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UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

SOUTHERN DIVISION 

 
IN RE: 
 
JEFFERSON COUNTY, ALABAMA 
 
 
Debtor. 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CASE NO.:  11-05736-TBB9 
 
CHAPTER 9 

NOTICE OF FILING COUNTY EXHIBIT C.344 (PART 2 OF 6) 

Jefferson County, Alabama, the debtor in the above-referenced case (the “County”),  

submits the following exhibits for the plan confirmation hearing set by the Court’s Order 

Continuing Confirmation Hearing and Extending Related Deadlines [Docket No. 2169], which 

is scheduled to commence on November 20, 2013 at 10:00 a.m.: 

1. Ratemaking Record of Jefferson County [County’s Exhibit No. C.344] (PART 2 OF 6). 

Respectfully submitted this 15th day of November, 2013. 

 
/s/ James B. Bailey       
BRADLEY ARANT BOULT CUMMINGS LLP  
J. Patrick Darby 
James B. Bailey 
One Federal Place 
1819 Fifth Avenue North 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 
Telephone: (205) 521-8000 
Facsimile:  (205) 521-8500 
Email: pdarby@babc.com, jbailey@babc.com  
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Jeffco-OOO356 

C APPENDlX 6-L 
EXiSTING ASSETS 
pRE.SENTVALUEANALYSrS .... 
L'NE DESCIUPTrON 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
TREATMENT I COLLECTION 

CATEGORY 

U91 /17 UPPER VALLEY CREEK. 100~ 1.0S1 4BI,21~ 520,039 cDlleclioa nO,O)!) 
1,694 UPPER V ALLEY CREEK. 1003 1.14& 301.4&2 }41i.2>t9 ",ncerion 346.249 
1.695 VALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER ,"0' 1.081 616,121 66S.7~O colkeriDn 665.740 
1.696 PH n V ALLEY CREEK. SSCS '"" 1.176 419,300 563.606 con~tlio" 0 563.606 
1.697 '33 LOWER VALLEY CR.EEKSANJTARY SEWER 1004 1.031 )4\,830 369,359 collection 0 369,359 
1,698 _9 UPPER V ALLEY CREEK SANITAR V SEWER 1004 1.0l11 255.492 116.(168 collcCI;DD 0 276,068 
1.699 VALtEYCREEKSWRCOLL 201)1 1.081 2.]90,754 1.583,291 collc<;Iion 0 2,sS3,192 
1,700 m LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SANlT MY SEWER "" I.HB :l.93,819 Hl,lSlI cDILccliOll 343.191 
1,701 11'19 8:. 20 LOWER V AlLEY CREEK SANITARY SWR. 2000 1.148 )0,169 34.64B colk:a;on ]4,648 

1,702 IDA LANE TO PiPLINE RO SANlTARYSWR 2004 i.OU 69,893 73.527 collc<tion 0 75.517 , ~ 
1,70J IOl LOWEll VALLEY CREEK SANlT ARY SEWER. 2O~ l.OSI 6'].891 75,326 o;gllcction 0 75,516 r '. 
1,704 118 It. 19 LOWER. VALLEY CR.EEJC. SSCS IO~ I.OSI n.487 )5,104 t;eliecrion 0 )5.104 !:i 
1,1OS 10.!:31 LOWER VALL Y CRX. 1005 1.0]) »,498 61,15:26 col\e<tion 0 67,626 
1.706 VALLEY CREEK WWTP PHASE I 1995 '2" 349,155 454,2119 '",.!menl 454,209 0 
1,707 SHADES CRE£KCOLL SYSTEM'IO 1005 1.D33 167,419 172m coil.elioa 0 112!111 
1,70S VILLAOE C!I..EEK SEW ALiE'l'REA. 'rMENT .'" 1,745 788.600 1,376,c:n tn:atm.ol 1.376.02) 0 
1,109 CORBETBRANCHTRUNKSE~ 1991 1.590 441,323 10),]2& t;ellcction 0 703,326 
1,110 2ND CREEK EXT MERRYWOOD EST !RUNIC SEWER. 1~3 1.476 144,&73 2)),785 coUe=!Ioo 0 211,7SS 
1,711 FOttESTVlEW ESTATES ASSESSMENTSANlTARY S .990 • .625 )81,9S3 610055) concClion 0 620.553 
1,711 FORESTVIEW ESTATES ASSESSMENT SANlTARY 1991 I.$SO SO,DOI 19,5l)S collection 0 79,505 
1.7ll FORESTVJ£W ESTATES ASSESSMENTSANlTAA.Y .". 1.590 559,609 839,819 collcdion 0 Si9.81? 
1,114 D£E..ANEY DRIVE TO CHERRYDALE ASSeMENT SEW 1991 1.s90 10,500 16,696 COllCctiOD 0 16.696 
1.11S V1U.AOE CK TRUNK SWR REPLACC-ROB£aTS FLD 199) 1.416 73,380 108.281 concClion 0 10llst 
1.716 REBA STREf:T ASSESSMENT SEWER. '99' 1.542 93,)99 144,042 oolkClion 0 144,On 
1,711 VJl.LAOE ex. TRUNK SWR RELOCATION 199) 1.416 580,668 8S"6.841 coI~ron 0 856,847 
l,llS LOWER VllLAGECR:EEK.SANlTARYSEWER 19&6 1.790 2.03S.514 3,641,91' tolkClwO 0 J,648,916 
1.7(9 MIAMI DIUVE ASSESSMENTSEWER 1935 U33 9S,089 179.76] toUcction 0 179,76) 
1.720 VlLLAOECREEIC 1989 MODIflCATIONS 1992 1.542 827.251 1,275,809 t,.utmcnl 1,215,to9 0 j .. 
1,721 VILLAGE WWTP MODlfIC .... nONS·DES[QN 1.994 1.422 S6,-400 81l,178 Irurmcnl BO,178 0 
1,722 VIllAGECREEK.SLUOGEDRYINGBEDS 1995 1.40S 14.630 :l:0,55.9 IrCI!mcot 10,S59 0 
1.723 SECOND CREeK.ENGfNEERJNG DESIGN 1992 1.542 12.27S 11.9)1 collco;lion 0 18,931 
1,724 UPPER SECOND CREEK SS EXTENSION 1002 1.176 1,432,520 [.684,493 collcedoo I.E84,49) 

'.'" VlLLAOE CREEK S,Q/ITAR,Y SEWER. "" 1.169 62.)05 79,056 collet:liol) 79.056 
1,726 vtLU,GE CREEK. EMERGENCY REPAlRS 1993 1.476 2,903,447 4,284,396 coUeo;tion 0 4,284,396 
1.727 YlLt,AGE CREEK. TRUNK SEWER REPLACEMENT 19U 1.299 13,619,48B 17,686,930 coUeClion 0 11,6&6,930 
1,728 13m AWN SANITARY SEWER·CONSIR 1996 [.368 401.005 548,5&4 collectiol) 0 S4i,564 
1,129 W ENSLEY TRUNK.·rRELlM ENGINEERlNO 1996 I.3E8 ~S,OOD '61,559 collection 0 61,sS9 
1,730 WEST ENSLEY TIlUNK. SEWER 2001 1.211 1,295,122 1,569,746 toUcClion 0 1,569,746 
1.7l1 VIllAGE CREEK BRICK. SEWER 2000 "'" I,026,04~ 1.268,004 COUCcllCII 0 1,26!,D04 

C) 1.7)2 EAST VlU.AGE CRX. SSCS REIiAP 2000 1.236 ),287,577 4,062.834 tollco;/iclI 0 4,062.8:14 
1.7ll 1/1 WESTVlLLAGECR£EKSSCSREtWl . ." 1.269 2,0580520 2,611,967 coUcetico 0 2,611,967 
1,134 In. EAST VltUGS CRK. 1000 UJ6 6,078,941 7,$12,442 col!ceticm 0 7,512,442 
l,n5 WESTYlLLAGECREEKSSCSlI2 "" 1.169 2,672.S29 3,391,05"5 concellon 0 3,391,OS5 

• ;< 1,136 V1t.r..AGE CREEK-SEWER. SYSTEMS-CONi"IlACT 3 1999 1.169 I,B05,348 2.290.727 collcction 0 2,2.90,721 
1,7)1 115 Ii VlltsSCS RERAP 2000 1.236 4,241,292 5,241,448 tol!cc:tion 0 5,241,448 
1,138 VlLLAGECR.EEICSEW£R.SYSTEM·CONTRACT 5 "" 1.169 3,685,469 4,616,))0 tol1«tion 0 4.67S,)30 
1,739 116 Ii VLOCRKSSCS REliAP '''' 1.169 4.248,400 S,3.90,608 wllcction 0 5,390,608 
1,740 VIllAGE CREEK SEWER SYS'fEMS..CONTRACT 6 "" 1.269 2,634.712 3.343,070 co!lco;t;cn 0 3,343,070 
1,741 If1 EAST VIt.l.AOE CREEK SSCS PARTC "" 1.269 2.371.859 3,0090548 colkct;co 0 ),009,548 
1.742 VILLAGE CREEK #1 WEST 2000 • .n' 1,184,902 9.620,692 tollcction 0 9,620,692 
1.743 VJLLAGECREEK.SWRS'{STEMREHJJ' 1000 • .n' 5,324,.940 6)80,6)6 tollco;/ion 0 6,330,636 
1,74-4 VIlLAGE CREEK SSCS REHAP "" 1.269 ),862,198 4,900514 toUCctiOIl 4,900,514 
1.145 VlLl.t\OE CREEK SANITARY COLL SYS REHAB '000 • .n. 8,847.456 10,9)3,1112 co\lecl;cn 10,93),Bl2 
1,746 SANlTAAY SWR. COLLECTION VlLLAOE CEU<. 1000 • .n' S,053,173 6.250,962 colicmo!l 6,:l:SO,962 
1,747 GLENRlDOE DR. SWR. REPLACEMENT '000 • .n, 243,955 301.483 tollcclinll 301.483 
1,743 VlLLAOE CREEK SSS REHAB 2001 1.2\2 4,4ZI,770 ~,359,3!4 o:oUecLion 5,]S9,334 
1,749 #12 VlLLAoe cREEK. SAN"rARY SWR '000 • .n. 4,29S,337 5,308,233 tollcClioo 0 5,308,238 

i 1.750 NI2 VILL\GE CREEItSANlTARYSWR '00' 1.212 3,410,841 4,206,1115 collcClioli 0 4,206,115 
1,151 VIllAGE CRK SSCS REHAP '13 '00, \.212 4,269,970 S,I7S,395 coUeClicn 0 5,175,395 , 
1,152 Vf[1.A.GE CREEK SANITARY SWR COLL '00' 1.212 2.6IS,94] ).110,640 tonccticn 0 3,170,640 
1,753 VltUGE CR.K CONTRACf 1-4 200. 1.212 6,166,187 7,413,695 «IlIecdon 0 1.413,695 
1,754 VIllAOE CRK. 55 COLL . 2001 J.lll 3,142,097 3,808,362 tollection 0 3.!IlI,361 
1.735 83RD STREETNS Sewa. REPLACEMENT 2002 1.176 1,112.998 1,)91.011 col\o:cliCtl 0 1.391,081 
1,756 /119 BAST VllUGE CREEK. SANiTARY SEWER. '00' I.Wi: 4,6S6,127 5,)47,521 tolleCllOII 0 5,347,521 
1,7S7 11"20 £ASTVILLAGE CREEK. 201)2 1.176 3,138,267 3,690.272 tollccticll 0 3,690,272 
1,7SS DALTONDRIVESIiWER 1001 1.212 92,805 112,413 tollcction 0 111,03 
1.759 V AUF:'{ DIUV"E SEWEll REl'LACEMENI" '00> 1.176 259,265 304,86& co1!.c111111 0 lO4,B68 
1.760 CRESTWOOD Bt VD SEWER.. '00' 1.148 327,2.09 375,797 coU.ction 0 315,791 
1.161 1115 EASTVltLAGECREEK. '00' 1.176 1,676,243. 1.971,085 coUcClioll 0 1,911,08S :. 
1,762 EASTVlLLAGIiCREEKSANlTARYSEWER lOll' 1.148 3,016,924 3,464,911 cnlb'c:tion 0 3,464,911 

1.763 ROEBUCKPARKW .... YSE~ 200' 1.148 1,212..497 1,472,931 cnllection 0 1,472,931 
1.764 SHERMAN HEIORl'S PUMP STATION REPL SEWER 200> 1.176 824,131 969,091 collection 0 969.091 
1,165 EMER SEWER RE1'AJ·7B2S JRD AVE SOUTH 2005 1.0)) 142,101 147,345 toIlCd.;O!I 0 141,34S 
1.766 PUMP FOR SHERMAN HEIGHTS STA nON "" 1.299 26,015 )3,78S collcctioll. 0 33.785 i 
1.761 REPAlRSEWERCOOSASTR.EET ISTHAVENUE "" U99 14,830 19.259 tollctliom 0 """ I 
1.768 REPAIR SEWER ~0TIl STREET soum "" 1.299 '$" 11,249 tol1"rion 0 11,2.49 , 
1,769 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR.37nf cr W HOOPER. "'. 1.299 3,961 5,144 coU«lio~ 0 S,I44 
1,710 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR A VB E ENSLEY 1998 U99 26,933 35,042. coU~ClInQ 0 ·3S,Ooll 
1,111 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAlR 86TH PL S VILLAGE "" ."" 1.00. 2.S98 collcclion 0 20598 
1,772 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAlR8m Ave &. 82NP fL "" .200 10,IOS 13,113 collcclloll 0 13,123 
1,113 EMERGeNCY SEWER REPAIR?JND 5T NORTII .", 1.2.99 2.0,1)69 26,062 col1~clion 0 2.6,062 
1,774 EMERGENCY SEWER RErAlRGEGRGIA. ROAD J998 '.lO' S,I61 6,702 collcGt!oll 0 '.102 
1,715 EM£R.GENCY SEWER kEPAlR21ST 5T USRARY .", '2" B1.168 113,9&0 colleeti()D 0 113,980 

1,776 EMER.GEN"CYSEWER REPAlR2.IST ALI..fY SHAM 1998 \.29.9 63,389 ·32,321 toll«lioll 0 82,321 

1,771 EMERGENcY SSWER. Ra'AlRCASTt."EBERRY WAY .". 1.299 25,390 32,913 collection 0 3l.913 
.1,718 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR PINSONCRAlKVILLE 1995 12" 28,.968 37.619 coUCClion 0 37,619 

1,779 EMEIl SWR REPAIR PHASe' II 2ND AVE 41TH PL 1998 U99 28,334 36,795 tollcCl;nn 0 36,7.95 

( 1.780 EMER. SOWEll REPAIR. PH I 2ND A VB 4TfH PL 1998 ."" 46,232 60,039 COUect;OII 0 60,039 
1,1S! EMERSWRREPAIRS 1ST AWN &.4\ST .,,' 1.269 5,405 6.859 collection 0 6,8S9 

1,182 EMERSWRREPAIR 1601 AVEG 1999 1.169 5,814 1,3n collection 0 7.317 
1,783 5Mli1l SEWER REPAlR32ND STS GFFCLIFF RD 1999 '.26, 5,921 7.521 ccl1cdion 0 7,52' 
1.184 SMEll. SEWER REPAIR 5m AVE S AND 77TH ST 1999 1.269 2,5"18 ).398 ",,1I.crion 0 3,393 .. 
1.185 EMERSEWERREPAlRIDI AVeS AND 77TH Sf .,,' 1.269 1,988 2,522 coUcclioo 0 2,m 

1.186 EMIl.SWIl.REPAlR ISTCT.& I3TH5T 19.99 1.269 10,194 12,935 collection 12,93S 
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Jeffco-OOO357 

C 
APPENOIX 6-\ 
EXiSTINC ASSETS 
PRESENrVAL[JE ANALYSIS 

LINE DESCRJrTlON ENVlRONMENTALS£RVlCES 
TREATMENT I COLLECTION 

CATEGORY 

1,787 EMER..SWRItEPAIR·8TH AVE. N &: 47TH P.E. 1999 1.269 )6,109 46,705 colleetion 46,705 
1,7SS EME'R SWR REPAIR 8TH AVE N 8:; 47TH PI.. 1999 1.2651 14.4~ ll,OSS wllection ll,oU 
1.189 EMER SWR REPAIR 8TH AVE N AIRPORT HWY "" 1.269 .,,, 11,D64 cCl1!edion 11.054 i' 1.190 EMERSWR REPAIR I&TH ST &.: AVE P 1999 1.269 13.513 17,146 collo!Ofion , 17.146 
1.791 EMER SWR REPAIR lITH AVE N &:. AIRPORT HwV "" 1.269 15,04S 19.090 coUedion , 19,090 
1.792 EMERSWR REPAlR2062ND AVI; WEST 1999 1.269 6,242 7.910 ,collection , 7,910 
1,19] EMERSWR REPAIR ISTH AVE&: IlT] STS 1999 1.269 11,198 IS,096 c:ollecticlI , I:i,oS6 
1.194 EMBR. SWR REPAIR 51H AVE ok 23RD 51 N 1999 1.269 10,889 2/iJDS cc1!cclion , 26,5"Oi "_ .. 
1,795 £MER SWRREPAlR. 8TEI AVE&. 10TH ST 1999 1.269 4.178 5,302 colludeo , 

"" 1.796 £MEa SEWER REt> AIR 40TH 51 oJ: 35TH AVE 1999 1.269 2,816 3,649 collWlcl\ , 3,649 
1.191 EMERSEWER REPAIR 17THAVE&32Pl.NO 1999 "" 1)96 9)95 ~Ilcction , ~)8S 

i 1,198 EMER.SWR REP_251131N'D AVE. N 1999 ,-", 16.444 10,865 eolleclilll , 20.'" 1,199 EMErt SWR REPAIR·5TH AVES 5 5TH Pl. '''' 1.269 11,7:)<\ 14,915 eoUl:Crion , 14,915 
1.300 EMEROENCY SEWER REPAIR SUNDAl.E DR. 1999 1.169 1,117 1,494 colll:Clioo 1.49-4 
UOI EMER.OEl'lCYSEWER. REPAIR 1 I'm CTWEST 1999 1269 "" 4.17~ collcclioo 4.174 
1,801 £MER SWR REPAIR·FINlEY BL VO 1999 1.269 21.313 34.733 con:~gn 34.7J3 
1,80l EMER SWR R.EPAIR-13TH A VB NORTfI 1999 1.l69 4,&96 6,212 coltccri~ "''' 1,804 EMERSWRREPAIR-2BOL 21ST AVE NO 19,9 1.269 2,4l9 3,108 collection 3.108 
I.S05 EMER.SEWEflREfAJR.14Tf1AVE.& 11111 ST 1999 1.269 10,916 1l,851 collection 13,SH 
1,&06 EMERSWRREPAIR.3ISTST &AVE H 1999 1.269 27.451 34,844 coJlectio:c 34,&4~ 

1.807 EMERGENCY SEWEll. REPAlR 1ST AVEf59TH 5TN "" 1.269 18.114 23.7S! collection 23,758 
1,808 EMERGENCY SEWER. ItEPARl FOREST AVE AllEY 1999 1.269 14.052 17,830 collection 17,830 
1.809 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR IrrM ST ALLEY '''' 1.269 3':;45 4.491 o:ot\!:ctlon 4.498 
1.810 EMERSWR REp·124 2ND 51 NO & OHlO A VS 1999 1.269 ';272 11,765 coDcttiOll 11.155 
1,811 EMER SWR. REP. FLO\UDA AVE. &t 2ND ST NO 1999 1.269 , .. " 5,oti5 coUcdiOQ '.'" 1.812. EMERGENCY SEWER REP}JR 10iH AVSN '''' 1.269 29.014 36.815 coDecdOCI 36.815 
1,i13 BURGUNOYPUMp STATION RE "" 1.211 84,111 101,947 collection , 101,947 r: 
1.814 VlLLAGECREEK.pHm '''' 1.320 55.709 73,514 coDcttiOll , 73,514 
1,815 VILLAGE CREEK BOUNDRY SURVEY 1997 1.320 43,000 56.743 tlciLDnCDI. 56,743 , 
I.BI6 VlI.U.GE WWTP DESIGN 1996 1.368 • 88.9,119 J,216,371 bo:l!Jl>tIlI " 1,l16.J71 , 
1,817 PCB REMEDIATION ATVIlLAGE ClEEK "" 1.412 65,959 93,767 Ifulm.al 93,767 , 
1,818 VlLLAGE' CREEK WWfP DECliLO!UNATlON ]991 1.320 1.029,494 1.l58,52l !rr;11m.nt 1,358':;12 , 
Ul9 VILLAGE CREEK. WWTP"16 MOOS/ADDS '''' 1.259 15..276.30S 19.1lll,4l~ trCIlm~nt 19,3iJ,439 , 
1.820 VlLLAOE CREEK ACCESS ROAD 1999 1.269 1.111.015 1,409,194 tmtmmt 1,409.794 , 
1.821 CON I vtLLCRK l'K.FLW I'll. "'12 1.116 23,591,297 27,1~D.811l tlUlm.at 27,740,883 , 
1,821 HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAl. 1998 .. '" 11.6'15 15,122 trtalmcnt 15.122 , 
1,8D ACCESS R.OAD HAZARDOUS WAnE DISPOSAL 1998 ,,,,, ' .. " 7.693 uutmc:nt 7,693 , 
1,824 HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 199& 1.299 5.541 7,20$ Untm.nl 1,205 , 
1,825 HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL ,,,. 1.299 6,436 J,lSS UglnleQt B.3:i8 , 
1.826 HAZARDOUS WASTE DISpOSAL "" 

,,,,, 5,717 1.424 tn:_t 7.424 

C 
,.." HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 1998 .,,, 11.898 15.451 tR.1nIeo1 15.451 , 
1.828 HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAl. 1998 1.299 5.880 7,636 ~tmcat 7.636 , 
1,819 jj'4 VlLLAOE CREEK PEAK FLOW '''' 1.laS 18.865.353 21.666,691 trQ!mr;Q\ 21,666,697 , 
1.830 YlLL CRK WWTP ME:rHANE GAS MONITORJNG "" 1.236 28,496 35,216 trnlmrol 3$,216 , 

I. ,.." EDGEWATER OAKS SUBOMSION ,,<II I.mi 747,700 $19,211 col1ccti~1l 819.217 
1.832 EMERGENCY SEWER R£p}JR VlLLAGE CREEK DIY 1999 \.269 3.261 4,145 .aUec:tion 4.145 
1,Illl EMERGENcY SEWER REPAIR9A VEl3IiTH WAY "" '.l6, 3,394' 4,306 o:.oUeaion 'J" 1.834 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HIXON/ARMORY 1999 1.269 11.839 15,021 collection 15,021 
1,835 EMEROENCY S5WER REPAIR 812 liST ST ENSLE "" 1.269 9,358 11.174 CQUcttiOI\ 11,874 
1.816 EMEROENCY SEWER REPAIR 6nH ST Nf47TIt .... V 1999 1.269 4,584 5.117 collection 5,817 
1.837 EMEROENCY SEWEll. REPAIR .... VE IIS7TH ST '''' 1.269 1,487 1,1&6 collcctlon 1.886 , .... EMERGENCYSEWERREPA1R213 KENT OR •1992 1.269 66,950 84,9SO collection , 84,95!1 
1,839 EMERSWR REPAlR-64ntsr SO 1999 1.269 4,141 5,162 collection , 

"" 1,84Cl EMER SWR REPAIR·929 SlND ST NORTH 1999 1.269 ..... 6,273 eoDcct;OIl , '>" 
U41 EMER. SWR REP ... -5420 AVE K ENSLEY 1999 '.l6' ,,," 6.602 coDcction , '.6Ol 
1.842 EMER. SWR REPR-l7TH ST.ENSLEY "" ''''' 6,311 I,OI1S o;ollcction , 8.008 
1,843 EMER Swa. REP ... ·lffi! Ave & 16TH ST Ii U99 1.269 2.08) 2,643 col1cttioo , 2,643 
1.844 EMER Swa. REP·A VE P-2STH ST ENSLEY 1999 1.269 42,194 54,427 cclle.etion , 54,421 

f" 1,845 EMR.SWILREPAJR 103 srH ST - DOCENA 1999 ,-", 5,647 7.166 collectloll , 7,166 
1,846 EMER..SWR.,REPA1R·VILLAGE CONTRACT 10 EAST 1999 '.l6' 2,140 2,115 collection , 2,715 
1.847 EMELSWR.R.EPAlR.VILLAai!: CONl'RACT 10 1999 1.269 1.920 2,436 Collel'l.;OIl , 2,436 
1,848 EMER. SWR. REPAlR-V1LLAOE CONTRACT 1 EAS "" '.l6' 3,5&S 4,5~9 cotfcct[on , .,4':;49 
1,849 EMER. SWR. REPAJR.·I51'H'" VE N Bll1J,ONGftAM '''''' 'Il' 17,9G4 22,126 collcCl.;oa , 11.'16 
1.850 EMER.SWR.R.EPAIR.-119J 51ST Sf .ENSLEY '"'' 'Il' 15)14 18.950 col!eclion , 11,950 
1.851 EMER.SWlUtEPAIR-3009 338.0 COURT NORiH "" "". 29)76 36,303 collcctioa , 36,303 
1,852 EMER..SWR-RBPAlR-S030 3RD AVE.NORTIt '''''' 1.236 100,123 124':;99 eol1ectlon , 124,599 
1.8n EMER.,SWR.REP-47JCl DONALD STREET 1000 ,.23, ,n" 3,125 eollecl;oll , 3.126 
1.954 EMEiLSWP-REP.S41 BEa VIEW STREet '''''' 1.236 4,444 5,493 wllediOQ , 5,493 
1,855 EMSR..SWR.REP·541 BEl.LVlEW STREET '"'' 'Il' 6..012 7,504 o;ollcction , • 7,504 
1,856 EMER..SWR.REP-541 BELLVlE.W S'TRE.et 2000 'Il' 10,523 13,005 collection , 13.005 
1.857 EMER..SWR.R.EP-A VENUe I, ENSLEY '"'' 'Il' 6,454 7,916 coUectiDtI. , 

"'" 1,858 EM£R..SWR.R.EP.23RD ST, &; snt A'VEIiiffl NORTH '''' .,,, , ..... , 25,561 collection , 15,S61 
1,&59 EMER.swR.R.EP .-36 A VB.F PRAtTClTY 2001) 'Il' 3.049 3,768 tollcctloll , l,15! L .. " EMER.5WR..R.EP.-6i]9 80TH pL SO "" ,.23, .. " 11,275 co1lcetlDIi , 8,275 r, 1,861 EMER.SWR.R.EP.·AVENU'6 T BlRMlNGflAM lIIOO 'Il' 6,158 7.610 collection. , 7.610 
1.8n EMER..SWR.flEl'A 705 ST.CHARLES AVE "" 'Il' 5.720 7.069 eolle.etion , 1.!l69 I 1,863 EMER.swR.REP.·IS61 COTION AVESO 2000 "'" 29.110 35,914 eollectioll , 35,974 .. " eMER.SWR.REP.-191l! 24TH ST. NO "" 1.236 1.618 2,014 co1/eetlon , "'14 
1,1165 EMER.SViR.R.EP.-J 110 4TH WAY NORTH "" 'Il' 5,953 7)51 eol1ection , 1JS/ 
1,866 EM.I!R..SWR.R.EP ._1908 24'[8 PL NORiH 'OlIO 'Il' 5.731 1,084 collection ,. 7,0&4 
1,867 EMER.SViR./l.Ep.-llTHSTREETWEST '''''' 'Il' 17.181 21,974 toll.ction , 21,914 
1,868 EMER.SWR.R.EP ._1309 11111 sr. NO 2000 1.236 13,397 16,556 col!cctlon , 15,556 
1,869 EMER.SWR..REP.-101HSTREIiTNORTH '000 1.236 16..942 10.937 eolll:Cti(Jtl , 20,931 
1,810 EMER.SWR.REP.-41897IT1 cr.SO "" ,.23' .m 10,S97 co\lcctiall , 10,591 
1,811 EMER.SWR.REpAiiH ST &t AVE 0 2001) ,.23' 6.124 7,569 eolle.eticn 1,56~ 

'. 1.812 EMER..SWR.R.EP • ..om ST. &. 9TH CT. NO. "" 'Il' 1.209 8,909 coU.ction .m 
i I,m EMER.SWR.R.EP,-14TH AVE. & 12TH Sf.SOUTH "" 1.2~6 9.104 11.992 o:ol\oction """ 

( 
1,874 EMER.SWR.REP.-3RD PL &: 13iHAVE NO ''''' ,.23' 10,280 12,704 eollo:etioll 12,104 
1.815 EMER.SWR.R.El' .-MAONOllA AVENUE "" 1.236 36,262 44,813 colll:CtioD 44.SI3 
1.816 EMSR SWR R,EP.FLYGl'3127 "" 1.23' 4,94& 6,115 coHc~tion 6,115 
1,817 EMER SWR REP_23RD ST NO &: FiNLEY A VF. "" 1.236 21.414 26,464 coUection , 26.464 
1.818 EMERSWR REp·3~THsrNOIS!iUTl'LESWORTH '000 1.236 ,,'" l,910 co\lccdOli , 2,910 
1.819 EMER SWR REl'A1R-47TH PLACE BHAM "" 1.236 48.603 60,064 coll.elioa , 50.064 
I,no EMER.SWR R.El'AIR-5TH AVENORTH '''' l.n6 60.481 14,7S1 collcerion , 74.751 
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C APPENDtxG-1 
EXlS'HNG ASSETS 
PRESENTVALUE,o.NAL\,SIS 

~.' 

LINE DESCRIPTION ENVlRONMENTALSERVICES TREATMENT COLLECTION 
CATEGORY 

1,81] EMER SWR REP·HlOHPOINT TER. BfW.f "" "". 46,424 31,371 «IUec:tion 57,371 
1,882 EMER SWR REP·14S3 JUNIPER DR SHAM 2000 l.n' 6965 S,6oa collection ..... .,' 

un £MER SWR REP-! 17 WOODY ALE RD·'" VONDAlE 200' "". 3,m 3.&60 ~oU~l;Iion J,B6tl 
1.814 EMER SWR. Rl'R.. 2075 CHERRY A VE-HUEYTQWN "00 l.n, 3.319 4.\02 <QUeenon 4,102 
1,835 EMER SWR RENS)S 24TH ST NO·SHAM 2OCO l.n. 4,569 5.646 co1lceltoD 5,6.l6 
1,886 EMSR 5WR REP·1642 MARLIN ST E"DALE 2000 l.n, 3,798 4,694 collection 4,6?4 

U87 sOtmtLANDTlIBE 2002 1.176 298.180 )SO,14S 0;:011=;00 HO,74S 
I,US CHERRY AVE. TRUNXSWR. 2001 1212 4UJU 519.219 collection 519.219 
1.889 EMER SWR R£p.6633 AVE N·aHAM 2000 l.n' 31,677 46.561 coUmiac 46.561 
1,890 EMER SWR REP·SSOB-STH TaR SO BHAM 2000 l.2l6 7,146 9.5n col1cetion 9,,572 

\' l.891 £MER SWR REP·S24 LIBBY LN ROEBUCK. 2000 l.n. 4.886 6.038 collection 6.038 ,.n £MER. SWR REl'.7TI{ AVE.I: 14TH PL BHAM 2000 1:231:;· 5,435 6.717 ...,Utct\aD 6.717 
1,19] EMER SWR REP_J440.33RO CT N·BHAM "" l.n' 4J'" 5,OSS coHectian 5.055 
1,394 EMER SWR REPAIR _ 9016 PK:Y/Y E ROEBUCK 2000 l.n. l,SS3 4,799 collation 0 4,799 
1,895 EMERSWRREPAIR-2021 AVEGBHAM "" l.n' 5,.5n 6.S9S collection , .". 1.896 EMERSWRRBPAIR-361515THAYENBHAM 2000 l.n' 37.116 45,169 collectioo , 45.869 
l.i97 EMER SWRREPAIR-4In CLlfFRD SHAM - 1.236 . .." 5,718 coHcclioo , 5,718 
1.891 EMER SWR REPAlR· 1500 20TH ST N SHAM 2q.OO l.n' 

,.,. J,l05 cgUwi<m , 3.]05 
1.B99 EMER SWER REPR·1700 VANDERBILTRD BflAM "00 ''''' lU31 17,On colleclilm , 17.092 
I,SIIlO EMER SWElt REPR-IO 13 PINEHILL RP SHAM "" ll)' ".225 13,751 coU.ctitm , n,758 
1,901 EMER.SWER REPR.-947 46m ST NO SHAM "" l.n, 2,Sll 3,119 celll.ecion 0 3,119 
1,901 EMER.SWRREPAIR n091ST AVE soum "00 l.n. "" 4,161 CgU,r;tiCIII. , 4,161 
I,SIIl3 EMER. SWR. REP-lNTERSE STEt Ave&. nIDlANA S 2000 l.n. 17,007 21,017 collection , 21.017 
1.904 EMERSWR.REP·INTER 16'IlIAveN&: ISTSTW "00 l.n. 10,.535 13,020 col1cclillll , 13,1)20 
1,905 £MER. SWIt REP-lnl27Tfi ST "" ll), 9,405 11,623 collwJDIl , l1.m 
1,9a6 tiMER. SEll. REI'-I6Et AVE W" ARKADELPHIA R.D "00 1.216 lJ" 3,139 eollecdon , 3,139 
1,907 £MER SWR REP _1412 RA. YF\ELD STREET "00 l.n. 3.693 4,564 conc.tion 0 4'" 1,90S EMER. SWR REP ·2709 6TH ~ NE "" l.n' 2.874 3,ss:z eolltctloll "n 
1,909 EtdER SWR R.EP-6910 GEORGIA ROAD 2000 l.n. 11),956 140,828 con.mau 140,828 
1,910 EMER SWR llEP-1SlS fINLEY BLVD SHAM "" 1.236 a,I41 12,418 colle.ctlou 22,418 
1,911 EMER SWR REP-7529 1ST AVE. NO - SHAM "" l.n, 14,402 17,798 collection 17.798 
1,912 EMER SWRREP-1730 yo ANOERBlLT 1t0AD .SHAM "" l.n' 1I,n5 14,625 con.eclon 14,625 
1,9lJ EMER. SWIt ItENTH ST SW TO 5TH PUCE SW "" l.n' 45,m 55,754 collectilm 5.5.754 
1,914 EMER SWR REP·IST Ave N &: 84THSTNORTH ""0 1.l36 16,s69 10,471 collectioo 10,477 
1,915 EMER SWR ItEP-I807 50TH STN 2000 l.n' 1,651 2,041 collCCllon 1,048 
1,916 EMER SWRREP-IST AVEN &: 7S1HSTN ""0 l.n. 26,646 32,929 collection 32,.929 
1,911 EMER SWRREP_271635m AVEN BHAM 200l 1.212 33,212 40,321 eollwlon 0 40,327 
1,91S EMERSWR REP-1109 36TH AVEN SHAM 200l 1.211 lJ"" 16,072 coll.cllon , 15,012 
1,919 EMER SWR,ItEP-4J919TH A V£ NE SHAM" 200l t.212 1.001 1,213 collCClioo , 1,213 

C 
1.920 EMER SWR REP-14Il6TIi PL NO &. SHUlTLESWO 200l 1.212 ]JIt 4,02.1 collcd;au , 4.021 
1,921 EMERSWIlREPNR 200l 1.211 49J17 59.147 collw;oo 0 59,847 
l,922 EMER SWR ItEPAlR.-4317 OVERLOOK IU) 200l 1.212 11,583 14,160 collc.cticn , 14,160 ) 1,923 EMER SWR I;W'AIR.41H AVENl/E N &.13kD ST 200l 1.212. 1I,s1l 14.318 collCCliau 0 14,318 
1,924 EMERSWR R£PAIR.-4719 AVENUE T 2001 1.211 12,U5 150592 colkclicu 0 150592 
1,925 EMER.SWR REPAIR·90S ELIZABETH DR "01 1.212 49,839 60.407 tOllo:C1ioo 0 60,407 
1,926 EMERSWR REPAlR·344 R.OEBUCKDR 200l 1.212 U,129 19,~4 colleC1ic1n , 19,064 
1,92.7 EMERSWR REPAlRSlS 5TH AVENUE 2001 1.212 13,117 16,625 coU~clion , 16,625 
1,928 EMER SWR REPAJRll412 I rot AVENUE N 2001 1.212 11.064 Il,410 colko;tion 13,410 
],929 EMER SWR REPAlR.·18005on! STN 200l J.212 45,141 S4,71l colkcl;1m 54,113 
1.930 EMERSWR REPNR·52ND WA.Y" 10TH AVE N "01 1.212 SO,ISO 60,784 cullcclion 60,714 

,1,931 EMER SWR REPA1R.-6TH A VB "4ml ST SOtlrH 200l 1.212 49,027 55',423 colletlloD 59,423 
l,9" EMER SWR REPAtR.-9TH ST &. 7TH ALLEY WEST 200l 1.212 . 17.234 2O,n8 1;01Jcctian 20,888 
1,9l3 EMER SWR REPAIR-2ND STN &.8TH AVEN "01 1.212 16,969 20,567 1;01lco;tton 20,,, 
1,934 EMR. sm REPAIR:SJ5 CAMBRlDQE ST 2001 1.212 21,212 25,783 eoO'Clion 25,183 
1,935 EMRSWR REPIoJR mCAMBRIDGE ST 200l 1.212 ., ... 57,048 eollcaion 57,048 
1,936 EMER SWR It£PAIR 1400 34TH ST BHAM 200l !.l12 48,505 5S,790 collectioo 0 5S,790 
1,937 EMIt SWR ltEPAlR VILLAGE EMERGENCY SYSTEM 2001 1.212 lOJ78 36,820 collection , 36,820 

F 1.938 EMRSWR.I63127THSTREErN 2001 1.212 16,120 19.538 coJlcc!iall , 190538 
1,939 EMRSWR REPAIR 914 ALBANY STRSET 2001 1.212 19.649 2J,816 eollc:cliOll. , 23,816 
1,940 EMER SWIt REPAIR 401i12ND AVE BI?M "01 UII 10,665 12,926 colkelion , l2,92' 
1,941 EMRSWRREPAlRUPDATE 2001 1.212 31,s16 38,272 ·collccliD1l , 38,272 
1,942 EMil. SWR REPA1R24TH ST N BETWEEN 31 ST 2002 1.176 ,1l,ns 14,094 coll.ction ., 14.094 
1.943 EMIl. SWR ltEPAIR 44TII PLACBNORTII 2002 1.176 17,169 2O,ISS coJJcction , 2O,I8B 

"''' EMil. SWIl. REPAlR·6013 84TH ST S SHAM "" 1.176 42,321 49,766 coltemoo 0 49,766 
1,9-45 EMRSWR REPAIR VANDERBILTRD BIR 200' 1.176 49.806 5s.s1iJ colk:et!on , 58,.567 
l,94' EMRSWR. REPAIR.IOS 81ST ST WEST 200' 1.176 43.652 51.330 collection 0 51,330 
1,947 EMRSWRREPAIR-603 6TH AVE 2002 1.176 13,322 15,655 collem;,u , . 15.665 
1,948 VlI.LA.GB CREEK-ACCESS ROAD DlUDGE "" 1.299 156.148 2D2.7112. trUtmcol 202..782 , 
1,949 VILLAGE C!IEEK ACCESS ROAD BRlDOE 1998 l.2" 65,224 14.104 I)Ulmmt 84,704 , 
1.950 OEOTEC"HIVlLLAGE CREEK DRYINO SBOS 1998 1.299 52.740 6l.490 ·butlllcni 68,490 , 
1,951 MINOR PUMP STATION-OEOTECHNlCAL "" 1.320 37.946 50.D14 collection 0 50,074 
1,952 MAt'EIUAL 11!STINO vaUGE DECHLORINATION 1998 l,29. 2.217 2..956 I~ent 2,956 0 
1,953 ViLLAOE CB.K WWfP-OEQ TECH TEST5 2000 l.n. 40,145 49,611 tfl'ltmenl 49,611 0 

i ",54 VlLLAGECREEKPEAKFLOW 2003 1.148 35,196 40.423 ",_I 40,423 , 
1,955 DELANEY DRICHERRYDALE DESION C/O 12 "" "" , •• J< 21,474 collection 0 21,474 
1,956 MlNORPUMPwrfsTENSLEYTRUNK: 2002 1.176 504,s7S 593,)27 colkaion , 593,327 ; 
1,9S7 VlLUOB CREEK. BruCK SWR EVALUATION "00 l.n' 224,076 276,911 cOlltetlon 0 216,917 
1,958 REMOVAL O?VLG C1U. BlUCK 2002 1-176 400,411 470.911 col\cclicn 0 4-10,911 
1,959 VllLAGB CREEK SSES REHABILITATION 1998 1.299 849,983 1,103,112.9 eollediDn 0 1,103,829 
1,960 VlI.LA.OECRK WWTP ADOmONS 2003 1.148 953..4S5 1,095.,036 tmatment 1,0~5,O36 0 
1,961 DESIGN SERVlcES-VIU.AOE CREEK WASre WATE "" I.Z~ 819,649 1,116,143 In:atm=nt 1,116,148 , 
1.962 WEST JEf"F CO ENOJNE.ER SER SWR SHADY 2000 l.n, 77;n2 95.432 coJlcction , 95,432 
1,963 CAHABA RIVER &. VILlAGE CREEK SSCS 2003 1.148 224,815 258,261 collection , 2Si,267 
1,964 CPS DATA COLLECTION V 2000 1.l36 783,930 968,792 ~ollecl;an 0 968.792 

"'SS fil EASTvu..tAOECREEKSEWER. 200' ).148 77Jn 88,861 .gllccriau 0 88,861 
1,966 123 &: 24 VILLAGE CREEK 2002 1.176 122.,474 144,017 collcctioll , 144,017 ,." GEOTECHNICAL VltLAGECREEKROBERl'S FIEL 1998 lm 63.2}4 82,118 col!o:o;tin .. 0 82,118 

C ,. .. VlLLAOEIROBERTS RELD INSPECTION 1998 2.2" 392.,768 510,068 ~o]leclion , SIO,068 

"''' 
VlLUOE CREEK. BRlCr<: SEWER REPLACEMENT 2001 1.211 96,697 111,201 eollcdion 0 111,201 

1,970 III WESTVlllAGECREEK.SSCSREHAEI 1999 1.269 100Jl~7 128,038 eoncctian IU,OU 
1,911 VILLAGe CREEK CONSTR 2 200) 1.112 363,451 440,526 co\1c<:tial1 4400526 
1,9n CONTRACT 2 (WEST) V ALLEY CREEK SSCS "" 1.176 146,990 112,844 cDllcc;lfoli 1n,844 
1,913 CON 13 EAST VlLUOE eRIC S 200l 1.212 407J82 493,766 ~oJ!cel;';'u , 491,166 
1.974 CON'IRACT 4 VILlAOE CRIC SSCS EAST 2001 1.176 \80,491 212,1-46 eoll.criau 0 212,246 
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C ,>,l'PENOIX't>.1 
EXISTING ASSETS 
PRESENT VALUE ANAL ¥SIS 

LINE DBSCIU1'TION ENVIRONMENTALSER\'ICES 
m£ATMENT ] COLLEC11pN ) 

CATEGORY 

1.975 CONTRACT 5 VlLLAOE CRK SSCS EAST '002 1.176 193,717 117,SO:l ~QnecriCB 0 DUro 
1,916 .5 WEST VIllAGE CREEK 55CS REHAB 100' 1.176 114.916 135,129 'Qn~ticn 0 m.ll9 
1.917 KG WEST VILLAGE CREEK 55CS REHAB 2002 1.176 133,485 156.964 colktlic>o 0 156.964 
1.971 1(1 EASTVA!l.EV CREEKSSCS ZOOJ 1.141 131,291 ]50.711 COlkaiOB 0 150.187 

; . 1.919 VILLAGE CREEK SSCS CONTRA 2002- 1.176 221,509 260,411 collection 260.471 
1,980 '9 EAST no CRK SSCS REI ZO" 1.176 421.989 496,214 c.ollcctiOIi 496,214 
].981 ViLLAGE CREEKSSCS REHAP '001 1.212 186,.90, 226,537 collectioll 226S17 ;.:..: 
1.982 WEST VILLAGE CREEKSSCS REHAB '001 un 146,945 178,104 <.I;Ilkelioo I7B.JO~ 
1,983 6'0 WEST VALLEY CREEKSSCS REtiAB '001 1.211 146,,999 17g.170 colk.noll 0 I7J.170 
1.9&-4 VILLAGE CREEK SSCS 1001 1.212 Jl~'7 396.323 c:ollection 0 396.323 

~ ',. 1.985 KII EASTVILLAOECREEKSANlTARV SEWER ZO" I,OSI 175.611 1&9.153 collection 0 189.753 
1,986 VILLAOE CREEK SSCS REHAB '001 1.ll2 146.826 In.960 cellccllen 0 177,960 
1.981 MI2 E VLO CiUC SSCS REHAB 2001 1212 146.887 178,034 collectien 0 173.D34 
1,988 1112 WBSTVlLLAOECREEK REHAB '001 !.l12 146.991 11S.160 collwleG 0 118,160 
1,9&9 IIIl E VlLL CRKSSCS REHAB ,,>I !.l12 146,986 178,153 col1ecticn 0 118,153 
1,~90 VlLLAOE CRl!EKSANITARY SEWER. "'" 1.116 191,502 132,242 coUection 0 132.l42 
1.991 VJl.LAOE CREEK.SSCS 115 2001 1.ll2 116,389 214,397 cellccti<>n 0 214']97 
1.992 VILLAGE CRK SSCS ZO~I 1.l12 191,499 132,106 coUcctiQn 0 :m.l06 
1,993 VlLlAGE CREEK SS COLL SYSTEM 1003 1.148 245,995 283.671 wUcction 0 283,671 
1.994 1118 eASTVlLLAGECREEKSANITARYSEWER. 20,. USI 306,250 33O,91l collection 0 3l0,91l 
1,995 PH lIWESTva.LAGECREEK "OJ 1.176 P99')00 1.115,072 toUcdjou 0 1,175.072 
1.996 120 EAST VILlAGE CREEK "OJ 1.176 138,645 2BO,621 collcdico 0 lSO,6'21 
1,997 PH D VILLAGE CREEIC EAST ZOOi 1.l12 936,38( 1.134,936 coUection 0 1,134,936 
1.998 1(25 EAS'rVILLAOECIlZEK.SANITARY SEWER '00] 1,148 136,154 171.221 GOIltroon 0 271.221 
I",' KlI Vll.LAGECREEKSANITAllYSEWEil '00] 1.148 142,J83 392~ concdlon 0 392,994 
>.000 n VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY SEWER '00] 1.148 127.989 9~0.938 collection 0 950,9)& 
2,001 VILLAOe CR£EK.-WwrP ACCESS ROAD I'" I'" 142,166 180,388 trulmCII lBO.]88 0 .' 2,002 VILlAGE CaEElC ACCESS ROAD 1999 '"" nOl2 123,094 !re11mUot 113,094 0 

;. 
2,003 VILUOE CIUC wvrrr: ENe SERVICES ,roo 1.135 37,155 46.04\ 1mIllllcnt 46,1141 0 
',004 ff2. VlI:LAGE CREEK PEAK. fLOW HANDLINO I'" I'" 51,693 65,591 1Jea11llC0! 6S,S91 
2,005 VItLCU W'W'nPKptW >001 1.l11 270,000 327,252 tre:ltmrnt 327.2.52 
>'00' EOOEW .... '[ER.OAKS SID PUMP STATION 'OOJ 1.141 1S1.992 181,451 wUcc!lon 0 181,452 
>'00' /14 VILLAGE CREEK WWTP ZO" 1.148 986,102 1,131.ll9 fleaml ... 1 1,132.,529 0 
2,008 VILLAGE CREBK-WWTi' PEAK 2001 1.l12 249.996 303,006 m:.tment 303,006 0 
2,009 TES1'ruG .... TVlLlAOE CREEK. WWTP PEAK fLOW 2003 1.148 UO,647 299,350 \fCI1maI!. 299,.350 0 
2,010 ORA YSVU.I.ESS PHAS8VI I'" I",' 175,044 348,991 coUc~rion 0 348.991 
2,CII CONS'tlI.UcnON OFTHE. WA.R.RlOa RD 19U 1.833 40,763 7~,714 ~t 74,114 0 
2,012 MORGAN OREENWOOO SANlT IJ.Y SEWER 19B9 1.66/i 2(8)51 413,555 collection 0 413,555 
2,013 ADAMSVlLUl TIlUNK SEWEll mo 1.625 1.3~8,697 2,.207,4~2 collection 2,207,451 

C" 2,014 PL2ASANTOkOVE'fRUNKSEWERsYSTEM 1991 1.5<' 153,000 235,961 cotlmion 235,9~1 

l,OU WARRJOR S5wml SYSTEM lMI'ltOVEMliNTS 1981 1,7<1S 1,368.515 2,385,017 coUcdian 2,388.017 

i ' 2,01~ RIVER CHASE PUMP STA-REUEF SYSTEM '000 \.l36 2,96M65 3,665,999 coUedion 3,665.999 i· 
2,017 PRUDES CREEKSAN!TARY SWR. COLL SYSTEM '00' 1,176 3,6lS,6l1 4,.25J,350 collc:dion 4.263,350 
2,018 W ARRlOR SANlTAR.Y SEWER. COLLEcrlON ,00] 1,148 1,247.696 1,431,96a colk~ign 1,432,968 
2,019 IUVl!RCHASI! PlfMP)NO STA R.EHAP m, 1.269 2,008.198 2,$48,115 collceden 0 l,S48.115 
2,1120 RlVERCHA,SEPUMPINGSTATlONREHAP 2000 1.236 12.]42 15.m collectien 0 IS:ZSl 
1,021 IUVERCHASE PUMPING ST'" nON 2001 1.212 274,354 3)2.,529 colleolion 0 332,529 
2,022 EMER..SWR.itEP.-OAA YSVILU! ~UMP STATION 2000 I.ZJ' 25.9S4 32,074 COIl~~licn 0 31,014 
2,023 SHANNON AB£A TR.UNKOESION '00] 1.148 215.1911 258.629 coUcrooo 0 258,629 
2.1124 CONS'tlI. EHOINEEan-:CJ..BLUE RlDGE PUMP STA ZOOO I.ZJ' Zl,'" 21,768 collc~llon 0 27,768 
',Ol5 RlDOEWOOOlHEA Tl!ERWOOD DESIGN 2003 1.\48 7~,329 B6.!1U collection 0 36,515 
2,026 PRUDES CREEK SANITARY SEWER. ZO'" 1.081 261,961 283,058 colleceion 0 lS3,C58 
2,C27 SAMPt[NO ANAL YSlS BEl,1ORA & SHARlT FARM '00] 1.141 15,241 17,511 tRRtr!!CII! 17,511 0 
2,028 MILL RUN EST ... TES CAPPED CONNECtION 1990 1.625 86,194 140,OlS co!lel;lion 0 140.038 
>.,,' CHAPEL HIllS Out'PAlL a.ataf SANITARY 1986 1.190 201,000 JS'9.1BB collcdion 0 359,783 
2,030 tn1R.RlCANB BRANCH-ENGINEERINO 1993 10416 355.492 .514,572 .:ollcctioa 0 514,572 
2,031 PATIONTRUNKSEWER(ENOlNBERlNG) I'" I,4C) 321,OS3 460,990 coUc~lion 0 460,990 

I >,OJ' PATrON CREEK SWR R£PLACEMENT 7ODO 1.236 360,553 445,576 collcctiea 0 445,576 
>'OJ] PA '[TON CREEK 'TRUNK. SWR REPLA.CEMENT lODO 1.236 454.031 ~61.098 caUctticm 0 561,091 
',034 PATION CRK TRNKSWR.-PHASE D caNST "" '"" 9,901l.280 1l,572,J83 eollcctloo 0 12,m,1S3 i 
2,03:5 AI. SIERlHURJUCANE BJV,NCH-CONSTR. 1997 1.320 9,447,216 12,46G,563 colkcrica 0 12,466,563 
2,036 A!. SEIER.lU).(iEOTECHTESTINO 1995 lAOS 7,501 10,549 coU.c&o 0 10,549 
2,037 BLUfF P AlUC Tl1NNEL (ENOIN1!ElUNO) ·1995 lAOS 242,305 340,493 colkaiou 0 340,493 
2,038 BLUfF TUNNELL-CONSTIlUcnON 1997 1.320 8,570.710 11,310,003 coUeaian 0 11,310,003 
2,039 PA nON CREEK 'IRK SWfl...QEO TECH SEkV ,roo I.ZJ' 4.43~ 5.481 c:ol!utIon 0 5,481 
2,040 PATIONCR.£EK.TRNK.CONstR. TESTINGSER.V1CE ,roo 1.236 27.519 34,008 collection 0 34,008 
2,041 BLUfF'IUNNEL. OEQ'fECEUilCAL SERVICE CONSlR 199& 1.l99 14.146 18,)71 col!cction 0 18,37\ 
2,042 PATTON CREEK LATERAL SEWER.ItE-CONNECTION I'" 1.299 363.897 412,575 collec!loa 0 472,515 
2,043 VEST .... V1A TRUNKSEwnDES10N 1998 I"" 331.733 430,805 col\cctiDo ~30.B05 

>''''' /J... SEIER ROAD CONSTRtJCnON REVlEW 1991 1.299 1l1,119 406,710 collc~titm 40~,710 

>,0" BLl/PP TUNNEL CONS1ltUCTlON I\EVmW "" I"" 347.494 451,272 collmion 451,2n. 

i 2,046 SHADES VAlLSY caRROSlON-CONSTR.UcnON "" 10422 1.234,300 1.1~4,578 cot1celioll 0 1,154,678 
'l,OU FURNANCB Btv.NCH TRUNK SEWER 1991 1.590 1,625,237 2,514,245 cell.aicm 0 2,S&4,24~ 

],0" SEWER. CROSSING HtOHW A Y 149 1988 1.701 3,013,579 5,12oS,B85 colk~tion 0 5,126.885 

I 2,049 SHADES CREEK-WA1'1CINS BRANCH·ENGINEERING 1994 IAn 290,<117 412.941 c:ollection 0 412,941 
2,050 SHADES CREE[{11lUNKSEClON 9 "" I"" 3,054,058 4,710.049 cal1ectioG 0 4,710,049 
2,051 BEIlKY HlORSCHOOLSAN\TARYSSWERilEl'LACE 1990 1.675 107,420 1,311,1102 col1ution 0 1,311,&02 
>.052 LANOSCAPEJARCHITECT.WA1'KINS BRANCE Rl!PLA 1991 1.590 1.460 \3.452 collcclio" 0 13,451 
>.051 WAnaNS BRANCH REPLACEMENT 1991 1.S90 31,nS 60.001 cellutl"" 0 60,001 
>,0" WATKINs BRANCH REPLACEMENT SEWEll 1991 1,S1l0 1.129,29S 1.795.660 collcolloa 0 1.195,660 

.2,055 SCOTIS BRANCH SEWER REPLACEMENT 1989 1.666 341,687 569,207 c:oll~lion 0 569.207 
>.056 CHEllOKEEB!C-KJL(301!.R TRUNK SEWER 1992 1.542 231,270 356,671 collecti'on 0 lS6,671 1" 
2,OH SCOTI"S BRANCWSHADES TRANSFER. (REVIEW) 1994 1.421 412,280 386,096 collectiDn 0 586.096 
2,OS8 SHADES V ALLEY/CAtHOLIC-ENGINEERINO 1994 1.422 355,730 iOS,70S cclkceieo 505.705 
2,0511 SHADES V ALLEY sons EV/J...UATION 1994 1.422 7,959 11,319 ccl1~dioo 11.]29 
2,060 FURNACE SR TlC..(NSPECTlON I'" 1.363 1&9.137 258,734 coUcdion 258,734 

C' 
" 2,051 SHADES CR 1XSEe9 DESiGN 1m I.'" 19.037 29,437 col!ectien 0 29.437 

2,062' GRlFl'lN BRANCHJSHADES VALLEY (CONStR) 1995 I.4C5 11,625.244 16,331,518 coDcel;on 0 16,331.S11 
>'0" SHADES TRUNK EXTENTiON DESIGN "" 1.501' 54,414 83,918 eollcttioo 0 U,918 
2,064 GRIFfIN BRANCH 11JNNELS (GEOTECHNICAL) I'" 1.422 25.973 ]6.923 collectioll 0 36.923 
2,065 . SAST lR.ONDALE TRUNK SEWER EXTENllON 19\16 1.368 1,245.]61 1.70l,62H cDllection 0 1,703,628 
2,066 PLEASANT OROVE l'R.UNK SEWER (CONSTR) 1995 1.405 1,941,836 2,n1,1~3 conecrion 0 2,131,153 .. 
2,061 PLEASANT GROVE SYSTEM-ENGJNEElUNO 1994 1.422 23.000 32,697 eollcctien 0 32,697 
2,On PLEAsANT GROYS WATER MAIN I'" 1.416 6,9S4 10.liSl colleceien 10,262 
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C APPEND!X6-1 
EXISTING ASSETS 
PRESENTVALU£ANALY5~ 

\ ENViRONMENTAL SERVICES 
TREATMENT I ., LINE DESCtuPTlON 

CATEGORV 
COLLECTION 

2,069 FAIRFIELD S~ (GEOTECHNICAL) 1994 1.422 26,941 )8,299 eollOCIioli , lS,299 
2.070 TRUSSVILLE oo>USTRJAl. PARK-CONSTRUCTlON 1991 1.320 4,:m,sSI 5.578,724 <;gll<ction , S.57B.n4 
2,071 SLUDOS ALTERN • ENGINEER EV ALUA TION '''' 1.36& )4,2.5 46.&46 =~, 4/i,!46 

'." SCOTI'S BRANCH AERATION "" 1.299 lOS,lll 915,701 trmrtncnl 915,707 
l,e173 SHADES VALLEY-INSPECTION '''' '303 4&4,653 ,.,.." --, 662,991 
2.1174 TRUSSVILLE INDUSTRIAL PI': MATLS TESTINO '''' 1.368 3,122 4.211 collection , 4,211 
2,075 CAHABA '!RUNIC R£PL GEOTECHNICAL SER 2003 I.HS ),585 4.117 coll"tiOll , 4,117 
2,076 SflADES CREEK fLOQDWAV STUDY "" "" 9,696 12.303 Ul:IIunen! 12.303 , 
2,071 SHADES CRESK·PH HI:. ill-DESION "" 1.236 483,060 596.972 coDcr:licQ • 596,972 
2,011 AIRPORT DUMP STA110N-DESJON ,,, .. 1.422 21,865 41,034 c.oDco:tion , (1,034 
2,079 REHAB !NF1L.TRATION/INFLOW ENGINEElUNO 1993 1.476 141,672 217,903 c:cDcclion • 111,9Q8 , 
~ .. , INFlLTJOOLOW(Vlu.AGE,PA7TON,CAHABA) 19!B 1.416 116,990 I,OSB,OOB I:CUcclion • 1,058,008 
2.081 R.EHAB INFILTRAIlNfLOW MGMT-CAHABA 1994 IA12 &6,410 111,926 I:Cneclioo , 121926 
1,081 REHAB INFlLTRAlfNFLOW MGMT-CAliABAIi'AlTON 1994 1,422 ))9.9DO 411,201 cone!:tlon , 4S3.201 
2.,08] EDWARDS LA!C.EROAD SEWEll 1991 10590 n.'" 114,IlS6 cellcctiaa • 114,&56 
2,034 WESTWOOD AUTO PARTS OUTFALL 1992 , .... , 10,000 J.O,IIo1S col1ection • 30,S4S 
2,085 COBBLESTONE GARDENS 'l'RlJNK. SEWER '''' , .... , 11.000 16~4 collection • 16,964 

.'" JASMINE WAY SEWER. EXTENSION 1973 1.476 15,234 51,991' ccncctioa , 51.991 

.'" UfIUTfES RIOHT OF WAY R£LOCA nON 2000 1.236 S\~.2U 641,66~ WA. , 641,66~ 
2.03~ ALLEN iIDAD OUTFALL JODI 1.212 27&.149 J37,1l9 collection , 331.129 
2,089 CORRIDOR XPROJECl' 37 , .. , 1.176 876,792. 1,031,015 collectioa • 1,031.0IS ,;-.,,, CORRIDOR XSWR. CROSSING WEST OF US 18 1002 1,116 ,,,,.. 1.155,161 collection , 1,ISS,Iiil 

.'" 40TI1 STSEI'TIC DUMP STATION MODICATIONS 1996 1.363 397.00S S43,lIS collcctie~ • S43.llS .,,' PREPAlI.E Ni'DES PERMITS 1994 1,422 151.439 2U,2B5 IJcaf1lK:nl 2.15lBS • .,,' 2002 SEWER REHAP COmRAcr 2 , .. , I.OU 2,UO,053 ]"111,995 collection , 3,111.995 

.'" SNOW DRIVE EMERGENCY Iii" CLAY SEWER LlNE 1993 1.299 21,633 2&.093 collection , 2B.093 
2,095 SNOW DRIVE EMEROENCY 10' etA Y SEWER LINe 1998 1.299 111,850 14,090 coOectlali , 14,090 

j" 2,096 VAJ.J.EY wwrP EMEROENCY GATE RE1'AIR. 1998 J,2.99 2,571 3,339 trutmcnl 3,339 , 
2,097 VlL.LAOE CREEK PUMP STATION EMERGENCY 1991 1.299 21,227 2.7,561 Irt:IIlme:\l 21.561 , 
2,093 CAHABA SLUDGE UNEREPAlR 1998 1.299 1,18& l,lll mallllcnl 2,122 , 
2,099 PIPELINE '" MANHOLe RalABiUTA TJON 1998 1.299 2,749,264 3,S70,328 cenecti~n , 3,$70,32B 
2,100 ANNUAL CURDINE SEWER LINE REHAf' 1999 J.269 3.445,756 4.312,169 collection • 4,372,169 
2,101 EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR In PS HUEYTOWN 199~ 1.269 S,289 6,111 coll.cti~n • 6,111 
2,102 EMERGENCYS5WERREPAlRPS LE'EDS 1999 1.269 1,645 2.0Bl eellection , 2,031 
2,10] LAUR.E[. LANE iRlINK SEWER "" 1.148 Sll,49S 601,229 conection • 601.229 
2,tD4 MAliHOLl!:2-1 ALElGHT ADJ 2001 1.1I2 49,338 59,799 ecll_ction • ~9,199 

2,IOS MANHOLE HElOIn' ADJUSTMENT.v ALLEY CREEK 2001 1.212 49,775 60,330 collection , 60,330 
2,10& liS MAlfflOLE REtORT ADJN ALLEY CREE.K. 2002 1.17& 49,837 51,603 collection • 51,603 
2,101 116 MANHOLBHOHTNALCREEK "" 1.212 " .... 60.602 calleeticn 60,602 c) 2,108 VALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM "'" J.}76 49,996 58,790 colleCllol1 58.790 
2,109 Jl8 V ALLEY CREEr::: OOLLECT10N SYSTEM "" 1.116 49,283 51,951 cell.Clia .. 51,951 
2,110 MANHOLEUDS "'" I.m 49,028 57.1in colleCliol1 $1,652 
2,1I1 MANHOLE LID &. ORSEWER INSPECT10NS "" 1269 49mB 62,209 collcction 62.209 
2,112 III MAlNTBNANCEMANHOLBHElOtrT ADJ "" 1.176 49,527 5&,239 cellcetlan S..", 
2,113 ASPHALTRESURFACING&REPL 2000 '.>J' So,oOO 61,791 collection 61,791 
2.114 CAHABA RlVERSEWERtCOLLECTION SYSTEM 1996 1J68 .497':;911 &80.100 concetlan 680,700 
2,115 LONO.TERM fLOW MONlTORING-LDSfIVL 1995 1.40S JIJ,020 1,001,955. coDection • 1.001,.955 
2,116 LONG-TERM fLOW MONITORINO-BARTON BRANCH "" 1.40S 87,720 llJ,261 collectiofl , IZ3,261 
2,111 LONG-TERM FLOW MONlTOlUNO·CAHABAJI'ATTON 1995 1.405 92,820 130,~31 collection , 130,4)) 
2.,118 LONG TERM fLOW MONITORING-VILLAGE CREEK 1995 1.405 501,840 10S,I99 collectien , 705,199 
2,119 VJU.AGE CRK SEWER SYSTEM EVALUATION SRVY "" 'J" 827,815 I,092,46S collcctiDII 1,092.4&5 
2,120 VlU.AGB CIUC EVALUATION SI.J1'lVEY PRASe IV "" 1.320 883306 1,165,612 collection , 1,165.612 
2,121 TNFIL iRAnONlINFLOW MGMT '''' 1.16B 304.080 415.913 <;aU_I'I1on , 415,913 
2,Il2 VlLLAOE CRK SEWER COLLECTION·PRASE III 1991 1,320 I,"MOO 2,133,268 ~ollcctlaa , 1,13J,268 
2,113 LONG-TERM FLOW MONITOR-SVCIMAlNT "" 1.320 161,521!> 21S,18~ coPectiOI'l • 215.189 
2,124 LONG·TERM FLOW MONlTORING 1996.CNTRCT I 1991 1.320 fl4,810 158,599 col1~dion , 15Bo599 
2,12S FLOW-TERM FLOW MONITORnm 1996,CNTRCT 11 '''' ,J" 132,500 114,841 colic:ctien 114,847 

r' 
2-,126 LONG-TERM fLOW MONITORING m 1997 1.320 211,3S0 181,s)1 call_elioD , 2SI,5n 
2,lll MISC CAPPED SEWERS-DESIGN '''S 1.~05 99,000 1J9,IU caUection , 139,118 .' 
2,llS PINCHGUT C(tEEK iRtINK SEWER "" IA76 20,245 29,814 I;DllectiOtl , 29,814 , 
2.129 MISC CAPPED-TUNNELS-ENGINEERING 1993 1.476 5,&5S 3,640 collection , 8,640 
2,UO MiSC SEWERS-ROWNEEDS{l'ROP l'LA TS-DSSIGN 1995 1.405 " .... 1&,444 collcctiDll • 76,444 
2,131 U.TBRAL SEWER. PlPELINE 199' 1.422 '.25, 4,632 <;onectiafl , -4,632 '.' 
2,ll2 ENSl.EY-ADAMSVlLLERO SWRRELOCAnON~ 1995 lAOS 84,401 118,602 collection , 118,602 
2,m MISe ASsSSSMENT SEWE!tS·DESION 1995 1.405 61,725 86,738 colle~OJI • 86,738 
2,134 LA1"ERALSEWEREXf£NSION-WESTCHEST£R.C'STR 1994 1.422 27,000 38,313 collection • 38,313 
2,135 EMIl SWR REPR-SEWER UNB POINT REPAIR. "" U" 89,531 113,602 celkctlCll , 113,602 !' 
2,lJ6 SEWER SYSTEM EVALUATION 2011. '2J6 2.750,000 3,398,489 collection , 3,39&.4S9 
2,137 PIPB REMAP ANN SUPPLY SWR REPAIRS "''' J.J.12 3,999,9"60 ~,84B,1l1 coOectian • 4,848,!31 
2,133 C1JRELIHE SWR R£RAB "" '.>J6 2,150,000 l.,398,489 colJcctlel1 • 3,398,489 
2,U9 ANNISH SWR L1NE. REHAB 2001 J.J.12 2.,149,898 3,332,99.9 coUcction , 3,332,999 , 
2,140 1t4 MANHOlllMAlNTEN}JIlCe '''' 1,176 49,920 '&,701 eclleclica " 58,101 
2,141 112 MANHOLERElGBT ADJUSTMENT "0> 1.116 49,oBJ 57,116 collectien , 57,716 I 
2,142 MANElOLE CONSTRUCTION.5 . "" '.>J' 50,000 61,191 coOectJcn , 61,791 

I 2.,10 ANNUAL Cl/REUNBSUPLY 01 2001 1.212 4,999,958 6,060,114 catlcctioa , 6,060,l74 
2,14~ 1'IPELINEIMANHOLE fY 200\ 2001 1.212 4,999,999 6,060,223 caPccticn , 6,060,lll 
2.,145 SANITARY SWR REHAB CONTRACT 1.2001 2001 1.212 12,136,463 14.709,936 coUectIoa • 14,109,936 
2,146 VALLEY CREEKCOLLSYSTEM 2001 1.Z12 49,980 60,5n collection • "'",. 
2,147 £MER. SEWER-CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS '''' 1.14S 814,410 931,342 coUectlen , 9l.S,342 
2,14B 401ll STREEI"CONSTRUCTION Rl!VlEW m8 .,,, 11.552 IM03 ~Dl1cctige • 15,00. 
2,149 SMALL CON1'RAC1'ORS DEVELOPMENT PlAN 1998 .,,, 114,000 J48,()46 WA • 148,046 
loISO MASTER PUNFORSIiP SUPP ENVlR PROJECTS 2003 1.148 1.600,134 1,&31,140 NlA '. 1,831,140 
2,1iI INFILTRATIONllNf"LOW MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 1998 1.299 1&5,443 240.82.5 co\l~ction , 7AO,82.5 
2,152 INFlLTRATION/INPLOW MGMT 1998 '2" 2,321,270 3,022,306 collectleG , 3,022,306 
2,153 DESIGN MISCELLANEOUS SEWER SYSTEMS 1998 ,.m 111,400 144,669 collcc;tiCll • 144,669 ,.>1 SEWER DRAWINGS 2000 1.236 211,2&6 335,lS9 concction , 13S,1$9 
2,lSS MORR.ISIKIMBERLY WWTP 2003 1.\48 2&,159 30,159 tn:atmc:nt 30.159 • 

C" 2,15ii GEOTECH EXP CORlUDOEt X 2002 1_176 12,034 14,151 collcctlco • 14,151 
2,lS7 MORRlS/KIMBERLYWWT? 2004 1.081 52,075 S..,,, tt=.e.unc:nt 5~.l69 , 
2,158 MORRlSlKlMJ3ERLYSAN!TARYTSEWER ,,,. 1.081 132,861 14J,56O collcc;tica • 143,560 j'. 

2,159 CORRIDOR OX" RIGHT OF WAY 1999 1.269 38,000 48,7.17 col!e,tioa , 48,.211 ;" 

2,160' Ii2CORR!DORXRIOHTO.PWAY 2003 1.148 80.245 92,161 ecllcctien , 92,161 
2,161 RBV\EW & EVALUATION-SEWER lMPROVEMEmS " ... 1.081 2,102,320 2,211,629 coll=ctIcli 2,211,629 
2.,162 DESIGN·MISC SANITARY SEWERS " .. '.>J' 140,500 113,6]2 collettien 113,632 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-1    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part52    Page 5 of 9



JeffCO-OOO361 

( Al'PEt'lDLX 6-1 
EXISTING ASSETS 
PRESENT VALUE ANALYSts 

LINE DESCRlI'TION ENVIROfif.r£NTAL S£R VICES 
TREATMENT ! COLLECTION 

CATEGORY 

!,I6l DESIGN·MlSe SANITAR.Y SEWERS 1000 1.235 141.625 175.0n <,onmion , 17S,on 
2,164 DESIGN·Mlse SANlTAAY SERVICES 2000 1.235 93.811 IIS.9)3 collection , tlS.93] 
1.16S SIMS SEWER DEED MAPPlNG "OJ 1.148 531,OS4 616.136 ~QII.o:1il)n , 616.836 
2,166 SEWER lNSFRASTlJC11JRE MOT "" 1.17(; 994,469 1,\69,391 ccll"tion , 1,169,391 
2.167 PROfESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT "OJ 1.148 490,000 362.161 NtA , 562,761 
2.16a SANtT All. Y SEWER BASE MAPPING CONTROL DATA 100] 1.148 U9.189 217.971 caL\"uan , 217,971 
1,169 EVALUATION OF CU'P PROCESS "" U16 3S.QOD O,lS3 c:ollcmoa , 

""" 2.110 I'ROJECT MOMT AGREEMENT 1991 1.320 102m&) 1.106,222 NtA , 1.706.222 
2.m INFiL TRAl1DN AND INFLOW IMPROVEMENUI "" 1-'" 961,017 1.24S.023 N/A , i,24B,Dll 

20m INRL TRATlON/lNfLOW MOMT PROGRAM 1999 I'" 563,s21 715.0)6 NtA , 715.036 
2,m JEff' co IN fLOW IMPROVEMENTS PkOJ MGMT 1999 1.269 1.481,916 1.180,41S W .... , 1,810,41S 
2,114 ElMRONMENTAL SERVICES RECORD CONVERSION "" 1.23' 217.906 281.650 W .... , 2B1.65C1 f 2.m SSES UPPER VALLEY COLL SYSTEM 200' 1.236 811,l41 1.001.543 colt.:crl!m , 1,002543 
2.176 VALLEY CREEK P~lASE U CONTRACT2 1997 l.n, 610,750 805.941 colluticil 80S,947 
2.171 1997 CONTRACT I FLOW MONITORING 1995 1.299 717.516 931;:01 collection , 931,801 
2.178 PIVE MlUi CREEK SWR SYSTEM SURVEY "" 1>" 688,475 850.U1 collection , 850.827 
2.\19 uPPER VALLEY SEWER COLLECTION SEWER I'" I'" )52.400 457.644 collcctioo , ~51.644 

2,180 SEWER. SYSTEM SURVEY -SHADES VALLEY 1000 1-'" 681.640 S42.320 collection , 342,380 
2,m FIVE MILE V ALLEY CREEK 1000 1236 110.112 !lIS,IS} collection , 136.152 
2,\8! SfiADES V ALLEY PH I 12SSES 2002 1.176 398,904 469,069 COUCWCII , 4&J,G69 
2,m W AlUUOR &. PRUOES CR.K COLL SYSTEM 2(0) 1.141 201,116 2)0,980 collection , 230.980 
2,184 CONTRACT 2 PHASE n FIVE MILE WW "" 1.176 ''''''. S02,211 coUlM'tion , 802,271 
2,135 LONG tERM FLOW MONITORING 'DO' 1.148 6S1,u0 155,316 collwion , 755,316 
2,iBiS LONG TERM Ft..OOR-MONITORlNO "" 1.136 4)S,495 Sn,I91 coDernen , SlIl.191 
2,187 SANITARY SWR. TV INSPECTION 2000 1-'" 49,954 61,7J4 collectlon , 61,734 
2,188 #3 MISC SS TV R4SPEC'lloN FOR SEWER 1000 1-'" .019,970 61,754 COUcctlOIl 61,7~ 

2,IU SWR SU'RVF;'{ lNSPECTlON "" 1.236 49,300 60,926 collection 60,916 
• l.l90 LONG TERM FLOW In '''' 1,148 537,443 617,2.49 coll,e(ion 611,249 

2,191 ANAL YSIS-BIOLOSLlDS-u.NI) APpLlCATIONS ,DO' 1-'" 11,644 21,805 coU.lOtion 2l.805 
2.192 Bel TONH SITE SAMPLINO "'I 1.212 16,709 20,m coUection '"'' 2,193 RlSKMGMTPROGR.AM I'" l.lIi9 95,800 121.SS6 N/A 12l.SS6 
2,1'4 RISK MGMT PLAN RULE "DO 1>3' .. " l,n7 NlA , 1,527 
2,195 IEFl'ERSON CO INFLOW rMPV (YlK) 10" UJ' 1.031,611 2.510,113 NlA , 2,510.113 
2.196 EMER..SWR.REPAIR- '000 1-'" 141,431 182,1~1 IrealmOlll 182,m , 
2,197 EMR.SWR.SERVlCES n./SPECTION 2000 1.236 141,431 182,197 1lUmlCfI! 182,191 , 

i· 2,191 PROFESSIONALSVS-ENGINEEJUNG FYDO lDDl 1.212 441,486 542,314 NlA , • S4l.314 
2.199 1 & liMP PROGRAM IT 2001 2002 1.176 J.041.441 3,583.417 NJA , l,s!!J,417 , 
l,1O' LONO TERM fLOW 2001 2003 !.loiS JI1,677 359,107 can~ction , 359,107 .\ 
2.201 LONG TERM Ft..OW 2001 "" 1.148 966,413 1,109,986 collection , 1,I09,9iG 

l,2II' LONG TERM FLOW MONITORING DATA ANALYSIS lDDJ 1.148 562,976 6&J,s43 collection , 659,s43 

C'l '''' »3 LONO TERM FLOW MONrrORINO "" 1.148 561,224 644,561 colloctlcn , 644,m 
",,. LONG TERM FLOW MONITORlNG·lOO) ",. I.on 122,666 8S8,921 coUeC1ioll , SS!,921 
2.20;; CONSTRUCTED DRAWINGS·DRAFTlNG SERVICES 1999 I'" 10,36~ 13,145 collection , 11,145 

...... .' "'" EMERGENCYSS P;V}J... FY2001 "'I \.212 1,150,000 3,333.123 coUwion , ],333,123 
\ 2,207 In SS EVALUATION PY2001 2001 1.212 2.2S0.ooo 2,727,101 colle,;lIon , 2.711.101 

, 
2,203 SANITARY SEWER BASI! MAPPING 200' 1.136 42S,ISl 515,409 o;:.Qllee(ion , SlS,409 >. 
2,209 RECORDS CONVERSION F'{OI "'I 1.212 116,/j44 141.378 N/A , !41,37G 
1.'1' PROFESSIONALSVCS 1001 lDDl 1.116 414,981 55S,s35 MIA , 5SS,SlS 
2,211 RllCORDS '" DATA MNAQEMENT "" 1.14K 204,000 134,292 N1A , lJ4-'" 
2,212 WIMPROVEMENiPROG~ 2003 1.148 3.115,S33 3,693,413 NJA 3.693,413 
1.:213 WASTE WATER COLLECnON SYSTI!M 200) 1.14S 83,322 95,694 NlA • 95,694 
2,21' REVENUE S11JDEY SWR LINES-OnIER. PROP SER '004 1.0&1 S1,148 5S,26B NlA • SS,26S 
2,215 ENGINEERING SERVICES AoREEMENT-200) 2004 1.D8I 245.000 264,131 NJA , 264,131 
2,216 CON U VALLEY CRKWEST EN? "" 1.176 18S,222 211,802 collectilll\ , 211,802 
l,l11 CONS1R. REVIEW GRJFfINBR '''I 1.212 510,241 618,443 collelOtion , 618,443 
2,218 CORRIOOR X CROSSINOS 2001 1.112 ".000 33.631 coUeclion , 1D,6.l1 
2,219 CORRIDOR. X SANlTARY SEWER. CROSSINGS 'DOl 1.148 29,78S 34,lO8 .:olkClion , 34,203 

l,ll' MISC. SANITARY SEWER IMl'ROVEMENTS ,0<14 1.0&1 411,026 -t44,1l8 coUe~lion , 444,128 
t:~ l,lll SANlT"ARY SWR. MAfl"n'ENANca "01 1.176 3t6,SSS 372,l.l6 coUtClion , 172,236 

l,lll SEWER MANHOLE RSllABILrrATION 1996 1.368 19,823 17,118 col\ccrion 21,118 j l,lll EMERSEW REp·1943 CROYDON CIRCLE 200' 1.236 6.013 7,sOS collcdicn 1,sOS 
2,224 £MER SEW REP_ISll1 CROYDON CIRCLE lIIO' 1-,,' 9,214 11.38~ cOIJecliOIl 11,386 
l,lll SMEll SEW R£P-1129 MOLLY DRIVE lDDII 1-'" 10,603 13,104 CO\!ecliOIi , 13,104 ... 
2,226 EMER SEW REP_1745 MOLLY DRIVE 'DOO 1-'" 11,610 14,348 collccrioa , 14,343 ,1l7 EMER saw REP·I7OD PATRICIA LANE "" 1-'" 9,312 II,Sn colkctloo , n,sn 
l,llB EMER SEW REP~1741 MOLLYDIUVE lOO~ 1-'" 6,s09 8,044 collCGticn , '.D« 
2,229 EMER SEW REP.194S CROYDON CIRCLE 'DOll ,-", 7,149 8,nS collection , 8,835 
l,lJO £MER SEW REP_1742 'lUDOR ROAD "DO 1.23' 9J3D 11,s92 COllc<;tiOIl 11,s1ll 

'"l EMERSEW RE!'·1751"WDOR ROAD 1000 1-'" 4,612 5,100 collccdon 5,700 
2,232 SMEll SEW REP_19S1 CROYDON CIRCLE "" 1-'" 8,616 10.121 coll=ction 10,122 

,ll' EMER SEW REP.\194 CHEll. BROUO DRIVE ,00II 1-'" 1>3' 1,s31 con.ctiw I,m 
2,234 EMER. SEW ItEP-19S3 PEBBLI!: t.A1CI!: DRlVE 200' 1-'" 6,026 7 ,447 coll~cdon 7,441 
2,2lS £MER SEW REp·IISI TUDOR ROAD 2000 1.136 '.164 6,3Bl coU~ctiell 6,312 

, 
2.236 £MER sew REP-1941 RlQGEMOtfl'ROAD "" J.2l5 1,769 9,601 colt.:cion , 9,601 ' . 
2,231 SMER SEW REP-RIDOEMONT IW k CREelY DRIVE "" 1-'" 1.391 9,133 collection , 9,1J3 I' l.2l' "EMER SEW REP·1921 RIDOEMOHTRD 2000 I.'" 1,491 9,159 col1taiep , ,,lS' 
l.2l' EMER SE.W RI:P_I707 PATIUClA DRIVE 'DO' 1-'" 9,139 11,294 cDIk.clloD , 11,294 
2,2~0 EMER SEW REP.RIDGEMONT RD k CREELY DRIVE lDO' 1.236 1,233 8,9)9 celke(ion , ·8,939 
2,241 EMERS"f.W REl'.17l3 MOLLY DRIVE "" 1.136 11,267 il,923 cell.ctiDll , 13,913 
",,, EMU sew REl'·1717 MOLLYDIUVE "" 1-'" 9,593 I1.SSS coUecticn , It,8SS 
2,243 EMEll SWR REPAIR JOEL lANE NORTH SM1TIlFlE 2001 1.112 13,099 15,816 col1<.ction lS,S16 
l,l« BROWSER ROAD TkUNIC SEWER-ENGINEERINa 1991 1.310 49,000 64,660 collection 64,660 
1.245 TIlUSSV[(.LI! 'l'RUNK SEWER·PHASE I 1996 1.368 4,sI1,099 6,t73.191 ",,11<Qio~ 6,173,191 
2.246 EMER SmR REPR-ll D SO MALL ST1R.'VILLE lDDII 1.235 Il,2SS 13,946 ceU.ction 13,946 
2,241 T'VILL SEll RDSWR LINE CONS'IRUCTION '00' 1.D81 4,475 4,S16 COI\cdiOD 4,1136 
2.248 SWEEl'W ,-,;reR PARK SEWER. RELOCATION 1996 1.)68 221,265 302,684 con~Clion 302,684 
2,249' EMEROENCYSEWER REPAlR RWY I~O PUMP ST .... T 1998 1.299 S.8SS 1,603 .:oUeetien 7,603 

C 
If ',lS' EMER SWR. RfR.R\Dc;;e RD 1999 I'" 1,46S 1,859 collection 1.8>9 

.,"/ ,,'1 MAN HOLE HEIGHT AUJ·V AlLEY CREEK H21 "OJ 1.148 49,855 H.2S9 collcaioll 51,lS' 
"" EMF. .SWR REPAlR-S48 I ~TH·ST SW "01 1.176 13,208 IS,s31 15,531 
2.253 VALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMENT "" 1.081 284.141 307,612 collcctioll )07,6n 
2.2S4 DUMPBODY(E90321S) 1990 '-'" 5,490 2.920 N/A 8,920 .. 
'>3' DUMPBODY(E901116) 1990 1.615 5.4911 3,920 WA 1,920 
2,256 DELL 1650 SERVER FOR CAW SERVER lDOS 1.033 5,111 5,339 NlA 5,339 
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APPi!NDIX6.1 
EXlSTlNG ASSETS 
PRESENT VALUE ANALYSIS 

LINE DE$crul'TlOti 

2.231 SINQLE PHASE NON-CLOP PllMP 
2.Q"1 1 PHASE OR.INDER PUMP 
2,259 SINGLEl'RASENON-CLOP PUMP 
2.160 J PHASE ORDIDER PUMP 
2.161 CENTE.RA DATASTOIVt.QESYST'EM 

J.l61 TOTAL (EXCLUDING LAND) 

....... 

1993 12" J;JS) 4,3~) 

1~9S U" l.33B 3,686 
1998 1.299 3,383 ~.l9J 
1998 12" l,U8 ),686 
200S 1.0ll U7.572 135,011 

1,m,IU,IIO S 2,239,305,403 

Jeffco-000362 

£NV1RONMENTALSERVICES 
TREATMENT I COLLECTJON 

CATEGORY 

eolleC!;lIo , 4,193 

c:ollcction , J,,,, 
c:oll"lioo 0 4.393 
c:oll~tlio~ 0 3,686 
W. 0 llS,lnl 

582,450,151 , [,656,&55,147 
26.0% 74.0% 

;.' 

" 

I, 
I' 
" 
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c 

C i 
••..• 1 

(' 

AI'PENDlX .s.l 
CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 
PRESE!'frVALUE ANALYSIS 

LlNE 
FROM ENVlRO SllRVlCES SAL II I 

'.1 ,I EXPENDITURES TREII.TMENT COU.ECTlQN 
Tru:J;ATMENT I COLLECtION I ®05/JQlOS _ '--_--'= __ ...!l 

PROJECT 

< , 
6 , 
• , 
" " " " I< 

" " 11 

" " 20 

" 21 
2l 

" " " " " " 30 

" " " J< 

" " 31 

" " <0 
<l 

" 43 .. 
" 46 ., .. 
" " " " " " " " " " " " " " 63 .. 
" " 67 

" " " 11 
12 
7J ,. 
" " TI 

" " " " " " .. 
" " " .. .. 
" " " 

IA040 
IAIJ.4f' 
lA04S 
IAO~T 

IA04U 
IA06B 
lAOS .. 
IA060 
IImc 
IA01E 
IA05lC 
IA090 

'''''a 
IA090 

'''''I IA05lI 
lA09K 
IA09L 
IA09M 
IAI91 
IAIOC 
IAIIC 
IA120 
IAIJA 
lAUE 
IA16A 
IAI6C 
lA160 
IAl9G 
IAI9H 
IAUI 
IAI9J 
IA191<. 
IA23A 
IAlolB 
IAl4C 
IAl4D 
lAl4E 
lAl4G 
IA24H 
1""0 
IA28B 
lA29A 
IAlOA 
lA30B 
IA30C 
JAJOE 
IAJOa 
lAllA 
IAJIB 
lAJ3A 
IAl3B 
lAl4A 
IAlSA 
IAl7A 
lA38A 
IAl8B 
1A38C 
IAJ9A 
IA41A 
1"'00 
IASOD 
IASOE 
IASO! 

IASOK 
IASOM 
lA50R. 
IA50V 
IMGW 
IASGX 
IASOY 
IASIB 
IASie 
IASIH 
IASIJ 
JASIL 
IASIO 
lASIQ 
IASHl 
IASIT 
IASIV 
lASIW 
lASlZ 
1A52A 
IAS2B 
IAS20 
1A521 
IAS2L 
tAS2P 
IAS2Q 
\AS2T 
IA52U 

,~ 

,~ 

,~ 

,~ ,. , .. 
,~ ,0 
,~ 

,~ ,oo 
'" ,oo 
,~ ,. 
,~ ,. 
yo. ,. 
'" '" '" ,.. ,.. 
'" ,. 
,~ 

,~ ,. ,. ,a ,. ,. ,. ,. ,a ,. ,.. ,.. ,.. ,. ,. ,.. ,. ,. 
'" ,. 
'" '" ,. ,. ,. 
,~ ,.. ,. ,a ,.. ,. ,.. ,. .,. ,. ,. ,. 
,~ ,.. ,.. ,. 
,~ ,a 
,~ 

'" ,. 
'" '" ,. 
'" ,~ ,. ,0 ,. 
'" ,. ,. ,0 
,~ ,0 ,. ,. ,. ,.. ,. 

141,3OS 
(0) 

242,m 
5.162,623 

3&9.324 
19,334 
3,760 

951,481 
lOV,712 
187,995 
416,651 
439.000 
306.800 
",,50 

9,996.s9\l 
1,145,711 

56,194 
10.000 

lB6.951 .,,, 
2,1Il,049 

<..,00 
1,869,647 

155,283 
5!.279 

15a,Il4 
41,IS2 
40.49fJ 

313,109 
21,907 
BS,lU 

3,768,584 
337.089 
158,926 
145,779 

17,771.1!2 
386.074 
661,049 
350,4$4 

13,926,fiOO 
24S,121 
112.S10 
S2,2U 

437,761 
299,409 

""" 81,117 
49,SSS 

191,161 
3,193 

• 0 
151.38& 

o 
283,121 
184,401 

''',81' 17,240 
199,986 
30,801 

"." 
4,1S2,053 

S6,928 
(6,957,959) 

104,459 
3,J30mO 
3,007,030 

100,000 
14,341,549 

129,675 
186.401 
445.l50 
221,549 

22,608,80 
247.488 
9~~,lI2 

3,3S8.61S 
295,761 

5,241,910 
36,723 

162,90S 
(301,482) 
2.0~B,635 

190,ru 
65.992 

112.183 
9,141 

m,SQg 
lO5,lOG 

4,294.126 
844,nS 
853,219 
1C4,146 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

141,305 
(~ 

242.s76 
5.162,623 

3&9,324 
19)34 
3,760 

951.481 
JIn.1I2 
1B7!111S 
416,651 
439,000 
lOUDO 
,,,50 

9396.:590 
1.7~S.1lt 

56,194 

".coo 
116,952 

6.70~ 
2.713,049 

45,000 
1,869,647 

ISS,lIl 
SB,l79 

258,134 
41.152 
40,490 

lll,l09 
21.')01 
BB.288 

J,76S,s1W 
337,089 
158,926 
145,719 

Zl.171.182 
386,074 
661,049 
350,454 

23,926,600 
245,827 
1l2,510 
62,.215 

.0417,761 
299,409 
n,m 
88.117 
49,6SS 

198,161 
3,193 

o 
158,388 

o 
.283,127 
784,401 
222,879 
17,240 

199.9S6 
)0,801 
lS.BOS 

4,762,Oj) 
56,928 

(6,9S1,9S9) 
104.459 

3,.330,070 
3,007,0311 

100,000 
14)41,50 

129.675 
\&6.40\ 
445,250 
221,549 

22,608,&43 
247.488 
909,282 

J,3SB,67S 
295,76\ 

5,'242,910 
36,123 

161,905 
(301,4&1) 

2,098,635 
19(1.62S 

6S,9n 
212,781 

9,141 
272,Sn? 
205,106 

4.294,226 
8«,736 
m,229 
704,146 

...... 

Jeffco-000364 

i, 
L 

'" 

i. 

i~ 
l , 
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C 

C/ 

APPENDIX 6-l" 
. CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 

.: PR£SENTV LU& NALY lS A A , 
FROM ENYmO SERVlCES 

". 

LrNE PROJECT EXPENDITURES l OAL I TREATMENT/ COLLECTION ®D611D/oS 

IS' ICOSB yo 254,$12 

IS' ICOOA yo l56.0S6 
111 lel4E yo m.~98 

IS' 1(."209 yo 911.lSI 

IS' I""A yo 240.499 

100 I"". y. 140.250 

'" I""A y. 141,714 

In I"". yo 2,254.852 

'" ICSOD yo 202,752 
104 ICSOK. y. 219,45) 

I" ICSOM y. \46.993 

I" ICSON yo 9,4U,677 

107 ICSOQ y .. nO,491 

'" ICSDR yo 3.375,.318 

'" I"", y. '(33,526) 

'DO ICSOV y. 10,569 

'" ICSOY y. 4.193,546 

'" ICSIA y. 411,033 

'OS ICS1B yo 24S,871 , .. ICSII" yo I,OSI,622 

'OS ICSIM y. 296,191 

YO' lCSIN yo 4,763,4251 

", ICSIT y. S,nll,D6? , .. ICS\X yo 5,573,670 
YO, ICSlE yo 31,124 

'" ICSYM yo m,on 
211 ICSYQ yo 933,088 

'" ICS'lR ,.. 206,000 

'" ICS2!! y. 5,«6.,047 

214 ICSYU yo !,09&'771 

'" ICSIV yo 1,7490673 

'" ICS2W yo '" '" ICSlX y. B62.167 

'" ICS2Z y. 39,403 

'" ICSJA yo 493,706 
,YO ICSJC y. 93S,34S 

'" ICS3[ y. 116,943 

'" ICS31 y. 157,797 

'" ICSJK y" 87,109 ,,. ICS3L '" 
!U,001 

'" ICSlM y. 408,407 

'" ICS1N y" (IIS,2SS) 

2:" 1""0 yo Sl,9l4 

'" 1C53P y" m,ll4 

'" IC51Q y. ll5,l66 
,YO ICSJR y" 1]4,021 

'" ICSlS y. 8&,262 

'" ICSJU y. 171,983 

'" IZS3W y" 1,841,249 ,,. lCS3X y" 345,89~ 

'" ICS3Z y. 21!.S74 

'" ICS4B y. 218,2BI 

23' II:'" y. 303,441 

'" ICSIO y. 30,362 

'" I"'" y. 5,406,127 ,., ICS4J y. 215,661 , .. I"'" y. 64e,lSl 

'" ICSC[. y. 540,10a 

24' IC54M y. 115,469 , .. lCS4N y. 6,BB1.042 

'" 1""'0 y" 262.083 ,., ICS4P y. 210500 ,., I""'Q ... 522.329 ,., ICS<. yo 12B,031 ,., IC54S y" 113,081 

'" ICS4U ,. 160.385 

'" ICSIT yo 41,OU 

'" ICS<V yo ''-''' 
'" ICS<W ,. 11,703 

". ID07C y. 141,2" 

ill 10UC yo 410,968 

'" .10110 yo 331,650 

'" \DISC yo (11,932) 

'" \Dl~ ,. 7.943 

'" 10ilA y. 69$,710 

'" 1026F yo '" '" lOUD yo 192.419 

'" 10218 y. 1,541,678 

'" 1~210 yo 9.180,206 

'" 10l3A y. 153,139 

'" IOl6A y. 874,751 

'" 1026B y. 14.065 

'" 10261:: y. 4,612 

'" 1026F y. 184,037 

2fi9 lD27A y. 122,10~ 

,YO 1028A y. 11,324 

'" 102M yo 48.972 

'" 1030A y. 53,475 

'" 1031A yo 14,868 

21. IDSOR ,. 1.2&4.441 

275 IOSOS y. m,14S 

'" \DSOW y. 116,096 

.'~. 

TREATMENT COLL'CTlON I 
254,$11 
356.066 , 5n.~~H "," , 9I1.1S1 , 14M99 

I , 140.250 , . 14\.714 
l.2S4,BS'l 

202,731 , 219,453 , \46.993 , 9.413,671 , 130,497 , 3,875,318 , (1l.S86) , 70,569 , ..j,193,546 , ~71.0J3 
0 24),811 , 1.081,622 , 296.191 , 4.163.429 1"" 
0 5,971,069 , S,S'71,67D 

32,124 
173,0$2 
933,Oas 
206,000 

5,846.041 
&,096,771 
7,74M13 , ,so , 862,167 , 39,403 , 493,706 , 93S,345 , 226,943 , 257,797 , 87,209 

93,007 , 408,407 , (iSS,25S) , 53.914 , 115,114 , 336,366 , 114,027 , SS,262 , I7I.9D , 1,841,249 , 345,899 , :l7B,s74 , 218,2BI , 303,447 

I·-, 30,36l , 5,406,127 , 215,667 
0 6411.15B , 5"40,1011 , m,469 .-, 6,8",042 , m,OBl , 210500 , "'.'" , 12B.038 . , 123,Oill , 160,385 

47,019 
52,S21 , 11.703 F' , 241,275 

0 470.96B t: , l3!,6S0 i , (B1,931) , 7.943 , 695.711) , 
'" , 1n,419 , 7,54),678 , 9,781),206 , 158,\39 , 814.751 , 14,065 

0 4,612 , 2.114,037 
1ll,IOS 
11,324 
48.912 
53,475 .. 
14,868 

2.2&4,447 
138,145 Jeffco-OOO365 
IIS,096 
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C Af'rKI'IDIX 6-2 
CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 

, 
'. 

PRESENT VALUE ANALYSIS 

TREAThlENr COLLEcnON I 
m 1050Z: yo 271,126 , 112,116 

21. 1D51S yo 62ML4 , 629,41-4 

'" 10SIC yo S1,932 , 8l,9J2 

280 10510 ,.. 1,332,296 , I,S31,296 

'" 10SIE yo m,:m , 125,lJ9 

'" IOSIF ,.. , , 
'" IOSIO yo 8l0,10~ , B1o.10~ 

I' '" IDSII yo 51,'U6 , SI,236 

'" IcOlC y" 6,4~,8n , &'491,m 
.. 

'" IE03F ,0 16.241 , 16,241 

", 1£049 ,a 40,352 , 40,)52 
>I. IEO~E yo 10.920 10,920 

'" IEOSO ,0 9,000 >.GOO 

'" IE07A ". 61,428 62,42& 

'" IE01B ,0 (l,4SS) , (1,455) 

'" IE070 '0 71,)79 , 11,319 

'" IEIOA ,0 35.00\) , 35,000 

'" tEIOC yo , , , 
'" IF5DA yo 19 , 19 

'" !FOSO '" 
7BU94 , 78S.394 

'" IFOSE ... 10,116.6&1 , 10,&16,668 

". IFOSF ... 427,469 , 417,469 

'" IFOsa yo :m,811 , 265,&11 

'" !FOSH yo 65,681 , 65.6BI ~ .. 
'" 11'051 yo '''' 

, '''' 
'" IF05J ... , , , 
'" IFOSIe '" 

64.838 64,B38 

'" IfOSL y. m,259 , m,259 

'" IFCl7A '" 
171,233 , 171,lJJ 

'" tFOIIC ,. 10],968 , 100.96B 
,~ )fIOA ,0 )0,000 , 30.000 

". IFIOC '" 163,966 , 1630966 

'" IEUA '0 165,410 , 165,410 

'10 IFSOF y. 111,060 , 111,050 

'1\ 1001A ,. )7,6U , 37.6\8 
3\2 1009 ..... y. 1]5,670 , 135,670 

C) ,\) 1010 ... y. (19,800) , (19,B00) 
3\, 1010B ,0 (46.449) , (46,44S) 

'" lOlL ... yo 249.400 , 249.400 
3\, 1011,0. ,. 16,!i69 , 16$65' 

, ,.' 317 101BA ,. 131$16 , 132':;16 

'IS 1014,0. ,. (46,566) , (46,566) 

'" 1025 ... yo 244,647 , 244,647 

'" 1016 ... yo 75,7.044 , 75,744 

'" losee ,. lSO,627 , 350,627 
3ll IOSOO yo , , , 
'" 10S0E ,. 262,6&8 , 26l,688 

'" IOSOF y. 71,!iSO , 71,5S0 

'" IR03 ..... ,. (\49,085) , (14I',08S) 

'" 1804A ,. 11'1.891 , 191,891 

'" ,.," y. 49,&\6 , 49,816 

328 tWOS ,. 1,810,811 , 8,810,831 

'" lH06 ... ,. 56,211 , 56.111 

'" 11010 y. 1611,500 , 1611,500 

'" !JOSC y. 349,154 , 349,754 ~. 
'72 lJlllA ,. 30,691 , 30,691 

'" 1110B y. 224,!i73 , 124,513 
! 

". 1J11A y. , , , 
'" )JIIS ya l47,732 , 347,132 

'" JJIIC yo 173,803 , 17).803 

'" IJIJA y. BU80 , 84p80 

'" 1J12S '" 
19,192 , 19,192 

')9 I1J4A ,. 145,171 , 145.171 

'" IJISA y. 126.003 , 126,00) 

'41 U1~A ,a n,," 223,903 

'" 11I1A yo 43.075 43,075 

'" IJ50A ,a 839,413 »9,413 

'" woe ,.. ~9A'" 689,400 

'" U500 y. 781,954 181,954 

'" USOE ya m,496 117,496 

", 11501" ya 1,692,918 , 1,692)7. i 

'" moo ,a 1,108,151' , 1,308,159 I 
'" UsDa ,a 261,000 ; 262,000 [ 

'" USOI ya 2,090,544 , l,O~O,S« , 
'SI IJ50J ,. 1,856,937 , 1,8S6,931 

'" IlS0K ,. lSl,436 , 298,436 

'" llSOL ,. \&,8S0 , 18,&50 

'>4 USOM ,a 2S1,104 , 288,804 

'" mON y. \,142,430 , 1,142,430 

'" U500 ,0 253,220 , 15],220 

'" IJ50P ,. 134,395 , 7J4')95 

". 11SOQ ,. 110,747 , 1\0,747 

", USOR ,a 76S,OBC , 165,080 

",' "" 11503 yo 144,418 \44.418 

C 
.j '" IlS0U ,. 130,968 130,968 

'" IKOSD ,a , , 
'" IKOSE ,a 242,453 2~2,4S3 

,~ IK051 ,. , , 
'" IK50A ,. 158,621 158.,611 

'" 11(508 '" 711',934 719.9)4 

'" 1K500 '" 
, , 

'" lKSoe y. 58.os1 58,OSI Jeffco-OOO366 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-2    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part53    Page 2 of 14



'2>0' . 

"'" 

C APPENDIX 6.1 
CONSTRUCTION IN PROGllliSS 
rRESENT VALUE ANAL~SIS 

TRiATMENT COLLECTION ] 
'" IKQ6 .... ,. 18.916 lr,916 

'" ,""A ,. 393,802 393.B02 

'" (WOlF' ,. 0 0 
m \WOlA yo SO,370 50,370 !; 
m \WSOB ,. 18S,IS8 185.188 

'" 'ZOOC ,. II,OS 0 11.438 
m IZI3A ,0 3S,226 0 lS,2l6 

r· m IZ14A ,. 11,611 11.671 0 
m IZ16A ,0 128,606 0 128.606 

'" lZI6D ,. 17\.B67 0 171.S67 
m IZI6P yo 92.61'2 0 92.612 

"0 IZI6Q ,. 36,500 0 36,500 

'" IZI7B NJA HlA S44,&OI 317,679 217,121 

'" IZI7C NlA NJA 614,l3) 369.828 264,405 
,~ IZI9A ,. '9S,414 0 95,414 

'" lZl9B ,. 2S1,5SB 0 253,558 

'" IZ15C yo 17S,!10 0 175,&10 

'" IZI9D ,. 64.921 64,921 
,~ I:USA ,. 670.691 670.697 

". IZ40B ,. 0 0 0 , .. IZ40D ,. 697,721 • 697.721 
390 IZ40E ,. 735.005 0 735,005 

'" ''''GO ,. 62g,041 618,042 

'" \Z40H ,. 0 0 r, 
'" IZSOA ,. 47,652 • 47,652 

'" IZSOB ,. m,soo ISS,Sao 

'" '''OC ,0 1,560 1.960 

'" IZSOD '" IS.s~9 0 IS.s~9 [-'" lZS00 ,. 734,611 
" 

734,611 

'" IZS6P ,. 4,14S 0 4,348 

'" IZS6G ,. 4,129 0 4,12.9 .. , ''''" ,. ",41 • 5,341 
.01 \ZS61 ,. 10,OS] In,OS) 

'" ,zm ,. 8,123 0 8,123 

'" lZS6K ,. 11,366 • 11,366 

". IZS6L ,. ...., 
8,86.1 

C) 'OS oz,'" yo 14,6Gl 14,602 

'" '''IN ,. 4,166 4,166 

." IZS6R ,. '.'" 1.669 ....... .OO lZS6S , . 5,614 0 5,614 

.09 '''IT ,. s,ns 0 5,715 ... IZS6U ,. '" 0 '" 411 '''IV ,. .,850 0 4,850 

'" '''IW ,. 1,400 • 1.400 

'" \ZS6X ,. 14,143 0 14.143 
.14 lZS6Y ,. 2,423 0 2,423 

'" IZS6Z ,. "" • 3,265 
.11 IZS7A ,. 4,538 0 4,5)8 
.11 lZSlB ,. 19,632 19,632 

'"~ IZS7C ,. 3,Ioa 3,108 

'" IZS1D ,. 21,136 21,136 
.20 IZS7E '" 1,641 1,641 

42' IZS7F' yo 1,185 1,185 i 
'" IZS1G ,. 1,424 0 1,424 .n IZS1H ,. 3.196 0 3,196 j~ 
42. '''n yo 3.270 0 '.riO , 
435 lz,m , .. l,IGl 0 J,I02 ' .. 

'" IZS7K ,. 3,290 0 3,290 

'" 1Z51L ,. 5,618 5,618 

'" 'ZSIM ,. 2,1l31 2.031 ,':-

'" ,,,rn ,. 1.206 7,206 
,,0 '''1T ,. 1,4U 2,488 

'" IZS1U ,. 26,7S8 26,788 

'" '''7V ,. 49,515 0 49.n5 
433 I~W ,. '.ill 0 1,22S 

". .,,'" ,. 9,932 0 9,932 

'" IZS1Y yo 4,498 0 4,498 

'" lZSn. ,. 8,199 0 8,799 

'" IZSIA ,. 4,869 0 4,869 

'"~ lZSSB ,. l,9lJ 0 1,91l I'. 
'" Izsse ,. 1,546 0 1.S46 I ." IZSSD ,. 1,46S 0 1.465 '. ", lZSBB ,. I,m 0 1.182 

1 ." Izsap ,. 9.519 0 9,579 
.43 IZSSO ,. "" 0 .,,, ... ,,,8H ,. '.m 0 8,911 
• 4S ,,, . ,. so, 0 '02 ... lZS8J ,. 2,190 0 2,190 
447 IZSSL ,. 2.394 0 2,394 

'" IZS8M ". 9.721 0 9,721 

'" IZS8N ". 12,394 0 12,394 

"0 IZSSO ,. 27,496 0 27,496 

'" IZS8P ,. 2S,DIll 0 25,003 
45Z \Z.5SQ ,. 21,373 0 27,373 

C' '" IZS8R ,. 4.896 • 4.896 

". 'ZSIT yo 14.976 0 14,976 

'" IzsIU ,. 6,156 0 6,166 

'" Izsax ,. 6,887 • 6,B&1 
,>1 IZSSY ,. 11,4J2 • 12,432 

4sa IZS8Z ,. 3,891 0 3,893 

'" IZ59A ,. 11,lG7 0 11,261 

410 IZS9B ,. 7.943 1,943 
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C APPENDIX 6-] 
"',CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 
.r~&tiT VALva ANALYSIS 

PR01ECT 1·~n.WT I COLLECTION 

.61 IZ59C '" 
2.449 • 2,449 

46, IZS9D '0 3,980 • 3.980 
46, IZS9E ,0 .,,, • .,,, 
'64 IZj9E '" 

10,916 • 10,916 
465 Its9!'" ,0 6,3(11 • "'" '" \l.190 '" 

),618 • ],61S .. , 1Z59H ,0 3,616 • 3,616 

." IZS9! ,0 7,862 • 1,&62 

." IZS9J ,.. 9,lS\ • 9,151 
'70 \Z59K ,. 6.70S • 6,708 
'71 _ 1Z!i91. ,0 27.461 • 27.46\ 

'" 1Z!i9M ,.. 18,724 • Is.n4 
m jZ59N '" 

14,05'2 • 14,052 
<74 Its9D '" 

J,54S • 1,54S 

." IZS9Q ,. '9,2n • "n 
'76 IlS9a '" 3391 • )$191 
'77 IlS9S ,. 2MI4 • 29,0\4 
478 1Z39U ,.. 2)36 • ",,, 
." IZS9V ,0 2,578 • 2.,,' 
'80 IZS9W '" 

S,496 • 5,496 
"I \ZS9X , . 4.511 • 4.511 .. , \ZS9Y ,.. 1I.D31 • 11,031 
48, \ZS9Z , . 15.&63 • 1S,653 . ~ IUDE , . • • • . " IZS. ,. 279.883 • 279.!Bl 

." IZlGl ,0 324,686 • 324,686 

'87 ]ZSOJ( ,. 424,'lo41 • 424,241 

'88 IUDI. '" 
(523,495) • (523,493) .., lZ80M ,. 188,839 • IBB,II19 

.90 IZSOO ,0 $011,.562 • 503,562 

491 IZ81lP ,0 Lla,173 • 1)8)73 

'" IZSOQ '" • • • 
'93 Juoa '" 74,548 • 14,548 .,. 1Z83A '" 42,:192 • 42,ln .., IUSA ,. 49.,358 49,3S8 
." \ZiSa ,. 2,000 • 2,000 

C;) ." IZSSZ ,. 49,248 • 49,24& .,. IZ90A NlA NlA 141,010 82,260 58,8\1 
." IZ90B NlA WA 295,849 \12,513 IlJ,331i 

'00 IZ!>OC NlA NlA IIl,OOQ 41,815 34.IU 
SOl 1Z90D NlA NlA 442,509 2jIl,012 184,471 
SO, IZ90E N~A NIA 750,000 437,)33 312,6/)1 

'00 lZ900 NIA NlA 93.031 54,216 38,8114 

'04 IZ901( , .. 12,120 12,120 • SO, 1Z90P ,.. 49,42j • 49,42S 
SO, IZ90Q ,. 411,791 • 48.797 
S07 lZ90R. ,.. 2)0,381 • 230,3BI 
SO. IZ9ijU , .. I05,0~8 105,068 _ • SO, 1Z90W NIA NIA 19.D21 11.091 1,930 
51. \Z910 , .. 1,000 • I,'" 
S\I 1Z9IE ,. lSO,I14 • 7.50,124 
51l 1Z9IK ,. 314,465 • 314,4~S 

'" IZ91L NIA NlA 976,130 569.191. 406.'" 
51' IZ910 '" 201,116 0 20l,IlS 
SIS IZ91S ,0 019,990 • 49,990 f'., 
'16 lZ9tU ,. 0) • (') 
SI7 IZ9jW '" 414,09S 0 414,09S 
,IS JZ91X ,0 ru.7% • S2S,796 

'" \Z91Y ,0 537,44] • 531.443 

5" IZ91Z ,. 63G,5G4 636,504 

"I IZ9Sf ,. 111,405 1l1,40S 
Sll IZ9SQ ,.. (134,669) (134,669) 

'" IZ951 ,. 3,900 3,900 
524 IZ95N ,. 96,929 96,929 
,,5 IZ9S0 ,. 104,4]2 1114.432 

'" IZ9SP ,. S76,535 576,5)5 

'" IZOSf , .. 8,665 8,66S 

". IZ9SU ,. ts,4S0 15.4BO 

'" IZ9SV ,. 442,482 442,452 

I ". IZ9SW ,0 115,8]4 • 115,834 
SlI IZ9SX ,.. 518,890 • SIB,890 

'" 1Z95Y ,. 542,714 0 542,714 
SlJ 11.960 NlA. NlA 100,324 58,500 41,&24 I S7. lZ96D NlA NlA 21!.O!6 127,169 9O,9U 
S7, IZg6U NlA NlA 12,30a 7,172 5,128 

'" 1Z96V NlA NlA 20,000 11,662 8,338 
S37 \Z962: NlA NlA "l.lSl 281,264 201,on 

'" IZ962: NlA NlA (24,961) (\4,~SS) UO,406) 

'" IZ962: NJA NlA 221,830 129,351 92,418 
>40 11.96Z NlA NlA 1,524 ... '" "I IZ96Z NlA NlA 29,471 11,185 12,286 

'" 11.96Z NlA NlA 59,504 34,698 24,807 

'43 \Z96Z NlA NlA 69,9!8 40,811 29,117 

C 
S44 1z.96Z NlA NlA (1$,793) (15,040) Uo.m) 
S45 IZ96Z HlA NlA (\7,374) (lO,UI) (7,243) 

546 lZ96Z NlA HlA (I,S47) (I,On) ('110) 

"7 lZ91H ,0 (4,191) • (4,191) 

S4. IZ97Q ,0 (49,200) • (49.200) 

'" IZ"" ,.. g94,2~9 &94,249 
,SO IZ97V ,. J77,8j2 171,851 

SSI 1Z91X ,0 ~S4,18:; SS4,2S5 

SS2 IZ98M ,0 91),11:2 90,122 
Jeffco-OOO368 
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C ArrENDIX6.2 
CONSTRUCfroN IN PROGRESS 

',I'RESENTVALUEANALYSrs 

LINE PROJECT TREATMENT COLL'iCTlON I 
'" IZ98N ,~ 1Sl.341 0 152,341 ,,. IZ980 '" 11.3H 0 12,341 

'" IZ9;Q yo 144,972 0 144,972 
,SO \Z9BR YO' 236,313 0 136,313 :'. 

'" t29&S Y· 4.150 0 4,150 

'" 1Z9&T yo 1P1,.051 0 192,057 
'SO 1Z98U Y' 2Jl,l21 0 232,312 i: 
"0 iZ9BV yo 375,950 0 37'.950 

" ", IZ98W yo 52,795 0' 52,796 
SO, lZ!lSX yo 9<1,030 0 ".IIlO 

'" 1Z98Y yo SJ,J1J.4 0 53,304 
SO, lZ91Z , .. 292,6lJ 0 192,623 
SO, 'ZOO, YOO lUll 0 28.211 

'" IZ99C yo 26,350 0 26)50 

'" 1Z99L yo • 63,798 0 63,191 

'" lAne ,0 10,393 10.393 0 

'" 2Ai7f' '" 
1,()22.621 2,0ll,621 0 

'" lAnG Y~ 61,II()ol 61.804 0 

'" lAI7H '" II,S%,B07 11,s96,80i 0 

'" lAI71 Y" 21<f,01S 274,075 0 

'" >A,'" yo< 723,989 723.9B9 0 
:-~ 

'" 2A171' Y" 68.998 68$98 0 

'" >Am Y· 334,990 134,9P() 0 (~ '" >A'ru Y· 7MS1.687 79.0sMn 0 
m lAin yo< 'OY '" 0 ,I ~ 

'" lAIlIB Y~ 447,646 «1,646 0 

'" lAZOA Y· 1,J.u.sS9 1,342,559 0 

'" ,allA yo. 'OY ' 'OY 0 ,-
m 2B228 yo< 1,130.000 2,00.000 0 

'" mSOA y. 512,405 0 512,405 

'" 2850B yo 122,s18 7l2,.5IS 

". 2BSOC y~ 4,323,675 ~.]23.61S 

'" "'''D y. 1,)86,903 1,386,903 

'" lBStlE Y. 346.950 346,950 

'" 2B50F y. 0 0 

Ci '" lB50Ci Y~ 147,245 241,l4!5 

'" 2BSOH Y· :131,839 331,839 

'" lWOI Y· 170,995 170,995 

'" lBSOJ y • 24t,821 141,m ........ 
'" 2aSOK y. 47.G7S 41,015 
,OJ "'SOL y. 3.622,908 3,622,908 
,0< 2BSOM yo 216,144 216,144 

'" 2aSON yo 29,918 29,918 

'" 2aseo Y· 0 0 

'" lBSOP '" 0 0 

'" 2BSOQ yo 1,085,7006 I,01lS,706 
$99 lBSOIl, Y" 121,562 121,562 

'" ""OT y. 122,700 0 ]12,700 

60' lBSOU y. 1,191,914 0 1,191,914 

'" ,a>ov y. 0 0 0 

'" lBSOW Y· 181.041 , 181,041 , .. 2BSDX ya \,651,121 0 1,6Sl,1Z7 

'" 1BSOY yo 217,830 0 2l7,S30 

'" lBSOZ Y~ 1,393,198 0 1,393.298 i-'" lBSIA Y~ l,m,7S1 0 1.311,757 

'" lBStB Y· 0 0 0 ! ' 

'" 2BSle y. 121.001 0 111,001 
"0 lB51D y. 0 0 0 

'" lBSIE yo t,l22,IJ4 • 1,222,134 

'" lBSIP y. - 117,802 0 117,802 
. 611 lBSlO yo 2,075,808 0 2,07S,8OS 

'" 2BStS ,.. 164,998 0 264,998 

'" lBSU ,.. 1.)37,ooS 0 1.l37,Oas 

'" 2BSU y. lJII,4\15 0 189,496 

'" lBSIK y. I.S96,S43 0 1,5\16,543 

'" 2BSIL Y· 2411,878 0 249,178 

'" lCISI ya 462;8.51 462,851 0 
"520 2CISM y. 94,109 - 94.209 0 

'" lCI50 yo 44,195,053 44.29'-063 • 
'" 2C15R. Y" 503,563 50),563 0 I '" lCIST ya '-9]] m' 0 

". lCISW ,.. 96a.s09 968:S0~ 0 1:-

'" lClSX y. ".s<' 23,549 0 ! 
'" 2CI50 ,.. (66,865) (66,865) 0 

'" 2C16D yo 5.169,047 5,16!1,O47 0 ~~ 

'" 2Cl8f y~ '" 890 0 

'" lCI8R yo . 589,173 589,273 0 

"0 lCla! yo. 6.914,100 6,9"\4.100 0 

'" lellS ,.. 3S,7l9 38,739 • 
'" 'OlA y. 231.066 0 231,066 
'J] ,=c y. 9,094 ,0 9,094 

", 2C2lA y. 195,801 0 195,801 

'" 2C26A yo< 936,749 936,749 0 

C '" w"'" y. 199,986 199.916 0 

'" :mOSD '" 
5).743,638 ~,74J,63! 0 

OJ, lDaSH y~ 26.612.l9~ 26,612,398 0 

'" 2DOSI y~ 24,695 24,69S 0 
640 loosK y~ i08,931 SIlI,9Jt 0 .. , mOSH y. 91G.315 970,31$ 0, ,,, 2DOSP y .. 2.D7,134 2,231,234 0 ,., ZOOSQ y. 611.60G 611,60G , .. 2FOlC yo '-"" 1,000 Jeffco-OOO369 
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.. '.' 

C APPENDIX /i.:! 
CONST(WCTION iN PROGRESS 
PRESENTVALOE ANALYSIS 

TREATMENT COLLECllON 

'" 2F030 '" 
(m,lliS) ISll,10} 

'" IF03K y .. 242,946 242,946 
64' 2F03I. '" 906.6li 906.lill , 
'" 1E'03M y .. 34,521 34,521 , 
'" 2014C yu (106,531) II06,S3\} , 
'50 2014L ~. 1,467,9OS 1,467.905 , 
'51 10\4M '" 

33,91~,2911 33,919.198 , 
'" 20\41'1 ~. 141,611 242,611 , 

" '" IHOIO '" 
n,582,391 13,~n.391 

, 
". lJ08l ,.. 7,413,852 7,413,U2 , 
'" 2.10&0 ,.. S72.II~ 812..115 , 
'" lJOSP ,.. 9\17,123 907.123 , 
'" VOSS NJA NJA 3.l71.14S 1,966,3)5 1,40S,812 

". 11030 .fA NJA 9,80B S,719 4.089 
OS, vorr NJA NJA 12l.,312 11,,321 ".." 

'" 2JOBU '" 
49,911 49,911 , 

'" IJ08W y .. ." ... , 
'" V08Z HlA NJA 1,481,521 863.894 611,631 

'" It(OSB y .. , , , 
'" 2K08C ,.. , , , 
'" ""'D '" 

3,&36,013 3,836.01] , 
'" ""BE ,.. 2S2,95S ""''' 

, 
'" 2KOSE' '" 

4S,6BS 48,6BS , 
'" IMom yu 471.001 ,m.OOI , ,so 1MOIC ,.. 944,70-4 944.704 , 
67' 2MOIF y .. 332,55] ll2.SS1 , 
67' IMOIO , .. 2.295,901 2,295.901 , 
on 2MOIfI y .. SOO,471 80G,411 , i' 

'" IMOtH '" 
, , 

67. lM01L y .. "2S1,78B 25),788 

67' 2W01E ,.. 17.,200 17,200 

'" IWOta yu 14,9~1 14,998 
677 IWOIfI 'U 3,651,932 3,6$1.932 , 
67. IWOU y .. 248,138 2411.138 , 
67' 2WOU yo 23,114 13.1,74 , 

c,) 'SO lZ05H NJA NIA '" '" '" '" 2Z0SK. '" "" 2,000 , 
'" lZOSN y .. 13.920 13,920 

'" "''" , .. 2),646 23,646 l .,' , '" lZOSV '" 
22,301 22,301 

'" 2Z05W yo 233.570 233,510 

'" 2Z05X ,.. 2l.m " .... 
'" 2Z\8C , .. 64,588 64,sU 

." ""'" NJA NJA 9,874 5,lSI 4,116 

'" "",y NIA NlA Ol "' (I) 

'" 2Z91A HlA NlA 566,967 330,604 236,362 

'" )zsU{ yu , , , 
'" 'USF ,.. 48,632 , 48,632 

'" lZI150 y .. 49,749 , 49,74~ 

". 3Z85M 'U 49320 , 49,911) i· 

'" 3USO , .. 49,896 , 49,B96 
• % 3ZBSl' y .. 47,4U , 41,481 

'" 3ZSSQ '" 49,9)1) , 49,930 
" '" 'UI' , .. 49,975 , 49,975 f-SO, 1ZSSS , .. 49,733 , 49,733 

'00 lZ8SV y= 45.510 , 48,510 

'01 3Z91)A NJA WA 495,304 2SI,U7 206,487 

'" 3Z90C , .. 10.059 20,1)59 , 
'93 3Z900 NfA NIA 4JU94 252,192 ISO,102 
'04 3ZS0B '" 151,02B \S1.01! , 
'05 ,CS'" y .. 221,111 , 222,111 
'06 )Z90H '" 49,910 , 49,970 

'" 3Z90K. y. 4&.583 , 48,5BJ 

". JZ90M '" '1.02' , 87,021) 

'" 3Z90Q '" 49,805 , 49,B05 

'" lZ9DR. y .. 49.042 , 49.042 
711 1Z9DS ,.. SI.378 81.311 0 

'" 3Z9DV yo 12,362 , 72,362 
713 3Z91JV yu 20,321) , 20,,320 

". 3z91)V 'U 241),903 , 2010,901 

I, '" 'Z9OX y .. 411.750 0 48,750 

'" lZSO'i , .. 49.733 , 49,733 
717 )Z9IC y .. 231,566 , 231,s66 
7IS 3z910 , .. 550.752 550,762 

'" 3Z9m , .. 1,281,188 1,281.788 
12' 'Z9'" '" ' 451,$62 , 451,562 

, 
no lZS51' yo 19,618 , 19,678 

'" 'Z9~ y .. , , , 
'" lZ98A y. l4.371 , 34,,372 
,2< 3Z9BO '" 

9~,520 , 95,520 

12' 3Z98E y .. 413,565 , 413,565 

'" lZ9Bl ,.. 38,966 , 38,96G 

12' 'Z9SN y .. 933,180 , 9)),180 

C '" 3Z9BR. y .. , , , 
'" JZ98S '" 

, , , 
", 3Z9BV '" 

65,949 65,949 
731 3Z98W y .. 49.935 49.,935 
732 4AI7A ,.. ~4,6J5 994,G3S , 
7ll 4AI7D , .. 19315 19,315 , 
". 4A17E Y<' SO,n1,433 50.,271,483 , 
'" 4AllE' '" 

1,308,489 l,lO!.4B9 , Jeffco-OOO370 
'36 <lA170 yu 457.59\ 457,59\ , 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-2    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part53    Page 6 of 14



C APrENDIX 6-1 
, CONSTRUCTION ~ PR.OGRESS 
./ PRES£NTVALOEANAt.YSlS 

Lm, pRonct TREATMENT COLLECTION 

'" .4AI7( '" a04.998 £04.998 
'J8 4AI1J ~, 

, , , 
". "AI7K. '" 

, , , 
'" ~AI1M '" 

5016,8B5 54UU , 
741 04 ... 17P '" 

2,742,994 2,742,994 , 
'" 4d7Q '" 

111,On.536 IlI.oSS.s36 , 
'" CAI7R '" 4C6,UI 446,101 , 
'" " .... 178 ... , , 
'" "AlIT '" 

,,00 3,800 , 
". 4CISA , .. 9,)45.500 9,345,500 , 
'" eelsa ~, 864,999 864.999 , 
". "eISD ... CO, ", , 
". (em 

'" 
148.636 748.636 , 

'" (CUM ~, 2S11.065 250,06S , 
7S1 <OUN , .. 'ZSS.316 2&8')26 , 
'" 4Cl5P ... 1,421,983 1,42\,983 , 
'" 4CUR ... 1,495,916 1,495916 , '. 
'" 4el5S '" 7I,<lSS,34) 71,488.)43 

'" 4CIST ,.. 1,229,248 1,229,248 

'" 4CISU '" 
5)9,346 539.)46 

"., 4CISV ,.. 611,355 611.)55 , 
'" 4CISX '" 

993,301: 99),302 , 
'" 4C15Y '" 

111.(iU 317.686 , 
'" 4C1SZ '" 3.962.816 3,962,816 , 
"I "JOBA ,.. 749.)81 749,387 , ;~: 
'61 4JOBB , .. 6.365.641: 6,365,642 , 
'" 4JOBe , .. 48,740 48,740 , 
'" "JOaD iliA iliA 1,194,99S 696,816 498.182 

'" CJOBE "IA NIA 456.074 265,942 190,133 

". 4J08P NIA iliA 486,603 283,743 202.860 
76' 4J080 N/A NIA , , , 
76. 4JOSH N/A NlA 489.489 285,426 204,063 

". 41011 N/A NIA 274.460 160,040 114,419 

"' ~JOIl iliA iliA 232,&43 m.77l 91,010 
771 4108K iliA iliA, 7~9.911 443,141 316,824 

C) 71l 'ZII3A ~, 22.985 22.9BS , 
773 4zosa ,.. 24,280 24,2110 , 
'" <Z05C '" s:m S>l' 

, 
719 'WK '" 8,082 , B,On , . .. :' 
77' 'WL Y" 13,360 , 1],360 

m 4?S'lM , .. 10)77 , 10,377 
11. 'mN '" 11.24< 11,244 
779 4ZS1P' '" 44,530 44,:530 7 

'" "'''Q , .. U6? I, .. 
"I 'mR "" 7,BU 7,8IS 

'" 4ZS1S , .. 4,063 '.'" '" ''''IT , .. '67 , .67 
". 4ZS2U , .. 4,675 , 4,675 

'" 4ZS1V Y" 1.12S , 1,725 

". 4ZSlW Y" 5,635 , S.6JS 

'" ."'''' '" 1,674 , 2,674 

". 4Z:flY ya 2.110< , 2.004 

". ,= Y" I,OIl I,Oll 

'" 4ZS3H '" 
, , 

I" 791 4ASSI , .. (2.148,092) , (l,148,Q91) 
"2 'Z96B N/A NlA 93.062 54,266 38,791 

'" 'Z960 NlA NIA Q2) (Ill ~, I· 

'94 SZ52M ya '" , '00 
'" SZSlV , .. l46,508 , 346,s08 ". ,""v '" 10,491 , 10,497 
797 'mz ,a 2un , 21,518 

". SZS4S Y" 49)11 , 49,377 
m SZS4T • Y" 18.984 , 18,9&4 
.00 ''''U , .. 11,60 , 11,683 

"I ,'''V '" 11,81] , 11,:1113 

"2 9Z9'W , .. 46,035 , 46,t1lS 

", ,'''X y" 13.712 , 13,712 

." SZS4Y , .. 12.865 , Il,B6S 

." 5Z54Z ,a 17,653 , 17,653 
to. SZSSO , .. 10,424 , \0,424 I: ", SZSsr ,a 27,6!6 , 27,656 
.OB SZS5Q ,a 49.839 , 49,839 

'" SZSSR , .. 4l,s1l , 41,511 I 
'1. SZSSS ... 15,729 , 15,729 
'11 S'l5Sl' '" 21,321 , 27;327 

'1' ''''SU ,a 4S.437 , ~8.411 

'" 9Z59V ,.. 49,410 , 49.410 

'1' SZSSW ,a 49,042 , 49.042 

'1' 5Z95X ,.. 36,008 , 36,008 ... SZSSY "" 22,161 , 21.161 
Bl7 szg" ... 49,9\" , 49.914 
Bl' SZS6D ... \3,111 , 13,717 

-; '1. SZS6E ya 11.633 11.6)] 

( ! '" SZ56P ,a 11.064 11,054 

.ll SZ56Q ,.. 11.44& 11,448 

.22 5ZS6H "" H,I41 4S,I41 
B2J S'Z.S61 '" 50,150 SO,ISO 
.24 '''''' y .. 57.000 57,000 

'" 9Z9OX , .. 12,185 12,7&5 

". SZS6Z: ,a 10,271 , 10,271 
• 27 3mA y .. 11.}7) , II,H3 

JeffcO-OOO371 '" ,mB '" 11,645 , 11,645 
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C '\'PPENDIX6-2 
CONSTnUCTfON [N PROGREsS 

.. : 
t'RESENT VALUE ANAL\'SIS 

TREATMENT COLLECTION I 
'" 5ZS1C ><> 12,551 0 12,sS1 
830 =0 ><> 11,911 0 12,·917 
831 SZS1E ,~ ]],191 0 13.191 

'" ru7F ,~ 16,865 0 16,865 
8J) SZS11 ,~ JB,336 0 11,336 ." SZSl1 ><> 49,027 0 ~9,0l7 

83' = ><> 36,929 0 36,929 

'" '''n. ,~ 47,592 0 41,592 

." '''1M. ,~ 48,105 • 48,105 

'" 'ZS10 ,~ 17,l>1 • 17,214 

." SZS7r ><> I I 

." SZ57Q ya 49.813 49,813 
841 =. ,= 16,361 16)62 

." ru7S '" 15,943 15,943 
'4) SZS1T ya >4M11 4MJI ." SZS1U '" 16.400 0 16.400 
84, ''''7V ya .\1,40 0 12,441 ... ""'0 ,= n,s14 • 11,SJ4 

'" szsse ,= 15,071 • 15,071 ... SZ:S8F ,= 16,969 • 16,969 ... ""'" ,.. 7,SSI,271 0 1,851.211 ... =C ,= 48,425 0 4S,425 

"I >ZIim ,= 49,765 • 49,765 j. 

'" 'WE '" 49378 0 49,97S 
, 

." SZ'SF ,= 4S.115 • 48,215 I: 

'" SZUK ,= 46,193 0 46,193 

'" ,ZSSM ,= 49,468 • 49,468 

'" SZS50 ,= 49,9Sl • 49,953 , .. 
m 5Z85P ,= 49.364 • 49,364 

'" 5zaSR ,= 46,8]1 , 46,817 

." russ ,= 41!,695 0 48,695 
860 SZSSU ,= 49,951 0 49,951 

." SZ8SV ,= 48,105 0 4UOS 

'" SZ85\, ,= .9,973 • 49.." 

." SZ8SZ ,.. 49,821 • 49,117 

c) ." SZ90C NIA NlA IS,sSl 9,0&6 6,496 

'" SZ90H ,= 251.351 • 251')51 

'" SZ90L ,= 450,000 • 450,000 
867 SZ90M NlA NIA • • • 
'" '''00 N/A N/A 0 • • ." SZ90r ,.. 160,834 160,834 • .70 SZ90Q ,0< 399~9 399,.999 • 171 SZ9OR. ,.. 84,975 84.975 • m SZ90S , .. 73,325 13,US • 
'" "'lIT ><> 1S4.o02 • 154,002 
S74 SZ90U N/A NlA 940.014 50,132 39t,s82 
S7S 5Z90W ,= 322,614 • 122,614 

'" SZ90X ,= 3,1&5.212 • 3,185,212 

." SZ90Z ,= 80,145 0 80,145 
I7S 7F900 N/A N/A 51,444 29,997 1}.446 

." 7ZSlV ,.. 3,9BI,I63 • 3.981,163 ... 7USB ,= 48,630 • ~8,610 

." n8sc ,= 49,880 • 49,1110 

~ '" nlSD yo< 49.980 • 49,9BO .. , 7U" ,= 46,l9(l • 46,19<1 
'S< 7Z", ,.. 49,525 • 49,525 i .. , 7mO ,= 49,052 • 49,051 .. , 7WI yo< (1.250) • (I,2S0) 

'" 7Z.8SiC ,.. 41,2.65 • 41,265 ... 1Z8SL ,= 41.900 0 47,900 ... 7Z8SM ,.. .,,, • 1,1511 
SO, rz;8:>N ,= 4t,!lS0 • 4B,iSO 

"I 7Z8m ,.. 49,915 • 49,975 

'" 7Z8" ,.. 4S= • 48,lU 
.OJ 7Z8SQ ><> 49,]30 0 49,330 
SO< 1ZBSS ,.. 49,812 • 49,111 
SO, nSIT ,. 47,999 • 47.999 ... n8SV ,.. 48,45S • 48,455 

." 7ZSSW ,. 45,400 • 45,400 

I ". 7U", "" 1,250 • 1,"2.SO 
SO, 1Z8SY ,.. 41,142 • 48,142 ,eo 7tSSz: ,. 1,l5' • I"" 
'" 7Z90A NlA NlA 658,013 383,694 274.319 
90' 12:90D NlA NlA 2,.05,802- 1,402,84~ 1,002,954 

'" n, .. NlA NlA 468,790 273,356 19s.,m 

'" 7Z9OF NlA NlA SlloS69 S3,)9S 38.174 
.OS 7Z90Cl N/A N/A 162.-481 444.611 317,810 

'" 9USA ,- 48,573 • 4S"." 

'" 9Z&5B >'" 49.03] • 49,0)) ,os n:asc ,= 47.603 • 41,60l 

". 9ZBSF ,. 1,l5' • 1,250 

'I, 9ZBSM ,0< 4B,8:n • 48,831 
911 9Z8SQ '" 0 • (.:i 91> 5IZ.BSR, ,. • • 
'" 9Z85S ,= • , 0 

'I' 9Z8ST '" 44,647 • 44,641 

'I' 9ZBSU ,. 19,s42 • 39,542 

'I' "'w ,= 97,s10 • 91.510 

'17 T_, (l4S,JlB) (10,041) (102.170) 

'I' TOTAL 1,026,459,722 598,539,565 , 421,910.156 
58.3% 41.1% Jeffco-OOQ372 
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APPENDI)( 6·3 
DEBT SERViCE 
PRESENT VALUE ANALYSIS 

Annual Discount 
Debt Service Factor 

2007 $ (131.833.519) 1.0000 $ 
2008 (131,851,312) 1.0497 
2009 (139,919,887) 1.1019 
2010 (147,961,940) 1.1566 
2011 (154,971,088) 1.2141 
2012 (154,879,220) 1.2745 
2013 (154,831,928) 1.3378 
2014 (154,949,415) 1.4043 
2015 (155,036,871 ) 1.4741 
2016 (155,061,436) 1.5473 
2017 (155,952,107) 1.6242 
2018 (157,468,554) 1.7050 
2019 (156,949,101) 1.7897 
2020 (157,807,240) 1.8787 
2021 (154,788,823) 1.9720 
2022 (164,032,958) 2.0700 
2023 (177,048,430) 2.1729 
2024 (179,175,728) 2.2809 
2025 (181,872,058) 2.3943 
2026 (184,530,541) 2.5133 
2027 (187,646,493) 2.6382 
2026 (169,877,488) 2.7693 
2029 (170,122,659) 2.9069 
2030 (175,859,063) 3.0514 
2031 (176.205.805) 3.2031 
2032 (167,596,234) 3~3622 
2033 (167,610,503) 3.5294 
2034 (174,608,882) 3.7048 
2035 (178,373,797) 3.8889 
2036 (178,510.084) 4.0822 
2037 (176,802,991) 4.2851 
2038 (272,669,362) 4.4980 
2039 (264,278,117) 4.7216 
2040 (259,188,182) 4.9562 
2041 (253,822,913) 5.2026 
2042 (259,674,543) 5.4611 

Total 
Percent Expansion 

Debt Service Adjustment 

Present Value 
Calculation 

(131.833,519) 
(125,608,566) 
(126,984,014) 
(127,924,705) 
(127,640,910) 
(121,525,430) 
(115,736,232) 
(110,340,148) 
(105,175,217) 
(100,211,376) 

(96,015,042) 
(92,358,457) 
(87,695,330) 
(84,000,014) 
(78,492,261) 
(79,241,586) 
(81,479,607) 
(78,554,456) 
(75,961,307) 
(73,422,558) 
(71,127,330) 
(61,343,237) 
(58,523,167) 
(57,632,203) 
(55,011,752) 
(49,846,461) 
(47,490,430) 
(47,130,930) 
(45,867,549) 
(43,729,251) 
(41,260,424) 
(60,619,902) 
(55,972,524) 
(52,295,424) 
(48,788,124) 
(47,549,666) 

(2,864,389,110) 
36% 

(1,041,519,688) 

"'n ...1..:.... __ • 

Debt Servlce:-J\PortlonmentAnalysis 
Descri tlon 

Existing Analysis 
Construction In Progress 
Total 
Percent 

Debt Service Adjustment 

......-= ...... 
~ ... 

$ 

$ 

.$ 

Treatment Collection 

582,450,157 $ 1,656,855,247 
598,539,566 427,920,156 

1,180,989,723 $' 2,084,775.404 
36% 64% 

(376,641,920) $ (664,877,768) 

.... "., ................. 
'1 

'L· 

~ 
o 
o 

~ 
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<l) .., 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-2    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part53    Page 9 of 14



"; " " ".;.""" ,d"" "" .-'" " "" ->~ 

Jefferson County Environmental Services Department 

Final Technical Report 7 
Revenue Enhancement Analysis 

3286014/0RL Pathways to Lasting Solutions Jeffco-000374 

;-J 
;U 
III 
< 
III 

»~ 
::l III 
!!!oM 
<:> 
1Il::T 
iii'w 

:> 
n 
III 
3 
III 
::l .-.. 

. .;. 

I, ,. , 

: " 

i 

:":' 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-2    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part53    Page 10 of 14



c 

C··· 
.' ! ... 

c) 

7.0 REVENUE ENHANCEMENT ANALYSIS 
7.1 . Introduction 

As part of this study, Red Oak agreed to "evaluate the impact and feasibility of enhancing 
the County's overall revenue base to reduce the sewer rate revenue requirements 
including but not limited to a review of other revenue sources such as the Ad Valorem 
tax." In the course of the project, we reviewed the existing revenue sources used to fund 
the ·County's sewer system, drew on our extensive experience with other such systems 
throughout the United States to identify other sources of revenue that might be 
appropriately applied to sewer system operations, and evaluated the feasibility of 
establishing or expanding such revenue sources within the County. 

In general, the methods of funpjng for a utility enterprise should achieve the· following 
goals: 

Revenue Sufficiency - The revenue generated should be established at a level that will 
fully fund on a sustainable basis the cost of providing service. 

Economic Efficiency - Revenue generated should cover the cost of doing business, 
building prudent reserv~s, and where appropriate, provide a fair return on investment. 
Excessive reserves should not be accumulated. 

Fairness and Equity - To the extent possible, considering other factors, revenue sources 
should be established so that customers pay at a level consistent with the costs incurred 
on their behalf. This often means setting different rates of different customer classes, and 
allocating costs to ~arious rate components such as fixed and usage charges as 
appropriate to the nature of the costs being recovered. In addition, there should be 
recognition of the "expiration" or the using up of assets over time with the rates charged 
to those using them, as a matter of intergenerational equity. Further, rates and cost 
sharing approaches should be explored in terms of their ability to better align the costs of 
service with the distribution of who receives the benefits (value) of sewer sex:vice. 

Market Acceptability - Costs borne by customers should be reasonable given the 
relative increases in other commodities and when compared to othenimilar utilities. . 

Resource Conservation - Where scarcity is an issue, revenue sources should be selected 
which discourage inefficient or excessive usage in order to preserve resources for future 
generations of users. 

Social Responsibility - Decisions regarding funding sources should be made in the 
context of a broad perspective of community impact and general health and welfare. 

Historically, wastewater systems were funded through general (taxation) revenue streams 
until the 1970's. Federal.programs established by the EPA at that time to assist local 

3286·014 
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sewer systems in mitigating pollution, particularly of surface waters, required a fair and 
equitable rate structure for sewer customers in order to obtain grants under those 
programs. Consequently, sewer rates began from that time to be established on a cost-of
service basis, with contribution to wastewater flows as the cost-causative factor. This 
contribution is generally measured indirectly, as the metering of sewer flows from 
individual customers, except in the case of very large users, is generally not feasible. 
Methods used have included establishing relative cost-causation based on water demand 
(and presumptively consequent wastewater contribution) by number of water fixture 
units, or more directly by using potable water usage as a surrogate. When potable water 
usage is used, generally some adjustment is made to account for water usage not returned 
to the wastewater system, for example when used for lawn irrigation, car washing, filling 
swimming pools, and other such uses. ' 

Wastewater rate structures, like water Irate structures, generally include a fixed charge 
that remains the same for each customer in each billing period, and a variable charge that 
changes with usage, however measured. Fixed charges can include a portion reflecting 
"customer'costs" (billing, meter reading, and account management) and another portion 
reflecting "readiness-to-serve" (measured by relative potential demand, often defined by 
relative maximum meter flow rates). The former portion is the same for every customer; 
the latter varies depending on a customer's potential demand on the system, with meier 
size as a common determinant. 

Usage charges have become the mainstay of sewer system funding in the United States. 
Sewer systems, like the County's, are often accounted for in the financial statements of 
local governments as "enterprise funds", which are on a commercial basis of accounting 
that provides a measure of net income during a fiscal year, taking into consideration the 
depreciation of long-lived fixed assets. However, other sources of revenue have become 
common in order to lend further precision to the "cost-causative" principle of rate-setting. 

Major alternative revenue sources available to the County, discussed with staff in a 
meeting on September 18, 2006, have been identified as: 

• Ad valorem (property) taxes 

8 Impact fees 

• Fees for reclaimed water 

• Special Assessments 

Each of these revenue sources is discussed in the following sections in terms of feasibility 
and potential impact on sewer usage rates. 

3286-014 
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7.2 Ad valorem (property) taxes 

Ad valorem taxes have historically been a major source of sewer system funding in the 
United States until the significant changes in the 1970's caused by EPA regulations. In 
the Midwest and Northeast, it is still common for sewer systems to receive significant 
funding from tl;tis source. In the Southeast, Southwest, and West, wastewater utilities are 
more commonly funded from a combination of user fees and impact fees. 

The County currently'dedicates $5,000,000 in property taxes annually to funding its 
sewer system. Current.usage charges are approximately $133,000,000 annually, meaning 
that these tax revenues, if eliminated, would require a 3.7% increase in usage charges. 
Every additional $1 million 'in ad valorem taxes would result in the avoidance of 
approximately 0.7% in user fee increases. 

Ad valorem taxes are a general source of revenue that is most appropriately applied to 
government services that have substantial benefit to the community as a whole and for 
which it is difficult to distinguish individual benefit. While cost-causative factors are 
determinable for wastewater service on an individual basis, the contribution to general 
health and welfare through the reduction of pollution and water-borne illnesses, as well as 
ecological benefits, is also significant. Consequently, funding a portion of a sewer 
system from ad valorem taxes is jnstifiable. The extent to which this is done depends 
upon the governing body's assessment of the degree to which the benefits provided by 
the sewer system have a community-wide effect. From an economic standpoint, ad 
valorem taxes are a progressive form of governmental. revenue - that is, generally 
households with the highest incomes pay the most. 

It is our understanding that under Alabama law, it is difficult for a county government to 
raise ad valorem taxes significantly. Consequently, raising the amount of ad valorem 
taxes contributed to the sewer system might require elimination or reduction of other 
services provided by the County. In making this determination, the County should 
consider: 

3286·014 

• The impact of user fee increases on ratepayers 

• The effect on· other services of diverting additional ad valorem taxes to the 
sewer system 

• The probability of obtaining appropriate legislative approval for an increase in 
the ad valorem tax rate for purposes of providing sewer ratepayer relief, 
shifting the burden of higher sewer system costs to property owners 
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7.3 Impact fees 

Impact fees are charges levied on new development for the purposes of equitably 
charging that development for the cost of system expansion required to serve it. Impact 
fees must be set at a level that reasonably reflects the new customer's probable demand 
for system capacity in the future. These fees can only be expended for purposes of 
funding the expansion of the capacity of the system in response to the demands of new 
growth. They are artifacts of law (typically National case law), and must be levied in 
accordance with general case law and any state or local statutory requirements. 
Standards for the calculation of impact fees on a cost-causative basis have been 
established by the American Water Works Association (potable water) and the Water 
Environment Foundation (wastewater). 

The County levies impact fees on new development. Section 6 of this report discusses 
the factors involved in setting impact fees and calculates the level of impact fee that is 
justifiable for the County sewer system. Utilities are not required to set impact fees at the 
'Justifiable" level, this simp!y 'sets a limit above which the fee could reasonably be 
contested in a court of law. Local governments such as the County may want to consider 
economic development goals in setting impact fees, since higher fees might inhibit or 
drive away new development. 

Since iIilpact fees are usually collected at the issuance of building permits or certificates 
of occupancy, the capacity to service the new development must be in place before the 
fees are collected. This creates a quandary, since the utility must obtain funding for the 
system expansion prior to collecting the fees. The solution to this is to use debt financing 
for system expansion, and then apply impact fees to the payment of debt service. This 
provides a better matching of benefits to costs as new customers pay impact fees that 
offset the reasonable amortization of the facilities over their useful life. 

Jefferson County follows this procedure in managing its sewer system expansion -
impact fees are levied on new development and those fees are used to pay debt service on 
'the portion of debt attributable to system expansion. As indicated in Section 6, a higher 
level of impact fee may be justified. The County should consider, in the context of its 
economic development goals, whether to implement such an increase. 

7.4 Fees for Reclaimed Witter 

While the County does not operate a potable water system, obviously the availability of 
water is a major factor' in sustaining the viability of the community, and water 
conservation is a major goal of modern. utility management. Wastewater 'systems 
produce effluent that can be treated to a level necessary to allow its reuse for purposes 
currently filled by potable water, thus conserving future water supplies. Because 
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reclaimed water is a valuable commodity, it cao provide a source of revenue for a sewer 
system above and beyond the fees charged for wastewater collection, traosmission, 
treatment aod disposal services, 

However, the financial dynamics of reclaimed water services in the context of the larger 
water and wastewater utility .systems are extremely complex and in some cases 
counterintuitive. Maoy utilities have implemented reclaimed water systems, making very 
large investments, only to face unanticipated financial challenges, For this reason, we 
have provided a fairly extensive discussion of this subject below, 

Over the past 20 years the availability of water resources in the United States, once 
.considered a given, has been challenged by growth in demaod aod the degradation of 
water quality by pollution, Particularly on the southern rim of the nation, water providers 
aod regulatory agencies have recognized the need to take steps to preserve and protect 
existing resources, explore new sources of water, and plan for a future in which 
traditional sources of water will not meet the expected demand of growing populations. 

One of the most importaot considerations in this planning effort is the extent to which the 
reclamation and reuse of wastewater can substitute for potable water demand, thereby 
indirectly conserving available water resources. As utilities and regulators have pursued 
this goal, the complex .financial aod economic effects of the implementation of reclaimed 
water systems have often been poorly understood, resulting in a degree of frustration and 
disappointment. Significaot issues that have emerged include: 

3286-014 

~ Somewhat unexpectedly to some, the total cost of providing reclaimed water 
(treatment, transmission and distribution) often exceeds the CUlTent cost of 
provii:ling potable water on a per unit basis. This occurs because' potable 
water pricing is often based on historical average costs that are lower thao the 
marginal cost of producing reclaimed water. The mm'ginal cost of reclaimed 
water is frequently greater than the historic cost of potable due to the 
relatively low number of customers served coupled with the cost of 
developing a traosmission aod distribution system. This can be further 
exacerbated by the allqcation or assignment of wastewater treatment costs to 
the production of reclaimed water. Depending upon existing potable water 
plant capacity and the marginal cost of developing future potable water 
sources, this situation can persist for a significant period of time. 

• Substituting reclaimed water use for potable water use reduces potable water 
demaod (wastewater is billed from metered potable water). Since within the 
relevaut rauge of demaod utility costs are fundamentally fixed in nature (that 
is, they do not vary with usage), as.the number of usage units is reduced, total 
costs remain essentially stable. The result is an increase in potable water aod 
wastewater rates. 
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• In cases where potable water is available for the same uses as reclaimed water 
(e.g., landscape irrigation), potable water constitutes a perfect "substitute 
commodity" in relation to reclaimed water. Water and wastewater services 
are traditionally treated under a monopolistic model and priced on a regulated 
cost-of-service basis that allows for full cost recovery and in the case of 
investor-owned utilities a fair return on investment. However, the availability 
of a substitute commodity effectively creates a "price ceiling" on reclaimed 
water at the level of the potable water price. This is exacerbated by the fact 
that many consumers perceive reclaimed water as less desirable than potable 
water due to lingering concerns about its purity. These factors effectively 
push the acceptable price ceiling for reclaimed water to some point below the 
price of potable water where consumers perceive that the lower price 
adequately compensates for the risk. 

• Where fixed fees for unlimited usage have been implemented, the demand for 
reclaimed water has sometimes gone far beyond tJie utility's capacity to 
deliver. There is an inherent paradox in that when rainfall is high, higher 
levels of reclaimed water can be produced. Conversely, in conditions of low 
rainfall demand is high, but supplies are low (quite simply, if it rains a lot we 
water our yards less). If guarantees of delivery are made, the cost of storage 
and/or augmentation with potable water greatly increases the cost of reclaimed 
water without a commensurate increase in rates: rates which must still be 
below the price of the substitute commodity. 

Each utility's unique circumstances are critical, to making decisions regarding the 
development of reclaimed water systems and.8$sociated pricing policies. For example, 
utilities with limited wastewater disposal options may view reclaimed water systems 
primarily as an alternative disposal system. Where potable water resources are 
dwindling, the substitution of reclaimed water for some uses may be the primary goal. 
The evaluation of financial consequences will differ markedly ~etween these two 
situations. 

Uniike potable water supply benefits, which are enjoyed primarily by the same people 
and business that bear the costs, the full benefits of reclaimed water projects often are 
dispersed over a broader region (such as where reclaimed water projects' environmental 
and water supply improvements provide benefits to communities downstream). This 
implies a disconnect between who pays for a reclaimed water project (i.e., the utility's 
water and wastewater customers) and those who receive some of the importanfbenefits 
(and may live beyond the service area boundaries and span multiple political 
jUrisdictions). This raises issues about the equity and efficiency of traditional cost 
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recovery approaches, and points toward broader cost sharing and subsidy needs, 

Reclaimed Water Finant,;ia:1 Dynamics 
If the potable rate is 
LESS THAN the reuse rate .. ,. 

SUBSTITUTION FOR POTABLE 
(STRANDED COSTS) 

Current 

DEMAND REDUCTION 
(CAPACITY BENEFIT) 

Future 

Reclaimed Water Rate 

UNRECOVERED COSTS 
(SUBSIDIZED RATES) 

Current 

The result is that the financial consequences for a utility implementing a reclaimed water 
system can'De undesirable in the short term as potable water and wastewater customers 
experience increased rates to subsidize the reclaimed water system's capital investment 
and on-going operation. The local benefits of reclaimed water from an economic 
standpoint often consist of a reduction in the ultimate outlay of capital costs for potable 
water treatment facilities, new water resources, and wastewater disposal facilities, but 
these benefits often lie far in the future, are conjectural, and may not be material (and' 
other reclaimed water benefits may be enjoyed beyond the service area boundaries). 
While it is c!'rtainly legitimate to make current investments in anticiPlltion of future 
returns, principles of public accountability and sound financial management suggest that 
these decisions be made in the context of a clear understanding of the reasonable range of 
expected outcomes. 

Within this larger context, the County should consider the following issues before 
pursuing the development of a reclaimed water system: 
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• Incremental cost vs. full cost allocation (subsidies between wastewater and 
reclaimed water users) 

• Effect of specific goals served by implementing reclaimed water systems (for 
example, water resource "creation" or conservation as opposed to alternative 
wastewater disposal systems) on identifying what part of the customer base 
should provide subsidies if required 

a Issues regarding legal constraints, particularly in terms of environmental 
regulations mandating conservation and cost-recovery rules establi~hed by 
bodies regulating investor-owned utilities 

• Market constraints (potable water as a substitute commodity) 

• Effect on potable water consumption (and related billed wastewater usage) 
"stranded costs" 

• Effect on future need for water resources development - "capacity benefit" 

• Public policy issues 

o Conservation 

o Affordability 

o Economic impact 

o Equitable cost distributiou (and associated potential for cost sharing or 
subsidies across beneficiaries beyond the service area boundaries 

Special Assessments 

Special assessments are capital charges levied on customers to offset the cost of 
connecting to the sewer system. Unlike impact fees, which cover the cost of the 
expansion of system capacity to serve new growth, special assessments cover the cost of 
collection systems necessary to provide a customer with access to existing capacity 
(transmission, treatment, and disposal). These custOl;ners would also be required to pay 
an impact fee, in addition to the special assessment, to bear their fair burden of system 
expansion costs. 

If special assessments are used in conjunction with impact fees, the advantage to the 
utility is that the fixed costs of the system are shared over a larger number of users, while 
the capital charges offset the additional costs of the facilities required to serve the new 
customers. This has the effect of mitigating future rate increases. The disadvantage is 

3286-014 
Final Technical Report Jefferson County Environmental Ser Jeffco-000382 

i 

i: 

:, 

I:' 

f ,. 
>. , 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-3    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part54    Page 4 of 15



c 

C
~"; 

" 

" 

I' 

: ". 

J., c; 

that these costs are often quite significant for a homeowner, often running between 
$12,000 and $25,000. This makes voluntary connection difficult to obtain, while 
mandatory connection can create ill-will. 

In our experience, the connection of significant numbers of septic tanle users to a central 
sewer system can provide substantial benefits to existing ratepayers. Consequently, an 
exercise to determine the potential for the County sewer system is warranted (In our 
amended scope analyses, provided under separate cover, an analysis of the additional of 
septic users to the system is completed. However, the analysis is based on best estimates 
and could change materially with actual data). If the County decides to pursue this 
avenue, the following; steps are reco=ended: 

e Identify potential connections within or approximate to the service area that 
cUlTently use septic tanks. Smaller sewer system (such as package plants) are 
also candidates for conversion. 

G Prepare a ''best estimate" amilysis of the costs and revenues expected from 
such conversion, as well as the probable schedule of conversion. 

• In the context of the County's baseline financial management plan for its' 
sewer system, estimate the impact on future rates of the conversion of , these 
users from septic (or smaller system) to central sewer. 

o If the initial analysis indicates material benefit' could results, commission a 
master plan for septic conversion in the service area. This plan would refine 
the initial analysis and confirm (or refute) the original conclusion of financial 
benefit. 

Implementation of a septic conversion plan requires substantial public outreach efforts 
and acco=odation of household financial realities. For this reason, successful efforts in 
this area almost always include the ability to pay an assessment loan over a reasonable 
period of time, usually 5-10 years. The assessment is established as a lien on the P!operty 
that is payable in full upon sale. Consequently, many of' the assessments are paid long 
befor~ the term of the loan has expired. The County can debt finance the construction of 
the needed facilities, and operating costs will be paid by rate revenue from the new 
customers. 
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Robe11 Henderson 
ESD Director 
Jefferson County 
716 Richard Arrington Jr. Blvd. N 
SuiteA-300 
Biriningham. AL 35203 

RE: Sewer Rate Stabilization Study - Amendment No. 1 

Dear Mr. Henderson: 

We have completed the services associated with the iune 7. 2006 ~Amendinent No.1 To 
~!1t for Profes!;ional Services for :oeve1opment of a S<i~~ Rate ~tali~n ProgJ;iu;n". 
Please note that muCh of the effort assciciatOO 'with this Ami,ikhri!;nt provided:iufoni)iitiOiJ. till\t 
was usOO as a biJSis for Our basic cite sbI4:r linaIYsiS and 'is 'iD.i;i:iuIed In ,oui full repilrt oh tile 
project The resuIIs of our amended Scope Qf Wo[k are srnDwari=I below: 

L Expood the forecast period to 30 years. 

2. Include sub-periods of 5. 10 and 20 years in the forecast with the capacity to "ramine rate 
'revenue impacts of various scenarios individually or compariitively. 

• The Revenne Sufficiency model forecast period has been updated to include 
any forecast period between 1 and 30 yearS. ' . 

• The, revenue sufficiency modi;l includes several key variables which may be 
used indiVidimlly or simnltaneotisly ,to teSt differing scenarios. 

• Elpnnples of 10. 20 and 30 year forecasfs are provided as attachments to this 
letter 

'3. Re-examine and revise significant forecast assumptions as necessary. 

• Jefferson County staff provided revised data during our meeting on September 
18.2006 and Jannary 4. 2007. Infonuation from the revised data has been ' 
incorporated into the revenue sufficiency model,. including an update of 
significant forecast assumplioilS. This is reflecred in our rate sEudy report sent 
to you under 5ef!I!I3le cover. 

4. Consult with staff and with the CoUDty'$ financial advisor. nnderwriters and other 
consultants or experts to validate the nnderlying, assumptions ot'the forecast. ' 
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• Red Oak met with Mr. Steve Saylor, County Finance Director, on 
September 18, 2006. During this meeting, Red Oak outlined certain 
concerns regarding assumptions used in the revenue sufficiency model. 
During aild subsequent to this meeting, Mr. Saylor provided verbal 
answers and documentation satisfying our concerns regarding, these 
assumptions. Documentation provided by Mr. Saylor included letters 
from County bond council as well as reports from the County's financial 
advisor. This is reflected in our rate study report sent to you nnder 
separate cover. 

• In addition, at the request of County officials we conduct meetings and 
held consultations with an agent for a potential offer to purchase the 
system, generating rate analysis results based on numerous scenarios. We 
also advised County officials on the process involved in such a purchase 
and the due diligence required on both sides of the sale, providing a 
detailed proposal outlining the elements and costs.of such due diligence. 

5. Assuming data availability, calcnlate the replacement cost to the system net of 
accumulated depreciation. 

• Using data provided during the course of the study, an analysis of 
replacement cost les~ accumulated depreciation has been completed. This 
analysis results in a replacement cost less accumulated depreciation of 
$3,757,000,000 and is attached for your review. 

6. Develop an improved demand forecast for the longer forecast period and its sub-periods, 
including the conversion of existing septic tank users to central sewer services. 

• Data, including a forecast of septic conversions and cost of conversion, 
was not available during the course of this study. 

• However, the revenue sufficiency model has been customized to include 
an analysis of septic tank conversions, using general as'sumptions 

• 

including the following: . . 
» It is assumed that between 100 and 500 conversions will occur 

annually. 
» The average. cost of conversion is assumed to be $10,000 per 

conversion and paid through special assessments from converting 
customers. (the analysis also allows these costs to be included in 
the County's capital improvement program) 

» It is assumed that the connecting customers will be largely 
residential with a consumption of 5,100 gallons per month. 

5-year rates resulting from this analysis are included in the figures below: ,. 
pATHWr'\VS '1'0 LASTI,NG SOLutIO 
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100 Annual Conversions 

The figure below provides the rat\, results assuming 100 annmd septic conversions (red bars). 
The blue'bars provide the resulting rare increases of lID septic collversions. As can be seen, the 
annual conversion of 100 septic users does not have asignificant effect on the systems rates. 

300 Annual Conversions 
The figure below provides the rate results assuming: 300 annual septic conversiollS.. A slight . 
decrease in rates is observed in fiscal year.; 2008 and 2010, however, this change is 110t 

significant. 

•• • • _A 
?ATHVlA'fS TO- LAST,'NG SOL tI t " I 
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50Q Annual Conversions 
Th~ 'figure below provides the rate results assuming 500 """"al septic conversions. A rate 
decrease of 0.6% occms in 200& and 03% in 2010. 

7. Project new development based on current developl'llent plans over !he short terol. 

• Current development plans were not available wom me COUTI,y during the 
course of this sllldy (See item 8 1:f13Ifet). 

8, Project new development based on probable available land uses over the lODger period's • 

T 0 SOLUTIO 
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• Future land use plans were not available during the course of this study. 
• However, growth projections and annual impact fee revenue (from new 

development) were discussed with County staff during our September 18, 
2006 and January 4, 2007 workshops. Staff agreed with the projections 
used. 

9. Develop, in conjt1!\ction with staff and consulting engineers, estimated capital 
improvement requirements over the longer periods to sel'V'< p.ew customers and to 
maintain assets in the current system. 

• The County's consulting engineer provided a 1O-year Capital 
Improvement Plan which is used in the revenue sufficiency analysis. 
Beyond 1O-years, the average annual amount of capital improvements, 
$75,000,000, is estimated. 

10. Malee presentations to staff, County consultants, and the Jefferson County commission as 
required. 

• Two workshops have been conducted with County staff. 

11. Prepare a preliminary report reflecting the results of the analysis. 

• This letter is included with a Draft Technical Report summarizing our 
Sewer Rate Stabilization Study. 

12. Review the report with appropriate'County officials. 

• Will be conducted as requested 

13. Prepam a final report for presentation to the Jefferson County C0IIll11ission. 

• Will be conducted as requested 

If you or your staff has any questions regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
407-620-9954. If you can provide data that was originally not available during the study, we 
have set up the model to be able to run scenarios based on that data and will be pleased to assist" 
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you. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert Lockridge 
Project Manager 
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Replacement Cost less Depreciation Analysis 
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SUMMARY 
REPLACEMENT COST NEW LESS DEPRECIAITON CALCULATION 
AS OF 6/30/2005 . 

ASSET CATEGORY I REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED-I -REPLACEMENT COST 

COST DEPRECIATION LESS ACCUMULATED 
nRP"RRrTA 

EXISTING ASSETS $ 2,120,651,818 $ (809,806,034) $ 1,310,845,784 

CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 1,026,459,722 0 1,026,459,722 

CIPPs 1,741,183,554 (321,459,443) 1,419,724,114 

TOTAL $ 4;888,295,094 $ (1~13I,265,476) $ 3,757,029,-620 

..... --;r.:: :'. . .'---;:::-". . -. .~-.:.;:: ............ . 
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c. ii:XrSTfNG ASSETS 

IN 
ltl!:l·LAt.:!!:M£NT 

DESCRIPTLON SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT DEPREClAlT[O ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX cos'r N PERCENT ACE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

1.6 ACRES ADJ TURKEY CREEK. P[NSON 2001 1.1478007 15.495.31 0.00% 0.00 15,495.31 
EhlER SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 280.02 0.00% 0.00 280.02 
LAND PURCHASB 2001 1.1478007 11".266.20 0.00% 0.00 11.266.20 
EMERSWR REPAIR·CAJU{AWAY METHODlSl 2001 1.1478007 1.891.692.62 0.000/. 0.00 1.891.692.62 , 
EMERSWR REPAIR-CAHABA RlVERSLAND 2001 1.1478007 342.152.36 . 0.00% 0.00 342.152.36 ,. 
EMERSWR REPAlR-CAHABA RIVERS LAND 2001 1.1478007 162.156.70 0.00% 0,00 162.156.70 
EMER SWR REPAIR. BLACK WARRIOR CAHABA 2001 1.1478007 48.781.53 0.00% .00 48.181.53 j., 
EMRSWR REPAIR BLACK WARRRIORCAHABA 2002 -1.1135668 27.839.17 0.00% 0.00 27.839.l7 ! ' EMR 8WR REPAIR BLACK WARRIOR CAHABA 2002 1.1135668 277,206.12 0.00% 9.00 277.206.12 
GREENWAY PROPERTY 2001 1.1478007 175.720.66 0.00% 0.00 175.720.66 
EMER SWR REPAIR-BLACK WARRIOR 2001 1.1478007 688.353.31 0.00% 0.00 688,353.31 
EMER SWR REPAIR CAHABA RlVERSLAND 2001 1.1478007 72.145.01 0.00% 0.00 72.145.01 
EMER SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVERSLAND 2001 1.1418007 15.754.85 0.00% 0.00 15.154.85 
EMER SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVERSLAND .2001 1.1478007 10.796.35 0.00% 0.00 10,196.35 
EMER SWR REPAIR 2001 l.I418007 89.758.02 0.00% 0.00 89.158.02 
EMER SWR REPAIR LAND PURCHASE 2001 1.1478001 5.853.78 0.00% 0.00 5.853.18 
LAND PURCHASE -2149 HEADRICK ROAD 2002 1.1135668 104.659.65 0.00% 0.00 104.659.65 .. 
EMR SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RlVER 2002 1.1135668 382.223.39 0.00% 0.00 

.. 
382.223.39 

EMR SWR REPArR-BLACK WARRIOB 2002 1.1135668 74..590. 76 0.00% .00 74.590.16 
EMR SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVERSLAND 2001 1.1478007 354.788.89 0.00% 0.00 354.788.89 
EMR SWR REPAm.-CAHABA RIVERS LAND 2002 1.1135668 6,239.45 0.000/0 0.00 6.239.45 !::.,: 
EMR 8WRREPAlR BLACK WARRIOR 2002 1.1135668 33.477.16 0.00% 0.00 33.477.16 
EMR 8WR REPAIR PAT O'SOLLIVAN PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 646.95 0.00% 0.00 646.95. :' .. r· 
ElvlR 8WR REPAIR O'SULLrV AN PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 4.788.34 0.00% ~. 0.00 4.788.34 
EMR SWR REPAIR REIMBURSE PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 413.13 0.00% 0.00 413.13 
EMa SWR REPAIR REIMBURSE PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 505.56 0.00% 0.00 505.56 
EMRSWRREPAIR-CAHABARIVERSlAND 2002 1.1135668 54.377.54 0.00% 0.00 54.]77.54 
EMR SWR REPAIR O'SULLIVAN PROPERTY 2002 L.1135668 2.521.12 0.000'{' 0.00 2.521.12 
EMR SWR REPAIR LEWIS PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 6.673.90 0.00% 0.00 6.673.90 
EMR SWR REPAIR WEAVER AGENCY 2002 1.1135668 5,517.47 0.00% 0.00 5.517.47 
Er-.1RSWR REPArRBIR WATER WORKS 2002 1.1135668 5.011.05 0.00% 0.00 5,011.05 
BMR SWR REPAIR WALKER PROPBRTY 2002 1.1135668 3.721.63 0.00% 0.00 3.721.63 

C) BMRSWRREPArR TAPAWINOOSPRIN'OS 2002 1.1135668 18.373.85 0.00% 0.00 18.]73.85 
BMER SWR REPAIR APPRAISAL ON PALOS 2002 1.1135668 2.783.92 0.00% 0.00 2,783.92 
EMa SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVERSLAND 2002 1.1135668 16.624.38 0.00% 0.00 16.624.38 ...... EMa SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER LAND TRUS1 2002 1.1135668 1.558.993.58 0.00% 0.00 1,558.993.58 
EMR SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVERS LAND 2002 1.1135668 209.691.70 0.00% 0.00 209.691.70 
EMRSWR RBPAm.-CAHABALAND TRUS1 2002 1.1135668 33.129.88 0.00% 0.00 33.129.88 
EMRSWR REPAIR ruLE ULLY EPPERSOr- 2002 1.1135668 1~296.19 0.00% 0.00 1,296.19 
EMR SWR RPAIR PEARSON PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 1.336.28 0.00% 0.00 1,336.28 
EMR SWR REPAIR PEARSON PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 1.336.28 0.00% 0.00 1.336.28 
EMRSWRRBPAlRSURVEY OF LEWIS PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 9.153.52 0.00% 0.00 9.153.52 
EMR SWR REPAIR LEGAL SERVICE:: 2002 1.1135668 2.029.43 0.00% 0.00 2.02.9.43 
EMR SWRREPArR HARRIS PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 1.391.96 0.00% 0.00 1.391.96 
BMR SWR REPAIR VICKERS PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 1,2.90.62 0.00% 0.00 1.290.62 
EMRSWRREPAIRLEGALSBRVI~ 2002 1.1135668 3.514.19 0.00% 0.00 3.514.19 
EMR SWRRBPAIR OVERTON ROAD 2002 1.1135668 2.004.42 0.00% 0.00 2.004.42 
EMRSWRREPAnt TITLE ON SVI PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 66.81 0.00% 0.00 66.81 I' EMR SWR REPAnt SHIELDS PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 2.115.78 0.00% 0.00 2.115.78 
EMR 8WR REPAm. PARRISH PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 2.ll5.78 0.00% 0.00 2.115.78 
SEP LAND PURCHASE 2002 1.1135668 3.547.48 0.00% 0.00 3.547.48 
REAL ESTATE PURCHASE 2002 . 1.1135668 278.391.71 0.00% 0.00 278.391.71 
LAND PURCHASE 2003 1.0816158 34.206.98 0.00% 0.00 34,206.98 
SEP-LAND PURCHASE, ALA WEST. AL LLC 2003 1.0876158 718.560.01 0.00% 0.00 718.560.01 
LAND PURCHASE VILLAGE CRK SHADy ORO 2003 1.0876158 303.328.69 0.00% 0.00 303.328.69 
SEP-LAND PUR. CAHABA GIRL SCOUT COUNCIl. 200) 1.0876158 215.407.20 0.00% 0.00 215,407.20 
SEP LAND PURCHASE-DOUGLAS ROSSER 200)· 1.0876158 54.845.60 0.00% 0.00 54.845.60 
SBP LAND PUR. WATER WORKS & SUR BD 2003 1.0876158 2.739.955.38 0.00% 0.00 2.739,95538 
SEP LAND PURCHASE- U.S. STEEL 2003 1.081ft158 4,386.993.06 0.000/0 0.00 4.386,993.06 
LAND PURCHASE COMPASS BANKPROPBRTY 2005 I 98,042.63 0.00% 0.00 98.042.63 
LAND PURCHASE 2005 I 24.941.98 0.00% 0.00 24.941.98 
LAND CITY OF MIDFIELC 2004 1.0232607 115.310.30 0.00% 0.00 115.310.30 i LAND·BLACK WARRIOR RIVER TRUS1 2005 I . 21.049.64 0.00% 0.00 21.049.64 ,. 
LAND 2004 1.0232601 204.466.89 0.00% 0.00 204.466.89 , 
LAND PURCHASR-ATKll'I'S & lOHN"SON 2005 I 2.140.000.00 0.00% 0.00' 2.140.000.00 
LAND 2004 1:0232607 49.922.32 0.00% 0.00 49.922.32 
LAND PURCHASE-CITY OF VESTAVIA 2005 I 399.388.85 0.00% 0.00 399.388.85 , . 
LAND-OWNED BY ROSCOE & SHELIA CONN 2004 1.0232607 100.202.46 0.00% 0.00 100.202.46 
LAND PURCHASE BY BLACK WARRIOR 2004 1.0232607 359.166.35 0.00% 0.00 359.166.35 
LAND 2004 1.0232607 57.232.58 0.00% 0.00 57,232.58 
GREENWAYTAPAWINGOSPRrnm 2000 1.l7031(i2 296.673.65 0.00% 0.00 296,673.65 , .. 
GREENWAY RUFFNERMTN PARCELS 2 &2(Al 2000 1.1703102 921.354.62 0.00% 0.00 921.354.62 
GREENWAY RUFFNER 2000 1.1703102 520.800.34 0.00% 0.00 520.800.34 

l LAND V ALLEY CREEK WWTD 1932 46.372611 46.37 0.00% 0.00 46.37 
SEC 24 &25Tl1S R4WBLACK 1982 1.90)3987 68.141.67 0.00% 0.00 68.141.67 
SEC 24 & 25 Tl1S R4W BLACK CREEK LA 1982 1.90]3987 68.141.67 0.00% 0.00 68.141.67 
EMERSWRREPAIR-RIDGRWOOD SID 2000 1.1703f02 10.181.70 0.00% 0.00 10.181.70 ;'.' 
EM:ER SWR REPA_RIDGEWOOD SID 2000 1.1703102 13.728.91 0.00% 0.00 13.728.91 
PATION CREEK TRUNK SEWER PHASE Hl 1998 1.2298142 71.945.62 0.00% 0.00 71.945.62 
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C EXISTING ASSETS 

IN 
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DESCRIPTION SERVICE ENR REPLACEMENT DEPRECIAlTIO ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEt>RECIATION ACCUMULATED 

TRAer 32 VEST A VIA TRUNK SEWER REPLACE 1998 1.2298142 211.766.48 0.00% 0.00 211.766.48 
TRACT 32 VESTAVIA TRUNK SEWER REPLACE 1998 1.2298142 5.650.41 0.00% 0.00 5.650.41 
CONDEMANA TION LITTLE SHADES CRK PWKY 1999 1.2016009 596.085.38 0.00% 0.00 596.085.38 
CONDEMNATION P AITON CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 547.033.77 0.00% 0.00 547.033.77 
CONDEMNATION AWARDS ROW & TEMPORARY 1998 1.2298142 559398.82 0.00% 0.00 559.398.82 
CONDEr-.1N'ATION VESTAVIA TRUNKSEWBR 1998 1.2298142 1.061.677.56 0.00% 0.00 1.061.677.56 
CONDEMNATION UTILE SHADES CREEK PH III 199' ].2016009 93.524.08 0.00% 0.00 93.524.08 i 
PANORAMA REPLACEMENT SEWER 199& 1.2298142 6,458.98 0.00% 0.00 6,458.98 I, VESTAVIA TRUNK SEWER REPLACEMENT 1998 1.2298142 ].348.78 0.00% 0.00 3.348.78 
VESTHA YEN REPLACEMENT SEWER RIGHT OF 1998 1.2298142 3.504.97 0.00% 0.00 3.504.97 
LITILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK SEWER ROV, 1998 1.2298142 1.392.15 0.00% 0.00 '1.392.15 
TRACT 62 UTILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 8.748.90 0.00% 0.00 8.748.90 
ROW TRACT 34 VESTAVlA TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 1.229.81 0.00% 0.00 1.229.81 
TRACT 74 UTILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK. "1998 1.2298142 1.115.44 0.00% 0.00 1.115.44 
CONDEMNATION LITfLE SHADES CREEK 1998 1.2298142 29.458.72 0.00% 0.00 29.458.72 
TAXES VESTAVrA TRUNK-SEWER 1998 1.2298142 1.661.95 0.00% 0.00 1.661.95 
LITTLB SHADES CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 7.199.33 0.00% 0.00 7.199.33 
TRAer 65 LITILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1999 1.2016009 26.435.22 0.00% 0.00 26.435.22 
rucr60LITILESHADESCREEKTRUNK 1999 1.2016009 8.411.21 0.00% 0.00 8.411.21 
TRACT 47 LITILE SHADES CREEK. TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 3.987.06 0.00% 0.00 3.987.06 
TRACT 64 LIITLE SHADES TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 35.531.94 . 0.00% 0.00 35.537.94 
LlTILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 11.338.89 0.00% 0.00 11.338.89 
TRACT 66 Lnn1B SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 6.430.70 0.00%,. 0.00 6.430.70 
TRACf 36 LlTILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 7.378.89 0.00% 0.00 7.378.89 
TRACT 67 UTILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 922.36 0.00% 0.00 922.36 
TRACT 73 LITTLE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 2.679.77 0.00% 0.00 2.679.71 
TRACf 40 VESTAVlA TRUNK SEWER RO'N 1998 1.2298142 368.94 0.00% 0.00 368.94 

. TRACT 21 VESTHA VEN REPLACEMENT SEWER 1998 1.2298142 12.661.09 0.00% 0.00 12.667.09 
TRACT 27 VESTA VIA TRUNK SEWER RO'N 1998 1.2298142 6.064.21 0.00% 0.00 6.064.21 
ROW WATKINS GLEN CAPPED SWRCONN TRCT 1999 1.2016009 1361.41 0.00% 0.00 1361.41 
TRACT 4 BEAVER CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 3,259.01 0.00% 0.00 3.259.Dl 
TRACT 3 PATION CREEK. TRUNK SEWER 199& 1.2298142 30.247.28 0.00% 0.00 30.247.28 
TRACT 61 LITILBSHADES CRKTRKSWRRO'l\ 1999 1.2016009 2.005.47 0.00"/0 0.00 2.005.41 

C': TAXES ON TRACT 7 VESTAVIA TRUNK. SEWER 199& 1.2298142 lS58.20 0.00% 0.00 1.558.20 
TRACT 34 LITTLE SHADES TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 5.429.63 0.00% 0.00 5.429.63 

/ ,.' 
ROW WATK1N"S GLEN CAPPED SWR CONN TRCT 1999 1.2016009 2.041.52 0.00% 0.00 2.041.52 

( TRACT 54 LITTLE SHADES CREEK 'fRUNI< 1998 1.2298142 40.173,26 0.00% 0.00 40.713.26 
TRACI' 68 LlTILE SHADES CREEK SEWER ROY, 1998 1.2298142 2.146.03 0.00% 0.00 2.146.03 
CONDEJ..-mATION JEFFERSON COUNTY VS 1998 1.229&}42 35.830.39 0.00% 0.00 35.830.39 
TRACT 63 LITILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 3.689.44 0.00% QOO 3.689.44 
TAXES ON TRACT 32 VESTAVlA TRUNICSEWER 1998 1.2298142 1.310.80 0.00% 0.00 1.310.80 
TR,ACT 20 VESTHA YEN REPLACEMENT SEWER 1998 1.2298142 9.223.61 0.00% 0.00 9.223.61 
TRACT 42 LITILE SHADES TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 3.172.92 0.00% 0.00 ~,112.92 
TRACI' 35 LITILESHADES CREEK:rRUNK 1998 1.2298142 8.971.64 0.00% 0.00 8.977.64 
TRACl' 49 UTILE SHADES TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 11.190.08 0.00% 0.00 1l.190.08 
TRACT 53 LITILE SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 16.309.80 0.00% 0.00 16.309.80 
TRACf 59 LlTILE SHADES CREEK sEWER 1998 1.2298142 13.390.22 0.00% 0.00 13.390.22 
TRACT 39 VESTA VIA TRUNK SEWER ROv.- 199& 1.2298142 368.94 0.00% 0.00 368.94 i TRACT 35 VESTA VIA TRUNK SEWER RO\V 1998 1.2298142 7.132.92 0.00% 0.00 1.132.92 
PATION CREEK TRUNK. SEWER PHASE III ROV; 1998 1.2298142 129.892.97 0.00% 0.00 129.892.97 
TRACf 43 LlTILE SHADES TRUNK. 1999 1.2016009 2.897.30 0.00% 0.00 2.897.]0 
TRAer 43 LlTILE SHADES TRUNK. 1999 1.2016009 2.897.30 0.00"/0 0.00 2.89730 
APPRAISAL BLUE RIDGE BLVD PUMP STAnO~ 1999 1.2016009 1.321.16 0.00% 0.00 1.321.76 
TRACT 43 LrrrLE SHADES TRUNK 1999 1.2016009 2.897.30 0.00% 0.00 2.897.30 
TRACT 43 LlTILE SHADl2 1999 1.2016009 2,897.30 0.00% 0.00 2.897.30 
TRACT 43 LITTLE SHADES TRUNK 1999 1.2016009 2.897.30 0.00% 0.00 2.897.30 
TRACT 33 UTILE SHAQES TRUNK 1999 1.2016009 620.43 0.00% 0.00 620.43 
TRACT 33 LlTILE SHADES TRUNK SEWER REPL 1999 1.2016009 11.840.76 0.00% 0.00 11.840.76 
TRACT 43 LlTI'LESHADES TRUNKSEWBR REPL 1999 1.20L6009 14.486.50 0.00% 0.00 14,4&6.50 
EMER SWRRPA-CAHABA RlVER-PAR-2 1999 1.2016009 2.404.40 0.00% 0.00 2.404.40 

. EMERSWRRPL-CAHABA RIVER PARCE[...~ I'" 1.2016009 2.224.16 0.00% 0.00 2.224.16 

I" ROW TRACT 50 LITILE SHADES SEWER 1999 1.2016009 22.912.21 0.00"/0 0.00 22.972.21 
ROW TRAer 39 UTILE SHADES CREEK SEWER 1999 1.2016009 11.662.01 0.00% 0.00 11.662.01 .' 
EMER SWR RPl:CAHABA RIVER PARCEL-f 1999 1.2016009 2.150.87 0.00% 0.00 2.150.87 
ROW TRACT 56 & 57 LITTLE SHADES SEWER 1999 1.2016009 73.024.89 0.00% 0.00 73.024.89 . 
EMER SWR REPR CHAPEL HILL 1999 1.2016009 1.816.82 0.00% 0.00 1.8J6.82 
RWO TRACT 8 B PATION CREEK TRUNK 1999 1.2016009 3.140.98 0.00% 0.00 3.140.98 
EMERSWRREPA-15 CHAPEL HILL 1999 1.2016009 4.538.45 0.00% 0.00 4.538.45 
EMRSWRREPA-TRACf7RPL 1999 1.2016009 2.374.36 0.00% 0.00 2.374.36 . , 
EMER SWR RPR-CAHABA TRK SyJR. #4 1999 1.2016009 1.689.45 0.00% 0.00 1.689.45 
EMER SWR RPR-CAHABA RlVBR-PARCEL #3 1999 1.2016009 2.472.89 0.00% 0.00 2.472.89 . 

"' 
TRACT 33 LITTLE SHADES TRUCK 1999 1.2016009 620.43 0.00% 0.00 620.43 

I EMR SWR REPAID. IDA LANE TRUNK. SEWER 2002 1.1135668 5.345.12 0.00% 0.00 5..345.12 
"I'. 

C / EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 15.559.87 O.OOo/a 0.00 15.559.87 
EMR SWR REPAER. IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 11.1Q2.26 0.00% 0.00 11.102.26 
EMR SWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 9.131.25 0.00% 0.00 9.131.25 

, EMERSWRREPA IDA LANE TRNKSEWER 2003 1.0816158 17.263.73 0.00% 0.00 11,263.13 
EMR sWRREPAIR-CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 12.026.52 0.00% 0.00 12.026.52 

., 
EMR SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 70.721.52 0.00% 0.00 70.721.52 
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EMIt SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 24,469.52 0.00% 0.00 24.469.52 
EMR 8WR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER 2002 Ll135668 87.661.10 0.00% 0.00 87.661.10 
EMa SWR REPA[R-VESTAVrA LATERAl 2002 1.1135668 877.49 0.00% 0.00 877.49 
EMR. SWR REPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.l135668 398.66 0.00% 0.00 398.66 
LITTLE SHADES CREEK 8WR REPL 2002 Ll135668 18.431.76 0.00% 0,00 18.431.76 ;.'. 
EMRSWRREPAffi IDA LANB TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 3,897.48 0.00% 0.00 3,897.48 
EMER 8WR REPAIR 2002 1.1135668 1.416.35 0.00% QOO 1.416.35 i EMR SWR REPAIR GRANTS Mll.L SEWER 1001 1.1478007 1,999.47 0.00% 0,00 1.999.47 
EMR SWR REPAIR IDA LANB TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 ],613.52 0.00% i).OO 3.613.52 [ 
EMR. 8WR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 4.278.32 0.00% 0.00 4.278.32 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 I.Il3.57 0.00% 0.00 1,113.57 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 8.908.53 0.00% 0.00 8.908.53 
EMRSWRREPAIRIDALANETRUNKSEWER 2002 1.1135668 4,493.24 0.00% 0.00 4,493.24 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER TRUNK '. 2002 1.1135668 6.031.08 0.00% 0.00 6.031.08 
EMRSWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 4.724.86 O.OO"'A. 0.00 4.724.86 
SMR 8WR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER TRUNK 2002 1.1135668 9.086.71 0.00% QOO 9.086.71 
EMRSWR REPAIR-IDA LANSTRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 1.670.35 0.00% 0.00 1.670.35 

... 
EMRSWR REPAIR IDA LANBTRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 278.39 0.00% 0.00 278.39 
SMR SWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 1.670.35 0.00% 0.00 1.670.35 
BMRSWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SBWER 2002 1.]135668 8.017.68 0.00% 0.00 8.017.68 
BMR. SWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 l.t 135668 222.71 O.OO"'A. 0.00 222.71 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK. SEWER 2002 1.1135668 334.07 O.OW~ 0.00 334.07 L·· 

EMR SWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 5.233.76 0.00%~. 0.00 5,233.76 ! •. 

EMR SWR REPAIR IDA LAND TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 . 3.340.70 0.00% 0.00 3J40.70 
BMRSWRRBPAIRIDALANETRUNKSBWER 2002 1.1135668 8.160.22 0.00% 0.00 8.160.22 
BMR SWR REPAIR PA nON CREEK TRUNK 2002 1.1135668 506.67 0.00% 0.00 506.67 
EMR SWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 11.135.67 0.00% 0.00 11.135.67 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK seweR 2002 1.1135668 3.340.70· 0.00% 0.00 3,340.70 
EMRSWRREPAIR·IDALANB TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 1.670.35 0.00% 0.00 1.670.35 
EMRSWR REPAIR IDA LANBTRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 1.670.35 0.00% 0.00 1.670.35 
EMR SWR REPAIR IDA UNB TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 4.956.49 0.00% 0.00 4.956.49 
EMR 8WR REPAm. IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 2.227.13 0.00% 0.00 2.227.13 

C) EMR SWR REPAm. IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 9,406.30 0.00% 0.00 9.406.30 
Ervnt SWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 139.20 0.00% 0.00 139.20 
EMRSWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 5.567.83 0.00% 0.00 5.567.83 
BrvntSWR REPAIR IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 8.351.75 0.00% 0.00 8,351.75 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IDA LANB'I'RUNK SBWER 2002 1.1135668 1.670.35 0.00% 0.00 1.670.35 
BMR SWRREPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 6.681.40 0.00% 0.00 6.681.40 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IDA LANE TRUNK. SEWER 2002 1.1135668 4.454.27 0.00% 0.00 4.454.27 
EMR SWR REPAIR-CHAPEL HILL SEWER 2002 1.1135668 5.289.44 0.00% 0.00 5,289.44 
EMRSWRREPAlR-IDALANBTRUNKSBWER 2002 1.1135668 2,227.13 0.00% 0.00 2.227.13 
EMERSWR REPAIR-TR 7 GRANTS VILL RDSAN. 2000 1.1703102 9.562.60 0.00% 0.00 9.562.60 
EMER SWR REPAIR·TR 43 CHAPEL IULL TRUNK 2000 1.1703102 8.117.27 0.00% 0.00 8.117.27 
BMER SWR REPAIR-TR 40 CHAPEL HU..L TRUNK 2000 1.1703102 251.62 0.00% 0.00 251.62 
EMERSWRREPAIRCHAPELHILL TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 8.458.14 0.00% 0.00 8.458.14 
EMER SWR REPAIR LITTLB SHADES PHASE IL 2001 1.1478007 694.65 0.00% 0.00 694.65 
EMER SWR REPAIR CHAPEL HILL 2001 1.1478007 189.39 0.00% 0.00 189.39 
EMBR SWR REPAIR LmLB SHADES II 2001 1.1478007 694.65 0.00% 0.00 694.65 i·" 
EMEll SWR REPAIRS GRANTS MU..L ru: 2001 1.1478007 9,982.42 0.00% 0.00 9,982.42 
EMER SWR REPAIR GRANTS MILL ru; 2001 1.1478007 405.17 0.00% 0.00 405.17 
EMERSWR REPAmGRANTS MILL ru:: 2001 1.1478007 17.345.56 0.00% n.oo 17,345.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR. GRANTS MILL R.C 2001 1.1478007 1.129.44 0.00% 0.00 1.129.44 
EMERSWR REPAIR LITILE SHADES PHASB II 2001 1.1478007 694.65 0.00% 0.00 694.65 
EMER SWR REPAIR.·TR 5 GRANTS MILLRD SAN 2000 1.1703102 48.165.29 Q.OO% 0.00 48.165.29 
EMER SWR REPAIR LfITLB SHADES PHASE U 2001 1.1478007 694.65 0.00% 0.00 694.65 
EMER SWR REPAIR LITTLE SHADES PHASE IT 2001 1.1478007 694.65 0.00% 0.00 694.65 
EMER SWR REPAIR CHAPEL HILL 2001 1.1478007 2.292.16 0.00% 0.00 2.292.16 
EMER SWR REPAIR CHAPEL HILL SEWER 2001 1.1478007 591.12 0.00% 0.00 591.12 
EMER SWR REPAIR LBTILE SJfADES PHASE l[ 2001 1.14J8007 3.473.24 0.00% 0.00 3.473.24 
BMER SWR REPAIR GRANTS MILL ru:: 2001 1.1478007 676.05 0.00% 0.00 676.05 
EMER SWR REPAIR GRANTS Mll..L R.C 2001 1.1478007 676.05 0.00% 0.00 675.05 
EMSR 8WR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 92.40 0.00% 0.00 92.40 
EMER SWR. REPAIRS GRANTS MILL ru:: 2001 1.1478007 809.20 0.00% 0.00 809.20 
EMERSWRREPAIR-lR41 CHAPEL HILL TRUNK 2000 1.1703102 73.73 0.00% QOO 73.73 
BMER SWR RBPAffiS GRANTS MILL R.C 2001 1.1478007 2,866.06 0.00% 0.00 2,866.06 
EMER SWR REPAIR GRANTS MILL ru: 2001 1.1478007 676.05 0.00% 0.00 676.05 
EMER SWR REPAIR GRANTS MILL ru:: 2001 1.1478007 1.220.11 0.00% 0.00 1.220.11 
EMER SWR RBPAfR-TR 39 CHAPEL HU.L TRUNK 2000 1.1703102 251,62 0.00% 0.00 251.62 
EMER SWR REPAIR·CHAPEL fULL 2001 1.1478007 8.566.04 0.00% 0.00 8.566.04 
EMER SWR REPAllt..oRANTS MILL ru:: 2001 1.1478007 34,434.02 0.00% 0.00 34,434.02 
EMERSWR REPAIR. VESTHAVEN 2001 1.1478007 3.33356 0.00% 0.00 3.333.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TR 12 (LINE S-14) GRANU 2001 1.1478007 1.883.54 0.00% 0.00 1.883.54 

.(i 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TR 38. CHAPEL HILL 2001 1.1478007 246.78 0.00% 0.00 246.78 
EMERSWR REPAIR GRANT MILL R.C 2001 1.1478001 45.912.03 0.00% 0.00 45.912.03 
EMSR SWR REP AIR GRANT MILL R.C 2001 1.1478007 124.26 0.00% 0.00 724.26 
EMER SWR REP·TR 8·CHAPEL HILL TR SWR RI 2000 1.1703-102 15.291.55 0.00% 0.00 15,291.55 
EMER 8WR. RBP-TR I-CHAPEL HfLL TR SWR RE 2000 1.1703102 4.795.93 0.00% 0.00 4.795.93 .. 
EMERSWRREP-TR4&-CHAPEL HILL TRSWR RE 2000 1.1703102 4.362.92 0.00% 0.00 4,362.92 
EMER SWR REP·TR 3·CHAPEL HILL TR SWR RE 2000 1.1703t02 8.889.68 0,00% 0.00 8.889.68 
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EMERSWR REP-TR46-CHAPELHILL lRSWR RE 
EMERSWRREp·TR29·CHAPELHILL TRSWRRE 
EMER SWR REP·TR 47·CHAPEL HILL TR SWR RE 
EMER SWR REP-CONDEMNATION-CASE 171060 
EMERSWRREP-TR2·CHAPELHfLL TRSWR REF 
EMER SWRREP-TR30-CHAPELHILL TRSWRRE 
EMER SWR REP-TR 14- CHAPEL lllLL TR SWR R 
EMER 8WR REP-TRACT 34-CHAPEL HILL SW REF 
EMER SWRREPArR- TR3 &4 GRANTS M[LL R.I: 
EMER SWR REP-TRB (814) GRANTS MILL ROAr: 
EMERSWRR8PAIR-TR 7 GRANTS MrLLRr 
EMERSWRRBPAIR-TR31 CHAPEL HILL TRUNK 
EMER SWR REPAffi.-TR 6 CHAPEL HILL TRUNK ~ 
EMER SWR REPAIR.-CROSS HAVEN SEWER 
EMERSWRREPAIR-CROSSHAVENSWR 
EMERSWRREPAlR-CROSS HAVEN SEWER 
EMER 8WR REP-TR 42-CHAPEL HILL TRUNK 
EMER SWRREP-TR3S-CHAPEL HILL TRUNK 
EMER SWRREP-TR3(S-1O) TR 8(8-16) TR 1 
EMER SWR REP-BROOKVIEW CHURCH PUMP 
EMER SWR REP-BROOKVIEW CHURCH PUMP 
EMSR SWR RBP~TR 2(LINE S~IO)GRANTS MIll 
EMERSWRREP-TR 1 I(LINES-14) GRANTSMI!. 
EMER SWR REPAm~TR32 CHAPEL HILL 
BMER SWR REPAIR-CONDEMNATION CASE 
BMER SWR REP~TR 7 CHAPEL HILL TR SW REP!. 
EMERSWRRBP~TR22 CHAPEL HILL TRSWREF 
EMER SWR REP~TRS 20 & 21 CHAPEL HILL TR 
EMER SWR REP-TR 20-CAHABA RIVER TRUNK 
PROPERTY 
EMERSWRREP~TR5.CHAPELHILL TRUNKSSVt 
BMERSWR REP-TR IOa..INES 5-14lGRANTS Mil. 
EMER SWR REP-BElMONT RD PUMP STA 2 & 
EMBR.SWR.REP.-CAHABA TRUNK ALTADENA 
EMER.SWR.REP.-UPPER FIVE MU..E #1 
EMER.SWR.REP.~CAHABA ruvERlLlTTLE 
EMER SWR SVS-LITTLE SHADES TRK REP!. 
EMER SWR REP~TR 2-TVILB LAT EXT TC 
EMER SWRREPAIR-TR 1(S3) MORRIS KIMBERL1' 
EMER SWR REPAIR PURCHASB FROM UNITED 
EMR SWR REPAIR Ul'PER FM MILE 
EMRSWR REPAIR UPPERFIVE~ 
·EMRSWRRBPAIR UPPER F£VB MD..E 
BMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MrLE 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MILE 
BMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MrLE 
EMER SWR REP-COST BILL.FULTONBROOK 
EMBR.SWR.RBPAm TRACT 43 BLACK CREEK 
EMER.SWRREPAIR FIVE I\tfiLE ROAD 
EMER.SWR.REPAIR FIVE MILE ROAD 
EMERSWRREPAIR FlVEMILBROAD 
EMERSWR.REPAIR FIVE MILE ROAD 
EMER.SWR.REPAm. FIVEMILBROAD 
BMER.SWRREPAIR FIYE MILE ROAD 
EMBR.SWR.REPAIR FIVEMILB ROAD 
BMBR.SWR.REP.~UPPER FIVE MIT..E 
EMBR.SWR.REP.~UPPER FIVE MILE 
EMBR.SWRR.EP.-UPPER FIVE MILE #1 
EMER.SWR.REPAIR-FIVE MILE ROAr: 
EMER.SWR.REPAffi. FIVE MILE ROAD 
BMER.SWR.REPAIR-FfYB MILE ROAl: 
EMER.SWR.REPAIR.TRACT 120-FIVE MrLE ru: 
EMBR.SWR.REPAIR-BLACK CREEK 
EMER.SWR.RBP.~UPPER FfVB MILE 
TRACT 7 UPPER 5 MILE REPLACEMENT SEWER 
EMER.SWRREPJEFF.CO.YS SALISBURY·168942 
EMER.SWR.RBPArR-
EMER.SWR.REP.-GARDEN LANE SEWER REPL. 
EMER.SWR.REP.-UPPER FIVE MILE 
EMER.sWR.REP.-UPPER FlVE MILE 
EMER.SWR.REP.~5-M£LE CRK. TO BOYLES YO 
EMER.SWR.REP.-UPPER FIVE M1LE #1 
EMERSWRREPA[R~BLACKCREEKTRUNKEXI 
EMER SWR-BLACK CREEK TRUNK BX1 
EMERSWRREPAlR-TR2MIMOSA TRAILER 
EMER SWR REPAIR-BUROANDY PUrvtP STAJlOK 
EMER SWR REPA[R-UPPER 5 MILE CREEK REPL 
EMER SWR REPAIR LAUREL LANE 
EMER SWR REPAfR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 

IN 
SERVICE 

ENR 
INOE.,'{ 

YEAR 

2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2001 
2000 
2000 
2000 

. 2000 
2000 
2000 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
1999 

·2000 
2001 
2001 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2001 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
1999 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2000 
2001 
2001 

1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
l.t703102 
1.1478007 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
l.I478007 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.2016009 
1.1703102 
1.1478007 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.2016009 
1.1703102 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 
1.1135668 
1.1135668 
1.1135668 
1.1135668 
1.1135668 
1.1135668 
1.1478007 
1.2016009 
1.1703102 
1.1703102-
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.2016009 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1703102 
1.1478007 
1.1478007 

REPLACEl't'lENT 
COST 

8.393.47 
2,437_76 
5,977.94 

349.463.65 
6.394.58 
3.351.77 
3.369.32 
2.168.58 

40.912.88 
780.50 
427.16 

3.824.57 
8.631.04-

585.16 
585.16 
585.16 
300.72 
18939 

8.088.55 
8.751.98 

376.48 
304.17 

2.202.63 
4.344.43 

683.441.87 
8.999.69 
1.892.39 
4.884.87 

351.09 
2.221.21 
8.495.28 
1.147.80 
5.405.66 

585.16 
51.187.03 
69.165.70 

620.42 
4.461.07 
1.148.95 

711.636.45 
132.675.56 
20,730.92 

13.90 
522.26 
496.09 

35.899.88 
4.491.11 
8.793.32 

365.14 
5.734.52 

887.10 
234.06 
292.58 
117.03 

1.406.71 
10.399.96 

877.73 
2.340.62 

688.14 
1.406.71 
7.637.44 

763.04 
672.9j 

11.70 
5.098.39 
3.727.44 

234.06 
753.68 

9.362,48 
10.399.96 

585.16 
1.462.89 
3.285.65 
1.170.31 
1.755.47 

688.03 
8.997.35 

840.19 
2.181.97 

DEPRECJAlTlO ACCUMULATED 
N PERCENTAGE 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.000/. 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00".4 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% .. 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00'1(0 
0.00% 
O.OOOA 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

·0.00".4 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

DEPREClATION 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

. 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

(887.10) 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
QOO 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
QOO 

Jeffco-000398 

IllrLAl...t:.!Vu!.N'I' 
COST LESS 

ACCUMULATED 

8.393.47 
2.437.76 
5.977.94 

349.463.65 
6.394.58 
3.351.77 . 
3.369.32 
2.168.58 

40.912.88 
780.50 
427.16 

3.824.57 
8.631.04 

585.16 
585.16 
585.16 
300.72 
189.39 

8.088.55 
8.751.98 

376.48 
304.17 

2.202.63 
4.344.43 

683,441.87 
8.999.69 
1.892.39 
4.884.87 

351.09 
2,221.21 
8.495.28 
1.147.80 
5.405.66 

585.16 
51.187.03 
69,765.70 

620.42 
4.467.07 
1.148.95 

711.636.45 
132.675.56 
20.730.92 

13.90 
522.26 
496.09 

35.899.88 
4.491.11 
8.793.32 

365.14 
5,734.52 

0.00 
234.06 
292.58 
117.03 

1,406.71 
10.399.96 

877.73 
2.340.62 

688.14 
1,406.71 
7.637.44 

763.04 
672.93 

11.70 
5.098.39· 
3.727.44 

234.06 
753.68 

9,)62.48 
10,399.96 

585.16 
1.462.89 
3.285.65 
1.170.31 
1.755.47 

688.03 
8.997.35 

840.19 
2.181.97 

, . 
I: 
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Jeffco-000399 

c ExrSTING ASSETS 

IN 
RI~l'LA"":1:J';lliNT 

DESCRrPTlON SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMEN'r DEPREClAITIO ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
[NOEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

EMER SWR REPAIR DAY ST. sn GRAVITY SEWER 2001 1.1478007 501.59 0.00% 0.00 501.59 
EMER SWR REPAIR MTOLIVE AVE PUMP 2001 1.1478001 883.81 0.00% 0.00 883.81 
EMER SWRREPAIR MTOLIVE AVE 2001 1.1478007 103.30 0.00% 0.00 103.30 
EMERSWR REPAIRS-TR. 15.LAUREL LNGRAVn 2001 l.1478007 1.160.43 0.00% 0.00 1.160.43 
EMER SWR REPAIR UPPER 5 MILECONTRACftn 2001 l.l418oo7 1.077.78 0.00% 0.00 1.077.78 ,. 
EMER SWR REPAIR. BROOKWOOD COURT 200t 1.1478007 1.002.03 0.00% 0.00 1.002.03 
EMER SWR REPAIRMT OLlVE AVE 2001 1.1478007 3.398.64 0.00% 0.00 3.398,64 t, EMER SWR REPAIR LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478007 467.15 0.00% 0.00 457.15 
BMElt 8WR RBPAIR22ND CQURTTO 6TH STNB 2001 1.147'007 1.494.44 0.00% 0.00 1,494.44 :<. 

EMBRSWRREPAIRANNENDALBOUTFALL 2001 1.1478007 378.77 0.00% 0.00 378.77 
BMER 8WR REPAIR LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478007 1.740.07 0.00% 0.00 1.740.07 
EMER SWR REPAIR-LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478007 373.04 0.00% 0.00 373.04 
EMER SWR REPAIR-BROOKWOOD COURT 2001 1.1478007 1,561.01 0.00% 0.00 1.561.01 
EMER SWR REPAIR LAUREL LANE . 2001 1.1478007 4.099.94 0.00% 0.00 4.099.94 
BMERSWRREPAlR LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478007 2.239.36 0.00% 0.00 2.239.36 
EMER SWR REPAIR-LAUREL LANE GRAVm 2001 1.1478007 5.840.01 : 0.00% 0.00 5.840.01 
EMER SWR REPAIR-BROOKWOOD CT 2001 1.1478007 3.567.36 0.00% 0.00 3.567.36 
EMER SWR REPAIR-UPPERFfVE MILE 2001 1.1478007 114.78 0.00% 0.00 1l4.78 
EMER SWR REPAIR~UPPER FIVE MILE 2001 1.1478007 1.3IQ.79 0.00% 0.00 1.310.79 
EMER SWRREPAIR LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478007 1.740.07 0.00% 0.00 1.740.07 
EMERSWRREPAIRBROOKWOODCf 2001 1.1478007 1.700.47 0.00% 0.00 1.700.47 
EMER SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MILE 2001 1.1478007 45.91 0.00% 0.00 45.91 i. 
EMER SWRREPAIR LAUREL LANE GRAVITY 2001 1.1478007 6,&&6.'0 0.00% . 0.00 6.886.80 l' EMER SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD CT 2001 1.1478007 1.348.67 0.00% ' 0.00 1.348.67 
EMBR SWR RBPAIR UPPER FIVE MILE 2001 1.1478001 45.91 0.00% 0.00 45.91 
EMER SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD Cf 2001 1.1478007 1.700.41 0.00% 0.00 1.700.47 
EMER SWR REPAIR LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478001 4.419.03 0.00% 0.00 4.419.03 
EMER SWR REPAlRANNENDALE OUTFALL 2001 1.1478001 3.094.47 0.00% 0.00 3.094.47 
EMERSWRREPAffi. LAUREL LANE 2001 1.1478007 7.580.08 0.00% 0.00 7.580.08 
EMERSWRRBPA[R. 200} 1.1478007 5.899.70 0.00% 0.00 5,899.70 
EMER SWR REPAlR M;T. OLlVEAVENUE 2001 l.t478007 371.89 0.00% 0.00 371.89 
EMERSWRREPAIRBROOKWOODCT 2001 1.1478007 1,594.30 0.00% 0.00 1.594.30 

c· EMER SWR RBPAffi. BROOKWOOD CT 2001 1.1478007 4.060.92 0.00% 0.00 4.060.92 
EMER SWRREPAlR CENTER POINT PKWY 2001 1.1478007 1.681.53 0.00% 0.00 1.681.53 
EMER SWR REPAIR-NON BUrLDING 2001 1.I478007 1.377.36 )00.00% (1.377.36) 0.00 

l 
EMBRSWRREPAm.-LAURELLANE 2001 1.1478007 2.754.72 0.00% 0.00 2,754.72 
EMER SWR REPAIR &IT OLIVE AVENUE 2001 1.1478007 206.60 0.00% 0.00 206.60 
EMBR SWRREPAIR~MT OLIVE AVE 2001 1.1478007 206.60 0.00% 0.00 206.60 
£MER SWR REPAm.-UPPBR FIVE MILE 2001 1.1478007 2,869.50 0.00% 0.00 2.869.50 
EMER SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD COURT 20Ql 1.1478007 632.44 0.00% 0.00 632.44 
Er.1ER SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD COURT 2001 1.1478007 8,608.51 0.00Y. 0.00 8.608.51 
£MER SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD cr g~ 2001 1.1478007 8,354.84 0.00% 0.00 8,354.84 
EMERSWR REPATIt UPPER f'IVEMlLE 2001 1.1478007 1,223.56 0.00% 0.00 1,223.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD COURT 2001 1.1478007 934.31 0.00% 0.00 934.31 
EMER SWR REPAIR DAY STREET gil GRAVITY SE 2001 1.1478007 1,033.02 0.00% 0.00 1.033.02 
EMR SWR REPAIR. UPPER FIVE MILE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 222.71 0.00% 0.00 222.71 
EMR SWR REPAIR CENTER POINT 2002 1.1135668 14,342.74 0.00% 0.00 14.342.74 r BMR SWR REPAIR. UPPER FIVE MILE 2002 1.1135668 116.92 O.OOY. 0.00 116.92 
EMRSVfRREPAIRBLACKCREBKSE~ 2002 1.1135668 3,563.41 0.00% 0.00 3.563.41 
EMR SWRREPAIR T:ENTBR. POINT PKWY SBWER 2002 1.1135668 157.57 0.00% 0.00 157.57 

, 
BMR SWR REPAm. BLACK CREEK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 2.060.10 0.00% 0.00 2,060.10 
EMR SWRREPAIR UPPER FILE MILE 2002 1.1135668 111.36 0.00% 0.00 111.36 
EMR. SWR REPAIR UPPER FM MILE 2002· 1.1135668 146.99 0.00% 0.00 146.99 
EMRSWRREPAIRMTOLIVBPUMPSTATIOK 2002 1.1135668 1.113.57 0.00% 0.00 1.113.57 
EMR SWR REPAIR BROOKWOOD COURT 2002 1.1135668 5.790.55 0.00% 0.00 5.790.55 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FfVB MU..E 2002 1.1135668 116.92 0.00% 0.00 116.92 ;~'l 

EMRSWRREPAIR UPPER FM MILE 2002 1.1135668 111.36 0.00% 0.00 111.36 
EMR SWR REPAIR 2002 1.1135668 4,231.55 0.00% 0.00 4.231.55 
EM:&. SWR REPAIR. CEtITBR. POnn' PAF.XWA Y 2002 1.113.5668 38.296.68 0.00% 0.00 38,296.68 
BMR. SWR REPAIR CENTERPOINT PARKWAY 2002 1.1135668 8,763.71 0.00% 0.00 8,763.17 
EMRSWRREPAIRANNENDALEOUTFALL 2002 1.1135668 727.16 0.00% 0.00 727.16 , 
EMIt SWRREPAIR UPPER FIVE MlliE 2001 1.1478007 120.52 0.00% 0.00 120.52 (; .. 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FfVB MILE 2002 1.1135668 1.113.57 0.00% 0.00 1.113.57 i~ 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 1.162.56 0.00% 0.00 1.162.56 
EMRSWR REPAIR. MI' OL£VE A VENUE PUMP 2002 1.1135668 5.0Il.oS 0.00% 0.00 5,011.05' . 
EMR. SWR RBPAffi. UPPER FIVE MILE iDOl 1.1478007 114.78 0.00% 0.00 114.78 
EMRSWR REPAIR UPPER FfVB MU.E 2002 1.1135668 139.20 0.00% 0.00 139.20 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MILE . 2002 1.1135668 22,271.34 0.00% 0.00 22,271.34 
EMa SWR REPAIR GRACE BIBLE CHURCH 2002 1.1135668 3.312.86 0.00% 0.00 3.312.86 
EMER SEWER REPAIR UPPER FIVE MIT..E 2001 1.1478007 14.139.76 O.OOY. 0.00 14.139.76 
EMRSWRREPAIRBLACKCREEK.SEWER. 2002 1.1135668 198.21 0.00% 0.00 19821 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MILE 2001 1.1478007 355.82 ' 0.00% 0.00 355.82 

( 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEKSEWER 2002 1.1135668 12027 0.00% 0.00 12027 
EMR SWR &BPAffi. UPPER BYE MILE 2002 1.1135668 116.92 0.00% 0.00 11692 
EMR SWR REPAIR. UPPER FIVE MILE CREEK 2001 1.1478007 12626 0.00% 0.00 126.26 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK. SEWER 2002 1.1135668 2.889.71 0.00% 0.00 2.889.71 
EMR SWRREPAlR UPPER FIVE MILE 2002 1.1135668 4.170.31 0.00% 0.00 4,170.31 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPERFlVE MILE 2002 1.113566& 2.151.41 0.00% 0.00 2.151.41 
EMR SWR REPAIR-Ml' OLIVE PUMP STATIOl\ 2002 1.1135668 11.135.67 0.00% 0.00 11.135.67 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-4    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part55    Page 6 of 8



.. : 

Jeffco-000400 

C-- EXiSTING ASSETS 

IN 
H£( LAC~MENT 

DESCRIP'CTON SERVICE ENR llliPLACEMENT DEPRECJAITIO ACCUMUl.A TED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPREClAT[QN ACCUMULATED 

EMR SWR REPAIR~UPPER FIVE MILE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 836.29 0.00% 0.00 836.29 
EMR SWR REPAIR~UPPER BYE MILE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 111.36 0.00% 0.00 11136 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPPER FrYE MILE 2002 1.1135668 3.76831 0.00% 0.00 3.76831 
EMRSWR REPAIR GRACE BILE CHURCH 2002 I.tl35668 12,811.59 0.00% 0.00 12.811.59 
EMER SWR REPAlR 2002 1.1135663 321.81 0.00% 0.00 821.81 
EMR SWR REPAIR CBNTER POINT PKWY SEWER 2002 1.1135668 21.71 0.00% 0,00 21.71 
EMIl SWR REPAIR UPPER FIVE MILE 2002 1.I135668 30.066.30 0.00% 0.00 30.066.30 
UPPER 5 MILE SWR RBPL 2002 1.1135668 61.543.50 0.00% 0.00 61.543.50 f' EMR SWR REPAIR-UPPER FIVE MILE i002 1.1135668 1.113.57 0.00% 0.00 1.113.57 
EMR SWR REPAlR-UPPER FIV,E MILE 2002 1.1135668 304.00 0.00% 0.00 304.00 
EMRSWR REPAIR UPPER FfVE MILE 2002 1.1135668 719.50 0.00% 0.00 n9.50 
PROPERTY HOUSE PURCHASE 2003 1.0876158 60.073.57 0.00% 0.00 60.073.57 
LAND PURCHASE-UPPER FIVE MILE #3 2003 1.0876158 71.782.64 0.00% 0.00 71,782.64 
ROWlRACT 5 UPPER FlVE MlLESBWER " 1999 1.2016009 1.252.07 0.00"10 0.00 1,252.07 
RWO TRACf 3 UPPER FIVE MILE SEWER 1999 1.2016009 2.703.60 0.00% 0.00 2.703.60 
ROWTRAer 14 UPPER FM MILE SEWER 1999 1.2016009 3.604.80 0.00% 0.00 3.604.80 
UPPER. FIVE MILE SWR & BLACK CREEK 1999 1.2016009 28.997.06 0.00% 0.00 28.997.06 
UPPER FIVE MILE SWRREOL. & TAXES 2000 l.I703to2 18,028.29 0.00% 0.00 18,028.29 
ROWTRACf 53 UPPER FIVE MiLB SEWER 1999 1.2016009 830.31 0.00% 0.00 830.31 
ROWTRACf 15 UPPER FIVE MILBSEWER 1999 1.2016009 3,854.74 0.00% 0.00 3,854.74 •.. :: 
ROW TRACf 2 UPPER FfYB Mn.E SEWER 1999 1.2016009 1.502.00 0.00% 0.00 1.501.00 .. 
TRACf 113& 114 UPPER 5 MILE REPLACEMENI 1999 1.2016009 240.32 0,00% 0.00 240.32 
TRACT 6 UPPER 5 MILE REPLACEMENT SEWER 1999 1.2016009 360.48 0.00%. . 0.00 360,48 
CREBLEAS HEIGHTS TRUNK SEWER 1999 1.2016009 41.385.54 0.00% 0.00 41.385.54 
TRAer 11 UPPER 5 MILE REPLACEMENT SEWER 1999 \.2016009 0504.61 0.00% 0,00 504.67 
awo TRACf AI.A2.A3 FIVe MILE CREEK 1999 1.2016009 1.802.40 0.00% 0.00 1,802.40 
TRACT 11 UPPER 5 MILE REPLACEMENT SEWER 1999 1.2016009 60.08 0.00% 0,00 60.08 
TRACT 13 UPPER 5 MILE REPLACEMENT SEWER' 1999 1.2016009 60.08 0.00% 0.00 60.08 
TRACT 45 BLACK CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1999 1.2016009 7.721.49 0.00% 0.00 7.72'1.49 
TRAer to UPPER 5 MILB SEWER REPLACEMENT 1999 1.2016009 60.08 0.00% 0.00 . 60.08 
TRACT 36A 5 Mll..E CREEK REPLACEMEN1 1999 1.2016009 600.80 0.00% 0.00 600.80 
GREENLEAS HEIGHTS TRUNK SEWER ROv,. 1998 1.2298142 5.177.52 0.00% 0.00 5.177.52 

~ 

C" 
TRACf 70 Ll'I'TI.E SHADBS CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 157.42 0.00% 0.00 157.42 
TRACT 18 VESTIIA VEN REPLACEMENT SEWER 1998 1.2198142 9.346.59 0.00% 0.00 9.346.59 i 1, 
TRACT 72 LrITI..:B SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 614.91 0.00% 0.00 614.91 

( .::../ TRACT 48 LITTLE SHADBS CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 22,628.58 0.00% 0.00 22.628.58 j 
ROW TRACT A 10 FIVE MILB CRK. REPL SEWER 1999 1.2016009 170.63 0.00% 0.00 110.63 
TRAer 71 LITI'LB SHADES CREEK TRUNK 1998 1.2298142 4.304.35 0.00% 0.00 4.304.35 
GREENLEAS HEIQHT ROW DEED 1998 1.2298142 1.229.81 0.00% 0.00 1.229.81 
GREENLEAS HTS TRK SWR ROW 1999 1.2016009 2.488.16 0.00% 0.00 2.488.16 
VESTHA YEN TRK SWR REPL ROW 1999 1.2016009 36,306.97 0.00% 0.00 36,306.97 . :~ 
TRACI' 11 BLACK. CREEK SEWER ROW TO 1998 1.2298142 922.36 0.00% 0.00 922.36 
OREENLBAS HEIGHTS TRUNK SEWER ROv... 1998 1.2298142 184.47 0.00% 0.00 184.47 
GREENLEAS HEIGHTS TRUNK SEWER ROv... 1998 1.2298142 1.229.81 0.00% 0.00 1.229.81 
BLACK CREEK TO CARSON ROAD TRNK EXT 1999 1.2016009 3,014.22 0.00% 0.00 3,014.22 
TURKEY CRK LA T EXT TO DEERFOOT PKWY 1999 1.2016009 660.88 0.00% 0.00 660.88 
TAXES ON GREENLBA HEIGHTS TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 33.23 0,00% 0.00 33.23 

I" 
BLACK CREEK TO CARSON RD TRNK. EXT ROW 1999 1.2016009 1,502.00 0.00% 0.00 1.502.00 
FIVE MILE CREEK REPLACEMENT SEWER 1998 1.2298142 319.51 0.00% 0.00 319.51 
GREENLEAS HEIGlITTRUCK SEWER RlJW DEEe 19?8 1.2298142 245.96 0.00% 0.00 245.96 1 .. 

