FILED
July 20, 2018
INDIANA UTILITY
REGULATORY COMMISSION

STATE OF INDIANA

INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION

PETITION OF THE CITY OF EVANSVILLE,
INDIANA, FOR AUTHORITY TO ISSUE BONDS,
NOTES, OR OTHER OBLIGATIONS, FOR
AUTHORITY TO INCREASE ITS RATES AND
CHARGES FOR WATER SERVICE, AND FOR
APPROVAL OF NEW SCHEDULES OF WATER
RATES AND CHARGES

CAUSE NO. 45073

OUCC PREFILED TESTIMONY
OF

CARL N. SEALS - PUBLIC’S EXHIBIT NO. 4

ON BEHALF OF THE

INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR

JULY 20,2018

Respectfully Submitted,

INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR

DIl

~_Piniel M. Le Vay, Atty. Ng’22184-49
Deputy Consumer Counselor



loldham
New Stamp


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing Office of Utility Consumer Counselor
Prefiled Testimony Carl N. Seals has been served upon the following counsel of record in the

captioned proceeding by electronic service on July 20, 2018,

Nicholas K. Kile

Hillary J. Close

Lauren M. Box

BARNES & THORNBURG LLP

11 South Meridian Street

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

E-mail: nkile@.btlaw.com
helose(@btlaw.com
Ibox(@btlaw.com

/JM“”ﬁ;,

iel M. Le Vay
Deputy Consumer Counselor

INDIANA OFFICE OF UTILITY CONSUMER COUNSELOR
115 West Washington Street

Suite 1500 South

Indianapolis, IN 46204

infomgt@ouce.in.goy

317/232-2494 — Phone

317/232-5923 — Facsimile



10

11

12

13
14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Q

Q

Q

Q

Public’s Exhibit No. 4
Cause No. 45073
Page 1 of 13

TESTIMONY OF OUCC WITNESS CARL N. SEALS
CAUSE NO. 45073
CITY OF EVANSVILLE

I. INTRODUCTION

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Carl N. Seals, 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 set forth
in Appendix A.

What is the purpose of your testimony?
I discuss the City of Evansville’s (hereinafter “Evansville” or “Petitioner”) request to

recover periodic maintenance expenses. | explain why the OUCC disagrees with
Petitioner’s proposed adjustment to Periodic Maintenance expense. | recommend the
Commission approve the OUCC’s adjustment to Periodic Maintenance expense.

What have you done to prepare your testimony?
I reviewed Evansville’s Petition and the testimony of Patrick R. Keepes, P.E., Water

Superintendent, and Douglas L. Baldessari, CPA, H.J. Umbaugh & Associates Certified
Public Accountants, LLP, as well as Petitioner’s recent annual reports filed with the Indiana
Utility Regulatory Commission (“Commission” or “IURC”). | also wrote discovery
requests and reviewed Petitioner’s responses. On May 25, 2016, OUCC Utility Analyst
Jim Parks and I met with Mr. Keepes, Allen Mounts, Director, Water and Sewer Utilities

and Duane Gilles, Water Distribution Manager to discuss Petitioner’s current operations
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and plans. We visited several of Petitioner’s above-ground water utility facilities at that

time and | attended the Commission’s field hearing at Bosse High School in Evansville.

What documents are attached to your testimony?
My testimony includes the following attachments:

e Attachment CNS-1: Opflow Nov. 2015, “Manage Filter Assets for Media
Performance and Capital Planning;”

e Attachment CNS-2: Opflow , Mar. 1998, “Filter Media Cleaning — Alternative to
Replacement;”

e Attachment CNS-3: Filter Media Workpapers (Cause N0.45073);

e Attachment CNS-4; Filter Media Workpapers (Cause No. 44760);

e Attachment CNS-5: ASCC Filter Report — DR 3.8;

e Attachment CNS-6: High- & Low-Service Pump Workpapers (Cause No. 44760);
e Attachment CNS-7: High- & Low-Service Pump Workpapers (Cause No. 45073);
e Attachment CNS-8: Booster Pump Workpapers (Cause No. 44760);

e Attachment CNS-9: Booster Pump Workpapers (Cause No. 45073).

