
 

AGENDA 
Water and Wastewater Financing Board 

July 11,, 2013 
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       March 14, 2013 
    

     
Cases: 
 
    City of Cowan   Franklin County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1646-2012-cowan-afr-cpa21-12-28-12.pdf 
 

Town of Englewood   McMinn County 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1671-2012-englewood-afr-cpa191-2-16-13.pdf 

 
Town of Huntsville   Scott County 

 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1722-2012-huntsville-afr-cpa517-12-28-12.pdf 
 

Town of Jasper   Marion County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1727-2012-jasper-afr-cpa126-12-28-12.pdf 

 
Town of Kimball   Marion County 

 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1733-2012-kimball-afr-cpa145-12-17-12.pdf 
 

    Town of Monterey   Putnam County 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1784-2012-monterey-afr-cpa517-12-28-12.pdf 

 
Town of Mosheim   Greene County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1788-2012-mosheim-afr-cpa344-12-31-12.pdf 
 

    Town of Oliver Springs  Anderson/Morgan/Roane Counties 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1272-2012-oliversprings-afr-cpa39-4-29-13-rev2.pdf 

     
    City of Ramer   McNairy County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1831-2012-ramer-afr-cpa285-4-01-13.pdf 
 

City of Red Boiling Springs  Macon County 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1804-2012-redboilingsprings-afr-cpa517-12-28-12.pdf 

     
Scott County Sewer System  Scott County 

 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/repository/CA/2012/ScottAFR.pdf 
 
Town of Sharon   Weakley County 

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1853-2012-sharon-afr-cpa258-12-27-12.pdf 
  

    City of Sunbright   Morgan County 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/2687-2012-sunbright-afr-cpa634-12-31-12.pdf 

    
Town of Wartrace    Bedford County 

 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1896-2012-wartrace-afr-cpa517-12-30-12.pdf 
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Status: 
    Town of Alexandria   DeKalb County  
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1583-2012-alexandria-afr-cpa517-12-28-12.pdf 

 
City of Friendship   Crockett County 

 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1684-2012-friendship-afr-cpa545-12-31-12.pdf 
 
City of Grand Junction  Hardeman County  

 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1699-2012-grandjunction-afr-cpa89-2-26-13.pdf 
 
Town of Henning   Lauderdale County 

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

Town of Oneida   Scott County 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1811-2012-oneida-afr-cpa385-12-31-12.pdf 
     
    Town of Vonore   Blount/Monroe Counties 
 http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/Repository/MA/Financial/1893-2012-vonore-afr-cpa112-2-19-13.pdf 
    
 
Cases – Water loss:   Hiwassee Utilities Commission Bradley/McMinn County 
    City of Union City   Obion County 

City of Waynesboro   Wayne County 
Watauga River Regional Water Authority Carter County 

 
Status – water loss:    

City of Elizabethton   Carter County  
    City of Lenoir City   Loudon County 
    City of Mountain City  Johnson County 
    Town of Spencer   Van Buren County 
  
 
Compliance:   Cities of Dresden, Etowah, McEwen, Mount Pleasant, Pikeville, and Rockwood 
     Weakley, McMinn, Humphreys, Maury, Bledsoe, and Roane Counties 
    Towns of Baileyton, and Moscow 
     Greene and Fayette County 
 
Miscellaneous:   Cases currently under WWFB jurisdiction 
    Water loss status 
    WWFB Sunset Review 
    Next meeting   November 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 
 March 14, 2013 

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 
Ben Bolton, Representing Manufacturing Interests 
Betsy Crossley, Representing Municipalities 
 
Members absent: 
Kenny Wiggins, Active Employee of a Municipal Water System 
Joe Prochaska, Representing Environmental Interests 
 
Staff present from the Office of the Comptroller of the Treasury: 
Joyce Welborn 
Rachel Newton 
Sheila Reed 
 
Approval of Minutes 
Ms. Crossley moved approval of the minutes of January 10, 2013. Mr. Wilkins seconded the motion.  A 
correction was made regarding the City of Moscow to include the word “negative” before change of net 
assets in the first line.  Motion to approve the minutes with the correction was approved unanimously.  
 
Cases – Financial distress 
City of Kenton 
The City of Kenton had been reported to the Board for having a negative change in net assets for two 
consecutive years as well as excessive water loss of 46.4%.  City officials had stated that the water loss 
was an “accounting” of the water than an actual loss.  Recent months reflected a 20% loss.  With the 
retirement of the long time certified operator, expenses increased because of “borrowed” operators 
and long neglected repairs and maintenance.  Officials believed that with the eliminations of certain 
expense and better accountability of the water, compliance would be reached.  Board members were 
concerned about the inaccuracies of the AWWA reporting worksheet and the abuse of the sewer system 
as noted in the case study.  The water loss questions referred to the water meter policy and the Board 
requested a copy of that policy.  Mr. Moss voted to accept the actions of the City, request information 
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regarding the method of enforcement of the sewer use ordinance, a copy of the water meter policy, and 
the continued work on the AWWA reporting worksheet.  Mr. Bolton seconded the motion which carried 
unanimously. 
 
Town of Henning 
The Town of Henning had been reported to the Board having a negative change in net assets in its water 
and sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years as well as excessive water loss of 50.5%.  This is a 
postponement from the January 2013 meeting.  Mayor Michael Bursey addressed the Board to explain 
the work done by the Town to reduce water loss specifically with line replacement, meter replacement 
and the update of aging equipment.  Water cut off valves had been replaced, several pumps had been 
replaced, commercial rates had been enacted, grants had been awarded to replace old metal lines and 
meters, the usage for minimum water bills had been reduced from 3,000 gallons to 2,000 gallons.  Ms. 
Crossley stated that the Town was highly dependent on grant funding and that rates should be such that 
grants are not as vital.  Several suggestions were offered by the Board regarding fire lines at the local 
industry.  Ms. Crossley made a motion to require Town officials to contact MTAS for a rate study, 
prepare a leak detection study to determine the next step for water loss reduction, adopt a formal set of 
written policies, continue to replace the old two and six-inch water pipes, develop and implement a 
mapping program, revise the AWWA reporting worksheet, and develop a plan for future rate increases.  
A report is to be submitted for presentation to the Board at its July 2013 meeting.  Mr. Wilkins seconded 
the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
City of Friendship 
The City of Friendship had been reported to the Board has having a negative change in net assets in its 
water system for at least eight consecutive fiscal years.   The City increased its water rates for all usage 
over the 3,000 gallons minimum from $4.00 to $5.00 per thousand gallons.  Staff recommended the 
Board require the city to contact MTAS about a rate study, adopt and implement a meter replacement 
policy, and implement rate increases or expense reduction to be in compliance by June 30, 2015.  Mr. 
Wilkins moved to endorse the recommendations of staff with a report to be made to the Board at its 
July 2013 meeting.  Mr. Bolton seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved. 
 
Town of Hornbeak 
The Town of Hornbeak had been reported to the Board having a negative change in net assets in its 
sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years.  Mr. Heidel moved to endorse the actions of the Town 
regarding the rate increase and allow that increase to be gradually put in effect beginning in July 2013 
when the project is complete. These conditions are granted based on the agreement by the Town to be 
in compliance by June 30, 2016.  Mr. Moss seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 

City of Henry 
The City of Henry had been reported to the Board having a negative change in net assets in its water and 
sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years.  Mr. Bolton moved to accept the actions of the City and 
commend them for having the courage to implement the rate increases based on the MTAS rate study.  

4



Those increases are 10% for water and 40% for sewer effective May 1, 2013 and 30% in sewer effective 
July 1, 2014.  Mr. Heidel seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 
 
 
Status Report – financial distress 
Town of Oneida 
The information included in the packet was at the request of the Board from the last meeting.  The 
Board reviewed the information and requested additional information about which cuts were being 
made in order to achieve compliance.  A status report will be presented again at the July meeting. 
 
City of Alamo 
Information presented by the City of Alamo was done so at the Board’s request from the last meeting.  
However, audited financial statements have been received which reflect compliance and, therefore, 
dismissal from the jurisdiction of the Board.  The Board took no action. 
 
City of Lakeland 
The City had submitted information reflecting that the negative change in net assets is slowly being 
reduced.  FY 2009 had a negative change of over $400,000, while FY 12 had a negative change of 
$62,686.  The City is on its way to compliance. 
 
Town of Cumberland Gap 
Information submitted by the Town was dealing with the discrepancy of the water meters between the 
Town and Lincoln Memorial University, the supplier of water.  The issue had been resolved and the 
water loss was more accurate than previously reported. Although still high, the accuracy will help with 
the actual water loss detection. 
 
Compliance Reports 

The following are in compliance with both financial distress and water loss:  Cheatham County Water 
and Wastewater Authority, Cities of Copperhill, Savannah, and Madisonville, Towns of Livingston, 
Alamo, and Rossville 

Miscellaneous items - 
Town of Whiteville 
Staff had been informed that the Town of Whiteville, as a result of public outcry, had changed its rates 
after the changes had been endorsed by the Water and Wastewater Financing Board.  Since the changes 
had not been approved by the Board, Town officials had been required to appear at this meeting.  
Officials stated that they did not have sufficient notice and submitted information being shared with the 
Board.  The information stated that the Town had implemented three 7% rate increases effective in 
February 2013, 2014, and 2015.  Those increases were based on a recommendation in a MTAS rate 
study of 20% effective January 1, 2013, and the current year-to-date financial statements.   Mr. Moss 
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moved to accept the actions of the Town and continue to monitor them. Mr. Bolton seconded the 
motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Pending Legislation 
Ms. Welborn presented the Board with one bill pending with the General Assembly, SB0735/HB0600, 
which deals with rates outside the city limits being limited to not more than 50% of the rates inside the 
city limits.  Currently the bill is limited to one specific city.  The bill is for information only. 
 
Jurisdiction List 
Ms. Welborn stated that the Board package included a schedule identifying all systems which were 
currently under the Board’s jurisdiction.  A separate sheet was included for the systems dealing only 
with excessive water loss. 
 
Future Meetings 
The next regular meeting was scheduled for July 11, 2013, at 10:00 AM in the Legislative Plaza. 
 
Mr. Bolton moved to adjourn.  Motion was seconded by Mr. Moss.  Motion carried unanimously.   
Meeting was adjourned at 11:00 a. m. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
Ann Butterworth     Joyce Welborn 
Chairperson      Board Coordinator 
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
Case:  City of Cowan, Franklin County 
Mayor:  Joe Ed Williams 
Customers: 970 water and 863 sewer 
Water loss: 37.75% 
 
The City of Cowan has been reported to the Board as having two consecutive years with 
a negative change in net assets in its water and sewer fund as of June 30, 2012.  A 
financial and rate history is attached. 
 
A State Revolving Loan has been approved for $500,000, with $100,000 being forgiven.  
The 20 year loan, at 0.25% is being used to deal with sewer mandates imposed by the 
Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation. 
 
Until October 1, 2012, the rates had not been increased since 2008. 
 
In FY 10, a major upgrade was done at the water plant.  During FY 11 and FY 12, there 
were major repair issues at the sewer plant. 
 
