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NOTICE OF PROPOSED WASTEWATER RATE CHANGES

Dear Customer:

Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. {"Aqua" or "Company”) filed a requast with the Pennsylvania Public Utitity Commission
('PUC") on Aug, 17, 2018 to Increase your wastewater rates as of Oct. 16, 2018. A full investigation of this
request could delay the change untit May 2619, This notice describes our request, the PUC’s role, and what
actions you can teke.

AQUA PENNSYLVANIA'S RATE REQUEST

Aqua is requesting an overall rate Increase of $71.8 million per year In total for alt of #s water and
wastewstar operations. This covers investmants In system repairs and improvernents that Aqua has already
made since at least Juna 2011 and projected through March 2020. It also covers the cost of operastion and
malntenance essential to ensurlag proper treatment and uninterrupted service, Since the last rate case,
Agua has invested approximately $2.2 bitlion in Infrastructure and other service improvements— that's an
averaga capital Investment of approximately $4,855 per customer.

THE RATES YOU PAY DIRECTLY BENEFIT YOUR COMMUNITY

The investments Aqua has made In its water and wastewater systems throughout the state have increased
reliability and capacity, and helped pravent service Interruptions. These improvemsnts include collection
system replacement and renewal, treatment plant rehabilitation to ensure reliabllity and high quslity of the
treated wastewater that is returned to our environment, upgrades to our electrical systems that have
improved efficlency and the purchase of generators to ensure continued service during power outages.

Specifically In your community, Agua has Improved the electricat and control systems at the Blakestee
wastewater treatment plant, which have enabled the plant to process flows more afficiently and improved
the quality of the treated wastewater. Control system enhancements were also made to anable remote

monitoring of the system.

Aqua’s commitment to ongoing aystem investments helps ensure uninterrupted setvice and the appropriate
treatment of wastewater to protect the environment. it also helps protect our customers from eritical
systems failures that many U.S. communities are now facing due to aging water and wastewater

infeastructure.

{fthe Company's entire request Is approved, the typical wastewater bill for:

Residential customers would increase from $66.67 to $100.00 per month no sooner than July 1, 2018,
Commerclal customers using 9,600 gattons a month would increase from $86.00 to §153.20 per
month no sooner than July 1, 2019.

.

Aqua'’s filing with the PUC alsa raquests a combined revenue requirement for the Company's water and
wastewster operations.

To find out how the request may change your wastewater bill, or to address any other questions you might
have, contact Aqua at 877.887.2782. You can find the rates we asked for in Original Tarlff Water - PAP.U.C,
No. 2 and Original Tariff Sewer - PA P.U.C. No. 2, filed with the PUC or on our website at AquaAmerica.com.
You may review the material we filed with the PUC at our office in Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania. You can also ask
us to send you s copy of our Statement of Reasons, which I$ 3 plain language summary of why we need to

raise our rates.

PUCROLE
The state agency that approves ratas for public utilities Is the PUC. The PUC will review and investigate the

requested rate increase. The Company must prove that the requested rates are reasonable. After examining
the evidence, the PUC may grant all, some, or none of the request or may reduce existing rates. As a result, the
final effect on your bitl may be different than the Company's request.

ACTIONS YOU CAN TAKE
You may challenge the Company’s request by:

1 Sending a letter to the PUC, You can tell the PUC why you object to the requested rate Increase in your
letter. You can also tell the PUC about any other concerns you have about the Company. This
information can be helpful when the PUC Investigates the rate raquest. Send your letter to the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, Post Office Box 32685, Harrisburg, PA 17105-3266,

2 Attending or presenting testimony at PUC Public input Hearings. You canattend or be a witness at a
PUC public hearing. The PUC holds public input hearings if it opens an investigation of the Company's
rate increase request and if there Is enough interest In the case, At these hearings you may present
your views in person to the PUC judge and to Company representatives. Testimony under cath
becornes part of the rate ¢ase record. The PUC holds these hearings in the service area of the
Company. For more information, call the PUC at 800.692.7380.
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Becorning a party by filing a formal complant, i you want to be 4 party to the case, you must file a
formal complaint. You then have an oppartunity to take part In all hearings about the rate Incresse
raquest. You can receive copies of all materials distributed by the other parties. Formal complaints
should be Aled with the PUC before Oct. 16, 2018, 1 ne ote files 2 farmal complaint, the PUC may grant
all, some or none of the request without holding a hearing befors 2 PUC judge. You can reguest a
formal complaint form by writing to the Pennsylvania Publlc Litility Commission, Post Office Box 32685,
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265, or by going to its website: wWwwLpuC. state.pa.us.
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PENNSYLVANIA
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Public Meeting held May 9, 2019

Commissioners Present:

Gladys Brown Dutrieuille, Chairman
David W. Sweet, Vice Chairman
Norman J. Kennard

Andrew G. Place

John F. Coleman, Jr.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Aqua Large Users Group
Office of Consumer Advocate
Office of Small Business Advocate
Pennsylvania American Water Company
Athens Borough
John Bahnweg, et al.

V.
Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
Office of Consumer Advocate
Office of Small Business Advocate
Grace Bowes, ef al.

V.
Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, [nc.

Joint Application of Aqua Pennsylvania Inc. and its
Subsidiary, Superior Water Company, for: (1) the
approval of the transfer to Aqua Pennsylvanian knc.,
through merger, of all property of Superior Water
Company used or usefu] in the public service; (2) the
right for Aqua Pennsylvania Inc. to begin to offer water
service in the service territory of Superior Water
Company; and (3) the abandonment by Superior Water
Company to provide water service to the public.

R-2018-3003558
C-2018-3004981
C-2018-3004331
C-2018-3004941
C-2018-3004425
C-2018-3005332

C-2018-3005657, et al.

R-2018-3003561
C-2018-3004333
C-2018-3004939

C-2018-3005069, et dl.

A-2018-3004108
A-2018-3004109
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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

I. Matter Before the Commission

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for
consideration and disposition are: (1) the Exceptions of Mr. Robert Curtius (Mr. Curtius),
filed on March 26, 2019, and the Exceptions of the Treasure Lake Property Owners
Association, Inc. (TLPOA), filed on March 28, 2019, to the Recommended Decision
(R.D.) of Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) Angela T. Jones and F. Joseph Brady,
issued on March 18, 2019, relative to the above-captioned proceedings. Replies to
Exceptions were jointly filed on April 3, 2019 by Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc., (Aqua Water),
Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc., (Aqua Wastewater) (collectively, Aqua) and its
subsidiary, Superior Water Company, Inc. (Superior); (2) the Joint Petition for Settlement
of Aqua’s water and wastewater general base rate increase proceedings (Joint Petition,
Joint Settlement, or Settlement) filed by Aqua, the Bureau of Investigation and
Enforcement (I&E), the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA), the Office of Small
Business Advocate (OSBA), the Aqua Large Users Group (Aqua LUQG), the Coalition for
Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (CAUSE-PA), the
Masthope Mountain Community Property Owners Council (MMPOQC), Superior, and The
Links at Gettysburg Master Association (LGMA) (collectively, the Joint Petitioners) on
February 8, 2019; and (3) the Joint Application of Aqua Water and its subsidiary,
Superior (collectively, the Joint Applicants) (Joint Merger Application), filed on
August 17, 2018, at Docket Nos. A-2018-3004108 and A-2018-3004109, for the approval
of the transfer to Aqua Water, through merger, of all property of Superior used ot useful
in the public service; the right for Aqua Water to begin fo offer water service in the

service territory of Superior; and the abandonment by Superior to provide water service

to the public.

Page 2 of 74



For the reasons stated, infira, we shall; (1) deny the Exceptions of
Mr. Curtius and TLPOA ; (2) adopt the Recommended Decision of ALJs Jones and
Brady; (3) grant the Joint Petition that approves the Joint Settlement, without
modification; and (4) approve the Joint Merger Application.

As discussed below, Aqua originally proposed a rate base change that
would have increased its annual water revenues by $66.3 Million, or 15.39% over present
rates; and annual wastewater revenues by $5.4 Million, or 40.14% over present rates,
based on a Fully Projected Future Test Year (FPFTY) ending March 31, 2020. The
combined annual revenue increase Aqua proposed was $71.8 Million, or 16.1 3% over
present revenues. Aqua also proposed to recover approximately $8.1 Million of its
wastewater revenue requirement from its water operations as authorized by Section
1311(c) of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Code (Code), 66 Pa. C.S. § 1311(c). Inthis
Opinion and Order, we shall approve an annual water revenue increase of $42.3 Million,
an increase of 9.8% in annual water operating revenues, and an annual wastewater
revenue increase of $4.7 Million, an increase of 34.6% in annual wastewater operating
revenues, based on the Joint Settlement that we will also approve. This will resultin a
combined annual revenue increasé of $47 Million, or 10.6%. Under the Joint Settlement,

the Company will recover approximately $7.1 Million of its wastewater revenug

requirement from its water operations.

1.  History of the Proceeding

The history of this proceeding that follows is summarized from the
Recommended Decision of ALJs Jones and Brady, the majority of which may be found

on pages one through eleven of their Recommended Decision.
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On August 17, 2018, Aqua filed proposed Tariff Water - Pa. P.U.C. No. 2,
to hecome effective October 16, 2018, Also, on August 17, 2018, Aqua filed proposed
Tariff Sewer — Pa. P.I.C. No. 2 to become effective on October 16, 201 8.! The water
tariff proposed an increase in total annual operating revenues of approximately $66.3
million or 15.39%. The sewer tariff proposed an increase in total annual operating
revenues of approximately $5.4 million or 40.14%. As noted above, the combined
proposed water and wastewater increase for Aqua was about $71 .8 million or 16.13% in
annual revenues based on data for a FPFTY ending March 31, 2020. Aqua also proposed
to recover approximately $8.1 million of its wastewater revenue requirement from its

water operations as authorized by Section 1311(c) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.8.§ 131 1{c).

Additionally, on August 17, 2018, the Joint Applicants filed their Joint
Application requesting Commission approval of the transfer, through merger, of all
Superior Water’s used or useful property in the public service to Aqua Water; for Aqua

Water to begin to offer water service in the service territory of Superior, and for Superior

to abandon its authority to provide water service.

On August 28, 2018, the OCA filed Formal Complaints against the
proposed water and wastewater rate increases. J&E filed a Notice of Appearance on
August 29, 2018, and Pennsylvania American Water Company {PAWC) filed a Formal

Complaint against the proposed water rate increase on August 31,2018,

By Order entered September 20, 2018, the Commission suspended Aqua’s
Tariff Water — Pa. P.U.C. No. 2 and Tariff Sewer — Pa. P.U.C. No. 2, by operation of Jaw,

until May 16, 2019, unless otherwise directed by Commission Order to become effective

! By Secretarial Letter issued July 3, 2018, the Commission granted Aqua’s
request to depart from the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 53.53(b)(2), and extend the 120-
day interval for filing a general rate increase after the end of a historic test year by

nineteen days.
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at an earlier date. Subsequently, Aqua voluntarily agreed to extend the suspension date to

May 24, 2019.

On September 24, 2018, Cody Vance filed Formal Complaints on behalf of
LGMA against the proposed water and wastewater rate increases. Also on September 24,

2018, Cedar Knoll Builders filed a Formal Complaint against the proposed wastewater

rate increase,

On September 25, 2018, TLPOA filed a petition to intervene in this
proceeding. On September 26, 2018, and September 27, 2018, the OSBA and Aqua

LUG, respectively, filed Formal Complaints against the proposed water and wastewater

rate Imncreases.

On September 28, 2018, CAUSE-PA filed a petition to intervenc in this
proceeding, citing a direct interest for low-income individuals to obtain affordable water

and wastewater in the service territory of Aqua. Formal Complaints were filed on
October 2, 2018, and October 10, 2018, by MMPOC and the Borough of Athens and the

South Waverly Borough against the proposed water rate increase.

Additionally, during this proceeding, twenty-eight pro se Complainants
filed Formal Complaints against the proposed water rate increase and forty-six pro se
Complainants filed Formal Complaints against the proposed wastewater rate increase.
This includes the Formal Complaints filed by Mr. Curtius on October 22, 2018 against

the proposed water and wastewater increases.

Consistent with the ALJs’ Prehearing Conference Order dated

September 21, 2018, at paragraph 9, the following parties took the appropriate steps to be

active participants in this proceeding:
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(1) Aqua;

(2) Aqua LUG;
(3) I&E;

(4) LGMA;

(5) OCA;

(6) OSBA;

(7) PAWC; and
(8) TLPOA.

Additionally, MMPOC and CAUSE-PA filed requests to be treated as active participants.
No objection was filed, and the ALJs granted active participant status to these Parties by

Prehearing Order dated October 19, 2018.

Public input hearings were held on November 13, 2018, November 14,

2018, November 15, 2018, November 16, 2018, and November 27, 201 8.2

On January 18, 2019, an evidentiary hearing convened as scheduled for the
sole purpose of admiiting uncontested testimony and exhibits into the record. The
testimony and exhibits support the Joint Settlement reached by the Joint Petitioners.’

On February 8, 2019, the Joint Petitioners filed the Joint Settlement,

including statements in support.* Additionally, the J oint Settlement represented that

2 Pages 11 through 25 of the Recommended Decision contains a summary of
these Public Input Hearings,
3 See pages 7 through 9 of the Recommended Decision for the list of

admitted testimony and Exhibits,

4 Although Coyd Vance sent a document indicating that he joined the

Settlement, at Docket Nos. C-2018-3004912 and C-201 8-3004913, those

proposed
A, which is represented by counsel and is a

Formal Complaints are attributed to LGB
signatory party to the Joint Settlement.
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PAWC, while not a signatory party to the proposed Joint Settlement, does not oppose it.
Further, the Joint Settlement noted that TLPOA opposed the Joint Settlement due to the

rates allocated to Treasure Lake.

By letter served February 1 {, 2019, the OCA informed the pro se
Complainants that a Joint Settlement was reached in this proceeding. The letter
referenced a website where the pro se Complainants could view the proposed Joint
Settlement and also included an offer to mail a hard copy at the Complainants’ discretion.
The letter welcomed any response to the Joint Settlement i specifically notified the
Complainants that any objection to the proposed J oint Settlement must be postmarked by
February 25, 2019. Subsequently, Cedar Knoll Builders filed a statement in opposition to
the Joint Settlement. Additionally, nineteen pro se Complainants, including Mr. Curtius,
filed statements in opposition to the Joint Settlement. See R.D. at 10 for a list of the pro

se Complainants who objected to the proposed Joint Seftlement.

The record in this proceeding closed as ordered on February 25, 2019,

On March 18, 2019, the Commission issued the Recommended Decision of
ALIJs Jones and Brady, in which the ALJs recommended that the Commission approve

grant the Joint Petition to approve the Joint Settlement, without modification, and that the

Joint Merger Application be approved.

As previously noted, TLPOA and Mr. Curtius each filed Exceptions on
March 28, 2019. Aqua filed Replies to Exceptions on April 3, 2019.

III.  Description of the Company

As of December 31, 2017, Aqua provided water setvice to approximately

433,683 customers in the five counties that comprise the Philadelphia suburbs, as well as

6
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in twenty-four additional counties in the northwestern, central, and Pocono Mountains
regions of Pennsylvania. The Company obtains water for its customers from surface and
ground water supplies and purchases. The Company also furnishes wastewater service o
approximately 21,306 wastewater customers located throughout Pennsylvania. Its

service areas are concentrated in southeastern, northeastern, and western areas of the

Commonwealth, However, most are not contiguous and are operated independently,

Aqua St. 4.0 at 3.

1¥. Discussion

As a preliminary matter, we note that any issue or exception that we do not
specifically delineate shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without
further discussion. We are not required to consider expressly or at length each contention
or argument raised by the parties. Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pa. PUC, 625 A.2d 741
(Pa. Cmwlth. 1993); also see, generally, University of Pennsylvania v. Pa. PUC, 485

A.2d 1217 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984).

In their Recommended Decision, the ALJs reached twenty-one Conclusions
of Law. R.D. at 86-89. The Conclusions of Law are incorporated herein by reference
and are adopted without comment unless they are either expressly or by necessary

implication rejected or modified by this Opinion and QOrder.
A.  Joint Petition for Settiement

1. Legal Standard

The purpose of this investigation is to establish distribution rates for Aqua’s
customers that are “just and reasonable” pursuant to Section 1301 of the Code, 66 Pa.

C.S.§1301. A public utility secking a general rate increase is entitled to an opportunity

7
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to earn a fair rate of return on the value of the property dedicated to public service.

Bluefield Water Works and Improvement Co. v. Public Service Comm'n of West Virginia,

262 U.8. 679 (1923).

Tn determining what constitutes a fair rate of return, the Commission is
guided by the criteria set forth in Bluefield, supra, 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 econorical management, {0
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, 262 U.S. at 692-3.

The policy of the Commission is to encourage settlements, and the
Commission has stated that settlement rates are often preferable to those achieved at the
conclusion of a fully litigated proceeding. 52 Pa. Code §§ 5.231, 69,401, A full
settlement of all the issues in a proceeding eliminates the time, effort and expense that
otherwise would have been used in litigating the proceeding, while a partial settlement

may significantly reduce the time, effort and expense of litigating a case. A settlement,

8
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whether whole or partial, benefits not only the named parties directly, but, indirectly, all

customers of the public utility involved in the case.

