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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 and Rebuttal Testimony in 8 

this matter? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 11 

Q. What is the purpose of your Surrebuttal Testimony in this proceeding? 12 

A. I will comment on the Rebuttal Testimony of Christopher Boggs (Staff Ex. 9.0) and Scott 13 

J. Rubin (AG Ex. 2.0).  In addition, I have attached Schedules 16.1 through 16.5, which 14 

are revised water and sewer tariff design and revenue calculations using the water 15 

consolidation scheme recommended by Mr. Boggs in his rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 16 

9.0), and a modified version of the sewer consolidation scheme recommended by Mr. 17 

Boggs in his rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 9.0).  Finally, I will comment on the 18 

recommended bookkeeping requirements alluded to in the rebuttal testimony of Burma 19 

Jones (Staff Ex. 6.0).   20 
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III. SUMMARY OF SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 21 

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

A. First, I am recommending acceptance of the Company’s proposal on water and 23 

wastewater consolidation.  As outlined in more detail in Mr. Hanley’s Direct Testimony, 24 

Aqua Illinois is requesting the Commission to: a) consolidate its water revenue 25 

requirement and wastewater revenue requirement going forward; b) consolidate its books 26 

and records so that the Company can operate as only two divisions, one water division 27 

and one wastewater division and c) accept the proposed rate structure proposal as 28 

presented in my Direct Testimony.  The first request is to have one revenue requirement 29 

(also referred to as a single cost of service) for water going forward and one revenue 30 

requirement for wastewater going forward.  It appears that Staff is recommending three 31 

revenue requirements for water and three for wastewater which, I believe, is unnecessary 32 

and provides consolidation only in a piecemeal fashion.   33 

  If the Commission does not accept the Company’s position, I believe that the 34 

Staff position is the next best alternative.  Mr. Boggs presented Staff’s water 35 

consolidation scheme in his rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 9.0) which has a six division 36 

consolidation of the Hawthorn Woods, Ivanhoe, Oak Run, Ravenna, Vermilion and 37 

Willowbrook divisions, a two division consolidation of Fairhaven and Candlewick and 38 

leaving University Park as a standalone division.  I have corrected some errors in Mr. 39 

Boggs water consolidation calculations and have presented in Schedules 16.1, 16.2 and 40 

16.3 revised tariff designs for each of these three tariff groups that produce total water 41 

revenues equivalent to Aqua’s surrebuttal water revenue position.    42 

 43 
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 Second, I am again supportive of the Company’s proposal for its wastewater 44 

consolidation scheme as outlined in my testimony and generally discussed in Mr. 45 

Hanley’s testimony.  However, if the Commission decides to accept Staff’s position, I am 46 

recommending a modified change of the sewer consolidation scheme presented by Mr. 47 

Boggs in his rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 9.0) which had a four division consolidation of 48 

the Candlewick, Hawthorn Woods, Ivanhoe and Willowbrook divisions. Again, if the 49 

Commission accepts Staff’s proposal I am recommending that the remaining two sewer 50 

divisions, Ellwood Greens and University Park, be consolidated rather than leaving each 51 

of these two divisions as a standalone entity as recommended by Mr. Boggs.  I have 52 

corrected some errors in Mr. Boggs sewer consolidation calculations which tend to favor 53 

the consolidation of the Ellwood Greens and University Park sewer divisions.  I have 54 

presented in Schedules 16.4 and 16.5 a revised tariff design for each of these two sewer 55 

tariff groups that produces total revenues equivalent to Aqua’s surrebuttal sewer revenue 56 

position.   57 

 Third, it is my opinion that Aqua’s proposed rate schedules meet the requirements of 58 

sections 8-306(h) and (i) of the Public Utilities Act.  Finally, I will discuss why it is 59 

appropriate for Aqua to fully consolidate its water and sewer divisions for bookkeeping 60 

purposes into consolidated water and consolidated sewer divisions as proposed by the 61 