Recent and future rate increases already put in place are October 2012, 10%; July 2013, 
3%; and July 2014, 3%.  These rates should be sufficient to meet the immediate needs of 
both the water and sewer systems. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the City of Cowan.  The City 
will remain under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is received which 
reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year ended 6/30 2009 2010 2011 2012
W/S Revenues 469,831$        463,735$        479,125$     501,044$       
Other revenues 29,183$          27,837$          20,912$       18,288$         
Grant revenue 205,000$        
Total Revenues 499,014$      696,572$      500,037$   519,332$      

Total Expenses 483,268$      510,975$      490,131$   496,211$      

Revene vs. Expenses 15,746$          185,597$        9,906$         23,121$         

Interest Expense 3,527$            16,788$          25,760$       25,333$         
In lieu of tax
Loss on sale of assets
Change in Net Assets 12,219$         168,809$      (15,854)$    (2,212)$        

Supplemental Information
Principal payment $35,000 $483,099 $47,191 $156,693
Depreciation 113,897$        118,391$        133,825$     138,455$       

Water Rates
Inside
First 2,000 gallons 12.43$            12.43$           13.05$         13.70$           
All over 3.30$              3.30$             3.47$           3.64$             
Outside
First 2,000 gallons 17.27$            17.27$           18.13$         19.04$           
All over 3.96$              3.96$             4.62$           
Sewer Rates
First 2,000 gallons 14.85$            14.85$           15.59$         16.37$           
All over 4.40$              4.40$             4.62$           4.85$             
Water customers 975                 975                975             970                
Sewer customers 860                 860                860             863                
Water Loss 23.000% 32.157% 33.571% 37.750%

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

 
 
Case:  Town of Englewood, Monroe County 
Mayor:  Tony Hawn 
Customers: 1,431 water and 603 sewer 
Water loss: Not provided 
 
The Town of Englewood has been reported to the Board as having three consecutive 
years with a negative change in net assets as of June 30, 2012.  A financial and rate 
history is attached. 
 
The audit did not include complete water loss information.  That information is to be 
submitted as soon as possible. 
 
Approximately 30% of the water sold by the Town is purchased from the City of Etowah.  
The remaining 70% is treated at the Town’s water plant.  The plant is capable of 
producing 100% of the water it sells.  Previous administration signed the purchase 
contract with the City of Etowah that is difficult to re-negotiate. 
 
The rates charged to the customers outside the Town limits are 100% higher than those 
inside the limits.  According to Town officials, they have been that way since the early 
1990’s, but are unsure of the actual reason for the difference.  Approximately one-third of 
the customer base is outside the Town limits, but they account for 70% of the water sold. 
 
The meter replacement program is based on a meter reaching 2,000,000 gallons.  Age of 
the meter is not considered.  Leak adjustments are allowed only once every five years. 
 
As with most sewer systems, there is a substantial I & I problem.  The issues are being 
addressed but very slowly. 
 
Effective May 1, 2013, rates were increased by 20%.  Although not reflected in the audit, 
town officials said that rates have increased annually 1.5% since 2004. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town.  The Town will 
remain under the jurisdiction of the Board until an audit is received which reflects 
compliance. 
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 Audited Audited Audited
FYE 6/30 2010 2011 2012
Water/sewer revenue 598,571$      617,226$       621,925$          
Other revenues 33,305$        28,296$         27,698$            
Total Oper Rev. 631,876$      645,522$       649,623$          

Total Oper Exp. 730,085$      738,562$       731,439$          

Operating Income (98,209)$       (93,040)$        (81,816)$           

Interest Expense 29,667$        25,566$         27,693$            

Change in Net assets (127,876)$     (118,606)$      (109,509)$         

Additioan info
Principal payment 121,723$      32,875$         33,746$            
Depreciation 161,677$      166,281$       168,467$          

Water rates
Inside rates
3/4" meter 9.24$            9.51$             9.51$                
2" meter 29.38$          30.36$           30.36$              
4" meter 99.36$          102.91$         102.91$            
all over 2,500 gallons 4.26$            4.42$             4.42$                
Outside rates
3/4" meter 18.48$          19.02$           19.02$              
2" meter 58.76$          60.72$           60.72$              
4" meter 198.72$        205.82$         205.82$            
all over 2,500 gallons 8.52$            8.84$             8.84$                
Sewer rate 140% 140% 140%
Water customers 1,397            1,416             1,431                
Sewer customers 581               589                603                   
Water loss 31% 25%
Validity score not given
Non revenue water as % not given 

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

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Huntsville, Scott County 
Mayor:  George Potter 
Customers: 300 sewer 
 
The Town of Huntsville has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its 
sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained in 
audited financial statements.  As reflected on the attached financial and rate history, the 
negative change would have been six consecutive years without the receipt of grant funds 
in FY 10. 
 
Sewer rates appear to have not changed from 2001 until April 2013 when a 28% increase 
was enacted.  In 2012, a non-resident fee was put in place requiring those outside the city 
limits to pay 50% more for service. 
 
The Huntsville Utility District charges $1.75 per customer per month to bill and collect 
for the Town.      
 
Currently, the maintenance costs at the plant are high because, in part, the replacement 
filters cost $360,000 every seven years.  The system is in the process of being modified to 
a conventional treatment method.  The change will eliminate the expensive filters and 
several ecological problems currently ongoing. 
 
The system has a problem with infiltration and inflow that can’t be located.  The school 
and businesses are on a residential rate. 
 
The $250 tap fee should be adjusted upward in order to cover the costs of installation, but 
since the area is experiencing no growth, it will not affect the current revenues.   
 
Part of the main highway in Huntsville, has sewer from the City on one side and sewer 
from Scott County Sewer System on the other.  Both the systems should look at 
combining – if for no other reason – to eliminate the need for a second sewer plant, as 
well as the related operation, maintenance and depreciation expense. 
 
Based on the changes noted in the attached letter from the Town, steps have been taken to 
generate additional revenue, but it is hard to determine if those changes will be sufficient. 
Staff had projected that a rate increase of approximately 99% will be needed. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town thus far.  If grant 
funds are received during FY 13 or FY 14, the Town will be in likely be in 
compliance.  However, the law is still not being met which requires the rates and 
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fees be sufficient.  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 Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Sewer revenues 197,557$       205,211$        197,491$       186,926$    190,077$      174,766$          
Other revenues 6,842$           4,811$           6,635$           7,299$       791$             612$                
Capital Contributions -$               63,534$         251,080$    
Total Revenues 204,399$     210,022$      267,660$      445,305$  190,868$     175,378$        

Total Expenses 285,892$     282,736$      299,434$      265,220$  292,720$     288,898$        

Operating Income (81,493)$       (72,714)$        (31,774)$        180,085$    (101,852)$     (113,520)$        
Interest Expense 21,600$         20,461$          18,329$         12,367$     13,173$        16,703$           
Change in Net Assets (103,093)$   (93,175)$       (50,103)$      167,718$  (115,025)$   (130,223)$      

Addit'l info
Principal payment 24,884$         24,489$          59,238$         32,425$     26,906$        23,426$           
Depreciation 122,615$       122,615$        123,100$       133,389$    133,389$      133,329$          

Sewer rates 4/1/2013
First 2,000 gallons 16.58$           16.58$           16.58$           16.58$       16.58$          16.58$             21.24$ 
All over 8.30$            8.30$             8.30$             8.30$         8.30$            8.30$               9.30$   
Customers 293               295                296                296            299               300                  

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

 
 
Case:  Town of Jasper, Marion County 
Mayor:  Paul Wayne Evans 
Customers: 1,270 sewer 
 
The Town of Jasper has been reported to the Board as having two consecutive years with 
a negative change in net assets in its sewer fund as of June 30, 2012.  A financial and rate 
history is attached. 
 
There is an ongoing infiltration and inflow problem that relates to manholes.  Although 
the Town is working toward a solution, it is a slow continuing process. 
 
A major customer, a new truck stop, will be added in August.2013.  In order to provide 
service to the customer, a line had to be installed.  The $1.3 million dollar project was 
funded by Community Development Block Grant ($500,000), Marion County 
($300,000), the truck stop ($250,000), and the owners selling the property ($250,000).  
There are several county buildings between the new truck stop and the current city 
system and negotiations with the county are ongoing to connect those buildings to the 
sewer system.  There are also talks with the State to connect the two rest area/welcome 
centers.  When asked if the sewer system could handle the additional flow, officials stated 
that the current plant was at approximately 54% capacity, so there should be no problem. 
 
A rate increase of approximately 16% has been included in the budget for FY 14.  The 
first vote on that increase and budget was July 8th.  
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town of Jasper in regard to 
the 16% rate increase.   If the Town Council fails to pass the rate increase, staff 
recommends Town officials attend the next meeting of the WWFB with an 
alternative plan.  The Town will remain under the jurisdiction of the Board until an 
audit is received which reflects compliance. 
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 Audited Audited Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Sewer revenues 510,777$     462,265$      473,295$    471,063$    508,060$     
Other revenues 42,255$       41,878$       49,913$      45,809$      43,531$      

Total Revenues 553,032$   504,143$    523,208$  516,872$  551,591$   

Total Expenses 402,821$   611,495$    536,071$  513,753$  549,191$   

Operating Income 150,211$     (107,352)$    (12,863)$     3,119$        2,400$        

Interest Expense 21,180$       10,168$       5,569$        5,585$        5,215$        

Change in Net Assets 129,031$   (117,520)$  (18,432)$   (2,466)$     (2,815)$     

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 30,261$       33,762$       33,761$      34,282$      37,364$      
Depreciation 99,197$       99,117$      106,711$    120,725$     

Sewer Rates
Inside rates
First 1,000 gallons 8.00$          8.00$           8.00$          8.00$         8.00$          
All over 4.00$          4.00$           4.00$          4.00$         4.00$          
Outside rates
minimum bill 16.00$         16.00$         16.00$        16.00$        16.00$        
per 1,000 gallons 8.00$          8.00$           8.00$          8.00$         8.00$          
Sewer customers 934              1,250          1,260         1,270          

TOWN OF JASPER
SEWER HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
Case:  Town of Kimball, Marion County 
Mayor:  David Jackson 
Customers: 73 sewer 
 
The Town of Kimball has been reported to the Board as having two consecutive years 
with a negative change in net assets in its sewer collection fund as of June 30, 2012.  A 
financial and rate history is attached. 
 
All water is furnished by the City of South Pittsburg.  Billing and collecting revenue for 
the sewer system is also done by South Pittsburg, who retains a percentage portion of the 
collections. 
 
Town officials stated that the main reason for the financial condition is the excessive 
infiltration and inflow to the system.  Also, during FY 11, a line installed in 1995 had to 
be replaced.  Since a bore could not be done, the road had to be cut causing the repair to 
cost an additional $45,000. 
 
As of May 2013, the sewer system is debt free. 
 
Effective July 1, 2012, in an attempt to protect and maintain the customers in the tough 
economic times, an ordinance was passed which charges each of the six municipal 
buildings a surcharge of $800 per month.  This will amount to a subsidy of the sewer 
system of $57,600 annually. 
 
Tennessee Code Annotated §68-221-1002(a)(3), “establish fiscal self-sufficiency of 
wastewater facilities.” 
 
Tennessee Code Annotated §68-221-1008(a)(1) and (2): 

“(a)  (1)  A water and wastewater financing board is established in the office of the 
comptroller of the treasury to determine and ensure the financial integrity of certain water 
systems and wastewater facilities. 

    (2)  The board is charged with the responsibility of furthering the legislative 
objective of self-supporting water systems and wastewater facilities in this state and shall 
be deemed to be acting for the public welfare in carrying out 68-221-1007  68-221-
1012.”  
 