GREENLEAS HEIGHTS TRUNK SEWER ROv.. 1998 1.2298142 1.844.72 0.00% 0.00 1.844.72 
TRACf lAAA15 FIVE MILB CREEK 1998 1.2298142 4.359.69 0.00% 0.00 4.359.69 

.... 
GREENLEAS HEIGlITS TRUNK SEWER ROW 1998 1.2298142 1.512.67 0.00% 0.00 1.512.67 
GREENLEAS HEIGlITS TRUNK SEWER ROW 1998 1.2298142 707.14 0.00% 0.00 707.14 
GREENLEAS HEIGHrS TRUNK SEWER ROv.. 1998 1.2298142 1,229.81 0.00% 0.00 1.229.81 
TRACT58BLACKCREEKSE~RROW 1998 1.2298142 1,0\4.60 0.00% 0.00 1.014.60 
BOYLBSYARDTO BARTON BRANCH SBWER 1998 1.2298142 1.438.88 0.00% 0.00 1.438.88 
ROW GREENLEAS HEIGlITS TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 1.770.93 0.00% 0.00 1.770.93 
GRBENLEASHEImITTRUNKSBWER 1998 1.2298142 184.47 0.00% 0.00 184.41 
FIVE MILE CREEK REPLACEMENT SEWER ROVv 1998 1.2298142 1,820.13 0.00% . 0.00 1.820,13 Ii REPLACEMENT SBWBR-BOYLBS YARD TO 1998 1.2298142 1.844.72 0.00% 0.00 1.844.72 
EMRSWRREPA-WlfiTMBRBSl 1999 1.2016009 2,403.20 0.00% 0.00 2,403.20 t:;· 
EMERSWRREPAm. 2002 1.1135668 20,276.94 0.00% 0.00 20,276.94 
LEEDS OATEWAYTRUNKSWRRO'W 2002 1.1 135668 20,276.94 0.00% 0.00 20.276.94 I 
EMRSWR REPAffi.-LEEDS OATEWAYTRUNK 2002 1.1135668 12,029.48 0.00% 0.00 12,029.48 . 
EMR SWR REPAIR -LEEDS GATEWAY TRUNK 2002 1.1135668 12,029.50 0.00% 0.00 12.029.50 
BMRSWR REPAIR-LEEDS GATEWAY TRUNK 2002 1.1135668 12,029.48 0.00% 0.00 12.029.48 
EMER SWR REPA-TR 42-WWOOD GDNS EST 2000 1.1103102 912.84 0.00% 0.00 912.84 !. EMBRSWRREP-TR34, WBSTWOODGDNS 2000 1.1703102 3.506.25 0.00% 0.00 3.506.25 
EMERSWR REPAIR-WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 513.90 0.00% 0.00 .573.90 
EMERSWR REPAIR WEST LEEDS SEWER 2001 1.1478007 4,242.27 0.00% 0.00 4.242.21 

,/\ EMER SWRREPAIR WEST.LEEDS SEWER 2001 1.1418007 22.398.18 0.00%. 0.00 22,398.18 , , EMER.SWR..REPAIR.-DALTONDRIVE 2000 1.1703102 2,391.97 0.00% 0.00 2.397.97 

C·, EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478001 1,120.25 0.00% 0.00 1.120.25 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TRUSSV[[.l.B TRUNK DRY 2001 1.1478001 4,591.20 0.00% 0.00 4.591.20 
EMER SWR REPAlR TRUSSVILLE TRUNK. DRY 2001 1.1478007 18J64.81 0.00% 0.00 18.364.81 

~':', EMER SWR REPAnt TRUSSYrLLE TRUNK DRY 2001 1.1478007 10.697.50 0.00% 0.00 10,697.50 
EMER SWR REPAID. TRUSSYll..LE TRUNK DRY 2001 1.1478007 34434 0.00% 0.00 344.34 
EMER SWR REP-TR 6-T'VlLLE LAT EXT TO DE 2001 1.1478007 2,801.52 0.00% 0.00 2.807.52 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-4    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part55    Page 7 of 8



Jeffco-000401 

C- EXISTING ASSETS 

IN 
ltEPLACBM!!:N'1 

DESCRiPTION SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT DEPRECWTIO ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPREClATlON ACCUMULATED 

EMER SWR REP-TR S-l"VILLE tAT EXT TO DEE 2001 1.1478007 10.415.71, 0.00% 0.00 10.415.71 
EMER SWRREP-TRSA-T'VILLE LAT EXT DEER! 2001 1.1478007 7.573.71 0.00% 0.00 7,573.77 
EMER SWR REPAIR US HIGHWAY 11 VANNRD 200t I.l478007 13.501.58 0.00% 0.00 13.501.58 
EMER 8WR REPAIR OLD SPRINGVILLE RJ: 2001 1.1478007 5.739.00 0.00% 0.00 5.739.00 
EMER SWR REPAIR TRUSSVlLLE TRUNK DRY 2001 1.1478007 7,460.70 0.00% 0.00 7.460.70 
EMER SWR RBPAffi..cONDEMNA nON CASE 2001 . 1.1478007 20,595.10 0,00% 0.00 20,595.10 
EMER SWR REP- TR 1 T'V{LLB LAT EXT DEERE 2000 1.1703102 13,91733 0.00% 0.00 13,917.33 :". 
EMERSWRREPAIRIJEFFCO CASE # 169567 2000 1.1703102 11.549.21 0.00% 0.00 11.549.21 I EMER SWR REP-TRACT 9~TV[LE LAT EXT TO DF 2000 1.1703102 166.18 0.00% 0.00 166.18 
EMER SWR REPAIR TR7 TVILLE LAT EXT TO OF 2000 1.1703102 11.704.27 100.00% (t 1.704.27) 0.00 
EMER.SWRREP.E.TRUSSVn..LE OBERFOOT PKY 2000 1.1703102 994.76 0.00% 0.00 994.76 
EMER.SWR.REP.E.TRUSSYILLE DEERFOOT PKY 2000 1.1703102 4,973.82 0.00% 0.00 4.973.82 
EMER.SWRREP.TR.20 SHERMAN OAKS 2000 1.1703102 3.693.50 100.00% (3.693.50) 0.00 
EMBR.SWRREP.TR.3~B.TRUSS.OEERFOOT PKY . 2000 1.1703J02 44.536.16 0.00% 0.00 44.536.16 

: EMER.SWR.REP.TR.25-SHERMAN OAKS 2000 1.1703102 17.554.65 0.00% 0.00 17.554.65 
EMER.SWR.REP.TR.7-E.TRUSS.DEERFOOT PKY 2000 1.1703102 5.252.35 0.00% 0.00 5.25235 
EMER.SWRREP.TR.2-E.TRUSS.OEERFOOT PKY 2000 1.1703102 3.159.84 0.00% 0.00 3.159.84 
EMER.SWR.REP.TR.I-E. TRUSS.DEERFOOT PKY 2000 1.1703102 585.16 0.00% 0.00 585.16 
EMER SWER REPR-TR 3-T'VILLE LATERAL EX1 2000 1.1703102 173.21 0.00% 0.00 173.21 
ROW TRACT 16 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 1.366.22 0.00% 0.00 1.366.22 
TRACT 21 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 3.004.00 0.00% 0.00 3.004.00 
ROW TRACT 19 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 1.552.47 0.00% 0.00 1.552.47 i'· 
ROW TRACT 7 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 2.370.76 0.00% .. 0.00 2;370.76 
ROW TRACT 5 SHBRMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 J.2016009 633.24 0.00% 0.00 633.24 
ROWTRAcr 8 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 3.085.71 0.00% 0.00 3.085.71 ! . 
TRACT 16 SHERMAN OAKS SANITARY seWER 1999 1.2016009 603.20 0.00% 0.00 603.20 
TRAcT 13 SHERMAN OAKS 1999 1.2016009 5.367.55 0.00% 0.00 5.367.55 
TRACT 14:15:17;18 SHERMAN OAKS SANITARY 1999 1.2016009 19.318.14 0.00% 0.00 19.318.14 
EMER SWR REPR SHERMAN OAKS 1999 1.2016009 1.802.40 0.00% 0.00 1.802.40 
ROW TRACI' 9 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 3.085.71 0.00% 0.00 3.085.71 
ROW TRACT 22 SHERMAN OAKS SEWER 1999 1.2016009 240.32 0.00% 0.00 240.32 
TRACT 4 SHERMAN OAKS SANITARY SEWER 1999 1.2016009 267.96 b.OOOAa 0.00 267.96 

C 
ROW. TRACT 1 2 sHERMAN OAKS SANITARY 1999 1.2016009 15.)64.87 0.00% 0.00 15.364.87 
ROWTRACf 10 SHERMAN OAKS SANITARY 1999 1.2016009 120.16 0.00% 0.00 120.16 
CONDEMNATION MOCKrnGBmD LANE 1999 1.2016009 477.419.48 0.00% 0.00 477.419.48 
£MER SWR REPAIR-MOCKrnGBmD LANE 2001 1.1418007 115.151.96 0.00% 0.00 115.]51.96 
EMER SWR REP-CONDEMNATION DAVIE PROP 2000 1.1703102 3.,256.666.19 0.00% 0.00 3.256.666.19 
EMER.SWR.REP.TUR.KEY CRI< DAVIES SUIT 2000 1.1703102 208.155.57 0.00% 0.00 208.155.57 
EMER.SWR.-1EFF.CO. VS. LL. SULLIVAN 2000 1.1103102 265.314.06 0.00% 0.00 265.314.06 
EMERSWR REPAIRANNENDAL OUTFALL 2001 1.1478007 314.61 0.00% 0.00 314.61 
TRACI' 3 BBA VER CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 897.76 0.00% 0.00 897.76 
TRACT 24 BEAVER CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 8.055.28 0.00% 0.00 8.055.28 
TURKEY CREEK LATERAL EXTENSIONS TO 1998 1.2298142 2.273.31 0.00% 0.00 2.273.31 
TRACI' 6 BBA VER CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 2.305.90 0.00% 0.00 2.305.90 
ROW SEWER RELOCATION TRACT 32 BBA VER 1999 1.2016009 6.910.41 0.00% 0.00 6.910.41 
ROW SEWER RELOCATION TRACT 12 BEAVER 1999 1.2016009 1.331.31 0.00% 0.00 1.331.37 
TRACT6BEAVERCREEKSHWER 1998 1.2298142 2.305.90 0.00% 0.00 2.305.90 
TRACT 3 BBA VER CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 897.76 0.00% 0.00 897.76 i '~i 
EMRSWRREPR-CONDEMN'ATION CASE 168493 2000 1.1703102 27.843.44 0.00% 0.00 21.843.44 I. ROW TRACT 10& 10ABEAVERCREBKSEWER 1999 1.2016009 2.643.52 0.00% 0.00 2;643.52 
BMR SWR REPAIR CARDn-lA1 DRIVE SBWER 2002 1.1135668 652.55 0.00% 0.00 652.55 
BMRSWR REPAfR.-CARDrnAL DR CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 i22.71 0.00% 0.00 222.71 
EMR SWR RBPAIR..cARDillAL DRIVE CAPPED 200Z 1.1135668 390.86 0.00% 0.00 390.86 
BMR SWR REPAIR.CARDillAL DRIVE CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 404.22 0.00% 0.00 404.22 
EMR SWR REPAIR..cARDlNAL DRIVE CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 222.71 0.00% 0.00 22271 
BrvIR SWR REPAlR-CARDINAL DRIVE CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 222.71 0.00% 0.00 222.71 
EMR SWR REPAIR·CARDn-fAL DRIVE CAPPED 2002 .1.1135668 1.790.62 0.00% 0.00 1.790.62 
EMR SWR REPAIR-CARDillAL DRIVE CAPPBD 2002 1.1135668 2,554.52 0.00% 0.00 2.55452 
EMR SWR REPAIR DRY BRANCH SEWER 2002 1.1135668 918.69 0.00% 0.00 918.69 
BMRSWRREPAIR-CARDINALDRCAPPED 2002 1.1135668 2.983.25 0.00% 0.00 2.983.25 , 
EMR SWR REPAIlt-CARDllfAL DR CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 31737 0.00% 0.00 31737 ! c· 
EMRSWRREPAIR.·CARDrnALDRCAPPED 200! 1.1135668 222.71 0.00% 0.00 222.71 I' EMRSWRREPAIR-CARDmALDRCAPPED 2002 1.1135668 445.43 0.00% 0.00 445.43 
BMRSWRREPAJR.CARDllfAL ORCAPPBD 2002 1.1135668 2,058.99 0.00% 0.00 2,058.99 I 
EMRSWRREPAIR·CARDINALORCAPPED 2002 1.1135668 . 175.94 0.00% 0.00 175.94' 
EMRSWRREPAIR DRY BRANCH SEWER 2002 1.1135668 334.07 0.00% 0.00 334.07 
ErvIRSWR REPAIR-CARDrnAL DR-CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 339.64 0.00% 0.00 339.64 
EMR SWR REPAIR CARDINAL DRIVE CAPPED 2002 1.1135668 1.878.59 0.00% 0.00 1,878.59 
BMR SWR REPAIR CARDINAL DRIVE CAPPED 2002 1.1135568 574.60 0.000/~ 0.00 574.60 
EMRSWRREPAlRDRYBRANCHSBWER 2002 1.1135668 1.093.52 0.00% 0.00 1.093.52 
EMRSWRRBPAIRMAY AVENUE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 304.45 0.00% 0.00 304.45 
EMIt SWR REPAIR DRY BRANCH SEWER 2002 1.1135668 122.49 0.00% 0.00 12249 

C 
EMR SWR REPAIR DRYBRANCH SEWER 2002 1.1135668 1.069.02 0.00% 0.00 1.069.02 
EMR SWRREPAIR DRY BRANCH SEWER 2002 1.1135668 707.11 O.OOo/D 0.00 707.11 
BMRSWRREPAIR-TURKEY CREEK TO 2002 1.1135668 4.740.45 0.00% 0.00 4.740.45 
EMR SWR REPAIR. MAYA VENUE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 5.022.19 0.00% 0.00 5.022.19 :.: 

EMRSWRRBPAIR-DRY BRANCH SANITARY 2002 1.1135668 923.15 0.00% 0.00 923.15 , 
EMR SWR REPAIR COUNTRY VALE SEWER '200t 1.1478007 1.767.61 0.00% 0.00 ·1.767.61 
EMR SWRREPAIR MAY AVENUE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 2.783.92 0.00% 0.00 2.783.92 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-4    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
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lNDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECJA nON ACCU"M:ULATED 
YEAR 

EMRSWRREPAlRCOUNTRYVALESEWBR 2002 1.1135668 111.36 0.00% 0.00 111.36 
EMER SWR REPAIR COUNTRY V ALE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 9.390.71 0.00%, 0.00 9.390.71 
EMR SWR.REPAIR CLAYSTONE CAPPED SEWER 2002 1.1135668 389.75 0.00% 0.00 389.75 
EMR SWR REPAIR COUNTRY VALE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 347.43 0.00% 0.00 347.43 
EMR SWR REPAlR COUNTRY VALE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 2.247.18 0.00% 0.00 2.247.18 
EMR SWR REPAIR-COUNTRY VALE CAPPBD 2002 1.1135668 1.948.74 0.00% 0.00 1.948.74 
EMR SWR REPAIR COUNTRy VALE SEWER 2002 1.1135668 2;1.27.13 0.00% .00 2.227.13 ;' 
EMER SWR REP~TR I (LINES S-2 & S2A MORRJ 2000 1.1703102 5.420.88 100.00% (5.420.881 0.00 i; 
EMER SWR REP~TR 1 (LINES 13) MOR/KIM WWS 2000 1.1703102 532.49 100.00% (5H.49) 0.00 
EMER SWR REP-TR 2 (LINE SIl MORIKIM WWS 2000 1.1703102 585.16 100.00% (5B5.16) 0.00 
EMER SWR REP~TR 2 (LmE 83) MORiK.£M TR E 2000 1.1703102 695.16 100.00% (695.16) . 0.00 
EMER SWR·REP~TR 10(LrNE 6A) MOR/KIM TRE 2000 1.1703102 585.16 100.00% (585.16) 0.00 
EMER SWR REPAIR·MORRIS KlMBERL Y TRACT 2000 1.1703102 1.975.48 0.00% 0.00 1.975.48 
EMER SWR REP~TR 9·MORRlS KIMBERLY WW ~ 2000 1.1703102 393.22 0.00% 0.00 393.22 
EMERSWR REP TR9.MORRlS l(Th.{BERLY. WW 2000 1.1703102 393.22 0.00% 0.00 393.22 
EMERSWRREP~TR13 MORRIS/KIMBERLYWW 2000 1.1703102 367.48 0.00% 0.00 367.48 
EMERSWRREPAm·CBNTERPOINTPKWY 2001 1.1478007 7.919.83 o.ooa" 0.00 7.919.83 
EMBRSWRREPAIRMORRlSKlMBERLY 200t 1.1478007 860.85 0.00% 0.00 860.85 
EMER SWR REPAIR MAYA VB CAPPED SEWER 2001 1.1478001 371.89 0.00% 0.00 371.89 
EMER SWR REPAIR CENTER POM PKWY 2001 1.1478007 20.118.65 0.00% 0.00 20.IIB.65 
EMRR SWR REPAIR MORRlS KIMBERLY 2001 1.1478007 8.129.87 0.00% 0.00 8.129.87 
EMERSWRREPAmMAY AVENUE CAPPED 2001 1.1478007 7.091.11 0.00% 0.00 7.091.11 
EMER SWR REPAIR OLD spRINGVILLE RD 2001 1.1478007 11.478.01 0.00% . 0.00 11,478.01 
EMER SWR REPAIR MORRIS KIMBERLY WWTf . 2001 1.1478007 9.456.73 0.00% 0.00 9,456.73 
EMER SWR REPAIR. MAYA VB CAPPED SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.156.98 0.00% 0.00 1.156.98 
EMERSWRREPAIRMAY AVE CAPPED SEWER 2001 1.1478007 4.745.01 0.00% 0.00 4.745.0} 
EMER SWR REPAIR OLD SPRmGVILLE ru:: 200} 1.1478007 2.364.47 0.00% 0.00 2.364.47 
EMER SWR REPAIR OLD SPRINUVILLE ru: 2001 1.1478007 3.699.36 0.00% 0.00 3.699.36 
EMERSWRREPAntMAY AVENUE CAPPED 2001 1.1478001 573.90 0.00% 0.00 573.90 
EMERSWR REPAIR COUNTY VALE CAPPBD 2001 1.1478007 1.664.31 0.00% 0.00 1.664.31 
EMER SWR REPAIR COUNTY V!J..E CAPPED 2001 1.1478007 401.73 0.00% 0.00 401.73 
EMERSWRREPAIRCOUNTRYVALBCAPPED 2001 1.1478007 516.51 0.00% 0.00 516.51 

C' 
EMERSWRREPAIR 2001 1.1478007 1.044.50 0.00% 0.00 1.044.50 
EMER SWR REPAm. COUNTRY VALE CAPPED 2001 1.1478007 912.50 0.00% 0.00 912.50 
EMER SWR REPAIR COUNTRY VALE CAPPED 2001 1.1478007 177.91 0.00% 0.00 177.91 
EMER SWR REPAIR COUNTRY VALE CAPPED 2001 1.1478007 172.17 0.00% 0.00 172.17 
BULLARO-SBTILEMENT CONDEMNA nON CASE 1992 1.4604814 44.325.61 0.00% 0.00 44.325.61 
RIGHT OF WAY ACQursITIOl'- 1993 1.3974088 2.096.11 0.00% 0.00 2.096.11 
TRAer 23 V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 70.099.41 0.00% 0.00 70.099.41 
VALLEY CREEK WWTPEXP 37-13~1"{)·2.000 1999 1.2016009 73.826.36 O.OOO/g 0.00 73.826.36 
BMER SWR REP-PROPERTY-4880 BESS/JOHNS RD 2000 1.1703102 140.437.23 0.00% 0.00 140.437.23 
EMER SWR REP-PROP.TAX-4900 BESS/JOHNS RD 2000 1.1703102 383.52 0.00% 0.00 383.52 
EMER SWR REP~MTG PA YOFF·4900 BESS/JOHNS 2000 1.1703102 2.837.22 0.00% 0.00 2.837.22 
IThIIER SWR REP-PROPERTY -4900 BESS/JOHNS RD 2000 1.1703102 29.910.53 0.00% 0.00 29.910.53 
E:MER SWR RBP·MTG PA YOFF-4900 BESS/JOIrnS 2000 1.l703102 77.785.34 0.00% 0.00 77.785.34 
EMER SWRREPArR. V ALLEY CREEK TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 2,357.153.99 O.Ooola 0.00 2,357.153.99 
EMBR SWR REPAIR VALLEY CREEK TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 25.882.91 0.00% 0.00 25.882.91 
EhlER SWR REPAIR VALLEY CREEK TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 51.473.95 0.00% 0.00 51.473.95 

i" EMERSWR REPAIR JEFF CONS SALLY 2001 1.1478007 106.816.95 0.00% 0.00 106.816.95 
EMER SWR REPAIR V ALLEY CREEK WWTF 2001 1.1478007 550.944.35 0.00% 0.00 550.944.35 f-
LAND PURCHASE 4850 BESS. JOIDfS ROAD 2002 1.1135668 228.281.20 0.00% 0.00 228.281.20 
PURCHASEPROPERTY~HWY459& 150 PUMP 2004 1.0232607 284.28639 O.OO"A. 0.00 284.286.39 
EM:8R SWR REPA-V ALLEY CREEK 1999 1.2016009 112,577.99 0.00% 0.00 112.577.99 
RIGHT OF WAY-VALLEYCREEKWWTE 2000 1.1703102 469.2l2.48 0.00% 0.00 469.212.48 
EMERSWRREPAlR 2001 1.1478007 2.362.17 O.OO'YD 0.00 2.362.17 
EMERSWR REPAIR CHAPEL HILL TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 6.755.96 O.OOO/g 0.00 6.755.96 
EMa SWR REPAIR BLACK. CREEK. TRUNK. 2001 1.1478007 3.869.24 0.00% 0.00 3.869.24 
EMER SWR REPAIR VALLEY CREEK BRICK 200\ 1.1478007 48.755.96 O.OOO'" 0.00 48.755.96 
~ER SWR REPAID. VILLAGE BRICK SBWB11 2001 1.1418007 4.559.06 0.00% 0.00 4.559.06 
EMER SWR REPAIR V ALLEY CREEK RlCKWOO[ 2001 1.1478007 700.16 0.00% 0.00 700.16 
EMER SwR REPAIR HARLEM A VB TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 1.965.03 0.00% 0.00 1.965.03 I'; EMBR SWR REPAIR CHAPEL HILL TRUN!< 2001 1.1478007 573.90 0.00% 0.00 573.90 
EMERSWR REPAIR VALLEY CREEKRICKWOOI: 2001 1.1478007 1,394.58 0.00% 0.00. 1.394.58 

.;.: 

EMER SWR REPAIR VALLBYCREEKBRlCK 2001 1.1478007 406.64 0.00% 0.00 406.64 , 
EMBR SWRREPAIR VALmy CRBEKBRICK 2001 1.1478007 2.066.04 0.00% 0.00 2.066.04' 
EMER SWR V ALLEY CREEK BRlCKSEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.721.70 ·0.00% 0.00 1.721.70 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 19.346.18 0.00% 0.00 19.346.18 
EMER SWR REPAlR VALLBY CREEK TRUNK. 2001 1.1478007 14.874.35 0.00% 0.00 14.87435 
EMERSWR REPAm. ETHBL AVE SBWER 2001 1.1478007 h744.66 0.00% 0.00 1.744.66 
EMER SWR REPAfR VA~LEY CREEK TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 11,418.01 0.00% 0.00 11.478.01 
EhlER SWR REPAm HOPEWELL SEWER 2001 1.1478007 13.773.61 0.00% 0.00 13.713.61 
EMERSWRREPA[RCHAPELHILL TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 1.721.70 0.00% .00 1.721.70 

( 
EMER SWR REPAIR MCCALLA AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 713.93 0.00% 0.00 . 713.93 
EMER SWR REPAm. ROEBUCK SPRINGS 2001 1.1478007 1.245.36 0.00% 0.00 1.245.36 
EMBR SWR REPAIR HOPEWEll 2001 1.1478007 249.99 0.00% 0.00 249.99· 
EMER SWR REPAIR KENfLWORTH DR 200l 1.1478007 8.453.55 0.00% 0.00 8.453.55 
EMERSWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 3.349.28 0.00% 0.00 3.349.28 
EMER SWRREPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 58.54 0.00% 0.00 58.54 
EMER SWR REPAIR. EASTEN VAllEY SEWER 2001 l.t478007 826.42 0.00% 0.00 826.42 
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EMER SWR REPAIR EASTERN V ALLEy SEWER 2001 1.1418007 1,854.85 0.00% 0.00 1.854.85 
EMER SWR REPAIR ROEBUCK PLAZA TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 865.44 0.00% 0.00 865.44 
EMER SWR REPAffi. HOPEWELL AREA 200) 1.1478007 2.512.54 0,00% 0.00 2.512.54 
ElviER SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA 2001 1.1478007 1.031.87 0.00% 0.00 1.031.87 
EMER SWR REP·PROPERTY 460 WILLOW LANE 2001 1.1478007 1.851.84 0.00% 0.00 7.851.84 
EMER SWR REP-TAX REDEMPTION46Q WILLOW 2001 1.1478007 1.10l.00 0.00% 0.00 1.101.00 
EMERSWR REP-TR4 KENlLWORrn DR 2001 1.1478007 5.7n.29 0.000" 0.00 5.TI2.29 
EMERSWRREP-TR 1 SHADES VALLEy T/FR STA 2001 1.1478007 15.999.19 0.00% 0.00 15.999.19 .; 
EMER SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 2,512.54 0.00% .a.OO 2.512.54 
EMERSWRREPAIR-TR3.KENILWORTHDR 200t 1.1478007 3.902.52 0.00% 0.00 3.902.52 
EMERSWR REPAIR-HOPEWEll 2001 1.1478007 499.98 0.00% 0.00 499.98 
EMER SWR REPA[R-HOPEWELL 2001 1.1478007 2.967.06 0.00% 0.00 2.967.06 
EMERSWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL 2001 1.1478007 499.98 0.00% 0.00 499.98 
EMERSWRREPA[R...HOPEWELL ~ 2001 1.1478007 413.21 0.00% 0.00 413.21 
EMER SWR REP-TR 5 WESTEND ELM ST REPL 2001 1.1478007 1.135.17 0.00% 0.00 1.135.17 
EMBR 8WR REPAIR-JOHN'S ROAD TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 10.904.11 0.00% 0.00 ID.904.11 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 10.069.66 0.00% 0.00 10.069.66 
EMER SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 501.59 0.00% 0.00 501.59 
EMER 8WR REPAIR BRIGHTON TRUNK SEWER 2001 1.1478007 3.079.69 0.00% 0.00 3.079.69 
EMER 8WR REPAIR ALASKA DRIVE SEWER 2001 1.1478007 10.82q.06 0.00% 0.00 10.826.06 
EMER 8WR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA 2001 1.1478007 619.81 0.00% 0.00 619.81 
EMER SWR REPAlR ROEBUCK PLAZA TRUNK . 2001 1.1478007 11.478.01 0.00% 0.00 11,478.01 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 10.550.58 0.00%,. 0.00 10.550.58 i' 
EMER SWR REPAIR BRIGHTON SWER 2001 1.1478007 229.56 0.00% 0.00 229.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR BRIOHTON SEWER 2001 1.1478007 229.56 0.00% 0.00 229.56 

. EMERSWRREPAIRHOPBWELLAREASEWER 2001 1.1478007 7.250.66 0.00% 0.00 7.250.66 I' 
EMER SWR REPAIR-VALLEY CREEK BRICK 2001 1.1478007 2.295.60 0.00% 0.00 2,295.60 
EMER SWR REPAIR-ROEBUCK PLAZA TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 4.314.58 0.00% 0.00 4.314.58 
EMER 8WR REPAIR EASTERN V ALLEY SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.147.80 0.00% 0.00 1.147.80 
EMERSWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SBWER 2001 1.1478007 2,332.33 0.00% 0.00 2.332.33 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL SEWER 2001 1.1478007 2.839.66 0.00% 0.00 2.839.66 
EMERSWRREPAIR VALLBYCREEKBRICK. 2001 1.1478007 473.47 0.00% 0.00 473.47 

C E'MER SWR REPAIR V ALLEY CREEK BRICK 2001 1.1478007 473.47 0.00% 0.00 473.47 
EMER SDW REPAIRHOPEWLEB AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 389.10 0.00% 0.00 389.10 , . 
EMBR SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.790.57 0.00% 0.00 1.790.57 j" 
EM;ER SWR REPAlR-VALLEY CREEK BRICK 2001 1.1478007 917.09 Q.Ooo;" 0.00 917.09 
EMER SWR REPAIR VALLEY CREBKSEWER 2001 1.1478007 149.21 0.00% 0.00 149.21 
EMER SWR REPAIR EASTERN VALLEY SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.345.22 0.00% 0.00 1.345.22 
EMERSWR REPAIR HOPEWELL 2001 1.1478007 249.99 0.00% 0.00 249.99 , 
EMERSWR RBPA[RKENU..WORTH DRIVE 2001 1.1478007 5.772.29 0.00% 0.00 5.771.29 1" 
EMER SWR REPAIR-ROEBUCK. PLAZA lRUNK 2001 1.1478007 1.953.56 0.00% 0.00 1.953.56 
EMERSWR REPAIR RoeBUCK PLAZA TRUNK 2001 1.1478001 1,590.85 0.00% 0.00 1.590.85 
EMER SWR REPAIR-HOMEWOOD SEWERS 2001 1.1478007 '1.947.82 0.00% 0.00 1,947.82 
B:MBR. SWRREPAlR 2001 1.1478007 1.947.82 0.00% 0.00 1.947.82 
EMERSWRREPAm.HOPBWELLAREA 2001 1.1478007 3.873.83 0.00% 0.00 3.873.83 
EMER SWR REP-TR 13. VALLEY CRK BRICK. SWR 2001 1.1478007 344.34 0.00% 0.00 344.34 
EMER SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 10.043.26 0.00% 0.00 10.043.26 , 
EMER SWR REP-RICE CREEK PUMP STATION 2000 1.1703102 1.170.31 0.00% 0.00 1.170.31 f'\l 
EMBR SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA 2001 1.1478007 2.512.54 0.00% 0.00 2.512.54 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOPEWELL AREA 2001 l.L478007 9.848.13 0.00% 0.00 9.848.13 j' 
EMER SWR REPAIR HARLEM A VB 2001 1.1478007 243.33 0.00% 0.00 243.33 
EMBR SWR REPAIR-SHADES CREEK 2001 1.1478007 8.723.29 0.00% 0.00 8.723:29 
EMER SWR REPAIR-KENILWOR11l DR 2001 1.1478007 1.951.26 0.00";" 0.00 1.951.26 
EMER SWR REPAIR SHANNON TRUNK SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1l,478.01 0.00% 0.00 11.418.01 
EMER SWR REPAlR SAMFORD SWR 2001 1.1478007 6.657.24 0.00% 0.00 6.657.24 
EMER SWR REP-TR 2 weST END REHAB-ELM Sl 2000 1.1703102 933.91 0.00";" 0.00 933.91 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOOPEWELL SHWER 2001 1.1478007 1.640.21 0.00% 0:00 1.640.21 
EMBR SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL 20Gl 1.1478007 499.98 0.00% 0.00 499.98 
EMER SWR REPAlR-TR 2 BRIGHI'ONTRUNK SW 2001 1.1418007 459.12 0.00% 0.00 459.12 
EMER 8WR REP-TR I2-KENILWORTH DR 2000 1.1703102 585.16 0.00% 0.00 585.16 
EIvlER 8WR REPAIR EASTERN VALLEY SEWER 2001 1.1478007 3.425.04 0.00% 0.00 3,425.04 L 
EMBR 8WR REP-TR 8 & 9 VALLEY CRK BRICK S 2000 1.1703102 438.87 0.00% 0.00 438.87 , 
EMER8WRREP-TR t &226THSTSEWBRREPl 2000 1.1703102 10,834.73 0.00% 0.00 10.834.73 V EMBR SWR REPAIR TR 78 HOPEWELLARBA SAl' 2000 1.1703102 1.315.43 0.00% 0.00 1.315.43 
EMER SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL SEWER 2001 1.1478007 5.739.00 0.00% 0.00 5.739.00' 
EMER SWR REPArR-RELOCATION DISTRI FACIL 2001 1.1478007 16.326.32 0.00% 0.00 16.326.32 
BMER SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL 2001 1.1478007 499.98 0.00% 0.00 499.98 
EMER SWR REPAIR KENILWORTH DR 2001 1.1478007 6~41.J4 O.OO"At 0.00 6.347.34 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TR 12(84) HOPEWELL AREA 2001 1.1478007 1.471.48 0.000'10 0.00 1.471.48 , 
BMER SWR REPAIR-TR 34 TRUNK EXT TO 2001 1.1478007 463.71 0.00% 0.00 463.71 ; 

.. 
' . HMER SWR REPAIR HARLEM A VB 2001 1.1478007 508.48 0.00% 0.00 508.48 ., 

EMER SWR REP-TR 52-HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 1,997.72 0.00% 0.00 1.997.72 ; 
EMER SWR REP-TR I·COOPER GREEN SW REPL 2000 1.1703102 428.33 0.00% 0.00 428.33 

.C 
'j 

EMER SWR REP-TR 81-HOPEWELL AIffiA SANI 2000 1.1703102 713.89 0.00% 0.00 713.89 
EMER 8WR REP-CONSERVA TrON COST Bitt 2000 1.1703102 34.626.33 0.00% 0.00 34.626.33 
EMER SWR REPAIR 2000 1.1703102 3.510.93 0.00% 0.00 3.510.93 
EMER SWR REP-TR 2·COOPER GREEN PARK 2000 1.1703102 2.570.00 0.00% 0.00 2.570.00 
EMBR SWR REP-TR 4-WEST END CONTRACf 2 2000 1.l703102 1.285.00 0.00% 0.00 1.285.00 
EMER 8WR REP-TR 13·HOPEWELL AREA SANI 2000 1.1703102 2,333.60 0.00% '0.00 2.333.60 
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EMER SWR REP-TR SO-HOPEWELL AREA SAN[ 2000 1.1703102 1.302.56 0,00% 0.00 1.302.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL AREA SBWER 2000 1.1703102 2.881.30 0.00% 0.00 2.881.30 
BMERSWR REPAIR-TRAer IO-HOPEWELl 2000 1.1703102 88.94 0,00% 0.00 88.94 
EMER SWR REP-TR26-HOPEWELL AREA SAN 2000 1.1703102 1,005.30 0.00% 0.00 1.005.30 
EMER SWR REP-TR 22-HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 1.409.05 0.00% 0.00 1.409.05 -:. 
EMER SUR REP-TRACT 9-HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 235.23 0.00% 0.00 235.23 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TR 4-VALLEY CR BRICK SEN 2000 1.1703102 585.16 0.00% 0.00 585.16 f· EMER SWR REP· TRACT 2S·HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 1.396.18 0.00% 0.00 l.J96.18 
EMR SWR REp·DEPON CONVEYOR PROP-VAL 2000 1.1703102 2.196.61 0.00% 0.00 2.196.67 . ~, 
EMER.SWR.REP.VALLEY CRK BASIN 2000 1.1703102 17.99 0.00% 0.00 17.99 
EMER.SWR. TR.18 HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 691.65 0.00% 0.00 691.65 
EMER.SWR.TR.16 HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 2.177.95 0.00% 0.00 2.177.95 
EMER.SWR.REP.~TR.20 LINES 8-4 HOPEWELL 2000 1.1703102 951.46 0.00% 0.00 951.46 
EME~S~TR25HOPBWELLAREA "2000 1.1703102 145.12 0,00% 0.00 145.12 
EMBR.SvnLTR21HOPB~LARBA 2000 1.1703102 510.26 0.00% 0.00 510.26 
EMRSWRREP-TR 7~VALU.YCRKBRSWR.RfCK 2000 1.1703102 2.120.60 0.00% 0.00 2.12();60 
EMER.SWR.REP.TR.24.HOPEWELLAREA 2000 1.1703102 157.99 0.00% 0.00 157.99 
EMER.SWR.R£P.TR 19-HOPEWBLL AREA 2000 1.1703102 209.49 0.00% 0.00 209.49 ':. 
EMER.SWR..REP.TR.17 LfNB S-4 HOPEWELL 2000 1.1703102 1.369.26 0.00% 0.00 1.369.26 
EMER.SWR.R.EP.TR.14 HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 822.73 0.00".10 0.00 822.73 
EMER.SWR.R.EP.TR.30 HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 4.235.35 0.00% 0.00 4.235.35 ,-
EMER.SWR.RBP.-TR.20A - HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 664.74 0.00"10 0.00 664.74 
EMBR.SWR.REP.TR.15 HOPEWELL AREA 2000 1.1703102 418.97 0.00% •. . 0.00 418.97 
BMERSWRREPARlTR7HOPEWELLAREA 2000 1.1703102 4,523.25 0.00% 0.00 4.523.25 
EMER SWR REPAIR TR61 HOPEWELL AREA SAN 2000 1.1703102 1,214.78 O.OOOA. 0.00 1.214.78 ;. 

EMER SWR REPAIRN ALLEY CR SEWER 2000 1.1703102 730.27 O.OOOA. 0.00· 730.27 ' . 
EMERSWER REPAIR-TR 10-SAM:FORDTR 2000 1.1703102 1.137.54 0.00% 0.00 1,137.54 
EMER SWER REPAIR·TR I-WEST END CONTRAC 2000 1.1703102 1.004.13 0.00% 0.00 1.004.13 
EMER SWBR REPAIR-TR II-V AlJ...EY CRK. SR 2000 1.1703102 204.80 0.00% 0.00 204.80 
EMER SWER REPAlR-TR 3-WEST END CON'FRAC 2000 1.1703102 1,387.99 0.00% 0.00 1.387.99 
EMERSWER REPAIR·TR5 &6SAMFORDTREXI 2000 1.1703102 6,006.03 0.00% QQO 6.006.03 
EMER SWER REPAIR-TR 10 V ALLBY CRK BR 2000 1.1703102 409.61 0.00% 0.00 409.61 

C·.· EMER SWER RBPAIR-V ALLEY CRK SR SEWER 2000 1.1703102 526.64 0.00% 0.00 526.64 
DMRSWRREPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.l478007 10.843.62 0.00% 0.00 10.843.62 
EMRSWR REPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 9.903.61 0.00% 0.00 9.903.61 
Er.fR.SWR REPAIR LOMB AVE & BORDBRST 2002 1.1135668 389.75 0.00% 0.00 389.75 
EMRSWR REPArR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 13.443.50 0.00% 0.00 13.443.50 
EMRSWR REPAIR SHADES V ALLEY TRANSFER 2002 1.1135668 1.113.51 0.00% 0.00 1,113.57 
EMR SWR REPAIR. CO SEWER 2002 1.1135668 684.84 0.00% 0.00 684.84 

i· EMR. SWR REPAIR MCCALLA AREA SEWER 2002 1.1135668 662.57 0.00% 0.00 662.57 
EMRSWRREPAIRMCALLAAREASBWER 2002 1.1135668 662.57 0.00% 0.00 662.57 
EMR SWR REPAIR MCCALLA.f..REA SEWER 2002 1.1135668 39,754.34 0.00% 0.00 39,754.34 
EMR. SWR REPAIR LOMB AVENUE 2002 1.1135668 328.50 0.00% 0.00 328.50 
EMRSWR REPAlR LAMMACK RD SEWER 2002 1.1135668 556.78 0.00% 0.00 556.18 : . 
EMR SWR RBPAIR.-HOPEWELL SEWER 2002 1.1135668 17.147.82 0.00% 0.00 17.147.82 
EMR SWR REPAIR-HOPEWELL SEWER 2002 1.1135668 23.384.90 0.00% 0.00 23,384.90 
EMR 8WR REPAIR·MCCALLA PUMP STATIOl\ 2002 1.1135668 3.340.70 0.00% 0.00 3.340.70 

f" EMR8WRRBPAlR-SHANNONTRUNKSEWER 2002 1.1135668 40.533.83 0.00% 0.00 40,533.83 
EMa SWR REPAIR-LOMB AVE & BADERST 2002 1.1135668 328.50 0.00% 0.00 328.50 
EMRSWR REPAIR-LOMB AVE & BORDER ST 2002 1.1135668 662.57 0.00% 0.00 662.57 I; 
EMR. 8WR REPAlR MCCALLA AREA SEWEll 2002 1.1135668 271.71 0.000/0 0.00 271.71 
EMR SWR REPAIR MCCALLA AREA SEWER ·2002 1.1135668 7.794.97 0.00% 0.00 7.794.97 
EMR SWR REPAIR MCCALLA AREA SEWER 2002 1.1135668 3.234.91 0.00% 0.00 3,234.91 
EMRSWR RBPAIR SHANNON TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 13.730.37 O.OOOA 0.00 13.730.37 
EMRSWR REPAIR MCCALLA AREA SEWER 2002 1.1135668 4,856.26 O.OO"/a 0.00 4.856.26 
EMRSWRREPAlR '2002 1.1135668 13.023.50 " 0.00% 0.90 13.023.50 
EMRSWR REPAIR MCCALLA AREA 8EWER 2001 1.1478007 2..404.64 0.00% 0.00 2.404.64 
EMRSWR REPAIR LOMB AVENUE 2002 1.1135668 122.49 0.00% 0.00 122.49 
EMR 8WR REPAIR LOMB AVENUE 2002 1.1135668 328.50 0.00% 0.00 328.50 
EMR SWRREPAIR 12THAVNEUB 2002 1.1135668 3,006.63 0.00% 0.00 3,006.63 
EMER SRW REPAIR ELDER STREET 2002 1.1135668 1.263.90 0.00% 0.00 1.263.90 ~. 
EMRSWRREPAIRAJ..,ASKA"DRIVE 2001 1.1418007 11 . .478.01 0.00% 0.00 11,478.01 !. 
BMR SWR REPAIR KllNILWORTH DRIVE 2001 1.1478007 1.947.82 0.00% 0.00 1.947.82 , 
EMR. SWR REPAIR V ALLEY CREEK 2001 1.1478007 41.435.61 0.00% 0.00 41,435.61 
EMR SWRREPAIRLOMB AVE & BORDERST 2002 1.1135668 606.89 0.00% 0.00 606.89 . 
EMRSWR REPAIR LOMB & BORDER ST SEWER 2002 1.1135668 935.40 0.00% 0.00 935.40 
EMR SWR REPAIR COMMACK ROAD SANITARY 2002 1.1135668 278.39 0.00% 0.00 278.39 
EMERSWRREPAm 2002 1.1135668 35.461.68 0.00% 0.00 35.461.68 
EMERSWRREPAIR 2003 1.0876158 7.263.10 0.00% 0.00 7.263.10 
EMR SWR REPAIR VALLEY CREEK BRICK 2002 1.1135668 161,123.55 0.00% 0.00 161.123.55 
EMR SWR REPAIR-FOREST HILU 2002 1.1135668 1.113.57 0.00% 0.00 1.113.57 

.J EMR. SWR REPAIR-VALLEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 35.879.12 0.00% 0.00 35.879.12 

C 
EMR SWR REPAIR-TRACT 19 2002 1.1135668 138.64 . 0.00% 0.00 138.64 

; EMRSWRREPAlR-FORESTHILU 2002 1.1135668 249.16 0.00% 0.00 249.16 
EMR SWR REPAffi-TRACT 28 2002 1.1135668 94.10 0.00% 0.00 94.10 
EMR. 8WR REPAIR.-TRACT4 2002 1.1135668 138.64 0.00% 0.00 138.64 
EMR SWR REPAIR-SHADES CREEK 2002 1.1135668 6.215.31 0.000/0 0.00 6.215.31 :~. 

EMR SWR REPAm.-LOMB A VB & BODER 5T 2002 1.1135668 556.78 0.00% 0.00 556.78 
EMRSWR REPAIR-TRACT 25 2002 1.1135668 89.09 0.00% 0.00 89.09 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-5    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part56    Page 3 of 7



... ...,.: ' ..... 

Jeffco-000405 

c EXISTING ASSETS 

IN 
DEE"IlliCIAJT{O ACCUMULATED 

l{~l·L~.~t:rvtJi:N·1 

DESCRIPTlON SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEl'YJENT COST LESS 

INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED YEAR n,,",. 

EMR SWR REPAIR·FOREST HILU 2002 1.1135668 1.069.02 0.00% 0.00 1,069.02 
Elv£R SWR REPAIR SHADES CREEK 2002 l.1135668 1.948.74 0.00% 0.00 1,948.74 
EMRSWRREPArRSHANNONTRUNKSEWER 2002 1.1135~68 6.353.89 0.00% 0.00 6.353.89 
LAND PURCHASE-MILL CREEK PUMP STATlOh 2003 1.0876158 35.347.51 o.oOOIa 0.00 35.347.51 
LAND PURCHASE--HOPE WELL SEWER AREA 2003 1.0876158 24.471.35 0.00% 0.00 24.471.35 
ROW TRACT 2 SAND RIDGE TRUNK SEWER 1999 1.2016009 2,101.60 0.00% 0.00 2.101.60 
EMER SWR REPAIR - VALLEY CREEK 2000 1.1703102 585.16 0.00% 0.00 585.16 

I EMERSWRREPAIRPOWDERPLANTRD 2000 1.1703102 24.470.02 0.00% 0.00 24.470.02 .. 
RWO PIPES HOP TRUNK. SEWER 1999 1.2016009 45.132.42 0.00% 0.00 45.132.42 ( -
BRIGHTON TRK-SWR REPAffi 2000 1.1703102 351.09 0.00% 0.00 351.09 
CONDEMNATION CASE #34736 2000 1.1703102 14.511.85 0.00% 0.00 14.511.85 
VALLEY CREEK wwrP EXPANSION 1999 1.2016009 20.419.21 0.00% 0.00 20.419.21 
TRACT 26 SHERMAN OAKS SANITARY SEWER 1999 1.2016009 950.47 0.00% 0.00 950.47 
CONDBMNATlONOXMOORTRliNKSEWER '1999 1.2016009 102.447.31 0.00% 0.00 102.447.31 
V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMEN1 1999 1.2016009 6.406.34 0.00% 0.00 6.406.34 
TRACT 30 V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 241.04 0.00% 0.00 241.04 
ROW BRIGHTON TRUCK SEWER REPL TRACT f 1999 1.2016009 240.32 0.00% 0.00 240.32 
TRAer 1 V ALLEY CREEK arucK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 1.893.91 0.00% 0.00 1,893.91 
TRACT2PWESHOPTRUNKSEWER 1998 1.2298142- 3.375.84 0.00% 0.00 3.,375.84 
BRICK SEWER REPLACEMENT TRACT 1 S 1998 1.2298142 1.980.00 0.00% 0.00 1.980.00 
BRICK SEWER REPLACEMENT TRACT 21 1998 1.2298142 1.697.14 0.00% 0.00 1.697.14 ,. 
P~ESHOPTRUNKSEWERROW 1998 1.2298142 928.51 0.00% 0.00 928.51 
PIPE SHOP TRUNK SEWER ROW 1998 1.2298142- 135.28 0.00%, .. 0.00 135.28 
EMER SWR REPAIR 22ND COURT TO 6TH ST 2001 1.1478007 2.479:25 0.00% 0.00 2,479.25 
LANO·Y ALLEY CREEK RELOCATJOh 2005 1 3.800.00 0.00% 0.00 3.800.00 
VILLAGE PEAK FLOW HANDLmO PACILITl 1998 1.2298142 881,404.t4 0.00% 0.00 881,404.14 
VILLAOE CREEK. LAND TRAC1 1998 1.2298142 39.354.05 0.00% 0.00 39.354.05 
MINOR P{Th{P STATION PROPERTY 1998 1.2298142 22.136.66 0.00% 0.00 22.136.66 
mLAGE WWfP·USX PROPERTY 1993 1.3974088 705.691.46 0.00% 0.00 705.691.46 
PURCHASE PROPERTy·vn.LAGE CRK BUFFER 2003 1.0876158 71.416.57 0.00% 0.00 71.416.57 
PURCHASE PROPERTY·506 BLOUNf STREET 2003 1.0876158 82,589.51 0.00% noo 82,589.51 
VTI.LAGE CREEK PEAK FWv.. 1998 1.2298142 768.46 0.00% 0.00 768.46 

Cl TRACT 5 WEST ENSLEY SEWER 1999 1.2016009 493.86 0.00% 0.00 493.86 
VlLLAOE CREEK EXPANSION 4 TAX DEEDS 1999 1.2016009 1.397.35 0.00% 0.00 1,397.35 
ROW TRACT 2 WEST BNSLEY 1999 1.2016009 1.527.23 0.00% 0.00 1,521.23 

" ........ ROW TRACT 9 WEST ENSLEY TRUNK SEWER 1999 1.2016009 587.58 0.00% 0.00 587.58 
ROW TRACT 1 DALTON DR SE\VER 1999 1.2016009 1.441.92 0.00% 0.00 1.441.92 
ROW. TRACT 1 GLENDRIDGEREPLSEWER 1999 1.2016009 2.403.20 0.00% 0.00 2.403.20 
ROW. TRACT 4 GLENDRIDGE REPL SEWER 1999 1.2016009 600.80 0.00% 0.00 600.80 
Vn..LAGB CREEK BUFFER Lon 2004 1.0232607 10.127.03 0.00% 0.00 10.127.03 ' . 
LAND PUR. VILLAGE CREEK. PLANT BUFFER 2003 1.0816158 lO,614.68 0.00% 0.00 to.614.68 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK 2002 1.1135668 2,239.38 0.00% 0.00 2.239.38 
EMRSWRREPAlR VILLAGBCRBEK 2002 1.1135668 38,863.48 0.00% 0.00 38.863.48 
EMR SWR REPAIR VILLAGE CREEK 2002 l.I 135668 5.041.54 0.00% 0.00 5.041.54 
REAL ESTATE PURCHASE 2003 1.0876158 5.190.34 0.00% 0.00 5.190.34 
BLACK CREEK 2002 1.1135668 3,955.39 0.000/0 0.00 3,955.39 
vILLAGB CREEK. ROW 2002 1.1135668 385.29 0.00% 0.00 385.29 

Is-BLACKCREBK TO WALKER CHAPEL ru: 2002 I.l135668 385.29 0.00% 0.00 385.29 
MINOR PlThfi> STATION ACCESS RD 2003 1.0876158 9.144.89 0.00% 0.00 9.144.89 i; 
EMBRSWRFJ3PAIRROW 2002 1.1135668 1.679.26 0.00% 0.00 1.679.26 
EMBR SWR BLACK CREEK 2002 1.1135668 488.86 0.00% 0.00 488.86 
£MER SWR BLACK CREEK 2002 1.1135668 6.742.65 0.00%. 0.00 6,742.65 
BMOORSVfRBLACKCREEK 2002 1.1135668 1,901.97 0.00% 0.00 1.901.97 
BLACK CREEK TO WLAKER CHAPEL R.C 2002 1.1135668 2.860.75 0.00% 0.00 2.860.75 
EMR SWR REPAlR·BLACK. CREEK 2002 1.1135668 182.62 0.00% 0.00 182.62 . 
EMRSWRREPAllt·zrON CITY PUMP STATI0h 2002 1.1135668 952.10 0.00% 0.00 952.10 
EMB. SWR REPAIR.v ALLEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 679.28 0.00% 0.00 679.28 
EMR. SWR REPAIR·Vll.LAGE CREEl< 2002 1.1135668 3,618.51 0.00% 0.00 3,618.51 
EMRSWRREPAIR-BLACKCREEK 2002 1.1135668 5.592.33 0.00% 0.00 5.592.33 
EMR SWR REPAIR-ZION CITY PUMP STATIQl' 2002 1.1135668 6.681.40 0.00% 0.00 6.681.40 

1-:, EMR. SWR REPAIR-VILLAGE CREEl< 2002 1.1135668 2.884.33 0.00% 0.00 2,884.33 
EMR SWR REPAIR-BLACK CREEK 2002 1.1135668 699.32 0.00% 0.00 ' 699.32 f' EM.R.SWRREPAIR-BLACKCREEI< 2002 1.113!i668 753.88 0.00% 0.00 753.88 ; . 
BLACK CREEK. TRUNK. EXTENSION 2002 1.1135668 3.482.12 0.00% 0.00 3.482.12 
BMRSWR REPAIR ZION CITY PUMP STATION 2002 l.l135668 222.71 0.00% 0.00 222.71 . 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 148.71 0.00% 0.00 148.77 
BMR. SWRREPAlR BRANDY LANE 2002 1.1135668 514.47 0.00% 0.00 514.47 
EMR. SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO W ALK.ER 2002 1.1135668 4.244·92 0.00% 0.00 4.244.92 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO W ALKBR 2002 1.1135668 3.29721 0.00% 0.00 3.297.27 

( EMR SWR REPAnt BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 8.513.22 0.00% 0.00 8.513.22 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER Z002 1.1l35668 2.310.65 0.00% 0.00 2.310.65 
EMR SWRREPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 111.36 0.00% 0.00 1I 1.36 ;. 

C 
EMRSwR REPAIR BLACK CREEK. TO WALKER 2002 I.I 135668 251.67 0.00% 0.00 251.67 , BMR SWR REPAIR. BLACK CREEK OT WALKER 2002 1.1135668 223.16 0.00% 0.00 223.16 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 948.76 0.00% 0.00 948.76 
EMR 8WR REPAm. BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 1.675.92 0.00% 0.00 1.675.92 
EMR SWR REPAm. BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 120.27 0.00% 0.00 120.27 

... 
EMR SWR REPAlRZION CITYPUPMP STATlOK 2002 1.1135668 690.41 0.00% 0.00 690.41 
EMR SWR REPAlR ZION CITY PUMP STATION 2002 I.tl35668 334.07 0.000/0 0.00 334.07 
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EMR 8WR REPAIRZ[ON CITY PUMP STATJOl\ 2002 1.1135668 334.07 0.00% 0.00 334.07 
EMER 8WR REPAIR 2002 1.1135668 21.098.19 0.00% 0.00 21.098.19 
EMR SWR REPAIR ZION CITY PUMP STATIOl'- 2002 1.1135668 556.78 0.00% 0.00 556.18 
EMR. 8WR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 5,012.16 0.00% 0.00 5,012.16 
EMER SWR REPAIR SHADES VALLEY 2001 1.1418007 3.236.80 0.00% 0,00 3.236.80 f:· ... 

EMR. 8WR REPAIR VILLAGE CREEK SBWEB 2002 1.1135668 5.612.38 0.00% 0.00 5.612.38 
EMR 8WR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 137.18 0.00% 0.00 737.18 i;' EMERSWR REPAIR ROEBUCK PLAZA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 21.198.73 0.00% 0.00 21.198.73 
EMR SWR REPAIR ZION CITY PUMP STATIOh 2002 1.1135668 11.135.67 0.00% 0.00 11.135.67 
EMR SWR REPAfR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER .2002 1.1135668 90.20 0.00% 0.00 90.20 
EMRSWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.l135668 111.36 0.00% 0.00 111.36 
EMER SWR REPAIR ROEBUCK PLAZA SEWER 2001 1.1478007 14.347.51 0.00% 0.00 14.34751 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 5.002.14 0.00% 0.00 5,002.14 
EMR SWR REPAIR ZION CITY PUMP STATlOl\ '2002 1.1135668 3.260.16 0.00% 0.00 3.260.16 
EMER SWR REPAIR-401 6TH S1 2001 1.1478001 285.53 0.00% QOO 28553 
EMR. SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WAI;KER 2002 1.1135668 1.146.97 0.00% 0.00 1.146.97 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 3.432.01 0.00010 0.00 3.432.01 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 U135668 8.996.51 0.00% 0.00 8.996.51 
EMRSWRREPAlltBLACKCRBEKTO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 1.198.20 0.00% 0.00 1.198.20 
EMR. SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 Lll35668 2.87l.89 0.00% 0.00 2.871.89 
EMER SWR REPAm.-424 6THST 2001 1.1478007 950.95 0.00% 0.00 950.95 
BMERSWRREPAIRBRADYLANE 2001 Ll478007 3.172.82 0.00% 0.00 3.172.82 
EMR SWR REPAIR vn.LAG:B CREEK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 267.26 0.00% • 0.00 267.26 
EMR SWR REPAIR BRANDY LANE 2002 l.I 135668 5.715.94 0.00% 0.00 5,115.94 
8MR SWR REPAIR vn.LAGE CREEK SEWER 2002 l.I 135668 378.61 0.00% 0.00 378.61 j .. -
BMER SWRRBPAIR SHADES VALLEY 2001 L1478007 22.788.14 0.00% QOO 22.788.14 
EIv1ER SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK 2001 1.1478007 313.04 0.00% 0.00 373.04 
EMER SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK WALKER 2001 1.1478007 2.412.68 0.00% 0.00 2.412.68 
EMERSWRREPA 2001 1.1478007 3.816.12 0.00% 0.00 3.876.12 
EMER SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2001 1.1478007 1.305.05 0.00% 0.00 1.305.05 
EMRSWRREPAIR VILLAGE CREEK BUFFER 2001 1.1478007 14.931.49 0.00% 0.00 14.931.49 
EMRSWR REPAIR-BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 3.741.58 0.00% 0.00 3.741.58 

C EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 200] 1.1478007 780.50 0.00% 0.00 780050 
EMR SWR REPAffi. VILLAGB CREEK BUFFER 2001 1.1478007 10.899.48 0.00% 0.00 10,899.48 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2001 1.1478007 1.451.97 0.00% 0.00 1.451.97 
EMR SWR REPAIR VILLAGE CREEK BORDER 2001 1.1478007 1.429.32 0.00% 0.00 1.429.32 {, 
EM&. SWR REPAIR VILLAGE CREEK BORDER 2001 1.1478007 24.952.54 0.00% 0.00 24.952.54 
BMRSWRREPAIRMORRISKIMBERLY 2001 t.1478007 2.419.95 0.00% 0.00 2.419.95 
EMRSWRRBPAIRMORRISKIMBERLY 2001 1.1478007 8.838.07 0.00% 0.00 8.838.07 L EMR SWR REPAIR ROEBUCK PLAZA TRUNK 2001 1.1418007 12.138.45 0.00% 0.00 12.138.45 
EMR SWR REPAnt ZION CITY PUMP STATIOl\ 2002 1.1135668 5.567.83 0.00% 0.00 5,567.83 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK. CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 2.893.05 0.00% 0.00 2.,893.05 :' 
EMR SWR REPAIR BLACK CREEK TO WALKER 2002 1.1135668 2.767.21 0.00% 0.00 2.767.21 
EMER SWR REPAIR. GRANTS MILL ROAL 2001 1.1478007 780.50 0.00% 0.00 780.50 l.' 
EMERSWRREPAllt SHADES VALLEY ODOR 2001 1.1478007 167.88 0.00% 0.00 167.88 
EMER..SWRREP. TR.3·DALTON DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 1,283.83 0.00% 0.00 1.283.83 
BMER..SWR..REP. TR.6-DALTON DRIVE 2000 Ll703102 1.259.25 0.00% 0.00 1.259.25 
EMER.SWR.REP. TR.I·Vn.LAGE CONTRACT II E 2000 1.1703102 1,755.47 0.00% 0.00 1.755.47 r-
EMERSWRREPAllt TRI A W ENSLEY TRUNK. 2000 1.1703102 2.165.07 0.00% 0.00 2.165.07 .' 
Et-,{ER.SWR..REP. TR.13-W.ENSLEYTRUNK 2000 1.1703102 344.07 0.00% 0.00 344.07 
EMBR.SWR,.REP. TR.2-GARDEN LANE 2000 1.1703102 2,340.62 0.00"/0 0.00 2.340.62 
BMER.:SWR.REP.TR.4.VILLAGE CONTRACT lIE 2000 1.1703102 {.088.39 0.00% 0.00 1,088.39 " EMBR.sWR.R.EP. TR.ll·W.ENSLBYTRUNK 2000 1.1703102 993.59 0.00% 0.00 993.59 
EMER s'WR REP·TRAer 2·DAL TON DR 1999 1.2016009 4,442.32 0.00% 0.00 4.442.32 
EMER.SWR.REP.TR.3 GARDB LANE 2000 1.1703102 3.663.07 0.00% 0.00 3.663.07 
EMERSWRREPA·~CT 5 DALTON DRIVE 1999 1.2016009 9547.92 0.00% 0.00 9.547.92 
EMER SWR RBPR - TRACl1MIROR SWR MAn. 1999 1.2016009 8.560.20 '0.00% 0.00 8.560.20 
EMERSWRREPR·CHERRYAVBNUE 1999 1.2016009 3.004.00 0.00% 0.00 3,004.00 
EMBR SWR REPAnt WEST ENSLEY TRUNK. SWR 2000 1.1703102 1.487.46 0.000/0 0.00 1,487.46 
BMRSWR REP-TR 4-W ENSLEY TRUNK SEWER 2000 1.1703102 661.23 0.00% 0.00 65123 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TRACT 100WEST ENSLEi' 2000 1.1703102 4.919.98 0.00% 0.00 4.919.98 r EMBR SWR REPAIR·BURGANDY PUMP STA 2000 1.1703102 3.276.87 0.00% 0.00 3.276.87 
EMER SWR REPAIR-VILLAGE EASTTRCl' S 2000 1.1703102 76538 0.00% 0.00 765.38 1 
BMER SWR REPAIR 22ND CT TO 6TH ST 2001 1.1478007 4.660.07 0.00% 0.00 4.660.07 
BMERSWRREP-TR1-1ITHAVB SO SEWERREDE 2000 1.1703102 2,637.88 0.00% 0.00 2,637.88 . 
EMBRSWR REPAIR417 BIBB STREET 2001 U478007 1.110.46 0.00% 0.00 1.110.46 
EMERSWRREP·TR I-VILLAGE CRKSANISEWSB 2000 1.1103102 4.120.66 0.00% 0.00 4,120.66 
EMERSWR REPAIR 11TH AVE SOUTH 2001 1.1478007 2,812.11 0.00% 0.00 2,812.11 
EMER SWR REPAlR 11TH AVE SOUTH 2001 1.1478007 2.812.11 0.00% 0.00 2.812.11 , ; 
EMBRSWR.REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 967.60 0.00% 0.00 967.60 
EMER SWR REPAIR 417 BmB STREE'I 2001 1.1478007 15.232.64 0.00% 0.00 15.232.64 
EMERSWERREPT-TR 7·IITH AV SSEWERRED!:! 2000 1.1703\02 1.507.36 0.00% 0.00 1.507.36 

(~ 
EMERSWER REPR-TR 8·WENSLBY TR SEWER 2000 1.1103102 481.00 0.00% 0.00 481.00 
EMER SWR REPAIR·VALLEY DR REPLACE.tv1ENT 2001 t.l478007 3.443.40 0.00% 0.00 3.443.40 
EMER SWR REPAIR-22ND CT TO 6TH ST NE 2001 1.1478007 766.73 0.00% 0.00 766.73 -' EMER SWR REPAIR Vn..LAGE CREEK BORDER 2001 1.1478007 6.721.89 0.00% 0.00 6.721.89 
ElYffiR SWER RBPR·TR 9-11TH AV S.SEWSR REDE 2000 1.1703102 179.06 0.00% 0.00 179.06 
EMERSWERREPR-TR 1 & 12·W ENSLEY TR SEW 2000 1.1703102 4.255.25 0.00% 0.00 4,255.25 
EMER SWER REPR-485 BISB ST~ V[LL CRK. BORr: 2000 1.1703102 442.03 0.00% 0.00 442.03 
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EMBR SWER REPR-TRS-IITH AV SO SEW REDESI 2000 1.1703}02 4.299.72 0,00% 0.00 4,299.72 
EMERSWER REPR.TR6-11TH AV SO SEW REDESI 2000 1.1703102 1.533.11 0.00% 0.00 1.533.11 
EMER 8m REP-TR S-IlTH AVB so REDESlGN 2001 1.1478007 292.69 0.00% 0.00 292.69 
EMER SWR REP-TR 3&4-26TH ST-PlKE RD 2001 1.1478007 1l.133.67 0.00% 0.00 11.133.67 , 
EMER SWR REP-TR II-11TH AVE S SEWER RED 2000 1.17Q3102 380.35 0.00% 0.00 380.35 ,;n 
EMER SWR REP-PURCHASE PROPERTY-WMS 2000 1.1703102 3.862.02 0,00% 0,00 3,862.02 
EMERSWRREP-TR l-11THAVE S SEWER 2000 1.1703102 849.65 0.00% 0.00 849.65 

I· EMERSWRREP-TR IG-IITHAVESSWRREDES 2000 1.1703102 131.07 0.00% 0.00 131.07 
EMER SWR REP-CASE 171401-TfMMONS 2000 1.1703102 1.735.45 0.00% 0.00 1.735.45 , 
EMERSWRREP-TR3-1ITHAVESSEWERREDI 2000 1.1703102 3.800.00 0.00% 0.00 3.S00.00 
EMER 8WR REP-PURCHASE LAN1)/AC DEP OF 2000 1.1703102 3,5S1.55 0.00% 0.00 3581.55 
BMa SWR REPAIR 22ND COURT TO 6TH ST NW 2001 1.1478007 2.299.04 0.00% 0.00 2.299.04 
EMERSWR REPAIR 22ND COURT TO 6TH ST NW 2001 1.1478007 191.68 0.00% 0.00 19t.68 
EMERSWRREPAIRSTHPLACENW . 2001 1.I47S001 308.76 0.00% 0.00 308.76 
EMER SWR REPAIR 5TH PLACE NW 2001 1.1478001 34.089.68 0.00% 0.00 34.089.68 
BMER SWR REPAIR ENSLEY HImU.ANDS ZOOl 1.1478007 1.231.31 0.00% 0.00 1.231.31 
BMER SWR REP AIR WARRIOR WWTf 2002 1.1135668 20.)78.27 0.00% 0.00 20.378.27 .': 
BMER SWR REPAIR-WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.l478007 1.704.48 0.00% 0.00 1.704.48 
EMER SWR REPAIR-WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 114.78 0.00% 0.00 114.78 
EMRSWRREPAUt WESTWOOD GARDEN 2002 1.1135668 10.205.84 0.00""" 0.00 10.205.84 
EMRSWRREPAUt WESTWOOD GARDEN 2002 1.1135668 4.518.85' 0.00% 0.00 4518.85 

l·~· EMRSWRREPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2002 1.1135668 116.92 0.00% 0.00 116.92 
1" EMRSWRREPALR WESTWOOD GARDBN 2002 1.1135668 7.683.61 0.00% ~oo 7.683.61 

EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 2.359.88 0.00%. 0.00 2,359.88 
EMR SWRR£PAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 2.920.01 0.00% 0.00 2.920.01 
EMR SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 120.52 0.00% 0.00 120.52 F' 

EM8R SWR REPAIR wEsTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 5.600.12 0.00% 0.00 5.600.12 
EMa SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 143.48 0.00% 0.00 143.48 
EMR SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 930.87 0.00% 0.00 930.87 
EM&. SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2002 1.1135668 222.71 0.00"/0 0.00 222.71 
EMR SWR REPAIR. WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 1.740.07 0.00% 0.00 1.740.07 
EMRSWRREPAlR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 229.56 0.00"/0 0.00 229.56 

(' EMR SWRREPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 172.17 0.00% 0.00 172.17 
EMRSWR REPAIR BRANDY LANE 2001 1.1478007 1.247.66 0.00% 0.00 1.247.66 
EMERSWRREPAIR. WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 2.419.56 0.00% 0.00 2,419.56 

( EMERSWR REP-TR42 WESTWOOD GDNS ESTS 2000 1.1703102 429.59 0.00% 0.00 429.59 
EhlER SWR REP-TR 42 WESTWOOD GDNS ESTS 2000 1.1703102 483.26 0.00% 0.00 483.26 
BMERSWRRBP-TR42 WESTWOOD GONS ESTS 2001 1.1478007 2,068.34 0.00% 0.00 2.068.34 
EMER SWR REPAIR CORRIDOR X SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.147.80 0.00% 0.00 1.147.80 
BMER SWR REP-TR 33-W'WOOD GDN ESTATES 2001 1.1478007 3.166.78 0.00% 0.00 3.166.78 
EMER 8WR REAPm WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 200.87 0.00% 0.00 200.87 
EMER SWR REPAIR. WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 2.662.86 0.00"/0 0.00 2.662.86 
EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 184.65 0.00% 0.00 184.65 
EMBR SWR REPAIR. WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 59.69 0.00% 0.00 59.69 
EMERSWRREPAm WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 205.46 0.00% 0.00 205.46 
EMERSWR REPAIR. WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 1.106.34 0.00% 0.00 1.206.34 
EMER SER REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 3.751.01 0.00% 0.00 3.751.01 
EMER 8WR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 899.88 0.00% 0.00 899.88 j" 
EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 3.299.93 0.00% 0.00 3.299.93 
EMER 8WR REPAIR WESTWOOD OARDENE 2001 1.1478007 180.20 0.00% 0.00 180.20 
EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 2.022.42 0.00% 0.00 2.022.42 
EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 428.13 0.00% 0.00 428.13 
EMER SWR-TRACT 26-MORRlS KWBERL"'i 2000 1.1703102 502.06 0.00% 0.00 502.06 
EMERSWR-REPAIR-TRACT 15- MORRIS 2000 1.1703102 4.488.14 0.00% 0.00 4.488.14 
£MER SWR REPAIR.-MORRlS KIJv1BERLY SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 3.965.01 0.00% 0.00 3.965.01 
EM:ERSWRREP.&.IR.-MORRIS KIMBERLy SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 337.05 0.00% 0.00 337.05 
EMER SWRREPArR-MORRIS KIMBERLY SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 3,965.01 0.000/~ 0.00 3.965.01 
EMER SWR REPAIR-MORRIS KIMBERLy SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 287.90 0.00% 0.00 287.90 
E"MER SWR REPAIR-MORRIS KIMBERLY SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 3.752.01 0.00% 0.00 3,752.01 
BMERSWR REPAIR-MORRIS KIMBERLY SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 59.69 0.00% 0.00 59.69 
EMER SWR REPA[R-MORRIS KJMBERL Y SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 4.364.09 0.00% 0.00 4.364.09 

I· VALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMENT· 1994 1.3462463 12.116.22 0.00% 0.00 12.116.22 .. , 
CHRISTOPHER DR TO KNOLLWOOD CAPPED· 1994 13462463 875.06 0.00% 0.00 875.06 ;. 
GRIFFm BRANCH TRUNK. SEWER-ROV. 1994 1.3462463 77.412.39 0.00"10 0.00 77.412.39 
GRIFFlN BRANCH SEWER roNNEL-ROV. 1994 1.3462463 6.131.l2 0.00% 0.00 6.l31.12 . 
EMER SWR REPA (LAND) 2000 1.1703102 4.096.09 0.00"/0 0.00 4.096.09 
EMER.SWR.REP.-RIDGEWOOD SID 2000 1.1703102 3.134.09 100.00% (3,134.091 0.00 
EMER.SWR.REP.-RIDGEWOOD/HEATIiERWOOD 2000 1.1703102 3.510.93 100.00% (3,510.931 0.00 
EMERSWRREPAIR40 GREEN STREB! 2001 1.1478007 49.54 0.00% 0.00 49.54 ' . 
UPDTE(GEORGB REYNOLDSI 2000 1.1703102 170.28 0.00% 0.00 17028 
EMRSWR REPAIR RENTAL OF PROPERTY 2002 1.1135668 200.44 0.00% 0.00 200.44 
TURKEY CREEK LATERAL EXTENSION ROlk 1998 1.2~98142 2.890.06 0.00% 0.00 2.890.06 

C 
; TURKEY CREEK LATERAL TO DEERFOOT ROv.- 1998 1.2298142 1.537.27 0.00% 0.00 1.537.27 

i RIDGEWOOD & REA THERWOOD SEWER 1998 1.2298142 2.705.59 0.00% 0.00 2.705.59 
APPRAISAL REPORT 1998 1.2298142 1.352.80 0.00% 0.00 1.352.80 
TURKEY CREEK LATERAL TO DEERFOOT ROv,. 1998 1.2298142 2.213.67 0.00% 0.00 2.213.67 
TURKEY CREEK LA TBRAL EXTENSION TO 1998 1.2298142 614.91 0.00% 0.00 614.91 
BYRD BRANCH EXT TO' PATfON CHAPEL ROW 1998 1.2298142 737.89 0.00"1n 0.00 737.89 
BLACK CREEK TO CARSON ROAD SEWEW EXT 1998 1.2298142 3.812.42 0.00% 0.00 3.812.42 
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DESCRIPTION SERVICe: 

INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECCATION ACCUMULATED YEAR 

BLACK CREEK SEWER EXT TO GARDENDALE 1998 1.2298142 1.721.74 0,00% 0.00 1.721.74 i' TURKEY CREEK. LATERAL EXTENSION TO 1998 1.2298142 25.364.92 0.00% 0,00 25,364.92 
CONDEMNATION DANNY COSHALT 1998 1.2298142 3.463.77 0.00% 0.00 3.463.77 
BLACK. CREEK TRUNK SEWER GARDENDALE 199B 1.2298142 1.475.78 0.00% 0.00 1,475.78 
25TH COURT 2ND WAY NW ASSESSMENT 1998 1.2298142 3.074.54 0.00% 0.00 3,074.54 i~··· 
TURKEY CREEK LATERAL TO DEERFOOT PKWY 1998 1.2298142 6.149.07 0.00% 0.00 6.149.07 
P A TION CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1998 }.2298142 1.844.72 0.00% 0.00 l,B44.72 
TRUSSVILLE TRUNK SEWER CONDEMN'ATIOl\ 1997 1.2496567 103.619.04 0.00% 0.00 103.619.04 1·:; 
RIDGEWOOD & HEARTHERWOOD CAPPED 1998 1.2298142 3.07454 0.00% 0.00 3.074.54 V·, 
CAHABA TRUCK LINE CONDEMNA nON 1998 1.2298142 18.447.21 0.00% 0.00 18.447.21 
VESTAVIA TRUNK SEWER REPLACEMEN1 1998 1.2298142 683.78 0.00% 0.00 683.78 
EMER 'SWR REPAIR COUNTRY V ALE CAPPED 2001 1.1478007 1.267.17 0.00% 0.00 1.267.17 
BMR SWR RBPAm. HOPEWELL SEWER 2001 1.1478007 1.147.80 0.00% 0.00 1.141.80 
EMRSWRREPAIRHOPEWELLSANITARY '2001 1.1478007 l.S16.24 0.00% 0.00 1.516.24 
LAND PURCHASE-MILL CRBEK PUMP STATIOz.. 2003 1.0876158 41.873.21 0.00% 0.00 41.873.21 
EMER SWR REPAIR ROEBUCK PLAZA TRUNK 2001 1.1478007 35.581.82 0.00% 0.00 35.581.82 
EMER 8WR REPAm. TR6 ENSLEY TRUNK SBWER 2000 1.1703102 10.298.73 0.00% 0.00 10,298.73 
Pll{CHGUT CREEK P.S. 1986 1.6951106 932.425.77 38.50% (358.984.00) 573.441.78 
BNER SWR REO TR60 & 61 5M! CR REPL SWR 2000 1.1703102 3.276.87 0.00% 0.00 3.276.87 
EMER SWR REPAIR WESTWOOD GARDEN 2001 1.1478007 918.24 0.00% 0.00 918.24 
EMER.SWR.REP.-MORRISIKIMBERL Y WW 2000 1.1703102 23.580.58 11.78% (2.778.16) 20.802.42 
BlvfER 8WR REPAIR-GARDEN LANE 2000 1.1703102 2.10656 0.00% 0.00 2.106.56 f··· 

NEWFOUND CREEK PS/SEWER·ROW 1994 1.3462463 740.44 0.00% 0.00 740.44 ! . 
LEEDS wwrP: TRACT #4 1992 1.4604814 \02,233.70 0.00% 0.00 102.233.70 h.;· SE111.EMENT CONDEMNATION CASE ROWAN 1992 1.4604814 123.827.94 0.000/0 0.00 123.827.94 
LEEDS WWTP· 9.2 ACRES 1992 1.4604814 33.225.95 0.00% 0.00 33.225.95 
LEEDS WWfP: 40.64 ACRES 1992 1.4604814 226.374.62 0.00% 0.00 226.374.62 
LAND - TRUSSVILLE wwn 1994 1.3462463 354.168.92 0.00% 0.00 354.768.92 
LAND - TRUSSVILLE WWTI 1995 1.3301439 518.890.26 0.00% 0.00 518.890.26 
RIQHTOP WAY-TURKEY CREEK TRUNKSEWBR 1989 1.5775731 55.011.79 0.00% 0.00 55,011.79 
MORGAN/GREENWOOD SEWER SYSTEM-LANB 1992 1.4604814 43.814.44 0.00% 0.00 43.814.44 

C 
m.ffiRSWRREPAIR 12211STCOURTWBHAM 2001 1.1478007 13.937.84 0.00% 0.00 13,937.84 
EMR SWR'REPAUl-BRANCH TRUNK SEWER 2000 1.1703102 1.921.48 0.00% 0.00 7.921.48 

= PATIONCREEKSWRREPLACEMENT 1999 1.2016009 2,758.020.31 0.00% 0.00 2.758.020.31 

( 
SHADES CREEK PLAm SITE 1992 1.4604814 76.117.37 0.00% 0.00 76.117.37 
MAWfENANCB BUTLDll'JG 1991 1.5057911 212.617.70 36.67% (77,96054) 134.657.16 
BLOWER BOILING 1991 1.5057911 1.348.119.72 36.67% (494,311.09) 853,8Q8.63 
NEW ADMINISTRATION 1991 1.5057911 286.115.37 36.67% (104.908.59) 181.206.78 
CHLORINE BLDG. 1978 2.6226585 264.l;i23.62 69.17% (183.031.82) 81.591.80 
OLD ADMll-lISTRATION BLDG 1978 2.6226585 2,234,557.50 69.17% (1,545.568.30) .688,989.20 
PUMP HOUSE BLDG. 11530 1991 1.5057911 17.337.43 36.67% (28.357.06) 48.980.37 
PIPE GALLERY 1978 2.6226585 1.601.922.44 69.17% C1.107.925.56) 493.926.88 
COVERED SAND BBD 1982 1.9033987 346.610.81 59.17% (205.078.84) 141.531.97 
TURKEY CREEK-W.W.T.P. 1973 3.8419525 31.767.875.85 100.00% (31.767.875.85) 0.00 
OFFICB/LAB 1982 1.9033987 130.135.31 100.00% (130.135.3n 0.00 
SHOP BLDG. 1982 1.9033987 22.764.65 59.17% (13.469.71) 9.294.94 

i,' BLOWER BLDG. 1982 1.9033987 32.890.73 59.17% C19.46035) 13,430.38 
R,BTURNISTORM PUMP 1982 1.9033987 96.138.76 59.17% (56.882.88) 39.255.88 
RETURN SLUDGE PUMP 1982 1.9033987 82.171.62 59.11% (48.618.32) 33.553.30 
OLD PUMP BUILDING 1982 1.9033987 103.069.04 59.11% (60.981.85) 42.087.19 
EFFLUENT WATER PUMP 1986 1.6951106 551.472.02 49.17% (271.139.72) 280.332.30 
LANDFILL GAS PUMF 1986 1.6951106 107.317.45 49.17% (52.764.76) 54.552.69 
PUMP HOUSEB 1986 1.6951106 1.079.870.20 49.17% (530.936.78) 548.933.43 
STORM FLOW GRIT PUMP 1986 1.6951106 170.477.27 49.17% (83.81 7.79) 86.659.48 
GRIT CLASSIFIER 1986 1.6951106 147.,271.21 49.17% (72.408.34) 74.86286 
GRIT PUMP BUUJ)ING 1986 1.6951106 148.184.81 49.17% (72.856.87) 75,328.00 
VAllEY CREEK SHOP 1976 3.0322782 288.160.43 74.17% (213.718.43) 74.442.01 
GENERATOR BUILDING 1986 1.69~1l06 1.095.760.17 49.17% (538.749.44) 551,010.73 
BLDG#59AA 1981 2.0595474 116.179.07 100.00% (116.179.0n 0.00 
DRY BED Frr.ATRATE PUMP 1976 3.0322782 15,s0l.46 74.17% (18.913.23) 6.588.23 i 
UTILITY BUll.DINC:: 1976 3.0322782 228.075.84 74.17% (169.156.25) 58,919.59 

I' NEW SLUDGB DRYING 1981 2.0595474 3.222.800.34 100.00% (3.222.80034) 0.00 
MAIN PUMP HOUSE 1976 3.0322782 1.568.733.97 loo.oora (1.568,733.97) 0.00 
VALLBYCREEKW.W.T.P. 1976 3.0322782 149.520.453.28 74.17% (110.894.)35.27) 38.626.118.01 . ( 
MAIN CONTROL BLDG. 1976 3.0322782 2.526.369.89 74.17% (1.873.725.25) 652.644.64 
AERATION BASIN CONT. 1976 3.0322782 31.929.89 74.17% C23.682.2n 8.247.61 
nITERlvIEDIATE CLARIFIER 1976 3.0322782 96.544.71 74.17% (71,603.43) 24.941.28 
FINAL CLARIF~CONTROL HOUSE 1916 3.0322782 96.544.71 74.17% (11.603.43) 24,941.28 
SCREW PUMP STATION 1976 3.0322782 703.791.77 74.17% (521.978.16) 181.813.61 
Fll{AL CLARIFIER CONTROl 1951 13.407919 60.349.04 100.00% (60.349.04) 0.00 
EFFLUENT PUMPING 1986 1.6951106 364.364.02 49.17% (119.145.05) 185.218.97 
HOLDING POND PUMP 1976 3.0322782 156.295.75 100.00% (156.295.75) 0.00 

C BLOG60AH 1956 10.520954 2.016.982.57 100.00% {2.016.982.5n 0.00 
CONTROL HOUSE 1956 10.520954 122.253.48 100.00% (122,253.48) 0.00 
ELUTRA nON BLDG. 1957 10.055939 130.127.21 100.00% (130.727.21) 0.00 .. 
BLDG#60AJ 1991 1.5057911 102,935.88 73.33% (75.486.15) 27.449.73 ~". 

BLDG#60AK 1991 l.S05791 1 102.935.88 73.33% (75.486.15) "27.449.73 
COMPRESSOR BUILDING 1956 10.520954 158.655.98 100.00% (158.655.98) 0.00 

.. 
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OESCIUPTlON SERVICE 
ENR REPLACI!:MENT ACCUMULAl'ED COST LESS 

YEAR INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

VILLAGE CREEK SEWAGE TREA TBMENT PLANl 1987 1.6524058 \9.123.29 37.17% (7.107,89) 12,015.40 
CONTROL HOUSE 1956 10.520954 122.253.48 100.00% (122.253.48) 0.00 
CONTROL HOUSE 1956 10.520954 122,253.48 100.00% (122.253.48) 0.00 
RETURN SLUDGE 1976 3.0)22782 102.533.46 74.17% (76,045.96) 26.487.50 
BLDOll60AE 1990 1.5385672 214.522.42 78.33% (168.042.83) ,46.479.59 
BLDG#60AG 1985 1.7355185 484.792.79 )00.00% (484.792.79) 0.00 
BLDO#60AD 1990 1.5385672 214,522.42 78.33% (168.042.83) 46,479.59 
BLDGH60AE 1990 1.5385672 214.522.42 18.33% (168.042.83) 46.479.59 ... 
CPNTROL HOUSE 1949 15.263103 30.968.84 100.00% (30.968.84) 0.00 ::, 

BLDO#60AB 1991 1.5057911 173,060.57 73.33% (126.911.09) 46.149.49 
BLDG#60AA 1991 1.5057911 173.060.57 73.33% (126.9IL09) 46.149.49 
CONTROL HOUSE 1949 15.263103 37.531.97 100.00% [37.531.97) 0.00 
ENSLBYLIFT STATIOh 1956 10.520954 538,094.18 100.00% (538.094.18) 0.00 
PRIMARY SLUDGE PUMP • 1956 10.520954 714.488.49 100.00% (714.488.49) 0.00 
DRAINAGE PUMP 1975 3.2913653 148.042.32 76.67% (I 13.499.51) 34,542.75 
SCREW PUMP BLDG. 1976 3.0322782 800.109.06 74.17% (593.414.85) 206.694.21 
TH[CKENER PUMP 1975 3.2913653 355.171.23 76.67% (272.297.021 82.874.21 
SLAKER BUILDING 1976 3.0322782 562,854.51 74.17% (417.450.26) 145.404.26 
SHOP-LINE 1990 1.5385672 406.751.01 39.17% (159.310.631 247.44038 
SHOP- SEWER LINE 1975 3.2913653 164;239.13 76.67% (125,917.47) 38.321.66 
ADMINISTRATION BLDG 1976 3.0322782 9.657.442.25 74.17% (7.162.603.63) 2.494.838.62 
SCREW PUMP BLDG. 1976 3.0322782 800.109.06 74.17% (593.414.85) 206.694.21 
OLD BLOWER BLDG. 1975 3.2913653 620.656.04 76.67% (475.836.76) 144.819.28 
NEW BLOWER BLDG. 1990 1.53&5672 362,180.26 39.17% 041.854.22) 220.326.04 
BLDG#60Al. 1988 1.6110865 1.201.644.99 88.33% 0.061.453.08) 140.191.92 
BLDG#60AM 1988 1.6110865 61.670.78 88.33% (54.475.89) 7.194.89 ' .. 
SuPERNATE PUMP 1930 35.864532 1.290.370.00 100.00% (1.290,370.00) 0.00 
METER BLDG. 1956 10.520954 141.506.83 100.00% 1141.506.83) 0.00 
BLDG#60AI 1940 30:084711 1,428.422.07 100.00% (t,428.422.07) 0.00 
CONTROL House 1949 15.263103 30.968.84 100.00% (30.968.84) 0.00 
VaLAGBCREEK W.W.T.P. 1981 2.0595474 85.757.804.49 61.67% (52.883.979.06) 32.873.825.42 
PUMP STATION 3 1988 1.6110B65 314.161.87 88.33% (277.509.651 36.652.22 

C 
PUMP STATlON #23 1977 2.B262811 511.630.35 ioo.oO% (511.630.351 0.00 
PUMP STATION # 9 1980 2.2491504 267.986.28 100.00% (267.986.28) 0.00 
PUMP STATlON #22 1977 2.8262811 458,338.00 100.00"/0 (458.338.00) 0.00 
PUMP STATION #4 1988 1.6110865 39.595.67 88.33% (34.976.14) 4.619.53 
PUMP STATION #2 1982 1.9033987 168.608.77 100.00% 068.608.77) 0.00 

. TIN BUILDING 1976 3.0322782 .3.790.35 74.16% (2.810.86) 979.49 
PUMP STATION #24 1988 1.6110865 93,541.29 88.33% (81.627.96) 10.913.34 
PUMP STAT[ON tl7 1962 8.3491972 537.696.65 100.00% (537.696.65) 0.00 
PUMP STATION #1 1982 1.9033987 471.169.22 100.00% (471.169.22) 0.00 
PUMP STATION #26 1982 1.9033987 70.922.54 100.00% (70.922.54) 0.00 
PUMP STATION tlI0 1986 1.695110& 389.534.72 100.00"./0 (389.534.72) 0.00 
PUMP STATION #8 19n 4.153166 143.035.04 100.00"10 (143.035.04) 0.00 
PUfI/lP STAION till 1986 1.6951106 86.218.41 98.33% (84.781.46) 1.436.95 
PRUDES CREEK PACKAOE 1988 1.6110865 3.814.975.56 44.17% (1.684.946.82) 2.130.028.74 
PUMP STATION #12 1989 1.5775731 129.184.31 83.33% (107.6.53.59) 21.530.72 
PUMP STATION 13 1989 1..5775731 98,456.34 83.33% (82.046.741 16.409.60 f; 
PUMP STATION#l7 1970 5.2719044 4.506.502.97 100.000/0 (4.506.502.97) 0.00 
E'UMPSTATIONtl16 1984 1.7560299 423..062.73 100.00% (423.062.73) noo ~ .: 

PUMPSTAION#15 1980 2.2491504 390.677.43 100.00% (390.677.43) 0.00 
W~ORPACKAGBPLAN1 1990· 1.5385672 2.115389.89 39.17% (828.527.15) 1.286.862.75 
PUMP STAION #14 1984 1.7560299 204.577.48 100.00% (204.5"77.48) 0.00 
TRUSSVILLE PACKAOE 1979 2.4244089 2.101.952.84 66.67% (1.401.301.301 700.651.54 
PUMF STAfON #20 1979 2,4244089 376.631.93 100.00% (376.631.931 0.00 
PUMP STATION #19 1987 1.6524058 117.386.91 93.33% n09.561.11l 7.82.5.79 
PUMP STATION t#2S 1987 1.6524058 48.830.24 93.33% (45.575.00) 3.155.24 
PUMP STATION #28 1984- 1.7560299 115.883.93 100.00% n 15,883.93). 0.00 
PUMP STATION fl.27 1986 1.695.1106 38.046.76 9B.33% (37.412.621 634.14 
PUMP STATION #30 1990 1.5385672 ·129.885.84 78.33% nOl.743.91l 28.141.93 
PUMP STATION #31 1989 1.5175731 111.059.57 83.33% (92.549.831 18.509.74 

i PUMP STATION #32 1989 lo5775731 80.803.30 83.33% (67.33~ 181 13.467.11 
PATION CAHABA TRANSFER PUMP STAnOK 1988 1.6110865 2.151.573.83 85.00% (1.828.837.76) 322.736.07 
ADMINISTRATION BLDG 1958 9.5922266 378.221.50 95.33% (360.571.611 \7.649.89 ! . 
CHLORINE BLDG. 1958 9.5912266 141.005.73 100.00% (141.005.73) 0.00' 
PUMP HOUSE BLDG. 1958 9.5922266 40.383.27 100.000/0 C40.383.27) 0.00 
T.V. GROUTING & EPUIOMENT BLDG. 1974 3.6042079 279.470.28 79.17% (221.246.43) 58.223.85 
STORAGE BUILDllfG 1960 8.8355583 47.623;66 100.00%· (47.623.66) 0.00 
BARTON LAB BhDO. 1973 3.8419525 830.876.02 100.00% (830.876.02) 0.00 
MAINTENANCE STORAGE 1960 8.8355583 78.380.24 100.00% (78.380.24) 0.00 

. PACKAOE PLANT SHOP 1960 8.8355583 513.973.26 100.00% (513.973.26) 0.00 .. BARTON STORAGE BLDG. 1960 8.8355583 73,423.49 100.00% C7J.423.491 0.00 
) MAINTENANCE simp 1960 8.8355583 312.602.05 100.00% (312.602.05) 0.00 

C' COMPRESSOR BUILD~G 1960 8.8355583 53,190.06 100.00% (53.190.06) noo 
Pll-lCHGUT CREEK PUMP STATION 1987 1.6524058 1.974.211.53 35.67% (704.135.52) 1,270.076.00 
SHADES VALLEY IJv[PROVEMENTS 1997 1.2496567 7514.127.07 20.21% n,s18,480.05) 5.995.647.02 
SHADES VALLEY DRAINAGB iMPROVEMENTS 1997 1.2496567 1.084.650.79 20.00% (216.930.41) 867.720.38 
PATIONCREEKREPLACEMENTPHASElU 1999 1.2016009 12.916.876.76 24.00% (3,100.050.50) 9.816.826.25 
HOOVER HIGH SCHOOL PUMP STATION IMPROV 2004 1.0232607 153,489.11 2.08% (3.197.69) 150.291.42 
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'" 
CAHABA WWTP REVISIONS DESfGl' 1992 1.4604814 363,436.43 67.50% (24531930) 118.117.12 
CAHABA WWTP·PATION STATION ADD:; 1991 l.50S7911 297,469.03 70.83% (210.707.23) 86.761.80 

. PATTON STATION ADDITIONS (CONSTR: 1990 1.53Bs672 1.682.346.31 77.08% (1.296.808.34) 385.537.97 
CAHABA WWTP CONST. PHASB n 1993 1.397408& 10.185.251.78 62.50% (6.365.782.69) 3,819.469.09 
PATION TRANSFER P.S. tllC#2 DESIGN 1991 1.5057911 218.301.18 72.08% (157.358.75) 60.942.42 

'" PATIONTRANSFERPS 1 &2 1993 1.3974088 385.640.44 61.67% (237.811.94) 147.828.50 
RIVERCHASE PUMP STATION BUBBLER SYSTEM 1999 1.2016009 11.827.36 16.04% (1.897.65) 9.929.71 
CAHABA RIVER WWTP (GEOTECffil(CAL', 2000 1.1703102 48,029.82 12.29% (5.903.63) 42.126.19 
SHADES VALLEY GEOTECHNICAL 1998 1.2298142 28,137.18 16.88% (4.748.17) 23389.01 
SHADES VALLBY-GEOTECHNICAL 1998 1.2298142 3,595.18 16.87% (606.66) 2.988.52 
CAHABA RIVER WWfP/BIO NU 2002 1.1135668 396.429.25 8.75% (34.687.76) 361.741.49 
CAHABA PHASE rn GEOTECHNICAL lNSPECTIOl'- 1998 1.2298142 111.212.72 17.08% tI8.999.15) 92213.57 
RIVERCHASE PUMP STATION REMOVAL 1998 1.2298142 31.190,55 18.54% (5.783.52) 25.407.03 
CAHABA WWTP CONSTRUCTION REVIE\\ • 1998 1.2298142 1.030.747,41 17.08% . (176.086.0S) 854,661.36 
SHADES V ALLEY CONSTRUCTION RBVm'W 1998 1.2298142 109.033.09 16.87% (18.399.11) 90.633.91 
FIVE MILE CREEK WWTP EXPANSION 1993 1397408S ].033,825,41 60.00% (620.295.41) 413.529.94 
FIVE M1LE CREEK WWTP-NB'W 1992 1.4604814 23.053.985.74 64.17% (14.192.974.24) 8.261.011.50 
F[VE MILE CK WW1'P-GEOTECHNlCAL 1993 1.3914088 129.025.78 62.92% (81.179.01) 47.846.76 
FIVE MILE CREEK WWTF 2001 1.1418007 4.205.912.55 11.25% (473.165,40) 3.732.147.15 
5 MILE CREEK STUDY 2000 2002 1.1135668 55.609.38 7.50"10 (4.170.80) 51.438.58 
FIVE MILE WWTP MODS 2003 1.0876158 493,475.55 5.00"/0 (24.673.69) 468.801.86 
5 MILE CREEK WWTP 2002 1.1135668 35,402.57 7.50% (2.655.06) 32.747.52 I' 
NEWFOUND CREEK CONSTRUCTION 1998 1.2298142 143.775.92 27.00"h~. (38.819.64) 104.956.28 r,· 
LEEDS WWTP MODIF-STUDY 1992 1.4604814 93.648;29 6458% (60.480.95) 33.167.34 
NORMAN R SKINNER WWTP 2000 1.1703102 1.812.875.33 12.29% (230:.207.74) 1.642.667.59 
LEEDS WITP UPGRADE-GEOTECHNICAL 1998 1.2298142 143.253.92 16.88% (24.114.31) 119.079.61 
NORMAN SKmNER WWTP 2002 1.1135668 37.631.88 9.17% (3.449.38) 34.182.49 
LEEDS WWTP UPGRADB-ENGlNBBRlN(; 1999 1.2016009 931.028.42 16.04% (149.352.60) 781.675.82 
NORMAN R SKiNNER WWfP, 2000 1.1703102 189.733.49 11.87% f22.530.8S) 167.202.65 
NORMAN R SJ(INNER WWfP MODS 2002 1.1135668 12.022.96 7.50% (901.59) 11.121.37 
LEEDS SKmNBR WWTP ROAD IMPROVEMENTS 2004 1.0232607 91.733.34 3.75% (3.440.06) 88.293.28 
NORMAN R. SKINNER WWTP ACCESS 2003 1.0816158 6,930.40 5.00% (346.62) 6.583.71 

C' 
EMER REPAIR TRUSSVll.LE WWF 2003 1.0816158 79.746.16 5.62% (4.485.60) 75.26056 
TRUSSVlLLE WWfp UPGRADE-DESIGr. 1992 1.4604814 507.415.40 63.75% (323.515.85) 183.959.56 
TRUSSVILLE WWTP-GEOTECRNICAI 1998 1.2298142 4.994.39' 16.87% (842.74) 4.151.64 ::' GEOTECH TRUSSvn.LB WWTF 2002 1.1135668 17.858.83 9.17% (1.636.99) , 16,221.84 
DERBY PARKWAY PUMP STATION 2003 1.0876158 95.312.09 6.25% (5.956.98) 89.355.11 
TRUSSVll.LE DESrG1\ 2003 1.0876158 137.072.62 . 6.7.5% (8,566.93) 128,505.69 
TURKEY CREEK CONSTRUCTION PHASE "C~ . 1999 1.2016009 1.922.407.33 15.63% (300.376.50) 1.622,030.83 
TURKEY CREEK PHASE I 1998 1.2298142 4.158.352.69 17..50% (727.711.46) 3.430.641.23 
TURKEY CREEK WWTP IMPROV . 2002 Ll135668 724.051.92 8.33% (60,337.51) 663.114.41 
TURKEY CRE~ WWTP 2002 1.1135668 369.089.50 7.92% (29.219.73) 339.869.78 
TURKEY CREEK WWTP PHASE 1 2001 1.1478007. 232.536.97 11.46% (26.644.8TI 205.892.09 
TURKEY CREEK WWTP 2001 1.1478007 46.416.61 10.21% (4_738.41) . 41.678.21 
EMER SWR REP-BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING FBI 2000 1.1103102 10.152.44 12.29% 0.247.70) 8,904.74 
EMER SWR REP-BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING FEE 2000 1.1703102 12.083.45 12.29% (1.485.23) to.598.22 
EMER SWR REP-BIOLOGICAL CONSULTINU ~ 2000 1.1703102 1.492.15 12.93% (193.01) 1.299,14 
EMER SWR REP-BIOLOGICAL CONSULTrnO FEEt 2000 1.1703102 6.963.35 12.92% (899.73) 6.063.61 i~ BMR SWR REP-BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING FEE~ 2000 1.1703102 10.152.44 12.91% Cl.311.1S) 8.841.30 ! Et-AER SWR REP-CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2000 1.1703102 3.335.38 12.30% (410.15) 2.925.24 
SHA,DES V ALLBY TRANSFER SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 2.673.393.36 8.96% (239.491.5n 2.433,901.80 
ACADEMY BUSINESS PARK-PUMP STATION 1999 1.2016009 223.466.53 14.38% (32.123.66) 191.342.87 
FIVE MILE CREEK WEST PUMP STATIOl\ 2004 1.0232607 518,492.34 3.54% 08.363.31) 500.129.03 
PH IT-A VALLEY CRK WWTF 200t 1.1478001 32.052.486.54 9.38% (3.004.920.72) 29.047.565.82 
PHASE n B VALLEY CREEK WWTf 2000 1.1703102 25.071.34930 13.75% (3.448.135.34) 21.629.213.96 
SHADES VALLBY FACILITY PARKINC 2000 1.1703102 45.121.16 14.17% (6.392.75) 38.734.4] 
V ALLEY CREEK WWTP-GEOTECH SYCE 1993 1.3974088 60.186.86 60.83% (36.613.73) , 23.573.13 
VALLEY CREEK W AJrrE WATER TREATMENT 2004 1.0232607 60.566.801.82 2.71% (1.640.350.88) 58.926,450.93 
VALLEY LAND APPLICA nONE 1996 1.29S4626 299.164.44 23.13% (69.181.86) 229.982.57 
VALLEY CREEK DECHLORDfATION 1998 1.2298142 185.432.53 17.08% . (31.678.37) 153.754.16 
V ALIEY CREEK WWTP PHASB I-GEOTECfOOCAl 1999 1.2016009 50.591.90 15.83% (8.010.74) 42.581.17 

I HYDROGEOLIC BV ALUATIOl\ 1998 1.2298142 28.797.78 16.87% (4.85922) 23.938.51 
LAND APPLICATION SAMPLINGS 199t: 1998 1;229;142 13.022.90 27.00% (3.516.41) 9.506.49 
SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION-VALLEY CREEK 2000 1.1703102 75.717.59 13.13% (9.946.12) 65.831,47 
RICE CREEK SWR SYSTEM 2001 1.1418007 114.889.11 90.00% (103.400.20) 11.488.91 
V ALLEY CREEK wwrP BXPANSION 1998 1.2298142 405.337.74 16.87% (68,400.60) 336.937.14 
V ALLEY CREEK. FY98 PHASE 11 1998 1.2298142 584.141.13 16.88% (98.573.97) 485-'67.16 
DESIGN V ALLEY CREEK. WVITF 2000 1.1103102 1.637.345.44 13.54% 1221.723.99) 1.415.621.45 
PR.fi.I'CE STREET PUMP STATION 1998 1.2298142 124.211.23 19.17% (23.807.53) 100.403.70 i' 
SHADES V ALLEY COMPLEX 2001 1.1478007 89.585.39 10.00% (8.958.36) 80.627.03 ; 
V ALLEY CREEK WWTP PH 8 & 9 2002 1.1135668 1.111.574.99 7.71% (85.684.04) 1.025.890.96 
V ALLEY CREEK WASTBWATER TREATMENT 2002 1.1135668 ,47.631.25 7.29% (3.473.05) 44.158.20 

J RICE CREEK & MORGANIGREENWOOD SSS 1998 1.2298142 55.095.68 16.87% 19.297.06) 45.798.61 

C .' GARDENDALE/ORA YSVILLEiWARRIOE PH I 2004 1.0232601 189.579.34 3.75% (7.109.25) 182.470.09 
VALLEY CREEK 1993 IMPROVEMENTS 1998 1.2298142 568.116.34 16.87"..1. ' (95,869.43) 472.246.91 
V ALLEY CREEK RELOCATION CONTRACT I 1998 1.2298142 245.666.98 16.88% (41.456.54) 204.210.44 
POWDER PLANT ROADN ALLEY CREEK 1998 1.2298142 6.629.31 17.29% Cl.14~30) 5.483.02 
GEOTECHNICAL SER-SHADBS Y ALLBY PHASB I 2001 1.1478007 39.146.39 11,46% (4.485.32) 34.661.07 
96 LAND APPLICATIONS OF B[OSOLID~ 1998 1.2298142 237.452.33 16.88% (40.070.11) 191.382.21 
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RICE CREEK & MORGAN GREENWOOD 2004 1.0232607 79.503.26 3.75% (2.981.43) 76.521."83 
VALLEY WWTP DESIGl\ 2001 1.1473007 1,016.179.96 11.04% (112.203.02) 903.976.94 
VALLEY CREEK WWTP PHASE III 2004 1.0232607 1.588.384.73 4.17% (66.182.66) 1.522.202.07 
PH iII VLY CRK WWTP 2001 1.1478007 258,254.59 9.79% (25.287.48) 232,967.10 
PHASE It~B SLUDGE DEWATR 2002 1.1135668 803.024.60 8.54% (68.591.65) 734:432.94 ..:! 
MCADORY ELEM PUMP STATION 1998 1.2298142 70,442.18 16.87% (11.887.05) 58.555.13 
PRmCE STREBTPUMPING STATION·& SBWEru 2003 1.0876158 25.107.61 5.00% (1.255.28) 23.852.33 
SHADES V IU.LEY FACILITY PHASE I 1999 1.2016009 711.292.15 15.42% 009.657.81) 601.634.34 
GEOTECH SVCS-VALLEY CREEK 2001 1.1478007 81.491.72 10.62% (8.658.331 72.833.39 
VALLEY CREEK WASTE WATER TREATMENT 2004 1.0232607 1.013.)31.21 2.50% (25.33332) 987.997.89 
V ALLEY CREEK WWTP SLUDGB DRYrNO PAC 2003 1.0876158 27.366.37 5.00% (1.368.31) 25,998.06 
VALLEY CREEK WASTB WATER TREATMENT 2003 1.0876158 15.039.22 5.83% (877.36) 14,161.87 
CORBET BRANCH TRUNK. SEWER P.S. 1989 1.5775731 785,285.32 82.08% (644,588.43) 140.696.89 
CORBET BRANCH P.C. STAND BY POWER '1990 1.5385672 17.837.76 75.00% (13.)78.53) 4.459.23 
MlNOR PUMP STATION 2003 1.0876158 13.866.839.12 5.83% (808,899.01) 13,057,940.11 
VILLAGE CREEK SEWAGE TREAl"MENT PALNl 1990 15385672 1.826.986.86 76.25% (1.393.077.561 433,909.29 
VILLAGE MAINT. BLDG. fNSPEC. ~ 1990 1.5385672 17.673.52 74.58% (13.181.27) 4.492.25 
VILLAGE CK WWTP~GEOTBCHNlCAt 1992 1.4604814 to3.670.87 63.75% (66.090.42) 37,580.45 
V1LLAGB CREEK WWTP MODIFICATIOJl. 1992 1.4604814 15.980.961.50 26.33% (4.208.)19.261 11.772.642.24 
VILLAGE CK WWTP iI4 IN"SPECTIOz.. 1993 1.3974088 542.159.69 62,08% (336.590.50) 205.569.19 
#3 VLG CRK PEAK FLOW/PUM 2001 l.1478007 23.007.839.14 9.79% (2.252.850.82) 20.754,988.32 (, VILLAGE CREEK. DESIG}' 2001 1.1478007 27.446.675.81 11.25% (3,087.751.00) 24.358,924.81 
VILLAGB CREEK WWfP LAGOON ACCES~ 2000 1.1703102 55.716.99 12.50";;' (6,972.0n 48,804.98 i' 
EMR SWR REPAIR. vu.LAGB CREEK WWTI 2002 1.1135668 400.552.59 8:33% (33,379.39) 367,173.20 
VILLAGE PEAK. FLOW WWf! 2004 1.0232607 86.321.84 2.50% (2.158.06\ 84,163.79 

t·. VILLAGE CREEK PEAK FLOW JiANDLmC 2003 1.0876158 62.722.481.83 5.00% (3,"136.124.08) 59.586.357.75 
#5 VILLAGE CREEK PEAK. FLOW HANDLJNC 2003 1.0876158 59.702.714.63 4.37% (2.611.993.73) 57,090,720.90 
BILL OF SALE AGREEMENl 2001 1.1478007 722.655.34 9.38% (67,749.11) 654,906.23 
Vll...LAGE CREEK WWTP DRYn-lG FACn.rr~ 1996 1.2954626 253.349.43 23.54% (59,642.57) 193.706.86 
VITLAGE~PPEAKPO~ 1998 1.2298}42 40.987.25 18.33,% (7.513.97) 33,473.28 
MINOR PUMP STATION AND SEWERS 2003 1.0876158 51.961.56 6.25% (3,247.5l) 48,714.05 
PHASE I ZION CITY PUMPING STATION 2002 1.1135668 2.583.48 8.54% (220.52) 2.362.96 

C 
ZION CITY PUMPING STATION 2003 1.0876158 7,382.74 6.25% (461.3n 6.921.37 
VILLAGE WWTP~ENGINEBRlliC 200) 1.1478007 528.599.51 10.42% (55.062.30) 473.537.22 
VILLAGE CRIC-PEAK FLOW HANDLmC 2001 1.1478007 74.302.65 10.21% (7.584.83) 66.717.82 

" VILLAGE CREEK SLUDGE DIGESTfNC 2002 1.1135668 107,927.99 7.50% (8.094.65) 99,833.34 , 
V1LLAGB WWTP DESIGN MODIFICATIOW 1998 1.2298142 150.885.15 17.08% (25.715.92) 125,109.23 , 
VILLAGE CRIC PEAK FLOW WW .PLANl 2000 1.1703102 1.'}68.8~0.63 13.54% .(158,279.19) 1,010.551.43 
V(l.LAGB CREEK DIGESTING/DEWATERO'l< 1998 1.2298142 1.325.027.90 18.75% (248.443.00) 1,076.584.90 
VILLAGE CREEK WASTEWATER TREATMEN1 2002 1.1135668 356.082.05 7.50% (26.706.09) 329.375.96 
VILLAGE CREEK MODIFICA nONS 1999 1.2016009 53.822.54 15.83% (8.522.14) 45.300.40 
VILLAGE CREEK PEAK FLOW HANDLll'iIC 2001 1.1'178007 1,786,020.12 10.42% (186.043.58) 1.599.976.55 
ELEcrRICAL ALTBRNATIVESlVlLLAGE CREE~ 2002 1.1135668 125.733.11 7.50% (9.430.00) 116.303.11 
VILLAGE CREEK WWTPIEOINBERlN"G SER 2001 1.1478007 253.989.96 11.46% (29,103.12) 224,886.84 
VILLAGE CRK WWfP BIO SOLIDS MGM1 2000 1.1703102 6.602,253.27 13.54% (894.054.94) 5.708,198.33 
GEOTECIDflCAL SER. VILLAGE CRK.. WWTi 2000 1.1703102 9,918.20 12.29% (I.219.39) 8,698.81 
YILt CRK. WWTP RETRom 2002 1.1135568 3,169.412.78 8.54% (270,720.50) 2.898,692.28 
VILLAGE CREEK WWTP-SLUDGE DIGESTIm 1998 1.2298142 1,783,192.63 17.50% (312,058.81) 1.471.133.83 1;-
VILLAGE CREEK WASTEWATER &: 2003 1.0876158 322,789.51 5.00% (16,139.41) 306.650.09 

I, ~ VILLAGE CREEK ODOR CONTROL 2001 1.1478007 564,106.78 9.37% (52.884.98) 511.221.80 
BMBR. SWR REPAIR-2024 29TH A VB NO 1999 1.2016009 30,043.44 25.00% (7.510.61) 22.532.83 
VILLAGE CREBKACCBSS ROAD #2 1999 1.2016009 695,295.55 25.67% (178.458.89) 516,836.66 
PRO] MGMT BIOSOLID APP-BELTONA 1999 1.2016009 274.107.10 14.58% (39.974.261 234,132.84 
ADAMSVILLE P.S. 1990 1.5385672 977,015.16 74.58% n28.690.24) 248.324.92 
ADAMSVILLE P.S. 1991 1.5057911 50.965.01 69.58% (35.463.161 15,501.85 
PRUDES CREEK WATER QUALITY SAMPLfNO 1999. 1.2016009 57,927.98 25.00% (14,482.30) 43.445.68 
PRUDES CREEK WWTP UPGRADE 1999 1.2016009 1,045,488.31 15.21% (159.001.64) 886,486.67 
POP-I 6.5 180 RPM MIXER 1998· 1.2298142 18,324.23 17.92% (3,282.92) 15,041.32 
POP~I 6.5 180 RPM MIXER 1998 1.22!iS142 18,324.23 17.92% (3.282.92) 15.041.32 
tl2MORRIS/KIMBERL Y WWTF 2003 1.0876158 6.251.433.84 4.37% (273.500.18) 5.977.933.66 . 

t, PURDESCREEKWWTPBVALUAnpN 2003 1.0876158 69.724.87 5.00% (3,486.29) 66238.59 
WARRIOR WASTE WATER TREATMENTPLANl 2004 1.0232607 484.626.93 4.00% (l9J85.061 465,241.87 b PRUDES CREEK DESIGN & ENGINEERING 2004 1.0232607 359,443.86 3.13% (11,232.64) 348,211.22 
PRUDES CREEK WWfP-ENGINEBRING SVCS 1999 1.2016009 82.910.46 14.79% 02.263.84) 70.646.62 
PRUDES CRK. wwrP-ENGD"fBER.MG 1997 1.2496567 117.092.83 20.21% (23,662.7n 93,430.12 . 
PRUDES CREEK WWTP 2001 L.l478007 53.988.06 9.79% (5,286.23) 48,701.83 
WARRIOR WWfP UPGRADE/GEOTECHNICAl 1998 1.2298142 6,440.23 17.08% 0.100.22) 5.340.01 i 
ENGlNEERING CONSTRUCTION REVfEW 1998 1.2298142 116,277.20 17.08% (19,864.40) 96,412.80 I. 
PROFESSIONAL ENGmEERING SV WARRIOR 1999 1.2016009 6,705.17 16.25% (1,089.79) 5,615.38 I' 
BLUE RIDGE BLVD PUMP STATION 1998 1.2298142 958,605.86 18.96% (181,735.67) 776.870.19 I 
SHADES CK.-CONST SEC. 9 1992 1.4604814 3.026.243.10 65.83% (1.992.276.42) 1,033.966.68 

) SCOTf'SBRANCHPRBTRBATMENTFAClLm 1991 1.5057911 266.002.50 21.83% (74,037.0l) 191,965.49 
SCOTI'S BRANCH-PRETREATME'NTFACILm 1996 1.2954626 12.077.818.36 22.71% (2.742,671.13) 9.335.147.23 (! SHADES VALLBY PHASE D 1997 1.2496567 355.341.97 19.58% (69.587.881 285.754.09 
UST REMOV AUREPLACBMENTIUPGRADE 1999 1.2016009 114,139.50 15.21% (l7J58.641 96.780.86 
r-.rr OLIVE A VENUE PUMP STATION 2003 1.0876158 298,339.60 5.00% (14.916.95) 283.422.64 
STATION HI FIVE MtLE CREEK WWTPMONlTOR 1998 1.2298142 52,364.26 16.88"" (8.836.841 43,527.42 
STATION 2 FIVE MILE CREEK 1998 ).2298142 36.028.64 16.87% (6.079.50) 29.949.14 
LEEDS WWTP WATER QUALITY SAMPLING 1998 1.2298142 46,816.57 16.88% (7.900.461 38.916.10 
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LEEDS WWTP SAMPLING STATION #'4 1998 1.2298142 36.466.45 16.88% (6.153.72) 30.312.73 
SCOTIS BRAND CONSTR REV 2001 1.1478007 56,295.03 10.63% (5.981.40) 50,313.64 
SHADES VALLEY ROADWAY MODIFrCATION~ 2000 1.1703102 58.307.90 13.96% (8.139.04) 50.168.86 
V ALLEY CREEK wvrrP SOLIDS HANDLD'lG 1992 1.4604814 2.869.834.95 27.33% (784.422.10) 2.085.412.85 
SHADES VALLEY & VILLAGE CRK DESIGl'- 2003 1.0876158 703.732.65 6.46% (45.449.29) 658.283.36 ,". 
REMOVE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 1999 1.2016009 275.761.88 14.19% (40.791.02) 234.976.86 
PHASE OPEN UPGRADE GARDENDALE 2002 1.1135668 183.643.02 7.50% (13.173.111 169.869.84 
PUMPSTATlON ANALYSIS 2003 1.0876158 215.437.73 4.79% (13.198.00) 262.239.13 .".~ 

JEFFCO WW PUMPmG STATIOt\ 2000 1.1103102 174.996.61 13.54% (23,697\381 151.299.23 
GARDENDALE GRA YSVn.LE & WARRIOR PUMP 2001 1.1418001 374.249.03 11.67% (43.662.62) 330.586.42 
PUMP STATION DBSrGN AND ENGINEERmG 2004 ).0232607 237.664.24 3.13% 0.427.03) 230.237.21 
ENGINEERSVS WASTEWATER PUMP STATIOl\ . 2003 ).0876158 706,916.14 6.46% (45.654.96) 661.261.18 
MORRIS/KIMBERLY WWTprrRUNK SEWER 1997 1.2496567 81,642.32 20.00"10 (16~28.71l 65.313.61 
BELTON A REUSE SITE" . 2003 1.0876158 317.079.86 6.25% (19,817.55) 297.262.30 
VILLAGE CREEK WWTP LAqOOr. 2004 1.0232607 42.204.12 3.75"10 (1.581.72) 40.621.40 
SWR INFRASTRUCTURE MGMT SYSTEM 2005 1 1.194,970.23 1.67"10 (19.916.15) 1.175.054.01 
PRUDES CREEK~GEOTECIDf{CAL 2000 1.1703102 4.323.24 13.55"10 (585.14) 3.731.50 ... 
MORRISIKIMBERL Y wvm 2004 1.0232607 82.991.49 3.75"10 (3.1l2.2Il 79.879.28 . ,: 
MCADORY PUMP STATION & FORCE MAIN 1996 1.2954626 662.435.36 35.33% (234,060.30) 428.315.06 
WARRlOR WWTP IMPROVEMENTS 1997 1.2496567 1.299.662.94 20.63% (268.055.49) 1.031.607.45 
ROD TURNING MACHll'lE 2000 1.1703102 3.218.35 51.67% (1.662.93) L'sS5.42 !". 
RIDGEDALE SANITARY SEWER 1987 1.6524058 200.046.99 100.00% (200,046.99) 0.00 .. 
CAHABA RIVER TRUNK SEWER EXTENSION 1986 1.6951106 517.469.80 38.33% " (198.364.23) 319.105.57 
CAHABA RIVER TRUNK SEWER EXTENSION 1981 1.6524058 2.230,195.11 36.00% (802,869.66) 1.421.325.45 
FINAL PUMP STATION 1987 1.6524058 644.932.34 46.67% (300.967.14) 343.964.60 
SHOP BUll..ElING 1971 4.6049968 160,253.89 86.67% (138.886.70) 21.367.19 
DEWATERnfG SYSTEM #3 1987 1.6524058 68.558.32 96.49% (66.149.90) 2.408.41 
DEWATERm"GSTATION#2 1981 1.6524058 260,336.54 93.33% (242.980.85) 17,355.68 
CONTROL BLDG. 1987 1.6524058 124.080.80 46.67% (57.904.48) 66.176.32 
RECIRCULATING PUMP 1987 1.6524058 21.092.96 93.33% (l9.686.83) 1,406.13 
OLD BLOWER BLDG. 1971 4.6049968 348.229.86 86.67% (301,798.23) 46.431.63 
CAHABA RIVER W.W.T.P. 1981 2.0595474 49.162,240.45 100.00% (49.162.240.45) 0.00 

C 
NEW BLOWER BLDG. 1987 1.6524058 934,187.62 46.67% (435.953.65) 498.233.98 
CONTROL BUILDING 1987 1.6524058 140.487.54 46.67% (65.560.85) 74.926.69 
CONTROL BUILDING 1981 1.6524058 95.872.59 93.33% (89.481.08} 6.391.51 
Fll.TERPRESS BUlLDll'IC; 1987 1.6524058 1.024.027.28 46.67% (477.879.JO) 546,148.18 
SAND FILTER BLDO. 1987 1.6524058 835.249.83 46.67% (389.782.51) 445.467.26 
ADMmISTRATION BLDG 1971 4.6049968 290.294.40 86.67% (251.587.65) 38.706.75 
PRIMARY PUMP STATION 1987 1.6524058 422,454.07 93.33% (394.290.46) 28.163.60 
INTERMEDIATE PUMP 1987 1.6524058 519,516.39 93.33% (484.881.95) 34.634.43 
cm.ORINE BLDG. 1971 4.6049968 181.713.18 86.67% (157,485.73) 24.221.44 
SLUDGE PUMP STATION 1911 4.6049968 175.680.63 86.61% (152,257.08) 23.423.55 
HBADWORKS CONTROL 1991 l.S057911 105,299.91 36.67% (38,610.52) 66.689.46 
SHOP ANNEX BLDG. #52T L981 1.6524058 81.564.40 46.67% (38.063.56) 43.500.84 
FIVE Mll..E CREEK SANITARY SEWEN 1986 1.6951106 2.233.186.02 95.83% (2.140.136.571 93.049.45 
LEWISBURO OUTFAll. SANITARY SEWEF 1981 1.6524058 598.018.11 36.33% (217.280.09) 380.738.01 
FIVE MILE CREEK SANITARY SEWER 1985 1.7355185 510.587.66 39.83% (203.383.69) 307.203.91 

t" 
FIVE MILE CREEK TO OLD SPRINGVlLL ROA[ 1988 1.6110865 41.025.67 34.61% (14,222.00) 26.803.68 
FIVE Mll..E CR£EK-WWTF 1978 2.6226585 48.826.833.23 100.00% (48.826.833.23) 0.00 
TRUSSVILLE rNDUSTR[AL PARK SEWEll 1986 1.6951106 2.077.130.72 39.33% (817.005.59) 1,260.125.13 i. 
WESTCHESTER TO CENTER.PT SANITARY 1987 1.6524058 248.583.17 100.00% (248.583.17) 0.00 
CENTER PT PKWY ESTATES CAPPED SEWER 1986 1.6951106 251.863.26 100.00% (251.863.25) 0.00 
SEWER PIPE HOLIDAY PARK ESTATES 1985 1.7355185 204.632.99 40.61% (83,217.25) 121,415.73 
LOWER V ALLEY CREEK INTERCEPTOR SEWER 1985 1.7355185 2.569.750.97 40.33% n.036.465.40) 1.533.285.57 

. LOWER V ALLEY CREEK INTERCEPTOR 1985 1.7355185 1.735.336.24 39.50"10 (685.451.39) 1.049.818.85 
PORTABLE BUILDING/ARGRARIAN PRO. 1998 1.2298142 2.,33050 30.02% (699.52) 1,630.98 
VILLAGBCREEKWASTEWATER TRBATMSNl 1986 1.6951106 66.728.03 100.00% (66.728.03) 0.00 
VILLAGE CREEK CLARIFIER REDESIGN UNIl 1985 1.7355185 232.,559.48 39.83% (92.635.361 139,924.11 
BRANDY LANE IT ASSESSMENT SEWER 1986 l.695.1.106 88.746.60 100.00% (88.146.60) 0.00 , 
DUGAN AV TO CIllCKASAW DR. SANITARY 1986 1.6951106 149.193.55 '100.00% (149.193.55) 0.00 i 
HOLIDAY HILLS lOTI! SECTOR ASSESSMENl 1987 1.6524058 205.319.32 100.00% (205.319.32) 0.00 L· 
BLACK CREEK P.S. REPLACEMENT 1987 1.6524058 414.612.26 100.00% (474,612.26'1 0.00 I 
ALUMINUM STORAGE BLDG 1992 1.4604814 3,359.11 100.00% (3.359.1 n 0.00 ! BEA VBR CREEK TO PINSON ROCK SCHOOL SS 1985 1.7355185 220.369.96 39.67% (87.414.06) 132.955.90 
PONDBROSA PARK SANITARY SEWER 1985 1.7355185 124.389.62 40.17% (49.963.06) 74.426.56 
NORA VB DR-MIAM[ CIRCLE ASSESSMENT 1987 1.6524058 147.262.01 36.83% (54.240.82) 93.021.19 
CHICKASAW DRIVBTO AVACADO DRIVE 1987 1.6524058 131.406.80 36,33% (47.744.25) 83.662.55 
PRUDES CREEK SBWAGE SYSTEM 1988 t'.6110865 13.599.99 ~3.67% (4.578.85) 9.021.13 
IMPROVEMENT FOR PINCHOUT CREEK 1988 1.6110865 3.809.639.80 34.83% Cl.327.025.26) 2.482.614.54 
WYLAM MJNNIEVILLE SANITARY SEWE~ 1986 1.6951106 982,444.77 39.17% (384.791.02) 597,653.75 

,!:I., 
PRUDES CREEK SEWEAOE SYSTEM 1988 1.6110865 3.256.051.71 35.00% 0.139.620.89) 2,116,436.82 
mCKORY HILLS TO SWEENEY HOLLOV. 1987 1.6524058 161.442.92 35.83% (57.851.11) 103,591.75 

J 
SAND RIDGE TRUNK SEWER 1997 \.2496561 1.817.408.97 32.00% (581.570.94) 1,235.838.03 (/ DESrGNIMISC CAPPED SEWER CONNECTORS 1997 1.2496567 93.345.91 32.00% (29.870.59) 63.475.31 
CAHABA TRNT/LTL SHADES CRK CONS REV 1998 1.2298142 495.373.20 29.00% (143.658.48) 351.114.72 

~ DBSIGN-SAND RIDGE OUTFALL sm 2000 1.1703102 141.022.38 21.61% (30,555.10) 110.467.28 .. : 
CAHABA RIVER TRANSFER SEWER 1988 1.6110865 1.529.847.49 100.00% 0,529,847.49) 0.00 
CAHABA RIVER WASTEWATER TREATMENl 1988 1.6110865 34,066.424.54 100.00% (34.066.424.54) 0.00 
PATION TRANSFER PUMP-CONSTRUCflON 1993 1.3974088 4.797.222.05 47.00% (2.254,694.73) 2.542.527.32 
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c EXISTING ASSETS 

IN 
1{I>eLA~"'~" , 

DESCIUPTIQN SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT DEPRECrAITlO ACCUMULATED COSl'LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

VALLEY BRICK CONSTRUCTION SECrrON I 1989 1.5775731 1.278,354.05 100.00% 0.278354.05) 0.00 
CAHABA RIVER SEWER SYSTEM 1989 1.5715731 751.315.39 32.17% (241.673.74) 509.641.64 
GRESHAM SCHOOL TO CARDD'JAL CIRCLE 1989 1.5775731 99.453.62 100.00% (99.453.62) 0.00 
CAHABA RIVER TRUNK SEWER EXTENSION 1988 1.6110865 310.141.24 100.00% (310,141.24) 0.00 
CAHABA HEIGlITS TO OVERTON SEWER 1992 1.4604814 66.032.75 26.17% (17.278.58) 48.754.17 : .. 
ACTON ROAD SANITARY SEWER 1991 1.5057911 251.629.36 27.83% (70,036.21) 181.593.15 
ACTON ROAD SEWER P,S. 1988 1.6110855 3.580.903.00 87.08% (3.118.369.82) 462,533.18 I; ACTON DRIVE TO ASSA WINTHA DR. CAPPED 1991 1.5057911 152.781.32 97.22% (148.537.36) 4,243.95 
MEDOWLA WN ESTATES ASSESSMENT SEWER 1991 1.5057911 125.793.95 27.67% (34.802.24) 90.991.72 
KYLE LANE ASSESSlvfENT SEWER 1984 1.7560299 134.964.30 42.33% (57.135.52) 77.828.77 
CAHABA WWTP·CONSTRUCTION RBVIEV. 1994 1.3462463 491,409.18 100.00% (491.409.18) 0.00 
CAHABA WV/TP-ENGCNEERING 1994 1.3462463 597.165.34 44.33% (264.742.98) 332.422.35 
CAHABA RIVER PLANT IMPROVEMENTS 1988 1.6110865 5,023.706.11 87.08% (4.374.810.58) 64&.895.53 
CAHABA RIVER PLANT IMPROVEMENTS • 1986 1.6951106 1.477.062.18 95.00% (1.403.209.02) 73.853.15 
BERRY HIGH SCHOOL EMERGENCY SEWER 1989 1.5775731 31,428.90 33.33% (10,475.57) 20.953.33 
SHADES/CAHABA TRUCK GEOTECHNICAl 1999 1.2016009 38,238.91 23.00% (8.795.14)' 29,443.76 
CLOVERLEAF & KNOLLWOOD DRIVE-SEWE~ 1999 1.2016009 830.278.77 23.67% (196.499.55) 633.779.22 .' 
MILL RUN/CAHABA HGTS-DESrGh 1995 1.3307439 83.218.07 41.67% (34.674.20) 48,543.87 
CAHABA RIVER TRUCK SEWER 2002 1.l135668 15.524.012.35 12.67% (1,966.374.79) l3.557.637.56 
#2 CAHABA RIVER TRUNK SEWER 2004 1.0232607 15.180.607.07 633.% (961.438.44) 14.219.168.63 
#3 CAHABA RIVER TRUNK SEWER 2004 1.0232607 12,748.832.53 6.33% (807,426.08) 11,941.406.45 

1'~ RIVERCHASE PUMP RELOCATION· 1995 1.3307439 165.392.84 41.00% (67.811.46) 97.581.38 
CAHABA RJVER TRUNK REPLACEMENT CENG~ 1995 1.3307439 311.9lOA5 40.00% (124.763.80) 187.146.64 
CAHABA RIVER TRUNK. SEWER #4 2004 1.0232607 19.996.714.42 6.00% 0.199.802.87) 18.796.911.55 
LITTLE SHADES PHASE 1 1999 12016009 7.008.303.28 24.00% 0.681.992.61) 5.326.310.67 1 .... 
PH III LITTLE SHADE: 2001 1.1478007 455.331.06 15.00% (68.299.71) 387.031.35 
CHRlSTOPHERIKN'OLLWOOD CAPPED SEWER· 1995 1.3307439 522.655.80 39.33% (205,577.65) 317.078.15 
LOCK RIDGE SEWER CONTRACT 1 1998 1.2298142 159.479.23 30.33% (48.375.55) 111.103.68 
CROSS HAVEN SWR& PUMP STATION 2001 1.1478007 1,079.893.78 18.67% (201,580.02) 878.313.76 
GRANTSNITLLROAD#I 2001 1.1478007 6.050,480.43 17.67% 0.068,918.34) 4,981.562.09 
GRANTS MILL RD SEWER #1 2001 L 1478007 2.110.167.26 17.67% (372,796.44) 1.737.370.83 
BLUBERRY LANE SEWER EXTBNSION 2003 1.0876158 410.560.47 8.00% (32.844.87) 377.715.60 

C 
ALTADENA RD TRUNK TOmCKORY RIDGE 2004 1.0232607 682.643.36 4.33% (29.581.19) 653.062.17 
NAPIER DRIVE REPLACEMENT SEWER 2003 1.0876158 214.447.02 7.000/a (15.011.32) 199,435.70 
CAHABA COLLECTION SYSTEM CONTRACT . 1998 1.2298142 2,122.668.90 28.00% (594.347.36) 1.528.321.54 
CAHABA REHABILITATION CONTRACT:; 1998 1.2298142 2,327,474.34 30.00% (698.242.13) 1.629.232.21 
CONTRACT 3 CAHABA REHABILITAT[Ol\ 1998 1.2298142 3.125.938.55 27.33% (854,423.39) 2.271.515.15 
CAHABA RlVERSSCS REHAP 2000 1.170).102 5.157,746.17 20.67% (1.065.934.34) 4.091.811.83 
CAHABA RlVER COLLECI10N SYSTEM 1998 1.2298142 3.645.401.61 28.67% 0.045.015.15) 2.600.386.45 
CONTRACT 6 CAHABA RIVER REHABILITATIOl'- 1998 1.2298142 2.576.140.68 27.00% (695.558.22) 1.880.582.46 
CONTRACT 7 CAHABA SSCS REHAB 1998 1.2298142 3.150.864.97 27.67% (871.739.35) 2,279.125.62 
CAHABA REHABILITATION CONTRACT E 1998 1.2298142 3.623.846.86 27.67".1. (1.002.597.94) 2.621.248.92 
CAHABA RlVER SSCS REHAB tHO 1999 1.2016009 5.656.446.64 25.33% (1,432.966.68) 4,223.479.96 
#11 CAHABA RIVER SCS REHAB 1998 1.2298142 2.986.646.68 27.00% (806.394.97) 2.180.251.71 
CAHABA ruVERSCS REHAB #12 1999 1.2016009 2.908.396.99 25.67% (746.488.85) 2,161.908.14 
CHAPEL H£LL REPLACEMENT SEWERS 2003 1.0876158 3,540,365.46 9.00% (318.632.90) 3.221.732.56 
PATION CREEK/CONSTRUCTION REVIEW PH J 1998 1.2298142 246.347.24 27.00% . (66,513.90) 179.833.34 

I'" 
VESTAVIA TRNKSWRREPLACE 2002 1.1135668 14.078.255.31 13.67% 0.924.028.39) 12.154,226.92 
BYRD BRANCH TRUNK EXTENSION 2002 1.1135668 575.008.79 13.33% (76.667.74) 498.341.05 
VESTAVIA LATERAL BXT CWALD PARK 2003 1.0876158 1.218.259.20 10.00% (121.825.911 1.096,433.29 
KNOB KNOSTER CAPPED SEWER CONNECTION 1999 1.2016009 313.741.82 24.33% (76.343.56) 237.398.26 ' .. 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR LONG MEADOW 1998 1.2298142 56.500.23 29.33% (16,57337) . 39,926.86 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR TRACE 1998 1.2298142 5.064.93 29.67% n~02.80) 3.562.13 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAlRMAGNOLIA· 1998 1.2298142 6,430.88 27.67% (1.779.16) 4.651.72 
HIGHLAND DAY SCHOOL SEWERS 1999 1.2016009 167.797.56 25.67% (43.067.73) 124.729.83 
EMERGENCY SEWERREPAlR PRINCE OF PEACE 1999 1.2016009 60.569.16 24.33% (14.738.19) 45.830.97 
SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUcrIOt\ 2000 1.1703102 173.457.53 20.33% (35.269.70) 138.187.83 
CONSTRUcr SANITARY SEWER 2000 1.1703102 44,880.81 20.00% (8.976.05) 35.904.77 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 745 SUSSEX DR 1999 1.2016009 23.477.61 24.33% (5.713.00) 17.764.61 
EM:ERSWR RPR PETIICOATLANE 1999 1.2016009 11.051.63 23.00% (2,542.03) 8,509.59 
EMER.SWR.REP. HIGHLAND DR[VE 2000 1.1703102 4,546.04 22.00% (1.000.261 3,545.77 i': 
EMER.SWRREP.-4803 AVE.V. BIRMlliGHAM 2000 1.1703102 9.)50.21 22.00% (2.056.91) 7.293.29 ! 
EMBR.SWR.REP.-1304 PARLIAMENT LANE 2000 1.1703102 2,762.40 22.01% (607.88) 2.154.52 l EMER.SWR.REP.-2456 REGENT LANE 2000 1.1703102 12.717.50 21.67% (2.755.26) 9.962.24 
EMBR SWR REP~2605 APOLLO C[R·HOOVER 2000 1.1703102 13.268.87 21.00% !2.786.24) 10.482.63 
E1v(ER SWR REP-2155 MONTREAT PKWY- 2000 1.1703102 5,345.50 21.00% (1.122.64) 4.222.85 
EMER SWR RENlUMMITf SHOP CTR BHAM 2000 1.1703102 22.664.73 21.00% (4.759.53) 17.905.20 ,. 
ACTON ROAD TRUNK SWR EXT 2000 1.1703102 140.178.01 20.00% (28,035.48) 112.142.52 
IDA LANE TO PIPLINE RD SANITARY sm 2004 1.0232607 1.939,159.83 3.67% (71.102.53) 1.868.057.31 
EMER SWR REP-BELLWOOD & CROSSHA VEN DR 2000 1.1703102 7.161.71 20.67% (1,480.21) 5.681.51 
EMERSWR REp.512 EASTWOOD PL-VESTAVIA 2000 1.1703102 6.552.65 20.66% (1.353.96) 5.198.69 

.. 
EJ:>.1ER SWR REPAIR- NATCHEZ DRIVE CAHABA 2000 1.1703102 12.285.25 20.33% (2.497.90) 9.787.35 
EMERSWRREPA[R-1950WATERFORD PL 2000 1.1703102 6~94,49 20.00% (1.318.71) 5,275.78 

C EMER SEW RENIWY 150 & DEER VALLEY 2000 1.1703102 3.88].43 20.00% (776361 3.lO5.07 
EMER SEW REP-513 MONTGOMERYHWY 2000 1.1703102 2.666.65 20.00% (533.40) 2,133.24 
£MBR SEW REP-2005 SOUTHWOOD ORNE 2000 1.1703102 14.159.07 20.00% (2.831.92) 11.327.15 
EMER SEW REp·2005 SOUTHWOOD DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 2.903.83 20.00% (580.71) 2.323.12 
EMER SEW REP·224 BURGUNDY DRIVE 2000 1.l703102 11.766.18 20.00% (2.353.03) 9.413.16 
EMERSWER REPR-J925 OLD CREEK. TRAIL 2000 1.1703102 19.009.98 0.00% 0.00 19.009.98 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-6    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part57    Page 5 of 7



Jeffco-000414 

r:XISTINC ASS£-rS 

IN 
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OESCRIPTfON SERV(Cn: 
BNR REPLACEMENT DEPRECCAITlO ACCUMULA1.'ED COST LESS 

YEAR INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPREClA TION ACCUMULATED 

EMER SWR REP-3990 MBTHOD[ST eIR 2000 1.17.03102 2.496.51 19.66% (490.93)' 2.005.57 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-3257 MOCKINGBIRD LANE 2000 1.1703102 2.998.44 19.67% (589.67) 2,408.77 
EMER SWR REP-2337 GARLAND DR 2000 1.1703102 15.778.40 19.67% (3.to3.0l) 12,675.37 , . 
EMER 8WR REP-1905 MONTGOMERY HWY '2000 1.1703102 1.826.25 19.6&'1.. (359.05) 1,467.19 
EMER SWR REP-357 LAREDO DR 2000 1.1703102 6.463.89 19.67% (l.271.18) 5.192.71 ;'.: 
EMER SWR REP-20l3 COUNTRY RIDGE PLACE 2000 1.1703102 3,125.86 19.33% (604.1\) 2,521.75 
EMER SWR REP-2677 PADEN CIRCLE 2000 1.1703102 &.494.51 19.00% 0,613.87) 6,880.70 

I': EMER 8WR REP-624 PADEN DR - HOOVER 2001 1.1478007 5.833.87 18.66% 0.088.85) 4.745.02 
EMER SWR REPAIR HOOVER COMMONS 2001 1.1478007 82.872.13 0.00% 0.00 82.872.13 
EMERSWRREPAIR-2131 MONTREAT WAY· 2001 1.1478007 42.387.66 16.00% (6.782.12) 35.605.54 
EMR SWR REPAIR 1808 CANTON ROAD 2002 1.1135668 45,270.71 14.67% (6.639.58) 38.631.14 
EMR SWRREPAlR 509 RAYBURN ROAD 2002 1.1135668 55.620.73 14.67% (8.157.50) 47.463.23 
BMER SWR REPAIR 455 SHENANDOH DRIVE 2002 1.1135668 55.397.22 14.67% (8.124.9n 47,272.25 
EMR SWR REPAIR-IR09 CATALA ROAD ~ 2002 1.1135668 54.384.73 14.33% (7.794.98) 46,589.15 
EMR SWR REPAIR-OLD CREEK TRA[l 2002 1.1135668 41.606.85 12.67% (5.270.29) 36,336.57 
EMR SWR REPAIR-624 PADEN DRIVE 2002 1.1135668 53.714.23 12.67% (6.803.92) 46.910.32 
CAHABATRUNKL~ESHADESCREEK 1998 1.2298142 2\.198.910.50 28.00% (5.935.694.74) 15.263,215.16 
RIVERCHASE PUMPrN'G STATION RELIEF SEWE~ 1998 1.2298142 27.524.42 30.67% (8.440.46) 19.083.96 
PATrON CREEK.SSES 1998 1.2298142 912,923.15 27.00% (246.489.22) 666.433.92 .' 
HURRICANE BRANCH SSES 1998 1.2298142 351.911.33 27.00% (95.015.73) 256.895.60 
PATION CREEK-GEOTECHNICAl 1998 1.2298142 6,457.14 27.00% (1.743.26) 4.713.88 
VESTAVIA LATERAL EXTENSION TO WALD 2003 1.0876158 16.152.70 8.00% (l.292.20) 14.860.51 
CAHABA HEIGHTS SWR EXT 2000 1.1703102 2.320.254.81 21.67% (502.721.86) 1.817.532.95 ,. 
DOLLY BROOK TRUNK SEWER 2000 1.1703102 114.696.20 19.00% (21.792.071 92.904.13 
LITI'LE SHADES TRUNK REPLACEMENl 1998 1.2298142 206.147.21 27.00% (55.659.85) 150.487.36 . ! .. 
CROSSHA VEN SEWERlPUMP STATION 2002 1.1135668 112,035.96 12.00% (13.444.45) 98.591.51 
CAHABA RIVER SEWER REHAP DESIGN 1999 1.2016009 1.911,537.90 23.67% (453.817.51) 1.463.720.38 
CON TIl CAHABA RIVER BASiJ\ 2002 1.1135668 1.845.601.18 13.67% (252,232.01) 1.593,369.17 
PATION CREEK SYSTEM DATA COLLECTI01\ 2004 1.0232607 456.948.33 3.00% (13.708.48) 443.239.85 
MISC. ASSESSMENT-SEWBRS DESIG1\ 2003 1.0875158 219.211.05 8.33% (18.257.591 200.943.45 
TRUNK EXTENSION TO CAHABA HEIGHTS 2004 1.0232607 19,675.26 5.67% n,1l4.87) 18.560.38 
VESTA VIA HILLS BASY ELBMENTAR' .... 2003 ].0875}58 22.169.96 8.00% 0.773.68'1 20.396.28 

C\ CAHABA INTERCEP-BNGINEERlN"C: 2003 1.0876158 560,348.33 8.00% (44.827.8n 515,520.46 
EMER SEW REP-PROJECT # lM-459-4 (78) 2000 1.1703102 343.501.34 19.67% (67.555.48) 275945.86 
INLINE SEWER REHAB PROFESSIONAL 1998 1.2298142 121.599.85 27.67% (33.642.76) 87.951.09 
TENBUSCH TRENCm..ESS PIPE REPLACEMENl 1998 1.2298142 140.580.80 27.33% (38.425.51) 102,155.29 
MANHOLE REHAB-PROTECTIVE LINER 1999 1.2016009 7.170.55 24.66% 0.758.59) 5,401.97 
PRODUCTIVITY STUDIES-CAHABA RIVER 2000 1.t703102 29,253.89 22.33% (6~33.19) 22,720.71 
EMR SWR REPAIR BIOLOGICAL CONSUL TlNC 2002 1.1135668 7.794.97 12.33% (961.24) 6.833.73 \ . EMR SWRREPAIR BIOLOGICAL CONSULTINC 2002 1.1135668 6.702.28 12.33% (826.51) 5.875.77 
EMR. SWR REPAIR MACROINVERTEBRA'l'ES 2002 1.1135668 10.133.46 12.33% (1.249.66) 8.883.80 
EMIt SWR REPAIR-SPECIMEN SORTIN"G 2002 1.1135668 1.016.13 12.66"Ao (128.64) 881.49 
EMR 8WR REPAIR-MACROINVERTEBRATES & 2002 1.1135668 6,013.26 12.33% (741.64) 5,271.63 
Erv1R SWR REPAIR-FISHES & 2002 1.1135668 6.681.40 12.33% (824.04) 5.857.36 
EMR SWR REPAm..~MACROINVBRTEBRATE 2002 1.I135668 5,428.64 12.33% (669.53) 4.759.11 
EMR SWR REPAlR-MACROINVERTBBRATES & 2002 1.1135668 7.850.65 12.33% (968.25) 6.882.40 
EMR SWR REPAIR-MACROmVERTBBRATE 2002 1.1135668 5.929.74 12.33% (731.34) . 5.198.41 

I~ .' EM.R SWR REPAIR-FISHES & 2002 1.1135668 6.124.62 12.66% (775.64) 5.34~.97 
EMR. SWR REPAllt-FISHBS & 2002 1.1135668 7.349.54 12.67% (930.94) 6.418.60 
EMR 8WR REPAIR_MACROINVERTEBRATE 2002 1.1135668 . 445.43 12.30% (54.80) . 390.63 
EMR SWR REPAIR·CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 31.004.51 12.67% (3.927.31) - 27.077.20 
EMR 8WR REPAIR_MACROINVERTEBRATE 2002 1~11~5668 1,113.57 12.32% (137.20) 97636 
EMR. SWR RBPAIR-MACROnwERTBBRATB 2002 1.1135668 579.05 12.31% (71.28) 507.78 
EMR SWR REPAIR' 2002 1.I 135668 1.030.05 12.65% (130.33) 899.72 

" EMR SWR REPAIR-MACROINVERTEBRATB 2002 1.1135668 528.94 12.64% (66.86) 462.09 
EMRSWRRBPAIR-FISHBS & 2002 1.1135668 5.846.23 12.33% nal.03) 5.125.19 :' EMR SWR REPAIR. BIOLOGICAL CONSULTlNC 2002 1.1135668 960.45 12.33% (118.46) 841.99 
ElvlR. SWR RBPAllt CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 21.117.99 12.33% (2.611.79) 18.566.20 
BMRSWRREPAIRBIOLOOICALCONSULTINC 2002 1.I13S668 757.23 12.35% (93.53) 663.70 
EMR SWR REPA1RBIOLOGICAL CONSULTll'lC 2002 1.1135668 7.962.00 12.66% (1.008.38) . 6.953.62 
EMR SWR REPAIR. MACROllWERTEBRA TE 2002 1.1135668 1.294.52 12.67% (163.971 1.130.55 ! EMR SWR REPAIR. BIOLOGICAL CONSULTlNC 2002 1.1135668 5,456.48 12.66% (691.01) 4.765.46 

I" EMR SWR REPAIR SPECIMEN SORTINO 2002 1.1135668 1.024.48 12.68% (129.91) 894.57 
B"MR SWR REPAIR. CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 5.289.44 14.00% n<0371 4,549.08 
EMERSWR REPAIR MACROnwERTEBRATBS .2002 1.1135668 3.497.71 14.67% (513.00) 2.984.72 . 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER STIJDY 2002 1.1135668 9.186.93 14.67% 0.347.42) 7.839.51 
EMR. SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJEer 2002 1.1135668 5.512.16 13.00% (716.58'1 4.795.58 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 21,571.46 0.00% 0.00 21.571.46 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJEer . '2002 1.1135668 57.569.91 13.00% (7.484.14) 50,085.78 

. SMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2002 Ll135668 5.066.73 13.00% (658.82) 4.407.91 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2002 1.1135668 6.959.79 13.33% (921.82) 6.03l.97 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2002 U 135668 3.006.63 13.67% (410.91) 2.595.72 

C~ 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 445.43 13.63% (60.n) 384.70 
EMR SWR REPAIR MACROINVERTEBRA TE.5 2002 1.1135668 4.509.95 14.00% (631.39) 3.878.55 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 35,151.83 14.00% (4,921.12) 30,230.11 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER 2002 1.1135668 29.136.47 13.67% (3.982.14) 25,154.33 .... 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAfIl(BA RIVER PROJECT 2002 1.1135668 25.868.54 13.33% (3.448.98) 22.419.55 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2002 1.1135668 4.676.98 13.67% (639.19) 4,037.79 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER STUDy 2001 1.1478007 13.831.85 [5.00% (2.074.82) 11.757.03 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-6    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
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DESCRIPTION SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT DEPRECJAITIO ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 
YEAR , m~ 

EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER STUDY 2002 1.1135668 12.795.58 14.33% 0.833,93) 10.961.65 
EMER SWR REPAIR BIOLOGTCALCONSULT[NC 2001 1.1478007 4.304.25 15.67% (614.33) 3.629.92 
EMR SWR REPAIR EXAMINATION OF 16 ALGAE 2001 1.147&007 4.591.20 15.66% (719.11) 3.872.09 
EMER 8WR REPAIR SlOLOGlCAL CONSULTINC 2001 1.1478007 1.162.15 15.67% (182.08) 980.01 
EMER 8WR REPAIR BlOLOGlCAL CONSULT[NC 2001 1.1478001 4.017.30 15.67% (62956) 3,,387.75 
EMER SWR REPAIR-NON SUll.DING 2001 1.1478001 1.420.40 16.00% (227.26) 1.193.14 
EMER SWR REP AIR-NON-BtRLDlN<: 2001 1.1478007 LO,617.16 1633% (1.133.95) 8,883.21 
EMER SWR REPAIR-NON-BUILOO'fC: 2001 1.1478007 5.911.17 16.34% (965.68) 4.945.49 I· EMER SWR REPA!R·NON-BUlLDINC: 2001 1.1478007 8.551.12 16.00% 0.367.99) 7.183.12 
EMER SWR REPAIR·NON BUILDING 2001 1.1478007 588.25 16.35% (96.17) 492.07 
EMER SWR REPAIR-NON·BUILDINC: 2001 1.l478007 7.173.15 16.00% 0.147.62) 6.026.14 
EMER SWR REPAIR·NON·BUILDING 2001 1.1478001 1.460.70 16.00% (1.193.90) 6.266.81 
EMER. SEWER REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 12.422.45 18.00% (2.236.28) 10.186.17 
EMR SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJECT '2001 1.1478007 33.161.81 15.33% (5.176.93) 28.584.89 
EMER SWR REPAIR-NON·BUlLDINt: 2001 1.1478007 6.886.80 16.00% (1.101.89) 5.784.92 
EMER SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2001 1.l478007 24.118.20 16.33% (3.939.1]) 20.178.99 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-NON BUli..DING 1001 1.1478007 8.493.73 16.34% 0.387.50) 1.106.23 
EMER SWR REPAIR 1001 1.1478007 11.919.86 17.67% (2.282.47) 10.637.39 
EMER SWR REPAIR·NON BUILDING 2001 1.1478007 6.370.29 16.33% (1.040.48) 5.329.81 
EMER SWR REPAnt·CAHABA RIVER PROJ NUT 2001 1.1478007 9.476.75 18.67% (I.768.90) 7.707.85 
EMBR SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER PROJ NUT 2001 1.1478007 22.086.41 18.67% (4.122.72) 17.963.69 
EM:ER SWRJtEPAIR-CAHABA RIVER PROJ NUT 2001 1.1478007 10.849.28 18.67% 12.025.36) 8.823.91 
EMBR SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 301.30 15.67% 141.21) 254.09 
EMER SWRREPA CAHABA RIVERPROJ 2001 1.1478007 7.075.50 17.67% (1.250.13) 5.825.38 
EMER SWR REPAIR CAHABA RIVER QaDI 1.1478007 12.998.44 17.00% (2.209.BO) 10.788.64 
EMER SWR·REPAIR CAHABA RIVER PROJ 2001 1.t478007 3.525.91 17.67% (622.93) 2,902.97 
EMER SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER 2001 1.147B007 9.368.27· 16.67% (l.561.5B) 7.806.69 
EMER SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 2.238.21 15.67% (350.65) 1.887.56 
£MER SWR REPAIR-NON BUILDING 2001 1.}478007 1,441.92 16.01% (230.85) 1.111.0B 
EMERSWRREPAlR 1001 1.1478007 53.593.51 15.67% (8.,396.25) 45.197.16 
BMERSWR REPAIR PRIMARY PRODUCTIVITY 2001 1.147B007 29.094.06 15.61% (4.557.95) 24.536.11 
E11ERSWRREPAIR 2001 1.1478001 1.262.58 15.68% (\91.98) 1.064.60 

C'· EMER SWR REPAIR·CAHABA RlVER 2001 L.I~7B007 33.28B.08 15.67% (5.215.02) 28.073.06 
BMBR SWR REP-CAHABA RIV PROJ-NUTR & 2000 1.1703102 17.775.09 2033% 13.614.42) 14.160.67 

<1" EMER SWRRBP·CAHABA RIVER PROJ 2000 1.1703102 6.164.77 21.00% (1.294.69) 4.870.0B , . EMER SWR. REP-BIOLOGICAL CONSULTING FEI 2000 1.1703102 28.961.41 19.61% (5.695.79) 13,265.62 
\ EMER SWR REP·CAHABA RIVER NUTRIENT 2000 1.1703102 12.161.56 21.34% (2~96.03) 9.571.53 

EMEltSWR.REP.-CAHABA RIVER NUT. STATIOl\ 2000 1.1703102 3.112.44 +1.67% (674.37) 2,438.07 
EMER.SWR.REP.CAHABA NUT. & PRLPROD. 2000 1.1703102 1.037.02 22.00% 0.547.90) 5.489.12 
CAHABA RIVER MODELING PROJECT 1999 1.2016009 19.344.81 23.33% (4.513.51) 14.831.30 
EMER SWR REPAIR-CAHABA RIVER PROJECT 2000 1.170)102 22.118.86 20.67% (4.571.23) 17.547.63 
tli CABAHA RIVER TRUNK SEWER .2000 1.1703102 506.706.97 20.33% (103.030.641 403.676.33 
#4 CAHABA RIVER TRUNK SEWER 2003 1.0B7615B 802.660.44 7.00% (56.18~23) 746.474.21 
CONSTRUGrlON REVIEW/Ll"ITLE SHADES CRK 1999 1.2016009 351.8BO.49 13.67% (84.69B.55) 273.181.94 I LITILE SHADES TRUNK SWR PHASE II 2001 1.1478007 390.134.61 15.00% (58.609.98) 332.124.63 
GRANTS MILL RD SEWER SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 404.,384.28 10.67% (43.134.32) 361,249.96 i 
NAPIER DRNE SEWER REPLACMENT 2004 1.0232607 26.899.53 6.67% (1.793.37) 25.106.16 ; 
CAHABA TRNK SWR REHAP 1000 1.1703102 145,905.64 21.67% (31.613.01) 114.292.64 I·; CAHABA RIVER SS MINI SYSTEMS 1999 1.2016009 161.061.45 23.67% (3B.l18.15) 122,943.30 
CAHABA RIVER SCS REHAP 2000 1.1703102 212.939:.71 21.67% (46.137.01) 166.802.76 
1# 4 CAHABA S8CS REHAB 2002 1.1135668 307,706.42 1200% (36.924.63) 270.781.79 
CONIRACT 6 CAHABA RIVER SSCS REHAB 2002 1.1135668 t59.629.80 12.00% (19.155.44) 140.474.35 
CAHABA RIVER·SSCS REHAP 2000 1.1703101 220.202.36 21.67% (47.110.45) 172.491.91 
CAHABA RIVBR SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.081615B 141.966.26 8.00% (11.357.32) 130:608.94 
CAHABA RlVER8SCS REHAB[l.lTAION t# ~ 2002 1.1135668 191.758.72 12.00% (23.011.15) 168.747.57 
CAllABA REHAB #10 2002 1.1135668 226.301.32 12.00% (27.156.29) 199.145.04 
#12 CAHABA RIVBRSSCSREHAB 2002 1.1135668 116.841.31 12.00% (14.020.92) 102.820.39 
VESTHA VEN REPLACEMENT SW 2002 1.1135668 91.236.80 13.67% (12,469.18) 18.161.63 
VFSfAVIA TRNKSWR REPLAC 2001· 1.1418007 648.B04.95 16.00% (t03.808.93) 544.996.02 
VESTAVIA LATERAL SEWER EXTENSIOh 2004 1.0232607 153.392.7& 3.67% (5.624.44) 147,768.33 
WALKER CHAPEL TRUNK SEWER 1993 1.39740B8 97.259.65 81.67% (79.428.80) 17.830.85 : FULTONDALE ESTATES TRllNK SEWER 1991 1.5057911 97.151.53 27.83% (27.207.58) 70.543.95 
VALLEY VTBW ESTATES ASSESS SEWeR 1993 1.3974088 248.618.04 80.56% (100.275.84) 48,342.20 ,. 
TUGGLES ADDTlON TO CELINDA LANE 1990 1.5385672 89.851.82 100.00010 (89.851.82) 0.00 ! 
C"RESTI.ANE GARDENS OUTFALL SEWER 1991 1.5057911 106.896.56 28.67% (30.644.28) 76.252.2B· 
N. SMITHFIELD TRUNK OUTFALL SEWER 1993 1.3974088 164.664.51 24.83% (40.891.21) 123.773.29 
DANIEL DR CAPPED SEWER CONSTRUCTION 19~3 1.39740B8 154.689.68 60.42% (93.458.42) 61.231.25 
GARDENDALE SEWER SYSTEM 1988 1.611086.5 166,005.98 100.00% (166.005.98) 0.00 
BRIDLEWOOD & 17TH A VENUE CAPPED 1994 1.3462463 428.555.90 44.33% fl89.992.71) 238.563.19 

, 
; 

WALKER CHAPEL TRUNK SEWER· 1994 1.3462463 702.,983.20 45.00% (316.342.32) 386.640.89 {. , . ... NEWFOUND CRK PUMP STATION 1995 1.3307439 398.557.80 39.67% 058.094.20) 240.463.60 
. , VALLEYVIEW BST- ENGINEERING DESIGt- 1991 1.5057911 8.196.49 93.33% (7.836.78) 559.70 

(' 
NEWFOUND CREEK/GEOTECHNICAl 1997 1.2496567 20.763.11 3133% (6.505.39) 14.257.72 
VALLEY VIEW ESTATES CONSTRUcnOt- 1994 1.3462463 134.026.86 44.00% (58.911.42) 75.055.44 
NORTH SMITHFIELD TRUNK SEWER (CONSTR' 1994 1.3462463 2,849,945.53 44.00% 0.253.975.66) 1.595.969.88 
GREENLEUS HEIGlITS TRUNK. SWR SYSTEM 2000 l.i703102 1.644.057.32 20.00'Xt (328.811.30) 1.315.246.02 
GREEN LEAS HEIGIITS TRUNK 2003 1.0876158 1.900S01.S0 10.00% (190.050.09) 1.710.451.41 :;. 

W GARDENDALE TRUNK·PUMP STATIONS 1994 1.3462463 47,281.10 44.67% (21.119.05) 26.162.05 
GARDENDALE SANtT AR Y SEWER CONTRACT I 1997 1.2496567 4.54B,946.46 34.33% (1561.805.26) 2,987.14q.O 
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C . EXISTING ASSETS 

IN 
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&NR REPLACEMENT DEPRECIAlTIO ACCUMULATED COST LESS 
DESCRIPTION SERVICE 

INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 
YEAR 

GARDENDALE SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM II 199B 1.2298}42 1.917.620.64 30.33% (581.678.36) 1.335.942.27 j" 
BLACK CREEK TRUNK SEWER SECTION V-A 1998 1.2298142 :m.s50.41 28.67% (63.511.29) 158,039.12 ::-. 
BLACK CREEK TRUNK SEWER EXTENSION 2O{)J 1.0876158 1,144.415.95 8.00% (91.S512n 1.052.862.69 
TARRANT TRUNK. REPLACEMENT DESrGl\ 1995 13307439 268.531.65 40.67% (109,202.981 159.328.68 
FIVE MlLE CREEK TRUNK SWR REPLACEMENl 2000 1.1703102 10,523.291.27 20.00% (2.104.658.32) &.418.632.96 f( 
#2 FIVE MILE CRK. REPLACE 2001 1.1478007 8.296.024.14 16.000/0 (1.321.,363.77) 6.968.660.37 
DUCfILE IRON PIPE FIVE MlLB CREEK 1999 1.2016009 71.120.43 25.00% (19.280.29) 57.840.14 

f #4 FIVE Mn.E sWR REPLACE 2001 1.1478001 7.350.990.08 16.00% (1.176.158.20) 6,174.831.88 
5 MILE TRUNK SWRREPLACE 2001 1.1478007 2.393.053.73 1633% (390.865.54) 2.002.188.19 ! . 
COWANISW ANNIPOE CAPPED SEWER-CONSTR 1995. 1.3307439 217.813.42 40.67% (88.577.02) 129.236.41 
GDLE TRUNK SWR BXT ODUM 2001 t.I478007 2,054.452.19 15.00% (308.167.62) 1.746.284.57 
BLACK CRK TO CARSON EXT 2001 1.1418007 1.510.822.60 15.33% (231.659.63) 1.219.162.91 
f-..{A Y AVENUE CAPPED SEWER CONNECTION 2003 1.0816158 314.681.88 9.oo'}'o (28.321.9n 286.365.91 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 23RD&3RD ST NW . 1998 1.2298142 14.932.51 30.00% (4.479.40) 10.453.11 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR rwm LAKE 1998 1.2298142 167.280.91 28.00% (46.838.47) 120.442.44 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HWY 79 1999 1.2016009 8.025.19 25.00% (2.006.07) 6,019.12 < EMER SWR REPAIR-MAUY ST & GREENWARD 1999 1.2016009 6.372.08 25.00% Cl.s93.32) 4.778.75 :,~, 

EMBRSWRREPAIR-TAMMY ANN DRIVE 1999 1.2016009 6.457.51 24.99% 0.614.05) 4.843.46 ;:.; 
EMER SWR REPAIR·617 TUPELO ROAD 1999 1.2016009 9.039.18 25.00% (2.259.90) 6.779.28 ':''i 
#1 FIVEMILECREEKCS 2001 1.1478007 55.980.63 16.33% (9.143.30) 46.837.33 
#2 F£VE MILE CREEK CS 2001 1.1478001 56.131.23 16.33% (9.168.05) 46.963.18 j:"'p 
#3 FIVE MU..E CREEK. CS 2001 1.1418007 56.280.87 15.67% (8.817.50) 47.463.37 j: 
#4 FIVE MILE CREEK 2001 1.1478007 56.788.89 15.67% (8.896.88) 47.892.01 :., 
SANITARY SEWER 2002 1.1135668 702.868.82 14.33% 000.144.70) 602.124.12 
FIVE MILE CREEK SANITARY SWR 2004 1.0232607 1.734.535.14 5.33% (92.508.50) 1.642,026.64 
#4FIVE MILE CREEK SANITARY sewER 2004 1.0232607 1.595.908.52 3.00% (47.877.27) 1.548,031.25 

.... 
FIVE MILE CREEK. SANITARY SWR 2004 1.0232607 74.057.14 3.67% (2.115.48) 71.341.67 ," 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR MILDRED ANN DR 1999 1.2016009 2.140.11 26.01% (556.73) 1.583.39 
EMRSWR.REPAIR-GARDENDALB FORCE MAU\ 1999 1.2016009 13.484.47 26.67% (3.596.15) 9.888.32 
EMER.SWR..REPIAR - MOUNTAIN CIRCLE 1999 1.2016009 24.526.44 26.67% (6.540.55) 17.985.89 
EMBR.SWR..R.EPArR.-POLLY REED RD 2000 1.1703102 11,635.79 22.33% (2,598.53) 9.031.25 
EMER.SWR..REP.~MANHOLEGRAYSONVALLEY 2000 1.1703102 3.158.84 21.67% (684.63) 2.474.21 

C, EMERSWR. REP. CARSON ROAD 2000 1.1103102 6.837.76 21.67% 0.481.69) 5J56.07 
EMBR.SWR.REP.-612 24TIl CT.NW 2000 1.1103102 7.406.34 21.67% (1.604.74) 5.801.60 
EMER SWR REP-ruNIPBR DR REPLACEMENT 2000 1.1703102 54.282.01 2}.00% (11.399.32) 42.882.68 
EMBRSWRREP-I056 MEDINA LN·BHAM 2000 1.1703102 24.170.39 21.00% (5,075.54) 19.094.85 
EMBR. SWRREP-5916 AVE P & 60THST BRAM 2000 1.1103102 29.040.55 21.00% (6.098.43) 22.942.12 
EMER SWR REP-762 VAUGHN cm BHAM 2000 1.1703102 31.863.95 21.00% (6 .• 691.69) 25.172.26 
EMER SWR REP-VALLEY EAST IND PARK-BHM 2000 1.1703102 3.763.17 2\.00% (790.38) 2,97279 
EMER SWR REP-1909 WINEWOOD RD CiPONT 2000 1.1103102 4.520.30 21.00% (949.25) 3.s71.05 
EMER SWR REP-820 JACKSON BLVD TARRANT 2000 1.1703102 12.719.54 21.00% (2.671.22) 10.048.32 

r MIse SANITARY IMPRV-DESIGl\ 2001 1.1478007 46.708.34 17.67% (8.252.06) 38.456.28 
OxMOOR WENO~AH 2002 1.1135668 326.098.63 12.00% (39.131.90) 286.966.73 l.= 
FUL TONBROOK MANOR SEWER 2001 1.1478007 181.560.27 16.33% (29.654.84) 151.905.42 

1·' ANNBNDALE TRUNK SEWER 2002 1.1135668 117,472.39 12.33% (14.488.26) 102,984.13 
EMERSWRREP.1405IllGHPOINTTER BHAM 2000 1.1703102 4.850.47 20.61% 0.002.52) 3.847.94 
BMER SWR REP-1405 HIGHPOINT TER-BllAM 2000 1.1703102 12.470.52 20.67% (2.577.30) 9.893.22 
EMER SWR REP-1409 TYLER LN·BHAM 2000 1.1703102 24,520.60 20:.67% (5,067.54) 19.453.06 h~~ EMERSWRREP-908TAMMY ANNDR-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 32.945.37 20.61% (6.80~96) 26.136.41 
EMERSWRREP-921 TOMMY ANNDRBHAM 2000 1.1703102 12.492.39 20.67% (2.581.66) 9.910.74 .. 
EMER SWR REP-1535 JUNIPER DR-BFlAM 2000 1.1703102 40.164.15 20.67% (8.300.78) 31.863.37 

;: 

EMERSWRREP-BHAM&HATCHBTSTREBTS 2000 1.1703102 13.652.55 20.67% (2.821.76) 10.830.79 
.. ,;. 

EMER SWR RBP-ARGONNE DR & BOBOLINK.· 2000 1.1703102 12.064.92 20.66% (2.493.14) 9.571.78 
EMER SWR REP·E HAVEN & LAKE DR SHAM ·2000 1.1103102 13.933.11 20.67% (2,879.88) 11.053.84 
EMER SWR REP·2592 COMMERCE CIR-TARRAN1 2000 1.1703102 5.119.62 20.66% 0.051.91) 4,061.70 
EMER SWR REP·916·29TH A VB NW C'PO[N1 2000 1.1703102 6.793.94 2033% fl.381.38) 5.412.57 
EMER SWR REP-309 ORCHID D·ROEBUCK 2000 1.1703102 9.140.86 20.33% (1.858.77) 7.282.09 
EMER SWR REP·KlMBERLY DR GARDENDALE 2000 1.1703102 10.167.42 20.33% (2.189.50) 8.517.92 i' 
EMER SWR REP-801 SPRD'lG LAKE eIR·SHAM 2000 1.1703102 19.518.34 20.33% (3.968.51) 15.549.83 , . 
EMER 8WR REP-176 VAUGHN' cm.CLB BA 2000· 1.1703102 12.526.86 20.33% (2,547.16) 9.979.70 ii, EMER. SWR REP-1437 HICKORY LN-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 28.138.39 2033% (5.721.51) 22.416.88 
EMERSWR REP-1433lUCKORYLN-BHAM 2000 1.1103102 1(1.550.60 20.33% (2.145.24) 8.405.37 l:. 
EMERSWRREPAIR-601 VAUGIrnClRBHAM 2000 1.1703102 9,341.18 20.00% 0.86852) 7.413.26 I· 
EMER SWR REPAIR - 916 PINEHlIL RD BHAM 2000 1.1103102 13.319.08 20.00% (2.664.Q9) 10.654.98 
EMERSEWREP·1757 MOILY DRIVE 2000 1.1103102 12.441.45 20.000/0 (2.488.55) 9.952.90' 
EMER SEW REP-1153 MOLLY DRNE 2000 1.1703102 18.039.13 20.00% (3.607.83) 14.431.29 
EMERSEWREP-1726MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.170310i 9.102.22 20.00% (1.820.55) 7.281.67 , 
EMERSEWREP·1118MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 9.321.65 20.00% 0.865.71) 7.461.94 ,. 
EMERSEWREP-1704MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 10.220.35 20.00% (2.044.06) 8.116.29 
EMERSEW REP-18UMOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 7,779.31 20.00% (1.556.04) 6.223.27 
EMER SWR REP 1709 MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 1.111.10 20.00% O.s42.00) 6.169.10 

! 
EMER SWER REPR-185 VAUGHN CIRCLE BHAM 2000 1.1703102 2.510.70 0.00% 0.00 2.s10.70 
EMER SWER REPR-253 OL YNN DRL RD BIjAM 2000 1.1703102 1.695.51 0.00% 0.00 1.695.51 

(~ EMER SWR REP-RIDGEMONT RD & CROYDON 2000 t.l103102 11.712.75 19.67% i2.303.45) 9.409.29 
EMERSWRREP-1813 MOLLY LANE 2000 1.1103102 6,413.62 19.67% (1,261.51) 5,152.10 .. 
EMERSWRREP~17tl MOll.YCIRCLE 2000 1.I70310Z 17.859.66 19.67% (3.512.49) 14.347.17 

... 

EMER SWR REP·1734 MOLLY LANE 2000 1.1703102 11.368.22 19.67% (2,235.78) 9,132.43 
.. .. 

EMER SWR REP·MOLLY LANE & MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 15.168.91 19.67% (2.983.17)- 12.185.74 
EMER. SWR REP·I733 BREWSTER RD 2000 1.1703102 8,835.63 19.67% (1.737.95) . 7.097.69 
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EMERSWRREP-1708 PATRICIACIR 2000 1.1703102 17.866.93 19.67% (3.513.871 14.353.06 
EMERSWR REP-}701 PATLUCIA DR 2000 1.1703102 2.022.21 19.67% (397.72) 1.624.50 
EMERSWRREP-1701 PATRICIA DR 2000 1.1703102 2.022.21 19.67% (397.72) 1.624.50 
EMER SWR REP·1707 TUDOR RD 2000 l.1703102 11.628.94 19.67% (2.286.88) 9.342.06 
EMERSWR REP-1707 TUDOR RD 2000 1.1703102 11.628.94 19.67% (2286.88) 9.342.06 ~~ 

EMER SWR REP 1160 HUFFMAN RD SHAM 2000 1.1703102 9.724.34 19.67% 0.912.64) 7.811.70 
EMER SWR REP-1160 HUFFMAN RD SHAM 2000 1.1703102 19.129.27 19.67% (3.762.07) 15.367.20 !. EMER SWR REPAIR-200 PlNB Hil.L RD SHAM 2000 1.1703102 91.611.14 19.33% (11.711.40) 73.899.73 
EMERSERREP-1901 ETOWAH STREET TARRANT 2000 1.1703102 8.894.87 19.33% (I.719.62) 7.175.25 
EMER SWR REP-4317 41ST STREET N SHAM 2000 1.I703102 129.478.05 19.00010 (24.600.99) 104.877.06 
EMERSWR REP-9094 PARKWAY EAST SHAM 2000 1.1703102 10,091.35 19.00% 0.917.18) 8.174.17 
EMER SWR REP-409 GLYNN DRIVB B'RAM 2001 1.1478007 10.863.45 18.67% (2.027.93) 8.835.52 
EMER SWR REP-440 DANIEL DR - SHAM 2001 1.1478007 9.967.80 18.67% 0.860.81) 8.106.99 
EMER SWR REP-16I3 MARDIS DRIVE ~2001 1.1478007 8.374.04 18.33% (1.535.30) 6.838.75 
EMER SWR REPAIR MOUNTAll'{DR 2001 1.147?OO7 17.752.43 17.67% (3.136.24) 14.616.19 
EMERSWR REPAfR-l118 SUNCRESTLANE 2001 1.1478007 21.789.84 16.33% (3.559.01) 18,230.83 
EMERSWRREPAIR 2001 1.1478007 18.824.18 16.00% (3.012.0ll 15.812.17 
EMER SWRREPAIR BARRINGTON LANB& 2001 1.1478007 27.594.82 15.67% (4.323.28) 23.271.53 
UPPER FIVE MILE CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54,162.67 8.33% (4.Sl3.611 49.649.06 
FIVE MrLE CREEK MANHOLB HEIGIIT ADI. 2003 1.0876158 54.030.14 8.00",4, (4.32236) 49.707.78 
#14 FIVE MILE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 54.809.98 1333% (7.308.12) 47.501.87 ,;, 
EMERSWRREPAIRUPDATE 2001 1.1478007 56.821.21 15.67% (8.901.92) 47.919.29 

, , 
EMER SWRREPAIR UPDATe 2001 1.1478007 57.204.52 15.67% .' (8.962.15) 48.242.36 

, 
EMERSWR REPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 56.940.03 15.67% (8.920.62) 48.019.41 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 45.463.07 15.67% (7.122.57) 38.340.49 
EMBR SWR REPAIR NORTH SMITHFIELD SEWER 2001 1.1478007 22.680.45 15.33% (3.477.86) 19,202.59 
BMRSWR REPAIR 116 REDSTONE WAY BHAM 2002 1.1135668 50.395.97 14.67% (7.391.27) 43.004.70 
EMIt SWR REPAlR2109 3RD STREETNB SHAM 2002 1.1135668 31.250.76 14.67% (4.583.60) 26.667.16 
EMIt SWR REPAIR-I03 SHAWNEE LANE BHAM 2002 l.I 135668 14.291.48 14.00% (2.000.81) 12.290.67 
EMR SWR REPAIR 4020 40TH A VENUE NORTH 2002 1.1135668 52.699.61 13.67% (7.202.271 45.497.33 
EMR SWR REPAIR-40TH TERRACE N 2002 1.l1356fi8 51.101.24 12.67% (6.473.01) 44.628.23 
FIVE MILE CREEK COLLECfION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.373.12 8.00% (4.349.90) 50.023.82 C-;' UPPER FIVE MILB CREEKHBIGlIT ADJUSTMEN1 2003 1.0876158 52.991.36 8.33% (4.415.99) 48.57537 

" #17 FIVE MILE CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 51,501.87 8.00% (4.120.06) 47.381.81 
, 

,;./ UPPER FIVE MU.E CREEK COLLECTION SYSTE~ 2003 1.0876158 53.013.11 8.33% (4.417.76) 48.595.35 :' 
, UPPER FIVE MILE CREEK COLLECTIOl\ 2002 1.l135668 54.28638 12.33% (6.695.32) 47.591.06 

FIVE MILE CREEK. #5 2003 1.0876158 53.49438 8.33% (4.457.87) 49.036.52 
JEFFERSON CASE SETILEMENT 2003 1.0876158 73.877.27 9.330/. (6.895.22) 66.982.05 
NEWFOUND CREEK PUMP STATIONS AND 1998 1.2298142 7.061.968.08 27.67'/G (1.953.811.53) 5,108.156.55 
FIVE MILE CREEK REPLACEMENT ASSESSMENl 1998 1.2298142 67.179.45 28.00% (18.810.41) 48.369.03 
TARRANT TRNK REP SEWER GEOTECHNICAL 1998 1.2298142 147,883.69 27.00% (39.928.66) 107.955.03 
FIVE MILB TRUNK SEWER REPLACEMEN1 2003 1.0876158 57.209.58 8.00% (4,576.86) 52.632.72 
UPPER FrYE MILE CREEK SEWER PROJECT 2003 1.0876158 175.455.81 8.00% (14.036.51) 161.419.30 
BLACK CREEK TRUNK EXT 2001 1.1478007 25.850.65 16.33% (4.222.10) 21.628.55 
DESIGNTARRANTTRUNK RBPLACBMEN1 1998 1.2298142 366.939.55 30.00% (110,082.22) 256.857.33 
GARDENDALB TRUNK SWREXT DESlGt' 2000 1.1703102 169.144.20 22.33% (37.775.43) 131.368.78 
DESIGN OF TARRANT SPRINGS BRANt 2002 1.1135668 621,927.08 . 12.00% (74.631.38) 547.295.70 

I~"': SEWER CONNECfION 15TH A VB NW & 6TI1 ST 2003 1.0876158 21.426.03 9.67% (2.071.29) 19.354.74 
DOGWOOD ACRES CAPPED SEWER 2004 1.0232607 80.786.43 3.00Yo (2.423.62) 78.362.81 
SWR'SYSTEM BV AL.FIVB MILE CRK 2000 1.1703102 796.541.53 22.00% (175,23933) 621.302.20 
SWR SYSTEM E VAL FIVE MILE CREEK 2000 1.1703102 934.438.31 22.33% (208.691.09) 725.747:1.2 
LOMB A VB & BORDER ST REPLACEMENT 2004 1.0232607 141.711.33 3.67% (5.196.05) 136.515.28 ;. 
FIVE MILE CREEK REPl 2001 1.1478007 474.789.64 18.33% (87.044.85) 387.744.80 
CONTRACflJFIVE MILB REPLACEMENl 2002 1.1135668 34.177.67 12.00% (4.101.44) 30.076.23 
GARDENDALE TRUNK SEWER EXTENS[ON 2004 1.0232607 279.026.14 6.33% (17.671.57) 261.354.57 
FIVE MILE CREEK TV INSPECTION 2004 1.0232607 99.088.91 4.67% (4.624.18) 94.464.74 
FIVBMILECREEKSANITARYSWR 2004 1.0232607 36.585.91 5.00% [1.829.28) 34.756.63 ; 
FIVE MILB CREEK. SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 42.450.62 5.33% [2.264.11) 40,186.51 
LEEDS WWTP CONSTRUCTION REVIEVi 1994 1.3462463 40.922.66 100.00% (40.922.66) 0.00 , 
LEEDS wwrP-DESIGN 1993 1.3974088 526.396.92- 100.00% (526.396.92) 0.00 

1k LEEDS WWTP EXP ANSION-ENGINEERlN~ 1994 1.3462463 27.699.76 100.00% (27.699.76\ 0.00 
LEEDS WWTP 1990 MODIFICATIONS 1992 1.4604814 646.281.91 54.67% (353.30039) 292.981.52 ~.; 

WEST LEEDS SEWER PH I 2004 1.0232607 1,010.600.62 6.33% (64.004.66) 946.595.96 I' 
NORMAN R. SKrnNER WWTP ACCESS 2003 l.0876158 285.494.94 8.33% (23.791.l2) 26,}.703.62 
EMER SER REP·CORRIDOR X EMER SWR 2000 1.1703102 518.394.94 19.33% (100.223.22) 418.171.72 . 
EMER SWR REP-1217 LOLLY AVE 2000 1.1703102 3.082.76 19.00% [585.69) 2.497.07 
EMRSWR REPAIR 504 P~WAY DR LEEDS 2002 1.1135668 46.853:1.9 13.33% [6.247.111 40.606.18 
LEEDS SSES 1998 12298142 257.745.60 27.00% (69.591.00) 188.154.60 
LEEDS & TRUSSV[l.LB SEWER DESIGl\ 1999 1.2016009 504.976.39 23.00% (116.144.29) 388.832.10 

.6 PS DATA COlLECTION #6 2002 1.1135668 440.728.60 14.00% (61.702.00) .379.026.59 
LEEDS SANITARY SWRCOLLECflOl\ 2001 1.l478007 429.199.32 18.67% (80.117.23) 349,082.09 

,l GLENN A VB. SEWER REPLACEMENT 1992 1.4604814 513.316.57 26.83% (137.739.73) 375.576.84 

C i 
TRUSSVILLE WWTP DRYING BED::' 1994 13462463 10.288.35 100.00% ([0.28835) 0.00 
TRUSSVILLE WWfP DRYJNG SEDS-INSPECTlO~ 1995 1.3307439 37.999.54 100.00% (37.999.54) 0.00 
TRUSSVILLE TRUNK SEWER-CONSTR REVIE\I. 1997 1.2496567 284.421.22 34.67% (98.599.34) 185.821.88 
GREEN DRIVE TRUNK SEWER 1998 1.2298142 435.436.62 2933% (127.727.71) 307.708.91 
PHASE ill TRUSSVILLE TRUNK SEWEll 2004 1.0232607 1,186.561.87 4.00% (47.46252) 1.139,099.36 
E TRUSSVILLEJDEERFOOT PK 2002 1.1135668 1.749.978.30 14.67% (256.663.62) 1.493.114.68 
MAPLEWOOD SID SWR INSTALL 2000 1.1703102 103.748.00 22.67% (23.516.21) 80.231.79 
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SHERMAN OAKS SEWERJTRUSSVILlE LATERAl 2003 1.0816158 1.484.513.64 8.67% (l28.657.88) 1,355.855.76 
TRUSSVILLB 8SCS REHAP 1999 1.2016009 4.693.421.54 23.33% 0,095.131.51) 3.598.290.02 
TRUSSVILLE SSCS TV INSFECTIOI\ 2000 1.1703102 310229.00 20.00% (62,045.87) 248.183.13 
TRUSSVn.LB PARK. SEWER~DESIGI\ 1995 1.3307439 302.667.03 41.33% (125.102.38) 171.564.65 
TRUSSVILLE INDUSTRIAL ENG CONSTRUCTIO} 2003 1.0876158 266.375.81 7.33% (19.534.2)) 246.841.60 ::.: 
CITY OF TRUSSVlLLB-SWR AGREEMENl 1999 1.2016009 28.992.65 23.00% (6.668.49) 22.324.16 
SANITARY SWR CONSTR·TRUSSVCLLE 2000 I.170)102 120.,655.03 21.33% (25.739.85) 94.915.18 

i TRUSSVlLLE WWTP DRYING BEDS-CONSTI 1995 1.3307439 2.973.599.93 40.67% 0.209.264.01) 1.764.335.92 
TRUSSVlLLB wwrp EXPANSIOl\ 2000 1.1703102 16.760.717.70 21.67% (3.631;488.57) 13.129.229.13 :'. 
TRUSSVILLE WWfP EXPANSION 2000 1.(703102 162,830.62 21.67% (35.279.82) 127.550.80 
EMER SWR REPAIR - TRUSSVILLE WWTI 2000 1.1703102 14.816.47 20.33% (3.012.61) 11.803.85 
EMER SWR REP-HIDDEN TRACE SUB 2000 1.1703102 10.811.54 20.33% (2.198.06) 8.613.47 
EMER SWER REPR-I07 SO MALL ST TR'VILU 2000 1.1703102 9.863.29 0.00% 0.00 9.863.29 
EMR SWR REP-JEFCO PSICOMMERCE DR W . 2000 1.I703102 1.978.85 19.68% (389.43) 1.589.42 
EMER SWR REP-317 LmDEN A VB - TRUSSVIT..LE 2000 1.1703102 18308.56 19.00% (3.478.81) 14.829.75 
EMER SWR W-I07 MEADOW LANE- 2000 1.1703102 8,734.52 19.00% (1.659.691 7.074.83 
BMER SWR REP-305 PALACE DR TRUSSVILLE 2000 1.1703102 14.767.42 19.00% (2.805.73) 11.961.69 
EMER SWR REP-90 PARKWAY DR TRUSSVILLE 2001 1.1478007 2.615.92 18.67% (488.50) 2.127.41 
Bl">ffiRSWRRBPAIR.-101 MORROW STREET 2001 1.1478007 54.626.04 16.67% (9.104.361 45,521.68 
EMRR SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 57,175.91 16.00% (9,148.10) 48.027.82 
EMER SWR REPAIR. NORTII SERVICE ROAD 2001 1.1478007 29..360.43 15.67% (4.600.03) 24.760.40 
TRUSSVll.LE SSES 1999 1.2016009 251.832.64 23.00% (57.921.25) 193.911.39 
TRUSSVD..LE EXTEN1'ION·DEERFOOT P ARJ{WA 't 1999 1.2016009 19.401.05 23.00% .. (4,462.24) 14.938.81 
TRUSSVILLB WWTP EXPANSION 1999 1.2016009 576.120.42 23.67% (136.348.30) 439.772.12 
DESIGN SVCS-MISC SEWERS 2001 1.1478007 190.319.77 16.67% (31.720.05) 158,599.72 
EVALUATIONS·GPS DATA COLLECTION~ 2001 1.1478007 478.748.83 17.67% (84.579.16) 394.169.67 F" 
TRUSSvn..LB WWTP-INSPECTION SERVIC~ 2003 1.0876158 579.878.20 833% (48,323.261 531.554.94 
TRUSSVILLE SERVICE ROAD RELIEF TUNNEl 20Q4 1.0232607 190,233.07 6.00% (I1,414.06) 178.819.01 
ENGIN"EERlNG SER-MAPLEWOOD SID 2000 1,1703102 27.966.12 21.67% (6.059.18) 21.906.94 
TRUSSVILLE 8SCS REHAP 2000 1.1703102 284.302.16 22.33% (63.493.92) 220.808.24 
TRUSSVILLE SSCS TV mSPECfIOh 2002 1.1135668 117.924.78 12.00% (14.150.81) 103,773.97 
TRUSSVILLE SSCS TV INSPECTION 2002 1.113S668 117.924.78 12.00% (14,150.81) 103.773.97 

C') TRUSSVILLE WWTP DRYING BEDS 1998 1.2298142 222.480.46 27.33% (60.811.41) 161.669.05 
TURKEY CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1993 1.3974088 1.927.063.04 81.67% 0.573.768.17) 353.294.87 

!' TIlRKEY CREEK TRUNK. GEOTECHAT SHADOW 1992 1.4604814 13.874.57 27.16% (3.768.57) 10,106.01 
7TH.8TH.9TIl ST ASSESS. SEWER IMPROVEMENT 1991 1.5057911 23.151.54 71.25% (16.495.22) 6.656.32 
HOLIDAY PARK ESTATES ASSESSMENT SEWER 1992 1.4604814 303.700.62 26.67% (80.987.42) 222.713.20 
OruST MILL RD. CAPPED SEWER EX'fENSIOl\ 1991 1.5057911 67.790.72 95.00% (64.401.13) 3,389.58 
GRI8TMll.LROADSANITARYSEWEF 1992 1.4604814 51D.491.11 27,00% (137,832.54) 372.65856 
MIMS ADDmON TO CENTER POINT 1991 1.5057911 64.838.33 28.50% (18.479.26) 46.359.06 , .. 
WILLOWOOD CIRCLE TO LEIGH DRIV! 1985 1.7355185 70,324.39 41.33% (29.067.09) 41.257.30 
TURKEY CREEK SOn.S EVALUATION 1995 1.3307439 6.387.50 100.00% (6.387.50) 0.00 
TURKEY CREEK TRUNK BXTBNSION-DESIGN 1995 1.3307439 382.599.52 40.33% (154,315.14) 228,284.38 
TURKEY CREEK TRUNK EXTENTION-CONSTR 1993 1.3974088 1.347.622.06 47.67% (642,366.21) 705,255.84 
TURKEY CREEK TRUNK SEWER (ENOmEERlNO: 1994 1.3462463 24.839.03 44.33% (11,011.66) 13.827.36 
TURKEY CImEK TRUNK EXTENSION 1996 1.2954626 5.824.254.91 37.33% (2.174.388.09) 3.649.866.82 
TURKEY eRr< PHASE "C" LATERAL "A' 1997 1.2496567 80.294.69 34.67% (27.835.7S) 52.458.94 

I," CHALKVlLLB GIRLS SCHOOL-DESIGl- 1991 1.5057911 3,406.42 93.33% (3.179.37) 227.04 
TURKEY CREEK LATBRAL EXTENTION 1994 1.3462463 46.398.38 43.33% (20,105.58) 26,292.80 
TURKEY CREEK LATERAL BXTENTION 1994 1.3462463 440.275.65 43.67% (192.253.46) 248,022.19 
SWEENY HOLLOW EXTENTION (CONSTR1 1995 1.3307439 290.692.48 40.00% (116.277.06) 174,415.42 
PINSON V ALLEY TRUNK EXTENSION PRASE I 1998 1.2298142. 1.849.022.23 28.00% (517.726.49) 1.331.295.74 
PINSON Y ALLEY TRUNK. SEWER EXTENTION 1999 1.2016009 1.068,950.41 24.00"10 (256.548.05) 812,402.36 
TURKEY CREEK LAERAL EXTENTIOl\ 2001 1.1478007 3.568.268.57 18.67% (666.016.82) 2.902,191.75 

~ TURKEY CREEK EXTENTION-CLAY·CH'V!LLB 1999 1.2016009 390.178.32 23.67% (92,342.12) 297.836.21 
TURKEY CREEK TRUNK 2002 1.1135668 840.183.05 13.33% (112.02.4.38) 728.158.67 
HOL[DA Y PK ESTATES SBWER-CONSl 1995 1.3307439 ,322.516.28 39.33% (]26.S56.46) 195.659.81 
BEA YER CREEK TRNK 8WR RELOCA TIOl\ 2000 1.1703102 1.430,673.49 0.00% 0.00 1.430.673.49 
MIMOSA TRAn.ER PK SS REi 2001 1.1418007 516.587.15 15.33% 09.209.87) 437,377.28 
2STHCT12ND WAYNE ASSES 2001 1.1478007 78.221.67 17.00% ' (13,297.46) 64.924.21 
OLD SPRrnGvn.LE ROAD S5 EX1 2002 I.Il35668 682.95858 12.00% (81,955.13) 601.003.4S I'; 
TURKEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2002 1.1135668 10.977.768.89 13.67% 0.500.295.1 n 9.477,473.78 I" TURKEY CREEK SANITARY SBWER 2004 1.0232607 1,551.614.00 4.00% (62.064.61) 1.489,549.39 ). 
EMERGBNCYSBWERREPAlltSWEENBY 1999 1.2016009 7.972.62 25.00% (1.993.46) 5,979.17 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR SWEENEY 1999 1.2016009 11,993.18 25.00% (2.998.29) 8.994.88 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR SWEENEY 1999 1.2016009 3.031.04 25.00% (157.91) 2.213.13 
EMERGENCY SBWER REPAIR SHOEMATER DR 1999 1.2016009 8.843.78 25.00% (2.210.65) 6.633.14 

" SANITARY PUMP STATION 2000 1.1703102 188.621.36 20.67% (J8.981.n) 149.639.64 
, 

SANITARYTRoNKSWRCONSTR 2000 1.1703102 27,002.31 20.67% (5.580.53) 21.421.78 
TURKEY CREBKiW ARRIOR WWTF 2003 1.0876158 193.718.49 7.00% (IJ.560.JO) 180.158.19 
BMBR SWR &.EPL-SLEBPY HOLLOW DR 1999 1.2016009 1O.G15.67 23.33% (2.336.78) 7.678.89 

i E:MER SWR REP-6TH ST NB & WOOD DR C'POrNT 2000 1.1703102 17.763.79 21.00% (3,730.59) 14.033.20 

C 
EMER SWR REP-1424 WINOLA DR BHAM 2000 1.1703102 55,745.12 20.67% (11.520.91) 44.224.21 
EMERSWRREPAIR-175 SATURN LN BHAM· 2000 1.1703102 5,013.38 20.00% (1,002.72) 4.010.65 
BMER SWER REPR-175 SA TURN LANE PINSON 2000 1.1703102 28.915.38 0.00% 0.00 28.915.38 
EMER SWR REP-IOO KALEY DRIVE PINSON 2000 1.1703102 6.332.05 19.67% (1,245.37) 5.086.67 
EMER SWR REp·2520 RAD'ffiR DR NE 2000 1.1703102 3.656.29 19.66% nI8.80) 2.937.49 ", 
EMBRSWRREP-30125THAVENE 2000 1.1703102 2.983.05 19.67% (586.91) 2.396.14 
EMER SWR REP-2608 6TH ST NE 2000 1.1703102 3.172.69 19.67% (624.20) 2.548.49 
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EMER SWR REP-240g COVE CIRCLE NE 2000 1.1703102 3.346.79 19.66% (658.031 2.688.76 
EMER SWR REP 475 HERITAGE WAY PINSON 2000 . 1.1703i02 13,095.17 19.67% (2.57S.50) 10,519.67 
EMER SWR REPAIR-3IZ MARTIN DRIVE BHAM WOO 1.1703102 25.139:34 19.33% (4.860.06) 20.279.28 
EMER SER REP-2500 wu'LOW CIRCLE 2000 1.1703102 2,260.96 19.33% (437.13) 1.823.82 
EMER SWR REP - 333 25TH AVE NB 2000 1.1703102 10.949.89 19.33% (2.117.11l 8.832.78 
E~SWRREP-2727 6THSTREETNE 2000 1.1703102 2.045.78 19.34% 095.73) 1.650.06 
BMER SWR REP-400 MARTIN DRIVE-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 30.788.67 19.00% (5,849.60) 24,939.08 
EMER SWR REP-3I6 MARTIN DRIVE - BHAM 2000 1.1703102 12.956.97 19.00% (2.461.74) 10.495.24 
EMERSWRREP-317 ST JOHNST-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 4.779.75 18.99% (90t:.89) 3~871.85 
EMER SWR REP-200 MARTIN DRIVE-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 6.938.86 19.00010 (1.318.14) 5.620.72 
EMER SWR REP-3809 VENUS AVE BHAM 2000 1.1703102 19.882.80 19.00% (3.777.66) . 16.105.14 
'EMER SWR REP-230 JUPITER DRIVE BHAM WOO 1.1703102 6,474.55 19.00% 0.230.09) 5.244.46 
EMER SWR REP- 195 SATURN LANE BHAM 2000 1.1703102 4.884.31 19.00% (927.90) 3.956.41 
BMER SWR REP-4023 ST JOHN'S WAY BHAM . 20{)0 1.1703102 11.381.75 19.00% (2.162.66) 9.219.08 
EMER SWR REP-4014 ST JOIrn"'S WAY BHAM 2000 1.1703102 5.758.73 19.00% (1.094.01) 4.664.73 
EMRR SWR REP-ARROWHEAD SUDIVISION CTR 2001 1.1478007 20,346.58 18.67% (3.798.121 16.548.46 
EMER SWR REP-26S0 SWEENEY HOLLOW RD 2001 1.l478007 1.453.35 18.66% (271.25) 1.18210 
EMER SWR REPAIR-520 PINSON VALLEY PKWY 2001 1.1478007 18.780.46 16,00% (3.004.85) 15.775.61 
PINSON VLLY TRUNK SEWER EXT pLANS 1999 ].2016009 142.750.19 23,67% (33.784.21) 108.965.98 .•.. 
GEOTECHNlCAllTURKEY CREEK DEERFQOT 1998 1.2298142 38.152.83 30,33% (t 1.572.93) 26,579.90 
TURKEY CREEK 1RUNK #1 2000 1.1703102 210.205.37 96,67% (203.198,52) 7.006.85 
TURKEY CRK. SWR TO DEWEY HGHT 2001 1.l478007 140.622.81 17.00% (23.905.68) 1l6.717.12 

i" ALDOT fRomer SEWER RELACATION HWY 75 2003 1.0876158 296.240.39 . 8.00% .. (23.699.23) 272.541.16 
CARDll'lAL DRJVE CAPPED SEWER COLLECTlOl- 2000 1.1703102 52.288.89 21.00% (10.980,54) 41.308.35 
TURKEY CREEK SANITARY COLLECTION 2003 1.0876158 '361.609.70 9.33% (33.750.11) 327.859.59 
ENOrnEERING SERVICES-TURKEY CRK SEWER 2000 1.1703102 11.523.46 21.67% (2,496.62) 9.026.84 
DRY RANCH TRUNK EXTENSION 1998 1.2298142 11.185.16 28.00% (3.132.19) 8.052.97 

i..' TURKEY CRK SEWER STUDY 2001 1.1478007 53.448.49 18.00% (9.620.73) 43.827.76 
TURKEY CREEK SBWER 2001 1.1478007 53.448.49 18.00% (9.620.73) 43,827.76 
TURKEY CREEK-PHASE I WOO 1.1703102 19.674.44 21.67% (4.262.97) 15.411.46 
VALLEY CREEK WASTEWATER TREATMBNl 1989 1.5775731 42,343.908,60 100.00% (42,343.908.60) 0,00 
PRINCE STREET PUMPmG ST ATION/SBWERS 1999 1.2016009 876.814.50 16.46% (144.309,12) 732.505.38 

C) CONTRUCT[QN OF LOWER V ALLEY CREEK 1987 1.6524058 33.886.363.50 100.00% (33.886.363.50) 0.00 
LOWER V ALLEY CREEK INTERCEPTER SEWER 1987 1.6524058 4.612,599,94 92.92% (4.285.874,00) 326.725.94 
SOUTH BESSElvIER SANITARY SEWER 1991 1.5057911 2.306.760.77 97.78% (2.255.499.40) 51.261.38 

' .. :.' S. BESSEMER OUTFALL MCADORY TRUNK 1993 1.3974088 515.880.03 24.50% (126.390.30) 389,489.73 
V JJ....LEY BRICK rnSPECTIOr\ 1991 15057911 676.924.09 28,67% (194.051.72) 482.872.36 
V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMENl 1990 1.5385672 867.671.28. 29.83% (258.854.68) 608.816.60 
V ALLEY CREEK OLD BRICK SEWER 1991 1.5057911 5.929.878.33 93.89% (5.567,496.92) 362.381.41 
VALLEY BK SEWER CONS1R-A.AI.F 1991 15057911 90.596.80 93.89% (85.060.30) 5.536.49 
V ALLEY CREEK OLD BRICK SEWER 1993 1.3974088 1.480.814,24 24.50~ (362.798.961 1.118.015.28 
VALLEY CREEK OLD BRICK SEWER 1992 1.4604814 637.320.51 26.50% (168.889.94) 468.430.57 
V ALLEY CREEK. DIVERSION TUNNEL PHASE 1 1989 1.5775731 1.311.042.15 100.00% (1.311.042,15) • _ 0.00 

V AllEY CREEK DIVERSION TUNNEL PHASE n 1990 1.5385672 6.127.882.38 74.17% (4.544.846.42) 1.583.035.96 
RICE CREEKSANlTARY SEWER 1991 1.5057911 1.423.893,40 95.56% (1.360.609.28) 63.284.12 
SHADES V ALLEY TRANSFER EMER.. GATE 1990 1.5385672 244.632.19 29.83% (72.981.94) . 171.650.25 
HOPEWELL PRELIMINARY SEWER REPDRl 1992 1.4604814 27.055.42 26.00% (7.034.411 20.021.01 
SHANNON ENGINEERrnG DESIGN SERV[CEt; 1993 1.3974088 18,166.31 60.00% (10.900.01) 7.266.30 I,'· 
WWER V ALLEY CREEK INTERPRETER SEWER 1987 1.6524058 3.783.649,08 100.00%. (3.783.649.08) 0.00 : .. 
SHADES VALLEY TRANSFER SEWER 1985 1.7355185 7.563.455.46 100,00% (7.563.455,46) 0.00 
DOLONAH RD RELOCATION (SURVEY) 1995 1.3307439 27.945.62 100.00% (27.945,62) 0.00 
ULTIMATE SLUDGE DISPOSAL PLAN· 1994 1.3462463 737,457.25 44.00% (324.481,32) 412.975.93 
SLUDGE DISPOSAL-MULGA LOOP (ENG' 1995 13307439 247.560.25 100.00% (247.560.25) 0,00 
S01.JTIt BESSEMER-ENGINEERING 1990 1.5385672 11.350.38 59.67% (6.77225) ~.578.13 
SOUTH BESSEMER-DESIGN 1992 IA604814 11.633.98 52.00% (6.049.21) 5,584.76 
BESSEMERENGINEERING-DESIG}>' 1992 1,4604814 1I.633.98 86,6'1% (10.082.7'1) 1.551.21 
V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER 1996 1.2954626 730.573.04 36,6'1% (261.816.86) 462.696.18 
V ALLEY CREEK TRUNK (ENGINEERIN"G: 1995 1.3307439 379.181.96 40.00% (151.672.8'1) 227.509.09 :., 

VALLEY CRK BRICK REPLACEMENT-RBvmV. 1994 1.3462463 255.461.23 44.33% (113.254.91) 142.206.33 
V ALLEY CREEK. BRICI< SBWER-CONSTR 1994 1.3462463 1.872.646.11 44.33% (830.206.44) 1.042,439,67 

I:': 
VALLEY CRK. BRICK SBWER-CV89-838~ 1994 J.3462463 9.776.95 44.6'1% (4.36736) 5.409.59 
V ALLBY CREEK. SEWER REPL (SEC C-l1 1996 1.2954626 2.796.220.15 35.67% (997.318.861 1.798.901.28 
V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER RBPLACEMENl 1997 1.2496567 6.118.594.81 31.67% 0.937.555.03) 4.181.039.78 
V ALLEY CREEK SEC B CONSTRUCTION REV(E'N 1997 1.2496567 311.544.39 31.33% (97.616.86) .213.927.53 
V ALLBY CREBK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMEN1 2003 1.0876158 5.727,560.21 9.33% (534,572.25) 5.192.987.97 . 
F AlRFIELD TRUNK REPLACEMENT DESIGl'o 1995 1.3307439 221.413,38 41.00% (90.7'19.40) 130.633.98 
FA£RFIELD SS IMPROVEM.:ENn 1997 1.2496567 2381.868.47 31.67% (754.258.13) 1.627.61035 
HOPBWELI.JLDVELESS pARK (ENGINEERING' 1995 1.3307439 69.864.06 39,00% (27.246.98) 42.617.07 
OXMOOR TRUNK SEWER-CONSTR 1995 1.3307439 5.984.906.35 - 40.67% (2,433.861.91) 3.551.044.43 
OXMOORTRUNKSEWER 1996 1.2954626 2.091,963.60 35.33% (739.160.90) 1.352.802.70 
SAND RIDGE TRUNK SWR EXT WOO 1.1703102 438.895.41 20.67% (90.704,8S) 348.190.56 
MARTIN DR OurFALL SEWER-CONSTR 1994 1.3462463 598.256.72 46.00% (275.198.28) 323.058.44 

C" PIPBSHOP SSJPUMP STATION 2002 1.1135668 3.968.552.00 14.67% (582.054.261 3.386.497,74 
JEFFERSON METRO PARK TRUNK SEWER· 1999 1.2016009 449,278.69 23.00% (103.333.80) 345.944.90 
JEFFERSON METRO PARK SEWER 2003 1.0876158 3.369.622.50 10.67% (359,426.52) 3.010.195,99 .... 
PHASE IT VALLEY CREEK: TRUNK. SEWER RELlEF 2004 1.0232607 2.109,400.80 6.00% (126.564.05) 1.982,836.76 
VINTAGE TRACE SWR & PillAP STA 1999 1.1016009 480.946.'18 23.00% (110.61'1.481 310,.329,30 
ALASKA DRIVE SANITARY SEWER REHAE 2004 1.0232607 280.540.32 3.33% (9.351.38) 271.188.94 
EASTERN V AlLEY ROAD SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 529.~42.36 8,00% (42.323.31) 486.719.06 
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#1 VALLEYCREEKSSCSR 2001 \.1478007 7.868.580.21 18.57% (l.468.801.65) 6.399,178.56 
RIVER CREEK SANITARY SWR 2001 1.1478007 117.770.70 15.33% (18.058.25) 99,712.44 
#1 WENDVLYCRKSSCS RE 2001 1.l478007 7.986.350.91 15.33% 0.224.573.90) . 6.751.777.01 
V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SWR COLl 2001 1.1478007 7.180,896.39 17.67% (1.268.624.78) 5.912.27l.51 
#1 UPPER VALLEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 4.977.332.48 12.00&10 (597.279.971 4380.052.51 ; .. ' 
#2 LOWER VAllEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 6.545.916.25 12.00% (785.509.87) 5.750.406.38 
LOWER VALLEY CRK sse SYSTEM-#3 2001 1.147BOO7 5,615.714.34 16.67% (935.952.29) 4.679.762.05 

/" #LOWER VALLEY CRK sse 2002 1.1135668 4.060,971.26 14.00% (568.536.12) 3.492.435.15 ... 
UPPER V ALLEY CREEK SEWER SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 6.747.445.65 10.61% (719.72~.39) 6.027.718.26 
UPPER V AJ...LEY CREEK COLLECTION 2003 1.0876158 2.935.995.79 9.00% (264.239.54) 2.671.756.26 
fl.5 LOWER V ALLBY CREEK 2001 1.1478001 :5.550.355.06 16.00% (888.056.731 4.662.298.33 
LOWER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2002 1.1135668 4.540.15}.20 13.33% (605.353.641 3.934.797.56 
fl.7 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 4.368.567.24 14.33% (626.161.31) 3.142.405.94 
#9 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK : 2003 1.0876158 2.029,613.53 S.67% (175.899.97) 1.853.713.57 
LOWER VALLEY CREEK SANITATJOh 2002 1.1135668 3.565.527.62 13.00% (463.518.42) 3.102.009.19 
TV INSPECTION FOR LOWER VALLEY CREEl< 2002 1.1135668 946.836.93 12.67% Ct 19.932.82) 826.904.11 
#14 UPPER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 2.516.814.16 5.67% (142.622.89) 2374.251.21 :; 
#13 UPPER VALLEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 744.483.73 11.33% (84.374.98) 660.108.75 
fl.ll & 12 UPPER VAJ...LEYCREEK 2002 1.l135668 508.665.70 13.33% (61.822.0n 440.843.68 
#9 LOWER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY sm 2004 1.0232601 6.879.04135 4.67% (321.021.92) 6.558,019.43 
UPPER VALLEY CREEK. SANITARY SWR 2004 1.0232607 6,440.685.17 3.67% (236.158.46) 6,204.526.10 
UPPER V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SWR COLL 2003 1.0876158 2.890.920.81 7.33% (212.000.94) 2.678.919.81 ! V ALLEY CREEK TV INSPECTION 2004 1.0232607 190.240.35 4.67%. (8.817.89) 181362.45 
LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SWR(28 & 29) 2004 1.0232607 234.721.83 4.00% (9.388.87) 225,332.96 
26&21 LOWER VALLY CRK. #20 TO 5 MU.E ROAD 2004 1.0232607 233.786.01 3.00% (7,013.56) 226.772.45 !. 28TI:1 STREET SOUTH EXTENsrON~CONSTR 1995 1.3301439 587.289.86 41.00% (240.788.58) 346,501.27 
EMER SWR REP-SANITARY !3WRREHAB DEMO 2001 1.1478007 32.133.94 18.33% (5,891.20) 26,242.74 
EMER SWR REPAlR 2004 1.0232601 268.418.31 4.00% ClO,736.75) 251.681.57 
EMER SEWER REPAIR-FIVE MILE CREEK 2004 1.0232607 154.801.07 3.00% (4.644.QO) 150,157.07 
LINING 24" OUlFALL AT OXNlOOR& GRIFFO- ]998 1.2298142 44.27331 29.61% (13.134.42) 31.138.90 
EMERGENCY WORK AT ALSIER ROAD 1998 1.2298142 3.295.88 29.66% (977.42) 2.318.46 
REPAIR MANHOLE BEHIND AL POWER ON 1998 1.2298142 20,021.71 29.61% (5.941.26) 14,086,45 

c· REPAIR SEWER AT SOUTHTRUST BANK US28C 1998 1.2298142 8.685.42 29.67% (2,57653) 6.108.88 
.'. EMBRGBNCY SBWER REPAIR KENT LANE 1998 1.2298142 8.317.56 29.67% (2,485.691 5.891.87 

; EMERGENcvPOINTREPAIRPARKERffiOH 1998 1.2298142 12.566.32 29.00% (3.64421) B,922.11 .. EMERGENCY POlNT REPAIR ALLEY COTION 1998 1.2298142 16.595.49 29.00% (4.812.58) 11.782.91 
8" MAIN LmE REPLACEMENT BEECH STREHl 1998 1.2298142 25.074.15 29.00% n.271.30) 17.802.85 
MH REPLACEMENT AT HOMEWOOD PARK 1998 1.2298142 4.888.43 29.00% 0,417.67) 3,470.76 
POINT REPAIR AT MALAGA DR 1998 1.2298142 1.619.46 29.00% (469.70) 1.149.75 
POlNT REPAIR AT KENT DRIVE 1998 1.2298142 6.517.17 28.66% n.868.09) 4,649.08 
EMERGENcy POINT REPAIR 220 KENT DIUVE 1998 1.2298142 5.188.43 29.00% (1.678.73) 4.109.69 
POlNT REPAIR 102 MALAGA DRIVE 1998 1.2298142 2,466.52 29.00% (71538) 1.751.13 
RAISE MH #OI·FRAl .... IE'& COVER 400 SHADES CR 1998 1.2298142 2.343.64 28.99% (679.41) 1.664.23 
POINT REPAIR 105 POlNCIANA DRIVE 1998 1.2298142 8.552.13 29.00% (2.480.12) 6.072.01 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR lITH PLACE 1998 1.2298142 49,107.98 28.67% (14.077.38) 35.030.61 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR DIXON AVENUE 1998 1.2298142 43,592.15 28.67% (12,496.091 31.096.06 
EMERGENCYSEWERREPAIRSHADESROAD 1998 1.2298142 33.494.15 28.61% (9.601.33) 23.892.82 

I':' 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HOLLYWOOD 1998 1.2298142 21.119.05 28.61% (6.011.19) 15.107.86. 
REPAIR SEWER FOREST ROAD HUEYTOWN 1998 1.2298142 8.051.04 28.66% (2.307.77) 5,743.27 
REPAIRSEWBRRED FERN ST. HOMJ3WOOD '1998 1.2298142 22.035.49 28.67% (6,317.05) 15,718.44 
REfArR SEWER 16TH ST.N ALLEY 1998 1.2298142 21.599.26 28.66% (6.191.43) 15.407.84 
VALLEYCREEKBASINSEWERRBPAIR 1998 1.2298142 49.642.73 28.67% (14.23055) 35.412.18 
EM'ERGENCY SEWER REPAIR ABERDEEN ROAD 1998 1.2298142 4.738.51 28.66% 0.358.01) 3.380.50 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HEMLOCK A VE 1998 1.2198142 71.651.83 28.33% (20.301.59) 51.350.24 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1998 1.2298142 33.070.95 28.33% (9370.45) 23.700.50 
SEWER REPAIR 6TH A VB SOUTH VALLEY 1998 1.2298142 9.318.22 28.34% (2.64053) 6.677.68 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR FULTON AVE 16m 1998 1.2298142 18.893.60 2833% (5.353.20) 13.540.40 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR ALTALOMA 1998 1.2298142 14,948.16 0.00% 0.00 14,948.16 .. 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 423 WllIDSOR DR 1998 1.2298142 2,118.66 28.32% (600.03) 1,518:64 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 352S 1998 1.2298142 2.309.31 28.34% (654.38) 1.654.92' ! 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 50S WINDSOR DR 1998 1.2298142 2.633.03 28.35% 04637) 1.886.66 ,. 
EMERGBNCYSEWERREPAIR508RUNSOMRD 1998 1.2298142 8.618.02 28.34% (2.441.92) 6.176.10 

f EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 317 'WrnDSORDR 1998 1.2298142 6,411.39 28.34% (1.816.80) '4,594.59 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 301 wrnnSORDR 1998 1.2298142 8.523.14 28.33% 0..414.741 6,108,40 
EMBRGENCY SEWER REPAIR 304 WlliSOR DR 1998 1.2298142 2.364.32 28.34% (670.06) 1.694.25 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 126 WTNDSORDR 1998 1.2298142 12.911.39 28.33% (3.658.31) 9.253.02 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR DEO DARA DR£VE 1998 1.2298142 10.111.19 28.34% (2.865.04) 1,246.15 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR WILDWOOD 1998 1.2298142 12.040.99 28.00% (3.371.83) 8.669.16 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR BEVERLY DRIVE 1998 1.2298142 2.841.79 27.99% (795,44) 2.046.35 
EMERGENCY SBWER REPAIR PRINCETON 1998 1.2298142 11,307.08 28.00% (3.166.28) 8.140.80 
EMERGENCY SBWERREPAIR 13THST & 15m 1998 1.2298142 11.075.20 28.00% (3.101.20) 1.974.00 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 16mST 1998 1.2298142 36.930.46 27.67% (10.211.67) 26,112.79 

C 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR GREENWOOD 1998 1.2298142 2.041.98 27.66% (564.871' 1.477.12 

./ EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR GLENCOE DRlVE 1998 1.2298142 10.908.41 27.67% (3.018.35) 7.890.01 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HWY 150 DITCH 1998 1.2298142 27,973.10 27.67% (7.139.291 20.233.80 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR·HWY 150 1998 1.2298142 26,332.52 27.67% (7,285.06) 19.047.46 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 20TH STREET 1998 1.2298142 6.580.47 21.67% (1.820.85) 4.759.61 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 28TH ST ALLEY 1998 1.2298142 3.728.76 27.68% (1.031.97) 2.696.79 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR FArRF AX AVE & 1998 1.2298142 10.360.78 27.66% (2.866.25) 1,494.52 
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EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR PARKER HIGH 199B 1.2298142 13.233.59 27.67% (3.661.42) 9.572.17 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR6TII AVE NORTH 1998 1.2298142 5.061.40 27.34% 0.383.59) 3.677.81 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR LONG MEADOW 1998 1.2298142 3.652.55 27.67% n,OI0.54) 2.642.01 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HUEYTOWN HIGH 1998 1.2298142 1,683.03 27.66% (465.46) 1.2l7.57 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAlR RIDGE RD 1998 1.2298142 5.710.13 27.34% (1.561.08) 4.149.05 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR BURGIN AVENUE 1998 12298142 27.999.35 27.33% (7.653.11) 20.346.24 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR DELLEV[EW 1998 1.2298142 16.212.79 27.33% (4.431.16) tl.781.63 
EMERGENCY SEWBR REPAIR MONTCLAIR 1998 1.2298142 5.061.90 27.33% 0.383.59) 3.67831 I·.: EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR SALISBURY ROAC 1998 1.2298142 . 15.645.27 27.33% (4.276.51) 11.368.76 
EMERGENcY SEWER REPAIR 18TH AVE SOUTH 1998 1.2298142 29.074.50 27.33% (7.946.92) 21.12758 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR BAKER SCHOOL 1998 1.2298142 24.542.39 27.33% (6.708.19) 17.834.20 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 18TH ST 1998 1.2298142 8.478.79 27.33% (2.317.41) 6.16138 
EMERGENCY SBWER REPAIR ALLEY 15TH S1 1998 ~.2298142 33.557.68 27.33% (9.172.69) 24384.99 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR FULTON AVENUE '1998 1.2298142 9.384.54 27.34% (2.565.43) 6.819.11 
EMERGENcY SEWER REPAIR 17THST 1998 1.2298142 141.543.57 27.33% (38.688.54) 102.855.03 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 16TH STREET 1998 1.2298142 9.241.17 27.33% (1.521.26) 6.719.91 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 15TI1 AVE SOUTH 1998 1.2298142 14.640.68 2733% (4.001.52) 10.639.16 
BMERGENcY SBWERREPAIR3RD AVE WEST.& 1998 1.2298142 18.302.00 27.00% (4.941.90) 13360.10 
EMERGENcY SEWER REPAIR PRrnCBTQN AVE 1998 1.2298142 27.783.37 27.00% (7.501.53) 20,281.84 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR POINCIANA DR & 1998 1.2298142 10.120.73 21.00% (2.894.81) 7.825.92 
BMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR LEE COURT 1998 12298142 15.427.39 27.00% (4.16539) 11.262.00 
FIVE MILB WEST PUMP INSTALLATIOl'- 1999 ).2016009 15.154.80 26.67% (4.041.22) 11.113.57 
EMER SWRREPAm. CHARLESTON AV BESS 1999 1.2016009 21.447.07 26.67% " (5.7.}9.44) 15.727.63 
EMBR SWR REPAm. BESS VALLEYCRK BAS[l\ 1999 1.2016009 . 3.676.53 26.67% (980.51) 2,696.02 
EMER SWR REPAIR VALLEY CRK. BASn-. 1999 1.2016009 9.478.62 26.67% (2.527.48) 6.951.14 
EMER 8WR REPAIR 5TH A VB SW & 2ND ST 1999 1.2016009 8.475.92 26.00"10 (2.203.47) 6.272.45 
BMBRSWRREPAm.1557MEADOWLN 1999 1.2016009 5.66~.1I 26.01% (1.474.29) 4.194.81 
EMER 8WR REPAIR SHADES VALLEY 1999 1.2016009 3.673.50 26.00% (955.06) 2.718.44 
ElvtER SWR REPAIR. 515 WINDSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 4.19B.00 26.00% C1.091.63) 3.10637 
EMERSWRREPAlR 1640 VALLEY AVE 1999 1.2016009 20.910.91 26.00% (5.436.98) 15,473.93 
EMER SWR REPAIR ALLBY 411 CLIFf 1999 1.2016009 30.963.75 26.00% (8.050.80) 22,912.96 
EMERSWRREPAm.601 WARWICK-RD 1999 1.2016009 4.229.98 26.00% (1.099.61) 3.130.37 

C.' 
EMERSWRREPAIR218 WINDSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 5.928.75 26.01% (1.541.77) 4.386.97 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 18 STREET S W 1999 1.2016009 2.855.98 26.66% (761.33) 2.094.64 
EMERGENCY SEWBRREPAIRISHKOoDA RD 1999 1.2016009 17.551.75 26.00% (4.563.46) 12.988.28 
EMERSBWERREPAIRMIDWoODAVE 1999 1.2016009 6.660.81 26.67% 0.776.45) 4.884.36 
EMER SEWER REPAIR MONTEVALLO RD 1999 1.2016009 9.197.05 26.66% (2.452.23) 6.744.83 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAm. FRANCIS 51 1999 1.2016009 9.850.75 2634% (2.594.34) 7.256.41 
EMER SWR REPAIR ALLEY BEHIND 708 FOREST 1999 1.2016009 11.563.49 26.00% (3.006.69) 8.556.19 
EMBRSWRREPAlR 526 DURHAMDR 199~ 1.2016009 8.048.01 26.00% (2.09270) 5.955.31 
EMER SWR REPAm. WINDSOR DR & LAKESHORE 1999 1.2016009 6.760.45 26.00% (1.757.45) 5.003.00 
EMER 8WR REPAIR. ALLEY BEHIND FAIRFIELD C 1999 1.2016009 22.082.08 26.00% (5.741.59) 16.340.50 
EMER SWR REPAIR COTTON AVE & - 1999 1.2016009 75.093.20 26.00% (19.524.04) 55,569.15 
EMER SEWER REPAIR CARLOS A VB ISHKODDA 1999 1.2016009 8.129.21 26.00% (2.113.50) 6.015.72 
EMBR SEWER REPAIR·COURTR & 48TIi STN. 1999 1.2016009 4.227.51 26.01% (1.09~.39) 3.128.12 
EMER SBWER REPAIR STRAVE & 34TH ST SO. 1999 1.2016009 13.663.63 26.00% (3.552.27) 10.111.36 
EMBRSBWER REPAIR DURHAM DR AND 1999 1.2016009 25,349.91 26.00% (6.590.73) 18.759.18 
EMER SWR REPAIR 1673 WACO AVE AND 1999 12016009 40.216.51 26.00% (10.455.95) 29.760.57 I· 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 413 WllIDSORDR 1999 12016009 5.215.43 26.00% (1,356.20) 3.S59.23 

f EMERSEWERREPAIR 701 FAIRFAX DR 1999 1.2616009 • 5,598.55 26.00% Cl.455.55) 4.143.00 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 532 FRANCIS 81 1999 12016009 5.309.53 26.00% (1.380.57) 3.928.96 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 922 ORA YMONT AVE 1999 1.2016009 16.417.35 26.00% (4.268.23) 12.149.12 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 701 BRISCO DR 1999 12016009 4.177.33 26.00% (1.086.27) 3.091.06 ::. 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 620 MANCHESTER DR 1999 1.2016009 4.891.79 26.00% 0.271.85) 3.619.94 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 1438 IS PL SW 1999 1.2016009 2,444.01 26.00% (635.45) 1.80S.55 
BMSR SBWER REPAIR 910 LOMB AVE 1999 12016009 3.120.03 26.00% (81126) 2.308.17 
EMERSWRRBPAm.·21ST AVE 7 22ND ST SO 1999 1.2016009 5225.14 2533% (1.323.68) 3.901.45 
EMER SWR REPAIR-18TI1 A VB SOUTH 1999 1.2016009 4.961.96 25.33% Cl.Z56.99) 3,704.97 
EMER SWR REPAIR·9TH A VB NO ALLEY 1999 1.201.6009 6.41720 25.33% (1.625.53) 4.791.67 
EMERGENCY SEWBRREPAIR515 HAMPTON DR 1999 12016009 12.079.51 25.33% (3.060.19) 9.019.38 
BMEROENCY SEWER REPAIR 30 SHADOW LAWN 1999 1.2016009 9.761.11 2534% (2.472.99) 7.288.12 

T EMERGENCY SEWBRREPAIR 120 DBVONDR 1999 1.2016009· 13.657.67 2534% (3.460.18) 10.197.49 
EMERGENCY SBWER REPAIR 8 EDGE HILL RD 1999 12016009 10.648.37 . 25.33% (2.697.64) 1.950.13 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 607 W ARVILLE ru: 1999 1.2016009 17.546.05 25.33% (4.444.76) 13.101.30 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIRS 1999 1.2016009 5.006.16 25.34% (1.268.46) 3,737.70 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 48 GREENWAY RD 1999 1.2016009 2.005.82 25.32% (507.95) 1.497.87 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 609 WINSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 6,745.39 25.33% (1.708.63) 5.036.16 
EMERGENCY SEWBR REPAIR 502 wmSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 6.938.70 25.34% (1,157.94) 5.180.76 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 533 FRANCIS ST 1999 1.2016009 5.821.51 25.34% . (I.476.S6) 4.350.95 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 736 SAULER LANE 1999 1.2016009 1.682.23 25.35% (426.47) 1.255.76 
EMERGENCYSEWBRREPAlR 164 FAIRMONT DR 1999 1.2016009 16.994.42 2533% (4.304.~4) 12.689.48 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 703 BELMONT DR 1999 tz016009 2.911.06 25.34% (737.60) 2.173.46 

C; EMERGENCY SEWBRREPAlR38 SHADOW LAWN 1999 1.2016009 3.923.67 25.33% (9~3.88) 2.929.79 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 509 HAMPTON DR 1999 1.2016009 5.452.62 25.34% 0.3SI.6O) 4.011.02 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 620 MANClffiSTER 1999 1.2016009 23.5S9:~5 25.33% (5.916.09) 17.613.66 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 701 FAIRFAX DR 1999 12016009 3.134.85 25.33% (946.09) 2.7S8.76 
EMERGENCY SEWBRREPAIR 1605 BERRY RD 1999 1.2016009 25.397.22 25.33% (6.433.65) 18.963.57 .:': 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 405 YORKSHIRE 1999 1.20i6009 1.972.22 25.33% (499.53) 1.472.69 
EMERGENCY SBWERRBPAIR401-3 YORKSHIRE 1999 1.2016009 10.556.32 25.33% (2.674.01) 7.882.31 
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EMERGBNCY SEWER REPAIR 123 DENON DR )999 1.2016009 1.711.52 25.34% (433.78) 1277.75 
BMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 312 DEWON DR 1999 1.2016009 3.840.14 25.33% (972.58) 2.867.56 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 703 WIN'DSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 3.929.16 25.33% (995.41) 2..933.76 
EMERGENcY SEWER REPAIR 421 \VllIDSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 3.727.09 25.34% (944.271 2,782.82 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1617 ISTH AVE S 1999 1.2016009 6.822.92 25.34% (I,nS.721 5.094.20 
EMERGENCY SEWER"REPAIR TOMWORTH RD 1999 1.2016009 2.439.85 25.01% (6IG.li) 1.829.74 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR DENON DR 1999 1.2016009 8,658.14 25.00% «.164.681 6.493.45 

L EMERGENCE SEWER REPAilt MANCHESTER DR 1999 1.2016009 2.989.58 . 14.99% (747.IO) 2.242.49 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1106 fRVOfO RD 1999 1.2016009 32.187.99 25.00% (8.046.821 24.141.17 
EMERGENcy SEWER REPAIR GR4SSELL ru: 1999 1.2016009 1.472.25 24.98% (367.83) 1.104.42 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR WINDSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 11.933.94 25.00% (2.983.671 8.950.27 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR RIDGE RD 1999 1.2016009 5.404.64 25.00% (1.350.90) 4.053.74 
EMERGENCT SEWER REPAIR WINDSOR DR 1999 1.2016009 10.573.08 25.00% (2.643.22) 7.9:29.86 
EMEROENCY SEWER REPAIR EDGB HILL RD ~ 1999 1.2016009 5.850.19 25.00% (1.462.65) 4.387.54 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR MELROSE PL 1999 1.2016009 2.298.93 25.01% (574.97) 1.723.96 
EMEROENCYSEWERREPAlRSAULTERRD 1999 1.2016009 1.857.74 24:98% (464.12) 1.393.62 
EMERGENCY SEWER RBPAfR HAM:PTON DR 1999 1.2016009 1,420.52 25.00"..11 (355.07) 1.065.45 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR yoRKHINB DR 1999 1.2016009 11.510.34 25.00% (2.877.53) 8.632.81 
E~GENCY SEweR REPAIR WllIDSOR BL YO 1999 1.2016009 5,434.11 25.00% (1.358.43) 4.075.67 
EMERGENCY SEWERREPAlR FAmMONTDR 1999 1.2016009 10.186.93 25.00% (2.696.40) 8.090.52 
EMERGENCY SEweR REPAIR IffilAVBS 1999 1.2016009 2.630.97 25.01% (657.88) 1.973.09 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR CANTERBURY 1999 1.2016009 2.876.99 25.00% 019.16) 2.157.83 [.: 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 17/18TH ALLEY 1999 1.2016009 11.681.20 25.00% (2.920.18) 8.761.02 
BMBR.SWR.REPAIR 15TII & 16TH ST. BESSEMER 1999 1.2016009 23.514.19 23.33% (5,486.63) 18.021.56 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 15J16 ST ALLEY 1999 1.2016009 6.789.55 25.00% 0.697.32) 5.092.23 ;. 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 15/16THST ALLEY 1999 1.2016009 8.102.70 24.34% 0.911.88) 6.130.82 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR LEWER LINE 1999 1.2016009 33.039.23 25.00% (8.25f}.50) 24.779.73 
EMBR SWR REPAIR EAST HA WTHRONE 1999 1.2016009 17.995.70 25.00% (4.498.19) 13.496.91 
EMER SWR REPAIR-4767 7THCl' SO 1999 1.2016009 7,409.13 25.00% 0.851.97) 5.557.16 
EMERSWRREPAIR.-42513THSTSW 1999 1.2016009 8.275.03 25.00% (2.068.92) 6.206.11 
EMER SWR REPAIR 1535 19TH ST SOUTH . 1999 1.2016009 14.938.16 25.00% (3.734.58) 11.203.58 
EMER SWR REPAIR-PlUNCBTON PKWY 1999 1.2016009 4.677.83 25.01% (1.169.76) 3.508.07 

C) EMERSWRREPAIR-30THAVENO&22NDST 1999 1.2016009 16.747.35 25.00% (4.186.98) 12.560.37 
BMERSWRREPAIR-400GRAY AVE 1999 1.2016009 9,544.84 25.00% (2.386.38) 7.158.47 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR W ADWICK DR 1999 1.2016009 4.182.37 25.01% Cl.195.89) 3.586.48 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1518 RIDGE RD 1999 1.2Q16009 7.889.74 24.67% (1.946.43) 5.94331 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 159 FAIRMONT DR 1999· 1.2016009 1.578.27 . 24.66% (1.869.07) 5.109.20 
EMERGENCy SEWER RBPAIR 400 CREST DR 1999 1.2016009 4347.38 24.67% 0.07236) 3.275.02 
EMERGENCy SEWER REPAIR 1424 OVERLOOK 1999 1.2016009 4.345.46 24.66% 0.071.78) :3.273.68 
EMERGENCy SEWER REPAIRS MELROSE PL 1999 1.2016009 9,446.72 24.67% (2.330.44) 1.116.28 
EMERGENCY SEWBRREPAIR6613 GRASSELLI 1999 1.2016009 10.996.21 24.67% (2,112.22) 8,283.99 
EMERGENCy SEWER REPA!R 116 FAIRMONT DR 1999 1.2016009 8.060.54 24.67% (1,988.22) 6.072.33 
EMERGENCy SEWER REPAIR 201 WnfDSORDR 1999 1.2016009 2.686.66 24.32% (653.491 2.033.17 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1501 WELL?'lGTOJl. 1999 1.2016009 3.097.27 24.33% (153.49) 2.343.78 
EMERSWRREPAIR.-CLARDEON 1999 1.2016009 6.603.70 24.33% (1.606.97) 4.996.13 
8MER SWRR,EPAIR-ARLlNGTON BERKLE~ 1999 1.2016009 5.421.15 24.34% (1.320.70) 4.106.45 
~MER SWR REPAIRS ARLINGTON AVE 1999 1.2016009 13.255.04 2433% (3,225.35) lO.029.69 
BMER SWR REPAIR ARLINGTON & BERKLEY 1999 1.2016009 18.820.21 24.33% (4,579.701 14.240.51 I' 
4A SHADES CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55,103.18 12.00% (6.,612.38) 48,490.80 , 
#5A SHADES CREEK GOLLECflON SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 . 54.608.76 12.00% (6,553.05) 48.055.71 

I 

#17 MANHOLE HBIGHT/SHADES 2001 1.1418007 . 57.390.04 1733% (9..941.81) 41.442.2:} 
#18 MANHOLE HGlIT/SHADES 2001 1.1478007 51.182.51 16.33% (8.;359.85) 42.822.72 
4B SHADES CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.622.66 12.00% (6.674.721 48.947.94 
6A SHADES CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55,639.92 1200% (6.676.72) 48.963.20 
#9 VALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 53.319_72 12.00% (6.398.51) 46.921.21 
#10 VALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55,661.64 12.00% (6.679.53) 48,982.11 
#19 SHADES CREEK COLLECTION 2002 1.1135.668 54,968,44 12.00% (6.596.15) 48.372.30 
#20 SHADES CREEK CS 2002 1.1135668 55,122.12 12.00% (6.614.591 48,507.53 
#11 VALLEY CREEKCOLLSYSTEM 2001 1.147.B001 51,351.81 16.33% (9.367.66) 47,984.15 
#12 VALLEY CREEK"COLL SYSTEM 2001 1.1478007 57,281.00 16.33% (9.355.90) 47.925.10 

,. 
#13 V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.564.81 13.33% (7.408.78) 48.156.09 i #14 VALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2001 1.1478001 57.390.04 16.33% (9.313.89) 48,016.14 
SANSWR PART RIDGEW.{\.Y LLC 1999 1.2016009 155,423.05 26.00% (40.410.13) U5.012.93 ! EMR..SWR.REPAm..-COOKS PEST CONTROL 2000 1.1703102 101.204.16 21.00% (21.252.74) 79.951.42 
Pl,JRCHASE-HOPEWELL SEWER 2003 1.0876158 718.162.48 7.61% (55,059.12) 663.10336 . 
SANITARYTRNK. CONSTR. TUNNEL-fR:ONDALE 2001 1.1478007 160.459.67 18.33% (29.417.50) 131.042.17 
SANITARY 1RUNK SEWER 2001 1.1478007 220.628.19 16.33% (36.036.091 184,592.10 
SANITARYPU~STATION. 2002 1.1135668 660.902.36 13.33% (88.120.22) 572.782.15 
SANITARY SEWER CONSTR 2002 1.1135668 257.13238 14.00% (35.998.72) 221.133.66 
VALLBYCRKWWTPDECHLORmATION 1996 1.2954626 1.190.966.73 38.33% (456,537.65) 734.429.08 
EMER SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478001 1.343.094.09 17.33% (232.803.18) 1.\10.290.92 

. VILLAGFlV ALLEY SLUDGE 1996 1.2954626 1,295.46 22.88% (296.40) 999.06 

(-
EMERSWRREPAIR 1019 FOREST CIRCLE 1999 1.2016009 9,280.56 24.67% (2,289.21) 6.991.36 
EhlER SWR REP EXBTERAVE & 16m ST 1999 1.2016009 5.325.64 24.33% (1.295.58) 4,030.06 
EMER SWR RPR CAROLUfA & ARLlNOTOJ:o. 1999 1.2016009 21.025.30 24.33% (5.116.38) 15.908.92 
EMER SWR REPA 600 !CARR CIRCLE 1999 1.2016009 5.913.28 24.33% (1,438.60) 4.414.68 
EMER SWRREPAIR BLACK AVE & ALA AVE 1999 1.2016009 15.196.07 24.67% (3.748.38) 11.447.69 
EMER SWR REPAIR KENLINWORTH DR 1999 12016009 1,813.98 24.66% (447.261 1.366.72 
EMER SWR REPAm. 512 10TH AVE SOUTH 1999 \.2016009 13.391.78 24.67% (3.303.32) 10.088.46 
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EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 315 BERKLEY PL 1999 1.2016009 4.793.35 25.01% (1.198.60) 3,594.76 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAiR ARDSLEY PL 1999 1.2016009 6.679'11l 24.67% 0.647.66) 5.031.45 
EMER SWR REPAIR M(DWA Y ST·MIDFlELC 1999 1.2016009 67.382.44 24.67% (16.620.75) 50.761.69 
EMER SWRREPAIR-4TH AVE 11THST W 1999 1.2016009 46.542.89 24.67% (J 1.480.26) 35.062.63 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 3405 AVALON DR 1999 1.2016009 11.237.89 24.33% (2.734.50) 8.503.39 ":". 

