
 

AGENDA 
Water and Wastewater Financing Board 

November 8,, 2012 
10:00 am 

Room 31, Legislative Plaza 
301 Sixth Avenue North 

(6th Avenue between Charlotte Avenue and Union Street) 
Nashville, Tennessee 

 

Call to Order 
 
Approval of Minutes       July 12, 2012    

     
Cases:    Town of Alamo   Crockett County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1581-2011-alamo-afr-cpa12-3-20-12.pdf 
    Town of Alexandria   DeKalb County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1583-2011-alexandria-afr-cpa517-3-01-12.pdf 
    City of Greenfield   Weakley County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1704-2011-greenfield-afr-cpa258-3-21-12.pdf 
    Town of Henning   Lauderdale County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1712-2011-henning-afr-cpa118-3-20-12.pdf 
    City of Moscow   Fayette County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1787-2011-moscow-afr-cpa89-6-13-12.pdf 
    Town of Rossville   Fayette County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1842-2011-rossville-afr-cpa476-2-29-12.pdf 
 
 
Status:    Town of Oneida   Scott County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1811-2011-oneida-afr-cpa385-12-28-11.pdf 
    City of Grand Junction  Hardeman County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1699-2011-grandjunction-afr-cpa89-2-29-12.pdf 
   
 
Cases – Water loss   City of Lenior City   Loudon County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1748-2011-lenoircity-afr-cpa39-6-04-12.pdf 

City of Watertown   Wilson County 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1898-2009-watertown-afr-cpa87-5-17-12.pdf 

 
 
Status – Water loss   Town of Decaturville  Decatur County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1655-2011-decaturville-afr-cpa625-1-03-12.pdf 
 
 
Miscellaneous:   Town of Whiteville   Hardeman County 

City of Whitwell   MarionCounty 
Cases currently under WWFB jurisdiction 

    Water loss status 
    Next meeting   March 14, 2013     
   
Open Discussion 
 

Visitors to the Legislative Plaza are required to pass through a metal detector and must present photo identification.  Individuals with disabilities who wish to participate in this meeting or to 
review filings should contact the Division of Local Government Audit to discuss any auxiliary aids or services need to facilitate such participation.  Such contact may be in person or by writing, 
telephone or other means, and should be made prior to the scheduled meeting date to allow time to provide such aid or service.  Contact the Division of Local Government Audit (Ms. Joyce 
Welborn) for further information. 

505 Deaderick Street, Suite 1500 
James K. Polk State Office Building 

Nashville, TN  37243-1402 
Telephone (615) 401-7864 

Fax (615) 741-6216 
Joyce.Welborn@cot.tn.gov 
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MINUTES 
of the 

WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD MEETING 
July 12, 2012 

10:05 a.m. 
 
Chairperson Ann Butterworth opened the meeting of the Water and Wastewater Financing Board 
(WWFB) at Legislative Plaza, Room 31, in Nashville, Tennessee.   
 
Board members present and constituting a quorum: 
Ann Butterworth, Chairperson, Comptroller Designee 
Tom Moss, Department of Environment and Conservation Designee 
Randy Wilkins, Representing Utility Districts 
Drexel Heidel, Active Employee of a Water Utility District 
Kenny Wiggins, Active Employee of a Municipal Water System 
Ben Bolton, Representing Manufacturing Interests 
 
Staff present from the Office of the Comptroller of the Treasury: 
Joyce Welborn 
Greg Cothron 
Sheila Reed 
 
Approval of Minutes 
Ms. Butterworth moved approval of the minutes of March 8, 2012, and June 6, 2012. Mr. Moss 
seconded the motion.  Motion to approve the minutes was approved unanimously.  
 
Ms. Butterworth asked the members of the Board to introduce themselves and state who they 
represent.  Representatives were present from the City of Kingsport and the City of Columbia.  Mr. Jason 
Griffin was present to discuss depreciation issues. 
 
City of Kingsport – water loss  
Mr. Ryan McReynolds was present to address the Board regarding the City’s excessive water loss of 
36.94%.  The Board questioned the large unbilled metered usage reflected on the reporting worksheet.  
Mr. McReynolds stated that amount accounted for water being used in fire lines.  He also brought to the 
Board’s attention that the City was in compliance with the new standards adopted by the Board 
regarding validity score and non-revenue water as a percent by cost of operating system.  Mr. Moss 
moved to endorse the City’s actions. Mr. Bolton seconded the motion and commended the City for its 
efforts.  The motion was unanimously approved.  
 
City of Columbia 
The City of Columbia had been reported to the Board has having a negative change in net assets in its 
sewer system for two consecutive years.   Effective June 1, 2011, the rates were increased the 
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equivalent of 53% for the 5,000 gallon per month user.  City Manager Paul Boyer and City Attorney Tim 
Tisher were present to answer any questions from the Board members.  It appeared that the problems 
in the City were, in part, related to the cut in manufacturing at the local General Motors plant in 2007.   
The production of a new car at the plant will be a benefit to the City in additional revenue.  Mr. Wiggins 
moved to endorse the actions of the City.  Mr. Moss seconded the motion and it was unanimously 
approved. 
 
Depreciation issues 
Ms. Butterworth recognized Mr. Jason Griffin, an engineer for Springville Utility District.  Mr. Griffin 
requested the assistance of the Board in reviewing the current depreciation criteria.  He asked that the 
depreciation expense be deferred for five to seven years or a waiver be given to allow time for a new 
system to get established and build a cash flow before reverting to the 50 year schedule.  With the new 
technology currently being used to construct the water system in Henry County, he felt it justifiable to 
use an 80-year depreciation schedule for the water mains. Mr. Bolton asked if this technology was being 
used elsewhere, if variance procedures were in place allowing the Board to take such action and if this 
type of depreciation was appropriate for Tennessee.  Mr. Cothron stated that he would have to research 
the legality of the Board altering the depreciation allowance.  Ms. Welborn stated that the Board had no 
variance procedures. Ms. Reed stated that TCA requires utility districts to report in accordance with 
generally accepted accounting principles, which in turn require that the depreciation expense be 
included in the audit.  The previous law that had been repealed allowed the Comptroller’s Office to not 
consider depreciation expense (during the first 7 years of operation) for purposes of reporting to the 
Board.     Mr. Wiggins was concerned that changing the depreciation schedule may create many 
problems with existing systems.  The Board asked Mr. Griffin to submit a written request for the 
depreciation variances and to include any documentation he felt was relevant. 

Cases – Financial distress 
Town of Big Sandy 
The Town of Big Sandy experienced a negative change in net assets in its water and sewer funds for two 
consecutive fiscal years.  During the process of reviewing the needs of the Town, the rates were 
increased by 25%, the tier structure was adjusted, as well as connection, reconnection and tap fees.  
Additionally, a second 15% rate increase will be implemented July 1, 2013 and a 2% annual increase 
thereafter.  Mr. Wilkins moved to endorse the actions of the Town.  Mr. Wiggins seconded the motion 
which passed unanimously.  
 
