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Please state your name and business address. 

Clifford E. Criswell, 5085 Reed Road, Columbus, Ohio 43220. 

Please describe your current position, your business and your educational 

background. 

My name is Clifford E. Criswell and I am employed by Burgess & Niple 

("B&N") as a project engineer in the Water and Wastewater Design Group. I 

jokied B&N in 1969 and have been involved in numerous engineering, 

construction and valuation projects includkig conducting inventory of tangible 

assets for utilities. Attached as Attachment CEC-1 is a more detailed listing of 

the various projects I have worked on while at B&N. I graduated from The Ohio 

State University with a Bachelor Degree in Civil Engineering in 1969 and am a 

Professional Engineer, licensed in Ohio. 

What is the purpose ofyour testimony? 

I am filing testunony to support the objections to the StaffReport in Case No, 

No. 06-350-GA-CMR raised by the Oxford Natural Gas Company ("ONG**) in 

the areas of Rate Base and Depreciation. 

This i s t o c e r t i f y t h a t t tw iifiAyws dipp«ai-liig a r e an 
a c c u r a t e arid complete r ep roduc t ion ot a caae f i l e 
document d e l i v e r e d i n t h e r e g u l a r couiso of biiginesB 
t e c h n i c i a n _ _ _ i 2 _ ^ Date Processed _ i _ 5 j ^ T -
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1 Q4. Why did Oxford Natural Gas Company retain the services of B&N? 

2 A4, B&N was retained by ONG to prepare an Original Cost Valuation of ONG's 

3 tangible assets in accordance with the directions from the Staff. Original Cost is 

4 generally referred to as the "book value" or the cost ofthe asset when originally 

5 purchased or placed in service. B&N's Original Cost Valuation Report provided 

6 an estimate ofthe Original Cost ofthe ONG assets and the corresponding 

7 Acciunulated Depreciation as of January 31,2006. B&N's Original Cost 

8 Valuation Report was filed on November 8, 2006. 

9 Q5. ONG objected to Staff's reduction of B&N's valuation of Account 376 

10 "Mains" because Staff assumed all mains would be installed by an ONG 

11 crew rather than a private contractor, as assumed by B&N in its Original 

12 Cost Valuation report Why did B&N base its valuation on the use of a 

13 private contractor? 

14 A5. The consensus among Staff and B&N persoimel on this project was to develop a 

15 value for ONG's 430,000 feet of gas mains by assuming that the mains would be 

16 installed as one large project. B&N based its main installation costs usuig a 

17 private contractor construction crew because it was the most accurate method of 

18 preparing an Original Cost Valuation. Data on private contractor installations was 

19 readily available from the following sotu-ces: R.S. Means 2006 Facilities 

20 Construction Cost Data, BNi Builduig News, Public Works and 2006 Costbook, 

21 and the Rental Rate Blue Book for Construction Equipment Volume 1. Although, 

22 we were told by Darryle Perrino that ONG installed the vast majority ofthe gas 

23 mains in the system, we believed that out-sourcing main installation to a 



1 contractor based on a competitive-bid fonnat would yield a more conservative 

2 valuation ofthe Reproduction Cost New ("RCN") and Original Cost New 

3 ("OCN") values as compared to a utility crew installation. Our assumption was 

4 that a private contractor would be significantly more productive, incentive driven 

5 and have access to a wider range of equipment and resources for main installation. 

6 Q6. Do you still believe that ONG crews installed the majority of mains? 

7 A6. No. After fiirther discussions with Darryle Perrino, I realize that the statement at 

8 page 3-2 in B&N's Original Cost Valuation Report that ONG crews historically 

9 have installed almost all of their own gas mains is not correct. As indicated in 

10 Darryle Perrino's testimony, both ONG crews and private contractors installed the 

11 mains. 

12 Q7. Why didn't B&N base its main installation costs on using an ONG crew? 

13 A7. Published data is not available for public utility construction crew productivity. A 

14 cost valuation based on a public utility construction crew is only as good as the 

15 information provided by the utility. Also, as I indicated earlier, we believed that 

16 out-sourcing main installation to a contractor based on a competitive-bid format 

17 would yield the lesser Reproduction Cost New ("RCN") and Original Cost New 

18 ("OCN") values as compared to utility crew installation. Again, our assumption 

19 was that a private contractor would be significantly more productive, incentive 

20 driven and have access to a wider range of equipment and resources for main 

21 installation. 



1 QS, ONG also objected to Staffs reduction to Account 376 "Mains" because Staff 

2 did not account for the equipment used to install the mains. Why should 

3 Staff account for that equipment? 

4 A8. Because Staff assiuned installation by an ONG crew. Staff needed to account for 

5 the cost ofthe equipment that an ONG crew would use as well as the 

6 corresponding operating cost of that equipment, such as gas, oil changes and other 

7 operating costs associated with running and maintaining equipment. Staff 

8 accoimted for the equipment operating cost, $423.60 per day, but failed to account 

9 for the actual cost ofthe equipment. Assuming a rental rate rather than ownership 

10 of equipment is more accurate because it is likely that ONG "owned" equipment 

11 would need to be replaced several times while installing approximately 83 miles 

12 of gas mains. An accurate value for the equipment rental is $448,00 per day 

13 resulting in a total equipment cost and operating cost of $871.60 per day, as 

14 reflected on Attachment CEC-2. These values are based on the Rental Rate Blue 

15 Book for Construction Equipment Volume 1. 

16 Q9. ONG also objected to Staffs use of a RS Means traffic maintenance cost of 

17 $0.13 per linear foot versus $1.10 per linear foot as used by B&N. Why was 

IS Staffs use of $0.13 for traffic maintenance incorrect? 

