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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Q1. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS AND OCCUPATION FOR 2 

THE RECORD. 3 

A1. My name is Clark Kaml.  My business address is the Office of the Tennessee Attorney 4 

General, John Sevier State Office Building, 500 Dr. Martin L. King Jr. Blvd., Nashville, 5 

Tennessee 37243.  I am a Financial Analyst employed by the Consumer Advocate Division 6 

in the Office of the Tennessee Attorney General (the “Consumer Advocate”).  7 

Q2. PLEASE PROVIDE A SUMMARY OF YOUR BACKGROUND AND 8 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 9 

A2. I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Economics from the University of North Dakota 10 

in 1987 and a Master of Arts Degree in Economics from the University of North Dakota in 11 

1988.  I have more than 30 years of experience working in the regulated utility industries 12 

including electric, natural gas, telephone, and water.  I have worked for various agencies 13 

including the Public Service Commission of North Dakota, the Kansas Corporation 14 

Commission, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission, the Minnesota Office of the 15 

Attorney General, and the Grant County Public Utility District.  I have worked with private 16 

companies, municipalities, and served on a Rate Committee.  I served as Co-Chair of the 17 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC”) Staff 18 

Subcommittee on Strategic Issues, am currently Co-Chair of the National Association of 19 

State Utility Consumer Advocates (“NASUCA”) Gas Committee, and a member of the 20 

GTI Energy Public Interest Advisory Committee.  In addition, I am the author of the book 21 
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“Don’t Fear the Cost Study.”1   1 

Q3. HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED TESTIMONY BEFORE THE 2 

TENNESSEE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION (“TPUC” OR THE 3 

“COMMISSION”)? 4 

A3. Yes.  I filed testimony in the Tennessee-American Water Company’s (“TAWC” or “the 5 

Company”) recent rate case, TPUC Docket No. 24-00032, the Limestone Water Utility 6 

Operating Company’s recent rate case, TPUC Docket No. 24-00044, Chattanooga Gas 7 

Company’s Annual Rate Review, TPUC Docket No. 25-00028, the Kingsport Power 8 

Company’s Alternative Rate Mechanisms, TPUC Docket No. 25-00022, Piedmont’s 9 

Annual Rate Review Filing, TPUC Docket No. 25-00036, TAWC’s Approval of Merger, 10 

TPUC Docket No. 25-00040, Limestone’s Petition for Approval of Loan Agreement, 11 

TPUC Docket No. 25-00066, Integrated Resources Management’s Petition for an 12 

Alternative Rate Mechanism, TPUC Docket No. 25-00072, Spire’s Petition to purchase 13 

Piedmont’s Tennessee operations, TPUC Docket No. 25-00074, Two Rivers Utility, LLC 14 

Application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, TPUC Docket No. 25-15 

00073, TAWC’s PFAS Settlement Fund Investigation, TPUC Docket No. 25-00086, and 16 

TAWC Petition to adopt an Annual Review Mechanism, TPUC Docket No. 25-00089. 17 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY AND RECOMMENDATION 18 

Q4. ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING? 19 

A4. I am testifying on behalf of the Consumer Advocate.   20 

 
1  Clark Kaml, Don’t Fear the Cost Study (2022). 
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Q5.  WHAT IS THE SCOPE OF YOUR REVIEW IN THIS PROCEEDING? 1 

A5. My testimony addresses Limestone’s rate design including its calculation and application 2 

of Equivalent Residential Units (“ERU”). 3 

Q6. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 4 

A6.  I recommend that the Commission require the following: 5 

• Detailed formulas and methodologies for ERU calculations be included in the tariff; 6 

• Clear procedures for reviewing and adjusting ERU values; 7 

• Use of actual usage data where feasible; 8 

• Transparency and reproducibility in all calculations; 9 

• Require Limestone to recover the carrying charges over a 3-year period rather than 10 

in one year.  In the alternative, require Limestone file new rates in one year 11 
including an adjustment to reflect removal of the carrying charges.  12 

• Additional Consumer Advocate recommendations are provided in the testimony of 13 
Consumer Advocate witness Mr. Novak. 14 

III. RATE DESIGN 15 

Q7. HAVE YOU ADDRESSED THIS ISSUE PREVIOUSLY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 16 

A7. Yes.  My direct testimony in this proceeding addressed rate design principles and the use 17 

of ERUs to calculate customer bills.  18 

Q8. WHAT RATEMAKING PRINCIPLES WERE ADDRESSED IN YOUR EARLIER 19 

TESTIMONY.  20 

A8. My testimony addressed generally accepted rate design principles, largely derived from 21 

James Bonbright’s in Principles of Public Utility Rates, including:2  22 

 
2 JAMES C. BONBRIGHT, PRINCIPLES OF PUBLIC UTILITY RATES, p. 291 (1961). 
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• Practical attributes of simplicity, understandability, public acceptability, and 1 
feasibility of application;  2 

• Freedom from controversies as to proper interpretation;  3 

• Effectiveness of yielding total revenue requirements under the fair return standard; 4 

• Revenue stability from year to year; 5 

• Stability of rates themselves, minimal unexpected changes seriously adverse to 6 
existing customers;  7 

• Fairness of the specific rates in the apportionment of total costs of service among 8 

different consumers; 9 

• Avoidance of “undue discrimination” in rate relations; and 10 

• Efficiency in discouraging wasteful use while promoting justified types and 11 

amounts of use:  12 

o In control of total amounts of service; and 13 

o In the control of relative uses of alternative types of service. 14 

Additional principles include: 15 

• Cost causation: the price of utility service should reflect the economic cost of 16 
providing service to the customers who cause the utility to incur the expense; 17 

