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EXECUTIVEBUMMARY

The Office of Inspector Gener@IG) for the City of New Orleaognducted an
SOLtdz GAZ2Yy 2F GKS {S6SNIFIAS I y2RNI2GHGGKSNI . 2 | NR
' {1 A X Dbillidg&iépute resolution process.

In October 2016the S&WB switched from its interrwl created customer
accounts program to a customer service management softwaevided by
Cogsdale CorpBy April 2017the agency had discovered a large number of billing
errors, primarily through numerous customeomplaints Specifically, customers
complained bills were several times higher than thgseviously invoiced
received multiple bills for the sam&me period, or had not received bills for
several months. At the November 2017 S&WB Board of Directorgimgeéhe
Interim Executive Director reported a backlog of approximately 5,800 accounts
with open billing investigations.

¢CKS {92.Qa oAffAYy3d RAALMzIS NBaz2ftdziaAzy LINROSa
meter reading, and a leak investigation. The S&Wied the findings of the leak

investigation to customers with the proposed amount of the adjustment, if any.

However, the utility recognized the right of customers to bring their disputes

before an administrative hearing officer for further consideratio

¢KS LlzN1J22asS 2F (GKAa LINR2SOG ¢l a (42 SEIYAYyS
customer billing disputes. In the course of the evaluation, the OIG sought to

determine whether the process used to resolve disputes was systematic and fair

to both customers ad the S&WB, evaluate whether the S&WB used the dispute

process to find theoot cause of billing errors, and provide descriptive statistics

related to the number and monetary amounts of billing disputes.

Ultimately, the OlGconcluded the process used tesolve disputes was not
systematic and fair, and it did not balance the rights of individual customers to
have accurate bills with the rights of citizens to have a financially stable uftigy.
OIG discovered the S&WPBrogram management did not use infoation
collected in the dispute process to inform executive management for appropriate

1 Cogsdale Corp. provides Commercially Off The Shelf (COTS) software and information systems to
government agencies and utilities, including software for billing and customer seiSex.
https://www.cogsdale.com/ciautility-billing.

-

-


https://www.cogsdale.com/cis-utility-billing

operational decisionsBecause of problems with S&WB customer data, the OIG
was unable to perform much of th@annedanalysis on billing disputes.

Rather, theevaluatbn focused on th&s&WR2 grocess to resolve billing disputes
and did not seek to determine thenderlyingcause of billing issues at the S&WB.
Further, the evaluation was limited to S&WB custoraecounts that filed billing
disputes between October 2016 and October 2018, with an emphasis on billing
disputes resolved after an administrative hearirifvaluators reviewedustomer
account information, bilhghistories, S&WB communications with custers, and
documents associated with administrative hearings and adjustments.

The evaluation includes the following major findings:

1 The S&WB improperly donated public funds by adjusting customer water
bills when there was no fault on the part of the aggnd@ hese actionsiere
contrary to constitutional provisions, jurisprudence, and secondary
opinions

1 The S&WBcustomer service representatives scheduled rehearings for
billing disputes that did not meet the requirements specified in the
LouisianaAdministrative Procedure Act

1 The utility lacked sufficient data management and document retention
practices to provide accurate information about billing disputes. As a
result, management did not effectively monitor and evaluate the
Administrative Hearingrogram and related bill adjustments in
accordance with utility best practices. Furthermore, agency leadership
was unaware of the extent of the bill adjustments gratential
violations of state records laws.

Based on these findings, the OIG made theofuilhg recommendations to the
Sewerage and Water Board

1 The S&WB should ensure its policies and procedures for bill adjustments
comply with the LouisianaConstitution, are limited to those criteria
specified by law, and are applied consistently tradsparently to increase
public trust and good will toward the agency.

1 The S&WB should design and control the process for scheduling hearings
to ensurerehearings comply with the criteria set forth by the Louisiana
Administrative Procedure Act.




1 The S&WB lould develop and implement a strategic pldor data
managementto help the Utility identify needs related to data collection
and control, data retention and retrieval processakng withsystemand
data storagecapabilities The agency should use tim$ormation to create
an internal process to accurately and efficiently report and maintain
aggregate data on administrative hearings and bill adjustmentsUTihity
should also use the information to proactively monitor and evaluate their
process, revie adjustment policies, and perform continuous
improvement.

The implementation of these recommendations wilballthe S&WB to ensure a

fair resolution to billing disputeg KAt S (GKS {g2. RAR y20 |3INBS gAl
opinion that their process for schating and accepting requests for rehearings

was contrary to the guidelines identified in the Louisiana Administrative

Procedure Act, the OIG is encouraged to note they have partially accepted the

recommendation for changes and have, in fact, already beégumplement the

recommendation. Further, the adoption of policies for the retention and use of

hearingrelated data will help theUtility better evaluate its systems, avoid

potential donations of public funds, and continuously improve its process.




I. OBJECTIVESCOPEANDMETHOBD

The Office of Inspector General of the City of New Orleddi€) conducted a
evaluationof the{ g 2 .bilkdg disputeresolutionprocess

A
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customer billing disputes. In the course of the evaluation, the OIG sought to

determine whether the process used to resolve disputes was systematic and fair

to both customers andhe S&WB and whether the S&WB used the dispute

resolutionprocess tdind the underlyingcause of billing errotsThe project also

soughtto provide descriptive statistics related to the number and monetary

amounts of billing disputes.

This evaluationfocused onthe process used by the S&WB to resolve billing
disputesand did not seek to determine the cause of billing issues at the S&WB.
Further, the evaluation was limited to S&WB customer accounts that filed billing
disputesbetween October 2016 anddidber 2018 with an emphasis on billing
disputes resolved after an administrative heariAithough the OIG reviewed and
analyzed some documents that extended beyond this period, only documents for
accounts that filed disputes within this period were ®wved. These documents
included customer account information, Inildy histories, S&WB communications
with customers, and documents associated with administrative hearings and
adjustments.

Pursuant to Code of the City of New Orle&estions 21120(12) and20)and La.
R.S. 33:9613, evaluatorsterviewed S&WB employees in customer service, bill
adjustmentsandthe legaldepartment as well asdministrative hearing officers.
BEvaluators obtainedcopies ofinternal S&WB policies related to bill and leak
adjustments, document retentionrequirements and administrative hearing
proceduresSpecifically, evaluatsmreviewed judgment forms, adjustment letters,
bill histories, and other communications with customéfsaluators also reviewed
laws and secondary soees including the buisianaConstitution, theLouisiana
Revised Statutesrelevant prisprudence, andLouisiana Attorney General
opinions.

S&WB employees cooperated with and assisd@ evaluators in the preparation
of this report.