19 A9. After further review on the location ofthe various mains, I believe that a blended 

20 value of $0.44 per linear foot is the proper traffic maintenance cost. From a 

21 review ofthe aerial utility mapping, it was determined that 10,000 lineal feet of 

22 the 433,000 lineal feet total was located in fields or lavra areas away from roads. 



1 This category represented approximately 3% leaving 97% ofthe mains under 

2 pavement or near enough to pavement, where the construction activity 

3 affects traffic on the adjacent street, requiring some form of traffic maintenance. 

4 From my review of aerial utility mapping, I determined that Miami University, 

5 the downtown area and some locations along Route 27 should be classified as 

6 "High Traffic Condition" resulting in 140,003 linear feet installed under High 

7 Traffic Conditions at $1.10 per linear foot. The remaining balance (280,007 feet) 

8 would then be installed imder "Moderate Traffic Conditions" at $0.13 per linear 

9 foot. Dividing the total cost for traffic maintenance by the total 433,000 feet of 

10 mains results in an average traffic maintenance cost of $0,44, as indicated on 

11 Attachment CEC-3. 

12 QIC. ONG also objected to Staffs assumption that an ONG crew would be as 

13 productive as a private contractor. Why was Staffs assumption incorrect? 

14 AlO. The production rates shown in B&N's Original Cost Valuation report. Exhibit C 

15 were obtained from R.S. Means 2006 Facilities Construction Cost Data. R.S. 

16 Means sends out questiormaires each year to private contractors to update their 

17 published production rates. Public utilities such as ONG are not involved in the 

18 R.S. Means polls. Because Staff elected to base its main installation cost on the 

19 use of an ONG crew, it should have used the productivity factor for an ONG 

20 crew, not the private contractor productivity rates listed in B&N's Original Cost 

21 Valuation Report. As I stated earlier, a private contractor would be significantly 

22 more productive, incentive driven and have access to a wider range of equipment 

23 and resources for main installation. But more importantly, as noted in Darryle 



1 Perrino's testimony, an ONG construction crew is significantly less productive 

2 than a private contractor because the ONG crew must stop installation to respond 

3 to leak calls, locate lines for customers and complete work orders to tum on or 

4 tum off service. Taking a conservative approach based on Mr. Perrino's 

5 testunony, the productivity rates assumed by Staff should at a minimum be 

6 decreased by fifty percent to account for the difference between the productivity 

7 of a private contractor and an ONG construction crew. 

8 Q l l . What would be the cumulative effect if the Commission were to adopt ONG's 

9 proposed adjustments for rate of productivity, equipment rental and traffic 

10 maintenance costs? 

11 Al l . Attached as Attachments CEC-4a and CEC-4b are charts showing changes to 

12 original cost valuation and depreciation reserve. The end result to original cost 

13 valuation would be a $1,058,151 adjustment to the StaffReport at column (a) of 

14 Schedule B-2.2b, Account 376, increasing Staffs original value of $3,102,191 to 

15 $4,160,342. Column (c) of Schedule B-2.2b for Account 376 would tiien be a 

16 value of ($131,581), 

17 Q12. ONG objected to Staff's reduction to Account 380 "Services" as calculated 

18 by B&N in its Original Cost Valuation Study. Why was Staffs reduction 

19 incorrect? 

20 A12. Account 380 consists ofthe original value of service lines, fix>m a gas main to the 

21 meter. B&N calculated a total value of $236,875 for Account 380 and Staff 

22 calculated a total value of $211,485. B&N refied on an installation cost using %" 

23 plastic pipe by a private contractor while Staff relied on an installation cost using 



1 ^^" plastic pipe by an ONG crew. Both Staff and B&N pulled these numbers 

2 fix)m their main installation matrices. But as my testimony earher indicates. Staff 

3 failed lo account for the rental cost ofthe equipment, high traffic areas and the 

4 lower productivity of an ONG crew when installing piping. 

5 Q13. What would be the cumulative effect if the Commission were to adopt ONG's 

6 proposed adjustments for rate of productivity, equipment rental and trafHc 

7 maintenance costs in Account 380? 

8 A13. Attached as Attachments CEC-4a and CEC-4b are charts showing the changes to 

9 original cost valuation and depreciation reserve. The end result to original cost 

10 valuation would be a $45,309 adjustment to the StaffReport at coltmm (a) of 

11 Schedule B-2.2b, Account 380, increasing Staffs original value of $211,485 to 

12 $256,794. Column (c) of Schedule B-2.2b for Account 380 would tiien be a value 

13 of 19,919 and not a value of ($25,390). 