Tennessee Code Annotated §68-221-1009(a)(3) under powers and duties of the WWFB 
states: 
 

    (3)  Effect the adoption of user rates necessary for the self-sufficient operation of 
certain water systems and wastewater facilities and to negotiate the consolidation of 
certain water systems and wastewater facilities pursuant to 68-221-1007  68-221-1012;  
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Staff recommends the Board suggest that the Town review its ordinance which 
requires surcharges the municipal buildings.  The Town will remain 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 2010 2011 2012
Sewer revenues 84,274$         73,663$        78,462$       
Other revenues 3,472$          2,125$          1,762$         
Capital contributions 366,159$       
Transfer match for grant 125,613$       
Total Operating Revenues 579,518$     75,788$       80,224$      

Total Operating Expenses 117,168$     121,506$     80,117$      

Operating Income 462,350$       (45,718)$       107$            
Interest Expense 1,679$         
In lieu of taxes
Change in Net Assets 462,350$     (45,718)$     (1,572)$      

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 73,323$       
Depreciation 36,905$         43,514$        46,536$       

Sewer rates
First 3,000 gallons 10.66$          10.66$          12.24$         
All over 3.18$            3.18$            4.08$           
Sewer customers 72                 71                 73                

TOWN OF KIMBALL
HISTORY FILE

40



41



42



43



44



WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Monterey, Putnam County 
Mayor:  Richard Godsey 
Customers: 1,830 water; 1,070  sewer 
Water loss: 30% 
 
The Town of Monterey 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 effective July 2011. 
 
Town officials don’t appear to know why the utility system is in its current financial 
condition because nothing has changed.  However, the Perdue plant has greatly reduced 
its usage.   During the drought, the Town asked the plant to voluntarily reduce its water 
purchases and the plant decided “if we can do it during a drought, we can do it all the 
time.” 
 
Rural Development recently awarded a $335,000 loan/$239,500 grant to extend water 
lines to seventeen customers.  The loan is at rate of 2.75%.  The area has extremely bad 
sulfur water. 
 
Staff suggested a rate increase of 17% effective July 1, 2013.  Officials are trying to 
determine if there are other ways to cut expenses.  TAUD and MTAS should be contacted 
to assist with rate adjustments and operations. 
 
The Town has implemented a 4% rate increase for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2014.  
No other increases are planned until the FY 16 year. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town thus far, require 
monthly monitoring of the revenues and expenses to ensure that consecutive years 
with a negative change in assets does not occur, contact MTAS for a rate study, and 
continue to review its operating procedures and processes with the assistance of 
MTAS and TAUD.  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 2010 2011 2012
Water/sewer revenues 1,536,054$    1,570,736$       1,471,864$       
Other revenues 36,016$         31,161$            28,319$           
Capital contributions 21,300$           
Total Operating Revenues 1,572,070$  1,601,897$     1,521,483$     

Total Operating Expenses 1,426,745$  1,565,858$     1,539,558$     

Operating Income 145,325$       36,039$            (18,075)$          
Interest Expense 80,851$         65,306$            89,135$           
In lieu of taxes 37,000$         
Change in Net Assets 27,474$       (29,267)$         (107,210)$      

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 200,621$       196,867$          126,099$          
Depreciation 396,684$       400,476$          406,510$          

Water rates
Inside 
First 2,000 gallons 11.87$          11.87$              12.22$             
All over 3.43$            3.43$               3.53$               
Outside
First 2,000 gallons 22.50$          22.50$              23.17$             
All over 7.95$            7.95$               8.18$               
Sewer rates are 100% of water
Water customers 1,821            1,829               1,830               
Sewer customers 1,061            1,071               1,070               
Water loss 30% 30% 30%

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

 
 
Case:   Town of Mosheim, Greene County 
Mayor:   Billy Myers 
Customers:  694 water and 1,265 sewer 
Water loss:  36.081% 
 
The Town of Moshiem has been experiencing a negative change in net assets for the last six 
years in its sewer system according to the information contained in audited financial 
statements.  Excessive water loss has also been reported for two of the last four years. 
 
The Town does not take an application for sewer service.  Other than the 694 water customers 
served by the Town, water is provided by the Town of Greenville and the Old Knoxville 
Highway Utility District.  Both of those entities disconnect sewer for nonpayment of water bills. 
 
A very large company is currently negotiating to attach to the sewer system.  However, in 
order to serve the company, the plant will require upgrades.  A small amount of flow is 
scheduled to begin in the fall of 2013, and the company fully up and running by March 2014.  
There are some concerns about the amount of untreatable water, which will be charged a 
different rate from the treatable.  
 
During FY 13, the Town will receive approximately $350,000 in grant revenue.  That amount 
should be a “band-aid” fix for the negative changes.  However, rates and fees need to be 
addressed by the Town in order to become self-sufficient. 
 
There is also a lawsuit filed by the Town of Bulls Gap which could affect the revenues of the 
system.  Evidently the Town of Bulls Gap is disputing the charges for the collected effluent 
that is being sent to Mosheim for treatment.   
 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town and continue to 
monitor them based on comments contained in the letter from the Vice-Mayor.    
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 June 30 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Sewer revenues 886,884$       886,884$       886,884$         886,884$         886,884$       886,884$        
Other revenues 47,921$         47,921$         47,921$          47,921$          47,921$         47,921$          

26% 230,590$         230,590$         230,590$       230,590$        
Total Operating Revenues 934,805$     934,805$     1,165,395$    1,165,395$    1,165,395$  1,165,395$   

Total Operating Expenses 1,012,616$  1,032,868$  2% 1,053,525$    1,074,596$    1,096,088$  1,118,010$   

Operating Income (77,811)$       (98,063)$       111,869$         90,799$          69,307$         47,385$          

Interest Expense 52,930$         51,397$         50,364$          49,276$          48,135$         46,937$          
Transfer In 13,965$         
Change in Net Assets (116,776)$   (149,460)$   61,505$         41,523$         21,172$       448$             

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 20,348$         21,347$         22,380$          23,468$          24,609$         25,807$          
Depreciation 366,481$       366,481$       366,481$         366,481$         366,481$       366,481$        

Sewer Rates
Residential 
0 - 2,000 gallons 22.28$          
2,001 4,000 gallons 5.57$            
over 4,000 gallons 5.01$            
Commercial
0 - 6,000 gallons 46.41$          
over 6,000 gallons 5.01$            
Industrial/Large Comercial
0 - 6,000 gallons 83.55$          
6,001 - 180,000 gallons 5.18$            
over 180,000 gallons 3.80$            
Customers 1,265            
Water Loss 36.081%

Town of Mosheim
Sewer projections
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
Case:   Town of Oliver Springs, Anderson/Morgan/Roane Counties 
Mayor:   Chris Helper 
Customers:  2,114 water and 1,382 sewer 
Validity Score:  69 
Non-revenue water: 9.7% 
 
The Town of Oliver Springs has been experiencing a negative change in net assets for the last 
two years in its water and sewer system according to the information contained in audited 
financial statements. 
 
The current City Manager has been in place since June 2012. 
 
It appears that the capital assets of systems have not been maintained for many years.  The 
sewer system needs approximately $1,000,000 to get the system back in good working order.  
Areas that would have been considered a repair or maintenance item five years ago are now 
capital concerns. The equalization basin had not been cleaned out in 20 years.   Infiltration 
and inflow is a serious problem for the Town.  The Tennessee Department of Environment and 
Conservation is in the process of developing an agreed order for some of the items. 
 
The water system has had extremely high losses for the past three years (55.6%, 53.4% and 
49.6%) based on the old formula.  The AWWA numbers reflect compliance, however, since the 
system is still in the learning process, those numbers may not accurately reflect the problems 
of the system. 
 
According to the City Manager, many of the problems could be addressed with additional staff 
and resources.  Her projections have determined that a 25.5% increase would be needed.   
 
In July 2012, rates were increased $1.00 at each level.  Prior to July 2012, the last increase 
was in 2006.  In addition to the usage rates, every customer of the system pays a flat fuel 
surcharge.  Customers outside the Town limits also pay a flat water surcharge. 
 
Since the water board and the city council are the same, it is difficult to get a rate increase.  A 
couple of interesting items are: 1) the finance director and the city recorder are both elected, 
but the City Manager is hired; and, 2) an outside person is contracted ($300 per year) to 
prepare bank reconciliations on eight different bank accounts. 
 
It appears that the negative change in net assets at April 30, 2013 is approximately $12,000. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town regarding the 25.5% 
increase in rates.  If the Town failed to adopt the increase, officials should be 
required to appear at the next meeting with an alternative plan.  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 Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2009 2010 2011 2012
Water revenues 1,078,960$     1,050,651$    1,093,360$    1,058,556$     
Other revenues 195,961$        177,082$      182,031$      237,015$        
Capital contributions 76,220$          421,128$      71,167$        
Total Revenue 1,351,141$   1,648,861$ 1,346,558$ 1,295,571$   

Total Expenses 1,138,268$   1,214,918$ 1,308,977$ 1,306,489$   

Operating Income 212,873$        433,943$      37,581$        (10,918)$         
Interest Expense 50,499$          49,958$        46,150$        37,910$          
Change in Net Assets 162,374$      383,985$     (8,569)$       (48,828)$       

Additional Info
Principal payment 203,335$        155,788$      182,149$      176,007$        
Depreciation 262,240$        296,508$      323,170$      326,712$        

Water rates
Residential inside 7/1/2012
First 2,000 gallons 7.50$              7.50$            7.50$            7.50$              8.50$        
all over 4.10$              4.10$            4.10$            4.10$              5.10$        
Residential outside
First 2,000 gallons 14.00$            14.00$          14.00$          14.00$            15.00$      
all over 7.00$              7.00$            7.00$            7.00$              7.00$        
Surcharge 4.00$              4.00$            4.00$            4.00$              
Sewer rates
Residential inside
First 2,000 gallons 15.00$            15.00$          15.00$          15.00$            16.00$      
all over 6.25$              6.25$            6.25$            6.25$              7.25$        
Residential outside
First 2,000 gallons 28.75$            28.75$          28.75$          28.75$            29.75$      
all over 12.31$            12.31$          12.31$          12.31$            13.31$      
Sewer only customers 30.00$            30.00$          30.00$          30.00$            
Water customers 2,158              2,148            2,147            2,114              
Sewer customers 1,389              1,387            1,397            1,382              
Water loss 55.561% 53.364% 49.560%
Validity Score 69
Non revenue water 9.70%

TOWN OF OLIVER SPRINGS
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  City of Ramer, McNairy County 
Mayor:  George Armstrong 
Customers: 204 water 
Validity Score: 67 
Non revenue water: 12.7% 
 
The City of Ramer has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its water 
system for five consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained in audited 
financial statements. 
 
The financial and rate history is attached.  
 
The City was first reported to the Board for consecutive losses in the audit ending June 
30, 2009.  The negative changes in net assets are continuing to increase even through 
rates were increased in FY10, and FY11.  An additional 10% increase was effective July 
1, 2013 and another is scheduled for July 1, 2014.  Even though rate increases were 
implemented, the actual revenue amount from water sales did not increase accordingly. 
 
Although a 2% inflation rate was used to calculate the additional revenue that would be 
needed, expenses have increased an average of 5.2% annually since 2007. 
 
During FY 12, new computer software was purchased and repairs were made to the well 
creating expenses of approximately $6,000 that should not be repeated. 
 
During the spring of 2013, the City was forced connect to the Town of Eastview in order 
to purchase water while the water tank was being renovated.  That will make expenses 
increase slightly during the FY13 fiscal year.  The connection was funded by existing 
funds within the water department. 
 
