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I. HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS
This Recommended Decision approves, without modification, the Joint Petition for Settlement of Rate Investigation (“Joint Petition” or “Settlement”), which the parties joining therein filed on March 24, 2016.

On November 16, 2015, Twin Lakes Utilities, Inc. (Respondent, Twin Lakes or the Company) filed Supplement No. 5 to Tariff Water - Pa. P.U.C. No. 4, to become effective January 16, 2016, containing proposed changes in rates, rules, and regulations calculated to produce $195,287 (257%) in additional annual revenues from customers based on a historic test year ending September 30, 2015.  
By Order entered December 17, 2015, and pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. § 1308(d), Supplement No. 5 to Tariff Water – Pa. P.U.C. No. 4 was suspended by operation of law until August 16, 2016, unless permitted by Commission Order to become effective at an earlier date.
  
By the same Order entered December 17, 2015, the Commission instituted an investigation into the lawfulness, justness and reasonableness of the proposed rate increases in the tariff filing.  This investigation also included consideration of the lawfulness, justness, and reasonableness of the Respondent’s existing rates, rules, and regulations.
 The case was assigned to the Office of Administrative Law Judge for Alternative Dispute Resolution, if possible, or the prompt scheduling of such hearings as may be necessary culminating in the issuance of a Recommended Decision.

There were six formal Complaints filed against the proposed rate increase.  On November 23, 2015, the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) filed a formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2015-2514368, a public statement and a Notice of Appearance for Christine Maloni Hoover, Esq., and Lauren Burge, Esq.  Also on November 23, 2015, a Notice of Appearance for the Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement (I&E) counsel, Phillip C. Kirchner, Esq., was filed.  On December 2, 2015, Virginia W. Pfeiffer filed a Formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2015-2515975 opposing the proposed rate increase.  

By Notice dated January 5, 2016, the Commission informed the parties that a telephonic prehearing conference was scheduled in this matter for Friday, January 15, 2016, at 10:00 a.m. to discuss, among other things, procedural matters.  By Prehearing Conference Order dated January 6, 2016, the undersigned Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) directed the parties to submit prehearing memoranda, to prepare to discuss procedural issues, to take affirmative steps if the status of an active participant was desired, and to develop a procedural schedule for this proceeding. 
On January 8, 2016, Edward G. Lanza, Esq. entered his appearance as co-counsel for the Respondent.  On January 11, 2016, Amelia Roraback filed a formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2016-2523444 opposing the proposed rate increase.  On January 14, 2016, John Weissleder and Georgette Muller filed a Formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2016-2524864 opposing the proposed rate increase.

The prehearing conference was held as scheduled on January 15, 2016.  Present through counsel were Twin Lakes, I&E, and OCA.  Public input hearings were discussed and a schedule was set for hearings and formal testimony by the parties.  The schedule included one in-person public input session to be held on February 19, 2016, in Shohola, PA, at the Shohola Township Municipal Building, at 6:00 p.m.

Pursuant to the litigation schedule, on January 29, 2016, the Company served the direct testimony of witnesses Denis W. Doll (St. No. DWD-1), A. Bruce O’Connor (St. No. ABO-1) and Robert K. Fullagar (St. No. RKF-1), with supporting exhibits.  
The actions taken at the prehearing conference were memorialized in a Prehearing Order dated February 4, 2016.  Another Prehearing Order also dated February 4, 2016, extended the deadline to February 16, 2016, for the pro se Complainants to designate whether they wanted to be treated as active participants in this proceeding.

On February 8, 2016, Anthony Ciuffreda filed a Formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2016-2528502 opposing the proposed rate increase.  

On February 23, 2016, the active parties to this proceeding informed me that they had reached an agreement in principle settling all the issues in this proceeding and requesting that I suspend the litigation schedule.  

On March 8, 2016, Neil and Kathleen Joyce filed a Formal Complaint at Docket No. C-2016-2532987 opposing the proposed rate increase.

None of the pro se Complainants elected to be active participants in this case pursuant to the Prehearing Conference Order dated January 15, 2016, and the Prehearing Order dated February 4, 2016.
By Order dated March 11, 2016, I suspended the litigation schedule in this proceeding and cancelled the evidentiary hearings scheduled for March 23-25, 2016.
On March 24, 2016, a Joint Petition for Settlement of Rate Investigation was filed and served.  Signatories to the Joint Petition for Settlement of Rate Investigation include Twin Lakes, OCA and I&E (collectively, Settling Parties, Joint Petitioners or Joint Parties).  Each of the Settling Parties provided a Statement in Support appended to the Joint Petition for Settlement of Rate Investigation. 

Also on March 24, 2016, OCA served a copy of the Joint Petition and attachments on the pro se Complainants, along with a letter instructing the Complainants to review the Joint Petition and indicate to the ALJ in writing by April 7, 2016, whether they choose to join in the Joint Petition, oppose the Joint Petition, or not oppose the Joint Petition.  Enclosed was a signature page that the pro se Complainants could sign and return to the ALJ if they wished to join the Joint Petition.  

On April 13, 2016, the Settling Parties filed a Joint Stipulation for Admission of Evidence.  The Settling Parties stipulated to the authenticity and admission of the Twin Lakes’ rate filing and direct testimony, in their entirety, into the evidentiary record in this matter for the purpose of providing the record with historical data.

The only party who chose to oppose the Settlement was Virginia W. Pfeiffer at Docket No. C-2015-2515975.  The remaining pro se Complainants did not take any action with regard to the Joint Petition for Settlement.  
The record closed on April 13, 2016.  This matter is now ripe for recommendation.   
II.
PUBLIC INPUT HEARING


The public input hearing in Shohola Township, Pennsylvania, convened as scheduled on February 19, 2016, at 6:00 p.m. in the Shohola Township Municipal Building.  Nine people testified under oath and opposed the proposed rate increase as unjust and unreasonable.

