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Stop the Aqua
Fee lncrease

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 ia 2Ot9- lf approved, this would be the 2nd rate increase in five years. We call

upon Cheltenham Commissions to support residents and tellthe PUC to not approve the
proposed increases.

Background: Aqua filed a request for an increase in the already high rates on May 23rd,
2A24,with the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission - PUC. This increase if granted

would mean an increase of 5O% for sewer and 25% for water. h 2A22, the PUC granted

anincrease of 65% for sewer fees.

The Township sold the Cheltenham sewer system to Aqua in 2019 for 50 million
dollars. From the proceeds, S29 million was to pay off existing sewer debt. This was

doneuith the understanding the community would see some increase, but not the
increases we have experienced or had proposed.
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lnttoductlon
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
Rating Schedule (FSRS) and then a Public Protection Classification (pe6'u;'gracle is
assigned to the community. The surveys are conducted whenever it appears that tliere 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.

The FSRS recognizes fire protection features only as they relate to suppression of first alarm
structure fires. ln many communities, fire suppression may be only a small part of the fire
department's overall responsibilig. ISO recognizes the dynamic and comprehensive duties of
a communi$'s ftre service, and understands the complex decisions a community must make
in planning and delivering emergency services. However, in developing a community's PPC
grade, only features related to reducing property losses from structural fires are evaluated.
Multiple alarms, simultaneous incidents and life safety are not considered in this evaluation.
The PPC program evaluates the fire protection for small to average size buildings. Specific
prop€rties with a Needed Fire Flow in excess of 3,500 gpm are evaluated separately and
assigned an individualPPC grade.

A community's investment in fire mrtigation is a proven and reliable prediclor of future fire
losses. Statistical data on insurance losses bears out the relationship between excellent fire
proteclion - as measured by the PPC program - and low fire losses. so, insurance
companies use PPC information for marketing, underwnting, and to help establish fair
premiums for homeowners and commercial fire insurance. ln general, the price of fire
insurance in a community with a good PPC grade is substantially lower than in a community
with a poor PPC grade, assuming all other factors are equal.

ISO is an independent company that serves insurance companies, communities, fire
departments, insurance regulators, and others by providing information about risk. ISO's
expert staff collecls information about municipal fire suppression efforts in communities
throughout the United States. ln each of those communities, ISO analyzes the relevant data
and assigns aPPC grade-a numberfrom 1 to 10. Class 1 represents an exemplaryfire
suppression program, and Class 10 indicates that the area's fire suppression program does
not meet ISO's minimum criteria.

ISO's PPC program evaluates communities according to a uniform set of criteria,
incorporating nationally recognized standards developed by the National Fire protection
Association and the American water Works Association. A community's ppc grade
depends on:

the theoretical amount of water necessary for fire suppression purposes.

and dispatching systems.

fire oompanies, operational considerations, and community risk reduction.

supply operations, and a careful evaluation of lhe amount of available water
ampared with the amount needed to suppress fires up to 3,500 gpm.

PPC is a registered Fademark of lnsurance Servipes Office. Inc.
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ltem 730 - Operatonal Gongldersffons (2 polnts)

Itenr 730 "Credrt for Operational Considerations (COC)' evaluates f ire department standard
operating procedures and incident management systems for emergency operations
involving structtrre fires.

Item 730 "Gredit for Operational Considerations (GOC)" = 2.00 points

ffiffi
Forty percent of a community's overall score is based on the adequary of the water supply
system. The ISO field representative evaluated:

. the capability of the water distribution system to meet the Needed Fire Flows at
selected locations up to 3,500 gpm.

. size, $pe and installation of fire hydrants.

. inspedion and flow testing of fire hydrants.

Eamed
Credit

616. Credit for Supply System 10.24

621. Credil for Hydrants 3.00

631. Credit for lnspedion and Flow Testing 5.60 7

Item 640. Credit for Wabr Supply: 18.84 40

Credit
Available

30

3

PPC is a registered rademart of lnsurance Services Oflice, Inc.
Page 18

Operetional Gonsiderato ns
Earned
Credit

Credit
Available

Standard Operating Procedurcs

The department should have established SOPs for
fire department general emergency operations

50 50

lncident tanagement Systems

The departrnent should use an established incident
management system (lMS)

50 50

Operational Considerations tota I : 100 100



Item 616 - Cnedit fior Supply Syetam (30 polntsl

The first itenr reviewed is ltem 616 "Credit for Supply system]CSS)". 'Ihis item reviews the

rate of flow that can be credited at each of the Needed Fire Flow test locations considering

the supply rvorks capacity, the main capacity and the hydrant distribution. The lowest flow

rate oi itrese items is credited for each representative location. A water system capable of

delivering 250 gpm or more for a period of two hours plus consumption at the maximum daily

rate at thi flre location is considered minimum in the ISO review'

Wrere there are 2 or more systems or services distributing water at the same location, credit

is given on the basis of the joint protection provided by all systems and services available'

The supply works capacity is calculated for each represenlative Needed Fire Flow test

tocation, considering a'variety of water supply sources. These include public water supplies'

emergency supplies (usually accessed fiom neighboring water systems), suction supplies

lusually evidenced by dry hydrant installations neit a river, lake or other body ol water); an.d

iupplies developed bV i nie department using large diameter hose or vehicles to shutile

water from a source of supply to a fire site. T.he result is expressed in gallons per minute

(gpm)

The normal ability of the distribution system to deliver Needed Fire Flows at the selected

building locations is reviewed. The results of a flow test at a representative test location will

indicat6 the ability of the water mains (or fire department in the case of fire department

supplies) to carry water to that location.

The hydrant distribution is reviewed within 1,000 feet of representative test locations

measured as hose can be laid by apparatus.

For maximum credit, the Needed Fire Flows should be available at each location in the

district. Needed Fire Flows of 2,500 gpm or less should be available for 2 hours; and Needed

Fire Flows of 3,000 and 3,500 gpm should be obtainable for 3 hours.

Item 616 "Credit for Supply System (CSS)" ='10.24 points

PPC is a registered hademark of Insurance Services Ofhce. lnc.
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hem 621 - Ct€dlt fot Hydrante (3 polntel

The second itenr reviewed is ltern 621 'Credit for l-lydrants (cH)" This item re'riews the

nunrber of fire hydrants of each type conrpared with the total number of hyrJ72n6

Thene are a total of 1000 hydrants in the graded area

620. t{ydnrils, - She, Typo and hstalatlon
Number of
Hydrants

Item 621 "Credit for Hydrants (CH)" - 3.00 poinb

lErn 6qt - Grcdit for lnspection and Flos Testing (7 points)

The third item reviewed is ltem 630 "Credit for lnspection and Flow Testing (ClT)" This.item

reviews the fire hydrant inspection frequency, and the completeness of the inspections'

tnspedion of hydrants shoud be in accordance with AV1l1lVA M-17, lnstallation, Field Iesltug

and Maintenance of Fire HYdrants.