Company.  If the Commission adopts the Staff’s proposal, I will discuss the option of still 62 

moving to one water revenue requirement and one wastewater revenue requirement while 63 

having separate rate schedules for the three water and two sewer rate groups. 64 

IV. REVISIONS TO WATER CONSOLIDATION RECOMMENDATIONS 65 

Q. Mr. Monie, do you have any concerns with the Staff’s current proposal?  66 
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A. Yes. While I believe that the Staff’s proposal is a step in the right direction, it does not 67 

seem to include any plan on the future for consolidation or any movement towards a 68 

consolidated rate for those systems that the Staff believes should be carved out.   I believe 69 

that if the Commission adopts the Company’s proposal, the Company will be on its way 70 

to experiencing the benefits outlined in Mr. Hanley’s testimony.  Under Staff’s proposal, 71 

the carved out stand alone systems will remain isolated with no ability to spread any of 72 

the risks if major capital improvements are needed going forward and moving them 73 

toward a consolidated rate will only grow more difficult over time.  The Staff’s proposal 74 

could be remedied by moving to one revenue requirement with the ability to slowly move 75 

the specific tariff rates to one uniform rate over time.  Keeping separate divisions or 76 

tariffs is not necessary and will only serve to slow progress towards full consolidation.  77 

Q. Mr. Monie, you indicated that you are recommending the approval of the 78 

Company’s position, however, if the Commission does not accept your proposal, 79 

what changes would you suggest.  80 

A. It is the intention of Aqua to move toward full consolidation of all of its water divisions, 81 

including the Kankakee division which is not part of this rate proceeding.  While 82 

preferring the eight division water consolidation grouping that I discussed in my direct 83 

testimony (Aqua Ex. 6.0) and my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 12.0), if the Commission 84 

does not adopt the Company’s recommendation, I would recommend accepting Mr. 85 

Boggs’ water consolidation groups with some revisions, including taking the first step 86 

toward full consolidation with regard to the three water divisions not part of the six 87 

division consolidated group. 88 

Q. Please describe Schedules 16.1 through 16.3. 89 
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A. Schedules 16.1, 16.2 and 16.3 are very similar to Schedules 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3, respectively, 90 

which were attached to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Boggs (Staff Ex. 9.0).  Several 91 

minor corrections were made to the metered billing determinants set forth on Mr. Boggs’ 92 

Schedules (it should be noted that in transferring Excel files with multiple links, the 93 

information can get corrupted making it difficult to exactly determine the billing 94 

determinants using different consolidation schemes).  Mr. Boggs, however, failed to 95 

include public or private fire protection revenues appropriately in calculating the 96 

revenues to be produced by his tariff designs.  This caused Mr. Boggs to overstate the 97 

metered tariff rates necessary to produce revenues that matched Staff’s total water 98 

revenue requirement.  Schedules 16.1, 16.2 and 16.3 correct these issues.  The total water 99 

revenues calculated on these three schedules is very close to Aqua’s surrebuttal 100 

consolidated water revenue requirement of $22,238,809. 101 

Q. How did you determine the appropriate tariffs shown on Schedules 16.1 through 102 

16.3? 103 

A. Fire Protection revenues were set at the levels calculated and explained in my rebuttal 104 

testimony (Aqua Ex. 12.0).  Public Fire rates were set at 100% of cost of service and 105 

Private Fire rates were increased 100% to move them closer to cost of service.  This is 106 

true for all of the three proposed water tariff groups.  The metered revenues were set to 107 

take the first step toward consolidation.  The University Park surrebuttal water tariff, 108 

shown on Schedule 16.3, is very close to the originally proposed tariff for University 109 

Park by the Company as this division has always been proposed to have a standalone 110 

tariff.  The Fairhaven/Candlewick tariff group, shown on Schedule 16.2, had rates set 111 

lower than the six division consolidated group and higher than the University Park tariff 112 
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which will both lower rate shock to the customers in the Fairhaven/Candlewick group 113 

and start to move these systems toward a full consolidated tariff group.  The metered 114 

tariff for the six division consolidated tariff group was set to produce the required 115 

revenues such that the overall water revenues equaled Aqua’s surrebuttal position on 116 

consolidated water revenues.  Finally, the Large Industrial (Viscofan) and Sales for 117 