Andrew Zilber testified that Twin Lakes’ predecessor had installed a hydrant on his property about 11 years ago.  Tr. 17.  Twin Lakes later had installed a lock on the hydrant and for the last two years Prosser Lab had used the hydrant to collect water samples.  Id.  According to Mr. Zilber, Prosser Lab fails to properly lock the hydrant after each use, causing water to leak onto his property.  Id.  The hydrant has to be manually shut off by a Twin Lakes’ employee, which in turn has caused the hydrant to crack and have more water leak onto Mr. Zilber’s property.  Tr. 17-18.  Mr. Zilber’s insurance company investigated the damage to his property and informed him that water leaking from the hydrant froze the ground around it causing stress to the water main.  Tr. 23.  The water main, in turn broke as a result of the stress, causing more water to seep into Mr. Zilber’s property.  Id. 

Mr. Zilber testified that this problem has been ongoing for the last two years and, despite Twin Lakes being aware of it during the entire time, it had yet to fix the hydrant and the broken main.  Tr. 17-24.   In winter, the water leaking from the hydrant leaves a frozen lake in front of Mr. Zilber’s house.  Tr. 18.  It causes his sump pump to turn on unnecessarily, therefore, resulting in higher electricity bills for Mr. Zilber.  Tr. 23.  More importantly, Mr. Zilber is concerned that water is getting into his crawlspace and damaging the foundation of his house.  Id. 

During his testimony, Mr. Zilber pointed out that all the water that is leaking into his property is unmetered.  Tr. 19.  He opined that Twin Lakes does not deserve a rate increase when it is carelessly wasting water.  Id.
John Troyan testified as the Vice President of the Sagamore Estates Property Owner’s Association.  Tr. 32.  He commended the Company for working to improve the existing water system and to control the amount of unaccounted for water but stated that Twin Lakes had bought a failing water system without having in place a business plan on how to recoup the money over the course of the years.  Tr. 34-36.  Instead, Mr. Troyan averred that Twin Lakes bought a failing system planning to collect their money through a 600% increase from 2011 to 2016.  Id. According to Mr. Troyan, a 370% rate increase in 2011, followed by another 257% increase in 2016, are exorbitant considering that Twin Lakes’ customer base is a small community of working class people and of people on a fixed income, where many homes are in foreclosure and people are struggling.  Tr. 33-34, 36.

Marie Beals testified that if the rate increase requested by the Company came into effect she, her father, and her brother would not be able to afford their water service.  Tr. 37-28.  She stated that although she does not want to leave the Sagamore Estates, she is contemplating selling her house or digging a well in the event the rate increase requested by the Company comes into effect.  Tr. 38.  She averred that a rate increase of over 250% is unreasonable in view of Twin Lakes’ customer base.  Tr. 39.

Kevin Dowd testified as Treasurer of the Sagamore Estates Property Owner’s Association.  Tr. 40.  He acknowledges that the Company has done good work since it took over water service for the Sagamore Estates, but argued that the size of the investment already made by Twin Lakes is disproportionate to its customer base considering that there are only 115 customers on Twin Lakes’ system and not many buildable lots left in the development.  Tr. 41.  Mr. Dowd maintained that if the people who could afford to get a zoning permit and install a well on their property left the Company’s system, then the only people connected to the system would be the people least able to pay for the service.  Tr. 42.  According to Mr. Dowd, that is a dangerous outcome for both the Company and the Sagamore Estates community.  Id.
Keith Decker testified that he resides on Samantha Lane, where there was a large water leak during the fall of 2014.  Tr. 43.  Mr. Decker contacted Twin Lakes multiple times to report the leak, but it wasn’t until a month later that Twin Lakes was able to repair the leak.  Tr. 43-44.  In the meanwhile, the water continued to run onto Mr. Decker’s property eroding his driveway.  Tr. 44.  In his testimony, Mr. Decker expressed his frustration that although the Company repaired the leaking pipe in the fall, they waited until the following spring before they repaired Mr. Decker’s driveway, all the while leaving a large and dangerous hole in his yard.  Tr. 44.  According to Mr. Decker, Twin Lakes’ employees perform repair work in an unsafe and wasteful manner.  Tr. 44-46.  He described instances when the Company had left gaping holes in the middle of the road without proper warning signs or coverage, or did work of poor quality which necessitated repeated visits to the same site.  Tr. 45-46.
Anthony Ciuffreda testified that he is one of the seasonal residents of the Sagamore Estates.  Tr. 50.  Mr. Ciuffreda explained that that over the course of its history the Sagamore Estates has changed from a seasonal community into a permanent one.  Tr. 59.  It currently has 127 full time homes and only about 55 seasonal ones.  Id.  More importantly, Sagamore Estates has 182 homeowners, of which only 115 are connected to the Twin Lakes’ system.  Tr. 59.  Mr. Ciuffreda argued that the increased rates may force more people to leave the Twin Lakes’ system and invest into building wells on their properties.  Tr. 61.  However, such a move would deprive Twin Lakes of its customer base and defeat the purpose of the rate increase.  Id.  
Mr. Ciuffreda acknowledged that Twin Lakes is the only professional water company that the community of Sagamore Estates has ever had.  Tr. 54.  He commended them for the quality of their work considering the poor state of the water system they were working with (Tr. 54), but expressed his concerns that the Company is seeking to pass the entire cost of the operation onto its customers.  Tr. 56.

Mr. Ciuffreda recognized that the Company was entitled to a return on its investment but stated that the region where the Sagamore Estates is located has experienced several years of economic depression and the proposed rate increase would present an unreasonable hardship to its members.  Tr. 60.  As alternative, he proposed that the Commission approve a 10% rate increase to Twin Lakes which includes a $50.00 per month customer charge.  Tr. 52, 62.

Glenn Pontier testified that he had purchased a house in the Sagamore Estates in September 2015.  Tr. 64.  The water was turned on when Mr. Pontier and his wife moved into the property, but he stated that he had to contact the Company in January of 2016 because he had not received any bills from them.  Id.  When talking to Twin Lakes’ representatives, he was informed that he was not in their billing system.  Tr. 65.  As a new comer to the Sagamore Estates, Mr. Pontier finds Twin Lakes to be poorly managed since it is failing to properly bill and collect money that it is owed.  Tr. 66-67.