Freqgency of lnspection (Fl): Average interval between the 3 most recent inspections-

0

PointsFreq uencv

1000
A. ItlHr e 6 {nch or hrger branch end a pumpor ouUst with or wilhotrtZ/' -

hch odets

0
B' llYttlt a 6 .inch or largor branch and no pumper outlet but t$to or rKtre

2't& -inch oudets, or wittr a smalt foot vafve, or wtth a small banel

GJD. Wilfi only a 2% {nch outbt or with less tian a 6 inch bmnch

0
E-lF. FtrshType, Cistern, orSuction Point

1 year

2years

3 years

4years

5 years or more

l{ote: The points for inspection frequency are reduced by 10 points if the inspections are incomplete or

do not indude a flushirg pr€ram. An addifional reduction of 10 points are made if hydrants are not

subjeded to full system pfessure during inspections. lf tre inspection of cistems or suction points do€s

not indude adual drafling wih a pumper, or back-flushino fordry 20 ooints are deducted.

30

20

10

5

No Credit

Totat points for lnspections = 3.20 points

PPC is a registered tradematk of Insurance Services Office, lnc.
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lntroductlon
ISO collects and evaluates infomtation from communities in the United States on their structure
fire su|rptession capabilities. The data is analyzed using our Fire Suppression Rating Schedule
(FSRS) and tlren a Public Protection Classification (PPCo) grade is assigned to the c'ommunity.
The surueys are conducted whenever it appears that there is a possibility of a PPC change. As
such, the PPC program provides important, upto-date information about fire protlction
services throughout the country.

The FSRS recognizes fire protection features only as they relate to suppression of first alarm
structure fires. ln many communities, fire suppression may be only a small part. of the fire
department's overall responsibility. ISO recognizes the dynamic and comprehensive duties of
a community's fire seruice, and understands the complex decisions a community must make
in planning and delivering emergency seruices. However, in developing a community's PPC
grade, only features related to reducing property losses from structural fires are evaluated.
Multiple alarms, simultaneous incidents and life safety are not considered in this evaluation.
The PPC program evaluates the fire proteciion for small to average size buildings. Specific
properties with a Needed Fire Flow in excess of 3,500 gpm are evaluated separately and
assigned an individualPPC grade.

A community's investment in fire mitigation is a proven and reliable predictor of future fire
losses. Statistical data on insurance losses bears out the relationship between excellent fire
protection - as measured by the PPC program - and low fire losses. So, insurance companies
use PPC information for marketing, undenlriting, and to help establish fair premiums for
homeowners and commercial fire insurance. ln general, the price of fire insurance in a
community with a good PPC grade is substantially lower than in a community with a poor PPC
grade, assuming allotherfactors are equal.

ISO is an independent company that seryes insurance companies, communities, fire
departments, insurance regulators, and others by providing information about risk. ISO's expert
staff collects information about municipal fire suppression efforts in communities throughor.rt
the United States. ln each of those communities, ISO analyzes the relevant data and assigns
a PPC grade - a number from '1 to 10. Class 1 represents an exemplary fire suppression
program, and Class 10 indicates that the area's fire suppression program does not meet ISO's
minimum criteria.

ISO's PPC program evaluates communities according to a uniform set of criteria, incorporating
nationally recognized standards developed by the National Fire Protection Association and the
Amenean Water Works Association. A community's PPC grade depends on:

theoretical amount of water necessary for fire suppression purposes.

and dispatching systems.

companies, operational considerations, and community risk reduction.

supply operations, and a careful evaluation of the amount of available water compared
with the amount needed to suppress fires up to 3,500 gpm.

PPC is a registered trademark oflnsurance Services Office, Inc'
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Item 621 - Creclit for Hydrants (3 points)

Tlre secorrcl itern reviewecl is ltetn 621 "Credit for Flydrants (Cl-|)". '[his item reviews the

rrurnber of fire lryclrarrts of eacl-t type cornpared with the total nurnber of hydrants.

Tltere are a totalof 102 hydrarrts in the graded area'

Item 621 "Gredit for Hydrants (CH;" = 3.00 points

ttem 630 - Credit for lnspection and Flow Testing (7 points)

The third item reviewed is ltem 630 "Credit for lnspection and Flow Testing (ClT)'. This item

reviews the fire hydrant inspection frequency, and the completeness of the inspections.

lnspection of hydrants should be in accordance with A\ AIVA M-17, lnstallation, Field Testing

and Maintenance of Fire Hvdrants.

Frequency of lnspection (Fl): Average interval between the 3 most recent inspections.

Frequencv Points

620. Hydrants, - Size, Type and lnstallation

142

Number of
Hydranb

A. With a 6 inch or larger branch and a pumper outlet with or wtthoul2'/' -

inch outlets

0
B. With a 6 -inch or larger branch and no pumper outlet but two or more

2% inch outlets, or with a small foot valve, or with a small barrel

0
CJD. With only a21/z-inch outlet or with less than a 6 'inch branch

0
EJF, Flush Type, Cistern, or Suction Point

1 year

2years

3 years

4 years

5 years or more

Note: The Points

30

20

10

5

No Credit

for inspection frequency are reduced by 'l 0 points if the inspections are incomplete or do

not include a flushing program. An additional reduction of 10 points are made if hydrants are not subjected

to full system Pressure during inspections. lf the inspection of cistems or suction points does not include

adualdrafting with a pumper, or back-flushing for dry hydrants, 20 points are deducted

Total points for lnspections = 3.20 points

PPC is a registered tradernark of Insurance Services Ofice, htc.
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Rank Water Systent

DOYLES OWN TOWNSI.IIP MUNICIPAL AUTIIORITY
2023 WA ER COST COMPARISON

(Costs are Qunrterly usage of 15,000 gallons)

Minlmum
Base Charge

Rate pe'
1,000 gallons

Avorage bill @
(15,000 qallons)

'.4

',}
ia:t
4
,"1

,1

tf

l lo,lv' . I

.i)1,/. Zltlta

EXHI

1

1

4

5

o

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

?0

PA American Water (Private)

Aqua PA (Essential Utilities Co.) (Private)

Buckingham Township District 2

Schwenksville Boro Water & Sewer Dept,

Bucks Water Water & Sewer Authority

Upper Southampton Municipal Authority

Perkasie Boro Regional Authority

Buckingham Township District 1

The Newtown Artesian Water Company (Private)

Plumstead Township

Telford Borough Authority

Warminster Municipal Authority

Doylestown Twp. Municipal Authority

Horsham Water & SewerAuthority

North Penn Water Authority

Milford Township Water Authority

Warwick Water & Sewer AuthoritY

Boro of Doylestown Water Dept.

