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I. INTRODUCTION 

Complainant Adam M. Copenhaver, a residential ratepayer of Columbia Water Company 
(CWC or Respondent) residing at 339 Cherry Street, Columbia, Pennsylvania 17512, 
respectfully moves this Commission pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 3.6 for an emergency 
supersedeas suspending Tariff Supplement 138 and the associated PENNVEST surcharge 
increase from $9.69 to $9.92 per month, effective February 1, 2026, pending resolution of 
Complainant's formal complaint docketed at C-2026-3060873. 

This motion arises from a documented pattern of material misrepresentation spanning 
three stacked PENNVEST loans totaling $20,492,403, each certified by the same licensed 
professional engineer. Loan 80180 involved a 33% scope reduction with full loan retention 
and ineligible aesthetic expenditures certified as eligible on a federal safe drinking water 
loan. Loan 85182 was accompanied by a certification that current user fees were sufficient 
— immediately followed by an 18.4% surcharge increase. Loan 12823 was accompanied 
by a legally required public representation to PaDEP that ratepayer fees would not be 
impacted — followed by Tariff 138. Three categories of misrepresentation to state 
agencies. Three rate increases ratepayers cannot recover once paid. The foundational 
legitimacy of the $8.18 per month base surcharge — the floor upon which each successive 
increase has been stacked — has never been established in any adjudicated proceeding 
before this Commission. 

Ratepayers cannot recover money once collected. Respondent can recover money through 
future rate proceedings if this petition is wrongly granted. The equities compel a stay. 



 

II. JURISDICTION AND STANDARD 

This Commission has authority to grant supersedeas pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 3.6, which 
provides that a party may move for a stay of a Commission order or tariff provision pending 
the outcome of a formal complaint proceeding. The standard for supersedeas requires 
Complainant to demonstrate: (1) likelihood of success on the merits; (2) irreparable harm 
absent a stay; (3) that greater injury would result from refusing the stay than granting it; 
and (4) that a stay would not harm the public interest. 

As demonstrated below, Complainant satisfies all four elements. Indeed, the public interest 
— including the constitutional guarantee of pure water under Article I, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution — affirmatively compels issuance of the stay. 

 

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND: THREE LOANS, THREE ASSURANCES, THREE RATE 
INCREASES 

A. PENNVEST Loan No. 80180 — $15,250,000.00 (2012) 

In 2012, CWC received PENNVEST Loan No. 80180 in the amount of $15,250,000.00, 
approved by the PENNVEST Board for the purpose of expanding the Walnut Street Water 
Treatment Plant from 3.0 million gallons per day (MGD) to 6.0 MGD. The PENNVEST 
application referenced 6.0 MGD capacity as the project deliverable. 

CWC's President and General Manager, David T. Lewis, P.E. (PE048344E), admitted in a 
formal response to a Commission data request in Docket No. R-2014-2445660 that “bids 
came in higher than expected and as a result, the project was scaled back to 4.0 MGD to 
keep the project within the budget set by the Water Company”. The full $15,250,000.00 
loan amount was retained. No corresponding cost reduction was made. The final contract 
sum was $14,761,703.60 — leaving $488,296.40 unreconciled between the loan amount 
and documented project expenditures. See Exhibit A. 

Documented change orders from Loan 80180 identify the following ineligible aesthetic 
expenditures certified as eligible drinking water system improvements: 

• $5,024.00 — specialty colored roof hatch, justified as 'improve appearance' 
• $1,155.00 — copper vent pipe wrapping, justified as 'improve appearance' 
• $1,523.00 — vestibule floor painting, justified as 'improve appearance' 
• $914.00 — decorative cornerstone installation 
• $1,877.00 — fence work 

These expenditures are ineligible under PENNVEST's Safe Drinking Water Fund program, 
which restricts funding to system improvements directly related to drinking water quality 
and capacity. Aesthetic improvements to a water treatment plant do not qualify under 40 
CFR 35.3520.  



Further, Buchart Horn's own publication in Opflow (June 2017) described the project as 
delivering '4 MGD initially, 6 MGD in the future' — characterizing the reduced scope as 
planned phasing rather than the bid-driven reduction Lewis described under oath. These 
two accounts are materially irreconcilable. A Right to Know Law request seeking the 
original PENNVEST application and any formal scope reduction approval documentation 
is currently pending with PENNVEST. No such documentation has been produced in any 
prior proceeding. See Exhibit B. 

