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The Honorable John A. Alario, Jr.,
President of the Senate

The Honorable Taylor F. Barras,
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Dear Senator Alario and Representative Barras:

This report provides the results of our performance audit that evaluated whether the
Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) approved water rates for private water systems
timely, and if the rates charged by governmental systems are high enough to cover their
expenses.

The report contains our findings, conclusions, and recommendations. Appendix A
contains LPSC’s and the Louisiana Department of Health’s (LDH) responses to this report. [
hope this report will benefit you in your legislative decision-making process.

We would like to express our appreciation to the management and staff of LPSC, LDH,
the Louisiana Rural Water Association, and the water systems we surveyed for their assistance

during this audit.
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Introduction

We evaluated water rates in Louisiana, including whether the Louisiana Public Service

Commission (LPSC) approved rates for private water systems
timely, and whether the rates charged by governmental systems
are high enough to cover their expenses. We conducted this
performance audit because the most recent report card issued
by the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) rated
Louisiana’s drinking water infrastructure as a D+, meaning our
infrastructure is poor and crumbling.! ASCE emphasized the
importance of better planning and the need for additional
funding because Louisiana’s aging water infrastructure is not

In 2011, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) projected that
Louisiana water systems would need to
spend $5.3 billion on drinking water
infrastructure over the next 20 years.

Source: EPA’s Drinking Water
Infrastructure Needs Survey and Assessment -
Fifth Report to Congress (April 2013).

capable of providing enough safe drinking water to meet future demands. Therefore, it is important
that water systems set rates at appropriate levels to provide for both normal operational costs and
increasing infrastructure costs so that systems can provide safe drinking water to consumers now and

in the future.

There are 850 water systems in Louisiana that
bill customers for water services, including private
for-profit systems, private nonprofit systems, and
governmental systems that are owned and/or operated
by cities, towns and parishes.> Exhibit 1 summarizes
the number and percentage of water systems in
Louisiana, by type.

LPSC is required by the Louisiana
Constitution® to regulate the rates of private for-profit
systems and until 2016* was also responsible for
approving the rates of private nonprofit systems.

Exhibit 1

Number of Water Systems by Type
As of June 2016

156
(18%) B Governmental

424 @ Nonprofit

270 (50%)
(32%) OFor-Profit

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using
information from LPSC, Louisiana Department of
Health (LDH), and survey responses.

! http://www.infrastructurereportcard.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/ ASCE Louisiana Infastructure ReportCard2012.pdf

? While Louisiana has a total of 1,366 water systems, this audit focused only on the 850 systems that bill customers
for water services. Examples of water systems that do not bill for water services include schools, factories,
hospitals, campgrounds, gas stations, and mobile home parks or apartment complexes that include water usage with

rent charges.
? Article IV, Section 21(B) and (C)

* In August 2016, private nonprofit systems were exempted from LPSC’s regulation. Act 444 divided the
responsibility of approving rates for these systems amongst the United States Department of Agriculture, Louisiana
Department of Health, and the Louisiana Rural Water Association (LRWA). Act 444 also requires the Louisiana
Legislative Auditor to review and approve water rates studies conducted by LRWA.
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Upon request of a water system, LPSC conducts a rate study to ensure the system’s rates are
reasonably priced for consumers and allow the system an opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on
investments. The rates of governmental water systems are not approved by a centralized entity but
instead by their local councils, mayor, or water boards.”

The rates that water systems charge vary greatly throughout the state. Rates can vary for
multiple reasons, including costs associated with the system’s geographic location, the quality of the
source water, the number of customers, etc. Using information from LPSC and our survey of water
systems, we calculated that residential customers’ monthly bills range from $6.90 to $58.50 for 5,000
gallons of water per month.® Exhibit 2 shows the median and range in residential customers’
monthly bills, by water system type, in Louisiana. Appendix C outlines the bill amounts for
residential and commerical customers for each water system.

Exhibit 2
Louisiana Residential Monthly-Equivalent Water Bills
5,000 Gallon Consumption

System Type Median Range
Private For-Profit $24.25 $9.61 - $55.00
Private Nonprofit $26.00 $10.00 - $58.50
Governmental $23.40 $6.90 - $58.00

All Water Systems $24.50 $6.90 - $58.50

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information obtained from
LPSC and water system survey responses.

The objective of this performance audit was:

To evaluate whether LPSC approved water rates for private water systems timely, and if the
rates charged by governmental water systems are high enough to cover their expenses.

Overall, we found that LPSC did not approve water rates timely for six (19.4%) of 31 rate
increase requests. In addition, we found that 87 (41.0%) of the 212 governmental water systems we
reviewed had expenses that exceeded revenues in fiscal year ending 2015, which may indicate their
water rates are not high enough. However, other factors, including aging infrastructure and water
loss, may also contribute to systems having expenses that exceeded revenues. These issues are listed
on the next page and discussed in further detail throughout the remainder of the report. Appendix A
contains LPSC’s and LDH’s responses to this report, and Appendix B details our scope and
methodology. Appendix C provides more detailed information on residential and commercial
monthly water bills, and Appendix D provides more detailed information on the revenues and
expenses, by parish, of each governmental water system. Appendix E provides general information
on all of the individual water systems in Louisiana, by parish.

® Water boards are typically appointed by the local council or parish police jury.

® For customers that live within systems’ political boundaries. Local governments often serve customers who live
outside of city limits, and others specify geographical boundaries within their service areas and identify their
customers as residing “inside” and “outside” those boundaries.
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Objective: To evaluate whether LPSC approved water rates
for private water systems timely, and if the rates charged by

governmental water systems are high enough to cover their
expenses.

It is important that LPSC approve rate increase requests timely so that water systems can
charge rates that allow them to cover the full costs of doing business and provide Louisiana
residents access to safe drinking water both now and in the future. We identified the following
issues:

. LPSC needs to improve the timeliness of its rate reviews for private water
systems. During fiscal years 2013 through 2015, LPSC did not approve six
(19.4%) of the 31 requests for water rate increase requests within 12 months as
required by the Louisiana Constitution.

. Better coordination between LPSC and LDH would help ensure that LPSC is
regulating rates for all water systems as required by the Louisiana
Constitution. We identified 14 water systems for which LPSC had not approved
intial rates or received the required annual reports from the systems to ensure
rates had not been increased without approval.

In addition, governmental water systems may not be charging high enough rates to cover
the costs of providing safe drinking water. Of the 212 water systems we reviewed, 87 (41.0%)
had expenses that exceeded revenues in fiscal year ending 2015, which may indicate that these
systems are not charging high enough rates. However, other factors, including aging
infrastructure and water loss, may also contribute to systems having expenses that exceeded
revenues. In addition, concern over customers’ ability to pay makes it difficult for these systems
to raise rates.

These issues are explained in more detail below.

LPSC needs to improve the timeliness of its rate reviews for
private water systems. During fiscal years 2013 through
2015, LPSC did not approve six (19.4%) of the 31 water
rate increase requests within 12 months as required by the
Louisiana Constitution, primarily due to water systems not
providing information timely.

The Louisiana Constitution requires LPSC to approve rate increases for private water
systems within 12 months after the system files a proposed rate schedule with LPSC.” The
constitution also allows the commission to authorize water systems to charge higher interim rates

" Article IV, Section 21 (D)(1)
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while waiting on rate increases to be approved, but water systems must refund customers if the
interim rates are ultimately not approved.® During fiscal years 2013 through 2015, while LPSC
approved rate increases on average within 270 days, it did not approve six (19.4%) of the 31
water rate increase requests within the 12-month requirement. These approvals were 86 days
late on average, ranging from 36 to 134 days late. It is important that LPSC approve rate
increase requests timely so that water systems can continue to afford to operate and maintain
water systems and provide safe water to consumers.

