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SECTION 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The Turner Shoals Dam, Hydroelectric Station, and Lake Adger are owned by Polk County, 
North Carolina.  The recreational uses of the reservoir are enjoyed by the abutting 
residents and the public at large.  The power generation revenues are the property of 
Northbrook as well as the responsibility and cost of maintenance, renewals and 
replacements to the hydroelectric station.  Duke Energy owns the substation and has 
easement rights for power transmission from the substation.  The remaining uses are for 
land value enhancement, flood control, water storage and potential alternative raw water 
supply. 

 

The purpose of this appraisal is to value only the water storage and potential alternative 
raw water supply use of Lake Adger.   

 
Client:  The Client is Polk County, North Carolina. 
 
Intended Users:  The intended user is Polk County, and potentially ICWD and BRWA. 
 
Intended Use:  Source material for either interlocal agreement or not-for-profit utility 
   formation equity participation. 
 
Type and Definition of Value:  Type – Special Purpose Property for public utility use for 

raw water supply component of potable water system(s) – 
Definition Source IRS-561- Fair Market Value (FMV).   

 
Terms:  Value is in terms of cash and standard industry APA terms and conditions 

assuming the existing restrictions and agreements. 
 
Exposure Time – is two (2) years. 
 
The characteristics of property and condition assessment is presented in Section 2. 
 
Ownership Interest: is fee simple with the full bundle of rights with compliance of 

Northbrook, HOA, Marina, Duke Energy, and pool elevation 
agreements. 

 
There are known restrictions, agreements, regulations contracts or other items impacting 
the property. 
 
Intangible items involve:  water supply reliability, emergency storage, safe yield, average 
yield, quality, threat assessment/contamination and/or blending opportunities. 
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Extraordinary assumptions:  (1) safe yield and contract determinations are valid (2) 
siltation will be curtailed and rate reduced with a proportion of the cost assigned to the 
alternative water supply use, (3) releases will flow downstream and be substantially 
available to BRWA/ICWD for subsequent treatment (4) Lake Adger will not be 
contaminated or have long term not correctable water quality issues (5) Northbrook or its 
successors or assigns will not impede the use of Lake Adger for water supply (6) HOA/POA, 
Marina and/or recreational users of Lake Adger will not impede the use of Lake Adger for 
water supply (7) DENR will permit at the safe yield and entitlement flow levels (5.8 MGD 
and 8 MGD) the use of Lake Adger for water supply (8) No environmental condition will 
impede the use of Lake Adger for water supply, (9) Turner Shoals Dam safety costs will be 
proportional to the uses and those costs shown herein will be allocated with the alternative 
water supply allocation as assumed herein; and (10) the Green River intake and raw water 
pipeline to the BRWA WTP will be proportionately allocated to the Lake Adger water 
supply use. 
 
Hypothetical Conditions -      

1. Polk County, ICWD and BRWA will agree on either an interlocal agreement or 
participate in an Authority or 63-20 corporation or other entity which uses Lake Adger 
for water supply at the safe yield and entitlement flow levels (5.8 MGD and 8 MGD 
respectively). 

2. The three (3) party’s will accept the level of participation at the FMV opinion delineated 
herein without discount. 

3. An alternative water supply use will be accomplished in a not-for-profit manner or 
entity or agreement.   

 

Lake Adger’s current uses are for flood control, recreation, land value enhancement and 
hydroelectric power generation.  The additional use is assumed for raw water supply and 
the current uses will not impede or restrict the additional use. 

 

The market context is the limited public utility market due to locational constraints.  The 
public utility use will be in the local North Carolina/South Carolina area. 

 

The relevant economic conditions that exist and the market acceptability for water supply 
is an essential use required for the public health safety and welfare.  The need or 
absorption of the raw water supply is addressed in Section 4. 

 

The sales comparison approach is relied upon for this work and is presented in Section 5. 

 

The cost approach is not relied upon for this work and is discussed in Section 3.    

 

The income approach is not relied upon for this work and is discussed in Section 3. 

 

The property is encumbered by various agreements and uses.  The value opinion and 
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conclusion for this work isolates the additional use for raw water supply and values that 
additional use. 

 

Assemblage with other water supply components is anticipated, yet the benefits of 
assemblage are not included in this opinion of value. 

 

The anticipated modifications to the subject property for: 
 

a. Structural Dam Safety and Spillway Improvements 
b. Siltation/Dredging 

 
are not fully defined, though studies have been conducted.  The extraordinary assumption 
is that such improvements will be proportionally paid for from each use and sustain the 
value in a fashion recognized by the market.  Proper implementation of cost-effective 
capital improvements are common in the water industry and are accepted by the parties 
involved as prioritized and scheduled in a market acceptable fashion. 
 
The real property needed for Lake Adger uses are encumbered by the Lake.  No other real 
property has been identified as necessary for acquisitions to attain the additional water 
supply use. 
 
The intangible items are included in the comparable sales approach and no additional 
intangible property value is necessary. 
 
The prior agreements of the sale of Lake Adger are to be honored. 
 
The quantity and quality of data available for the cost approach is quite distant from the 
present.  The major portion of construction was performed and completed in December, 
1924 period, approximately 92 years ago.  Means, methods, regulations, materials, 
equipment, etc. have changed dramatically from that time to the present. 
 
The income from Lake Adger does not accrue to the owner (County of Polk, N.C.); rather to 
the vendors using the lake for (a) hydroelectric power generation and (b) recreation 
(POA/HOA, Marina, Wildlife Resource Commission).  Therefore, there is no positive cash 
flow specifically attributed to the Lake which benefits the owner other than enhanced land 
values and economic development.  The income approach would not derive reliable results 
for the additional water supply use.  Similarly, the cost approach data is not sufficient to 
derive reliable results. 
 
 
1.1 APPROACH EVALUATION 
 
The three standard approaches include the cost (principal of substitution); income 
(business value from rentals or sales income) and comparable sales/utility value (market 
approach derived from sales, NARUC accounts, component values trended and depreciated 
to the effective date. 
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The cost approach is impacted greatly by the agreements involving electrical easements, 
hydroelectric rights and operator agreement, dock and marina agreements, property 
owner agreements and lake level maintenance agreement requirements.  The water supply 
source is a unique natural feature and no direct substitution is possible.  The costing of the 
existing facilities and trending would provide a reproduction cost without compliance or 
grandfathering of the existing regulations.  The functional obsolescence and external 
obsolescence, while known to be great, would be difficult to quantify. 
 
The income approach, based upon my understanding that there are no rentals or payments 
derived from the ownership of the dam and lake as direct instruments.  The hydro-power 
sales benefit the vendor.  There are no current water supply agreements for the potential 
potable raw water available from the Lake Adger, yet such agreement(s) are likely in the 
near future.  The County bears the full cost of maintenance of all facilities except for (a) the 
marina dredging for navigation/access performed by fish and wildlife, (b) the hydroelectric 
facilities on site by the vendor, (c) the electrical substation and transmission lines by Duke 
Power and (d) the private facilities.  The approach would be speculative at this juncture.  
We are including the additional value derived from the increased tax revenues from 
lakefront lots since the/adjoin the Lake and have an enhancement derived therefrom. 
 
The market approach will be used and certain information imputed due to the certain 
utilities’ practice of combined water supply and treatment accounts.  Cost allocations are 
necessary due to the fact that the raw water supply is a component of an integrated water 
utility system.  The pertinent information was derived from the respective Public Service 
Commissions, Utility Commissions, utilities, sale cost allocations as reported to the federal 
government and financial disclosures to complement our data bases. 
 
 
1.2 PREMISE OF VALUE 
 
The premise of value is in the Lake Adger’s current use and the potential use as a raw water 
supply for potable purposes.  The average annual daily flow (AADF) safe yield 5.8 MGD as 
presented by Black & Veatch, the average annual yield is 8 MGD as present in the 
agreements with additional peak day capabilities due to storage is the yield extraordinary 
assumption integrated into the work.  The facilities will be valued in their highest and best 
additional use (denoting that hydroelectric and recreational uses are allocated to others 
and that flood control and land value enhancement exists.) as a raw water supply facility.  
Therefore the highest and best use for the appraisal is the water utility value as a special 
purpose property as a public utility component.  The fair market value is determined 
consistent with the stated use and market.     
 
 
1.3 PROJECT SCOPE AND AUTHORIZATION 
 
This Appraisal Report (“Report”) is of the Lake Adger Water Supply Source (LAWSS), in the 
Columbus area of Polk County, North Carolina and was requested by the County of Polk, 
Board of County Commissioners.  The facilities were constructed and provide water 
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management, water supply, hydroelectric power, recreation uses and other uses. 
 
 
1.4 OWNERSHIP INTEREST 
 
The assets are part of the water resources of the region at the effective date of the 
appraisal. We have performed these services for the specified portion of property in “fee 
simple,” which includes all rights (the bundle of rights) that can be legally vested in an 
owner, subject to encumbrances whatever they may be. This fee simple ownership includes 
ownership of all of the property, fee simple ownership of certain real property, operational 
rights and water rights.  In other words, the fee simple value has been determined, without 
deduction for any liens or other encumbrances that may exist. 
 
Fee simple ownership is the most comprehensive type of ownership since the owner may 
dispose of the property in any manner they select. One possessing this property has no 
restrictions or limitations upon ownership except those imposed by governmental entities 
and those which were willfully created by agreement. 
 
 
1.5 PURPOSE AND USE OF APPRAISAL      
 
The purpose of this appraisal is to value the water storage and raw water supply uses of 
Lake Adger. 
 
The uses of this appraisal are for interlocal negotiations concerning utility service matters 
for the region.   
 
 
1.6 IMPORTANT VALUATION DEFINITIONS 
 

Appraisal (noun) – the act or process of developing an opinion of value; an 
opinion of value. (adjective) of or pertaining to appraising and related 
functions such as appraisal practice or appraisal services.1 

 
Client – the party or parties who engage, by employment of contract, an 
appraiser in a specific assignment.2 

 
Cost – the amount required to create, produce, or obtain a property.3 

 
 

 
 

1 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (“USPAP”), 2016-2017 Edition, Published by 
the Appraisal Foundation, page 1 (lines 8-10) 
2 lbid, page 2 (line 50) 
3 lbid, page 2 (line 57) 
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Easement – an interest in real property that transfers use, but not ownership, 
of a portion of an owner’s property. 4 

 
Extraordinary Assumption – an assumption, directly related to a specific 
assignment, as of the effective date of the assignment results, which, if found to 
be false, could alter the appraiser’s opinion or conclusions. 5 

 
Fee Simple - absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or 
estate, subject only to the limitations imposed by the governmental powers of 
taxation, eminent domain, police power, and escheat.6 

 

Highest and Best Use (in appraising real property) – is the reasonably 
probable and legal use of vacant land or an approved property that is 
physically possible, legally permissible, appropriately supported, financially 
feasible and that results in the highest value.7 

 

Hypothetical Condition – a condition, directly related to a specific 
assignment, which is contrary to what is known by the appraiser to exist on the 
effective date of the assignment results, but is used for the purpose of analysis.8 

 

Intended Use – the use or uses of an appraiser’s reported appraisal, appraisal 
review, or appraisal consulting assignment opinions and conclusions, as 
identified by the appraiser based on communication with the client at the time 
of the assignment.9 

 
Intended User - the client and any other party as identified, by name or type, 
as users of the appraisal, appraisal review, or appraisal consulting report by 
the appraiser on the basis of communication with the client at the time of the 
assignment.10 

 
Jurisdictional Exception – an assignment condition established by applicable 
law regulation, which precludes an appraiser from complying with a part of 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP).11 

 

 

 
 

4 The Appraisal of Real Estate, 12th Edition, Published by the Appraisal Institute, page 71 

5 Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, (“USPAP”) 2016-2017 Edition, page 3 (lines 
67-69) 
6 The Appraisal of Real Estate, 12th Edition, Published by the Appraisal Institute,  

page 69 
7 lbid, page 305 
8 USPAP, 2016-2017 Edition, Published by the Appraisal Foundation, page 3, (lines 75-77)  
9 lbid, page 3, (lines 84-86)  
10 lbid, page 3 (lines 87-89) 
11 lbid, page 3 (lines 91-91) 
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Leased Fee Interest – a lessor’s, or landlord’s, interest with specified rights 
that include the right of use and occupancy conveyed by lease to others. The 
rights of the lessor (the leased fee owner) and the lessee (leaseholder) are 
specified by contract terms contained within the lease.12 

 

Market Value - a type of value, stated as an opinion, that presumes the 
transfer of a property (i.e., a right of ownership or bundle of such rights), as of 
a certain date, under specific conditions set forth in the definition of the term 
identified by the appraiser as applicable in an appraisal.13 

 

Market Value (noun) – the estimated amount for which a property should 
exchange on the date of valuation between a willing buyer and  a willing seller 
in an arm’s length transaction after proper marketing wherein the parties had 
each acted knowledgeably, prudently, and without compulsion.14 
 
 
Regulated Industry – industry that is regulated by government to a significant 
extent. 

 
Replacement Cost New (“RCN”) – the current cost of a similar new property 
having the nearest equivalent utility as the property being appraised, as of a 
specific date.15 

 

Reproduction Cost New – the current cost of producing a new replica of a 
property with the same, or closely similar materials, as of a specific date.16 

 
Appraisal Report – a written report prepared under Standards Rule 2-2(a) or 8-
2(a) of a Complete or Limited Appraisal performed under STANDARD 1 or 
STANDARD 7.17 

 

Taking – is the acquisition of a parcel of land (or other property) though 
condemnation.18 

 
Value – is the amount, relative worth, functionality, or importance of an item, 
which may or may not be equal to price or cost.19 

 
 

12 The Appraisal of Real Estate, 12th Edition, Published by the Appraisal Institute, page 81 

13 USPAP, 2016-2017 Edition, Published by the Appraisal Foundation, page 3 (lines 92-94) 
14 International Valuation Standards, 2000 Edition, Published by the International Valuation 
Standards Committee, pages 92-93 
15 Valuing Machinery and Equipment: The Fundamentals of Appraising Machinery and Technical Assets, 
Second Edition, Published by American Society of Appraisers, page 585 
16 lbid 
17 USPAP, 2016-2017 Edition, Published by the Appraisal Foundation, pages AO-11, pages 98-99 
18 The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 4th Edition, Published by the Appraisal Institute, Page 285 
19 Valuing Machinery and Equipment: The Fundamentals of Appraising Machinery and Technical 
Assets, Second Edition, Published by American Society of Appraisers, Page 594. 
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1.7 EFFECTIVE DATE OF APPRAISAL  

The effective date of appraisal is July 13, 2016. 

 
1.8 TYPE OF PROPERTY 
 
The owner owns a special purpose property as a public water resource.  The system is 
provided the rights thereof by the State of North Carolina, and by contract, assemblage, 
and other means. Such properties have the configuration and the local natural 
resources for the specific region that could be served. 
 
 
1.9 SPECIAL PURPOSE PROPERTY  
 
The Utility includes resources in its service area and all other attributes of a fully 
functioning water storage and supply source. The LAWSS is considered a special 
purpose property. There are four (4) criteria, which establish whether property 
should be considered special purpose property: 
 
a) Uniqueness; 
b) Property must be used for a special purpose; 
c) No widespread market for the type of property; 
d) The property’s use must be economically feasible and reasonably expected 

to continue. 
 

The function of this property is to connect to County, ICWA, and BRWA property, 
store, supply water and covey water to a specific service area. The utility system is 
assumed to have the water resource purposes for which is provided as designed, and 
continues to be available for those purposes. 
 
There is no question that with any purchase or acquisition of the LAWSS, that the 
majority of those assets would continue to be substantially used for utility purposes 
and they would continue to be renewed, replaced and/or maintained for such 
purposes proportionally with the other uses. 

 
 

1.10 INTANGIBLE PROPERTY 
 
In the valuation of utility property using the market approach, the intangible property 
is included in the market consideration.  By agreement and practice, the water rights 
derived from LAWSS are included in this report. 
 
Any purchaser would acquire the LAWSS system completely installed and operational 
with vendors and users who historically were and are assumed to benefit in the 
future by the property. 
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1.11 SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTION 
 
Data collection on this assignment involved records of the County of Polk, ICWA, 
BRWD, State of North Carolina market transactions, other transactions, HC reference 
library and Hartman Consultants, LLC. information and other sources of information. 

  
 

1.12 SUMMARY OF CONFIRMATION ACTIVITIES 
 
A variety of analyses and surveys were used to confirm and/or cross-check the data 
and information provided. Calls, comparisons of reports, field inspections, records 
testing, and comparisons of source information were accomplished. 
 
 
1.13 SUMMARY OF REPORTING MEASURES 
 
This Report is an Appraisal Report with disclosures included. 
 
 
1.14 ADDITIONAL EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS/HYPOTHETICAL 

CONDITIONS 
 
In addition to the extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions 
emphasized in the opinion letter, the following items are presented for the readers 
information: 
 

a) No responsibility is assumed for legal matters, nor is any opinion on 
the title rendered herewith. We assume that the title to the property 
is good and marketable.  We assume that future agreement(s) will 
not reduce the present value. 

 
b) All existing encumbrances, as known, have been included and the 

property appraised as though the necessary investments will 
impact value. 

 
c) The appraiser has made no detailed survey or materials testing of 

the property and, unless specifically stated.  It is assumed that 
there are no encroachments involved. 

 
d) The sketches and maps in this Report are included to assist the 

reader in visualizing the property and are not necessarily to scale 
or depict all items above or below ground. 

 
e) It is assumed that the property is in full compliance with all 

applicable federal, state, and local environmental regulations and 



Lake Adger\Report\Section 1 
HC #16007.00 1-10  

 
 

laws unless non-compliance is stated, defined, and considered in 
this Report. 

 
f) It is assumed that all applicable zoning and land use regulations 

and restrictions have been complied with, unless a non-conformity 
has been stated, defined, and considered in this Report. 

 
g) It is assumed that all required licenses, certificates of occupancy, 

consents, and other legislative or administrative authority from 
any local, state, or national government or public entity or 
organization have been or can be obtained or renewed for the use 
for which the value estimate in this Report is based. 

 

h) The imputed improvements are considered for purposes of this 
appraisal to be completed in a good and workmanlike manner. 

 
i) Responsible ownership and competent property management are 

assumed. 
 

j) It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of 
the property, soils, faults or structures which would render it more 
or less valuable. 

  
Further, unless otherwise stated in this Report, the existence of 
hazardous material or any other environmental problems or 
conditions, which may or may not be present on the property, was 
not observed or disclosed. We have no knowledge of the existence 
of such materials or conditions on or in such close proximity that it 
would cause a loss in value. We, however, did not search to detect 
such substances or conditions. The presence of substances such as 
asbestos, ureaformaldehyde foam insulation, radon, or potentially 
hazardous materials which could have an adverse effect on the 
value of the property were not observed or detected in our 
inspections. The value estimate is predicated on the assumption 
that there is no such material or condition on or in the property 
that would cause a loss in value. No responsibility is assumed for 
any such conditions, or for any expertise or knowledge required to 
discover them. 

 
k) No responsibility is assumed for the absence or presence of any 

endangered species on this property. This appraisal assumed that 
there are no endangered species which would prevent, restrict, or 
adversely affect any development or improvement of this property. 
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l) No impact studies and/or special market, or feasibility analysis or 
studies have been required or made unless otherwise specified.  
We reserve the right to alter, amend, revise, or rescind any of the 
statement, findings, opinion, value estimates, or conclusions 
contained herein if any of these studies require it. 