• Offer customers multiple rate options;  18 

• Engage with stakeholders during the process; 19 

• Customer-centric rate design; and  20 

• Value-of-service pricing. 21 

Q9. WHAT ARE SOME OF THE DIFFICULTIES IN APPLYING THESE 22 

PRINCIPLES? 23 

A9. Bonbright noted that the list is important in reminding rate makers of the multitude of 24 

considerations.3  However, there are ambiguities, overlapping characteristics, and failure 25 

to offer any rules of priority.  As such, it may not be possible to produce a single rate design 26 

 
3 Id. at p. 292. 
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which is simple, fair, and free of controversy. 1 

Q10. HOW DOES LIMESTONE’S PROPOSED COMMERCIAL RATES COMPARE 2 

WITH THESE PRINCIPLES? 3 

A10. Limestone’s commercial rate design falls short in several fundamental respects: 4 

• It is not simple, easily understood, and its application lacks transparency;5 

• Customers lack sufficient information to estimate ERUs;6 

• ERU determinations are subject to interpretation and potential dispute;7 

• The tariff does not explain how the ERUs are changed or challenged;8 

• The rate structure lacks a usage-based component and does not send price signals;9 

• Customer bills have not been stable following implementation of ERU-based10 

rates; and11 

• There is insufficient information to evaluate whether rates are equitable across12 

customers.13 

Q11. ARE THERE POSITIVE ASPECTS OF THE RATE DESIGN? 14 

A11. Yes.  Assuming that ERUs remain fixed absent Commission approval: 15 

• The method provides predictability in billing and revenue stability;16 

• It is effective in achieving revenue requirements; and17 

• Once an ERU is assigned, the bill calculation is straight forward.18 

Q12. EXPLAIN AN ERU IN MORE DETAIL. 19 

A12. The American Water Works Association describes an ERU and the context in which ERUs 20 

are used as follows:4 21 

[System Development Charges (SDCs)] are most commonly charged on a 22 

4 PRINCIPLES OF WATER: RATES, FEES, AND CHARGES – M1, p. 327, American Water Works Association 

(7th ed, 2017).  The Consumer Advocate notes that ERUs are not discussed in this manual’s section on rate design. 

Id. at pp. 103-172 (Section IV. Rate Design, 101).  A copy of this chapter is attached as CA Exhibit CDK-1. 
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per equivalent residential unit (ERU) residential equivalent unit (REU), 1 
equivalent dwelling unit (ED), equivalent living unit (EL), or capacity unit 2 

– is representative of the water capacity (average or peak) required to serve 3 
a typical individually metered single-family residential customer. 4 

Limestone relied on the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 5 

(“TDEC”) design criteria, which assumed a typical residential flow of approximately 300 6 

gallons per day for an ERU.5  7 

Q13. HOW ARE ERU VALUES ASSIGNED TO INDIVIDUAL CUSTOMERS? 8 

A13.  Limestone stated that it reviews each commercial connection and assigns a facility type 9 

based on TDEC criteria.  Based upon my review of the process, it includes: 10 

• Identifying facility type;6 11 

• Determining the appropriate unit of measurement through publicly available 12 

information (e.g. commercial customers’ websites);7 13 

• Estimating the number of units based upon the publicly available information (i.e. 14 
commercial customers’ websites);8 and 15 

• Applying the TDEC design flow assumptions.9 16 

The resulting estimate is divided by 300 gallons to derive the ERU estimate.  Small 17 

businesses were assigned 1 ERU comparable to a residential customer.  Higher ERU values 18 

were assigned based on anticipated higher flows. 19 

These estimates are based on theoretical capacity designs associated with the type of 20 

facilities, not on the actual flow, water usage information for each site, or discussions with 21 

 
5 Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas, Exhibit AJS 3 TDEC’s Design Criteria, TPUC Docket No. 24-00044 

(Phase 1) (July 16, 2024).   

6   Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 9:25, TPUC Docket No. 24-00044 (Phase 2) (March 2, 2026). 

7  Id. at 10:4-8.  

8  Id.   

9  Id. at 8:16-22.  Again, this is criteria for calculating a design flow for construction of a wastewater 

system, not for the calculation of just and reasonable rates. 
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each customer to determine use of the facility.  There is no evidence in the record linking 1 

actual designs or use by individual customers to the design criteria utilized by Limestone. 2 

Limestone’s ERU estimates are based on assumptions rather than facts regarding the 3 

construction or use of specific facilities.   4 

Q14. WHAT ARE YOUR CONCERNS REGARDING USE OF ERU VALUES? 5 

A14. I have four primary concerns: 6 

 1. Unit definition 7 

The calculation is dependent on a “unit,” the definition of which changes based on facility 8 

type.  Units include passengers, people, seats, employees, customers, alleys (lanes in 9 

bowling alley), guests on-site, meals served, visitors, beds, inmates, users, and students. 10 

2. Design Criteria Misuse 11 

TDEC criteria are intended for reviewing sewage works construction plans, not precise 12 

customer billing.  Even for the use of “design criteria,” TDEC’s document sets out a 13 

disclaimer on the first page of Chapter 2 which states:10   14 

 15 

 
10 Design Criteria for Review of Sewage Works Construction Plans and Documents, Document No. 

DWR-NPDES-SOP-G-02-WW Design Criteria Chapter 2-072020, Design Criteria for Review of Sewage Works 

Construction Plans and Documents, Chapter 2, p. 2-1, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, 