LPSC’s process for reviewing rate increase T 7 [P oy (e,

requests requires a thorough analysis of water systems’ the potential to be denied the requested
financial statements, general ledgers, service contracts, (and necessary) increase is a burden on
and other documents to ensure that revenues and systems already strained by frequently
expenses are reasonable and that rate increases are increasing costs and few employees. ..

Any simplification of this process would

justified. To determine if requested rates are reasonable »
be most welcome.

and expenses are allowable, LPSC staff typically makes
multiple data requests from systems that include due Source: LPSC Water System Survey

dates during the course of the reviews. In each of the
six untimely cases we identified, LPSC’s review was delayed because the water systems did not
provide requested information by the due date. After each review, LPSC staff makes a
recommendation to the Commission, which then votes to accept, reject, or modify LPSC staff’s
recommendation regarding the rate.’

According to our survey, 31 (52.5%) of the responding 59 water systems indicated
that LPSC’s process for approving rates took too long. We contacted five regional states
and found that four (80.0%) had shorter timeframes than Louisiana’s Constitutional requirement
of 12 months to approve rate increases, ranging from six to 10 months.

Act 444 of the 2016 Regular Legislative Session moved the responsibility of regulating
private nonprofit water systems’ rates from LPSC to the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA), LDH, and the Louisiana Rural Water Association (LRWA). Act 444 also requires the
Louisiana Legislative Auditor to review and approve water rate studies conducted by LRWA.
According to LPSC, this was likely initiated by concerns from private nonprofit water systems
that LPSC’s process for approving rate increases was too lengthy. Although this move will
reduce LPSC’s workload and potentially increase the timeliness of its rate reviews of private for-
profit water systems, another way LPSC could shorten its rate review process would be to allow
water systems to increase rates by a small percentage each year without a full rate review. For
example, Florida allows systems to raise rates a small percentage each year for increases in
eligible operational and maintenance expenses defined in state law. This percentage is tied to
inflation and set annually by Florida’s Public Service Commission. While these increases
require Florida’s staff to ensure that expenses are eligible, these increases do not require a full

® The Louisiana Constitution also allows water systems to charge interim rates if LPSC takes longer than 12 months,
but water systems must put up a security bond. Also, water systems must refund customers if the interim rates are
ultimately not approved.

® For-profit water systems also are required to have a hearing before an Administrative Law Judge where LPSC staff
and the water system present their rationale for their respective positions on the proposed water rates and then the
judge will render a recommendation which is presented to the Commission for a vote.

19 Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, and Texas
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rate review or approval from the Commission and must be completed within 60 days. According
to LPSC, the Constitution gives LPSC the authority to make such changes in its rate approval
process. If Louisiana adopted a process similar to Florida’s, it would allow LPSC to approve
small increases quickly and focus resources on reviewing larger increases needed by other
systems.

Recommendation 1: LPSC should ensure that it reviews all rate increase requests
from water systems within 12 months as required by law.

Summary of Management’s Response: LPSC agrees with this recommendation.
According to LPSC, while staff could have taken aggressive measures to obtain
information more timely, such as motions to compel information or denying rate
applications based on the water system’s failure to timely provide information, LPSC
staff continued to work with the companies to get the necessary information to complete
the proceeding even though the outcome was that the process took longer than 12
months. See Appendix A-1 for LPSC’s full response.

Recommendation 2: LPSC should evaluate whether implementing an abbreviated
process for annual inflationary rate increases would be a feasible option. This option
may encourage more water systems to request rate increases when necessary.

Summary of Management’s Response: LPSC agrees with this recommendation.
According to LPSC, it has an open rulemaking proceeding to investigate the possible
establishment of a rule requiring LPSC jurisdictional water utilities to implement rate
stabilization plans or other types of periodic rate reviews. See Appendix A-1 for LPSC’s
full response.

Better coordination between LPSC and LDH would help
ensure that LPSC is regulating rates for all water systems.
We identified 14 (3.3%) of the 426 private water systems for
which LPSC had not approved initial rates or received the
required annual reports from the systems to ensure rates
had not been increased without approval.

In addition to reviewing rate increases for existing systems, LPSC is required to review
proposed rates for new water systems. LPSC regulations state that no water system regulated by
LPSC shall provide water for a fee without LPSC review and approval.'* LPSC can penalize a
water system up to $10,000 if it does not get approval for its initial rates from LPSC prior to
operation.’? Once LPSC approves the initial rates, water systems are required to submit annual
reports so that LPSC staff can monitor reported revenues and ensure rates have not increased
without LPSC approval. However, to begin this process, LPSC relies on new water systems to

1 Section 201 of LPSC Water and Wastewater Regulations Corrected
12 Section 1301 of LPSC Water and Wastewater Regulations Corrected
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self-register with the agency; otherwise, LPSC becomes aware of new systems if it receives a
complaint from a customer of an unregulated water system.

To verify that LPSC was regulating rates for all water systems as required, we compared
LPSC’s list of systems to those regulated by LDH for compliance with state and federal drinking
water regulations. We identified 14 systems'® that LDH was regulating for drinking water
safety; however, none of these systems had sent their initial rates to LPSC for approval or had
provided annual reports as required. Of these 14 systems, LPSC was unaware that six (42.9%)
were operating without having requested and received approval of their initial rates. LPSC was
aware of the remaining eight (57.1%) systems, had contacted them to bring them into
compliance, and had assessed penalties to seven of these systems. However, LPSC had not
received the required rate information nor collected any penalties from these systems at the time
of our audit. We also alerted LDH about two systems we found that LPSC had approved rates
for, but were not being regulated by LDH."*

Effective coordination between LPSC and LDH is important so that these agencies can
ensure they are regulating the reasonableness of rates and water quality for all water systems in
the state, as required by the Lousiana Constitution and state law. Other states we contacted have
a process for coordinating between agencies responsible for approving rate increases and those
responsible for ensuring water quality. For example, before a new water system can be
constructed, Mississippi’s Department of Health (MDH) requires systems to be certified
financially and managerially viable by the Mississippi Public Service Commission (MPSC).
MPSC requires new water systems to show that they have received approval from MDH before
they will approve the system. If LPSC and LDH were to notify each other when new water
systems are identified, they could help to ensure that all water systems were being regulated for
both reasonableness of rates and water quality.

Recommendation 3: LPSC should follow up with the 14 noncompliant systems and
ensure that it approves their rates as required, and cite and collect penalties when
appropriate.

Summary of Management’s Response: LPSC agrees with this recommendation.
According to LPSC, 13 of the 14 systems identified in the audit report are nonprofit
systems that are now exempt from LPSC’s jurisdiction. LPSC staff will follow up with
the one for-profit system to bring it into compliance as recommended. See Appendix A-1
for LPSC’s full response.

Recommendation 4: LPSC should notify LDH when new water systems submit
proposed rates to help LDH ensure that it is regulating all water systems as required by
the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1996.

" These 14 systems include 13 nonprofit water systems that LPSC no longer regulates as of August 2016, but were
required to regulate during our audit scope.
' LDH has since added these two systems to its inventory of regulated water systems.
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Summary of Management’s Response: LPSC agrees with this recommendation.
According to LPSC, it will implement procedures to work with LDH on safeguarding that
all new water systems are operating within the laws and regulations of the state of
Louisiana. See Appendix A-1 for LPSC’s full response.

Recommendation 5: LDH should notify LPSC when new water systems apply for
permits to begin construction to help LPSC ensure that it is regulating all water systems’
rates as required by the Louisiana Constitution.

Summary of Management’s Response: LDH agrees with this recommendation.
According to LDH, it will send LPSC copies of permits for new water systems. See
Appendix A-2 for LDH’s full response.