The Joint Settlement, in this case, is a “black box” settlement. This means

that the Parties did not specify each and every element of the revenue requirement

calculations. The Commission has recognized that “black box “settlements can serve an

important purpose in reaching consensus in rate ¢ases:

We have historically permitted the use of “black box”
setilements as a means of promoting settlement among the
parties in contentious base rate proceedings. Settlement of
rate cases saves a significant amount of time and expense for
customets, companies, and the Commission and often results
in alternatives that may not have been realized during the
litigation process. Determining a company’s revenue
requirement is a calculation involving many complex and
interrelated adjustments that affect expenses, depreciation,
rate base, taxes and the company’s cost of capital. Reaching
an agreement between various parfies on each component ofa
rate increase can be difficult and impractical in many cases.

Pa. PUC v. Peoples TWP LLC, Docket No. R-2013-2355886 (Order entered December
19, 2013)(Peoples), at 28 (citations omitted).

Rate cases are expensive to litigate, and the reasonable cost of such
litigation is an operating expense recovered in the rates approved by the Commission.
Partial or full settlements allow 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 replies to exceptions,
together with the briefs and reply briefs necessitated by any appeal of the Commission’s
decision, yielding significant expense savings for the company’s customers. For this and

other sound reasons, settlements are encouraged by long-standing Commission policy.
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Despite the policy favoring settlements, the Commission does not simply
rubber stamp settlernents without further inquiry. In order to accept a rate case settlement
such as that proposed here, the Commission must determine that the proposed ternis and
conditions are in the public interest. Pa. PUC v. York Water Co., Docket No.

R-00049165 (Order entered October 4, 2004); Pa. PUC v. C. §. Water and Sewer Assoc.,

74 Pa. P.U.C. 767 (1991).

With regard to the burden of ’pmof in this matter, Section 315(a) of the

Code provides:

§ 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. § 315(a). Consequently, in this proceeding, Aqua has the burden to prove
that the rate increase proposed by the Joint Settlement is just and reasonable. The Joint
Petitioners have reached an accord on the issues and claims that arose in this proceeding

and submitted the Joint Settlement. The Joint Petitioners have the burden to prove that

the Joint Settlement is in the public interest.

2. Terms and Conditions of the Joint Settlement

As a result of negotiations, the Joint Petitioners were abie to agree to the

Joint Settlement, which resolves all of the issues in this proceeding. This includes the

resolution of various issues pertaining to Aqua’s allowed revenue requirement. The Joint

10
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Settlement produced an agreement among the Joint Petitioners that Aqua is entitled to an

increase in total annual operating revenues of $47 million, or approximately 10.57% in

tieu of its initially requested increase of $71.8 million, or approximately 16.13%. The
total Company increase is comprised of an increase in operating revenues from water
$42.347,943 and an increase in operating revenues from wastewater

operations of
819, as shown on the first page of Appendix C to the Joint Petition.

operations of $4,650,
Under the Joint Settlement rates, only $7.1 million of the wastewater revenue

requirement would be allocated to the Company’s water operations cost of service, as

opposed to the original $8.1 million proposed by Aqua. According to the Joint
Petitioners, the Joint Settlement Rates will allocate the agreed upon revenue requirement

to each customer class in a matter that is reasonable in light of the rate structure and cost

s. The Joint Petitioners represent that Joint

on, the number of different water and

of service positions of all Joint Petitioner

Settlement Rates will reduce, by consolidati

wastewater rate zones in a manner consistent with the principle of gradualism. The Joint

Petitioners acknowledge that, except to the extent specifically set forth herein, they have

not sought, nor would they be able, to agree upon the specific rate case adjustments

which support their respective conclusions. Nonetheless, they are in full agreement that

this Joint Settlement is in the best interest of customers and of the Company, and

therefore, is in the public interest. Joint Petition J9 12-13, 54 at 5-6, 24; Aqua Statement

in Support at 3.

The Joint Petition consists of the terms and conditions of the Joint

Settlement, which are embodied within the Joint Petition, Appendices A through D, and

Statements A through H, each of which are attached to the Joint Petition. Appendix A

includes the proposed Joint Settlement water tariff supplement to be filed and to become

nt. Appendix B contains the proposed

be filed and to become effective in

effective in accordance with the Joint Settleme

Joint Settlement wastewater tariff supplement to

accordance with the Joint Settlement. Appendix C contains a Proof of Revenue,
comparing Aqua’s revenues at the existing rates and at the rates proposed under the Joint

11
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Settlement. Appendix D depicts the rate effects on typical customers in each major water

and wastewater rate class.’

Statement A includes the Statement in support of the J oint Setilement filed
by Aqua (Aqua Statement in Support). Statement B represents the Statement in Support
of the Joint Settlement filed by I&E (J&E Statement in Support). Statement C is the

Statement in Support of the Joint Settlement filed by the OCA (OCA Statement in

Support). Statement D represents the Statement in Support of the Joint Settlement filed

by the OSBA (OSBA Statement in Support). Statement E contains the Statement in
Support of the Joint Settlement filed by Aqua LUG (Aqua LUG Statement in Support).

Statement F represents the Statement in Support of the Joint Settlement filed by CAUSE-
PA (CAUSE-PA Statement in Support). Statement G represents the Statement in Support
of the Joint Settlement filed by MMPOC (MMPOC Statement in Support). Statement H
represents the Statement in Support of the Joint Settlement filed by LGMA (LGMA

Statement in Support). See¢ generally Joint Petition 11 53-54 at 23-24.

The essential terms of the Joint Settlement are set forth in Paragraph Nos. 5

through 52 of the Joint Petition, which is recited in full, below, as it appears in the Joint

Petition:

3 Appendix A to this Opinion and Order is based on Appendix D of the
Settlement. )

12
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A.  Revenue Increase, Commission Approval
And Implementation Of Rates

15.  Upon Commission approval of the Settlement, Adqua
will be permitted to charge the rates for water service st forth
in the proposed Original Tariff — Water Pa. PU.LC.No. 2
annexed hereto as Appendix A and the rates for wastewater
service set forth in the proposed Original Tariff ~ Sewer Pa.
P.U.C. No. 2 annexed hereto as Appendix B (hereafter, the
“Settlement Rates”). The Settlement Rates are designed to
produce additional annual operating revenue of $47 million
($42.3 million for water operations and $4.7 milltion for
wastewater operations), as shown on the proof of revenues

annexed hereto as Appendix C.

16.  Pursuant to Section 1311(c) of the Public Utility Code
and the Commission’s Implementation Order in Docket No.
R-2013-2355276, under the Settlement Rates, a portion of the
wastewater revenue requirement totaling $7,087,745 is being
allocated to water customers.

17.  The Joint Petitioners agree to excrcise their reasonable
efforts to obtain approval of this Settlement on or before

April 11,2019, and the implementation of the Settlement Rates
on May 24, 2019, when the suspension period, as voluntarily
extended by Aqua, will expire. Upon the entry ofa
Commission Order approving this Settlement, Aqua will be
permitted to file a tariff for water service in the form attached
hereto as Appendix A, and a tariff for wastewater service, in
the form attached hereto as Appendix B, reflecting the agreed-
to additional operating revenue to become effective on May

24, 2019.
B. Base Rate Filing Stay Qut

18.  Aqua will not file for another general rate increase
under Section 1308(d) of the Public Utility Code for its water
and wastewater operations included in this rate case prior to
April 30,2021, However, ifa legislative body or
adminisirative agency, including the Commission, orders or
enacts findamental changes in policy or statutes which
directly and substantially affect the Company’s tates, this

13
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Settlement shall not prevent the Company from filing tariffs
or tariff supplements to the extent necessitated by such action.

C.  Distribution System Improvement Charge
“DSIC”)

19.  For the purposes of calculating its DSIC for its water
and wastewater operations, Aqua shall use the equity retum
rate for water utilities contained in the Commission’s most
recent Quarterly Report on the Eamings of Jurisdictional
Utilities (the “Quarterly Earnings Report”) and shall update
the equity return rate each quarter consistent with any
changes to the equity return rate for water utilities contained
in the most recent Quarterly Earnings Report, consistent with
66 Pa. C.S. § 1357(b)(3), until such time as the DSIC is reset
pursuant to the provisions of 66 Pa. C.S. § 1358(b)(1).

20. The DSIC for Aqua shall be established at 0% of billed
revenues effective with the effective date of Settlement Rates.
The DSIC shall remain at 0% of billed revenues until the later
of: (a) the end of the FPFTY or (b) the quarter following the
point in time at which Aqua’s DSIC-eligible investment, net
of plant funded with customer advances and customer
contributions, exceeds the levels projected by Aqua as of
March 31, 2020 (i.e., the end of the FPFTY) per Exhibit Nos.
6-A, Part IT] and 6-B, Part IIl. The foregoing provision is
included solely for purposes of calculating the DSIC, and is
not determinative for future ratemaking purposes of the
projected additions to be included in rate base in a FPFTY

filing.
D. Adjustment Clauses

21.  Aqua agrees to withdraw its proposed Energy Cost
Adjustment Mechanism (“ECAM”) and Purchased Water
Adjustment Clause (“PWAC”). This withdrawal is made
without prejudice to propose these adjustments in the future.
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E. Treatment Of Income Taxation — Customer
Advances For Construction And
Contributions-In-Aid-Of-Construction

22.  Within 30 days of a final, unappealed Commission
order on the tariff supplement filing of PAWC at Docket No.
R-2018-3002504, Aqua shall file a tariff supplement
consistent with the Commission’s resolution in that
proceeding of the issue of cost responsibility for, and
ratemaking treatment of, state and Federal income taxes owed
on Customer Advances for Construction and Contributions-
in-Aid-of-Construction (“CAC/CIAC™). From the cffective
date of the Settlement Rates until such time as Aqua’s tariff
supplement becomes effective and unappealable, the
Company shall either require the developer to present a letter
of credit in the amount of grossed-up income tax that would
be owed on the CAC/CIAC or to hold such amount in escrow;
the letter of credit or cscrow funds, as the case may be, shall
be released to the appropriate party within 15 business days
of the tariff supplement becoming effective and unappealable.
The amount of grossed-up income tax to be subject to escrow
or secured by a letter of credit will be not less than the
amount calculated by multiplying the CAC/CIAC by a factor
of 1.4063 and then deducting from that figure: (1) the amount
of CAC/CIAC; and (2) the present value of state and Federal
tax benefits of the future depreciation deductions related to
the property funded by such CAC/CIAC. Notwithstanding
the foregoing, any CAC/CIAC agreement entered into
between Aqua and a developer prior to the effective date of
the Settlement Rates shall remain in full force and effect

without modification.
E. FPFTY Reporting

23.  As part of this Settlement, the Company bas agreed to
provide the Commission’s Bureau of Technical Utility
Services (“TUS™), I&E, OCA, and OSBA with an update to
AP Statement No. 2, Attachments 1 and 2, p. 1, no later than
July 1, 2019, which should include actual capital
expenditures, plant additions, and retirements by month from
April 1, 2018 through March 31, 2019. Then, no later than
July 1, 2020, another update of AP Statement No. 2,
Attachments 1 and 2, p. 1, should be submitted showing
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actuals from April 1, 2019 through March 3 1,2020. In
Aqua’s next base rate proceeding,” the Company will prepare
a comparison of its actual expenses and rate base additions
for the twelve months ended March 31, 2020 to its projections

in this case.

G.  Contract Customer Reporting

24.  The Company will include in its next Pennsylvania
water base tate filing documentation of the existence ofa
viable competitive alternative to water service provided by
the Company for the following Rider DRS customers and any
new Rider DRS customers added after the date of this Joint

Petition:

Rider DRS Customers

Chemung County Industrial Development Agency
New Wilmington Municipal Authority

Warwick Township Water and Sewer Authority
Borough of Sharpsville

City of Hubbard

Horsham Water Authority

Schwenksville Borough Authority

25.  Aqua agrees to date each competitive alternative
analysis that is submitted regarding the above Rider DRS
customers or new Rider DRS customers, and provide dates
for when the competitive alternative analysis was last

considered, if applicable.

26.  Additionally, Aqua agrees to provide a competitive
alternative for the rates charged to Masury area customers in
its next water base rate filing.

27.  Any party to this Joint Petition reserves the right to
review and challenge any contract and/or rate in future Aqua
base rate filings, or in subsequent litigation related to this

proceeding.
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H.  Revenue Requirement
(i)  Income Taxes

28,  Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (“TCJA4"). The Joint
Petitioners agree that the Settlement Rates fully account for
the impacts of the TCJA and no further adjustments, refunds

or credits are required.

99.  Excess Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes
(“ADIT”). The Joint Petitioners agree that the Settlement
Rates reflect a reduction to rate base for the excess ADIT
amount (regulatory liability) as of the end of the FPFTY. The
Company agrees to continue such treatment in future base
rate filings until the entire amount has been refunded in future
years. The Company agrees to separate ADIT and excess
ADIT into two different accounts in future base rate filings.

30.  Tax Repairs Deductions. The Joint Petitioners agree
that the revenue requirement incorporates a reduction to
current state and Federal income tax expense based on net
repairs deductions in the FPFTY of $154,514,546 for the
water utility and $4,350,142 for the wastewater utility, for a

total of $158,864,688.

a. If the net repairs deductions for Aqua vary by
more than $3 million above or below that $158,864,688
amount (i.c. below $155,864,688 or above $161,864,688),
Aqua will record a regulatory liability or asset for the related
income tax expense impacts of the repairs deduction
variations below or above $158,864,688.

b. Aqua shall report on the regulatory asset or
liability amounts of the net repairs deduction income tax
impacts in its quarterly earnings reports after the conclusion of
the FPFTY. Within 30 days of reporting a regulatory liability
with a net cumulative income tax impact amount of $10
million or larger, Aqua shall file with the Commission and
shall copy OCA, 1&E, and OSBA, a plan for refunding the
regulatory Jiability amount to customers.

c. If there are remaining deferrals of the
differences in income tax expense for Aqua’s net repairs
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deductions, that balance shall be addressed in Aqua’s next
base rate case based on the recorded regulatory asset and
liability amounts.

d. Whether similar recording of the impact on
current income tax expense from net repairs deduction
variations above or below a collar in a regulatory liability or
asset account should continue shall also be re-evaluated in
Aqua's next base rate case.

(ii)  Acquisition Adjustments

31.  The Joint Petitioners agree that this Settlement does
not include, and they will not propose, in any future
proceeding, to include in rate base or any corresponding
amortization expense related to the positive acquisition
adjustments for the following water and wastewater
acquisitions:

Water:

Mifflin Township
Beech Mountain
Sand Springs
Concord Park

Wastewater:
Township of Tobyhanna

32, The Joint Petitioners agree that the Settlement Rates reflect the
amortizations of positive and negative acquisition adjustments set forth

below.

Water:

Description Amortization Period  Annual Amortization
Bristol Township Water 7114 - 6/24 $ (22,493)
Yalick Farms Water 116 - 12/25 5 {99,396)
Bunker Hill Water 3716 - 2126 $ (1,725)

Robin Hood Lake Water 3/16 - 2/26 5 (8,723)

Wagt Cameron Township Water  4/17 - 3/27 $ (6,986)
Treasure Lake 4/19 - 339 $ 151,240

Mt Jewett Water 419 - 3/39 $ 2,473

Sun Valley Water 4/19 - 3118 $ 194
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Wastewater:
Amortization Period  Avnual Amertization

Description

Washington Park 3/09 - 2/19 $ 2,172)
Cove Village 9/09 - 8/1% $ {14,867)
Eagle Rock 7/04 - 6124 8 {105,365}
Links at Gettysburg 1705 - 12024 $ {46,645)
Beech Mountain WM 6/13 - 5123 g (1,765}
Village at Valley Forge 613 - 5/23 $ (118,124}
Kidder Township 2114 - 1124 $ (13971)
Penn Township Sewer 4/15 - 3125 L3 (419,031}
Sage Hill /16 - 6126 $ {77.566)
Huoneyeroft 117-12/26 3 (246,362}
Emfetog LT - 6127 s (168,193)
Treasure Lake 4719 - 319 s 64,301
Bunker Hill MW . 4/19 - 3/39 3 1,780
Avon Grove 4719 - 3139 $ 3,738

L Cost Allocation And Rate Design
(i) Water

33,  The Settlement Rates set forth in Appendix A reflect
the Joint Petitioners’ agreement with regard to water rate
structure, rate design and the distribution of the increase in
revenues in this case, as follows:®

a. Under the Settlement Rates, the Main Division
5/8-inch customer charge for all customer classes will be
$18.00 per month in lieu of the $18.50 customer charge
proposed by the Company. The same percentage increase as
that for 5/8-inch meter customer charge will be applied to the
customer charges for all other meter sizes in the Main

Division.

b. Under existing rates, Aqua has a total of 22
water rate divisions. Under the Settlement Rates, various
existing rate divisions will be consolidated and, as a result,
there will be a total of 14 rate divisions. Twelve of the rate
divisions are grouped into three rate zones (Rate Zones 1-3)
based on the similarity of their rate structure and rate design,
while Bunker Hill and Sun Valley are displayed separately
because they are dissimilar from those divisions grouped into
Rate Zones 1-3. The existing rate divisions and the
cotresponding rate divisions that will exist under the
Settlement Rates are set forth on page 1 of Schedule 2 of the
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Proof of Revenues for Water Operations in Appendix C to
this Joint Petition. The rates of all of the rate divisions that
will continue to exist under the Seitlement Rates have been
moved closer to each other and to the Rate Zone 1 in order to
facilitate further consolidation with the Main Division in

future cases.
(i) Wastewater

34,  The Settlement Rates set forth in Appendix B reflect
the Joint Petitioners’ agreement with regard to wastewater
rate structure, rate design and the distribution of the increase
in revenues in this case, as follows:”

a, Under existing rates, Aqua has a total of 33
wastewater rate divisions. Under the Settlement Rates,
various existing rate divisions will be consolidated with each
other and, as a result, there will be a total of eleven rate
divisions (or subdivisions) under the Settlement Rates. The
existing rate divisions and the corresponding rate divisions or
subdivisions that will exist under the Settlement Rates are set
forth on page 1 of Schedule 2 of the Proof of Revenues for
Wastewater Operations in Appendix C to this Joint Petition.
The rates of the rate divisions that will continue to exist under
the Settlement Rates have been moved closer to each other in
order to facilitate further consolidation in future cases.

b. The Settlement Rates for all classes of
-customers and classes of wastewater service for the rate zones
that will exist under the Settlement Rates are set forth in the
applicable portions of the Wastewater TarifT attached as

Appendix B

¢ As a result of Public Input Hearing testimony
offered by Mr. Kretschmaier and Mr. Kusko, and testimony
provided by OCA witness Rubin, Aqua agrees to study the
feasibility of implementing in Pennsylvania a summer
wastewater usage cap similar to the method used by Aqua
Illinois, Inc. The results of that study, including either a
proposal to adopt such a billing method or a detailed
explanation for why Aqua believes such a method to be
infeasible in Pennsylvania, shall be provided in Aqua’s next
wastewater base rate filing. If Aqua believes that such a

20

Page 21 of 74



method would not be feasible in Pennsylvania, Agua
nevertheless shall be required to provide the billing units and
rates that would be used if such a method were adopted in the
next consolidated wastewater rate case. In addition,
consistent with Aqua’s rebuttal testimony in this proceeding,
the Company will consider proposing a flat wastewater rate
structure in its next rate case for seasonal communities in its

service territory.