Thisevaluationwas performed in accordance withe Principles and Standards
for Offices of Inspector General for Inspections, Evaluations, and Reviews.

2 3420ALGA2y 2F LyallSOi2NBE DSYySNIts avdzd tAade {dFyREFENRAE

08 hT¥TFAOSaA 2F L y & LISRidn@ands forDfigeS i Ihspector Gerfedaly OA LI S a
(New York: Association of Inspectors General, 2014).
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[I. INTRODUCTION

The Office of Inspector GeneréDIG)conducted @S & f dzZl GA2y 2F GKS {92 .
billing dispute resolutin process

In October 2016, the S&WB switched from its intelynatreated customer
accounts program to Cogsdale, castomer service management softwaré.
Sgnificantchanges sought in theonversionto Cogsdale includedew system
functionality the previous systentacked such athe abilityto accept online bill
payments, make reaime payment updates to customer accounts, and generat
billing reports

By April 2017 the Utility had discovered a large number of billing errors.
Customersomplained bills were several times higher than those they were used
to paying, they received multiple bills for the same period, or they had not
received bills for several month€ustomerscould dispute their bills by calling
customerservice, filling out the online dispute form, submitting a complainin
person. Once account holders filed a dispute, customer service representatives
flagged the account anexemptedthe questionedbill from collecton efforts.

At the November 2017 &WB Board of Directors meetingfter about a year since
the Cogsdale rolloutthe Interim Executive Directoreported a backlog of
approximately 5,800 accounts with open billing investigatidnse to the large
number of outstanding investigations, the B temporarily suspended the
termination of water service for nepayment of bills The Interim Executive
Director stated this action was taken to allow the utility to work through the
backlog and tseek the assistance from Cogsdale to properly matigybilling
software?

On May 8, 2018&WHBrepresentativeprovided an update on the status of billing
disputes to the New Orleans City Council. Executives rep@tdtie meeting

3 Cogsdale Corporation provides software and information systems to government agencies and
utilities, including software for billing and customer seeviSeehttps://www.cogsdale.com/cis

utility-billing.
4Sewerage and Water Board of New Orleans Board of Directors Meeting (video), November 15,
2017, at 44:15, accessed September 13, 2019,

https://www2.swbno.org/form_video.asp?s=news&id=632&vid=board%20111517.mp4



https://www.cogsdale.com/cis-utility-billing
https://www.cogsdale.com/cis-utility-billing
https://www2.swbno.org/form_video.asp?s=news&id=632&vid=board%20111517.mp4

customers filedover 26,000 billing disputes between October 2016 and April
2018.As ofthe date of the meeting, 15,998 the disputes had been resolvéd

Figurel. S&WB Presentation on Billing DisputesNew Orleans City Council

Public Tracking Dashboard for Billing Disputes

Initiated and Resolved Investigations
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) . 2018 April 2,225 68.90 %
2;52')1;::[1 (April 2078 chata has not been finalized)
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*A status of "resolved” indicates SWEND considers these lnvestigations resolved, but an administrative hearing may be pending

Sewerage and Water Board, 2078

THEPROESS FORESOLVIN®ILLINGDISPUTES

¢KS {92. Q& oedofution pfodessRually inkindle® a Il review, a new

meter reading, ana leak investigationThe leak investigation procedstermined

whether a leak on the property mightave contributed to increased water

consumption. Ithere wasa leak on thegublicside of the property line, the agency

FR2dza 1SR (KS Odza 2 Y SN average.fifthe |#aR Wds anK S F dzf f
the custome® side of the property line, thetility authorized aradjustment only

after the customer repaired the lealk. S&WBrepresentatives did not find a leak

Y2

2y GKS LINRPLISNIeées GKS 3SyoOe YIRS y2 FRe2dzaldyYSyl

mailed the results of the leak investigation to customers with the proposed
amount of the adjustment, if any. At this point, the S&WB considered the dispute

S5{S6SNIF3IS YR 2F{iGSNJ .2FNR 2F bS¢ hNISIHya CAylyOS

(presenation to the New Orleans City Council, New Orleans, LA May 8, 2018), 6, accessed July 17,

2018, https://swbno.org/documents/Reports/BillingSystemimprovementPlan yiZial 8. pdf

8Ibid., 9
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G2 0S5 o N2 tkeStiRyrécognized the right of customers to bring
disputes before an administrative hearing officer for further consideration
including seekingdditionaladjustments from the proposed amount

In 2018, the S&WB made temporary changes to the dispute resolptiocess

because ofthe large backlog obilling disputes in the wake of theCogsdale

software implementationFor several monththe S&WB deployed a G NA 1 S G S| Y& ¢
in the variousGouncil districts to help resolveustomerdisputes.These strike

teams conductedcursory bill reviews and were authorized to maken-site
adjustmentsbased on billing historyHowever, if the strike team nnebers

thought a leak on the propertwvas likelyt TG SNJ NBJASSGAY ol KS Odzaidi2 YSN
adjustment was awarded until the S&WB conducted a leak investigation.
Customers who were unsatisfied with their adjustment still had the right to

request a formal admistrative hearingn an effort to furtherdispute theamount

owed.

In 2018, he S&WR & 06 2y R NI { A Y Bhisfiadndialcrisi& WasluefirS y S R
part, to the{ g 2 .iMakility to collect on erroneous billsOn July 18, 2018, the
S&WB Interim Executive Director announced to the Board of Directors the
moratorium on shutoffsfor previous norpaymentswould be lifted effective
Augus 1, 2018. TheJtility leadership statedustomers who were in the process

of disputing their bills or whiad set up payment plasiwould not be subject to

the shutoffs?®

" New Orleans City Council, Public Works, Sanitation, and Environmental Committee Meeting

(video), July 24, 2018, at 1:21:00, accessed January 28, 2020,
https://cityofno.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=42&clip_id=3018

80 SHSNFXr3IAS YR 2 GSNJ.2FNR 2F bS¢ hNESB/2g1&%t . 2 NR 2F 5ANBO
8:45, accessed September 16, 2019,
https://www2.swbno.org/form_video.asp?s=news&id=686&vid=board%20071818.mp4
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[Il. DONATION OPPUBLICFUNDS

The Louisiana Constitution prohibits the lgapledge,or donation of public

GFdzyRaz ONBRAGAIT LINPLISNIe&> 2N GKAy3Ia 2F g fd
2NJ O2 N1J3 NI ( A 2y 2 Holdoar, anieXce pdoNdtothdNJorgtitufic® o ¢

permits public entitiesto use funds for social welfare programspoperdive

endeavor agreementsand when there is a public purpose behind the

expenditure.

