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Re:  Pennsylvania Utility Commission  : 

       : Docket Nos.  R-2021-3027385 

   v.    :   R-2021-3027386 

 Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. and Aqua  : 

 Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc.  : 

 

TELEPHONIC PUBLIC INPUT HEARING EXHIBIT 

GEOFFREY MEYER, NEW GARDEN TOWNSHIP RESIDENT 

AND WASTEWATER RATEPAYER 

 

 Pursuant to the Telephonic Public Input Hearing Notice in this matter issued by 

Administrative Law Judge Mary D. Long, I have pre-registered to testify at the telephonic hearing 

scheduled for Friday, November 12, 2021 at 1p.m. and provide the following as an exhibit in 

support thereof, which I have prepared with the assistance of concerned neighbors and fellow 

New Garden Township wastewater ratepayers. A Certificate of Service appears at the end of this 

Exhibit indicating service by email to every party to this matter in accordance with the above 

referenced Notice, 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 As residents of New Garden Township and wastewater ratepayers, we are directly 

affected by the wastewater rate increase sought by Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc. (“Aqua”) 

in this matter. According to the filings in this matter, New Garden Township is identified as Rate 

Zone 11. The rate increase proposed by Aqua for New Garden is a 37.39% increase over the 

present rate. We find this to be unconscionable, unjustified and unwarranted, and, obviously, we 

strongly object. For reasons set forth in this exhibit, we urge that the proposed rate increase be 

rejected, and that any increase that might be approved, if any, is approved only after clear, sound 

financial justification is presented with respect to New Garden Township, as well as with respect 

to each and every other utility which is affected by Aqua’s massive 8,000 page, complex and 

opaque filing.   

Aqua acquired the New Garden Township sewer system in December 2020 pursuant to 

an Asset Purchase Agreement of 2016. The original asset purchase agreement provided for a 

purchase price of $29,900,000 and included rate stabilization provisions which provided for a 

two-year freeze on rates and a limitation of 4% CAGR thereafter for 10 years from closing. The 
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PA PUC and the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) subsequently disapproved the rate 

stabilization provisions in 2019 to the substantial detriment of the New Garden Township 

wastewater ratepayers. Aqua and the Township proceeded with the Agreement without the rate 

stabilization provisions in 2020.  

Meanwhile, New Garden Township wastewater rate payers have experienced substantial 

rate increases in recent years (2014-2021). The following Table A illustrates this.     

Table A 

 

The compound annual growth rate (CAGR) has been 5% - 6% over the last seven years and 9% - 

10% over the last three years. This is well above inflation. It also illustrates that a big “catch-

up” rate hike by Aqua at this time cannot be justified. 

It is well-known that Aqua has an aggressive strategy to grow its businesses by acquisition 

of water and wastewater utilities. Besides the acquisition of New Garden, beginning in 2016 as a 

result of change in the Pennsylvania law, no doubt heavily lobbied for by Aqua and/or its parent, 

Essential Utilities, the company has spent $295 million to purchase eight public utilities in 

southeastern PA, which include at least one formal party in this action, East Norriton Township 

(R. Gaw, Chester County Press, October 19, 2021).  

To the extent such acquisition activity is causing such outlandish rate increases as are 

proposed by Aqua in this case, the change in the PA law incentivizing such activity and the PUC’s 

fostering of this in its implementation of Act 12 is causing more harm than good to the public. 

Much of the pressure on the rate increases sought surely comes from the acquisition costs which 

the utility company seeks to recover. (Although this undoubtedly benefits certain corporate 

constituencies, such as corporate executives and shareholders).  

FINANCIAL INFORMATION – QUESTIONS AND ISSUES 

Aqua’s filing presents copious revenue, cost and investment data. However, fully audited 

GAAP financial statements should be provided: P&L, balance sheet and cash flow statement. We 

did not find these in the 8,000+ page filing.  

Sep Oct March March March 7 Year 3 Year

Volume 2014 2014 2019 2020 2021 CAGR CAGR

0 - 5K - fixed $80.00 $88.00 $96.36 $104.55 $112.91 5.0% 8.7%

5 - 15K - per K $10.50 $11.50 $12.71 $13.91 $15.17 5.4% 9.7%

>15K - per K $13.00 $14.50 $16.17 $17.87 $19.65 6.1% 10.7%

CAGR = Compound Annual Growth Rate

New Garden Sewer Rates
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 “Purchased Wastewater”. What is this? This term appears eight times in the New Garden 

rate proposal as a line-item cost, without explanation or clarification. Yet it is the single largest 

expense at $1.2 million, 65% of the total expenses. It does not vary from year to year. Considering 

that Aqua is not purchasing our wastewater, this raises several questions and requires 

investigation. 

1. What is this $1.2 million buying/paying for? 

2. In over 8,000 pages of the rate filing there is a singular reference that Brandywine 

Septic is the service provider for this expense (Schedule C-7.1, page 1). 

3. Who or what is Brandywine Septic? 

4. What is the relationship between Brandywine Septic and Aqua and/or its parent 

company and/or affiliates? 

5. What services are being performed for this $1.2 million? 

6. Are there mutually beneficial relationships being covered up? 

7. Are there conflicts of interest with respect to ownership, management, members 

of boards of directors, family relationships? 