The City needs to adopt and implement a meter replacement program.  According to the 
Mayor, TDEC has informed the City that there are some problems with the retention tank 
that must be fixed. 
 
Staff recommends the Board require the Town to adopt and implement a meter 
replacement program and contact MTAS for a rate study.   
 
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 Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Water revenues 53,406$     57,709$      54,035$       53,512$      54,143$    55,921$    
Other revenues 1,608$      978$           801$            446$           543$         115$         
Capital contributions 13,135$     
Total revenues 68,149$   58,687$    54,836$     53,958$    54,686$   56,036$   

Total Expenses 55,357$   71,392$    63,368$     63,913$    67,714$   72,748$   

Operating Income 12,792$     (12,705)$     (8,532)$       (9,955)$       (13,028)$   (16,712)$   
Interest Expense 1,623$      381$           
Change in Net Assets 11,169$   (13,086)$   (8,532)$      (9,955)$     (13,028)$ (16,712)$ 

Additianl info
Principal payment 5,000$      16,000$      
Depreciation 17,913$     17,913$      17,913$       18,396$      18,448$    18,446$    

Water Rates 7/1/2012 7/1/2013
First 1,000 gallons 12.50$      12.50$        12.50$         13.50$        14.85$      16.35$      17.99$  
over 1,000 gallons 2.00$        2.00$          2.00$           2.00$          2.20$        2.20$        2.42$    
Customers 255           255             255             255             255           204           
Water Loss uknown 31.45% 32.73% 30.22% 34.92%
Validity Score 67
Non revenue water 12.70%

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

 
 
 
Case:  City of Red Boiling Springs, Macon County 
Mayor:  Bobby Etheridge 
Customers: 1,715 water; 215 sewer 
Water loss: 29% 
 
The City of Red Boiling Springs 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.  
 
When asked how the City got in this shape, staff was told that the former employee (who 
was the certified operator) over the water department didn’t search to find the best price 
for anything,  He simply bought what he wanted when he wanted it – not abiding by the 
purchasing guidance of the City.  Since he left in August 2012, City official stated that 
expenses have decreased.   Delinquent accounts have also decreased recently because of 
the diligence of the office staff. 
 
The meter replacement program only targets those meters that register over one millions 
gallons. 
 
The City has its own water plant, but purchases a small amount from the City of 
Lafayette. 
 
City Council is exploring the refunding of Rural Development bonds which carry a rate 
of 5%.  The State Revolving Fund loan for the sewer system (interest rate of 0.79%) Will 
mature and be paid off in August 2013. 
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the City and encourage them to 
continue to improve the operations and management of the systems.  The City also 
should adopt a more comprehensive meter replacement program.  The City will 
remain under the oversight of the Board until an audit is received which reflects 
compliance with state law. 
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 Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year ended 6/30 2010 2011 2012
W/S Revenues 1,177,569$     1,058,984$        1,029,360$         
Other revenues 33,018$          23,844$             23,739$              

Total Revenues 1,210,587$   1,082,828$      1,053,099$       

Total Expenses 1,253,958$   1,133,678$      1,144,448$       

Revene vs. Expenses (43,371)$        (50,850)$           (91,349)$            

Interest Expense 22,288$          26,830$             22,427$              
Contributions 328,675$        
Change in Net Assets 263,016$      (77,680)$          (113,776)$         

Supplemental Information
Principal payment $153,968 $146,518 $153,829
Depreciation 268,204$        277,547$           269,603$            

Water Rates
Inside 
First 2,000 gallons 7.86$             9.88$                9.88$                 
Over 2,000 gallons 3.63$             4.17$                4.17$                 
Outside
First 2,000 gallons 11.80$           13.57$              13.57$                
Over 2,000 gallons 5.44$             6.26$                6.26$                 
Water customers 1,703             1,707                1,715                 
Sewer Rates
Inside 
First 2,000 gallons 10.00$           11.50$              11.50$                
Over 2,000 gallons 5.00$             5.75$                5.75$                 
Outside
First 2,000 gallons 15.00$           17.25$              17.25$                
Over 2,000 gallons 7.50$             8.63$                8.63$                 
Sewer customers 212                215                   215                    
Water Loss 31.000% 30.000% 29.000%

CITY OF RED BOILING SPRINGS
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Scott County Sewer System 
Co. Mayor: Jeff Tibbals 
Customers: 275 sewer 
 
The Scott County Sewer System has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in 
its sewer system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained 
in audited financial statements.  The financial and rate history is attached. 
 
The Huntsville Utility District charges $1.75 per customer per month to bill and collect 
for the Town.      
 
Part of the main highway in Huntsville, has sewer from the County on one side and sewer 
from the Town of Huntsville on the other.  Both the systems should look at combining – 
if for no other reason – to eliminate the second plant and the related operation, 
maintenance and depreciation expense. 
 
In another section of the county, the County paid $250,000 to install the sewer system, 
but the City receives the revenue from the 56 customers involved. 
 
An annual transfer of approximately $32,000 is made from the General Fund to the 
Sewer fund.  Since the system is supposed to be self-supporting, the transfer was not used 
in projected increases. 
 
The County does not require connection to the sewer system as allowed in state law. 
 
The Huntsville Mayor has stated that the Town will take the Scott County sewer system, 
but not the associated debt.  Over the next few months, the County will pursue that 
option. 
 
If the merger with the Town fails, staff recommends the Board require an increase 
in the rates.  Since the projected 99% immediate rate increase is not practical, staff 
recommends the Board require an annual 30% rate increase for three years or 
require the attendance of County officials at the next meeting to address the 
condition of the wastewater system to suggest an alternative plan.  The County 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 Audited Audited Audited Audited Audited
FYE 6/30 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Sewer revenues 80,132$     90,639$       85,913$      127,748$     155,033$    147,729$  160,859$   156,777$     
Other revenues 103$          102$            138$           1,473$         4,266$        41$           250$            
Transfers in 41,059$     28,930$       48,770$      60,223$       50,838$      226,032$  32,625$     32,160$       
Grants 861,115$     34,775$      346,996$  
Total Oper Rev. 121,294$   119,671$     134,821$    1,050,559$  244,912$    720,798$  193,484$   189,187$     

Total Oper Exp. 162,219$   229,087$     165,380$    170,368$     212,192$    226,134$  252,211$   261,469$     

Operating Income (40,925)$    (109,416)$    (30,559)$     880,191$     32,720$      494,664$  (58,727)$    (72,282)$      

Interest Expense 19,045$     18,916$       18,770$      26,626$       28,997$      28,607$    28,026$     27,439$       

Change in Net assets (59,970)$    (128,332)$    (49,329)$     853,565$     3,723$        466,057$  (86,753)$    (99,721)$      

Additioan info
Principal payment 10,000$     10,000$       10,000$      12,078$       12,881$      18,028$    18,120$     18,241$       
Depreciation 58,216$     58,216$       58,220$      58,220$       83,757$      87,992$    91,885$     92,513$       

Sewer rates
0 - 2,000 gallons 21.24$         
2,001 - 10,000 gallons 9.30$           
10,001 - 40,000 gallons 6.88$           
All over 4.95$           
Sewer customers 275              

SCOTT COUNTY SEWER
HISTORY FILE
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Case Study 

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Sharon, Weakley County 
Mayor:  Monroe Ary 
Customers: 544 water; 497 sewer 
Water Loss: 47.1% 
 
The Town of Sharon 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 Town is debt free. 
 
A few years ago, Dollar General came to Town and it was decided that the Town would 
install the water and sewer service at the expense of the Town.  A little later, an existing 
business decided they wanted the same deal at the expense of the Town.  This created a 
financial expense that was not recovered quickly. 
 
Rates for the utility have not changed in five years.  However, effective July 1, 2013, the 
minimum bill will be increased $3.60. The remaining rates are remaining the same.   
 
Staff suggested that the rate levels slowly be eliminated as the need to increase rates 
arises.  Also, it was suggested that the minimum usage allowance be reduced to 1,000 
gallons. 
 
Although the Town has most of its policies in writing, there are a few that are still 
needed.  For example, a customer requested a $0.89 adjustment to a bill for watering 
flowers.  Written policies allow office staff to consistently enforce the mandates of the 
Town council. 
 
Sharon is home to one of the oldest water tanks in the state – a 50,000 gallon “witches 
hat” from the early 1900’s.  A $500,000 Community Development Block Grant has been 
awarded to tear down the tank and replace it with a 1000,000 gallon tank that will be 31 
feet taller and equalize the water pressure with the other tank.  The required match money 
and additional funding is in the bank so funds will not have to be borrowed for the 
project. 
 
It appears that the Town is moving in a positive direction regarding revenues.  With 
the implementation of the July 1, 2013 rate increase, compliance should be coming 
by FY 14.  Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town, but 
strongly suggest that all policies be adopted by the Town council and put in writing.  
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 Audited
Fiscal Year ended 6/30 2009 2010 2011 2012
W/S Revenues 193,081$         192,172$        192,751$           195,799$            
Other revenues 8,927$            8,920$           10,748$             10,238$              
Contributed Capital 65,515$          12,265$          
Total Revenues 267,523$       213,357$      203,499$         206,037$          

Total Expenses 221,912$       208,582$      266,655$         210,974$          

Revene vs. Expenses 45,611$          4,775$           (63,156)$           (4,937)$              

Interest Expense
In lieu of tax 20,074$          9,938$              9,847$                
Loss on sale of assets 340$              
Change in Net Assets 25,537$         4,435$          (73,094)$          (14,784)$           

Supplemental Information
Principal payment
Depreciation 70,420$          69,742$          67,051$             53,362$              

Water Rates
First 2,000 gallons 10.08$            10.08$           10.08$              10.08$                
2,001 - 3,000 gallons 2.55$              2.55$             2.55$                2.55$                 
3,001 - 20,000 gallons 1.74$              1.74$             1.74$                1.74$                 
All over 1.39$              1.39$             1.39$                1.39$                 
Sewer Rates
First 2,000 gallons 14.38$            14.38$           14.38$              14.38$                
Over 2,000 gallons 1.74$              1.74$             1.74$                1.74$                 
Water customers 537                 529                539                   544                    
Sewer customers 489                 484                493                   497                    
Water Loss 37.600% 32.100% 47.400% 47.100%

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

 
 
 
Case:  City of Sunbright, Morgan County 
Mayor:  Dennis Reagan 
Customers: 72 sewer 
 
The City of Sunbright has been experiencing a negative change in net assets in its sewer 
system for two consecutive fiscal years according to the information contained in audited 
financial statements.  The financial and rate history is attached.   
 
When asked how the system got financially distressed, the Mayor stated that – for 
whatever reason – customers were being lost and the no grants had been received 
recently.  The customer base ranges between 65 and 72 – the lowest since installation.  A 
couple of business and the bank have closed.  Thirty-five percent (35%) of the customers 
are renters and 33% of those have drug issues. 
 
Plateau Utility District does the billing and collecting for the City. 
 
This is a 22 year old collection system that is “held together by band-aids and duct tape.”  
Infiltration and inflow are major problems in the system. 
 
