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 William Stannard, being first duly sworn, deposes and says:  

Experience and Qualifications 

1. I am a professional engineer and Chairman of Raftelis, a consulting firm that 

advises utilities and municipalities regarding rate setting, finance, management, and operations.  I 

have over 40 years of experience providing such services to investor- and municipally owned water 

and wastewater utilities and have testified as an expert witness in rate litigation involving water 

and wastewater services in numerous federal and state courts.   

2. A copy of my curriculum vitae, setting forth my qualifications, is attached hereto 

as Stannard Exhibit A.  As set forth therein, I have a Bachelor of Science in Business 

Administration and a Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering, both from Kansas State University.  

I am a registered Professional Engineer in four states, including Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan, 

and Ohio, and also a Series 50 Municipal Advisor Representative.  Among other experience, I 

have served as chair of the Water Environment Federation’s task force charged with the 

development of a Manual of Practice, Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems.  I have 

also authored a chapter entitled, “Selecting the Optimal Capital Financing Plan and Pricing 

Structure,” for the Fourth Edition of the industry guidebook, Water and Wastewater Finance and 

Pricing: The Changing Landscape. I have served as the Chair of the American Water Work’s 
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Association’s (“AWWA”) Management and Leadership Division, a Trustee of AWWA’s Tech-

nical & Education Council, and a past-Chair of AWWA’s Finance, Accounting and Management 

Controls Committee.  I am a current member of the Environmental Financial Advisory Board of 

the United States Environmental Protection Agency.  

Summary of Opinions 

3. I have been asked to respond to Aqua’s settlement and stipulation with the Public 

Staff in which Aqua has agreed to increase the base facility rate it charges Carolina Meadows, Inc. 

(“Carolina Meadows”), and no other customer, by an amount that will ultimately reach 744% of 

the effective number of equivalent residential meters assigned to Carolina Meadows and a total 

ultimate base service charge that will be nearly 13 times more than the base facility charges 

Carolina Meadows currently pays for its single, 6-inch sewer connection under Aqua’s current 

approved tariff.  See Stannard Exhibit B (calculation of base facility charge); Junis Hr’g. 

Testimony, Transcr. Vol. 5, pp. 75-76 (explaining methodology for increased charge).  

4. As set forth below, Aqua’s agreement with the Public Staff to increase Carolina 

Meadows’ base facility charges to an amount that reflects 278 equivalent metered sewer 

connections of various sizes—instead of one 6-inch sewer connection—is based on a flawed 

methodology, which fails to recognize that Carolina Meadows, and not Aqua, is responsible for 

maintaining 17,390 feet of sewer collection system serving all units at the facility and that Aqua 

only incurs service costs for two lift stations, 4,080 feet of sewer lines and one sewage meter.  If 

implemented, this individually negotiated rate structure would result in substantial overcharges to 

Carolina Meadows that do not reflect the level of service provided to Carolina Meadows and 

Aqua’s cost of providing that service, and are inconsistent with generally accepted rate-making 

principles followed by the utility industry and the North Carolina Utilities Commission. 
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5. As set forth in their testimony, Public Staff has proposed that Aqua recover 30% of 

its revenue requirement through a fixed service charge with the remaining 70% recovered through 

the volumetric charge.  This is a reasonable segmentation of the revenue requirement recovery 

method and consistent with rate making practices followed throughout the United States.  When 

properly determined, this approach can recover the utility’s customer-related costs including the 

meter reading, billing, and customer service functions incurred by the sewer utility, as well as a 

fair recovery of costs associated with the extraneous flows that normally occur in all sewer 

systems, also known as infiltration and inflow.  Moreover, this approach allows recovery of some 

costs associated with the operation, maintenance, and capital investment in the linear infrastructure 

that collects and transports the sewage from individual retail customers.  However, as noted 

previously and which will be discussed further below, Public Staff’s proposed change in the rate 

structure for Carolina Meadows fails to recognize the actual level of service provided to Carolina 

Meadows and the costs associated with that service.            

Carolina Meadows Senior Care Facility 

6. Carolina Meadows is a multi-resident, senior care facility located in Chatham 

County, North Carolina.  The facility includes individual homes, multifamily apartments 

buildings, and assisted living and nursing care buildings. A map of the sewer collection system at 

Carolina Meadows is attached hereto as Stannard Exhibit C.  Water service is provided by 

Chatham County and water meters are installed at each building.  As shown on the map of the 

sewer collection system, and based on my investigation of the system, there are more than 17,000 

feet of sewer lines owned, operated, and maintained by Carolina Meadows that collect the sewage 

from each building and transports that sewerage to two Aqua lift stations and force mains and then 

ultimately to Aqua’s wastewater treatment plant.  
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7. Carolina Meadows maintains a single, metered connection to Aqua’s system which 

is serviced by the Carolina Meadows Wastewater Treatment Plant (“WWTP”). Carolina Meadows 

and its affiliates originally constructed the WWTP to serve the facility, and, until 2005, operated 

both the sewer collection system and the WWTP through a contracted service provider. 

8. In 2005, Carolina Meadows and its joint owners sold the WWTP, along with two 

lift stations and piping running from the lift stations to the WWTP, to Aqua’s predecessor in 

interest.  Although the WWTP originally cost more than $1,000,000 to build, Aqua paid only 

$95,000 in cash consideration for Carolina Meadows’ majority interest.  It also agreed to provide 

Carolina Meadows with a fixed bulk treatment rate for the next five years that could then increase 

following Aqua’s next general rate case up to a certain maximum, which maximum would be in 

effect for three more years. 

9.  As part of the transaction, Aqua agreed to install a sewer meter for Carolina 

Meadows and installed a single, six-inch meter, which it uses to measure the total volume of 

wastewater emanating from Carolina Meadows and to determine Carolina Meadows’ monthly 

volumetric sewer charges.  As recently as July 2020, Aqua’s bill to Carolina Meadows has included 

volumetric and base facility charges based on a single, six-inch meter.  See Stannard Exhibit D.  

10. Although Carolina Meadows sold the WWTP to Aqua, it retained ownership of the 

sewer collection system for the facility.  Accordingly, the entire system on Carolina Meadows’ 

side of the connection, which includes the collection system for all units at the facility, is owned, 

maintained, and operated by Carolina Meadows, not Aqua.  In addition, unlike Aqua’s other 

customers, Carolina Meadows’ actual sewer volumes are measured through the single, six-inch 

sewer meter, which includes the infiltration/inflow occurring within the sewer collection system.   

Further, Aqua bills Carolina Meadows for all sewer services at the site under a single account and 
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as such does not incur costs associated with reading the individual water meters or the costs 

associated with issuing bills for the individual meters.  