A PENNVEST surcharge was implemented following Loan 80180. The foundational 
justification for that surcharge — a 6.0 MGD capacity expansion — was never delivered. 
Ratepayers have paid for a 4.0 MGD facility through a surcharge premised on a 6.0 MGD 
project for over a decade. 

B. PENNVEST Loan No. 85182 — $3,747,717 (2021) 

In 2021, CWC received PENNVEST Loan No. 85182 in the amount of $3,747,717. The 
funding agreement for Loan 85182 contained an explicit certification that 'current user 
fees are sufficient.' This certification was signed under penalty of applicable law by CWC's 
authorized representative. 

Following completion of the Loan 85182 project, the PENNVEST surcharge increased from 
$8.18 to $9.69 per month — an increase of 18.4%. This increase directly contradicts the 
sufficiency certification contained in the funding agreement. Complainant submits that a 
certification of fee sufficiency followed immediately by a surcharge increase of 18.4% 
constitutes a material misrepresentation to PENNVEST and to this Commission. See 
Exhibit C. 

Loan 85182 funded two intake screens with air burst and frazil ice protection, tank 
recoating, valve vault piping recoating, and emergency generator installation. 
Complainant submits that this loan was necessitated in whole or in part by Loan 80180's 
failure to deliver the promised 6.0 MGD capacity, thereby requiring additional expenditure 
to address system deficiencies that a properly completed Loan 80180 project would have 
resolved. 

The engineer of record for Loan 85182 was Daniel A. Cargnel, P.E. (PE039776E) of 
Buchart Horn — the same engineer of record for Loan 80180. 

C. PENNVEST Loan No. 12823 — $1,494,686 — Signed March 13, 2025 

In August 2024, CWC published a legally required public notice in LancasterOnline 
pursuant to Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection requirements. The 
notice described a Tank Painting Project — the same project funded under PENNVEST 
Loan No. 12823 — involving painting and miscellaneous repairs for three above-ground 
water tanks. The notice stated explicitly: 'There will be no impacts to user fees as a result 
of this project.’ 

This representation was made by David T. Lewis, P.E. (PE048344E), President and General 
Manager of CWC, in a legally required regulatory notice directed to the public and to 
PaDEP. 



On March 13, 2025, Lewis DocuSigned the PENNVEST Loan No. 12823 funding 
agreement. Notably, the 'current user fees are sufficient' language present in the Loan No. 
85182 funding agreement was quietly removed from the Loan 12823 funding agreement. 

Tariff Supplement 138, effective February 1, 2026, increased the PENNVEST surcharge 
from $9.69 to $9.92 per month. This increase directly and demonstrably contradicts 
Lewis's August 2024 public representation that no user fee impacts would result from the 
project funded by Loan 12823. See Exhibit D. 

The project scope of Loan 12823 — tank blasting, recoating, weld repairs, and safety 
systems — constitutes routine operations and maintenance activity financed as 20-year 
capital debt at ratepayer expense. A grant equivalent of $560,945 was allocated to this 
project despite CWC's service area median household income exceeding the Pennsylvania 
state median, raising additional questions about grant eligibility determinations. 

D. The Change Order Record — Documented Ineligible Expenditures and the NA 
Declaration 

The change order documentation for Loan 80180 — obtained through Pennsylvania Right 
to Know Law requests — establishes the following specific findings: 

First: PENNVEST's own Change Order Supplement Form for Change Order No. 3 
($492,407) contains a required question at item 3(e): 'Has the cost of all ineligible work 
been separated?' The answer recorded on the form submitted to PENNVEST is: 'NA.' Not 
'Yes.' Not a dollar amount of ineligible costs separated. NA. On a change order that 
included ‘Fence Modifications’ and other aesthetic deviations. Buchart Horn, Inc. is 
identified as the Engineer on this form. PENNVEST accepted this response without inquiry. 
See Exhibit E. 

Second: The decorative cornerstone installation ($914.00) was approved by David T. 
Lewis, P.E. personally via email dated January 10, 2014. The email chain — addressed to 
the general contractor and copied to Daniel Cargnel, P.E. — reads: 'Yes please proceed for 
$914.00.' Lewis, the President and General Manager holding PE048344E, personally 
directed the installation of a decorative precast medallion cornerstone on a federal safe 
drinking water treatment facility. Cargnel, holding PE039776E, received this email and 
certified the cost as eligible. See Exhibit F. 