The Louisiana Supreme Court discussed this provision d@ahstitution in The
Board of Directors of the Industrial Development Board of the City of Gonzales,
Louisianalnc.v. All Taxpayers, Property Owners, Citizens of theoCBpnzales
20KSNBAAS /1 YvHédix ZDE6E Ind | o § fthe art considered
whether a city may enter a cooperative endeavor agreement with a private entity
to build a private retaildevelopment using tax dollars, and whether such an
agreement constituted a donation of public fund$ieCourt held the agreement

did not create a donation of public funds because the city beeéfitom the

agreement in terms of economic development duntlre tax revenues!

Following the/ I 6 Sdetisida, the Louisiana Attorney General (AG) and the
Louisiana Legislative Auditor (LLA) produced numerous opinions and guidelines
respectivelyto help municipal and state agencies navigate the use of public
funds!? However, the City of New Orleans continuedhave trouble with the
issue.In the last decadeyoth the OlGand the ILAhave written multiple reports

and identified appropriate findings regardirtbe imprgoer donation of public
fundsby City ageneis In 20B, the OIG conducted an audit of the use of funds by
the French Market Corporatiof. Among otler concerns, auditors founthe
French Market Corporation made payments to other organizattbas violated

the Constitution because they lacked a cooperative endeavor agreementaand

°La. Const. art. VI, B4.

10 TheBoard of Directors ot Industrial Development Board of the City of Gonzales, Louisiana,
Inc. v. All Taxpayers, et,@38 So. 2d 11 (La. 20Q6)ereaftero/al 6 FtoldQ &

/08504 Qa

12 Opinions and guidance of the Louisiana Legislative Auditor and the Louisiana Attorney General
are considered advisory and do not have the effect of law.

B New Oteans Office of Inspector Generél,Report orFrench Market Corporation Use of Funds
(New Qleans, LANew Orleans Office of Inspector Gene0]13),accessed October 14, 2019
http://nolaoig.gov/reports/altreports/frenchrmarketcorporations-use-of-funds



http://nolaoig.gov/reports/all-reports/french-market-corporation-s-use-of-funds

public purpose. Likewisén 2015 auditors foundthe SXWB improperly donated
public funds when the agency made monetary gifts and hosted an awards banquet
to honor employeed# A 2018 LLA Investigative Report found the New Orleans
City Council had inadequate controls on the use of city credit cards. According to
the report, Gouncil members used credit cards to pay for celebratory events and
to purchase gifts, gotential violation of theconstitutional prohibition against
donations?!®

Findingl: The S&WB may have improperly donated public funds by
adjusting customer water bills whethere was no fault on the
part of the agency These actionswere contrary to
constitutional provisions, juisprudence, and secondary
opinions

In 2012, theNew Orlean<ity Counci{City Councilyjave the S&WB permission to

raise water and sewer rates 10 percent a yeareightyears to put theUtility on

more stable financial footing and enable it to make system improvemedtse

of the conditions upon which the City Council approved the rate increases was

GKFG GKS {92. aLMz2NERdZS fS3IArAatldiAgsS OKIy3asS (2
through customer Il | 3A$suchS&WB documentstated the rationale for the

new leak adjustment policwas to providea mechanisnéto mitigate the effects

2T NI G0S Ay ONBIl aSaoné

4 New Orleans Office of Inspector Genef@hservation Letters Re: Sewerage and Water Board
(New Orleans,A: New Orleans Office of Inspector Gener2015), accessed November 29, 2019,
http://nolaoig.gov/reports/altreports/observationletters-re-sewerageand-water-board

15 Louisiana Legislative Audit®@jty of New Orleans: Investigative Au@iaiton Rouge,A:

Louisiam Legislative Auditor2018),accessed October 14, 2019,
https://www.lla.la.gov/PublicReports.nsf/l2CB22FFA5581A9FB8625830C005B7B49/$FILE/0001A6
54.pdf

16 Sewerage antlVater Board of New Orleans, Board Resolution@8R2016, March 16, 2016.



http://nolaoig.gov/reports/all-reports/observation-letters-re-sewerage-and-water-board
https://www.lla.la.gov/PublicReports.nsf/2CB22FFA5581A9FB8625830C005B7B49/$FILE/0001A654.pdf
https://www.lla.la.gov/PublicReports.nsf/2CB22FFA5581A9FB8625830C005B7B49/$FILE/0001A654.pdf

Figure 2. S&WB Board Resolution to adopt new Leak Adjustment Policy

R-037-2016

LEAK ADJUSTMENT POLICY

WHEREAS, During the City Council hearings on the water and sewer rate increases in
December 2012, Sewerage and Water Board proposed a program of initiatives to mitigate the effect of the
rate increases, including a provision to pursue legislative change to allow adjustments for water lost
through customer leaks; and

The result ofthese efforts was the passagd¢ a new provision of law in 2015
allowing the S&WB to downwardly adjust customer bills in specific circumstances.
Louisiana Revised Statut88:4071(F) authorizethe S&WBto adjust customer

bills in instances where:

1. Therewas error on the part of the board such as equipment or process
FILAEfdzZNBZ (2 GKS SEGSYyld GKA& SNNRBN £t SR (G2 |
2. An employee or person working on behalf of the board failed to read the
water meter;
3. There was arerror not on the part of the customer due to unforeseen
damage or extreme weather, to the extent the situation led to an increase
Ay (GKS Odzad2YSNIDa oAftaT 2NJ
4. The customemas impoverished and qualified fan adjustment through
an established social welfare program.

Under pressure by the City Council, the S&WB adopted a new leak adjustment
policy. This policwasrequired to comply with statutory provisions, as well as the
constitutional provisions discussed earlier.

17| A Rev. Stat. § 4071(F).




FLAWEDLEAKADJUSTMENPOLICY

Following the2015 enactment of buisiana Revised Statute?3:4071(F) the
S&WB passed a Board resolution adopting a new leak adjustment policy that
allowed the Utility to make billing adjustments when there were leaks on the
Odza (i 2 Y S NE DheUtiNg® XS NIE & ¢iddiadustindnlS @ould be made
only after the customer repaired the leaking pipes or interfottures. For
undergroundpipes, the S&WB adjusted 1@@rcentof excess sewer charges and
50percentof excess water charges. For toilet repairs and those &yimit fixtures,

the agency adjusted 5percentof excess water and 58ercentof excess sewer
charges.

SeveralLouisianajurisdictions and municipalities have attempted to establish
similar leak adjustment policies. Many of these jurisdictismgght opnions from

the AG as to whether such adjustments would constitute a prohibited donation
under the Louisiana Constitution.

Using/ | 6 Sdsla@derence, the AG identified three factors agencies should

consider when determining whether an expenditure was a prohibited donation.

