
 

 
 
 
 

Photo   by   Alex   Slitz   /Lexington   Herald-Leader:   The   Cur�s   Crum   Reservoir   in   Mar�n   County,   Ky.,   on   Oct.   2,   2018.   
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Executive   Summary  
 
The   problems   with   Mar�n   County,   Kentucky’s  
failing   water   system   are   well-known.   The   Kentucky  
Public   Service   Comission   (PSC)   describes   the  
Mar�n   County   Water   District   (“Mar�n   District”)   as  
opera�ng   in   a   “constant   state   of   emergency”   and  
claims   that   a�er   “years   of   incompetent  
management   and   inept   decision   makers,   Mar�n  
District’s   ratepayers   have   either   deficient   water  
service   or   no   water   service   at   all.” 1  

  
For   decades,   Mar�n   District   customers   were  
exposed   to   known   carcinogens   and   nervous   system  
disruptors   in   their   drinking   water.   Headlines   clearly  
express   the   county’s   con�nued   struggles   with  
water   quality   and   quan�ty. 2    However,   what   the  
media   and   public   officials   have   mostly   missed   is   the  
growing   water   affordability   crisis   in   Mar�n   County.   
 
Rates   for   water   service   have   increased   by   41.5%  
since   January   2018   and   another   rate   increase   is  
expected   soon.    Rates   will   likely   be   raised   again   to  
pay   for   the   outside   management   company   the  
Public   Service   Commission   (PSC)   has   ordered   the  
district   to   hire   to   take   over   all   of   the   district’s  
opera�ons   by   year’s   end.   While   Mar�n   County   is  
one   of   the   poorest   coun�es   in   the   state,   it  
currently   has   the   eighth   highest   average   water   bill  
of   all   water   districts   regulated   by   the   PSC.   If   the  
rates   are   increased   by   $10   (an   addi�onal   26.7%  
increase),   an   increase   that   Mar�n   District  
commissioners   claim   is   probable,   Mar�n   County  
will   have   the   highest   average   water   bill   in   the   state.  
  
Water   is   currently   unaffordable   for   over   45.8%   of  
Mar�n   County   residents ,   based   on   the  
Environmental   Protec�on   Agency’s   water  
affordability   standard.   Residents   are   being   asked   to  
suffer   an   excessive   economic   burden   for   access   to  
drinking   water   that   many   believe   is   not   safe   for  
human   consump�on   or   use.   Expected   addi�onal  
rate   hikes   will   broaden   and   deepen   the   affordability  
crisis   –   pu�ng   more   than   half   of   the   county   above  
the   EPA’s   standard   for   water   affordability.  
  
The   district’s   revenue   needs   are   substan�al.  
Because   of   the   long   history   of   mismanagement,  
poor   appropria�on   of   public   funds,   disinvestment,  
and   neglect,   the   system   needs   to   be   completely  
rebuilt.   In   addi�on,   the   system’s   daily   opera�onal  
costs   are   bloated   because   of   the   district’s   poor  
financial   history,   high   water   loss   rate,   and   structural  

and   engineering   inefficiencies.   It   is   clear   that  
without   addi�onal   funds,   the   water   district   cannot  
ensure   safe,   adequate   water   for   its   customers.   
 
But,   as   this   Report   demonstrates,   Mar�n   County  
residents   cannot   bear   the   costs.   Immediate   ac�on  
is   required   to   address   the   water   affordability   crisis  
in   Mar�n   County,   as   well   as   mi�gate   residents’  
concerns   about   the   quality   of   their   drinking   water.  
Some   sugges�ons,   all   of   which   warrant   further  
study,   are   as   follows:   

1. Prevent   further   rate   increases   for   Mar�n  
District   customers   

2. Direct   funding   from   grants   toward   the   most  
immediate   needs   of   the   Mar�n   District   -  
including   fixing   service   and   main   water   line  

3. Appropriate   funds   in   the   2020   state   budget  
toward   Mar�n   County’s   water   infrastructure  
needs   and   assistance   for   low   income   water  
customers  

4. Establish   forms   of   low-income   assistance   to  
support   the   most   vulnerable   customers   in   the  
Mar�n   District  

5. Explore   alterna�ve   rate   structures   that   could  
alleviate   the   burden   of   high   water   bills   for   the  
most   vulnerable   customers  

6. Consider   affordability   when   se�ng   rates   for  
public   u�li�es  

Addi�onal   sugges�ons   for   further   study   are  
presented   in   this   report’s   Conclusion   to   this   Report.  
Regardless   of   what   the   next   steps   are,   each   part   of  
the   process   must   ensure   that   residents   are  
included   in   decisions   that   determine   the   future   of  
the   water   district.   Residents’   input   and   involvement  
is   cri�cal   in   cra�ing   solu�ons   that   will   benefit   the  
greatest   amount   of   people   in   the   county   to   the  
fullest   extent   possible.  
  
Mar�n   County   Concerned   Ci�zens   and   the  
Appalachian   Ci�zens   Law   Center   remain  
commi�ed   to   working   with   the   PSC,   the   Mar�n  
County   Water   District,   and   Mar�n   County  
residents   to   advocate   for   and   realize   Mar�n  
County   residents’   right   to   clean   and   affordable  
drinking   water.  
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Martin   County   Water   District  
 
The   problems   with   Mar�n   County,   Kentucky’s  
public   water   system   are   well-documented.   The  
system   suffers   from   decades   of   severe   neglect   and  
mismanagement   by   county   and   state   officials.   Over  
the   years,   the   infrastructure   and   distribu�on  
system   have   been   allowed   to   get   so   bad   that   there  
are   threats   of   cri�cal   failures   at   every   point   in   the  
system:  

At   the   water   supply ,    the   intake   system   at  
the   Tug   Fork   of   the   Big   Sandy   River   has   chronic  
issues   and   frequent   failures.   Most   recently,   issues  
with   the   intake   system   caused   water   supply   crisis  
twice   in   2018. 3  

In   the   distribu�on   system ,    the   problems  
con�nue.   Over   the   past   year,   the   Mar�n   District’s  
water   loss   rates   have   varied   from   72.8%   in   August  
2018   to   57.4%   in   February   2019.   Water   loss   is   the  
percent   of   treated   water   that   is   unaccounted   for   in  
the   system.   The   average   water   loss   rate   for   2018  
was   63.53%,   and   so   far   the   average   water   loss   rate  
for   2019   is   69.54%. 4    In   other   words,   most   of   the  
water   the   struggling   district   pays   to   pump   and   treat  
flows   out   into   the   ground   rather   than   serving   a  
single   customer.  