If Brandywine Septic is a subsidiary or controlled affiliate of Aqua or Essential Utilities, 

then its earnings must be consolidated for rate setting purposes. These issues require 

investigation and explanation.  

On page 3 of Volume 1 Aqua notes that there is confidential information which should not 

be part of the public record. There may well be proprietary information that legitimately needs 

to be protected. However, in this case “confidential information” must be narrowly construed. 

Any information that impacts rate setting must be fully disclosed to the public. Aqua is a 

regulated public utility. That comes with the territory! (It is one of the many difficulties with 

private enterprise operating a public utility). Investigation and full disclosure of this matter 

must be done before any rate decisions can be made. This is essential to maintaining public 

trust in the PUC and this process. 

 “Other” Expense Items. Two line-items on page 664 of Volume 1 (Schedule C-2, page 1) in 

the New Garden rate proposal are “OS Other” and “Other”. This page is a summary of operating 

expenses. 

 These two items total $340,558 for the 3/31/22 statement year. After deducting 

“Purchased Wastewater” these items represent 53% of the remaining costs. More detail should 

be provided for these expenses, considering the significance of the amount.  

  “Adjustments”. Having an “adjustment” column for every year seems strange in the world 

of corporate financial statements. How different can it be in the utility rate setting world? Many 

“adjustments” are substantial and poorly explained. As one example on the New Garden income 

statement (Schedule A-1, Volume 1 – 5, page 652), there is a $234,720 reduction to operating 

revenue, which is a 26% reduction (not trivial). Trying to track this down leads to a repetition of 

these numbers on pages 657, 658 and 659. On one of those pages it is labeled as “UNBILLED 
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REVENUE ADJUSTMENT”. What in the world is that? If there are unpaid bills, an adjustment to 

revenue might make sense. But if something is “unbilled”, it should not be recorded as revenue 

in the first place. Are there other sources of income besides wastewater operations? If so, 

explanation of why that should not be counted as revenue is necessary. If it is something else, 

then that must be clarified. This is only one of many examples of poorly explained, unclear 

information contained in the massive rate filing document. 

 As said, “adjustments” are poorly explained, if at all in the financial statements. 

Adjustment gets added to deliver a forecast at “present rates”. Finally, the far right column 

magically comes up with the last year forecast at the proposed rates. What is omitted, and it is a 

major omission, is historical performance. At least three, and preferably five years of historical 

performance should be provided in the statements. This would provide evidence if a rate 

increase is justified. The forecast years should be stated at current and forecast rates, rather 

than using this “adjustment” mechanism.    

 

PROPOSED RATE INCREASES FOR NEW GARDEN (This may pertain to all the Utility 

Territories) 

What actually are the proposed increases? The filing contains errors and/or 

inconsistencies. In the New Garden filing, these inconsistencies are found in the two sources 

explained below. 

 

Page 245 of rate filing volume 1 (page 10.11) states the proposed residential rates on a quarterly 

basis as shown in the following chart. Presumably this is the official rate statement.  

 

 

 

 

Cost Element Present Rate Proposed Rate

Customer Charge Not listed $155.13

(5,000, gal allowance)

1st block (5K - 15K gal) Not listed $20.84  per 1,000 gal

2nd block (over 15K gal) Not listed $27.00  per 1,000 gal

Aqua rate filing for New Garden (p.245) - Quarterly Basis
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On page 1170 of Volume 1 (Schedule NG-3, page 1) residential rates are stated monthly as shown 

in the following chart. 

 

 

On page 1147 of volume 1 (Schedule WW-7, page 23) there is a table showing bills for various 

consumptions. The discrepancies in the filing are illustrated with an invoice for 14,000 gallons as 

shown in the following chart. 

 

 

We have chosen to use 14,000 gallons to illustrate this error and discrepancy because that was 

the volume in an actual October 2021 billing received in our residential neighborhood.  

Therefore, the Schedule WW-7 rate proposal table is misleading in that it is inconsistent with, 

and significantly understates the proposed rate increase indicated on Page 245 by 11%.  

The difference is that Schedule WW-7 is calculated on a monthly basis and the rate proposal 

(Schedule NG-3) is based on quarterly billing. Note that the billing at the present rate is also 

incorrect on Schedule WW-7. 

This is not trivial, and it definitely is misleading. Schedule WW-7 should be corrected and re-

published so that ratepayers have an opportunity to review and not be misled about their cost 

increases.   

Cost Element Present Rate Proposed Rate

Customer Charge $37.64 $51.71

(1,667, gal allowance)

1st block (up to 5K gal) $1.5170 $2.0844  per 100 gal

2nd block (over 5K gal) $1.9650 $2.6999  per 100 gal

New Garden Rate Statement (p.1170) - Monthly Basis

Source Present Rate Proposed Rate Increase

Schedule WW-7 table $224.73 $308.78 $84.05

Page 245 rate proposal $342.71 $93.27

Actual October bill $249.44 NA

Invoice for 14,000 gallons of wastewater
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NON-COMPLIANCE WITH DOCKET NO. A-2016-2580061 

This docket case settled an appeal about several issues before the acquisition of New 

Garden sewer system by Aqua was completed. A key agreement in this settlement was that when 

this current rate case would be presented, New Garden rates (Zone 11) would not be higher than 

Zone 1 rates. Aqua’s rate filing for New Garden does not comply with this. We did not find any 

reference in this rate filing about compliance with this agreement in the above referenced case. 

