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INTERVENOR EVIDENCE PACKAGE - NSRAB File: M12363 
REGION OF QUEENS MUNICIPALITY WATER UTILITY  
Prepared for: Nova Scotia Regulatory and Appeals Board  
Submitted by: Queens Community Health Board Chair: Tara Druzina 
Date: October 8, 2025 

 
QUEENS COMMUNITY HEALTH BOARD STANDING 

The Queens Community Health Board intervenes in this rate application because water 
aƯordability is fundamentally a public health issue. 

Our Mandate 

The Queens Community Health Board is responsible for monitoring and advocating for the 
health and wellbeing of Queens County residents. UnaƯordable essential services directly 
impact health through: 

 Seniors' health: Fixed-income seniors forced to choose between utilities, 
medications, food, or heating face increased health risks 

 Child development: Families in poverty experiencing utility stress show higher rates 
of childhood health problems and developmental delays 

 Mental health: Financial stress from unaƯordable bills contributes to anxiety, 
depression, and family conflict 

 Housing stability: Utility disconnections or unaƯordable rent increases (due to 
landlords passing through costs) threaten housing security 

Why This Application Concerns Us 

In a community where: 

 Nearly one-third of residents are aged 65+, with high reliance on fixed government 
transfers 

 Child poverty rates are among the highest in Nova Scotia 

 Nearly 20% of utility customers already cannot pay current bills 

 Residents face compounding increases across all essential services 

Doubling water rates would impose severe health-related hardships on our most 
vulnerable populations. 
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Our Request 

We ask the Board to protect public health by: 

 Rejecting unprecedented 114.7% rate increases over three years while the utility 
wastes 69% of water and has worsened performance despite Board direction 

 Approving only rate increases populations (especially the vulnerable) can 
reasonably manage (15-20% interim increase aligned with regulatory precedent).  
Accounting for compounding burden on households facing water rate increases, fire 
protection tax increases, AND likely sewer rate increases (if sewer rates remain 
linked to water consumption), this is request is appropriate 

 Requiring demonstrated eƯiciency improvements and measurable water loss 
reduction before approving additional rate burden 

 Ensuring customer protection programs are operational, not theoretical 

We intervene not to oppose necessary rate adjustments, but to ensure ratepayers are not 
forced to pay for utility mismanagement. After four years of eƯort spent on leak detection 
and repairs, the utility has made water losses worse—not better. The burden of these 
failures must not be shifted entirely to vulnerable populations through rate shock. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Region of Queens Water Utility seeks unprecedented rate increases while systematic 
operational failures persist. This document is supported by the 2025 Utility Rate Report, the 
municipality's Information Request Responses dated October 1, and October 2, 2025, the 
municipality's website, the 2021 Utility Rate Report and subsequent decisions. 

Proposed Increases (Rate Study Worksheet D-1; Municipal Website) 

 Residential (5/8"): 105.4% Year 1, 114.7% total over 3 years 

 Unmetered: 108% Year 1, 121.4% total over 3 years 

 Commercial: 107.5-119.5% Year 1 

 Fire Protection: 99.3% Year 1, 149.9% total over 3 years 

System Performance (Utility's Own Data) 

 Water loss: 69.1% (worsened from 60.3% in 2021 despite Board direction) (IR-5, 
GMac Report) 
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 Infrastructure Leakage Index: 14.8 (worst category - Category D) (GMac Report, 
p.90) 

 Over $270,000 documented spending on leak detection and repairs: Zero 
improvement (IR-5c, IR-5d, Worksheet B-2a) 

 Only 20 of 29 identified leaks repaired in 4 years (IR-5d) 

 Every claim in this package is documented in the utility's own Information 
Request responses from October 1 and October 2, 2025. 