At   the   water   treatment   plant ,    the  
situa�on   is   not   much   be�er.   The   plant   was   built   in  
the   late   1960s   to   serve   only   600   households   in   the  
town   of   Inez.   Li�le   was   done   to   upgrade   the   plant  
as   the   system   was   expanded   to   serve   the   en�re  
county’s   4,316   households. 5    The   water   demand   for  
the   system   is   2   million   gallons   per   day.   There   are  
three   clarifiers   in   the   treatment   plant,   each   of  
which   has   a   1   million   gallon   per   day   capacity.   Only  
one   of   the   three   clarifiers   is   fully   func�onal,   one  
has   not   worked   for   years,   and   the   other   is   badly   in  
need   of   repair.   

Unsurprisingly,   the   Mar�n   District   also   has  
significant   financial   problems.    The   Mar�n   District  
owes   nearly   $800,000   in   past-due   accounts  
receivable. 6     Those   outstanding   opera�onal   debts  
reduce   the   district’s   purchasing   power,   as   many  
vendors   require   cash   on   delivery   and   will   not  
provide   more   advantageous   purchasing  
arrangements.   
  

 
Rented   pump   at   the   Mar�n   District   intake   on   the   Tug  
River.   Photo   by   author,   January   11,   2019  
 
Finally,   the   quality   and   consistency   of   the   water  
provided   by   the   district   is   poor.   Line   breaks   cause  
frequent   service   disrup�ons   and   resul�ng   boil  
water   advisories. 7    In   addi�on,   for   most   of   the   last  
two   decades,   the   district   was   consistently   in  
viola�on   of   the   Safe   Drinking   Water   Act’s   water  
quality   standards   for   disinfec�on   byproducts, 8  
exposing   residents   to   known   carcinogens   and  
nervous   system   disruptors.   According   to   the   EPA’s  
Safe   Drinking   Water   Informa�on   System,   the  
Mar�n   District   has   violated   federal   water   quality  
standards   90   �mes   since   2001,   including   34  
Maximum   Contaminant   Level   Viola�ons   for  
disinfectant   byproducts   Total   Haloace�c   Acids  
(HAA5)   and   Total   Trihalomethanes   (TTHM). 9   
 
Because   of   these   ongoing   viola�ons,   customers  
received   quarterly   no�ces   like   this   on   their   bills   for  
many   years:  
 

Tes�ng   results...show   that   our   system  
exceeds   the   standard,   or   maximum  
contaminant   level   (MCL)   for  
trihalomethanes   (THM)   and   haloace�c   acids  
(HAA)...Some   people   who   drink   water  
containing   trihalomethanes   in   excess   of   the  
MCL   over   many   years   may   experience  
problems   with   their   liver,   kidneys,   or   central  
nervous   system,   and   may   have   an   increased  
risk   of   ge�ng   cancer.   Some   people   who  
drink   water   containing   haloace�c   acids   in  
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excess   of   the   MCL   over   many   years   may  
have   an   increased   risk   of   ge�ng   cancer. 10   
 

While   the   no�ces   claim   that   these   viola�ons   are  
“not   an   emergency,”   receiving   these   warnings   over  
many   years   has   significantly   eroded   the   public’s  
trust   in   their   drinking   water,   as   well   as   their   trust   in  
the   regulatory   agencies   that   govern   the   water  
system.   Furthermore,   this   was   compounded   with  
the   mistrust   that   arose   a�er   the   2000   coal   slurry  
spill   in   the   county,   when   a   coal   impoundment  
ruptured   and   over   300,000   gallons   of   coal   waste  
spilled   into   rivers   and   waterways   in   Mar�n   County.  
While   the   U.S.   Environmental   Protec�on   Agency  
(EPA)   and   other   officials   claimed   that   the   water   was  
“safe”   at   a   public   mee�ng   weeks   a�er   the   spill,  
public   concern   persisted,   and   conflic�ng  
informa�on   and   sen�ments   eventually   precipitated  
a   breakdown   in   trust   in   the   regulatory   agencies  
that   govern   water   quality, 11    which   persists   to   this  
day. 12  

  
In   2018,   the   system   changed   its   chlorina�on  
method   and   has   not   been   in   viola�on   of  
disinfec�on   byproducts   standards   since. 13  
However,   in   an   ongoing   University   of   Kentucky  
study   on   water   quality   in   Mar�n   County,  
researchers   detected   trihalomethanes   that   were  
above   the   MCL   in   up   to   15-20%   of   the   homes  
sampled   in   summer   2019   and   also   detected  
coliform   bacteria   in   a   similar   number   of   samples  
(15-20%). 14  

  
The   breaks   in   the   distribu�on   system   also   cause  
significant   water   quality   concerns.   When   there   is  
low   pressure   in   the   distribu�on   lines,   untreated  
groundwater   enters   the   lines   and   comes   out   of  

customers’   taps   without   being   treated.   This  
infiltra�on   likely   explains   the   number   of   reports   of  
contaminated   and   polluted   water   coming   out   of  
people’s   faucets. 15    Many   residents   report   skin  
irrita�on,   gastrointes�nal   problems   and  
autoimmune   disorders   that   they   worry   may   be  
caused   by   water   contamina�on. 16    Preliminary  
findings   from   the   University   of   Kentucky   study,   as  
well   as   discussions   at   community   mee�ngs,   show  
that   many   customers   of   the   water   district   feel   that  
their   water   is   unsafe   for   consump�on   and   instead  
rely   en�rely   on   bo�led   water   for   both   drinking   and  
cooking.  
 

 
Jars   of   water   from   Mar�n   County   Water   District  
customer   's   tap,   posted   on   "Mar�n   County   Water  
Warriors"   Facebook   Group   by   Hefner   Hare   in   February,  
2018.  
 