Aqua and Public Staff’s Agreement to Increase Carolina Meadows’ Base Facility Charges 

11. I understand that Aqua and the Public Staff have reached an agreement that Aqua 

will substantially increase the base facility charges imposed on Carolina Meadows.  This 

agreement is apparently part of a settlement to resolve the parties’ dispute over whether to impose 

excess capacity adjustments for Aqua’s Carolina Meadows, Legacy, and Westfall WWTPs.   On 

July 1, 2020, Aqua and the Public Staff filed a Partial Settlement Agreement and Stipulation, in 

which they stipulated that no excess capacity adjustments would be imposed for these plants.  See 

Partial Settlement Agreement and Stipulation, ¶ U, p.9.  

12. Although Aqua’s stipulation with the Public Staff does not mention the Carolina 

Meadows senior care facility—nor any agreement to increase its sewer charges—the Public Staff’s 

witness, Charles Junis, revealed during his hearing testimony on July 9, 2020 that the parties had 

also agreed Aqua would increase Carolina Meadows’ base facility charges from $1,305.50 a 

month to $16,899.96 a month.  Junis Hr’g. Testimony, Transcr. Vol. 5, pp. 75-76 (explaining 

agreed methodology for calculating REUs).  Recognizing the enormity and suddenness of this 

increase, Aqua and the Public Staff agreed to assess only 50% of the increase at this time, and 

Public Staff intends to recommend the full increase at the next ratemaking. (Id.) 

13. Currently, Carolina Meadows pays base facility charges for a single, 6-inch sewage 

meter.  This is consistent with both Aqua’s current, approved rates, as well as Aqua’s originally 

proposed rate structure, which assesses base facility charges according to the size of the customer’s 

meter.  (See Becker/Pearce Rebuttal Testimony (June 22, 2020), pp. 20-21; Junis Response to Aqua 
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Data Request No. 2 (attached to Becker/Pearce Rebuttal Test. as Exhibit 2). A comparison of 

Aqua’s current rates and the rates proposed by the Public Staff are as follow: 

Current and Proposed Sewer Rates 

Aqua North Carolina , Inc ‐ Sewer 

      

  Current    Proposed  
Meter 
Size  Rate    Staff Rate 

   ($/Month)    ($/Month) 

      
< 1"               26.11                    45.43  

1"               65.28                 113.58  

1.5"             130.55                 227.15  

2"             208.88                 363.44  

3"             391.65                 681.45  

4"             652.75              1,135.75  

6"          1,305.50              2,271.50  

      
Usage     8.92                     6.15  

   ($/1,000 gals)  ($/1,000 gals) 

      
 

14. While these rates are purportedly set based on a formula that equates the size of 

each water meter to an average number of REUs, the rate structure—applicable to all of Aqua’s 

customers—is based on the size of the customer’s water meter, not the number of REUs used to 

assess system capacity.  See Junis Response to Aqua Data Request No. 2, (attached to 

Becker/Pearce Rebuttal Test. as Exhibit 2) (explaining “[t]he practice for ratemaking purposes has 

been [to use] the meter size, multiplied by a factor . . . for the calculation of base facility charges 

and REUs”). 

15. For most customers, sewer charges are based on their water meter because few 

customers have a separately installed sewer meter that measures the outflow from their property.  

Thus, for these customers, base facility charges are assessed according to the size of their water 

meter, and the customer’s water usage is used as a proxy for the purpose of assessing volumetric 



7 

charges.  Carolina Meadows’ connection, however, includes a sewer meter, and thus there is no 

reason to use water meters to determine either its base facility or volumetric charges.  

16. At the time Aqua filed the pending general rate case, it was continuing to charge 

Carolina Meadows a base facility rate based only on the single, six-inch meter.  Under the standard 

methodology used by the Commission, a six-inch meter is equal to fifty (50) 5/8in water meters as 

recommended by the American Water Works Association. A 5/8in water meter is the typical size 

of meter used to serve a single family residential unit.   In its original application in the rate case, 

Aqua proposed to continue using this same methodology, but requested a small increase (from 

$26.11 to $27.48 per REU) in the base facility rate it could charge its customers.  The result to 

Carolina Meadows would have been a monthly increase from $1,305.50 to $1,374 (rate X 50 

REUs). 

17. In rebutting the Public Staff’s arguments that the Carolina Meadows’ WWTP has 

excess capacity, Aqua’s witness, Joseph Pearce, ignored the sewer meter, and used NC Department 

of Environmental Quality regulations for wastewater plant design and permitting to determine the 

number of REUs that should be used when assessing plant capacity. See Becker/Pearce Rebuttal 

Test., pp. 13-27).  In doing so, Pearce expressly rejected the use of meter size as a proxy for 

determining REUs, arguing that the number of bedrooms and other facilities should be used to 

determine plant capacity. (Id., pp. 10-11). While this might be an appropriate method to analyze 

plant capacity, with respect to determining base facility charges, it runs contrary to Aqua’s adopted 

and approved rate structure, which is based on meter size, as well as generally accepted rate making 

principles.  

18. As mentioned earlier, in light of the Pearce and Becker rebuttal testimony, Aqua 

and the Public Staff entered into a stipulation that no excess capacity adjustment should be 
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imposed.  See Partial Settlement Agreement and Stipulation, ¶ U, p.9.  Related to this stipulation, 

the Public Staff and Aqua have apparently further agreed to impose base facility charges for 

Carolina Meadows that are based on 278 water meters of various sizes (264 5/8-inch meters, six 

2-inch meters, and four 3-inch meters), the cumulative equivalent of 372 REUs.  See Junis Hr’g. 

Test, Transcr. Vol. 5, pp. 75-76.  Aqua and the Public Staff apparently reached this agreement, 

based on Carolina Meadows’ water bill from Chatham County, which shows that Carolina 

Meadow maintains sub meters for water, which are all billed to Carolina Meadows under a single, 

master account. See Stannard Exhibit E; see also Becker/Pearce Rebuttal Test., Ex. 7 

(incorporating an excerpt of the water bill).   

19. Aqua and the Public Staff’s agreement to increase Carolina Meadows’ base facility 

charges in this way is flawed for several reasons.  First, given that Carolina Meadows maintains a 

separate sewer meter, it is appropriate to use that single, six-inch meter when assessing base facility 

charges, rather than using water meters as a proxy for sewer services.  The basis for charging 

Carolina Meadows for sewer service should thus be the size of its sewer meter and volume of 

wastewater measured by that meter, which is the process that has been in place since Carolina 

Meadows sold the WWTP to Aqua and which has been approved in subsequent rate cases.  