The following Table B shows that the proposed rates are NOT in compliance: 

Table B 

 

 

 It should be noted that the Zone 1 rate proposal is based on monthly billing. Therefore, 
the dollars for Zone 1 are calculated as three months cost at one third the volume. For example, 
15,000 gallons of usage in a quarter for Zone 11 is equivalent to three months of using 5,000 
gallons per month in Zone 1. Note that if the single month 15,000-gallon proposed cost for Zone1 
is used for the comparison, then the Zone 11 overcharge is much greater. This is because only 
one monthly fixed charge would be included in the comparison. In every case the Zone 11 rates 
are higher. As the volume increases the overcharging becomes substantial.  

 Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. rate proposal for New Garden does not meet the agreement 
they entered into in Docket No. A-2016-2580061 and should be reduced accordingly.   

 

Zone 1 Zone 11 

Proposed cost Cost for Zone 11

Usage (Quarterly basis) same volume Excess % increase

3,000        $146.09 $155.13 $9.04 6.2%

6,000        $174.89 $175.97 $1.08 0.6%

9,000        $203.68 $238.49 $34.81 17.1%

12,000      $232.48 $301.01 $68.53 29.5%

15,000      $261.27 $363.53 $102.26 39.1%

18,000      $290.06 $444.53 $154.47 53.3%

30,000      $405.24 $768.53 $363.29 89.6%

45,000      $549.21 $1,173.53 $624.32 113.7%

Cost Comparison for zones 1 and 11
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AQUA PROFITABILITY 

 Aqua PA is already more profitable than Essential Utilities’ regulated water and 

wastewater businesses outside PA. It should be noted that according to the 2020 Annual Report 

of Essential Utilities, Aqua’s parent company, Aqua-PA provides 55% of the “regulated water” 

revenue, but 67% of the regulated water profit. The 2019 annual report reported a wider 

disparity: Aqua-PA was 54% of regulated water revenue and 72% of profit. Thus, Aqua is very 

profitable. Has the PUC already been too generous with Aqua in its rate setting practices? 

Especially in comparison to other jurisdictions? 

 Looking at Essential Utilities regulated water segment, both water and wastewater, the 

data is stunning!  

Table C below shows that in 2019 Aqua (in Pennsylvania) had a Net margin (after tax profit 

divided by revenue) of 34% which is more than twice the Net margin of the rest of the regulated 

water segment (i.e., outside Pennsylvania)! 

 Look at Return on Equity, ROE (PPE less depreciation, less debt). This profitability metric 

is perhaps more meaningful, especially for PUC rate setting purposes. Aqua’s ROE in 2019 was 

nearly 10%, 2.5 times that of the rest of Essential Utilities regulated water segment (i.e., 

outside PA)! For a regulated, monopolistic, risk-free business such as Essential Utilities a 5%-7% 

ROE is reasonable. In fact, Essential Utilities’ total business is at the high end of that range.   

 

 

Table C follows on the next page. 
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Table C 

 

This is rather eye-popping! Look at the disparity between Aqua and the rest of their 

regulated water utilities. This indicates that the PA PUC has been very generous to Aqua. If 4% 

ROE is acceptable in other jurisdictions, why not in PA? 

Why is Aqua getting such a sweet deal from the PA PUC? With respect, this needs to be 

answered!  

Given such fine financial performance, why is Aqua asking for such large rate increases 

(between 20% to nearly 90%)? Aqua expects to earn $221 million after tax with a 38% margin. 

See Table D below. That is pretty sweet considering the rate setting process protects them on 

the downside. In fact, the New Garden rate case illustrates how the utility is protected from 

losses. Their own filing indicates that they can borrow at 4% pretax and be guaranteed 7.5% after 

tax. 
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  OPERATING COSTS VS FINANCING COSTS. The massive filing has at least 85 pages of 

mumbo jumbo about debt, equity, interest rates, etc. The real issues are (i) how much capital is 

required to operate the sewer system and (ii) how is that capital supplied. How much capital is 

an operating decision. How that capital is obtained is a financial decision, which should not be a 

concern of the PUC.  

 The PUC should be highly capable of determining what an acceptable rate of return is for 

a public utility. This is certainly a major charge of the PUC. The PUC should not be concerned with 

the financial structure of the company. The PUC can set the appropriate rate of return, and then 

the company can finance their capital structure to optimize their situation.  

What this means is that interest on debt should be excluded from rate setting costs. 

Debt is only one means of obtaining capital to invest in the business. Depreciation, re-invested 

earnings and stock sales are other common sources. Separating interest costs from the rate base 

would allow utility companies to take on an amount of debt, and interest cost, that allows 

optimization of their cost of capital. Interest cost solely benefits the company and should not be 

a burden on the rate payers. 