 

2018   Water   Rate   Increases  
 
These   crises   of   water   quality,   quan�ty,   poor  
management,   and   indebtedness   require   significant  
financial   resources.   Under   Kentucky   law,   the   water  
district   must   provide   “adequate,   efficient,   and  
reasonable   service”   at   “fair,   just,   and   reasonable  
rates.” 17    The   rate   must   be   sufficient   to   fund   both  
the   opera�onal   and   capital   needs   of   the   water  
district. 18    Any   change   in   rates   must   be   approved   by  
the   PSC. 19  
 
A�er   the   2018   water   crisis,   the   Mar�n   District  
requested   a   49.5%   rate   increase.   In   response   to   the  

request,   the   PSC   raised   significant   concerns   with  
the   management   of   the   Mar�n   District   and   its   high  
water   loss   rate.    The   Mar�n   District’s   requested  
rate   increase   in   January   2018   would   have   raised  
the   minimum   monthly   bill   from   $26.50   to   $39.62. 20  
The   PSC   did   not   grant   the   full   rate   increase   as  
requested,   partly   because   of   the   system’s   high  
water   loss   rate. 21    Instead,   the   PSC   increased   rates  
in   two   separate   orders.   First,   the   PSC   granted   an  
emergency   rate   increase   of   26.5%   on   March   16,  
2018,   which   included   a   $4.19   monthly   debt   service  
surcharge   that   can   only   be   used   to   pay   off   past  
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debt. 22    Second,   on   November   5,   2018,   the   PSC  
entered   an   order   for   an   addi�onal   rate   increase   of  
25.72%. 23    The   total   increase   amounted   to   41.5%.   
  
The   November   5,   2018   Order   describes   the   PSC’s  
concerns   about   the   Mar�n   District:  
  

Mar�n   District   currently   operates   in   a  
constant   state   of   emergency   and   its  
ratepayers   are   suffering   the   dire  
consequences   of   decades   of   poor   choices  
made   by   its   management   and  
commissioners.   As   a   direct   result   of   years   of  
incompetent   management   and   inept  
decision   makers,   Mar�n   District’s   ratepayers  
have   either   deficient   water   service   or   no  
water   service   at   all. 24  

  
Because   of   those   extraordinary   circumstances,   the  
PSC   also   ordered   a   “structured   plan..[in]   an   a�empt  
to   save   Mar�n   District   from   collapse.” 25    That  
“structured   plan”   includes   a   requirement   that   the  
Mar�n   District   retain   an   outside   company   to  
provide   all   opera�onal   management   services   to   the  
district   by   the   end   of   2019.   The   PSC   also   ordered  
an   addi�onal   $3.16   per   customer   per   month  

“Management   and   Infrastructure   surcharge”   that   is  
to   go   into   effect   a�er   the   reten�on   of   the  
management   company.   The   surcharge   is   to   pay   “in  
whole   or   in   part”   the   compensa�on   of   the  
management   company. 26  

 
The   PSC   acknowledged   that   it   “seems  
counterintui�ve” 27    to   raise   rates   for   customers   who  
are   not   receiving   safe   and   sufficient   water   services.  
S�ll   yet,   the   orders   raised   the   minimum   bill   in   2018  
from   $26.50   to   $37.51, 28    an   increase   of   41.5%.    If  
the   Management   and   Infrastructure   surcharge   is  
put   into   effect,   the   minimum   rate   will   increase   to  
$40.67,   a   total   increase   of   53.5%. 29   

  
The   Mar�n   District   is   currently   in   contract  
nego�a�ons   with   the   sole   company   that   submi�ed  
a   bid   to   take   over   the   district’s   opera�ons   and  
management.   The   PSC   has   recently   reiterated   its  
posi�on   that   if   the   district   does   not   enter   a  
contract   with   the   company   that   submi�ed   a   bid,   it  
will   cancel   the   $4.19   per   customer   debt   service  
surcharge. 30  
 

 

The   Water   District’s   Customer   Base  
Based   on   U.S.   Census   es�mates,   the   es�mated  
popula�on   of   Mar�n   County   is   11,232,   living   in  
4,316   households. 31    The   U.S.   Census   es�mates   the  
popula�on   of   Mar�n   County   has   decreased   12.4%  
since   the   last   census,   when   the   popula�on   was  
counted   at   12,929. 32    The   county’s   median  
household   income   is   $29,239.   Approximately  
35.8%   of   the   popula�on   lives   in   poverty. 33    24.6%  
of   the   popula�on   under   the   age   of   65   is   disabled. 34  
11%   of   Mar�n   County   residents   receive   SSI. 35   
 
Further,   recent   data   on   trends   in   employment  
income   compared   to   non-labor   income   in   the  
county   demonstrate   that   labor   earnings   in   the  
county   are   in   steep   decline.   Less   income   is   coming  
from   wage   labor   where   rates   of   pay   tend   to  
increase   from   year   to   year.   According   to   the   U.S.  
Bureau   of   Economic   Analysis,   from   2000-2017,  
labor   earnings   in   Mar�n   County   decreased   19.3%,  
while   non-labor   income   increased   34.4%  
(age-related   government   payments   such   as   Social  
Security   increased   64%   and   hardship-related  
government   transfers   increased   49%). 36    Likewise,  

according   to   the   Bureau   of   Labor   Sta�s�cs,  
employment   in   Mar�n   County   decreased   by   32%  
from   July   2010   to   July   2019. 37   
 
The   data   suggest   that   more   people   are  
depending   on   income   that   will   con�nue   to  
be   stagnant   into   the   future.    
 

 
Figure   1:   Number   of   Mar�n   County   Residents   Employed  
2010-2019 38  
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Figure   2:   Household   Income   in   Mar�n   County,   Kentucky.   Data   from   Census   FactFinder   2013-2017   Es�mates.   
 

 
 

Water   Burden   in   Martin   County  
In   gran�ng   the   second   rate   increase   of   2018,   the  
PSC   ar�culated   its   charge   saying   that   it   “is  
statutorily   authorized   to   foster   safe   and   reliable  
service   at   a   reasonable   price,   while   also   providing  
for   the   financial   stability   of   the   u�lity   by   se�ng   a  
fair   and   just   rate   to   support   its   opera�ons.” 39   
 
What   cons�tutes   a   reasonable   price  
cannot   be   determined   without   an  
understanding   of   whether   the   price  
is   affordable   for   the   district’s  
customers. 40  
 

This   report   presents   an   affordability   analysis   of  
water   rates   for   different   income   levels   in   Mar�n  
County.    We   designed   this   affordability   analysis  
based   on   the   work   of   Roger   Colton,   who   has   done  
similar   analyses   in   Bal�more 41    and   Southeast  
Michigan. 42   
 
In   this   Report,   whether   or   not   water   is   affordable   is  
determined   by   each   household’s   “water   burden,”   or  
the   percent   of   a   household’s   income   spent   on   its  
water   bill.   The   EPA   considers   a   drinking   water  
burden   of   2.5%   or   above   to   be   unaffordable. 43    This  
Report   adopts   the   EPA   standard   for   determining  
affordability.   
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Based   on   this   Report’s  
analysis,    water   is   currently  
unaffordable   for   over   45.8%  
of   Mar�n   County  
households.   
 