20. Second, and more fundamentally, Aqua and the Public Staff’s agreement fails to 

recognize that Carolina Meadows maintains only a single sewer connection and owns and is 

responsible for all sewer collection up to the point of connection. Base facility charges should be 

used to recover a utility’s customer service costs, including meter reading, billing, collection and 

other aspects of customer service, a portion of the costs related to infiltration and inflow entering 

the sewer collection system pipe network, and a portion of the costs associated with the wastewater 

collection system costs.  The new rate structure proposed to be applied to Carolina Meadows fails 
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to recognize that Aqua does not: (i) read meters for each living unit; (ii) issue an individual bill for 

each living unit; or (iii) handle customer service calls and complaints from each living unit. 

Instead, Aqua reads only a single meter each month and issues a single bill to Carolina Meadows 

for outflows from that meter.  More importantly, Aqua does not own, operate, or maintain the 

sewer collection system serving the individual living units within Carolina Meadows—all of which 

remains Carolina Meadows’ responsibility. Furthermore, the proposed new rate structure fails to 

distinguish that the volume of sewage measured through the sewer meter includes infiltration and 

inflow which would typically be recovered in a facility service charge tied to a water meter.   

21. In agreeing to permit Aqua to charge Carolina Meadows a base facility rate 

multiplied by 372 REUs (based upon the water meters), Public Staff failed to appreciate the 

purposes of base facility charges and whether those purposes were relevant to the way Carolina 

Meadows wastewater system operates. 

22. Because of the flawed methodology used by Aqua and the Public Staff, Carolina 

Meadows now faces a drastic, and unjustified increase to its base facility charge that is inconsistent 

with generally accepted rate making principles and does not align with the mission and policies of 

the Commission. 

23.   The impact of the flawed rate structure proposed by Public Staff, and apparently 

agreed to by Aqua, is a significant increase in the sewer bills to be issued to Carolina Meadows.  

As shown on the following chart, the Public Staff’s proposed charges using the 372 REUs would 

result in an estimated 78% increase from $176,746.28 to $313,862.37 in the total annual bill to 

Carolina Meadows. The proposed Facility Service Charge alone represents an exorbitant annual 

increase from $15,660.00 to $202,799.52.  Even if the Public Staff’s recommendation to mitigate 

this huge increase (by charging only half of the proposed increase until the next ratemaking) is 
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followed, the total annual sewer bill to Carolina Meadows would still climb to $212,462.61, an 

increase of $35,716.33, or 20%, over the current bill and which is well above the overall rate of 

increase in Aqua’s sewer revenues proposed by Public Staff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(signature on following page) 
 

  

Carolina Meadows Sewer Charges

Estimated Annual Bills

Current  Public Staff  Public Staff

Rate  Proposed Rate  Settlement Rate

Facility Service Charge  15,660.00 $     202,799.52 $     101,399.76$   
(6" Meter ‐ 50 REU) (372 REU)  (186 REU) 

Usage Charge 161,086.28$    111,062.85 $     111,062.85$   
(18,059 kgal)  (18,059 kgal)  (18,059 kgal) 

Total Annual Bill  176,746.28$    313,862.37 $     212,462.61$   

Increase ‐ $ 137,116.09 $     35,716.33 $   
Percent Increase 78%  20% 
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Bill Stannard
Chairman of the Board 

Bill has more than 40 years of experience providing consulting services to 
investor- and municipally-owned utilities covering management, operation, 
economic, and financial matters. His extensive experience encompasses: for-
mulation of financial systems and ordinances for compliance with regulations 
regarding the Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act; comprehen-
sive revenue requirements and cost of service studies; rate setting; consulting 
engineers and financial feasibility reports related to the sale of revenue bonds; 
financial feasibility analyses; organizational and management reviews; and util-
ity competitiveness studies. He has served as an expert witness in rate litigation 
matters in federal and state courts and before arbitration panels and state public 
service commissions. Bill has also served as an arbitrator in resolving water and 
wastewater rate disputes. Bill is an active member of the WEF and AWWA. 
He served as chair of the WEF’s task force charged with the development of a 
Manual of Practice, Financing and Charges for Wastewater Systems. Bill also 
authored a chapter entitled, “Selecting the Optimal Capital Financing Plan and 
Pricing Structure,” for the Fourth Edition of the industry guidebook, Water and 
Wastewater Finance and Pricing: The Changing Landscape. He is the Chair of 
AWWA’s Management and Leadership Division, a Trustee of AWWA’s Tech-
nical & Education Council, and a past-Chair of AWWA’s Finance, Accounting 
and Management Controls Committee.

EXPERT WITNESS AND LITIGATION SUPPORT EXPERIENCE

City of Detroit Water and Sewerage Board (MI)
United States District Court, Eastern District of Michigan
Bill testified on behalf of the City of Detroit and its Water and Sewerage 
Department regarding its wastewater rates charged to its wholesale wastewa-
ter customers and its industrial retail customers on multiple occasions during 
the period 1977 through 1996. During this period, Bill testified on twelve 
occasions in depositions and in hearings in Federal Court. In addition to his 
testimony Bill was directly involved in the negotiation of four rate settlement 
agreements between the City of Detroit and the wholesale customers.

Oakland County Michigan Circuit Court
Bill testified on behalf of the City of Detroit in support of the City’s water rates 
charged to the City of Novi, Michigan. The Trial Court found in favor of the 
City of Detroit citing Bill’s testimony as a fundamental basis for the decision.

Kalamazoo (MI)
Kalamazoo County, Michigan Circuit Court
Bill testified as an expert witness in support of the City in a wastewater rate 
dispute with its wholesale customers. Bill’s testimony was provided in depo-
sition conducted by the plaintiff’s attorney and helped facilitate a settlement 
agreement between the parties establishing a process and methodology for 
determination of future wastewater rates.

Holland (MI)
Arbitration between the City of Holland and the City of Zeeland
Bill served as an expert witness on behalf of the City of Holland, Michigan 
in its arbitration on water rates with the City of Zeeland, Michigan. His 
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testimony was provided in depositions and during the arbitration 
hearings. The findings of the arbitration panel were principally 
in support of the City of Holland’s water rates.

Bay City (MI)
Water Rate Arbitration between the City of Bay City and its whole-
sale customers Bay County and Hampton Township
Bill served as an arbitrator representing Bay County and Hampton 
Township in a challenge of the City of Bay City’s wholesale water 
rates. The challenges to the water rates focused on the determina-
tion of the City’s revenue requirements to be recovered from the 
water rates and the application of the “utility basis” in the deter-
mination of the wholesale cost of service. The neutral arbitrator 
agreed with the arguments presented by Bill and found in favor of 
Bay County and Hampton Township.

