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I. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND 1 

Q. Please state your full name and business address. 2 

A. My name is David R. Monie.  My business address is 1920 Frontage Road, Suite 110, 3 

Cherry Hill, NJ 08034. 4 

Q. What is your business affiliation? 5 

A. I am President of G.P.M. Associates Inc., a water engineering and management 6 

consulting firm. 7 

Q. Are you the same David R. Monie that provided Direct Testimony in this matter? 8 

A. Yes 9 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 10 

Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A. I will comment on the Direct Testimony of Christopher Boggs (Staff Ex. 4.0), Scott J. 12 

Rubin (AG Ex. 1.0), Mark Niedenthal (Viscofan Ex. 1.0) and Robert R. Stephens 13 

(Viscofan Ex. 2.0).  In addition, I have attached Schedule 12.1, which is a revised Cost of 14 

Service Study and Tariff Design calculations using Coincident Peak Demands and 15 

Aqua’s Rebuttal position on revenue requirement, Schedule 12.2 which is a revised sewer 16 

consolidated tariff and comparative tariffs for each of the six sewer divisions and 17 

Schedule 12.3 which is a calculation of consolidated sewer revenue using the revised 18 

consolidated sewer tariffs provided in Schedule 12.2 that demonstrates that revenues will 19 

be very close to Aqua’s Rebuttal position on consolidated sewer revenues.   20 
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III. SUMMARY OF REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 21 

Q. Please summarize the issues you are addressing in your Rebuttal Testimony. 22 

A. First, I have revised the cost of service study which accompanied my Direct Testimony 23 

(Aqua Ex. 6.0) to utilize Coincident Peak Demands.  In addition, this revised cost of 24 

service study corrects an error in the billing determinants for the Fairhaven Water 25 

division and revises the allocation of public fire protection charges to include separate 26 

tariff rates for each fire district serving within divisions that were originally proposed to 27 

have uniform fire rates throughout the division.  Second, I have revised the proposed 28 

tariff design for both the water and sewer tariffs to produce revenues virtually equal to 29 

Aqua’s Rebuttal position on revenue requirement for the consolidated water company (all 30 

9 water divisions, but still excluding the Kankakee division) and consolidated sewer 31 

company (all 6 sewer divisions).  Third, I will propose how further changes in overall 32 

revenue requirement should be handled for tariff design purposes.  Fourth, I will discuss 33 

why Mr. Rubin’s proposed changes to the cost of service study are not appropriate.  Fifth, 34 

I will rebut Mr. Rubin’s, Mr. Niedenthal and Mr. Stephens proposed treatment of rates 35 

for Viscofan, Aqua’s largest customer, and support the proposed rate increase 36 

methodology for Viscofan as presented in my Direct Testimony (Aqua Ex. 6.0) .  Sixth, I 37 

will rebut the recommended changes to the consolidation of the various water divisions 38 

proposed by Mr. Boggs and Mr. Rubin.  Seventh, I will further support the proposed full 39 

consolidation of the sewer divisions. 40 
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IV. REVISIONS TO COST OF SERVICE STUDY 41 

Q. Mr. Monie, you indicated that you have used Coincident Peak Demands in your 42 

revised cost of service study.  Do you now support the use of Coincident Peak 43 

Demands? 44 

A. No.  As set forth in my Direct Testimony (Aqua Ex. 6.0) I strongly believe that the use of 45 

Non-Coincident Peak Demands is the appropriate way of allocating the costs associated 46 

with extra capacity usage.  Nevertheless, I agree with Mr. Boggs that the ICC has ordered 47 

Aqua to utilize Coincident Peak Demands for the purposes of allocating extra capacity 48 

usage in rate cases.  Therefore, I have revised the cost of service study to utilize 49 

Coincident Peak Demands 50 

Q. How did you utilize Coincident Peak Demands in your revised cost of service study? 51 

A. I have lowered the extra demand factors for both maximum day and maximum hour such 52 

that the total metered demand (excluding fire protection demand) equals the maximum 53 

day and maximum hourly demands developed on Table 1 of the cost of service study.  I 54 

then added public and private fire service extra capacity demands to the Coincident Peak 55 

Demands using the same fire protection estimated requirements used in the original cost 56 

of service study.   57 

Q. Did you make any other changes in the revised cost of service study? 58 

A. Yes.  The changes in the billing determinants for the Fairhaven division slightly changed 59 

the billing determinants that are utilized in calculating Customer Equivalent Units on 60 

Table 5 of the revised study.  I also changed the total number of fire hydrants due to a 61 

revised hydrant count by Aqua when they were breaking down the customers and 62 
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hydrants into separate fire districts serving the water divisions that had been proposed to 63 

have uniform public fire rates.  The revised cost of service study also breaks down the 64 

customer units and fire hydrants in the Oak Run Water, Hawthorn Woods Water, Ivanhoe 65 