This   Report   presents   the   water   burden   for   Mar�n  
County   households   in   ten   income   brackets.    It  
compares   income   levels   to   the   typical   household  

bill   of   $54.37   for   4,000   gallons   of   water   per  
month. 44    Table   1   below   shows   the   water   burden   at  
the   current   rate   for   the   ten   income   ranges  
reported,   using   a   typical   water   bill.   Water   burdens  
in   excess   of   the   2.5%   standard   used   for  
affordability   are   in   red.   This   analysis   shows   that  
approximately   1,977   households   in   Mar�n   County  
(45.8%   of   households)   have   an   unaffordable   water  
bill.   At   the   current   rates,   only   households   with  
incomes   at   $26,100   or   higher   have   affordable  
water   bills,   or   water   burdens   less   than   or   equal   to  
2.5%. 45  

 

Income   Level  
%   of  
Households   at  
Income   level  

Current   Rate  

Less   than  
$10,000  18.10%  6.53%   -   >6.53%  

$10,000   to  
$14,999  6.70%  4.35%   -   6.52%  

$15,000   to  
$24,999  21.00%  2.61%   -   4.35%  

$25,000   to  
$34,999  7.90%  1.86%   -    2.61%  

$35,000   to  
$49,999  17.90%  1.30%   -   1.86%  

$50,000   to  
$74,999  14.90%  0.87%   -   1.30%  

$75,000   to  
$99,999  8.20%  0.65%   -   0.87%  

$100,000   to  
$149,999  3.90%  0.43%   -   0.65%  

$150,000   to  
$199,999  1.30%  0.33%   -   0.43%  

$200,000   or  
more  0.00%  <0.33%   -   0.33%  

Table   1:   Water   Burden   in   Mar�n   County,   KY   at   Current  
Water   Rates 46  
 
For   18.1%   of   Mar�n   County   households   with  
incomes   below   $10,000   per   year,   the   water   burden  
is   much   higher   than   the   EPA   threshold   for  
affordability.   Households   making   just   under  
$10,000   per   year   pay   6.24%   of   their   annual   income  
for   their   water   bills,   more   than   two   �mes   higher  
than   the   2.5%   affordable   water   burden.  

 
For   many   of   the   county’s   1,229   SSI   recipients,  
water   is   even   more   unaffordable.   If   we   assume   that  
a   disabled   SSI   recipient   lives   alone,   is   a   typical  
customer   using   4,000   gallons   a   month,   and  
receives   the   average   SSI   payment   of   $681.90   per  
month, 47    they   would   spend   7.97%   of   their   income  
on   water   -   over   three   �mes   the   affordable   burden.  
If   this   customer   received   a   minimum   water   bill  
(currently   set   at   2,000   gallons   for   $37.51),   they  
would   pay   5.5%   of   their   monthly   income   on   water,  
more   than   twice   the   affordable   burden.   
 

16%   of   household  
water   meters   in   Mar�n  
County   were  
disconnected   between  
July   2018-June   2019.  

 
The   district’s   water   disconnec�on   ac�vi�es   also  
demonstrate   the   unaffordability   of   current   rates.   
From   July   2018   to   June   2019,   the   district  
disconnected   511   meters   and   reconnected   394. 48  
That   is   a   shutoff   rate   of   16%. 49     In   comparison,   the  
average   large   water   u�lity   na�onwide  
disconnected   only   5%   of   its   residen�al   customers  
in   2015. 50     Further,   the   district   reports   that   it   sent  
300   disconnect   no�ces   in   July   2019. 51  
Disconnec�ons   further   exacerbate   the   problem   of  
affordability,   as   customers   are   required   to   pay   a  
$40   disconnect   fee   and   an   addi�onal   $40   fee   to  
reinstate   their   service. 52  
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Case   Study:   Timmy  
Smith  

Timmy   Smith,   54   years   old,   lives   in   the   house   he  
grew   up   in,   nestled   on   the   eastern   Kentucky  
hillside   up   a   steep   gravel   driveway.   He   sits   on   a  
bench   out   on   his   back   porch,   with   his   mother’s  
wind   chimes   that   line   the   porch   ringing   in   the   wind,  
and   remembers   the   games   he   grew   up   playing   in  
the   woods   around   his   house.   His   playground  
included   two   coal   mines   and   a   coal   prepara�on  
plant   next   door,   about   500   feet   from   his   home,  
owned   by   local   operators   and   Massey   Coal  
Company.   It   operated   from   1965   to   1995.   His  
father   dug   coal   underground   at   the   mine   for   23  
years.  
 
Timmy   remembers   the   �me   in   the   late   70s,   when  
his   family’s   well,   and   all   of   his   neighbors’   wells  
went   dry.   The   families   all   lost   their   wells   in   the  
same   a�ernoon,   and   it   was   clear   to   all   that   it   was  
because   of   the   mining   on   the   nearby   ridge.   None  
of   them   were   compensated   for   their   loss,   but  
instead   were   hooked   up   immediately   to   the  
county’s   water   system,   the   county’s   preferred   way  
of   dealing   with   wells   sunk   due   to   mining.   
 
While   the   mines   are   long   gone   and   the   prep   plant  
has   been   closed   since   1995,   Timmy   and   his   family  
s�ll   suffer   from   the   consequences   of   the   mining   so  
close   to   their   home.   The   founda�on   of   his   house   is  
unstable   and   his   favorite   fishing   spots   have   not  
been   fishable   since   the   2000   coal   slurry   spill.  

 
Timmy   is   disabled   and   relies   on   the   $771   monthly  
income   he   receives   through   social   security.   He  
currently   struggles   to   cover   his   expenses   with   this  
amount,   and   is   terrified   of   another   water   rate  
increase.  
 