In a 2012 opinion, the AG stated an expenditure is not a donation of public funds
when

1 There is a public purpostr the expenditure;

1 The expenditure, taken as a whole, does not appear to be gratuitous; or

1 There is evidence the public entity will receive a benefit or value at least
equivalent to the amount expended.

In response to questions regarding the abitifyurisdictions to reduce water bills,

the AGpublished several opinioribat, with very few exceptiongoncluded it was
unconstitutional for utilities to downwardly adjust water bills where there was no

error on the part of the water boaré® Specificlly, the opinions prohibited

I R2dza 0 YSy G a RdzS (fopdrisdorifaglty digriorifituesThes y S NE Q
AG also noted utilities could adjust sewer fees when thees a leak on the

8 La. Atty. Gen. Op. No. @®18.

19Seela. Atty. Gen. Op. No. &55; La. Atty. Gen. Op. No.-0@23; La. Atty. Gen. Op. No.-14
0055; La. Atty. Gen. ONo. 150057; La. Atty. Gen. Op. No.-Q@22; and La. Atty. Gen. Op. No.
17-0085.




property if the utility could reasonably determine the amount after that leaked
into the ground and not into the sewer systéeth.

In light of/ 0 SEYRAGKS ' D 2LIAYA2Yyas GKS {32.Qa Sl
appeared gratuitous, benefiting only the private property owner and not the

agency or the public at large. There was neither obligation nor error on the part

of the Boardwhichjustifiedthe adjustmens.

S&WB officials stated the leak adjustment polids based on and authorized by

Louisiana Revised Statut&3:4071(F), which gave criteria for circumstances in

which the S&WB may downwardly adjust water HHslowever, the legislation

limited the authority of theBoard to those instances when there wasor on the

part of the Utility in process or equipment failure; there was a failure to read the

meter; there was unforeseen damage not the fault of the homeowner or a natural

disaster; or when customers qualified for an established, Hesskd social

sewices programXWB employees suggested the leak adjustment policy was

appropriate because the (i A fpfocegs discovering a leak and notifying the

owner were lengthyAn attorney for the S&WB stated tlzenount of time elapsed

between the occurrencefdhe leakandhe{ 32 . Q& € SI{ Ay @SadAdaldrazy O2
'y AYyONBFasS Ay (KS SQws docuMents Baikethadt, ok S6o 0 SRY Saa o
average, thddtility completes leak investigations in less than 90 d&y=urther,

there is no evidence the S&WB attemptaddetermineto what extent this delay

YIeé KIgBS AYyONBFaSR (GKS 0Odzad2YSNRa AYyRSo00SRySa

Alternatively, S&WBemployees questioned whether leaksuld be considered

unforeseen damage to the property thatasnot the fault of the owner. ThAG

addressed theA 44 dzS 2F ddzy F2NBaSSy RIEYIF3ASE Ay |y 2LIA
Mayor of the Town of EratP? In the opinion, the AG found the town could not

reducel O A dvatdr Blywkoiclaimed his pipe broke unexpectedly while he was

away from home as a result of theogind shifting. Although the homeowner was

not at fault in the leak, the AG statekle city was constitutionally prohibited from

20Seela. Atty. Gen. Op. No. 0085 and La. Atty. Gen. Op. No-0022.

21 LARev. Sat. § 33:4071(F)

2L SgSNI IS FYR 2FGSNI . 2FNR 27F b Sdocumentpgebeyfitddz at dzof A O 2 2 NJ
to the New Orleans City Council, New Orleans, LA, October 15, 2019), 10, accessed January 23,

2020,

https://cityofno.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=42&clip_id=3455&meta_id=464056

2 La. Atty. Gen. Op. No. 1B23.
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adjusting the bilbecause the leak was not caused by the city. Conversely, in 2017
the AG wrote that reducing the water bibif citizens after a natural disaster did
not constitute a donation of public funds. The AG explained helping a city recover
from a natural disaster had economic benefits for the town and therefore served
a valid public purposé In the absence of naturalishsters, however, the AG has
consistently held water systems cannot reduce bills due to leaks on private

property.

¢tKS {92. Q& | Rwaadzilso Xdhiyaiy tolib@ A& apidion on when
sewer adjustments should be made. As noted above, the ASted sewer
adjustments may not be a violation of the state constitutibthe utility wasable

to objectively determine the amount of water that leaked from the fixture or pipe
but did not enter the sewer systedt.The S&WRharged forsewer usage based
on the amount of water consumeds&WB officials statethey dd not have a
mechanism to determine the amount of water thaent into the ground rather
than into the sewer system when theveas a leak on private property. Thdility
based swer adjustments on &alculation of excess water usagejth the
assumption the excess water leaked into the groumol: underground leakshe
Utility adjusted 100percent of excess sewer fees. For leaks caused by broken
fixtures or toilets, thaJtility adjusted 5Qpercentof excess sewer fees. These were
standard adjustment®stablished by policwith no attempt to determine how
much, if any, of the water actually entered the sewer system.

ADJUSTMENTS FESTIMATEMBILLS

In addition to theleak adjustmenpolicy, the S&WB approved adjustments when

the agency failed to read the meter, resulting in numerowsineated bills.

Louisiana Revised Statut88:4071(F) included a provision authorizing the S&WB

to reduce water bills when théltility did not read the metef® Unlike dher

provisions in this statute, legislators did not specify the failure to read the meter

Ydzad Ol dzaS 'y AYyONBlIFasS Ay GKS Odzai2YSNRa oAff
Ly 20KSNJ g2NRaz S@OSy AT GKS Sadrygd G6SR oAttt ol

24La. Atty. Gen. Op. No. 1022.

25 La. Atty. Gen. Op. No. 1085.

261f the meter was not read in a given billing cycle, the S&WB sent a bill to the customer with a
calculated estimate based on a standard formula or historical water usage.




of monthly bills, the fact that it was estimated and not an actual read qualified the
customer for an adjustment.

The S&WHBhad noformal policy rgardingadjustmentsmade to bills estimated
because meterswere not read. Specifically there was no polig regarding
adjustment amounts the Utility authorized or criteria for when such an
adjustment should be approved. However, hearing officers authdrize
adjustments to water bills based on this provision of law. The failure of the S&WB
to formally adopt a plicy left the decision of when and how to apply these
adjustments to the discretion of the hearing officer. The S&WB Specials@oun
stated the Utility did not develop specific policies related to estimated bills
becausat did not want to interfere with lhe ability of hearing officers, whoere
contractors, to interpret the law and render a judgmeihe Special Cosd did

not explain how this provision of law differed from other portions of the legislation
for which theUltility had clearly defined adjustment policies.