 

m) Certain data used in compiling this report was furnished from 
sources which we consider reliable; however, we do not guarantee 
the correctness of such data, although so far as possible, we have 
checked and/or verified the same and believe the data to be 
accurate. 

 
n) We have accepted as correct and reliable all information provided 

by the owner, or the owner’s agents, which was used in the 
preparation of this Report. All data came from sources deemed 
reliable, but no liability is assumed for omissions or inaccuracies 
that subsequently may be disclosed in any data used in the 
completion of the appraisal. 

 
o) Subsequent to the effective date of value of the property, the 

appraiser reserves the right to consider and evaluate any 
additional value influencing data and/or other pertinent factors 
that might become available between the effective date of this 
Report and any future date if applicable, and to make any 
adjustments to the Report that may be required. 

 
p) Neither I, nor anyone employed by me, has any present or 

contemplated interest in the property appraised. 
 

q) Possession of this Report, or copy thereof, does not carry with it 
the right of publication, nor may it be used for any purpose by 
anyone except for the client without the prior written consent of 
Hartman Consultants, LLC and in any event, only in its entirely and 
with proper qualification. 

 
r) Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report shall be 

conveyed to the public through advertising, public relations, news, 
sales, or other media without the written consent and approval of 
Hartman Consultants LLC excepting appropriate legal 
requirements. 

 
s) Acceptance of, and/or use of, this Report constitutes acceptance of 

the above conditions and assumptions. 
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t) Other than those provided by Polk County, no other legal 
agreements, developer agreements or other water resources- 
related agreements were disclosed or provided and therefore have 
not been included in this Report.  It is assumed the provided 
agreements are in effect and are transferrable to a future entity.  

 
u) It is assumed that any and all permits and easements can be 

transferred in the event of an acquisition with minimal effort and 
are renewable. 

 

v) All assets are to be valued “as-is” without warranties or 
guarantees. 

 
x. The facilities/equipment are in good working order. 

 
y. All of the equipment inspected was functional. 

 
z. All equipment will operate at their nameplate or nominal design 

capacity as a functional system meeting all federal, state and local 
regulations at such capacity. 

 
 

1.15 EFFECT OF EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS AND 
HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS 

 
The effects of the Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions are to value 
a potential raw water supply source as a regional not-for-profit entity. Presently, the 
facilities are operating. Due to the nature of the special purpose property which is fixed 
and non-portable, and the location of the property within the Polk County’s service 
area, the highest and best use of the property cannot be attained without the assumed 
interlocal cooperation transaction.  To the extent that an extraordinary assumption or 
hypothetical condition is not true, then the value would be lessened.  
 
 
1.16 PROCESS AND PROCEDURES FOLLOWED 
 
The process utilized was confirming the valuation assignment, gathering the necessary 
information for the appraisal activities.  Mr. Hartman weighed the information and 
results of the analyses utilizing his training, experience and knowledge of the market 
and the subject property.  Following the consideration of the above, an Opinion of 
Value was determined and reported in this Appraisal Report. 
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1.17 HIGHEST AND BEST USE 
 
The highest and best use for the Utility is as a public water supply system component. 
Note that the use of the utility system is a monopoly and creates a special purpose 
property and also has the characteristics of an essential use. Since the property is 
useable as designed, configured, and constructed in a manner that provides for the 
public water supply use, no alternate highest and best use was considered. 
 
 

1.18 APPROPRIATE MARKET USED 
 
The appropriate market for the Utility is as a special purpose water supply system 
providing for utility service in the public utility not-for-profit market. 
 
 
1.19 EXCLUSIONS 
 
This appraisal has excluded the following aspects of the Utility and those aspects are 
not included in the Opinion of Value delineated herein: 

 
a) County reserve funds, investment cash equivalents, accounts receivable and 

other customer or utility derivatives of operations; 
b) The assumption of associated debt of the property; 
c) Property owned by other associated parties; and 
d) Activities, rights, and privileges of other associated parties. 

 
In other words, this appraisal is of all of the property of the water supply system 
use only. 
 
 
1.20 DEPARTURES/SCOPE LIMITATIONS 
 
This appraisal has no known departures or scope limitations. 
 
 
1.21 ASSUMED TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
The standard terms and conditions commonly used in the wastewater industry are 
assumed for this appraisal. The purchase price would be as a cash and/or donation 
purchase in U.S. Dollars at the time of closing. There are no limitations relative to 
exposure, financing, futures, or other factors.   
 
The standard terms and conditions assumed are listed below: 
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 Purchase Price, as Cash at Closing, Paid by Buyer 
 Bill of Sale Provided by Seller 
 Satisfaction of Liens, Encumbrances or Title Problems to Obtain Free and 

Clear Title by Seller 
 Easement, Land Rights, or Other Utility Rights Transferred by Seller 
 Regulatory Conduct and Compliance to Maintain Permits without Deficiency 
 Transfer of all Necessary Agreements to Buyer 
 Vendor Invoices, Materials, Supplies as Incurred up to Closing Paid by Seller 
 Inventory of Consumables at Closing at Appropriate Levels for Continuous 

Operations 
 Inspection of all Closing Documents 
 Consideration for Performance and Penalty or Resolution of Non- 

performance 
 Verification of Proper Authorization to Bind a Party 
 Conduct After Agreement and Before Closing not to Diminish Value or Hamper 

Operations 
 Seller Keeps Existing Funds, Restricted Funds and Satisfies Debt and Lien 

Obligations 
 “As-is” Type of Transaction 
 Rolling Stock, Movable Equipment, Laboratory Equipment, Tools and 

Accessories or Appurtenances Included in Sale 
 Closing Date, Time, Place and Procedures within the exposure time of 2 years 
 No Outstanding Litigation 
 Assistance in Petitions or Transfer, No Objections, Contractual Extent and Type 

of Cooperation 
 Payment of Representative Fees and Costs as Incurred by Each Party 
 Payment of Documentary Stamps, Recording Costs by Buyer 
 Payment of Title Search and Policy by Buyer 
 Construction Work in Progress Payment to Seller of Actual Costs up to Transfer 

Date; if any and an increase of the value for Construction Work In Progress 
(CWIP) and a decrease of the purchase price for retirements. 

 
 
1.22 CLIENT 
 
The Client is Polk County, North Carolina. 
 
 
1.23 ADDITIONAL ITEMS 
 
For the purpose of this report, the following additional items warrant attention of the 
reader. 
 

a) Fair Market Value (FMV) is the price that property would sell for on 
the open market. It is the price that would be agreed on between a 
willing buyer and a willing seller, with neither being required to act 
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and both having reasonable knowledge of the relevant facts (source 
IRS). 

 

b) Since this property is a special purpose property, it is restricted to its 
potential use as an alternative water supply component of a regional 
public utility.  No other restrictions are contemplated.   
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SECTION 2 
BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION  

OF WATER SUPPLY FACILITIES 
 
 

2.1   BACKGROUND 
 

Power companies during the early 1900’s reviewed areas where hydroelectric power could 
be generated. 
 
The areas required natural valleys and a river having an adequate drainage basin to sustain 
the flow necessary for the turbines and generators to be reliable for the customer base to 
be served.  Another characteristic was a sufficient change or drop in elevation to facilitate 
the creation of a reservoir or lake for those times when flow was at minimum levels and to 
create sufficient potential energy in at a pool elevation to efficiently turn the turbines and 
generate electricity at the station. 
 
After the large and more populated areas were served, additional smaller sites were 
developed for interconnection into the primary electric transmission system. 
 
The Turner Shoals location on the Green River met the above criteria and was developed by 
Blue Ridge Power Company in the early 1920’s.  The Turner Shoals Dam and Generating 
Station was completed in December 1924 and operational in 1925.  Initially, the use was 
for power generation.  Later, the use for residential development, recreation and marina 
development occurred. 
 
Due to the available pool storage in Lake Adger, which was created by impounding the 
Green River with the Turner Shoals Dam, the facilities also provided stormwater storage to 
provide water management during potential flooding events.  This use benefitted 
downstream properties. 
 
The initial owner Blue Ridge Power Company sold the property to Duke Power Company.  
Duke Power Company sold the property to Northbrook Energy Corporation.  Duke and 
Northbrook entered into contracts with certain property owners, the marina and the Lake 
Adger HOA to maintain the recreational benefits and uses of Lake Adger. 
 
In 2007 Northbrook sold the property to Polk County with these and the Duke Power 
transmission easement and substation encumbrances.  Northbrook desired to operate and 
maintain the 5.4 Megawatt (MW) hydroelectric generating station and continue to derive 
the revenues from that use.  By 2008, the various other parties had agreed to the transfer of 
ownership to the County and had their uses protected with agreements with the County or 
instruments assumed by the County. 
 
In essence, the County paid $1.6 million for the storm water management (flood control) 
and future potential alternative water supply uses of Lake Adger while ensuring a benefit 
to land values and the resulting tax revenues.      
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2.2 DISCUSSION 
 
The use appraised herein is the potential regional water supply use of Lake Adger.  There 
are no records which disaggregate the (1) Stormwater Management/Flood Control use 
from the (2) potential regional water supply use, from the (3) taxable property 
enhancement use, from the recreational use, from the (4) private property and HOA use, 
from the (5) Duke Energy Transmission and substation easement encumbrance use, from 
the (6) Turner Shoals hydro-electric generation station property ownership rights, from 
the (7) potential economic development benefits of the County’s Lake Adger property. 
 
The $1.6 million consideration in 2007/8 was for the full bundle of rights, fee simple, of the 
property.  This Appraisal Report provides the opinion of value for the potable raw water 
supply use of Lake Adger as a component of a regional water supply system. 
 
Additionally to the alternative water supply use, the County may or may not decide to: 
 

(1) Obtain value from the existing county utility water transmission and distribution 
system; or 
 

(2) Obtain value from the ownership rights of the 5.4 MW hydro-electric generating 
station.     

 
 
2.3 DISCUSSIONS WITH BRWA AND ICWD 
 
A regional water supply program has been discussed with BRWA and ICWD.  Certain efforts 
were not successful in the 2014/2015 time period. 
 
Currently, the County owns a regional water system within Polk County which primarily 
wheels potable water from the BRWA Surface Water Treatment Plant (WTP) on the Broad 
River (located approximately 4 miles upstream of the confluence of the Green River into 
the Broad River) metered at the Rutherford-Polk County line through the County in a 20

potable water transmission main to the North Carolina-South Carolina State line.  At that 
point ICWD owns the interconnected transmission main in South Carolina.  The BRWA – 
County – ICWD agreement provides for a maximum of 4.1 MGD.  Polk County is entitles to 
upto 0.6 MGD within the County and ICWD has a entitlement of 3.5 MGD.  Operationally 
ICWD can take 4 MGD and the County only uses about 0.1 MGD.  The term of this agreement 
is 15 years ending 2023. 
 
BRWA is the wholesale/bulk potable water supplier at the master meter.  The BRWA 
contracted wholesale rate is lower than the wholesale rate offered to ICWD from the 
Spartanburg regional system which was the previous wholesale provider to ICWD.  The 
beneficial rate from BRWA is valid during the agreement period.  As of June 9, 2015 the 
BRWA wholesale to Polk/ICWD rate schedule was: 
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0 – 999,000 gal/mo.  $3.00/1,000 gal 
1 MG – 27 MG/mo.  $1.55/1,000 gal 
27 MG – 39 MG/mo.  $1.25/1,000 gal 
Over 39 MG/mo.  $1.25/1,000 gal 

 
The above schedule approximates the Exhibit “C” to the interlocal agreement and is the 
schedule shown in the 2015 Bonds.  BRWA has lost much of its historical large water 
industries.  Polk County is by far its largest customer consuming 25.4% of its water sales 
year ended 6/30/2014.  Currently, the amount has increased.  Grassy Pond Water 
Company (GPWC) is the second largest customer, also a wholesale/bulk customer.  GPWC 
has 3,100 accounts and Polk/ICWD has some 12,200 accounts at 6/30/2014.  In 2014 these 
two bulk customers amounted to 75% of the billed water consumption of BRWA and 33% 
of the annual revenue (effect of beneficially low bulk rate).  Year ending 6/30/2014, bulk 
sales average 3.73 MGD.  With the $16,665,000 BRWA Series 2015 refunding revenue 
bonds the annual debt service dropped from some $2,930,000 to approximately 
$2,680,000 per year.  Nonetheless, the approximate coverage ratio is only 1.50 and 
therefore quite sensitive to bulk water sales.  
 
It is reported that the BRWA potable water quality and taste is better than the Spartanburg 
supply. 
 
Lake Adger reportedly has very good water quality.  The Broad River upstream of the 
BRWA intakes safe yield is somewhat questionable, therefore the BRWA WTP would 
benefit in reliability and future supply from the Lake Adger source.    
 
In addition, the BRWA has invested funds into their WTP to expand the capacity from 8 
MGD maximum daily flow (MDF) to 12 MGD MDF.  The BRWA WTP was designed for a very 
cost effective expansion from 8 MGD MDF to 12 MGD MDF. 
 
The water supply demands of the Rutherford County portion of the BRWA customer base is 
only 1.3 MGD annual average daily flow.  The BRWA customer demand is fairly stable with 
little growth. 
 
The BRWA historically lost their industrial water customers due to economic reasons and 
needed a larger customer base to effectively pay the proportionately large debt burden 
incurred when BRWA brought the water system from Duke.  ICWD provided the 
replacement customers and demand to keep the BRWA cost effective. 
 
ICWD has the largest AADF (approximately 3.0 MGD) and generates the most revenues for 
the overall system.  ICWD has the option to return to the Spartanburg potable water supply 
if the BRWA costs exceed this alternative in 2023 or to buy water from both or to build 
their own WTP.  BRWA relies on the revenue from the ICWD customer base.  Only the 
ICWD customer base has shown significant historical and projected growth. 
 
The County owns a fairly extensive potable water transmission and distribution system. 
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Unfortunately, the County has very few customers and therefore is small to economically 
justify a utility department for operations.  The only fashion for the County to individually 
attain an economy of scale within the County is to merge, purchase, etc. the Tryon, 
Columbus and Saluda Water Utility Systems.   
 
Only the ICWD potable water system has significant growth.  One year of ICWD growth in 
customers is significantly more than the County’s entire existing customer base. 
 
Therefore, the County prudently has retained the ICWD to operate the County’s water 
system.  
 
The County 20  water transmission system can (with certain BRWA HSPS operations) 

deliver only approximately 4.1 MGD (contract amount) and not much more.  The BRWA 
High Service Pumping Station should be improved during the 8 to 12 MGD MDF WTP 
expansion to gain some limited additional capacity from the 20  transmission main.  With a 

properly designed repumping station improvement the capacity of the 20  transmission 

main could be increased from 4 MGD to between 7 MGD to 8 MGD.  ICWD has rights of use 
of the 20" water main for 30 years or to 12/31/2038. 
 
The rights of use of the 20  transmission main by ICWD functionally prohibits flow-through 

(wheeling) of bulk water to other users without a repumping station. 
 
An expanded Polk County water system to include base water supply to the Towns of 
Tryon, Columbus and Saluda from the 20  transmission main may be problematic with the: 

 
(1) cost effective existing Columbus supply, 
(2) ICWD – 30 year use rights, 
(3) lack of a repumping station and appropriate infrastructure 

 
Nonetheless, it is industry practice and good utility management to have cost-effective 
emergency interconnects (pipe line connections) that are viable when needed or useful as a 
small incremental/intermittent potable supply augmentation need. 
 
All three parties (the County, BRWA, and ICWD) can continue to derive benefits from 
working cooperatively.  When asked in my meeting with BRWA (1) if Lake Adger would be 
beneficial and potentially used and (2) if BRWA Management saw benefits to a 
regionalization study the answer was “yes”. 
 
Similarly, ICWD management had the same answer as “yes” with the following caveats: 
 

(1) his lawyer is of the opinion that ICWD cannot join a North Carolina Authority and 
(2) he has kept his options open for an ICWD WTP or augmenting existing supplies 

from Spartanburg and/or an ICWD second pipeline supply. 
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Nonetheless, it appears probable that an enhanced or expanded regionals solution may be 
accomplished. 
 
It appears any regional arrangement must include financial security for BRWA to meet 
their obligations effectively and be competitively superior to the other options available to 
ICWD with regard to capacity, cost and quality.     
 
 
2.4 LAKE ADGER 
 
Lake Adger was created by the Turner Shoals Dam (TSD) and is an in-line reservoir of the 
Green River downstream of Lake Summit.  The TSD was constructed by Blue Ridge Power 
Company and was substantially complete in December of 1924.  In 1927, Duke Power 
Company purchased the facilities, lake, and appurtenances. 
 
The dam has two (2) sections including (a) a multiple arch-buttress concrete facility 
approximately 300 across and impounding water originally some 90 feet deep at the 
structure with a spillway at elevation 911.6 feet and (b) a gravity concrete containment 
section approximately 375 feet across having a higher non-overflow top-elevation of 
922.63 feet. 
 
The normal pool elevation is 911.6 feet.  The low pool elevation is approximately at 901 
feet.  The land surrounding the TSD structure is 34 acres upon which Duke Energy has a 
substation and transmission easement.  The lake and, land flooded at 911.6 feet is owned 
by the County.  There is an easement for water storage upto 925 feet on all land abutting 
the lake to the benefit of the County. 
 
The complete Green River Watershed (GRW) before confluence to the Broad River includes 
approximately 245 square miles.  There are the following creeks/tributaries in GW: Brights 
Creek, Casey Branch, Cove Creek, Gadd Creek, Ostin Creek, Panther Creek, Pulliam Creek, 
Rotten Creek, Rash Creek and Silver Creek.  Approximately 82 percent of the GRW is forest, 
10 percent is agricultural, 7 percent is other and only 1% is developed.  There are no water 
quality impaired waters.  There is generally a Good bioclassification.  There are no raw 
water quality results reviewed which make the source not treatable with conventional 
surface water treatment (removal of turbidity/color, total suspended solids and low levels 
of fecal coliform).  There has been significant depositions of sediment in the lake.  No major 
lake dredging operations have been discovered since 1925.  Only minor canal/access 
dredging has been performed.  Sediment deposition and its accumulation over the past 92 
years is a maintenance activity which has been deferred. 
 
Lake Adger has a watershed approximately half of the size of GRW at 115 square miles.  
The reservoir is 438 acres.  For raw water supply purposes a 5 foot (out of possible 10 foot 
high to low level) storage pool encompassing 314 acres was used.  The dry weather 
(drought) condition used was a 90 day period without surface water inflow.  The useable 
storage volume becomes 5 x 7.48 x 43,560 x 314 = 512 MG or 0.51 billion gallons.  This 
storage volume is adequate for the alternative raw water supply. 
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Contractually, 8 MGD AADF is provided for release or withdrawal which could be used as a 
primary or alternative water supply.  On June 13, 2016 Black & Veatch transmitted the 
following technical finding for use in this appraisal: 
 
“Also of note: Black & Veatch found that, based on 2014 technical data (rainfall, 
evaporation, instream flow, etc.) and applicable North Carolina legislation, the reservoir 
yield was 5.8 mgd.  This number is based on information from the NCDENR’s Division of 
Water Resources as well as information included in the agreement between Polk County 
and North brook Carolina Hydro which mandates a maximum reservoir drawdown of 5 feet 
during normal operation.  A detailed instream flow analysis could prove that the allowable 
yield is more than 5.8 mgd but we do not have enough information to make that call at this 
time.  In fact, depending on the approach to developing the minimum instream flow 
requirement mandated by NCDENR, the allowable yield could actually be reduced 
considering a limited reservoir drawdown.” 
 
