municipal codes, and judicial rulings related to SDCs. Utilities need to be aware.
the legislative authority within the state in which they operate in developing suc
fees. Authority for charging SDCs generally comes from the following: (1) specif
enabling legislation; (2) general home-rule powers, which provide local government$
the authority to establish fees and charges for local government facilities; (3) broad .
police power to protect general health, safety, and welfare of the community through‘:’f

provision of services; and (4) utility rate-setting authority. Laws regarding SDCs can
often be vague, and misapplication of concepts and approaches can lead to legal chal-

TasLe 10.1  Examples of growth facilities.

Sewer mains in growth area

Additional lift stations, pumping stations, and force mains

Additional treatment plants or increase in capacity at existing plant
Additional reclamation plants or increases in capacity at existing plant
Residuals processing and outfall sewers

Oversizing of a facility or sewer main
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System Development Charges

nges. Utilities should seek competent legal advice, especially when new SDCs are
ing considered for implementation.

Legal guidelines, dating back to the early 1900s, established the rights of local
vernment to regulate growth. The phenomenon of SDCs as applied in local com-
unities derived from these rights. Over the past 20 years, various courts have
addressed SDCs and, in that process, have established various guidelines and stan-
dards for establishing such charges. System development charges have increasingly
ecome an accepted revenue source in supporting growth in urban areas. Although
- SDC statutes and judicial findings are state-specific, leading case law from other
: jurisdictions can also provide relevant guidelines, as many courts draw on rulings in
" other jurisdictions, leading to consistency nationwide. General guidelines developed
in courts over the last century are described below, and Appendix B provides a

sample of nationwide case law covering SDCs.

Right of Local Governments to Regulate Development. State and local govern-
ments have the right through the Tenth Amendment of the Constitution to regulate land
development. The power of regulation rests with states that generally elect to delegate
that authority to local governments for purposes of guiding land developments (Porter,
1997). Opponents of SDCs often have argued that these fees were not authorized by
state statute. To address this issue, many states have adopted legislation officially autho-
rizing the use of SDCs. Some of these statutes authorize very specific uses of SDCs,
while others have adopted more general authorizing statutes (Nicholas et al., 1991).

Regulation versus Taxation. In the past, SDCs have repeatedly been challenged on
the basis that they constitute taxes rather than fees for service. It is now generally, but
not totally, accepted that SDCs are user charges rather than taxes. This is based on the
- rationale that the fee is voluntary and benefits the paying entity based on use of the
; facility. System development charges for new wastewater users are thus fees distin-
guishable from taxes as they are related to cost of construction and use of the facili-
ties and are proportionately charged to users who benefit from facilities.

Banberry Factors (Standards of Reasonableness). One of the most influential
court cases in the history of development fees was Banberry Development Corporation
v. South Jordan City (Utah, 1981). In this case, the Utah Supreme Court held that in
establishing development fees, local governments must consider the share of capital
costs to be borne by newly developed properties relative to the costs aiready borne
by existing properties. Specifically, the court identified seven factors that an entity

must consider

OUCC Attachment RJC-8

Page 7 of 20




186 Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems

M
2
@)

(4)

)

(6)
@)

Cost of existing capital facilities;
The manner of financing existing capital facilities;
The relative extent to which the newly developed properties and other prop

erties in the municipality have already contributed to the cost of existing’

capital facilities;

The relative extent to which newly developed properties and other proper:
ties in the municipality will contribute to cost of existing capital facilitiesin-

the future; :

The extent to which newly developed properties are entitled to a credit -
because the municipality is requiring their developers or owners to provide .~
common facilities that have been provided by the municipality and financed.

through general taxation or other means in other parts of the municipality;

Extraordinary costs, if any, in servicing the newly developed properties; and ',

The time—price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at
different times (Utah, 1981).

Banberry established procedural and substantive guidelines for cases where

SDCs are challenged as well as providing guidance for policy makers in establishing
an equitable program.

Rational Nexus. Rational nexus is the concept that there needs to be a reasonable
connection between the following;:

¢ The new development that will pay the fees and the need for facilities,

* Growth needs and levels of cost to meet that need compared to the cost to
serve others,

* Identified costs and the fee level,

¢ Identified costs and the amount of revenue generated by the fee, and

* The cost to the utility of new development and the amount of the fee collected.

This test is referenced in many court cases and provides the guidelines found in
state statutes for SDCs.

Good Faith Intent. In 1997, Arizona courts found that a municipality needs only to.
develop a plan that shows a “good faith” intent to use SDCs to provide growth-
related services within a reasonable time. This case suggests the SDC programs are
not required to be precise, but do have to be formulated based on sensible planning.
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STEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGE CALCULATION

calculating SDCs, a utility needs to select a fee structure and develop a fee
edule based on selected units of service. Methodological approaches should be
luated and selected with careful consideration of state regulations, data avail-
bility, and local growth policies. Ultimately, there are several principles the utility
reeds to satisfy in developing the methodology, which are listed below

o Fee is proportionate to proposed impact,
Fee proceeds are used to provide infrastructure serving the growth area

L

(which may be the entire service area),

* Fee methodology is uniform and consistent,

Other sources of funding are considered for capital improvements, and

¢ Fee includes only eligible growth-related costs.
Specific approaches to developing the fee structure and schedule are discussed

below.

FEE STRUCTURE. There are three broadly recognized structures of system devel-

opment charges (Galardi et al., 2004)

(1) System buy-in approach. Based on existing facilities.
(2) Marginal or incremental approach. Based on the projection of capacity-

enhancing system improvements.
Combined approach. Considers both existing and planned future facilities.

@)

Each option is discussed in more detail below. It is important to determine the
underlying philosophy before adopting a specific methodology and to check applic-
able state statutes and case laws for permissible methodologies.