Hilltown Township Municipal Authority

North Wales Water Authority

$

$

u

$

u

E

s

$

$

$

$

$

$

s

D

$

$

$

$

$

52.50

61,53

122.06

30,31

75.00

39.01

62.50

45.00

22.71

99.2S

42.00

32,00

20.00

21.30

13,68

42.18

27.72

28.75

23.00

13.80

$16.10 0

$13,05 - $15.45 $

$8.51 $

$8.00 $

94.70 $

$8.67 s

$4.10 - $4.50 $

$5.15 $

$6.64 $

$1.35 - $2,70 $

$5.10 $

$5.61 $

$5.85 $

$5.s2 $

$5.51 $

s5,2s $

$4.17 $

$4.29 $

$3.72 $

$3.s6 $

294.00

288,49

249.76

150.31

145.50

130.05

12V.00

122.25

122.24

119.54

1 18.50

116.15

$7.75

104.10

96.33

95.08

90.27

80.23

78.80

73.20

Note The lnformatlon contalned ln thts comparison rnport was obtained from each of the Municipoliy's we0site

and/or phone colls,
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Essentia! Utilities Reporte Financlal Results for Q1 2024

May 2, 2024

Eamings per 'slrere of -Q) 
gi ltr (lt 202' 16 ${.1 /2 fir (Jt 2023

Closes-ssb of nds{$r€ ene€y ft'lBis

BRYN {\|AWR, Pa.{BUS|NESS \l'lRE)-{lay 2. 2024- Essentiai utilities lnc. (NYSE: WIRg) today raported rssulls for tlre first quarter ended Matdl

31 , 2o2a. Essentiars ,ra i,.c.r-no ci ,izn'6.C milion or so.sz per strare rorltra nrst quarter or z d24 uxnpared lavorably to s191.4 mitlirn or 9o'72 nr

share repo{ted ficr th€ fu quarter (rf 2{123'

.Althuofi our oa-s fiootpaint experienced warmer then normalwinier wealher in 01 2024, we renrain fmused on and exP€ct to PGt strong te$tts for

#HS-ffil,'u,;"nil. ilri*." and chief Execuh've omcer Cntstoptrer Franktin. 'ln Ql 2024, lhe comparry comploled the s165 miflion

sate of its d\r€€ nofi-,trliv microgia ano district energy projoc-ts in pittsburgh. T}e proceeds were used lo financ€ Ess€nliars capital expenditures in

O.L J.te"t"f r,toiB Forn equiv afld debt isslances '

First cttrlrr 202'a oPGrsting Rcaulto

Essenli:i eported n€t in@me 0{$265.8 million and eamings per share of $0.97 for the first qu ader ol2)?A,which includes a one-lime gain ol $91 2

rdlion,nerofr-artsactioo{er"t o"*p.r*o",or$66.0milion"n"ro*}"r-tr"iibsrliii**r;"rntethree€nergyprojecrs,coTqr{ton€tincorneot
S1g1 .4 mlfion and .amings p€r share of S0.72 fo( the same period in 202i. iompaang nis ouartels eamings to those of ol 2023' inqaasd

re\€nues from regubtiory r€coveries, regulated wat6r segrant -"to*"l" iarur',iignJt tagriut"d natural gis segmenl and water segmenl volurnes'

and o8rer ienrs, whici incLldes the gsin on ssle, were offset by a slighl lncrease ln expensos'

Rererur€s |br the qlHig.r,yere s€.|21 miflion compared to $726.5 million in the frst quartor of 2023, a decrease of 15.7"/o' Lower wchased gas costs

and og*{ ite.ns were the dmary contftdo.s to th€ decrease in revenues for the quarter, which were offset by additional revenues ftom tegubtory

reco,edes\ qjgo|Tpr gao$/th from the regulated water segment, and higher regulated natuGl gas 
-segment 

and wat'er segment volurnes- Non-"'ealher-

inpacbd cornmercial and hdustial ojstomets' gas volumes incre.ased"compaied to Q1 2023:rvhile wamer wealher significantly impacted residential

vdtrnes, re$Jtting in a shortrall rebtive to normil usags, similar to the impact of unusually warm wealher in Q1 2023' op€rations and maintenance

";.;; 
;;;"d to s130.9 million for the firsr quarter of 2024 compared to 9138'0 million in the first quarter of 2023'

Essentid,s regulated water s€gment reporred revenues for lhe quarter of $279-9 million, an inctease of 4'7% compared to $267'3 million in tiE firet

quarter of2023. Rates and surchargesard olstomer growth were f:6 largest contributors to Sle increase in revenues for the perbd' op€ralions and

rnain'narc eraens€s fur Esseotid,s regutated wabr segmenr inseaseito 590.7 million for the first quarter of 2024 comparad to s82'8 minion in the

fi*t q.rarte.Jrb23t driven pattidty byfuvoraile impacts hst year'

Essenus regrl*d natural gas s€gmmt reported revenues for the quarter of $324.3 million, compared tB $441 '3 million in lhe first quarter of 2023'

Due maidytD ro$,Ercomnpartv p#:;J";;;";J*"r.$t)s.s miilion forrhe quarter as compared to $241.9 million forthe same quarter in

2023. As a res:ft, the ,.corcry or t'Gr'prrchasedlas mss was the largest driver in the decrease of revenues operations ard maintenarrce

ep€nses tor Esseotial's regulal ;,!rJgas segr;nt oecreased to g4;.9 million for ths first quart et ol 2024 @mpared to $51'2 million in the first

i!rr", J iOn,impaded positivety Oy tire-sate oi Ure energy projects and lhe West Virginia utility assets.

Dividend

As praniordy announced on February 21, 2024, Essentials board of diredors dedared a quartedy €ash dividend of $0'3O71 per share of common

sbdc Thb d,vilend *ir be payaHe;J,r. r, zozl, o .hareholders of record on May 10, 2024. The company has paid a cons€€uwe quarterly cash

dYiderd for rnse than 79 Yars.

Fnlarcing

ly'afftailr},l,Na4,E6ssnltd,s$/eightedavsragecostoffixed+atelong-termdebtwas3.ggTo,andlhecompanyhad 
$1,073.2millionawihbleon

ilE cr€dit fttes.