Cheatham County Water and Wastewater Authority 
The Cheatham County Water and Wastewater Authority experienced a negative change in net assets in 
its sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years.  The Authority furnishes sewer service to the 12 
customers in the Industrial Park in Ashland City.  The sewer rates have been increased twice in the 
previous 18 months (from $6.25 per thousand gallons to $15.00.)   Mr. Wiggins moved to accept the 
actions of the Authority. Ms. Butterworth seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved.  
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City of Clarksburg 
The City of Clarksburg experienced a negative change in net assets in its water and sewer system for the 
last two fiscal years and excessive water loss of 43.553%. Mr. Bolton voted to endorse the 25% rate 
increase adopted by the City in March 2011.  He questioned if the City had chosen to adopt an annual 
rate adjustment based on the cost of living index.  Mr. Wilkins seconded the motion and strongly 
encouraged the City to review its financial condition during and after fiscal year 2013 making any 
necessary adjustments. 
 
Coffee County Sewer System 

The Coffee County Sewer System experienced a negative change in net assets for two consecutive fiscal 
years.  Based on a plan submitted on behalf of the system by John Hall, Mr. Moss moved to endorse the 
plan as follows:  1) a 15% rate increase effective July 1, 2012, with a cost of living adjustment to be made 
annually;  2) an additional rate increase each time the rates are increased by the water provider; 3) the 
assumption of the debt of the system by Coffee County; 4) an influx of $2,000 per month from the 
County Infrastructure Improvement Fund for repair or replacement of 54 sewer pumps; 5) the required 
connection of 34 additional homes in the area; and, 6) compliance by June 30, 2013.  Mr. Wiggins 
seconded the motion.  The Board requested additional information regarding infiltration and inflow in 
the system.  They also asked if the sewer rates were to continue as a flat charge or be based on metered 
water usage in the future.  Ms. Welborn could not answer the questions, but will ask for a response 
from the system.  The motion was unanimously approved. 

Town of Dover 
The Town of Dover had been reported to the Board as having two consecutive years with a negative 
change in net assets in its water and sewer system.  On May 1, 2012, the rates were increased with 
projections of 28% additional revenue.  Recent changes in the system, both operational and accounting, 
will result in lower expenses in the future.  Mr. Heidel moved to endorse the actions of the Town.  Mr. 
Wilkins seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 
 
Town of Eastview 
The Town of Eastview experienced a negative change in net assets for two consecutive years in its water 
system.  In September 2011, the minimum bill was increased by $1.00 per customer per month.  In June 
2012, the amount of usage over the minimum bill was increased by 12%.  Ms. Butterworth made a 
motion to endorse the actions of the Town but strongly suggested the Town, 1) adopt and implement a 
meter replacement policy; 2) rates increases enacted concurrently with any increases from the water 
supplier; 3)conduct a rate study; and, 4)  maintain the fixed assets of the system “in-house.”  Mr. 
Wiggins seconded the motion.  The motion was approved unanimously.  
 
City of Erin 
The City of Erin has been reported to the Board as having experience a negative change in net assets for 
two consecutive years as well as excessive water loss.  Effective July 1, 2011, the City increased its water 
rates by 10% for all usage above the minimum bill and the sewer rates by 2% for all usage above the 

4



minimum bill, generating approximately $80,000.  There are additional rate increases in the budget for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2013.  The City had two projects underway to lower the operating costs 
and reduce a large part of the infiltrations and inflow problem in the system.  A $1,000,000 disaster 
grant had recently been awarded for work at the water treatment plant.  Additional funding has been 
requested to replace current water meters with digital read meters, add master meters to easier locate 
problems, and install a SCADA system to all water tanks to prevent recurring overflows.  New policies 
and procedures had been implemented to address many areas of operation, such as, leak adjustments, 
water loss, meter replacement, and damage to meters or meter boxes.  The Mayor and Board of 
Alderman of the City has expressed a commitment to resolve ongoing problems.    Mr. Bolton made a 
motion to accept the actions of the City.  Ms. Butterworth seconded the motion.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
City of Grand Junction 
The City of Grand Junction has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water and sewer 
system since the fiscal year ending June 30, 2008.  At its May 2011 meeting, the Board voted to allow 
the City to implement annual rate increases of 12% effective July 1, 2011, 2012, and 2013.  Further 
directives from the Board were endorsing a meter replacement program in which 100 meters are 
replaced annually, required monitoring the unmetered usage by farmers, required replacement or 
recalibration of large meters, and investigation and implementation of updated billing software.  The  
City was to report to the Board six months after the first rate increase (approximately March 2012) to 
ensure the actions approved by the Board had been effective.  Since only limited information had been 
received, Mr. Bolton made a motion that the Mayor be required to attend the November 8, 2012, 
WWFB meeting, unless the requested information is received by October 8, 2012.  Mr. Moss seconded 
the motion which was adopted unanimously. 
 
City of Middleton 
The City of Middleton was reported as having two consecutive years with a negative change in net 
assets in its water and sewer system.  The City adopted a rate increase effective July 1, 2012, that will 
increase the average 5,000 gallon water user’s bill by approximately 50%.  Mr. Wiggins voted to endorse 
the actions of the City and recommend the City reconsider adopting some of the recommendations from 
the MTAS rate study, as well as a meter replacement policy.  Mr. Heidel seconded the motion, which 
was adopted unanimously. 
 
City of Wartburg 
The City of Wartburg experienced a negative change in net assets for two consecutive fiscal years in its 
sewer system.  The system has been experiencing infiltration and inflow problems, pump failures and 
issues regarding sludge disposal.  Effective July 1, 2012, the rates will be increased by 20% over the next 
four years.  Authorization to land apply sludge had been granted and operational changes have been 
made to lower expenses.  The City believed they would be in compliance by June 30, 2016.  Mr. Heidel 
moved to accept the actions of the City.  Mr. Bolton seconded the motion.  The motion carried 
unanimously. 
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Town of Whiteville 
The Town of Whiteville experienced a negative change in net assets for two consecutive years in its 
water and sewer fund.  Expenses will be reduced in the near future based on the retirement of a long 
time employee.  Water meter were recently installed in the Town facilities.  The Town adopted a 
substantial rate increase effective July 1, 2012, which is projected to put the Town in compliance by June 
30, 2013.  Mr. Wiggins made a motion to accept the actions of the Town.  Mr. Wilkins seconded the 
motion, which was carried unanimously. 
 
Status Reports 
City of Lakeland 
The City of Lakeland submitted information to the Board updating the financial condition of its sewer 
system.   The rates had been increased 25% for any usage above the minimum bill for calendar year 
2012 (the 6,000 gallon minimum bill remained at the same $27.20 rate),  but the City is still expecting a 
negative change in net assets at June 30, 2012 .  The Board requested the FY 12 audit be submitted and 
another status report be presented in March 2013. 
 
Town of Oneida 
The Town of Oneida submitted draft financial and aging information as required by the Board.   The 
Mayor and City Council are to appear at the meeting on November 8, 2012, since the September 
meeting was cancelled. 
 
City of Pikeville 
The City of Pikeville submitted the information requested by the Board at its last meeting.  No action 
was taken by the Board. 
 
Cases – Water Loss 
Town of Cumberland Gap 
The Town of Cumberland Gap had been reported to the Board for excessive water loss of 47% and 35%.  
The Board reviewed the information submitted and Mr. Moss made a motion to request more 
information on the leak detection program.  Ms. Butterworth seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously. 
 
Town of Decaturville 
The Town of Decaturville had been reported to the Board for excessive water loss of 43.43%.  After 
reviewing the information, Mr. Wilkins made a motion to require additional information be submitted 
for review by the Board at its next meeting.  Mr. Wiggins seconded the motion.  The motion was 
approved unanimously.  
 