Jonathan McElhaney testified that as a new comer at the Sagamore Estates he had a similar experience to Mr. Pointer’s.  Tr. 70.  He was not added to Twin Lakes’ billing system for several months, and when he finally received his first bill it covered a period of eight and a half months.  Id.  Mr. McElhaney testified that he had lived at three different locations before coming to the Sagamore Estates, but that this was the worst, yet most expensive, water service he had received.  Tr. 71, 72.  He described the water service at Sagamore Estates as substandard with very low pressure and frequent outages. Tr. 71, 72-75.  Mr. McElhaney stated that he has called the Company on a regular basis to find out if there is currently a water outage in effect, but he was never informed that he could join Twin Lakes’ outage notification system.  Tr. 74-77.
Helen Miller testified as a long-time resident of the Sagamore Estates.  Tr. 81.  She stated that water service in the Community has improved considerably since Twin Lakes took over the system.  Tr. 81-82.  However, she stated that she is a working senior who lives alone and the Company’s proposed rate increase would present a real hardship for her.  Tr. 82.
III.
JOINT STIPULATION FOR ADMISSION OF EVIDENCE

On April 13, 2016, a Joint Stipulation for Admission of Evidence (Stipulation) was filed by the Settling Parties.  Each of the Settling Parties stipulated to the authenticity of the Twin Lakes’ rate filing and direct testimony, and requested their admission, in their entirety, into the evidentiary record in this matter, for the purpose of providing the record with historical data.  The Stipulation is attached to this Recommended Decision.  This request is reasonable and will be granted in the ordering paragraphs below.

IV.
TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE SETTLEMENT PETITION

The principal terms and conditions of the proposed Settlement, contained in Paragraphs 6-15, Section II of the Petition, are as follow:
6.
Twin Lakes will be permitted to establish rates for Commission jurisdictional customers that will produce total annual operating revenues of approximately $200,969 resulting from an agreed-upon three (3) year phase-in period with approximately 50% of the increase in Year 1 ($62,500), 25% in Year 2 ($31,250) and 25% in Year 3 ($31,250).  The first phase, as determined in accordance with the attached proof of revenues and tariff supplement, will begin to be effective on one day's notice for service rendered on and after the date of the Commission's approval of this Petition for Settlement in its entirety.  The Proof of Revenues, attached hereto at Appendix B, reflects rates that are designed to eventually recover approximately $125,000 of additional revenues from customers on an annual basis as a result of the three year phase-in period.  In sum, the increases in revenues from present rates as proposed in this Petition for Settlement are as follows:

	
	Present

Revenues
	Revenues per  Settlement
	Revenue Increase
	Percentage 

Increase

	Phase I (Year 1)
	$  75,969
	$138,469
	$  62,500
	82.27%

	Phase II (Year 2)
	$138,469
	$169,719
	$  31,250
	22.57%

	Phase III (Year 3)
	$169,719
	$200,969
	$  31,250
	   18.41%

	Total 
	$  75,969
	$200,969
	$125,000
	164.54%


7.
In addition to, and in consideration of, the agreed-upon overall increase in operating revenues for customers of approximately $125,000, Joint Petitioners also agree to various terms and conditions for this settlement set forth as follows:
a.          Phase In – Twin Lakes agrees that the agreed upon revenue increase will be implemented over the course of three (3) years from the effective date of the rates contained in the Petition for Settlement with approximately 50% of the increase in Year 1 ($62,500), 25% in Year 2 ($31,250) and 25% in Year 3 ($31,250).  Twin Lakes further agrees that the phase-ins for the revenue increase in Years 2 and 3 will be triggered by the completion of certain system improvements as set forth in subparagraph (c) below.
b.
Stay out – Twin Lakes agrees that it will not file any new rate increase within thirty-six (36) months after the effective date of the rates first placed into effect resulting from this Petition for Settlement.  However, Twin Lakes may file for a change in rates under Sections 1308(a) and (b) (governing general rate relief), or Section 1308(e) (governing extraordinary rate relief) of the Public Utility Code if a legislative body or administrative agency orders or enacts changes in policy, regulation or statutes that result in a substantial and adverse effect upon Twin Lakes revenues. 

c.           System Improvements – Twin Lakes agrees to implement the following system improvements as threshold events that trigger the following phase-ins for the revenue increase:

1.
Year 2 Revenue Increase Trigger – Twin Lakes agrees to replace Well #1, the completion and placement into service of this system improvement shall mark the threshold event triggering the 25% revenue increase in Year 2 of the Phase-in.

2.
Year 3 Revenue Increase Trigger – Twin Lakes agrees to: (a) install a new supply main that will connect the replacement Well #1 to the distribution system; (b) replace 4,000 feet of main, in-kind by diameter, in connection with the following streets: Warpath Place (500 feet), Kenny Road (1,000 feet), Dylan Road (1,000 feet), Susan Road (1,000 feet) and Rock Place (500 feet).  Twin Lakes shall retain the right to substitute different streets for this main replacement obligation provided that this obligation remains at minimum 4,000 feet in the aggregate; (c) replace Twin Lakes owned service lines in conjunction with the main installation and replacements identified in this subparagraph; and (d) install a new air relief valve.  The completion of these system improvements shall mark the threshold event triggering the 25% revenue increase in Year 3 of the Phase-in.

The Joint Petitioners stipulate that agreement to these system improvements in this Petition for Settlement are for the purpose of serving as threshold events to permit the revenue increases for Years 2 and 3 as set forth in this Petition for Settlement and for this purpose alone.  The Joint Petitioners are not seeking Commission approval for the ratemaking treatment of these system improvements at this time, and nothing in this Petition for Settlement shall preclude Twin Lakes from seeking appropriate ratemaking treatment for these system improvements in a future rate case or preclude I&E and OCA from challenging any proposed ratemaking treatment for these system improvements in a future rate case.  Upon completion of each revenue increase trigger, the Twin Lakes will file a verification stating that the required actions have been completed.  Twin Lakes may then file a tariff supplement to implement the next phase of the rate increase, effective no sooner than 12 months after the previous phase implementation.  Twin Lakes agrees to serve the verification and tariff supplement on each signatory to the settlement and the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Services.

d.
Waiver of 52 Pa. Code §65.17(b) – The Joint Petitioners agree that Twin Lakes shall be permitted to seek, and I&E and OCA will not oppose, a waiver of the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code §65.17(b) to permit Twin Lakes to replace main in-kind for all line replacements except those replacements and/or installations on Ottawa, Warpath Place and Twin Lakes Drive, which shall be completed using 6-inch diameter pipe. The Joint Petitioners further agree that I&E’s and OCA’s non-opposition to this waiver request shall only remain in effect until the next Twin Lakes rate case filing.