1. PERIODIC MAINTENANCE

Please describe Evansville’s proposed adjustments to Periodic Maintenance expense.
In Attachment DLB-1, page 14 of 50, Petitioner made an adjustment (Adjustment 7) to its

test year Periodic Maintenance Expense. Petitioner is proposing to recover the expense
associated with performing maintenance on High and Low Service Pumps, Filter Media,
Water Storage Tanks, Booster Stations, and Traveling Screens. Petitioner is also seeking
recovery of expenses associated with Dredging in Front of the Intake Structure and with
performing a Leak Detection and Distribution System Maintenance Assessment. During

the test year, Petitioner spent only $709,525 on Periodic Maintenance. As a pro forma
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revenue requirement, Evansville proposes to increase these expenditures to $2,682,313, or

an increase of $1,972,788 annually.

How do the proposed expenditures compare to the increases sought in Evansville’s
previous rate case, Cause No. 447607?

Evansville’s periodic maintenance costs as proposed in this case are significantly higher
than the periodic maintenance costs proposed and approved in the last rate case. As shown
below in Table 1, costs for certain of the proposed Periodic Maintenance projects have
increased dramatically, in some cases more than doubling, from the previous rate case --
especially with respect to booster stations, filter media, high-service pumps, and low-
service pumps.

Table 1

As is shown in Table 2, specific periodic maintenance expenditures proposed in the
current case vary from a 47% reduction (Traveling Screens) to a 170% increase (Booster

Stations) over the previous case. The overall increase in proposed maintenance
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expenditures when compared to the previous case, for essentially the same projects, is 68%.

Table 2
-- Amount -- -- Difference --

Periodic Maintenance Item 44760 45073 Dollars Percent
Pump maintenance, high service S 71,428 S 157,920 S 86,492 121%
Pump maintenance, low service 96,000 150,210 54,210 56%
Filter media 448,000 1,006,820 558,820 125%
Dredging 136,667 236,580 99,913 73%
Tank maintenance 522,123 514,309 (7,814) -1%
Booster stations 22,890 61,911 39,021 170%
Traveling screens 115,741 61,680 (54,061) -47%
SCADA 13,000 - (13,000) -100%
Leak detection 166,333 492,883 326,550 196%

$1,592,182 $2,682,313 $1,090,131 68%
Less test year amount (228,264) (709,525)

$1,363,918 $1,972,788

Do you accept Petitioner’s pro forma expense amount for each periodic maintenance
item?

No. | have accepted Petitioner’s pro forma expenses for Tank Maintenance, Leak Detection
and Distribution System Maintenance Assessment (“Leak Detection”), Dredging in front
of Intake Structure and Traveling Screen Maintenance. However, | disagree with certain
aspects of the proposed expenditures for (1) Filter Media, (2) Travelling Screens
Maintenance, (3) Booster Stations and (4) Pump Maintenance. | propose adjustments to

these expenses below.

I11. ACCEPTED PERIODIC MAINTENANCE EXPENSES

Why do you accept the proposed Tank Maintenance expense?
The proposed Tank Maintenance expense of $505,884 is the annual cost associated with

the long-term, comprehensive Tank Painting and Maintenance Agreement that Petitioner
entered into with Utility Service Group in May of 2016. This agreement provides for the
care and maintenance of Evansville’s nine (9) water storage tanks, including inspections,

washouts, certain repairs, cleaning, and repainting. The OUCC supported this program and
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accepted the adjustment for it in the previous rate case. On page 12 of his testimony, Mr.
Keepes states that “The results achieved under this agreement have exceeded expectations
in terms of protecting these critical assets of the system with regularly scheduled
inspections, cleanings and coatings.” The OUCC also agrees with the proposed $8,425

annual expense to perform maintenance on the Campground 20 MG underground tank.