EMERGENCY SEWER REPA[RPARK RIDGE: DR 1999 1.2016009 6.235,32 24.34% (1.517.50) 4.717.82 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 112 WOODMART 1999 1.2016009 50.545.74 24.00% (12.131.17) 38.414.57 :'. 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1120 ALA AVE 1999 1.2016009 61,213,73 24.00% (14,691.16) 46,52258 !. EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR TUSCALOOSA AVE 1999 1.2016009 6,110.44 24.00% 0,466.43) 4,644.01 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR VALLEYVIEW 1999 1.2016009 4.394.64 24.00% 0,054.62) 3,340.02 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1999 1.2016009 6.371.20 24.00% (1.528.87) 4,842.33 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR VICKSBURG 1999 1.2016009 3,120.71 24.01% (749.22) 2.371.49 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR SAMFORD ONIV 1999 1.2016009 13.979.27 24.00% (3,355.06) 10.624.21 
EMERGNCY SEWER REPAIROVERLQOK RD ~ 1999 1.2016009 11.341.60 24.00% (2..721.77) 8.619.83 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR ARDSLEY PL 1999 1.2016009 6,448.72 24.00% (1.547.76) 4.900.96 
EMERGENCY SWER REPAIR 21ST AVE S 1999 1.2016009 1.290.12 24.01% (309.12) 980.40 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR GREENSPRlNO 1999 1.2016009 2.044.63 23.99% (490.54) 1.554.09 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR GRASSELIRC 1999 1.2016009 4.677.41 24.00% n,122.72) 3.554.70 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR LOMB AVE 1999 1.2016009 1.276.23 24.00% (306.26) 969.97 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR454 CREST LANE 1999 1.2016009 2.762.47 23.99% (662.71) 2.099.76 .. 
BMERGENCYSBWERREPAIRPARKERHIOH 1999 1.2016009 5.084.74 24.00% (1.220.47) 3,864.28 
EMERGENCYSEWBRREPAIR 1121 BREWSTER 1999 1.2016009 7.305.71 24.00% 0,753.66) 5.552.05 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 210 3RDAVE SO 1999 1.2016009 9,668.08 24.00% (2.320.34) 7.347.74 '. 

EMERGENCYSEWER REPAIR 903 9TH ST SO 1999 1.2016009 8.119.78 24.00% 0,948.72) 6.171.06 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 1414 ARDSLEY PL 1999 1.2016009 1.781.83 23.99% (427.39) 1.354.44 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 700 COLONIAL cm 1999 1.2016009 2.215.94 24.01% (53207) 1.683.88 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 909 COLLEGE AVE 1999 1.20l6009 I,S59.31 24.01% (446.42) 1,412.S9 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 120010THAVBW 1999 1.2016009 2.166.97 23.99% (519.96) 1,647.01 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 721 EUCLIDAV 1999 1.2016009 l.595.04 24.00% (38275) 1.212.30 
EMERGENCYSEWERREPAIR2045MT.ROYAL 1999 1.2016009 18.041.41 24.00% (4.330.09) 13,711.32 
ElvIERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 504 RUMSON RD 1999 1.2016009 1,336.28 24.02% (32o.97l 1.015.30 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 114 SUGAR BUSH 1999 1.2016009 63,882.21 24.00% (l5.)31.50) 48.550.71 

C EMER SWR FUEL SPILLSHADBS VALLE'\: 1999 1.2016009 4.408.67 23.33% (1,028.69) 3,379.98 
mm. SWR REPR-OVBRFLOW OF USI 1999 1.2016009 16.953.16 23.67% (4,012)0) 12.940.86 
EMER SWR REPR-1855 PRlli'CBTON A VB 1999 1.2016009 26.831.88 23.33'% (6.260.46) 20,571.42 
EMERSWRREPR-WRENAVE.HUEYTOWN 1999 1.2016009 14.838.58 23.33% . (3.462.05) 11.376.53 
ElvIER SWR REP-512 MCMILLAN AVE 1999 1.2016009 9.064.46 23.33% (2.115.18) 6.949.28 
EMER SWR REPA-3907 CLAIRMONT AVE 1999 1.2016009 5.962.66 23.33% 0,391.21) 4,571.44 
EMER SWR REPA-1500 51ST PLACE NORTH 1999 1.2016009 5.677.84 23.33% 0,324.77) 4.353.08 
EMBR SWRREPL-1418 BENHBlM PLACE 1999 1.2016009 7,513.74 23.33% (1,152.90) 5,760.85 
BMERSWRREPA-31180VERLOOKRD 1999 1.2016009 9.660.32 23.33% (2.254.20) 7.406.12 
EMER SWR. REPR-726 RALEIGH Vll.LA on 1999 1.2016009 2.569.18 23.34% (599.72) .1,969.46 
EMER SWR REPA-408 CLIFF PLACE 1999 1.2016009 4.698.92 23.33% 0.096.46) 3.602.46 
EMERSWR REPA-I08 rusc AVE 1999 1.2016009 2.491.81 23.33% (581.21) 1,910.59 
BMER SWR MPA-14TH A VB & 20TH ST ALLEY' 1999 1.2016009 52..865.95 23.33% (12.335.171 40.530.18 . 
EMER SWR REPA-SUNSETDRIVE 1999 1.2016009 17.134.25 23.00% (3,940.73) 13,193.52 
EMER SWR REPR-2ND A VB ALLEY-IRONDALE 1999 1.2016009 27.902.59 23.00% (6.417.31) 21.485.29 
EMER SWR REPR·SOUTHCRBST RD 1999 1.2016009 38.974.21 23.00% (8.964.28) 30,009.94 I'" 
EMERSWRREPA-6TH ALLEY & 30TH STNO 1999 1.2016009 31.386.56 23.00% (1.219.01) 24,167.55 i EMER.SWRREPAlR - HAZEL AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 15.427.79 22.67% (3.496.79) 11,931.00 
EMER.SWRRBPAIR.-13TH STREET BESSEMER 2000 1.1703102 30,245.63 22.67% (6,855.91) 23.3S9.72 
EMER..SWR.REPAIR-VALLBY VIEW-HOMEWOOI: 2000 1.1703102 78.388.55 22.67% (17.768.07) 60.620.48 
BMBR SWR. RBFAIR.-CATEBBRRY ROAD 2000 t.l703102 19,321.33 22.67% (4~79.35) 14.941.98 
EMR. SWR. REPAIR- MT. RIDGE ROAD 2000 1.1103102 11.613.60 . 22.67% (2,632.54) 8.981.05 
BMER.SWR.REPAIR - 2000 1.1703102 58,397.65 22.67% (13.236.72) 45.160.93 
EMER. SWR. REPAIR-CULVER ROAD 2000 1.1703102 8,939.48 2267% (2.026.13) 6.913.35 
EMER. SWR. REPAIR 2000 1. l703l02 39.639.15 22.67% (8.984.711 30.654.44 
EMER. SWR. RBPAlR·GRASSELL ROAL 2000 1.1703102 25,942.66 2267% (5.880.25) 20,062.42 
EMER.SWRREP.-ADAMSVILLB PUMP STAT[Ol\ 2000 1.1703102 22.485.97 2200% (4,947.08) 11.538.89 
EMBR..SWRREP.-8HAD.VALLEY TANK LBAK 2000 1.1703102 1.422.51 21.99% (31'282) 1,109.69 

i· EMER.SWRREP-62~ 8TH TERR.SO 2000 1.1703102 5,190.89 22.00% Cl.14 1.98) 4.048.91 
EMER.SWR.REP-140 E.EDGEWOOD-HOMBWOOD 2000 1.1703102 3.271.13 22.01% (719.88) 2,551.25 I' EMER.SWRREP-711 MORRlSBLVD. 2000 1.1703102 1.394.24 21.99% (306.64) 1.087.59 
EMER.SWR.REP-439A CAPPA DR 2000 1.1703102 1,281.51 2200% (281.93) 999.59 

, 
EMER.SWR.RBP-821 GREEN SPRINGS HWY 2000 1.1703102 3.269.55 21.99% (719.11) 2.550.45 . 
EMER.SWR.REP-5951 GREENWOOD PAJ?,l{WAY 2000 1.1703102 6.068.75 22.00% 0.335.21) 4,733.54 
BMBR.SWR.REP-632 TUSCALOOSA AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 26.539.64 22.00% (5,838.61) 20,701.03 
BMER.SWR.REP-813 GREENSPRlNOS HWY 2000 1.1703102 7,123.53 22.00% (I,567.21) 5.556.32 
EMER.SWR.REP-22ND ST & 5TH AVBNUB 2000 1.1703102 47,648.41 22.00% (10.48250) . 37,165.91 
EMER.SWRREP-457 IODAAVENUE 2000 1.1703102 42..184.14 22.00% (9.280.44) 32~03.69 
EMER.SWR.REP-2NDJ3RD ST.SO.@l28TH 2000 1.1703102 5,97827 22.00% (1.315.41) 4,662.87 

\ EMER.SWR.REP.-457 IODA AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 38.597.43 22.00% (S,491.44) 30,105.99 , EMERSWR.R.EP-GREENSPRlNGS & BROADWAY 2000 1.1703102 18.146.35 22.00% (3,992.28) 14.154.07 

C EMER.SWR.REP-5147 HILLSIDE DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 9,209.86 22.00% (2.026.02) 7.183.84 
EMERSWR.REP-2198 COLUMBINA RD 2000 1.1703102 15,836.52 22.00% (3,484.32) 12.352.20 
BMER.SWR.REP-2198 CQLUMBINA RD 2000 1.l703102 3,662.91 21.99% (S05.62) 2.857.29 
EMER..SWR.REP-163115THAVENUESOurn 2000 l.t703102 6,549.66 22.00% (1,440.94) 5.108.72 
EMER.SWR.REP-44 CHURCH STREET 200'/) ·l.l703102 1.332.54 22.01% (293.27) 1,039.27 
EMBR.SWR.REP-LUCERNB BLVD & RIVERlA DR 2000 1.1703102 5.563.39 22.00% 0.224.19) 4,339.19 
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EMER.SWR.REP-1220 GLOVERDALE GDNS 2000 1.1703102 2.220,BO 22.00% (488.69) 1.732.12 
EMER.SWRREP.632 LOMB AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 30,938.56 22.00% (6.806.43) 24.132.\2 
EMBR.SWR.R£P-EDGE HILL DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 60.311.91 22.00% (IJ.26B.3?) 47.043.55 
EMER.SWR.REP-ASCOT ROAD-HOMWOOD 2000 1.1703102 9.034.84 22.00"10 0,987.40) 7.047.44 i, EMER.SWRREP-23RD ST. IRONDALE 2000 1.1703102 34;1.37.77 22.001'10 (7.532.49) 26.705.27 
EMER.SWR.R£P-ERIE ST .• WYLAM 2000 1.1703102 65,864.26 22.00"10 (14.490.31) 51.373,95 
EMER.SWR.REP-ERIE ST .• WYLAM 2000 1.1703102 1.2&4.64 22.01% (282.70) 1.001.94 L 
EMER.SWR.REP-5TH AVENUE IRONDALE 2000 1.1703102 25.198,41 22.00% (5.543.551 19.654.86 j:" EMER.SWRREP.-18 SPRrNG ST .• MT.BROOK 2000 1.1703102 11.233.54 22.00% (2.471~63) 8.761.91 .. ' 
EMER.SWlLREP.-5t6 TUSCAWOSA AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 43.946.16 22.00% (9.668.19) 34.277.97 
EMER.SWR.REP. - #42 MUNGER 2000 1.1703102 1.301.56 21.68% (282.22) 1.019.34 
EMER..SWR,REP.-646 39TH ~TREET SOUTH 2000 1.1703102 113.061.25 21.67% (24.496.88) 88.564.37 
EMER.SWlLREP. 20TH AVE & CENTER WAY 2000 1.1703102 13.556.22 21.67% (2.937.07) 10.619.15 
BMER.SWR..REP.~2161 AVENUE I. ENSLEY • 2000 1.1703102 6.624.48 21.67% (1,435.44) 5.189.04 
~MER..SWR..REP.-806 NEW AV. MUSCODA 2000 1.1703102 5.030.25 21.67% (1.090.09) 3.940.17 
EMER.SWRREP.-462 RIDGEWOOD AVE 2000 1.1703102 14.530.21 21.67% 0,148.39) 11,381.82 
EMER.SWR.REP.-508 EUCLID AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 8.972.90 21.67% (1.944.351 7.028.54 
EMER.SWR.REP.~4119THAVB.SO 2000 1.1703102 8.168.44 21.67% (1.170.04) 6.398.40 
EMER.SWR.R.EP.-14 wwrHROP AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 1.306.86 21.65% (282.98) 1.023.88 .. 
BMER.sWlLREP.-A VB H & 61ST ST.FAIRFlELC 2000 1.1703102 n.060.37 21.66% (2.396.2l) 8.664.16 
EMER..SWlLREP.-FRANCIS PLACE 2000 1.1703102 4.900.45 21.67% (1,061.94) 3.838.51 
EMER SWR-REP-1311 ROSeLAND DR 2000 1.1703I02 6.)00.03 21.33% 0,343.74) 4.956.29 ~ : 
EMER SWR-REP-1737 W[NDSOR DR ,2000 1.1703102 9.470.95 21.34% (2.020.6]) 7.450.31 
EMERSWR-RBP-457-475-SPRWGS HWY 2000 1.1703102 9,139.20 21.33% 0.949.64) 7.189.56 
EMER SWR-REP-312 LAPRADO PLACE 2000 1.1703102 4.093.18 21.34% (873.3]1 3.219.85 
BMER SWR~REP-1742 WINDSOR DR 2000 1.1703102 4.240.43 21.'34% (904.79) 3.335.64 
EMER SWR-REP-609 DEVON DR 2000 1.1703[02 5.559.38 21.33% 0.185.86) 4373.52 
EMERSWR-REP-3422 WAVERLY DR 2000 1.1703102 2.670.02 21.33% (569.57) 2.100.45 
EMER SWR-REP-a08 SYLVIA DR 2000 1.1703102 1.407.37 21.34% (300.35) 1.107.02 
EDGEWOOD SCHOOLSS REPAIRS 2000 1.1703t02 58.455.83 20.67% (l2.0aUll 46.374.71 
EMER SWR REP-AVENUE T ENSLEY 2000 1.1703102 21.796.52 21.33% (4.649.78) 17.146.74 
EMER SWR-REP-BNGLISH VILLAGB LANI 2000 1.1703102 11.986.76 21.33% (2,557.08) 9,429.68 

C) EMER SWR.-.REP-CHERRY STREET 2000 1.1703102 15.940.53 21.33% (3.400.45) 12.540.07 
EMERSWRREP-306-319 LEJilllOTON BLVD 2000 1.1703102 14.759.39 21.33% 0.148.79) 11.610.60 
EMER SWR. REP-404 CREST DR. F.F 2000 1.1703l02 4.349.01 21.34% (928.01) 3,421.00 
BMER SWR REP-1506 MANHATIEN. H'WOOD 2000 1.1703102 1.239.26 21.33% (264.40) 974.87 
EMER SWR REPAIR- 5TH TERRACE SOUTH 2000 I.L703102 1.859.99 21.01% (390.77) 1.469.22 
BMER SWR REPAIR-A VB I-ENSLEY 2000 1.1703102 1,343.73 21.01% (282.]8) 1.Q6l.J4 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-V ANN ST-MlDFIELC 2000 1.1703102 1.629.67 20.99% (342.11) 1.287.56 
EMSR SWR REPAIa.:.OAKMONT 81 2000 1.1703102 5.833.00 21.00% 0.224.65) 4.608.35 
EhrfER SWR REPAIR-POrnCIANNA DR 2000 t.1703102 32.716.76 21.00% (6.870.65) 25.846.11 
EMERSWRREPAIR-ALABAMAS1 2000 1.1703102 50.201.64 21.00% (10.542.59) 39.659.05 
EMBRSWRREPAIR-EDWARDSSl 2000 1.1703102 53.423.14 21.00% (11.218.69) 42.204.45 
EMER SWR REPAIR-OWEN & CENTER ST 2000 t.1703102 51.873.52 21.00% 00.893.54) 40.979.98 
BMERSWRREPAlR-RAY ST & JEFF AVE 2000 1.1703102 55.958.34 2l.00% (11.751.01) 44.207.32 
EMERSWRREP-FAmFAXAV·BESSEMER 2000 1.1703102 15.877.25 21.00% (3.334.05) 12.543.20 
BMER SWR REP-3762 JACKSON BLVD-Mf 2000 1.1703102 15.740.18 21.00% (3.305.30) 12,434.89 

f-EMERSWRREPR4326CHEROKEEBLVDAPTS 2000 1.1703102 3,855.36 21.00% (809.55) 3.045.81 
EMER SWR REPR-8TH A VB & 12TH ST SO UAB 2000 1.1703102 5.516.67 21.00% (1.158.29) 4.358.38 1'. 
EMER SWR REP-DWArnE AV & NOVEL DR 2000 1.1703102 18.451.23 21.00% (3.875.961 14.581.27 
EMER SWR REP-125 LAKE DB-CENTERPonn 2000 1.1703102 3.725.79 21.00% (782.27) 2.943.52 
BMER SWR REP-715 5TH A VB NO-BESS 2000 1.1103102 . 9.400.41 21.000/.. (1,974.01) 7.426.40 
BMERSWRREP-414MEADOWBROOKLNMT 2000 1.1703102 6.061.77 21.00% 0,273.10) 4.7B8.68 
EMER SWR REP·6129 JESSB OWENS AV BESS 2000 1.1103102 6.283.88 21.00% 0.319.761 4.964.12 
EMER SWR REP-217 GLORIA RD-BJ:IAM 2000 1.1703102 5.366.1) 20.99% n,126.61) 4.239.50 
EMER SWR RPR·#! RICHMAR DR-MT BROOK 2000 1.1703102 4.203.53 21.00% (882.54) 3.320.99 
EMER SWR REPAIR-TIN MILL RD HUEYTOWh 2000 l.P03102 36.567.92 21.00% C7.679.13) 28.888.79 
EM6R SWR REP-CRES11{ILL RD-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 112.383.60 21.00% (23.600.83) 88.782.78 
BMER SWR REP-RANOYER CIRCLB-BHAM 2000 1.17Q3102 28.333.33 21.00% (5.949.971 22.383.35 
EMBR SWR REP-9TH AV N & 4TH ST BHAM 2000 1.1703102 58,428.70 21.00% 02,270.07) 46.158.63 
EMERSWRRPR-MTPARKDRMTBROOK 2000 1.170]102 21.047.60 21.00% (4,420.09) 16.627.51 
EMERSWRRPR-IS"TH AV SO BHAM 2000 1.1703102 52.041.95 21.00% 00.928.93) 41.113.02 
EldER SWR RPR-FOREST BROOK CIR H'WOOD 2000 1.1703102 29.591.62 21.00% (6.214.04) 23,377.58 
£MER SWR RPR-FCVB MILE WEST-BES~ 2000 1.1703102 16.240.57 21.00% (3,410.73) 12.829.84 
EMER8WRREP-401 KENILWORTIlDR 2000 1.1703102 2.272.02 21.00% (417.03) 1.794.99 . 
EMER8WRREP-503 KENILWORTH DR 2000 1.1703102 5.096.39 21.00% (1,070.46) 4.025.93 
EMER 8WR REP-71O C.OLONY CIRCLE 2000 1.l703102 6.042.16 21.00% 0,268.89) 4.713.27 
EMERSWR REP-7140 CRESTWOOD BLVD 2000 1.1703102 23.685.29 21.00% (4.973.80) 18.711.49 

j" EMER SWRREP-500 PRrnCETON AV SW 2000 1.'t703102 53.611.63 21.00% (11.258.50). 42.353.13 
EMERSWR REP-1ST AVE SO & 55TI1 ST SO 2000 1.1703102 1.514.70 20.99% (]17.88) 1.196.82 
EMER SWR. REP-940 9TH cr SO 2000 1.1703102 9.767.51 21.00% (2,051.161 7.716.]6 

') EMER SWR. REP-#5-1BTH ST 2000 1.1703102 7.868.86 21.00% (1.652.28) 6.216.s~ 
EMER SWR REP-660 ST CHARLES AVE 2000 1.1703102 5.554.68 21.00% (1.166.40) 4.]88.28 

C~ #22 SHADES CREEK COLL SY 2002 1.1135668 55.166.10 14.33% (7.,906.98) 47.2.59.12. 
#15 V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.565.40 13.33% (7.408.78) 48.156.62 
#16 V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.166.10 13.33% (7.355.3]) 47.810.77 

.. 

#17 V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.643.04 1].33% (7,419.03) 48.224.01 
#18 VALLEY CR£EK COLLECT[ON SYSTEM 2001 1.1478007 57.354.48 16.00% (9.176.53) 48.177.95 
#1 UPPER SHADES VALLEY 2001 1.1478007 57.236.23 15.33% (8.776.22) 48.460.01 
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# UPPER SHADES VALLEY 2001 1.1478007 55.819.58 15.33% (8.712.34) 48.101.24 
#19 VALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.15).87 13.33% (7.354.89) 47.805.98 

! #20 V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2001 1.1478007 57.268.81 16.00% (9.162.89) 48.105.91 
#3 UPPER SHADES VALLEY 2002 1.1135668 55,583,69 14.33% (7.966.84) 47,616.85 
#21 VALLeY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 200t 1.1478007 :57.298.71 16.00% (9.167.71) 48,130.99 
UPPER SHADES CREEK #1 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 1":0 

V ALLEY CREEK SYSTEM #25 2002 1.1135668 55.582.75 13.00% (7.225.73) 48,357.02 
VALLEY CRK COLL SYSTE¥ fl2E 2002 1.1135668 55,623.22 13.00% 17.230.95) 48392.27 i #5 UPPER SHADES VALLEY' 2002 1.1135668 55.632.69 14.33% (7.974.02) 47.658.67 
#6 UPPER SHADES VALLEY 2002 1.1135668 55.594.82 14.33% 0.968.75) 47.626.07 
#28 V ALLEY CREEK 2003 1.0876158 53.486.22 9.67% (5.170.34) 48.315.88 
CONSTRUCTION OF SANITARY SEWERE 2002 1.1135668 557.616.37 13.00% (72.490.13) 485.126.24 
BROOKS RIDGE CONSTRUCTION 2002 1.1135668 862.323.89 12.67% (109,227.83) 753.096.06 
SEWER REPLACEMENT BELLVIEW ~ 2003 1.0876158 512.987.53 10.00% (57,298.86) 515.688.67 
ROSEDALE STREET CONSTRUCTroN 2003 1.0876158 278.060.94 9.67% (26.879.12) 251.181.82 
DWING RD STORM DRAll'lAGE IMPROVEMENTl: 2004 1.0232607 250,273.70 3.33% (8.342.44) 241.931.26 
TRUNK EXTENSION TO HARLEM AVENUE 2003 1.0876158 526.013.06 7.00% (36.820.94) 489.192.12 
EMa SWR REP-MCADORY AV BESSEMER 2000 1.1703102 2.956.91 20.66% (6}0.95) 2.345.96 
EM:ER SWR REP-3028-20rn ST H'TOWN 2000 1.1703102 9.960.& 20.67% (2,058.51) 7,902.11 
EMER SWR REP-570S MONTE SANO DR-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 3.133.62 20.67% (647.71) 2.485.91 
EMER SWR REP-FOREST & WARRIOR RIVER RDl: 2000 1.1703102 1.563.64 20.65% (322.89) 1.240.75 
EMER SWR REP-I510 OXMOOR RD-H'WOOD 2000 1.1703102 1.493.43 20.65% (308.38) 1.185.06 !., 
EMERSWRREP#60FFICBPARKMTBRODK 2000 1.1703102 7.585.81 20.67%,. (1.568.01) 6.017.81 i" 
EMER SWR REP-218-5TH AVE SO BHAM 2000 1.1703102 2.639.23 20.67% [545.65) 2.093.58 " 
EMER SWR REP-5321 CRESTWOOD BLVD-BH 2000 1.1703102 3.208.86 20.33% (652.49) 2.556.37 

] .. EMER SWR REP-24 MONTCRE8TDRMT BR 2000 1.1703102 11.910.32 20.33% (2.421.51) 9.488.81 
EMER 8WR REP_1430_12TH ST SO SHAM 2000 1.1703102 52.218.92 20,33% (10.617.67) 41.60124 
EMER 8WR REP-1933 MONTGOMERY HWY 2000 1.1703102 16.078.07 20.33% (3.269.03) 12.809.05 
Ez...tER 8WR REP-176 ROSS DR-MY BR 2000 1.1703102 57.047.84 20.33% (11.599.99) 45.447.85 
EMERSWRREPAIR-1600A STERLINGPL BHAM 2000 1.1703102 9.300.83 20.00% (1.860.09) 7.440.74 
EMERSWRREPAIR-50618THSTBESSEMER 2000 }.1703[02 1.421. 71 20.00% (284.39) 1.137.39 
EMER SWR REPAIR-1185 14TH AVE 8 BHAM 2000 1.1703102 9,396.10 20.00% 0.879.05) 7.517.05 

C 
EIvlER SWR REPAIR - 816 24TH ST BESSEMER 2000 1.1703102 98.881.98 20.00% (19.776.31) 79.105.61 
EMBR 8VIR REPAIR.- 814 24TH ST BESSEMER. 2000 1.1103102 57.461.18 20.00% (11.493.38) 45.973.80 
EMER 8WR REPAIR - 2300 9TH A VB N BESSEMR 2000 1.1703102 57.741.01 20.00% (11.548.151 46.192.86 

. EMER8WRREPAIR-140mDUSTR!ALDR 2000 1.1703102 8.263.99 20.00% 0.652.95) 6.611.05 
EMER SWRREPAm.-460 GSPRlliGSHWY 2000 1.1703102 9,457.96 20.00% [1.891.69) 7.566.27 
EMER SWR REPAIR. - 4801 HUNTSVILLE AVE 2000 1.1703102 15.634.88 20.00% [3.126.83) 12,508.04 
EMERSWRREPAIR-1114 FOREST BROOK DR 2000 1.1703102 12.144.67 20.00% (2,428.86) 9.715.81 
EMER 8WR REPAIR - 58 MAIN ST MT BROOK 2000 1.1703102 13.158.80 20.00% (2.631.79) 10.527.01 
EMERSWRREPAffi-1373 ORLANDO ClRBHAM 2000 1.1103102 56.085.63 20.00% (1l,217.34) 44.868.29 
EI'v1ER SWR REPAIR. - 824 18rn AVE BESSEMER 2000 1.1703102 52.113,45 20.00% (l0,422.55) 41.690.90 
EMERSWRREPAi:R-1905 CRSTWD BLVD JRNDL 2000 1.1703102 1.835.81 20.00% (367.24)' 1,468.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR- 85 GSPRINGS HWY 2000 1.1703102 9.146.37 20.00% 0.829.19) 1.317.18 
EMERSWRREPAIR-125324THSTSWBHAM 2000 1.1703102 4.755.09 '19.99% (950.76) 3.804.33 
EMERSWRREPAffi-ll CTS &21 STBHAM 2000 1.1703102 2.019.04 20.00% (403.76) 1.615.29 
EMERSWR REPAIR.-170028THAVEHUEYTOWN 2000 1.1703102 2,345.85 20.00% [469.061 1.816.19 
EMER SWR REPAIR-165028TH CT HOMEWOOD 2000 1.1703102 1.185.18 20.02% (237.23) 947.95 j. EMER SWR REP-1420 BRANCH WATER CIRCLE 2000 1.1703102 6.695.33 20.00% 0.339.07) 5.356.26 
EM:ER SWR REP-FOREST DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 6,309.84 20.00% (1.261.83) 5.048.02 ;. 
EMER SWR REP-414 NORFOLK DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 12.185.15 20.00% (2.437.29) 9.717•87 
EMER8WR REP-1321 SAULERROAD 2000 1.1703102 11.401.70 . 20.00% (2.280.30) 9,121.40 
EMERSWRREP-1512 VALLBYPLACE 2000 1.1703102 25.038.97 20.00% (5.007.99) 20.030.98 
EMERSWR REP-704 CRESTDRlVE 2000 1.1703102 23.711.54 20.00% (4.742.51) 18,968.91 
SUER SWR REP-431 DEVON DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 7.966.04 20.00% Cl.593.26) 6,372.78 
EMERSWR REP-2710 27TH CT SO 2000 1.1703102 14.073.98 20.00% [2.815.061 11.258.91 
EMER8WR REP410 MAPLE STREET 2000 1.1703102 7.993.23 20.00% 0.598.88) 6.394.35 
EMER 8WR REP-GLENN MIDDLB SCHOOL 2000 1.1703102 20.650.91 20.00% (4.130.26) 16.520.65 
EMERSWRREP419 EDGEWOOD BLVD 2000 1.1703102 6.354.42 20.00% n.270.96) 5.083.46 
EMER SWR REP_COURTHOUSB SEWER REPAIR 2000 1.1703102 131.630,42 20.00% (26.326.36) 105.304.06 
EMER 8WR REP-GRN SPRGS HWY & BROADWAY 2000 1.1703102 29.956.52 20.00% [5,991.05) 23.965.47 

I· BMERSWRREP-16070XMOORROAD 2000 1.1703102 39.621.74 20.00% (7.924.17) 31.697.57 
EMBRSWRREP-COOPERGREBNPARK 2000 1.1703102 2.036.12 20.00% . (407.27) 1.628.85 
BMER SWR REP-2 SPRlliG STREET 2000 1.1703102 14.251.93 20.00% (2.850.17) 11.401.76 , 
EMER SWR REP-3206 WHITEHALL DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 1.741.15 20.00% (348.28) 1.392.87' 
EMER SWR REP-1512 GROVE PLACE 2000 1.1703102 6.754.82 20.00% 0.351.01) 5.403.81 
EMER SWR REP-1406 ROSELAND DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 4.791.91 20.00% [95~48) 3.833.42 

.EMER 8WR REP-405 CHERRY STREET 2000 1.1703102 11.014.75 20.00% (2.202.76) 8.811.99 
EMER 8WR REP-HILLSDALE ROA£: 2000 1.1703102 8.925.71 20.00% Cl.784.96) 7.140.75 
EMER SWR REP-903l HILLSDALE ROAD ·2000 1.1703102 2,282.99 19.99% (456.42) 1.826.57 
EMERSWRREP-1931 MAYFAIR DRIVE 2000 1.l703102 8.799.41 20.00% (1.759.68) 7.039.79 
EMER SWR REP-714 OXMOOR CIRCLE 2000 1.1103102 1.268.18 19.99% (253.49) 1.014.69 

C1 
EMER SWR REP-328 LANTHROP ROAD 2000 1.1703102 6.425.21 20.00% (1.285.00) 5.140.21 
EMER 8WR REP-3I5 E. GLENWOOD DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 7.903.56 20.00% (1.580.621 6.322.94 
EMERSWR REP-317 E. GLENWOOD DRNE 2000 1.1703102 15.777.76 20.00% (3.155.62) 12.622.14 
affiR SWR REP-322 E GLENWOOD DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 2.327.58 20.00% (465.55) 1.862.03 
EMER 8WR REP-1308 P ALMETIO DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 6.79426 20.00% (1,358.73) 5.4]5.53 ." 
EMER SWR REP-l 820 25TH COURT soum 2000 1.1103102 2,239.59 20.00% (447.99) 1.791.59 
EMER SWR REP-1747 KfNG8lNGTON DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 \2.331.10 20.00% (2,466.08) 9.865.02 
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YEAR INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPREClATIQN ACCUMULATED· 

EMER SWR REP-AVE A & 5TH ST HUEYTOWN 2000 1.1703102 5.709.90 20.00% 0,141.15) 4.568.14 
EMER SWR REP-l 000 GREEN SPRINGS HWY 2000 1.1703102 4.252.66 20.00% (850.35) 3.40231 
EMER SWR REP-TIN MILL RD & ALLISON BONN! 2000 1.1703102 5.689.67 20.00% 01138.10) 4.551.57 
EMER SWR REP-1600 29TH COURT SOUTH 2000 1.1703102 45,595.98 20.00% (9.119.29) 36.476.69 
EMBR 8WR REp· 1612 29TH COURT SOlITH 2000 1.1703102 44.990.07 20.00% (8.997.81) 35.992.26 
EMER SWR REP-314 LAUHUNE DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 17.905.35 20.00% 0.581.15) 14.324.20 
EMERSWRREP-16010XMOORROAD 2000 1.1703102 5,774.46 20.00% 0.155.10) 4.619.37 

!: EMERSWRREPAIR·201 BAST UNWOOD DRM 2000 1.1703102 6.651.47 20.00% (1.330.30) 5.321.17 
EMER SWR REPAIR:'312 BAST LINWOOD DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 5.203.69 20.00% (1.040.64) 4.163.05 
EMLR SWR REPAIR·645 HAMBOUGH TERR 2000 1.1703102 6.227.48 20.00% (1.245.68) 4.981.80 
EMER SWR REPA[R·14Iz RAFORD AVENUE 2000 1.17031Oz 5,491.60 20.00% 0.098.22) 4.393.38 
EMERSWR REPAIR.-1905 MONTGOMERY HWY 2000 1.l703102 71.902.75 20.0oaj., (14.380.77) 57.521.98 
EMERSWRREPAIR-413 BERRY AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 7.950.94 20.00% (1.590.45) 6.360.48 
EMER SWER REPA-1600 29TH cr SOUTH . 2000 1.1703102 54.711.59 20.00% (10.942.17) 43.769.43 
Er.ffiRSWRREP_1600-29THCTSO 2000 1.1703102 4,308.63 20.00% (861.58) 3.447.04 
EMERSWERREPR.318GREENWOODSTREBT 2000 1.170310Z 12.638.92 0.00% 0.00 12.638.92 
EMER SWER REPR·ACfON AVENUE ZOOO 1.1703102 5.790.03 0.00% 0.00 5.190.03 
EMER SWR REP 3450 MANOR DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 16.76288 20.00% (3.352.53) 13.410.35 
EMERSWER REPR-1607 PRIMROSE DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 4.518.84 0.000/, 0.00 4.518.84 , 
EMER SWER REPR-4585 LITTLE RIVER ROA}; 2000 1.1703102 10.662.45 0.000;" 0.00 10.66245 
EMER SWER RBPR-1117 SIMS AVE- MT BROOK 2000 1.1703102 2.810.76 0.00% 0.00 2.810.76 
EMER SWR REP-5209 BEACON DR IRONDALE 2000 1.1703162 4.534.82 0.00% 0.00 4.534.82 
BMERSWRREP-SlJ 60TH STPAIRFlELC 2000 1.1703102 1.200.00 0.00% .. 0.00 1.200.00 
EMERSWRREPAIR.237 ALLEN AVE 2000 1.1703102 1.965.01 19.68% 086.67) 1.578.34 
EMER SWR REP-lOt ACTON RD 2000 1.1703102 60.955.30 19.67% (11.988.1 n 48,967.20 
EMERSWRR£P-21STST& 10TH AVE SO 2000 1.1703102 1.416.03 19.65% (278.26) 1.137.76 
EMER SWR REP-213 GREEN SPRll'lGS HWY 2000 1.1703J02 5.104.92 19.67% 0.003.96) 4.100.95 
EMER SWRREP-4585 LITIA RIVER RD 2000 1.1703102 2.024.73 19.68% (398.41) 1.626.32 
EMERSWR.REP. 171512THST. SO. 2000 1.1703102 70,497.14 19.67% (13.864.21) 56.632.93 
EMER SWR REP-II 14 FOREST BROOK DR HIWD 2000 1.1703102 51.635.42 19.67% (10.154.93) 41,480.49 
EMBR SWR REP-4601 MONTEVALLO RD 2000 1.1703102 52,216.39 19.67% (10.269.29) 41.947.10 
EMER SWR REP-GREEN SPRINGS 2000 1.1703102 869,250.42 19.33% (168.055.05) 701.195.37 

C 
EMER SWR REP-1316A-16TH ST SO BHAM 2000 1.1703102 27.095.09 19.33% (S.238.14) 21.856.95 
EMER SER REP-50281ANET LANE 2000 1.1703102 17.158.16 19.33% (3.317.20) 13.840.97 
EMER SER REP-821 GREEN SPRINGS HWY 2000 1.1703102 57.030.96 19.33% (11.026.10) 46.004.86 
EMERSWRREPA-244 KENT AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 3.664.{0 19.34% (708.65) 2.955.45 
EMER SWR REP-61361NDUSTRlAL DR BHAM 2000 1.1703102 7.761.91 19.00% (1.474.91) 6.287.00 
EMER SWRREP-1812 FOREST BROOK CIR-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 13.337.14 19.00% (2.534.22) 10.802.91 
EMER SWR REP-616 _ 16TH ST N-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 .31.903.97 19.00% (6.061.73) 25.842.24 
EMERSWRREP_718 8THAVENllE W -BHAM 2000 1.1703102 17.820.64 19.00% (3.386.08) 14,434.56 
EMER SWR REp·6TH STREET WEST BHAM 2000 1.1703102 4.255.90 19.00% (808.50) 3,447.41 
EMER SWR REP-334 ALA AVE SW BHAM 2000 1.1703102 1.348.84 18.99% (256.16\ 1.092.68 
EMER SWR REPA-27TH PL S & HANOVER ClR BH 2000 1.1703102 ~ 3.759.84 19.00% (714.44) 3.045.40 
EMER SWR REp.236 & 245 KENT DRIVE 2000 1.1703102. 3.307.00 19.00% (628.39) 2.678.62 
EMER 8WR REP-244 HALL AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 2.216.98 18.99% (421.09) 1.795.89 
EMER SWR REP-1600 29TH CT SO 2000 1.1703102 21.871.97 19.00% (4.155.89) 17.716.09 
EMER SWR REP-12TH ST& FINLEY' AVEBHAM 2000 1.1703102 12,395.62 . 19.00% (2.355.40) 10,040.22 
EMBR SWR RBP-3937 FOREST DR HOMEWOOD 2000 1.t7031D2 17.410.56 19.00% (3.308.03) 14.10253 bit 
EMER SWR REP-SAMFORD UNIV SANITARY 2000 1.1703102 1.028.485.82 19.00% 095.412.15) 833.073.66 I· 
EMER SWR REP-705 MILGRAY LANE BESSEMER 2001 1.1478007 5.120.97 18.66% (955.80) 4.165.17 
EMERSWRREP-27TH AV & CIRCLE DR HlrOWN 2001 1.1478007 6.109.71 18.66% 0,140.27) 4.969.44 
EMBRSWRREP-I00 CARLTON ~ BHAM 2001 1.1478007 6.111.21 18.34% 0.120.54) 4.990.67 
BMERSWR REP-VINESvu.LBRD & TSRR1 BHAM 2001 1.1478007 4.1~3.29 18.33% (75'.44) 3J83.84 
EMER SWR REPAIR OWlli' AVENUE 2001 1.1478007 14.218.S3 17.67% (2.511.81) 11.706.72 
EMER SWRREPAlR JEPFERSON A VB 200t 1.1418007 62,358.41 17.67% (11.016.75) 51,341.65 
EMERSWRREPAlR 1ST AVEWESl 2001 1.1478007 2A.850.56 17.67% (4,390.35) 20,460.21 
EMER SWR REPAIR 19115TIlBHAM 2001 1.1478007 16.208.32 17.67% (2.863.43) 13.344.89 
EMER SWR REPAIR JEFFERSON AVE 2001 1.1478007 21,475.40 17.67% (3,794.18) 17,681.22 
EMERSWRREPAIR1EFFBRSON AVE 2001 1.1418007 13.381.73 17.67Y~ (2.363.99) 11.017.74 
EMER SWR REPAIR JEPFERSON AVE 2001 1.1478007 35.923.64 . 17.67% (6.346.75) 29.576.88 
EMER SWR REPAIR JEFFERSON A Vf!. 2001 1.1478007 28.786.35 17.67% (5.085.68) 23.700.67 

[ EMER SWR REPAIR JEFFERSON AVE 2001 1.1478007 66.487.48 17.67% (11.746.33) 54.741.15 
EMERSWRREPACR 122625THSTREETNBHAM 2001 1.1478007 14.627.66 17.00% (2;486.69)· 12.140.98 
EMER SWR REPAIR 733 29TH ST SW SHAM 2001 1.1478007 22.272.46 17.00% (3.786.23) 18.486.24 i 
EhlER SWR REPAIR·MORRIS YARD & 21ST 2001 1.1478007 267.890.38 16.67% (44.64830) 223.242.08 • 
EMER SWR REPACR NORRIS YARD & 21ST Sl 2001 1.1478007 129.831.52 16.33% (21.205.62) 108.62S.90 
EMER SWR REPAm NORRIS YARD 21ST 2001 1.1478007 220.808.16 17.00% (37.537.39) 183.270.78 
EMBR SWR REPAIR MELROSE PLACE 2001 1.1478007 73.438.70 17.00% (12.48436) 60.954.34 
BMERSWR REPAIR-50l SWANN DR MIDFfELI: 2001 1.1478007 12.048.42 1633% (1.967.92) 10.080.50 
EMERSWRREPAlR-612LBWrSAVENUE 2001 1.1478007 24.698.17 16.33% (4.034.26) 20.663.91 
EMERSWR REPAIR-5301 TERRACE O-BHAM 2001 1.1478007 52,838.70 1633% (8.630.37) 44,20833 
EMERSWR REPAIR-1442 WOODWARD RD 2001 1.l478007 15.738.63 16.33% (2.570.83) 13.167.80 
EMERSWR REPAIR-40 PH[(.LIPS DR 2001 1.1478007 20,261.59 1633% (3.309.2') 16.952.29 

C ,. EMER SWR REPAIR-3829 SOUTH COVE DR 2001 1.1478007 11.964.65 16.33% 0.954.42) 10.010.23 
EMER SWR REPAIR-2045 BROOKWOOD MED 2001 1.1478007 31.777.78 16.33% (5.190.60) 26.587.19 
EMERSWRREPAIR 737 BBACON DR 2001 1.1418007 47.646.03 16.33% (7.782.24) 39.863.80 
EMER SWRREPAIR·965 WESTFIELD DR 2001 1.1478007 31.365.55 16.33% (5.123.11) 26.24244 
EMER SWR REPAIR 5300 OumCEY cr 2001 1.1478007 55.596,45 16.33% (9.080.87) 46515.58 
EMER SWR REPAIR-708 BESSEMER HIGHWAY 2001 1.1478007 56.781.62 16.33% (9,274.34) 47.507.28 
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EMERSWR REPAIR-9214THCfWES1 2001 1.1478007 56.290.71 16.33% (9.193.92) 41.096.79 
EMERSWR REPAIR-S30l AVENUER 2001 1.147tOO7 41.330.22 16.33% (6.750.76) 34.579,46 
EMERSWRREPAIR-5517 SUGAR RAY DR 2001 1.1478007 25.435.85 16.33% (4.154.61) 21.281.24 
EMERSWR REPAIR 1550 MONTGOMERY 2001 1.1478007 57.291.06 16.33% (9.357.58) 47.933.48 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-249 MCMILLiAN AVENUE 2001 1.1478007 13.352.56 16.67% (2.225.59) 11.126.98 ,. 
EMER SWR REPAIR-ISOQ 50TH STNOR1B 2001 1.1478001 13.139.51 16.67% (2.190.00) 10.949.50 
EMER SWR REPAIR 2001 1.1478007 65.424.64 16.00% rl0.467.94) 54,956.70 

· EMERSWRREPAIR 19TH STREET ALLEY SVt 2001 1.1478007 32.564.40 ]00.00% (32.564.40) 0.00 i ~ 
EMER 8WR REPAIR 19TH ST ALLEY sy,. 2001 1.1478007 69.522.37 16.00% (11.123.51) 58.398.80 1'" 
EMERSWR REPAIR-219 RICHMAR. DR. 2001 1.1478007 14.674.40 16.00% (2.348.12) 12.326.28 
EMER SWR REPAIR-CANTEBERRY UMC-MT 2001 1.1418001 11.788.60 16.00% (1.886.21) 9.902.33 
EMERSWR REPAlR-3529 MOUNTA[N PARK DR 2001 1.1478007 13.053.91 16.00% (2.088.63) ]0,965.28 
EMER8WR REPAIR-3114 OVERBROOK RD 2001 1.l478007 13.366.31 16.00% (2.138.71) 11.227.55 
EMER 8WR REPAlR-1884 WINDSOR BLVD . 2001 1.1478007 14.412.61 16.00% (2.306.23) 12.106.38 
EMER 8m REPAIR-SHADES CREEK. TRUNK 2001 1.1418007 14.825.60 16.00% (2.372.}3) 12,453.48 
EMERSWRREPAIR-1934 BES8EMERRDBHAM 2001 1.1478007 15.147.26 16.00% (2.423.60) :}2.723,66 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-3351 OLD MONTGOMERY . 2001 1.1418007 19.357.46 16.00% (3.091.41) 16.260.05 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-3715 OLD LEEDS RD 2001 1.1418001 21.046.05 16.00% (3.36131) 17.678.68 
EMER 8WR REPAIR-3913 RlCHARD SCHRUSY 2001 1.1418001 55.215.31 16.00% (8,834.39) 4~380.92 
EMER SWR REPAIR-106 LnIDBURG RC 2001 1.1418001 55.576.51 16.00% (8.892.24) 46.684.27 
EMER SWR RBPAIR-5500 AVENUE 0 CENTRAL 2001 1.1478007 18.299.43 16.00% (2.927.72) 15.311.71 
EMERSWRREPAIR-IST & 2ND ALLEY-13TII & 1 2001 1.1478007 53.500.28 16.00% (~560.02) 44.940.26 =::: 
EMBR SWR REPAIR-BROOKWOOD MALL 2001 1.1478001 14.288.04 16.00% .. 12.285.87) 12.002.17 .. 
EMERSWRREPAIR-152119THSTSWBHAM 2001 1.1478007 13.238.18 16.00% (2.118.13) 11.120.05 
EMER SWR REPAIR 18TII AVE SOUTH BHAM 2001 1.1478007 17.298.63 16.00% (2.767.94) 14.530.69 
EMERSWR REPAntl200 2ND AVEN BESSEMER 2001 1.1478007 56.931.94 15.67% (8,919.541 48.012.40 
EMER SWR RBPAm. 28TH AVE W BHAM 2001 1.1478007 17.472.81 15.67% a.731.25) 14.735.56 
#29 VALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.311.88 9.67% (5.250.29) 49.061.59 

, 
#30 V ALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.134.27 9.67% (5.232.94) 48.901.33 

., 
UPPER SHADES CREEK #2 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 
UPPER SHADES CREEK #3 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 
#31 VALLEY CREEKCOLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.160.59 9.67% (5.235.47) 48.925.12 

C:· ft.32 v ALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.335.47 9.67% (5,252.50) 49.082.97 
#33 VALLEY CREEK CaLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.378.82 9.67% (5.256.60) 49.122.22 
#lIB VALLEY CREEKCQLLECfrON SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 52.270.81 9.00% (4.70437) 47.566.44 (. 

V ALLEY CREEK #IB 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 ':= 
V ALLEY CREEK MANHOLE #34 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.67% (13LS3) 1.227.99 
tIPPER SHADES CREEK #5 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (l22.45) 1.231.07 
#35 V ALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.095.88 9.67% (5.229.16) 48.866.72 
2B V ALLEY CREEK COLLECT[ON SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 52.80D.48 9.00% (4.751.95) 48.048.54 
V ALLEY CREEK #2B 2003 1.0876158 1,359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1,237.Q7 
EMER SWR REPA£R 200·EQGBVIEW AVE .2001 1.1418007 19.053.94 15.67% (2.985.02) 16.068,92 
EMER SWR REPAIR 301 ENGLISH CIRCLE 2001 1.1478007 17.211.10 15.61% (2.696.25) 14,514.85 

· EMER SWRREPArR OAK COURT 2001 1.1478007 12.160.70 15.67% (1.905.40) 10.255.30 
EMERSWRREPATR323 BAST GLENWOOD DR 2001 1.1478007 20.478.44 15.67% (3.208.21) 17.270.23 
EMERSWR REPAIR 249 MCMILLAN 2001 1.1478007 21.268.56 15.61% (3.332.28) ·17.936.28 
EMERSWRREPArR1842 WINDSORBVLD 2001 1.1478007 13.693.96 15.67% (2.145.46) llS48.51 
EMER SWR REPAm3319 OLD MONfOGOMBRY 2001 1.1478007 18.709.36 15.61% (2.930.92) 15.778.44 

t " EMER SWR REPAIR 648 ROEBUCK PAlUCWAY 2001 1.1478007 25.965.55 15.67% (4.068.12) 21.891.43 
EMER SWR REPAIR 1120 SIMS A VB 2001- 1.1478007 19,496.24 15.61% (3.054.46) 16.441.79 
EMER SWR REPAIR 7716 AVE SOUTH 2001 1.1418007 16.800.77 15.67% (2.632.06) 14.168.72 
EMERSWRREPAtR. 7741 5THAVESOunf 2001 1.1478001 33.110.14 15.67% (5.187.351 21.922.79 ,,' . 
EMBR SWR.REPAm 4TIl A VB SmITH 2001 1.1478007 37.409.67 15.61% (5.860.76) 31.548.91 
EMBR 8WR REPAIR 1905 ALABAMA AVE 2001 1.1418007 34,450.86 15.67% (5.397.36) 29.053.50 
EMER SWR REPAIRKELlWORTH DR 2001 1.1478007 12.408.35 15.67% (l.944.02) 10.464.33 
EMER SWR REPAIR 1426 OVERLOOK RD 2001 1.1478007 13.709.31 15.61% ,(2.141.62) 11.561.69 
BMERSWR REPAIR 25TH COURT & 17111S1 2001 1.1478007 39.661.20 15.33% (6.081.31) 33.579.83 
EMRSWRREPAIRUPDATB 2001 1.1478007 57.300.71 15.67% (8.977.26) 48,323.46 
EMRSWRREPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.1418007 51.379.43 15.67% (8.989.67) 48.389.76 
EMRSWR REPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 56.929.03 15.67"-:' (8.919.00) 48.010.04 

· EMERSWRREPAm3203ARLtNOTONAVE 2001 1.1478007 13.040.55 15.67% (2.042.96) 10.997.60 i·, 
EMRSWRRlWAlR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 57.'223.26 15.67% (8~64.g51 48.258.41 I·:, 
EMRSWRREPAm837 AVE N BHAM 2001 1.1478001 19.638.87 15.33% (3.011.12) 16.621.75 f EMRSWRREPAlR REDFERN STRBE1 2002 1.1135668 14.682.13 14.67% (2.153.42) . 12.528.72 
EMRSWR REPAIR 2303 9TH AVENUE BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 19.015.65 14.67% (2.788.91) 16.226.74 
EMR SWR REPArR 25 HOADLEY STREB! 2002 1.1135668 13.825.49 14.67% (2.027.74) 1l.797.75 
EMERSWRRBPAm 1923 BTH AVENUB NORTH 2002 1.1135658 55,226.41 14.67% (8.099.68) 47.126.73 
EMR SWRREPAIR-KENlLWORTH DRIVE SEWER . 2002 1.1135668 67.906.55 14.00% [9.506.90) 58.399.65 
EMR SWR REPAIR KEN[LWQRTH DR SEWER 2001 1.1418007 52,162.96 17.33% (9.041.78) 43.121.19 
EMR SWRREPAIR WALLACE DR & MAPLES DR 2002 1.1135668 14.808.82 14.67% (2.172.03) 12.636.19 
EMR SWR REPAIR 2008 TIMBER COVE 2002 1.1135668 31.086.16 14.67% {4.559.171 26.527.00 
EMR SWR REPAIR-FOREST GLEN MOUNTATh 2002 1.1135668 12.286.70 14.00% (1.720.19) 10.56650 

C 
EMR SWR REPAm 400 19TH ST N 2002 1.1135668 55.526.99 14.67% (8.\43.78) 47.383.20 
EMR SWR REPAIR-BERKLBY & 24TH BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 21.868.88 14.00% (3.901.54) 23.967.34 
EMRSWRREPAIR-703 ROSE AVE BHAM 2002 1.1135668 54.104.74 14.00% (7.514.84) 46,529.90 
WMR SWR REPArn.-700 ALABAMA AVE BHAM 2002 1.1135668 29,488.73 14.00% (4.128.31) 25.36036 
EMRSWRREPAIR-11218TI1STNBESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 55.570.77 14.00% (7.719.81) 47.790.96 
EMR SWR RBPAIR-814 9TH ST N BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 55,484.35 14.00% (7.168.00) 47.716.35 
EMR 8WR REPAIRw 2106 9TH AVE NBESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 54.66251 14.00% (7.652.94) 47.009.57 
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EMRSWRREPAIR-716 17TI1STN BESSEJvfER 2002 \.1135668 54.429.05 14.00% (7.520.20) 46.808.85 
EMR SWR REPAIR-400 FOREST GLEN DR MT BRC 2002 1.1135668 21.992.42 14.00% (3.07.8.86) 18.913.57 
EMR SWR REPAIR-231 3RD STN BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 54.414.71 14.00% (7.617.87) 46.796.84 
EMR SWR REPA1R 2ot6 CENTERWA Y SOUTHBIR 2002 1.1135668 43.155.91 13.67% (5.898.171 37.258.73 
EMR SWR REPAIR 1917 EXBTERA VB BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 47.192.33 13.67% (6.449.561 40.742.17 
EMRSWR REPAIR 1901 FAIRFAX AVE 2002 1.1135668 36.302.84 13.67% (4.961.46) 31.341.37 
EMRSWRREPAIR 1240 PRlli"CETONAVB Bm. 2002 1.1l35658 42.703.91 13.57% (5.836.24) 35.867.67 
EMR SWR REPAIR 2500 FAIRFAX AVE BESSEMR 2002 1.1135668 45.252,85 13.67% (6.184.59) 39.068.26 
EMR SWR RBPAffi. 526 25TH STREBT N BESSEME 2002 1.1135658 52.973.90 13.67% (7.239.71) 45.734.19 
EMRSWR REPAIR 334 BIRWOOD AVE MIDFIEL"C 2002 1.11355q8 49.424.29 13.67% (6.754.84) 42.669.45 
BMRSWR REPAIR,3129 CAROLINA AVE 2002 1.1 L35668 22.175.15 13.67% (3.030.66) 19.144.49 
EMR SWR REPAtR 204 ELMORE ST BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 24.396.57 .13.67% (3.334.28) 21.062.29 
EMR SWR REPAIR2320 8TH AVE N BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 53.929,40 13.67% n.370.29) 46.559.11 
EMR SWR REPAIR 810 24TH ST N BESSElvtER • 2002 1.1135668 55.543.79 13.67% (7.590.81) 47.952.98 
EMR SWR REPAIR 2102 9TH AVE N BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 55.517.50. 13.67% (7.587.45) 47.930.04 
EMR SWRREPAIR 111 2ND AVE N BIR 2002 1.l135668 49.582.32 . 13.67% (6.77630) 42.806.02 
EMR SWRREPAIR1209 DANIEL DRMIDFIELJ: 2002 1.1135668 52.372.27 13.67% (7.15753) 45.214.74 
8MR SWR REPAIR ROCKLEDGE LANE 2002 1.1135668 37.836.18 13.67% (5.]71.03) 32.665.16 
EMR SWR REPAm. 32 SHADES ST BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 53.801.04 13.67% (7,352.94) 46.448.10 
EMRSWR REPAIR 33 ALABAMA ST BESSElvtER 2002 1.1135668 52,482.47 13.67% (7.172.60) 45.309.88 
BMR. SWR RBPAffi. 1872 COLLIER DR MIDFEILC 2002 1.1135668 31.763.08 13.67% (4.34\.00) 27.422.08 
EMR SWR REPAIR 512 PlNE PLACE FAIRFEIL[ 2002 1.1135668 49.640.29 13.67% (6.784.06) 42.856.23 
EMRSWR REPAIR, 524 OAK PLACE FAIRFIELt 2002 1.1135668 44511.85 13.67%,. (6.083.24) 38.428.61 ! .. 
EMRSWRRBPAIR, 1425 3RD AVENBBSSEMER 2002 1.1135668 2~.020.23 13.67% (J,419,49) 21.600.75 
EMR SWR REPAIR 233 JEFFERSON AVE 2002 1.1135668 12.207.75 13.67% (1.668.28) 10,539.48 ! . 
EMR SWR REPAIR 13161sTCOURTWBIR 2002 1.1135668 46.950.61 13.67% (6AI6.53) 40.534.08 
EMR SWR REPAIR 2366 9TIl A VB N BESSEMER 2002 1.1135668 51,231.70 13.67% (7.001.84) 44.229.86 
EMRSWRRBPAIR21 MONTCRESTDR MI' 2002 1.1135668 55.433.44 13.67% (7.575.74) 47.857.70 
EMRSWRRBPAIR 1300 CHALET DR BIR 2002 1.1135668 51.978.19 13.67% (7.103.65) 44.874.54 
EMR SWR REPAIR 35 WEST MONTCREST DR MT 2002 l.1135668 53.768.57 13.67% (1348.37) 46.420.20 . ! 
EMR.SWRREPAIR2533 6TH STCENTERPOlNT 2002 1.1135668 12.598.90 13.67% 0.721.70) 10.877.20 

C,: 
BMR 8WR REPAIR 126 13m ST W BHAM 2002 1.1135668 50.526.63 13.33% (6.737.06) 43.789.57 ; ~ EMR SWR REPAIR-I08 TUSCALOOSA AVE 2002 1.1135668 14.083.80 12.57% (1.784.02) 12.299.78 
EMR SWR REPAlR-21O BLACK AVE 2002 1.1135658 55.369.47 12.67% (7.01338) 48.356.09 

'. '1 EMR SWR REPAIR-Bot 2ND AVE WEST 2002 1.1135658 44.106.72 12.67% (5.586.92) 38.519.80 
EMRSWRRBPAlR-1318 HUEYTOWN DR 2002 1.1135668 50.652.26 12.61% (6.415.88) 44.236.38 
EMR SWR REPAIR-213 GREEN SPRlli"G AVE· 2002 1.1135668 13.816.91 12.33% 0.704.11) 12..112.80 
#36 V ALLBY CREEK. COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.035.62 9.67% (5.223,48) 48.812.14 
UPPER SHADES CREEK 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.D7 t.· 
UPPER SHADES CREEK #6 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 
#1 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0S76158 53.206.16 9.67% (5.143.37) 48.062.80 
3B V ALLEY CREEK COLLEctION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 52.488.34 9.00% (4.724.05) 47.764.29 

. V ALLEY CREEK #3B 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 
UPPER SHADES CREEK In 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 
V ALLEY CREEK MANHOLE #2 2003 1.0876158 US9.52 9.67% (131.53) . 1.227.99 
4B V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 51.270.21 9.00% (4.614.22) 46.655.99 
V ALLEY CREEK H4B 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52- 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.07 f: LOWER VALLEY CREEK MANHOLE #3 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.67% (131.53) 1.227.99 
UPPER SHADES CREEK #8 2003 1.0876158 1359.52 9.01% (l22.45) 1.237.07 
LOWEKV ALLEY CREEK MANHOLE #4 2003 1.0876158 1.359.52 9.67% {BU3l 1.227.99 
5B V ALLEY CREEK COLLECTION 2003 1.0876158 51.506.76 9.00% (4.635.66) 46.871.11 
V ALLEY CREEK #5B 2003 . 1.0876158 1,359.52 9.01% (122.45) t.237.07 
V ALLEY CREEK. COLL SYSTEM MANHOLE 2003 1.0876158 1,359.52 9.34% (l25.99) 1.232.53 
#5 LOWER V AlLEY CREEK 2003 1.0876158 54.246.01 9.67% (5.243.67) 49.002.34 
#6 LOWER V AJ.J..EY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 53.727.02 . 9.67% (5.193.52) 48.533.51 
6-B V All..EY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 52.406.77 9.00% (4.715.71) 47.590.06 
VALLEY CREEK #68 2003 1.0816158 1359.52 9.01% (122.45) 1.237.01 
#7 LOWER V ALLBY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 54.028.68 9.67% (5.222.85) 48.805.83 
V ALLEY CREEK MANHOLE-CONTRACT I! 2003 1.0816158 53.226.13 9.57% (5.145.26) 48.080.87 
V ALLEY CREEK tfTB 2003 1.0876158 53.567.80 9.00% (4.821.11) 48.746.69 r v ALLEY CREEK COLLECTrON-5( 2003 1.0876158 46..722.01 9.33% (4.360,60) 42.361.41 
V ALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM-5C 2003 1.0876158 53.693.11 933% (5.01139) 48.681.73 
VALLBY CREEK MANHOLE fHO 2003 1.0875158 30.712.26 9.67% (2.968,94) 27.743.32 
SHADES CREEK COLL SYSTEM CONSTRUCTION 2004 1.0232607 56.623.l6 5.67% (3.208.59) 53.414.57 
SHADES CREEK CONTRACT 2 2004 1.0232607 77.085,30 4.00% (3.083,41) 74.001.89 . 
FAIRFIELD TRUNK CONSTRUCTION REVJEV.. 1998 1.2298142 197.604.24 30.33% (59.939.64) 137.664.60 
VAJ..,LEYCREEKSSES 1998 1:2298142 932.199.16 27.00% (251.694.10) 680.505.05 
V ALLEY CREEK PH I SEWER SYSTEM 2003 1.0816158 2.058,495.51 8.33% (171.541.48) 1.886.955.03 
GEOTECIDlICAL TESTINGIHOPEWELL PUM! 2003 1.0876158 18,478.54 8.00% (1.478.20) 17.000.34 
MAGNOLIA & pruNeR STREETTRlThIK SEWER 2004 1.0232601 11,211.25 6.00% (672.65) 10.538.60 

} 
JORS RD TRUNK SEWER (BESSEMER) 2003 1.0876158 79.586.56 10.00% (7.958.74) 71.627.82 
PHASE 2 GEOTECHNICAL SER\!1CBS 2002 1.1135668 ~..252.56 l~.OO% (630.19) 4,622.37 

C V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SWRREPLACEMEN1 2000 1.1703102 231.209.t2 21.67% (50.095.25) 18U13.88 
RICE; CREEK DESIGN ENGmEERINC: 1999 1.2016009 ' 74.651.26 26.33% (19.658.32) 54.992.94 
HOPEWELL SSS DESIGN 2004 1.0232607 308.580.64 5.67% 07.486.24) 291.094.40 
LINDSEY LOOP ROAD SEWER EXTENSION 2003 1.0816158 47.093.76 . 8.00% (3.767.41) 43.326.35 ;, 

OXMOOR VALLEY TRK SWR 2000 1.1703102 354,150.69 21.61% (76.732.74) 277.417.96 
OXMOOR VALLEY TRNK SWR DESIGN 2000 1.1703102 57.956.69 .21.67% 02.557.29) 45.399.40 
OXMOOR TRUNK SEWER EXTENSION 2003 1.0816158 65.894.69 ' 9.33% (6.150.04) 59.744.65 
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SAND RIDGE TRUNK SEWER 2004 1.0232607 35.886.42 6.00% (2.153.15) 33.733.27 
MCCALLA AREA SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 1.615.597.55 9.33% 050.789.23) 1.464.808.32 
MCCALLA AREA SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 1.962.014.27 9.33% (183.121.43) 1.778.892.83 
OPOSSUM CREEK TRUNK SEWER DESIGN 1997 1.2496567 406.162.50 31.67% (l28,618.42) 277.544.08 
VALLEY CREEK TRUNK RELIEf 1998 1.2298142 483.603.79 29.67% (143.469.41) 340.134.38 ;' 

VISION LAND PARKWAY 2000 1.1703102 102.619.87 21.00% (21.550.41) 81.069.46 
ACADBMY DR & POWDER pLANT ROAD 2000 1.1703102 165.806.10 19.33% (32.056.06) 133.750.04 

ie' BESSEMER REPLACEMENT SEWERS 2003 1.0876158 314.770.66 8.67% (27.280.08) 287.490.58 
33RD & BERKLEY 2002 1.1135668 60.884.27 13.33% (8. £17-.90) 52.766.36 
VALLEY CRK SSCS REHAB 2002 1.1135668 2.705.962.93 14.00% (378.834.97) 2.327.127.96 
LOMB A VB. & BORDER ST. SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 37.225.61 8.00% (2.978.07) 34.247.54 
#8 TV INSPECTION 2002 1.1135668 49.300.00 12.00% (5.915.851 43.)84.15 
LOWER VALLBY SS COLLECTlOt. 2002 l.lB5668 48.337.14 12.00% (5.800.39) 42.536.75 
#9 TV INSPECTIONILOWBR VALLEY CREEK • 2003 1.0876158 233.772.06 8.00% 1lB.701.86) 215.070.20 
UPPER VALLE'{ SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 110.722.35 6.00% (6.643.25'1 104.079.09 
UPPER V AI..UN CREeK DESIGN 2003 1.0876158 157.538.72 10.00% 05.754.01) 141.784.71 
#10.11. AND 12 LOWER 2002 1.1135668 136.408.82 12.00% 116.368.90) 120.039.92 
#3 V ALLBY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 3.062.308.67 12.33% (377.684.89) 2.684.623.77 
V ALLEY CREEK COLL SYS 2001 1.1478007 2.582.551.54 15.33% (395.991.25) 2,186.560.29 
UPPER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWBR 2003 1.0876158 132.907.43 8.00% (10,632.11) 122.274.72 
WASHmOTONELEMENTARY SCHOOL SB~ 2003 1.0816158 17.573.15 8.00"10 (1.405.901 16,167.26 ; .. 
#2 V ALLBY CREEK. COLL SYS 2002 1.1 t~5668 2505.525.39 14.00% (350.773.55) 2.154.751.84 
# SHADES CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 3.062.308.69 13.33% ,. (408,307.99) 2,654.000.70 
MIDWAY STREET SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 3.784.00 8.00% (302.79) 3,481.21 
~URYLANBSANITARYSWR 2004 l.0232607 20.010.52 5.67% (1.134.01) 18.876.51 ; 

HAllEM A VB DESIGN 2002 1.1135668 81.179.02 13.67% (I 1.094.471 70.084.56 
r" 

OXMOUR TRUNK SWR 2001 1.1478007 20.660.41 18.67% (3.856.61~ 16.803.80 
ENGINEERING DESIGN SERVICBE 2003 1.0876158 160.967.13 8,00% 02.877.28) 148.089.85 
12TH A VENUE SEWER EXT 2002 1.1135668 32.901.56 13.67% (4.496.68) 28.404.87 
ENGINEBR1NO REPORT MCCALLA SS SYSTEM 1997 1.2496567 59.195.35 31.67% (18.745.48) 40.449.88 
ViSONLAND rnTERCHANGE 1999 1.2016009 24,032.02 24.00% (5.76797) 18..264.05 

C 
EMRSWR REPAIR-BE BEITERMENTON 2002 1.1135668 2.766.80 14.33% (396.47) 2.370.33 
EMR SWR REPAIR-BETIERMEMT ON PRQIBerS 2002 1.1135668 2.551.29 14.34% . (365.83) 2.,185.46 
POWER PLANT RD SERVICE AREA STDY 2001 1.1478007 56.476.63 18.00% (10.165.541 46.311.08 
GRIFFIN BRANCH 2003 1.0876158 58.249.74 8.00% (4.659.87) 53.589.87 
GRIFFIN BRANCH INTERCEPTOR Th1F 2004 1.0232607 6.626.29 6.67% (44l.84) 6.184.44 
SHADES GAS TO ENERGY FAC(LID 2003 1.0876158 414.807.48 7.67% (31,801.971 383.005.s0 
OLD GRANTS MILL ROAD 2002 1.1135668 18.061.24 .13.67% (2.468.18) 15.593.06 
BLACK CREEK SEWER SYSTEM MANHOLE 1998 1.2298142 4.181.37 27.33% (1.142.s7) 3.038.80 
WEST END TRENCIn..asS SEWER LINE 1999 1.2016009 259.100.01 24.00% (62.183.71) 196.916.29 
BVALUCTION-PIPELINE RECQNSTR VALLEY 2000 1.1703102 45.642.10 21.67% (9.889.12) 35.752.98 
CIPP PRODUCT LINE RECONSTRUCTION 2000 1.1703102 36.s04.32 20.33% (7.422.31) 29.082.01 
NATlONAL LINER PIPE-CONTRAct 2001 1.1478007 17,367.51 18.67% (14.441.72) 62,925.79 
SSES UPPER VALLEY #2 1998 1.2298142 914.981.20 27.00% (247.045.011 667.936.13 
V ALLEY CREEK TRUNK SEWER 2003 1.0876158 557.229.16 10.00% (55.722.91) 501.506.86 
HUEYTOWN TRUNK. 8WR REPLACEMENT 2004 1.0232607 460.467.32 5.00% {23.023.371 437.443.96 
RICE CREEK SSCS REHAB 2001 1.1478007 253.313.88 16.67% (42.218.98) 211.094.90 

i" 
#1 W END VL Y CRK 8SCS RE 2001 1.1478007 192.820.49 16.00% (30.851.23) 161.969.26 
V ALLEY CREEK. SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 159.785.85 8.00% (12.182.791 147.003.06 
LWR VLYCRKSAN SWRCOI 2001 1.1478007 186.894.58 16.00% (29.903.06) 156.991.52 
UPPER V ALLEY CREEK 2001 1.1478007 168.721.52 16.00% .. (26.995.42) 141.726.09 ... 
WWER V AJLEY CRK #'2 2001 1.1478007 . 18.047.97 16.00% (12.487.701 65.560.27 
LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SSCS #3 2001 1.1478007 204.882.31 16.00% (32.78\.19) 172.101.13 
#5 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 228.715.92 5.67% 02.960.64) 215.755.28 
#S UPPER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 243.559.48 5.67% (13.801.7l) 229.757.77 
#6 UPPER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 385.272.85 6.00% (23.116.38) 362.156.46 
#7 UPPER VALLEY CREEK 2004 1.0232607 492.474.33 .5.67% (27.906.82) 464.567.52 
UPPER V ALLEY CREEK 2003 1.0876158 327.896.s6 10.33% (33.882.65) 294.013.91 
VALLEY CREBK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 630.452.22 6.00% (37.827.21) 592.625.02 
PH U V ALLBY CREEK SSCS 2002 1.1135668 533.732.59 14.00%' (74.722.72) 459.009.87 

I~' #33 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 349.781.41 5.67% (19.820.88) 329.960.53 
#9 UPPER V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 261.434.90 6.67% (17.429.00) 244.005.90 
V ALLEY CREEK SWR COLL 2004 1.0232607 2.4'16.365.15 4.00% (97.854.59) 2,348.510.57 
#22 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 325.000.61 9.33% (30.333.26) 294.667.35 
#19 &20 LOWER VALLEY CREEK SANITARY 2003 1.0876158 32.811.74 7.33% (2.406.15) 30.405.s8 
IDALANB TO PlPLINB.RD SANITARY SWR 2004 1.0232607 71.524.10 3.67% (2,622.50) 68.901.60 
#22 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 1.0232607 71.522.72 6.33% (4.529.78) 66.992.94 
#28 & 29 LOWER V ALLEY CREEK SSCS 2004 1.0232607 33,243.14 4.33% (1.440.52) 31.802.63 

i 30&31 LOWER VALLYCRK 2005 1 65.497.65 2.33% (l.528.31) 63.969.34 
V ALLEY CREEK WWTP PHASE I 1998 1.2298142 430.134.14 28.67% (123.304.98) 306.829.16 i 

'. SHADES CREEK CaLL SYSTEM #10 2005 1 167.479.13 2.33% (3.907.82) 163.s71.31 
! VILLAGE CREEK SEWAGE TREATMEN1 1987 1.6524058 1.303.087.22 100.00% (l.303.987.22) 0.00 

C' 
CORBET BRANCH TRUNK SEWERS 1991 1.5057911 666.046.21 93.89% (625.343.32) 40.702.89 
2ND CREEK EXT MERRYWOOD EST TRUNK. 1993 l.3974088 202.453.42 84.44% (170.960.71) 31.492.70 
FORESTVIEW ESTATES ASSBSSMENTSANITARY 1990 1.5385672 587.660.51 98.89% (581,130.94) 6,529.57 
FORESlVIEW ESTATES ASSESSMENT SANITAR"x 1991 1.5057911 75.290.70 93.89% (70.689.561 4.601.14 
FORESTVIEW ESTATES ASSESSMENT SANITAR'l: 1991 1.5057911 842.654.07 93.89% (191.158.61) 51.495.47 
DBLANEY DRIVE TO CHERRYDALE ASSEMENT 1991 1.5057911 15.810.81 97.22% 05.371.61) 439.19 
VILLAGB CK TRUNK SWR REPLACE-ROBERTS 1993 1.3974088 102.541.86 84.44% (86.590.971 15.950.89 
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c I~XlST1NG ASSETS 

IN K"' LA""",:,,N" 
DESCRIPTION SERVICE 

ENR REPLACEMENT D"EPRECIAITlQ ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

REBA STREET ASSESSMENT SEWER 1992 1.4604814 136.407.35 25.67% (35.0t 1.10) 101.396.25 
VILLAGE CK TRUNK SWR RELOCATIO}\ 1993 1.3974088 811.430.56 83.89% (680.700.02) 130.730.54 
LOWER VD..LAGE CREEK SANITARY SEWEF 1986 1.6951106 3A55.505.68 100.00% (3,455,506.68) 0.00 

, 
MIAMI DRIVE ASSESSMENT SEWER 1985 1.1355185 170.234.42 4133% (70.363.35) 99.871.07 
VILLAGE CREEK 1989 MODIFICA TION~ 1992 1.4604814 1.208.184.74 87.22% n.053.805.71) 154379.02 !" 
Vll.LAOE WWTP MODIFICATIONS.DESIGl' 1994 1.3462463 75.928.29 100.00% (75.928.29) 0.00 
VILLAGE CREEK SLUDGE DRYING BED~ 1995 1.3307439 19.469.06 100.00% (19.469.06) 0.00 I:. 
SECOND CREEK-ENGMEERING DESIG}\ 1992 1.4604814 17.927.53 86.67% (15.537.19) 239034 f'.· 
UPPER SECOND CREEK SS EXTENSION 2002 1.1135668 1,595.207.23 14.67% (233.963.82) 1.361.243.40 .. 
VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY SEWER 1999 1.2016009 '74.865.26 24.00% 07.967.49) 56.897.77 
VlLLAGB CREEK EMERGENCY REPAIRE 1993 1.3974088 4.057.302.75 8~.78% (3.358.544.94) 698.757.81 
VILLAGE CREEK TRUNK SEWER REPLACElvffiNl 1998 1.2298142 16.749.439.85 30.00% (5.024.831.71) 11.724.608.14 
l3TH AVE N SANITARY SEWER-CONSTR 1996 1.2954626 519.487.49 38.67% (200.868.40) 318.619.09 
W ENSLEY TRUNK-PRELIM ENGINEERll'1C ~ 1996 1.2954626 58,295.82 38.33% (22.346,73) 35.949.09 
WEST ENSLBYTRUNK SBWER 2001 ·1.1478007 1.486.542.27 16.33% (242.801.68) 1.243.740.59 
VILLAGB CREEK BRICK SEWER 2000 1.1703102 1.200.793.90 19.00% (228.150.95) 972.642.94 
BAST VaLAGB CRK SSCS RERAf 2000 1.1703102 3.847,485.23 22.33% (859.271:661 2.988.213.57 
#1 WEST VILLAGB CREEK SSCS REHA:e 1999 1.2016009 2.473.520.10 25.00% (618,380.00) 1.855.140.10 
#2 EAST VaLAGE CRK 2000 1.1703102 7.114.247.07 22.00% (1.565.134.57) 5.549.112.50 
WEST VILLAGE CREEK SSCS #'A 1999 1.2016009 3.211.313.09 25.00% (802.828.33) 2A08.4&4.76 " VILLAGE CREEK-SEWER SYSTEMS-CONTRACf ~ 1999 1.2016009 2.169.307.84 24.33% (527.865.20) 1.641.442.64 

r #5 E VILLSSCS REHAP 2000 1.1703102 4,963.626.87 22.33% (1.108.543.47) 3.855,083.41 
VILLAOE CREEK SEWER SYSTEM-CONTRACT ~ 1999 1.2016009 4.428.462.38 24.33% (1.077.692.54) 3.350,869.84 
#6 E VLO CRK sses REHAP 1999 1.2016009 5.104.880.99 23.00% (1.174.122.44) 3.930,758.56 
VILLAGE CREEK SEWER SYSTEMS-CONTRACT ( 1999 1.2016009 3.165.871.77 23.67% (749.256.18) 2A16.615.60 I:· #7 EASTVILLAOE CREEKSSes PART C 1999 1.2016009 2,850.027.79 24.67% (703.007.17) 2,147.020.62 
V~LAGECREEK#7~1 2000 1.1703102 9.110.750.23 19.33% 0.761.411.54) 7.349.338.69 
VILLAGE CREEK. SWR SYSTEM RBHAF 2000 1.1703102 6.231.831.55 20.67% (1.287.911.91) 4.943.919.64 
VllLAGE CREEKSSCS REHAF 1999 1.2016009 4.640.820.55 23.33% 0.082.857.88) 3,557.962.67 
VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY COLL SYS REHAf 2000 1.1703102 10.354.268.41 20.33% (2,105,367.90) 8,248.900.51 
SANITARY SWR. COLLECTION VIT..LAGE CRlI 2000 1.1703102 5.919.631.42 19.67% (1.164.194.46) 4.755.436.97 

C) 
GLENRIDOB DR. SWR. REPLACEMEN1 2000 1.1703102 285.503.03 20.00% (57.100.37) 228.402.66 
VrrLAGECREEKSSSREHAB 2001 1.1478007 5.075.311.31 15.67% (795.132.04) 4.280.179.26 
#12 VIU,AGB CREEK SANfARY SWR 2000 1.1703102 5.026.876.98 19.00% (955.106.61) 4.071.770.37 
#12 VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY SWR 2001 1.1478007 3.983.834.38 15.000/0 (597,575.07) 3.386.259.31 . ~ .. ~ 
VILLAGE eRIC SSCS REHAP #l3 2001 1.1478007 4.901,074.65 17.33% (849.519.41) 4,051,555.24 
VlLLAGB CREEK SANITARY SWR COL[ 2001 1.1478007 3.002,581.66 16.67% (500.430.21) 2.502.151.45 
VllLAGBCRKCONTRACTI4 2001 1.1478007 7.077.553.77 15.67% 0.108.816.96) 5.968.736.81 
VILLAGE CRIC SS COL[ 2001 1.1478007 3.606.500.94 18.00% (649,170Al) 2.957.330.53 
83RD STREBTNS SEWER REPLACEMENT 2002 1.1135668 1.317.347.01 13.33% (175.646.46) 1.141.700.55 

.#19 EASTVILLAGB CREEK. SANITARY SEWEB 2003 1.0876158 5,064.077.34 7.33% (371.365.58) 4.692.711.76 
#20 EAST VILLAGE CREEK 2002 U135668 3.494.670.40 14.33% (500.902.71) 2.993.767.69 
DALTONDRlVE SEWER 2001 1.1478007 106.521.26 15.67% (16.688.39) 89.832.86 
V ALLEY DRIVE SEWER REPLACBMEN1 2002 . 1.1135668 288.708.96 13.33% (38.494.67) 250.214.29 .. , 
CRESTWOOD BLVD SEWER 2.003 1.0876158 355.878.06 9.67% (34.401.61) 321.476.45 
#25 BAST VILLAGE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 1.866.608.28 11.33% (211.549.1O) 1.655.059.17 
EAST VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY SEWEll 2003 1.0876158 3.281,254.08 7.33% (240.625.22) 3.040.628.86 

f· ROEBUCKPARKWAYSBWBR 2003 1.0876158 1.394.864.32 9.67% (134.836.85) 1.260.027.47 
SHERMAN HEIGHTS PUMP STATIONRBPL 2002 1.1135668 917.724.95 11.33% (104.008.70) 813.716.25 
EMER SBWER RBPAI-7825 3RD A VB SOUTH 2005 1 142.706.96 0.67% (951.38) 141.755.58 
PUMP FOR SHERMAN HEIGHTS STATION 1998 1.2298142 31.993.99 29.00% (9.278.51) 22.715.48 
REPAIR SEwER COOSA STREET 15TH AVENUE 1998 1.2298142 18.238.62 28.67% (5.22831) 13.010.31 
REPAlRSEWER4OTHSTREBTSOum 1998 1.2298142 10.652.59 28.66% (3.053.41) 7.599.18 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 37TII Cf W 1998 1.2298142 4.870.88 28.33% (1.379.85) 3.491.02 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR AVE E ENSLEY 1998 1.2298142 33.184.24 28.33% (9.401.88) 23.782.36 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 86TH PL S 1998 1.2298142 2.460.50 28.00% (689.04) 1.771.46 
EMERGENCYsEWERREPAIR8TIIAVE&82ND. 1998 1.2298142 12.427.06 27.66% (3.437.87) 8.989.19 
EMERGENCYSEWBRREPAIR22NDSTNORTH 1998 1.2298142 24.680.60 27.67% (6.828.36) 17.852.24 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR GEORGlA ROAr; 1998 1.22'l8142 6.346.94 27.66% 0.755.68) 4.591.25 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 21ST ST LIBRARY 1998 1.2298142 . 107.938.91 2733% (29.503.14) 78,435.77 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 21ST ALLEY 8HAM 1998 1.2298142 77.957.27 27.33% (21,308.50) 56.648.17 

" EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR CASTLEBERRY 1998 }.2298142 31.224.82 27.33% (8,534.49) 22.690.33 j: EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR Pm-SON 1998 1.2298142 35.624.91 27.00% (9.618.82) 26.006.09 
EMER SWR REPAm. PHASE II 2ND A VB 47TH PL 1998 1.2298142 34.845.09 27.00% (9.408.29) 25,436.80 
EMER SEWER REPAIR PH I 2ND A VB 47TH PL 1998 1.2298142 56.856.79 27.00% (l5J51.66) 41.505.13 
EMBRSWRREPAmS 1ST AVEN &41ST 1999 1.2016009 6.495,21 26.00% (1.688.92) 4.806.28 
EMERSWRREPAIR 1601 AVBO 1999 1.2016009 6.986.13 26.00% (1.816.39) 5.169.74 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 32NO 8T S OFF CLIFF ru:: 1999 1.2016009 7.12~O9 26.67% (1.899.49) 5.222.60 
EMBRSBWERREPAIR5TH AVE SAND 77THST 1999 1.2016009 3.217.84 26.68% (858.42) 2.359.42 
EMER SEWER REPAIR 5TH A VB S AND 77TH ST 1999. 1.2016009 2.388.47 26.68% (637.14) 1.751.33 
BMR.SWR.RBPAIR 1ST CT. & 13THST 1999 1.2016009 12.2.49.07 26,00% (3.184.77) 9.064.30 

" EME.R.SWR.REPAffi.-&rnAVE. N & 4711I PL 1999 1.2016009 44.229.58 26.00% (11,500.03) 32.729.55 

C 
, BMERSWRRBPAm.8THAVEN &47THPL 1999 1.2016009 29.437.65 26.00% (7.653.57) 21.784.08 

'/ EMSR SWR REPAIR 8TH AVE N AIRPORTHWY 1999 1.2016009 10.477.89 26.00% (2.724.58) 7.753.31 
EMERSWRREPAIR 18TI1ST&AVEP 1999 1.2016009 16.236.82 26.00% (4.221.37) 12.015.46 
EMERSWRREPADt8THAVEN &AIRPORTHWY 1999 1.2016009 18.078.01 26.00% (4.700.30) 13.377.71 

" EMeR SWR REPAIR 206 2ND AVE WEST 1999 1.2016009 7.500.14 26.00% (1.950.29) 5.549.85 
EMERSWRREPAlR 15TH AVE & 12TJSTS 1999 1.2016009 14.296.28 26.00% (3.717.13) 10,579.15 
EMER SWR REPArR 5TH AVE & 2JRD ST N 1999 1.2016009 25.100.25 26.00% (6.526.06) l8.574.19 
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ENR RErLACEMENT DEPREClAlTIO ACCUMULATED COS'r LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

EMER SWR REPAIR 8TH A VB & 20TH S1 1999 1.2016009 5.020.81 26.00% (1.305.59) 3.715.22 
EMElt SEWER REPAlR 40TH ST & 35TH AVE 1999 1.2016009 3,455.42 26.00% (898.57) 2.556.85 
EMERSEWERREPAIR 17TH AVE & 32 PL NO 1999 1.2016009 8.887.26 26.00% (2.310.40) 6.576.85 
EMERSWR RE'P-25 12 32ND AVE N 1999 1.2016009 19.758.60 25.33% (5.005.34) 14.753.26 
EMER SWR REP AIR-5TH A VB S 5 5TH Pl 1999 1.2016009 14.124.01 25.33% (3.517.98) 10.546.03 ( 
BMERGBNCY SEWER RBPAlR SUNDALB DR 1999 1.2016009 1.414.79 25.00% (353.63) 1.061.16 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 11TH CT WEST 1999 1.2016009 3.952.68 25.00% (988.18) 2.964.49 ; 
EMER SWR REPAIR-FINLEY BLVI! 1999 (.2016009 32.891.90 25.00% (8.222.89) 24.669.01 I' BMERSWRREPAtR-13TI1AVENORTH 1999 1.2016009 5,882.52 25.00% 0.470.76) 4.411.76 
EMERSWRREPAlR-280121ST AVE NO 1999 1.2016009 2.942.84 24.99% (735.38) 2207.46 
EMERSEWERREPA[R 14U1 AVE & IITHST 1999 \.2016009 13.116.92 25.67% (3.366.92) 9.749.99 
EMERSWR REPAlR318T8T &AVEH 1999 1.2016009 32.997.40 24.67% (8.139.60) 24.857.81 
EMEROENCY SEWER REPAIR 1ST A VFi59TH ST 1999 1.2016009 22.498.60 24.67% (5.549.40) 16.949.19 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPARI FOREST AVE #1999 1.2016009 16,885.16 24.67% (4.164.94) 12,720.22 
EMERGENCY SeWER REPAIR 18TH ST ALLEY 1999 1.2016009 4.259.96 24.67% (1.051.02) 3.208.95 
BMER SWR REP-224 2NO STNO & OHIO AVE 1999 1.2016009 11.141.40 24.67% (2.748.47) 8.392.93 
EMER SWR RBP- FLORIDA A VB & 2ND ST NO 1999 1.2016009 4.796.06 24.66% 0.182.93) 3.613.13 
EMERGENCY seWER REPAIR 10TH AVEN 1999 1.2016009 34.863.61 24.67% (8.599.5)) 26.264.10 
BURGUNDY PUMP STATION RE 2001 1.1478007 96.542.90 17.67"10 (17.055.87) 79.487.03 
Vfi.LAGE CREEK PH OJ 1997 1.2496567 69.617.13 32.00010 (22.217.88) 47.339.25 
VaLAGECREEKBOUNDRYSURVEY 1997 1.2496567 53.735.24 34.00% 08.269.57) 35,465.67 .. 
VILLAGE WWTP DESIGl- 1996 1.2954626 1.151.898.09 36.00% (414.683.34) 737.214.75 
PCB REMEDIATION AT VILLAGE CREEK 1994 1.3462463 88.796.63 56.67%~. {50.318.46'l 38.478.17 
VILLAGE CREEK WWTP DBCm.ORINATIOl- 1997 1.2496567 1.286.514.29 34.33% (441.703.60) 844.810.69 
VILLAGE CREEl< WWTP '96 MODS/ADm 1999 1.2016009 18.356.025.81 25.00% (4.589.006.75) 13.767.019.06 ;"' YU.LAGE CREEK ACCESS ROAr:: 1999 1.2016009 1.335.068.42 25.67% (342,667.34) 992.401.09 
CON I VlLL CRK PK FLW PR 2002 1.1135668 26.270.486.41 14.67% (3.S53.004.78) 22.417.481.62 
HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 1998 1.2298142 14.320.88 28.33% (4.057.8n 10263.07 
ACCESS ROAD HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAl 1998 1.2298142 7,285.57 28.67% (i.088.84) 5.196.73 
HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 1998 1.2298142 6.822.69 28.33% 0.932.84) 4.889.85 
HAZARDOUS WASTB DISPOSAL 1998 1.2298142 7.914.94 28.33% (2.242.26) 5.672.68 

C· 
HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL 1998 1.2298142 7.030.92 28.34% 0.992.42) 5.038.50 
HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAl 1998 1.2298142 14.631.91 28.33% (4.145.83) 10,486.08 
HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAl 1998 1.2298142 7.231.63 28.33% (2.048.87) 5,182.76 ) #4 VlLLAGB CREEK PEAK FLOYt 2003 1.0876158 20.518.260.74 8.00% (1.641.460.96) 18.876.799.78 ..•.. , 
V[{.L CRK WWTP METHANE GAS MONITORINC 2000 1.1703102 33.349.16 21.33% (7.114.74) 26.234.42 ( EDGEWATER OAKS SUBDIVISION 2002 1.1135668 832,614.47 13.33% 011.015.25) 721.599.22 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR VILLAGE CREEK ·1999 1.2016009 3.925.26 24.34% (95524) 2.970.02 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 9AVE/36TI1 WAY 1999 1.2016009 4.077.79 24.00% (978.49) 3.099.30 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR HIXON/ARMORY 1999 1.2016009 14,225.16 24.00% (3.413.89) 10.811.27 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 812 2tSTST ENSLE 1999 1.2016009 11.244.52 24.00% (2.698.41) 8.546.11 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 69TH ST N/47TH 1999 1.2016009 5.508.28 24.00% (l.321.95) 4.186.33 
EMERGENCY SBWER REPAIR A VB f157TH S1 1999 1.2016009 1.786.47 24.01% (428.97) 1.357.50 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR 233 KENT-DR 1999 1.2016009 80.446.88 24.00% (19.307.48) 61.139.40 
EMER SWR REPAffi-64TH ST so 1999 1.2016009 4.982.89 23.33% (l.162.43) 3.S20.47 
EMER sm REPAIR-929 5ZND ST NORTH 1999 1.2016009 5.940.20 23.34% Cl,386.17) 4.554.03 
£MER 8WR REPA-5420 A VBK ENSLEY 1999 1.2016009 6.251.91 23.33% (1.458.50) 4,793.40 
EMER SWR REPR-27TH ST-ENSLEY 1999 1.2016009 7.583.65 23.34% 0.769.72) 5,813.93 r EMBRSWR REPA-25TIi AVE & 16THSTN 1999 1.2016009 2.502.80 22.99% (575.40) 1.927.40 
EM:E.R. SWR REP-A VB P-2STH ST ENSLEY 1999 1.2016009 51.541.93 23.00% (11.854.54) 39.687.39 
EMR.SWR.REPAIR lOS 5TH ST ~ DOCBNA 1999 1.2016009 6.785.79 26.66% (1.809.36) 4.976:43 
EMBR.SWRREPArR-VILLAGB CONTRACT 10 1999 1.2016009 2.570.90 26.66% (685.39) 1.885.50 
EMBR.SWRR.EPAlR·VILLAGB CONTRAcr I( 1999 1.2016009 2,306.83 26.67% (615.22) 1.691.61 
tiMER. SWR. REPAIR-VILLAGE cONTRACf 3 BA~ 1999 1.2016009 4307.87 26.67% 0.148.73) 3.159.14 
EMER. SWR. REPAlR-15THAVBNBIRMINGHAM 2000 1.1703102 20.953.21 22.67% (4.749.40) 16.203.81 
EMBR.SWR.REPAIR-1793 51ST ST.EN$LEY 2000 1.1703102 17.946.03 22.33% (4.007.88) 13.938.15 
EMER.SWR.REPAIR-3009 33RD COURT NORTH 2000 1.1703102 34.378.83 22.33% (7.677.98) 26.700.85 
EMBR.SWR.REPAIR-8030 3RD AVE.NORTH 2000 1.1703102 117.994.60 22.33% 126,35230\ 91.642.30 
EMBR.SWRRBP-4730 DONALD STRBB1 2000 1.1703102 2.960.70 21.99% (651.14) 2.309.56 
EMER.SWR.R.EP-541 BELLVlEW STREET 2000 1.1703102 5.201.39 22.00% (1.144.26) 4.057.13 ~ EMER.SWR.REP-541 BELLVIBWSTREB1 2000 1.1703102 7.105.84 22.00% 0.563.35) . 5.542.50 
EMER,SWRREP-541 BELL VIEW STREB"! 2000 1.1703102 12.315.70 22.00% (2.709.60) 9.606.11 L 
ElY1ER.SWR.REP-A VENUE I. ENSLEY 2000 1.1703102 7.553.57 22.00% (1.661.63) . ~891.94 I' 
EMBR.SWR.REP 23RD ST. & 5TH AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 24,205.77 22.00% (5.325.01) 18.880.77 I 
EMER.SWR.ItEP.-36 AVB.F PRArr CITY 2000 1.1703102 3,568.24 21.66% (772.sn 2,795.37 
EMER.SWR.REP .-609 SOTH PL SO 2000 1.1703102 7.836.05 21.67% 0.697.89) 6.138.16 
·EMER.SWRREP.-AVENUE T BIRMnml1AM 2000 1.1703102 7.206.71 21.67% (1,561.72) 5.644.99 
EMER.SWR.REP.-1705.ST.CHARLES A VB 2000 1.1703102 6.694.13 21.67% (1.450.66). 5,243.47 
EMER.SWR.REP.·1561 COTION A VB SO 2000 1.1703102 34.067.22 21.67% (7.381.09) 26.686.13 
EMER..SWR.REP.-1908 24TII ST. NO 2000 1.1703102 1.964.20 21.66% (425.45) 1.538.75 
EMER.SWR.REP.-1120 4TH WAY NORTH 2000 1.1703102 6.966.68 21.66% 0.509.23) 5.457.45 
EMER.SWR.REP.-1908 24TH PL NORTH 2000 1.1703102 6.708.77 21.67% (1.453.70) 5,255.07 

C EMER.SWR.RBP.·12TH STREET WEST 2000 1.1703102 20.808.85 0.00% 0.00 20.808.85 
EMER.SWR.REP.-1309 11TH ST. NO 2000 1.1703102 15.678.17 21.67% (3.397.02) 12.281.14 
EMER.SWR.REP.-20TH STREET NORTH 2000 1.1703102 19.826.93 21.67% (4,295.68) 15.531.25 ., 
EMER.SWR.REP.-4789 7TH cr.sO 2000 1.1703102 10.035.32 21.66% 12.174.09\ 7.861.23 
EM.ER.SWR.REP.-6TII ST & AVE D 2000 1.1703102 7.167.42 21.67% (1,552.84) 5.614.59 

,. 
EMER.SWR.REP.-6TH ST. & 9TH cr. NO. 2000 1.1703102 8.436.37 21.67% (1.827:97) 6.608.40 
EMER.SWR.REP.-14THAVE. & 12TH ST. SQUTH. 2000 1.1703102 \1.356.37 21.67% (2.460.76) 8.895.61 
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.'.'. 

EMER.SWR.REP.-3RD PL & 1311i AVE NO 2000 1.1703102 12.D30.27 21.67% (2.606.62) 9.423.65 
EMER.SWR.REP.·MAGNaLfA AVENUE 2000 1.1703102 42.437.67 21.67% (9,194.60) 33,243.07 
EMER SWR REP-FL YGr 3121 2000 1.1703102 5.790.70 21.33% 0.235.10) 4555.60 
EMER SWR REP-23RD ST NO & FINLEy AVE 2000 1.1703102 25,061.37 21.33% (5.346.35) 19.715.02 
EMER SWR REP-34TH ST NO/SHUTTLESWORTH 2000 1.1703102 2.755.68 21.34% (587.96) 2,157.72 

:~. 

EMER SWR REP AlR-47TH PLACE SHAM 2000 1.1703102 56.88059 21.00% 01.944.92) 44.935.66 
EMBR SWR REPAIR-5TH AVE NORUi 2000 1.1703102 70.788.80 21.00% 04.865.39) 55,923.42 
EMER SWR REP-HIGHPOINT TER SHAM 2000 1.1703102 54.330.28 21.00% rt 1.409.65) 42.920.64 

" 

EMERSWRREP-1485 JUNIPER DR SHAM 2000 1.1703102 8.151.73 21.00% (l.71>!.00) 6.439.73 
EMERSWR REP-817 WOODVALE RD-AVONOALE 2000 1.1703102 3.655.65 21.000,-b (767.52) 2.888.13 
EMER SWR RPR- 2075 CHERRY AVE-HUEYTOWN 2000 1.1703102 3.884.14 20.99% (815.45) 3.068.69 
EMER SWR REP-3515 24TH ST NO-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 5.346.69 21.00% 0.122.90) 4.223.79 
EMERSWR REP-I642 MARLThI ST F'DALE 2000 1.1703102 4.444.90 21.00% (933.42) 3.511.48 
SOUTIll.AND TIJBE ~ 2002 1.113566& 332.(54.16 12.00% (39.858.50) 292.295.66 
CHERRY A VB. TRUNK SWR 2001 1.1478007 491.698.18 18.33% (90.144.48) 401.553.70 
Elv{ER SWR REP-6633 A VB N-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 44.093.23 20.67% (9,1l2.71) 34,980.51 
EMER SWR REP-5808-5TH TER SO BHAM 2000 1.1703102 9.064.71 20.67% 0,873.48) . 7.191.23 .. 
EMER SWR REP-824 LmBY LN ROEBUCK 2000 1.1703102 5.717.59 20.33% 0.162.61) 4.554.98 
EMER SWR REP-7TH A VB & 84TH PL BHAM 2000 1.1703102 6.360.96 20.34% (1.293.571 5.067.40 
EMER SWR REP-3440-33RD Cl'N BHAM 2000 1.1703102 4.786.87 20.33% (973.1n 3.813.76 
EMER SWR REPAIR - 9016 PKWY E ROEBUCK 2000 1.1703102· 4.544.83 20.00% (908.91) 3.635.92 
EMERSWR REPAIR- 2021 A VB G BHAM 2000 1.l703102 6.532.37 20.00% (1.306.70) 5.225.67 
EMERSWRREPAIR-·361515THAVEN BHAM 2000 1.1703102 43.437.60 20.00% .. (8.687.45'1 34.750.15 
BMER SWR REPAnt - 4172 CLIFFRD SHAM 2000 1.1703102 5.471.77 20.00% 0,094.35) 4.377.43 
BMERSWRREPAlR-150020THSTNBHAM 2000 1.1703102 3.129.57 19.99% (625.65) 2503.93 !. BMER SWER REPR-i700 VANDERBILTRD BHAM 2000 1.1703102 16.186.14 0.00% 0.00 16,186.14 
BMERSWERREPR-IOI3 PINBHlLLRDBHAM 2000 1.1703102 22.498.76 0.00% 0.00 22.498.76 
EMERSWERREPR-94746THSTNOBHAM 2000 1.1703102 2.953.23 O.OOOAl 0.00 2.953.23 
EMERSWRRBPAIR 7709 1ST AVBSOUTH 2000 1.1703102 3,940.18 19.66% m4.121 3.165.46 
EMER SWR REP-INTERSE 8TH A VB & INDIANA S 2000 1.1703102 19.903.21 19.67% (3,914.35'1 15.988.86 
EMERSWRREP-INTER 16TH AVEN & tSTSTW 2000 1.1703102 12.329.41 19.67% (2,424.98) 9,904.43 
EMERSWR REP-I72127THST 2000 1.1703102 11.006.49 19.67% (2.164.66) 8.841.82 

C~) 
EMER SER REP-16H AVE W &ARKADELPHIA RD 2000 1.1703102 2.972.25 19.34% (574.83) 2.397.42 
EMER SWR REP _1412 RAYFIELD STREE1 2000 1.1703102 4,322.34 19.33% (83558) 3.486.76 
EMER SWR REP -2709 6TH ST NE 2000 1.1703102 3.364.03 19.33% (650.27) 2.713.76 
EMER SWR REP·6910 GEORGIA ROAD 2000 1.1703102 133.363.35 19.33% (25.783.46'1 107,579.B9 

' ..... ' EMER SWR REP-lS25 FINLEY BLVD BHAM 2000 1.1703102 21.230-17 19.00% (4.033.80 17.196.35 
BMERSWRREP-7529ISf AVENO-BHAM 2000 1.1703102 16,854.53 19.00% (3.202.6I) 13.651.91 
EMER SWRREP-1730 VANDERBILT ROAD· 2000 1.1703102- 13,850.17 19.00% C2.631.62) 11.218.55 
BUER SWR REp·6TH ST SW TO 5TH PLACE SW 2000 1.1703102 52.798.83 19.00% 00.031.54) 42,767.29 
EMSR SWRREP-1ST AVE N & 84TH STNORTH 2000 1.1703102 19.391.24 19.00% (3.684.271 15.706.98 
EMER SWRREP-1807 50THSTN 2000 1.1703102 1.939.52 18.99% (368.30) 1.571.22 
EMER SWR REP-1ST AVEN & 75THSTN 2000 LU03102 31,183.88 19.000/0 (5.924.98) 25.258.90 
EMBRSWRREP-2716 35TH AVEN BHAM 2001 1.1478007 38.189.81 18.67% (7,128.94) 31,060.86 
EMER SWR RBP-1709 36TRAVE N BHAM 2001 1.1478007 15.220.15' 18.67% (2.841.04) 12.379.1 I 
EMERSWRREP.42919TIiAVENEBHAM 2001 L.1478007 1,148.97 18.35% (210.85) 938.12 
EMERSWR RBP-141 36TH PL NO & SHUTTLESWO 2001 1.1478007 3,80S.08 18.33% (698.211 3,109.87 
EMER SWRREPAIR 2001 1.1478007 56.674.99 16.33% (9,256.911 47.418.08 j. 
EMER SWR REPAIR-4317 OVERLOOK RD 2001 1.1478007 13.409.39 16.~3% (2.190.07) 11.219.32 

r 
EMER SWR REPAIR 4TH AVENUE N & 23RD ST 2001 1.1478007 13,559.44· 16.33% (2,214.821 11.344.62 
EMER SWR REPAIR-4729 AVENUE T 2001 1.1478001 14.765.96 16.33% (2.411.671 12,354.30 
BMER SWR REPAIR-905 ELlZABETII DR 2001 1.1478007 51.204.74 16.33% (9.343.52) 47.861.21 ,. 
BMER SWR REPAIR-344 ROEBUCK DR 2001 1.1478007 18,053.71 16.33% (2.948.781 15,104.93 
EMER SWR REPAIR 525 6TII AVENUE 2001 1.1478007 15.743.82 16.67% {2.623.871 13.119.95 
BMERSWRREPAIRI34121STHAVENUBN 2001 1.1478007 12.699.11 16.61% (2.116.54) 10.582.56 
EMER SWR REPAIR-1800 50TH Sf N 2001 1.1478007 51.812.96 16.67% (8.635.48) 43.177.49 
BMERSWRREPAfR-52ND WAY & 10TH AVE N 2001 1.1478007 57.562.52 16.67% (9.593.89) 47,968.62 
EMERSWR REPAlR-6TIi AVE & 48TH ST SOUTH 2001 1.1478007 56.272.89 16.00% (9.003.531 47,269.36 
EMBR SWRREPAIR-9TH ST & 7fH ALLEY WES1 2001 1.1418007 19,781.01 16.00% (3.165.181 16.615.84 
EMRR SWRREPAIR-2ND STN & 81HAVEN 2001 1.1478001 19.417.02 16.00% (3.116.141 16.360.88 
EMR SWR REPAIR 535 CAMBRIDGE S1 2001 1.1478007 24.416.37 15.67% (3,825.36) 20.591.02 

L EMR SWR REPAIR 515 CAMBRIDGE S1 2001 1.1478007 54,024.62 15.67% (8.463.691 45,560.93 
EMERSWRREPAm. 1400 34TH ST BHAM 2001 1.1478007 55.673.91 15.67% (8,722.09). 46,951.82 f' 
EMRSWRREPAIR. Vn.LAGBEMERGENCY 2001 1.1478007 34.868.14 15.67% (5.462.64) 29.405.51 , 
EMRSWR 163727THSTREBT:N 2001 1.1478007 18.502.73 IS.67% (2.B98.55) 15.604.18' 
EMR SWR REPAIR 914 ALBANY STREET 2001 1.147B007 22.553.32 15.67% (3.533.50) 19.019.82 
EMER SWR REPAIR 406 22ND A VB BHAM 2001 1.1478007 12.240.81 15.33% (1.877.00) 10,363.81 
EMR SWR REPAIR UPDATE 2001 1.1478007 36,243.52 15.61% (5.678.15) 30.565.37 
EMRSWR REPAIR 24TH STN BETWEEN 31S1 2002 1.1135668 13.346.60 14.67% (1.957.43) 11.389.17 
E}.1RSWR REPAIR 44TIl PLACE NORTH 2002 1.1135668 19,11835 14.67% (2.804.091 16.314.26 
EMR SWRREPAIR-6013 84TH ST S BHAM 2002 1.1135668 47,127.73 14.00% (6.597.821 40.529.91 
EMR SWR REPAIR VANDERBILTRDBlR 2002 1.1135668 55,462.68 13.67% (7.579.85) 47.B82.83 

C 
EMRSWR REPAIR-lOB BIST ST WES1 2002 1.1135668 48,609.61 12.67% (6.157.331 42.452.27 
BMa SWR REPAIR.-603 6TH AVE 2002 1.1135668 14.834.47 12.33% (1.829.671 13,004.80 
Vn.LAGE CREEK ACCESS ROAD BRIDGE 1998 12298142 . 192.033.47 30.33% (58.250.04) 133.783.43 
VILLAGE CREEK ACCESS ROAD BRIDG.E 1998 1.2298142 80,213.89 . 30.00% (24.064.08) 56.149.Bl 
GEOTECHIVlLLAOB CREEK DRYING BED~ 1998 1.2298142 64.859.87 30.33% (19.674.321 45.18555 
MINOR PUMP STATION-GEOTECHNICAL 1997 1.2496567 47.419.72 34.00% (16.123.05) 31.296.68 
MATERIAL TESTQ\fG VILLAGE 1998 1.2298142 2.799.61 27.34% (765.411 2.034.26 
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INDEX COST N PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

VILLAGE CRK WWTP-GEO TECH TESTI 2000 1.1703102 46.981.54 21.67% nO.179.36) 36.802.18 
VlLLAGE CREEK PEAK FLOV, 2003 1.0876158 )8,280.00 8,00% (3.06:PS) 35.217.62 
DELANEY DR/CHERRYDALB DESIGN ClO #2 1999 1.2016009 20.335.51 23.00~ (4.676.98) 15,658.53 
MfrWR PUMP WEST ENSLEY TRUNK 2002 1.1135668 561.878.27 12.00% (67.425.49) 494.452.77 
Vu.LAGE CREEK BRICK SWR BV ALUATIOl' 2000 1.1703102 262.23&.96 21.67% (56.818.33) 205.420.64 !:.~ 
REMOVAL OF VLG CRL BRICK 2002 1.1135668 445.950.90 13.67% (60.946.52) 385,004.39 
VILLAGE CREEK SSES REHABILITAT[OI' 1998 1.2298142 1,045,321.01 29.33% (306.627.83) 738,693.18 

i " VILLAGE CRK WWTP ADDITI0NE 2003 1.0876158 1.036.99l.72 9.67% (100.242.84) 936.750.88 !.: DESIGN SERVICES-VILLAGE CREEK WASTE 1999 1.2016009 1.056.987.39 23.67% (250.153.49) 806.833.90 
WEST JEFF CO ENGIN'BBR SER SWR SRADY WOO Ll703102 90.373.52 21.67% (19.581.22) 70.792.30 r CAHABA RIVER & VILLAGE CREEK SSC5 2003 1.0876158 244.577.60 8.00% (19.566.12) 225.011.48 
GPS DATA COLLECTION V 2000 1.1703102 917.44131 21.33% (195.nO.81) 721.720.49 
#21'BAST VILLAGE CREEK SEWER 2003 1.0876158 84.150.66 10.00C''' (8.415.21) 75.735.45 
#23 & 24 VILLAGE CREEK ~2002 1.1135668 136.383.01 13.33% (18.184.55) l18.198.46 
GEOTECHNICAL VILLAGE CREEK. ROBERT'S 1998 1.2298142 17.765.48 27.33% (21.256.06) 56.509.42 
Vn..LAGElROBERT'S FIELD rnSPECTIO\' 1998 1.2298142 483.031.75 29.67% (143.299.76) 339.731.99 
VILLAGE CREEK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMEN1 2001 1.1478007 110.988.83 1633% (18.128.00) 92.860.83 
#1 WEST VILLAGE CREEK S8CS REHAB 1999 1.2016009 121.298.42 24.67% (29.920.18) 91.378.24 
VaLAGECREEKCONSTR2 2001 1.1478007 417.175.65 16.3l% (68.138.59) 349.037.05 
CONTRACT 2 (WEST) V ALLEY CREEK SSCS 2002 1.1135668 163.682.68 12.00% (19.641.96) 144.040.72 
CON #3 EAST mLAGE CRK S 2001 1.1478007 467.593.91 16.33% (76.373.58) 391.220.32 
CONTRACT 4 Vll.LAGE CRK SSCS EAS1 2002 1.1135668 200.995.50 12.00% (24.\19.59) 176.875.91 
CONTRACT 5 Vll.LAGB CRK SSCS BASI 2002 1.1135668 215.n8.46 12.00% ~. (25.887.49) 189.840.98 
#5 WEST VILLAGE CREEK SSCS REHAE 2002 t.l135668 127,966.45 12.00% (15.355.86) 112.610.58 
#6 WEST VILLAGE CREEK SSCS R.EHAE 2002 1.1135668 148.644.28 12.00% (17.831.34) 130.806.94 

r·~ . #1 EAST V ALLEY CREEK SSCS 2003 1.0876158 142.794.60 10.00% (l4,279.53) 128.515.07 
ViLLAGE CREEK SSCS CONTRA 2002 1.1135668 246.665.08 12.00%' (29.599.68) 217.065,40 
#9 EAST VLO CRK SSCS REH 2002 1.1135668 469.912.40 13.33% (62.655.06) 401,257.34 
YaLAGECREEKSSCSREHAi 2001 1.1478007 214.529.14 18.61% (40.045.46) 114.483.68 
WEST VILLAGE CREEK SSCS REHAE 2001 1.1478007 168.663.57 18.67% (31,484.08) 137.179,48 
#10 WEST VALLEY CREEKSSCS REHAB 2001 1.1478007 168..726.12 . 18.67% (31.495.65) 137.230.47 
VILLAGE CREEK SSCS 2001 1.1478001 375.315.62 18.33% (68.808.09) 306.507.52 

C' 
#11 BAST VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY SEWED 2004 1.0232607 179.695.52 6.00% (10.781.75) 168.913.71 
V~LAGECRBEKSSCSREHAB 2001 1.1478007 168.527.15 100.00% (168.527.15) 0.00 
#12E VLGCRKSSCSREHAB 2001 1.1478001 168.597.44 16.33% (27.5l7,47) 141.059.97 ,. 1#12 WEST VILLAGB CREEK R.EHAE 2001 1.1478007 168.716.36 18.67% (31,493.72) 131.22264 

i' #13 B VILL CRK SSCS REHAB 2001 1.1478007 168.710.47 16.33% (27.555.88) 141.154.58 
VILLAGBCREEKS~ARYSE~~ 2002 1.1135668 219.932.07 12.00% (26.391.80) 193.540.27 
VILLAGE CREEKSSCS #15 2001 1.1478007 203.032.94 16.33% (33.162.1 n 169.810.83 
VILLAGE CRK. SSCS 2001 1.1478007 219.80l.18 17.67% (l8.83 1.81) 180.971.38 
VILLAGE CREEK SS COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 268.635.56 10.00% (26.863.67) 241.771.89 
#18 EASTVILLAGB CREEK SANITARY SBWER 2004 1.02)2607 313.373.50 6.00% (18.802.35) 294.571.15 
PH IT WESTVn.LAGE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 1.112.787.34 14.33% (159,499.52) 953.287.82 
#20 EAST VD..LAGE CREEK 2002 1.1135668 265.746.82 11.00% (29.232.06) 236.514.76 
PH n VILLAGE CREEK EASl 2001 1.1478007 1.014.779.14 15.00% (161.216.82) 913.562.32 
#25 EAST VILLAGE CREBK SANITARY SEWEll 2003 1.0876158 256.844.76 7.33% (18.835.29) 238.009.47 
#21 VILLAGE CREEK SANITARY SEWEN 200l 1.0876158 372.163.90 8.33% (31.013.64) 341.150.21 
#2 Vll.LAGB CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2003 1.0876158 900.533.99 8.33% (75.044.40) 825.489.58 h 
VILLAGE CRBEK-WWTP ACCESS ROAr 1999 1.2016009 170.826.44 23.33% (39.859.69) 130.966.75 k VILLAGE CREEK ACCESS ROA.[; 1999 1.2016009 116.569.91 24.33% (28.365.05) 88.204.86 
VILLAGE CRK. WWfP ENG SERVlCru: 2000 1.1703102 43.600.81 21.67% (9.447.10) 34.153.71 
#2 vn.LAGE CREEK PEAK FLOW HANDLllK 1999 1.2016009 62.114.24 26.67% (16,563.83) 45.550.41 
VILL CRK. wwrP PK FL\\ 2001 1.1478001 309.906.20 16.33% (50.618.01) 259.288.18 
EDGEWATER OAKS SfDPUMP STATION 2003 1.0876158 171.834.15 10.3l% (17.756.24) 154.077.90 
1M YU..LAGB CREBK WWTF 200l 1.0876158 1.012.500.09 10.33% (110.825.12) 961.614.91 
VILLAGE CREEK~WWTP PEAK 2001 1.1478007 286.945.42 16.33% (46.867.18) 240.071.64 
TESTING AT VILLAGE CREEK WWTP PEAK 2003 1.0816158 283,483.32 7.67% (21.73l.67) 261.149.65 
GRA YSVILLB SS PHASE VI 1999 1.2016009 330.493.12 25.67% (84.826.26) 245.666.86 
CONSTRUCfION OF THE W ARlUOR RD 1985 1.7355185 70.754.05 100.00% (70.754.05) 0.00 
MORGAN GREENWOOD SANITARY SEWER 1989 1.5775731 391.634.23 100.00% (391.634.23) 0.00. 
ADAMSVILLE 1RUNK. SBWER 1990 1.5385672 2,090,446.32 100.00% (2.090.446.32) 0.00 i·: PLEASANT GROVE TRUNK SBWBRSYSTEM 1992 1.4604814 223.453.66 87.78% (196.142.66) 27.311.00 
WARRIOR SEWER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 1981 1.6524058 2,261,440.46 100.00% . (2.261.440.46) 0.00 I 
RIvER CHASE PUMP STA-RBLffiF SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 3.471.683.78 21.67% (752,198.16) 2.719.485.62 : 
PRunES CREEK SANITARY SWR COLL SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 4.031.312.38 11.00% (444.111.09) l.593.261.29 
WARRIOR SANITARY SEWERCOLLECrIOl'o 2003 1.0876158 1.357.014.00 7.33% (99.514.43) 1;1.57.499.58 
RIVERCHASe PUMPING STA REHAP 1999 1.2016009 2.413.052.91 23.33% (563.045.48) 1.850.007.43 
RrvERCHASE PUMPING STATION REHAP 2000 1.1703102 14,443.50 21.67% (3.129.53) 11.313.91 D 
RIVERCHASE PUMPmG STATION 2001 1.1478007 314.903.26 18.33% (57.732.14) 257.171.12 
EMER.SWR.REP.-GRAYSVILLE PUMP STATlOl\ 2000 1.170l102 30.313.71 21.67% (6.580.83) 23.792.88 
SHANNON AREA TRUNK. DESIGN 2003 1.0876158 244.920.63 8.33% (20.409.96) 2i4.510.67 

.\ CONSTR ENGrnEERING·BLUE RIDGE PUMP STA 2000 1.1703102 26,296.08 21.67% (5.697.66) 20.598.42 
R1DGEWOODIHEATHBRWOOD DESIGN 2003 1.0876158 81.929.01 8.33%' (6.827.51) 75.101.50 C'j PRUDES CREEK SANITARY SEWER 2004 . 1.0232607 268.054.28 5.67% (15.189.69) 252.864.59 
SAMPLING ANALYSIS BELTORA & SHARIT 2003 1.0876158 16.583.30 9.67% 0.602.95) 14.980.35 
MILL RUN ESTATES CAPPED CONNECrION 1990 l.S385672 132,615.17 9833% (130,404.92) 2.210.24 
CHAPEL HILLS OUTFALL RELIEF SANITAR' 1986 1.6951106 340.117.87 100.00% (340.717.87) 0.00 
HURR[CANE BRANCH·ENGINEBRING 1993 1.3974088 496.767.66 47.33% (235.136.32) 261.631.34 
PATIONTRUNKSEWER(ENG£NEERlNG~ 1995 1.3307439 436.555.16 40.00% (174.621.83) 261.933.33 
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PATrON CREEK SWR REPLACEMENl 2000 1.1703102 421.958.85 21.67% (91.424.17) 330.5]4.69 
PATION CREEK TRUNK. SWR REPLACEMENl 2000 1.l703102 :BI.J57.32 21.67% (115.127.53) 416.229.68 
PATION CRK TRNK SWR·pHASB II CONST 1999 l.2016oo9 11.905,798.25 23.33% (2.778.019.63) 9.127.718.62 
AL SIERlHURRICANE BRANCH-CONSTR 1991 1.2496561 11.805.777.23 33.33% (].935.258.96'1 7.&70,51&.21 
AL SEIER RD-GEOTECH TESTIN( 1995 1.3301439 9.989.56 40.33% (4.028.12) 5.960.&4 
BLUFF PARK TUNNEL (ENGINEERING' 1995 1.3307439 ]22.445.41 40.00% (128.917.84) 193.467.51 
BLUFF TIJNNEL["'CONSTRUCTIOh 1997 t.2496567· 10,710,520.25 34.33% (3,677.278.22) 1.033.242.04 l: PATION CREEK 1'RK SWR-OEC TECH SERV 2000 1.1703102 5.190.62 21.66% 0.124.41) 4.066.21 
P A'ITON CREEK TRNK CONSTR TeSTING 2000 1.1703102 32.205.17 21.67% (6.971.92) 25.221.85 
BLUFF TUNNEL GEOTECHNICAL SERVICE 1998 1.2298142 17.397.33 27.33% (4.755.10) 12.642.23 f. 
PATrON CREEK LATERAL SEWER R£. 1998 1.2298142 447.526.15 29.61% C132.765.96'1 ]14.760.19 
VESTAVIA TRUNKSEWERDESIGl' 1998 1.2298142 407.970.36 29.33% (119.6715S) 288.298.81 
AL SEIER ROAD CONSTRUCTION REvmw 1998 1.2298142 385.152.49 27.33% (105.274.87) 279,877.62 
BLUFF TUNNEL CONSTRUCTION REV lEV, ·1998 1.2298142 427,352.47 27.67% (118,234.00) 309.lISA7 
SHADES VALLEY CORROS[ON-CONSTRUCTIOh 1994 1.3462463 1.661.671.81 46.00% (764.368.67) 897.303.14 
FURNANCEBRANCHTRUNKSffWER 1991 1.5057911 : 2.447.267.84 27.67% (677,077.69) 1.770,190.15 
SEWE·R CROSSING HIOHW AY W; 1988 1.6110865 4.855,136.14 84.17% (4.086.406.45) 768.729.69 n' 
SHADES CREEK-WATKmS BRANCH· 1994 1.3462463 391.053.20 44.00% (172,063.56) 218.989.63 
SHADES CREEKTRUNKSECION 9 1992 1.4604814 4.460.394.47 26.33% 0.174..571.20) 3.285.823.27 
BERRY HIGH SCHOOL SANITARY SEWER 1990 1.5385672 1.242.269.96 LOO.OO% 0.242.269.96) 0.00 
LANDSCAPEIARCHlTECT-WA1'lilllS BRANCR 1991 1.5051911 12.138.99 100.00% 01.738.99) 0.00 
WATKINS BRANCH REPLACEfv{ENl 1991 1.5051911 56.821.03 29.33% 06.667.17) 40.153.86 
WATKINS BRANCH REPLACEMENT SEWER 1991 1.5051911 1.100..481.81 29.3]% . (498.808.50) 1.201.673.31 
SCOTTSBRANCHSEWERREPLACB~ 1989 1.5775731 539.036.69 100.00% (5]9.036.69) 0.00 
CHEROKEE BK-KJLGORE TRUNK SEWER 1992 1.4604814 337.765.46 8556% (288.971.04) 48.788.42 
SC()Tf'S BRANCH/SHADES TRANSFER (REVIEW 1994 1.3462463 555.030.08 100.00% (555.030.08) 0.00 .. 
SHADES VALLEY/CATIlOLlC-ENGINBERINC 1994 1.]462463 418.900.20 44.33% (212.312.80) 266.587.39 
SHADES V ALLEY SOILS EY ALUATI01'- 1994 1.3462463 10.728.34 100.00% (\0.728.34) 0.00 
FURNACE BR TK-INSPECI'ION 1996 1.2954626 245.020.20 36.67% (89.841.1 n 155.119.09 
SHADES CR TK. SEC 9 DESIGN 1992 1.4604814 27.816.55 86.67% (24.159.63) 3.116.91 
ORIFFIN BRANCWSHADES V ALLF.:'f (CONSTR' 1995 1.3307439 15.471.552.9] 39.000/~ (6,033.905.68) 9.437.647.25 C SHADES TRUNKEXTENT10N DESIGN 1992 1.4604814 19.470.18 51.33% (40.794.87) 38.615.32 
GRIFFIN BRANCH WNNELS (GEOTECmrrCAL 1994 1.3462463 34.966.12 43.33% 05.152.41) 19,813.72 
BAST IRONDALE TRUNK SEWER EXTENTlO"l\ 1996 1.2954626 1.61].327.85 35.61% (575.420.68) 1.037.907.17 

... : PLEASANT GROVE TRUNK. SEWER (CONSTR) 1995 1.3307439 2592.071.19 40.00% (1.0]6.828.89) 1,555.242.30 
PLEASANT GROVE SYSTEM-ENGINEBRlN<: 1994 1.3462463 30.963.66 44.33% 03.727.61) 11,236.06 
PLEASANT GROVE WATERMAIK 1993 1.3974088 9.718.13 47.3]% (4599.71) 5.118.42 
FAIRFIELD SBWER(GEOTECHNICAL' 1994 l.3462453 ]6.268.86 44.67% (16.199.72) 20.069.14 
TRUSSVILLB rnDUSTRIALpARK· 1997 1.2496567 5,283.025.24 34.67% n.831.449.09) 3.451.576.15 
SLUDGE ALTERN - BNGll'ffiER BV ALUATIOl\ 1996 1.2954626 44.363.07 36.67% (16.266.48) 28.096.59 
scan's BRANCHABRATION 1~98 1.2298142 867.170.22 30.00% (260.151.08) 607.019.14 
SHADES VALLEY-ll'4SPECT[ON 1996 1.2954626 627.849.58 36.00% (226.025.95) 401.823.63· 
TRUSSVILLE INDUSTRIAL PK MATLS TESTrn( 1996 1.2954626 4,044.76 . 35.34% Cl.429.49) 2.615.27 
CAHABA TRUNK REPL GEOTECHNICAL SER 2003 1.0816158 3.898.83 9.67% (376.91) 3.521.92 
SHADES CREEK FLOODWAY SlUDY 1999 1.2016009 11,651.08 100.00% (l1.65l.0B) 0.00 
SHADES CREEK-PH II & IIt-DESIGl' 2000 1.1703102 565,329.60 21.57% (122.488.18) 442,841.42 
AIRPORT DUMP STATlON-DESIGl\ 1994 1.3462463 38.859.40 100.00% (38.859.40) 0.00 
REHAB INFrLTRATIONIINFLOWENGmEERIN( 1993 1.3974088 206,358.16 60.83% _.(125.534.55) 80.823.61 i 
INFILT.IINFLOWevll..LAGB.PATION.CAHABA 1993 1.]974088 1.001,928.16 60.83% C609506.611 392..42l.55 ,. 
REHAB INFll.:rnA/U4FLOW MGMT-CAHABI 1994 1.3462463 116.409.92 51.92% (67.420.47) 48..989.45 

, 
REHAB nwn..TIWINFLOWMGMT 1994 13462463 457.589.12 57.50% (263.113.74) 194.415.38 
BOW ARDS LAKE ROAD SEWER 1991 1.5057911 108.761.81 28.83% (31361.74) 77.40q.07 
WESTWOOD AUTO PARTS OUTFALL 1992 1.4604814 29.209.63 27.33% (7.983.27) 21.226.36 
COBBLESTONE GARDENS TRUNK SEWER 1992 1.4604814 16,065.30 85.00% (13.65536) 2.409.94 
JASMrNE WAY SEWER EX'fEtfSION 1993 1.3974088 49.235.63 60.83% (29.951.85) 19.283.78 
UTILITIES RIGiITOFWAYRELOCATrOl' 2000 1.1703102 607.65753 Z1.33% (129.633.67) 478.023.86 
ALLEN ROAD OtITFALl ZOOI 1.1478007 319.259.50 18.67% (59.594.92) 259.664.58 
CORRIDOR X PROJECT 37 2002 1.1135668 916.366.27 14.33% (139.945.86) ·836.420.41 
CORRIDOR X SWR CROSSING WEST OF US n 2002 1.1135668 1.093.931.87 13.000" (142.211.22) 951.720.66 
40TH ST SEPTIC DUMP STATION MODICATIONS 1996 1.2954626 514.421.73 96.67% (497.27434) 17.147.39 
PREPARENPDES PERMlTS 1994 1.3462463 203.814.10 43.33% (88.345.77) 115.528.)3 f· 2002 SEWER REHAP CONTRACT 2 2004 1.0232607 2,947,044.95 4.67% (137.528.82) 2.809.516.13 ,. 
SNOW DR£VE EMERGENCY 16" CLAY SEWER 1998 1.2298142 26.504.05 ]0.33% (8MO.0S) 18.534.00 !. 
SNOW DRIVE EMERGENCY 10" CLAY SEWER 1998 1.2298142 13.343.51 30.]4% (4.047.90) 9.295.61 
VALLEY WWTP EMERGENCY GATE REPAm 1995 1.2298142 3.162.09 30.33% (959.10) 2,202.99 . 
"VILLAGE CREEK Pl1MP STATION EMERGENCY 1998 1.2298142 26.105.56 29.61% (7.744.93) 18.]60.63 
CAHABA SLUDGE UNE REpAm 1998 1.2298142 1.199.15 29.66% (652.34) 1,546.81 
PIPELINE & MANHOLE REHABILITAT[Oh 1998 1.2298142 3.381.08357 27.33% (924.162.59) 2.456.920.98 
ANNUAL CURDINE SEWER LINE REHAP 1999 1.2016009 4.14D.423.29 23.00% (952.297.15) 3.188.126.14 
EMERGENCy SEWER REPAIRH2 PS HUEYTOWN 1999 1.2016009 6.355.27 25.00% 0.588.82) 4.766.45 
EMERGENCY SEWER REPAIR PS LEEDS 1999 1.2016009 1.976.63 24.98% (493.86) 1.482.78 

) 
LAUR,EL LANE TRUNK SEWER 2003 1.0876158 569.361.08 8.00% (45.548.83) 523.812.26 

C MANHOLE 2-3 ALEIGHT ADJ 2001 1.1478007 56.629.62 11,00% (9.627.13) 47.002.49 
i MANHOLE HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT-VALLEY 2001 1.1478007 57.131.78 18.00% ClO.283.93) 46.847.85 

#5 MANHOLE HEIGHT AD1N ALLEY CREEK 2002 1.1135668 55,496.63 12.00% (6,659.49) 48.837.14 
#6 MANHOLE HGHrN AL CREEK 2001 1.1478007 57.390.04 16.00% (9.182.59) 48.207.45 
VALLEY CREEK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 55.674.27 12.00% (6.680.76) 48.99].51 
#8 VALLEY CREBK COLLECTION SYSTEM 2002 1.1135668 54.879.36 12.00% (6.585.5Z) 48,293.83 
MANHOLE LIDS 2002 1.1135668 54.595.96 12.00% (6.551.65) 48.044.31 
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DESCRIPTION SERVICE 
DEPRECIA]TlO ACCUMULA'fED COST LESS 

YEAR INDEX COST N l'ERCEN'TAGE DZPREClA TlON ACCUMULATED 

MANHOLE LID & OR SEWER INSPECTIONS 1999 1.2016009 58,912.09 23.67% (13,942.81) 44.969.28 
#1 MAINTENANCE MANHOLE HEIGHT ADJ 2002 1.1 135668 55,151.62 1200% (6.618.19) 48.533.43 
ASPHALT RESURFACING & REPL 2000 1.1703102 58.515.51 20.33% (11,898.39) 46.617.12 
CAHABA RlVER,SEWER COLLECTION SYSTEM 1996 1.2954626 644.619.62 37.67% (242.806.72) 401.812.89 
LONG-TERM FLOW MONITOR.U{G-LDSffVl 1995 1.3307439 948,847.03 22.40% (212.528.20) 736.318.83 I:. 
LONG-TERM FLOW MONrrORmG-BARTON 1995 13307439 116.732.86 100.00% (116,732.86) 0.00 
LONG-TERM FLOW MONITORING· 1995 1.3307439 123.519.65 58.60% n2.388.10) 51,131.55 

f LONG TERM FLOW MONITORING-VILLAGE 1995 1.3307439 667,820.53 67.42% (450.216.15) 217.604.38 
VILLAGE CRK SEWER SYSTEM EVALUATION 1997 1.2496567 1.034.559.37 34.33% (355,198.35) 679,361.03 .. 
VILLAGE CRK EVALUATION SURVEY PHASE Iv 1997 12496561 1.103.829.43 34.33% (378.981.14) 724.848.29 
ll'JFILTRATION/lNFLOW MGM] 1996 1.2954626 393.924.28 37.67% (148,378.14) 245,546.13 
VILLAGE CRK SEWER COLLECTION-PHASE IT 1997 1.2496567 2.020,195.01 34.33% (693.600.69) 1.326.594.33 
LONG-TERM flOW MONITOR-SVC/MA{N1 1997 1.2496567 204.351.36 34.33% (70,161.05) 134.190.31 
LONG-TERM FLOW MONITOR!NO 1996,CNTRCT ~ 1997 1.2496567 71&.390.15 34.33% (246.646.88) . 471.743.27 
FLOW-TERM FLOW MONlTORlNO 1996,CNTRCT 1997 1.2496567 165.579.51 34.33% 156,849.38) 108.730.13 
LONG-TERM FLOW MONrrORlNG n 1997 1.2496567 266,614.26 3433% (91,537.98) 175,076.28 
MIse CAPPED SBWERS-DESIGN 1995 1.3307439 131.743.65 40.33% (53.136.60) 78.607.04 
PINCHOUT CREEK TRUNK SEWER 1993 1.3974088 28.290.82 47.67% (13.485.08) 14.805.74 
MISC CAPPBD-TUNNELS-ENOmEERING 1993 1.3974088 8.181.66 4734% (3,812.93) 4,308.73 
MrsC SEWERS-ROW NBEDS/PROP PLATS-DESlGl\ 1995 1.3307439 12.392.47 41.67% (30.163.15) 42.229.32 .. ~ 
LATERAL SEWER PIPELINE 1994 1.3462463 4.386.74 44.66% Cl,959.15) 2.427.59 

i'~ ENSLEY-ADAMSVILLE RD SWR RELOCATlON· 1995 1.3307439 112.315.65 4233% (47,547.08) 64,768.57 
MISC ASSESSMENT SEWERS-DESIGl\ 1995 1.3307439 82,140.17 40.67% .. (33.403.67) 48.736.50 ,. 
LATERAL SEWER EXTENSION-WESTCHESTER- 1994 1.3462463 36,348.65 45.67% (16.599.22) 19,749.43 
EMR SWR REPR-SEWER Lam POINT REPAIR 1999 1.2016009 107.580.28 23.67% (25.460.94) 82.119.34 
SEWER SYSTEM EVALUATION 2000 1.1703102 3,218,353.16 19.000A. (611.487.32) 2,606,865.84 
PIPE REHAP ANN SUPPLY SWR REPAIRS 2001 1.1478007 4.591,157.36 17.67% (811.104.40) 3.780,052.95 
CURELINE SWR REHAa 2000 1.1703102 3.218.353.10 19.67% (632.943.02) 2,585.410.08 
ANNISH SWR LINE REHAB 2001 1.1478007 3.156.334.92 16.67% (526.056.01) 2,630.278.91 
#4 MANHOLE MAlNTENANCE 2002 1.1135668 55,589.50 14.33% (7.967.79) 47,621.71 
#2 MANHOLE HEIGHT ADJUSTMENT 2002 1.1135668 54,656.64 12000,4 (6,558.86) 48.097.78 

c· 
MANHOLE CONSTRUCTION #5 2000 1.1703102 58,515.51 22.33% (13.068.73) 45,446.79 
ANNUAL CURELnm SUPLY 01 2001 1.1478007 5,738,955.95 15.33% (879.973.34) 4,858.982.61 
PlPELll'ffi/MANHOLE FY 2001 2001 1.1478007 5.739,002.80 15.67% f899.110.23) 4,839.892.57 
SANITARY sm REHAB CONTRACf 1,2001 2001 1.1478007 13.930.240.46 15.67% (2,182.404.34) 11.747.836.11 .) V ALLEY CREEK COLL SYSTEM 2001 1.1478001 57,367.08 18.61% (10,108.52) 46,658.56 
E11ER. SEWER·CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 2003 \.0876158 885,764.96 8.67% (76,166.31) 808.998.64 
40TH STRBBT CONSTRUCTION REVIEW 1998 1.2298142 14.207.38 27.33% (3.883.53) 10.323.85 
SMAlL CONTRACfORS DEVELOPlvffiNT PLAl\ 1998 1.2298142 140.198.82 28.67% (40,190.33) 100.008.49 
MASTER PLANFOR SEP SUPP BNVIR PROJECTS 2003 1.0816158 1.740.331.09 8.33% (145.027.58) 1,595.303.51 
INFILTRA TION/mFLOW MANAOEMENT 1998 1.2298142 228.059.82 29.33% (66,897.37) 161,162.45 
INFfi.TRATION/lliFLOW MGM1 1998 1.2298142 2.862.109.67 27.00% (7n.769.94) 2.089.339.73 
DESIGN MISCELLANEOUS SEWER SYSTE~ 1998 1.2298142 137,001.30 28.00% (38,360.02) 98,641.28 
SBWER DRA WMGS 2000 1.1703102 317.488.89 21.67% (68.789A9) 248,699.40 
MORRISIKIMBERL Y WWtF 2003 1.0876158 28,559.97 833% (2.379.98) 26.180.00 
GEOTECH BXP CORRIDOR X 2002 1.1135668 13.400.94 14.67% (1.965.27) 1l,435.67 
MORRISiKlMBERLYWWTF 2004 1.0232607 53.286'40 6.00% (3.197.12) 50.089.19 
MORRISIKIMBERL Y SANITARYT SEWES 2004 1,0232607 135,950.93 6.00% (8.157.09) 127,793.84 i" CORRIDOR "X" RIGHT OF WA "i 1999 1.2016009 45,660.84 25.00% (11.415.51) 34.245.33 ;. 
#2 CORRIDOR X RIG.lITOFWAY 2003 1.0816158 87.276.25 8.00% (6.982.08) 80,294.17 
REVIEW & EVALUATION-SEWER 2004 1.0232607 2,151.221.58 6.67% (143.414.70) 2.007,806.89 
DESIGN-MISe SANITARY SEWER:: 2000 1.17:03102 164.428.59 . 21.67% (35,625.94) 128.802.65 
DESIGN-MISC SANITARY SEVlERJ:: 2000 1.1703102 165,745.19 21.67% (35.911.20) 129.833.98 
DESIGN-MISC SANITARY SERVIGES 2000 1.1703102 109.787.62 21.67% (23,187.14) 86,000.48 
SiM:S SEWER DEED MAPPING 2003 1.0876158 584,141.02 10.00% (58.414.101 525,726.92 
SEWER msFRASTUCTURE MOl 2002 1.1135668 1.107.408,17 14.67% (162.419.96) 944,988.21 
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMEN1 2003 1.0876158 532,931,61 9.00% C47.963.16l 484.967.85 
SANITARY SEWER BASE MAPpmo CONTROL 2003 1.0876158 206,417.13 8.67% (11.8B9.52) 188.527.61 
EVALUATION OF CIPP PROCESS 2000 1.1703102 40,960.86 100.00% (40.960.86) 0.00 
PROJECT MOMT AGREEMENT 1997 1.2496561 1.615.;784.33 31.33% (506.278.87) 1,109.505.46 
INFILTRATION AND rnFLOW [MpROVEMENTI 1998 1.2298142 1,181.871.85 28.00% (330,924.26)' 850,947.59 ! INFD.. TRATION/INFLOW MGMT PROGRAlY 1999 1.2016009 677,135.72 24.33% (164.770.00) 512,365.72 
JEFF CO IN FLOW IMPROVEMENTS PROJ MGMl 1999 1.2016009 1.780.744.00 23.67% (421.442.68) 1,359,301.31 ! ENVm.ONMENI'AL SERVICES RECORD 2000 1.1703102 266,121.28 19.00% (50,677.16) 216.044.12 
SSES UPPER VALLEY COLL SYSTEM 2000 1.1703102 949,403.53 21.00% (199.375.01) 750.028.52 e 
VALLEY CREEK PHASE n CONTRACT2 1997 1.2496567 763.227.84 32.33% (246.776.60) 516.451.24 
1997 CONTRACT 1 FLOW MONITORlliG 1998 1.2298142 882,411.36 30.33% (267.664.78\ 614.746.58 ,. 
FIVE MILE CREEK SWR SYSTEM SURVEY 20'00 1.1703102 80'5.729.34 21.33% (171.889.18) 633,840.17 
UPPER VALLEY SEWER COLLEcrION SEWER 1998 1.2298142 433.386.52 29.0'0% (125,682.45) 307.704.07_ 
SEWER SYSTEM SURVEY -SHADES VALLEY 2000 1.170310'2 797.730.10 20'.67% (164.864.0'1) 632.866.08 
FIVE MILE V ALLEY CREEK 2000 1.1703102 128,935.50 22.33% (28.795.58) 10'0,139.92 
SHADES VALLEY PH 1 #2SSES 2002 1.1135668 444.206.32 1200% (53~04.75) 390,901.57 

C W ARRlOR & PRunES CRK COLL SYSTEM 2003 1.0'876158 218.736.67 10'.00% (21.873.80) 196.862.87 
CONTRACf 2 PHASE n FIVE MILE wv.. 2002 1.1135668 759.746.73 12.0'0% (91.169.45) 668.577.28 
LONG TERlvl FLOW MONITORD'/(; 2003 1.0876158 715.281.09 10.00% (71,528.14) 643,752.95 
LONG TERM FLOOR-MONrrORlN(; 20'00' 1.170310'2 50'9.664.82 22.33% (t 13,825.02) 395.839.80 
SANITARY SWR TV mSPECTI01\ 200'0 1.l703102 58.461.40 21.33% (12.471.57) 45,989.82 
#3 MlSC SS TV INSPECTION FOR SEWER 2000 1.1703102 58.480.79 21.33% (12.476.07)· 46.004.72 
SWRSURVEY INSPECfION 2000 1.1 70)102 57.696.52 21.33% (12.308.30') 45J88.21 
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LONG TERM FLOW #2 2003 1.0876158 584.531.64 10.00% (58.453.26) 526.07838 
ANALYSIS-BIOLOSLIDS-LAND APPLICATION! 2000 1.1703102 20.649.06 21.67% (4,47J.69) 16.175.37 
BELTONE SITE SAMPLO% 2001 1.1478007 19.178.11 17.3J% (J.324.2n 15.853.84 
RISK MGMT PROGRAM 1999 1.2016009 115.113.37 24.67% (28.394.33) 86.719.03 
RISK MGMT PLAN RULE 2000 1.l703102 8.075.14 22.33% (1.803,45) 6.271.69 

'" JEFFERSON CO llfFLOW IMPV (y2K1 2000 1.1703102 2.377.633.38 19.33% (459.615.88) 1.917.957.49 
EMER.SWR-RBPAIR- 2000 1.1703102 172.540.16 22.33% ()8.534.20) 134.005.96 L" 
EMRSWRSERVICBS rNSPEcrroN 2000 1.1103102 172.540.16 22.00% (37.959.06) 134581.10 

~ . PROFESSIONAL SYS-ENGINEERING FYO( 2001 1.1418007 513.625.31 16.67% (85,604.13) 428.021.18 
1&1 IMP PROGRAM FY 2001 2002 1.1135668 3393.535.71 14.67% (497.718.71) 2.895.816.95 
LONG TERM FLOW 2001 2003 1.0876158 340.072.49 10.00% (34.007.35) 306.065.14 
LONG TERM FLOW 2001 2003 1.0876158 1.051.151.71 10.00% 005.1 15.24) 946.036.47 
LONG TERM FLOW MONITORrNG DATA 2003 1.0876158 634.053.88 7.67% (48.610.72) 585.443.17 
#3 LONG TERM FLOW MONlTORINC: • 2003 1.0876158 610.396.07 9.330/, (56.970.40) 553,425.66 
LONG TERM FLOW MONITORlNG-20{)~ 2004 1.0232607 841.803.73 6.33% (53.314.31) 788.489.43 
CONSTRUCfED DRA WJNGS-DRAFTOfG 1999 1.2016009 12,448.59 23.00% (2.862.90) 9.585.69 
EMERGENCYSS EVAL FY 2001 2001 1.l418007 3.156.451.99 16.33% (515.554.01) 2.640,897.98 
#2 SS EVALUAT[QN FY 2001 2001 1.1478007 2,582,551.41 16.33% (421.816.77) 2.160.734.65 
SANITARYSEWERBASEMAPPING 2000 1.1703102 497.559,43 19.67% (97.853.19) 399.706.25 
RECORDS CONVERS[ON FYOI 2001 1.1478007 133.884.15 15.00% (20.082.44) 113.801.71 
PROFESS[QNAL SVCS2001 2002 1.1135668 528.929.61 13.67% cn.287.07) 456.642.54 
RECORDS & DATAMNAGEMENT 2003 1.0876158 221.873.43 9.00% (19.968.63) 201.904.81 1: 
Y[DMPROVEMENTPROGRAM 2003 1.0876158 3,497.644.98 9.00% .. · (314.7&8.06) 3.182.856.93 
WASTE WATER COLLECTION SYSTEM 2003 1.0876158 90.621.96 lO.OO% (9.062.23) 81.559.13 
REVENUE STIIDEY SWR LINES-OTHER PROF 2004 1.0232607 52.338.11 5.00% (2.616.84) 49;721.27 
ENGINEERING SERVICES AGREEMENT-200~ 2004 1.0232601 250.698.62 6.00% 05.041.99) 235.656.63 I:· 
CON U VALLEY CRK WPZf END 2002 1.1135668 206.257.58 12.00% (24.150.98) 181.506.60 
CONSTR REVIEW GRIFFIl'f BR 2001 1.1478007 585.662.54 15.67% (91.753.88) 493.908.66 
CORRIDOR X CROSSINGS 2001 1.1478007 79.198.25 11.67% 03.991.69) 65.206.56 
CORRIDOR X SANITARY SEWER CROSSfNG~ 2003 1.0876158 32,395.04 10.00% (3.239.38) 29.155.66 
MISe. SANITARY SEWER IMPROVEME'ITS 2004 1.0232607 420.586.78 6.67% (28.039.19) 392,547.59 

C· 
SANITARY SWR MAINTENANCE 2002 1.1135668 352,505.38 13.67% (48.175.55) 304.329.83 
SEWER MANHOLE REHABIT.lTATIOl\ 1996 1.2954626 25.680.41 37.00% (9502.06) 16.178.41 
EMER SBW REP-1943 CROYDON ClltCLE 2000 1.1703102 7.107.33 20.00% 0.421.22) 5.686.10 
EMER SEW RBP-1937 CROYDON CIRCLE 2000 1.1703102 10.782.68 20.00% (2.156,41) 8.626.26 
EMER SEW RBP~1729 MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 12.409.24 20.00% (2.481.74) 9.927.51 
EMER SEW REP-1745 MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703lO2 13587,42 20.00% (2.717.46) 10.869.96 
EMER SEW REP-1700 PATRIClA LANE 2000 t.l703102 10.967.90 20.00",{i (2.193.63) 8.774.27 
EMERSEW REP-1747 MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 7.618.01 20.00% (1.523.74) ~094.26 
EMERSEWREP~1945 CROYDON CIRCLE 2000 1.1703102 8.366.70 20.00% 0,673.31) 6.693.39 
EUER SEW REP-174211JDOR ROAD 2000 1.1703102 10.977,49 20.00% (2.195.74) 8.781.75 
EMERSBWREP-1751 TUDOR ROAD 2000 1.1703102 5.397.92 20.00% (1.079.41) 4,318.44 
EMER SEW REP-1957 CROYDON CIRCLE 2000 1.1103102 10.153.45 20.00"/0 (2.030.72) 8,122.73 . 
BMER SEW REP-1794 CHER SROUG DRIVE 2000 1.1103102 1.450.12 20.00% (290.00) 1.160.12 
EMER SEW REP-1953 PEBBLE LAKE DRIVE 2000 1.1103102 7.052.66 20.00% (1.410.69) 5.641.97 
EMER SEW REP-1851 TUDOR ROAD 2000 1.1703102 6.043.82 20.00% (1.208.57) 4.835.25 
EMERSEWREP~1941 RIDGEMONT ROAD 2000 1.1703102 9.092.47 20.00% 0.818.66) 7.273.81 
EM:BR SEW REP-RIDGEMONT RD & CREELY 2000 1.1703102 8.649.27 20.00% (1.729.93) 6.919.34 f' EMERSEWREP-I921 RlDGEMONTRD 2000 1.1703102 8.767.10 20.00"/0 (1.753.36) 7.013.74 j. 
EMER SEW REP-1707 PATRICIA DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 10.695.01 20.00% (2.138.861 8.556.15 
EMBR SEW REP~RIDGEMONT RD & CREELY 2000 1,1703102 8,465.19 20.00% (\.692.911 6.172.22 
EMER SEWREp-1713 MOLLY DRIVE: 2000 1.1703102 13.185.34 20.00% (2.637.10) 10.548.24 
EMER SEW REP-1717 MOLLY DRIVE 2000 1.1703102 11.226.81 20.00% (2.245.59) 8.981.22 
EMER SWR REPAIR JOEL LANE NORTH 2001 1.1418007 15.034.65 15.33% (2~OS.20) 12.729.45 
BROWSER ROAD TRUNK SEWER-BNGrnEERIN"G 1997 1.2496567 61.233.18 34.00% (20.818.87) 40,414.31 
TRUSSVILLE TRUNK SEWER-PlfASE 1 1996 1.2954626 5.846,551.19 35.00% (2.046.292.55) 3.800.258.64 
EMER SWER &EPR-IIO SO MALL ST ~VILLE 2000 1.1703102 13.206.56 0.00% 0.00 13.206.56 
T'VILL SBR RD SWR LINE CONSTRUCfIOJI. 2004 1.0232607 4,579.58 5.00% (229.01) 4..350.58 
SWRF:fW A TER PARK SEWER RELOCATIOh 1996 1.2954626 286.640.54 38.00% (108.923.41) 177,717.13 
EMERGENCY SEviER REPAIR HWY 150 PUMP 1998 1.2298142 7.200.32 28.34% (2.040.36) 5.159.96 
EMERSWRRPR:RIDGERD 1999 1.2016009 1.760.59 24.98% (439.g8) 1.320.70 

I MAN HOLE HEIGHT ADJ-V ALLEY CREEK 1#21 2003 1.0876158 54.223.80 9.67% (S.241.78) 48.982.03 
EMRSWRREPAIR_54819THSTSW 2002 1.1135668 14.707.63 12.67% 0,863.14) 12.844.49 
V ALLEY CREEK BRICK SEWER REPLACEMEN1 2004 1.0232607 291.364.02 5.67% (16.510.70) 274.853.32 

, 
DUMP BODY (E903215) 1990 1.5385672 8.446.13 100.00% {8.446.731 0.00 
DUMP BODY (E903216) 1990 1.5385672 8.446.73 100.00% (8.446.731 0.00 
DELL 2650 SERVBR FOR CAW SERVER 200S 1 5.170.90 ·10.00% (SI7.08) 4.653.82 
SINGLE PHASB NON-CLOl,' PUMP 1998 1.2298142 4.160.46 69.16% (2.877.51) 1.282.95 
3 PHASE GRD'IDER PUMP 1998 1.2298142 3.490.21 69.17'YD (2.414.06) 1.076.15 ,. 
SINGLE PHASE NON-CLOP PUMP 1998 1.2298142 4.160.46 69.16% (2.817.51) 1.282.95 
3 PHASB GRINDER PUMP 1998 1.2298142 3.490.21 69."17% (2.414.06) 1,076.15 ., CENTERA DATA STORAGE SYSTEM 2005 1 227.672.00 10.00% (22.767.18) 204.904.82 

l S 2.120.651.818 $ (809.806.034) $ 1.310.845.784 
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Jeffco-000437 

c cONSTRUCflON [N ?ROGllliSS 

LN 
REPLACEMENT 

ll:NR Rll:PLACEMENT ACCUMULATEO COST LESS 
PROJECT SERVICE 

INDEX COST DEPREClA nON ACCUMULATED 
YEAR 

DEPRECIATION 

IA040 141,305 0 141,305 
IA04P (0) 0 (0) 
IA04S 242,576 0 242,576 
IA04T 5,162,623 0 5,162,623 
lA04U 389,'l24 0 389,324 

f IA06B 19,334 0 . 19,334 
I A06F 3,760 0 3,760 

!'. 

I A06G 951,481 0 951,481 
I A07C 309,712 0 309,712 
I A07E 187,995 0 187,995 
IA09C 416,657 0 416,657 
IA09D 439,000 0 439,000 
I A09E 306,800 0 306,800 
I A09G 62,560 0 62,560 '. IA091 9,996,590 0 9,996,590 
IA091 1,745,711 0 1,745,711 
IA09K 56,194 0 56,194 
IA09L 10,000 0 10,000 

1:: IA09M 286,952 0 286,952 
lAI91 6,709 0 6,709 j:, 
lAIOC 2,713,049 .' 0 2,7ll,049 , 
IA11C 45,000 0 45,000 ; 
lAI2D 1,869,647 0 1,869,647 ," 
lAllA 155,283 0 155,283 
IAI2E 58,279 0 58,279 
IAI6A 258,Il4 0 258,134 
IAI6C 47,152 0 47,152 
lAI6D 40,490 0 40,490 

C 
IAI9G 313,209 0 313,209 
IAI9H 21,907 0 21,907 
lAI91 88,288 0 88,288 
IAI9J 3,768,584 0 3,768,584 
IAI9K 337,089 0 337,089 
IA23A 158,926 0 158,926 
IA24B 145,779 0 145,779 
IA24C 27,771,182 0 27,771,182 
IA24D 386,074 0 386,074 
IA24B 661,049 0 661,049 
IA24G 350,454 0 350,454 
IA24H 23,926,600 0 23,926,600 
IA25D 245,827 0 245,827 
IA28B 112,510 0 112,510 
IA29A 62,215, 0 62,215 f~ IAlOA 437,761 0 437,761 
IAlOB 299,409 0 299,409 
IAlOC 72,297 0 72,297 
IA30B 88,127 0 ' 88,127 
IAlOG 49,685 0 49,685 
IA31A 198,161 0 198,161 
IA3lB 3,193 0 3,193 
IAl3A 0 0 0 
lA33B 158,388 0 158,388 
IAl4A 0 0 0 
IAl5A 283,127 0 283,127 
IA37A 784,401 0 784,401 ! 
IA38A 222,879 0 222,879 f IA38B 17,240 0 17,240 
IAl8C 199,986 0 199,986 I 
IAl9A 30,801 0 30,801 
IA4IA 25,805 0 25,805 
IA50C 4,762,053 0 4,762,053 
IASOD 56,928 0 56,928 
IA50E (6,957,959) '0 (6,957,959) 
IA501 104,459 0 104,459 
IA50K 3,330,070 0 3,330,070 
IASOM 3,007,030 0 3,007,030 

COO IA50R 100,000 0 100,000 " 

IA50V 14,341,549 0 14,341,549 
IA50W 129,675 0 129,675 
IA50X 186,401 0 186,401 
IA50Y 445,250 0 445,250. 
IA51B 221,549 0 221,549 
IA51C 22,608,843 0 22,608,843 
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Jeffco-000438 

CONsTRucrroN iN PROGRESS 

IN LIEPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

DEPRECIATION 

LA5IH 247,488 0 247,488 
IA51J 909,282 0 909.282 
IA51L 3,358,675 0 3,358,675 :> IA5LO 295,761 0 295,761 
IA51Q 5,242,910 0 5,242,910 
IA5IR 36,723 0 . 36,723 k lA51T 162,905 0 162,905 i 
LA5IV (301,482) 0 (301,482) 
IA51W '2,098,635 0 2,098,635 
IA5IZ 290,625 0 290,625 
IA52A 65,992 0 65,992 
IA52B 212,783 0 212,783 
IA52D 9,741 0 9,741 
IA52! 272,509 0 272,509 
IA52L 205,106 0 205,106 
IA52P 4,294,226 0 4,294,226 
LA52Q 844,736 0 844,736 
IA52T 853,229 0 853,229 
IA52U 704,146 0 704,146 
lA52V 812,654 0 812,654 
lA52X 67,726 0 67,726 
IA52Y 47,497 0 47,497 L. lA53A 67,777 0 67,777 
IA53C 21,493 0 21,493 
111.530 2,091,447 0 2,091,447 
lA53E 445,377 0 445,377 
IA53F 0 0 0 
lA53G O· 0 0 

Ci 
111.531 0 0 0 
lA53! 19,345 0 19,345 
IA53K 31.1,068 0 311,068 .. ' lA53L 788,931 0 788,931 
IA53M 856,634 0 856,634 
IA53N 231,962 0 231,962 
IA530 77,657 0 77,657 
IA53P 248,154 0 248,154 
IA53Q 184,871 0 184,871 
1A53R 1,321,683 0 1,321,683 
lA53S 1,207,200 0 1,207,200 
lA53T 0 0 0 
lA53U 1,057,697 0 1,057,697 
1A53V 209,636 0 209,636 
lA53W 857,481 0 857,481 i-lA53X 0 0 0 
lA53Z 39,494 0 39,494 
1A54A 58,626 0 58,626 
lA54B 0 0 D , 
lA54C 1,638,038 0 1,638,038 
111.540 1.915,277 0 1,915,277 
lA54F 142,637 0 142,63( 
lA54G 254,677 0 254,677 
lA54H 0 0 0 
lA541 2,060,229 0 2,060,229 
lA54! 258,235 0 258,235 
lA54K 34,099 0 34,099 I 
lA54L 169,225 0 169,225 

I: lA54M 884,758 0 884,758 
lA54N 144,907 0 144,907 
lA540 1,476,876 0 1,476,876 
IA54Q 255,389 0 255,389 
lA54R 319,907 0 319,907 
lA54S 2,411,463 0 2,411,463 
lA54T 0 0 0 
lA54U 871,686 0 871,686 
lA54V 57,829 0 57,829 

C·! lAS4W 0 0 0 
lA54X 0 0 0 

~i' lA54Y 1,443,180 0 1,443,180 
IA54Z 89,097 O· 89,097 
lAS5A 137,519 0 137,519 
lAS5B 321,459 0 321,459 
1AS5C 0 0 0 
LASSO 1,358,525 0 1,358,525 
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Jeffco-OOQ439 

c CONSTRUcrlON IN PROGRESS 

IN 
llliPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

DEPRECIATION 

IA55E 261,982 0 261,982 
IAS5F 369,050 0 369,050 
IA55G 44,671 0 44,671 ... 
IA55H 89,648 0 89,648 
IAS5l 29,871 0 29,871 

r~ lASS) 64,326 0 64,326 
IAS5L 975,207 0 975,207 
IB05A 19,500 0 19,500 
IB06C 1,776 0 1,776 
IBIOA 110,355 0 170,355 
IBIOB 4,000 0 4,000 
IBIOD 108,592 0 108,592 
IB12D 1,032,225 0 1,032,225 
IBI3A 207,097 0 207,097 
1813D 1,296,699 0 1,296,699 
IBI50 294,376 0 294,316 
IBI5G 55,901 0 55,907 
IBI5K 255,709 0 255,709 
IBISN 341,09l 0 341,091 
IBI5P 102,027 0 102,027 
IBI5Q 1,225,838 0 1,225,838 
IBI5R 106,984 0 106,984 
1816A 379,843 0 379,843 

,. 

IBI8B 394,121 0 394,121 
1818C 468,664 0 468,664 
1821A 276,530 0 216,530 
IB218 200,491 0 200,491 
IB210 469,687 0 469,687 

C 
1824A 239,251 0 239,251 
1825A 105,601 0 105,601 
1B27A 196,012 0 196,012 ,. 
IB28A 232,989 0 232,989 
1828B 641,660 0 641,660 
IB510 82,793 0 82,793 
lBSIE 55,075 0 55,075 

;" " IBSIF 1,697,581 0 1,697,581 
IB51G 246,171 0 246,171 
IC06A 2,269 0 2,269 
IC08B 254,512 0 254,512 
IC09A 356,066 0 356,066 
ICI4E 553,498 0 553,498 
IC20B 911,151 0 91l,151 
lC24A 240,499 0 240,499 ie, 
IC248 140,250 0 140,250 

f IC25A 141,714 0 141,714 
ICSOB 2,254.852 0 2,254,852 
IC500 202,752 0 202,752 
IC50K 219,453 0 219,453 
ICSOM 146,993 0 146,993 
IC50N 9,413,677 0 9,413,677 
IC50Q 180,497 0 180,497 
ICSOR 3,815,318 0 3,875,318 
IC50S (33,586) 0 (33,586) 
IC50V 70,569 0 70,569 
ICSOY 4,193,546 0 4,193,546 

1° 
IC51A 471,033 0 471,033 
IC518 . 245,871 0 245,871 
ICSlI 1,081,622 0 1,081,622 i 

ICSIM 296,191 0 296,191 
IC51N 4,763,429 0 4,763,429 
IC51T 5,978,069 0 5,978,069 
lC51X 5,573.670 0 5,573,670 
lC52E 32,124 0 32,124 
IC52M 173.052 0 173,052 

·0 , IC52Q 933,088 0 933,088 0. 
IC52R 206,000 0 206,000 C; IC52S 5,846,047 0 5,846,047 
ICS2U 8,096,771 0 8,096,771 
IC52V 7,749,673 0 7,749,673 
IC52W 580 .0 580 
IC52X 862,167 0 862,167 
lCS2Z 39,403 0 39,403 
IC53A 493,706 0 493,706 
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Jeffco-000440 

c CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 

IN 
REPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

DEPRECIATION 

IC53C 935,345 0 935,345 
IC531 226,943 o . 226,943 
IC53J 257,797 0 257,797 
IC53K 87,209 0 87,209 
IC53L 93,007 0 93,007 
IC53M 408,407 0 408,407 :.' 

IC53N (185,255) 0 (185,255) 
:, ~ 

IC530 53,914 0 53,914 
lC53P 115,214 0 115,214 
IC53Q 336,366 0 336,366 
IC53R 134,027 0 134,027 
lC53S 86,262 0 86,262 
lC53U 171,983 0 171,983 
lZ53W 1,847,249 0 1,847,249 
lC53X 345,899 0 345,899 
lC53Z 278,574 0 278,574 
lC54B 278,281 0 278,281 
lC54E 303,447 0 303,447 
IC540 30,362 0 30,362 
lC541 5,406,127 0 5,406,127 
lC54J 215,667 

'.' 
0 215,667 

lC54K 648,158 0 648,158 ! " 
lC54L 540,108 0 540,108 
lC54M 115,469 0 115,469 
lC54N 6,887,042 0 6,887,042 
IC546 262,083 0 262,083 
lC54P 21,500 0 21,500 
lC54Q 522,329 0 522,329 

C) lC54R 128,038 0 128,038 
lC54S 123,081 0 123,081 
lC54U 160,385 0 160,385 
lC54T 47,019 0 47,019 
lC54V 52,527 0 52,527 
lC54W 71,703 0 71,703 
ID07C 241,275 0 241,275 
ID11C 470,968 0 470,968 
10110 331,650 0 331,650 
IDl5C (81,932) 0 (81,932) 
10160 7,943 0 7,943 
1018A 695,770 0 695,770 
ID26F 269 0 269 
1018D 192,419 0 192,419 
ID21E 7,543,678 0 7,543,678 

I:' 10210 9,780,206 0 9,780,206 
ID23A 158,139 0 158,139 
ID26A 874,751 0 874,751 
ID26B 14,065" 0 14,065 
ID26B 4,672 0 4,672 
ID26F .284,037 0 284,037 
ID27A 122, 105 0 122,105 
ID28A 11,324 0 11,324 
ID29A 48,972 0 48,972 
ID30A 53,475 0 53,475 
ID31A 14,868 0 14,868 
ID50R 2,284,447 0 2,284,447 
10508 138,745 0 138,745 

J 1050W 116,096 0 116,096 
ID50Z 272,126 0 272,126 
ID51B 629,414 0 629,414 
ID51C 81,932 0 81,932 
10510 1,532,296 0 1,532,296 
ID51B . 125,239 0 125,239 L ID51F 0 0 0 
10510 810,709 0 810,709 
10511 51,236 0 51,236 
lE03C 6,492,822 0 6,492,822 

C lE03F 16,241 0 16,241 
lE04B 40,352 0 40,352 
IE04E 10,920 0 10,920 
1E050 9,000 0 9,000 
lE07A 62,428 0 62,428 
lE07B (2,455) 0 (2,455) 
IE070 71,379 0 71,379 
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Jeffco-000441 

c~ CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 

'" 
IN REPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

DEPRECIATION 

IEIOA 35,000 0 35,000 
IEIOC 0 0 0 
IF50A 19 0 19 
IF05D 785,394 0 785,394 
IF05E 10,816,668 0 10,816,668 

.IF05F 427,469 0 427,469 
~ ." 

IF05G 265,811 0 265,817 
IF05H 65,681 0 65,681 '. 
IF05l 100 0 100 
IF05] 0 0 0 
IF05K 64,838 0 64,838 
IF05L 133,259 0 133,259 
IF07A 171,233 0 171.233 
IF08C 103,968 0 103,968 
IFIOA 30,000 0 30,000 
IFIOC 163,966 0 163,966 
IFIIA 165,410 0 165,410 
IF50F 118,060 0 118.060 
IGOIA 31,618 0 37,618 
1G09A 135,670 0 135,610 , 
IGlOA (19,800) 0 (19,800) 
IGIOB (46,449) 0 (46,449) j. 
IGIIA 249,400 0 249,400 
IGl7A 16,569 0 16,569 
IGl8A 132,516 0 132,516 
IG24A (46,566) 0 (46,566) 
IG25A 244,647 0 244,641 
IG26A 75,144 0 15,744 

('" 
IG50C 350,627 0 350,627 
1G50D 0 0 0 
1G50B 262,688 0 262,688 . 
1G50F 71,550 0 71,550 
1H03A (149,085) 0 (149,085) 
IH04A 191,891 0 191,891 
1H05A 49,816 0 49,816 
IH50B 8,810,831 0 8,810,831 
1H06A 56,211 0 56,211 
I]OID 168,500 0 168,500 
1105C 349,154 0 349,754 
11I0A 30,692 0 30,692 
11I0B 224,573 0 224,513 
11IIA 0 0 0 
11IIB 347,732 0 341,732 

I" 
I1IIC 113,803 O· 113,803 
1J12A 84,980 0 84,980 
11-I2B 19,192 0 19,192 
11I4A 245,111 0 245,171 
IJ15A 126,003 0 126,003 
11I6A. 223,903 0 223,903 
11I1A 43,015 0 43,075 
1]50A 839,413 0 839,413 
IJSOC 689,400 0 689,400 
11500 181,954 0 181',954 
1150E 117,496 0 117,496 

j mOF 2,692,978 0 2;692,978 
mOG 1,308,159 0 1,308,159 
1150J! 262,000 0 262,000 I 
mOl 2,090,544 0 2,090,544 .1 
mOl 1,856,931 0 1,856,931 
1]50K 298,436 0 298,436 
IJSOL 18,850 0 18,850 
1]5014 288,804 0 288,804 
mON 1,142,430 0 1,142,430 
11500 253,220 0 253,220 
1150P 734,395 0 134,395 
1150Q 110,747 0 110,747 

(i 1150R 765,080 0 165,080 
1150S 144,418 0 144,418 
1I50U 130,968 0 130,968 
IK05B 0 0 0 
IK05E 242,453 0 242,453 
IK05l 0 0 0 

IKSOA 158,621 0 158,621 
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Jeffco-000442 

c CONSTRUCTION iN PROGRESS 

IN 
REPLACEMENT 

ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 
PROJECT SERVICE 

INDEX COST DEPREClA TIQN ACCUMULATED 
YEAR 

DEPREClA TION 

IKSOB 779,934 0 779,934 
IKSOO 0 0 0 ; 
IKSOE 58,051 0 58,051 ' . 
I K06A 78,976 0 78,976 

! . 

IK09A 393,802 0 393,802 i: IWOIF 0 0 0 i lW02A 50,370 0 50,370 
IW50B 185,188 0 185,188 
IZ09C 1l,438 0 11,438 
IZ13A 35,226 0 35,226 
IZI4A 17,671 0 17,671 
lZ16A 128,606 0 128,606 
IZI60 171,867 0 171,867 
IZI6P 92,612 0 92,612 
IZI6Q 36,500 0 36,500 

.-
IZI7B 544,801 0 544,801 
IZ17C 634,233 0 634,233 ~: 
lZ19A 95,414 0 95,414 
lZ19B 253,558 0 253,558 

L IZI9C .175,870 0 175,870 , 
lZ19D 64,921 0 64,921 
IZ25A 670,697 0 670,697 i. 
IZ40B 0 0 0 

. ,-
1Z400 697,721 0 697,721 
1Z401l 735,005 0 735,005 
1Z40G 628,042 0 628,042 
1Z40H 0 0 0 
IZ50A 47,652 0 47,652 

C/ .. : IZ50B 188,500 0 188,500 
lZ50C 1,960 0 1,960 
lZ500 15,849 0 15,849 

i lZ50G 734,61l 0 734,611 ( . .' IZ56F 4,348 0 4,348 
IZ56G 4,129 0 4,129 
lZ56H 5,341 0 5,341 
IZ561 10,053 0 10,053 
lZ56J 8,123 0 8,123 
IZ56K 11,366 0 11,366 
IZ56L 8,862 0 8,862 
IZ56M 14,602 0 14,602 
lZ56N 4,166 0 4,166 
1Z56R 1,669 0 1,669 
IZ56S 5,614 0 5,614 ~''; 
IZ56T 5,775 0 5,775 i' 
IZ56U 935 '0 935 ! 
IZ56V 4;850 0 4,850 
IZ56W 1,400 0 1,400 ." 

lZ56X 14,143 0 14,143 
IZ56Y 2,423 0 2,423 
IZ56Z 3,265 0 3,265 
1Z57A 4,538 0 4,538 
IZ57B 19,632 0 19,632 
lZ57C 3,108 0 3,108 
IZ570 21,136 0 21,136 
IZ5m 1,641 0 1,641 

I 1Z57F 8,785 0 8,785 
lZ57G 1,424 0 1,424 
IZ57H 3,196 0 3,196 
IZ57l 3,270 0 3,270 
1Z57J 3,102 0 3,102 
IZ57K 3,290 0 3,290 
IZ57L 5,678 0 5,678 
IZ57M 2,031 0 2,031 
IZ57N 7,206 0 7,206 ;. 

IZ57T 2,488 0 2,488 
IZ57U 26,788 0 26,788 

C IZ57V 49,575 0 49,575 
IZ57W 1,225 0 1,225 
lZ57X 9,932 0 9,932 
IZ57Y 4,498 0 4,498 " 

lZ57Z 8,799 0 8,799 
lZ58A 4,869 0 4,869 
lZ58B 1,913 0 1,913 
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Jeffco-000443 

c CONSTRUCTtoN IN PROGRESS 

IN 
REPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE ~NR llEPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COS-rLESS 

YEAR INDEX COST DEPRECIATtoN ACCUMULATED 
DEPRECIATION 

lZ58C 1,546 0 1,546 
IZ580 1,465 0 1,465 , 
IZ58B 1,182 0 1,182 
IZ5EF 9,579 0 9,579 
IZ580 4,522 0 4,522 
IZ58H 8,977 0 8,977 
IZ58I 802 0 802 
IZ58J 2,190 0 2,190 
IZ58L 2,394 0 2,394 
IZ58M 9,721 0 9,721 
IZ58N 12,394 0 12,394 
IZ580 27,496 0 27,496 
IZ58P 25,003 0 25,003 
IZ58Q 27,373 0 27,373 
IZ58R 4,896 0 4,896 
IZ58T 14,976 0 14,976 
IZ58U 6,166 0 6,166 
IZ58X 6,887 0 6,887 
IZ58Y 12,432 0 12,432 " lZ58Z 3,893 0 3,893 

" IZ59A 11,267 0 11,267 
lZ59B 7,943 0 7,943 

1· IZ59C 2,449 0 2,449 
lZ590 3,980 0 3,980 
lZ59E 6,566 0 6,566 
IZ59E 10,916 0 10,916 
lZ59F 6,307 0 6,307 
lZ590 3,618 0 3,618 ." 

C 
IZ59H 3,616 0 3,616 
lZ591 7,862 0 7,862 
lZ59J 9,151 0 9,151 .. IZ59K 6,708 0 6,708 
lZ59L 27,461 0 27,461 
IZ59M ,18,724 0 18,724 
lZ59N 14,052 0 14,052 
lZ590 3,545 0 3,545 1-
lZ59Q 9,272 0 9,272 
IZ59R 3,991 0 3,991 
lZ59S 29,014 o· 29,014 
IZ59U 2,236 0 2,236 
lZ59V 2,578 0 2,578 
IZ59W 5,496 0 5,496 
IZ59X 4,517 0 4,517 

I" lZ59Y 11,031 0 11,031 ,. 
lZ59Z 15,663 0 15,663 I 
lZS0E 0 0 0 
lZ801 279,883 0 279,883 
lZ801 324,686 0 324,686 
lZ80K 424,241 0 424,241 
lZ80L (523,495) 0 (523,495) 
lZ80M 188,839 0 188,839 
lZ800 508,562 0 508,562 
lZ80P 138,373 0 138,373 
lZ80Q 0 0 0 
lZ80R 74,548 0 74,548 
IZ83A 42,392 0 42,392 E. 
lZS5A 49,358 0 49,358 ~, 
IZ850 2,000 0 2,000 " ~ 
lZ85Z 49,248 0 49,248 
lZ90A 141,070 0 141,070 
IZ90B 295,849. 0 295,849 
lZ90C 82,000 0 82,000 
IZ900 442,509 0 442,509 
IZ90E 750,000 0 750,000 
IZ900 93,081 0 93,081 , 
IZ90K 12,120 0 12,120 , 

(I IZ90P 49,425 0 49,425 
IZ90Q 48,797 0 48,797 
IZ90R 230,381 0 230,381 
lZ90U 105,068 0 105,068 
IZ90W 19,021 0 19,021 
IZ910 1,000 0 1,000 
IZ91E 250,124 0 250,124 
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Jeffco-000444 

c CONSTRUCTJ"ON.TN l'ROGRESS 

IN 
REPLACEMENT 

ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 
PROJECT SERVICE 

INDEX COST DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 
YEAR 

DEPRECIATiON 

IZ91K 314,465 0 314,465 
IZ91L 976,130 0 976,130 
IZ910 201,116 0 201,116 
IZ91S 49,990 0 49,990 -' 
IZ9IU (0) 0 (0) 
IZ91W 414,095 0 414,095 !" 
IZ91X 525.796 0 525,796 !, 

IZ91Y 537,443 0 537,443 
IZ91Z 636,504 0 636,504 
IZ95F 111,405 0 111,405 
IZ950 (\34,669) 0 (\34,669) 
IZ951 3,900 0 3,900 
IZ95N 96,929 0 96,9.29 
IZ950 104,432 0 104,432 
IZ95P 576,535 0 576,535 
IZ95T 8,665 0 8,665 
IZ95U 15,480 0 15,480 
IZ95V 442,482 0 442,482 
IZ95W 1\5,834 0 115,834 " IZ95X 518,890 0 518,890 
IZ95Y 542,714 0 542,714 
IZ960 100,324 0 100,324 ' . 
IZ960 218,086 0 218,086 ; 

IZ96U 12,300 0 12,300 
IZ96V 20,000 0 20,000 
IZ96Z 482,352 0 482,352 
IZ96Z' (24,961) 0 (24,961) 
IZ96Z 221,830 0 221,830 

C) IZ96Z 1,524 0 1,524 
IZ96Z 29,471 0 29,471 
IZ96Z 59,504 0 59,504 

.. ' lZ96Z 69,988 0 69,988 .'.:" 
lZ96Z (25,793) 0 (25,793) 
IZ96Z· (17,374) 0 (17,374) 
lZ96Z (1,847) 0 (1,847) 
IZ97H (4,191) 0 (4,191) 
lZ97Q (49,200) 0 (49,200) 
IZ97U 894,249 0 894,249 
lZ97V 377,852 0 377,852 
lZ97X 554,285 0 554,285 ' . 

lZ98M 90,122 0 90,122 
lZ98N 152,347 0 152,347 /. 
lZ980 12,341 0 12,341 

fO lZ98Q 144,972 0 144,972 
IZ98R 236,313 0 236,313 I 
IZ98S 4,150 0 4,150 
IZ98T . 192,057 0 192,057 
lZ98U 232,322 0 232,322 
lZ98V 375,950 0 375,950 
lZ98W 52,796 0 52,796 
lZ98X 94,030 O. 94,030 
lZ98Y 53,304 0 53,304 
lZ98Z 292,623 0 292,623 
lZ99B 28,21\ 0 28,2ll 
lZ99C 26,350 0 26,350 

I' lZ99L 63,798 0 63,798 
2A17E 10,393 0 10;393 r 
2A17F 2,022,621 0 2,022,621 r 
2A170 61,804 0 61,804 
2A17H 11,596,807 0 1l,596,807 
2Al7l . 274,075 0 274,075 , 
2A17N 723,989 0 723,989 
2A17P 68,998 0 68,998 
2A17T 334,990 0 334,990 
2A17U 79,057,687 0 79,057,687 
2A17Z (0) 0 (0) 

C .' 2A19B 447,646 0 447,646 
2A20A 1,342,559 O. 1,342,559 
2B22A (0) 0 (0) 
2B22B 2,130,000 0 2,130,000 
2B50A 512,405 0 512,405 
2B50B 722,518 0 722,518 ' 
2B50C 4,323,675 0 4,323,675 
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Je!fco-000445 

c CONSTRUCTiON IN PROGRJlSS 

IN 
REl~LACEl\1ENT 

ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 
PROJECT SERVICE 

INDEX COST DEPRECIA nON ACCUMULATED 
YEAR 

DEPRECIATION 

2850D 1,386,903 0 1,386,903 
2B50E 346,950 0 346,950 I 
2B50F 0 0 0 t " 
2B5oo 247,245 0 247,245 
2B50H 337,839 0 337,839 j,i 2B501 170,995 0 170,995 
2B501 241,827 0 241,827 
2B50K 47,075 0 47,075 
2B50L 3,622,908 0 3,622,908 
2B50M ' 226,144 0 226,144 
2B50N 29,978 0 29,978 
2B500 0 0 0 
2B50P 0 0 0 
2B50Q 1,085,706 0 1,085,706 
2B50R 121,562 0 121,562 
2B5OT 122,700 0 122,700 
2B50U 1,191,914 0 1,191,914 
2B50V 0 0 0 
2B50W 187,041 0 187,041 
2B59X 1,651,127 0 1,651,127 '" 

2B50¥ 227,830 0 227,830 
2B50Z 1,393,298 0 1,393,298 .• '~ 
2B51A 1,311,757 0 1,311,757 
2BStB 0 0 0 
2B51C 121,001 0 121,001 
2B510 0 0 0 
2B51E 1,222,134 0 1,222,134 
2B51P 117,802 0 117,802 

C·'; 2B51G 2,075,808 0 2,075,808 
2BSIH 264,998 0 264,998 j. 

28511 1,337,005 0 1,337,005 
2B5IJ 189,496 0 189,496 
2B51K 1,596,543 0 1,596,543 
2B51L 249,878 0 249,878 
2C15! 462,851 0 462,851 

2CI5M 94,209 0 94,209 
2CI50 44,295,063 0 44,295,063 
2CI5R 503,563 0 503,563 
2CI5T 5,933 0 5,933 
2CI5W 968,809 0 968,809 
2CI5X 23,549 0 23,549 
2CI50 (66,865) 0 (66,865) 
2CI60 5,169,047 0 5,169,047 f~' 2CI8F 890 0 ,890 
2CI8H 589,273 0 589,273 
2CI8l 6,914,100 0 6,914,100 
2C21E 38,739 0 38,739 

ti 2C22A 231,066 0 231,066 
2C22C 9,094 0 9,094 ~ 
2C23A 195,801 0 195,801 
2C26A 936,749, 0 936,749 
2D02A 199,986 0 199,986 
2D050 53,743,638 0 53,743,638 
2005H ' 26,612,398 0 26,612,398 
2D05J 24,695 0 24,695 r 2D05K 808,931 0 808,931 

r 2D05N 970,315 0 970,315 
2D05P 2,237,234 0 2,237,234 
2D05Q 617,606 0 617,606 
2F03C 2,000 0 2,000 
2F03G (533,165) 0 (533,165) 
2F03K 242,946 0 242,946 . 
2F03L 906,638 0 906,638 
2F03M 34,521 ,0 34,521 

" 2GI4C (106,531) 0 (106,531) 
2Gl4L 1,467,905 0 1,467,905 (. ,2Gl4M 33,919,298 0 33,919,298 
2Gl4N 242,611 0 242,611 
2HOIG 13,582,391 0 13,582,391 
2J08L 7,413,882 0 7,413,882 
21080 872,115 0 872,115 
2108P 907,123 0 907,123 
2108S 3,372,148 0 3,372,148 
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Jeffco-000446 

C CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 

'" IN 
REPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULA TEl) COST LESS 

INDEX COST DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 
YEAR 

DEPRECIATION 

21080 9,808 0 9,808 
2J08T 122,312 0 122,312 
2J08U 49,977 0 49,977 
2108W 846 0 846 
2J08Z 1,481,527 0 1.481,527 
2K08B 0 0 0 

" 2K08C 0 0 0 1; 
2K080 3,836,013 0 3,836,013 
2KOBE 252,955 0 252,955 
2K08F 48,685 0 48,685 
2MOlB 477,001 0 477,001 
2MOIC 944,70~ 0 944,704 
2MOIF 332,553 0 332,553 
2MOIO 2,295,901 0 2,295,901 
2MOm 800,477 0 800,477 
2MOIH 0 0 0 
2MOIL 253,788 0 253,788 
2WOIE 17,200 0 17,200 
2WOIO 14,998 0 14,998 
2WOIH 3,657,932 0 3,657,932 ! 
2WOll 248,138 0 248,138 
2WOlJ 23,174 0 23,174 ; 
2Z05H 582 0 582 r" 
2Z05K 2,000 0 2,000 
2Z0SN 13,920 0 13,920 
2Z05U 23,646 0 23,646 
2Z05V 22,301 0 22,301 
2Z05W 233,570 0 233,570 
2Z05X 22,978 0 22,978 

C) 2Z18C 64,588 0 64,588 
2Z96Z 9,874 0 9,874 
2Z96Y (3) 0 (3) 
2Z91A 566,967 0 566,967 
3Z5m 0 0 0 
3Z85F 48,632 0 4~632 
3Z850 49,749 0 49,749 
3Z85M 49,920 0 49,920 
3Z850 49,896 0 49,896 
3Z85P 47,481 0 47,481 
3Z85Q 49,930 0 49,930 
3Z85R 49,975 0 49,975 
3Z85S 49,733 0 49,733 
3Z85V 48,510 0 48,510 I", 3Z90A 495,304 0 495,304 , 
3Z90C 20,059 0 20,059 
3Z900 432,494 0 432,494 
3Z90B 153,028 0 153,028 
3C52F 222,1 II 0 222,111 
3Z90H 49,970 0 49,970 
3Z90K 48,583 0 48,583 
3Z90M 87,020 0 87,020 
3Z90Q 49,805 0 49,B05 
3Z90R 49,042 0 49,042 
3Z908 81,378 0 81,378 
3Z90V 72,362 0 72,362 
3Z90V 20,320 0 20,320 

f: 3Z90V 240,903 0 240,903 
3Z90X 48,750 0 48,750 
3Z90Y 49,733 0 49,133 
3Z91C 251,566 0 251,566 
3Z910 550,762 0 550,762 
3Z91H 1,281,788 0 1,281,788 
3Z95B 451,562 0 451,562 
3Z95F 19,678 0 19,678 
3Z951 0 0 0 

) 
3Z98A 34,372 0 34,372 
3Z98D 95,520 0 95,520 (, 3Z98B 473,565 0 473,565 
3Z981 38,966 0 38,966 
3Z98N 933,180 0 933,180 
3Z98R 0 0 0 
3Z988 0 0 0 
3Z98V 65,949 0 65,949 
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Jeffco-000447 

C-- CONSTIlOCnON IN PROGRESS 

!N 
REPLACEMENT 

PROJECT SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR 
INDEX COST OEPREClA TlON ACCUMULATED 

DEPREClA TION 

3Z98W 49,935 0 49,935 
4A17A 994,635 0 994,635 
4A17D 19,315 0 19,315 
4A17E 50,271,483 0 50,271,483 " 
4A17F 1,308,489 0 1,308,489 
4A17G 457,591 0 457,591 
4Al7l 804,998 0 804,998 
4AI7J 0 0 0 
4A17K 0 0 0 
4A17M 546,885 0 546,885 
4A17P . 2,742,994 0 2,742,994 
4al7Q 111,088,536 0 111,088,536 
4A17R 446,831 0 446,831 
4AI7S 0 0 0 
4AI7T 3,800 0 3,800 
4CI5A 9,345,500 0 9,345,500 
4CI5B 864,999 0 864,999 
4CI5D (0) 0 (0) 
4C15! 748,636 0 748,636 , 

4CI5M 250,065 . 0 250,065 ; .. 
4CISN 288,326 0 288,326 i 
4CI5P 1,421,983 0 1,421,983 
4CI5R 1,495,916 0 1,495,916 ! . 
4CI5S 71,488,343 0 71,488,343 
4C15T 1,229,248 0 1,229,248 
4CI5U 539,346 0 539,346 
4C15V 671,355 0 671,355 
4C15X 993,302 0 993,302 
4C15Y 317,686 0 317,686 C'. 4C15Z 3,962,816 0 3,962,816 

. , 4J08A 749,387 0 749,387 
... { 4J08B 6,365,642 0 6,365,642 

4J08C 48,740 0 48,740 
41080 1,194,998 0 1,194,998 
4J08E 456,074 0 456,074 
4J08F 486,603 0 486,603 : . 
4J08G 0 0 0 
4J08H 489,489 0 489,489 
4J08! 274,460 0 274,460 
4J08J 232,843 0 232,843 
4J08K 759,971 0 759,971 
4Z05A 22,985 0 22,985 
4Z05B 24,280 0 24,280 
4Z05C 5,525 0 5,525 h' 
4Z52K 8,082 0 8,082 i: 
4Z52L 13,360 0 13,360 
4Z52M 10,377 0 10,377 
4Z52N 11,244 0 11,244 
4Z52P 44,530 0 44,530 
4Z52Q 1,569 0 1,569 
4Z52R 7,815 0 7,815 
4Z52S 4,063 0 4,063 
4Z52T 867 0 867 
4Z52U 4,675 0 4,675 
4Z52V l,725 0 1,725 
4Z52W 5,635 0 5,635 
4Z52X 2,674 0 2,674 j. 
4Z52Y 2,004 0 2,004 , . 
4Z52Z 1,013 0 1,013 
4Z53H 0 0 0 
4A58J (2,148,092) 0 (2,148,092) 
4Z96B 93,062 0 93,062 
4Z96G (22) 0 (22) 
5Z52M 300 0 300 
5Z53V 346,508 0 346,508 

i 5Z53Y 10,497 0 10,497 

·C) 5Z53Z 21,518 0 21,518 
5Z54S 49,377 0 49,377 
5Z54T 18,984 0 18,984 
5Z54U 11,683 0 11,683 
5Z54V 11,813 0 ll,813 
5Z54W 46,035 0 46,035 
5Z54X 13,712 0 13,712 
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Jeffco-000448 

c CONSTRUCTION IN rROGRESS 

IN 
REPLACEMENT 

rROJECT SERVICE 
ENR REPLACEMENT ACCUM(JU'nm COST LESS 

INDEX COST DEPREClA TION ACCUMULATED 
YEAR DEPRECIATION 

, 
5Z54Y 12,865 0 12,865 
5Z54Z 17,653 0 17,653 
5Z550 10,424 0 10,424 
5Z55P 27,686 0 27,686 
5Z55Q 49,839 0 49,839 
5Z55R 41,511 0 41,511 j ... 
5Z55S 15,729 0 15,729 
5Z55T 27,327 0 27,327 
5Z55U 48,437 0 48,437 
5Z55V 49,470 0 49,470 
5Z55W 49,042 0 49,Q42 
5Z55X 36,008 0 3~008 
5Z55Y 22,161 0 22,161 
5Z55Z 49,914 0 49,914 
5Z56D 13,717 0 13,717 
5256E 11,633 0 11,633 
5Z56F 11,064 0 Il,064 
5Z560 11,448 0 11,448 
5Z56H 45,141 0 45,141 
5Z561 50,150 0 50,150 ,. 
5Z561 57,000 0 57,000 
5Z56X 12,785 0 12,785 
5Z56Z 10,271 0 10,271 
5Z57A 11,373 0 11,373 
5Z57B 11,645 0 11,645 
5Z57C 12,557 0 12,557 

. 5Z57D 12,917 0 12,917 
5Z57E 13,197 0 13,197 

C) 5257F 16,865 O. 16,865 
5Z571 18,336 0 18,336 
52571 49,027 0 49,027 

\' :,.:> 5257K 36,929 0 36,929 
5Z57L 47,592 0 47,592 

5Z57M. 48,105 0 48,105 
52570 17,234 . 0 17.234 
5Z57P I 0 I 
5257Q 49,813 0 49,813 
5Z57R 16,362 0 16,362 
5Z57S 15,943 '0 15,943 
5Z57T 46,611 0 46,611 
5257U 16,400 0 16,400 
5Z57V 12,448 0 12,448 
5Z58D 11,534 0 11,534 

1'-5Z58B 15,071 0 15,071 
5Z58F 16,969 0 16,969 , 
5Z59T 7,851,271 0 7,851,271 
5Z85C 48,425 0 48,425 
5Z85D 49,765 0 49,765 
5Z85E 49,978 0 49,978 
5Z85F 48,215 0 48,215 
5285K 46,193 0 46,193 
5Z85M 49,468 0 49,468 
5Z850 49;953 0 49,953 
5Z85P 49,364 0 49,364 
5285R 46,817 0 46,817 
5Z85S 48,695 0 48,695 

[. 5Z85U 49,951 0 49,951 
5Z85V 48,105 O' 48;105 , 
5Z85Y 49,973 0 49,973 
5Z85Z 49,827 0 49,827 
5Z90C 15,582 0 15,582 
5Z90H 251,351 0 251,351 
5Z90L 450,000 0 450,000 
5Z90M 0 0 0 
5Z900 0 0 0 
5Z90P 160,834 0 160,834 

C 5Z90Q 399,999 0 399,999 
5Z90R 84,975 0 84,975 
5Z90S 73,325 0 73,325 :." 

5Z90T 154,002 0 154,002 
5Z90U 940,014 0 940,014 

.. 
5Z90W 322,614 0 322,614 
5Z90X 3,185,272 0 3,185,272 
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C CONSTRUCTION IN PROGRESS 

IN 
REPLACEMENT 

PROJECf SERVICE ENR REPLACEM:ENT ACCUMULATED COST LESS 

YEAR iNDEX COST DEPRECiA nON ACCUMULATED 
DEPRECIATION 

5Z90Z 80,145 0 80,145 
7F90G 51,444 0 51,444 '. 
7Z51V 3,981,163 0 3,981,163 
7Z85B 48,630 0 48,630 ,: 
7Z85C 49,880 0 49,880 
7Z85D 49,980 0 49,980 ! 7ZS5E 46,190 0 46,190 
7Z85F 49,525 0 49,525 , 
7ZS5G 49,052 0 49,052 
7ZS51 (1,250) 0 (1,250) 
7ZS5K 4S,265 0 48,265 
7Z85L 47,900 0 47,900 
7ZS5M 1,250 0 1,250 
7ZS5N 48,850 0 48,850 
7ZS50 49,975 0 49,975 
7ZS5P 48,222 0 48,222 
7ZS5Q 49,330 0 49,330 
7ZS5S 49,S12 0 49,SI2 
7Z85T 47,999 0 47,999 

i" 7ZS5V' 48,455 0 48,455 ". 7Z85W 45,400 0 45,400 
7ZS5X 1,250 0 1,250 
7ZS5Y 48,142 0 4S,142 r" 7ZS5Z 1,250 0 1,250 
7Z90A 658,013 0 65S,013 
7Z90D 2,405,S02 0 2,405,S02 
7Z90E 46S,790 0 468,790 
7Z90F 91,569 0 91,569 

C{ 
7Z90G 762,4S1 0 762,4S1 
9ZS5A 48,573 0 4S,573 
9ZS5B 49,033 0 49,033 
9ZS5C 47,603 0 47,603 

\ 9ZS5F 1,250 0 1,250. 
9ZS5M 4S,S31 0 4S,S31 
9Z85Q 0 0 0 
9Z85R 0 0 0 
9Z85S 0 0 0 
9Z85T 44,647 0 44,647 
9ZS5U 39,542 0 39,542 
9Z85V 97,510 0 97,510 

Troe·up (245,31S) 0 (245,318) 

$ 1,026,459,722 $ 0 $. 1,026,459,722 

i" j' 
i 

i 
I , 

Jeffco--000449 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-10    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part61    Page 15 of 16



h 
'''L.--:" 

IN 
Asset SERVICE 

YEAR 
-

Graysville, Adamsville 1998 
Fultondale, Gardendale, Tarrant 1998 
Adamsville, Birmingham, Fairfield 1998 
Birmingham, Trussville 1998 
Warrior 1998 
Birmingham 1998 

Bessemer, Birmingham, Brighton, Fairfield, Hueytown, : 1998 

Birmingham, Hoover, Mountain Brook, Vestavia Hills 1998 
Leeds 1998 

Birmingham, Homewood, Hoover, !rondale, Mountain B 1998 

<
" i'l' 
~ 
o 

~ 

'-;T 

~D 
ENR REPLACEMENT 

INDEX COST 

1.229814 14,910,921 
1.229814 161,718,502 
1.229814 441,532,581 
1.229814 27,643,592 
1.229814 4,257,777 
1.229814 5,817,303 

1.229814 582,445,532 

1.229814 196,070,640 
1.229814 29,589,827 

1.229814 277,196,879 
$ 1,741,183,554 

G 

" DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED COST LESS 
PERCENTAGE DEPRECIATION ACCUMULATED 

''T'T~_ 

18.75% (2,795,798) 12,115,124 
18.75% (30,322,219) 131,396,283 
17.71% (78,188,061) 363,344,520 
18.75% (5,183,174) 22,460,419 
17.71% (753,981) 3,503,796 
17.71% (1,030,147) 4,787,156 

18.75% (109,208,537) 473,236,995 

18.75% (36,763,245) 159,307,395 
17.71% (5',239,865) 24,349,962 

18.75% (51,974,415) 225,222,464 
$ (321,459,443) $ 1,419,724,114 

,.: .:: 
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RFC 
RAFTEllS FINANCIAL 
CONSULTANTS, INC. 

February 3, 2010 

Mr. David Denard 
Director 
Environmental Services Department 
716 Richard An-ington, Jr. Blvd. N, Suite A-300 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 

Dear Mr. Denard: 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. has concluded a comprehensive cost of service and rate study 
(Study) for the Jefferson County Commission. The objective of the Study was to evaluate the Coun
ty's ClllTent wastewater rates and charges and calculate recommended rates for fiscal year 2009-20 1 O. 
This report summarizes the Study, our analyses, and our recommendations. It includes the following 
sections. 

Executive SummalY 
Section I - Introduction 
Section II - Wastewatel' System 
Section TIT - Financial Planning and Cost of Service Analysis 
Section IV - Industrial Waste Surcharges 
Section V - Impact Fee 
Section VI - Affordability Analysis 
Appendices 

We have enjoyed the opportunity to work on this important project, and we hope that it helps the 
County continue to operate a financially sustainable wastewater utility. We appreciate the assist
ance provided by ESD staff, particularly Daniel Wbite and yourself. Should you or anyone from the 
County have any questions regarding our report or recommendations, please contact me. 

Very truly yours, 
RAFTELlS FINANCIAL CONSULTANTS, INC. 

Chief Operating Officer 

1031 S. Cald'o'l9l1 Siroot I Su'te 100 
Charlotte, NG 28203 

p: 704.373.11991 f: 704.373.1113 
www.rllnelis.com JEFFCOST-25057 
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Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 Objectives 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Jefferson County (County) Commission (Commission) engaged Raftelis Financial 
Consultants, Inc. (RFC) to perform a comprehensive wastewater cost of service and rate study 
(Study) for the County's Environmental Services Depm1ment (ESD). 

The Study was undertaken to satisfY a number of objectives. The primary objectives included: 

1. Conduct cost of service analysis 
2. Compare customer class costs 
3. Evaluate current rate structure 
4. Verity residential return factor 
5. Calculate rates and charges 
6. Calculate industrial surcharges 
7. Calculate impact fees 
8. Analyze affordability 

This report summarizes the Study and the resulting recommendations. 

ES.2 Wastewater System 

The County owns and operates a wastewater system (System) which serves the majority of the 
people in the County. The ESD's service area covers 21 of the 35 municipaUties withio 
Jefferson County. Overall, the County serves nem'ly 500,000 people, about 75% of the County's 
population, with 3,100 miles of pipe and 9 treatment plants. The combined treatment capacity 
across the system is appl'Oximately 200 million gallons per day (mgd), with an average daily 
flow slightly above 100 mgd. The System is subject to the requirements of the Clean Water Act 
and the conditions set forth in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
pennit applicable to each of the wastewater treatment plants. In addition, the System is subject 
to regulation by the Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) and a consent 
decree with the United States Department of Justice and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). 

ES.3 Revenue ReqUirements 

The County annually adopts an operating budget and a capital improvement program (CIP) for 
the ESD. The County's annual revenue requirements are a fi.lnction of the operating budget, the 
pay-as-you-go (pAYGO) portion of the CIP, transfers to reserve funds, and debt service 
obligations. The operating budget for fiscal year (FY) 2009-2010 is $61.34 million. The County 
anticipates using PA YGO to fund inflationary costs associated with the CIP and needs to make a 
transfer to the Operating Fund to meet the operating reserve target. Together, PAYGO and the 
transfer total $0.58 million for FY 2009-2010. The County has significant debt obligations; 
however it is unclear how much debt service the County will pay in FY 2009-2010. For the cost 
of service analysis, RFC included debt service of $111.47 million, resulting in total revenue 
requirements of $173.39 million for FY 2009-2010. 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. ES-1 
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Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

ES.4 Cost of Service 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

RFC allocated ESD's revenue requirements for FY 2009-2010 between two classes of 
customers, residential and non-residential. Residential customers received a 42% share of costs, 
or $73.03 million, while non-residential customers received an allocation of the remaining 58%, 
or $100.35 nrillion. Based on a projection of billable flows and industrial waste surcharge units, 
revenues for FY 2009-2010 are projected to be $173.39 nrillion, with $66.63 nrillion (38%) 
coming from residential customers and $106.76 nrillion (62%) coming from non-residential 
customers under the recommended rates. There is a material difference between the cost of 
service and recolnmended rates for FY 2009-2010. RFC recommends minimizing this difference 
in futore years by implementing cost of service rates. 

ES.5 Rate Design 

The County currently has a uniform volumetric rate and minimum charges that increase by meter 
size. The volumetIic rate is the same for residential and non-residential customers, but 
residential customers have a return factor of 85% applied to their water usage to determine 
volume upon which they are charged to account for usage that is not retorned to the sewer such 
as irrigation. There were otller rate stroctores that were evaluated duriug fue Stody. 

ES.6 Study Recommendations 

Based on the stody, RFC has developed two sets of recommendations. The primary objective of 
the stody was to develop recommendations for FY 2009-2010. The first set of recommendations 
listed below (FY 2009-2010 Recommendations) includes rate and charge modifications for FY 
2009-2010 which are recommended for immediate implementation. Appendix A summarizes the 
current and recommended rates and charges. The second set of recommendations (Future 
Recommendations) includes more policy-oriented issues and should be considered for 
implementation in futore years as appropriate. 

FY 2009-201 0 Recommendations 
1. Implement a 6.76% across-the-board volumetric rate increase 
2. Increase the minimum charge for 5/8-inch meter to the eqwvalent of the charge of 

approximately 2 hundred cubic feet (Cd), and scale up the charge for larger meters 
3. Maintain the residential retorn factor at current level of 85% 
4. Update industrial waste surcharges and add nitrogen as a surcharge parameter 
5. Maintain impact fees at fue current level, but change the restauraut factor from one 

fixtore unit for every two seats to one fixtore unit per seat 

Future Recommendations 
1. Shift to cost of service rates wifu different volmnetric rates for residential and non-

residential customers 
2. Replace fue minimum charge with a base charge 
3. Collect additional data to justify futore rate adjustments 
4. Consider implementing an affordability program 

Rattelis Financial Consultants. Inc. E5-2 
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Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

SECTION I - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 County Background 

SECTION I -INTRODUCTION 

Jefferson County (County) is located in central Alabama and is the most populous county in the 
state. Act No. 714 of the Alabama Legislature, enacted February 28, 1901, authOlized the 
construction, maintenance and operation of a sewage disposal system in Jefferson County by the 
Jefferson County Sanitary Commission. As a result, the County owns and operates, tbrough the 
Enviromnental Services Deparbnent (ESD), a ·wastewater system (System) which serves the 
majority of the County population. The ESD's service area covers 21 of the 35 municipalities 
within Jefferson County. Overall, the·County serves nearly 500,000 people, approximately 75% 
of the County's population, through 3,100 miles of pipe and 9 treabnent plants. The combined 
treabnent capacity across the System is approximately 200 million gallons per day (mgd), with 
an average daily flow slightly above 100 mgd. 

The ESD is organized into four divisions, Administration; Maintenance and Construction; 
Wastewater Treabnent Plants; and Barton LablIndustrial Pretreabnent. The System is subject to 
the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the conditions set forth in the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit applicable to each of the wastewater treabnent 
plants. In addition, the System is subject to regulation by the Alabama Department of 
Environmental Management (ADEM). 

The County has direct billing relationships with the two largest water utilities in the County, the 
Bilmingham Water Works Board and the City of Bessemer. These utilities bill their customers, 
who are also County sewer customers, for sewer service, collect payments, and remit the 
collections less the cost of performing the hilling to the County. Approximately 92%, or 
135,000, of the County's customers are billed by Bimringham Water Works Board 
(approximately 120,000) and the City of Bessemer (approximately 15,000). The County also 
receives water consumption data from smaller utilities that serve as the water providers for the 
remainder of County sewer customers. Using this data, the County directly bills approximately 
11,000 customers. The County's customers are separated into two classes, residential and non
residential. A subset of the non-residential customers, significant industrial dischargers (SIDs), 
includes those industrial customers with significant discharge strength. 

In 1996, the County entered into a consent decree with the United States Department of Justice 
and the Environmental. Protection Agency (EPA) to repair, replace, and upgrade the System to 
control or otheJwise eliminate sewer overflows and automatic bypasses and to meet the 
conditions of the Clean Water Act. The County has completed the repairs, replacements, and 
upgrades and is in the process of meeting the requiTements of tbe consent decree. Project costs 
with the consent decree were significant, and as a resnlt, the County has considerable debt 
obligations. The majority (68%) of the debt obligations are auction rate deht, with a portion 
(25%) in valiable rate, and the remainder (7%) in fixed rate. Based on recent estimates, the 
County has outstanding principal of $3.182 billion, with $535 million (pdncipal only) due in 
fiscal year (FY) 2009-2010. After auctions for the County's auction rate wan-ants failed, and 
holders of the County's variable rate demand notes tendered those notes to the County, the 
County's debt service obligations increased to the point where the net revenues from the 
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operation of the' sewer system were insufficient to meet them. This led the Trustee for the 
County's sewer warrants, and the insurance companies who insured the County's sewer debt 
obligations, to file suit to attempt to force the ESD into receivership. The Commission decided 
to conduct a cost of service and rate study (Study) to attempt to manage the financial challenges 
facing the ESD, which was consistent with a recommendation from the Special Masters 
appointed during the litigation. 

1.2 Study Objectives 

The County initially identified a number of objectives for the Study. A description of each of the 
objectives follows. 

Condu ct cost of service analysis 
Cost of service is the beuchmark approach in the industry for establishing rates and charges. 
RFC utilized the process identified by the Water Enviromnent Federation (WEF) to allocate 
ESD's revenue requirements (costs) to the different customer classes. 

Compare customer class costs 
Once RFC allocated costs to customer classes, RFC compared the cost of serving each customer 
class to the revenue recovered from that customer class. 

Evaluate current rate structure 
There are a number of alternative rate structures that were considered, each with specific 
positives and negatives. RFC determined whether the current rate structure was most appropriate 
for the C01Jnty. 

Verify residential return factor 
Residential water usage is multiplied by 85% to determine the volume to be charged at the 
volumetric rate. This retum factor accounts for the fact that a pOltion of residential usage does 
not return to the sewer system (i.e. outdoor water use). RFC evaluated the appropriateness of the 
residential reurro fuctor. 

Calculate rates and charges 
The volumetric sewer rate is the primary revenue source for the system, and a primary goal of 
the Study was to develop recommended rates for the Commission's consideration. Following the 
financial plan development, cost of service analysis, and rate structure evaluation recommended 
rates were calculated. 

Calculate industrial waste surcharges 
Certain industrial customers discharge waste that is high in certain pollutant loadings, such as 
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended solids (TSS), and nutrients, which must be 
removed during the treatment process. The removal of these constituents requires the utility to 
incur certain costs which should be recovered through industrial waste surcharges assessed to 
these customers. RFC calculated updated industrial waste surcharges. 
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Impact fees are one-time charges to new customers which help a utility recover the cost required 
to develop the capacity necessary for growth. RFC calculated impact fees under the relevant 
approach and compared the calculated fees to the existing fees. 

Analyze affordabilitv 
Affordability has become one of the most important issues within the wastewater industry. The 
County has one of the highest charges for a typical residential customer in the country, so any 
mte increase could adversely impact the affordability of the rates. RFC analyzed the 
affordability impact of the recommended rates on residential customers. 

1.3 Pricing Objectives 

To facilitate the prioritization of the objectives of the County, RFC held a pricing objectives 
workshop with ESD staff. The goal of the workshop was to determine the pricing objectives that 
were most important. RFC identified 12 potential objectives which are listed in Exhibit 1-1 with 
definitions for each objective. 

Exhibit 1·1: Pricing Objectives 

Pricing Objective 
Affordable to 
Disadvantaged Customers 

ConscrvationlDemaud 
Management 

Cost of Service Recovery 

Defensible 

Easy to Implement 

Easy to Understand 

Description 
The rate stmcture should incorporate practices or procedures that 
help ensure that economically disadvantaged customers can 
afford water and wastewater service. 

The mte stmcture should support regional water conservation 
efforts and help manage water demand (and growth). 

The rate structw"C should ensure that each customer class 
(residential and non-residential) is contributing equitably towards 
revenue requirements based upon the costs of providing service to 
each customer class. 
The mte structure should be consistent with accepted industry 
standards, local and state statues, and contractual obligations. It 
should also minimize the potential for litigation and be consistent 
with bond covenants. 
The rate structure should be compatible with current billing 
systems. In addition, the mte structure should allow for the 
continuation of existing management and system reports. 

The rate structw'e should be easy for County customers to 
understand. 
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Easy to Update 

Economic Development 

Eqnitable Contributions 
from New Customel's 

Minimize Cnstomer 
Impacts 

Rate Stability 

Revenue Stability 

S~CTION I-INTRODUCTION 

The rate structure should be able to be effectively mamtained by 
ESD staff in future years. 

The rate stlUcture should not provide a barrier to attract economic 
development to the County. 

The rate structure should implement impact fees that ensure that 
growth pays for growth and intergenerational equity is promoted. 

The rate structure should be developed snch that adverse rate 
impacts on each customer class are minimized. 

The rate structure should minimize dramatic rate increases or 
decreases over the planning period. 

The rate structure should provide for a steady and predictable 
stream of revenues to the utility such that the utility is capable of 
meeting its financial requirements. 

RFC used this prioritization of pricing objectives as a guide during the Study. 

1.4 Data Sources 

The Study is based primarily on data provided by the County and data compiled and collected by 
RFC during the Study. The County was able to provide the majOlity of data requested. In those 
areas where the County was unable to provide data, RFC utilized its experience within the 
industry along with ESD staff input to make various assumptions, which are identified in this 
report. 
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SECTION II - WASTEWATER SYSTEM 

The County provides wastewater service to nearly 500,000 people in 21 of the 35 municipalities 
within the county limits. Approximately 180 pumping stations assist in collecting and moving 
wastewater through more than 3,100 miles of pipe. There are more than 78,000 manholes 
trn:oughout the entire collection system managed by ESD. Nine wastewater h'eatment plants 
(WWTPs) receive customer flows and treat an average of 106 mgd of wastewater a day. 

2.1 Wastewater Treatment Plants 

The treatment capacities of the nine WWTPs the County currently operates range from 0.1 mgd 
to 85.0 mgd, with a combined total treatment capacity of 199 mgd. Exhibit 2-1 shows the nine 
drainage basins denoted by the nine treatment facilities that serve them. 

Exhibit 2-1: County Drainage Basins by WWTP 

+ 
Cahaba Rive,. WWTP 
The Cahaba River WWTP is located at 3900 Veona Daniels Road in Birmingham. The plant 
was originally constructed in 1970, but it has been upgraded several times. The current 
treatment capacity is 12 mgd. Cahaba River WWTP is the Countr's fourth largest treatment 
facility, serving an equivalent population of approximately 75,000. The treatroent process at 
Cahaba River WWTP consists of a five-stage biological nutrient removal (BNR) process. 

1 The equivalent popUlation represents a measure of treatment based on per capita usage. The equivalent population 
takes into account industrial customers and transient workers. and it is the value reported to ADEM. 
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The Five Mile Creek WWTP is the third largest treatment facility in the System and is located on 
Coalburg Road in Fultondale. The plant was originally placed into service in 1978, and the 
current treatment capacity is 30 mgd. This facility accepts influent from an equivalent 
population of approximately 73,000. A modified conventional activated sludge pmcess is used 
as the treatment process at Five Mile Creek WWTP. 

Leeds WWTP 
The Leeds WWTP serves an equivalent population of approximately 5,500 and is the County's 
seventh largest treatment facility. The average capacity for wastewater treatment is 2 mgd for 
this plant. The plant is located at 800 Helen Street in Leeds. The treatment process incorporates 
an extended aeration activated sludge process. This process is followed by sand filtration and 
ultraviolet disinfection. The current Leeds WWTP was constructed in 1995. 

Prudes Creek WWTP 
The Prudes Creek WWTP is the second smallest treatment facility. The plant serves less than an 
equivalent population of 2,000 with a capacity of 0.9 mgd. Prudes Creek WWTP is located at 
500 Fifth Street NE in Graysville. The plant was originally constructed in 1988 and uses an 
extended aeration activated sludge process and ultraviolet disinfection. 

Trussville WWTP 
The Trussville WWTP is located at 325 City Hall Drive in Tiussville. The plant has an average 
capacity of 4 mgd and is the fifth largest treatment plant in the System. The current plant, 
constructed in 1998, serves an equivalent population of nearly 13,000 people. Trussville WWTP 
uses an extended aeration activated sludge process, followed by sand filtration and ultraviolet 
disinfection are applied. 

Turkey Creek WWTP 
The current Turkey Creek WWTP was constructed in 1981 and has the capacity to receive and 
process 5 mgd of influent. The facility serves an equivalent population of approximately 30,000 
and is located at 7137 Disposal Plant Road in Pinson. An extended aeration activated sludge 
treatment process and' ultraviolet disinfection are used in the treatment of influent at the Tnrkey 
CreekWWTP. 

Valley Creek WWTP 
TIle Valley Creek WWTP is the County's largest treatment facility. The plant receives influent 
from a collection of commuuities and serves an equivalent population of approximately 220,000. 
Valley Creek is located at 3923 Clear Water Drive in Bessemer. Valley Creek WWTP has a 
capacity of 85 mgd and treats wastewater by a step-feed, two-stage activated sludge treatment 
process. Also, the plant utilizes a two-stage anaerobic sludge digestion and belt f'Ilter presses for 
sludge dewatering. 

Village Creek WWTP 
The Village Creek WWTP serves the highest population, more than 230,000 people, of all the 
County's facilities, with a current capacity of 60 mgd. The treatment process at Village Creek 
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includes a conventional, two-stage activated sludge treatment process. The plant also employs 
an anaerobic digester and centrifuges for sludge dewatering. Village Creek WWTP is located at 
1440 Pleasant Hill Rd. in Birmingham. 

Warrior WWTP 
The Warrior WWTP is the County's smallest treatment plant. The facility serves an equivalent 
population of 900 in the city of Warrior in northern Jefferson County. The WWTP has a daily 
treatment capacity of 0.1 ruillion gallons. The Warrior treatment facility was originally 
constructed in 1987 and is located at 700 Blackburn Lane in Warrior. The treatment process 
used at this location is extended aeration. 

Plant Summary 
The uine wastewater treatment plants are listed below. The plant classifications, capacities, and 
five-year average daily flows are presented below in Exhibit 2-2. The plant classifications are 
based on Section 335-10-1-.03, Classification of Systems, contained within the Alabama 
Department of Environmental Management's "Water Division - Operator Certification 
Program," Section 335-10. 

Exhibit 2-2: WWTP Summary 

2.2 Pollutant Loadings 

The cost of service for the various pollutant loadings was calculated to detennine appropriate and 
equitable industrial waste surcharges. The detaI1ed explanation of the cost of service analysis 
and industrial waste surcharges is provided in Section IV. However, Exhibit 2-3 below shows 
the mass balance of the individual pollutant loadings for each of the WWTPs. 
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Exhibit 2-3: FY 2008-2009 Mass Balance of the System 

Pollutant Loadings 
Treatment Influent Influent Influent Total Total 
Plant Volume BOD TSS Phosphorous Nitro~en 

CCF Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds 
Cahaba 

4,139,163 2,695,831 3,199,688 65,455 764,407 
River 
Five Mile 

6,118,259 2,409,469 4,184,115 116,628 1,307,723 
Creek 
Leeds 486588 452347 438087 7,686 82,974 
Trussville 910,599 586,527 710,489 12967 185,487 

. Turkey 
1,591,064 728,188 1,420,407 72,230 355,360 

Creek 
Valley 

19,617,112 9,731,943 11,569,484 384,224 3,185,639 
Creek 
Village 

18,656,848 7,874,108 9,911,581 408,265 2,035,744 
Creek 
Warrior 155030 345145 51250 585 1,466,116 
Pmdes 

39,653 38,152 97,273 2,325 9,384 
Creek 
Total 51714317 24861710 31582379 1070364 9.392835 

The one surcharge parameter for which there is no influent data is fats, oils, and grease (FOG). 
Therefore, the FOG loading was .estimated by adding the individual estimated FOG loadings for 
the residential, non-residential, and SID customer classes. These estimates are discussed in 
SectionN. 
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SECTION III - FINANCIAL PLANNING AND COST OF 
SERVICE ANALYSIS 

The primary objective of the Study was to develop appropriate rates and charges for 
consideration by the Commission. RFC utilized a financial planning approach consistent with 
indnstry standards, which consists of identifying revenue requirements, detennining revenue 
sufficiency, and calculating needed rate increases. It was necessary to make an assumption 
regarding debt selvice because of the County's CUlTent situation. Following the financial 
planning exercise, RFC perfonned a cost of selvice analysis using the assumed debt service, and 
again following an approach supported by WEF. 

3.1 Expenses 

Operating and Maintenance Costs 
The approved operating budget for FY 2009-2010 is $61.34 million. This budget represents the 
projected costs for the daily operation and maintenance of the System. The FY 2009-2010 
operating and maintenance (O&M) budget summarized by cost center is included in Exhibit 3-l. 
More than half of the operating costs are related to personnel, including salary and benefits, 
followed by electricity expenses. Wastewater treatment processes and collection system lift 
stations use a significant amount of electricity, projected to be $9.05 million this year. 

Exhibit 3-1: FY 2009-2010 O&M Budget by Cost Center 

O&M Cost Category 

SEWER BILLING 
ESD ADMINISTRATION 
ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCTION 
ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCT ADMIN 
SURVEY 
INSPECTION 
SEWER LINE CONSTRUCTION 
LINE MAINTENANCE ADMINISTRATION 
VILLAGE LINE MAINTENANCE 
SHADES LINE MAINTENANCE 
TV INSPECTION 
CAHABA RIVER WWTP 
FIVE MILE CREEK WWTP 
LEEDSWWTP 
TRUSSVILLE WWTP 
TURKEY CREEK WWTP 
VALLEY CREEK WWTP 
VILLAGE CREEK WWTP 
FIVE MILE CREEK MAINTENANCE SHOP 
VALLEY CREEK MAINTENANCE 
VILLAGE CREEK MAINTENANCE 
ELECTRICAL SHOP 
INSTRUMENT SHOP 
PUMP STATION OPERATIONS 
BIOSOLIDS 
BARTON LABORATORY 
INDIRECT 

$ 

Budget 

7.170.996 
9.342.696 
1.270.531 

177.369 
740.253 

1.515.337 
1,454,454 
1.207.958 
1.289.043 
2.050.992 
1.631.835 
3.119.185 
2.680.285 

887.142 
862.980 
833.349 

7.073,477 
7.555.679 

369.595 
486.690 
537.905 
981.221 
680.719 

3.808.007 
949.132 

2.659,456 

$ 61.336.284 
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The overall budget reflects a 7.7% increase from the FY 2008-2009 requested budget. Together, 
RFC and ESD staff concluded that moving forward from FY 2009-2010, most budget items 
sbould be escalated 2.0% annually, with the exception of personnel expenses, which are 
projected to escalate 5.0% annually. These escalations are consistent with projections in the 
industry. As a result, the FY 2010-2011 budget is projected at just below $63.56 million, or a 
3.62% increase from FY 2009-2010. The projected budgets through FY 2014-2015 along with 
the actual budgets for FY 2008-2009 and FY 2009-2010 are presented below in Exhibit 3-2. 