The TSD has a longitude of -82 11 11.4  and a latitude of 35 20 6.44 The lake has over 

14 miles of shoreline. 
 
The longer section of 5 bays is 375 feet across with the maximum elevation at 922.63 feet.  
It is a non-overflow portion of the TSD. 
 
The crest of the water intake section is approximately 8 feet higher than the center 
overflow section.  The intake structure was constructed with three bays for three 
penstocks.  Only two penstocks were constructed. 
 
The TSD does not have a separate primary or emergency spillway.  The TSD does not have 
any low level outlet control which could reduce the water level below the two penstocks.  
The penstocks provide the only pool lowering capability and there is a sidewall penstock 
by pass at the penstock level dropping water above the base of the TSD.  The pool lowering 
is limited to ten (10) feet.  
 
The flow from Lake Adger is conveyed by two (2) eight (8) foot diameter pipelines 
(penstocks) approximately 350 feet from the TSD to the brick powerhouse.  The brick 
powerhouse has two (2) turbines.  Each turbine is rated at 4,200 Hp at 85 feet of head 
operating at 300 rpm.  These are slow-speed turbines with long service lives.  The 
generators coupled to the turbines are rated 2,750 kW or 2.75 MW each.  Combined the 
plant currently has a generation capacity of approximately 5.4 MW.  Recently the station 
had a new bus installed to maintain efficiency.  This facility is a quick start peaking power 
generation station at a low cost.  The grid peaking power needs are typically in the 7 am to 
11 pm period.  The power is supplied to the Duke Power transmission network.  The 
facility is a FERC regulated generating station. 
 
The generating station and all appurtenances are manned by one operator.  The operator 
manually adjusts the intake levels for lake level maintenance and power supply needs.  To 



Lake Adger\Report\Section 2 
HC #16007.00 2-7  

my knowledge, there is no state mandated minimum downstream flow requirement and no 
7Q10 flow requirements. 
 
The release times are available on the internet for recreational purposes and do support a 
recreational industry. 
 
In 2007, a yield analysis was performed using a 58-year period from USGS stream flow 
records using the most severe drought period on record to establish minimum pool (Lake) 
elevation.  The 2007 yield analysis was not used in this report. 
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SECTION 3 
VALUATION METHODS 

 
 
 

3.1 GENERAL 
 

The objective of this analysis is to establish an opinion of the fair market value of the 
Lake Adger Water Supply use with the going concern without all intangibles.  Fair 
Market Value assumes that both the buyer and the seller are aware of all relevant 
information and the neither party is under the compulsion to act.  The method 
utilized herein to provide a basis for an opinion of value consists of reconciliation of 
three approaches consisting of: 
 

i. the cost approach; 
ii. the income approach; and 
iii. the comparable sales approach. 

 
These approaches analyze various aspects of the System, including the physical 
conditions of the existing System, the cash flows anticipated to be generated by the 
System in the future, and finally, transaction factors related to the acquisition of 
similar systems in the past.  The remainder of this section provides a general 
description of the valuation approaches utilized for the Report. 
 
 
3.2 COST APPROACH 

 
Replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) is the cost approach method 
selected for consideration in this Report and is commonly utilized in the 
determination of value in utilities and has been an accepted method in litigation 
cases involving the acquisition of utilities throughout the United States.  The 
primary reason for this is the fact that most utilities are comprised of complex 
systems involving, pumping, and piping networks which all have various services 
lives and different years of installation.  In order to address these technically 
complex facilities, the RCNLD method has been developed. 
 
There is a difference between the reproduction cost and replacement cost of utility 
assets.  The reproduction cost is a duplication of exactly the same facilities.  In 
contrast, the replacement cost is the provision of facilities that would be available 
today with their improved efficiencies and more effective cost utilizing the 
commercially available materials, equipment, etc. complete as one single project and 
obtaining the economy of scale thereof.  The replacement cost method assumes that 
the most economical sequence of construction is utilized.  In addition, only one (1) 
start up and shut down cost is included.  Similarly, any premiums or overtime costs 
or special procurement mobilization/demobilization costs are not included other 
than for the single large economic construction project.  The replacement cost 
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approach excludes excess capital, which the purchaser would normally not pay for 
in the existing facilities.  Rather, the approach is based upon the theory of 
substitution and the prevailing market concept that no investor would pay more 
than the cost to replace the same system with the same characteristics. 
 
There are three (3) components to the overall depreciation taken in this approach.  
The first component of depreciation, and the first to be applied, is the physical 
depreciation of the asset.  The second level is the functional obsolescence of the 
existing asset and is deducted from the replacement cost new less physical 
depreciation.  The functional obsolescence is associated with the facilities 
themselves and is inherent to the System itself being derived from construction, 
configuration, operations, management, and administration.  The final component in 
the method is for external obsolescence.  External obsolescence accrues from all 
factors impacting the System.  The impact of regulation, customer acceptance, 
historical rate and charge regulation or lack thereof, the ability to generate excess 
revenues sufficient to support the physical asset value, market conditions 
development conditions, and many other factors external to the system itself. 
 
The RCNLD analysis is based upon the following assumptions: 
 

1. All utility physical assets are designed, permitted and constructed in one 
continuous effort. 
 

2. The construction activities are assumed to follow the same historical 
sequence as that followed in the service area.     
 

3. The engagement of general contractors, acting for the utility and under its 
supervision, utilizing current construction practices and procedures to 
replace the property in such a manner so as to achieve all efficiencies that 
these procedures and practices would allow. 
 

4. The replacement unit prices from recent sources are adjusted based on the 
appropriate index. 
 

5. The replacement unit prices include the costs of all labor, material, and 
equipment directly related to specific items. 
 

6. The replacement cost includes the cost associated with overhead and 
engineering fees incurred throughout the course of the project.  These costs 
are presented as a percentage of the total construction costs of the replaced 
facilities and depreciated in the replacement cost analysis. 
 

7. The replacement cost includes mobilization/demobilization, contract 
documents, and contractor risk and profit.  These costs are presented as a 
percentage of the total construction costs of the replaced facilities and 
depreciated in the replacement cost analysis.  
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3.3 INCOME APPROACH 
 

The income approach values a utility based on the present value of the available 
cash flows anticipated to be generated in the future.  The theory behind this 
particular approach is based upon the concept of converting the anticipated 
financial benefits of ownership in the future to an estimate of the present value in 
today’s environment.  Depending upon the circumstances surrounding each 
acquisition, the income stream may be based on the net operating revenues derived 
from existing and future growth as well as the value of capital contributions 
received from new system growth in the future.  
 
Utilizing this approach, the net income for the utility is projected over a specific 
timeframe and subsequently expressed in terms of its value today based upon the 
use of an appropriate present value or discount factor.   
 
In general, the consideration of the income approach includes the following steps 
and decisions: 
 

1. Determine the appropriate term to use for the projection period.  Based on 
the individual circumstances, this period may change from acquisition to 
acquisition.  For example, the anticipated remaining useful life of the physical 
assets may be used if adequate information exists for this determination.   
 

2. Review relevant past and present financial and operating data available for 
the utility as it exists today.  This will include sources of operating and capital 
revenues and expenses; transfers; depreciation (if appropriate); personnel 
and associated costs; historical customer growth and usage patterns; known 
and anticipated changes in future customer statistics; and similar factors. 
 

3. Develop a usage forecast corresponding to the project period chosen based 
on the review of past and present actual financial data and any known or 
anticipated changes in the future. 

 
4. Develop a schedule of revenues and expenses for the projection period based 

on the customer forecast and current financial statistics of the system while 
reflecting applicable adjustment thereto pursuant to the ownership assumed 
in the analysis.  In projecting the revenues and expenses, other adjustments 
may be necessary based on the assumption inherent in the particular 
analysis.  
 

5. Determine any appropriate capital expenditures and/or capital expenditures 
which may be necessary as a result of new customer growth or capital 
improvement needs in the future.  This facet of the cash flow analysis will 
depend on factors such as the remaining capacity in the existing system and 
the assumed customer forecast.  Based on such assumptions, the inclusion of 
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capital revenues and/or capital expenditures in the present value analysis 
may be appropriate.  
 

6. Determine the applicable present value discount factor to be utilized in the 
analysis.  This factor will vary depending on the ownership assumed in the 
future.  For example, under a public ownership scenario, the current interest 
rate on long-term municipal utility revenue bonds may serve as the basis for 
the discount rate.  Alternatively, if private ownership is assumed, the utility’s 
current average cost of capital (or that of other similar utilities) may be used.  
 

7. Apply the present value discount factor to the anticipated cash flows for the 
projection period. 
 

8. Allow consideration of the reversion value of the assets in the last year of the 
analysis. 

 
9. Make any other appropriate adjustments which may be necessary. 

 
For this particular valuation, there are factors which diminish the importance of the 
income approach in the determination of value, such that the weight given to this 
approach is zero.   
 
 
3.4 COMPARABLE SALES APPROACH  

 
The comparable sales approach to utility valuation assumes that knowledgeable 
developers, buyers and sellers of water supply facilities generally know the 
“Market” for such utility systems.  The purpose of this market approach is to 
examine the history of water supply acquisitions, and to analyze the conditions 
under which the systems were acquired in an effort to arrive at an implied purchase 
price for the subject system.  Research has been conducted in order to gather a 
database of information regarding utility acquisitions.  In order to compare the 
different transactions a variety of characteristics are considered.  Next, adjustments 
from the comparable sale to the subject are made.   
 
There are many factors which are involved in the determination of value.  These 
factors create both similarities and differences between the water supply systems, 
which in essence, result in the formation of a well-mixed market.  The comparable 
sales approach considers such factors and makes adjustments as necessary in order 
to arrive at an implied value for the subject system.     
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3.5 APPROACH EVALUATION  
 

In effort to formulate an opinion of value for the System assets being acquired, this 
Report considers three valuation approaches.  The three valuation approaches 
include the; 1) cost approach; 2) income approach and 3) comparable sales 
approach.  Each approach is independent and results in a separate and distinct 
finding.  The three standard approaches include the cost (principal of substitution); 
income (business value from rentals or sales income) and comparable sales/utility 
value (market approach derived from sales, NARUC accounts, component values 
trended and depreciated to the effective date). 
 
The cost approach is impacted greatly by the agreements involving electrical 
easements, hydroelectric rights and operator agreement, dock and marina 
agreements, property owner agreements and lake level maintenance agreement 
requirements.  The water supply source is a unique natural feature and no direct 
substitution is possible.  The costing of the existing facilities and trending would 
provide a reproduction cost without compliance or grandfathering of the existing 
regulations.  The functional obsolescence and external obsolescence, while known to 
be great, would be difficult to quantify.  Due to the age (92 years) of the property 
credible costing and FERC only regulation grandfathered would be speculation. 
 
The income approach, based upon my understanding that there are no rentals or 
payments derived from the ownership of the dam and lake as direct instruments.  
The hydro-power sales benefit the vendor.  There are no current water supply 
agreements for the potential potable raw water available from the Lake Adger, yet 
such agreement(s) are likely in the near future.  The County bears the full cost of 
maintenance of all facilities except for (a) the marina dredging for navigation/access 
performed by fish and wildlife, (b) the hydroelectric facilities on site by the vendor, 
(c) the electrical substation and transmission lines by Duke Power and (d) the 
private facilities.  The approach would be speculative at this juncture.  We are 
excluding the additional value derived from the increased tax revenues from 
lakefront lots since the adjoining land had the enhancement prior to the County 
ownership. 
 
The market approach will be used and certain information imputed due to the 
certain utilities’ practice of combines water supply and treatment accounts.  Cost 
allocations are necessary due to the fact that the raw water supply is a component of 
an integrated water utility system.  We are gathering information from the 
respective Public Service Commissions, Utility Commissions, utilities, sale cost 
allocations as reported to the federal government and financial disclosure to 
complement our data bases.   
 
It is my opinion that the most credible approach is the comparable sales analyses 
with adjustments to the subject. 
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SECTION 4 
PROBABILITY OF USE 

 
 
 

4.1   GENERAL 
 

Value is derived by a desire to own, use, or otherwise control.  If there is no 
expectation of a transaction, no probable use, or no benefits of control then there 
may be no value. 
 
Eastern water law is based upon reasonable beneficial use and the allocation of 
resource for the use.  The water itself is owned by the public and the public has 
delegated and empowered local, state and federal agencies as applicable to allocate 
the available water for the beneficial uses in a fashion which protects the public 
health, safety and welfare.  Water supply value is derived from the facilities, 
property and activities which transform the natural state, configuration and 
conveyance yield, reliability and quality to saleable product for which a customer 
pays to have potable (or other grade) water delivered to his location at the quantity, 
quality, pressure and price.  (See Tequesta and other cases). 
 
 
4.2 SELECTED STUDIES 
 
Lake Adger has been studied as a water supply source.  The TSD creates an existing 
reservoir, there is a significant water shed (the Upper Green River watershed) 
flowing into the reservoir, the hydro-electric station use simply harvests the 
potential energy for power generation (no contamination, no consumption, etc.).  
FERC has allocated the flow to the TSD facilities, the environmental condition is 
established and the biodiversity is rated as good, the water quality is good, the 
private and recreational uses of the lake and downstream water sports are 
established, the lake front/shoreline development is mature (much over 10 years) 
and impacts known, the remaining lake front development benefits from the 
agreements/practices currently in place, and multiple engineering firms have 
studied/reported on the anticipated yield.  Both state and federal agencies as well as 
local groups and the hydro-electric station personnel have monitored, sampled, 
measured, and recorded information from the Lake.  
 
The studies over the past eleven (11) years selected are quite briefly summarized 
below: 
 

(a) “Revised Water System Master Plan” prepared for Polk County Board of 
Commissioners, dated November, 2005 by Odom, Hollifield & Associates 
Engineering Inc. (OHA). 
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This report was spurred by the 2002 drought which revealed that the 
Town of Tryon had, at that time, an inadequate water supply.  Currently, 
Tryon is interconnected with (1) the Town of Columbus’s 
well/groundwater (more drought resistant) system, (2) the Polk County 
water system and the Saluda water system.  The Town of Columbus is 
interconnected with both Tryon and the County.  The Town of Saluda is 
interconnected with the Town of Tryon.  Polk County serves a small 
customer base, and is interconnected with BRWA, Tryon, Columbus and the 
ICWD.  Due to the age of the report, the various supply capacities and 
demands require updating.  On page 31, as a Phase VII programmed for 
approximately the year 2025 to 2030 period a 6.0 MGD MDF WTP 
potentially phased-in with conventional surface water treatment could be 
developed.  OHA estimated the safe yield to be 6.65 MGD. 
 
This amount of 6.65 MGD did not include the effects of storage (which 
would increase the estimate), nor the various agreements and other 
potential limitations (which could limit the estimate).  The work was done 
under the historical regulatory climate in the 2002-2005 period.   
 

(b) “ICWD/SJWD Joint Water Supply Feasibility Study – Lake Adger Technical 
Assessment” prepared for ICWD/SJWD, draft dated 6/8/2007 by Black & 
Veath Corporation. 
 
The yield analysis done in 2007 did not have a current bathymetric map of 
the lake bottom and used the available topography.  Siltation effects on the 
elevation 906.6 to 911.6 (5 foot) storage surface area were not available.  
This same caveat that a current bathymetric survey of the siltation 
accumulation was also not available is made for this appraisal. 
 
Two conditions were presented: 
 
(i.) No downstream flow requirement (as apparently exists) the safe yield 

calculated to be 23 MGD (drainage area of 106 mi2). 
 
(ii.) Continuous minimum downstream flow requirement of 10% of the 

mean annual flow, then the safe yield reduced to approximately 1.6 
MGD (drainage area of 106 mi2).  

 
(c) “Stability and Remedial Option Analyses Report – Turner Shoals 

Hydroelectric Project” prepared for Northbrook Power Management, LLC, 
dated 9/23/2009 prepared by AECOM. 
 
This report is focused on dam safety and estimated improvements with 
their associated capital investment to maintain hydroelectric operations 
during an extreme flood or extreme flood and earthquake condition.  The 
report focused on structural options for meeting the extreme conditions.    
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This report documented the TSD watershed at 115 mi2, the impact of the 
Tuxedo Dam hydroelectric generating station approximately 15 miles 
upstream and the North Carolina dam safety classification as a large and 
high hazard dam.  The probable maximum flood flow was estimated to be 
130,300 cfs and the 75% amount of that flow to be 95,000 cfs or 
approximately 61.4 billion gallons per day (BGD). 
 
No return frequency (only 160% of the one in 500 year event) or actual 
inundation level was documented.  The operator stated he had no 
documentation or recollection that the pool elevation exceeded three to 
four feet over the spillway (915.6 BGD).  The study found that the TSD was 
okay at the non-overflow elevation 922.63 feet which was termed unusual 
(zero freeboard for non-overflow section) only at the case III headwater 
elevation of 929.23 feet did a failure occur. 
 
Due to the extremely high estimated flow rate, the normal pre-event 
preparedness, water level management measures, pool drawdown or other 
activities normally involved from the 911.6 feet usual pool elevation were 
not considered.  Note that with sufficient lead time the pool could be 
lowered to approximately 902 feet. 
 
Similarly due to the extreme flood flow rate estimated, the potential 3rd 
penstock pipe at 8  diameter or open bypass option supplementing the two 

(2) existing penstocks (each potentially at 170 to 200 MGD totaling approx. 
500 to 600 MGD) were not considered because that flow rate only amounts 
to 1% of the 61.4 BGD estimated.      
 
Of course, the extreme flood 929.23 estimated pool elevation is 4.23 feet 
above the 925 lake easement elevation and seven (7) feet above the non-
overflow section of TSD. 
 

(d) “Green River Watershed Assessment” prepared for the Isothermal Planning 
and Development Commission, dated September 30, 2013 prepared by 
Altamont Environmental, Inc. 
 
This study considers the entire 245 mi2 Green River Watershed (GRW).  It 
documents the creeks and tributaries. The focus was on the number one 
pollutant sediment from unstable streams, rivers, etc.  The study 
incorporated the information from the report “Polk County Stream Water 
Quality: Year Sixteen” for the period 1993 through 2009 by the 
Environmental Quality Institute at the University of North Carolina at 
Asheville with data collection from the Volunteer Information Network 
(VWIN).  Generally the GRW’s water quality was shown to be within the 2B 
Standard (good) except for a high turbidity sample (readily treated at a 
WTP).  Lake Adger did not demonstrate significant water quality 
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degradation, sample results were essentially the same.  No major 
contamination threats (qualified threat assessment pollution sources) were 
shown in the water quality sampling. 
 
DENR DWQ stated that none of the typical quality established programs 
exist for the GRW.  If water supply is to be implemented, water quality 
threat assessment programs and an appropriate watershed protection 
ordinance/land use rules should be implemented.  
 
The existing water quality was found to be good.  My review confirms the 
above and that the water supply is readily treatable for potable (drinking 
water) ultimate uses. 
 

(e) “Turner Shoals Dam – Emergency Action Plan (EAP)” prepared for Polk 
County residents, dated October, 2013 by Polk County Local Government. 
 