14 Q14. ONG also objected to Staffs reduction over what B&N had established in its 

15 Original Cost Valuation Report for Account 389 "Land and Land Rights." 

16 What is your opinion of this Staff adjustment? 

17 A14. B&N's Original Cost Valuation Study included $119,000 in Account 389 "Land 

18 and Land Eights." This dollar figure represented the value of two contiguous 

19 parcels of land. I was unable to find original sale data for the land and instead 

20 used 2005 land value data from the Butler County Treasurer's office. Parcel 

21 No. H4100019000026 was valued at $38,500.00 and Parcel 

22 No. H4100019000045 was valued at $81,400. Staff rejected my use ofthe Butler 

23 County Treasurer's land valuation, instead requiring Original Cost records. Mr. 



1 John Stenger submitted various deeds to Staff, including Original Cost records for 

2 Lots 1273 and Lots 1274, which make up Parcel No. H4100019000045. I have 

3 recently reviewed these records, and as reflected on the deed in Attachment CEC-

4 5a , Lot 1274 was purchased by ONG for $38,000.00 in 1987. Likewise, the deed 

5 in Attachment CEC-5b for Lot 1273 contains a conveyance fee of $38.00. The 

6 Butler County Auditor's office confirmed to me that according to the notes that 

7 the office keeps, the conveyance fee between July, 1968 through March 3, 1991 

8 was $1 per $1000, This means that Lot 1274 was purchased by ONG for $38,000. 

9 Subsequently Lots 1273 and 1274 were combined to make Lot 2659 as indicated 

10 in Attachment CEC-5c. Lot 2659 is now referred to as Parcel No. 

11 H4100019000045 as indicated on the Attachments CEC-5d and CEC-5e. 

12 Accordingly, Staff should have included $76,000 for Parcel No. 

13 H4100019000045. Likewise Staff should have included $30,800 for tiie original 

14 cost for Parcel No. H410001900026, As indicated at Attachment CEC-6a, the 

15 deed for that parcel does not indicate a sale value. However, the date of transfer 

16 on the deed is January 6,1993 and as indicated at Attachment CEC-6b, the Butler 

17 County Auditor's website reflects a land value for tax year 1993 of $30,800. The 

18 fact tiiat tiie land was taxed at a value of $30,800 in tiie same year that ONG 

19 purchased the property should be sufficient to establish a purchase price of 

20 $30,800 for Parcel No. H410001900026. Togetiier, tiie two parcels value 

21 $106,800. The value for Account 389 at column (a) of Schedule B-2.2b in the 

22 StaffReport should be $106,800 and not $38,000 as Hsted by Staff, Column (c) 



1 of Schedule B-2.2b for Account 389 would then be a value of ($12,200) and not a 

2 value of ($81,000) as hsted by Staff. 

3 Q15. ONG objected to Staffs reduction over what B&N had calculated for 

4 Account 390 "Structures and Improvements." What is your view of this 

5 adjustment? 

6 A15. Staffassumed that ONG operated fix>m a single story building on 5181 College 

7 Comer Road, Oxford Ohio starting m the mid-sixties and continuing to the 

8 present date. This assumption is incorrect as uidicated by the testimony of 

9 Darryle Perrino in which he noted that ONG did not move into the single story 

10 building until after it purchased the property in 1987. The property records 

11 submitted by Mr. John Stenger to Staff during its review of B&N's Original Cost 

12 Valuation report reflect that as of August 1987, ONG had a tax-mailing address of 

13 107 E. Church Street, Oxford Ohio (Attachment CEC-5a) and tiiat a year later, 

14 ONG's tax address was Hsted as 5181 College Comer Pike, Oxford Ohio (see 

15 Attachment CEC-5b). It is also my understandmg from conversations with ONG 

16 personnel that this building was not in public service prior to ONG's purchase of 

17 the property and that it was previously used as a tool rental business. Rather than 

18 calculating the original construction cost ofthe builduig using a mid-sixties cost 

19 index. Staff should have appHed the Handy-Whitman "Cost Index Factor" for 

20 1987 (1.815). This results in an adjustment of $72,060 to column (a). Schedule 

21 B-2,2b ofthe StaffReport for Account 390, increasing tiie listed value of 

22 $210,250 to $282,310. Column (c) of Schedule B-2.2b for Account 390 would 

23 then be a value of $3,449 and not a value of ($68,611) as Hsted by Staff 



1 Q16. ONG also submitted a series of objections to Staffs over-depreciation of 

2 various items. How did Staff over-depreciate items as objected to by ONG in 

3 Objections 4 through 8? 

4 A16. During our preparation ofthe B&N Original Cost Valuation report, we became 

5 aware that the spreadsheet we used continued to calculate armual depreciation 

6 even though an item had exceeded its used and useful book life, I infonned Staff 

7 of this issue and Staff told me to leave my spreadsheet as is because Staff would 

8 account for that error in its final analysis. However, Staff did not account for this 