Division of Water Resources (July 20, 2020).  This chapter is accessible at 

https://www.tn.gov/content/dam/tn/environment/water/policy-and-guidance/dwr-npdes-sop-g-02-ww-design-

criteria-chapter-2-072020.pdf.  The full document is accessible at https://www.tn.gov/environment/permit-

permits/water-permits1/plans-review-and-approval-for-sewage-works-construction-projects.html.  
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Further the document states:11 1 

 2 

3. Rate Structure Issues  3 

The proposed rate design reflects a policy decision to assign all revenue requirement 4 

responsibility in this class, fixed and variable, on a fixed charge basis, regardless of use.  5 

This assumes that variable cost assignments are to be made based on standard capacity for 6 

the typical type of facility identified.   7 

The structure: 8 

• Misaligns rates with costs; 9 

• Does not reflect real consumption; 10 

• Deviates from standard rate design practices, 11 

Furthermore, the language of the tariff is not clear.  Within normal nomenclature, the rate 12 

would be considered a variable, as it is being applied to a variable component, ERU (a 13 

volume).  A fixed charge is a consistent, recurring amount, regardless of activity level.  A 14 

fixed rate is an amount that varies based on usage ($/gal).   15 

Although the rate is nominally applied on a per-ERU basis, suggesting a volumetric 16 

structure, Limestone has assigned each customer a fixed number of ERUs based on 17 

standardized design criteria rather than actual metered usage. As a result, the billed quantity 18 

is no longer variable in practice. 19 

 
11 Id. at 2-7. 
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Because each customer’s ERU value is fixed, the charge becomes effectively a fixed 1 

monthly fee, not a true volumetric charge. What appears to be a usage-based rate is instead 2 

based on a predetermined estimate of usage (e.g., 300 gallons per ERU), rather than actual 3 

consumption. 4 

Moreover, the underlying ERU assignments are derived from generalized capacity or 5 

design standards, not the real operating characteristics or demand patterns of individual 6 

facilities. This introduces a second layer of abstraction: 7 

• First, usage is estimated rather than measured.  8 

• Second, that estimate is standardized rather than customer-specific.  9 

In effect, the rate design has shifted from a genuinely volumetric structure—where charges 10 

vary with actual usage—to a capacity-based proxy, where charges are determined by 11 

assumed or hypothetical demand. This fundamentally changes the nature of the rate: 12 

• From usage-driven pricing → to design-capacity-driven pricing  13 

• From variable charges → to embedded fixed charges based on assumed demand 14 

4. Subjectivity 15 

The fundamental concept of multiplying the number of ERUs by the rate is a clear and 16 

understandable computation.  It is a mathematical equation if the necessary values are 17 

known.  However, there are difficulties determining the appropriate components: 18 

• There appears to be subjective nature based on Limestone’s judgement. 19 

• The Company has not been able to demonstrate how the actual values are 20 
calculated. 21 

• The values are not independently reproducible based on generally observable 22 
information and judgement. 23 
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Q15. DOES THE TARIFF PROVIDE THE INFORMATION NECESSARY TO 1 

CALCULATE THE ERUs? 2 

A15. No.  The tariff does not fully explain ERU calculations, provide formulas, or how ERUs 3 

can be challenged.  The tariff offers:12 4 

*Equivalent Residential Units (“ERU’s”) have been assigned to each 5 
Commercial Customer utilizing typical wastewater flow rates derived from 6 
the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation “Plans 7 
Review and Approval of Sewage Works Construction Plans and 8 

Documents”. 9 

Q16. IS THERE EVIDENCE OF DIFFICULTIES IN ESTIMATING ERUs? 10 

A16. Yes.  Limestone has not provided actual calculations.  The values contained in Limestone’s 11 

Petition and responses to discovery requests are hard-coded.  More specifically, in its 12 

Discovery Request No. 1-2, the Consumer Advocate requested the following from 13 

Limestone:13 14 

 15 

Limestone’s response stated:14 16 

 
12 Limestone Water UOC, Water & Wastewater Service Tariff, Rate Schedules, Original Sheets #3-6, 

Effective 5/1/2025, TPUC Docket No. 24-00044 (Phase 1) (May 1, 2025).  A copy of these tariff sheets is attached 

as CA Exhibit CDK-2. 

13  Consumer Advocate’s First Set of Discovery to Limestone Water Utility Operating Company, LLC, pp. 

5-6, CA DR1-2, TPUC Docket No. 24-00044 (Phase 2) (March 11, 2026). 
14 Limestone’s Responses to the Consumer Advocate’s First Set of Discovery, pp. 4-5, CA DR1-2, TPUC 

Docket No. 24-00044 (Phase 2) (March 18, 2026).  A copy of the response is attached as CA Exhibit CDK-3. 
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 1 

As noted above, the ERU values are contained in Limestone’s Petition in the 2 

CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2, Limestone Rate Design, Confidential Commercial 3 

ERU Data tab.  The supporting documentation is descriptive information, not numerical 4 

values and calculations that result in the ERU multiplier and ERU value for each customer.  5 

The ERU values for customers continue to be Limestone’s hard coded values.  The 6 

Company has failed to provide the actual calculations that produce the ERU values.   7 

The difficulty associated with estimating ERUs is also demonstrated in changes between 8 

original estimates and those in phase two.  The following are examples from Exhibit AJS-9 

3:  10 

• For commercial customers, the 2025 Actual Determinants were approximately 381 11 
ERUs monthly with the phase two Attrition Determinants approximately 514 ERUs 12 

per month. This is a monthly increase of approximately 133, and an annual increase 13 
of 1,602. The Company explained that the difference was due to updates.   14 

• The determinants for Cartwright Creek increased approximately 1,023 ERUs from 15 
2025 actual to Phase 2. 16 
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not reflect current estimates or usage patterns.20  1 