J. Low Income Issues

(i)  Helping Hand

35.  Company Contribution. Aqua will contribute $125,000
per year to the Helping Hand Program for each of the next
three years (2019, 2020, and 2021). The Joint Petitioners
agrec that the Company is not required to contribute more
than this amount each year. However, if the funding is not
fully expended in any given year, it will be rolled over to the
next year and be available for grants and arrearage
forgiveness. Aqua will continue to promote awareness of the
program to customers and local agencies for each county
within the Cornpany’s service territory and will work with
participants of the Helping Hand Collaborative to identify
new ways to promote the program. Aqua will continue to
seek customer contributions for the program that will
supplement the funding provided by the Company. The
Company agrees to re-evaluate its contribution and the
structure of Helping Hand in its next base rate case. In the
event that Aqua does not file its next base rate case in 2021,
the annual funding amount agreed to in this Settlement will
remain in place until such time as its next base rate case is
filed and new rates are in effect.

36.  Grant Assistance Component. Within 180 days of the
effective date of the Settlement Rates, Aqua will establish a
grant program that accompanies and enhances its Helping
Hand Program. Aqua will work with participants of the
Helping Hand Collaborative, described in Paragraph 41 of this
Settlement, to establish eligibility parameters for receiving a
grant and the maximuim amount of each grant.
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37.  Eliminate Up Front Payment Requirement for the
Helping Hand Program. Aqua will eliminate its current
requirement that customers must make a good faith payment in
order to enroll in the Helping Hand Program. Instead, Aqua
will continue to advertise and promote for Helping Hand
enrollment households who are payment troubled and meet the

following criteria:

a, Household income no greater than 200%

of poverty
b. Arrears in excess of $110
C. Payment Troubled as evidenced by one

or more of the following:
i. A broken payment agreement;

ii.  Threatened with termination of
service for non-payment or service
already off;

iii.  Has evidenced an inability to pay
bills.

38.  Helping Hand Monthly Payments. The Company’s
current Helping Hand payment is a fixed monthly payment
based on the customer’s monthly average usage and an
instaliment payment toward the customer’s arrears. Within
90 days of the effective date of the Settlement Rates, the
Company will cease requiring an installment payment toward
arrears for new Helping Hand enrollees. The Company will
work with the Helping Hand Collaborative to determine the
appropriate means of recalculating average bills going
forward for Helping Hand participants on no less than an

annual basis.

39.  Arrearage Forgiveness. Aqua will increase the amount
of arrearage forgiveness available to each customer enrolled
in Helping Hand to $25 per month for each timely, in-full
payment made by the customer.
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40.  Helping Hand Data. Within 120 days from the date
that the Settlement Rates are effective, the Company will
provide a report to the Helping Hand Collaborative on the
feasibility of tracking the following listed data, as well as
what data it believes provide the best analysis for whether the
intent of the program is working based on its current
reporting capabilities and resources.

a.  Number of estimated and confirmed low
income customers

b. Number of confirmed low income
customers with arrears and the average
arrearage amount

¢.  Average monthly bill amount of confirmed
low income customers

d.  Amount of arrearages for customers
entering Helping Hand

e. Terminations for nonpayment of
confirmed low income customers

f.  Number and amounts of hardship grants

disbursed

41.  Helping Hand Collaborative. The Company will host
a series of Helping Hand Collaborative meetings between
now and its next base rate case for the purpose of soliciting
input about ways to improve Helping Hand. The Company
will invite to the collaborative meetings OCA, the
Commission’s Burcau of Consumer Services and CAUSE-
PA. The Company will host collaborative meetings quarterly
for the first year after the effective date of the Settlement
Rates, with the first meeting to be held within 60 days of the
effective date of the Settlement Rates. After the first year, the
Company will host collaborative meetings not less than twice
a year. The collaborative meetings will be to discuss, among

other topics:

t.  The scopé of low income data that it is
feasible and useful for the Company to
collect;

2.  Details of the grant component of the
program;
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3. The method of calculating the monthly

Helping Hand payment;

4. Improving outreach and messaging for
programs;

5. Further develop a holistic communications
plan;

6. Assessing applicable data; and

7. Developing efforts to fund the grant
assistance program on an ongoing basis.

Aqua will have full discretion as to whether to accept
feedback from the Helping Hand Collaborative, and as
required, submit proposals to the Commission for approval.

(i) Domestic Violence Policy

42,  Aqua will document its domestic violence procedures
and have them readily available to its customer service
representative (“CSRs™). Aqua commits to review these
procedures with CAUSE-PA, OCA and other interested
parties. Aqua agrees to implement a policy allowing that
victims of domestic violence be provided three days to
provide a copy of their order before termination will proceed
and will clearly define the payment arrangement rules
available for these customers.

(iif) Medical Certifications

43.  Agua agrees to edit the signature line on its Medical
Certification Form to include a reference to physician,
physician’s assistant, or nurse practitioner.

(iv)  Termipation Notices

44.  Aqua will remove reference to security deposits from
its termination notices and tariff, and amend the language
related to domestic violence victims as follows: “Ifyou are a
victim of domestic violence and have a Protection From
Abuse Order or other court order that shows clear evidence

of domestic violence, there are special protections available.”
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K Service Related Issues

45, The Company agrees to continue monitoring its water
supply for the presence of the two chemicals,
Perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (“PFOS™) and
Perfluorooctanoic acid (“PFOA™), in accordance with the
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Third
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (*UCMR3™).?
Aqua will also continue to share its sampling results for
PFOS and PFOA in Montgomery County on its dedicated
website WaterFacts.com, consumer confidence reports
(“CCRs™), or other appropriate forms and evaluate treatment
options and operational initiatives where appropriate. As
long as http;//WaterFacts.com is in use and there is no other
new regulatory requirement specifying data collection and
communication, the Company agrees to post the results on
http://WaterFacts.com after completing its testing, review
and posting process in an efficient and expeditious manner.
The Company agrees to seek available funding from outside
sources and governmental agencies to fund prudent
improvements needed to further limit the presence of PFOS
and PFOA in the affected water sources.

46. The Company commits to revise its procedures for new
developments to ensure that it receives timely and accurate
connection information for new service once the homes in
new developments are completed. The Company also agrees
to provide additional training to its customer service
representatives so that they know how to further investigate
the situation when a customer contacts the Company about
initiating service for a new connection. The Company will
provide the Statutory Advocates with an overview of the
changes made to the Company’s procedures and training
materials. The Overview will be provided within 60 days of

the final order in this proceeding.

47.  The Company shall continue to provide water and
wastewater customer complaints in a live Excel spreadsheet
that shall be made available in future general rate
proceedings. The water and wastewater customer complaint
logs shall contain separate searchable columns for date of
complaint, street number, street name, city (zip code is
preferable), and code for the type of complaint. The
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Company and OCA agree to continue to discuss how to
incorperate into a live Excel spreadsheet the following
additional information regarding whether a Company
employee made a site visit, if the problem was the
responsibility of the Company or the customer, and the date
the complaint was resolved. The Company and the OCA
agree to have that discussion within 90 days after the entry of
a final order in this proceeding. Additionally, the Company
agrees to provide a legend explaining the abbreviations used

in the complaint logs.

48.  The Company agrees to provide a list of existing
locations going forward where the Company installs &
pressure reducing valve for a residential customer because the
static head was anticipated to be greater than 85 psi due to
planned engineering changes in the Company’s distribution
system. The list will include an explanation of how the
Company’s plan impacts the customer’s pressure. The
Company agrees to provide the report to OCA twelve months
after the entry of a Commission Order in this proceeding and
every twelve months after that until the effective date of base

rates in its next base rate proceeding.

49.  During the Company’s next general rate proceeding,
the Company shall provide to the Statutory Advocates a live
Excel spreadsheet of all fire hydrants connected to 4-inch
mains or smaller that are not capable of providing 500 gallons
per minute of water at 20 psi.

50.  The Joint Petitioners agree that the Company has fully
addressed the concerns raised by customers at the Pablic

Input Hearings as follows:

a, Ralph Churchill testified at the evening hearing
held on November 13, 2018 in Chester County. Mr.
Churchill is not a direct customer of Aqua and lives in
Jenners Pond, a retirement community, which is a
commercial customer of Aqua. Mr. Churchill requested
information on the improvements made in Penn Township.
On December 18, 2018, Aqua sent a letter to Mr. Churchill

describing the improvements.
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b. Debora Hauser testified at the evening hearing
held on November 14, 2018, in Bucks County. Ms. Hauser
stated that she believed the customer charge of $69.00 was
too high. At the conclusion of the hearing, a representative of
Aqua spoke to Ms. Hauser to get more information about her
billing concern. Ms. Hauser’s current customer charge fora
5/8” meter is $16.00, not $69.00. Aqua sent a letter
confirming this to Ms. Hauser on December 17, 2018.

c. William Freed testified at the afternoon hearing
held on November 15, 2018 in Delaware County. Mr. Freed
testified about his previous informal and formal complaints
filed with the Commission against Aqua. Aqua confirmed
that Mr. Freed had filed both an informal (BCS Case No.
3582179) and a formal complaint (Docket No. C-2018-
2645244) with the Commission requesting compensation for
damages he alleged were caused by Aqua doing work on his
street. The informal complaint was dismissed by the Bureau
of Consumer Services because the Commission cannot award
damages. Mr. Freed, who was represented by counsel in his
formal complaint with the Commission and in a subsequent
civil court proceeding, chose not to pursue his complaint at
the Commission and filed his claim in municipal coutt. Aqua
and Mr. Freed settled the claim in municipal court.

d. Andria Torres testified at the Smart Public Input
Hearing held on November 16, 2018 alleging damages from
jackhammering vibrations when the Company was installing
4 new water main in the street on December 30, 2017. After
investigating the matter, Aqua has confirmed that it was not
installing a new water main in her street in December 0f2017
and has no record of Ms. Torres contacting the Company it
December of 2017 on this issue. The Company believes that
a contractor for another utility was in the area in December
2017. The Company contacted Ms. Torres to discuss her
concerns and provide the information it learned about the
work that was done on her street.

e. David Saplansky testified at the Smart Public
Input Hearing held on November 16, 2018 and mentioned dirt
and smell from his pipes. Mr. Saplansky did contact the
Company on September 14, 2018 requesting that the water be
tested. The Company did sample M. Saplansky’s water. On

27

Page 28 of 74



September 21, 2018, the Company sent those test results to
Mr. Saplansky showing that the water met all applicable
standards for drinking water.

f Ms. Kathleen O’Boyle testified at the Smart
Public Input Hearing held on November 16, 2018 about water
quality and concern about chlorine in her water. The
Company contacted Ms. O’Boyle to make an appointment to
discuss her concerns.

2 Thomas Driscoll testified at the afternoon
hearing held on November 15, 2018 in Delaware County.
Mir. Driscoll testified about a chemical taste to his water. The
Company contacted Mr. Driscoll to make an appointment to
discuss his concerns. :

h. Margie Swart testified at the afternoon hearing
held on November 13, 2018 in Chester County. Ms, Swart
testified about Aqua’s private fire protection rates violating
Section 1802 of the Second Class Township Code titled Fire
Hydrants and Water Service, which provides that all fire
hydrants should be classified as public and billed directly to
the municipatity if that municipality is governed by the Second
Class Township Code. The Company researched this issue
and determined that the fire hydrants at issue in Ms. Swart’s
testimony are located on a private street and are the
responsibility of the local Homeowner’s Association, As such,
the Company has been correctly billing the Homeowner’s
Association for the two fire hydrants at the appropriate private

fire hydrant rate.

L. North Heidelberg Sewer Company

51. The Company agrees to initiate setilement discussions
and will make a reasonable effort to acquire North Heidelberg
Sewer Company in accordance with Section 529 of the Public
Utility Code at pending Docket No, 1-2018-3001161. In
February 2018, the Commission appointed Aqua
Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc. as interim receiver 10 operate
the North Heidelberg system, beginning March 5, 2018.

28

Page 29 of 74



Aqua has been operating in that role since its appointment by
the Commission.

M.  Merger Of Saperior Water Company, Inc.
Into Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.

52.  No Joint Petitioner opposes the Company’s request to
merge its wholly-owned subsidiary, Superior, into Aqua
Pennsylvania, Inc. Accordingly, the Joint Petitioners are in
agreement that Aqua and Superior have satisfied the criteria
of Section 1102(a)(3) of the Public Utility Code for approval
of the merger and that the Commission should issue
certificates of public convenience evidencing that approval
effective as of the effective date of the Settlement Rates.

s For purposes of the Joint Petition, references to the

Company's next base rate proceeding, next base rate case, or nexl base
rate filing mean its next base rate case, proceeding or filing for water and
wastewater operations that were included in this case, unless staled

otherwise.
s Subparagraphs a. and b. provide a general description of

the water rate structure and water rate design incorporated in the
Settlement Rates. While every effort has been made to ensure that the
description is accurate, if any inconsistency exists between such
description and the rates set forth in Appendix A, the latter shall take

precedence.
7 if any inconsistency exists between the information

provided in subparagraphs a. and b. and the rates set forth in Appendix
B, the latter shall take precedence.

3 Aqua notes that consistent with its Direct Testimony in
this proceeding, the Company’s wastewater lot availability charge will be
eliminated from its wastewater tarifl as part of this Settlement.

® UCMR3 also requires, in addition to PFOS and PFOA,
the monitoring and reporting of: (1) perfluorononanoic acid (PFNA}, (2)
perfluorohexanesulfonic acid (PFHxS), (3) perfluoroheptanoic acid
(PFHpA), and (4) perfluorcbutanesulfonic acid (PFBE).

Settlement at 6-23.

Tn addition to the specific terms to which the Joint Petitioners have

agreed, the Joint Settlement contains other general terms and conditions typically found
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in settlements submitted to the Commission. Specifically, the Joint Petitioners agreed
that the Joint Settlement is conditioned upon the Commission’s approval of all the
terms and conditions contained therein without modification. The Joint Petition
establishes the procedure by which any of the Joint Petitioners may withdraw from the
Joint Settlement and proceed to litigate this case, if the Commission should act to
modify or reject the Joint Setilement. In addition, the Joint Petitioners asserted that
although the Joint Settlement is proffered to settle the instant case, it may not be cited
as precedent in any future proceeding, except to the extent required to implement any
term specifically agreed to by the Joint Petitioners. Farther, the Joint Petitioners
submitted that the Settlement is made without any admission against, or prejudice to,
any position which any of the Joint Petitioners might adopt in future proceedings,
except to the extent necessary to effectuate or enforce any term specifically agreed to in

the Joint Settlement before us. Joint Settlement 9§ 55-58 at 25-26.

Moreover, the Joint Petitioners waived their right to file Exceptions in
this case if the ALJs, in their Recommended Decision, recommended the Commission
adopt the Joint Settlement in full. However, the Joint Petitioners expressly submitted
that they did not waive their righis to file Exceptions to any modifications by the ALJs
to the terms and conditions of the Joint Settlement or fo any additional matters
proposed by the ALJs in their Recommended Decision. Similarly, the Joint Petitioners
reserved their rights to file Replies to Exceptions. Finally, the Joint Petitioners
acknowledged that the Joint Settlement does not bind the pro se Formal Complainants.
The Joint Petitioners explained that the OCA would serve a letter on each pro se
Formal Complainant that will inform them that they may comment or object to the
Joint Settlement by a date certain. The Joint Petitioners submitted that nothing stated
in the Joint Settlement is intended to limit any position which any Joint Petitioner may
have or take concerning any comment or objection to the Joint Settlement that may be

filed by any pro se Formal Complainant. Joint Settlement 9§ 59-60 at 26.
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The Joint Petitioners respecfful]y requested that the ALJs and the
Commission (1) approve the Joint Settlement, including all terms and conditions
thereof: (2) grant the Company permission to file the tariffs attached m Appendix A
and B of the Joint Settlement, to become effective for service rendered on or after

May 24, 2019; and (3) approve the Joint Merger Application. Joint Settlement
at 26-27.