e.           Pressure Survey – Twin Lakes agrees to conduct an annual pressure survey of its system as provided in 52 Pa. Code § 65.6 and provide a copy of each pressure survey to I&E, OCA and the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Utility Services (“TUS”).     

f.
Rate Effective Date -- Joint Petitioners agree that it is in the public interest for entry of a Commission-approved final order approving the Petition for Settlement as expeditiously as possible.

g.
Rate Structure/Rate Design – The Joint Petitioners agree to the distribution of revenue among customer in this Petition for Settlement as set forth in the attached Proof of Revenues at Appendix B.

h.           Plant in Service – The Joint Petitioners agree upon a December 31, 2015 balance of $967,553 for Plant in Service for Twin Lakes, less reserve of $117,000 for a net balance of $850,553.  Such figures thus establish those values for any and all subsequent rate proceedings.


i. 
Outage Alert System – Twin Lakes will include bill messages or inserts twice per year notifying customers of the Company’s outage alert system and how to enroll in order to receive outage notifications.  Additionally, any new customer that contacts Twin Lakes to begin service will be informed of the outage alert system.

j.
New Customers – Twin Lakes agrees to work with the Sagamore Property Association to ensure that new customers contact the Company promptly in order to be added to the system in a timely manner.
k.
Water Pressure – For customers reporting low water pressure, Twin Lakes agrees to test the pressure drop in the customer’s service line for approximately 1 gallon/minute flow and up to 5 gallons/minute flow to determine adequacy of the service line.  After the replacement of Well #1 and connection to the distribution system, Twin Lakes agrees to increase pressure by 1 psi every 2 months during warmer months (May to October), unless increased pressure causes additional line breaks;
l.
Hydrant Replacement for Mr. Zilber – The Company hydrant was removed from Mr. Zilber’s property in a project that was completed on March 14, 2016, at which time Twin Lakes installed a hydrant in another location.  Mr. Zilber agreed to replace his service line in conjunction with Twin Lakes’ removal of the hydrant.
8.
The design and structure of rates for customers of Twin Lakes under this Petition for Settlement are developed based upon the customer and volumetric charges contained within the Rate Schedules set forth in Appendix B.  The Joint Petitioners agree that rates and charges set forth in Appendix B are just and reasonable and are in the public interest.

9.
The Joint Petitioners agree and stipulate that Twin Lakes’ original filing, including all exhibits and supporting data, shall be admitted into the record as originally filed with the Secretary of the Commission.  52 Pa. Code §§ 53.52, 53.53.

10.
The Joint Petitioners agree that adoption and approval of this Petition for Settlement by the ALJ and the Commission is in the public interest.  Under this Petition for Settlement, and upon the implementation of the Phase III rate increase, the quarterly bill of a typical 5/8" metered residential customer who utilizes 7,800 gallons of water per quarter will increase from $160.06 to $430.13, or by approximately 168.73%, rather than to $582.95 (264.21 %) as originally requested.  The quarterly bill for a typical residential customer at each year of the phase-in is included below:

	
	Current Rates (7,800 Gallons/Qtr)
	Co. Proposed Rates (7,800 Gallons/Qtr)
	Settlement (7,800 Gallons/Qtr)
	Incremental Increase %
	Cumulative Increase %

	Year 1
	$160.06
	$582.95
	$295.11
	84%
	84%

	Year 2
	$160.06
	$582.95
	$362.66
	23%
	127%

	Year 3
	$160.06
	$582.92
	$430.13
	19%
	169%


11.
The Petition for Settlement provides for a sound and reasonable revenue requirement and appropriately balances the interests and concerns of Twin Lakes and its customers.  In addition, adoption and approval of the Petition for Settlement will avoid the need for the filing of direct testimony by I&E and OCA, for briefing, and for continued litigation of this proceeding.

12.
This Petition for Settlement arises from extensive discovery and discussions and reflects compromises by all sides and is being proposed to settle the instant case.  Accordingly, this Petition for Settlement is made without any admission against, or prejudice to, any positions which any Joint Petitioner might adopt during any subsequent litigation of this proceeding (should this Petition for Settlement be rejected or modified), or in any other proceeding.  If the Commission withholds such approval as to any of the terms and conditions, or alters any of the terms and conditions, any Joint Petitioner may withdraw from this settlement upon written notice of its intent to the Commission and the remaining parties within three (3) business days of the date of the Commission's Order and may resume with the litigation of this proceeding within ten (10) days of the entry of the Order making any such modifications.

13.
The Joint Petitioners agree that the Petition for Settlement shall be considered to have the same effect as full litigation of the instant proceeding resulting in the establishment of Commission-made rates.

14.      The Joint Petitioners recognize that this Joint Petition does not bind the Formal Complainants.  Twin Lakes is serving a copy of this Joint Petition on the Complainants.  The OCA will, on the same date, send a letter providing instructions concerning Complainants’ opportunity to address the proposed settlement.  The letter explains that the Complainants have fourteen days from the date the settlement is filed with the Commission to join, comment on, or, object to the proposed settlement and provides contact information for ALJ Vero and the OCA.  Nothing herein is intended to limit in any way any position which any Joint Petitioner may have, or take, concerning any comment or objection to the settlement that may be filed by the Complainants.     

15.
In the event that the Commission does not approve this Petition for Settlement as submitted, the signatory parties reserve their respective rights to resume litigation.  If the ALJ in her Recommended Decision recommends that the Commission adopt this Petition for Settlement as herein proposed, Joint Petitioners agree to waive the filing of Exceptions.  However, Joint Petitioners do not waive their rights to file Exceptions with respect to any additional matters addressed, or any modifications to the terms and conditions of this Petition for Settlement recommended by the ALJ in her Recommended Decision.

IV.
DISCUSSION
A.
Applicable Legal Standard
The purpose of this investigation is to establish rates for Twin Lakes’ customers which are “just and reasonable” pursuant to Section 1301 of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa.C.S.A. § 1301.  