Exhibit 3·2: Forecasted Fiscal Year O&M Budget 
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Fiscal Year 

Capital Improvemellt Program 
Due to issues with the collection system and treatment facilities, the County implemented an 
aggressive capital improvement program (CIP) over the past decade. The majority of work is 
completed, but ESD staff has identified 83 projects in the CIP requiting funding over the next 
twelve years. The CIP includes roughly $25-$40 million (un-escalated) a year through FY 2015-
2016, after which annual CIP costs begin to increase significantly. These project totals are 
presented in FY 2008-2009 dollars. An annual inflation factor of 2.0% has been applied through 
the life of the forecast. This provides a more accurate projection of anticipated expenditures in 
future years and provides a more accurate profile of revenue requirements for calculatiog 
necessary future rate increases. With the inflation factor, the CIP includes $30-$45 million per 
year for future repair and replacement through FY 2015-2016. 

The County has a sufficient amount of bond fuods remaining for CIP expenditures tln'ough FY 
2013-2014. Beginning in FY 2014-2015, the County must use funds from the Depreciation 
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Fund, and in FY 2015-2016, the County must begin using pay-as-you-go (pAYGO), or rate
funded capital, as the primary funding source of the CIP. Beyond FY 2018-2019, an amount of 
funding per year has been forecasted but is not allocated to specific projects. The escalated costs 
are presented in Exhibit 3-3, whereas the un-escalated costs are presented in Exhibit B-1 of 
Appendix B. Until FY 2015-2016, PAYGO will be used to pay any inflationary costs for 
scheduled projects. After FY 2015-2016, PAYGO will be the plimary source of funding for 
proj eet and inflationary costs. 

Exhibit 3-3: Escalated CIP Costs 
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Contributions to Reserves 
An annual contribution to the operatiog reserve has been incorporated into the financial plan. 
The target of the operating reserve is 20% of the annual O&M budget. To reach this target for 
FY 2009-2010, the County needs to transfer approxintately $55,000. Due to iocreasing annual 
O&M costs, the County must set aside an average of $500,000 annually to maintain the target. 

3.2 Revenue 

Usel' Charges 
The largest source of wastewater revenue for the County is generated from user charges, 
primarily from volumetric charges. The County does assess a minimum charge, which is applied 
mostly to residential accounts with zero usage and non-residential accounts with very low usage 
relative to meter size; however, this charge provides a very small percentage of overall revenue. 
The uniform volumetric rate is currently assessed at $7.40 per 100 cubic feet or $9.89 per 1,000 
gallons of the customer's water consumption. Residential customers receive a 15% discount 
assessed to tlteir total water usage to reflect that not all water use is retnrned to the System. 
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The user charge revenue collected for FY 2008-2009 was $152.19 million. This total reflects the 
revenue after private meIer credits were remitted to customers. The County remits a private 
meter credit for customers who have a secondary water meter for water uses such as irrigation or 
cooling devices, which do not retum water to the sewer system. This credit is nonnally remitted 
twice per year, directly to the customer's account. The credits are substantial and have totaled 
approxinlately $9 million per year in recent years. While the County receives user chru'ges from 
these customers and the credit effectively lowers the customer's bill, this credit has been 
included as negative revenue when determining revenue collected for FY 2008-2009. For 
conservative financial planning purposes, the private meter credits are escalated for future years 
at the same rate increase applied to user charges. 

For future years, the number of accounts and water usage, which directly impact the projected 
amount of revenues collected, are escalated by different factors to incorporate customer growth 
patterns. The number of accounts is projected to increase by 0.5% for each year of the forecast, 
while water consnmption is projected to decrease by 2.0% for the next two years, decrease by 
1.0% for the following two years, and remain flat at 0.0% for FY 2013-2014 through FY 2017-
2018. After FY 2017-2018, water usage is projected to escalate 0.5% each year. Using 
escalated growth projections, private meter credits, and a rate increase of 6.76% implemented for 
nine months of FY 2009-2010, the total user charge revenue projected for FY 2009-2010 is 
$156.98 million? The revenues projected for the next five years, with rate increases occurring 
on January I of each year, are presented in Exhibit 3-4. 

Exhibit 3-4: User Charge Revenue Projections 

~----------------------------------------------------- ------, 

$195.40 
$208.60 

--------"-" .. _-------------------------------------

2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 

2 The FY 2009-2010 rate increase was assumed to occur on January 1, 2010. Since the County's fiscal year is fi'om 
October 1 to September 3D, the increase would be in effect for nine months. 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 12 

JEFFCOST-25080 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-13    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part64    Page 7 of 13



c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

Additional Reve1tue 

SECTION 111- FINANCIAL PLANNING AND 
COST OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

Aside from user charge revenue, the County typically receives approximately $16 million in 
additional revenue per year. This revenue is the result of pennit and other fees. The County 
eams a nominal amount of interest per year on fund balances. The interest received is calculated 
based on projected annual fund balances at a conservative interest rate of 0.5% through FY 2011-
2012, after which the interest rate is raised to 2.0% for future years. The County collects ad 
valorem revenue and revenue from other government charges. Any contributions to the utility 
are considered additional miscellaneous revenue. For future years, most of the miscellaneous 
revenues are projected to increase by 2.0% per year. 

Industrial Waste Surcharges 
Some indnstrial or commercial customers discharge wastewater that has a higher strength of 
chemicals, nutrients, or suspended solids than domestic (residential) strength. The County must 
incur additional costs to treat this influent, and has established industrial waste sUJ"Charges for 
approximately 30 customers. The County collects approximately $1 million from the CUlTent 
industrial waste surcharges. The industrial waste surcharges have been recalculated to reflect 
cost of service and are explained in greater detail in Section IV. For financial planning purposes, 
industrial waste surcharge revenue is escalated 3.5% annually. 

Impact Fees 
The County collects impact fees for new connections to the wastewater system. Impact fees help 
the utility recover the costs expended to provide capacity to accommodate growth. Typically, 
impact fees are established through one of two approaches. If a utility has adequate capacity to 
treat influent from new customers, the impact fees are determined through the system buy-in 
approach. Since the utility has already satisfactorily upgraded the system, the new customers 
must pay a proportionate amount of that cost. The other method is the marginal-incremental 
approach. This scenario concerns a utility that must expand its system to accommodate growth, 
with the new customers paying for their share of the expanded capacity. Presently, the System 
has adequate capacity to accommodate growth, and therefore the impact fees are based on the 
system buy-in approach. 

As part of this Study, a thorough analysis Was conducted of the current impact fees. This 
analysis is provided in greater detail in SectioIl V. This analysis determined that the cUlTent 
impact fee rate is satisfactOlY, and RFC recommends that the County continue assessing the 
charge of $225 per fixture. Revenue collected from impact fees is projected to increase at 2.0% 
per year over the forecast pedod. 

Interest Income 
The County generates a certain amount of revenue from interest earned on cash balances. This 
revenue is recognized in the financial plan as miscellaneous revenue to offset additioIlal burdeIl 
on ratepayers. Because the County is required to invest conservatively, the interest rate is 
usually low, and is estimated cUlTentiy at 0.5% due to the slow recovery from the national 
ecoIlomic recession. Beginning in FY 2012-2013, the interest rate is forecasted to increase to 
2.0% annually, which causes the increase in Exhibit 3-5 below. The exhibit also shows the level 
of interest income decreasing over the ill'st 5 years of the forecast because the County is 
spending down its reserves on capital projects through FY 2014-2015. From FY 2015-2016 
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onward, the County is projected to maintain a consistent amount with only minor increases each 
year to the operating reserve to reflect the annual increases in the O&M budget. 

Exhibit 3-5: Additional Revenue 

$20.0 

$18.0 

$16.0 

$14.0 
0" $12.0 c: ,g 

$10.0 E 
c: $8.0 ::. 

$8.0 

$4.0 

$2.0 

$0.0 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

• Other Miscellaneous Revenues J¥llmpact Fees 

\._~=IJ=I=n=du=s=tr=i=al=S=u=r=c=ha=r=,g:=e=s== Ii Interest Income ---_. __ ........ =-:.===============~ 
Reve1llle Reqllired for Operation a1ld Debt FlI1Iding 
Total revenue per year through FY 2014-2015 is provided in Exlubit 3-6. These annual revenues 
are the minimum amount of revenue required to be collected to maintain projected operating and 
maintenance costs, to contribute to reserve funds, and to maintain payment on debt service 
(based on debt service assumption discussed below). 

Exhibit 3·6: Total Projected Revenue 

,------_ .. - .... _.-----... -------------.. 

2008-2009 2009-2010 201()..2011 2)11-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 

I 61 User Charge Revenue m Miscellaneous Revenue 
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The County has a signillcant amount of outstanding debt due to substantial CIPs over the past 14 
years to satisfy the EPA consent decree. Additionally, due to the failed auctions for auction rate 
warrants and the tendering of variable rate demand notes, the interest cost has increased 
considerably in recent years. As a result, the County is unable to repay the debt according to the 
original bond covenants. The County currently owes approximately $3.18 billion of outstanding 
principal. 

Over the past two years, the County has attempted to reach agreement on the debt (amount and 
repayment schedule) with its bond holders. To this point, these efforts have not been successful 
and it is unclear what future debt payments will be. Therefore, RFC considered several scenarios 
for restructuring the repayment of the debt, including: 

1) Full debt service recovery according to current repayment schedules, 
2) Full refinancing at an interest rate of 6% with equal annual payments over 30 years, 
3) Outstanding principal at direct interest rate of 6% repaid over 20 years structured to 

allow uniform annual increases, and 
4) Outstaoding principal at direct interest rate of 6% repaid over 30 years structured to 

allow uniform annual rate increases. 

The first debt scenario assumes the County would increase its rates to pay the principal and 
interest payments scheduled for this fiscal year. Because of debt structuring and default 
penalties, the total principal and interest payment for FY 2009-2010 equals just over $700 
million. Rates would need to be raised by approximately 527% to cover this payment and 
budgeted O&M expenses, assuming no impact on demand elasticity. Since water demand is not 
inelastic, such an increase would result in lower billable flow, which would necessitate an even 
greater rate increase. Due to debt acceleration in the first year, next year's debt payment would 
be much lower so the County would then need to have a substantial rate reduction for FY 2010-
20 11. This rate increase is neither practical nor affordable for the customers of Jefferson 
County. 

The second debt scenario assumes the County would have the option to refinance the outstaoding 
principal and structure the debt payments as unifOlID annual payments over a 3D-year period. 
The interest rate applied is 6.00% and the annual principal and interest payments would be 
approximately $230 million. The rate increase fO!' FY 2009-2010 necessary to enable the County 
to pay O&M expenses and a debt service payment of $230 million is approximately 109%, again 
assuming no impact on demand elasticity. This rate incl'ease is still neither practical nor 
affordable. 

The third debt scenario assumes the County would have the option to refinance the outstanding 
principal at a rate of 6.00% and structure the debt payments in an incremental approach. The 
incrementally increasing principal and interest payments would be structured to allow for a 
uniform rate increase applied each year during a 20-year repayment period. The necessary 
annual rate increase to repay the outstanding principal according to this method is 10. I 6%. In 
other words, a rate increase of 10.16% would be implemented in FY 2009-2010, in FY 2010-
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2011, in FY 2011-2012, and so on for 20 years. No impact on demand elasticity has been 
assumed, but this rate increase is low enough so the impact would be limited. This rate increase 
is more reasonable than the previous two, but it is still high considering the County's CUlTent 
rates. 

The fourth debt scenario is siIni1ar to the previous scenario, but schedules the repayment over a 
longer time period. This scenario assumes the County would have the option to refinance the 
outstanding principal at a rate of 6.00% and could structure the debt payments in an incremental 
approach over 30 years. The necessary uniform annual rate increase to repay the outstanding 
principal according to this method is 6.76%. This analysis also has not considered the impact on 
demand elasticity, but again the rate increase is small enough that the elasticity impact would be 
minimal in the initial year. Based on this analysis, the Commission should consider a 6.75% rate 
increase for FY 2009-2010. AssU!Uing the implementation of that increase, rate increases for 
future years should be evaluated annually until a permanent debt solution is reached. 

Exhibit 3-7 presents the comparison of necessary rate increases for FY 2009-20 I 0 for each of the 
debt scenarios. Debt Scenario 4 reflects the lowest rate increase for FY 2009-2010 and is 
recommended for the purposes of this Study. The resulting debt service payment for FY 2009-
2010 is $111.47 million. 

Exhibit 3-7: Projected Rate Increases for FY 2009-2010 

Full Cost Recovery. 1 Existing Rate Structure 527.00% 

2 Full Cost Recovery, 
109.00% 

Fixed Refunding 

3 Recovery over 20 Years 10.16% 

4 Recovery over 30 Years 6.76% 

3.4 Revenue Proof 

Using the components discussed above, RFC prepared a revenue proof for FY 2009-2010 to 
confirm that the recommended rate increase, as projected, should generate a sufficient level of 
revenue based on the debt service assumptions. Exhibit 3-8 shows the revenue proof. 
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Exhibit 3-8: FY 2009-2010 Revenue Proof 

Rate Revenue (1) 
Current Rates 
Increase (2) 

Miscellaneous Revenue 
Total Revenue 

O&M Expenses 

Net Revenue Available for Capital 

PAYGOrrransfers 
Debt Service 

Coverage 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

2009-2010 

148,970,164 
8,011,632 

16.405,494 
173,387,290 

61,336,284 

112,061,006 

681,399 
111,469,607 

1.01 

(1) Revenuegenerated afterpr'lVata meter credits assessed. 
(2) Revenue generated from 9 months (Jan-Sept) of rate Increase. 

RFC also prepared a pro-foIIDa for five years assuming equal annual rate increases, which is 
summarized in Exhibit 3-9, This pro-forma should be reviewed at least annually and more 
frequently if the debt service situation changes or is resolved. 

Exhibit 3-9: Five-Year Pro-forma 

Rate Revenue (1) 
Current Rates (2) 
Increase (3) 

Miscellaneous Revenue 
Total Revenue 

O&M Expenses 

Net Revenue AvaHable for Capital 

PAYGOffmnsfers 
Debl SelVice 

Covemge 

2QQ9-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012·2013 2013-2014 

$ 148,970,164 $ 145,196,032 $ 142,991,020 ~ 140,757,009 $ 140,007,653 
8,011,632 18,850,970 30,288,106 42,272,661 55.390,130 

16.405.494 16.572.124 16,730.583 18.770,209 18.455.871 
$ 173,367,290 $ 160,619,126 $ 190.009,708 $ 201,799,899 $ 213,863,654 

$ 61,336,284 $ 63,556,760 $ 65.871.332 $ 68,284,369 $ 70,800,446 

$ 112,051,006 $ 117.062,367 S 124,138,376 $ 133,515,530 $ 143,053,208 

$ 681,399 $ 1,736.632 $ 2,609,663 $ 3,329.402 $ 3,993,665 
$ 111.469,607 $ 115,325,835 $ 121,528,713 $ 130,166,128 $ 139,059,643 

1.01 1.02 1.02 1.03 1.03 

(1) Revenue generated after private meter credits assessed. 
(2) Decrea:oes due 10 declining water usage projecdons ovnr the 5-year period 
(3) CumUlaUve rovenue ganomted from mte fncroases genera1e January 1 of each year. 

3.5 Rate Structure 

Existing Rate StructUl'e 
The County currently has a uniform volumetric rate structure, which is the most prevalent 
wastewater rate structure in the industry. Residential and non-residential customers are charged 
the same rate of $7.40 per Ccf of metered water consumption. It is assumed that all non
residential customers' water use is returned to the wastewater system.3 However, the County 

3 Those non-residential customers with irrigation systems or cooling towers are expected to have separate water-only 
accounts or deduct meters. 
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acknowledges that residential customers do irrigate and therefore, not all metered water use is 
returned. To account for this, the County assesses a return factor of 85% for residential 
customers, meaning that only 85% of the metered water usage is billed for wastewater service. 
The rate structure is presented below in Exhibit 3~ 10. 

The County has a minimum charge that varies by water meter size. The County's monthly user 
charge is based on a comparison of the minimum charge with the calculated volumetric charge 
(water volume times return factor times volumetric rate) where the higher amount is used. Since 
the County's minimum charge is currently $2.00 for a 5/8-inch meter (the typical meter for 
residential customers), which is less than the charge for one Ccf of water usage, the mioimum 
charge is only assessed to accounts with zero metered water usage for the bi11iog cycle. 
Therefore, this practice results in a mioimal amount of revenue from this charge. 

Exhibit 3-10: Existing Rate Structure 

Charge 

Volumetric* 

Minimum 

Meter Size 

5/8" 
3/4" 
1" 

1.25' 
1.5" 
2' 
3' 
4" 
6" 
8" 

1011 

12" 

Unit Charge Unit 

$ 7.40 per Cd 

$ 2.00 per Month 
2.50 
5.00 
7.00 
9.00 

14.00 
28.00 
45.00 
85.00 

170.00 
200.00 
250.00 

*Return factor of 85% is applied for Residential Customers. 

Alternative Rate Structures 
RFC and the County have discussed options for alternative rate structurcs. The following 
highlights the five alternatives. 

Alternative I - Retain Existing Rate Structure 
The County could choose to retain the existing rate structure. A uniform volumetric charge 
would be assessed to the metered water usage of residential and non-residential customers. The 
return factor would remain the same for residential billed demand. The minimum charge, based 
on meter size, would continue to be assessed only if the volumetric charge is less than the value 
of the minimum charge. The only recommended modification would be a rate increase to raise 
revenue to an appropriate level to cover revenue requirements. 

Alternative 2 - Raise Minimum Charge 
Additionally, the County could raise the minimum charge. This would result in additional 
revenue and would provide a more stable revenue stream for the County. 
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The County could choose to retain the existing rate structore, but iostead of a consistent unifOlm 
volumetric rate for the customer classes, the County could use a different residential and non
residential volumetric rate based on cost of service allocations. 

Alternative 4 - Implement Base Charge 
The County could assess a base charge to every customer, regardless of metered water usage. 
The base charge could be uniform or a function of meter size. A base charge would help the 
County stabilize its revenue stream by guaranteeing a fixed portion of revenue collected every 
billing cycle. The minimum charge would no longer be assessed under this alternative, and 
customers, regardless of class, would continue to be charged a volumetric rate based on water 
usage. 

Alternative 5 - Hybrid 
The County could choose to implement a hybrid of two or mOre of the alternatives listed above. 

3.6 Recommendations 

FY 2009-201 0 Recommendations 
RFC recommends the County implement Alternative 2 for FY 2009-2010. The County would 
raise the volumetric rate for FY 2009-2010 by 6.76%, an increase recommended earlier in this 
Section. This recormnendation would increase the volumetric rate for both residential and non
residential customers from $7040 to $7.90. The residential return factor would remain at 85% of 
the metered water usage. Another significant modification would be raising the minimum charge 
for a 5/8-inch meter to $13.50, or the approximate cost of 2 Ccf, and scaling it up by meter size 
based on cost of service differentials. A summary of the recommendations is presented below in 
Exlnbit 3-11. The benefit of this alternative is twofold; it includes a rate structure familiar to 
customers and increases revenue stability. 

Exhibit 3-11: Proposed Alternative Rates and Rate Structure for FY 2009·2010 

Charge Meter Size Unit Charge Unit 

Volumetric'" $ 7.90 per Ccf 

Minimum 
5/S" $ 13.50 per Month 
3/4" 17.23 
1" 24.69 

1.25" 32.14 
1.5- 43.33 
2" 65.70 
3" 117.90 
4" 192.47 
6" 378.90 
8" 602.62 

10" 863.63 
12" 1.609.35 

"'Return factor of 85% is applied for Residential Customers. 
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RFC recommends the County consider a hybrid of Alternatives 3 and 4 for future years. 
Specifically, RFC recommends the County institute different rates for residential and non
residential customers based on the cost to serve these customers. Additionally, the County 
should consider replacing the minimum charge with a base charge that is not a function of the 
customer's water usage. 

These changes to the existing mte structure would be advantageous to the County. The 
recommended methodology is more consistent with current industry standards. Additionally, 
different volumetric rates per customer class based on cost of service are a more equitable way to 
charge customers. A base charge would provide greater revenue stability and allow for the 
collection of revenue for fixed costs, like billing and collection, customer service, and a portion 
of debt service. 

3.7 Rate Impacts and Comparisons 

Customel· Impacts 
Implementing the new mininmm charge and 6.76% increase to the unifonn volumetric rate will 
result in rates and charges listed in Exhlbit 3-11. As a result of these rates and charges, all 
customers will experience an increase in their monthly bills. 

Exhibit 3-12 presents residential customer impacts at various metered water consumptions. Both 
the monthly bills calculated based on the existing rates and based on the recommended rates 
reflect the 85% return factor standard for residential customers. From the chart, customers below 
two (2) Cof have a considemble increase in their bills. For two (2) Ccf of water usage and 
greater, the impact is nominal, but the impact increases with each additional unit of service. A 
typical customer for the County has eight (8) Ccf of monthly metered water consumption. At 
that level of consumption, the difference in the monthly bill is an increase of $3 040. 

Exhibit 3-12; Residential Customer Impacts based on Recommended Rates at 
Various Levels of Metered Water Usage (5IB-inch meter) 

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

Metered Water Monthly Bill Monthly Bill Monthly Bill 
Consumption Existing Recommended Difference 

(Cct) Rates Rates $ 
0 $ 2.00 $ 13.50 $ 11.50 

2 $ 12.58 $ 13.50 $ 0.92 

5 $ 31.45 $ 33.58 $ 2.12 

8 $ 50.32 $ 53.72 $ 3.40 

10 $ 62.90 $ 67.15 $ 4.25 

15 $ 94.35 $ 100.73 $ 6.37 
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Impacts on the monthly bills for non-residential customers are presented in Exhibit 3-13. 
Commercial customers are billed at 100% of metered water usage. Similar to the residential 
charges, the 0-10 Ccf customers experience a significant increase. From ten (10) Ccf, the 
implementation of the recommended rates causes an incremental difference from the bills based 
on existing rates. 

Exhibit 3-13: Commercial Customer Impacts from Recommended Rates at 
Various Metered Water Consumptions (2·inch meter) 

Customer Bill Comparisons 
In the subsection above, residential and commercial customers' monthly bills were compared 
between existing and recommended rates. The exhibits below show the comparison of a 
residential monthly bill calculated at 8 Ccf of metered water usage of Jefferson County among 
"peer" utilities (herein defined as the 15 utilities with the highest charges of 60 of the largest 
wastewater utilities in the US). As observed in Exhibit 3-14, Jefferson County's existing charge 
is the seventh higbest monthly bill at this level of usage. The recommended rates would place 
Jefferson County fonrth highest on the list 
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Exhibit 3-14: Residential Customer Bill Comparison with the Peer Utilities 

2008 2009 

Monthly Bill Monthly Bill 

Beef 8ecf Percent 
City State Service Provider 5.984 gal 5,9849al Change 

Laurel MD WashinQton Suburban Sanitary Commission $ 28.14 $ 31.56 12.12% 
CharJoHe NC CharJotte-MecktenbufQ UtiliUes 27.56 33.80 22.64% 
San Diego CA San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater 32.18 37.97 18.00% 

Marietta GA City of Marietta 36.55 39.12 7.01% 
Boston MA Boston Water & Sewer Commission 38.88 40.23 3.48% 

Detroit MI Detroit Water and Sewerage Dept 34.02 41.19 21.06% 
Austin TX Cilyof Austin 42.07 46.16 9.73% 
Cincinnati OH MSD of Greater Cincinnati 43.69 48.94 12.01% 
Jefferson Co. ExlstIna AL Jefferson County 50.32 50.32 0.00% 
Portland OR Cllyof Portland 45.60 52.00 14.04% 

PiUsburgh PA Plltsburgh Water and Sewer Authority 52.05 52.05 0.00% 

San Francisco CA San Francisco Public UtilHles 44.81 53.22 18.76% 

Jefferson Co. Recommended AL Jefferson County 50.32 53.72 6.76% 

Honolulu HI City and Countvof Honolulu 47.94 66.77 39.26% 

Seatde WA City of SeaUle 62.00 71.12 14.71% 

Atlanta GA City of AIIanla 76.21 85.79 12.57% 

Exhibit 3-14 also indicates that many large wastewater utilities have recently implemented 
significant rate increases. RFe expects this trend to continue. Therefore, annual 6.76% rate 
increases for the County may actually result in other utilities having higher charges for a typical 
residential customer five or ten years from now as those utilities implement greater rate 
increases, p8lticularly utilities that have not satisfied consent decrees with the EPA. The chart in 
Exhibit 3-15 shows how the typical residential charge has changed over the last ten years. It 
indicates that the charge of other utilities is accelerating upward. 
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Exhibit 3-15: Average Residential Monthly Bills at 8 Cef 

The recommended miIrimum charge of $13.50 is significantly higher than the existing minimum 
charge. To validate that this minimum charge is not um-easonably high, existing and 
reco=ended minllnum charges were compared to the minimum or base charges of peer 
utilities. The comparison is presented in Exhibit 3-16. The new nrinllnum charge would place 
Jefferson County among the higher end of peer utilities, but would still be considerably less than 
Honolulu and Cincinoati. 
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Exhibit 3-16: Comparison of Minimum or Base Charges with Peer Utilities 

Monthly Bill Allowance 

City State Provider a gal 

Laurel MD Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 3.67 

Charlotte NC Chanotte·Meckienburg Utilities 1.80 
San Diego CA San Dieg 0 Melropolilan Wastewater 11.07 

Detroit MI Delroit Waler and Sewerage Dept 15.97 

Manetta GA Ctty of Manetta 13.06 2,000 gal 
Boston MA Boston Water & Sewer Commission -
Cincinnati OH MSD of Grealer Cncinnall 37.39 3,750 gal 
Auslin TX City of Austin 8.50 
Jefferson Co. Existing AL Jefferson County 2.00 
Pittsburgh PA Pittsburgh Waler and Sewer Authorily 14.67 1,000 gal 

Portland OR City of Portland -
Jefferson Co. Recommended AL Jefferson County 13.50 1,500 gal 
San Francisco CA San Francisco Public Utilities -
Honolulu HI City and Counly of Honolulu 59.47 2,000 gal 
SeaUie WA Cily of SeaUie 8.89 750 gal 

AUanla GA City of Atlanla 5.21 

3,8 Cost of Service 

Allocation of Cost .. 

O&M Allocations 
The O&M budget for FY 2009-2010 is approximately $61.34 million. The total budget is 
comprised of separate budgets for individual cost centers within the County's system. There are 
27 cost centers in total, including the WWTPs, ESD Administration, Pump Station Operations, 
etc. The brealcdown of the total budget by cost center is presented in Exhibit 3-1. 

Each cost center's budget was allocated to categories, such as flow, industrial waste surcharge 
components, billing and collection, and adnllnistration and general. These allocations were 
determined in consultation with ESD staff. Totals for these allocations are provided in Exhibit 3-
17. AdminisLration and general (Admin & General) are overhead costs shared by all other 
allocation categories. Therefore, the Admin & General costs are re-allocated to the other 
allocation categories based on their percentage of the total budget Exhibit 3-18 shows the re
allocation of Admin & General and the resulting categorical allocation of the overall budget. 
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Exhibit 3-17: O&M Budget by Allocation Categories 

TotalO&M $ 61,336,284 

Allocation Categories Allocated Costs Percent 
Flow 27,481,265 44.80% 
BOD/COD 7,119,678 11.61% 
TSS 4,675,495 7.62% 
FOG 844,317 1.38% 
Total Nutrienls 2,256,885 3.68% 
Direct to Grease 582,610 0.95% 
Direct to Septic 591,811 0.96% 
Billing & Collection 7,170,996 11.69% 
Admin & General 10,613,227 17.30% 

Exhibit 3-18: Re-allocation of Admin & General Costs 

TotalO&M $ 61,336,284 

Allocation Categories Allocated Costs Percent 
Flow 33,367,701 54.40% 
BOD/COD 8,644,700 14.09% 
TSS 5,676,977 9.26% 
FOG 1,025,168 1.67% Admin & 
Total Nutrients 2,740,305 4.47% General 
Direct to Grease 582,610 0.95% 
Direct to Septic 591,811 0.96% 
Billing & Collection 8,707,010 14.20% 

Costs associated with the cost categOlies "Direct to Grease" and "Direct to Septic" are recovered 
from septic fees and grease control program permits, calculated separately from flow and 
industrial waste surcharges. For this l'eason, the two cost categories have not received the Admin 
& General reallocation and are removed from the total budget. Exhibit 3-19 shows the adjusted 
budget of approximately $60.16 million. 

Exhibit 3-19: Allocation Categories, with Removal of Two Categories 

TotalO&M $ 60,161,863 

Allocation Categories Allocated Costs Percent 
Flow 33,367,701 55.46% 
BOD/COD 8,644,700 14.37% 
TSS 5,676,977 9.44% 
FOG 1,025,168 1.70% 
Total Nutrients 2,740,305 4.55% 
Direct to Grease 0.00% 
Direct to Septic 0.00% 
Billing & Collection 8,707,010 14.20% 
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A potion of miscellaneous revenue (ad valorem revenues, various fee and charge revenue, etc.) is 
allocated to offset O&M costs. Approximately $8.13 million is allocated to O&M. Tills total 
includes a small negative offset of which represents the FY 2009-2010 forecasted transfer to the 
Operating Fund to meet the operating reserve target established by the County. As previously 
discussed, the private meter credits have a negative impact on revenue and therefore can be 
considered an additional revenue requirement as shown in Exhibit 3-20. The net O&M costs are 
$61.16 million and are presented in Exhibit 3-20. 

Exhibit 3-20: Net O&M Costs by Cost Category 

O&M Costs Offsets Private Moter Credits Net O&M Costs 

Total $ 60.161,863 $ (8,125,407) $ 9,126.049 $ 61,162,505 

Allocation Categories Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation 
Row 33,367,701 (4,506,612) 9,126,049 36,098,579 
BOD/COD 8.644,700 (1,167.545) 7,477,155 
TSS 5.676,977 (766,727) 4.910,250 
FOG 1,025,168 (138.456) 886.710 
Total Nutrients 2.740.305 (370,103) 2,370,202 
Direct to Grease 
Direct to Septic 
Billing & Collection 8,707,010 (1,175,961) 9,419,609 

Capital Allocations 
Capital expenditures are costs incurred by the utility which are separate from the utility'S O&M 
budgct. These costs pertain to expeoditures inculTed for repairing, upgrading, or expanding the 
utility's infrastructure. A large component of capital costs is debt service payments for bond 
issues used to fund capital projects. PA YGO, willch is the amount a utility will fund capital 
projects through rate generated revenue, is also included in capital expenditures. 

Capital expenditures are allocated to cost categories using the allocations of the fixed assets to 
the cost categories. Therefore, the first step in the process was to allocate the fixed assets to each 
cost category. The percentage of total assets of each cost category was applied to allocate the 
capital expeoditures. For the County, the fixed assets were assigned to cost ceoters, shown in 
Exhibit B-2 of Appendix B. The cost centers, with the exception of a few additions, are the same 
cost centers that are included in the O&M budget. The assets total approximately $3.15 billion 
dollars. 

The value of the assets of each cost center was allocated to cost categories. The cost categories 
represent the general costs associated with providing wastewater sel"Vice. The cost categories 
used for the capital analysis were flow and the industrial waste surcharge componeots. The 
allocation percentages were detelTUined by an initial breakdown between collection and 
treatment, provided by ESD staff. Collection assets were allocated 100% to flow. Treatment 
assets were allocated in a manner consistent with the O&M allocation of treatment. The 
resulting allocation percentages are provided in Exbibit 3-21, along with the total asset values 
per cost center under each cost category. 
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Exhibit 3-21: Asset Values per Allocation Categories 

Total Assets $ 3,150,308,232 

Allocation Categories Allocated Costs Percent 

Flow 2,290,274,084 72.70% 

BOD/COD 463,725,372 14.72% 

TSS 216,426,176 6.87% 

FOG 65,841,442 2.09% 

Total Nutrients 114,041,158 3.62% 

Direct to Grease 0.00% 

Direct to Septic 0.00% 

Billing & Collection 0.00% 

The consequential percent allocations provided in Exhibit 3-21 are used to allocate capital 
expenditures for FY 2009-2010 to the cost categories. Exhibit 3-22 below shows how the 
$111.47 million of debt service and $0.53 million of PAY GO capital expenditures are allocated 
to the cost categories. 

Exhibit 3-22: Allocation of Capital Expenditures for FY 2009-2010 

Total Capital Expenditures S 111,995,807 

Allocation Categories Percent Allocated Costs 

Flow 72.70% 81,420,952 

BOD/COD 14.72% 16,485,783 

TSS 6.87% 7,694,112 

FOG 2.09% 2,340,712 

Total Nutrients 3.62% 4,054,248 

Direct to Grease 0.00% 1,140 

Direct to Septic 0.00% 

Billing & Collection 0.00% 

Similar to the O&M allocation, a portion of the miscellaneous/non-user charge revenue (impact 
fee revenue) is allocated to offset capital expenses. The level of miscellaneous revenue allocated 
is approximately $6.18 million. The breakdown of the capital costs, miscellaneous revenue, and 
net capital costs is provided in Exhibit 3-23. 
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Capital Costs 

Total $ 111,995,807 

Allocation Categories Allocation 

Flow 81,420,952 

BOD/COD 16,485,783 

TSS 7,694,112 

FOG 2,340,712 

Total Nutrients 4,054,248 

Direct to Grease 

Direct to Septic 

Billing & Collection 

Comparison of Customer Class Costs 

$ 

SECTION 111- FINANCIAL PLANNING AND 
COST OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

Offsets Net Capital Costs 

(6,176,754) $ 105,819,117 

AllocatIon Allocation 

(4,490,454) . 76,930,498 

(909,209) 15,576,574 

(424,339) 7,269,773 

(129,093) 2,211,620 

(223,596) 3,830,652 

In the previous SUbsection, the net O&M and capital costs were established and allocated 
categorically, The next phase in the cost of service aoalysis was to determine the respective 
expenses per customer class, 

Determination of Customer Class Units 
The first step was accomplished by assessing the number of units for each customer class per 
cost component. The easiest allocation was overall customer class flow, since it is recorded for 
billing purposes. The allocations for the strength component represent the breakdown from the 
industrial waste surcharge analysis, which is discussed in the next section. Similarly, a portion 
of the inflow and infiltration (1&1) needed to be allocated to each class. 1&1 is not billed, but the 
cost of treating I&1 still must be recovered. Therefore, a set of allocation factors were 
established to determine the appropriate allocations. The 1&1 allocation factors are provided in 
Exhibit B-3 of Appendix B, and the unit allocations are provided in Exhibit 3-24 . 

. Exhibit 3-24: Customer Class Unit Allocations 

Cct 1. ~ I" Ib eel • 
Resldenlial 8.185,620 9,320,455 17,506,075 6,672.~21 10,853,265 3,107.569 3.921,497 4,157.378 132,227 

NOI'\oResldenUal 13.154,858 14,978..616 28,133,474 14,704,289 20,289,345 4,413,476 6.275,555 1,917,390 14,117 

21.340,478 24,299,071 45,639,549 21,376,710 31,142,610 7,521.045 10,191,052 6,074,768 146,345 

Establishing Unit Costs 
The unit costs per cost component must be determined. These unit costs were applied to the 
number of units per customer class, described above, to determine the cost of service by 
customer class, The unit costs were calculated by dividing the sum of the O&M and capital costs 
per cost component by the total units of service per cost component. These total units of service 
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per cost components are the sums of the customer class uuits per cost components already 
established. The result was a cost per uuit fur each cost component. Also in this step, 1&1 units 
are no longer distinguished. The total 1&1 units are combined with the total billable flow uuits to 
establish an overall unit cost per flowuuit. The uuit costs are presented in Exhibit 3-25. 

Exhibit 3-25: Unit Costs 

fu 

O&M $37,987.139 $0 $0 $7,477,155 $4,910,250 $886,710 $2,370,202 $0 $7,531,049 

Capital 

Units of Service 51,714,317 0 0 21,376.710 31,142,610 7.521,045 10,197,052 0 146,345 

Unit Cost • 222 • • $ 1.08 • 0.39 $ 0.41 • 0.61 • • 51.46 
ICd " no " no / Account 

Cost Allocation Summary 
The individual cost of service components for each customer class was detenuined by 
multiplying the cost component unit costs by the respective number of units per cost component 
per customer class. The detail of these values is provided in Exlnbit B-4 of Appendix B. The 
sums of the individual costs represent the total cost of service per customer class. A summary of 
the cost of service calculations is provided in Exhibit 3-26. 

Exhibit 3-26: Cost of Service by Expense Category and by Customer Class 

By Category 
O&M Expenses $ 61,162,505 
Capital Expenses 105,819,117 

$ 166,981 ,622 
By Class 

Residential $ 70,049,771 
Commercial 

3.9 Rate Calculation 

At this point, the cost of service per customer class had been detenuined, so the next step was 
rate calculation. This calculation could be approached a number of different ways. Some 
utilities, like the County, assess a unifonn rate. Other utilities assess different uuifonn rates per 
class based on the cost of service. Still others apply a different rate structure to each of the 
customer classes. One example of an alternative rate structure is provided below in Exhibit 3-27. 
The rates were calculated assuming a January 1, 2010 implementation date, therefore only 
applicable for nine months of the :fiscal year. A base charge with no demand allowance is 
assessed based on meter size to both residential and commercial customers. For example, for a 
5/8-inch customer, the base charge would be $9.88. However, since the costs of service for 
residential and non-residential customers are different, the unifOlm rate per demand unit is 
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different for each class. In this example, the residential rate per Ccf (after the 85% return factor 
is applied) is $6.72 per Ccf. For commercial customers, the volumetric rate is $7.01 per Ccf. 
This reflects that the cost to serve residential customers is lower than commercial customers due 
to concentrations of pollutants. The revenue proof for this example is provided in Exhibit 3-28. 

Exhibit 3-27: Example of Alternative Rate Structure and Rate Calculation Based 
on Cost of Service 

Charge Meter Size Unit Charge Unit 

Volumetric 
Residential* $ 6.72 perCel 
Non-Residential $ 7.01 perCel 

Base Charge 
5/8' $ 9.88 per Month 
3/4" 12.76 
1" 18.52 

1.25" 24.28 
1.5" 32.93 
2" 50.21 
3' 90.55 
4" 148.17 
6' 292.23 
8" 465.09 
10" 666.77 
12" 1,242.99 

'Return factor of 85% is applied for Residential Customers. 

Exhibit 3-28: Revenue Proof based on Example Cost of Service Rates 

FY2009-2010 
Revenue 

Fixed $ 15,817,527 
Volumetric $ 149,913,993 
Other Revenue $ 15,607,297 
Total Revenue $ 181,338,817 

Revenue ReqUirements 
O&M $ 69,343,111 
Capital $ 111,995,807 
Total $ 181,338,919 
Surplus/(Deficit) $ (101) 

• Deficit due to rounding. 

The rate structure example is not a recommendation ofrates or rate stlUcture for FY 2009-2010. 
It is consistent with RFC's future recommendations; however, it is only presented to provide the 
County with a demonstration of how different rate structure approaches could be implemented. 
The County will need to determine the appropriate rate structure and corresponding rates based 
on its objectives and constraints. 
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RFC evaluated whether the current return factor was appropriate. The billed sewer usage for 
residential customers is calculated as 85% of metered water consumption. This return factor was 
determined on the basis that 15% of residential water consumption is not l"etumed to the sewer 
system. The primary reason is outdoor water use, particularly irrigation. To validate this return 
factor, it was necessary to analyze the pattern of Jefferson County residential users' monthly 
water consumption levels. It is generally accepted within the wastewater industry that an 
average of the months representing the lowest billed water consumption, typically winter 
months, is a good indicator of indoor water consumption, which is assumed to be returned to the 
sewer system. By comparing this average to the annual average monthly metered water usage 
for the County, it was possible to arrive at the calculated ratio of metered water usage to the 
wastewater that is returned to the sewer. 

The data for this analysis was collected from monthly billing data for Jefferson County residents 
from the Birmingham Water Works Board. These users provide an excellent sample for all of 
Jefferson County as over 80 percent of County customers are also customers of the Birmingham 
Water Works Board. Residential consumption data was pulled from two years of monthly 
statements, and compiled to show total monthly consumption across 2007 and 2008. 

RFC examined two scenarios, which are summarized in Exhibit 3-29, to estimate monthly indoor 
water use. In the first scenario, the consecutive three-month period with the lowest aggregate 
consumption was evaluated. In the second scenario, the grouping of the three months with the 
lowest aggregate consumption was selected. The final column of Exhibit 3-29 shows the 
arithmetic mean of the 2007 and 2008 ratios. 

Exhibit 3-29: Analysis of Return Factor 

2007 2008 2007 & 2008 
3 month Annual Ratio 3lTIonth Annual Ratio Ratio 
AVCOIgc average ,vcmgc avcrngc 

3 Jowest 703,835 753,608 107.07% 657,499 740,686 112.65% 109.77% 
consecutive 
monlhs 
310wesl 654,840 753,608 115.08% 648,248 740,686 114.26% 114.67% 
monlbs 

These ratios indicated that for 2007 and 2008 a reasonable estimate of residential water usage 
that was not returned to the sewer system is between 10% and 15%. Therefore, it is appropriate 
for this portion of water usage to not be charged to residential sewer customers. This data 
validates the contioued utilization ofthe percent of metered water use billing system, and 
supports an 85% return factor as reasonable. 
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SECTION IV -INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURCHARGES 

4.1 Overview 

An important component of the Study was the development of an industrial waste surcharge 
model (Surcharge Model) that would provide the ESD with the necessary information required 
for an update to all rates in the County's industrial waste surcharge program. Some data from 
the Surcharge Model was also utilized for cost of service allocations. 

The approach RFC took in updating these charges was to identify and allocate the costs 
associated with treating the different components of wastewater influent to the ESD's treatment 
plants with an emphasis on labor, chemical, and energy (particularly electricity) costs. The fust 
step in the study was to conduct a site visit to the County to interview ESD staff and visit a 
selected sample of WWTPs. The site visits were conducted on September 1-2, 2009. The 
following table shows the WWTPs included in the System and those that were visited by RFC. 
The size or class of treabnent plant is also included with Class II being the smallest and Class IV 
being the largest An adequate spectrum of plants was visited by RFC in order to gain a grasp of 
the processes and allocations for the larger and smaller WWTPs within the system. 

Exhibit 4-1: ESD Treatment Plants 

Treatment Plant Class RFCVisit 
Valley Creek IV Yes 
Village Creek IV Yes 
Cahaba River IV 
Five Mile Creek IV Yes 
Leeds III 
Trussville ill Yes 
Turkev Creek ill 
Warrior II 
Prudes Creek II 

RFC toured four of the WWTPs, interviewed personnel, and analyzed labor, chemical, and 
energy usage provided by each plant. Since RFC did not visit all of the WWTPs, the data from 
the treabnent plant in a particular class was applied to those WWTPs in the same class. The 
following subsections outline the methodology used in the Surcharge Model and explain the 
reasoning behind the allocations. These subsections are followed by the surcharge and charge 
calculations and RFC's recommendations. 

4.2 Distribution of Cost Centers to Surcharge Parameters 

RFC used the FY 2009-2010 O&M budget as the basis for the costs to be recovered from the 
indusoial waste surcharges, utilizing each cost center in the ESD budget that included treabnent 
operations. With input fl'Om ESD staff, RFC reviewed the budget to determine what line items 
of each cost center had a direct relationship with the treament of the specific parameters. 
Exhibit 4-2 summarizes the percentages fl'om each cost center that were allocated to each 
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parameter. The Surcharge Model includes an allocation of costs to flow which represents those 
activities that are not involved in the treatment of the surcharge parameters. These activities 
include pumping, flow equalization, grit screening, clarification etc. The costs allocated to flow 
are recovered from the volumetric rate. A portion of the remaining allocated costs are recovered 
by industrial waste surcharges. The County currently surcharges for excessive BOD/COD, TSS, 
FOG, and phosphorous. The County requested that RFC explore the possibility of adding an 
additional surcharge for total nitrogen. The allocations between these activities will be shown 
later in the report in the subsection "Distribution of Costs to Process Functions." 

Exhibit 4-2: Summary of Cost Center Budget Allocation Percentages to Pollutant 
Loading Surcharge Parameters 

Pollutant Loading Snrchar2c Parameters 
Allocation Percentag~ 

Total Direct 
Direct Cost Center Flow BOD TSS FOG 

Nutrients 
to 

to Septic 
Total 

Grease 
ESD 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Administration 
Cahaba illver 50.7% 28.9% 14.1% 1.2% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Five Mile Creelt 52.6% 272.% 13.7% 1.2% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Leeds 53.2% 28.1% 11.7% 1.8% 5.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Trussville 49.5% 31.7% 11.0% 1.5% 63% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Turkey Creek 54.3% 25.5% 12.1% 1.7% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Vallev Creel' 55.0% 21.9% 14.0% 1.6% 4.4% 0.0% 3.1% 100.0% 
Villae:c Creek 52.6% 21.3% 15.4% 0.7% 5.0% 1.4% 3.5% 100.0% 
Five Mile Creek 

69.3% 14.9% 10.5')'0 4.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Maintenance 
Valley Creek 

67.1% 14.9% 10.1% 4.4% 0.7% 0.0% 2.8% 100.0% 
Maintenance 
Village Creek 

62.7% 13.9% 9.4% 4.1% 0.6% 2.6% 6.6% 100.0% 
Maintenance 
Electrical Shop 51.3% 22.4% 16.4% 19% 4.2% 0.0% 3.7% 100.0% 
Instrument ShOD 50.3% 24.3% 16.0% 1.8% 4.5% 0.0% 3.1% 100.0% 
Pomp Station 

83.3% 6.0% 8.2% 1.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Operations 
Biosollds 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Barton 

10.0% 15.1% 8.1% 16.2% 33.1% 17.5% 0.0% 100.0% 
Laboratory * 
*The Dlrect to Grease allocation for Barton Lab IS allocated to the grease control program. 

As shown in Exhibit 4-3, a significant pOltion of costs are allocated to the flow parameter while 
other cost centers such as ESD Adrninish'ation are allocated entirely to "Direct to Septic." 
Further information regarding each cost center is provided below. First, Exhibit 4-3 shows a 
summary of the budget allocations in terms of dollars once the allocation percentages from 
Exhibit 4-2 are applied. Each colunm' under the parameter heading is the cost involved in 
actually treating the wastewater influent in order to develop the lIDit cost that was described 
previously. To develop the unit costs, RFC used O&M costs only, excluding capital costs which 
would include debt service or CIP contributions. 
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Exhibit 4-3: Summary of Cost Center Budget Allocations to Pollutant Loading 
Surcharge Parameters 

Pollutant Loading Surch,,-~e Parameters 
Allocation Percenla~es 

Total 
Direct Direct 

Cost Center Flow BOD TSS FOG to to Total 
Nutrients Grease SepHc 

ESD 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $63,000 $63,000 Administration 

Cahaba River 1,565,721 892,335 434,963 37,167 158,998 0 0 3089185 
Five Mile Creek 1,408,933 728,419 367357 30,950 144,625 0 0 2680285 
Leeds 471,606 249,511 104,013 16,199 45,812 ° 0 887142 
Trussville 426871 273,389 95139 13,321 54260 0 0 862980 
Tur1,ev Creek 452612 212464 100656 14501 53116 0 0 833349 
Valley Creek 3,892,043 1,548,852 989,327 115,084 308,181 0 21999J 7073477 
Villa •• Creek 3 976.283 1610093 1 166586 54,395 378 311 103204 265466 7554,337 
Five Mile Creek 

256,174 55,146 38,817 16,915 2,542 0 0 369,595 Maintenance 
Valley Creek 326,710 72,326 49,172 21,606 3,334 0 13,542 486,690 
Maintenance 
ViHageCreek 236,138 52,276 35,540 15,616 2,410 9,788 24,765 376,534 
Maintenance 
.Elcctrical Shop 473,921 207,248 151 737 17,992 38411 0 34,319 923 628 
Instrument 

338,815 163,467 107,924 J2,454 30,653 ° 20,721 674,034 
Shop 
Pump Station 3,178,530 228,480 314,212 38,097 57,120 ° 0 3,816,439 
Operations 
Biosolids 0 379,653 474,566 0 94,913 0 0 949132 
Barton 266,663 400,624 215,986 431,796 878,982 465,405 0 2,659,456 
Laboratory * 
*Dlrect to Grease lS anoeated to the Grease Program. 

4.3 Distribution of Costs to Process Functions 

Exhibits C-IA through C-16A of Appendix C present the percent allocations of the costs 
associated with each cost center's treatment process category to the treatment parameters. 
Exhibits C-IB through C-16B of Appendix C summarize the allocated costs. RFC developed a 
Ust of treatment processes that best described the processes found at all of the WWTPs. 
Consistency between the cost centers was vital in order to develop a proper allocation of costs. 
The treatment processes that RFC developed with input from ESD staff are shown in Exhibit 4-4. 

Exhibit 4-4: List of Treatment Process Categories for the Allocation of ESD 
Treatment Costs 

Flow Equalization Biological Treatment 
Grit Screening and Filters 
Cornrninuters 
Pumping Disinfection 
Clarifiers Thickening 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Dewatering 
Sludge Digesters 

Water Reuse 

34 

JEFFCOST-25102 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-15    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part66    Page 2 of 13



c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

SECTION IV -INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURCHARGES 

In addition to costs related specifically to the treatment processes, costs from line items within 
each costs center's budget that RFC identified as General & Admin were allocated according to a 
weighted percentage of the total costs for each treatment process. These General & Admin costs, 
while not specific to a treatment process, are necessary for the treatment function of each cost 
center and should, therefore, be recovered through the unit cost calculated for each parameter. 

For the cost allocations, RFC was able to isolate the WWTPs by cost center since several of the 
cost centers are listed by treatment plant. Two of the smaller Class II WWTPs, Warrior and 
Prudes Creek, are not represented as a separate cost center but are included in the cost center for 
the Five Mile Creek (7302) WWTP. Other cost centers shown in Exhibits 4-2 and 4-3 that are 
not specifically associated with a treatment plant are included since their functions include the 
treatment of wastewater and the recovery of such costs should be included in the calculation of 
industrial waste surcharges. 

The allocation of costs for the ESD Administration cost center is related to a station for septage 
receiving overseen by one ESD employee. The cost shown here reflects the salary and benefits 
related to this position and allocated accordingly to septage. 

Barton Laboratory's primary function is to confinn the success of the treatment processes 
through sampling of wastewater effluent for pennitting purposes. In addition, tbe Barton 
Laboratory cost center also includes the grease control program and pretreatment administration. 
Since Barton LaboratOly's functions are not related to the treatment processes in the same 
manner as in the other cost centers, RFC allocated the costs to three primary areas; grease 
control, pretreatment, and the remainder of the budget which would involve sampling and other 
lab functions. In order to allocate the percentages to the three Plimary areas; pretreatment, 
grease control, and the remainder of the budget (sampling and testing), RFC employed a two
step method. The first step was applied to tbe pretreatment and grease control areas. RFC 
calculated the percentage of employees within the Barton LaboratOlY cost center that are 
dedicated to these two areas. Of twenty-two (22) employees, four (4) are dedicated to 
pretreatment and seven (7) are dedicated to grease control resulting in allocation percentages of 
18% and 32%, respectively resulting in the total dollar amounts for pretreatment and grease 
control. RFC further allocated these amounts to the wastewater parameters with input fi-om ESD 
staff. The second step involved the number and types of tests taken dUling the most recent fiscal 
year and allocating the total cost to the various wastewater parameters. The results of this are 
shown in Exhibit C-16C of Appendix C. 

4.4 Mass Balance 

RFC conducted a mass balance of the System with data provided by ESD staff. The main 
purpose of the mass balance was to provide a COmp811S0n of wastewater discharged by 
residential, commercial, and industrial customers with the influent measured at each treatment 
plant. This information included a reasonable estimate of the amount of 1&1 within the System 
and that the level of wastewater mass being discharged into the System is not greater than that 
measured at the treatment plants. Another benefit of the mass balance was that it provided an 
estimate of the levels of influent concentration of the wastewater parameters. The mass of these 
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parameters was included in the calculation of the industrial waste surcharges. Exhibit 4-5 shows 
the mass balance that RFC <)eveloped for this stody for FY 2008-2009. 

Exhibit 4-5: FY 2008-2009 Mass Loadings of Treatment Plants 

FOG 

Treatment 
Plant 51,714,317 24,255,018 24,861,710 31,582,379 7,705,945 1,070,363 9,392,834 

4,188,649 

439.769 184,900 20,722 245,424 

16,165,101 21,992,530 7,521,045 1,035,271 4,958,762 

4.5 Plant Loadings 

The summary of loadings was provided by data obtained at the treatment plants. Exhibit 4-6 
shows the summary of these loadings by treatment plant. 

Exhibit 4-6: FY 2009 Summary of Loadings by Treatment Plants 

Treatment Plant Loadin~s 
Treatment Influent Influent Influent Total Total 

Plant Volume BOD TSS Phosphorous Nitrogen 
CCF Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds 

Cahaba 
4,139,163 2,695,831 3,199,688 65,455 764,407 River 

Five Mile 
6,118,259 2,409,469 4,184,115 116,628 1,307,723 

Creek 
Leeds 486588 452347 438087 7686 82,974 
Trussville 910,599 586,527 710489 12,967 185487 
Turkey 

1,591,064 728,188 1,420,407 72,230 355,360 
Creek 
Valley 

19,617,112 9,731,943 11,569,484 384,224 3,185,639 
Creek 
Village 

18,656,848 7,874,108 9,911,587 408,265 2,035,744 
Creek 
Warrior 155030 345145 51250 585 1,466.116 
Prudes 

39,653 38,152 91,273 2,325 9,384 
Creek 
Total 51714,317 2<1,861710 31582379 1070,364 9,392,835 

Influent data was not available for the FOG parameter. Therefore, the FOG loading was 
estimated by adding the individual estimated FOG loadings for the resideotiaI, commercial, and 
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SID customer classes. The discharge of FOG by the residential and non-residential classes was 
estimated by multiplyjng the billed volume of wastewater discharged by each customer class by 
an assumption of the concentration of FOG, in this case 50 mg/l for both customer classes. The 
FOG loading for the SIDs is estimated by multiplying the billed volume of wastewater 
discharged for each customer by their respective sampled FOG strength as provided by ESD. 
Exhibit 4-7 shows the estimate of FOG mass loadings. 

Exhibit 4-7: Estimate of FOG Loadings by Customer Class 

Customer Class Fats, Oils, and Grease 
(pounds) 

Residential 3107569 
Commercial 4,244966 
Industrial !Non-Surcharged Amount) 168,510 
Industrial (Surcharged Amount) 184,900 
Total 7,705945 

4.6 Customers 

In order to detennine the amount of loadings that would be surcharged, RFC reviewed the 
loadings data of those customers that are participants in the industrial waste surcharge program. 
ESD staff provided a list of customers that are currently active in the program and provided the 
most recent sampling data. RFC looked for trends in the data and projected an overall 
cuncenlraliun [or FY 2008-2009 amI used ibis GunGenlraliun fur FY 2009-2010. Exhibils D-J 
and D-2 of Appendix D show the list of customers and their respective mass loadings separated 
into surcharged and non-surcharged amounts. This list includes only those customers with 
loadings that are significant according to the ESD. This data was used to develop the mass 
loadings found in Exhibits 4-5, 4-6, and 4-7. 

4.7 Labor, Electricity, and Chemicals 

As mentioned earlier, RFC visited Jefferson County on September 1-2, 2009 to interview ESD 
staff and visit the WWTPs. ESD staff took RFC staff on tours of the Valley Creek, Village 
Creek, Five Mile Creek, and Trnssville WWTPs. The main topics of discussion during these 
visits were chemicals, labor, and electricity and how these areas could be allocated by process at 
these plants. The resulting cost allocations were then applied to the budget line items for each 
cost center. Appendix E provides the detaIl for the labor, elecnicity and chemicals allocations. 

4.8 Existing Rates 

The rates of the County's industrial waste surcharge program were last updated in 1991. The 
County has the following rates to recover the costs for the treatment of industrial wastes in its 
CUlTent program: 
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• Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) surcharge: Two-tier structure of $0.195 per 
pound for concentrations of 300 mgll to 1,200 mgll and $0.2925 per pound for 
concentrations above 1,200 mgt!. 

• Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) surcharge: Same as the above BOD surcharge 
except that the first tier rate applies to the range of COD concentration from 750 mg/l 
to 3,000 mgll and the second tier applies to all concentrations above 3,000 mgll. The 
ESD has a policy that if the COD concentration of an industrial customer is in excess 
of 2.5 times the BOD concentration then the COD concentrations apply and the 
surcharge is based on the COD parameters. 

• Total Suspended Solids (TSS) surcharge: Two-tier structure of $0.15 per pound for 
concentrations of 300 mgll to 1,000 mgll and $0.30 per pound for concentrations 
above 1,000 mgll. 

• Total Phosphorous (TP) surcharge: Single-tier rate of $2.00 per pound for 
concentrations above 4 mgt!. 

• Fats. Oils, and Grease (FOG) surcharge: Single-tier of $0.10 per pound for 
concentrations above 50 mg/I. 

In addition to these surcharges the ESD has charges in place for the receipt and handling of FOG 
and septic waste (septage) at its larger plants. 

• A Septage handling rate is $30 per 1,000 gallons. 
• A FOG bandling rate is $30 per 1,000 gallons. 

CUrrently, FOG is received at the Village Creek treatment plant and septage is received at both 
the Village Creek and Valley Creek treatment plants. The County also has a grease control 
program which is funded through annual grease control pennits. Most food service facilities 
must obtain a grease control program permit. The annual permit fee ranges from $200 to $800 
depending on the number of grease traps or interceptors. 

4.9 Industrial Waste Surcharge and Revenue Calculations 

In order to update the industrial waste surcharges, two components are required: I) the allocated 
costs to the various wastewater strength parameters and 2) the mass and flow of these 
parameters. Exhibit 4-8 shows the costs allocated to the pollutant loading parameters and the 
associated mass and volume. The mass and volume is based on data from FY 2008-2009. ESD 
staff anticipates these amounts will remain consistent for FY 2009-2010. 

Exhibit 4·8: Summary of Costs and Loadings per Parameter 

Component BOD TSS FOG Grease* Septage 
Total Total 

System Phosphorous Nitro~cn 

Costs $7,074,283 $4645994 $836,092 $112,992 $641805 $225 167 $2026,501 

Amount of 24,861,710 31,582,379 7,705~45 
4,433 8,880 

86,107 9,426,271 
(1,000 (1,000 

Parameter pounds pounds pounds 
.allons) .. lions) 

pounds pounds 

*Does not mc1ude $465,405 allocated to grease contro1 program. 
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Recommentlel[ Rates 
RFC recommends revisions to the industrial waste surcharge stmcture. These recommendations 
include the removal of the two-tier rate structure currently in place for BOD, COD, and TSS, 
resulting in a uniform industrial waste surcharge. Going forward, the same industrial waste 
surcharge would be applied to all concentrations exceeding 300 mgll for the BOD and TSS 
parameters and 750 mgll for the COD parameter. The argument for a one tier structure is that 
the cost associated with removal of these pollutaot loadings does not vary by the concentration of 
these parameters in the wastewater. Exhibit 4-9 includes the proposed industrial waste surcharge 
for each parameter along with the current surcharges. In addition, the projected level of revenue 
that may be generated given the current levels of industrial waste discharge is provided. 

Exhibit 4-9: Proposed and Current Surcharge Rates 

COD BOD TSS FOG Grease* Septago Total 
Nitrogen 

Proposed 
$75.00pcr $60.00 per Industrial $0.290 per $0.290 per SO.150 per $0.110 per 
1,000 1,000 

$2.62 per $0.22 per 
:Waste pound pound pound pound 

gallons gallons pound pound 

750 rogll 300mgll 300 mgll 50 mgll N/A NIA 4mgfl 40 roWI 

$1,010,650 $65,938 $20,330 $332,468 $532,826 $54,092 $53,973 

$0.10 per $30 per $30 per 
$2.00 per 

1,000 1,000 None 
Waste pound 

gallons gallons pound 

As shown in Exhibit 4-9, the proposed COD and BOD industrial waste surcharges are the same. 
RFC applied the same method currently in place of 1.)sing the COD data for a customer to 
calculate a surcharge if the COD concentration is at least 2.5 times the BOD concentration of the 
customer for the same sampling period. The specific customers and to whom this applied is 
shown in the Appendix. Furthermore, the proposed BOD/COD rate is approximately the same 
level as the current Tier 2 rate while the proposed TSS rate is approximately the same level as 
the current Tier 1 rate. 

Of further note is the calculation of tlle direct to grease and septage rates. These rates apply to 
those customers that haul FOG and septic waste to the treatment plants. RFC calculated the unit 
costs for the three components by multiplying the proposed industrial waste surcharges for BOD, 
TSS, and FOG by the number of pounds present in 1,000 gallons of FOG and septic waste based 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 39 

JEFFCOST-25107 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-15    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part66    Page 7 of 13



c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

SECTION IV -INDUSTRIAL WASTE SURCHARGES 

on standard industry concentrations (mgll).4 Using the cost allocations, proposed surcharges, 
and assumed loadings, the calculated costs are approximately $292 per 1,000 gallons and $114 
per 1,000 gallons for a grease load and a septage load, respectively, as shown in Exbibit 4-10. 
RFC believes immediate increases to the calculated costs are too great, so RFC recommends 
proposed rates of $75 per 1,000 gallons and $60 per 1,000 gallons for a grease load and septage 
load, respectively. 

Exhibit 4·10: Grease and Septage Load Charge Calculation 

Grease Septage 
(per 1,000 gallons) (oer 1 000 !lallons) 

Charge Mass in Charge Mass in 
Breakdown pouuds Breakdown pounds 

Hauling and Physical $25.49 $72.28 
Handliog 
BOD $140.37 484.03 $16.94 58.42 
TSS $70.52 470.12 $21.66 144.38 
FOG $55.39 503.51 $3.21 29.21 
Total Calculated 

$291.76 $114.09 
Surcharge Rate 

There are over 2,100 food service facilities in the ESD database. Approximately 1,900 of the 
facilities are on the Connty's System. Some facilities are excluded because they do not use 
grease (e.g., Subway Restaurants), resulting in approximately 1,550 facilities that are required to 
obtain annual grease control program permits. Based on the cost allocation to the program of 
approximately $465,000, the calculated cost for a permit is $300. RFC believes an immediate 
increase from $200 to $300 would be too great, so RFC recommends increasing the lowest rate 
to $220 and scaling up the rates accordingly. The current and proposed fees are summarized in 
Exbibit 4-11. 

Exhibit 4·11: Grease Control Program Permit Fees 

Nnmber of Grease 
Interce!!tors or Tra!!s Current Rates Pro1!osed Rates 

1-5 $200.00 $220.00 

6-10 $400.00 $440.00 

11-15 $600.00 $660.00 

16-20 $800.00 $880.00 

As mentioned earlier, the ESD's current industrial waste surcharge program does not include 
total nitrogen. In order to account for this, RFC incorporated total nutrients as a parameter that 
included total phosphorous and total nitrogen in the cost allocation jn the Surcharge Model. RFC 

4 From Water Environment Federation and EPA. 
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assumed that the cost respective to the treatment of total nutrients be 10% for total phosphorous 
and 90% for total nitrogen. These percentages were partially based on the level of phosphorous 
measured in the wastewater influent relative to the level of total nitrogen. 

4.10 Recommendations 

RFC reco=ends that the Commission consider updating the industrial waste surcharges and 
other industrial charges as outlined in this section. The changes include new rates and charges, 
the removal of a second tier surcharge for BOD/COD and TSS, and the inclusion of total 
nitrogen as a surcharge parameter. 
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SECTION V -IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

An impact fee is a one-time fee that is charged for new or additional connections to the County's 
System. Impact fees recover the costs associated with providing capacity to new users and 
existing users requiring additional capacity. RFC has reviewed the approach used to develop the 
current impact fees, which is based on expansion-related capital improvements costs, and the 
method of charging the fees to different classes and types of customers. Based on our review 
and the County's current capital planoing objectives, RFe has calculated updated impact fees 
based on the system buy-in approach which determines the current equity investment in existing 
capacity and sewer facilities that are available to serve new customers. RFC has identified the 
relevant sanitary Sewer facilities and system characteristics necessary to update the sanitary 
sewer impact fees based on the buy-in approach which is appropriate, defensible, and consistent 
with accepted industry practices. 

This section outlines the updated calculation of the sanitary sewer impact fees, including a 
description of the calculation and the indnstry accepted system buy-in approach. It also 
discusses the mechanism for determining impact fees for specific customers. 

5.1 Background of Impact Fee 

New sewer customers are required to pay impact fees in proportion to their anticipated use of the 
sanitary sewer system. Though impact fees are a form of user charges, they are not treated as 
operating revenues and are instead considered capital revenues and are often restricted to use in 
capital funding for projects and/or debt service that provide additional capacity. 

Philosophical Objectives anti Regulatory Reqllirements 
The primmy objectives of establishing impact fees are to achieve equity in distributing costs and 
to provide a mechanism by which new users 'can pay for the cost of the facilities required to 
serve them without burdening existing users. In short, the goal of impact fees is to promote 
inter-generational equity and to ensure that growth pays its own way. 

Computational Methodsfor Impact Fee Determination 
There are several methods that can be used to calculate impact fees, but in general there are two 
computational approaches used to determine impact fees, the system buy-in method and the 
marginal-incremental method. Both approaches are discussed briefly below. 

System Buy-in Method 
The system buy-in concept is based on the premise that new users are buying into an existing 
system that already has the capacity to serve them, and by doing so they achieve a financial 
position comparable with the existing users of the system who originally provided and paid for 
that capacity. To foster equity hetween existing and new users nnder the buy-in method, new 
users pay for the cost or value associated with the portion of existing system capacity that they 
will use. This method is applicable in situations where the existing system has adequate surplus 
capacity and does not require major expansions. 
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Marginal-Incremental Cost Method 
The marginal-incremental cost method specifically focuses on the cost of adding additional 
facilities to serve new customers. It is most appropliate in situations where existing facilities do 
not have available capacity to serve new customers and the cost for new capacity can be tied to 
an approved CIP or master plan. This method is designed to mini:mjze the need to increase user 
fees and charges for existing customers over the planning period to pay for expanded facilities to 
serve new customers. 

5.2 Recommended Approach for Determination of County Impact Fees 

The approach used in determining impact fees should reflect system characteristics in addition to 
meeting regulatory requirements and policy considerations. Since the County's System has 
existing capacity available to serve new customers, the system buy-in approach is the method 
used to update the calculation of impact fees for the County. After reviewing the current 
methodology and gaining an understanding of the County's system, capital funding needs, and 
impact fee objectives, RFCbelieves the system buy-in approach is appropriate. 

5.3 Calculation of County's Impact Fees 

The impact fees are detenuined on a cost per gpd by dividing the rate payer equity of the System 
by the total mgd of capacity available. The first step was to identify the rate payer equity of the 
System, which included the current value of the existing assets less accumulated depreciation 
and the present value of outstanding debt principal which will be recovered through rates. The 
next step was to .detennine the cost of capacity per plumbing fixture uhlt by dividing the rate 
payer equity by the total mgd of available wastewater treatment capacity and multiplying the cost 
pel' gpd by the design flow factor per fixture unit. The design flow factor per fixture unit 
represents the design flow per household divided by the typical number of plumbing fixtures per 
household in Jefferson County. Exhibit 5-1 demonstrates the system buy-in approach used to 
develop the updated sanitary sewer impact fees. 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 43 

JEFFCOST-25111 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-15    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part66    Page 11 of 13



c Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

SECTlON V - IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

Exhibit 5-1: Impact Fee System Buy-In Calculation Approach 

The approach to detennine the sanitary sewer impact fees is desclibed in more detail below. 

Rate Payer Equity 
Under the system buy-in approach, rate payer equity is comprised of the net capital asset equity 
and available reserves. 

1) Net capital asset equity represents the current value of the System facilities, including 
construction work-in-progress, that were provided through investments by existing rate 
payers less accumulated depreciated. Adjustments are also made to exclude the present 
value of outstanding principal on capital items financed through bonds that will be 
recovered through user rates and those capital items that were obtained through grant 
funding. To ensure the net capital asset equity reflects the curreot value of existing rate 
payer investments, the original cost of the system assets are treJ?ded to FY 2008-2009 
dollars using the Engineering News-Record (ENR) Construction Cost Index for 20 cities. 

2) Available reserves represent those funds contributed or made available by existing rate 
payer investments. These funds include available bond proceeds that will be used to 
construct or replace capital assets, cash in capital projects funds which are ealmarked for 
capital projects, and cash in unrestricted funds that are available to meet the System 
expenditure needs. 

Capacity 
The next step in detelmioing the average equity of the system contributed by existing rate payers 
was to divide the rate payer equity by the total 199 mgd of sanitary sewer flows the County's 
current treatment facilities can treat to determine a cost per gpd of capacity. The cost per gpd is 
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then allocated to single-family residential customers based on an estimated design wastewater 
flow per household and to plumbing fixture units based on the typical number of plumbing 
fixture units per household. 

1) The design flow per household is 450 gpd and is estimated based on EPA Standards. 
This flow factor is based on a peak wastewater flow of 180 gpd per person and an 
average household size of2.5 persons. . 

2) The estimated flow per plumbing fixture unit is estimated based on the design flow per 
household divided by the typical number of plumbing fixture units per household. The 
typical number of plumbing fixtures for residential properties within the County's service 
area is 12 plumbing fixture units. This represents the median number of fixture units in 
new single-family residential units based on a previous five-year analysis of over 7,000 
residential impact fee records. Thus, the estimated design flow per fixture unit is 37.5 
gpd. 

Impact Fee Calculation 
The impact fee is determined by dividing the FY 2008-2009 rate payer equity by the total 
existing 199 mgd of wastewater treatment capacity available to serve both existing and new 
customers. The total rate payer equity of almost $1.155 billion is divided by the total 199 mgd of 
treatment capacity to arrive at an impact fee of $5.80 per gpd. This cost per gpd is dIstributed 
among the design flow per household of 450 gpd to mTIve at a typical residential household 
impact fee of $2,612. When distributed among the 37.5 gpd per fixture unit flow factor, the 
impact fee per plumbing fixture unit is $218 which is similar to the current impact fee per fixture 
unit of$225. 

The rate payer equity represents the net capital assets consisting of fixed asset original cost and 
construction work-in-progress reduced by accumulated depreciation, outstanding principal on 
debt, and unamortized grants. Assets and accumulated depreciation have been escalated by the 
20-city ENR Constmction Cost Index to reflect the current trended value and appropriate fund 
balances on September 30, 2008 were added to the net capital assets to determine the rate payer 
eqnity of the System. The outstanding principal on debt is expressed in terms of the current 
value of all future debt principal payments, which have been discounted by an assumed average 
cost of debt of 6.0%. 

The detailed impact fee calculation is show in Exhibit 5-2. 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 45 

JEFFCOST-25113 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-15    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part66    Page 13 of 13



C 

C 

Jefferson County Commission SECTION V - IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

Exhibit 5-2: Impact Fee Calculation 

Rate Payer Equ Tty 

Original Cost 
Une 

1 land, 8ulldlngs. & Equipment $4,243,503,428 
2 Plus: Construction Work in Progress 163,003,561 
3 Less: ACCOOlulated Dep-eciation (1,254,568,877) 
4 Less: PV of Outstanding Bonds & Loans (2) (1,569,616,166) 
5 Less: Contributed Gapital (3) (1,415,810,266) 
6 Less: Unamortized Grants 0 

7 Net Capital Assets 

8 Plus: Available Bond Proceeds (4) 26,968,448 
9 Plus: Cash i1 Capital Project Fund (4) 148,807,984 

10 Plus: Unresbicted Reserves (4) 12,344,394 

11 Fund Balances 

12 Total Ratepayer Equity 

13 Total System TreatmentCapacity (gpd) (5) 

14 Cost Per GaHan Per Day 

15 Design Flow Per Household (gpd) (6) 

16 Typical Residential Impact Fee 

17 Rxture Count per Typical Residence 

18 Impact Fee per Rxture 

(1) Theaigloalcos~ acctmulated deprecia1ion, ood Hxed assets obtained through unamorfzed grafts 
were escslalBd by the 2O-city ENRCa to reflect the currant 1ronclad valua. 

(2) Raprasanlsthe present value of all principal payments on al Counly outslardng bonds & loansreqLimd 
to food ¥,aslewater syslBm assets. The present value was de!£lrmined by ciS::01.l'lled amoo principal 
payments to a currant value basad on !.he County's 6.0% cost of debt 

(3) Thet-ended original cost of contributed capital reflects the original cost [ess accumulaled depreclaion 
for each conlrlboted asset escalaled by the 2O-City ENROCI factors. 

(4) AU emfll9 fund balances are a5019l18109. 
(5) Rap-eseris the maximum treatmentcapooity of all CountywasteNater lreatmant pJanls. 
(6) Desgn fkm per tK:JurehOld Is based on U.S. Emironmental ProtectlonAgeocy Standords. 
(7) Rap-eserisths typical number of plumbIng rlXtures for residential properties willn the County's seNioo 

area Eased on a f1ve-)'8ar analysis on owr 7,000 resldenUallmpact fee recotds. . 

Trended OrIginal 
Cost (1) 

$5,705,520,550 
163,003,561 

(1,935,071,369) 
(1,569,616,166) 
(1,396,959,030) 

0 

$966,877,546 

26,968,448 
148,807,984 
12,344,394 

$188,120,826 

$1,154,998,372 

199,000,000 

$5.80 

450 

$2,612 

12 

$217.65 

The asset values are reduced by the present value of outstanding principal on debt to detel1nine 
rate payer equity to ensure that new users are not paying twice for the same capacity, e.g. once 
through payment of impact fee and a second time through user fees wInch include debt service 
payments, By deducting the principal value of the debt from the cost of the facHities, new users 
in fact pay only for the equity p01tion of the existing facHities via the impact fee. It is expected 
that new users will be sharing in a portion of the cost of the principal on debt once they join the 
system and begin paying user rates and charges. However, since impact fee revenues will also 
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be used to pay for a portion of the outstanding debt service, reducing the asset values by the 
present value of all outstanding principal on debt is a conservative approach. 

5.4 Mechanism for Charging Impact Fees 

There are five typical approaches for applying impact fees to different classes and types of 
customers: 

1. Meter size 
2. Square footage 
3. Fixture units 
4. Equivalent residential units 
5. Per 1,000 gallons of estimated usage 

As mentioned previously, the County calculated impact fees for customers using fixture units. 
RFC has reviewed the County's fee schedule and agrees with the approach used by the County 
with one exception, the assumption of fixture units for restaurants. Of the wastewater utilities 
that charge on a per seat basis for restaurants, the assumption is typically between 25 and 40 gpd 
per seat. The County currently assumes one seat equals one-half of a fixture unit, which equates 
to an assumption of 18.75 gpd per seat. RFC believes the County is underestimating the capacity 
of restaurants and should change the assumption to one fixture unit for each seat, which would 
equate to an assumption of37.5 gpd per seat. 

5.5 Recommendations 

Based on the results of our updated impact fee calculations, RFC recommends the County 
maintain the current impact fees at $225 per plumbing fixture, as the cost per gpd determined 
under the system buy-in approach was only slightly below the current cost per gpd. In addition, 
RFC recommends maintaining the same residential and non-residential wastewater design flow 
rates and household plumbing fixture counts used to assess the impact fees to new customers, 
with the exception of restaurants. Fm'restaurants, RFC recommends changing to one (1) fixture 
unit per seat from one (1) fIxtm'e unit per two (2) seats. 
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SECTION VI - AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 

Affordability has become one of the most important issues within the wastewater industry. In 
general, wastewater rates are increasing more quickly than the CPI. As the trend continues, 
wastewater charges will become a more significant portion of the expenses of a household or 
business. This trend has led utilities to contemplate how to assist their customers. Once 
recommended rates for the County were calculated, RFC analyzed these rates from an 
affordability perspective through two tests. 

6.1 Median Household Income Analysis 

The first test was to detennine the percentage of median household income (MIll) of the charge 
for a typical residential customer using 8 Ccf per month. A mettic for the percentage of MID has 
evolved within the water and wastewater industry. A charge that results in greater than 2% of 
the Mm is considered to be unaffordable. Under the ClUTent charges and recommended charges 
the average customer bill will be less than 2% of the Mm. Exhibit 6-1 illustrates that the 
percentage ofMH! calculations are below 2% of the Mm. 

Exhibit 6-1: Percent of Annual Customer Cost for 8 Ccf per Month to MHI* 

,-------_._-_ ..... _ .... _--_ .. _-_. --
ao% ----------------- .. -- --.------------ .---------------

2.50/(1 -------------- .. - .,_ .. _ •...•... 

~ 20%~-------------------------------------------1 2i -o 
1: 1.5% 
Q) 

e 
Q) 

D. 1.0% ------

0.5%-

0.0%- . "--.----

Existing Rates Recommended Rates 

* MHI of the County's service area is estimated to be $40,608. 

It should be noted that multiple years of 6.76% rate increases will push the County above 2% of 
the Mm. Assuming the MHI increases 2.5% per year, six (6) additional years of 6.76% rate 
increases would result in charges exceeding the 2% tlu·eshold. 
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SECTION VJ- AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 

6.2 Financial Capability Analysis 

The 2% test evolved from the combined sewer overflow (CSO) affordability analysis developed 
by the EPA. This analysis was used to determine whether the capital plans for consent decrees 
related to CSOs were so aggressive as to cause financial hardships for the utility and its 
customers. As a result, this test was used to project the burden that charges in the future would 
place on a utility's customers. There are two components of this test. One component is the 
residential indicator, which is the percentage of MHI of wastewater charges. The other 
component is the utility's financial capability. The fmancial capability is a function of the 
following characteristics of the utility: 

• Bond rating 
• Overall net debt as a percentage of fair market value 
• Unemployment rate 
• Median household income 
• Tax revenne as a percentage of fair market value 
• Property tax collection rate 

The two components are then considered together to detelmine the burden level: low, medium or 
high. A MH1 percentage of greater than 2% potentially places a utility in the high burden area. 
RFC adapted this test to detennine the current burden level on ESD customers.s 

Exhibit 6-2: Determination of Customer Burden based on EPA's Financial 
Capability Matrix 

Household as a % 

;:n 

-""''"' ~ '" 3: High Burden ~ '" 
" 

$:~ 
'5 fe-
E 

~ ~~ ** :E eN 
'" a Low Burden High Burden '" 0::_ a. :Q~ '" (J :a-

m ·u 
'" c 

'" C>N 
c C Q) Low Burden Low Burden u:: e > 

- a en.o 
« 

Exisling Rates 
Recommended Rates 

S It should be noted that this test was originally developed to assess future affordability of combined sewer overflow, 
but has been adapted to evaluate wastewater charge affordability. 
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SECTION VI- AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 

6.3 Comparative Perspective 

In addition to the two tests, it is important to review the rates from a comparative perspective. 
RFC found that the County's charge for a typical customer remains one of the highest io the 
country. The proposed iocrease does not significantly impact the County's standiog. With the 
iocrease, the County's charge remaios significantly below the charge for an equivalent cnstomer 
of the City of Atlanta. See Exhibits 3-14 and 3-15 for more detailed comparisons. 

6.4 Affordability Program 

Withio the wastewater iodustry there is debate as to whether utilities should be responsible for 
affordability programs. Many believe that since the utilities are placiog the burden on the 
customers that they should be responsible, while others believe it is outside the mission of the 
utilities, which is to provide the necessalY service while protecting the environment. Given the 
level of the rates and the demographics of the County's service area, RFC recommends that the 
Commission consider implementiog an affordability program. As part of the consideration the 
County must answer the following questions: 

• What will be the source offunding, ioilial and ongoiog, of the program? 
• What agency will oversee the program? 
• How will those that really can't afford to pay be determined? 

6.5 Recommendations 

The recommended rates will contioue to place a burden on the County's wastewater customers. 
The County's rates remain among the highest in the country, and subsequent rate increases will 
likely continue to be a concern in the future. However, neither the current rates nor the proposed 
FY 2009-2010 rates are unaffordable based on metries commonly used io the industry. 

RFC recommends that the Commission consider implementing an affordability program. The 
other utilities serving areas of Jefferson County have programs, Alagasco (project SHARE), 
Alabama Power (project SHARE) and Birmiogham Water Works Board (H2O Foundation). The 
Ccunty may be able to pattern a program after one of these existiog programs. 
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Exhibit A-1: FY 2009-20UJ Master Rate Schedule 

Existing Recommended 
Charge Meter Size Rates Rates 

Volumetric* 
$ 7.40 $ 7.90 

Minimum 
5/8" $ 2.00 $ 13.50 
3/4" 2.50 17.44 
1" 5.00 25.31 

1.25" 7.00 33.19 
1.511 9.00 45.00 
2" 14.00 68.62 
3" 28.00 123.74 
4" 45.00 202.49 
6" 85.00 399.36 
8" 170.00 635.60 
10" 200.00 911.21 
12" 250.00 1,698.67 

'Return lactor 01 85% is applied for Residential Customers. 

High Strength 
BOD 

C Tier 1 $ 0.1950 $ 0.2900 
Tier 2 0.2925 n/a 

COD 
Tier 1 $ 0.1950 $ 0.2900 
Tier 2 0.2925 nla 

TSS 
Tier 1 $ 0.1500 $ 0.1500 
Tier 2 0.3000 nla 

FOG $ 0.1000 $ 0.1100 

Total Phosphorous $ 2.00 $ 2.62 

Total Nitrogen nla $ 0.22 

Grease Program 
# of Grease Tra ps 

1-5 $ 200.00 $ 220.00 
6-10 400.00 440.00 
11-15 600.00 660.00 
16-20 800.00 880.00 

Direct to Grease $ 30.00 $ 75.00 

Septage $ 30.00 $ 60.00 

c Rattells Financial Consultants, Inc. 

APPENDIX A 

Unit 

per Cel 

per Month 

per Pound 

per Pound 

per Pound 

per Pound 

per Pound 

per Pound 

per Kgal 

per Kgal 
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APPENDIX B 

Support Information 

APPENDIX B 

SECTION III: FINANCIAL PLANNING AND COST OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 

; 
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Exhibit B-1: Un-Escalated CIP costs 
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Exhibit B-2: Capital Assets by Cost Center 

Asset Cost Center 

SEWER BILLING 
ESD ADMINISTRATION 
ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCTION 
ENGINEERING & CONSTRUCT ADMIN 
SURVEY 
INSPECTION 
SEWER LINE CONSTRUCTION 
LINE MAINTENANCE ADMINISTRATION 
VILLAGE LINE MAINTENANCE 
SHADES LINE MAINTENANCE 
TV INSPECTION 
CAHABA RIVER WWTP 
FIVE MILE CREEK WWTP 
LEEDSWWTP 
TRUSSVILLE WWTP 
TURKEY CREEK WWTP 
VALLEY CREEK WWTP 
VILLAGE CREEK WWTP 
FIVE MILE CREEK MAINTENANCE SHOP 
VALLEY CREEK MAINTENANCE 
VILLAGE CREEK MAINTENANCE 
ELECTRICAL SHOP 
INSTRUMENT SHOP 
PUMP STATION OPERATIONS 
BIOSOLIDS 
ES PATTON BASIN 
ES SHADES BASIN 
ES SYSTEMWIDE 
BARTON LABORATORY 

Book Value 

$ 11,009 
117,254,742 

505,850 
7,533 

31,991 
121,867 
376,322 

77,476 
130,719 
151,669 
283,045 

455,236,833 
141,482,901 
19,719,474 
51,429,980 
66,407,576 

1,108,589,219 
BOO,90B,166 

219,092 
343,533 

136,453 
36,615 

37,358,110 
424,321 

19,676,475 
181,15B,OB2 
14B,052,235 

177,146 
$ 3,150,30B,232 
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APPENDIXB 

Exhibit 8-3: Allocation ofl&1 
User Charge Component 

Volumetric 
Customer Account 

1&1 Allocation 

80% 
20% 

Exhibit 8-4: Cost of Service per Customer Class per Cost Component 

Residential 
Non-ResidenUai 

$18,189,181 $20,711,570 

$29,232,237 $:33,284,925 
~ $7,195.817 $4.244,764 $1,280,177 $2,384,673 $9,238,371 $6,804,558 
$0 $15,857,851 $7,935,259 $1.818,152 $3,816,181 $4,260,753 $726,491 
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Appendix C 

Support Information 

SECTION IV: INDUSTRIAL SURCHARGES 
Subsection: Distribution of Costs to Process Functions 
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APPENDIXG 

Exhibit C-1A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for ESD 
Administration (7100) 

Allocation Percentae;es 

Treatment Total 
Direct 

Direct 
Process 

Flow BOD TSS FOG Nutrients to 
to Septic Grease 

Septage 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Receivin~ 

Total 

100.0% 

Exhibit C-1B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for ESD 
Administration (7100) 

Allocation Percentages 

Trcahncnt Total Flow BOD TSS FOG Process Nutrients 

Septage $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Receivine: 

Rattelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

$0 

Direct 
to Septic 

$63,000 

Total 

$63,000 
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APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-2A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Cahaba River 
WWTP(7301) 

Treatment 
Process Flow 

Flow 
100.0% EQualization 

Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Cornminnters 
PumpinR 100.0% 
Clarifiers 80.0% 
lJiological 

0.0% 
Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
ThickeninR 0.0% 
Dewatering 0.0% 
Sludee Dieester, 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 

Allocation Percentag-es 

Total 
BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

RafteJis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
Direct 

to 
to Septic 

Grease 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-2B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Cahaba River 
WWTP(7301) 

$ 49,414 S $ $ 

50,115 8,844 

207,886 51.972 

82,846 103,557 20,711 

$ 950,960 $ 541,971 $ 264,180 $ 22,574 $ 96,570 

51% 29% 14% 1% 5% 

$ 521,663 $ 297,306 5 144,920 $ 12,383 $ 52,975 

$ 614,761 $ 350,364 $ 170,783 $ 14,593 S 62,429 

S 1,565,72] $ 892,335 $ 434,963 $ 37,167 $ 158,998 

Raftelis Financial Consultants) Inc. 

$ · $ 

0% 

S · $ 

$ $ 

$ · $ 

0% 

. 

. 

$ 

207,114 

SI,876,255 

100% 

51,029,246 

$1,212,930 

$3.089,185 
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APPENDIX C 

Exhibit C·3A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Five Mile Creek 
WWTP(7302) 

Allocation Percentn~es 

Treatment Total 
Process 

Flow BOD TSS FOG 
Nutrients 

Flow 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Equalization 
Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 
Comminnters 
Pumping 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Clarifiers 80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 
Biological 0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 
Treabnent 
Filters 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Thickening 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Dewatering 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Sludl(e Digesters 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftelfs Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
Direct 

to to Septic 
Grease 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% . 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

C-5 

JEFFCOST-25129 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-16    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part67    Page 16 of 22



c 

C 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-3B: Distribution of Costs to Process Functions for Five Mile Creek 
WWTP(7302) 

S 45,751 $ $ $ $ 45,751 

46,)68 8,147 54,315 

189,345 47,336 236,681 

75,139 93,924 18,785 187,848 

$ 820,086 $ 423,985 $ 213,824 $ 18,G15 $ 84,180 $ · $ 51,560,090 

53% 27% 14% 1% 5% 0% 0% 100% 

$ 513,444 S 265,451 $ 133,872 $ 11,279 $ 52,704 .~ · $ . $ 976,751 

$ 5&8,848 S 304,435 $ 153,533 $ 12,935 $ 60,444 $ S $1.120,194 

$1,408,933 $ 728,419 $ 367,357 $ 30,950 $ 144,625 $ · $ . $2,680,285 
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APPENDIX C 

Exhibit C-4A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Leeds WWTP 
(7303) 

Treatment 
Process Flow 

Flow 
100.0% Equalization 

Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Comminnters 
Pumping 100.0% 
Clarifiers 80.0% 
Biological 

0.0% Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickening 0.0"10 
Dewaterine: 0.0"10 
Sludge Digesters 0.0"10 
Water Reuse 100.0% 

Allocation PercelltH~es 

Total BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftells Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-4B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Leeds WWTP 
(7303) 

$ $ $ $ $ $ 

19,283 3,403 

90,169 22,542 

11,316 21,120 4,344 

S 333,837 S 176,622 S 73,628 $ 11,467 $ 32,429 $ 

$ 137,769 $ 72,889 $ 30,385 $ 4,732 $ 13,383 $ 

$ 471,606 $ 249,511 S 104,013 $ 16,199 $ 45,812 $ 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

$ 

22,685 

112,111 

43,439 

$ 627,984 

S 259,157 

- $ 881,142 
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APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-5A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Trussville WWTP 
(7304) 

Treatment 
Process Flow 

Flow 
100.0% Equalization 

Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumpin~ 100.0% 
Clarifiers 80.0% 
Biological 

0.0% Treatment 
Fllters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickenin~ 0.0% 
Dewaterinu: 0.0% 
Slud~e Di~estcrs 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 

Allocation Percentages 

Total 
BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftells Financial Consultants. Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-5B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Trussville 
WWTP(7304) 

\18,479 29,620 

20,249 25,311 5,062 

$ 311,023 $ 199,194 $ 69,320 $ 9,706 S 39,534 $ 

:s 115,848 $ 74,195 $ 25,820 $ 3,615 $ 14,126 S 

$ 426,871 $ 273,389 $ 95,139 $ 13,321 $ 54,260 $ 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

148,099 

50,621 

. S 628,776 

S 234,204 

- $ 862,980 

C-10 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-6A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Turkey Creek 
WWTP(7305) 

Allocation Percentag:es 

Treatment Total 
Process Flow BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

Flow 
100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Equalization 
Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumpin2 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Clarifiers 80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 
Biological 

0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 
Treatment 
Disinfection 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Thickenin~ 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Dewatering 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Sludge Digesters 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Rattells Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

C-11 
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c 

(' 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-6B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Turkey Creek 
WWTP(7305) 

$ $ 

17,539 3,095 

104,316 26,079 

18,490 23,112 4,622 

$ 303,326 $ 142,386 $ 67,457 $ 9,718 $ 35,597 

54% 25% 12% 2% 6% 

$ 125,955 $ 59,125 $ 28,011 $ 4,035 $ 14,781 

$ 149,236 $ 70,077 $ 33,200 $ 4,783 $ 17,519 

$ 452,612 $ 212,464 $ 100,656 $ 14,501 $ 53,116 

Raftells Financial Consultants, Inc. 

$ - $ -
0% 0% 

$ - $ 

S $ 

$ - $ -

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

20,634 

46,224 

558,484 

100% 

231,908 

274,865 

833,349 

C-12 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-? A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Valley Creek 
WWTP(?306) 

Treatment 
Process Flow 

Flow 100.0% 
EQualization 
Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Comminoters 
Pumoin2 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 
Clarifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% Clarifiers 
Biological 0.0% 
Treabnent 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
TIlickenin2 0.0% 
Dcwatcrinl! 0.0% 
Slud~e Di~csters 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 
Septage 0.0% 
Receiving 

Allocation Percenta2es 

Total 
BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

100.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

C·13 
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c 

C/ 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-7B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Valley Creek 
WWTP(7306) 

$ 202,066 $ $ $ $ 

195,876 34,566 

242,479 45,465 15,155 

969,918 181,860 60,620 

604,935 151,234 

244,412 305,515 61,103 

$ 3,731,632 $1,485,016 $ 948,552 $ 110,341 $ 295,479 $ 

s - $ - $ 

I G'n,""lIA.dmlin I $ 160,411 $ 63,836 $ 40,775 $ 4,743 $ 12,702 $ 

$ 3,892,043 $1,548,852 $ 989,327 $ 115,084 $ 308,181 $ 

Raftells Financial ConSUltants, Inc. 

$ 202,066 

230,442 

303,099 

1,212.397 

756,168 

611,031 

210,924 210,924 

$ 210,924 $6,781,943 

$ 9,067 $ 291,534 

• S 219,991 $ 7,073,477 

C-14 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-8A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Vii/age Creek 
WWTP(7307) 

Treatment 
Flow 

Process 

Flow 100.0% 
Eaualization 
Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumpin~ 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 
Clarifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% Clarifiers 
Biological 

0.0% Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickening: 0.0% 
Dcwaterine. 0.0% 
Slud~e DiJ(esters 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 
Grease 

0.0% 
ReceivinR 
Septage 

0.0"10 
Receivin~ 

Allocation Percentages 

Total BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

RafteJis Financial Consultants, Jnc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

100.0% 

0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

100.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

C-15 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-BB: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Vii/age Creek 
WWTP(7307) 

~~~~~O~W~~B~OD~~~T~~~~F~O~G~~~~~To~t.~1 ~ 
$ 207,867 $ • $ • $ . $ - $ - $ - $ 20',867 

'slUdge 

1"0'" 

126,476 

166,293 

158,078 

-
~ 

. 
-

. 

502,792 

75.834 

113.954 
?<o1<d 

317,999 

. 

31,180 

29,640 

-

142.443 
ill:ms 
397,499 

$ 3,113,529 $1,260,743 $ 913,466 $ 

53% 

$ 612,897 

238.579 

21% 

$ 248,177 $ 

96:607 

15% 

179,815 $ 

69.996 
3.lnR 

22,319 148,795 

. . . 

10,393 

9,880 197,597 

125,698 - - 628,490 

. _. 75.i34 
- - • 458.6W 

. 

79,500 

42,592 $ 296,227 $ 

1% S% 

~ 

8,384 $ 58,312 $ 

-3:264 22.699 
154 1.013 

794,998 

''<.''4 

80,812 80,812 

207,867 207,867 

80,812 $ 207,867 $ 5,915,236 

1% 

15,908 $ 

6.192 
293 

4% 1O()% 

40,918 $ 1,164,412 

15.928 453.265 
,,, 21.414 

$ 862,754 $ 349,350 $ 253,120 $ 11,802 $ 82,084 $ 22,393 S 57,599 $1,639,102 

S 3,976,283 51,610,093 $1,166,586 5 54,395 $ 378,311 $ 103,204 $ 265,466 $ 7,554,337 

RafteJis Financial Consultants, Inc. C·16 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-9A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Five Mile Creek 
Maintenance Shop (7308) 

Treatment Flow BOD TSS FOG Total 
Process Nutrients 

I :IlI0" 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

Filters 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
100.OVO 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
O.O~ 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
O.O~ 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 1O.0~ 

Sludge 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Rattelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct Direct 

G;:.se to Septic 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 

O.O~ 0.0% 
0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 
O.OVO 0.0 
0.0% 0.0 
0.0% om 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100~0% 

100.0% 

C-17 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-9B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Five Mile 
Creek Maintenance Shop (7308) 

$ $ $ 

33,320 5,880 

560 700 140 

$ 183,398 $ 39,479 $ 27.790 ,~ 12,110 $ 1,820 $ 

$ 72,777 $ 15,666 $ 11,028 $ 4,805 $ 722 $ 

$ 256,174 $ 55,146 $ 38,817 $ 16,915 $ 2,542 $ 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

s 

• $ 

$ 

• $ 

$ 

39,199 

• $ 264,596 

$ 104,999 

M $ 369,595 

C·18 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of SelVice and Rate Study 

APPENDIX C 

Exhibit C-10A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Valley Creek 
Maintenance (7309) 

Allocation Percentages 

Treatment Total 
Direct Direct 

Flow BOD TSS FOG to Total 
Process Nutrients Grease to Septic 

Flow 
100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Equalization 
Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Comrninuters 
l'1lmpiIlg 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Clarifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Clmificrs 
Biological 

0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0 .. 0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0'10 100.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Thickeuiul! 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Dewatering 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
SIud2e Di2esters 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Septage 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Receiving 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. C-19 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-10B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Valley Creek 
Maintenance (7309) 

43.876 

62.296 

62,296 

$ 

737 

11.681 

11.681 

922 

$ 

7.743 

3.894 

3.894 

184 

$ 234.835 $ 51,987 $ 35.344 S 15,530 $ 2,397 S 

$ 91,875 $ 20~39 $ 13,828 $ 6,076 $ 938 $ 

$ 326,710 $ 72,326 $ 49.172 $ 21.606 $ 3,334 $ 

RatteJis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

$ 

51,619 

77,870 

77,870 

1,844 

9.734 9.734 

S 9,734 $ 349,827 

$ 3,808 $ 136,863 

- $ 13.542 $ 486.690 

C-20 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIX C 

Exhibit C-11A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Vii/age Creek 
Maintenance (7310) 

Allocation Percenta2es 

Treabnent Total 
Direct 

Direct 
Process Flow BOD TSS FOG Nutrients to to Septic 

Total 
Grease 

Flow 
100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Equalization 
Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumpin~ 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% Clarifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% 0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Clarifiers 
Biological 

0.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Thickenine 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Dewaterin~ 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Sludee DiResters 0.0% 40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Grease 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Receivine 
Septage 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Rcceivint! 

Rattelis Financial Consultants. Inc. C·21 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-11B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Vi/lage Creek 
Maintenance (7310) 

~ 
Flow 

I $ · $ 

;~d' 33,945 

TIRM 

I~~~I)' 48,196 

I~,.~". 48,196 

· 
r;m;;;;;-

-
· 

~ 
-. 

· 
18.54 

GreaSe 
· 

~ -
!ToW 

$ 181,683 $ 

~ 63% 

Ie";;,; 
" 

Is~~i~;" $ ~O,687 $ 

~t1"V 
111(,8 

· 

ITo'nl $ 54,455 $ 

ITotol 
1", •• <0 

$ 236,138 $ 

BOD TSS FOG 
• TO:?~~~. --

· $ · $ · $ · $ · $ · 

· · 5,990 - · · 

· · · · 
· 9,037 3.012 · · · 
· 9,037 3,012 - · -
· · · · · · 

32!l04 · · · · · 
- · 
~ 8.558 · 1.712 · · 

· 

571 713 · 143 - · 
- · - · -
· - - · 7,531 · 

· · - · · 19,054 

40,221 $ 27,344 $ 12,015 $ 1,854 $ 7,531 $ 19,054 

14% 9% 4% 1% 3% 7% 

.. 

9,007 $ 6,124 $ 2,691 $ 415 $ 1,686 $ 4,267 

3.048 'on 91O 14 57' 1..444 
· · - · · · 

12,055 $ 8,196 $ 3,601 $ 556 $ 2,257 $ 5,711 

52,276 .~ 35,540 $ 15,616 $ 2,410 $ 9,788 $ 24,765 

Rattelis Flnanclal Consultants, Inc. 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Total 

-

39,935 

32.804 

60,245 

60,245 

-

32.804 
. 

17.115 
. 

1,426 

18.541 

7,531 

19,054 

289,702 

·100% 

64,878 

11.'" 

86,832 

376,534 

C·22 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIX C 

Exhibit C-12A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Electrical Shop 
(7311) 

Treatment 
Process Flow 

Flow 
100.0% Equa1izatioD 

Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumpin2 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 
C1arifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% 
CJarificrs 
Biological 

0.0% 
Treabnent 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickenino 0.0% 
Dewatering 0.0% 
SIud2e Di2estcrs 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 
Grease 0.0% 
Rcceivine: 
Septage 

0.0% 
Receiviut! 

Allocation Percentages 

Total 
BOD TSS FOG 

Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

100.0% 
.. 

0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0010 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 
.. 

100.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0%. 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

C-23 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Seavice and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-12B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Electrical 
Shop (7311) 

~ 
Flow BOD TSS FOG 

Tot.1 

S 20,072 $ - $ - $ - $ -

~!': 17,707 - - 3,125 -

63.491 ~ - - -
Prim~1)' 17,831 - 3,343 1,114 -

irE 
64,716 - 12,134 4,045 -

- 27,233 - - 6,808 

- 24,682 - -, -=0. 29.225 -
- 10,090 12,613 - 2,>23 

19.777 24.721 4.944 

I~~ge - 13,642 17,053 - 3,411 

5,166 - - -
IGrca~c - - - - -

I~CPt~g~ g - - - - -

$ 218,209 95,424 $ 69,865 $ 8,284 $ 17,686 $ 
I Cost, 

51% 22% 16% 2% 4% 

Co,t, 

IS.,.,i,,,,, 
$ 84,939 $ 37,144 $ 27,195 $ 3,225 $ 6,884 

150.248 65.704 48.106 5.704 till· Caoital Oullny 20,524 8,975 6.51 779 

Total 
$ 255,711 $ 111,824 $ 81,872 $ 9,708 $ 20,125 

I 

Tol.1 
$ 473,921 $ 207,248 $ 151,737 $ 17,992 $ 38,411 

Cost, 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

D~:::t,~o Direct to 

$ - $ -

- -

- -
- -
- -

- -

-
-
- -

- -

- -
- -

- 15,802 

S - $ 15,802 

0% 4% 

$ - $ 6,151 

10.880 

- 1,486 

$ - $ 18,518 

$ - $ 34,319 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Total 

20,072 

20,832 

63,491 

22,289 

80,895 

34,041 

24,682 
'.225 

25,226 
19A43 

34,'106 

5.166 

-
15,802 

425,270 

100% 

165,538 

292.820 
40.000 

498,358 

923,628 

C-24 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-13A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Instrument Shop 
(7312) 

Treatment Flow Process 

Flow 
100.0% Equalization 

Grit Screening 
and 85.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumping 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 
Clarifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% Clarifiers 
Biological 

0.0% Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickening 0.0% 
Dewatcrln~ 0.0% 
Sindo. Dioesters 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 
Grease 

0.0% Receiving: 
Septag. 0.0% 
Receivin. 

Allocation Percentages 

Total 
BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% JO.O% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftells Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

100.0% 

0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

100.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

C-25 
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c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-13B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Instrument 
Shop (7312) 

~ 
FII;nv BOD 

S 18,133 S -
~,:!t 17,129 -

58,015 -
Pri .. ,,>, 

13,650 -

iE 
68,490 -

- 36,077 

- 26,759 
37,854 

h;cken;n. . 9,853 
20280 

I~dge - 14,092 

8,633 -
Grease - -
~epta,g~ - -
ITolnJ 

$ 221,904 $ 107,062 
ICo,t, 

"0 50% 24% 

Co,t. 

Serv;ces $ 99,674 S 48,090 

17,237 8,316 
Cap;t.l OnU.v 

Total,. $ 116,911 $ 56,406 

Total 
$ 338,815 $ 163,467 

Co,t, 

TSS Foe 

~ " 

$ - S - $ - $ 

- 3,023 -

- - -
2,559 853 -

12,842 4,281 -
- - 9,019 

- - -

J2,3J 7 - 2,463 
25.350 5.<170 

17,615 - 3,523 

- -
- - -

- - -

$ 70,684 $ 8,156 $ 20,076 $ 

16% 2% 5% 0% 

5 3J,750 $ 3,664 S 9,018 $ 

5,190 634 l.559 

-
$ 37,240 $ 4,297 $ 10,577 $ 

$ 107,92' $ 12,454 $ 30,653 S 

Rattens Financial Consultants, Inc. 

D~:~t:!O 

- $ -

- -

- -
- -
- -

- -

-
-
- -

- -

- -
- -

- 13,571 

- $ 13,571 

3% 

- $ 6,096 

.054 

-

- $ 7,150 

- $ 20,721 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Total 

18,133 

20,151 

58,015 

17,063 

85,612 

45,096 

2.,'1>!L 
37.854 
24,633 
50.701 

35,231 

8.633 

-

13,571 

441,453 

100% 

\98,291 

34_291 

232,581 

674,034 

C·26 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Comm isslon 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-14A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Pump Station 
Operations (7313) 

Treatment 
Process Flow 

Flow 
100.0% Eaualiz.'ltion 

Grit Screening 
and S5.0% 
Comminnters 
Pumping 100.0% 
Primary 

SO.O% 
Clarifiers 
Secondary 

So.o% Clarifiers 
Biological 

0.0% Treatment 
Filters 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickening 0.0"10 
Dewaterioe. 0.0% 
Sludge Digesters 0.0"10 
WnterReuse 100.0% 
Grease 0.0% Receivine: 
Sept.g. 0.0% Receiving 

Allocation Percentages 

Total BOD 1'8S FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

SO.O% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftells Financial Consultantsl Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

100.0% 

0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

0.0% 

100.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

C·27 
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c 

c 

c 

JGfferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-14B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Pump Station 
Operations (7313) 

~ 
Flow ~BOD 

!RoW s - $ -

I~'::: 161,840 " 

!~~l1Ul_ty 152,592 " 

- -

" " 

Fill= 
" 

" 

-
Sludge 

" 228,480 

I g ,Reuse " "-

IG,,,",e 
" -

ISep.nge 
" " 

ITo,,1 

ICo,t, 
S 3,178,530 $ 228,480 

: .•. 83% 6% 

IColli. 

ISe..,ices 
$ " $ " 

-
:upital Outlay " --' 

IT.tul 
$ " $ " 

ITo'al 

Ic.s', 
S 3,178,530 $ 228,480 

TSS FOG 7~:;~~:ec, '0. ~ Dlr;' '0 

$ - $ - $ - $ - $ 

" 28,560 " -

28,611 9,531 " " 

" " - " 

" " " -

- " - " 

" 

" -

285,601 " 57,120 " 

- " - .::. 

" - " " 

" - " -

$ 314,212 $ 38,097 $ 57,120 $ " $ 

8% 1% 1% 0% 0% 

$ " $ " $ " $ - $ 

" " - " 

" " " -

$ " $ - $ " $ " $ 

$ 314,212 $ 38,091 $ 57,120 $ " $ 

Raftells Financial Consultants. Jnc. 

-

" 

" 

" 

" 

" , 
" 

-

" 

-

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Total 

$ " 

190,400 

190,740 

" 

" 

." 

" 

571,201 

" 

" 

" 

$ 3,816,439 

100% 

$ " 

" 

$ " 

S3,816A39 

C"28 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Servies and Rate Study 

APPENDIX C 

Exhibit C-15A: Aflocation Percentages to Process Functions for Biosolids (7314) 

Treatment Flow ProcesS' 

Flow 
100.0% I Equalization 

Grit Screening 
Bnd 85.0% 
Comminuters 
Pumping 100.0% 
Primary 

80.0% 
Clarifiers 
Secondary 

80.0% 
Clarifiers 
Biological 

0.0% 
Treatment 
Filten 0.0% 
Disinfection 100.0% 
Thickenin. 0.0% 
Dewaterio2 0.0% 
SIude. Diecsters 0.0% 
Water Reuse 100.0% 

Allocation Percentaees 

Total BOD TSS FOG Nutrients 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

0.0% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 

80.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 

100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
40.0% 50.0% 0.0% 10.0% 
0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Direct 
to 

Grease 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Direct 
to Septic 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

Total 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 
100.0% 

C-29 
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(' 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-15B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Biosolids 
(7314) 

90,653 113,316 22,663 

S - $ 271,960 $ 339,949 S - S 67,990 S 

0% 40% 50% 0% ]0% 

$ - S 89,653 $ 112,066 $ - $ 22,413 $ 

$ - S 107,693 $ 134,616 $ $ 26,923 $ 

$ - $ 379,653 S 474,566 S - $ 94,913 $ 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

- $ 

0% 0% 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

226,633 

S 679,899 

100% 

- $ 224,133 

S 269,233 

~ $ 949,132 

C-30 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIXC 

Exhibit C-16A: Allocation Percentages to Process Functions for Barton 
Laboratory (7315) 

Allocation Percentages 

Treatment Total Direct Direct 
Flow BOD TSS FOG to Total Process Nutrients Grease to Septic 

Pretreatment 0.0% 33.0% 33.0% 0.0% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Grease Control 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 45.0% 0.0% 55.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Remaining 

20.0% 18.0% 4.0% 4.0% 54.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% Bud2et 

Exhibit C-16B: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Barton 
Laboratory (7315). 

S 266,663 $ 241,056 $ 56,419 $ 51,010 $ 714,579 $ $ 

$ 266,663 $ 400,624 $ 215,986 $ 431,796 $ 878,982 $ 465,405 $ 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

1,329,728 

$2,659,456 

C.31 
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c 

c: 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDlXC 

Exhibit C-16C: Distribution of Plant Costs to Process Functions for Barton 
Laboratory (7315) 

~ 
Flow BOD 

~625 S 5,670 $ -
18 Metals 18,239 -

rn 
2 -
-

folal Phenol 
-

~;Irite 
IGrea," ,and - 5 

IBOD - 14.380 
GOD '.952 

I!~~~ - 3 

GmbpH 2,608 2 

~& 
456 10 

- 12 

ITo'ol 
$ 26,975 S 24,384 

ICos!s , 
ICos!s 

ISecvkes 
$ - $ -

- -
Can;!.1 Outlay 

IToml 
$ - $ -

ITo!ol 
S 26,975 $ 24,384 

ICosts 

TS8 FOG ~o 
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ 

- - - -
23.160 

- - 20.432 -
- - ". -

- - -
I - 18,676 -

9.128 -
- 5,160 - -
- - -

5,704 - - -

- -
-

- - - -

$ 5,707 $ 5,160 S 72,284 $ - $ 

S - $ - $ - $ - S 

- - - -
$ - $ - S - $ - $ 

$ 5,707 $ 5,160 S 72,284 $ - $ 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

- $ 

-

-

-

-
-
-

-

-
-
-

- $ 

- $ 

-

- $ 

- $ 

Tottll 

5,670 

18_" 
23.71 
20.4, 

2.' 
".677 

9.128 

5,165 

·14.380 
9.952 

5,707 

2,61"0 
466 

12 

134,510 

-

-
-

134,510 
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c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

Appendix 0 

Support Information 

SECTION IV: INDUSTRIAL SURCHARGES 
Subsection: Customers 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

APPENDIXD 

D-1 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIX D 

Exhibit 0-1: Industrial Waste Surcharge Customer Data (Flow, BOD, TSS) 

Mass Loadine:s 
BOD COD') TSS 

Industrial Annual Flow Non- Surcharged 
Non~ 

Volume Surcharged Surcharged Customer (MG) (pound~) (pounds) (pound~) 
Golden Flake 115.0 287671 737,395 287,732 
Barbers 76.6 191,680 113730 191 757 
Buffalo Rock 51.8 129,581 2386,875 129,580 
CocaCola 100.! 250329 1,552,041 12,516 
Ventura 28.7 71,642 37493 30843· 
Milo'sTea* 5.4 33900 77.790 1,080 
Cintas* 20.3 127,134 58,651 27740 
Unifirst* 18.3 114,211 142,384 40150 
Aramark>lt 9.4 58,546 73,767 18,506 
Kent 5.2 12,855 37,150 215 
Allied Energy 

4.5 Corporation 11,347 341,929 3,919 
Birmingham 
Hide & 14.7 
Tallow* 91804 397819 36722 
Home Baking 

1.3 Co. 3,052 50,052 3,052 
Paramount 

152 
Cleaners 19,760 0 2153 
Oxmoor Press 
(Stevens 6.8 
Graphic) 8520 0 4,146 
M&BMetaJs 7.3 18260 37,008 12478 
Mrs. Stratton's 

6.1 Salads 15,148 80,790 15,148 
PreCoat 

7.0 Metals 17,433 581 5811 
Pemco 
Aerop]cx 6.4 
Outside 7,647 0 4,452 
Interstate 

2.3 
Brands* 14287 32,383 3,302 
Progressive 
Metal 2.5 
Finishers 0 0 911 
Birmingham 

2.4 
Tank Wash' 15246 42,790 193 
Amerex 1.8 4,555 39473 1,063 
Hanna 3.1 604 0 1,421 
Scholar Craft 0.7 130 0 89 
NutecMetal 
Finishing. 1.4 
LLC 0 0 118 
Max Coating 1.6 1469 0 75 
Total 515.9 - - 835171 
* COD loadmgs are charged and shown above for speCIfic Customers. 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

Surcharged 
(pounds) 

23978 
206458 
92866 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

77,483 

5,579 

0 

0 
0 

33,225 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

439588 

D·2 
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c 

c 

c 

Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

APPENDIX D 

Exhibit 0-2: Industrial Waste Surcharge Customer Data (FOG, Total Phosphorous, 
Total Nitrogen) 

lnduslrial 
Customer 

Non-
FOG Total 

Surcharged Non- Surcharged 
(pounds) (pounds) 

, Golden Flake 4 ',991 29,754 3,838 5,287 
Barbers 3 .. 938 21,718 2,556 4,025 
Buffalo Rock ,596 10,798 1.727 2,029 
( oca Cola,884 0 3,3~ ~59 

I .,950 35,610 398 0 

TotaL 
Non-

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Surcharged 
(pounds) 

Milo's Tea ,887 181 787 0 
~C*W~~~--+-~!AW~-r-'3~3.~~OC--~-7.6i~7~9--~-~~1~7~2--~--~--+---0~~ 

Unifirst 1,609 17,043 278 0 
Arnm"k 3,903 18,654 79 
Kent 2,142 1,949 141 317 

Allied E~ergy 1,425 0 10 0 

I Hide &~Tallow 6,120 8,874 490 5,863 

Co. 509 197 41 7 

~&B Metals 

P'P.~n.t 

I Metals 

Pemc_~. 

I Outside 

I Brands 

Hanna 
Scholar Craft 

Nutec Met;'~.~ 
Max Coating 
Total 

4.243 0 14 .0 

2,272 
3.043 

2,525 

872 

1,138 

952 

280 

244 
660 
)91 
199 

60 
334 

o 
3.835 

2,373 

o 

o 

771 

o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

227 
3 

202 

o 

214 

76 

48 

7 

2 

I 
53 

14,620 

187 
.0 

324 

o 

178 

6 

o 

o 
104 

20,646 
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303 

980 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

81 

o 
o 
o 
o 

7,484 

237,924 

o 

o 

o 

o 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

15 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
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SECTION IV: INDUSTRIAL SURCHARGES 
Subsection: Labor, Electricity, Chemicals 
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ESD staff provided RFC with kWh allocations for Turkey Creek (a Class III WWTP) and Five 
Mile Creek (a Class IV WWTP) treatment plants according to the following areas of usage: 
Influent Pumping, Aeration, Digester, Grit System, and Ultraviolet Disinfection. Exhibit E-I 
shows the information provided and the percentage of usage for these areas. 

Exhibit E-1: Electricity Allocations of Two WWTPs for Treatment Processes 

According to the ESD, the remaining 14% for the Turkey Creek treatment plant may be 
attributed to building lights and power; the RAS pump, aud the plant water system. From this 
description, RFC assumed an allocation of the remaining 14% with 3% to pumping, 3% for 
water reuse, and 8% for General! Administrative. The IlSD attributed the remaining 51% of the 
Five Mile Creek allocation to the RAS and WAS pumps. From this description, RFC assumed 
that of the remaining 51 % of usage, 40% is allocated to pumping and II % is allocated to 
General! Administrative. 

Given that data from two treatment plants was available, ESD staff indicated that an assumption 
could be made for the remaIDing seven treatment plants based on the available data and similar 
class of plant. Therefore, RFC assumed the electric usage data available for Turkey Creek (Class 
Ill) would be suitable for Trussville (Class III), Leeds (Class 1Il), Prudes Creek (Class II), and 
Warrior (Class II) treatment plants. The usage data available for Five Mile Creek (Class IV) 
would be suitable for Cahaba (Class IV), Valley Creek (Class IV), and Village Creek (Class IV) 
treatment plants. Exhibit E-2 shows the process allocations that are applied to the electricity 
budget line item using the preceding information. The remaining cost centers in the ESD's 
budget used the allocations fur the plants as shown in Exhibit E-3. 
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Exhibit E-2: WWTP Electric Usage Process AlIocations (%) 

Cahaba III 0 55 0 15 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 II 

Five 
III 0 55 0 15 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 II Mile 

Loeds II 0 13 0 51 0 II 0 0 13 3 0 0 8 

Truss- II 0 13 0 51 0 II 0 0 13 3 0 0 8 
ville 

Turkey 
II 0 13 0 51 0 II 0 0 13 3 0 0 8 

Creek 
ValJey IV 0 55 0 15 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 II 
O"'k 

Vil1age IV 0 55 0 15 0 3 0 0 15 0 0 0 11 
O«k 

Column Headings: PI = Plant; CI = Class; FE = Flow Equalization; GS = Grit Screening; Pu = Pumping; CI = 
Clarifiers; BT = Bio1ogical Treatment; Fi = Filters; Di = Disinfection; Th = Thickening; Dw = Dewatering; SD = 
Sludge Digesters; WR = Water Reuse; GC = Grease Control; SR = SeptageReceiving; G/A = GeneraVAdmin 

Exhibit E-3: Remaining Cost Center Electric Usage Process AlIocations (%) 

Bio-solids o o o o o o o 25 25 25 o o o 25 

Column Headings: FE = Flow Equalization; GS = Grit Screening; Pu = Pumping; Cl = Clarifiers; BT = Biological 
Treatment; Fj = Filters; Di = Disinfection; Th = Thickening; Dw = Dewatering; 3D = Sludge Digesters; WR = 
Water Reuse; GC = Grease Control; SR = Septage Receiving; G/ A = GeneraVAdmill 

Although the WalTior and Prudes Creek budgets are included under the Five Mile Creek, RFC 
made no adjustments to the Five Mile Creek allocations since they were based on actual data. 

Labor 
The ESD staff provided labor data for the Five Mile Creek, Village Creek, Trussville, and Valley 
Creek treatment plants, as well as the Electrical Shop, Instrument Shop, and the Five Mile 
Maintenance Shop. Labor allocations for Prudes Creek and Warrior are included under the Five 
Mile Creek cost center. The same assumptions used in the electricity usage allocations were 
used for those treatment plants where data was not provided by applying allocations that were 
consistent with the class of treatment plant. Overall the data indicates the percentage of time 
spent by personnel on various duties related to the treatment process. RFC developed allocations 
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based on these hours per functional category. However, the data provided was not consistent:in 
fonnat for each treatment plant and other cost centers. Therefore, it is presented below 
separately by treatment plant and other applicable cost centers in Exhibits E-4 through I I. 

Five Mile Creek Treatment Plant 
Data for the Five Mile Creek treatment plant is shown :in Exhibit E-4. Accord:ing to the ESD 
each shift is eight (8) hours with percent estimates based on work performed by an average 
number of operators per eight-hour shift. "Miscellaneous" is time needed for record keeping, 
remote monitoring, travel to and work at other plant sites, etc. 

Exhibit E-4: Five Mile Creek Al1ocations 

Plant Location Percent Time Functioual CategorY 
Headworks 7% Flow Equalization 
Aeration Basin 6% Biological Treatment 
Final Clarifier 11% Clarifiers 
Sand Filter 5% Filters 
UV Disinfection 1% Disinfection 
Digesters 4% Sluclge Digesters 
Thickeners 4% Thickening 
DrvingBeds 6% Dewatering 
Plant Water 0.5% Water Reuse 
Miscellaneous . 55.5% General! Administrative 
Total 100% 

Village Creek Treatment Plant 
The data provided for the Village Creek treatment plant included allocations of labor to four 
specific locations with:in the treatment plant: headworks, secondary clarifier, dewatering, and 
digestion. Additional data was provided for two operators located at the east and west portions 
of the plant and a floating employee with no specific process-related data. RFC made an 
assumption that the labor for these positions would be allocated evenly across the four plant 
locations provided plus the septage receiving function located at the treatment plant. 

According to the data provided by the ESD the foIlow:ing definitions were provided for each of 
the plant locations where labor al1ocations were provided: 

• The headworks station :involves bar screens, bar rakes, pre-aeration, primary 
clarifiers, primary pump room, perimeter drain functions, receiving septic hucks, 
Ensley lift station, and #1 screw pump functions. 

• The secondary station involves 1st stage aeration and settling, 2nd stage aeration and 
settling, chlorine disinfection and sulfur dioxide chlorine removal, thickener system, 
turblex blower operations, power distribution bnilding operations, and #2 Screw 
pnmp operations. 
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• The dewatering building involves pumping thickened sludge from' A' holding tanle to 
'G' or 'H' thermoplrillic digesters, operating thickening and dewateling centrifuges, 
disinfecting sludge with lime, driving trucks to make room for more loading, and 
loading trucks with dewatered and limed sludge. 

• The digester station involves pumping sludge to and from the thermoplrillic and 
'mesophyllic digesters, insuring digester levels and temperatures are maintained, 
drawing and taking up drying beds, and controlling the centrate supernatant pump 
station. 

• The east station involves operating the pump station, operating the surge basins, 
operating the pre-aeration and the aeration blowers, receiving septic and grease 
trucks, and operating the aeratiou basins. 

• The west station involves operating the final clarifiers, the RASIW AS system, the 
thickener and blender system, the sand filter system, the UV disinfection system, the 
plant water system, and the power generation system. 

• The floating employee position fills in for absent personnel and works wherever 
needed during lrigh flow situations. 

RFC used these definitions and the hourly data provided to develop the following allocations to 
the functional categories. Exhibit E-5 shows the assignnJent of these allocations to the functional 
categories. 

Exhibit E-5: Vii/age Creek Treatment Plant Labor Allocations to Functional 
Categories (%) 

Hcadworks 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 

Secondary 23 2.3 2.3 23 
Clarifier 

Dewatering 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 

Digestion 5.2 5.2 

BaSI 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 

Wos' 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.6 

Floater 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 

Tolat 5.1 2.8 5.1 5.1 4.8 4.2 1.8 6.9 6.9 8.2 8.2 1.9 0 5.1 33.9 

Colunm Headings: FE = Flow Equalization; GS = Grit Screening; Pu = Pumping; PC = Primary Oarifiers; SC = 
Secondary Clarifiers; BT = Biological Treatment; Fi = Filters; Di = Disinfection; Th = Thickeoing; Dw = 
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Dewatering; SD = Sludge Digesters; WR = Water Reuse; GC = Grease Control; SR = Septage Receiving; G/A = 
General! Admin 

Trussville, Leeds, and Turkey Creek WWTPs 
The ESD provided labor percentages associated with the Trussville plant representing the level 
of effort expended by the Trussville staff per plant process. These allocations were adjusted in 
order to fit the process allocations outlined in the Surcharge Model prepared by RFC. Since the 
Leeds and Turkey Creek plants are Class III plants, the labor percentages provided for Trussville 
were applied to those two plants as well. Below in Exhibit E-6 are the allocations provided by 
Trussville and how these were adjusted for use in the Surcharge Model. 

Exhibit E-6: Trussville Treatment Plant Allocation of Labor to Treatment 
Processes 

5 

8 

8 

Clarifiers 10 

A1wn 
Stalion 

Genernlor 
Stnlion 

10 

14 

7 

3 

6 

3 

10 

0 5 10 0 20 10 II 18 3 10 6 1 0 

Column Headings: FE ~ Flow Equalization; GS ~ Grit Screening; Pu ~ Pumping; PC ~ Primary Clarifiers; SC ~ 
Secondary Clarifiers; BT ~ Biological Treatment; Fi ~ Filters; Di ~ Disinfection; Th ~ Thickening; Dw ~ 
Dewatering; SD = Sludge Digesters; WR = Water Reuse; GC = Grease Control; SR = Septage Receiving; G/A = 
General! Admin 

0 
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Further adjustments were made to these allocations since a General! Administrative allocation 
was not included in the original ESD data. In order to account for this, RFC used the number of 
labor personnel at the Trussville plant and applied adjustments to determine the total time spent 
by the plant personnel on processes. The difference would then provide the amount of time 
spent on General/Administrative activities. Exhibit E-7 shows the adjustments. 

Exhibit E-7: Trussville Adjustment of Labor Allocations 

Adjusted 

Number of Adjustment 
Adjusted Percent Nurnberof 

Position Personnel Multiplier 
Number of Time On Personnel 
Personnel Processes on 

Processes 
Trussville & 

LeedsWWTP 1 3 3 0% 0 
Supervisor 

Shift Supervisor 1 2 2 75% 1.5 
Operators 4 1 4 100% 4 
Laborer 1 0.5 0.5 100% 0.5 

9.5 6 
Percent Time Dedicated to Treatment Processes 63% 

By dividing the adjusted number of personnel on processes (6) by the total adjusted number of 
personnel (9.5) an estimate of the percentage of time spent on processes can be determio.ed. In 
this case, the percentage is 63% resulting in 37% oftime allocated to the general/administrative 
category. This applies to Leeds and Turkey Creek as well, with one exception: the percentage 
for Turkey Creek is adjusted to 44% since there is no filtration process at the plant. This resulted 
in the following allocations shown in Exhibit E-8 used for labor within the Surcharge Model 
with the exception of Turkey Creek. 

Exhibit E-8: Trussville Adjusted Allocations for Treatment Processes 

Note: 
Column Headings: FE = Flow Equalization; OS = Chit Screening; Pu = Pumping; PC = Primal), Clarifiers; SC "" 
Secondary Clarifiers; BT= Biological Treabnent; Fi = Filters; Di = Disinfection; Th = Thickening; Dw = 
Dewatering; SD = Sludge Digesters; WR= Water Reuse; GC= Grease Control; SR = SeptageReceiving; G/A = 

GeneraVAdmin 

Valley Creek Treatment Plant 
ESD provided data related to 1JlllIl hours dedicated to treatment processes for operators and 
laborers based on total number of hours per week. These hours do not include effort related to 
supervision, laboratory, grounds maintenance, or support. ESD applied a 1.5 multiplier to the 
operator hoUl'S and none to the laborer hours. Since Valley Creek processes include septage 
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receiving, RFC assumed that 5% of hours for "In-Plant Treatment" were dedicated to this 
process. Exhibit E-9 shows the allocation percentage of hours provided by the ESD for labor 
and the re-allocation of these hours to the functional categories within the Surcharge Model. 

Exhibit E-9: Valley Creek Treatment Plant Allocation of Labor to Treatment 
Processes 

5 7.19 

7.19 

14.31 

14.37 

3.59 3.59 

1.09 1.09 

7.19 

7.19 

13.76 

9.79 4.79 7.19 28.74 8.28 7.19 7.19 4.69 l3.76 3.59 0.00 0.00 

Column Headings: FE = Flow Equalization; OS = Grit Screening; Pu = Pumping; PC = Primary Clarifiers; SC = 

Secondmy Clarifiers; BT = Biological Treatment; Fi = Filters; Di = Disinfection; Th = Thickening; Dw = 
Dewatering; 3D = Sludge Digesters; WR = Water Reuse; OC = Grease Control; SR = Septage Receiving; G/A = 

General! Admin 

Since the number of personnel for Valley Creek dedicated to tl,e treatment processes is large 
relative to supervisory staff, it was assumed that all labor should be allocated to the treatment 
processes. 

Electrical Shop and Instrnment Shop 
The Electrical Shop and Instmment Shop cost centers were included due to the involvement of 
their personnel with the WWTPs. Assuming the same labor allocations for each treatment plant 
cost center, the data provided by the ESD as to the percentage of hours dedicated to each plant 
was applied to the personnel services budget line items for the Electrical Shop and Instmment 
Shop cost centers. Exhibit E-lO shows the percent hours for each plant as provided by the ESD. 

5.00 

5.00 
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Exhibit E-10: Electrical Shop and Instrument Shop labor Percentage Dedicated to 
Treatment Plants 

Treatment Plant Electrical Shop Personnel Instrnment Shop Personnel 
La bar Percentaf!e Labor Percentage 

Village Creek 22.00% 20.00% 
Valley Creek 26.47% 25.00% 
Cahaba River 2.51% 10.71% 
Trussville 0.54% 7.14% 
Leeds 1.42% 3.57% 
Wanior 4.79% 1.43% 
Five Mile 20.48% 17.86% 
Prudes 1.10% 2.87% 
Turkey Creek 3.81% 10.00% 
Puro~ Stations. 8.44% 0.71% 
Barton LaboratOlY 8.44% 0.71% 
Total 100% 100% 

Theseperccntages are applied to the budget line items related to personnel services and allocated 
according to the process allocations that have already been estimated for each treatment plant. 

Maintenance SllOps 
The Five Mile Creek Maintenance Shop is responsible for the maintenance nceds of the Five 
Mile, Leeds, Trussville, Turkey Creek, Warrior, and Prudes Creek treatment plants. The Village 
Creek and Valley Creek Maintenance Shops are responsible for the maintenance needs of their 
respective treatment plants. ESD staff provided labor data from the Five Mile Creek 
Maintenance Shop for the percent of time the personnel spends at each treatment plant and the 
percentage of this time on each process. RFC used the ESD's descriptions of its processes to fit 
the process allocations outlined in the Surcharge Model. Exhibit E-ll shows thC allocations for 
each process. 
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Exhibit E·11: Five Mile Creek Maintenance Shop Labor Percentage Dedicated to 
Treatment Plants 

Gril 
Removal 

Aeralion 

Fillrntion 

Diges!cr 

Thickeners 

10.61 

10.61 

23.48 

10.23 

8.71 0.00 33.71 0.00 

8.71 

0.38 

4.55 

4.92 

8.71 0.00 4.55 ••• 0 0.38 4.92 0.00 

Column Headings: FE = Flow Equalization; GS = Grit Screening; Pu "'" Pumping; PC "'" Primary Clarifiers; SC = 
Secondary Clarifiers; BT = Biological Treatment; Fi = Filters; Di = Disinfection; Th = Thickening; Dw = 

Dewatering; SD - Sludge Digesters; WR - Water Reuse; GC - Grease Control,; SR,...., Septagc: Receiving; G/A = 

GeneraVAdmin 

RFC applied the total allocation percentages to all of the budget line items under the Five Mile 
Creek Maintenance Shop cost center except for electricity and natural gas. Since data was not 
provided for the Valley Creek and Village Creek Maintenance Shops, RFC assumed that the 
scope of the Five Mile Creek Maintenance Shop was similar to that of Village Creek and Valley 
Creek and applied the allocations from Exhibit E-II to all of the budget line items as well with 
the exception of electricity and natural gas. 

Chemicals 
Chemical cost allocations are based on historical data provided by the ESD for FY 2007-2008. 
ESD provided costs of each chemical used for each treatment plant according to its pmpose, 
average dosage, annual usage, FY 2008 annual cost, and dosage point. RFC used the costs for 
each chemical along with the dosage point to calculate percent allocations among the treatment 
processes. Along with the nine treatment plants, data was provided for the Scotts Branch Pre
Tl'eatment Facility and the collection system. Detail on how this data was incorporated into cost 
allocations is included in this sUbsection. 

Three treatment plants had more than one chemical dosage point: Cahaba River, Valley Creek, 
and Village Creek. While the remaining treatment plants: (Five Mile Creek (including Warrior 
and Prudes Creele), Leeds, Trussville, and Turkey Creek), had one dosage point. RFC used the 
2008 data provided by the ESD along with the dosage points shown below in Exhibit E-12 to 
estimate allocations according to treatment process in Exhibit E-l3. 

28.41 

28Al 
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Exhibit E-12: 2008 Treatment Plant Chemical Cost Data (provided by ESD) 

Treatment Plant Chemical Dosage Point Functional 2008 Cost 
Cate!!orv 

Cahaba River Alum clarifier ClarifierslFilters $112,791 
distribution box 
and media filter 
influent 

Polymer two filter presses Dewatering $40,212 
in dewatering bldg 

Chlorine re-use water Water Re-Use $100 
Tablets system in media 
Calcium filter building 
Hypochlorite 

Five Mile Creek Sodium plant water pump Disiofection $300 
hypochlorite station 

Leeds Alum clarifier Clarifiers $57,700 
BLI-1l46 distribution box 

Trussville Alum clarifier Clarifiers $40,000 -
distribution box oroiected 

Turkey Creek Alum clru:ifier Clarifiers $50,000 -
dislnbulion box proiected 

Valley Creek Polymer DW press feedbox Dewateling $97,412 
FoUIldry Lime Dried sludge mixer Sludge Digesters $97,106 

box 
Village Creek Chlorine/Sulfur Outfall 001 Disinfection $51,120 

Dioxide 
PolymerlLime Dewatering Bldg Dewateling $209,246 

Exhibit E-13 shows the estimated cost allocations that RFC developed based on the cost data. 
Assumptions were made in some allocations, such as where the dosage point for some chemicals 
was shown to be in more than one location; then the allocations were distributed evenly between 
those treatment processes for which it applied. For instance the allocations for Cahaba are a 
good example where alum was applied at both the clarifier distnbution box and media filter 
influent resulting in a total percent allocation of 73% for these two processes. An equal 
distnbution of this allocation between clarifiers and filters resulted in an allocation of 36.5% for 
each. 
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Exhibit E-13: Treatment Plant Functional Category Allocation 

Functional Categories 
Treatment Clarifiers Filters Disinfection Dewatering 
Plant 
Cahaba 36.5% 36.5% 26% 
Five Mile 100% 
Leeds 100% 
Trussville 100% 
Turkey 

100% 
Creek 
Valley 

50% 
Creek 
Village 

20% 80% 
Creek 

APPENDIX E 

Slndge Water 
Digesters Reuse 

1% 

50% 

As mentioned earlier, ESD staff provided additional chemical usage data for the Scotts Branch 
Pre-Treatment Facility aud the pump stations located within the collection system. Both are 
included under the Pump Station Operations cost center. Exhibit E-14 shows the data provided 
by the ESD staff. 

Exhibit E-14: Additional Chemical Usage Data 

Location Chemical Dosage Point Functional 2008 Cost 
Catef(ory 

Scotts Branch HTH 
Clarifiers & 

Pretreatment (powdered Primary Clarifiers $340 
Facility ChlOline) 

Effluent Flume 

Pump Stations Citrus 
Wet Well Pumping $825 

Def(reaser 
Pump Stationsl 
Scotts Branch Potassium Wet Well Pmnping $2,640 
Pretreatment Pennanganate 
Facility 
Pump Stations Lon-Gon 

Wet Well & 
Pmnping $1,470 

Atomizing Spray 
Pump Stations 

Lime 
Sewage Overflow 

Pumping $165 
Area 

Pump Stations Lift-Zyme Wet Well Pumping $2992 
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Exhibit E-15 shows the estimated cost allocations that RFC developed based on the cost data. 

Exhibit E-15: Pump Station Functional Category Allocation 

Functional Categories 
Pumping Primary 

Clarifiers 
Pump 
Station 96% 4% 
Operations 

A majority of the chemical costs for the collection system are included under the pumping 
process. RFC assumed the Scotts Branch Pre-Treatment Facility chemical costs should be 
allocated entirely under the primary clarifier category since its basic function is to treat industrial 
wastewater. 
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Support Information 

SECTION VI: AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 
Subsection: Financial Capability Analysis 
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Exhibit F-1: Financial Capability Analysis 

i 

100 
101 
102 
106 

Annual Operations and Maintenance Expenses (Excluding Depreciation) 
Annual Debt Service (Principal and Inlerest) 
Subtotal 

Total Cosls 

107 Residential Share of Tolal Costs 

108 Total Number of Households in Service Area [No. of Accounts) 

109 Cosl Per Household 

201 Census Year MHI 
202 MHI Adjusbnenl Faclor 
203 Adjusled MHI 

204 Annual Cost Per Household 

205 Resld.ntiallndic.tor Score 

$ 61,336,284 
$ 111,966,690 
$ 173,302,974 
$ 173,302,974 

$ 69,321,190 

128,953 

$ 538 

$ 40,608 

$ 538 

1.324% 
Annual Cost per Household as percent of adjusled Median Household Income 

301 Most Recenl General Obligation Bond Rating 
Date 
Rating Agency 

302 Most Recent Revenue (Water or Sewer) Bond Rating 0 
Date 3/6/2008 
Rating Agency Standard & Poo(s 
Bond Insurance 

303 Summary Bond Rating D 

~~~:r&jRlfMfI1\!R_1l\WJ~_~iilt~~ 
Line No. 

401 Direcl Nel Debl $ 925,780,000 
(G.O. Bonds Excludin9 Double-Barreled Bonds) 

402 Debt of Overlapping Entities $ 0 
(proportionate Share of Multijurisdictional Debt) 

403 Overall Net Debt $ 925,780,000 

404 

405 

Market Value of Property 

Net Debt as Percent of FMV 

$ 7,744,422,422 

11,95% 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

APPENDIXF 

F-2 

JEFFCOST-25174 
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Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

Exhibit F-1, Continued 

501 Unemployment Rate - Permittee 
502 Unemployment Rate - County 

(If Penmittee's Rate is unavailable) 
503 Benchmark - US National Unemployment Rate 

10.70% 

9.80% 

a:_..l.ffi.jj~""_~~iiiitt-~=f!'IIW 
Line No. 

501 Median Household Income - PermiUee $ 40,608 

602 Census Year National MHI 
603 MHI Adjustment Factor 
504 Adjusted National MHI 

Line No. 
701 Full Market Value of Real Propoerty 
702 Property Tax Revenue 
703 Tax Revenue as Percent of FMV 

801 Property Tax Revenue Collected 
802 Properly Taxes Levied 
803 Property Tax Collection Rate 

Line No. Indicator 
901 
902 
903 
904 
905 
906 
907 

1001 
1002 

1003 

Bond Rating 
Overall Net Debt as a Percent of FMV 
Unemployment Rate 
Median Household Income 
Tax Revenue As Percent of FMV 
Property Tax Collection Rate 
Penmitlee Financial Capabllny Indicators Score 

Residential Indicator Score 
Permittee Financial Capability Indicators Seore 

Financial Capability Matrix Category 

Actual Value 
D 

11.95% 
10.70% 

$ 40,608 
6.47% 

98.36% 

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 

$ 52,029 

$ 7,744,422,422 
$ 501,067,572 

6.47% 

$ 501,067,572 
$ 509,403,085 

98.36% 

Score 
1.0 
1.0 
2.0 
2.0 
1.0 
3.0 
1.7 

1.324% 
1.7 

Medium Burden 

APPENDIXF 

F-3 

JEFFCOST-25175 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-19    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part70    Page 6 of 14



c Jefferson County Commission 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

Appendix G 

Support Information 

RafteIIs FlnancJaJ Consultants~ Inc. 

APPENDIXG 

G·1 

JEFFCOST-25176 
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Jefferson County Commission APPENDIX G 
Cost of Service and Rate Study 

Exhibit G-1: Glossary of Acronyms 

ADEM Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
BNR biological nutrient removal 

BOD biochemical oxygen demand 
ccr hundred cubic feet 
CIP Capital Improvement Program 

COD chemical oxygen demand 
CSO combined sewer overflow 
ENRCCI Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index 
EPA Environmental Protection Agency 
ESD Environmental Services Department 

FOG fats, oils, and grease 
FY fiscal year 
gpd gallons per day 

'r&1 inflow and infiltration 
'mg million gallons 
'. mgII milligrams per liter 

mgd million gallons per day 
MID median household income 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

'e O&M operations and maintenance 
PAYGO pay-as-yon-go 

RAS retmn activated sludge 
RFC Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. 
SID significant industrial dischargers 
TP total phosphol1ls 
TSS total suspended solids 
UV ultraviolet 
WAS waste activated sludge 

WEF Water Environment Federation 

WWTP wastewater treatment plant 

c Rattells Financial Consultants) Inc. G-2 

JEFFCOST-25177 
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Executive Summary 

Events Leading to the Program 
RevIew 
By agreement between the Jefferson County 
Commission and the federal government, the 
U.S. District Court entered a Consent Decree 
(CD) on December 9, 1996. Among a number of 
specific requirements, the CD required Jefferson 
County (County) to eliminate sewer overflows 
and meet all requirements of the Clean Water 
Act (CWA) by 2007. In addition, the County 
agreed to take responsibility for a consolidated 
sewer system serving 21 municipalities in the 
County, more than tripling the linear feet of 
sewer line that fell within the requirements of the 
CD. Compliance with the CD committed the 
County to invest significant resources to meet a 
mandate that did not appear to be well 
understood by anyone at the time. 

The County embarked on a Program to meet the 
requirements of the CD and allow for system 
expansion. Early in the Program, the County 
understood that the cost of implementation 
would not be easy to determine. The first 
estimate for the Program ranged between $250 
million and $1.2 billion, but as planning and 
implementation proceeded, the cost continually 
increased. The annual report prepared by the 
Environmental Services Department (ESD) for 
the Commission documents the increasing 
estimated cost (Exhibit ES-1). 

As the cost of the Program escalated, sewer 
rates were increased (Exhibit ES-2) to cover the 
planned capital investment and greater 
operating costs. This combination of increasing 
costs and rates, along with cancellation of the 
Cahaba River Trunk Extension Tunnel (Super 
Sewer) project 

Final Report 
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4~--~--------~~------

1996 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
(The 1996 costs are ftom Birmingham News; all other costs 
are from ESD's annual report.) 

Exhibit ES-1 Estimated costs for the County's 
Program have continually increased, which helped 
convince the Commissioners that the Program delivery 
process raquirad evaluation. 

and other related concerns, led Commissioner 
Gary White to call for a review of the Program. 

L. $45 
$ 
~ $40 

'0 $35 
u. 
0 $30 
0 
0 $25 0 
~ 

" $20 0 
~ 

~ $15 
o 
» $10 

~ $5 
o 
:; $0 

Exhibit ES-2 Actual Jefferson County monthly sewer 
charges based on 1000 CF of water used. 
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Review Team Responsibilities 
The BE&K Team, comprised of the following 
firms, was retained by Jefferson County in 
December 2002 to perform a review of the 
Program: 

• BE&K Engineering CO.-0verall 
management of the review, along with a 
review of Program implementation 
procedures 

• CH2M HILL-engineering technical 
expertise and support 

• Porter White and Company-financial 
analysis and altemative funding 
recommendations 

• Public Affairs Research Council of Alabama 
(PARCA)-rate and tax benchmarking 

The BE&K Team performed detailed reviews of 
Program documentation and held interviews with 
County staff, including ESD and ESD's 
consultants. BE&K conducted a three-day and a 
four-day value engineering workshop with ESD 
and its consultants to gain insight into the 
County's existing Program data and Program 
delivery approaches, and to develop altematives 
that would benefit the County. The team also 
compared the County's Program documentation 
with that available from similar programs 
conducted by other wastewater utilities. 

Major Review Findings 
This report summarizes the findings of the 
review and makes recommendations for steps 
the County should take to increase the 
effectiveness and efficiency of its Program 
delivery process. This report also recommends 
steps that the County should take to deal more 
effectively with the challenges of future 
regulations and expansion demands. 

The major findings from the report are 
summarized below: 

• The Jefferson County CD is comparable 
to CDs in other areas 

• The County appears to be on schedule to 
complete the Program in 2007. 

• Completion of the Program will likely 
require an estimated additional $611 
million to complete the Program and the 
work required in 2008. 

Final Report 2 

• Sewer rate increases of approximately 
12.5 percent per year from 2004 through 
2011 are necessary. 

• The County and ESD have made a 
number of unwise decisions, which, 
when combined, have significantly 
increased the Program's capital and 
operating costs. 

• There are significant opportunities for 
strategic planning at both the ESD and 
County level. 

Jetfenon (ounty (0 il comparable to (01 in Other Areal 
The comparison of the Jefferson County CD with 
CDs for Atlanta, Mobile, Miami, and New 
Orleans revealed that the CDs were similar. 
While the details differ, EPA Region 4 has 
placed similar requirements on all these entities 
to eliminate all sewer overflows. Nationally, CDs 
implemented before the Jefferson County CD 
were less restrictive, while CDs implemented 
after the Jefferson County CD were more 
restrictive. Additional details are included in the 
report. 

On \chedule to Meet 1007 Program Requirement! 
The CD specifies that Jefferson County 
complete a number of engineering and 
construction activities. To date, the County has 
complied with these requirements within the 
specified deadlines. If additional capital is 
funded, it is likely that the County will continue to 
meet the required deadlines in the CD. 

The CD also requires that the County achieve 
"no sewer overflows" by 2007. This is not a 
practical goal, as overflows will continue to occur 
for a variety of reasons, as detailed in this 
report. However, it appears that when the 
Program is completed, the County will be able to 
meet the intent of the CD, giving it a strong basis 
for negotiating with the EPA and the Department 
of Justice. The ability to work effectively with the 
governmental agencies that have jurisdiction, 
other stakeholders, and the public will be 
significantly enhanced if the recommendations 
of this study are implemented. 

Program (ompletion Requirel Additional (apital 
Completion of the Program will require 
approximately $611 million of additional 
expenditures. This amount includes $365 
million of project costs needed to complete the 
portions of the Program that the risk assessment 
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dictates be accomplished prior to the CD target 
date (resulting in an estimated final cost of $2.67 
billion), plus $246 million of additional capital 
costs in years 2008 through 2017 for those 
portions of the Program that our risk assessment 
suggest deferral is possible. This $246 million in 
capital cost is necessary in order to correct 
known defects in the system, but can be 
deferred. If these additional costs are funded 
using revenue bonds, then additional funds not 
included above will be needed to fund required 
reserves, bond interest during construction, and 
costs of issuance. The remaining sewer 
rehabilitation projects comprise the majority of 
the investment that has not yet been contracted. 
The BE&K team believes that the County could 
minimize the expenditure of funds by 
implementing the recommendations contained in 
this report. 

The Team reviewed the remaining 355 sewer 
projects identified by ESD and assessed the 
cost of the projects that the County and its 
consultants identified as most likely to be 
needed to meet the CD, both in terms of the 
activities required and their ability to eliminate 
sewer overflows. Projects needed in order to 

'" 
$18.00 

U 
U 

" ~ p,. $16.00 

8 
$14.00 

$12.00 
Case: 

$10.00 

12.5 percent annual rate increases through 20~ 

oo:runVE1UH/IAHf-J(ff[R\0II CllUIffl' PlUl6Ml1 REVIEW 

repair identified defects in the sewer system, but 
not believed to be required by the CD, were 
deferred for completion between 2008 and 2017. 
By doing so, immediate financing requirements 
were reduced and the need for further rate 
increases was delayed. 

Failure to raise the needed funds to address the 
repairs required by the CD would place the 
County in jeopardy of not meeting the CD, even 
after the huge investment that has occurred. 

lewer Rate! MUlt Be increaled 
Sewer rates must be increased to cover the 
assumed cost of existing and additional 
borrowing, O&M costs, and other capital costs. 
The current Commission plan of a 10-percent 
increase in sewer rates through 2007 shown in 
Exhibit ES-3 would leave the County in need of 
a 20- to 30-percent increase in both 2009 and 
2010. A level 12.5-percent increase in 2004 
through 2011 would meet needed revenue 
requirements and help stabilize rate increases. 

~ - ....r' 

C 
j/ 

~ $8.00 

$6.00 

#~/~ 

54.00 

5>00 

/- ~se: ,,"'-

10 percent annual rate increases through 2007 

~ 
ACtual 

Projected 

SO.OO 
1997 19" 2001 2003 2005 201)7 200' 2011 2013 20lS 

EXHIBIT ES-3 
A 10-percent increase in sewer rates through 2007 would leave the County in need of a 20- to 25-percent increase in 2009 
and 2010, while a 12.5-percent increase in 2004 through 2011 would meet revenue requirements, helping to stabilize rate 
increases. 

Final Report 3 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-19    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part70    Page 11 of 14



( 

c 

IroUH1TPiD6M11R[\1~ 

EXHIBITES4 
Of the 31 utilities benchmarked, only the City of Atlanta is likely to have future municipal sewer rates comparable to Jefferson 
County's. 

Research showed that in 2003 Jefferson County 
had the fifth highest residential sewer rate, third 
highest commercial rate: and third highest 
industrial rate of the 31 utilities compared 
(Exhibit ES-4). The required 12.5-percent per 
year rate increase would put the sewer rates 
above EPA's "high burden" definition by 2007-
exceeding 2 percent of median household 
income (MHI) (Exhibit ES-3). Again, this 
unrealistically assumes no significant new 
investment for service expansion or 
requirements to meet new environmental 
regulations. Of the 31 utilities benchmarked, 
only the City of Atlanta is likely to have future 
rates comparable to the County's. 

Palt Deciliom increaled Program COlt 
A number of decisions made during the course 
of negotiating the CD and delivering the 
County's Program have resulted in higher costs. 
These decisions are discussed in the following 
pages. 

Final Report 4 

Acceptance of Liability for Consolidated 
Sewers 
Consolidating responsibility for the municipal 
sewers under the County was required during 
negotiation of the CD. When the County agreed 
to this, it was not fully aware of the poor 
condition of the municipal sewers. The impacts 
from this decision to consolidate are still being 
realized today. However, the County likely had 
little choice but to accept responsibility for the 
liability. 

Lack of Overall Strategy to Define Program 
Requirements and Manage to Budget 
Implementation of the Program without 
experienced and sufficient staff and specialized 
tools and processes has affected both Program 
delivery and Program costs. ESD administered 
the Program without the addition of significant 
new internal resources or outside consultants 
experienced in delivering programs similar in 
size and complexity. Prior to 1996, ESD and 
some of its consultants had been involved in the 
delivery of capital improvements on the order of 
$35 million/year. 

Delivery of the County's Program involved 
expenditures of more than $250 million per year 
and the delivery of hundreds of construction 
contracts. Inadequate cost and scheduling tools 
and processes were in place, making it 
impossible for ESD to accurately predict 
Program cost and coordinate schedules. As a 
result, it was not possible to prioritize 
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improvements or accurately track Program cost. 
Typically, a program manager with the 
experience, personnel, and tools to deliver a 
Program of this magnitude would have been 
hired. 

Investment in Treatment Plant Expansion and 
Use of Overly Conservative Design Basis 
Wastewater flows in the County have shown no 
increase over the past 5 years, with no significant 
increase expected. Yet plant investments were 
made that significantly increased capacity, 
requiring a huge capital investment. Some of the 
investment was required to handle peak wet 
weather flows and to assure compliance with the 
CWA; however a significant portion of the 
approximately $1 billion spent was for expanding 
the capacity of the treatment plants in a system 
that shows no demands for expansion (Exhibit 
ES-5). Several of the plants now have a capacity 
of 2.5 to 3 times the average daily flow, which 

EXHIBIT ES-S 
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There is little evidence that alternatives were 
adequately considered in making plant 
investments. Rather, the County expanded the 
plants using existing technology. For example, 
at the Valley Creek Plant, significant savings 
may have been achieved had Single-stage 
nitrification been evaluated and found 
acceptable. 

Lack of Consideration of Alternatives for 
Rehabilitation 
Most programs of this size and complexity 
consider multiple options using decision science 
tools to optimize the decision process. Decisions 
regarding the County's Program did not include 
a review of alternative technologies, such as 
upstream peak storage facilities, in-system 
management, tunnels to transport and equalize 
flows, or other techniques for reducing the cost 
of transporting and treating peak flows. The 
assessment of such technologies is routinely 

2000 2001 

97.06 115.61 

Jefferson County's wastewater flows have shown no increase over the past 5 years; thus, the $1 billion spent expanding plant 
capacity cannot be justified. 

sig nificantly increases operating costs and the 
challenge of proper operations. Therefore, a 
Significant amount of unnecessary capital was 
invested, which had the effect of increasing the 
cost of future operations. 

In addition to constructing questionable plant 
expansions, the sizing of some of the facilities is 
oveny conservative when compared to accepted 
practice. This is particularly true of the clarifiers, 
which account for a significant portion of a plant's 
cost. 

Final Report 5 

done by utilities facing challenges similar to the 
County's, resulting in significant cost savings 
and enhanced system perfomnance and 
reliability. 

Assessment of alternative technologies for the 
County's Program, coupled with effective cost 
and schedule control, would have promoted the 
prioritization of capital expenditures. Instead, for 
sewer main repair, the Program essentially used 
only cured-in-place liner (CIPP) technology, 
repairing entire pipe segments between 
manholes. This approach is costly because it is 
designed to rehabilitate the sewer totally, which 
was not always necessary. Had there been 
competition for capital, the County's Program 
might have focused more on inflow reduction, at 
a significantly lower cost. Also, alternatives to 
CIPP might have been used earlier in the 
Program where warranted. 

Impacts of the Product Review Committee 
and Contractor Prequalification Process 
The Product Review Committee had the worthy 
goal of assuring that the technology and 
services used for the Program were of the 
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highest quality. While this type of review 
committee is not unusual for the utility industry, 
the Committee had little evidence of 
documented analysis of the costs resulting from 
their actions. Selections were approved primarily 
on the basis of quality, without documenting 
assessment of the cost consequence or 
documenting a cost-benefit ratio. 

The contractor prequalification process, which 
was used essentially for all the contractors who 
:'I0rked on the Program, is unusual for the utility 
Industry, except when applied to highly technical 
products and installation. It appears that early in 
the Program, the prequalification process and 
Product Review Committee process limited 
competition, resulting in higher unit price costs. 

As the number of qualified contractors 
increased, the costs decreased and were more 
in line with costs in comparable cities. 

Opportunitiel for Development of Integrated Water Itrategy 
It is critical that the County recognize that the 
demands of effectively managing its water 
needs go far beyond the requirements of the 
CD. Future regulatory requirements for 
managing and treating storm water and non
point source pollutants require an integrated 
approach strategy and perhaps, the coordinated 
operation of water, wastewater, and storm water 
utilities (Exhibit ES-6). 

Final Report 6 
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EXHIBIT ES-6 
An integrated water strategy will make a variety of options 
for maximizing the County's resources possibte. 

An integrated water strategy is required to 
address cost-effectively the increased regulatory 
challenges, greater capital and O&M costs, and 
need for technological advances associated with 
Jefferson County's Program. The concept of 
managing water in an integrated manner-,be it 
water supply, wastewater, or storm water- is 
not new. 

As the review findings indicate, the County has a 
significant opportunity to collaborate and work to 
manage water on an integrated basis. A 
practical example of this need is the duplication 
of service between the Birmingham Water 
Works and Sewer Board and the County. New 
regulations for storm water and non-point source 
pollutant treatment are likely to change the 
structure of the Storm Water Management 
Authority in the future. Water, wastewater, and 
storm water are directly related and call for an 
integrated strategy to address current and future 
needs 
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Recommendations 
The findings of the BE&K Team include many 
issues for which little can be done to mitigate the 
cost impacts. Thus, our recommendations focus 
on a forward look so that the County can learn 
from the past to deal more effectively and 
economically with future issues. 

Our recommendations here, which build on the 
review findings, have considerable overlap and 
are designed to be considered in their entirety 
and implemented in unison: 

• Create an integrated water management 
task force 

• Retain experienced wastewater program 
management 

• Develop a strategic plan for ESD 

• Commission a rate study 

• Evaluate funding sources to address future 
regulatory issues and expansion 

• Implement a comprehensive stakeholder 
education and involvement program 

There is a significant risk in choosing to ignore 
some of these recommendations while adopting 
others. Also, these recommendations represent 
a high-level summary of the many recommen
dations presented in detail in this report. 

Create an Integrated Water 
Management Task Force 
Many communities have dealt effectively with 
seemingly insurmountable issues using a task 
force approach. The key to success of this 
approach is the assignment of key leadership to 
the task force and their support by the County 
Commission so that task force members can 
effectively conduct their work. 

Final Report 7 
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The task force would consist of key stakeholders 
who are impacted by the County's Program, 
such as political, regulatory, governmental, 
business, environmental, and water service 
entities. Professional facilitation is generally 
required to align such a large and diverse group. 
In the end, the most important ingredient is 
leadership by a recognized, energetic, and 
open-minded individual. 

Metropolitan 
North 
Georgia Water 
Planning 
District 
Watershed 
Management 
Plan 

EXHIBIT ES·7 
Integrated watershed planning for the Atlanta area was 
successfully spearheaded by a Water Quality tnitiative 
Task Force, which represented diverse stakeholders, 
including 100 water utilities, and resulted in development 
of a regional water management district. 

Metro Atlanta is an excellent example of how 
effective a task force can be in collaborating on 
integrated and regional water issues (Exhibit 
ES-7). In the 16-county area that comprises 
metro Atlanta, there are more than 100 water 
utilities. The critical water issues on the 
Chatahoochee River demanded more regional 
thinking- in other words, considering water in 
an integrated manner. Building moratoriums and 
the inability to permit water withdrawals had 
threatened the region's future growth. After 
years of trying to develop solutions to these 
issues, the Metro Chamber of Commerce 
provided the leadership necessary to form and 
fund the Water Quality Initiative Task Force. 

With facilitation provided pro-bono by the Boston 
Consulting Group, this 39-member task force 
evaluated water quality issues and developed 
solutions that ultimately resulted in state 
legislation that created a regional water 
management district-the Metropolitan North 
Georgia Water Planning District. The state also 
provided some of the funding to enable the 
District to begin operations. Over the past 2 
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years, the District has developed plans that have 
been endorsed by stakeholders to create 
regional treatment of water and sewer and 
consider the impacts of storm water 
management and treatment. 

Integrated water management operations are 
also demonstrated by the newly formed City of 
Atlanta Watershed Management Department, 
which combines the operations of water supply, 
wastewater treatment, and a soon-to-be
implemented storm water utility. 

The benefits of integrated water management 
range from improved stakeholder support, 
education, and involvement in the planning 
process to the potential for fundamental 
changes in the way a utility is organized and 
operated. 

Retain Experienced Waltewater Program Management 
Jefferson County should secure the services of 
a firm that specializes in program management 
for wastewater programs of similar size and 
complexity. With more than $1 billion of work 
remaining to be completed, a program manager 
can not only lead more effective delivery of the 
remaining construction, but can provide the 
expertise and experience necessary to develop 
alternative approaches to delivering the 
remaining work. 

The BE&K Team has provided the County a 
draft procurement document that describes the 
method routinely used by the water industry to 
procure program management services. The 
document also describes details of the services 
that are needed, along with the key positions 
that the selected firm should provide. 

There are many advantages to the County's use 
of program management. The County will have 
the opportunity to choose individuals with 
specific and appropriate skill levels that are 
totally dedicated to delivering the County's work 
and that can reside in the County's facilities, 
promoting teamwork. The County avoids staffing 
for peak workloads because the program 
manager scales up or down, as workload 
dictates, and then leaves once the program is 
completed. 
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Also, a program management firm draws on the 
experience of its entire firm, bringing lessons 
learned from around the world and providing 
tools and processes that have proven successful 
on other programs. Typically, detailed 
engineering services can continue to be 
provided by existing consultants under the 
supervision of the program manager. 

Develop Itrategic Plan for [ID 
A strategic plan creates the framework for policy 
and decision-making and guides the priority for 
investment. There is little evidence that the 
County has such a plan in place today. County 
staff has focused primarily on the CD, reacting 
to current issues. The addition of a program 
manager will enhance ESD's ability to develop a 
strategic plan in the following two ways: 

• It will free up appropriate ESD leadership 
from project delivery tasks, allowing them 
more time to create a strategy 

• It will supplement County staff with 
individuals capable of supporting or leading 
such an effort 

ESD's strategic plan would require the County's 
endorsement as well as the support of other 
County departments impacted by the plan. The 
strategy would likely address such issues as 
operations, expansion policies, ratemaking, 
project prioritization, program information, and 
approval processes. 

Develop Asset Management System 
Today, most large utilities are creating asset 
management systems that make preventive 
maintenance of assets possible from both 
economic and critical function perspectives. 
Equipment information and maintenance 
requirements contained in electronic databases 
are entered into the asset management system, 
where they are tracked and monitored. 

The best time to develop an asset management 
system is during new construction. Instead of 
preparing paper copy O&M manuals for the new 
facilities, as is occurring now within the County's 
Program, the information is prepared 
electronically, which promotes its transferal to an 
asset management system. However, the 
decision to undertake an asset management 
system must be made with a strategy in mind to 
avoid excess cost and protect the County's large 
investment in assets. 
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Revise Project Approval Process 
Several of the County's expansion projects that 
were under design or construction that were 
evaluated did not appear to meet a reasonable 
test of cost-benefit. 
The County properly 
cancelled these 
projects, but the 
cancellations came 
at a considerable 
cost to the County. 
Development of a 
clear project approval 
strategy could have 
led to a policy that 
might have 
prevented this from happening. Most utilities 
have a clearly defined capital improvement plan 
process that involves appropriate stakeholders 
formally and publicly. 

Review Rehabilitation Strategy 
Jefferson County's strategy for rehabilitation 
should be reviewed. It is not too late to consider 
shifting the focus to inflow reduction and the use 
of system storage to reduce peak flows, as well 
as how "stranded assets" such as the Cahaba 
River Trunk Sewer Tunnel might be used in a 
beneficial manner. 

Significant changes in the rehabilitation strategy 
will require modifications to the CD. If planning is 
accomplished that demonstrates the opportunity 
without conflicting with the intent of the CD, 
rnodifications are possible. 

(ommillion a Rate ltudy 
The expectation of a 12.5-percent rate increase 
would only generate sufficient revenue to cover 
future operating and capital costs under the 
existing rate design. This does not allow for the 
capital expenses required to accommodate 
future regulatory demands or growth. The 
County should commission a rate study to 
assure that costs are distributed among 
customer classes on a rational basis. This is 
necessary to both produce defensible rates and 
to assure equitable treatment of customers. 

[valuate funding lourcel to Addre!1 future Regulatory Inuel 
and fxpanlion 
The County should carefully review 
recommendations for additional financing of 
sewer systern expansion projects because it will 
be difficult to pay for expansion through user 
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fees. It is imperative that the availability of 
alternative funding mechanisms, such as 
general tax revenues, assessment bonds, 
general sewer service fees, and grants, be 

assessed before 
implementation 
of the expansion 
projects. In 
addition, 
compliance with 
future regulatory 
issues may 
require 
additional 
funding. 

Implement a (omprehemive ltakeholder Education and 
Involvement Program 
This recommendation is imbedded to some 
degree in all the other recommendations and is 
intended to be rnuch broader than a public 
relations prograrn. The County needs to formally 
identify the groups impacted by the actions of 
ESD, including the general public, and develop a 
structured program to cornmunicate, educate, 
and involve these groups in the decision-making 
process. To begin this process, a formal plan 
should be developed to map out a stakeholder 
education and involvernent strategy for each 
stakeholder group. For example, for the 
regulatory community, regular rneetings could 
be held with EPA and the Alabama Department 
of Environmental Management to regularly 
update them on Program progress and to 
resolve any issues. This action could lead to 
greater regulatory understanding and support at 
critical times in the Program. Another good 
example is the environmental community. While 
often more challenging to achieve the 
environmental community's understanding, it is 
critical to success of the County's program. 

While developing and implementing stakeholder 
education and involvement programs is not 
necessarily expensive, it would involve the 
active participation of ESD staff and its 
consultants. 

(oncluliom 
Jefferson County has a huge opportunity to 
learn from the investments made and actions 
taken over the past seven years. Taking a 
leadership role in water management, both 
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\, within the County and ESD, can radically 

change the future outcome. Failure to make the 
needed changes produces the discouraging 
outcome of ever-increasing sewer rates, with 
little hope of improvement. Sewer rates in the 
high burden range will become a deterrent to 
future growth prospects for the County. 

c 

Hopefully, this report will be seen as a positive 
call to act on difficult issues, which will require 
some outside help and the collective wisdom of 
the leadership of Jefferson County. 
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1 

Introduction 

The Jefferson County Consent Decree (CD) focuses on the collection system and the wastewater 
treatment plant rehabilitation and capacity improvements needed to provide peak wet weather 
conveyance and treatment capacity sufficient to eliminate overflows and bypasses. 

BE&K Scope of Work 

The Jefferson County Commission ("County") retained BE&K Engineering Company 
("BE&K") on December 23, 2002 to lead a review and evaluation of the current status ofthe 
Jefferson County Sewer Improvement Program (the "Program") and to advise the County on 
program management and constructibility issues the County should consider in completing the 
Program. To the extent that BE&K's review determined that the currently available funding 
would not permit the completion of the entirety of the Program, BE&K was to suggest funding 
recommendations and to rank the remaining portions of the Program in order of importance. 

The County Commission asked BE&K to prepare a detailed review of the Capital Improvement 
Program (program), which the County had designed in order to meet the requirements of the CD 
by means of a report defining the status of the design and construction work performed to date 
including analysis of: 

o The Program work that the County required in order to comply with the CD 

o The Program work that the County required in order to comply with other environmental 
standards 

0' The Program work that was otherwise categorized by the Environmental Services 
Department (ESD) as an ongoing capital improvement Program 

The County also asked BE&K to prepare a report defining the design and construction work 
remaining to be performed as a part of the Program. This report was to include an analysis of: 

o The portions ofthe existing Program that remain in order to achieve compliance with the CD 

o The portions of the existing Program that remain in order to achieve compliance with 
environmental standards 

o The portions ofthe existing Program that remain in order to accommodate economic 
development in Jefferson County and the adjacent cities or other political subdivisions 
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The County also asked BE&K to evaluate the fmancial status of the Program and offer 
recommendations concerning the Program work that remains. The County asked BE&K to 
prepare a report evaluating the fmancial status of both the works performed to date and the 
remaining works to be performed including: 

• The presentation of financial statements forecasting operations and the financial condition of 
the Sewer System including a comprehensive financial review of the Sewer System 
operations since the approval of the CD detailing the significant operating, capital 
improvement, and maintenance costs; and 

• A recommendation for the financing ofthe Program, including an analysis of the alternatives 
available for distributing the burdens of any increases in costs and a comparison ofwhat 
approaches have been adopted in other communities. 

Finally, the County asked BE&K to review the costs ofthe Program works performed to date in 
relation to benchmarks from other municipal or county systems. 

BE&K has been careful to avoid replicating the work of the engineering consultants retained by 
the County to define what work is required in order to comply with the CD, while preparing a 
comprehensive report on the status of the defined Program and recommendations with respect to 
the most cost-effective means to accomplish that defined Program. Thus, BE&K has not verified 
that the Program, if completed, would comply with the CD, since that determination has been 
reached by the County in consultation with its other experts. BE&K has also been careful to 
avoid replicating physical studies conducted by the County and has thus accepted those studies 
and the findings of other professionals engaged to review and interpret those studies. 

During the course ofBE&K's work, the ESD recognized that funding limitations would preclude 
the completion of the entirety of the Program absent additional sources of funding. As a result, 
the County determined that the funding for the Program would be limited to the amount already 
funded. This position required ESD to scale back the Program by halting or deleting certain 
projects. BE&K then undertook to evaluate those projects that were discontinued, abandoned, or 
otherwise not started as a product ofthe County's financial limitations. 

Through in-depth interviews with ESD staff and the involved consultants and through BE&K's 
analysis of various project documents, BE&K explored the importance of the various projects to 
the County's ultimate goal oftimely meeting the requirements of the CD. BE&K inquired ofthe 
consultants with respect to their opinions concerning the relative merit of continuing these 
projects either in whole or in part. In each instance, BE&K tested both the ESD staff and the 
consultants by exploring the bases for the ESD staff and consultant's determination that a project 
was either necessary in order to meet the CD, was partially necessary in order to meet the CD, or 
was not necessary to meet the CD (although the project would need to be undertaken at a later 
time in order to address defects in the sewer system). Based on that categorization of (1) 
Necessary, (2) Partly Necessary, and (3) Not Necessary, BE&K then assigned the following 
essentially arbitrary percentages to the respective projects that were remaining in the County's 
originally designed Program. 
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Necessary 100% 

Partly Necessary 50% 

Not Necessary 0% 

Based on these assessments, BE&K was then able to determine a rough order-of-magnitude 
anticipated cost for the projects remaining within the Program that would need to be 
accomplished in order to meet the goal ofthe original Program-meeting the CD. 

BE&K has prepared this report for the Jefferson County Commission. This report is not 
intended to be utilized by parties other than the Commission, or referred to in any prospectus or 
official statement promoting or relating to the sale of the project or any financing effort related 
thereto. The financial projections presented herein are a function of the underlying assumptions 
about future events and conditions that may face the Jefferson County Sanitary Sewer System. 
While it is believed that the assumptions underlying the projections are reasonable, actual events 
and conditions will vary from the assumed events and conditions and such variance may cause 
actual fmancial results to be materially different from projected financial results. 

With the Commission's approval, BE&K retained CH2M HILL for technical advice and Porter, 
White & Company and the Public Affairs Research Council of Alabama (P ARCA) for financial 
advice. 

C The BE&K scope of work included assembling the findings and recommendations into a formal 
report for presentation to the Commission. This report provides an analysis of the County's 
execution of the overall capital improvement program as well as an analysis ofthe project 
management techniques utilized by the ESD. The fmdings and recommendations provide our 
opinion of the most cost-effective path forward to complete the Program. 

Information Sources and Overview of Methods 

The BE&K team began detailed meetings with the ESD staff in January 2003. Porter, White & 
Company, P ARCA, and CH2M HILL were mobilized in February. The local sources of 
information included: 

• ESD Staff 

• ESD Consultants (ESD employed more than thirty consultants who provided services including 
studies, design, construction inspection, project management, flow analysis, and as-built 
drawing analysis services.) 

• Jefferson County Finance Department 

• ESD and Finance Department Files 

The ESD, the Finance Department, and the consultants were helpful and cooperative. The 
BE&K team had sufficient access to review necessary files and documents. The County 
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departments granted access to the required County employees and consultants' personnel as 
needed by the BE&K team. 

Information for the BE&K report was gathered by detailed document reviews and interviews. 
Document reviews were held in the ESD offices, the Finance Department offices, the 
consultants' offices, at construction sites, and in the BE&K office. ESD furnished BE&K with 
information concerning the CD, including background studies and reports. Interviews were held 
at ESD offices, the Finance Department's offices, construction sites, and consultants' offices. As 
noted, BE&K was not asked to verify existing engineering data or generate new primary 
engineering or site investigation. 

The BE&K Report 

The BE&K report consists of the executive summary and fifteen sections that describe the 
background, observations, findings, and recommendations for each section. Each report section, 
including the methods utilized to gather information, is outlined below: 

1. Introduction - This sectiou describes the BE&K scope of work, the methods utilized to 
obtain information, and a brief summary 0 f each report section. 

2. Estimated Cost to Complete Program - This section contains BE&K's assessment of the 
projects identified by ESD that are required to complete the Program and provides the 
estimated cost for completion of the Program with those projects. BE&K's assessment 
was based on documentation and interviews with ESD staff and their consultants, review 
of the current estimate furnished by ESD and their consultants, and reviews of the CD. 

3. Cost and Schedule Management - This section describes the present project control 
procedures as reported to us and contains recommendations to improve cost and schedule 
management practices currently in use by ESD. The information was obtained by direct 
interview with ESD staff and County consultants. The current County methods were 
compared with methods utilized by other local governments and by the many private 
owners when managing large programs. 

4. Value Engineering - This section contains recommendations for establishing a pro-active 
value engineering process and provides the results of two value engineering sessions held 
with ESD staff and selected consultants. 

5. Strategic Planning - The strategic planning section contains recommended actions to 
implement a Jefferson County capital improvement program strategic planning process. 
The information and recommendations contained in this section were obtained by 
comparing Jefferson County's ESD Planning processes with other large local 
governments planning processes. 

6. Program Management - This section contains recommended actions for effective 
management and control of the remainder of the Program. The information and 
recommendations contained in this section were obtained by comparing Jefferson 
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County's current program management processes with program management processes 
utilized by other large governmental entities that have executed major programs. 

7. Technology Utilized for the Consent Decree Program - This section compares the 
process technology utilized by ESD with process technology utilized by other large 
wastewater utilities. Technical experts from CH2M HILL reviewed the design basis 
(where available) and design information. They interviewed ESD staff and County 
consultants to understand the process technology utilized to comply with the Program. 
The BE&K team prepared its findings and recommendations after comparing the 
technology used by ESD with technology used by other large governmental entities. 

8. Product Review Committee - This section reviews the procedures and operation of the 
Jefferson County Product Review Committee. It compares the County's procedures with 
those of similar committees formed by other municipalities in response to Consent 
Decrees. The· information was gathered by direct interviews with the chairman of the 
Product Review Committee and a member of the Product Review Committee and from 
documentation supplied by ESD. 

9. Contracting Methods and Administration - This section contains recommendations 
regarding current ESD contracting procedures and compares the ESD practices for 
awarding professional services contracts and construction contracts with practices 
reported to be used by other local governments. The information was obtained by direct 
interview with ESD staff and selected consultants. 

10. Comparison of Unit Pricing with Other Locations - This section contams a comparison 
between the costs Jefferson County paid for selected work with the costs paid by 
surrounding municipalities for the same work. The Jefferson County information was 
obtained by reviewing Jefferson County construction contracts and bid documents. The 
BE&K team obtained information from surrounding communities through direct contact 
with the community or its program manager. 

11. Sewer Rate Comparisons - This section compares Jefferson County and thirty-one 
municipalitiesicounties. The comparisons include sewer and water rates, medium 
household income, sales tax, ad valorem taxes, and total tax burden. The information 
was obtained by direct phone interviews, Internet document searches, and review of 
recognized industry publications regarding rates. 

12. Historical and Perspective Financial Review - This section contains a review and 
analysis of Jefferson County's financial performance while executing the Program. It 
specifically addresses the bond offerings, the operations, and the maintenance cost. 
Information was obtained by reviewing documents obtained from ESD and the Finance 
Department. 

13. Alternative Funding Methods - This section contains recommendations for alternative 
program funding methods. The BE&K team believes that there is not enough funding 
presently available to complete all the projects necessary to comply with the Program. 
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14. Alternatives for Expansion - This section contains recommendations for developing 
plans to fund expansion ofthe sewer system to accommodate future growth. 

15. Public AwarenesslInvolvement - This section provides our recommendations for future 
Community Relations efforts in connection with the Program. 
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2 

Estimated Cost to Complete the Consent 
Decree Program 

Introduction 

The Jefferson County Conunission requested a report that would assess and estimate the 
remaining design and construction work required to satisfy the Program by September 2007. 
This report analyzes the remaining portions of the existing program required to: 

• Achieve compliance with the CD. 

• Achieve compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA). 

• Acconunodate economic development in Jefferson County. 

This section of the report describes the estimated cost of the work remaining to complete the CD. 

I. It recognizes that in April 2003, ESD changed the manner in which rehabilitation projects 
would be implemented. The County Commission told ESD at that time that the County did 
not intend to borrow any additional funds and that ESD should react accordingly to this 
change in direction. ESD then directed the consultants to repair only the defects listed in the 
Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Survey (SSES) documents. At that same time, ESD directed the 
consultants not to repair any additional defects discovered during the television inspection 
investigations undertaken after the CD was in place unless the defect involved an automatic 
bypass, an overflow, or a collapsed pipe. 

2. It assumes compliance with current enviromnental regulations. 

3. It assumes no funding for expansion of new sewer lines to unserved areas of the County. 

This section also contains a description ofthe methodology utilized to gather the supporting 
information on which our conclusions are based. 

Background 

ESD, through Dawson Engineering, maintained the expenditure and expected total cost records 
of the Program. Our review of the Yearly reports and the Birmingham News articles for 
estimated total costs for the ESD Capital Improvement Program (Program) provided the 
following inforruation: 
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• Continued increases in the estimated total cost of the Program. 

- 1996 - estimated Program cost of$250 million to $1.2 billion (this information was 
obtained from the Birmingham News). 

- 1999 - estimated Program cost of$1.5 billion (obtained from the FY 1999 report) 

- 2000 - estimated Program cost of$I.91 billion (obtained from the FY 2000 report) 

- 2001 - estimated Program cost of $2.42 billion (obtained from the FY 2001 report) 

- 2002 - estimated Program cost of $2.44 billion (obtained from the FY 2002 report) 

- 2003 - estimated Program cost of$3.05 billion (obtained from the FY 2003 report) 

• All yearly increases were large except the increase from 2001 to 2002. This was 
primarily due to projects being deleted from the report in 2002. We noted that the 
majority of the projects deleted in 2002 were returned to the 2003 report, and there was a 
large increase in the total forecast Program cost. 

• The 2003 FY report provided the Commission with a total projected cost. Previous 
reports did not add up the totals. It was left to the reader to add the numbers in order to 
see the total forecast. 

• No comparisons were made between the current estimate and any Program budget or 
previous estimates. 

• No comparisons were made between the current estimate and the Waste Treatment 
System Capital Improvement Plan (WTSCIP) estimates submitted to the EPA as part of 
the CD project. ESD submitted seventeen (17) WTSCIP amendments to the EPA. The 
estimated total cost for the WTSCIP amendments submitted to EPA is $1.5 billion. 

The Jefferson County Commission retained the BE&K team in December 2002 to review the 
Program. BE&K mobilized its team in late January and began meetings and interviews with the 
County staff engineers and consultants. BE&K notified the County Commission in late March 
2003 that the County had insufficient funds to Complete all planned CD, CWA, and expansion 
projects. 

BE&K recommended that fifteen expansion projects that had been awarded be cancelled after 
ESD completed a cost benefit analysis to determine if enough money could be saved after 
cancellation costs to justify the action. This recommendation included five construction 
contracts and ten consultant contracts. BE&K was subsequently notified that the County 
cancelled two construction expansion projects and reduced one construction expansion project in 
scope in an effort to achieve cost savings. ESD then began prioritizing projects in order to best 
utilize the remaining funds. The County determined that the two remaining construction 
contracts valued at $2.6 million had progressed too fur to provide enough savings to justify 
cancellation. The County projects settlement payments of$15 million for the two construction 
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contracts that were cancelled. In March 2003, when BE&K recommended that the County 
consider cancellation of these two particular contracts, one had not started and one was judged to 
be less than five percent complete. The BE&K team did not participate in the cancellation 
negotiations for these two contracts. Nonetheless, an analysis ofthese contracts established that 
the County would have enjoyed substantial savings had the contracts contained cancellation 
clauses. In addition to the five construction contracts, BE&K recommended that the County 
consider cancellation often consultant contracts. The County cancelled five consultant contracts 
but ultimately decided not to cancel four design contracts and one study contract with 
consultants. The contracts the County decided not to cancel were to study and/or design 
expansion projects for which the construction portion ofthe project had been canceled; therefore, 
these study and design contracts were for work that would not be done. These non-cancelled 
consultant contracts were valued at $3 million. Although the consultant contracts contained 
language allowing the cancellation for Owner's convenience, ESD chose to allow the consultants 
to complete these contracts. 

In the spring of2003, the County Commission announced that it did not intend to borrow any 
additional funds. ESD responded by prioritizing the remaining work and eliminating all projects 
that could not be completed within the existing funding. At that time, ESD asked all consultants 
to review their respective projects and eliminate all scope that was not specifically mentioned in 
documents sent to EPA. The consultants responded to ESD's request and worked with ESD to 
e.liminate all scope not identified by the documents sent to EPA. This included the elimination 
of approximately $212 million in rehabilitation and replacement scope previously identified by 
ESD as being required for compliance with the CD. The scope eliminated from the current work 
covers defects discovered after the SSES documents were transmitted to EPA. The defects are 
not believed to be contributing to current overflows or to be in imminent danger of collapse. All 
items discovered to be contributing to overflows or in danger of imminent collapse are to be 
repaired as part of the CD Program. This remains the current course of action. 

In a letter dated May 13, 2003, describing the cost reductions by ESD, Mr. Jack Swann stated, 
"Everyone involved in these project reductions should keep in mind that we are not cutting 'fat.' 
We are cutting projects designed to eliminate actual known sewer overflows. The reduced 
program may be able to comply with a minimal interpretation ofthe CD, but it will certainly not 
'eliminate all overflows.'" This position was stated again at the July monthly meeting with the 
Citizen's Advisory Committee. In the letter, ESD explained that it had evaluated and revised the 
projects and was doing only the work listed, totaling $172 million. These contracts/projects are 
listed in Appendix 2. It does not appear that ESD undertook a risk analysis to determine what 
the risk of not meeting the CD would be if these portions of the County Program were reduced in 
scope and/or put on hold. 

For our assessment, the BE&K team proceeded to evaluate the rescoped projects and their 
importance by meeting with ESD staff engineers and six of the consulting engineers responsible 
for the detailed design of the 163 remaining construction SUbprojects. The subprojects are 
portions of the project as they are separated for contract bid packages. These meetings included: 

Final Report 2-3 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-20    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part71    Page 14 of 14



c 
Estimated Cost 

• Review of the history and technical requirements for the individual subprojects. Were there 
structural failures, overflows, backups, included in the CD as SSES defects, leading to 
identification of the subproject? 

• Determination of the level of confidence that the consultant engineer and ESD staff engineer 
have in the current cost estimate. All current cost estimates have been furnished by ESD and 
their consultants. 

• Determination as to whether each particular subproject was required in order to comply w.ith 
the CD. 

• Determination as to whether the subprojects reviewed made up the entire Program. 

The six consultants BE&K met with are responsible for the design of83 percent (135 of the 163 
construction and bio-solids subprojects) of the remaining construction and bio-solids subprojects 
previously identified by ESD. The six consulting firrns are: 

• F. W. Dougherty Engineering and Associates, Inc. 

• Paul B. Krebs and Associates, Inc. 

• Hendon Engineering Associates, Inc. e . Gary L. Owen and Associates, Inc. 

• USInfrastructure, Inc. 

• Volkert and Associates 

After the BE&K team meetings with the consultants listed above, ESD also furnished written 
descriptions of fourteen additional CD and CW A subprojects. 

These fourteen projects are assigned to the following design consultants: 

• Dawson Engineering 

• R. K. Wilson & Associates 

• George Putnam & Associates 

• Gresham Smith & Partners 

• Sain Engineering 

The BE&K team reviewed (93 percent) 152 of the 163 remaining construction and bio-solids 
subprojects. In addition, the BE&K team reviewed the associated construction inspection and 
television inspection subprojects supporting the construction subprojects. The list of 
contract/projects can be seen in Appendix B. 
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The 163 remaining construction and bio-solids subprojects are delineated as follows: 

• 67 are collection system rehabilitation projects ESD identified as CD projects. The BE&K 
team reviewed all 67 subprojects. 

• 29 are collection system replacement projects ESD identified as CD projects. The BE&K 
team reviewed 24 of the 29 subprojects. 

• 42 are collection system replacement projects ESD identified as CW A projects. The BE&K 
team reviewed 39 of the 42 sUbprojects. 

• 8 are collection system pump station projects ESD identified as CW A projects. The BE&K 
team reviewed all 8 subprojects. 

• 7 are wastewater treatment plant projects ESD identified as CW A projects. The BE&K team 
reviewed 5 of the 7 subprojects. 

• 10 are bio-solids management and sampling projects ESD identified as CW A projects. The 
BE&K team reviewed 9 of the 10 subprojects. 

Evaluation Process 

The primary assumption of the evaluation is that the completion of the remaining work 
(subprojects) in the ESD Program will fulfill the intent of the CD and the CW A. BE&K met 
with ESD staff engineers and the appropriate consultants as noted above in a series of meetings 
and reviewed the consultants' remaining projects as described above. The review included 
background and technical purpose discussions about groups of projects or specific projects. This 
process allowed BE&K to collect and rank the subprojects and assess the risk of not meeting the 
CD mandates ifthe subproject, or any element of the subproject, was delayed or cancelled. We 
based our assessment on the comments and information received from the design consultants and 
the ESD staff. Our review also included discussions about the current cost estimate prepared by 
the consultants in order to pennit BE&K to assess the risk associated with exceeding the current 
cost estimate. Although BE&K was unable to verify the quantities provided by the consultants, 
the unit prices in the estimates were reviewed to ensure that current unit rates were being 
utilized. 

Following each meeting BE&K reviewed the comments received from the ESD staff engineers 
and the design consultants, in order to collectively assign a risk value for each project. The 
selected rating system focuses the County's assessment of whether a project is required by the 
CD and determines the level of risk of cost overruns incurred during engineering and 
construction. Outlined below are the details of the rating system BE&K utilized. 
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A. Is the project required to comply with the Consent Decree? 

If the BE&K team detemllned (based on the comments from ESD and the consultants) that an 
entire subproject was required to meet the CD, the project was rated an A project. If a project is 
rated an A for CD non-compliance, 100 percent ofthe current cost estimate is utilized in the 
forecast in order to detemllne the funding requirements for the CD Program. The following 
described project types, if not constructed, would be considered an A rating for CD non
compliance: 

• Sewer rehabilitation projects for correction of defects identified during the SSES as 
submitted to the EPA are required by the CD. 

• Projects that correct a known overflow point, are required by the CD. The CD listed 
automatic bypasses (overflows) and the SSES listed specific point repairs. 

• Projects that correct a pipe currently under capacity (that could lead to an overflow l!ot an 
upstream location) are required by the CD. The SSES documents and Capacity Analysis 
documents submitted to the EPA identified specific pipes to be replaced. Additional 
investigation by ESD and the design consultants revealed additional pipes that should be 
replaced. 

• The CWA requires correction of known structural defects such as collapsed sections of pipe. 
These projects are also required by the CD. Structural defects were identified in the SSES. 
Others were identified by EDS and the design consultants after the CD program began. 

A total of355 subprojects have been identified by ESD that need to be considered in the 
evaluation as the remainder of the Program. These include construction, design, inspection, 
ROW acquisition, project management, television inspection, testing, and bio-solids 
management as well as SIMS implementation contracts for both the collection systems and the 
wastewater treatment plants. 

Applying the above criteria, 280 contracts were ranked as an A for CD non-compliance. 

If the BE&K team detemllned (based on the comments from ESD and the design consultants) 
that only a portion of the project was required to meet the CD, then the project was rated as a B 
project. For a project rated as a B for CD non-compliance, 50 percent of the current cost 
estimate was utilized in the forecast of funding requirements for the program. The following 
described project types, if not constructed, were considered a B rating for CD non-compliance: 

• Projects in which pipe(s) flow(s) is/are at or near the rated capacity of the pipe(s) but 
has/have not yet caused documented overflows. 

• Projects in which a portion of the scope ofthe project is required in order to comply with the 
CD. 
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• The projects not reviewed by the BE&K team included 11 construction contracts, and their 
associated inspection contracts. These contracts account for approximately four percent of 
the remaining work 

In applying the above criteria, 57 contracts were ranked as a B for CD non-compliance. 

If the BE&K team determined that a project was not likely to be required to meet the CD, the 
project was rated as a C. For a project rated as a C for CD non-compliance, none of the current 
estimate was utilized in the forecast of funding requirements for the CD Program. The following 
described project types or defects, if not constructed, were considered a C rating for CD non
compliance: 

• Defects discovered during Television Inspection after the SSES was performed. These are 
not active overflows. They are not in danger of causing immediate collapse or an overflow. 

• Projects that may be required in the future to comply with the CW A. 

In applying the above criteria, 18 contracts were ranked as C for CD non-compliance. 

All projects or portions of projects rated as a B or C will likely have to be constructed at some 
time in the future to comply with CW A provisions. The ESD staff and their consultants must 
evaluate the scopes of these individual subprojects and assign a construction priority and 
completion timing for those designated as B and C. BE&K assumed that all identified defects 
not associated with the CD in the Jefferson County sewer system will need to be constructed by 
the year 2017. Therefore, all projects identified as CWA by ESD, and not associated with the 
CD, are to be forecasted as a capital expense to be incurred between 2008 and 2017. The team 
assumes a ten-year program to complete all identified B and C projects. 

B. What is the risk that the project will exceed the current estimated cost? 

The BE&K team reviewed the ESD consultant's estimated cost for each selected subproject with 
ESD staff engineers and consultants. Cost estimates, which were provided by ESD or by the 
consultants, were verified as being current. During discussions about the risk of overrun the 
design consultants or ESD staff engineers classified each project risk. The classification was 
numerical and ranged from 1 to 3, with (1) being the highest and three (3) being the lowest. 

In cases where BE&K determined (based on the comments and documentation received from the 
ESD staff and the design consultants) that a project could exceed the current cost estimate, the 
project was rated as a one (l). If a project was rated as a one for its potential risk of exceeding 
the current estimate, ten percent of its estimated cost was added as a contingency. The 
contingency amount was utilized in the forecast to determine the funding requirements for each 
subproject in the Program. All CD rehabilitation projects were rated a "one," with high 
probability of exceeding the current estimate. This was based, in part, on the history of overruns 
on previously completed CD rehabilitation projects. For example, several major completed 
rehabilitation projects exceeded the SSES cost estimates as noted several paragraphs below. 
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In cases where BE&K determined (based on comments received from ESD staff engineers and 
consultants) that a project should be rated as a two (2), five percent of its estimated cost was 
added as a contingency. The few projects not reviewed by the BE&K team received a rating of 
two (2) for exceeding the current estimate. 

If BE&K determined (based on comments received from ESD staff engineers and design 
consultants) that a project would not likely exceed the current estimate, the project was rated as a 
three (3). If a project was rated as a three (3) for exceeding the current estimate, no additional 
funds were added to the funding requirements for the program. 

A major contributing factor should be noted in the examples listed below. The County repaired 
defects not noted in the SSES, but deemed necessary by ESD when the project was executed. 
The SSES estimates were prepared with reference to defects discovered by conventional smoke 
and dye testing. Later examination by TVI, which is much more detailed, revealed many 
additional defects ESD deemed necessary to be repaired. There is currently $17 million in TVI 
work to be completed in the system There is a significant potential that this additional TVI will 
[md additional defects in the collection system that were not evident in the smoke and dye testing 
done for the SSES reports. 

• Cahaba system rehabilitation work is complete, and actual cost for the Cahaba system 
rehabilitation work exceeded the original SSES estimate by approximately 86 percent. There 
is $5 million in TVI work remaining to be done in this collection system, but no funds are 
currently estimated to repair any serious defects that may be discovered during the remaining 
TVI. 

• Rehabilitation work in Village Creek is well underway. Most of the work has been bid, and 
the bid prices exceed the SSES estimate by 165 percent. This overrun is expected to 
decrease slightly as work is completed and actual cost becomes known. There is $5 million 
in TVI work remaining to be done in this collection system 

• Rehabilitation work has begun in the Five Mile Creek basin. The bids on early construction 
packages exceeded the SSES estimate by 132 percent. There is $2.9 million in TV! work 
remaining to be done in this collection system. 

• Rehabilitation work has begrm in the Valley Creek areas. The bids on the early construction 
packages exceed the SSES estimate by 165 percent. There is $4.4 million in TV! work 
remaining to be done in this collection system 

• The Turkey Creek rehabilitation work is projected to exceed the original SSES estimate by 
approximately 10 percent. 

As a cost cutting measure, ESD has directed their consultants to design repairs only for those 
defects listed in the SSES. The ESD's new approach results in fewer repairs and lower cost 
estimates. However, the past history of project performance suggests that this approach poses a 
high risk offailure with a potential for significant overruns. 
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Observations 

The BE&K team observed the following during discussions with ESD staff engineers and the 
consulting engineers: 

Compliance with the CD has been defmed by ESD and the design consultants as: 

• Accomplishing the work specifically defmed in the CD or referred to in the CD. This relates 
to removing all the bypasses, constructing peak flow facilities, and repairing all defects listed 
in the SSES reports. 

• Eliroinating all Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs). ESD staff engineers, design consultants, 
and BE&K agree that SSOs occur for a variety of reasons and that it is nearly iropossible to 
eliroinate SSOs caused by vandalism (for example, intentionally filling manholes with debris 
or removing manhole covers) or extreme acts of nature (for example, hurricanes and extreme 
rainfall events). 

• The ESD staff engineers and consultants are confident that the work descnbed in the CD can 
be accomplished by September 2007 

• ESD has proposed to complete the CD Program based on the amount of currently available 
funds ($172 million). This proposal is apparently in response to a mandate received from the 
County Commission to liroit spending to the funds currently available. The decision to limit 
the value of the scope to $172 million poses a high risk of failing to comply with the CD. 
BE&K estiroates the cost to complete the program is $550 million without contingency. 

The 152 construction and bio-solids contracts evaluated by the BE&K team equate to 96 percent 
of the estiroated value of the 163 remaining construction and bio-solids contracts. In addition, 
there are 192 contracts for construction inspection, testing, geotechnical investigation, design, 
television inspection, and project management activities, bringing the total number of contracts 
to 355. 

Work to be Completed Following the Consent Decree 

ESD and the consultants have identified many defects that will not be repaired under the 
Program. These defects are not thought to be serious enough to require repair while the current 
funding constraints are in place. However, they may become serious in the future with the 
potential for damage like structural collapse, overflows, and backups that would require repair in 
order to comply with the CW A. As the BE&K team reviewed the known subprojects with ESD 
and consultants, projects not required to be executed under the CD Program were discussed. The 
current ESD plan is to perform those projects at a later date when funding is available. At this 
tiroe, there are approxiroately $246 million (in 2003 dollars) in projects with known defects to be 
repaired in the future. The makeup ofthese projects is as follows: 

• $212 million in rehabilitation and replacement projects previously identified by ESD and 
consultants as being required for compliance with the CD. As discussed earlier in this report, 
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only those defects noted in the SSES plus any current known structural collapses or 
overflows are being repaired at this time. 

• $15 million in replacement projects previously identified by ESD and consultants as being 
required for compliance with the CW A. 

• $11 million in wastewater treatment plant projects previously identified by ESD and 
consultants as being required for compliance with the CW A. 

• $8 million in ROWand support activities for the projects noted above. 

The BE&K team recommends that ESD and the consultants prioritize these projects based on the 
severity of defects and implement repair in a phased plan beginning in 2008 and ending in 2017. 
This will require funding of approximately $25 million per year excluding contingency and 
escalation. The $25 million per year for ten years has been used to calculate future sewer rates in 
the fmancial model. 

BE&K also reviewed Capital Maintenance requirements for the future. Capital Maintenance is 
similar work to the projects currently being done. It will involve rehabilitation and replacement 
of existing lines, pump stations, and portions of treatment plants. Approximately 30 percent of 
the collection system has been replaced or repaired by the work completed under the Program. 
Each year additional major repairs will be needed to maintain the system's integrity and prevent 
a situation that would initiate another CD. ESD is currently planning to spend approximately 
$35 million per year as required for Capital Maintenance projects including repair of collapsed 
pipes, minor replacement projects, and point repairs. The $35 million appears reasonable based 
on BE&K's experience, and this figure has been used to calculate future sewer rates. As a 
comparison, Atlanta's capital maintenance budget for a similar sized system is approximately 
$40 million. 

ESD has agreed in the CD to use television inspection (TV!) to inspect all sewer lines every ten 
years. BE&K has reviewed the cost data received from ESD and the consultants and has 
included $4.5 million per year in the annual capital budget to cover the estimated cost of 
television inspection. This is also included in the rate calculations in the financial model. 

Summary of the Jefferson County ESD Capital Improvement Program Cost 

The total amount of funds committed (contracts and purchase orders issued to date) is $2.165 
billion. ESD projects savings of$33 million as a result of the cancellation and reduction of 
scope ofthe eight contracts noted earlier. ESD has reported that they have recently reviewed 
more than 300 existing contracts and determined that the contractors will not expend all ofthe 
funds committed on their contracts. ESD forecasts a $53 million savings for the County. The 
total committed funds will be $2,079 billion, once all the change orders are written, reducing the 
cost of the 300 existing contracts. 
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Committed Funds for Program 

Committed Fuuds to Date $2,165 

Project Savings from Cancelled Contracts <$33> 

Projected Savings form Completed Contracts <$53> 

Total Committed Funds $2,079 

.. 
(All funds ill Illillions) 

BE&K believes satisfYing the requirements of the Program will cost an additional $550 million. 
This estimate was provided by the ESD and their consultants and based on the reduced scope of 
work required to correct known overflows or repair defects specifically mentioned in documents 
sent to the EPA (specifically the SSES reports). Based on comments received from ESD and the 
consultants in the project review meetings described earlier in this section, BE&K calculated 
using a weighted risk analysis that a minimum contingency of $40 million should be established 
in order to complete the Program. This includes unknown defects that will be discovered during 
the course of prosecuting the work and/or as a result of the (TV!) television investigation. This 
is an aggressive estimate and contingency. It will be difficult to achieve. 

Re-Estimated Cost of the Project to Complete the Program 

Summary of Current Program Financial Status 

Committed to Date Future Cost Total Projected Cost 

Current Status $2,079 $590 $2,669 

.. 
(All funds ill mIllIons) 

The total re-estimated cost of the work to complete the risk weighted Program is $590 million 
including contingency. However, further investigation identifies $246 million in scope, which 
although unnecessary to satisfY the Program, will still need to be completed within ten years of 
the CD's completion due to the nature of defects and the aging ofthe remainder of the system. 
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Funds Available for the Program 

The total reforecast of funds available for the County CIP is $2.304 billion. 

Interim Report $2,301 

Accrued Interest through July $3 

Total Funds Available for CIP $2,304 

.. 
(All funds m mIllions) 

Additional Funds Required to Complete the Program 

The total cost ofthe Capital Improvement Program is estimated to be $2.669 billion, with $2.304 
billion funding currently available. Therefore, an additional $365 million, at a minimum, will 
be required to fund the amount of work that BE&K recommends be completed to satisfy the 
Program. 

Funds Available for CIP 

Total Projected Cost 

Additional Funds Required 

(All funds in millions) 

$2,304 

$2,669 

($365) 

These calculations do not take into account the use ofthe bond reserve fund. This issue is 
discussed further in Section 13. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 2-1 

ESD, in response to a mandate from the County Commission to limit expenditures, has proposed 
completing a limited number of contracts/subprojects required to meet the CD. ESD has 
estimated these contracts/subprojects and all supporting activities will to cost $172 million. 
BE&K's review of all remaining contracts/subprojects (355 total) with ESD and the consultants 
identified 337 contract/subprojects valued at $590 million (including contingency) needing 
completion to satisfy the Program with a manageable degree of risk. 

Recommendation 2-1 

The County should determine the level of acceptable risk they want to assume and the amount of 
fmancing available to complete the Program. BE&K recommends funding and completion of all 
of the contract/subprojects evaluated in the analysis as required to complete the Program be 
funded and comp leted. 
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Finding 2-2 

ESD does not have sufficient funding to complete the projects that BE&K recommended. 
Completion of the Program will require approximately $365 million in additional funding. We 
assumed this can to be financed by additional borrowing. 

Recommendation 2-2 

The current financial model assumes that the County will continue to utilize revenue bonds to 
finance the completion of the Program. Alternative funding methods for this scope are addressed 
in Section 13. 

Finding 2-3 

ESD currently contemplates starting the repair of defects that are not associated with the CD in 
2008 if adequate fmancing is available. The current estimated cost for the repairs of known 
defects that ESD plans to carry over to the period 2008-2017 is approximately $246 million (in 
2003 dollars). 

Recommendation 2-3 

The County must prioritize the defects of the repair work noted above and use the prioritization 
to manage available cash flow. The current financial model assumes that the County will 
continue to utilize revenue bonds to finance the completion ofthe Program work. Alternative 
funding methods for this scope are addressed in Section 13. 

Finding 2-4 

BE&K has calculated a $40 million contingency based on the risk analysis model utilized. This 
is, in total, a 7 percent contingency. The past history has demonstrated consistent cost overruns 
of previous estimates. 

Recommendation 2-4 

This level of contingency may be appropriate to utilize for financing purposes in order to ensure 
that the County does not borrow more funds than it needs. However, it will take an aggressive 
program and cost management and few surprises in the scope of the work to accomplish this 
goal. The County should have a backup plan for additional fmancing near the end of the 
Program. The reporting of work progress in a cost management system with active monthly 
forecasting will ensure that the County Commission is apprised of the Program status as it 
develops. 
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3 

Cost and Schedule Management 

Introduction 

The focus ofthis section is the cost and schedule management process currently in place. The 
fmdings and recommendations result from our comparison ofthose processes in place with 
industry standard practices and processes for similar programs of this magnitude. 

Background 

ESD and the County Finance Department maintain the financial records for the Program. ESD 
also, through its consultant, Dawson Engineering, maintains a database that is used to track the 
cost committed on purchase orders, spent to date, future cost, and cash flow. The County 
Finance Department receives the purchase orders, tracks invoices against the purchase order 
amount, makes payments, and tracks the amount remaining to complete the purchase order. The 
Program schedule is managed and maintained by a consultant, Environmental Services 
Associates. 

Cost Management and Reporting 

BE&K worked with ESD, the Finance Department, and the design consultants to obtain all 
historical documentation needed for our analysis and review. The County utilizes decentralized 
systems to collect this documentation. The County does not have a reporting system that is 
capable of tracking, reporting, and projecting accurate Program cost and progress .. 
Furthermore, the system used by the County only permits accounting. The County's System 
does not permit analysis of potential management decision changes or the modeling of different 
scenarios or the combination of multiple projects for such analysis. 

Dawson Engineering provided a key source of information with its collection and recording of 
project costs. Dawson updates this database regularly and issues revised reports, as required by 
EDS. The County uses this database to forecast cash flow. The manual entry method used by 
ESD and the Finance Department to input costs into this database allows for avoidable error and 
resultant misreporting. 

BE&K reviewed the documentation and systems at the County Finance Department to determine 
account recording and payment procedures. Data is not recorded in a single system. The 
County's use of a single system for data entry could reduce errors and duplication of work for 
both ESD and the County Finance Department. In addition to permitting more errors in data 
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entry, the current system has the compounding problem that errors are difficult to correct. These 
difficulties result from the advanced age ofthe software. Even with a list of all the errors 
identified in the current database, the County Finance Department has made no attempt to correct 
its records. As a result, ESD cannot rely on the County Finance Department database. 

Schedule Control 

BE&K has analyzed the overall program Schedule and believes CD dates can be met. We used a 
logic-driven Critical Path Method schedule to track all engineering design, ROW acquisition, 
and construction activities underway or yet to be awarded. This logic-driven schedule can also 
serve as an excellent tool for prioritizing CD and CW A projects not yet awarded. 

The schedule used by Engineering Service Associates, Inc. reflects neither all remaining work to 
be completed nor all steps necessary to achieve completion. It is not logically tied to CD 
completion dates and does not allow for float calculations (float being the time available before 
an activity becomes critical and delays the project past CD completion dates). This schedule 
makes it difficult to forecast the impact of individual changes as they are made because all the 
activities and contracts required to complete the work are not included. In the past, many 
contractors have requested and received long schedule extensions. In the future, schedule 
extensions should be granted only with reference to a logic-driven master Critical Path Method C schedule. This schedule can also provide a schedule-driven cash flow tool. 

c 

Observations 

We found more than 500 discrepancies, between data recorded at the Finance Department and 
ESD. These discrepancies included duplications and errors in cost data. Many of the corrections 
that were made to the database were in the tens of million of dollars with the sum ofthe 
individual changes totaling over $100 million. Many of the changes, by coincidence, tended to 
offset each other. The net change after correction of the errors was $9 million. The majority of 
the errors and inaccuracies proved to be contained in the Finance Department records. (Note: 
Dawson disagrees with this assessment.) 

ESD and the Finance Department do not collaborate regarding correction of the errors. We were 
not able to identify the individual responsible for the overall accuracy of the cost reporting effort. 
These errors flow through to the ESD Capital Improvement Program annual reports. 

The lack of readily available, accurate information hurts ESD's capability to manage the 
Program. To conduct our review, we were forced to undertake multiple interviews and reviews 
of documents, including the Commission Minute Book in order to determine how individual 
projects relate to the total Program. Once a bid has been accepted by the Commission, the 
estimated value, which BE&K would have designated as a budget, is replaced by the bid amount; 
thus losing any ability to forecast overruns/underruns to a budget. We have been unable to 
determine who is responsible for the budget. The ESD management has stated on numerous 
occasions that they do not have a budget, only an estimated cost of the known work. A single-

Final Report 3-2 = ill5&H: 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-21    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part72    Page 12 of 14



c Cost and Schedule 

entry database would allow ESD to track and report alterations and impacts of potential changes 
required to the Program. With such a system, models can be developed and reviewed quickly 
with immediate reporting of funding or timing requirements. 

Regarding the schedule, there does not appear to be a priority given to assuring that projects are 
executed as originally planned. So far, there has been sufficient time to absorb all delays and not 
impact the Program targets. Management is not receiving any reports that indicate the impact of 
deviations from the original plan. This trend of delays is contributing to schedule compression 
and could result in not having enough resources to accomplish-the volume of work that could 
stack up. Should this late start or late finish trend continue, CD completion dates could be 
impacted, and it is essential that the project team be apprised immediately. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 3-1 

The ESD does not treat the estimated contract values as an approved control budget and report 
their performance against the budget on a regular basis. The ESD spreadsheet uses a planned 
project amount as the projected cost. The planned project amount is then changed when 
contracts are bid/awarded or when change orders are approved. When these changes take place, 
this original planned project amount is superceded by the revised amount. The use of this 
approach by ESD results in the contract awarded amount always being the ouly amount left on 
the spreadsheet. Because the original planned projected cost is not retained on the spreadsheet, 
no analysis of whether projects are under, over, or on budget can be determined. This practice 
does not give the Commission an accurate comparison of the bid price against the approved 
budget. 

Recommendation 3-1 

The current estimate of all work to be completed to comply with the Program is approximately 
$2.67 billion (including the minimum contingency recommended by BE&K). We recommend 
that the County adopt this amount as the program control budget. The establishment of a 
program control budget with approval and acceptance by the County Commission, ESD, and the 
involved consultants is essential to the success ofthe remainder of the Program. Establish a 
separate control budget for each contract or activity. The industry practice is to have 
management maintain a control budget for the Program. This control budget must then be 
reported against on a monthly basis so that ESD and the Commission know exactly where they 
stand with remaining funds. The cost engineer should advise the Commission prior to every 
contract award as to how the proposed contractor's bid compares to the amount of money that 
has been budgeted. If a bid is significantly over budget, the Commission can request that ESD 
review the scope of work with the contractor and consultant to ensure that any scope reduction 
available can be utilized while still retaining the integrity ofthe project. The project control 
budget is defined as the budget approved by the County Commission. 
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Finding 3-2 

The Program does not have a centralized cost management and reporting function. Cost 
management and reporting duties and responsibilities are split among ESD, the Finance 
Department, and Dawson Engineering. 

Recommendation 3-2 

Establish a centralized cost management and reporting function (designated as the Program Cost 
Engineer) and empower that Program Cost Engineer with responsibility for the management of 
all estimating, cost reporting, and cost management for the duration ofthe Program. This 
Program cost engineer would also coordinate with, and ensure that the Finance Department 
enters data correctly. This coordination effort would eliminate a large number of the 
discrepancies our investigation found between the two systems of accounting. It is 
recommended that the Program cost engineer be under the supervision of the County's chosen 
new Program Manager. 

Finding 3-3 

The Program does not have an integrated cost system. Each department or organization 
responsible for Program cost management and reporting manually enters the same data numerous 
times. This repetitive entry of the same data at different locations is the cause of some of the 
error in the system of accounting. The County accounting system does not provide for the 
projection of future costs. 

Recommendation 3-3 

BE&K recommends that the County implement a new integrated cost management system 
(Enterprise wide Management Information System-MIS) or facilitate this through the Program 
Manager's system. The system must feature a "single entry" point for data. A single-entry data 
system is one in which data is entered only one time into a common purchasing, accounting, and 
cost database. Single entry of data reduces the likelihood of error. It is our understanding that 
the current County financial accounting system does not have all the features required to 
accomplish what a single-entry cost system should be able to do in order to manage a Program of 
this magnitude. The single entry system begins with the establishment of a code of accounts. 
The County's current coding system can be utilized for this purpose with some minor 
modifications. A parallel purchasing system could be utilized in order to facilitate the capture of 
cost commitments. This could be closely coordinated with the Finance Department, and the 
Program cost engineer could assist the Finance Department by cost coding the contracts and 
purchase orders to ensure they are entered into the proper cost code. A parallel accounts payable 
file will monitor payments by the County to ensure the projections reflect the current amount 
paid. This would allow the County to continue to issue the contracts and purchase orders and to 
make all contract payments as they currently do. 
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Finding 3-4 

ESD is not using a regularly issued cost report to forecast costs and keep all parties informed 
about the current and future financial expectations for the Program. A cost report is commonly 
used as a tool for experienced Program and Project Managers. The current cost information 
provides an insight into what has happened in the past. It does not appear that budget discipline 
has been brought to the Program. A cost report would force that discipline. 

Recommendation 3-4 

BE&K recommends that the Program Manager prepare and issue weekly and monthly status 
reports detailing the status of the Program compared to the control budget. The report will 
document all gains and losses as they occur. The Cost Engineer shall review with the design 
consultants and the appropriate County ESD staff engineer all potential losses (negative 
variances). The Program Cost Engineer is then responsible to develop a path forward to 
minimize the loss on any project. The net sum of gains and losses on the individual subprojects 
will increase/decrease the projected Program cost but not affect the Program budget. The 
Program Cost Engineer should use this information on each contract to forecast the likely 
outcome of the project. Doing this with each contract on a monthly basis will allow management 
to note and act on the financial trends affecting the Program. The Program Manager will report 
to the Commission on a monthly (minimum) basis describing any variations from the approved 
budget. The ESD yearly report prepared by the Program Manager will outline any changes 
between it and the prior yearly report. 

Finding 3-5 

Although there have been significant delays in individual project completions since the inception 
of the Program, the County can attain the Program completion dates dictated by the CD without 
significant acceleration costs. Our review indicates that contractors involved in the Program 
have historically not filed for time extensions until the original construction time duration is 
exhausted. 

Recommendation 3-5 

BE&K recommends that the Program Manager identify and carefully manage the projects on or 
near the "critical path" that, if delayed, could cause the County to miss a CD completion date. 
The ESD staff engineers and independent design consultants should examine critical projects in 
sufficient detail, frequently enough and far enough ahead to identify impacts that may affect the 
required completion dates. This will allow ESD staff to make decisions regarding acceleration 
or other measures that will ensure on-time completion. 
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Finding 3-6 

The ESD and its current consultant do not maintain a master CPM logic network schedule that 
reflects all the interdependencies ofthe Program. Management cannot easily determine if the 
CD mandates can be met, and the required "critical path" cannot be determined. 

Recommendation 3-6 

BE&K recommends that the Program Manager create, and update monthly, a comprehensive 
critical path schedule that reflects all the Program elements. This schedule should include all 
engineering projects, all construction projects, all bid cycles, all review cycles, all permitting 
cycles, all ROW acquisition cycles, all start-up/commissioning cycles, and all decision-making 
cycles. The scheduler should tie these elements, using acceptable logic, to the timing outlined in 
the CD. This will reveal the amount of "float" each project has and will show the "critical path". 
The contract time should not be allowed to expire before an extension of time is determined, but 
delays should be tracked. 

Finding 3-7 

The amount of time required for ROW acquisition and railroad permitting is difficult to predict. 
There is a communication problem between the Roads and Transportation Department (which 
performs the ROW acquisition) and the ESD staff engineers. The Roads and Transportation 
Department does not know the urgency of a particular project, and the ESD staff engineers do 
not know the status ofthe ROW acquisition effort or the issues the Roads and Transportation 
Department has encountered in its efforts to obtain the ROW. 

Recommendation 3-7 

BE&K recommends that the ESD staff engineers participate in the monthly update meeting when 
the Roads and Transportation Department discusses issues associated with ROWand Permit 
acquisition. This information should then be reflected accurately in the updated Master CPM 
Schedule. 

Finding 3-8 

The existing management reports regarding scheduling do not reflect the current schedule status 
in comparison to a baseline or ''target'' schedule. As a result, the current report does not disclose 
whether the work is ahead or behind the original plan. Project schedule durations may actually 
have too much time allotted. This lack of knowledge is causing increased County indirect costs. 
BE&K's analysis of the execution window (for projects from year 2000 to date) revealed 
significant delays of both project start dates and project completion dates. When compared 
against the original plan for starting and completing each project, 47 percent of the projects 
started late (by an average of293 workdays), and 57 percent of the projects finished late (by an 
average of 147 workdays). These delays were absorbed in the program and have not yet 
impacted the mandatory completion dates set forth in the CD. 
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Recommendation 3-8 

BE&K recommends that the Program Manager establish a realistic "Target" schedule against 
which to measure the current plan and present exception reports to management showing 
projects that are ahead of, or behind, the target schedule. 
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4 

Value Engineering 

Introduction 

The focus of this section is the evaluation of the Program practices currently in place. In 
comparison with industry standard practices for similar programs ofthis magnitude, fmdings and 
reconnnendations indicate the lack of a value engineering process. 

Value Engineering Definition 

Value Engineering (VE) is a systematic approach to identify cost savings without sacrificing the 
purpose, reliability or efficiency of a project. The VE process can also be used to identify 
potential functional enhancements of the proposed project. The VE team should consist of 
design professionals that are proficient in the design areas of interest, (for example, process 
design, electrical, civil, geotechnical, or mechanical). VE studies should be facilitated by a 
Certified Value Specialist qualified through the Society of American Value Engineers 
International. A VE study can be perfonned anytime during the design phase but it is most 
effective when perfonned early in the design so that any accepted reconnnendations can be 
implemented easily in the design. 

Background 

The ESD strategy for implementing the design engineering services required by the Program 
was, and stiII is, to work primarily with local design finns familiar with the existing wastewater 
treatment plants and sewer collection basins. In the past, these finns were generally smaIl at the 
beginning of the Program, and the principals had many years of experience working with ESD 
management; however, they were not generaIly experienced with programs ofthis size and 
complexity. ESD staff engineers served as Project Managers for each project, managing and 
approving the design ofthe wastewater treatment plants and the rehabilitation ofthe sewer 
system. The ESD staff and design finns were responsible for assuring that the design was cost
effective and that the project as designed would meet the intent ofthe CD. 

Observations 

We did not find any evidence of a fonnal VE process. VE is recognized as a construction 
industry best practice and is a proven method to identify cost savings without sacrificing the 
intent of a project. VE should be implemented in the early stages (0 to 50 percent design 
completion) of a design in order to maximize its effectiveness and optimize savings. This is 
particularly true on large designs such as in the facilities included in the Jefferson County 
Program. The County has missed the opportunity to optimize value and savings for the 
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completed portions of its Program. However, there are several WWTPS and many rehabilitation 
or replacement projects that are in various stages of the design process, and the County could 
still recognize savings by implementing a formal VE process. 

The ESD retained approximately thirty (30) local design firms to provide engineering services 
for the Program. Ninety (90) percent of the engineering was furnished by ten (10) of the fIrms. 
The firms appear to have worked independently. ESD staff engineers handled all coordination 
between design firms. 

The BE&K team led VE sessions with ESD staff and consultants in mid June 2003. The BE&K 
team published the results ofthese sessions to ESD and to the consultants in "Draft Form" on 
July 21,2003. The fIndings and recommendations from each session are listed in the draft VE 
reports. 

Collection System Value Engineering Results 

Introduction 

In our recommendation to the County on March 17, 2003, BE&K strongly recommended 
immediate implementation of a formal Value Engineering process. The primary goal of this 
process is to determine the optimum execution strategy for the County for the remainder of the 
Program. Historically, as BE&K and CH2M HILL have discovered on numerous projects, the 
VE process has produced better technical solutions and lower capital costs. 

As noted in the BE&K recommendation, VE is not a process to reduce project cost by reducing 
project scope. Rather, the VE evaluates cost-saving alternatives that respect the functional 
requirements of the project or that enhance function within the project budget. The Value 
Engineering begins with a structured review of proposed technical and implementation 
approaches to the remainder of the program. Considering the County's current course of action 
to reduce Program costs by eliminating projects, BE&K believes focused Value Engineering, 
with its defmed goals and direction, will focus on essential Program functions to minimize cost, 
provide adequate schedule time for execution, and limit risk. 

Background 

From June 18 through 20, 2003, BE&K performed a VE study on the collection sewer 
rehabilitation portion of the sewer Program. The purpose of this study was to review the 
execution strategy and to develop alternatives that would provide the best overall value to the 
County and guide cost-saving proposals for the remaining III reduction and weather control 
alternatives. The process and major observations were documented for the County's reference 
and for the design team's consideration as the rehabilitation program moves forward. The VE 
participants identifIed fIve (5) primary goals for the VE study: 

• Provide value for the future 

• Manage CD compliance risks 
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• Reduce cost 

• Respect the schedule (linkage to CD, linkage to cost) 

• Link short-tenn and long-tenn activities to the County's mission and goals 

A team of engineering professionals experienced in planning, design, and construction, (and not 
involved in the County's project design) worked with Dawson Engineering, USInfrastructure, 
Paul B Krebs & Associates, ESD staff and management, BE&K, and CH2M HILL throughout 
the formal VE study. The VE team members included professionals with skill sets relevant to 
the CD and sewer rehabilitation. The VE study leader was an experienced management 
consultant and was supported by a Certified Value Engineering Team Member. The study 
followed the plan promulgated by Society of American Value Engineers International, the Value 
Engineering Society. The three-day study consisted of the following five phases: Infonnation, 
Creative, Analysis, Development, and Presentation. 

During the study, participants discussed the historical perspective and the challenges facing 
Jefferson County in the 1995 timeframe. One of the major issues that impacted Program costs 
was the fact that the County took over the municipal systems in the spring of 1998. When the CD 
was negotiated, the County expected to obtain approximately 9 million linear feet of sewer lines 
from the municipalities for a total of 12 million LF. However, the County actually took 
possession of close to 12 million linear feet for a total of approximately 15 million LF. The 
degree of rehabilitation for the inherited systems was significantly more than expected when the 
County took them over in 1998, because the systems were in much worse condition than 
anticipated due to lack of maintenance and annual improvement. Facilitated discussions were 
conducted on the status of the work with respect to the CD and the perfonnance measures used 
to assess CD compliance. The discussions also addressed: 

• Potential risks of not implementing the CW A projects 

• Inflow/Infiltration (III) reduction and rehabilitation strategies 

• Community concerns 

• Project funding constraints and ESD's response 

• Summary alternative strategies for the future 

An initial list of evaluation criteria was identified to facilitate discussions of alternative 
strategies. This helped to gnide the decision process by the participants. A high level list of30 
alternative strategies was developed by the participants to be used as a framework for 
brainstorming sessions. The brainstonned alternatives were identified, combined, prioritized, 
and considered by the participants. The advantages and disadvantages of each alternative were 
identified, along with their associated risks. 
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Observations for the Collection System 
Rehabilitation Value Engineering Study 

As a result of the VE study, the participants identified, discussed, summarized, and prioritized 
the following proposals for further consideration by ESD: 

• Increased in-house maintenance and rehabilitation program 

• Continuation of rehabilitation to main lines, using SIMMS data 

• Comprehensive smoke testing as a tool to identify and eliminate/minimize illicit connections 
and key inflows 

• Condition assessment ofsewer system assets to guide future repairs 

• Private lateral rehabilitation 

• Enlist the Commission 

• Public awareness/involvement program to communicate benefits 

• Execute telemetry for pump stations 

• Dynamic hydraulic modeling 

See Appendix 5 for the full summary and results of the Collection System Value Engineering 
session. 

Five Mile Creek WWTP Value Engineering Study 

From June 24 through 27,2003, BE&K performed a VB study on the 95 percent completed 
design package, but not yet constructed, Five Mile Creek WWTP project. Typically, VE studies 
are performed prior to the engineering being 50 percent complete. 

The purpose of the VE study was to identify and evaluate potential cost savings along with 
possible functional enhancements. The VE team documented the major observations of the 
study for future consideration and reference by the County and the consultants. The VB study 
included a limited cost estimate review ofthe $41.8 million estimate in order to suggest areas for 
refinement as the Hendon design team completes the design. In addition, the VB team evaluated 
the necessity of each project component to meet the requirements of the CD, CW A, or general 
plant maintenance requirements not related to the CD or CW A. 

The County selected the Five Mile Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant project as an example 
project for which a VB study should be conducted. A team of engineering professionals, not 
involved in the project design, worked with the County and the Hendon design staff throughout 
the formal study. The VE team members included design and construction professionals with 
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skill sets relevant to the Five Mile Creek project, including a Process Mechanical Engineer, Civil 
Engineer, Structural Engineer, Electrical Engineer, Construction Manager, Cost Estimator, and 
Certified Value Engineering Team Leader. The study followed the job plan promulgated by 
Society of American Value Engineers Intemationa~ the Value Engineering Society. The four
day study consisted of the following phases: Information, Creative Analysis, Development, and 
Presentation. The Implementation Phase is currently underway to determine the disposition of 
the cost saving and functional proposals recommended by the VE team. 

Observations from the Five Mile CreekValne Engineering Study 

As a result ofthe study, the VE team documented seven (7) proposals in the preliminary review 
draft report. As many as five (5) of the identified seven (7) proposals could be accepted for a 
potential initial cost savings of $11,300,000, which is offset by future expenditures for this group 
of proposals of$8,710,000. The above was calculated according to the present worth 
methodology assuming a facility life of25 years, and a discount factor of3 percent. The net life 
cycle cost savings for this grouping of proposals is therefore $2,590,000. The major reasons for 
the future expenditures for this grouping of proposals are deferral of a project element that is not 
viewed to be necessary in the current project-the sand filters-and paying lease payments for the 
emergency generator. The sand filters are assumed to be needed at year 10. 

Under the present design, the VE team estimates that 59 percent of project cost applies to 
meeting CD requirements, 21 percent applies to meeting CW A requirements, and 20 percent 
applies to plant operation issues. 