The EAP sets forth the events, communications, resources, and actions 
associated with varying conditions at the TSD.  The EAP is demonstrative of 
good management and coordination for the public health, safety and 
welfare. 

 
(f)  “Dam Safety Inspection Report–TSD-Polk-009” prepared for Polk County 

Local Government, dated 1/9/2014, prepared by AECOM. 
 
 This report has the extreme flood peak flow at 107,500 cfs for analysis or 

69.5 BGD.  The spillway has minimum capacity of 45,500 cfs or 29.4 BGD.  
The highest TSD spillway flow in the past 5 years was 4,000 cfs on May 5, 
2013 or 2.94 BGD reaching an elevation of 913.91 feet or 2.3 feet in depth 
over the 911.6 normal pool and overflow spillway elevation.  The highest 
level verbally communicated, versus documented as above, was 
approximately 4+/- feet (say 916 feet rounded).  The 2014 report concludes 
with: 

 
 “The Turner Shoals Dam is well maintained and in fair condition.  

Based on the inspection of the project and its records, there are no 
observed conditions which are immediate concerns to the safety of 
the project.”    

 
There were eleven (11) numbered recommendations and a comment to re-
inspect in 2018.  From a water supply viewpoint, recommendation #8 for a 
bathymetric survey for siltation levels is important.  Siltation accumulation 
over the past 92 years impacts not only the (1) “stability and design of 
future bulkhead modification,” but also (2) recreation and land values, (3) 
drought storage capacity for alternative water supply and (4) the ecological 
system and potential sediment water quality releases. 
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(g) “Lake Adger Dredging Feasibility Study Report” prepared for the Polk 
County Soil and Water Conservation District, dated 5/20/2015 by Altamont 
Environmental, Inc. 

 
Access to Lake Adger from the public marina on the western portion of the 
lake is impacted by sediment accumulation.  Fish and Game moves a 
sufficient (small) amounts for fishing boat access.  This report addresses 
the feasibility of dredging in the lake.  Both dredging and sediment 
consolidation techniques are common for reservoirs.  The following 
quotations provide a summary of findings and summary of 
recommendations. 

 
“Summary of Findings 

 
• The west end of the lake, from the mouth of the Green River to a point 

approximately 800 feet east, is severely compromised by sediment 
accumulation. 

 
• At normal lake level, the water depth at the west end of the lake (as 

described above) ranges from less than 6 inches to about 5 feet. 
 
• Review of historical documents and interviews suggest that the 

historical water depth in this area of the lake was probably 15 feet or 
more. 

 
• Further east, at a point approximately 2,000 feet from the mouth of the 

Green River, the lake depth increases rapidly to 20 feet and then 
increases steadily to a maximum depth of approximately 80 feet 
adjacent to Turner Shoals Dam. 

 
• Sediment deposition has also occurred in the channel of the Green 

River, and the river is extremely shallow (less than 1 foot deep) for 1 
mile or more upstream of the lake. 

 
• Dredging the west end of the lake to a uniform depth of 5 feet would 

require removing approximately 150,000 cubic yards of sediment. 
 
• Dredging the west end of the lake to a uniform depth of 10 feet would 

require removing approximately 450,000 cubic yards of sediment. 
 
• Dredging the same area to a uniform depth of 12 feet would require 

removing approximately 630,000 cubic yards of sediment. 
 
• Dredging the Green River to a depth of 5 feet for 1 mile upstream of the 

lake would require removing about 20,000 cubic yards of sediment. 
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• Interviews with dredging operators who are familiar with lake 
sediments indicate that some portion of the dredged material may be 
suitable for reuse, but the majority of the dredge spoils will not be 
suitable for reuse and will need to be disposed of at an on-shore 
location. 

 
• The cost to dredge, handle, and dispose of sediment (exclusive of land 

acquisition [for disposal], permitting, and contract administration) is 
estimated to range from $15 to more than $30 per cubic yard, 
depending upon the methods utilized. 

 
• Based on these unit rates, dredging the west end of the lake and 1 mile 

of the Green River to a depth of 5 feet will cost from $2,550,000 to 
$5,100,000. 

 
• The Green River will continue to transport sediment and, unless a 

permanent sand-and-gravel-removal operation is established upstream 
of the lake, sediment will continue to accumulate in the lake. 

 
• Dredging contractors indicated that if material is dredged from the river 

before being discharged in the lake (where it becomes mixed with 
organic debris) the dredge spoils can be sorted and reused. 

 
• A nearby lake of similar size and geographic setting (Lake Lure) does 

not have a sand-and-gravel-removal system upstream of the lake and 
sections of the lake are dredged annually at a cost of approximately 
$400,000 to $500,000. 

 
• The State of North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 

Resources (DENR) has a grant program for lake dredging. The grant 
requires a 50-percent match and can be submitted at any time (i.e., it 
operates on an open application cycle). See Appendix A. 

 
• Any dredging activities must be permitted by the State of North 

Carolina Department of Natural Resources and the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers. Two permitting options are available. Permitting 
will be more time consuming and expensive if dredged materials are 
stockpiled in the lake rather than removed. 

 
Summary of Recommendations  

 
Based upon the assessment and interviews documented in this report, 
Altamont recommends that PCSWCD or Polk County: 
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• Enter into contract to secure an upland property in relatively close 
proximity to the lake to serve as a long-term disposal area for 
sediments removed from the lake. 

 
• Perform pre-purchase property assessment. Potentially apply for grant 

funding to assist with assessment. 
 
• Develop construction details to support permitting and grant 

applications. 
 
• Apply for permits for dredging operation. Altamont recommends that 

Polk County remove dredged materials from the lake if possible, to 
allow a more streamlined permitting process. 

 
• Apply for grant funding to assist with the cost of dredging. 
 
• Promote and facilitate the establishment of a sand-and-gravel dredging 

operation on the Green River, upstream of Lake Adger. The operation 
should be designed, permitted, and operated in a manner that is 
consistent with all environmental regulations and that results in 
relatively minimal environmental impact. 

 
• Define specific goals for a dredging project (e.g., 5-foot target depth, 10-

foot target depth, etc.). 
 
• Select a preferred dredging methodology. 
 
• Define a specific, possibly multi-year phased approach for dredging the 

lake and meeting the defined goals.” 
 

After a bathymetric survey is completed a more precise dredging 
preliminary design report can be accomplished with a subsequent 
design/build-dredging (including permitting) procurement.  

 
 

(h) “Water Issues White Paper” prepared for Protect Polk County Water 
(PPCW) dated 10/9/2015 by McGill Associates, P.A. 

 
This White Paper (an in-depth authoritative report) is more of (1) an issue 
background and summary, (2) regional water supply information 
summary, (3) potential future management options and comment, with 
suggestions for needed activities.  The over-riding constant is that all 
options will require regional cooperation.  The premise is that the Lake 
Adger resource should be an element of a regional system.  
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The drought conditions of the 2000-2010 period were cited and a few of 
the documented “water wars” (water supply allocation litigation) were 
noted to emphasize the importance of a sustainable long-term water 
supply. 

 
The PPCW concerns are summarized as: 
 
“Recently ICWD presented a proposal to Polk County to enter into a 75 year 
extension and contract that would grant to ICWD the water rights from 
Lake Adger and the Green River. In exchange ICWD would fund and make 
the necessary repairs to the Turner Shoals Dam and would continue to 
operate the Polk County water system and any future expansion of that 
water distribution system.   
 
Protect Polk County Water indicated during our meeting and other 
conversations their concern for this proposed arrangement and would such 
an agreement be in the best long term future for Polk County and its 
continued growth and economic stability. Furthermore would such an 
agreement potentially leave Polk County with a limited water supply in the 
future?” 

 
 The management options presented in the White Paper are: 

 
Option #1 –  Continue the Current Operational Agreement with ICWD  
  (and BRWA) 

 
Option #2 –  Form the Polk County Water Authority (New Names as an 

assign from Polk County-Similar to #1) 
 

Option #3 – Form an Expanded Polk County Water Authority (involves the 
merger of Tryon, Columbus, Saluda and County water systems) 
 
Option #4 –  Polk County petition and join the Broad River Water Authority 
   (taking the three parties and making a North Carolina-South 
 Carolina entity) 

 
While the above is a step toward regionalization, additional options do exist which 
are worthy of consideration. 
 
A significant issue was to determine a “safe yield” for Lake Adger since the only 
amount noted was the contractual amount of 8 MGD. 

 
My review found the document helpful and expressing a goal of potential regional 
partnerships for the long-term needs of the County. 
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(i) “Turner Shoals Dam Draft Improvement Cost Update” prepared for Inman 

Campobello Water District, dated 4/18/2016 by Black & Veatch. 

 
This report revisits the potential cost for all of the uses at the TSD for (a) 
dam safety and (b) spillway arch section rehabilitation.  
 
The RCC option was estimated at $4.3 million for dam safety. 
 
The spillway rehabilitation was estimated at an additional $680,000. 
 
For the purposes of this report, a future amount in 2016 dollars of $5 
million is used. 

 
The report states that the return recurrence interval is estimated at 2,500 
years.  The ¾ of the probable maximum flood is greater than a one in 500 
year event and how much greater as a recurrence interval is not stated. 

 
(j) Studies Summary as to Probability of use 
 

The above nine (9) technical and water supply studies all provide for a 
water supply use and therefore a probability of use. 
 

 
4.3 PRIMARY PARTICIPANTS ACTIVITIES 
 
The primary participants in the water supply use are Polk County (their water 
system and interconnected entities as needs dictate), BRWA (their retail and 
governmental wholesale customers – see Series 2015 Refunding Revenue Bonds) 
and ICWD (with the largest and fastest growing customer base). 
 
All three entities have invested in the preliminary activities associated with Water 
System Regionalization. 
 
All three entities have attempted an approach to an interlocal agreement in 2014 
and 2015. 
 
All three entity management personnel have met with me and stated that they are 
still interested in an integrated regional and mutually beneficial arrangement.  All 
three stated that the use of Lake Adger is a component to a future program. 
 
I find that there exists a willingness for the water supply use of Lake Adger.  
Therefore, there is a probability of use. 
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4.4 A POSSIBLE CONFIGURATION SENARIO OBSERVATION 
 
This subsection identifies one of the possible configurations as a hypothetical 
condition for this appraisal.  I have made the following observations: 

 
(1) While BRWA may have a 7Q10 possibility of 13 MGD, good water supply 

practices provide for firm capacity which is questionable at a 12 MGD dry 
weather flow rate. 

 

(2) When the water supply source has a surplus of capacity and there is no 
contamination events and the threat assessment for the source is moderate 
or low one intake source is the industry standard configuration for over 
85% of surface water treatment plants.  Nonetheless, since the year 1993 
(City of Milwaukee Cryptosporidium Contamination event) and thereafter, 
if an alternative high quality source is economically available, utilities have 
secured the alternative water supply. (USEPA threat assessment and 
AWWA alternative water supply MOP). 

 
(3) The Green River has a very treatable raw water of good quality.  The Green 

River Watershed is primarily in forest. 
 
(4) BRWA has invested funds for the expansion from 8 to 12 MGD MDF.  I find 

no other Green River 4 MGD MDF possibility which is as comparatively 
cost-effective.  Expansion of the BRWA WTP from 8 to 12 MGD has a 
greater capital and operational economy of scale then a new 4 MGD facility 
(see Utility Economy of Scale Study 1998). 

 
(5) Lake Adger has the drought storage available to provide a firm raw water 

safe yield in the range of 5.8 to 8 MGD AADF. 
 
(6) Most of the transport distance is via the Green River. 
 
(7) Conceptually, only an approximate $2.5 to $3.5 million investment is 

needed for the Green River intake near the Broad River, raw water pump 
station and 20-inch raw water transmission to convey the flow to the 
BRWA WTP. 

 
(8) Lake Adger would provide the following: 

 
 additional safe yield 

 improved water supply reliability 

 emergency/drought storage 

 improved water quality 

 blending opportunities  
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 threat assessment reduction from “moderate” to “low” for the WTP 
(contamination risk) 

 improved source flexibility/environmental compliance. 

9. An appropriate repumping station on the existing 20" potable transmission 
main would assure Polk County/ICWD an estimated capacity of 7 MGD to 8 
MGD MDF. 

 
The above observation illustrates one conceptual cost-effective approach with 
existing facilities attaining their appropriate design capacities providing for an 
economy of scale and providing for long-term water quantity and quality reliability. 
 
The above was performed to document that at least one configuration scenario 
exists for the probable use of Lake Adger as a water supply source. 
 
The above fact supports the probability of use. 
 
 
4.5 NEW SOURCE RESERVOIRS  
 
Lake Adger exists.  It is not a new reservoir.  The following is provided concerning 
new reservoirs and their cost: 
 

a) Canton, Georgia 

Hickory Log Creek Reservoir 
2012/13 
Cost - $100 Million plus 
Yield – 44 MGD 
Cost per MGD = $2.27 Million 
Size – 410 acres of pool 
Inflated water demands and cost over-runs have created difficult 
financial conditions 
 

b) Walton County, Georgia 

Hard Labor Creek Reservoir  
2014/14 
Cost as of 2012 - $180 Million + $32 Million 
60% completed 
Estimate $350 Million 
Yield 42 MGD 
Cost per MGD = 8.33 Million 
Size – 1,400 acres 
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(c)    SFWMD (Palm Beach County, FL) 
 C-51 Reservoir – Raw Water Only 
 2015/16 
 Cost - $286.4 Million 
 Yield – 132.5 MGD 
 Cost per MGD = $2.16 Million 
 Volume = 19.9 Billion Gallons 

 
(d) Bear Creek Reservoir 

 Barrow, Jackson Oconee Counties, GA 
 2002 
 Cost - $21 Million 
 Yield – 21 MGD 
 Cost per MGD = $1.00 Million 
 Volume – 5 Billion Gallons 
 Size – 505 acres 
 

(e) Bill Elk Creek 
 Elk Mills Quarry 
 2006 Cost Dollars 
 Cost - $64 Million 
 Yield – 25.7 MGD 
 Cost per MGD = $2.51 Million 
 Volume – 8.5 Billion Gallons 
 

(f) Still Branch Regional Reservoir 
 City of Griffin, GA 
 2006 
 Cost - $21 Million 
 Yield – 12 MGD 
 Cost per MGD = $1.75 Million 
 Volume – 3.5 Billion Gallons 
 Size – 875 acres 
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The summary of the above as the reservoir cost per million gallons of cost-
effective construction is as follows: 
 
 

Project  $xMM/MGD  Inflation Factor  2016 Metric 
       

Hickory Log Creek  $2.27  1.10  $2.50 

Hard Labor Creek(1)  $8.33  1.08  $9.00 

C-51  $2.16  1.00  $2.16 

Bear Creek  $1.00  1.61  $1.61 

Big Elk Creek  $2.51  1.35  $3.39 
Still Branch  $1.75  1.35  $2.36 
  Simple Average  $3.50 
  Average w/o HLC  $2.40 
       
Use $2.4 Million per MGD for New Reservoir Construction. 

 
 

There are numerous examples where other drivers than cost-effectiveness are 
adopted.  Such examples skew the comparative analyses to a much higher cost 
metric. 
 
Water resource risks involve environmental challenges high mitigation credit costs, 
budget over-runs, land owner disputes, access disputes, customer disputes, 
condemnation issues, regulatory approval difficulties, lack of water demand, 
customers pursuing alternative supply sources versus the regional supply source 
mix, loss of water customers and several other factors. 
 
 
4.6 COMPARISON OF TYPICAL SURFACE WATER TREATMENT  
 PLANT CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR 4 MGD TO THE BRWA 4 MGD 
 EXPANSION COST 
 
The BRWA has spent or is spending less than 6 million to modernize the WTP (full 
12 MGD) and expand the facility from 8 MGD to 12 MGD MDF.  The additional 4 MGD 
of capacity was built for less than $1.5 per gallon. 
 
There are both a 3.88 MGD and a 4 MGD surface water treatment plants on the 
South Carolina 2016 Priority List of DWSRF projects.  These projects average 
approximately $4 per gallon. 
 
There are no North Carolina DWSRF small surface water treatment plants in the 
intended use plan for fiscal year 2016.  The 2014 NC DWSRF listing included a SWTP 
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at $4.8 gallon.  The 2013 NC DWSRF listing included a small water treatment plant 
at approximately $6 per gallon of capacity. 
For the purposes of this comparison a new facility may cost at least $4 per gallon or 
for 4 MGD approximately $16 million versus the BRWA at less than $6 million. 
 
The operational unit cost for a start-up 4 MGD MDF WTP is greater than for an 
existing 12 MGD MDF WTP.  Comparatively, the BRWA WTP should be significantly 
more cost effective. 
 
In 2005, OHA estimated the cost for a 1.0 MGD MDF WTP at $4 per gallon and a 3.33 
MGD MDF WTP at $3.33 per gallon.  Applying the ENR CCI index for cost escalation a 
factor of 1.41 is derived.  Therefore in 2016 the 1.0 MGD MDF WTP becomes $5.64 
per gallon and the 3.33 MGD MDF WTP becomes $4.70 per gallon of capacity.  This 
comparison approximates the $4 per gallon used for the 4 MGD MDF WTP example. 
 
The above are not site specific preliminary or final design values.  Rather, the values 
are used to conceptually compare approaches such that the probability of use of the 
hypothetical condition may be verified as reasonable.  
 
 
4.7 CONCLUSION 
 
Based upon the work performed for this appraisal, my personal observations, and 
professional experience in the field, I conclude that the use of Lake Adger is 
probable and reasonable as a hypothetical condition for this appraisal.  
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SECTION 5 
COMPARABLE SALES OF WATER SUPPLY SOURCES 

 
 
 

5.1   GENERAL 
 

When Water is unavailable, it is priceless.  Demand and type of use impact pricing.  
Both the City of Cocoa and SSU examples are alternative water supplies to the 
respective utility of the same capacity and somewhat similar situations.  I have 
selected (7) reservoir water use sales on facilities that have multiple uses.  Section 
5.2 describes those sales. 
 
With a multiple use reservoir, the uses must be analyzed to assure proper 
allocations.  The analysis of the allocations of the liabilities associated with Lake 
Adger are summarized in Section 5-3.   
 
Finally, Section 5.4 delineates the value determination using the comparable sales 
approach and adjusting the subject property liabilities which would be considered 
in the Market.  
 
After the completion of the improvements, I am of the opinion that with an ongoing 
sedimentation removal maintenance program, the full benefits of Lake Adger will be 
enjoyed for another 60 years.  
 
 
5.2   SELECTED WATER SUPPLY RESERVOIR SALES 
 
This section presents the seven (7) sales selected for comparison to Lake Adger. 
   
The sales are summarized on the following pages of this subsection.  

 
Sale #1.  Bellwood Quarry 

  
In 2006 the City of Atlanta purchased the 137.327 acres known as the 
Bellwood Quarry for $25 Million and invested another $15 million for a total 
of $40 million.  The storage capacity is currently estimated at 6 billion gallons 
(BG).  The raw water storage source will serve to augment the 200 MGD 
Hemphill WTP which has an onsite storage reservoir of 600 MG.  The drought 
in the Atlanta area resulted in over pumping from the river and interlocal 
and regulatory disputes with the city.   The 6 BG can be expanded to 12 BG.  
There is no stream inflow.  The groundwater contribution is minimal.  