Resale rates were set at the same amount I recommended in my rebuttal testimony (Aqua 118 

Ex. 12.0).  The higher level of rates for Viscofan proposed by Mr. Boggs in his rebuttal 119 

testimony would, in my opinion, increase the likelihood of Viscofan leaving Aqua’s 120 

system as indicated in Viscofan’s direct testimony. 121 

Q. If a different revenue requirement were to be authorized, how would you propose to 122 

adjust the tariff design you have recommended to produce the modified water 123 

revenue requirement? 124 

A. It is my proposal that Fire Protection revenues, both public and private, not be changed, 125 

the sales for resale rate not be changed and that the other metered rates be lowered 126 

proportionately for all tariff groups to produce the final revenue requirement. 127 

V. REVISIONS TO SEWER CONSOLIDATION RECOMMENDATIONS 128 

Q. Please describe Schedules 16.4 and 16.5. 129 

A. As described above, it is the intention of Aqua to move toward full consolidation of all of 130 

its wastewater divisions. While preferring the wastewater consolidation grouping that I 131 

discussed in my direct testimony (Aqua Ex. 6.0) and my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 132 

12.0), if the Commission does not adopt the Company’s recommendation, I would 133 

recommend accepting Mr. Boggs’ wastewater consolidation groups with some revisions.    134 
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 As discussed in the water section, the Staff’s proposal could be remedied by moving to 135 

one revenue requirement for wastewater with the ability to slowly move the specific tariff 136 

rates to one uniform rate over time.  Keeping separate divisions or tariffs is not necessary 137 

and will only serve to slow progress towards full consolidation.  138 

 Schedule 16.4 shows my recommended tariff design and calculation of revenues for the 139 

four sewer division consolidated tariff group consisting of the Candlewick, Hawthorn 140 

Woods, Ivanhoe and Willowbrook sewer divisions if the Commission does adopt the 141 

Staff recommendation.  Similarly, Schedule 16.5 shows my recommended tariff design 142 

and calculation of revenues for the two division sewer tariff group consisting of the 143 

Ellwood Greens and University Park sewer divisions.  The total revenues from these two 144 

recommended tariff groups is very close to the surrebuttal position of Aqua for the 145 

consolidated sewer revenue requirement of $7,127,744. 146 

Q. Is this the same sewer tariff groupings that Mr. Boggs recommends in his rebuttal 147 

testimony (Staff Ex. 9.0)? 148 

A. No, however, it is very similar.  After making billing determinant corrections to Mr. 149 

Boggs’ schedules 9.4, 9.5 and 9.6, it is my opinion that the Ellwood Greens and 150 

University Park sewer divisions should be consolidated rather than having each being a 151 

standalone tariff group as proposed by Mr. Boggs.  Ellwood Greens does not have Aqua’s 152 

water supply and, therefore, has a flat rate tariff.  This flat rate tariff would be quite close 153 

to the University Park sewer flat rate tariff and, thus, it makes sense to consolidate these 154 

two tariff groups. 155 
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Q. Mr. Monie, do you have an opinion on how your surrebuttal tariff should be 156 

modified if the total sewer revenue requirement changes from Aqua’s surrebuttal 157 

position? 158 

A. Yes.  It is my opinion that all of the sewer rates should be lowered proportionately to 159 

meet the final revenue requirement.   160 

VI. MR. RUBIN’S COST OF SERVICE REVISIONS 161 

Q. Did Mr. Rubin’s rebuttal testimony (AG Ex. 2.0) change your mind on the AG’s 162 

tariff design proposals? 163 

A. No.  For the same reasons I expressed in my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 12.0) it is my 164 

opinion that the tariff design proposals presented above are appropriate and should be 165 

adopted. 166 

Q. Mr. Rubin references a recent Ameren Illinois rate order as an example of how a 167 

utility should move towards rate consolidation.  Rubin Reb., AG Ex. 2.0, 7:130-37.  168 