RdE-ffity

*,;,1o,yl,Nz4,tt*cofiparysregdatedwaters€$nentrecqivedraeawardsorifihasbucturesumfiatgesin 
lllinois,NorthCamlina'Ohio'and

c.','"yn,'n;o.d j13.7 ,rilbn, ard drrg,l"t"o n"uol g6s segment receiued inhastructure surchatges in Kentucky and Ponnsytvanla of S1'0 million'

Ttc-.t*nryasreftyl's b6e r;;sesorinft-asruaum surcfurges pending in lllinois' New Jersey, Texas, and Virginia for its regrulated water

d*."*r-rrUir,"O *o,fA 
"6O 

- eg,fi61lgd'43.2mitrton in incremental annual revenues, and a base rate cas€ pending in Penftsvlvania for its

t6t4'6 t6'd g's€grneni br ar estifiated S156.0 million in incremenlal ann'ual ravenues,

CapftatEJ'Frd'ltuIex

Essefltid irw€61€d ?{lptoxffialely $?53,0 millon in the first lhree months of 2024 to improve ils rBgulatsd wat6r and natural gas infrastructurs s!€tams

ard to €nha|ca qJstofi|€r s€wha acfocs lt8 op€rations, The company continues b bo a leader in he country at replacing miles of ag€d underground

vilfiy fuard's('rr}'rifrredO naifEtninge;il'ladl€vds of hfi-astsudure invesllnent. The company is on trac* to invest b€tw€€n $1.3 to Sl'4 biIion

in oe€d€d htradrucfrreirwfxJlme'lu'infu4.Ftomm?4thtilJgh 2028, tho company plans lo invest approimately $7.2 bdlion-to inprov€ water and

naural ga cyd,f,'r' ar6 ws *tve qJgotnerg throgh lmproved tnformaton tedrno'logy. Essentiafs invesme{rF duling lhls five'year perlod lnclude



addressing PFAS with at lerst $450 million in capital projacts, ropl0cirg BftJ oxpsndln0 its wator on(l wrslowator utilily lntrastructuro, and roplaclng
and upgrading lis natu€lgas utlllty infrastruclure, with ths latter leadlno lo slonlll€nt rerluclk)n0 ln melhena arntsstons lhat occur ln agBd gas plp€s.
The oompany is a l€ader ln renEdlallng PFAS and wfil mnlpty wilh tho rernnlly flnsllzed EPA rulo. Tltr) cJlpltsl lnvoslments mrrJe lo rehablfitate and
expand th€ inFastnrture of the €mmunitles' Essnlial srues ars r;rlllcal to lls ntlssbn of srfoly nn{l rotllbly rlrrllvorilg Earlh's mml cs€ntlal
resoures-

Water t tility crotvth by Acqulsitlon

bas€ than it could fronl orgenic cuslonr€r groMh alone.

sxpected to seNe o\€r 215,000 orstomers or equival€nl dwslling units sn(l lotal appmximat€{y $385 mlllion ln purd}as4 fxicn lni nnyan/z gn6.5
million agreerneiri to acquirQ lhe Hsware County Regionsl Watsr Quality Gontrol Aulhority (DELCORA), o Pennsylv'jnia sevnr aulhttrily Vtal s$rvos
approYimately 1 98,0(F equtvalent d$€lling \rrits hr the Phlladelphla suburbs, ts lncluded sfilong theeo rlgne.t putclns$ aqtesfitqntlt.

The F*peline ot pc{entialwater and wastewater ntunin'pal ac4uisitioris lhe company is sctive ly pursuing roprosents apynoximataly 4(*1,0(y) l.)1al
crrstomefs.

202{ Fh€nclsl and Grasdt Guldance

Essentid updstes its gruldance ftom previously anno{Jnced:

o ln February, we provided guidance for 2024 net incrme per diluted common share to be $1.96 to $2.00. Due to lha first
quafter 2024 results, we anticipate exceeding this 2024 guidancs as a result of the gain on sal€ of the energy plant assels,
despite the warmer-than-normal weatherthat resulted in lower r€gulated natural gas operating revenuesr ln 2024, regulated infrastructure investments will be approximately $1.3 to $1.4 billion

' Through 2028' we will make regulated infrastructure investments of approximately $7.2 billion, weighted towards the
regulated water segment

' Through 2028, tt€ regulated water segment rate base will grou,r al a compounded annual growlh rale ol approximalet! 8o/o

' Through 2028, the regulated nafural gas segment rate base will grow at a compounded annual growth rate of
approximstety 10%

o Through 2028, the regulated utility rate base will grow at a compounded annual growth rate of over 8olo

' The regulated water cxrstomer base (or equivalent dwelling units) of lhe business will grow at an average annual grov/th
rate of between 2 and 3% from acquisitions and organic customer gmwth

o The regulated nafural gas customer base of the business will be stable for 2024
o ln 2024, approximatety $250 million in equity is expected to be raised using an ATM equity program

Sustainability Guidance and Comniitrnents

r Reduction of Scope 1 and Scope 2 greenhouse gas emissions by 60% by 2035 from the companfs 2019 baseline
o Multiyear plan to ensure that finished waler does not€xceed the EPA regulation published recenlly for PFOA, PFOS,

PFHxS, PFNA. and HFPGDA contaminants

Essenlid reafinrs its commitrent b subdantidly reduce Scope 1 and 2 greenhouse gas emissions by 2035. The company dans lo achieve lhes€
redJAbrs Uroqh extensive gas pipel-rne replacement, the purchase of renewable energy, ac€eleraied melhane leak deteciion and rBpair, and
lrrbus dler pfaned initiatives. ln additih, Essentid reaffirms ils @nmiEnent to providing finished water that wi[ me€t tle EPA regulation regardir€
PFAS puHished in Apnl-

Gritanca AsslrnFfrons

EssanH LlbTlies does not guarardee frrture results of any kind. Guidanc€ is subject lo risks and uncertainties, including, without limitatiofl, those
fadors qrflin€d in ttn 'Fdrvatd Looking Statements' of tfiis release and the "Risk Fadors' sec'tion of the companys annual and quartedy reports filed
yilh tE Secilrities and Exclra4e Commission.

The earrings p€r stlare, lrHnEt re irwestnent and rate base guidance indudes lhe slgned municipal ,.rater and wastewater acqulsluons lor whictt
lhe conpary fas enEred into 4lned Erdrase agreements as of lhe dale the gu'dance was announced but does not indude DELCORA or olher
paelttia mur*ipa a$sitlrlo fro{n fre comparVs list of acquisition opporfunitbs thst ciltrenty r€p{Bsents ovor 40O,00O orslomer equivalents. The
aver4e drlrd regubt€d tirater,s€g.n€rt gtotA4fr guidance rcllects lhs companfs prov€n acquisitioo track record of adding nearly 129,0O0 custorners
s€q,iydentdy/e&€ mib and der$500 million in rala base sincs 2015, its cunent backlog of approximatety $385 mill'lon of signed p€nding
acsibltitrls with sver215.0(A €qrivd€nt (rjs{orners, atd the cunent acquisition landscape..

fte compfl/s gui&ncs indud€€ th€ s)p€ctaton thd the company will continuo to issue €quity and debl on an as needed basis to support
acryisilins ad caplal imee{rnent flans.