Information provided in the attached letter identifies steps being taken by the City to 
correct the problem.  Those steps amount to a total of $13,055. (Typo in the city’s letter.) 
Part of the solution, however,  is an annual general fund transfer of $5,000.  Grants funds 
are being applied for to replace broken lines within the system.  Customer rates were 
increased by 6% effective July 1, 2013.  
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the City but suggest the City 
find other ways to generate revenue without the use of a general fund transfer.  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 Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2009 2010 2011 2012
Sewer revenues 32,462$         33,848$     30,414$        33,743$         
Other revenues -$                 
Capital Contributions 48,630$         411,713$    20,000$        
Total Operating Revenues 81,092$        445,561$  50,414$       33,743$       

Total Operating Expenses 51,569$        46,154$    52,433$       48,649$       

Operating Income 29,523$         399,407$    (2,019)$         (14,906)$       
Interest Expense 456$              360$          276$             192$             
Gen. Fund Transfer 10,000$         
Change in Net Assets 39,067$        399,047$  (2,295)$       (15,098)$     

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 6,300$       6,384$          6,468$          
Depreciation 16,879$         17,289$     30,135$        27,489$         

Sewer rates
Residential
First 2,000 gallons 23.00$           23.00$       23.00$          23.00$          
All over 5.15$             5.15$         5.15$            5.15$            
Commericial
First 2,000 gallons 30.00$           30.00$       30.00$          30.00$          
All over 3.90$             3.90$         3.90$            3.90$            
Tap fee 400.00$         400.00$     400.00$        400.00$         
Customers 70                  75              75                 72                 

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

 
 
 
Case:  Town of Wartrace, Bedford County 
Mayor:  Ronald Stacy 
Customers: 830 water; 325 sewer 
Water loss: 46% 
 
The Town of Wartrace 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.  
 
When asked how the Town got in this shape, officials stated: 
 
For many years, the sole source of water was gravity flow from a spring.  The amount of 
water taken from that spring was metered but the water loss was not measured. When the 
water loss requirements were implemented by the State, the system discovered a very 
high percentage of water loss.  Then it was determined that the spring had extreme 
turbidity (a measure of the degree to which the water loses its transparency or is cloudy 
due to the presence of suspended particulates.)  The water system was installed in 1934 
with cast iron pipe with lead joints.  The sewer system was installed in 1960 with clay 
pipe.  Fifty percent of the water meters in the Town are over ten years old.  Until the mid 
1990’s expansion of the system was the priority – not rehabilitation. 
 
The spring is no longer in use and all water is purchased from the City of Tullahoma for 
$1.85 per thousand gallons.  Water is also sold to the City of Bell Buckle for $3.05 per 
thousand gallons.  Since different chemicals were used with spring water than now being 
used with the Tullahoma water, the lines are being “eaten”, causing more leaks and extra 
flushing of the lines.  Currently water loss is less than 40%.  During May 2013, the water 
loss was 33.04% 
 
A twelve-inch plastic trunk line covering four and one-half miles, installed in the mid 
1990’s, was not properly installed (bedded) and is a constant source of leaks.  The cost to 
replace that line is estimated at $1,100,000. 
 
A $500,000 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) application has been 
submitted to replace the old water lines in the downtown area.  That project is estimated 
to cost $549,000. 
 
The Town has been through four leak detection events with leaks being repaired as they 
are discovered.  When one leak was repaired, a creek went dry.  Most leaks are repaired 
by the staff of the Town which consists of two full-time and two part-time employees.  
Many times, repair of major leaks has to be contracted.  A third full-time employee is 
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needed because the current operator is heavily involved in the day to day operations of 
the system and does not have the time needed to perform his administrative duties or to 
take time off. 
 
Because of the clay pipes used in the sewer system and its age, the system has high 
infiltration and inflow.  Although the lagoon itself is in fairly good shape, the Town is in 
the process of replacing the bar screen at the plant at a cost of $208,320. The screen has 
been out for many months requiring special chemical to break down the solids.  This has 
increased operating costs of the sewer system significantly. The lift station is seriously 
outdated but will cost approximately $380,000 to correct.  The pumps are also outdated. 
 
When asked, the water superintendent stated that it is possible that some people are 
getting utility service without paying.  Occasionally a service will be found that has been 
in place for many years and has not been billed.  Also, a meter will be discovered that has 
long been buried in the area where a residence used to exist.  This situation will continue 
until all of the old main lines are replaced. 
 
Based on an MTAS rate study in October 2012, the Town adjusted its rate structure to a 
water base fee $36.70, which covered operation costs, and $3.70 per thousand gallons for 
water, and a sewer base fee of $26.00 and $5.00 per thousand gallons of sewer.  
However, the Town did vary slightly by allowing any use of less than 500 gallons to pay 
$13.00 for water and $7.50 for sewer. 
 
Based on the needs shown above, the Town is discussing whether or not to refinance 
current outstanding debt of approximately $1,600,000 while borrowing money to do 
much-needed projects within the water and sewer system.  However, Town officials do 
not think the citizens can afford the extra burden of the needed rate increases.   
 
Staff recommends the Board endorse the actions of the Town of Wartrace.  The 
Town will remain under the oversight of the Board until an audit is received which 
reflects compliance with state law. 
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 Audited Audited Audited
Fiscal Year 6/30 2010 2011 2012
Water/sewer revenues 636,648$           745,360$               950,448$        
Other revenues 31,352$             23,332$                 30,880$          
Capital Contributions 377,881$           47,119$                 96,223$          
State reimbursement 47,913$                 
Total Operating Revenues 1,045,881$        863,724$               1,077,551$     

Total Operating Expenses 841,522$           1,062,144$            1,044,922$     

Operating Income 204,359$           (198,420)$              32,629$          

Interest Expense 43,128$             76,874$                 66,660$          

Change in Net Assets 161,231$           (275,294)$              (34,031)$         

Supplemental Information
Principal payment 19,734$             20,229$                 70,451$          
Depreciation 198,002$           222,614$               215,465$        

Water Rates
Inside 10/1/2012
Minimum bill 0 - 500 gallons 13.05$        
over 500 gallons base fee 36.70$        
per thousand gallons 3.70$          
First 2,000 gallons 17.00$               25.50$                   25.50$            
All over 5.60$                 6.70$                     6.70$              
Outside
First 2,000 gallons 20.50$               30.50$                   30.50$            
All over 5.60$                 7.00$                     7.00$              
Sewer Rates 100%
Inside
Minimum bill 0 - 500 gallons 7.50$          
501 to 5,000 gallon base fee 26.00$        
each additional 1,000 gallons 5.00$          
First 2,000 gallons 15.00$                   15.00$            
All over 6.70$                     6.70$              
Outside
Minimum bill 0 - 500 gallons 20.55$        
Over 500 gallons base fee 50.20$        
per thousand gallons 3.70$          
First 2,000 gallons 20.50$               30.50$                   30.50$            
All over 5.60$                 7.00$                     7.00$              

Water customers 829                    830                        830                 
Sewer customers 324                    325                        325                 
Water Loss 44.00% 48.00% 46.00%

TOWN OF WARTRACE
HISTORY FILE
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Water Audit Report for: Town of Wartrace
Reporting Year:

All volumes to be entered as: MILLION GALLONS (US) PER YEAR

WATER SUPPLIED
Volume from own sources: n/a 0.000 Million gallons (US)/yr (MG/Yr)

Master meter error adjustment (enter positive value): n/a

Water imported: 8 192.130 MG/Yr

Water exported: 8 63.790 MG/Yr

WATER SUPPLIED: 128.341 MG/Yr
.

AUTHORIZED CONSUMPTION
Billed metered: 7 39.620 MG/Yr

Billed unmetered: n/a 0.000 MG/Yr
Unbilled metered: n/a 0.000 MG/Yr Pcnt: Value:

Unbilled unmetered: 5 4.293 MG/Yr 1.25%

AUTHORIZED CONSUMPTION: 43.913 MG/Yr

WATER LOSSES (Water Supplied - Authorized Consumption) 84.427 MG/Yr

Apparent Losses Pcnt: Value:
Unauthorized consumption: 10 0.321 MG/Yr 0.25%

Customer metering inaccuracies: 7 4.159 MG/Yr 9.50%
Systematic data handling errors: 5 0.015 MG/Yr

Apparent Losses: 4.495  

Real Losses (Current Annual Real Losses or CARL)
Real Losses = Water Losses - Apparent Losses: 79.933 MG/Yr

WATER LOSSES: 84.427 MG/Yr

NON-REVENUE WATER
NON-REVENUE WATER: 88.720 MG/Yr

= Total Water Loss + Unbilled Metered + Unbilled Unmetered

SYSTEM DATA

Length of mains: 7 30.0 miles
Number of active AND inactive service connections: 5 1,230

Connection density: 41 conn./mile main
Average length of customer service line: 10 0.0 ft

Average operating pressure: 10 110.0 psi

COST DATA

Total annual cost of operating water system: 5 $825,377 $/Year

Customer retail unit cost (applied to Apparent Losses): 7 $14.00
Variable production cost (applied to Real Losses): 10 $2,036.42 $/Million gallons

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Financial Indicators
Non-revenue water as percent by volume of Water Supplied: 69.1%
Non-revenue water as percent by cost of operating system: 28.4%

Annual cost of Apparent Losses: $62,929
Annual cost of Real Losses: $162,776

Operational Efficiency Indicators

Apparent Losses per service connection per day: 10.01 gallons/connection/day

Real Losses per service connection per day*: 178.04 gallons/connection/day

Real Losses per length of main per day*: N/A

Real Losses per service connection per day per psi pressure: 1.62 gallons/connection/day/psi

Unavoidable Annual Real Losses (UARL): Not Valid

From Above, Real Losses = Current Annual Real Losses (CARL): 79.93

* only the most applicable of these two indicators will be calculated

 WATER AUDIT DATA VALIDITY SCORE:

 PRIORITY AREAS FOR ATTENTION:

     1: Water imported

     2: Total annual cost of operating water system

     3: Billed metered

*** UARL cannot be calculated as either average pressure, number of connecions or length of mains is too small: SEE UARL DEFINITION ***

 Based on the information provided, audit accuracy can be improved by addressing the following components:

*** YOUR SCORE IS: 73 out of 100 ***

Infrastructure Leakage Index (ILI) [CARL/UARL]:

                Default option selected for unauthorized consumption - a grading of 5 is applied but not displayed                

A weighted scale for the components of consumption and water loss is included in the calculation of the Water Audit Data Validity Score

Choose this option to 
enter a percentage of 

billed metered 
consumption. This is 
NOT a default value

$/1000 gallons (US)

4.293

 AWWA WLCC Free Water Audit Software: Reporting Worksheet

2012 7/2011 - 6/2012

<< Enter grading in column 'E'

MG/Yr

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? Click to access definition 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

? 

Back to Instructions 

Please enter data in the white cells below. Where available, metered values should be used; if metered values are unavailable please estimate a value. Indicate your confidence in the accuracy of 
the input data by grading each component (1-10) using the drop-down list to the left of the input cell. Hover the mouse over the cell to obtain a description of the grades 

? 

? 

? 

? 
? 
? 

? 

? 

? 

(pipe length between curbstop and customer 
meter or property boundary) 

Use buttons to select 
percentage of water supplied 

OR 
value 

? Click here:  
for help using option 
buttons below 

For more information, click here to see the Grading Matrix worksheet 

? 

Copyright © 2010, American Water Works Association. All Rights Reserved. 

? 

? 

? 

? 

 WAS v4.2 
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THE WARTRACE WATER & SEWER SYSTEM 
 

WHAT HAS AND IS BEING DONE TO ADDRESS OUR 
 “FINANCIALLY STRESSED” CONDITION 

 
 

Wartrace Waterworks and Sewer System’s “financially distressed “condition is directly 
related to and impacted by the high % of unaccounted for water loss and the fact that we 
are no longer getting our water from a spring, which was basically free, but are now buying 
water from Tullahoma Utilities. 
 