 

CORPORATE SERVICES. Aqua’s cost structure as presented is very opaque. In reviewing 

the parent company’s annual report, it seems certain that the parent company supplies various 

corporate services to Aqua, such as accounting, HR, legal, regulatory and engineering. This would 

be normal. The question is whether such services are supplied at actual out-of-pocket cost or are 

treated as a profit center for the parent company. If the latter, then that needs to be consolidated 

back to Aqua for rate setting purposes. Investigation and discovery in this area should be 

pursued by the PUC and/or the parties before it, especially the OCA.  

 

HOW ARE RATES DETERMINED BY THE PUC? 

 What are the criteria used by the PUC for determining the different rate increases for 

Aqua’s different territories?  

The following Table D sets forth the revenues, net income and net margins for 2023 that 

Aqua forecasts for its various divisions with the proposed rate increases it is requesting. Such net 

margins are very high for a relatively risk-free business such as a public utility, arguably far too 

high. However, it should also be noted that these forecasts vary widely among the divisions. One 

would expect margins to be fairly consistent across the various Aqua divisions, but they are not.  
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Table D 

 

 

So, one is compelled to ask:  

• What criteria did Aqua use in their rate proposals? 

• What are the criteria used by the PUC for determining the different rate increases for 

Aqua’s different territories? Is it profitability? If so, that is better measured by ROE. (See 

Table C). Is it something else? 

•  Is the criteria that is used by the PUC used consistently?   

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

We hope that the questions, comments and issues raised that are set forth in this Exhibit 

will be seriously considered and pursued by not only the PUC and the Administrative Law Judge, 

but also by the Office of Consumer Advocate as they pursue their discovery and investigative 

duties in this matter.   

Net Net

Divison Revenue Income Margin

New Garden (p 652) $5,622,606 $1,753,346 31%

East Norriton (p 596) $5,830,935 $1,467,088 25%

Cheltenham (p 542) $10,316,074 $2,739,572 27%

East Bradford (p485) $1,831,445 $311,712 17%

Limerick (p 428) $9,925,667 $3,347,533 34%

Other waste water - by difference $2,411,295 $1,880,252 78%

Total Aqua waste water (p 366) $35,938,022 $11,499,503 32%

Total Aqua (p 289) $575,026,137 $221,343,161 38%

Aqua Revenue & Income for 2023 at proposed increased rates
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We respectfully ask the PUC to step back and ask what is currently an appropriate ROE 

for a relatively risk-free business such as a utility. A public utility, particularly water and 

wastewater, is a natural monopoly. The customers cannot go to a competitive supplier if unhappy 

with pricing, quality or service. The only way rate payers can vote with their feet, or even their 

purse, is to move out of the jurisdiction. Thus, it falls on the PUC to do right by the consumers of 

the utility.  

Is something broken in this process? Fundamental change is needed. The rate setting 

process should be simple and straightforward. Complexity favors the utility company and works 

against the public interest. One way to cause this kind of change to occur is to exclude from the 

rate base the $2.2 million expense for this over 8,000 page monstrosity of a filing, because it 

only benefits the utility and burdens the rate payers. To take that a step further, the utility 

should also bear the PUC processing costs of the filing. That would strongly incentivize the utility 

companies to find more cost-effective ways to file their rate cases. The way it is now, the utility 

companies and their lawyers, accountants and other experts are incentivized to complicate and 

obfuscate the filings, and run up their bills irresponsibly. 

We, and, we believe, all ratepayers, who are constituents of both the utility company and 

the Public Utility Commission, want to see a more transparent and reasonable process and fair 

and reasonable outcomes. Someone recently said to me that this utility/public utility commission 

process is just a high stakes game being played by those parties, and the consumers/ratepayers 

are simply bystanders watching the game, or not watching, who just have to live with the 

consequences. I hope that is not the case. This must not simply be a game where the Utility 

throws out big numbers with vague justification and the Commission whittles them down based 

on some gut feeling, taking “credit” for doing some public good, because we ratepayers indeed 

will have to live with the consequences.  

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully submitted,  

/s/Geoffrey Meyer 

265 Hyde Park Road 

Landenberg, PA 19350 

geoffreymeyer@hotmail.com 

William Ferguson, Landenberg, PA 19350 

Peter Mrozinski, Landenberg, PA 19350 

Margo Woodacre, Landenberg, PA 19350 

 



12 | P a g e  
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

   

Re: Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission : 

      : Docket Nos. R-2021-3027385 

   v.   :   R-2021-3027386 

Aqua Pennsylvania, Inc. and Aqua   : 

Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc.  : 

 

I hereby certify that I have this day served by email a true and correct copy of the above 

document, Telephonic Public Input Hearing Exhibit, Geoffrey Meyer, New Garden Township 

Resident and Wastewater Ratepayer, upon the individuals listed in the “full-service list” in the 

parties’ list attached to the Telephonic Public Input Hearing Notice of Administrative Law Judge 

Mary D. Long in this case, in accordance with such notice. 

Dated this 2nd day of November, 2021. 