Water loss cases 
The Board reviewed information submitted by the Towns of Livingston, Oliver Springs, Scotts Hill and 
Sharon and the Cities of Lobelville and Madisonville.  Mr. Bolton moved to accept the information and 
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review in conjunction with the annual audited statements.   Mr. Moss seconded the motion, which was 
unanimously approved.  
 
Compliance reports 
Ms. Welborn stated the following are now in compliance with the law both financially and for water 
loss:  the Towns of Mason, Rutherford, Stanton, and Tiptonville; the Cities of Bluff City, Graysville, 
Luttrell, Maynardville, Memphis, Whitwell and Winchester; and Hartsville/Trousdale County Utilities. 
 
Miscellaneous Items 
Jurisdiction List 
Ms. Welborn stated that the Board package included a schedule identifying all systems which were 
currently under the Board’s jurisdiction.  The City of Whitwell had been added to the jurisdiction list 
based on receipt of the FY 11 audit.  A separate sheet is included for the systems dealing with excessive 
water loss. 
 
Non-revenue water subcommittee 
Ms. Welborn reminded the Board members, based on the joint meeting with the Utility Management 
Review Board in June, a committee was to be appointed to create a water management plan, and 
develop follow up information for those systems reported to the Board based on existing criteria.  She 
had furnished the Chair with recommendations for members of the committee.  The recommendations 
included a city and a utility district from each grand divisions of the state, Chris Leauber, a TAUD 
representative, and a TDEC representative.  Ms. Welborn would serve as staff.  At this time, none of the 
nominees have been approached to serve on the committee.  All meetings would be subject to the Open 
Meetings Act.  They will serve without any compensation or travel reimbursement.  It was also 
suggested that subcommittees be developed by the members of the committee.  Mr. Wilkins moved to 
authorize the Chairman to appoint the committee.  Mr. Bolton seconded the motion which carried 
unanimously. 
 
Future Meetings 
The next regular meeting was scheduled for November 8, 2012, at 10:00 AM. 
 
Motion made by Ms. Butterworth and seconded by Mr. Bolton to adjourn.  Motion carried unanimously.   
Meeting was adjourned at 12:15 p. m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Ann Butterworth     Joyce Welborn 
Chairperson      Board Coordinator 
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Alamo, Crockett County 
Mayor:  Tommy Green 
Customers: 1,203 water; 1,095 sewer 
Water Loss: 26.19% 
 
The Town of Alamo has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained 
in audited financial statements. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached.  The last rate increase was in 2002.   

The utility has over $1,000,000 in its cash accounts and is debt free. 

According to the Mayor, 70% of the residents of the Town are considered low to 
moderate income and 40% receive social security. 
 
Based on information provided by the Town, FY 12 is projected to reflect a loss of 
approximately $30,000 after depreciation and the receipt of $65,000 in grant funds. 
 
Effective October 1, 2012, the Town increased its rates as follows: 
     Inside   Outside 
Water 
0-2,000 gallons   $7.00   $8.00   
Over 2,000 gallons   $2.20   $2.64 
Sewer rates will remain at 100% of water rates. 
 
Town officials project that the increases will result in approximately $30,336 of 
additional revenue.  Employees of the Town will also be required to pay 5% of the health 
insurance premium in order to help cut expenses. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town.  The Town will 
continue to be under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is received which 
reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2009 2010 2011
Water/sewer revenues 399,953$          402,866$               401,585$               
Other revenues 49,364$            47,840$                 54,257$                 

Total Operating Revenues 449,317$          450,706$               455,842$               

Total Operating Expenses 435,072$          452,776$               501,888$               

Operating Income 14,245$            (2,070)$                 (46,046)$                
Interest Expense

Change in Net Assets 14,245$            (2,070)$                 (46,046)$                

Supplemental Information
Principal payment
Depreciation 112,194$          108,513$               106,370$               

Water Rates
Inside Rate
First 2,000 gallons 6.50$                6.50$                     6.50$                     
All over 2.00$                2.00$                     2.00$                     
Outside Rate
First 2,000 gallons 7.50$                7.50$                     7.50$                     
All over 2.40$                2.40$                     2.40$                     
Water customers 1,206                1,212                     1,203                     
Water Loss 19.51% 24.20% 26.19%
Sewer Rates 100% of water ra 100% of water rates 100% of water rates
Sewer customers 1,097                1,104                     1,095                     

TOWN OF ALAMO
HISTORY FILE
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6WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Alexandria, DeKalb County 
Mayor:  Maria Baker 
Customers: 821 water; 363 sewer 
Water Loss: 50.5% 
 
The Town of Alexandria has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its 
water and sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information 
contained in audited financial statements.  The water system also has excessive water 
losses. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached.  Prior to the July 2011 increase, the last rate 
increase was in 2008.  All water is purchased from the Smith Utility District for $2.83 per 
thousand gallons.  There is an emergency connection with DeKalb Utility District.  

A $500,000 CDBG has been awarded  in order to replace all the two-inch galvanized 
lines in town  and the six-inch main line from pump station into town. These are the areas 
that appear to be causing most of the water loss problems.  The project is scheduled to 
begin in the spring of 2013 and should take approximately six months to complete. 

The current customer base is 872 water and 383 sewer. One reason for the change is the 
inclusion of twenty individually metered customers that were previously included on the 
master meter of the housing authority. 

The Town has yet to adopt its debt management policy.  Also, there are not written 
policies in place for other areas of operation and management, such as purchasing or 
travel.  Staff suggested that they contact MTAS or TAUD to obtain guidance in 
developing such policies. 

Operation of the water and sewer system is contracted to a private company.  The 
operator stated that they have been working diligently to find and repair leaks in the 
system.  In fact, “we dried up three creeks in the process.” 

The preliminary estimates from the Town appear to reflect that the system will be in 
compliance for FY 12 financially as well as with water loss.  Through April 2012, the 
change in net assets is approximately $50,000.  The water loss at that point was 27.589%.  
Currently the water loss is closer to 25%. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town as it relates to water 
loss reduction, rate increases and projected financial compliance.  The Town will 
continue to be under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is received which 
reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2010 2011
Water/sewer revenues 516,954$               462,757$               
Other revenues 2,055$                   57,660$                 

Total Operating Revenues 519,009$               520,417$               

Total Operating Expenses 563,480$               590,019$               

Operating Income (44,471)$               (69,602)$                
Interest Expense 26,966$                 25,702$                 

Change in Net Assets (71,437)$               (95,304)$                

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 34,066$                 15,794$                 
Depreciation 141,202$               140,988$               

Water Rates 8/1/2012
Inside Rate per ordinance
First 2,000 gallons 12.50$                   12.50$                   19.75$                     
All over 4.00$                     4.00$                     7.00$                       
Outside Rate
First 2,000 gallons 18.75$                   18.75$                   28.52$                     
All over 6.00$                     6.00$                     7.00$                       
Water customers 821                        821                        
Water Loss 37.00% 50.49%
Sewer Rates 100% of water rates 100% of water rates 100% of water rates
Sewer customers 363                        363                        

TOWN OF ALEXANDRIA
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  City of Greenfield, Weakley County 
Mayor:  Eddie Joe McKelvy 
Customers: 974 water; 906 sewer 
Water Loss: 16.28% 
 
The City of Greenfield has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained 
in audited financial statements. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached.  Prior to 2012, the rates were last increased in 
2006. 
 
The budget for the City is prepared on a cash basis and that reflects that revenue exceeds 
expenditures. However, referring criteria to the Board for being financially distressed is 
based on the information reflected in the annual “income statement.”  That format 
projects a loss of approximately $68,000 after depreciation. 
 
