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Stop the Aqua
Fee Increase

Dear Cheltenham Township Board of Commissioners,

We, the 380 undersigned Cheltenham residents (as of June 26), call upon this body to
submit a formal complaint with the PA Public Utilities Commission immediately
concerning the proposed outrageous rate increases proposed for Cheltenham.

Aqua Pennsylvania is requesting the PA Public Utilities Commissions (PUC) approve a
massive rate increase for water and sewer for Cheltenham, Township, and surrounding
communities. These increases represent an undue burden on Cheltenham businesses
and homeowners and are a direct result of the Township selling the sewer system to
Agua in 2019. If approved, this would be the 2nd rate increase in five years. We call
upon Cheltenham Commissions to support residents and tell the PUC to not approve the
proposed increases.

Background: Aqua filed a request for an increase in the already high rates on May 23rd,
2024, with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission — PUC. This increase if granted
would mean an increase of 50% for sewer and 25% for water. In 2022, the PUC granted
an increase of 65% for sewer fees.

The Township sold the Cheltenham sewer system to Aqua in 2019 for 50 million
dollars. From the proceeds, $29 million was to pay off existing sewer debt. This was
done with the understanding the community would see some increase, but not the
increases we have experienced or had proposed.
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f&é increase is approved, Cheltenham residents will see their fees for water and
sewer double from where they were before the sewer sale.

o, the undersigned, call upon our elected Commissioners to publicly call on the PUC to
th ﬂmm ﬁ;e inereases pmpased by Aqua.
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ISO collects and evaluates information from communities in the United States on their
| structure fire suppression capabilities. The data is analyzed using our Fire Suppression
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The first item reviewed Is Item 616 “Credit for Supply System (CSS)". This item reviews the
rate of flow that can be credited at each of the Needed Fire Flow test locations considering
~ the supply works capacity, the main capacity and the hydrant distribution. The lowest flow
f these items is credited for each representative location. A water system capable of
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Background Information
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1SO collects and evaluates information from communities in the United States on their structure
fire suppression capabilities. The data is analyzed using our Fire Suppression Rating Schedule
RS) and then a Public Protection Classification (PPCo) grade is assigned to the community.
The surveys are conducted whenever it appears that there is a possibility of a PPC change. As
such, the PPC program provides important, up-to-date information about fire protection
services throughout the country.
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DOYLESTOWN TOWNSHIP MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY
2023 WATER COST COMPARISON
(Costs are Quarterly usage of 18,000 gallons)

ater Systen

- Minimum Rate per Average bill @
_Base Charge 1,000 gaflons (15,000 gallons)

62,50 $16.10
61,53 $13.05-$156.45
122.06 $8.51

1 PAAmerican Water (Private) §
5

iy ‘, 3031 . :
5 |
5

$
3
5
5
5
5
-

 127.00

294.00
288.49
249.76
150.31
145.50
130.05
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Essential Utilities WWM&I& for Q1 2024

May 2, 2024

mmmwnm 2004 vs. wm mw ms
euwm :

‘Closes sale of non-core
mmmum fne. (NYSE: WTRG) today reported resutts for the first quarter ended March

BRYN MAWR, Pa.{BUSINESS W 2,
31, 2024 Essential's net mﬁmﬂ tmmermb‘rwshmroruwwqumaofzmcamamdfavorabiymﬂmsnisonorsofzpor

“Altho tprnt mweamrmm 2024.wammamfowxedmandeméa results for
} e yoar,” said Essent , s Officer Christopher Frankiin. In Q1 2024, the company complated the $165 million
sle ‘ trict enert ‘W&m H&um epmedsmnusedmmmm aﬁummam

023, increased
tor seqmernt volumes.