Newark (NJ)
Essex County New Jersey Circuit Court
Bill served as an expert witness for the Seton Leather Company 
in a suit challenging the equity of the City of Newark’s wastewa-
ter rates. Bill testified in deposition and during the Trial Court 
hearing on this matter. At the conclusion of the trial the Judge 
found in favor of Seton leather recognizing the testimony of Bill 
as a substantial basis for his decision. The City of Newark appealed 
the decision to the New Jersey Supreme Court who ruled in favor 
of the City due to the effect that implementing the Trial Court’s 
decision would have on the residential customers of the City.

Lawrence (MA)
Essex County Massachusetts District Court
Bill served as an expert witness on behalf of the Merrimack Paper 
Company challenging the wastewater rates enacted by the City of 
Lawrence, Massachusetts. Bill testified in deposition and in the 
hearing setting forth the results of his analyses and his opinions 
regarding the equity and fairness of the City’s wastewater rates in 
relation to generally accepted wastewater rate making principles 
and industry standards. The District Court ruled in favor of the 
City which prompted Merrimack Paper to Appeal to the Common-
wealth Supreme Court. Once the appeal was accepted for hearing 
by the Supreme Court the City agreed to enter into a settlement 
with Merrimack paper.

Billings (MT)
Water Rate Arbitration between the Billings Heights Water District 
and the City of Billings, Montana
This matter started as a suit filed by the Billings Heights Water 
District against the City of Billings challenging water rates that had 
been adopted by the City. Bill was retained as an expert witness on 
behalf of the District and presented testimony in deposition. After 
the parties had deposed the experts, the Trial Judge worked with 
them to enter into a new contract that provided for arbitration to 
settle disputes. The City then revised its water rates incorporat-
ing many of the issues raised by Bill but still left other items with 
which the District disagreed. The case then moved to arbitration 
which was conducted as “baseball” arbitration with a single arbi-
trator rather than three. Bill testified in the arbitration hearing 
presenting his analyses and opinions regarding the rate issues. 

The Arbitrator concurred with many of Bill’s issues and opinions, 
but due to the nature of baseball arbitration the ultimate finding 
favored the City.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION APPEARANCES

Wisconsin Public Service Commission (WI)
In docket  4310-WR-104 Bill testified on behalf of the Franklin 
Municipal Water Utility and the Village of Caledonia Water Util-
ity in their opposition to the City of Oak Creek Water and Sewer 
Utility’s proposed water rate filing.  Bill’s analysis and testimony 
covered a number of cost of service issues including the customer 
class load factors, the system demands used for allocation of costs, 
the allocation of transmission system costs, the proposed rate of 
return differential, and the allocation of public fire protection costs 
to wholesale customers.

Indiana Regulatory Commission (IN)
Bloomington. Bill served as expert rate consultant on six separate 
water rate cases before the Commission. Three of the cases were 
across the board adjustments to the rate structure based on the over-
all revenue requirement for the water utility. The other three cases 
included detailed cost of service and rate design determinations.

Columbus. Bill served as the expert rate consultant on two water 
rate cases before the Indiana Utility regulatory Commission on 
behalf of the City of Columbus. The first case included a compre-
hensive cost of service study and rate design and the second case 
was based solely on development of proposed revenue requirements.

Evanston. Bill served as the expert rate consultant on behalf of 
the City of Evanston on two water rate cases heard by the Indiana 
Utility Regulatory Commission. Both cases included development 
of test year revenue requirements, comprehensive cost of service 
analyses and rate design.

Kentucky Public Service Commission (KY)
Boone County Kentucky Water District. Bill testified as an 
expert water rate consultant on behalf of Boone County before 
the Kentucky Public Service Commission in support of the Water 
District’s proposed water impact fees. The Commission approved 
the District’s application for implementation of these fees.

Texas Public Utilities Commission (TX)
Silverleaf Resorts, Inc. Bill was a testifying witness on behalf of 
Silverleaf before the Missouri Public Service Commission in Case 
Number WR-2018-0170 and Case Number SR-2018-0171. In that 
case Bill analyzed the proposed revenue requirement and rate 
design and set forth opinions regarding the outstanding issues in 
written testimony. Bill also testified before the Commission in the 
hearings conducted for these cases.

Missouri Public Service Commission (MO)
Silverleaf Resorts, Inc. Bill was a testifying witness on behalf 
of Silverleaf before the Public Utilities Commission of Texas 
(“PUCT”) in Docket 47976. Liberty’s Texas Affiliate “Liberty Sil-
verleaf” filed its application to change rates in that case on March 
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19, 2018. On April 3, 2018 the PUCT referred the case to the State 
Office of Administrative Hearings (“SOAH”). On May 6, 2019 the 
parties in that case filed a Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement 
with the SOAH, which resolved the disputed issues. Prior to Docket 
47976, Bill participated in PUCT Docket No. 46642, Complaint of 
Silverleaf Resorts, Inc. Against Liberty Utilities (Silverleaf Water) 
LLC. In that docket Bill analyzed the Annual Reports filed by 
Liberty as well as responses to discovery. The Administrative Law 
Judge in that docket issued an order compelling Liberty Silverleaf 
to file the rate case in Docket 47976 before Bill was scheduled to 
file written testimony, and the docket was dismissed.

RELEVANT PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District (MO)
Bill served as Project Manager for Raftelis’ engagement as rate 
consultant to the St. Louis MSD Rate Commission. As the Com-
mission’s rate consultant, Bill was responsible for performing an 
independent review of MSD’s proposed wastewater and stormwater 
rates covering the period 2008 through 2012. The project included 
a detailed evaluation of the cost of service studies supporting 
the wastewater and stormwater rates, an evaluation of proposed 
policies for implementation of the rates, and examination of the 
level and phasing of annual rate adjustments proposed during 
the five-year study period. Bill was also responsible for submit-
ting testimony and exhibits for the rate hearings conducted by 
the Rate Commission and assisted the Commission’s Counsel in 
cross examination of MSD witnesses and witnesses of the various 
interveners in the case.

City of Saginaw (MI)
Bill served as the Project Manager for a water cost of service 
engagement for the City of Saginaw (City). The engagement 
included development of a comprehensive financial plan, cost of 
service analysis and design of water rates. In addition to its retail 
customers, the City also provides water service to 19 wholesale 
customers, which use approximately 60% of the water produced. 
A key element of the engagement involved meetings with each of 
the wholesale customers to explain in detail the cost of service allo-
cation methodology and the effect on the customer’s water rates.