Effective July 1, 2012, the City increased its sewer minimum bill from $17.00 to $19.70 
for the first 3,000 gallons.  The per thousand gallon amount did not change nor did the 
water rates.  This equates to approximately 7.7% for any sewer customer using the 
average of 5,000 gallons per month.  Staff projected the additional revenue necessary as 
approximately 15%. 
 
Staff also suggested that the minimum usage be lowered from 3,000 gallons to 2,500 or 
2,000 gallons.  Officials stated that 35% of the customers use less 3,000 gallons per 
month. 
 
The Board has historically allowed three full fiscal years for a utility system to show 
audited financial statements which reflect compliance with the law.  The actions taken by 
the City are step one toward that goal. 
 
The next step is……………………. 
 
Staff recommends the Board  
 
 
The City will continue to be under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is 
received which reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2010 2011
Water/sewer revenues 418,232$               420,859$               
Other revenues 31,544$                 38,644$                 

Total Operating Revenues 449,776$               459,503$               

Total Operating Expenses 476,154$               461,917$               

Operating Income (26,378)$               (2,414)$                  
Interest Expense 14,196$                 12,876$                 

Change in Net Assets (40,574)$               (15,290)$                

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 77,208$                 78,528$                 
Depreciation 172,034$               176,757$               

Water Rates
Inside Rate 7/1/2012
First 3,000 gallons 6.00$                     6.00$                     6.00$      
All over 3.00$                     3.00$                     3.00$      
Outside Rate
First 3,000 gallons 10.00$                   10.00$                   10.00$    
All over 3.00$                     3.00$                     3.00$      
Water customers 976                        974                        
Water Loss 25.51% 16.28%
Sewer Rates
Inside Rate
First 3,000 gallons 17.00$                   17.00$                   19.70$    
All over 3.00$                     3.00$                     3.00$      
Outside Rate
First 3,000 gallons 18.00$                   21.00$                   23.70$    
All over 3.00$                     3.00$                     3.00$      
Sewer customers 909                        906                        

CITY OF GREENFIELD
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Henning, Lauderdale County 
Mayor:  Michael Bursey 
Customers: 435 water; 407 sewer 
Water Loss: 50.5% 
 
The Town of Henning has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer systems for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information 
contained in audited financial statements.  The water system also has excessive water 
losses. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached. 
 
Mayor Bursey has been in office since 2009 and is running for re-election this fall.  Staff 
was told that 40% of the customers are on the cutoff list on a regular basis.  However, 
only about ten customers are actually disconnected because many pay at the last minute. 
 
In the last two years, the Town has spent a great deal of money to replace six pumps in 
the water system and three grinder pumps in the sewer system.  A raccoon also got into 
the lift station, causing a lot of damage.  Four major water leaks have been repaired, but 
there are more to locate.  The Mayor believes that the pumps have not been maintained 
adequately, thereby resulting in failure.  The Town will institute a preventative 
maintenance and inspection program to ensure equipment is maintained properly.  The 
Town has invested in updating, sealing, and painting its main water tank.  The main lift 
station was recently pumped to help prevent sewer lines from backing up. 
 
The Town has received approval notice for a CDBG (Disaster Recovery) for $730,000 to 
replace water lines in the downtown area (see map), and generators for the police station 
and community center.  Some of the lines in the downtown area have been in use since 
the 1950’s and are leaking underground.  The grant will also allow the replacement of 
six-inch cast iron main lines.  Plans are being made with the next CDBG to continue the 
replacing and updating of old water lines and meters. 
 
The Town was under the jurisdiction of the Board previously.  The Board mandated a 3% 
annual increase for three consecutive years.  Previous administration instituted the first 
increase in January 2007.  Current administration continued the incrases for two years 
and has tried to hold the increases steady until now. 
 
Staff was told that the Town does not have written policies, but is working on the 
development of those.  It was suggested that MTAS or TAUD may have policies that 
could be adapted to fit the needs of the Town and should be contacted for assistance in 
that area. 
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Staff suggested the Mayor contact MTAS for a rate study.  They should also contact 
TAUD for assistance with the leak issues as well as completing the AWWA water loss 
methodology.  The Town may need to consider using the CDBG funding for line 
replacement instead of automatic meter reading equipment.  A preventative maintenance 
program should be developed for the pumps.  MTAS suggested that, in order to control 
water loss, all lines and meters should be replaced and all incidents of possible water theft 
be investigated. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town.  However, because it 
is apparent that the Town is dependent on the Community Development Block 
Grant program to fund its capital projects, staff also recommends that a rate 
structure be implemented to decrease that dependence.  MTAS should also be 
contacted regarding a rate study.  The Town will continue to be under the 
jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is received which reflects compliance. 
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0% Growth rate Growth rate Growth rate Growth rate
 Audited Projected Projection Projection Projection Projection
Fiscal Year 6/30 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Water/sewer revenues 295,623$               295,623$              295,623$              295,623$              295,623$               295,623$               
Other revenues 21,646$                 21,646$                21,646$                21,646$                21,646$                 21,646$                 

12% 35,475$                35,475$                35,475$                 35,475$                 
Total Operating Revenues 317,269$               317,269$              352,744$              352,744$              352,744$               352,744$               

Total Operating Expenses 294,678$               300,572$              2% 306,583$              312,715$              318,969$               325,349$               

Operating Income 22,591$                 16,697$                46,160$                40,029$                33,774$                 27,395$                 
Interest Expense 33,007$                 32,291$                $31,315 $30,296 $29,226 $28,315
Capital Contributions 2,552$                   
Change in Net Assets (7,864)$                 (15,594)$               14,845$                9,733$                  4,548$                   (920)$                     

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 15,051$                 20,265$                21,241$                22,260$                21,764$                 13,841$                 
Depreciation 133,149$               133,149$              133,149$              133,149$              133,149$               133,149$               

Water Rates Effective 3/1/11
Inside Rate
First 3,000 gallons 19.89$                   
3,001 -5,000 gallons 5.36$                     
5,001 - 8,000 gallons 4.97$                     
All over 4.59$                     
Water customers 435                        
Water Loss 50.50%
Sewer Rates
Sewer customers 407                        

Town of Henning
Projections
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Initial Check list for Addressing Water Loss 

1. Are you billing for all general government water use? Examples: City Hall, Parks, 
Community Centers, etc. 

The town has placed meters on all public buildings including the community center, fire 
department and maintenance department.  A work order is currently in place to place a meter 
on the wastewater treatment building.   Recently, the Town was notified that a 6” water line 
is connected from the Town’s water tank on Highway 51 to the VF Imagewear’s (formally 
Todd Uniforms) high bay building.  This line is not metered and is supposed to provide water 
to the building’s fire suppression system.  Mr. Keith Klutz, the manager on VF Imagewear 
informed me that there was a verbal agreement between former Mayor Montgomery (tenure 
(ended in 1993) and VF Imagewear.  The Town was allowed to place a water tower on their 
land for the fire suppression line.  However, the Town has no way to monitor this line 
without a meter.  We are in the process of sending Mr. Klutz a letter informing him of our 
intentions to monitor the line and set up a formal contract.        

2. Are you accounting for the water used by the water and/or sewer department? 

The water department’s water use is monitored and accounted for.  The sewer department 
water lines are scheduled to be metered.  However, the plant has a low volume use because 
one operator operates both plants and he mainly operates at the water treatment plant.   