Q19. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION? 2 

A19.  When possible, actual measurements are a preferred method to estimates.  Wastewater is 3 

not commonly measured.  However, the correlation between water use and wastewater is 4 

well established and removes guesswork and disputes over type of facility, applicable 5 

measurement units, and number of units.  Thus, prior to using design data for estimates, 6 

Limestone should be required to demonstrate that it has taken reasonable efforts to obtain 7 

actual water use date to determine wastewater flows. 8 

It may be reasonable to offer customers the opportunity to opt into an ERU measurement 9 

using design criteria. 10 

IV. CARRYING CHARGE RECOVERY 11 

Q20. HOW DOES LIMESTONE PLAN TO RECOVER CARRYING CHARGES 12 

ASSOCIATED WITH REVENUE UNRECOVERED DURING PHASE 1? 13 

A20. Limestone proposed to recover the carrying charges in one year.  Limestone intends to 14 

terminate the carrying charges after it has been recovered.21 15 

Q21.  HOW DO YOU PROPOSE THAT CARRYING CHARGES BE RECOVERED? 16 

A21. A more typical approach is to recovery of the carrying charges associated with a rate case 17 

is to spread them over a longer period, such as 3 to 5 years.  If costs are recovered over a 18 

one year period, new rate schedules reflecting the reduction in revenue requirement would 19 

 
20  Design Criteria for Review of Sewage Works Construction lans and Documents, Document No. DWR-

NPDES-SOP-G-02-WW Design Criteria Chapter 2-072020, Design Criteria for Review of Sewage Works 

Construction Plans and Documents, Chapter 2, p. 2-1, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation, 

Division of Water Resources (July 20, 2020).   

21  Limestone’s Responses to the Consumer Advocate’s First Set of Discovery, p. 3, CA DR1-1, TPUC 

Docket No. 24-00044 (Phase 2) (March 18, 2026).  A copy of the response is attached as CA Exhibit CDK-7.  
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need to be filed.  A more reasonable approach would be to recover the carrying charges 1 

over a 3-year period.  This is discussed in more detail in the testimony of CA witness Mr. 2 

Novak.   3 

In the alternative, Limestone should be required to file new tariffs in one year with a 4 

revenue reduction of $54,346.01 reflecting recovery of the carrying charges.  5 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 6 

Q22. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS? 7 

A22. I recommend the Commission require the following: 8 

• Detailed formulas and methodologies for ERU calculations be included in the tariff; 9 

• Clear procedures for reviewing and adjusting ERU values; 10 

• Use of actual usage data where feasible; 11 

• Transparency and reproducibility in all calculations; 12 

• Require Limestone to recover the carrying charges over a 3-year period rather than 13 
in one year.  In the alternative, require Limestone file new rates in one year reflected 14 

an adjustment to reflect removal of the carrying charges.  15 

• Additional Consumer Advocate recommendations are provided in the testimony of 16 
Consumer Advocate witness Mr. Novak. 17 

Q23. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 18 

A23. Yes, it does.  However, I reserve the right to incorporate any new data that may 19 

subsequently become available. 20 





 

 

 

 

CA Exhibit CDK-1 

PRINCIPLES OF WATER: RATES, 

FEES, AND CHARGES – M1, P. 327, 

AMERICAN WATER WORKS 

ASSOCIATION (7TH ED, 2017) 
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LIMESTONE WATER UOC, WATER & 

WASTEWATER SERVICE TARIFF, 

RATE SCHEDULES, ORIGINAL 

SHEETS #3-6, EFFECTIVE 5/1/2025 



Limestone Water Utility Operating Company, LLC Original Sheet #3 
TRA No. 1: Water & Wastewater Service Tariff Effective Date: 5/1/2025 

Date of Issue: 5/1/2025 Date Effective: 5/1/2025 
Issued by: Josiah Cox, President 1630 Des Peres Road St 140, St. Louis MO 63131 

SCHEDULE OF RATES & CHARGES – WATER SERVICE (PHASE 1 of 2) 

Availability: This rate is available to water customers located at the following systems: 

Aqua Utilities 

For Metered Service 

Monthly Minimum (Includes 1,000 gallons) 

For service through all meter sizes $31.00 / month 

Commodity Charge: $3.05 / 1,000 gallon 

Availability: This rate is available to water customers located at the following systems: 

Candlewood Lakes 

For Unmetered Service 

Monthly Minimum: $55.00 / month 

Non-Recurring Charges: 
Service Connection/Tap Fee Charge: Actual Cost 
Disconnection Charge:  $35.00 
Reconnection Charge:  $35.00 
Returned Check Charge:   $16.00 
Late Payment Charge:  5% 
Meter Tampering Penalty Fee $250.00 

CA Exhibit CDK-2



 
Limestone Water Utility Operating Company, LLC  Original Sheet #4 
TRA No. 1: Water & Wastewater Service Tariff  Effective Date: 5/1/2025 
 

Date of Issue: 5/1/2025  Date Effective: 5/1/2025 
Issued by: Josiah Cox, President  1630 Des Peres Road St 140, St. Louis MO 63131 

SCHEDULE OF RATES & CHARGES – SEWER SERVICE (PHASE 1 of 2) 

Availability: This rate is available to sewer Customers located at the following systems:  

Aqua Utilities  

Residential: Monthly Minimum (Includes 1,000 gallons) 

 For service through all meter sizes  $35.00 / month 

 

Commodity Charge: $3.05 / 1,000 gallon 

 

Commercial: Monthly Flat Rate per Equivalent Residential Unit*:  

Monthly Rate: $9.32 / month 

 

 

Availability: This rate is available to sewer Customers located at the following systems:  

Grassland  

Residential:  