Buy-In Approach. Under this approach, new customers are required to “buy-in” to
existing system facilities, generally at a rate that reflects the prior investment of
existing customers per unit of total capacity (capacity buy-in). A buy-in type
approach is fairly easy to administer and is most appropriate where current system
facilities have adequate capacity to serve both existing and future customers, the
forecast of future system investment is minimal, and where existing facilities are not

scheduled for replacement in the near future (AWWA, 2000).

v OUCC Attachment RJC-8
Cause No. 45062
Page 9 of 20




Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems

The rationale behind the capacity buy-in approach is that new customers sho
be charged for existing available capacity at a rate consistent with the average va
of available capacity of the existing system (see following subsection System Val a
tion for considerations related to establishing appropriate system value-—the nume
ator of the buy-in fee equation). To the extent that there is sufficient available capacit
in the existing system to serve growth, the capacity buy-in approach is generalrly:f
reasonable basis for determining growth-related costs. However, if the existin
system has little available capacity, and the cost of providing new capacity (on a pe
unit basis) is higher than the existing facilities (because of higher standards and fewe
grants, for example), then a capacity buy-in approach may not generate sufficien
revenues to fully fund the total capacity needs of growth. '

Aless common approach to a buy-in structure is the “equity” buy-in approac
The equity buy-in approach differs from the capacity buy-in approach in terms o
the denominator of the unit cost calculation. The denominator in the equity buy-i
approach is the existing used capacity in the system. In contrast, the denominato
of the capacity buy-in approach is the total existing system capacity. To the extent
that there is capacity available in the existing system (meaning total capacity is
greater than the existing used capacity), the capacity buy-in approach will yield a‘;
smaller unit cost and SDC (all other things being equal) than the equity buy-in
approach. »

Under the equity buy-in approach, SDCs are designed based on the philosophy
that new customers will be assessed a charge at the same equity position as existing
customers. A key component in developing equity method SDCs is determining :
system equity based on a utility’s capital structure. Equity represents the current * }
value of the utility’s capital derived from previous and existing customers and tax- - }
payers who paid user charges, fees, and tax payments to build up wastewater system t
capacity available to serve growth customers. k

The equity buy-in approach will often generate more revenue than the capacity
buy-in approach, and may be viewed as more equitéble by existing customers who
have provided the resources for the utility to invest in capacity. However, this
approach may not be consistent with legal requirements in all states. This is particu-
larly true where the methodology must demonstrate consideration of growth-specific
capacity requirements and associated costs. The equity buy-in approach may over-
state the cost of capacity, particularly when there is substantial excess capacity in the
system.
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System Development Charges

SsTEM VALUATION. A key methodological decision under a buy-in fee
sthodology is how to value the utility’s system assets. Valuation approaches include

following;:
o Original cost. The nominal dollar value paid at the time of construction.
o Netbook vatue. Original cost less accumulated depreciation.

¢ Replacement cost less depreciation. Original cost less accumulated deprecia-

tion further adjusted to reflect the cost of reproducing or replacing the system
in current dollars.
* Replacement costs. Original cost adjusted to reflect replacing the system in

current dollars.

The valuation method selected depends on the individual system and the
objective of the utility managers. For example, it may be appropriate not to subtract
accumulated depreciation from the original costs in instances when a utility has
constructed a larger facility to accommodate future growth to benefit from
economies of scale. Other factors that need to be considered in system valuation

include the following:

* OQutstanding Jong-term debt,

¢ Contributions in a‘id of construction,
¢ Grants,

* Ad valorem tax payments, and

» Interest.

Again, knowledge of relevant enabling legislation and case law is helpful in
determining which of the above factors may be legally required versus simply con-
sistent with equity objectives. Outstanding debt principal is generally excluded
from the development of the buy-in fee valuation to avoid double-charging new
customers——first, through SDCs, and again, through general rates and charges for
wastewater service, that are used to retire the debt. However, another approach to
avoid double-charging new development for debt principal costs is to include debt-
funded facilities in the valuation, but to then provide a credit or offset to the SDC.
The credit is generally equal to the estimated present value of future rate contribu-
tions toward the debt principal. This latter approach is significantly more complex,
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as it requires a multiyear cash flow analysis to estimate the future contributi
new customers through rates or other charges, and ongoing administration of
credit system. However, a credit approach may address potential equity iss
among new development as a whole, as the level of credit is often tied to wh
development connects to the system.

There are instances when a developer will contribute capital for wastewater f:
ities. This allows the developer to plan the development area without the finan
and construction constraints of the utility. Therefore, if a growth-related project
funded with contributions from developers or other sources of funding, like gra
the corresponding amounts are generally excluded from the fee calculation to avo
double recovery of costs. For debt-funded facilities, existing customers have borj’
interest costs, in addition to repaying a portion of principal costs. Therefore, intere
expense may also be considered when valuing the system for purposes of calculatin
buy-in fees.

Table 10.2 illustrates determination of system value under a buy-in approach:’
the example provided, assets are valued based on the net book value (original co
less depreciation) approach, and deductions include outstanding debt principal, fe
eral funding, and developer contributions.

CAPACITY DETERMINATION. The next component in calculating system_
development charges under a buy-in approach is the determination of system’
capacity. The appropriate capacity measure under the capacity buy-in method is total .-
system capacity (as opposed to used capacity for the equity buy-in approach). In-
either case, capacity may be stated in terms of hydraulic or loading capacity, or in
terms of equivalent units served. Equivalent units are the number of units in the
system of varying size expressed in terms of a common unit (typically a residential
dwelling). In this case, multifamily, commercial, and industrial facilities are assigned
multiple equivalent units in proportion to their total contribution to capacity, relative .
to that of a single-family-dwelling unit.

Total system capacity is generally determined based on facility sizing criteria and
wastewater permit requirements. Existing used capacity can be determined from
wastewater plant records and billing data. The systemwide unit cost is calculated by
dividing the system valuation by the selected capacity measure. Table 10.3 shows
these sample calculations under the capacity buy-in approach. '
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System Development Charges

gLE 10.2  Example of system valuation.

Net book value

$93,533,000

$4,092,000

umps & lift stations

Collection system $79,723,000
$3,986,000

Residual processing

$181,334,000

Existing system value

Less (offsets)

($40,000,000)

Debt service (outstanding principal)

Federal funding (grants) ($1,000,000)
Contributions (42,630,000)
$97,704,000

System valuation for buy-in fee

TaLe10.3 Example of capacity buy-in method.

Existing system valuation $97,704,000

Total capacity in equivalent units 170,000 -

Average cost per unit ) $575

Marginal or Incremental Approach. The marginal or incremental approach is based
on the principle that new system users should be responsible for the cost of the latest
or next increments of capacity that they cause to be constructed. This fee recovers
growth’s share of planned additions to the system. A utility generally relies on its cap-
ital improvement plan to estimate cost and capacities of growth-related projects. The
capacity resulting from the additional facilities will be used in the fee calculation.
Selecting the appropriate capacity can be determined by (1) using total new treatment
plant capacity or (2) capacity of new projects weighted by individual project costs
(Corssmit, 2002). System development charges may be phased in as development in a
growth area progresses and capacity use increases by using marginal pricing.