3. Do you periodically check or inspect all 2” and larger meters?  

Yes, we have replaced approximately 50 meters last year.  However, most of the meters are 
old and needs replacing.  The current CDBG grant and follow on grant should help us 
replace all meters in the Town with automatic meters.   

4. Do you have a recalibration policy and procedure in place?   
 
The main water meter has not been calibrated.  The operator informed me that it would 
cost more to have someone (who has to come from Alabama) to calibrate the meter 
than to replace the meter.   Currently, we are looking at the cost to replace the meter.   
  

5. Do you have a meter replacement policy?  Is the trigger based on age (length of time in 
service) or on gallons?   
 
Currently, we replace meters based on age and failure of the meters.   
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6. Do you have a process to inspect for unauthorized consumption? What are the 
consequences if unauthorized consumption is discovered? 
 
Yes, our superintendent has 30 years of experience reading and inspecting meters.  The 
meters and lines are inspected at least monthly.  We have found a customer who 
bypassed our meter and connected his own line to his house.  He agreed to repay the 
Town in lieu of being prosecuted in court.      
 

7. Do you have a leak detection program currently in place?  
 
Our leak detection program consists of monitoring the town for leaks coming from the 
ground or from pipes.  We have found several leaks coming from old pipes or broken 
lines underground.  Those lines have been repaired or replaced.     
 

8. Do you have written policies, including a policy for billing adjustments? Are the written 
policies followed correctly by all levels of staff? 

Yes, if a customer has a known leak, we will allow a one-time adjustment of his sewer 
amount to a six month average.  Staff is instructed to apply the same policies to all 
customers including the Mayor.  

9. Do you have authorized non-customer users (volunteer fire departments, etc)?  Do you 
account for the use?  Do you have a method for the user to report water usage? 

The volunteer fire department will use the Town hydrants to refill their tankers when they 
fight fires inside the city limits.  If they fight fires outside the city limits, they must use 
hydrants in the county.  The fire chief should have records of water use based on refills and 
size of the tanks on the trucks.   

10. Is your system “zoned” to isolate water loss? 

Not all systems can be isolated yet.  Some shutoff valves are so old they no longer work.  
We sometimes have to repair leaks with water still running through the lines.  The CDBG 
grant we received should replace the lines and well as provide strategically placed shutoff 
valves to isolate the leaks and prevent water loss.    

11. Do you search for leaks at night when there is little traffic or small household usage? 

Not yet.  We plan to place the operators on a night shift to find, isolate, and fix leaks.   

12. Do you or can you control pressure surges?   
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The system has two water tanks that maintain closed loop equilibrium between them. 
When one tank had to undergo refurbishment, we had multiple leaks in older lines due 
to water hammer in the lines.   However, if a line leaks due to a surge, that line can be 
repaired.    
 

13. Do you have or have access to leak detection equipment?  
 
 If needed, we can have access to leak detection equipment access from Ripley Gas and 
Water.   
 

14. What is your policy for notifying customers they have a leak? 

Our operators and meter readers will notify customers who have a leak by leaving a note on 
their door or notifying them personally.      

15. Do you have a public relations program to encourage citizens to report leaks? 

Yes, most citizens talk with city leaders and employees on a regular basis.    

16. Do you have a policy to prosecute water theft or meter tampering/damage? 
 
Yes, theft of utilities can be prosecuted or retribution made.   
 

17. What is the monetary value of the lost water?  

The town estimates we lose about $5,000 monthly in water loss 

18. Is the cost to repair the leak justified based on the amount of water being lost? 
 
Yes, with a water lose rate over 50%, we are losing too much money in supplies and 
repair of equipment.    

 

Suggestion:  The Division of Water Supply requires a specific person(s) be assigned to the cross 
connection program.  It may be beneficial to assign the same person to account for water loss. 

Mr.  Eddie Raynor will be the person assigned.   
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Mayor’s Notes 

The Town is aware of the high water lose rate and it is believed to be due to the following: 

Age of the water system:  Some water and sewer lines are over 50 years old and have not been 
replaced or maintained on a regular basis.  The current CDBG grant is aimed to replace all cast 
iron main lines.  A follow-up grant will be used to replace all metal service lines and meters.  We 
are working engineers from and Askew and Hargraves (see attachments) to prioritize which 
lines need replacing.  Our goal is to have all metal or cast iron lines replace with PVC lines.   

The water meters are also old and needs replacing.  With the current CDBG grant, we may not 
be able to get new meters due to cost overruns.  Hopefully, new meters will be replaced under 
the next CDBG grant.   

Leaks in the water system:  The Town has isolated water leaks from lines that were leaking 
underground, under old buildings, and inside the community center.  These lines were leaking 
for years.  We are aggressively seeking, isolating, and repairing water lines throughout the 
Town.  

To increase revenue, we passed during the October Board meeting to apply commercial water 
rates to commercial businesses in Town.  Previously, commercial businesses were paying the 
same as residential businesses.  About 30 businesses will be affected by this rate change (see 
Attachment).  We based our rate schedule on a model similar to Ripley Gas and Water.  The 
rate changes should increase our water revenues by $2,000 monthly. 
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  City of Moscow, Fayette County 
Mayor:  Gladys Kercheval 
Customers: 268 water; 268 sewer 
Water Loss: 28.22% 
 
The City of Moscow has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained 
in audited financial statements. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached.  The rates were increased 35% in 2010.  On 
July 1, 2012, the rates were increased by 9% on both the minimum and the overage.  
Effective October 1, 2012, the minimum bill was raised another 5%.  These are all 
residential changes.  Other percentages of change affected the commercial and industrial 
customers. 
 
The general fund of the City has no debt.  The debt in the utility system will be in 
repayment until 2028.  The City has no plans to borrow funds anytime soon, so they have 
not yet adopted a debt management policy. 
 
Recently, they started using a collection agency to collect past due bills.  They also 
started taking credit cards for utility payments. 
 
Projections for the year ending June 30, 2012 reflect a negative change in net assets of 
approximately $44,000. 
 
Based on an average of 5,000 gallons per month, the residential water rate increased 
13.7%, commercial increased 82% and industrial increased 122%.  Sewer rates are 
equivalent to water rates since the rates reflected in the audit ending June 30, 2011. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the City of Moscow.  The City 
will continue to be under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is received 
which reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2010 2011
Water/sewer revenues 167,316$               201,047$               
Other revenues 1,048$                   26,236$                 
Insurance reimbursements 45,321$                 
Total Operating Revenues 213,685$               227,283$               

Total Operating Expenses 283,745$               238,888$               

Operating Income (70,060)$               (11,605)$                

Interest Expense 13,415$                 11,156$                 

Change in Net Assets (83,475)$               (22,761)$                

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 28,929$                 38,922$                 
Depreciation 69,591$                 68,700$                 

Water Rates
Residential
First 2,000 gallons 22.95$                   22.95$                   
All over 1.35$                     1.35$                     
Commercial
First 2,000 gallons 28.35$                   28.35$                   
All over 1.35$                     1.35$                     
Industrial
First 2,000 gallons 75.60$                   75.60$                   
All over 1.35$                     1.35$                     
Water customers 276                        268                        
Water Loss 19.56% 28.22%
Sewer Rates 100% of water rates 100% of water rates
Sewer customers 262                        268                        

TOWN OF MOSCOW
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Rossville, Fayette County 
Mayor:  James Gaither 
Customers: 299 water; 290 sewer 
Water Loss: 26.19% 
 
The Town of Rossville has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained 
in audited financial statements. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached.  The last water rate increase was in 2003.  The 
last sewer increase was approximately 20 years ago.   
 