/s/ Geoffrey Meyer 

geoffreymeyer@hotmail.com   

  

SERVICE BY E-MAIL ONLY 

To the individuals listed in the attached list. 
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MICHAEL W HASSELL ESQ.     DARREN DISTASIO 

Post & Schell PC      12 Karin Drive 

17 North Second Street, 12th Floor    Tunkhannock, PA 18657 

Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601     drrad44@gmail.com 

mhassel@postschell.com 

MARTHA BRONSON      DEENA G DENESOWICZ 

100 Masters Dr      901 Biddle Lane 

Pottstown, PA 19464      Phoenixville, PA 19460 

marthbronson@aon.com     dsgnrad@aol.com 

 

NEIL KUGELMAN      RIA PEREIRA ATTORNEY 

802 Harston Lane      PA Utility Law Project 

Glenside, PA 19038      118 Locust Street 

neil@kugelmanteam.com     Harrisburg, PA 17101 

        rpereira@pautilitylawproject.org 

GEOFFREY A RHINE      JOHN SWEET LEGAL COUNSEL 

251 Herringbone Lane     PA Utility Law Project 

Bensalem, PA 19020      118 Locust Street 

rhineg@hotmail.com      Harrisburg, PA 17101 

        jsweet@pautilitylawproject.org 

THEODORE J VOLTOLINA III     LAUREN BERMAN 

219 Mill Pond Drive      PA Utility Law Project 

Exton, PA 19341      118 Locust Street 

Ted.voltolina@gmail.com     Harrisburg, PA 17101 

        lberman@pautilitylawproject.org 
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AARON NATHANIEL BROWN     VIVIAN GEORGE 

2204 Hunsberger Drive     The Maids 

Royersford, PA 19468      949 Bankbridge Road 

Arronb07@gmail.com      Sewell, NJ 08080 

        themaids@bellatlantic.net 

DALE W MARKOWITZ      RAYMOND CAVALIERI 

920 Stoneybrook Drive     1126 Isabel Lane 

Springfield, PA 19064      West Chester, PA 19380 

Markowd2@verizon.net     raycava@hotmail.com 

GERALD R DINUNZIO JR     BYRON GOLDSTEIN MARCOM 

1517 Woodland Road      2365 Geneva Avenue 

West Chester, PA 19382     Glenside, PA 19038 

Gmoney136@gmail.com     collegeadmissionscounselor @ 

        Yahoo.com 

SCOTT B GRANGER, ESQ     ERIN L GANNON ESQ 

PA PUC Bureau of Investigation & Enforcement  Office of Consumer Advocate 

400 North Street, Second Floor West    555 Walnut Street, 5th Floor 

Harrisburg, PA 17120      Forum Place 

sgranger@pa.gov      Harrisburg, PA 17101 

        egannon@paoca.org 

JENNIFER BUCKLEY      HARRISON BREITMAN ATTORNEY 

Pulse Technologies      Office of Consumer Advocate 

44 Grandview Drive      555 Walnut Street, 5th Floor  

Royersford, PA 19468      Forum Place 

jenbuckley35@gmail.com     Harrisburg, PA 17101 

        hbreitman@paoca.org 
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CARL JOHN MARTINSON     LAUREN GUERRA ATTORNEY 

102 Cypress Point      Office of Consumer Advocate 

Avondale, PA 19311      116 Morefield Way 

cjmartinson@msn.com     Harrisburg, PA 17050 

        laureneguerra@gmail.com 

JEROME D PERCH      TIMOTHY NICHOLL 

PO Box 295        477 Braceland Drive 

327 King Arthur Road      Downingtown, PA 19355 

Blakeslee, PA 18610      tnichol1@verizon.net 

jJdfish11@yahoo.com      tnicholl@verizon.net 

MICHAEL BRULL      STEPHEN TIMOTHY GRUGEON 

23 Grandview Drive      1001 Ridgehaven Road 

Royersford, PA 19468      West Chester, PA 19382 

Michael.r.brull@gmail.com     tim.grugeon@gmail.com 

TIM KEARNEY       GEORGE A BIBIKOS ESQ 

Senator Tim Kearney      GA Bibikos LLC 

130 S State Road, Suite 101     5901 Jonestown Road, #6330 

Springfield, PA 19064      Harrisburg, PA 17112 

Cameron.allen@pasenate.com    gbibikos@gabibikos.com 

DOROTHY SHEARER      EDWARD L CLARK JR, GEN MGR 

416 East Turnberry Court     Treasure Lake Property Owners 

West Chester, PA 19382     Association, 13 Treasure Lake 

Dorothymshearer7@gmail.com    Dubois, PA 15801 

ELIZABETH R MARX ESQ     gm@treasurelake.us 

PA Utility Law Project 

118 Locust St., Harrisburg, PA17101 

emarx@pautulitylawproject.org  
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ADAM ANDERS      C J ZWICK ATTORNEY 