Water and University Park Water divisions by fire district.  The Candlewick water 66 

division is only served by the North Boone FPD #3 and the Ravenna water division is 67 

only served by the Countryside Fire District.  The Willowbrook water division is only 68 

served by one fire district as originally proposed.  It is interesting, however, that the 69 

Countryside Fire District provides service to portions of the Hawthorn Woods and 70 

Ivanhoe water divisions as well as all of the Ravenna water division.  Therefore, I have 71 

combined the customers and fire hydrants in the several divisions served by Countryside 72 

in order to allocate public fire charges, using the two tier method as originally proposed, 73 

based on fire district rather than operating division.  This means that there is a uniform 74 

rate for the Countryside Fire District that will be applicable in three of the water division.  75 

Finally, the consolidated cost of service study was revised to utilize the revised 76 

consolidated water model which utilized Aqua’s Rebuttal position on revenue 77 

requirement and expenses such that the total cost of service now equals Aqua’s Rebuttal 78 

consolidated revenue requirement.  79 

V. TARIFF DESIGN REVISIONS 80 

Q. Mr. Monie, you indicated that you had made tariff design changes.  Please describe 81 

these changes to the water divisions. 82 

A. I made no changes to the proposed stand-alone tariff design for the University Park water 83 

division with the exception of the changes due to the reallocation of public fire charges as 84 

discussed above.  This is because the reduction in revenue requirement for Aqua’s 85 
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Rebuttal position was minor.  The public fire protection charges were recalculated due to, 86 

first, the breakdown in customers and hydrants serving the various fire districts that had 87 

been consolidated in the original cost of service study.  This breakdown is shown on WP 88 

11a which is the calculation of the fire charges by district using the Two Tier method.  89 

Second, the use of Coincident Peaks changed the allocation of overall costs to the public 90 

and private fire protection classes such that total revenue from public fire protection set at 91 

cost of service changed from the original cost of service study.  Changes were then made 92 

to the tariff design in order to produce revenues that match the total revenue requirement 93 

in Aqua’s Rebuttal position.  No changes are proposed from the original proposed tariff 94 

design for the private fire protection class and the sales for resale usage rate.  The 95 

Customer Charges and the Large Industrial usage rate were changed by reducing the 96 

proposed increase (after QIPS) in these rates by the percentage reduction between Aqua’s 97 

original revenue requirement position and Aqua’s Rebuttal revenue requirement position, 98 

a 2.48% reduction to the proposed increase.  The current rates for the Vermilion water 99 

division, the largest division being consolidated and the division with the current Large 100 

Industrial rate, were utilized in this calculation.  As an example, the Customer Charge for 101 

a 5/8” meter for the consolidated water group was proposed to be $16.00.  The Vermilion 102 

water division current rate, including QIPS is $13.65, so the proposed increase is $2.35.  103 

2.48% of this reduction is $0.06.  Therefore this charge is now proposed for Rebuttal to 104 

be $15.94.  Finally, the usage rates were reduced in order to produce the level of revenues 105 

in Aqua’s Rebuttal position ($22,250,316).  The three Table 10’s in the attached 106 

Schedule 12.1 (revised cost of service study) show the calculation of revenues that 107 
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demonstrate that the total revenues generated by the tariff changes will not exceed 108 

Aqua’s Rebuttal revenue requirement. 109 

Q. What tariff design changes are you proposing for the sewer divisions? 110 

A. The only changes proposed for the consolidated sewer divisions is to lower the 111 

consumption rate and flat rate (which is based on both the customer charge for sewer and 112 

the consumption rate) such that the total calculated revenues, as shown on attached 113 

Schedule 12.3, produce Aqua’s Rebuttal revenue requirement for Consolidated Sewer 114 

division ($7,130,018). 115 

VI. FUTURE TARIFF DESIGN REVISIONS 116 

Q. Mr. Monie, do you have an opinion on how your Rebuttal water tariff should be 117 

modified if the total water revenue requirement changes from Aqua’s Rebuttal 118 

position? 119 

A. Yes.  It is my opinion that no changes should be made to the public and private fire 120 

protection charges as set forth in the attached revised cost of service study 121 

(Schedule 12.1).  This is because the proposed 100% increase in private fire revenues is 122 

the maximum increase that I would recommend for this customer class and the public fire 123 

charges are set at cost of service.  I would also recommend that the sales for resale charge 124 

not be changed since the revenues from this class are very close to the cost of service.  I 125 

would propose that the Customer Charge and Large Industrial Charge be changed at the 126 

percentage reduction (or increase) in revenues adopted in the Final Order in an identical 127 

manor to how I changed these rates for the reduction in revenues between the original 128 

proposed rates (Schedule 6.1) and the rebuttal rates (Schedule 12.1).  The consumption 129 
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charges would then be changed to produce the final revenue requirement, keeping the 130 

three rate blocks proportionate to the original filing (as was done in attached 131 