The major sewer user in the Town is the Kellogg Company, which has its own water 
source.  The contract negotiated and signed in 1969 with Tennessee Foods, Inc. (now 
Kellogg), included percentages of expenses that would be paid to the Town for continued 
operation of the sewer system.  For the year ended June 30, 2011, the total amount of 
those expenses was just over $90,000. Kellogg has been billed for almost $64,000 based 
on the original percentages. 
 
In 2004, the Town annexed an area to prevent encroachment of a neighboring Town.  
Twelve customers were added at that time.  In 2008, a second annexation. at the request 
of Fayette County, was undertaken to encompass an area for a railroad intermodal.  It is 
estimated that only two residential customers will be added with that annexation.  These 
two annexations basically tripled to land area of the Town.  With the exceptions of the 
annexations, there is no growth in the Town. 
 
As a result of a MTAS rate study, water and sewer rates were drastically increased as 
explained in the material from the Mayor.  The Town also repaid a loan for the water 
department which will reduce some debt related expenses. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town of Rossville.  The 
Town will continue to be under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is 
received which reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2010 2011
Water/sewer revenues 132,194$               143,723$               
Other revenues 44,340$                 17,419$                 

Total Operating Revenues 176,534$               161,142$               

Total Operating Expenses 177,053$               198,378$               

Operating Income (519)$                    (37,236)$                
Interest Expense 26,221$                 25,597$                 

Change in Net Assets (26,740)$               (62,833)$                

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 7,175$                   7,798$                   
Depreciation 67,793$                 67,793$                 

Water Rates
Inside Rate
First 1,000 gallons 3.75$                     
1,001 -3,000 gallons 1.25$                     
3,001 - 7,000 gallons 0.75$                     
All over 0.67$                     
Water customers 299                        
Water Loss 11.89%
Sewer Rates
First 13,500 gallons 9.00$                     
13,501 -15,000 gallons 0.29$                     
15,001 - 100,000 gallons 0.26$                     
All over 0.23$                     

TOWN OF ROSSVILLE
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
Case:  Town of Oneida, Scott County 
Mayor:  Jack Lay 
Customers: 4,341 water, 1,857 sewer 
Water loss: 27.6% 
 
The Town of Oneida has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer system for the last two fiscal years according to the information contained in 
audited financial statements for June 30, 2009, 2010 and 2011.  The financial and rate 
history is reflected on the attached sheet. 
 
The loss of one customer, Armstrong Flooring, and a major cutback at Barna Log Homes 
resulted in a monthly revenue decrease of $10,000.  A few months ago, the staff was told 
the local hospital closed. 
 
The last rate increase in the City utility department was in 2001.  However, a $3.50 
monthly surcharge was put in place during 2008 and 2009. In 2010, there was no 
surcharge.   In January 2011 the City Council adopted a $4.50 monthly surcharge which 
is projected to generate approximately $243,000 annually.  That amount does not appear 
to be sufficient to solve the financial woes of the utility.  Actual year-to-date financials 
through April 30, 2011, appear to reflect that the financial condition is worsening.  Using 
a year to date comparison, as of April 30, the positive change in net assets dropped from 
$110,552 in 2010 to $23,952 in 2011.  Those amounts, however, did not include 
depreciation.  The inclusion of depreciation resulted in a negative change in net assets for 
2010 and a projected negative change for 2011. 
 
The City has written policies in place for the operation of the utility system.  The debt 
management policy is also in place. 
 
In mid-February 2011, the water manager wrote a personal check to the water 
department funds in order to pay bills of the department.  That money was repaid to the 
manager in March 2012.  The transaction took place without the authorization of the City 
officials. 
 
The information in italics is new information for the Board, but the basic case study 
is from November 2011.  The information submitted by the City for the July 
meeting is included in the packet at the request of the Board members. 
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 Audited Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2008 2009 2010 2011
Water and sewer revenues 2,072,861$     2,041,863$      1,894,599$      1,859,888$       
Other revenues 182,120$        175,353$         152,677$         170,815$          
Contributed Capital 559,628$        74,740$           255,453$         483,659$          
Total Operating Revenues 2,814,609$     2,291,956$      2,302,729$      2,514,362$       

Total Operating Expenses 2,600,584$     2,398,526$      2,369,120$      2,440,393$       

Operating Income 214,025$        (106,570)$        (66,391)$          73,969$            
Interest Expense 169,874$        157,556$         153,661$         152,084$          
Change in Net Assets 44,151$          (264,126)$        (220,052)$        (78,115)$           

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 380,993$        72,754$           75,625$           78,221$            
Depreciation 479,923$        547,087$         547,145$         542,670$          

Water Rates
Inside rates 1/1/2012
First 2,000 gallons 8.65$              8.65$               8.65$               8.65$                12.11$    
2,001 - 10,000 gallons 3.25$              3.25$               3.25$               3.25$                
All over 2.93$              2.93$               2.93$               2.93$                4.55$      
Outside rates
First 2,000 gallons 12.70$            12.70$             12.70$             12.70$              17.78$    
2,001 - 10,000 gallons 5.06$              5.06$               5.06$               5.06$                
All over 4.95$              4.95$               4.95$               4.95$                7.00$      
Water customers 4,418              4,389               4,341               4,347                
Water Loss 25.26% 19.00% 27.60% 31.40%
Sewer Rates
Inside rates
Minimum bill 12.00$            12.00$             12.00$             12.00$              16.80$    
Per 1,000 gallons 6.00$              6.00$               6.00$               6.00$                8.40$      
Outside rates
Minimum bill 12.72$            12.72$             12.72$             12.72$              17.81$    
Per 1,000 gallons 6.36$              6.36$               6.36$               6.36$                8.90$      
Sewer customers 1,777              1,857               1,857               1,823                
Monthly customer surcharge 3.50$              3.50$               4.50$                

TOWN OF ONEIDA
HISTORY FILE

54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  City of Grand Junction, Hardeman County 
Mayor:  Curtis Lane 
Customers: 481 water, 219 sewer 
Water loss: 45.55% 
 
The City of Grand Junction has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its 
water and sewer system since the fiscal year ending June 30, 2008 according to the 
information contained in audited financial statements. 
 
Mayor Lane appeared before the Board at its May 12, 2011, meeting.  Staff 
recommended the City increase its rates by 36%.  However, the Board voted to: 
 

1. Allow the City to implement an annual rate increase of 12% beginning July 1, 
2011, 2012 and 2013; 

2. Endorse a meter change out program in which 100 meters are replaced annually; 
3. Require the City to more closely watch the water usage by farmers; 
4. Require the City to replace or recalibrate the large meters within the system; and, 
5. Request the City investigate the purchase and implementation of updated billing 

software. 
 
The City was to report to the Board six months after the implementation of the first rate 
increase (approximately March 2012) to ensure the actions approved by the Board have 
been effective.  That plan was to include projections that will resulted in financial 
compliance, evidence of a reduced water loss, the adoption of a debt management 
policy and the status of the meter change replacement plan. 
 
Due to a death in the family, the City was granted a postponement until July 12, 2012. 
 
It appears that water loss has decreased from 63.39% in FY 09 to 43.23% for FY 12, 
there is still much more improvement that needs to be made. 
 