Listed below is a chronological list of steps taken to improve the financial status of our 
system and to meet State regulations. 
 
January 2011 until the present –  We have continued to address the high percent water loss 
with installation of master meters and valves, use of leak detection consultants, replacement of 
old waterlines, customer education regarding the importance of reporting water leaks and  
making leak repairs a priority.  
 
April 2012 – MTAS successfully completed a Water and Sewer System Review 
 
June through September 2012 – Utilizing recommendations from the MTAS Review, a new 
rate schedule was implemented increasing rates by approximately 37%. The new rate structure 
was based on a base rate for water and a base rate for sewer which would cover individual 
operating costs for each service. Customers were then charged a rate per gallon for water used. 
These new rates were not implemented until passage of the Budget in September. Three months 
of FY’13 were at the old rate. The FY’14 budget will reflect 12 months at the new rates. 
 
The FY” 13 Budget was bare bones only allocating for those things determined absolutely 
necessary. The budget included many cost saving practices that were implemented with approval 
of the budget ordinance. 
  
Currently – We are researching opportunities for additional cost savings and new revenue 
opportunities and continue to aggressively address the high percent water loss. Our FY’14 
budget will include allocations for regular leak detection services, match dollars for the Wartrace 
City Limits Waterline Replacement Project and hopefully, debt service payments for a 
consolidation loan or stand-alone loan for replacement of the Bugscuffle Road main water line or 
matching dollars for a County CDBG to replace the Bugscuffle Road main line. We are also 
researching other sources of funding for our sewer rehabilitation projects; green grants, state 
revenue funding, etc. Our FY’14 budget also includes dollars for replacement water meters. We 
are upgrading to the Sensus Iperl digital meters. These meters measure low flow, are very 
accurate, are guaranteed for 20 years and can be read via drive-by meter reading. All new water 
projects, new service installations and meter replacements are utilizing the new digital meters. 
We will continue to monitor our day-to-day operational costs, doing only those things necessary.  
Leak repair will continue to be a major priority and we will continue to educate our customers 
regarding early reporting of leaks.       
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TOWN OF WARTRACE, TENNESSEE 
WATER AND SEWER SYSTEM 

INITIAL CHECKLIST FOR ADDRESSING WATER LOSS 
JUNE 24, 2013 

 
 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: 
 

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

  Yes. We are currently billing for all general government water use. 
 
 2. Are you accounting for the water used by the water and/or sewer departments? 
  Yes. 
 
 3. Do you periodically check or inspect all 2” and larger meters? 

Yes. We inspect 2” meters and replace registers when defective. We have an 
arrangement with Reed and Shows to check all 3, 4 and 6 inch meters annually. 

 
 4. Do you have a recalibration policy and procedure in place? 

No. We replace meter parts (I.e. registers) or the meters when determined defective. We 
think this is cheaper than recalibration. 

  
5. Do you have a meter replacement policy? Is the trigger based on age (length of time in 
service) or on gallons? 

Yes. Meters are replaced after 1 million gallons are recorded and/or when meters are 
found to be bad or dead. 

 
6. Do you have a process to inspect for unauthorized consumption? What are the 
consequences if unauthorized consumption is discovered? 

Yes. Anyone found to be in violation of the Theft of Service Policy will be subject to a 
Theft of Service Fee ($75.00) and/or a Tampering Fee ($250). 
 
Service will not be restored until all payments for the following are received by the 
system:  
 a. Adjusted payment for utility service. 
 b. Theft of service and/or Tampering Fee 
 c. Reconnection Fee and any other fees as deemed appropriate. 

d. The cost of damages to system property to include labor, equipment, 
overhead and replacement parts. 

  
 7. Do you have a leak detection program currently in place? 
  Yes. Our budget includes funding for annual leak detection services. 
 

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

Yes, we have a volunteer fire department. The county volunteer fire services provides a 
monthly report of water usage. 

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

Yes. Master meters and valves are strategically placed throughout our system to allow 
us the ability to locate and fix major water leaks. Additional valves will be added as 
funding is available. 

 
11. Do you search for leaks at night when there is little traffic or small household usage?  
 Yes, when we have determined there is a major leak and we can’t find it. 
 
12. Do you or can you control pressure changes? 
 Yes. We have a 12” PRV in Normandy and a 6” PRV on Highway 64 towards Shelbyville. 
 
13. Do you have or do you have access to leak detection equipment? 

Yes. We own a listening device and we have access to leak detection services. Our 
budget includes funding for leak detection services. 

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

We contact customers via phone when we are made aware of a possible leak or their 
consumption appears high. If the customer is home when we are reading meters, we 
notify them at that time. 

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

Yes. The message “Water Leaks Are Very Costly. Please Report Leaks As Soon As 
Possible” is printed on our bills and posted in our office and at the Post Office.  

 
 16. Do you have a policy to prosecute water theft or meter tampering/damage? 
  Yes.  We prosecute to the extent allowed under TCA 39-14-104 & TCA 39-14-408. 
 
 17. What is the monetary value of the lost water?  
  The eleven month average for FY’13 was $14,082 per month. 
 
 18. Is the cost to repair the leak/leaks justified based on the amount of water being lost? 
  Yes, plus, we must repair the leaks to meet the state’s water loss requirements.  
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Water and Wastewater Financing Board 

Status Reports 

July 2013 

 

Alexandria 

In January 2013, the WWFB requested assurance that all policies have been put in writing.  

 April 2013, information from Town stated “we are continuing adding policies as requested.  This is 
taking more time than we hoped due to turn over on the board and getting the proper public hearings in 
place.  We do have the fixed assets policy and the customer complaint policy in place.  We should have 
all the policies in place by July 2013.” 

Friendship 

In March 2013, the WWFB voted to require the City to contact MTAS about a rate study, adopt and 
implement a meter replacement policy, and implement rate increases or expense reductions to be in 
compliance by June 2015.  This is the response from the Mayor. 

Please be advised that I have been working with the City Board to increase revenue in 
the water and sewer fund. 

The City Board has approved the following rate increases that should bring us into 
compliance within the next couple of years: 

September, 2012, water and sewer increased from $4.00 per 1,000 gallons to $5.00 per 
1,000 gallons for every thousand gallons over the 3,000 gallon minimum. 

July, 2013, the sewer maximum bill on residential users increased from $29.50 to 
$39.50. 

September, 2013, the minimum bill on both water and sewer will increase by $1.50 per 
month. 

February, 2014, the minimum bill will increase another $1.50 per month on both water 
and sewer. 

February, 2014, water and sewer usage will increase from $5.00 per 1,000 gallons to 
$6.00 per 1,000 gallons. 

I will continue to watch revenues closely and if we need to, we will increase rates again. 
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Grand Junction 

In January 2013, the WWFB requested updates on the water loss and the 12% annual rate increases as 
promised. 

 

Henning 

In March 2013, the WWFB voted to: 

1. Require that the Town contact MTAS for a rate study; 
2. Prepare a leak detection study to determine the next step for water loss 

reduction; 
3. Adopt a formal set of written policies; 
4. Continue the replacement of two and six-inch water lines; 
5. Revise the AWWA water loss reporting worksheet; 
6. Develop a plan for future rate increases without the necessity for grant funds; 
7. Develop and implement and mapping program; and, 
8. Prepare a presentation for the Board at its July 11, 2013, meeting.  

 
Although Town officials are not required to appear in July, evidence of completion of (or progress 
toward) the listed items should be submitted. 

Staff recently learned that the Mayor was not re-elected.  Staff will contact the new Mayor as soon as 
possible to make sure the plan is followed. 
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WATER AND WASTEWATER FINANCING BOARD 
Status Report 

 
 
Case:  Town of Vonore, Blount and Monroe Counties 
Mayor:  Larry Summey 
Customers: 325 sewer 
 
The Town of Vonore last appeared before the Board in May 2010.  Effective January 
2013, the sewer minimum bill was increased from $$19.45 to $21.00 for 2,000 gallons.  
For all usage over 2,000 gallons, the charge increased from $6.50 to $6.70. 
 
Information in the audit reflected general fund transfers in FY 09 through FY 12.  
However, Town officials stated that the amount was actually transferred in order to repay 
the Tellico Area Services System (TASS) for back payments.  All debts are now current.  
There is NO transfer planned for FY 13. 
 
Because TASS now does all the billing and collecting of sewer fees for the Town, water 
is discontinued when sewer is not paid.  The Town pays $200 per month for those 
services. 
 
There is a little growth in the area.  One subdivision is under development, but the 
building is very slowly.  Three customers have been added this year. 
 
The system was installed in the early to mid 1980’s and infiltration and inflow (I & I) 
continues to be a problem which must be addressed.  Risers has been put on 135 
manholes.  Four other manholes have been sprayed with plastic.  The plastic has a ten-
year guarantee.  A leak in the TASS water system flowed into the Town’s sewer system 
for over a year before the repair was made.  Progress is slow, but continuing.  The budget 
for FY 14 will have more funds in it specifically to address I & I. 
 
The Town is continuing to negotiate with TASS to take the entire sewer system.  TASS, 
according to Town officials, appears to be reluctant until the I & I problem is resolved. 
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 Audited Audited Audited Audited Audited Audited Audited 
FYE June 30 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Sewer revenues 91,753$       116,448$    119,688$    116,375$    122,502$    168,159$    196,524$    
Other revenues 36,120$       16,237$      9,110$        3,781$        10,542$      1,688$        1,903$        
General Fund Transfer 41,414$      48,700$      70,000$      34,093$      
Total Revenues 127,873$   132,685$  128,798$  161,570$  181,744$  239,847$  232,520$  

Total Expenses 200,633$   194,864$  196,270$  214,559$  213,900$  258,880$  259,353$  

Operating Income (72,760)$      (62,179)$     (67,472)$     (52,989)$     (32,156)$     (19,033)$     (26,833)$     

Interest Expense -$                -$               -$               -$               -$               -$               -$               

Change in net assets (72,760)$    (62,179)$   (67,472)$   (52,989)$   (32,156)$   (19,033)$   (26,833)$   

Supplemental Information
Depreciation 69,038$       69,459$      54,983$      45,711$      45,711$      45,711$      45,711$      

Sewer rates
First 2,000 gallons 8.60$           8.60$          10.75$        10.75$        10.75$        10.75$        19.45$        
Over 2,000 gallons 4.30$           4.30$          5.40$          4.30$          4.30$          4.30$          6.50$          
Well water flat rate 8.50$           8.50$          10.60$        10.60$        10.60$        10.60$        19.45$        
customers 327              330             350             327             327             327             325             

TOWN OF VONORE
HISTORY FILE
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INITIAL CHECK LIST FOR ADDRESSING WATER LOSS 

1. We are billing all government department buildings.  We are in the process of installing 
a six inch meter on the fire plug at the number one Fire Station to bill for water used for 
training purposes.  We have come across a few water usages that were not billed in the 
past but will be in the near future. 

2. We are accounting for water used in both water and sewer departments, each are being 
metered. 

3. We read meters monthly and change if problems exist.  We have contracted in the past 
years to test all compound meters but the Union City Water Plant will be testing the 
meters in the near future. 

4. Currently we do not have a calibration policy in place other than contracting testing of 
all compound meter in the past years.  We are going to start testing meters ourselves in 
the near future. 