Governmental water systems, which are not regulated by
LPSC, may not be charging high enough rates to cover the
costs of providing safe drinking water. Of the 212 water
systems we reviewed, 87 (41.0%) had expenses that
exceeded revenues. However, other factors, including aging
infrastructure and water loss, may also contribute to
systems having expenses that exceeded revenues. In
addition, concern over customers’ ability to pay makes it
difficult for these systems to raise rates.

The EPA recommends that water systems charge high enough rates to cover expenses so
that systems can maintain financial stability and collect reserve funds to cover future costs (i.e.,
infrastructure repairs, compliance with future regulations, etc.). We reviewed annual financial
statements for 212 governmental water systems and found for fiscal year 2015, 87 (41.0%) water
systems had expenses that exceeded their revenues.”” Furthermore, 44 (50.6%) of these 87
systems also had expenses that exceeded revenues in fiscal years 2013 and 2014. Appendix D
provides more detailed information on the revenues and expenditures from financial statements
for each governmental water system.

While water systems with expenses exceeding revenues may not be charging high
enough rates, there are other factors that could also contribute to expenses exceeding
revenues. These factors include aging infrastructure, water loss, flat rate water systems, smaller
water systems, and collection practices as described in more detail below. Although this section
is based on our review of revenues and expenses of governmental water systems, private water
systems may face some of the same issues discussed below. Appendix E provides information
by water system on these factors.

"> We were unable to review all systems’ water revenues and expenses because 212 (50.0%) of the 424 local
governments operate multiple utility systems (i.e., sewer, gas, electricity, etc.) and do not report revenue and
expenses separately for each utility.



Louisiana Public Service Commission Evaluation of Water Rates in Louisiana

Aging Infrastructure. In 2011, the EPA estimated that Louisiana’s water systems would
need to spend $5.3 billion on drinking water infrastructure over the next 20 years. Based on our
survey of water systems in Louisiana, 301 (59.4%) of the responding 507 water systems'® have
infrastructure that is currently between 30 and 50 years old, and 76 (15.0%) systems have
infrastructure that is older than 50 years. Water systems with aging infrastructures typically have
higher expenses since pipes may need to be repaired or replaced. According to the American
Water Works Association (AWWA), postponing these repairs and replacements increases the
odds of facing higher costs associated with water main breaks and other infrastructure failures
that can threaten public health and safety. For instance, a consulting engineer estimated that it
would cost approximately $8 million to repair several maintenance deficiencies identified with
the Town of St. Joseph’s 90-year-old water system that resulted in drinking water with high
levels of iron. If water systems do not generate enough revenue to properly maintain their
infrastructure, they may also face issues similar to the Town of St. Joseph.

Water systems can apply for loans or grants to assist with funding for expenses such as
infrastructure replacement. For example, LDH administers the Drinking Water Revolving Loan
Fund that provides loans to assist public water systems with funding to improve drinking water
infrastructure. In addition, the USDA Rural Development Program offers low interest loans to
small, financially-distressed rural water systems to extend and improve facilities. However, the
more money a system borrows, the more interest expense it will owe in the future. While the
EPA acknowledges that it may make more financial sense to borrow money to cover the cost of
certain projects, it also recommends setting aside money each year into a reserve account to
cover future infrastructure expenses.

Water Loss. According to the AWWA, as water systems’ infrastructure ages, water pipes
are more likely to crack or corrode and water leaks become more common. In addition to leaks,
water can also be “lost” through theft, human error, and inaccurate water meters. Water loss
increases expenses because systems are spending money treating water that does not reach the
consumer and therefore cannot be billed. The EPA emphasizes the importance of identifying
water loss so that systems can implement contols to reduce or eliminate this loss, and estimates
that 75% of water loss is recoverable.

According to our survey, 206 (43.0%) of the responding 479 water systems do not track
water loss. In addition, 49 (17.9%) of 273 systems responded that they do track water loss, but
did not provide an estimate on how much water was lost. Of the remaining 224 systems that do
track water loss, 88 (39.3%) indicated that their water loss accounts for more than 15% of total
water consumed. While there is currently no requirement for water systems in Louisiana to track
water loss, 26 other states require systems to track and report water loss.” For example, Georgia
passed the Georgia Water Stewardship Act in 2010 that requires public water systems serving
more than 3,300 customers to conduct water loss audits and report the results to Georgia’s
Department of Natural Resources. Georgia also requires water systems to implement a water
loss control program and demonstrate progress toward improving water loss. In addition to
helping systems reduce costs, controlling water loss can help protect the public by reducing
potential entry points in pipes for disease-causing pathogens.

18 Although we sent surveys to all 850 water systems, not all systems responded to the survey or to every question;
therefore, the total number of respondents for each question discussed in this report differs.
17 per the Natural Resources Defense Council.
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Flat Rate Water Systems. Some water systems do not use meters to measure water use.
Since these water systems cannot charge customers based on usage, they must charge customers
flat rates. We found that at least 43 water systems in Louisiana charge residential customers a
flat rate ranging from $7.27 to $55.00 per month. Water systems that charge flat rates may have
higher expenses because there is no incentive for customers to use less water. For example, one
system we surveyed charges residential customers a monthly flat rate of $17.00 and had
expenses that exceeded revenues for fiscal years 2013, 2014, and 2015. In addition, the Town of
Kinder water system stated that since it installed meters and stopped charging flat rates in 2002,
the water usage for the town has dropped significantly, and expenses have decreased. This
system stated that prior to metering customers there was no incentive for customers to conserve
water or repair leaks timely.

According to the Louisiana Rural Water Association (LRWA), some local governments
or private system board members may be hesitant to install meters and eliminate the use of flat
rates because of the up-front costs associated with buying and installing meters, the fear that
customers may not be able to afford paying for actual water usage, and the potential negative
impact on the public’s perception of the system. However, when the LRWA worked with the
Town of Kinder water system to install meters, as discussed above, it was able to help the town
design rates that were more affordable for customers who typically use less water, including
senior citizens. The EPA acknowledges that flat rates may make sense for small water systems
whose customers use about the same amount of water each month. However, it also warns that
in times of higher than average water use, flat rate systems may not be able to generate enough
revenue to keep up with higher demand (e.g., additional treatment costs). The EPA further states
that despite the up-front cost, meters are a worthwhile long-term investment.

Small Water Systems. According to the AWWA, small water systems that serve fewer
customers and are often spread out in rural areas require more miles of pipe per customer than
larger systems. More miles of pipe can result
in more repair and replacement costs for
systems. In addition, small systems have fewer
customers to spread costs over and are not able
to take advantage of economies of scale that
larger systems have, such as bulk discounts on
water treatment chemicals. Exhibit 3
categorizes the 850 systems in Louisiana based
on number of customers served.

Exhibit 3
Water Systems by Size
Number of Customers Served

@ Very Small (500 or less)
@ Small (501 - 3,330)

O Medium (3,301 - 10,000)

We found that 617 (73%) of 850 water
systems in Louisiana serve a population of
3,300"® or less and are often located in close
proximity to each other. For example, there are

OLarge (10,001 - 100,000)

OVery Large (Greater than
100,000)

58 small or very small water systems in
St. Tammany Parish alone. In addition, during

18 EPA classifies these systems as small or very small.

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor's staff using data from
LDH and categories from the EPA.
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fiscal years 2013 through 2015, small systems were more likely to be cited for safe drinking
water violations by LDH. Specifically, very small and small water systems, which make up 73%
of water systems, accounted for more than 80% of total violations during this time period.
Exhibit 4 below shows the number of violations during fiscal years 2013 to 2015 by the size of
the system.

Exhibit 4
Violations by Size of Water System
Fiscal Years 2013 to 2015
Number of Water | Total Violations Cited Violations Per
Size of Water System Systems by LDH System
Very Small (500 or fewer customers) 243 1,592 6.55
Small (501 - 3,300 customers) 374 2,196 5.87
Medium (3,301 - 10,000 customers) 165 524 3.18
Large (10,001 - 100,000 customers) 62 192 3.10
Very Large (more than 100,000 customers) 6 16 2.67
Total 850 4,520 5.32

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using data from LDH.