A public utility seeking a general rate increase is entitled to an opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on the value of the property dedicated to public service.  Pennsylvania Gas and Water Co. v. Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm’n, 341 A.2d 239 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1975).  In determining what constitutes a fair rate of return, the Commission is guided by the criteria set forth in Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Comm’n of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679 (1923) and Federal Power Comm’n v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591 (1944).  In Bluefield the United States Supreme Court stated:

A public utility is entitled to such rates as will permit it to earn a return on the value of the property which it employs for the convenience of the public equal to that generally being made at the same time and in the same general part of the country on investments in other business undertakings which are attended by corresponding risks and uncertainties; but it has no constitutional right to profits such as are realized or anticipated in highly profitable enterprises or speculative ventures.  The return should be reasonably sufficient to assure confidence in the financial soundness of the utility and should be adequate, under efficient and economical management, to maintain and support its credit and enable it to raise the money necessary for the proper discharge of its public duties.  A rate of return may be too high or too low by changes affecting opportunities for investment, the money market and business conditions generally.

Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Comm’n of West Virginia, 262 U.S. 679, 692-3 (1923).


In analyzing a proposed general rate increase, the Commission determines a rate of return to be applied to a rate base measured by the aggregate value of all the utility’s property used and useful in the public service.  In determining a proper rate of return, the Commission calculates the utility’s capital structure and the cost of the different types of capital during the period in issue.  The Commission has wide discretion, because of its administrative expertise, in determining the cost of capital.  Equitable Gas Co. v. Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 405 A.2d 1055 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1979).

Commission policy promotes settlements, 52 Pa.Code § 5.231.  Settlements lessen the time and expense the parties must expend litigating a case and at the same time conserve administrative hearing resources.  The Commission has indicated that settlement results are often preferable to those achieved at the conclusion of a fully litigated proceeding.  52 Pa.Code § 69.401.  Rate cases are expensive to litigate and the cost of such litigation at a reasonable level is an operating expense recovered in the rates approved by the Commission.  This means that a settlement, which allows the parties to avoid the substantial costs of preparing and serving testimony and the cross-examination of witnesses in lengthy hearings, the preparation and service of briefs, reply briefs, exceptions and reply exceptions, together with the briefs and reply briefs necessitated by any appeal of the Commission’s decision, yields significant expense savings for the company’s customers.  That is one reason why settlements are encouraged by long-standing Commission policy.



In order to accept a settlement, the Commission must determine that the proposed terms and conditions are in the public interest.  Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n v. York Water Co., Docket No. R-00049165, (Commission Opinion and Order entered October 4, 2004); Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n v. C. S. Water and Sewer Assoc., 74 Pa. P.U.C. 767 (1991).

This recommendation is prepared for the Commission to act in accordance with Section 1308(d) of the Public Utility Code, which states in pertinent part,

Whenever there is filed with the commission by any public utility … any tariff stating a new rate which constitutes a general rate increase, the commission shall promptly enter into an investigation and analysis of said tariff filing and may by order setting forth its reasons therefore, upon complaint or upon its own motion, upon reasonable notice, enter upon a hearing concerning the lawfulness of such rate, and the commission may, at any time by vote of a majority of members of the commission serving in accordance with law, permit such tariff to become effective, except that absent such order such tariff shall be suspended for a period not to exceed seven months from the time such rate would otherwise become effective.  Before the expiration of such seven-month period, a majority of members of the commission serving in accordance with law, acting unanimously, shall make a final decision and order, setting forth its reasons therefore, granting or denying, in whole or in part, the general rate increase requested.

66 Pa.C.S.A. § 1308(d).

Pursuant to Section 315(a),
§ 315.  Burden of proof
(a)  Reasonableness of rates.—In any proceeding upon the motion of the commission, involving any proposed or existing rate of any public utility, or in any proceedings upon complaint involving any proposed increase in rates, the burden of proof to show that the rate involved is just and reasonable shall be upon the public utility.  The commission shall give to the hearing and decision of any such proceeding preference over all other proceedings, and decide the same as speedily as possible.

66 Pa.C.S.A. § 315(a).  Consequently in this proceeding, Twin Lakes has the burden to prove that the rate increase it has proposed through the Settlement is just and reasonable.  Furthermore, the Joint Parties have reached an accord on the issues and claims that arose in this proceeding and submitted a Joint Petition for Settlement for Commission review.  In reviewing the Settlement, the question which must be answered is whether the Settlement is in the public interest.  The Joint Parties have the burden to prove that the Settlement is in the public interest. 

Twin Lakes provides water service to customers in Sagamore Estates, Shohola Township, situated in Pike County, Pennsylvania.  At present, Twin Lakes serves approximately 115 customers. 

B.
Analysis

It is noted that no active participant opposed the Settlement.  To the contrary, all of the active participants note that the Settlement is a compromise of litigated positions.  The active participants state that the Settlement achieves a reasonable and beneficial result but curtails the costs of litigation in avoiding evidentiary hearings, briefing, further time by the Commission and the parties.  The active participants advocate that for various reasons the proposed Settlement is just, reasonable, in the public interest and should be approved without modification.  More specifically, the Joint Parties collectively contend that the proposed Settlement is in the public interest for the following reasons:

1. The Settlement provides for an annual operating revenues increase of $125,000 or 164.54%, in lieu of the originally requested $195,287, or 257% increase.

2. The Settlement mitigates the financial impact of the revenue increase upon the Twin Lakes customers by implementing the revenue increase over the course of three (3) years from the effective date of the rates contained in the Settlement with approximately 50% of the increase in Year 1 ($62,500), 25% in Year 2 ($31,250) and 25% in Year 3 ($31,250).

3. Acceptance of the Settlement will ensure that the Company will not file another rate increase any sooner than thirty-six months after the effective date of Phase I rates in this proceeding.

4. The Settlement provides for the implementation of system improvement measures by Twin Lakes, the completion of which will serve as the threshold events for triggering the revenue increases Years 2 and 3 of the Phase-in.

5. The Settlement provides for the implementation of several measures addressing service issues between Twin Lakes and its customers.

6. Acceptance of the Settlement will avoid the necessity of further administrative and possible appellate proceedings at substantial cost to the Joint Parties, the other parties and the Company’s customers.  
Settlement at 3-8, ¶¶ 6-7.  The individual parties that make up the Joint Parties offer further arguments of why the Settlement is in the public interest in statements of support attached to the Joint Petition.  These reasons are provided in the analysis below. 