Utilities need to avoid including overlapping cost in both the SDCs and in waste-
water user charges used in the area of capital financing. As in the buy-in approach,
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capital contributions and grants for additional facilities should not be included in
calculation of the fee. The objective of the marginal method is that system expansi
needed. to serve new development can be accomplished with limited impa‘ct '
existing wastewater user rates. This method is appropriate when all or a very signif

-, cant portion of the wastewater capital improvement program serves growth an
available facilities cannot accommodate growth.
Table 104 provides an illustration of a marginal or incremental approach. In thi

case, individual projects are analyzed to determine the portion of costs associated’
with system expansion and capacity, versus rehabilitation or replacement.

Combined Fee Approach. Increasingly, in response to the stated goal to charge ne
customers for the full cost of growth, and thereby avoid the subsidization of new cus-
tomers by existing customers, many state laws allow utilities to implement a com
bined fee approach. This approach is rapidly gaining favor in many jurisdictions,.l{
generally applies when the current system facilities could serve future customers and
a portion of the wastewater capital improvement program is also related to growth.
The combined fee approach includes two separate elements

(1) System reimbursement component. Includes a portion for new customer to
pay for an equitable share of existing facilities.

(2) Incremental new capacity component (also referred to as growth—related“
improvement component). Includes future facilities that will be constructed -

to accommodate growth.

This approach is generally the most technically rigorous of the system develop- i

ment charge calculation approaches. It involves explicit determination of available

TaBLE 10.4 Example of marginal or incremental approach.

. Capital improvement plan Growth costs

Treatment plant improvements (60% capacity) $4,000,000
Pipe replacement (0% capacity) $0
New pump station (100% capacity) $1,000,000
Cost-of-growth related projects $5,000,000
Total new system equivalent units 10,000
Unit cost per unit $500
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System Development Charges

acity value in the existing system, and apportionment of future capital costs
cen existing users and new development. The reimbursement fee component is
ermined by dividing the value of available capacity in the existing system by the
imated growth units during the planning period. The improvement fee compo-
tis determined by dividing the value of future capacity-increasing costs by the
mated growth units. So, unlike the marginal or incremental approach described
viously, that only recovers the future capacity costs related to growth, the com-
ined approach also recovers the costs of available capacity of the existing system.
Some states, such as Oregon, explicitly allow for use of a combined fee method-
logy. Other states have case law that supports this approach. For example, a 2001
olorado Supreme Court decision found that a SDC methodology including a reim-
ursement component and a growth-related improvement component was justifiable
and defensible. A defensible method requires rational policy, application of appro-
priate laws, collection and analysis of relevant data, sound asset valuation, and cost-
allocation methodology. The Colorado ruling has since been adopted by several other
states, and its implications may be useful to utilities elsewhere (Corssmit, 2002).

FEE SCHEDULE. The fee structure is the mechanism for determining the costs to
be recovered from new development as a whole. Of equal concern to local govern-
ments and the development community alike is how the fees are then assessed to dif-
ferent types, sizes, and location of development. The applicable SDC for a specific
development is determined by multiplying the system-wide unit cost (as defined by
one of the methods described above) by the estimated capacity requirements (Galardi

etal., 2004).

Scaling Measures. At the very least, the fee schedule generally provides one or
more scaling measures for assessment of development fees to different types and
sizes of developments. The use of scaling measures in calculating development fees
is designed to ensure that customers who are larger, or use infrastructure systems
more intensively, pay the associated costs of capacity required to serve them. There
are several measures used in the wastewater industry to represent use of capacity.

* Wastewater demand measured or estimated by appropriate flow and strength
parameters,
¢ New plumbing fixtures,

* Dwelling unit count,

a A biaoa

Cause No. 45062
Page 15 of 20




194

Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems

® Square footage, and

e Meter size.

In developing or choosing a scaling measure for wastewater SDCs, the choice g
an indicator must be easy to explain to the public, defensible in courts, and mu
have data supporting how the measure was derived. Estimated wastewater deman
measured by appropriate flow and strength parameters is, in theory, the most equ

table indicator; however, it can be difficult to develop and administer. The most:
common indicators used in wastewater to represent capacity use are new plumbing -
fixtures and meter size because of simplicity, ease of understanding, and ease in fee
administration. An example of a SDC schedule based on meter size and the unit cost

of capacity from Table 10.4 is illustrated in Table 10.5.

The utility should assess which indicator best apportions capacity cost to cus- o
tomers based on land use and characteristics of the service area. For example, one
multifamily unit typically requires less wastewater treatment capacity, measured on. . -
either average annual or peak use, than one single family residential unit because it
serves, on average, fewer people per unit and, therefore, is generally assigned a

lower cost per unit. However, multifamily units could be assigned a higher value

based on the class service characteristics of the community. In one instance, a utility, -

located in a ski resort community, found that the peak season number of occupants

in multifamily rental units were typically higher than the single-family residential -

unit (Corssmit, 2002). When peak demands are significant in the determination of

infrastructure costs, peaking demands at wastewater collection systems and treat-

ment plants should be considered in the development of fee schedules for various
types of developments.

A utility may choose to determine specific capacity requirements to reflect a cus-
tomer with more extreme uses or potential demands. For example, if a large indus-
trial facility is to locate in the service area, the facility size, capacity requirements or
number of fixtures could be used to establish the fee specifically for that facility. For
example, a large airport in a cold climate requiring deicing facilities may impose sig-
nificant biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) loads on the system’s treatment capacity.
Consequently, the utility may choose to compute the total BOD capacity cost for the
new user because the BOD capacity cost is substantially higher than the average
system strength. Such exception-type users are recognized in various wastewater
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wsLE 10.5 Example of system development charge schedule.

Meter size, Meter capacity, Capacity System development
mm (in.} m?*/d (gal/min) ratio charge

15.9(5/8) 109 (20) 1.0 $500

254 (1.0) 273 (50) 25 $1,250

38.1(15) 545 (100) 5.0 $2,500

50.8 (2.0) 872 (160) 8.0 $4,000

762 (3.0) 1744 (320) 16.0 $8,000

101.6 (4.0) 2726 (500) 250 $12,500

1524 (6.0) 5451 (1000) 50.0 $25,000 .

203.2 (8.0) 8722 (1600) 80.0 $40,000

utilities. Utilities, in accordance with state laws and regulations, should reserve the

option to deal with extreme customers appropriately.