City of Wichita (KS)
As Project Manager, Bill assisted the City of Wichita (City) in 
performing an analysis of wholesale water rates by evaluating 
billing data for the past three years for all of the City’s wholesale 
customers and provided recommendations to improve the recovery 
of revenue requirements from these customers. Raftelis has also 
performed a rate study to determine a raw water rate for a proposed 
new industrial customer seeking service from the City. Raftelis 
also analyzed the City’s rate structure to determine its effectiveness 
for providing stable revenues during varying weather conditions.

Little Rock Wastewater Utility (AR)
Bill is Project Manager for a comprehensive wastewater finan-
cial planning, cost of service and rate study for the City of Little 
Rock’s Wastewater Utility (LRW). In addition to the cost of ser-
vice analysis, this project includes a feasibility study of alternative 

system growth charges and a system value determination. LRW is 
in the midst of a major capital improvement program to address 
wet weather flow management issues. The program includes con-
struction of a new wastewater treatment plant and, as such, LRW 
is interested in assessing the feasibility of instituting a system 
development charge to be applied to new customers. The system 
valuation element of the project will be an integral step in LRW’s 
ongoing asset management program development.

Fort Gratiot Township (MI)
Bill served as the Project Manager on an engagement for Fort 
Gratiot Township, Michigan (Township) to review proposed 
water rates from the City of Port Huron (City). The City provides 
wholesale water service to the Township and the Township was 
concerned about the level of proposed rate increases they were 
facing and, hence, engaged Raftelis to review the proposed rates 
to ensure they were appropriate.

City of Detroit (MI)
Bill served as Project Manager/Principal-in-Charge for various 
projects for the City of Detroit (City), including comprehensive 
water and wastewater revenue requirements, cost of service and 
rate design studies; consulting engineers/feasibility reports for 
over $2 billion of water and wastewater system revenue bonds; 
an automated capital improvement program management and 
tracking system; and an automated work order tracking system. 
The rate study engagements included development of user-friendly, 
Windows-based, rate models, initially using Lotus 123 and, subse-
quently, Microsoft Excel® for use by the City’s rate and finance staff.

City of Grosse Pointe (MI)
Bill served as Project Manager to the City of Grosse Pointe, Mich-
igan (City) performing a comprehensive water and wastewater 
cost of service study including benchmarking analysis allowing 
the City to compare their performance with respect to key perfor-
mance criteria to the performance of other similar utilities. Bill has 
also been responsible for the development of a ten-year financial 
plan for the City’s Utilities Department, and creation of a financial 
planning and rate model for use by City staff in preparing annual 
updates to the water and wastewater rates.

City of Philadelphia (PA)
Bill served as a water rate expert, assisting the City of Philadelphia 
in a water rate dispute with one of the City’s major wholesale cus-
tomers. Dispute resolution was accomplished through arbitration 
where Bill provided expert testimony in support of the City’s water 
cost of service analysis and rate design. He also assisted the City in 
developing the overall strategies for crafting the City’s case.

City of Baltimore (MD)
Bill serves as the Project Director on this multi-year engagement 
with the City of Baltimore’s Bureau of Water and Wastewater 
(City). The engagement encompasses a variety of cost of service 
and rate studies for the City’s water and wastewater systems. He is 
currently leading our Firm’s wastewater cost of service analysis and 
development of high strength surcharge rates in accordance with 
EPA user charge regulations. Other components of our engagement 
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with the City include review and evaluation of cost allocations to 
the City’s wholesale water and wastewater customers in accordance 
with the water and sewer service agreements.

City of Portland (OR)
Bill was Project Manager for an engagement for the City of Port-
land Water Bureau (Bureau) which provides retail water service 
to customers within the City and wholesale water service to 19 
agencies under agreements that will expire within the next couple 
of years. Raftelis’ scope of work was separated into two parts: assis-
tance in developing wholesale rates and development of a robust 
modeling tool for onging rate calculation and financial planning 
use by the Bureau.

Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (OH)
Bill served as Project Director in the development of a comprehen-
sive financial plan for the five year period 2007-2011 and 2012-2016, 
as well as various other engagements for the District since 2004. 
The financial plan included projections of customers, water usage 
and revenues under the existing rates, projections of operating and 
maintenance expense, debt service on existing bonds and additional 
bonds necessary to fund the capital improvement program, and 
reserve fund deposits. In addition, Raftelis recommended a rate 
adjustment program over the five year study period to meet the 
projected revenue requirements and maintain the District’s financial 
sustainability. A user-friendly computer model was also developed 
for use by District staff to analyze different planning scenarios.

City of Los Angeles (CA)
Bill served as Principal-in-Charge for the best practices study 
for the Los Angeles Wastewater Program. This project built on 
the City’s efforts conducted during the five years prior to the best 
practices study during which the City, working through its Labor 
Management Committee, had reduced the program’s full-time 
employment by 28 percent. The best practices study covered every 
aspect of the organization including plants, collection system, 
engineering, finance, accounting, human resources, billing and 
collection, customer service, construction management, and 
many others. As a result, additional savings of nearly 20 per-
cent were identified over the ensuing five-year period, utilizing 
normal attrition in lieu of layoffs. The projected savings incorpo-
rated business process changes that were identified and evaluated 
as part of the project with a significant portion of the savings to 
be achieved in the areas of support services and capital improve-
ment programs.

City of San Diego (CA)
Bill served as the Principal-in-Charge for a management review 
of the City’s Water Department. This review was driven by City 
Council concerns about the overall management of the Depart-
ment and several specific areas within the Department, as 
identified by the Council. The City Council directed a very tight 
time schedule for the project, which was completed within two 
months. In order to accomplish the goals of the project within this 
schedule, separate work teams were formed for each of the assigned 
areas. The systematic approach provided an efficient, thorough and 
comprehensive review of each functional area while allowing the 
project team to successfully conform to the tight schedule.

City of Cincinnati (OH)
Bill served as the Partner-in-Charge for the project team engaged 
by Cincinnati Water Works (CWW) to work with CWW’s 
Executive Management Team in development of their first Stra-
tegic Business Plan. The work on this project included a complete 
employee survey, outreach with key external stakeholders, multiple 
workshops with the Executive Team and staff representatives for 
development of CWW’s vision and mission, as well as goals, objec-
tives and strategies, and leading multi-disciplined CWW teams in 
development of specific action plans. The result of this engagement 
was a comprehensive business plan which established a road map 
for the utility over the coming decades.

City and County of San Francisco (CA)
Bill served as Project Manager on an engagement with the 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) in the 
development of contract negotiation strategies regarding the 
renegotiation of SFPUC’s wholesale water service agreements 
with it wholesale water customers. A major component of Bill’s 
work included the analysis of the impact of SFPUC’s $4.5 bil-
lion capital improvement program on the overall financial plan 
and the allocation of costs to the wholesale customers under the 
utility basis of cost allocation as well as the cash basis to deter-
mine the short, mid, and long term impacts on retail rates and 
wholesale rates.