Please describe Petitioner’s proposed expense for Leak Detection.
Evansville proposes to include $492,883 ($1,478,650 amortized over three years) in its

revenue requirement to assess certain critical, large (over 12 inches) cast and ductile iron
mains, as well as 36- and 48-inch pre-stressed concrete cylinder pipe (“PCCP”) in its
system over a three-year period. This work, to be performed by M.E. Simpson Co., Inc., is
an expansion of a program supported by the OUCC in Cause No. 44760, which was
directed at the inspection of critical, large PCCP pipe. Under the proposed plan, additional
large mains of other materials are included and by the end of the three-year period,
approximately 55 miles (see Table 3) of large mains will have been inspected and seven

miles of 36-inch and 48-inch PCCP will be permanently monitored.

Table 3
Size Material Length
12",16" Castiron, Ductile iron 35.0
36", 48" PCCP 7.0
36" PCCP 6.0
30" Ductile iron 3.6
20" Ductile iron 3.6

55.2

Please describe Petitioner’s proposed expense for Dredging in Front of Intake
Structure.

Evansville proposes to include $236,580 in Periodic Maintenance for dredging to ensure
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the continued effectiveness of its surface water intake structure. According to Keepes’
testimony, the October 2017 bid of $339,740 by Foertsch Construction was the only
response to a formal Request for Proposals. The bid amount was based upon
mobilization/demobilization costs of $25,840 per occurrence and $31.39 per cubic yard.
Foertsch estimates that 10,000 cubic years will need to be removed and disposed.?
Following this initial dredging, the Water Superintendent estimates two more years at
$185,000 each, yielding a total, three-year expenditure of $709,740. Amortizing this
amount over three years, comes to an annualized average of $236,580. The OUCC agrees

that that average annual cost of $236,580 for dredging is reasonable.

Why do you accept the proposed Traveling Screen Maintenance expense?
In Cause No. 44760, Evansville was quoted $115,741 by Atlas Traveling Water Screens

(“Atlas’) to remove a screen from the well, transport, disassemble, rebuild, ship back to
Evansville Water and Sewer Utility and re-install it in its well. In the current Cause, Atlas
has reduced its quote for the same work to $82,240 per screen or $246,720 for three (3)
screens. Petitioner has amortized this cost over four (4) years for an annual expense of

$61,680. The OUCC agrees with the proposed adjustment.

IV. OUCC’S ADJUSTMENT TO PERIODIC MAINTENANCE EXPENSES

Please describe Petitioner’s proposed periodic maintenance expense for filter media
replacement.

Petitioner seeks to recover $1,006,821 per year for filter media replacement (Petitioner’s
Exhibit DLB-1, page 11, Adjustment 7(I1)). Petitioner’s proposal is to replace the filter

media in four (4) filter beds per year over a six (6) year cycle. Petitioner estimates that it

1$25,840 + ($31.39 x 10,000) = $339,740
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will cost $251,705 per filter bed or an annual expense of $1,006,821.

Do you agree with Petitioner’s proposed Filter Media maintenance schedule?
No. Evansville’s proposed six-year replacement cycle is not based on any test, analysis or

manual to support that interval. Also, | believe Petitioner’s proposed costs have been
incorrectly estimated. Finally, Petitioner’s filter media replacement costs include capital
costs that should not be included in Periodic Maintenance expense. The capital
improvement Petitioner included in its revenue requirement is the cost of replacing two
filters and underdrains in the amount of $235,004 and $ 234,849.

How should intervals for media replacement be determined?
Filter media replacement cycles should be based upon qualitative and quantitative analyses

of the existing media (needs-based), and not be simply time-based. An article titled
“Manage Filter Assets for Media Performance and Capital Planning” in the November
2015 Opflow, a journal of the American Water Works Association (Attachment CNS-1),
had this to say:
Assessing the condition of filter media is an important first step in developing an
effective filter asset management program. Laboratory analysis of filter media is
an effective way to identify problems associated with system fouling, operation,
and age degradation. Using the information from an analytical assessment, a

utility can determine the most effective cleaning technology, the required
operational changes, or the need for media replacement.