Geographic Area. Fee schedules may also consider the location of the development
in computing fees. Location factors may be technically based—in cases where certain
geographic areas exhibit unique costs or service characteristics. In this case, it is
important that the fee structure calculate separate unit costs for the fee areas, based
on the individual area costs and growth requirements. Geographically differentiated
fee schedules may also reflect policy objectives, for example, in the case of downtown

1 revitalization incentives.

LOCAL ON-SITE FACILITIES CHARGES APPROACHES

In addition and separate from SDCs, there are a variety of local on-site facility
charges that utilities implement to recover the cost of capital improvements not
revered through SDCs or user charges. These on-site charges are related to develop-
ment; specifically, to the actual cost for connection to the systems including mains,
taps, and engineering cost. The following describe several fees:
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* Front foot benefit charges. Impact fees based on the lineal footage of prop
bordering on a facility such as a street or sewer line. Front footage fees mia;
valid for reimbursement of previous construction but are not appropriate
SDCs. The most defensible use is to recover the cost of the main serving
premises.

e Service connection and hook-up fees. Cost of the service installation includ
labor, equipment, and materials. These fees are paid by contractors for
installation of a new service line, main tap, and, if applicable, meters.

¢ Acreage fees. Fee for connection to the wastewater system calculated on a
gross-acre basis for property serviced by the connection.

* Main extension charges. Designed to recover costs associated with installin
sewer main extension, including engineering and applicable overhé
expenses.

* Engineering plans and review fees. Administrative fees that include cost:
review and develop plans for sewer connections.

PROGRAM EVALUATION

The last step in implementing SDCs is to monitor and manage the fee program. A
utility may either use SDCs to fund capital expenditures or reimburse itself for aqj’ ’

growth-related expenditure where working capital or debt is the funding source
used, so long as the utility’s intentions to do so are established before initiating such
expenditures. Revenues from the SDCs are typically collected when permits are
issued, which happens as the growth takes place. To meet such growth-capacity
requirements, however, capital facilities are generally in place and funds already
spent by the time such charges are collected. The timing of collection involves poten-
tially conflicting issues, because the utility needs to collect the SDC early enough to
make funds available for system improvements. However, the utility can accurately
assess the SDCs only later in the development process when the actual meter size,
usage, or number of fixture units is known. To address timing issues, utilities typi-
cally use bond proceeds to fund large capital projects. The debt service payments on
these bonds are typically recovered through the wastewater rates and, in some cases,
SDCs. The level of and repayment means for outstanding debt needs to be consid-
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od in the calculation and development of the SDCs to avoid potentially double
arging new customers.

Another requirement in monitoring revenues is to ensure that practices are
eeting legal requirements. Segregated funds are generally required by many juris-
dictions. To ensure that revenues are applied to intended projects, revenue from the
5DCs should be placed in a segregated fund earning interest. Fees are to be assessed
and collected and draws on the fund can be made to pay debt service for the
intended projects. Interest earnings on a specific fund, such as growth-related
improvements fee in the combined approach, need to also be applied to growth
related projects. Reliable tracking procedures are essential to ensure revenues from
SDCs and interest earnings are used to pay for designated capital projects.

The fee established for specific capital improvements should be reviewed peri-
odically to determine whether an adjustment is required. Similarly, the capital
improvement plan and budget should be reviewed periodically to identify growth-
related projects. Reviews and updates to SDCs ultimately depend on the degree of
change in the utility’s capital improvement program.

The utility should also monitor legal activities as they relate to SDCs and contin-
uously work with the public on program administration. System development
charges can be an effective tool in ensuring adequate facilities to accommodate
growth, if they are based on local growth policy, thorough capital planning, estab-
lished legal standards, equitable fee calculations, and are continuously monitored.
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Town of Chandler
417 E. Jefferson Street

Page 2 of 29
6200 Vogel Road » Evansville, IN 47715 ¢ 812.479.6200 \\D .
a4
Invoice #: 903830 J\l\
Project: 11200570GS }] i

Chandler IN 47610

Project Name : Chandler General Services
Invoice Group : 22
Invoice Date : 7/25/2016

For Professional Services Rendered through: 7/2/12016
Work Order#20- Victoria Development in Chandler

Salaries
Rate Schedule Labor 3,090.00
Total Salaries 3,090.00
‘ Gurrentlnvoice 3,090.00
Projecl Fee : 1,200.00
Prior Billings: 0.00
Total Available : 1,200.00
Total this involce 1,200.00
Amount Due This Involce ** 1,200.00

Preliminary review / hydraulic analysis for the Victoria Development for the
Chandler water utility,

LS &S\ 3N T
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LOCHMUELLER

GROUP
6200 Vogel Road e Evansville, IN 47715 » 812.479.6200

Town of Chandler
447 E. Jefferson Street
Chandler IN 47610

Invoice #: 904064
Project: 11200570GS
Project Name : Chandler General Services
Invoice Group : 24

Invoice Date : 9/28/2016 m )
For Professional Services Rendered through: 8/31/2016
WORK ORDER NO, 24-PHASE 1] WELLHEAD PROTECTION PLAN
5-YEAR UPDATE
Salaries
Rate Schedule Labor 2,778.75
Total Salaries 2,778.75
Expenses
Regular Expenses 26.00
Unit Pricing - Rate 184,38
Total Expenses 210.38
Current Involce T ) 980,43
Project Fee : 7,000.00
Prior Billings: 2,580.00
Total Available ; 4,420.00
Total this Involce’ 2,989.18
Amount Due This Invoice ** 2,989,183
WNCANE
v

éﬁéc@*éé%
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NOV. 29,2016  3:40PM CED EVANSVILLE SUPPLY NO. 6918 P 1/1

Attn: Rob Coghill

Chandler Utility Order Number: 103581

Eaton Engineering Services Support

Work completed in luly of 2016

Price Breakdown:

Item (1): Engineering Setvices Labor — 16 hours = $4,373.33
Item (2): Contactor — Qty, 1 = $2,465,30

Item (3): Lug Kit—Qty. 2 = $311.36

Item (4): Shroud - Qty

"

. 2= 573.46

AN
Grand Togal: $7,223,45 |

CED Contact: Nolan Ballard, (812) 893-1276, nballard @cedavansville.com

Please pay this invoice ASAP. If there is any tuestions call me on my cell phone listed above. Thanks,




OUCC Attachment RJC-9
Cause No. 45062
Page 6 of 29

8126 Castleton Road | Indianapolis, N 46250
p:317.849.5832 | f: 317.841.4280 | B-L-N.com

W/

Beam, Longest and NefT
- Consulling Enginesrs & Land SUrygyorg .