See Appendix 5 for the full results ofthe Five Mile Creek WWTP Value Engineering Study. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 4-1 

The County has not used a formal VE process in its Capital Improvement Program. The VE 
process is an industry-accepted practice used to identify important design concept needs or 
inefficiencies, confirm the technical basis of the initial design/approach and identify functional 
enhancements. The projected cost savings from identified inefficiencies or avoided correction 
costs, usually exceeds the cost ofthe VE process. The Five Mile Creek Value Engineering 
Session identified potential initial cost savings of $11.3 million on a $41 million project. This 
amounts to a potential initial savings of27 percent. The two major reasons for the initial savings 
are (1) deferring a major portion ofthe project for 10 years until it is needed and (2) leasing, not 
buying, the emergency generator. The net potential savings after installing all project 
components, as they are required, is $2.6 million, a 6.5 percent savings. The potential savings 
might have been much larger if the County had implemented a formal VE process in the early 
stages of the Program. 

The identified savings resulted from the following combination of proposed changes: a suggested 
relocation of the screening and grit removal processes, postponing the construction of the filters, 
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building a new operations building, and substituting a sodium hypochlorite disinfection system 
for the proposed UV. 

Recommendation 4-1 

It is recommended that the County immediately implement a systematic VE process for projects 
having an estimated value of$5 million or greater and for all repetitive projects such as 
rehabilitation projects. This process should be implemented between the start and the 50 percent 
complete point of design engineering. 
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5 

Strategic Planning 

Introduction 

Over the last decade, the structure and dynamics of the marketplaces in which public water and 
wastewater utilities operate have changed. The demands of regulatory requirements and system 
expansion needs coupled with limitations on support of federal and state infrastructure 
development have imposed both increasing pressures on utility revenue requirements and 
heightened performance expectations. The pressures of the CD compliance and the lack of a 
process for coordination/collaboration between water, wastewater, and storm water management 
responsibilities across local agencies have exacerbated the impact of these changing markets and 
regulatory dynamics in Jefferson County. The resulting projected sewer rate structure could 
impact the fmancial future of the County. As the County addresses its immediate challenges, it 
is important that incremental improvements and investments build a foundation for the County's 
future success. 

Observation 

It appears that ESD has focused on delivering the CD activities without adequate strategic 
planning and action. A strategic planning effort would afford the County the opportunity to 
structure its remaining and future initiatives and investments to leverage emerging regulatory 
trends and define strategic direction for the sewer system and its needed improvements as a 
whole. In particular, Jefferson County's enormous prospective resource investment may provide 
a foundation for leveraging emerging changes in the regulatory framework for watershed 
protection, thereby creating additional value for the Jefferson County sewer system beyond 
achieving CD compliance. ESD has not developed a clearly defined strategy (understood and 
supported by their key stakeholders) that guides investment and policy development. Strategic 
planning offers a mechanism to place these opportunities into appropriate context, define 
strategic direction, and galvanize key stakeholders toward a common vision. 

Recent EPA policy statements have endorsed concepts of holistic watershed management, 
including watershed permitting and pollutant credit trading, and have indicated the EPA's 
increasing focus on more effective management of infrastructure systems. As Jefferson County 
implements the Program, development ofa portfolio of responsive watershed management 
funding and implementation options l1!ay mitigate rate increases and enhance enviromnental 
performance. Similarly, with this investment, the County has significant opportunities to adopt a 
proactive approach to complying with forthcoming capacity, management, operations, and 
maintenance (CMOM) regulations; implementing an Enviromnental Management System to 
improve its business processes; and instituting a sound asset management program to guide 
future investment priorities. 
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Strategic Planning in the Wastewater Utility Industry 

Integrated watershed planning provides an 
opportunity to consider funding on a portfolio 
basis. The diagram illustrates the range of 
funding options from typical water and sewer 
rates for CapitaiImprovement Program 
fmancing to tradable development rights. 
Public awareness and alignment is a goal of 
effective integrated watershed planning. 

As the wastewater utility marketp lace has 
become more dynamic, innovative, and 
competitive, it has been challenged by 
regulatory requirements of broadening reach, 
and effective strategic planning has become 
imperative. Though various tools and 
processes are available, several fundamental 
attributes include: 

Effective strategic planning will help utilities respond to 
emerging changes in the regulatOlY framework and build 
a diverse watershed funding porifolio 

• Working with community and internal stakeholders to define the utility's strategic goals and 
objectives, and establishing performance metrics that will measure performance against those 
goals. 

• Scenario planning to identify critical uncertainties and define strategies that are robust under 
a broad range of market and regulatory conditions. 

• Evaluating and prioritizing candidate strategic investments using criteria that align resource 
investments to the County's strategic goals and objectives. Effective use of this process 
would prevent the approval of projects that did not meet specific criteria established in the 
strategic plan. 

• Planning and monitoring to ensure efficient and strategic allocation of resources. 

The commitment of leaders and key decision makers is critical to the success of any strategic 
planning process. Accordingly, effective and sustained engagement of key stakeholders is of 
paramount importance. 
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Capital Improvement Program 

The County needs to develop a process by which it has an approval process involving the County 
Connnission and requires financial justification for projects by ESD before projects are added to 
the Program. The County should also conduct a risk assessment before a project is deleted or 
cancelled. This approval process should balance the expense of development with the potential 
benefits to the County including potential sewer rate collection, impact fees, and sales taxes 
resulting from economic expansion. The criteria for project acceptance would reflect the defined 
strategic plan. Approval for an entire project should be made by the Connnission at its regular 
meetings, and such approvals should be shared with the public. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 5-1 

There is little strategy or operational coordination/collaboration today between the Birmingham 
Water and Sewer Board, ESD, and the various storm water and other water entities operating in 
the County. Total watershed management is a nationwide emerging trend that offers the County 
strategic opportunities. 

Recommendation 5-1 

We reconnnend the County create a task force and study the opportunities that can emerge from 
greater collaboration and strategic planning among potable water, wastewater, and storm water 
management. Presently there is a large gap between the three vital functions that make up the 
watershed activity. A similar situation had existed in the Metro Atlanta area between the more 
than 100 utilities that provided these services, making regional and integrated solutions difficult 
to develop and implement. As a result, Metro Atlanta created a task force in 1999 to study the 
situation and make reconnnendations for strategic improvements. The work of this task force 
resulted in legislation that created a Water Planning District and enabled and required 
collaborative planning between the utilities considering water, wastewater, and storm water. The 
key to the success of this task force was strong leadership from the business, legislative, 
regulatory, political, and environmental connnunities, along with pro bono facilitation provided 
by the Boston Consulting Group. The work and makeup of this task force, along with the ' 
reSUlting reconnnendations, are described in a sunnnary report entitled, Final Draft Report of the 
Clean Water Initiative, November 2000. (See Appendix 5A.) 

We reconnnend that Jefferson County use a siroilar task force concept to study opportunities to 
strategically coordinate, plan, and implement actions that integrate the activities ofthe currently 
separated water, sewer, and storm water utilities. The Jefferson County task force should be 
made up of senior executives from local and regional corporations and associations, as well as 
legislative, regulatory, political, and environmental representatives that are key stakeholders in 
the outcome of the program. Potential benefits from such a strategy include: 

• More effective management of the overall watershed 
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• Enhanced ability to deal with future regulatory requirements 

• Potential reduction in overall operating costs for the three services 

• Potential reduction in treatment requirements and costs through credit trading 

• Ability to consider a broader suite of rate making options for the services provided 

• Improved ability to address concerns of the various stakeholders including the public 

The Metro Atlanta task furce was co-chaired by a prominent business leader and included the 
Minority Leader of both the Georgia House of Representatives and the Georgia State Senate. 
Other members included the Director of the Environmental Protection Division and the County 
Commissioners. 

Finding 5-2 

The lack of attention to strategic thinking and planning has reduced the leverage of the capital 
investment made toward designing and executing the Program to meet the CD and has failed to 
position the County well to meet future obligations. 

Recommendation 5-2 

BE&K recommends that the County promptly engage a capable program management firm to 
take responsibility for efficiently delivering the remaining $1 billion plus of capital investment. 
Retaining an experienced program management firm will free ESD leadership to deal with 
starting up the new plants and will add additional strategic thinking talent that can bring 
experience from programs similar in size and complexity. Potential areas additional strategic 
planning might address include: 

• Developing an asset management plan. 

• Developing sewer rates based on a cost of service study for various customer classes. 

• Developing a plan for various regulatory impact scenarios. 

• Planning proactively for potential future regulatory requirements, such as the total maximum 
daily loads and potential negative decisions on blending. 

• Developing a scheduling model that will allow project reprioritization based on changes in 
funding availability. 

Finding 5-3 

Our investigation has not revealed any specific criteria that the County has used for system 
expansion investments. The County does not appear to have put in place a formal approval and 
justification process for sewer expansion or, if one exists, to have shared the process with the 
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ratepayers and taxpayers. All contracts are currently approved at the Commission meetings. 
However, neither the Commission nor the public sees the entire project, only the portion covered 
by the scope and cost of the bid for the contractors. This approach does not allow anyone to 
identify the total cost and scope of a project. For example, the County cancelled the following 
projects, including three active contracts, and paid the contractor's cancellation costs. 

• The new Cahaba River trunk sewer (Super Sewer) was furecast to cost $147 million. It was 
cancelled after spending $62 million. 

• The new Morris Kimberly wastewater treatment plant was forecast to cost $40 million. It 
was cancelled after spending $15 million. 

• The Trussville trunk sewer was forecast to cost $32 million. It was cancelled after spending 
$18 million. 

Recommendation 5-3 

BE&K recommends that the County implement a strategic planning process that will incorporate 
the various planning and zoning agencies in order to develop a long-term countywide expansion 
policy. This policy would include roads, water, sewer, power, and natural gas services. The 
planning process would identify the criteria under which new investments will be made along 
with a formal public process to review and approve the Capital Investment Plan on at least an 
annual basis. The process should consider funding methods that determine whether the existing 
ratepayers will get benefits from the new project and thus should pay the cost of the project or 
whether the cost of the project, once justified and presented to the public, provides more general 
benefits and thus should be borne by the taxpayers. 
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Program Management 

Introduction 

This section focuses on the program management process currently in place. Findings and 
recommendations provide a comparison of the current program management practices with 
industry standard practices for similar programs of this size. 

Background 

Program management for the Program is currently split between parties. The Assistant Director 
ofESD functions as the Program Manager. Dawson Engineering tracks costs, cash flow, and 
forecasted cost. Engineering Service Associates, Inc. (ESA) is the official Program Manager 
maintaining document flow and coordination between the Environmental Protection Agency and 
the County, providing ROW acquisition support, and scheduling most of the contracts that have 
been awarded. The current ESD staff handles the remaining traditional program management 
functions such as technical reviews, design oversight, construction oversight, and any public 
relations. 

Observations 

Research by the BE&K team indicated that many govemmental agencies typically retain an 
experienced Program Manager for programs of this size and complexity. The Program is the 
largest public works project undertaken in the State of Alabama in recent years (maybe ever). 
The programs in Atlanta, New Orleans, Nashville, and Miami utilized Program Managers. The 
experienced Program Manager then acts as an extension of the department staff and uses proven 
comprehensive tools and program delivery processes to execute the program. Retaining a 
Program Manager frees the department staff to plan the start-up, integration, and operation ofthe 
completed and existing facilities while the program is being engineered and constructed. In 
addition, the Program Manager provides strategic and tactical planning support as required. 

Prior to implementing the CD, ESD managed all capital work with its in-house staff. The 
approximate capital budget was $35 million or less per year. Annual average capital spending 
for the Program is approximately $250 million per year, an increase of approximately 800 
percent. ESD chose to act as the Program Manager and supplement its staff with local 
consultants who were known by ESD management. Neither the ESD staff nor the chosen local 
consulting firms had experience managing very large, complex, multi-billion dollar programs. 

By choosing to manage the Program on its own, the County has exposed itself to a variety of 
risks. Without the leadership and knowledge of an experienced Program Manager, the County 
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has not employed effective planning and control tools and methods typically used in the industry. 
The County does not treat project estimates as budgets and report against them on a regular 
basis. If the County had treated the estimates as budgets, it could have discovered, investigated, 
and rectified the trend of spending more than the estimate years earlier. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 6-1 

The Program is being performed without the assistance of an experienced Program Manager. 
ESD did not have staff experienced with Programs of this magnitude or experienced in managing 
large projects. An experienced Program Manager would provide tools such as logic-driven 
schedules, integrated cost management and reporting, risk analysis, costibenefit analysis, and 
proven delivery management methods such as peer reviews and value engineering. This would 
provide the ESD management time to manage operations and maintenance of the department and 
strategize and plan for the future. 

Recommendation 6-1 

Retain an experienced program management firm immediately as recommended in BE&K's 
letter of July 2, 2003. See Appendix 3. The BE&K team has prepared a draft Request for 
Proposal document the County can use to select a Program Manager. See Appendix 3. The 
document outlines the duties of the Program Manager and the requirements for the Program 
management proposal. As an added benefit, a proven Program Manager could consult with ESD 
on strategic planning tools to prepare for the future demands of the regulatory agencies, the 
portion of the system that was not repaired under the Program, the CMOM program, and other 
regulatory requirements that potentially will come in the future. 

Finding 6-2 

ESD management has indicated that if a program management firm is retained, it intends to 
continue having local consultants provide scheduling and cost reporting management services. 
This would cause a duplication of services. 

Recommendation 6-2 

BE&K recommends the Program Manager, once retained, evaluate and determine how to 
structure the management services provided by local consultants. The transition to a Program 
Manager who can guide the Program to a successful completion will be difficult for ESD and 
will require careful management. It will be important that the County Commission also support 
the new Program Manager. BE&K often uses teambuilding exercises to reduce the potential 
negative effects ofthis type of transitional change, and we recommend teambuilding exercise in 
this situation. 
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Finding 6-3 

The estimated cost for local consultants to provide cost, scheduling, and other program 
management services for the remainder of the program is approximately $14.4 million. A 
Program Manager could provide these services less expensively and more comprehensively. 

Recommendations 6-3 

Use the existing funds estimated for decentralized project management across the various 
contractors and consultants to hire an experienced Program Manager with scheduling and cost 
management personnel. The program management staff may work in the County's facility, thus 
reducing the costs for this service. The County may assign the program manager the 
responsibility to determine the best ways to utilize the existing service providers. We believe 
$2to 3 million a year will be sufficient to budget for this activity through 2007. 

Finding 6-4 

ESD does not have a comprehensive plan to obtain a release from the EPA for completion of the 
CD. ESD has a plan to complete the physical work but has not worked out the methodology to 
prove compliance to the CD. 

Recommendation 6-4 

C'.· . An experienced Program Manager will be able to assist the County in establishing contacts with 
the interested parties of the Program, including the EPA, and facilitate a process for the 
satisfactory completion ofthe Program. A team and leader that have been involved in this before 
will best accomplish this. This is an important activity that needs to be accomplished by the 
County, and an experienced Program Manager can be of tremendous assistance. 
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7 

Technology Utilized for the Program 

Introduction 

The Program, initiated by the CD in 1995 and projected to continue to 2007, is one of the largest 
in the United States at an estimated cost of$2.76 billion. Although technology and process 
requirements were not specifically described in the CD, the County is responsible for 
determining and implementing the various technological solutions required to fulfill the intent of 
the CD. 

The primary objectives of Jefferson County's technological efforts are defined by the CD. The 
CD required the application of good engineering practices aimed at achieving the following: 

• Eliminating further bypasses and unpermitted discharges of untreated wastewater containing 
raw sewage to the Black Warrior and Cahaba River basins 

• Eliminating sewer system overflows 

• Achieving full compliance with the County's NPDES permits 

• Achieving full compliance with the CW A 

Achieving these goals required the County to solve interrelated complex problems. Selection 
and application of the appropriate technology by the County was an important element in the 
successful achievement ofthe stated CD objectives. In addition, the employment of technology 
should be balanced with economic impact considerations. 

The purpose of this evaluation is to assess the appropriateness of the technology utilized on the 
Jefferson County Sewer System Improvements Program and to identify any potential economic 
advantages that could be realized on future projects by employing alternate technological 
solutions. The technology assessment presented here is divided into two areas: 

1. The technologies applied to address wastewater collection system issues on the program 

2. The technologies applied to satisfy wastewater treatment goals 

Each is systematically presented herein. 
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Background 

In order to assess the technology employed on the Program, the BE&K team requested the 
County to provide the basis of design documentation for each WWTP. A number of engineering 
documents were supplied by the County staff and reviewed by our review team. In some cases, 
certain basis of design documentation was not available. In these cases, in order to complete the 
technology assessment, the review team performed facility site visits and applied engineering 
judgment and assumptions based on the team's experience in the respective technological area. 
In addition, the review team conducted interviews with the County staff and the County's 
engineering consultants concerning the technological approach selected to satisfy the CD. 

The observations, findings, and recommendations derived and described in this assessment are 
based on the review of the information furnished by the County and its consultants, the review 
team's interviews of the County staff and engineering consultants, and on the review team's 
experience in the application of technology to solve similar wastewater collection system and 
treatment challenges. Much of the technology employed on the Program has either been 
implemented, is in design, or is under construction. 

General Observations 

Collection System Technology 

C A general discussion of the Jefferson County collection system and its physical components is 
presented below. The technology represented by the collection system to convey wastewater 
flows to the treatments plants is primarily gravity sewers, pump stations, and force mains. An 
overview of the County's collection system can be seen in Appendix 7A. 

c 

As part of the CD, Jefferson County took ownership and, therefore, financial responsibility for 
the sewer system of21 municipalities located in Jefferson County. The municipalities had not 
invested in an active, ongoing maintenance program for their sewer collection systems. 
Jefferson County had expected to receive approximately 9,000,000 feet of sewers and the related 
pump stations from the municipalities. The municipalities actually transferred ownership of 
approximately 11,500,000 feet of sewers to Jefferson County. The additional sewers and the 
unanticipated lack of maintenance performed on the municipal sewers impacted the scope and 
cost of the Program. 

Consent Decree Terms and ReqUirements 

The basic requirements of the County's CD are focused on the "C" or "Capacity" component of 
EPA's proposed Sanitary Sewer Overflow Rule's CMOM provisions (CMOM stands for 
Cap'acity, Management, Operations, and Maintenance). The Jefferson County CD was compared 
to the Houston Administration Order and the Atlanta, Miami, and Mobile CDs. Our review 
indicates that Jefferson County was not treated differently than other localities when negotiating 
CDs. All ofthe CDs reviewed contained similar language. CDs negotiated in the early 1990s 
were less restrictive than CDs negotiated in the late 1990s and early 2000s. The CDs for each 
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city focus on different core issues. The EPA's primary focus on capacity issues for the County 
differs from the CD focus included in several other SSO-based CDs, such as the City of Atlanta 
and the City of Mobile. Similar to the County's, the Atlanta CD also includes a multi-phased 
evaluation and rehabilitation program for capacity activities. Mobile is to address capacity 
problems through the implementation of a Capacity Assurance Program that is less specific on 
methodologies or approaches. Both Atlanta's and Mobile's CDs have requirements centered on 
Management, Operations, and Maintenance (MOM) activities. The CD comparisons are 
contained in Appendix 7B. In the County's CD, the collection system technological 
requirements are embodied in the Remedial Actions requirements. EPA specified a compliance 
framework that included a three-phased approach for remediation of SSOs. The phases were: 

• Phase I - Planning Documents 

• Phase II - Analyses and Reports 

• Phase III - Implementation of Waste Treatment System Capital Improvement Plan 
(WTSCIP) 

The technology evaluation that BE&K performed primarily pertains to Phases I and 2 of the CD. 
These phases establish the scope of the projects implemented in Phase 3 and provide the greatest 
opportunity to produce substantial cost reductions while achieving CD compliance. Not all ofthe 
County's documents are referenced in the evaluation, because the primary emphasis is on the C conveyance system capacity and the rehabilitation program development approach. 

( 

Phase I of the CD required the County to develop a series of planning documents to identify the 
scope, specific methodologies, time frame, and resources needed to determine the condition and 
capacity ofthe conveyance system. These documents also provided an overall plan for 
identifying and ranking the problem conveyance system areas. The documents are: 

• Preliminary Sewer System Analysis (PSSA) 

• InfiltrationlInflow (III) Plan 

• Sewer System Evaluation Survey (SSES) 

• Capacity Analysis Plan 

• Comprehensive Performance Evaluation (CPE) Plan 

• Water Quality Monitoring Plan 

• Initial Waste Treatment System Capital Improvement Plan (WTSCIP) 

• Reporting Requirements for Unauthorized Discharges 

The EPA established the Remedial Action framework and allowed the County to negotiate the 
technical approaches and implementation steps within the general activity and time frame 
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established by the EPA. This is consistent with the many CD case study summaries presented in 
the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA) Handbook published in July of 
2003 titled, Wet Weather Consent Decrees; Protecting POTWs in Negotiations. Typically, the 
framework of the implementation steps is fairly standard, but again, there can be negotiated 
changes as long as the fundamental EPA objectives are achieved. This is the essence of the 
performance-based requirements of the EPA's proposed SSO Rule, i.e., establish the objects, 
provide an implementation framework; let the permittee (utility) propose the approach and 
methods to meet the requirements; and implement the plan. 

Phase II activities were built on the process and approach recommendations of Phase 1. The 
reports included identification of the worst system areas, the discovered deficiencies and their 
associated rehabilitative needs, and corrective actions to meet the objectives of the CD. Phase II 
reports and documentation essentially provided the field fmdings, data analysis, and 
recommendations for implementing rehabilitation and capacity improvements. 

The reporting activities required the development of these reports to document the findings: 

• InfiltrationlInflow Analysis Reports 

• Sewer System Evaluation Survey (SSES) Reports 

• Capacity Analysis Reports 

• Capacity Improvement Schedules 

• Comprehensive Performance Evaluation (CPE) Reports 

• Performance Improvement (PI) Plans 

• Collection System Operation and Maintenance Plan 

• Water Quality Monitoring Program 

The County chose to conduct these investigations by a sewer drainage basin. Therefore, reports 
such as the InfiltrationlInfiow Analysis Reports; the SSES Reports; and the Capacity Analysis 
Reports were prepared for each basin and contained the specific fmdings and recommendations 
pertaining to that basin. The basins are listed below: 

County Sewer Drainage Basins 

Cahaba River Prudes Creek Valley Creek 

Five Mile Creek Trussville Village Creek 

Leeds Turkey Creek Warrior (Cane Creek) 

The SSES Reports provided an inventory of each defect discovered in the field investigation 
activities (for example, smoke testing, dye testing, physical inspections, and closed circuit 
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television inspection). Each defect was also categorized and given an III leak rate and repair cost 
so that it could be prioritized with the other located defects. The reports refer to the prioritization 
process as resulting from a cost-effective analysis, but it appears to be more of a cost 
comparison. A cost-effective analysis process would have included a more comprehensive 
accounting of the costs and savings to develop the savings/cost ratio. For instance, the SSES
related costs and the savings of reduced sewer diameters and treatment capacity resulting from 
the analysis of wet weather controls were not included. Common wet weather controls would be 
III reduction, real time control to maximize system storage, and off-line storage above the plant 
head works. 

Phase III is the plan of action to correct deficiencies, or the implementation phase of the 
WTSCIP, in which specific improvements are made according to the Capacity Improvement 
Schedules and the Performance Improvement Plans. After the EPA approved the Phase II 
documents, the County preceded with the design and construction of the Phase II recommended 
improvements to initiate the Phase III activities. 

Collection System Technology Findings and Recommendations 

These findings and recommendations were based on the approaches used by the County not only 
to address the immediate execution and compliance with the CD, but also the longer-term 
compliance with the CW A beyond the targeted termination of the CD in 2007. 

The County had the latitude during the CD negotiations to shape the technical and 
implementation approach to be implemented over the CD's 12-year period. This is evident by the 
tasks and schedule milestones currently being implemented. No one approach is necessarily 
wrong; however, there are very important financial and long-term operational advantages to 
some approaches and associated technologies over others. Our recommendations below are 
based on experience with other utilities across the country that incorporated and benefited from 
their implementation. 

ESD's overall management and technical approach for evaluating and controlling SSOs appeared 
heavily influenced by ideas held by the ESD, local engineering firms, and service groups, and 
grounded in field data collection and analysis. Therefore, the County's initial solution was 
geared toward gathering field information and data and then formulating which decisions and 
subsequent actions needed to be made. This is what the business community calls a "bottoms
up" approach to making decisions and solving problems. It creates a great deal of field activity 
at the front of a program, but it puts less emphasis on initial strategic plarming and on building 
community support for the ensuing programs. Although this "bottoms-up" approach could be 
found in several industry references at the mid-1990s, newer, more effective approaches were 
available and being successfully applied. 

The other noticeable and influencing factor about the County's Program approach and cost 
magnitude was that the ESD did not incorporate the technical and business organizational tools 
and methods available and necessary to manage a project of its magnitude. For instance, the 
BE&K team was surprised when we didn't see a more advanced, robust hydraulic model used as 
a core analysis tool as is typical for large and complex systems. Total Program cost savings in 
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the order of25 percent have been shown to be available when cost-effective technical and 
business organization tools are utilized (for example, when using the model to evaluate 
alternative comparisons such as larger pipes versus a combination of pipes, III reduction, and 
storage up in the system). The need for such a tool was apparently never recognized. 

In addition, the capacity sizing for the conveyance systems was not clearly documented in the 
planning documents that we reviewed, and discussions with the design consultants confirm the 
flow disconnect. The County was initially faced with dealing with the flows from 21 municipal 
satellite systems, and it was not clearly documented how the satellite system flows would impact 
the conveyance system flows. 

Finding 7-1 

The planning documents developed and submitted to EPA did not clearly define the basis for 
how each basin's sewer and treatment system should be designed to handle the peak flows. Peak 
hour flow is the flow rate unit by which sewers and pumping systems are designed to handle. A 
standard is needed to define how to select or project the peak hour flow for each sewer in the 
system. Neither capacity discussions in the documents nor interviews with the County's design 
consultants indicated an overall design standard to gnide the facility designs. 

A simple capacity analysis was performed on the 18-inch diameter and greater sewers. This 
leaves a significant amount offootage (greater than 50 percent of the total length) that has not 
been analyzed. These sewers are just as much at risk of having capacity-related SSOs as the 
larger pipes and, therefore, put the County at substantial risk of future permit violations similar 
to those currently being addressed in the CD. 

Recommendation 7-1 

Prepare a Sewer Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan (SECAP) document that will lead to 
the development of sewer and treatment system design capacity for each basin. A SECAP is a 
common industry-planning document similar to a facility plan or master plan, however, it 
includes more detail and supporting activities as needed. The SECAP should be prepared by a 
professional engineering fum that has technical and implementation experience with this type of 
study. Preparation ofthe SECAP should begin as soon as possible and be completed prior to or 
in conjunction with the termination of the County's CD. 

Finding 7-2 

The County's rehabilitation Program is based on III analysis techniques that combine both the 
infiltration and inflow components. Because infiltration and inflow enter the sewer system 
differently, they can be repaired differently. Inflow is easier to locate and costs less to remove 
from the sewer system. In addition, inflow usually contributes more to an SSO because it has a 
greater peaking value. Because ESD combined these two III components in the implementation 
plan, the County did not receive the benefits from the potentially reduced rehabilitation costs or 
from eliminating a higher priority problem (removing inflow). 
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Recommendation 7-2 

When the County does the SECAP recommended in 7-1, the County should analyze and process 
the current flow data using infiltration and inflow separation techniques. This should be done 
prior to and for the hydraulic modeling simulation and capacity analysis portion of the SECAP. 
This separation process allows the cost-effectiveness of the multiple combinations of infiltration 
and inflow alternatives to be evaluated. Experience shows that most inflow sources are cost 
effective to remove and produce measurable extraneous flow reductions. 

Finding 7-3 

The ESD needed a robust, fully dynamic model to help analyze the mUltiple solutions available 
for controlling SSOs. ESD used a rather simple hydraulic model called Hydra™ to analyze the 
flow in the larger sewers. Pump stations were not modeled simultaneously with the sewers. 
Their model was suited more for handling individual sewer defects and their contributing III 
quantity estimates. 

Recommendation 7-3 

It is recommended that the ESD convert data from their existing Hydra™ model into a new, 
robust, dynamic hydraulic model such as XP-SWMM, MOUSE, or INFOWORKS. The new 
model should be used to evaluate the mUltiple controls still available to the County to consider. 
The model would be an important tool to use during the development of the SECAP document 
mentioned in Recommendation 6-1. 

Finding 7-4 

A comprehensive, system-wide program to identify and address III defects located on private 
service laterals has not been performed. The length of private sewer laterals is commonly 
acknowledged to equal or exceed the sewer footage on public property. The benefit of private III 
reduction is the potential to remove significant sources of rainwater from the sewer system at 
essentially the cost of running the program administratively. Administrative costs could be in the 
range of $50 to $100 per residential lot where a problem is found. 

Recommendation 7-4 

Develop a system-wide private service lateral rehabilitation Program. The purpose of the service 
lateral program is to identify the private service laterals contributing to III and capacity-related 
SSOs. The program should include a general process to review the plans and implications 
(Public/private issues) with Commissioners, a public notification process, and an examination of 
options for performing smoke testing or TVI. 

Finding 7-5 

The County does not presently have an established asset management process to sustain funding 
support and to provide management with sufficient information to prioritize the repair of known 
and future defects. 

Final Report 7-7 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-23    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part74    Page 8 of 14



c 

c 

Technology Utilized 

Recommendation 7-5 

It is recommended that the County establish an asset management process to sustain funding 
support and distribution prioritization to position the County into a preventive maintenance 
posture. The process would comply with EPA's proposed CMOM provisions and represent good 
business practices adopted by the wastewater industry. 

We recommend that ESD establish an asset management process that is properly structured and 
implemented to include analysis and decision tools that correctly assign the condition and status 
of the assets and the risks (service, environmental, and health) that an asset failure presents. This 
process would allow asset-corrective action decisions to be prioritized and funding demands to 
be projected in support of the corrective actions. The County already has in place SIMMS, GIS, 
and other data governance systems that can supply the basic data into asset management decision 
and analysis tools. 

General Observations 

Wastewater Treatment Plant Technology Observations 

Based on the review of the information provided, and on the review team's experience with 
municipal wastewater treatment technology, it is this team's opinion 'that all of the Jefferson 
County wastewater treatment plants have designs capable of satisfying the NPDES permit and 
the CD. 

Treatment plant design capacities are typically based on maximum monthly average daily flows. 
The design capacities of the Village Creek, Leeds, and Turkey Creek WWTPs significantly 
exceed the annual average daily flows (AADF) for the past five years (1998 - 2002). Only the 
Five Mile Creek plant has shown a steady increase in average daily flow in this time period. The 
wastewater flows at the other treatment plants have not increased over the five-year period. For 
many of the County's plants, the ratio of the design capacity to the five-year average of daily 
flows are in the range of2.5 to 3.3, apparently to provide for expansion of the area. It appears 
that capital expenditures to provide this additional capacity could have been deferred with a 
phased approach to expansion of the treatment facilities at some of the County's WWTPs. 

Many of the Jefferson County treatment plants are equipped with peak flow storage facilities that 
are sized to treat a peak hour flow, or greater. Data was not available to analyze the sizing of the 
peak flow storage basins. Hydraulic profiles of some plants indicate that the plants are designed 
to carry a predicted wet weather flow capacity, based on experience. Common industry practice 
is to size the hydraulic facilities to pass the anticipated peak hour flow through the plant. Having 
a plant with this peak hour flow carrying capacity, in addition to peak flow storage basins, 
indicates that there is redundant hydraulic capacity within the plants and that unnecessary capital 
has been expended. 

As mentioned previously, it appears that some of the plants, most notably Village Creek and 
Turkey Creek, are designed with a capacity to treat annual average flows greater than the flows 
now being received at the plants, or having been received in the last five years. Having excess 
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treatment capacity can present operational challenges to maintain a viable biological population 
that is balanced and acclimated to provide the intended treatment levels. 

Ultraviolet (UV) disinfection has been selected for most of the plants. Alternative disinfection 
systems were not considered. However, the use of sodium hypochlorite and sodium bisulfite for 
chlorination/dechlorination has been found to be a more cost-effective solution in many cases 
when compared to UV. This is particularly the case with smaller (lO-mgd or less) treatment 
plants. 

Biological selector technology was not considered. Biological selectors can offer some cost and 
operational advantages because of their positive impact that improves sludge settleability. The 
added benefits from employing this technology can offer potential cost savings to other unit 
processes by relaxing otherwise conservative design criteria, particularly with clarification. 

In general, the design hydraulic loading rates for the secondary clarifiers at the County's 
WWTPs are conservative. With adequate clarifier depth (generally 14 feet side water depth or 
greater), it is common to find design surface overflow rates (SOR) of 500 gallons per day per 
square foot (gpd/ft~ based on the MMADF. The secondary clarifiers at the Jefferson County 
WWTPs were routinely designed with a surface overflow rate of 300 gP,d/ ft2 based on the 
AADF. Jefferson County does not record the MMADF/AADF ratios for the various facilities. 
However, typically MMADFI AADF ratios are in the range of 1.2 - 1.3. Applying an 
MMADFI AADF peaking factor of 1.3, the equivalent design SOR used at the County WWTPs is 
390 gpd/ft2. Potential cost savings could have been realized using less conservative design 
surface overflow rates, particularly in conjunction with biological selector technology. 

Peak flow treatment facilities were generally sized based on the County's experience with little 
or no analytical tools to estimate required storage volumes. Ongoing capital improvement 
programs to reduce the effects of infiltration and inflow (I&I) may substantially reduce peak 
flows in the future. If collection system improvements can be made such that the benefits would 
be realized in time for permit compliance and reliable estimates ofthe reduction could be made, 
the design peak flow rates may be able to be reduced. I&I reductions will have the greatest 
affect on the peak hour flow rates and the peak day flow rates. Potential cost savings could be 
realized with the reduction or elimination of peak flow storage facilities based on an engineering 
analysis of required storage volume. In addition, 1&1 reductions can be utilized to reduce 
treatment plant sizing and capital expenditures. 

Findings and Recommendations 

The findings by this review team indicate that a number of decisions regarding the design of 
improvements at the WWTPs have most likely increased the County's capital expenditures 
unnecessarily. Issues that support this statement are as follows: 

• Analysis and modeling were not used to size the peak flow storage facilities, suggesting the 
potential for over sizing the facilities. It is common practice to use historical analytical data 
to develop a computer model on which to base the sizing of peak flow storage facilities. 
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• There appears to be redundant peak flow handling facilities provided. Plants were designed 
to carry the anticipated peak flows without storage. Peak flow storage fucilities were also 
added at these plants. If the plants were designed to carry the anticipated peak flows, then 
additional peak flow storage facilities would not be necessary. 

• A conservative design criteria was used to size the clarification facilities. 

• A two-stage nitrification process was used and was costly due to additional clarifiers, pump 
stations, and ancillary facilities when compared to a more cost-effective, single-stage system. 

• A phased expansion approach was not used for the WWTPs. Some of the plant expansions 
have built in capacity 2.S to 3 times the average daily flow for the past five years. Growth 
predictions in Jefferson County do not warrant the size plants built at this time. 

Collectively, these decisions have likely caused the County an additional capital burden in excess 
of$100 million. 

Specific findings and recommendations for each wastewater treatment plant are discussed below. 

Annual Average Daily Wastewater Flow (mgd) 
WWTP 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Village Creek 40.00 38.32 34.16 33.45 38.42 39.00 

Valley Creek 44.28 45.68 48.91 35.41 43.68 45.00 

Five Mile 15.83 16.40 13.40 12.30 16.20 19.25 

Cahaba 10.40 8.80 8.90 8.90 9.90 9.30 

Leeds 1.79 1.92 1.60 0.82 1.09 1.09 

Trussville 2.16 1.98 2.05 1.96 2.17 2.05 

Turkey Creek 6.50 4.23 4.51 4.22 4.15 4.02 

Totals 120.96 117.33 113.S3 97.06 I1S.61 119.71 

Village Creek WWTP 

This plant is under construction; a portion is complete and the remainder wiII be complete in 
200S. 

Finding 7-6 

The total biological treatment capacity for the combined existing and peak flow plants is 120 
mgd (60 mgd each). Flows over the past several years have averaged about 40 mgd with no 
apparent trend upward. This wiII present operational challenges since, on average, each plant 
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would be operating at the low end of its capacity. It is challenging to run a 60-mgd biological 
treatment plant at 20 mgd, because the biological microbial population cannot be increased 
quickly to accommodate large fluctuations in flows and loadings when it rains. 

Recommendation 7-6 

We recommend that ESD review operational strategy to ensure both plants have the capability to 
treat the potential wide variation in flows and loads. Consider developing a biological treatment 
model to assess the potential benefit of step-feeding the aeration basins under peak hydraulic 
conditions to reduce the size of the secondary clarifiers. 

Finding 7-7 

The surge basins at the peak flow plant were designed in concept to allow the operators two -to 
three hours to start up the filters and the UV disinfection system if they are not in operation at the 
start of a heavy rain event. The influent pump station has a maximum capacity of 340 mgd. 
Three hours of flow at a rate of340 mgd is about 43 million gallons. The stated storage capacity 
of the surge basins is 90 million gallons. The surge basin has approximately six hours of storage 
at peak flow. Based on the information presented, the surge basin capacity appears to be twice 
the necessary size to meet the intended use. 

Recommendation 7-7 

We recommend that ESD review the sizing ofthe surge basin in a Value Engineering process on 
future projects to ensure that a cost-effective design is chosen 

Valley Creek WWTP 

This treatment plant is under construction and will be complete in 2006. 

Finding 7-8 

The primary clarifiers are conservatively sized. We estimate that using generally accepted 
design criteria, six primary clarifiers at 140-ft diameter could have been provided to achieve 
about the same total suspended solids and biochemical oxygen demand removal. The current 
design includes ten primary clarifiers at 140-ft diameter. It appears possible to have eliminated 
four 140-ft diameter clarifiers. 

Recommendation 7-8 

We recommend that ESD consider less conservative design to reduce costs on future projects 
after using a Value Engineering process for risk assessment. 

Finding 7-9 

Two-stage nitrification processes are less commonly used by wastewater utilities because of the 
high capital cost. The process requires two sets of clarifiers and associated RASfW AS pumping 
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facilities. It appears that three l57-ft. diameter final clarifiers could have been added for a total 
of nine final clarifiers (six existing), instead of the total of thirty clarifiers (16 new 120-ft 
diameter intermediate clarifiers plus eight new 1 57-ft diameter final clarifiers (six existing). The 
associated RASfW AS pumping for the excess clarifiers could be eliminated as well The 
clarifiers appear to be 12 ft deep. A deeper clarifier of 14 ft is preferred to prevent solids 
carryover. 

Recommendation 7-9 

We recommend that ESD utilize a single-stage nitrification process, eliminating unnecessary 
clarifiers and pumping facilities (22) would have been more cost-effective. 

Finding 7-10 

The peak flow storage basins, (110 million gallons) according to ESD, were sized based on 
experience, and no analytical tools were used. Information was not available in the design basis 
to allow the sizing to be checked as we had done at the Village Creek plant. If this basin was 
sized in a similar manner to that at Village Creek, then the size ofthe basin may be too large. 

Recommendation 7-10 

We recommend that ESD use analytical tools to size peak flow basins in the future. 

Five Mile Creek WWTP 

The expansion to this treatment plant is not under construction. The design engineering is 
complete. 

A Value Engineering stndy was completed on the Five Mile Creek WWTP as part of this review. 
Specific fmdings and recommendations on the Five Mile Creek WWTP project are presented in 
Section 8, Value Engineering/Peer Review of this report. 

Cahaba River WWTP 

Construction on the expansion to this treatment plant started on October 28, 2002 and is ongoing. 

Finding 7-11 

Biological nutrient removal is included in the design for removal of nitrogen and phosphorus 
from the wastewater. This is in anticipation of future discharge limits based on the total 
maximum daily loads for the Cahaba River. The new plant is designed around the five-stage 
Bardenpho process. Portions of the treatment plant required for anticipated future limits could 
be designed with space allotted but construction deferred. 

Final Report 7-12 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-23    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part74    Page 13 of 14



c 

c 

Technology Utilized 

Recommendation 7-11 

We recommend that ESD consider phased construction for portions of the treatment plant 
designed for the anticipated future discharge limits (for example, the polishing clarifiers). This 
would delay capital expenditures until required, however, a contract modification might be 
required, if this work is already underway. 

Finding 7-12 

The surface overflow rate (SOR) and solids loading rate for the secondary clarifiers are very 
conservative. The SOR is 310 gallons per day per square foot (gpd/sf) at an average flow and 
517 gpd/sfat the peak hour flow. Typical design would allow 500 gpd/sfat the average flow 
rate and lOOO gpd/sfat the peak hour flow rate. The average solids loading rate is about 16 
pounds per day per square foot (ppd/sf). Typical design would allow 20 ppd/sf. The secondary 
clarifiers appear to be at least one-third larger than necessary. The polishing clarifiers are also 
conservatively sized. Conservative sizing may be the result of reliability considerations, since 
only two secondary and two polishing clarifiers are provided. 

Recommendation 7-12 

We recommend that ESD consider providing smaller secondary and polishing clarifiers with 
higher loading rates to reduce capital expenditures. 

Finding 7-13 

Polishing clarifiers are designed for phosphorus removal beyond that provided in the biological 
treatment basins. No phosphorus limit has been established yet for the plant, although one is 
anticipated in the future. 

Recommendation 7-13 

We recommend that ESD delay construction of the polishing clarifiers until needed. Also 
consider direct filtration using the designed deep bed filters, potentially eliminating the need for 
polishing clarifiers. 

Finding 7-14 

UV disinfection was designed for a peak flow rate of lOO mgd, which appears to be conservative. 
The peak hour flow rate observed was 71 mgd, and the design includes expansion ofthe peak 
flow storage in an aerated retention basin to 22 MG to equalize influent flow rates. It might be 
possible to reduce the size of the UV system. 

Recommendation 7-14 

We recommend that ESD review the basis of lOO mgd capacity for UV disinfection. 
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Finding 7-15 

Repumping of the effluent was designed to accommodate deep bed filters. It was not clear 
whether other types of filters with lower head loss were considered, or whether use of a lower 
head loss filter could eliminate the need for repumping. 

Recommendation 7-15 

We recommend that ESD review whether repumping of the effluent could be avoided with lower 
head loss filters such as traveling bridge filters. 

LeedsWWTP 

The work at this treatment plant has been completed. 

Finding 7-16 

The peak design flow was based on the maximum capacity 0 f the influent sewer with an 
allowance for surcharge rather than the actual estimated peak flows. Data may not have been 
available to refine the required design capacity. This will cause the treatment plant to be 
oversized for the amount of wastewater collected in the system. 

Recommendation 7-16 

As this plant is constructed, the only recommendation is to obtain reliable peak flows prior to the 
design. 

Finding 7-17 

The surface overflow rate (SOR) for the secondary clarifiers are very conservative. The SOR is 
289 gallons per day per square foot (gpd/sf) at maximum flow. Typical design would allow 500 
gpd/sf at the average flow rate and 1000 gpd/sf at the peak hour flow rate. Not enough 
information was available to evaluate the solids loading rate. Side water depth was 12 feet. 

Recommendation 7-17 

The plant is constructed. Consider providing smaller clarifiers with higher loading rates and a 
side water depth of 14 feet in the future. 

Trussville WWTP 

The work at this treatment plant has been completed. 

Finding 7-18 

The expansion of the Trussville WWTP was designed to meet the projected 20-year flow 
conditions of the plant's service area, which was projected to be 4.0 mgd. The average ofthe 
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AADF for the past five years is 2.04 mgd. A phased-approach to the expansion of the Trussville 
WWTP could have deferred significant capital expenditures. 

Recommendation 7-18 

The plant is constructed. In future WWTP projects, consider a phased approach to satisfying the 
projected 20-year needs of the service area in order to minimize capital expenditures. 

Turkey Creek WWTP 

The expansion at this treatment plant is under construction. 

Finding 7-19 

The design capacity of the Turkey Creek WWTP is based on the anticipated future annual 
average daily flow. When completed, the expansion ofthe Turkey Creek WWTP will provide 
the plant with the capability to treat an annual average daily flow of 10 mgd. This is 2.4 times 
the average of the AADF for the past five years. A phased approach to the expansion of the 
Turkey Creek WWTP could have deferred significant capital expenditures. 

The five-year average of the AADF for the Turkey Creek plant is 4.23 mgd. A phased approach 
to providing the 10 mgd capacity at the plant could save significant capital outlays, debt service, 
and unnecessary depreciation of equipment. 

Recommendation 7-19 

We recommend that, because the NPDES permit has monthly average permit limitations, the 
design flow for the plant should be based on the anticipated maximum monthly average daily 
flow. In future WWTP projects, consider a phased approach to satisfying the projected 20-year 
needs of the service area to minimize capital expenditures. 

Finding 7-20 

The treatment technology employed at the Turkey Creek WWTP consists of activated sludge 
operated in the extended aeration mode. The chosen technology does not have the advantages of 
biological selector technology. 

The process design for the Turkey Creek plant appears to be based on extended aeration 
activated sludge with an 18-hour retention time in the aeration basin at the design flow of 10 
mgd. As stated above, the 10-mgd design flow is significantly greater than the AADF that has 
been treated at the plant for the past 5 years. Therefore, if flows to the plant do not significantly 
increase upon completion of the expansion, the prolonged duration of biomass in the aeration 
basins due to lower than design flow rates may promote the growth of filamentous organisms or 
dispersed floc, which can decrease sludge settleability and create operational problems. 
Application of biological selector technology may inhibit the proliferation of some filaments in 
activated sludge. 
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Recommendation 7-20 

We recommend that ESD consider the application of biological selector technology in the 
process design of future treatment plant projects. 

Finding 7-21 

The secondary clarifiers at the Turkey Creek WWTP are conservatively designed with a surface 
overflow rate of300 gpd/ft2 based on AADF. Although the larger clarifiers ensure suitable 
removal of activated sludge particles, surface overflow rates of 500 gpd/ft2 based on MMADF 
have been successfully employed to achieve the degree of treatment required at the Turkey Creek 
plant. 

Recommendation 7-21 

We recommend that ESD consider sizing secondary clarifiers with a SOR of 500 gpd/ft2 based 
on MMADF. Side water depth should be a minimum of 14 feet. 

Finding 7-22 

UV disinfection technology is utilized at the Turkey Creek plant. It was unclear if a cost analysis 
was completed to compare UV disinfection with chlorination using sodium hypochlorite and 
dechlorination using sodium bisulfite. Employing sodium hypochlorite/sodium bisulfite may 
result in a more cost-effective disinfection solution compared to UV light. 

Recommendation 7-22 

We recommend that ESD evaluate sodium hypochlorite/sodium bisulfite disinfection systems in 
future treatment plant projects. 

Warrior WWTP 

The expansion to this treatment plant is under design and is being reviewed by the County. 

Finding 7-23 

The surfuce overflow rate (SOR) for the secondary clarifiers is very conservative. The SOR is 
282 gallons per day per square foot (gpd/sf) at average flow and 564 gpd/sf at maximum flow. 
Typical design would allow 500 gpd/sf at the average flow rate and 1000 gpd/sf at the peak hour 
flow rate. 

Recommendation 7-23 

We recommend that ESD consider providing smaller clarifiers with higher loading rates. As this 
plant expansion project is still being designed, these changes could be made very economically. 
A VE study should be conducted on this design to ensure the most cost-effective design is being 
utilized. 
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Prudes Creek WWTP 

The expansion to this treatment plant is under design and is being reviewed by the County. A VB 
study should be conducted on this design to ensure the most cost-effective design is being 
utilized. 
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Product Review Committee 

Introduction 

In the spring of 1996, ESD formed a Product Review Committee (PRC) to serve as a quality
control step in the overall program to evaluate and approve/disapprove sewer line rehabilitation 
methods and new and rehabilitation sewer line products. About 60 percent ($1.9 billion) of the 
total estimated costs of the Program are for sewer line rehabilitation, replacement, and new sewer 
line installation. As a result, the PRC defines the methods and available product mix for nearly 
$1.9 billion worth of projects. 

BE&K reviewed the PRC to determine ifPRC policies or approaches contributed to inflate the 
Program costs unnecessarily. BE&K focused the PRC review on the selection process for sewer 
rehabilitation methods and new and rehabilitation sewer line products the PRC used in 
comparison to the two major PRC program objectives: 1) compliance with the regulatory CD 
and 2) the ability of the applicant to deliver a convincing product and installation performance 
package. The PRC decision to approve or reject a product depended in part on general product 
criteria furnished by the manufacturer, product installation demonstrations, and reference checks 
at previous installations. 

The PRC was not responsible for evaluating the manner in which the PRC-approved products 
were subsequently incorporated into design specification documents. However, the members of 
the PRC were involved with individual projects and were charged to confirm that the PRC
approved products were incorporated into the specifications. 

BE&K's review of the PRC is based on a review of documents provided by ESD at the request 
ofBE&K, two interview sessions where BE&K interviewed both a Jefferson County chief 
engineer (chairman of the PRC) and a vice president of Dawson Engineering (a member of the 
PRC). 
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Background 

PRCPurpose 

Product and Services Evaluation 

ESD fonned the PRC in the spring of 1996. ESD modeled the PRC in part on a similar 
committee fonned by the City of Houston, Texas and other similar committees fonned by 
Hillsborough County, Florida, and Chesterfield County, Virginia. 

The purpose of the PRC was to manage the evaluation of sewer rehabilitation products resulting 
from implementation ofthe Program. The PRC serves as a focal point for manufacturers and 
vendors to submit their products and services for approval to be used in the Program. The PRC 
evaluates products and services against criteria established by the PRC to meet the Program 
goals and objectives. The criteria, as described later in this section, include product quality, 
product life expectancy, and installation method. The criteria did not include expected life-cycle 
cost. 

The products evaluated by the PRC are used in the Jefferson County sanitary sewer system to 
rehabilitate existing sewers and to construct new sewers. Based on our interviews, we 
understand that products contractors will use widely throughout the Program are subjected to 
PRC review. Products that will have limited use on a single project are subject to the review of 
the project design consultant. 

The PRC process provides centralized, consistent product selection for sewer rehabilitation and 
new sewer construction work. The PRC provides its product reviews to the local design 
consultant to be used in developing project specifications and bidding documents. 

The PRC is not chartered to evaluate wastewater treatment process equipment. The design 
consultant (subject to ESD approval) evaluates wastewater treatment process equipment. 

Organizational 

The County formed the PRe under the jurisdiction of the ESD. The PRC reports to the ESD 
Director. 

The PRC meets monthly and reviews all outstanding applications for product approval. The 
PRC publishes a monthly report that describes all product applications for approval and states the 
status of the products (approved or disapproved). 

Consent Decree Compliance 

The CD did not require the formation ofthe PRC specifically. Nevertheless, the CD prompted 
the County to be concerned about product perfonnance criteria (e.g., contractors will use the 
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product's long-tenn ability to eliminate III and structurally perfonn as designed), which caused 
the County to fonn the PRC. 

PRe Membership 

Member Makeup 

The PRC consists of eleven members selected from ESD staff, local engineering consulting 
fmns, and professional service companies. The members have technical and/or management 
positions. They either supervise design, maintenance, or construction personnel or have a 
background in design, maintenance, and/or construction. 

Member Responsibilities 

Members evaluate the ability of a product on the basis of whether it meets PRC requirements and 
whether it can perfonn as stated in the application documentation and any subsequent product 
demonstration. Members also evaluate the merits of the submitted product or class of product 
with regard to published case studies and experiences of other utilities. 

Members initially review application packages independently and then later meet for discussion 

One PRC member serves as chairperson. Other PRC members alternate the responsibility for 
leading a specific product review. The PRC sometimes fonns subcommittees to evaluate product 
groups such as CIPP linings, manhole lids, and PVC lateral pipe. 

After its fonnation, the PRC members initiated a mass mailing to all previous suppliers 
informing them ofthe committee, its function, and that product approval was required. 

Product Submittal and Evaluation Process 

Submittal Steps 

Each rehabilitation product proposed for use in the County's sewer system undergoes the 
submittal and evaluation process. No products were automatically accepted or "grand-fathered" 
because they were being used prior to the fonnation of the PRC. Any product that receives 
approval from the PRC, and then changes in either material or in its field installation process, 
then that product must be resubmitted and reapproved prior to use. 

The process begins when an interested product manufacturer or the contractor/installer submits a 
Sanitary Sewer System Products "Application For Acceptance" form to the PRe. The 
application lists the product, the applicant, and the applicant/installer information important to 
the PRC. In addition, the instructions list the Supplement Infonnation to submit that more fully 
describes the specific product. For example, 

• Product literature and brochures 
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• Sample product specifications 

• Engineering guides or manuals 

• Installation and maintenance instructions 

• Product test reports and ASTM documentation 

• Typical pricing schedules 

When the sewer rehabilitation product or process is specialized, the PRC qualifies the product, 
installation procedure, and the contractor. 

Evaluation Process 

Applications must be completely filled out and have responsive answers. Applications judged to 
be incomplete are either returned to the applicant for revision and resubmittal or discarded at the 
PRC's discretion. If Supplemental Information is insufficient, the application is similarly 
returned to the applicant or rejected. 

Complete and responsive applications are evaluated on the merits ofthe supplied information to 
satisfy the PRC that the product performs its designated function. Acceptance of an application 
is influenced by its historical use of the product in the sewer industry, responses of reference 
interviews, and comprehensiveness ofthe product testing documentation. This information also 
determines whether or not a subsequent field demonstration is required. 

The PRC generally requires demonstration projects, but product approval is possible without 
them Demonstration projects are regularly required because they provide an opportunity not 
only to verify the claimed qualities of the product but also to allow confirmation of the 
installation process. Consideration of the installation process is an integral component of the 
PRC acceptance determination. Deficiencies or weaknesses in the product's installation process 
or the installer's skills become apparent during the demonstration process. The County currently 
pays product demonstrators to demonstrate their products .. 

The PRC has always required applicant references. Insufficient or poor references are grounds 
for disapproval. 

The ability of the product to meet specified performance requirements is the primary criteria for 
approval. Cost is not a factor for approval or disapproval. The PRC does not disapprove 
technically sound and performance adequate products because the cost is higher relative to other 
similar products. 
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Approval or Rejection Notification 

The PRC evaluates application material and field demonstration results and then renders 
acceptance or rejection of the product. Acceptance may include conditional requirements or 
restrictions. Once the product is approved, then it may be included in the County bid documents. 
No product approval is permanent, and every product is subject to an initial probation period 
explained in the approval notice. 

The PRC reserves the right to discontinue or suspend use of an approved product that is 
subsequently installed but does not perform satisfactorily. 

Rejected or suspended products cannot be re-submitted sooner than six months from the date of 
the rejection or suspension. The PRC notifies the applicant of the reasons for the rejection or 
suspension. 

Product Performance Monitoring 

Responsibility 

Responsibility for monitoring the performance of the approved rehabilitation or new sewer 
product falls to the project design consultant. 

Performance Feedback to PRe 

Product performance observations are presented at the monthly rehabilitation progress meetings 
held with local design consultants and ESD staff. 

Observations 

The PRC is charged with reviewing technical data and specifications presented by manufacturers 
and companies seeking the PRC's approval of products and methods used in sewer rehabilitation 
and new sewer construction. 

The PRC focuses on product selections that eliminate infiltration and inflow (III) and perform as 
presented by the manufacturer for an acceptable period oftime. This was described by the PRC 
members in the interview sessions as at least 40 years and preferably longer. The CD 
requirements influence the PRC's product selection criteria when III elimination effectiveness of 
the product is considered by the PRC. Each rehab product has inherent advantages and 
disadvantages depending on the specific conditions. For instance, post installation performance 
monitoring resulted in plastic-based pipe reliners being disallowed by the PRC because of the 
poor record of achieving consistent III elimination performance, caused by annular space issues 
resulting primarily from pipe ovality misaligmnent. However, our research indicates that plastic
based pipe reliners are being utilized successfully in other areas of the country. 
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The PRC's holistic product and installation performance approach appears to be influenced by 
the duration of the financing for the Program costs. There is concern that products selected on an 
immediate, low-cost basis may not last forty years, and that ratepayers could be burdened by 
overlapping program costs (cost of the initial product that failed and the replacement product 
cost). In addition, products that have the lowest entry costs may have higher total system life
cycle costs because of relatively greater maintenance and repair requirements. 

The PRC served as a structured mechanism to have different product manufacturers demonstrate 
their respective product's ability to meet PRC requirements. The PRC provided a means to 
coordinate and distribute the Imowledge gathered from the PRC evaluations to the local design 
consultants. 

Our review indicated that certain rejected products would have performed well if conditions 
were stipulated, such as where the product could be used or that it had to be used in conjunction 
with another cost. As a result, some ofJefferson County's material specifications and 
construction requirements are conservative and may result in higher prices when compared with 
other locations. The County has not permitted any deviations from the specifications regardless 
of location of installation or site condition. For instance, specifications for county mains and 
residential property service laterals require the same type of material. This approach to the 
specifications drives up the cost of home construction in Jefferson County by approximately 
$1,000 per unit according to the Birmingham Home Builders Association. In addition, the 
County's general requirement that contractors utilize ductile iron pipe in order to reduce 
potential maintenance cost has increased Program cost. A less conservative approach would 
allow material specification deviations depending on geological conditions. This would permit a 
contractor to use less expensive PVC piping where the soil condition had suitable bearing 
capacity. This practice is widely used in other localities. 

Regarding the PRC Review Conclusions 

PRC activities appear to support the objectives of regulatory compliance and desired product 
package performance. Product selection appears based on a process that places emphasis, as 
much as possible, on the long-term performance of the installed product. The process does not 
appear arbitrary or capricious. Some products perform well under controlled lab conditions but 
rely heavily on the quality of field installation decisions and methods for proper performance. 
The PRC's emphasis on using experienced product installer's, reference follow-up, and field 
demonstration observations is reasonable and these steps to help lower the risk to the County of 
selecting good products but poor installation processes. However, the County would benefit 
from a mandatory evaluation oflife-cycle cost as an objective criterion in the PRC operating 
guidelines. 

Since its inception, the PRC evaluation process seems to have evaluated many of the nationally 
distributed products for sewers. Because individual products were not part ofBE&K's review, 
no attempt was made to determine why the PRC did not select certain products conunonly used 
by other utilities for similar installation conditions. For instance, the PRC did not approve 
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certain epoxies, cementitious manhole coatings, and PVC pipe products that are commonly used 
by other utilities and may have offered reduced life cycle costs. 

Overall, the PRC appears to provide a valuable and important process function for the County to 
manage its assets and avoid the incorporation of poor performing products in the County's sewer 
infrastructure. However, we have provided several recommendations for the County to consider 
incorporating into the PRC guidelines. These are summarized below as Findings and 
Recommendations. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 8-1 

The PRC guidelines are consistent with its purpose. However, the selection criteria for product 
approval should be more structured and formally emphasize the importance of cost criteria and 
expand the conditional requirements of products to increase product competition. 

Recommendation 8-1 

We recommend that ESD management direct the PRC to include product life-cycle cost in its 
evaluation and the PRC adopt a decision-making process using available industry decision 
science tools that address the problem of assessing the relative merits of mUltiple and often 
competing criteria. The PRC should document life cycle cost evaluations and use these 
evaluations as the cost basis for product selection. Further, these life cycle evaluations will help 
to ensure that product selection decisions are consistent with Program objectives and are based 
on well-defined measures of performance using quantitative input. ESD should incorporate 
more flexibility in the PRC decision-making process on a case-by-case basis to allow utilization 
of products commonly incorporated by other utilities. 

Finding 8-2 

The PRC is comprised of representatives of the County's ESD staff and ESD's local professional 
consultants. This limited membership reduces the opportunity for a broader and more diverse 
perspective of product application and selection criteria priorities. 

Recommendation 8-2 

The PRC should broaden its membership, institute term limits, and stagger service terms. For 
example, the PRC might limit individual membership to three consecutive years and rotate one 
third of the membership each year. The PRC should include additional members with different 
experience and backgrounds. For instance, the PRC might include a representative from the 
County's Purchasing Department, a recognized industry sewer rehabilitation expert from outside 
the area; a member with a financial or economics background; and a member who represents a 
local user group. The inclusion of members with diverse knowledge and interest, who are not 
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directly affiliated with the County or their participating consultants, would add a more balanced 
perspective to product selection and give the PRC more public credibility. 

Finding 8-3 

The PRC has not always ensured that all products and methods selected have adequate 
competition, potentially resulting in added cost for the County. For instance, our research 
indicates that Jefferson County paid more for cured-in-place liner than surrounding communities. 
There were only three prequalified bidders for cured-in-place liner during the first three-to-four 
years of the program. Our research indicates that additional CIPP product suppliers were 
available. Eventually, two additional cured-in-place liner products and installers were qualified. 
When this additional competition entered the market, the price paid by Jefferson County 
decreased to match the levels being paid by surrounding communities. 

Recommendation 8-3 

We recommend the PRC consider alternative qualification methods to obtain adequate 
competition. For instance, all cured-in-place lining installation had to be demonstrated in 
Jefferson County. Three suppliers demonstrated their products early in the Program. The PRC 
then tried to convince other manufacturers of cured-in-place lining products to demonstrate their 
products in Jefferson County. This effort took several years. Several members of the PRC could 
have visited installation sites in other communities and expedited the approval process in order to 
create a more competitive atmosphere and, presumably, saved the County money . 
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Contracting Methods and Administration 

Introduction 

BE&K examined the methods and procedures the ESD uses to contract for professional services 
and construction. Findings and recommendations relate to the current process as compared with 
industry standard practice for similar programs of this magnitude. Our findings as described 
below are divided into two sections. The first section details the selection process for 
professional services, and the second section details the selection process for construction 
contractors. 

Background 

Our task was to determine the specific procurement process used for the selection of professional 
services to supplement the ESD professional staff with design engineering management services, 
and to determine the impact of this process on the Program. The size and schedule for the 
Progam meant that the County needed not only design consultants, but also supplemental 
professional staff to accomplish normal program management tasks, process engineering, 
inspection, testing, and construction management services. 

Professional Services Contracting 

With respect to the process used to select design consultants, we found no evidence that the 
County used a competitive prequalification procedure. Our research indicates that governmental 
agencies executing programs of this size, utilize a qualifications based selection process. Our 
[mdings indicate that local firms were chosen on the basis ofESD's familiarity with them, albeit 
on smaller projects, and sometimes because of the local firm's experience with a geographic area 
or treatment plant. In our opinion, it is unusual for an owner not to utilize a qualification based 
selection process to select the most experienced and qualified engineering firms for a program of 
this magnitude and complexity. It is also unusual for an owner to use only local engineering 
talent without proven track records on projects of this magnitude and complexity. On most 
programs like this, the owner undertakes a comprehensive procurement process to ensure 
selection of only the most qualified firms with experience on similar large and complex 
programs. The selected firm may then subcontract portions ofthe work in order to be cost 
effective and utilize the local talent. The American Council of Engineering Companies (ACEC) 
recognizes that a formal selection process is the key to successful projects: "Wben public 
officials utilize professional consultants to undertake a construction project, whether it involves a 
study, new construction, or modifying an existing facility: the consultant's performance can 
influence the entire course of the project - economy, feasibility, public response, design, 
function efficiency, construction costs, operating costs, and maintenance costs during the life of 
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the facility. Some public services do not undertake projects often enough to have experience 
planning for such a project or to select a professional consultant in the most cost-effective and 
efficient manner." (Ref ACEC, American Council of Engineering Conference of California 
http://www.celsoc.org/ftp/gbsbrochure.pdfPage 3 of 41.) See Appendix 9. Jefferson County's 
decision not to utilize a formal Quality Based Selection process was particularly unusual in light 
of its considerable effort to ensure that only experienced construction contractors be allowed to 
bid this work. If the same qualifications process had been used in selecting consultants, then 
local engineering firms would have had difficulty qualifying for the magnitude of the work they 
were awarded. Figure 1 below indicates the breakdown of the awarded costs; they are identified 
as Professional Services such as design, inspection, and testing. The use of the term "Inspection" 
refers to construction management services that local consulting firms are providing. 
Professional consultant services were sole sourced, negotiated, and direct awarded. Construction 
contracts were bid, evaluated, and awarded to the lowest qualified bidder. 

excludes Conslruction Contracts & TVI 

Awarded ConSUltant Contracts 

Material Testing 
2.4% 

lVl Review 
0.0% 

Inspection 
25.7% 

Figure 1- Work Breakdown as a % of $ Awarded 

Geotechnical Design 
0.9% 

Note: "Other Support" is project management, flow monitoring, technical support, and as-built 
drawing evaluations. 
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Contract Type Projections 

Construction 
86.1% 

Awarded Contracts 

Other-Support 
3.2% 

Right OtWay 
0.5% 

Review 
0.0% 

Figure 2 - Consultant Work Breakdown For Contracts Awarded To Date 

Final Report 9-3 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-24    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part75    Page 15 of 17



c 

c 

c 

Contracting Methods and Administration 

Final Report 

Neel-Schaffer 
2.0% 

Balance Others 
18.6% 

Consultants Awards 

ADS Environmental Services 
11.0% 

ESA 
11.4% 

Dougherty 
11.9% 

Figure 3 - Percentage of Work Awarded 

Consultant 

1 USI 
2 Dougherty 
3 ESA 
4 ADS Environmental Services 
5 Dawson 
6 Hendon Engineering Ass. 
7 REllDrayco 
8 Owen 
9 Krebs 

10 Neel-Schaffer Inc. 
Balance Others 

Total 

Total 

$60,978,581 
$34,533,918 
$33,190,681 

$31,792,257 
$19,870,236 
$13,822,568 
$13,387,381 
$13,182,725 

$9,900,293 
$5,726,940 

$53,944,189 

$290,329,770 

Figure 4 - Consultants Share of the Work 
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Construction Services Contracting Prequalification 

We determined that ESD used a prequalification process unique to the Public Works sector to 
prequalify and select construction contractors. ESD required that all contractors wantiog to bid 
work for ESD be prequalified prior to submiUiog bids. The experience of the BE&K team 
technical consultant, CH2M HILL, which is experienced with and has researched large capital 
programs, is that prequalification of construction contractors is not normally performed on 
traditional public works programs such as the Program. (However, prequalification is used when 
specialized abilities are required such as io nuclear, hazardous waste remediation, or io private 
sector work.) The BE&K team believes that the CIPP iostallation contractors should have been 
prequalified; however, ESD could have been more aggressive io qualifyiog the contractors by 
visitiog CIPP sites io other municipalities and usiog the results ofthose visits to document 
qualification results. The ESD prequalification process has the potential to limit competition by 
restrictiog the number of qualified contractors who bid. The specific experience and 
qualifications for contractors are generally covered io the biddiog document specifications and 
contractor license requirements. Contractor financial requirements are generally determioed by 
the contractor's ability to obtaio necessary iosurance and bond iostruments. The Jefferson 
County area has many contractors skilled io asphalt paving, manhole repair and iostallation, pipe 
layiog, and other services required by ESD io the execution of this program. The unique 
prequalification program used by ESD may have discouraged qualified contractors from biddiog. 

Bidding and Award o/Contracts 

ESD's construction contracts are competitively bid and, io most cases, awarded to the lowest 
bidder. This is typical for the public works sector. The WWTP construction contracts were 
awarded on a lump sum basis on nearly complete design. The collection system construction 
contracts were awarded on a unit price basis based on estimated quantities developed by the 
design consultant duriog the design phase. These quantities were adjusted to match the designed 
solution once the TV! and design were completed. 

ESD also maiotaioed a category of contracts designated as the "$50K Program." These projects 
were not bid but were negotiated with contractors to perform emergency work or other specific 
tasks. Accordiog to ESD records, the Program began io 1998 and continued through 2002. The 
Program was stopped io December 2003 and is under review. 

Construction Management 

Construction management (iospection) was typically performed by the design consultant, 
although ESD performed iospections for selected programs. Our review iodicated that 
iospection during construction has been effective to date. The design consultants reviewed and 
approved progress payments, performed quality iospections, reviewed and approved change 
orders concerning cost or schedule, and generally acted as the County's representatives. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 9-1 

ESD did not utilize a formal written pre-qualifications process for selecting experienced design 
consultants. ESD chose consultants based on ESD's personal knowledge of either the consulting 
frrm or of an individual employed by the consulting firm. ESD then assigned the consultants' 
based on the consultants' familiarity with the existing facilities and systems. 

Recommendation 9-1 

We recommend that ESD establish a formal qualification based selection process based on Best 
Practices as defined by ClI (Construction Industry Institute). ESD should select consultants 
based on proven past experience and capability on projects of similar size and complexity. 
Based on our investigation and review of the consultant contracts awarded, we believe the 
County should use the Qualification Based Selection process to select a consultant and then 
negotiate rates with the chosen qualified consultant. 

Finding 9-2 

There is no evidence that the Program considered utilizing an engineering peer review process to 
obtain alternative design options. Therefore, the County received no benefits that may have been 
available from consultants who had worked on "Consent Decree" programs in other areas. Local 
consultants acted as an extension of the ESD, providing the process design as directed. Design 
consultants turned the ESD's concepts and preferences into reality on the "drawing board." 

Recommendation 9-2 

We recommend that ESD implement an engineering peer review process for future ESD projects. 

Finding 9-3 

ESD uses a rigorous process to prequalify contractors to bid on projects. ESD considers 
contractors for prequalification in three (3) sewer and five (5) facility categories, depending on . 
the contractor's request and the PRC's assessment of qualifications. Our experience is that 
contractor prequalification, in the public works sector, is generally limited to selection of 
specialty contractors or technologies. This prequalification process may have restricted or 
limited the number of bidders. Particularly at the start of the Program, the County may have paid 
higher rates by restricting the number of bidders. In reviewing the unit rate bids for construction, 
we noted that prices came down over time as more bidders were added in 2000. We have not 
been able to determine why additional bidders were added in almost every category. It appears 
that the fourth bidder was added in the summer of 2000 and the fifth bidder was added in the 
summer of2001. 
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Recommendation 9-3 

We do not recommend changes to the process at this stage of the program. The current 
prequalified contractor pool is sufficient to produce competitive bids. If, however, the County 
observes a decline in the number of qualified bidders or bids, then the County should revisit this 
concern. 

Finding 9-4 

ESD negotiated contracts for emergency repair and other services for the $50K Program. 

Recommendation 9-4 

ESD and its consultants should develop a competitive bid package for its emergency repair 
services or other services requiring quick response. The package could be based on standard 
work units or standard services that small local contractors could provide. 

Cancellation Clause for Owner's Convenience 

Introduction 

ESD uses several standard contracts to define the terms and conditions for its professional 
services suppliers and construction contractors. The standard contract utilized for professional 
services suppliers contains a "cancellation clause for Owner's convenience". This clause allows 
the County to cancel or stop the work at any time. This clause describes the method the parties to 
the contract would then determine payment to cover cost associated with the cancellation. 

The construction contracts entered into by ESD do not contain a "cancellation clause for 
Owner's convenience". Ifthe County decides to cancel the contract for its convenience, then the 
County can and probably will be sued for "breach of contract" and would be placed in a weak 
position to defend against the contractor's claim. 

Observation 

The ESD recently cancelled three construction contracts due to an overall lack of funding to 
complete the plauned Program. The three contracts did not have a "cancellation clause for 
owner's convenience." All contractors involved with the cancellations filed claims against the 
County claiming breach of contract for not allowing completion of the work. Progress was 
minimal on all three projects and all contractors made claims for payment that were 
disproportionate to the physical progress on the project. This situation also existed on the 
Cahaba Trunk Sewer project. The County can protect against these concerns by including a 
"cancellation clause for owner's convenience" in each construction contract. As stated above, 
this contract language merely prescribes a system by which the County might terminate and 
describes the means the parties would use to determine the payment for cost associated with the 
termination. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 9-5 

The ESD is in a weak position to defend against claims of breach of contract when it must cancel 
a construction contract for owner's convenience because the language in its construction 
contracts does not permit this form of termination. 

Recommendation 9-5 

We recommend that the County include a termination for convenience provision in each 
construction contract. This type of clause would allow Jefferson County to cancel or stop the 
work at any time and describes the method the parties would use to determine the payment to 
cover cost associated with the cancellation to the contract. 

BE&K submitted a recommendation to the County Commissioner on March 27, 2003 
recommending the inclusion of a clause for cancellation for Owner's convenience. We also 
included several examples of clauses the County could use. We understand that the County is 
adding a "Cancellation for Convenience Clause" to its future construction contracts. 
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10 

Comparison of Unit Pricing with Other 
Locations 

Introduction 

The focus of this section is to summarize and discuss the results of our research of a 
representative material which was installed, then record and compare the Jefferson County 
Sewer Program's awarded unit prices for 8-inch cured-in-place pipe (CIPP) with those 
experienced at other locations during the same time period. CIPP was selected because it 
represented a large percentage of the total capital investment that was required in this program. 
In addition, yearly cost comparisons were made for several other collection system items. 

This review ofthe unit prices was performed to determine ifthere were significant differences 
with unit prices awarded in selected cities in the southeastern U.S. A detailed comparison of the 
Jefferson County CIPP specifications, with the specifications of the other cities was made in 
order to determine if unit price differences could be attributed to different specification 
requirements. We also compared geographical and/or geological similarities. 

Background 

Public works projects are competitively bid to provide the public agency with the lowest cost. 
Bidders are provided with the same technical requirements, bonding requirements, and schedule. 
When construction projects are competitively bid, a number of processes are generally followed. 
These include, but may not be limited to, project identification, planning, development of the 
scope of work, design (including drawings and specifications), bidding, and contract award. 
Prices provided by the contractors may be either lump sum or unit price based on an estimated 
scope of work or units of measure. Factors that impact construction costs include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

• The number of qualified bidders 

• Requirements of the contract documents 

• Market conditions 

• Size (length) of the project 

• Availability of the local labor force 
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• Contractor familiarity with technology utilized 

• MBEIWBE requirements 

• History of the selected technology 

• Use of other technologies as alternates 

• Geology of the area 

In 1996, Jefferson County started its sewer construction program to meet the requirements of the 
CD. About 60 percent of the planned work included sewer line rehabilitation/replacement and 
manhole rehabilitation/replacement activities. A Contractor Prequalification Process was used 
by Jefferson County to determine the capability of the contractors desiring to participate in the 
bidding process. The process was used by Jefferson County to reduce the possibility of an 
unqualified contractor or product being utilized in the Program. ESD indicated that its 
prequalification objective was to help assure quality in its projects. It is our opinion that this 
process did adversely affect the unit prices (caused inflated prices) during the bidding process by 
limiting competition due to the limited technology providers that were approved in the first few 
years of the Program by the Product Review Committee (PRC). As discussed in Section 8, the 
PRC required interested contractors and technology providers to give model product 
demonstrations for evaluation and approval by ESD. A more aggressive approach by the PRC 
should have been employed to increase the number technologies considered and evaluated. For 
instance, traveling to other locations where other utilities were utilizing the products being 
considered for construction. This approach and others would have allowed the PRC to maintain 
the same objective for establishing a quality standard and qualify additional bidders without the 
bidder having to prepare a special crew and equipment shipment to Jefferson County to 
demonstrate the quality and applicability oftheir product. This step would have potentially 
allowed additional contractors and technology providers to be qualified much earlier in the 
program. This process is also described in other sections of this report. 

Methods Utilized 

The team utilized historical information and procurement documentation from other locations to 
perform reviews of the design documents for selected scopes of work. The request for bid and 
design documents (drawings and specifications) can have a significant impact on the unit prices. 
These are summarized in this report. 

Unit Cost Data Collection and Summary 

Jefferson County bid tabulations from 1996 to 2002 were used for this review. Trends for 
selected bid categories were summarized along with comparison of the 8-inch CIPP with 
awarded bids for selected locations in the southeast U.S. As part of the 8-inch CIPP review, the 
CIPP specifications from Jefferson County and the selected cities were reviewed and compared. 
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Jefferson County Unit Prices 

Prior to comparing the Jefferson County unit prices with those from similar programs, the 
Jefferson County bid tabulation data was queried for selected trends. In Table 1, major 
rehabilitation bid items were summarized for the years 1996 to 2002 to determine the trend of the 
annual highest average unit price compared to the average unit price for awarded bids in 2002. 
In all cases except one, the average unit price in 2002 decreased substantially from the annual 
highest average unit cost. The 8-inch CIPP trend was then compared with the trend from the 
selected cities. 

Table 1 
Unit Price Trends from 1996 to 2002 

Jefferson County Sewer Rehabilitation Program 

Annnal Year of 
Bid Item Highest Highest 

Average Average 
Unit Cost Unit Cost 

8-in. CIPP - 0 to 10 ft deep $58.00 1996 
8-in. CIPP - 10 to 20 ft deep $62.57 1997 
lO-in. CIPP - 0 to 10 ft deep $64.00 1996 
12-in. CIPP - 0 to 10 ft deep $70.00 1997 
48-in. MH Rehab - 0 to 10 ft deep $371.00 1998 
48-in. MH Rehab - 0 to 20 ft deep $389.38 1998 
48-in. MH Rehab - 0 to 30 ft deep $406.00 1998 
New 48-in. MH - Precast Concrete $609.00 1998 
Replacement 48-in. MH - Precast Concrete $501.32 1998 
Mainline Replacement, 8-in. DI Pipe, Class 52, 0 to 6 ft $154.35 1998 
Mainline Replacement, 8-in. DI Pipe, Class 52, 6 to 8 ft $158.22 1998 
Mainline Replacement, 8-in. DI Pipe, Class 52, 8 to lOft $166.83 1998 
Pavement Replacement $19.15 1998 
Pavement Milling $14.83 1999 
Special Stone Aggregate Backfill $17.59 1998 
Television Inspection $2.91 2002 
Service Lateral Reinstatement $200.63 1997 
Service Lateral Reconnection and lLegair $3,695.00 1998 
Service Lateral Stubout Installation $97.32 1998 
Standard MH Frame and Cover Installation $438.75 1996 

2002 Percent 
Average Increase 
Unit Cost (Decrease) 

$27.10 -53.3% 
$26.95 -56.9% 
$31.86 -50.2% 
$35.02 -50.0% 

$254.61 -31.4% 
$255.98 -34.3% 
$261.38 -35.6% 
$271.07 -55.5% 
$367.73 -26.6% 
$78.26 -49.3% 
$84.65 -46.5% 
$88.64 -46.9% 
$6.75 -64.8% 
$7.28 -50.9% 

$16.63 -5.5% 
$2.91 0.0% 

$47.28 -76.4% 
$1,941.72 -47.5% 

$31.33 -67.8% 
$291.08 -33.7% 

In the trend comparison, BE&K reviewed 46 unit prices in the rehabilitation contracts that made 
up 80 percent of the total rehabilitation cost. Twenty of the 46 unit prices compared are shown in 
Table I. Of the 46 unit prices between 1997 and 2002, only 4 increased over time. The 
remaining 44 unit prices dropped over time. This includes many items installed on a regular 
basis by a large number of local contractors, including asphalt paving, ductile iron pipe 
installation, manhole replacement, service lateral reconnection and repair. These are neither 
highly technical tasks nor ones that involve new technology that might require specialized 
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contractors or construction methods. All these trends seem to be the same, i.e., the price went 
down over time as the number of bidders increased (as shown in Figure 1). 

Jefferson County 8-inch CIPP Unit Prices 

The comparison of Jefferson County unit prices with those from other selected cities was 
performed using the 8-inch CIPP, 0 to 10 feet deep, as the benchmark. The project specifications 
for the Jefferson County CIPP were compared with the specifications ofthe selected cities. The 
results of that comparison are described later in this section. 

The awarded bid unit prices for 8-inch CIPP in Jefferson County from 1996 to 2002 are shown in 
Figure 1. 

LF - Cured In place liner 8", complete, 0' to 10' depth 
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Figure 1 

From 1996 to near the fall of 1999, the unit price of the 8-inch CIPP was consistently above $50 
per foot ESD management may not have recognized that Jefferson County was paying 
significantly higher prices than surrounding communities and did not initiate corrective actions, 
such as expediting approval of additional CIPP contractors. Also, it appears that during this 
period, the same three bidders bid on each contract 

Input from an experienced Pro gram Manager would likely have led to a more aggressive 
approach by the PRC to qualify additional productslbidders. A more aggressive approach could 
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have impacted this issue positively by increasing the number of approved bidders. Having only 
the same three bidders on the Program did not provide the level of competition to maintain 
reasonable prices. 

From the fall ofl999 to the middle of2001, Jefferson County experienced a unit price reduction 
from approximately $50 per foot to $30 per foot. From the middle of2001 to the end of2002, 
the unit price stabilized between $25 and $30 per foot. Table 2 summarizes the CIPP average 
unit prices and linear footage awarded per year. 

Year 

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 

Totals 

Table 2 
Average Awarded Bid for 8-inch CIPP (0' to 10') by Year 

Jefferson County Sewer Rehabilitation Program 

Number of Feet ofCIPP Price Average Unit 
Projects Price 

2 12,110 $673,850 $55.64 
8 89,065 $4,883,625 $54.83 

20 293,998 . $16,218,129 $55.16 
17 215,418 $10,722,046 $49.77 
17 386,150 $17,366,494 $44.97 
16 403,817 $12,203,721 $30.22 
17 682,302 $18,041,932 $26.44 
97 2,082,860 $80,109,797 $38.46 

A number of mctors could have contributed to the unit cost reduction. General market 
conditions at the time, lack oflocal experience with large sewer programs, number of bidders 
who participated in the bidding process and other factors would have had a collective impact on 
the unit prices quoted. Most of the projects awarded from the beginning of the sewer program to 
around the middle of2000 had generally the same three (3) bidders during the competitive 
bidding process, and the unit price fluctuated very little. However, beginning around the middle 
of2000, the number of bidders increased to four (4) and the average unit price dropped to 
$44.97. Through the year 2002, the number of bidders per project generally ranged from four (4) 
to six (6), and the average unit price dropped even more to $26.44. In a few instances in 2002, 
there were fewer than four (4) bidders, and on one project, there were nine (9) bidders. 

During the interview process with US Infrastructure, Inc. (USI), the following four (4) mctors 
were identified by USI as having potentially contributed to higher unit prices in the early years of 
this program: 

• When the program began in 1995, the contractors in this region were not equipped or staffed 
to perform the large volume of sewer rehabilitation work. Contractors began preparation for 
this program by making initial capital investments in equipment, licensing and royalty fees, 
personnel, and training. According to USI, the investments made by these contractor's have 
now been recovered. USI's opinion is that the reduction in unit prices is partially due to this 
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investment being satisfied. As shown in Figure 5, this does not appear to have been the 
situation in Nashville. Nashville's pricing innnediately dropped to and remained much lower 
that the Jefferson County rates. Our review of the Nashville pricing revealed that several 
bidders for the Nashville CIPP work were also bidding CIPP work in Jefferson County. 

• The decreases in the unit prices over the years of the program are based, in part, on the 
County engineers' and the contractors' increased understanding of the requirements of the 
program. Through this understanding, the program team members became more efficient 
and cost-effective as they gained experience. 

• Many contractors and suppliers have established office facilities and constructed CIPP wet 
out facilities in Jefferson County. These investments have resulted in more easily obtainable 
materials and in reduced shipping and handling costs. 

• As the program evolved, the County began performing TV inspection in areas where no 
information on the condition of the sewer system was available. Work from the TV 
inspections was added to the SSES work scope, which resulted in increases in work scopes 
(quantities) making the projects more attractive and, therefore, increasing competition. In 
summary, as bid quantities increased, unit prices decreased. Table 2 shows that this is true in 
the later years but not between 1998 and 1999. The unit price decrease also coincides with 
the increase in the number of bidders. 

Figure 2 is actual Jefferson County unit price data that has been sorted by date bid to indicate the 
period of installation for the linear footage of individual CIPP projects. 
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Jefferson County 8-inch C.I.P.P. Bids (Quantity vs. Date) 
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Figure 2 

Although there was a steady increase in the linear feet of CIPP lining, this does not appear to 
have been a significant factor impacting the unit price except for the large projects awarded in 
2002. However, as previously reported, the unit prices in 2002 were between $25 and $30 per 
foot. 

As described earlier in this report, a number of factors can impact the unit price for a particular 
bid item. Smaller projects can often result in higher unit prices due to mobilization! 
demobilization and overhead costs. For the 8-inch CIPP, the Jefferson County bid tabulation 
data was used to see ifthere was a relationship between length of CIPP lining on the project and 
unit price for that project without regard to the year. This data is plotted and is provided in 
Figure 3. 
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Jefferson County a-Inch C.I.P.P. Bids ($lIfvs. Quantity) 
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Figure 3 

In Jefferson County, the shorter projects have more unit cost variability. It appears that the 
lowest unit price is in the range of $25 to $30 per foot. The highest unit price experienced by 
Jefferson County was $77per foot, which was on a short project (5,625 feet bid on June 26, 
1997). The lowest unit price experienced by Jefferson County for the period of record reviewed 
was $26.00 per foot on three (3) long projects (32,000 feet, 87,500 feet and 135,391 feet bid on 
April 16, 2002, June 4,2002 and May 14, 2002, respectively). 

Selected Programs for Comparison 

The Commission requested that this report make a comparison ofthe Jefferson County cost data 
with those of other wastewater utilities. The criteria used to select the comparison programs 
were as follows: 

• Size ofthe Program - Compare with a program of similar size to the Jefferson County 
Program 

• Location of the Utility - Compare with a program located in the southeast U.S. and, if 
possible, in a similar geological setting to Jefferson County 

• Similar Rehabilitation Approach - Compare with a program that used CIPP as part of its 
rehabilitation strategy 
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It was not possible for comparison programs to meet all the criteria set forth. For comparison 
purposes with Jefferson County, the following programs were selected for collection and 
summary of unit price data: 

• Nashville, Tennessee 

• New Orleans, Louisiana 

• Atlanta, Georgia 

All the comparison programs are located in the southeastern U.S. There are geological 
similarities between Jefferson County and Nashville and Atlanta. All of the comparison 
programs have large rehabilitation activities ongoing. All rehabilitation projects involving use of 
CIPP were similar in that they all utilize the existing pipe into which the CIPP was inserted to 
form the rehabilitated sewer. 

Nashville CIPP Unit Cost Data 

Of the city programs that provided requested CIPP cost information, Nashville was able to 
provide more data points than either New Orleans or Atlanta. Over the past few years, Nashville 
has awarded more individual projects with CIPP bid items (38 total) than New Orleans or 
Atlanta. During the same period oftime, Jefferson County has awarded more CIPP projects than 
any ofthe three (3) comparison programs. The number of bidders on Nashville projects ranged 
from two (2) to nine (9). As shown in Figure 4, Nashville experienced a similar unit cost 
reduction trend for 8-inch CIPP compared to that experienced by Jefferson County from 1997 to 
2002. 
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Figure 4 

I 

The highest unit price experienced by Nashville was $62.00 per foot compared with Jefferson 
County's $77.00 per foot. As with the highest Jefferson County unit price, the highest Nashville 
unit price was on a short project (1,660 feet ofliner that was bid on April 17, 1997). The lowest 
unit price experienced by Nashville for the period of record reviewed was $29.25 per foot 
compared with Jefferson County's $26.00 per foot. As with the lowest Jefferson County unit 
prices, the lowest Nashville unit price was on a relatively long project (28,500 feet ofliner that 
was bid on April 08, 2003). 

The comparison between Nashville and Jefferson County unit prices for CIPP is provided in 
Fignre 5. 
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I 
I 

From the latter part of 1997 to around the end of2000, Nashville's awarded unit prices were 
consistently $10 to $20 per foot below the Jefferson County unit prices. Figure 5 demonstrates 
that although Nashville's' starting unit price was in the same range as Jefferson County's', the 
Nashville unit prices dropped innnediately. This reduction took four years in Jefferson County. 
From 2001 through 2002, the unit prices generally converged. In fact, the observed unit prices 
for Jefferson County are lower than those for Nashville from around mid-2002 to the period of 
record. 

New Orleans CIPP Unit Cost Data 

New Orleans had fewer unit cost data points than either Nashville or Jefferson County. The 
number of New Orleans projects bid with CIPP components was eleven (11). The number of 
bidders on New Orleans projects ranged from two (2) to five (5). As shown in Figure 6, New 
Orleans experienced a similar unit cost reduction trend for 8-inch CIPP as Jefferson County 
experienced from 1998 to 2002. 
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Figure 6 

From the first part of 1998 to around the beginning of2001, New Orleans' awarded unit prices 
were consistently $15 to $20 per foot below the Jefferson County unit prices. Beginning in 2001 
through 2002, the unit prices generally converged. 

Atlanta CIPP Unit Cost Data 

During the 1990s, the City of Atlanta had not concentrated on the use of CIPP for its sewer 
rehabilitation program. In 1999, the City of Atlanta awarded an annual contract for 8-inch CIPP 
at the unit price of $31. 00 per foot. This same unit price was used in 2000, 2001, 2002 and the 
fITst part of2003. Around February 2003, the price was adjusted to $29.00 per foot. This 
compares to Jefferson County's average awarded unit prices of$49.77 per foot during 1999 and 
$26.00 during 2002. The 2003 CIP for the City of Atlanta indicates that it has budgeted $5 
million for CIPP work, which would represent approximately 170,000 feet ofCIPP for the year. 

CIPP Data for Other Southeastern U.S. Cities 

In addition to the data collected for the three (3) comparison cities, bid tabulation data was 
collected for other southeastern cities using information provided by the Trenchless Technology 
Institute and other sources. The southern region cities/utilities included in this comparison were: 
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• City of Baton Rouge 

• Pine Bluff Wastewater Utility 

• City of Knoxville 

• Nashville - Davidson City 

• City of Shreveport 

• City of Mobile 

The summary comparison of these cities/utilities is provided in Figure 7. 

a-inch C.I.P.P. Bid Comparision 
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Figure 7 

The CIPP unit prices for Jefferson County are above these comparison cities/utilities except from 
the end of 200 I through 2002. Regarding Figure 7 above, it can be seen that many of the 
localities did not start at the high unit rates that Jefferson County experienced, and were 
consistently much lower than Jefferson County until 200 1. This is consistent with the findings of 
the previous comparisons with Nashville and New Orleans. 
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Comparison ojCIPP Specifications 

The technical specifications for the installation ofCIPP for Jefferson County, Nashville, Atlanta, 
and New Orleans were reviewed and compared. The purpose ofthis review was to detennine if 
the requirements ofthe specifications varied, resulting potentially in a variation of unit prices. It 
was found that the CIPP bid specifications between Jefferson County, Nashville, Atlanta, and 
New Orleans were generally similar. 

Under the 1996 Jefferson County construction specifications for CIPP, the bid includes 
furnishing the pipe liner (which based upon bid tab must include prep, insertion and curing of 
liner, traffic control, sewage flow control and bypass pumping since not listed separately in bid 
tab), light and medium cleaning, television inspection before and after installation (only 
immediately after installation) and for all labor tools and incidentals necessary to complete liner 
work. Heavy cleaning, service lateral connection listed as separate bid items. In May of2003, 
Jefferson County modified their specifications to include the requirement that an addition 
television inspection be performed one a year later CIPP installation. 

The warrantee period for the CIPP for Jefferson County, Nashville, and New Orleans is five 
years; for Atlanta it is one year. In early 2003, the specification was revised to require the CIPP 
contractor to return after one year to TVI the lines again. This requirement was not in effect for 
the 1996-2000 period, which is being analyzed in this document. The cost for the additional TVI 
typically is $3.50 to $4.50 per linear foot. It includes some cleaning because the lines would 
have been in service one year. Even with this additional expense, the current Jefferson County 
CIPP unit prices are the same or below the comparison cities. 

Finding 10-1 

Our research indicates that Jefferson County paid $10 to $20 more per linear foot for the 8-inch 
CIPP lining product than other locations in the southeast U.S. during the 1996-2000 period. 
Based on approximately one million feet of pipe lining installed between 1996 and 2000, this 
represents between $10 and $20 million of additional cost. It appears that other locations did not 
experience as high a unit rate at the start of their CIPP programs. Currently Jefferson County is 
paying at or below the average for the surrounding communities 

Recommendations 10-1 

At the start of any future program, Jefferson County should aggressively expand the competition 
base by encouraging the participation of experienced contractors from other locations, 
particularly when new or emerging technologies are planned for use. 

Finding 10-2 

BE&K evaluated 46 unit prices of various categories of work in the rehabilitation construction 
contracts that made up 80 percent of the cost of these contracts. Forty-two unit prices deceased 
in cost as time passed and the number of contractors increased. These trends of the unit prices 
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being higher in 1996 - 2000 are very similar in nature to the CIPP unit prices that are noted 
above. It does not seem likely that the nature ofthe work, experience leve~ initial contractor 
investment, and all parties' better understanding of the requirements of these types of work 
would be likely reasons for the price of common construction work elements like asphalt paving, 
manhole installation, manhole replacement, ductile iron pipe installation, mainline point repair, 
and manhole height adjustment to decrease in price. What does appear consistent is that a fourth 
and fifth bidder were added in 2000 - 200 I and pricing decreased 

Recommendation 10-2 

Jefferson County should attempt to have at least five firms qualified to bid for construction 
contracts in the future. 
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Sewer Rate Comparisons 

Introduction 

This section ofthe report was prepared by the Public Affairs Research Council of Alabama 
(P ARCA) and provides comparative information on local taxes and sewer and water rates for 31 
U.S. jurisdictions including Jefferson County, Alabama. The objective of the analysis is to 
determine how Jefferson County compares in terms of the financial burden oflocal government 
on taxpayers and in terms of the size and burden of sewer and water charges on ratepayers. 
Taxes and fees are analyzed on a per-capita basis and as a percentage of median household 
mcome. 

Comparative data on fees and taxes are a significant factor in the determination of financial 
strategies for the Jefferson County Sewer System; therefore, the findings in this section form a 
part of the foundation for the discussions of strategic issues presented later in the report. 

Background 

Selection of Jurisdictions 

The jurisdictions in this comparative report were selected for analysis by BE&K Engineering 
staff because of various characteristics related to the financing of their sewer utilities. The 
jurisdictions vary by median household income level and local tax burden, as well as sewer and 
water rates. They are spread across the U.S. geographically and are identified below by 
metropolitan areas. Some of the jurisdictions are, like Jefferson County, operating under robust 
state and/or federal Consent Decrees, which may affect their finances; these are shown in bold 
italics here and in every table in this section ofthe report. 

Metro Area 
Southeast (20): 

Asheville 
Atlanta 
Baton Rouge 
Birmingham 
Charleston 
Charlotte 
Chattanooga 
Greenville 
Huntsville 
Knoxville 
Jackson 
Little Rock 

Final Report 

Jurisdictions in the Comparison 

City of Asheville 
City of Atlanta, Cobb County, DeKalb County, Fulton County 
City of Baton Rouge 
Jefferson County 
City of Charleston 
City of Charlotte 
City of Chattanooga 
City of Greenville 
City of Huntsville 
City of Knoxville 
City ofJackson 
City of Little Rock 
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Memphis 
Miami 
Mobile 
Nashville 
New Orleans 

Mid-Atlantic (3): 
Baltimore 
Rkhmond 

Midwest (2): 
Cincinnati 
Louisville 

Southwest (2): 
Albuquerque 
Houston 

West (4): 
Denver 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
Seattle 

City of Memphis 
Miami-Dade County 
City of Mobile 
Nashville-Davidson County 
City of New Orleans 

City of Baltimore 
City of Richmond, Hemico County 

City of Cincinnati 
City of Louisville 

City of Albuquerque 
City of Houston 

City-County of Denver 
City of San Diego 
City of San Francisco 
City of Seattle 

Annual Sewer Rates for Selected Cities in the U.S. 
April 2003 

(Based on 12,000 cubic feet per year) 

Cities with rates higher U,an Jefferson County are noled iJl red 
~~errerson County includes a 15% credll fOr r.Bsidenlial use. 
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Estimates of Current Median Household Income 

Median household income is a commonly accepted measure of the ability to pay the fees and 
taxes required to support sewer fucilities. Dividing the amounts of taxes and fees by median 
household income produces a measure of the average burden of those levies on the population. 

Published estimates of2002 median household income for each city and county in the 
U.S. were obtained from Claritas, Inc. These figures were projected to 2003 using the inflation 
estimates of two agencies of the federal government (the Office of Management and Budget and 
the Congressional Budget Office). The resulting 2003 median household income estimates of 
jurisdictions in the study range from a high of$71,923 (Cobb County, Georgia) to a low of 
$31,869 (Knoxville, Tennessee), as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
2003 Median Household Income 

Median Percent of Percent of 
Household Jefferson Median 

Income County Jurisdiction 
Cobb Co., GA $ 71,923 164% 164% 
San Francisco, CA 64,750 148% 148% 
Seattle, WA 62,681 143% 143% 
DeKalb Co., GA 61,011 139% 139% 
Charlotte, NC 60,016 137% 137% 
Henrico Co., VA 57,598 131% 131% 
Fulton Co., GA 57,178 130% 130% 
San Diego, CA 55,062 126% 126% 
Denver, CO 54,130 123% 123% 
Nashville, TN 50,534 115% 115% 
Huntsville, AL 49,766 113% 113% 
Little Rock, AR 48,412 110% 110% 
Albuquerque, NM 47,850 109% 109% 
Houston, TX 47,773 109% 109% 
Charleston, SC 46,766 107% 107% 
Jefferson County 43,871 100% 100% 
Greenville, SC 41,892 95% 95% 
Jackson, MS 40,551 92% 92% 
Memphis, TN 40,149 92% 92% 
Atlanta, GA 40,064 91% 91% 
Miami, FL 39,604 90% 90% 
Chattanooga, TN 38,480 88% 88% 
V>-sheville, NC 38,474 88% 88% 
Baltimore, MD 37,092 85% 85% 
Cincinnati, OH 36,094 82% 82% 
Mobile, AL 35,565 81% 81% 
Louisville, KY 35,134 80% 80% 
Baton Rouge, LA 34,394 78% 78% 
New Orleans, LA 33,479 76% 76% 
Richmond, VA 33,340 76% 76% 
Knoxville, TN 31,869 73% 73% 

Source: Claritas 2002 estimates, inflated to 2003 using estimates of 
Office of Management & Budget and Congressional Budget Office. 
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Jefferson County ranks as the median (or middle) jurisdiction among the 31 comparison 
jurisdictions. Fourteen other jurisdictions in the comparison are within plus or minus fifteen 
percentage points of Jefferson County. Nine of the jurisdictions in the comparison have median 
incomes over $54,000 and are substantially higher than Jefferson County, while another eight 
have median incomes below $38,000 and are substantially lower than Jefferson County. 

Estimates of Local Taxes 

Local taxes are one of the major resources available for financing the capital and operating 
requirements of sewer systems. The taxes of interest are the total amount of local taxes paid -
including city, county, school, and other special-district levies - rather than simply the taxes 
levied by the jurisdiction administering the sewer utility. The reason for this is obvious: the 
taxpayer contributes to all of these types of jurisdictions for the various local government 
services, and the division of functions is different in each community. Only the bottom-line total 
of tax payments to all local jurisdictions captures in "apples-to-apples" fashion the burden on the 
taxpayer for local services such as the sewer system. Needless to say, data on total local taxes 
are laborious to calculate and hard to obtain. 

The U.S. Census Bureau collects such data every fifth year in its Census of Governments, and 
the most recent data available are from the 1997 Census of Governments, which contains data on 
FY 1996 local taxes and on total personal income within each of the communities measured. 
The data are presented in terms of (1 ) an amount per capita (i.e., the amount per community 
resident), and (2) an amount expressed as a percent of to tal personal income in the community. 
This analysis looks at the property tax burden as well as the burden of all local taxes added 
together, because the property tax is the mainstay oflocal government finance in most 
communities. 

Table 2 shows 1996 local property taxes in the 31 jurisdictions compared. The first and second 
columns ofnumbers show property tax collections in relation to population and personal income, 
while the third and fourth columns compare the per-capita figures to Jefferson County and the 
median jurisdiction in the comparison group. Local property tax payments in the jurisdictions 
varied widely, from 1.10 percent to 3.95 percent of personal income (a ratio oD.5 to 1 from top 
to bottom), and from $209 to $1,395 per capita (a ratio of almost 7 to 1). 

Jefferson County's property tax level was very low in comparison to most of the jurisdictions 
compared; it ranked 27th in per-capita terms and 26th in relation to personal income. The 
median locality had property taxes totaling about $694 per capita and 2.38 percent of personal 
income - 66 percent higher than Jefferson County in per-capita terms and 44 percent higher in 
relation to income. It is worth re-emphasizing that these are total local property taxes, not just 
taxes levied by the jurisdiction administering the sewer system. In Jefferson County's case, they 
represent a weighted average of the taxes levied by the County, ten school systems, and 31 
municipalities. 

Eight jurisdictions in the table have property tax collections that exceed 3 percent of total 
personal income. Fifteen jurisdictions collect from 2 percent to 3 percent of personal income. 
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The final eight jurisdictions - including all three in Alabama - collect less than 2 percent of 
personal income in property taxes. Jefferson County is well down within this low-tax group. 

The final column of Table 2 is a reference column that relates the median household income 
level of each jurisdiction to that of the median jurisdiction. 

Table 2 
1 6L 99 ocal Property Taxes 

1996 Local Property Taxes Jurisdiction 
Local As a Percent of: 35 a Percent of 

Property Jefferson Median Median Jurisdiction 
Taxes Personal County's Jurisdiction's on Median 

Per Capita Income Property Tax Property Tax Household Income 

Atlanta, GA $ 1,395 3.79% 333% 201% 91% 
Fulton Co., GA 1,395 3.79% 333% 201% 130% 
Houston, TX 1,048 3.76% 250% 151% 109% 
Cincinnati, OH 967 3.35% 231% 139% 82% 
Richmond, VA 934 3.41% 194% 135% 76% 
San Francisco, CA 923 2.36% 220% 133% 148% 
Miami, FL 892 3.95% 213% 129% 90% 
Charlotte, NC 847 2.71% 202% 122% 137% 
DeKalb Co., GA 820 2.85% 196% 118% 139% 
Seattle, WA 811 2.38% 194% 117% 143% 
Henrico Co., VA 795 2.70% 190% 115% 131% 
Charleston, SC 766 3.16% 183% 110% 107% 
Denver, CO 754 2.30% 180% 109% 123% 
Cobb Co., GA 747 2.50% 178% 108% 164% 
Baltimore, MD 700 2.25% 167% 101% 85% 
Jackson, MS 694 3.08% 166% 100% 92% 
Nashville, TN 681 2.29% 163% 98% 115% 
Chattanoog a, TN 637 2.47% 152% 92% 88% 
Greenville, SC 637 2.58% 152% 92% 95% 
San Diego, CA 558 2.23% 133% 80% 126% 
Asheville, NC 557 2.38% 133% 80% 88% 
Memphis, TN 551 2.10% 132% 79% 92% 
Knoxville, TN 538 2.21% 128% 77% 73% 
Little Rock, AR 475 1.83% 113% 68% 110% 
New Orleans, LA 434 1.84% 104% 63% 76% 
Louisville, KY 431 1.61% 103% 62% 80% 
Jefferson County 419 1.65% 100% 60% 100% 
Albuquerque, NM 394 1.63% 94% 57% 109% 
Baton Rouge, LA 317 1.34% 76% 46% 78% 
Huntsville, AL 263 1.10% 63% 38% 113% 
Mobile, AL 209 1.11% 50% 30% 81% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; PARCA calculations. 

Table 3 shows the same type of comparison for total local taxes in 1996 for the 31 jurisdictions. 
The variation on total taxes is smaller than on property taxes alone (about 2-to-1 in relation to 
personal income, versus 3.S-to-1 in Table 2), because this comprehensive measure includes the 
alternative levies that some communities favor over property taxes. Jefferson County is an 

Final Report 11-5 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-26    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part77    Page 7 of 16



c 

C/ 

Sewer Rate Comparisons 

example of a community that favors alternative taxes, relying in large part on an occupational 
license tax that is much like a local income tax; others are Mobile, New Orleans, and Baton 
Rouge, which have very high sales taxes. Jefferson County ranked 13th in total local taxes per 
capita and 12th in total local taxes as a percent of personal income, a few places above the 
median in both cases. The fourth column of numbers shows that Jefferson County's total tax 
burden is 103 percent of the median jurisdiction, while its household income is 100 percent of 
the median (fifth column) and its property tax (sixth column) is only 60 percent of the median. 

Table 3 

Total 
Local 
Taxes Personal County's Property 

Per Income Total Taxes Tax 

GA $ 2,140 5.81% 194% 200% 91% 201% 
Fulton Co., GA 2,140 5.81% 194% 200% 130% 201% 

.CO 1.903 5.80% 172% 177% 123% 109% 
CA 1.766 4.51% 160% 165% 148% 133% 

1,495 5.18% 136% 139% 82% 139% 
1,410 4.14% 128% 132% 143% 117% 
1,409 5.14% 128% 131% 76% 135% 
1,330 4.76% 120% 124% 109% 151% 
1,296 4.36% 117% 121% 115% 98% 
1.182 5.23% 107% 110% 129% 
1.153 

4.55% 
3.32% 94% 96% 85% 
3.45% 94% 96% 164% 
4.15% 92% 94% 73% 77% 

Rouge, LA 4.20% 90% 92% 78% 46% 
Memphis, TN 927 3.54% 84% 86% 92% 79% 
Louisville, KY 905 3.38% 82% 84% 80% 62% 
Chattanooga, TN 894 3.47% 81% 83% 88% 92% 
Little Rock, AR 817 3.15% 74% 76% 110% 68% 
San Diego, CA 785 3.14% 71% 73% 126% 80% 

II NC 751 3.21% 68% 70% 88% 80% 
740 3.29% 67% 69% 92% 100% 

SC 726 2.94% 66% 68% 95% 92% 
Mobile, AL 704 3.72% 64% 66% 81% 30% 
Huntsville. AL 677 2.84% 61% 63% 113% 38% 

NM 656 2.71% 59% 61% 109% 57% 

Residential Sewer Impact Fees 

Information on residential sewer impact fees was obtained directly from the jurisdictions in the 
study, through telephone contact confirmed with written documentation. Among the 31 
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jurisdictions included in the comparison, 26 levy some sort of residential sewer impact fee and 
five do not. Table 4 shows the amount and nature of the fees and the basis for calculation. 
Analysis of the table shows that the fees are basically oftwo types: 

• "Tap" or connection fees, which are commonly based on the cost involved in adding a 
connection, the size of the meter or tap, or some other measure of this type. Such fees 
attempt to offset a part of the administrative cost of adding new customers to the system. 
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How 
Locality Amount 

Table 4 
I Sewer Impact Fees Are 

Natu," ofth. Fe. 

IAlbluq",,,qu,,, NM $ 1,200 IUtIIIl,"", Expan.,'onCharge 

,110 , NC 

Allanta, GA 
',MD 

Baton Rouge, LA 
,SC 

,NC 

TN 

lelm,'nn"II,OH 

,GA 

~~g I Depletion I 
275, , Fee 
- [None) 

2,150 Sewer Impact Fee 

',~~g I 

1,640 I ,Fee 

690 Fee 
903 Laleral, I 'fee. 

2,500 I Fee 

1,100 

1,700 rSysIem I 

I I in the " Basis for 
~~sed on the calculated capacity for major 
i elements which have been canstructed, or are 
planned to be constructed as part of an approved 10 year plan. 
When new customers are chamed installations that have greater 
use I , charoed a hlaher rate. 

IBased upon the' 
. I 

I~::,~ I~n:~~t book value and capacity or uea,ment plants and 

, cost of, I ,to the laleral. 

IBased on qallons per, "ysIem. 

IDenver, CO 410~~~~~~IF~ee ______ ~I~Base~dt~,on,~,qall~OnSl,p~el'~~~~~I~~~,~s~e~m. 

Henrico Co" VA 

1,375 ITaD Fee 
l,Bl0 

,000 

1.732 ILocal Facilities Fee 

2.960 

=~' TXi=plm,~~~~ r Impact Fee 

Jackson, MS ~!~ Tap Fee 

IJerte;So;,;co.;;;: counfYrt-----' 1~' Impact Fee 

,AR 

~II' KY 

I, .. 