Third: Change Order No. 5 explicitly includes as item 5.4: 'Wrap Chem Room Vent Pipes 
in Copper.' This change order was prepared by Buchart Horn, Inc. as engineer of record 
and submitted to PENNVEST. The copper vent pipe wrapping is justified in subsequent 
documentation as 'improve the appearance of the vent pipes'. See Exhibit G. 

Fourth: Fence modification change orders totaling $1,877.00 were emailed directly to 
Cargnel with Lewis copied. Removal of the plywood paneling for $3,662.00 was similarly 
submitted to Cargnel for approval. See Exhibit H. 

The documentary record establishes that Daniel A. Cargnel, P.E. (PE039776E) was the 
direct recipient of many aesthetic change order requests. David T. Lewis, P.E. 
(PE048344E) personally approved the decorative cornerstone. Buchart Horn prepared the 



change order form that declared ineligible costs as NA to PENNVEST. These are not 
ambiguous accounting entries. They are emails. They have dates. They have names. They 
have dollar amounts. They were submitted to PENNVEST on a form that asked specifically 
whether ineligible costs had been separated and received the answer NA. 

The Commission is respectfully requested to consider what the word NA means on a 
federal Safe Drinking Water Fund change order supplement form when the change order 
simultaneously includes copper pipe wrapping for appearance, floor painting, fence work, 
and a decorative cornerstone — and when the engineer who declared NA collected 
$960,551.00 in engineering fees on the same project. See Exhibit I. 

 

IV. THE DOCUMENTED PATTERN OF MISREPRESENTATION 

The three loans present a documented pattern that this Commission cannot overlook in 
evaluating the legitimacy of the current surcharge: 

• Loan 80180: PENNVEST board approval obtained for 6.0 MGD. 4.0 MGD 
delivered. Full $15,250,000 retained. Surcharge implemented. 

• Loan 85182: Funding agreement certified current user fees sufficient. Surcharge 
increased 18.4% immediately after project completion. 

• Loan 12823: Public notice to DEP certified no user fee impacts. Surcharge 
increased from $9.69 to $9.92 effective February 1, 2026. 

Three loans. Three categories of misrepresentations to state agencies that ratepayer fees 
would be benefited, not be impacted, or that current fees were sufficient. Three rate 
increases. 

Before addressing the individual loan misrepresentations, the Commission must 
understand what the Loan 80180 funding agreement itself — signed May 15, 2012 — 
documents on its face. Exhibit C of that agreement contains two descriptions of the project 
separated by a single heading change: 

• Description of Project at Board Approval: 'The project will expand the treatment 
plant's capacity to 6.0 MGD and will provide improvements to the existing 
equipment for the safe and efficient operation of the treatment plant.' 

• Description of Project at Settlement: 'The project will expand the treatment plant's 
capacity to 4.0 MGD and will provide improvements to the existing equipment for 
the safe and efficient operation of the treatment plant.' 

This is not Complainant's interpretation. This is not Lewis's admission in a data request. 
This is PENNVEST's own executed funding agreement documenting in sequential 
paragraphs that the project approved by the PENNVEST Board at 6.0 MGD was settled at 
4.0 MGD — while the full $15,250,000 loan amount was retained without adjustment. 
The funding agreement PENNVEST executed on May 15, 2012 contains both descriptions 
simultaneously. PENNVEST signed a document acknowledging the scope reduction and 



funded the full amount anyway. No explanation for this decision has ever been produced 
in any regulatory proceeding. 

A further conflict of interest runs through all three transactions. Buchart Horn, Inc. — the 
engineering firm employing Daniel A. Cargnel, P.E., the engineer of record across all three 
loans — billed engineering fees on each loan it certified as eligible. The project cost 
breakdowns across all three loans document the following architecture and engineering 
fees paid to Buchart Horn through PENNVEST ratepayer-funded loans: 

• Loan 80180: $960,551.00 in PENNVEST-funded engineering fees plus 
$133,943.00 from other sources — totaling $1,094,494.00 — on a project that 
delivered 67% of promised capacity and won the 2017 ACEC/PA Diamond Honor 
Award for architectural excellence 

• Loan 85182: $333,594.00 in engineering fees 
• Loan 12823: $187,058.00 in engineering fees — for a project PaDEP classified as 

three separate minor modification permits for routine tank painting. See Exhibit 
J. 