A

Chandler, Town of Invoice number 56178 ‘)35)
Mr. Robert D. Coghiil : Date 07/10/2017 \
101 Constitution Court A \))\,
Chandler, IN 47610 Project 170045 TOWN OF CHANDLER -AS

NEEDED ENGINEERING SERVICES
Professional Services from May 29, 2017 through June 25, 2017

Contract Percent Total Prior Current
Description _ A Amount  Complete Billed Billed Billed
BELL ROAD PER ) K 39,100.00 2.00 782.00 0.00 782.00
DOWNTOWN PER 37,600.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00
- Total 76,700.00 1.02 782.00 0.00 782.00
LABOR
Oak Grove UC
Billed
Units Rate Amount
Project Engineer ' {
Peter Wamsley 1.50 156.00 23250
SR 66 and SR 261 UC
Billed
Units Rate Amount
Office Intern ‘ ‘
Nils Hay 4.50 60.00 270.00
Project Engineer
Peter Wamsley 9.50 165.00 1,472.50
\,,_5 e Labor subtotal 15.50 1,875.00
Invoice total 2,757.00

P




Chandler, Town of

Mr. Robert D. Coghili
101 Constitution Court
Chandler, IN 47610

Professional Services from May 29, 2017 through June 25, 2017

OUCC Attachment RJC-9
Cause No. 45062
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8126 Castleton Road | Indianapolis, IN 46250
p: 317.840.5832 | f:317.841.4280 | B-L-N.com

Invoice number 56177
Date . 07/10/2017

Project 170036 TOWN OF CHANDLER - STATE
REVOLVING FUND PRELIMINARY
ENGINEERING REPORT

Drinking Water Preliminary Engineering Report
20 inch Water Main

Total Prior

Contract Percent Current

Description Amount  Complete Billed Billed Billed
PER L 30,000.00 10.00  3,000.00 0.00  3,000.00
) - Total 30,000.00 10.00 - 3,000.00 000 3,000.00

Invoice total 3,000.00

3
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8126 Castleton Road | Indianapolis, IN 46250
p: 317.849.5832 | f.317.841.4280 | B-L-N.com

Chandler, Town of Invoice number 56356

Mr. Robert D. Coghill Date 08/10/2017

101 Constitution Court :

Chandler, IN 47610 Project 170045 TOWN OF CHANDLER - AS

NEEDED ENGINEERING SERVICES
Professional Services from June 26, 2017 through July 30, 2017

Contract Percent Total Prior Current
* Description ‘ Amount  Complete Billed Billed Billed
BELL ROAD PER 7 39,100.00 5,00 1,955.00 782.00 1,173.00
DOWNTOWN PER _ 37,600.00 12.00 4,512.00 0.00 4,512.00
' N " Total ~ 76,700.00 8.43 6,467.00 782.00 5,685.00
LABOR
Downtown Meetings
Billed
Units Rate Amount
CAD Technician - —
Jeff Hampton _ 100  120.00 12000
Oak Grove UC
Billed
Units Rate Amount
Office Intern
Nils Hay - 1.00 60.00 60.00
Labor subtotal ~ 2.00 180.00
REIMBURSABLES
SR 66 and SR 261 UC
Billed
~ Amount
Reproduction Expense 4.20
et B1 2 : T 586920
é@ﬁ?@? . Invoice total 5,869.20
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.Robin'é Nest, Inc

ROBINS NEST INC
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74 E MAN ST Sales Receipt
, BOONVILLE, IN 47601 L o
714 East Main Street (612) 89775~ — i
Boonville, IN 47601 Date | SaleNo.
SALE 10/18/2016 20424
MID: 000012577648
. ~TID: 005 REF# 00000815
Bank ID: 6001 ‘
Sold To Batch # 292001  RRN: 135688469
) ’ 10H816 10:42:43
TOWN OF CHANDLER , 42
417 EAST JEFFERSON C:)sT CODE: 104803 .
CHANDLER IN 47610 esssrsesgg Wjﬁ’;‘j
AMOUNT $80.00
APPROVED
CUSTOMER COPY
Check # Payment Method
Visa
item Description Qty Rate Amount
WINDCHIMES WINDCHIMES ’ 1 780.00 80.00
FOR TERRY FISHER SERVICES

Thank you for your business,

Subtotal . $80.00

Sales Tax (7.0%) $0.00

- Total $80.00
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ungs Remembered ' Page 1 of 2
,cator 866-902-4438 .3 MY ACCOUNT Shopping Bag (0)
) . FREE SHIPPING ON ALL ORDERS OF $100
‘@{ THINGS OR MORE OR PICK UP IN STORE FOR FREE
REMEMBERED ]
Personalized Gifts That Inspire Personalization | Look Books Rewards Club

Special Offers ! TR Blog

——T | Search R

CHRISTMAS OCCASIONS HiM HER BABY + KIDS HOME + BAR WEDDING BUSINESS PICK UP IN-STORE CLEARANCE

- B
nt > Order Completed i

S |

lf_ Billing Address > Shipping Address » Shipping Method & Gift Wrap > Order Review & Payme
L

Thank You

Thank You for placing your Order with Things Remembered. You should receive a

confirmation email from us shortly. Your order number will be included in the email

Order placed on 11/23/2016

Order Summary Billing Information
Merchandise: Misty Denk
$182.00 Town of Chandler
Shippina: 5970 Lake Shore Dr.
‘Pping: Boonville, [N 47601
$25.00 812-573-8751
Sales Tax: misty@townofchandler.org
$14.49 " Payment Method:
R Visa; ¥#rs#msamargn g
Order Total: $221.49
_—
Misty, 417 E. Jefferson 8t., Chandler
Shipping Address: i Shipping Method: ! Gift Message to appear on packing slip:
Misty Denk , * Express Plus Delivery ($25.00) I NoGitt Message
Town of Chandler i Estimated Arrival Date: H
417 E. Jefferson St. ! Tuesday, 11/29/2016 !
Chandler, IN 47610 i
— — e
QUANTITY ITEM DESCRIPTION PERSONALIZATION - GIFT WRAP & CARD TOTAL PRICE
1 i . Thank you for your 13 years of service with the Town of * No Message on Package : $78.00
: i Chandler Donnie Andrew ; $0.00 :
! ! Font: Futura * :
. {
’ i TOTAL PERSONALIZATION PRICE: $52.00
High Gloss Mahogany Clock
ltem No. 627263
Discount: One for $26.00
In stock ;
$52.00 $26.00
1 - Thank you for your 27 years of service with the Town of . No Message on Package : $104.00
. Chandler Dave Housman $0.00 '
Font: Futura
" TOTAL PERSONALIZATION PRICE: $52.00
; .