(page 15, emphasis added)

In its Filter Maintenance and Operations Guidance Manual (2002), the AWWA
Research Foundation dedicates two chapters to the assessment of filter media as precursor
to decision-making involving filter media. This type of assessment may be even more
critical for Evansville as it begins to assess its filters to determine a priority ranking.

Finally, no evidence was presented showing that filter media cleaning (also discussed in
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the article) was considered as a possible option. Because Evansville has not demonstrated
the need for filter media replacement at the proposed frequency, | recommend that a ten-
year cycle? be used. Meanwhile, if Evansville can provide support for a more aggressive

schedule, it can present it in its next rate case.

How has Evansville estimated the costs for filter media replacement?
Evansville has chosen to estimate these costs as “mandatory additions” to a larger overall

contract presented by a General Contractor, Deig Brothers. Pages 41-43 of Petitioner’s
Workpapers (Attachment CNS-3) illustrate these costs and summaries of bids received.
This is in marked contrast to cost data for filter media replacement that was provided in
Cause No. 44760, which set out the prices and services performed by Utility Service Group
(Attachment CNS-4).

Why is underdrain replacement a capital improvement and not Periodic
Maintenance?

The underdrain replacement is a replacement of a long lived asset and, as such, should be
more appropriately regarded as a capital expenditure. Evansville’s response to OUCC Data
Request 3.8 supports this conclusion. The response included a “Filter Report” by All
Service Contracting Corp. (“ASCC”) detailing the work to be performed. (See Attachment
CNS-5.) In this report, ASCC concludes that “The new system should last in our opinion

50 years or more.” This is not periodic maintenance,® but is instead a capital improvement.

2 “Filter Media Cleaning — Alternative to Replacement,” Opflow, March 1998, also appearing as Attachment CNS-2.
3 According to the AWWA Water Dictionary, Second Edition (2010), maintenance involves “Repairs and general
upkeep necessary for the efficient operation of physical plants, property and equipment. Maintenance is not to be
confused with replacement or retirement.”



10

11

12

13

14
15

16

17

18

Q

Public’s Exhibit No. 4
Cause No. 45073
Page 9 of 13

What is the ratemaking effect of your determination that the underdrain replacement
should be considered capital improvements?

There appear to be only two filters that may require underdrain replacement. Since the
proposed Periodic Maintenance cost adjustment on Attachment DLB-1, page 14 of 50,
shows four “filter media” replacements (which are costed as underdrain replacements), |
recommend that the two filters incurring underdrain replacement be capitalized at the Deig
Brothers prices of $235,004 and $ 234,849. | also recommend that Period Maintenance
expense for filter media be based on 24 filters having their filter media replaced on a ten-
year cycle at the price Utility Service Group quoted of $112,000 per filter.

The annual Periodic Maintenance expense for replacing filter media on a ten-year

cycle can be calculated as follows:

Table 4
Media replacement cost (44760) 112,000
x 24 filters 24
Total cost all filter media 2,688,000
Replacement cycle (years) 10
Annual maintenance cost 268,800

This calculation results in a $738,020* reduction to the amount proposed by
Evansville for “Filter Media.”

Why do you disagree with Petitioner’s Pump Maintenance expenses?
Petitioner’s High-Service Pump and Low-Service Pump maintenance expenditures focuses

on the per-unit cost of maintenance, which is unexpectedly high, particularly when
compared with the same costs from the previous rate case. In Cause No. 44760, Evansville

proposed a per-unit maintenance cost of $35,714 and $48,000 for High- and Low-Service

4 $268,800 — $1,006,820 = ($738,820).
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pump maintenance, respectively (see Attachment CNS-6), based upon a quote from Xylem,
an established water utility service and equipment provider.

Evansville has proposed per-unit periodic maintenance costs for high-service
pumps at $90,240 and low-service pumps at $100,140 (Attachment CNS-7). These new,
proposed costs are increases of 153% and 109% respectively, and are based only upon
“Mandatory Deducts” from a larger base bid by Deig Brothers. No engineering estimate
was provided by Evansville’s engineer, HNTB. Significantly, the estimates provided by
Xylem in Cause No. 44760 were much more detailed, breaking down the different costs by
individual high service pumps.