Miami, FL 

~~~LA 
I ,VA 

- INane) 

1,121 

5,500 

1,150 I 

240 IDevelopm'>nt Fee 

1,960 
500 
-

, Fee 
, Fee 

:"aclfY Fee 
<on. 

~I~:~~'i I D1e9~0'~" CA~b2d2 •• """,~~paClty' 

Source: PARCA research. 

, aalions Del' "vstem. 

IBased on 

Ipald wh.en the costs oflv~: ,~CII,'o' have
ct 
no dill b('N,n :t i::,::::: : .. ~_ 

~ t" "1 "\:I canne e. o~ 1J1l,;1UUI::U 111 

Ichart) 

{Tale fo" I 

, of water meier. 

, Ihe , f fixtures. 

I dwellln9 unll. 

I 
I I ,of, 

IAdjusted.~n~~a!'y J ,with the GDPhnplicll Pnee 
~"'"~~'..}.U' vli:U; .& ~~~-II as published by 

Ithe L , Deol. e,ch orecedlna Julv. 
IFora slngl II dwelling, 

, projecled use, 
, projected use. 

• Sewer capacity fees, which are commonly based on some measure of the treatment capacity 
or dollar value of the facilities impacted by the new customer, or some measure of the usage 
volume added by the customer, Such fees attempt to offset part of the capital cost involved 
in adding new customers to the system. 
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Table 5 presents an analysis of the total amount of residential impact fees in each jurisdiction, 
adding the two types of fees together where both are present and commonly levied against new 
customers. Jefferson County ranks 18th among the 26 jurisdictions in the study that have impact 
fees. Seven ofthe comparison jurisdictions have residential sewer impact fees that are more than 
twice as high as Jefferson County, and thirteen have impact fees that are more than 50 percent 
higher. The medians among jurisdictions with residential sewer impact fees in the comparison 
group are about $1,800 and 3.4 percent of income. Jefferson County's residential sewer impact 
fees would have to increase by 56 percent to reach the median of the comparison group that 
levies such fees. On the other hand, when the no-fee jurisdictions are considered, Jefferson 
County's residential sewer impact fees are 83 percent ofthe median and only $240 shy of 
Memphis, the median jurisdiction among a1l31. The last three columns in Table 5 show how 
each jurisdiction relates to the median in terms of income, property taxes, and total local taxes. 

I LOLIISVllle, KY 

Co.,GA 
Denver. CO 
DeKalb Co., GA 

IAslhevmle. NC 
MennDhiis. TN 

,AR 
CA 

VA 
LA 

TN 
MD 

Final Report 

$ 

2003 

Sewer 
Impact Household 

6.621 18.8% 
3,168 5.1% 
2,960 5.1% 
2,800 3.9% 
2,500 4.5% 
2,500 6.9% 
2,330 3.9% 
2,150 6.3% 
2,020 4.3% 
2,000 4.8% 
1,960 4.9% 
1,810 3.2% 
1,785 3.3% 
1,500 2.5% 
1,400 3.6% 
1,390 3.5% 

275 
100 

Table 5 
Sewer 

I 

576% 476% 80% 62% 84% 
275% 228% 143% 117% 132% 
257% 213% 131% 115% 107% 
243% 201% 164% 108% 96% 
217% 180% 126% 80% 73% 
217% 180% 82% 139% 139% 
203% 168% 137% 122% 108% 
187% 155% 78% 46% 92% 
176% 145% 107% 110% 100% 
174% 144% 95% 92% 68% 
170% 141% 90% 129% 110% 
157% 130% 130% 201% 200% 
155% 128% 123% 109% 177% 
130% 108% 139% 118% 100% 
122% 101% 88% 80% 70% 
121% 100% 92% 79% 86% 

151% 
88% 92% 
81% 30% 
92% 100% 
115% 98% 
88% 201% 200% 

9% 7% 110% 68% 76% 
148% 133% 165% 
76% 135% 131% 
76% 63% 100% 
73% 77% 94% 
85% 101% 96% 
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Residential Sewer Use Fees 

Information on residential sewer use fees was obtained directly from the jurisdictions in the 
study, through telephone contact confirmed with written documentation. Table 6 shows how 
residential sewer use fees are calculated in the jurisdictions compared in this report. The 
calculations are based on a standard monthly usage factor ofl,OOO cubic feet for residential 
customers, which is consistent with the middle category in comparisons done by Raftellis 
Financial Consulting. The monthly fee for 1,000 cubic feet is shown in the first colurrm. In 
calculating this amount, 14 of the 31 jurisdictions use both flat-fee and variable components, 
while the other 17 use only variable factors. Twenty jurisdictions measure usage by the total 
amount metered; the other II use either a percentage of total metered use or a winter average, or 
both, to account for yard watering, car washing, and other uses that do not affect the sewer 
system. 

Jurisdiction 

Albuquerque, NM 
Asheville, NC 
Atlanta, GA 
Baltimore, MD 

Baton Rouge, LA 
Charleston, SC 
Charlotte, NC 
Chattanooga, TN 

Cincinnati, OH 
Cobb Co., GA 
DeKalb Co., GA 
Denver, CO 

Fulton Co., GA 
Greenville, SC 
Henrico Co., VA 
Houston, TX 

Huntsville, AL 
Jackson, MS 
Jefferson County 
Knoxville, TN 

Little Rock, AR 
Louisville, KY 
MemphiS, TN 
Miami,FL 

Mobile, AL 
Nashville, TN 
New Orleans, LA 
Richmond, VA 

San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
Seattle, WA 

Table 6 
How Residential Sewer Use Fees Are 

Calculated in the Jurisdictions Compared 

Monthly Fixed Metered Amount Minim~~MaXjmUm 
Amount Fee Totall % IWinte Charge Charge 

$18.27 X X 
33.81 X X 
44.50 X 
20.74 X X 

25.20 X X 
42.32 90% X X 
22.75 X X X 
24.77 90% 

31.30 X X 
39.08 X 125% X 
20.72 X X 
14.58 X X 

41.52 X X 
32.25 X X 
27.15 X X 
22.96 X X 

18.03 85% 
19.70 X 
41.65 85% 
30.86 X X 

23.64 X X 
20.30 X 85% 

4.39 X 
19.69 X X 

28.95 X X 
39.74 X X 
21.82 X 85% 
34.46 X X 

43.26 X X X 
35.48 90% 
55.30 X X 

Source: PARCA research; monthly amounts based on 1,000 cf of water metered. 
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An analysis of the annualized monthly fee for 1,000 cubic feet of water usage is shown in Table 
7. The annualized fee ranges from $53 to $664 in the jurisdictions compared, with medians of 
$326 and 0.77 percent of median household income. Jefferson County ranks 5th on the absolute 
size ofthe standard residential sewer use fee and 4th in terms of the residential sewer use fee as a 
percent of median household income; its residential sewer use fee is 53 percent above the median 
level of the jurisdictions compared. Three ofthe four jurisdictions above Jefferson County on 
the sewer use fee are also higher than Jefferson County in terms of the sewer impact fee (Seattle, 
San Diego, and Charleston). Atlanta, like Jefferson County, is high on the sewer use fee but low 
on the sewer impact fee. 

Table 7 

$ 

477 0.94% 146% 121% 
469 0.65% 144% 96% 
426 0.66% 131% 165% 
414 1.24% 127% 131% 

il 406 1.05% 125% 80% 70% 101% 
I SC 388 0.93% 119% 95% 92% 68% 144% 

OH 376 1.04% 115% 82% 139% 139% 180% 
TN 370 1.16% 114% 73% 77% 94% 

347 0.98% 69% 107% 81% 30% 66% 63% 
326 0.57% 65% 100% 131% 115% 107% 213% 
302 0.88% 61% 93% 78% 46% 92% 155% 
297 0.77% 59% 91% 88% 92% 83% 65% 
284 0.59% 57% 87% 110% 68% 76% 7% 
276 0.58% 55% 85% 109% 151% 124% 68% 
273 0.45% 55% 84% 137% 122% 108% 168% 
262 0.78% 52% 80% 76% 63% 100% 
249 0.67% 50% 76% 85% 118% 100% 108% 
244 0.41% 49% 75% 139% 62% 84% 476% 
236 0.69% 47% 73% 80% 100% 69% 46% 
236 0.58% 47% 73% 92% 129% 110% 141% 
228 0.60% 46% 70% 90% 101% 96% 

NM 219 0.46% 44% 67% 109% 57% 61% 86% 
216 0.43% 43% 66% 113% . 38% 63% 72% 
175 0.32% 35% 54% 123% 109% 177% 128% 

Source: PARCA research; standard residential sewer use fee based on 1,000 cubic feet of water metered per month. 

Residential Water Use Fees 

Information on residential water use fees was obtained directly from the jurisdictions in the 
study, through telephone contact confirmed with written documentation. The analysis of water 
use fees assumes a standard 1,000 cubic feet of water metered per month, the same figure used 
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for sewer fee analysis. The results of these calculations for the 31 jurisdictions are shown in 
Table 8. The jurisdictions vary from $108 to $456 in annual fees, with a median of$233 
(Greenville). These fees range from 0.25 percent to 1.19 percent of median household income, 
with a median of 0.51 percent (Houston). Jefferson County, represented by Birmingham Water 
Works Board fees, is close to the median on both counts. 

Table 8 

.$ 456 1.19% 181% 196% 88% 80% 70% 101% 125% 
417 0.76% 165% 179% 126% 80% 73% 180% 159% 
372 0.65% 148% 160% 130% 201% 200% 130% 153% 
370 1.16% 147% 159% 73% 77% 94% 114% 
357 0.57% 142% 153% 143% 117% 132% 228% 204% 
317 0.49% 126% 136% 148% 133% 165% 131% 
310 0.93% 123% 133% 76% 135% 131% 127% 
282 0.73% 112% 121% 88% 92% 83% 65% 91% 
266 0.76% 106% 115% 80% 62% 84% 476% 75% 
265 0.46% 105% 114% 131% 115% 107% 213% 100% 

252 164% 201% 144% 
249 0.74% 99% 107% 76% 63% 100% 80% 
246 0.51% 97% 106% 109% 151% 124% 68% 85% 
233 0.56% 92% 100% 95% 92% 68% 144% 119% 
230 0.64% 91% 99% 82% 139% 139% 180% 115% 
225 0.45% 89% 97% 115% 98% 121% 36% 146% 
219 0.46% 87% 94% 109% 57% 61% 86% 67% 
212 0.62% 84% 91% 78% 46% 92% 155% 93% 
210 0.52% 83% 90% 91% 201% 200% 20% 164% 
195 0.32% 77% 84% 139% 118% 100% 108% 76% 
190 0.41% 75% 82% 107% 110% 100% 145% 156% 
190 0.35% 75% 81% 123% 109% 177% 128% 54% 

Baltimore, MD 170 0.46% 67% 73% 85% 101% 96% 70% 
Mobile,AL 163 0.46% 65% 70% 81% 30% 66% 63% 107% 

.Ne 149 0.25% 59% 64% 137% 122% 108% 168% 84% 
Little Rock, AR 137 0.28% 54% 59% 110% 68% 76% 7% 87% 
Huntsville, AL 134 0.27% 53% 58% 113% 38% 63% 72% 66% 
Miami, FL 126 0.32% 50% 54% 90% 129% 110% 141% 73% 

Source: PARCA research; standard residential water use fee based on 1,000 cubic feet of water metered per month. 

Comparison of Residential Sewer and Water Use Fees and 
Local TaXes to Median Household Income 

The burden of local taxes and fees on residents is commonly measured by comparing such levies 
to the median household income. Comparison of the tax and fee data in Tables 2, 3, 7, and 8 
with the median household income data in Table 1 reveals the following: 

The burden created by annual residential sewer and water usage fees is shown in Table 9. The 
jurisdictions are ranked in the table according to the ratio of these fees and median household 
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income for the jurisdiction, which is shown in the second column of numbers. The extremes 
among the 31 jurisdictions are represented by the top three (Knoxville, Asheville, and 
Richmond), which have fees that exceed 2 percent of median household income; and the bottom 
five (Dekalb County, Huntsville, Charlotte, Denver, and Memphis), which have fees that amount 
to less than 0.75 percent of median household income. In Jefferson County, sewer and water use 
fees amount to 1.71 percent of median household income, which is 115 percent ofthe median 
jurisdiction's burden. 

Table 9 
2003 Sewer and Water Use Fee Burden 

2003 Sewer & Water Sewer and Water Use Fee 
Standard Use Fees as a Burden as a Percent of: 
Sewer & % of Median Jefferson Median 

Water Household County's Jurisdiction's 
Use Fees Income (Burden) Burden Burden 

Knoxville, TN $ 741 2.32% 136% 156% 
Asheville, NC 862 2.24% 131% 150% 
Richmond, VA 723 2.17% 127% 145% 
Atlanta, GA 744 1.86% 108% 124% 
Jefferson County 752 1.71% 100% 115% 
San Diego, CA 936 1.70% 99% 114% 
Cincinnati, OH 605 1.68% 98% 112% 
Seattle, WA 1,021 1.63% 95% 109% 
New Orleans, LA 511 1.53% 89% 102% 
Fulton Co., GA 870 1.52% 89% 102% 
Chattanooga, TN 579 1.50% 88% 101% 
Baton Rouge, LA 514 1.49% 87% 100% 
Charleston, SC 698 1.49% 87% 100% 
Greenville, SC 621 1.48% 86% 99% 
Louisville, KY 510 1.45% 85% 97% 
Mobile, AL 511 1.44% 84% 96% 
Nashville, TN 702 1.39% 81% 93% 
Jackson, MS 500 1.23% 72% 82% 
San Francisco, CA 743 1.15% 67% 77% 
Baltimore, MD 419 1.13% 66% 76% 
Houston, TX 521 1.09% 64% 73% 
Henrico Co., VA 590 1.03% 60% 69% 
Cobb Co., GA 720 1.00% 58% 67% 
Albuquerque, NM 438 0.91% 53% 61% 
Miami, FL 362 0.91% 53% 61% 
Little Rock, AR 420 0.87% 51% 58% 
DeKalb Co., GA 444 0.73% 42% 49% 
Huntsville, AL 351 0.70% 41% 47% 
Charlotte, NC 422 0.70% 41% 47% 
Denver, CO 365 0.67% 39% 45% 
Memphis, TN 161 0.40% 23% 27% 

Source: Tables 7 and 8; PARCA calculations. 
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The burden created by property taxes plus sewer and water use fees is shown in Table 10. 
Adding property taxes to the analysis compresses the variation from top-to-bottom because the 
normal options are to favor either property taxes or fees in financing local infrastructure, and 
including both has an averaging effect. Thus, the range from the top to the bottom jurisdiction 
(seen in the second column of numbers) drops from almost 6-to-1 in Table 9, to about 3-to-1 in 
Table 10. Jefferson County ranks much lower in Table 10 because of its very low property 
taxes. 

Atlanta, GA 
Richmond, VA 
Fulton Co., GA 
Cincinnati,OH 
Miami, FL 
Houston, TX 
Charleston, SC 
Asheville, NC 
Knoxville, TN 
Jackson, MS 
Greenville, SC 
Seattle, WA 
Chattanooga, TN 
San Diego, CA 
Henrico Co., VA 
Nashville, TN 
DeKalb Co., GA 
San Francisco, CA 
Cobb Co., Ga 
Charlotte, NC 
Baltimore, MD 
New Orleans, LA 
Jefferson County 
Louisville, KY 
Denver, CO 
Baton Rouge, LA 
Little Rock, AR 
Albuquerque, NM 
Mobile, AL 
Memphis, TN 
Huntsville AL 

Table 10 
Burden of Property Tax and Residential Sewer 

and Water Use Levies 
Est. 2003 Property, Sewer, Property Tax, Sewer & Water Use 
Property Water Levy Total Levy Burden as a Percent of: 

Tax, Sewer as % of Median Jefferson Median 
& Water Use Household County's Jurisdiction's 
Levy Total Income (Burden) Burden Burden 

2,261 5.64% 168% 153% 
1,859 5.58% 166% 152% 
3,036 5.31% 158% 144% 
1,815 5.03% 149% 137% 
1,925 4.86% 145% 132% 
2,315 4.85% 144% 132% 
2,177 4.65% 138% 127% 
1,778 4.62% 137% 126% 
1,445 4.53% 135% 123% 
1,750 4.31% 128% 117% 
1,700 4.06% 121% 110% 
2,514 4.01% 119% 109% 
1,531 3.98% 118% 108% 
2,164 3.93% 117% 107% 
2,145 3.72% 111% 101% 
1,860 3.68% 109% 100% 
2,183 3.58% 106% 97% 
2,270 3.51% 104% 95% 
2,517 3.50% 104% 95% 
2,048 3.41% 101% 93% 
1,252 3.38% 100% 92% 
1,127 3.37% 100% 92% 
1476 3.36% 100% 91% 
1,075 3.06% 91% 83% 
1,609 2.97% 88% 81% 

976 2.84% 84% 77% 
1,305 2.69% 80% 73% 
1,217 2.54% 76% 69% 

904 2.54% 76% 69% 
1,005 2.50% 74% 68% 

899 1.81% 54% 49% 

Source: PARCA research and calculations. 
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To make this kind of comparison possible, it is necessary to assume that the 1996 Census Bureau 
measurement ofthe local tax burden remains accurate in 2003, in terms ofthe relationship 
between total personal income and total tax collections, and that this percentage can be added to 
the burden of sewer and water use fees as a percent of median household income. While the 
resulting measurement is an approximation based on estimates, it is the best indicator of the 
overall tax and fee burden that can be obtained with the information available. 

The burden created by total local taxes plus sewer and water usage fees is shown in Table 11. 
This relationship is measured in the same way as just discussed for property taxes plus sewer and 
water usage fees. The variation in tax and fee burdens is further compressed by this measure to 
about 2-to-l from the highest to the lowest jurisdiction. Jefferson County rises in the distribution 
because it has taken advantage of a payroll tax option, as do New Orleans and Baton Rouge, 
which have utilized sales taxes in fmancing services. This measure is the most comprehensive 
indicator of the tax and fee burden borne by residents. The data show that Jefferson County 
stands at 111 percent of the median jurisdiction and ranks 9th among the 31 jurisdictions 
measured, with a tax and fee burden that amounts to 6.06 percent of median household income. 
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Atlanta, GA 
Fulton Co., GA 
Richmond, VA 
Cincinnati, OH 
Knoxville, TN 
Denver, CO 
Miami, FL 
New Orleans, LA 
Jefferson County 
Charleston,SC 
Houston, TX 
Seattle, WA 
Nashville, TN 
Baton Rouge, LA 
San Francisco, CA 
Asheville, NC 
Mobile,AL 
Chattanooga, TN 
Henrico Co., VA 
San Diego, CA 
Louisville, KY 
Jackson, MS 
Cobb Co., GA 
DeKalb Co., GA 
Baltimore, MD 
Greenville, SC 
Charlotte, NC 
Little Rock, AR 
Memphis, TN 
Albuquerque, NM 
Huntsville, AL 

Table 11 
Burden of Total Local Tax and Residential 

Sewer and Water Use Levies 
Est. 2003 Total Tax, Sewer, Total Tax, Sewer & Water Levy 

Total Local Water Levy Total Burden as a Percent of: 
Tax, Sewer as % of Median Jefferson Median 

& Water Use Household County's Jurisdiction's 
Levy Total Income (Burden) Burden Burden 

$ 3,071 7.66% 126% 141% 
4,191 7.33% 121% 134% 
2,437 7.31% 121% 134% 
2,476 6.86% 113% 126% 
2,064 6.48% 107% 119% 
3,505 6.48% 107% 119% 
2,434 6.14% 101% 113% 
2,034 6.07% 100% 111% 
2,660 6.06% 100% 111% 
2,775 5.93% 98% 109% 
2,797 5.85% 97% 107% 
3,617 5.77% 95% 106% 
2,906 5.75% 95% 105% 
1,957 5.69% 94% 104% 
3,664 5.66% 93% 104% 
2,098 5.45% 90% 100% 
1,834 5.16% 85% 95% 
1,915 4.98% 82% 91% 
2,834 4.92% 81% 90% 
2,664 4.84% 80% 89% 
1,696 4.83% 80% 89% 
1,833 4.52% 75% 83% 
3,204 4.45% 73% 82% 
2,716 4.45% 73% 82% 
1,649 4.45% 73% 82% 
1,852 4.42% 73% 81% 
2,633 4.39% 72% 80% 
1,943 4.01% 66% 74% 
1,581 3.94% 65% 72% 
1,734 3.62% 60% 66% 
1,764 3.54% 58% 65% 

Source: PARCA research and calculations. 

Commercial Sewer Use Fees 

Information on commercial sewer use fees was obtained directly from the jurisdictions in the 
study, through telephone contact confrrmed with written documentation. Table 12 shows how 
commercial sewer use fees are calculated in the jurisdictions compared in this report. The 
monthly fees for two commercial accounts are shown in the table, along with the fee 
methodology. As in the residential analysis, the comparisons are based on standard assumptions. 
The commercial comparisons assume two situations, one with small usage and the other with 
large usage: (1) an establishment with a 5/8-inch meter and monthly usage of3,000 cubic feet of 
water, and (2) an establishment with a 2-inch meter and monthly usage of 50,000 cubic feet of 
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water. These parameters are the same as those used by Raftellis Financial Consulting in its 
published comparisons of commercial wastewater rates. 

Table 12 

How Commercial Sewer Use Fees Are Calculated in the Jurisdictions Compared 

Monthly Amount Basis of Calculation 
5/8" Meter 2" Meter Fixed Metered Amount Minimum I Maximum Other 

Jurisdiction 3,000 cf 50,000 cf Fee Total % Winter Charge Charge Charge 

Albuquerque, NM $ 37.81 $ 458.24 X X 
Asheville, NC 92.41 1,512.50 X X 
Atlanta, GA 133.50 2,225.00 X 
Baltimore, MD 62.22 1,037.00 X X 

Baton Rouge. LA 69.02 1,098.32 X X 
Charleston, SC 137.52 2,106.82 X X 
Charlotte, NC 65.15 1,061.55 X X X 
Chattanooga, TN 82.57 1,107.72 X X 

Cincinnati, OH 73.84 928.95 X X 
Cobb Co .. GA 105.23 1,682.88 X X 
DeKalb Co., GA 57.37 941.23 X X 
Denver, CO 43.75 729.24 X X 

Fulton Co., GA 112.58 1,782.36 X X 
Greenville, SC 80.82 1,253.01 X 95% 
Henrico Co., VA 65.55 758.57 X X 
Houston, TX 69.11 1,480.93 X X 

Huntsville. AL 63.72 1,062.08 X 
Jackson, MS 59.10 985.00 X 
Jefferson County 147.00 2,450.00 X 
Knoxville, TN 88.26 1,184.66 X X 

Little Rock, AR 60.24 920.34 X X 
Louisville, KY 49.07 691.61 X 90% 
Memphis, TN 13.17 219.48 X 
Miami, FL 67.28 1,265.78 X X 

Mobile,AL 86.84 1,447.27 X X 
Nashville, TN 137.10 1,936.35 X X State Surcharge 
New Orleans, LA 59.61 885.71 X X 
Richmond, VA 76.12 1,129.43 X X 

San Diego, CA 83.49 1,292.34 X X 
San Francisco, CA 160.45 2,671.90 X 
Seattle, WA 165.90 2,765.00 X X 

Source: PARCA research. 

The table shows the methods used by each jurisdiction to calculate commercial rates. Fifteen of 
the 31 jurisdictions have rates with both flat-fee and variable components, while sixteen have 
only a variable-rate fee. Twenty-seven jurisdictions measure usage by the total amount metered; 
two use percentages of the metered total, and another two use a winter average. Ten have 
minimum charges, and only one has a maximum for commercial accounts. 

Table 13 compares the jurisdictions on 2003 sewer use fees for the two commercial accounts 
described above. The annualized fee based on this usage ranges from $158 to $1,991 for the 
small commercial account and from $2,684 to $33,180 for the large account - a spread of more 
than 12-to-l in each case. Jefferson County ranks third in both distributions, and its fees are 
about twice those of the median jurisdictions. This means that about half the jurisdictions in the 
comparison have commercial sewer use fees that are less than 50 percent of Jefferson County's 
fees. Only Seattle and San Francisco rank above Jefferson County. 
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c Table 13 
2003 Commercial Sewer Use Fees 

Annualized Fee As a %of Asa % of Jurisdiction vs Median on: 

5/8" Meter II 2" Meter Jefferson Co. Median Property I All Local 
3,000 cf 50,000 cf 5/8" I 2" 5/8" I 2" Tax Taxes 

Seattle, WA $ 1,991 $ 33,180 113% 113% 225% 245% 117% 132% 
San Francisco CA 1925 32063 109% 109% 217% 237% 133% 165% 
Jefferson County 1,764 29,400 100% 100% 199% 217% 60% 103% 
Charleston, SC 1,650 25,282 94% 86% 186% 187% 110% 100% 
Nashville, TN 1,645 23,236 93% 79% 186% 171% 98% 121% 
Atlanta, GA 1,602 26,700 91% 91% 181% 197% 201% 200% 
Fulton Co., GA 1,351 21,388 77% 73% 152% 158% 201% 200% 
Cobb Co., GA 1,263 20,195 72% 69% 143% 149% 108% 96% 
Asheville, NC 1,109 18,150 63% 62% 125% 134% 80% 70% 
Knoxville, TN 1,059 14,216 60% 48% 120% 105% 77% 94% 
Mobile,AL 1.D42 17,367 59% 59% 118% 128% 30% 66% 
San Diego, CA 1,002 15,508 57% 53% 113% 114% 80% 73% 
Chattanooga, TN 991 13,293 56% 45% 112% 98% 92% 83% 
Greenville, SC 970 15,036 55% 51% 109% 111% 92% 68% 
Richmond, VA 913 13,553 52% 46% 103% 100% 135% 131% 
Cincinnati, OH 886 11,147 50% 38% 100% 82% 139% 139% 
Houston, TX 829 17,771 47% 60% 94% 131% 151% 124% 
Baton Rouge, LA 828 13,180 47% 45% 93% 97% 46% 92% 
Miami, FL 807 15,189 46% 52% 91% 112% 129% 110% 
Henrico Co., VA 787 9,103 45% 31% 89% 67% 115% 107% 
Charlotte, NC 782 12,739 44% 43% 88% 94% 122% 108% 
Huntsville, AL 765 12,745 43% 43% 86% 94% 38% 63% 
Baltimore, MD 747 12,444 42% 42% 84% 92% 101% 96% 
Little Rock, AR 723 11,044 41% 38% 82% 81% 68% 76% 
New Orleans, LA 715 10,629 41% 36% 81% 78% 63% 100% 
Jackson, MS 709 11,820 40% 40% 80% 87% 100% 69% 
DeKalb Co., GA 688 11,295 39% 38% 78% 83% 118% 100% 
Louisville, KY 589 8,299 33% 28% 66% 61% 62% 84% 
Denver, CO 525 8,751 30% 30% 59% 65% 109% 177% 
Albuquerque, NM 454 5,499 26% 19% 51% 41% 57% 61% 
Memphis, TN 158 2,634 9% 9% 18% 19% 79% 86% 

Source: PARCA research. 

c 
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Industrial Sewer Use Fees and Surcharges 

Information on commercial sewer use fees was obtained directly from the jurisdictions in the 
study through telephone contact confirmed with written documentation. Table 14 shows how 
industrial sewer use fees and surcharges are calculated in the jurisdictions compared in this 
report. The monthly usage fees for two industrial accounts are shown in the table. AB in the 
residential and commercial analyses, the comparisons are based on standard assumptions. The 
industrial comparisons assume (1) an establishment with a 4-inch meter and monthly usage of 
1,000,000 cubic feet of water, and (2) an establishment with a 8-inch meter and monthly usage of 
1,500,000 cubic feet of water. These parameters are the same as those used by Raftellis 
Financial Consulting in its published comparisons of industrial wastewater rates. The monthly 
sewer usage fees for these two hypothetical establishments in each jurisdiction are shown in the 
fITst two columns of the table. 

In addition to the normal monthly usage charges, it is common among the jurisdictions to levy 
industrial surcharges when certain pollutants within the industrial effluent exceed stated limits. 
These surcharges are shown in the table. The two most common pollutants subject to surcharge 
limits are biochemical oxygen demand, which is limited in 27 of the 31 jurisdictions, and total 
suspended solids, which is limited in 29 of the 3 I jurisdictions. The surcharge rates, shown in 
the table, apply to the effluent quantity (in pounds) when the concentration of the pollutant (in 
milligrams per liter) is above the stated limits. 

Final Report 11-19 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-27    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part78    Page 5 of 16



(\ n 
Sewer Rate Comparisons 

---_ ..•..•..... '. . ........•. ._...... 
Table 14 

How Industrial Sewer Use Fees Are Calculated in the Jurisdictions Compared 

Little Rock, AR 
LouiS'.1l1e, KY 
Memphis,TN 
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The most unique policy on industrial sewage charges among the jurisdictions compared belongs 
to Asheville, which has low pollutant limits and high surcharge rates in comparison to the other 
jurisdictions in the table. This indicates that Asheville bases a larger portion of its industrial 
sewage charges on the content of the effluent treated, rather than on the basic usage charges 
levied without regard to pollutant concentrations, and generates much of its industrial sewer 
revenue from surcharges. However, Asheville is in the second year of a long-term plan to raise 
monthly sewer usage charges for industrial customers and to raise the limits that apply to 
surcharge rates. The intent is to raise more revenue from industrial customers, and in a more 
stable way. The surcharges are used in other jurisdictions to prevent high pollutant 
concentrations rather than to generate large amounts of revenue. 

Table 15 ranks the 31 jurisdictions on industrial sewer usage fees for the two hypothetical 
establishments described above. No effort was made to create assumptions about the pollutant 
concentrations in the effluent, or to calculate the resultant surcharge, because of the technical 
nature of such comparisons, the variations in industrial composition from one jurisdiction to 
another, and the fact that the surcharges generally do not yield large amounts of revenue. 

Table 15 

534,000 801,000 91% 220% 
502,942 754,342 86% 86% 207% 207% 100% 
426,400 639,563 73% 73% 176% 176% 200% 
397,928 596,393 68% 68% 164% 164% 96% 
357,218 535,826 61% 61% 147% 147% 124% 
354,100 527,019 60% 60% 146% 145% 121% 
347,345 521,017 59% 59% 143% 143% 30% 66% 
315,106 472,622 54% 54% 130% 130% 92% 68% 
305,889 458,889 52% 52% 126% 126% 129% 110% 
290,419 435,619 49% 49% 120% 120% 122% 108% 

LA 262,840 394,240 45% 45% 108% 108% 46% 92% 
248,880 373,320 42% 42% 103% 103% 101% 96% 
236,400 354,600 40% 40% 97% 97% 100% 69% 
233,577 357,995 40% 41% 96% 98% 135% 131% 
231,294 315,648 39% 36% 95% 87% 115% 107% 
220,711 331,763 38% 38% 91% 91% 118% 100% 
219,664 329,464 37% 37% 91% 91% 68% 76% 
216,056 312,656 37% 35% 89% 86% 77% 94% 
212,715 319,073 36% 36% 88% 88% 38% 63% 
212,576 321,324 36% 36% 88% 88% 63% 100% 
207,549 315,908 35% 36% 86% 87% 139% 139% 
175,218 264,599 30% 30% 72% 73% 62% 84% 
175,019 262,528 30% 30% 72% 72% 109% 177% 
162,724 234,077 28% 27% 67% 64% 92% 83% 
118,639 183,554 20% 21% 49% 50% 80% 70% 
84,357 197,287 14% 22% 35% 54% 57% 61% 
52,675 79,013 9% 9% 22% 22% 79% 86% 

NfA 

Source: PARGA research. 
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Jefferson County ranks third in the table, falling below only Seattle and San Francisco - and only 
marginally below these two west-coast jurisdictions. The Jefferson County industrial usage 
charge is about 2.4 times the median for each of the hypothetical establishments. Atlanta is not 
far behind Jefferson County. Mobile's industrial sewer usage fees are 41 percent below 
Jefferson County's, but still rank high overall; Huntsville, which has less industry, is 
substantially lower. 

Findings and Observations 

The foregoing discussion leads directly to the following findings with respect to residential, 
commercial, and industrial customers ofthe Jefferson County Sewer System: 

Finding 11-1 

Residential sewer impact fee. Jefferson County's residential sewer impact fee ranks 18th 
among the 31 jurisdictions compared. It totals 83 percent of the residential sewer impact fee in 
the median jurisdiction. 

Observation 11-1 

The residential sewer impact fee is the least burdensome sewer fee charged by Jefferson County, 
as measured by its comparison to other fees of the same type charged by the 30 other 
jurisdictions in the study. The median jurisdiction's residential sewer impact fee is $240 more 
than Jefferson County's, and half the jurisdictions studied charge more in relation to their median 
household income than does Jefferson County. This fee should be considered when increased 
revenues are sought for the sewer system. 

Finding 11-2 

Residential sewer use fee. Jefferson County's residential sewer use fee ranks 5th among the 31 
jurisdictions compared. It totals 153 percent of the residential sewer use fee in the median 
jurisdiction. 

Observation 11-2 

Jefferson County's residential sewer use fee is very high when compared with the fees in most of 
the jurisdictions studied. It consumes the third largest share of median household income in the 
study and is only 33 percent smaller than the sewer use fee in Seattle, which is the highest 
jurisdiction. 

Finding 11-3 

Residential sewer and water use fees compared to median household income. Combined 
residential sewer and water use fees in Jefferson County rank 5th among the 31 jurisdictions 
compared. The total of these fees is 115 percent of the median and represents 1.7 percent of 
median household income. 
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Observation 11-3 

At the county level, personal income is the best measure of the size of an area's economy. The 
median household income ofJefferson County in 2003 is an estimated $43,871, which falls in 
the middle of the jurisdictions studied and does not appear to be a limitation on the ability of the 
county government to finance an adequate sewer system. However, residential sewer and water 
use fees in Jefferson County consume the 5th highest percentage of median household income in 
the study. This of course does create a limitation on the financial options available to increase 
sewer revenue. 

Finding 11-4 

Local taxes plus residential sewer and water use fees compared to median household income. 
When local taxes are added to residential sewer and water use fees, Jefferson County ranks 8th 
among the 31 jurisdictions, at 114 percent of the median. 

Observation 11-4 

The combined effect of high taxes and fees increases the financial limitation on sewer finances in 
Jefferson County. However, the County's property tax revenue is among the smallest in the 
study, measuring only 61 percent of the median, and the burden ofthis tax on personal income is 
also very small compared to most of the other jurisdictions analyzed. This suggests that property 
taxes would be an exception to the financial limitations revealed by the comparisons. However, 
Alabama's assessment system for property taxes places a heavier burden on commercial and 
industrial property than on residential property, and it is important to consider the burdens that 
additional property taxes would place on the various kinds of customers in the sewer system. 

Finding 11-5 

Commercial sewer use fees. Jefferson County's commercial sewer use fee ranks 3rd among the 
31 jurisdictions compared. It totals 217 percent of the commercial sewer use fee in the median 
jurisdiction. 

Observation 11-5 

Jefferson County achieves its highest rankings in the study on sewer usage fees for commercial 
and industrial customers. Commercial sewer use fees in this County are only 13 percent below 
the highest jurisdiction in the study. This very high figure suggests that the burden already 
placed on business customers will make general fee increases difficult, and if the County turns to 
property taxes, careful consideration will have to be given to the disproportionate burden of that 
tax on commercial and industrial property under the terms of the Alabama Constitution. 
Combining fee reductions with a property tax increase would be one method of dealing with this 
issue. 
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Finding 11-6 

Indnstrial sewer use fees. Jefferson County's industrial sewer use fee ranks 3rd among the 31 
jurisdictions compared. It totals 242 percent ofthe industrial sewer use fee in the median 
jurisdiction. 

Observation 11-6 

The Jefferson County industrial sewer use fee falls only 13 percent below the top jurisdiction in 
the study and is even higher in relation to the median than the commercial sewer use fee. Again, 
the burden this places on business customers is a barrier to further fee increases affecting this 
customer segment. 
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Financial Review, Historical and Prospective 

Introduction 

BE&K has prepared this portion of its review in response to Jefferson County's request for a 
financial analysis of the Program performed to date and the Program work remaining to be 
performed. Our objective in this section is to provide the County with a professional evaluation 
by a recognized professional firm that has related experience within Jefferson County. To this 
end, BE&K retained Porter, White & Company to provide financial advice and evaluation. 
Porter, White's work is based in part on observations and analysis by BE&K and CH2M IDLL 
and has been reviewed by BE&K and CH2M IDLL. 

A substantial portion of Porter, White's work was the construction of a long-range financial 
model projecting the financial performance of the system through 2018 fur the purpose of 
analyzing the effect of additional capital expenditures for the Program on user charges. The 
projections are based on a number of assumptions, the most important of which are (i) the 
amount and timing of capital expenditures, and (ii) the interest cost of future borrowings that are 
assumed to be at interest levels prevailing as of August 15, 2003. The amount and timing of 
capital expenditures is based on estimates prepared in connection with an engineering analysis of 
the Program. 

Background 

Since fiscal year 1995, the capital requirements of the Program have imposed substantial changes 
on the financial configuration of the system. A vast amount of capital has been expended to 
rehabilitate and upgrade the system This capital investment has not expanded the customer base 
materially; therefore, existing customers bear the cost of these expenditures. As of August 10, 
2003, the system had about $3.3 billion of debt scheduled to be paid over 40 years. The debt 
service profile, or annual payments of interest and principal, are not flat, but rise erratically from 
existing levels of$85 million to about $260 million during the forty-year period. Thus, sewer 
use rates, assuming no additional debt restructuring and refundings, must increase at rates well 
above inflation. In filct, debt issued by the system has increased by more than ten-fold since 
1995. A detailed summary of all issues since 1997 is located in Appendix 12A. Net property 
and plant has increased nearly as much, but lags debt due to several hundred million dollars 
unspent in construction funds. Over the next two-to-three years, net property and plant will 
increase rapidly as funds are expended on improvements. 
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The County's financing strategies have been successful in raising a very large amount of money 
at historically low interest rates. Further, operation and maintenance (O&M) expenses appear to 
be reasonable when compared to other systems. The sewer user charges are presently very high 
and are projected to become even higher, especially if the user charges are further increased to 
finance needed but unfunded (undiscovered) repairs to the system. This is primarily because 
there has been no realistic long-range financial plan, no determination of how much capital 
expenditure the County could afford to finance; how much burden the ratepayers could afford to 
assume, and no attempt to contain the amount ofthe capital expenditures or debt within the 
limits of what the County and the users can afford. 

Observations 

After completing nUmerous interviews in an attempt to understand the County's financial 
planning methods for the Program, our review determined that good financial planning was made 
extremely difficult by the lack of well-defined project scopes and cost estimates. This condition 
occurred in the majority of the program's projects until early 2003, when the new County 
Commission began closer scrutiny ofthe program's costs and practices. Project estimates in 
excess of the SSES estimates occurred due to numerous reasons, including the lack of accurate 
as-built drawings and other information on municipal sewer systems that had been taken over. In 
many cases, work was only defmed while in the course of digging up existing systems and 
conditions were identified as non-compliant with the CD or CW A. In some instances, these 
projects had to be segregated from the "original" scopes of work into a form the County defined 
as "break-out" projects. Breakout and repair-in-place work contributed to the estimate over-runs 
and difficulty in setting a target budget for the Program. During the course of our review, there 
seemed to be frustration that questions were asked about cost forecast and budgets; since in the 
view ofESD officials, projects were probably going to cost whatever they cost to accomplish the 
Program goal of compliance with the CD. This is an unfamiliar phenomenon to most of us in the 
project management profession. Without a better way to provide annual budgetary requirements, 
funding and rate decisions were retrospective and unplanned rather than prospective and 
planned. Better physical planning could have resulted in better financing planning and lower 
project costs and sewer rates. 

We found poor coordination between the ESD and the Finance Department. It appears that ESD 
made spending decisions without meaningful budgets or controls, and Finance paid the bills and 
found the money. The working assumption appeared to have been that since the County was 
working under a CD, it should spend without consideration of ultimate limits. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Financial Planning 

Finding 12-1 

We have been unable to locate a Jefferson County Sewer System long-range financial plan, rate 
study, or affordability study conducted within the past twenty years. We have knowledge of a 
financial plan prepared in the early 1980s, and we have heard reports ofa rate study prepared in 
the 1970s, and are aware of several short-range rate forecasts (which fall far short of constituting 
rate studies) prepared for the purpose of issuing new debt. We know of no affordability study 
ever conducted for the system. Affordability is the guideline specified by the EPA. It is 
defined as being less than two percent of the median household income. 

Most large utilities, public and private, in the United States regularly update long-range financial 
plans, prepare and regularly update rate studies, and prepare and update affordability studies. A 
long-range financial plan presents forecasted income and cash flow statements and balance 
sheets based on carefully considered assumptions as to changes in revenue and expenses, capital 
expenditures and financing. A rate study allocates costs of service including capital and 
operating costs among classes of customers with the purpose of establishing rates by class of 
customer on the basis of a rational distribution of costs. An affordability study compares 
anticipated rates to anticipated household income of utility customers for the purpose of 
determining whether the customers can afford to pay the anticipated rates. If the affordability 
study reveals that the rates exceed EPA's guideline of one percent to two percent of median 
household income, the long-range financial plan should be modified and the rate study re-done. 
Long-range planning is important because it is difficult or impossible to cut costs once capital 
expenditures are committed. If affordability studies are delayed until after capital expenditures 
are committed, the utility's ability to reduce rates through changes in the Capital Improvement 
Plan is severely limited. This has occurred in Jefferson County. 

Recommendation 12-1 

We recommend that the County prepare and annually update a long-range financial plan for the 
sewer system The plan should be jointly prepared by the Enviromnental Services and the 
Finance Departments, and should be the joint responsibility of these two departments, whose 
activities should be closely coordinated in financial matters. In addition, the long-range financial 
plan should be coordinated with the County and municipal land planning departments and plans 
for sewer improvements should be the subject of public notice and hearings. The long-range 
plan should list and describe anticipated major capital projects. The process of evaluating 
projects for addition to the plan should include evaluation of revenues likely to be generated by 
the project and consideration of alternatives, including lesser-cost alternatives. A formal review 
for the recently cancelled Cahaba Trunk Sewer Project, the Phase 3 Trussville Trunk Sewer 
Project, or the Morris Kimberly WWTP would likely show that these projects were not 
economically viable and should never have been approved. 
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Rate studies should be completed initially by an independent third party, should be updated 
internally annually, and should be reviewed every four years by an independent third party. (See 
additional recommendations on rates in this Section.) Affordability studies should be updated 
annually. 

The County should plan its sewer system expansion with full analysis and notice in advance of 
the sewer service charges required to finance rehabilitation, replacement, or expansion of the 
system. If the sewer service charges appear to exceed levels deemed to be affordable, then less 
costly alternatives or alternative funding should be explored before commitments to expenditures 
are made. The capital program should be designed to fit within the reasonably available 
resources. 

Sewer Use Rates and Affordability 

Findings 12-2 

Large sewer rate increases are, and will be, required in order to pay debt service on bonds 
already issued and system operating and maintenance expenses. Larger rate increases will be 
required if necessary, but currently undiscovered capital expenditures are financed with 
additional sewer revenue bonds. The observations and conclusions set forth in this subsection 
assume additional revenue bond financing and "pay-as-you-go" capital expenditures funded 
through further rate increases. Appendix 12B contains schedules setting forth key assumptions, 
historical and projected financial statements. Alternatives to a portion of these rate increases is 
suggested in Section 13. 

The County's rate ordinance (administered by the County's Finance Director) provides for 
periodic automatic increases in sewer use rates in amounts required to comply with the Trust 
Indenture dated February 1, 1997, as amended ("Indenture"). After the completion of each fiscal 
year, system financial results are subjected to certain tests. Failure to satisfy the test results in 
the application of two rate-setting formulas. The rate ordinance calls for the greater of the two 
rates determined by application of the formulas. 

By contract, the Indenture (which is a legally binding contract with bondholders), requires only 
one of the two rate ordinance formulas to be applied in setting rates. The formula required by 
the Indenture can be characterized as a short-term rate setting formula. Thus, strict adherence to 
the automatic rate ordinance is not necessary in order to be in compliance with the Indenture's 
rate covenant. 

In connection with recent bond restructurings and refundings, representatives of the County 
expressed an intention for sewer rate increase for the next several years to be approximately 10 
percent per year. We understand that 10 percent rate increases would be applied starting in 2004 
and extending to 2007 or 2008. It appears that such rate increases would likely result in 
compliance with the rate covenant of the Indenture, at least under the conditions assumed at the 
time that the restructurings and refundings were completed. 
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The financial projections underlying the fmancial analysis discussed in this section are consistent 
with the approach described in the preceding paragraph, except with regard to the size of rate 
increases. It is assumed that sewer use rates will be set so as to satisfy all of the following 
conditions: (i) comply with the minimum rates required by the Indenture, (ii) provide sufficient 
cash to make all payments required under the Indenture plus pay-as-you-go capital expenditures, 
and (iii) avoid rate shocks. (A rate shock is a situation where a future rate increase is 
substantially greater than a rate increase in a prior year, thus "shocking" the consumer.) Such a 
rate setting plan may result, from tirne-to-tirne, in rates above the level required by the Indenture 
but at variance (possibly greater or lesser) with the level that would result from operation of the 
rate ordinance formulas. 

Rates should be set not only in view of the requirements of the Indenture, but also the operating 
imperatives ofthe utility. 

Based on assumed O&M and capital construction requirements of the system, annual rate 
increases of 12.5 percent will be necessary through 2011. After 2011, the rate of increase may 
decline to near-inflationary levels (assumed to be about 2.0 percent per year), assuming no 
substantial capital expenditures necessitated by future regulatory requirements or demand for 
expansion. Sewer use rates are expected to increase to at least $15.00 and possibly as much as 
$16.00 per ccfby the year 2018, compared to the current rate of$4.90 per cct: The graph below 
depicts projected rates. 
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Graph 12-2.1 Sewer Rate Projections per Hundred Cubic Feet Used 
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With projected capital requirements as described above, rate increases of 10 percent annually 
through 2007 are feasible only if the County is willing to accept 20-30 percent rate increases in 
2009 and 2010. In addition, rates in 2018 would be greater than if rates are increased at a 
constant 12.5 percent per year. 

Making only the 10 percent minimum increase in rates during 2004 through 2007 likely would 
result in sharp rate shocks in 2009 and 2010. Managing rate increases will require consideration 
of needs not only in the next few years, but also in the next seven-to-ten years. 

The following graph depicts the total clean (potable) water and sewer bill for a typical residential 
customer in Jefferson County. 
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Graph 12·2.2 Note: Residential customer using 1,000 ccf per month. Clean water rates assumed to increase at 4 percent per year. 

Sewer customers receive combined monthly clean (potable) water and sewer bills. The 
combined monthly bill is, therefore, a function of both clean water rates (set by the Birmingham 
Water Works and Sewer Board) and sewer rates. To the extent sewer use rates increase faster 
than clean water rates, the total effect is a moderation of sewer use rate increases (e.g. the sewer 
rate increase in January 2003 was 38.8 percent, but the perceived impact upon a typical 
residential user was only 25 percent when the water portion of the bill is considered in the 
equation). 

To put rates for potable water and sewer service in context, median annual residential rates in 
Jefferson County for gas service are approximately $740 per year and for electrical service are 
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approximately $900 per year, both including taxes. The water and sewer bill is growing to the 
same order of magnitude as bills for these other utilities. 

The existing rate design is probably inadequate under the circumstances of high and rapidly 
rising sewer rates. The existing rate design does not provide a direct relationship between 
customers' sewer use bills and the service being provided. For instance, customers are paying 
sewer charges for water that never enters the sewer system (e.g., outdoor watering), although 
residential customers receive a 15 percent discount in recognition of the likelihood of outdoor 
watering. There is also no provision for rate differentiation between customers in terms of the 
types of effluent produced (e.g., a commercial laundry versus a supermarket). 

Residents of Jefferson County currently bear a medium fmancial burden with respect to costs 
associated with sewage treatment in the County. As defined by the EPA, a medium fmancial 
burden indicates sewage usage costs represent between one and two percent ofthe median 
household income ofthe service area. 
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Our analysis follows EPA's methodology for the residential indicator of sewage use cost only, 
which is set forth in its publication, Combined Sewage Overflows -Guidance for Financial 
Capability Assessment and Schedule Development. 
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Current projections indicate County residents may face a high financial burden (i.e., charges 
become unaffordable, exceeding two percent of median household income) as early as 2008. 

While residents of the City of Birmingham currently experience a medium fmancial burden 
relating to sewer costs, our analysis indicates that City residents will face a high financial burden 
(i.e., unaffordable rates) beginning in 2008, and that the bottom one-fifth income level will be 
particularly hard hit. 

Recommendations 12-2 

We recommend that the County commission a rate design study to accomplish the following: 

• Provide a defensible relationship of sewer use rates to cost of service (e.g., winter month 
averaging) 

• Reduce system susceptibility to water demand fluctuations resulting from summer rainfall 
and temperature variation 

• Eliminate private meters 

• Reduce the revenue implication on the system of water conservation measures 

• Provide a rate scale that differentiates among sewer users according to the amount of 
treatment required to sanitize their waste (e.g., a commercial laundry versus a supermarket) 

• Provide the basis for increased sewer impact fees (as discussed in Section 13). 

Manage staff and other O&M expenses as if the system were a for-profit entity. Every $1 
million of expenses saved is equivalent to about $.05 reduction per ccf in sewer rate. Currently, 
O&M expense exceeds $50 million annually. 

System Demand 

Findings 12-3 

Metered clean water consumption decreased over 4,000,000 ccf(about 13 percent) between 
fiscal 2000 and fiscal 2002. At current sewer use rates, this is equivalent to a loss in revenue of 
over $16 million annually. This decrease in demand was mostly in response to wetter and cooler 
weather and partly in response to increased water and sewer rates. System revenues are 
dependent on summer rainfall and temperatures. Over the last several years, there have been 
significant fluctuations in both rainfall and temperature. 

Future clean water demand is expected to decrease ahnost two percent per year until 20 10 and 
one percent per year thereafter as a result of increased sewer use rates, because consumers reduce 
consumption of a service when they experience higher prices. Under the existing rate design, the 
sewer system will lose revenues from conservation actions of its customers who: 
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• Obtain private water meters to measure non-sewered water 

• Reduce summer lawn sprinkling 

• Substitute new technology into their households (low-flow fixtures) 

Recommendations 12-3 

We recommend that the County take every reasonable step to increase sewer service demand by 
considering the following: 

• New subdivisions and homes with access to sewer systems should be required to hook up. 

• Consider requiring existing homes that are currently in an area serviced by sewer, but are on 
a septic tank, to hook up. The County might consider waiving impact fees for homes 
initiating service after having been served by septic tanks for at least several years. 

• Make a comprehensive search for system users who are tied into the system but who are not 
being billed. 

Capital Requirements 

Findings 12-4 

The system varies in age and condition and will need additional capital funds beyond what is in 
the existing construction funds. Future capital maintenance of the system alone is expected to 
cost $35 million per year (in 2003 dollars). In addition, the CD requires continuing TV 
Inspection of pipes every year. The TV Inspection is expected to cost $4.5 million per year (in 
2003 dollars). 

Also, there is no capital included for expansion of the system in the projected requirements and 
rates ofthe system. 

Recommendation 12-4 

We recommend that the County implement a pay-as-you-go plan for funding capital maintenance 
as opposed to a borrowing plan. Borrowing for annual capital requirements will have the effect 
of pushing costs into the future and ultimately resulting in even greater rate increases. 

Debt Financing Structures 

Findings 12-5 

The County's sewer financing structure reflects a desire to finance a very large capital program 
while delaying rate increases as long as possible. Because bonds were issued and expenditures 
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were committed in advance of rate increases required to pay for them, there may have been 
insufficient discipline in planning for expenditures. 

The County sewer financing system is characterized by (i) low debt service coverage 
requirements designed to delay rate increases, (ii) borrowing of interest during construction and 
reserve funds, likely resulting in borrowing in excess of the physical costs of the improvements, 
(iii) extended final maturities and average life of bonds outstanding, (iv) high debt to equity 
ratios, and (v) minimal exposure to variable interest rates which have been very low in recent 
years. 

Given the Commission's policy decision to delay rate increases and make large amounts of funds 
available, the County's financing program has been effectively designed and implemented. The 
County has $3.3 billion in outstanding warrants. The County has thirteen outstanding issues and 
94 percent of the debt is synthetically fIXed using Bond Market Association and LIB OR-based 
long-dated swaps. The chart on the following page depicts the County's outstanding net debt 
service. 

All bond offerings have been fairly priced when compared to benchmark indices. Additionally, 
the cost of insurance and underwriter's discounts appear reasonable when compared to other 
negotiated water and sewer revenue bond issues. However, the increasing cost of bond insurance 
over time (see Appendix 12C) is reflective of both a heavy debt burden and a capital structure of 
delayed principal payments. 

The County had fund balances of$959.5 million (end of May 2003). Ofthat, $684 million in 
construction fund monies is directly available for capital improvements and $214 million of 
reserve funds is indirectly available. The required reserve may be reduced by approximately $6 
million as a result of the 2003-B refunding. Additional monies are likely to be available for 
release as a result of the 2003~C refunding. 
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The following chart shows debt service as presently required compared to debt service that will 
be required in order to complete the Program and the additional capital expenditures necessary to 
repair known defects_ Essentially, the County is committed to gross debt service of about $130 
million per year growing to $272 million in 2038The additional capital required to complete the 
Program work and repair known defects will require the issuance of additional bonds, thus 
increasing the debt service burden substantially-up to a maximum of$317 million in 2038. 
The higher debt service becoming due in the years 2038 and later will likely be extended. It is 
unusual to have so much debt service "back-loaded" as rating agencies favor debt with shorter 
average lives_ The main risk of such a "back-loaded" debt service schedule is that it reduces 
flexibility to incur debt to fund other needed capital expenditures, such as future enviromnental 
mandates that are expected to be imposed with respect to non-point source discharges and 
defective storm water systems_ 
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Jefferson County, Alabama 
Annual Net Debt Service, Outstanding and Projected 
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We note an area of concern that could have a moderate impact on debt service and sewer rates. 

The County has entered into interest swaps in an aggregate notional amount of approximately 
$2.9 billion pursuant to which the County receives 67 percent of30-day LIBOR, floating. The 
swaps purport to hedge a floating tax exempt obligation oflike amount pursuant to which the 
County has paid since January 1, 2003, approximately 95 percent of30-day LIBOR. Thus, in the 
current interest rate environment, the LIBOR swaps are imperfect hedges of the County's 
floating rate obligations as is shown in the chart on the following page. Two possible 
explanations for this mismatch or basis risk are (a) current low interest rates which may be 
disrupting historical relationships between short-term tax exempt rates and 30-day LIBOR, and 
(b) recent reductions in income tax rates which have the tendency to increase tax exempt rates in 
relation to taxable rates. The basis risk associated with the bonds can be significant, especially 
when one considers the $2.9 billion in notional amount subject to basis risk. A one basis point 
difference between the Bond Market Association Index and 67 percent of one-month LIBOR 
results in a $290,000 increase or decrease in debt service costs. A ten basis point differential 
would have a $2.9 million annual impact on debt service. 
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Recommendations 12-5 

We recommend that the County plan for possible fluctuations in interest rates due to changes in 
marginal income tax rates. Decreases in tax rates will result in increases in interest rates. In 
higher rate environments, these increased rates may be material. 

Sewer System Operation and Maintenance Cost 

O&M costs of Jefferson County and other public utilities within the United States, and selected 
southern States with similar facilities have been analyzed. The purpose of this analysis is to 
assess the reasonableness of the County's wastewater system O&M costs per MGD, relative to 
similar utilities. For the purpose of this review the major annual O&M costs are considered to be 
salaries and power, as other costs are minimal and fairly static. 

Jefferson County Historical Wastewater Treatment O&M Costs 

A summary of the wastewater system annual O&M costs by operating unit and category for the 
period from 1997 to 2002 is provided in Table 1. The metric to be used for the comparison of 
wastewater utilities' O&M costs, as part of this analysis, is annual O&M cost as a function of 
annual average daily flow (AADF). A summary ofthe annual average daily wastewater 
treatment flows for the Jefferson County wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) for the period 
from 1997 to 2002 is as follows: 
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Annual Average Daily Wastewater Flow {mgd2 
WWfP 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Village Creek 40.00 38.32 34.16 33.45 38.42 39.00 

Valley Creek 44.28 45.68 48.91 35.41 43.68 45.00 

Five Mile 15.83 16.40 13.40 12.30 16.20 19.25 

Cahaba 10.40 8.80 8.90 8.90 9.90 9.30 

Leeds 1.79 1.92 1.60 0.82 1.09 1.09 

Trussville 2.16 1.98 2.05 1.96 2.17 2.05 

Turkey Creek 6.50 4.23 4.51 4.22 4.15 4.02 

Totals 120.96 117.33 113.53 97.06 115.61 119.71 

Table 1 
Jefferson County, Alabama, Wastewater System Annual O&M Cost. 1997 - 2002 

Non-departmental 239.741 200.074 461.266 540.771 667.679 477.601 
Indirect 1.237.716 1.546.950 1.597.040 1.971.602 2.444.327 2.961,496 

C Supplemental environmental 0 0 75.000 102.104 266.166 334.663 
Sanitary administration 1.904.296 2.137.732 2.779.607 2.676,402 3.316.303 3.621.803 
Old E&C combined 4.893.591 6.633.217 (474.582) 0 0 38.000 
Admin E&C 0 5.611 273.104 545.709 605.634 210.287 
Surveying E&C 0 14.372 765.996 703.312 717.346 623.723 
Inspection E&C 0 13.535 1,462.759 1,485.096 1,747,706 1.847.518 
E&C Sewer construction 0 3.873 916.786 959.229 975,732 1.049.510 
E&C Admin line maintenance 0 6.621 760.651 868.467 1.561.096 834.588 
E&C Village line maintenance 0 14.247 923.617 839.606 967.602 1,031.046 
E&C Shades line maIntenance 0 9.879 1.109.259 1,460.229 1.593.739 1.667.856 
E&C TV inspection 0 9.789 732.074 966.514 999.562 1.084.938 
GahabaWWTP 2.209.294 2.278.938 2.012.573 2.311.084 2,455.941 2.817,499 
Five Mile WWTP 1,467.623 1.728.240 1.693.327 1,769,498 1.881.954 1.851.340 
LeedsWWTP 644.505 748.579 757.740 747.605 733.709 821,206 
Trussville WWTP 334.384 476.615 628.435 690.895 694.639 669.781 
Turkey Creek WWTP 368.360 424.594 434.905 448.529 524.577 512.848 
ValleyWWTP 4.024.358 4.112.836 4.259.277 3.591.676 4.535.271 4,497.440 
Village Creek WWTP 3.056.949 3.056.730 3.146.165 3.699.296 4.635.584 4.749.716 
Five Mile Maintenance 167.242 154,430 151,462 194.159 163.536 224,445 
Valley Maintenance 276.078 239.240 226.294 228.189 275.262 256.214 
Village Maintenance 294.203 306.091 256.295 315.776 309.533 327.098 
Village Creek Electrical 363.310 452.047 546,034 672.360 607.735 702,852 
Instrument shop 175,514 196.109 232,364 285.411 290.203 341,961 
Package plants 1,371,541 1.917.679 2,353,629 2.701.842 2.984.922 3.119.546 
Blosolids 0 0 202 752.576 745.145 805.530 
Barton Lab 1.397.958 1.440.300 1,495.374 1.663.621 1.850.200 2.033.560 

TOTAL $27.350,307 $31,073,556 $32,257.763 $36.365.059 $42.079.310 $43.517.402 

Annual Average Dally Flow (AADF), mgd 120.96 117.33 113.53 97.06 115.61 119.71 
Total Operating CostJday/AADF $619.48 $725.59 $778.45 $1.026.46 $997.20 $995.95 

It should be noted that the annual average flow data for the Prudes Creek and Warrior plants 
were not obtained because these plants are relatively small, and therefore, would not 

C 
significantly affect the conclusions derived from this analysis. 

Final Report 12-14 
1 iI\;&H 1 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-28    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part79    Page 8 of 16



c 

c 

Financial Review 

On the basis of the information provided in Table I, the O&M costs for the Jefferson County 
wastewater system increased at an annual average rate of approximately 9.2 percent from 1997 
to 2002, presumed to be a function of salary cost ofliving increases and utility cost increases. 
However, per the data presented above, the annual average daily MGD of wastewater treatment 
has not increased, and in 2002 was essentially equal to that experienced in 1997. 

Comparative O&M Datafrom Other U.S. Utilities 

The Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA) conducts an annual survey of its 
member utilities comparing their wastewater treatment O&M costs. In 2002, a total of 
III utilities responded to AMSA's survey. For the purposes of this comparison, it is appropriate 
to emphasize those utilities whose treatment requirements are similar to those of Jefferson 
County's. Because nearly all ofJefferson County's plants are considered to be tertiary treatment 
plants, only those utilities in the 2002 AMSA survey with tertiary treatment facilities were 
selected for comparison. The average daily cost per million gallons of treated wastewater is 
$1,124 for those utilities with tertiary treatment. The major annual O&M costs are salaries and 
power. This factor can vary significantly, depending on the location of the utility within the U.S. 
Therefore, the comparative 2002 AMSA data presented in Table 2 was further reduced to only 
include those utilities in the southern U.S. states where the salary and power costs would be 
expected to be similar to Jefferson County's. This data set is presented in Table 3. The average 
annual operating cost per million gallons of treated wastewater of the utilities presented in Table 
3 is $1,371.48IMGD. 

Comparison of Jefferson County's 2002 Annual O&M Costs to AMSA Utilities 

On the basis of the information presented in Table I, and the annual average daily flow data 
presented above, the 2002 daily O&M cost per million gallons of treated wastewater in Jefferson 
County was approximately $995.95. Compared to the III AMSA survey respondents, Jefferson 
County's average O&M costs in 2002 were lower than the national AMSA average. Similarly, 
the Jefferson County 2002 average annual O&M costs per million gallons were lower than the 
average annual O&M costs for the AMSA utilities with tertiary plants that are listed in Table 2. 
And finally, Jefferson County's 2002 average O&M costs per million gallons of treated 
wastewater were lower than the average of the AMSA utilities' in the southern U.S. states. 

Finding 12-6 

Based on the comparison ofthe 2002 operating costs data for Jefferson County and the 
representative data collected by AMSA, the Jefferson County wastewater treatment annual O&M 
costs compare favorably in terms of average cost per million gallons per day treated. 

Recommendation 12-6 

No additional action required by Jefferson County. 
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Table 2 
2002 ftMSA Survey Results-Utilities with Tertiary Plants 

Total 
Total Operating TOC/MGD 

Full Name City: state ADF Plants Primary Secondary Tertiary Cost ($) per AOF 
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District Park City ur 3,4 2 2 3,332,723 
City ofTampa Department of Sanitary Sewers Tampa FL 49.7 1 1 42,597.300 
Charleston Commissioners of Public Works Charleston SC 19.7 2 1 14,153,857 
City of Orlando Orlando FL 41 3 1 27,885,232 
Mobile Area Water and Sewer System Mobile AL 33.9 3 2 1 21,958,990 
Pima County Wastewater Management Tucson AZ 65.4 11 7 2 40,721,748 
Chesterfield County Utilities Chesterfield VA 21.1 2 2 12,351,300 
City of Ames Ames IA 5.5 1 1 2,983,000 
Alexandria Sanitation Authority Alexandria VA 35 1 1 18,940,200 
City of Austin Water & Wastewater Utility Austin TX 95 4 2 49,864,000 
Clean Water Services Hillsboro OR 54.6 4 2 2 26,643.839 
Rock River Water Reclamation District Rockford IL 28.9 1 1 13.882,777 
Anchorage Water & Wastewater Utility Anchorage AK 29.8 3 2 13,733,377 
Fox Metro Water Reclamation DIstrict Oswego IL 30 1 1 13.514,772 
District of Columbia Water & Sewer Authority Washington DC 317.5 1 1 143,000,000 
City of Greeley Greeley CO 8.4 1 3,545,454 
City of Richmond, Department of Public Utilities Richmond VA 44 1 18,311,466 
City of Kalamazoo Kalamazoo Ml 28.5 1 11,814.092 
South Bayside System Authority Redwood City CA 19.1 1 7,799,672 
City of Tulsa Public Works Department Tulsa OK 71.7 4 2 2 28,842,000 
Upper Trinity Regional Water District Lewisville TX 2.3 1 1 923,360 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Los Angeles CA 442 4 1 172,896,112 
Fort Worth Water Department Fort Worth TX 100 1 1 37,999,096 
Jefferson County Birmingham AL 119.71 10 43,517,402 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities Charlotte NC 75.1 5 5 27,023.262 
Clark County Sanitation District Las Vegas NV 82.8 1 1 28,406,040 
Greater Peoria Sanitary District Peoria IL 23.1 1 1 7,861,000 
Louisville & Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District Louisville KY 132.6 34 31 3 43,985,612 
City of Corvallis - Public Works Department Corvallis OR 7.9 1 1 2,580,995 
City of Lima, Utilities Department LIma OH 12 1 1 3,811,031 
City of Akron Public Utilities Bureau Akron OH 64.2 1 1 19,865,280 
North Shore Sanitary District Gurnee IL 53.5 3 3 16,397,110 
Metropolitan Council Environmental Services S1. Paul MN 289 8 3 5 84,076,000 
Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District Cleveland OH 230.4 3 2 65,828,872 
City of Henderson Henderson NV 18.5 2 5,231,343 
Henrico County Public Utilities Richmond VA 37 1 1 10,004.316 
City of Phoenix Water Services Dept. Phoenix AZ 209.1 3 2 53,415,000 
EI Paso Water Utilities, Public Service Board EI Paso TX 60.7 4 3 14,545.378 
Metro Wastewater Reclamation District Denver CO 154 1 1 36,354,928 
Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District Madison WI 41.8 1 1 9.242,759 
Massachusetts Waler Resources Authority Charlestown MA 348.7 3 1 1 69,191,856 
San Bernardino Municipal Water Department San Bernardino CA 58 2 1 1 11,116,475 
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago Chicago IL 1409 7 4 3 229,913,105 
Central Valley Water Reclamation Facility Salt Lake City __ ~ 52 1 1 8.096,208 
Group Average 

2685.51 
2348.19 
1968.41 
1863.36 
1774.68 
1705.91 
1603.75 
1485.93 
1482.60 
1438.04 
1336.94 
1316.09 
1262.61 
1234.23 
1233.96 
1156.38 
1140.19 
1135.70 
1118.79 
1102.08 
1099.89 
1071.69 
1041.07 
995.95 
985.84 
939.91 
932.34 
908.81 
895.09 
870.10 
847.75 
839.69 
797.04 
782.78 
774.73 
740.79 
699.87 
656.51 
646.77 
605.80 
543.64 
525.11 
447.05 
426.57 
$1,124 

,'1 
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Table 3 
2002 AMSA Survey Results-SOuthem Stales Utilities with TertIary Plants 

Full Name 
CitYof Tampa Department of Sanitary Sewers 
Charleston Commissioners of Public Works 
City of Orlando 
Mobile Area Water and Sewer System 
City of Austin Waler & Wastewater Utility 
Upper Trinity Regional Water DIstrict 
Fort Worth Water Department 
Jefferson County 
Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities 
Louisville & Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District 
EI Paso Water Utilities, Public Service Board 

Final Report 

n .~ 

Total 
Total Operating TOC/MGD 

City State ADF Plants Primary Secondary Tertiary Cost ($) per ADF 
Tampa 
Charleston 
Orlando 
Mobile 
Austin 
Lewisville 
Fort Worth 
Birmingham 
Charlotte 
Louisville 
EIPaso 
Group Average 

FL 49.7 - -- 42,597.300 2348.19 
SC 19.7 2 14,153,657 1968.41 
FL 41 3 27,885,232 1863.36 
AL 33.9 3 2 21,958,990 1774.68 
TX 95 4 1 2 49,864,000 1438.04 
TX 2.3 1 1 923,360 1099.89 
TX 100 1 1 37,999,096 1041.07 
AL 119.71 10 43,517,402 995.95 
NC 75.1 5 5 27,023,262 985.84 
KY 132.6 34 31 3 43,985,612 908.81 
TX 60.7 4 3 14.545.378 656.51 

$1,371 
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13 

Alternative Funding Methods 

Introduction 

This section addresses some possible alternatives to increasing sewer user rates or fees in order 
to finance the funds required to complete the Program. Potential sources of funds for expansion 
projects are discussed in Section 14. 

Background 

This report concludes that additional bond proceeds of approximately $365 million will be 
required by the end ofFY 2005 to complete the Program, and that additional bond proceeds of 
approximately $246 million (in 2003 dollars) will be necessary to repair the known defects in the 
system. We have considered alternatives to pay all or a portion ofthese costs through means 
other than imposing additional user fees, either through one-time contributions to capital or 
annual streams of revenues supporting additional fmancing. We estimate that non-user fee 
annual revenues of approximately $44 million will be necessary in order to hold user fees at a 
level that would be considered affordable, applying a variation ofEP A affordability standards. 

Description of Alternative Funding Methods 

Federal Funds 

The Jefferson County sewer program is going forward at the same time as a similar Consent 
Decree Compliance Program is being implemented by the city of Atlanta, Georgia, and 
comparisons between the two programs are inevitable. Atlanta also faces problems with 
affordability of its user charges and even greater challenges than Jefferson County in achieving 
compliance with the CWA Atlanta's discharge limits are on average tougher than those of 
Jefferson County, and Atlanta faces the additional problem of separating its storm water system 
from its sanitary sewer system. 

Atlanta is behind Jefferson County in funds spent or committed to date, but aggregate 
expenditures to achieve compliance are expected to exceed Jefferson County expenditures. 
Atlanta has publicly released information on the scope and estimated cost of its Program, has 
determined that the total cost of the Program will be unaffordable under EPA methodology, and 
is actively seeking both federal funding and general tax revenues. Atlanta has sought and 
received a modification of its CD that has resulted in modest cost savings. Atlanta has also used 
and expects to use further a federally-funded state program subsidizing interest rates paid on debt 
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incurred for sewer purposes, and has sought and obtained modifications to the state program to 
make it more useful to Atlanta. 

Finally, the governments in the greater Atlanta area, at the instigation ofthe former Governor of 
Georgia, have created a high level, area-wide planning organization with responsibility for the 
combined planning of potable water, wastewater, and storm water utility services. 

Finding 13-1 

Anticipated sewer expenditures in Jefferson County will exceed the amounts considered 
affordable under EPA methodology. Under similar circumstances, the City of Atlanta, a 
competitive government and urban area, is seeking substantial federal funding for its Program. 

Recommendation 13-1 

Jefferson County should pursue all available alternatives for securing federal funding for its 
program, especially that portion of it that will cause the total cost of the Program to become 
unaffordable. 

Ad Valorem Taxes 

The public health and economic benefits from having an effective sewer system extend well 
beyond the properties that are actually connected to the system. Among the advantages of an ad 
valorem tax, as opposed to sewer service charges, is that the ad valorem tax applies to all 
property in the county, not just to property connected to the sewer, thus spreading the cost of 
building and operating a sewer system to include all property in the county. An ad valorem tax 
is also deductible for purposes of calculating income taxes, whereas sewer service charges are 
not. 

Finding 13-2 

Ad valorem taxes are the only area of local taxation and service fees where the County has a 
comparative advantage over other areas. The County has long levied and collected an ad 
valorem tax for sewer purposes. Currently this tax is a .7 -mil tax, which produced approximately 
$3.1 million in FY 2002. Our research revealed that the County's ad valorem taxes are 40 
percent lower than the mean ad valorem taxes of the 31 municipalities surveyed. (See Table 2, 
Section 10.) 

A one-mil increase in ad valorem taxes in the County may produce approximately $6.3 million 
annually. To produce the $44 million annual revenue stream required to maintain the 
"affordability" of sewer service charges will require a 7-mil increase in ad valorem taxes, 
adjusted for the estimated effect of the "lid" on property taxes imposed by the Alabama 
Constitution. An increase of7 mils would result in an increase of approximately $105 per year 
in the ad valorem taxes due on a house with a fair market value of$150,000. Commercial and 
utility properties would carry a relatively higher burden. 
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The following graph shows the combined sewer and potable water use fees per annum for the 
average household consumer that would be required in order to pay committed debt service and 
the additional costs of mandated or otherwise necessary improvements to the system, with or 
without a 7-mil ad valorem tax. Ifenacted, a 7-mil ad valorem tax would likely prevent sewer 
use fees from exceeding the EPA standard of2 percent of median household income. 

Table 13-1 
Effects of a 7-mil Ad Valorem Tax on Annual Sewer Use Fees 

Annual Sewer Bill (calendar year basis) 
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12.5 Percent Annual Rate Increases Through 2011 
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1991 1994 1997 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2018 
Note: Residential customer using 1,000 ccfper month. 

Recommendation 13-2 

The County should consider seeking legislative and constitutional authority to increase ad 
valorem taxes for sewer funding purposes. An increase in ad valorem tax of approximately 7-
mils would more realistically position the County within the group of metropolitan areas with 
similar population and average incomes. Total resident tax burden per capita would be 
marginally increased, but would still remain lower than many areas. 

Release of Reserve Funds 

The County has approximately $200 million in reserve funds under the Trust Indenture securing 
its outstanding sewer revenue bonds. These funds might be released if the County is able to 
obtain a surety bond providing the same protection as the reserve funds. 
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Finding 13-3 

If the reserve funds are released, the surety bond will have an associated cost. In addition, 
interest income on reserve fund balances will be lost. Such a release of reserve funds would be 
in addition to smaller releases resulting from reductions in debt service as a result ofthe 2003-B 
and 2003-C refundings. 

The cost of a surety bond would likely be three-to-four percent of the value of a fully funded 
debt service reserve fund. Given that the fmal maturity of the County's debt is 40 years, the 
foregone interest earnings on reserve fund balances, on a present value basis, would be 
substantial. The marginal benefit from issuing a surety bond is not large and makes sense only if 
the County has no additional bonding capacity and has an immediate and essential need for the 
entire reserve fund corpus. Absent those conditions, it may be more beneficial for the County to 
use the cash flows created by interest earnings and reserve fund releases (occurring periodically 
as bond principal matures) to offset current year's debt service payments. 

Recommendation 13-3 

The County should cautiously evaluate the costs and benefits of replacing its reserve funds with 
a surety bond. 

Leasehold Financing 

According to news reports, the County is considering a lease and leaseback financing similar, but 
not identical to, leasehold financing closed by the Birmingham-Jefferson Civic Center a few 
years ago. 

Finding 13-4 

The risks of a lease and leaseback transaction include its complexity, the possibility that the 
transaction will be attacked by the Internal Revenue Service for having no economic purpose 
other than tax avoidance, and the possibility that the transaction will have unanticipated 
consequences. The benefits to the County of such fmancing in terms of up-front cash payments 
is directly related to the fair market value of the non tax-exempt bond financed depreciable assets 
available to be leased, and to interest rate levels prevailing at the time of the closing of the 
financing. The principal benefit of such a transaction is the payment of a substantial cash benefit 
that does not have to be repaid. 

Under most leasehold financing structures, a lease to a private party of assets financed with tax 
exempt bonds causes the bonds to be classified as ''private activity bonds" with interest no longer 
tax exempt (absent meeting certain technical conditions that may be impractical to meet in the 
case of Jefferson County). The principal asset of the Jefferson County System that has not been 
fmanced with tax-exempt bonds is the collector mains conveyed to the County about 1998 by the 
several municipalities for whom the County was then providing sewer treatment services. These 
collector mains have been valued on the County's books in excess of$1.4 billion. There are 
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several reasons to believe that the collector mains are without value and should be written down 
to $0. First, the municipalities received no cash consideration for the mains, which implies that 
they were valueless at the time conveyed. Second, very large sums have been and will be spent 
rehabilitating the mains, implying that they were in such poor condition as to be valueless (or 
perhaps a net liability) at time of transfer. Third, a rough valuation of the system indicates that 
the economic value of the equity in the system (including the collector mains and after taking 
into consideration the outstanding debt on the system) is so low as to be indistinguishable from 
$0. Under these circumstances, it may be impossible to close a leasehold financing. 

Recommendation 13-4 

We recommend that the County entertain proposals for a leasehold transaction for the purpose of 
determining the potential benefits. Potential benefits should be carefully considered in relation 
to risks. Unless potential benefits are substantial in relation to risks, the time and resources of 
the County would be better spent pursuing other financing strategies. 

Impact Fees or "System Development Charges" 

Findings 13-5 

The P ARCA analysis indicates that Impact Fees, sometimes referred to as "System Development 
Charges," are one of the few user charges that are lower in the County than elsewhere. 
According to the professional literature, System Development Charges are imposed to equitably 
allocate costs between new users of the sewer system and old users. In effect, by paying a 
System Development Charge, the new user is "buying into the equity of the system." If the 
system equity is low, then the System Development Charge will tend to be low. Annual System 
Development Charges have been approximately $3.7 million per year in recent years. A 150 
percent increase in the rate of System Development Charges could be accomplished without 
exceeding the approximate level of System Development Charges imposed in several other areas 
of the country, and would produce approximately $5.5 million of additional revenue per year. 
Whether such an increase would be deemed reasonable might depend on the determination in a 
rate study of whether the "equity" per house in the sewer system is at least $2,750, which is 
subject to question in view of the system valuation discussed under the topic, "Leasehold 
Financing. " 

Recommendation 13-5 

The comprehensive rate study recommended in Section 12 of the Report should include 
consideration of an appropriate increase in the System Development Charge or impact fee, 
consistent with accepted methods of determining the reasonableness of such charges or fees. 
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Reorganizing to Manage Water, Wastewater, and Storm Water Systems 
in the Jefferson County Area 

For many years, engineers and planners have known that the political boundaries in North 
Central Alabama do not correspond to the watersheds where potable water, wastewater, and 
storm water must be appropriately managed to meet the needs of an expanding urban population. 
Extending sewers into the watershed of a water utility can undermine the viability of an 
important source of water for the utility. On the other hand, management of the water resource 
so as to substantially reduce stream flow in dry weather increases the cost of treating sewage 
downstream. Ideally, management of wastewater and potable water in the same watershed 
would be coordinated. 

To this reality should be added the increased interest ofthe federal government in storm water 
management and abating or treating pollution from non-point sources. It may be anticipated that 
in coming decades it will be important to coordinate the management of potable water systems, 
sanitary sewer systems, and storm water systems operating in the same watershed. 

Common management of wastewater, potable water, and storm water may also permit cost 
shifting from one system to another. The Alabama Supreme Court has held, in at least one case, 
that revenues from water service can be used to subsidize sewer service, even under 
circumstances where the service areas of the water and sewer systems are not the same. While 
purists would prefer to see water, sewer, and storm water fees established on the basis of the cost 
of service of each system calculated separately, being able to combine resources may be a 
practical requirement in an era of very large capital expenditures mandated by environmental 
laws and regulations. 

Finding 13-6 

Consolidation of water, sewer, and storm water services into one organization may make it 
possible to realize significant economies of scale and achieve superior management. 

Recommendations 13-6 

The County should explore the possibility, jointly with other jurisdictions, of sponsoring the 
creation of a multi-county organization, with appropriate corporate and governmental powers, a 
governing body representative of the area served, and capital expenditures and rates subject to 
the jurisdiction of the Public Service Commission, to own and operate all public sanitary sewer, 
water, and storm water sewers in the area. The area of operation of the new organization would 
extend to watersheds in Jefferson and surrounding counties in which substantial urban 
populations are located, omitting watersheds that cannot be beneficially included. A task force 
should be appointed and a report generated and issued to the Commission as soon as possible 
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14 

Alternatives for Expansion 

Introduction 

High user charges, which are expected to increase further to cover costs of acquired capital 
improvements and expenses of operation, limit the County's ability to finance expansion of the 
sewer system by further increasing user charges. It may be difficult to expand the sewer system 
in anticipation of growth or to respond to new federal regulations mandating additional capital or 
operating expenditures. 

Background 

Before suggesting policy alternatives, it is important to understand the constraints under which 
Jefferson County is operating in financing sewer system improvements. 

Jefferson County is in the midst of an approximate $2.67 billion capital expenditure program for 
sewers, with approximately $1 billion remaining to be spent in an effort to comply with federal 
CD mandated improvements to its system, and an additional $246 million required to correct 
known defects in the system. Since these expenditures are being financed almost totally by user 
charges, Jefferson County's user charges are among the highest in the nation, as documented in 
Section 10 of this report. Under these circumstances, it is not practical to finance further sewer 
system expansion with user charges. 

Section 13 describes alternative funding methods not involving user fees that may be used to 
replace some of the increase in user charges required by the large capital program. This section 
deals specifically with alternatives for system expansion: 
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Observations 

Funding Sources 

Without the availability of user charges, funding sources will be difficult to find for expansion 
projects. The following alternatives are suggested. 

Funding Source 

General Tax Revenues 

General Sewer Service Fee 

Community Development Block 
Grant Funds 

Assessment Bonds 

Comment 

The County collects sales, occupation, ad valorem 
and business license taxes and uses them for a 
multitude of purposes. Sewer system expansion 
could be one of these purposes, although it would 
have to compete with existing uses ofthese funds. 

Closely related to an ad valorem tax is the fee 
currently charger every property owoer in the County 
for storm water sewer service at the rate of $5 per 
single home and $15 per year for rental, commercial, 
and industrial properties. This fee has produced 
about $2.1 million per year for the past three years. It 
has been suggested that the County could charge a 
similar fee for sanitary sewer purposes. Such a fee 
would be charged on a per property basis rather than 
on the value of the property, but like an ad valorem 
tax, a sanitary sewer fee charged on a per property 
basis would spread the cost of sanitary sewers to all 
the property in the County, not just that connected to 
the sanitary sewers. 

Community development block grant funds can be 
used in the County outside municipal areas to fund 
sewer system extensions to low income areas. 

See below. 

Sewer Expansion Revolving Fund 

It would be desirable to pool general tax revenues, general sewer service fees, federal grants, and 
other sources of revenue to form a sewer expansion revolving fnnd for the purpose of funding 
critical system expansions for which no other source of funding is available. Monies paid out of 
the fund could be recouped through repayments from projects, including a portion of the ad 
valorem and occupational taxes generated by the projects. In situations where the projects 
benefit more than one taxing jurisdiction, the County could require inter-local agreements under 
which other jurisdictions would participate in the cost of the system expansion or remit some of 
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the tax revenues derived from the assisted project. In order to assure that the revolving fund is 
used for high priority projects, the County should rely on the advice of a committee as suggested 
under the heading Priorities below. 

Assessment Bonds 

Assessment bond financing, a traditional method of sewer system financing, may provide a 
solution to the County's expansion needs in some, and perhaps many, circumstances. 

The County has statutory power under Act No. 316 adopted at the 1969 Regular Session ofthe 
Legislature of Alabama to assess the cost of sewer system improvements against benefited 
properties (which might include not only property served by the sewer system but also property 
not served but benefited) to the extent of the increase in the value ofthe property resulting from 
such improvements. This statute might be used to (i) assess the cost of trunk lines against all 
property in the drainage area served by the trunk line, and (ii) assess the cost of interceptor or 
collector mains against the properties directly served. Such assessments can be paid in 
installments with interest, and the County has the power to borrow on security of the payment of 
the assessment installments. Interest costs of such borrowing might be subsidized under the 
federally subsidized state wastewater financing authority. Assessments are a first lien on the 
properties assessed. 

An advantage of assessment bond financing is that projects must pass several procedural hurdles 
before they can be implemented. Plans must be drawn up, the economic consequences of 
constructing the improvements analyzed, public hearings held and the economic justification 
must be able to withstand attack in the courts. Perhaps of the greatest importance in view of the 
very high sewer rates being paid in Jefferson County, is the fact that costs of the sewer system 
expansion are paid by the property benefited by the expansion, not by existing users. A review 
of possible expansion projects indicates that the cost of a typical project will likely fall within the 
increase in property values resulting from the project. Under these circumstances, the most 
equitable (as well as the most feasible) way of financing expansion projects is to assess their cost 
against benefited properties. 

In some cases where the cost of desirable projects exceeds the likely economic benefit to the 
property, it may be desirable to combine assessment bond financing with contributions from a 
sewer expansion revolving fund created as described in the preceding section. 

Priorities 

On the assumption that any resources available to expand the sewer system will be scarce, it is 
important to prioritize expansion projects. Priorities should be established both in terms ofthe 
economic impact of the project and consistency of the project with other govermnental 
objectives. 
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The following is a suggested order of priority for economic development projects in terms of the 
nature of the development to be supported by the expansion of jobs. 

Nature of Project 

Manufacturing Industry 

Housing 

Warehouse and Service Industry 

Retail 

Final Report 

Comment 

Manufacturing jobs have the highest economic impact 
in terms of producing income and tax revenues for the 
area. The County should make every effort to avoid 
losing new manufacturing jobs. New or expanded 
manufacturing industries tend to favorably impact a 
broad area, thus justifying the expenditure of 
resources originating from a similarly broad area (i.e., 
County-wide taxes). 

The greater Jefferson County area is a great place to 
live, and a major fuctor in making it so is the 
availability of an abundance of attractive housing. 
Maintaining the ability to improve the housing stock 
to meet demand is important to the economic future 
of the area, and sewer service is a necessary condition 
to building housing, particularly housing affordable to 
middle income home buyers that is unlikely to be 
located on lots large enough to accommodate the field 
lines associated with septic tanks. 

These projects may have good economic impact, 
depending on the nature 0 f the business. Operations 
centers, call centers and the like may attract or keep 
large numbers of jobs, although such jobs are usually 
lower paying on average than manufacturing jobs. 
On the other hand, warehouses typically employ very 
few people (and have little need for sewer service). 

Each project in this category should be analyzed for 
its economic impact and treated accordingly. 

Unless they are super regional in nature, retail 
projects tend to relate to existing economic activity 
and are less likely to have large net fuvorable 
economic impact. Unless the economy is growing 
quickly, a retail project in one area is likely to draw 
sales and taxes from another area. Under these 
circumstances, it is not appropriate for the County to 
make an investment just to move sales from one 
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location to another. However, local municipalities 
may find it in their interest to support a development 
because of prospective collections of sales taxes. 

When a project is found to be so desirable in terms of its impact on the Jefferson County 
economy as to justify the use of scarce public funds to pay for a sewer trunk line extension, 
several other issues should be explored. 

Issue 

Planning Approvals 

Alternative Sites 

Alternative Technology 

Least Possible Cost 

No Other Financing Method 

Favorable Economic Impact 

Demand for Service 

Conditional Recoupment of Cost 

Final Report 

Comment 

In every instance, the sewer main extension should be 
consistent with applicable land use plans and zoning 
adopted by the County and any affected 
municipalities. 

There should be no feasible alternative sites already 
served by sewer. 

There should be no feasible alternative methods of 
disposing ofthe wastewater. 

The capital and operating costs of solving the 
wastewater disposal problem presented by the project 
should be the least costly possible. 

The County should be the only party available to pay 
the expansion costs. 

Each project should be scored for their economic 
impact in relation to cost, and forecast tax revenues to 
the County should be estimated using a commercially 
available econometric model and accepted economic 
multipliers as inputs. 

Forecasts of demand for sewer service should be 
carefully prepared and should be sufficient to justify 
the expenditure invo Ived. 

In the event a sewer is extended to support a project, 
some repayment commitment should be obtained in 
the event the project does not employ and continue to 
employ for a specified number of years the number of 
people to which it commits in order to induce the 
County to make the necessary sewer improvements. 
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The County should establish an independent committee to review and score projects to assist it in 
deciding what projects to support with sewer expansions. Membership on the committee should 
be representative of institutions with a stake in economic growth in the County as well as 
consumers. The reviews and scores should be documented and available for public inspection. 
The committee should endeavor to evaluate each project in relation to all others submitted so that 
third parties can understand the policy of the County. Actual approvals of projects by the 
Commission should be compared to recommendations of the committee. 

Additional Alternative Considered 

It has been suggested that the cost of a trunk line expansion conld be financed by a developer 
who would receive reimbursement of costs through a combination of impact fees and diversion 
of a portion ofthe sewer service charge. Under this approach, a portion of the sewer service 
charge equal to the variable cost of treating the effluent would continue to be paid to the County. 
Sunk capital costs would be ignored under this plan. There are several questions and problems 
with this approach. 

Among the questions are the fo llowing: 

(I) 

(2) 

Who will own title to the trunk line and have maintenance responsibility? How will this 
cost be funded? 

How long will the developer be entitled to a portion of the user service charges (for a 
term certain or until the developer recoups his cost), and will the developer be entitled to 
interest on his investment and, if so, how much? 

Among the problems are the following: 

(a) The Indenture pursuant to which Jefferson County sewer bonds are issued pledges all 
user charges, including impact fees, to the trustee for the benefit of the bondholders. The 
County is permitted to use excess revenues for sewer system purposes. The question 
arises as to whether diversion of user charges to a developer is permitted under the 
Indenture or under general law. Even iflawful, such diversion will be subject to the 
obligations of the County under the Indenture, and thus the developer may not be able to 
count on this revenue stream. 

(b) The Indenture prohibits "free service." A special deal with a developer may be deemed 
free service. A special rate established for the class of rate payers who beuefit from trunk 
lines extended by private developers might avoid this provision, but the rate would then 
be subject to attack for being unreasonable and discriminatory if based on an allocation of 
incremental costs rather than fully-allocated costs. 

The County might be able to establish a wholesale rate to accept effluent from a privately owned 
sewer system. The County would meter the volume of effluent accepted from the system and 
charge accordingly. But the wholesale rate will likely have to be based on fully allocated costs, 
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with the result that users will pay approximately what all users pay plus the cost of the trunk line 
extension. 

Any use of sewer service charges to finance expansion of the system should be conditioned on 
the preparation of sewer rate studies demonstrating the reasonableness of rate increases. 

Findings and Recommendations 

Findings 14-1 

To preserve a viable home-building industry in Jefferson County in the face of substantial 
increases in sewer system service and associated infrastructure costs, there is a need to reduce to 
the fullest extent possible non-essential burdens on the building industry. Based on contacts with 
municipal officials and individuals representative of the home-building industry in Jefferson 
County, there appears to be insufficient communication and coordination among ESD, municipal 
officials, and home builders. Municipal officials and home builders complain about the high cost 
of complying with county regulations, which leads, in the opinion of home builders, to 
unnecessarily high costs of constructing housing in Jefferson County. Regulations should be 
rigorously examined for economic impact, need, and consistency with regulations in adjacent 
jurisdictions and at the State level. A cost-benefit analysis should be prepared on all regulations 
leading to increased building costs. 

Recommendations 14-1 

We recommend that the County establish an advisory committee of municipal officials, 
homebuilders, and real estate developers to review sewer system rules, regulations, and practices 
that affect development in Jefferson County. 

We recommend that the County establish a sewer system expansion revolving fund to assist with 
critically needed expansions ofthe system. 

Findings 14-2 

Methods are being found to accomplish expansion without the County having to accept the full 
burden of such projects. In the case of Morris, a new sewer plant project is being replaced with a 
pressure main connecting the area to another existing sewer plant at a substantially reduced cost. 
In the case of Trussville, it appears possible to replace a $13.5 million sewer main inside a tunnel 
running along the Cahaba River with a gravity main installed mostly remote from the river at a 
cost ofless than $1 million. The City of Trussville and the developer of a portion ofthe property 
to be benefited by sewer service are discussing paying for the costs ofthe sewer system 
expansion. 
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Recommendation 14-2 

We recommend that the County explore least-cost alternatives in the case of all expansion 
projects, whatever the funding source. 

Developer and Municipal Financing of Expansion Projects 

Findings 14-3 

Like the case for a major development in Trussville, some sewer expansion projects will provide 
benefits sufficient to justifY payment of the project costs by developers whose projects will be 
served or by municipalities who will realize tax collections from the served projects. This occurs 
in many areas of the country. 

Recommendation 14-3 

We recommend that the County induce developers or municipalities, where it is to their major 
advantage, to pay the costs of sewer expansion projects. Note that prohibitions against 
discriminatory rates may prevent the County from allocating sewer service fees or impact fees 
for sewer expansion projects financed in this manner. 

Assessment Financing 

Finding 14-4 

Assessment financing may be the most robust and equitable source of financing sewer system 
expansion. 

Recommendation 14-4 

The County should commence work at an early date on a prototype sewer assessment financed 
expansion project in order to confirm the feasibility of this approach to system expansion. 

Use of Advanced Technology for Package Plants and Other On-Site Treatment; Regulations 
and Procedures for Monitoring Alternative Treatment Facilities 

Finding 14-5 

Inability of the County to pay for sewer system expansion will inevitably lead to property 
developers attempting to install alternative wastewater treatment and disposal solutions. 
Alternatives likely to be attempted will include (i) pressure lines and pumps transporting sewage 
to County-owned lines, (ii) septic tanks, (iii) various enhanced septic tanks, and (iv) package 
plants with disposal of effluent through spray irrigation or in lagoons, or by discharge in rivers 
and streams, and perhaps others. 
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Recommendation 14-5 

We recommend that the County work with the Jefferson County Health Department, the State 
Health Department and the Alabama Department of Environmental Management to develop 
standards for permitting and inspecting alternative methods of wastewater treatment and 
disposal, and for an inspection system financed with user fees for the purpose of monitoring 
performance of alternative methods and assuring correction of any deficiencies. 
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15 

Public AwarenesslInvolvement 

Introduction 

The Jefferson County Commission requested that BE&K, as part of its report, evaluate the work 
performed on the Program to date. Public Relations and Public Involvement are important 
aspects oflarge capital expenditure Programs, particularly programs that impact rates and 
individual neighborhoods. 

The focus ofthis section is a review of the Community Relations activities utilized by the ESD 
to involve the public in the Program. Findings and recommendations relate the County's past 
and current program practices in comparison to industry standard practices for similar programs 
of this magnitude. 

Background 

The Program has not received many favorable comments from the public, environmental groups, 
or the media. Historically, the County has seemed reluctant to volunteer information or to seek 
public involvement in a managed and coordinated manner. Any good news about the Program's 
intentions and accomplishments has been overshadowed by bad news, which imbalance suggests 
a lack of a managed community relation's effort. The County's contacts with the public have 
generally been limited to the reporting of problems or advising residents that they will be 
impacted by construction in their neighborhood. Media coverage tends to be negative and 
emphasizes sewer overflows, excessive payments to contractors, and other similar concerns. The 
BE&K review team found no evidence of a pro-active sustained effort to involve the general 
public in the Program, nor did we find any risk assessment associated with a decision not to have 
a structured public awareness program. The County did implement the following measures for 
discrete periods oftimes: 

• Quarterly newsletter describing current ESD activities and construction projects. 

• Public service announcements describing ESD activities. 

• Information pamphlets included with monthly water bills. 

• ESD or engineering consultant employees did actively attempt to inform residents who might 
be affected by Sewer Rehabilitation or Sewer Replacement Projects within a given area. 
Meetings were set up in areas affected by sewer projects in order to exp lain the work and the 
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responsibilities of the contractor performing the work. We were advised that the meetings 
were generally well received by the local residents. 

The Commission organized the Environmental Services Citizens Advisory Committee in 
February 2003. The Environmental Services Commissioner worked with the Regional Planning 
Council in order to organize a forum to allow public input to the Commission. The committee 
consists of eighteen (18) people. Six (6) people were nominated to represent the general public, 
six (6) to represent the business community, and six (6) to represent government. The Citizens 
Advisory Council is to represent the public and help the Commission shape the County's vision 
of the ESD. 

Observations 

Large complex construction programs that require massive funding and demand public support, 
such as the Program, typically have proactive, sophisticated Community Relations efforts. The 
goals of Community Relations efforts are as follows: 

• Inform the public (rate payers) of the general scope and schedule for the work to be 
performed and the impact ofthe work on the community (i.e., cleaner water, reduced 
overflows, higher rates, continued economic development, etc., and other improvements). 

• Gain and maintain community support. Keep the public informed about progress, issues, 
and, if necessary, ask the public to assist with any political issues. 

• Gain and maintain political support. Keep local leaders informed about issues, any 
assistance they can provide, progress, and achievements. 

• Achieve positive local, state, and national recognition for the work being performed and for 
the people leading the work. 

• Develop a system for team communication to the public regarding the project. This will 
include definition of key issues and methods for timely distribution of information. 

• Provide a project "Ombudsman" to respond to specific issues raised by individual residents 
impacted by the project. 

Experienced professionals generally manage Community Relations efforts. The manager of the 
Community Relations effort generally reports to the executive management or the Program 
Manager. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

Finding 15-1 

The Program does not have an organized, effective Community Relations effort. 

Recommendation 15-1 

Jefferson County should retain a full-time, experienced Community Relations professional to 
develop and maintain public involvement. The Community Relations function should report to 
the Program Manager. It should be supported by the ESD leadership. 

A Community Relations Program will cost $100,000 to $200,000 per year, assuming that much 
of the effort is delivered by the Program Manager and his staff. 

Finding 15-2 

Diverse, public stakeholder groups can become the County's biggest advocates when the 
objectives, the data, and the constraints of a project are presented to them in a structured manner 
and they help make management decisions that affect the public. The stakeholders, justly or 
unjustly, are generally respected by the public as having a more unbiased opinion than the 
County. The County needs to restore the public's confidence that the County's infrastructure 
program is accomplishing its goals, considering the significant cost ofthe program. Also, 
stakeholder groups are viewed as making decisions that better consider the general public's best 
interest. 

The County has formed the Citizens Advisory Council, which is a preliminary step to a 
structured stakeholders group, however, the Citizens Advisory Committee does not have a high 
profile within the County and would not likely be recognized as a viable stakeholders group. 

Recommendation 15-2 

It is recommended that the County develop a professionally structured and facilitated stakeholder 
involvement program for its wastewater programs. Stakeholder awareness is a component of 
public involvement and should not be substituted for public involvement. 

The environmental stakeholder group members should be recognized leaders of business, 
environmental groups, regulatory agencies (Alabama Department of Environmental 
Management, Environmental Protection Agency), local governments, and individual ratepayers. 
A professional mediator or organization consultant who reports to the environmental 
commissioner should chair the group. 
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Finding 15-3 

The Atlanta area is in the process of complying with a CD. As part of its Program, Atlanta has 
developed a public involvement and a large diverse stakeholders group to assist the Atlanta local 
government in dealing with its CD issues. 

Recommendation 15-3 

The Jefferson County Commission should travel to Atlanta and review the public involvement 
and stakeholder group programs and use the information to develop similar programs for 
Jefferson County. 
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(C Acronyms 

Acronyms 
AADF Annual Average Daily Flow 

CCF One Hundred Cubic Feet 

CD Consent Decree 

cn Construction Industry Institute 

CIP Capital Improvement Program 

CIPP Cured-in-Place Pipe 

CMOM Capacity Maintenance and Operations Management 
I 

EpA Environmental Protection Agency 
i , 

ESD Environmental Services Department 

dPD/SF Gallons Per Day Per Square Foot 

III InfiltrationlInflow 

ie LIBOR London Interbank Offered Rate (the rate that London banks borrow and 
lend among each other) 

MGD Million GalIons Per Day 

MMADF Maximum Month Average Daily Flow 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

O&M Operation and Maintenance 

PRC Product Review Committee 

RASIWAS Return Activated Sludge/Waste Activated Sludge 

SOR Surface Overflow Rate 

SSES Sewer System Evaluation Survey 

SSO Sanitary Sewer Overflow 

TV! TV Inspection 

VE Value Engineering 

WTSCIP Waste Treatment System Capital Improvement Plan 

WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant 

C 
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KR="BS PAUL B. KREBS & ASSOCIATES. INC. 

AACHrrECTURE / ENGINEERING 

November 5, 2002 

Report to the Commission of Jefferson County 

Contained herein is a projection of the Environmental Services Department's rate revenues and related 
Income, its operations and maintenance (O&M) expenses, and its annual debt service and debt coverage 
through the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006. The objective of this undertaking is to evaluate the 
adequacy of the current sewer user fee structure in light of the requirements created as a result of what is 
generally referred to as the "Consent Decree" which was entered with the United States District Court in 
Birmingham, Alabama on December 9, 1996 and the Commission's long term plan for other needed capital 
improvements. 

The Consent Decree calls for the development and implementation of a remedial plan over a twelve-year 
period to eliminate bypasses and other unlawful discharges of untreated sewage into receiving streams in 
Jefferson County. Because that plan requires the rehabilitation of an extensive amount of lateral and 
collector sewers throughout Jefferson County, the undertaking is currently estimated to cost approximately 
$2.0 billion over the period which officially began in July 1995. While much has been accomplished during 
the first seven years of the twelve-year time frame set forth in the Decree, a considerable amount of work 
remains to be done. As compliance with the provisions of the Consent Decree continues to manifest itself 
through very substantial capital outlays by the County, it has become necessary to periodically increase the 
existing sewer user fee structure to acoommodate the periodic financing of those improvements. Other 
needed improvements are currently projected to cost approximately $1.1 billion. 

Proposed changes in the sewer user fee structure have historically been based on usage by existing 
customers at prevailing rates during the most recent fiscal year. While there can be no assurance that those 
customers will continue to use the County's sewer facilities at that same rate as user fees rise, it has 
historically been the amount of rainfall during a fiscal year which has been the most significant factor 
influencing the amount of sewer usage experienced. The fiscal year ended September 30, 2000 was a very 
dry one, while the following fiscal year was a very wet one according to National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration records for the Jefferson County area. In our opinion, neither year was satisfactory for 
purposes of modeling the probable user rate increases required to fund the County's planned capital 
improvements program. Accordingly, in projecting rates forthe Series 2002-B and thereafierdebt offerings, 
we attempted to minimize the influence of an event at either extreme by making our forecast using the 
development of an "average yea~' usage model which considered usage data for those two fiscal years. The 
fiscal year ended September 30,2002 proved to be one in which rainfall closely approximated that on which 
the "average year" model was based. However, the quantity of sewer services demanded during that year 
declined somewhat when compared with the average year. As a consequence, we must assume that either 
the public has bagun to use water more wisely as a result of the drought in 2000, or the price of sewer 
services is beginning to result in conservation practices in some segments of the county rate base. Please 
see a more complete discussion of this subject in the body of the report. 

To position itself in such a manner as to provide the maximum flexibility which will be required to meet its 
normal needs and comply with the terms of the Consent Decree, the Commission proposes to borrow an 
additional $475 million to maintain its rate of progress toward construction of projects mandated by the 
Consent Decree, other projects required to comply with the Clean Water Act, and discretionary projects 
which are necessary to meet the future needs of the system. This borrowing will finance the construction 

2100 RIVER HAVEN DAIVE· SUITE 100 BIRMINGHAM. AL 35244 
BIRMINGHAM ATLANTA 

www.KrebsAE.com 

205/987-7411 FAX 205/987-7415 
MONTGOMERY 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-29    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part80    Page 16 of 17



c 

c 

c 

Commission of Jefferson County 
Page 2 

objectives scheduled for completion over the next two fiscal years. Additional borrowing may be required 
during the remaining years of the period set by the Consent Decree. 

Sewer user fees accounted for approximately 74 percent of the Environmental Services Department's total 
revenues in the most recenHy completed fiscal year, and that percentage is expected to rise steadily in future 
years. The rate currently in effect is $3.53 per hundred cubic feet of water consumed. Residential 
customers receive a quantity exclusion equal to fifteen percent of their water usage, so the typical account 
in this customer group, assuming the use of 1,000 cubic feet of water per month, would currently receive a 
monthly bill of $30.01. With the implementation of the automatic rate increase which is projected to take 
effect January 1, 2003 and based upon the financing plan currently proposed, the sewer user fee would rise 
from $3.53 to $5.05 per hundred cubic feet. This would result in an increase in a typical residential user's 
monthly bill from $30.01 to $42.93 or an increase of approximately 43 percent. Utilizing the County's 
automatic rate increase ordinance, the projected rate increases to $6.26 per hundred cubic feet on January 
1,2004, to $7.18 per hundred cubic feet on January 1, 2005, and to $7.83 on January 1, 2006. All projections 
of sewer user fees contained in this report are contingent upon the actual implementation ofthe planned rate 
increases on the dates proposed herein. 

Based on the financial and operating data available to us, it is our opinion that sewer rate revenues arising 
from the proposed sewer user charge system, when added to the other sewer operating revenues and 
resources which the Commission indicates are available to it, will be adequate to cover projected sewer 
operations and maintenance expenses, existing and currently proposed annual debt service, and debt 
service coverage as required by the governing indenture agreement. Projected annual net income available 
for debt service is $82.6, $104.1, $123.1 and $137.0 million for the fiscal years ending September 30, 2003, 
2004,2005, and 2006, respectively. A brief summary of projected revenues, operating expenses and annual 
debt service for these years may be seen in Exhibits A and B of this report. 

Sources of information used to make rate revenue projections contained in this report included summary 
usage and billing data provided by the Water Works and Sewer Board of the City of Birmingham and the 
smaller municipal utilities in the Jefferson County sewer system. Other revenues and operating expenses 
are projected using historical financial information contained in the Commission's accounting system, 
operating expense budget data prepared by Commission professional staff, and other inform alion provided 
by the professional engineers of the Environmental Services Department. 

We appreciate very much the opportunity to serve the Commission on this project. If we can be of additional 
assistance, please do not hesitate to call on us. 

Paul B. Krebs & Associates, Inc 
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PROJECT OVERVIEW 

This report is the fifth of a series arising out of the partial summary judgment granted in favor of the original 
plaintfff and the federal government by the District Court in December 1995. The case, which was brought 
against the Jefferson County Commission in 1993, alleged thatlhe Commission violated certain provisions 
of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended. The District Court judgment mandated that the defendants 
in the litigation develop a plan of action now 
commonly known as the "Consent Decree", which 
set forth the manner in which the violations would Total Projects 
be remedied. That plan was filed with the United 
States District Court, Northern District of Alabama, 
on December 9, 1996, and has provided the 
principal focus for the debt offerings which have 
followed the court ruling. Those bond offerings 
have also included funding for construction of some 
improvements which were deemed necessary by 
the Commission, but not required by the Consent 
Decree. 

Engineering reports have been developed to 
support needed debt offerings in 1997, 1999, 2001 
and earlier in 2002 in an effort to assist the 
Commission in complying with the terms of the 
Consent Decree and meeting other construction 
objectives, eVen though the total cost of the 

• Consent Decree 
Ijj Clean Water N;t Comp6ance 

• Other System Improvements 

improvements to the system required had not yet been fully determined. As far as the Consent Decree is 
concerned, the Commission is obliged, v.ithina twelveyeartfme frame beginning in June 1995, to complete 
all of the improvements required to bring it into compliance with the Clean Water Act The Series 1997, 
1999, 2001, 2002-A and Series 2002-8 debt offerings funded part of the needed improvements, but the 
Commission now seeks additional financing in the amount of $475 million to continue with its construction 
improvements plan for the work contemplated. It is anticipated that, after issuance costs and the funding 
of the debt service reserve and other funds, approximately $386 million will be available for use on planned 
sewer improvements. When this amount is combined with the proceeds made available from the Series 
2002-8 debt offering and funds on hand from prior financing efforts, it is projected that funds available for 
existing and proposed sewer projects will approach $837 million. Work remaining on contracts awarded by 
the Environmental Services Department as of September 30, 2002 is valued at $436 million, so 
approximately $401 million of the funds currently available for construction work can be devoted to new 
projects. The proposed use by the Jefferson Count Environmental Services Department of the 
unencumbered amounts is outlined in more detail in the sections which follow. The Commission continues 
to develop more accurate estimates for the cost of the work remaining to be performed, to identify other 
proje"cts which will have to be constructed to meet announced but not yet implemented Environmental 
Protection Agency ("EPA") discharge standards, to identify other projects required to serve new growth, and 
to maintain the construction schedule required to obtain information needed to measure compliance with the 
Consent Decree on or before the EPA's scheduled benchmark dates. 

As of the date of this report, the best estimate for the costlo complete both the already constructed and the 
proposed work is approximately $3.1 billion. This figure does not include approximately $97 million which 
the Commission spent on essential improvements before the Consent Decree became effective. The cost 
of the work remaining to be performed should continue to be considered an approximation until bids on all 
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projects to be constructed have been received. 

Consent Decree Projects 

• Funded ~ Unfunded 

This estimate is subject to adjustment as additional 
information becomes available. The financing plan 
which brought about the need for this report calls for 
the borrowing of approximately $475 million to be used 
to provide funding for projects during the next two 
years of planned construction activity for projects 
which can be classified into three groups: Consent 
Decree, Clean Water Act Compliance, and Other 
System Improvements. 

Consent Decree projects can be generally categorized 
as infiltration/inflow (III) program management, sewer 
rehabilitation and replacement projects, and the 
upgrading of some wastewater treatment plants to 
meet the discharge standards mandated in that 
document. The total cost of all Consent Decree 
projects is currently projected to be $1.971 billion. Of 
this amount, approximately $1.141 billion has been 

funded. Of the $830 million in projected remaining 
costs, it is anticipated that $559 million v.ill be 
constructed v.ith funds now available, leaving 
approximately $271 million to be funded from future 
resources as they become available. 

Clean Water Act Compliance Projects 

Clean Water Act Compliance projects include projects 
Which, while not specifically mandated in the Consent 
Decree, must be constructed in the near term if the 
County is to bring some recently acquired facilities into 
compliance with existing EPA standards as well as 
modify others to meetthe evolving discharge standards 
which may have been announced by the EPA but 
which are not yet effective. Such projects include 
sewer replacements, relief sewer construction, 
upgrades to wastewater pumping stations, and 

• Funded ~ Unfunded 

upgrades to wastewater treatment plants. The projected cost for all projects in this group as of the date of 
this report is $591 million. Of this amount, approximately $309 million has already been funded. Of the 
$283 million in remaining costs, it is anticipated that $190 million will be constructed with funds now 

Other System Improvements 

• Funded ~ Unfunded 

available, leaving $93 million to be funded from future 
resources as they become available. 

Other System Improvements include projects such as 
sanitary sewer extenSions, new sewer pumping 
stations, and wastewater treatment plant expansions. 
All projects in this category are constructed for the 
purpose of providing additional capacity to serve new 
accounts. The projected cost for all projects included 
in this group is $532 million, and $218 million of this 
amount has already been funded, leaving $314 million 
to be funded. Of the $314 million in remaining 
projected costs, $89 million will be constructed with 
funds now available. The remaining projects, 
estimated at $225 million, will be funded from future 
resources as they become available. 
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REVENUE REQUIREMENTS 

General 

To develop a rate structure which should provide the Commission with the system reVenues required to 
discharge its responsibilities, it is necessary to consider the following requirements: (1) the amount of 
operating and maintenance (O&M) expenses to be incurred in a fiscal year, (2) the amount of debt service 
which the Commission will be required to satisfy during that period, and (3) the terms for the debt service 
as specified in the Trust Indenture. 

After the revenue requirements for each major group have been properly identified, the total of those 
requirements may then be compared with revenues anticipated to be generated from the existing customer 
base under the Commission's current rate structure and other operating revenues. Ifthe revenues generated 
are found to be Inadequate, a new rate structure which will help satisfy the projected reVenue requirements 
is then proposed. The current rate for sewer service is $3.53 per hundred cubic feet and has been in force 
since January 1, 2002. To meet Hs ongoing operating and cap Hal needs, an increase in the sewer user fee 
will be required. The currently projected rate increase, scheduled for implementation on January 1, 2003, 
will increase the current volumetric charge to $5.05 for that same quantity. To com ply with the Revenue 
Forecast provisions of the Trust Indenture, the $5.05 rate is proposed to rise again to $6.26 on January 1, 
2004, to $7.18 on January 1, 2005, and to $7.83 on January 1, 2006. 

O&M Expense 

Starting points for determining an estimate of this reVenue requirement are the Commission's unaudited 
financial statement for the most recently completed fiscal year and the budget for the current year. The 
Commission has an experienced professional staff that maintains a well·developed financial reporting 
system which both accumulates current financial information each month and compares current operating 
performance against budget on year-to.uate basis. The budget and financial reporting system contains a 
great deal of data about actual financial performance in prior years as well as budget information on its 
various operating segments for the current fiscal year. The fiscal year for the Commission ends on 
September 30. 

For the fiscal year ended September 3D, 2002, total operating expense (as defined in the Trust Indenture) 
for the Environmental Services Department amounted to $44.6 million. For the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2003, operations and maintenance expenses are budgeted at $56.6 million, or 27 percent 
higher than those in the preceding fiscal year largely because the County continues to increase its staffing 
and expenses to meet the requirements of the Consent Decree. Historically, the Environmental Services 
Department has underrun its operating budget by a considerable margin. For the most recently completed 
fiscal year, actual expenses were approximately 85 percent of budgeted amounts. However, we must 
assume that the budget for the current fiscal year will closely approximate what will ultimately be incurred. 

Most of the operating expense groupings reflect moderate increases for the current fiscal year, but the 
largest single item in terms of both percentage and dollar increase is expected to be experienced in the 
Sanitary Administration expense grouping. This increase is largely due to the anticipated filling of additional 
positions in the that area. However, liquidity and remarketing fees ariSing out of the Series 2002-C refunding 
now constitute about 4.5 percent of projected operating expenses which the Environmental Service 
Department must also address in addition to regular operating expenses. For the fiscal years beginning 
October 1,2003 and continuing through the fiscal year ending September 30, 2007, the professional staff 
of the Environmental Services Department has projected operating expenses to rise at an annual rate of 
between four and five percent. Accordingly, Operations & Maintenance (O&M) expense is projected to rise 
at a rate of approximately 4.5 percent per year for those fiscal years. For the fiscal years beginning October 
1,2007 and thereafter, however, it is the opinion of the professional staff of the Environmental Services 
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Department that there will be a decrease in the annual rate of growth in operating expense as construction 
spending winds down and emphasis can be placed on operating efficiencies. More specifically, those 
efficiencies are expected to include a leveling of or decrease in sewer line maintenance expense currently 
budgeted at $6.38 million, the significant reduction in the maintenance expense on the more than 100 sewer 
pumping stations acquired from surrounding municipalities once those facilities have been upgraded to 
county standards or taken out of service due to more efficient system operating configurations, and the 
implementation of a SCADA system for remote monitoring of certain operating facilities which will minimize 
the need for additional personnel. A more detailed examination of the components of projected O&M 
expense may be seen in Exhibit B of this report. 

Debt Service 

The Commission currently has sewer debt obligations outstanding which total approximately $2.55 billion. 
The County plans to issue additional parity indebtedness of approximately $475 million to continue with the 
System's construction dUring this year and subsequent years. A major portion of that amount will be used 
to construct the estimated $830 million in remaining construction required for compliance with the Consent 
Decree, while the remainder will be used to fund other sewer improvements already under contract. After 
issuance of the additional parity indebtedness, the County will have approximately $3.03 billion in sewer 
revenue debt outstanding. Maximum annual debt service (MADS) is projected to be approximately $171.9 
million. Annual debt service numbers reflected in Exhibit A have been provided by J.P. Morgan Securities, 
Inc. The MADS figure has been provided by Sterne, Agee & Leach, Inc. 

Debt Service Coverage 

Debt service coverage is usually thought of in terms of the amount by which the bond documents require 
that annual net revenues available for debt service (NRADS) must exceed annual debt service. Under the 
terms of the Trust Indenture, there is a specific debt service standard which defines both the NRADS and 
Prior Years' Surplus (PYS) funds required to issue parity debt. For purposes of that Revenue Forecast, until 
the fiscal year beginning October 1, 2007, the required combined coverage test is 1.05 times maximum 
annual debt service (MADS). Atleast .75 of that coverage must be provided by NRADS, while the remaining 
.30 coverage requirement may be provided by certain resources, hereinafter referred to as Prior Years' 
Surplus (PYS) funds, which the County has accumulated from its operation of the Environmental Services 
Department in recent years. In the fiscal year beginning October 1, 2007, it will be necessary for NRADS 
to equal or exceed 1.05 times MADS. 

SOURCES OF REVENUE 

The major sources of revenue available to the Environmental Services Department, are: (1) sewer userfees, 
(2) sewer impactfees, (3) ad valorem taxes, (4) waste surcharges, (5) interest income, and (6) miscellaneous 
income. Of these, sewer user fees is by far the most important, contributing from 77 to 88 percent of 
projected total revenues during the years for which a forecast has been made. The Commission has 
undertaken a study of the adequacy and equity of all of its sources of operating revenue, and that report is 
scheduled for completion by the end of calender year 2002. 

Sewer User Fees 

Most of the sewer user fees are collected for the Comm ission by the Water Works and Sewer Board of the 
City of Birmingham (the "Board") and are based on water meter readings. In exchange for collection 
services, the Commission pays that entity a handling fee equal to the cost of collections as defined in the 
agreement between the Commission and the Board dated November 29, 1994. Billings through this entity 

4 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-30    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part81    Page 4 of 12



c 

c 

accounted for about 87 percent of the sewer user fees billed in the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002. 
The County also provides sewer service to a smaller number of customers not served through the Water 
Works and Sewer Board of the City of Birmingham. Those entities are the boards or municipal governments 
of the cities of Bessemer, Graysville, Irondale, Leeds, Mulga, Roupes Valley and Trussville. The City of 
Bessemer both bills and collects for sewer service on the Commission's behalf, while the remaining six 
municipalities submit water usage data for their customers individually to Jefferson County, which then bills 
customers for their usage. 

The customer base of the Environmental Services Department is currently composed of almost 141,000 
residential, commercial and industrial accounts. Based on data available from the Birmingham WaterWorks 
& Sewer Board, the Commission's Finance - Sewer Services Department and the City of Bessemer, the 
distribution of and contribution to rate revenues by those groups for the fiscal year ended September 30, 
2002 is reflected in the ta ble which follows: 

Customer No. of Accounts Percent of Revenue 

Residential 127,600 41.8% 

Commercial 13,133 56.1% 

Industrial 90 2.1% 

Total 140,823 100.0% 

Source: Jefferson County Sewer Services Billing Department 

To properly project the amount of additional revenue to be generated by the implementation of a proposed 
rate increase, it is important to have both actual cubic feet of sewer usage billed by customer class and the 
current dollar amount earned at the existing rate. Both usage and revenue data must be accumulated 
because the Commission permits certain discounts and allowances among various groups of customers, and 
knowledge of those discounts and allowances must be taken into consideration when forecasting the 
additional revenue to be generated by a change in the billing rate per hundred cubic feet. Revenue and 
usage data by customer class has been provided by the Water Works and Sewer Board of the City of 
Birmingham since 1991, and more recently by the smaller utilities within the Jefferson County system. As 
a result, it is possible to make some reasonable assumptions as to what can be expected in the way of 
additional revenues arising from a change in the billing rate, assuming no change in price elasticity of 
demand. 

For a typical residential customer using perhaps 1,000 cubic feet per month, the change from the existing 
rate of $3.53 to the proposed rate of $5.05 per hundred cubic feet on January 1, 2003 will raise his or her 
monthly bill from $30.01 to$42.93. Actual and projected monthly bills for a typical residential customerfrom 
2003 through 2006 may be seen in Exhibit A, however, the possible impact of the projected increase in rates 
on usage is difficult to predict. 

It appears that the amount of rainfall experienced in a fiscal year is an influential factor in the level of billable 
sewer usage, and it is the intent ofthe rate model to attempt to project probable rate increases in what might 
be defined as a year in which a normal amount of rainfall could be expected to occur. A normal year is 
defined as the average amount of annual rainfall for the Jefferson County area from 1961 to 1990 as 
determined by the National Oceanic and AtmospheriC Administration. During the two fiscal years ending 
September 30, 2000 and 2001, normal rainfall conditions did not occur. Billable sewer usage dropped 
approximately 15% from the 2000 to the 2001 fiscal year, while rainfall for the area was 36% higher in the 
2001 fiscal year when compared with the 2000 fiscal year. As shown in the Rainfall Data exhibit, for the 
2000 fiscal year, the rainfall total was approximately 10% lower than a normal year for Jefferson County. 
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In the following fiscal year, 
however, the rainfall total was 
22% higher than for a normal 
year. We used customer data in 
the two fiscal years just discussed 
to create what we believed to be 
a representative usage year, and 
we also found that in the normal 
year, the rainfall amount for the 
Jefferson County sewer service 
area could be expected to be 
57.8 inches. For the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2002, the 
rainfall amount for the area was 
58.5 inches. As a consequence, 
we believe that usage actually 
experienced during the "normal" 
year for the rate model is 

Rainfall Data 

1996 FYE 1998FYE 2000 FYE 2002 FYE 

• Rainfall (Inches) ~ Normal (Inches) 

appropriate for forecasting purposes. This average year was used in the Series 2002-B forecast for all 
classes of users to project growth in rate revenues for future years. Based on usage data now available for 
the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, however, we have now elected to consider average usage by 
customer class during the three most recent fiscal years as a basis in our current model to forecast usage. 
Thisaverage year has been used for all classes of usersto forecast growth in rate revenues for future years. 

Residential units and apartment dwellers currenUy account for almost 42 percent of ali billable usage, so an 
increase in cost of sewer service may not result in any meaningful reduction in usage from this group, but 
there may be a point at which this assumption is no longer valid Commercial and industrial customers, 
particularly the latter, could be a different matter. However, because industrial accounts represent only about 
2.1 percent of rate revenues in the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, it can be assumed that any action 
that a customer in this class might take would probably not seriously endanger the revenue generating 
capability of the proposed rate increase. Nevertheless, the impact of possible action by the commercial 
customers responsible for the remaining 56 percent of the annual rate revenues cannot be entirely 
discounted. However, it is our opinion that if conservation action was taken by customers in this group, such 
action would probably be confined to the larger users. 

Overthe years during which usage and account growth data has now been available, it has been calculated 
that the annual compound growlh rate in billing units chargeable has been approximately 0.25 percent. 
However, based on the preliminary data for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002 available as of the 
date of this report, we are obliged to assume that the factor of price elasticity of demand may be beginning 
to have some effect on usage. We currently do not have sufficient historical data to quantify the possible 
extent of that factor, but we believe that it would be prudent to assume no addHional growlh in usage until 
the influence of this variable can be more accurately ascertained. Projections made are predicated upon 
the continuance of the Commission's existing policies relating to credits and allowances for the various 
customer classes as we understand them. Any material change in the Commission's policy on credits and 
allowances could have a significant impact on rate revenues. 

With the considerations outlined in the preceding paragraph in mind, a rate model has been developed 
calling for a user fee per hundred cubic feet of $5.05 to be implemented on January 1, 2003, $6.26 on 
January 1, 2004, $7.18 on January 1,2005, and to $7.83 on January 1, 2006 to meetthe projected revenue 
requirements determined in this report. Rate revenues of approximately $1 08.4, $138.3, $161.4 and $178.1 
million are projected for the fiscal years ending September 30, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006, respectively. 
In our opinion, the foregoing projected rates, while at the higher end of sewer user fee structures currently 
being experienced by publicly operated treatment works, would be reasonable for sanitary sewer systems 
similar in size and character to the system which may be operating under similar legal and regulatory 
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c 
constraints. In assessing the character ofthe Jefferson County system, we considered historical usage data, 
composition of the customer base, operational requirements, and regulatory and legal requirements. 

Sewer Impact Fees 

Impactfee revenues have varied somewhat in recent years, ranging from approximately $3.6 to $4.4 million. 
The current impact or system development charge fee system has been in effect for many years. Impact 
fees are influenced by a number of factors including, but not limited to, interest rates, employment 
conditions, regulatory considerations and the possibility of an increase in amount, although the lastof these 
factors normally has more of a one time rather than an ongoing impact. In Jefferson County the basis for 
impact fees is, as a general rule, an assessment per plumbing fixture unit, butthere are variations of this rule 
for certain establishments such as restaurants or other higher use facilities. There may also be a nominal 
amount for connection of an existing structure to a new sewer service line installed where service did not 
previously exist. Because we believe thatthis source of revenue may be significantly impacted by changing 
economic conditions, it is appropriate to be conservative when projecting revenue from impact fees. The 
Commission has forecasted $3.7 million for impact fee revenues for the current fiscal year. Future growth 
is projected at 2 percent annually to allow for the unpredictability of this source of revenue. While it is not 
expected that such a move would generate a significant increase in the amount of revenue eamed from this 
source, the methodology for developing the amount of the impact fee to be charged to a new customer 
should be periodically reviewed to ensure both adequacy of the charge and equity to the existing customer 
base. 

Ad Valorem Taxes 

Ad valorem tax revenues allocable to the Environmental Services Department has ranged from $2.9 to$4.5 
million over the past five fiscal years. This source has experienced some variability in its most recent fiscal 
year due to changes in funding percentages both at the state and county levels. The Commission has 
recently revised its estimate for ad valorem revenues allocable to sewer operations to be $3.9 million forthe 
current fiscal year to reflect the influence of both recurring and non-recurring adjustments which took place 
in the last fiscal year. One of those adjustments v.ill also be reflected in the current fiscal year. Beyond the 
influence of those adjustments, we have assumed an annual compound growth rate of 2 percent per year. 
It is also our understanding that while revenues from ad valorem taxes allocable to the sewer operations may 
be counted for purposes of debt service coverage, they cannot be pledged toward the payment of the debt 
itself. 

Waste Surcharges 

Industrial waste surcharges earned in the fiscal year ended September 3D, 2002 amounted to $1.9 million, 
up from $1.7 million in the preceding fiscal year. The schedule for these charges was revised in January 
1996, and that schedule is undergoing review at the time of this report. Revenues from this source are 
largely dependent on Commission policy. Future revenues from this source are uncertain. The Commission 
anticipates $1.9 million from this source for the current fiscal year. In the interest of conservatism it is 
projected that this item v.ill grow at an annual rate of 2 percent. Potential revenues from this source will be 
examined again when the Commission completes its review of its current charge methodology. 

Interest Income 

The projection amount of interest income to be eamed by an entity is an approximation due to the volatility 
of short term interest rates. Such a forecast involves estimating interest earnings on the various indenture 
funds and on various other funds of the System. Those funds include interest earned on operating funds, 
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all special purpose funds, debt service reserve funds, construction funds, and other related interest earning 
sources. Interest earnings for the fiscal years ending September 30, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006 are 
projected to be $20.2, $14.3, $12.5 and $12.1 million, respectively. The Construction Fund is projected to 
be spent in monthly installments through May 2004, and capitalized interest funds are scheduled to fund 
interest until six months after the construction fund is depleted. We believe that it is appropriate to assume 
an interest rate that corresponds to the one-year average life of these assets, which is 1.52% under market 
conditions as of October 2002. Debt service reserve funds, however, will remain in place through the final 
maturity of the warrants for which they were established. For example, the Series 1999-A Debt Service 
Reserve Fund will remain in place until the final maturity of February 1, 2039, and the Series 2002-B and 
2002-D Debt Service Reserve funds will remain in place until the final maturity of February 1, 2042.. Due 
to the long average lives of these assets, it is assumed that the Series 2002-B Debt Service Reserve will 
earn the allowable yield of 5.03%, while the Series 2002-D fund will earn at the allowable yield of 5.19%. 
An interest rate of 5.25% is assumed on the 1997 and 1999 Debt Service Reserve Funds. The County has 
historically earned higher rates of return on its investments. 

Miscellaneous Income 

Sources of revenue making up this revenue grouping include othersanttation charges, septic tank dumpings, 
delinquency fees, developer assessments, and recovery of charged off balances. Although this source of 
revenue amounted to approximately $980,000 for the most recent fiscal year, revenues from this source 
have historically ranged from $700,000 to $900,000 annually. These items constitute less than 1 percent 
of total projected revenues of the Environmental Services Department. Little change in the size of the 
revenue stream is expected to occur. The County forecasts $1.0 million in miscellaneous revenues for the 
current fiscal year, and the growth rate used in projecting future revenue estimates arising from this source 
is 2 percent. 

SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS 

We have worked with the Com mission on sewer revenue forecasts on several occasions in the lastlen years, 
and that continuing relationship has afforded us the opportunity to become increasingly familiar with the 
financial reporting systems providing the infonnation which is the basis for this report. We are confident that 
this information provided represents a good framework for both evaluating the resources currently available 
to the Environmental Services Department and projecting that department's future revenues and 
requirements. 

Based on the information available to us, it is our opinion that the currently adopted and the proposed rate 
increases raising the rate from a level of $3.53 to $5.05 per hundred cubic feet effective January 1, 2003, 
to $6.26 on January 1, 2004, to $7.18 on January 1, 2005, and to $7.83 on January 1, 2006 will be sufficient 
to adequately fund the operations of the Environmental Services Department, provide for the orderly 
retirement of its debt for the period modeled and meet the other terms of the trust indenture, assuming that 
there is no material change in the economic or regulatory environment in which the Commission must 
operate. However, it should also be recognized that increasing conservation on the part of sewer system 
users may be expected as the cost of sewer service becomes more expensive, but the dollar value of 
potential conservation efforts is not quantifiable at this time. 

The exhibits which follow provide an overview of projected revenues, operating expenses and debt service 
requirements which the Commission's Environmental Services Department can reasonably expect to 
experienceovertheyears discussed herein, assumingimplementationofthe proposed change in sewer user 
fees as projected. 
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Exhibit A 
Jefferson County Commission 

Environmental Services Department 
Proforma Income Statement and Debt Coverage 

(thousands) 

Fiscal Years Ending September 30 
2003 2004 2005 

(forecast) (forecast) (forecast) 
Revenues: 

Sewer service fees(1) $108,393 $138,311 $161,376 
Impact fees 3,745 3,819 3,896 
Ad valorem taxes 3,887 3,965 4,044 
Waste surcharges 1,944 1,984 2,023 
Interest income(2) 20,218 14,255 12,526 
Miscellaneous 984 1,004 1,024 

Total Revenues 139,171 163,338 184,889 

Operating Expense: 
o & M Expense(3) 56,606 59,226 61,767 

Excess of Revenues 
over Expenses $82,565 $104,112 $123,122 

Current & Projected 
Annual Debt Service(4)(5) $92,236 $105,097 $147,114 

Historfc debt coverage 0.90 0.99 0.84 
Prospective debt coverage (6) 0.79 0.71 0.82 
Prospective wlPYS coverage(7) 1.71 1.37 1.32 

Operatlon of Prior Years' Surplus funds (8) 
Beginning Balance $106,513 $97,555 $97,292 
Contributions 0 0 0 
Earnings 1,619 1,483 1,478 

Transfers to Revenue Fund (10,577) (1,746) (24,735) 

Ending Balance $97,555 $97,292 $74,035 

Rate per 100 cf $5.05 $6.26 $7.18 
Implementation date 01/01/03 01101104 01/01/05 
Average monthly resi-
dential bill (1000 cf) (after 
15 % non-sewer allowance) $42.93 $53.21 $61.03 

IMPORTANT: The accompanying notes are an integral part of this exhibit. 
Please see Trust Indenture for details. 

1. Projected rate revenues assume no annual growth in billable wastewater units and the continued 
application of the existing rate structure in its current form. Actual growth experienced may differ 
from projected. Rate revenues and interest income projected from rate model. 

2. Interest Income includes interest eamings on all Trust Indenture funds (including the Construction Fund) 
and on various other funds of the System. Interest income earned is projected using 
appropriate Interest rates currently available. See report for dIscussion of interest rate assumptions. 

3. Operations and Maintenance (0 & M) expenses are those expenses incurred to carry on the normal day-to
day operation of the System. The projections included herein reflect budgeted O&M expense for FYE 09/03 
and normal growth. However, actual operating expenses could vary significantly from budgeted. See report 
for discussion of recent historical and budgeted 0 & M expenses. 

4. For purposes of the Revenue Forecast as set forth in the Indenture. net revenues available for debt service 
(NRADS) in the Test Year (09/30/2006) must equal or exceed .75 times the maximum annual debt service 
(MADS) for the System. It is assumed that MADS will be approximately $171.9 million and will occur 
subsequent to the Test Year. 

9 

~ 
(forecast) 

$178,054 
3,974 
4,125 
2,064 

12,173 
1,044 

201,434 

84,423 

$137,011 

$149,518 

0.92 
0.92 
1.34 

$74,035 
0 

1,125 
(12,886) 

$62,274 

$7.83 
01/01/06 

$66.56 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-30    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part81    Page 9 of 12



c 

C" 

c 

IMPORTANT: The accompanying notes are an integral part of this exhibit. 
Please see Trust Indenture for details. 

5. It is anticipated that the Commission may issue additional debt In a future year to continue with its 
projected plan for funding proposed capital improvements. The actual date for and the amount of the proposed 
financing has not yet been finalized. Such debt, if issued, would result in an increase in sewer rates on January 
1 of the following year. 

6. Annual debt service for the fiscal year ending 09/30/2007 is $149.171.504. 

7. Prior Year Surplus (PYS) Funds as defined in the Trust Indenture. 

8. See the table below:10r a more detailed presentation of the operation of the Prior Years' Surplus Funds. 

Operation of Prior Years' Surplus funds 
(thousands) 

Rate Stabilization Fund 2003 2004 2005 
Beginning balance $59.659 $49.989 $49.003 
Contributions to RSF Acct. 0 0 0 
RSF eamings (1) 907 760 744 

Transfers to Revenue Fund (10.577) (1.746) (24.735) 
Ending balance 49.989 49.003 25.012 

Depreciation Account Fund 
Beginning balance $46.854 $47.566 $48.289 
Contributions to DA Fund. 0 0 0 
DA Fund earnings (1) 712 723 734 
Capital improv. withdrawals 0 0 0 
Ending balance 47.566 48.289 49.023 

Ending PYS Fund balance $97.555 $97.292 $74.035 

1. A rate of 1.52% is assumed for all Prior Year Surplus funds. 
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C 
Jefferson County Commission 

Environmental Services Department 
Projected Operations & Maintenance Expenses 

o & M EXPENSES: 
2003 2004 2005 2006 

(Budget) (Forecast) (Forecast) (Forecast) 

Finance - Sewer Services $3,652,724 3,817,097 3,988,866 4,168,365 
Provision for Bad Debts 1,955,195 2,043,179 2,135,122 2,231,202 
Uquidity/Remarketing/Rating 2,563,973 2,752,403 2,752,403 2,752,403 
Non - Departmental 3,432,563 3,587,028 3,748,445 3,917,125 
Supplemental Environmental 276,475 288,916 301,918 315,504 
Sanitary Administration 5,218,967 5,453,821 5,699,242 5,955,708 
Administrative Engr. & Canst. 402,126 420,222 439,132 458,893 
Surveying Engr. & Canst. 1,047,368 1,094,500 1,143,752 1,195,221 
Inspection Engr. & Canst. 1,945,797 2,033,358 2,124,859 2,220,478 
Sewer Line Reconstruction 1,395,315 1.458,104 1,523,719 1,592,286 
Administrative Line Maint. 1,292,664 1,350,834 1,411,621 1,475,144 
Village Line Maintenance 1,385,787 1,448,147 1,513,314 1,581,413 
Shades Line Maintenance 2,303,080 2,406,719 2,515,021 2,628,197 
TV Inspection & Grouting 1,466,964 1,532,977 1,601,961 1,674,050 
Cahaba River WWTP 2,873,964 3,003,292 3,138,441 3,279,670 
Five Mile Creek WWTP 2,234,199 2,334,738 2,439,801 2,549,592 
LeedsWWTP 874,415 913,764 954,883 997,853 
Trussville WWTP 845,338 883,378 923,130 964,671 
Turkey Creek WWTP 619,953 647,851 677,004 707,469 
Valley Creek WWTP 5,473,135 5,719,426 5,976,800 6,245,756 

C 
Village Creek WWTP 5,459,704 5,705,391 5,962,133 6,230,429 
Five Mile Creek Maint. Shop 285,996 298,866 312,315 326,369 
Valley Maintenance Shop 373,951 390,779 408,364 426,740 
Village Maintenance Shop 500,438 522,958 546,491 571,D83 
Village Electrical Shop 955,674 998,679 1,043,620 1,090,583 
Instrument Shop 438,478 458,210 478,829 500,376 
Package Plants/Pump Statns. 4,043,956 4,225,934 4,416,101 4,614,826 
Biosolids Handling 1,015,568 1,061,269 1,109,026 1,158,932 
Barton Lab 2,271,941 2,374,178 2,481,016 2,592,662 

$56,605,708 $59,226,016 $61,767,329 $64,423,000 
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March 31, 2003 

Mr. Harry Chandler, Assistant Director 
Jefferson County Environmental Services 
716 Richard B. Arrington, Jr. Blvd., North 
Suite A-300 
Birmingham, Alabama 35203 

Re: Projected Cost for an Impact Fee Study 

Dear Harry: 
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Enclosed herewith are twenty copies of the final report as specified in the contract for 
services relating to this project. Based on our discussion of Thursday of last week, 
I have modified the cover letter of that report to briefly identify and quantify the 
potential immediate sources of revenue for the Environmental Services Department 
which I believe may be available to the Commission. Depending on the assumptions 
that one makes, the various recommendations could produce additional revenues 
system revenues available for debt service by $6.1 to $18.5 million. Conversely, that 
number could be reduced by the cost of any "lifeline" rate or credit which the 
Commission might ultimately decide to implement. There is a section near the end of 
the report which discusses that subject if- anyone is interested in getting into 
considerations affecting that issue. 

On the subject of the possible cost of an impact or system development charge fee 
study, I have done a brief take off the man-hours and labor rates of the people required 
for the work, and a rough estimate of the cost would be approximately $92,000. My 
preference for the time period in which to complete the work would be approximately 
six months, but it cOllld perhaps be done in, as little as four months if that is what the 
Commission wants and we are able to pull most of the information needed off of the 
Couni:y's financial records in a format that we can adapt to our report format. The 
availability of needed information in a -format which we can readily use cOldd 
significantly impact the cost of the study. Therefore, I would propose that we do the 
work on a cost plus fixed fee basis. 

2100 RIVER HAVEN OI=lIVE - SUITE 100 BIRMINGHAM. AL 35244 205/987-7411 FAX205/987-7415 
BIRMINGHAM ATlANTA MONTGOMERY 

www.KrebsAE.com 
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Mr. Harry Chandler, Assistant Director 
March 31, 2003 
Page 2 

You asked what goes into an impact or system development charge fee study, so I will 
try to give you a brief overview of what must be done. First, it is necessary to 
complete what is called the "inventory and assessment" phase of the work. Because 
the objective of the study is to determine the net replacement cost of a gallon of 
treatment capacity given up every time there is a new connection to the system, the 
starting point is to determine what the value of assets already owned by the system. 

To do this involves taking the schedule of fixed assets owned by the Environmental 
Services Department as of September 30, 2002 and indexing the value of those assets 
up·.to what it would cost to replace them if they had to be built today. The indexing 
process is achieved by comparing the Engineering News-Record building or 
construction cost index as appropriate for each asset when the improvement was 
actually constructed with the appropriate index value as of September 30, 2002. By 
developing a simple ratio between the two numbers, a factor can be developed which 
will yield a reasonable approximation of what it would cost to build that same 
structure or pipeline today. Without getting too much into the nuts and bolts of the 
work, after making the necessary adjustments for any grant funds that may have been 
received in past years, the adjusted or replacement value of each asset is then 
depreciated appropriately over the number of years that it has been in service. That 
process yields the net replacement value for each asset which is then allocated 
between system wide use and capacity for growth based to a large extent on the 
knowledge that you and your people have of the existing utilization of each asset in 
the sewer system. The data which you have been gathering over the past five to ten 
years or so will be very useful in this phase. 

The current impact fee structure has not changed in almost 20 years, so it does very 
much need to be updated for many reasons. It is generally recommended that, once 
adopted, the impact or system development charge fee remain in place for five years. 
The reasons for this are several: (1) updating the study is a major undertaking, (2) 
developers like to know that they can count on things (their connection costs) not 
changing too rapidly, and (3) the fee structure developed should not only look at the 
historical costs of the assets actually constructed but the costs of improvements to 
be constructed in the next five years as well. 

In addition to the cost of the assets actually constructed or to be constructed, it is also 
necessary to incorporate in the fee structure the present value of the financing cost 
of the improvements to the system because those assets constructed did not come 
to the Commission interest free. For Jefferson County, this facet of the system 
development charge will almost certainly be substantial. 

Jeffco-000132 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-31    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part82    Page 1 of 14



Mr. Harry Chandler, Assistant Director 
March 31, 2003 C Page 3 

c 

c 

Once all of the components of the cost of the system have been identified and valued, 
it is then necessary to ascertain both utilization and capacity of existing and plant 
capacity plus the capacity to be added in the next five years. Once quantified, these 
capacities will. then be tied to the net replacement cost of assets described earlier to 
develop both system wide and capacity for growth values per gallon. After that has 
been done, those values need to be translated from a per gallon amount into one of 
the four generally accepted formats for impact or system development charge fee 
structures so the system can be administered. 

The ·preceding description of what goes into a system development charge study is 
necessarily brief, but it should provide you with a general understanding of the 
considerations involved. It is also important that the Commission understand that the 
impact fee constructed must have what is called both a constitutional and rational 
nexus. The first of these is not much of a problem because the Commission already 
has the power to adopt such a fee structure. What they must be careful of is that the 
structure adopted must have a rational connection to the service rendered and its 
cost, it must be objective, and it must not deprive a land owner of the beneficial use 
of his property. If it does not meet these conditions and is not properly implemented, 
there is an excellent chance that the result will be a law suit. And the Commission will 
lose; it is just that simple. 

I promised when I started this letter to be as brief as possible without leaving any 
significant considerations unaddressed. I think that I have done that. If there is 
anything else that I can do for you, the Environmental Services Department, or the 
Commission, p ase do not hesitate to call on me at any time. 

~~"IY'-.A' ./ 
\c. M. re 

Chief Fina cia I Officer 
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KR="BS PAUL B. KREBS & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

ARCHITEClUAE/ ENGINEEAING 

March 31, 2003 

Report to the Jefferson County Commission 

The Commission faces a major challenge as it attempts to comply with the 
Consent Decree dated December 1996. The cost of compliance with that decree and 
cost of related Clean Water Act compliance projects has substantially exceeded original 
estimates, and it must now find a way to accomplish the task of amortizing the debt 
incurred in connection with meeting those requirements. 

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, the Environmental Services 
Department earned revenues from all sources of approximately $116.5 million. 
However, in approximately six years, using projected operating costs, annual debt 
service and required debt service coverage, it is estimated that the revenue 
requirements for operating that utility could approximate $220 million, assuming no 
significant savings due to a favorable debt refunding and no additional borrowing. This 
change will represent a projected increase in revenue requirements of almost 89 
percent over historical revenues, and it presents a significant problem in both debt 
management for the Commission and affordability by the rate payers. In view of the 
magnitude of the problem, the Commission has asked us to examine its current 
revenue sources and suggest alternatives, if any, for additional sources. 

Where resources may be available, we have separated them into three groups: 
immediate, intermediate and long term options. The Commission's needs are 
immediate, so intermediate and long term options will be discussed in the body of the 
report for those interested. There are perhaps five or six changes which CQuid be 
implemented during the current fiscal year and their possibl.e impact on annual 
revenues or expenses could range from $6.1 to $18.5 million. Those possible 
changes are reflected below: 

1 . Eliminate the 15% residential discount allowance. At the current level for 
sewer rates, each 1 % reduction in the residential discount will generate 
nearly $526,000. Therefore, elimination of the entire residential 
allowance would produce approximately $7.9 million more annually in rate 
revenues. 

2100 RIVER HAVEN DRIVE-SUITE 100 BIRMINGHAM, AL 35244 206/8S7-7':1.11 FAX205/887M 7415 

BIRMINGHAM ., ATLANTA • MONTGOMERY 

www.KrebsAE.com Jeffco-000136 
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2. Ban the use of private meters for all but industrial uses where water is 
part of the manufacturing or production process. There are slightly more 
than 8,200 private meters in existence at the present time, and this 
number is growing rapidly. If all of these meters were for residential 
usage (and they are not), the most conservative estimate of the potential 
savings at the rates ·currently in effect would be approximately $725,000 
annually. It is probable that the real gain realized could approach $1.5 
million annually. 

3. Update the impact fee· structure to reflect the appropriate charge for a 
new connection. Currently averaging between $2,000 and $2,250 for. 
a typical new residential connection, it is projected that a properly 
calculated fee which takes into consideration the cost of the recent 
system upgrades and expansion could easily double or triple the amount 
of that fee. For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, the amount 
earned from impact fees was approximately $3.7 million. Doubling or 
tripling that connection fee, assuming all other things equal, could 
generate between $4 and $8 million more in annual revenues. 

4. Update other miscellaneous fees for things such as septic dumpings, 
inspection fees, line cleanouts due to grease discharge from restaurants 
and other contributors, and industrial waste surcharges to reflect the cost 
of actually providing those services. Miscellaneous revenues for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002 were approximately $1.5 million. 
Basing fees for services on the basis of the cost of providing them could 
generate between $250,000 and $500,000 more annually. 

5. Use the concept of a "benefitted property owner's agreement" to 
encourage developers to underwrite the cost of expanding service to new 
areas whenever possible. This device relieves the County of having to 
finance the improvements, but it allows the developer to recover his 
sewer infrastructure costs over time if his development is as pr,!mising 
as he believes it to be. The present value of adding the average 
new residential account can be currently calculated to be approximately 
$6,311, but that number will become larger in the future as sewer rates 
rise. Said another way, each new average residential account added 
today could be expected to generate $500 more annually, and as rates 
rise in future years, it will obviously produce more. 
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6. Decrease the rate of increase in the growth of operating (O&M) expenses 
of the Environmental Services Department. Currently projected at 
approximately $56.8 million for the current year, those expenses are 
projected to rise at a rate of approximately 4.5 percent for the next 
several years. Each decrease of 1 percent in the rate of increase of 
growth in operating expenses would save approximately $568,000 
annually. 

Although not directly related to the Environmental Services Department, the 
Commission might wish to consider impact fees or system development charges for 
many services provided in other areas. Essentially, a system developm'ent charge is 
a charge imposed upon a new connection to or user of a service where the capacity 
to provide that service has been financed by the existing user or tax payer base. The 
charge is simply a recoupment by the existing users or tax payers of the cost of that 
capacity for growth which they have financed through the payment of user fees or 
taxes in prior years. The concept is not only applicable to the provision of water and 
sewer service, but also to storm water, public safety and fire protection, schools, 
libraries, parks, roads and many other public services. In fact, there are more than 20 
different types of system development fees employed by communities across the 
country, and many of them may be applicable to. Jefferson County's needs. 

Intermediate sources of revenue could possibly include the increased allocation 
to the Environmental Services Department of higher sales, occupational or ad valorem 
taxes. The adoption of higher rates for these taxes should be considered very carefully 
because some are more regressive than others, and in some cases, the implementation 
of the wrong form of tax could result in a decrease in revenue rather than an increase. 
All appear to face substantial legislative and/or voter referendum hurdles before they 
can be effected. 

The long term approach is, of course, to turn to federal government for 
assistance, but the prospect for substantially more funding through the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") funding is not currently very strong. There 
is, however, ground swell support growing for the creation of a national environmental 
trust fund which would be funded from specific "green" taxes and operate much like 
the highway trust fund currently does. While clearly not an immediate option, it 
should be kept in mind that Jefferson County's debt will be amortized over a 40-year 
period, so it may be advisable for the Commission to look ahead toward what might 
be achieved in future years through this potential funding vehicle. The proposal is 
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discussed briefly in the body of the report and in considerably more detail in the 
Appendix. 

It must be recognized that the revenues to meet the obligation outlined in 
second paragraph of this letter will have to be met, but it is also equally undeniable 
that there are many citizens who will be less able to do so as the burden grows. 
Because the Commission must necessarily concern itself not only with the financial 
burden which it will soon face but also with the ability of some of its rate payers to 
pay their sewer bills as they come due, it may wish to consider the concept of what 
is commonly termed a "lifeline" credit which are usually designed to provide assistance 
to those struggling to pay their bills, at least to the extent that it is in the interest of 
the public health to do so. Considerations which we believe are important in 
developing a meaningful and manageable "lifeline" credit program are discussed at the 
end of this report. 

Regardless of the source from which the needed revenues must ultimately 
arise, they will have to be generated, and the plan for generating them cannot be 
popular with any of those who will be affected by an increase in taxes or user fees. 
Nevertheless, when the alternative of obtaining revenues through a plan over which 

-the Commission has some control is compared with the action of a receiver should the 
system go into default, there can be little question as to which course of action would 
be preferable. There can also no debate about the urgency for action; this is not a 
matter on which action can be long deferred without serious consequences. 

We appreciate the opportunity to serve the Commission on this matter, and we 
are available for a more detailed discussion of the issues at its convenience. 

Paul B. Krebs & Associates, Inc. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 

The matter of the Jefferson County sewer system and its compliance with the 
provisions of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended has it roots in a partial 
summary judgement in favor of the plaintiffs (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency("EPA"), R. Allen Kipp .et al. and the Cahaba River Society, Inc.) by the United 
States District Court, Northern District of Alabama, Southern Division against the 
defendant (Jefferson County) on January 20, 1995. In that decision the court found 
Jefferson County and its sewer system in violation of the Clean Water Act, and it 
directed the parties to the suit to immediately engage in settlement discussions which 
would result in a solution satisfactory to the court. The parties to the dispute 
ultimately reached agreement on the terms of the settlement, and those terms were 
reflected in what is now known as the "Consent Decree" which was approved and 
entered by the District Court on December 9, 1996. 

As a consequence of entering into the Consent Decree, the County's 
Environmental Services Department was obliged to resolve the problem to the 
satisfaction of the court and the plaintiffs in a period not to exceed twelve years from 
the date of the entry of the Consent Decree. The plan for resolution of the problem 
involved three steps or phases: (1) investigation and planning, (2) design of solutions, 
and (3) implementation of solutions. The Consent Decree also provided for penalties 
which could be assessed against Jefferson County if it failed to meet, for reasons 
within its control, specified time benchmarks for submittif)g to EPA progress reports 
on its movement toward compliance with the decree. 

The significance of the terms of the Consent Decree should not be overlooked. 
Although Jefferson County was obliged to enter into the Consent Decree as a result 
of the partial summary judgement rendered in January 1995, it had only a rudimentary 
understanding of the extent of the undertaking which it was about to begin. In 
essence, an agreement to comply with the terms of the Consent Decree with little 
more than a very broad estimate of what it might cost to identify and then fix the 
problems alleged in the Consent Decree meant that the County's sewer rate payers 
were about to become at risk through their sewer rates for what would prove to be 
a very substantial debt obligation. The County had already spent nearly $97 million 
on essential sewer improvements before the Consent Decree became effective, but it 
would be years before it would discover that the actual cost of the remedial program 
specified in the Consent Decree could exceed $2 billion. It would also later find that 
it needed an additional $600 million to construct still other projects that would be 
required by the Clean Water Act. 

1 
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In reviewing its plans for improvements as the investigative work developed, the 
professional staff of the County's Environmental Services Departmentalso began to 
consider where it might be desirable to expand the existing sewer system to 
accommodate new connections thereto. Subsequent estimates of the projected 
construction costs for expansion improvements varied as projects were added to or 
deleted from the list of desired projects, but the most recent estimate reflected in the 
Official Statement for the Series 2002-D debt offering places that number at $532 
million. 

When the costs cif all of these estimates are summarized, it can be projected 
that total spending requirements, including the amount spent on compliance before the 
Consent Decree became effective, might approach $3.2 billion. Included in that 
estimate, however, is approximately $225 million for expansion projects which have 
been removed from the initial construction budget, so at present it appears that 
projected construction related costs might now be slightly less than $3.0 billion. This 
amount, however, does not reflect the total amount of debt which would have to be 
incurred to meet the projected construction cost requirements. To the approximately 
$3.0 billion estimate just discussed it would be necessary to add the various debt 
funding requirements and the costs associated with the issuance ofthe debt required 
to finance the proposed improvements, so it is reasonable to make the assumption that 
Jefferson County's debt could be somewhat higher. 

Jefferson County is, unfortunately, not blessed with a large rate base over 
which it can distribute the cost of financing the proposed improvements, and its 
growth rate in terms of new accounts and usage is, at best, minimal. Therefore, the 
cost of compliance will fall largely on today's customers. Even with the reduction in 
capital spending plans currently contemplated, the load projected is to fall increasingly 
heavily on the existing customers of the system. 

1. Impending Revenue Requirements 

In an attempt to assess the magnitude of the challenge facing Jefferson County, 
one needs only compare what is required of the County in -the way of cash 
reqUirements today with those of four years -from now. The starting point is the 
current cash needs of the Environmental Services Department at the end of the 
County's most recent fiscal year. For the fiscal year ending September 30, 2002, 
unaudited operating expenses were approximately $47 million, while debt service was 
slightly more than $78 million. Collectively, these two requirements amounted to 
approximately $125 million. By the end of the fiscal year ending September-30, 2006, 
however, it is projected that operating expenses will be in excess of $64 million, and 
annual debt service (not considering possible favorable refunding) will be almost $150 
million per year. When these two requirements are summed, the result is $214 

2 
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million, or 70 percent more than is required today. Beyond 2006 still larger 
requirements will exist. Starting in the fiscal year ending September 30, 2008, the 
bond indenture under which the Environmental Services Department must operate will 
require that rates not only cover the operating expenses for the year, but also 100 
percent of the aggregate annual debt service for payable for that year and any 
subsequent year. The number for 2008 is currently almost $149 million. Collectively 
then, the total number for 2008 could approximate $220 million. If, however, it is 
necessary to borrow additional funds, then the revenue requirements would have to 
increase to reflect the conditions of govening bond indenture for new borrowings. 
Finally, even though Jefferson County has now incurred more than $3 billion of debt 
in connection with its sewer capital improvements plan, it is not finished. It is 
currently projected that, as a result of the amounts borrowed in late 2002, 
approximately $837 million was available at that time through the County's 
Construction Fund to construct new. projects. Unfortunately, this will not be enough 
to construct all of the projects listed under the Consent Decree whose construction is 
deemed to be mandatory, so there can be no doubt that there will be little or no funds 
for a number of projects which fall into the Clean Water Act Compliance group. 
Though not mandated in the Consent Decree, these projects will, nevertheless, 
almost certainly have to be constructed because failure to do so could place Jefferson 
County in violation of the Clean Water Act. The most recent estimate of the cost 
of constructing projects which are currently unfunded is approximately $365 million. 
It is assumed that the approximately $225 million in proposed expansion . projects 
which remain unfunded at this time will not be constructed in the foreseeable future. 

2. External Factors Affecting 
Rate Revenues 

Where does compliance with 
the Consent Decree leave the 
Jefferson County rate payer? The 
answer is not difficult to discern 
because the debt management over 
the forty years during which debt 
obligations incurred by the 
Environmental Services Department 
since 1997 will have to be amortized 
will, in itself, be extremely 
challenging. The mean or average 
monthly usage of a residential 
customer is frequently used to provide 
some indication of the problem faced 

70 

60 

Rainfall History 
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Year 

because of its simplicity and ease of comprehension by the general public, but it is not 
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necessarily the best tool for developing solutions to the revenue generation problems 
faced by the County's Environmental Services Department because it is simply the 
average of all users. A more comprehensive picture of just how those customers 
typically make demands upon the sewer system will be discussed later in this report, 
but for purposes of providing a benchmark, the "average" resi"dential customer will be 
used. Over the five years during which the County has been involved in going to the 
bond market to meet its sewer financing needs, the accepted quantity or monthly 
usage for the typical customer has been 1,000 cubic feet. This quantity appears to 
have decreased by almost 20 percent over the last two years, but the decrease may 
be attributable to the fact that the last two years have been characterized by 
substantially more rainfall than was experienced in prior years. The graphic on the 
preceding page reflects rainfall quantities over the last five years. 

It would be desirable to be able to predict with any certainty what the effect on 
the quantity of sewer service billable would be based on the increase or decrease in 
the amount of annual rainfall from a "normal" or "average" year, but that is not 
possible because it is not a valid assumption to assume that rainfall is the only 
determinant of sewer usage. While it appears to be a significant one, there is at least 
one other factor which impacts usage to varying degrees. 

Another factor which is now probably influencing the amount of billable sewage 
recorded by the Environmental Servi"ces Department is what is sometimes referred to 
as "price elasticity of demand." Price elasticity of demand is an economic concept 
which simply reflects the change in the quantity of a good or service demanded as a 
result of a change in price for that good or service. Since January 1, 2001, only two 
years ago, the cost of sewer service has risen from $2.74 to $4.90 per hundred cubic 
feet. This represents a rise in the cost of the service of 79 percent during that period. 
While sewer service is admittedly a basic service which the vast majority of customers 
cannot do without, it must be recognized that the rise in the cost of sewer service has 
probably caused many rate payers, both residential and commercial, to begin to 
reexamine their usage. As the price of sewer service continues to rise, the impetus 
to conserve increases, and over the next several years, the influence of price elasticity 
of demand could easily become a more important factor than the weather. 

3. Ann~al Sewer Bill and Per Capita Income 

To the" "average" residential customer using 1,000 cubic feet of water per 
month, the change over the two-year period in question has meant an increase in his 
monthly bill from $23.29 to $41.65 which, when annualized, amounts to $500. A 
recently completed survey by AMSA, an organization of municipal sewage systems, 
indicates that the average annual amount of sewer user fees paid by a residential 
customer in EPA Region IV (which includes Jefferson County) for the year 2002 was 
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in the range of $550. Sewer service in Region IV appears to be the highest of all EPA 
regions for the year. This number is approximately twice the national average of $228 
for a residential account. No data was available for the amount of monthly usage 
associated with this survey, so monthly usage of 1,000 cubic feet is assumed. At its 
current rate, it appears that the cost of sewer service in Jefferson County will soon 
be the place for the most expensive sewer service in the most expensive EPA region 
in the country. In a period of less than five years it is projected that, in the absence 
of significant change, the Jefferson County residential customer who averages using 
1,000 per month can expect to pay almost $800 for sewer service annually. We are 
not aware of a more current source of per capita personal disposable income, but 
from data which is available it appears that per capita personal income in Jefferson 
County has been rising at a rate of about 4.25 percent annually for the last five years. 
Extrapolating Jefferson County per capita income data out to 2006 from the year 
2000, which is the most recent year for which it is available, produces an annual per 
capita income number of approximately $38,377. If this per capita personal income 
forecast proves true, then it can be calculated that the average residential customer's 
annual sewer bill will constitute slightly more than two percent of his per capita 
personal income for that period. There is an EPA study which suggests that the two 
percent number is the limit for what is an acceptable amount to pay for sewer service, 
but we believe that this number is significant for a number of other reasons. 

First, we have assumed that per capita personal income will continue to grow 
at the same rate that it did through the second half of the last decade. While this is 
an assumption based on a historical trend, it is not necessarily a valid one since the 
national economy has struggled considerably during the last several years, and 
Jefferson County has certainly been a part of that struggle. On the other hand, 
because the debt service schedule for the Environmental Services Department is 
essentially fixed and operating expenses are projected to rise between four and five 
percent per year, it is a relatively safe to assume that the projected average bill will 
approximate the actual one in 2006. Therefore, the probability is that the amount of 
money which the average residential consumer may have to dedicate to his sewer bill 
in 2006 ($799) could easily exceed the two percent of per capita personal income 
forecast. 

Second, while the extrapolation just completed assumes that the usage in the 
rate base does not grow, it also assumes that it does not shrink either. The latter is, 
unfortunately, less valid than the former because the influen~e of the factor of price 
elasticity of demand will almost certainly begin to have an increasing effect, and 
conservation at some leliel will set in for all types of customers. This can be a 
particularly vexing problem at the commercial or industrial level because a business 
more so than a residential customer can be expected to more quickly begin to consider 
methods for controlling utilities costs. If that happens, the rate base could decline in 
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size and causing rates to rise even faster than currently projected. To put the possible 
exposure to a reduction in the sewer rate base in perspective, it should be 
remembered that more than 58 percent of the billable sewer usage comes from 
commercial and industrial usage. 

Third, and perhaps most critical from the residential perspective, it is, in our 
opinion, essential that the County remember that it is not in direct control of the 
sewer billing. As a result, it cannot cut off sewer service for nonpayment by a 
customer. The entities through which the County collects its sewer user fees should 
properly cut off water and sewer service when a nonpayment condition occurs, but 
there is an excellent chance that in a difficult environment, this may not actually occur. 
While it is possible and quite probable that the County could eventually recover the 
past due amounts through its lien procedure, there is an excellent chance that a 
significant number of delinquencies resulting in liens could result in a cashflow timing 
problem which could create real difficulties. Equally important from the psychological 
perspective, if water and sewer service is not cut off when nonpayment of sewer 
service occurs and the customer continues to get sewer service, the stage could be 
set for creating the impression in the mind of the delinquent account that it is not 
necessary to pay the sewer bill to have the service. It is our opinion that this condition 
must be avoided if at 'all possible because this environment could lay the groundwork 
for the possible financial collapse of the sewer system. 

C B. EXISTING SOURCES OF REVENUE 

C 

For those unfamiliar with the revenue sources of the Environmental Services 
Department, perhaps the best way to identify each and illustrate its relative importance 
is to provide the Commission with a statement of each revenue source for the most 
recent fiscal year and compare that with the projected revenue from that source in the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2006. This comparison will provide an overview of 
what currently must change to meet the revenue requirements set forth in the bond 
indenture in less than four years. This comparison may be,seen in the following table: 

(OOOs omitted) 
Sources of Revenue 09/30/02 09/30/06 

(unaudited) (projected) 
Sewer I,Iser fees $82,859 $178,054 
Impact fees 3,671 3,974 
Ad valorem taxes 3,075 4,125 
Waste surcharges 1,907 2,064 
Interest income 23,487 12,173 
Miscellaneous 1,492 1,044 

Totals $116,491 $201,434 
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The above table clearly iIIustr!'ltes the burden projected on user fees as a 
revenue source. They are projected to rise from their current percentage of total 
revenues of 71 percent ,to more than 88 percent in only four years. There are a 
number of ' reasons for this change, but the most obvious one'is that the amount 
charged for user fees can be changed more readily than the others, and it is the one 
over which the County has the most control. We believe that other municipalities in 
the southeast face similar, though not as severe, increases in user fee rates over the 
period cited in the above table, but their problem is mitigated either by the fact that 
they have ,a considerably larger rate base over which to distribute the cost of 
compliance, or because they have another utility other than sewer which can be used 
to assist in carrying that burden. 

1. User Fees 

The format of the County's user fee struoture has not changed since its 
creation; It has always had a very nominal minimum charge with the basis for the 
monthly bill being essentially a volumetric charge per hundred cubic feet. It complies 
with Section 204(b)(1 HAl of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, as 
amended, and was specified as a condition for qualifying for United States 
Environmental Protection Agency grants or state revolving loan (SRF) financing of 
proposed wastewater improvements. Residential customers are given a discount or 
allowance equal to fifteen. percent of the amount of water consumed before the sewer 
bill is computed. Prior to 1983, the volumetric rate was fairly inconsequential at $.49 
per hundred cubic feet. In 1983 it doubled to $.98 where it remained for almost ten 
years. Starting in 1992, however, the rate increased to $1.15 per hundred cubic feet, 
and since that date, it increased at least annually to a point where the volumetric rate 
now stands at $4.90' per hundred cubic feet. It is projected to rise to $7.83 per 
hundred cubic feet by January 1, 2006. 

User fee rate structures employed by other municipalities throughout the 
southeast vary considerably. Some have a billable summer usage amount which 
cannot exceed a certain percentage or mUltiple of the winter usage, some define the 
winter and summer base periods differently, some have a cap on the amount of gallons 
or cubic feet for which a residential customer can be charged but make up for it by 

. setting a very substantial base charge which is charged regardless of usage, some 
have what a second or private meter system whereby non-domestic usage such as car 
washing and lawn maintenance is billed through a separate water meter, and there are 
many other variations in the methodology for setting rates for sewer service. In the 
final analysis, however, revenues must be generated from some source(s) in amounts 
adequate to fund the operation of the sewer system and to amortize the debt incurred 
to construct wastewater facilities required for the system. 
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As noted in an earlier paragraph, Jefferson County uses a volumetric rate 
structure which is applied to residential water usage after that amount has been 
decreased by fifteen percent in an attemPt to make an allowance for non-domestic 
usage. However, the County also permits the use of second or private meters which 
the customer can have installed at his own expense. If the customer elects to have 
a second or private meter installed, then he or she is not eligible for the fifteen percent 
discount. The meter itself is usually located at a site behind the household or primary 
meter so that the Birmingham Water Works and Sewer Board, the City of Bessemer, 
or anyone of the other small systems. which provide billing data to Jefferson County 
reads only one meter. It is the responsibility of the individual who has the second 
meter to read that meter and then present that reading to the appropriate individual at 
Jefferson County for credit against his or her sewer bill. The number of private 
meters, while not yet large, has been growing rapidly in recent years. In 1998 there 
were only about 4,450 of them, but four years later that number had grown to nearly 
8,200. The increase of 3,750 meters in four years represents a compound growth 
rate of more than 16 percent per year. At the current rate, this means that fully ten 
percent of the County's customer base will have private meters in less than five years 
from today's date, and this rate may accelerate if the proposed user fees are actually 
implemented on the schedule proposed in the Revenue Forecast which was the basis 
for the Commission's most recent debt offering (Series 2002-0). This trend will not 
help growth in the billable sewer volume, and it is our opinion that the County must 
move quickly to make this practice less attractive to the customer. 

It is also our opinion that it may be possible to change the form of the existing 
rate structure somewhat, but the rate base itself is too small to accommodate any 
significant reduction in overall rate revenues. Additionally, there is the matter making 
certain that any changes made do not cause a conflict in the definition of System 
Revenues as set forth in the controlling bond indenture governing the Commission's 
management of its sewer debt. As a consequence, we believe that the adoption of 
the concept of a "lifeline" credit for those with low and/or fixed incomes must seek 
a funding source from other than from rate revenues. 

2. Impact Fees 

The term "impact fee" in one which apparently has unfavorable political and 
legal considerations, possibly because there may have been some court rulings against 
such fees where they had been improperly established and neither a rational nor a 
constitutional nexus for them could be proven. As a result, one of the first 
suggestions which we would make to the Commission would be to change the name 
of this source of revenue to one which more appropriately reflects what the charge is 
intended to achieve. We doubt that a legal challenge of any substance could be 
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mounted purely based on the title assigned to the fee charged, but there is no reason 
for taking unnecessary risks. 

The impact fee structure in Jefferson County has been in place since 1977, and 
it has been generally based on the number of plumbing fixtures in a new connection 
since 1 980. In its current form (since 1983), it generally provides for a charge of 
$100 per plumbing fixture, and while that methodology employed is one of the four 
generally accepted ways of assessing this fee, the equity of the charge has almost 
certainly not kept pace with the County's changing cost of providing sewer service. 

For the most recent fiscal year, impact fee revenues amounted to $3.67 million 
or slightly more than three percent of system revenues. In many systems it is not a 
source of revenue at all, and that is as it should be. Upon closer inspection, analysis 
of the basis for an impact fee or system development charge will reveal that it is not 
actually a source of revenue, but is instead more properly a recoupment by the system 
of the cost of the capacity for new growth financed by the eXisting rate payers. The 
nature of the revenue bond which is the basis for virtually all enterprise fund financing 
requires that new debt can only be financed when its orderly retirement can be assured 
through the imposition of user fees on the existing rate base. Said another way, 
revenue bond debt generally cannot be financed based on assumptions about"future 
customers which mayor may not materialize. However, because proper engineering 
design mandates that facilities be constructed to meet the needs of not only current 
customers but those who can reasonably expect to connect to the system over a 
future period (usually 20 years), it only follows that the existing customers must 
initially underwrite their needs as well as those who ·will connect over that period. 
Therefore, a properly computed system development charge is actually a recoupment 
of that cost of capacity for growth financed by the rate base in existence at the time 
the financing is undertaken. Moreover, although a revenue source, this item is not 
generally considered as funds generated for normal operating purposes. In theory, 
revenues received from this source are perceived as being set aside to be used only 
for construction of smaller capital improvements which might otherwise have only 
been realized through funds generated by additional rate increases. Many states such 
as Florida require that funds earned from this source be physically segregated from 
normal operating revenues and used only for the purpose cited in the preceding 
sentence. However, Jefferson County cannot afford to give up any source of revenue, 
and, as a consequence, cannot consider this course of action. 

3. Ad Valorem Taxes 

Since 1901 Jefferson County has allocated ad valorem taxes to the operation 
of its sanitary sewer system. The current rate is .7 mills and is applied to both real 
and personal property. To the best of our knowledge, this rate has been in force since 
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1981. This practice is not inconsistent with that in effect in a number of communities 
throughout the country. In fact, prior to the passage of the Clean Water Act of 1972, 
the use of ad valorem taxes to fund both construction and the operation of sanitary 
sewer systems was probably characteristic of most municipalities. However, with the 
advent of grant funding from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency also came the 
requirement that user fees, rather than ad valorem taxes, be the primary source of 
funding for sanitary sewer operations. The. 7 mills allocation has generated revenues 
which have ranged between $2 and $4.5 million over the past five years, and that 
should change very little in future years so long as the amount of mills allocated to that 
entity does not change. It should also be kept in mind that While revenues from ad 
valorem taxes allocable to sewer operations may be counted for purposes of debt 
service coverage, they cannot be pledged toward the payment of the debt service 
itself. This source of revenue is not normally found among the revenue sources of 
many of the municipal water and sewer utilities in the southeast. However, it should 
also be noted that the inclusion of the ad valorem revenues does not represent a 
distortion in the County's rates when compared with other municipalities in the 
southeast. On the contrary, the County's sewer rates appear to be higher than those 
of many other municipalities only because it has only the sewer utility with which to 
generate revenues. In other mUnicipalities where both the water and sewer utilities 
are managed by a single entity, it is fairly common to have revenues from the water 
utility help meet the revenue requirements attributable to the operation of its sewer 
system. The net result of this practice by other utilities is to make the Jefferson 
County's rates appear to be higher than comparable sewer rates for other 
municipalities when, in fact, they might not be significantly higher if the municipalities 
with which the County is being compared put in force rates which truly reflected the 
cost of providing sewer service. 

4. Industrial Waste Surcharges 

For the year ended September 30, 2002, waste surcharges were $1.91 million, 
up from $1.68 million in the preceding fiscal year. The amount of industrial waste 
surcharge revenue has changed very little over the last five years, ranging from about 
$1.4 to $1.9 million and accounting for perhaps 1 Yo to 2 percent of system revenues. 
The application of a waste surcharge to special wastes is a practice followed by 
virtually all systems. In fact, if a municipality was fortunate enough to obtain grant 
funds from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency back in the days when grant 
funds were available, that agency required that a municipality adopt a sewer use 
ordinance which specifically provided for the charging of a 'surcharge or a premium 
above the regular rate for what might be called "special" wastes. These "special" 
wastes were virtually all commercial or industrial wastes. 
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Generally speaking, where the character of the sewage, water or waste from 
a manufacturing or industrial plant, business or commercial location, building or 
premises has the chemical oxygen demand of more than a specified number of parts 
per million by weight or contains more than a similarly specified number of parts per 
million by weight of suspended solidS, or both, and the sewage, water or waste are 
accepted into the sewage system for treatment, the discharger is obliged to pay to the 
publically operated treatment works ("POTW") a rate, fee, or charge designated as a 
surcharge. In most cases, the municipality has the right to deny the discharger 
treatment capacity based on· its determination that the organic loading is above one, 
both, or a combination of the limits set by it and where it determines that their 
existence will hamper or reduce the operating effectiveness of its treatment facility. 
This charge is in addition to the normal or natural sewer rate. 

In Jefferson County's case, the surcharge amounts for amounts received above 
the maximum allowable loading per pound may be generally described as being $.195 
for Biochemical Oxygen Demand ("BOD"); $.195 for Chemical Oxygen D.emand 
("COD"); $.30 for Total Suspended Solids ("TSS"); $.10 for Fats, Oil and Grease; and 
$2.00 for Total Phosphorus. These fees are graduated based on the amount of loading 
and have been in effect since January 2003. Other municipalities around the 
southeast appear to have roughly similar levels at which surcharges apply, but the 
methodology for gathering the data required to assess the amount of a possible 
surcharge varies from municipality to municipality. Some have the customer submit 
the data while still others assume the responsibility for sampling. 

5. Interest Income 

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002 interest income was 
approximately $23.5 million. This constituted approximately 20 percent of total 
system revenues, but this number will decrease to about $12 million in less than next 
two years as the Construction Fund is depleted. After the Construction Fund has been 
completely exhausted, all interest earnings will corne only from the Prior Years Surplus 
and Debt Service Reserve Funds which are effectively impressed funds where principal 
amounts camiot be touched unless the Commission does not have sufficient funds to 
amortize its debt according to the schedule specified. The ability to count 
Construction Fund interest toward coverage of debt service is somewhat unusual 
because it is not permitted in every bond indenture due to its nonrecurring nature, so 
the Commission was very fortunate that its professional staff, its bond counsel, its 
underwriter's counsel and the initial underwriters were able to make it count in that 
calculation. Had the Commission not been able to count Construction Fund interest, 
sewer rates would have risen much faster than they have, but that source of revenue 
is now gone and will not be available again unless the County again enters the bond 
market. 
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6. Miscellaneous Revenues 

Revenues from this source accounted for approximately $1.5 million of the 
$116.5 million which the Environmental Services Department earned in the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2002. Revenues in this group include sanitation charges, 
septic tank dumpings, developer assessments, delinquency fees, recovery of charged 
off balances, inspection fees, other sanitation charges and still other smaller sources 
of revenue. Septic tank dumping revenue is usually the largest single item in this 
group. The Commission currently charges a fee equivalent to $22.50 per hundred 
cubic feet of sewage for this service. 

7. Summary 

The previous pages in this section have briefly discussed the current sources 
of revenue for the Environmental Services Department and their overall role in its 
operation. As noted in the introduction to this section, the reliance on rate revenues 
is very substantial, and it is projected that they will constitute almost 90 percent of 
total system revenues in less than four years. This is perceived as inequitable by many 
of the current rate payers, and there is, in our opinion, a real possibility that many of 
those rate payers, particularly those with lesser incomes, could simply stop paying 
their sewer bill because of that perception. Jefferson County cannot afford for this to 
occur, and it must find a way to broaden citizen participation in financing what has 
essentially been a rebuilding of almost all of its seWer system. Some inequities do exist 
in some of the current fees and charges employed by the Environmental Services 
Department, but correction of them, while philosophically appealing, will do little to 
reduce the burden of the rate payers. Another revenue solution must be found. 

C. ADDITIONAL SOURCES OF REVENUE 

It cannot be mentioned too often that the next four years are extremely 
important ones for the Commission in the management of its Environmental Services 
Department. During that period sewer rates are scheduled to rise al.most 60 percent 
from their current levels, and the occurrence of that event is likely to elicit actions 
ranging from public protest to refusal to pay for service. For those reasons and the 
fact that the Commission will be needing almost $ 215 million annually by 2006 to 
operate the Environmental Services Department, additional revenues must be found. 
In pursuing a broader base over which to spread the cost of providing sewer service, 
however, it must also be kept in mind that it is equally important to keep current 
customers of the system paying for that service, for if it is perceived by any customer 
that it is acceptable conduct not to pay his or her sewer bill, then the problem could 
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quickly reach very serious proportions. If the reader accepts the premise that some 
customers may reach a point where they feel that they do not have the resources to 
pay and can rationalize that nonpayment is acceptable because the current user fee 
structure is inequitable, then it is becomes increasingly necessary for the Commission 
to consider dev.elopment of what is commonly termed a "lifeline" credit for those 
customers to ensure their continued participation as customers of the system. We 
believe that some participation by all customers in underwriting the cost of the sewer 
system is essential, both economically and philosophically. 

The preceding paragraph touched on the need for development of a "lifeline" 
credit for those who may not have the income necessary to pay the full cost of sewer 
service, but it should not be forgotten that the real focus of this study is on the 
possible new sources of revenue which will- be needed to meet demands less than four 
years away. In the preceding paragraph mention was made of broadening the base 
from which revenue to support the sewer system might be obtained. It should be 
clearly understood that additional source of revenues will be mandatory if a "lifeline" 
credit is to be seriously contemplated because, by its nature, that concept must either 
require a supplement to system revenues or result in a decrease of them. It has 
already been established that system revenues must rise an estimated 60 percent or 
more in less than four years to meet its minimum revenue requirements, so any plan 
which results in a reduction· of rate revenues cannot be a part of any viable plan to 
meet this goal. While it may be possible to adopt and implement a responsible 
"lifeline" credit plan, it must be recognized this can only be done if some revenue 
source supplement can be found to meet needs arising from such a plan. The possible 
revenue sources to meet projected needs can be roughly grouped into three classes: 
(1) immediate options, (2) intermediate term options, and (3) long term options. 

For immediate consideration are other operating revenues of the system and 
expanding of the customer base by serving more customers already in the system's 
service area through new connections or through acquisition of nearby systems. We 
also believe that the· County's "impact fee" system is very much in need of updating. 
Similar action may also be needed for commercial/industrial waste surcharges and 
septic tank dumping or tipping fees. Unfortunately, these revenue sources are 
comparatively small, and even substantial changes to them will not generate a 
significant amount of additional system revenue. The opportunity to expand the 
customer base by serving more customers with the system's service area also does 
not appear to be a viable option in light of the Commission's position on that subject 
as evidenced by its ruling in 2002 on the Cahaba River Trunk Sewer, but its position 
on acquisitions has not yet been defined. Because it has essentially new state of the 
art sewage treatment facilities with ample capacity, Jefferson County is in a position 
to offer excellent service to any surrounding systems wishing to become a part of its 
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system. Other areas which could merit review include modifying the residential 
discount allowance and managing growth in operating expenses differently. 

For the intermediate term, we are aware of only three possibilities: (1) an 
increase in the sales tax rate with an amount allocable to the Environmental Services 
Department, (2) an increase in the occupational tax rate with a similar allocation to 
that area, or (3) an increase in the amount of ad valorem taxes with a greater 
allocation to Environmental Services Department operations. None of these approaches 
are desirable, but it is our opinion that one or some are more desirable than the others. 
Yet other questions which must be asked are how much can possibly be gotten from 
these areas, and what is the rationale for selection of one possible source over 
another? 

For the long term, a national movement is getting underway which supports the 
creation of an environmental trust fund which would operate in a manner similar to 
that of the highway trust fund in that it would be funded from specific related sources, 
and the user fees or taxes collected could only be used to provide funding for 
environmental needs. The EPA Clean Water and Drinking Water Infrastructure Gap 
Analysis Report issued in September 2002, states in part: "Estimates for. capital needs 
for clean water from 2000 to 2019 range from $331 billion to $450 billion .... " This 
estimate does not address drinking water needs. A number of bills supporting water 
and wastewater funding made it to various levels in the 107th Congress, but more 
pressure is needed from the local level to push needed legislation through to fruition. 
Sources of tax revenue for this fund would include taxing bottled water, boat motor 
fuel, water recreation site user fees, and "green fees" on products such as toilet paper, 
cooking oils, photo chemicals, detergents,' paints, drain' cleaners and other related 
products. This idea may take years to develop, but Jefferson County is faced with 
substantial annual debt service for the next 40 years, so there is an excellent chance 
that its problem will still exist when and/or if an environmental trust fund does become 
a significant source of funds in the future. A brief summary of the proposed plan is 
contained in Exhibit A of the Appendix and is entitled A National Trust Fund for Clean 
and Safe Water Infrastructure Investment along with the name of a contact person 
responsible for the preparation of the discussion paper. However, on a more regional 
basis, if the Commission determines that the concept is worth pursuing, it is suggested 
that it contact Mr. Billy G. Turner, President of the Columbus Water Works, in 
Columbus, Georgia. Mr. Turner is the chief executive officer for the water and sewer 
system for the City of Columbus, Georgia, and he has been active in an established 
lobbying effort supporting this plan for sometime now, so he is very knowledgeable 
on the subject. 
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1. Immediate Options 

System Additions and/or Acquisitions 

There has been some discussion earlier in this report on the granting of a type 
of "lifeline" credit to some customers of the sewer system as rates move higher, but 
it does not seem logical to assume that the revenues to finance such an idea could be 
generated by raising rates or .user fees to an even higher level for the remaining 
customers to accommodate such a plan. Therefore, additional revenues will have to 
be gotten from other sources. Within the operating framework of the Environmental 
Services Department there are two areas which offer some promise of additional 
revenue. 

The first of these is expansion of the system to serve new customers or 
acquisition of nearby sewer systems. The expansion route was largely eliminated with 
the' decision to terminate development of the Cahaba River Trunk Sewer which was 
generally perceived as having possibly the largest potential for serving new growth 
areas. It is our understanding that Jefferson County has focused all of its efforts and 
resources on meeting the terms of the Consent Decree, and there will be no funds 
available for expansion projects for a number of years. 

While obviously not as desirable from a developer's perspective, there is another 
way in which expansion into new areas may be achieved where the developer's 
financial resources are sufficient to address this methodology. Specifically, assuming 
that there are no legal impediments to doing so, a municipality and a developer may 
wish to consider entering into an agreement which goes by various names but in this 
report will be termed a "benefitted property owner's agreement." Under this 
arrangement, also assuming that the County's requisite engineering standards can be 
met, the municipality and the developer enter into an agreement wherein the developer 
agrees to construct or have constructed, at his expense, sewer line extensions and 
associated appurtenances to serve a specific area. In return, the municipality agrees 
to accept ownership of the improvements and maintain them upon completion of 
construction, and in exchange for the financing by the developer, the municipality 
gives the developer the right to recover all system connection fees realized from the 
project to the extent of the cost which he incurred for County approved sewer 
construction associated with his development for a period of time but usually for no 
more than ten years. 

For example, assume that a developer must spend $1,000,000 to construct an 
8" sewer line extension from the existing system to his subdivision. Assume also that 
the municipality's system development charge for a standard residential connection to 
its sewer system is $2,500. An 8" sewer line flowing at an average of 50% of 
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capacity can accommodate almost 200,000 gallons daily. A flow of 50% should be 
assumed to be the optimum configuration (100% utilization) for a number of reasons 
which are discussed in more detail in Exhibit B of the Appendix. The average 
residential unit, sometimes called the equivalent residential unit ("ERU") can be 
expected to create a daily demand of between 200 and 250 gallons per day ("GPD") 
on the system. Assuming an average daily flow per residential connection of perhaps 
250 gallons, it is a relatively simple matter to determine that the sewer line which the 
developer has caused to be installed can accommodate approximately 800 connections 
(200,000/250). Under the benefitted property owners agreement, the developer 
would recover the connection fees associated with the first 400 units 
($1,000,000/$2,500), and the Environmental Services Department would receive all 
fees earned as the remaining 400 connections are made. 

The disadvantage to the developer is that he would be obliged to provide the up 
front financing for the sewer line extension. However, if, in fact, his project was as 
promising as he believed it to be, he could recover his cost in ten years or less. He 
would, however, be out the financing cost for the work, and that could be substantial. 
If, for example, the cost of the sewer line extension cited in the preceding paragraph 
had to be financed at 7%, and the project built out the first 400 units at a rate of 80 
units per year for five years, then the interest cost to the developer would be 
approximately $210,000. The actual cost to him would be less, of course, because 
of tax and timing considerations, but the gross $210,000 figure is used for purposes 
of illustration. Nevertheless, the point to be made is that there are ways to 
accommodate development even if the Environmental Services Department has limited 
funds for growth. Assuming that this approach could be developed to meet all.related 
legal requirements, the Environmental Services Department could benefit considerably 
from such an arrangement. While it would be giving up the system development 
charge fees earned on the first 400 residential units constructed, it would not only 
gain a sewer line of that value, but also another $1,000,000 in fees when the 
development was fully built out. Additionally, each new connection to the system 
currently represents a future income stream whose present value can be computed to 
be approximately $6,311. This calculation assumes a Jefferson County cost of capital 
of 5%, an average usage of 1,000 cubic feet per month (before the residential 
discount) at the current rate, and an account life cycle of 20 years. 

The example provided in the preceding paragraphs is but one approach to 
meeting needs where the municipality does not have the capital to meet them using 
traditional methods. There could undoubtedly be a number of variations which could 
be tailored to facilitate developer-municipality participation in growth. The critical 
component in a proposal such as this one is that both Jefferson County and the 
developer know what their respective costs actually are before going into such an 
arrangement. If a developer does not know what his costs are and the project does 
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not build out on the desired schedule, he could face severe financial pain and possibly 
bankruptcy. Jefferson County could also suffer if it did not know its costs. If it has 
underpriced the value of a new connection to its system, the shortfall must be made 
up by the rate payers who actually have no obligation to finance that new growth. 
Conversely, if it overprices the value of that connection, it not only discourages new 
development in its service ar~a, it also could also risk being charged with denying the 
developer beneficial use of his property and cause a law suit to be initiated against 
Jefferson County which could be very costly. 

The second approach involves acquisition of those systems from surrounding 
municipalities which might fall within the current service area of the Environmental 
Services Department. As a result of efforts at compliance with the Consent Order, the 
Commission now has state of the art waste treatment facilities which have an ample 
supply of reserve capacity with which to meet future demand. Therefore, if it can 
acquire the system of a nearby mu.nicipality with the minimum change to its system 
and requiring a minimum cash outlay, the additional usage might enable it to better 
serve the acquired customers at a competitive price while possibly holding down the 
extent of the projected rate increases which it must currently envision. This course 
of action would be even more attractive if the acquired system itself had growth 
potential. Of course, the ultimate purchase price of the system considered for 
acquisition and any necessary system upgrades would prove to be the deciding factors 
in making any determination. 

Changing the Residential Discount Allowance 

A residential customer is currently allowed a discount of 15 percent on his or 
her water usage to compensate for what is considered to be an allowance for non
sanitary sewer usage. The use of the discount allowance has been in force for many 
years, apparently since 1972. One method of increasing revenues for the 
Environmental Services Department would be to reduce the amount of discount 
allowed, but this approach could meet with considerable public opposition because it 
has been in effect for many years. Nevertheless, its value as a potential revenue 
source should not be overlooked. Based on the computer rate models developed for 
use in the Revenue Forecast for the Series 2002-0 sewer debt offering, at the current 
rate ($4.90 per ccf) each one percent decrease in the amount of the residential 
allowance should produce additional rate revenues of approximately $526,000, all· 
other things being equal. Obviously, as rates rise, the amount of additional revenue 
generated by this change will also rise, although possibly not in a linear relationship 
due to the influence of future prices on conservation efforts. 
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c. The credit must have adequate controls to ensure its manageability. One 
of the potentially great weaknesses of a program such as the one 
discussed herein is that if is not properly constructed and managed from 
its inception, it can end up being a substantial detriment to the County 
rather than an asset as it was intended to be. Control of the program 
should have at least two facets. First, the Commission must be prepared 
to set a limit on the number of candidates who are eligible to participate 
in the program. This can be a difficult task, especially politically, but it 
can be managed to some degree by setting the criteria in such a manner 
as to limit the number who can qualify. The second control is assuring 
that, once granted, a lifelong entitlement, or worse, an inherited one, is 
not created. The second attribute can be controlled to some degree 
through computer programming. Specifically; it is suggested that when 
the Commission, or the agency to which it may ultimately assign the 
responsibility for management of this function, approves an account for 
participation in a "lifeline" credit program, the approval is for a period of 
no more than three years. With sufficient notice, logic could be written 
into the various computer billing programs utilized by the entities 
supplying usage data to the County that would include in the record for 
a customer the date on which he or she first qualified for the rate 
assistance. Once that date was in place, the computers of the various 
billing entities could be programmed to compare the current date to the 
qualifying date, and if the current date was longer than three years after 
the qualifying date, the account would automatically be retumed to the 
normal billing rate schedule. The rate payer would then be required to 
requalify for the "lifeline" credit by providing the appropriate 
documentation. If that individual failed to requalify for the assisted rate 
due to improved economic status, he or she could be obliged to wait one 
year before reapplying for the credit. 

d. The credit adopted must be affordable by the Commission. As noted 
earlier in this discussion, the primary focus of this report is on where 
additional revenues may be derived to support the sewer system. As a 
consequence, any support of a "lifeline" credit system should come from 
an additional source of revenue. Affordability obviously must be 
quantified using the considerations outlined earlier in this section. As a 
rough approximation, the data in Exhibit C of the Appendix reveals the 
Commission can expect approximately 26 percent of its nearly 128,000 
residential customers to. use 400 cubic feet or less of sewer service in 
anyone month. How many of that group might qualify for assistance? 
How many consistently using more than that amount will qualify? 
Obviously, that decision must be made by the Commission, but we are 
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of the opinion that essential public health needs are probably met for 
most customers of the system at or below that level. What might a 
credit for the first 400 ,cubic feet cost the Commission? Using the 
current rate structure as a guide and applying the credit to the full 
amount, it is a relatively simple matter to ascertain that the granting of 
the credit would result in a loss of revenue to the Environmental Services 
Department of $16.66 (4 * $4.90* .85)per residential customer receiving 
the credit per month. Annualized, that number becomes almost $200, 
so it is fairly easy to extrapolate that if ten percent of the residential 
customer base qualified for the credit and it was based on the 400 cubic 
feet limit, the cost to the sewer system in terms of lost revenues would 
be approximately $2.6 million. There appears to be a need for the 
Commission to consider the implementation of such a plan, but the 
amount ofthe possible usage credit and the extent of its application must 
be carefully weighed. If such a plan is implemented, it will be very 
important that the Commission know how many are participating in the 
plan and its annual cost. This information should be reported to the 
Commission on an ongqing basis no less than annually. 

Everyone utilizing sewer services should pay some amount. It is our 
opinion that excusing someone from paying anything on their sewer bill 
is unwise because it tends to create the impression in their minds that 
sewer service has no real cost associated with it. Conversely, having 
every "lifeline" customer pay some minimum bill could create the 
perception in their minds the credit that he or she is receiving _ is not a 
subsidy but he or she is paying a fair share and helping shoulder the cost 
of rebuilding the Jefferson County sewer system. We suggest 
consideration of a minimum bill for any "lifeline" customer of $10.00 per 
month for the first 400 cubic feet and that the amount should rise $1.00 
per month or more every time the Commission is obliged to raise rates for 
the general rate base. Beyond the 400 cubic feet level, all sewer 
customers should pay the full rate. The amount of assistance would 
start out as a comparatively small number, but it would grow as rates 
rise in the future. 

. 
Drafting a set of guidelines for the creation and management of a "lifeline" credit 

is the Jar easier part of getting a system in place. What must also be addressed is the 
matter of estimating the cost of placing a "lifeline" credit program in operation. 
Depending on how the plan will be administered, the administrative costs could be a 
comparatively small amount or a significant charge to operations. What is not needed 
is something which will add significantly to the existing operations and maintenance 
("O&M") expense. That number was in the vicinity of $47 million for the fiscal year 
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just ended and is budgeted to be nearer $57 million for the current one, so very little 
additional expense needs to be added to this revenue requirement if at all possible. 
The amount incurred to run the program will be a .matter for the Commission to 
determine, but what is also needed is an estimate of how many customers might 
qualify and what the cost of the assistance provided might be. One way to obtain a 
better idea of how many sewer customers might be in a group which (:ould qualify for 
the "lifeline" credit would be to develop what is called a frequency distribution of those 
customers in 100 cubic feet increments. This would.also provide a much better 
picture of what mean, median and mode usage for residential customers actually are. . . 

The mean, median and mode are statistical terms which are generally referred 
to as measures of central tendency; that is, they are used to describe how customers 
tend to use sewer service. Because the customers will be grouped by 100 cubic foot 
increments, however, the values for those indicators will necessarily have to be 
approximated to some degree. Nevertheless, a fairly good understanding of how the 
Environmental Services Department's customers use sewer services should be 
obtained. So that there is no confusion about the numbers, it should be understood 
that the mean is simply the arithmetic average of all of the observations, the median 
is the number which has an equal number of observations above and below it, and the 
mode is the most frequently occurring observation or usage level. Each of these can 
be useful in providing one with a picture of how the sewer customer base can be 
expected to use sewer service in the typical month. 

Residential Sewer Customers (%) 
Although the Commission 

receives sewer billing data from three 
principal sources, the Birmingham 
Water Works & Sewer Board, the 
City of Bessemer, and a group of 
smaller accounts which are generally 
referred to as the Jefferson County 
small systems, apprOXimately 85 
percent of the residential accounts 
are serviced by Birmingham Water 
Works & Sewer Board which 
provided the data base on which 
many of the assumptions contained 
in this report are based. Comparable 
data from the other two sources of 
information is not readily available, 
but we believe that data obtained IfI <500 cf • >500 cf 
from Birmingham Water Works & 
Sewer Board is sufficient to provide a representative overview of the Commission's 
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customer base. As can be seen by the graphic associated With this discussion, the 
number of residential customers who typically use 500 cubic feet or less of sewer 
service per month can be expected to constitute almost 44 percent 9f all residential 
customers. Although the above graphic does not show it, median usage is 
approximately 600 cf (50 percent of the residential customers typically use less than 
this amount and 50 percent typically use more). The mode usage is 500 cf (the most 
frequently occurring usage). What does this mean? First, it is our opinion that the use 
of strictly an average number of cubic feet for the typical residential user does not 
properly describe the typical user. The mode, which is the most frequently occurring 
bill, is the one which we believe best typifies what the most residential customers 
expect to see when they receive their monthly bill. Second, when considered in 
conjunction with the detail contained in the Summary Usage Frequency Distribution 
in Exhibit C of the Appendix in this report, a much better picture of the usage habits 
of the customer base is obtained than was previously available. Finally, the Summary 
Usage Frequency Distribution tells one that while the "average" residential customer 
using 1,000 cubic may expect to receive a monthly sewer bill (at the current rates) of 
$41.65, the facts reveal that approximately 73 percent of the residential customer 
group can routinely expect to receive a bill of less than that amount. As a 
consequence, the 1,000 cubic feet number often cited in the media may not be the 
most representative number for measuring the impact of a change in sewer user fees. 

Unfortunately, proving that many customers do not receive a bill which has been 
deemed the "average" bill does not make it any less difficult for those customers to 
pay the increasing Gost of sewer service. New sources of revenue must be found if 
any appreciable rate relief is to be enjoyed. 

E. SUMMARY 

Within the Environmental Services Department, there are a number of options 
which can be utilized to increase system revenues somewhat, but it will be doubtful 
that any will be popular and few will appear to the public to be justified. For example, 
the concept of the residential discount allowance could be abolished, currently 
generating as much as $8 million more in rate revenues. 

Private meters could also be banned. There are currently slightly more than 
8,200 of these in existence and most are residential, but some are commeroial, so 
estimating the lost revenue as a result of private meter installed would be extremely 
difficult. Using the most conservative estimate which would assume that all of the 
private meters were residential and that their use only saved the "average" owner the 
amount of the residential exemption, the disallowance of the use of the meters would 
currently result in about $725,000 more in rate revenue per year. However, when one 
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considers that those owning private meters installed them because they were 
confident that the savings realized would substantially exceed the value of 15 percent 
discount permitted, the $725,000 becomes a very conservative estimate. Because. 
actual use of private meters by both commercial and residential customers almost 
certainly exceeds the allowable residential discount percentage, the additional rate 
revenues could generate possibly many times the $725,000 number cited. 

The development of an updated and equitable system development charge fee 
structure could easily double or triple the amount currently earned from this source 
($3.7 million). Such a move might add $8 to $12 million in additional revenues, and 
this action on behalf of the existing rate payers is long overdue. 

Other operating fees charged such as higher inspection fees, septic dumpings, 
line cieanouts due to grease discharge from restaurants and other contributors, and 
industrial waste surcharges should be raised to reflect the true cost of providing sewer 
services. Although it is difficult to accurately estimate a number which reflects the 
increase in revenues which might be earned from these services, it is conceivable that 
they could increase by perhaps $250,000 to $$500,000 annually. 

The use of the concept of the benefitted property owner's agreement should be 
used wherever possible to encourage county-developer participation in growth. Where 
this concept can be successfully used, it usually requires minimal capital outlay by the 
Commission, but each new average residential connection added to the system creates 
a future income stream to the Environmental Services Department which can be 
conservatively estimateQ to have a current present value of $6,311. Moreover, the 
successful utiliza1;ion of this technique should generate a substantial amount of system 
development charge fees or revenues, although the realization of them may be deferrei:l 
by as much as five or ten years. Finally, where this concept is successfully applied, 
Jefferson County expands its property tax base and with almost an equal amount of 
certainty, its occupational and sales tax base as well. Similarly, if the opportunity 
presents itself to the Commission to acquire a sewer system of a nearby municipality 
for a reasonable value, it should not hesitate to do so. It is important to remember 
that the value of the acquisition is far more important than simply the purchase of the 
assets. The object of real value in the purchase is the acquisition of the income 
stream from new accounts and the ability to distribute the revenue requirements 6f the 
system over a larger rate base. 

The focus should not be entirely on the production of new revenues. Equally 
effective is the reduction of operating costs. As noted earlier in this report, based on 
budgeted operating expenses for the ·Environmental Services Department for the 
current fiscal year, each one percent reduction in that number would result in a 
$568,000 reduction in revenue requirements. 
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The discussion of possible increases in sources of revenue or cost savings to 
this point have focused on changes within the Environmental Services Department. 
The Commission can also consider, within limits, generating revenue from sources 
outside that realm which can be allocated to it. These sources are generally not as 
desirable as are those within the sy!>tem for a number of reasons. From the 
Commission's point of view, most of these options are ones over which it possesses 
lesser degrees of control. Moreover, it is our understanding such allocations are not 
generally considered to be system revenues within the terms of the bond indenture 
under which the Environmental Services Department must operate because while they 
can be counted for purposes of what is considered compliance with debt service 
coverage as specified in that document, they cannot be permanently pledged to that 
area because they are general tax revenues. 

Although the concept is somewhat new to the Commission, we encourage it to 
consider the investigation and adoption, where appropriate, of system development 
charge fees for a number of services currently provided by Jefferson County to new 
residents at little or minimal additional cost. Specifically, we believe that it should 
explore the application of this concept to a host of other services from schools to 
streets, from libraries to public safety and fire protection. This recommendation is not 
offered to penalize developers. On the contrary, where properly done, it is our belief 
that the application of the concept will actually enhance responsible development, but 
the underlying reason for our advocacy of this concept is that it represents an excellent 
vehicle for reimbursing the existing tax or rate payer base for the capacity which it has 
financed for growth. 

If the Commission can accept the premise that the system development cost 
concept outlined in the preceding paragraph is inherently equitable, it can then move 
forward with consideration of possibly allocating sales, occupational and/or ad valorem 
taxes to the operation of the Environmental Services Department. 

The revenues to be potentially derived from theses sources have been discussed 
earlier, so they are only briefly mentioned here. Based on collections for the fiscal year 
ended September 30, 2002, a 1/10 of 1 percent increase in the sales tax rate can be 
conservatively expected to generate perhaps $7 million in additional revenues, all other 
things being equal. Unfortunately, 'that is not the case as capital is quite mobile, and 
it would not be surprising to see consumers increase their spending, particularly on 
larger items subject to the general sales tax, in Shelby County where the tax rate 
would be lower. Obviously, the extent of the increase in the sales tax rate would be 
a significant determinant in the amount of sales tax revenue flight as would the actions 
of the governments of the affected municipalities in surrounding counties if they 
perceived the action by Jefferson County in raising this tax as an opportunity to 
themselves raise taxes for their needs. While we do not support the raising of sales 
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taxes to aid in the funding of the Environmental Services Department for reasons 
already outlined in this paragraph, we also do not support it on philosophical grounds. 
By its nature, a sales tax is regressive because it taxes all purchasers equally 
regardless of their ability to pay. As a consequence; it hurts those with lesser incomes 
more than those with larger incomes because their required use of their limited income 
to meet basic needs is further restricted. Additionally, it could work to impair the 
overall economic health of the Jefferson County as well because those with limited 
incomes would almost certainly have spent their money in Jefferson County anyway, 
but instead of recirculating their limited dollars in the local economy where it could 
benefit from the economic effect known as the multiplier, they would be removed 
from the economy to pay debt service. 

The occupational tax and privilege licenses are another possible source of 
revenue, and we believe these areas to be much more justifiable sources of revenue 
to be generated in support of the operation of the Environmental Services Department 
because at least one of them tends to tax on the basis of one's ability to pay. Also, 
as noted earlier in this report, a recent study concerning the number who commute 
from out of county to work within Jefferson County showed that the number was 
substantial and growing. While possibly not using every service provided by the 
County on a continuous basis, these individuals do, nevertheless, have the opportunity 
to avail themselves of those services while within county. boundaries. Based on 
occupational tax collection data for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, it 
appears that each 1/10 of 1 percent in the amount of the occupational tax would 
generate approximately $5.5 million in additional revenues. Both the matter of the 
revenues to be generated and the equity .of the privilege license fee structure is 
considerably less obvious. A relationship between the amount .required for a license 
and the income which one might earn as a result of being granted one by Jefferson 
County does not appear to exist. Unfortunately, because of the antiquated political 
structure under which the counties in this state must operate, little can be be done to 
correct this inequity. 

Another source of revenue which should be considered is the ad valorem tax. 
'While it would almost certainly be the most difficult to implement, it could be 
considered to be one of the most equitable sources of revenue because there is a very 
significant probability that those individuals living in Jefferson County who are not on 
the sewer system go to work in a location where sewer service is available. As a 
consequence, because the indirect benefit to them of the existence of the sewage 
system is, in our opinion, so substantial that there is jUstification for considering this 
tax as a source of revenues to be allocated to the Environmental Services Department. 
As with other sources of revenue, estimates of the revenue which might be earned 
from this source can only be estimated, but 1!1 ° of a mill produces approximately 
$525,000 in property tax revenues. This source of revenue is both progressive and 
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can involve cost shifting. As noted earlier in this report, the greater the value of the 
property being taxed, the larger the amount of the tax to be paid, and, in most cases, 
those owning the more valuable properties have larger incomes and are better able to 
pay the additional tax. An additional benefit to the use of this approach is those 
paying the larger amount of tax tend to be the ones who itemize deductions on their 
state and federal income tax returns, and property taxes are generally deductible 
expense on their returns. As a consequence, except for the highest income earners, 
the real cost to the upper income tax payers is not 100 percent of the amount of the 
ad valorem tax increase but perhaps 20 to 40 percent less. 

Finally, we believe that because the cost of sewer service is becoming so 
significant for some rate payers, there is a chance that it could become unaffordable 
by them. While the Commission has the responsibility taking actions necessary for 
sound fiscal management of its sewage system, it may also have a responsibility to 
provide help to those satisfying specific criteria in meeting the cost of their sewer 
service obligation. Should the Commission decide that this is an objective which it 
desires to meet, it must take the necessary action to implement a workable plan. We 
have noted earlier that we think that some of the criteria which should be met in 
administering such a plan, sometimes called a "lifeline" rate or credit, should include 
the attributes of applying only to essential usage, applying only to those who need 
economic assistance as determined by a quantifiable standard, be a plan which has 
adequate controls to ensure its manageability, be a plan which is affordable by the 
Commission, and that all users of the system should pay some amount, however 
nominal, for sewer service. Based on usage data provided to us by the Birmingham 
Water Works and Sewer Board, we were able to ascertain that essential usage for 
most residential users appears to approximate 400 cubic feet per month. The 
Commission must make the decision as towho qualifies for economic assistance, but, 
for example, we can assume that 10 percent of its residential rate base did qualify for 
a "lifeline" credit and were obliged to pay nothing for that quantity of service, it would 
currently cost the the Environmental Services Department pOSsibly as $2.6 million in 
annual rate revenues. We do not recommend a blanket exemption from sewer fees at 
that level because the credit allowed must be something that the Commission can 
afford, and we feel that it is desirable both from the Commission's perspective and 
from that of the rate payer that everyone pay some amount for sewer service. Finally, 
the program must be manageable; that is, the Commission should know, at least 
annually, the amount of rate revenue given up by this plan, number of individuals 
qualifying for the credit, the quantity of wastewater not billed as a result of the 
implementation of the plan, and finally, that once granted, the exemption or credit 
remains only in the hands of those who truly deserve it. This final attribute can be 
achieved automatically largely through the assistance of computer programming. 
Qualifiers for the "lifeline" credit could and should be made to periodically requalify for 
the credit at intervals deemed appropriate by the Commission. 
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March 13, 2003 

Repmt to the Jefferson County Commission 

The Commission faces a major challenge as it attempts to. comply with the 
Consent Decree dated December 1996. The cost of compliance with that decree and 
cost of related Clean Water Act compliance projects has substantially exceeded original 
estimates, and it.must now find a way to accomplish the task of amortizing the debt 
incurred in connection with meeting those goals. 

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, the Environmental Services 
Department earned revenues from all sources of approximately $116.5 million. 
However, in only slightly more than five years, using projected operating costs, annual 
debt service and required debt service coverage, it is estimated that the revenue 

.requirements for operating that utility could approximate $248 million, assuming no 
significant savings due to a favorable debt refunding. This change will represent an 
increase in revenue .requirements of almost 113 percent, and it presents a major 
problem in both debt management for the Commission and affordability by the rate 
payers. In view of the magnitude of the problem, the Commission has asked us to 
examine its current revenue sources and suggest alternatives, if any, for additional 
sources. 

We have both consulted with other municipalities in the southeast on ·revenue 
sources and looked at other sources of revenue within Jefferson County, but we have 
found no material revenue sources that the Environmental Services is' not already 
utilizing. On the matter of revenue sources available to other municipalities, our 
findings may be generally described as discovering that most have at least water and 
sewer services under the same management with water providing sewer operations 
with varying degrees of support, many have a much larger rate base over which to 
distribute revenue requirements, and all appear to have a lower amount of debt which 
must be amortized. Within Jefferson County itself, a number of sources of revenue 
have been identified, but we do not see them as major sources of support, and the 
Commission must also meet other currently pressing needs from them as well. 
Moreover, because changes in tax revenues are largely controlled by the state 
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legislature, many of the material sources of revenue are beyond the Commission's 
direct influence. 

Where resources may be available, we have separated them into three groups: 
immediate, intermediate and long term options. All of the options considered also 
assume no change in sewer rates and rate revenues as a result of a change in two 
possibly very influential factors, weather and price elasticity of demand, both of which 
are also beyond the Commission's control. 

Among the factors which could be adjusted in the immediate term is an increase 
in what is currently termed "impact fees," industrial waste surcharges, other 
miscellaneous revenue items, a change in the Commission's policy on the residential 
discount allowance and private meters, a decrease in the rate of increase in 
Environmental Services' Department's annual operating costs, but even very 
substantial changes those areas might not provide more than perhaps $20 million in 
additional revenues. Other changes which could make it possible for the Commission 
to acquire more new customers at minimal cost include the adoption of what is called 
a "benefitted property owner's agreement" with local developers, and/or the 
acquisition of nearby sewer systems which could benefit from the state of the art 
sewage treatment facilities which have been constructed in the last five years. 

Although this report focuses on additional sources of revenue for the 
Environmental Services Department, it should be noted that the Commission might 
wish to consider what are more properly called "system development charges" in 
areas outside its sewage system for which it is also responsible. Essentially, a system 
development charge is a charge imposed upon a new connection to a service where 
the capacity to provide that service has been financed by the existing user or tax payer 
base. The charge is simply a recoupment by the existing users or tax payers of the 
cost of that capacity for growth which they. have financed through the payment of 
user fees or taxes in prior years. 'This concept is growing rapidly throughout the 
United States with the iflcreasing realization by the general public that growth is good 
only when those directly benefitting from it pay their fair share. The concept is not 
only applicable to the provision of water and sewer service, but also to storm water, 
public safety and fire protection, schools, libraries, parks, roads and many other public 
services. In fact, there are more than 20 different types of system development fees 
employed by communities across the country, and many of them may be applicable 
to Jefferson County's needs. 

Intermediate sources of revenue could possibly include the increased allocation 
to the Environmental Services Department of higher sales, occupational or ad valorem 
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taxes. The adoption of higher rates for these taxes should be considered very carefully 
because some are more regressive than others, and in some cases, the 
implementation of the wrong form of tax could result in a decrease in revenue rather 
than an increase. For reasons discussed in the body, of the report, we believe that if 
one or more of these sources were used, thBpreferred choice would be the ad 
valorem tax. The sales tax is, in our opinion, the least desirable of the three 
Cllternatives. All appear to face substantial legislative and/or voter referendum hurdles 
before they can be effected. 

The long term approach is, of course, to turn to federal government for 
assistance, but the prospect for substantially more funding through the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") fU(lding is not currently very strong. There 
is, however, ground swell support growing for the creation of a national environmental 
trust'fund which would be funded from specific "green" taxes and operate much like 
the highway trust fund currently does. While clearly not an immediate option, it 
should be kept in mind that Jefferson County's debt will be amortized over a 40-year 
period, so it may be advisable for the Commission to look ahead toward what might 
be achieved in future years through this potential funding vehicle. The proposal is 
discussed briefly in the body of the report and in considerably more detail in the 
Appendix. 

It must be recognized that the revenues to meet the obligation outlined in 
second paragraph of this summary will have to be met, but it is also equally undeniable 
that there are many citizens who will be less able to do so. as the burden grows. 
Because the Commission must necessarily concern itself not only with the financial 
burden which it will soon face but also with the ability of some of its rate payers to 
pay their sewer bills as they come due, it may wish to consider the concept of what 
is commonly termed a "lifeline" credit which are usually designed to provide assistance 
to those struggling to pay their bills, at least to the eXtent that it is in the interest of 
the public health to do so. Considerations which we believe are i'mportant in 
developing a meaningful and manageable "lifeline" credit program are discussed at the 
end of this report. 

Regardless of the source from which the needed revenues must ultimately 
arise, they will have to be generated, and the plan for generating them cannot be 
popular with any of those who will be affected by an increase in taxes or user fees. 
Nevertheless, when the alternative of obtaining revenues through a plan over which 
the Commission has some control is compared with the action of a receiver should the 
system go into default, there can be little question as to which course of action is 
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c. The credit must have adequate controls to ensure its manageability. One 
of the potentially great weaknesses of a program such as the one 
discussed herein is that if is not properly constructed and managed from 
its inception, it can end up being a substantial detriment to the County 
rather than an asset as it was intended to be. Control of the program 
should have at least two facets. First, the Commission must be prepared 
to set a limit on the number of candidates who are eligible to participate 
in the program. This can be a difficult task, especially politically, but it 
can be managed to some degree by setting the criteria in such a manner 
as to limit the number who can qualify. The second control is assuring 
that, once granted, a lifelong entitlement, or worse, an inherited one, is 
not created. The second attribute can be controlled to some degree 
through computer programming. Specifically; it is suggested that when 
the Commission, or the agency to which it may ultimately assign the 
responsibility for management of this function, approves an account for 
participation in a "lifeline" credit program, the approval is for a period of 
no more than three years. With sufficient notice, logic could be written 
into the various computer billing programs utilized by the entities 
supplying usage data to the County that would include in the record for 
a customer the date on which he or she first qualified for the rate 
assistance. Once that date was in place, the computers of the various 
billing entities could be programmed to compare the current date to the 
qualifying date, and if the current date was longer than three years after 
the qualifying date, the account would automatically be retumed to the 
normal billing rate schedule. The rate payer would then be required to 
requalify for the "lifeline" credit by providing the appropriate 
documentation. If that individual failed to requalify for the assisted rate 
due to improved economic status, he or she could be obliged to wait one 
year before reapplying for the credit. 

d. The credit adopted must be affordable by the Commission. As noted 
earlier in this discussion, the primary focus of this report is on where 
additional revenues may be derived to support the sewer system. As a 
consequence, any support of a "lifeline" credit system should come from 
an additional source of revenue. Affordability obviously must be 
quantified using the considerations outlined earlier in this section. As a 
rough approximation, the data in Exhibit C of the Appendix reveals the 
Commission can expect approximately 26 percent of its nearly 128,000 
residential customers to. use 400 cubic feet or less of sewer service in 
anyone month. How many of that group might qualify for assistance? 
How many consistently using more than that amount will qualify? 
Obviously, that decision must be made by the Commission, but we are 
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of the opinion that essential public health needs are probably met for 
most customers of the system at or below that level. What might a 
credit for the first 400 ,cubic feet cost the Commission? Using the 
current rate structure as a guide and applying the credit to the full 
amount, it is a relatively simple matter to ascertain that the granting of 
the credit would result in a loss of revenue to the Environmental Services 
Department of $16.66 (4 * $4.90* .85)per residential customer receiving 
the credit per month. Annualized, that number becomes almost $200, 
so it is fairly easy to extrapolate that if ten percent of the residential 
customer base qualified for the credit and it was based on the 400 cubic 
feet limit, the cost to the sewer system in terms of lost revenues would 
be approximately $2.6 million. There appears to be a need for the 
Commission to consider the implementation of such a plan, but the 
amount ofthe possible usage credit and the extent of its application must 
be carefully weighed. If such a plan is implemented, it will be very 
important that the Commission know how many are participating in the 
plan and its annual cost. This information should be reported to the 
Commission on an ongqing basis no less than annually. 

Everyone utilizing sewer services should pay some amount. It is our 
opinion that excusing someone from paying anything on their sewer bill 
is unwise because it tends to create the impression in their minds that 
sewer service has no real cost associated with it. Conversely, having 
every "lifeline" customer pay some minimum bill could create the 
perception in their minds the credit that he or she is receiving _ is not a 
subsidy but he or she is paying a fair share and helping shoulder the cost 
of rebuilding the Jefferson County sewer system. We suggest 
consideration of a minimum bill for any "lifeline" customer of $10.00 per 
month for the first 400 cubic feet and that the amount should rise $1.00 
per month or more every time the Commission is obliged to raise rates for 
the general rate base. Beyond the 400 cubic feet level, all sewer 
customers should pay the full rate. The amount of assistance would 
start out as a comparatively small number, but it would grow as rates 
rise in the future. 

. 
Drafting a set of guidelines for the creation and management of a "lifeline" credit 

is the Jar easier part of getting a system in place. What must also be addressed is the 
matter of estimating the cost of placing a "lifeline" credit program in operation. 
Depending on how the plan will be administered, the administrative costs could be a 
comparatively small amount or a significant charge to operations. What is not needed 
is something which will add significantly to the existing operations and maintenance 
("O&M") expense. That number was in the vicinity of $47 million for the fiscal year 
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just ended and is budgeted to be nearer $57 million for the current one, so very little 
additional expense needs to be added to this revenue requirement if at all possible. 
The amount incurred to run the program will be a .matter for the Commission to 
determine, but what is also needed is an estimate of how many customers might 
qualify and what the cost of the assistance provided might be. One way to obtain a 
better idea of how many sewer customers might be in a group which (:ould qualify for 
the "lifeline" credit would be to develop what is called a frequency distribution of those 
customers in 100 cubic feet increments. This would.also provide a much better 
picture of what mean, median and mode usage for residential customers actually are. . . 

The mean, median and mode are statistical terms which are generally referred 
to as measures of central tendency; that is, they are used to describe how customers 
tend to use sewer service. Because the customers will be grouped by 100 cubic foot 
increments, however, the values for those indicators will necessarily have to be 
approximated to some degree. Nevertheless, a fairly good understanding of how the 
Environmental Services Department's customers use sewer services should be 
obtained. So that there is no confusion about the numbers, it should be understood 
that the mean is simply the arithmetic average of all of the observations, the median 
is the number which has an equal number of observations above and below it, and the 
mode is the most frequently occurring observation or usage level. Each of these can 
be useful in providing one with a picture of how the sewer customer base can be 
expected to use sewer service in the typical month. 

Residential Sewer Customers (%) 
Although the Commission 

receives sewer billing data from three 
principal sources, the Birmingham 
Water Works & Sewer Board, the 
City of Bessemer, and a group of 
smaller accounts which are generally 
referred to as the Jefferson County 
small systems, apprOXimately 85 
percent of the residential accounts 
are serviced by Birmingham Water 
Works & Sewer Board which 
provided the data base on which 
many of the assumptions contained 
in this report are based. Comparable 
data from the other two sources of 
information is not readily available, 
but we believe that data obtained IfI <500 cf • >500 cf 
from Birmingham Water Works & 
Sewer Board is sufficient to provide a representative overview of the Commission's 
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customer base. As can be seen by the graphic associated With this discussion, the 
number of residential customers who typically use 500 cubic feet or less of sewer 
service per month can be expected to constitute almost 44 percent 9f all residential 
customers. Although the above graphic does not show it, median usage is 
approximately 600 cf (50 percent of the residential customers typically use less than 
this amount and 50 percent typically use more). The mode usage is 500 cf (the most 
frequently occurring usage). What does this mean? First, it is our opinion that the use 
of strictly an average number of cubic feet for the typical residential user does not 
properly describe the typical user. The mode, which is the most frequently occurring 
bill, is the one which we believe best typifies what the most residential customers 
expect to see when they receive their monthly bill. Second, when considered in 
conjunction with the detail contained in the Summary Usage Frequency Distribution 
in Exhibit C of the Appendix in this report, a much better picture of the usage habits 
of the customer base is obtained than was previously available. Finally, the Summary 