9 error because it subtracted the accumulated depreciation fix)m B&N's Original 

10 Cost Valuation Report from the accumulated depreciation listed in ONG's 

11 original application as reflected at Schedule B-3.1.a ofthe StaffReport. As 

12 Mr. Stenger testified, ONG did not include overdepreciation of items in its 

13 accumulated depreciation figures submitted with this ^plication. Thus, when 

14 Staff compared B&N's Valuation in Schedule B-3.la witii ONG's original 

15 application depreciation valuation, the resulting adjustment as reflected on 

16 Schedule B-3.1 incorrectly included the over-depreciation from B&N's 

17 calculations. Accordingly, B&N's valuation numbers listed in column (a) of 

18 Schedule B-3.1 a at the Staff's report should be adjusted by applying the 

19 following amounts to the respective accounts: 

20 Account 376 (mains) ($2,714.97) 

21 Account 380 (services) ($68,930.77) 

22 Account 381 (meters) ($36,610,20) 

23 Account 390 ($6,138,71) 
24 (stmctures and improvements) 

10 



1 Account 392 ($4,890.83) 

2 (transportation equipment) 

3 Q17. What would be the cumulative effect to Rate Base if the Commission were to 

4 adopt ONG's proposed adjustments to Staffs Report? 

5 A17 Using the adjustments in Attachments CEC-4a and CEC-4b in addition to the 

6 adjustments Usted in A16, Schedule B-1 ofthe StaffReport would be revised to 

7 reflect a new Staff Plant in Service value of $5,674,817 and a new Staff 

8 Depreciation Reserve value of $3,417,507. These revisions result in a new Staff 

Net Plant in Service value of $2,257,310 resulting in a $724,258 increase to 

Staffs original Rate Base of $1,210,225 as Usted on Schedule B-1 oftiie Staff 

Report, This increase in Rate Base does not reflect any changes to Working 

Capital or Contributions in Aid of Constmction, 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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CUFFORD L CRISWEU, PE 

Education 

The Ohb State University-

Bachelor of Civil 

Engineering 

1969 

Registrat ion 

Professional Engineer-

Ohio 

Mr. Criswell joined Burgess & Niple in 1969 Mid is a project engineer in the Water and 
Wastewater Design Group. He has been involved in numerous wastewater treatment plant 
improvements and engineering reports. He has been responsible for preparation of 
detailed plans, specifications, contract documents, and permits to instaU for wastewater 
projects. Mr. Criswell also has been involved with construction supervision and inspection 
on several area projects. He has prepared valuation studies of water utilities for acquisition. 
He holds a Bachelor of Civil Engineering degree from The Ohio State University. 

RBlovaiitlaGkgrtuiiil 

Sewer System Flow Monitoring-Engineer responsible for supervision of flow monitoring 
work using Marsh-McBimey Flototes and Maiming Dipper systems. Representative 
projects include: 

• Somerset Wastewater Plant Upgrade, ViUage of Somerset, Ohio 
• McArthur Capacity Study, Vinton County, Ohio 
• McArthur I/I Analyses, McArthur, Ohio 

Water Distribution and Storage- Project engineer responsible for hydraulic analysis, plans, 
and specifications to meet fire code requirements. Representative projects include: 
• Elevated Water Tank, City of Delaware, Ohio 
• Water Distribution Improvements, City of Granville, Ohio 
• Water Distribution Improvements, McCormelsville, Ohio 
• Gambler Distribution Replacement, Gambler, Ohio 
• Wadsworth Cross-Town Water Main, Wadsworth, Ohio 

Wastewater Collection Systems- Project engineer responsible for sanitary sewer 
improvement design, survey, plans, and specifications. Representative projects include: 
• Sanitary Interceptor Extension, City of Westerville, Ohio 
• Sanitary Sewer System, Medina County, Ohio 
• Sewer Interceptor Improvements, Worthington, Ohio 
• Olentangy Interceptor Study, Delaware County, Ohio 
• Wadsworth Relief Sewer, Wadsworth, Ohio 

Water Treatment Plants- Project engineer responsible for design of water treatment plants. 
Treatment processes included iron-manganese removal, pilot studies, clarification, lime-
soda softening, CT analysis, and filtration. Representative water treatment design projects 
include: 
• Somerset Water Treatment Plant, Somerset, Ohio 
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New London Water Treatment Plant, New London, Ohio 
Burr Oak Clear Well Expansion, Glouster, Ohio 
Bucyrus Water Treatment Plant Rehabilitation, Bucyrus, Ohio 
Bangor WTP Improvements, Bangor, Pennsylvania 
Westerville WTP Pumping Improvements, Westerville, Ohio 