 addressing PFAS with at‘leés*‘sdso milfion in capital projects, replacing and expanding its water and wastewater utility Infrastructure, and replacing
- and upgrading its natural gas utility infrastructure, with the latter leading to significant reductions In methane emiseions that occur In aged gas pipes.
The company is a leader in remediating PFAS and will comply with the recently finalized EPA rule. The capital Investments made to rehabifitate and
expand the Infrastructure of the communities’ Essential serves are critical to ts misaion of safely and reflably dofivering Earth's most essential
resources.
- Water Utlity Growth by Acquisition 7
ssential's continued growth by acquisition allows the company to provide safe and rellable water and wastawater servica fo an even larder customer
signed purchase agreements for adcitional wastewater aysterms In Peninsylvania and liinois that are pending dosing and are
ustomer mmmwymmmmm%mws $276.5
aware County al Water Quality Control Authority (DELCORA), a Pannsylvania sawer authority that serves
000 equivalent dwefling unfts In the Philadelphia suburbs, is Included among these slgned purchase agreerments,
' isitions the company is activaly pursuing represents approximately 400,000 tofal

ely $1.3 to $1.4 billion ;
f approximately $7.2 biion, weighted towards the




whmummmwllWMm Friday, May 3, 2024, at 11 a.m. Eastern Daylight Time. The call and :
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s section of the company's website for 80 days following the cail. Additioriaity, the call wil be
3, 2024, for 10 business days following the call. To access the audio replay in the U.S., dial
nai callers can find thelr dial in number  (pass code 4938576).
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n wﬂw nmimﬂfﬂ\ammsmsumaﬁon Reform Act of 1995, which generally include
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any subsequent date. Readers are cautioned that such forward-looking statements are
3 al results to differ materially from the statements contained in this
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Mwwﬂm&eb&egmﬂrﬁmﬁsm
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water utility compounded growth rate of 8%; and,
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Robert Hyslop, Page 1 of 7

The following are submitted as my public comments for the Cheltenham Township Official Act
537 Sewage Plan Update:

1. INTERIM PRIVATE PROPERTY PROTECTION

I studied enough real estate law to learn that private property is protected from damage crossing
the property line, whether above ground or below ground. So, I'am deeply troubled that the
township sanitary sewer system, which is designed to take wastewater and sewage from the
home downhill by gravity, can be so overwhelmed to overflow uphill through several feet of
elevation, and discharge into any homes, without the township satisfying damage claims, and
even worse not preventing future overflows. This first occurred in my home on 6/22/1989,
almost 24 years ago. If Act 537 is a real solution to sewer overflows, and if sewer overflows are
finally solved by the projected 2019 date, what acceptable remedy does the township offer to
residents reporting sewer overflows in the interim, lasting 30 years?

2. PENALIZE OVERFLOW DAMAGE TO PRIVATE PROPERTY

Page 7 (of 45) of the August 2012 CAP (contained in the Act 537 plan, Appendices file page

36) notes that wastewater in Cheltenham Township from dry weather sanitary sewer overflows
are "usually contained within a basement or on a property", rather than draining to a watercourse.
Does the township find it acceptable to use private basements or any private property for the
township sanitary sewer to overflow, anytirne it is under capacity? In that event, what measures
will the township provide to such homeowners io restore such homes to their original condition?
Since cleaning up after sewage is not quite the same as no sewage at all, what punitive measures
will the township impose on itself to compensate the property owner, in a gesture of good faith,
and as a financial disincentive, until such overfiows inte private property are corrected?

3. EXCEEDING 100% SYSTEM CAPACITY

Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Update page 21 (ARRO file page 34) shows that wet
weather flows are between 64% and 78% higher than dry weather flows (328% vs. 200%
maximum capacity, and 89% vs. 50% minimum capacity, respectively) for sanitary sewer
Interceptor A between manholes MH A-154 to MH A-1. Ideally, they should be the same,
with zero infiltration and zero inflow. So, there is a long way yet to go, even if any of the
sewer infiltration and inflow reductions have outpaced the additional sewer connections, true?
Furthermore, the maximum flows range between 200% of current capacity in dry weather and
328% of current capacity in wet weather. Since the township sewer cannot be effective when
loaded to 328% of its capacity, or even to 200% of its capacity, this clearly documents that
current flows are severely exceeding capacity in both dry weather and in wet weather conditions.
Therefore, no sanitary sewer connections (EDUs) should be added until both dry weather

and wet weather flows are demonstrated to be well within current capacity. Otherwise, does
Cheltenham Township condone the damage to private property due to sewer system overflows
without taking financial and punitive responsibility for its undersized sewer system?

4. RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEFERRED SEWER MAINTENANCE

Several years following my 1996 complaint to DEP of repeated sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs)
into my home that had been reported to the township without correction, Cheltenham finally
§n§pected their sewer lines in my neighborhood, finding a) "considerable evidence of leaking
Joints and mineral deposits which indicate previous leaking joints", b) an average of “about 2
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gallons of joint sealing grout to seal a joint", ¢) "the main iriterceptor from Springhouse Lane

to Boston Market was one-quarter filled with mud and sediment" (230 S. Easton Rd., directly
behind my property), and d) "one of the manholes was 90% blocked"”. This was documented at
5/9/2000 Public Works (page 18). Since the township chose to defer sewer maintenance until
this level of deterioration and reduced sewer capacity had caused multiple and severe sanitary
sewer overflows into my home, why were my repeated requests for damages from the township
for unhealthy sanitary sewer overflows denied? How will Act 537 prevent such violations to
private property in the future? Will damage settlement to the private property owner be required
of the township?

S. ACCEPTABLE PREVENTIVE MEASURES

If it takes decades to repair the sanitary sewer system, which it already has, then Cheltenham
must take preventive measures to contain the overflow of the township-owned and township-
maintained sewer system or pay for the damages caused by that overflow in the interim. If this
means installing a backflow valve to prevent sewage from entering into a relatively few number
of homes while the system is repaired, then the township must either repair the system before the
next overflow or add acceptable prevention valves. Our first sewer overflow from the township
system occurred on 6/22/1989. Per Act 537, relining and replacement of only a portion of the
106-mile sewer in phases 1A through 4 are not scheduled for completion until 2019, 30 years
after our first of 26 reported sewer system overflows. How long should the homeowner be
subjected to overflows of the township sanitary sewer system before preventive action is taken
by the township?

6. NO ADDITIONS WHILE EXCEEDING CAPACITY

Cheltenham Township website demographics state that there are 14,897 housing units. Since
my 1/16/2013 (Public Works) question to icasiify 45 a baseline the number of current connected
EDUs in Cheltenham remains unanswered, using 14,897 it seems that 3,880 additional EDUs
would be a 26% increase in sewer connections. Also, 3,082 additional EDUs projected for
higher flows from Abington would require an additional 21% increase on the current sewer
capacity. How can the township overload a sewer system with even more development (EDUs),
while the current system still overflows into homes, and into commercial buildings, and onto
private yards, and into waterways? Fix the current system capacity first. It is unacceptable to
increase the number of sewage inputs without first repairing the underlying infrastructure.

7. HOW MUCH DEVELOPMENT

Township Manager David Kraynik stated, in his 12/20/1996 letter to the PA-DEP Water
Management Regional Manager Joseph Feola, that the township was "98% developed" and
that "the likelihood of any significant development is remote". If so, why did Cheltenham
Township request and successfully obtain approximately 600 more EDU sewer connections
("on a case-by-case basis") between 1997 and 2010 (Township Manager David Kraynik 9/7/
2010 PowerPoint presentation to the Commissioners at Public Works, page 8)? How many more
would there have been if there had been no restriction of an EDU moratorium? Furthermore,
why is Cheltenham Township now requesting an additional 3,880 new EDU connections (a
647% increase of the 600 EDUs already added over a 14-year period), if the township was
previously already 98% developed, 600 EDUs ago? Which information is correct?
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8. DEP WILL HAVE NO REGULATION AFTER EDU RELEASE
Since the engineering justification for those 600 new EDU sewer connections proved to be
faulty, demonstrated as SSOs continued to occur through 2011, arguably in greater frequency
and severity and in more neighborhoods, I implore the DEP not to allow any number of EDU
connections in bulk, especially not 3,880. Instead, Cheltenham should only be allowed a portion
of the measured wet-weather flow reduction (well under 50%). This should only be based on
wet-weather reduction, and only after reduced flow is first verified with accurate measurement.
This is the only way that the sanitary sewer capacity actually improves at all, rather than
deteriorate further, before any additional connections are permitted to aggravate an overloaded
system, as has been happening for decades. DEP must retain regulatory authority.