5. We change our meters out on both age and over one million gallons.   
6. Our customers call if someone is pulling water from a fire plug without authorization 

due to low water pressure.  Other city departments will also call us to report any 
unauthorized person.  When a person is caught they are billed for water used and are 
informed not to be getting water unless they contact us and we give them authorization 
in a designated area. 

7. The leak detection we have now is customers calling in with low pressure, leaks on 
mains or service lines.  We also spot leaks on daily work activities. 

8. We do have policies for billing adjustments.  The adjustments are issued thru City Hall. 
9. We do have authorized non-customers to contact us for water.  We will install a meter 

on the fire plug for billing and water usage.  The fire department sends a water usage 
report every month. 

10.  Our system at this time is not zoned for isolating water loss. 
11.  Currently we are not searching for leaks at night. 
12.  We have installed soft starts on our high service pumps at the Water Plant.     In our 

high pressure areas we have installed pressure regulators. 
13.  We do have leak detection equipment that we use in our daily work. 
14.  City Hall mails customers a high consumption notice. 
15.  Currently our customers are keeping us informed of any leaks in our system.  We will 

encourage our customers on the city’s website to report leaks. 
16.  Our policy for water theft will not be tolerated and we will prosecute if anyone is 

caught. 
17.  According to AWWA water audit software, annual cost of real losses is $57,358. 
18.  Our leaks are repaired regardless of the cost. 
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SYSTEM COUNTY LAST AUDIT A
Town of Alexandria DeKalb 2012
City of Ashland City      WL Cheatham 2012
Town of Atwood Carroll 2012
Town of Big Sandy Benton 2012
Town of Carthage Smith 2012
Coffee County WTA Coffee 2012
City of Collinwood Wayne 2010
City of Cowan Franklin 2012
Town of Cumberland Gap WL Claiborne 2012
Town of Decaturville       WL Decatur 2012
City of Decherd              WL Franklin 2011
City of Dunlap                 WL Sequatchie 2012
City of Elizabethton        WL Carter 2012
Town of Englewood McMinn 2012
City of Erin Houston 2012
City of Friendship Crockett 2012
City of Friendsville          WL Blount 2012
City of Grand Junction Fayette 2012
Town of Greeneville Greene 2012
Town of Halls Lauderdale 2012
City of Harriman             WL Morgan 2012
Town of Henning Lauderdale 2012
City of Henry Henry 2012
Hiwasse Utili Commission Bradley/McMinn 2012
City of Hohenwald           WL Lewis 2012
Town of Hollow Rock      WL Carroll 2012
Town of Hornbeak Obion 2012
Town of Hornsby Hardeman 2012
Humphreys County Humphreys 2012
Town of Huntsville Scott 2012
Town of Jasper Marion 2012
City of Jellico                  WL Campbell 2012
Town of Jonesborough Washington 2012
City of Kenton                WL Gibson/Obion 2011
Town of Kimball Marion 2012
City of Lake City            WL Anderson/Campbell 2011
City of Lakeland Shelby 2012
City of Lenoir City           WL Loudon 2012
Lincoln County                WL Lincoln 2012
City of Lobelville             WL Perry 2012
City of McKenzie           WL Carroll 2012
City of Michie McNairy 2012
City of Middleton Hardeman 2012
Town of Monterey Putnam 2012
Town of Mosheim Greene 2012
Town of Mountain City    WL Johnson 2012
City of Niota McMinn 2010
Town of Obion Obion 2012
Town of Oliver Springs Anderson/Morgan/Ro 2012
Town of Oneida Scott 2012
City of Puryear Henry 2012
City of Ramer McNairy 2012

Systems under the WWFB July 2013
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City of Red Boiling Springs Macon 2012
Town of Sardis Henderson 2012
Scott County Sewer System Scott 2012
Town of Sharon   Weakley 2012
City of Spencer              WL Van Buren 2012
City of Springfield          WL Robertson 2012
City of Sunbright Morgan 2012
Town of Tellico Plains    WL Monroe 2012
Town of Trezevant          WL Carroll 2012
City of Union City           WL Obion 2012
Town of Vonore Blount/Monroe 2012
City of Wartburg Morgan 2012
Town of Wartrace Bedford 2012
Watauga River Reg WA  WL Carter 2012
City of Watertown         WL Wilson 2010
City of Waverly               WL Humphreys 2012
City of Waynesboro      WL Wayne 2012
City of Westmoreland    WL Sumner 2012
Town of Whiteville Hardeman 2012
Town of Woodbury        WL Cannon 2012
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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

subsequent 
review %

subsequent 
review date

Ashland City 37.00% 6/30/2011 35.09 6/30/2012
Collinwood 45.96% 6/30/2009
Cowan 37.75% 6/30/2012
Cumberland Gap 47.00% 6/30/2010 35.00% 6/30/2011 66/42.3% 6/30/2012
Decaturville 35.09% 6/30/2009 34.77% 6/30/2010 43.43% 6/30/2011 44.72% 6/30/2012
Decherd 40.935% 6/30/2010 40.50% 6/30/2011
Dunlap 54/NA 6/30/2012
Elizabethton 49.99% 6/30/2010 54.92% 6/30/2011 55.68% 6/30/2012
Erin 51.00% 6/30/2010 49.76% 6/30/2011 42.54% 6/30/2012
Friendsville 40.35% 6/30/2010 38.05% 6/30/2011 62/28.4% 6/30/2012
Grand Junction 45.55% 6/30/2010 not included 6/30/2011 not included 6/30/2012
Halls 35.10% 6/30/2011 36.67% 6/30/2012
Harriman 54.30% 6/30/2010 56.18% 6/30/2011 53.04 6/30/2012
Henning 54.584% 6/30/2010 50.50% 6/30/2011 42/1.3% 6/30/2012
Hohenwald 46.00% 6/30/2010 36.00% 6/30/2011 36.00% 6/30/2012
Hollow Rock 58/1.1 6/30/2012
Jellico 43.76% 6/30/2010 40.25% 6/30/2011 38.96% 6/30/2012
Jonesborough 56.11% 6/30/2010 56.54% 6/30/2011 55.60% 6/30/2012
Kenton 48.80% 6/30/2010 46.40% 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 38.60% 6/30/2012
Lincoln County 38.76% 6/30/2010 38.95% 6/30/2011 36.66% 6/30/2012
Lobelville 48.00% 6/30/2011 47.00% 6/30/2012
McKenzie 54.02% 6/30/2010 53.28% 6/30/2011 47.00% 6/30/2012
Mosheim 36.08% 6/30/2012
Mountain City 42.67% 6/30/2010 45.23% 6/30/2011 38.10% 6/30/2012
Oliver Springs 53.364% 6/30/2010 49.56% 6/30/2011 49.88% 6/30/2012
Sharon 32.10% 6/30/2010 47.20% 6/30/2011 47.10% 6/30/2012
Spencer 39.84% 6/30/2010 41.61% 6/30/2011 41.98% 6/30/2012
Springfield 38.10% 6/30/2010 38.03% 6/30/2011 39.30% 6/30/2012
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Tellico Plains 52.88% 6/30/2010 51.24% 6/30/2011 46.33% 6/30/2012
Trezevant 48.30% 6/30/2007 57.41% 6/30/2010 52.82% 6/30/2011 43.99% 6/30/2012
Union City 57/5.9 6/30/2012
Wartrace 44.00% 6/30/2010 48.00% 6/30/2011 46.00% 6/30/2012
Watauga River Regional 60.07% 6/30/2009 59.47% 6/30/2010 58.43% 6/30/2011 59.39% 6/30/2012
Watertown 40.88% 6/30/2008 48.69% 6/30/2009 58.14% 6/30/2010
Waverly 47.64% 6/30/2010 52.00% 6/30/2011 51.06% 6/30/2012
Waynesboro 86/37.2 6/30/2012
Westmoreland 42.00% 6/30/2010 46.00% 6/30/2011 40.00% 6/30/2012
Woodbury 46.00% 6/30/2010 44.06 6/30/2011 36.00% 6/30/2012
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Sunset Public Hearing Questions for 
Water and Wastewater Financing Board 

Created by Section 68-221-1008, Tennessee Code Annotated 
(Sunset termination June 2014) 

 
 
1. Provide a brief introduction to the Water and Wastewater Financing Board, including 

information about its purpose, statutory duties, staff and administrative attachment. 
 

The Wastewater Facilities Act of 1987 created a Wastewater Financing Board 
within the Department of Environment and Conservation.  Chapter 483 of the Public 
Acts of 1997 changed the Board to the Water and Wastewater Financing Board and 
included water systems within its jurisdiction.  The Board determines and ensures the 
financial integrity of certain water systems and wastewater facilities by effecting 
reasonable user rates or system efficiencies, including negotiated consolidation, of 
certain water systems and wastewater facilities.   
TCA Section 68-221-1009 establishes the statutory duties of the Board to: 
 
 Adopt, modify, repeal, and promulgate rules in accordance with the Uniform 

Administrative Procedures Act and, after due notice, to enforce rules and 
regulations which the Board deems necessary for proper administration; 

 Investigate and determine the financial condition of water systems and 
wastewater facilities under its jurisdiction; 

 To investigate public water systems which are considered to have excessive 
water loss; 

 Effect the adoption of user rates necessary for the self-sufficient operation of 
certain water systems and wastewater facilities and to negotiate the 
consolidation of certain water systems and wastewater facilities; 

 In the case of public water systems, investigate, with the assistance of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation and the Comptroller of the 
Treasury, and determine the financial, technical, and managerial capacity of 
the systems to comply with the requirements of the federal and state acts; and to 
require systems to take appropriate action to correct any deficiencies in such 
areas, including, but not limited to, changes in ownership, management, 
accounting, rates, maintenance, consolidation, alternative water supply, or 
other procedures.  

 
The Board is authorized to act only as to those water systems and wastewater facilities 
brought before it upon recommendation of the Comptroller of the Treasury as provided 
in TCA Section 68-221-1010.  
 
Public Acts of 2007, Chapter 86, changed the administrative attachment of the Board 
from the Department of Environment and Conservation to the Comptroller of the 
Treasury.  Staff to the Board consists of: 

 
Jim Arnette, Director, Division of Local Government Audit 
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Joyce Welborn, Legislative Auditor 4, Board Coordinator  
Rachel Newton, Assistant General Counsel to the Comptroller of the Treasury 

 
 
2. Provide a list of current board members and describe how membership complies with 

Section 68-221-1008, Tennessee Code Annotated.  Who appoints members?  Are 
there any vacancies on the board?  If so, what steps have been taken to fill the 
vacancies? 

 
 The Board consists of the Comptroller of the Treasury or his designee, who serves 
as Chairman, the Commissioner of the Department of Environment and Conservation 
or his designee, and seven members appointed by the Governor to three-year terms 
expiring on June 30 of the appropriate year.  
 

Member     Representing 
Ann Butterworth, Chairman  Comptroller of the Treasury 
Tom Moss    Dept of Environment and Conservation 
Vacant by resignation   Government Finance/Minority Citizens 
Drexel Heidel    Active Employee/Utility Districts 
Ben Bolton    Manufacturing Interests 
Kenneth Wiggins   Active Employee/Municipal Water System 
Betsy Crossley    Municipalities 
Tamika Parker    Tennessee Environmental Council 
Randy Wilkins    Utility Districts 

 
3. Does membership include a member who is sixty years of age or older?  A member 

who is a racial minority?  A member who is female? 
 
 The Board has three (3) female members, one (1) minority member, and no 
members sixty or older. 
 