Expenses  Cost  

Water  $38.51  

Electricity  $120.00  

Garbage   Pickup  $14.95  

Phone   bill  $57.00  

Burial   Insurance  $19.00  

911   &   Fire   tax  $8.75  

Groceries  $367.79  

Personal   Hygiene  $20.00  

Transporta�on  $40.00  

Money   orders,   payment   fees,   postage  $10.00  

Home   repairs/maintenance/cleaning  
supplies:  $75.00  

Total   Monthly   Expenses   $771.00  

Table   2:   Case   Study   Monthly   Expenses,   SSI   Recipient  
 
As   all   of   Timmy’s   income   is   allocated   to   monthly  
expenses,   he   has   no   extra   spending   money   and  
very   li�le   wiggle   room   for   unexpected   or   addi�onal  
expenses.   Another   rate   increase   would   mean   hard  
choices   for   Timmy   -   choices   that   include   whether  
to   pay   his   water   bill   or   buy   groceries   or   medicine.  
Timmy   cannot   afford   another   rate   increase,   but   he  
also   cannot   afford   to   go   without   running   water.   If   it  
were   up   to   Timmy,   he   would   s�ll   be   using   his   well  
water   -   water   he   remembers   as   some   of   the   best  
he   has   ever   had.   
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Another   Rate   Increase?  

The   Mar�n   District   faces   a   major  
dilemma.   The   district   currently   does  
not   have   the   revenue   needed   to   pay  
a   management   company,   and   the  
poten�al   addi�onal   $3.16   surcharge  
is   likely   not   enough   to   pay   the  
contract   costs. 53   
 
At   this   point,   no   one   knows   what   level   of   rate  
increase   will   be   needed   if   the   district   follows   the  
PSC’s   order   and   signs   a   contract   with   the   sole  
company   that   submi�ed   a   bid   to   take   over   daily  
opera�ons. 54    However,   if   that   happens,   a   third  
increase   is   inevitable.   
 
Yet,   customers   are   already   struggling   to   pay   for  
water   a�er   the   2018   rate   increases.   Faced   with   the  
possibility   of   another   impending   rate   increase,   a  
number   of   the   Mar�n   District’s   current   customers  
have   wri�en   to   the   PSC   expressing   their  
frustra�ons.   
 
Customer   Kim   C.   explains   the   difficulty   of   paying  
current   water   bills   and   the   added   hardship   that   a  
rate   increase   would   bring   with   it:  
 

I   live   in   Inez,   KY...and   [am]   on   a   fixed   income,  
I   barely   make   it   from   month   to   month   now.  
If   it   wasn’t   for   RAMP 55    or   other   places   giving  
out   food   and   some�mes   water,   I   and   others  
in   this   county   would   not   make   it.    So   if   our  
water   bills   go   up,   I   like   many   would   have   to  
have   it   disconnected   because   I   could   not  
afford   it.   If   this   county   keeps   raising   rates,  
fees   and   taxes,   I   will   have   to   move   out   of  
the   county   I   love   and   was   raised   in. 56  

 
Ruth   Crum,   another   customer,   expresses   a   similar  
sen�ment:  
 

Our   bills   are   already   around   $81.00   or  
higher   a   month.   We   are   on   Social   Security,  
we   can’t   afford   higher   water   bills...Our  
income   doesn’t   go   up.   Most   people   in   the  
county   are   on   a   fixed   income.   If   they   raise  

our   water   bill,   we   will   disconnect   our   city  
water. 57   

 
While   the   addi�onal   revenue   required   to   meet  
contract   nego�a�ons   with   a   private   management  
company   is   as   of   yet   unknown,   the   water   burden  
for   various   levels   of   possible   rate   increases   for   a  
typical   household   are   demonstrated   in   Table   3   on  
the   following   page.   Again,   water   burdens   above  
2.5%,   which   are   considered   unaffordable,   are  
shown   in   red.   
 

 
 
The   Teamsters   delivering   donated   bo�led   water   to  
Mar�n   County.   Photo   by   author,   April   7,   2019.   
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Income   Level  

%   of  
House 
holds   

Current  
Rate  

$3.16  
Surcharge  

25%   or  
$12.55  
Increase  

30%   or  
$15.05  
Increase  

40%   or  
$21.75  
Increase  

50%   or  
$27.19  
Increase  

75%   or  
$37.64  
Increase   

100%   or  
$50.18  
Increase  

Less   than  
$10,000  

18.10 
%  ≥6.53%  ≥6.90%  ≥8.16%  ≥8.48%  ≥9.14%  ≥9.79%  ≥11.42%  ≥13.05%  

$10,000   to  
$14,999  6.70%  

4.35%   -  
6.52%  

4.60%   -  
6.90%  

5.44%   -  
8.16%  

5.65%   -  
8.48%  

6.09%   -  
9.13%  

6.52%   -  
9.79%  

7.61%   -  
11.42%  

8.70%   -  
13.05%  

$15,000   to  
$24,999  

21.00 
%  

2.61%   -  
4.35%  

2.76%   -  
4.60%  

3.26%   -  
5.44%  

3.39%   -  
5.65%  

3.65%   -  
6.09%  

3.91%   -  
6.52%  

4.57%   -  
7.61%  

5.22%   -  
8.70%  

$25,000   to  
$34,999  7.90%  

1.86%   -  
2.61%  

1.97%   -  
2.76%  

2.33%   -  
3.26%  

2.42%   -  
3.39%  

2.61%   -  
3.65%  

2.80%   -  
3.91%  

3.26%   -  
4.57%  

3.73%   -  
5.22%  

$35,000   to  
$49,999  

17.90 
%  

1.30%   -  
1.86%  

1.38%   -  
1.97%  

1.63%   -  
2.33%  

1.70%   -  
2.42%  

1.83%   -  
2.61%  

1.96%   -  
2.80%  

2.28%   -  
3.26%  

2.61%   -  
3.73%  

$50,000   to  
$74,999  

14.90 
%  

0.87%   -  
1.30%  

0.92%   -  
1.38%  

1.09%   -  
1.63%  

1.13%   -  
1.70%  

1.22%   -  
1.83%  

1.30%   -  
1.96%  

1.52%   -  
2.28%  

1.74%   -  
2.61%  

$75,000   to  
$99,999  8.20%  

0.65%   -  
0.87%  

0.69%   -  
0.92%  

0.82%   -  
1.09%  

0.85%   -  
1.13%  

0.91%   -  
1.22%  

0.98%   -  
1.30%  

1.14%   -  
1.52%  

1.30%   -  
1.74%  

$100,000   to  
$149,999  3.90%  

0.43%   -  
0.65%  

0.46%   -  
0.69%  

0.54%   -  
0.82%  

0.57%   -  
0.85%  

0.61%   -  
0.91%  

0.65%   -  
0.98%  

0.76%   -  
1.14%  

0.87%   -  
1.30%  

$150,000   to  
$199,999  1.30%  

0.33%   -  
0.43%  

0.35%   -  
0.46%  

0.41%   -  
0.54%  

0.42%   -  
0.57%  

0.46%   -  
0.61%  

0.49%   -  
0.65%  

0.57%   -  
0.76%  

0.65%   -  
0.87%  

$200,000   or  
more  0.00%  ≤0.33%  ≤0.35%  ≤0.41%  ≤0.42%  ≤0.46%  ≤0.49%  ≤0.57%  ≤0.65%  