City of Suffolk (VA)
Bill serves as Project Director for Raftelis’ multi-year engagement 
with the City of Suffolk (City) to provide financial services to the 
City’s Department of Public Utilities (DPU). The scope of services 
include an annual update of the ten-year comprehensive financial 
plan, determination of water and sewer costs of service, develop-
ment of proposed water and sewer rates for the upcoming fiscal 
year, and an assessment of the City’s water and sewer system avail-
ability fees. In addition, Raftelis also conducts an annual true-up 
analysis for wholesale water service to the Authority. The true-up 
analysis recalculates the water rates using actual cost and water 
usage data to determine the actual cost-of-service for the Authority 
during the prior year.

Franklin Water Utility (WI)
Franklin Water Utility (FWU) purchases water supplies on a 
wholesale basis from the adjacent City of Oak Creek (Oak Creek). 
Bill provided extensive testimony on behalf of the wholesale 
intervenors in the 2011 rate increase application of the Oak Creek 
Water and Sewer Utility (PSCW Docket No. 4310-WR-104). Bill’s 
testimony focused on three key areas. First, was a refutation of Oak 
Creek’s proposed use of coincident customer class peaking factors 
in its base-extra capacity cost of service study (something not pre-
viously done by the PSCW). Second, Bill proposed that Oak Creek 
conduct a detailed analysis of customer class demand character-
istics in lieu of their proposed use of demand factors that severely 
disadvantaged wholesale customers. Finally, Bill filed extensive 
testimony regarding the allocation of public fire projection costs 
to the City of Franklin under the methodology approved for use 
by Milwaukee Water Works in PSC Docket No. 372-WR-107. The 
PSC issued a ruling affirming Bill’s position on these issues in the 
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Commission’s delegated Final Decision on July 23, 2012 (PSC Ref#: 
168775). This ruling was upheld in the Commission’s preliminary 
determination to modify the Final Decision made on October 3, 
2012 (PSC Ref#: 173880).

Northwest Water Commission (IL)
Bill has served as principal-in-charge for several engagements 
for the Northwest Water Commission (Commission). These 
engagements have included review of water rates charged to the 
Commission proposed by the City of Evanston (City) and assis-
tance with negotiation of the rates to be charged under the terms 
of the Commission’s contract with the City, and a determination 
of the current value of the Commission’s water system assets. 
Currently, Raftelis is developing proposed water rates for potential 
service to new contract customers.

City of Naperville (IL)
Bill served as Project Director for a comprehensive water and 
wastewater rate study for the City of Naperville (City). The scope 
of work included development of financial plans for the of pro-
posed rates to fund the projected revenue requirements for the 
two utilities. The findings of the study were presented to the City 
Council which approved the proposed changes in rates including 
a purchased water component which will serve as a pass through 
to reflect the rates for water purchased from the Du Page County 
Water Commission.

Loudoun County Sanitation Authority (VA)
Bill served as the Project Director on two engagements for 
Loudoun County Sanitation Authority (Authority), a cost of ser-
vice rate study and a bond feasibility study. The Authority’s goal for 
the rate study was to maintain the current rate structure and min-
imize rate increases while still preserving a sufficient fund balance 
to meet all internal coverage requirements. The follow-up bond 
feasibility study used the newly developed rate model to ensure the 
Authority’s financial capability to issue new debt.

City of Kansas City (MO)
Bill served as the Project Director for a wastewater financial plan-
ning and cost of service study for the City of Kansas City Water 
Services Department (Department). The project included devel-
opment of a comprehensive financial plan, cost of service analysis 
and design of wastewater rates. In addition to its retail customers, 
the Department also provides wastewater service to more than 20 
wholesale customers. A key element of the engagement involved 
a detailed analysis of the costs of the system components which 
serve the wholesale customers to serve as the basis for a move to 
cost of service based rates for the wholesale customers in place of 
the historic practice of tying the wholesale rates to the inside City 
retail rates.

Tarrant Regional Water District (TX)
Bill served as Project Director on a project for the Tarrant Regional 
Water District (TRWD) to study the financial, economic, and 
policy impacts of a proposal that TRWD pay communities for 
wastewater effluent discharged into the Trinity River which would 
subsequently be used to augment TRWD’s raw water supply.

City of Hobbs (NM)
Bill has been the Project Manager on the City of Hobbs (City) water 
and wastewater rate study. The City was faced with significant cap-
ital expenditures to upgrade their wastewater treatment plant and 
wanted to ensure that the water and wastewater utilities were oper-
ating in a self-sufficient manner. Raftelis worked with City Staff as 
well as the City Council and Water Board to determine the City’s 
rate setting goals. Raftelis then developed water and wastewater 
rate structures that addressed these goals, in particular, conserva-
tion, while providing for adequate capital financing.

City of Lee’s Summit (MO)
As Project Manager, Bill performed comprehensive water and 
wastewater cost of service studies for the City of Lee’s Summit 
(City) as well as provided an update of the City’s system develop-
ment charges collected from new customers.

City of Olathe (KS)
Bill has been the Project Manager on a series of engagements for 
the City of Olathe (City). Raftelis first performed an analysis of 
the City’s existing System Development Fee methodology and pro-
vided guidance on how the fees could be updated and improved. 
Raftelis provided the subsequent revisions and updates and pre-
sented these findings to City Council. Raftelis has subsequently 
been engaged by the City to analyze proposed wastewater impact 
fees that would supplement system development charge revenue, 
to update the City’s cost of service computer model, and to assist 
with the determination of wholesale wastewater rates.

City of Wyoming (MI)
Bill was the Project Manager for Raftelis’ engagement with the City 
of Wyoming (City) to perform a water cost of service study and to 
provide assistance in the negotiation of new wholesale contracts 
for water and wastewater service. The City engaged Raftelis to 
perform a water cost of service study to support the negotiation of 
new wholesale water contracts. Raftelis also provided expertise in 
areas including rate of return, cost of service allocations, industrial 
surcharges, and rate design.