Wastewater Treatment Plants- Project engineer responsible for design of wastewater 
treatment plants including oxidation ditch aeration, lime stabilization, and composting. 
Representative wastewater treatment projects include: 
• Columbus Composting Facility, Columbus, Ohio 
• Somerset Wastewater Treatment Plant, Somerset, Ohio 
• West Jefferson Peak Flow Improvements, West Jefferson, Ohio 
• Columbus Jackson Pike Interim Pumping, Columbus, Ohio 
• Columbus Jackson Pike Final Clarifiers, Coliunbus, Ohio 
• Columbus Southerly Final Clarifier Addition, Columbus, Ohio 
• Columbus Southerly Disinfection, Columbus, Ohio 
• Belpre WWTP Improvements, Belpre, Ohio 
• Plain City WWTP Improvements, Plain City,Ohio 

Utility Evaluation- Prepared detailed and comprehensive inventory of utilities tangible 
assets. Assisted in developing RCNLD (Reproduction Cost New Less Depreciation) 
valuation along with field inventory, sampling, observed depreciation analysis, pricing, 
and preparation of testimony for evaluation of private utility for condemnation and sale. 
• Illinois-American Waterworks, Pekin, Illinois 
• Illinois-American Waterworks, Peoria, Illinois 
• Ohio-American Waterworks, Westerville, Ohio 

Construction Services - Provided 8 years of construction supervision and 5 additional years 
of resident inspection on water distribution, composting, water treatment, and wastewater 
treatment projects, 
• Barberton Transmission Water Main, Barberton, Ohio 
• Westerville Water Treatment Plant Expansion, WesterviUe, Ohio 
• Akron Composting Facility, Akron, Ohio 
• Gambler Water Distribution and Elevated Tank, Gambler, Ohio 
• Jackson Pike Final Clarifiers, Columbus, Ohio 
• Jackson Pike Final Clarifier Addition, Coliunbus, Ohio 
• Southerly Disinfection, Columbus, Ohio 
• Jackson Pike Effluent Pumping, Columbus, Ohio 
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City Engineer -Assigned as on-site City Engineer and client contact responsible for 
providing required engineering services. Services included attending staff, coimcil and/or 
committee meetings or other city organization meetings as requested; consultation with 
staff and officials as needed on sanitary sewers, wastewater treatment, asbestos removal, 
water treatment, water distribution, water storage, storm drainage, roadway, funding 
assistance, CSO evaluation, and other engineering or architectural issues; review of 
subdivision plats and plans; providing engineering or technical advice, studies, preliminary 
plans, reports, specifications, easement documents, estimate of costs; and coordination of 
project during construction. 
• City of Bucyms, Ohio 

• City of Westerville, Ohio 

ItalBing 

Burgess & Niple, Limited-1/2 day In-house Confined Space Entry, 1993 



CEC-2 

Equipment Cost per Day 

Equipment 

Mini-Excavator 

Excavator Bucket 

Compressor 

Dump Truck 

Trailer 

Pavement Breaker 

Total 

Cost/Day 

Rental 
$/Hr 

$17.00 

$4.00 

$5.00 

$27.00 

$2.00 

$1.00 

$56.00 

X 8Hrs/Day= 

Operating Cost 
$/Hr 

$7.50 

$1.30 

$10.10 

$32.45 

$1.20 

$0.40 

$52.95 

$871.60 

Total Cost 
$/Hr 

$24.50 

$5.30 

$15.10 

$59.45 

$3.20 

$1.40 

$108.95 



Adjusted Traffic Maintenance Cost 

CEC-3 

Item B&N Original 
$/Ft 

Staff 
$/Ft 

B&N Revised 
$/Ft 

High Traffic 0.6x1.10=0.66 0.97x1/3x1.10=0.36 

Moderate Traffic - 0.6x0.13= 0.08 0.97x2/3x0.13= 0.08 

Average $0.66 $0.08 $0.44 



CEC-4a 

Valuation Adjustment on Original Cost of Accounts 376, 380, 389 and 390 

Staff Adjustments Staff Report 
Report w/corrections 

IVIains 3,102,191 1,058,151 4,160,342 
Account 376 

Services 211,485 45,309 256,794 
Account 380 

Land and Land Rights 38,000 68,800 106,800 
Account 389 

Structures and Improvements 210.250 72,060 282,310 
Account 390 



Valuation Adjustment of Accumulated Depreciation 
of Accounts 376,380, 389 and 390 

Accumulated Depreciation 
Staff Report Adjustments Staff Report 

w/corrections 

CEC-4b 

IVIains 
Account 376 

1,770,212 625,692 2.395.904 

Services 
Account 380 

273,013 -16,219 256,794 

Land and Land Rights 
Account 389 

Structures and Improvements 223,079 29,874 252,953 
Account 390 
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DEED OF EXECUTOftr ADMINISTRATOR, TRUSHC^ GUARDIAN, RECBVER OR 

COMMlSSfONIR* , ^160er«£275 
PAKELin^AimiES and 6RfiG0RY*'XBIUkHS, Cc-Exacutors of t h e W i l l o f 
MABV ELLEN EDWARDS „, 

w i l l a d m i t t e d September 3 . 1985, i n 
by Ihe power conferred by B u t l e c County/ Ohioj P roba te Cour t No. e5'-09-'^93( 

ond every other power, for T h i r t y - e i g h t Thousand ($38,000)- doliors paid, 

grants, with fiduciary covenants, to OXFORD MATURhL GAS COMPANY , 

whole tox-mdillnfi address is 1 ° ' E. Church S t ree t , o x f o r d , OH 4S0S6 ^ 

the following RCAl PROPERTYf Situated in the County of Bu t le r In fhe Slal« 

of Ohio oncT'in Ihe C i t y > of Oxford ti>} to w i t : 

Ent i r e Lot No. 1274 a s the same i s known and designated i n the 
Ci ty o t Oxford, Butler County, Ohio. 