As of June 26, 2012, the only information submitted by the City has been water 
loss percentage changes duringFY 10 – FY 12.  Staff recommends the Board 
require the Mayor to attend the next meeting of the Water and Wastewater 
Financing Board to provide current information within the water and sewer 
systems of the City of Grand Junction. 
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 Audited Audited Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Water and sewer revenues 204,039$        213,768$       197,020$       188,031$       185,608$     
Other revenues 11,508$          15,273$         14,858$         23,824$         14,568$       
Capital Contributions 83,422$          2,469$           
Total Operating Revenues 298,969$      231,510$      211,878$      211,855$     200,176$   

Total Operating Expenses 238,658$      232,889$      222,191$      239,949$     211,379$   

Operating Income 60,311$          (1,379)$          (10,313)$        (28,094)$        (11,203)$     
Interest Expense 20,370$          19,211$         18,033$         16,567$         16,328$       
Transfer -$                   -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                
Change in Net Assets 39,941$        (20,590)$      (28,346)$      (44,661)$      (27,531)$   

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 44,535$          43,582$         42,549$         33,191$         21,096$       
Depreciation 63,600$          64,240$         61,809$         60,872$         60,694$       

Water rates
Inside 
First 2,000 gallons 9.70$             9.70$             9.70$             9.70$             9.70$          
All over 1.75$             1.75$             1.75$             1.75$             1.75$          
Outside
First 2,000 gallons 14.60$           14.60$           14.60$           14.60$           14.60$         
All over 2.70$             2.70$             2.70$             2.70$             2.70$          
Sewer rates 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Water customers 477                428                478                481               466             
Sewer customers 215                190                218                219               214             
Water loss 63.39% 45.55%

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
HISTORY FILE
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July 17, 2012     RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
 
Mayor Curtis Lane 
City of Grand Junction 
P. O. Box 129 
Grand Junction, TN  38039-0129 
 
Dear Mayor Lane: 
 
The Water and Wastewater Financing Board (WWFB) met on July 12, 2012, in part, to 
discuss the financially distressed situation of the City of Grand Junction, as well as 
excessive water loss.  The Board voted to require the Mayor to attend the November 8, 
2012, meeting of the WWFB.  The attendance is not required if the information requested 
by the WWFB at its May 12, 2011, meeting is received by October 8, 2012.  That 
information is as follows: 
 

1. Verification that the meter replacement program in which 100 meters are replaced 
annually has been implemented and followed; 

2. Verification that the non-metered water usage by farmers is being monitored; 
3. Verification that the large meters in the system have been replace or recalibrated;  
4. Verification that the City investigated the purchase and implementation of updated 

billing software; and,  
5. Financial projections that the steps adopted by the City will result in compliance. 

 
Mike Bryan has already submitted evidence of water loss reduction and stated that the 
meter replacement goal is behind schedule with only 72 of the 100 promised meters 
being replaced.    He also provided a debt management policy, but there was no evidence 
the policy had been adopted. 
 
If you need further assistance, please contact me at (615) 401-7864 
or Joyce.Welborn@cot.tn.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Joyce Welborn 
Board Coordinator 

68

mailto:Joyce.Welborn@cot.tn.gov


69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



July 18, 2012  
      
Mayor Jerry Buchanan 
Town of Decaturville 
P. O. Box 159 
Decaturville, TN 38329 
 
Dear Mayor Buchanan: 
 
The Water and Wastewater Financing Board (Board) met on July 12, 2012, in part, to 
discuss the excessive water loss in the Town of Decaturville.  The Board voted to request 
more information as follows: 
 

1. Why do you not have a leak detection program? 
2. Why does City Hall and the warehouse not have a water bill?  Are they not 

metered? 
3. What is a leak detection meter? 
4. You responded “no” to several questions.  Please provide detail. 
5. Please elaborate on the funding and define for “leaky water meters” described in 

your letter. 
 
The answers should be in our office no later than October 1, 2012, in order to be 
presented to the Board at its November meeting. 
 
If you have any questions or need further assistance, please contact me at (615) 401-
7864 or Joyce.Welborn@cot.tn.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Joyce Welborn 
Board Coordinator 
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August 8, 2012 
 
Mayor James Bellar 
Town of Whiteville 
P. O. Box 324 
Whiteville, TN  38075-0324 
 
Dear Mayor Bellar: 
 
It has come to my attention that officials with the Town of Whiteville reversed the 
plan previously submitted to and approved by the Water and Wastewater 
Financing Board (WWFB) to eliminate the financially distressed situation of the 
water and sewer system. 
 
Tennessee Code Annotated 7-34-114 requires, in part “…rates, fees or charges 
presecirbed shall be such as will produce revenue at least sufficient to pay when 
due all bonds and interest…including reserves…provide for all expenses of 
operation and maintenance…”   
 
Also, Tennessee Code Annotated 9-21-308 requires, in part “The governing 
body…shall prescribe and collect reasonable rates, fees or charges…and shall 
revise such…so that the public works project or projects shall be and always 
remain self-supporting.  The rates, fees or charges prescribed shall be at least 
sufficient to produce revenue to provide for all expenses of operation and 
maintenance of the public works project or projects, including reasonable reserves 
therefor; and pay when due all bonds and notes and interest thereon…” 
 
Since the actions approved by the WWFB have been reversed by the Town, Town 
officials are required to appear at the WWFB meeting on November 8, 2012, with 
an alternative plan.  The meeting will begin at 10:00 am in Room 31 of the 
Legislative Plaza in Nashville, Tennessee. 
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The alternative plan should clearly demonstrate how the Town will resolve its 
financially distressed situation.  The plan should include any actions taken and the 
resulting financial impact.  The revenues of the system are highly dependent on 
the local correctional facilities.   Therefore, evidence should be presented which 
reflects the impact on those facilities or any other facility that accounts for a large 
portion of the revenue.  If contracts are to be renegotiated with the facilities, that 
evidence should also be included. If any portion of the plan is dependent upon 
reduction of expenses, those should be itemized with the resulting financial 
impact.  Historically, the WWFB has allowed a municipality three fiscal years to 
resolve the issues.  For that reason, the plan should take no longer than three 
fiscal years to show a positive change in net assets. 
 
The University of Tennessee’s Municipal Technical Advisory Service is available to 
assist you if it is determined you need a complete rate study or many other areas.  
Please contact them as soon as possible. 
 