If smaller systems in close proximity were to merge, they could possibly keep rates low
by having more customers to spread costs over and take advantage of economies of scale.
According to LDH, however, it is not always feasible for small water systems to merge with
other systems because of issues related to geography, ownership, the cost to run the lines, and
other factors. LDH has recommended that small systems struggling to meet Safe Drinking
Water regulations merge with larger systems. For example, upon LDH’s recommendation,
Plainview Water System merged with the Town of Hornbeck Water System in 2011, and East
Cove Utilities merged with Blanchard Water System in 2014. LDH staff stated that it typically
recommends these mergers when it has placed systems under an administrative order for
violations or when it cites significant deficiencies during an onsite inspection of a system.
However, funding and the lack of customers to pay for infrastructure upgrades, chemicals, and
monitoring is a statewide issue for all small systems.

Collection Practices. To encourage customers to pay their bills on time, water systems
can charge late fees and disconnect services for unpaid bills. However, when water systems do
not charge and collect late fees or disconnect customers in accordance with their policies, it
causes a delay or loss in revenue. For instance, in the Town of Baldwin 68% ($78,504) of the
total amount owed by utility*® customers in November 2016 was past due, including $1,712 from
one customer. The auditor has cited the Town for not collecting revenue or disconnecting
services in accordance with town ordinances for the past seven years, and the system’s expenses
have now exceeded its revenues for two of the last three years. According to the mayor, the
Town has begun to correct this issue by requiring delinquent customers to pay their current bill
plus a portion of the past due balance each month or they will be disconnected. In addition, the
Town of Oberlin has been cited by its auditor for not adhering to its cut-off policy for eight of
the last nine years, and has had expenses exceeding revenues for the last three years.

19 Utilities provided by the Town of Baldwin include water, sewer, and gas.
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Concern over affordability makes it difficult for governmental systems to raise
water rates. Governmental water systems may face challenges when they need to raise rates
because they must first obtain approval from local elected officials, including mayors, councils,
or water boards. These officials may be hesitant to approve rate increases because of concern
over affordability by their constituents. Several governmental systems expressed concern in
either our survey or during interviews that their customers could not afford to pay higher rates.
One system stated that even though its auditor recommended a rate increase, the town has not
considered raising rates because it has so many low income and senior citizens as customers.

The EPA acknowledges that low-income households may face affordability problems if
systems raise rates and recommends offering different pricing structures to help mitigate impacts
on low income households. The most common example is “lifeline rates,” where low income
households are charged lower rates on a baseline water consumption and higher rates on water
consumed beyond that amount. In addition, if systems raise rates in small increments as needed
rather than postponing larger rate increases, they could help avoid rate shock and allow
consumers to adjust their budgets over time.

LDH assists water systems with achieving and maintaining technical, managerial,
and financial capacity through its Capacity Development Program. Although affordability
of water is a valid concern, water systems should periodically assess whether they are charging
sufficient rates to cover expenses so that they can maintain financial stability and cover future
costs. In 1996, the Capacity Development Program was created under the Safe Drinking Water
Act and requires LDH to assist water systems with achieving and maintaining technical,
managerial, and financial capacity to comply with drinking water regulations. To assist systems
with achieving and maintaining technical, managerial, and financial capacity, LDH has different
requirements for new systems, existing systems, and systems that apply for loans through the
Drinking Water Revolving Loan Fund. Exhibit 5 shows the current requirements for each type
of water system.

Exhibit 5
LDH’s Capacity Development Program
Requirements and Penalties for Water Systems
Type of Noncompliance
System Capacity Development Program Requirements Penalty
All new systems must submit a business plan to LDH that shows that
New the system will have technical, managerial, and financial capacity. LDH may not issue a
System | New systems must also attend a training session approved by LDH. permit

LDH annually selects approximately 80 water systems that are not in
compliance with drinking water regulations. These selected systems
must submit a review package to LDH that includes a management
Existing | questionnaire and basic financial information. Selected systems must

System | also attend a training session approved by LDH. None
All systems that apply for Louisiana Drinking Water Revolving Loan
Loan | funding must demonstrate capacity by submitting business plans, LDH may not
System | budgets, financial reports, etc. to LDH for review. approve loan funding

Source: Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LDH and the Louisiana
Administrative Code.
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While LDH can withhold permits for new systems and funding from systems applying
for loans, there is currently no penalty for existing water systems that do not comply with
Capacity Development requirements. As a result, LDH cannot ensure existing water systems
achieve and maintain financial, managerial, and technical capacity.

In addition, whereas Louisiana selects a sample of 80 water systems each year that are
not in compliance with drinking water standards for capacity review, Mississippi reviews all
systems’ capacity during its annual onsite inspections. This review includes an assessment of
whether the system has increased rates within the last five years, has a policy to review its own
rates for sufficiency, has a cut-off policy for deliquent customers, and is following these policies.
Each question is then scored and if a system’s total score is low, it is required to receive training.
If LDH were to gather additional financial and managerial information similar to what
Mississippi gathers during its onsite inspections, it could use this information when selecting
systems to complete the Capacity Development Program. This may help LDH identify systems
that will have difficulty complying with drinking water regulations in the future instead of only
reviewing current noncompliant systems.

Matter for Legislative Consideration: The Legislature may wish to consider
working with the LRWA and other stakeholders to study and evaluate the most efficient
and cost effective approach to address issues affecting water systems whose expenditures
exceed revenues, such as requiring systems to track water loss and install meters, and
then determine if legislation is needed to implement such measures.

Recommendation 6: LDH should develop, issue, and enforce penalties for existing
water systems that do not comply with the Capacity Development Program and required
training.

Summary of Management’s Response: LDH agrees with this recommendation.
According to LDH, the conclusion of this audit validates the importance of the Capacity
Development Program. Per LAC 51:XIl, LDH does have authority to implement
enforcement actions or penalties for systems that are under an Administrative Order.
Therefore, LDH intends to include Capacity Development requirements as part of each
Administrative Order. See Appendix A-2 for LDH’s full response.

Recommendation 7: LDH should collect additional financial and managerial
information during onsite inspections of water systems to identify systems that may need
to be selected for participation in its Capacity Development Program.

Summary of Management’s Response: LDH agrees with this recommendation.
According to LDH, it will include Capacity Development financial questions on all
routine sanitary surveys in order to identify those systems which may need and benefit
from assistance provided through LDH’s Capacity Development Program. See Appendix
A-2 for LDH’s full response.
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February 8, 2017

VIA MAIL AND E-MAIL

Mr. Daryl G. Purpera, Legislative Auditor
Louisiana Legislative Auditor

1600 North Third Street

P.O. Box 94397

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

Re:  Performance Audit Report

Dear Mr. Purpera:

This

letter is in response to your findings and recommendations made in Audit Report
#40140068. The LPSC agrees with the recommendations contained in the report with the

following clarifications:

As the audit report acknowledges, the primary reason for the LPSC taking longer than 12 months
to complete rate proceedings was due to water systems not providing information timely. Any
water system could delay getting requisite information to the LPSC during a rate proceeding;

Finding 1: LPSC needs to improve the timeliness of its rate reviews for private
water systems, During fiscal years 2013 through 2015, LPSC did not approve
six (19.4%) of the 31 water rate increase requests within 12 months as required
by the Louisiana Constitution, primarily due to water systems not providing
information timely.

Recommendation 1: LPSC should ensure that it reviews all rate increase requests
Jrom water systems within 12 months as required by law.