. The same being subjec t to an annual ground rent payable to the 
Treasurer of Miami Univers i ty each year. 

The same t o be subject to e x i s t i n g u t i l i t y l i^es and easement of 
record for the j o i n t uao with o ther property owners and fur ther 
sub jec t to r e s t r i c t i o n s of record 

Excepting and subject to taxe» and assessments which are p ro - r a t«d 
as of t h i s day which the gran tors herein agree to pay, and the 
grant^ae agrees t o pay a l l taxes and assessments levied and assessad 
a f t e r t h e date of c lo s ing . 

Prior tnstrvment References Vol. 1392 Page 643 of the Deed Records of Butler 

County, Ohio. •'Ô CE a. THALT. ii^lifiCf 

Witness our hand [s) this ^^h j oy of August . ioB7 

Signed and Qclcnowledgec(/in t ^ presence of: 

nmvmfmnemB J 
VCEa.THAa,JI^RQr 
OUTLcS COUKT1UDHI0 

a s t loB7 , 

87A(Î T0 rtl3»UI 

Gregdfjj^hpnB 

RECORD. 

\ O 0 0 

witrfa , Oonxva 

Stole of Ohio County of Butler ts. 

B i IT RCAUMfifRfD, Thot on this 4th Day of August , 1987, before mo, 

the sub«criber, o Notary Public in ond for sold wunly, perionolly m m * , 

Poiela'^WrtiEr ar¥i Gregccy'̂ Tibrans the GrontorU) in lh« 

foregoing Deed, and oclcnowledged the signing thereof to be * ^ ^ voluntary ad 

and deed. 

U i USf lMQNY JHtRSOf, I hove hereunto su^f i ibe i^my-^ iTyand ofRxed my seaf 

on this day ond year aforesaid. ^ / ^ i ^ f ' f V < > r \ l - ^ r 

This Instrument was prepared by. ^g\g .^ f tJb inson, Attorney at L g ^ 

AUGl01967v)*t 

i / J i i m CO., AUWTOR 
bAMWL&.tMUftS7mi. 

MIAMI UNiVJ ib f lm tU 
OXFORD. OHtO 

TRANSFERRED fOR tAND llENT 

^Wii^ Doni«t i . Wixii, builar Co. ^ i > M _ 

CEC-5a 



I B U L W A n u N T Y DOD, Sunwr f - » h t , D « Otcpriatad &W) 

General Warranty Deed* Ĥ mrw p\i^z3 
Donald D. Clarlc and Susan M. Clark, husband and wife. 7^ , 

\<tf Butler county. OhW^-^-^^^^d^^ 
for Viduabie consideration paid, gnnt(s) vlih general warranty covenants, to ^ ^ — f^^ 

OXFORD NATURAL GAS COMPANY .wltosetax^atling address b 
S181 College Comer Pike. Oxford. Obio 45056 

the foUowing REAL PROPERTY! Siiuattdin the County of B u t l e r in the ^ t e 
of Ohio aad bt tke C i t y of Oxford .-» 

Entire Lot Ncmfaer One Thousand Two Hundred Seventy-three (1273) 
as the same le now known and designated in the City of Oxford, 
Butler County, Ohio. The same being subject to existing utility 
lines and easements of record for Che Joxjat use vtth other 
property owners and further subject to the restrictions of record 
(See Recorded Plat, Plat Book 12, Page 9). 

I h s saiDe being subject to the payment of an annual ground rent, 
payable to the Treasurer of Miami University. 

TRANSFERRED 

MAY 111988 P ^ 
eUTifRCCAUDnOR 

D A t J I ^ 
^ v f t iDc r 

MAY 1 1 

Don!*) S^WuBl. M y C a . * t t f t o r 

MIAMI UNIVERSITY 
€»CPORD,OHIO 

TBMSPameD PDA tJUO SBfT 

Mffi tfraovEO poa BEoesa 
- ^ ^ •own or 

All taxes and assessnients on said real estate from and after 
/Mi ^ , 19" yg shall be paid by the grantee herein. 