 1-2 Bedroom    $65.00 / month 

 3 Bedroom    $70.00 / month 

 4 Bedroom    $75.00 / month 

 5 Bedroom    $75.00 / month 

 

Commercial: Monthly Flat Rate per Equivalent Residential Unit*:  

1-2 Bedroom:    $68.59 / month 

All Else:     $191.45 / month 

 

 

 

CA Exhibit CDK-2



 
Limestone Water Utility Operating Company, LLC  Original Sheet #5 
TRA No. 1: Water & Wastewater Service Tariff  Effective Date: 5/1/2025 
 

Date of Issue: 5/1/2025  Date Effective: 5/1/2025 
Issued by: Josiah Cox, President  1630 Des Peres Road St 140, St. Louis MO 63131 

Availability: This rate is available to sewer Customers located at the following systems:  

Arrington/Hardeman/Hideaway 

Residential:  

 All:     $75.00 / month 

 

Commercial: Monthly Flat Rate per Equivalent Residential Unit*:  

Monthly Rate: $191.45 / month 

 

 

Availability: This rate is available to sewer Customers located at the following systems:  

Chapel Woods 

Residential:  

 All:     $40.00 / month 

 

 

Availability: This rate is available to sewer Customers located at the following systems:  

Shiloh Falls 

Residential:  

 All:     $25.00 / month 

 

Commercial: Monthly Flat Rate per Equivalent Residential Unit*:  

Monthly Rate: $55.60 / month 

 

 

 

Availability: This rate is available to sewer Customers located at the following systems:  

CA Exhibit CDK-2



 
Limestone Water Utility Operating Company, LLC  Original Sheet #6 
TRA No. 1: Water & Wastewater Service Tariff  Effective Date: 5/1/2025 
 

Date of Issue: 5/1/2025  Date Effective: 5/1/2025 
Issued by: Josiah Cox, President  1630 Des Peres Road St 140, St. Louis MO 63131 

Lakeside Estates (DSH) 

Residential:  

 All:     $55.00 / month 

 

Commercial: Monthly Flat Rate per Equivalent Residential Unit*:  

Monthly Rate: $29.99 / month 

 

 

Non-Recurring Charges:  

 Service Connection/Tap Fee Charge:   Actual Cost 

 Disconnection Charge:     $35.00 

 Reconnection Charge:     $35.00 

 Returned Check Charge:     $16.00 

 Late Payment Charge:     5% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*Equivalent Residential Units (“ERU’s”) have been assigned to each Commercial Customer 
utilizing typical wastewater flow rates derived from the Tennessee Department of 
Environment and Conversation “Plans Review and Approval of Sewage Works Construction 
Plans and Documents”.  

 

 

 

CA Exhibit CDK-2



 

 

 

 

CA Exhibit CDK-3 

LIMESTONE’S RESPONSES TO THE 

CONSUMER ADVOCATE’S FIRST 

SET OF DISCOVERY, CA DR1-2
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b. Limestone Water designed the carrying cost surcharge to recover the approved carrying

charges within a single year because the surcharge amounts are modest and recovering

the carrying charges over a one year period ensures that the surcharge drops off

customer bills in a timely manner once the approved carrying costs have been fully

recovered. Under the proposed design, the monthly surcharge equates to approximately

$1.24 for water customers and $1.67 for sewer customers.

c. The calculation is consistent with the Commission’s directive because Limestone

Water applied the Commission approved rate of return to the remaining unrecovered

revenue deficiency for the period during which Phase 1 rates were in effect and

recovery was deferred. The surcharge is a mechanical recovery of those carrying

charges and does not modify any Commission approved methodology.

d. Yes. Limestone Water intends to terminate the carrying cost surcharge once the total

approved carrying charges of $54,348.01 have been recovered. The surcharge is not

intended to be permanent and will be removed from customer bills upon full recovery

of the carrying charges.

1-2. Source & Support. Refer to the following documents filed on March 2, 2026:

• Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 8:17 – 9:2; Exhibit “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2
Rate Design.”

• Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final
Limestone Rate Design.xlsx>, Tabs “AJS 3 Rate Design Phase 2” and
“Confidential Commercial ERU Data.”

In the referenced testimony, Mr. Silas states: 

As stated in the tariff, “Equivalent Residential Units (“ERUs”) have 
been assigned to each Commercial Customer utilizing typical 
wastewater flow rates derived from the Tennessee Department of 
Environment and Conservation ‘Plans Review and Approval of 

CA Exhibit CDK-3
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Sewage Works Construction Plans and Documents.” This 
methodology provides a standardized and Commission-approved 
basis for assigning ERUs to commercial customers based on 
expected wastewater usage. 

 
Respond to the following: 

a. Provide the values for each component and calculations or analysis used to determine 
the ERU for each customer. 

b. If the ERU was estimated, provide the values used to create the estimate. 

RESPONSE:   

a. The values and calculations used to determine the Equivalent Residential Units 

(“ERUs”) assigned to each commercial customer are provided in the Company’s Phase 

2 filing. Specifically, the tab labeled “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” in the file 

CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final Limestone Rate Design.xlsx identifies, for 

each commercial customer, the facility type, applicable design basis, typical flow 

assumptions, and resulting ERU multiplier used in the Phase 2 rate design. 

In addition, Attachment 1-2 provides a reference table summarizing the design 

basis, typical flow values, ERU multipliers, and source documents by facility type, 

consistent with the methodology described in the Company’s tariff and testimony. 

b. All such values can be found in the “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” tab of the 

Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet. 

 

1-3. Source & Support and Explanation. Refer to the following documents filed on separate 

dates with TPUC: 

• Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 9:15,10:16 – 11:2, Exhibit “AJS-3: Proposed 
Phase 2 Rate Design” (March 2, 2026). 