 
Due to the amount of raw water storage provided, the safe yield of the 
Hemphill WTP will be protected.  Estimates over the past decade show the 
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river safe yield has decreased 20% (2000–2010).  Those estimates have been 
increasing as more rainfall has occurred in the past few years.  
 
In addition to insurance of the capacity of the existing Hemphill WTP (10th 
Street Atlanta), the raw water reservoir at the Bellwood Quarry provides for 
threat assessment/ source contamination protection for the city’s customers 
in the region.  

 
The transaction was arm’s length between Vulcan Materials Company and 
the City of Atlanta.  No prior contract or franchise rights were applicable.  
The property was sold free and clear.  The context was a willing buyer and 
seller, both knowledgeable, and neither under compulsion or duress. 

 
  Sale #1 Summary  

Buyer – City of Atlanta, GA  
Seller – Vulcan Materials Company  
Date – 2006 
Amount - $ 40,000,000 
Size – 137.327 acres  
Storage – 6 Billion Gallons  
Amount per Million Gallons of Storage - $6,667/MG  
Safe Yield – N/A 
Amount per MGD – N/A  

 
 

Sale #2 Taylor Creek Reservoir 
 

In 1993 the City of Cocoa purchased 8 MGD of Maximum Daily Flow use 
rights in the Taylor Creek Reservoir from Farmland (CJCLDS) at a lease 
payment of 436,000 per year.  The present value of the transaction in 1993 
was $7,540,000.  This surface water supply is an alternative water supply to 
the City’s 48 MGD Well Field in Orange County, FL.  The City taps the 
secondary acquifer for 15 MGD along Tram Road and North – South Road.  
The deeper 31 MGD Floridian Acquifer wells align East-West along 
Weewahootee Road and then North-South at Farmland’s western property 
line.  Historically, the Tram Road wells were deeper and were back plugged 
to improve water quality due to conate saltwater upcoming.   At the Claude 
Dyal (City of Cocoa) WTP has several acquifer storage and recovery (ASR) 
wells are located on-site.  Only and portion of the storage available in the 
reservoir is used for alternative potable water supply. The other uses are for 
flood control and agricultural irrigation by Farmland.   
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Sale #2 Summary  
Buyer – City of Cocoa 
Seller – Farmland (CJCLDS)  
Date – 1993 
Amount - $ 7,540,000 

  Size – proportioned 
  Storage – fractional   
  Amount per Million Gallons of Storage – N/A 
  Safe Yield committed to Cocoa:  8MGD MDF  
  Amount per MGD – $0.94 Million  
 
 

Sale #3 Franklin Reservoir   
 

In 2014 Franklin County, N.C. purchased the Town of Franklin, N.C. utility.  I 
appraised the utility for both parties as they both waived on conflict.   The 
amount allocated to the water supply was $970,000.  The capacity was 0.70 
MGD AADF and 1.0 MGD MDF.  There were two small reservoirs in series 
containing 19.5 MG of storage but had sedimentation filling all but 10 MG.  
This system also provided supplemental flows to the county as 
approximately 40% of the water treated.  During a drought, per contract, the 
city curtailed water use in the County.  Subsequently, the County purchased 
the system and interconnected it into their regional water operation.   

 
The acquisition took approximately 2.5 years to negotiate.   
 
The sale was an arm’s length transaction, both knowledgeable, and not under 
condemnation.  The Town of Franklinton, N.C. financial condition was a 
concern of the NCLGC.  The transaction removed the LGC financial concerns.  

 
Sale #3 Summary  

  Buyer – Franklin County, N.C.  
  Seller – Town of Franklin, N.C.   
  Date – 2014 
  Amount - $ 970,000 
  Size – 20 acres  
  Storage – 19.5 MG  
  Amount per Million Gallons of Storage – $48,500 
  Safe Yield: 700,000 GPD   
  Amount per MGD – $1.39 Million  
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Sale #4 Collier Lakes 

In 1995 Barron Collier Enterprises sold the 212.5 acres known as the Collier 
Lakes property and raw surface water supply to Southern States Utilities 
(SSU) which is owned by Topeka Group which is owned by Algonquin Power 
Corporation.  This raw water source had a safe yield of 8 MGD and or AADF 
dry yield of 6 MGD.  Both parties hired two appraisers each.  The SSU 
appraisers averaged approximately $4.5 million.  Barron Collier’s appraisers 
were significantly higher.  The fifth appraiser was at $7.9 million.  The agreed 
upon price was $9.2 million.  The lakes had 56.29 acres of pool area.  They 
were used for lime rock and fill for the construction of US 41, SR 951, I-75 
and Alligator Alley (SR 84).   

The Collier Lakes are the headwaters of Henderson Creek which flows into 
Rookery Bay.  The lakes are in the configuration of a lazy “L”.  They vary from 
20ft. to 40 feet deep.  They store approximately 600 million gallons (0.6 BG).  

Due to the stalled negotiations and Barron Collier’s tax situation, a “friendly” 
condemnation was filed and settled with the 5th appraiser being closer to the 
Barron Collier Appraisals and then the court approved the settlement.   

Both buyer and seller were quite knowledgeable and it was a two-part (first 
part pure negotiation and second part settlement) process.  

Sale #4 Summary  
Buyer – Marco Island Utilities a wholly own subsidiary of Southern 

  States Utilities.  
Seller – Barrow Collier Enterprises, Inc.    
Date – 1995 
Amount - $ 9.2 Million 
Size – 212.5 acres 
Storage – 0.6 BG  
Amount per Million Gallons of Storage – $15,333 
Safe Yield: 8 MGD    
Amount per MGD – $1.15 Million  

Sales #5 C-51 Reservoir (only) 

In May of 2013, Palm Beach Aggregates, LLC (Land owner and lime rock 
mining company) and the South Florida Water Management District 
(SFWMD) (a State of Florida regulatory and water supply agency) entered 
into a Memorandum of Understanding for the development and sale of the C-
51 Reservoir to the SFWMD serving a group of utilities in Palm Beach and 
Broward Counties.  The SFWMD issues consumptive used permits to the 
utilities in both counties.  The Florida Legislature supported the SFWMD in 
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designating the area a “water use caution area.”  The SFWMD had 
permanently instituted a Phase 2 water use restriction for the two counties.   
Basically, the existing ground water use permits as of 2014 cannot be 
increased with expansions of fresh groundwater supplies.  The alternatives 
are reverse osmosis of deep Florida Acquifer saline water, conservation and 
reuse, or the development of surface water supplies for any growth flows and 
for existing fresh groundwater wells which become contaminated by 
saltwater encroachment.  

 
The Phase I portion of the C-51 reservoir system is constructed and sold.  The 
SFWMD is to operate and maintain the reservoirs.  The Phase I reservoir has 
a volume of 5.5 BG.  It has a dry season safe yield of 37 MGD.  It cost $104.4 
million and has certain costs allocable to Phase 2.  Phase 2 has not been sold, 
yet contracted for and not yet built.  It has a cost estimate of $182 Million 
with a storage volume of 14.4 BG and a dry season safe yield of 96 MGD.  
Consolidated, the C-51 reservoir will have a price/sale of $286.4 million, a 
storage capacity of 19.9 BG and a dry season safe yield of 132.5 MGD.  The 
land area is 2,200 acres. 
 
The transaction was and is arm’s length.  No prior contracts or franchise 
rights were applicable.  The property was sold or contracted for free and 
clear.  The context is of a willing seller and buyer, though regulatory pressure 
has been applied on the customers.  Both buyer and seller are knowledgeable 
and neither under compulsion or duress.  

 
Sale #5 Summary  
Buyer – SFWMD/LECRP/Utilities Group 
Palm Beach and Broward Counties 
Seller –  Palm Beach Aggregates, LLC.  
Date – 2016 Phase I and Contract Phase 2 
Amount - $ 286.4 Million  
Size – 2,200 acres 
Storage – 19.9 BG  
Amount per Million Gallons of Storage – $14,392 
Safe Yield: 132.5 MGD   
Amount per MGD – $2.16 Million  

 
 

Sale #6 City of Okeechobee  
 

The City of Okeechobee, Okeechobee County, Lake Okeechobee Water 
Association and the State of Florida Park Service were in litigation 
concerning service areas, wholesale rates and water use permits.  The 
SFWMD hired myself and a few others to settle the situation.  We created the 
Okeechobee Water Authority for which I appraised the four systems for 
acquisition.  The City of Okeechobee had a 3 MGD Surface Water Treatment 
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plant with an intake in Lake Okeechobee.  The water allocation facilities, 
intake and raw water line was sold to the Authority in 1995. The amount of 
storage in the Lake Okeechobee was allocated by the SFWMD.  The allocation 
of the purchase price to raw water supply was $810,000.  The safe yield was 
3 MGD.   

 
Sale #6 Summary  
Buyer – Okeechobee Water Authority  
Seller –  City of Okeechobee 
Date – 1995 
Amount - $ 810,000  
Size – N/A 
Storage – N/A  
Amount per Million Gallons of Storage – N/A 
Safe Yield: 3 MGD   
Amount per MGD – $0.27 Million  

 
 
Sale #7 Myakkahatchee Creek Reservoir 

 
General Development Utilities, Inc. (GDU) impounded the Myakkahatchee 
Creek and inundated wetlands and General Development Corporation 
property in North Port, Florida.  The reservoir is adjacent to the WTP.  The 
reservoir occupies approximately 160 acres.  The storage volume is 1.2 BG.  
The safe yield is 4.9 MGD.  The WTP capacity was 4.4 MGD.  The City of North 
Port (City) had a franchise right to purchase (contractually) the General 
Development Corporation utility after a 30-year term.  At the expiration date, 
the City exercised its right to acquire which was accomplished at an amount 
of $16.5 million in 1992.  The raw water and reservoir were valued by myself 
at $1.55 million.   

 
Both GDU and the City were knowledgeable sellers and buyers. Only the 
intangible value was not compensated for (going concern) due to the 
negotiated right to purchase via franchise.  GDU’s benefit was the right to 
serve all customers within the City for 30 years.  Full fair compensation was 
paid for the real property and the tangible personal property.   

  
Sale #7 Summary  
Buyer – City of North Port, FL   
Seller –  General Development Utilities, Inc.  
Date – 1992 
Amount - $ 1.55 Million  
Size – 160 acres 
Storage – 1.2 BG 
Amount per Million Gallons of Storage – $1,292 
Safe Yield: 4.9 MGD   
Amount per MGD – $0.32 Million  
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Another transaction involved in the use of condemnation where the City of Nashua, 
NH. (City) purchased the Pennichuck Water Company (PWC).  The City paid $203 
Million for the 35 MGD surface water reservoir, treatment plant, transmission 
system, storage and re-pumping, distribution system and meters as well as the 
intakes and reservoir in 2012.  Due to the comingling of the allocations, the raw 
water reservoir, though sold, could not have a credible subaccount developed 
specifically.   
 
Table 5-1 presents the sales considered for analysis.  
 
Table 5-2 presents the escalation index – Engineering News Record Construction 
Cost Index – for the time adjustment to the sales in Table 5-1.  
 
Table 5-3 presents the application of the index to the metric values. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
    
     
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Lake Adger\Report\Section 5 

HC #16007.00 5-8  

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 5-1 

Sales Listing  

          

# Buyer Seller 
Sales  
Date 

Purchase 
Amount 
$X1000 Size  

Storage 
(BG) $/MG 

Safe 
Yield 
MGD 

$x106 
/MGD 

1 City of Atlanta Vulcan Materials 2006  40,000  137 6.0 6,667 N/A  N/A 

2 City of Cocoa Farmland 1993  7,540  % % N/A 8 0.94 

3 Franklin Co.  Town of Franklin 2014  970  20 0.02 48,500 0.7 1.39 

4 South States Utilities Barron Collier 1995  9,200  212.5 0.60 15,333 8 1.15 

5 
 

SFWMD/PC & BC 
 

Palm Beach 
Aggregates, LLC 2016  286,400  2,200 19.9 14,392 132.5 2.16 

6 
Okeechobee Water 
Authority (OWA) City of Okeechobee 1995  810  N/A N/A N/A 3 0.27 

7 City of North Port, FL   
General Development 
Utilities Inc.  1992  1,550  160 1.2 1,292 4.9 0.32 



Year

Index % Chg.

3,535            

1982 3,825            8.20%

1983 4,066            6.30%

1984 4,146            1.97%

1985 4,195            1.18%

1986 4.295            2.38%

1987 4,406            2.58%

1988 4,519            2.56%

1989 4,615            2.12%

1990 4,732            2.54%

1991 4,835            2.18%

1992 4,985            3.10%

1993 5,210            4.51%

1994 5,408            3.80%

1995 5,471            1.16%

1996 5,620            2.72%

1997 5,826            3.67%

1998 5,920            1.61%

1999 6,059            2.35%

2000 6,221            2.67%

2001 6,343            1.96%

2002 6,538            3.07%

2003 6,694            2.39%

2004 7,115            6.29%

2005 7,446            4.65%

2006 7,751            4.10%

2007 7,966            2.77%

2008 8,310            4.32%

2009 8,570            3.13%

2010 8,802            2.71%

2011 9,066            2.99%

2012 9,313            2.73%

2013 9,546            2.50%

2014 9,699            1.61%

2015 10,039          3.51%

2016 (July) 10,379          3.39%

(1) ENRCCI is used.

Table 5-2
Escalation Indices

ENR CCI

Engineering News Record 

Construction Cost Index (1)  
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(1) Most Comparable 
 
  

Table 5-3 
Time Adjustment (Inflation) 

To Selected Sales 

#___ Buyer________      Date____ $/MG $x106/MGD  
Inflation 

Factor    
2016 
$/MG 

2016 
$x106 
/MGD 

1 City of Atlanta 2006 $6,667 N/A 1.34 $8,927 N/A  

2 City of Cocoa 1993 N/A $0.94 1.99 N/A (1) 1.87 (1) 

3 Town of Franklin 2014 $48,500 1.39 1.07 $51,900 1.49 

4 
 

 
South States Utilities  
 

1995 
 

15,333 
 

1.15 
 

1.90 
 

29,088 (1) 

 
2.18 (1) 

 
5 
 

SFWMD 
 

2016 
 

14,392 
 

2.16 
 

1.00 
 

14,392 
 

2.16 
 

6 
Okeechobee Water 
Authority (OWA) 1995 N/A 0.27 1.90 N/A 0.51 

7 City of North Port, FL   1992 1,292 0.32 2.08 2,690 0.67 

   Average $21,399 $1.48 

   Most Comparable $29,088 $2.03 
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Table 5-4 
2016 Lake Adger Comparison 

 

Description  Acres  
Storage 

(BG)  $/MG  

MDF 
Safe 
Yield  

$x106 
MGD 

Lake Adger 
(Unadjusted)  436  1.2  $25,200  8  1.87 

Cocoa  Several mi2  Large  N/A  8  1.87 

SSU  212.5  0.6  $29,088  8  2.18 

 
 
 
 
 
 
5.3 LIABILITY ADJUSTMENT RATIONALE 
 
The proportional benefits method was selected for the Lake Adger uses. 
 
Figure 5-1 presents the flow chart for the consideration of the benefits.  Once the 
comparative benefits are established for each use, the benefits are converted to 
units and analyzed to determine the comparative allocation of liability costs. 
 
The implicit extraordinary assumption is that in some fashion or method 
appropriate recovery of costs would be attained.   
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Green River Watershed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Flow Chart of Benefits of Lake Adger Figure 5-1. 
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Allocation of value for reservoirs (lakes) to uses is the industry practice for multi-
use reservoirs.  When introducing a new use or effectuating an intended use, 
typically a reallocation of value occurs.  The Water Resources Development Act of 
1974 is now the primary statute for multiple use reservoirs and water supply 
projects.  Historically, the 1936 Flood Control Act and polices set in the 1950’s Lake 
Adger us a multi-use property.  Only one use is being valued in this report.  The 
primary uses identified for liability allocation in adjusting Lake Adger to the 
comparable sales are: 
 

(a) Land Value Enhancement  
 
(b) Power Generation 
 
(c) Alternative Water Supply 
 
(d) Recreation 
 
(e) Flood Control 
 

The identified liabilities with the property derived from previous reports listed 
herein include: 
 

(a) Dam Safety - $4.4 million - (Black & Veatch) 
 
(b) Spillway Restoration - $0.7 million - (Black & Veatch - rounded) 
 
(c) Dredging and Lake Enhancement - $6.0 million  

 (Altamont Environmental) 
 
The property specific total liabilities for all uses is the sum of the above three (3) 
items or $11.1 million.  The capital investment to perfect the alternative water 
supply use (The Green River intake and pump station with raw water pipeline to the 
BRWA WTP) is estimated by HC to be $3.5 million.  The 20" transmission main 
repumping station is a future potable water supply cost to attain the full 7 MGD to 8 
MGD transmission capacity. 
 
The $11.1 million liability amount is allocable to all uses.  The $3.5 million cost is 
allocable solely to the alternative water supply use. 
 
The allocation of liability to the multiple uses of a multi-use reservoir is delineated 
in the standards and procedures for evaluating economic benefits and costs by the 
USGS and the Federal Government opinions on the subject. 
 
The land enhancement loss in value was derived on the basis of the estimated lost 
tax values for taxable properties abutting the shoreline of Lake Adger and those 
properties within the Mountain Park and Jackson Cove communities primarily with 
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a lower loss in identified non-community parcels.  For the purposes of this analysis, 
the tax rate applied was $1,000 per year $150,000 of taxable values.  Approximately 
204 residential units are reported plus the other parcels.  The opinion estimate was 
an approximate $336,000 loss in tax revenues or some $50 million loss in market 
value without the Lake being desirable.  Using 40 years as the term and 5% as the 
discount factor resulted in 5.8 units for the allocation. 

Power generation value is based upon the demand, priority in call for peaking 
power, put cost bid, utilization and many other factors.  I recently completed the 
peaking power valuation of three (3) units owned by NRG and others for the cities of 
Vero Beach, Dover, Lakeland, Fort Meade, Mariana and South Daytona.  For the 
purpose of this report average values were used without the benefit of this 
company’s operating financial and balance sheet records.  For 5.4 MW slow speed 
turbines with a 0.8 power factor either on call, standby reliable generation or on-
line the net revenue was approximated at $200,000 per year.  Using this amount for 
80 years at 4.2% discount factor resulted in 4.6 units for the allocation. 

The alternative water supply allocation was calculated by using the 5.8 MGD safe 
yield and the cost-effective new reservoir average metric of $2.4 per MGD yielding 
13.92 million units.  Then adjusting that number by the $3.5 million plus $2.9 
million yielding $7.52 million as new.  After reconstruction and rehabilitation the 
source should increase from 20% new to 60% new.  Taking $7.52 million and 
applying the 60% factor results in 4.5 units for the allocation. 

Recreation was assessed using the persons per day (variable) summed to person 
days per year.  Our estimates may be subject to check.  I estimated 22,400 person 
days per year.  This includes lake area hiking, hunting, fishing, boating, horseback 
riding and release kayaking and canoeing.  The net economic benefit for passive, low 
impact and, serene activities where the persons primarily bring their equipment, 
food, guns, horses, and boats is only $4.35 per person per day.  Applying that 
amount to the 22,400 person days and using a 30 year term at 5% results in 1.5 
units. 