Prior tns^ummt Reference: Volume 1568page 78 of the Deed Records ^ 
County, Ohio. ' Each 
Grantor, releases alt rights of dower therdn. Witness OUT kond{s}tkls 
Of m j - ' 19 88 

\n presence qf: 

Butler 

• ^ _ day 

DONAZX U. LUAkiC 

MJH M. CLARK 

State of Ohio 

BE r r REMEMBERED, That on this 
the subscriber, a No ta ry P u b l i c 

SUSAN 

County t^ 
- davof 

B u t l e r u; 
^ y .19 ^&,beforeme. 

hi and for said state, ptrsoivdly came, 
Donald D. C l a r k and S u s a n M . C l a r k , husband and w i f e . theGrantorfsjinthe 

j'onfgomg.ii^, and aeknowtedged the ̂ n ing thereof to be t h e i r voluntaiy act taiddeed, 
J ,• : : i ^ . ' . ^ i i i 3 i T i M o ^ t S E R E 0 F , I have hereunto suiKcribed my name and affixed my n o t a r i a l seal 

•7 

^ tefeti^aa^^v>i^;».wrihi, J ay C. B e n n e t t . At tor t fev ai 
itol*^«iTfai«—Art*. 

LW. 0 3 c A l f l ' . " f f l i O . 

* ^ - 3 ? l A S t ^ l ( 4 ( W ^ 1 < f i ^ ^ iUtntt- nufria, taU McambniKct, n ta t tHma, tux) octpdoWt t > w * > i mctsmtnb. If sny. 

-;,'(4> E juMUo i i ^KC^ rdua^ r i ^CUp l c r 9301 OUo BtvbN Code. 

^ " ' ' " i l - ' - . . ' - Auditor'* u d Rccordcr'i SiUDirt 

*St« Scc&Mi S»1.0S tod SMLDi W>io lto<iKd Cede. 

CEC-5b 



' r • 
L OT CONSOLIDATiON 

NE.W U)T • :iê S9 , PART or OLD LOTS * fZ73 f 7^74 
cmy OF Q^roAD, BUTLER COUNTY, OHIO 

for 

^OAFOnO t /ATUML G M CO. 

C ao 40 to so 

CEC-Sc 

Jy^t 

ptpe. -

V Pofrhk CMon 

OKtord, Ohio 

\ 

Approved hy ihe 
City of OKfot^ 
Plopnif^ Commissio/? 
This ^ <̂oy o f 

, t386. 

f^Qimit^ O/reditr 

Pre&tkntf PhminQ 
Commtssie^ 

X herthy <xriify ihi% f>lat to be a correct 
return of cz ritki ^ « r ^ ^A rne. 



ebiT CLAIM ecBO, Wun FMW, ttaniwry ' ' • ' * ' **•• tr-a 

t«,MMi I* I J . l*Mt Xri lM«W* IKiW 

QUir-pLAlM DEED* 

29591 rvoLl643 m 52 
J a y C. B e n n e t t . T r u s t e e m̂  ̂ ^ B u t l e r County. 0*^o 

for valuable conaideratian pmd. gTani5(s) io OXFORD NATORAL GAS C<^AK7 

-, whose fax'mdimg address is 
5131 College Comer P ike , Oxford, Ohio 45056 

the following R£AL PROPERTY: Sifuafed in the Coutity of B u t l e r in ihe Sitjte 

of Ohio tjnd in ihe C i t y of Oxford ; m 

Entire Lot #2659 as the same i s known and designated in the 
City of Oxford, Butler County, Ohio. 
Subject to e x i s t i n g u t i l i t y l i n e s end easements of record for 
the j o i n t use wi th o ther property omiera and fu r the r subject 
to r e s t r i c t i o n s of record. Also, subject t o t^e payment of an 
annual ground r e n t , payable to the Treasurer of Miaini Univers i ty . 

ri Hi* •••*•*< C ^ . 03 Opp ̂ p - „ 

S£P02198S /^.y jcoRQj^^a^^__^ 

PgptriS.WBqt, Bgtiv Co. Auditor 

nattfi 7 " ^ ^ ^ , f ^ 

MIAMI UNIVERSITY 
OXFORD, OHIO 

TRAHSpEimeo FOR U M D REKT 
M l p APPftOVEO fOB RECORDL 

frt'or hsfrumenf Reference: Vol. P̂oge of ffte Oeerf Records cf But ler 

County. OA/o. , tiexKl6Qs!t9o6txa£te:6Aea 

^GOSSSSiSSi^SKSBElGli^m^Smms^^ WHness my AoncAib̂  f̂t« X ^ day 

of August . 19 SB. 

Sigi owledged in fhe presence of: 

> m f ^ ^ 
J 7 Schuett* 

WfTHCSS. 

Sto/e 

.4^A 

fff n R£MEM8£RED, That on ibis 

;TT, TRUS1XE 

Newton 
County of B u t l e r ss. 

u y f ^ (Jay of August , rs 88 . before me. 
fhe subscriber, a Notary P u b l i c in and for scid county, personally came. J a y C. 

Bennett, Trus tee . if>e Qrantorfit) in fhe 
foregoing Deed, and acknowledged the signing ihereof to be h i s vofunfory aci and deed. 

tk ' f^ t l^ fdHY THEREOF, I hove herounfo subscribed my name ond.j^xed my seal onjhisday 

- ' i t ^ £ ^ ^ ^ ^ a s prepared ^j-Jav C. Bennett . A t t o m l v a t Lay. Oxford, Ohio. 