FW &z16r &lI E mho3call ffirrl}do.t
D-aE:\by3,2'Jr24
T&1!€| 1t arr|. EDT (W M tn W 1Or5 ajn.)
Webcdand dbe preo€nldiJn fric
R*yW1kffi5&,.1035 (U"S.l E lntmdimal callers can find theirdial in
Csfrmatbn code;4i3ts676

i



The company\ mnfereflce ca1 wibh fin'n<;bt anahpte wil take place on Friday, Mey 3, 2024,81 11 t.m. Eastsm Da/ght Titn€. Th€ cdl add

pres€ntation will b€ 
'rEbcsst fve;fJJJJponf"" rey llston ov6rlhe lntenrol by lrx|glng on to 6nd folloriing th€ llnk for ' Tfle

conturence call win o.eJwJ-rn iiru'inii* ha"rron" s€dtcxr (t' rhe mrnpony's webslto for g0 days folltrlng lte c:ill. Mtllfon*y' th€ €ll w'l be

recorded ard msde avsllabls for,"ofr 
'iii 

p.",. on Mny 3, 2024, tur 10 bushross ttnys ftrllcnvlng fhe ctll- To accoss lh€ audio raplal in lln U.S-. dbl

B66.ss3.l03s (pss *Jiweszoi. tntemekrna cnllers rsn find the ir dial ln nrlnh€r (pass trtdo 4938576).

Abo{t Es}!ilfat

Essentiel Utt||Uec hc. (NYSE: WTRG) dellvrgl3 sab, de€n, reli8bl€ servlc€s that tmprove quallty of llfo for lrdlvlduats' hmillos' and onli'o

communities. with I tbcrjs on weter, wnshswRt6r and natural gas, E6senlial is committed to suslalnabl€ growtrl. operalional exc''tronc€, a 
'.rqetirt

customof €xp\6rienc". anc pnamieiemploytr starus- Wb are advocatss fff the communities we serye and aro dedimted slffiatds of natural lznds,

protecting aln" tttn 7,600 acGs of fo'€sts 8nd oth€r habiiats throughout our footprint'

Op€rsting ss th€ Aqr,a eod Fdod€s brafids Essenthl s€rt/6 approximably 5.5 mimon p€ople across nine sstes. Essential is one ot bh€ tnGt

",gnmo"ti, 
p.,ofi*v reded r,latetr s{Rste$ater sfit ke en'd natrel ga3 provlders ln the U.S. Leam more at

Fonod-Looldttg Sltt rn qrt

Thb r€lsese conEins iorwrd{sktng s{ab.ner|ts wihin th€ m€aning of the Private Securities Litigauon Refom Act cf 1995, wfiich generafiy inctude

rdrb srci as t€Iitv€s," 'erpecfs,' lnteardsr' 'anlidpebs,' 'estimat€s," and sirnilar expr€ssbns. Tho Company can give no assulanc€ tlErt arry

sctrl€l or ijtlre r€cuf,s or €\€rits dbrussed in th€se slatements will b€ schleved. Any forwar&looklng slatsmants teprss€nt its vie',vs onIY as oi loday

8nd shoi,d not be reled upon as representtng ns views as of any subsequent dato- Readers are cauloned that sucft torward-looking slatem€nts are

$Aie{r to a vsie{y of risks and uncertainties lh€t cou}d carce the comparry's actual r€sulls lo differ maierially fom fre slatements contained in this

Ueesa Sl*, A,..nrd{ooking statements incfud€, arnong ot}rers: the guidance range of nel inmme per diluted comnnn share; lhe an{icipaled amount

of |# inyssnent h 2o"1 tlr'irgh 202s1 rhe ra€ base growh of conrpany lhrough 2028; the reduction cd scope 1 and scope 2 gre€nho$se gas

srnis*rs by6{Ff, fy it35 forn ti cornpany's 2019 besetne: th€ annu;l a;erage cap'rtal invedment per year; $e rate bas€ grolvtft fiom its organic

c+ld iil,€|;rrrrd yograrn thfirrgh Af2S: its dan to rais€ approximetely 5250 mlnlon in €quli'y thtough the At-ThcMatket equity program; lh€

ConparVsr,,er ufrty sJstdner b6e gro|.ift at an aveEge annual long term growth raG of between 2-3oi for acquisitions and oryanic c,Jslofier

g.o"il; d.t gt*ty of-tre Corrpaq/s rcgdafed naturd g6rs arstorner b& in 2624; the Company's waler utility compoun# gtorrrlh @'tr. d Syoi and,

tt* cb;p"d" g*uffVcornpouri:eO gmw*r rate of 10%. There are importantfado6 that could cause adual resutts to difer materidly frotn thos€

erp,e"s"O J mpfi"O bv sucfr ioru€ro-foo*ing staternents including: disruptions in the global econom)4 potential disuptions in the supply chain for raw

ard finishsd rnderid$ fl'le contiuetton of the compan/s gror,rrthJfrrough-acquisition prcgram; general economic business conditiors: the cornparvs

sbiny b rabe addnidlal eqdy, irdJdr€ on an as noeded besis; hor:s-ing and arstonret gro.rtt trsRds; unfavorable weather condilbns; the sJccess of

cstdn cost cofffi lnxbtiri€s; changBs in regdalions or Ggiulaticry teatrnent he cornp€ny's abiftty to successful]y dose municFafiy ollvned

qFlErns pr€ssrtly rnrderagreenent ard successfrdly compleie other acquisitions and dbposiuorE and olherfa{rds disctssed in our Atlnual Report

m f(r|rn iO<sri ourQuarte{ty Reportson Form 1}Q, vftkh are filed witr the Seqrrities and Exctenge Commission For more information regtrding

ridcs and urertairtbs associaf€d wii Essentiafs business, please reier to Ess€ndafs annual, quartarly, and olher SEC ffings. Essential is not under

ary obligalion- and epresdy dscL{ns any such ouigdion - b update or after its forward-looking $aEments wh€fier as a result of new information,

ftftJre srenBordlefwbe-

WTRGF

Esse.6d frffiDq ete ard Sltbstliaries

Seb.ed@r$rgD#
{h ltFUsaG, erE€ptpershare amqrnts)

GnareAl

Op€ralir€ r€sr€rlrr6

gp€trdidts ard fiaintatldtcs e4€ttse

U*rldbwErg c.lnmqr $aB

Dl,'fd t,f,. t'f!l',E p€. cqfrtst *€re

Quarter Ended

March 31,

w24 2023

t612,069 $726,,1s0

$135,900 51J/,g)4

6ffitr72 $191..(?t

to37 '90.i?