The best available evidence of this cost is that provided in detailed quotes by Xylem

in the previous case. As such, | recommend that the prior Xylem estimates for periodic

maintenance (not replacement) be used to calculate annual periodic maintenance costs as

follows:
Table 5
44760 45073 .
. Difference
(Xylem) (Deig)
Average Cost All High Service Pumps 35,714 90,240
x 1.75 per year (4 year interval) 1.75 1.75
Annual maintenance cost 62,500 157,920 (95,421)
44760 45073 .
. Difference
(Xylem) (Deig)
Average Cost All Low Service Pumps 48,000 100,140
x 1.75 per year (4 year interval) 1.50 1.50
Annual maintenance cost 72,000 150,210 (78,210)
Total adjustment to pumps (173,631)

This change yields a reduction of ($173,631) to Evansville’s proposed total, annual

pump maintenance expenditures.
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Why do you disagree with Evansville’s proposed Booster Station Maintenance
expenses?

Evansville’s proposal relies on per-unit costing for pumps at the Booster Stations. In Cause
No. 44760, a quote from Xylem (Attachment CNS-8) showed pricing for each of the
booster pumps at $7,630. In the current Cause (see Attachment CNS-9), Petitioner is
requesting an average maintenance cost per pump of $20,637, a 170% increase in just two
years.

The invoices (included in Attachment CNS-9) provided by Petitioner highlight the
possible problem — at least one of these quotes involve replacement of the pump and not
maintenance.® The best evidence of this cost is that provided in detailed quotes, by Xylem,
in the previous case. | recommend that the prior maintenance cost of $7,630 per pump be

used in Petitioner’s calculations for booster pump maintenance, as follows:

Table 6
Unit Done Total
Cost Peryear Cost
44760 Xylem maintenance quote 7,630 3 22,890
45073 "Superintendent Estimate" 20,637 3 61,911
Difference (adjustment) (39,021)

I recommend a reduction of ($39,021) to Evansville’s proposed Booster Station expenses.

What periodic maintenance expense do you recommend?
I recommend the following periodic maintenance expenses be approved by the

Commission:

5| was able to confirm Invoice 0012909 from Eemsco involved replacement of the pump not maintenance. This

invoice is included in page 3 of my Attachment CNS-9.
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Pump Maintenance
a. High service pumps
b. Low service pumps
Filter Media
Dredging in Front of Intake Structure
Tank Maintenance
a. Cleaning, inspection & tank coating
b. Campground 20 MG tank
Booster Station Maintenance
Traveling Screen Maintenance
Leak Detection
Total:
Less test year amount:
Adjustment:

V. RECOMMENDATIONS

Please summarize your recommendation:

Public’s Exhibit No. 4

62,500
72,000
268,800
236,580

v n un n

505,884
8,425
22,890
61,680
492,883

v n nunn

$ 1,731,642
$  (709,525)

S 1,022,117

Cause No. 45073
Page 12 of 13

I recommend the Commission adopt the OUCC’s Periodic Maintenance expenses shown

in Table 7.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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APPENDIX A

Please describe your educational background and experience.
In 1981 I graduated from Purdue University, where | received a Bachelor of Science degree

in Industrial Management with a minor in Engineering. | was recruited by the Union
Pacific, where | served as mechanical and maintenance supervisor and industrial engineer
in both local and corporate settings. | then served as Industrial Engineer for a molded-
rubber parts manufacturer before joining the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission
(“IURC”) as Engineer, Supervisor and Analyst for more than ten years. It was during my
tenure at the IURC that | received my Masters degree from Indiana University. After the
IURC, | worked at Indiana-American Water Company, managing their Shelbyville
operations for eight years, and later served as Director of Regulatory Compliance and
Contract Management for Veolia Water Indianapolis. | joined Citizens Energy Group as
Rate & Regulatory Analyst following the October 2011 transfer of the Indianapolis water

utility and joined the Office of Utility Consumer Counselor in April of 2016.



AFFIRMATION

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

the best of my knowledge, information, and belief.