Percent   of  
Households  
with  
Unaffordable  
Water   Bills   >45.80%  >45.80%  >45.80%  >45.80%  >53.70%  >53.70%  >53.70%  >71.60%  
 
Table   3:   Water   Burden   in   Mar�n   County   for   Various   Rate   Increases  
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Figure   3:   Water   Burden   in   Mar�n   County,   Kentucky  
 
As   demonstrated   in   Figure   3,   any   rate  
increase   would   affect   low   income  
residents   the   most.   
 
A   household   with   an   income   greater   than   $52,195  
will   have   an   affordable   water   bill   even   if   rates  
increased   by   100%.   For   families   with   household  
incomes   below   $15,000   (24.8%   of   the   popula�on)  
even   a   25%   increase   would   result   in   a   water  
burden   that   is   over   twice   the   affordability   standard.  
This   translates   into   real   hardship   for   low-income  
residents   in   Mar�n   County,   who   do   not   have   extra  
funds   to   allocate   toward   addi�onal   rate   increases.   
 
Figure   4   demonstrates   the   percentage   of  
households   in   Mar�n   County   with   unaffordable  
water   bills   at   the   current   rate   and   at   various   levels  
of   rate   increases   (where   water   burden   is   greater  
than   2.5%).   
 

 
Figure   4:   Unaffordable   Household   Water   Bills   in   Mar�n  
County,   Kentucky   
 
The   high   water   burden   already   faced   by  
over   45.8%   of   Mar�n   County   residents,   as  
well   as   the   downward   trajectory   of   the  
economy   in   Mar�n   County,   demonstrate  
that   Mar�n   County   residents   simply  
cannot   afford   another   rate   increase.   
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How   Martin   County   stats   compare   to   other  
rates   in   the   state   
 
Based   on   the   cost   of   a   typical   household   water   bill  
using   4,000   gallons,   out   of   the   141   districts,  
associa�ons,   and   privately   owned   water   companies  
regulated   by   the   PSC,   Mar�n   County   currently   has  
the   eighth   highest   water   bill   in   Kentucky. 58   
 

If   a   $10   rate   increase  
were   to   go   into   effect,  
Martin   County’s  
average   household   bill  
would   become   the  
highest   in   the   state ,    for  
water   that   many  
residents   feel   is   unsafe  
to   consume.   
 
If   average   bill   is   calculated   by   county   (in   coun�es  
with   mul�ple   water   districts,   each   district’s   water  
bill   was   averaged),   Mar�n   County   has   the   third  
highest   average   water   bill   at   $54.37,   for   water  
districts   regulated   by   the   PSC.   The   county   with   the  
lowest   water   bill,   $21.09,   is   Edmonson   County. 59   
 
Mar�n   County’s   average   monthly   water  
bill   is   63.4%   higher   than   in   Edmonson  
County,   the   Kentucky   county   with   the  
lowest   water   bill.     See   Figure   5   for   a   map   of  
average   water   bills   by   county.   
 
To   compare   water   burden   across   Kentucky,   water  
burden   was   calculated   for   each   county   using  
average   water   bill   and   median   income. 60    See   Figure  
6   for   a   map   of   water   burden   for   each   Kentucky  
county   with   data   reported.   Breathi�   County   has  
the   highest   water   burden   at   2.7%,   and   Mar�n  
County   has   the   second   highest   at   2.4%.   Oldham  
County   has   the   lowest   water   burden   at   0.37%.   

 
Water   customers   in   Mar�n   County   are  
spending   75%   more   of   their   income   on  
water   bills   than   in   Oldham   County.   
 

 Water   District  

Current   Price  
for   4000  
gallons  

1  Caldwell   County   Water   District  $64.29  

2  
Ra�lesnake   Ridge   Water  
District  $62.52  

3  
Southern   Water   &   Sewer  
District  $58.82  

4  Corinth   Water   District  $58.81  

5  Breathi�   County   Water   District  $58.19  

6  Judy   Water   Associa�on   Inc.  $56.78  

7  
Cri�enden-Livingston   County  
Water   District  $56.03  

8  Mar�n   County   Water   District  $54.37  

9  West   Carroll   Water   District  $51.77  

10  
Western   Mason   County   Water  
District  $51.40  

11  
Eastern   Rockcastle   Water  
Associa�on  $51.34  

12  Sandy   Hook   Water   District  $50.95  

13  
Letcher   County   Water   and  
Sewer   District  $50.00  

14  North   Marshall   Water   District  $50.00  

15  Bracken   County   Water   District  $49.11  

16  Parksville   Water   District  $48.65  

17  Cannonsburg   Water   District  $48.41  

18  Peaks   Mill   Water   District  $48.02  

19  Todd   County   Water   District  $48.00  

20  
East   Clark   County   Water  
District  $47.94  

Table   4:   Twenty   Highest   Water   Bills   in   Kentucky  
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Figure   5:   Average   Monthly   Water   Bill   by   Kentucky   County.   
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Figure   6:   Average   Monthly   Water   Bill   by   Kentucky   County.  

 
Conclusion  
 
As   demonstrated   above,   Mar�n   County’s   water  
safety   and   water   quan�ty   crises   have   now  
translated   into   a   water   affordability   crisis   that  
threatens   the   financial   well-being   of   this   already  
economically   stressed   region.   Clearly,   the   Mar�n  
County   Water   District   cannot   provide   the   quality  
and   quan�ty   of   water   to   which   ci�zens   have   a  
right   without   addi�onal   resources   for  
desperately   needed   improvements   in   capital,  
management,   and   opera�ons.   However,   water   is  
already   unaffordable   for   many   residents   of  
Mar�n   County,   and   addi�onal   rate   increases   will  
be   unaffordable   for   the   majority   of   the   county’s  
residents.   Resolving   this   dilemma   requires   that  
the   PSC   and   the   Mar�n   District   consider   ways   of  
mee�ng   the   district’s   revenue   requirements   that  
do   not   rely   exclusively   on   residen�al   rate  

increases.   Simply   put,   l ocal   families   cannot   afford  
to   pay   the   full   cost   of   water   system  
improvements.     Further,   it   is   unfair   to   burden  
residents   with   costs   that   result   from   years   of  
unchecked   neglect   and   mismanagement,  
par�cularly   as   residents   are   suffering   the   health  
and   financial   consequences   of   decades   of   unsafe  
drinking   water.  
 