$st $0.72
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The following are subnritted as my public cotnntents lor the Cheltenham Township Official Act
537 Servage Plan Update:

I. INTERIM PRIVATE PROPERTY PROTECTION
I studied errougft real estate law to leam that private property is protected from damage crossing

the property line, rvhether above ground or below ground. So, I am deeply troubled that the

tosrnship sanitary sewer system. which is designed to take wastewater and sewage from the

home doumhill by gravity, can be so overrvhelmed to overflow uphill through several feet of
elevation, and discliarge into any homes, without the township satisfying damage claims, and

even worse not preventing future overflorvs. 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 Augu st 2012 CAP (contained in the Act 537 plan, Appendices ftle 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 privaie basernents or any private properfy for the

township sanitary sewer to overflow, anltirne ii is under capacity? In that event, what measures

will the township provide to such hcmeowner$ tir lestors such homes to their original condition?
Since cleaning up after sewage is not quite ih* srrrrre as no sewage at all, what punitive measures

will the township impose on itself to conipensat{: tirr praperff owner, in a gesture of good faith,
and as a financial disincentive, until such ovcrfi,;rvs l11g private property are corrected?

3. EXCEEDING IOO% SYSTEM CAPACITY
Act 537 Official Sewage Facilities Plan Update page 2l (ARRO file page 34) shows that wet
weather flows are between 64Yo and78%;ohigher than dry weather flows (328% vs.200Yo
maximum capacity, and99%o vs. 50%o minimum capacity, respectively) for sanitary sewer
lnterceptor A between manholes MH A-154 to MH A- l. 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 between200%o of current capacity in dry weather and
328Yo of cunent capaciLy in wet weather. Since the township sewer cannot be effective when
loaded to 328% of its capacity, or even to 200%o 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
andwetweather flows are demonstrated to be well within current capacity. Otherwise, does
CheltertnmTownship condone the damage to private property due to sewer system overflows
without takingfnancial 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)
inta my home tlirrt had been repor0ed to the township without gonection, Cheltenham finally
inspeatedthpir sewer lineo in my neighborhood, finding a) "considerablo evidence of leaking
joints and mineraldeposits which indicate previous leaking joints", b) an average of "about 2



Robert Hyslop, Page 2 of 1

gallons ofjoint sealing grout to seal a joint", c) r'the main interceptor from Springhouse Lane
to Bostotl Market was one-qu{rter tjlled with rnud and sediment" (230 S. Easton Rd., directly
behind my propefty). aud d) "otte of the rnanholes was 90o/o blocked". This was documented at
5/9/2000 Public Worts (page l8). Since the township chose to defer sewer maintenance until
this level of deterioratiott and reduced sewer capacity had caused multiple and severe sanitary
se\l'er olertlolvs into my home, why were my repeated requests for damages from the township
for utrltealthy sanitary sewer overflows denied? How will Act 537 prevent such violations to
prirrate properly in the future? Will damage settlement to the privat e property owner be required
of the torvrrship?

5. ACCEPTABLE PREVENTIVE MEASURES
If it takes decades to repair the sanitary sewer system, which it afteady 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 ou".fio* in the interim. If this
means installing a backflow valve to prevent sewage frornentering into a relatively few number
of homes while the system is repaired, then the township must either rcpair the system before the
next overflow or add acceptable prevention valves. Oui first s"*e, ou"rflow from the township
system occurred on 612211989. Per Act 537, relining and reillacement of only a portion of the
106-mile sewer in phases 1A through 4 are not scheduled foi completion until 2019,30 years
after our first of 26 reported sewer system overflorvs. Hoq,long should the homeowner be
subjected to overflows of the township sanitary seiver system before preventive action is taken
by the township?

6, NO ADDITIONS WHILE EXCEEDING f]A],ACITY
Cheltenham Township website demographies sis.re ttiar, there arc 14,897 housing units. Since
my l/16/2013 (Public Works) question to icrrrrtiii ar a tlasetine the number of current connected
EDUs in Cheltenham remains unanswered, u:;:ng i'7,897 it seems that 3,880 additional EDUs
would be a26Vo increase in sewer connections. AIso, 3,082 additional EDUs projected for
higher flows from Abington would require an additionalZl%ioincrease on the current sewer
capacity. How can the township overload a sewer system with even more development @DUs),
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 12120/1996 letter to the PA-DEp Water
ManagementRegional Manager Joseph Feola, that the township was "98olo developed,' and
that "the likelihood of any significant development is remote". If so, why did Cheltenham
Township requost and successfully obtain approximately 600 more EDU sewer connections
("on a case-by-oase basis") between 1997 and,2010 (Township Manager David Kraynik 9/7/
2010 PowerPoint presentation to tlre 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%lrwrease of the 600 BDUs already added over a l4-year period), if the township was
previously akeady 98%o developed, 600 EDUs ago? Which information is oorrect?
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8. DEp li/lL.L I,tr\\i 1,, No Rt;(iLll,A l'l()N n tl,rtilt ID{ J t{b]l-HAS[j

Siltcc tltc engirtcclirtg.itrslilicrtiort llrrtltosc (r(X)ncw UDIJ selvorcottttections proved to he

faulq,. dc*rrr-nstrated-a.s SSOs corttirrucd to occurthrouglt 201l. arguably in greater f'requency

and ie'cr.it),a'd iu rut.,r.e neightrorhoocls, I iurplore the DEI'not to allow any number of EDLI

colrecti(rrs irr lrulk, csp"cialiy rrot 3.880. Irrstead, Chelterrharrt shoulcl only he allowed a-pcirtiort

of th(. nreesurc'd rvet-n,eathcr florv leduction (rt'ellunder 5091,). 'fhis should only be based .-x

*,et-*.eather.reductiorr. and only' after reduced flow is first verified with accurate measurement'

Tlris is the orrll. \valr that the sanirary sewer capacib, o.tuo,tt improves at all. rather than

,leteriorare turi6er. trefore arry additional connictions are pcrmitted to aggravate an ol'erloaded

S)'ste.rn. as has been happening for decades. DEP must retain regulatory authority'.