3. Statements in Support of the Joint Settlement

a. Aqua

Tn its Statement in Support, Aqua asserted that although it has undertaken
efforts to reduce Federal and State tax expenses and made investments to enhance its
infrastructure, it has experienced a decline in water usage per customer at approximately
1.3% per year. According to Aqua, absent rate relief, its financial results may deteriorate

and could jeopardize its ability to appropriately invest in infrastructur
safety and reliability and to adequately service customers. Aqua Statement in Support

¢ needed to improve

at 17.

Aqua stressed that it last increased its water rates in 2012 and its

wastewater rates in 2010. Therefore, Aqua emphasized that its customers have not

experienced an increase in distribution base rates for at least seven years. Aqua noted

that under the Joint Settlement Rates, the monthly bill of a typical residential water

customer in the Company Main Division (in which 91% of all residential water

customers are served) will increase from $59.85 to $65.52, or by 9.47%. Aqua explained
that under the Joint Settlement, it will consolidate twenty-two water divisions into
fourteen divisions and thirty-three wastewater divisions to eleven divisions. According to

this facilitates moving customers to one rate. Aqua asserted that the weighted

Aqua,
proximately

average monthly rate across all wastewater divisions will increase by ap
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13.39% from $57.64 to $66.55. However, Aqua pointed out that all of the wastewater
Joint Settlement Rates and resulting average customer bills would be higher absent the

Section 1311(c) allocation of a portion of wastewater revenue requirement to water

operations. Aqua Statement in Support at 15-16.

Aqua argued that the Joint Settlement’s revenue requirement provisions
provide for Joint Settlement Rates that are consistent with the legal standards articulated
in Bluefield and Hope, supra. According to Aqua, the Joint Setflement Rates mitigate
rate shock, while allowing the Company and its investors the opportunity to earn a fair
teturn on investment and to obtain capital needed to meet the Company’s service
obligations. Additionally, Aqua noted that the Joint Settlement Rates provide for
reasonable progress in moving all major customer classes closer to their cost of service,
consistent with the principles of gradualism. Further, Aqua emphasized that the Joint
Settlement materially enhances the Company’s Helping Hand program, domestic
violence policy, termination procedures, and medical certificate forms, and assures that
all service-related and billing issues raised by witnesses at the public input hearings in
this proceeding will be addressed. Accordingly, Aqua submitted that the Joint Settlement
is in the public interest. Aqua Statement in Support at 40-41.

b, I&E

In its Statement in Support, I&E asserted, that the rate increase under the
proposed Joint Settlement represents a result that is within the range of likely outcomes in
the event that this case was fully litigated. According to I&E, this increase is appropriate
and, when accompanied by other important provisions contained in the Joint Settlement,
yields a result that is both just and reasonable and in the public interest. I&E trumpeted,
inter alia, the Joint Settlement’s Stay out Provision, Aqua’s agreement to withdraw its
proposed BECAM and PWAC adjustment clauses, Aqua’s agreement to treat CAC and

CIAC consistent with how the Commission rules in a final Commission order in the
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proceeding initiated by PAWC at Docket No. R-201 8-3002504 (2018 PAWC
Proceeding), and the agreement that the Joint Settlement will not include various positive
acquisition adjustments. I&E also supported the cost allocation and rate design agreed
upon in the Joint Settlement. Namely, I&E submitted that Aqua’s goal of consolidating
rates and moving customers toward the Main Division rates is reasonable. According to
I&E, transitioning these rates, as opposed to moving all customers to Main Division rates
in one step avoids rate shock and is consistent with the goal of consolidating rates and

eliminating rate divisions where possible. 1&E Statement in Support at 4-17.

e OCA

In its Statement in Support, the QCA asserted that the Joint Seftlement is in
the public interest and in the best interest of Agqua’s ratepayers and should be approved
without modification. Tn addition to highlighting many of the Joint Settlement Provisions
emphasized by I&E, the OCA stressed the service-related issues, raised in the Public
Input Hearings, that are resolved by the Joint Settlement. The OCA asserted that the
service-related portion of the Joint Settlement will aid consumers with particular
concerns regarding the quality of their water and the quality of Aqua’s customer service

while preserving the Company’s operational efficiency. OCA Statement in Support

at -20.
d. OSBA

In its Statement in Support, the OSBA submitted that approval of the Joint
Settlement is in the best interest of small business customers, The OSBA argued that
although the Joint Settlement will increase rates for commercial customers to a higher
amount than the OSBA’s litigated position, the Joint Settlement’s significant reduction to
Aqua’s originally proposed revenue increase will benefit all customers, including Aqua’s

small business customers. Similarly, the OSBA stated that the revenue allocation agreed
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upon in the Joint Settlement is consistent with that proposed by the testimony of the
OSBA’s witness Mr. Kalcic and will proﬁde a meaningful benefit to commercial
customers. Further, the OSBA supports Aqua’s agreement to withdraw jts proposed
adjustment clauses, OSBA Statement in Support at 3-9.

' Aqua LUG

In its Statement in Support, Aqua LUG argues that the Joint Petition is in
the public interest because (1) it reduces the expenses incurred by the Joint Petitioners
and the Commission for completing this proceeding when compared to the cost of full
litigation; (2) it avoids uncertainties regarding further expenses associated with possible
appeals from a final order of the Commission; (3) it results in an increase in Aqua’s rates
that is approximately sixty-five percent of Aqua’s originally requested rates; and (4) it
reflects compromises by each of the Joint Petitioners without prejudice to any position
any Joint Petitioner may have advanced so far in this proceeding or may advance in a
future proceeding involving the Company. Additionally, Aqua LUG states that the Joint
Settlement addresses issues that were of particular concern to Aqua LUG, including the
establishment of a rate structure allocating revenues among the customer classes in a just

and reagonable manner. Aqua LUG Statement in Support at 2.

f CAUSE-PA

In its Statement in Support, CAUSE-PA asserts that the Joint Settlement is
in the public interest because it addresses the ability of Aqua’s low income customers to
access safe and affordable service, balances the interests of the parties, and fairly resolves
several important issues raised by CAUSE-PA and other parties. CAUSE-PA highlights
Aqua’s agrecment to withdraw its proposed automatic ECAM and PWAC adjustment
clauses. Additionally, CAUSE-PA trumpets the enhancements the J oint Settlement

makes to Aqua’s Helping Hand Program, domestic violence policy, medical
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certifications, and termination notices. According to CAUSE-PA, the Joint Settlement

takes rate affordability into account by limiting the impact of the rate increase on low-
income households and better matching needy households with available assistance. As
such, CAUSE-PA submits that the Joint Settlement will help ensure that low income

customers have access to stable and affordable utility services over the long term.

CAUSE-PA Statement in Support at 4-13.
g MMPOC

In its Statement in Support, MMPOC asserts, that the Joint Settlement
provides a proper resolution of the issues in this proceeding without the incurrence of full

{itigation costs. MMPOC highlights, inter alia, that the Joint Settlement Rates will

produce a monthly water customer charge of $28.00 for MMPOC 5/8-inch customers, in

lieu of the originally proposed monthly water customer charge of $30.10. MMPOC also

highlights that the Joint Settlement produces a monthly wastewater customer charge of

$39.64 and a usage charge of $0.10 per hundred gallons for MMPOC customers,

compared to Aqua’s originally proposed monthly wastewater customer charge of $31.00
and usage charge of $0.76 per bundred gallons for MMPOC customers. According to
MMPOC, these results are reasonably consistent with MMPOC’s litigation position and

should be approved. Additionally, MMPOC notes that the Joint Settlement adopts its

mmendation that Aqua study alternatives to metered water service and address this
MMPOC avers that the Joint

reco
issue in its next rate proceeding. Based on the above,

Settlement is in the public interest and should be approved. MMPOC Statement in

Support at 2-3.
h. LGMA

Inits Statement in Support, the LGMA explains that it chose to be an active

participant in this proceeding as a means 10 receive and monitor the discovery and
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testimony of all the interested parties. LGMA opines that based upon its review of the
relevant discovery and testimony, the terms and conditions of the Joint Settlement are in

the public interest and should be approved. LGMA Statement in Support at 1-2.

4, Comments in Oppesition to the Joint Settlerment (Comments in
Cpposition)

a. TLPOA

In the Joint Settlement, the Joint Petitioners noted that TLPOA isnot a

signatory to the Joint Petition and opposes the level of increases to Treasure Lake.® Joint

Settlement at 2, n. L.

b. Cedar Knoll Buiiders

On February 20, 2019, Brian Campbell (Mr. Campbell) filed Comments in
Opposition to the Joint Settlement (Comments in Opposition) on behalf of Cedar Knoll
Builders and Honeycroft Village LP (Honeycroft Village). Mr. Campbell explained that
Honeycroft Village’s wastewater system is brand new and was purchased by Aqua two
years ago. According to Mr. Campbell, the forty-nine percent increase in wastewater
rates for Honeycroft Village that is provided for under the Joint Settlement is not

acceptable. Cedar Knoll Builders Comments in Opposition at 1.

6 As discussed below, in their Recommended Decision, the ALJs noted that
TLPOA did not file any testimony in this proceeding; nor did it file any comments in
opposition to the settlement. R.D. at 63.
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c. My, Curtius

In his Comments in Opposition,” Mr. Curtius objected to the wastewater
rate increase provided for in the Joint Settlement. Mr. Curtius ook issue with the
allocation of a portion of the wastewater revenue requirement assessed to water
customers. Mr. Curtius also submitted that the stay-out provision in the Joint Settlement
should be increased to no less than four years. Additionally, Mr. Curtius argued that as 2
Formal Complainant, he was not properly informed. For example, Mr. Curtius asserted
that he was not informed about the prehearing conference in this proceeding. According
to Mr. Curtius, be should have been served with all documents that were served on the

other parties to this proceeding. Mr. Curtius Comments in Opposition at 1-2.
d, Other Pro Se Complainants

In addition to Mr. Curtius, the following other pro se Complainants filed
Comments in Opposition to the Joint Settlement: Grace Bowes, Douglas and Linda
Dudjak, Lee Euard, William Finn, Byron Goldstein, Denise Johnson, Edward Levy,
Tammy Livziey, Michael Luciano, Ben Mroz I, Paul Nice, Jacqueline Pasquini, Dony
Pierre, Rafael Rodriguez, Robert Shafer, Brian Sheppard, and Wayne Weismandel. In
general, the pro se Complainants argued that the water and wastewater rate increases

provided for in the Joint Settlement are excessive and that the Joint Settlement is not in

the public interest.®

7 Mr. Curtius initially submitted Comments in Opposition on February 15,
2019. However, he filed revised Comments in Opposition on February 18, 2019. We
shall summarize his revised Comments in Opposition.

B See R.D. at 64, 68-80 for a specific summary of each pro se Complainant’s

comments.
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5. ALJs’ Recommendation

In their Recommended Decision, in addressing the various Comments in
Opposition to the Joint Settlement, the ALIJs cited to Burleson v. Pa. PUC, 443 A.2d
1373 (Pa. Cmwilth. 1982). The ALJs explained that since the Company and the Joint
Petitioners have presented evidence sufficient to satisfy the burden of proof, the burden
of going forward with the evidence to rebut the evidence of the Joint Parties shifts to the
parties that object to the Joint Settlement. The ALJs stated if the objector to the Joint
Settlement presents evidence of co-equal weight, the Joint Parties have not satisfied their
burden of proof. Additionally, citing to Harmon v. Mifflin County Seh. Dist., 713 A.2d
620, 623 (Pa. 1998) {Harmon), the ALJs stated that the Commission’s decision must be
supported by “substantial evidence,” which consists of evidence that a reasonable mind
might accept as adequate to support a conclusion. The ALJs further cited to Norfolk and
Western Railway Co. v. Pa. PUC, 413 A.2d 1037 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1980) in explaining that a

mere “irace of evidence or suspicion of the existence of fact” is not sufficient. R.D. at

63,

The ALJs first addressed TLPOA’s opposition to the Joint Settlement. The
ALJs stated that TLPOA was the sole active participant in this proceeding to object to the
Joint Settlement. However, the ALJs found that TLPOA did not file testimony in this
proceeding, nor did it provide any documents to support why it opposed the Joint
Scttlement. Rather, the ALJs emphasized that TLPOA’s sole communication and
rationale for its opposition is contained in footnote 1 of the Joint Settlement in which the
Joint Petitioners explained that TLPOA opposes the level of rate increases to Treasure
Lake. Therefore, the ALJs concluded that TLPOA has not provided any evidence to
sustain its burden of persuasion that the Joint Settlement is not just and reasonable. As

such, the ALJs overruled TLPOA’s objection to the Joint Settlement and dismissed

TLPOA'’s Complaint. R.D. at 63-64.
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The ALJs next addressed Cedar Knoll Builders’ Comments in Opposition.
As background, the ALJs stated that on September 24, 2018, Mr. Campbell filed a
Complaint on behalf of Cedar Knoll Builders against Aqua’s originally-proposed
wastewater increase. Mr. Campbell indicéted that he is the President of Cedar Knoll
Builders and listed fifteen wastewater accounts that were involved in his Complaint.
Additionally, Mr. Campbell listed J. Charles Gerbron Jr. (Attorney Gerbron) as legal

representation. R.D. at 64.

The ALJs explained that because the instant case is a general rate increase
proceeding under 66 Pa. C.S. § 1308(d), it is an adversarial proceeding in which non-
individuals are to be represented by counsel in accordance with 52 Pa. Code § 1.21(b).
However, the ALJs noted that there is no record of an initial pleading signed by Attormey
Gerbron or any other attoney authorized by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as
required under 52 Pa Code § 1.24(b), nor is there any record evidence of any attorney
participating in this proceeding on bebalf of Cedar Knoll Builders. The ALIJs stressed
that because Cedar Knoll Builders is an entity, and not an individual, it must be
represented by counsel. Therefore, the ALJs found that the Complaint of Cedar Knoll
Builders is not viable because of the Complainant’s failure to follow Commission
procedure to be represented by counsel. By extension, the ALJs concluded that Cedar
Knoll Builders’ Comments in Opposition are prohibited because Mr. Campbell is not an

attorney. R.D. at 65-66.

In addressing the Comments in Opposition filed by Mr. Curtius, the ALJs
quoted Section 1311(c) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1311{c), which permits a utility that
provides water and wastewater service to combine its water and wastewater revenue
requirements. The ALJs ruled that Mr. Curtius received notice and the opportunity to be
heard on allocating a portion of Aqua’s wastewater requirement on water customers.
According to the ALJs, nothing in Mr. Curtius” Comments in Opposition shows that
Aqua violated Section 1311(c) of the Code or rebuts the AlLJs’ finding that the Joint
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Settlement, including the provision to allocate a portion of the wastewater revenue

requirement, is in the public interest. R.D. at 66-67.

The ALJs also noted that Mr. Curtius did not provide any evidence to
substantiate his claim that a stay-out provision of less than four years is unreasonable, nor
did he cite any authority, precedent, case law, statue, or regulation to support his
assertions. Further, the ALJs pointed out that Mr. Curtius is an inactive participant in this
proceeding. The ALJs explained that as an inactive participant, Mr. Curtius was provided
with copies of all of the ALJs’ letters and Orders and all Commission Hearing Notices.
However, the ALJs found that Aqua was under no cbligation to communicate with
Mr. Curtius about any discovery or negotiations because he is not an active litigant in this
proceeding. In addition, the ALJs stressed that Mr. Curtius did not file his Complaint
until October 22, 2018, which was after the September 28, 2018 prehearing conference in
this proceeding. Accordingly, the ALJs found that the objections outlined in

Mr. Curtius’s Comments in Opposition are not substantiated, overruled his objections,

and dismissed his Complaint.

Finally, with regard o the remaining Comments in Opposition, the ALIJs
restated the standard under Harmon, supra, that the Commission’s decision must be
supported by substantial evidence. In reviewing each of these Comments in Opposition,
the ALJs concluded that none of the pro se Complainants provided any record evidence
to support their objections to the Joint Settlement or to show that the Joint Settlement is
not just and reasonable. Therefore, the ALJs rejected cach of these Comments in

Opposition and dismissed each underlying Complaint. Further, with respect to the
Comments in Opposition filed by Lee Euard, the ALJs noted that Mr, Euard repeatedly

stated that he was filing on behalf of TLPOA. However, the ALIJs stated that counsel
already filed a Petition to Intervene in this proceeding on behaif of TLPOA and are
therefore the only ones authorized to speak on its behalf. Therefore, the ALIJs found that
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Mr. Buard was not authorized to file Comments in Opposition to the Joint Settlement on

behalf of TLPOA. R.D. at 68-80.

In addressing the provisions of the Joint Setilement, the ALJs explained
that in the instant case, the Parties have reached a black box settlement 1nt which the Joint
Settlement provides for an increase in Aqua’s revenues but does not indicate the specifics
of how this increase was calculated. Citing to Peoples, the ALIs noted that the
Commission has observed that determining a utility’s revenue requirement is a
calculation that involves many complex and interrelated adjustments which affect
expenses, depreciation, rate base, taxes, and the utility’s cost of capital, and which makes
it difficult for the parties to a proceeding to reach an agreement on each component. As
such, the ALJs found that the submission of a black box settlement in this case is

reasonable and consistent with Commission precedent. R.D. at 39-44.

The ALJs noted that the Joint Settlement provides an increase in total
operating revenues of $47 million, with $42.3 million for water operations and $4.7
million for wastewater operations. The ALJs explained that this amounts to
approximately 34.5% less than what the Company requested. The ALIJs further noted
that the Joint Settlement will reduce the wastewater revenue requirement allocated to

Aqua’s water operations cost of from $8.1 million to $7.1 million, or approximately

12.3%. R.D. at45.