A.l-1
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however, in all instances in the audit report, the water systems were non-profits which are no
longer regulated by the LPSC. The non-profits only recently came under LPSC regulation prior
to the audit period, and have since been exempted from LPSC regulation. Most were
unaccustomed to the LPSC rate proceeding process, had limited staff to perform normal operating
functions as well as work with LPSC Staff on the rate proceeding, and were inexperienced with
accounting procedures and record-keeping methodologies utilized by the LPSC in rate reviews.
All of these factors contributed to delays in rate proceedings. While LPSC Staff could have taken
aggressive measures to obtain information more timely, such as motions to compel information or
denying rate applications based on the water system’s failure to timely provide information, the
LPSC Staff continued to work with the companies to get the necessary information to complete
the proceeding even though the cutcome was that the process took longer than 12 months. While
the LPSC strives to complete all rate proceedings within 12 months, exercising some patience and
cooperation resulted in a better overall outcome in these proceedings.

Recommendation 2: LPSC should evaluate whether implementing an abbreviated
process for annual inflationary rate increases would be a feasible option. This
option may encourage more water systems o request rate increases when
necessary.

The LPSC has an open rulemaking proceeding to investigate the possible establishment of
a rule requiring LPSC jurisdictional water utilities to implement rate stabilization plans or other
types of periodic rate reviews, Docket No. R-31002. Further, at the Commission’s January 18,
2017 Business and Executive Session, Commissioner Francis directed LPSC Staff to open a
rulemaking docket to consider adoption of best practices related to ratemaking within the water
and wastewater industry including but not limited to implementation of a consumer price indexing
mechanism, future test year and collection and distribution system improvement charges. The
directive also stated that to the extent any of these issues are being addressed in ongoing dockets,
Staff is directed to proceed in those dockets, allowing additional interventions if necessary. LPSC
Staff is taking the steps to fulfill this directive.

Finding 2: Better coordination between LPSC and LDH would help ensure
that LPSC is regulating rates for all water systems. We identified 14 (3.2%) of
the 440 private water systems where LPSC had not approved initial rates or
received the required annual reports from the systems to ensure rates had not
been increased without approval.

Recommendation 3: LPSC should follow-up with the 14 noncompliant systems and
ensure that it approves their rates as required, and cite and collect penalties when
appropriate.

As stated in the report, of these 14 systems, LPSC was unaware that six were operating without
having requested and received approval of their initial rates. The LPSC was aware of the
existence of eight of the systems, had contacted them to bring them into compliance, and had
assessed penalties to seven of these systems. However, LPSC had not received the required rate
information nor collected any penalties from these systems at the time of our audit. Thirteen of

the 14 systems identified in the audit report are non-profit systems that are now exempt from the
A.1-2
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LPSC’s jurisdiction. LPSC Staff will follow up with the one for-profit system to bring it into
compliance as recommended.

Recommendation 4: LPSC should notify LDH when new water systems submit
proposed rates to help LDH ensure that it is regulating all water systems as
required by the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1996.

The LPSC will implement procedures to work with LDH on safeguarding that all new water
systems are operating within the laws and regulations of the state of Louisiana.

Should you have any further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

A

Eve Kahao Gonzalez
Executive Secretary

EKG/ce

cc: Brandon Frey
Colby Cook

Enclosure
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John Bel Edwards Rebekah E. Gee MD, MPH
GOVERNOR SECREVARY
State of Louisiana
Louisiana Department of Health
Office of Public Health
February 9, 2017

TO:  Mr. Daryl Purpera
Louisiana Legislative Auditor
1600 North Third Street
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397

FR:  Dr. Jimmy Guidry, LDH Medical Director and State Health Officer
RE:  Response to the Louisiana Public Service Commission Water Rates Evaluation

The Louisiana Department of Health, Engineering Services Section offers the following
response to the Recommendations provided by the Louisiana Legislative Auditor.

Finding 1/Recommendation 5: LDH should notify LPSC when new water systems
apply for permits to begin construction to help LPSC ensure that it is regulating all
water systems’ rates as required by the Louisiana Constitution.

LDH Response: LDH agrees with this recommendation.
LDH will send LPSC copies of permits for new water systems.

Finding 2/Recommendation 6: LDH should develop, issue, and enforce penalties for
existing water systems that do not comply with the Capacity Development Program
and required training.

LDH Response: LDH agrees with this recommendation.

The conclusion of this audit validates the importance of the Capacity Development
Program. Per LAC 51:XII, LDH does have authority to implement enforcement actions or
penalties for systems that are under an Administrative Order. Therefore, LDH intends to
include Capacity Development requirements as part of each Administrative Order.

Finding 2/Recommendation 7: LDH should collect additional financial and
managerial information during onsite inspections of water systems to identify
systems that may need to be selected for participation in its Capacity Development
Program.

LDH Response: LDH agrees with this recommendation.

ENGINEERING SERVICES
Bienville Building = P.O. Box 4489 « Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70821-4489
Phone #: 225/342-7499 « Fax #: 225/342-7303 = www.ldh.fa.gov A2-1
“An Equal Oppertunity Employer” ’



February 9, 2017
Response to the Louisiana Public Service Commission Water Rates Evaluation

LDH will include Capacity Development financial questions on all routine sanitary surveys
in order to identify those systems which may need and benefit from assistance provided
through LDH’s Capacity Development Program.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jimmy Guidry, State Health Officer,
Louisiana Department of Health, at (225) 342-3417.
REG:JG:AAL:aal

cc: Dr. Rebekah E. Gee, Secretary
Amanda Laughlin, Chief Engineer, Engineering Services Section

Sincerely,

r. Jimmy Guidry
LDH Medical Director and State Health Officer
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APPENDIX B: SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

We conducted this performance audit under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana
Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. The objective of this audit was:

To evaluate whether the Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) approved
water rates for private water systems timely, and if the rates charged by governmental
water systems are high enough to cover their expenses.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objective. This audit generally covered the period of July 1, 2012, through June 30, 2015,
although some analyses included data from fiscal year 2016. To answer our objective, we
performed the following audit steps:

. Categorized each of Louisiana’s 850 water systems as private nonprofit, private
for-profit, or governmental by working with LPSC, the Louisiana Department of
Health (LDH), and the Louisiana Rural Water Association (LRWA), and by
verifying this information using the Louisiana Secretary of State’s website. For
this audit we focused only on community water systems that supply water to the
same population year-around (i.e., governmental water systems or water systems
that serve other groups of residents). We further excluded water systems such as
mobile home parks that do not charge customers separately for water, but instead
include water charges in rental amounts.

. Compared water systems regulated by LPSC and LDH to identify systems that
should be regulated by either agency.

J Researched the Louisiana Constitution, Louisiana Revised Statutes, LPSC’s
website, and LPSC’s orders, and conducted interviews with LPSC staff to
understand LPSC’s legal authority and role in the regulation of water rates of
private systems.

. Interviewed LPSC staff to obtain an understanding of the processes related to the
regulation of private water systems.

. Reviewed water rate increase requests from fiscal years 2013 through 2015 to
determine if LPSC completed reviews within timeframes established in the
Louisiana Constitution.

B.1



Louisiana Public Service Commission Appendix B

. Obtained and analyzed water rates for private systems regulated by LPSC.

. Created a survey for Louisiana’s 850 water systems requesting general
information about the systems and their rates, as well as feedback on LPSC’s
performance from private systems regulated by LPSC. We worked with LRWA
to distribute the survey to governmental water systems. We followed up via
telephone with systems that did not initially respond to the survey or provided
incomplete or conflicting responses, ultimately receiving information directly
from 530 (62.4%) of the 850 water systems. With LRWA’s assistance, we sent
compiled survey results back to water systems for verification.