Immediate   ac�on   is   required   to   address  
the   current   water   affordability   crisis,   to  
mi�gate   concerns   about   drinking   water  
quality,   and   to   avoid   a   deeper   long-term  
water   affordability   crisis.   While   offering  
defini�ve   solu�ons   is   outside   of   the  
scope   of   this   report,   we   would   like   to  
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conclude   with   several   sugges�ons   for  
alterna�ve   courses   of   ac�on   that  
warrant   further   study.  
 
First   and   most   importantly ,   Mar�n   District  
customers   cannot   afford   another   rate   increase.   If  
the   contract   with   Alliance   Water   Resources  
requires   an   addi�onal   rate   increase,   it   should   not  
be   entered.   Rather   than   hire   a   management  
company   to   take   over   the   district’s   daily  
opera�ons,   the   district   should   hire   a   qualified  
general   manager. 61   
 
Second,    all   federal   grant   funding   should   be  
directed   toward   the   most   immediate   needs   of  
the   water   district   -   including   fixing   service   and  
main   water   lines.   While   $7.23   million   in   federal  
funding   for   Mar�n   County   was   recently  
announced, 62    most   of   that   funding   is   being  
misdirected   toward   projects   that   do   not   serve  
the   majority   of   residents   in   Mar�n   County. 63   
 
At   a   recent   Mar�n   County   Concerned   Ci�zens  
mee�ng   on   September   12,   2019,   residents  
expressed   their   dissa�sfac�on   with   more   federal  
funding   going   to   a   mostly   empty   industrial   park  
in   the   county,   and   advocated   instead   for   the  
money   to   be   used   to   fix   water   lines.   Fixing   water  
lines   will   address   the   Mar�n   District’s   water   loss  
rate   that   contributes   to   higher   costs   of   service   as  
well   as   water   quality   issues.   
 

 
Mar�n   County   Concerned   Ci�zens   Mee�ng,  
September   12,   2019.   Photo   by   Roger   Smith,   The  
Mountain   Ci�zen  
 

Third ,   we   urge   the   state   legislature   to  
appropriate   funds   for   rebuilding   Mar�n   County’s  
water   infrastructure   in   the   2020   budget.  
 
Fourth ,   protec�ons   need   to   be   put   in   place   to  
protect   the   county’s   most   vulnerable   residents.  
All   such   programs   should   be   designed   with   input  
from   county   residents   and   address   the   par�cular  
issues   facing   the   district   and   the   county.  
Examples   of   such   customer   protec�on   programs  
could   include   (1)   policies   and   procedures   to  
protect   seniors,   those   with   serious   medical  
condi�ons,   and   those   with   young   children   from  
water   shut   offs; 64    (2)   development   and   funding   of  
a   Customer   Assistance   Program   that   could  
provide   a   lifeline   for   customers   facing  
disconnec�on   and   could   help   customers   pay   for  
meter   replacements.;   and   (3)   development   of   a  
senior   discount   program.   
 
Fi�h ,   we   urge   the   district   and   the   PSC   to   explore  
alterna�ve   rate   structures   that   could   alleviate   the  
burden   of   high   water   bills   for   its   most   vulnerable  
customers.   For   example,   it   may   be   prudent   to  
explore   lowering   or   elimina�ng   the   minimum  
usage 65    and   lowering   the   base   rate   accordingly. 66  
Or,   it   may   be   prudent   to   consider   adjus�ng   rates  
for   the   district’s   commercial   and   industrial  
customers.   
 
Sixth,    the   PSC   must   consider   affordability   when  
se�ng   public   u�lity   rates.    Under   Kentucky   law,  
the   water   district   must   provide   “adequate,  
efficient,   and   reasonable   service”   at   “fair,   just,  
and   reasonable   rates."   We   believe   that   for   a   rate  
to   be   considered   "reasonable,"   it   must   be  
affordable   for   ratepayers   in   the   district.   
 
