Agua’s Revenue “Shortfall”

Summary

Aqua and the PUC make a big issue of Aqua’s revenue from it’'s New Garden sewer
operation during calendar year 2023. The issue is stated as actual revenue being $4.3
million versus the 2021 rate case permitted revenue of $4.4 million. That shortfall is used to
claim that my complaint should be denied. That claim is deceptive, irrelevant and wrong for
several reasons.

Background

The complaint focuses on the $1.2 million/yr trucking cost for New Garden customers that
Aqua included in its 2021 rate case. Three elements of strong and unrebutted evidence
clearly shows that the cost was eliminated before the closing of the record in that rate case.
Therefore, Aqua had the obligation to remove that cost from the rate case — but did not. The
complaint asked the PUC to investigate and require Aqua to refund that cost to New Garden
customers.

The PUC’s arqument

The PUC claims that my complaint did not account for Aqua’s pumping costs. Therefore,
Aqua would be improperly financially penalized if it were required to refund the trucking costs
to New Garden customers. However, there is a huge hole in that argument: If Aqua had
properly withdrawn the trucking costs, it could have added back the appropriate pumping
costs. The logic that | should have accounted for Aqua’s pumping costs totally eludes me.

Related issues:

#1 - It is notable that Aqua only made a passing statement about pumping costs but never
quantified or documented that cost. My past experience tells me that the pumping costs were
insignificant compared to the trucking cost.

#2 — Stating the comparison as $4.3 million versus $4.4 million is very deceptive. The $4.3
million is actually $4,394,794 and the $4.4 million is $4,428,399. Note that in presenting this
comparison, these numbers were NOT ROUNDED, they were TRUNCATED - a very non-
standard comparison. The actual dollar difference is only $33,605 (0.76%).

#3 — The $4,428,399 was the rate case parameter given to Aqua to set tariff rates. It never
was a guarantee or entitlement. Year to year variation from that number is expected. A
$33,605 shortfall is well within expectations.



#4 - No information was ever presented about revenue shortfalls or surpluses during any
other time period. The fact that one year had a $33,605 shortfall does not justify rewarding
Aqua with $3,300,000 for a nonexistent cost it was obligated to rescind.

#5 - Our appeal brief sums up the situation: “The Commission’s reliance on Aqua’s
assertions was clear error because post-rate case outcomes have nothing to do with whether
Aqua’s trucking expense ceased during the rate case or with Aqua’s failure to withdraw it.”