 

Total engineering fees paid to Buchart Horn through PENNVEST ratepayer surcharges 
across all three loans: $1,481,203. One point four eight million dollars. To the same firm. 
Certifying its own work eligible. Across fourteen years. While ratepayers funded every 
dollar through surcharges, each increase preceded by assurances of no rate impacts. 

The conflict of interest is structural and self-perpetuating. Buchart Horn designs the 
project, certifies costs as eligible, collects engineering fees funded through the loan, then 
designs the next project when the prior loan's failure to deliver promised scope necessitates 
additional work. Each loan failure generates the next loan. Each loan generates additional 
engineering fees. Ratepayers are the only party in this cycle who bear cost without 
receiving benefit. 

Loan 12823's cost breakdown further documents $15,000 in legal fees funded through the 
PENNVEST loan. Columbia Water will now incur additional legal fees defending this 
proceeding — costs potentially recoverable as operating expenses in future rate 
proceedings. Ratepayers therefore face the prospect of having funded the lawyers who 
closed the disputed loan, and subsequently funding the lawyers defending the surcharge 
that loan generates, while having no mechanism to recover surcharge payments if this 
proceeding resolves in Complainant's favor. 

David T. Lewis, P.E. is the common signatory across all three transactions in his capacity 
as President, General Manager, and licensed professional engineer. Daniel A. Cargnel, P.E. 
of Buchart Horn is the engineer of record across all three loans. Professional engineering 
complaints against both licensees — PE048344E and PE039776E respectively — are 
currently pending before the Pennsylvania Department of State, Professional Compliance 
Office, Case No. CP_26_004215, filed March 4, 2026. 



The Commission is asked to consider whether ratepayers should continue funding a 
surcharge premised on representations that, across three separate financing transactions 
spanning fourteen years, have proven to be systematically inconsistent with subsequent 
rate actions. 

 

V. WATER QUALITY FAILURE AND THE CONSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION 

CWC's stated justification for PENNVEST Loan 80180 included the need to meet water 
quality requirements. The public water system monitoring data for CWC (PWSID 
7360123) demonstrates that water quality has materially deteriorated following the 
completion of the loan-funded upgrades. 

CWC's own public water system monitoring records under PWSID 7360123 document the 
following trihalomethane (TTHM) results within the current monitoring framework: 

• Location 704, July 2025: 91.5 ppb — exceeding the federal MCL of 80 ppb 
• Location 704, October 2025: 109.0 ppb — 36% above the federal MCL of 80 ppb 
• Location 701, July 2025: 80.5 ppb – exceeding the federal MCL of 80 ppb 

The federal maximum contaminant level for total trihalomethanes is 80 ppb. 109.0 ppb is 
not a close call. These are documented regulatory violations within CWC's own required 
monitoring submissions. A project certified as necessary to meet water quality 
requirements has been followed by documented federal MCL exceedances regarding the 
same treatment facility. The Commission need not resolve causation at this stage. The 
violations are in the record. Ratepayers are paying an increased surcharge for water that 
fails federal safety standards. See Exhibit K. 

This Commission's own Focused Management and Operations Audit of CWC, Docket No. 
D-2025-3053425 (issued August 2025, approved 5-0), documented the following findings: 

• CWC's current main replacement rate of 0.3 miles per year equates to a 570-year 
replacement cycle for the full distribution system. 

• CWC's planned 2025-2029 replacement rate of 0.23 miles per year equates to a 
715-year replacement cycle — the rate is decreasing, not improving. 

• 26% of CWC's distribution system — approximately 43 miles of main — is of 
unknown pipe material type. 

• Unaccounted-for-water has increased from 11.8% in 2020 to 13.5% in 2024. 

CWC's Implementation Plan response to Recommendation V-1, filed September 2025 and 
accepted by this Commission, states the following in defense of the 715-year replacement 
rate: 'The current mains are providing excellent service as evidenced by our low 
unaccounted for water rates, low main-breaks-per-mile rates, excellent water quality 
history and low service interruption history.' 

One month after CWC certified 'excellent water quality history' to this Commission, 
Location 704 recorded 109.0 ppb — 36% above the federal MCL. Unaccounted-for-water 



was 13.5% at the time of the certification — a five-year high, not a low. The Commission 
accepted this implementation plan. Tariff Supplement 138 became effective four months 
later. 