CA Exhibit CDK-3
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assigned ERUs based on seats, alleys, or other non-usage measures. In those cases, 

water usage data would not reliably estimate the applicable design basis. 

e. Please see the CONFIDENTIAL attached emails as well as the Company’s response

to subpart (i) for all available communication between 5.1.2025 and 3.2.2026.

f. Please see the CONFIDENTIAL attachment for all account logs between 5.1.2025

and 3.2.2026.

g. The values in Columns K and L did not change because those values were updated

prior to the March 2, 2026 filing. Column K therefore reflects the most current

information in the Company’s billing system at the time of filing.

h. Any other changes to customer specific values reflected in the Phase 2 filing are

captured in the “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” tab. The Company did round

down when implementing the ERUs for the sake of flat values.

i. Limestone has produced the attached CONFIDENTIAL log of customer contacts

responsive to this request. The attachment reflects customer service and billing system

records identified by searching for inquiries relating to or containing the terms “rate

inquiry,” “rate increase,” and “ERU.” Entries unrelated to rate or ERU inquiries were

excluded. The produced log reflects Limestone’s records of customer contacts

regarding rates or rate changes since implementation of Phase 1.

1-4. Source & Support and Explanation. Refer to the following documents filed on March 2,

2026, with TPUC: 

 Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 12:5-9; Exhibits “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 Rate 
Design” and “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 Rate Design.” 

CA Exhbit CDK-4
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 Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final 
Limestone Rate Design.xlsx>, Tabs “AJS 3 Rate Design Phase 2” and 
“Confidential Commercial ERU Data.”4 

 
In the referenced testimony, Mr. Silas poses the following question and response: 

Q. HAS LIMESTONE INCREASED ANY COMMERCIAL 
ERU ASSIGNMENTS SINCE THE IMPLEMENTATION 
OF PHASE ONE? 

A. No. Any proposed increase to any commercial ERU 
assignment will be submitted to the Commission for review 
and approval. 

Provide responses to the following: 

a. On Exhibit AJS-3, for Commercial Customers, reconcile 2025 Actual Determinants, 
Column I, (approximately 381 (monthly)) with the Phase 2 Attrition Determinants, 
Column M (approximately 514 (monthly)). Explain the increase in the number of 
determinates, specifically, what caused the increase? 

b. On Exhibit AJS-3, explain and provide the values that resulted in the increase of 1,023 
determinates from actual to Phase 2 for Cartwright. 

c. Explain and provide the values that resulted in the increase of 587 determinates from 
actual to Phase 2 for Lakeside Estates. 

d. Will the billing ERUs be based on 2025 Actual Determinates or the Phase 2 Attrition 
Determinates? 

e. Reconcile the increase (and changes) in the ERU Values in Exhibit AJS-3 with the 
statement that Limestone has not increased any commercial ERU assignments since the 
implementation of Phase 1. 

f. Confirm that the Phase 2 Proposed Rate increases rates by as much as 40% for some 
residential customers (Cartwright - Arrington/Hardeman/Hideaway -Res Phase 1 Rate 
of $75, Phase 2 Proposed rate of $105.08) and as much as 195% for some commercial 
customers (Shiloh Falls – Commercial: Phase 1 Rate of $55.60 and Phase 2 Proposed 
rate of $163.92). If this is not confirmed, explain why it is not confirmed and the actual 
rate increases. 

RESPONSE:   

a. The difference between the 2025 Actual Determinants in Column I and the Phase 2 

Attrition Determinants in Column M reflects updates identified through the ERU 

assignment review process described on pages 8–11 of Mr. Silas’ Direct Testimony. 

 
4 Id. 
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The Phase 2 attrition determinants incorporate updated customer and facility 

information obtained after Phase 1 implementation and reflected in the tab labeled 

“Confidential Commercial ERU Data.” 

b. For Cartwright Creek, the increase of approximately 1,023 determinants from actuals 

to Phase 2 is primarily attributable to three customers: two schools and one country 

club. With respect to the schools, Limestone initially applied a one-half multiplier to 

the applicable design basis. Because the Commission’s Final Order did not provide 

direction to apply such a reduction, the Phase 2 filing reflects elimination of the one-

half multiplier and application of the full design basis. The remaining increase is 

attributable to updated information for a country club that maintains multiple accounts 

with Limestone, resulting in revised ERU calculations. Collectively, these three 

customers account for approximately 888 of the determinant increase. 

c. The increase of approximately 587 determinants for Lakeside Estates results from 

updated information regarding multiple vacation rental and short-term lodging 

properties. Limestone obtained updated guest capacity information indicating that 

certain properties can accommodate more occupants than originally reflected, which 

increased the associated ERUs. These updates are reflected in the Phase 2 attrition 

determinants and detailed in the “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” tab. 

d. Billing under the proposed Phase 2 rates is based on the Phase 2 attrition determinants, 

consistent with the Commission’s directive to utilize the latest available billing 

determinants for Phase 2 implementation. 

e. Limestone has not increased any commercial ERU assignments since the 

implementation of Phase 1. The proposed changes reflected in Exhibit AJS3 are the 

CA Exhbit CDK-4
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1-18. Source & Support. Refer to Company’s filing on March 2, 2026, Phase 2 Excel

spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final Limestone Rate 

Design.xlsx>, Tab “CONFIDENTIAL Commercial ERU Data.” The referenced 

spreadsheet provides the ERU billing determinant support for commercial customers. 

Provide the support for the “Units (Design Basis)” data shown in Column G for each 

commercial customer. 