The ALIJs summarized each of the provisions of the Joint Settlernent and
the Parties’ Statements in Support thereof. The ALJs noted that I&E, the OCA, and the
OSBA, generally referred to as the statutory advocates, are part of the Joint Petitioners
that fully support the Joint Settlement. Citing to Pa. PUC v, T.W. Phillips Gas and Oil
Co. (T.W. Phillips), Docket No. R-2010-2167797 (Order entered November 4, 2010}, the
ALIJs found that when each of these statutory advocates fully support a settlement, it is

strong evidence that the terms are just, reasonable, and in the public interest.
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Accordingly, the ALJs concluded that Aqua and the Joint Petitioners sustained their
burden of proving by substantial evidence that the proposed rates are just and reasonable
and that the Joint Settlement is in the public interest. Therefore, the ALJs recommended

that the Commission approve the Joint Settlement, without modification. R.D. at 43-63.

6. Exceptions

a. TLPOA’s Exceptions and Aqua’s Replies

In its Exceptions, TLPOA argues that as described in Lioyd v. Pa. PUC,
904 A.2d 1010, 1015 (Pa. Cmwith. 2006) (Lioyd), “rate shock™ is a phrase used to
describe the public outery associated with rate increases, while “gradualism” is the
concept that rates should be gradually increased over longer periods of time to prevent
customers from experiencing rate shock. Applying this to the instant proceeding,
TLPOA submits that while the ALJs recognized that gradualism should be used to
prevent rate shock for a customer class, they erred by recommending that the J oint
Settlement be accepted, without modification. According to TLPOA, the rates produced
by the Joint Settlement fail to adhere to the principles of gradualism. TLPOA claims that
the fact that Aqua has not increased its water rates since June 2012 and its wastewater
rates since October 2010 is significant because Aqua’s cuslomers, including those

residing in the Treasure Lake rate division, have grown accustomed to paying consistent

and reliable water and wastewater rates. TLPOA Exc. at 2-3.

TLPOA elaborates that under the Joint Settlement, a residential water

customer using a 5/8-inch meter who resides in Treasure Lake would see an increase in

the monthly customer charge from $12.84 to $18.00, representing a 40.19% increase,
According to TLPOA, when compared to other residential customers affected by the
Joint Settlement, Treasure Lake customers will be disproportionately impacted. TLPOA

compares the rate increase that customers in the Treasure Lake Division will receive with
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a compatison group of customers in other Aqua rate divisions, TLPOA submits that

Treasure Lake customers will receive significantly larger increases than customers in
each of these other rate divisions. For example, TLPOA points out that, in contrast, the
monthly customer charge for a residential water customer residing in Aqua’s Main

Division? will increase by just 4.65%. TLPOA also submits that Treasure Lake
customers will be disproportionately impacted by an increase in usage charges. For
exampte, TLPOA argues that a Treasure Lake customer using 4,000 gallons of water per
perience an increase of 47.55% compared to a 9.42% increase for

Main Division. TLPOA submits that the Joint Seitlement will also
d monilly usage

month will ex
customers in Agua’s |
result in disproporiionate increases fo the monthly customer charge an

charges for wastewater customers residing in Treasure Lake, compared to custemers in

10 TLPOA contends that if the Joint Settlement is approved,

other Aqua rate divisions.
11 regult in rate shoclk for

such immediate, significant, and disproportionate increases wi
Treasure Lake's custoraers, in violation of the principles of gradualism described in

Lioyd. Therefore, TLPOA argues that the Cormmission should modify the Joint

Settlement to produce rates that are consistent with the principles of gradualism. TLPOA

Exc. at 3-7.

In its Reply to TLPOA's Exceptions, Aqua emphasizes that TLPOA did not
submit any testimeny or exhibits in this proceeding, nor did it file any briefs or lodge any

objection to the Joint Settlement. Rather, Aqua points out that TLPOAs biil

comparisons and associated arguments were presented for the first time in TLPOA’s

v In addition o the Main Division, TLPOA lists monthly water rate
increases for customers in the following rate divisions: Superior, Bagle Rock,
oodledge Village, Western, Pinecreast, Qakland
TLPOA Exocat4, nl.

percentage
Eawn Lake, Tanglewood, Thorhust, W
Beech Lakeland Acres, Karatzerville, and Hast Camesron. See
1 Specifically, TLPOA compares the monthly wastewater rate percentage
es Treasure Lake customers will receive with those for customers in the following
oods, Links at Gettysburg, Twin Hills, Withaven Division-

, and Stony Creek. Ses TLPOA Exe. at 5, 5, n3.

inereas
rate divisions: Willston W

Kidder Township, Eagle Rock
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Exceptions and are not part of the record in this proceeding. Therefore, Aqua submits
that, for this reason alone, TLPOA’s Exceptions should be denied. Aqua R. Exc. at 4-5,
13-14. Nevertheless, Aqua rebuts TLPOA’s specific arguments as set forth below.

Aqua explains that the customers on whose behalf TLPOA has intervened
in this proceeding are part of Aqua’s Treasure Lake rate division, which encompasses the
Treasure Lake community. Aqua states that it acquired the Treasure Lake water and
wastewater systems in 2013 from Total Environmental Solutions, Inc. (TES). According
to Aqua, because Treasure Lake’s water and wastewater facilities were troubled systems
when Aqua acquired them, Aqua had to invest $27 million to replace and rehabilitate
those systems’ seriously degraded water and wastewater infrastructure in order to restore
reasonable water and wastewater service to the residents of that community. Aqua
emphasizes that it has not increased its base rates for its water or wastewater services
since acquiring ownership of the Treasure Lake systems in 2013. Further, Aqua asserts
that Treasure Lake’s customers have not received any increase to their water and
wastewater rates since TES last increased such rates in 2011 in Pa. PUC et al. v. Total
Environmenial Solutions, Inc. — Water and Wastewater Divisions, Docket Nos.

R-2010-2171918, R-2010-2171924, et al. (Order entered Mar. 17, 2011) (2011 TES
Order). AquaR. Exc. at 3-4.

Aqua takes the position that Treasure Lake’s customers have no rational
basis to expect that they will be exempt from future rate increases that are necessary to
move their revenues closer to the cost of service, especially in light of the significant
improvements Aqua made after acquiring Treasure Lake’s water and wasiewater system.

Aqua points out that the current rates paid by customers in the Treasure Lake rate
division are far less than their cost of service, and the rates for Treasure Lake customers
will continue to be less than their cost of service even under the Joint Settlement rates.
Aqua avers that in determining the applicable rates for its customers, the Joint Petitioners

balanced the interests of all of Aqua’s customers so that non-Treasure Lake customers
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will not have to bear unreasonable subsidies simply to moderate the rate increases to
custorers in the Treasure Lake rate division. Aqua therefore submits that TLPOA’s
reliance on Lloyd to support its argument regarding gradualism and rate shock is
inapposite because the Commonwealth Court held in Lioyd that the cost of providing
service is the “polestar” of ratemaking. As such, Aqua asserts that Lloyd did not give the
Commission unbounded discretion to perpetuate disparities between rates and cost of
service based on “gradualism.” Further, Aqua notes that while TLPOA contends that the
Joint Settlement Rates for the Treasure Lake rate division are not consistent with the

principles of gradualism, TLPOA never specified or supported what it believes would be

the appropriate rates. Aqua R. Exc.at 7-13, 17-18.

Aqua also argues that TLPOA’s focus on the percent increase to the bills of
customers in the Treasure Lake rate division vis-a-vis customers in certain of Aqua’s
other rate divisions is misleading. More specifically, Aqua points out that TLPOA
provides both dollars-and-cents increases and percent increases under present and Joint
Settlement rates for customers in the Treasure Lake rate divisions, but only provides
percent increases for customers in the other rate divisions in its comparison group. Aqua
asserts that when the dollars-and-cents monthly bills for the Treasure Lake rate division
and the other rate divisions mentioned by TLPOA in its comparison group are examined,
as set forth in Appendix D to the Joint Settlement,'" it is clear that the rate divisions
TLPOA claims would have lower percentage increases will, in all but one instance, pay
higher bills than those of Treasure Lake, both under present and Joint Seftlement Rates.
In addition, Aqua stresses that even the 47.61% increase in the monthly bills of Treasure

Lake’s residential water customers and the 23.15% increase in the monthly bills of

H Aqua points out that unlike the arguments TLPOA sets forth in its
Exceptions, the bill comparisons in Appendix D have been agreed to by all the Joint
Petitioners, are based on actual record evidence, were filed with the Joint Petition, and
were made available for review and comument by all parties when the notice of the Joint

Petition was served. See Aqua R. Exc. at 15, n.56.
43

Page 46 of 74



Treasure Lake’s residential wastewater customers, as set forth in the Joint Settlement, are

materially less than the 58.4% increase the Comrnission approved for the monthly bills of

Treasure Lake’s residential water customers in Treasure Lake’s last base rate case, as set

forth in the 2011 TES Order. Therefore, Aqua insists that the Commission bas already

determined in a prior proceeding, with specific reference to residential customers in the

Treasure Lake rate division, that an increase of 58.4% does not violate the principle of

gradualism. Aqua R. Exc. at 14-16.

b. Mr. Curtius’ Exceptions and Aqua’s Replies

Tn his Exceptions, Mr. Curtius takes issue with the ALJs” recommendation
that the Joint Settlement be approved without modification. Mr. Curtius remains of the

opinion that Aqua should not be permitted to allocate a portion of its wastewater revenue

requirement to its water customers. Mr. Curtius avers that he obtains his wastewater

service from the Philadelphia Water Company, and pot Aqua. As such, Mr. Curtius

submits that permitting Aqua to bill a water customer for wastewater service is akin to

the customer being double billed for the same service it receives from another provider,

According to Mr. Curtius, this is not in the public intercst and is not the policy of the

Commission.

In its Replies to the Exceptions of Mr. Curtins, Aqua stresses that Section

1311(c) of the Code expressly permits a water utility to allocate a portion of its

wastewater revenue requirement to its water customers. Aqua argues the Commission

has previously approved water rates that reflect a portion of the utility s wastewater

requirement in other proceedings and that Mr. Curtius has not presented a valid basis to

overturn the ALJs” recommendation that the Joint Seftlement be approved as filed. Aqua

avers that the fact that a diverse array of stakeholders, including all the statutory parties,

support the Joint Settlement Rates is evidence that such rates are in the public interest.

Aqua R. Exc. at 18-19.
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We will address the disposition of the Exceptions later in this Opinion and

Order.

B.  Joint Merger Application

1 Background

Superior is a wholly owned subsidiary of Aqua, which Aqua acquired by a
stock merger approved in Joint Application of Aqua Pa., Inc. and Superior Water Co.,
Jnc. for Approval of transfer and control by merger to Aqua Pa., Inc., Docket Nos.
A-2015-2472472 and A-2015-2472473 (Order entered September 17, 2015} (September
2015 Order). Pursuant to the September 2015 Order, the acquisition was effective
January 1, 2016. Superior currently offers, renders, furnishes, and supplies water service
in portions of Douglass, New Hanover, Lower Pottsgrove, Upper Frederick, Upper
Pottsgrove and Worcester Townships, Montgomery County; North Coventry Township,
Chester County; and Washington Township, Berks County, Pennsylvania. In subsequent
filings with the Commission after the acquisition of Superior by Aqua Water, Superior
indicated that it would be merged into Aqua Water in their next base rate case
proceeding. Aqua provides certain services to Superior under Affiliated Intercst
Agreements on file with the Commission at Docket No. G-2016-2544156. Namely,
Aqua provides accounting and financial, administrative, communications, engineering,
fleet maintenance, lab testing, labor, legal, metering services, operation, purchasing,
contracts and sales of real estate, rates and regulatory, and water quality services to
Superior. Under the Joint Merger Application, Superior will merge into Aqua and will
abandon its authority to provide water service to the public in the areas it currently
serves, and customers in those abandoned service territories will then be served by Aqua.

Joint Merger Application at 1-3. Aqua’s proposed water tariff supplement, filed as part
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of the Joint Settlement, supra, includes Superior in Aqua’s Rate Zone 2. Joint Settlement

at Appendix B.
2. Applicable Law
a, Burden of Proof

Section 332(a) of the Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 332(a), provides that the party
seeking a rule or order from the Commission has the burden of proof in that proceeding.
It is well established that “[a] litigant’s burden of proof before administrative tribunals as
well as before most civil proceedings is satisfied by establishing a preponderance of
evidence which is substantial and legally credible.” Samuel J. Lansberry, Inc. v. Pa.
PUC, 578 A.2d 600, 602 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1990), alloc. den., 602 A.2d 863 (Pa. 1992).
“Preponderance of the evidence” requires the party with the burden of proof, in this case

the Joint Applicants, to present evidence that is more convincing than that presented by

any other party. 7d.

In addition, the Commission’s decision must be supported by “substantial
evidence,” which consists of evidenice that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate o
support a conclusion or stated another way, a reasonable person would accept as adequate
to support a determination. See Harmon., supra. A mere “trace of evidence or a

suspicion of the existence of a fact” is insufficient. Norfolk and Western Railway Co. v.
Pa. PUC, 413 A.2d 1037 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1980); Se-Ling Hosiery v. Margulies, 70 A.2d

854 {Pa. 1950).

The burden of proof is comprised of two distinct burdens—ithe burden of
production and the burden of persuasion. The burden of production tells the adjudicator
which party must come forward with evidence to support a particular proposition. See In
re Loudenslager's Estate, 240 A.2d 477, 482 (Pa. 1968). The burden of persuasion
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determines which party must produce sufficient evidence to convince a judge that a fact
has been established, and it never leaves the party on whom it is originally cast. Reidelv.

County of Allegheny, 633 A.2d 1325, 1329 n. 11 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993).

Tn this proceeding, there were no Protestants. No one disputed the
proposed Applications. The Joint Applicants have the burden to prove that the proposed
merger of Superior into Aqua Water and the abandonment of Superior is just and

reasonable, Thus, the analysis pursued is whether the Joint Applicants satisfied their

burden of proof by substantial evidence.

b, Standard of Review Under Chapter 11 of the Code

Chapter 11 of the Code requires a utility to obtain a certificate of public
convenience (CPC) for different activities, including the transfer or acquisition of used or
useful property. Specifically, Section 1102(a)(3) of the Code states:

For any public utility or an affiliated interest of a public utility
as defined in section 2101 . . . to acquire from, or to transfer
to, any person or corporation . . . by any method or device
whatsoever, including the sale or transfer of stock and
including a consolidation, merger, sale or lease, the title to, or
the possession or use of, any tangible or intangible property

used or useful in the public service.

66 Pa. C.8. § 1102()(3).

The statute at Section 1103(a) of the Code provides the standard as to

whether an approval is warranted, stating:

A certificate of public convenience shall be granted by order
of the commission, only if the commission shall find or
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determine that the granting of such certificate is necessary or
proper for the service, accommodation, convenience, or
safety of the public. The commission, in granting such
certificate, may impose such conditions as it may deem to be

just and reasonable.

66 Pa. C.S. § 1103(a). The ultimate issue is whether granting the CPC is in the public
interest— that is for the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the public.
Id; see also Seaboard Tank Lines v. Pa. PUC, 502 A.2d 762, 764-65 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1985)

(Seaboard).

In this proceeding the Joint Applicants are seeking a CPC involving the
acquisition of all property of Superior by Aqua Water. The Supreme Court of

Pennsylvania has quoted with approval from Seaboard as follows:

The PUC’s mandate with respect to the granting of
certificates of public convenience is a broad one; ‘a certificate
of public convenience shall be granted by order of the
commission, only if the commission shall find or determine
that the granting of such certificate is necessary or proper for
the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the
public.” The legislature, however, provided no definition of
specifically what the criteria were to be in determining the
propriety of granting a certificate, leaving the formulation of
such criteria to the PUC.

Elite Indus. v. Pa. PUC, 832 A.2d 428, 432 (Pa. 2003} (Elite Industries), quoting,
Seaboard, 502 A.2d at 764-65 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1985).

Commission decisions show that a CPC is not to be granted by the
Commission unless it is able to find an affirmative public benefit. City of Yorkv. Pa.
PUC, 295 A.2d 825, 828 (Pa. 1972) (City of York); Popawsky v. Pa. PUC, 937 A.2d
1040, 1055-57 (Pa. 2007); Application of Sunoco Pipeline, L.P., Docket Nos. A-2013-
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2371789 and P-2013-2371775 (Order entered August 29, 2013); Application of Buckeye
Pipeline Co., L.P., Docket No. A-140110F2000 (Order entered March 7, 2005). Thus,
the affirmative public benefits test is applied to determioe if granting a CPC is in the
public interest. The mere absence of any adverse effect upon the public will not fulfill
the affirmative public benefits test. The Joint Applicants must show that the approval of
the application “will affirmatively promote the service, accommedation, convenience, or

safety of the public in some substantial way.” Popowsky at 1053-1054.

Under the affirmative public benefits test, there is no requirement {o
establish Jegally binding commitments beyond all doubt to assure a public benefit, 7d. at
1055. Rather, a general determination finding that more likely than not a benefit will
occur is all that is needed. /4. at 1055 n. 18. Furthermore, the Commission is not 1o
undertake quantifying benefits where it may be impractical, burdensome or impossibie.
Additionally, the Commission can impose conditions that it deems just and reasonable.
Jd. at 1057, see also McCloskey v. Pa. PUC, 195 A.3d 1055 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2018).