P, A . Y oy, .
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m;gs Remembered

Page 2 of 2
o
3 % High Gloss Mé!;ogany Clock
tem No. 627263
In stock
$52.00
Misty, 417 E. Jefferson St., Chandler Merchandise: $182.00
Shipping: $25.00
Sales Tax: $14.49
Shipment Total: $221.49
fni,":"%“’; Merchandise: $182.00
isty Den| § .
Town of Chandler Shipping: $25.00
5970 Lake Shore Dr. ORDER SUMMARY b Sales Tax: $14.49
Boonville, IN 47601
812-573-8751 Order Total: $221.49

Newton Apple Award
Online Exclusive

Sophia Crystal Toasting
Flute Set Bags
Pick Up in Store Tcday

Waffle Weave Cosmetic Girls Heart Locket

Teacher Snow Globe
Pick Up in Store Today

Pick Up In Store Today

CUSTOMER SERVICE
866.902,4438

Contact Us

FAQ

Delivery Options & Costs
Order Status

Satisfaction Guaranteed
International Shipping

Shipping to Military APO/FPO .

GIFT RESOURCES

Gift Personalization
Message Ideas

Order Online Pickup in Store
Request a Wedding Catalog
Gift Wrap

Business Services

BUSINESS SERVICES
866.428,0475

Business Account Specialists
Large Order Discount

Fast Turnaround

Request a Business Catalog
Request a Contact

Your Company Logo, Our Gifts

COMPANY INFORMATION
About Us
Read More on our Blog
Store Locator
Privacy & Security
Employment Opportunities
Press Room
Things Remembered Canada
California Supply Chains Act

, Product Recalls

GET TO KNOW Us
BB

Holdays: Father's Day | Graduation | Mother's Day | Easter | Valentine's Day | Christmas
Other Ways 1o Shop: Occast { Categories | Recipi

Site Map  © Things Remembered 2016. All fights reserved.

EVLY 7 2 ranemys SR T T . o, .




1530 North Green River Road
(812)213-0200

SOLD TO:

Tonya Wester

405 Community Drive
Chandler IN 47610

OUCC Attachment RJC-9
Cause No. 45062
Page 13 of 29

Invoice

INVOICE NUMBER 121420165
INVOICE DATE |December 13, 2016
EVENT DATE|December 14, 2016

QUANTITY S " DESCRIPTION . UNIT PRICE - . AMOUNT .
150.00 Per Person Delivered Meals 11.99 $1,798.50
Includes Pulled Pork, Pulled Chicken, Brisket
Maggies Mac and Cheese, Green Beans, Cheesy Potato Casserole
Corn Bread, Slider Rolls, Homemade BBQ Sauce
Plates, Cutlery, Serving Utensils, and tablecloth
Food, Beverage and Supplies Subtotal $1,798.50
Delivery Charge per mile 0.00 $0.00
Labor
SUBTOTAL $1,798.50
8% TAX ON FOOD ’
Make ALL Checks Payable to "Mission BBQ" TOTAL $1,798.50
DIRECT ALL INQUIRIES TO: Gratuity
Bridget Eaton (Optional)
(573) 230-4962 Total:
beaton@mission-bbg.com

Signature:

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS!
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STATEMENT
KEMPER'S MARKET
424 N. State Street

Chandler, IN 47610
(8 12)925—6286 ‘
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FOOD SERVICE STORE

Evansville
1600 N Burkhardt
Evansville, IN 47715
(812) 473-0096
wyw . afsatore.con

Town of Chandler

2739330
2 84.99
Foam Satinwsre Pla 9.98
24056321
20299
Fork Plas Med Cir 5,98
7908411
Napkin Lunch 1Ply 3.99
4988831
Poly Gloves Lrs 1- 3.19
5292731
2 89.99
Thicr Plstc Red 40 19.98
5208961
TAX 0,00
¥ BALANCE 43.72
T L I
fpproved 09rC04371202147 140956, SO
VISA 43.12

, CHANGE 000
{07AL NURBER OF TTEMS. SOLD = 8
12712716 02:09pn 437 # 15 HOM6

Qualtfuiny G} annjs paprped: 229

FERRARARHRRRANARA FEREXENRRAXFARRARNAE

SAVE TIME — ORDER ONLINE
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SHOWPLACE EAT 18 &IMAX
Evanaville 47716 .
812-426-0133 X\

12/12/2016 2:40;57pm:
Transaction #3889749°

Card Type: o V\isa
Acct: 5010
Exp. Date: Xxxx : f
Entry: i Swiped
Amount : ¢ §75.00
Ref No.: .

fAuth.Cods: 144052 .

Response, ;- Approved °
Skation; 4

Customer Copy ‘

Showplace = Fast

121220161440-4 -3669749

Debit Card #5516 $25.00
Remaining = $25,00 '
No Debit Remaining Potnts = 253

Debit Card #0017

Remainirig = §25.00 .00
Dabit Card #9218 ; $25.00
Refiaintng = $25,00 '
Subtolal 875,00
Terider Amount ‘ §75.00
Charige $0.00

XN o
Wy



SPREE LANE. 007920024B37 F

VHLIDHTIU?

JSIA salm |B1ajio toj plie aseyaid 10041
- rmeem mcasuaniin 1 iadnafon noann waneaLRial

See back of receipt for Your chence
to win $1000

ID #:  7KOL0OZ00Raz

A T

Bl zb 25, 0
EHRD k 63?46320*4794498

T e,

b a ey

,..«.___..‘___,.____,,..-_,_u...‘.__...

._....___—__.._..._._.ﬁ_‘_..*

GIFT CARD 25.00
nﬁﬁ': 6374638806325132

..h-_..._....‘ﬁ,..‘~_..,...,.~.‘—«.-—,._'.‘_>. <

CRACKERBAR2G 25,00 .
CARD # 6374639597507342

e e e e B e e CONE,

lmart “'

Save mdney, Live better.