The last use is flood control preventing downstream damage.  Little was 
documented in the GRW.  Using the low end of national values and the only 5 feet of 
compensating storage is available per the agreement calculates as 436 acres x 5 
feet x $100 per acre-foot resulting in $218,000.  Using five (5) years as the 
maintenance term and a 5% discount factor results in 0.9 units. 

Table 5-5 summarized the Use Value Allocation Analysis results.  The resulting 
percentages are applied to the $11.1 million of all use costs to determine 
proportional amount to be allocated to the alternative water supply use. 

The liability adjustment for the alternative water supply use is 26% of $11.1 million 
or $2.9 million.  
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Table 5-5 
Lake Adger 

Use Value Allocation Analysis Results 
 

Use  Amount  Percentage 

Land Value Enhancement  5.8 units  33.5% 
     
Power Generation  4.6 units  26.6% 
     
Alternative Water Supply  4.5 units  26.0% 
     
Recreation  1.5 units  8.7% 
     
Flood Control  0.9 units  5.2% 
     
Totals  17.3 units  100% 
     
 
 
 
 
5.4 ADJUSTMENTS SUMMARY 
 
The unadjusted implied price is $14.96 million gross.  First the liability adjustments 
as shown herein are applied with the allocation percentage appropriate for the 
water supply use. 
 
The Green River raw water intake, pumping station and raw water transmission 
main to the BRWA WTP is 100% allocable to the water supply use and is estimated 
at $3.5 million.  These improvements perfect the alternative water supply conveying 
the flow to the WTP for subsequent potable water production. 
 
In subsection 5.3 the alternative water supply use was quantified at 26% of the 
multiple reservoir uses.  This percentage is applied to the Dam Safety, Spillway and 
Dredging improvements for the lake.  The sum of the liability for these items was 
$2.88 million or $2.9 million rounded. 
 
Once the above adjustments are applied the resulting undepreciated subtotal 
becomes $8.58 million. 
 
Next, we integrated the effects of the pro-forma improvements to attain an effective 
age of the 100 year average service life property which is 92 years old.  It is the 
opinion of HC that the impact of the improvement will reduce the effective age from 
92 years to 40 years.  In other words, we believe the improvements will have an 
average service life of 60 years as long as an on-going sedimentation control 
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program is instituted at the same time.  The Lake Adger property would only be 
40% depreciated. 
 
After the depreciation adjustment the value in-place and in-use is found to be 
$5,150,000 or Five Million One Hundred and Fifty Thousand Dollars as of July 13, 
2016. 
 
The aforementioned adjustments are shown on Table 5-6. 
 
My opinion value of the alternative water supply use for Lake Adger in the 
configuration describe herein is: 
 
 

       $5,150,000 

(Five Million One Hundred and Fifty Thousand Dollars) 
   
 
as of July 13, 2016. 
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Table 5-6 
Application of Liability Adjustment  

As Applicable to Lake Adger Water Supply Use 
 

Description  Amount $x106 
 
Unadjusted Implied $ 

  
$14.96 

   
BRWA RW System  (3.50) 
   
Dam Safety          $4.4 x 0.26 (1.14) 
   
Spillway Restoration $0.7 x 0.26 (0.18) 
   
Dredging & Environ. $6.0 x 0.26 (1.56) 
   
Subtotal without Depreciation  $8.58 
   
40% Depreciation  (3.43) 
92 yrs. @ 100 yr. ASL = 92%, though 
base salvage continued % good is 20% 

  

Restorations effects    
20% good to 60% good   
(i.e. 60 yrs. ASL)   
   
Lake Adger Water Supply Use Value  $5.15 
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SECTION 6 
RECONCILIATION 

 
 
 

Within this report Lake Adger was analyzed based upon the available information 
and the opinion of value of the potential water supply use was concluded at 
$5,150,000 given the accrued liabilities associated with the property and the 92 
year old age of the property. 
 
Also, my investigation of new water supply reservoirs without accrued liabilities 
like dam safety, spillway needs and significant sedimentation resulted in a cost of 
$2.40 per gallon of capacity.  For an 8 MGD normal capacity this metric would create 
a $19.20 million present value.  Depreciated 40% results in $11.52 million removing 
the allocated corrective cost of $2.88 million results in $8.64 million. 
 
The new adjusted facility includes its connection for use.  The $8.64 is greater than 
the $5.15 million opined herein.  One would expect a superior condition from the 
adjusted new to the reconditioned. 
 
HC experience and research show a raw water resource value from $0.15 per 
thousand gallons (ECFS @ $0.19 to $0.24 thousand gallons metered) to $0.50 per 
thousand gallons for sources without pumping, piping and related costs.  An 
alternative water supply source is primarily used in the dry season during drought 
and if superior quality, then at a blending level during the year.  Assuming a 1.0 MGD 
blending use year around yields $54,750/yr at $0.15/1,000 gallons.  Assuming a 60 
yr ASL at 4.25% that generates a base value of $1.18 million.  During peak use dry 
season/periods at 120 days per year at the $0.50/1,000 gallons (peak demand use) 
an average of peaking flows may be an additional 3 MGD.  This peak availability 
which includes standby contamination or emergency use would create a current 
payment of $180,000/yr.  Again the present value at 60 years and 4.25% results in 
an additional value of $3.89 million.  The summation of the two present values is 
$5.07 million.  This amount is somewhat less than the opinion of value. 
 
The reasonable check of the opinion of value based upon cost-effective like facilities 
construction cost and based upon a scenario for reliability, water quality and 
drought protection I find as appropriate. 
 
As stated herein, there are several inter-related factors which support the 
integration of Lake Adger into the regional water supply system.     
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SECTION 7 
REGIONALIZATION 

 
 
 

7.1    GENERAL 
 

Initially, those cost-effective and local water supply sources available are used.  As 
time progresses either additional capacity is needed, existing sources are 
compromised, contamination events occur, or historical suppliers increase costs to 
inacceptable levels.  These and other factors are drivers for securing additional 
water supply. 
 
Due to the need for 50 year planning horizons for water resources and supply, 
typically smaller local utilities individually exhibit the following characteristics 
which inhabit the ability to implement the programs necessary: 
 

 One utility may have supply and the neighboring utility desires supply. 

 One utility may have cost-effective and expandable treatment capacity and 
neighboring utilities face expensive “greenfield” new construction for 
additional or replacement capacity. 

 One utility may own major transmission and alternative high quality water 
supply, but have not matured or connected sufficient customers to support 
continued and desired future capital outlays. 

 One utility may have near term growth while the neighboring utilities await 
growth which continues to be slow. 

 One utility may have a significant debt burden needing customers to support 
the debt obligations, while neighboring utilities are relatively debt free. 

 One utility may wish to supplement or support or integrate with other 
utilities within its jurisdiction, yet not have the cost-effective surface water 
treatment facilities. 

 
Logically, the beneficial characteristics of each entity can be pooled together 
cooperatively to alleviate the individual constraints and attain positive attributes.  A 
few of those positive attributes include: 
 

 diversity in customer base improving creditworthiness   

 expansion of the water supply and treatment service area to provide for 
stability 

 attain and economy of scale for more long-term cost-effective operations 

 attain improved financial characteristics to fund major renewal, replacement 
and/or rehabilitation projects 
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 attain the ability to readily fund future capital improvement programs
including a possible future 20  transmission main repumping station as well

as other future needs.

7.2 A FEW REGIONAL WATER SYSTEM GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORKS 

In many instances the function of the regional water supply entity becomes planning 
and managing the water supply, treatment and regional transmission of potable 
water.  Local entities are usually responsible for the local transmission, fire flow and 
hourly peaking demand storage and repumping, distribution, metering, billing 
resident customers and purchasing flows wholesale from the regional entity. 

Although some regional entities purchase the local entity water utility property 
(local equity recapture) and provide all functions.  The stakeholders determine the 
initial approach and potential future activities. 

The Peace River/Manasota Regional Water Supply entity is an independent district 
and four counties (Manatee, Sarasota, Charlotte and DeSoto) as membered and one 
City (North Port) as a wholesale customer.  This entity as well as Tampa Bay Water 
and others operate in the first fashion.  The Clay County Utility Authority was 
created initially as a dependent district of the County while it started up buying 5 
water systems and incorporating a couple associations and the County’s very small 
customer base.  Now it is an independent district.  Destin Water Users is a water 
cooperative similar to an electric cooperative with customers as members and 
customer elected board.  It has integrated the small water systems along the 
panhandle of Florida.  The Pine Island Water Association and North Key Largo 
Utility Authority as well as some 20 others in the Southeast are special purpose IRS 
63-20 not-for-profit corporations.  The governance structure is typically specifically
crafted by the initial participants to fit the needs of the situation.

The Lower Cape Fear Water Authority is primarily a raw water entity.  In contrast 
the Clayton County Water Authority (GA) provides a “one-stop-shop” for complete 
water, wastewater and stormwater services. 

Coweta County Water and Sewer Authority is interconnected with the local cities 
within and outside of the County, but does not own the City distribution systems. 

In South Carolina there are the: 

 Santee-Cooper Regional Water System
 Lowcountry Regional Water System
 Lake Marion Regional Water Authority
 Anderson Regional Joint Water System
 Berkeley County WSA/Sangaree WD
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 Georgetown County WSD/Waccamaw Neck 
 Lexington County Joint Municipal WSC 
 Grand Strand WSA 
 Beaufort-Jasper WSA  

 
The South Carolina Legislature in 2011 passed a bill adding Chapter 39 to Title 6 
stating that each entity or political subdivision who obtains water in whole or part 
from a regional producing center shall have a special water board to perform the 
duties of rate setting and other items where there is over 7,000 customers (as in this 
case). 
 
In July of 2016, C.D. Rhodes, Esq. assembled the operative statutes for ICWD and the 
email is shown in the Appendix.  The initial consultation was the ICWD is a local 
governmental unit and the Authority (if that structure is used) “has to be a local 
government of South Carolina…” 
 
There are also numerous North Carolina regional water systems.  The North 
Carolina-South Carolina state-line may require investigations of blended structures 
or contractual arrangements or a non-Authority structure of the regional entity. 
 
The most common method in the United States is a cooperative agreement between 
utilities. 
 
 
7.3 IMPLEMENTING THE REGIONAL ENTITY(IES)  
 
One or more entities could be created.  A study of the best governance structure or 
combination thereof is anticipated to be implemented such that the use of Lake 
Adger as a water supply source can be realized.  
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Education 
 

M.S. Duke University, 1976 

B.S. Duke University, 1975 

Registrations/Certifications  

Arizona No. 28939 

Colorado No. 31200 

Florida No. 27703 

Georgia No. 17597 

Illinois No. 062-053100 

Indiana No. 10100292 

Kentucky No. 22463 

Louisiana No. 30816 

Maine No. 10395 

Maryland No. 12410 

Mississippi No. 12717 

Nevada No. 20259 

New Mexico No. 15990 

New York No. 088623-1 

North Carolina EIT 

No. A03351 

North Carolina No. 15264 

Ohio No. 70152 

Pennsylvania No. 38216  

South Carolina 15389 

Tennessee No. 105550 

Virginia No. 131184 

W. Virginia No. 21803 

Washington No. 53433 

Wisconsin 32971-6 

NCEES National P.E.  

No. 20481 

American Society of 

Appraisers Accredited Senior 

Appraiser No. 7542 

BCEE from American 

Academy Certificate  

No. 88-10034 

Professional Summary 

Management Consulting/Appraisal/Expert Testimony 

Mr. Hartman is an experienced utility engineer and appraiser specializing in utilities 

and systems. He is a qualified expert witness in the area of utility system valuation 

and financing, facility siting, certification/service area/franchises and 

formation/creation, management and acquisition projects. Mr. Hartman is accepted 

in various Federal Courts, Circuit Courts, Division of Administrative Hearings, Public 

Service Commissions, arbitration, and quasi-judicial hearings conducted by cities and 

counties, as a technical expert witness in the areas of utility systems (water, 

wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, gas and electric), certification/service 

area/franchises, facility planning, utility conveyance, transmission and distribution, 

utility resources, utility treatment, engineering, permitting and regulations, utility 

system design and construction, and utility systems valuation (water , wastewater, 

stormwater, solid waste, gas, and electric systems), costing and damages. 
 

 

 

Professional Experience 

Machinery and Technical Specialties, ASA – Public Utilities 

Public Utilities Appraisal Specialty Certified, ASA 

Tangible Personal Property  –  VAB,  Magistrate 

Orange County, FL (2009 and 2010) 

Tangible Personal Property – Special Magistrate Osceola 

County, FL (2011, 2012, and 2013/2014) Hendry 

County, FL (2012 and 2013/2014) 

Financial Reports 

Mr. Hartman has been involved in over 300 capital charge, impact fee and 

installation charge studies involving water, wastewater and fire service for various 

entities. He also has participated in over 150 user rate adjustment reports. Mr. 

Hartman assisted in the development of over 70 revenue bond issues, 20 short-term 

bank loan systems, 10 general obligation bonds, numerous grant/loan programs, 

numerous capacity sale programs, and 20 privatization programs. Mr. Hartman has 

been involved in over $3 billion in utility bond and commercial loan financings for 

water and wastewater utility, and over $4 billion in utility grants, matching funding, 

cost-sharing; SRF loans and Federal Loans (R.D., etc.), assessments and CIAC 

programs. 

Utility Appraisals, Valuations and Evaluations 

Mr. Hartman has been involved in over 500 utility negotiations, appraisals, fairness 

opinions and review appraisals, and has been a qualified expert witness by the 

courts with regard to utility arbitrations and condemnation cases. He has 

participated in the valuation of numerous utility systems. His experience includes: 
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Year Project Party Represented 

2016 Rainbow MWD, CA Owner 

2016 Lake Adger WR & IM, NC Owner 

2016 7 Systems Jefferson County West Virginia Owner 

2016 Cauley Creek WRF (IRS)  Seller 

2016 Village of Sadorus – IAWC (2) Buyer 

2016 Bushell/SECO Electric  Buyer 

2016 APPOA W/WW N.C (Ongoing) Buyer 

2016 Celina SA Buyer 

2016 OTUC Donation W&WW Systems Owner 

2015 City of Fairbanks 8 MGD/22 MGD WRF  Buyer 

2015 Village of Ransom Water System Buyer 

2015 Vulcan/Fla Rock 1/1/2011  ACPA 

2015 Crystal Clear Water Company  Buyer 

2015 5-Service Areas Mustang SUD & 1 Water System City Consultant 

2015 Bayou Cove Peaking Power Plant 1/1/2015 TPP 
Appraisal 

Parish 

2015 Bayou Cove Peaking Power Plant 1/1/2014 TPP 
Appraisal 

Parish 

2015 Bayou Cove Peaking Power Plant 1/1/2013 ARM-TPP Parish 

2015 Peoples Condemnation  Owner 

2015 Kessler AFB  Private 

2015 Eglin AFB Private 

2015 Eastwood Manor Private 

2015 NUNDA Utilities Private 

2015 Manalapan/Hypoluxo City 

2015 Royal Manor W/WW City 

2015 BH Waste Management Co. Bank 

2015 O’Fallon Utilities, Value Consulting Private 

2015 Mt. Vernon Utilities, Value Consulting Private 

2015 Tupelo/Verona Water Both Cities 

2015 Confidential (On-Going) Condemnation  Confidential 

2015 Rolling Oaks Utilities Bank 

2015 Village of Arthur  Village 

2015 NFP  NFP 

2015 MS Water System Annex City 

2015 Value Consulting Confidential/Investor 

2015 KWRU – Wastewater Utility Owner 

2015 New River Light & Power (Electric) Owner 

2014 Power System Value Consulting  Confidential 

2014 Citrus County/Duke Energy 1/1/13 TPP County 

2014 Minto Prop./SID W&WW&RU District 

2014 North Maine Utilities Transaction Adv. F.O. Village 

2014 3 Appraisals Review Glenview 

2014 Eastlake W&WW (Condemn) County 
2014 Pebble Creek Utilities W&WW (Condemn) County 

2014 Mooresville Water (Condemn) ARM Attorney 

2014 Heritage Hills W&WW (NY) to Corix Owner 

2014 Cauley Creek WRF  Owner 
2013 Tega Cay Water and Wastewater  Both 

2013 Harrison, Ohio Water City 
2013 Water Management Services  Bank 

2013 North Lee Rural Water Association, Tupelo, MS 

(Partial) 

City 

 

 

 
 

Skills 
 

Management Consulting 

Utility System Valuation 

Expert Witness Services 

Rates, Fees, and Charges 

Funding and Financing 

Utility Certifications, 

Franchises, Service Areas 

Economic Evaluations 

Creditworthiness Analysis 

Environmental Engineering 

Water/Wastewater Systems 

Engineering 

Stormwater Systems 

Water Resource Services 

Electric System Appraisals 

 

Relevant Training/Courses 
 

Numerous AWRA, AWWA, 

ASCE, WEF, AASE, ASA, 

NSPE, PE Seminars, 

Courses, Ethics, Continuing 

Education (multiple states) 

USPAP Exams 2003, 2004, 

2009/10, 2015 

ASA ME201, ME202, 

ME203, ME204 Mach. & 

Technical Specialties, 

BV201 Public Utilities, 

PP201. 