129 Lambeth Court      171 Beaver Drive 

Downingtown, PA 19335     Dubois, PA 15801 

Adamanders101@gmail.com     cjz@zwick-law.com 

KYLE A BROPHY      HARRIET LITZ ESQ 

1004 Andrews Avenue     Law Offices of Mullaney & Mullaney 

Collingdale, PA 19023      3881 West Skippack Pike 

Kyle.a.brophy@gmail.com     Skippack, PA 19474 

        hlitz@mullaneylaw.com 

KATIE MUTH, SENATOR, SENATE OF PA   NICK PANACCIO 

338 Main Street      2944 Windsor Avenue 

Royersford, PA 19468      Willow Grove, PA 19090 

Katie.muth@pasenate.com     nick.panaccio@verizon.net 

CHRISTY APPLEBY ESQ     RICHARD REGNIER 

Office of Consumer Advocate     P O Box 348 

555 Walnut Street, 5th Floor Forum Place   Newtown Square, PA 19073 

Harrisburg, PA 17101      raregnier@aol.com 

cappleby@paoca.org  

ERIK MCELWAIN      NANCY REEDMAN 

924 Oakbourne Road      510 Trenton Road 

West Chester, PA 19382     Langhorne, PA 19047 

Erik.mcelwain@gmail.com     nreedman@comcast.net  

MICHAEL MCCALL      STEVEN C GRAY ESQ 

2457 Williamson Court     Office of Small Business Advocate 

Bensalem, PA 19020      555 Walnut Street, 1st FL Forum Place 

gogreenmike@comcast.net     Harrisburg, PA 17101 

        sgray@pa.gov 
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ELIZABETH O’NEILL      RONALD SCHNECK 

810 Plumtree Drive      6412 Senate Drive 

West Chester, PA 19382      Bethlehem, PA 18017 

Elk722@gmail.com      ron.schneck68@gmail.com 

ERIK AND ILISHA SMITH   JAMES GRAZIANO & Elaine Graziano 

25 Wedge Court    2132 Highland Avenue 

Pottstown, PA 19464   Morton, PA 19070 

Erikmsmith1970@gmail.com   kateyez0405@gmail.com 

CURTIS AND MICHELE TABOR   MATTHEW CICALESE 

147 Masters Drive   250 Harrison Avenue 

Pottstown, PA 19464   Elkins Park, PA 19027 

Curttabor61@gmail.com   cicalese@gmail.com 

GREGORY VALERIO   RONALD ROEBUCK & LORA ROEBUCK 

199 Masters Drive   71 Edgerock Drive 

Pottstown, PA 19464   Drums, PA 18222 

Rvam71@comcast.net   a257330@aol.com 

JAMES BLESSING   KELLY FRICH 

88 Longcross Road   400 Wynchester Way 

Limerick, PA 19468   Kennett Square, PA 19348 

jblessing@verizon.net   danfrich@yahoo.com 

ELIZABETH YOST   JOHN GRASSIE 

2203 Foxmeadow Drive   3852 Kingston Way 

Royersford, PA 19468   Bensalem PA 19020 

Elizabethj1228@gmail.com   john3852@comcast.net 
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ALYSSA REINHART   WILLIAM & CHARLEEN FALSONE 

174 Grouse Ridge Lane   5315 Presidents Drive 

Drums, PA 18222   Bethlehem, PA 18017 

lss@ptd.net   cjfalsone@rcr.com 

JAMES KOLB   ALEX J BAUMLER ESQ 

211 Shingle Mill Drive   2501 Stanbridge Street 

Drums, PA 18222   East Norritown, PA 19401 

jrtjibby@gmail.com   alex@skilkennylaw.com 

HONORABLE JOHN KANE SENATOR   KEVIN AMERMAN 

Pennsylvania State Senate   PO Box 484 

458 Main Capitol Building   Blakeslee, PA 18610 

Senate Box 203009   kevinamerman@hotmail.com 

Harrisburg, PA 17120-3009        

kane@pasenate.com 

DANIEL SAVINO   JAMES WHARTON JR 

PO Box 63   436 King Arthur Road 

Blakeslee, PA 18610    PO Box 695 

Gerris46@yahoo.com   Blakeslee, PA 18610 

   crescocoyote@gmail.com 

HONORABLE CAROLYN COMITTA   GERARDO GIANNATTASIO 

SENATOR, Senate of Pennsylvania   2828 Oakley Avenue 

Senate Box 203019   Bensalem, PA 19020 

467 Main Capitol Building   vitto52@verizon.net 

Harrisburg, PA 17120-3019 

senatorcomitta@pasenate.com 
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LYNNE GERMSCHEID   ADEOLU A BAKARE ESQ 

1118 Pierce Road   CHARIS MINCAVAGE ESQ 

Norristown, PA 19403   McNees Wallace & Nurick LLC 

Lynne.germscheid@gmail.com   100 Pine Street 

DEBORAH POPSON                 PO Box 1166 

119 Buck Ridge Drive   Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166 

Drums, PA 18222   abakare@mcneeslaw.com 

popsondeb@gmail.com    cmincavage@mcneeslaw.com 

JAMES POPSON   PETER AND KIM GINOPOLAS 

119 Buck Ridge Drive   PO Box 197 

Drums, PA 18222   Lake Harmony, PA 18624 

popsondeb@gmail.com   pete@kiddertax.com 

MICHAEL ROBERTS   YEFIM SHNAYDER 

99 Clinton Street   99-45 67 Road, Apt 521 

Sayre, PA 18840   Forest Hills, NY 11375 

tiogapreservationworks@gmail.com   yshnayder62@gmail.com 

MATTHEW AND ANDREA RIVERA 

533 N. Whitehall Road 

Norriton, PA 19403 

phillrivera@yahoo.com 

JUDY BURTON 

252 Avalanche Lane 

Drums, PA 18222 

Idoshop2@gmail.com 
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TELEPHONIC PUBLIC INPUT HEARING EXHIBIT 

JOHN DAY -  LAKE HARMONY HOMEOWNER 

 

Pursuant to the Telephonic Public Input Hearing Notice in this matter issued by Administrative 

Law Judge Mary D. Long, I have pre-registered to testify at the telephonic hearings of the 

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (PUC). A Certificate of Service appears at the end of this 

Exhibit indicating service by email to every party to this matter in accordance with the above 

referenced Notice. 