4. What per diem or travel reimbursement do members receive?  How much was paid to 

board members during fiscal years 2011 and 2012? 
 
 Board members are reimbursed based upon the State Comprehensive Travel 
Regulations, Board Member Reimbursement Rate schedule.  Travel expenditures for 
FY 11 were $2,858.37; for FY 12, travel expenditures were $1,700.50. 
 
5. What were the board’s revenues (by source) and expenditures (by object) for fiscal 

years 2011 and 2012? 
 
 There are no revenues directly attributed to the Board.  Expenditures relative to 
the Board for FY11 and FY 12 were charged to the Comptroller of the Treasury, Office 
of State and Local Finance.  Staff to the Board was transferred to the Division of Local 
Government Audit in January 2012.  Subsequent expenses are funded by that Division. 
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6. How many times did the board meet in fiscal years 2011 and 2012, and how many 
members were present at each meeting? 
 

 During FY 11, the Board held five (5) meetings with membership attendance of 7, 
8, 8, 7, and 5.  During FY 12, there were four (4) meetings with attendance of 7, 7, 9, 
and 6. 
 
 
7. Is the board subject to Sunshine law requirements (Section 8-44-101 et seq., 

Tennessee Code Annotated) for public notice of meetings, prompt and full recording 
of minutes and public access to minutes?  If so, what procedures does the board have 
for informing the public of its meetings, who keeps the official minutes of board 
meetings and what steps are taken to make the minutes available to the public? 

 
 The Board is subject to the requirements of the Sunshine law.  The Board has its 
own website under the general website of the Comptroller of the Treasury: 
http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/WWFB.  All meeting notices are posted in advance of 
the meeting, usually one calendar year at a time, on that website.  The minutes of the 
Board are maintained in the Division of Local Government Audit.  Minutes are 
furnished on request in accordance with the Tennessee Public Records Act. 
 
8. What were the major accomplishments of the board during fiscal years 2011 and 

2012?  Specifically describe the nature and extent of the board’s activities as they 
relate to each of the board’s duties and responsibilities set out in Section 68-221-
1009, Tennessee Code Annotated. 
 

 In October 2010 and again in June 2012, the Board voted to adopt American 
Water Works Water Loss reporting format.  This puts Tennessee as one of the leaders 
in the nation for water accountability.  Although still in its “learning stage,” the 
accountability will allow the monitoring of one of the state’s most valuable resources – 
water.  During the two-year period under review, the Board approved 51 compliance 
reports.  This reflects that actions taken by the various utility systems, under the 
guidance of the Board, are in compliance with state law.  Most of the other utility 
systems have plans in place to reach compliance.  Those without plans have not yet 
appeared before the Board. 
 
9. Has the board promulgated rules as authorized at Section 68-221-1009(a)(1), 

Tennessee Code Annotated?  If so please cite the reference. 
 
  Yes, the rules are in Chapter 1740-01. 
 
10. What reports does the board prepare on its operations, activities and accomplishments 

and who receives the reports?  Please attach copies of all such reports issued during 
fiscal years 2011 and 2012. 

 

184

http://www.comptroller.tn.gov/WWFB


  Until the 2013 Legislative session, there was  no statutory requirement for 
preparing such a report; however, the Board has consistently submitted a report to 
the Governor at the beginning of each calendar year.  Attached is a copy of the 
annual reports for 2011 and 2012. 

 
 
11. How many water systems and wastewater facilities were brought before the board 

during fiscal years 2011 and 2012, upon recommendation of the Comptroller of the 
Treasury?  Briefly summarize the board’s orders and determinations in those cases.  
Were all hearings scheduled within 60 days from the receipt of the audit report as 
required by Section 68-221-1010, Tennessee Code Annotated? 

 
  All the information included in the annual report to the Governor is done based 
on a  calendar year, therefore, information reflected here is by calendar year.   
During 2011, the Board heard 54 cases, 28 status reports and 14 compliance 
reports.  During 2012, the Board heard 34 cases, 10 status reports, and 37 
compliance reports. 
   The resolution to the cases mostly involved rate increases, but also included 
plans involving meter change out and rate or fee restructuring, reduction of 
expenses, or receipt of grant funds 
All cases were scheduled within 60 days of receipt of the audit report  

 
12. How many reviews of board decisions were held during fiscal years 2011 and 2012 

and who conducted the hearings (the board, one or more board members, or an 
administrative judge)?  How many decisions were reversed?  Upheld?  Amended? 

 
 There were no reviews of Board decisions. 
 
13. How many cases did the board refer to chancery court during the last two years 

because facilities failed to adhere to the board’s final orders?  What was the outcome 
of those cases? 

 
 There were no cases referred to Chancery Court. 
 
 
14. Describe the board’s process for investigating and determining the financial condition 

of wastewater facilities. 
 
 Upon receipt of the audited financial statements from the Division of Local 
Government Audit Review Team (which constitutes the referral by the Comptroller of 
the Treasury), the municipality is notified and a hearing date is set.  Staff, sometimes 
with the assistance of Municipal Technical Advisory Service (MTAS), will work with 
the municipality to develop a plan for addressing the situation.  A visit is made to meet 
with city staff or even the entire city council or board.  A plan is developed that will 
eliminate the “financially distressed” or excessive water loss condition within the 
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guidelines previously established by the Board.  The Board then endorses or rejects the 
plan as adopted by the municipality. 
 
15. Does the board have any policies in place to address potential conflicts of interest by 

board members, board employees, or other state employees who work with the board 
in any capacity? 

 
 The Comptroller of the Treasury requires that the members sign conflict of 
interest forms.  There are no policies in place regarding conflicts of interest. 
 
 
16. Describe any items related to the board that require legislative attention and your 

proposed legislative changes. 
 
 There are no proposed changes or items that require legislative attention at this 
time. 
 
17. Should the board be continued?  To what extent and in what ways would the absence 

of the board endanger the public health, safety or welfare? 
 

 Yes, the Board should continue.  The Board has addressed the “financially 
distressed” condition of 222 entities in its twenty-six year history.  There are various 
statutes in the Tennessee Code Annotated which require municipalities to have 
sufficient rates or revenues to cover expenses, including debt payments, depreciation, 
operations, etc.  This board is the “enforcement arm” that has authority through 
Chancery Court to force a municipality to comply with such statutes.  There are 
currently 75 municipalities, counties or authorities under the jurisdiction of the Board. 
 Without the Board in place to require the utility systems to adjust rates, many 
would fall into serious debt issues or states of disrepair which could jeopardize the 
health and well-being of the citizens of Tennessee. 
 
 
18. Please list all board programs or activities that receive federal financial assistance 

and, therefore are required to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  
Include the amount of federal funding received by program/activity. 

 
[Federal financial assistance includes: 

 
(1) Grants and loans of Federal funds, 
(2) The grant or donation of Federal Property and interests in property, 
(3) The detail of Federal personnel, 
(4) The sale and lease of, and the permission to use (on other than a casual or 
transient basis), Federal property or any interest in such property without 
consideration or at a nominal consideration, or at a consideration which is reduced for 
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the purpose of assisting the recipient, or in recognition of the public interest to be 
served by such sale or lease to the recipient, and 
(5) Any federal agreement, arrangement, or other contract which has as one of its 
purposes the provision of assistance. 
 
28 C.F.R. Sec. 42.102(c)] 
 
[The term recipient means any State, political subdivision of any State, or 
instrumentality of any State or political subdivision, any public or private agency, 
institution, or organization, or other entity, or any individual, in any State, to whom 
Federal financial assistance is extended, directly or through another recipient, for any 
program, including any successor, assign, or transferee thereof, but such term does not 
include any ultimate beneficiary under any such program. 
 
28 C.F.R. Sec. 42.102(f)] 
 
The Board receives no federal monies, nor does the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Treasury.  The Board operates within the general administration budget of the 
Division of Local Government Audit within the Office of the Comptroller of the 
Treasury. 
 
If the board does receive federal assistance, please answer questions 19 through 26.  
If the board does not receive federal assistance, proceed directly to question 25.  
 

19. Does your board prepare a Title VI plan?  If yes, please provide a copy of the most 
recent plan.  
 

20. Does your board have a Title VI coordinator?  If yes, please provide the Title VI 
coordinator’s name and phone number and a brief description of his/her duties.  If not, 
provide the name and phone number of the person responsible for dealing with Title 
VI issues. 
 

21. To which state or federal agency (if any) does your board report concerning Title VI?  
Please describe the information your board submits to the state or federal government 
and/or provide a copy of the most recent report submitted.  
 

22. Describe your board’s actions to ensure that board staff and clients/program 
participants understand the requirements of Title VI. 
 

23. Describe your board’s actions to ensure it is meeting Title VI requirements.  
Specifically, describe any board monitoring or tracking activities related to Title VI, 
and how frequently these activities occur. 
 

24. Please describe the board’s procedures for handling Title VI complaints.  Has your 
board received any Title VI-related complaints during the past two years?  If yes, 
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please describe each complaint, how each complaint was investigated, and how each 
complaint was resolved (or, if not yet resolved, the complaint’s current status). 
 

25. Please provide a breakdown of current board staff by title, ethnicity, and gender. 
 

The Director is a white male, the Legal Counsel is a white female, and the Board 
Coordinator is a white female. 
 

 
26. Please list all board contracts, detailing each contractor, the services provided, the 

amount of the contract, and the ethnicity of the contractor/business owner.   
 
The Comptroller of the Treasury has no contracts for assistance. 
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Members:  7 appointed by the Governor and 2 Ex-officio (Comptroller/designee & Commissioner/Environment &Conservation/designee)
Terms:  3 years Meeting frequency:  meets bimonthly or as necessary

MEMBERS & ADDRESSES PHONE E-MAIL REPRESENTING TERM ENDS

Ann Butterworth                                          
James K. Polk Building, 17th Flr              
Nashville, TN  37243-1402 615-401-7910 Ann.Butterworth@cot.tn.gov Comptroller's Designee No Expiration
resigned Government Finance 6/30/2014
Drexel Heidel                                
Manager/Engineer                      
West Knox Utility District                   
PO Box 51370                                  
Knoxville, TN  37950-1370 865-862-6701 WKUDdrex@aol.com

Active employee of a 
utility district 6/30/2015

Ben Bolton                                     
EnSafe                                                
220 Athens Way, Suite 410        
Nashville, TN  37228 615-587-5700 bbolton@ensafe.com Manufacturing Interests 6/30/2012
Tom Moss                                        
TN Dept of Environment & 
Conservation                               
401 Church Street                                      
L & C Tower, 6th Floor             
Nashville, TN  37243 615-532-0191 Tom.Moss@tn.gov

TN Dept. of Enviroment 
and Conservation 

Comissioner Designee No Expiration
Tamika Parker                            
5685 Old Hickory Blvd.            
Nashville, TN  37218 615-942-6988 tparkerpe@gmail.com Environmental Interests 6/30/2015
Kenneth Wiggins                               
City of Alcoa                                      
725 Universal St                               
Alcoa, TN  37701 865-380-4802 kwiggins@cityofalcoa-tn.gov

Active employee of a 
municipal water system 6/30/2015

Randy Wilkins                             
East Montgomery Utilty District      
5195 Highway 41A S          
Clarksville, TN  37043-7101 931-368-1921 rwilkins@emud.us Utility Districts 6/30/2016
Betsy Crossley                                
276 Stratton Court                  
Brentwood, TN  37027 615-370-0629 crossleyb@brentwood-tn.org Municipalities 6/30/2014

Water and Wastewater Financing Board
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