. Collected and analyzed financial statements to obtain local governmental water
systems’ revenues and expenses for fiscal year-end 2013 through fiscal year-end
2015, from amounts reported in proprietary funds when available. We were
unable to review all governmental water systems’ revenues and expenses because
210 (53.9%) of the 390 local governments operate multiple utility systems (i.e.,
sewer, gas, electricity, etc.) and do not report revenue and expenses separately for
each utility. We also included all revenue (i.e., charges for services, fees, etc.)
and expenses (i.e., salaries, depreciation, interest, etc.); however, we did not
include transfers to or from other governmental funds in our analyses.

. Sent report draft to LRWA and the Louisiana Municipal Association for review.
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APPENDIX C: RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL MONTHLY-

EQUIVALENT WATER BILLS,
BY PARISH, AS OF JUNE 2016 RATES

The exhibit below details residential and commercial monthly-equivalent water bills at various
consumption levels for customers both inside and outside city, town, or parish limits, if
applicable, based on June 2016 rates, by parish. Please note that higher rates may be justified in
certain circumstances or necessary to protect public health.
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Water System 3,000 Gallons 5,000 Gallons 7,000 Gallons 5,000 Gallons 10,000 Gallons 20,000 Gallons
Acadia Parish (12 Water Systems)
City of Rayne Water
System G $7.25 - $11.25 - $15.25 - $11.25 - $21.25 - $41.05 -
Egan Water Corporation NP 17.50 - 23.50 - 29.50 - 23.50 - 38.50 - 63.50 -
Egan Water Corporation
No .2 NP 17.50 - 23.50 - 29.50 - 23.50 - 38.50 - 63.50 -
Louisiana Water
Company, Inc. (LAWCO)
- Crowley G 17.97 | $20.13 24.11 $26.27 30.25 | $3241 24.11 | $26.27 39.46 $41.62 70.16 $72.32
Mire Branch Water
Corporation NP 15.20 - 20.60 - 26.00 - 30.00 - 30.00 - 57.00 -
North Crowley Water
Corporation NP 18.10 - 25.10 - 31.10 - - - - - - -
South Rayne Water
Corporation NP 16.35 - 22.05 - 27.75 - - - - - - -
Town of Church Point
Water System G 17.84 - 24.96 - 32.08 - 25.46 - 43.26 - 78.86 -
Town of Iota Water
System G 17.50 - 24.50 - 31.50 - 30.00 - 55.00 - 105.00 -
Village of Estherwood
Water System G 22.75 - 30.75 - 38.75 - 30.75 - 50.75 - 90.75 -
Village of Mermentau
Water System G 14.75 - 22.25 - 29.75 - 22.25 - 41.00 - 78.50 -
Village of Morse Water
System G 23.50 - 23.50 - 23.50 - 26.50 - 26.50 - 26.50 -
Allen Parish (10 Water Systems)
Allen Parish Waterworks
District No. 1 G N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
City of Oakdale Water
System 12.98 - 16.68 - 20.38 - 20.93 - 30.18 - 48.68 -
East Allen Parish
Waterworks G N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Northwest Allen Parish
Waterworks District
Water System G 27.50 - 38.50 - 49.50 - 38.50 - 66.00 - 121.00 -
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Appendix E
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Water System

St. Tammany Parish Utilities West - $23.40 -

Northridge Estates G GW 100 $23.40 | $306.90 Mixed 0 N/A N/A N/A 1-3 0 0

St. Tammany Parish Utilities West - 23.40 -

Pineland Park Subdivision G GW 2,052 23.40 306.90 Mixed 0 N/A N/A N/A 1-3 0 0

St. Tammany Parish Utilities West - 23.40 -

River Oaks G GW 237 23.40 306.90 Mixed 0 N/A N/A N/A 1-3 2 0

St. Tammany Parish Utilities West - 23.40 -

Salvation Manor St. Joe G GW 296 23.40 306.90 Mixed 0 N/A N/A N/A 1-3 0 0

St. Tammany Parish Utilities West - 23.40 -

St. Gertrude G GW 72 23.40 306.90 Mixed 0 N/A N/A N/A 1-3 6 0

St. Tammany Parish Water District

No. 2 G GW 5,200 23.40 49.80 Uniform 0 31-50 Y 16-25 7-9 1 2

St. Tammany Parish Water District

No. 3 G GW 2,920 33.00 99.00 Flat Rate 0 31-50 N N/A 1-3 4 0

Total Environmental Solutions, Inc. 23.75- | 47.50-

(TESI) - Beau Pre FP GW 308 30.55 60.00 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A >10 3 2

Total Environmental Solutions, Inc. 23.75 - 47.50 -

(TESI) - Cherrywood FP GW 306 30.55 60.00 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A >10 1 0

Total Environmental Solutions, Inc. 23.75 - 47.50 -

(TESI) - Rigolets Estates FP GW 246 30.55 60.00 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A >10 5 8

Total Environmental Solutions, Inc. 23.75 - 47.50 -

(TESI) - Rigolets Harbor FP GW 200 30.55 60.00 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A >10 4 2

Town of Abita Springs Water System G GW 2,800 12.25 23.80 Uniform 1 >50 Y 6-15 7-9 0 3

Town of Madisonville Water Supply G GW 650 20.00 20.00 Flat Rate 2 31-50 N N/A 4-6 0 0

Town of Pearl River Water System G GW 2,972 11.00 21.20 Flat Rate 2 31-50 N N/A <1 0 2

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Green

Brier Water Supply FP GW 1,341 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 1

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Huntwyck

Village FP GW 2,073 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 2

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Kingspoint

Subdivision FP GW 6,231 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 0

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Lake

Village Subdivision FP GW 2,073 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 1

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Magnolia

Forest Subdivision FP GW 1,389 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 1

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - North Park

Water Supply FP GW 9,881 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 0

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Oakmont

Subdivision FP GW 612 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <l 0 0

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Quail

Ridge Subdivision FP GW 1,434 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 0 0

Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Woodridge

Subdivision FP GW 1,590 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <l 0 0

Village of Folsom Water Supply G GW 1,600 19.00 44.00 Uniform 2 31-50 Y 16-25 <1 11 4