Further, there was no evidence th#ility or hearing officers sought to determine
whether failure to read the meter, or multiple estimated reads, actually caused an
increase in the water billsouisiana Revisedt@utes 33:4071(F) did not require

the aspect of harm for this provision. However, tglityQa ¥ A f dzNB {2
prior to approving adjustments made the expenditures appear gratuitous and of
no benefit to the S&WB or the public.

S&WB executiveslied on the fact that cauisiana Revised Statut&3:4071(F)

I dzi K2NAT SR GKSY (2 | R@2dza for idstaddsvehday F 2 N

employees failed to read the meter. Although tharch 2016 Board Resolution
states theUtility sought legislative changé&s order todmitigate the effect of rate
increaseg the Special Cowgd stated enactment of this legislation was important
to the Utility becauseS&WB leaderdid not feel there was a mechanism to adjust
erroneous bills prior to the change in law withoexposing themselves to the
threat of legal actior?’

While the wording of the legislation authorideadjustments in certain
circumstances, constitutional provisions outweigh those of other state and local
legislation?8 ¢ K S NB T 2 NB = billliafjitmdrispélide®should have been
consistent with buisiana Revised Statut88:4071(F) only to the extetitey were

27 Sewerage and Water Board of New Orleans, Board Resoluti€d8#®16, March 162016.
28 polk v. Edward$26 So. 2d 1128, 1132 (La. 1993)
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also consistent with the stat€onstitution. In accordance with th€onstitution,
these adjustments should only have been made wis&WBerror caused an
AYONBIAS Ay (KS Odzad2YSNNRa oAff 2N 6KSYy GKSNB

THEHEARINGJUDGMENTFORMS

¢CKS {92.04 IFIRYAYAAUNI GAGS KSIFENRARYy3a 2dzRAYSyld ¥F:
indicate several different justifications for bill adjustmengdthoughthe S&WB

had a revised form by March 201Bearing officers continued to use an older

version of the hearing judgment fordi. The older judgment form limited

adjustments to instances when there was an anomalous high bifleter was

defective, the S&WBr'I RS NB LI ANBR GKF 4G | T&S@iSR GKS Odzal
customer qualified for a sewer adjustment based on repairs made to their

property. The old form specifically denied adjostnts for repairs made by the

customer for fixtures and running toilets.

29 Evaluators requested documents for billing disputes that were filed between October 2016 and
October 2018. However, administrative hearing dates for the sample extended into 2019.
Evaluatorgeceived a copy of the current hearing judgment form on March 21, 2019. All
judgments, including those for hearings in 2019, were on the old hearing judgment forms.




Figure3. Former S&WB Administrative Hearing Judgment Form

JUDGMENT

This cause came to be heard on the day of ,20 ,ona
hearing relative to a billing dispute. The Board was represented by
and the customer was represented by

Considering the law, evidence, pleadings, and arguments of all parties hereto, accordingly
IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the customer, hereby:

IS NOT entitled to an adjustment pursuant to policies of the Board, particularly:
W g Repairs made by customer to fixtures

O Running toilet or other fixture.

O Constant registration of meter indicating leak on customer’s property.

O Repairs made by the Board that did not impact the customer’s usage.

O Other

1S entitled to an adjustment pursuant to the policies of the Board, particulasly:
WD ) Board error in recording or metering usage, as evidenced by anomalous bill.

Q Board error, as evidenced by replacement of defective meter.

0O Board error, as evidenced by repairs made by the Board affecting customer’s bl

O Board error in chasging for sewerage service, as evidenced by customer repairs

qualifying for sewer adjustment only.

O Other

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the reason(s) and eviarnce
relied upon herein in rendering this decision are as follows:

The current S&WB hearing judgment form was revised after the adoption of the

{32.0Qa Hnmc [ St . ItgavechdziingYofictrs the abilitg © &

approve adjustments for customer repaifailure of S&WB procesand failure to

NBEIR GKS YSUSNI hy SAGKSNI F2NNVOIKESNEKSF NAy 3
and write a justification for adjustment.
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Figure4. Current S&WB Administrative Hearing Judgment Form

JUDGMENT
This cause came to be heard on the day of , 20 , on a hearing relative to
a billing dispute. The Board was represented by and the customer was represented

by

Considering the law, evidence, pleadings, and arguments of all parties hereto, accordingly:
IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the customer, hereby:

WIS NOT entitled to an adjustment pursuant to policies of the Board, particularly:

é Constant registration of meter indicating leak on customer’s property.

0 Repairs made by the Board that did not impact the customer’s usage.
o Other

T IS entitled to an adjustment pursuant to the policies of the Board, particularly:
mtial

Repairs made by customer to toilet or other fixtures.

Board error in recording or metering usage, as evidenced by anomalous bill.
Board error, as evidenced by replacement of defective meter.

Boeard error, as evidenced by repairs made by the Board affecting customer’s bill
Board error in charging for sewerage service, as evidenced by customer repairs
qualifying for sewer adjustment only.

Failure of the Sewerage & Water Board’s process pursuant to La. R.S. 33:4071(F).
Failure of the Sewerage & Water Board to read a customer’s meter regardless to whether
an invoice has been furnished customer.

a Other

[ 5 R Y R S 8

herein in rendering this decision are as follows:

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that the reason(s) and evidence relied upon

However, & hearing judgrents obtained from the S&WB for the period of review
were completed on the older, owtf-date judgment forms, even though they
GSNE y20G O2yaAac@gnileak adjustment golicy.{ 32 . Qa

BREAKDOWN OBILLADJUSTMENTS

As noted above, shortly aftehe introduction of the Cogsdale billing system,
customers complaied of billing errorsBetween October 2016 and October 2018,
S&WB customers filed approximately 4,112 billing dispudesingthe same time
period, about 3,544 customers filed requests fmaministrative hearings and
27,061 customers initiated leak investigatioAdriangulation of the dateevealed

a total of 241 unique account numbetisat appeared on all thredists provided
by the S&WBthe billing dispute list, the administrative heg list, and the leak
investigation list




Evaluators reviewed a statistically valid random sample of hearing documents
from 83 of the 241 S&WB accounts that appeared on all three lists. Of the 83
accounts sampled, 1@ustomers(20 percent) either did noshow up for the
scheduled hearing or the S&WB was unable to provide hearing data. Three
accounts in the sample settled their disputes prior to a hearing based on the
findings of a leak investigation. The total of these adjustments came to $2,907.
This It 63 accounts with documented administrative hearings for data analysis

The Chief Hearing Officer told evaluatofficerslikely approved bill adjustments

in about90 percentof hearings a rough estimatesupportedby hearing data. In

fact, of the 63hearings evaluators reviewed, 58 (92 percent) resulted in a bill

adjustment.An initial assessment reveal&3 percent of adjustments were due

to anomabus high bills, eight percent indicatatie customer made repairs

qualifying for a reduction of sewer charges, and six percent indicated S&WB

NBLIANB | FFSOGSR OdzAG2YSNEQ oAffaod hy nm LIS
2FFAOSNAE YIFIN]J SR ahiKSNE | alf cistérBersM&é¢ a2y F2NJ GKS
not due an adjustment, hearing officers often looked for ott8%WBpolicies

under which the customer could receive a reduction in their Biimetimes this

included simply removing late fees and other penalties.