The Commission and the courts have definitively held that a project need
not be “absolutely necessary” in order to be in the public interest. In Hess v. Pa. PUC,
107 A.3d 246, 262 (Pa. Cmwlth, 2014), an electric utility demonstrated that a project to
add load transfer capability would shorten the duration of future ontages in the project

area. The project’s opponents contended the project was not “absolutely necessary” to

provide electric service and, therefore, was not needed, which was affirmed by the ALJs
applying an absolute necessity standard. The Commission unanimously reversed and
rejected the absolute necessity standard. On appeal, the Commonwealth Court upheld the
Commission’s decision, explaining that an “absolute necessity” standard would require
atilities to wait until the need was imminent, as in a system failure, before seeking
approval. /d. at 262, The Commonwealth Court reasoned, “Not only would this

approach be impractical and unrealistic, it would actually pose a danger to the health,
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safety and welfare of the public.” Jd. Thus, the need and benefits of a project need not

be shown to be absolutely necessary.

In addition, when considering the public interest, the Commission may
consider how the benefits and detriments impact “all affected parties, and not merely one
particular group or geographic subdivision.” Middletown Twp. v. Pa. PUC, 482 A.2d
674, 682 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1984) (emphasis in original). See also, Dunk v, Pa. PUC, 232
A.2d 231, 234-35 (Pa. Super. 1967) (where public benefit included companics and

customers other than the proponent utility).

3. Positions of the Parties

In the Joint Merger Application, the Joint Applicants stressed that in the
September 2015 Order, the Commission concluded that the transfer of control of
Superior to Aqua would enhance the services provided by Superior by giving Superior
greater access to the financial and technical resources of Aqua. The Joint Applicants
explained that in relying on the public interest benefits claimed by Aqua and Superior and
citing City of York, the Commission concluded that the record in that proceeding
provided substantial evidence of affirmative public benefits sufficient to warrant approval
of the transaction. Joint Merger Application at 4-5 (citing September 2015 Order at 6-7).

According to the Joint Applicants, approval of the Joint Merger Application
and the issuance of the requested CPC and such other approvals as may be required is
“necessary or proper for the service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the
public” and will provide affirmative public benefits as the merger of Superior into Aqua,
as anticipated in the September 2015 Order, will save the Commission and the Joint
Applicants time and resources and promote administrative efficiency. The Joint

Applicants elaborated that upon the folding of Superior into Aqua and after the
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conclusion of the instant base rate proceeding, Superior will cease providing utility
service. The Joint Applicants noted that, as it will no longer exist as a public utility,
Superior will no longer have a separate tariff, Long-Term Infrastructure Improvement
Plan, annual report, earnings reports, or other Commission administrative filings.
Moreover, the Joint Applicants asserted the folding of Superior, through merger, into
Aqua, will eliminate duplicity and will fres the Commission from having to devote scarce

time and resources to reviewing these various filings, Joint Merger Application at 4-5.

4, ALJs' Recommendation

In their Recommended Decision, the ALJs recommended approval of the
Joint Merger Application. The ALJs explained that the Joint Applicants are simply
fulfilling what has been anticipated since the issuance of the September 2015 Order. The
ALJs found that the record shows substantial evidence of affirmative public benefits
sufficient to warrant the approval of the merger of Superior into Aqua and the
abandonment of Superior pursuant to City of York and Popowsky, supra. . Thercfore, the
ALJs concluded that the merger of Superior into Aqua is necessary and proper for the
service, accommodation, convenience, or safety of the public. The ALJs also concluded
that the abandonment of Superior is efficient and beneficial to the operation of Aqua and,
therefore, in the public interest. Finally, the ALIs found it compelling that there is no

opposition to the approval of the Joint Merger Application. R.D. at 84-86.

We will dispose of the Joint Merger Application, infra.
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C.  Disposition
1 Exceptions

We find no merit in the Exceptions of TLPOA. As Aqua points out,
TLPOA did not present any of its arguments until it filed Exceptions to the ALJs’
Recommended Decision. As such, they are not part of the record in this proceeding. Itis
axiomatic that this Commission must base its decisions on the evidence in the record, and
we are prohibited from looking beyond the record for evidence not previously supplied to
support a desired finding of fact or conclusion of law. 52 Pa, Code § 5.431. Nonetheless,
it is important to note that even if we considered the arguments TLPOA set forth in its
Exceptions, we find that TLPOA has failed to make a convincing argument that the ALJs
erred in recommending that the Joint Settlement be approved, without modification. Our
review of the Residential Average Monthly Bill Comparison for Aqua Water customers
in Appendix D to the Joint Settlement'? corroborates Aqua’s assertion that TLPOA’s
focus on the percent increase that Treasure Lake’s customers will experience in their
monthly bills is misleading. Instead, it is evident, based on our examination of
Appendix D, that in most cases, customers in the Treasure Lake rate division will still

pay less than customers in other Aqua rate divisions despite receiving higher percentage

inereases under the Joint Settlement Rates.

Additionally, we are persuaded by Aqua’s assertion that TLPOA’s reliance
on Llayd to support its gradualism arguments is inapposite because the Commonwealth
Court concluded in Lloyd that class cost of service is the “polestar” of utility ratemaking.
See Lloyd 904 A.2d at 1020. We echoed the Commonwealth Court’s finding in Lioyd in

our recent decision in Pa. PUC, et al. v. UGI Utilities Inc. — Electric Division, Docket

12 As previously noted, Appendix A of this Opinion and Order is based on
Appendix D of the Settlement.
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Nos. R-2017-2640058, et al. (Order entered October 25, 2018)(UGI). More specifically,
in analyzing the rate design in that proceeding, we found UGI’s rate design proposal was
consistent with Lloyd, which held that rate structures should be adjusted to reflect the cost
of service to each rate class and to eliminate cross-subsidization. We further noted that as
set forth in Lloyd, gradualism concerns should not trump cost of service considerations,
See UGT at 173-74. Our same reasoning applies here in rejecting TLPOA’s gradualism
arguments. The record indicates that Aqua made large investments in new water and
wastewater plant and equipment in the Treasure Lake division that could not be sustained
without rate increases of the magnitude needed to make reasonable progress in moving
Treasute Lake’s rates closer to their cost of service. Aqua St. 8-R at 8-9; Aqua St. 10-R
at 11, In our view, it is fair, just and reasonable for rate divisions with current rates

below the cost of service to receive larger increases. As the Treasure Lake rate division
has been subsidized by other Aqua rate divisions, we do not consider the revenue
allocation and rate design produced by the Joint Seitlement to be unteasonable. See also

UGH at 165.

Moreover, as the ALJs noted, when each of the statutory advocates fally
support a settlement, it is a good indicator that the terms and conditions of the settlement
are just and reasonable. See T.W. Phillips. 1t is of great significance that the statutory
advocates fully support the Joint Settlement rates, and we, therefore, conclude that the
principle of gradualism was properly considered by the Joint Petitioners and the ALJs

when they developed their consensus position embodied in the proposed rates. As such,

we shall deny the Exceptions of TLPOA.

We also are not persuaded by the arguments of Mr. Curtius in his
Exceptions that because he receives his wastewater service from another entity, Aqua’s
recovery of a portion of its wastewater revenue requirement from its water operations

results in double billing. Section 1311(c) of the Code states as follows:
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When any public utility furnished more than one of the
different types of utility service, the commission shall
segregate the property used and useful in furnishing each
type of such service, and shall not consider the property of
such public utility as a unit in determining the value of the
rate base of such public utility for the purpose of fixing base
rates. A utility that provides water and wastewafer
service shall be exempt from this subsection upon
petition of a utility to combine water and wastewater
revenue requirements. The commission, when setting
base rates, after notice and opportunity to be heard,
may allocate a portion of the wastewater revenie
requirement to the combined water wastewater
customer base if in the public interest.

66 Pa. C.S. § 1311(c) (emphasis added). Thus, the Code, which we are obligated to
upphold and cannot waive, explicitly authorizes the allocation that Mr. Curtius opposes.
We note that in other proceedings before the Commission, we have approved water rates

that reflect a portion of the utility’s wastewater revenue requirement. See Pa. PUC v,

Pennsylvania-American Water Company, Docket No. R-2017-2595853 (Order entered

December 7, 2017)(2017 PAWC Order); Pa. PUC v. Pennsylvania-American Water

Company, Docket No. R-201 3-2355276 (Order entered December 19, 201 3)(2013 PAWC

Order) (collectively, PAWC Rate Cases). We emphasize that in our 2013 PAWC Order,
we found that it is in the public interest to pass moderate increases to water-only

customers for the greater public good of reasonable wastewater rates and wastewater

improvements. 2013 PAWC Order at 28. As such, we find that Mr. Curtius has not

presented a valid basis for us to reverse the ALJs’ recommendation that the Joint

Settlement be approved, without modification. Rather, we find that the Joint Settlement

Rates, which include the allocation permitted under Section 1311{c) of the Code, are

fully supported by the record evidence in this proceeding. Accordingly, Mr. Curtius’

Exceptions are denied.
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2. Joint Settliement

Based on our review of the record, the ALJ’s Reconumended Decision, the
Exceptions to the Recommended Decision, and the Replies to Exceptions and after our
thorough review of the Joint Application and proposed rates in the Joint Settlement, we
are of the opinion that the proposed Joint Settlement is in the public interest because it
reasonably balances the concerns of all Parties involved. Accordingly, as discussed

betow, we shall adopt the ALJs’ recommendation to approve the Joint Settlement without

modification.

a. Joint Merger Application

As noted above, the folding of Superior, through merger, into Aqua via the
instant proceeding had been anticipated since the issuance of the September 2015 Order,
and no party has opposed this transaction. Furthermore, no Parties filed Exceptions
regarding the ALJ's recommendation to approve the Joint Merger Application as part of
the Joint Settlement. Based on our review of the proposed Application, we agree with the
ALJ’s recommendation to approve the Joint Application. Accordingly, we shall approve

the Joint Merger Application consistent with the Joint Settlement.
b. Rate Case Proceeding

As noted above, we have thoroughly reviewed the Joint Application and
proposed rates in the Joint Settlement, and we conclude that it is in the best interest of the
public to approve the Joint Settlement. In taking this action, we echo the Joint Petitioners
and the ALJs that there are a number of settled issues within the Joint Settlement that are
beneficial to customers, Among those provisions are: (1) the reduced revenue increase of
about 34.5% less than what the Company requested; (2) the reduced wastewater revenue

requirement allocated to the Company’s water aperation’s cost of service; (3) the rate
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stability that will result from the stay-out provision; (4) the agreement that for the

purposes of calculating its DSIC for its water and wastewater operations the Company

shall use the most recent rate of return on equity as calculated for water ntilities and

published in the Quarterly Earnings Report; (5) the agreement that Aqua will not
reinstitute a DSIC prior to April 1, 2020, (6) the agreement that Aqua will withdraw its

proposed ECAM and PWAC adjustment clauses, without prejudice to proposing these

adjustment clauses in the future; (7) the agreement that Aqua will use the Commission

precedent, that will be set forth in 2 final Commission Order in the 2018 PAWC

Proceeding, to treat income tax on CAC and CIAC; (8) the agreement that in its next

base rate proceeding, Aqua will prepare a comparison of its actual expenses and rate base

additions for the twelve months ended March 31, 2020 to its projections in this case;
(9) the agreement that in ifs next watcr base rate case, the Company will provide updated
e of water to resale

competitive alternative data regarding the water contracis for the sal
customers under the Company’s Rider DRS and that any party may challenge any
contract or rate under Rider DRS after this case; (1 0) the agreement that the Joint
Settlement Rates fully account for the impacts of the TCIA; (11) the agreement that Aqua
will separate ADIT and excess ADIT into two different accounts in future base rate
filings; (12) the agreement that Aqua will not include various positive acquisition

ts; (13) the agreement that Aqua’s revenue allocation and rate design will be

adjustmen

done in such a way as to move all classes closer to their cost of service consistent with

the principle of gradualism; ( 14) Agua’s agreement to consolidate its rate divisions based

on the similarity of their rate structure and rate design; (15) the commitment of Aqua to
enhance its Helping Hand Program; (16) the commitment of Aqua to document its

domestic violence procedures and to have them readily available to customer service

representatives and to review those procedures with interested parties; (17) Aqua’s

agreement to change the language on the signature block of its medical certification to

make it clear that the certifications may be completed by a physician, nurse practitioner,
or physician’s assistant; (18} Aqua’s agreement to remove all references o security

deposits in its termination notices and tariff and to amend its termination notice language
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to make it clear that victims of domestic violence have access to special protections;

(19) Aqua’s agreement to seek available funding from outside sources and government
agencies to fund prudent improvements needed to further limit the presence of PFOS and
PFOA in its water supply; (20) the agreement that Aqua will revise its internal procedures
to ensure that it receives timely and accurate connection information about new
customers that purchase homes in new developments in its service territory and that Aqua
will provide an explanation of these changed internal procedures to the OCA within sixty
days of the entry of a final order in this proceeding; (21) the assertion of the Joint
Petitioners that in response to service issues raised by customers in the Public Input
Hearings, Aqua has both reached out to individual customers and committed to improve
certain business practices; (22) Aqua’s commitment to initiate settlement discussions in
the ongoing Section 529 proceeding at Docket No. 1-2018-3001161 and to make a
reasonable effort to acquire North Heidelberg Sewer Company; and (23) the agreement
that the Joint Merger Application of Aqua Water and Superior to merge Superior into
Aqua should be approved, with the necessary certificates of public convenience issued.

The Joint Settlement fairly and equitably resolves all of the issues
impacting residential consumers, business customers, and the public interest at large and
represents 2 fair balance of the interests of Aqua and its customers, Additionally, we find
that the Joint Settlement will result in significant savings of time and expenses for all
Parties involved by avoiding the necessity of further administrative proceedings, as well
as possible appellate court proceedings, thereby conserving precious administrative
resources. Further, the Joint Settlement provides regulatory certainty with respect to the
disposition of issues which benefits all Parties. For the reasons stated herein and in the
Joint Petitioners’ Statements in Support, we concur with the ALJs” conclusion that the
Joint Settlement is in the public interest. Accordingly, we shall adopt the ALT’s
Recommended Decision that grants the Joint Petition and approves the Joint Settlement

without modification.
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V. Conclusion

Based on our review of the record and the positions of the Parties, we shail
deny the Exceptions filed by TLPOA and Mr. Curtius and adopt the Recommended
Decision of ALIJs Jones and Brady that approves the Joint Merger Application that folds

Superior into Aqua Water and grants the Joint Petition to approve the Joint Settlement,

without modification; THEREFORE,

IT 1S ORDERED:

1. That the Exceptions, filed by Robert Curtius on March 26, 2019,
and by the Treasure Lake Property Owners Association on March 28, 2019, to the
Recommended Decision of Administrative Law Judges Angela T. Jones and

F. Joseph Brady, issued on March 18, 2019, are denied, consistent with this Opinion and

Order.

2. That the Recommended Decision of Administrative Law Judges

Angela T. Jones and F. Joseph Brady, issued on March 18, 2019, is adopted, consistent
with this Opinion and Order.

3. That the Joint Petition for Settlement, filed by Aqua Pennsylvania,
Inc., Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc., the Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement,
the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate, the Aqua
Large Users Group, the Coalition of Affordable Utility Service and Energy Efficiency in
Pennsylvania, the Masthope Mountain Community Property Owners Council, the Links
at Gettysburg Master Association, and Superior Water Company, Inc., is granted and the
Joint Settlement is thereby approved, consistent with this Opinion and Order.
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4. That Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc, shall not place into effect the rates,
rules, and regulations contained in Supplement No. 1 to Tariff Water — Pa. P.U.C. No. 2

as filed on August 17, 2018, the same having been found to be unjust, unreasonable, and

therefore, unfawful,

5. That Aqua Pennsylvania Wasiewater, Inc. shall not place into effect
the rates, rules, and regulations contained in Supplement No. 1 to Tariff Sewer — Pa.
P.U.C. No. 2 as filed on August 17, 2018, the same having been found to be unjust,

unreasonable, and therefore, untawful.

6. That Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. shall be permitted to increase its

anmual operating revenues for water service in the total amount of not more than $42.3
million consistent with the rates for water service set forth in the proposed Original Tariff

Water — Pa. P.U.C. No. 2, which is attached to the Joint Settlement Petition as

Appendix A.

7. That Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc, shall be permitted to recover no more
than $7,087,754 million of its wastewaler Ievenue requirement from its water operations

as authorized by Section 1311(c) of the Public Utility Code.

8. That Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. shall file a tariff or tariff supplement

in substantially the same form as that attached as Appendix A to the Joint Petition for
Settlement, filed September 8, 2018, at Docket No. R-2018-3003558, et al., reflecting the
rates, rules, and regulations to become effective upon at least one (1) day's notice, for

service rendered on or after the date of entry of this Opinion and Order.

9. That upon acceptance of the appropriate compliance filing, the

investigation at Docket R-2018-3003538 shall be marked closed.
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10. That Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc, shall be permitted to
increase its annual eperating revenues for wastewater service in the total ameunt of not
more than $4.7 million consistent with the rates for wastewater service set forth in the

proposed Original Tariff— Sewer Pa. P.U.C. No. 2, which is altached to the Joint
Settlement Petition as Appendix B.

11.  That Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc. shall file a tariff or tariff
supplement in substantially the same form as that attached as Appendix B to the Joint
Petition for Settlement, filed September 8, 2018, at Docket No. R-2018-3003561, er al,
reflecting the rates, rules, and regulations to become effective upon at Jeast one (1) day's

notice, for service rendered on or after the date of entry of this Opinion and Order.

2. That upon acceptance of the appropriate compliance filing, the
investigation at Docket R-2018-3003561 shall be marked closed.