OTHER RELEVANT PROJECT EXPERIENCE
• Allegheny County Sanitary Authority (PA) – Rate Study, Indus-

trial SC Review
• Arlington County (VA) – Alternative Rate Structure Analysis,

Financial Planning, Availability Fee Development, and Public
Involvement Program

• City of Cincinnati (OH) – Strategic Business Plan
• City of Columbus (OH) – Water and Wastewater Rate Study
• City of Henderson (NV) – Water and Wastewater Rate Study
• City of Lee’s Summit (MO) – Water and Wastewater Cost of

Service Study
• City of Lexington (KY) – Water System Valuation
• Loudoun County Sanitation District (VA) – Water and Sewer

Rate Study and Bond Feasibility Study
• City of Loveland (OH) – Evaluation of Wastewater Service

Alternatives
• City of Kalamazoo (MI) – Wastewater Rate Review
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• City of Macomb (MI) – Wastewater Rate Litigation Assistance
and Feasibility Analysis for Acquisition

• Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District (OH) – Financial Plan-
ning, Rate Study and Rate Model

• Oakland County (MI) – Water and Wastewater Rate Review and 
Master Plan Financial Analysis

• City of Olathe (KS) – Water and Wastewater Availability Fees
• City of Portland (OR) – Wholesale Service Contract Review and

Bond Feasibility Study
• City of Saginaw (MI) – Wholesale Water Contract Negotiations,

Water Cost of Service Study and Water Rate Update
• San Antonio Water System (TX) – Water and Sewer Rate Study
• San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (CA) – Wholesale

Contract Development, Reuse Water Pricing Review, Wheeling
Rate Review

• City of Warren (MI) – Water Rate Litigation Support
• City of Wichita (KS) – Wholesale Water Rates Analysis
• United States Navy, Norfolk (VA) – Water Rate Review

OTHER EXPERIENCE
• Invited Instructor: University of Colorado School of Engineering 

– Graduate Course on Utility Management and Finance

FULL CLIENT LIST
Alabama
• Birmingham Water Works Board
• Jasper Water Board
• Jefferson County Wastewater

Arizona
• City of Phoenix
• Pima County Wastewater

California
• City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation
• City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
• Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Los

Angeles)
• Monterey Peninsula Water Management District
• City of San Diego
• City of San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
• Armor Foods – Turlock, CA

Colorado
• Town of Grand Lake
• Littleton Sewer Rate Coalition

District of Columbia
• DC Water

Georgia
• City of Atlanta
• City of Columbus
• Gwinnett County

Indiana
• City of Bloomington
• City of Columbus
• City of Evansville
• Indianapolis Water Company

Illinois
• City of Peoria
• City of Carbondale
• Northwest Water Commission
• City of Bloomington
• City of Glenview
• City of Naperville
• Silverleaf Resorts, Inc.

Kansas
• City of Olathe
• City of Topeka
• City of Wichita
• City of Valley Center

Kentucky
• Boone County Water District
• Hardin County Water District No. 1
• Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government

Louisiana
• New Orleans Sewerage and Water Board

Maryland
• City of Baltimore
• Baltimore County
• Howard County
• Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission

Massachusetts
• Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
• Merrimack Paper Company – Lawrence, MA
• City of Saugus

Michigan
• City of Alpena
• Bay County
• City of Detroit
• City of Flat Rock
• City of Flint
• City of Grand Rapids
• Great Lakes Water Authority
• City of Holland
• City of Kalamazoo
• City of Lansing
• Macomb County
• Oakland County
• City of Saginaw
• City of Warren
• City of Wyoming
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Mississippi
• City of Jackson

Missouri
• City of Columbia
• City of Gladstone
• City of Kansas City
• City of Jefferson
• City of Lee’s Summit
• City of North Kansas City
• City of St. Joseph
• St. Louis Metropolitan Sewer District
• City of Bolivar
• Silverleaf Resorts, Inc.

Montana
• County Water District of Billings Heights

New Jersey
• Seton Leather Company – Newark, NJ

New Mexico
• City of Hobbs

Nevada
• City of Boulder City
• City of Henderson
• Clark County
• North Las Vegas

New York
• City of New York

North Carolina
• Orange County Water and Sewer Authority
• City of Winston-Salem

Ohio
• City of Akron
• City of Cincinnati
• Cincinnati Metropolitan Sewer District
• City of Lakewood
• City of Loveland
• Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District
• City of Mason
• City of Middletown

Oregon
• City of Portland

Pennsylvania
• Alleghany County Sanitary Authority
• City of Philadelphia
• Pittsburgh Water and Sewer Authority

South Carolina
• City of Charleston
• City of Columbia

Texas
• City of Arlington
• City of Austin
• City of Dallas
• City of Denton
• City of Houston
• City of San Antonio
• Tarrant Regional Water District
• City of Fort Worth
• Silverleaf Resorts, Inc.

Virginia
• Arlington County
• Chesterfield County
• Loudoun County
• City of Portsmouth
• City of Richmond
• City of Suffolk
• City of Virginia Beach

Washington
• City of Seattle

Wisconsin
• City of Franklin
• Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewer District
• Milwaukee Water Works
• Waukesha Water Utility

Canada
• Regional Water Customers Group, Edmonton, AB
• City of Calgary, AB

International
• Bangkok – Trade Development Agency
• Cairo - USAid
• Lima, Peru – World Bank
• Oman
• Puerto Rico Water and Sewer Authority

Federal
• United States Navy
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Stannard Exhibit B

Carolina Meadows Sewer Charges

Facility Service Charge

Current Public Staff Public Staff

Rate Proposed Rate Settlement Rate

Rate per REU 26.11$                45.43$                 45.43$                

REU's Assigned  50 372 186

  % Change 744% 372%

Monthly Charge  1,305.50$           16,899.96$         8,449.98$           

Annual Charge 15,666.00$         202,799.52$       101,399.76$      

  % Change 1295% 647%
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Meter Data

Billing Detail

Amount Owed from Last Bill
Total Payments Received
Remaining Balance
Customer Charge Sewer
  1,121,200 gallons @ $0.00892 per gallon
Total Current Sewer Charges
System Improvement Charge - Wastewater
FTCJA Credit-Deferred Fed Tax - Wastewater
FTCJA Credit-Deferred NC Tax - Wastewater
Amount Due

Message Center 
n

Aqua North Carolina, Inc.

762 W. Lancaster Avenue

Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3489

The due date refers to current charges and any deferred payment amount only.  If you do not pay your bill on time, your service could be subject to
interruption.  To ensure proper credit, please remember to provide your full 16-digit account number when paying your bill.

Aqua North Carolina, Inc.

762 W. Lancaster Avenue

Please Do Not Remit Payment To The Above Address

Cyc=35C4  1up=2478995   EC: RUSS BC: RUSS

Average Daily Usage = 37,373 Gallons

FDFATFFFADDADDTAFTDFTDADDDFTTTTTAFTFATTDTFFDATAFAFATFAADTDDTADDTA
SENIOR CENTER CAROLINA MEADOWS BULK METE
100 CAROLINA MDWS
CHAPEL HILL NC 27517-8507

00086624806216920000010565536

..........................................................................

.............................................................
.............................................

(see reverse side for other information)

....................................................
................................................

 

..............................................