9. CONSEQUENCES OF FAULTY ENGINEERING
ln the 91712010 PowerPoint presentation to the Commissioners at Public Works. Township

Manager David Kraynik stated (page 27) that beflveen 2007 and 2008, avetage sewer flows

decreased by an amount equivalenito more than 2,000 EDUs (over 500,000 gallons per day)'

However, page 3 (of a5) oithe Augu st2012 CAP notes that the rainfall decreased by 6 inches

during thoie ianie ,."urr, f.o* 2001 to 2008, explaining that the decreased sewer flows were due

to lesi infiltration from far less rain rather than simply sewer repairs. Furthermore, the same

page notes rhat rainfall then increased by 13 inches the next year, from 2008 to 2009 - with a 73o/o

in"i"ur. in average server florv (866,000 more gallons per day, equivalent lo 3,464 more EDUs)'

This increased flow r.vas despite the projected infiltration and inflolv relief from sewer repairs in

2009. including the completion of phase V cleaning, televising, and sealing 190,000 linear feet

of sewer pipe at $1,048,100. Therefore, the apparent 2008 reduction was a false one, rvhile the

2009 increase from more rain had very real consequences to private properf,v, to neighborhoods,

and to streams. Why did the tolvnship still claim credit in 2010 for an artificial reduction of
over 2,000 EDUs for 2008, but not offer to return a future credit of 3.464 EDUs for 2009, both

based on measured changes in sewer flow rates? The two years should have resulted in a net

loss of EDU5, not an offset, and certainly not only submitting credit for a gain. Where are such

automatic corrections in Act 537?

1 O. ADJUSTMENTS FOR MISCALCULATIONS
I pay sewer taxes for sewage removal, not delivery. What measures in the Act 537 plan will
prevent the township from delivering sewage to any private properry in the future? What

consequences to protect private properry are immediately activated upon miscalculations in

reduction measurement, system design, repair, or insufficient maintenance?

1 I. EFFECTIVENESS OF REPORTING PRIVATE PROPRTY DAMAGE
The first document of Appendix R (Connection Management Plan) contains a chart and a flawed
justificationfor 569 more EDUs dated912812011, just days after residents overwhelmed the 9/
L4/20L1 Public Works meeting with testimony about flooding and a history of sanitary server

overflows in the township culminating in the 91812011 disaster. By 201l, wasn't the tolvnship
akeady aware of the faulty calculation from reduced 2008 rainfall, and the increased flows
from2009 rainfall,yieldinganetnegative effect in system capacity despite repairs? This 9/28i
20ll EDU request apparently ignores the damages to private property that same month from
the existingdeteriorated condition of the sanitary sewer. Why would Cheltenham Township
pursue any further sewer connections (EDUs) before corecting the existing severo capacity
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problerlt'l Martltttlcs rrcrc still disclrargirrg scwagc into strce:ts, ()nto and into privatc propefiy.
and intir \\:rltcrwil)is. Sc'\v{rgc rvns still pourirrg irrto horrrcs arrd businesscs, uphill, against the
gravitv dcsigrr. l)ocs tlris 9i28/201I lll)t!rcqucst to I)1.)1, rcprcsurt all of thc SSO reports by
all rcsidents t() thc to\\,llsltip scu,cl irrspcctor', both prcceding and fbllowing 91812() I l, acros',
rtrullipL'Cltchr'rtltnut rtcigltborltootls'l Othcrwise, is llltering residents' SSO reports and prrbir,-

tcsiittr.'tttr, {inttt tltc DIIP arrd pcrltaps cven li'orn the Cornmissioners away to discourage
tuture lcsidertt SS() repol-tinB. conrlrounding the discrepancy between reported and actual SSrr
rrrngnitudc''l \\that part of Act 537 Plan prevents such future behavior?

I:. UNDER-REPORTING
Betrveen 1996 and 20l l inclusive. I had personally reportecl at least 25 documented storms
causin-e sanitary sewer overflows on Harrison Avenue, either through street manholes, yard
nranholes, irrto basements, or potentiallli all. Have each of these reported SSOs also been
reported by' the township to DEP? If not, does that not convey a deliberate attempt at under-
reporting sanitary sewer overflows, allowing underestimation olthe problem magnitude,
dela5'ing the system repair, and further overloading the sanitary sewer system by requesting and
accepting and connecting even more EDUs? Even if allhave been reported by the township
(they have not. according to my observations), I urge DEP to considei from the evidence that
very ferv residents will recognize the seriousness of SSOs, and will understand the cause of SSOs
even in their home, and will report all SSOs to the township, and will be persistent enough to
document each and track each through DEP reporting. This effect must be factored into the
actual reports which are received by DEP. The past reported SSOs must be extrapolated to the
current system measures of under-capacify, and used to project from future reporting to estimate
actual future sewer conditions. However, even a single SSO, especially into a home or business.
is too many and must be stopped immediately. Elevation,,vithin hundreds of township manholes
and thousands of township laterals offer a massive underground volume to contain thi sanitary
sel rer "sanitarily" within a buffer. Once a single manhole lid or a single basement elevation is
exceeded, there is property damage.

I3. TOWNSHIP CONSISTENCY
Inthe 917/2010 PowerPoint presentation to the Commissioners at Public Works, Township
Manager David Kraynik stated that the township "sanitary sewer system periodically experiences
sanitary sewer overflows", and that "about 8-10 properties are periodically affected'i (page 4).
There were considerably more than l0 properly owners documenting SSOs to the townstrip via
letters and faxes and e-mails, in dozens of public meetings, even in several newspaper articles,
since 1996. Does the township now acknowledge that these statements were grois under-
reporting of the problems reported since 1989 and documented since 1996, both in frequency and
in number of properties affected? Was this description even consistent with the damages from
massive sewer overflows only one year later (9l8l20ll) or even earlier that same year-in April
2010 (in Elkins Park)? How will such under-reporting be prevented in the future, especially with
3,880 EDUs inhand?

14. PRIVATE PROPERTY DAMAGES
I took preventive action myself after 5 SSOs in 1996 alone, all reported to Cheltenham
Township, andthen to DEP, I did not need a grinder pump on my sewer lateral, which was
offered to other residents at greater township expense'(but only aiter the nrassive public outcry
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on 9/14i2011. uot rvlrerr scverc SSOs lra<l oc,cttttcd itt lltosc satrtc ttcighborhr.rods during April
2010). I clid uot l.lcc(l a1 ()vcrllolv l{csistattoc Systcttr. r.vlrich was als() t-rllered tr.r rtther residents

at nruclr grr-a(ct.toq,rrs6ip cxl)cllsc (hrrt ortly aficr tltc tttassive puhlic outcry rn c)ll4l20l l, not

rvherr screr.c SS()s lrad ()ccr1't'c(J irt that santc treighborhorlcl in2005). Ionly needed sewcr

backlltrrl apd gatc yalycs a1 a ll'actiort of tltc cost Lo prevellt SSOs into my privatepr{iperli'.