13. That the following Formal Complaints against Aqua Pennsylvania,

Inc., are dismissed and marked closed:

DocketNumber _Complainant
C-2018-3004270  Jordan Goreti o
aC 2018 %00431&_‘“ Darmn Distasio - =
C- 2018 3004331 Ofﬁce ffice of Consumer Advocate ]
C- 2018 3004375 ‘Byron Goldstein L o
C«ZOIS 3004381 1 Joseph Lorusso S
. C-2018- 3{)04425 : Pezmsyivama Amencan Water Company -
C-2018-300463 1 NManIyn Marbo o e
C 2018-3004648 Albert Bowman
C 2018 3004690  Robert Leupold o
|C-2018-3004748 | Brian Sheppard

&018 -3004884  Robert Shafer ‘ o
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| C-2018-3004896
| C-2018-3004901
C-2018-3004912
C-2018-3004941

C-2018-3004981

" Carl & Kathy Haybedian
Robert Kreisich

Office of Small BuS@?Sﬁ_Advocat»e, i

Adqua Large Users Group

T C-2018-3004988

Donald 1 abranchc

[ C-2018-3004991

C-2018-3005067

C-2018-3005077
: C 2018 3005097
C-2018 3005123
C—2018 3005174
3(3 2018- 3005207
C-201 8-3005287

C 2018—3005360
C- 2018 3005404

C-2018-3005332_
C-2018-3005335 .

Dony Pierre
~ Lee Buard
Denise Johnson _

Kenneth Ferguson o
'PaUI Nlce e g o
Athens Borough
South Waverly Borough
 DesirecKreidler
Brian Edwards

C- 2018 3005417

| C-2018-3005419 _
C-2018-3005610
C-2018-3005639
C-2018-3005657
C-2018-3005709

14.

C-2018-3005418

~ David Jarrett W
Tara Carpenter
Cathenne Palicki
SurgeGhosh
| Robert Curtius

: John Bahnweg

i Kenneth Reeves

Stephcn & Janice McHenry ,
‘Masthope Mountain Commumty Property Owncrs -

) Lmks at Gettysburé Master Assoc:ation c/o Cody Vance

That the following Formal Complaints against Aqua Pennsylvania

Wastewater, Inc., are dismissed and marked closed:

. Docket. Number
:C-2018 3004324 ,

C 2018- 3004333
C 2018—3004389
C 2018—3004531
C- 2018 3004563

Darren Dlsta910
John Stull

Ben Mroz
;_Ralph & Lauretta Camardelh

63

Ofﬁce of ( Consumer Advocate _

" Complainant -

Page 64 of 74



C~2018 -3004662

Armold Knng L

'C- 2018 3004692 '

Robert Leupold uv

?_C—.’ZOIS 3004693

EPhylhs Genauer _ e e,

| C-2018-3004694

C-2018-3004695
| C-2018-3004856
| (-2018-3004883

| Michael Luciano :

_Thomas Davis

Thomas Davis

Robert Shafeg ‘

C-2018-3004887

C-2018-3004913

‘Carl & Kathy Haybedlana

C-2018-3005295
C-2018-3005320
C-2018-3005322
C-2018-3005327

4 C-2018-3005329
C-2018 3005338
C-2018-3005347

C-2018-3005406 I

20183004925 | Susan Siensa T
 C-2018- 3004938 | Carey & Sandra Terrel]

c-zors 3004939 | Office of Small Business Advocate

C-2018- 3004985  Cedar Knoll Butlders ,

(C-2018-3004987 | Donald Labranche -

' C-2018- 3004989 , Jamce& Stephen McHenry B
C—2018 3005014 iDommaMay o -
C-2018-3005015 _  JamesMay

C-2018-3005016  DavidMarano o
|-2018-3005069 | Grace Bowes - '
|C-2018-3005079 | The Masthope Mountain Community Property Owners

C- 2018~300509l ~ Donald & Linda Dudjak i

C~2018 3005 130 Scott Peterson » ) R
C-2018 3005132 | Wayne Wexsmandel S .
C-2018-3005150 _ Carroll Stroh - -
C-2018-3005153 | Jacqueline Pasquini ___ .

Cf2018—3005220_ Tammy Livziey

C-2018-3005235  Rafael Rodnguez i

C-ZOI 8 3005288 Paul Nlce PR e [P — i

Col]een Essxck

Sylvia Habacker T

Stephen Deleo v e

Joseph & Karen Cdlvacca L
William Finn

'M1chael McKleman & v BV

Desiree Kreidler

Brian Edwards _
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C-ZOIS 3005414

i Edward Levy

§ C-2018-3005415 | Patricia Manning L

- C-2018-3005416 Cathenne Palicki

C 2018- 3005467 Cla1re Mann ‘ M_,
-2018 3005471 Jen Ramagnano N

C-2018 3005521 Wﬂham Smith o

C- 2018- 3005651 Robert Curtjus o .

|C-2018-3005661  Kimberlyann King -

C-2018-3005662  Louis and Barbara R;ccxo ) }

'C-2019-3008086 | Dorothy Bruzgo o — .

15.  That the Joint Merger Application of Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. and
Superior Water Company, Inc. at Docket Nos. A-2018-3004108 and A-2018-3004109 be

approved.

16.  That a Certificate of Public Convenience be issued pursuant to
Section 1102(a)(3) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1102(a)(3), authorizing the
transfer to Aqua Pennsylvania, fnc., through merger, of all property of Superior Water

Company, Inc. used or useful in the public service.

17.  That a Certificate of Public Convenience be issued pursuant to
Section 1102(a)(1)(i) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1102(a)(1)(i), authorizing
Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. to begin to offer, render, furnish, or supply water service to the

public in the territory currently served by Superior Water Company, Inc.

18.  That within thirty (30) days following consummation of the
transaction approved by Ordering Paragraph No. 15, above, Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.

shall notify this Commission of the effective date of the merger.

19, That upon receiving the notice required by Ordering Paragraph No.

18, above, a Certificate of Public Convenience shall be issued pursuant to Section
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1102(a)(2) of the Public Utility Code, 66 Pa. C.S. § 1102(a)(2), authorizing Superior

Water Company, Inc. to abandon its authority to provide water service in its current

service territory.

20.  That if the Joint Applicants determine that the instant transaction

will not occur, they shall promptly file notice of such determination with the

Commumission,

21, That upon filing of either notice directed by Ordering Paragraph

Nos. 18 or 20, above, the proceedings at Docket Nos. A-2018-3004108 and A-2018-
3004109 shall be marked closed.

BY THE COMMISSION,
)
4 :7 - ) //;} .
{ / (&mwa(_w i A
Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary
(SEAL)
ORDER ADOPTED: May 9, 2019
ORDER ENTERED: May 9, 2019
66
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APPENDIX A

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
5 V.

Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.
Docket No. R-2018-3003558

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Aqusa Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc.
Docket No. R-2018-3003561

Joint Settlement Rate Effects for Typical Customers in

each Water and Wastewater Rate Class

Table I
Table I
Table 111
Table IV

Table V

Table VI

Residential Average Monthly Water Bill Comparisen
Commercial Average Monthly Water Bill Comparison
Industrial Average Monthly Water Bill Comparison
Residential Average Monthly Wastewater Bill
Comparison

Commercial Average Monthly Wastewater Bill

Comparison
Industrial Average Monthly Wastewater Bill Comparison
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TABLE
Agqua Penansyhianis, Ine.

Dodet No. R-2018-3003558

Residential Average Monthly 8ill Comparison - Water

*8un Valley customers are fiat rate, unmetersd customers.

ge consumption of 4,080 gaiipns r:ér month for a3 dvislens.

- Corrent Division NewfateZone FPresemtBates®  Settiement Ratest  §Changs %Chage |
1 Main Divsion % 559.88 $65.62 8567 9.47%:
Eagie Rock, Fawn Lake,
Tanglewoond, Thornhurst, :
Woodledge Village, Wastern &
2 Pinecrest Didsions 3 $59.85 $65.52 8567 9.47%,
3 Bensalem Division 1 555.80 $65.52 $972 +7.42%]
4 Chalfont Division 2 $47.27 $65.52 §18.25 I8E1%;
i |
B cand Boach akesida 3 $57.04 $65.32 56.48 1887%
6 CSWalar Division (Masthope} 3 $48.36 $65.62 §16.16 32.74%
7 Sounty Ciub Gardens 1 $40.29 $52.98 $1269 31.5&%%
8 Clarendon Water Division 1 $51.05 $65.82 514.47 28.34%!
3 Krakzerdlie Division 1 $5229 $65.52 $13.23 25.30%;
10 Honesdale Division 1 $52.20 $55.52 $13.32 25.52%
31 Sand 8prings Division 1 $40.73 352,08 31225 30.08%%
12 Wiffin Township Division 1 3711 $50.64 31353 36.46%.
Beach Mountain Lakas :
13 Drision 1 32145 $31.73 $1028 47 .93% »
- 14 Treasure Lake Divislen 2 $2T 20 84015 31285 47.‘:3’1%%E
' 45 Concorg Park Division 2 $20.88 $43.91 $1383 42.20%:
1 gﬁiﬂf gxwgs;:;p vater 1 324H $38.40 314,16 58.42%
17 KtJewelt Borough Division 1 84585 $65.52 $18.57 42.59%
18  Bunker Hill Stubdivision Burnker Hilt $1288 $28.38 513.48 104.66%
18 RohinHaod Lakes Division 1 $40.18 $53.09 42683 32.20%:
20 EastCameron Division 4 $57.02 36552 §8.50 14.81%
¢ 21 Sun Valfey Divisisn™ Sun valley $1500 31850 54.50 30.00%
{ 22 Superior Water Company 2 _ 357.02 §65.52 $8.50 14.91%
Residential water rates are based on 5/8° meter and an avers S



TABLEN
Aqus Peonsylvania, Inc.
Commerdial Average Monthly Bill Comparison - Water
Docket No. R-2018-3003558

v/ Jo 0/ ebed

gunent Division New RateZone Meter Size Avg Consumstion Present Rates Proposed Rates $Change % Change
1 e hision 3 58" 37,800 $380.86 341363 33963 1E42%
Eagle Rock, Fewn Lake,
Tangleweod,
Thoemhurst, ¥podiadge
Vitags, Western &
Pinacrest Divisions 3 S 13508 $7154 $18673  $1533 596%
Berumiem Bivision 1 e 0,700 5458 54 $531.51 56287 13.44%
Chaffont Division 2 23 7,000 $76.32 S1248  SR247 E75%
Oxkiend BeachiLakeskie
2 Svvion 2 sz 5580 38235 59345 s066 10T
‘ " b
g CSWsterCivisn 3 s 2,300 £435.00 SEGES  B2S6  10.01%!
{Westhoce) :
7 Country Ciib Gardeas 1 5 33,300 wnz S22 205 2288%
g Citreaten Wster 1 s 8500 o E Y N VPR VPN
Dwilen 3
5 Krkzervils Ghvision 1 38" 7.600 $02.56 $108.44.  WSEB 2135%
10 Honesdate Divison 1 w5 12,609 $133.84 S1E415 33034 2267w
11 Sand Springs Civsion 1 2 40,800 $308.80 $52334  SI3Es €RE%
12 Hiffin Township Diviskon 1 s 1,508 511270 517488 362C 55 10%
: 12 gf:‘;“m‘h Lakes 1 59 2.0 $51.4 SUTADT  SA406 BRER%
14 Treasyre Lake Dilsion 2 5 30,500 $121.28 $185.24 56398 52.75%
£ Coneord Park Diviion 2 ¢ 87,300 $2.225.92 §3351.85 §1,15434 $4.66%
Brislol Township VWater z .
308 11815 ; 2081 35%
6 e S 1 3 14, $118. SMETE  SME 3
17 [t fewati Borough 1 5 2,260 007 S48 sti11 s3sew
Civision
{ 26 EastCameron Oivision 1 e 300 pasiRa] $34.04 PTISES -31.52%:
7z Superiorater 2 W 5,408 599,18 51796 ;f&f@_m .‘ iﬁ:f;@a




TABLEH
Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc.
industrisl Average Monthly Bill Comparison - Water
Docket No. R-2018-3D03558

Current Division New RateZone Meter Size AvgConsumplion PresentRates Settlement Rates $ Change % Change

1 Wak Civision 1 53 234 500 $1,897.56 32,089.59 520203 10.65%)
3 Bensalem Division 1 1 S2.500 $£23.48 ¥580.20 556,82 1276%
4 Chalfort Division 2 z 37,000 $358.73 $484.18  $12548 24.97%

Oakiand
€ Beachiakeside 3 518" 76500 3694128 $765.28 57442 10.71%.

Acres Divigion :
10 Honesdaie Divisicn 1 s 23,200 2227 27204 w274 27
tp  MiJeweit Borough 1 - 600 s2.11 $5964  SITET 16574%

Civigion . . . . ] _

yl Jo L. ebed
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Dooker 8o, F-2018-3003581

TABLE t¥

Agna Pennsyivania Yastewater, iva.
Fezidantiat Rverage Monils B33 O

%

id

3 PoscrestDaison 2 Unmettsed 34426 36840 2412 BHARYL
Wilistown Woods ori
2 3 3400 s 206 smas Nz
3 pons e Gettgstung 3 2700 5358 sy taar %%
4§ EanEnadlerd Civision ] 5403 W4T SRNEE $1944 13.24%
5 Tyt Division s 4200 $70.58 WL 4P 452
§  Phmeock Division 5 5200 R et twrs #3567
T Media Dision 1 w20 sez1s 282 $2073 PR
3 White Haven Division 2 2,300 $477 35948 R 26.59%;
3 Buiewaod hision 1 4100 $4204 748 s 57
% Eagle Rock Division 1 1908 +367 24544 .77 en,
1 Thotnhuest Didsion 3 2800 $6238 BN ST 3068
1 Fivsrorost Divition S 3260 52 P R Y T
12 “""E. Washingron 5 1406 £50205 $106.54 5 818%
H o Lauesilafns Dwision 3 (V1 $5L49 170 300 LT o8
% Desrfisd Knok Civision 3 3000 $5757 I8 suE3 25
TS Sewer Cisision
1 8 3 ; 198 Az
, 280 $o828 35094 e 122
7 Padders View Division 4 4300 STese ©055  s06 it
TheGreent st Pan s,
LR eheiavinig 5 3808 0628 w0 sz 155
B Myt Gowen Tivision v 8500 smeTs WIS $8de 20t
20 XoodochSprngs 3 2000 587 306 R 2uaed
21 Stons Crees, Diirion 3 2500 $54.98 6726 W e
22 New Daievilie Divisict € Unmetpied 1T 008 $258% W
2 Grecrmowtiniakes 3 Unenetersd 5504 $9000 82385 4276w
25 Lake Harmony Division % Unnotered 86583 A0 S m2am
: 28 Treysurd Lake Dhwsion A 3000 24052 $38.50 2438 2385
{21 PennTownshipDhision B 2400 $6070 $T500 M WK
{28 DBunkerHidSubdhision " Unmetered e $5620  $2428  OTR
. a3 ';Mmf"“’?‘"*“""s' s Urmerered 36557 WOOH NN 4&9&;:;
20 c""f“"i wRon Boscugh 2 Unmesed #1800 $240 $240 520m
n goeanaTounshy ‘ Unmetered 15657 soae  sma e
b 38 Segeby En smetered ¥120.0¢ $10.90 $0.90 sane

B - SpeoklCharges have been assighed to theew divisions within Rate Zone 4.

AlResidintial Quriamers e oharged 3 custones ohaigr on an B0 basks with the sxception of the Media and Treasure Like Divisiorns,

which are sharged &

SUSKOMr Chargh S15¢d o0 the approprlate aneter size oF the applicable Rate Zone, Wivdia #nd Treasixe Lake cates sbow sepresent o 53" mator,

Fleworest Division's Present Fate (5 based onihe welsited average of the prase 1285 oF dhcustomers bath inside Pinegrent snd sutside Finroress,

Bistewnad Division's Avteage Consumption and Pressnt Rate e baved o0 tha weightsd Aearage of Yothtownhorme and singlh Lamily home customess.

Az perthe Azset Puschyre Bgrasment, tht Tobhranna Diision rate inctea2e vl sot became sffective wnth danesary 1, 2025,



=

TARRE ¥

ity B L oF

Axna Pennssiwania Wastowatar, ino,

F3 P - Wastewarer
Docket 5o, R-261%- 34335¢)
v ;{m Hen BoieZane  Awersge Consutomion Presest Butes Sentlamam Raten ELhansr X Change |
Eifs 0]
2 pirion 3 3200 35522 £22.28 T Y%
Link 2 at Gettysinrg
® Susion 3 20000 2153 $20600 €83 [: 2
7 MadiaDivision ] 5,760 s $00 3845 St
8 white Maven Didston 2 5,708 $R80 F3ivard itz 82%
2 Ba@rwood Division 1 Unnelsres £2242 35340 ot 14
¥ Eaghe Roek Dlvisien 1 3o =202 AR 729 “or)
R Arecres Division 2 200 $5268 $8482 25 ]
€8 Sewne Dinizion
1 3 2, 4133 6444 X 83|
8 Msttop] 300 $
The Geetns & Pepn
3 Diskcs Dins 5 72400 373828 S04 32438 e
Woddloch Sphrge .
2 ood 2 .00 o280 s 352 m%
Vikage 22 Vallog i
# ForgeDiviions n 4500 PO 2122038 = ®xi
Beek Moustein
LI ez ik 3 Unmettred 56974 9090 026 5%
Lake Haemong
B o 4 Uremetered 38552 $100.00 457 523
2 [risuriae 1 BL700 #5352 27 7 w4
Petd Toundhlp
27 Dhision b= as00 $87390 396550 =2 L
2 Hiootoiolt Vilge 4 Unmetered $46859 70000 mm e
Disision
Embenton Borough
oo 2 Ymraoered £45.00 $6840 ka2 52y,
Tebyghanny Township
3t Divlsion + 35800 $25.00 $1320 $12 "R
5o foon Seoue Sthoot 5 Unmeteted 552500 snz meeos P
- Spaciasd Charges hawe been ascighag 1o thess Sharsont within Fste 2one K.