If you have any questions or need further assistance, please contact me at (615) 
401-7864 or Joyce.Welborn@cot.tn.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Joyce Welborn 
Board Coordinator 
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SYSTEM COUNTY LAST AUDIT LAST BD APPEARANCE
Town of Alamo Crockett 2011 Nov-12
Town of Alexandria DeKalb 2011 Nov-12
City of Allardt Fentress 2011 Nov-10
Town of Atwood Carroll 2011 Mar-12
Town of Baileyton Greene 2011 Nov-11
City of Bartlett Shelby 2011 Jul-11
Town of Baxter              WL Putnam 2011 Nov-11
City of Bells Crockett 2011 Nov-12
Town of Big Sandy Benton 2011 Jul-12
Town of Carthage Smith 2011 Jul-11
Cheatham County WTA Cheatham 2011 Jul-12
City of Clarksburg Carroll 2011 Jul-12
Coffee County WTA Coffee 2011 Jul-12
City of Columbia Maury 2011 Jul-12
City of Copperhill           WL Polk 2010 Nov-11
Town of Cumberland Gap WL Claiborne 2011 Jul-12
Town of Decaturville       WL Decatur 2011 Jul-12
City of Decherd              WL Franklin 2011 Mar-12
Town of Dover Stewart 2011 Jul-12
Town of Dresden            WL Weakley 2011 Nov-11
Town of Eastview McNairy 2011 Jul-12
City of Elizabethton Carter 2011 Jul-11
City of Erin                    WL Houston 2011 Jul-12
City of Etowah McMinn 2011 Nov-11
City of Friendship Crockett 2011 Nov-09
City of Friendsville          WL Blount 2011 Jul-11
City of Grand Junction Fayette 2011 Jul-12
Town of Greeneville Greene 2011 Mar-12
Town of Greenfield Weakley 2011 Nov-12
City of Harriman             WL Morgan 2011 Nov-11
Town of Henning Lauderdale 2011 Nov-12
City of Hohenwald           WL Lewis 2011 Nov-11
Humphreys County Humphreys 2011 Mar-12
Town of Jasper Marion 2011 Jul-11
City of Jellico                  WL Campbell 2011 Nov-11
Town of Jonesborough Washington 2011 Nov-11
City of Kenton                WL Gibson/Obion 2011 Nov-12
City of Kingsport            WL Hawkins/Sullivan 2011 Jul-12
City of Lake City            WL Anderson/Campbell 2011 Jul-12
City of Lakeland Shelby 2011 Jul-12
City of LaVergne Rutherford 2011 Jul-11
Lenior City                    WL Loudon 2011 Nov-12
Lincoln County              WL Lincoln 2011 Mar-12
Town of Livingston         WL Overton 2011 Jul-12
City of Lobelville             WL Perry 2011 Jul-12
City of Madisonville          WL Monroe 2011 Jul-12
City of McEwen Humphreys 2011 May-11
City of McKenzie           WL Carroll 2011 Nov-11
Town of McLemoresville  WL Carroll 2011 Jul-10
City of Michie McNairy 2011 Mar-12
City of Middleton Hardeman 2011 Jul-12
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Town of Moscow Fayette 2011 Nov-12
Town of Mosheim Greene 2011 Sep-10
Town of Mountain City    WL Johnson 2011 Nov-11
City of Mount Pleasant   WL Maury 2011 Mar-12
City of Niota McMinn 2010 May-11
Town of Oliver Springs    WL Anderson/Morgan/Ro 2011 Jul-12
Town of Oneida Scott 2011 Jul-12
City of Pikeville               WL Bledsoe 2011 Jul-12
City of Puryear Henry 2011 Nov-10
City of Ramer McNairy 2011 May-11
City of Rives Obion 2011 Nov-10
City of Rockwood Roane 2011 Nov-11
Town of Rossville Fayette 2011 Nov-12
Town of Sardis Henderson 2011 Mar-12
City of Savannah Hardin 2011 Sep-10
Town of Scotts Hill         WL Henderson 2011 Jul-12
Town of Sharon            WL Weakley 2011 Jul-12
City of Spencer             WL Van Buren 2011 Nov-11
City of Springfield          WL Robertson 2011 Mar-12
Town of Tellico Plains    WL Monroe 2011 Nov-11
Town of Trezevant          WL Carroll 2011 Nov-11
Town of Vonore Blount/Monroe 2011 Mar-12
City of Wartburg Morgan 2011 Jul-12
Town of Wartrace          WL Bedford 2011 Nov-11
Watauga River Reg WA  WL Carter 2011 Mar-13
City of Watertown         WL Wilson 2009 Nov-12
City of Waverly Humphreys 2011 Jul-11
City of Westmoreland    WL Sumner 2011 Nov-11
Town of Whiteville Hardeman 2011 Jul-12
City of Whitwell             WL Marion 2011 Nov-12
Town of Woodbury        WL Cannon 2011 Nov-11
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WATER LOSS STATUS

Utility system
original 

referral %
original audit 
referral date

subsequent 
review %

subsequent 
review date

subsequent 
review %

subsequent 
review date

Alexandria 37.00% 6/30/2010 50.49% 6/30/2011
Baxter 38.42% 6/30/2010 41.60% 6/30/2011
Copperhill 50.35% 6/30/2009 55.12% 6/30/2011
Cumberland Gap 47.00% 6/30/2010 35.00% 6/30/2011
Decaturville 35.09% 6/30/2009 34.77% 6/30/2010 43.43% 6/30/2011
Decherd 40.935% 6/30/2010 40.50% 6/30/2011
Dresden 38.859% 6/30/2010 38.87% 6/30/2011
Elizabethton 49.99% 6/30/2010 54.92% 6/30/2011
Erin 51.00% 6/30/2010 49.76% 6/30/2011
Friendsville 40.35% 6/30/2010 38.05% 6/30/2011
Grand Junction 45.55% 6/30/2010 not included 6/30/2011
Harriman 54.30% 6/30/2010 56.18% 6/30/2011
Henning 54.584% 6/30/2010 50.50% 6/30/2011
Hohenwald 46.00% 6/30/2010 36.00% 6/30/2011
Jasper 43.08% 4/30/2010 35.60% 6/30/2011
Jellico 43.76% 6/30/2010 40.25% 6/30/2011
Jonesborough 56.11% 6/30/2010 56.54% 6/30/2011
Kenton 48.80% 6/30/2010 46.40% 6/30/2011
Kingsport 36.94% 6/30/2011
Lake City 46.07% 6/30/2010 39.83% 6/30/2011
Lenior City 34.62% 6/30/2010 37.70% 6/30/2011
Lincoln County 38.76% 6/30/2010 38.95% 6/30/2011
Livingston 35.82% 6/30/2011
Lobelville 48.00% 6/30/2011
Madisonville 36.00% 6/30/2011
McEwen 37.76% 6/30/2009 45.15% 6/30/2010 44.22% 6/30/2011
McKenzie 54.02% 6/30/2010 53.28% 6/30/2011
McLemoresville 100.00% 6/30/2010 100.00% 6/30/2011
Michie 39.00% 6/30/2010 37.00% 6/30/2011
Mountain City 42.67% 6/30/2010 45.23% 6/30/2011
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Mount Pleasant 48.00% 6/30/2010 42.00% 6/30/2011
Oliver Springs 53.364% 6/30/2010 49.56% 6/30/2011
Pikeville 43.553% 6/30/2010 43.34% 6/30/2011
Puryear 49.00% 6/30/2010 41.00% 6/30/2011
Rockwood 37.90% 6/30/2010 43.60% 6/30/2011
Scotts Hill 34.64% 6/30/2010 39.16% 6/30/2011
Sharon 32.10% 6/30/2010 47.20% 6/30/2011
Spencer 39.84% 6/30/2010 41.61% 6/30/2011
Springfield 38.10% 6/30/2010 38.03% 6/30/2011
Tellico Plains 52.88% 6/30/2010 51.24% 6/30/2011
Trezevant 48.30% 6/30/2007 57.41% 6/30/2010 52.82% 6/30/2011
Wartrace 44.00% 6/30/2010 48.00% 6/30/2011
Watauga River Regional 60.07% 6/30/2009 59.47% 6/30/2010 58.43% 6/30/2011
Watertown 40.88% 6/30/2008 48.69% 6/30/2009
Waverly 47.64% 6/30/2010 52.00% 6/30/2011
Westmoreland 42.00% 6/30/2010 46.00% 6/30/2011
Woodbury 46.00% 6/30/2010 44.06 6/30/2011
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