The totalamount of hearingadjustmentsin the sampleapproximated$52,009,
for an average of $&Bper hearing.

Table 1 Sample Administrative Hearing Judgments

Justification Percent Total Adjustments  Ave. Adjustment
No: Other 8% $0.00 $0.00
Yes: No Judgment Form 2% $267.60 $267.60
YesDefective Meter 2% $4,333.04 $4,333.04
Yes: Anomalous High Bill 33% $8,123.42 $386.83
Yes: Customer Repairs/Sewer Ser 8% $3,729.72 $745.94
Yes: Other 41% $31,930.88 $1,277.24
Yes: S&WB Repairs Affected Bill 6% $3,624.35 $906.09
Total 100.00% $52,009.01 $838.86

SourceDataprovided by S&WB

I O0O2NRAY3I (2 GKS {92.Qa theMdgyien@aforNd G A S | SI NA
daK2dzZ R aAyOf dzZRS (GKS dzyRSNIXIe@Ay3a Tl OGa 4&dzJ2 NI
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F2N) 0KS HRSuatargtheseidrd, Eonducted a further review for those

2dzZRAYSY G FT2NXa 6KSNBE GhiKSNE 61 & YIN]SR

Table2d . NBIF {R2gy 2F AhiKSNE WdzZAGAFAOFGAZ2Y

Justification Percent  Total Adjustment Ave. Adjustment
Defective Meter 4% $10,009.86 $10,009.86
Customer Repairs 19% $6,470.79 $1,617.70
Estimated Bills 35% $7,268.64 $807.63
Meter Leak 4% $554.46 $554.46
No Rationale 38% $7,627.13 $762.71
Total 100.00% $31,930.88 $1,277.24

Source: Datarovided by S&WB

LY op LISNOSyid 2F KSFENARy3da 6KSNB aGhiKSNE

the space provided the customer wawed an adjustment because of estimated
bills. In another 19 percent, hearing officers authorized adjustméntdeaks

where customers madeepairs to their own propertyl OO2 NRAY 3 G2 (GKS

Leak Adjusnent Policy, these adjustmestincluded a decrease in water and
sewer chargesBoth of thesgustifications were available for hearing officers to
select on the current hearing judgment fos. However, because hearing officers

I a &2dz

Q)X
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Eght percent of adjustments werdue to S&WB errors related to leaking or
defective metersin the other 38 percent of these cases, hearing officers gave no
rationale at all for the adjustmena @A 2t I GA2Yy 2F GKS THes 2 . Q&
G20t 2F ff | R2adzadGYSyda Ay GKS wad YLI S
$31,930.88.

In total, 92 percent oéll hearings reviewed resulted in a bill adjustment, soofie
which appeaged to violate theCGonstitutional prohibition agaist the donation of
publicfunds.It should be noted thatwhile the data presented in this evaluation
reflects the results from arandom sample of 63 hearingsvith $52,000 in
adjustments a total of 3,544 accounts requested administrative hearingsing
the review period Analysisof the outcomes of all hearings coulédveal an
enormous number of bill adjustments.

In developingts leak adjustment policies, the S&WB ignored expert opiniams o
the constitutionality of adjustments based on leaks to private propeBgcause
of its faulty policies, the S&WB donated public funds by adjusting bills where there

Ay i SNy
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was no fault on the part of thetility. Thissituationis especially important when
2YAARSNAY3I GKS {92.Qa 2y3A2Ay3 FAYLFIYOALFf ONRAA

Recommendatiornl: The S&WB should ensure its policies and procedures
for bill adjustments comply with the Louisiana
Gonstitution, are limited to those criteria specified
by law, and are applied consistentlyand
transparently to increase public trust and goodwill
toward the agency.

Executives at the S&WB shared several reasons why their leak adjustment policies
were developed. One prominent reason washe belief a mechanismwas
necessaryo reduce erroneousilis. They expressed a belief that if they reduced
erroneous bills withouenablinglegislation, they could be accused of donating
public fundsS&WB taff also stated theJtility was interested in creating goodwiill

in the communityfor different reasons This is evidenced by the 2016 Board
resolution whichustifiedthe policy as a way to offset annual rate hikes. However,
the policy developed by the S&WB in the wake of the enactmentafsiana
Revised Statute83:4071(F) raises concerns about the cdosbnality of the
adjustments.

The S&WB should consult with legislative and secondary authorities to ensure a

thorough understanding of the constitutional provisions related to use of funds.

Utility officials statedthere was concern adjustments relatet correcting

erroneous bills prior tenactmentof Louisiana Revised Statut88:4071(F) could

be seen as a donation of public funds. It should be noted the S&WB has always

had alegal duty to correct erroneous bill®. S&WB officials also stated that,

Ff 6K2dzZ3K (GKS& gSNB gl NBE 2F (GKS 11 DQAa 2LIAYAZ2
adjustment of water bills due to leaks on private property, they did not feel the

| DQa 2LIAYAZ2Y 46l a O0AYRAY3I 2y OGKSANI aAaddzZ GA2y @
right to offer such adjstments to customers. The OIG recommends S&WB officials

review readily available resources on use of public funds. For instance, in addition

to AG opinions,tte LLAaspublishedtools explairingthe implicationsof I 6 St | Q&

30 La. Civ. Code art. 2299.




and providel guidelines to goernment agencies ohow to assess whether an
expenditure would be considered a prohibited donati@n

The S&WB should then engagts own legal department to craft policies

consistent withconstitutional provisions, legal authority, armest practicesin

developing these policies, theltility should include mechanisms to assess

whether there isSGRWBSNNRBNJ GKI G €SR (2 +y AYONBFAS Ay
AYVRSOGSRySaad LT Ad Aa RSUOUSNNYAYSR {32. SNNENJ
bill, there should be praicols to evaluate the amount dhe increase. These

considerationshould be factored into all adjustment policies, including those for

estimatad bills and leaks on private property. Further, the S&WB should work

toward reducing the number of estimadéills. For sewer adjustments, the S&WB

should develop a process to determine how much water may have leaked into the

ground and did not go intthe sewer systemWhile water from leaks may go into

0KS 3INRdzyRE (GKS {32. Qa ¥l AWwateNfatdidot RSGSNXYAYS
enter the sewer system may be a potential violation of @uastitution.