Qo Noara

By: Carl N. Seals
Cause No. 45073
Indiana Office of
Utility Consumer Counselor

/}!Qo/ o (¥

Date:
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WTP Filter and High/Low Service Pump Improvements
EWSU Project No. W 11117 NC
SUMMARY OF BIDS RECEIVED 11/28/2017
Bid 2 Bids Received Bid Item
Item Deig Brothers DeBra-Kuempel Description

South Filters 21, 23, and 24

Phelps Filter 29
Contract 'A' Base Bid $1,220,723 $1,243,292 LSP#2 - HSP#4

South Filters 27 and 28

Phelps Filters 30 and 31
Contract 'B' Base Bid $1,173,678 $1,179,200 LSP#4 - HSP#5

South Filters 21, 23, 24, 27, and 28
Base Bid Combination - Phelps Filters 29, 30, 31
Contract 'A' and 'B' $2,389,396 $2,422,492 LSPs #2 and #4 - HSPs #4 and #5
Mandatory Addition Item #1 UnderDrains ADD UnderDrain System for
(1) South Filter $235,004 $240,793 one (1) South Filter
Mandatory Addition Item #2 UnderDrains ADD UnderDrain System for
(1) Phelps Filter $234,849 $236,000 one (1) Phelps Filter
Mandatory Deduct Item #1
(1) LSP -$100,140 -$151,680 DEDUCT work on one (1) LSP (#2 or #4)
Mandatory Deduct Item #2
(1) HSP -$90,240 -$100,033 DEDUCT work on one (1) HSP (#4 or #5)

Page 1 of 2

432
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POSSIBLE CONTRACT ' A' AWARD SCENARIOS
ADJUSTED CONTRACT ' A' Adjusted Contract 'A' Amount*® Adjusted Bid Option
OPTIONS Deig Brothers DeBra-Kuempel Description
South Filters 21, 23, and 24
Phelps Filter 29
Contract 'A' Base Bid (Only) $1,220,723 $1,243,292 LSP#2 - HSP#4
South Filters 21, 23, and 24
Phelps Filter 29
Contract 'A' Base Bid without LSP#2 $1,120,583 $1,091,612 HSP#4
South Filters 21, 23, and 24
Phelps Filter 29
Contract 'A' Base Bid without HSP#4 $1,130,483 $1,143,259 LSP#2
Contract 'A' Base Bid - Filters Only - without South Filters 21, 23, and 24
LSP#2 and without HSP#4 $1,030,343 $991,579 Phelps Filter 29
South Filters 21, 23, and 24
Phelps Filter 29
Contract 'A' Base Bid with add of 1 South LSP#2 - HSP#4
Filter Underdrain System $1,455,727 $1,484,085 UnderDrain System for 1 Filter
*Note: Bold font indicates apparent low bid amount for the adjusted Contract A option.
Page 2 of 2
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To: Mr. Brian West
At: Deig Brothers

Re: Filter Report
Job # 17-4592
EWSU WTP

On May 14, 2018 All Service Contracting Corp. started the removal process on filters #
21 & 29. During the removal process it was very apparent that filter 21 is in very poor
condition. Stress cracks are very noticeable, multiple grout joints missing at the head
joint locations as well as at the end of the lateral runs, exposing the end caps on the
makeup blocks. In the attached photos you will also see internal issues that actually
occurred causing the external conditions. Pressure test were performed on various grout
joints with very poor results. Test came back at 800-1100 psi. This is well below the
manufactures recommendation of 3,000 psi. (Actually 1,900 -2200 psi lower.) Power
washing the joints removed grout from the joint areas reflecting the very weak state of
the grout.