Mar�n   County   Concerned   Ci�zens   and   the  
Appalachian   Ci�zens   Law   Center   remain  
commi�ed   to   working   with   the   Public   Service  
Commission,   the   Mar�n   County   Water   District,  
and   Mar�n   County   residents   to   advocate   for   and  
realize   Mar�n   County   residents’   right   to   clean  
and   affordable   drinking   water.  
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Order   of   November   5,   2018.   Public   Service   Commission,   Case   2018-00017,   Order   entered   November   5,   2018:   14.  
h�ps://psc.ky.gov/pscscf/2018%20Cases/2018-00017//20181105_PSC_ORDER.pdf .  
50    Food   &   Water   Watch,   “America’s   Secret   Water   Crisis:   Na�onal   Survey   Reveals   Water   Affordability   Emergency  
Affec�ng   Millions,”   Oct.   2018,   at   4-5,   at  
h�ps://www.dropbox.com/s/0jkirqs1axmm7y0/rpt_1810_watershutoffs-web2.pdf?dl=0 .   
51    For   evidence   of   the   district’s   increased   disconnec�on   ac�vity,   see   MCWD’s   pending   disconnects   reports   for   July   and  
August   2019,   at  
h�ps://www.dropbox.com/s/r2yzbr25c3bc96a/2019%20Jul-Aug%20Disconnect%20reports%20provided%202019- 
09-10.pdf?dl=0.  
52    Public   Service   Commission,   Mar�n   County   Tariff:   11.  
h�ps://www.psc.ky.gov/tariffs/Water/Districts,%20Associa�ons,%20%26%20Privately%20Owned/Mar�n%20Count 
y%20Water%20District/Tariff.pdf .  
53    Even   a�er   the   two   rate   increases   in   2018,   it   is   clear   that   the   district   cannot   pay   the   management   company   using   its  
current   revenue.   The   $3.16   per   customer   per   month   surcharge   that   will   go   into   effect   when   the   contract   with   the  
management   company   is   accepted   will   generate   between   $120,000   and   $125,000   per   year   in   addi�onal   revenue.That  
amount   will   be   insufficient   to   pay   the   contract   costs   of   having   a   private,   for-profit   management   company   take   over  
opera�ons   of   the   district.    When   it   became   apparent   that   the   addi�onal   revenue   needed   to   hire   Alliance   Water  
Resources   would   result   in   a   substan�al   rate   increase,   MCCC   proposed   allowing   the   district   to   use   the   $3.16  
Management   &   Infrastructure   to   fund   a   full-�me   qualified,   experienced   general   manager,   which   the   district   currently  
does   not   have.   See  
h�ps://psc.ky.gov/pscecf/2018-00017/mary%40appalachianlawcenter.org/06042019113341/2019-05-31_ltr_boar 
d_re_GM.pdf.  
54    Mar�n   County   Water   District,   “No�ce   of   Filing   Informa�on,”   Correspondence   to   Public   Service   Commission,   June   3,  
2019.  
h�ps://psc.ky.gov/pscecf/2018-00017/cumbolaw%40cumbolaw.com/06032019115625/06.03.19_Filed_REDACTE 
D_NOF_evalua�on_of_Alliance_proposal.pdf .   
The   one   bid   was   submi�ed   by   Alliance   Water   Resources   of   Missouri.   See    h�ps://alliancewater.com .   
55    RAMP   is   a   nonprofit   that   provides   free   food   to   many   residents   of   Mar�n   County.   See    h�p://www.rampamerica.org .   
56    Kim   C.,   Public   Comment   PSC   Case   2018-00017,   June   13,   2019,   Accessed   August   21,   2019.  
h�ps://psc.ky.gov/pscscf/2018%20cases/2018-00017/Public%20Comments//20190613_Kim%20C.%20Public%20 
Comment.pdf .   
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https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-1998-08-06/pdf/98-21032.pdf
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https://psc.ky.gov/pscscf/2018%20Cases/2018-00017//20181105_PSC_ORDER.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/ssi_asr/2017/sect03.pdf
https://www.dropbox.com/s/a2m0hs3pv7pysn6/July%202018%20-%20Jun%202019%20disconnects.pdf?dl=0
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https://www.psc.ky.gov/tariffs/Water/Districts,%20Associations,%20%26%20Privately%20Owned/Martin%20County%20Water%20District/Tariff.pdf
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https://psc.ky.gov/pscecf/2018-00017/cumbolaw%40cumbolaw.com/06032019115625/06.03.19_Filed_REDACTED_NOF_evaluation_of_Alliance_proposal.pdf
https://alliancewater.com/
http://www.rampamerica.org/
https://psc.ky.gov/pscscf/2018%20cases/2018-00017/Public%20Comments//20190613_Kim%20C.%20Public%20Comment.pdf
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57    Ruth   Crum,   Public   Comment   PSC   Case   2018-00017,   June   17,   2019,   Accessed   August   21,   2019.  
h�ps://psc.ky.gov/pscscf/2018%20cases/2018-00017/Public%20Comments//20190617_Ruth%20Crum%20Public 
%20Comment.pdf .  
58    PSC,   “Districts,   Associa�ons   &   Privately   Owned   Water   U�li�es   Tariffs   Library,”   Accessed   August   21,   2019.  
h�ps://www.psc.ky.gov/Home/Library?type=Tariffs .  
To   determine   the   cost   of   a   4,000   gallon/month   water   bill,   each   water   district’s   tariff   was   reviewed   and   the   stated   rates  
were   used   to   calculate   the   cost   of   a   4000   gallon   bill   for   each   district.  
59     In   coun�es   with   more   than   one   water   district   the   average   monthly   water   bill   was   calculated   by   finding   the   mean  
reported   price   for   4,000   gallons   of   water   from   each   individual   water   district   represented   in   that   county.   
 
60     Water   burden   for   each   county   was   calculated   using   median   household   income   by   county   and   the   average   annual  
water   bill.   Median   household   income   was   divided   by   average   annual   water   bill   to   find   the   percentage   of   their   median  
household   income   which   a   resident   may   expect   to   pay   on   water   based   on   the   county   they   live   in.   
 
61    For   a   more   detailed   explana�on   of   Mar�n   County   Concerned   Ci�zens’   posi�on,   see  
h�ps://psc.ky.gov/pscecf/2018-00017/mary%40appalachianlawcenter.org/06042019113341/2019-05-31_ltr_boar 
d_re_GM.pdf.  
62 Rogers,   Hal,   “ Gov.   Bevin,   Congressman   Rogers   Announce   $7.23   Million   in   Grants   to   Address   Water   Issues,   Economic  
Development   in   Mar�n   County ,”   Press   release,   September   5,   2019.  
h�ps://halrogers.house.gov/press-releases?ID=6EE0A8EA-3F6D-41B6-9E03-9311A58FD870 .  
63    McCoy,   Nina,   “Corporate   welfare   leads   to   widespread   injus�ce   in   Mar�n   County,   over   and   over   again,”   Lexington  
Herald,   September   13,   2019.     h�ps://www.kentucky.com/opinion/op-ed/ar�cle235027732.html .  
64    The   district   currently   has   a   policy   of   gran�ng   a   30-day   extension   on   termina�on   if   the   customer   presents   a   medical  
cer�ficate.   Mar�n   County   Water   District   Tariff:   32.  
h�ps://www.psc.ky.gov/tariffs/Water/Districts,%20Associa�ons,%20%26%20Privately%20Owned/Mar�n%20Count 
y%20Water%20District/Tariff.pdf .   
65    Minimum   usage   under   the   current   tariff   is   based   on   the   first   2000   gallons   used   per   month.   Mar�n   County   Water  
District   Tariff:   8.  
h�ps://www.psc.ky.gov/tariffs/Water/Districts,%20Associa�ons,%20%26%20Privately%20Owned/Mar�n%20Count 
y%20Water%20District/Tariff.pdf .  
66    According   to   the   American   Community   Survey,   of   Mar�n   County’s   es�mated   4316   households,   1233   are   1-person  
households.   U.S.   Census   Bureau,   2013-17   American   Community   Survey   5-Year   Es�mates,   Occupancy   Characteris�cs,  
available   at    productview.xhtml ,   last   visited   September   25,   2019.   It   is   reasonable   to   assume   that   many   within   that  
28.5%   use   less   than   2,000   gallon   per   customer   minimum   and   could   benefit   from   a   rate   structure   that   did   not   have   a  
2,000   gallon   minimum.   
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