1. Revenue Requirement

The Settlement allows Twin Lakes to increase operating revenues by approximately $125,000 or 164.54% over existing revenues. The Company notes that the Settlement represents a reduction of $70,287 from Twin Lakes’ original filed request and is therefore in the public interest.  Also, in order to avoid rate shock for its customers, Twin Lakes has agreed to a phase-in of the rate increase over a period of three (3) years with approximately 50% of the increase in year 1 ($62,500), 25% in year 2 ($31,250) and 25% in year 3 ($31,250).

Based on its own analysis of the Twin Lakes’ filing and discovery responses, the OCA believes that the revenues proposed in the Settlement represent amounts which would be within the range of the likely outcomes in the event of full litigation of the case.  OCA Statement in Support at 3.  The three year phase-in represents a more gradual increase to the agreed upon revenue level than originally proposed by the Company.  Id.  In addition, the Settlement makes the increase contingent upon the implementation of various system improvements.  Id.  Thus, in order to implement the Year 2 and Year 3 increases, Twin Lakes will be required to complete certain improvements to its water supply and to its distribution system before those increases can go into effect.  In OCA’s view, the revenue increase proposed in the Settlement is appropriate once accompanied by the other conditions included in the Settlement.  Id.  OCA believes that together they yield a result that is just and reasonable.  Id. 
I&E explains that this is a “Black Box” settlement in which the parties have compromised on their various positions in order to achieve an agreed-to revenue requirement.  I&E Statement in Support at 3-4.  The Joint Parties have agreed to an overall increase to base rates that each party accepts as a fair and equitable resolution of all of its issues and satisfaction of its interests.  Id. 
I&E noted that the Commission affirmed the use of “Black Box” settlements in the following cases: Pa. Pub. Util. Comm'n. v. Wellsboro Electric Company, Docket No. R‑2010-2172662; Pa. Pub. Util. Comm'n. v. Citizens' Electric Company of Lewisburg, PA, January 31, 2011 Statement of Commissioner Robert F. Powelson (Wellsboro and Citizens); Pa. Pub. Util. Comm'n. v. Peoples TWP, LLC, Docket No. R-2013-2355886, Order entered December 19, 2013, slip opinion at 28, citations omitted, citing Wellsboro and Citizens.  I&E argues that a “Black Box” settlement benefits ratepayers as it allows for the resolution of a proceeding in a timely manner while avoiding significant additional expenses.  I&E Statement in Support at 4.  I&E maintains that an agreement to the resolution of each and every disputed issue in this proceeding between all the parties would have been highly unlikely.  Id.  The involvement of the Administrative Law Judge would have added time and expense to a proceeding that is already burdensome.  Id.
I&E agrees with the Company and OCA that the Settlement provides for a level of annual operating revenues that is reasonable and lawful.  In particular, I&E points out that the negotiated compromise represents approximately 64% of the filed request after the third and final level of the increase has been implemented.  I&E Statement in Support at 5.  I&E views the tiered implementation of the revenue increase as a mitigating factor against the level of the rate increase faced by the Twin Lakes customers.  Id.
I agree with the Joint Parties that the provisions of the proposed Settlement concerning revenue requirements are in the public interest.  The $125,000 increase in annual operating revenues proposed in the Settlement is approximately two-thirds of the originally requested $195,287 increase, and it provides the Company with the much needed capital to maintain and repair an aging and leaking water system.  In addition, the phase-in will lessen the impact on customer bills by spreading the increase over three years and will ensure that various improvements are completed so that customers are receiving improved service quality as a result of higher rates.  Thus, under this Settlement, upon the implementation of Phase I rate increase, the quarterly bill of a typical 5/8" metered residential customer who uses 7,500 gallons of water per quarter will increase from $160.06 to $295.11, upon the implementation of Phase II the quarterly bill for the same residential customer will increase from $295.11 to $362.66, and upon the implementation of Phase III the quarterly bill will increase from $362.66 to $430.13.

2. System Improvements 

As part of the Settlement, Twin Lakes has agreed to make a number of improvements to its distribution system.  The completion of these improvements will serve as triggers which allow subsequent phases of the rate increase to be placed into effect.  Settlement ¶7(c).  In order to trigger the Year 2 rate increase, Twin Lakes will replace Well #1 and place the new well into service.  Settlement ¶ 7(c)(1).  In order to trigger the Year 3 rate increase, the Settlement requires Twin Lakes to install a new supply main connecting the new Well # 1 to Twin Lakes’ distribution system as well as to replace 4,000 feet of main, in-kind by diameter, on Warpath Place (500 feet), Kenny Road (1,000 feet), Dylan Road (1,000 feet), Susan Road (1,000 feet) and Rock Place (500 feet).  In addition, the Year 3 rate increase trigger requires Twin Lakes to install a new air relief valve.  Settlement ¶ 7(c)(2).  After each set of the capital improvements are completed, Twin Lakes must file a verification and tariff supplement to implement the next phase of the rate increase, effective no sooner than 12 months after implementation of the previous phase.  Upon completion of each revenue increase trigger, Twin Lakes will file a verification stating that the required actions have been completed, as well as a tariff supplement to implement the next phase of the rate increase, effective no sooner than 12 months after the previous phase implementation.  Settlement ¶ 7. 
OCA believes that these improvements will provide necessary repairs to this aging and leaky system which has unaccounted for water of around 80%, and will help to ensure that customers receive improved service quality as result of the rate increase.  OCA Statement in Support at 4.  
I&E notes that the Twin Lakes has implemented an aggressive pipeline replacement program already and is seeking to expand the program with this filing in a measured way.  I&E Statement in Support at 4-5.  The replacement program will address many significant infrastructure issues and will allow Twin Lakes to receive sufficient operating funds in order to provide safe and reliable service to its customers.  I&E Statement in Support at 5.  According to I&E, by agreeing to file a verification of work completed prior to implementing the next phase of rate adjustments, Twin Lakes ensures that the infrastructure improvements are going according to plan and that the last two phases of the rate increase are tied to a known and quantifiable metric.  Id.
I agree with the Joint Petitioners' assessment of the condition of Twin Lakes' distribution system.  With the recent collapse of one of its two wells, and unaccounted for water of over 80%, Twin Lakes' system is in dire need of improvements.  The infrastructure replacement program proposed in the Settlement will address these concerns and will ensure that Twin Lakes' customers will continue to have safe and reliable service.  The system improvements outlined in this Settlement are for the purpose of serving as threshold events to permit the revenue increases for Years 2 and 3 as set forth in this Petition for Settlement and for this purpose alone.  The Joint Petitioners are not seeking Commission approval for the ratemaking treatment of these system improvements at this time.  In addition, the Settlement provides that I&E and OCA will not oppose Twin Lakes, in the event the Company seeks a waiver of the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa. Code §65.17(b) to permit Twin Lakes to replace main in-kind for all line replacements except those replacements and/or installations on Ottawa, Warpath Place and Twin Lakes Drive, which shall be completed using 6-inch diameter pipe.  Settlement ¶ 7(d).  The Commission has not been presented with such a request at this time and this Recommended Decision does not grant waiver of the Commission’s regulation at 52 Pa.Code § 65.17(b). 