See attached photos with brief description of the above details

Filter 29 appears to be in significantly better condition to the naked eye while viewing the
top surface. Pressure testing of the grout joints came back at 1,200 — 2,800 with one spot
coming is at 3,400 psi. The bulk of the testing came back at 1,200 — 2,200 psi which is
well below the manufactures recommendations of 3,000 psi, with one spot showing 400
psi over recommendation

Surface stress cracks do exist in filter 29, however not to the extent of filter 21.
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As we moved our inspection to the internal part of the underdrain system of filter # 29, a
completely different story is developing. As mentioned previously the deterioration of an
underdrain system of this type starts at the internal part of the system. The attached
photos show grout missing at the head joint locations. This is a sign that the grout at the
surface are will soon be experiencing failure such as that which has occurred in filter 29.
You will also notice in the attached photos stress cracks have and are developing at the
underdrain surface and internal.

In conclusion A.S.C.C. highly recommend that the owner replace filter 21 without
question. It is our opinion that complete failure will occur in the very near future.

Filter 29 is not in near as bad of condition as filter 21. However, with that being said the
photos are undisputable evidence that failure for this filter is forth coming due to all the
grout that is missing from the internals. As mentioned previously these types of failures
start on the inside of the system. The clay tile system was the top of the line technology at
the time and they have served the water industry well. But, it is most common at this
stage of their life, failure is occurring more and more each day.

As far as filter 29 replacement goes, this is a decision that the owner will have to make
and weigh the risk verses the cost and the life of this filter. But it is our opinion this filter
should be replaced.

A few thing the owner may want to weigh is if they replace the existing underdrain with
new, there would be no supporting gravel to pay for, freight to pay for delivery of the
supporting material. With the new system they are looking at, they would get longer filter
runs and use less backwash water to clean the filters along with the energy to run the
pumps. The new system should last in our opinion 50 years or more.

If the owner decides not to replace filter 29 a few things to consider are as follows. How
much life is left in the existing underdrain system? Not if the underdrain fails, but when
the underdrain fails, what would the cost be in one year, 2 years or 5 years from now.
Should the owner decide to keep the existing underdrain, rest assured that the new media
and supporting gravel will without a doubt out live the underdrain. All though A.S.C.C.
cannot say for certain how long the existing underdrain will last, we can say with
certainty that it will fail. The internal condition of the system is without question as
mentioned above undisputable evidence of a future failure.
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All Service Contracting Corp. has completed well over 15,000 filter beds across the
United States totaling well over 2.75 million square feet of filtering surface area. We
have worked with every underdrain manufacture out there today and some that are no
longer in business. We have worked on filters that were as old as 1898. All though we
have been asked by many manufactures to represent them, we have made the decision not
to ever represent any manufactures. This decision was made due to the fact of the ever-
changing technology and if someone were to come out with a better underdrain we want
to be able to utilize that underdrain for our clients. This decision has also allowed us to be
completely objective no matter whose underdrain we are evaluating The underdrain
system that the owner has indicated they are considering is in our opinion is the most
advanced underdrain on the market today. It is our experience that the company they are
considering has always been and all indications show they have been far more advanced
than any other manufacture.

All the above and below photos with description is the opinion based upon our
experience and knowledge of this system.

All Service recommends that Deig Brothers and the owner share this report with the
Leopold firm to see if they agree. They may have other opinions that differ from
A.S.C.C.

Should you have any questions pertaining to this report, please contact our office at 217-
233-3018.

All Service Contracting Corp.

By: Date May 16, 2018
Brian K. Burcham President

Associate Member
AW.W.A.
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Filter # 21 showing surface cracks and grout missing at the end of the lateral runs
where the makeup blocks
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Typical surface cracks found throughout filter 21.
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Typical grout missing and surface stress cracks
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Typical filter 21 grout missing and separation from block.
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Internal filter 21 showing fractures.
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Internal Filter 21 missing grout on bottom. Grout is still in head joint.
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Filter 21 grout missing sides and bottom typical.
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Filter 29 surface crack
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Filter 29 surface cracks. You may have to enlarge this photo, but it is very apparent
that the surface crack are starting to extend from the orifice holes and throughout
the block surface.
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Filter 29. Once again, a large amount of surface crack developing.
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Filter 29 internal missing grout. Keep in mind as explained above the deterioration
of the internal underdrain system is the beginning of the surface failure that at this
time is not visible from the top of the underdrain system.
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Filter 29 missing grout at the bottom head joint.