Village of Sun Water Supply G GW 470 19.00 - Uniform 2 11-30 N N/A 4-6 0 4

Villages of Bocage - Madisonville G GWP 894 N/A N/A N/A 2 N/A N N/A N/A 1 4

Williams Waterworks, Inc. - Beverly

Heights Manor FP GW 100 13.00 18.00 Flat Rate - N/A N/A N/A >10 2 0

Williams Waterworks, Inc. - Homeland

Heights FP GW 180 13.00 18.00 Flat Rate - N/A N/A N/A >10 9 0

Williams Waterworks, Inc. - Pilot

Street Water Supply FP GW 60 13.00 18.00 Flat Rate - N/A N/A N/A >10 3 2

Tangipahoa Parish (20 Water Systems)
Baywood Estates Subdivision NP GW 57 N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 2
City of Hammond Water System G GW 21,135 6.90 13.80 Uniform 2 >50 N N/A >10 0 2
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Water System
City of Ponchatoula Water System G GW 6,657 $7.95 $7.95 Flat Rate 0 >50 N N/A 4-6 1 5
Eastern Heights Water Works
Association NP GW 1,782 21.45 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1
Fluker Chapel Water Works G GW 296 N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 7
French Settlement Water Company,
Inc. - Bankston FP GW 120 23.92 40.58 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A <l 0 0
French Settlement Water Company,
Inc. - Blackcat FP GW 1,506 23.92 40.58 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A <l 1 4
French Settlement Water Company,
Inc. - Brady Place FP GW 147 23.92 40.58 Mixed - 11-30 | N/A N/A <l 3 0
French Settlement Water Company,
Inc. - Hammond Heights FP GW 2,775 23.92 40.58 Mixed - 11-30 | N/A N/A <1 3 4
French Settlement Water Company,
Inc. - Oakwood Estates FP GW 87 23.92 40.58 Mixed - 11-30 | N/A N/A <l 0 0
French Settlement Water Company,
Inc. - Velma FP GW 1,302 23.92 40.58 Mixed - 31-50 | N/A N/A <l 1 4
Tangipahoa Parish Second Ward Water
District G GW 4,112 N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 8 0
Tangipahoa Parish Water District G GW 42,237 15.16 25.00 Uniform 0 <10 Y 16-25 1-3 1 4
Town of Amite Water System G GW 4,300 16.00 38.00 Uniform 0 31-50 N N/A 1-3 3 0
Town of Independence Water System G GW 3,052 29.00 78.00 Uniform 2 <10 Y N/A 1-3 0 13
Town of Kentwood Water System G GW 2,205 N/A N/A N/A 0 <10 N N/A 1-3 0 0
Town of Roseland Water System G GW 2,600 17.95 26.25 Uniform 3 11-30 N N/A 1-3 10 2
Village of Tangipahoa Water System G GW 975 30.75 35.00 Flat Rate 0 11-30 N N/A 1-3 4 10
Village of Tickfaw Water System G GW 909 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 0
31.50 -
Westview Water Works, Inc. NP GW 1,400 17.30 36.50 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0
Tensas Parish (5 Water Systems)
Town of Newellton Water System G SW 1,596 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 1
Town of St. Joseph Water System G GW 1,761 34.00 46.50 Uniform 3 N/A N/A N/A N/A 13 6
Tensas Water Distribution Association,
Inc. NP SW 3,822 38.00 55.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 0
Town of Waterproof Water System G SWPp 1,293 35.50 50.00 Uniform 0 11-30 Y <5 4-6 2 9
Increasing
Lake Bruin Water System, Inc. NP SWP 1,188 24.75 41.25 | Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 2
Terrebonne Parish (2 Water Systems)
City of Houma Water Treatment Increasing
Service Area G SW 31,560 17.70 44.20 | Block Rate 0 11-30 Y 6-15 <1 1 2
Schriever Water Treatment Service Increasing
Area G SW 97,152 17.70 44.20 | Block Rate 0 11-30 Y 6-15 <1 1 1
Union Parish (21 Water Systems)
Concord Water System, Inc. NP GW 426 23.27 40.00 Uniform - 11-30 N N/A N/A 10 37
Corney Water System, Inc. NP GW 237 23.00 53.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 1
D'Arbonne Water System, Inc. - North NP GW 3,186 30.00 60.00 Uniform - 31-50 Y 16-25 N/A 2 2
D'Arbonne Water System, Inc. - South NP GW 3,054 30.00 60.00 Uniform - 31-50 Y 16-25 | N/A 2 2
Declining
Holmesville Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,845 26.20 35.00 | Block Rate - 31-50 N N/A 7-9 6 25
23.05 -
Linville-Haile Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,635 29.35 40.00 Uniform - 11-30 Y 6-15 >10 3 25
Declining
Litroe Water System, Inc. NP GW 369 20.50 - Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 33
Point Wilhite Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,950 4475 102.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 3 40
Randolph Water Systems, Inc. NP GW 222 22.00 42.00 Uniform - 31-50 Y 16-25 4-6 3 10
Rocky Branch Water System G GW 1,410 18.50 31.00 Uniform 0 31-50 Y 6-15 >10 4 6
Salem Water System, Inc. NP GW 753 26.00 - Uniform - 31-50 N N/A 4-6 3 31
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Water System
Sardis Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,404 $18.25 $27.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 15 22
Town of Bernice Water System G GW 2,199 29.50 67.00 Uniform 1 11-30 Y 6-15 7-9 14 0
Town of Farmerville Water System G GW 4977 29.00 61.00 Uniform 1 >50 Y <5 1-3 0 2
Town of Marion Water System G GW 1,146 42.00 40.00 Uniform 2 <10 Y <5 1-3 1 24
Tri-Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,245 20.50 32.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A 4-6 2 1
Union Parish Waterworks District
No. 1 G GW 1,626 37.50 150.00 Uniform 2 >50 N N/A 4-6 15 41
Village of Downsville Water System G GW 216 N/A N/A N/A 3 11-30 Y <5 >10 12 28
Declining
Village of Junction City Water System G GW 810 13.75 18.25 | Block Rate 2 11-30 Y 6-15 7-9 5 7
Increasing
Wards Chapel Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,350 11.25 - Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 29
West Sterlington Water System, Inc. NP GW 978 22.50 40.00 Uniform - 31-50 N N/A N/A 0 0
Vermilion Parish (10 Water Systems)
City of Abbeville Water System G GW 15,450 20.71 46.96 Uniform 0 11-30 Y 36-50 <l 5 6
City of Kaplan Water System G GW 5,600 13.25 - Uniform 0 11-30 Y 6-15 >10 8 2
49.35 -
Magnolia Plantation Water System, Inc. | NP GW 7,155 29.45 50.60 Uniform - 11-30 Y <5 N/A 0 3
Pecan Island Waterworks District No. 3 G GW 1,544 N/A N/A N/A 3 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 18
Southeast Vermilion Parish
Waterworks District No. 2 G GW 6,384 29.20 56.20 Uniform 0 11-30 Y 6-15 1-3 1 0
Town of Delcambre Water System G GW 2,185 N/A N/A N/A 3 >50 N N/A 4-6 5 5
Town of Erath Water System G GW 3,012 24.50 49.00 Uniform 0 11-30 Y N/A 1-3 0 6
18.00 -
Town of Gueydan Water System G GW 2,136 18.00 300.00 Flat Rate 0 11-30 N N/A <1 2 1
Vermilion Parish Waterworks District
No. 1 G GW 19,500 29.20 - Uniform 1 11-30 Y 6-15 1-3 2 3
Village of Maurice Water System G GW 1,323 19.00 41.00 Uniform 2 31-50 Y N/A <l 2 1
Vernon Parish (12 Water Systems)
Anacoco Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,506 24.00 39.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 0
City of Leesville Water System G GW 7,923 29.22 43.56 Uniform 0 >50 N N/A 4-6 14 4
East Central Vernon Water System, Inc. NP GW 6,144 30.40 49.30 Uniform - 11-30 N N/A N/A 5 0
Empire Point Community Water
System NP GW 48 N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 2
Pitkin Water System, Inc. NP GW 750 19.00 31.50 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 1
South Vernon Parish Waterworks Increasing
District G GW 2,616 36.78 64.90 | Block Rate 0 11-30 N N/A 4-6 0 0
Town of Hornbeck Water System G GW 1,662 27.50 45.00 Uniform 0 <10 N N/A 1-3 0 0
Town of New Llano Water Department G GWP 3,840 35.00 72.73 Uniform 0 11-30 Y 16-25 1-3 3 0
Town of Rosepine Water System G GW 2,055 30.76 59.24 Uniform 0 31-50 N N/A 1-3 6 1
Vernon Parish Water and Sewer
Commission G GW 4,824 30.06 35.14 Uniform 0 N/A N N/A N/A 4 0
Village of Simpson Water System G GW 1,023 37.50 53.00 Uniform 1 >50 N N/A <1 1 1
West Vernon Parish Waterworks
District G GW 3,153 38.00 69.00 Uniform 0 11-30 | N/A N/A 4-6 0 2