Finally, the S&WB should ensure policies are implemented in a consistent and

transparent mannerThe OINB O2 YYSYRa (KS {92 . Q& ST¥TF2Nlia G2
trust shauld be accomplished by educating staff and hearing officers on all

adjustment policies soutcomes are fair and consistent to the extent possible.

While outcomes of individual hearings may differ, the process used to determine

the adjustment amounts should be constant. The S&WB should increase

transparency by publishing information about all hearing and adjustment policies

on its website.

31| ouisiana Legislative Auditor, Center for Local Governmer®BSt £ Sy 0Sx &/ 2dzNBAS mnanTY t dzo
[F6 FyR 52ytdArz2ya o6/ FoStlroé 6{SLISYOSNI wamTOZ |
https://lla.la.gov/documents/clge/(1

2018)Course%20107%20Public%20Bid%20Law&Donations. pdf
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V. ADMINISTRATIVEIEARINGS ANBEHEARINGS

The Louisiana Administrative Procedure Act (the Act) provides rules for
administrative hearings involvingtate government entities.*> The Act
includes provisions for the types of documents and evidence that should be
preserved for the recordpr adjudicationsfor hearings, angets outthe basis for
rehearings and judicial revien#® According to the Act, rehearings should be
limited to those instances where the decision is contrary to the law and the
evidence, there is new evidence, there are #idtal issues not previously
considered, or there is other good reason to reconsider the éaBehe request

for a rehearing does not meet any of theseteria, the Act provides thaparties
mayappeal decisions the Civil District Couff

Finding 2. The S&WB-customer service representatives scheduled
rehearings for billing disputes that did not meet the
requirements specified in the Louisiana Administrative
Procedure Act

The practices followed by th&&WBwere not consistent with the guidelines
outlined in theAct. S&WB executives stated repeatedly that tbélity followed

the Act to conduct administrative hearings. A review of thes 2 . if&inal
administrative hearingpolicy revealed it was, in fact, cosistent with the
guidelines outlined in the Act. The policgquired customes to request a
rehearing within 10 days of the hearirepd to set forth the grounds for the
rehearing It also specified criteria for rehearings identical to those listed in the
Act.CdzNII KSNE (G KS { ghearingpolidy RateX tfidihaaiinglofiicar & S
AaKFEf A&aadzS || FAYyLFE 2NRSNE 2dzRAYSYydzI 2N y2aA0
of the hearing officer may be appealed to the Civil District Court for the Parish of

h NX S Hoaweré the practice of scheduling rehearings wamsistent with

boththe Actandil KS {32 . Qa 26y AYUGSNYyIlf LRtAOeod

The S&WB had no mechanism in plageensure its policy wafllowed, which
allowed customers to circumvent the proceséthouch atorneys intheUi A £ A (1 & Q&

32 LA Rev. Stat. § 49:950 et seq.

33 LA Rev. Stat. 49:955 LA Rev. Sat. § 49:956 LA Rev. Sat. § 49:959 and LA Rev. Sat. § 49:964
34 LARev. Sat. §49:959

35LA Rev. Stat. § 49:964.




legal department stated requests for relring must be made in writinghe

official policy did not includehis requirement. AG G 2 Ny Seéa Ay GKS {32.Qa f
office were aware obnly one written rehearing request within the smonths

prior to speaking with evaluatorgloweverhearingofficers andS&WBemployees

stated customersoften schedulel hearings to disputdssues that had already

been heard Theserehearings were not limited to instances whehere was new

evidence or ther justifiable reason under théct Instead,the General Cowsd

and other S&WB staff stated customeaejuestedrehearings when theyvere

unsatisfied with the outcome of a previous hearifydzNIi K SNE Odzddi 2 YSNE a & K2 L.
I N2 dzy” Rearingoffidéds theybelievedwould be more sympathetic taheir

claim for additional financial relief

The S&WB failure to adhere to their internal policy regarding rehearings was due
Ay LI NI {2 lack & $hterhaH @nfraldbQstheduling administrative
hearings. Théltility gave customers multiple avenues through which to schedule
administrative hearingsincludingover the phonein person, by emaigr online.
However, there was no process in the scheduling protocoldéatify or screen
customers who had previous hearing judgmen®&WB executives stated
customers were not likely to state @inly they were seeking a rehearimng their
requests Meanwhile, customer service representativesvho scheduled the
hearings, werenot trained to distinguishbetween customes who needed a

initial hearing andhose whoshould be required tdormally request a rehearing

Additionally, the S&WHBave some customers the opportunity to schedule their

own hearings by providing them with a web link that took them directly to the

I 3SyO0eQa &aOKSRdz Aya OIFfSYyRIFENW /dzai2YSNE ¢
and over social media. Using this portalstomers did not have to interact with

customer service representatives to schedule hearings at all, leaving the S&WB no

control over the scheduling process&WBofficials said this linkill be disabled.

Because there were no controls in placedifferentiate between initial hearings

and rehearings, any customer who requested a hearing received one.

u»
P
&

S&WB officials said thetility gave customers the ability to schedule hearings
whenever they wantedo becauseNew Orlean<ity Councimembers pressured
them to do so after months of billing errorslowever,because there were no
internal controls the process was ndair to either citizens or to th&lty. While
S&WB employees felt the administrative hearing process was fair in gettenyal,
also feltallowing customers to have multiple rehearings of the same bill wasted




time and money and added to the backlog of customers waiting to be h&drd.
number ofhearings andehearings taxed the workloads of the customer service
representatives assigned to attdrhearings. Although there were ten hearing
officers, there were only three customer service representatives who could
represent the S&WB in the hearings. The relatively small number of customer
service representatives limited the available time slots miyiri which
administrative hearings could be heard. This situation was further compounded
by customers who scheduled hearings and did not showuys a result, the
S&WB's backlog of customers waiting for hearings was several months long.
BEvaluators learned bat least one customer who waited more than a year for a
hearing.

The ChieHearingOfficer statedhearing officers were reluctant to overturn the
ruling of another officer However they often gave some type ofelief at each
hearing, even if only to reduce the penalties and fines the customer o®@ed.
customer service representative stated died attendeda hearing for a customer

who had been to three previous hearings but continued to return so that he could
have alditional charges removed from his biB&WB hearing officers and
customer service representatives said many customers also requested rehearings
AY 2NRSNI G2 F2NBadlff ODRSIRIyHf li2e AXSOF RS QAL D
dispute policy, collgon efforts and water shutoffs were suspended while a
hearing was pendindy allowing customers to schedule unwarranted rehearings
and providing additional relief that may not have been justified, the S&WB
rewarded customers for not paying their bills.

Recommendatior2: The S&WB should design and control the process for
scheduling hearings and rehearinggo ensure
rehearings comply with the criteria set forth by the
Louisiana Administrative Procedure Act.