OUCC Attachment CNS-5
Cause No. 45073
Page 17 of 18

Filter 29 typical, missing grout between blocks. 100% conclusive that internal grout
joints have failed and is only a matter of time before it is noticeable from the
surface.
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Filter 29, actual block breakage and cracks.
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SCHEDULE OF PRO FORMA PUMP MAINTENANCE EXPENSES -

HIGH AND LOW SERVICE PUMPS

Date prepared: 1/11/16

Reviewed by:
Date reviewed:

Source documents: Water Superintendent - file: "IURC Rate Case PM and CIP Update 2016-2018 PK 1-29-16"
Includes contractor quote
Purpose: To project annual period maintenance for pumps

32

High Service Pumps:
Pro Forma
Annual
HS Pump Maintenance
Number Source Cost
<4 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. $36,000
5 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 36,000
6 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 26,000
7 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 26,000
8 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 42,000
9 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 42,000
10 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 42,000
Average Cost All High Service Pumps - 2 per Year 35,714
Times two pumps per year 2
Total Allowance for High Service Pumps $71,428
Rounded Use $71,400
Low Service Pumps:
Pro Forma
Annual
LS Pump Maintenance
Number Source Cost
1 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. $48,000
2 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 48,000
3 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 48,000
4 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 48,000
5 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 48,000
6 Based on the Xylem Water Solutions USA, Inc. quote dated 1/29/16. 48,000
Average Cost All High Service Pumps 48,000
Times two pumps per year 2
Total Allowance for Low Service Pumps $96,000
Rounded Use $96,000
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EVANSVILLE (INDIANA) MUNCIPAL WATER UTILITY
SCHEDULE OF PRO FORMA BOOSTER STATION MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
Prepared by: MDE/AJR
Date prepared: 1/9/16
Reviewed by:
Date reviewed:
Source documents; Water Superintendent - file: "[URC Rate Case PM and CIP Update 2016-2018 PK 1-29-16";
Includes contract quotes
Purpose: To project annual period maintenance for Booster Station pumps
Pro Forma
Annual
BS Maintenance
Number Location No. of Pumps Source Cost (1)
1 Ist Ave, 2 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 $15,260
2 Weinbach (2 total) 1 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 7,630
3 Weinbach (2 total) ] Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 7,630
4 Campground 2 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 15,260
) Killian (4 total) 3 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 22,890
6 Stallings 3 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 22,890
7 Lincoln 3 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 22,890
8 Killian (4 total) 1 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 7,630
9 Ward 2 Quote from Xylem dated 12/22/15 15,260
Total 137,340
Divided by total number of pumps 18
Maintenance costs per pumps 7,630
Times three pumps per year 3
Total Allowance for Booster Station Pumps $22,890

(1) Per Water Superintendent - 3 pumps per year.

4\



OUCC Attachment CNS-8
Cause No. 45073
Page 2 of 2



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 1 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 2 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 3 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 4 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 5 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 6 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 7 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 8 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 9 of 10



OUCC Attachment CNS-9
Cause No. 45073
Page 10 of 10



	20180720131620938
	45073 Evansville Draft Testimony - Seals
	I. introduction
	II. periodic maintenance
	III. Accepted periodic maintenance expenses
	IV. OUCC’s Adjustment to Periodic Maintenance Expenses
	V. RECOMMENDATIONS
	APPENDIX A

	20180720125959615
	Attachment CNS-1-9
	Attachment CNS-1 - Opflow Nov 2015 - Manage Filter Assets
	Attachment CNS-2 - Opflow Mar 1998 - Filter Media Cleaning
	Attachment CNS-3 - Filter Media Workpapers (45073)
	Attachment CNS-4 - Filter Media Workpapers (44760)
	Attachment CNS-5 - ASCC Filter Report - DR 3.8
	Attachment CNS-6 - Pump Workpapers (44760)
	Attachment CNS-7 - Pump Workpapers (45073)
	Attachment CNS-8 - Booster Workpapers (44760)
	Attachment CNS-9 - Booster Workpapers (45073)