How do you respond? 169 

A. Mr. Rubin’s reference to that order is misplaced.  Attempting to compare efforts to 170 

consolidate rates for a large electric and gas utility with a water and sewer utility makes 171 

little sense.  The Commission instead should focus on the unique characteristics of 172 

Aqua’s operations and move towards rate consolidation that best balances Aqua’s 173 

operational and customer considerations.  174 

VII PUBLIC UTILITIES ACT SECTIONS 8-306 (h) and (i) 175 

Q. Please comment on Mr. Boggs’ opinion that the Company is not in compliance with 176 

Section 8-306 (h) of the Public Utilities Act. 177 
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A. While not an attorney, it is my opinion that Mr. Boggs is wrong in his opinion that 178 

Aqua’s proposed tariff does not meet the requirements of Section 8-306(h) of the Pubilic 179 

Utilities Act (“Act”).  By utilizing a consumption based tariff for all sewer divisions that 180 

have water supply provided by Aqua, the rate to a sewer customer using less than 1,000 181 

gallons of water is, necessarily, lower than the rate to a customer using more than 1,000 182 

gallons.  This is clearly the intent of this section of the Act. 183 

Q. Please comment on Mr. Boggs’s opinion that the Company is not in compliance with 184 

Section 8-306 (i) of the Act. 185 

A. I do not understand Mr. Boggs’s opinion as the Company proposes to allow two separate 186 

meters for any sewer customer with a consumption based sewer tariff such that one meter 187 

would measure inside water use and be used for calculating the sewer consumption 188 

charge and a second meter that measures outside water use that would only be used in 189 

calculating water charges, along with the inside water meter.  Therefore, Aqua is in 190 

compliance with Section 8-306 (i) of the Act. 191 

VIII. SEPARATE BOOKS NOT REQUIRED FOR EACH TARIFF GROUP 192 

Q. Mr. Monie, it can be inferred from Ms. Jones rebuttal testimony (Staff Ex. 6.0) that 193 

the Staff recommends that Aqua keep separate books for each tariff group.  Do you 194 

agree with this requirement? 195 

A. No.  In my opinion, as expressed in my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 12.0), there is no 196 

reason to keep separate books for each tariff group.  It is the intention of all parties that 197 

Aqua’s sewer and water divisions move toward fully consolidated water and sewer tariffs 198 

in future proceedings with the first step being taken in this Docket.  Since the tariffs are 199 
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proposed to move toward full consolidation in future rate increases, standalone revenue 200 

requirements will be meaningless for tariff design purposes which would be the only 201 

reason for keeping separate books and records.  The tariff design issues for future cases 202 

will be in determining how close a step to fully consolidated rates should be made in each 203 

case.   The efficiencies of having only two sets of books versus five sets of books far 204 

outweighs any advantage for keeping separate books for each tariff group.   205 

Q. Please expand on what the Commission can do to promote efficiencies and move 206 

forward with rate consolidation? 207 

A. From the Company’s perspective, the Commission should specifically approve the 208 

following items: 209 

 1) consolidate Aqua Illinois’ water revenue requirement for the divisions in the rate 210 

application (excluding University Park) as filed and consolidate Aqua Illinois’ 211 

wastewater revenue requirement as filed going forward; b) consolidate the Company’s 212 

books and records so that the Company can operate as only two divisions, one water 213 

division and one wastewater division and c) accept the proposed rate structure proposal 214 

as presented in my Direct Testimony. 215 

Q. Does the Commission have an alternative that it could utilize to further promote 216 

rate consolidation and planning going forward? 217 

A. Yes.  To be clear, if the Commission chooses to adopt Staff’s recommendation, the 218 

Company emphasizes that it has requested the permission to move to one revenue 219 

requirement for water and one revenue requirement for wastewater.  The Company, going 220 

forward, can still maintain separate tariff sheets for the various tariff groups while having 221 
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fully consolidated books.  This will allow the Company to operate in a more streamlined 222 

fashion and eliminate the need to file multiple rate applications in the future.     223 

Q. Mr. Monie, does this complete your testimony at this time? 224 

A. Yes. 225 