In October 2014, the S&WB adopted an admingaive hearing policy that
LJdzZNLJ2 NI SR G2 fAYAG Odzad2YSNEQ | O0Saa G2 NBKSH
the guidelines of the Act. However, thetilityQa 1 O1 2F AYyUOUSNylLt 02y
underminedits efforts to comply with the ActAs a preliminary matterhie S&WB

3¢ The S&WB does not penalize customers for failing to attend a hearing. A customer could miss
and reschedule the hearing several times. These missed hearings wasted valuable time when other
customers could have been heard.




should update its current policy to explicitly state that all requests for rehearings
must be made in writingThe OlGalsorecommends the S&WB develop protocols
to determine when a rehearing is appropriate, develop new policies that
streamline the scheduling process, and increase transparencyirfgrming
customers and staff about the revised policsesl procedures

¢tKS {32. 0a OdzNNIyGusta®oischénrld aihedririgfugod
request.In order to comply with their own internal policies and with the Act, the
Utility should develop a mechanisity which employees cascreen customer
requests to determine when a hearing or rehearing is warranted. The S&WB can
do this through process mapshd process magould give customer service
representativesthe ability to conduct an initial screening prior to scheduling a
hearing.Once acustomer service representatilearns acustomer has had a prior
hearing, the customer shoulak requiredto subnit a formal request for rehearing
as required byhe S&WRR rehearing policylhe decision of whether the rehearing
request should be granted must also be assessed in accordance witlctthad
S&WB internal polic The following is an examptg the type of process map the
S&WB could use when scheduling hearingSee Figurés.) The S&WB should
develop a process that best suits theli A feffoiit®t@ @duce the number of
rehearings.




Figure5. Sample Hearing RequeBtocessviap

Leak
Investigation
Complete?

Schedule
Investigation

Schedule Hearing

—
— G

Prior Hearing? No

ame bill as prio

hearing? No Schedule Hearing

Yes

Submit

Rehearing
Beqguest For

The S&WBshouldalsoassess the various mechanisoustomersuseto schedule
hearings. Although S&WB executives stated the electronic link that allowed
customers to schedule their own hearingsll be disabled,the Utility should
ensure all scheduling mechanisms requirewstomer service representative
reviewto classiy each requesprior to scheduling. Théltility should then train
employees on how to @&sheir process map or decision tree when evaluating each
requestto prevent customers from circumventinge { g 2 . éhdaringJolicy.
The S&WB should also create a rehearing request forncustomers to submit
after they have had a hearing. The hearing request form shouldhaked to
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customers withtheir post-hearingadjustmens. This form would make the process
of requesting a rehearing clear to customers.

Finally, the S&WB should publish all policies related to hearings and rehearings,
including eligibility criteria and any decision trees or process mapdJthiey
develops, onts website. Posting information on tb S&WB web sitevould allow
customersto assess whether they should request a rehearing and the proper
method to do so.The website should also advise customefstheir right to
continue their disputes in the Civil District Court.




V. INEFFECTIVMANAGEMENT OBPATA ANDINFORMATION

Effective Utility Management (EUM) is a concept developedthy U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and a collaborative group of organizations

that write best practices and standards for drinking waterd wastewater

industries’” EUM was createdi 2 | ROAAS 41 GSN) dzAf AGASa 2y K2
overall effectiveness of their operations and chart a course for improvement

through implementation and measuremeat® In the course of this work, EUM
ARSY(anfXIGRADEzI Sa 2F 9FFSOGADSEt eaw$d/a ISR 2 SN
to Management Succe®st

The TerAttributes of Effectively Managed Water Sector Utilities consistsadd
goals for systerwide improvement of utilities®? They cover various topics clu
asproduct quality, customersatisfaction,employee andeadershipdevelopment,
and infrastructure strategy and performance, among othersOne of the ten
attributes, entitledd h LISNJ G A2y I & BUASAT I UASFFSOGADBS 41 GS

Ensures ongoing, timely, cestfective, reliable, and sustainable
performance improvements in all facets of its operations in service to
public health and environmental protectiodMakes effective use of
data from automated and smart systems, and learmost performance
monitoring.Minimizes resource use, loss, and impacts from-dagtay
operations, and reduces all forms of washMaintains awareness of

37 Collaborating organizations ilucle the Association of Clean Water Administrators, the
Association of Metropolitan Water Agencies, the American Public Works Association, the
Association of State Drinking Water Administrators, the American Water Works Association, the
U.S. Environmentédtrotection Agency, the National Association of Clean Water Agencies, the
National Association of Water Companies, and the Water Environment Federation.

38 Effective Utility Management Review Steering Grolgking the Next Step: Findings of the
Effective Wlity Management Review Steering Grof{kebruary 2016), 7, accessed December 20,
2019, https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016
03/documens/eum_review_final_report_508.pdf

39 Effective Utility Managemengffective Utility Management: A Primer for Water and
Wastewater Utilitieg2017),4, accessed November 25, 2019,
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201701/documents/eum_primer_final_508
january2017.pdf.



https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/eum_review_final_report_508.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/eum_review_final_report_508.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/eum_primer_final_508-january2017.pdf.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/eum_primer_final_508-january2017.pdf.

information and operational technology developments to anticipate
and support timely adoption of imprements (Emphasis addej*©

The Keys to Management Success are strategies utilities can use to achieve
their goals. Of the fiv&eys identified, three deal heavily with the concepts

of information management and continuous improvement. In a primer
develoed by EUM, the collaborative identifié{leasurement as a critical
strategy for effectively managing a water utilitt. The primer outlines
important considerations utilities shoukdke into accounwvhen designing

a program of measurement and mechanisnw fselfevaluation and
continuous improvement. Some of the considerations faontinwal
Improvement Managemend another key strategyinclude the selection of

40 bid., 6.
41 bid., 9.




performance measures, develont of specific internal targets, defition
of operating procedtes and practices, and accountability.

Figure6. The Ten Attributes of Effectively Managed Utilities and Five Keys to
Management Success
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Effective Utility Management Primer, 207

In developing the Keys to Management Success, the EUM leaned heathly on
I RI JiIFZ e®dz OF y Qi YSI adzNB® Thelnhilitydordasudd y Q i
and evaluate policies and practices flows naturally from the availability of data.

42 bid., 2.

43 peter Drucker, quoted iEffective Utility ManagemenEffective Utility Management: A Primer
for Water and Wastewater Utilities (2017), 9, accessed November 25, 2019,
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/201701/documents/eum_primer_final 508
january2017.pdf.
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https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/eum_primer_final_508-january2017.pdf.
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2017-01/documents/eum_primer_final_508-january2017.pdf.





