RESPONSE:  The “Units (Design Basis)” values shown in Column G of the CONFIDENTIAL

Commercial ERU Data tab are supported by the attached documentation.

1-19. Source & Support. Refer to Company’s filing on March 2, 2026, Phase 2 Excel

spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final Limestone Rate 

Design.xlsx>, Tab “CONFIDENTIAL Commercial ERU Data.” This spreadsheet provides 

the ERU billing determinant support for commercial customers. Provide the support for the 

“ERU” data shown in Column K for each commercial customer. 

RESPONSE: The ERU values shown in Column K of the CONFIDENTIAL Commercial ERU 

Data tab are derived from the applicable design basis units and the commercial ERU reference 

table. Specifically, the design basis information supporting the underlying units is provided in 

response to DR 118, and those units are converted to ERUs using the commercial reference table 

provided in response to DR 12.

1-20. Source & Support. Refer to Company’s filing on March 2, 2026, Phase 2 Excel

spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final Limestone Rate 

Design.xlsx>, Tab “CONFIDENTIAL Commercial ERU Data” that was included with the 
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 FILE <CONFIDENTIAL 1-18 Design 

Basis Support (1).xlsx>, TAB “Sheet 1”
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Sewage Works Construction Plans and Documents.” This 
methodology provides a standardized and Commission-approved 
basis for assigning ERUs to commercial customers based on 
expected wastewater usage. 

Respond to the following: 

a. Provide the values for each component and calculations or analysis used to determine
the ERU for each customer.

b. If the ERU was estimated, provide the values used to create the estimate.

RESPONSE:  

a. The values and calculations used to determine the Equivalent Residential Units

(“ERUs”) assigned to each commercial customer are provided in the Company’s Phase

2 filing. Specifically, the tab labeled “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” in the file

CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final Limestone Rate Design.xlsx identifies, for

each commercial customer, the facility type, applicable design basis, typical flow

assumptions, and resulting ERU multiplier used in the Phase 2 rate design.

In addition, Attachment 1-2 provides a reference table summarizing the design 

basis, typical flow values, ERU multipliers, and source documents by facility type, 

consistent with the methodology described in the Company’s tariff and testimony. 

b. All such values can be found in the “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” tab of the

Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet.

1-3. Source & Support and Explanation. Refer to the following documents filed on separate

dates with TPUC: 

• Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 9:15,10:16 – 11:2, Exhibit “AJS-3: Proposed
Phase 2 Rate Design” (March 2, 2026).

PUBLIC CA Exhibit CDK-6 (DR1-3 Resp)



• Phase 1 Excel spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Final Limestone Rate Design
– 5.13 Proposed Redistribution.xlsx>, Tab “CONFIDENTIAL Commercial ERU
Data,” Column M (May 19, 2025).2

• For ease of comparing the spreadsheets filed by Limestone on May 19, 2026 (Tab
“Comm Customer Bills,” Columns G, K, L, M) and March 2, 2026 (Tab
“CONFIDENTIAL Commercial ERU Data”), the Consumer Advocate created a
table combining information from the two filings attached as CONFIDENTIAL
Exhibit CA DR 1-3.

In Mr. Silas’ testimony referenced above, he poses the following question: 

Q: CAN YOU PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF A 
CIRCUMSTANCE IN WHICH THE COMPANY HAS 
REVIEWED ERU ASSIGNMENTS AT THE REQUEST 
OF A COMMERCIAL CUSTOMER? 

In his response to this Question, Mr. Silas raises the example of discussion with its 

commercial customer, Old Natchez Country Club. Mr. Silas’ described the details of the 

exchange with this commercial customer as follows: 

Following Phase One implementation, Limestone Water engaged 
directly with Old Natchez Country Club to seek and evaluate more 
precise and reliable information regarding actual usage and guest 
volumes in order to consider a revision to the ERU assignment. 
Since the customer declined to provide internal attendance or sign-
in data, Limestone Water utilized available water usage data as an 
alternative proxy to estimate average daily activity levels. Based on 
that information, Limestone Water updated the customer’s ERU 
assignment and issued a refund for amounts previously billed. This 
cooperative, yet verified, approach ensures that commercial 
customers are ultimately billed based on the best available data 
while preserving the integrity of the approved rate design. 

Provide responses to the following: 

a. Provide the “available water usage data” used to update the customer’s ERU
assignment.

b. Explain how Limestone obtained the water usage data.
c. Explain why water usage data is an “alternative proxy” to estimate average daily

activity levels.
d. Explain why water usage data is not a preferred method for estimating wastewater

volumes when wastewater is not directly measured.

2 Id. 
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e. Provide copies of all communication between Limestone representatives and 
representatives of Old Natchez Country Club.3 

f. Provide copies of all communication between Limestone representatives and 
representatives of    . 

g. Explain why the values in Column K and Column L have not changed for this 
customer? 

h. Are there other customers whose initial values have changed and are not reflected on 
this schedule? 

i. Provide copies of all communication or contact that Limestone has had with customers 
inquiring about their rates or rate changes since the implementation of Phase 1. 