N
STH 06728 DP# 0030 1% TRH 00532

uu
M

OOO
(=]

004006048280
EE . CANE 007920024837 F
ROLD TANE 003400038832 F
HINT CANES 003400044117 F
SPREE CANE: 007920022837 F
Ul 26 079936666672
GIFT CARD 079938679399
CRﬁCKERBHR25 079936653457
CARD  : OBT45BE04557
CHNDYCN KISS 003400013069 F
SINLETS CANE 0BO00Q9309002 F

EHEDYgﬁ K1S8 0034000130

SO o0
COOOOO0ONODOOODED D0 DO S O O o

PENIRIDY
PR by -

D T O e e Y S

RUNTS CANE 007920053518 F

COOOC

=
=
o
4
=
o
=0
F=2
2R
=1
Qo
O XA
=
o
R !
oo —
=3 :
e

4117

ES 4117

) CANE 003400034883
SUBTDTHt

VISR TEND -
ACCOUNT HHHR HEAK N
nPPRDVﬁL # 13241
REF" § 1042000374
TRANS ID - 3863&359849262?

RVICE -~
83010692

12772716 132417
~; GHANGE DUE 0,00

SHOR, CARD RCTIVATION 2600
gCFOUNTUG129961353844705

PP
REF

OU\U\U\M‘ r
OOOOO‘O
oooow

—r—

K
1
]

L"?W&-JW
172

PAYHENT 5
TERHINAL

‘T‘A_n:g N W

OUCC Attachment RJC-9
Cause No. 45062 , ,,
Page 17 of 29

e
(?§§ji>jh§5 \Fjg)



See back of receipt for your chance
ko win $1000

Ib h:  [K0L69649DB

T

/

Walmart >,

Save money, Live better.

( 812 ) 897 - 5464
HAHRGER CATHERIKE UALLS
1115 AHERICAH UAY

BOONUILLE TH 476

§TH (0566 0P 003155 TEH 07 TRN 0%3!9

ACLON
RPPRUURL # 101743
REF # 0349007946
TRORS 10 - 306349586426342
UALIDAYIOR - 3FIL
PAVHENT SERULCE - E
TERHINAL t SC010893

12414718 1h:17:20

CIAHRE DUE a.00

SHOP. CARD ART FYATI0H 25%.00
ACCBURT 613 0690332%ﬂ01

APPR. CODE = 5008147
an VAR
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GEHLHAUSEFLO.
735 S. GREENRIVER RD
EYANSVILLE, IN 4771r
812-428-5445 -
812-428-2320

01/11/17 lnvoice  Invoice ¥ 472316

0
Sdleo PLIbOH ANN(TTE
301H (leL ANlO BRON?F
i & 33.00 eact 33.00%
Sub- {otal 33.00
Fax|. I] 2.31%
bhlpplng 0.00
Totql 35.31
VISA MASTERCARD 35.31
THANK Total Paid: .31
You Change: 0.00
Amount Due: 0.00

srasadk QETURN POLICY xrbnkk
UNUSED/UMWORN [TEMS MAY BE EXCHANGED
FOR STORE CREDIT WITHIN [153 DAYS OF
PURCHASE WITH ORIGINAL RECIEPT

AND TAGS ATTACHED.

NO REFUNDS ON WHOLESALE.

kv ALL SALES FINAL OM SEASOHAL, SALE
AND CLEARANCE MERCHANDISE ***

NWW‘GEHCE}HQigFLORAL (oM

xkx YISIT USNON FACEBOOK‘***
STORE HOURS

MON-FRT 9-6 & SAT 10-9

Reg:2 Time: 5:23 pu

A
" JAUSEN FLORAL
o 5 GREEN RIVER RD
LVQNSVILLE . 47716-4163
: 812-428 2320

Sale o

oxoeneditd B
VISA Entry Hethod: Suined

Total: $ 35.31

RITR 28:3%
Tow s DudBoo0L2 foor Code: 17233
Asprvd: Online

Customer Copy

THANK YOU!
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26-1909AA 162 Schnucks Design

Center
9220 SHORTLINE DR
OLIVETTE, MO 63132

$
INVOICE AMOUNT REMITTED

SOLD TO: DELIVERED TO: .

MISTY DENK SHERREL JOHNSON C/O ANDREA JOHNSON

417 E JEFFERSON AVE ALEXANDER FUNERAL HOME

CHANDLER,IN 47610-9763 4200 STRINGTOWN RD

EVANSVILLE, IN 47711-2277
P:812-673-8751 }
ACGT. NO: ORDERNO: D631

PAYMENT: Credit ORDER DATE:  2/10/2017 10:35AM

Page 20 of 29

pELIVERY DATE: FFi, 02/10/2017

CLERK: Camoll N. Riley ORDERED BY: DELIVERY TIME: BY 3PM
COPYNO: 2
PRINTED:  2/10/2017 = 10:36AM PRODUCT QUANTITY | PRICEMT | DISCOUNT EXTENDED
' Delivery Charge 1 12.00 12.00

GREDIT CARD INFORMATION S25-4493 — The FTD Living Spirit 1 56.99 56.99
MISTY DENK Dishgarden (Standard)
XXXHHXXXXKXKXXE010 :
AP
GARDIOGCASION
Other

1 sup-ToraL 68.99

Sales Tax 432 r ‘QMO\{ Q_({
TOTAL 73.31
ORDER NO: SHERREL JOHNSON C/O ANDREA JOHNSON pELIVERY DATE: Fri, 02/10/2017
8631 ! ALEXANDER FUNERAL HOME BY 3PM.704 2/10/17
DELIVERY ZONE: 4200 STRINGTOWN RD
T--TRANSF  pvANSVILLE, IN 47711-2277
ERS
Fri, 021102017 26-1909AR 162 Sohnucks Design Center COPY NO: 2
RECEIVED BY The FTD Living Spirit Dishgarden (Standard)f
WITH SYMPATHY
SHERREL JOHNSON C/O
THE TOWN OF CHANDLER ANDREA JOHNSON
ALEXANDER FUNERAL HOME
o 4200 STRINGTOWN RD
oV
sy (\é' ) EVANSVILLE, IN 47711-2277
L™ ‘\ e
Wb S

CARE INSTRUCTIONS




Jehnue

" Store Managet ommy Ayers
Green River 8124734510,

& SPATHPHYLLUY K 15.00
SMALL LTTE ANGEL ¥ 25,00
$1.,99 FLORAL . Y o 1.98
FLDRAL UELIVERY FEE 12.00
ekppepnt Sgle Subtota]k$+ 53,88

Aucount No #**#**xx*x*x501

Ap*:r LREDIT oD 63,89
TTENS PURCHASED: 4

Your Cashier-GINA

wirehase  $. b3 g
VISf\ #SXXYX){()XXXYXXYEEW

aut 1 ate **/**

29 Cashliier # 245
03/0 1/17 1108 Pefé aq # 229216
EPS Sequence ¥ 2 9216

e i 3 s gt T [N

YREAK Yau, TOW OF CHANDLER

Thank You for shoppng mth us‘
438650 03-01- 17{1 :08A ?45/22/0“28 Q’P

- — ——
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Amortized Items
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Town of Chandler
417 E. Jefferson Street
Chandler IN 47610

6200 Vogel Road ¢ Evansville, IN 47715 ¢ 812.479.6200

Invoice #: 903970
Project: 11200570GS

Project Name : Chandler General Services
Invoice Group: 20

Invoice Date : 8/26/2016

For Professional Services Rendered through:' 713172016
Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-installed Water Mains.