 

 

COMPLAINT SUMMARY 

 

 

I believe the proposed rate increase by Aqua PA is excessive, and the present billing method of 

unmetered wastewater rates in Kidder Township is unjust and unreasonable. I submit this 

testimony and exhibits to demonstrate: 

 

1. Aqua PA has implemented a wastewater rate for homeowners in Kidder Township that is 

based on assumptions that are neither fact-based to the area, nor fact-based to actual 

home usage of wastewater services 

 

2. Aqua PA has no plan at this time to provision water meters to Kidder Township 

homeowners, in so doing continuing a practice that makes wastewater rates inequitable 

to the levels of service received by many homeowners 

 

As it relates to this matter, I have put forward options / suggestions in my formal complaint in the 

spirit of cooperation, to redress the unjust and unreasonable impacts of unmetered wastewater 

rates -- with heightened and just concern for those homeowners whose actual demand for 

wastewater service is significantly less than Aqua PA’s assumptions. 

 

 

 

  
Day Exhibit

1



INTRODUCTION 

 

 

I am a homeowner in Lake Harmony / Kidder Township, PA - a municipality located in the rural 

Poconos mountains region of Pennsylvania. I have never participated in a public utility rate case, 

and I am not an attorney; matters related to such is not my ‘day job.’  I hold a Masters in Public 

Administration, and was inducted to Pi Alpha Alpha, the national honor society for public affairs 

and administration. I began my career as an issues analyst during the onset of deregulation in 

the electric utility industry. 

 

My participation with this base rate case is one of ordinary citizen performing a civic duty and 

exercising my rights and obligations as proscribed by the State of Pennsylvania and its Public 

Utility Commission, on behalf of myself and in the service of the larger community. Homeowners 

in Kidder Township, like myself, are directly affected by the proposed wastewater rate increase 

sought by Aqua Pennsylvania Wastewater, Inc. (“Aqua”), and are impacted in two ways: 

 

1. the 21% rate increase that is proposed, on the heels of 54% increase that the PUC 

approved three years ago  

2. the existing Aqua PA rate design for Kidder Township, that bills customers a flat monthly 

rate for wastewater service regardless of their actual usage  

 

To obtain clarity around our formal complaints, fellow homeowner Fred Weiner and I have 

maintained active Party-status with this base rate case, and are obliging all protocols of the 

Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission and Administrative Law Judge Mary Long. We have 

volunteered significant personal time to this end, including propounding and filing two (2) sets of 

interrogatory questions to Aqua PA, totaling 47 questions. We served Set I of our questions on 

18 October, to which Aqua PA supplied replies within the response timeframe specified by Judge 

Long. We filed Set II on 1 November, to which Aqua PA has 10 business days to respond, which 

is outside the 5 November deadline for submitting this exhibit document. Fred and I extend our 

profound appreciation to the Pennsylvania State government agencies and staff that are actively 

investigating this proposed base rate increase. Their communications formats and protocols have 

modeled the way for our unlearned yet determined participation in this rigorous process as 

ordinary citizens.  

 

Rate Increases 

 

Aqua PA proposes that our present monthly rate for wastewater service be increased by 21%, 

from  $103 to $125 per month. This proposed rate increase comes on the heels of a rate increase 

approved by the PUC a couple years ago, that increased wastewater rates by 54%. As such, the 

proposed rate increase of $125/month for wastewater service would be 92% higher than the 

wastewater rate paid by Kidder Township homeowners three years ago. To put this into 



perspective, a 92% increase in rates over such a period of time falls between the national inflation 

rates of Lebanon and Sudan.1  

 

It’s difficult to believe this is the type of ‘gradualism’ intended by the Pennsylvania Public Utilities 

Commission and its principles of ratemaking. To that end, I appeal to the Pennsylvania PUC, 

Pennsylvania State government agencies, and the Pennsylvania Legislature to take all necessary 

and appropriate action to halt this rate increase. I would like to acknowledge and thank State 

Representative Doyle Heffley for his leadership and letter to the Public Utilities Commission, dated 

22 September 2021, speaking against the proposed rate increase in the public interest.2 

 

Wastewater Rate Assumptions  

 

The wastewater rate Aqua PA charges monthly to homeowners in Kidder Township is based on 

the Company’s assumption that each home unit consumes 4,000 gallons of water per month. This 

assumption of 4,000 gallons per month correlates to Aqua PA’s average consumption for its 

existing systems. I contend a systemwide average is not fact-based data on residential water 

consumption in Kidder Township; a systemwide average for water consumption is not a fact-

based, representative sample of demand for wastewater services in Kidder Township.   