Schedule 12.1).   132 

Q. Mr. Monie, do you have an opinion on how your Rebuttal sewer tariff should be 133 

modified if the total sewer revenue requirement changes from Aqua’s Rebuttal 134 

position? 135 

A. Yes.  I would propose that all charges, for which there are customers, be proportionately 136 

changed such that the final revenue requirement will be received by Aqua. 137 

VII. MR. RUBIN’S COST OF SERVICE REVISIONS 138 

Q. How did Mr. Rubin change your proposed cost of service study? 139 

A. Mr. Rubin changed how bad debt expense is allocated to the customer classes and 140 

changed the extra capacity demand factors. 141 

Q. Do you agree with these proposed changes? 142 

A. No.  Mr. Rubin used even higher demand factors than I used in my original cost of 143 

service study submitted with Aqua Ex. 6.0.  These demand factors go even further from 144 

the use of Coincident Peak Demand factors that are required to be used by the ICC.  Even 145 

if Non-Coincident Peak Demand factors were to be allowed (as I believe is appropriate) I 146 

disagree with Mr. Rubin’s proposed factors.  The extra demand factors which are used in 147 

attached Schedule 12.1 on Table 5 are appropriate given the need to utilize Coincident 148 

Peak Demand factors and are consistent with demand factors previously approved by the 149 

ICC for the Vermilion and Kankakee divisions.  With respect to the allocation of bad debt 150 

expense, Mr. Rubin erred in indicating that this expense was allocated equally to all 151 
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customers.  (AG Ex. 1.0, p. 13, ln. 269).  I had allocated bad debt expense as a Customer 152 

expense which was allocated by Customer Equivalent Units which are based on the size 153 

of the meter that each customer has.  This adequately takes into account the size of the 154 

bill for each customer.   155 

VIII. VISCOFAN CHARGES 156 

Q. Did Mr. Rubin agree with your proposed change in the Large Industrial Customer 157 

rate that has the one customer in the class, Viscofan? 158 

A. No.  Mr. Rubin recommended a much larger increase, 35.1%, to the Large Industrial 159 

class usage rate than proposed by the Company in Aqua Ex. 6.0 (14%).  Viscofan is 160 

Aqua’s largest customer and provides close to $700,000 in revenues to the system.  For 161 

many years, Aqua has proposed moderate rate increases for Viscofan in order to 162 

encourage Viscofan to remain a customer of Aqua rather than relocating their plant or 163 

developing their own source of water supply.  As set forth in the Direct Testimony of 164 

Mr. Niedenthal (Viscofan Ex. 1.0) and Mr. Stephens (Viscofan Ex. 2.0), Viscofan has an 165 

alternative that they have investigated to provide their water supply.  This alternative is to 166 

construct their own well and treatment facilities.  I take very seriously the possibility that 167 

if a large rate increase to Viscofan, as proposed by Mr. Rubin, is approved by the ICC, 168 

Viscofan will leave the Aqua system which would result in the necessity of significant 169 

rate increases to the other Aqua customers.  The large industrial rate was created in order 170 

to encourage large users like Viscofan to become and remain customers of Aqua.  It was 171 

purposely set at a rate below the fully allocated cost of service since such large users do 172 

have choices of both where to located throughout the world and in where they get their 173 

water supply.  It should, also, be noted that Aqua has sufficient water supply to provide 174 
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this service to Viscofan such that Aqua would not be able to sell this capacity to other 175 

customers.  This is unlike some areas of the United States where reductions in water 176 

usage are encouraged due to reducing water supplies.  Mr. Boggs, in his Direct 177 

Testimony, did not criticize Aqua’s proposed increase to Viscofan and supported Aqua’s 178 

proposed rate design.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, pp. 46-47, lns. 881-87). 179 

Q. Mr. Monie, please comment on Viscofan’s proposal to limit any increase to the 180 

Large Industrial Class to 5%.  (Viscofan Exs. 1.0 and 2.0). 181 

A. There is a balancing act between having rates to the Large Industrial Class lower than 182 

fully allocated cost of service in order to encourage them to remain a customer and being 183 

fair to other customers whose rates would necessarily increase if the rates to Viscofan 184 

were to be lowered.  Viscofan’s rate is significantly below fully allocated cost of service.  185 