3. Stay Out
The Settlement provides for Twin Lakes to refrain from filing a general base rate increase for a period of 36 months after the effective date of the rates first placed into effect.  According to the Company, such a restriction provides for stable rates for Twin Lakes’ customers for a significant period of time.  OCA notes that the three year stay out will provide Twin Lakes' customers with the assurance that another rate increase will not be requested before the current increase is fully phased in.  OCA Statement in Support at 5.  I&E agrees with OCA that the stay out provision will provide some level of rate stability for the Twin Lakes customers after the end of the phase-in period.  I&E Statement in Support at 5.  Additionally, I&E views the stay out provision of the Settlement as an additional benefit for ratepayers since data adjustments are known, scheduled and quantifiable.  Id.
I agree that the stay out provision provides some degree of rate stability to the ratepayers and can be characterized as a benefit to the Twin Lakes’ customers.  The stay out provision, along with the overall revenue requirement and the phase-in of the agreed upon revenue requirement discussed above, provides benefits that would not be available to the parties if they litigated the case.
4. Water Pressure
Twin Lakes has agreed to conduct an annual pressure survey as required by 52 Pa.Code § 65.6.  In addition, the Company has agreed to provide a copy of each survey to OCA, I&E and the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Utility Services (“TUS”).  Settlement ¶ 7(e).  Additionally, for customers reporting low water pressure, the Company has agreed to test the pressure drop in the customer’s service line to determine if the service line is adequate.  Settlement ¶ 7(k).  After Well #1 is replaced and connected to Twin Lakes’ distribution system, the Company agrees to increase pressure by 1 psi every 2 months during warmer months (May to October), unless increased pressure causes additional line breaks.  OCA believes that these measures will address some of the water pressure issues highlighted by the Company’s customers at the public input hearing and will ensure that those customers receive adequate water pressure in their homes.  OCA Statement in Support at 6.  
I find the provisions of the Settlement concerning water pressure in Twin Lakes’ system (Settlement ¶¶ 7(e) and 7(k)) serve the public interest as they address one of the main service issues raised by Twin Lakes’ customers at the public input hearing.  The Settlement ensures Twin Lakes’ compliance with the pressure survey requirements of 52 Pa.Code § 65.6, and provides OCA and the Commission with tools to monitor water pressure within the Company’s system.  

5. Outage Alert System

As part of the Settlement, Twin Lakes has agreed to include bill messages or inserts twice per year notifying customers of the Company’s existing outage alert notification system and how to enroll in order to receive notifications.  Settlement ¶ 7(i).  Additionally, any new customer that contacts Twin Lakes to begin service will be informed of the outage alert system.  Id. 

OCA argues that this provision is important because it addresses one of the customer service issues raised by Twin Lakes’ customers at the public input hearing held in Shohola, PA.  OCA Statement in Support at 5.  In particular, at the public input hearing customers testified that they are not notified of outages in the Twin Lakes’ system.  This provision is a step towards facilitating greater communication between the Company and its customers.  Id.  The biannual bill inserts will provide ongoing information to the customers regarding the means the Company will use to get important information to them.  Id.
I find that that the Settlement provision regarding the biannual bill inserts is in the public interest.  The Settlement provision regarding the biannual bill inserts is a step forward to ensure that the Company has correct and current contact information for both seasonal and permanent customers and that its customers receive timely information of emergency situations regarding the water system. 

6. New Customers

Twin Lakes has agreed to work with the Sagamore Property Association to ensure that new customers contact the Company promptly in order to be added to the system in a timely manner.  Settlement ¶ 7(j).  OCA notes that this provision addresses another customer service issue raised at the public input hearing where two Twin Lakes customers testified that they had experienced difficulty in being added to Twin Lakes billing system when they first moved to the Sagamore Estates.  OCA Statement in Support at 6.  I find that this Settlement provision is an important step towards ensuring that the Company has correct and current contact information for both seasonal and permanent customers and improving billing accuracy on the part of the Company.  Accordingly, I conclude that this Settlement provision is in the public interest.

C. 
Issues by Inactive Participants 


Virginia W. Pfeiffer, who filed her Complaint on December 2, 2015, opposed the Settlement.  By letter dated March 31, 2016, Ms. Pfeiffer stated her belief that, although the proposed Settlement represents a reduction of $70,287 from Twin Lakes’ original filed request, it still has excessively large rate increases, and is especially unfair to seasonal customers with low water usage.  In order to emphasize the unjustness of the proposed Settlement, Ms. Pfeiffer notes that, if the Year 3 rates outlined in the proposed Settlement had been in effect in 2015, her cost per gallon would have been 47.11¢ once the full year’s billed amount was divided by the 2,244 gallons that she used during the year. Ms. Pfeiffer calculates that to be a 230.71% increase by Year 3 from the 20.42¢ per gallon in 2015.
Next, Ms. Pfeiffer takes issue with the proposed customer charge.  She notes that the Twin Lakes’ seasonal customers, who have zero usage during the winter, will still have to pay $83.81 per month for those months by Year 3.  Ms. Pfeiffer calculates that to be an increase of 226.51%.  According to Ms. Pfeiffer, the customer charge includes a very large subsidy for other Middlesex Water customers due to the way that “back office costs” are allocated between Twin Lakes and its parent company, Middlesex Water.  She argues that Middlesex Water must be allocating a much larger percentage of back office costs to each Twin Lakes customer since “the per customer revenue from each of the 115 customers of Twin Lakes is much higher than from those of companies with thousands of customers.” 