 

There is also ambiguity in how the proposed wastewater rate for Kidder Township aligns with 

other townships, whose customers are also unmetered for said service. The table below illustrates 

comparative assumptions and the proposed wastewater rates for Kidder Township and three 

other towns; combined, these townships represent 77% of Aqua PA’s unmetered wastewater 

customers. I note that Aqua PA’s communications to customers about the proposed increase in 

wastewater rates were inconsistent – calculation assumption included for some customers, 

absent for others.  

 

The 
 Unmetered3 

Lake Harmony 
956 homes 

Tobyhanna 
615 homes 

Limerick 
463 homes 

Pinecrest 
334 homes 

Assumptions Aqua 
PA communicated 
to homeowners 
about proposed 
rate increase4 

 
Not communicated 

to homeowners5 

 
Not communicated 

to homeowners 

 
 

3,800 

 
Not communicated 

to homeowners 

Proposed Rate/ 
Month 

$125 $125 $72.94 $77.49 

 
1 Inflation data source: Statista 
2 Letter from Representative Heffley, filed with the Pennsylvania PUC, included in this exhibit 
3 Number of homes for each township - Aqua PA response to OCA-IX-7 
4 Letter samples, Aqua PA Base Rate Increase Filing, Volumes 1-5  
5 Through the Complainant interrogatory process, DW-1-13, Aqua PA revealed the assumption to be 
4,000 gallons per month 



The Unmetered 

 

As a homeowner in Kidder Township, I am among those whose wastewater service is billed 

through the use of a flat, unmetered rate. We are assessed an unmetered rate because, according 

to Aqua PA, our local water service is not provided by a municipal utility or a private utility 

regulated by the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission (PUC). Be that as it may, the 

deregulatory environment for water and wastewater services in Pennsylvania is not a situation of 

our making.  Homeowners in Kidder Township have no choice in their wastewater provider; nor 

do they direct a private utilities’ choice in which water or wastewater systems they should acquire. 

Moreover, these prerequisites for metering do not address the issues of justness and reasonability 

at hand. 

 

The wastewater rates in Kidder Township are presumptuous. Aqua PA is unable to furnish data 

on homeowner water consumption in Kidder Township, as it does not meter water rates. Aqua 

PA does not have homeowner profile data for Kidder Township, i.e. the percent of homes used 

full vs. part-time. Aqua PA cannot furnish data on whether homes used less than 15 days per 

month conserve more water than the same homes occupied full-time. The wastewater rates in 

Kidder Township are built around the assumption that all homeowners reside there full-time, with 

every home consuming 4,000 gallons of water per month. As a homeowner who maintains contact 

with local neighbors, and frequently walks the neighborhoods, I can attest first-hand many homes 

in Lake Harmony are used infrequently, with some sitting vacant for extended periods of time. 

 

I do not believe flat, unmetered rates are serving the public good. The rate design rewards those 

who abuse water consumption and increased demand on wastewater infrastructure, by sending 

no pricing signal to encourage water conservation. The design is punitive to homeowners who 

infrequently use a residence (e.g. second home/vacation property), or reside in smaller units that 

demand less of wastewater service.  

 

I contend that the same polestar of Pennsylvania PUC ratemaking that says rates should increase 

to cover the cost associated with services provided, is the same polestar that says rates should 

be lower for same rationale – as is the current and conventional practice of metered, wastewater 

rates. I’m hopeful the convention of metered wastewater rates can become available to my home 

and other homeowners in Kidder Township, and look forward to meaningful deliberations and 

collaborative efforts with Aqua PA and/or the Pennsylvania PUC to that end. 

 

 

  



LETTER TO PENNSYLVANIA PUC – REPRESENTATIVE DOYLE HEFFLEY 

 

 

 
  



AQUA PA - INTEROGGATORY QUESTIONS & RESPONSES 

 

 

To the issue of unmetered wastewater rates, the exhibits herein consist of Aqua PA’s responses 

to interrogatory questions (Set I) compounded and served to the Company by Lake Harmony 

homeowners John Day and Fred Weiner, as well as its responses to questions served by the 

Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate (Set IX).   

 

Questions from Complainants Day and Weiner are prefaced with “DW, with questions from the 

Pennsylvania Office of Consumer Advocate prefaced with “OCA.”  Aqua PA replies to the 

respective questions are designated “RESPONSE.” 

 

 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 



 
 



 



 
 

Note: Yellow highlight of Kidder Lake Harmony added by Complainant 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that I have this day served by email a true and correct copy of the above 

document, Telephonic Public Input Hearing Exhibit, John Day, Lake Harmony 

Homeowner, upon the individuals listed in the parties’ list attached to the Telephonic 

Public Input Hearing Notice of Administrative Law Judge Mary D. Long in this case, in 

accordance with such notice. 

 

SERVICE BY EMAIL ONLY 

 

 



 
 

 

Dated this 5th day of November, 2021. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/  John Day 

Homeowner, Lake Harmony, PA 
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