Usage Frequency Distribution tells one that while the "average" residential customer 
using 1,000 cubic may expect to receive a monthly sewer bill (at the current rates) of 
$41.65, the facts reveal that approximately 73 percent of the residential customer 
group can routinely expect to receive a bill of less than that amount. As a 
consequence, the 1,000 cubic feet number often cited in the media may not be the 
most representative number for measuring the impact of a change in sewer user fees. 

Unfortunately, proving that many customers do not receive a bill which has been 
deemed the "average" bill does not make it any less difficult for those customers to 
pay the increasing Gost of sewer service. New sources of revenue must be found if 
any appreciable rate relief is to be enjoyed. 

E. SUMMARY 

Within the Environmental Services Department, there are a number of options 
which can be utilized to increase system revenues somewhat, but it will be doubtful 
that any will be popular and few will appear to the public to be justified. For example, 
the concept of the residential discount allowance could be abolished, currently 
generating as much as $8 million more in rate revenues. 

Private meters could also be banned. There are currently slightly more than 
8,200 of these in existence and most are residential, but some are commeroial, so 
estimating the lost revenue as a result of private meter installed would be extremely 
difficult. Using the most conservative estimate which would assume that all of the 
private meters were residential and that their use only saved the "average" owner the 
amount of the residential exemption, the disallowance of the use of the meters would 
currently result in about $725,000 more in rate revenue per year. However, when one 
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considers that those owning private meters installed them because they were 
confident that the savings realized would substantially exceed the value of 15 percent 
discount permitted, the $725,000 becomes a very conservative estimate. Because. 
actual use of private meters by both commercial and residential customers almost 
certainly exceeds the allowable residential discount percentage, the additional rate 
revenues could generate possibly many times the $725,000 number cited. 

The development of an updated and equitable system development charge fee 
structure could easily double or triple the amount currently earned from this source 
($3.7 million). Such a move might add $8 to $12 million in additional revenues, and 
this action on behalf of the existing rate payers is long overdue. 

Other operating fees charged such as higher inspection fees, septic dumpings, 
line cieanouts due to grease discharge from restaurants and other contributors, and 
industrial waste surcharges should be raised to reflect the true cost of providing sewer 
services. Although it is difficult to accurately estimate a number which reflects the 
increase in revenues which might be earned from these services, it is conceivable that 
they could increase by perhaps $250,000 to $$500,000 annually. 

The use of the concept of the benefitted property owner's agreement should be 
used wherever possible to encourage county-developer participation in growth. Where 
this concept can be successfully used, it usually requires minimal capital outlay by the 
Commission, but each new average residential connection added to the system creates 
a future income stream to the Environmental Services Department which can be 
conservatively estimateQ to have a current present value of $6,311. Moreover, the 
successful utiliza1;ion of this technique should generate a substantial amount of system 
development charge fees or revenues, although the realization of them may be deferrei:l 
by as much as five or ten years. Finally, where this concept is successfully applied, 
Jefferson County expands its property tax base and with almost an equal amount of 
certainty, its occupational and sales tax base as well. Similarly, if the opportunity 
presents itself to the Commission to acquire a sewer system of a nearby municipality 
for a reasonable value, it should not hesitate to do so. It is important to remember 
that the value of the acquisition is far more important than simply the purchase of the 
assets. The object of real value in the purchase is the acquisition of the income 
stream from new accounts and the ability to distribute the revenue requirements 6f the 
system over a larger rate base. 

The focus should not be entirely on the production of new revenues. Equally 
effective is the reduction of operating costs. As noted earlier in this report, based on 
budgeted operating expenses for the ·Environmental Services Department for the 
current fiscal year, each one percent reduction in that number would result in a 
$568,000 reduction in revenue requirements. 
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The discussion of possible increases in sources of revenue or cost savings to 
this point have focused on changes within the Environmental Services Department. 
The Commission can also consider, within limits, generating revenue from sources 
outside that realm which can be allocated to it. These sources are generally not as 
desirable as are those within the sy!>tem for a number of reasons. From the 
Commission's point of view, most of these options are ones over which it possesses 
lesser degrees of control. Moreover, it is our understanding such allocations are not 
generally considered to be system revenues within the terms of the bond indenture 
under which the Environmental Services Department must operate because while they 
can be counted for purposes of what is considered compliance with debt service 
coverage as specified in that document, they cannot be permanently pledged to that 
area because they are general tax revenues. 

Although the concept is somewhat new to the Commission, we encourage it to 
consider the investigation and adoption, where appropriate, of system development 
charge fees for a number of services currently provided by Jefferson County to new 
residents at little or minimal additional cost. Specifically, we believe that it should 
explore the application of this concept to a host of other services from schools to 
streets, from libraries to public safety and fire protection. This recommendation is not 
offered to penalize developers. On the contrary, where properly done, it is our belief 
that the application of the concept will actually enhance responsible development, but 
the underlying reason for our advocacy of this concept is that it represents an excellent 
vehicle for reimbursing the existing tax or rate payer base for the capacity which it has 
financed for growth. 

If the Commission can accept the premise that the system development cost 
concept outlined in the preceding paragraph is inherently equitable, it can then move 
forward with consideration of possibly allocating sales, occupational and/or ad valorem 
taxes to the operation of the Environmental Services Department. 

The revenues to be potentially derived from theses sources have been discussed 
earlier, so they are only briefly mentioned here. Based on collections for the fiscal year 
ended September 30, 2002, a 1/10 of 1 percent increase in the sales tax rate can be 
conservatively expected to generate perhaps $7 million in additional revenues, all other 
things being equal. Unfortunately, 'that is not the case as capital is quite mobile, and 
it would not be surprising to see consumers increase their spending, particularly on 
larger items subject to the general sales tax, in Shelby County where the tax rate 
would be lower. Obviously, the extent of the increase in the sales tax rate would be 
a significant determinant in the amount of sales tax revenue flight as would the actions 
of the governments of the affected municipalities in surrounding counties if they 
perceived the action by Jefferson County in raising this tax as an opportunity to 
themselves raise taxes for their needs. While we do not support the raising of sales 
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taxes to aid in the funding of the Environmental Services Department for reasons 
already outlined in this paragraph, we also do not support it on philosophical grounds. 
By its nature, a sales tax is regressive because it taxes all purchasers equally 
regardless of their ability to pay. As a consequence; it hurts those with lesser incomes 
more than those with larger incomes because their required use of their limited income 
to meet basic needs is further restricted. Additionally, it could work to impair the 
overall economic health of the Jefferson County as well because those with limited 
incomes would almost certainly have spent their money in Jefferson County anyway, 
but instead of recirculating their limited dollars in the local economy where it could 
benefit from the economic effect known as the multiplier, they would be removed 
from the economy to pay debt service. 

The occupational tax and privilege licenses are another possible source of 
revenue, and we believe these areas to be much more justifiable sources of revenue 
to be generated in support of the operation of the Environmental Services Department 
because at least one of them tends to tax on the basis of one's ability to pay. Also, 
as noted earlier in this report, a recent study concerning the number who commute 
from out of county to work within Jefferson County showed that the number was 
substantial and growing. While possibly not using every service provided by the 
County on a continuous basis, these individuals do, nevertheless, have the opportunity 
to avail themselves of those services while within county. boundaries. Based on 
occupational tax collection data for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, it 
appears that each 1/10 of 1 percent in the amount of the occupational tax would 
generate approximately $5.5 million in additional revenues. Both the matter of the 
revenues to be generated and the equity .of the privilege license fee structure is 
considerably less obvious. A relationship between the amount .required for a license 
and the income which one might earn as a result of being granted one by Jefferson 
County does not appear to exist. Unfortunately, because of the antiquated political 
structure under which the counties in this state must operate, little can be be done to 
correct this inequity. 

Another source of revenue which should be considered is the ad valorem tax. 
'While it would almost certainly be the most difficult to implement, it could be 
considered to be one of the most equitable sources of revenue because there is a very 
significant probability that those individuals living in Jefferson County who are not on 
the sewer system go to work in a location where sewer service is available. As a 
consequence, because the indirect benefit to them of the existence of the sewage 
system is, in our opinion, so substantial that there is jUstification for considering this 
tax as a source of revenues to be allocated to the Environmental Services Department. 
As with other sources of revenue, estimates of the revenue which might be earned 
from this source can only be estimated, but 1!1 ° of a mill produces approximately 
$525,000 in property tax revenues. This source of revenue is both progressive and 
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can involve cost shifting. As noted earlier in this report, the greater the value of the 
property being taxed, the larger the amount of the tax to be paid, and, in most cases, 
those owning the more valuable properties have larger incomes and are better able to 
pay the additional tax. An additional benefit to the use of this approach is those 
paying the larger amount of tax tend to be the ones who itemize deductions on their 
state and federal income tax returns, and property taxes are generally deductible 
expense on their returns. As a consequence, except for the highest income earners, 
the real cost to the upper income tax payers is not 100 percent of the amount of the 
ad valorem tax increase but perhaps 20 to 40 percent less. 

Finally, we believe that because the cost of sewer service is becoming so 
significant for some rate payers, there is a chance that it could become unaffordable 
by them. While the Commission has the responsibility taking actions necessary for 
sound fiscal management of its sewage system, it may also have a responsibility to 
provide help to those satisfying specific criteria in meeting the cost of their sewer 
service obligation. Should the Commission decide that this is an objective which it 
desires to meet, it must take the necessary action to implement a workable plan. We 
have noted earlier that we think that some of the criteria which should be met in 
administering such a plan, sometimes called a "lifeline" rate or credit, should include 
the attributes of applying only to essential usage, applying only to those who need 
economic assistance as determined by a quantifiable standard, be a plan which has 
adequate controls to ensure its manageability, be a plan which is affordable by the 
Commission, and that all users of the system should pay some amount, however 
nominal, for sewer service. Based on usage data provided to us by the Birmingham 
Water Works and Sewer Board, we were able to ascertain that essential usage for 
most residential users appears to approximate 400 cubic feet per month. The 
Commission must make the decision as towho qualifies for economic assistance, but, 
for example, we can assume that 10 percent of its residential rate base did qualify for 
a "lifeline" credit and were obliged to pay nothing for that quantity of service, it would 
currently cost the the Environmental Services Department pOSsibly as $2.6 million in 
annual rate revenues. We do not recommend a blanket exemption from sewer fees at 
that level because the credit allowed must be something that the Commission can 
afford, and we feel that it is desirable both from the Commission's perspective and 
from that of the rate payer that everyone pay some amount for sewer service. Finally, 
the program must be manageable; that is, the Commission should know, at least 
annually, the amount of rate revenue given up by this plan, number of individuals 
qualifying for the credit, the quantity of wastewater not billed as a result of the 
implementation of the plan, and finally, that once granted, the exemption or credit 
remains only in the hands of those who truly deserve it. This final attribute can be 
achieved automatically largely through the assistance of computer programming. 
Qualifiers for the "lifeline" credit could and should be made to periodically requalify for 
the credit at intervals deemed appropriate by the Commission. 
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March 13, 2003 

Repmt to the Jefferson County Commission 

The Commission faces a major challenge as it attempts to. comply with the 
Consent Decree dated December 1996. The cost of compliance with that decree and 
cost of related Clean Water Act compliance projects has substantially exceeded original 
estimates, and it.must now find a way to accomplish the task of amortizing the debt 
incurred in connection with meeting those goals. 

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, the Environmental Services 
Department earned revenues from all sources of approximately $116.5 million. 
However, in only slightly more than five years, using projected operating costs, annual 
debt service and required debt service coverage, it is estimated that the revenue 

.requirements for operating that utility could approximate $248 million, assuming no 
significant savings due to a favorable debt refunding. This change will represent an 
increase in revenue .requirements of almost 113 percent, and it presents a major 
problem in both debt management for the Commission and affordability by the rate 
payers. In view of the magnitude of the problem, the Commission has asked us to 
examine its current revenue sources and suggest alternatives, if any, for additional 
sources. 

We have both consulted with other municipalities in the southeast on ·revenue 
sources and looked at other sources of revenue within Jefferson County, but we have 
found no material revenue sources that the Environmental Services is' not already 
utilizing. On the matter of revenue sources available to other municipalities, our 
findings may be generally described as discovering that most have at least water and 
sewer services under the same management with water providing sewer operations 
with varying degrees of support, many have a much larger rate base over which to 
distribute revenue requirements, and all appear to have a lower amount of debt which 
must be amortized. Within Jefferson County itself, a number of sources of revenue 
have been identified, but we do not see them as major sources of support, and the 
Commission must also meet other currently pressing needs from them as well. 
Moreover, because changes in tax revenues are largely controlled by the state 
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legislature, many of the material sources of revenue are beyond the Commission's 
direct influence. 

Where resources may be available, we have separated them into three groups: 
immediate, intermediate and long term options. All of the options considered also 
assume no change in sewer rates and rate revenues as a result of a change in two 
possibly very influential factors, weather and price elasticity of demand, both of which 
are also beyond the Commission's control. 

Among the factors which could be adjusted in the immediate term is an increase 
in what is currently termed "impact fees," industrial waste surcharges, other 
miscellaneous revenue items, a change in the Commission's policy on the residential 
discount allowance and private meters, a decrease in the rate of increase in 
Environmental Services' Department's annual operating costs, but even very 
substantial changes those areas might not provide more than perhaps $20 million in 
additional revenues. Other changes which could make it possible for the Commission 
to acquire more new customers at minimal cost include the adoption of what is called 
a "benefitted property owner's agreement" with local developers, and/or the 
acquisition of nearby sewer systems which could benefit from the state of the art 
sewage treatment facilities which have been constructed in the last five years. 

Although this report focuses on additional sources of revenue for the 
Environmental Services Department, it should be noted that the Commission might 
wish to consider what are more properly called "system development charges" in 
areas outside its sewage system for which it is also responsible. Essentially, a system 
development charge is a charge imposed upon a new connection to a service where 
the capacity to provide that service has been financed by the existing user or tax payer 
base. The charge is simply a recoupment by the existing users or tax payers of the 
cost of that capacity for growth which they. have financed through the payment of 
user fees or taxes in prior years. 'This concept is growing rapidly throughout the 
United States with the iflcreasing realization by the general public that growth is good 
only when those directly benefitting from it pay their fair share. The concept is not 
only applicable to the provision of water and sewer service, but also to storm water, 
public safety and fire protection, schools, libraries, parks, roads and many other public 
services. In fact, there are more than 20 different types of system development fees 
employed by communities across the country, and many of them may be applicable 
to Jefferson County's needs. 

Intermediate sources of revenue could possibly include the increased allocation 
to the Environmental Services Department of higher sales, occupational or ad valorem 
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taxes. The adoption of higher rates for these taxes should be considered very carefully 
because some are more regressive than others, and in some cases, the 
implementation of the wrong form of tax could result in a decrease in revenue rather 
than an increase. For reasons discussed in the body, of the report, we believe that if 
one or more of these sources were used, thBpreferred choice would be the ad 
valorem tax. The sales tax is, in our opinion, the least desirable of the three 
Cllternatives. All appear to face substantial legislative and/or voter referendum hurdles 
before they can be effected. 

The long term approach is, of course, to turn to federal government for 
assistance, but the prospect for substantially more funding through the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") fU(lding is not currently very strong. There 
is, however, ground swell support growing for the creation of a national environmental 
trust'fund which would be funded from specific "green" taxes and operate much like 
the highway trust fund currently does. While clearly not an immediate option, it 
should be kept in mind that Jefferson County's debt will be amortized over a 40-year 
period, so it may be advisable for the Commission to look ahead toward what might 
be achieved in future years through this potential funding vehicle. The proposal is 
discussed briefly in the body of the report and in considerably more detail in the 
Appendix. 

It must be recognized that the revenues to meet the obligation outlined in 
second paragraph of this summary will have to be met, but it is also equally undeniable 
that there are many citizens who will be less able to do so. as the burden grows. 
Because the Commission must necessarily concern itself not only with the financial 
burden which it will soon face but also with the ability of some of its rate payers to 
pay their sewer bills as they come due, it may wish to consider the concept of what 
is commonly termed a "lifeline" credit which are usually designed to provide assistance 
to those struggling to pay their bills, at least to the eXtent that it is in the interest of 
the public health to do so. Considerations which we believe are i'mportant in 
developing a meaningful and manageable "lifeline" credit program are discussed at the 
end of this report. 

Regardless of the source from which the needed revenues must ultimately 
arise, they will have to be generated, and the plan for generating them cannot be 
popular with any of those who will be affected by an increase in taxes or user fees. 
Nevertheless, when the alternative of obtaining revenues through a plan over which 
the Commission has some control is compared with the action of a receiver should the 
system go into default, there can be little question as to which course of action is 
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. preferable. There can also no debate about the urgency for action; this is not a matter 
on which action can be long deferred without serious consequences. 

We appreciate the opportunity to serve the Commission on this matter, and we 
are av.ailable for a more detailed discussion of the issues at its convenience. 

Paul B. Krebs & Associates, Inc. 
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A. INTRODUCTiON 

The matter of the Jefferson County sewer system and its compliance with the 
provisions of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended has it roots in a partial 
summary judgement in favor of the plaintiffs (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency("EPA"), R. Allen Kipp et al. and the Cahaba River Society, Inc.) by the United 
States District Court, Northern District of Alabama, Southern Division against the 
defendant (Jefferson County) on January 20,1995. In that decision the court found 
Jefferson County and its sewer system in violation of the Clean Water Act, and it 
directed the parties to the suit to immediately engage in settlement discussions which 
would result in a solution satisfactory to the court. The parties to the dispute 
ultimately reached agreement on the terms of the settlement, and those terms were 
reflected in what is now known as the "Consent Decree" which was approved and 
entered by the District Court on December 9, 1996. 

As a consequence of the entering of the Consent Decree, the County's 
Environmental Services Department was obliged to resolve the problem to the 
satisfaction of the court and the plaintiff in a period not to exceed twelve years from 
the date of the entry of the Consent Decree. The plan for resolution of the problem 
involved three steps or phases: (1) investigation and planning, (2) design of solutions, 
and (3) implementation of solutions. The Consent Decree also provided for penalties 
which could be assessed against Jefferson County if it failed to meet, for reasons 
within its control, specified time benchmarks for submitting to EPA progress reports 
on its movement toward compliance with the decree. 

The significance of the terms of the Consent Decree should not be overlooked. 
Although Jefferson County was obliged to enter into the Consent Decree as a result 
of the partial summary judgement rendered in January 1995, it'had only a rudimentary 
understanding of the extent of the undertaking which it was about to begin. In 
essence, an agreement to comply with the terms of the Consent Decree with little 
more than a very broad estimate of what it might cost to identify and then fix the 
problems alleged in the Consent Decree meant that the County's sewer rate payers 
were about to become at risk through their sewer rates for what would prove to be 
a very substantial debt obligation. The County had already spent nearly $97 million 
on essential sewer improvements before the Consent Decree became effective, but it 
would be years before it would discover that the actual cost of the remedial program 
specified in the Consent Decree could exceed $2 billion. It would also later find that 
it needed an additional $600 million to construct still other projects that would be 
required by the Clean Water Act. 
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In reviewing its plans for improvements as the investigative work developed, the 
professional staff of the County's Environmental Services Department also began to 
consider where it might be desirable to expand the existing sewer system to 

,accommodate new connections thereto. Subsequent estimates of the projected 
construction costs for expansion improvements varied as projects were added to or 
deleted from the list of desired projects, but the most recent estimate reflected in the 
Official Statement for the Series 2002-D debt offering places that number at $532 
million. 

When the costs of all of these estimates are summarized, it can be projected 
that total spending requirements could exceed $3.2 billion. This amount, however, 
does not reflect the total amount of debt which would have to be incurred to meet the 

. projected construction cost requirements. To the $3.2 billion number it would be 
necessary to add the various debt funding requirements and the costs associated with 
the issuance of the debt required to finance the proposed improvements, so it is 
reasonable to make the assumption that Jefferson County's debt could actually exceed 
$3.5 billion. 

Jefferson County is, unfortunately, not blessed with a large rate base over 
which it can, distribute the cost of financing the proposed improvements, and its 
growth rate in terms of new accounts and usage is, at best, minimal. Therefore, the 
cost of compliance will fall largely on today's customers. Even with the reduction in 
capital spending plans currently contemplated, the load projected is to fall increasingly 
heavily on the existing customers of the system. 

1. ~mpemlin!ll Revenue Requirements 

In an attempt to assess the magnitude of the challenge facing Jefferson County, 
one needs only compare what is required of the County in the way of cash 
requirements today with those of four years from now. The starting point is the 
current cash needs of the Environmental Services Department at the end of the 
County's most recent fiscal year. For the fiscal year ending September 30, 2002, 
unaudited operating expenses were approximately $47 million, while debt service was 
slightly more than $78 million. Collectively, these two requirements amounted to 
approximately $125 million. By the end of the fiscal year ending September 30,2006, 
however, it is projected that operating expenses will be in excess of $64 million, and 
annual debt service will be almost $150 million per year. When these two 
requirements are summed, the result is $214 million, or more than 70 percent more 
than is required today. Beyond 2006 still larger requirements will exist. Starting in 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2007, the bond indenture under which the 
Environmental Services Department must operate will require that rates not only cover 
the operating expenses for the year, but also 105 percent of what is called the 
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country. In a period of less than five years it is projected 1;hat, in the absence 0-1 
significant change, the Jefferson County residential customerwho averages using 
1,000 per month can expect to pay almost $800 for sewer service annually. We are 
not aware of a more current source of per capita personal disposable income, but 
from data which is available it appears that per capita personal income in Jefferson 
County has been rising at a rate of about 4.25 percent annually for the last five years. 
Extrapolating Jefferson County per capita income data out to 2006 from the year 
2000, which is the most recent year for which it is available, produces an annual per 
capita income number of approximately $38,377. If this per capita personal income 
forecast proves true, then it can be calculated that the average residential customer's 
annual sewer bill will constitute slightly more than two percent of his per capita 
personal income for that period. There is an EPA study which suggests that the two 
percent number is the limit for what is an acceptable amount to pay for sewer service, 
but we believe that this number is significant for a number of other reasons. 

First, we hav~ assumed that per capita personal income will continue to grow 
at the same rate that it did through the second half of the last decade. While this is 
an assumption based on a historical trend, it is not necessarily a valid one since the 
national economy has struggled considerably during the last several years, and 
Jefferson County has certainly been a part of that struggle. On the other hand, 
because the debt service schedule for the Environmental Services Department is 
essentially fixed and operating expenses are projected to rise between four and five 
percent per year, it is a relatively safe to assume that the projected average bill will 
approximate the actual one in 2006. Therefore, the probability is that the amount of 
money which the average residential consumer may have to dedicate to his sewer bill 
in 2006 ($799) could easily exceed the two percent of per capita personal income 
forecast. 

Second, while the extrapolation just completed assumes that the usage in the 
rate base does not grow, it also assumes, that it does not shrink either. The latter is, 
unfortunately, less valid than the former because the influence of the factor of price 
elasticity of demand will almost certainly begin to have an increasing effect, and 
conservation at some level will set in for all types of customers. This can be a 
particularly vexing problem at the commercial or industrial level because a business 
more so than a residential customer can be expected to 'more quickly begin to consider 
methods for controlling utilities costs. If that happens, the rate base could decline in 
size and causing rates to rise even faster than currently projected. To put the possible 
exposure to a reduction in the sewer rate base in perspective, it should be 
remelT)bered that more than 58 percent of the billable sewer usage comes from 
commercial and industrial usage. 
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Third, and perhaps most critical from the residential perspective, it is, in our 
opinion, essential that the County remember that it is not in direct control of the 
sewer billing. As a result, it cannot cut off sewer service for nonpayment by a 
customer. The entities through which the County collects its sewer user fees should 
properly cut off water and sewer service when a nonpayment condition occurs, but 
there is an excellent chance that in a difficult environment, this may not actually occur. 
While it is possible and quite probable that the County could eventually recover the 
past due amounts through its lien procedure, there is an excellent chance that a 
significant number of delinquencies resulting in liens could result in a cashflow timing 
problem which could create real difficulties. Equally important from the psychological 
perspective, if water and sewer service is not cut off when nonpayment of sewer 
service occurs and the customer continues to get sewer service, the stage could be 
set for creating the impression in the mind of the delinquent account that it is not 
necessary to pay the sewer bill to have the service. It is our opinion that this condition 
must be avoided if at all possible because this environment could lay the groundwork 
for the possible financial collapse of the sewer system. 

B. EXiSTING SOURCES OF REVENUE 

For those unfamiliar with the revenue sources of the Environmental Services 
Department, perhaps the best way to identify each and illustrate its relative importance 
is to provide the Commission with the a statement of each revenue source for the 
most recent fiscal year and compare that with the projected revenue from that source 
in the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006. This comparison wiJl provide an 
overview of what currently must change to meet the revenue requirements set forth 
in the· bond indenture in less than four years. This comparison may be seen in the 
following table which follows: 

(OOOs omitted) 
Someea of Revenue 09/30/02 09/30/016 

(unaudited) (projected) 
Sewer user fees $82,859 $178,054 
Impact fees 3,671 3,974 
Ad valorem taxes 3,075 4,125 
Waste surcharges 1,907 2,064 
Interest income 23,487 1-2,173 
Miscellaneous 1,492 1,044 

Totals $116,491 $201,434 
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The above table clearly illustrates the burden projected on user fees as a 
revenue source. They are projected to rise from their current percentage of total 
reVllnues of 71 percent to more than 88 percent in only four years. There are a 
number of reasons for this change, but the most obvious one is that the amount 
charged for user fees can be changed more readily than the others, and it is the one 
over which the County has the most control. We believe that other municipalities in 
the southeast face similar, though not as severe, increases in user fee rates over the 
period cited in the above table, but their problem is mitigated either by the fact that 
they have a considerably larger rate base over which to distribute the cost of 
compliance, or because they have another utility other than sewer which can be used 
to assist in carrying that burden. 

1. User fees 

The format of the County's user fee structure has not changed since its 
creation. It has always had a very nominal minimum charge with the basis for the 
monthly bill being essentially a volumetric charge per hundred cubic feet. It complies 
with Section 204(b)(1 }(Al of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, as 
amended, and was specified as a condition for qualifying for United States 
Erivironmental Protection Agency grants or state· revolving loan (SRFl financing of 
proposed wastewater improvements. Residential customers are given a discount or 
allowance equal to fifteen percent of the amount of water consumed before the sewer 
bill is computed. Prior to 1983, the volumetric rate was fairly inconsequential at $.49 
per hundred cubic feet. !n 1983 it doubled to $.98 where it remained for almost ten 
years. Starting in 1992, however, the rate increased to $1.15 pel" hundred cubic feet, 
and since that date, it increased at least annually to a pOint where the volumetric rate 
now stands at $4.90 per hundred cubic feet. It is projected to rise to $7.83 per 
hundred cubic feet by January 1, 2006. 

User fee rate structures employed by other municipalities throughout the 
southeast vary considerably. Some have a billable summer usage amount which 
cannot exceed a certain percentage or mUltiple of the winter usage, some define the 
winter and summer base periods differently, some have a cap oil the amount of gallons 
or cubic feet for which a residential customer can be charged but make up for it by 
setting a very substantial base charge which is charged regardless of usage, some 
have what a second or private meter system whereby non-domestic usage such as car 
washing and lawn maintenance is billed through a separate water meter, and there are 
many other variations in the methodology for setting rates for sewer service. In the 
final analysis, however, revenues must be generated from some source(sl in amounts 
adequate to fund the operation of the sewer system and to amortize the debt incurred 
to construct wastewater facilities required for the system. 
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As noted in an earlier paragraph, Jefferson County uses a volumetric rate 
structure which is applied to residential water usage after that amount has been 
decreased by fifteen percent in an attempt to make an allowance for non-domestic 
usage. However, the County also permits the use of second or private meters which 
the customer can have installed at his own expense. If the customer elects to have 
a second or private meter installed, then he or she is not eligible for the fifteen percent 
discount. The meter itself is usually located at a site behind the household or primary 
meter so that the Birmingham Water Works and Sewer Board, the City of Bessemer, 
or anyone of the other small systems which provide billing data to Jefferson County 
reads only one meter. It is the responsibility of the individual who has the second 
meter to read that meter and then present that reading to the appropriate individual at 
Jefferson County for credit against his or her sewer bill. The number of private 
meters, while not yet large, has been growing rapidly in recent years. In 1998 there 
were only about 4,450 of them, but four years later that number had grown to nearly 
8,200. The increase of 3,750 meters in four years represents a .compound growth 
rate of more than 16 percent per year. At the current rate, this means that fully ten 
percent of the County's customer base will have private meters in less than five years 
from today's date, and this rate may accelerate if the proposed user fees are actually 
implemented on the schedule proposed in the Revenue Forecast which was the basis 
for the Commission's most recent debt offering (Series 2002-D). This trend will not 
help growth in the billable sewer volume, and it is our opinion that the County must 
move quickly to make this practice less attractive to the customer. 

It is also our opinion that it may be possible to change the form of the existing 
rate structure somewhat, but the rate base itself is too small to accommodate any 
significant reduction in overall rate revenues. Additionally, there is the matter making 
certain that any changes made do not cause a conflict in the definition of System 
Revenues as set forth in the controlling bond indenture governing the Commission's 
management of its sewer debt. As a consequence, we believe that the adoption of 
the concept of a "lifeline" credit for those with low and/or fixed incomes must seek 
a funding source from other than from rate revenues. 

2. Impact Fees 

The term "impact fee" in one which apparently has unfavorable political and. 
legal considerations, possibly because there may have been some court rulings against 
such fees where they had been improperly established and neither a rational nor a 
constitutional nexus for them could be proven. As a result, one of the first 
suggestions which we would make to the Commission would be to change the name 
of this source of revenue to one which more appropriately reflects what the charge is 
intended to achieve. We doubt that a legal challenge of any substance could be 
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mounted purely based on the title assigned to the fee charged, but there is no reason· 
for taking unnepessary risks. 

The impact fee structure in Jefferson County has been in place since 1977, and 
it has been generally based on the number of plumbing fixtures in a new connection 
since 1980. In its current form (since 1983), it generally provides for a charge of 
$100 per plumbing fixture, and while that methodology empioyed is one of the four 
generally accepted ways of assessing this fee, the equity of the charge has almost 
·certainly not I<ept pace with the County's changing cost of providing sewer service. 

For the most recent fiscal year, impact fee revenues amounted to $3.67 million 
or slightly more than three percent of system revenues. In many systems it is not a 
source of revenue at all, and that is as it should be. Upon closer inspection, analysis 
of the basis for an impact fee or system development charge will reveal that it is not 
actually a source of revenue, but is instead more properly a recoupment by the system 
of the cost of the capacity for new growth financed by the existing rate payers. The 
nature of the revenue bond which is the basis for virtually all enterprise fund financing 
requires that new debt can only be financed when its orderly retirement can be assured 
through the imposition of user fees on the existing rate base. Said another way, 
revenue bond debt generally cannot be financed based· on assumptions about future 
customers which mayor may not materialize. However, because proper engineering 
design mandates that facilities be constructed to meet the needs of not only current 
customers but those who can reasonably expect to connect to the system over a 
future period (usually 20 years), it only follows that the existing customers must 
initially underw~ite their needs as well as those who will connect over that period. 
Therefore, a properly computed system development charge is actually a recoupment 
of that cost of capacity for growth financed by the rate base in existence at the time 
the financing is undertaken. Moreover, although a revenue source, this item is not 
generally considered as funds generated for normal operating purposes. In theory, 
revenues received from thissourt;;e are perceived as being set aside to be used only 
for construction of smaller capital improvements which might otherwise have only 
been realized through funds generated by additional rate inqreases. Many states such 
as Florida require that funds earned from this source be physically segregated from 
normal operating revenues and used only for ·the purpose cited in the preceding 
sentence. However, Jefferson County cannot afford to give up any source of revenue, 
and, as a consequence, cannot consider this course of action. 

3. Ad Va!orem Taxes 

Since 1901 Jefferson County has allocated ad valorem taxes to the operation 
of its sanitary sewer system. The current rate is .7 mills and is appJied to both real 
and personal property. To the best of our knowledge, this rate has been in force since 
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1981 . This practice is not inconsistent with that in effect in a number of 
communities throughout the country. In fact, prior to the passage of the Clean Water 
Act of 1972, the use of ad valorem taxes to fund both construction and the operation 
of sanitary sewer systems was probably characteristic of most municipalities. 
However, with the advent of grant funding from the U. S. EnVironmental Protection 
Agency also came the requirement that user fees, rather than ad valorem taxes, be the 
primary source of funding for sanitary sewer operations. The. 7 mills allocation has 
generated revenues which have ranged between $2 and $4.5 million over the past fivl;! 
years, and that should change very little in future years so long as the amount of mills 
allocated to that entity does not change. It should also be kept in mind that while 
revenues from ad valorem taxes allocable to sewer operations may be counted for 
purposes of debt service coverage, they cannot be pledged toward the payment of the 
debt service itself. This source of revenue is not normally found among the revenue 
sources of many of the municipal water and sewer utilities in the southeast. However, 
it should also be noted that the inclusion of the ad valorem revenues does not 
represent a distortion in the County's rates when compared with other municipalities 
in the southeast. On the contrary, the County's sewer rates appear to be higher than 
those of many other municipalities only because it has only the sewer utility with 
which to generate revenues .. In other municipalities where both the water and sewer 
utilities are managed by a single entity, it is fairly common to have revenues from the 
water utility help meet the revenue requirements attributable to the operation of its 
sewer system. The net result of this practice by other utilities is to make the Jefferson 
County's rates appear to. be higher than comparable sewer rates for other 
municipalities when, in fact, they might not be significantly higher if the municipalities 
with which the· County is being compared put in force rates which truly reflected the 
cost of providing sewer service. 

4. Undillshial Waste SlIrcharges 

For the year ended September 30, 2002, waste surcharges were $1.91 million, 
up from $1.68 million in the preceding fiscal year. The amount of industrial waste 
surcharge revenue has changed very little over the last five years, ranging from about 
$1.4 to $1.9 million and accounting for perhaps 1 Y:. to 2 percent of system revenues. 
The application of a waste surcharge to special wastes is a pr'actice followed by 
virtually all systems. In fact, if a municipality was fortunate enough to obtain grant 
funds from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency back in the days when grant 
funds were available, that agency required that a municipality adopt a sewer use 
ordinance which specifically provided for the charging of a surcharge or a premium 
above the regular rate fqr what might be called "special" wastes. These "special" 
wastes were virtually all commercial or industrial wastes. 
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Generally speaking, where the character of 'the sewage, water or waste from 
a manufacturing or industrial plant, business or commercial location, building or 
premises has the chemical oxygen demand of more than a specified number of parts 
per million by weight or contains more than a similarly specified number of parts per 
million by weight of suspended solids, or both, and the sewage, water or waste are 
accepted into the sewage system for treatment, the discharger is obliged to pay to the 
publically operated treatment works ("POTW") a rate, fee, or charge designated as a 
suroharge. In most cases, the municipality has the right to deny the discharger 
treatment capacity based on its determination that the organic loading is above one, 
both, or a combination of the limits set by it and where it determines that their 
existence will hamper or reduce the operating effectiveness of its treatment facility. 
This charge is in addition to the normal or natural sewer rate. 

In Jefferson County's case, the surcharge amounts for amoun:ts received above 
the maximum allowable loading per pound may be generally described as being $ .195 
for Biochemical Oxygen Demand ("BOD"); $.195 for Chemical Oxygen Demand 
("COD"); $.30 for Total Suspended Solids ("TSS"); $.10 for Fats, Oil'and Grease; and 
$2.00 for Total Phosphorus. These fees are graduated based on the amount of loading 
and have been in effect since January 2003. Other municipalities around the 
southeast appear to have roughly similar levels at which surcharges apply, but the 
methodology for gathering the data required to assess the amount ot a possible 
surcharge varies from municipality to municipality. Some have the customer submit 
the data while still others assume the responsibility for sampling. 

5. interest ~ncome' 

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002 interest income was 
approximately $23.5 million. This constituted approximately 20 percent of total 
system revenues, but this number will decrease to about $12 million in less than next 
two years as the Construction Fund is depleted. After the Construction Fund has been 
completely exhausted, all interest eamings will come only from the Prior Years Surplus 
and Debt Service Reserve Funds which are effectively impressed funds where principal 
amounts cannot be touched unless the Commission does not have sufficient funds to 
amortize its debt according to the schedule specified. The ability to count 
Construction Fund interest toward coverage of debt service, is somewhat unusual 
because it is not permitted in every bond indenture due to its nonrecurring nature, so 
the Commission was very fortunate that,its professional staff, its bond counsel, its 
underwriter's counsel and the initial underwriters were able to make it count in that 
calculation. Had the Commission not been able to count Construction Fund interest, 
sewer rates would have risen much, faster than they have, but that source of revenue 
is now gone and will not be available again unless the County again enters the bond 
market. 
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Revenues from this source accounted for approximately $1.5 million of the 
, $116.5 million which the Environmental Services Department ellmed in the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2002. Revenues in this group include sanitation charges, 
septic tank dumpings, developer assessments, delinquency fees, recovery of charged 
off balances, inspection fees, other sanitation charges and still other smaller sources 
of revenue. Septic tank dumping revenue is usually the largest single item in this 
group. The Commission currently charges a fee equivalent to $22.50 per hundred 
cubic feet of sewage for this service. 

7. SummSllry 

The previous pages in this section have, briefly discussed the current sources 
of revenue for the Environmental Services Department and their overall role in its 
operation. As noted in the introduction to this section, the reliance on rate revenues 
is very substantial, and it is projected that they will constitute almost 90 percent of 
total system revenues in less than four years. This is perceived as inequitable by many 
of the current rate payers, and there is, in our opinion, a real possibility that many of 
those rate payers, particularly those with lesser incomes, could simply stop paying 
their sewer ,bill because of that perception. Jefferson County cannot afford for this to 
occur, and it must find Sll way to broaden citizen participation in financing what has 
essentially'been a rebuilding of almost all of its sewer system. Some inequities do exist 
in some of the current fees and charges employed by the Environmental Services 
Department, but correction of them, whiie philosophically appealing, will do little to 
reduce the burden of the rate payers. Another revenue solution must be found. 

c. ADDITIONAL SOURCIES Of RIEVENUE 

It cannot be mentioned too often that the next four years are extremely 
important ones for the Commission in the management of its Environmenta! Services 
Department. During that period sewer rates are scheduled to rise almost 60 percent 
from their current levels, and the occurrence of that event is likely to elicit actions 
ranging from public protest to refusal to pay for service. For those reasons and the 
fact that the Commission will be needing almost $ 215 million annually by 2006 to 
operate the Environmental Services Department, additional revenues must be found. 
In pursuing a broader base over which to spread the cost of providing sewer service, 
however, it must also be kept in mind that it is equally important to keep current 
customers of the system paying for that service, for if it is perceived by, any customer 
that it is acceptable conduct not to pay his or her sewer bill, then the prob!em could 
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quickly reach very serious proportions. If the reader accepts the premise that some 
customers may reach a point where they feel that they do not have the resources to 
pay and can rationalize that nonpayment is acceptable because the current user fee 
structure is inequitable, then it is becomes increasingly necessary for the Commission 
to consider development of what is commonly termed a "lifeline" credit for those 
customers to ensure their continued participation as customers of the system. We 
believe that some participation by all customers in underwriting the cost of the sewer 
system is essential, both economically and philosophically. 

, The preceding paragraph touched on the need for development of a "lifeline" 
credit for those who may not have the income necessary to pay the fuil cost of sewer 
service, but it should not be forgotten that the real focus of this study is on the 
possible new sources of revenue which will be needed to meet demands less than four 
years away. In the preceding paragraph mention was made of broadening the base 
from which revenue to support the sewer system might be obtained. It should be 
clearly understood that additional source of revenues will be mandatory if a "lifeline" 
credit is to be seriously contemplated because, by its nature, that concept must either 
require a supplement to system revenues or result in a decrease of them. It has 
already been established that system revenues must rise an estimated 60 percent or 
more in less than four years to meet its minimum revenue requirements, so any plan 
which results in a reduction of rate revenues cannot be a part of any viable plan to 
meet this goal. While it may be possible to adopt and implement a responsible 
"lifeline" credit plan, "it must be recognized this can only be done if some revenue 
source supplement can be found to meet needs arising from such a plan. The possible 
revenue sources to meet projected.needs can.be roughly grouped into three classes: 
(1) immediate options, (2) intermediate term options, and (3) long term options. 

For immediate consideration are other operating revenues of the system and 
expanding of the customer base by serving more customers already in the system's 
service area through new connections or through acquisition of nearby systems. We 
also believe that the County's "impact fee" system is very much in need of updating.' 
Similar action may also be needed for commerciallindustrial waste surcharges and 
septic tank dumping or tipping fees. Unfortunately, these revenue sources are 
comparatively small, and even substantial changes to them will not generate a 
significant amount of additional system revenue. The opportunity to expand the 
customer base by serving more customers with the system's service area also does 
not appear to be a viable option in light of the Commission's position on that subject 
as evidenced by its ruling in 2002 on the Cahaba River Trunk Sewer, but its pOSition 
on acquisitions has not yet been defined. Because it has essentially new state of the 
art sewage treatment facilities with ample capacity, Jefferson County is in <II position 
to offer excellent service to any surrounding systems wishing to become a part of its 
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system. Other IIrells which could merit review include modifying the residential 
discount allowance and manllging growth in operating expenses differently. 

For the intermediate term, we are aware of only three possibilities: (1) an 
increase in the sales tax rate with an amount allocable to the Environmenta! Services 
Department, (2) an increase in the occupational tax rate with a similar allocation to 
that area, or (3) an increase in the amount of ad valorem taxes with a greater 
allocation to Environmental Services Department operations. None of these approaches 
are desirable, but it is our opinion that one or some are more desirable than the others. 
Yet other questions which must be asked are how much can possibly be gotten from 
these areas, and what is the rationale for selection of one possible source over 
another? 

For the long term, a national movement is getting underway which supports the 
creation of an environmental trust fund which would operate in a manner similar to 
that of the highway trust fund in that it would be funded from specific related sources, 
and the user fees or taxes collected could only be used to provide funding for 
environmental needs. The EPA Clean Water and Drinking Water Infrastructure Gap 
Analvsis Report issued in September 2002, states in part: "Estimates for capital needs 
for clean water from 2000 to 2019 range from $331 billion to $450 billion ...• " This 
estimate does not address drinking water needs. A number of bills supporting water 
and wastewater funding made it to various levels in the 107th Congress, but more 
pressure is needed from the iocallevel to push needed legislation through to fruition. 
Sources of tax revenue for this fund would include taxing bottled water, .boat·motor 
fuel, water recreation site user fees, and "green fees" on products such as toilet paper, 
cooking oils, photo chemicals, detergents, paints, drain cleaners and other related 
products. This idea may take years to develop, but Jefferson County is faced with 
substantial annual debt service for the next 40 years, so there is an excellent chance 
that its problem will stOll exist when and/or if an environmental trust fund 'does become 
a significant source of funds in the future. A brief summary of the proposed plan is 
contained in Exhibit A of the Appendix and is entitled A National Trust Fund for Clean 
and Safe Water Infrastructure Investment along with the name of a contact person 
responsible for the preparation of the discussion paper. However, on a more regional 
basis, if the Commission determines that the concept is worth pursuing, it is suggested 
that it contact Mr. Billy G. Turner, President of the Columbus Water Works, in 
Columbus, Georgia. Mr. Turner is the chief executive officer for the water and sewer 
system for the City of Columbus, Georgia, and he has been active in an established 
lobbying effort supporting this plan for sometime now, so he is very knowledgeable 
on the subject. 
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1. !mmedi61te Options 

System Additions lIml/or Acquisitions 

There has been some discussion earlier in this report on the granting of a type 
of "lifeline" credit to some customers of the sewer system as rates move higher, but 
it does not seem logical to assume that the revenues to finance such an idea could be 
generated by raising rates or user fees to an even higher level for the remaining 
customers to accommodate such a plan. Therefore, additional revenues will have to 
be gotten from other sources. Within the operating framework of the Environmental 
Services Department then'l are two areas which offer some promise of additional 
revenue. 

The first of these is expansioh of the system to serve new customers or 
acquisition of nearby sewer systems. The expansion route was largely eliminated with 
the decision to terminate development of the Cahaba River Trunk Sewer which was 
generally perceived as having possibly the largest potential for serving new growth 
areas. It is our understandirig that Jefferson County has focused all of its efforts and 

. resources on meeting the terms of the Consent Decree, and there will be no funds 
available for expansion projects for a number of years. 

While obviouslY not as desirable from a developer's perspective, there is another 
way in which .expansion into new areas may be achieved where the developer's 
financial resources are sufficient to address this methodology. Specifically, assuming 
that there are no legal impediments to doing so, a municipality and a developer may 
wish to consider entering into an agreement which goes by various names but in this 
report will be termed a "benefitted property owner's agreement." Under this 
arrangement, also assuming that the County's requisite engineering standards can be 
met, the municipality and the developer enter into an agreement wherein the developer 
agrees to construct or have constructed, at his expense, sewer line extensions and 
~ssociated appurtenances to serve a specific area. In return, the municipality agrees 
to accept ownership of the improvements and maintain them upon completion of 
construction, and in exchange for the financing by the developer, the municipality 
gives the developer the right to recover all system connection fees realized from the 
project to the extent of the cost which he incurred for County approved sewer 
construction associated with his development for a period of time but usually for no 
more than ten years. 

For example, assume that a developer must spend $1,000,000 to construct an 
8" sewer line extension from the existing system to his subdivision. Assume also that 
the municipality's system development charge for a standard residential connection to 
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its sewer system is $2,500. An 8" sewer line flowing at an average of 50% of 
capacity can accommodate almost 200,000 gallons daily. A flow of 50% should be 
assumed to be the optimum configuration (100% utilization) for a number of reasons 
which are discussed in more detail in Exhibit B of the Appendix. The average 
residential unit, sometimes called the equivalent residential unit ("ERU") can be 
expected to create a daily demand of between 200 and 250 gallons per day ("GPO") 

. on the system. Assuming an average daily flow per residential connection of perhaps 
250 gallons, it is a relatively simple matter to determine that the sewer line which the 
developer has caused to be installed can accommodate approximately 800 
connections (200,000/250). Under the benefitted property owners agreement, the 
developer would recover the connection fees associated with the first 400 units 
($1,000,000/$2,500), and the Environmental Services Department would receive all 
fees earned as the remaining 400 connections are made. 

The disadvantage to the developer is that he would be obliged to provide the up 
front financing for the sewer line extension. However, if, in fact,his project was as 
promising as he believed it to be, he could recover his cost in ten years or less. He 
would, however, be out the financing cost for the work, and that could be substantial. 
If, for example, the cost of the sewer line extension cited in the preceding paragraph 
had to be financed at 7%, and the project built out the first 400 units at a rate of 80 
units· per year for five years, then the interest cost to the developer would be 
approximately $210,000. The actual cosno him would be less, of course, because 
of tax and timing consiqerations, but the gross $210,000 figure is used for purposes 
of illustration. Nevertheless, the point to· be made is that there are ways to 
accommodate development even if the Environmental Services Department has limited 
funds for growth. Assuming that this approach could be developed to meet all related 
legal requirements, the Environmental Services Department could benefit considerably 
from such an arrangement. While it would be giving up the system development 
charge fees earned on the first 400 residential units constructed, it would not only 
gain a sewer line of that value, but also another $1,000,000 in fees when the 
development was fully built out. Additionally, each new connection to the system 
currently represents a future income stream whose present value can be computed to 
be approximately $6,311. This calculation assumes a Jefferson County cost of capital 
of 5%, an average usage of 1,000 cubic feet per month (before the residential 
discount) at the current rate, and an account life cycle of 20 years. 

The example provided in the preceding paragraphs is but one approach to 
meeting needs where the municipality does not have the capital to meet them using 
traditional methods. There could undoubtedly be a number of variations which could 
be tailored to facilitate developer-municipality partiCipation in growth. The critical 
component in a proposal such as this one is that both Jefferson County and the 
developer know what their respective costs act.ually are before going into such an 
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arrangement. If a developer does not know what his costs are and the project does 
not build out on the desired schedule, he could face severe financial pain and possibly 
bankruptcy. Jefferson County could also suffer if it did not know its costs. If it has 
underpriced the value of a new connection to its system, the shortfall must be made 
up by the rate payers who actually have no obligation to finance that new growth. 
Conversely, if it overprices the value of that connection, it not only discourages new 
development in its service area, it also could also risk being charged with denying the 
developer beneficial use of his property and cause a law suit to be initiated against 
Jefferson County which could be very costly. 

The second approach involves acquisition of those systems from surrounding 
municipalities which might fall within the current service area of the Environmental 
Services Department. As a result of efforts at compliance with the Consent Order, the 
Commission now has state of the art waste treatment facilities which have an ample 
supply of reserve capacity with which to meet future demand. Therefore, if it can 
acquire the system of a nearby municipality with the minimum change to its system 
and requiring a minimum cash outlay, the additional usage might enable it to better 
serve the acquired customers at a competitive price while possibly holding down the 
extent of the projected rate. increases which it must currently envision. This course 
of action would be even more attractive if the acquired system itself had growth 
potential. Of course, the ultimate purchase price of the system considered for 
acquisition and any necessary system upgrades would prove to be the deciding factors 
in making any determination. 

ChllllllgillgJ the lResullentillli Discoullt A~lowllllllce 

A residential customer is currently allowed a discount of 15 percent on his or 
her water usage to compensate for what is considered to be an allowance for non
sanitary sewer usage. The use of the discount allowance has been in force for many 
years, apparently since 1972. One method of increasing revenues for the 
Environmental Services Department would be to reduce the amount of discount 
allowed, but this approach could meet with considerable public opposition because 
it has been in effect for many years. Nevertheless, its value as a potential revenue 
source should not be overlooked. Based on the computer rate models developed for 
use in the Revenue Forecast for the Series 2002-0 sewer debt offering, at the current 
rate ($4.90 per ccf) each one percent decrease in the amount of the residential 
allowance should produce additional rate revenues of approximately $526,000, all 
other things being equal. Obviously, as rates rise, the amount of additional revenue 
generated by this change will also rise, although possibly norin a linear relationship 
due to the influence of future prices on conservation efforts. 
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Although the focus of this report is on sources of revenue, it must be recognized 
that reduction ,in the rate of growth of operating (0 & M) expenses pould also be a 
factor in holding down the increase in sewer rates. For those unfamiliar with the 
process of rate setting it may be worth noting that the components of the revenue 
requirements which the governing bond indenture mandates will be met generally 
include three things: (1) operating expenses, (2) annual debt service, and (3) required 
debt service coverage. The second and third factors are largely fixed and beyond the 
Commission's control, but the first one is not is not nearly as fixed. However, the 
Commission should be aware of the, fact that its facilities must be operated correctly 
to remain in compliance with the standards set by the Environmental Protection 
Agency. Moreover, some of the expenses in the operating group are not variable, so 
the ability of the Commission to impact these factors is substantially limited. 
Nevertheless, it should be aware of how significant expenses in this area actually are. 
For the fiscal year ending September 30, 2003, operating expenses are budgeted at 
approximately ~56.6 million, and they are projected to rise at a rate of 4.5 percent 
annually. The reduction in the growth rate of this expense of one percent, at current 
expenditure level, would obviously free up $566,000 to be applied to debt service and 
debt coverage. 

As noted in the preceding paragraph, the primary focus of this report has been 
on sources of revenue. However, from a management perspective, it may also be 
beneficial for the Commission to expand its thinking from purely a perspective on 
sewer rates which is expressed in hundred cubic feet (cct) to one which looks at 
costs in that same manner as well. For example, to perhaps better judge how the 
Environmental Services Department is managing its costs, it might be informative to 
know what the cost per ccf both processed and sold was to operate its nine 
wastewater treatment plants each year, what, the costs per cct were to operate and 
maintain its collection system, what the costs per cct were to handle annual debt 
service and debt service coverage, and so on. Costs should also be reflected as 
controllable or uncontroUable. It might also be worthwhile for the Environmental 
Services Department to prepare an annllal report on its operations. The report could 
start as a brief summary of operations reflecting not only the annual financial 
information in the form which it is normally seen, but also other qualitative and 
quantitative information that would be useful to the Commission. Such information 
might include number of employees, number of new connections to the system, 
number of deletions from the system, significant events occurring during the year such 
as major projects undertaken, important regulatory changes implemented, wastewater 
treatment plant capacity and utilization, and similar matters. Such'information could 
ultimately be presented in a manner which would enable ,the Commission to see 
trends developing so that they would not be surprised by future events when they did 
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occur. Developing information on a per unit basis is certainly nothing new in business 
practice, and it can be a valuable aid in comprehending how effectively a business unit 
is operating, especially when compared with looking at a single number such as the 
$56.6 million operating budget figure. 

Update of/or Adjustment in Other Operating Revenues 

The Commission has historically relied on rate revenues as its principal source 
of funding for the upgrading or expanding of its sewer system, and. this is clearly 
reflected in the fact that by 2006, it is projected that 88 percent of all system 
revenues will come from rate revenues. It is obvious that rate revenues will continue 
to bear the very substantial burden of financing the operation of the Environmental 
Services Department, but charges for other sewer services are, in our opinion, much 
in need of updating. While not large in amount, consideration should be given to 
making certain that the charges for those services reflect the true cost of providing 
them. Focus here should be directed to impact fees, waste surcharges, and septic 
dumping fees. Of the three, the impact or system development charge fees may be 
in most need of updating. Last changed in 1983, the Jefferson County impact fee 
may be generally described as a connection charge to the system of $100 per 
plumbing fixture. The philosophy of such a system is good in that it tends to charge 
a new connection to the system in some relation to its potential for utilizing the 
system; that is, one would logically expect a hotel to make a larger demand on the 
sewer system than a "starter" home. However, the current fee structure also assumes 
that the $100 per plumbing fixture charge properly reflects the cost of the capacity 
given up and· which has been financed by the existing rate payers. Clearly, the $100 
charge probably does not do this because it has been in force for 20 years without 
change, and there can be little doubt that the cost of improvements made to the 
system during that period have made that charge .inappropriate . 

. Wilen moving to update or establish what should properly be termed 81 "system 
developml?nt charge" instead of an "impact" fee, it is recommended that the 
Commission do so as quickly and as prudently as possible. The reasons for doing so 
are several. first, the name of the fee charged should be changed to both comply with 
Alabama law and to' properly reflect its actual purpose. The objective of the imposing 
such a fee is to encourage the responsible development of the Commission's·sewer 
system in a manner which treats equitably both those who currently use the system 
and those who may use it at some future date. Modification of the system 
development charge system currently in place should have objectivity as its first 
criteria; that is, the charge per plumbing fixture, if that is. the basis on which the fee 
is to be set, should have a proven and objectively determined basis. While in our 
opinion there is not a problem in Jefferson County with its Cllfrent fee structure, the 
imposition of such a fee on an arbitrary basis has been challenged in court elsewhere 
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in the United States as a device for denying the property owner beneficial use of his 
property. In some cases the result has been that the courts have determined that the 
charge was not, in fact, a fee but an unauthorized tax, and therefore refundable. This 
is not a very desirable outcome. 

We believe that the appropriate charge for a new connection to the sewer 
system in Jefferson County should be as much as two to four times higher than 
currently called for by the existing fee structure. As almost everyone knows, since 
1997, .,Jefferson County has incurred more than $3 billion in debt to upgrade and 
expand its sewer system, and that debt burden has been largely borne by the existing 
rate payers. However, during that period, the system development charge fee 
structure has not changed to reflect the increase in value of a connection to the sewer 
system. Admittedly, a considerable portion of the imprOVements made to the system 
were done on behalf of the existing customer base to bring it up operating standards 
set by the Environmental Protection Agency, but those improvements benefit not only 
the current customers of the system, but future connections to the system as well. 
Although design standards may differ slightly depending 01'1 the nature of the project 
being added or improved, it is generally recognized that engineering improvements 
planned are designed to meet the needs of the existing sewer customers plus the 
anticipated new growth for the next 20 years or more. Unfortunately for the existing 
customer base, it is the nature of revenue bond financing that funds can only be 
borrowed based on the capacity of the current rate base to amortize the debt. As a 
consequence, it should become readily recognizable that the cost of improvements to 
a sewer system is initially borne by the existing customers, and, as a consequence, 
a properly constructed system development charge fee structure simply represents the 
equitable recoupment on behalf of those rate payers of the cost of providing that 
capacity. 

Even though there can be no disputing the need for an updating of the system 
development charge fees curren~ly used by the Environmental Services Department, 
the doubling, tripling or quadrupling of this revenue source will not significantly ease 
the coming burden on sewer rates. To put matters in perspective, the revenues from 
this source currently amount to approximately $3.7 million annually. A tripling of 
these fees under a more proper fee structure might generate revenues of perhaps $11 
million by 2006, but the revenue requirements of the Environmental Services 
Department are projected to nearly $215 million in that year. For the current year 
which is the one which will end on September 30, 2003, total system revenues of 
$139 million are projected by the Revenue Forecast in the Series 2002-D debt offering. 
Actual system revenues should be somewhat less than those projected for this period, 
however, because the rate increase required on January 1, 2003 was less than the 
one used in the Series 2002-D Revenue Forecast. This means that without further 
changes, even with the increased fees from a new system development charge fee 
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structure but without further rate increases, a revenue shortfall of perhaps $70 million 
could still exist in 2006. 

In addition to the recouping the fair cost of a new connection to the sewer 
system, it is extremely important that the associated future user fee income stream 
be captured as well. if it can be assumed that a new residential customer will rema"in 
one for 20 years and will use the 1,000 cubic feet per month currently assumed to be 
the standard usage, then at the current user fee level, it can be calculated that the 
Commission would earn $9,996 from that account over that time period. However, 
the correct approach is to look at a new account in terms of its present value; that is, 
what is that future income stream worth to the Commission today. Using the 
Commission's approximate cost of capital of 5 percent as the discount rate, the 
present value of the acquisition of a new residential sewer account at the current 
sewer user fee rate is approximately $6,311. Currently, the initiation phase of a new 
account, the assessment of a system development charge, is located in one operating 
area of the Commission, while the capturing of the account for future billing purposes 
in located in another. To the extent possible, we believe that it is in the Commission's 
best interest that those functions are consolidated under one department to ensure 
that every dollar of system revenues is easily accounted for from the initiation of the 
account to the ongoing monthly billing. 

Another interesting consideration is the fee charged for tipping or septic tank 
dumpings. The rate per hundred cubic feet is currently approximately $22.50 per 
hundred cubic feet as compared with the regular retail rate of $4.90 for that same 
quantity. This is as it should be because it is far more expensive to handle waste 
treatment on a dumping basis, but the rate charged is considerably less than the rate 
charged by some muniCipalities. Moreover, based on our experience and discussions 
with those individuals overseeing the handling the septic haulings, there is not an easy 
way of determining the content of the wastes being dumped. Yet another 
consideration in setting an appropriate dumping rate should be whether 011 110t it was 
possible for surrounding municipalities unable to meet the waste treatment standards 
set for them by the Alabam!'\ Department of Environmental Management ("ADEM"), 
could truck their problem wastes into Jefferson County. If this consideration existed, 
trucking could easily be their cheapest solution. While this may not be a problem, 
there could, nevertheless, be the potential for one if, for example, someone who had: 
industrial waste problems chose to hire a septic hauler to transport those "special" 
wastes to another system as regular wastes rather than pay the surcharges which 
might otherwise be applicable to that waste. Septic dumpings should be charged at 
a considerably higher rate to reflect these additional exposures. The Jacksonville 
Electric Authority (FL) currently charges a septic dumping rate nearly 50 percent higher 
than that of Jefferson County's in an attempt to control the occurrence of such 
events. 
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Jefferson County provides many valuable services to existing and potential 
sewer customers in an attempt to further the quality of sewer service, and we believe 
that it is wise to continue to do so. However, some of the fees charged for services . 
ranging from inspections to line cleanouts due to grease buildups appear to be nominal 
to us in that they may not fully cover the cost of the service rendered. We do not 
advocate raising fees for services to a point determined by what the market will bear, 
but we do think that the fees charged for all services should at least cover the cost of 
providing them. 

Otller Dmmediate Revenllle Considerations 

The use of an updated system development charge fee structure to interject 
more equity into the cost of sewer service equation addresses in part the issue of rate 
equity and who should pay for sewer service, but it is recommended that the 
Commission think beyond just its sewer system on this subject. It has been pointed 
out that the failure to do so in the case of revenue financed debt issue is inherently 
inequitable because it obliges the existing customer base to finance both its needs and 
the capacity for growth, but the same logic applies equally well to virtually all services 
which the County provides. Although general obligation (uGO") bonds are issued to 
meet other needs and are amortized through the collection of a myriad of taxes or fees 
from its residents, tloe fact remains that whenever a new library, par/k, public safety 
or fire station, road, school, hospital, or virtually any otlier municipal facility is 
constructed, it is constructed to meet the needs of both the existing and the future 
customer base; however, it is almost always the existing customer base which mllist 
pay for that resource because they form tloe basis for assuring those lending tloe 
money tlDat tloe debt will be repaid. Therefore, it is only logical tloat new customers 
or taxpayers should be paying to the county an equitable recoupment fee for many of 
tIDe facilities which they begin to enjoy as soon as tloeyaccess those resources. To 
our knOWledge, there are more than 20 various system development charges in force 
throughout municipalities in this country, and there may well be more. It is our 
opinion that the day of the eXisting rate or taxpayer financing growth is quickly coming 
to an end. Growth is only good when those receiving the immediate benefit pay their 
fair share for that benefit. 

2. intermediate Options 

As noted earlier, there are three intermediate options for possible assistance to 
the Environmental Services Department in meeting its future obligations. Each has its 
merits and its shortcomings, but some are more logical than are others. All, however, 
appear to require approval of the state legislature. The three intermediate options 
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available are increasing the sales tax rate, the occupational tax rate, or ad valorem 
taxes. 

Sales lr ax ~~crease 

According to public records found on the Jefferson County website'for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2002, the amount of sales tax collected was 
$81,519,000. While the tax rate for certain items such as automobiles is much lower, 
the general rate is one percent. There are a number of special sales tax rates in the 
Jefferson County which are lower than the general rate, but sales of items relating to 
those items do not change appreciably from year to year and they are not nearly as 
large as the general sales tax rate base. It was our understanding that the change in 
the sales tax rate would be considered a local act as opposed to one requiring 
legislative approval and/or a voter referendum. However, discussions with Jefferson 
County revenue personnel indicate that this is not a complete reflection of the 
Commission's power to act. Based pn our discussipns, the Commission does not 
have the power to change the rate of sales tax. It is restricted to no more than one
fourth of the state sales tax rate unless the local rate was higher than the one-fourth 
threshold when the state enabling sales tax rate statute was enacted. Moreover, 
Jefferson County cannot raise its sales tax rate even if the state raises its rate from 
the current level of four percent unless the legislature grants it permission to do 50. On 
the assumption that the general sales tax rate base accounts for approximately 90 
percent of the sales tax revenues collected during a year and the Commission was 
allowed by the legislature to do so, it c'an be estimated that each one tenth of one 
percent increase in the sales tax rate might produce approximately $7.3 million in 
additional revenues. 

The use of sales tax as a means of generating revenues to be used in supporting 
the operation of the Environmental Service Department, While one option, is not 
without its potential drawbacks. For several reasons, this source should not be 
considered as the best choice for meeting those needs. First and foremost, a sales 
tax is' regressive; that is, it removes dfsposable income from all taxpayers as though 
they were equal when, in fact, that is not necessarily a valid assumption. There is a 
generally accepted theory of economics referred to as the theory of diminishing 
marginal utility which should be considered here. In essence, this theory holds that 
after a certain point, with each additional dollar of income that an individual acquires, 
it becomes less useful in meeting his or her basic needs. In purely economic terms 
the theory is somewhat abstract, but when it is defimid in everyday terms, it becomes 
very easy to both understand and accept. To iIIustr<;lte this point, imagine an 
environment in which an individual acquires his first dollar. That dollar will probably' 
be used to feed himself or his family to get them through that day. Each additional 
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dollar acquired up to a certain point will be extremely valuable to him until he has 
satisfied the basic needs of food, clothing, shelter and so on. However, some 
individuals will continue to acquire additional dollars well after they have met their 
basic needs, and- while those dollars will enable them to purchase things that give 
them satisfaction, those things will not be essential for meeting basic needs. 
Therefore, they wilf not be as useful (have as much utility) to them. For those who 
barely have enough dollars to meet basic needs, however, each dollar given up 
through sales taxes is· a very heavy loss indeed. Moreover, if the individual with a 
limited amount of dollars is not obliged to give up any of his limited supply in additional 
taxes, he can spend that money in the community to meet basic needs where the 
economic concept of the multiplier effect can also take place. Not only will that 
individual be better off, but the community will also be better off because that dollar 
will turn over more times as part of what is called the consumption portion of the 
county gross domestic product than it will as a tax dollar. 

The reasons for not using the vehicle of sales t.ax any more than necessary is 
not confined purely to economic theory. Equally important is the fact that the 
Commission must recognize that it has the power only to impact sales within the 
borders of Jefferson County, and it has long. been recognized that capital is very 
mobile. Said another way, any Significant disparity in sales tax rates between political 
subdivisions within what might be being within viewed as a single geographic area 
could easily result in the flight of taxable sales to an area where, assuming all other 
factors were equal, the tax rate was lower'- The end result could be a decrease in tax 
revenues rather than an increase, and that obviously could be self-defeating. Based 
on data currently available from the Alabama Department of Rev.enue, the general sales 
tax rates for the counties surrounding Jefferson are as follows: Blount (2%), Bibb 
(3%). Shelby (1 %), St. Clair (2%). and Walker (2%). Unfortunately, the county 
where we believe the most sales tax revenue could be lost is Shelby, not only because 
they would have a lower rate, but also because they almost certainly have the largest 
buying population with higher incomes as well. 

Occillpationai Tax (Privilege license) Dllcrease 

When compared with sales tax as an alternative source for revenue to support 
the operation of the Environmental Services Department, we believe that occupational 
taxes and privilege licenses represent a considerably more equitable way to provide 
that sl,lpport. For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, information available 
reveals that occupational tax collections amounted to $54,820,507, while privilege 
license revenues amounted to $1,764,996.· The occupational :tax, while still, in our 
opinion somewhat regressive, represents a far more responsible step in addressing the 
source of revenue support for the Environmental Services Department. Here the 
theory of diminishing marginal utility is much more appropriately applied because those 
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making more and better able to pay would do so. However, the matter of equity is 
not fully addressed by this tax for several reasons. First, an increase in the 
occupational tax is a tax on all of those working in within Jefferson County, but those 
living outside the boundaries of its political subdivision may not be benefitting from all 
of the services which could be financed by an occupational tax. Conversely, it can 
be argued that the imposition of the tax on those who live out the county borders may 
indeed by justified because those individuals do, in fact, avail themselves of many of 
the services paid for by that tax. A recently study by U. S. Census Bureau for the year 
2000 revealed that approximately 71,000 of those working in Jefferson County did, 
in fact, live outside its boundaries. The tax rate is currently % of one percent and 
generates almost $55 million in revenue annually. Therefore, it can be estimated that 
the increase of each additional 1/10 of 1 percent would produce an estimated $5.5 
million, in additional revenues which could be used for support of the operation of the 
Environmental Services Department if the Commission so desired. This assumes that 
Jefferson County could move ahead with such a proposal without having to obtain the 
approval of the state legislature. 

While it is, not a major revenue source, the area,of privilege licenses should not 
be overlooked. The basis for the assessment of the privilege license fees arises from 
both state and county authority. The basis for the license fees charged to 
professionals is set by Code Section 40-12 of the' state constitution, while the basis 
for license' fees for other individuals or entities operating in Jefferson County is 
Ordinance No. 1172 dated January 24, 1989. Much of the fees collected from 
professionals licensed through the State of Alabama are not even available to Jefferson 
County for its operating needs. Instead, most of those fees appear to be directed 
back to the trade associations who regulate the individuals in those professions, so 
Jefferson County effectively receives little or no tax benefit from collecting those fees. 
Revenue from this area produced $1 .765 million in revenue in the most recent fiscal 
year, but the license fees paid by those exempt from the occupational tax due to what 

, most occupational taxpayers view as a very inequitable law appears to bear no 
relationship to the license holder's income producing ability. For example, many of 
professionals holding county licenses costing perhaps $25 would only have to earn 
$5,000 of taxable income in a year to produce the same amount of tax revenue to the 
county as is generated by the issuance of those licenses. However, in some cases 
Jefferson County does not eve_n get the use of the minimal fees collected. A more 
detailed inVestigation of the incomes of those license holders might reveal that their 
incomes would generate ten, twenty, thirty or more times greater tax revenue if they 
subject to the occupational tax. Although the amount of additional revenue generated 
by such an increase in the privilege license fees might be relatively small when 
compared with the needs of the Commission in solving the problem of revenue 
shortfalls in the Environmental Services Department, such action would certainly 
interject some equity into the equation if those fees were raised five or ten-fold. 
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However, without approval of the legislature, the County can do very little to manage 
its affairs in this area. 

Ad valorem lax ~ncrease 

The rationale for using ad valorem taxes as a source of revenue for the 
Environmental Services Department can be substantial, even though it is believed that 
increasing this tax requires both legislative approval and a favorable voter referendum. 
Properly presented, however, it may be possible that public support could be garnered 
for such a tax increase. First, it has the argument of equity to support it. For 
example" there are many households in Jefferson County who are on a septic tank 
system rather than the sewer system, and who, as a consequence, do not have to pay 
sewer user fees. However, it is almost a certainty that. the head(s} of. those 
households go to work every day where access to the county sewer system does elCist 
and where those jobs also probably exist because there is sewer service available. 
Therefore, it can be argued that the individual on the septic tank system is a 
beneficiary of the existence of the sewer system, even though his or her benefit may 
be an indirect one. Second, because the ad valorem tax base has some size to it, the 
revenue realized from a possible change in the tax structure has the potential for 
mitigating somewhat the size of user fee increases. Third, the ad valorem tax would 
be progressive; that is, it would put more of a burden on the individual who could best. 
bear it. If, for example, the individual who had a $30,000 home was obliged $.10 
more in talC to support the sewer system, then the individual with the $300,000 home 
would pay $100 more. Fourth, because this source would take the form of a property 
talC, the effect of the increase on the more affluent talCpayers would be mitigated 
somewhat by the fact the expense could be deducted on one's income tax return, 
thereby reducing the actual cost of the increase. As a practical matter, some 
taxpayers making beyond a certain level would not be able to. take advantage of the 
increase in the property taxes because of the expense deduction phase out 
considerations in the current talC law, but those individuals would get little sympathy 
from the general populace if they complained about the fact that they did not get the 
full tax deduction. 

The question is how much support could the Environmental Services Department 
expect to get from such a talC allocation if collected? For the fiscal year ended 
September 30, 2002, the Environmental Services Department received $3.67 million 
in the form of an ad valorem tax allocation. Because the tax allocation is generally 
referred to as the .7 mill tax, it is a relatively simple matter to calculate that each 
additional 1/10 of a mill would currently produce' about $525,000 more in revenues 
annually. If there could be any discretion in the application of an ad valorem tax, the 
question should be raised as to whether the increase should be applied to all property 
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owners or just residential properties. After all, it is almost a certainty that virtually all 
commercial property is already on the sewer system. 

3. Long 11" arm Options 

It was observed earlier that Jefferson County faces a very substantial annual 
debt servioe burden for the next 40 years. Therefore, it must not only find ways to 
meet the rapidly rising revenue requirements of the Environmental Servioe Department 
in the next several years, but it must also look for longer term solutions to meet those 
needs beoause Jefferson County will undoubtedly face other signifioant reven'ue 
demanding opportunities elsewhere during that time frame. It is of little comfort to 
know that many other munioipal systems will face similar problems, and apparently 
particularly so in EPA Region IV. Nothing eases funding problems like sources of 
revenue from outside the community, so the proposed. plan for a national 
environmental trust fund mentioned earlier could offer the prospect for substantial 
assistanoe in future years. It will, however, require substantial lobbying effort on the 
part of Jefferson County and many other communities just like it, but the ooncept has 
been proven through the use of the national highway trust fund. As a oonsequence, 
its potential oannot be ignored. . 

The oonoept of use of system development charge fees to finanoe growth not 
only in oonneotion with sewer servioe but in virtually every other aspect of growth 
ourrently finanoed by the existing rate or tax payers should be explored. We believe 
that the time has oome for growth to refleot its true oost. It is not fair to ask the 
existing rate or tax base to underwrite growth. Over the long term the rationally 
caloulated system development oharge approaoh will not impede growth: it will Simply 
shift the oost of that growth from the existing rate base to the new aooounts where 
it properly belongs. 

D. SEWER RATE PAYlER ASSiSTANClE CONSIDlERATiONS 

The oonoept of a"lifeline" credit or rate adjustment is not a new one, and, in 
faot, it exists in a number of municipalities around the country. However, it should 
be recognized for what it is intended to be: a devioe for assisting those struggling to 
pay their utility bills to aohieve that goal. Moreover, it should have a number of 
attributes upon whioh the Commission should in~ist if such a plan is to be adopted. 
In our opinion, some of the more important attributes 'of a subsidized rate plan are 
included in the disoussion whioh follows. 
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The credit should apply only to essential usage. The objective of a 
"lifeline" credit program should be to assist those eligible for it in meeting 
only their basic needs, not for paying their monthly sewer bill. Therefore, , 
the amount of "lifeline" credit assistance should be confined to only that 
part of a monthly bill deemed to be essential for public health. The 
assistance should not apply to the usage attributable to washing one's 
car or watering one's lawn. Assistance for personal cleanliness and 
sanitation should be the focus of the amount of assistance, so what form 
should that assistance take? A number for average usage by the typical 
residential customer in a month in a normal environment which has been 
used in many rate comparisons has been 1,000 cubic feet. This is the 
equivalent of about 7,500 gallons. However, during the most recent 
two years, the Jefferson County area has experienced rainfall 
considerably heavier than for a normal year (54 inches), and as a result, 
residential usage for the "average" account has fallen to about 820 
cubic feet. This provides some feel for the influence of the rainfall factor. 
Clearly, however, considerable other non-essential usage is included in 
the remaining average usage amount. We propose that the Commission 
consider as an amount of 400 cubic feet per month as the ceiling for the 

. "lifeline" credit. This is approximately one-half of the "adjusted" average 
usage per residential customer per month, and, we believe, a manageable 
number. Additionally, that number is just slightly below the mode or most 
·frequently occurring monthly usage amount. While it cannot be said with 
absolut~ certainty that.the 400 cubic feet number is the most indicative 
of the the number which best reflects essential usage, the data prbvided 
by the Birmingham Water Works & Sewer Board in a study of residential 
usage over a two year period (2001 - 2002) appears to support that 
contention because it is the most frequently observed number, regardless 
of the season. 

Tile credit sllould only apply to tllose who nefjld· economic assistance. 
·The objective of the "lifeline" credit is not to provide a subsidy, but to 
provide assistance to those who want to pay their sewer bills but do not 
have the financial resources to meet those obligations. We believe that 
it would be appropriate to use a number no greater than a nationally 
recognized standard such as the federally recognized amount for the 
poverty level in establishing one of the criteria for qualifying for special 
consideration of one's monthly sewer bill. That current standard is 
now income of approximately $18,000 per year for a family of four, but 
many users will be less than a family of four. If more applicable 
standards can be set, they should be considered. The Commission 
should have the final authority in setting those standards: 

28 

Jeffco·000108 

:~: 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-37    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part88    Page 5 of 11



c 

I 

.I 

c 

; 

J 

:.... . . .: "".~; .... . : ... '~" "". '" ... _. ".'.~.." ." . ". -- ~ •... 

c. The credit mllst have adequate controls to ensllre its manageability. One 
of the potentially great weaknesses of a program such as the one 
discussed herein is that if is not properly constructed and managed from 
its inception, it can end up being a substantial detriment to the County 
rather than an asset as it was intended to be. Control of the program 
should have at least two facets. First, the Commission must be prepared 
to set a limit on the number of candidates who are eligible to participate 
in the program. This can be a difficult task, especially politically, but it 
can be managed to some degree by setting the criteria in such a manner 
as to limit the number who can qualify. The second control is assuring 
that, once granted, a lifelong entitlement, or worse, an inherited one, is 
not created. The second attribute can be controlled to some degree 
through computer programming. Specifically, it is suggested that when 
the Commission, cir the agency to which it may ultimately assign the 
responsibility for management of this function, approves an account for 
participation in a "lifeline" credit program, the approval is for a pe~iod of 
no more than three years. With sufficient notice, logic could be written 
into the various computer billing programs utilized by the entities which 
supply usage data to the County which would indude in the record for 

. a customer the date on which he or she first qualified for the rate 
assistance. Once that date was in place, the computers of the various 
billing entities could be programmed to compare the current date to the 
qualifying date, and if the current date was longer than three years after 
the qualifying date, the account would automatically. be returned to the 
normal billing rate schedule. The rate payer would then be obliged to 
requalify for the "lifeline" credit by providing the appropriate 
documentation. If that individual failed to requalify for the assisted rate 
due to improved economic status, he or she could be obliged to wait one 
year before reapplying for the credit. 

ill. The credit adopted must !be affordable by the Commission. As noted 
earlier in this discussion, the primary focus of this report is on where 
additional revenues may be derived to support the sewer system. As a. 
consequence, any support of a "lifeline" credit system should come from 

. an additional source of revenue. Affortlability obviously must be 
quantified using the considerations outlined earlier in this section. As a 
rough approximation, the data in Exhibit C of the Appendix reveals the 
Commission can expect approximately 26 percent of its nearly 128,000 
residential customers to use 400 cubic feet or less of sewer service in 
anyone month. How many of that group might qualify for assistance? 
How many consistently using more than that amount will qualify? 
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Obviously, that decision must be made by the Commission, but we are 
of the opinion essential public health needs are probably met for most 
customers of the system at or below that level. What might a credit for 
the first 400 cubic feet cost the Commission? Using the current rate 
structure as a guide and applying the credit to the full amount, it is a 
relatively simple matter to ascertain that the granting of the credit would 
result in a loss of revenue to the Environmental Services Department of 
$16.66 (4* $4.90* .85)per residential customer receiving the credit per 
month. Annualized, that number becomes almost $200, so it is fairly 
easy to extrapolate that if ten percent of the residential customer base 
qualified for the credit and it was based'on the 400 cubic feet limit, the 
cost to the sewer system in terms of lost revenues would be 
approximately $2.6 million. There appears to be a need for, the 
Commission to consider the implementation of such a plan, but the 
amount of the possible usage credit and the extent of its application must 
be carefully weighed. If such a plan is implemented, it will, be very 
important that the Commission know how many are participating in the 
plan and its annual cost. This information should be reported to the 
Commission on an ongoing basis'no less than annually. 

'Everyone II§tiffizing sewer services should pay some amount. It is our 
opinion that excusing someone from paying anything on their sewer bill 
is unwise because it tends to create the impression in their minds that 
sewer service has no real cost associated with it. Conversely, having 
every "lifeline" customer pay some minimum bill could create the 
perception in their minds the credit that he or she is receiving is not a 
subsidy but he or she is paying a fair share and helping shoulder the cost 
of rebuilding the Jefferson County sewer system. We suggest 
consideration of a minimum bill for any "lifeline" customer of $10.00 per 
month for the first 400 cubic feet and that the amount should rise $1 .00 
per month or more every time the Commission is obliged to raise rates for 
the general rate base. Beyond the 400 cubic feet level, all sewer 
,customers should pay the full rate. The amount of assistance would 
start out as a comparatively small number, but it would grow as rates 
rise in the future. 

Drafting a set of guidelines for the creation and management of a "lifeline"credit 
is,the far easier part of getting a system in place. What must also be addressed is the 
matter of estimating the cost of placing a "lifeline" cr!'ldit program in operation. 
Depending on how the plan will be administered, the administrative costs could be a 
comparatively small amount or a significant charge to operations. What is not needed 
is something which will add significantly to the existing operations and maintenance 
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(UO&MU) expense. That number was in the vicinity of $47 million for the fiscal year 
just ended and is budgeted to be nearer $57 million for the current one, so very little 
additional expense needs to be added to this revenue requirement if at all possible. 
The amount incurred to run the program will be a matter for the Commission to 
determine, but what is also needed is an estimate of how many customers might 
qualify and what the cost of the assistance provided might be. One way to obtain a 
better idea of how many sewer customers might be in a group which could qualify for 
the "lifeline" credit would be to develop what is called a frequency distribution of those 
customers in 100 cubic feet increments. This would also provide a much better 
picture of what mean, median and mode usage for residential customers actually are. 

The mean, median and model are statistical terms which are generally referred . 
to as measures of central tendency; that is, they are used to describe how customers 
tend to use sewer service. Because the customers will be grouped by 100 cubic foot 
increments, however, the values for those in.dicators will necessarily have to be 
approximated to some degree. Nevertheless, a fairly good understanding of how the 
Environmental Services Department's customers use sewer services should be 
obtained. So that there is no confusion about what the numbers mean, it should be 
understood that the mean is simply the arithmetic average of all of the observations, 
the median is the number which has an equal number of observations above and below 
it, and the mode is the most frequently occurring observation or usage level. Each of 
these can be useful in providing one with a picture of how the sewer customer base 
can be expected to use sewer service in the typical month. 

Although the Commission Residential Sewer Customers (%) 
receives sewer billing data from three 
principal sources, the Birmingham 
Water Works & Sewer Board, the 
City of Bessemer, and a group of 
smaller accounts which are generally 
referred to as the Jefferson County 
small systems, approximately 85 
percent of the residential accounts 
are serviced by Birmingham Water 
Works & Sewer Board which 
provided the data base on which 
many of the assumptions contained 
in this re'port are based. Comparable 
data from the other two sources of 
information is not readily available, [j <500 cf III >500 cf 
but we believe that data obtained 
from Birmingham Water Works & Sewer Board is sufficient to provide a representative 
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overview of the Commission's customer base. As can be seen by the graphic 
associated with this discussion, the number of residential customers who typically use 
500 cubic feet or less of sewer service per month can be expected to constitute 
almost 44 percent of all residential customers. Although the above graphic does not 
show it, median usage is approximately 600 cf (50 percent of the residential 
customers typically use less than this amount and 50 percent typically use more). The 
mode usage is 500 cf (the most frequently occurring usage). What does this mean? 
First, it is our opinion that the use of strictly an average number of cubic feet for the 
typical residential user does not properly describe the typical user. The mode, which 
is the most frequently occurring bill, is the one which we believe best typifies what 
the most residential customers expect to see when they receive their monthly bill. 
Second, when considered in conjunction with the detail contained in the Summary 
Usage Frequency Distribution in Exhibit C of the Appendix in this report, a much better 
picture of the usage habits of the customer base is obtained than was previously 
available. Finally, the Summary Usage Frequency Distribution tells one that while the 
"average" residential customer using 1,000 cubic may expect to receive a monthly 
sewer bill (at the current rates) of $41.65, the facts reveal that approximately 73 
percent of the residential customer group can routinely expect. to receive a bill of less 
than that amount. As a consequence, the 1,000 cubic feet number often cited in the 
media may not be the most rep·resentative number for measuring the impact of a 
change in sewer user fees. 

Unfortunately, proving that many customers do not receive a bill which has been 
deemed the "average" bill does not make it any less difficult for those customers to 
pay the increasing cost of sewer service. New sources of revenue· must be found if 
any appreciable rate relief is to be enjoyed. 

E. SUMMARY 

Within the Environmental Services Department, there are a number of options 
which can be utilized to increase system revenues somewhat, but it will be doubtful 
that any will·be popular imd few will appear to the public to be.justified. For example, 
the concept of the residential discount allowance could be abolished, currently 
generating as much as $8 million more in rate revenues. 

Private meters could also be banned. There are currently slightly more than 
8,200 of these in existence and most are residential, but some are commercial, so 
estimating the lost revenue as a result of private meter installed would be extremely 
difficult. Using the most conservative estimate which would assume that all of the 
private meters were residential and that their use only saved the "average" owner the 
amount of the residential exemption, the disallowance of the use of the meters would 
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currently result in about $725,000 more in rate revenue per year. However, when one 
considers that those owning private meters installed them because they were 
confident that the savings realized would substantially exceed the value of 15 percel"\t 
discount permitted, the $725,000 becomes a very conservative estimate. Because 
actual use of private meters by both commercial and residential customers almost 
certainly exceeds the allowable residential discount percentage, the additional rate· 
revenues could generate possibly many ~imes the $725,000 number cited. 

The development of an updated and equitable system development charge fee 
structure could easily double or triple the amount currently eamed from this source 
($3.7 million). Such a move might add $8 to $12 million' in additional revenues, and 
this action on behalf of the existing rate payers is long overdue. 

Other operating fees charged such as higher inspection fees, septic dUmpings, 
line cleanouts due to grease discharge from restaurants and other contributors, and 

. industrial waste surcharges should be raised to reflect the true cost of providing sewer 
services. Although it is difficult to accurately estimate a number which reflects the 
increase in revenues which might be eamed from these service.s, it is conceivable that 
they could increase by perhaps $250,000 to $$500,000 annually. 

The use of the concept of the benefitted property owner's agreement should be 
used wherever possible to encourage county-developer participation in growth. Where 
this concept can be successfully used, it usually requires minimal capital outlay by the 
Commission, but each new average residential connection adde.d to the system creates 
a future income stream to the Environmental Services !:?epartment which can be 
conservatively estimated to have a current present value of $6,311. Moreover, the 
successful utilization of this technique should generate a substantial amount of system 
development charge fees or revenues, although the realization of them may be deferred 
by as much as five or ten years. Finally, where this concept is successfully applied, 
Jefferson County expands its property tax base and with almost an equal amount of 
certainty, its occupational and sales tax base as well. Similarly, if the opportunity 
presents itself to the Commission to acquire a sewer system of a nearby municipality 
for a reasonable value, it should not hesitate to do so. It is important to remember 
that the value of the acquisition is far more important than simply the purchase of the 
assets. The object of real value in the purchase is the acquisition of the income 
stream from new accounts and the ability to distribute the' revenue requirements of the 
system over a larger rate base. 

The focus should not be entirely on the production of new revenues. Equally 
effective is the reduction of operating costs. As noted earlier in this report, based on 
budgeted operating expenses for the Environmental Services Department for the 
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current fiscal year, each one percent reduction in that number would result in a 
$566,000 reduction in revenue requirements. 

The discussion of possible increases in sources of reve.nue or cost savings to 
this point have focused on changes within the Environmental Services Department. 
The Commission can also consider, within limits, generatingrevenue from sources 
outside that realm which can be allocated to it. These sources are generally not as 
desirable as' are those within the system for a number of reasons. From the 
Commission's point of view, most of these options are ones over which it possesses 
lesser degrees of control. Moreover, it is our understanding such allocations are not 
generally considered to be system revenues within the terms of the bond indenture 
under which the Environmental Services Department must operate because while they 
can be counted for purposes of what is considered as compliance with debt service 
coverage as specified in that document, because they are general tax revenues, they 
cannot be permanently pledged to that area. 

Although the concept is somewhat new to the Commission, we encourage it to 
consider the investigation and adoption, where appropriate, of system development 
charge fees for a number of services currently provided by Jefferson County to I)ew 
residents at .Iittle or minimal additional cost. Specifically, we believe that it should 
explore the application of this concept to a host of other services from schools to 
streets, from libraries to public safety and fire protection. This recommendation is not 
offered to penalize developers. On the contrary, where properly done, it is our belief 
that the application of the concept will actually enhance responsible development, but 
the underlying reason for our advocacy of this concept is that it represents an excellent 
vehicle for reimbursing the existing tax or rate payer base for the capacity which it has 
financed for growth. 

If the Commission can accept the premise that the system development cost 
concept outlined in the prec~ding paragraph is inherently equitable, it can then move 
forward with conSideration of possibly allocating sales, occupational and/or ad valorem 
taxes to the .operation of the Environmental Services Department. 

The revenues to be potentially derived from theses sources have been discussed 
earlier, so they are only briefly mentioned here. Based on collections for the fiscal year 
ended September 30, 2002, a 1/10 of 1 percent increase in the sales tax rate can be 
conservatively expected to generate perhaps $7 million in additional revenues, all other 
things being equal. Unfortunately, that is not the case as capital is quite mobile, and 
it would not be' surprising to see consumers increase their spending, particularly on 
larger items subject to the general sales tax, in Shelby County where the tax rate 
would be lower. Obvi0l..lsly, the extent of the increase in the sales tax rate would be 
a significant determinant in the amount of sales tax revenue flight as would the actions 
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of the governments of the affected municipalities in surrounding counties if they 
perceived the action by Jefferson County in raising this tax as an opportunity to 
themselves raise taxes for their needs. While we do not support the raising of sales 
taxes to aid in the funding of the Environmental Services Department for reasons 
already outlined in this paragraph, we also do not support it on philosophical grounds 
as well. By its nature, a sales tax is regressive because it taxes all purchasers equally 
regardless of their ability to pay. As a consequence, it hurts those with lesser incomes 
more than those with larger incomes because their required use of their limited income 
to meet basic needs is further restricted. Additionally, it could work to impair the 
overall economic health of the Jefferson County as well because those with limited 
incomes would almost certainly have spent their money in Jefferson County anyway,· 
but instead of recirculating their limited dollars in the local economy where it could 
benefit from the economic effect known as the multiplier, they would be removed 
from the economy to pay debt service. 

The occupational tax and privilege licenses are another possible source of 
revenue, and we believe these areas to be much more justifiable sources of revenue 
to be generated in support of the operation of the Environmental Services Department 
because at least one of them tends to tax on the basis of one's ability to pay.' Also, 
as noted earlier in this report, a recent study concerning the number who commute 
from out of county to work within Jefferson County showed that the number was 
substantial and growing. While possibly not using every service provided by the 
County on a continuous basis, these individuals do, nevertheless, have the opportunity 
to avail themselves of those services while within county boundaries. Based on 
occupational tax collection data for the fiscal year ended September 30, 2002, it 
appears that each 1/10 of 1 percent in the amount of the occupational tax would 
generate approximately $5.5 million in additional revenues. Both the matter of the 
revenues to be generated and the equity of the privilege license fee structure is 
considerably less obvious. A relationship between the amount required for a license 
and the income which one might earn as a result of being granted one by Jefferson 
County does not appear to exist. Unfortunately, because of the antiquated political 
structure under which the counties in this state must operate, little can be be done to 
correct this inequity. 

Another source of revenue which should be considered is the ad valorem tax. 
While it would almost certainly be the most difficult to implement, it could be 
considered to be one of the most equitable sources of revenue because there is a very 
s(gnificant probability that those individuals living in Jefferson County who are not on 
the sewer system go to work in a location where sewer service is available. As a 
consequence, because the indirect benefit to' them of the existence of the sewage 
system is, in our opinion, so substantial that there is justification for considering this 
tax as a source of revenues to be allocated to the Environmental Services Department. 
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As with other sources of revenue, estimates of the revenue which might be earned 
from this source can only be estimated, but 1 /1 0 of a mill produces approximately 
$525,000 in property tax revenues. This source of revenue is both progressive and 
can involve cost shifting. As noted earlier in this report, the greater the value of the 
property being taxed, the larger the amount of the tax to be paid, and, in most cases, 
those owning the more valuable properties have larger incomes and are better able to 
pay the additional tax. An additional benefit to the use of this approach is those 
paying the larger amount of tax tend to be the ones who itemize deductions on their 
state and federal income tax returns, and property taxes are generally deductible 
expense on their returns. As a consequence, except for the highest income earners, 
the real cost to the upper income tax payers is not 100 percent of the amount of the 
ad valorem tax increase but perhaps 20 to 40 percent less. 

Finally, we believe that because the cost of sewer service is becoming so 
significant for some rate payers, there is a chance that it could become unaffordable 

. by them. While the Commission has the responsibility taking actions necessary for 
sound fiscal manag'ement of its sewage system, it may also have a responsibility to 
provide help to those satisfying specific criteria in meeting the cost of their sewer 
service obligation. Should the Commission decide that this is an objective which it 
desires to meet, it must take the necessary action to implement a workable plan. We 
have noted earlier that we think that some of the criteria which 'should be met in 
administering such a plan, sometimes called a "lifeline" rate or credit, should include 
the attributes of applying only to essential usage, applying only to those who need 
economic assistance as determined by a quantifiable standard, be a plan which has 
adequate controls to ensure its manageability, be a plan which is affordable·by the 
Commission, and that all users of the system should pay some amount, however 
nominal, for sewer service. Based on usage data provided to us by the Birmingham 
Water Works and Sewer Board, we were able to ascertain that essential usage for 
most residential users appears to approximate 400 cubic feet per month. The 
Commission must make the decision as to who qualifies for economic assistance, but, 
for example, we can assume that 10 percent of its residential rate base did qualify for 
a "lifeline" cr.edit and were obliged to pay nothing for that quantity of service, it would 
currently cost the the Environmental Services Department possibly as $2.6 million in 
annual rate revenues. We do not recommend a blanket exemption from sewer fees 
at that level because the credit allowed must be something that the Commission can 
afford, and we feel that it is desirable both from the Commis'sion's perspective and 
fr-om that of the rate payer that everyone pay some amount for sewer service. Finally, 
the program must be manageable; that is, the Commission should know, at least 
annually, the amount of rate revenue given up by this plan, number of individuals 
qualifying for the credit, the quantity of wastewater not billed as a result of the 
implementation of the plan, and finally, that once granted, the exemption or credit 
remains only in the hands of those who truly deserve it. This final attribute can be 
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achieved automatically largely through the assistance of computer programming. 
Qualifiers for the "lifeline" credit coufd and should be made to periodically requalify for 
the credit at intervals deemed appropriate by the Commission. 
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DISCUSSION PAPER 

A NATIONAL TRUST FUND FOR. 
CLEAN AND SAFE WATER. INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

From the early days of the Republic, Congress has used its Constitutional authority to fund 
"internal improvements" to serve the Nation's public health, welfare and economic well being. This 
discussion paper provides infonoation for moving clean and safe water infrastructure forward through the 
establishment of a National Clean and Safe Water Infrastructure Investment Trust Fund. Shifting federal 
budget priorities and increased deficits make expansion of construction funding from the General Fund 
very difficult to provide. 

The most profound exercise of this Constituiional authority is the creation, and periodic 
strengthening, of the Highway Trust Fund, supported by fees on gasoline, tire and other related sales, and 
representative of the national economic benefits of highway infrastructure. The Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21" Century ("TEA-21'') guarantees thet the dedicated funds conected after 1999 are to be 
devoted to the purpose intended by the Congress. The Land and Water Conservation Fund, established in 
1962, supported by royalties from drilling on the Outer Continental Shelf, supports the creation of . 
National Parks and state park and recreation facilities. The most recent exercise of this Congressional 
authority is the expansion of conset;Vation and infrastructure programs to address rural runoff ahd water 
and sewer facility requirements enacted in the 2002 Farm bill. By contrast, the federal government 
continueS to provide only loans divided between the clean and safe water state revolving fund programs at 

. a current total level of $2.1 billion annuany. 

Fundamental to these prior Congressional actions are (1) a clear national goal: new capital to 
move clean and safe water forward; (2) revenue source(s) sustained by the national economy': dedicated 
revenue for clean and safe 'water; and (3) constructive intergovernmental arrangements: local, state and 
federal cooperation building on the state revolving fund model. . 

NAlfIONAL REQIJIRIEMENTS FOR CLEAN ANI) SAFE WATER 

Adequately peiforming, sustainable and continuously improving wastewater and water 
infrastructure is critical for protection of public health and the environment and the advancement of 
economically strong and vibrant American communities. National requirements for such infrastructure 
are driven by (1) federal Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act enforced by the Environmental 
Protection Agency and delegated states; and (2) three waves of aging infrastructure constructed from the 
late 19th Century to post-World War II, the useful lives of which· are now ending. Recent estimates for 
funding the cost of these drivers are all at very high levels: 

Tllne WlNow 2000 R.eport issued by the Water Infrastructure Network documents $1 trillion in 
wastewater and water infrastructure capital costs, $450 million for drinking water treatment and 
distribution facilities and $550 billion for wastewater fucilities to meet newly implementing federal 
requirements for wet weather and further water quality control, and to rehabilitate and replace aging or 
legacy infrastructure. . 

PREPARED BY RoBERT C WEAVER, KEllY & WEAVER, APROFESSIONAL O:lBPORATION, 11 DUPONT ORa.E, SUI1E 
700, WASHINGWN, D.C 20036, 202 797-7100, PAX 202 939·6969, WEAVER@KEIl.XWEAVER.OOM, OCroBER24, 2002. 
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indicates that public inves1ments in wastewater and water facilities improve: (1) competitiveness for 
American industry, (2) private profitability, and (3) wages, which iIi. turn yield higher tax revenues.2 

• Capture Down Stream Clean Water Benefits. Under the present SRF loan program, 
down stream communities and their ratepayers realize, but do not contribute to, clean and safe water 
benefits from infrastructure improvements financed upstream. Expanded federal funding that includes 
federal grants supported by national revenue would capture those benefits. 

• G~mnt Fnnwng LiD!i¢s Commuuity ShoppQig by Business: Federal grant funding for drinking 
water and wastewater infrastructure to meet federal requirements limits the fiscal impact and thereby 
incentive for businesses to move to other communities wher~ local rates are not as high. 

• Snpports Technology Improvements: Continuing advances in water and wastewater infrastructure 
technology, not addressed by the SRF programs, are critical to improved service, environmental 
protection and cost-effective asset management. 

• . Grant Funding Is A Stronger Incentive: Only a grant funding element administered Under 
SRF programs can provide adequate incentive and capital for moving the national clean and safe water 
programs forward at an appropriate pace recognizingihe burden of massive requirements placed on local 
governments. 

• "The Conning Water Crisis" Will Require Infrastructure Rebuilding. "We are at the dawn of an 
era where utilities will need to make significant inves1ments in rebuilding, repairing, or replacing their 
underground assets." Tom Curtis Deputy. Executive Director, American Water Works Association, ''The 
Coming Water Crisis", u.s. News & World Report, August 12, 2002, p. 24. 

• New Capital Formation is Necessary: Local capital funding, municipal bond financing, and SRF 
loan paybacks increase local customer rates. As rates increase, the ability oflocal governments to repay 
bonds and SRF loans decreases and with it, local government credit ratings on which further loans are 
based. New capital formation from a source emblematic of the national commitment to, and requirements 
for, clean and safe water is necessary to supplement local revenue sources. Even with increased federal 
funding, most of the cost of infrastructure improvements will be financed by local customerra!es. 

A NAT[ONAIL TRUST FuND & DEDICATED lRJEVENUE !FOR CLEAN & SAIFIE WATER 

All Americans are the beneficiaries of clean and safe water that, provides the policy basis fo~ 
new capital formation supported by national dedicated revenue sources. A key advantage of revenue 
dedicated to a specific purpose - clean and safe water -- is that individual citizens and families know the 
purpose to which new revenue will be put. Public willinguess to pay for public health and environmental 
objectives is well documented by opinion polls. 

Congress has created many federal trust funds, fifteen of which are considered major funds. For 
the federal gasoline tax underlying the federal Highway Trust Fund, the public as a whole are the 
beneficiaries of the tax. The limited number of oil companies are the collecting entities, which avoids tax 
evasion by reliance on retail outlets for collection. The fiscal aspects of federal trust funds are managed 
by the U.S. Depar1ment of the Treasury while program aspects are managed by the federal agency having 
responsibility for the purpose or mission of the fund as established by Congress. Trust funds essentially 
link special federal revenues such as the federal gasoline tax or royalty payments from drilling on he 

, 
Apogee Research Inc. for the Clean Water Council, December 1990. 
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national conunitrnent to clean and safe water. Local economies, on the other hand, are the source for 
utility operating revenue and the overwhelming amount of revenue to be spent for capital purposes. 

2. A FEDERAL TAX ON LOCAL WATER FEES WOULD BE COUNTER PRODUCTIVE 

o Local water and wastewater customer service fees fund over 95% of facility infrastructnre 
improvements. Such rates will continue to increase in order to provide the vast majority of 
infrastructnre funding through direct capital payments, municipal bond retirement, and repayment of 
SRFloans. . 

• A federal fee or tax on local water/wastewater customer charges would not expand the sources of 
funding or provide for new capital formation. 

• Federal taxes placed on local water charges would tax local economies wln1e national user fees on 
products in interstate commerce are supported by the national economy. 

• A federal tax on local government water and wastewater utility cuitomer rates would only ~erve to 
Increase and redistribute local revenue alone and should be strongly opposed. . 

3.'. ENSURING THE USE Oil TRUST FUND BALANCES THROUGH BUDGET "FIRE WALLS" 

A frequently cited issue with the implementation of federal trust funds is iliat balances in fund 
revenues sometime languish unspent in the U.S: Treasury and are used to offset deficits in the federal 

. unified budget. There are initially tWo ways in which collected revenues could be assured of spend-out: 
(1) fire walls in coordination with the Federal Budget Enforcement Act of 1990; and (2) adjusting the 
reveime collection and distribution process through invol'(ement of Congressionai appropria1;ions 
committees. 

As with highways, water and wastewater infrastructUre are 'l~iig'term investments in the nation's 
economic well being, and 'are also vital to 'public health and environmental piotection. Unlike the 
highway program, clean and safe water investments are mandated by federal law; which provides a 
further basis for guaranteeing the availability of revenue from sources dedicated for these purposes. 

FirewalIs in the federal budgetary process protect some federal discretionary spending programs 
from reductions in spending to achieve deficit reductions. The Budget Enforcement Act of 1990,. which 
expires at the end of 2002, establishes annual discretionary 'spending caps to help achieve Congressional 
deficit reduction goals. Congress must adjust spending for all programs subject to the cap so that total 
discretionary spending does not exceed·the annual cap. 

The Transportation Efficiency Act (''TEA-21';) guar~te~d that $198 billion be available for 
obligation during the six-year period of the Act for highway construction and highway safetY programs. 
It is this amount, which is protected by frrewalls in the budgetary process. The annual guaranteed amount 
can be adjusted as new receipt projections from trust ftnid revenues are developed and actual receipts for 
earlier years become known. This adjustment is made ~ach year during preparation of the President's 
budget. 

The annual Congressional appropriations process could retain a role in adjusting resources made 
available from the trust fund consistent with the frrewalls principle, and the need to' move forward 
expeditiously to meet environmental requirements and expand e~onomic benefits ofinfrastructnre 
funding. Actions to achieve these objectives could include: (I) total annual revenue could be estimated 
and spending adjusted to avoid a surplus in'a clean and safe water .infrastructore investment trust fund; 
and (2) the appropriations process could also consider targeted obligations as may, be needed. 
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grants, and authorizes $360 million for a one-time reduction in the backlog by using Commodity Credit 
Corporation funds. . 

H.R. 3930, the Water Financing Act of 2000. Wastewater infrastructure legislation funded by 
the oversubscribed General Fnnd was reported in the House as H.R. 3930, the Water Quality Financing 
Act of 2002 which would authorize only $20 billion over five years for reduced interest loans, including 
additional loan subsidies such as principal forgiveness and negative interest for disadvantaged 
communities, through the Clean Water Act's SRF Program. 

H.R. 3996, the Water Quality Research, Development and Demonstration Act. RR. 3996, 
the'proposed Water Quality Research, Development and Demonstration Act, a product of the House 
Science Committee, wonld authorize only $20 million annually for FY' 2003 through 2007 for 
technology demonstration project grants and technical assistance. 

S. 1961, the Water Investment Act of 2002. S. 1961, the Water Investment Act of 2002, 
approved for full Senate consideration, would authorize $20 billion over five years beginning with FY'03 
for capital grants to SRFs for reduced interest loans and additional loan subsidies for disadvantaged 
communities. Additionally, S. 1961 as reported, authorizes $2.5 billion for grants to municipalities for 
construction of combined and separate saoitary sewer overflow controls. Other grants are authorized for 
small public water systems totaling $ 5 billion and $500 million for grants for nutrient removal for fiscal 
years 2003 through 2007. S. 1961 also authorizes $20 million per year forFY' 2003 through200Tfor 
demonstration grant projects to "promote innovations in technology and alternative approaches to water 
quality management and supply". 

CW A Fine/JP'emmlty Trust Fund Legislation. The Northeast-Midwest Senate Coalition has been 
developing legislation, which would establish a clean water trust fund supported hy administrative, civil 
and .criminal penalties imposed by the federal government under the federal Clean Water Act ("CW A"). 
EPA.enforcement data show that apjlroximately $65 million was qollected in the most recently reported 
year. 

FEATURES OF NATIONAL CLEAN & SAFE W ATERlNVEsTMENT TRUST FUND LEGlSLA nON 

Legislative initiatives, supported by national goals and constituencies, begin with development of 
. proposed legislation and supporting policy, and economic and social data from a variety of sourqes on and 
off Capitol Hill. The federal Highway Trust Fund and the Land and. Water Conservation Fund 4ave 
changed and expanded as experience has been gained with the administration of these programs. A clear 
and documented legislative concept, which addresses economic impacts on revenue sources, is critical to 
enacting legislation and providing a framework for future changes. 

New, dedicated sources of revenue are the only avenue to appreciably increase clean and safe 
water·investments. National trust fund legislation should build on the 2000 Water Infrastructure Network 
recommendations and provide for new revenue dedicated with the following features: (1) Markedly 
expand federal funding to core drinking water and wastewater treatment, distribution/collection, and 
transport facilities, and stormwater control facilities; (2) Authorize significant grant funding in amounts 
no less than 75% of annual capital grants to states at a 55% federal share (3) Administered jointly with 
loans through state revolving funds; and (4) Increase investments in technology improvements and 
demonstrations. 
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s-rATE OF ALABAMA 

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON 

AGREEMENT fOR EXTENSION OF SEWIER tuNES 
AND 

APPURTENANCES 

THIS AGREEMENT made and entered into this the day of 
2003, by and between The Commission of Jefferson County, Alabama, a 

municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as "County") and ---:::::---,.--0;:----
an Alabama Limited Liability Company, (hereinafter referred to as "Developer")_ 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, the Developer owns certain real property located inside the County 
limits at (location described in detail); and 

WHEREAS, the County owns, maintains and operates an existing utility and 
facilities which would provide sewer services to the above described and adjoining benefited 
property if a connection is made available to the property; and 

WHEREAS, the Developer will improve the system and construct the necessary 
sewer lines and appurtenances from the above described property to the County's system so 
as to provide service to the property, and the location of said sewer lines and appurtenances 
are shown on the approved plans on file with the County's Environmental Services 
Department, a reduced copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit ."A" and all of which by 
reference are made a part hereof; and 

WHEREAS, the parties have determined that this ins~rument is necessary for 
the establishment of a formal agreement establishing the requisite capital fees and costs for 
the property of the Developer and providing for the reimbursement of certain improvements 
to the system to the Developer to be paid by designated third party property owners throug h 
the·County who shall be benefitted by the use of the sewer lines and appurtenances which 
will have been constructed by the Developer. 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises and covenants 
herein contained, it is agreed as ~ollows: 
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Tile parties acknowledge and agree the real propertY'owned by the Developer 
and which property is now served by sewer lines and appurtenances to be 
constructed by the County or by Developer under the County's direction is 
shown and described in Exhibit" A". 

The County acknowledges the Developer will construct and complete, sewer 
lines and appurtenances in accordance with the plans and specifications 
'approved by the County with the cost of said project be borne exclusively by 
the Developer. 

In an effort to provide the Developer a means for reimbursing it for the cost of 
the system improvements, the County agrees to assess a "benefited property 
owners fee". Such fee shall be charged to an individual unit, party or entity 
identified on the attached Exhibit "8" as a benefitted property owner who 
individually or who sells lots to third parties who desires to connect to the 
improvements constructed by the Developer. Such benefitted property owners 
and the fee to be charged shall be determined 'and cflmputed as fOllows: 

a. Exhibit "8" identifies by description and as shown on the plat, the real 
property which is subject to the fee and shall benefit from the 
Developer's sewer lines and appurtenances construction project; and 

b. The County, as shown on the attached Exhibit "C" by reference 
incorporated herein, has projected or determin'ed current costs for each 
benefitted property for various identified sewer connections and other 
costs, where applicable; and 

c. The County, as shown on the attached Exhibit "C" by reference 
incorporated herein, has projected or and determined the number of 
equivalent residential units to which the benefitted real properties can 
reasonably be put to use; and a fee shall be charged for each and every 
unit built on any of the benefited properties until the Developer's costs 
are recouped or the time for collection expires; and 

d. The County, as shown on the attached Exhibit "C" by reference 
incorporated herein, has determined the equivalent residential unit 
("ERU") cost to be paid for each and every connection to the sewer line 
and appurtenances as applicable. Such fee shall be charged one time 
only to each and every party making such a connection and shall be 
payable prior to the issuance of the building permit to such third party; 
and 

2 

Jeffco-000124 

", 

" 

~'" 

f" 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-38    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part89    Page 10 of 15



c 

I 
I 
C 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

" .... , .... 

e. The County agrees to remit fees so collected monthly to the Developer. 
The County shall not be required to make such reimbursement to the 
Developer on any date later than __ years after the date of this 
agreement and the total of'all costs so reimbursed to the Developer 
shall not exceed $ (amount). 

Developer hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the County from any 
and all costs, expenses, and damages whatsoever, including legal fees and 
court costs, which the County may suffer by reason of any claims, demand or 
litigation arising from or out of the imposition and assessment of the benefited 
property owners fee described herein. If litigation is brought against the 
County as the result of the collection or attempted collection of any such fee, 
the Developer shall provide a defense on behalf of the County in such litigation, 
pay all cots, legal fees and expenses thereof, and pay any judgement or refund 
which the County may become obligated to pay as the result thereof. If the 
Developer defaults in the performance of any obligation imposed on it by the 
provisions of this paragraph, the obligation of the county to impose, assess, 
collection and distribute the benefited property owners fee shall cease and 
become null and void. 

Developer shall execute any and all documents necessary or as may be required 
by the County to effect the provision of this agreement. 

This agreement shall be construed and enforced according to the laws of the 
State of Alabama. If litigation arises out of this agreement with respect to the 
enforcement of any of the rights of any party hereto, the. prevailing party in 
said litigation shall be entitled to reasonable attorney fees and expenses of 
litigation. 

This agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties. All 
additions or modifications to this agreement shall be only in writing and signed 
by all parties and shall become an addendum to this agreement. There shall be 
no verbal agreements of any kind between the parties which vary the terms of 
this agreement. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have hereunto caused these presents to be 
executed in the manner prescribed by law on the day and year first written above. 

COMMISSION OF JEFFERSON COUNTY, ALABAMA 

By: ____________________________ ___ 

Title: _______________ __ 

Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of: 

Witness 

Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: _______ _ 
(SEAL) 

By: ___________________________ ___ 

Title: _______________ _ 

Signed, sealed and delivered in the presence of: 

Witness 

Notary Public 
My Commission Expires: _______ _ 
(SEAL) 
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It is recognized that by the parties hereto that any sanitary sewer lines included as part 
of this Agreement shall be considered as 100 percent utilized when they are flowing at 50 
% of theoretical capacity with values as reflected in the table below. 

l'il'lEI.BNIE CAPACITiES, MANNING'S EQUATION 

"n" fACTOR OF 0.013 

Depth of Flow, % of Pipe Diameter 

Pipe Size Min. Slope (%) 100% 67% 50% 
(GPD) (GPD) (GPD) 

8 0.40 490,781 323,915 198,766 

10 0.29 757,564 500,000 306,813 

12 0.22 1,073,115 708,256 434,612 

15 0.16 1,659,287 1,095,129 672,011 

18 0.12 2,336,696 1,542,219 ,946,362 

21 0.10 3,217,632 2,123,637 1,303,141 

24 0.08 4,108,909 2,711,879 1,664,108 

27 0.067 5,146,994 3,397,016 2,084,533 

,3O 0.06 6,541,845 4,317,618 2,612,997 

36 0.04 8,566,201 5,653,693 3,469,311 

. MultIpliers for 67% and 50% are .66 and .405 respectIvely . 

The pipeline sizes chosen would handle the anticipated peak flow with the depth of 
flow not exceeding 50% of the pipe diameter for new lines. This capacity is chosen because 
it is not considered practical to design a pipe flowing full when one considers the methods 
of determining peak flows, the fact that debris which enters the sewer line will affect actual 
capacity, and the probability that a pipe flowing full will cause surcharging of manholes. The 
"n" factor will tend to increase with age. Also, a pipe flowing full will not allow the sewage 
to remain aerobic. 
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CommfissioU1 of Jeffewsol1J COII)mfty, AlabawU'Qa 
lReside~tiai Customer Sewer Usage 

Usage Frequency Distrnbll.Dtioll1l 

Monthly 
Usage 
(cu. ft.) 

000 -100 
101 -200 
201 - 300 
301 -400 
401 - 500 
501 -600 
601 -700 
701 - 600 
601 - 900 
901 -1000 
1001-1100 
1101-1200 
1201 -1300 
1301-1400 
1401-1500 
1501-1600 
1601 - 1700 
1701 -1600 
1601 -1900 
1901 - 2000 
2001 - 2500 
2501 -3000 
3001 -3500 

Totals 

2001 -2002 

Number 
of 

Customers 

6,653 
4,720 
7,456 
6,902 
9,421 
9,635 
9,244 
6,370 
7,326 
6,196 
5,163 
4,196 
3,392 
2,737 
2,161 
1,760 
1,440 
1,179 

962 
797 

2,724 
772 

1,939 

107,209 

Mg. 
Usage for 

Group 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
6 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
16 
19 
20 
25 
30 
35 

. Source: Birmingham Water Works & Sewer Board Residential Customer Sewer Usage 
January 2001 - December 2002 

I 
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Commi"'$u<CIirl of Jeners<Ol1I CmJli1ty, Aitabama 

Resi<tielrotna! Customer SeweR' Usage ~. 

Usage freqi.lle8'lcy DistrniblQJItioll"Q 
2()01 u 2002 

Monthly Number %of 
Us",ge of Customers Cumulative 
(cu. ft.) Customers in Group % Customers 

000 -100 6,653 6.2 6.2 
101 - 200 4,720 4.4 10.6 
201 - 300 7,456 7.0 17.6 

. 301-400 8,902 8.3 25.9 
401 - 500 9,421 8.8 34.7 
501 - 600 9,635 9.0 43.6' 
601 -700 9,244 8.6 52.3 
701 - 800 8,370 7.8 60.1 
801 - 900. 7,328 6.8 66.9 
901 -1000 6,198 5.? 72.7 
1001 -·1100 5,183 4.8 77.5 

I 
1101-1200 4,196 3.9 81.4 
1201 -1300 3,392 3.2 84.6 !., 
1301-1400 2,737 2.6 87.2 
1401-1500 2,181 2.0 89.2 

I 1501 -1600 1,780 1.7 90.8 

1601 -1700 1,440 1.3 92.2 

C 1701 -1800 1,179 1.1 93.3 
1801 -1900 962 0.9 94.2 
1901 - 2000 797 0.7 94.9 
2001 -2500 2,724 2.5 97.5 
2501 - 3000 772 0.7 98.2 
3001 - 3500 1,939 1.8 100.0 

Totals 107,209 100.0 

Source: Birmingham Water Works & Sewer Board Residential Customer Sewer Usage f' January 2001 - December 2002 

l
~·· :) 

.~.-~/ .. 
. -
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rC 
Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. ("RFC") has been asked to examine the reasonableness of the 
current sewer rates of Jefferson County (the "County"). RFC is a financial consulting firm with 
extensive experience in assisting water and wastewater utilities across the country with financial 
and pricing issues. This document summarizes RFC's analysis and conclusions in assessing the 
reasonableness of the County's sewer rates and whether increases in rates would be reasonable. 
The document defines "reasonableness," examines the County's rates within this context, and 
concludes with RFC's fmdings and recommendations. 

RFC QUALIFICATIONS 

RFC has conducted approximately 600 finance and pncmg engagements for water and 
wastewater utilities. In addition, RFC personnel have been active in the water and wastewater 
industry for over 30 years and are considered leaders in the industry. George Raftelis has written 
a book entitled Water and Wastewater Finance and Pricing: A Comprehensive Guide. Mr. 
Raftelis was also a member of the Rates and Charges subcommittee that compiled the updated 
American Water Works Association ("AWWA") Manual M-l. Mr. Sudhir Pardiwala 
contributed to the Water Environment Federation ("WEF") manual titled FinanCing and Charges 
for Wastewater Systems. Mr. Peiffer Brandt contributed to the WEF manual titled Affordability 
of Wastewater Service. In addition to these industry contributions, RFC personnel have held 
leadership positions in relevant A WW A and WEF committees. 

DEFINITION OF REASONABLENESS 

RFC is examining the County's rates in terms of reasonableness, as RFC understands that 
Alabama law subjects rates to a reasonableness standard. The water and wastewater industry 
does not have a standard that defines reasonable or unreasonable rates.! RFC believes, however, 
that there are two ways to assess reasonableness: 1) the "Comparative Approach" and 2) the 
"Affordability Approach". Under the first, the Comparative Approach, RFC analyzes 
reasonableness relative to the charges of other similar utilities. If a utility's charge compares 
favorably with the charges of other utilities, then the charge could be considered reasonable. 
This approach does have a weakness. If all charges are relatively low, then the highest charges 
may not be considered unreasonable. The second, the Affordability Approach, assumes 
affordability is a proxy for reasonableness. In other words, if rates are affordable, then they are 
deemed reasonable. Examining reasonableness from both perspectives provides a meaningful 
analysis. 

COMPARATIVE APPROACH 

RFC compared the County's rates with three groups: I) over 60 of the largest wastewater utilities 
across the country; 2) large wastewater utilities in the Southeast; and 3) wastewater utilities 
serving a population of at least approximately 25,000 in Alabama. A residential comparison was 
compiled for all three groups and a non-residential comparison was compiled for the first group 

1 It should be noted that we are using the definition from The Random House Col/ege Dictionary for reasonable as 
"not exceeding the limit prescribed by reason; not excessive", and not using the definition "moderate in price; not 
expensive". 
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(over 60 of the largest wastewater utilities across the country). RFC also examined the 
percentage increases over the past ten years for a subset ofthe first group. 

Residential Rates 

RFC prepared two residential comparisons for each group, the first with usage of 8 hundred 
cubic feet ("ccf") (approximately 6,000 gallons) and the second with usage of 10 ccf 
(approximately 7,500 gallons) of water per month. These usage amounts are often quoted as 
average residential household usages. Summaries of each comparison are attached in Appendix 
A. 

For the largest wastewater utilities comparison, the County's monthly charge is just under twice 
the median for 8 ccf and just over twice the median for 10 ccf. Furthermore, the County's 
monthly charge is the fifth and fourth highest for 8 ccf and 10 ccf, respectively. The utilities 
with higher monthly charges include the Metropolitan Sewerage District of Greater Cincinnati, 
ALCOSAN (Allegheny County, PA), the City of Atlanta, and the City of Seattle. RFC examined 
the customer groups from these utilities and found that all had a higher median household 
income ("MHI'') and are, on the whole, more affluent. The City of Seattle and Fulton County 
(Atlanta) are considerably more affluent and Allegheny County and Hamilton County 
(Cincinnati) are slightly more affluent than the County. A summary of the distribution of 
residents by MHI is included in Appendix B. 

The County's monthly charges were significantly higher than nine of the ten utilities in the 
regional comparison. With the exception of City of Atlanta, which has already been discussed as 
being higher, the County's monthly charge is approximately 40% and 50% higher than the next 
highest monthly charge at 8 ccf and 10 ccf, respectively. 

In the State of Alabama comparison, the County is over 60% higher than the next highest utility 
at both usage levels. 

Commercial Rates 

RFC also conducted a comparison of commercial wastewater rates within the 60-plus largest 
wastewater utilities across the country. This comparison is based on a commercial customer 
with a 2-inch meter and 500 ccf (approximately 374,000 gallons) of monthly water usage. The 
County's monthly charge is the third highest of the surveyed utilities. Only the City of Seattle 
and the City of Atlanta have higher commercial wastewater charges than the County. The 
relative affluence of both of these utilities is discussed above. The County's charge is over , 
150% greater than the median and average of this group. 

Recent Increases 

The final comparative analysis conducted by RFC involved the history of increases in rates since 
1998. RFC used data from the RFe 1998 Water and Wastewater Rate Survey (the "1998 
Survey") to calculate the change in rates of those utilities that participated in the 1998 Survey. Of 
the over 60 largest utilities, 42 (excluding the County) participated in the 1998 Survey. The 
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County's rates have increased the most during that period and have increased at more than three 
times the average and median rates. A summary of this analysis is included in Appendix A. 

Comparative Summary 

Even though there is not a definitive link between monthly charge comparisons and affordability, 
the County's position at or near the top (and often by a large margin) provides strong evidence 
that the County's customers cannot bear the burden of additional rate increases. In addition, the 
County's customers have endured the largest percentage change since 1998. Therefore, from a 
national, regional, and particularly a local perspective, the County's rates could be considered to 
exceed the upper limits of reasonableness. 

AFFORDABILITY APPROACH 

Despite a growing effort by industry leaders to reach consensus on some type of standardized 
affordability measures, there is still significant disagreement as to which metrics are the most 
appropriate for evaluating affordability. RFC believes that there is not one "best" criterion. 
Instead, criteria should be examined on the basis of the availability of data and the characteristics 
of the service area. 

There are several approaches for conducting a basic evaluation of the affordability of sewer rates 
for County residents. The most frequently quoted metric is 2% of median household income. 
This metric was initially developed by the EPA to assess the long-term affordability of combined 
sewer overflow consent decrees. Though it was not meant to signify basic affordability of water 
and wastewater service, it has evolved to serve in this role. Appendix C contains a summary on 
affordability considerations within the water and wastewater industry. 

Affordability Analysis Usiug EPA Guidelines 

Basic Analysis 

A simple approach for defining affordability is to calculate the percentage of MHI for a typical 
bill. The first step is to determine the MHI. The simple answer is to use the County's MHI 
($43,435)? The problem with this approach is that the County does not provide service to all 
citizens within the County, with some areas having a significant number of residences on septic 
systems. To account for this unconventional characteristic, RFC calculated an estimated service 
area MHI of $40,608. The methodology used to calculate this MHI is summarized in Appendix 
D. The next step is to define the usage of a typical customer. For County customers, we have 
used averages often quoted in the water and wastewater industry, 8 ccf (approximately 6,000 
gallons) and 10 ccf (approximately 7,500 gallons). Using these monthly volumes, the County 
MHI, and the estimated service area MHI, the wastewater charges are below the 2.0% 
benchmark. 

c.. 2 The MHI is from the 2006 census extrapolated to 2008 by the annual increase from 2000 to 2006. 
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Table 1 - Percentage of MHI of Annual Charges 

Median Household Income 

$40,608 $43,435 

>. '" ;S ~::l C 8 ccf ($604) 1.49% 1.39% 
t:: cd § ~ 
~;:':l:sa:l 10 ccf ($755) 1.86% 1.74% 

We also calculated what the rates would have to be to reach the 2.0% metric. The following 
table summarizes the results. If this was the only metric to evaluate the affordability (and 
reasonableness) of rates, then it would appear that the County's rates could be increased before 
they were deemed unaffordable. 

Table 2 -Rates (perccf) at which Annual Bill is 2.0% ofMHI 

Median Household Income 

$40,608 $43,435 

..0" 8 ccf $ 9.95 $ 10.65 '<:0Jl 
"t= oj 
o '" ::8::> 10 ccf $ 7.96 $ 8.52 

Note: Current Rate is $7.40 

RFC does not believe this approach provides the only appropriate metric for affordability. In 
particular, it does not take into account the distribution of customer MHls. 

MHI Distribution Analysis 

If a utility has a bell shaped distribution of household incomes, with most of its customers 
around the MHI, then the first approach would have more validity. For a utility that has a high 
percentage of low income customers (like the County), the first approach does not capture the 
fact that these customers are disproportionately burdened by the sewer charge. Therefore, a 
second approach involves determining the percentage of customers that would have bills above a 
certain percentage of their MHI at various charges per ccf. In increments of I ccf, RFC 
calculated the annual bills for sewer service based on usages of 4 ccf through 10 ccf per month. 
The necessary annual incomes were determined by setting the sewer rates to 2.0% and 2.5% of 
annual MHI. The resulting incomes were compared to the household incomes of the County 
residents, by popUlation and accounts and by zip codes and census tracts to determine the 
percentages of the County customers that had incomes below income levels associated with each 
percentage. 
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Table 3 - Percentage of Customers above Affordability Metrics 

UsaQe Bill Amount Affordabili Over2% AffordabDi Over 2.5% 

CCF Monthly I Annually 
Annual Income Percentage of Annual Income Percentage of 
Required for 2% Customers Required for 2.5% Customers 

4 $ 25.16 $ 301.92 $ 15,096 0% $ 12,077 0% 
5 31.45 3nAO 18,870 3% 15,096 0% 
6 37.74 452.68 22,644 9% 18,115 0% 
7 44.03 526.36 26,416 22% 21,134 6% 
6 50.32 603.84 30,192 27% 24,154 16% 
9 56.61 679.32 33,966 42% 27,173 26% 

10 62.90 754.BO 37,740 47% 30,192 27% 

This analysis indicates that a substantial number of the County's customers, 47% at 10 ccf, are 
significantly burdened by current wastewater rates, 

Financial Capability Assessment 

RFC also performed a Financial Capability Assessment. This analysis was developed by the 
EPA to determine the affordability of long-term capital projects associated with consent decrees, 
Typically, it is used to examine the impact of future costs, but RFC used it to evaluate the current 
status ofthe County, The assessment is a two-phase analysis that results in the production of the 
Financial Capability Matrix to evaluate the financial burden of the system's costs on its 
customers, The first phase of the analysis develops a Residential Indicator, that is, the cost of the 
system on individual households, In particular, a cost per household as a percentage of MHI is 
calculated and a utility is categorized as "Low" (below 1.0%), "Mid-Range" (1.0% to 2,0%), and 
"High" (above 2,0%), The second phase develops the County's Financial Capability Indicators 
which evaluates the County's financial and economic position, The average score is calculated 
for a utility, and the utility is categorized as "Strong" (above 2.5), "Mid-Range" (1.5 to 2,5), and 
"Weak" (below 1.5), Using these categories, the EPA has a nine square matrix and defines the 
following as utilities with a "High Burden", 

Residential Indicator (phase 1) Financial Capability Indicator (Phase 2) 
Mid-Range Weak 
High Weak 
High Mid-Range 

RFC completed three alternative financial assessments for the County's sewer system 
("System"), The alternative that RFC believes is the most relevant has a Phase I value of 2.1 % 
(High) and a Phase II score of 1.7 (Mid-Range), Together, these scores indicate that the 
County's customers are in the High Burden Range, The complete Financial Capability 
Assessment is included in Appendix E, 

Commercial Rate AffordabiIity 

There is not a commercial or non-residential measure that is equivalent to median household 
income, Therefore, it is much more difficult to develop a metric or set of metrics for defining 
affordability for these customers, RFC does not have knowledge of a specific non-residential 
affordability test. 

5 Attorney Work Product Draft 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-39    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part90    Page 6 of 13



c 

RFC believes that one approach for determining commercial affordability is to use residential 
affordability as a proxy. The other aspect of this analysis is whether the residential and 
commercial customers are allocated an equitable share of costs or if one of the classes subsidizes 
the other. This two dimensional analysis can be summarized by the following matrix. 

Resi dential Rates Residenti al Rates 
are Affordable are Unaffordable 

Residential Subsidizes 
1 2 

Commercial 

Equitable Allocation 3 4 

Commercial Subsidizes 
5 6 

Residential 

The commercial affordability can then be determined by block in which the County falls. The 
key for the matrix is below. 

• Block 1 - Commercial rates are assumed to be affordable because residential rates are 
affordable and commercial customers are not paying for the full cost of service 
Block 2 - Not definitive (affordability depends on the level of subsidy and level of 
residential rate unaffordability) 
Block 3 - Commercial Rates are assumed to be affordable because residential rates 
are affordable and costs are equitably allocated 
Block 4 - Commercial rates are assumed to be unaffordable because residential rates 
are affordable and costs are equitably allocated 

• Block 5 - Not definitive (affordability depends on the level of subsidy and level of 
residential rate affordability) 
Block 6 - Commercial rates are assumed to be unaffordable because residential rates 
are unaffordable and residential customers are not paying for the full cost of service 

RFC reviewed the County's most recent cost of service study. Based on the analysis within the 
cost of service study, it appears that the residential customers are subsidizing the non-residential 
customers. Since the residential rates were found to be unaffordable, the County would be in 
Block 2 in the matrix described in the previous paragraph. It is difficult to confirm the 
magnitude of the subsidy because the study does not contain a table that shows a comparison of 
cost of service to revenues generated by customer class. It is RFC's opinion that non-residential 
rates could be increased without undermining cost of service principles, which may lead to 
increased revenue. Appendix F contains a summary ofRFC's review of the cost of service study 
and other relevant documents. 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

The County's sewer rates place a substantial burden on many of the System's customers. The 
combination of rates and median household income distribution places the rates at the limit of 
reasonableness. Rates are as high relative to MHI as any across the country, with the possible 
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( 
exception of the City of Atlanta, which has materially higher rates but only a marginally stronger 
median household income distribution. The primary reasons that RFC believes the rates are at 
the limit of affordability include: 

Of the almost 90 utilities surveyed, all but four had lower rates; 
In the past 10 years, the County's rates have increased more than any of 42 other 
large utilities; 
Analysis indicates that 47% of the County's customers have a sewer bill that is at 
least 2% of their median household income; and 
Based on the Financial Capability Assessment, the County's customers face a High 
Burden. 

Even though it is RFC's opinion that current sewer use rates are at the limit of afford ability, RFC 
believes it would be imprudent for the County to not consider rate increases in the near term. It 
would not be inappropriate to expect the County's customers to face some level of rate increases. 
However, given the burden already borne by the County's customers and the rapid rate of 
increases over the past 10 years, such increases should be minimized. Based on recent industry 
trends, if the County had cost of living rate adjustments over the next few years, other utilities' 
sewer charges would approach the County's? At some point, it would be more appropriate for 
the County to accelerate its increases. RFC recommends that once the County's charges fall 
from the 95th percentile to the 75th percentile (third quartile), that the County consider rate 
increases at least consistent with the industry average. 

3 Based on the RFC/A WWA 2006 Water and Wastewater Rate Survey, wastewater rates have increased by 
approximately] .5% more per year than inflation. RFC anticipates this trend continuing and perhaps accelerating. 
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J.ff.rson County 
R.sid.ntial S.w.r Bill Comparison 

Monthly Bill 

~~i~~------~~tat'--~~'N~ilce,~.~r~~ider--------~I 5.:~~al 
M.mph" TN C", of M.mph" I 7.49 

~ Chl",o Il Ch,,,,o O'p,rtm."' ofWalerMana,.m.", m 
3. lDS~ CA i n nist. 8.67 
4. M'lw,"l.. WI Milw,"I .. 1 .00.r'c! 10.03 
5. IS,1t lal. Cit. lIT Sal, lal.. I I 10.56 
6. 10.",er CO ci~ of O.""r 1~13 
7. IPh","" iii. it, of Ph","" 
B. IR''''''d. CA 
9. 10maha 
10. lOa~and 
II. 1W;,h,,, 
I~ 

13. 5," Mo"'o 
14. l" V.,,, 
15. Tu,,", 

16. l~rgl"I' B",h 
17 I 
lB. ITul,; 
19 

23. 1M,,, I 
24 
25. IK"", Cit, 
2fl. Ilaul",N. 
'lI. IS,"J". 
28. IAkron 
29. Il"M,.I" 

31 

'om, Co. 
VA I,mp'o" I 
OK 
OK w~ ofTul" 
CA 5"".",. 
TIf Cit, of Ho,,'o" 
TIf [I P"o W.er UIII'II" 
Il , 
Il I 
NY NewY,,1 , 

~~:::I~;I' 
, 
:;, of AI,," 
:;, oil" M,.I" 

MN :,~.f 51. P,"I 
LA Cit, of B"o" Rau,. . 

I TIf , 

I MO I 

IIS.NI", 

II 16.25 
II 17.01 
II 17.53 

17.59 
IB.25 
IB.50 
IB.59 
19.25 
19.35 
19.41 

21195 
2229 

=i 
24.40 

I 25.20 
I 25.35 

25.35 
I 25.62 
I 25.74 

34 TN~ : --'.--;.=~.~; 

45 

49 
50. IColumb" 
51. IM,n.!!, 
5~ IB,,'", 
53. IAu.'" 
54 
55. IPortl,"d 
56. IHo"olulu 

jlij 

Comm',,'o" 
ill 

ilii 

I 
MO ll, of B,llImo" 
MI l"rall W"" ,"d Sew.",. O.p' 
Il wi, of 
PA C;~ 

LA S ... ",,,"dW,,,, Boord of NO 
CA San 01.,0 
Il JEA 
OH ,UIIIII,,, 
SA C,~ of M,n'!!' 

City of Austin 

i Ii iii 
'vol Po"I,"d 
,,,"d 

I .19~ 
II 29.2f 
II 29.6: 
II 30.59 
II 30.77 
II nl5 
II niB 

n59 
34.10 

36.55 
3B.BB 
4~07 

=i 
~ ~~======titt:jl~ill'''~""~~U"W~~=========w~=5~OO.J~2 5B. ~'",,""a!l OH ISO of " 50.36 
59. IPIII,buroh PA AlCOSAN II 5~05 

60. IAlI,"" SA C,~ of AlI'"I' II 59.BI 
61. IS,,!!I. WA Cilvof S,,!!I. II 62.00 
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Jefferson County 
Residentia) Sewer Bill Comparison 

4 
5 
S 
1 

I!;ity 
IM,mpli, 
CIi"gD 
l". I 
Sall,k, Gity 
Milw,"k" 
R.,,,id, 

'" .. ," 
Ua" .. ' 
Umaha 

10 · IU,mer 
I 

I'" V'g" 
• I"'chi'a 

12 
13 
14 
15 
18 
11 
18 
19 

· loesoo 
• W~ioia 8"cl 
· B Paso 
· D~ahDma Ci, 

20 · lui .. 
l,"deNiale lak" 

)S .. JDSD 
·IMiami 

22 
23 
24 
25 
28 
ZI 
28 
29 
30 
31 

· I K .. ", CiI, 
· IlDulavill, 

· INew'''''i', 
• INou"on 
· IBalilmD'" 
· ISUDui, 
·IAiron 
· Il" ""gel" 

8al" Rouge 
· fori WDril 

32 
33 
34 

35 
38 
31 
38 
39 
40 
41. 

· .Uall" 
• CDIDra'D 'priog' 
• Url .. 'D 
· CI"elao< 
· GIari.'e 

Oelroil 
42 Wa,;,iog'" 

· Philadelphi' 43 
44 
45. 
48 
41 
48 
49 
50 
51. 
52 
53 
54 
55 
58 
fil 
58 
59 
80 
81. 

· Si.P,"1 
N,,;,,iII, 

· lou",1 

· S .. Di'gD 
· Jacksomni, 
· Columb" 

Man,lia 

'0'0" 
· HODDlulu 
· Au"," 
· PDrilODd 
·IGiodooali 

.IJ'I''''D" C •• 
· IPili,burgh 
· )MI",. 

)S .. lil, 

~tat' ~rDVid",,-
IN Gity 01 M,mpli, 
Il , , 01' 

CA i ,Di" 
UI Sal' lak, I i 
WI 

" Ci', 0' <N,,..,, 
AI. City 0' ," .. oi> 

" la"ay I jlj 

NI 

'" 
, 

" r"g' I "".,ric 
NV o Ui, 

" i 
cA ,I Go : i 
IX '" I i 
I< r.ma I . 
VA Hamp'" I o Di" 
IX Ell I'j 

DK City 011 
DK CilVDllul. 
fl 
CA CiI, 01 S .. JDSD 
fl Miami·Oade W.""d 'ewer U'pl 
MO CiI, 01 Ka"" Cill 

" i 

" r 'oa" 
IX 

MU 
MU l.ropDliiao; i ,Di. 
oH 
CA Gil, oil" ""g,l" 

LA) City D18al" RDUg, 
IX) CiI, DItDri Wort" 

fl~ 
" City, 
IX CiI, 01 Oall" 

'" "IDra'D; . 
Il City 01 Uri .. " 
UN 'Drih,,,11 ,I 'ewer UJ; 
NC g UliIIli. 
HI -""'roil Wa'er ,," 
oG GWASA 
PA G,ly 01 PIilad,lphl< 
MN Gil, 01 Si. P,"I 
IN Gity 01 N"IwHh 
MO W"hio~" Subu"": 
LA d Waler 80ard 01 NO 
GA i 
fl JEA 
UH CDlumb" I j[ji 

" '''Y 0' M.n,II. 
M' i 
HI i , 01 HODDlul 
IX ; i 

"H OJ ,01 'Dn'D< 
UN M> o of B",a'er "DCioos' 
GA S .. f""iseD I 
Al 
PA AlGOSAN 
HA I 

WA I 

Munthly Bill 

I 7.~~~C:al 
II 8.80 

II 9.SI 

II 9.81 
IU." 

I I<UI 
".U> 
1m 
14.'" 

15.UU 
15.05 

15~ 

II I'.~ 

II 17.51 

II 18.50 
I 19.0. 
I 19.83 
I ~.49 

I ~.54 

I ~.99 

I 2281 
Z!." 
Z!.,. 
,.." 
,.." 
,.." 
1m 
,,:m 
1"." 

I 29.50 
I 30.29 
I 30.50 

)S 30.50 
) I 3D.S1 
) I 30.90 
) I 30]0 

! ~zu~ 

,~" 

"" m" 
"." "." 
".UU 

I 
I .1 
I 
I 35.70 
I 38.13 

I , II 31.11 

II 3119 

II 31.98 

II 3[10 

II 40.35 
II 45.89 

II 48.80 

II 50J5 
,~" 

'J.UU 

"." 
~ 
6~9o 

I .W 
II 17.17 

II 11.50 
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Jefferson County 
Residen!ial Sewer Bill Comparison - Local 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
S. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. ~~=::b~~~====tt::=::::tt::~~~~~~~ 

JBffBrson ~o. 

FlorBnCB 

MobilB 

HuntsviliB 

MontgomBry 

lladsdBn 

DBcatur 

Tuscaloosa 

Anniston 

Dothan 

$0.00 

JefferSDn Cuunty LDCal Sewer Bill CumparisDn 

$ID.OO $20.00 $30.00 $40.00 $50.00 $60.00 
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Jefferson County 
Residential Sewer Bill Comparison - Regional 

City 
Memphi, 
Jackson 
Columbus 
8aton Rouge 
Chattanoog' 
Nashville 
Orlando 
JacksonvillE 
Tallahas,,, 

I. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10 
II. 

. Jefferson CD. 
Atlanta 

State Provider 

TN City of Memphis 
MS City of Jackson 
SA Columbus Water Work! 
LA City of Baton ROUgE 
TN City of Chattanoog' 
TN City of NashvillE 
Fl City of Orland, 
Fl JEA 
Fl City ofT allah as,,, 
Al Jefferson County 
SA City of Atlanta 

~ase Charge 

$ 2.25 
$ 5.48 
S 2.02 
S 14.71 
S -
S 6.05 
$ 12.16 
$ 4.17 
$ 12.48 
S -
$ 3.63 

V olumetrie Charge 
Beef mec! 

$ 5.24 $ 6.55 S 
$ 10.76 $ 14.82 $ 
$ 19.36 $ 24.20 $ 
$ 1D.64 $ 15.96 $ 
$ 26.01 $ 32.52 $ 
$ 22.56 $ 30.08 S 
$ 17.11 $ 21.39 $ 
$ 28.42 S 35.53 $ 
$ 23.82 $ 29.77 $ 
S 50.32 S 62.90 S 
S 56.18 73.54 $ 

Jefferson County Regional Sewer Bill Comparison 

Atlanta 

Jefferson Co. 

Tallahassee 

JaGksonvilie 

Orlando 

Nashville 

Chattanooga 

Baton Rouge 

Columbus 

JaGkson 

Memphis 

$0.00 $10.00 $20.00 $30.00 $40.00 $50.00 $SO.OO 

LDnGdenlial- Attorney Work Product 

Monthly Bill 
Beef 10 eef 

7.49 $ 8.80 
16.24 $ 20.30 
25.41 $ 26.22 

25.35 $ 30.67 
26.01 $ 32.52 
28.61 $ 36.13 
29.27 S 33.55 
32.59 $ 39.70 
36.30 $ 42.25 

50.32 S 62.90 
59.81 $ 77.17 

$70.00 $BO.OO 
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Jefferson ~ounty 
~ommercial Bill ~omparison 

City Statf Provider 
Memphis TU Cily of Memphi~ 

• Chicago II Chicago Department of Water Managemerr 
3. Omaha liE City of Omah;: 
4. Milwaukee WI Milwauhe Metropolitan Sewerage Distric 
5. Riverside CA City of RiversidE 

6. EI Paso 1l EI Paso Waler Utilities 

7. Wichita KS City of Wichile 
B. PhoenIx iii. City of Phoenil 
9. Denver CO City of Demel 
IU. San Anlonio 1l San Anlonio Waler System 

II. Salt lake Cit) ill Salt lake Public Utilitie! 
12 LouisvillE r:I MSO of Louisvilh 
13. Virginia Beach VA Hampton Roads Sanilat10n Dist 

It Kansas City Mil City of Kansas l:i1\ 
15. Dallas IX City of Dalla! 

IS. St.Louis MO Metropolitan St.louis Sewerage Dis! 
17. Oklahoma Cil\ 11K l:ity of D~ahome Cit' 

la Colorado Springs CII Colorado Springs Ulilil1e! 
19. Tucson iii. Pima Co. Wastewater Management 
211 San Jose CA City of San Jose 
~. Philadelphia PA City of Phil adelphi; 

22 Baton Rouge lA City of Baton ROUgE 
23 lauderdale lake! Fl Broward County Environmental Service 
24. SI. Petersburg Fl City of St. Petersburg 
25. Mmn OH City 01 Akron 
25. St.Paul Mil City 01 SI. Paul 
'll. Oakland CA hst Bay Municipal Utility Dis 

Median 
2B. Baltimore Mil City of BaltimOrE 
29. Chattanooga III City of Chaltanoogl 
311. Detroit MI D2Iroit Water and Sewerage Dept 
31. Cincinnati OH MSO of &reater Cincionat 
32 los Angeles CA City of los An!lere~ 

Averago 
33. San Diego CA San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater 
34. New Orleans lA Sewerage and Water Board III NO 
35. ForlWorih 1l Clty of Fort Worth 
3S. Columbus IIH Columbus Public Utilitie! 
37. NewYoii: City NY New York City Water Boan: 
3B. Charlotte IIC Charlotte-Mecklenburg Utilitie! 
39. Washington IIC IICWASA 
40. Clevelan~ IIH Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer Disl 
41. Orlando Fl City of Drlandc 
4. NashvillE III l:ity or Nashvillr 
43. Houston TX City 01 Houstor 
44- JacksonvillE Fl JEA 
45. Miami Fl Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Dept 
4S. Marietta 6A City Dr Marietta 
47. Austin 1l City of Austin 
4B. Pittsburgh PA AlCOSAH 
49. Boston MA Boston Water Ii Sewer Commission 
50. Portland IIR City of Portland 
51. Honolulu HI City and County of Honolul 
5. San Francisco CA San Francisco Public Utilitiel 
53. Jeffersun Co_ Al Jefferson County 
54. Seattle WA City or SeaUle 
55. At!anta 6A City of Atlant;;: 

M'"th~ Bill 
5UU ecf 

374UUU gal 
I 32i1.50 
I 349.97 
I 371.39 
I 513.S7 
I 541.55 
I S3m 
I S95AI 
I 717.911 
I 72i1.311 
I 734.B7 
I B75.1I11 
I B92BI 
I 911239 
I 923.511 
I 933.74 
I 97BJII 
I 1.110232 
I I.ISII.7B 
I 1.1811.72 
I 131111.1111 
I 1.3211.70 
I 1.334.07 
I 1.344.56 
I 10415.93 
I 142S.0S 
I I.m.oo 
I 10455.25 
S Im.!!2 
I IAS3.92 
I IAS3.92 
I IAB5.71 
I 1511B.39 
I 1525.00 
S 1,5S3.78 
I 1.S/2S9 
I 1.S/4.~ 

I 1.5B450 
I I.SIIII.29 
I I.SIII.'ll 
I I.SII.BII 
I I.S18.92 
I I.S92511 
I 1.719.35 
I 1.7S0.32 
I I.TI5.74 
I I.B1I9.94 
I I.B75.48 
I 2285.13 
I 259B.92 
I 2719.51 
I 2855.50 
I 29311.011 
I 2954.S0 
I 3.0IlS.BII 
S 3,7110.1111 
I 3.B75.1I11 
I 4.330.37 
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Jefferson Gounty 

Historical Residential Sewer Bill Gomparison 

~ity 

I. Denver 

2. Akron 

3. Miami 

4. Tucson 

5. San Diego 

6. Phoenix 

7. San Antonio 

8. Orland, 

8. Mill/auk" 
m. Tulsa 

II. Salt Lake ~ity 

12. San J,se 

13. Houston 

14. Chattanooga 

15. Las Vegas 

16. Riverside 

17. Oallas 

18. Oakland 

18. New York ~ity 

20. Wichita 

21. Omaha 
22. F,rt W,rth 

23. Hon,lulu 

24. P,rtland 

AYerage IU CCF Oill 

25. St.Louis 

28. Virginia Beach 

Meman IU CCF Oill 

27. Seattle 
28. ,harl,tte 

28. Me""his 
30. Austin 

31. "Iumbus 

32. 8altim,re 

33. Los Angeles 

34. 8,ston 

35. "I,rad, Springs 

36. 8aton Rouge 

37. Cincinnati 

38. Oetroit 

39. lIew Orleans 

40. Pittsburgh 

41. Sacramento 

42. Atlanta 

43. Jefferson Cu. 

State 

,0 
OH 

FL 

IJ. 
,A 
IJ. 

TX 

FL 

WI 

OK 
UT 

CA 

TX 

TN 

NV 
,A 
TX 
,A 
NY 

KS 

NE 

TX 

HI 

OR 

MO 

VA 

WA 
II, 
Til 

TX 

OH 

MO 
,A 
MA 
,0 
LA 

OH 

MI 

LA 

PA 
,A 
6A 

AL 

Provider 

City ,f Oenver 

City ,I Akron 

Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Dept 

Pima Co. Wastewater Management 

San Diego Metrllpolitan Wastewater 

City ,f Ph"ni, 

San Antonio Water System 

City ,f Orland, 

Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District 

City ,f] ulsa 

Salt Lake Public Utilities 

City ,I San J,se 

City ,I H,uston 

City ,f Chattanooga 

Clark County Sanitation Dist 

City ,I Riverside 

City ,f Oallas 

East 8ay Municipal Ut~ity Dis! 

lIew York City Water 8,ard 

City ,I Wichita 

City of Omaha 

City ,f Fort Worth 

City and County ,I Honolulu 

City 01 P,rtland 

Metropolitan St.louis Sewerage Dist 

Hampton Roads Sanitation Dist. 

City ,f Seattle 

'harl,tte·Mecklenburg Utilities 

City ,f Memphis 

City of Austin 

C,lumbus Public Utilities 

City ,I Baltim,re 

City ,I Los Angeles 

Boston Water S Sewer Commission 

Colorado Springs Utilities 

City ,f Baton Rouge 

MSD of Greater Cincinnati 

Detroit Water and Sewerage Dept 

Sewerage and Water Board of NO 

AL,OSAII 

Sacraento Regional Co Sanitation Dist 

City ,f Atlanta 

JeffersDn I::Dunty 

Monthly Bill 

10 eel 

7.4BO gal 

$ 15.05 

$ 30.29 

$ 25.5B 

$ 1S.83 

$ 37.96 

$ 14.63 

$ 19.06 

$ 33.55 

$ 12.07 

$ 22.81 

$ 10.56 

$ 23.56 

$ 28.76 

$ 32.52 

$ 16.25 

$ 13.05 

$ 32.B9 

$ 14.94 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

S 

27.37 

17.50 

15.00 

30.80 

50.15 

57.00 

SLG. $ 

29.50 

21.49 

S0.59 $ 
77.50 

34.00 

B.BO 

52.BI 

40.35 

29.2B 

30.50 

4B.60 

32.99 

30.67 

57.23 

34.14 

37.29 

31.14 

18.50 

77.17 

62.90 

1S98 Month~ Bill 

lDec! 

7.480 gal 

.13.67 

26.B4 

22.12 

16.60 

31.37 

11.66 

14.B3 

25.97 

9.24 

17.35 

8.00 

17.BI 

21.48 

23.47 

11.57 

9.25 

23.29 

10.56 

19.08 

II.1B 

9.47 

18.50 

29.05 

31.47 

17.27 

16.07 

1I.3B 

I8.U7 

40.50 

17.55 

4.39 

26.27 

1S.26 

13.93 

13.56 

1S.92 

12.94 

11.76 

21.85 

12.61 

13.66 

9.94 

5.37 

22.00 

15.88 

Change From 

199B to Present 

10.1% 

12.9% 

15.6% 

1S.5% 

21.D% 

25.5% 

2B.5% 

29.2% 

30.6% 

31.5% 

3Z0% 

32.3% 

33.B% 

38.5% 

40.4% 

41.1% 

41.2% 

41.5% 

43.5% 

56.5% 

5B.4% 

67.D% 

72.6% 

81.1% 

83.2% 

83.6% 

B8.B% 

90.S% 

81.4% 

93.7% 

1D0.3% 

IDI.O% 

109.5% 

110.2% 

124.9% 

144.0% 

154.9% 

160.8% 

161.9% 

170.7% 

173.0% 

213.3% 

244.5% 

250.8% 

2113.6% 
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B-1 Attorney Work Product Draft 
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Block 

$10,000 to $14,999 
$15,000 to $24,999 
$25,000 to $34,999 
$35,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 to $74,999 
$75,000 to $99,999 

$100,000 to $149,999 
$150,000 to $199,999 

or more 

CONFIDENTIAL - Attorney Work Product 
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APPENDIX C - AFFORDABILITY DISCUSSION 

Affordability Concepts 
Before the reasonableness ofthe County's wastewater rates can be evaluated, it is first necessary 
to understand some basic concepts regarding utility rate affordability. What is affordability? 
Why is it important? And why is it difficult to measure? 

What Is Affordability? 
Affordability may be defined as the ability of customers to pay for utility services billed to 
them. Exactly how affordability should be measured, however, is dependent upon the objectives 
of the reviewer. Is utility maoagement interested primarily in evaluating affordability for 
"average" residential customers? Or do they want to estimate how many low income customers 
might have trouble paying their water bills? Or maybe the utility needs to demonstrate whether . 
or not a new federal mandate will pose an unmanageable financial burden. Each of these 
situations would create a different perspective on how affordability should be measured. 
Furthermore, each utility's customer base is unique, both in terms of economic profile, demand 
patterns, and data availability. For all of these reasons, affordability is very much ao art at least 
as much as it is a science. 

Why Affordability Is Important 
Rate affordability is not merely an abstract concept. Charging rates that many customers cannot 
afford to pay will result in real costs to the utility. These costs are in addition to the social issues 
and potential public health risks created when a segment of the population cannot afford access 
to clean water. 

• Bill deliuquency 
Uncollectible receivables 
Tum-on I tum-off costs 

- Increased administrative overhead 
- Costs tor hiring outside collection firms 

Need for higher reserves to cover uncollectible accounts 

• Revenue shortfalls 
- Expected revenues may not materialize if new rates are burdensome. 

• Customer conflict 
The mere perception of non-affordability will result in customer rebellion. 

- A public good-faith effort at preserving affordability can improve customer relations. 

Measuring Affordability Cau Be Difficult 
Translating affordability concepts into numerical measures requires due diligence and careful 
judgment. Any affordability test that does not consider the context and purpose of the test is of 
limited usefulness except as ao academic exercise. In order to provide affordability 
measurements that are of real value to decision-makers, the analyst should consider the following 
issues: 

C-l Attorney Work Product Draft 
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Relevance to the decisions being considered and the utility's environment (financial, 
political, and operational context); 

• Feasibility of the proposed analysis (data availability, level of expertise required, level 
of effort); 
Understandability (not so complex as to baffle the user); and 
Credibility ofthe analysis (data integrity, supporting documentation, precedence). 

Although it may not be possible - or even necessary - to satisfy every objective, decision-makers 
should be skeptical of measurements that do not take each of these objectives under careful 
consideration. Simply selecting the easiest and most convenient affordability test will rarely be 
of value in making well-infonned decisions. 

Affordability Criteria 

Despite a growing effort by industry leaders to reach consensus on some type of standardized 
affordability measurements, there is still significant disagreement as to what metrics are the most 
appropriate for evaluating affordability. It is our opinion that there is no one "best" criteria. 
Instead, criteria should be examined on the basis of the availability of data and the characteristics 
of the service area. 

As shown in the exhibit below, the data used in measuring affordability fall into two categories. 
The first category relates to the financial strength and economic well-being of the community as 
a whole. The second category focuses on the rate burden for a hypothetical customer from a 
specific billing class or sub-class. 

C-2 

Community Financial Strength Indicators 

Utility and municipal bond ratings 

Median Household Income/Adjusted National MHI 
Unemployment rate (local/national) 

Property tax collection rates 

Net debt/property market value 

Property tax revenues/total property market value 

Attorney Work Product Draft 
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Customer Burden Indicators 

Typical bill amount 

Household income (low income, average, other statistics) 

Consumer Price Indices 

# of customers at different burden levels 

Poverty levels 

Bill ranking against other utilities 

Account delinquency 

A thorough affordability analysis will include multiple indicators from both categories. Each 
financial indicator is discussed in more detail below. 

C-3 

Community Financial Strength 
Community strength indicators provide a context within which customer burden 
measurements may be interpreted. As important as customer affordability tests are, they 
lose some of their value if presented in a vacuum. Even though utility managers may 
strive to avoid burdensome or inequitable rate impacts, their options are limited by the 
financial strength of the utility and of the community. Utilities enjoying robust financial 
health have the option of mitigating rate impacts by using low income assistance 
programs, rate stabilization funds, financial planning studies, sophisticated rate 
restructuring, and creative financing arrangements not available to financially weaker 
utilities. Utilities located in financially strong communities usually benefit from 
expanding customer bases and business development programs. In short, strong systems 
typically have access to multiple options for reaching their affordability objectives, while 
systems with weak fundamentals may have few or no options. 

The following financial indicators are generally useful in evaluating community financial 
strength. 

Bond Rating. Moody's, Standard and Poor's, and Fitch bond ratings provide 
universally recognized benchmarks of municipal financial strength and stability. 
Utilities and municipalities with substandard bond ratings are likely to have less 
financial flexibility for dealing with affordability issues. If a particular bond rating is 
listed as "insured", it should likely be disregarded as a measurement of underlying 
community financial health. 

Community MHI as a Percentage of National Average MHI. This ratio provides a 
comparison of local household earning power to average households nationwide. 
Median household income data for many communities may be obtained from the U.S. 
Census Bureau. 

Unemployment Rate. When calculated as a percentage of the national average 
unemployment rate, this number provides. an indication of whether an above-average 
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portion of the population is likely to be financially distressed due to joblessness. 
Unemployment data at the national, regional, and metropolitan levels may be 
obtained from the U.S. Labor Department's Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Property Tax Collection Rate. This percentage is an indicator of the community's 
general financial health. Cities with above-average delinquency rates are the most 
likely to be financially distressed. Collection rate data may be extracted from state 
property tax statistical reports published by the state revenue department. 

Net Debt as a Percentage of Property Market Value. This ratio measures debt 
paid from property tax revenues as a percentage of the total market value of all taxed 
properties. The resulting ratio provides an indication of the community's ability to 
generate increased property tax revenues in the future. ''Net Debt" values may 
typically be obtained from year-end financial statements. Total Property Market 
Value is often available from property tax statistical reports published by the state 
revenue department. 

Property Tax Revenues as a Percentage of Total Property Market Value. This 
ratio provides another indication of the community's ability to generate increased 
future property tax revenues. For many communities, Property Tax Revenue Data 
and Total Property Market Value may be extracted from the state property tax 
statistical report published by the state revenue department. 

• Poverty Levels within the Service Area. Poverty levels should be viewed in terms 
of both absolute numbers and in relation to poverty areas regionally and nationwide. 
By comparing poverty levels to median and average household income data, 
policymakers can estimate the degree to which their customer base is economically 
stratified. This data will be useful in evaluating possible assistance programs and rate 
design options. 

In order to appreciate the economic realities faced by a utility, a combination of 
indicators should be examined. It is to be expected that some data may be unavailable, 
outdated, or inaccurate, and therefore limited in its usefulness. This limitation makes it 
all the more important to examine multiple financial measurements. 

Customer Burden Indicators 
Rate affordability for specific customer groups cannot be determined without a way to 
measure the rate burden for these groups. This burden is most frequently quantified by 
an index that represents the percentage of household income consumed by water and 
wastewater bills. If this index exceeds a certain percentage for a certain category of 
household, the water and wastewater rates are considered to be "unaffordable" for that 
particular household. Determining the parameters of this index requires answering 
several questions. 

• Should the index represent the typical residential customer, an economically 
disadvantaged customer, or a range in between? 

Attorney Work Product Draft 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-40    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part91    Page 8 of 16



c 

c 

c 

• Should an affordability index be calculated for commercial customer classes? 
• What monthly water/wastewater demand should be assumed for calculating the bill? 

Should indices be calculated for multiple demand levels? 
• How should income levels be estimated for the representative customer? 

The answers to each of these questions depend on the goals of utility management, the 
utility's financial and technical resources, and the financial planning decisions under 
evaluation. 

Supporting Data 
In an analysis of this nature it is necessary to compile data from a wide range of sources and, 
where necessary, apply inflationary adjustments or other modifications in order to make the data 
as compatible as possible. The data list for any thorough affordability index should at a 
minimum include the following information: 

• Poverty levels and incomes within the service area. Poverty level data should include 
both local data and a review of how local levels relate to national levels. By comparing 
poverty levels to median and average household income data, policymakers can further 
estimate the degree to which their customer base is economically stratified. 4 

• Median and average honsehold income. In addition to measuring household financial 
capabilities, the disparity between median and average incomes also provides an indicator 
of the extent to which the service area is economically stratified. 

• Historical Consumer Price Indices. It is likely that at least some ofthe income data will 
be from prior year surveys. This data will need to be escalated to current year dollars using 
the Consumer Price Index. 

• Bill Frequency Data. Tasks that require bill frequency data include: 
Determining the demand patterns of different customer groups; 
Determining the monthly demand to be used for the selected affordability target 
group(s) (e.g. monthly consumption for average households of one, two, three 
persons, etc.); and 
Estimating the impacts of different affordability approaches on both utility revenues 
and customer bill impacts. 

• Local and regional cost of living indices. Cost of living indices are useful for 
minimizing distortions that would otherwise be caused by regional variations in income 
and costs. 

• A comparison of local water and wastewater bills for peer utilities in the region. This 
type of rate comparison serves as a useful reality check when reviewed in conjunction with 
other data in and around the utility's service area. 

• Account Delinquency Patterns. Account delinquency data should be reviewed for 
statistical relationships to specific customer classes and usage levels. 

Practical Considerations 
Utility financial managers are not interested in going through an analysis purely as an abstract 
academic exercise. A successful analysis must provide information that helps management make 

4 Some communities may have a relatively high median household income despite having a 
large percentage of customers at or below the poverty level. 
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long-term policy and financial planning decisions. To be of practical value, customer 
affordability profiles should respect practical considerations such as: 

• What customers are the most likely to be financially burdened by water and wastewater 
biIls? 

• Can the accounts of these customers be identified using available data? 
• How many of these customers are in the utility service area? 
• What are the demand patterns of these customers? 

Finally, the resulting customer burden indices must be examined in the context of the regional 
strength indices. Interpreting the customer burden index in the absence of regional financial 
strength indices may not provide a true picture of the customer's or the utility's respective ability 
to absorb major cost increases. The affordability of monthly water and wastewater biIls is a 
function of regional, local, and household economic conditions, and there is no "one-size-fits-all" 
affordability index. For example: The 1998 Water Affordability Programs reportS by the 
A WWA Research Foundation suggests that water biIls become unaffordable at two percent of 
impoverished household income. However, this equates to a four percent total water and 
wastewater rate burden, and it could be argued that this percentage is rather high for those 
customers that are impoverished. Because poverty level customers have a smaller percentage of 
income available for covering utility costs than higher income customers, their affordability 
thresholds tend to be relatively low. If the utility is financially well-off, it may be able to absorb 
the cost of a low-income assistance program. If not, the utility will need to explore other 
strategies for keeping rates affordable for low-income ratepayers. 

EPA Affordability Standards 

Since the 1990s, the EPA has used affordability criteria to assess the ability of utilities to pay for 
new treatment processes. One example of such criteria is the 1997 fmancial capability tests 
established as part of the EPA's Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy. In 2002, however, 
EPA was directed by Congress to reevaluate how it measures affordability for small systems. As 
a result, the EPA has been working with the National Drinking Water Advisory Council and the 
Science Advisory Board to determine what changes should be made to the EPA's standardized 
national affordability criteria. Because EPA affordability criteria are inevitably also adopted by 
many decision-makers for general-purpose use, they have a significant influence on how the 
industry views affordability. This is true even though these affordability tests were originally 
designed primarily to evaluate the utility cost burden of new regulations. 

After extensive discussion among members of the working group and the EPA, there is stiIl deep 
disagreement as to what affordability criteria would be most suitable. The EPA and most 
workgroup members have indicated a preference for measuring affordability as a percentage of 
Median Household Income (MHI), which has been used as a central component of EPA 
affordability measures for more than 10 years. Because MHI data is readily available, simple to 
understand, and already used in EPA's affordability test, it's appeal is easily understood. 
However, the proposed MHI standard has met with strong objections from members representing 
small rural water utilities. 

l_ 5 Water Affordability Programs, AWWA Research Foundation, Publication 90732, 1998 

C-6 Attorney Work Product Draft 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-40    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part91    Page 10 of 16



c 

c 

These are two of the concerns raised regarding the proposed MHI standard. 

1. Not one utility has an average water bill that exceeds the 2.5% of MHI threshold currently 
used by the EPA. Even if the percentage were lowered to 2%, all average water bills would 
still be beneath this threshold. 

2. Analysts have made a very strong case that, in most cases, Median Household Income is a 
poor tool for measuring affordability unless it is supplemented by other measurements. 

The first issue is significant because decision-makers often view EPA affordability thresholds as 
definitive general-purpose affordability measures. The fact that no utilities have average bills 
exceeding the EPA threshold implies that, by adopting the EPA threshold, decision-makers are 
likely approve rates that would be flagged as unaffordable under more rigorous standards. As a 
result, EPA affordability standards have the potential for hindering the detection of serious 
affordability issues in some systems until the problem becomes unmanageable. The temptation 
to rely on the EPA's criteria stems from the fact that, although other water affordability methods 
have been published, most of these other methods require more complex and subjective analysis 
than the EPA standards. Even within the systemwide funding focus of the EPA workgroup, 
there is significant disagreement among the advisory council members as to whether or not 2.5% 
of MHI is the most appropriate metric. As a result, decision-makers should be skeptical of 
suggestions that the EPA criteria be the primary measure of whether or not customers can afford 
to pay their water bills in the real world. 

The second issue questions whether or not Median Household Income is the best tool for 
measuring affordabiJity in the first place. If a decision-maker wants to predict how many 
customers might have trouble paying their water bills, it seems unlikely that much will be 
learned by studying households in the middle income brackets. Middle and upper income 
households are the most likely to have the flexibility to modify their spending so that basic 
utilities are paid. At lower income brackets, however, utility bills makeup and much larger 
percentage of total household income. In cases where a middle income household may have to 
make a decision between paying their water bill and dining out, a low income household may 
have to decide between the water bill and paying for medical care, food, or heat. Although it is 
true that some percentage of customers will always have difficulty paying their water bills 
regardless of the rates, no one's interests are served by affordability measurements that obscure 
the scope of the problem. 

Affordability analysis is a relatively young field. For several years, the EPA's affordability 
measurement criterion was the most established in the industry by the simple fact that few 
alternatives had been examined in depth. This is no longer the case. Over the past decade, 
analysts have produced numerous publications examining different ways of measuring utility 
affordability within the water and wastewater industry. The question facing decision-makers is: 
which approach makes the most sense for my situation? 
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APPENDIX D - MIll CALCULATION 

Determination of Jefferson County Customer MHI 

To examine the affordability of sewer rates for the County, the financial state of the residents 
must be considered. The median household income ("MHI") is a widely accepted statistic 
representative of the economic status of residents of a particular region, and will be used here as 
the basis for determining affordability for the customers of the County Sewer Service. 

Economic characteristics for 2008 are not available from the U.S. Census Bureau. Values for 
2008 were extrapolated from 2000 U.S. Census MHIs using an escalation factor derived from the 
Bureau's 2000 Census and 2006 American Community Survey. The MHIs for the County from 
2000 and 2006 were collected and the compounded yearly escalation rate was calculated. 
Populations for 2008 were determined in a similar manner. Although, it is the opinion of this 
firm that county data does not most accurately represent the sewer customers, the MHI and 
population escalation rates were used to escalate more region specific data, namely zip code and 
census tract, because of lack of recent data for the county subdivisions. By examining 
characteristics of county subdivisions, like the zip code areas and census tracts, economic data 
will be more applicable to the customer base. 

From census data, MHIs were determined for each of the 147 census tracts and 59 zip codes 
within the County. Populations for the census tracts were also established, but zip code 
populations were not. Census tracts are entirely within the County, but some zip code areas 
consist of more than one county. Instead, populations for the County zip codes were calculated 
by matching census tracts to appropriate zip codes and summing the respective census tract 
populations. Additionally, weighted average MHIs for each zip code were calculated using 
census tract MHIs and populations. Birmingham Water Works Board ("BWWB") provided 
billing data in the form of customers per zip code, which supplied an essential link between 
general socio-economic data of the County and customers served by the System. While BWWB 
does not exclusively bill for the County, it does bill for the majority of accounts, so we assumed 
it to be representative of the entire customer base. 

After the escalation and collection of population, economic and billing data, there were 
essentially two sets of data, one for each county subdivision (zip code and census tract). Values 
for the MHI, population, and number of customers for each census tract were known. Values 
corresponding to the MHI, weighted average MHI, population, and number of customers of each 
zip code were known. At this point, several approaches concerning the most accurate method to 
assess the MHI of System customers were considered. 

For both sets of data, a median MHI and an average MHI can be calculated. These two do not 
correlate to the customer data. Also, when averaging, it is probable the value will be skewed by 
very small or very large incomes. The skew would likely be upwards because there is a lower 
bound of the incomes ($0), but not an upper bound. Weighted average MHIs can be calculated 
based on population or number of customers. These two values are more statistically accurate 
than the first two approaches because they incorporate residential data, but their averaged 
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numbers still may not be perfectly representative. Also, any MHI assessed or computed using 
population will not represent the sewer customer base as accurately as the number of accounts. 

The method for assessing the best representation of the System's customers is to determine the 
MHI corresponding to the account at the true numerical halfWay point of the total number of 
customers from an ascending list of MHls and their respective accumulated number of 
customers. This method can be applied to both census tract data and zip code data, but is most 
accurate and effective using zip code data since that is the original form of the billing data. No 
translation is necessary, therefore eliminating any additional sources of error. The resultant 
value is the income at the true median of customers and therefore most accurately represents the 
MHI of customers served by the System. 

Applying this method to the zip code data and the escalated U.S. Census MHIs, the resulting 
MHI for the County customers is $40,608. For verification, the method was applied to the zip 
code data and respective weighted average MHIs, calculated using census tract data described 
above. This value equaled $40,162. Even though the MHls for each zip code for the second 
calculation were weighted average MHls, the final value is only slightly more than I % different 
than the first. This gives merit to the process and applicability ofthe method, and validity to the 
the System's customer MHI of$40,608. 
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APPENDIX E - FINANCIAL CAP ABILITY SUMMARY 

Financial Capability Summary 

In February 1997, the Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") published a document, 
Combined Sewer Oveiflows - Guidance for Financial Capability Assessment and Schedule 
Development, with the objective of providing a planning tool for evaluating financial resources a 
permittee has available to implement combined sewer overflow (CSO) controls, and to assist the 
permittee, EPA, and state National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) authorities 
in developing an implementation schedule for CSO controls. Besides implementation of a CSO 
control system, the assessment has evolved into a tool for determining the financial affordability 
position of a public utility. 

The assessment is a two-phase analysis that results in the production of the Financial Capability 
Matrix to evaluate the financial burden ofthe system's costs on its customers. The first phase of 
the analysis develops a Residential Indicator, that is, the cost of the system on individual 
households. The second phase develops the Permittee Financial Capability Indicators which 
evaluates the permittee's financial and economic position. 

The Financial Capability Assessment includes a ten-step system, divided into two phases. RFC 
completed three alternative financial assessments for the System. The differences between the 

C· three analyses are only in Phase I and involve the system costs and the MHr.6 The three 
/ analyses included in attachment A. Each step is described in detail and the referenced line 

numbers refer to the numbering system used in the EPA guidelines. 

Phase One - The Residential Indicator 

The first step is determining the cost per household of the system. The current annual debt 
service and operations and maintenance expenses were taken from the System's annual 
projections for fiscal year 2008 expenses. Our analysis is only concerned with the present 
situation of the County and as such we are not concerned with any projected costs at this time. 
Based on projected operating and capital costs, the total annual System costs for Scenario 1 were 
determined to be $ I 83.9 million (Line 106). Scenario 2 uses projected System revenues for FY 
2008 which are calculated to be $186.6 million. Scenario 3 is based on the projected volumetric 
revenues only, $153.4 million. Based on actual fiscal year 2007 revenues, the residential 
customers were responsible for approximately 60% of the cost, or $110.5 million (Line 107, 
Scenario 1), $112.1 million (Scenario 2), and $92.2 million (Scenario 3). Line 108 asks for the 
total number of households in the service area. In order to more accurately represent the 
System's current situation and burden, we used the number of residential accounts in the system, 
128,953. Dividing the residential share of the cost by the number of residential accounts, we 
calculate an annual cost per household of$857 for Scenario 1, $869 for Scenario 2, and $715 for 
Scenario 3. 

C_ ' We only show three for the Working Group. We anticipate showing only one in the final report. 
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The next step is to determine the Residential Indicator Score. The score is based on the cost per 
household as a percentage of the service area's median household income ("MHI"). For 
Scenario I we used an adjusted MHI based on an analysis of the System's customers, $40,608.7 

In Scenarios 2 and 3, we used a basic MHI calculation. According to 2006 US Census data, the 
MHI for the County was $41,691; an annual escalation rate of 2.07% was used to arrive at the 
adjusted MHI for 2008, $43,435 (Line 203). The cost per household of $857 (Scenario I) then 
calculates to a Residential Indicator Score of 2.109% (Line 205); Scenario 2 calculates to a 
Residential Indicator Score of2.002% and Scenario 3 produces a Score of 1.645%. 

A Residential Indicator between 1.0% and 2.0% is considered to have a mid-range financial 
impact. Above 2.0% is high impact and below 1.0% is low impact. The three analyses show 
that the County is currently on the border between the mid-range and high impact zones; it is 
possible that, for Scenarios 2 and 3, the MHI has not increased by 2.07% in the previous two 
years due to the slowing economy, which would make the results even more high impact. 

Phase Two - Permittee Financial Capability Indicators 

The first permittee Indicator is the bond rating. The most recent Standard & Poor's bond rating 
for Jefferson County Sewer Warrants is a D (Line 303); this rating was given on April I, 2008. 
This rating is considered weak. 

The net system debt as a percent of full market property value (FMV) measures the debt burden 
on residents and the ability of the System to issue additional debt. The debt included in the 
calculation "excludes general obligation bonds that are payable from some dedicated user fees or 
specific revenue source other than the general tax revenues" (EPA, p 24). As such we only 
included debt from Series 2004-A, 2005-A, and 2005-B Limited Obligation School Warrants. 
The total outstanding debt for these obligations, taken from the Jefferson County, Alabama 
Annual Report dated March 28, 2008, is $925.8 million (Line 403). From the same report, the 
FMV of real property in 2007 was $7.7 billion (Line 404). The resulting indicator is 11.95%; 
any value above 5.0% is considered weak. 

Unemployment rates are used to assess the general well-being of residential users in the 
System's service area. The unemployment rate is taken from the February 2008 Bureau of Labor 
Statistics published unemployment data. The County had an unemployment rate of 3.90% (Line 
501); the national average was 4.10% (Line 503). A difference of plus or minus one percentage 
point from the national average is considered a mid-range indicator. 

The next Indicator compares System MHI relative to the National average to analyze a 
community's earning capacity. The National MHI for 2006 was $48,200. Adjusting this figure 
using the same annual escalation factor, 2.07%, the 2008 National MHI is calculated to be 
$50,216 (Line 604). The difference in the National and County MHI ($43,435) is 13.5% and the 
difference between the National and the System MHI ($40,608) is 19.1%; a difference of plus or 
minus 25% from the National average is considered mid-range. 

C-' 7 A summary of the analysis used to calculate the adjusted MHI is deSCribed in Attachment B. 
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The System's financial management ability is determined by the property tax revenues as a 
percent ofthe FMV. The same full market value used to determine the debt burden is used here. 
Ad Valorem taxes collected in 2007 were $501.1 million (Line 702). This amount was also 
taken from the Jeffirson County, Alabama Annual Report. The tax revenue equates to 6.47% of 
the full market value. Any indicator above 4.0% is considered weak. 

The tax collection rate is used as an indicator of tax collection efficiency. As mentioned, in 2007 
$501.1 Ad Valorem taxes were collected. This compares to $509.4 million in Ad Valorem taxes 
that were levied (Line 802) which results in a property tax collection rate of 98.4% (Line 803). 
The collection rate above 98.0% is considered a strong indicator. 

To arrive at an overall Permittee Financial Capability Indicator, we combine the six indicators on 
a common scale. A weak indicator is allocated one point, a mid-range indicator is allocated two 
points, and a strong indicator is allocated three points. The System has weak indicators for its 
bond rating, net debt as a percent ofFMV, and tax revenue as a percent ofFMV. The System 
has mid-range indicators for unemployment rate and MIll. The System's only strong indicator is 
for property tax collection rate. The average of these, and the Permittee Financial Capability 
Indicator, is 1.7. 

Financial Capability Matrix 

The Residential Indicator and Permittee Financial Capability Indicator are combined based on 
the following chart to determine the System Financial Capability Assessment. We have 
identified the location of the three analyses within the matrix. As you will notice, Scenarios I 
and 2 produced outcomes indicating High Financial Burden and Scenario 3 shows Medium 
Financial Burden. 
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Outcomes for Financial Capability Assessment, Jefferson County Sewer System 
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Scenarios 1, 2, & 3 

Jefferson County Financial Capability Assessment 
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100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

Financial Capability Assessment 
Jefferson County, Alabama 

Preliminary Draft Scenario 1 

Annual Operations and Malntenance Expenses (Excluding Depreciation) 

Annual Debl Service (PrincIpal and Interesl) 

Subtotal 

Projected Costs 

Estimated Annual Operalions and MaIntenance Expenses (Excluding Depreciation) 

Annual Debt Service (Principal and Interest) 

Subtotal 

Total Costs 

ResIdential Share of Total Costs 

Tolal Number of Households in Service Area [No. of Accounts] 

Cost Per Household 

$ 52,000,000 

$ 131,851.000 

$ 183,851,000 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 183,851,000 

$ 110,457,681 

128,953 

$ 857 

,WO~~~~~~~}~.':;7:ti(~~f~.~~!!~RrfbtQ~~¥~~ik;'~~~{~1tJW~~l~r~~~i~~"~.~r.t~I~~f:~rf~ 
~ Median Household Income 

201 Census Year MHI 

202 MHI Adjustment Factor 

203 Adjusted MHI 

204 Annual Cost Per Household 

205 Residential Indicator Score 

Annual Cost per Household as percent of adjusted Median Household Income 

301 Most Recent General Obligation Bond Rating 

Date 

Rating Agency 

302 Most Recent Revenue (Water or Sewer) Bond Rating 

Date 

Rating Agency 

Bond Insurance 

303 summary Bond Rating 

$ 40.608 

$ 857 

2.109% 

D 

4/1/2008 

Standard & Poor's 

D 

~~j)EJJl1i~l!~~t~lIl!~!f!l{'ggu~~~'ir'mlt~ml 
Une No 

401 Direct Net Debt $ 925,780,000 

(G.O. Bonds Excluding Double-Barreled Bonds) 

402 Debt of Overlapping Entitles $ 

(Proportionate Share of MulliJUrisdictional Debt) 

403 Overa!) Net Debt $ 925,780,000 

404 Market Value of Properly $ 7,744,422.422 

405 Net Debt as Percent of FMV 11.95% 
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Line No. 

Financial Capability Assessment 
Jefferson County, Alabama 

Preliminary Draft Scenario 1 

501 Unemployment Rate - Pennlnee 

502 Unemployment Rate - County 

(If Permittee's Rate is unavailable) 

503 Benchmark. - US National Unemployment Rate 

601 Median Household Income - Permittee 

602 Census Year NalJonal MHI 

603 MHI Adjustment Factor 

604 Adjusted National MHI 

701 Full Markel Value of Real Propoerty 

702 Property Tax Revenue 

703 Tax Revenue as Percent of FMV 

$ 

$ 

$ 

3.90% 

4.10% 

40,608 

48,200 

104.18% 

50,216 

$ 7,744,422,422.00 

$ 501,067,572 

6.47% 

~g5:~~~.~~\~~~~t~~B.9.,~t~~f~~~~P]h9,~~~~g~~W,~~£~~~f&~~~~gl,~L~1~z~~~~~~?i{5f~i~~~A~~;J 
Una No. 

801 Propoerty Tax Revenue Collected 

802 Property Taxes Levied 

803 Property Tax Collection Rate 

Une No. Indicator 

901 Bond Rating 

902 Overall Net Debt as a Percent of FMV 

903 Unemployment Rate 

904 Median Household Income 

905 Tax Revenue /ls Percent of FMV 

906 Property Tax Collection Rate 

907 Permlltee Financial Capability IndIcators Score 

1001 Residential Indicator Score 

1002 Permittee Financial Capability Indicators Score 

1003 Financial Capability Matrix Category 

Confidential - Attorney Work Product 

Column A 

Actual Value 

D 

11.95% 

3.90% 

$ 40,608 

6.47% 

98.36% 

$ 

$ 

501,067,572 

509,403.085 

98.36% 

Column B 

Score 

1.0 

1.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

3.0 

1.7 

2.109% 

1.7 

High Burden 
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Financial Capability Assessment 
Jefferson County, Alabama 

Preliminary Draft Scenario 2 

line No Current Revenue 

100 Total Sewer Use Revenue 

101 Tolal Miscellaneous Revenue 

102 Sublotal 

Projected Costs 

103 

104 

105 

Esl1mated Annual Operations and Maintenance Expenses (Excluding Depreciallon) 

Annual Debt Service (Principal and Interest) 

Subtotal 

106 Total Revenue 

107 Residential Share of Total Revenue 

108 Total Number of Households in Service Area [No. of Accounts] 

109 Revenue Per Household 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

153.397,000 

33,223,000 

186,620,000 

186,620,000 

112.121.296 

128,953 

869 

:woRKSHEEi'''2"''rr,:tEsTDENTi.WtINDTCArOR[,t17ffi)Jlj<;;~~~~fC'''!',~~,!·i@:'j''''';:1~"~~:~i.lf"(~lff~l'i'ii~~1P~~j%~ :~".",_""~\:~·",'\::~J,,·,,,~:f.-'.··~'i;"'1P<,;o:)S~<;~·.'j"(41~J,,~; .. ,~.l,~;t:'Xt::,,~·.~{i,,;~ ... ,!., .. p,';)(i>:1:J, •• '!;W,;~~N,\'i'i!1j~~r.J~~~'§i'..,~If;'~.f?t1<I,"..~2",r\1.!.':';~·i':'!\t.rJil:r' 

line No. Median Household Income 

201 Census Year MHI 

202 MHI Adjustment Factor 

203 Adjusted MHI 

204 Annual Cost Per Household 

205 Residential Indicator Score 

Annual Cost per Household as percent of adjusted Median Household Income 

301 Most Recent General Obligation Bond Rating 

Date 

Rating Agency 

302 Most Recent Revenue (Water or Sewer) Bond Rating 

Date 

Rating Agency 

Bond Insurance 

303 Summary Bond Rating 

401 Direct Net Debt 

(G.O. Bonds Excluding Double-Barreled Bonds) 

402 Debt of Overlapping Entilles 

(Proportionate Share of Multijurisdictional Debt) 

403 Overall Net Debt 

404 Market Value of Property 

405 Net Debt as Percent of FMV 

Confidential - Attorney Work Product 

$ 41,691 

104.18% 

$ 43,435 

$ 869 

2.002% 

o 
411/2008 

Standard & Poor's 

o 

$ 925,780,000 

$ 

$ 925,780,000 

$ 7,744,422,422 

11.95% 
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line No. 

Financial Capability Assessment 
Jefferson County, Alabama 

Preliminary Draft Scenario 2 

501 Unemployment Rats ~ Permittee 

502 Unemployment Rate - County 

(If Permittee's Rate is unavailable) 

503 Benchmark - US National Unemployment Rate 

Une No. 

60' MedIan Household Income - Permittee 

602 Census Year National MHI 

603 MHI Adjustment Factor 

604 Adjusted National MHI 

Full Markel Value of Real Propoerty 

702 Property Tax Revenue 

703 Tax Revenue as Percent of FMV 

3.90% 

4.10% 

$ 43,435 

$ 48,200 

104.18% 

$ 50,216 

$ 7,744,422,422.00 

$ 501,067.572 

6.47% 

Wo1l"f(SIflEEr~ii'a0f0l'1i'M~TAX~R'~C0m"'r.Tt0~iE-!-~1I·~'l!'!l:¥~('<illrif,j'''i\lii!i;''1Jti6<i ~,< .... ·-),\~~t.1!.~'·:'I'/.;,: ... \it;Sl!i~*~i"o;;([,.~~~t!""'~:~~'~.,-R~~m~.sri~~i»JfF4j.:;~x~'~~"".,:-JJ;Wf<",,~i 
Une No 

801 Propoerty Tax Revenue Collected 

802 Property Taxes Levied 

803 Property Tax Collection Rate 

line No. Indicator 

901 Bond Raling 

902 Overall Net Debt as a Percent of FMV 

903 Unemployment Rate 

904 Median Household Income 

90S Tax Revenue As Percent of FMV 

906 Property Tax Collection Rate 

907 Pennltlee financial Capability Indicators Soore 

Residential Indicator Score 1001 

1002 

1003 

PelTIlittee Financial Capability Indicators Score 

Financial Capability Matrix Category 

Confidential - Attorney Work Product 

$ 

$ 

Column A 

Actual Value 

D 

11.95% 

3.90% 

$ 43,435 

6.47% 

98.36% 

501,067,572 

509,403,085 

98.36% 

Column B 

Score 

1.0 

'.0 

2.0 

2.0 

'.0 

3.0 

1.7 

2.002% 

'.7 

High Burden 
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Financial Capability Assessment 
Jefferson County, Alabama 

Preliminary Draft Scenario 3 

100 Total Sewer Volumetric Revenue 

101 Total Miscellaneous Revenue 

102 Subtotal 

Projected Costs 

103 Estimated Annual Operations and Maintenance Expenses (Excluding Depreciation) 

104 Annual Debt Se/vlce (Principal and Interest) 

105 Subtotal 

106 Total Revenue 

107 Residential Share of Tolal Revenue 

108 Totai Number of Households in Service Area 

109 Revenue Per Household 

201 Census Year MHJ 

202 MHI Adjustment Factor 

203 Adjusted MHI 

204 Annual Cost Per Household 

205 Residential Indicator Score 

Annual Cost per Household as percent of adjusted Median Household 

301 Most Recent General Obligation Bond Rating 

Date 

Rating Agency 

302 Most Recenl Revenue (Waler or Sewer) Bond Rating 

Dale 

Rating Agency 

Bond Insurance 

303 Summary Bond Rating 

401 Dlrecl Nel Debl 

(G.O. Bonds Excluding Double-Barreled Bonds) 

402 Debl of Overlapping Enlilles 

(Proportlonale Share of Mu1t1jUrisdictional Debl) 

403 Overall Nel Debl 

404 Markel Value of Property 

405 Nel Debl as Percenl of FMV 

Confidential - Attorney Work Product 

INo. of Accounts] 

Income 

$ 153,397,000 

$ 

$ 153.397.000 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 153,397,000 

$ 92.160,918 

128,953 

$ 715 

$ 41,691 

104.18% 

$ 43,435 

$ 715 

1.645% 

D 

4/112008 

Slandard & Poor's 

D 

$ 925,780,000 

$ 

$ 925,780,000 

$ 7,744.422,422 

11.95% 
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Financial Capability Assessment 
Jefferson County, Alabama 

Preliminary Draft Scenario 3 

501 Unemployment Rate - Permittee 

502 Unemployment Rale - County 

(If PermIttee's Rate 15 unavailable) 

503 Benchmark - US National Unemployment Rate 

601 Median Household Income - Pennillee 

602 Census Year National MHI 

603 MHI Adjustment Factor 

604 Adjusted National MHI 

701 Full Markel Value of Real Propoerty 

702 Property Tax Revenue 

703 Tax Revenue as Percent of FMV 

line No 

801 Propoerty Tax Revenue Collected 

802 Property Taxes Levied 

803 Property Tax Collection Rate 

Una No. Indicator 

901 Bond Rating 

902 Overall Net Debt as a Percent of FMV 

903 Unemployment Rate 

904 Median Household Income 

905 Tax Revenue As Percent of FMV 

906 Property Tax Collection Rate 

907 Pennlttee Financial capability Indicators Score 

Residential Indicator Score 1001 

1002 

1003 

Permittee Financial Capability Indicators Score 

Financial Capability Matrix Category 

Confidential - Attorney Work Product 

Column A 

Actual Value 

D 

11.95% 

3.90% 

$ 43,435 

6.47% 

98.36% 

$ 

$ 

3.90% 

4.10% 

48,200 

104.18% 

50,216 

$ 7,744,422,422.00 

$ 

$ 

$ 

501,067,572 

6.47% 

501,067,572 

509,403,085 

98.36% 

Column B 

Score 

1.0 

1.0 

2.0 

2.0 

1.0 

3.0 

1.7 

1.645% 

1.7 

Medium Burden 

Page 11 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-41    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part92    Page 8 of 15



c 

c 

APPENDIX F - SUMMARY OF DOCUMENT REVIEW 

Review of Documeuts Submitted by the County 

Review of Red Oak Consulting Cost of Service Study 
RFC reviewed the report titled "Final Technical Report" produced by Red Oak Consulting ("Red 
Oak"), a division of Malcolm Pimie. Red Oak was asked by the County's Environmental 
Service Department to conduct a detailed cost of service study. RFC reviewed this study to 
determine if the Department's current rate structure is inequitable to any customer class. The 
following observations were noted from reviewing the cost of service study performed by Red 
Oak: 

F-I 

1. Revenue requirements were developed under 6 scenarios and the resulting rate 
adjustments over a five-year period were forecast for each scenario. The report indicated 
that the most likely revenue requirements would follow Scenario 4 which included the 
following: I) Not making rate stabilization and depreciation transfers 2) Not using the 
maximum debt service from the 2003 OS 3) Not maintaining the MADS coverage 
requirement and 4) Funding 100% of the CIP. The resulting rate adjustments under this 
scenario were as follows: 7% in '06, 8.2% in '07, 12.8% in '08, 4.5% in '09 and 7% in 
, I O. The resulting revenue requirements from this scenario were suppose to be used for 
the detailed cost of service study, though the numbers actually used are different than 
those shown in Scenario 4. The sum of O&M, debt service and other operating revenues 
in Figure 6 (Section 2) equal $155.2 million while the revenue requirements in Table 3-5 
equal $144.5 million. 

2. Fixed assets were classified into Flow, TSS, BOD, Phosphorous and Oil & Grease. The 
treatment related assets "did not provide sufficient detail to assign the assets to a cost
causative component". Therefore the treatment facilities as a whole were divided into the 
categories "based on analyses prepared for similar systems". The CIP was also handled 
in this manor. The O&M costs were classified into the same categories. While this is not 
an unreasonable approach, it is hard to determine the accuracy of the allocation without 
having the detail behind each allocation factor used. Typically, engineers would visit 
each plant to determine the process and then determine the appropriate allocation factors. 

3. Residential sewer flow was obtained from the Birmingham Water Works Board, the City 
of Bessemer or from the County. A bill frequency analysis was not available for 
commercial or industrial customers. In the report, residential customers accounted for 
35.92% of flow, commercial for 60.23% and industrial 3.85%. If you compare these 
percentages to current billable data given by the County, these percentages imply that 
multi-family customers are part of the commercial class. This is not uncommon. 
However, it does not appear that inflow and infiltration ("1&1") is considered in the total 
flow numbers. Adding 1&1 to the total flow would change the outcome of the results 
since the majority ofI&I is associated with the residential customer class. 

4. Surcharge data was obtained from the Barton lab based on sampling of industrial charges 
for certain industrial customers in the industrial surcharge program and based on 
industrial billed flow. 

Attorney Work Product Draft 
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5. Residential and commercial customers are not sampled so strength characteristics for 
these customers were based on published industry data, specifically from the California 
State Resources Control Board Revenue Guidelines 1998 City of Reno Nevada and the 
Washington State Department of Health Research Report on Wastewater 
Quality/Strength/Content (2002). While this is an accepted approach used by consulting 
firms, typically, the commercial class and industrial class would not be applied one 
discharge characteristic. Instead, these customers would be segregated into more sub
classes. For example, a commercial customer that is book store will discharge very low 
strength wastewater compared to a restaurant. Therefore it is more appropriate to classifY 
customers by strength and then assign the corresponding discharge strength. 

6. Of the total revenue requirements, 71% get allocated to flow, 15% to BOD, 10% to TSS, 
1 % to phosphorous, 1 % to O&G, and 2% to customer billing. Again, while this appears 
to be a reasonable allocation it is difficult to determine the true ultimate allocation 
without having more information on how each allocation factor was developed. 

7. Based on the results calculated by Red Oak for the cost of service analysis, it shows that 
the residential customers are paying slightly more than their fair share for two reasons. 
First, the surcharge rates would increase by 600% if they were to follow the COS study. 
The '07 rate would have been $8.95 per kgal instead of $9.19 ifthe industrial customers 
paid their fair share of surcharges. Therefore, if the $0.24 difference is multiplied by the 
residential flow (in kgals) of 6,066,270, the residential customers paid approximately 
$1.4 million more than they should have. Second, the residential customers should pay a 
discount of approximately $700,000 compared to the commercial and industrial 
customers based on the COS analysis. In total, based on the report, the residential class 
pays approximately $2.1 million more than their fair share in FY 2007. Since total 
revenues are approximately $158 million, this does not appear to be a significant 
variance. However, as mentioned previously, without knowing the detail behind the 
allocation factors or the impact of using one discharge characteristic for each class, the 
results could be different than those shown in the report. 

8. The report does not ever show the allocated revenue requirements for each customer 
class. The revenues for each class are shown but it must be inferred that the revenues 
collected equal the allocated costs. 

9. The study showed several different rate structures and the rates under each rate structure. 
It appears that the County did not alter their rate structure as a result of the cost of service 
study. 

The study also included an analysis of other revenue enhancements. The study calculated an 
updated impact fee of $4,200 per single-family residence which was higher than the existing 
impact fee of$3,150. A rate comparison was conducted and the County's existing and proposed 
impact fees were both higher than those of most other comparable utilities. The study also 
explored the ability of the County to divert additional ad valorem taxes to the sewer system, fees 
for reclaimed water, and special assessments (cost to connect to the system). Each of these 
revenue sources would require further investigation before a decision could be made as to 
whether or not they would be viable revenue sources. 

F-2 Attorney Work Product Draft 
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Budget Review 

The Department provided RFC with a spreadsheet which listed the fiscal year 2008 budget by 
Fund Center. The current budget is $100,882,414 of which approximately $40 million is for 
construction projects. The budget amount doesn't include any debt service. In comparison, total 
revenues in 2007 were $158 million (which includes all revenue sources). 

Audited Financial Statements September 30, 2006 

RFC reviewed the audited financial statements for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2006 
which was performed by Warren, Averett, Kimbrough, and & Marino LLC. According to the 
audited financial statements the total revenues were $153 million and total O&M expenses 
(excluding depreciation) were $51.5 million. Interest paid was $158.3 million. The Department 
has $503 million in cash and investments. However, it was noted in the audit that the auditor 
was not provided the information for the previous year and therefore the September 30, 2005 net 
asset balances was unable to be accurately determined. The County disclosed that it recognized 
$2.7 million in other post employee benefits (OPEB) costs, though the detailed data was not 
provided to the auditor. As of the 2006 audit, the Department had not determined the effect of 
GASB 45 requirements for OPEB. The Department paid $13.2 million to the General Fund. 

BE&KReport 

RFC reviewed the report titled "Jefferson County Program Review" produced by BE&K 
Engineering Company, CH2M Hill, Public Affairs Research Council of Alabama (PARCA), and 
Porter, White & Company. The report was the result of the County Commissioners wanting an 
outside audit and a review of the Department's consent decree ("CD") and prior events leading 
up the Department's financial situation. 

The report pointed out the following findings: 

F-3 

The CD was scheduled to be completed by 2007. It was estimated that the CD would 
costs $365 million more than anticipated, and that the County would need to invest an 
additional $246 million to repair known defects. As a result, rates would have to 
increase from 12.5% per year from 2004 to 2011 in order to cover the additional costs. 

• The CD included costs for the County taking over the collection systems of 21 
municipalities. The County did not know that these systems were in as bad of shape as 
they were, and that the County would have to invest heavily in order to have the entire 
system meet regulatory requirements. 

• The County also spent $1 billion for expanding the capacity of the system when average 
daily flow had remained unchanged. 

• The County's situation worsened due to the lack of a program to prioritize and review 
cost-saving alternatives. In the past, the County spent $35 million per year on capital 
projects but this increased to $250 million per year during the CD. The County did not 
have a dedicated program manager or way of evaluating the cost-benefit of each project. 

Attorney Work Product Draft 
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• The County had a prequalification process for contractors which limited the number of 
bids, thus increasing the bid amount due to lack of competition. The recommendation of 
the BE&K report were to : 

I. Create an integrated water management task force 

2. Retain experienced wastewater program management 

3. Develop a strategic plan for the environmental service department 

4. Commission a rate study 

5. Evaluate funding sources to address future regulatory issues and expansion 

6. Implement a comprehensive stakeholder education and involvement program 

The study also included a comparison of property taxes, local taxes, water and sewer bill (for 
residential, commercial and industrial), and O&M costs to those of other utilities. The County 
ranked high (meaning poorly) in all comparisons except that for O&M. The County actually 
had low O&M costs relative to similar utilities. 

Bond Ordinance 

RFC reviewed the original bond indenture dated February 1, 1997. According to Article XII, 
Section 12.5, the Rate Covenant is as follows: 

(i) the sum of Net Revenues Available for Debt Service for given Fiscal Year and the Prior 
Year's Surplus as of the beginning for such Fiscal Year shall not be less than 110% of 
the aggregate amount payable during such Fiscal Year as debt service on all outstanding 
Parity Securities and 

(ii) the Net Revenues Available for Debt Service for a given Fiscal Year shall not be less 
than 8.0% (or in the case of an y Fiscal Year beginning on or after October 1, 2007, 
100% ) of the aggregate amount payable during such Fiscal Year as debt service on all 
outstanding Parity Securities 

"The County hereby covenants, in the event of the delivery of any such notice of failure to 
satisfY the Historical Evaluation or the Immediate Prospective Evaluation (or both), to make an 
increase in the rates and charges for services furnished by the System, in an amount intended to 
result in compliance with the rate covenant contained in subsection (b) with such rate increase to 
be effective no later than January 1 in such Fiscal Year." 

On February 12, 1997, the Commission amended the Ordinance to allow for automatic rate 
adjustments for January 1st ofthe following year. If the Historical Evaluation shows failure of 
coverage then the new rate is calculated as follows: existing rate + 4/3 [(existing rate X aIb)
Existing Rate], where "a" is the revenue target amount and "b" is the aggregate amount of 
revenues received from user charges during the then most recently completed fiscal year. If the 
Extended Prospective Evaluation shows fuilure of the coverage test, then the new rate = existing 
rate X [(b+ 35% (a-b»/b] 

F-4 Attorney Work Product Draft 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-41    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part92    Page 12 of 15



c 

c 

c 

According to Article X Additional Parity Securities, Section (1), a Revenue Certificate must be 
provided to show that: 

(ii) the sum of (A) the Prior Year's Surplus as of the beginning of the Fiscal Year that 
immediately preceded the Fiscal Year in which such certificate is delivered and (B) the 
Net Revenues Available for Debt Service during the then most recently completed Fiscal 
Year or during any period of 12 consecutive months preceding the date of issuance of the 
Additional Parity Securities is not less than 105% of the Maximum Annual Debt Service 
payable on outstanding Parity Securities and the Additional Parity Securities and, 

(iii) the Net Revenues Available for Debt Service during the then most recently completed 
Fiscal year or during any period of twelve consecutive months was not less than 75% of 
the Maximum Annual Debt Service payable during the outstanding Parity Securities and 
the Additional Parity Securities 

If rates and charges for services were increased and put into effect by the County after the 
beginning of the Fiscal Year or other twelve-month period to which a Revenue Certificate refers 
and not thereafter reduced, an Independent Engineer may certify the gross revenues from the 
System that would have been received by the County had such increased rates and charges been 
in effect during the entire Fiscal Year. In addition, a Revenue Forecast prepared by an 
Independent Engineer that begins on the first day of the Fiscal Year that succeeds the Fiscal Year 
in which the proposed Additional Parity Securities are issued and that shall not be longer than 
five fiscal years. The forecast must show that the two tests described above are passed in each of 
the five-year forecast. The Independent Engineer can make projections of the rates and charges 
to be imposed during the forecast, "so long as such Independent Engineer certifies, with 
respect to any projected rates and charges that are higher than the actual rate and charges 
in effect as of the date of the Revenue Forecast, that such projected rates and charges 
would be reasonable for public sanitary sewer systems similar in size and character to the 
System ••• ". 

Other Data Sources 

The County currently assesses all customers a rate of $7.40 per ccf of water usage. Rates have 
increased on average by almost 15% per year since 1997. The rate ordinance states that 
residential customers are assessed this rate on only 85% of their water flow. However, based on 
the file titled "revenue sheet for due diligence" provided by the County, there are some 
commercial and industrial customers that get billed on less than 100% of their total water usage. 

The total number of water accounts from the Birmingham Water Works Board has decreased on 
average by 1.0% per year from 2003 to 2007. Customers served by other water providers 
actually had an increase in the number of water customers over this same time period. As a 
result, the County's total customer base decreased by 0.1 % per year over this same time period. 
The County's total water usage over this time period decreased on average by 2% per year. 
While the County was increasing rates significantly, the revenues did not equal the desired rate 
increase due to reduced water consumption and decrease in the overall number of customers. 
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Residential customers also pay $5 per year to the Jefferson County Stormwater Management 
Authority and commercial customers pay $15 per year for the monitoring of stormwater runoff 
and testing of waterways for pollution. 
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I , '. AMR automated meterreadlng 
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! " SCW Bessemer aty Water Works 
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BOD. biochemical oxygen demand • ...., 
BWWB Blnnlngham Water Worl<s Board 
ccf hund'red cubic feet 
CIP capItal improvement program 
CWA Clean Water Act 
OMR. 
EPA 
FOG 
FY 
F"rlch 
FTE 
GAAP' 
IPP 
III 
JCESD 
LF 
lIMS 
MAWSS 
mull 
MGD 
MHI 
Moody's 
NPDES 
s&P 
SCADA 
SDWA 
TMOl 

TSS 
UV 
WWC 
WWTPs 

Discharge Monitoring Reports 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
fats, oil and grease 
Fiscal Year 
Fitch Ratings 
full-tIme. equlYollent 
Generally Accept~d Accounting PrincIples 
IndUstrial pre-treatment program ' 
Infiltration and Inflow 
Jefferson County EnVIronmental ServIces Department 
linear foot 
laboratory Information management system 
Mobile Area Water and Sewer System 
milligrams per liter 
mIllion gallons per day 
median household income 
Moody's Investor Service 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Standard & Poor's 
supervisol"( control and data acquisition 
,Safe DrInking Water Act . , 
Total MaxImum Dally Load 
total suspended saUds 
ultraviOlet light 
wastewater collection 
wastewatertreatment plants 
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. .AsaessmGnt of tha Jofferson County Environmental S"!,,,IC<IS D .. pmtment. 

__ .-1. IrnROOUCUON. -
ThIs report assesses several aspects of the Jefferson County EnvIronmental ServIces De

partment (lCESO) In an attempt to identify opportunltres to enhanre the avallablllW </f 
funds to meet their debt sennce obligations and principle payment requirements. AddI
tionally, the.JCESD has faced challenges over the past decade Involving the Consent Order, 
significant .rate Increases, corruption and the credit market Impact on their debt. Therefore, 
the recommendations in this report may ass!st In provillinga stable and efficient environ
ment to support future operations and refinancing efforts. 

This assessment examines multiple areas of the JCESD including operating Issues and effi
ciencIes, budget chalienges, the adequacy of the capital Investment program and the ap
propriate level of operating cash reserves. Additionally, opportu.nltles to Increase revenue 
thtough either increased rates, other service charges and/or revised practices and prQCe

. dures were evaluated, The specific recommendations were developed based on limited due 
dlilgence of the JCESD operations, Input from the County finance department, review of se
lected consultant's reports Issued over the past seven years, and Input from the parties In
volved In the current litigation. 

The implementation of some of the recommendations contalned In this report may be a 
challenge given some of the JCESD's past practices, and administrative constraInts control
ling the operatlon of the JCESD. Some operational and revenue enhanoements and policy 

. changes can be Implemented Immedia\:l!ly while other recommendatlons will requIre politI
cal and/or legal support. Many of the recommendations wlll·require that spedflc Imple
mentation plans be developed and adequate resources be provided to Insure timely and 

: comjJTehehslve iP1plement.atlon of the enhancements. 
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A$seQmant of tha JeffalBDI'I eounty EmlironmantaJ Servl_ Depllrtment 

II. OPERATING ISSUES AND EFFICIeNCIES 
To ool)flrm the funds available from. th~JCESD ~r Ilebt service in 20Q9, ~ r.avIew of the fis
cal Year (FY) 2009 JCESD budget was conducted. Additionally, to enhance operating effl
dencies and maximize the availability of future funds for debt service, an operational review 
was conducted. The findings and recommendations assoclated wrth these revenues are 
found below. 

Revenue AssUMptions 
In the oroer cif significance, the major JCESD r~venue streams greater than $1 million annu
allyare: 

• BWWB user charges 

• BCW user charges· 

• Interest 
• Jefferson County user charges 

• Sewer Impact fees 

• Ad Valorem - current 

Total FY2009 revenues of $182,134,505 are' projected to decrease by 0.89 percent 
($1,633,541) In the M009 budget. This budget presentation Indicates that sewer rates 
n"ed to Increase by three percent against the same water consumption as the previous 
year; however, the detailed budget values reflect that sewer rates will Increase 2.65 percent' 
or $3,990,'168, as detailed in Table 1 below. If sewer r1Ites are not raised as projected, there 
will be a revenue Shortfall of $3.9 million, which represents 6.8 percent of the total Operat
Ing Budget Request ($58,969,240). 

Tablel. Sewer Rate Revenue Summary 

fY2OO8 IUDGEr fY2OO9llUPGEI' $IH_ " INCREASE 
BWWSUWRate5 130,784.5$2 13V25;OOO 3,640,468 2.7810 

acw User Ratts !2,OOO,OOQ 12,200,000 200,000 1.67" 
(QUnty lIser Rates "OOO,~OO 8,150,000 lSlJ,OOO l.88l1 

To .. I-U .... ~ 150,'184.532 lS4,775,OOO 3,990,%8 2.65% 

Total Revenuu 183;768,G46 18z,134,505 (1,m,54l) .1).8911 

·Interest revenue assumptions in the budget are $12 million .. However, due to slgnificant 
reductions In tash reserve balanCliis and declining Interest rates, the revised interest reve
nue forecast Is approxImately $2 million, as reported by JCESD, representlng an additional . . 
$10 million projected lo~ In revenue. 
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'Assessm .. nt of the J.rr .. r"on County Envlronmonmd ServI_ Departmant 

The use of water consumption ""lues similar to the previous year Is considered another po- . 
'.tentlaf revenue projection vulnerabllfty. Amencan Water's regulated utintles across the 
country have expenencell declines in watei' consumption ranging from 0.5 percent to 1.72 
~rcent per annum during the period from 1998 to 2006. Raftell$ Financial COnsultants, Inc.' 
(Raftelis) reported that water consumptIon In the county has dropped two percent per year 
from 2003 to 2007. 'Uslng a dIrect correlatIon, should annual water consumption follow the 
local trend, a revenue shortfall of two percent ($3,015,691) will occur. 

Undeflned revenue vulnerabilitles may al$o occur due to a number of national and localls
sues. For ex<Jmple, In the FY2009 budget impact fees have b~1l reduced by $5.2 million, 
from $12.4 million In the prior year's budget to $7.2 mlmon In the current budget. How
ever, the FY2009 budget projects Impact fee collections $1.51 mllDon greater than moos 
actual revenues of $5.69 million. In a December 26, 2008 article, The Birmingham Business 
Journal referenced Federal Deposit Insurance COrporatIon data th .• t concluded sIngle famIly 
housing starts in Alabama were down 26.5 percent and 4.0.1 percent in the third quarters of 
2.007 and 2000 respectively: A revfsed Impact fell revenue projection of $4,183,~58, <:<llcu
lated based ,on a 26.5perc.nt reduction of the actual 2007 impact fees ($5,692,052), repre
sents a vulner~bRlty of $3,.016,342. The total revenue vulnerability due to losses I.n 
revenues from sewer rates, Interest revenue, Impact fees and the projected drop In con
$ump~lon Is $20,.022,5.01, representing 34 percent of the total operating budget· request. 

, The current practIce of JCESD In response to delinquent sewer accounts is to lien the prop
erty. The lien remains against the property until ~he debt is paid or the property 1$ sold, at 
which time the debt must be paid In full for the sale to proceed. This is typical of a "me
chanll$ lien' that does not result In foreclosure proceedings on the property. this practlce 
is fikely to be affected In the 'lear future, as a recent legl$latlve change, Act No. 2007-362 
amending the Constitution of Alabama of 1901, was voted on in the recent election, but has 
yet to be certified. In sImple terms, the amendment transfers all responsIbility for sewer 
charges from the owner/landlord to the tenant(s). Further, the amen~ment makes it dear 
that such sewer bnl$ ushall not constitute a lien on the property: thus changing the debt 
from a property debt to a ~rsonal debt. 

JCESD Is currently revIewing the potential impact of this legislatIon, which could have ser~ 
ous, unintended consequences to its cash floW and collections. It Is possible that delinquent 
sewer charges for multl-urUt apartments and leased comm~rdal developments could be
come essentially uncollectable, unless local water companies participate in shut·off pro
srems for delinquent sewer accounts. 

This may occur because water utilities which bill sewer charges on behalf of JCESO apply 
. paymenlS agaInst their outstanding debt first, .nd then satisfy all new water charges before 
sewer fees ate credited. Wit~ this payment priorIty, where partial paymelltS are receIved, 

Page :$ 
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A$$O$Smont of the Jeffarsod County EnYlrorunentai servtces Department 

suffident funds to pay at least some part of new sewer charges will not be available. 1l1is 
does not appear to affect revenues, but would lead to delayed cash flow. 

-- . 'At this time, therelSiioforrnal pro<:ess within the JCESD to audit sewer accountSand sewer 
charges, or to verifY payment records forwarded by the water utilities. JCESD currently re
lies on the Statement on Auditing Standards No. 70, or SAS 70, reports prepared by each 
water utility. Further, It Is possible that some customers may be receiving sewer services 
for which they are not billed. While the potential loss of revenue cannot be defined, oppor

. tunities to maximize such revenue and cash flow are diSCUssed later In this report. 

Labor Expenses 
The FY2009 budget presentation refleqs personnel costs of $32,579,878, or 55.3 percent of 
total budget, representing a total of 591 budgeted positions. At the time the budget was 
presented, 510 positions were listed as being filled, 59 were in the process of being filled 
and 22 were vacant, A November 7, 2008 'Posltlon Strength RepOrt" provided by theJCESD 

'- shows 493 filieifjiOSitlons and 98 vacandes, or 17 percent:-The-jcESD adminisljation rr;:-'--"'-'--' 
ported their intent to manage vacant positions to these levels. On a straight line compari-
son basis, manaj:Jng vacandes to these levels could result In a $5,617,000 reduction of labor 
expense. However, the potential savings are not fully corroborated by a comparison of the 
FY2008 budget to actual results. .Actual· personnel costS in FY2008 were $28,616,425 
against the budget of $32,583,897, and while ;avlngs of $3.967 million ~ere achieved, this 
amount falls approximately $1.57 million short of the benefit projected from leaving these 
vacandes unfilled. 1l1ere could be several reasons the savings were not fully reaflzed; how-

. ever, there Is also a concern that the full labor savings achieved through managing vacan
cles may not be realized. 

Expenses - Not Budgeted 
TheJCESD administratIOn acknowledged receipt of in-klnd services and direct expense relief 
from Jefferson County. The In-klnd servites provided Include, but may not be limited to, 
services for building use, non-departmental, finance, accounting, payroll, budgeting, pur
chasing, county attorney, treasurer, risk management, personnel board, Information ser
vices, fleet management, printing, building services and county commission. It Is estimated 
·the total annual contribution from these In-kind services In FY2009 eQuId exceed $6.6 mil
lion perannum. 

following the budget submissIon, the JCESD became aware of electricity rate increases 
starting in January 2009 that would exceed· bUdget projections. The budget .allocated 
$8,321,500 to electricity costs, with a projected electrical rate Increase of six percent, or 
$524,125. The actual electricity rate Increase Is reportedly 14 percent, whIch results In 
Increased electrical expenses of eIght percent ($698,833) for the Fv2009 ·budget. 
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Assoument oJ the Jeffensan Count)" Environmental Services Department 

The Unitea States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Imposes ·Stipulated Penal
ties" of $1,000 per sanitary sewer overflow (SSO) event. The FY2009 budget does not 

-'--;lnmc-blu11ide-thlml anttdpated cosu: sased On 273'"550 ewnts io"2007 ai\lt245 fl1rlh'&1irsr .-
ten months of 2ODS, the projected FY2009 expenses would be in the '$240,000 to 
$30P,OOO range. 

Hourly labor rates are established on a merit-based system under a county-wide Per
sonnelBoard. Reportedly, the wage SChedule has some 50 job claSSifications, each 
having up to ten merit bands, Incrementally rIVe percent hl8~er for each year of em
ployment. The budget Is reported to include the projected movement of employees to 
higher merit-pay bands In the fiscal year. Additionally, the Commission approved an 
overall two percent Increase to the entire wage schedule for the FY2009 budget. It Is 

not clear how these increased costs are accounted for In the budget as the labof ex
pense is only $13,981 greater'than previous year. Adjusting tl;1e wage schedule by two 

,percent alone would increase labor by $651,957. based on a stralght-Une calculation. 

jCEsD has several maintenance groups Who perform rO,utlne and lI1aJor maintenance at 
the wastewater treatment plants IWWTPs)_ Larger WWTPs also have maintenance em
ployees on-slte to perform routine maintenance work. The maintenance budget allo
cated forthe WWTP operations, excluding labor, Is $0.8 million (2.9 percent) ofthe totai 
WWTP budget. This Is $0.34 million {39 pereant} below the expected four percent range 
for such expenses. Four percent is considered appropriate for routine maintenance 
where a suitable Repair, Replacement, and Renewal Program (RRRP) Is Implemented us
Ing capital funding sources. Therefore, It Is concluded that routine maintenance ex
,penses are eIther partly allocated to other cost centers or the budget for such work Is 
Insufficient. 

Other Items 
The JCESP reports that the capital purchases Included In the FY2009 operatlng budget 
will come from funds aSSOCiated with the sale of bonds. This represents an expense re
duction In the amount of $2,179,788, which Is 3.7 percent of'the total operating budget. 
This is reHected in the difference between the total operating budget approved, $58.97 
million, and the budget loaded Into the SAP financial management system used by the 
JCESD. 

The sewer billing cost center (6805) Includes expenses for meter reading, billing and col
lection senifces from BWWB of $4.8 mllllofl. a total of $1.1 million from Bessemer (:ity 

Water Works (seW), Trussville Utilities and other water utilities for similar services, 
along with $0.87 mllliop of JCESDcosts. Table,2, on the next page, reflectS, the customer 
accounts by water utility. Based on monthly billing. a minimum 01',1,730,088 bills are' 
prepared annually. The table also reflects the per bill cost for eacheustomer greul" 
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As1Ie5Sment of tho Jetrar.on COUllt)' IiIWlronmelltal ~ Dopartlnent 

By way of comparison, typical American Water com per bill are approximately $2.80. 
Broken out Into IndIVIdual components, tbis would be $0.75 for meter reading; $0.46 for 
lssHlng a-billand-$1.60 feH\lstomeF-servlee, colleetlon and-bill-edits. ·-The-Inc-remental--
cost for adding sewer charges to existing water bills is In the $0.75 to $0.85 range, but 
can vary depending on customer service and call handling requlrem'ents_ There was no 
information readily oval/able .to verify the appropriateness of the costs associated with 
services provided by BWWB, Bew or other utilities. Opportunities for billing services 
are discussed later in thl$ report. 

Table 2. CUs!OII\8r Accounts 

'nnisle WZ1 
5.422 
1,259 

421 

. COUlIT 

116,465 

16,OOS 

12.073 
31 

ao.l~ 

11.5% 

B.4% 

0.0% 

$lUlU 

Mil 

6.52 

6.00 

5.98 

. The utility consumption, ele&trldty consumption, chemical costs and other buclget ilne 
items appear appropriate In review. Biosolids removal and disposal costs are fin)lndally 
supplemented by the County which pays for gasoline and diesel fuel, as prevIously noted. It 
Is unclear if recent chemical price inaeases, seen across the country. are fully Included In' 
the budget. There ha$ been iii 20 percent to 40 percent Increase in alum and polymer costs 
In the past year alone. . 

Table" on the following page sUm!l1arlZes the revenue and expense vulnerabilities of 
the fY2009 budget. While It Is unlikely that 100 percent of th'" combined losses wilt be 
reallzep, there Is the real potential, without additional revenue generation, for a slgnlli-
cant deleterious Impact. . 
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Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDP Document48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 12 of65 
REPORT ()F THE SPECIAL MASTER 

As ..... _ont of tho .Jeflanlolt county iilWironmentai Ser'III ..... Department 

Table 3. Budge! Vulnemiliity SummaJY 

REVENU£ 

. 3~nue~erRitiS' 

IlIIOro.l_.o Refo<t<est 

Wllor Coosompllon {l Percent Red",,",,"} 

PoIenUIIImpoctFee Reduc:t1on 

EI!.ct Ofl.qjslatlYo ChIn", fAa No. 2oo1-362} '1 

Mana,ed l.abcrVacancifl5~) 

Z" ec.tof lMng Adju"",ent (COLA) -

W;p. Scalt 1nere8$U c) 

Routine MalnunanOl 

EIect~cllV Rile I"""""" 
"'pit. I PLOd! .... Fundtdfrom IlOnd S.I .. 

SSO S!;pllmd Penaw.. 

TOTAl. POlaITIAl VUtmRABlUTY" 

"""'" t'Tht finmdallmpattc:annot: hi!: defJned ;ttiis dme 

Mlhll aDtOUn1 COlJfd be rcc:fured by $137MM 

4 JeESD repIIrts tftf$ IIlJlQunt Is J"dueled In bu6&1:t t:IIpeOSU 

. WUQABJUfY "OPS IUDGET 

31$90.468 -6_ 
10.000.000 l1.1l'i\ 

3,015,691 S~ 

3,016,342 5.1" 

nI. nI. 
20,012,501 '4.0% 

WIN~RABlUlY "OI'S BUDGET 

(5,541,6361 ·9.4" 
6S1,9S7 1.1" 

nI. 0/. 
34(1,014 0.6% 

698,~ 1.2% 

(2,1'19,788) -3.m 
300,000 0.'" 

15,730,610) -ani 

14,291,SS1 24.2% 

This $14.3 mUllon potential vulnerability represents a $1.2 million/month reduction In funds 
available for debt selVire. 

Operational Review 
A key activity In defining potential operating efficiencies Is a review of current system per
formance. In sImple tenns, the. primary function of the wastewater collectlon system Is to 
tollect and convey all SOllrces of wastewater to a treatment facility wIthout sanitary sewer 
'OVerflows. The function of the wastewater treatment facilities is to fully treat all Incoming 
wastewater and its bVproducts In compliance with current regulations and within discharge 
limits setoutln NatIonal Pollutant Discharge ElimInatIon System (NPDES) permits. 

Reviews of reported SSOs from the munIcipal and county systems are complied In Tables 4 
and 5 on the follQwing pages. The review was conducted to look at the source location of 
overfl0y;3, their cause, the remedial action taken and the rain conditions at the time of.indl
'vldual sso events. The tables segregate data Into three periods: January to October 2007, 
.Novemberto December iD07, and January to October 2008. 
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C Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDP Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 13 of 65 
REPORT OF THE $PECIAL MASTER 

As"""sment of the J .. ffe .... on County EnYlronmental Services Pepartment 

Table 4. Municipal Collectloo System SOO AnStyslS 
• 
I JAfI- ocr 2007 NOII-llEC2007 JAH' OCT 2\lJ8 

I' UJIJIIT PERCEHF 'COUNT PERCl:m COUNT. PERa:wr 
• • I 

BV WEATHERCOIlDInON ! 1'10 RaIn 166 91% 59 98'JOf. 173 am 
I Lij:htRain 15 6)0 Q (f.lI. 13 7% !,.. . 
/ .. Mod.rmRaln 1 1% 1 2li 8 ~" 

Hto;yP.oin 1 1% 0 0% 6 3l;; 

BYSQURCE 
M"'*'ol. 142 76% 45.S 76% 1S<! 17% 

I, Smlcc d • ..,OUt/Cl,,,,, OJ.t/ 
18 10% 1(1.5 1~ 29 19)0 ! CIt"" Out aO'< i 

1 Pump station 8 4)\; 2 .m 13 7% 
j Plp'/~'lVic. Uno 15 B'lG 2: ,,. 1 1% 
, Air Rell.rV.!;. 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% , 
i junction 60< 0 0% 0 0% 2 1" . 
i. 
i 

m'Ci\USE* 

G'~;aose 94 51" 34 S'" 97.S 4~ 

Cl 
Deb~/Rotk> 45.5 25% 12 2~ ~a5 22% 
p, S. Eq~ipm.ntf';IUrt 10 lil' 2 S% ·12.5 6% 

t' . ~0C>t$ 14.5 8% •. 5 m 2~ 121> 
R~z.s 6.5- ~% ~ 5% a.s ~" 
Wood 0.5 OJ(, I) 0% 0 0% 

c"",tructlonD"",og( ~.5 2% D.S 1% 1 1% 

I Veru:Wiw :2 1% 1.S" 8% 4 2" 

I· , b .. ok 5.5 8% 1.5 3% 2.5 1% 

i ROCn IWth"". 0 0% 0 0% 3 2% 

! P<J<'er ~ f oth. r 0 OJ(, 0 0% 3.5 2% 

[ 

I BY ACIlOH TAKEN 

I .. Blocka.:t removed 164 90% Sl 95% 181 91% 
'U Pump Station R.pllre d 10 lil' 2 % 12 6% 
• , Un. Rep .. ",d 8 4% 1 2% 6 3l;; 

Powc r R .!f.o .. d 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 
, Irr;esllg.tion orty 0 !IX 0 0% 1 1% 

., BI""",,~ 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 

it.. 
HIT /lUVENT COUNT 163 60 200 

• Note: Mul'"Jple cod.sfur~"". '''JltS31~ prorated forum event. 
. Dat.> Interpr.tatlon ",><I roundi'" elTDrS app¥ 

; <.:' 

"-8 
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/ , ·C' Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDR Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 15 of 65 
REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER 

Ass_.m of the ~ff.rson County Environmental SeI'Vice5 Department 

A high lew! liUmmary 5hows that ferthe corresponding tell-month periods In 2001 end 2008, veri 
similar patterns occurred In an categories. More than 83 percent of the events occurred In dry 

-+-:r'·~---·--weadIE!l wndJlions. M~Jonoun:elocatlons, followed by c1eanouts and 
! 

i ~ .' 

c 

\ .. ' 

; .. ) 

(-- .:.. .. 
~. 

pumping stations. In order of sfgnificance, the main causes for SSOs are grease, debris or rocks, 
roots and pumping statioos. The most common remedy to correct an SSO - greater than 90 per
cent in the munkipal collection systems -was to remove blockages. For the terrmonth compari
son period, there were:lS (18 percent) more events In 2008 than in 2007. As supported by the 
data, elimination of Internal obstructions in the sewer system should be the main focu~ of 
the JCESD. Further, there Is no apparent correlation between wet weather and significant 
contributions to SSO events. 

However, While rain may not cause signilicant numbers of SSO events, raw wastewater In
liuent characteristics Indicate· that addlt!onal efforts may be required to reduce groundwa
ter infl[tratlon and inflow (1/1). Raw wastewater concehtratiol)S for separated sanitary 
sewer systems generally are expected In the *medlum" to "strong" range of 220 to 3SO mil-
ligrams per liter (mg!L) for total suspended solids (TSS) and 220 to 400 mg/L for biochemical 
oxygen demandsdor IBOD5). The Water Environment Federation's Manual of ProctJce 8 also 
reflects typical raw wastewater strength of 220'mg!L for TSS and 240 mg/L for BODs. Table 
6 reflects that for the majority of the WWTPs, the raw wastewater is of weak to medium 
strength, indicative of Inliuent dilution due to dry weather III Into the sewer systems. 

Table 6. RaW WlISIewater Chamcleriotlcs 

RAWWASTEWATERftANGES·] lSS BOD," 
Weol< !DO 110 

Medium no .20 

. ..",.. 3StJ 400 

VIWrP- Z4MONT1llY AIi£RAGE "ISS CBOn,." 
Turl!eyO<el: 153 104 
Cah,b,lIlver 146 lOs 

• Valley Creek 170 III 

W8rr'lor 335 151 

rIVe Mile creek 203 74 

Prudos ", .. k 22S 81 

t.ed. 100 1S3 

Trussville 137 128 

Villo", Creek Ul 154 109 

Vii .... Creek n2 7lI 68 

COMBiNIDA_ 116 1DB .. . Dat. SOUI'tlf: IS MtbJf.w:l ~y WCJtcwof:u EtJgrn~Mg: Treatment and Reuse-
2nd6fiUcn . 
.,. TypQJ nt.n&e$ .N:PA$tllted • BOo,. whY. monUlIyplant a"o'W~ are $taUd as 
CBOI%- Cf!.OOJ.va1ues ~ tnlrClft'lowIIrtllm BOPs Vlr~. 

Psse10-
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. Case 2:08-cv-01703·RDP Documenl48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 16 of 65 
RI!1'ORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER 

A1is_ent of the Jefferson eounty,EnvlronmentaJ80rvlc .. D<!partment 

; While the EPA Is not flkelv to accept anytfling less than zero;550 "".nts, It Is apparent that 
i upon completion of the verification prOCle$S necessary to resolve a federal consent decree, --~-f' .~ -- _ .. ---zoma-hlvel·of-SSOs· wlllllkely-remaln.-::rIleJCESD.will-be-requlred to·demonstrate COlltInOOU5--" --- --H

IIllProvement through an effectIVe ColiectiOn'System Management, Operatlol1$ and Mainte-

I. , 
! 

C· 
/ 

c ,,' 

nance (CMOM) Program. Another key program to ensure continuous improvement ls the 
Grease Control Program which was Initiated In 2006. 