CWC's Implementation Plan response to Recommendation V-1 further states: 'Accelerating 
the replacement of these water mains simply because of their age or material type, in the 
absence of negative service or water quality issues, will simply put upward pressure on the 
rates of our customers without any measurable improvement in the service they are 
currently receiving.' 

This statement was filed the same month Tariff Supplement 138 was being prepared — a 
surcharge increase not for pipe replacement, but for tank painting. CWC simultaneously 
argued that replacing aging infrastructure of unknown material would put upward 
pressure on rates, while implementing a surcharge increase for routine O&M activity 
financed as 20-year capital debt. The rate pressure CWC declined to impose for lead pipe 
identification it willingly imposed for tank recoating. 

CWC's Implementation Plan response to Recommendation V-2 accepts the 
recommendation to identify unknown pipe material and commits to a GIS update by 
September 30, 2026 — eighteen months after the audit identified 43 miles of unknown 
pipe material. Under the Lead and Copper Rule Revisions effective 2024, those 43 miles 
default to lead classification today. CWC's response to a federal lead pipe identification 
mandate is a GIS update scheduled for eighteen months hence, with no remediation 
timeline. 

Under the Lead and Copper Rule Revisions (LCRI) effective 2024, unknown service lines 
default to lead classification for regulatory purposes. CWC's own management audit — 
commissioned and accepted by this Commission — documents that 26% of its distribution 
system is of unknown material now legally presumed to constitute lead pipe. This 
Commission voted 5-0 to accept CWC's implementation plan in September 2025. Four 
months later, Tariff Supplement 138 increased ratepayer costs. 

Article I, Section 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution guarantees to the people the right to 
clean air, pure water, and the preservation of natural, scenic, historic, and aesthetic values 
of the environment. It is a profound constitutional irony that CWC has invoked historic 
and aesthetic preservation to justify copper pipe wrapping, specialty colored roof hatches, 
and vestibule floor painting as eligible drinking water costs — while the constitutional 
guarantee of pure water is being delivered at increasing cost through pipes that are 26% 
unknown material, with TTHM levels 36% above the federal legal limit, and a 715-year 
pipe replacement timeline. 

Finally, Complainant respectfully draws the Commission's attention to the federal 
dimension of this matter. PENNVEST's Safe Drinking Water Fund is capitalized in part 
through federal grants administered under the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 
(DWSRF) program pursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. § 300j-12. Federal 
DWSRF program requirements restrict eligible project costs to improvements that facilitate 
compliance with national primary drinking water regulations or that significantly further 



the health protection objectives of the Safe Drinking Water Act. The documented aesthetic 
expenditures certified as eligible costs under Loan 80180 — specialty colored roof hatches 
justified as 'improve appearance,' copper vent pipe wrapping justified as 'improve 
appearance,' vestibule floor painting justified as 'improve appearance,' and decorative 
cornerstone installation — do not satisfy federal DWSRF eligibility requirements by any 
reasonable interpretation of the program's statutory purpose. PENNVEST's acceptance of 
these costs as eligible, and its retention of the full $15,250,000 loan amount following a 
33% scope reduction, raises questions about whether federal DWSRF program 
certifications accurately reflected the project as constructed. This Commission is 
respectfully requested to consider whether ratepayer surcharge recovery is appropriate for 
costs that are ineligible not only under PENNVEST program guidelines but under the 
federal statutory framework that capitalizes the program. Complainant separately will 
refer this matter to the United States Environmental Protection Agency Office of Inspector 
General for review of potential DWSRF program compliance issues. 

Three state agencies — PENNVEST, PaDEP, and this Commission — have each separately 
interacted with Columbia Water Company's capital program. None has connected the 
pattern across all three loans. None has cross-referenced the sufficiency certifications 
against the subsequent surcharge increases. None has connected the water quality 
deterioration to the loan justifications. The constitutional right to pure water is not served 
by institutional silos that permit a utility to make contradictory representations to separate 
agencies without any single forum connecting the whole picture. This Commission has that 
authority. This petition asks it to exercise it. 