As set forth above, I have proposed that the increase in the Large Industrial Class rate be 186 

lowered proportionately with any reduction in the overall revenue requirement 187 

determined in the Final Order.  In addition, we have taken the first step by proposing to 188 

proportionately reduce the increase to Viscofan due to the lowering of Aqua’s proposed 189 

revenue requirement for consolidated water for their Rebuttal position.  It is my opinion, 190 

therefore, that Aqua’s proposed increase to Viscofan is fair to all customers, including 191 

Viscofan. 192 

IX. PROPOSED WATER CONSOLIDATION 193 

Q. Mr. Monie, did you review Mr. Boggs’ proposal for consolidation of water 194 

divisions? 195 
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A. Yes.  Mr. Boggs recommends that University Park remain a stand-alone tariff area as 196 

proposed in Aqua Exhibit 6.0.  Mr. Boggs further recommends, however, that the 197 

Fairhaven and Ivanhoe water divisions should not be in the consolidated water tariff 198 

group but have stand-alone tariffs for water.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, pp. 10-11, lns. 146-69).   199 

Q. Mr. Monie, did you, also, review Mr. Rubin’s proposal for consolidation of water 200 

divisions? 201 

A. Yes.  Mr. Rubin recommends that there be six separate tariff groups with the Vermilion, 202 

Ravenna and Hawthorn Woods divisions having a consolidated tariff; the Ivanhoe and 203 

University Park divisions having a consolidated tariff and the other four water divisions 204 

(Fairhaven, Willowbrook, Candlewick and Oak Run) having stand-alone tariffs. 205 

Q. Mr. Monie, do you agree with the proposed consolidation recommendations of 206 

Mr. Boggs or Mr. Rubin? 207 

A. No.  It is my opinion that the proposed consolidation of all water divisions except 208 

University Park is appropriate as set forth in my Direct Testimony (Aqua Ex. 6.0).  It is 209 

inevitable that when systems are consolidated for rate making, that there be some systems 210 

that receive higher rates than on a stand-alone basis and other receive lower rates.  211 

Consolidating the small divisions with the Vermilion division makes sense as does 212 

leaving University Park as a stand-alone tariff group.  Mr. Rubin’s argument that such a 213 

consolidation would benefit the largest water division, Vermilion, and, therefore, is 214 

unreasonable, is not an appropriate reason to not allow the eight system consolidation 215 

proposed by Aqua.  It is very likely that future costs involved in the upgrading of the 216 

smaller systems will more than offset any one time temporary savings for the Vermilion 217 

customers.  It is my further opinion that the full eight division consolidation would not 218 
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create an unbearable rate shock to any of the smaller divisions.  It seems to be the 219 

intention of the ICC Staff and the AG to ultimately move to full consolidation of all ten 220 

of Aqua’s water divisions (including Kankakee).  Moving eight of the companies 221 

together now would go a long way toward easing the future consolidation process. 222 

Q. Do you have any further comments on the proposed consolidation recommendations 223 

of Mr. Boggs or Mr. Rubin?  224 

A. Yes.  It is important to emphasize that the Company’s request includes a request to move 225 

to one revenue requirement.  This is separate and distinct from its request to move to 226 

streamline its tariff.  Moving to one revenue requirement will allow the Company to file 227 

one rate case for water and one rate case for wastewater going forward.  The distinct 228 

tariffs that are proposed and ultimately adopted can still be separate and move towards 229 

consolidation over time.  This methodology will allow the Company to file one rate case 230 

and will simplify the booking keeping process.  The Company specifically requests that 231 

the Commission adopt 1) one revenue requirement, and 2) adopt the Company’s 232 

proposed tariff rates.  233 

X. PROPOSED SEWER CONSOLIDATION 234 

Q. Mr. Monie, did Mr. Boggs or Mr. Rubin recommend any sewer consolidation tariff 235 

groups other than the proposed full consolidation of the six sewer divisions as 236 

proposed by aqua? 237 

A. No.  Mr. Boggs indicated that he would further review the sewer division consolidation 238 

and make a recommendation in his Rebuttal Testimony.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 18, lns. 287-239 
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92).  Mr. Rubin did not recommend any consolidation groupings for Aqua’s six sewer 240 

divisions.  (AG Ex. 1.0, p. 23, lns. 476-84). 241 

Q. Mr. Monie, do you have any reason to propose a different consolidation for the six 242 

sewer divisions of Aqua than the full consolidation you proposed in your Direct 243 

Testimony (Aqua Ex. 6.0)? 244 

A. No.  I continue to believe that the full consolidation of the six operating sewer divisions 245 

is appropriate.  Having a full consolidation in sewer tariffs will not, in my opinion, create 246 

significant rate shock in any of the operating divisions and will prevent the need in future 247 

rate cases for unequal rate increase levels which would be required if full consolidation is 248 

not achieved in this proceeding. 249 

Q. Mr. Monie, does this complete your testimony at this time? 250 

A. Yes. 251 