Intemal bypasses at WWfPs resulting In effluent blending, a mix of full and partially treated 
wastewater, are also reportable discharges. There were none reported In 2007 or 2008, 
which refleas Well for the adequacy of treatment plant and off-fine detention basin capaci
ties. WWTP performance can most easily be assessed by comparing effluent quality against 
discharge limits specilled In each fatility's NPDES permit. Table 7, found on the follOwing 
page,shows the exceedance history for each facility as retrfeved from Discharge Monitoring 
Reports (DMRs) and the EPA Evlrofacts Warehouse. At the cahab.a WWTP there have been 
two instances where the·toxlcitytest was reported as a failure. H.owever, the NPDES permit 
does not have a foxlcity discharg!, requirement. Rather, it is a reporting requJrement for 
monitoring purposes. Technically, these are not likely considered exceedances of the 
NPOEs permit. 

Therefore, since the end of 2006 there have been only three exceedances. This perform
ance Is not Id eal, but representative of II high percentage of compUance when compared to 
potential opportunities to exceed discharge requirements. Table 8, which Immediately fol. 
lows Table 8, beginning on the page after Table 7, summarizes the NPDES penni! require
ments reflecting both the discharge limits and monitoring requirements for permit 
compliance. 

A detailed review of effluent quality reflects a treatment efficacy greater than what Is reo 
quJred In the current NPDES permits. The design capacity for blological treatment of most 
lCESD facilities exceeds the average day flows ·In order to provide adequate biological 
treatment for wet weather events. Whlle this ls helpful In maintaining permit compliance, 
there are Increased costs associated with this practice. For exi)mple, the VUlage WWTP es
sentially has two treatment plants on site. On an average day basls, one plant alone would 
provide effective treatment; however both need to be kept biologically active to handle wet 
weather events. It can easily 'be seen that there Is ~ resultant financial cost for utilities, la· 
borand repair/maintenance attribUted to this met)jO!l of operation. 
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Case 2:0B-cv-01703-RDP Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 17 of 65 
REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTI!R . 

Assessment of the Juffer,on County EnvJronnllmtal S"",I""" Papartml>Zlt 

TabJe7. SummaryolNPDESPennaRequlremenla 
Gco~ofNPOE:I1p.rttJlsl Jeff«S¢ft ~Ut'l~At 

..----wwr-p-- '-- . _. - .. -. """'on ...... l\'1,it limit Adu&l Value "". So",,,, 

~~1I flhw' rl<!<. W ... dy ""Po m ... M 4.0 0><-00 EPA 
TuIell1. Ch'''nb. PIm_phaln 'Ai Au,.oo EPA 
1~.C'Hcmio. Pimcpkllt. f •• Aug-f17 OWl 

l.o>od< C.~.r, T9U1Rc9avt.fJblc ~t'I- <IS >l!I ~J-07 DMIl. B'A 

R'\IduCl"uk rw;..' C;Olftlttf'l. D'IIfllij)C IrfOOrtnL 2QlO ""'" JZft<W OUR. S'A 
t otO.l1 Co.W'Mm. £)"i1f MIX 1I10000l = 2000 Oo(-Ol5 EPA 
F to,l Col(Ofml ~"I¥ MIX II1000>L llOOO .cooo $.- EPA 
fl'Cll Cdionn. D,., MIX 1}1001!"- 2QlO 2tlOO ttb-M E"" 
f tell CqIl1OJm. tJ.1iy J.(~ 11100>11L 2000 '$100 J~n·05 ePA 
F'~",I Coliform, D.lJi-".rx: 'I100rnL 70JQ ZlOQ N._ EPA 
F 4'0;11 CoJttCfm. D.fJr Max lll00ml = 3000 A\JQ-04 EPA 
AmrnoI\Y·U. ~mthlyAv". "' ... 1.0 2.6 N...os ePA 
Ammonl1·N. W.~If~. m ... \.5 M tlov-05 EPA 
ivr.montl·tJ. W.4IkIf~. llid 7Ji 11.2 kOo\l'oO$ EPA 
Ammll'lnli-N.-Wufct( Avg. moJ!. I .• 2.l1· 001-0. is"A 
Tk1l ..... rl!JlJ' "'0. moJ!. 4.0 4.1 Nov~ EPA 

rl<!<. W.",'I' "'0- OlgA. • .0 10.6 H...oo EPA 

Turfs!y Ofi:l: f KlJI C(lUotm, D.lIj J.t~ Al1ro.t. 2000 """" W.ry.Ol EPA 
TQldorty. ChlAnla. Pintpr'i~ f" Aug.03 DWR,EPA 
T~jtr. Chtlltlb. P(n.phii~ fl' JlI!~'OG EPA 

~I~ CrMl:: Tom~ CtlCClflio. C.,lod,tphnlk r" Au~OO: '*'" 
-.,., 15$. VI."'! AV;. .. piC '" 51.(; Mzr·oe 8'A 

rss,w"''rA!l!' IIi< 3:) 31 Ma,..o& eM 

NQw.DIt;rwllS 1r1r!ft't41rollt DMRf .ndt'orEPAEnvk-o(.ao1s I>"m W,ttthOllft. 
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. Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDP Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 18 of 65 
REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER 

AssellSment of tho Jefferson County Envlronm"ntal S .. rvlces Department 

Table 8. Summary 01 NPDES Permit Requiremenll 
Cal laba 81~ 'W\.IiTp 6!.0023)27 

_MObr. ...,~ t)ilaWyMrlrQJm o./Iy fhoj.., .. 
hbrlt'Y"'1g, w..;UylWg, I,!gy 

'"""tlov/Doo-J>f< tiov/Dso-J'rpr 

DO moo\.. 7JJ 
pH 6JJ 86 
TSS m .... "" 45 
TSS "'6 3m "5<U 
T,sS.'%J:I'II'lQII.1 .", f6 
A ..... oIIN m .... 1JJ/zD. UI/·ao 
Amm>rio~ Rid 100/200 '00/<00 
001 m .... 2JW!!J 3.0/6.0 
TKN Rid 4«l e:o 
F.~ C(olronn •. G.o li4u" 11100 mI 2O)J 3ll/1OOll 
aOD6 fnIIA. ~fJl 'lJJJ eD/ '150 9_ 

l!id 4ll/1OOll 6Xl/'f5Il1 
BaM ~ FllTO\I')' .. a5 

5 Mit .. ¥.WTP ft.L0l2e3f3 

_.-s ...... . Oaiy Mnirrurll 01j1y Mae mum Mont~y""". _Hy ...... I"'Y 
hIor,rIoV/o..-Aor rib ... /O~.Aor 

DO '"",ot. O!J 
pH M 90 
res ~ 31 45 
TSS "'6 !004 7500 
T~9"iRtStJtflJ,J .. '" AmmooilN ",go!. 1,3/~D Z,417!l 

Ammo"'''' tid 2ee/0Ci<l <00/_ 
TKll mgAo 32110.0 42/15D 
TI<li . Ib'd $lIme EOO/= 

·CblQflI'Jt Rt:l4'lIlr SOU. O-W! 
hoalCoIform.. Geo-Mun 11100 lTd . 40)) ID;:IO 
B~ "' .... fUJI'SJ..5 13.<>110,' 
900!t /'old io501/21eB' ZZIH/= 
9000~ ROOJuval .. 
• Chknil'rion .ous;;t ,nd u!rniolet. 'diJ,lrl/,cI:ion bi:iPln her •. ,,'Odcobtl2flJl 

f6 

P!lS!!!E ~ wwrr- Al.O'l5Si2O ---. urol O»lIy MnJn'LJrtI Diil)' M<"M I'MIm MonI~1"""· w..UylWg. M;oy 
htay-Uov I o.o-.~ Nov/o..,.Apr 

DO' mgA.: 5.0 
pH 6.0 90 
T~S moA.. 3J ~ 
ISS l'Id 1/1) 225 
T$$1Utarn\:JllfJI .. as 
Ammor.bH ~ 1DI-1l,O 15/'\I5D 
Ammo .... rl 1I{6 ~IJIWJJ 7~1"!50 

TI<li moot. 4012).0 M/= 
T\()/ /'old 'lDDJ 1:0.0 "",o/15O.(j 
r"M Colifortn. Oto Mun f/lOOmi = ZlJIWCI 
BP05 .... .t. 1<1.0 12/!.£I 21JJI$:J;5 
91»5 "'d 70/1:15 1051101 
B~IJlRt:mO't~ .. 135 
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Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDP Document 48-1 Filep 02110/09 Page 19 of 65 
. . REPOIlT OF THE SPEl:IAL.MASTER 

Table 8 (Contl~ued). Summary of NPoes PennH RequIrements 

W7sri2!: w.NrP :eJ,Ql,;i!m1 
-- -._. - . -. - .-', .. - .-- ,,,,,---,,,,,til'Av,j.-_U\'"A<'r. . -Moy-- ---_. , 

F'2nrnetUIJ !.In. llaiIyMNI'tUM ~lyUa4MUtl\ ~NovJOIO-Apr ~/O.o..Apr . l 
DO mo" 0.0 
pH e.o SI5 
1'$$ "" .. l>lO 3:1.0 
TSS ibid al 30 
TSS" R,mev" ~ as 
AmttlOl'tiJ H mgA. 1.2/2.1 1.e-/!.1 
AmmonIJH ltid IJJI1S 1-"I2.C 
TI<II mg.-\.. e.o ao 
TI<II ibid ~.o 715 
Chforirlt R_ilfu.l1 S.u. OD3 
F.~f CoTtorm. (Ho Uun "''I00ml .20]) 1((10 
aDos mgA. 18.ot25.0 W.otWI5 
BOO(! 1bI~ 1:5.0120.8 22.6/:31.'2 
aO()5 % rt .. rliGU"~ ... as 

~.:E~Ie ~l~1.m7 

r...ltE!e"s un! [pily Mln4 muM tib)1. DIlly MiPi mum IkmtI;IIy"'II. WeiU1MJ· ~ 
Ho.vf!Jeo. ..... Moorllov I n.o. J';r Nc,yl Oeo-~ . 

DO ~1. tl.CJIM 
pH <l.O 95 
T8$ i"¢. :2'10 "3').0 
ras b'~ ":0 (0) 

TS$.f:4.R~rno'fal ... as 
AfrlfflOflf. N ",go\. 2Ol3D 3',{)/CU5 

Ammo." Ii 1b14 $3100.0 ~.0/7M 

Tl</I .. go\. .:tOteD GD(120 
n<>l 1b14 ~ /133 100(40 
T.t.1 Phos"""", mg.\. 1.0 1.6 
Totll PhospholU'$ ibid 10~ :i6.Q 
Copper. To!.lRecClw,fllblt; "0'1- "" off 
CMorlnt Rtskhul S.U. DD2 
Ft:OiICo.!lfO'II'I'I. Cf.t~Mt.Jh. iWmrtl 2@ ala/mo 
~O05 mol. 40110.0 Ol)/1i5D 
BOD5 11>14 001/ 'HJI) ioo/m 
BO[)5 II(, RMnO'(2Il <! '" 
Truw.m. WNrP Al;(1)2m4 

.h~rr.ets'S' ",.it DlIliy Itt'rJmum MtY" 0cIf,r MitoO r. ... rn """"·Y"'II· w..llYMJ. ",",y 
ftoVfDle-.tIpr "'~Hovl_Apr Novl Doo.Apt 

~O • MIM 
p~ M 91) 
TS$ InO'I. 3))) 451) 
TSS I>Id 10)() .1Oi}1 
TSS ... RtJt)(N'.I1 .,. e5 
Amm~ni't-l InO'I. 1.0 115 
Atnl"lOn[J U ibid 333 5).0 

TKH • 2.0/3D 3.0/4.6 
TI<Il tid OO]lm.o 100/1<1:1-
~~: CClIr9tm. <;.&o."'un "100 mI = ;rol t:oo 

mgA. 3iJ/1O.0 4!\i~.o 
eOl>.5 h'd 100/:m 1fO/~ 

BODI5" fhm(llQJ .,. I<! 
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Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDp. Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 20 of 65 
REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER 

AssDSsmpnt of the Jeffol'llon County Envlronmontal Servlcos Dopartment 

Tabl, 8 (Continued). Summary of NPDES Pennlt.Requiremonts 
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Operating Efficiencies 

-I - .... ----.-
A hlgh-Ievel.operational review, including limIted site vlslts, was conducted. Two opera
-tional are!lS-Offerfng the-potentlal for slgniffi:ant efficieneles were-ldentifled: labor-reductlol\
and reorganization and changes to the methods for bOling and collection. Each is examined 
below •. In addition, a number of areas were examined that present opportunitieS for con
tinuous improvement. 

; 

i 
i·· J. 
; , 

I:.· 

l.aborReduction am! J!AArganimlon; As noted earlier In this report, the JCESO Is managing budg
eted vacancies to decrease operating expenses. CulTently, It is very difficult for the JCESD to 
make any significant reductions to labor other than through attrition. The County Personnel 
Board has stringent rules limiting work that can be performed by employees In the different 
wages dassifications. Under such rules, cross training and utilization of employees is difficult, If 
not Impossible. 

furiher, the operator dasslflcatlon does not allow the JCESD to require operator certifica
tion as a mandatOly job requirement and there Is Insufficient wage Incentive for employees 
to obtain certifICation. The state requires that certlfled operatqrs be In attendance at the . 
VNlTPs all or part of the day, depending on the facility. JCESO operatorS who do not 
achieve certification cannot be used to satisfy the state requirements. In effect,.this creates 
a new class of employees who cannot be used efficiently. In addition, laborers are notcias
slfied under the Personnel Soard, but the JeES)) reports that there· have been recent chal
lenges after laborers performed work, even 0(1 an Intermittent basis, that Is Included In 
other job classifications covered by the Personnel Board. This severely limits the beneficial 
work that can be performed by)aborelS. 

The organization structure Clf the JeES)) has been reviewed and a conceptual labor optimi
zation proposal is presented In Table 9, found on the following page, which reflects the full
time equivalent (FTE)posltioris Included In the budget, the current vacant positions and the 
potential optimization of FTEs. It Isour·bellefthat this optimization proposal is highly rep
resentative of an organization where employees are crosHralned and cross-utlllzed, and 
where the supervisory control and data acquisition (ScAoA) system has adequate automa
tion, remote control and monitoring capabilities. Unless signIficant restructuring changes 
and modifications to job duties are permitted by the Personnel lIOard, there wiD be limited 
ability to achieve an optimized organi13tion structure. 

The above proposal lndudes the consolidation the grease program and Industrial pre
treatment program (IPP) group Into a sewer use control group and centralization of labora
tory serviCes. Sewer Inspectors wlthln various departments would be cross-utilized and la
borer numbers would be reduced, as would administrative assistants. Some reductliln to 
o~rator numbers would occur,. but a requirement for all Operat9rs to be state-certJfled 
would be Implemented. Additionally, certain supervisory and managerial positions would 

Case 11-05736-T889 Doc 257-4 Filed 11/19/11 Entered 11/19/11 18:20:41 Desc 
Exhibit M.3-0001 Page 20 of 22 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-43    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part94    Page 6 of 12



. ~ 

-. --+-1.·~---... --, I . ! " 
Ii: 
, r 

I 

I 

. , 

Cl 

C .,-' 

. Case 2:08-cv-01703-RDP Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 22 of 65 
REPORT o.F THI{SPECIAL MASTER 

~s"""ment of the J_raon County Environmental Services Ch'partmunt 

be eliminated. Finally, the proposal 1$ not intended, or expected, to reduce permit complI-
ance or impact seJVice levels. 
-_._- - _._ .... 

. --- _.-
·Tabla .9. ConcaplU8l Labor Optimization 

COST C!:IIlER 
CURRENT l;UR/lfllT CllAAEJIT 
f'OSIlIONS POSITlO!tS POSlTlOliS 
BU[)GEll'1) FlLtEO PIlOPOSEI) 

SS05 ES: SewlrEllll>g IS 13 13 
11 oci 0$: 9anAtllC<1 Mnrd>nllon 31 .~ 21 
11 00 ES: S.nlot~o Aanrislrafuo (S8WO' IfrIlOCI So:lim) 22 IS 16 
7710 Ell: MlTirj~l1itlJl\ &COn<trudJon 3 2 2 

7112 0$: SuMOY 1:~,,,omgt.eU101l\J(\lOn 12 9 S 
72H 0$: IrlS;lO<fIlln En\)loalr;,g& COnstn.l;Uoo 21 la 14 
7230 ES: conaru,' s-, Uno 73 16 19 
13&> 0$: ... drrlrlslrotlJl\ Un. "'._,,"c. 12 11 a 
1252 El3:Vlll!(j8Uno M.~."'''''. 21 ,14 21 
12~ Ell: Sl\.dl~Un.Mainl.oan" 40 31 32 
7210 E9: TV fJ\Ol»cllon & O,ouUro- 71 21 10 
130\ eB: co tma R!VOr \WllF' 33 29 12 
7301 ES: FIr. 1.(18 e,.",WtVTP 31 25 2~ 

rna fS; L.eod.'M'(IP 1Z 11 7 
T3~ ES:TruW<lU.w.vrP 9 G ~ 

7305 es: Tt.ri<I>/ e ..... 'IWITP 9 1 B 
1306 W; Valay er .. kWWTP 69 60 ~7 

7.01 W:VlIIagac,eeki'fflTP 72 54 50 

7309 ea: ,Iv. MI. Malrt.narceSh:>p ~ 8 6 
7309 ES: v.ley hlahIGna'l," Shop 1 7 T 
1310 E8:V1flegat.Calrdenance Shop 7 ~ 7 
1311 E6;VUIsg.ek<l~'" S~m 9 g 9 
7312 Ell; InmulllilOl Shop 1 1 7 
7313 es: Pocl<"liaV'IWTP 1\ pUrrpSf3flon9 32 :z.t 15 
7314 Ell; ElIIJIlO.d. H..,Uilg 19 14 10 

1~00 W;BartonLEb 31 13 21 

TOTALS . $f 403 411 

or. Rl!<lI.J:tlon Frtrm llu<lOOCo<! ~SIIlons 1l.<l1l. ~5'lO 

'lI _Jon FromCUrrenl fll[ell R:>sIU""" f.f.5'lO 

BRUM .nd Co!loetipn: At the present time, 115,465 customers (80.1 percent) are billed by 
BWWB and 16,605 (11.5 percent) by WH. In each case, the utility uses water consumption 
meter reads to generate and issue bills, and also manages customer service and collection 
functio~s. Six other utilities supply water consumption information for an additional 12,703 

(8.4 percent) customers, which the JCESO bills and manages customer service and collec
tion. The JCESD also bills and collects funds from 31 flrms with Individual surcharge agree-

P_17 
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ments. These agreements set out dlarges based on the percentage of water consumption 
returned through the sewers and the strength6fthelr indNldual discharges. 

The unit wst per bill and combln'!ci cost for bIlling, customer service and collections is con
sidered =~sslve. Further, there are nQ actIvities by JCESD to Independentiy verify custom
ers, nor do they review or audit dlarges raised or collected On customer aa:ounts. For 
more than 90 percent of its customers and revenue, JCESD relies on the metering, meter 
reading and collection practIces and capabHltles of Independent water companies. It Is not 
known If these companies follow best management practices for meter changeouts for res
Idential and slgnlflcant. users. As water meters fall, they register reduced water consump
tion and in the case of many users, and especIally major water ussr>, such errors can result 
in significant revenue losses. In addition, customer accounts need to be verified ·to ensure 
that some connections are nQt receiving sewer services free of charge .. Both field verifica
tion and matching account recOrds to block and lot tax records ar~ recommended. (See ad
ditional dIscussion of this in "IV. Revenue Enhancement". below.) 

Both the various water companies and the JCESD would benefit from a cooperative ap
proach to meter management and meter reading. A state of the art automated meter read
Ing (AMR) system would eliminate the need for manual meter reading and allow real-time, 
any time access to customer accounts and consumptlon data. AMR by radio may be very 
costly In JefferSon COUIlty due to the local topography and the need for radio repeating 

. towers. Another option is radicHead meter sets that can be read on a walk-by.or drive-by 
basis. 

The JCESQ shouk! conduct a detailed review of a separate sewer billing system. It Is esti
mateCl it will cost approximately $2- to $3 million and take two years to implement a new 
customer.servlce and billing system. HoweVer, a consolidated approach to billing is viewed 
as being more effiCient than the current practices. Even with the Implementation of a sepa
rate billing System for the JCESD, the other water utilities would stili need to provide con
sumption data In a timely and readily usable format. The cost of doing so should be at 
these water utilities' actual cost, as set out In paragraph 14 of Alabama State Law Act 619. 
However, leglslatlve change lllity be necessary to this paragraph to require the water utili
ties to submit data in a timely fashion and In suitable electronic format. 

To ensure appropriate collection of ~wer dlarges, JCESD would have to establish a coop
erative shut-off program. further, the JCESD should pursue legal dlallenges and/or legisla
tive changes to the Alabama State law Act No. 2007-362_ As discussed in the Budget 
Rev!ewattbe start.of this section, this new legislation will have unintended and dire conse- ." 
'luences for the conectlon of sewer charges from multi-unit and tenant customer locations. 
'it Is already unclear how aggressive-the water utilities. currently are In their on'going collec
tion programs. 

1"'9111B 
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ConflnuDus Improvement OpportunnW$ 
Addition~1 areas of review were conducted and opportunities for continuous Improvement I ! 

--iIIId i_mental-sa'lings-were.JdentIfled.·EaGh Is diseussedbFIefly belew. - . .. --. -"-H 
BiosoIld1 Rew9!/al and Dr,J!OEI~ Current ·treatment practl<:es range from aerobic digestion to .' ; 
thermophilic-mesophilic anaerobic dIgestion, followed by drying bed, belt press or centli- I I 
fuge dewatering. Several sites use lime stabilization in order to meet vector attractfon re- . l ' 
ductlon limits. Removal and dIsposal is .chieved by trucking the materIal for land I 
apPlIcatlo.n at several former mining sites, where the material Is benefICIally reused as a son .,' 
amendment. Since the County pays for truck repairs and fuel, and disposal sites are free, 
readlly available and secure, the removal and disposal of biosollds Is very cost-effective. i 
Nevertheless, the JCESO should consider at least partial use of the drying beds at sites i 
where belt presses or centrifuges are Installed, in order to redoce dewatering costs. Other 1 
technologies such as blo-tubes should be Investigated to save on power and polymer costs. i 
UtUllI •• ; Power costs are toosldered to be fairly well optimized. The maJor facllltles Ii~ve 
backup or on-<lemand power generation capabilities and therefore enjoy Interruptible pow
er rates. Additionally, most facilities have converted to time·of-use rates rather than de
mand rates. The InstaUed treatment capacity of the Vlllage WWTP facility is so large, 
compared to the average dally flow it receives, that a Significant expe~se is Incurr~d simply 
In keeping the two treatment trains biologically active for treatment of wet weather events. 
Many plants utillze.uitravioletlight (UV) diSinfection instead of chlorination. W diSinfection 
Is power Intensive and uses specIal bulbs that are costly. The W process should be opti
mized to match varying WWTP operating conditions and further study of e[lergy savings is 

. recommended. 

ChemICAl!; Typical chemicals used are alum, polymer, chlorine, sulfur dioxide and Ume. 
Where required, the WWTPs typically use biological nutrient removal and UV disInfection 
whIch reduce chemical consumption. In consideration of future Total Maximum Daily load 
(TMOl) limits, the JCESD has been testIng various chemical dosages to determine the treat
ment efficacy that can be achieved with the curre,"t processes. Once sufficient data has 
been accumulated to optimize treatment, the JCESD should suspend such trials to prevent 
overtreatment with chemicals at Increased expense. Any savIngs from reduced chemical 
consumption Is· likely to be negated by recent price Increases. For alum and polymer spe
cifically, 20 to 40 percent price increases have been experiencecllrt the past year alone • 

Vehldes: The County's fleet management oversees the procurement, maintenance and re
placement of all JCESO Vehicles and rolling stock. Fleet management also provides gasoline 
imd diesel fuel for the vehIcles assigned to the JCESO. Vehides are purchased 0/1 a cash ac
cOunting b~sis, so there Is no ongoing costs In the budget for assetdepreclatJon. Addition
ally, since the Cotmty provides fleet management, repalf"$ and fuel at no cost to the JCJ:SD, 
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·there Is Uttk! opportunity to reduce expenses. Nevertheless, vehicle selection and alloca
tion should be carefully managed. Apparently such decisions are currently made by fleet . 

-mana~tand-notthe-;JCESD;-- . _ ... - - - - --_. 

wwre MaintenanC!:: As discussed In the budget review earlier, ~he routine maintenance al
location is less than expected. While the average WWTP asset age class is consldemd low, 
consistent preventative maintenance practices are needed to ensure the long·term maximI
zation of asset life. A computerized maintenance management system does not exist and 
should be implemented to plan and track maintenance activities. Planned, preventive and 
predictive maintenance activities should be performed on an 80:20 ratio With corrective 
maintenance activities. Conversion to a condition-based method of maintenance manage
ment is highly recommended. 

EPA yerlfleatlgDi Following the completion of the work assodated with the consent decree, 
concerns over the work performed led the EPA and JCESD to agree upon a detailed waste
water collection (WWC) work verification proCess for each sewershed. JCESO reports that In 
the two systems reviewed for which the consent decree has been revoked, the verification 
process showed that the WWC work was essentially completed as originally Intended. A 
technical argument could be made to the EPA to reduce or ellmlnate .the WWC verification 
process In order to save money. While such an argument can be made, neither the SPecial 
Master or the JCESD stronglv recommends this actIon because of the negative perception 
assodated with doing so, and the potentially damaging effect on JCESO's relationships with 
the Alabama Department of Environmental Management, the EPA and focal conservation 
associations. The lasting damage would be more problematic than simply finishing the 
work as planned. It Is estimated that completing the verification process will require ap
proximately three FITs over a four-to six-month period. 

Glllise Program. As noted previously In thIs report, ~ats, oil and grease [fOG) cause or con-· 
tribute to the majority of SSOs In the collection system. The FOG program will be an essen
tial component for continued compliance with SSO reductlon reqUirements. It Is 
recomm~nded that the IP? and FOG program personnel be combloed Into a sewer use con
trol group. CUrrently the annual FOG permits generate $300,000 in revenues, but the ex
penses associated with the menagement of the program, including eight employees, far 
exceed the permit fees. Therefore, consideration should be given to raising fees to cover 
the costs of the program. Stipulated penalties are expected to decrease as the program 
continues; however there has been no reductlon In 2008 over 2007. Grease Is received 
from regIstered haulers at the Village WWTP, where it receives separated treatment. Con
sideration should be given to Injecting the grease dlrectiy Into the digesters to Increase gas 

proo,uctlon, thereby reducing the purchases of natural gas, 
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Aqua 10!H!!: ZOOm camera technology provides a cost-effective method of examining more 
Hnear feet of sewer in a shorter period oftime as the technology Is less Intrusive than other 

f--f-'-----llTlllEetltflClodJrls;s.-1'he-;JCESO· has-crdemttwo Jlll\e'moarrted zoom cameras, arntwitlnaperrem:e;- . 
conSlderatlon should be given to adding truck-mounted units. ThIs will enable JCESD 1.0 ex
amine additional pipe and manholes, reducIng the need for deaitlng before InspectIon while 
reducing the need for tractor-mbunted almera InspectIons and manual manhole Inspec
tions •. 

i 
{ ! 

Ci .. 
! 

laboratory; The JCESD manages its analytical need~ through a central facility, Barton labo
ratory, as well e,on-site labs at several· WWTPs. AdditJonalJy, external contract laboratory 
services are used for low volume and· spedafiled analytical testing. and further serve as 
backup to the Barton lab, Lab services are distributed so WWTPs have access to expedited 
results and weekend analysis. With available holding times for samples, this practlceshould 
be re-examined. DIspersed laboratory servjces can lead to re<luted efficiencies and In
creased cost. JCESD purchased a la\x>tatory information management system (UMSI. but 
bas not Implemented the system. The lIMS should be pul In place as soon as possible. Bar
ton Lab Is committed to performIng benthic analysis until at least 2011, after which the pre
vIsion of this service should be re-examined. Finally, a review of every type or" test Should, 
be oonsldered, given the number of samples performed, the costs of 'equipment and ItS 
maIntenance, as well as the utilization of staff. Analytical tests that cannot be performed 
on an economical basis sho~ld be contracted out 
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III. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
The JCESD provides wastewater ~lIectlon and treatment services for a.J?ErOximately 
478,000 people in 21 different municip,alltles In Jefferson County. The system Is currently 
comprised of approximately 3,150 miles of sanltaJy sewer lines, 185 pump st~tions, nTne 
WWTPs, and aneDlary centralized administration, maintenance, and Jaboratory facilities. 
Each year, ICESD undertakes a number of capital Improvements projects to upgrade, ex
pand, repair or replace Infrastructure assets. Over the past 12 years, the capital Improve
ment program (CIP) has been driven by the need to comply with a federal consent decree, 
as well as to meet increasingly stringent regulatory requirements under the Clean Water Act 
(ONA). Going forward, the OP Is focused primarily on renewing or replacing aging buried 
Infrastructure, with some specific proJects to maintain compliar)ce with the CWA or to meet 
anticipated growth needs. 

Consent Order Completion . 
In 1996, Jefferson County· entered Into a federal consent decree which required the imple
mentation of Improvements to eliminate SSOs in Its sel'llice area. Since that time, the JCESD 
has expended over $3 billion to renovate, upgrade or replace sewers, pump stations and 
WWTPs to reduce I/! and Increase conveyance and treatment capacity. As of December 
2008,· two of the Cqunty's nine wastewater sub-baslns (Warrior and Turkey Creek) have 
been released from the CD, and JCESD is nearing colllPletlon of the capital improvements 
and documentation necessary to satisfy consent decree reqUirements for the remaIning 
seven sub-basins. However, EPA has mandated that JCESD cond uct extensive Inspections of 
sewer One repairs and replacements to verify and document that the necessary improve
ments were made to demonstrate compliance With the CD. In addition, due to below aver
age precipitatlon In 2008, ICESD may be required to collect an additional year's worth of 
pOOormance data for certain sub-basins to adequately demonstrate compliance with the 
SSO reduction requirements set forth In the CD. As a result, JCESD may not be fully released 
from the consent decree until 2010. 

Capital Program Adequacy 
According to reconds furnished by JCESD, a total of approximately 657 mijes of sl'wer mains 
were rehabilitated using cured-in-place lining or other trench less technologies and another 
80 miles of sewer line were completely replaced over the l2-year duration of the CD. In 
addition, the eqUivalent of more than 20,000 maQho!es were either rehabilitated or re
placed. The work was completed based on the results of comprehensive condition assess
ments, Which Identified where renovations and replacelT1ent needs were greatest. As a 
result, itap~ears likely that the majority of Jefferson County's sanitary sewer system Is cur
rently In Mgood" condlUon. 
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lCESD also made significant capital investment5 over the past 12 years to rehabilitate, ur>
grade, and expand numerous sewer pump' statIons and Its nine WWTPs. Combined, the 

. -puJll!1>!atlbrrand WWfp.tapltal expendltures-amoonted to-over $U-tlOion, approximately--
64 percent of whtch was attributed t)) cOmpliance with the consent decree and the remain-
der to comply with other CNA requirements. Based on a review of nicent discharge moni-
toring reports, these investments have succeeded in allowing the nine wwrPs to achieVe 
consistent compliance with the.ir respective NPDES permit limits. 

Table 10 presents a summary of lCESD's proposed CIP budget through 2019. An annual avo' 
erage expenditure of $33.2 million is currently projected for the next ten years to flnance 
needed· capital Improvements. The plan Indudes budgeted funds for ongoing repair and re: 
placement of burled Infrastructure assets, as well as upgrades and Improvements to pump 
stations and WWTPs. Overthe next several years, money is also budgeted to complete sur
veys and Inspectlons of areas of the collectlon system that have pot yet been fully investl
gated. It Is presumed that at least a portion of the planned sewer repaIr/replacement 
budget will be expended on needs Identlfled In these areas. 

T~ 10. JC'eSD.Long Term Capltallmprovemant program 
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Table 10 also shows how the proJected CIPbudget compares as a percentage of the estl
matePacqulsltlon value for the County's Wllstewater Infrastructure assets. The acquisItion 
values were derived from a spreadsheet entltled. "FIxed Asset Ust Fund 34" that was Jur
nls.hed by JCESD. The fIxed asset list includes acquisition. depredatlon, and resultant cur
rent book value of all of the County's wastewater aSsets, includIng sewer lines, pump 
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stations, WWTPs, property, easements, and rlghts-of-,¥ay, as well as other less slgnlflcant 
asset categories, such as vehicles, tools and Capital equipment, offICe furnishings, etc. To 

-'facilltatlrthls arraIysls;1:he vatIre-of t!re5e maJorassetswere dlvldedinWthe-foJlowlng-tWa 
broad aSset c;ltegories: . 

• Buried infrastructure valued at$2.8 billion 

• Physlcal plant assets such as pump stations and WWTPs valued at $l.5 billion. 

A high level assessment was made to determine If the reported acqUisition value reasonably 
reffects the actual replacement value ofthe assets. According to leESD's sewer system In
ventory, approximately 65 percent of the CoUectlon system IS comprised of 3-lnch dIameter 
sewer, and over 85 percent Is 24 Inches or smaller. A 2005 Unit Price Cost Trac.klng Study by 
the firm of Burlc-Klelnpeter, Inc. Indicated that average construction costs for 8-inch sewer 
line replacement In Jefferson County ranged between $66 per linear foot (LF)and $90/LF, 
depending on depth. Given that the average pipe diameter is somewhat larger than eight 
lncl)es, It was assumed th~ the average cost to replace the sewer collection system In Jef
ferson County would be in the range of $150/LF, Including allowances for manhole., appur
tenances, and admInIstrative costs. Multiplying thIs unit cost by the 3,150 miles of sewer 
yields an estimated replacement val~e of $2.5 billion, which closely matches the reported 
acqUisition value above. . 

It Is more difficult to estimate the vaiue of physlall plant assets because each has unIque 
propertIes and requirements. Wastewater pump stations can range In cost from less than 
$100.000 for a smaD can-type duplex station to greater than $5 million for a large central· lift 
station. The size aoo capacity of the County's illS pump stations Is not known, but if we as
sume an average cost of $250,000 to $500,000 that woold yIeld an esumated replacement 
value between $45 and $90 million. The CoUl1ty'S nine WWTPs range in capacity from 0.1 
mnnon gallons per day (mgd) to 65mgd. Based on cost curves developed by Jordan, Jones & 
Goulding for the Metropolitan North Georgia Water Planning· District, the replacement cost 

. for these fadlltles Is estimated to be in the range of $1.6 billion. Combined, the estimated 
replacement value of the pump stations and WWTPs also appears reasonably dose to their 
reported acqUisition value. 

On average, JC€SD's proposed CIP budget represents an annual Investment of approxi
mately one percent of the reported acquisition value of its burled infrastructure assets and 
0.3 percent of Its physIcal plant assets. In aggregate, the proposed CIP budget represents 
ap~roxlmately 0.8 percent ofthe total reported acquisition V)llue each year. 

Several reports have been published over the past few years regarding the ~eed for, and 
adequacy of, Inyestment In wastewater Infrastructure renewal on a national besls. Accord
Ing to the EPA's 2002 Clean Water and Drinking Water Infrastructure' Gap Analysis, the us.,. 
fulUfe of different Infrastructure assets varies, with collection system piping havIng a life 
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expectancy 9f 80 to 100 years, treatment plant and pump station structures being on the 
order of 50 years, and process equipment ranging between 15 and 25 years. Based on 

·-these IIfe-expectiinelesi~D' s"tlne-pefeentilVertIge"iH1nlHll-rate-cHnvestment In-bIII'Ied·jn-· 
frastructure renewal appears sufficient to sustaIn the sewer collectlon system In adequate 
working condition, especIally glven that such a slgnlflca'nt amount"has been so recently In, 
vested to upgrade assets that were In the poorest condition. 

By comparison, the projected Investment rate of 0.3 percent in JCESO'sphyslcal plant assets 
Is substantially below the long-term average'need of two to five percent based on structural 
'and equipment life expectancies. However, it is common for capital inve.stments In treat
ment faclilties to be made on a more Intermittent· basis. In additIon, the COunty Is complet
ing a $1.1 billion program of capital Investments In its physical plant facilities, so there 
should be a reduced need for capital Improvements at these facillties'over the next ten 
years, It shoUld be noted, however, that this situation. could change if the Alabama De
partment of EnVironmental Management Imposes any significantly more stringent treat-
ment plant discharge limits In the near future. . 

Opportunities 
Based on the preceding high level analysis, JeESD's proposed C1Pbudget appears to be rea
sonable and prudent. As a result, there are only limited opportunities for reductions In the 
ClP budget. One potential opportunity may be in the budget line Item for fundIng sewer 

.. system expansion. Approximately nine percent, or $29 million, of the CIP budget over the 
next ten years Is reser\led for funding expansion-type prole¢;. Doing so Is consistent with 
Jefferson County's long-term goal of "maintaining the health, safety, and welfare of the 
public through water resource protectlon and proper removal and treatment of wastewa
ter: as stated In Its Sanitary Sewer Extension and expansion Policy. In addition, adding new 
customers can spread fixed costs over a larger customer ·bas~ to help reduce rate Impacts 
oil existing customers. However, according to U.s. Census Bureau statistics, the population 
of Jefferson County actually declined slightly between 2000 and 2007, and the 'proJetted 
growth rate for the state as a whole between 2010 and 2020 Is only 0.3 percent per year. 
Given current economic conditions, as well as the limited anticipated growth In the region, 
the COunty may not need to expend significant capital for sewer system expansion overthe 
next ten years. 

CapitalIzatIon Praotices 
JCESD's OP budget is derived from a separate capital reserve fund that Is limited exclusively 
to the funding of capital projects. As a result, even if JCESD can reduce its annual OP budg
et' as discussed in the preVIous section, It does not appear that such a reduttlon would in
crease the availability of funds for debt servIce because of the restrictions on tlie use ot' 
capital reserve funds. Therefore, 'COf1s1deratlon was given as to whether any other actlvltles 
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thai have hIstorically been funded as operating expenses could legitimately be re- ' 
categorIzed as capital elCpenditures:' 

JCESO' does ~'at currently have any 'policies regardIng how'to capitanze Intemal'iabor ex---' 
penses. In additIon, there appear to be inconsistencies In the way,that lCBO and Jefferson 
County account for capital expenditures. According to U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting 
Prlndpl~ (GMP), to qualifY for capitalization, costs must relate to the additIon or replace
ment of property, plant and equipment. Costs related to the Improvement or enhancement 
of an exlstlng property unit can be capitalized when they result III the extension of the esti
mated useful Ute of the property unit. Normal, periodIC or emergency repair and maintenance 
activities do not materially add value ot extend the,estlmated useful life of a property unit. 
Instead, they remedy the effects of haVing used the property unit In the past and help facllf-
tate its continued use through lts estimated usefuillfe. Costs related to repair and mainte
nance actIvities should be expensed to operations .. 

Based on interviews with JCESO·offlcials, the department generallv'does not capitalize most of 
the work performed by Its internal sewer construction crews, even If the result of a repair ac· 
'tlvity Is replacement of a segment of sewer main. In FY 2007/08, only one percent of JCESD's 
annual costs were ultimately charged to capital. Based on this understanding. following are 
some possible activities that may be considered for cost recovery as capital e"Penditures: 

• Labor and expenses for sewer main repair work that results In replacement of pipeline 
or manhole materials 

• Labor and expenses related to capital projects, such as e"Penses for temporary pumping 
that may be necessary to allow replacement ofa sewer main 

• Engineering inspection of capital projects 

• Labor associated wlt~ inspection of new customer services 

• Management time aSSOciated with capital program planning, fln~nelng and admini-
stration 

Table 11 presen~ a summary of JCESD's 2009 proposed operating budget. As currently pre
sented, 100 percent of the $55.5 mililon ,would be charged to op~tlng expense accounts. 
However, many JCESO staff are involved In the types of tapltal program delivery activities out
Hned above on a deUy basis. lberefore, an estlmate was made ofthe·percentage of each budg
et line that could ~entlally be ret<>vered as a capital expense instead of an operating expense. 
Based on the estimates shown in Tabie 11, It is conceivable that ten percent, or $5A million, of 

, the total current opetat!ng budget could be eUg,ble for recovel'f as a capItal expenditure. 

,For comparison, American Water Is engaged in water/wastewater utility operations and 
construction aCtivities siJ'(lilar to lCBD. On average, 20 to 25 percent of American Water's 
annual labor costs are expensed to capital recovery accounts every year. Based on t/:1is me-
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tric and leESD's 2009 budgeted labor cost of $35 million, it Is conceivable that an even 
greater percentage of leESD's current operating expenses could be capitalized. than the 
tIreoretiCatestirrurnrshown1n the following table. .-

Table 11. ConcePtual Redll;tfibullon of OPE)( Budget IQ CAP.EX 

DMSION BWGET 
NUmEB D MS!ct! 

6805 Sew ... sillng 
7100 Mrrinlslntlt<n 
7210 SI!'Nel"Cons1ruttbnAanln 
7212 SLmy 
7214 i1speclion 
7230 cm!;tlUdi en 
7200 LI1e AcinlnlWilIIon 
1252 Vll3lIelineMaWenance 
7253 9haooel.ile M alrjell3 nee 
7270 TVln!pllCUDl 
7301 CllIloba R~1l/ 
7302 Fl¥e hila Creek 
730'3 teeds 
7304 TIIJ$SVlIa 
7305 Tlrl8y Croak 
1300 ValeyOI'le\( 
7307 VilEt;lo CI\le~ 
1309 five hUB Mairienarlce 
730S Valhl'/Mak"dsra",e 
731U VII!l'l' MaJI1 Slat". 
]J11 ViJageElee!lieal 
7312 Inwomel1 alon 
7313 PlIllP StaUons 
7314 BJosol"ds 
HOI) Badon lab 

TOTAL 

CURRENT Cal CEPTUA!. 
OPEX DlSfR IBUTlOH 

. BUDGET reE>;· CAPEl! 
$6.810,501 1(D% 
$6.164.aa5 SO% 

J1S7,3W. 0lI 
$683,130 75% 

$1.514,082 CIt. 
$1,003,448 25% 
$1 ,09a,2~3 ~ 
;1 ,288,781 00% 
$2,104,7511 00% 
$1.678,600 10J'£ 
~,O! 3,028 1 0)% 
$2,397,866 100% 

$Q\5,119 100% 
$823.507 1 00r.· 
$759.277 100% 

$8,950,532 100% 
$1,059.125 100% 

$386,665 IOJ'lO 
$468,911 1 ro'); 
$530.513 1 m% 
$900,787 1 III % 
~615,n:S 100% 

$3.007,613 100% 
i1,005,229 1 m'lO 
$2,691,754 1(0% 

10'); 
100% 
25% 

100')0 
75% 

100% 
20% 
20% 

AoJuStED 
OPEl( 

BUDGET 
$6,SI0.51rt 
$5,548,397 

$!) 

$512,~4S 
SO 

$377,362 
SO 

$1,031,025 
$1,683.805 
$1.676. foOO 
$3,013.028 
$2,S9r,866 

$915,1711 
$823,507 
S759,277 

$6,800,532 
$7,069,125 

$3136,665 
$168,911 
$530.513 
f.91:1J,767 
~615.na 

$$,887,613 
$.1,065,2211 
$2.697,754 

$SO, 123,90t 

CAPEll 
BUDGEl' 

$0 
$ III 6,489 
$167,368 
$170,783 

H514.082 
$1,132,086 
~I,(S6,24~ 

$:157.756 
$~O.952 

fO 
ill 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
to 
$0 
$(1 

$0 
$0 
$0 
to 
$0 
$0 
$0 

Based on the estimates above, leESD may, be able to recover between $5 rnIDJon and $a million 
of its annual operating budget from its capital recovery account, which should make additional 
operating funds available for debt servIce. Additionally, a revised capitalization policy can be 
enacted ror prlor years to further Increase the funds available. However, prIor to implementing 
the policy for prforyears, the materiality of the Impact, the need for restatementofftnandal re
cords and the requirements of the bond indentures needto be considered. 

This polley cl1ange would place a greater burden on funds available for the capital program. 
G,Yen the JCESD's projected capital spending, this proposed Increased capitalization rate 
would accelerate depletion of these funds by approximately io percent. Therefore, a prop
er and strategic balance between operational and capItal expenditures needs to be main
tained. Addltlcmal review and analYsis may need to be performed by leESO to·vaDdate 
approprIate capitalization levElls. 
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IV. REVENUE ENHANCEMENTS 
An Increase In the availability of funds to satisfy debt service can be achieVed through either 
operating cost reductions or revemIl! enham:ements. Thlnectlolnlfthe,report addresser
revenue enhancements that should be further Investigated and/or implemented to help 
meet this gOal. Throughout the years, the JCESD has commissioned II number'of studies 
alid reports that Induded analyses of alternative revenue sources to reduce the1CESD's re
Hance on volumetric-based customer rates to cover the revenue requirement These stuel-: 
les Include: 

• Analysis of Sources of Revenue for the Jefferson County Environmental Services De
partment, Paul B. Krebs & Assodates, lne., March 31, 2003 (Krebs Reportl 

• Final Report, Jefferson County Program Review, BE&K Engineering. 2003 (BE&K Report) 

• Final TechnIcal Report, Red Oak Consulting (a division of Malcolm Plmle), January 31, 2007 
(Red Oak Report) 

As Indicated, one of these studies Is two years old while the other two were completed in 
2003. With the exception of Increasing Impact fees and a few other minor fees and charges, 
we are not aware that the JCESD has Implemented any of the suggestions In the reports. 

R.W. Beck Report 
In March, ;W08, King & Spalding retained the services of R.W. Beck to conduct an assess
ment of the J0:50 to Identify revenue enhancements and/or potential cost reductions or 
deferrals that could assist the JCESD In payment of its operating costs and debt obligations. 
The R.W. Beck study Identified 12 areas as potential revenue enhancements and estimated 
the annual impact of each. According to the R.W.lleck report, revenues could be enhanced 
by approximately $51.8 million to $68.8 million annually. Table 12 from the R.W. Beck re-
'POI1, found on the next page, summarizes these findings. . 

Th'e R.W. Beck report reflects a useful attempt to Identify 'additional sources of revenue for 
the JCESD. However, we have reservations regarding some of the suggested actions, as well 
as the amount of incremental revenues the report estimates wll.1 be produced. Forthe rea
sons stated below, we believe a more reallsticalid optimistic level of revenue enhance
ments would be in the range of $5 to $10 mUnon. 

Brief reviews of each of the proposals in the R.W. Beck report, Including which recommen
dations should be adopted and the likely range of resulting revenue enhancements, are 
presented below. It should be noted that, other than as observed below, separate analyses 
of qnticipated Incremental revenues or other attempts to verify the R.W. Beck estimates 
were not conducted. 
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Tabla 12. PoIsnfaIllevenue Enhancomenls and Annuallnipact by R.W. Beck 

Rovea .. Enhancemen\ EotImaIod AnnwI Revenut 
. MoIillilillise C!larg<) . - .. - _. 

-.w,ooo;OOO 

; .. 
" 

, , 
t, 
i" , 

' .. 

, 
i 
I . 
! ~ • 

Impact F •• 2,500,000 
CleM wabll' Chal1lB .'25,000,000 
IncI;JslIiaI Surch9l1lB Rata 4,000.000 
EllmlnsJo I'IIvale WGT MerenI Of PrivaIe 
Wilier Melsr M,,;nlalralivo F .. 1,000,000-12,000,000 
errrina!e 15% Aesklonlial Crd 1,500,000 

Unaulhorizad Inll:>w Fe& NiA 
SeWllrTap 125,000 
liIe~Foe' NiA 
GrilaasTrap Foe NlA 

. Unbilled M:ounts 1;200,000 

Commerc!alhcolSlts at 100'11 
, 

2;500,000 
ToIII $51,&25,000-63,825,000 

Change In Monthly Base !\;ltes: As discussed later herein, In order to enhance revenue stabIl
Ity, the minimum monthly charge should be eliminated and a monthly fixed fee should be 
established to provide a larger percentage of revenues from a fixed charge. However, this 
change will not provide any Incremental revenue as It simply changes the revenue recovery 
method to more reliably achieve the recovery of the full appropriate revenue requirement. 
Hence, this change 15 not considered a revenue enhancement. 

Impact I'e!>. for New !?evelopment: Based on the Red Oak cost of service analysis, an increase 
In Impact fees for" single-family residence from the current $3,150 to $4,200 would be ap
propriate. This estimate Is actually based on a recommended Increase from $225 per 
plumbing fixture to $300 .per fixture, utilizing an average of 14 plumbing fixtures per reSI
dential unit. However, given the current economic conditions and iJmlted development and 
growth, It Is d!fflcult to estimate the short-term revenue Impact associated with this ad
Justment. Based on projected growth rates, the revenue Increase is estimated to be $1 mil
lion to $2 mnllon per vear. 

Reserve call1ltJtv Charge; As proposed In the !tW. Beck report, those Jefferson County resi
dents who rurrently do not receive sewer service because theyutilil:e septic systems could 
be charged a monthly dean water charge. Such a charge Is similar to a reserve capacity 
charge, but there are differences between the two. A reserve capadty fee Is typically asso
ciated with a septic system owner who Is located in sufficient proximity to the JCESD to al
Iowa connection to the system if desired. A clean water charge would 'be approprtote for 
septic system owners who cannot effectlvely connect to the JCESD systems. However, tills 
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f·.-r-·-
charge would be Justified on the basis that all county ~Idents -receive an indirect benefit 
from Improved envirQnmental quality that results from the JCESD's compiiance with the 
consenn!ecree-. - -- .- - .. --. --
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While both types of charges are appropriate, the charge to the septic systel!l owner who 
can actually access the JCESD system should be higher. However, the RW Beck report rec
ommends a slmHar Charge for all 100,000 septic system owners, whether or not they ca~ 
access the leESD's system .. This charge was based· on a similar marge by the Mobile Area 
Water and Sewer System (MAW.5SI. The MAWSS charge to non sewer customers amounts 
to approximately 42 pen::ent of the monthly sewer bill for customers who are connected to 
the system, at eight hundred cubic feet (td) of water usage/month. For the JCESD, the ~ 
erage residential sewer bill at Beef is $50.32. Applying a similar charge to the ove.- 100,000 
septic systems it claims are located in the lCESO, the RoW. Beck report estimates such a 
charge would yield approximately $25 million In Incremental rev~nue. At water consump· 
tlon levels of lOccf and resulting monthly bills of $62.90, estimated annual Incremental rev
enueswould be somewhat higher. 

The concern Is that only customers that have access to sewer collection. lines should be 
charged the reserve capacity rate. While we agree that charges for both types of septic sys
tem owners may be appropriate, the charg~s to those owners who cannot access the )CESO 
systems shOUld be lower. It Is difficult and inequitable to require septic system owners to 
pay a reserve capacity charge if they liave no practical way of connecting to the system • 
Based on Information provided by the JCESD, approximately 5,000 potential septic system 
customers are In reasonable proximity of the system to justify a reserve capacity "Charge. 
Therefore,lmplementatlon of this charge at a monthly rate of approximately $30 would re
sult In approxlmately $1.8 million of additional revenue. A lower charge to the remaining 
Jefferson County septic system owners Is addressed later In this report. 

In_al SUn;harllC Riltei The R.W. lIeck report recommends that Industrial surcharge rates 
should be increased based on the cost of service study in the Red Oak report, and estimates 
that this will produce $4 oiillion in Incremental revenue. However, the Red Oak report 
notes thllj: raising surcharge rates to the highest level defensible under its cost of service 
study would result in these rates being up to 600 percent higherthan the current surcharge 
rates. There is no indication, however, what impact such Increases would have on the 
JCESO industrial CUStomer base. Although sum increases may be Justified on a cost of ser
vice basis and the Industrial surcharge rates have not been adjusted for many years, a slg
niflC<lntly Increased surcharge may have adveroe elastiCity Impacts .and effects on lCESD 
economIc development, job creation and retention. It Is recommended that the JCESD con
sider such Impacts and increase Industrial surcharge rates gradually overtime from the cur
rent charges II> those Indicated as the highest defensible charges under the Red Oak study, 
pt\lldlng completion of a new cost of service study and further Investigation of potential 
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economic development impacts. This approach might provide Immediate Incremental an
; 
I nual revenues of approximately $1 million that increase to approximately $4 million· over --- .. -+-.~. --c.·-----tlmi.- ----- ---- --- .. ------------.-----. --- ---.--
• i 

L: 
,. 
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ElimInation of PrIvate Wl!!\!t Meters or private Water AdmInIstrative Fee; The R.W. Beck report 
notes that eliminating private water meters and, therefore, the deduction from the primary 
water meter's water consumption for Irrigation or sprInkler systems for onllng purposes, 
would increase revenues from $10 to 12 million annually. Alternativelv, the report recom
mends implementing a $5 per month fee to cover the costs ohdmlnlsterirlg the private Irri
gation water meter credit programs, which would yield additional revenue of approxlmately 
$1 million, based on 16,000 private water meters. We cannot agree that eliminating private 
water meters and the deductlon of Irrigation water from total water used Is appropriate. 
This app~oach would not be conslstent with cost of service principles, nor would it be fair or 
equitable. These private meters represent water usage that doe.s IlZ place a burden or a 
cost on the sewer system and charging for such lisage would not be justified: 

However, charging a fee to cover legitimate costs to administer the program Is appropriate. 
The R.W. Beck report assumes a $5 monthly charge to the 16,000 private water meters 
would produce approximately $1 million In additional revenue. Based on discussions with 
the lCESI>, the actual cost to administer this program is approximately $2 per meter per 
month. This charge Is appropriate and it Is recommended· that the lCESO develop infonna
tlon that would support a cost-based rate to cover the costs to administer the credit pro
grams. Based on $2 per metl'r per month, the anticIpated revenue enhancement would be 
approxlmatelv $0.4 ml~lon. 

errrnjDlrtipn orB p¢rI:ent Residential Credit The R.W. Beck report recommends elimination of 
the 15 pereent volume credit for residential customers, which it estimates would·yfeld ap
proximately $11.5 mllllon of. annual Incremental revenu.e. While we have no reason to dis
pute this estimate, eliminating .the discount would not be conslstent with cost of service 
principles. As with the private water meters, the 15 percent discount should represent wa
ter usage that does .!lQ! constitute a burden on, or costs to, the wastewater system, such as 
for lawn Irrigation, where the usage does not flow Into the ~ewer system. Charging for uses 
that do not burden the system, would not be appropriate. It is recommended" however, 
that the JCESD perform a study to determine whether 15 percent represents the approprI
ate level of the discount. 

UnbUI!!d At!;gurn.' The R.W. Bec!< report utilized an increase In revenue of two percent to 
es.tlmate possible annual Incremental reVenues of approximately $1.2 million If this pro
gram Is purstJed. We agree that pursuit of unbliled accounts Is a good busIness practlce and 
should be enhanced. We note, however, that extending this program throughout the sys
tem will Increase costs and It Is unlikely that the JCESO will net the full $1.2 million the R.W. 
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Beck report estimates. Additionally, all of the unbilled customers wm not be Immediately 
Identified. Therefore, It Is assumed that recognition of unbilled customers will enhance 
l'evanues-by $200,000 per year over-the-REOO-fIye·~al'S. ""- . -- .. - -_. --

COmmcrcjall\cco!!!!ts at 100 Pettent; of Water Usage; The R.W. Beck report notes that within 
the commerdal class, customers with similar water consumption uses are charged varying 
percentages of water consumption. The report concludes that basing commerclal accounts 
at 100 perCent of water usage might increase revenues by approximately $2.5 mlliion. It is 
not apparent that these differences are cost-Justified. In addition, there Is some evidence, 
as noted In the Rattells report, that the residential class may be paying slightly more than Its 
fair share of cost of service, but that the variance Is not slgniflcant (approximately $2.1 mil
lion out of a then current revenue requIrement of approxImately $15& million). However, 
based on discussions with the JeESD, it appears that this revenue enhancement opportunity 
Is less than $1 million. 

Other Revenue Enhancements In the R.W. Beck report 
The R.W. Beck report Identmed several other potentia' sources of incremental revenue 
where the amount of Increased revenue was either de minimus or unquantlflable at the 
time of the study. These Include: 

Sewer Tap FAAi: The JCESD recently Increased sewer tap fees from $35 to $150. The·R.W •. 
'Beck ~tudy, maintained that such feel; should be based on the average cost of pmvIding 
sewer taps bV size of tap, the length of the tap and/or whether a street cut must be made. 
The report implies that the current fee of $150 Is too low and assumed a fee of $700 per tap 
to arriVe at an estimate of $125,000 In Incremental revenue. However, the current $150 fee 
appears to be adequate to fund the limited services provided by the JCE5D for a tap. Th~ra
fore, this does not represent a revenue enhancement opportunity. 

Une Locatio(! Fee; This fee Is Intended to cover the cost to t~e JCESD assodated wIth re
quests to locate a sewer line, such as from customers or developers In connection with con
struction activities. It is recommended that a fee not be charged for this service. Such a fee 
could be ~ disincentive for some parties tonatlfy the JCESD of .Impending constructfon ac
tivities and to seek the locations of facilIties that may be Impacted by such construction. 
This could lead to aCCidents and reme~lal work, the cost of whIch (:Quid exceed any Incre
mental revenues. 

Gre.'''1DP·lnspertjon Fees' While the number of grease trap Inspectfons could Increase, the 
cost of these Inspections sh'ould reflect the actuait'Ost of the Inspection, resulting in no net 
revenue enhancement other than minor adjustments of th~ fee to reflect the act\lal cost of 
service. 

.1'89"32 
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Unauthorized Inflow Fee; legal proceedIngs would appear to be more effective than an addi
tional fee to encoufage customer:S to dIsconnect unauthorized sewer system connections. 

GJven the current economic situation that the JCESD and the CQunty face, there Is Significant 
uncertainty as to the amount of Incremental revenues the above measures wlJlproduce. 
However, we believe that a reasonable range of revenue enhancement from these meas
ures as a whole could be between $5 and $10 million. Several of these enhanoements will 
require Jegal or policy changes which willi!T'pact the timing of their implementation. Unfor
tunately, the short-term Impact of suCh revenue enhancements, wen if estimated incre
mental revenues are fully achieVed, would be minimal. Nonetheless, It Is important for the 
JCESD, given the extremity of its financIal condition, to implement aU reasonable revenue 
enhar,ooments as soon as possible. If nothing else, these can help mitigate any budgetary 
short-falls and/or revenues losses from reduced water consumption that could occur as a 
result of ImplementIng any potential wastewater rate Increases. . 

The poterrtlal Impact Of revenue enhancements that can actually result In Incremental reve
nues Issul)lmarlzed below. 

TaI!la 13. Impact of Enhancemenla Ukely Reauflilg In Incremenlal Revamm 

Rtvenu. EnIla_1II EstknaIad Ann'" Revenue 
Impact Fee $1-Io$2mIllioR 
Rosenr8 Capacity Charge $1 JJ million 

Induslrial Surma/go $1-10$4 millon 

r;'IivalB Water Me!or Adl11inls1rnBQn $OAmiDion 

UnbiledAccowls $0.2-10$1 mllliOl) 

COmmordal AccoIJ\!s 0 100% $0.5- \0 41 mllion 

TOTAL $U-~'O.2 mUIiOl'l 

Tax or Other Government SubSidies 
As a general principle, system user rates are the preferred method to fully cover all costs of 
5elVice. This approach enhances finandal viability and the ability to attract necessary capi
tal at reasonable cost, sends appropriate signals to customers about the value of the ser
vices they utilize and promotes a more effldent anocatlon of scarce resources. However, 
given the unique and dire finandal drcumstances that the JCESD faces, and the extreme pa
tentiaJ Impacts of increases netessary to support exIsting debt on customers and the 
County,lt. Is appropriate to seek mitigation of these Impacts through additional revenue 
contributions from taxes or other forms of government subsidies, at least in the short term. 

As discussed below, Increased tax contributions playa role in the rate Increase recommen
dations In this report; These recommendations Include meeting a revenue requirement 
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from a combination of increases In user charges and additional contributions from tax 
sources. It Is important to nota that, since most ratepayers are also taxpayeJS, the fuil bur
lien onttre JCESlTl:OstomerwUI InciUtti!" nonllllyl;neuserra~e Increases but Increases In 
taxes to provide additional contribution to meeting the revenue requirement. Neverthe
less, meeting the revenue requirement In part througn Increased tax revenues· can enhance 
revenue stability for the JCESD and, at least to some extent, mitigate the Impacts of neces
sary rate Increases on some customers • 

As noted earlier, a clean water charge for county septic system owners who do not cur
rently have access to the sewer system Is Justified on the basiS that. all county residents re
ceive an Indirect benefit from the Improved environmental quality that results from 
compllance with the consent decree. These Improvements enhance the quality of life, 
property values and prospects for economic development of the county as a whole. How
ever, the dean water charge should be lower than the reserve .capacity ~halie for septic 
system owners who can acc;ess the sewer system. In our view, a thalie of $20 per month 
would be appropriate for this purpose. 9fthe over 100,000 septic systems the R.W. Beck 
report estimates are located In the JCESD, Information provided by the JCESD Indicates tha.t 
about 5,000 septic systems have reasonable access to the sewer system. Therefore a $20 
per month charge for the remainIng 95,000 septic systems could yield approximately $23 
million In revenue. 
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V. RATES AND RATE DESIGN 

... - GeneralPrmciples- . -- -- '-

A fundamental principle of ratemaking for essential, monopolistIc public utility services, 
such as the wastewater services provided by JCESD, Is that revenues should be sufficient to 
cover the casts of providing the service. This ratemaldng approach captures .mI costs, In
cluding operating expenses and the cost to attract and service necessary capItal. In the case 
of government entitles that provide these services, the revenues can be derived from a 
number of sources, including rates and other charges to customers, tax reve~ues, or various 
other forms of subsidies. The rationale behind this principle Is that if revenues do not cover 
all the costs that must be borne, provisIon of a service essential to the publIc welfare will be 
Jeopardized. Where revenues are notsufflcient to wver all costs, necessary capital will 
eventuallv be unavaIlable, or available only at a significantly higher cost, and service to cus
tomer will. be impaired or cease. 

A corollary to this principle is that rates to the various classes of customers shOUld be es' 
tabllshed, to the extent practJcable, based on the costs Incurred In servidng those cUs
tomer classes. Basing rates on cost-causative principles 'promotes equity by mlnlmiling 
subsidization of one class of customers by another. It also sends appropriate price signals 
to customers about the true cost of the services they are using and provides for a more 
efficlent allocation and use of the scarte resources necessary to produce these selVlces. 

These principles are not Just theoretical constructs. lhey directly Impact the avaHability and 
quality,of service, capital attraction and the cost of capital, capacity planning and construc
tion, environmental quality, and many other factors that directly affect the health, welfare 
and economic viabIlity of a community • 

Although rates that are set to recover all the costs 'of service may be considered "reasonable,' 
ratemaldng is clearly not simply a matter of mathematical calculation. Professpr James Bon

bright, perhaps the most authoritative source regarding principles of public utliity ratemaldng, 
bas noted a number cif general attributes of a sound rate structure whlth can appropriately be" 
considered 10 establishing ratesm customers. lhese Include the followfng: 

• EffectJveness in yielding total revenue requlremenu 
• Revenue and rate stability and predictability for the utility and customers 
• Rate structures that discourage wasteful use while promoting Justified and beneficial 

uses 
• ReflectJon of present and futu~e social costs and benefits 
• Fairness in apportioning costs of servlcem customer classes 

• Avoidance of undue discrimination, caused by the cross subsidization of one custoriler 
class by another 
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• Economic effldency 
• PractIcal considerations such as simplldty, certainty, convenIence of payment, economy 

--In collectIOn; ilnderstamlaoUlty,pijoncatceptailce an1lTeasibIJit'jOf appiiaitio..,---

• Avoidance of oontroversles as to interpretation' 

Professor BonbJight notes that although such lists are useful in remindIng the rate maker of 
appropriate considerations, they can nonetheless be ambIguous and inconsistent, and by 
themselves offer no basis for establishing priorities among them. For this purpose, professor 
Bonbright has Identified three primary objectives of ratemaklng. lhese Indude the revenue 
requlrement/finandal need obJective, the optimum use/consumer rationIng (avoidance of 
waste) obJective, and fair cost apportionment (avoIdance of cross subsidy) obJective! 

In summary, ratemaklng Is, not merely a mechanical exercise. It necessltates the exercise of 
Informed judgment by the rate maker, based on the facts and circumstances of the particu
lar situation, and the taklng Intp account' of many factors that Impact the utility and its cus
tomers In ways that m~y be Inconsistent, contradictory or uncertain. ,However, a primary 
consideration remains that rates should be established to produce revenues that will cover 

, the costs to provide service. 

JCESO Current Rate S1ructure 
All customers currently pay a volumetric charge of $7.40/ccf. Water usage of residential 
customers Is mllltlpJledby 0.85 to determine the volume to be charged for wastewater SeJ'o 
vice. For non-residential users, volumes used to charge for wastewater service are based 
on 100 percent of water usage, less certain deductions for private meter readings or a de
fin9!l percentage. There Is also a minimum monthly c:h;Irge of $2. Due to this rate struc
ture, the vast majority of JCESD's revenues are derived from the volumetric charges. It 
should be noted that this type of rate struct:ure mak"; the JCESO's revenues particularly 
VUlnerable to any elastlclty,effects. These effects may result from customers reducing wa
ter usage to minimize wastewater bUIs after Significant rate Increases, as -well as weather 
ami other variables that affect water use. As a result.of a rate structure based on volume, 
revenues antIcipated to result fItlm a rate Increase may not fully materialize. 

Current and Projected Rates Under th~ Ordinance 
The JCESD has entered Into certain bonded Indebtedness and Incurs. various operating ex
pens," to provide wastewater service to Its customers. Mu~h of the bonded indebtedness 
Was Incurred to comply with ttle 1997 consent decree. In order to attract the financing ne
cessary to comply with the consent decree, the JCESD passed an ordinance'ln 1997 estab-

, Principals of Public Utility Rates; James' C. Bonbrlght, Albert L. DanIelson, David R. Ka';'erschen, 
Public UtIlity Reports, 1988, pp 382-386. 
'Id at3llS 
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Ilshlng a procedure for annual automatic rate increases necessary to service that debt and 
to otherwise cover the capital and operating costs neeessaryto provide continued service. 
-.---.- - ._---

For the year 2009, the JCESD's law firm, Haskell, Slaughter, Yound, aJld Rediker, Ltc, calcu
lated rates that would be necessary to support the JCESD's current debt service under el<lst
Ing bono Indenture requirements. Based on 10ccf (approximately 7,500 gallons) of average 
residential consumptlon, this calculation would require monthly volumetric rates to in
crease from $7.40/ccf to $36.39/ccf, or an Increase of approximately 392 percent, for fiscal 
year 2009. Average monthly volumetric residential charges would, therefore, inCTe~se from 
approximately $112.90 to approximately $309.00. Average annual volumetric residential 
charges would Increase from approximately $780 to approXimately $3,700. 

The rate Increases under this calculation are based on a shortfall of $458,420,782 In reve
nues from user volumetric rates for 2009 just to service debt obll8atlons, as calculated by 
the JCESO's attorney. This, together with current user volumetric revenues of $152,076,841, 
means that the revenue target from user charge$ to service debt-for 2009 is $6l.0,497,623. 
The following 1.5 a summary ofthese calculations: 

Table 14. Jefferson County ~ Rata Calculation 

Operaling Rsvenuos 
Adjumlal!for 1100 Rate Increa58 
Sublolal 

Opera1lngExpe ..... 

Net Revenues AvaIIal>le for Debt SeM:e 

Total Dt!>IseMce 

Delli SeivIoo 
NeI RewnU6$ AvaII.ble for OebtSotvlco 
Shollfll 
Actual User Fee Cilargos 

. Revenue Targot 

Nov/ Rate earulatJon 
CUllenIRII1Jl 
Revenue Targe! 
"evenues hom User Cilalg9s 

Now I\aI8 110m FCImlw 

Immediale P/O&p8CIlv1 EvaI!I81IOII 

166,716,302.00 
2,927,479.00 

169,114$,781.00 

50.6-47.787.00 

118.9S5.994.00 

577,416.716.00 

577.416.716.00 
118,996.004.00 
458,420.782.00 
152,078.841.90 
610.4D7.623.BO 

7.40 
610.497.623.90 
155.004.321.00 
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It Is Important to note that this 392 percent rate increase Is extremely sensitive to debt ser· 
vice Interest rates. Any modification to this Interest rate could substantially change the rate 
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The fonowing table gives a historical pe~pective on the rate Increases the JCESO has im
posed since 1997. 

Table 15. JaIfmon Counly SeWGr \)$, Rates and Average Mon1hIyBRls 

lW7 1999 1999 2000 201)1 .2\JOa -2OiJ4 2005 2005 :IlO7 2(108 

SowofUooAalG(¢cI) $1.78 $taB $W .$2.48 $3.01 $3.S3 $4.110 $5.S9 $5.93 ~ $6~7 $7AO 

.... BIll' $15.13 $15.93 $16.70 $21.08 $25.511 $30.01 $41.111> $45.82 $5OAI $53.9& $58.40 $62.110 ,.- 6.6% l7.aI(, 12.~ 21A% 17.3l1. ilIl.a% 10.1l% 10.1l% 7.1% U% 7.~ . 
. A __ ... """, 142'10 

'Based 00 r~ seM:e Jorlypical usage of 7.5OIJ gaiIlnsper month 
Note: In 1999, sewer use _ were increasedtMoo. The second i1creaie was made in Maith 199~ to $2.20 from $1.96. 
Note: In 2001, _ ... use rm.s were ilcreased tIrice. The aecood increase wa.made on Apnll, 200110$3.01 from $2.74. 

The jCESO must significantly increase rates and re.renue for m009, if It Is to service existing 
debt and cover necessary operating costs. The magnitude of these increases could have ad
v~ impacts on wastewater customers and the economic viabifity of the lCESO service 
area. Therefore, It Is incumbent upon the JCESD to pursue all available means to mitigate 
these revenue requirements and the rate Impacts that are associated with them, while 
maintaining access to the capital and operating revenues necessary to maintain service. 
These must include IdentifICation of revenue enhancement measures, Improvement in op
erating efficiendes, and actions to mitigate the JCESO's existing financial structure and debt 
burden. 

Reasonable Rates 
There 1$ no precise or commonly accepted definition of "reasonableness: As prevIously 
discussed, rates set a~ levels to recover all legitimate costs of service may, In genera\ be 
considered reaSonable, because such rates wlll make possible the continued provision of a 
service essential to the public welfare. However, in the context of setting any particular 
rate, the application of Informed Judgment is required, and other considerations ahd cIr
cumstances specific to the sltuatlon should also be considered. Among these are the Im
pacts fully cost-based rates may have on customers and the service area. In thIs regard, 
rates that may be conSidered reasonable because they cover all legitimate costs may stili 
not be a<:eeptable because of adverse Impacts on the pubr.c health and welfare. 

P"IIe38 
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Recognizing that concepts of reasonableness are elusive, analysts have utilized a number of 

approaches In deRnlng tustomer Impact issues related to setting rates for the JCESD waste
water·services. lhe;,e Inclllde the-concept-of so' called ·affordabillty: comparisons to the 
rates of other savla. pl'O\llders and certain EPA analyses. Each of these approaches has sa
rlOU$shortcomings In the context of determining reasonable rates. Although they will be 
dlstussed briefly below, it Is Important to note that the JCESO's financlalcondltlon Is so dire· 
and the rate Increases necessary to servIce Its bonded Indebtedness for 2009 alone·so large 
that these concepts are even less helpful than they might be othe/Wise. 

1Iffim!ab!!ily and Cmnparablll1¥i In 20()8, the JCESD requested Raftells to examine the rea-. 
sonableness of the JCESO' 5 turrent sewer rates. The Rattens report analyzed reasonableness . 
from the perspective of the customer and the utility. With regard to the customer perspec
tive, the Raftells report utlllZed two ways to assess reasonablenesS'-the comparatiVe ap
proach and the affordability approach-undeTStandlng that there,are weaknesses wlth both 
approaches •. With regard to comparabil.ity, Raftel]s recognized that it Is hard to reach a pre
dse "apples-to-apples" comparison ·and, other than comparing the JCESD's rates to certain 
other service proylders based on size and regional proximity, the nlport did not attempt to 
do so. With nlgai'd to affoi"dabillty, the report aclmowledged that, despite attempts by In
dustry leaders. to reach consensus on some type of affo~dablllty measures, the.re Is stIU sig
nmeant·disagreement as to which metrlcs are most ~pproprlate for evaluatlng affordabillty. 

The weaknesses of these methods for determining the rea~nablen~ of rates are signifl- . 
cant. They have as much potential for resulting In misleading cOnduslons about reason
ableness that are contrary to s.ound public polley as they have for shedding meaningful Ught 
on the Issue. For example, the rates of service provider "A" may be higher, even signifi
cantly higher, than the rates of a group of other service providers to which N A" 1$. compared • 
This may be because "A" appropriately replaces aging Infrastructure to preserve servke re
liability and makes tlmely Improvements to· comply with state and federal environmental 
and water quality requirements, while other providers may not be acting as responsibly. , 
Making determinations a5 to the reasonableness of rates or limiting rate Increases based . 
solely on rate comparisons can lead to pemlclous results that are contrary to the public 10-. 
terest by punishing responsible service providers. It may also deter responsible manage
ment from maldng necessary Investment In Infrastructure, If rates for a system would 
increase beyond those of systems to which It might be compared. This could lead to 
charges that a system's rates are unreasonable based on such comparisons. 

Such comparisons also fall to take Into consIderation a host of variables that can acco~nt for 
significant differences in rates. These Include, among other things, service levels and quality 
of service; differing regulatory and environmental requirements; labor, pension, and other 
cost structures; different topographic and geologic characterlstlcs; and the exiStence and 
level of tax Or other subsidies. Without Ii thorough examination of the many reasons for 
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rate differences, conclusions as to the reasonableness of one rate versus another are.likely 
to be .Inaccurate and misleadIng: 

-"'-f'---
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Ukewlse, basing rates on some vague standard of affordabUity can be even more pernicious. 
To whom Is the service affordable or unaffordable, at what time and In relation to what? 
Does'lt make any difference if the service is essential to the public welfare? Does income 
level or age or what non-essentlalgoods or services the customer may be purchasing mat
ter? Such a standard ls also rife with the potential for political manipulation and wIII,if-used 
as a primary baSIs for setting rates, impaIr the ability of the service provIder to attract neo

. essary capital at an, let alpne at reasonable rates. It Is hIghly unlikely that lenders will pro
vide debt flnandng or other capital to entities where politIcal bodIes routinely set rates 
based on an arbitrary perception of what constituents can afford. 

GIven the very real economic burdens affecting many ratepayers and their families, espe
cially in view of the current financial situation, it Is likely that most ratepayers would con
sider any rate Increase to be unaffordable. While certainly understandable, this view does 
nothing to address the practical issue of setting rates that will be adequate for the JCESO 
to continue providing essential wastewater services. Moreover, although It would be 
helpful If there were consensus among analysts as to objective standards that could be 
utilized to ascertain affordability, even the Raftelis report acknowledges that such consen
sus does notexis!. 

EPA Af!'llrdabjlitv St;mlljm!si While affordability remains to be defined In the general rate
making context, the EyA has addressed the Issue of affordabllity standards In two narrow 
contexts. First, with regard to sewer rates, the EPA deveioped a metric of two percent of 
median housefJold Income (MHI) to assess the affordability of CSO consent decrees de
signed to settle litigation brought against a wastewater provider fur vlolatlons of the ONA. 
Second, the EPA established a standard of 2.5 percent of MHI with regard to development 
of new drinking water quality standards under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA). It is 
Important to note that the 2.5 percent affordablRty standard concerns the costs associated 
with compliance with each new regulation, nOt the cost of all regulations taken together. 
Moreover, thIs standard was designed for purposes of determining access of service provid
ers to certain narrowly defined variances or exemptlpO$ from ImmedIate compliance with a 
regulatlon, not to the propriety of the regulation Itself. 

In neither of the above cases dkfthe EPA develop the standard fur the purpose of determIn
ing the reasonableness or affordablUty of total rates to provide ,water or wastewater ser
vIc\'. Although some have attempted to appiy these standards as a more general measure 
of affordabllity with regard to the totality of a ClJS1:omer's bill, such an Interpretation would 
dearly go far beyond the Intent of the EPA in devising the standards. Therefore, these 
standards have limited usefulness in assessing the reasonableness or affordablJlty of the 
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JCESO's wastewamr ramS. In connection with analyzing afforoabjllty WIth regard to consent 
decreeS. the EPA also developed a flnandal capabHity analysis of the service provider. This con-

--reptwllH>edistussed below •. -..... . .. _-.- -.. _- - . ---- .. _--

customer !mPW; Although comparability and afforoability are questJonable concepts in 
terms of analyzing the reasonableness of rates, the Impact ofpropo~ed rates on customers 
Is clearly a relevant consideration. The Raftelis report contains somewhat dated empirical 
informatIon that may be useful In analyzing the potential Impact of rates necessary to bring 
the JCESO Into compliant<! with its bonded Indebtedness. 

Medl;," Household 'acome; The Raft<!lis report extrapolated the county's MHI for 2008 from 
the 2000 US Census MHI using an escalator factor derived from the Bureau's 2000 Census 
and 2006 American Community Survey. The MHIs for the COunty for 2000 and 2006 were 
calculated and the compounded yearly escalation rate was established. Using this ap
proach, Raltelis calculated the County's MHI to be $43,435. HoWever, In recognition of Its 
contention that a material portion of the County's population Is not on the sewer system, 
Including what It considered more affluent residents of the County, Raftelis also calculated 
an MHlwhicn it considered more specific to the leESD's actual service area. The resulting 
MHI fortheservlce area was $40,608. The Raftells report also calculated the percentage of 
each MHI the current volumetric rates would produce at 8ccf and lOccf of consumption, as 
well as what the volumetric rates per ccf would be at two percent of the MHllevel. These 
are summari~ed In the two tables Immediately below. 

Table 18. Pcm:enlagtol MHI Annual C/larges 

MHI 
Monthly u.as. (Annual Bill) $40,606 ~4S5 
8<d ($604) 1.49% 1.39% 
10!;c1 ($755) 1.116% 1.74% 

Tabf,17. /laleSatWhlcllAnnual Bill isTWoPereent Of MHl 

Monthly Ueaga MIll 

$40,608 $43,435 

8ccf $9.95 $10.65 

lOccf $7.96 $8.52 

Obviously, to reach a level equivalent to two percent of the MHlconsent decree standard or 
Z.S percent of MHI for each new regulation under the SDWA, the monthly usage rates 
would be higher than they are now. HOWever, for the reasons stated above, we do not 
agree that either of .these EPAstandaros are appropriate'to use as a standard for afforda
bility or'reasonableness of total annual or monthly wastewater charges, nor were they de--
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slgned'to do so. Therefore, they should not be used to limit netessary rate Increases. How
ever, this analysis does'lndlcate that the leBO's sewer rates could increase even based on 

-----tIle narrow pllfpases for-whlch-tlle EPA-fleveloped these-standanls. '.' .. _. ",--,--

Financial Capability Analysis 
The Raftelis report also performed what It refers to as a HFinancial Capability AnalYsIs." The 
Report recognizes that the EPA developed this type of analysis to examine the impact of fu
ture costs associated with prospective consent decrees. This type of analysis suffers from 
the same weaknesses as the two perrent affordabillty standard the EPA developed for the 
same purpose. These analyses Were not developed to assess the affordablllty of costs an 
entity has already incurred. 

As with the MHI analysis, the Rafiells report does cont.in information useful In determining 
customer impacts. The financial capability analysis Is a two-step analysis that Includes both 
a residential indicator and county financlal capablllty indicators. These are used to evaluate 
certain lcesD financial aild economic indicators. Using these metrics, an average score is 
calculated for a Utility, whIch Is then applied to an EPA-developed matrix to determine If the 
Impact of future costs of a consent decree would have a high, mld-rnnge, or low Impact on 
the JCESD. According to the Raftells report, this analysis Indlcotes that under current rates, 
theJCESD and Its residents are on the border between mid-range and high. 

lheresidentlallndicator is an attempt to estimate the cost per household for the utility. These 
costs were determined on the basis of the then current, not 2009 projected, debt service, as 
weU as operatlons and malntenance (D&M) projectionS for 2008. Thus,the res\Jlts of this anal
ysis do not take Into consideration projetted :1.009 debt service or O&M requirements. 

The RafteUs report tjlen compares the cost per household under three scenarios to the MHI 
of $43,435, as discussed above. Based on m007 revenues, the report estimated that resI
dential customers were responsible for approximately 60 percent of total costs. The resl
dentlal share of these costs was then divided by the number of residential accounts. 
Scenario 1 Was based on total annual projected operating and capital costs of $183.9 mil
lion. Scenario 2 uses projected system revenues for mOO8 of $186.6 million. Scenario 3 Is 
based only on projected volumetric rates of $153.4 million. 

Based on these assumptions, Raftelrs compares the c,ost per household to the MHI to arrive 
at the residential Indicator. A residential Indicator below one percent of MHlls considered 
low impact A residential indicator ranging from one percent to two percent Is considered 
to be amid-range financial impact, while a residential indicator above two percent Is con
sIdered high impact. The results of this analysis are summarized In the table at the top of 
the next page. 
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Table 18. Cornparf$On of Cost Per Household Undwnu.e SeeIlarlO$ From Rallelllilepod 

SconarIo lIooidenIloI kId1t:o!or 
Sce:!ario 1- .. - -2.100% .. _---
5ean1rio2 2.OD2% 

ScellalloJ 1..645% 

Based on this anal~is, the residential indicator element of tlte finandal capability analysis 
Indicates that the JeESD's current Iates place residential custOl'l!ers on the border between 
the mid-range and high impac.t zones. 

The seoond element of the financial capability analysls reviews six JCESD financial indicator.;. 
Again, assuming for purposes of this report the accuracy of the Rattails calculations and 
consIstency with the ~PA financial capability analysis methodology, these results are sum
marized In the following table. 

Table 19. financial Capability AnalYl1s of JCESD Financial Indleatlors 

f'lIlIInciallndicGlor JCESIl Status Ranld"lllJ'" EPA method) 
Bond RIllIng D bys&P (Aplll, 2000) (ba3ca1ly 'junk" Week 

boI>.Iota1IJsl 
I/et SyoleJll De!>! aa a pen:enl 11.95~ WII8k (YBlues aIJ<m 5 psteJ1t consid-
01 NlliarbI Value eredweal<) 

Unomp!oymen!1l>le$ 3.90 pen;ool (Feb 1,2008 Bureau 01 h· Mkl-ranga (dlt9llJ1>:e 01<1- on8 pen:oot 
Ix>' S!aIi&li?O; Noli>nalavwago 4.10%) ago poinlOOJSidered mid-range) 

SyoIIII!I !AHI ... National AvM- $43,435 ($50,216 basOO on 2006 i'la- MkI-ranga (dilfe<ence of"· 25 peccert 
ago iOrJai MHl oscalaIsd 10 2008 at 2.07%; ol national avollllJ9 equa~ micHange) 

diIfereoca equals 13.5%) 

PJoperIy Tax .. a peroent of fall 6.47% Weak {..rJCal<n ebow 4 pe1C8l1I con-
IIIll'I<eI value (fMV) sidelOO weal<) 

Tax Collections FIoIe 9M% SI1oo9 (coI!ectIOn ral\1Ilabo'l& 98 perceol 
COIlSidarM sltong) 

For three of these six finandallndlcators, the JeESD ranking is already weak ~nder existing 
rates. Ukewlse, with regard to the residential.indicator, customers are already at the high 
impact threshold under current rates. Thus, while there may be room for rate Increases, 
any significant Increase wlllllkely result In hIgh Impacts to customers and a further weaken
Ing of 1he six financial Indicator.;. These customer Impacts have been considered in arriving 
at the rate recommendations contained in this report_ 

Conclusions Regarding Rates 
JI!t$ and Revenue leYels; As calculated by the JctSO's attom~. current rElSldential.volu
metric rates would have to Increase by approximately 392 percent to ml!l!t the JCESO's an
tidpated debt service obl!gatlons in 2909. Assuming no adjustment in debt service interest 
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rates, fully meeting this. requirement means that average annual volumetrIc resldentlal 
charges would need to Increase from appr,oximately $780 per year to $3,700 per year. 
These amounts are only for volumetric charges needed to servlce-lRGreases In debt' servlGe 
costs and do not include Current monthly fixed charges of $2 or any projected O&M In
creases for 2009. While such rates can be considered reasonable from the perspective that 
they are necessary to cover legitimate costs, we canm)t find them acceptable considering 
the negative Imp'!Ct these rates would have on customers and potentially·the service region 
as a whole. Although concepts of affordabillty and comparative rates are not useful In 
terms of analyzing the rates of a particular service provider, customer and service reg!on 
impacts are Indeed relevant. 

Perhaps the most salient consideration Is the percentage of the MHI Impacted by rate In
creases of this magnitude. Increases In volumetric rates alone to $3,700 a year would con
stitute about nine percent of the extrapolated 200B County MHI.of $43,435. It shouldalsD 
be noted that these median household Incomes do not necessarily reflect disposable In
ct>me as they do not reflect payment of income or other taxes. It Is reasOnable to conclude. 
therefore, that rates set to fully recover lncrea~d debt service and O&M costs for 2009 

could significantly exceed ten percent of disposable Income for at least half the JeESD's res
idents •. Rates that would take In excess of ten percent of the disposable income of many 
JCESD residents for one service alone, as essential as it may be, are unacceptable for a 
number of reasons: 

• They wiD likely significantly cut Into the ability of many residents to secure other essen-
tial services. such as food. shelter and medical care. '. 

• They are likely to produce elasticity effects and to increase non-payment and uncollect
able costs and not produce the anticipated revenues, thus exacerbatl~g the problem 
further. 

• They have·a significant potential to harm economic development. job creation and reten
tion In the service region and the County as a whole • 

. 'Thus, although cost-Justified, such rates are likely to have Significantly adverse effects on 
the public welfare as a who!e. 

Recommended Revenue Increases 
Basing rates !JnfuJl cost of service remains a fundamental and preferred principle, because 
that alone, .ab.sent some type 'of subsldl~tlCH1, will assure the continuation of reUalile ser
vice to the public and compliance with state and federal requirements. However, the JCESD 
faces a highly un!que situation In whrch strict adherence to this prlndple could take In ex~ 
cess of ten percent of the disposable Income of at least half the JCESD's resrdents, for one 
service aione, with poten~allv serious adverse ~onsequences on public health, welfare'and 
the economic condition of the county as a whole. Since the process of rate setting Is a mat-
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ter of informed Judgment, ~uch serious impacts on the lCESD's customer must be consid-
er.ed. ' 

The impact on the MHII1f doubling current rates was analyzed. Such a large Increase would 
still not recINer revenues sufficlent to fully service the JCESD debt as it is currently struc
tured. Increases of 100 percent would result'ln monthly residential volumetric rates in
creasIng from the current $7.40/ccf to approximately $lS/ccf. Under thIs approach, 
average monthly volumetric charges would Increase from approximately $62,90 to ap
proximately $126, while annual charges would Increase from approximately $755 to $1,512-

Under this scenario, annual volumetric charges would constitute approximately 3.5 percent 
of the County MHI and 3.8 percent of the specific lCESD service region MHI calculated by 
the Rattails report. While undoubtedly significant, this burden is substantially less than it 
would be If rates were set to recover the full allTent cost of debt servIce, which wouid be In 
excess of ten percent of the MHI. We believe that Increases of this magnitude could be 
viewed as an outer limit to reasonableness in the context of the highly unique circum
stances the lCESD and Its customers face. However, significant uncertainties stili exist that 
make specific customer rate Increase recommendations Impractical at this time. perhaps 
most significantly, negotiations are on-going between the JCESO and Its debt fIolders to re
'ducethe overall financial burden of the JCESD. Therefore, the Increases In revenues needed 
to service the final debt are not vet known. However, whatever revenue requIrements 
emerge from these negotiations, there are only three revenUe options available to satisfy 
the requirements: 

• CUstomer rate increases 
• Revenue enhancements 

• Tax or other government subsidies 

Ob\liously, the first revenue source would aff~ customers of the JCESD and the other two 
optionsCDuld affect both customers of the JCESD and other County reslilents. The results 
of ongoing attempts to restructure current debt and secure other funding sources will obvi
ously be <ritl"'" in determining customer impact and the future Viability of the JCESD. 

Although the precise level of contribution "necessary to meet the revenue "requirements 
from each of these sources Is uncertain, It is our recommendation that any Increases In cus
tomer charges should not initially exceed 25 percent. We provide more detaIled discussion 
for the reasons for this recommendation in the following paragraphs. 

As previously mentioned, one of the most significant concerns is the potentially substantial, 
but unknown, elasticity effects associated with large rate increases. !t should be expected 
that, faced With Increases of the magnitude discussed, Customers will take measures to con
trol their bills such as reducing water consumption, which Is currently the basis for the 

" " 
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wastewater volumetric charges. It should also be,antlclp~ted that non-payment and unco!
lectable costs',will rIse. Although It Is difficult to estlmate the effect ofthese impacts at var
le\IS'levels of increase,-it Is reasonable-te-assumethaHhe lafgef-the-lncrease;-the greatteef'-F-
the Impact these factors wlU have on the JCESD's atinityto realize the necessary revenue In
creases. The adverse Impacts on the stability of the JeESD's revenues could be slgnllicant 
and, if so, the lCESD's financial situation may deteriorate further. In thiHegard, It shOUld be 
noted that water usage, the basis for the wastewater charges, Is alreacly trending down-
ward by about two percent per year. 

There Is also considerable' uncertainty OVer how long the curtent economic and financial 
situation, and the interest rates resulting from it, will continue, as well as theeffecllveness 
of revenue enhancement and cost control measures the JCESD mayadopt. Another cause 
for caution is the fact that the cost of service s~ud'f in the Red Oak report does not indude 
the effects of slgnlflcantly increased debt service. It 15 possible t,hat these substantially in
creased costs could change tile relstlve inter-class cost of service responsibility. 

In addition, from the residential Indicator and financial capabIRty anaiyses discussed earlier, 
it appears that any significant rate increase will result In high Impacts on customers and fur
ther weakenl~g of the JeESO's already weak financial capability. While this should not pre
clude any Increase, it supports a cautious approach, as recommended In this report. 

Rnally, the lCESD's customers have already experitmced significant rate increases each year 
over the iast ten years. As discussed earlier, utility rates have Increased at an annual aver
age In excess of 14 percent over this period and the BWWB has recentlY'imp/emented a 13 
percent rate Increase. 

for these reasons, regandless of the final determination as to revenue requirements, it is 
Qur recommendation that wastewater rates for thfl JCESD's customer Increase no more 
than 25 percent initially. 

Cost of SSrVicv Study and'Rate Duslgn 
The Red Oak report contained certain recomlilendatlonsfor revenue enhancement mecha
nisms the lCESD could utilize. In general, the study was performed by competent and ex
perienced consultants and utlllzed generally'accepted methodologies fur determining inter
dass cost responsibility. The following observations about the study, however, should be 
noted. 

• ,oata used In arriving at recommendations Is at least two years old 

• Some of the data is not spedfac to the JCESO 
• Impacts' on revenue requirements for debt se1'lke that have occurred as a result of the 

emergent national flnanclal'and economic situatio(l are not Induded and could affect In- ' 
ter-class revenm; requirement responsibility 
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. A cost of selVice study utilizing data that Is at least two yea~ old would not nece .. arlly be 
Inapproprlate. Ukewlse, given lacle of avaJiabUity of specific JCESD data or budgetary cqn-

---stralnts,the meof Sllrrogate ·data may1Je appropriate;- However, linlilS sltuatlon;-t!iere 
have been substantial changes in cost of service requirements since the study was con
ducted and all the JCESD's residents and businesses face unprecedented rate Intrease •. 
Therefore, we do not belleve that this study forms a reliable basis for deviating from the ex
Isting rate structure, except as we suggest In our report. 111e Red Oak study does, however, 
provide sufficient support to implement the revenue enhancements programs recom
mended above. 

We recommend that this cost of service study be updated to. address the following: 

• The data which Is derived from sources other than the JCESD, and which form the basis 
for much of the Inter-class cost responsibility in the Red oak report, should be verified 
as to their relevance and applicability to the JCESD In determining cost of service 

•. If more current data is reasonably available, It should be Incorporated 
• To the extent possible, the' updated study should reflect the new debt senI\ce require

ments that result from the ongoing negotlatiQl1$ between the JCESD and Its lend.1S 

111e fotlowllll: are our recommendations regarding rate design and customet" assistance pro~ 
grams to achieve the increased revenue requirements discussed above. 

• FI)(ed monthly charges should be increased from the current 52 to an amount sufficient 
to recover 50 percent ofthe total volumetric usage fee revenue requirement associated 
with the volumetric revenue Incre~e recommended above. The volumetric charges 
recommended above may then need to be reduced to recover the remainder of the vo
lumetric reVenue requirement, while keeping the overall customer bill at a level consis
tent with the recommended revenue and rate Increases - not more than 25 pertent 
Initially. This change in rate de~ign would mean that a significant part of the revenue 
requirement would be recovered through !il<ed charges. Recovering more of the reve
nue reqUirement from foxed monthly charges will greatly enhance revenue stability for 
the JCESD and helpmltlgate potential elasticity Impacts of significant rate Increases. 
Therefore, it will be more likely that the rate Increases wP/ actually yield the necessary 
revenue. 

• Given the magnitude of potential rate increases, the JCESD should Investlgate and im-
. plemel)t, as soon as possible, targeted customer assistance programs ~1ch can miti

gate, to some extent, the burden of these increases on the service area's most 
wlnerable custornllrs. 111ese programs should be based on tile JCESD's unique demo
graphic and economic circumstances to maximize their Impact on the most vulnerable 
population and minimize the potentIal for increased uncollectible and admlnlstratlve 
expense. Stich programs coul~ Include life-nne rates, monetary grants to low-lncome 
consumers, mattihlng assistance programs, extended payment plans and other pro
grams best designed to meet the· needs of the lCESD's resIdents. American Water has 

Case 11-05736-T999' Doc 257-6 Filed 11/19/11 Entered 11/19/11 18:20:41 Desc 
Exhibit M.3-0003 Page 12 of 17 

· . 
, . 
• ! 

· . · , 
· . - -~~.~-.
; . 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-46    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part97    Page 4 of 12



c ! 
1 

j : , 
, 
! 
! 

, I 
_ .,:i._ L:.. : ... ., 

, 

I 
k 
! 

j .: 

I 

C i 
/ i 

c 

1 
~ I 

'I. ••• 

Case .2:08-cv-01703-RDP Document 48-1 Filed 02110/09 Page 53 of 6.5 
REPORT. OF THE SPECIAL MASTER 

~nt of the ,Jefferson County environmental Services D .. part~ 

successfully Implemented a number of customer assistance programs throughou~ Its 
systems. It should be noted, however, that given the magnitude. of the revenue In
creases dJseus:sed her.e!n, as well as the current burden on customers, the rost.Qf !lny e~- . 
fective customer assistance program would be substantial Based on the strutture of 
the program, these tosts could amount to several mIDlon dollars. The projected operat
Ing costs of the JCESD should take these costs into aeroun!. 

• Pending the update of the Red Oak cost of service study. no further changes in rate de
sign are recommended at this time other than the abo~. 

. . 
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·-1 ~-, ... - VI. OPERATING CASH RESERVE 
-=-~..,.,..,-- --... - "-" --.... --
Findings 
The JCESD's monthly operating expenses are paid directly from the Jefferson CountY general 
fund. At the end of ea<;h month, the JCESO reimburses the general fund with cash received 
from IlWWB, BCW., its oWn direct billing and other services. Up until now, the Jefferson 
County geneml fund provided liquidity to manage the short-term differences between the 
JCESO's receipts and disbursements, but this flexibility wlQ end given the flnancialchal
lenges confronting the County. 
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JCESO's total cash reserves were $323.2 million allune 3D, 2008, the date of Its most recent 
financial statement. The reserves consisted of $9~.4 million of current assets and $229.8 
million of non-l:urrent, restricted cash assets. CUrrent cash reserves were comprised of two 
components: 

• $6.1 million of operating reserves 
• $87.3 million of dual use reserves 
Non-current reserves were comprised primarily of bond proceeds earmarked for capital im
provements and a depreCiation fund designed to satisfy scheduled prlndpal payments and 
to fund capital replacement projects. 

Three months later, total cash reserves had declined by about $58 million, to an estimated 
$265.6 million, largely attributable to Interest and accelerated principal payments. Of this 
amount, about $41.7 minion was current cash reserves Including $12.3 million In operating 
reserves. In additIon, JCeso had recorded an estimated $53 million In accrued but unpaid 
debt service on both princIpal and Interest. 

By December 5, 2008, total cash reserves had declined an additional $9 million, to $257 mil
lIon. Accrued but unpaId debt service had now Increased by $71.5 million, to $124.5 mil
lion. In addition, over the previous three-month perlod,the County had advanced the 
JCESO $3.1 million to fund capital Improvements. The JCESO had requisitioned the Bond 
Trustee to reImburse these funds from JCESD's non-l:Urrent reserves. The following table 
provides a summary of total cash reserves. 

Table 2ll. SUmmary of Tolal Ca811 Reserves 

Current RMaves JUllI 30, 2008 Sep!embtr~ 2008 . As of Decemb« 5, 2008 

OptJadn, C1qh $5.1mllllon $12.3 mlRlon $9.Gmlllion 

D<IoI U .. Oosh $87.9 mJlJlon $29Ammlon $29.5 million 

sub-TOlal $93.4 "'llIIon $4L7 mil""" $39.1 mltllon 

N(llto-(:unut $w:a mUllo. $123.9 mllon $2173 mn",n 

Total_ ..... ~.2mlmon $265.6 mDlIon $251 ",Ilion 

Page 49 

Case 11·05736·TBB9 Doc257-6 Filed 11/19111 Entered 11/19/1118:20:41 Oesc 
Exhibit M.3·0003 Page 14 of 17 

I 
! 

-'1 , 
1 , 
! 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-46    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part97    Page 6 of 12



c 

c 

I·· 
Case 2:08-cv-01703-ROP Document 48-1 Filed 02f10f09· Page 55 of 65 

REPORT. OF THE SPIiCfAL MASTER . 
AAessment of the Jefferson Count)' environmental S.rvlc .... De""rtmant 

Total re5entes shown in the table do not reflect offsets for atcrued but unpaid debtserv1ce, 
a total of $124.5 rnHllon,and the County's advance of $U miUl"n. 
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ConslderaUollll 
A cash reserve Is needed to ensure operating expenses are paid on a timely basis to avoid 
any disruption in Jabor, the maintenance of quality services and continued deliveries by 
suppliers. The reserve must consider normal variability in both cash Inflows and outflows, 
seasonal variability and be suffident to manage emergencies such as weather events, 
equipment or Infrastructure failures, and other exigencies. 

MunicIpal water and wastewater systems ct)stomarily maintain a variety of cash reserve 
funds. Bond Indentures may specify funds for purposes Including capital Improvements, 
debt service, contingencies and rate stablllzatlon. In certain Instances, indentUres may also 
specify oper~ting cash reserve funds to cover a proscribed amount of budgeted O&M ex
penditures to ensure the stability of the system. Regardless ot'lndenture provisions, It is , 
considered prudent financial management to maintain adequate levels of liquIdity for O&M 
requirements_ larger systems may find it Is cost effective to assure liqUidity largelv through 
8 combination of cash ana committed bank credit facilities; Smaller systems, such as the 
JeESD, do not have access to bank credit facilities. In these cases, liquidity takes the form of 
OOITent reServes held either as pure cash or In cash-like instruments. 

Adequate liquidity is critical when one recognizes that customer rates are designed to gen
erate operating revenues sufficient only to cover budgeted O&M expenses and scheduled 
debt service payments. Systems must anticipate that revenues received wlli be less than 
expected and/orexpenses will be greater than expected. Uquldlty bridges these gaps. Sys
tems must also be prepared to addre.ss unplanned expenses such as Intra-vear energy 
commodity price increases and emergency maintenance whl,h, if material, could also be 
covered by other funds. 

Systems with varlabie rate debt require liquidity to handle unanticipated Increases In Inter~ 
est rates. Substantially all of JCESD's debt is variable rate. Derivative contracts - interest 
rate swaps - were implemented to minimize exposures to Interest rate increases. How
ever, the contracts have not performed as Intended and the JeESD's all.fn Interest cost now 
dramaticallv exceeds budgeted levels. Therefore. this analysis does not consider debt ser
vice In the cash reserve analysis. 

From an operational point ofliiew, the JCESD's liquidity requIrements are magnlfled, reia· 
_ tlve to Its peers, due to the billIng and collection of 85 perrent of its end-use customers 
through third partles-70 percent from BWWB amt 15 pen:?nt from sew; The JCESD and 
its peetS normally experIence a lag of approximately one month between rendering service 
and receiving payment. Due to inefficiencies Inhe~nt In Its t.hlrd-patty arrangements, 
JeESD experiences additional lags between Identifying specific oostomer dellnquencles and 
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implementing corrective action, $uch as property liens. The JCESD's greater than normal 
payment lag is evidenced by the relationshIp between its actounts receivable WR) balances 

--and !ts"armuatTevenues;-A/R1Jatances"COnslstently rumn the""$Z[)"2!fmll1lorrrange, dOS<rto -
two months of revenue. While deiays in turning AIR Into cash could be mitigated by ex
tending accountspavable, the JCESD has limited options to do so. given the characteristics of 
Its expenses-payroll, electric utility bills-and its financial situation. Given Its current fl
nancial status, any delays in payments to yendors could result in non-dellvery or a future 
requirement of advance payment. Additionally, It is anticipated that days to coilect B re
ceivable will Increase andlor the total coliectabJlity level will decrease due to s!!Wer rate in
creases and the general condition of the economy. Increasing and fluctuatIng AIR will 
increase cash reserve requirements due to the resulting variability In revenue. 

As discussed earlier, liqUidity can be derived from a number of sources other than reserve 
funds: 

• Debt issuance - with cash in reserve 
• Bank credit facUlties 
• Municipal general fund advances 

• Excess operating cash flows 

The lCESD, however, possesses little or no access to these sources of liquidity. New debt is

suance Is precluded for the foreseeable future due to the JCESO's lunk bond status resulting 
from payment arrears on outstanding debt. It Is rare for munlcipal wastewater 5ystems to 
maintain bank credit facilities and it would be Impossible for JCESO to obtain such at this 
time with its credit rating and In the current credit market environment. The JCESD did es
tablish about $800 million In bank standby facilities for its variable rate demand warrants. 
The entire amount has been drawn and Is due and payable over the next four years. 

COntinuing support from the county Is problematic due to the County's payment arrears on 
Its own ouj:standlng debt. Since JCES!;> is expected to *stand on its own: COunty advances 
are Intended to be modest and temporary, only covering operatlng cash flow Imbalances on 
an Intra-month basis. As m~ntlQned above, the COunty has recently advanced $3 million of 
expenditures for capital Improvement projects. 

finally, operating cash flow Is not a source of liquidity as the JCESD sets rates sufficient only 
to cover budgeted o&M expenses and Interest payments. Therefore, liqui<frty is limited to 
current cash and short-term Investment balances. Furthermore, since the dual use portion 
of these balances can only be utilized for debt service and capital Improvements, It should 
not be consIdered a source of liquidity for operations. The remaining current rererve 
amount, ·operatlng cash reserve, has been running about $11 million, or about 2.5 months 
of average O&M expense$. 
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Cash Reserve Benchmarking 
The major credit rating agendes,Standard &Poor"s (5&P), Fitch Ratings (Fitch) and Moody's 
Investor Service (Moody's), view liquidity among the key criteria for assessing creditworthi
ness of muniCipal water and wastewater systel'llS. saP, for example, "looks to whethe~ a 
utility has some reasonable level of unrestricted cash or equivalents for working capital.w 

liquidity is required for "fluctuations in cash flows due to seasonal demands, the ~mount of 
precipitation, or other economlc or customer base trends." 

S&P measures liquidity as cash and equivalents on hand divided by annual.expenses, ex
pressed in number of days or months. Based on saP's December 2006 industry report, me-
dian actual days' cash on hand for BBB-rated systems, the lowest category shown, was about 
eight months' .:ash. S&P Indlcate5 that cash on hand correlates with its rating catega
ri~the higher the rating,;the greater the observed cashon hand. More I'eC\lIIt saP reports 
for geographIcally comparable systems provide actual or projected cash on hand as follows: 

• KnoXville, 10/OS 3-5 months 

• louisville, 5/08 

• Charlotte, s/oa 
5 months (down from 7-8months) 
21 months 

• Huntsville, 2/08 3-4 months 

• Tallahassee,lO/07 12-13 months 

sap Indicates in its September 2008 Industry report that, other thIngs befng egual. Its U
quldity benchmaJks are as follows: 

FItch measures liquidity the same as saP and considers it an Importantindicator of financIal 
flexlblllty_ Fitch believes "utilities operating In areas especialiyprone to ralnfail volatility 
should __ estabnsh financial cushionS to deal with potential weather events." Also, Fitch con
siders the Southeast regIon as "faCing the greatest fixed costs and capItal pressures" and 
notes "they have also accumulated more in financial ,reserves, thereby enhandng liquidity 
and financial f1exiblllty_' Based on FItch's January 2008 Industry report, median actual days' 
CaSh on hand for A-rated systems, the lowest category shown was about nine months' cash, 
up from about eight months' cash in 200? 

The liquidity ratio sOu&ht by Moody's Is consistent with the other ratingagenc1es_ It views 
Iiquidlty'as ~an Important measurement'of die amount of time a utility has to respond to 
sudden Increases In expenditures, such ~ those associated with commodity price or Inter-
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est rate IncreaStls that are not otherwise hedged. lhe medIan day's cash on hand_Is close 
to the average amount of time It takes for a rate Increase to be reflected in the customer's 
blll.··-Recent repo~ced""by Moody's for geographically campaTable systems provide 
actual or projected cash on hand as. follows: 

• WInter Parle, 11/08 4-5 months 
• Austin, 12/08 5-6 months 
• Mlaml-Dade,ll/OB 2 months (required minimum) 

Table 21 provides an analysis of actual days' cash on hand for lCESD measured both with 
and without dual use fund reserves. 

Tablb21. Anafysl$of Actual Day'sCash on Hand 

Juna3O,20!J8 3O,2O!l8 As 01 December 5, 2O!l8 
operallng II< Dual Use cash $93.4 mUllon $4L7mlJlion $39.1mJllion 

cash on Hand" O&M flIpefise5 20.2mooths 9montll$ 8.Smonth5 

Operot/nc Cesb Only $6.lmJlIJon $lZ3mUnon $9.6 million 

ca~on Hand "O&M &pen ... 1.3 month. 2.7 months 2.1morrths 

A recommended policy statement from the Govemment finance OffIcers Association of the 
United States andeaned •• the primary professional organIzatIon for government finance of
ficIals, regarding approprlaw levels of cash reserves states Nat a. minImum, that govern
ments maintain a reserve of not less than 5 to15 percent of regular general fund operatIng 
revenues or not less than one to two months of regular general fund operating expendl
tures.§ Although this policy recommendation addresses the general fund, the $;Ime princi
ples should be applied to aU funds In order to maintaIn public services. Jefferson County 
has informally adopted a polley of two months of operating expenses as its ",Inlmum tar
geted level of reserve for all funds. 

JCESD Cash Flow Analysis 
As shown In Table 22, J~D had monthly revenues from operations between $11 mllllon 
and $17.6 million during the 12-month period ended September 30, 200s. During the same 
period cash operating expenses varied between $3.1 mUlion and $6 mUlion. 

Table22. Uonll1fy Operating Cash Flaw caJctilation for FIscaIYliar EndedJ¥30108 
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Conclusion 
Based on the previously presented benchmaTidng. a prudent, but.aggressive, cash reserve Is 

- between 30lmd 6O'davs-uf.maxlmunrmonthly-c&sJ. outflows. A min1mum'Of 30-dayrcaslr 
reserve will ensure all normal recurring' bills can be paid when due, assumIng no change In 
NR collections. However, an additional 30 days' cash reserve will provide a level of assur
an", that most emergendes can be managed without disruption and general economic Im
pacts can be addressed. Therefore, based on the JCESD cash flow analysis, the estimated 
cash reserves should be between $6 million and $12 million, oi one to two months of cash 
outflows. These funds will need to be held as actual cash reserves sInce access to other 
funds or credit lines are not available to JCESD for O&M expenses. 

Our recommendations for the cash reserve are based on the following assumptions: 

• Future operating cash flows will be ccnslstent with historical operating cash flows 
• No nOlH)perating expenses (Interest, swap cost, etc.) will be paid from the reserve 

• Capital expendItures wUl be promptly paid from other cash sources 
• Capital expenditures required to maintain efficient operations will be made on a timely 

basiS . 

• Historical operating cash flow data provided by JCESD is true and acCurate 

• NR levels remain constant 

Given that monthly operating expenses exceeded $4.9mtlllon only once In fiscal year 2008, 
a 45-day reserve could be established between $7 'milllon and $9 mllUon, If monthly ex
penses are maintained below $5 million. We note that this reserve could be further re
duced as operating efflclendes are Implemented and monthly operating expenses are 
reduced. 

Although the recommended operating reserve level of $7 mllffon to $9 million can be con
sidered prudent, we can provide no assurances that such amount will be suffldent under all 
conditions_ These levels may be considered low given the flnandal situation In Jefferson 
QJunty. Unexpected events or changes to operations are likely and this operating reserve 
level will need to be reassessed if such events or changes occur. The validity ofthls analysis 
is also dependent upon the accuracy 01 the Information provided. 

EliminatIng all operating cash reserves could have a d!'!tr!mental impact on JCESD'sflnanclal 
and operational condition. Pre-payment and/or deposits for vendor services may be re
quired due to lack of IIquidlty, elimInating cash management opportunities. l!quldlty Issues 
could also ImpacUhe attraction and retention of qualified personnel. AdditIonally, the'lack 
of emergency funds for system maIntenance could jeop~rdize service and compnance with 
the recent EPA consent order. 
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Also, It should be noted that the Impact of establishing the recommended operating cash 
reserve level on JCESD's ability to service lIS debt is a one-time event; there Is no further 

- .. ',. -consequence In subsequent months-aftel the lecoiiullend~ratlng;;aslrflow js·estab
. Ilshed. 
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VII. CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATIONS 

---Ff20G9-Budget-and-OperationlHievlew--- - -- ... - .- ."-' - '.--.' 
111e followIng recommendations address Identified vulnerabilities In the FY2009 budget and 
methods to mltillilte pDtential budget shortfalls and enhance operating practices. Several 
of these actions are currently being considered or Implemented by the JCESO; 

• Increased revenues are required to rover the fulf-year revenue shortfaU of approxi
mately $20 million, resulting from budgeted sewer rate Increases not befng Imple
mented, unrealized Interest, decreasing water ronsumptlon and reduced Impact fees. 
JCESO should confirm that the two percent cost of Jiving adjustment and merit increase 
adjustments are fully budgeted_ 

• Consider legislative.and/or legal challenges to correct the unanticipated conect!ons and 
receiVable Impact of new legislation stipulating that a tenant Is to be sOlely r~sponslble 
for sewer charges In a rental property, and the Inability ofJCESO to lien real property. 

• Continue current practices of managing vacant J>O.Sltlons to current levels and aJtlcalJy 
revIew the need to replace any positions that become vacant in the future. Positions 
should only be filled·to meet required performance levels essential to the protection of 
the public and enVironment_ 

• Implement rigorous controls on overtime, limiting It to essentIal needs only. 
• Won: with the Personnel Board to modify the state certification requirements for the 

Operato, job classificatIon. Cross-traIning and aoss utfllzation of employees should be 
promoted; however legislative changes may be requIred. 

• Combine the IPP group and grease program employees into a Sewer Use Control group. 
S7wer inspectors from all departments should be cross utlll~ed. 

• Develop a coSt-based calculation method for determining the cost to treat individual 
wastewater constituents,such asTSS, CBoDS, TKN and TP, on a per pound loading basis. 
Base the IPP surcharge rates on the' costs based calculations. 

• Continue and promote the FOG program to reduce stipulated penalties 
• Engage a flrm to provide energy audits and make cost-effective Improvements that are 

paid from the generated operating savings. 

• Umit chemical feed rates to the minImum required to comply with proposed TMOl re
quirements !br nutrient removal are completed. 

• Uu1lze, or partially utilize, the most cost effective dewatering technology. available at 
each WWTP. The use and the use of bla-tubes as a low-cost dewatering process shOUld 
be evaluated. 

• Conduct process assessments to determine if aU available treatment capacity~ required 
at aU times to blologi"callytreatwet weat!ler evepts. 

• Continue efforts to clean, Inspect, unblock and repair the collection system, to ImproVe 
raw wastewater strength "by reducing Inflow and Infiltration, and reduong SSO events. 
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REPDRTOF THE S/'I!CIAL MASTER 
Assessmont oftllo .Jeff ........ n County Envlron",ental Services UOP8rtraent 

The mndard operating procedures for the pump mtions should be rBlIiawed and re
vIsed to proactively ensure no overflows from these facilities. 

----.- • -Maximlre the-\lse4· zoem-eamel'a-techoology oto-l'elluce-tl1e-neElEl-fuF flU5I!IRg befare In- - --- -
spectlon and to more quickly assess the collection system. 

• Continue to adhere to the CMOM program and strive to achieve zero SSOS through con
tinuous improvement practices. 

• Implement a CMMS for horizontal and vertical assets. 
• Increase the routine maintenance spending for WWTP assets, setting key performance 

indicatoy>such as the ratio of preventive to con:ective maintenance, and the number of 
work orders opened in a period versus the number remaining uncompleted. The goal 
sflould be to move towurds a condition-based maintenance program. 

• Fully Investigate the implementation of a new stand-alone billing system for sewer ac
·counts. Prior to Implementation, JC~D will need to worle out arrangements with its 
partner water utilities fur rontinued. at cost, meter reading seJVices, consumption data 
sharing. best management practIces for residential/commercial meter change outs, and 
large meter priority management program. 

• ·Require water utilities, by c;ontract or by legislation, to ~hut off water service where 
sewer charges are delinquent to enhance revenue collection. 

• Routinely verify active customer accounts, sewer charges and payments received. It is 
recommended that Initially accounts be reviewed by street or meter reading books. 
When verifying CIlstomer ao::ounts, JCESO should perform a match of active accounts to 
block and lot tax records. This may also require employees to verify Information in the 
field. 

• Consider the selection and utilization of replacement vehIcles and rolling stock very 
carefully. Further, even though the County provides fleet management as an In-kind 
service, JCESD should have an equal say In how the fleet Is managed. 

• Review and ensure the SCADA system proVides optimal levels of automation and remote 
IX)ntrol capabilities. 

.. Consolidate most, but not ail, analytical work at the Barton Laboratory. Those tests per. 
formed at WWfPs should be Bmlted to critical process control tests. Examine the cost 
of each test, indudlng analytical equlpment.maintenance, especially for low frequency 
parameters and consider outsourcing thase analyses to a contract laboratory. Addition
ally, the laboratory shouid Implement the tlMS which should be used In conjunction 
with operational software such as WaterT rax or OPS WiN. 

• Review and ensure the SCADA system provides optimal levels of automation and remote 
centro! capabnitles. 

Potential Capital Opportunities 
JCESD's proposed opo budget appears to be reasonable and prudent. As a resUlt,- only the 
following opportunities fur reductions In the CIP budget were identified: 

l'a!Ie 57 
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REPORT OF THE SPECIAL MASTER 

_e_ent or the J~n County EnvIronmental Servl .... " Dapartmant 

• Reduce the portion of the OP budget that Is reserved for funding expanslon·type ·pro-
jects over the next ten years. . 

.. -"- Establish pondes regar<llng-liow to-GapitaliuHntemal-labor-el<p'lR~e51 sAIl make-them 
consistent with other Jefferson county departments, 

• Increase the capitalization rate of current and prior year operating budget expenditures 
by capitalizing Intemailaborand expenses associated with capitailmprovements . 

Revenue Enhancement Recommllndl\tions 
The following revenUe enhancement actions are recommended: 

• Increase Imp.ct Fee charge to $300 from $225 per plumbing fIXture. 
estimated Annual Incremental Revenue Impact: $1. r-o$ 2 million per year, based on 
average of 14 fixtures per resIdential unit 

• Implement a monthly reserve capacity charge of $30 for JCESD residents who are septic 
system owners and can accesS'the sewer system. . 

EstImated Anriuollncremental Revenue Impact: $1.8 million 

• Increase the Industrial surcharge rate gradually to a level Indicated as the highest defen
sible charges under the Red Oak stUdy (600 percent increase), taking Into consideration 
its economic development Impact. . 

. EstImated Annual Incremental Revenue Impocr: $1 to $4 million 

• Implement a monthly private water meter administrative ree of $2 per meter. 
etimated Annual Incremental Revenue Impact: $0.4 mJJ/lon 

• ContInue to Identify customers not being billed, In cooperation with the water authority. 
Estimated Annualln~ementarRevenue Impact: $0.2· to $l-million overflve.years 

• Bill all commercial accounts at 100 percent of water usage. 
EstImated Annual Incremental Revenue Impact: $0.5- to $1 millIon 

The potential impact of revenue enhancements that can actually result In Incremental reve
nues are summarized below. 

_uol!l1h_1 Eotimmd Annual Rtvenuo 
IInpoCl Fee $Ho$2mill'on 

Reae!vo CIlpICily Charge $1.8mBIIon 

lndusIJlal Surcllarga $Ho4miJion 

I'd" WaIor litter Adminis1fll1lon $O.4mDlion 

Unbilod Accounts $0.2-10 1 mBIion 

Co/uJnerClaI Al:c<>un!s It 100'10 $0'&'10 1 milion 

TOTAl. $4.&-10 $10.2 minion 

Pap liS . 
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Asse ... ment of th" ".ffersonCounty Environmontal Servko". D"partmont 

Other Revenue Enhancement Recommendlitlons 
• Seek short term additional financial support In meeting 2009 revenue requirements 

from tax revenues or other government subsidies. 

• A monthly $20 clean water charge per sePtic system should be Imposed on septic sys
tem owners that do not currently have access to the leEDS sewer system. If legally and 
politically feasible, this could result In approximately $23 million of additional revenue. 

• Undertake a study to determine if lS percent Is the ~ppropriiite level of residential cre
dit. 

• Develop cost data for grease trap Inspections and Impose a fee acoordingly. 

• Utilize legal proceedings to require those customers with unauthorized connections to 
disconnect 

Rate and Rate Design Recommendations 
• While the principle of cost-based rates Is preferred, increasing user rates at this time to 

rel:over the full current cost of service, including current debt service, is unacceptable 
due to the adverse impact it will have on customers in the service region. 

~ Follr options should be pursued to help meet the lCESD's cost of service: customer rate. 
increases, revenue enhancements, renegotiation of debt and debt service obUgatlons 
with lenders and tax or other govemment subsidies. 

• Customer rates to suppo.rt debt service should not Increase more than 25 percent In any 
one year . 

• 111e monthly $2 minimum charge should be eliminated and 50 percent of the revenue 
requirement necessary to support debt should be recovered through a fixed monthly 
charge.· 

• 111e Red Oak cost of service study should be updated to confirm that the non-JCESD
specific data on which It relies is appropriate for determining cost of service for the 
JCESD. 

• 111e Red oak cost of service study should be updated for the new debt service require
ments resulting from the ongoing negotiations between the leESD and Its lenders. 

• 111e JCESD should investigate and Implement, as soon as possible, customer assistance 
programs to mitigate the adverse Impacts of necessary rate Increases on the lCESD's 
most economically vulnerable customers. 111e JeESD's operating budget should include 
provisions for customer assIstance programs, which. could amountto several mUlion dol
larS. 

• The elastldty impacts of these recommendations on realization of the necessary reve
nue reqUirement, and other customer Impacts, should be monitored. Any future rate 
increases or changes In rate design should be made In Iiglit of the results of studies and 
upiiates recommended above, consideration of elasticity and customer Impacts and the 
development of additional information as to the uncertainties discussed above. This In-
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. REPORT OF THE SP.ECIAL MASTER 

Assossment." t ... .Jefferson County IInvrr..........mar 8orvlc ... Department 

eludes the results of negotIations with lendel"$ and the ability to secure additlonal su?
port through tax~ or other governmental subsidies. 

-;--=--- _. -- --- -- -- -- -- - ... - .. _.- -- -.-
Operating Cash Reserve Reoommendallons 
• A 4S-day operating cash reserve should be established. For the JCESD, thls results In a 

cash reserve between $7 million and $9 mllno" If monthly expenditures are maintained 
near $S inUllon. These reselVe5 can be further reduced as operating efficiencies are im
plemented and monthly operating expenses are reduced. 

• Eliminating all operating cash reserve could have a detr1mental impact on JCESD's flnan
cial and operating conditions. _ 

p"S$ 60 
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----~-----

On Scptilm\i<;r 22, 201 O;!bj~ Coii~ entered il$ Qrdt;r (tliflc''i!.¢¢Iver .Order) appoini!ng 
10M S. YoUillf Jr., La: (th~ "Receiver;),tomve iiS ReceiVet lor lhe J~ffetSOIiCout.ty Sew¢r 
System (tlw"S)'slem," IISd_liiled m the Receiver Order). The'Recelver was:appoii\lWain!Qu 
mid as. a rcisul! of the .Colinty;, default oil jls obligationl! '1IIlder !be Trust ll\deriftire ""n 
S\lPpletnental Indentures enlered inIobetween i997 and 2003 (the ·~IDdenture"}. Thlll Court 
fQllnd that ilie C<>unty'bad "failwlo operaie' the Sewer System ,j~ aneconomi\lal, efficient and 
proper' ll'lan!fet, and the pilotte intercos.t lind fue ends of jillotice will be best served by ilie, 
~ppoinimcl)t qfa '_'Vet,'" 

1k R.ei:eiV¢r;, duty isto'~~ectlvety~; 0Peri\te, and protect the System:,:!' As 
liu&, the Receiver is not .the tepreseritstl'i:e or advoCate of Ih" ('.oun!)' or its, various' creditor 
groups. but ,. Instead"" mdependOut entity charged with the:oDllgallt>n to servetlje mteresls ot 
tbe' ~em.ilie pUblic, aiid this CoWl Toward •. thiS end, this Court. has b,;,!ow,ed upon ilie 
Re.ceiV¢r tne :ruit rignt and authonty til perfonn""y Ict fue Rcceiver, mitsindepeodenf biis,neS$ 
jUdgmeni;reosonablybellcveS ought to be doli'; or performoo for ill'; efflcientadmlnistration, 
Op<lllltion, anit prot!'Ction,otihe System.' 

Among the speCificpowC!S grantw the Receiver by the Court is the sole "power to toc 
and cllsrge rates and to collect J;eVeIlues sufficient to 'provide, for the payment"of all' System. 
obligations and 'the expenses of.opetating androaintaiiiing the System} Th~' Cour\\. g011 in 
l!ppofuting the Recei\'er W;IS to "siabilize th"Sysiem financt;$ 1Illd, .•• implement significant 
'operaliOI1>j: iinprovements'. and efficiencies that will generale more ·~iem Revenues and. more 
Net ]~evenues Availablo f.o, Debt Service. thaq [ilie County has] previously produced:'" The 
Court lias· granted '!he Receiver fu11 power and authority to aihnfulstentnd operate ilie'System, in' 
a Dlanner consiS!e~t.wilij.st~ic and federall.w,' 

Prior tp .appointmen\ 9!iM Reoeiyet, Jolin 5 .• Young, ]t.{!he sille lnifuJper i11\d ,~bief 
"xe.;iIlNe;!>~cet !>fth~ R~ver), setVooaS <iIie.6fIWo spili;ialtil .. t~·iljiPQiiilj;ij:Jiicoti1i¢i(}ii 
w.iIi federal ootirtlidga)lcili'acl;;JOgoul <if the Coii;i!y;. ·d~t~; 'iindet t~~ !iJdtn~, . TOe 
February Iii; 2009R¢pOrt of the Sptciai Mi.sters(fue "Speclhl Masters itepi:ili'J.tiied willi lij,; 
federal <oort,p'rovided lill eYliiuatioh "Cilie.iegiil, economiC, business:; bltnatmcrore, anit-illijj'tai 
improvement isSues .fatlhll the Sy&¢n'i. SInce bemgappointed} .tli¢ ;a=lver has devoted 
significont tiine to oxpandmg. and revIsIng the .analysls and "esearchCOtliainOO intnc Spect.u 
Masier$ Report in order to fannula!i> both inferim and Tong tennoperatlonal and financlal 
,itralegies for'ibeSysie'tn. 

1 Rec,ei'll'.l:fOl'lkf at 6,:4J' 11. 
l id.,S.ll. 
>" Id. a.t8,,'~3~ 
'1., 
·1iJ."~.1.iS·. 
"Id. at a, .,.-:-t 
7 Jiunk 01. Ntw .7oil Mellon. d' aI. v. iejfdsQ-'; Cdan{Y~ .tf.ltil;ama, .u~ited 'Staler. .~tsrncJ Court tOf {he }.JortJi.e'm 
'Dlsttlcf6fAlabiuM, ci~'iJ-ActiCrh No; cV..()8·P~·j7-03~RDP QWe:hi; ~e ''Fe4ch!L(,,"cilonj j. 
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All orlhe R'e<.'elver', lldioDll are gilld~ by .a 'in~ ave!'l'ldb!ggo~l: the 
cs.tabUsbinent. of a vlablt, s:Ustafa.bl~ e:mIil~1lf utllltyjel'\llng.th~ needs lIfthelll1bU!:LJ:M 

--rtec"eivethas-<leveloped short;ini<dlum~nd IODg.,r~ebuoirtess plllDil for theSy:;te11Idcsigl1eilIQ. 
JieCoiUpllsll this goal. A futilid.tioruil requirement fut aliysolid business plan is Ihe. netd 10 
gerterate ·sufficieotrevenu~ to pay the com ofOpel'.t!ons. maintenance, and capiuiJ mv$!(J\ei\! 
an.o to meetthefinart~iiiiQbUll.t[oniofthe busmcss, TowardSihat :end,. tbti .Receivcrbas 
lUii:\lfied.!hoi r~eo)l.;s ~unellt1y :Simerat~d:l;i'th. S~; 

Howi:\-er, before oolJSia~tinll.ihe iit>edJ6r anylldditioliat Iwenileincn;ases; the Receiver 
nnaOttook acilmprehenshte, rerlcwof the intetDai OpeiatiollS of Jhe' rel!etsoilcouiity 
linvitoilfuen:l8l .SetYi~ DcpartriloJil ·(the "ESD'ry,~both. to deleIIil;lIe whcreadditioJlal 
efficienci .. co.ufdbe aChieved; and ,to identij}r ar ... ' Where additional actions. maybe' needed for 
prOper finane'a!, -administrative, and opcratlon81perfOIIllan"" :eonsistent with lniius1rybeSt 
practices, Following tbis comprel!eosive-opcration.u review. llIe Receiver ",.moo and 
implemented plans. to achieve.the desired. emctenciea and:besipracticoo. 

Th~ R¢:<;eiva al$<1 directe,! .and 9VeTSEWthe ~{p~i$ of long tenn ppe(llI;iQI)!; and 
mamtenilncel!lid CllJI;ml i.n1lestment.l'lans Mill1iid~~~ jQ-~il$$ iht.ll'1ie) Qf :fll.ture.~evM1loo that 
\I'm berequitcd tOII1¢'l\ ·th~. Sysl~l!l'. 6JillgllliQn~. The R_M,t hilS .ls!Y'devoied sjgnificMt 
tiine,!o wotldlig withl\li)Cotlllty and il$voiiiY@'credltoIs grOupshi-ani!l~gpptential' ~ol.jliiQns 
to ~ Sysftilli'$debt<;jjsj!l. . 

·TlUsiliterinl tepoli is. lnlended:t«l'i:oVide ,a:wmking bi!ckground of the· Systel!iillld th~ 
ev<mis thaf led to 'the ilebtorisls and the·R~oeiv_ei·$J!lipojnllilent\\ipdntc tlilfC:oUrt and tho jiublic 
o.n ilIe Receiv~i;s,actiVitil"1 since :appoln!nl:ent, IU1d_outiin" tht; ReCeIver's. intcrill11U!d IODg term 
fulUrepians'for:the-SYSleIJI. ThiS <¢port is orgamzed'asfuUolVt: 

• S'e!;t1onn providcsimpoJ:b1rtt cont¢J«( fot tbeUifonroiliQnwit\lill this tepprl by 
s1I!l1tnarizing:ihe history of the System. the fuctui!l and legal backgroUnd leading up to tho 
County'sdefallli, th~ Systel!i's:currentdebt Ctisis.1iI1d tlle 1teceiver~:tapPQlnlineilt 

• S""iton ill provIdes an ""erview orthe-Recelvet'. i!ctivilles liillceappoinlmOl1t. 

• S~tlon.lV conw.ili. the Recdyet', interim Jindlngs as10. the System'. =renl ,and futuro 
r¢VCJlties Illid.¢i\pOllSoo, 

• Stctlon· VI ~nt8itlS-a descriplioIC :of lite n~w!llie ~¢lurl'il)trQd!!~¢d: as' ll~t1of the 
i!Jt.erim·tatei!Jcr<>1l!!>; 

• Section vn conll!iDS a des<:rlption of the low"incoJn<> ""sis\ance-plan the ·Receiver 
!n(ends"tQ irol'lro>imt. 

''J,"ho,J;Sl> i. the C9I)01y-dcpn<!n)"".h.Q::<d witlt opmn)m ..0 "',,"""'_.Qt ~h. S}'$tem. How"", u., ESD is 
DOI.'''P ... !elogal.entiIY''llari from:llloCQunly. 
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• Stciiliii Vllll;ontlilni 1Jie. 'Re<:~iy~'~ long. temI t¢CiiJl\!!lOiidJililm$- Bl).d a di~ssron of 
__ . ____ "_ ~~ggestfOii'''i@ .opUons!\>r"ipepnanent ~tutloii lothe C\lIt¢n! debtcrisis ;jtidptnbIimtS. 

. . . nOw f&ciilg the system. 

1I.Bacllgroliiid. 

A. Description of "the Jefferson Co\1llfy Sewer System. 

Wh-.n the lelfeISQlI. ("'..®illy Sewer. liyst..., was.·first eslalllished in 1901, it originally 
servo;! oilly a _I areainllie~teof llieCity of Blnnlngbam.Sincethal tim~, llie lIYstem has 
e>q?andedlo serve·m.osl of·thc'J!letr0P<1litan Ilinnin~·~ ands.cyern ®!'I'OUilding.suburbs, 
Tb.COUliIY.'S Wastewater colli;ction lirid fteatli!entsystem i. (:ilftQllly coIDpiisoo of' 
appro~im.tely ~;l31 mUes' ofmtalY sewer lines. j74 PUIDJl sta!iOIiS. an I:S\iJ)lll\ed 80;196 
manholes, lind Dine wail~tlreatifttiltl'larus., The system $OrVes., WOI,Uiialely 478;()OO 
PeG.!'). (through .approXimately 144,000 aclivl> 1iccljunlS:) 1Ii lWenly-thteedlfferent mUnicipalities 
IQciitcd, in jefferSonCoiiiltj, Urtbicotj>Oratt:d ietfersoIiCoim\y.iliid sniafi" iltCl!S of Shel\>y iiod,13(. 
¢,lliir towtieS. The approx;matcSystem serviCe .t¢als.bown on the map below:: 
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:I'4Q:;;~stem.l. divi_c\"!I intg mne 'q!lIJ'I!te sewerb~ins;G~haba, Leed~ ViUageCreekJ 
J!iJ(~~~ ,lIm<!tlJ'- r:ree!i, Tnls11lti"!'i y~!~y Cr~k;.¥!@'jor;,'~4.:tilJke-~, .A.full 
. a -de" 'rUt 'Ihese_ ... basins ismcllided 'the A . ndiJ<i '" ilrl" it -t A;l -1ll.1I ___ ",u g. __ .wer _. _, _ ._ . ____ . m _____ .PP!: .. __ '" _ ~ "jl\! __ '! . . , 

B, Historyof th. System. 

overtheJli!$l~eye.toil y¢lll11i l\1\1cl!: (>fWh,,! h'@ 1l~~""titt.im a\Kl\ljilli:~,aY$tI'll14!!s j01<l!seli 
on th~crlminilll\clJYity sUlToUiidilig:the iillan:Cing 1llld -cortStnlCllort of tit. sYstem imp-rovenii:nts 
nian:di®dbtth_~ "9_%ConsetitD.t)Cf~~. lti1Wevet, tb~ diffii:nI!i<;<:~Ul'i:"'ltlyfi!ci_ngih.\!.$yste!Ii M. 
not-solely t/lcrcslllt Qftbo -conStnlc\fonand filllUlchls_ ·of- ,those ilnprovcmelM, Q~ any-fi:mld 
sumlundlng tha.1 finandug _oIconslmction,or ,e.V1:I1 the 1996· 'consent D~ iISA!!: 'n\e, 
beg[lll1in.t;' of manY Qf'the corel1Ioblems- racing tite'S-ysleni today ¢aJibe'!ral:edi back .milch 
'further, than 1996. 

'lJi'l :;;yst,<:tn bas;l' long)list()ry _offjnan~i.l. an:cJ eJlyifol1Jlleuta-'pf\)b!em~ tl)at <Webacl!;. t(l: 
,lts' tteaf!_o'1 in the- early T9011s; M!1IlY l>f th~e :p_I:(>blc!lli! rOl>ult!f.QJ)l th.: Io:ngslllnding and-
1'9!l$is.ri:n~ f~illlre of-$.iaii> 1!n!1lo.Cli! -eli:ntei\ '()~~(')1!'lQ ~ffl~f,Ilt!YfAA!l-tIie l,10!$ cif:t4eSys\en:>, 
1'IU~.1'l!!l~ llf ~.l)l;i$.t~!)1 '1!I!d<:rlimQj!,l(}~rro!S ig ·)1Jl11·Ij:PI11 !eg~, j!l)WI:a), ~ds~ pamer.< 
(@!lI!! !lie SWI~" !P!\f\¥ 9( w,hi~l> s-'.iIl ~~t Ipd~. Th,g!JfQr\l,1!I!iI~J.IlI!<1i_ngi\1j1 difficlilji<;:; l!ilil 
~;UI~~¢$ ilJlil:C!\tly fii~inll'1Aii $l'$~llH~)lirl;l!_~ ~!e;t!;1!I!d~[st@\1iijg (>(:ilSl!)stOry. 

In NilveoillJ:r- ZOO.!, 1M Pu1>li1< Aif<\ii:s, Resl;l!l:<;l. :Q,)lncil pf Nahli.!lt4l1'llilisl(ed ~ 1'llli0tt 
'euti\l«i ''The Bistoryof fuc Jeff.llIon :Co\1!lty Sani\aty Sewer- Systet)l."(th~ .1'1' AReA Report") 
that detail$,_iil ~ cQmpr;;l\¢ruIive,\\I\dhe(pMmanner,thehisIOr:y and deyetopJJi,f,Il( 9ftb'e,Sy,llem 
from its er~i.onin 19J)tA <;<ley ofthePARGARcp_brU$li1~I!!d!ld iit-tIieAp¢,dixto \\iis 
report,at A·Z, ThofilllllWing ~¢giQn~:oj"!)'ii:n.f;IXl_rt .COll~ ti brl~ sillJ1Jllart'''t:·tIi~ hi~Qry, 
highlighting tho_so il(eBs.tha.t 'proYiMimportllUt I'Onlext to. llDQerslandmg .th~ <liffiClllues -fal'ing 
the. SYstem .today. . . -

1; Earlj-BeginnitlgsJ!}OI-I'l10: DMdell Responsibllitiesa"J 
,1/UuIeq(late llookup -Enfor.c~ment'H1nder ;h.1< Effectil'Bn"ss Dfthe
'lYeHl Sewer Systelh. 

A.elll;Lyas the- 1J!70-', Jeffi:JsQ1j (:'Hll1ty'b¢gllllt() IlXp<>rIe~,'e hoalth l!Ild ~viro.lIIDental 
pr<1l1l~s~1l!l 'l!y.~ ~Clq;rli~~1)I#~li!liraii\lQ'..A.<;11,olm\ ~PilieJJjid III 1:\1'[3 ·qe<;imai~t!i-" 
pql!u~ijln \>f.Ih~ llc;wly,incorpql1!~c!lgJ;y p(llir:n1iliU!!in!. ",,!l:r~~ed: t)'P!iQiQ: 9l!tbr~ ~am(:!l 
~irmip:gliam thel'¢pu~~tl<m_I\l1Q!!~ \lttb:¢'typhoih:apj!hl$ <lrthliwQrli!.' Wi!lesl',re!l,d =!i'JiJiol\ 
of the need-fora <;<)U1'tty-'i<ide s.Wi;r$y$t~J)l, in Jejf~n Cmwtyto Ad.a~ th~e; h<:llltliartd 
cilvlronrnenlal prolilemsbegan l\S1llIt1)-'as !1l~ lale l~OOs" w.hen tnjlldiftduslrilll devtlopmcnt. in 
the Binningliam area, led to:lhdill'Olp_oration. of dozens of municipaiiiies,each. wllh, their own 
'sep""ato wwer,collectioo'.syslem ·that simply deposited ,thernwsewageJnto lbe most .l'Onvenient 
'watercourse." IIecause the 1'875. s\;lle' coru!titution.:pl~C<:\l st*r li1J1itajioilS Jltt local taxing 'BIld 

'~AI\,Ct< Re-l1"~-.t 41_ 
"Jd_ ,19, . 
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funding-authority, an act of'ibe staie.legislature was :required tG aulborlzeand fund con.sltuction 
ofacoilnt~s~yslimlJn]efferiionThunty.l.~· ____ n' ._ __ •• __ 

The n~arys!are .le$iSlalioD was pwi~in t901. Act 114 d¢Sjg11~tedall oI'Jd'j'¢ru;n 
CQunty asa sanilll:iY ,sewer distrlct lI!Idcr.eated· a Sanitary Commission ,tl)mposed ofeleveil 
citizens 8pp.oiilled to oyersee operation of the Dislrict.fl A copy of Act 114 isJncluded lathe 
AllPend~.atA"l. The. Sanitllf)' ColIllDission wa" given the duty "0· protect· from pollution any 
and all! slream:i. 8!lcl'water COUlll""· from which· any,lIl1lllkipAlity 'fJtC9ir!mwity-draws-oruse.in 
whole orin p&1il$,supp1Yofwater."n . 

AltbQllgh 1M Ii~W SanitaryC!>iilmiS$lOU \\la, lPVM tll~ 'dlltyiirprot~ng ~Il watlt 
SOI!P!ielf tliroug!lout tht\¢i:)un\y, A~t 71:4 did .not)liVe it 1!ti:llecessaryaulhorlty to corry ouIlhlit 
duly. tinder Act 714, the Sanitary Colll1l\lSsion had DO powers over lateraibrancb sewer lines 
(t,,~ th.u smaUerdiameter lin .. ,~ng ,esldents) located within the vanous municipalities. iMhe 
County,and the' Act did not authorizetheSanitaryO:mmil~oll to reqym, residimts fo connect 
tbeir residimcesto Ihe sewer·sysu,m,Instead, tcSpOlISloili\y .for ·the sewer system under Act 714 
was. divided: municipalities' were responsible forconslructlon of local 'bJ8llch lines, and 
importantly, for req1i;nng'resitiell!s to connect to ·thoseJocallincs"andthe Sanitary Comml~slon 
was responsible for· construction of trunk lines (tc., !he' larger diameter pipes. that collect 
wastewater from the smaller local' branch· lines) and fur' construction ·and .operation· oflhe 
treatment· plants}·· Under tWs. divided responsibility .slnlcture,. which continued unIiI the 1996 
ConsentD~ the Counly ran thetreatlIlelit plSnl!;and trunk lines;. bu! had no control over who 
tapped in,\o. those lines. !lilcause municipalitieS were nOlrewonsiblefor-ltea:imen~lbey badlittlc' 
incenliveto view wastewater sanitatlo!\ ,as a major iss:uo, i'inch rcsu1ted inwor .Ol"""tioll and 
ma~ance it} lo£at eoUeclioD systems amlspotty enforcemCllt of 'Fesideniiiu .hpolqlp 
,equuements;-

~ !l!l'I state oillcillis l\\l[¢!<J¥1I"IlJ~ this djyi!ledrespoQSibility b¢v= ,tIr~ Co)ll!o/ 
andt\le!)l~rii!liP!!lities.plitCed. signi!'icallt bl!IIit:tS I9tbe establi')Unelit .Qf an <:jf<X:tiy~co.!Ulty"wid~ 
wastei\'ater ,syiitem. A-.""IY as .1901,.tate1elJil!bltiv<: ",cordsindicata w.i!les)'tOnQr<:<:aj\llitioll 
·that .ib:e ·System· could· neVer ·effectively addtt;is the :County· 'sanltatlooproblems lihlcss the 
·Countyw",' giv\lIItl).1UI!norityt9 direc11yreq\ltrer~4ents to COlllio;cHo· tl)c System.'· A ;1912 
repim pn tbeS~1!;In b1~IIle.,1 tlle-divj<l¢d.~c~QQSil>j[!W betW~.tl)~ COllllty'8Pd-lIlunic1jl,iHlieus 
the '~Q_~~ oftwQ lb~n~pres~iJle; ;))[!)])Iem~,(l} ~ )~~k Q(mpwcipal enio~.~~ of lJ®kup 
.reqrilrein~ts; und(2)inurucipall!ies"failurcto nisintain and operate local coilection systClnsma 
inanner sl1ffiPlcn:t to pUlvent jllJi]IrlIUonQf stollll water' into ·th~ !anl~·sew(;[' .ystenLll 

)\ "La! 5·10. 
"Jd,.~t H. 
",No, M~ N~, 7l4c~1 J 14{Feh,28, J901Y.. 
" ~G"'Rw<I!t,"Jl; 
" ¥ '>1. ~;A'·l* .. t9OQ. ,tI,e Gjty qf~ismirI&ham·",)n.luI~ ",,$ ..,.c1¢ •· ... ud,"'!Y·hROkop ,~IIh:om.nl; ....... 
"thou;h A<t 714· "'lwrdtl,e JUl1l!iolpalili ... to· eo[on;" hookups. <Uldprobibit m~al d',cbor~e$. Til. a' 19;Th. 
probl,," of .lI1unkipal WI .... 10 enI'.IW :hQ6kuj> r<qnu..,..,. ,... · .... .w.led 'in 193Q, wl!<m ·the AI.1>lma 
Supreme COurt nded in Cit}' olB/mung""", Y . . G,..", 126 So, SS9 (Ala, 1930), tliat '". Ill_tory hookup 
require}ocnl'm·Act 714-appJied oDly b),:Sanitary ~Wers. not'to 5kn'm se~.· :See- iJTso PAACA~i1 at 26;, 
" PARcJ\ Report.t t9. 
I? td.. at'.Zl. b"fillrlltiqll qf _~to~ 'w.a!tr: ~(lIIlI!I.fu:!j l! l'robl¢!}1 wtt9:IDe .~ys~ :~9dIi:}'i,.4$ ~~lJe~Ua. :.nJ,9!a 4etJil- in 

,S~il>Jls U.-<:.) an41)1,D infro. 

014 
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Th!"0U~9~ ih~ !rl~\Qf)' .I)f \he' $)'S.~~l!~~~ tWo, l'!Ol1l~W~~. I~~¢!ll& j.d.~)Itifi¢ Jj$ 
___ l:l:mdamen _ 'DP=llpmJi~,preven ~g.efl'A¢ll.'l~ron ofJJ~~,_· _' --0 .~-==" 

Desp'ite thls early and repealed rcco:gnifiol\ .I?f il\e I?rolil~Jl.l. !be, -divided le."P9nsinility 
hetwilen fI)<> County 8I)d; 'ID1I!I!cipaljties 'rem~ine411ntil th~ J996C9m<mi.J;l\X!r~, wmcl\QIdl'!]!i 
tl;e CoV(\lyto.!l$\!mer~n!!i1;iility fgr mll!itc;ipilJ Jih\l!l.I1l.~! '1iJ\lI. n¢v~r~,~" ~l'~rlyo~ll!ted 
and J!liiil)t\i!i'l<l, olJlItll)g l-hl'iC.QnsAAt p~pr~ ]iligijJjQI!" th" GRJ$ty ~t.imatelf .jh~t 9.or.(lJ-th,~ 
!;ystem'oSeitvfrIlDIDe'ntal j)tohlem~ Ill'o~fron\inadequate rnilitl~iplihew!l!' lines," 

By 1996, llowever,tboUSIIDda of homes and husiness had been. built:in Jefferson County 
that were Dol connected.to the.sewer sYSIC\ll. Moreover, ajlbough the. 1.996. Cons"'!t 'D~ :gave 
theCnunty fuIhesponsihility for the \'I1.tir~ colll'Ctioft and ireat1!!~l)I SY$Ietl)',ihe Consep~p~~ 
did .not .glv.",thc-Co;mly th~'"~ authoniyt(re!!force1!il\ll\!~!9!YhQ9k~psfu· tb~ SY~e:II!' 'N 
dil;CUSi;cd itl del3itin S!1Cfjorr VI!l j~fr(l, !() ·1!\is:.d~y1l)~'CQl!!lty litiU !licks tlte: *!ll" ii9i1io.ri~ Ie 
enfOfc\>ffilll\4>!i!:>r;y hQQk1J~i~t!w' S~wm. '\lYen .th9\18l! .!.hi5·~i!tltQijlY j's Iq\!!il!~ for: ~~~r 
~~i~ tll!t>ilM!li!t .~~c<iJ$l!y, I!!l<!:iii A1aQMJ,~ .lu>$'~. l'<iAlln1ll'l!Y r~l'9~ {or lilmo~!·~ 
i\'.lllll!}',~s1!Il~Qltit~lyvjt'!llt>· .. !heefThctiw 1),!,emtiM JI!IQ!J)~j~191ag¢ '9 f ~ ~0li!il¥'W.JQll·$Ji'#¢I: 
~~ 

Al ID!>.8.ame tlmetM JegM~!)lre PaSs<il ACI 714 in 19!nesta:blisliillg lhe, ,Scanilary 
Commlstiltin 'aMdlviding respon.iliility. for .IDenew .~ystem betw_theCoutily and the 
munl~ip"Jlti~, ·tlw 'legi,Slotur¢ .ais9jl'!S$!!il.MI 116· to. proYlM fun& ·for .the IlPllSwctltin·1Uld 
oJi.eialionoflht; newly",er¢ltcdscwer ~-yslem;21 A<:opyof Act.11'6 is. includad in .the. Append,,.·at 
A-4, AliI 11.6.uthomed!~, i~)Il!rn;e of up to ,$5OO,OQO in J)Qnds,;md ,cqult!:d me .~ent 
ami. !:Qjle!}\fon gf"a CQililt)/"wide !l!! yJllQ!W!,tfii!~I(} 'pay' interest .OAth •. 119M" mllirttain lh~ 
Sylltell1,alidjlrOI¢ct 'Cl!\lIlIy'wal~'suppltesP 

The: Counly-wldeta><, Act 714· and,the,bondS i.suei\ under ACt 716 wcrc:.aUsubsequently 
validated by the IlPnrts.~~ In ·vaJidiiflng:·!lie County-mae 'tax, !lie' .Alabama SUpreme .Court 

-It' For- C7'iimplc, -8.: 1946- n;p:ort :ohhc Jdfer&o:n'. t:O:1lrity. ~L¢gi~l.ttv'~ MVJ~Q'. -Cq~~ ~.own _.liS. M~~Um 
No. IO'cdil<i!udud i1i1it ,he'S)IlItem w .. Ji!. sIlile.ot'dll~M>4 &"'iJy.·lil!4.eq\I!ll~ l».~rn> l!!!>.~gl.I;o.~no#e,c4gf 
the !Jaunty. Tlie ~l!eo""ludCd tIilI, the di"idod '~ffiQri!MJ1!y .be!_ .t!l¢: COll!l.l'f )I!ld' 11!<;'1I)~p~iPl!li~"§ 'W"I 
paf)iy!o 'bl;iincfot ~j1>t~~)i'pog(~itib" .. of1li>$~"'p •. P.i\l.\<:;f\. ~ 4IJ2.I\. 1941 ~~~ •.• 9_~ 

, J't~P9~·.-@,d.~ -$ys.t~ ~~~.~ ·~am~·cO~\!5~OJ.1.: Bn~h;!J.s\! ~,Q;~l~Y.d 1'0: Ug:·,(fivjd~ ~oq8.~ilitr· ~.:' ~J'~_~"" !QS:< 
SYs.\ODl·~ p<:t>bJ_, .~,.! ~~,. 'bfoJ1Jmg •. igglfi9AA! V@.~do". \H4~ ..... this.l1l1lbl."'·jIJlti!'J)Jl.n ..... J.ttrW/lcu tho 
'County ""'" rorcud .. thr~h od"l'tion of the 19% C9n'ortlD~ lO.odc!ieu·lhi'·J>JO~1tm. 'D!Irin~ .'tho .eo.. .. i 
.~ Ji~g.!lo. "' ''ll>~. i1! .• CilWlo/ o";)caJ<:<Ilbal; j;Q%' of the '5>:>;"';'0 <miironm.,,\lII "roblew' """" ._ 
<inailoqna1~ municip~.t~cwcdinC9. Id ,at 71.. 
"1<1, ,,720 . 
'lO"tbc; Alilb)ma~ S"upr.cme :Court ~o~ize4 Oie'iillpor:ll.~Q_e of:~ power-:to <enforce: a ma-aU'alo!J.·Ji:ciOJolltJtquirctnetit 
in ·ojlt!arln~· .. officictit ·sew.,. system'i. JlllmtJnl< ciI»4 MobU .. ~ So. 238. 240' (All; 1909), whe,. the «1"" 
JlCited 'WJlt ',isumy 00' sewcm:ge s)'stcro: 'could -be: te~ded 'B§. eti1ci~t: withC!~.t !~C,. ~c;:\deJ'!1 P.9'#!n:l~ \1.l~ ~¢ipjij 
c"ol'POtation ter :compci co~~cti~: -of- pr:opcrty ·b·t irs ~wners: Wit~ 'U!i# ..,ys~em;'-' J1)e: .Mt~ _t9r ·~~~fQJ· 
ql,lIJlda.!OIY ijookup. "'c.IiItoPlC~1 oli>.r JeSi4~nts. w;Jli1J> .J~lfuson. C!!~~l' i.s .4J,,~!§ll;l In Pl,Q~ '-"la\\.W ~.,.tj"" 'tIll 
t,ljfq. . 
~"It(\l\c;~~p!1a\ H-·P, 
n A:Il.,ll.!J..-v!illW:C:Ql ~'!:. ~J~{S .1Q:~ _ia:x:'tcy)~.d.~Dn Jb~'Va1!,1~·Q[teaJ,9.f p'"~Ollat ptPP'~.; 
"ld. at 11. 
" St. k.e •••. Jeffortorr CP.IlI}) 3) ·S., 43.$ (Ala. .f9iI3) .(uphnI<lln3 ",)io;I1 of Act :714);. JIimiing"am .TiIIS/·&; 

7 
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rejecl!'<i the ~l!iin tJl~t thl' Sewetsystem wPlltd·9nJ,y l>m~tR thO$(: ~.ect~ tQil, lIrnI Julodlhat. 
J!:.e sewer system pro-vide(!, ~lil'healthben¢fit tul1J pl~lfzeiJS. of lefforson ;o,fmlji:' .. 
ConafrucUoliofthe. System, wliich.'llt iOOt. time.c;onsli!!i:d oftwoc·tlUlilt lines and. IWQ'~lll\ent 
plants in the central Birnifugham area, began inMo. 1902, and was largely complete oy 1906. 2~ 

Thll S~l1ilan- Qotl)lllj~9iollWAA d!s.~!i'<:\fby)he ~!o.l~j!islatur~ in 19M., )IIS\ eigl!l:yer<rs 
aftC1' ii~'er"1iIiQl1. ~n ~Q!lgl!th~ 1I11ti~teunspfit~ofliC!1!:s W~\1lllyet !lOmp\e.t", Control~. 
operation. of ihe systemwis tWlSli:n:e'd toth~ JeillawhCounl'fBoant .Qf'RIWCDlll:; .\hen the 
.govetni'ng lligillialiw b.odY Q£theCQlIIltyP . . . 

In what nunec! ollt to bea prescient ~1~ffiI- Dtlhl' JQqlI! !)lid. state politics that. would 
later interfere with 'aOO preventjulequatl' planning and 1Undhtg .• fib" 'Systl'lll'$ neoda, a 
eogsulting. engineer opined in." 1912 nlpO!t On tho. sYsiem Ihat this ptOl)lature d~olution.ofthe 
S!lIlitaryCotl)llli~Qn. was ''iInfb$pliJe;'' This same en!lineeralSQ !1Qted\!Uit transf..mes 
te,spol)~lbili\y Wr ~ctlew Systen) to tbe Cowtty'51e~slaliYe llodY.l'lIl;Scd tl1eSYsll'lll into the 
hmds or; 

a bQdy not col\$.tit"~nPr·CbQsl;l\ as.tQ·h~v~,$j1l;\:ial )<noWli;ilg~ Qrlh!e;e:!t ill !>U¢b 
~\lJ>j~ts·la~. tli~Cl'll'Ition of-'!II ~aeq\1~t~ S<!T!l1<1o/ ~Y~l<\!l1.;furllle'.Q.uniYJ.'~ 

The system was admlnistered.l>y the BQard oLRev.enu •. until that body wa.. replaced .1>y 
th.,.·CouutyCommissionin 193L"" 

.:t,. :J1ie 1'""·rell,r.sfJfOpe~afiOJ119ql-1947:-StqJeApprlllled 
J'rDj~i;t-J!~ed.BI>MlSSUlm~e. J'rDv(de'WiifllJutjre,frmlllng 10 
li,1!ip !'acit wi/hf[1rowth-, .. 

Joi)o\<'ing Ill" $S(JO.QQ(I bO!.ld 1l;SUBll~e; l'!IiliotiZe<\ in. 1.901 bll Aet 1W jn Jund initial 
constntclion of tlie core wasteWater sysII'IlI aroimd Bi\'il1illgbillll.tlie ooIY'j\U1diilll"vailabJe for 
Syst~'<iperaWtg;@dm$l~ll;l\ance ~en~ was \he j@)U.al ~et;ad. VIiloreni tax. Th~w/!SnP 
m~aIti~m' ~t 1IW t!m~ ttl g!lI!etal~the addili9I\a!iUA<!~ i1ee-il.ed. for to\1lioe PJ!Il~\enailce. 
imjltQyem.nli!pr~xt.@o@ 1,:1!h!l. S)'!l~, :lMte.<I, hlifim\;~ud\!lii:;<jJlg,.j)I)y .<ll\pi~1 i!llpr9vl'lJlen\ 
project, lheCoUlity woulds'eekii)lthon\y «omth. state legislature ·to isWe boildstotUnd the 
projeCt, thiS "Oneprl>jeCt at II llrne"tunaing .~pmal;h wastiroe-l'onsullIing,.CIlrnbe;ts6me, and 
wIn"nib1e.to politicill influence. iJ:espite Iltese problems. the proj!ll1Fliased fimdinll: '!PptQach 

SINko", Co, 1\ J.'ller~n CP""O'. 34 '!;~, ~.~~:(N~ .1~P~).·(uplI9\4"l!; VoiU4jly 9ll>QIl4 i~'"o<\'~"""~At.l •. "'c.i ?H), 
'JS K •• n •• 33 So. "43S, The JilabamaS"p''''' Cowt_!irmed.lhis prineiple in Shell •. J'iffmon Cbun1Y. 454 'So. 
U 1331., I ~36(1II .. .l9Mlf'itjhe·""Ifrec<mnty'beneli .. liom ib"" .... e ... l'>t .... ~·~ . 
"pARcA RepotHt I." 
" 1d. .. 19,20, 
l' j,!,' ~i ~9.'tbe·ueed fur .pro~[oillil.&ollld~!od BolOly 1O·1h<0000iiltiq., .ll!!" 1l\AiDtJ!!ilmc. of ill. Systl'P! 
CO'(l.tjn~ _~Y~:~~ b-'~ D'g ~e~5~ th~ Rccct~y~·.~QQ~·mc nce4 ,fudeg~'latipQ ~PJ~l~g, 8J! .~nde~~t 
po1!li. "'tJl9IatIO'\\ e'lfC")-1O "p.,.IO ~ Il\AInJAi.\bt 5\'51.'" &qlng (onv • .¢l'hc ~"" rQr .. 11'0:;, di''';..ed'u,. 
ro~ !Jetail:in S~~tiO.D, VflI,.inJ!a. .-
" IiI ..• t'l6. 

0.1 G 
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"'<iillif tclliem tIiC<iillytuaWng t01"1I1':. Syst\1lil oiheflhan the iIiI li;Uotem ta:xforalmost 50-years; 
\lotU .lbeCOurity De&an: collecting sewer service cliii'rgeSln l~Sl:30 

A few y<r~ ·ilfterCO\lsit>lc!ion llfthe jnitial aeWetsysl<!l1 W8$compl¢.ie, (I became 
evioent' the.! projCQt'b1lSed bond .fili:idillg .prevented til." 'li~ar; systematic capital inv~t1!1ellt 
liced(:jf to Jjoth mwnlaUithe 8.)I$teu;. 'and !ij i1nprovoand extet\n!he System' 10 keep pac;; wltll 
rup!il growth widun ]eff'emm Ci>1.fuIj_ A:T ClU'lyas t91O;indu.~at developmelltilDd rapid 
populationgrow!h. in tbeBinning!!arii area. created capru:iljprobJems With the Syslelll, even 
thouglrlt.was onty·a.fewyearsnld;JI 

In l!l3l. one oIihe fit$rru:~'onlw !iewly·~ted COiiJi1yCoiJilllissiOii WlI3 loilQdllltelhe 
S'ysiemoJUllyovafoaded i!IiiloIlsoleto, iuiQadlljita 'tesolutioo-Sia!iP&"lI/lll1l\en!'iuitfi!llp .... tive 
!liectiSSiiy for ;mme<!iatecQns!n:fcUQiI' of .ait ·.ad!lltiont(j tb;; JefferllOllCi>iiJiW S.iIi)lt;Uy Sewer 
S'ystem li1lhelii(ei'est of l'ublichealth."JI The COiirttY CStini8tedthe necessary liltjiw:Yemciits: 
woilLl·i;Os\ :$1$ tiJilJ;oil, l!ov;¢ver;lMCounty did nol j~e iIl\yrtil\Y-t;qiidS and h.dli,> 'f\iru!ihe 
\iilw improveilieiilS- entirely .frOm fUnd5 otibliild. the C<iUr¢Y .uitimii.!c1y iljijifojinatOd only , 
$450;000,.1."'$ tIian iine-lhird.i>:fi!1" Maim;"nl needed, ana theM) hill.an¢ij iii thesaliitaiy /Uiid 
generated trom rcliUancingthe irii!ial s506;ooo sewer epliStiiIctiotibond. issuild iii 19(}JP 
Failure ,to. PerIOIIn the neceSsAtyimprovemenls had_ anegatlve impact -oll-tho·system'. 'ability1(> 
seJYe:thegcIJwlng Ileeds offueCounty •. 'rhisappicprlafiQnofJ"'stiiannalfthe'eS!iiilated Cost of 
necessati iineri>vemClits would 'bcrome -the:dounty's standard patternofbebavlprln responding 
to Toco,r;rimenda6oJlS fOI additiOllal-fu1idilig for the System, 

Despiie-ihe increasing'noed for extension and·improvement of the: System; from 192110 
1939;, il1e County:didnot levylhe fuil 0.5 mills sewer.ru:i. valoremiaxautJrorlzed_by Act 1l~ and, 
with ilie: exceptiono£, a .single- -$50,OOO':bond issUll!1ce in (.941, the -County dill· nOI,is$ue: any 
additionaibonils' ~o "\>!'POri and 'improve the System from \901 untIL 1949:" The. laCkot 
adequa,iefimding.continually delayed andprevemcd-n=axy improvementS to ihe System." 

lmidl'<!iJalefili:idiDgj;Ontmuedl(icli1!Se (l.i;;fiorafioii pf-tlie Syitemihnm$!lo\it th.,. 1940'_ •• 
The .solC! (U!1dipgsouro.{!'or iht\S~em 'was ti)asew", ad VolQf\lll1 tal(, whMit9iily .gl'lll'{llt~ 
iitOl!nd Will'.OO.6 ~ yeat;barely:cno~gliIQtc¢li -ib~ 'Sys@! tuiiliil1g, mii.ch le~~iru!!atc 
ini,Proven;ents~' RtpoIl$ iisiled iti 1945 mid 1941 roncliid.,;l tIlattl;.;'!wo System h:tiilk Jilles pm 
in service lil1905 hJUl d.terltii1ilCdJQiuk.diydue to it Jack of lilVestmcnt in 1!IQrupl(eeplll1d 
roaInteiianC¢,.anil Xhe 19()5 brlCk.eWern hilliDccclileobso'iiitii'by1934. the. entlre System wastn 
dIsrepair 1ii1d. dcSpiie 30me ildditions. tem6!ocd 81'osOly inadeqiifltekl sexvet'he~anliiliY needsu! 
the ('.o1lI1!y:l1' Heavy -iains-eaused sew.ei:s to overllilwinto homes andbusln<$scs ,and sewage 

~ it!; ~'t 2~25 .. .l~i.,.~ "~:Apj5eMix::fi td ... ibc:.PAItCjdt~. l)"e CoUlity gai~(i"n!emalciPg'aijtbbrit)"wlth 
Nnettdm~ 13,) wbjth:ij. iliSCtiss:;d"·jn more detiit ii, Se~ibnJJ.B.3" liifta. 
,r rdi'at22'2~. . 
"i'( at 29 (<i~liqgCoi1nty 1!:csolUtion), "fa.' . . .. . 
" IIL: .• t 2S; )4, 
3l' Id .• t 24;25. 
~ 1;l,:,iI3S. 

Id.aJ32. 

9 PI? 

Case 11-05.736~TBB9 D6C2q.7-9 Filed 1'1119111 Entered 11/19/1118:20:41 Desc 
Ex1JiQit M.4_0-0002 Page 2. otis 

,-- --' 

, 
• 

Case 11-05736-TBB9    Doc 2214-49    Filed 11/15/13    Entered 11/15/13 12:18:10    Desc 
 C.344_Part100    Page 1 of 9



c 

C~ 

c 

t1!)wedin!oC\7 streets andditch~ Blld:attimes even covered the fairways. .Qf me Birmingham 
C9tmlQ1CI1!b-. ". _ __. __ . _,-..,,--, ,'--. - .. "'". ~ 

'rhcsIrUcture of obtaining \i'gislatlvc "I'Pro>yal for bOlld'issu!iIlces'ona proje<:;H»)'-ptojeci 
basis wa., of limited: value whellthc ability to, gllllerate re ... cnUc. !o'repay tI)~ .bQnd~· !iI\d, o~ 
the sYstem WBS llmiled. 10 the re.~enue gelleIilted b)' !he: lld ysloJ:elJ! lax. The. County needed 
authority to 00= regular mai1!I¢IltIQe IltId Jinprovementslo the System ,on its. own,· with<Jll! 
Ib,e ¥iv61yemCI1t of the state l~a~ Thesta!c (~slature agreed and passed legislation in 
1..,47!\l' 1l1ll'COllPty"s r~!l~ !!> a;tnend tbc~e co~sti!)!t[OJ1IC!\&J:lIIlt !bar'anthon)y tDthe County. 

:I.T/ipt;p~a/J!nt19$O-J96': The"CdUittt.'Gill1!$Fml)ffclil¥ 
AlitoJiomyfiom the SiIlU flut Fallilta tJsd~ N~"" IJlmlflllffl 
1lat~ma&gp."we, lcI4th4l1alelyFllml:th~ Sjlslem. 

'The "Jefferson 'County Sewer Amendment:' AInendmenl:73. to the:A1abnma,ConstilUtion, 
was ratified by Ibe .gtate'ovoters in the 19411g<l1leniT election?· A copy ,of Amendmeot'13 is 
included in the App<,'Ildix at A-5. This amendment aliowed the County 10 i.suo· !lencul 
obligationbcnd. in an ·amount"not .exceeding.3 'percent .of th~ assessed 'IaluatiolLof the taxable. 
property" ,in t)le. County "to pay .the ~Jqlen= :of :constnlcting, improving. extending, IIIld 
'iepliirlng sewers. 1I1ldseweragetreatmenl. B1ld disposalp!anls .. ~Q 

P~ite !his n¢VI lill'll:l~autligti.ty;the ~\Iqn of 1'9.i!$iste"t 1!I1<!~iD!l oftlie. 
~)Ill!",!!<lOnlfuU¢. AY"ll!' p~9rJ9",jifi!'3lio\1 of;\m~\mt7;l,·the COUI(tybad ""i:IlIPissioned 
• Ptq~lt Chi"llgo en&i~~ng fiI!l1, I\hor4.. ijW4ic): 8t. l'!i11t$en,. to· pt)folID 'II. dO\lliled, sti1~ 
ofih!1 $J1ItlmX .1$<1 )i]~illllC()!1Uil~dl!ti()P$ 'for.n~edtjl"Jlab>t(jj)3JW;, rep4I~ l1!ltltmpro"'I11lenis;" 
T)xeC!>""ty d:mmus;;ioD. rcCc\ived .t!l~ fmaJ rep<irt in ,l\l'ril 194~, Th~ JI'I?P!\.1lfg¢ lIDl!!edia.t~ 
'repll,ip 'll:ld I!ddi!i911$ ~~ lin· e~mllle<l, :toW. I'9slo,f ~.~2.5mill!ol1, wi\1l. 0!lI!ua,! CQ~thC1;c~'ft", 
~ti!:n.tcd .• t$ ~.111!iJ[lQtj. <l The Gon@is\iO!l !"I'fOl'lld t)l~. report 11f a CJ.ti!",n~ AdYisory 
Co!Dl't1ittce, whicb~.9ll\1l1endtjl ." ·$1O.roillio!l ~onj\ is§UIlil~ 1~ tl!>!l1 hlilf the c,i)s! of the 
n_~ry i1!!i1tOY¢t1lIlilI$; whi;m.the wmmi\l"" Ioun~ W" sID!\cien( tQflmd o!lJrtbe m~t 
ilrgel)!ly·nen<!!ld· il.em~," .At & bcnd\lisu:e c!ectlol)in ~.y 1949, G91l11ty VQte~ 8Pl'rove4.th¢S) 0 
milliQiI bOlld iSSU¢," 'Eyen th9;i1~Ut~PJ.I'!i$it)$ ))e.~d {otleplli!i'and :iI!1pt!>,vil!lIents !o!h~ Sy.i!ll<!l 
was 'Idenlified·ln engilleaing lepQrt~alIeaily as 1946. it was l~Sl Wo,c eni!$\rUttioil.1<QllJti\C!l; 
were l~t'and 19S3 before mosttol)sIrU¢lioll Wahl Qr 'nOlll:'colill'ietiori;'5' 

T!>c :Cbicago engineering:repott also recommended. the County impl .. ment .• ewe;.~tol ,or 
set\i.cc cl:iargcs as an addi,tional 'wurce' of revenue, a prac(iee aIteady COmmon. 'i!Jothor ·urb~ 
llt:ea.~;~ Altbough:t~Co\1nty gaiJJed th, a]l!!l\;lxity tojlllpo~etalt:s in NuvemberW4$fo1!;>wing 
,~!ifiC!l1iQn of Amepilroen.t13, due. to procedural 1md lo~ti.Cl!lhu;4le$, <;oU~Qtioll <:>fe!Ja'&.as 

~!4,.q9. 
,. '¢.'~"41. 
~,A.~.CQNS~ 1IJJle:r1,d', 13. 
"l'}JtCi\'l\<:por1,.,3.~ . 
.. Id"ai40, : 
u Id.at4L 
<5'1 Jcl.:a\.42 . 
.. Id; a,33. 
i6Ii!!'st4OA:1, 
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wO.uld .not li.cgin Jor·a!mo.st ·three.moIO ),c8I$,wd then only (or a small .p=tageQt' SYSI= 
__ ~cCl"IS."lOomm!I:I'IIY ,TIie,Jlltmingiiam water Wolks. andS_-Board~B!9-refused to <loirect 

'~harses ,thtougb residents' w'!ler bills; so,the.QOul:\ty h¢ to :cr~~~a new· eighteCll"cmp\oyee 
bmi!lg.ilq>l!1:!ro.cn~c!wsed witl! !lIC'l11Mslv.e<iilS\(. .Qf!len~J1Ilmg "C\1S~I!l.1l!' \i.staru! :i)'!-,;pec~lI!l.8l)d 
'Y~fY.i!lg C(jjl\le'Cl,ioJ\$, aec~\l~llo.f 'tile l~.,*Q( II1JU\~!®IY \i!lQkI!p en(Qr~enJ,thl1ils~~!!' Q{ 
h' ... ' ';iOd~"!lthr ""'Hh Co·· ... · .. · .. , .' ·ted·'~·fueS'''';o..; DllIl""ih fist , PIIl""'. __ . ,~~l.esses .... (1PIS"0.u .... ,,~ ... "un., w ... ~ 110 .. CQIm"" .. ,"'· ... __ . , •• ~.... . .• . .,; .. e·.)f . 
two. yean..oi'Coilntybmlilg; 1hd .billing dePartment fuilllO xevie.wa11o·re®!yt. illQrCllim 1Q,oo.0 
applicatlonsll-omrestderilSaec!dng lobe· Iemo~ednQm .!be b1Uinglisf. These> diffiCUlties 
conUnuC>d unlil 1261, whep ·the leglslatore passed an actr"'l.uiring water ut[liti.es lotollect 
municipal sewer cherges."Thcse'lQgisricaI hurdle. pre.ventC>d IhcCOunty 'from 1akiu8~:fu1l 
advantiig.ofil. now ralClUaldngaulliorily 10. adijNss conrinuC>d-unde:rfunding of the SysiClD'''' 

~y t)iemi~-l9SQ$, Jiitiz~sQjigl)li !l>'Je~t)i~Iillp1\~l.!!or\he'CqWlty~~tiliJU!1i lQ.M)J,.I\1Iicl 
n~ S)'!>.t<l1l1 impt9Y~~!lI, !I) 1~5J, tpo C9i11lty .BQ.!Ii:iI9fH¢~li1l:'i~1)¢d ~ w~n:U.ilS !~a.ll 
resiclenl$ prjhe COUnty niilto· sWim or £$ j,\'''1IY pp¢ll.ott:eiilil In leff¢tS6l1' County beca\lSu"all: 
l'I'atm~ .In Uifslit~.1$TY poIMionftQ)I1siwa~l'ys~A 19~.3citlz~Jjl!;'~(tyigIiJY<iQIJIl!liIt~ 
r~ (eCQj!n~ tJl~' l~~ oi: 'lIi!~!IiI1¢ fUndillgfQr"lIie S)'lllCllt;liJ.~ f@1\III1'I:1)ileil·Jhatth~ 
C'· ,. ' ''Ii' x -- 'laIlS'" . d --" ...... _"'.. -,,~,. n1 . "d '!h' . ':If fi"'" .. ' O.1l!Illl~IQnQreg~ J!P.Y. P.. ....• 9~ .~~C<ln.-I!l)' ... ea. ........... ,.,!-•• , .""e ..... c'" all .. 9 .. or Plm. ca "-"lI 
" .' . ,n"" '. 'ill' th' "II' .: ... '! iI' x •• > in 'lhe'C,'\"i:" for ... ',ro 19cosmg: IIlS,,,,,,,Ol! ·oJ>PaIl ... !lg. e CQ ... "" .. on sy~ ClD all ... :Ql!ll!ll'.dl g ... MU.4"·. . p{llll~! 
.treal!nent only (r~QY$r offlQataP}e aIld.: se!!abie Soliils)' $1 thisde!<isfon \VQ~ld }ale! prove 
ShortsIghted w\ieIl th~ :M!'I1Il CICSll Waler Act. (''C\Vi\;;)w.~enll¢ted I.il J 97Z r!lqJimng 
SeC<llJdary t.rcallneJJ!:8Ild Im»Qsing sn:i'ct',s!1Uldarcl.l~ 

By 1951, 'seWet overf!'QWS were sliil ·common 'and the County health· pm"",· called for 
immediate' action to prevent. outbreaks of polio,. !)'phoid,ond hq>atitis. County engineers 
".thnated thai .it would cost approximately .$) 0 million just to addlllSs the System IS .most 
pressing problems, andanoiher :$Zihnililon .Iopro-perly addt¢SS"lls. problemsPAf'tlllittim.;lho 
<sewer. charges:and ad valorem ,taxes wercproaucing Systemrevcnuesohrouud$15 million.per 
·year. l !. De!!pite .these. pre;sin$"nceds, theCo~nly would no!' undertake· .anolher 'm'll"r bond 
issuance·until 1.%8, and' resistedt1iising;sewer mtes. uotU 1972,. 

Willi N!1en~OJit 73;4t H14~,i/l.~· CQW.lty ll4aUy)lad. We''JlQwet to J<lil:e .I\1Ii:<l~ fll!: the 
.$Y.sI~.~n .i~ ('>wl\:Ihr91igl)·p<!~d '~S$J)ll1l.9'1;l; liM :S~\y1'I' r4f~, ;lliIfQ'@il\l.tIl!Y~ wi)~'1t ;fQrP9Jjti~) 
t~iI))!1s or <)\hCfl¥i)(<i, ·th~.C9!l!\W f~lei:1; ·1t!)J'!!.i!$~ newly J1\1il1t:dauthori-!>" @!ltl\¢l'anem <if 
hil!ileil,uate ilmilint of thl>' sy;.t~ ~!1b)llilld, With ¢anb vJljl~jIiJly~Jir'\lPp\JI.lion llildindl\l;l:i)' 
colitinuedto groW, ;Yl:Iihe Counly 'foil funherand .furili.erbebIDd in necossilfySys1~ 
,imp.roYM'leiitS JIli4mainteJ1aD.ce; Qlt.UnaJIl1~; 'it Wo)M t!Ui:~ .inteiYention·frQrn Ibl'state ,and lh¢ 
MenU :government; and.litlga:tionto fotcO}!heCounty!sh;liJ.d. 

'1 !,.Al1,C,M~'IXlrt!\<~ 
"ld"aJ i\4""~ (<lls."1JSIinll·,qu,. M.t'l'Io •. 88~ lS~pj. .~; l)loU). 
;; ~iJJinll ,,,,,,,tll> • m.li;",g'.1!I! j~1!d91 lh" $Y'",m toct.y,." lIi."", .. d:., $~n9."$ J;ll:.~ 1!ll<IlU,Ao} ,nfi<;. 

Jd,· •. I4~ .. 
"Id. 
"11l ot 5Jt 'rn<>ClemW.toO",t'i"wscu"tif "·m,"" .retllii in Si>ction.1LBA ,infra. 
"Id . .,45 •. 
"id.ol'54 .. 
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4. Xhe :l"("~J(ttl E.ra 19.6J.:199JiD!!#pltt.!rfOfiltltrilims,UlIgali!11/ 
'-.. -" _. '-.-... - ~ .- _.....anilIhcrell$l!J1Pressw'eftiJm tIMe /III" FeJmd.Reguliitors,-tI/" 

CounV;. Fatlilr .. tt>Provlik Aikquat. Jiundlng Iolhe .VYsttlli 

c 

Co/JtfnfU!s; . 

Th!> COtmtyCoxrun~ssl()l\l1nallymade1!l1. official responSj)"tI)t!lesr9WilJg;$lti!Ier ¢s~ .ill 
JiUiiill!yl%1; wheil it ai\ijOiiM«! iH¢t>-yc~[ $:43 lDl11ii>1i~e:wer(m.l!rollefifentPIl>gwn. Although 
f.detalfunds 'wet.ee;<Jlected to cov.¢r ab.liill$J:a ·1'IlllliQli of tb.e¢sts;!he¢o.~SSion dU:( ·nol 
iroplement a pian to mndlts$:iomlllio.n $haro :()f the program; ultimately losmgihe feilimll 
fund~;55 Lat~ .tbatyear, prCS$llfem,mgo1ienunent reguhitPti! heiJiln wlien m¢ Aiilbama Wat!lf 
Iinprovement COmmiSSion ("AWIe',). ·gave ~. :Counly siJc months 1Q wmellp witll a plan 10 
upgrade :jiv~:lfea:IH":I1I.plant. that were megBUy discharging raw:sewa.ge.inta area ·SI!:emns •. The 
.CC>llIlo/'s 1967 plan 'in~luded upgtades'k> addre..sthl. issue, .hul it w"utd he hvo more years 
before the CounlYbegan effoIts to secun:,filnding forlbe plan.'" 

In ~ar¢h lm,. A.WIC issnlld thejjts~~fwhatW:()uld. beseym;! federal, slate, ,and lotal 
lowel moralot!llnis. pwhibiting I1"W •. !))Vcr C()nn~ifun. thtolfgb.out thQ CQuriiy;.S1 These 
moraiOnUi1l$ were issued perlodi~ly lhrougb.outihe 1 nQs and IenI.ined in 'Place uri!!1 th~.mid
Ill'!IOs;58 Th.e: illotl!!J)ri1U1ls stowed ~COi1omie deyeJopment t~ugb.out ·the 'CounlY, 'and :also 
·rcsult~ :iit the P.rOlifen.tinnofptiyate on,lIitc \'I.astewa~sy~il)$il5 deYelopmtried t.o work 
'lIlPundtbe. C()nne~tio!i l>ap~.iIhese .iDal1oJ1-sifll develop~r ,sYfil!lmS .ien(liX1tQb~ rel.ativ~1y 
untl:si'ed, poorlyte&u!aled, not ~ilstaml\l>lj: Mil d11lJjti~y i:i\otee:wel1~ive t<i'Opei1:ltc!,3' 

The-moratorium. wOhlen.ed Olie, of.the longstandlng ptob!eins with lbe sy~em. Thclii¢k 
pf mandatorY hookup entWl;i>iII¢n1 !hr<)ugb.oot ihe ,SYS!i>n\'sbiSIlJ!Y bad a:u:.:ady n:,suIttd in 1M 
cooslIl1ctlonof'ihQusands'Q(hQmes'a!)dbuijn;;";.es lnlne CQ~lYtI>ilt wllte llOt,\;rume;:led-'fO the 
System; am[.lh" lllQr!itOrlJn\l&·tesultedm .still mo@ uneonne;:led-: devciopmcnt. The contiouci( 
constniction of new homes. and hu.sineilses lbat i¥o;re )jQt; connected to Ihe S»>!cm: red-uced-' the 
.jz~ of th"'cw;tome17 base aVal1ab)e to share in theincrea..ing (;!ists.of ()poratihg iind miillltahilng 
\he System \Uld:.pTQtectiog.the oweR waterSllPPUes. Because,.the Sy~cm's .cost. were 'spreaoovcr 
a smaU!lf J)ustomcrbase,the p<itential impact of ll=Sary revenu" incr~ .. on o;>ch customer's 
rates was much bjglier than it would.have .been hed the,cilSt~erb.lIIJe(:oritinulld t() grow with tho 
communilY. making the n""dodrate increases .OVeR less pOlitically,palalabl" to The ,County 
Conun1ss!on. 

)it bpnl 19?1:, tbe Colllltyfinally b<>gan- ~tep$ to fund .i~ $43 mUUQ!l 1967 seW!lf 
lIriprov,emellt .JllOli 1>Y lobbYing .ili~ Slate ,1¢gislatJlre. to jn~S\l £ewer rate,., wliiclJ had remamed 
.,..,,~~-~~-

j, fa: ·.t 4~41. 
"ld"H1. 
'11i£.ot"1 • 
. ,1'10 ;additi.'. ,10 11>0 !91·t .. , .. "Y·WlIfu llIotalotiom; AWm .1", " ... «1 • ,))IlJ!lI1onu", in :S,<!>"mhe, 1<J15 fOr .llie 
'$h~d",· Y.lley¥~, Iii. "fI>2. Wh,. tM AW.lC Shad .. VaU'Y'mOJOtoriilllt "iIS'lilled,,-I1>o ,CO""!), m;.tituloil its oWn 
·b'lt ~i\ 8fflot ",~:g~~.iI!··illl!l><Id .. VaJI,y, ,"!-deb ,_lId:in Vbco. ilnbl 19M. Jd, ·.t' ~ •. in 1~6, 'th. eo",y, 
wde{ instrilC\lODf !rom tb:~ -EPA. .atso-oid~ "fs:i:tiDraIQriIim'on -new co~tiOtis to tines _$¢rviJjg:cth~-CaliDba lliVer 
and r"lOiereekplants ""ntC» t<m.';'rtc,din pJac,:,olil,198S.nd i987, JOJipeOli<oiy. Id, .rnJ,m.,.19T1; 1Iie Co!mly 
_noted developl'lcn\ in. B'~ • .r ViUl~> •• d,ln'M ... ch .1978 iS3uod:' moralorlnm for .tho. ·I)"k.y I;reel; .• ysi<:!ll. 
which l'OllllIincd:lnp\are uniil 198~. IlL at 63'6., 
"1lL at 66. 
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,(h(>.' S!IW-~ sillc;eom iiD.~.ilosed in, 19~1. Pes. pile 1.11~ fl\ll\ sewer~.· ' .. h.!Iililot 11Illl1lJ.~p<.is!!d. iillWt:!l,t. y. 
years; and. wer~ 1i:$Sthlill onc-th.it:lljh!:typ1llaLriltes.paid,lnAthet~~tJt--

', .. - . --- 1i;glSlature spent lllonihsin hotlY-<;I)ntest£d hearingS.haggling Ollet potential 'caps onlh~Collll!,y'$. 
ability to impose .ra!.'lncreases. 6Q111ecnegoliatlons ~dc;d a~Ptly wben the AlabamaSuprerne 
001111 i8S1leOnnudvi1KrrY olliulon, bglding thaI Amendment 73. gavc,1hc Co)ll1ty lheexc1usive 
~~tyto .!ix.s.e';IIcrrit~P Wil!l'!h!s tu!iJlg.. the Cow!ty Wy .1Y)d cl~ar legal~~\y. \:q 
r;Use!$s'tofi!W·the@S~I.Y"n):ell~iml'rov~l;Ilt~to thC1:!lySl\llD. 

Amidst sttoilgpubiic oj>jiOsitiol!,ln emy 1972lhc CoUilIY unailimilus!y passedth.Jirst 
s.ewer rate·increase ever. :Rot .. set at .a level tho, County.es1imatedwas sufficleilt·tO. linan.ce the 
S3(hnillion 'm bQnd~needed t.o pay. furJhemlprovemenls identiliedin ihe ,1961 Illll-yeaqiiaa,61 
The bond issuance, nowevcr, was. jlOstponed indefmilcly due to Jiligalioo,cl:uiJlcnging the:legality 
of both thapropcsedbends and lhe rate increases necessary to repl!}' the bends. In i!ie meantime, 
publicopposllionto lhe .rate incre>U;el'Olltinued, Ill. ,\uglI!!! lIIld Novemb<:r,:!Iie County 
COJllll1issio!l bQwed 10 publi~essurc and Pl!S5edraje red\lciiollS that ~nt)!a!ly ne<!rlywiped 
out the rate increas •• ntirely; . T.1nls.despiie. ftnally obtainiilgthe clear leglll' anihorjty ovcdb. 
S~ienv~ ililallcin~ i\!e'C<J\lllt)' Jll¢1l fail¢ Ii) )I,~·it.~·1\~Ii).Ari!Yto' adeqUately fund tit. system.. 

.AI t1:I~. ~I!$~ tim!> tb~ ~unt)" was fl!i)j~g -\Q lI!~elb¢ ;II\proV(l!Ill:!llSan\!,i\1yes)lUC!l! 
tleCl'ss8I)'to J;l;ing Ih" outdated .!lAd .overloi\dCl!l Sysl<!li.il}.toC9lllplian¢ wilh ~ mlnim\l!ll 
j;<i!\Utt.e;it [~~!$, legi.lato~ aIId tell\!\aIQ~ were ~«liv~i{1l~eI911ji)g j)lu"ll mQr~$!#1!geilt 
m!l!im)lm I!'~ent s\i)lId'!Tds. Jo, 197Z,C9n~ :~~ t(le CWA/''' admiilisl~,eiIllYt!le !ll',ti, 
u~heringinan ~!'Il of; m!lChgi'e$f fed¢.l'lll sc!1itiny ~ll' ·\v~j;!!lwl\ler tr~!'<!t p'1;O~6! Th~ 
CWA re<j1.ilr~d.!Ill Wes!."'!!'!."" 1DxOJ;¢iy!' QW!l!ent prior !q.Ill~@arg"into ~&!I!>I~ W~!¢!'WaY;; 
(\,e.,1)0 'IllQte <!i~¢hllQ\es 9run~ed s~w:agllJ,~t.l!llid~tds f<it:bPlb.. pl;ini;lry iIl\d $l)c@4~ 
Iteatment ofwastewat!"'; and atlthori;zed·],-I:!laltics. f9f viol~!ions of ·ll>i>l16w :requirements. 
Because improvements to the SyStem hade'been billh ·in.llffici'oot and··iilfrequen~tb.,:County was 
forced· 10 quickly developa,m1!,lti~i\I'capill!l improv\lment plill\ til cm:e thei!lll4!;!!l1acj!)5. Qf ih~ 
S)'$enland<:pmply withCWA," 'foJinl\ll~ th",~ ~ ""il)taJ iinprov!'iilep\p!'ill called.fQf ~ 
'~"'Qf "'8l'1ar r~.t~ jno;rl"lses Mil 1'-0)13 i$~lUl~.es \Q {epl~¢c );hMpor!I!.U!", prl;1ject-b\$0;4 fI!lI!lil!t 
liild'illIli"measures that bad rcmafu~dclh.e 110rlll Since·1hi> 8)'$1$ was tirsH:realed in "1901.1" 

Alrnostu\l1llediatdtalter'annonncing ils'plan in,I9"lS, lhl} Connty·Commissilm fell back 
mto its w~l1-eStabiished pattemof..fallingtG fallow through. with its annOWlcements and Illee! 
even. themoSlminimnrn funding requirements .of<.!Iie SyStem,. the county .didnotissue ihe tirsi 
$lO'mjljjo!1 U. bo!1ds wilil197~, ·almost .. year later; and only had 1'.l'Ollditjonol plan for, futur" 
billlci is.SIIan~"," Np,neof;lte 1'lann<;<!bilJld ~SIIances .f0l: }979: tIJro1!&b ~<)8:1 wet.e 

'"Ed. '147-48. 
6r Td: at'48; OpinrlPl (l,(iJwJ~lIccs. 2S-1 So. 2d at·7~9. 
".~AROA Ropon'iI-49. 
" l<i ... SO. 
"53 U.S:c.§§ 1251 et seq." om<ruIed. 
u AI ~' p.ARCh. :R.qIort· Doic$o prior -to t1Ji1¢tmen1 ol-\be .CleM:' Waler Act; -di;cbar&.o. of raw, S¢\\'&ge 'into: 
"'l\I"~Ur.Ci wo\s",,~preoId."!dW .. ~.!f"tiytm~· PI.iRCAl\q>or!~~~, .. 
"'ld; .. 
"'i:4'1.~1. 
"1<1; 01:0$. 
"'1<L 
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implemented.'" Although tblic"Wily!lied 10 jjiaki;upfodhe (ailUre to issue boIidllas pllini1Cd 
.- --- --hyraismg,rates abeve-jllaanedlllYeia-iill~ltO&Jilimled'W4ill·~~,!im<Iln&4!Hl)'jt~ . -' - ._. 

RAil mQl1Ilo{iI!mS prev~iilillg!ldijilional S!'!V(lf C9~OP1 ~C/.ll1!ined ill.place?1 

In. 19:31', \hO'CountyCOmii!issiall ~t.d':a blue-rllloon-cotnniiltee to '»iiop.tizes.t;Wer 
1rnprovemEilt projects and rei:lrt!lihimd ways' to ·furl:d·the Il.teeSg&y improY.emem!l. After fWO 
:yean .Qfwotk,tbis coimIlim\> deYelOpedli'prionly liSt of fOrty-eight 'Projects withaliJliI! 
:Mlmated cost of$IS·' miiJion," The C01lllDlttee. empllasized d18l 1Jsril:OOnnnendalions weren6[ 
.s final so1uiion. nul iilsteailrepresented the bare· minimum neces,lIIY to meet .mandatory 
wllStew.ter~tal1.dal'lls; The' committee observed'tJiat "[fJuture puDlic. ser:v2!'isll'l\ls.teddress the 
,problem <If IX)(lUl)uelf ~~on .anq iechniClil jlrQ~Sn 'of t\le SY,stemP :O~pjte these 
Wlluiings, 'Ill. CQurity COJlll\li$siQJ\'uI~lyordyisl;u-.;d'al1Qm:{iO"fi, oftheb.o.\l~·the ~ttee 
'r~en!ied.Though ~Wl\UlU.ll:ee lIS~ IbeCoWily Ihl\ttheme, .!ncte!\Sea wou)i:lleave .' 
rate' very low When.compared to o1hersimillll'COJl1lllUlllties, the (!OlJllly oruy:r.>ised rates III half 
lhel~elrecoimI1cnd(:d bjihecomrniliee?' ' . 

The C!Qiiiitybegan t9.lI\lilri;s$ the a.licit'ln System I\indIngin .ihe early 199U's who:iltlic; 
Cqmnu.sioJl beg<!Ji .n~tiligmuJti.y~ sewer' rate lnerea. .... ·(Qr the J'iiSt!hne" It was. i995 
bl'fijrethes6 mUltic~e .... !1i!ejnctcilSliII teacn«! the levels recommended in the i983 blu!l--ribbon 
.commission r¢pQIt. 5 

Unfuttunately, justa$ lite CO.unty was beginning :tn make .oorne li:eaqway towards 
eliminatingihcserious dejjcitintlie fundlng. reqnired fnr !]J,e SySt!='D to' meet '1!!Winum 
standards; .late. Teguialo[)" requfrements. became much.more stringeni; pamcularly in regard to 
secondary :treafment· tequimnenls IIlJd bans <In bY.l"'ssing treabne!¢during P!'rio<!s nf hi8h 
wlIStcwater .f1ow volumes.'· In 19!13,tlui:System's, Jong.elcistiilg'epv:lronrnl'!llal prol1lems:b~;m 
to reach. 'a crescendo. '!'he auccessor '10 AWlC, :the Alabama Dep~ent .nf Eilvjwnmontal 
M1UIagement ("ADEM"), :ordered the COu\l!Y \0 implement a '$4J6 .mUlionilnprovemenl pl;m 
and issued a·moratorium 'on now connections to'lbe l.eedslreatinenl plant because oE.x.cessive 
pollilt;mts discharged ItQm th~t fl\Cillty into the LillIe; Callaba RiYer;'· LIl,terihl\t sam~ y$, .ihe 
EPA required ill". {;o1WY to' .accolJllt fur nit unpeQllilted, <lise.harges of I'Qll\lianls 1iom its 
wastewater treatmenlpllll!f:s since J98&." .. 

in Nove~b\lI: 1993 •• ~ lawsuij was: filed'9' lillegillg )hat the COul)ty was di.SclI~ginll 
polltltants: intotjieCahaha l\lId Black W;u'ti~Riv~ withoilUhi: req]iitedp¢Oni1s and\l1a\ ~ 
COillity'.' wasleWat~ treaIii1o:ilt pl!Ults Were :violating <h~ t~ 'of theirpenmts;'-" TheCababa 

.,. 1ft. 
1tJd . 

. " td".at66 • 

. " lit(qu9tirtgCOlt1n1itt""-i<p~\1~ 
,. liL., 66·61:. 
"ld, .~t ~s:., 
";do . 
T1.k1.aJ. 69-71. 
"rd. 
,. ICipp, tI at • •• ikfferson eo.""" Alabama. .. ai, Uilited ·Slat",,:Djslric:.Coutl for tlJe,Nonhem.Distrtct or Arahama, 
Civil Actio. No. 9342492-S . 
.. P ARCA lWport at 7t. 

14 022 
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RivOfiSOQlety hlter.vened in that lawsuil •. wbich was, coli$olldaledwiih a similar lawsuit filed by 
the EPA" In 1.994. m 1!!I!Uary 1995; tM judge ruled I'or the piafutilisrJindlng-fhatthc-£Qimty-· -' - .. -
had ma4~ illegal d/s$1IJ"g~ ~cee<ljng pmnit level$ op J\ ;1Iun$er of QCCl\SiC)u~.12 The jlldge. 
orderejl the pli!:lie.o; 10piesenta plan ·\0 remedy tho sewage overflow prob.I"",.The County 
.lIgteedlo entry· of ~;.CQrt.cnt dect~ {the "Cons¢nt Del:~") InJ)ecember. H196. fequlJinglt 10 me 
"' broad_geof~!'liicd/a1 nteiiSllteS, Included Wiibiil tht CoDSent:Decro» Wii!I a proYiiion gMrig 
the CoUilty.authority 10 8(sUtilti; ·respoJlSi1iility formJlllioipal.sewerlinesthat feedimo the 
.cotmty'~ s),stem;"!hus ending ·the-d1vidi:d. r~onsibiliW idt(llifii:dM a crucial barriett!) \he 
Symem's success .31mool a centurY earlier. A .copy 0"[ .Ihe. Consent D~ is. inoluded in the 
Appendix .tA~. 

Co !hIl'Co~t I)ecree; 

P\iTSiiaIll to the COll~ :DC<lrce.the COUiity a$SPmed C6I)lrolof and. resjlOli$jbllilylOr 
!i.V¢Ii!Y-P!lesepj(lilte municipal .. seviet ·sySleriillpreviously ownecfaIid mliinlamcdby various 
mUniCipalities' throughQullefferson Coilnty; At thai tim",: tho,Countywas unaware of the'cxact 
.condition and .cxtent of lh=mUl)iciPai. "ystems; "however; .the C.olll1ty did. not receive 'any 
oompensatlon :ttOll1l11lY.' of tbe.;. munic!paliljeii fOf.any';,flbe remediatloneftorts·t<qulred'Ullder 
Ih¢C01l$ent Pe<:ree ... · th.'(lQunty asswnooownclllhip .ofalid'rosponsibflity (or approximately 
.11pQ(),QOO Ie¢!: !.2;i78,miI~);,'r sewe-IS, ali amount twice Ih.:slze Qtlhe·Coun!pystem, wIlJ1;no 
iUgnUic~t tIlled/llgence-or wDlperuiation.'~1n fuc~. t1w municll'aUtieshad largclynever 
III"esledin anysoltof CQmprehensive·mainlenancc progJanl·forlheirsewers, and the Connty:had 
Ulttil; if ,i!IiY; 'knilwle4gll' of the coruli.tion of th~ .fanner municipal sewers. How.ver, in the, 
CODSeot De<;r~ th~CoUl)ty CQmnUtied itself!o makc'whatever iinprovements, were necessaryio 
meet a Sl>!of noar-lmp<lssiblegoalsth!u wen the best$ys!ems mthe.countly .CllMot continuously 
achieve. These commi!ll1em,';ncluded, ·among other lhiuglI,thoproJ"l$e·to improveund expand 
the System inorderto: 

• .(:(Impletely .elimll1l!te furthetbYi>~s~ an" UJipcnniltcd discharges of untreated 
WasteWill~conlainingJ;aw,s~\V~gelothc l'!lack WaqioranitC$l!ba: ~Ver l'Iaslmi; 

• .Qqml'[~e1y ~limi!We s~wer s~iem ov,erllo'l!s; 

• Achlc.ve mil epmplianc;o with .the COunty's Nationa1 Pollutant DisCharge Elimiilation 
;Syslem (,'NPPES,,) pennitS; 1U1d 

• Achi""ccfull oortipllilili» with the CWAby-mfuimizingth. discbarge ofpollutanlS into 
nsvlgalllC water-s; Iilamlaining ... highl<>Yel of water quality, andprescrvlllg :marinellnd 
othcrwildlife!s .. 

1,1 {/niJed ,Std~¢$ -y. ,ltif/et'$.Q" ~~I/n..Q'i Alq7;(lM~i ei l;J.l;l. 'V~iCd .. Sta:t~ PiS~~t: Go~ for ~ "Noithc:m ,Dj$l~t tiC" 
A!~".m" Clv.ilA<ii"'i-)j: •• 94-9.29+1-8, 
"p ARCI\Rtpprt aln. 
u FC\l.,.l Action;P.rti~loj", S.~blJlissionl'ursulll)tloO'lob" 1.2D.O& Or<lor; Doe. #'32 .aI3.pO ()'Iov. J1,2oo8) 
(herolu,l",,···Fod<aI J4; .. ,ll"""""'k.n 
.. Bll&KRepott.\"1~ Thel!ll&K ~lti> dl"' ..... d lhfuO",d.,.lH.SCOiji»j'ij.C.1 lop .. 
"CQmi;ll!,PC'~~' ri.19.JQ!, 

15 
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Tho County ali;o_greed lop$Y th.l1nfted States S7So;OOOfQtils1'riorvlolaJionaofth:Q 
.. -... ~.ew.A;' spend $30 .million on sllppJemental envlrenmentaiproie¢S,lI!lli~ ritijji~lls suliulated 

penalties in'fuo event it $til(ldto.comply with tl!eCon$e'1t P~jltt!ie-fllture.-'I Asoffhill.diilii; 
!jV<} ofthe C()U/lty'sniile~we, tiasiilslU'e . .stiU ~1>j®i' to me Co)lSentP~~~ 

'I1Ii; COnsenf De<;ree was. apJH'ilved andex.ecuted 1>ybol!l tbecounty SlId thoStatelif AlilbBDio 
(represented byl!le AttOmw General). The Stale was a party to tbi; Conslll1tcDecree iitigaiion, 
anif under .federall.", may be :held liahi. for vloliltlon& .ofthe Consent D~ 'jf" state 'law 
prevents tbe·County''from.rnisingrevenuos need(ldto.complywith·suclijudgment,;n 

1, C/1It5/rul!tio,n to'ColJ/plj with. the (kJ/t5fntDtC1W4 

In order .te <:Qmj>ly with the Consent Decree,. IDe COllnty begait teha1lilit.tiDnand 
il\'lP.fo.vementof'the·S}'$lfm purSlilml.ta ihe· Jeffurson. (;eliIily Sewer Improvement PiQgram, It 
rehabltltatedappJ'Olomatcly (\51' mll~o( ~w.".· mains and cOmpletely replaced IUl<ither .eighty 
miles·of Sewer lines .from 19:96-2008 .. 11 The 'l'l"ivalent .ofmofJl·t!i.ait '20,000 ·msnboles. were. 
reltabllltal!:d or. f@laeed dUring that timlifunn.ei·· AlthoughthC'i:";k·of budgetlog;'l'lanning; and 
tecordkO@uig makes it difii'cuit to determlne·pr.ecisel.y where an-·the money went, !he bes~ 
estimates of the .tot.I ~penditom; .aimed .t complYing. with the 'Consent Decr~ CWA, and 
NPDES permits; and related to system .<pan.ion, raI1gefium approxlmal~y $2,3 bilHon.to $2,~ 
billion, In addition, the System hIlS approximately $240 mUIiOliin IUnds,f@resentinvroeeeds. 
fro warrants,· available primarily for construction 1'IlJllOses, in various·reserve accounts, .' 

Whi1elhe EPAsel !he I'Omplianl»opje<;llyes iiIo: County w"" .r.<qp)red (0 m<'<'l,lhe 
G9un1'y w",,"resp())lSible for CfCl\!ing a plOUl to me~tb.ose compliaJj.ccobj!'Clivcs!l':r/Ie ~it~1 
iropmvemant .proaram ille CbDDly created. (0. comply wilh .. .lheGonll"lll I)<:etee suffeml from 
$i~:fiCllI!t ~eSil!'l flaws' an<lwl!S PQorly :implmJen!W~ lesdio'g io bo.ih sUbstantial and· wasteful 
.l:OstQv~S \lnd alldlure ~o eliillblate a1tproblerns related:!O .ew~:s}''ittm!.ov/;rllowS:'" ~e. 
f)'I!I"!'ore ~'nUned in delaU· ~l a'2oo~ ~Prtth~ COUl\ty·C<i;tUliillsi~l1~ fiu1ll8.E&:.K EtIgin~ring 
C(1)lP3!IY(the ")3E,llK .. Rejll;>d"J... A oopy ·of (he B$$OK. Repqrtis 1n~lud<lll fu· the Appen<!J;! iii' 
A~7, Am9ng1lJ.~probltroS ~dentifi(ld by Bll&& 

'1 :ld •.. lOl.iH. ·Thc.Ci>untybas p.ld."I'pm.,n .. te!y'$~l1,OllO in·.,ip_Wed pdl<ltit ..... dat ... 
:p Col15enl-Det'rc'i! iit-O . 
.. S'peeial}I .. ,.", ncp<>rt .. :ii. 
"/d, 
9(I';tlY. ~O:tl,ipl)"',-.q\\1i ~~Ol}. ~e ~Q$t to·!X!nm~ej~· tbJ~~~($ )lld ;rebabUiti(t{ol1 n~ tq:.cQmply· with. the· 
Co"""IDOcw.luld grp'l'i :I1on1.n.in\ii~lJ:1tim.t~",rbo!w'1"! S2lQ.mit!ion ami $1...2 bllUol1.fu I ~6 fu nils billion 
!1l'·~OQ3, .l!~);.RepQ""2-2. 
911d; jlr7-4. 
<n:A saniiary·scWd' s~m:ovedlow; Qr. 8S0., p¢c.urs,\\1len the Dow:of:wa;!ewater exceeds tlic:.cap:4cit;:'.of-the $eWer 
:r.!clIrand'-untrcatcd IiCWilge·b.ypasti:l'ig fue:, treattDcnt.pro~dS"t¢leased dln:c:~y jl1to·l0cA1-wa~y"' .. 
t SE&X.WSSjDuttd m tIic.p"paraiiaa·Qfi,~ report by Ci12M: HiU;:f~'=f, -Wpit(:.&;:Co~pi!nYi.w,'PARCA .. 

16 
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• l~SD·s. approach]" cvaluliti!lg Iind~Qnlrolling Satrlll!!}' 'S~\V,etQv'edh)\V$i{gSQ$) VIliS tl)Q 
-hoaviiyjilf1i1eJ\Ci\d,bY'BSDJiIlK:tiee3··a!llHbcal-.~d~!iuni!ed i",'mh!'.<W~ 

co1teetion and analysIs lnst~ of newet"; more effecltve approaches being lIucc!l$.{ul!y 
appliedin thl>\Vast~atcrfudustIy;lM 

• EsO did not Incorporatethc·1>v.allilblc' ,technical andbusfuess DrganizatioiliiltQPI$ aull 
methodsneecss""Y 'In manage a :proJeet ot' iii. magnItude 'imJlO~d by the (';Qnsent 
D=ee'~' , 

• ESDdid not properly take into accoWlt :bow detiliilg with the twtrity'one Iminiclpal' 
systems itwas~absoroing.;woUld impacl1he ronveyancc'system.'flow~;~' 

• There'was nQ·<lY.erall design standard (iteated:tQ;S1'iikfJI~i1ily Q¢Si!iQ:l;91 

• 'J1jeCOuil!1 ileve~ ~tilbJJs'1ted 'an :Ii$~et lU!lll3gtl;llCUl pr,o:cess!hat. would ~llow 
l)i.!!ll8);emiliJi J<!p!!lper1Y,Vtio;jt!~~!lUi! !>1I4!(~ forn~\l<l tJ11lI!li!;'" 

• Some' 'of .. the: wastewater .treatment plants were. designed ·to: 'treat peak :flows witho,,' 
-storage, even though: peak flow· storage ncilitieswerei also sdded al Jileseplants. whtcb 
both wllSfed.Cl!pital andpresenled additionaloperatiorr!,roblenu;;~' . 

• Many Ilf:theplMI$ Vlet11d.wgued:louse ilisinf~tiol). s)'litero.~ 'that we.:ccinor¢· ~XpeilsiY~ 
tbanotber; l'essexpeosive'systems ,that;otiered,opetatiOila!·advanla$eslIOO 

• Mo~t proje~ls.ltl tb~eo!llpliance ptogrann"ere: !lOt l:>~dWc:d and ESD: did n.ol jS>l~ecost 
reportS, etiplinatingany abjUty tofo~~sl ·budgeIO~C1):Uns 'gI ;1I!)y s~ofbtrdge! 
disciPUW -ESD man'gemen~ indicate4io BE&K thai tbeydid' noioperate' .on 'a 
budgel; I 

.' there was1l0 :attOlllpl'to schedule: projeclsJo cmsurtr,lhal. thexwere ",xecuted: lIS originafly 
planned-·as aronsequence,. mostprojecls were del.yed;I02 . 

• ESP illd Qol ))!iliZl:.; fln,/ Spi;l;i)f<nill1¢ ·eng(n~ngpr<i.c~i$ :(1". iQ~nti.IY!'il.$t~ili~.gs inlh. 
tmature:fts . . r \. . .,lQl . S .. . . Q ·1. romp Jat. eo.pr.ogr.mt" 

"".SlHoi:\i$.ed llll.l:I!ml!lylng Yiit!1the Ijll!l1d:otes·;;;f .lb.. Co!\SeDt):ie"Cfee- wiilioutadeq\l1lte 
Mtelliq p'lwnll!$>Q. ac\ioQ;!lUd1O-t 

" ld:. ~1.7.5 
'9!i'1(f. 
",!4-.'17·l;, 
·"1d:. 
"'Jd:. at'1·7 • 
.. fd,al7c8'through 1·lll. 
1(I"Old; at1-9 
lot to. 213,2,3-$ 
111~ Id: a~,3-1. 
I~' i~.a\.~~(~r~~ 

17 025 
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Iil 2003, llE&K estimated $3.65 million in.additJOnal·financlng 'WBslleeded to complcle 
the projec)slle<:~sety to .comply with the Consenlj)i:crC(l, and an additiol)a1 $74/>million wo11l~ 
hl'n~ded'k>::rt:l1l!irlffi"wndefectsin lho.SystCm foUowingtermination Qf~ e9n~tD~.I~ 

Tl!oodi.tilm, BJ3&;K:})Qted. th~ County' .• ¢api,'l improY,eliltm' pli\l1 .. ii~d[¢led Ih~ ~~ 
systelil overflow prObIem$ by ~ssenilaU)! over-building ~ System's lIealment ~J:lacity. While .at 
.tbesarwi time negleeting. Ioe:tamineor .dilllOSsihecollection system causes of·1lI0 .overt1ows •. 
Infiltration ,and. blfIow care w.o. potential. ¢auses' of' sewer .syslemover.fiows, 1nfiltration' is. 
groundwater that enters. the. sewersyslem through cracks or leaks .. in th~ coDe¢ibn pipes; iDllow 
fa ·slonn water that .enters the collection·system at ,direct poiqt. of conn~ijon, ll1l!i!t es Il)rough 
Hlellalconnections .of ~ump.]lumps or dtaill{l,t<> the ~sewet system.hJliItralionanof fuflow 
cause. 'hydraulic. oVer1ollQlng Qf !he sewer ""\lecli!,,, syslel)1whlch i • .<JesiJl!lW "n)y 10 hancj!. 
lower rOutine voJnmes ,ofwilSl~afer ft\>ws. 1l!Id ]ll~ 'an ce~lJ:eme b~. on waSl\!Wat<;r 
1r~In1fll!t £apiliii~ Md.~~,''' .. 

B.¢c~~ .1M!)1\' .~ i1lfillt<!ti()n t!li!a:l1!e syst¢!:n wlferl:!l\ly; 1l\~ mU5.t Q~~rtl$~ed 
4ifl\;I:t!llly. InflQw J.~ ;:a:;!¢rto!pqate 31JP'""sl$ Ii::sl; to J¢JD<iv<;. andhOj:a~ fufl9W typi¢tl11jr 
involves hIgher volumes, it typically oontributO$ more to overOow.1h>in lnllllrntion. Tho (:o1lI'.ty 
did ~o 'ophisti"'!l~ hydrll1lliQ rnpdeljnglQ detem1ine boW lnllltraUotl and inflow yoliIm!'3 woUld' 
impil¢! I~SYSlem,. a~d the CClurtly'S impr!lvemcotl'li>!t to.@mp)y·With.the CQt)$¢tlt ~~.'" 
J1l!Dpi:9 both infi.ll!'&.t!il.n 11M infloW'w&,etlier •. prt;v!'!lling lbeCounty·fum( te~ivinfl'1l\~ ~uced. 
costs and higher benefits thai would 'have resu!tedfrorn e<itamirunl\ 1l\~ CQst.e.ffec!lvcoe.'lSpf' 
m.illtipk io.llQW t!lld ipfiJIl:<\iiol1 ·\'¢uction'l!ltemw:ves •. '1>t Re ,System conti1iu~ III hl\v~ 
:;j)iPili¢i\I1tl'tQQI'l)ils With itifUltMion 'ani! iM!>"", resQltiJlgin coo:lln:i!ed cbllllenge,;. tQ Syst!>i!l 
OlJ,<mlli9D!'. 

2.. System Financing· to ·Comply wJth,l/te ·ConsentJl.cr .... 

In 1997, the Co.un!y .began 'borrowing ;nISt sums, of mOl)ey'ju ,order 10 :finw!cetlle 
improvCl)lcots needed (Goomply with the·Cons~nt DOC!"I'.lo~, Th~ doh.! issued by' ·th. Sysien> 
~reasi:9 by more than. 1000 percent in lh, .eight y= 'betwMtl 1995 l!IId ;1003,'" As BE&K 
Winted ou\, this izlc~ debt. tadi.c;lIIIYchl!nged lljc capita! ~ellts of1lle Syst<:!l1 J!ud 
meant tbal, "sewer rates; assumU)gl)O·additionaldebt.reslIu~turing 3Il<I:tefi!n<!ings,mest increase 
at ... t<;s well !lbove infla1iOlL"lI1 ''T1!e p>on\y'pewer .fillll/lci\1(l ,SIIu!'ll!te reflt~c,-, a d!'.Si~e !Q 

.~~--~~---------------~~~~---------
1":Id"al Chap'erS, 
'~CS;Jd. :at·12-2.. . 
"106 .i!i .~' ~.-,~. ~.~vcr-,~J;i1'l9~:4e~~c9 th~ ~iJc,~ ".d~t1pnaJ,pr~i~I~~ ~yCf¢,,~ I~'~ll~. 9f-tb.C. 
~~Je_m~~,~p.Qipt:m.~t~.~~®.3 ~~t~$'~1W-1~. -$..e~ ~$~~~p~t S~fl . .QJ:a.¥(I., . 
J mmtnUiQ'Ii., q.t ,~.~ll1l~~l,se~'c:onet;lion lPl~ w~thm. )~ou. .. CO~J!~~~:.~~.rU~ti_r:4:at a_Jm;IpI~-~ ~y. 
.M 19t2~.·~ d~~i9n 'at-~;~ljo"n:lUJ,l J.IqJUl. -
''''lIE<!<KIl.op'',f.! 1-~ .~~.1'7_ .. 
JCt'As,:BE8iK,p'o:int~ p~! ~ '~c~pilal;invelcment has. not expanded thc:cU$,fomer;b~ mat:erially, -lherefOJC'texistiug. 
'customei:s beat- th~:cOjfonhelie eXpMdi~~~ Id:.. at. 1:t-1. 
:llO:id. 
n~ iJ. 

18 0 0.6 ... <;. 
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tlnAA~ il' vety large C\lPiJIil:l1ropmn wbilo \ld~;;iJ;Ig :{lI,le·in!:;eeses88 l"ng 88 po!!sible.','IJ The 
.. ....Cil~~88IU1lQ.1\it$-"!itI!: . ___ . .~ .. -'.--~ ~. ~.~. __ ~ 

n()~alistic J(!ng·rang~ fl/ljUl.ciaJpJ.an, nodet.epninaliQn Qr now 1l)1Ili1! ~!;lJ 
~~JlIl!lllil!!!tI t4!l. ¢<>!Jrity \lQ!lldl!ffoid ~ :tllUl!i~! ho)V·!!I1lChbjlrQ¢ ·Jli~ratejl~ms 
<;cold ~~d. tp 88s!1!Il<:,.AAi). ~ aJle!lljlt, to .t;lintai.n. \h.Ilm.OWlI'Qhb~ ~iml 
ex~di~¢;l; .Qr ii~l1t",iihi~.the JiW~· of w.nal: the: Counly and the ·usm·cun; 
afford.'13 

All of .lbe COWlly's .financing structures wer" extmnely. ·b.ck~loade4; in exchange. f9r 
lower. debt SeMe" payments. in the _Iy ytarS,Jli"· SUuciure.'l ·eJiJl~fil,~<;mely I",go, dePt 
• ..mee requimnenisin late(" years; This was due iitpart to the fact IhI> COunty finruicOOihe first 
~ttlIl years ofin~ 'paYiIl()ritsinrolert()~'!J1o~$ei1l~vi1;ilile !<lIe Ui~e~as long as 
po~ible.As those inle("est: payments came !Iu~ .. !be .Co\lllty·s !otai "elil tosts,;m!iihe !<lIe 
incr~ lliat wOUId:P~DectoISalYlo ~tIlose",,~t~ '1'QllId.he.~to ~n~e si..,wrlliglIllI:y ill 
.. calatins amuuIits. each year. The CQllIIty'baii no plan DnbdW it would· meet these rising future 
tosts. 

The.lll9flies :fot the. CApital hnpiovement p.:Qgnun·w,,", bon:ow.edthrough warrants issued 
by !he Coun1:Y and secured by ,the XIWCI1l1<lS ·of !he System {thei'System Revenues"). The 
wammts were issued in ,'2ri(nll! seties.ll1lI>Uantto a,Trustllldenture.dated F.elmIary 1, 1-997 (the 
"l.lldl'll~") that was ilmended ilttough mnnemUB "Supplementlll:indentures" as new 'Mea of 
wammts ·were Is.sued, The Indei1t\lr:\i' also, estabJislu:d a TJUStee. (the "lndenture T=~') 
cbl!lged with 'representing the ·inteiests of warranl holdm and ensuring the. Countywmplied 
witMbo tenus ofthelrl<liintur.e, The urlJllrlilUnd.enluroo T=leewas AmSolllhBank; lh",=~ 
Indenture Trust"" is the Bank ofN~w YoO;:· Mellon, 

The Indenture was jndicially validated lnm order eutered by the leffaron CoUnty 
Cir<:uit Court on August 27, 2001 (the "Validatiol!- Qrdef,), in.J.effer.wn C:::Ql!!'!lI .4.1a.fltvnll ",. 'Ihe 
Taxpay~r~. and· t;:rtlzens of JeJfonan C::;aulJOl. A1a/)ama. /),cOI'Y of. the Validation Order is 
included in the:AppeodiX at A·~;, .lI!. t1.I!' Validl!tionCl!derj. tb.·COurt l).eJd.that.the warran5S were 
"theValJd,bindingrevenue oblljlitioD& qf the Counly, iis. §1!~~l1orul)d ~igJ).8, i!!lPJl>y;i<led in 
t\le: Inden1lJre. n . . 

"'rd. at )'~·9. 
"'Jd .. al124. 

19 
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wh~!!\1" fedgal ~\lrt laler'21!1\ed l\"risky'a\t~pt";I' to :mi.nilJ!l~~\llO~~inl!lt~ payt)ien!$ 
<m4 'fut;ib:o,r, po'~POIl.~ 11!~ }J!~I.a!Jl!4l1t¢- in~l"AAS~, '1>~@jngY6\h, lh~ S~~· ~Q.()2·A~r-
R!l"eJ!)l~ G!!piw Jjiilll'iv~t~!'it Wll!'!i\Il!$" !h~CQunljrb~snil .to iSsile SUb5tlllilW JIIlloilnls Qf· 
'l(aii.ble tate dem!)T(d; warrantS'anil <m.oiiob rate warrants ralber than more traditional bxed rate 
wauruits. m" 

TIle: V!l!i~b)e '~e4e!l1alJ4: ~I!'I!I~ b.~ !!!.teteS'\3t llP'CW~ijDgIJlte5g~.llIJIlly·de~ine4 
I:>y ,m\UiCe:lilltete"t rntes •. ·and jnler~\pi}ynr:on~ ,ar~d~ m vanoll .• Jim." Il)rpujihQliUhe yw,The 
¥ar.iAbIe:ral~ deniM" Wi!ro!!liII Bfl: $JIliJ.;i:t IP<)l)ilbnal ,Of iDand>l.lOry tenderhy ihew.8JJlIIlt holders 
.from :time \0 'tirtte; vibe!l that: O<:Curil,. a '<temarketing.agCllt" -Selected hy !he Coun\y and,acting a., 
il1ia!:ent attempfll.!l) ''i:emiIdt¢t''lhe vanablerate,demMd ww:ranl1i;HJThe:C(J\1n~y agreed 1n the 
'Indenture to mruntafu illiquidity bank or bank.s ,aHbl!Y"f of lasl resort iDeas.c !be remarketihg 
agentwas unable II> $UccessfuUy nm8l'ket ~ variable' rat. demand -warrants; the. liquidity banks 
agreed, tbrol1gh Standby Warrant 'Purchase Agreements ~ured by the. netrevenlleSoJtbe 
'System, to pureh"". the variable crate' demand warrants finmthe rem8l'keliqg .agent;m Qncea 
iiquidity barik ,purcru.sesthe 'variable'rate dernMd War1l\llts.tl)q llCCOlllC' ")3"'*, WarrlJ!lts" 
subject tohi:~er interestrates.tban ,VlU'iabl~ ratedemlU)'d w!'IlJ!Il!sth.t·!!l); UQ! I!~W~.ts; ,i6 

'l:1>1' a!l,!:I!Qi>;;!'liteWi!!tant$ Iio~ jnt~ 11\ 'f1!!~!\!l\(Jiill·rates SWbtp~Qillc'~l!qii.Qi1$,m th§ 
'wl¢!'m.rate Wlis'$il[QY l!1.~' !oW""'I: iiJ\Cr"s~ rate al.wl1lli.h ,an ,.of'tlWWIllTMts W~,QfI';;t~ :!brsgt" 
:!;y ~1li1¢"! 'l!lllq~rn gf the, W&rril!>.ts, ~fthe liulljion$· failed, ill~ mte.l'es~ nltoiwoiil.d b.1l- $.1<1: at Ih. 
MiiQ(ill1l!tn Alll'liotl Rl!Ic !IS:definedini1>elml~litllre"as !\llIon4JJd. 

M .of M:Bf~h 2Q.d~, tl\¢CQunly :h;ldapproximale1y $3;2~ billion inou!s!anding sower 
WiUtlli!ts, 'Thesc·\\:.l!trilDtsfell intQ the f6l1owiIlgcl!lSscs: 

.IM sro .. 2QOH~!l~l\mdi\lg W"""~!:<,,,,<I tho'.Sci .. 200l'0 Refundb!i WiuTanlS, 
·"6l'oderalAo.ion. M ... oniOdum,QpinioIl,OOc. # IOQ l!t4 (1- ]\Z,.20!l9) Q>erein, 1hc "fc&.ral opWon"j: Th. 
l'rodrnWpini<n<isdi9C" ••• ,l'inmorod,tallin 5<ctiOD ItS ("fi:f£ 
.1.H:l:""'idtru Opiru<Sllat.4:-5. 
""E\d~;a! fointcStibinii!ion .~t61:,s .. aisoFo\lrlh SiJi>pielii;liIall"'~ 'Ii ~t6(~), 
!l'!.';4."diblltrSIil>""'.!Ob:!t16~l;seeaiSo J'PIl!1~ ~u~P~lJilJ''''~~.'. § 2.6(0), 
'-").'O{l..-.j )oi!it.s~~1on,~!n74, 74, 
C)~JI4,,;!i~H., . 
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RaltDem,n.c! 
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WIlen lsstiing the warranlS, the COillllYiilsopurciil!Sed mUolelPlllbondillsiiiance p.;Jii:i¢S 
to make.its wmlllllS mote m.;u-ketnbli>· and ·tQroinifuize, its inteJ;estl;iittI'Wslll; 112 These, polimC)i 
provided. ti>at Itl1\" (::6lit.1ty Was ililablc,lO ma1topaymllllU ofptinclpaJ l\Ild 'nferesfiequ're.ibY 
lIie hidOOtuIe; tbe hond 1itSim:rs, oSjnC6ia. GuatUitee(f'limu:rly kOOWilasXL capItal Assurance; 
in",), Assured Gu;u-anteeMimicipai CotpOtation: (formerly ImOWll .IIS Firuuicilll Se<:urity 
Ass\ltlUlce HoldIngs ("PSA'')),andFlnruwiaiGlIlII'iIiityfusimince Gompany (<<pole"), would 
roak" ·these. 'payments,123 The Indenfw:e .proYfd.es. general!,. lhat. upon ·payments.IQ ·wamuit 
hold",. under their ·re<;p.eclive pOlicieS,the bond insurers would 'become owne,. ofth. warranfs 
(1Illd the tighl. tomle=( ftoro tho wamuiilJI and subrogated to ·the .right;, of the warrant hoider. 
As of Man:h. 2008., FOre insured S4%ot'-th.-outstandmg. Wp;nlllts, 'S~ra insured.3S%,and 
PSA ilUl1Jred 11%. 

t'o 'achieve a: ~lheticlilted ratestru¢iul;e, the .C9wityli)so .~Ien;d iniosevet!,! inteteS! 
nite swiip~ :from ·i\idl "20QilwilJ; sevi:i .• linvestrilentbRilks as ilhc<lge iiga1pst mili:I"'t.ml~t-iafe 
""posure aIid rQ <iff,et ii& debt strY!"" .jiaymeQIB. An 'jIiletllst rlito 4iWap;" iIt 'ils most baSic 
definition, i.s aIi agreement by wiiiclt. one, perfy {the ''issiJj:f~''ijrees 10 exchaIige' irit~t 
payments from .a.fuced int~))lIe (the "fixed Position") with another party (ilre "Swap 
Countezpart.y"} fot Ihe iilterest- payments (rom a variable -interest·'[Qte :(1he. ''Flo.aiing1'osltion"). 
with ilre anro\lllt ofinterelit puidby both parties1fel"<! ta\ro!aiod ·ofIof ~'notional; or ImaginlUJ. 

:l~ Fcdi;lii Oplhlon at '6; . 
III Federal ~9int Submis8ion'~~ ~ 51:-:60_ 

030 
22 
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prin~lpalamo\lni.J2' When.intcresl ratos fall below th.cFix.ed Posj~Qn, th~Js5_'omds lip" with 11. 
n~ Q1!1lgaltoil.to-lhe SW~iJn1t1'plIrtytWbkh i!-obIigllled:-to'pay-the'lovierFlilating
PoSition. Con.versely, when interesll'atosrisc above th"FJited PoSition,-ihe JSSUd"".!s .entitledloll 
n.et pl!)fuent from ibeSwap CoUntetparty, 'Which IS ilOWcOliliglited .!Opay thebighor Floating 
Position. lntheCounty's case,il primllIilytookthc "Flltcd.Position" lnllle exam~l" above, arid 
the lotm combined. notional. val\I1l' 'of iISSW;lp1f was ;lpPIOlwn.tely$$.,S '~illiolL. 25 11.1 gosi in 
'd<!ii1g so WIIS that; by rccciVing:1hc~lc r~te paY\ll~riJg Jl:Qln i~ s:wap·im/er,it. was ·blidg/!lg 
ll8"i~th.e)lQI!m\Ull ofi!u;rcllSiiIginter,~ pli)')!ieiit$ <l1lC 1iIIP~ .1b~ var.il!J)le~. wtll'\lUJf~ . As 
I!Otcd below,. \Iii, pl~bllclIfir@ wben~ iilleres!:wes genetllllymopp.ed tohlstoti.;aUy low 
f¢vels in,2JjQg'. Alf swap agr~en!.l hawfsincif1!een<tcnniiliitcd. 

D. Crlinlll.i Activity. 

As is wide\yknown,CJiminal aclivitypl3gued both th.nnlil)~Z IIlld con~otion 
actiVilies: initiated 1"p'lIIt orllle COllDtY'seffQtIs Il'·complywjtl) .t:O~nt Pe~te<l. :rha\ crirnln~1 
a~tivity ilas ~een Widely r~rt"ll,.isa miller otp\lb\i~ .~ an<l ue,~d 110\ b¢ ~~un.t~ iii 
detailller¢. roW CoWltxC<imIn~<i!le;s.:silt fO!1Ii<;r Co~ employee. (i!Iclndiilg the fonner 
hl'3d of the llSP);. severalcoritractor. ani! .finns thai d;db~ness wi\hESD, and two 10001 
'iny~¢I)!Ql11iK¢;a$p¢ia,li;d with Jbe finMicipgj l)f.tI)e. s<;wer ~.:bl·an!l ~ap ~'(i.~C(iQns. h~v~ 
b . .' ied . f 'fed aI brl"'"'" d .'. .•.. fo th' . ~ 11$ Th···· il!al .e.~ CO!lV1~ . o. . .. et ."...~ ·1Ill.COnspW!!o/ ~C$ .. r el.l:~. on •. · '. e cnm. 
comjctioUs:wllIe ~ed l!y TJj~.1nrmJIIi:h.,.mN~w;s ';aaJUly 3(I,2Q)0 ti1ble1h~t is·.included 
in llleApp:el!dil< ~t <\-10. 

R i •. 1ltWlhe Recelv~s. tole tlJadjudgetbe ~i\t or ·imiocence of , lilly !:if the aUege<! 
WrollgdOers, cit to (jUaillii'ythe ¢OS! of aily. crillfutlil e<induCt wbichOCcwted. Those 
c1CtmninafioniJ will 'uTtimato(ybe madew ill" various lawsUits iii whiChIh¢' COunty .and. c<thUn, 
ctedltoiS·ar:e:.eekingd~ fOfthealtegtd wrongdoing. Crinilnai condUct likely increased the 
C.ost of iii .. fil1i1Jlclng Ii¢tivitles: .fu'o COunty !nttiiited ll> comply with ibe Coment DO;<>ii:e. .Ail 
additional. fac!Qr'whiCh ·a1so substimtinlly increased the COUDty'S coilSfrUclion. CilstS·is· tl)e 
corruption and .incompetence present at the CoUnljr .andESD le""J.'fhes:e. :actionS alSo 
dilninishedthe cffectivene;;safth" Co'ilnty'sefforti! !()comply willi the ColisentDecree. the 
eirects6fthiii crimillill activity, COIIilJlUon IlDd illcol\1pet'"'c~ were 61eariy evideritIn many of the: 
problems outliiled in the BE&K Report (e,g~ ESD' • .irreguiru-1!itldingprocedllrell, l.iWe to no 

I~. ':rQ~". :sliort~ llelpfUl-cXplanatJ6n.. of'm~~ tat~ :s~ • . .tfi?:(f -p.i;JI;tJ;l-.s SkaJ:r. -~QlJll'8 ~lK m~ Jno:~tmel},t. 
MvisOty C"-~i$<\o.,.. ;!li. F~"'s q/ iiirtrtsi Rate !!waf' (0Clcihet 201)4). 
h~:ill\~frf.aSUrtT,¢P;goyfcdiaclrnporb!l~4-;.J2.pdr(~t-.c_~Jmre;;S\ 2(}11J.~. 
I Volid.<lon.Ord"'.'I9;.jl~ ·~ort.t,124Z.. 
n. Fetiml oPinion af '·6. In a4dJUOI!, il>c S<eurilies 'aDd ·Ei<th.ntc :eotalllis,ioD{ .. SEC1ch"llod J.P. MOfg>Il 
Seourifi ... Int, {"JPMoli"l'''). and lwtf •• fli. foon.,,'managmg·dfrocll>r>., Charl .. LeCroy and Do1igI .. M.cFiIlIdln, 
-r01 theIr toles-·in aD Urtlawful payment scheme to· ,wio ,bus~ ipvolving mUnioipal bond. otrmng,·and SWrip: 
ilgre.mtnttr ..... cliilD!< with· il>c.CIlIlli\y. See SEC R.lease No. 2009'232, (N." 4; ·20G9}. ""aUi/ble. 01 
hSRiflwww.3e~tgrrV!m;Wsli5re-:~sl2009j1ob9~232l1tnt-~prgan"$eIl)ecf~S.EC.:S ·~laimll~ ZtniIu;l' ·it by' m~g a· 
paymcnltothc .County oHSlI mUJio'n, nlbdJ,. Pwpo.<O of .. ~i$lipg ~I .• OO<\ ,CoQuti> 1m1J>(oy"", .~,id"'li> o1Ul. 
sco/ef ~,cpli yem,li _payfhg, ae filiC.·or,S23: mUllotf( whieb;we.;j««k·,,,Ustiibutc<i'.to tltt::Counl}') • .and-=by caDccUfng,$641 
roiUi9n .. in "c:r.i~ twap ~inatitlii· f¢$;,. _ .s.cr.; SEe OtIJa m th'e. MiiPer oTJ.'P. ~\(orx:Q1J. &qtr1ii~. In,c,, 'SEC 
... di:D:nr. .. dy;; l'P>~ !:iJ. ~". ;l'-13§1). (Nav;. 4, ;!(I!l91. Tho SOC',. '1Ii1' lIPiu,t L<Croy and. M"acF .. din 
remam.,pendIilg in·tlW Unifed States District·C01n ·for .t1~ Northem·DismctofAlall'ama.-
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c '.' . 

project supervision or budgeting; .tho use oionfy asmull.groupofcontractotS .and engineerS, 
._-,,-,. . ... etc.). 

c: 

c 

E; SyStEmlbitc Hlsfury Binet 1-997 •. 

T!)p llIIi.enturcconlilinil a covenant (the ~Raie CoVeruII\t")lft in wbi$ 1!Ie Couul)' ~Wed 
to, atnQng.other 'things, mainbtill rat~ suffiCimttopay tli<: iJi(j®tedliess' <in Ill!> w~nanmand 
proVide. for- the'paymentoffue Syill~'s opmlingexp.ens.es.Tbe kate CoV~\l8l'II·Con!aln. a 
fOnirula and procedure by wbiCh dle"CoUllty«gteed loauiomatic llIiDll.al mereasesofseWetrales 
in order /ooomplyWiIIi the. Rat~COVCtilUJtP'Tbe COUllI)' CoiniJ1isS!ilnlldiJpted ,a reooiuiiol'lOD 
'Febrbljl'y 12,. 1991, lmplemoilHngtheR.at •. CovcnliiitandproVidirtgror automatU: :!itciCilSCl\ ill. 
·seweniltiOS asjjccesslitY 10 cotriplywiili the ICriIl. 6f.fuc.lD.dcnPJr... :tliistes61utlon' WlIS. ill.plaU 
until it W"as suspended'liythe CoiIllnission in December 2008. [~ 

.However, on at least twooccasions,tlle CollirQission·p"""ed. r~M\OIl.announcjqg.lhe 
Comniisoioo'JIlec;isioll to implemenra ratein~e (/1# !h~. the·nIle in9l~nquiredundenhe 
Raw ·CoveplllJt,~tornstj.~fQm,iIll1 the ·GQmmissiOli )IiIopi~cl in 1~97.. Qj\ Dccemb~2. 2003 •. the 
Commi~iiln Pll$~ a l:e~I1!tioll ~Iating theR.~.l~ q;v~~ l'Oi:lnu\a: fliquimlll I~le ·m~$.\> "fu 
exc\>S$of 14%." '\.ie' implett\~.lecl ~ffeetive JimllQrJ 1,;lQ!)if"but lhl:'CQromillsiOiI had d<;ici:lniil!:il 
'inste~ toimtiletn~('<l 10'/0 tilteirrcrcasc;'" Qr,\D~ember' 7.·20114. the Cm!l!Irlss;onpasseil a 
simil .... rescilujioll slatingtlic 'l4!e CQv:euanUo!ll!'illarequil"l'4 aiJ!1e iU¢rOJll!O: "iii. ¢X~ Qf l3r." 
beginnfuglailuary 1 •. Z005. bilttheCOmDii~onh.a.d d~\:i.ded to 1.D!!tea<! implement a ro% .. mi. 
iu"Cr.eas'c; 1)1 _. 

I:ti!in. 1991throuM .the l'~ Tho. C.(i=i.ssioi!!lnpl~ented lh~ cfollliwingimn1il\t 
voll$etric,rate inc;re~:. . 

lnSst<lnd,"_.t § ]2;5. 
'" 1d: 
'i>·Can\s·D.p •. l?l'.j.fl,23,li11y:2<i. 2Ura; IllilioyDcp .• Exh.'lO, Fold, ~1iil9,. 
""lWwbillun doled lleccmbt:r'2, tOO3;Mixlu1Jl·Buol\ ~43, pp.322.23, 
.• n Rtoolution datliD;oember 1, 2004i'Mil!!uellQok 1014, pp.S04-oS. 
-Ul SJieCi!d Ma.,tctaltiPDrt·at .. j8~···" .. .. .. . -.. 
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c 

_. _ .. -'.-- ............. -... - '---.-- ._._--

Volil1netr1c'sewer rates have DIll heenjUi:nlIISed since Jan\JaiY 2008,Md :811 other sCW.e!' 
chmteshavealsQ rerilalile.!: .sUhstlilitiriUy the IiliIticsln¢etliiil tim.;, k3 DIlled :below; thiS fail_ 
to rilitCtales 1i~811 i'ntbeliiSt tlire6-plusyears~inudilessm1iilysort,ofiileiin.l manner ~has 
orily eXacerbated the SyStem's debt ;pmblem and made· any. sort iitg,lollalso\lltiOll tfutt·.much 
more difficUlt IJ)' 

In fact; the County Commission has Tepeatedty liltwred or refused to. implcmCllt !he 
adVice of ~evl'<8le~pert& i\lld consUltants - including:aJl of those'retained by the County
rec<linmendingrateinereas<:s' for ill .. long 'tenn financial stabiUty of the ~ystem.1'Ii~e 
T\lC()nunended rateincrea.e., :since 2002, an!! the. County's. responses. at~ snnunafu.ed :in the 
folloWillgilibl¢: . 
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c 

c 

. ltlI1'!.Ji.·:Il!lg:Jj;.pp'f-ll1:,.!1W.....~ffi:]I,Xt!'O~ ~Ci>)lI1!Y 
C" •• 'i'liijl:dlOOlClieCQ_ijIg t.-· - .l<iipl ... ent.,ril@r.~~!. 6.-l6'.1; -
perfoopl.eootof..m<c,~tud.l')I)Id: . vOium,trl'''''I.O·io1or=.,'ln<l incm<. th •. 
l!IDkt,,...,mmcndation •. fudillllIlr"'ll> mlnlmum eb"'1<> fio .. ~ li>n3 . 

. ,inawclI ". ,"""SysiomlW!dmg "-""'I ... 

TbeCoUll\y'$ hostiJilyl0,(llteincreases bas.1l tong.and J)On$lSletithistory.Ii1<ilUded-ln lhe 
Appendix .. atA"11 is a. table suJllIilarlzi'ng,thc County'.~nses tonite:reeonimendatIOll.~ ftom 
·1901·to fhe:pr~t. Asifhe fable.abov.e demonstrates,slnce2002the County hauccelved a.Mee· 
from -. 'hosfof e~perls: and, e;oostiltiujts,'and ·tbat- ailvice was,consistent.-the,Countyhaa lo':ralse. 
it,s' ~~'J~!<!! ("PL",,~O'el@ 19!1lflJo@ :!inan~alvlabi!rly. o(th~Sys!e~, 'J'hcCoWlIy.'~:respOJ!Sl;} 
·t9'·~t lI4vi£e-Wlls 1iIJl9 cogSislent;" it eiil)errefus"!!. ~@ise'rntes ~~~u. cir, f!iiled iotmse,Iiiici; to. 
,IIi." M.I ~xleti{ r¢j;Omm~D';T"" .. 

The 2Q03Kfebs·Repon b'j)l'lled Qlltixactly lh~ig;qes .fal;h\g,theS~ andtlfe,Ii~<I for 
hiuned.ial~rate inCf~esto;mC¢t the,t4:astic 'fubJre Jn~es In:dOht~ost$lhat l!\Iolilli,Jl@!rAlleto 
,the ba.Ck-)o;!d¥s.tnl¢tlJte of Ihe .000Qnty'~ flilaMiilg,1iie eonseq]len~ tit lli~Cp'i!ntts buy' 
noW, pay'Jatel'strategy werebegiiming to kick-in. Krebs predicted Ihalby'i006,.theSr-otem's 
C;~pila! neea$ would iOCl'ea.s.': ky 70'p¢u:ent, -.md thaI ,the CountY's system-,,*Iated:d~Ji( eouldMtal 
'lfmosl Sa,2, bilJi" •.. Kn:b.s'wamed:the: County ~a :liilllive y~ars before,ils,defanlt - that: 

.Regardless' of thO' source ,from' which .the·needed revenu\lS must 'ulfiinatc\yarise;, 
they 'win: have' to .be: :tenerated, .mdth. pian. for genernting'them :cannot -be. 
l'opular '61th JUly af'.tho.e: who. :villi b •. affected by ~I- increase' in tllxeaor'JlSer 
fees. Nevertheless, wDen .the alternative .of _obtaining .• e"']lues tho"gh ... plan 
over ·whiCh. the ,CommliIslon' has lome 'control, Is- compsred with. ille ·aellon of 
lI, .""elver should the-.syst"m·:go into derftult,. there- elm b. :little; 'question 'as. t..
.whICh. "ourn: 'of action would be preferable. Tllllre ,,,,,n'lIho.be: no debate. 
abeutU1.· ureeney for ... tion;-;this:is nol' a matt..- on which'action,can be long 
def~ withom serious .consequencesY' . 

yo:( l)le:Q>U!ltr i!:Q.Q@ ~~'. Mvice (an<l, i.Ii,(act,as V,t\,lJ,ifomc;1' )i!il~e Pl\vjd !!~~t9r 
fo~)l<), ""l'~~~~ 4is~ell)i!latjOll Qfth~ ~~l\:r~ll. Rql9t1)'" ~.~ iqW!1!;1;~.U:r i~.e~the1!pyice 
of f;yeryt1Xo.f-CSstQijartll~t .riX'i>niln.etid.ed ii1~~.es 1n..~li'err~l~ 1'MCQ1!Il\y\0\>!> Ibi'!- n~,th 
d-cspi~ the'fl!ct_lliarl\ Md' ~ady QQrIQwm l1ill~Qjl§ ot;doQer~§ceured<)lll.YIWill~ SyS~e.!))~,;jJ\d 
tl!pn :pro¢@l'd 'll'> l\:~1l'9~ Dlol,'(:,S!aI.e_d;jJ\othet wii-y, lli~ CQunty bQrrQwCd billiPJl$o£ Ah!li!I1'o 
-.:.,,,o.A.' •• -- ·sc'tIt.tit: 0"'. -- ·.,·1 to ' '-"le'l . ·,th· . fu d.! .. >.,. -th' . ,~,,,,,.w __ lln ",el'ooml,_ w "'" m=s. Xli, -CS, ll'qUll....ves"IUl". enrg ..... , (> "",e e 
legar lUJd !ogita! actions. required ito' ~~Jll!Y )bose' moni.es. As,JlliI,ge PrOCIQr noted after til<: 
:CollUIY. su-spended operalion of.the Rate Covenant, "[i]n the, race :of COOSistenl. i!lpn! .from :rate 
'experts tltal net ·sewer 'reYenu-cs were Inedeqllaie'10 opera[eand pay· 'its: debt. .Qbligations; tIt«: 
{lOlll1(YW.ontin tlte,appaslie directiolL [ofio\'l,-cssi.Iig System,'rcvCl)I1l>SJ "IlS 

~3~ c.Q);;~ul~i~g:tc;n~.'P¢C~ipg, $~ ~903·~e_~~ Report'-~1.:4·.(~b_~J8 ~d4~. 
m ff.xt~~-opitPo~.:~.t~, I.~ .. "!,$~ 
'" U .'Il~ (~!ll!'bns'i$-Jl>Q~tii""I), 
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c 
. In2004;tlie.:e' were aignifieantclian,gesto iho makcupof th~ County eommlssloilsnd 

.~ "'--- ." ~ ,', ESD-managem~ aresWfofthes .. cJi;mges,~l~~grea1Iymuced'OOihe -
Co\llllYresisted any fu!lh~r borrowing. 

c 

c 

F; 'the· Cr""h oUhe SY8tem'ir'Flnaill,es .. alldfte COUl1ly', Response; 

TI1l' County's di;bistruclute began to: unrtIvelljulC)dy in 200S aller. ~Ome Qf. its bOlld 
iii$~' cn;iIitrntiiigs WeI .• <!oWi)'gdId'iilLThis cail.O<!the 'Ci;itilily's\ilt~lit ¢Osis.to '~olU'a$ the 
:tii~ei 'fi;>r, ihe 'War;all!lidiSiippe;!ted iiild .il~tionS: oil iis au.;;tion l1!tow_t~ tl!ilt<lp9 At ihli 
same time, .tbe Co.DntY'. h<!lg;e. ~ .ih:clbililOl)$ ilI.W;tjiilgit'em~itI·~ backfit!i<hvli.~i (h~mrer.eSt 
!:lites the SWap CotilitetjlaI:liesW""erequb'll\! to l'aYdl'opped ptAXllpitoll3ly, sen<!ing .tM CQUii.t)".' 
SWilp<lbUgatii:inSsoannll'l40bji.},Cbri>lii)i·2;7,200S, ill" CbiiDly'll erixli[r..liilgWii~ dilWligiiii!oo 
live.leveist9tn. 'ioWest lnvesfui£Dt grail,,> triggering ... x;;.prirementthat the. Coilflty poSt:$.ll!4 
mliiiOi> iii ¢Ollatera1 to its SVilIp CoiiDte;partleS, lIIoney ih~ Cqilllly iliI<l rio ability ,';poli!. Tho 
next day, ll1eCountyjsslied a,nonce' thaI' it 'could "provide lIoasiurancetliat net reVeniles.fri))ll 
tiu. sewer system win besumdent fO'pennlt(he oouiltytO meet theJntCrest rate and amortiZation 
requirements ';fth.: iiauidity raclliti .. ;" O'n.Februwy·29;2003;1heratlitg otthe.sewcr warrants 
wUcu,ttojlllikstnlus/" ' 

In Apn12Q<lS, th¢ County was unable to tt1~" ~ai)l.reqpircd principal paymenisdue 
under. certain' of thewammts, The-Cmmty, some of-the:bond ins=, .ilje Liquidiiy BWlks', .and 
the.:SwapCoUllierparlics then entered a: .eriw of r\libeatan~agn:al'lents:throughout200& under 
which thesecceditors agreed to fOibc:at from ""ercising remedies against tbeCounty while It 
sought a solution to its financial problems~ DUrin!\, thi\< tiro.~ th9 Coll1lty made:pBttiIil.payments 
io theliqnillity Banks. NlI.ie as July 31,2008, the Couniyaplttoved a wsolulion de<:lininglhllt 
Its "synthelic:fixed.raiestructure'%adsenred· drecConnty "reasollliblywclJ;"'" 

('i. Re&wting:Litiga!ioQ: lind ApP.IID\tmeutnf Re~v.er. 

Fol1IiwiJig the-COUutY'if .ciefaillrsand ei<p,ra!loli01 the fOtbe~c~' agreements, and 1fi~ 
COuilly's refusal. to i1epoiiit the. System revenueli with (he Ihderitilr¢' TJ:iiStoo,. lhe TiU$tee; 
Synoora. ,.and'F,GIC. fil~ sUIt ~,gainsl ihe Coillltt.and'.tiie CoUnti ConimisslonerSon Sept¢iDhor 
Hi, 2QOS;in.theUilited Stales DiSlrictCouit forllie NQrtheru Dlstiictof Alabaiila(the'''Federal 
Action"); The tndeot\ire Trustee. sought ,remedies forth. C9lJ11ty'" brea.hi;i; .of t\ie Inderiture, 
ineludingappointment'ofa t~iver. 

On November 25, 200S; the, DiMCl:C;Outj: aPlKlil1\td Jolm S. YOung, Jr. (at the 
s!Jggestilln of(h-eCouniyJ"'~1! 101m .Ames· (Iilthe '1IUggesli<i1!of life Trustee, ·SYD.;otl!; and 

"\Martin Z, ·BmiuI.Afru COWiIj:/ D<)bl 0.' lajunlr"" Crcdli-Sqj,j,I#. ,Btlioi'lSElUi, feb; 29.2008; 
"" Inter ..... ,. ... driipped pi:;oiPilQ~yjJ\ ,,008 ~ 1O • ...,ire .. ~n. to,roj\lSliotJ,c fu,onci.i..w onv,Iopmg !he 
COU.'I<')'; For """mple,llio I-jllotl!h '\JBOR i4~ $'opp<~ fnlni:M2% 'iir'jJ''''t!1Pe,aOQ1'i<> :z.;!~.ln Mii':zOO~; 
S~ http;llwww.wsjprliDmLte~sIJibQTI.iborrates.tiist6ty.htm. 
", S.i.Brim<i; ·Sllpr .. : 00","139; Th •. \IOwn~:<>r II .. ·.".".. .. al$o;ignili,."Uy mor...ed·lIi. C<>unlY· •. ~ 
.obllg.d6"'o~ the C<>lIIlty'UuCtion 'rai<>'WlI_". ·8t.·Ni.~,SupplerneDiallnd,,;_·.t §§ U ·W.·~, It); 3.3: 
'The Ninth· SUW1"'""ial lndentu't;. ,whloh' ·.ud,od»:<ltli.i"""ll1""· .n t.135 'billiOn .in. ri>llindl;!g .. WertlI .......... 
')jtCt¢li .• ftet"~l •. County rocei •• dllio 200Httebi·R0ji6rf .. 
'" RCes6iutibn' datodJuiy 31,'200&, Mlnute.&oici S6.pP.309.io. 
l~ Fede¢.opW6a::at 1:8 :n.i4. 
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c 

c 

JlGj(~)8S speeialmastel'S (tho "Special Masters") ,and directed tliemto provid""an evaluatlono! 
__ tlt;;:=,o .. leg~l,,\~nomjc. \lJWi!~.~e ..... M- ca.f!ilal-'imp~~i>suerlli¢illg4lre -

Symeii1~ . 'the Special Ma.~lets1iled their r\l}lOrt on Pebnisry 1'0. Z009making dct3iIedfil!dings 
about an~ T_mmendatioIlll for improVingthc,sYs\em. A cop)toftheSpccial MiistersReport is 
illC!tided In the Apperulix ill ,\-12. 

Ol! Jime 12, 201J.!}. the pjstricl'Cour! issued an ophliou \'inljill$t1t.B\ j~ w". ~ed to 
:ihsfJ\lQ frQn; 'tlte 'c@\t.Il i8$\IeJn th~ ~-"JJ'Jl9inIm!$hif a rete;"""" overt1t~ System wjth 
llU~rilyt" sot !leWe;t~at,;,.HS AeePJ. o£th~~'s o:piiiio!\ (the "FedW!! OpitliOli") ~ill~lude!l 
In. tb.¢ A,pp~ at A"13. While :;.m;ial.lllng funfi· lIpppiiltinl(. recei:l'%. Judge l'r~r made 
det~i1~d tiiidJiigs !!Um: Ci)Iis<llIdiiig!h8t.~Qu:n!I~ :eldsted WI apff<liiltillent ph reeeiVer.Ani®g 
oiller tlilnss, b.f01llld il!al: 

• '):'hcCO]lilty d¢finIlttd·~ the letms I1f:the}!ldebtUtebY.I!IllQM plber ibiJlgs, .(.liling to 
!l)l1in1lliD:JI!~ sufficl!:i)tlO.PJy·j~~b!; (1ll1i11,r,iil.provideJll<l.U!red nQti~"''!!1iLfaili\lg 19 
niBk ... e' a""" ts' io . 'ous "'-dB ...... eilbtheInd~"-' ,J0i6 p .,_en III "/lIl:I . '''''. ~ reqllA": . Y . ~~ .... 

• Tlta 'COunty refused to listet) to or .hocci· anyone,. lncluding its own· consultants, who 
suggested rai'ing.se,,·er. rat"" and the ·County.CoDIIIlissiimer at the time in: \lllargl:' oflhe· 
System WllS "largely ilisengaged [from] any <1f<>rts.to:raise revenue.~"7 

• ESD 'waS providing .eM¢eS tocust:imlers t1ial WOte not bfiled and did .. 11l)1 pijl (in 30me 
~ W upfu five·Qf·Si1< ye;i.r,:) -when it ~~.co.veredtbi.., ib.cCQunt)'onty sOught.to 
Cllllecl pa:rmtiJl for "n~ Y.wofuribflled .senilc..;'48 

• The then-Collnty CO.mmisSloners "at best,pllid' lip :service" to' the recommendations of 
Ih" S~al MiI$tOrs anQwere gebetaIl» :diseng\\ge~ j\'O!l) IIle s~wer ~t ¢ri~i$, '" 

• The. County suppressed ·dlssemination of the 2003 Krebs Report, whioh hadconcliJded' 
thaI. the County.required addltfonalrevenue to· meet 11:1 then-existing debt obligations
.and then bOllOWed more money.flO 

• 'theCOuntyWllSawiIte at. I ... ! as early 052003 (if not before) that its net sewerrovonUes· 
.W= fusuffii::ient lo·Sll<Vl"" its eldsting .debt, yel did not ~al tiil •. infc!lD:i8tio!l to 
. . "1' Ii'·,· '10- In . po. en .. '11V.es ,.;..... 

II! llgbt. of:the·COUtl'sabstentio!l :!h>m appoinnng ~ RiCe!vet;Qil JuJy6; ~Q09, the Pismo/COllI" 
granted·the'pWnti~ leaVef9,seek ,(lIiefin)\laliamaMl!te collri.1SZ 

I" ~,l.WO,.t(ng$j)~·M~;r,ci<tal~"", J;lo.",# 41 (NoV, Z~.~008). 
'" F~Oi'il\;Qn:;it ~$, 
14&1d. at:13 .... 
"71i1;.1174~. 
l.u"jd: at.2Z. 
"':rd." 18-19, 
"oiil .• t·4-5,ISCI6. 
"''Id.·at 1S;1~. 
"'Ord~, FedynilAoUOII, poe;:" 102 (,\Ily 6 •. 20Qi»: 
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c .~ 

On $;Ugu~ 3,j!0ll?>th~ liIgelllU!"e Trustee filed l!Uit against the. :c.runty, agairi.see'klug 
- ___ a~tJn~~,~0j,!e~e.(;gwjt'~Qncjfe!"soI\Q9.Unty,-Sbortlybefuretlie'-eftSC>W$- ,-'-_., -. i-· 

·gllQ to fA II> »;(1!l. -t!tl)-Ci>.W! _gt~ted :!\w. Jl1de,nl\l~ 1'!1l:J.I~tS. MQli9.!! IQ, l'~M,S~!JlJ!l3Q' 
Judgment ilnd apPQjj,te<l th;:; R~iV<!f Pll Si;p!\;lrib.i>r 14> 2:01J1lli!1i.u$1I' 'llili!o/'Qf tI\~ 1l-'<iCclve~ 
Order;· 

III. Ove\'View ,o(I\~loll'l:~!lbr -R;eeelver,&JD,c~,,\)l'p.oIQ!!nenf; 

Upon al1poin.tm¢tit, th¢R~ivet'Hiisi sJep WI!S to fQtI))))I~te a·bp$ill~! ·lI1M!O' meet ,th_~ 
1{)lIg~ifii goal of hilliing a vi~bJe; 'silstainable, .effi~ient ~tilib'scMng the ne;a$ 'Qf the~p\lWc, 
A~corillng to ESP staff, ·fu,:·20:1.1 bus!l\C$$ plan prQUuced unilet!he.l&o:ci>ivet'$Il:~dellihl~ .!!XId 
direction is the fustcomprehenstv~ ,buSiness :pian .eyJlt pi'tpared_ rot thii System" li~fQt~ 
examining the need for any rate Increases; _the It«eiver'. goat was !"/!let !lie; S-ysten{''sbiternaJ 
house1nordet :by ident1fyfug wheregrealereflicienci.s .oollid be 'achieved Of where in\ptQVed 
practices were. 'necessary' .and to'implement planS' -.10 llChl""e those efficienci.,. ·and: Jlut tho~e 
practiees.iil: "lace. 

Tl! ... R"",~iYq' lll§ob~g®, jQe~\-1cj~ I)\IlII!ig~-,;ial. C911troJ: ,llV¢l' -the SySt~. After 'more 
th'!1l: twP y'e~$_ .of1itjgatloIi.mi<;r tl!'!l3PPl>illtme!!t ~f-ll ,~~v",", c,jI!lil!a! :ptOse\luljons of County 
COl)lll)i~I(lJler.;.~$p()fji9ial!;,!i!l\l o~;~nd w!'-!Il<l6i Jlublio~tinY;()!1!<of th~ ~~jY.r'~ 
m.m90l1'!W~S jjl-·meet mtlt' ej!111lo)'ee$\1;!'tbo,El!P "!l~ .19. ~ll!:e'tlWn tl:!q!Jrliljin;\ prilJ!ity)Va$ 
10. woric: mill Ih\llIlto pl'IlVjd. Ill_ e~pen_O!i_ce,~~\l!CeSlU)d 19l!1.~lI~S<!o/ Ip o.1)wat~-ihe ~ystClll, 
~')l ~~sfuJ W~lew~ter\ltln\Y" :Piom"l!lQP~tj!1DIIl-S!!IIJilP!iiilJ, .lIJe'll-l*iV<;rbgsgttemp!c4to 
instm a new ,~.c@~, -ofpri~~ wji!iiil !i-l;D: 'l'riJh the go"" of op!1(alY!g W ·~.professio~a1utiliiy 
cledlcaled-top{o'l'idi!1g)iig\l (j!I"-liiy.'l'elil!blecustoll1"'"'~ceand PtQt~oi! Qf Ihe ¢t!vil'll)il!le!li'. 

mije,!lfo R~i:;!iY¢~ ¢\'iew"ii _~ $igrolii;!m\;lllIoli.I:lt'QfinlQnn~jjog iit" 11i91'tep;tf;!lion j)fiiful 
Sp~1ll Mi!B!®I a~I'Qrr,hi$ (ol~ ~' olle-of frle Spes:iat_MasI!ltS was .limited to In'l:estigation and 
:ml!i!:il1grJi<;QntlD.endllliQ!);Ho Miigi:;tr!ll¢Jlldge l_IllmOtt Wiili 11l~p!'¢llQ dl~tca$]!lll,\l. 'the 
'1L'II1i~in -me f~!li\i1il' ,g-,~tipn_<;Q!)l;crnlng: ih_~ pp.¢i:l1IiQn; Qt1h~:;Yl'tWl; As: ,g~knQwl~_dii¢·lil thp 
$peoipJ Mai>ternil-epott,"(tlhe _~:ciilcteCQmm~iltlbllS ,,,ere .oevelop..o: l1ased on liniit"ii :du~ 
diligCQ~!i-Qf {nS);\'lil PJl.eratlQI!$, ,input fto.m tb..-(loilnty- nnanlledcparlment, .r.evtewofsclected 
coti.ull!\iit'sr~:.iSsued overthe·pasts!:V",,-y~ars .. and 1nput from .thQ pBI!lesln:Yolveilin the, 
wrrent litigauou:,m 

The R"",eiver's respoosibUitlesfar-.exceed !h~l.il!llted. Speliia\ MilSter roJ., .lD .. cifect, ESD 
js',11inlilar tq ~.d!$tre~ ~n>ora!i9ILlllat !la)! rI1IlIin.~. I!~W C.EOil> .ta!<~ o"ef. !:Valuate all 
c.ompCllents of 1I1e: CQjIll'!!!Iy'sop!)l)ltloJl.; aruI iJl1ple;n:e(ltie!l~eslO cb!ll·~: llejV,eftl~iW~·!il!II 
successfulC(iurse-for the business. 1i1 dcin~ ';0, Ih:e ReCeiver 'mjll with ESP eJ)lplo)'¢eil'iilld 
COWl!y oJ'!iti1ll$tQ'<)PI<PIi-a:i\)Jl \1t1d\;Istlmdirtl!; <it the ~urt~!it ~!a.Je of:'ii-jf~irw i1flh~ QPemIiQ!! !if 
the. -SY$.t_!!IiJ, -inc}lldiTig~ciiol1$ .t!lke_usi!l.ce tho' Specllll_Milsl~ Report._ Pollr -W ,Ui!: -ll-l*l'1'et"s 
,"PPQln.tmen\;ESDmanall"menl bad made- progress towards jmplem~mting .oome of the. 
reconunendaliollS' of -the :Special: Mastem' Report· that -wcw witlu'rr ESD's· control, and: -that. 
pro!,!"es. b~:confjllued.:undertbe Receiver'& direCtion. 
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c 

. ShOrtly uftOs' appointment"theROOclvetlliigiui'fueproetSsofconducting Ii cofuprehCnsive 
-' ----.-.,-. -' " -fliView'ofSy81~kfentlty &tellS wh=-addiliet!>iaclion._ uee<ied- for-proper~' 

financial, administrative, and <!petational perfonnance as welL as where additional efiicicncies 
co1lld be achieved, audIO fOmnllll1~planHo implement 'Changeil3!td other best praClites. This 
review anll pllillningproem Wl!S'ge)l~n!lly dlv.tde!l·into ·tvw 1I1i1in !!feii$] (1). (jpetAti<mS and 
miiitltelilll\Ce;lii:id. (2)ii3pitlil iilveslIi!etll; The fo!ltlwilli!'is "'summary '0.£ !besigrunca.nt review 
an.d plliillilng lI~!Mtitlil Within lboS!ltVib.atC/iS. 

c 

Ai Operations and :(lfalntenqnce.Budgcling ill!d Review I'rcrcess. 

'Ui!' It,*jVi;f ili)pll:jl\<mted ~ f .• view (if$ystelii .<ll'c;Ii\!i$ll'and m.int~e<; C'08!¥") 
ll.tiiviti!'Ji' III i<k11fiiY. .at¢llS.wliCJji'opi:t~tiOM were nO! bei\igpe«6tm«l fu. ~C¢Ot~ce Wiib 
re~a(iQ)1.,j)r .ndu.<;tty bi$tptact!Cji$, lUld to asses$ OjiffilrtQIlilies Wt,iiiivmgs. lobe. iinp!~etlted 
through Improved 'operating lUldmauageJlienl efficlmcies. 'rhe ReceivOs' also dlreCled and 
oversaw thepreparatiolitil ab\!dget fet future O&M coS1S 1StOs' the ~,,~ five yean. O&M cost$. 
inclUde ail wsw n~ to llil;;tth" S}':!l='. semw"bligs.!ions. 'MiijorO&:M cOSl' ilems 
inclooo salBries and hetl®ls;maIBrirus cost; utiiitics expe\lSi; md !'<ltill'ilClilal semcecas1S .. A 
sUmmary of the O&M. plan ~as aresillt of this review process i" iJjclUdeilin tit. ApPendix 
atA-14. 

Duein:part.lo iherangeofop<lratfonal efficiencies implemc:ntedsinc. tbeFebruary:2009 
Special Maslers Report,loto! System O&:M '!'<l:its bave. been. reduced ami 'al'e proJ~ to 
decrease .iilrtJ1er in the near term,from appro~m.tely $62.!lmiIlion In. 2011, to .approximately 
$5!Mml1lion by 201$,1" . From2013furward, to.taI.O&M llOsts-areprojected to increase: each 
year with· lnfialion,nearly Ieluming ·to :the 2011 level of $62,9 million by:20r6,~" Asa 
distressed utility, a ,number of ·necessary O'&M heSt ptsetieeshave not liistorieolJy be;:n 
perfonned 'within the SystenL These necessary practices areidentilied in the Sysiem's 0&.\1 
plans wilit IIS9Ociatod costs" These .ediled !'<lstsbave.and will continue iQ olllle! :some oftlrc 
savings whicb:.are .beingncliieved through manag~enf and.:opcratingefficiencies. 

The follQwlllg sections des'C!:ib'e v1llious compoJlenis' of theO&M review lind plailliirtg 
prottS$. 

I. 'P",sQ"lfel Plan.· 

In November2010 tha:R.eceivo; initiated a four.month review QfS)'3tc:m "peratiQns:atthe 
otganiz.tiQD~. diviSion, andindMdual posftioulevels kI· .assl'SS th .. Systelii's core. funciions lUll;! 
det~ine ·!he· persotu1liJ needed in lfclileve thQSefunCi.iOM. '11# review ptimarill'fuCtl.;;;l oll 
'ireatJ:netl! operalil>l'IS;·lhe largest divlsioo. fr<im. a siaffing~Clivc; As part of·this prti¢eSS, 
Amwcan \\fiiter was .,,!~gOO: 'to: \iSsess ilp:erati01iJj -in· the S}':!i~m'~ ·w~ew.ter ltOaf:pjeiJI 'plants 
anii plant j:jjalntenance divlslQii§, wi,~ parti\mtat fOcilli ·Olitl\e: Vm~g" Ci;eek iind V-al1ey(;re,ek 
waslewOl,ettteatmei\t plants. Amon.an. Wal.tis th~ JargeSt: mvestot-dWnod Willer/wastewater 
ubUtyin Notih Anienca serving appioxlmatell' 15 iniliioJtpeeple. AriieriC8itWafer owns and 
opemles approximately $1 1 'billion.in nssets and operateS over 1100' treatment plsnlS. A copy of 

l"54 B&V Cosl Allocation :Srudy at"-. Tabrd 3-.1:, The·B&'V 'COSt .i\JlocW.o~'SlUdy ls..~ I.n II101'O detail..fn 
S.e:etioll VIttifra. 
mid. 
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c 

Amencan Waler!3.r~rt is:includ.ed intli~ ;App¢rullX at A-fS, Aroeric!Ii\ Wa\« W~ lWlced !o 
_ _'.'_" _._ .. _mak~tecommendatioos fox.'jJlaotoperntions, sl • .fl:iBs..lmpkmenta\km.Qt~3Cl~r_!l' 

a!ld diNelqpmeri!, and maximizil)g uslHlftlie:SupeMsory Controiand Oala Acquisition ·System 
('!S:G~PA';); ~:Vli\\tt~'c:;i<isliJ1g:a\l!9l!1a!ed 'sy~l~ Jor 'monlto(inl! '8l)d controlovC( 'treatment 
plantol'OI:Illfio~. 

c 

'Under the Recei~'s,dlreclron, 'ESO USC.I! tbor.c:suItt oi'tIi¢lnteroat i!!!d.Aro~ Wll11lt 
reviewsiQ: createa·five-yeatl'ersonnelpfan. Slncethe'SpecihlMasterS Repbrt,BSP had,redue.ed 
staffby 5.0',empioyces,anlilhe FernonneLPlan Identified.areaddltiooa1:86 empi()y~p.os1tiOrts Ibnl 
could' be elimInated '(ji"om,a toloil of456 employeesJo'570employees)by the endof'the,ffve-year 
per:\(fd'9fiheP~lll1el,PI.i\\t, fO~ a lotal reduCfjoll!Jl Sysletri si.« of 1$6.employees •. Savingsjn 
l'ers()nnel~"" .llSSociatedWitii eliminating 86:Jl'1Sltions will amount to $3.9 miUion -per. year 
lIy j1leen;d Ot")!e :jjve-year period. 111e followlng is as\1ll!!)l3\y of some of the Persomiel'Plan 
""iloQ~ Petng jmpl¢n)~ti'!l, . 

~, Grcaterefficiencies,'w;1I hl:i ,aehiev~ through a combination , .. (internal reorganizntions, 
increased use of:emitract :servlces,and .• greater reliance on technoiogy; 

... In the p~!it; ·trea.ll1!~t plailt Qp',~@tini\p"ilQSllP~h!!S.li~ Y~iY ~tlailt. on <lite.~t nillI\lin 
Q'bs.en>atiOQ linG InJeta~Q11, witl\ limited reJjl)lW.eoI! SCADA, :In. o{!!~' lq...;JJi.ev~ 
slgniftC8l)ttedQctlplis /ilo~etatin.s~"Piinses;.i!. lWSN<i;lt" pliu) J~cijrr®tlr un\le;:w~yto 
inc~cM¢.f~li!li\~ on·S¢AI!:A..and aUloma!ed'iIcalrnC!lt plantprotys:>OIj, 

• l,'I"j!lCle!lSWffing J:ed,UCtT()I!S al t1)etreatnl~tplanJSsre th'eresuit·of .•. change in 
I'hilosqphy forplim!'.Dp.erations to. ensure that pianl"stilff Me fucused orily on tho' core 
missionsofmonilormgand tespouding to ·daily ·operations. .Noncroutino JIIld nOM,"re 
lj:m¢ljol1o' .• uchaslVOun~ and ,buildillg m.i):iten.m~e;, ,painiiIl$.an\! nonc.routine heavy 
<>QuiP1llellt: 1llllimelJ~ (."chall digester, cleaning) V!iU 'be outsourced 'Ilia contrncted 
~eivices. . .. 

• l'ump. station personnel wilt .be. reduced ·by· restructuring' inspection,roules, IC<iuClion£ rn. 
,cfWI sl7.es, capital improvements ·to. Improve TedUlldancy. 'and ·rellability 'and Increased 
relianoe on·tc:mole e'l""trqnic monitonngof,pump stations. 

• Equijlin!lil~ r~tiahiirW 'wl!! he fiiljir4Yoo \hrQligh a.combination. olCJIpital pr<Ulll'l~ !Ui:d 
'mQre efficient mtcmal. maintenance.·to ·"limlnatc '!he ·timo staff Is currently required to· 
spend moriitorlng :unreiiable or poorlyd.s\gned:systems. 

'S<5me' identificiI challenges' within 'tbe P/:rSOnncl P!i!ll ;lnchrde, 

• County Pe~onnel 'Board ·Rules: ,Over 90% ofESD'personncl are merit <;ystenn,las,ified' 
,employees snhJoci k; ,tlterutcs; regriJations aniljiJ.(isdiction or the :r~ifers<>!1.Gou!lty 
}'~oMel ~"'~iA W'lfi.l'h r~~iljes ~c!!on~I!M 1'.II'~,j:'or ~p)1oil\lmtl1\S, llisl1li~~s; 
,susp.-nsiops;rndul;tions"fu,mre.".sick; lil;ive, It:aYeof "b~an(;C, 1esigli~tiOD; promO'tioll, 
{Il$p\iQIil;; t<!lIi3f~, 5011\11 a!ljnstmel)\S, ll11d·p1h!!!: t¢!lnsQfempip¥i"'.ant. 
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• Cli!s.ifiCationand Coi!\Jlensatlon; Lovds: As l! rC$Ul(ofthe l'~nnlll Bo~ RuI~; BSD 
------- -. -1$ sevmly-liniited in-its-abi!ilY1'rindepen~es!iibli.bllinplol>"''''\1$si~ and---._. -

coinpenslltioli levels, 10 reward exceptiolU!1 jobpeIfotmanoe, rapidlyadjuat 10 changing 
macictt eontlitions,and effectiveIyattract qualffied iiliiployeCs, 

;, Job b"sciiptloD,.DiSclplineand TertnilUlUontPetSOnilell'ioardjoh destriptionsHirtlnhe 
ability of employees 10 ¢ffiitni~. i!i'eat~ variety ot lil$ks, siIdiM empl<iyee dlsCiplmary' 
.and teriiiinatlollprocess is bighlystruclul:iid andSilhject. to JiliI1tipiii leVelS' ofliJilpli>yoo 
epp~s, wliIc!l limits Esi)'s .ailliity toprompfly .cOrrect onemave'ifudef-prm6fuii'ng. 
·employees, andniay'caUl!e. delays and or 8ighlficant'legah,~peoses ta be incurred • 

., iteductionsiil For.c.: AllY reduCtiOils in .~·~c,s!nCtly .seoioUty:biisCd,. so SfaJ1inll 
reductiOils' eont\l1\ijllilled by the PereonnelPlanmlisfbc t>;eculedwith little,· irany, tegatd 
for empjoyce.pCrtonn8iloe,,~perlence,.ot expertise, 

.OUlsourcihg: .l'crs-om'!clBoaro :ltilcs' .1IIso t'*lillie approval.! oilt-sourclng of ~. 
jlu;ct:ioils tbtoughtQniral';ting; wblch m;iy pt.vent:J3SDlIoJjI'~cl:iI;mngthe· eflWieilPiIi>l 
conlemplated In the l'ets6nrie1i'lan, The bi<l ~i)ses ViJ11 determine wlieth¢rthe 
planned outsourcing is economically justified. 

• Overtime: .P13IlJled reductionsinstaffingnulY fucrCl!St tbeSyste1ti'$:averii#i~ eX~lSe. 

• Citpl!allmpro1lemeato:Staftlng·!<'ductions!lud are dependcnl on capital improvCIlleats in iniittWnentatioti, ·iriltomatloii,·lInd .prooesseS mily be dcl~ed it the lmproVenienlS' arlO' 

nilt ~ded.liildrompjeted as pi8ililoo • 

. 2. RevI,wal,,1 Vallda(/pn olfhe-{iccuNfcyof Billing m!d C:ollectJoII 
P,actJces. . 

One: of Ih~mostfuD<!amenfal t'*l'iJitemCi)ts fot an. efficiellt; fi.nanelal!y SlIStaiIiable 
'WlI$teWll.tet utility fa .Ihe Ileed forM. 'accurate and ,.Hlible syslem for billing llDd coUecfiiIg 
WaStewater service t_. As ni)ted m theSpecja! Masters Report, .ilSDdepertilsheaVily UPOil 
BWWB, Bessemer Vtilitles ("Bessemer") aiid se\leriil omer w~\itm\ies: tot vario$ ii$p~cis' of' 
ilsbHllngandcolleotiomprogij\1ti, Upon ·l\SS\Jioiiig.liQntrol of:ihoS)l$tijlri,. the.Rec~yerj¢aiil¢d· 
that ESD \liII! .never performed .an~udi\ or any ot\:l!lt investigation 10 verify lhat th •. amom'!ts 
1li)l\>d .and ooJlecredby 13WWB, Be'SSemer and the o\her Ijjll!ng wakm proYidors were coriool, 
{jj,e Of1flo,i'irstillings ibe ReCeiver old 'wasta Wir! 1he process of veritjing- tirese 'blUed and 
cbilooled amollnts. 

SAle Ellergy, Eiwirorunent&: Jjdl:asiroct\lrC', LLC (·\SiUC'~. fpmretly- Ji..W;. Jl\!Cli, 'Wllfi 
.l!Sk~d. to, p;;r!Omr ~ desk'Audlt ofFllD'sstwettevei\ile repoItS.:tec9tdS. and datil jl'i,iii1abIQ·fi;(Jrn 
'Jli'eVioUswot~ . SAte is all eilgi)iect1~g Ci1mpanyfutm:sed on jirOVi<liiig design, consfui<:\ion, and' 
.openrtioIJaisdvicl'to pUblic <\I)d,prl:vat.iilftastmclur~or~tiiJn., Including utility pro.yjders. 

Foliowingreceipi of !jleoesk audit report, ,sAlC Wlisrequesli:d ioprepattla proposa!!O 
condu~ a moredetaUed ~ysiS of iIleintegrity of thcbiUing and .co,lle-ctfuXiprocwtireslhat 
generate tbomajority of thi> System ·",veliucs, On Apnl.2.l. :lon, SAle", .. autho.ri:ii:d to 
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c 
pr~ with iis proposed <leiailedanalysis. In addition !<> coiIeciing VarfullS oata; an Woat 

-~--- --. -, ~C8"of";Ii~..wir''we)"l: phjjmed;"ll()~the intetViews-were-delaycdas 1Iresu!t: of the> 
.tornado daiilJige !hal oC;CUlTed in !he.Countyarni thrcmgh9Ut Alii!>iUila. 

c 

Interviews were conducted .dOOng Ibeweek otMay Ill, wi! whitES!) piirSOiUlel.l¢d 
r~,*",iallves from nWW8.lIlId )3'e.1$cimer. ihelnteMeWswvereil a· numo!:tof ISsues with 
paitiC!llar foeus on the .policies-.and practrc;eseacb water·.utility follows .. 10 eOSure .'Alicustomerll 
ti:Oel"iugw$i..wlliet SeMC"CS .fill.mth.e Coullty _ beingproperly billed 'for thos .• llerviccs.'Ihe 
hripOrlan9i>',oflliiil' i\¢ni, Whicli;w$ JiIetltifieo in 1bc Special M<lStl:lS 'Repori,is exemplified by 
1.he fuctihi!t \ieiw~ MiiY 20otl'.!in.aNwember 20iO; llSD per$()\Uiel di$~vered an i.n~lallc.s 
whC)"l: wastewater 3en'ice Wa.··~ng received, but bills were nat generated: 1.0 cover the service. 
Th"'alliIUlIi revetllie asSOCi8tedWithcthei~ac~util.'i,whi&areti(iwbeipg:biJI"d, ;$3pproxiniately 
$3. UmiUion. . 

OIher elemenis of the SAICprojeci involveihe t'oiiowlng~ 

• aIiIIlySjs<i(liudit :n:potls lsmed tei B~aild Be$siUil1:t wilidoiJow~~p low.;ntify:my 
W;;aJq,e$S~iIi'poli¢ies'<)r.practlces l1ial~~i.iidJmp.ot'IiilD·r"v¢)ies. 

• exllll\ipationofmttrlll1l ""ntrolS' wifhinl;SP,; 

• mtaminatioa of a statistical sample of <iuslomeraccounls todeteaniDe whether bills are 
belng is..ue&'and·calcu1ate<i.correctiy; and 

• review of 'water ·meter 'malnlen:anee ':and iesilifg pojicies:an<! ptactite's by each Waler 
utility !oaSses$ ibc al:ciliaCji or water usa&edatii ll$ed !ociill:iilate wliSteWJiter servic;e 
bills, 

A report on (hefindlngs'trom(h~ sAle' projectls«<pecteUlobe'l'eceived during .sutiliIier: 
1011 •. The nndlngjHr6Jii !hcpr6jectWUi be 1is¢i! to iii;;,ie)op new!>i Jmpro,,~d policies .and 
procedUre. toin'iptOvc.ihe.aceti!aoy of iJ\e,iiilHng prope<s.Iid'ensurclhatplOpef. revenuels being 
tecelved'from 'OUf c;01iIIliCthiliing,provldm. In. addition, a moIC'effieleni method lor ldaltIf\.ing 
cuslomers "who .arctoceivingSllwers.mcc without 'being biired wili be developed and 
·implemented. 

3. Impro'Wg Cl!stilmtr BiliUigiiliit C:1)l!eClloir.Ptflciii:i"~ 

Dining' .lnl<ifVlew. :with tiWWB and: e""semCT, in ¢(injunction wlth the SAIC review ot 
biDing :andc9l1ectlon practices, it was learned thal ixilb.lItiliiies M\ piaooin8 to implement. new 
billmg systemswllhin fuenexUwo.to ibree years, .BWWB'has expressed a desire to di&COnUnue 
billing for the County's wnstew.let scrvice on its. water bills. 

·'Utliexisllnit ESn oiUi!igsyste!iiwas <!evO\op*! inl~~lIy ii~gCoil,i)li6nBu.iifess 
Odentcd {COBOL) :progriUilllliilg iangujjge 8I\di$ ~nlini~l¢red on the County'a mainifame 
system. Tb,. bil1ingllysterit 'is Jinlitlid In' lIS ahililY .toiiccommod.teadditiorialcu.to/IleTSr bQf is 
<:apalile ofbeiiig ei<p:anded loacoommOdale the. number (if c;ustmnersnow 'belng biUea by 
Bessemer. 108. nol capable:·ofbeing: expanded toacconunodate all of.!he 'cUSlOmm currently 
'bein~bi\led by BWWB.- Moreover, ,fueCounty plans io: replace it. ma1nframl!-based system:m 
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the MltttwO. yeMs, whi¢b will !:l'luirlla n~w bil!ingsysWm. ll1/1tefQ!'l; Il'new billing system 
----!:ltn,USt-be-proClltl:<lIl1td illl!ili:tnel1kdO$~on $I possibfu,Whll~ '!l~~I!i4$ qU"W 

hillingsystenr willinvolvcan increase in System operatfug CoSts {thai, Me I10tCUlffitlly Inlhc 
System's budget) 8!J additioDiilcapital will ocreqiiiitdio purcliascandsct-up tltcncW ~)lSt¢m, 
Bringil!gllie liiU(ng .erVicesln-house, may, however, generate savings lnreduo<:<! hilling costs 
ovenhe.long~, 

WMD ESD acbie<i¢S tile capability to isl!II~ bllls' to ~Ii of till. own !:\1$lQrofl{l! .it' WiJl$ll!J 
Iiced'ifl riiJii!:l!8in close wo!kilfg,relationshq,s with ihewafel:Jllilitics 'that"proVid~ wilfet serYlce1Q 
E!iD'. tuiitoiil~, Water.usage is: the:induS!r}' standard: fot'ca!euTJ!ing WaS\liWaieruser:fees,and 
will v.on!i'nue to 1m '" significant basis for calculaiiitgllSD's bills f'ofWastCWatct ,;mice, and· au, 
'(lfth ... utiiities wiU need to worK togetherto.liSsure:ctislomeISi.reeelviilg.seMce 'are'pn;pedy 
recon\ed as customers so lhat biifs l>lm :be Issued, Awordingly, agreemenlSarionowbeing 
devolopeli to. 1\mnaJize' proviSions of .~cebetwcen watflr utilities ani! the ESD. The 
agreements wili includeilnproved provisIons 'forleaninating. wlltetservice ·by .the 'water liIility 
upO'nnotifi""tion from ESD that a cush>medsdelinquent in'payffill.its wastew.t ... bill. 

to:the P@t. ESiT~ practicem ftlil'i>ndjtig tbdelinq~elitsewer. aCCOUnts wliStaplaca alien 
oli !he, jlroperly, wh,i.cb.muslb"plililiil full befo;., 'tl)e property .~ ,l!c' "",Iii,. i;!i:<:aUiethe liel) 
do~.,rtPI <imPact tItc own~'.waler tl~ sew~ set'lica, this pr;ictice has ,doneliUle .to, .nevi.!e' 'the 
i:Pst~ to 'iheSYSli:mfivm delin'lUtl1t aWQOiltll.IS6 This .i~';vl'ili:nt.in .the tQIWll9,Sts to 'the SYl,tem 
eaCh yOi!!;' lTPm de/ll)qlleQtJilj~ un.C\iIii:<:b1>l"gcqlI!lts,wwChin i:~C¢nt Ye~ h$laveraged3.5% 
of toUll Sy~tl\!11,reiVi:nue$,I" 'rlI.¢$e CO~t~ to the S~ aiC>two iIn.<I a·hl\J£ulil.@'larner.,!han:the 
i~myi~;utl for delinqllent ·aCC4tuil$. ~tplaos. toCo!\~ with a ptof~(ma/ 
coll«iiton agency rnaylili!inreduciilglhe iOWl<i!ll do;:1ii!q1!ent an;I:Wi\jOU.eetible~ 

:Recentlegisl.tive ¢IiiIllges,hoW<Wct, !bay resJilt in increased d"lin<J1!ent aod'ilni:OlIect,'hlil 
aCCO/llltcosts, In2008, lbe legiSlatllrepassed and ilia public approved, Amendment 818 to the. 
Slate Constitiltion. which pteveutS'tb.e Systendljlfill'lil¢ing a lienontentalpl6perty ocCtljlled by 
a tenant. AmendiMnt 8'1.8 statel that in·}"lfetsOll COUilty,.''aoy biil fcirSewer:ier.vice.·feceiV.ed in' 
the nome <lfthe tenant 01' lertenlil Shalt he the oole till!POflSibliilyofth&,tenant:i)t teJialilS and shall 
not l:Ilosfi\ute Ii lien (in the property wher.the sewer serv1CIO was rcceivoo;"AU, CONs:rc 
amend:, &ls. Theimpac! ot'thi. legislation tUrtber1lfudersihe Syslem'.col1ection.ofd~1inijilent 
accoll11ts, and: makes· thecontmct $lull-off provi.,i(",s Withlhe billing water provider even 'mOre 
cmcial 

4.. FI~etM"i!lIgtmlmthti!:~nt 

!>SD' cWTently' .telies . Oil Jeiferson Coun~y fOr lb.. J":""Ut¢meni; ntiintcil~ and 
replacement otiis vehicles ,and rolling stock as well asfor,provfslon of gaso!lne, and diesCI fueL 
'11Ie'\otal' cos~'Qf'otiiainjng :fleet ~an.gcmennelvices from fue:Couuty is difficult ,10 'identify due 
10 thefraSiJIcnted iltellS of responsibility'and' theCoUilty'. histOrically pOOr ,costl\J!i)c.tion 
prac'tiecs; 'Howcv"", ther~ ilrc' !)ctter pracii~ witJiin !J>. iltiliiyindusiry, whic]t ~ lpWer I\le 
. ov¢ralt cO~1 whil~iJ:ilJl!"Q'ilj/lg effii:ieniliils w:ithill'i:llt>, 

'''"Sv«i.1 :iii"*,, R"",'t't~, 
1ST lillV· ,Ci:)st- A11~aiiOll'Report at: -9. T:Jlii "co~ .e$tnnatc 'is; i>~ Jll'on _au Mllyii, of SCYilif ~bminsl venus 
collections: in:fiscaI yt".aJ's.2U09·&jJd 'ZOlo.~ .AdetlliJcd dUc\t.tls.ion:ofm.e. cosl$ u'oontained in8ocuon 'Y(. infta.. 
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The· Re<;eiver'has imti.\~ '~\lf(lcess to solicit p~posals. fp( ptoc=entof f1ecesBatY 
'\I~. ~11iag 8m aaw!llHoJ- til JmpI<lIl1CfI~i~r 4ilel P\!l~g~~ 
distnoution, v<ibicleMwnlenance ·lIl1!iiWlrd·kt/lfilng. In Jddi~n,. 'th~pr(l~ h¢ing bid will 
.btcludc controls to. ensure the program is being Used asinteMOO. 

"J'hilbid·dOllument i~ il~~~ to:beis$J!eQ, SI)d.l>idlt~ved, msummer201l. 

So Leg"UJxpenses, 

J.,ellli! <1Xpelises fortlie System have been :reduced lnth. n6ar4crm.bulliUs rerna/n9$ 
potcmtial cate&q~y fodncreased System '.cosl3 in' the futur.e •. Additional: oqlJofractedlillgallon in 
Ihe future' cOnceiningtheRe1le'vet's plal1l)ed tateincreasllS o~ otlier .actlvities 'C01Iid result.in • 
signlfi<!ant iiJcreas.e'in system legal'tiXpense8 above budgeted levelS. Thesepdteniilil.increases •. 
however •. are ndt expeCted to rise tl>lhehistorleally high levels oflegalexpellSlls lncurred by.the 
System lnpOS! years. 

6. hVk ... 11/UJr1i~:ExpeIi"$o 

TIl .. Recei;er and ESD· have implemented operaiiona! :cj,ang~ inlended to itnp,(We. 
energyefficlency in·.s .• vera! of-ih.:SystemtrC3im.ent 1"0=."" .. "these changes:havc fe.lilted: In 
'reduced projections. f<it the system~s iotat electilCity cost. wIftCh IS .the lilrgestcalegory of 
System 'ulility ""penses. Inaddilion, ESO has recently compi6ted a wast .. gaselleQlY recoycty 
and-process.llptimlzation'study at iii. Village Ci:eeklrealmentpiSnt iiiatidentiiies additional cost. 
saving Strategies £Orilla! facility. ESlJ has'iI contract Jll place .for',. ,sinlilarproJec! aH1teValley 
Creele treatment plant. Preliminary eslimuw. project tbe energy <ipenu'lig COstSavill~ from 
these project~ to jnm ... 10 :S1.6:DlI111on by Iheend of the five year period: Mlhough;addiliomil 
efficiencies may be .achrovedthrollgh a more detailed. analysis' .of operations In..the ·future, 
additionlii savings may be offset by chang.sin 'Utility prices. 

7. N(l'i!It~IUl,,#}I{IllIQgtmentJ'("ciia!$. 

The Receivetenga/led A,m¢ri¢Sn Wati;( .to liolidU.ct;': r<!View or-ESP'!; maiotenSn~ 
manag¢rruml :pIllli!i~es: 'inth.m~Mioa1,eb:ctrij:al. ;ani!. il/Stiiilnl>I1lJllion, (S'CADA) disciil1Jintil 
aswclated. primaril;y with ih~ System's wUleWatCl"'trealmetit plant mainlllnal1c~ dMSlllD. The 
review J:dentiliCii Ilertalrilllaihfenlilice acti\ilttes ,iMt were' eJthet not· being perl"onned; or' not 
being ,perfui1'li.:d iii. accw:dalilleWithbest frtdllS!tJ prticii~; iloonieoniaiendcd '8,. pianf<ir 
improVed liIaliitenimce aiid mSnatenien( of the .wastewater. assets. 

1!wp\a!l's goal is·ti) ""iiiblish ~ffe¢lj'l'e mairilenl!ilce 11I!Ul!1~ent. which ~.'an. 
orglln!zed, proactive. 1!il'l'reJjabt1ity-focu;ed$llt~gy or <;onditiQn. DlOl)itQringlll1!i prev<;niative 
and'r¢:u;tive roSintcnonce·w. a combination that yields. optimUm asset and proCeSs perfonnancc, 
includhiJl s.fetyand. envitonrflental proteCtion,at. maximlim ecOnomic beneiit. This pl'Oactlve 
appioach wlll iOduce the totlll life cjri:le cost <if eq\1iptriet\t by saving money cn eqliipmellt 
repairs and ·TcpJacement,.8Ild Will iIlso improve:reliabilltyby reduCing ,;nplanned Outages. 
American Water ;also proVided amainlenimee manatcment training mod"l", to !rain System 
·eml'!i>yees to· establish {oundatiooa! strategies fur the maintenance InlUIllgement program. 
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.AIi1etlcait Water'$(\llsessment ilwolved 11 t\llltO!SyoIroI faciliii:c,s!llfd_ UI!n',* ofS~\~ 
empfuytes ill order to ASSess S-ystel1l pqf'~!31in sever81ke¥ l!inintPJlJUI~~---- -----

-----. --·practiCes. -The survey results indicated 11lostS}tstlilnemptOIees surveyed helleved allllctlvlties 
imd '(>r<lCfices .couldb.eimproved; with thl' lack ofa wnnBl trlliDinllllrOI;1-aD1Ji9led as one,ofthe· 
lIighe91pl;iprity·i:;sues (lh~ CO\lllty essentially C\!i allt\U!diJlllforWUiling)n:?OOR); As-a result.of 
the $urvey; a -oomb.e!'· _of ));1Qri.ti.Zed an". t~ed '~nin!!oo~ !I .• v.(op_~t: 1lbJectiv.swiOr~ 
=aled. as.a slartmg!»w £Qr'impleiiJenti"g 11. fQ=I:1I:1!i~li)gprogi'anl, 

Th.~ey also 'revealed .8 rnostlt reaCthr. ·(i>reakaud fix) approach to rnnmtenance 
act\vily; "'ther t~inl the preferred· f')liilbility-focused approach; A number of ,asset condition 
rnClllit<iringand. a9Sl'!I~m~ -PIODIIll!!' Wet~ leCQ.~enaed to addresslhls -concern. 
ileeornmen<Wions arlO- now lleiiignnplernemed. SonJe lit fIl. mOt" signii)cant rnaiJltenancc 
pro~· 'l1ll(e(jqj~ ~Cll: ~cn~ {Of stlUl!lbyg.n"!'l!9I~enm!iVjl' _mll!i\te;l!lllcc, 
$wi!Cl!~ in$PC9Ml1. ))rolc¢iye .tela)' ~~ll jll'll!l'l'!l's, and' -~fonnerinsp<Cli"nslUl<l 
insull!ling.o.il ~i!ii,ly.is. 

8. C<qiiJ.,iu4 .Labor. 

1!SD has not capitalized internal labor <lltpenses in-the .paS!; 'butillsleacI ~xpensedone 
hundred percent ()f-interna1labot as an operating cost. Under .tho> .terms of the Indenture, and 
BCC<>rding to Clenecdly Accepted' Accounting Principles ("GAAI"'), costs related' to the addition 
oaeplacement ofproperty,plant.,oroquJpment or improvement cost3 that result.in the eltUmsion. 
,of'an "!\Set's us.fut ure should be l:aPltalized, wheteas nonnal rnaintenaoct>. acliviti .. should' be' 
i>Xpeosed to: operations.. Sin"", .appojntrnenl of the Receiver, ,BSl} 'has ,treated. a -forma! 
capitalization policy and b.egunimplemcnUition. .systems' have been. dev~lop"Ho ~nQW various. 
divisions to cajittlre. _and track -individual -wolk 'JroUTll ·and. ""Peodilures rotated to -capital 
·improvement. This lab.or and .• "'pense data will b.e gathered through '201 1, and' will_be used to 
develop ilie-2012 business ptan when full implemenl8ti-Qn,oftjIe'PCll\~y il/ld !jnancial.adjuslrnonts 
win begiJl. l'roperaccounting ·of capitalized 1abor is consistent-. wiihulility- imh!s!1jt 'best 
praCtj_ an-d will- .UOWlUore· expen~ ~o b.e~vered IIOl!l the_ ~)'li~ ~pital recovery 
D<;OOlltll. ~Pet accounting of.capilali2ed laIlQr wjll, howe'<'er, [.ed.ucc the :unou~t ofl'apifa) 
£mda. -

1'. 4Ilpcat¢:Co.ts:j'r!)m rh(C;'lI1/ty._ 

Asa .djvi~iun oftheCo.unly;, ESp bas 1mditionally [.."iv.cd in~kinci .• or.iices. from the 
County. Allocstion of these. costs· to. ESP occurred periodically in thciPasI. Thc. i""kind services 
tr~diiionally provided bytbe_Countyto llSP 1II.e b]lndin~sp~ finan,~e-JlIl<l ~ting sCIVjces, 
risk rnauagement,\Iuman resources, legal services, fromtbeCoWlty attorney's offices •. 
jnfO!1ll~ti.On ~"'bnology (fD .e<vices, and fiei'! JII3!!JI~<ltlt, .A;3' jloted;i1. ol.her i>~ of this 
J:IlPO.rt; ;t is \lOwllle ~P®uli:l rcsIizJ) Sill"'Ii~t:~xp<ltlS~ ~ro\1gs!l,l1j1 o~till!lala4Vll!ltages)f: 
ma"y .\iftb<;;;e ~m~ at!:'-CCQtract."q,o!i(-qr-perl"QIl!!!:d Intewally l:iyllSP,"! 

.,n Moreover, :if"the. County u.ansf~tS tbe asscts.a;lf and: respann1rllity for its -wnstcwa~ sptem -to an.indepcndtJll 
public. !:_orp.Oz:at1.ora .I,$.l'.ilrt Q"f .3n).'lan¢inJ~ "Jhat eu~Ptatlon 1ijU):IJ.SUJn1:. o~tional·_ena mandal qons1bllity for 
.U:ln.Jiind __ it,. ¢!l>lmIIly pro.Vi<lcd J,yt~Q>unly; 'fh"l'_tiOt'l>eDof~ •• r"" !n<Icp.Ment prililio cblp<lnItiorr 
"tu"c discussed in morc detail iD.Scetion·Vm "infru. 
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In lilt 1IItemp! to .update. lhebllSis for ils:alloeation ofexpenseslilllong all. Couniy 
depstI!l1~ ,Countyre«lllly oornnri",ilIru:i! 'm=ived+"FU!l-Gos! AIlei!&limH'la~ 
FY2008by MQTQf AMeriCll (die "MGT Allocallruf,). 

iJoWevilr.the MGT Alloj;atWnhas·soinMlaws. Wilb littl~ etplanailol)l It lOSS=sses liSP. 
.approximately$SiOOO,OOO feir iil4und expensesprovl~ed .fu Z~~ .. The'Collnty has a'sked.llie 
Reed""" toace<;pt thl; ZooS.amount as iheco$l ;allocation fot i'Y: 2'010;. The County has. 
,provided nobasiS'fot the assumption lhatFY 1011>com' weteequl'va1enuo ihoseiilouited lit FY 
200Kt\JIlons 'ollie, reasons, becausco! the: 2008 meltdown of the Coilno/'s finantes, 20011 
<%penseswein.l\O wn~dl1dicative of ac!u81'ZOTO ESD expeoses. Moreover; the MGT Allocation 
miprQPetlyl(s~~. costs'loESl1 f¢r !he COU'!!(yCo.~ion deJll1r1men4 even thoosh ESD 
dol'Snot:bavea. .county Commi~onet oYet$~"!;, its nmcti<ms; aU )l$p .t\mctiOllS a:tedire.l.ed 
by the Receiver. The ReCeiver has ollier ¢Jlc<:rnalibom ihe MGT Allocaiion ·1Iild has declfued to 
agree to the County's request oraecept its proposed a110eati0n. The ReCeiver Will ¢Jllinllet<) 
wad: 'willi ihe County towards. a reaSp.nable allocation for 'f!'i20Hl cOsts, as well lIS those 
IncuiI:ed l'nFYZOH lind jh<;reaftt;r.FQrp!anningJ!1l~.llie lWl<;iverhli!! inl;lilded1he>Cmteot 
.$8 rttlUion _811OJ:ati'on iii the> busin~s$ pIli!!,.sO I\:$olillioJtof '!hiSiliSUewilliColinty pro_vides IIlI 
(\pPortUiiltyfor <lddllioilalCQSl'sa'VintlS t<)tJi~ System. . 

·B.. :<iilpifai.'hnprovement ·Plan. 

·The R«:elver .also ·directed .• theprcparation ofa System .Capltal:!mprovemenl .Plan 
("CIl"'). A copy or the C1P'1s Included in llie. Appendix at A.!li.TheptlrJlOSe' of-the CIP is· to 
p,o'l'ide a multi-year foreClls!'o'f the-capitai lnveslineot required to provid;' .anadequ>te level of 
systematic major repairs; replacements, and improvements ne=ary to maintain complionco 
with Consent DCerce and NPDES reqllirements, tO$uslainllie emcl~11Iild reliable operation o( 
the SJ'stem, and fOW'l'vidi> meanin!lful data'to be iiloorporatedinto ESD'sfinanclal and'bnslness 
planning .pro~ess; I . Prior to. the County's 2008 default Wlder Ole. Inden~e, !!SD's p;ojected 
total caWtalil)vest!nent from 2(yo9 1\12011 w" ~WWl<imatell' S7Q millio.n; orlll'PrO)<imat~ly $24 . 
milliOl) ;j?er y~ HQWev~, ~~f:1<al, J~V~s\lllenl m UtI:. System sUieo ·200$1l_.8 lotaIed onI)' 525 
niilliilJi; {lIPPro~alcly $S-mil1ii>n per yellt).·a!>i$lorlt.lIQW ro~ thO'Sysfem in.rocenthistQ'iY.· 

There m: geners11y Notyp:eli!lf capitJil ellpendifilrOii: lOaintenancecapillil eitp<31dltlltes 
('\};1aWenahce a.PC~'·} and projwl"based capititlexp¢llditum ('~rojecI Capex,"). Miiititenanc' 
Capllx refet$to IOlliinll .iI11l~lrill:iit li~ry til renew .alidreplace exliitWga.ssl:!s .endiilainliln 
llierelilibility lind effiCiency of'the,eiiStillg .s:ystOin;PiOject CapeX:refm to itiVelllinent'liecessary 
.10 expand-orimjlID:veth .. Sjisttffilokocp pace willigrowth.or reguiatory'ICljUiremenls. The ClP 
proposes to .revers" the historic·pattem of .inadequate investment. in the' System. Tfu, Jegeiof 
Maintellltncc. ~pexi.· based, on au llverageQ$et life tor. ironed i.~lllteiJf 100 y=~ 
reflecfiilg,an aamlill-.renewal: rate .loriho~ IISSefsofl% per ~r.''' B~ging the MajnteHIUlCC! 
Cnpex fevel to this ilnDual renewal rate is appropriate given the condition of the System. 
Ho'w~Yct; ihat :level ·of Mainlerilince Ca\i!>X may not be silfliCi<>lHo cOntrOl ~ailitary sewer 

'" in:200J •. iI1c C<>Iintj'" oonoulflujt aE&K,..nmal<d ibat ... additional :5t46 million :(in 2003' ·dollm}""uld··bo 
oeedcd:to ri:J>air'lwQwnderoeL' m'lhc SyolCm foJlowialilcri1rlJialjboof1hc eolllltn'·Occ= BE&K l!:tp6n at2·h. 
'The BE&K Rq,on fs.disCllisC4tiri ~ (lct.aiHn Secciotdl.U tSllprO:.. 
,~ Ai~~ W~· W~IkB, 1\~i'ation: rAWWN~). BtndimarkWg" PeTjomt~' I/fdlcatoTs .for WIl.ru anel 
!!'''('''''!<;- W[fI!,,, 201JZ!M~<i!.Surny.JJt,id fIiii!·.A"~~ ~'I'i1" 
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QvIlIflQWS;(i'SSOS',) at a li:v.el1!lavoiltall ~.t~gUl.wlY .enf'oXclmienl aculIl\$1I!lcl !I!e~JO( 
additional capitalluvestnlenl TheJteClliv.er will conlinuetomonitor Md. oojust System plans ua ---
necesslllY to maxinlize.reguiatory compliance. 

TheOIP l\ISIJ includC$an aveta~ of all.oul S15 )Dillion :P"': yC!ir,;n !'.wjC!'t Ca~)I:, f~r a 
total lIl)l1uaJ capitil iityestmeot of !lPproxiI:na~ely $l511liUion per year fOl:the: n~t five y~ 
Al1lI0\lsh the. Cli' is oaSedon the best infollilalioJi cwrentlyavaibible, tuture-hy~licmodQJing 
may iden1ifytbe need for additional investment to adikes. C!Ijlacity iSmes. Due to..the ·ciin"ent 
financial dernand~ on the System, .!he ClPisdesigned wiih. the 1lSSltmpt!on' tM! capitalpxojeots 
wilt he. fmanced through tho !lPprOlcimatcly $240mlllion In.existlng capilat reservefund.. Afte( 
exhaustion: of-those revenues, capital projects wfl(:befunded.through: System revenl1es,provided 
t)ie wqentj:le1:>t is refiIlano¢.· . 

TheC!l' COilti$l$of lU>e<\t".te1'llJ fl'/,,"yelitplan !!@ 10D$teml \~n~)"lOl'JlI$. The iive'~ 
pll11l. incl1l/leil :@""';fic pr9j~ IdOiltitled: a •.. lie<#SlItJ, l"ilh ·~iJn<lingb#gc;I .. ~ 
pli\nrted start alid completiO\lda~ and desl'riytions ot wOlk, T1i~iift~year plan is divided 
inlll- fit'!een ¢IIt~IiQries:of WQ~. Witli ~ondjill!: ~1irn~te(J :annual COS\l;(o,r c.acb ~egory' 
Qaii;:;d OIlt)ielqio\vttpcedilYf:tJie $)'$teIi\ loi~lb~'\Vith .moA .:mil s.lal~.Il'll\'I~tQty reqlillJlin!:l\l$, 
incj~s!:\'yl> .. tpractice!!; ll/ld ,;~ b.~~bn!~. 11i~""«>&Qri" can: b~gro~pediiilo 5"" 
el ... ifioations: Asset M:imagemecl, Asset Rei!e\YaI, Capacity Iinprovernont, ExpanSio!l, ll/ld 
Regulatory'ColDplianc.1!. 

The RC&Illutory :C.olJlpllance catc&>IY' :includes: :improy,ementsand. modili\lalions. 
necessary to meet the Alabama .Department of Bnvironmental Management ("ADEM!') revised 
ttealmei!t ~tandards for-phosphorus levels in ·the· Cahaba River waterShed.. .ADEM has 
dcterndned that phosphoms levels :indisciJ.argesto 'the.CoIiah. should be reduced and has. 
prQPosedlhal PhosPh01'US disCh~ levels be deereasedin·1hree stages. The System "mbe able 
10 achieve· the ;phas<! one ana two trealment Ii.vels through modifications to treatment processes 
and illoilities .that may cost the System up to S2Q milliolLHow~acliievingthe plms",.~ 
treatment. le>-cl of .043 parts pel' miUiOD will require appl1l.~tl1l!te1y $150 \Dillion of 
improvemeill$.beginning :.round 2021. Tbe CIP incorpcratesestjIlluied: costs for these 
improVlllIlenls, :but tbe 'Receiver is: currently' negotiating ·with ADEM 'to defer 'these 
improvemen;s ornnrrow·tl!e 600pe of what wilt-:be~uired. IfJheso l!e~ti<!liP!lS lIfI!·~eees.~.~ 
additional ~.aYin8'l In tho cunent GlPlDllyjio.$ieve<!. . 

l\.lI Pt~ly !li$cqssed, 4~ite the ';ill)pxov","entpl$1 \oCQrn.plywith .the :Con:lell1 
D!'tI:ee, th~ System ~O!ltint!!'S to ""iffience ~pptQ"imateIy 280. overflows per year. .each 
PQleitUaUy' :~yinga$1000 penalty:. 6\. The overflQws II!C. mostly main!t:nanc<>-rclalOd .and 
.caused by blockllgllS r!>lat¢d to. the:.acoumulalioD: ofl\l'ease and .sewer pip.e·collapse,,, 'In its:woric 
lbr thee Recejyer; Illack. Jmd Veatdl ("H&:V',)161 .estimated total By.stem· inflow llIl,d: hrli.1!fat!ol) 
C'I&f') byoomparing the to.tal.amouni. of sdjust<:d metored. water co.Dsumption (or all SysJ.<i!l.l 

" 

'6' 'P!'9V!'rf1<>w:p)vb~ms.""l.al", ~!I..¢In.~Il<i"'" Il-.C,! <"PrJ>. 
1·6t;Jf~V iII:a-'-:~b.J&.tlPQ~.~lgin~~$;: ~~.tUng; .iI,M. t.:OAAfr.ucti9t1,~mpany.'WiJh ~)(.ten.~ive eAptrlenc;~. in 'walcr~ 
... rgy, .,,4. mh"" ,.lity iol'to>inlCture,CCllS!nloUon:on4 con.ultiQJp"'ie<is. il&YlIlso ha. signifi"'"'teljieti"". 
adi.lsln-,S' -ltnlities JUld ftnanc;i"I" se~.l·«)1Jlp1Uiics' on: ihe. financing, and . .opemionallU!petUi or·utilities. ·~4' has 
adVised JlvmcrolJS wastewater ·t1tiliOOs,and "'ate!' providers -on·the- estabHs~t. ,?r-,~~ ~hc. ~iver .C'llg~ed 
BkY·to pmo.rm_cenaiil_flnancW.a.ndnlO:atml~. Those: anal~.~ ·aie.d~Sc:d:In ~~tlQD'V],.i'!fr'fl. 
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,',: 

elL,lmner. versus the t.otal volWile: ·of water tJ:eateil by til~ Syst~m'~ h:~lmenl.pJanfs.. This 
- --- -. - --=mparison resulted-in"a firrdlngtbanpproxiinafll\y 64'To'1:rl' thnvlrteHreailr.fbyllllrSysteIlf on -- -

an 1UlIIJI.1!l1!!ISi$was aueto I&l Statedanorher w,,<! .. 64% of tho-Water It~eilI!Y llleSyst($ 

C~ 

clUIle "from $jlUJOl'$ ot)ler than ~Q!ltQ:IDeruse (e.g., from ground water seeplng inropjpes,.t<lIm 
water leaking inl<> )II,~QJ .. ,i1legal COll\lectiims jo 's\;Wer lines, etc.). By comparison, fypi¢ai 
wa.sfeWa~eN~ sDPuliloti!y exJlm~ce' l&ilofbeIWeelj: 30-35%" '!'he:I&I~l\P¢en<;ed in the 
System gteiItI)' 1!dd.- to.die cbstSru:<idcilto ireatihewastew!lier fIowinglbroughtbeSysiem. 'Ihe-
CI? is··des. i:d tli ad~s thl •• i - >liCOiltl&l . roblem. . .. - .... gII . -.' _ .. gm . . p 

Other-m'!ior elements In the nve-year-plan: wilmn the CJ1>=tenm :the following, 
categQri .. an411eeds: 

• cleanlng.nd televis,lilimSpectl6n proj~ ,tt de1ertrtineexisting conditions and reduce 
blockages; 

• flc;w monitoiirtg,'lllodellng lIlid, "i!gineerihg to identify existing lUId fu~coMiiion and 
p!'ifonnan<!¢deficiencics;' '. 

• corooctiQ'l ofJ,n\>wll :problems an¢! faUures ('lI!lit~ ~ewcr .overflow al)atemcnt,. sewer 
repl~cem\llll.: facijilyrq>;tir, anllpUQlpst~on l!jl8(~lIe pr'l!e<;t,); 

'optimiZati'm and &u!QmWon projc$ and,olher improvements to imprQye.Ieih!b'I)jty and 
r!l<!~cc operati\)1\ costs:: 

• retWI~too/ complilll!c_ei!llprovenu:nts; 

• regul ... system reinvestInent (capital equipment' and reliabililation. repair; replacemen~. 
aruhenewal projects); and 

• expl1ll$i¢lsofthc. ~ySfcm whei);busine;sC;iseevlil~~ii()1is juslifyth" inv.esftneliL 

'rh<l' System culrentiyhas approximately S24() millIon in lllscrve funds available for 
capital expcndllures. It:is.worlh notinl\_tbat; ifa.solutiQn.1o .tiie .debt aisls I. not found' which 
provldes -furrepienisbment of the SyStem.'. ex4tipg ac<;!>u~._lh" ·Swtem'NiU '/:1lll. o~ Qrli!nds 
for ClJpital ""l1enditures, probably irl201.6. U",der thelndenlure. :~lem R~!'ll\!es !1la~ not be 
-usedll!fu!ld ~it!lle~dlturesDl)til '!it delit semJ:8 CO* .lIl:~pald. Th~efQre.rat"" WOl!l.d 
have to be increased 10 .. ~ loYd Sl)ffi!)i~ .tq: c,\!1'1' ill demtl!$andcoV'~r .tlit:~igQifjcantly. 
in~msingdeW lICnicc costs. This is almj)s( ~'ertaln!y not:i\:!lsiblc. 

Tbe Syst~ woUld ",,'en1iaUy have to diSl:onlmne Its "'!piial prQJir;!m or rely o. $Ind, 
from the County or Sta!~. If capital expenditures were .eiimlnatad or severely cut back, the 
Systetn's assets would begin to deteriorate, which would.lilcely result: inpubJic health and 
environmental problems. Morcovo;r, the financial responsibility for coml1lying witllthe (:onsep! 
Decreean4 CW'A wQuld.falJ-ontbeCounty ~n<!.!,QliSjbly;tlic:;liat"'. 

40 
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C.tlle Receiver', ElJ'otia fi{W/itk. Towa:nJ;.'i N.gotla~S:ol!itl.j)II.tO tM 
,-- -- --sewerSymni~ -"-' ~ -.~. ~.~ ".-.~"--~-~. 

Tire Receiver!ll!S' )teld .numerous meetings with various stakeiIolders, Inciucting business 
ani! C!>nunulijIYlead~, local ~l~\ldoffi\)illlsand sisle legiBJatQts, various cmlilorgroJl)1S, :EPA 
officiiils;andothetsmttteilell in finding ~solullo!ll() !li;;debtdl')¢tt\ii!;I the S)'lit~ fa;;e., One 
pomt:isclw, mid.luis been fot semeliliia -Ibe bestpillli. t(; aniillim~te $l)!utiOli is II negoti8led 
settlemomf betW<:\lI1 the lillthc ilaric;us~itilts gtoops.al)d tlieCOtmty, 

'The .. RWjliver.has :ilsa allemplcd to facilitate communications betw~eIi the CouDtyand .lis. 
various crediiors groups '1II\l!.among' ihediffer~i =diiQ! groups in an aftempt !(; 4ev~JQlI a 
rqutually-a~abl~ slialegy fot a nego:liated solutioD 10 the sewer debt dcfilulL There'are .. fimr 
rnajilt,¢\'(iditors.gJVups: (1) Jl';Mo1glUl; (2).lbe ho"q in'ore!'S; (3Jthe Liq\1idity e~; SlId (4) tit\>' 
pMsionfund$, hedi!efuri&,in~ividuals •. lUId 'o\htt InvtstQIS' that ljol,l!hc ?(_Is; 'who .te 
rcprc:scil.tC<l:byi.h,,·'!Iuste.... :Allbfthe VariQUS'Iije!fiDers withrn"!h,,,e cteditll!:'S.$toUp~ h.!ve 
ilifferet\t level,;,o! li!liblvement ill: th.CoUlltY'$·jlllSt filll!,i1tfug sinl<:llltes. $OJ;l1t of \helnliivlpual 
crediw.rB have liecil ll¢Cused of W!OiJgdomg, ",!iiI!: "th~ have noi, Some· "f i)ieinill\>iduar 
cted!tqts. inclUding varioU[ band fusuters tnd tiqujdity Eanksi have agreed tl;n)poratilY!lot.!o 
exercise. the remedies they ate entitled .. 1l>!Iildet the COMlY' agteemel,is, and·ar;; enm;hUyiiJ 
toibeirl!ilct, whiie olhet¢\'tditotSh.ve ~to mOke suchagroemOiiI$.· Elfchof the members of 
!he iI.r/d~ credltotsgWups has iI different pec!p'eciive'ijQd different priOt,iies With 'regard io a 
pote!jt\lil negotiated S<)l"lion, 

'The task. of taclfiWing negotiations among and between lbe County ,;lIld \he various 
Credit6iS .groupS .fullobeen: iiIid ft'maiOS' illiallenging, iatgo!y due to th .• ]bIig'slanding adYttsarilll 
rola!ionship'thlitfftiSts hetweenaU p;.ffies asa lesllltpflhe litigillioliasS<)ciated Will) the; 
cPonty's default :r(ld!he nume(ous oI\-g<Jlrig ciVil iiiWsuitli betwew siiWeiiil of the'piiities;'~] In 
an attempt to enhance fue,.ereiatlonS);ips ilnd open <Ximmurueatioil; memlias "flhe CountY 
CommiSsio]1 (Diivld Carrington lUld liminie Stepheni!1aJid the Receive. li:aveled~to New "((!ik 
(hiring!.!\> JanullI)'20li.to nieetwl.1ii ..... "'i .ofthelriii,ior'(:rooilot'groups -J1>M4l;glin;.!fur bond 
inimrers tiodseveriil6f!he: Liquidit)' Blinks, 'Thcsenieofuigs. helped the part! .. undcrsland: lhe; 
expectatlonsof the Countyaod each etlM major credifurgroups; although.if i. fair 10: say thaI 
th~ did nntmaterially .enhanceprospecis'6fa set!lement. 

Additlonally. to help ·direcL,the fiJlanclal negotiatibnStowatdsa teMible S<)liltiOil, the 
Receiver workedwitll Citlgro\lpGlobiil ¥mlIei$-, Inc, ("(:iti"). a.leading;munil'ip{il bo"q experl, 
to prepat", fitlailCiaIanaIYSes i(; .ilss/si the k¢eel'vetio rleietmh:iingthi> n~t.ewet (eIlen"es 
requited to s..tiso/ a' Wid~ .range "tsewer ilebl Icvels}4< In. the; tiiialy.os, crli jlitivirledililereSt 

,,,. i1><r~ ate ar .... t Ili= sft,nlfli:.n, and •• dve.·pi_ oflrfig~ti ... ..r.",d '!(;ih¢,Sl"Itlll.:md./ISfiruin<:Iii£:· .(1.) 
itffemn£ouiJtyl AlabanfQ;~ J;J7.}.[0fKari.&cUfflfu.; Inc:, a·al., Circuit.Coorl o_fle.IteuoD. Coanty~ ",o\libima, Case 
NO. CV-i009;..9.d3641; . .lij JYlisox" .8t_aL -v.J:i' ... Mo~c:iiJ ·Chase i!·Co.. et al~ ·CiroUit CoUrt of lcffmoil Co\rtl(y.~ 
Ali!;,""" ~.~ 'NiI.CV·200$'901907i .. iirtd (l)8.Y"""~ .C1iUvi»>liit; bic, ~ .tiff_if qOlUIIY, di41/ilnd; al {Jr.,. 
S~. Cquit 6fNQWYo~ CoiliIty, New 'ltoilc)fo. 6oj'jooi!6. ..' . 
'''ClupO,roll#\l:1lio ¢ilctililiolji set IOitIi iii IliIS ;op<ir!lipoliJhe rO!j~eslof;"d b,;ed ~ asswnptiqns.provided by, 
'the.:aecl)"iv~r~. :Citll'Ccqi.v~,blO:feo¢t"~:'!llOPQwy.almpenSaiion:fontuch:~tioQs.and:hI$llOfb"n·engaE~ by 
thq ll~er or tJW CO\lDty iJl. 141Y' C!IP~(y- ".Ci1:i:haJ n9t asMtlCd J .. tid~ciary ~llDi1ily w.iih r=pecf to.-the 
ll)atlen:.cI fQIlh In lbis -n. .. BAd llIitbiJlg in ihineport ~r in )II1yprlor 11'1.i1onsbip ·beiwc.aCiti and· oiibot. 'tho' 
"R.eceiver OJ: ~e C.ollnty wIll be·deemed to create all ad";iSQtY, -fid\lclaty O[ agooc.y relationship between Citr.Md the 
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flIte ~ml'"oJ)SI\S~I~.wiih:/ilndi1lg IhevariQus Jevels of debt.and,l!lJ:o\her 1ISSl!11l~!iOI)S and 
d~taweroJlrovidi:d byoth~. The Roociver.llOlicod lhat1i)~ two partie;sl1ad Icacheilao\mPIISSle!e:-
.lheCo,ut!ty's primary CQl\cttn Wl\S'I~ level of rev!On!eln~Cii$es tlIal WQuJa)Je ~uireil, while 
the atilitorn lIS a'whi>!ew~ IDcw;edQlflheart)olmtl1f coli~ionslh!')'w01ll!in~ tP 1Jl~e.· In. 
<;iroer to set :t\ie p~rtie;s .liIIkiil!i> ,mote lntlittnalipil was. n~od topmen! CODer,,", sorullou 
alternatiVes, :The. updatedO&¥ and capital itnl'rovement'pllU1S lll0:vicfed ,some ot:theconcrete 
numbenneeded;asinputs for thepossibJe sOlutiOns, b~ on~tn'is$lng:pj~ Wl)S proj~ti:d·Sy$tCll1 
reyen,ul"!- 1,!'el;l\llse, Ihe U1lliori~;Y ofSYSl!:n1Jeven,uesm:egen~.d!itim ~olll1D~c I3t~ '" 1ll\31l'" 
anti d.-od $!lJ(Jy was. reqqU:ed 10 f9~t1te !llJ!Ii~' o(SY4iemC1l4lQmerS !II)!I ,the ~cle~ 
l!8~ge in ox,4erto pr9Ject1\lt)lte {lYMem~V~n)je;s;''' 'The R~!Y!ll'CQglIg<;d ,Al:\Iaricao 'NJtcrto 
preparetliis usa~ ilnd demand study. . 

TheCi&M and'capiIai iriIptiivem¢Ii! plans, togefu!=f, with proje!:bld:SystC11l T!')'enue:drom 
the. deaiand and usa~ slUiiy> provided the inputs Cittneeded I<> develop revenue'r<quiremenlS 
Jor various·debtsconaria,. :The·Receiver IlSked .Clli to calculate tolal debt'service restS: (principal 
acd. interestpa}'meolts, and. debt coverage I<quiremeots), reveoue -requirements; llI1d· requited 
revenueincreasea4Sumlng,a range~f!otid dC!;t:levels'w=.refinanced at estimated fUture m~ 
conditious, 'The racge, was .intended .. 1<> representilie ran~ "f:possible deli! :tovelg the Co1lllfy 
wouid' need I<HefinaDce foUowing.various jlQ.leoti.iJevei~ Qfconces~Qn. Qy-tl!ecreditof'groupS, 
'rh" vario,",' debt· levels the Receiver· asked Cili ta use.ranged fromth" total·'cum:n!' outst3!\ding 
debt of approximately $:I.ISS.biilton, -down taa)'ProxI11lOtely'$1.4 bimon,·th~aIIloulit that wollld 
resultin no'~jgnincant:rate ll1<;reases, decrel)Sing.in llpprolr.inultelY $200 rnilliOll'iucrements, 'Gitl 
prepared as.unUluu:yofitsll5Ults, wbleh Is inoluded ilidteAppendix atA-l1. 

The .table b.l~w p.oyides a ~p1er $PIl1!ll~ of the,~~lts af ib:oval:ii;us ~atii:>B ruri 
by eI6:' . 

ltcctb"el""bt tlie, towny i:n:.re~ect or sucaJl1a.rtCtS . 
.1 6"·The usage-and ~'nd stUdy. ~ discilS5ecfin 'iil~rj)d~-:m SCCllOu'-W.:a.lli1fra. 
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... t 

Although the. Clti models Iiad. Ih~. Inte!lded elfelll of "I'urking llI,goti~tions; 1he 
negofh!.1ioQS u!Uroatelydid llQl m~~$ubslalilialprQ~ towards a S9JuJjOIl, di1~ in ~'16f----
additipoai fac!ol$·wliicb compJ!cat. ti)e anal)'s:is. SomeofthoileCllcfolii 41cIJldo;: 

• ~CIlolutionof·on,go.inl! Jiti!laiiim;. 

.•. m~etris~ 1\asOO'OI1 mler .. t.rI!!~f1'qc!ua\lons·a!1!i.ihemaiJcetal;>mty oChigh >1dd]JQ.W~; 

• <ieveJopm.ent and, passaSI'·oflegisliltion necessary. II}. create·an entity (ind~dellt:pub1ic 
<;orpotllliQu) .!o :rQiinlUlc<! .o.r .fes!nlC(urC. Ilte :negotfated deb! Ie.vel and possibly ·enbllDC-I' 
·S.BWet· Te1tenue; and 

• ihe parties' inability to·agree Oilil. liUlUilil. b'tnlctiJrlO'f'Or a setlt!01l6llt (ihD County has to 
-tilite inSill.IOO.on .j; rei;tIiic;turliig orlb" d¢bl while tii~ vari0U3cr¢dfIQI~.ate umtedm thelr 
itiSlSlencelhbt the debtbe~elfuan~), 

The ~ver aisel worked I<! :fucUit.tc and :suPP'lrl Vl\!iQlISPiel'C~Qf legi~lation.th;rt 
WQuld yrobablyb. necc;swy lorl!ooaucc the ~.wer debt l\I1drWlovebanierslQ the. fill:)lIe 
efficient opera.tion pf the $ysllm>. In The <aitical. l.gisl~tion involves Cfe81ioJl. of lID In<f¢)JendCilt 
Publi.o Coq><>ration(,'!PC"}tb.I!t. wo!!l<l !!Ilimately hold Ihe Sy9tem·.~ts, QI'~atcth~System, 
and l»obligateilIQ p.ytl1~rI!nnllDCe<\dehJ. 'Ih~CouniY'baslfoveloped .lIrIIftlegii!lation for Ihe 
lPC]JQt:it h ... ·.no~beta:pres..,too io the Jegislai= The !pC would .h!"'e.~eperident bOlm! IUld 
~overnanc,,· do=enls'toensurelts proper· operation an<! thnding. P.iScussions With 1.gisJato~y 
poHtldans an<! community l<:aden ha.ve also: foeuseifon· m~to' mili~~te future. p>te-inc11,'!lres 
througj1 mandating:conncclion't9 the s\OW"!' sysiWl for,holll«sm ;t.~n~1>le proltinU1y and !he 
iIqpl~entallon ofa c)eanwalet fee fur reSldenl$lICfQ;ll! J cffi;rscn .Cqunty.' . 

l1nfori\!niitely; it .aPpears lit' $i$ point .lbat the County and Its ~c;ditorsagre¢ thiltany 
negotia!i:dso1ution; l1IucbJen implemeniation ofthat'solu!io1l, is-still·unljke1y!it me near future. 
Th.'" Rec¢mt e.wountll<;S .lbe CountY" it •. varipusereditol'igtollp$, and ,;n B~t/loldei:S to 
conlinue th.,.c ri~gojlations :and ~a1n~ .aYailablc to assist tJ;CjiIliIief in lheso'tieg!>till\iollSi;lIlDY 
manner tbeydoem l)elJ:iful. 

II) fu" final anaiysis. it is. clear that ·allbough . .many' thin81l·havc cltaoged since the 
Receiver's involvements. S~al Master, lIIlIDY operallonal ·efficiencies.bavebeen 
i!llplemCi!ted, and m!!IIY more are plannoo,ihemo~l fjIndpmenllll'Pf9plemldenti£ied io the 
·Special.Ma.~ers, ReP'lit remainsr the Sysll'ltllw!insuffici~!!J sOllrcealllld .!eveJa 'of .;evenue to 
mee! ils~vonuc.r"'l~ents. This.iUndil)g,(jeficit =ol,be corr!,'(:!~d waugh ~si C9iling 
li)one; SY"t~lIM'tlU«S 'lIl""t al~<i m«=J:. CIw1;nJly, lh!>onlY sources ~f ud.ditional r.cven1ti 
\lVa:ilab]e to th~ l!;cceiva' ate 'feO$ tlmha!e inereas.oo, '!1J.eillllounl end ilmiog ofillOvlt.ble future 
t~te inc(eaj;cs is depbndC9I,inlargop;ut, QI): wljeth.enhe Pl®oo ·¢l!nrO;i<$ .~[}eg<!ti~led soJution 
10 the~t ... ew!lr deb! <;tisis,Md. ifslI, vihat tbJ; lermso{tbat,negoi!.ted fi9!u!ion-w:in .be. 

As discDssedinmore detail.in-tll, foIlQw1.n$ scctiQns·ofthis. Report. the.R;eceiverdoes n.ot 
. have the lU)luryofwa\liollllnlilthe p.tlies reach.'1.n~gofiated.solutioD to .t!lke further action. 
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c 

Dll$ilite th~ 'Uncertainiy sunoundillg mlfilY financil!1 (Ill~S ofl!1e Sys:tdll, ihe lteceiver's 
--~~-.,ti\!1.jMcw& ~~ted-imtl:iiapji<ihltii""wwidlim The need· w immediuiay' ~ ,--- --'.- -' -'

implementing a serles Mfutlirerate in~eSto bring Syswm reveilueS op 10 requited !cytls. 
The lollo.iving :lCcliouS"ollliiB report'explain .the'Receiver'sanalysi •. ofthe System'. exis.tingliitd 
projected future.revenues and expenses, andoutiineihe R_iver'. plans JlOingJorward. 

IV. TheRecelver'shiteriin . .FIndhig;. 

IJiprovlaing adeqD;!te w!lStewater service to its, cUsfumerS, a titiiity must' receive 
sUfficient lola) revenue '10 ~eproperoperation nnd maintemmce (O&M);deve1opiftent ,and 
perpelUatlonof tho sysforn;. and preservation of til" titl1'ty's ffnancioi integrity. TIn.basi" 
components in detcnnining the overall revenue reqJlfremcnts of .. ntiiity include (1) O&M 
expemcs,(2} deb!....mcc payments and~p-ecl!iedresetVes, and' (3) 1he WSt of ~pita1 
expenditures for 'routine replacement. of exi.till'g. facilities, \lonna!, annual aleIlsil>lIS and 
improvements IIIldrn.j~r eapill1l replacemem and imprOVCllletlts. The Recciverha.~ rompleted 
an ~auSiivC'Ie'licw'of lliese comPOllenis.wJthregitrd 10 the SYstem • .and· lOnntil"tcd aplilll fer 
aCiiOlll< necessary to·meetil)e-objCclive ofestnbli$bing ibeSylitetn as-•• stablc:~nd eI!!<;letil utility 
operation, . 

A. "fiiSt lUte inCrtii'~s Wel'ellisWll~I"nt !oAdeqliilleiy F\ind ,the System. 

Aily busines$lilust gilllCt:Ot¢ ,sufficientI"".nues to meet ci~ operational. CilPitai. and debt 
SeMCe obligations. It is obvtou. the SYStem does not c\imo!ly genci-ate sufficient revenues 10 
meet .its operational, mafuti:l\ltnCC,.rutd appropriate dtclseMeC cO$!lI (nor hiis It for almost ail "t
it. ito yearS of eXistence), Almost ail oN'h,,·cUm:nt SJ>ieilHevenu~are'genera!ed frilm ilser' 
'n\lo$ 3nd charges. Thanon-rate IeveJlUesourees; which inc.lude the;onnualsewer lid valorem. tax, 
inflifCSf eatnWgs, .and riii'i:Cllillloo)J$ periri,t fi;es;¢Iilpnse 'only a smail percenla'goof 'overali 
System i'evenues.Sewet user clmrxes; Ibe pnnClp'di:soun:e of SyStem TevenUes; bave .not been 
i=ease!i sll= 200&. Th= is no q\leotiontbat iOOSr.!e ievelsare insu.ftlciem to' fund th" 
SyStem's.'COsls !brion and.beyond. 

P.rier -to 2008;. bow~~r, the Gounty had llIready- fallen hehiixl and· failed 10 lmplemont 
sufficient r.te increases tot\Jlly fundlhc .fllillllcilll needs, of theSystOm'. AS'ROted S!<pt4 oi 
Section Il.B,theCounty'sown linBncial'oonsulianlllrepeatedIY'nwle roco.lll!llet1diiions ano Ibe 
minimum level$of ralc increases Ilecessary wmeei ·tIIe Syll!1ml'S 'obligations. T)1eCllunly 
compI!'lely lSllofe!ior1'al!ed lofullylmp)eriItjltilioso; rat'incre~5es.. ThO.e decisions <~d tb. 
fiilO!icilig 'd.;c'''ions tliatp@eded ihe~). m~Yhiive brought continued., .. $h(>rt"\eriJl Jlolitlciil 
pilpcliltity ;futtliepffi~a1$' w1l!1,madetheiii{il'I$Y ufwh!im·wi:te conVicted of;.;riliiCli arid went 
IOJiiii), 1-;utilieY'9i!m1' at a:hugopn"j:C furlhc County, its taJepayers anq, Idai;\', iili .its residents; 
Morelivct. the supposedgoa(iil' tllo8cdecision. ~shiejding res"ieitts'from,rale mcteases - was 
riot. aCciitiUlilshe!i. At. best,.rifte liicreases were defetrad; .At worst; rate increases will now be 
larger than othOJWlse 'would have been necessary due ·.fo .year& 'of fnattenlion • .to' 'iIle ,SylI!eni's 
maintenance, Ih.County·s sow.er .delit; year~ of. conlcotiOllll llti'g;iJon, theappoinisntnl of a 
reeeivet', 'and the: disintegration oflhe,reJaiiollShlp between the county andils various ~i()J1I 
am . s and the: ca ltaI rn'iotk.ts .. .... vup .. .p ... 
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Milst of lheSyStem revenues arlO g¢n!lrated from the user Charges eustome", pay. The 
·System'ssewer charges are primaril* volumetric; 'customers pay a set Bm.()unf based on the 
volume UI water the· customer USeiI, I 4 'J;h~e~ •.. the l!>lill· .lIIllOunt. orr~venue'generated ti"qm 
US~ Qharg~ varies greatlydependlns,on)he. amount of wa'e!;~~ge; 

Til .oi'llet:t;i) e>tilUatethC:$y.L\mi tevCillj"" tIuit wiIl'blo.gelieratedunder .!he .¢ltisting ratejj,.it 
wa •. Iie<;i:$sai}' w.ptoject anncipilted=tonuitiiilinbed and. ~sage,whichis generally referred 10 
as:ademand or U"'go srudy. 'the Receivereng~ged AmericanWaterto .col!lpleteacuslomer and 
demand stUdy for !he System (tho '''Demand Study'')_ A coPy oft1leAmerlca!1 Wate. Del1)and 
-Studyrepll1f is inc!udedintheAppendlx 'itA.la. . '. 

1. Th~ I>t1if(tii4~fIII/yResults: ,Bill!! :Custoii1~N~lr!b~fSiIiUI 
A,eritge US!lte areI>.cll;;litg, 1!eSUltfM:lttlk~liringR/Z'" 
Rf!:jI/!'/t,1I#.. 

The·purpose of the Demand. Study was ID for"""'it the number "r .;uslomers:to be.ervet! 
by the: S~tem; and iheir wattt Use,. over a30~yeilt ptiUUiing,peno.d;ia01hCl' words, Ihe Demand 
Study ,i$:~ I() fo~ ~tore u:eeds' and revenues: oftheSystcil1.· The reason fot forecastiUg 
w~tet U5~ i.i»at $ewer c\lS\9mers Jl\'.~ l>llfed on the basiS o{their wa~_ge, So water usc by 
sewcr,CjislQmcrs mih¢ttban sewer,d<;riiandi~ fQrOOasl. 

NatiowUtrends·in']ler-account consumption aod·Jefferson. County hlstoric·1renda 'inwaler 
comulIll'tioD were: used as, . .the basis for ,predicting future ·water· 'consmnption per S)I8tem 
customer. :Final projections or ih" number of <:ustomer accounts· were based: <Jll the Regioniit 
pianning CommiSsion of Gteater BmningbllJIl. report on "Population, Housing & ,Employment 
Ptojec!ions200S -2035:" . 

A$ Showni.n the graph be/ow, :Jhlm*OOI to 2(}I{1, th,,'nuntber \lfSySlemsewcr ll<;COWlts 
increased ·fiom 141,919 inliscaJ year2QOI 'iD .a peak of 146,235 accountS In fiscal y<;ar 2009. 
'fQU9wedlly allCiCl~:tol44.aOO<l<'co\U)l$ for jjscal y~2QIO.11S' 

I.R Thc vl)hlmc:ofwatet~e.is-mea.sured"=la uwtS-or·iOD" ttibic ·re~~ 'or"cct:~'icr i>tan:d.o;:for celi~rII71~ .. Ot lI!:indredv'Eor 
wJ1'fe!; ,Qne:Gyf"is·~ ~q,l.li'lilel).( of,.p.pto~ima~_y 7~8: g~I?ti_~;. S~~·.bJIJ$: fQ,f i#idcndat~toro_m a~.cal~;I1~ 
Qn 8S% ofto~.melC1'cd. w~~ Wlftg'e_;_nQn-~dcnlial custQriien :au-e.biffi!d usinJ:lOOOAtofmeJCred Wlller·\W.ge. 
\.11DemAnd Study Rep"", :r.bie r~ 
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.Fjj:ur.e a - To.hI Sower Mo."" .. 200I-mID 

"". 2· ·S,-=,··"'·· ;:::;;:;-·:0::';'--2·· ::::::..:. =-",,-:;::-. ""'--" .. 2:; .. """ -"".~~ ::;;:::±~,- -- -- ----

1,!Iif,3ta: :~ 

143.fi26 . f 

,,~ ~~ - I 
,:;o\'4fOCO:· .~ 

r.~I~Qi§~:2Wi~~~~O~ii'iiiii3t:i~;~~ij_~~i~~~1~'iib~ 
The. recoml drop in SCWct accounts is primnrl1Y <Iii. to .aeeliDing rest<)en01Il ~¢ebUnis, 

which is eonsistentwith population. and employment !tends xepMed by the Rogionall'lanniIig 
CommisSion of Grea! .. BiImin8ham that .lndlcaie population in Wi ¢reofthe ~~tem'$;serVi¢e 
a~it deere",,;,,!, duo primarily to migtation.toareas o:ll\side tbcsenli¢earea, 17. 

As shOWlIin: tlfe-Chart below,. din)ngthcsame 2001 to iO)jjtiliie.penoil.ilSagewithlti.,thc 
System also deelin.ed, T9i;il,.S~iC!ndemanddropped f!o1\1 58.,$2 milli.oti gallon'eer d-~Y (mgd) 
m ill)Qj to 4$$tiJigd .in iOl0,adect~e-()f 1M%. jh\' dC<;ti;aS.<> Wli$th~t¢$1llt,()f,the decli!ti> 
In 1l<ith.tesidenlial 'lIitd llOii'residenpal usa/lepj:tact:inlIi.t)" 

4'1 
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'fbi. decline :in:usage per oustomer is consisten:t with national ·tmlds. ReSidential 
,customer' demand: fefi.moIcrapidljr than the :number .. of .cnslomm, indiCliting a.decline in' the 
usage per customer. From .2006 'fa 20JQ, llsage p.er ·customer feftfrorn lSI .galloDs',per account 
jler day wad) to 1'51' gpad,a 1otal,drop of 13.6"A,· or anannual.-average ·drop:Df:3.4%. FacIo" 
lhaloan influence -water u."p.er customer jnclode populatlon perboJlsing~t, in.stallatlon of 
water .conserviug: deVices, :plumbing <:Odes: reqUiring warer saving devices, siZeof1ots, outdoor 
water .usepra.cll=, water rales· .and WJlter Tale &ructores. The hlStodcai rat .. of decline 
,cxpaienqed mfuo- . System is. more rapid than .iIIa! iypically el<perlenqed for otbersysten:lS in 
otherpartsoftnecounb:y; 

As shown "n the chart beloW:,l!om 200~ 102010; average residential Illilg. also dc<:lined 
fro"m I If I gallons per day in 2006. to 156.&8110Ils per.dayin ~Ol 0, a dc.cliu,·of'M'Y.. In 
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c 

To fotecastiiJ1:ur~ System demund, projectiol)s wme d~el0l!cdfoJ three. scenarios of 
population .gr!>wth and· mIler usage. 'The scenarios are identified as; "Low," "Bas,;~' jUlli' "High;" 
Jll\\I r~tJl'I't: !b.l'!ilCelY l>\!~ti;!l. ranges "fgwwm ~ased 011 lilstQlic!ren$ an9P)atl\ling ,[0=1 
.~ .. - - . -

Th~ l!M~ .~wfuaP:Il.mi> f9.r~.a$lh!!t ih.~ n!ilni>l;t llf:$yst!$Ie,i!li;I\tilil ®Jjomer.! wilJ 
'd.~ by 1;03:6' iI«OUllliito :l2.ei;89Q~y·20t!l iIild'hy:3}359 a<:¢w.ls'W t24,S61by 204.0. 'fills 
deciinlljIlSI:'Y<;J:actQwt~ iSQ¢IDonSli'iiiiil inJne gn.pb bel!>W;'" ... 

". p;!I\Ol\4~tu4Y. 81·19. 

49 
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