 

VI. ARGUMENT 

A. Likelihood of Success on the Merits 

Complainant demonstrates substantial likelihood of success on the merits. The 
documentary record — drawn entirely from CWC's own documents, PENNVEST funding 
agreements, PaDEP public notices, Commission data request responses, and this 
Commission's own management audit — establishes: 

• A 33% scope reduction on Loan 80180 with no corresponding cost reduction and 
$488,296.40 in unreconciled funds; 

• Ineligible aesthetic expenditures certified as eligible drinking water costs; 
• A sufficiency certification on Loan 85182 followed immediately by an 18.4% 

surcharge increase; 
• A public representation to PaDEP of no user fee impacts from Loan 12823 

followed by Tariff Supplement 138; 
• Water quality deterioration involving TTHM level exceedances following upgrades 

certified as necessary to meet water quality requirements; 
• This Commission's own documented findings of a 715-year pipe replacement rate 

and 26% unknown pipe material. 



The foundational $8.18 per month surcharge — the base upon which $9.69 and now $9.92 
have been stacked — was never adjudicated before this Commission in a proceeding that 
examined the legitimacy of the underlying loan. Until C-2026-3060873 is resolved, that 
foundation remains unexamined. Surcharge recovery premised on an unexamined 
foundation warrants suspension. 

B. Irreparable Harm 

Ratepayers cannot recover surcharge payments once made. Unlike a utility, which may 
seek future rate relief if a stay is wrongly granted, individual residential ratepayers have 
no mechanism to recover amounts paid under a surcharge subsequently found to be 
improperly authorized. Every billing cycle in which Tariff Supplement 138 remains in 
effect transfers money from ratepayers to Respondent that cannot be returned. 

CWC serves a service territory that includes some of the most economically vulnerable 
communities in Lancaster County. The cumulative burden of three stacked PENNVEST 
surcharges on residents with limited disposable income constitutes irreparable harm that 
cannot be remedied by a post-hoc rate adjustment. 

C. Balance of Harms 

The balance of harms weighs decisively in favor of the stay. If the stay is granted and 
Complainant ultimately does not prevail, CWC may seek recovery of deferred surcharge 
revenue through normal rate proceedings. The utility suffers a delay in revenue collection, 
not a permanent loss. 

If the stay is denied and Complainant prevails, ratepayers have permanently lost the 
surcharge payments collected during the pendency of this proceeding. There is no 
mechanism for refund. The asymmetry of harm is clear. 

A further asymmetry compounds this inequity. Respondent will incur legal fees defending 
this proceeding. Under standard utility ratemaking practice, a utility's prudently incurred 
legal expenses are recoverable as operating costs in future rate proceedings. Ratepayers 
therefore face the prospect of funding both the disputed surcharge during the pendency 
of this proceeding and the legal costs Respondent incurs to defend it. The same ratepayers 
who cannot recover overpaid surcharge amounts may ultimately be required to subsidize 
the attorneys retained to oppose their petition. This Commission should weigh this 
compounding asymmetry in evaluating the balance of harms. A stay eliminates it entirely. 

D. Public Interest 

The public interest affirmatively supports the stay. The public interest is not served by 
permitting a utility to recover surcharge costs premised on representations to state 
agencies that are demonstrably inconsistent with the documentary record, while this 
Commission's own audit documents a 715-year pipe replacement rate and 26% unknown 
pipe material defaulting to lead classification. 

The public interest is not served by institutional arrangements in which separate state 
agencies — PENNVEST, PaDEP, and this Commission — each accept representations from 



the same utility without any forum connecting the contradictions across all three 
transactions. 

The public interest is served by this Commission exercising the authority it possesses to 
pause cost recovery while the foundational legitimacy of that recovery is examined. 

 

VII. RELIEF REQUESTED 

Complainant respectfully requests that the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission grant 
this Motion and: 

• Grant an emergency supersedeas pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 3.6 suspending Tariff 
Supplement 138 and the full PENNVEST surcharge pending resolution of Docket 
No. C-2026-3060873; 

• In the alternative, order that the PENNVEST surcharge be held at $8.18 per 
month — the rate in effect prior to any surcharge increase attributable to the 
three disputed loans — pending resolution of this proceeding, on the grounds that 
the foundational $8.18 surcharge itself has never been adjudicated before this 
Commission in a proceeding examining the legitimacy of the underlying Loan 
80180; 

• In the further alternative, order that the PENNVEST surcharge be held at $9.69 
per month pending resolution of this proceeding, preventing further collection 
under Tariff Supplement 138 while the Commission examines the pattern of 
misrepresentation across all three loans; 

• Order Respondent to produce the original PENNVEST loan application for Loan 
No. 80180, including all project descriptions, capacity specifications, and 
engineering certifications submitted at the time of application, and any 
documentation of PENNVEST's formal approval of the scope reduction from 6.0 
MGD to 4.0 MGD; 

• Order Respondent to produce all documentation supporting the 'current user fees 
are sufficient' certification in the Loan 85182 funding agreement; 

• Order Respondent to reconcile the $488,296.40 discrepancy between the Loan 
80180 loan amount and the documented final contract sum; 

• Order a hearing on the underlying formal complaint at C-2026-3060873 at the 
earliest practicable date; 

• Grant such further relief as this Commission deems just and appropriate in the 
public interest. 