To\\-nshipr N{anager Dar,id Kravrrik stated irt his 122011996 letter to the PA-DEP Water

Llarraqerrrenr Rcgional N'lanager Joseph Feola. that the township offered a backflort' valve irt

r',re "iria gesture 6f sooperation and good f'aith". In fact, the tou,nship offerrvas completely

unacccptable Lrecause a) it inclucled a plastic valve on a cast-iron lateral. No infbrmation

u,as provided on manul'acrurer, warrallty, or maintenance, as requested, b) Installation by

a protbssional server contractor tvas not provided. c) The homeolvner was responsible for
valve nraintenance without an1, description of adequate maintenance as requested, d) Access

to the valve for proper cleanout via manhole r.vas not offered due to additional cost, despite

maintenance being mandated as a homeorvner responsibility, then passed on to all future

homeowners of m5, prope(v, and e) The homeowner ivas required to waive township liability
for future sanitary se$,er overflows. rather than only for past sewer overflolvs. As I recall, my'

research on liability discovered that one of the 8 listed exceptions to the township sovereign

immunity defense u'as for sanitary sewers. Was the gesture of cooperation and good faith

by the tormship "offer" merely an attempt to entice the homeow-ner to waive future township

liability for its sewer system (a valuable real estate right), rather than to accept responsibilitv

only for past damages? Why were my repeated requests for relief of these five unacceptable

conditions denied? Have all of these unreasonable conditions been removed from the township's
current "free" backflotv valve offer? What measures are in place to assure that future township
responsibility is accepted for damages to private property from sanitary sewer overflow's?

15. MISTRUST OF TFIE TOWNSHIP
I certainly do not want to repeat the past, at least not past mistakes. However, the suffering that

has already occurred can be used as an opportunity to correct mistakes, rather than to repeat

or even magnifu those mistakes through denial. But the mistakes must be acknowledged, not
rewarded. In order to put into perspective my frustration with waming the township formally
since 1996 about severe sewage overflows into some Harrison Avenue homes (5 overflows
documented n 1996 alone, following multiple phone calls by multiple neighbors to the township
plumbing inspector since 1989), then persistently pursuing township sewer improvements

despite no damage settlement, I relate to the Township Manager, to the Township Engineer,

and to the 4 newest Commissioners, all of whom were not serving at the time, this major
accomplishment (despite much township resistance and delay). This example shows why there
has been ongoing resident mistrust of township officials, both on sanitary sewers and on flooding
matrers. This is now an opportunity to accept responsibility for past torvnship behavior.

Upon completion of the Canoll Engineering June 2004 Glenside / Laverock Area Infiltration and

Inflow lnvestigation report, I was not successful in getting Township Manager David Kraynik
te even address the results of the report during at least 4 Public Works meetings over one ve€u

aflnr its release (El1012004,1011212004,411,712005, and 5/10/2005). This report had already
beenfunded and completed, the results were intended to show measured system improvement
in inflow and infiltration from the 1998 baseline report, therefore quantiry'ing taxpayer sewage
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treatlnent cost r.cductirll. \'ct il \\/0s llot cvcrr bcing discussccl, not evcn when requcstcd by
a resiclt'ttl lt lisk. sottlcL)rlc rvllo.sc trcighhorhoorl rvas at risk. or sirnpl-y bv a taxpayer. Sr-r, I
t'rbtaittctl a copv r)1'tllc ('irrr()ll crrgittccrirrg rcllort rrrysell'ancl persorrally read the executive
stlnrtrrnr\ t() the ('otlrtltissiottcrs artd into the public record at the 9/1312005 Public Works
tllt'!'tirl-s l-i nrotttlts rtltc-r tltc' repol1 lrad bcerr issued to the towlrship. 'l'he township's own
\\'averlv Rtrrtd l.etl'Ctxrpostirtg Facility (WLCI-') rvas iclentifled as contributing over hallof
th!'in{lo\\ li'trrn CI-14 (23.000 linear feet of 8" diameter gravity ser,ver in Laverock area), an ar,:zt

u'hc're intltl\\'\\;as llleasured to be tu'o tirnes \.votse than the other areas studied surrounding the
Harrisort Avettue SSOs reported since 1996. The 5 acres of rainfall from the WLCF drainttng
intc'r the sanitaU se\\/er. was lneasured at a rate of 100,000 gallons per inch of rainfall. Our rare
l0-inch stornls would elnpty over one rrrillion gallons of st|rmlvater into the sanitary sewer.
This had been resultirtg not onlv in ongoing SSOs into homes and streets and waterw.ays, but also
adding significant taxpayer cost for ongoing sewage treatment of rainwater in the sanitary sewer.
Durirrg the delay in addressing the results o1tne cJmpleted engineering report , 6 or 7 more SSos
occurred.and were reported on Harrison Avenue alone (the seJenth occurred 101812005 before
engineering bids to address the wLCF, rn ith 2 more SSos in 2006).

Wh1' should a resident have to pursue completed analyses 5 times in public meetings over l5
months to get appropriate township actioni For what expertise and services are we-paying
high taxes? Finally, in 2007 , the direct connection of the torvnship leaf composting facility,s
stormwater into the sanitary sewer was removed, eliminating 5 acies of rainfall driining into the
:ewer. The Spring 2007 Cheltenham Update even boasted of a Sto.-*ater Best lVlanagement
Practices award to the township for removing the leaf composting facility stormwater
connections to the sanitary sewer (page 4), failing to mention thai it was only after repeated
attempts by a single resident, who was persistent enough to read their orvn engineering report
summary into the public record. Why accept an award for what was resisted, and delJyed, and
might have still remained undone?

Even worse, the September 1988 Cheltenham Township Infiltration / Inflow Study by SMC
Martin Inc. had warned, decades earlier, a) that the sanitary sewers d.ownstream oithe leaf
composting facility were already hydraulically loaded to or near capacity, b) that inflow. and
infiltration can contribute to surcharging in the server system, c) that this condition could result
in fines from the DER (later named the DEP) and potential damage to private property, and d)
that by instituting recommended inflow and infiltration reduction programs, ttre townstrip would
realue a positive cost benefit in 5 years. When was the WLCF first connected to the ,unitury
sewer system? Late 1980s, wasn't it? Was this 1988 study used, or intended to be used for the
WLCF connection decision? This report was dated (mere coincidence?) less than a year before
my first sewer overflow, into my home (after almost 6 years since the home was purchased
without a single SSO), on 6/22/1989, which was perhaps preventable by addressing the very
recent 1988 report. Since the township chose to add this massive 5-acre stormwatJr connection
without frst verifying adequate sanitary sewer capacity, why were my repeated requests for
damages from the to11$ip for unhealthy sanitary sewer overflows into my home denied? What
conseguences in Act 537 will prevent such violations to private property in the future?

16. NEW EDUs vs. EXISTING EDUs