and 2008, average sewer flows
s (over 500,000 gallons per day).
at the rainfall decreased by 6 inches

2009, with a 73%
nt to 3,464 more EDUs).
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problem? Manholes were still discharging sewage into streets, onto and into private property,
and into waterways. Sewage was still pouting into homes and businesses, uphill, against the
gravity design. Does this 9/28/2011 EDU request to DEP represent all of the SSO reports by
all residents to the township sewer inspector, both preceding and following 9/8/2011, across
multiple Cheltenham neighborhoods? Otherwise, is filtering residents’' SSO reports and public
testimony from the DEP and perhaps even from the Commissioners a way to discourage
future resident SSO reporting, compounding the discrepancy between repotted and actual SSO
magnitude? What part of Act 537 Plan prevents such future behavior?

2 UN‘DER~REPORTING e
Between 1996 and 2011 inclusive, I had persmally repon:ed at léast 25 documented storms

musmg sanitary s wer OVerﬂOWS on Hamsoan nue, either through street manholes, yard
P : h of these reported SSOs also been
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on 9/14/2011, not when severe SSOs had occurred in those same neighborhoods during April
2010). I did not need an Overflow Resistance System, which was also offered to other residents
at much greater township expense (but only after the massive public outery on 9/14/2011, not
when severe SSOs had oceurred in that same neighborhood in 2005). I only needed sewer
backflow and gate valves at a fraction of the cost to prevent SSOs into my private property.

Township Manager David Kraynik stated in his 12/20/1996 letter to the PA-DEP Water
Management Regional Manager Joseph Feola, that the township offered a backflow valve to
me "in a gesture of cooperation and good faith". In fact, the township offer was completely
unacceptable because a) it included a plastic valve on a cast-iron lateral. No information
was p on manufacturer, warranty, or maintenance, as requested, b) Installation by
sewer contractor was not provided, c) The homeowner was responsible for

ut any description of adequate maintenance as requested, d) Access

: anhole was not o  due to additional cost, despite

ooperation and good faith
o waive future township
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treatment cost reduction, yet it was not even being discussed, not even when requested by
a resident at risk, someone whose neighbothood was at risk, or simply by a taxpayer. So, [
obtained a copy of the Carroll engineering report myself and personally read the executive
summary to the Commissioners and into the public record at the 9/13/2005 Public Works
meeting 15 months after the report had been issued to the township. The township's own
Waverly Road Leaf Composting Facility (WLCF) was identified as contributing over half of
the inflow from CH4 (23,000 linear feet of 8" diameter gravity sewer in Laverock area), an area
where inflow was measured to be two times worse than the other areas studied surrounding the
Harrison Avenue SSOs reported since 1996. The 5 acres of rainfall from the WLCF draining
into the sanitary sewer, was measured at a rate of 100,000 gallons per inch of rainfall. Our rare
- 10-inch storms would empty over one million gallons of stormwater into the sanitary sewer.
Th!s had been resulting not only in ongoing SSOs into homes and streets and waterways, but also
adding significant taxpayer cost for ongoing sewage treatment of rainwater in the sanitary sewer.
 During the ¢ ay in addressing the results of the completed engineering report, 6 or 7 more SSOs
d and were reported on Harrison Avenue alone (the seventh occurred 10/8/2005 before
ds to address the WLCF, with 2 more SSOs in 2006).
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jons (EDUs) mote important to the township leadership than the
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a single sewer connection, let alone hundreds