Washington Parish (9 Water Systems)
31.00 -
Village of Angie Water Supply G GW 400 25.25 39.55 Uniform 2 <10 N N/A 1-3 0 0
Bogue-Lusa Waterworks District G GW 4,200 25.25 48.00 Uniform 1 31-50 N N/A 1-3 0 2
City of Bogalusa Water System G GW 14,000 19.96 32.06 Uniform 0 >50 N N/A <1 1 5
Mount Hermon Water District G GW 1,107 37.50 58.50 Uniform 2 11-30 N N/A <1 1 5
Rural Franklinton Water Corporation NP GW 3,150 26.50 36.46 Uniform - 31-50 Y 16-25 4-6 0 4
Town of Franklinton Water System G GW 4,150 29.00 42.00 Uniform 2 11-30 Y <5 <1 12 4
Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - North
Folsom Hills FP GW 72 35.50 - Flat Rate - N/A N/A N/A <1 10 56
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Water System
Village of Varnado Waterworks G GW 4,230 $29.25 $52.00 Uniform 2 31-50 N N/A 1-3 0 2
Village of Varnado Waterworks - Pine G GW 510 29.25 52.00 Uniform 2 31-50 N N/A 1-3 6 2
Webster Parish (31 Water Systems)
Bistineau Water System, Inc. NP GW 882 22.50 - Uniform - 31-50 Y 26-35 | N/A 1 1
Blocker Waterworks Corporation NP GW 1,200 15.00 18.00 Uniform - >50 N N/A 1-3 1 5
Increasing
Central Water System NP GW 1,350 33.50 14.25 | Block Rate - 11-30 Y 6-15 4-6 3 16
38.50 -
City of Minden Water System G GW 16,950 23.75 54.50 Uniform 0 31-50 Y 6-15 1-3 0 2
City of Springhill Water System G GW 7,800 27.25 51.00 Uniform 1 N/A Y N/A 1-3 5 4
Declining
Dixie Overland Waterworks, Inc. NP GW 1,269 21.25 32.50 | Block Rate - 11-30 Y 6-15 7-9 1 3
Dorcheat Acres Water System, Inc. NP GW 411 24.63 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0
Increasing
Germantown Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,410 29.00 - Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 6
Declining
Gilark Water System, Inc. NP GW 675 27.50 - Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 3
Gilgal Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,492 31.50 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 0
Horseshoe Road Water System, Inc. NP GW 270 20.00 30.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 7
Increasing
Jenkins Community Water System, Inc. | NP GW 930 25.00 - Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0
Leton Water System, Inc. NP GW 654 41.35 100.00 Uniform - 31-50 N N/A <1 2 2
Mclntyre Water System G GW 416 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 3 9
Midway Waterworks, Inc. NP GW 450 19.00 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 2
Palmetto Waterworks, Inc. NP GW 291 36.50 64.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 3
Pleasant Valley Water System, Inc. NP GW 918 24.00 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 20
Salt Works Water System NP GW 600 N/A N/A N/A - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 6
Increasing
Shongaloo Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,485 20.55 32.30 | Block Rate - N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 0
Increasing
Stateline Water Works, Inc. NP GW 399 18.75 25.00 | Block Rate N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0
St. James Water System, Inc. NP GW 273 37.50 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 2 0
Thomasville Water System, Inc. NP GW 327 12.50 27.00 Mixed - N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 2
Town of Cotton Valley Water System G GW 1,512 33.00 89.10 Uniform 2 11-30 N N/A 4-6 2 4
Town of Cullen Water System G GW 1,650 21.60 42.10 Uniform 3 N/A N N/A <1 2 22
Town of Sarepta Water Works District G GW 1,500 27.00 42.00 Uniform 3 >50 N/A N/A <1 0 2
Town of Sibley Water System G GW 1,087 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 4
Increasing
Union Grove Water System, Inc. NP GW 110 27.00 49.50 | Block Rate 31-50 N N/A 7-9 2 3
Increasing
Village of Dixie Inn Water System G GW 404 16.75 84.50 | Block Rate 3 31-50 Y N/A >10 1 0
Village of Doyline Water System G GW 915 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 5
Increasing
Village of Dubberly Water System G GW 1,161 20.75 33.00 | Block Rate 3 31-50 N N/A >10 0 3
Village of Heflin Water System G GW 245 15.50 20.50 Uniform 2 11-30 N N/A 4-6 0 5
West Baton Rouge Parish (6 Water Systems)
City of Port Allen Water System G GW 6,759 N/A N/A N/A 3 11-30 N N/A N/A 4 1
West Baton Rouge District No. 4 - Declining
Arbroth G GW 359 16.11 24.31 | Block Rate 0 31-50 N N/A 7-9 4 0
West Baton Rouge District No. 4 - Declining
Holiday Inn G GWP 1,491 16.11 24.31 | Block Rate 0 31-50 N N/A 7-9 2 1
West Baton Rouge District No. 4 - Declining
Section Road Winterville G GW 5,100 16.11 24.31 | Block Rate 0 31-50 N N/A 7-9 9 0
Declining
West Baton Rouge Public Utilities G GW 4,074 16.11 24.31 | Block Rate 0 31-50 N N/A 7-9 0 0
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Water System
West Baton Rouge Waterworks District Declining
No. 2 G GW 9,747 $16.11 $24.31 | Block Rate 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 0
West Carroll Parish (7 Water Systems)
Fiske Union Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,830 26.50 34.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 8 1
Goodwill Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,896 24.50 - Uniform - 11-30 Y 16-25 >10 3 5
N-E-W Carroll Water Association NP GW 3,618 25.50 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 9 5
Pioneer-Darnell Water System, Inc. NP GW 2,100 17.50 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 4
Declining
Town of Oak Grove Water System G GW 3,102 21.50 30.00 | Block Rate 1 31-50 N N/A 4-6 4 2
Village of Epps Water System G GW 696 31.81 53.16 Uniform 3 11-30 N N/A 1-3 11 38
Village of Forest Water System G GW 1,560 25.50 43.00 Uniform 2 11-30 Y N/A 7-9 1 2
West Feliciana Parish (3 Water Systems)
44.00 -
Town of St. Francisville Water System G GW 2,304 22.40 80.00 Uniform 1 31-50 N N/A 4-6 6 2
Tunica Water System G GW 428 N/A N/A N/A 1 N/A N/A N/A N/A 6 2
West Feliciana Consolidated
Waterworks District No. 13 G GW 8,532 27.00 56.00 Uniform 1 11-30 N N/A 1-3 2 2
Winn Parish (13 Water Systems)
Atlanta Water System, Inc. NP GW 930 21.50 15.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 4 9
Backwood Village Water System, Inc. NP GW 783 24.50 - Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 1 5
City of Winnfield Water System G GW 7,059 N/A N/A N/A 0 >50 Y 6-15 1-3 14 0
Highway 84 West Water System, Inc. NP GW 499 18.00 28.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A N/A 5 11
Hudson and Gaars Mill Water System NP GWP 660 40.00 65.00 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A 4-6 1 48
Pleasant Hills-Crossroads Water
System, Inc. NP GW 624 34.25 92.00 Uniform - <10 Y 16-25 <1 3 41
29.50 -
Tannehill Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,914 22.50 30.00 Uniform - 31-50 Y 26-35 | N/A 0 2
Utilities, Inc. of Louisiana - Joyce
Water Supply FP GW 474 27.40 91.60 Uniform - N/A N/A N/A <1 5 13
Village of Calvin Water System G GW 591 29.50 - Uniform 0 31-50 N N/A 1-3 7 63
Village of Dodson Water System G GW 239 16.00 41.00 Uniform 3 11-30 | N/A N/A >10 0 0
Village of Sikes Water System G GW 248 28.00 - Uniform 0 >50 Y N/A >10 3 28
26.50- | 55.50-
West Winn Water System, Inc. NP GW 1,797 30.50 70.50 Uniform - 31-50 Y <5 N/A 4 9
Wheeling Water System, Inc. NP GW 369 27.50 42.50 Uniform 31-50 Y 6-15 >10 6 2

Note: Information for systems that are not regulated by LPSC and that did not respond to our survey or answer every survey question is
designated as “N/A,” and information that is not applicable for individual systems is designated by “-.”

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by LPSC, data contained in LDH’s Safe Drinking Water
Information System, and self-reported survey responses from water systems.
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