Salaries

Rate Schedule Labor 800.00

Expenses
Regular Expenses

Unit Pricing - Rate

Project Fee :
Prior Billings:
Total Available ¢

Total Salarles

150.00
194.46
Total Expenses
Current invoice
36,500.00
14,655.81
21,844,19

Total this fnvolee

Amount Due This Involce **

800.00

B i L L TR T P P

1,144.46

1,144.46

%m% W o3

TN




—

LOCIH MU ELLER

6200 Vogel Road ¢ Evansville, IN 47715 » 812.479.6200

OUCC Attachment RJC-9
Cause No. 45062
Page 24 of 29’

Town of Chandler Invoice # : 804062

417 E, Jefferson Street

Project: 11
Chandler IN 47610

, Invoice Group : 20

200570GS

Project Name : Chandler General Services

Invoice Date : 9/28/2016

For Professional Services Rendéred through: 813112016

Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-Installed Water Mains.
Salarles

Rate Schedule Labor 5,668.75

Total Salaries 5,668.75
Expenses
Regular Expenses 14.05
Unit Pricing - Rate 171.36
Total Expenses 185.41
Currentinvoice T 854,16
Project Fee : 36,500.00
Prior Billings: 15,800.27
Tolal Available : 20,699.73
Total this Involce 5,854.16
Amount Due This Involce ** 5,864.16
Gl a3
N ot
"QJ & 3
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6200 Vogel Road e Evansville, IN 47715 ¢ 812.479.6200

Town of Chandler
417 E. Jefferson Street
Chandler IN 47610

- Invoice #:
Project :
Project Name :
Invoice Group :

904330 N L@\"ﬁ 4t
11200570GS S AN
Chandler General Services t_\/l‘L i
20

Invoice Date : 12/21/2016
For Professional Services Renderéd thréugh: 11/30/2016
Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-Installed Water Mains.
Salaries _
Rate Schedule Labor 2,352.50
Tofal Salaties 2,352,50
Current Invoice T 352,50
Project Fee ; 36,500.00
Prior Billings: 21,654.43
Tatal Available : 14,845.57
Total this Invoice 2,352.50
Amount Due This Invoice ** © 2,352,560

A
/t%jﬁ

SCEAS
P !
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OCHMUELLER
GROWP
6200 Vogel Road « Evansville, IN 47715 « 812.479.6200

an

Town of Chandler Invoice # : 904430
417 E. Jefferson Street Project: 11200570GS
Chandler IN 47610 Project Name : Chandler General Services
Invoice Group : 20
Invoice Date : 1/18/2017

For Professional Services Rendered through: 12/31/2016
Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-Installed Water Mains.

Salaries
Rate Schedule Labor 6,055.25
Total Salaries 6,055.25
Currentlnvolce  6,055.25
Project Fee : " 36,500.00
Prior Billings: 24,006.93
Total Available :. 12,493.07
Total this Invoice 6,0565.25
Amount Due This Invoice ™ 6,055,256

‘\.&@3‘% A
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LOCHMUELLER
GROUP
6200 Vogel Road ¢ Evansville, IN 47715 « 812,479.6200

Town of Chandler Invoice #: 904613
417 E. Jefferson Street Project: 11200570GS
Chandler IN 47610 Project Name : Chandler General Services

Invoice Group : 20
Invoice Date ; 3/28/2017

«

B

For Professional Services Rendered through: 2/28/2017
Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-installed Water Mains.

Salaries
Rate Schedule Labor 1,1567.00
Total Salaries 1,157.00
Cutrent Invoice e 1,167.00
Project Fee : 36,500.00
Prior Billings: 30,062.18
Total Available : 6,437.82
Total this Invoice 1,157.00
Amount Due This Invoice ** ’ 1,167.00
1N
2,3\
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6200 Voge!| Road » Evansville, IN 47715 « 812.479.6200

Town of Chandler Invoice #: 904731 /

417 E. Jefferson Street Project : 11200570GS
Chandler IN 47610 Project Name : Chandler General Services
Invoice Group : 20
Invoice Date : 4/24/2017

=

112017
ater Mains.

For Professional Services Rexdlered through: 3
Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-Instalig

Salaries :
Rate SchedUle Labor 3,666.00
' Total Salaries 3,655.00
Current Invoice o 366500
Project Fee : 36,500.00
Prior Billings: 31,219.18
Total Available ; 5,280.82
Total this Invoice 3,655.00
Amount Due This Involce ** 3,655.00

\’%“%\Q &%j&\ \
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Town of Chandler Invoice #: 904840
417 E. Jefferson Street Project : 11200570GS :
Chandler IN 47610 Project Name : Chandler General Services

Invoice Group
Invoice Date

1 20
: 5123/2017

For Professional Services Rendered through: 4/30/2017
Work Order #16- Manual for Developer-!nstqlled Water Mains.

Salaries
Rate Schedule Labor 1,0868.00
Total Salaries
Currentinvoice
Project Fee : 36,500.00
Prior Billings: 34,874.18
Total Available : 1,625.82

Total this Invoice

1,068.00

-------------

1,068.00

1,088.00

Amount Due This Invoice **

71,068.00




Lane, Lyndsey

OUCC Attachment RJC-10
Cause No. 45062
Page 1 of 1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

cmookster@sbcglobal.net
Tuesday, June 26, 2018 7:27 PM
UCC Consumer Info

Chandler water hike in rates

To Lane

**** This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from

unknown senders or unexpected emai

| *kk*k

I was wondering what this rate increase is for" we already pay around $100 a month for two people in our household. If improves the
quialty of our water that would be understandable, our water has a lot of stuff that builds up in water heaters and is very hard

Thanks

Sent from my LG G Pad™ X 8.0, an AT&T 4G LTE tablet



AFFIRMATION

I affirm the representations I made in the foregoing testimony are true to

the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

ot (). Con

By: Richard J. Corey

Cause No. 45062

Indiana Office of

Utility Consumer Counselor

N0
Date:
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