•

Meter

50325802

Bryn Mawr, PA 19010-3489

 Toll Free: 

  Fax: 

  www.aquaamerica.com

..............

.......................

866.780.8292

Size

6"

...................
..................

877.987.2782

RETURN THIS PORTION WITH YOUR PAYMENT

D:1-2

Service To:

Seq=18080

SENIOR CENTER CAROLINA MEADO
MTR @WW TRTMT PLNT SENIOR CN
CHAPEL HILL, NC 27517

10,001.10
1,305.50

MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO:

Billing Period

Total Days:

$  12,248.44

$ 10,565.53

07/02/20
06/02/20

12,248.44

11,306.60

784.07
130.03

87.03

0.00

Questions about your sewer service?... Contact us before the due date.

Aqua NC

Days

30

30

Credit
Credit

Bill Date

July 07, 2020

Read Type

Actual
Actual

Amount Enclosed        

FDADFFFDTDDDDTFTATTATATTFFDATTDADTFTTFDDFDFFFDAAFFDAATADFAFFFTDAT

26434500
25313300

Meter Readings

AQUA NORTH CAROLINA
PO BOX 70279
PHILADELPHIA PA 19176-0279

07/29/2020

Total Amount Due

$ 10,565.53

DUE DATE

Total Usage:

000866248-0621692

$

Account Number

000866248 0621692

2357102

Account Number

TOTAL AMOUNT DUE

Current Charges Due Date

July 29, 2020

$10,565.53

1,121,200

1,121,200

Usage Units

Gallons

Gallons

RECEIVED: 07/09/20
DUE DATE: 07/09/20
PERIOD:          07

10-34-134803

10-54-154803

10-74-174803 1,510.87

707.89

8,346.77
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Toll Free: 877.WTR.AQUA or 877.987.2782                                          Fax: 866-780-8292                                         www.aquaamerica.com

If you have a billing question or complaint, call or write to us before the due date on your bill. When writing, please use a separate piece of paper

and include your name, address, and account number. Notes written on the bill may delay processing of your payment. Our customer service

address is listed on the front of the bill. You may also contact us for a rate schedule which is an explanation of how to verify that your bill is

correct or for an explanation of our charges.

Please notify our office immediately upon changes of occupancy, ownership or mailing address, as the customer is responsible for all changes

until we are notified. All water passing through the meter will be charged to the customer whether used, wasted or lost by leakage.

If your bill is based on zero usage, there may be a problem with your meter reading equipment. If there is a problem with your meter reading

equipment, you will be responsible for the water usage or leakage not reported on this bill. Please call customer service if you have any questions

or to have your meter reading equipment serviced.

Actual (A) Read:

Customer Charge:

necessary services that are not covered under the consumption charge. It is billed whether or not you use any water.

Customer Read:

Employee Identification:

Estimated (E) Bill:

have a new bill by reading the meter and calling the company with that reading. Note, revised bills will not be issued after the due date of the

estimated bill.

Late Charge: 

Meter Reading:

reading through one of our automatic meter reading systems.

Minimum Charge:

meter reading, and other necessary services that are not covered under the consumption charge. It is billed whether or not you use any water.

Payment Methods:

     

                          Aqua North Carolina:  PO BOX 70279,PHILADELPHIA PA 19176-0279. DO NOT SEND CASH.

     

     

                          Payments are credited to your account the same day or the next business day if you make payments on a

                          weekend or holiday.  Please call us or visit www.aquaamerica.com to find the Western Union  location closest to you.

    

                           bank checks. Details and applications are available from the company. Please call our Customer Service Department.

WaterSmart e-Billing:

                           www.aquaamerica.com to sign up today!

Payment Terms:

Return Check Charge:

ZipCheck®: 

By mail:

By Phone:

In Person: 

       Place your check or money order in the enclosed pre-addressed envelope. Put a stamp on the envelope and mail it to

   Customers with credit cards may pay their bills over the phone for a fee by calling this toll free number: 866.269.2906.

A penalty on past due balances.

  Pay in person (with cash or check) at convenient Western Union locations throughout Aqua North Carolina’s service territory.

 A program in which your payment is automatically deducted from your bank account. You save the cost of postage and using

 We attempt to read the water meter every billing period.  We either have our meter reader visit your property or obtain the

 Meter reading obtained from our customer.

 You should pay your bill on or before the due date.

 Meter reading obtained by a company employee or one of our automatic meter reading systems.

 This charge includes a water allowance, plus the cost of having water service available, including operations, maintenance,

 When we are unable to read your meter, we base the bill on your past water use. If you receive an estimated bill, you may

 This charge covers the cost of having water service available, including operations, maintenance, meter reading, and other

 You can pay your bill by any of the following methods:

 Switch to paperless billing today. Enjoy the convenience of viewing and paying your bill online. Visit us at

 If for any reason your check is returned to us from the bank, we will add a service charge to your account.

 All company employees carry an identification card showing their picture and employee number.

QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR BILL ?

S

E
c
y
and 

Vi

our

EXPLANATION OF TERMS

l
n

a

ut

si

r

v

o

t 

t

e ti

no 
 
er
l

– 

bi

l t
 

AquaAmeri

l

od
o

addi
l 

me 

f a 
is 

a

a

y 
paper

ti
v

in 

and cut 

ailab
onal 

Wa
 
l
bi

f

ca.com 

t

e 
ees.

er
l
t
l,
o vi

Smart 
 and 

cl

ew 

ut

for

w

t

e-Bi

onli
e

er

 mor

’ll 

 wi

n
l

ne. It

li
o
ng. 

e 

ti

th 

detai

fy 
’

Y

s 

paper

y
ou 

si
ou 

mp

ls.

can 
by email 

le, 

less bi

cut 

secu

the 
when 
re, 

lling! 

EXHIBIT D, Page 2 of 2



EXHIBIT E, Page 1 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 2 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 3 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 4 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 5 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 6 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 7 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 8 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 9 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 10 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 11 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 12 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 13 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 14 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 15 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 16 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 17 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 18 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 19 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 20 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 21 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 22 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 23 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 24 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 25 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 26 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 27 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 28 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 29 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 30 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 31 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 32 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 33 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 34 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 35 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 36 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 37 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 38 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 39 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 40 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 41 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 42 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 43 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 44 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 45 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 46 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 47 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 48 of 49



EXHIBIT E, Page 49 of 49


	Stannard Affidavit
	Stannard Ex. A (Stannard CV)
	Stannard Ex. B (percent change chart)
	Stannard Ex. C (Sewer Map)
	Sheets and Views
	Cover C-1


	Stannard Ex. D (Aqua July 2020 Bill)
	Stannard Ex. E (Chatham Water Bill)