 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

Three loans. Three misrepresentations to state agencies that ratepayers would be 
benefited, not be impacted, or that current fees were sufficient. Three rate increases. One 



engineer of record across all three. One executive signing his name to contradictory 
representations across fourteen years. And water quality — the stated justification for the 
original investment — that has gotten measurably worse. 

The people of Columbia, Pennsylvania are paying $9.92 per month for a surcharge whose 
foundational legitimacy has never been examined, through pipes that are 26% unknown 
material now presumed to be lead, with TTHM levels documented at 109 parts per billion 
against a federal limit of 80 parts per billion. 

They will not get this money back. 

This Commission has the authority and the obligation to pause this collection while the 
record is examined. Complainant respectfully requests that this Motion be granted. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Adam M. Copenhaver 
339 Cherry Street 
Columbia, Pennsylvania 17512 
adamcopenhaver22@gmail.com 
(570) 452-2344 
Pro Se Complainant 

 

Date: March 06, 2026 
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Staff Writer 

Aug 2, 2024 

The Columbia Water Company (CWC) is applying to the Pennsylvania 

Department of Environmental Protection to authorize a Tank Painting 

Project involving painting and miscellaneous repairs for three above ground 

water tanks in the ewe system: Columbia Tank, Columbia, PA, 17512; 

Manor/Mountville Tank, Mountville, PA, 17554; and Coffee Goss Tank, 

Marietta, PA, 17547. This project is being considered for an environmental 

review categorical exclusion. There will be no impacts to user fees as a result 

of this project. Project documents are available for review at Columbia Water 

Company, 220 Locust Street, Columbia, PA, 17512. Public comments must be 

submitted in writing within 30 days of the date of this publication and 

directed to: dlewis@columbiawater.net or David T. Lewis, P.E., President and 

General Manager, Columbia Water Company, P.O. Box 350, Columbia, PA, 

17512. 

First published 08/02/2024 

LNP Media Group, Inc. 
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Exhibit I.1 - Aforementioned Magnified



SOP for Public Water Supply 
Minor Permit Amendments and Permit Transfers 
August 6, 2013 

TABLE 1: EXAMPLES OF MAJOR AND MINOR MODIFICATIONS AND 

MODIFICATIONS NOT REQUIRING A PERMIT 

MAJOR MINOR MODIFICATIONS NOT 
MODIFICATIONS MODIFICATIONS REQUIRING PERMIT 

New Sources Changes in treatment Changes in chemical brand to 
chemicals, except where perform the same function 
otherwise specified 

Addition, deletion or Replacement of storage tank or Replacement of like for like 
modification of treatment reservoir linings or similar ( e.g. replacement of 
techniques or processes materials in contact with the submersible pumps or 

water supply chemical feed pumps with 
same capacity) 

Pumping Stations Covering of reservoirs Waterline extensions 
Storage Reservoirs Construction of prefabricated Water main extensions with 

storage tanks and standpipes to no potential to adversely affect 
standard specifications water quality or quantity 

Mixing systems to meet an Transmission mains Modifications to buildings or 
MCL ( e.g. TTHM/HAA5 electrical components, where 
MCL) the modifications do not affect 

the safety, security, and 
operations of the public water 
system 

Increases in source or plant Interconnections 
capacity 

Conversion to the following Water main extensions with the 
disinfection practices: gas, potential to adversely affect 
chloramines, ozone and water quality ( e.g. increase 
chlorine dioxide DBPs, deplete disinfectant 

residuals) or quantity (e.g. 
cause diminution or pressure 
problems) 
Mixing systems to minimize 
deicing 

Conversion from gas to liquid 
( disinfection) 
Bulk water loading stations 
Changes in legal status, such as 
transfers of ownership, 
incorporation or mergers 

Deletion of sources 
Installation of contact piping to 
meet CTs 
Moving chemical application 
points 
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