ASA Public Utilities Specialty 

Designation Exam Parts I, 

II, and III Numerous 

Technical Appraisal 

Courses/Exams in personal 

property (tangible & 

intangible), business 

valuation, and other areas 

Appraisal Review & 

Management ARM 201 and 

204 
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Year Project Party Represented 

2013 NPUC (Cost/Comp) Wastewater Bank 

2013 Progress Energy Florida (Citrus County) TPP 

1/1/12  

County 

2013 Village of Oakwood Water/Wastewater System Village 

2013 Richmond Generation Station (Review) City 

2013 Peru Generation Station (Review) City 

2013 Dover, Delaware Electric System City 

2013 C-51 Reservoir Owner 

2013 C-25 Reservoir Owner 

2013 Eglin Air Force Base Proposer 

2013 Duke Energy (Citrus County) TPP Electric #1, 2, 4, 5 County 

2012 Beverly Hills Waste Management Owner 

2012 Town of Belleair Town 

2012 Orchid Springs Utilities City 

2012 Tymber Creek Utilities – Stock Transfer Owner(s) 

2012 Senoia Water System County 

2013 Duke Energy (Citrus County) TPP Electric #3 County 

2012 Peoples of Balstrop – (Condemnation)  Owner 

2011 Town of Franklinton Water/Wastewater System/County Both 

2011 Pine Island Utility System Owner 

2011 Town of Franklinton Water/Wastewater System/County Both 

2011 Kill Devil Hills Wastewater Treatment Plant Bank 

2011 Chesapeake Electric Utility – Marianna, Florida City 

2011 City of South Daytona Electric Utility City 

2011 On Top of the World Communities Water, Wastewater, 
and Reuse System – Marion County, Florida (Bay 
Laurel Center Community Development District) 

District 

2011 City of Vero Beach Water, Wastewater, and Reuse 
System 

City 

2011 City of Vero Beach Electric Utility City 

2010 Fearington Utilities Own
er 2010 Rolling Oaks Water and Wastewater System, 

Beverly Hills Waste Management System (SW) 

Owner/Bank 

2010 Liberty Water – Tall Timbers Wastewater (Condemn) 

System, TX (Condemnation) 

Owner 

2010 Heritage Hills Water and Sewer System, NY - City Owner 

2010 Waterside Villages of Currituck Waste Water 

Treatment Plant, NC 

District 

2010 Tindall Hammock Irrigation and Soil 

Conservation District Water/Wastewater System 

District 

2010 Town of Indian River Shores Water and Sewer 

System Assets 

Town 

2010 City of Vero Beach Water and Sewer System 

Assets, Town of Indian River Shores (Partial) 

City 

2010 City of Griffin Water System Assets, GA Water Authority 

2010 Golden Beach Water and Wastewater Assets City 

2010 Thunder Enterprises, Inc. Water System Assets, 

AL (Condemnation) 

Owner 

2010 River Forrest, S.C., Spartanburg Both 

2010 Stonecreek, S.C., Spartanburg Both 

2009 On Top of the World Communities Water, 

Wastewater, and Reuse System – Marion County, 

Florida (Bay Laurel Center Community Development 

District) 

District 

2009 Aquarina Water and Wastewater Bank 

2009 Cocoa Beach (electric) City 

2009 Parkland Utilities Owner 

2009 GISTRO NFP 

2009 Fruitland Park (electric) City 

2008 Park Water Company City 

 

 

 
 

Affiliations 

American Society of 

Appraisers 

American Society of Civil 

Engineers 

American Water Works 

Association 

Florida Engineering Society  

National Society of 

Professional Engineers 

Water and Environment 

Federation 
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Year Project Party Represented 
2008 Crooked Lake Sewerage Company City 

2008 Vanguard Wastewater System City 

2008 Traxler Enterprises City 

2008 Louisiana Land and Water Company Owner 

2008 Sandy Creek Water and Wastewater             County 

2008 Bayside Water and Wastewater County 

2008 Fern Crest Utilities, Inc. Buyer 

2008 Turnpike Utilities, LLC – W/S North Carolina (IRS) Owner 

2008 Nags Head, Moneray Shores, Currituck Sewer, 

Corollo #1 & #2 

Buyer 

2008 Service Management Systems, Inc. Bank 

2008 Slash Creek Utility System Owner 

2008 Kill Devil Hills Utility Company Owner 

2008 Orchid Springs Utilities City 

2008 City of North Miami Beach – Utilities Owner 

2007 Ocean Reef/NKLUA/Card Sound I.Q. FKAA 

2007 Marion Utilities, Sunshine Utilities and Windstream 

Utilities 

County 

2007 Gulf Coast Electric Cooperative County 

2007 Pine Island Currituck Sewer Owner 

2007 Pine Island Water System Owner 

2007 Irish Acres             County 

2007 Service Management Systems, Inc. C.B. Ellis 

2007 Bulow Village Resort County 

2007 Intercoastal Utilities Owner 

2006 Donaldsonville/Peoples Utilities (Condemn)  Owner 

2006 MSM Utilities, Inc. Owner 

2006 BSU/Citrus Park Owner 

2006 Jasmine Lakes and Palm Terrace City 

2006 The Arbors County 

2006 Oak Centre County 

2006 Silver Oaks Estates County 

2006 Regal Woods County 

2006 Golden Glen County 

2006 Willow Oaks County 

2006 South Oak County 

2006 Gulf State Community Bank – Utility Holdings Bank 

2006 Rolling Green County 

2006 South 40, Citrus Park and Raven Hill County 

2006 Holiday Utility Company, Inc. Bank 

2006 Old Bahama Bay Management 

2006 Utility Consolidation Program County 

2006 Loch Harbor Water & Wastewater System Owner 

2005 Lake Wales Utility Company Bank 

2005 Pennichuck Water Company  City 

2005 K.W. Resort Utilities, Inc. Owner 

2005 Water Management Services, Inc. Owner 

2005 Town and Country Utility Co. Buyer 

2005 Village of Royal Palm Beach, Palm Beach Co. Village 

2005 Orange/Osceola/Lake/Seminole Counties Confidential 

2005 Utilities, Inc. (Partial) (Condemnation) Owner 

2005 Village of Royal Palm Beach Village 

2005 Bald Head Island Utilities, Inc. Village 

2005 Broward County Confidential 

2005 Burkim Enterprises, Inc. (Condemnation) Owner 
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Year Project Party Represented 

2005 Lyman Utilities, Inc. Harrison County, MS 

(Condemnation) 

Owner 

2004 Quail Meadow Utility Company County 

2004 Silver Springs Shores Regional County 

2004 Matanzas Shores County 

2004 El Dorado Utilities, NM (Condemnation) Owner 

2004 CDF to City of Tupelo, MS CDF 

2004 Pesotum, Illinois – IAWC Village 

2004 Philo, Illinois – AIWC Village 

2004 Central Florida Confidential 

2004 Skyview City 

2004 Polk Utilities NFP 

2004 St. Johns Services Company County 

2004 Intercoastal Utilities Company County 

2004 Stonecrest Utilities County 

2004 Meredith Manor County 

2004 Lake Harriet Estates County 

2004 Lake Brantley County 

2004 Fern Park County 

2004 Druid Hills County 

2004 Dol Ray Manor County 

2004 Apple Valley County 

2004 Kingsway Utility Area (IRS) Both 

2004 Lake Suzy Utilities (water portion) County 

2004 Sanibel Bayous Wastewater Corporation City 

2004 Ocean City Utilities FCURIA/County 

2004 People’s Water of Donaldsonville, LA (Condemnation) Owner 

2003 Harmony Homes County 

2003 Florida Central Commerce Park County 

2003 Chuluota County 

2003 District 3C (Miramar portion) City 

2003 Lincoln Utilities/Indiana Water Service (UI) Owner 

2003 Gibsonia Estates City 

2003 Lake Gibson Estates City 

2003 Jungle Den Utilities Association 

2003 Holiday Haven Utilities Association 

2003 Salt Springs County 

2003 Smyrna Villas County 

2003 South Forty County 

2003 Citrus Park County 

2003 Spruce Creek South County 

2003 Spruce Creek County 

2003 Spruce Creek Country Club Estates County 

2003 Longwood Franchise (electric) City 

2003 Casselberry Franchise (electric) City 

2003 Apopka Franchise (electric) City 

2003 Winter Park Acquisition (electric) City 

2003 Stonecrest/Steeplechase County 

2003 Marion Oaks County 

2003 Kingswood Utilities County 

2003 Oakwood Utilities County 

2003 Sunny Hills Utilities Confidential 

2003 Interlachen Lake/Park Manor Confidential 

2003 Tomoka/Twin Rivers Confidential 

2003 Beacon Hills Buyer 

2003 Woodmere Buyer 

2003 Bay Lake Estates City 

2003 Fountains City 
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Year Project Party Represented 

2003 Intercession City City 

2003 Lake Ajay Estates City 

2003 Pine Ridge Estates City 

2003 Tropical Park City 

2003 Windsong City 

2003 Buenaventura Lakes City 

2002 Lelani Heights Utilities County 

2002 Fisherman Haven Utilities County 

2002 Fox Run Utilities, Inc. County 

2002 Ponce Inlet City 

2002 Amelia Island Utilities City 

2002 Florida Public Utilities (Condemnation) City 

2002 AquaSource – LSU County 

2002 Park Place Utility Company, GA Owner 

2002 Kingsway Utility System Owner/County 

2002 Pennichuck Water Company, NH City 

2002 Pasco County – 2 systems County 

2002 Marion Consolidation – 10 systems County 

2002 Sugarmill (Condemnation) UCCNSB 

2002 Deltona (Condemnation) Owner 

2002 Palm Coast FCURIA 

2002 Bald Head Island Utilities, NC Village 

2002 White’s Creek – Lincolnshire, SC (Condemnation) Owner 

2002 Bluebird Utilities, Tupelo, MS NFP 

  2001- 
  2002 

Due Diligence – 260 systems (VA, NC, SC) Buyer 

2001  Shady Oaks County 
2001 Davie/Sunrise City 

2001 Lindale Utilities County 

2001 Aquarina Owner 

2001 Intercoastal Utilities County 

2001 Beverly Beach City 

2001 Citrus County Utility Consolidation Plan (numerous) County 

2001 Pasco County Utility Acquisition Plan (numerous) County 

2001 Skylake Utilities City 

2001 Town of Lauderdale-By-The-Sea Town 

2001 John Knox Village City 
2001 Silver Springs Regional County 

2001 DeSoto Countywide FWSC Franchise and Assets County 

2001 Zellwood Station Co-Op Co-Op 

2001 Palm Cay County 

2000 The Great Outdoors Owner 

2000 Destin Water Users City 

2000 Pine Run County 

2000 Oak Run County 

2000 Dundee Wastewater (partial) City 

2000 Polk City Water City 

2000 A.P. Utilities (2 systems) County 

2000 CGD Utilities Bank 

2000 Boynton Beach (partial) City 

2000 Aqua-Lake Gibson Utilities City 

2000 Bartelt Enterprises, Ltd. (2 systems) Owner 

2000 49 ‘Ner Water System, Tucson, AZ (Condemnation) Owner 

2000 Stock Island Wastewater and Reuse System Owner 

1999 Osceola Power Station (Electric) Owner 

1999 Okeelanta Power Station (Electric) Owner 

1999 Del Webb (3 systems) County 
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Year Project Party Represented 

1999 Destin Water Users Co-Op City 

1999 O&S Water Company City 

1999 Rolling Springs Water Company County 

1999 ORCA Water & Solid Waste Authority 

1999 Marianna Shores Water and Wastewater City 

1999 Mount Olive Utilities City 

1999 AP Utilities (3 systems) County 

1999 Tangerine Water Association City 

1999 Laniger Enterprises Water & Wastewater Bank 

1999 IRI golf Water System, AZ (Condemnation) Investor 

1999 South Lake Utilities City 

1999 Garlits to Marion County County 

1999 Rampart Utilities County 

1999 Dobo System, Hanover County, NC County 
1999 Polk City/City of Lakeland Lakeland 

1999 St. Lucie West CDD City 

1998 Golf and Lake Estates City 

1998 Sanibel Bayous/E.P.C. City 

1998 Tega Cay Utility Company, SC City 

1998 Marlboro Meadows, MD (Condemnation) Owner 

1998 Sugarmill Water and Wastewater/Volusia County 
Condemnation  

UCCNSB 

1998 SunStates Utilities, Inc. Owner 

1998 Town of Hope Mills/FPWC, NC Town 

1998 River Hills, SC County 
1998 Town of Palm Beach Town 

1998 K.W. Utilities, Inc. Buyer 

1998 Orange Grove Utility Company, MS 

(Condemnation #2) 

Owner 

1998 Garden Grove Water Company City 

1998 Sanlando Utilities, Inc. County 

1997 Golden Ocala Water and Wastewater System County 

1997 Holiday Heights, Daetwyller Shores, Conway, 

Westmont 

County 

1997 University Shores County 

1997 Sunshine Utilities County 

1997 Bradfield Farms Utility, NC Owner 

1997 Palmetto Utility Corporation Owner 

1997 A.P. Utilities County 

1997 Village of Royal Palm Beach – City of WPB Village 

1997 Jasmine Lake Utilities Corporation Lender 

1997 Arizona (confidential) Owner 

1997 Village Water Ltd., FL Owner 

1997 N.C. System – CMUD (3 systems) Owner 

1997 Courtyards of Broward City 

1997 Miami Springs City 

1997 Widefield Homes Water Company, CO (IRS) Company 

1997 Peoples Water System ECUA 

1997 Quail Meadows, GA County 

1997 Rolling Green, GA County 

1996 Keystone Heights City 

1996 Buchannan Owner 

1996 Keystone Club Estates City 

1996 Lakeview Villas City 

1996 Geneva Lakes City 

1996 Postmaster Village City 

1996 Landen Sewer System, CMUD, NC Company 

1996 Citizens Utilities, AZ – Bullhead City City 

1996 Widefield Water and Sanitation, CO District 

1996 Consolidation Program Game Plan County 
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Year Project Party Represented 

1996 Marion Oaks County 

1996 Marco Shores Company 

1996 Marco Island Company 

1996 Cayuga Water System, GA Authority 

1996 Glendale Water System, GA Authority 

1996 Lehigh Acres Water and Wastewater, GA Authority 

1996 Lindrick Services Company Company 

1996 Carolina Blythe Utility, NC City 

1996 Ocean Reef R.O. WTPs NKLUA 

1995 Sanibel Bayous City 

1995 Rotunda West Utilities Investor 

1995 Palm Coast Utility Corporation ITT 
1995 Sunshine State Parkway Company 

1995 Orange Grove Utilities, Inc., Gulfport, MS 

(Condemnation #1) 

Company 

1995 Georgia Utilities, Peachtree, GA (Condemnation) City 

1995 Beacon Hills Utilities Company 

1995 Woodmere Utilities Company 

1995 Springhill Utilities Company 

1995 Okeechobee Utility Authority OUA 

1995 Okeechobee Beach Water Association OUA 

1995 City of Okeechobee OUA 

1995 Mad Hatter Utilities, Inc. Company 

1994 Eastern Regional Water Treatment Plant Owner 

1994 GDU – Port St. Lucie Water and Wastewater 

(Franchise/Condemnation) 

City 

1994 St. Lucie County Utilities City 

1994 Marco Island/Marco Shores Sun Bank 
1994 Heater of Seabrook, SC (Condemnation) Company 

1994 Placid Lake Utilities, Inc. Company 

1994 Ocean Reef Club Solid Waste System ORCA 

1994 Ocean Reef Club Wastewater System ORCA 

1994 South Bay Utilities, Inc. Company 

1994 Kensington Park Utilities, Inc. Company 

1993 River Park Water System SSU/Allete 

1993 Taylor Woodrow, Sarasota Cnty (Condemnation) Taylor Woodrow 

1993 Atlantic Utilities, Sarasota Cnty (Condemnation) Company 

1993 Alafaya Utilities, Inc. Bank 

1993 Anden Group Wastewater System, PA Company 

1993 West Charlotte Utilities, Inc. District 

1993 Rolling Oaks (SW) Owner 

1993 Sanlando Utilities, Inc. Investor 

1993 Venice Gardens Utilities Company 

1992 Myakka Utilities, Inc. City 

1992 Kingsley Service Company County 

1992 RUD#1 (4 systems review) Meadowoods/ 

Kensington Park 

1992 Mid Clay Utilities, Inc. County 

1992 Clay Utilities, Inc. County 

1992 Fox Run Utility System County 

1992 Uddo Landfill (SW) (Condemnation) Owner 

1992 Martin Downs Utilities, Inc. County 

1992 Leilani Heights County 

1992 River Park Water and Sewer SSU/Allete 

1992 Central Florida Research Park Bank of America 

1992 Rolling Oaks Utility Investor 

1992 City of Palm Bay Utilities PBUC 
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Year Project Party Represented 
1992 North Port – GDU Water and Sewer 

(Franchise/Condemnation) 

City 

1992 Palm Bay – GDU Water and Sewer 

(Franchise/Condemnation) 

(Franchise/Condemnation) 

City 

1992 Sebastian – GDU Water and Sewer City 

1991 Sanibel – Sanibel Sewer System, Ltd. City 

1991 St. Augustine Shores, St. Johns County 

(Condemnation) 

SSU/Allete 

1991 Remington Forest, St. Johns County SSU/Allete 

1991 Palm Valley, St. Johns County SSU/Allete 

1991 Federal Bankruptcy – Lehigh Acres Topeka/Allete 

1991 Meadowoods Utilities, Regional Utility District #1 Investor 

1991 Kensington Park Utilities, Reg. Utility District #1 Investor 

1991 Industrial Park, Orange City City 

1991 Country Village, Orange City City 

1991 John Know Village, Orange City City 

1991 Land O’Lakes, Orange City City 

1991 Sanibel – Sanibel Sewer System, Ltd. City 

1991 Hershel Heights, Hillsborough County SSU/Allete 

1990 Orange-Osceola Utilities, Osceola County County 

1990 Morningside East and West, Osceola County County 

1990 Magnolia Valley Services, Inc., New Port Richey City 

1990 West Lakeland Industrial, City of Lakeland City 

1990 Highlands County Landfill (Condemnation) Owner 

1990 Venice Gardens Utilities, Sarasota County SSU/Allete 

1990 South Hutchinson Services, St. Lucie County SHS 

1990 Indian River Utilities, Inc. City 

1990 Coraci Landfill (SW) (Condemnation) Owner 

1990 Terra Mar Utility Company City 

1989 Seminole Utility Company, Winter Springs Topeka/Allete 

1989 North Hutchinson Svcs., Inc., St. Lucie County NHS 

1989 Sugarmill Utility Company (Condemnation) UCCNSB 

1989 Ocean Reef Club, Inc., ORCA Company 

1989 Prima Vista Utility Company, City of Ocoee PVUC 

1989 Deltona Utilities, Volusia County SSU 

1989 Poinciana Utilities, Inc., Jack Parker Corporation JPC 

1989 Julington Creek Investor 

1989 Silver Springs Shores Bank 

1988 Twin County Utilities Company 

1988 Burnt Store Utilities Company 

1988 Deep Creek Utilities Company 

1988 North Beach Water Co., Indian River County NBWC 

1988 Bent Pine Utility Company, Indian River County BPUC 

1988 Country Club Village, SSU CCV 

1987 Sugarmill Utility Co., Florida Land Corporation FLC 

1987 N. Orlando Water & Sewer Co., Winter Springs NOWSCO 

1987 Osceola Services Company, FCS (nfp) OSC 

1987 Orange City Water Company, Orange City City 

1987 West Volusia Utility Company, Orange City City 

1987 Seacoast Utilities, Inc., Florida Land Corporation FLC 

1987 Utilities Commission, City of New Smyrna Beach 

(partial SA/Assets) (Electric) - FPL 

Commission 

 

and numerous other utility valuations in the 1976-1987 period. 
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Utility Management Consulting 

Mr. Hartman has been involved in utility transfers from public, not-for-profit, district, 

investor-owned, and other entities to cities, counties, not-for-profit corporations, 

districts, and private investors. He has been involved in staffing, budget preparation, 

asset classification, form and standards preparation, utility policies and procedures 

manuals/training, customer development programs, standard customer agreements, 

capacity sales, and other programs. Mr. Hartman has been involved in over 100 

interlocal agreements with respect to service area, capacity, service, emergency 

interconnects, back-up or other interconnects, rates, charges, service conditions, 

ownership, bonding and other matters. 

Additionally, Mr. Hartman has assisted in the formation of newly certificated utilities, 

newly created utility departments for cities and counties, new regional water supply 

authorities, new district utilities, and other utility formations. Mr. Hartman has assisted in 

utility reserve areas for the Cities of Haines City, Sanibel, Lakeland, St. Cloud, Winter 

Haven, Bartow, Palm Bay, Orange City, and many others. He has participated in the 

certification of many utilities such as ECFS, Malabar Woods, B&C Water Resources, Inc., 

Farmton Water Resources, Inc. and many others; and certification disputes such as 

Windstream, Intercoastal Dulay Utilities, FWSC/ITT, and others and served as service 

area certification staff of the regulatory for St. Johns County; i.e., Intercoastal, etc.; as 

service area transfer/certification staff of the regulatory for Flagler County; i.e., Palm 

Coast to FWSC. He has served as a local County regulatory staff professional in Collier, 

Citrus, Hernando, Flagler and St. Johns Counties, as well as elsewhere. Mr. Hartman also 

provided technical assistance to many utility service area agreements such as Winter 

Haven/Lake Wales/Haines City, etc. and North Miami Beach – MDWASD and others. For 

over 30 years, Mr. Hartman has been a professional assisting in the resolution of utility 

issues. 