¥/ jo ¢/ ebed

AlResidetusmysmWamomawgmnmmUbnkskhw
custome chatgd Based on e sppropriats meter size of the applivable Rate Zone.

Woodloch Sptings Division's Prezent Rate and Settlornent Fiste e baged on e customr charge per ELU,

Asper the AzsetPurchase Agrroment, the Tobshanna Didision sate mcrears Wil not broome sifestive unil Javuparg !, 2020,

Bridewoad Ciuision's Pressnt Fate and Settiement Rate are bases onthe weighied sverage of the ETV emie ohargad 1o the 2 sammeteiat customars,

weception of the Media wnd Treasure Lake Divisions, which a1 chatged a
Mada ind Treasure Lake ralos abowe thpresent 3 58 ineder



TABLEWR
Aqua Pernsylvania Wastewster, inc.,
Industrial Average Monthly Bill Comparison - Wastewater
Docket Mo, R-2018-3603561

Curvent Division New Rate Zone Meter Size Avg Consumpiton Present Rates Settlement Rates $ Change % Change
7 Media Division 1 5B 3,200 $36.13 55.32%  $19.19 53%

v/ Jo ¢/ abed



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
2HSOE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
pPuUc 400 NORTH STREET, HARRISBURG, PA 17120

N REPLY PLEASE
REFER YO QUR FILE

2 i -
PEXE WIRITY R

July 10,2019

Decket No. R-2018-3003561
Utility Code: 230240

Ms. Renee T. Marquis
Manager of Rates and Planning
Agua Pennsylvania, Inc.

762 W. Lancaster Avenue
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010

Re:  Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission v,
Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc.
Original Tariff Sewer ~PAP.U.C. No. 2

Dear Ms. Marquis:

By Order entered May 9, 2019, the Commission authorized Aqua Pennsylvania
Wastewater, Inc, (the Company) to file a tariff in substantially the same form as found in
Appendix A to the Joint Seftlement Petition for Rate Investigation filed in the above docketed
rate investigation, designed to produce additional annual operating revenues of not more than
$4.7 million. On May 23, 2019, the Company filed Original Tariff Sewer — PA P.U.C. No.2to

become effective May 24, 2019,

Commission Staff has reviewed the tariff revisions and found that suspension or further
investigation does not appear warranted at this time. Therefore, in accordance with 52 Pa. Code
Chapter 53, Original Tariff Sewer ~ PA P.U.C. No. 2 is effective by operation of faw as of the
effective date contained on each page of the tariff. However, this is without prejudice to any

formal complaints timely filed against said tariff revisions.

If you have any questions in this matter, please contact Marie Intrieri of the Bureau of
Technical Utility Services at (717) 214-9114 or maintrieri@pa.goy.

Sincerely,

4%

fosemary Chidvetta

Secrefary

¢o: Marc Lucca, President, Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc,

Flg/



SUPPLEMENT NO, 1
ARIFF SEWER-PA PALC. NO. 2

AQUA PENNSYLVANIA WASTEWATER, INC.
(hereinafter referred to as the "Company”)

RATES, RULES, AND REGULATIONS
GOVERNING THE COLLECTIONS OF
WASTEWATER
N PORTIONS OF

ADAMS, BUCKS, CARBON, CHESTER, CLARION, CLEARFIELD, DELAWARE,
LACKAWANNA, LUZERNE, MONROE, MONTGOMERY, PIKE, SCHUYLKILL, VENANGOQ,
AND WYOMING COUNTIES

IN THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

{SSUED: December 20, 2019 EFFECTIVE: December 21, 2018

By

Marc Lucca, President

Aqua Pennsylvania, inc.

762 Lancaster Avenue

Bryn Mawr, Peansylvania 19010

NOTICE

THIS TARIFF ESTABLISHES WASTEWATER RATES FOR CUSTOMERS CF
CHELTENHAM TOWNSHIP SITUATED WITHIN THE TOWNSHIP OF
CHELTENHAM AND A PORTION OF JENKINTOWN BOROUGH, MONTGOMERY
COUNTY.

£l pd



AQUA PENNSYLVANIA WASTEWATER, INC.

SUPPLEMENT NO.1

TARIFF SEWER-PA P.LLC. NO. 2

€}

DESCRIPTION OF TERRITORIES SERVED

RATE ZONE 4

Honeycroft Yillage Division
Lake Harmony Division

New Dateville Division
Peddlers View Division
Tobyhanna Township Division
Twin Hills Division

RATE ZONE 5

Avon Grove School Distdet

Avon Grove School District

East Bradiord Division (Brandywine)
Litle Washington Division
Plumsock Division®

The Greens at Penn Oaks Division
Newlin Green Division

Sage Hill Divislon

RATE ZONE &
S Sewer Division (Masthope)

RATE ZONE 7
{ imerick Division

RATE ZONE 8
East Bradford Township Division
Fast Bradford Township Division

RATE ZONE @
Cheltenham Township Divislon
Cheltanham Township Division

FIRST REVISED PAGES

CANCE]L NG ORIGINAL PAGE S
Townshin, County
Londonderry (portion} Chester
Kidder Carbon
Londonderry (poriion) Chester
Solebury {portion) Bucks
Tobyhanna (portion) Monros
Wast Pikeland {portion) Chester
New London (portion) Chester
Penn {portlon) Chester
East Bradford {portior Chester
Fast Brandywins {portion} Chester
Willistown (portion) Chester
Thonbury {portion) Chester
Newlin Chester
Thornbury {portion) Chester
Lackawaxen Plke
Limerick {portion) Montgomery
Fast Bradford {portion) Chester
Birmingham (portion) Chester
Cheltenham Montgomery
Jankintown Barough {(portion) iAontgomery

*All Divisions and Subdivisions above are bilied on a per EDU basis, with the exception of the Media
Division, Plumsock Division, Treasure Lake Division, and Village of Valley Forge Division.

ISSUED; December 20, 2019

EFFECTIVE: December 21, 2019

YN



AGQUA PENNSYLVANIA WASTEWATER, INC. TARIEF SEWER-PA P.U.C. NO. 2
ORIGINAL PAGE B4,

SCHEDULE OF RATES
RATE ZONE 4 —~ METERED AND UNMETERED

The rates under this schedule apply to all customer classes in the termtories served subject to
Rate Zone 4 rates as noted In the Description of Territories Served section under this tarlff
unless otherwise specifically identified below,

MONTHLY SERVICE CHARGE
Customer Charge (§) Rate Zone 4
Fixed (per EDU) $ 62.00
Meter Size:
5/8 inch 62.00
3/4 inch 93.00
1 inch 155.00
1-1/2 inch 310.00
2 inch 4986.00
3inch 930.00
4 inch 1,560.00
6 inch 3,100.00
8 inch 4,960.00
10 inch 7,130.00
Unmetered Charge (per EDU) 3 100.00
MONTHLY CONSUMPTION CHARGE
Consumption Charge
{per 1,000 gallons water used) $ 9.80
Special Charges
QUARTERLY SERVICE CHARGE
Tobyhanna Division
Customer Charge per EDU $ 200.00
$ 10.00

Nonresidential User Consumption Charge
(per 1,000 gallons water used above 23,000 gallons per quarter)

The Special Charges for the Tobyhanna Division will remain effective through December 31,
2019. Beginning January 1, 2020, and thereafter; the mornthly charges of Rate Zone 4 will be

effective for the Tobyhanna Division.

ISSUED: May 23, 2018 84 EFFECTIVE: May 24, 2019

F3pH3



~ Account Number

Service To:
/ ' CHRIS & AMY HINDSON
;;; CHRIS & AMY HIN 002372196 1437377
o BLAKESLEE, PA 18610 TOBYHANNA TOWNSHIP WASTEWATER
Lat: 19/19A/1 Block: 2150897

Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater Toll Free: 877.987.2782 Questions about your sewer service?... Contact us before the due date.
762 W. Lancaster Avenue Fax: 866.780.8292 Bill Date Total Amount Due Current Charges Due Date
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3489 www.agquaamerica.com January 02, 2020  $ 200.00 January 24, 2020

Billing Detail

For period

beginning September 26, 2019 and ending December 31, 2018

Amount Owed from Last Bill $ 200.00
Total Payments Received .., 200.00
Remaining Balance 0.00
Current Wastewater Charges....... i 200.00
Amount Due $ 200.00

Message Center (see reverse side for other information)

= Effective January 1, 2020 Tobyhanna wastewater customers will be billed monthly, as opposed to quarterly. This change was approved by the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission in Docket No. R-2018-3003558.

» The due date refers to current charges and any deferred payment amount only. If you do not pay your bilf on time, your service could be subject to
interruption. To ensure proper credit, please remember to provide your full 16-digit account number when paying your bill.

RETURN THIS PORTION WITH YOUR PAYMENT
Acoount Number
MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO: 002372196-1437377
Aqus PA WW

e
Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater
762 W. Lancaster Avenue » Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-348%

DUE DATE TOTAL AMOUNT DUE

Please Do Not Remit Payment To The Above Address 01/2412020 $200.00
Cye=18XK 1up=2153477 5eq=28900 :
Amount Enclosed $
byt e el alm I Yl e AQUA PENNSYLVANIA
CHRIS & AMY HINDSON ‘ PO BOX 70279
PO BOX 113 PHILADELPHIA PA 19176-0279

1
BLAKESLEE PA 18610-1131
TUTH U A T T T TR H

goe37219L14373770000000200008

s




Important Customer Information

Office Information:
Agua Pennsylvania

762 W, Lancaster Avenue
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010

Toll Free: 877.987.2782
Fax: 866.780.829%2
www.aquaamaerica.com

Please notify our office immediately upon change of
occupancy, ownership or mailing address, as the
customer is responsible for all charges until we are
notified.

Applicable rates, rules and regulations under which
service is furnished are on file at the office address
listed above.

Copies may be obtained upon request.

We welcome the opportunity to work with you and
attempt to resolve any concern that you may have.

Payment Options

* PAY BY MAIL to: PO BOX 70279, PHILADELPHIA
PA 19176-0279

* PAY BY PHONE at 1-866-269-2906 24/7 for a fee to
the customer.

Free Payment Options

* ZIPCHECK- (Preferred) Automatic withdrawal of
amount due from your bank account on the due date.
Eor additional convenience sign up for WaterSmart
e-Billing to receive your bill electronically.

* WaterSmart e-Billing: Switch to paperless billing
today. Enjoy the convenience of viewing and paying
your bill online. Visit us at www.aquaamerica.com to
sign up today!

Aqua Pennsylvania is an Aqua America Company
(NYSE:WTR). For more information, visit our web site
at

www.aguapennsyivania.com

@ WaterSmart
a-Billing
View your account, pay your

current bill, check your daily
balance, sign up for paperless

billing, make a one-time payment.

Save time and cut clutter with paperless billing!

Enroll today in WaterSmart e-Billing. You can cut the
clutter of a paper bill, and we'll notify you by email when
your bill is available to view online. It's simple, secure,
and no additional fees.

Visit - AquaAmerica.com for more details.

YEY Y



Service To: Account Number

CHRIS & AMY MINDSON
\ J A $E3 KIMBERLY BR 002372196 1437377
- BLAKESLEE, PA 18610 TOBYHANNA TOWNSHIP WASTEWATER
Lot: 197194/ 1 Block: 2150897
Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater Toll Free: 877.987.2782 Questions about your sewer service?... Contact us before the due date.
762 W. Lancaster Avenue ) Fax: 866.780,8292 Bill Date Total Amount Due Current Charges Due Date
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3489 www.agquaamerica.com January 31, 2020  $100.00 February 24, 2020

Billing Detail
For periad
beginning January 01, 2020 and ending January 30, 2020

Amount Owed from Last Bill ........cccouecmminnsimasinns $ 200.00
Total Payments RECEIVET ... 200.00
Remaining Balance 0.00
Current Wastewater Charges ... e 100.00
Amount Due $100.00

Message Center (see roverse side for other information)

® Effective January 1, 2020 Tobyhanna wastewater customers will be billed monthly, as opposed to quarterly. This change was approved by the
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission in Docket No. R-2018-3003558.

» The due date refers to curent charges and any deferred payment amount only. ¥ you do not pay your bill on time, your service could be subject to
interruption. To ensure proper credit, please remember to provide your full 16-ligit account number when paying your bill.

RETURN THIS PORTION WITH YOUR PAYMENT
Account Number

A g\w A, MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO: 002372196-1437377
Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater Aqua PA WW
762 W. Lancaster Avenue » Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3489
DUE DATE TOTAL AMOUNT DUE
Please Do Not Remit Payment To The Above Address 02/24/2020 $100.00
Cycm15BH 1up=2183120 EC: PO75 BC: PRTS Seq=2787 pry g
Amount Enclosed $ o

‘""“III"HII'I'I'II"'I'"'|l"|"II|""II"""I'I"I"III' AQUA PENNSYLVANIA

CHRIS & AMY HINDSON PO BOX 70279

PO BOX 1131 PHILADELPHIA PA 19176-0279

BLAKESLEE PA 18610-1131
TUTI TR AR R T E T T TURT

Goe237e19614373770000000100009
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Important Customer Information
Toll Free: 877.987.2782
Fax: 866.780.8292
www.aquaamaerica.com

Office Information:
Aqua Pennsylvania

762 W. Lancaster Avenue
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010

Please notify our office immediately upon change of
occupancy, ownership or mailing address, as the
customer is responsible for all charges until we are
notified.

Applicable rates, rules and regulations under which
service is furnished are on file at the office address
listed above. ‘

Copies may be obtained upon request.

We welcome the opportunity to work with you and
attempt to resolve any concern that you may have.

Payment Options

* PAY BY MAIL to: PO BOX 70279, PHILADELPHIA
PA 19176-0279

* PAY BY PHONE at 1-866-269-2906 24/7 for a fee to
the customer.

Free Payment Options

* ZIPCHECK- (Preferred) Automatic withdrawal of
amount due from your bank account on the due date.
For additional convenience sign up for WaterSmart
e-Billing to receive your bill electronically.

* WaterSmart e-Billing: Switch to paperless billing
today. Enjoy the convenience of viewing and paying
your bill online. Visit us at www.aquaamerica.com to
sign up today!

Aqua Pennsylvania is an Aqua America Company
(NYSE:WTR). For more information, visit our web site
at ' .
www.aquapennsylvania.com

nart

View your account, pay your
current bill, check your daily
balance, sign up for paperless

Bors Ways To Pay

e-Billing Save time and er with papertess |

Enroll today in WaterSmart e-Billing. You can cut the
clutter of a paper bill, and we'll notify you by email when
billing, make a one-time payment. your bill is available to view online. It's simple, secure,
and no additional fees.

Visit ~ AquaAmerica.com for more details.

273,

ting!

s
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Account Number

002372196 1437377

TOBYHANNA TOWNSHIP WASTEWATER

Service To
THRIS & AMY HINDEON
182 RIMBERLY DR
BLARESLEE, PA 18510

Loty 1B 19A1 L Block: BIEOBGY
Agqua Pennsylvania Wastewater  Toll Free: 877.987,2782 Questions about your sewer service?... Contact us before the due dats,
762 W Lantaster Avenue Pax: RGB.7E0.8292 Bift Date Total Arourt Dus Current Charges Due Date
Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3468 v aten merica.com September 27, 2019 % 20000 Cetober 21, 2019

Billing Detall
For parfod
neginning June 28, 2019 and ending September 28, 2018

Armount Owed Bom Last Bl § 20060
Total Payments Reeoat v 200.80
Hemalning Balanee | certor s amcsscsssons 8.80
Current Wastowaler Chares .o 20000
AIIOURE DUB oo srrcssercssinmssim st nseossssssssrisssecss %200.00

Message Center (see revarse side for other information)
= The dus date refers to curtent charges and any deferad payment amount ondy. I you do not pay your bill on time, your service could be subject fo
interruption, To ensure proper credlt, please remember o provide your full 18-digt account number when paying your bill,

RETURN THIS PORTION WITH YOUR PAYMENT

% i A Account Nurnbar
i %“‘% MAKE GHECGK PAYARLE Y. DO2TTIIR8- 143737y
. Agua PAWW
Arus Panngylvants Wastewater
752 W, Lancaster Avenue + Bryn Mawr, PA 190103489
g DUE DATE TOTAL AMOUNT DUE
Plaase Do Not Remit Payment Ts The Above Address 0 ,f\ y \%j} 10242049 $200.00
lt -
CpostEXK 1up=2 116002 SeaeTEYR g/ f 5({
RE J Arrount Ercloged %
“CAUTOYBOH G-DIGIT 18802 C 7P 2 7588 1 AV 0.380 \ i/;k "& i

el b e g By *

CHEIS & AMY HINDSON
PO BOX 1151
BLAKESLEE PA 18810-11314

SHEENENEEN L E N R U U s )

42

AGUA PENNSYLVANIA
PO BOX 70279
PHILADELPMIA PA 181760278

T TETTTR R T S P U R S



	exhibits
	Exhibit 1
	Exhibit 2
	Exhibit 3
	Exhibit 4
	Exhibit 5
	Exhibit 6