First, both of Ms. Pfeiffer’s calculations contain errors. With everything else being equal in Ms. Pfeiffer’s first calculation, her cost per gallon of water by Year 3 of the proposed Settlement would have increased by approximately 130%
 as compared to 2015, not 230%.  Similarly, the customer service charge of $83.81 per month by Year 3 represents an increase of approximately 126%
 over the present customer charge of $37.00 per month, and not 226.51% as calculated by Ms. Pfeiffer.  See Settlement Appendix B – Proof of Revenue and Rate Schedule.

Second, Ms. Pfeiffer provides no evidence or fact that the proposed increase in customer charge for Twin Lakes’ customers will subsidize other Middlesex Water customers. On the contrary, the Company has entered on the record testimony that Middlesex Water Company has absorbed a significant portion of the required cost to maintain safe and proper service to Twin Lakes’ customers.  See Statement No. DWD – 1, at 5.  It is important to remember that the additional revenue in this proceeding is base rate revenue and has been agreed to in the context of a “Black Box” Settlement.  A “Black Box” agreement does not specifically identify the resolution of any disputed issues.  Instead, it is a negotiated compromise by the settling parties who agree on an overall increase to base rates. 
The effect that the increased rates proposed in the Settlement will have on the residents of the Sagamore Estates must be balanced against the need of the same residents to have access to safe and reliable water and the Company’s right to an opportunity to earn a fair rate of return on the value of the property dedicated to public service.  Based on the totality of the record the I find that the rates as proposed under the Settlement for Twin Lakes are reasonable.

D.
Recommendation
For the foregoing reasons, I find that the Joint Petition is in the public interest and recommend its adoption without modification.  Consequently, I recommend that the Commission’s investigation at Docket No. R-2015-2506337 be marked closed once the Joint Petition is approved and the appropriate documents have been filed in compliance with Commission regulations.  The Company should inquire with the personnel in the Bureau of Technical Utility Services regarding the filing of individual tariff supplements when each of the phases goes into effect.  I also recommend the formal complaints filed by: the Office of Consumer Advocate at Docket No. C-2015-2514368; Virginia W. Pfeiffer at Docket No. C-2015-2515975; Amelia Roraback at Docket No. C-2016-2523444; John Weissleder and Georgette Muller at Docket No. C-2016-2524864; Anthony Ciuffreda at Docket No. C-2016-2528502; and Neil and Kathleen Joyce at Docket No. C-2016-2532987 be dismissed.
V.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW


1.
The Commission has jurisdiction over the subject matter and parties to this proceeding.  66 Pa.C.S. § 701.


2.
To determine whether the parties' settlement should be approved, one must decide whether the settlement promotes the public interest.  See Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. C.S. Water and Sewer Associates, 74 Pa. P.U. C. 767 (1991); Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v. Philadelphia Electric Company, 60 Pa. P.U.C. 1 (1985).

3.
The Joint Petition for Settlement submitted by the Company, the OCA and the I&E is in the public interest.

VI.
ORDER


THEREFORE,



IT IS RECOMMENDED:

1. That Twin Lakes Utilities, Inc. shall not place into effect the rates, rules, and regulations contained in Supplement No. 5 to Tariff Water - Pa. P.U.C. No. 4 regarding its purchase water cost recovery base rate as filed on November 16, 2015, the same having been found to be unjust, unreasonable, and therefore, unlawful.

2. That the Twin Lakes Utilities, Inc.’s rate filing and direct testimony is admitted, in their entirety, into the evidentiary record in this matter to the extent they provide the record with historical data.

3. That the rates, terms and conditions contained in the Joint Petition for Settlement of Rate Investigation submitted by Twin Lakes Utilities, Inc., the Office of Consumer Advocate, and the Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement, be approved and adopted consistent with the discussion contained herein.

4. That upon the Commission’s approval of this Joint Petition for Settlement of Rate Investigation, Twin Lakes Utilities, Inc. will be permitted to charge the rates for water service set forth in the proposed Supplement No. 5 to Tariff Water - Pa. P.U.C. No. 4 which is attached to the Joint Petition for Settlement as Appendix A.

5.
That Twin Lakes Utilities, Inc. will file a tariff or tariff supplement in substantially the same form as that attached to the Joint Petition for Settlement as Appendix A of the Rate Investigation at Docket No. R-2015-2506337 reflecting the rates, rules, and regulations to become effective upon at least one day’s notice, upon entry of the Commission Order approving the recommendation to adopt the Joint Petition for Settlement of the Rate Investigation consistent with the discussion contained herein.
6.
That Twin Lakes may then file a tariff supplement to implement the next phase of the rate increase, effective no sooner than 12 months after the previous phase implementation.  
7.
That upon acceptance of the appropriate compliance filing, the investigation at Docket No. R-2015-2506337 be terminated and the record be marked closed.

8.
That the formal Complaint filed by the Office of Consumer Advocate at Docket No. C-2015-2514368 is dismissed. 

9.
That the formal Complaint filed by Virginia W. Pfeiffer at Docket No. C‑2015-2515975 is dismissed.  

10.
That the formal Complaint filed by Amelia Roraback at Docket No. C‑2016-2523444 is dismissed.  

11.
That the formal Complaint filed by John Weissleder and Georgette Muller at Docket No. C-2016-2524864 is dismissed.  

12.
That the formal Complaint filed by Anthony Ciuffreda at Docket No. C‑2016-2528502 is dismissed.  

13.
That the formal Complaint filed by Neil and Kathleen Joyce at Docket No. C-2016-2532987 is dismissed.  

14.
That the Secretary’s Bureau mark the following dockets closed: R-2015-2506337; C-2015-2514368; C-2015-2515975; C-2016-2523444; C-2016-2524864; C-2016-2528502; and C-2016-2532987.
Dated:
April 21, 2016






/s/




Eranda Vero








Administrative Law Judge
� 	The last public meeting before the end of the suspension period on August 16, 2016 is on August 11, 2016.


� 	(47.11-20.42)/20.42 = 1.307 or ~130%.





� 	(83.81-37.00)/37.00 = 1.265 or ~126%.
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