Utility Finance, Rates, Fees and Charges 

Mr. Hartman has been involved in hundreds of capital charge, impact fee, and 

installation charge studies involving water, wastewater, stormwater, solid waste, gas and 

electric service for various entities and at the rate regulatory commissions. He also has 

participated in hundreds of user rate adjustment reports. Since 1976, Mr. Hartman 

assisted in the development of over 50 revenue bond issues, 20 short-term bank loan 

systems, 2 general obligation bonds, 26 grant/loan programs, 10 capacity sale 

programs, and 20 privatization programs. He has been involved in over hundreds of 

utility acquisition/utility appraisals for acquisition, and is a qualified expert witness with 

regard to utility rates and charges, and utility negotiation, arbitration and condemnation 

cases. A few of his rate, charge and bond projects include: 

 

 + City of Polk City, 2014/2015  

 

+ Bay County Revenue Bond Issue Series 2015 

+ City of Fort Meade Wastewater Study, 2015 

+ City of Fellsmere Stormwater, 2015 

+ City of Pleasant Prairie – WPSC, 2014 

+ City of Tega Cay SCPSC, 2013/2014 

+ NPUC Cert. Expansion – FPSC, 2015 
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+ Oakwood – ICC, 2014 

+ Village of Bald Head Island – NCPUC, 2010 

+ City of Polk City, 2014/2015 

+ City of Dunnellon Rate Surcharge Case, 2014 

+  City of Dunnellon Impact Fee Case, 2013 

+ City of Fernandina Beach, Impact Fee Case and Bond Issue City of 

Fernandina Beach, Revenue Bond Issue, 2013 
 

+ City of North Miami Beach Water and Wastewater Rate, Fee and Charge 

  Study, 2013 
 

+  City of North Miami Beach $65 Million Water Revenue Bond Issue, 2012 
 

+  DeKalb County Revenue Bond Issue $373 Million Services, 2011 
 

+  Polk City Services 2010 - $10 Million Revenue Bond Issue 
 

+  Bay Laurel Services 2011 - $45 Million Revenue Bond Issue 
 

+ Bay County Water Rate, Charge and Fee Study, Wholesale and  

  Retail, 2013 
 

+  Bay County Wastewater Rate, Charge and Fee Study, AWT and  

Retail, 2013 
 

+ Bucks County – City of Philadelphia Wholesale Utility Services  

 Analysis, 2011 
 

+  Timber Creek FPSC Utility Rates and Charges, 2011 and 2012 
 

+  Polk City Water and Wastewater Rate, Fee and Charge Study, 2010 
 

+  Lake Worth Wholesale Charges Analysis for 7 entities, 2012 
 

+  THISCD Water and Wastewater Rate, Fee and Charge Study, 2012 
 

+ City of Ft. Meade Water and Wastewater Rate, Fee and Charge Study, 2013 
 

+  City of Ft. Meade Stormwater Rate Study, 2012 
 

+  City of Ft. Myers Beach Water/Wastewater Rate, Fee and Charge  

 Study, 2013 
 

+  Dunnellon Rate and Surcharge Review, 2012/2013 
 

+  Bay Laurel Center Community Development District – Water,   

Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Rate Study, Line Charge Study, and 
Miscellaneous Charge Study, 2010 

 

+  Skyland Utilities, LLC – FPSC, 2009 
 
+  Bluefield Utilities, LLC – FPSC, 2009 
 

+  Grove Land Utilities, LLC – FPSC, 2009 
 

+ Tindall Hammock Irrigation and Soil Conservation District – Water 

and Wastewater Rate and Charge Study, 2008 
 

+  Bay County – Wholesale Rate Study and Impact Fee Study – 2007 
 

+  Flagler County – Impact Fee Analysis, 2005 
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+  Flagler County – Base Facility Charge Analysis, 2005 
 

+  Marion County – Silver Springs Regional – Water/Wastewater Revenue 

Sufficiency, 2004 

+  Beverly Beach – Water and Wastewater System, 2004 
 

+ Village of Bald Head Island – Water and Wastewater Rate  

 Sufficiency, 2004 - NCPUC 
 

+  Farmton Water Resources, Inc. – FPSC, 2004 
 

+  B&W Water Resources, Inc. – FPSC, 2004 
 

+  Marion County – Stonecrest, Marion Oaks, Spruce Creek, Salt Springs 

 

+  Lincoln Utilities/UI – IURC, 2003  
 

+  South Forty, Smyral Villas – Rate Integration/Phasing Program, 2003 
 

+  City of North Miami Beach – Water and Wastewater Adjustment, 2003 
 

+  City of Fernandina Beach – Water and Wastewater Rate Study, 2002 
 

+  St. Johns County – St. Johns Water Co. Rates, 2003 
 

+  St. Johns County – Intercoastal Rates, 2001 
 

+  Nashua, NH – Pennichuck Water Co., 2002 
 

+  City of Deltona – Water and Wastewater, 2002 
 

+  Town of Lauderdale By-The-Sea, 2001 
 

+  FCURA – Palm Coast Rates, Certification, 2000 
 

+ Marion County – Pine Run, Oak Run, A.P. Utilities –  

 Rate Integration, 2000 
 

+  City of North Miami Beach – Revenue Sufficiency Analysis, 2000 
 

+  North Key Largo Utility Authority, 2000 
 

+  Port St. Lucie – St. Lucie West – CDD, 1999 
 

+  Hanover County – Water and Wastewater, 1999 

+  UCCNSB/Sugarmill, 1999 
 

+  Town of Hope Mills, 1998 
 

+  Town of Palm Beach, 1998 
 

+  City of Winter Haven, 1998 
 

+  Palmetto Resources, Inc. – Raw Water, Reuse, Water, and  

 Wastewater, 1997 FPSC 
 

+  City of Miami Springs – Analysis, 1997 
 

+  Widefield – Water and Wastewater, 1997 

+  Bullhead City – Citizen, 1997 - ACC 
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+  Bullhead City – Wastewater, 1996 
 

+  Marion County, 1996 
 

+  Utilities Commission, City of New Smyrna Beach – Water/Wastewater 

 Rate Study, 1995 
 

+ Okeechobee Utility Authority - Rate and Charge Study, 1995 
 

+ Southern States - Statewide Rate Case, 1995 
 
+ Lee County - Rates and Charges, 1995 
 

+ Venice - Reuse Rate Study, 1994 
 

+  Utilities Commission, City of New Smyrna Beach - Capital Charge  

Study, 1996 
 

+ Port St. Lucie - Water, Gas and Wastewater Rates, 1994 
 

+ Port St. Lucie - Capital Charge Study, 1995 
 

+ Bullhead City - Assessment Study, 1996 
 

+ Englewood - Assessment Study, 1996 
 

+ Sanibel - Capacity Sale Study, 1995 
 

+ City of New Port Richey - Rate and Charge Study, 1995 
 

+  Acme Improv. District, Wellington, Florida - Water/Wastewater  

Studies, 1994 
 

+  Charlotte County, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies; Rotunda West 

Rate Case, 1993 
 

+ Clay County, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1992 
 

+ City of Deerfield Beach, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1992 
 

+ City of Dunedin, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1991 
 

+ Englewood Water District, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1993 
 

+ City of Green Cove Springs, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1991 
 

+ Hernando County, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1992 
 

+ City of Lakeland, Florida - Water Studies, 1976-89 
 

+  Martin County, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1993 
 

+  City of Naples, Florida - Water/Wastewater and Solid Waste  

 Studies, 1992/94 
 

+ City of New Port Richey, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1994 

+ City of North Port, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1992 
 

+ City of Orange City, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1985-94 
 

+ City of Palm Bay, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1985-94 
 

+ City of Panama City Beach, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1993 
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+ City of Sanibel, Florida - Water and Reuse Studies, 1988-94 
 

+  Southern States Utilities Inc., Florida  -  Water/Wastewater  

 Studies and Statewide Rate Cases, 1991/93, FPSC 
 

+ City of Tamarac, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1993 
 

+  Utilities Commission, City of New Smyrna Beach, Florida - Water/Wastewater 

and Reuse Studies, 1992/94 
 

+ Volusia County, Florida - Solid Waste Studies, 1989 
 

+  City of West Palm Beach, Florida - Water/Wastewater/Reuse  

 Studies, 1993/94 
 
+ City of Sebastian, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1993 
 

+ City of Tarpon Springs, Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1994 
 

+  City of Miami Springs, Florida - Water/Wastewater/Solid Waste  

 Studies, 1994 
 
+ City of Edgewater, Florida - Water/Wastewater/Solid Waste Studies, 1987-90 
 

+ City of Venice, Florida - Reuse Studies, 1994 
 

+ City of Port St. Lucie - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1994 
 

 

+ Ocean Reef Club, Monroe County, Florida - Wastewater Studies, 1994 
 

+ Placid Lakes Utilities Inc., Florida - Water/Wastewater Studies, 1994 
 

+ Old Overtown-Liberty Park, Birmingham, Alabama - Wastewater  

 Studies, 1994 
 
+ Bullhead City, Arizona - Wastewater Studies, 1994 
 

+  Lehigh Utilities Inc.,  Lee County, Florida  -  Florida Public Service   

Commission Rate Cases for Water, Wastewater and Reuse, 1993 
 
+ Marco Island and Marco Shores Utilities Inc., Collier County, Florida – 1993 - 

FPSC 
 

+ Florida Public Service Commission Rate Cases for Water, Wastewater and 

Reuse, 1993 
 

+ Venice Gardens Utilities Inc., Sarasota County, Florida - Rate Cases for 

 Water, Wastewater and Reuse, 1989/91/93 
 

+ Mid-Clay and Clay Utilities   Inc.,   Clay County, Florida  - Water/Wastewater 

Studies, 1993 
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Several expert witness assignments including Palm Bay vs. Melbourne; Tequesta vs. 

Jupiter; Town of Palm Beach vs. City of West Palm Beach; City of Sunrise vs. Davie; 

Kissimmee vs. Complete Interiors; and others. 
 

Economic Evaluations/Credit Worthiness Analyses 
 
Credit Worthiness Analysis for Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (1999) – 
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation 
 
Credit Rating Reviews (1980-2000) – for numerous investor-owned utilities; many city-
owned utilities (Winter Haven, Port St. Lucie, Miramar, Tamarac, Palm Bay, North Port, 
etc.); many county-owned utilities; several not-for-profit utilities; and utility authorities 
(OUA, etc.) 

 
Financial Feasibility and Engineer’s Revenue Bond Reports (1980-2000) – for over $2 
billion of water and/or wastewater bonds for some fifty (50) entities in the Southeast 
United States including Clay, Lee, Hernando, Martin, and other counties; Lakeland, West 
Palm Beach, Miramar, Tamarac, Panama City Beach, Winter Haven, Naples, North Port, 
Palm Bay, Port St. Lucie, New Port Richey, Clermont, Orange City, Deerfield Beach, 
Sanibel, City of Peachtree City, Widefield, and many other cities; Lee County Industrial 
Development Authority, Englewood Water District, and other utilities. 
 

Privatization Procurement and Analysis for many water and wastewater systems 

including Sanibel, Town of Palm Beach, Temple Terrace, Palm Bay, Widefield, Bullhead 

City and sever others. 

 

Service Areas and Negotiations 

Mr. Hartman has participated in over thirty-five (35) service area formations,  Chapter 25 

F.S. certifications, Chapter 180.02 reserve areas, authority creations, and interlocal service 

area agreements including Lakeland, Haines City, Bartow, Winter Haven, Sanibel, St. 

Cloud, Palm Bay, SBWA, ECFS, MWUC, Edgewater, Orange City, UCCNSB, Port St. Lucie, 

Martin County, OUA, NKLUA, DDUA, and many others. Mr. Hartman has been a primary 

negotiator for interlocal service agreements regarding capacity, joint-use, bulk service, 

retail service, contract operations and many others for entities such as the Town of Palm 

Beach, Miramar, Lauderdale-By- The-Sea, North Miami Beach, Collier County, Marion 

County, St. Johns County, JEA and many others. 

 

Expert Testimony 

Mr. Hartman has been accepted in various Circuit Courts, Florida Division of Administrative 

Hearings, Florida Public Service Commission, arbitration, and quasi- judicial hearings 

conducted by cities and counties, as a technical expert witness in the areas of electric 

systems, solid waste systems, stormwater systems, gas systems, wastewater systems 

and/or biosolids facilities, water supply, facility planning, water resources, water treatment, 

water quality engineering, water system design and construction, wastewater collection, 

wastewater transmission, wastewater treatment, effluent/reclaimed water use, sludge 

processing and disposal, costing, damages, rates/charges, service and service areas, and 

utility systems valuation and utility systems valuation. Recently, Mr. Hartman has been an 

expert witness on utility condemnation, utility arbitration, water rates and use permitting 

DOAH case, utility rate setting DOAH case, service area and utility service civil case, City of 

Atlanta Water Treatment Plant Construction, City of Milwaukee Cryptosporidium, Jupiter vs. 

Tequesta Water Contract Services, Winter Park electric, Okeelanta/Osceola Power Plants, 

UCCNSB and many other condemnation cases. Mr. Hartman has been an expert witness in 

permitting and regulatory cases. 
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Mr. Hartman has given oral testimony on some 200 occasions over the past 38 years. 

He has assisted in the resolution of a similar number of matters without formal 

testimony. 
 
 

 

Publications / Presentations 

Papers/Presentations (Since 1994) 
 
2016 “What Special Masters are Looking For” 
 By Gerald C. Hartman and Dr. L. Golicz, December 10, 2015  
 FC – IAAO – TPP Conference 
 
2015 “Perspectives for Utility Sales – (City/Co./Auth./NFP/CDD)” 
 By Gerald C. Hartman, August 26, 2015  
 Philadelphia, PA - Business Seminar  
 
2015 “Water Privatization and the Systems Viability Act Legislation” 
 Gerald C. Hartman, et al., 102nd  
 Illinois Municipal League Annual Conference 
 September 18, 2015 

2014 Hartman, G.C. and Hollis, Tara L. “Financial Forces Impacting Small Utility 

Systems.” 2014 Indiana Section AWWA Conference, February 2014. 

2014 Hartman, G.C. and T.L. Hollis “Utility Optimization and Ownership 

Considerations”, Indiana Section AWWA February 12-13, 2014. 

2013 Hartman, G.C. “Stormwater Reuse/Water Harvesting”, Fl. Water & 

Environment Association, January 24, 2013. 

2012 Hartman G.C., T.L. Hollis “Optimization of Utility Performance”, Florida-

CFOA. 

2008 Hartman, G.C., Hollis, Tara L. and Isaacs, Tony W. “Discussion of Outside 

City Utility Rate Surcharge.” Special Meeting – Various Municipality Leaders 

in State of Florida (Hosted by the City of North Miami Beach and the City of 

North Miami). October 28, 2008. 

2007 Hartman, G.C. and Wanielista, M. P. “Stormwater Reuse: The Utility 

Business Practice.” 9th Biennial Conference on Stormwater Research & 

Watershed Management. May 2, 2007. 

2005 Wanielista, Marty and G.C. Hartman, “Regional Stormwater Facilities”, 

Stormwater Management for Highways Transportation Research Board TRB 

AFB60, July 12, 2005. 

2004 Hartman, G.C., D. Cooper, N. Eckloff and R. Anderson, “Water,” The Bond 

Buyer’s Sixth Southeast Public Finance Conference, February 23, 2004. 

2003 Hartman, G.C., “Utility Valuation,” Wake Forest University Law School Seminar 
Series, February 6-8, 2003. 

2003 Hartman, G.C., H.E. Schmidt, Jr. and M.S. Davis, “Biosolids Application in 

Rural DeSoto County, Florida,” WEF/AWWA/CWEA Joint Residuals and 

Biosolids Management Conference, February 19-22,2003. 

2003 Hartman, G.C. and Dr. M. Wanielista, “Irrigation Quality Water – Examples 

and Design Considerations,” ASCE Conference, April 4, 2003. 

2003 Hartman, G.C., M.A. Rynning and V. Hargray, “Assessing the Water 

Demands of Commercial Customer,” WEF Volume 6, No. 4, July/August 

2003 – Utility Executive. 
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2002 Hartman, G.C., M. Sloan, N.J. Gassman, and D.M. Lee, “Developing a 

Framework to Balance Needs for Consumptive Use and Natural Systems with 

Water Resources Availability,” WEF Watershed 2002 Specialty Conference, 

February 23-27, 2002. 

2000 Hartman, G.C., M.A. Rynning, and V. Hargray, “Assessment of 

Commercial Customer Water Impacts,” AWWA 2000. 

1999 Hartman, G.C. contributing author, Chapter 14B, Nichols on Eminent 

Domain, RCNLD Valuation of Public Utilities, March 1999 Edition, Release 

No. 48. 

1998 Hartman, G.C., “In-House, Outsourcing and the Not-for-Profit Utilities 

Option,” Florida Government Finance Officers Association (FGFOA) 

Conference, March 27, 1998. 

1998 Hartman, G.C. and D.P. Dufresne, “Understanding Groundwater Mounds 

– A Key to Successful Design, Operation and Maintenance of Rapid 

Infiltration Basins,” April 4-7, 1998, FWWA/WET/FPCOA Joint Meeting. 

1998 Hartman, G.C. and Seth Lehman, “Financing Water Utilities – Acquisition and 

Privatization Projects,” AWWA Annual Conference, June 24, 1998. 

1997 Hartman, G.C., Seth Lehman, “Financing Utility Acquisitions,” 

AWWA/WEF Joint Management Conference, February 1997. 

1997 Hartman, G.C., B.V. Breedlove, “Water: Where It Comes From and 

Where It Goes,” FRT & G/FDEP Conference, September 1997. 

 

1997 Hartman, G.C., W.D. Wagner, T.A. Cloud, and R.C. Copeland, 

“Outsourcing Programs in Seminole County,” AWWA/WEF/FPCOA 

Conference, November 1997. 

1997 Hartman, G.C., M.B. Alvarez, J.R. Voorhees, and G.L. Basham, “Using Color as 

an Indicator to Comply with the Proposed D/DBP Rule,” AWWA, Water Quality 

Technology Conference, November 1997. 

1996 Hartman, G.C., M.A. Rynning, and R.A. Terrero, “5-Year Reserve 

Capacity – Can Customers Afford the Cost?” FSASCE Annual Meeting, 

1996. 

1996 Hartman, G.C., T.A. Cloud, and M.B. Alvarez, “Innovations in Water and 
Wastewater Technology,” Florida Quality Cities, August 1996. 

1995 Hartman, G.C. and R.C. Copeland, “Utility Acquisitions – Practices, 

Pitfalls and Management,” AWWA Annual Conference, 1995. 

1995 Hartman, G.C., “Safe Drinking Water Act,” and “Stormwater Utilities,” FLC 

Annual Meeting, 1995. 

1994 Hartman, G.C. and R.J. Ori, “Water and Wastewater Utility Acquisition,” 

AWWA National Management Specialty Conference, 1994. 

 

Books 
 

 

Hartman, G.C., Utility Management and Finance, (presently under contractual 

preparation with Lewis Publishing Company/CRC Press). 

Vesilind, P.A., Hartman, G.C., Skene, E.T., Sludge Management and Disposal 

for the Practicing Engineer; Lewis Publishers, Inc.; Chelsea, Michigan; 1986, 

1988, 1991 
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