2. DncriBflwi ol ' bad oi tatarou Atnin, and •nwmlmiwot. iwfriMtteni, uMpDom, MM* m d M M f B W f g H l l i r g t « • W VMO 

3. t>At. *.M*^r d ^ « i .pp»r. W«"QBBBt |m*B J i a i 1994 
4. t»CHrion ia KtantoM* wMi C)wp<w SHI el th* Kavltvd C«<U mt OUa. 

AtidiMr'i ond Itocwdn^ ttamrt TRANSFI 

SEP 02 
SUUER CO., AUDITOR 

' S M Sfni«n 3 ^ : : 1 Oh^e «4Ti,«l Cod* 

CEC-5d 
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Requested By: copy 02/02/2006 

9 3 5 
QOtT-CLAIMDEED , ^ 1 7 1 5 ^ 4 4 6 

DC^KJ> B, CUaX AND SOSW H. C3JffiK, IwAiand iBid wife 

OXFOBD toaOBML tSUS OOHESUOT, an Ohio •oamoiiititfn 

« hcM tax asHiflf sddfcst is. 

ifietotlowtivilesenberi m l propeny. 

Siivaiod in the Suic of Ohio, County of 
C i ty . , Oxford 

5 i a i Co l l ege O x n e r H t e , Oxfiosd, Ohio 4505$ 

Botlec 

iiul of. 

£eifig £ o t toMteroA One Shonaand 9 w Bmidred Seventj^-five (1275), 
a s the sane i s known and dasigMited in tfie C i ^ of Oxfoca, Bu t l e r 
County, Ohio _ . 

j53W»t* »1--..-. . .i.,:..:^ .-j^K.-
TasdiMricimOTibCTiaJjareelaoraben Oirford CorcJlSeed' ' H 4 1 0 0 * 0 1 9 . 0 0 0 - ' T & 2 6 

SineiatMrettorpropeny: p t 9 f i , g o l l e a f t Cffyney ^ i ^ « 

Prior innranKRi rcfeitDCc: Volume • f»tfi-

. Reconlf of. 

ofthe 

. CeuMy. Ohio. 

a)l r«)its of dowtr ttienin. 

H'Seed thh • r r ' ' ^ 4ay of 

Sigtttd tnd acknowledged 
iaJCtie pnseoce 

. sponte of Ihe fnaior. retnscf 

witness 4itgMJi i S l f / / ^ ^ i i s 
i - r - * j -
Ti»M df^yk 

f -T- jQ 
J,...^^ C0> .̂ 

SOSUIH. CUIOC 

COUNTY OF /-5 U t T / g r 

Tiie fon^oiiif »strunien( vw iclcnowted{cd befote me ihis 
,„. Donald P . Clwdt 

_ ^ •«>y»r January 199: 

.C:^-

v r 

l«OltCfM1.95 

NOTARY PUBUC. «TATfi OF OHIO 
WT eO»IMI»»»OH «»W»t» « W IT. w ^ 

SMIB OFOSKL . 

axanrcog O y t l t t 
'Bbm foregoing i n s t r i a e n t va s acbioideaaed-t>e^ore s e t h i s ^ ^ day of Jraniary 1993 
by Susan if. d a r k y < , » i ' ^ ^ "T^P 

Attdiioi's'and Reconlefl Stain|ihr COMUOOIDN cxratts KAriT.iooo 

;3JAn-6 enuat 
KGcia QM* 

AfiOA* 

'liuenIcploetcnniiOA at itai praornvand iiiier«» iiKreir. 

«ria K. Oonrad, Esq. - Bcidcar k gc^^w, 100 S . I h i r d S t l » t f _ 
uoiorous, unio 4321? 
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Butler County 

PARID H 4 1 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 2 6 
OXFORD NATURAL GAS CO 

Taxyr 

2006 
2005 
2004 
2003 
2002 
2001 
2000 
1999 
1998 
1997 

1996 
1995 
1994 

1993 

Land 
Value 

$30,590 
$38,500 
$35,000 
$35,000 
$35,000 
$32,200 
$32,200 
$32,200 
$28,000 
$28,000 

$28,000 
$30,800 
$30,800 
$30,800 

Building 
Value 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
SO 
$0 
SO 
SO 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

Total Appraised 
Value 

$30,590 
$38,500 
$35,000 
$35,000 
$35,000 
$32,200 
$32,200 
$32,200 
$28,000 
$28,000 
$28,000 
$30,800 
$30,800 

$30,800 

Land 
(35%) 

$10,710 
$13,480 
$12,250 
$12,250 
$12,250 
$11,270 
$11,270 
$11,270 
$9,800 
$9,800 

$9,800 
$10,780 
$10,780 
$10,780 

OXFORD COLLEGE CORNER RD 

Building 
(35%) 

$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$0 

35% Total p i i iw 
Assessed 

$10,710 
$13,480 
$12,250 
$12,250 
$12,250 
$11,270 
$11,270 
$11,270 
$9,800 
$9,800 
$9,800 

$10,780 
$10,780 
$10,780 

$0 
SO 
$0 
$0 
$0 
SO 
SO 
$0 
SO 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 
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