RESPONSE:   

a. The available water usage data used to evaluate Old Natchez Country Club’s ERU 

assignment are attached to this response as “ CONFIDENTIAL 1-3 Water Usage 

Info”. 

b. Limestone obtained the water usage data from a combination of information provided 

by the commercial customer and billing and usage records available through Harper 

Valley Utility District (“HVUD”) customer service. 

c. For this customer, the applicable ERU design basis is guest count. Because Old Natchez 

Country Club was unable or unwilling to provide daily guest check-in or attendance 

data—which would be the most accurate basis—Limestone used available water usage 

data as an alternative proxy to estimate average daily guest activity. In the absence of 

direct attendance information, water usage represented the best available data to inform 

the review. 

d. Water usage data is not a preferred method for estimating wastewater volumes because 

ERU design bases vary by facility type. For example, some commercial entities are 

3 The Consumer Advocate did not redact the name of the Natchez Trace Country Club since it was referenced in the 
Consumer Advocate’s Motion For Entry of a Procedural Schedule (February 4, 2026) and the Public Comment filed 
by Glynn Taylor about the increased commercial rates including the documents filed by the Consumer Advocate on 
behalf of Mr. Taylor (March 10, 2026). 
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assigned ERUs based on seats, alleys, or other non-usage measures. In those cases, 

water usage data would not reliably estimate the applicable design basis. 

e. Please see the CONFIDENTIAL attached emails as well as the Company’s response 

to subpart (i) for all available communication between 5.1.2025 and 3.2.2026. 

f. Please see the CONFIDENTIAL attachment for all account logs between 5.1.2025 

and 3.2.2026. 

g. The values in Columns K and L did not change because those values were updated 

prior to the March 2, 2026 filing. Column K therefore reflects the most current 

information in the Company’s billing system at the time of filing. 

h. Any other changes to customer specific values reflected in the Phase 2 filing are 

captured in the “Confidential Commercial ERU Data” tab. The Company did round 

down when implementing the ERUs for the sake of flat values. 

i. Limestone has produced the attached CONFIDENTIAL log of customer contacts 

responsive to this request. The attachment reflects customer service and billing system 

records identified by searching for inquiries relating to or containing the terms “rate 

inquiry,” “rate increase,” and “ERU.” Entries unrelated to rate or ERU inquiries were 

excluded. The produced log reflects Limestone’s records of customer contacts 

regarding rates or rate changes since implementation of Phase 1. 

 

1-4. Source & Support and Explanation. Refer to the following documents filed on March 2, 

2026, with TPUC: 

• Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 12:5-9; Exhibits “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 Rate 
Design” and “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 Rate Design.” 
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RESPONSES TO FIRST SET OF DISCOVERY REQUESTS 

1-1. Source & Support and Rationale. Refer to the following documents filed on March 2,

2026: 

 Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 8:6-11, Exhibit “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 Rate 
Design.” 

 Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final 
Limestone Rate Design.xlsx>, Tabs “AJS 3 Rate Design Phase 2” and 
“Confidential Commercial ERU Data.” 

The referenced spreadsheet calculates the Company’s proposed rates for Phase 2. 

Specifically, refer to Rows 41 to 43 of this spreadsheet which calculates the carrying cost 

surcharges of $1.24 for water customers and $1.67 for sewer customers. In the testimony 

of Mr. Silas, he states:1 

a. As a result, the remaining unrecovered revenue deficiency during the pendency of
Phase 1 was $640,292.28. Consistent with the Commission’s directive, Limestone
Water calculated carrying charges by applying deficiency, which results in carrying
charges of $54,348.01

b. .Explain the Company’s rationale for designing carrying cost surcharges that recover
these costs in a single year.

c. Explain how this calculation is consistent with the method as set forth in the
“Commission’s directive” referred to in Mr. Silas’ testimony.

d. Does Limestone intend to terminate the carrying charge at the end of one year? If not,
when will the carrying charge terminate?

RESPONSE:  

a. As reflected in Mr. Silas’ testimony and Exhibit AJS3, the remaining unrecovered

revenue deficiency during the pendency of Phase 1 was $640,292.28. Consistent with

the Commission’s directive, Limestone Water applied its Commission approved

overall rate of return to the unrecovered deficiency, resulting in total carrying charges

of $54,348.01.

1 The Consumer Advocate notes that although the Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet is marked CONFIDENTIAL, the first 3 
tabs of the spreadsheet are also attached to the PUBLIC Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas as exhibits. (“AJS 1 Monthly 
Revenue”; “AJS 2 Determinants Worksheet”; and “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 Rate Design”). 
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b. Limestone Water designed the carrying cost surcharge to recover the approved carrying 

charges within a single year because the surcharge amounts are modest and recovering 

the carrying charges over a one year period ensures that the surcharge drops off 

customer bills in a timely manner once the approved carrying costs have been fully 

recovered. Under the proposed design, the monthly surcharge equates to approximately 

$1.24 for water customers and $1.67 for sewer customers. 

c. The calculation is consistent with the Commission’s directive because Limestone 

Water applied the Commission approved rate of return to the remaining unrecovered 

revenue deficiency for the period during which Phase 1 rates were in effect and 

recovery was deferred. The surcharge is a mechanical recovery of those carrying 

charges and does not modify any Commission approved methodology. 

d. Yes. Limestone Water intends to terminate the carrying cost surcharge once the total 

approved carrying charges of $54,348.01 have been recovered. The surcharge is not 

intended to be permanent and will be removed from customer bills upon full recovery 

of the carrying charges. 

 

1-2. Source & Support. Refer to the following documents filed on March 2, 2026: 

 Direct Testimony of Aaron Silas at 8:17 – 9:2; Exhibit “AJS-3: Proposed Phase 2 
Rate Design.” 

 Phase 2 Excel spreadsheet, File <CONFIDENTIAL Proposed Phase 2 Final 
Limestone Rate Design.xlsx>, Tabs “AJS 3 Rate Design Phase 2” and 
“Confidential Commercial ERU Data.” 

In the referenced testimony, Mr. Silas states: 

As stated in the tariff, “Equivalent Residential Units (“ERUs”) have 
been assigned to each Commercial Customer utilizing typical 
wastewater flow rates derived from the Tennessee Department of 
Environment and Conservation ‘Plans Review and Approval of 
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