 

The Burden 

 Typical household water bill: $330/year → $710/year (+$379) (Municipal Website) 

 Fire protection property tax increase: $302,094 total (+150% over 3 years), borne 
entirely by the ~1,232 Liverpool properties served by the water utility because these 
properties are also within Tax District 13- averaging $245 per property over three 
years (IR-11, IR-51, Municipal Website) 

 Sewer rates also expected to increase if they remain linked to water consumption, 
compounding the financial burden on the same Liverpool households 

 Liverpool households face triple impact: water bills doubling + fire protection taxes 
increasing 150% + sewer rate increases, all simultaneously 

 Nearly one-third of residents are aged 65+ (31.3%), with high reliance on fixed 
government transfers 

 Child poverty rate of 28.5% (2021), rising to 31.5% (2022) - among highest in Nova 
Scotia 

 19.8% of customers already in arrears (IR-51) 

 Combined water and fire protection burden on Liverpool households: +$461/year in 
Year 1 alone (before sewer increases) 

 

Relief Sought 

 Approve interim increase of 15-20% (aligned with regulatory precedent) 

 Condition future increases on measurable NRW reduction targets 
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 Order independent system audit and quarterly public reporting 

 Require performance-based rate plan with accountability measures 
 

Letters of Support  

The Queens Community Health Board's intervention is supported by the following 
community organizations serving vulnerable populations in Queens County:  

 Liverpool Food Bank 
 Liverpool Curling Club 
 Queens Transit 
 Queens Care Society 

Letters from these organizations are attached as Appendix H, documenting the anticipated 
impact of these rate increases on low-income residents, seniors, and families already 
struggling with aƯordability. 

 

PROCEDURAL NOTE 

This evidence package addresses the utility's rate application and Information Request 
responses filed October 1, 2025, with supplemental responses filed October 2, 2025. 

Procedural Irregularities: 

1. Late Filing: The utility filed its IR responses 2 days past the Board-directed deadline 
of September 29, 2025, without advance notice to intervenors and sent only to the 
Board not the Intervenor as required.  

2. Piecemeal Disclosure: Three significant cost variance explanations were initially 
marked "Response to follow" in the October 1 submission:  

1. • IR-13(b): Water Treatment expense decrease of 21.3%  

2. • IR-13(c): Transmission & Distribution expense decrease of 37.3%  

3. • IR-22(c): Maintenance of Mains materials increase of 335%  

These three significant cost variance explanations were provided in a supplemental 
filing dated October 2, 2025 (document header shows October 3, 2025).  These 
requests for explanation are in the utility's own historical spending—information 
immediately available from financial records. 
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3. Volume and Complexity: Intervenors received 180 pages of complex financial 
documentation within a compressed timeline, with key information arriving in 
multiple tranches. 

This procedural note documents the filing pattern for the record. All substantive arguments 
in this submission are supported by complete information received as of October 8, 2025, 
including the supplemental responses. 

 

DETAILED EVIDENCE 

The following sections document the utility's operational failures, accounting irregularities, 
and the disproportionate burden on vulnerable populations. Each claim is supported by the 
utility's own Information Request responses, the GMac Water Loss Assessment Study, and 
oƯicial municipal data. 

1. REGULATORY NON-COMPLIANCE 

1.1 Violation of 2021 Board Decision 

NSUARB Decision M10229 (November 29, 2021): "The Board expects the Utility's leak 
detection program to continue and aid in reducing losses." 

Four Years Later (IR-5): 

 2021 NRW: 60.3% 

 2024 NRW: 69.1% 

 Change: +8.8 percentage points WORSE 

IR-5(e): "The application does not include any reductions in non-revenue water during the 
test period." 

1.2 NSUARB Accounting Handbook Violations 

Required: Annual water balance reporting using AWWA methodology 

Actual: 

 No water balance in rate study 

 GMac Report only provided when specifically requested (IR-5) 

 No public reporting since 2021 

 Data validity score: 60/100 (Tier 3 - borderline acceptable) 
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1.3 Cost Allocation Deviations (IR-33) 

Transmission & Distribution: 

 Handbook: 0% Base, 100% Delivery 

 Utility: 100% Base (2025/26), 80% Base (subsequent years) 

Depreciation & Return: 

 Handbook: 40% Base, 30% Delivery, 30% Production 

 Utility: 100% Base all years 

Utility's Justification (IR-33a): "These allocations were used to maintain the projected 
revenue from the Base charge in the 40% range... needed for the financial stability of the 
Utility." 

Analysis: Utility prioritizes "financial stability" over regulatory compliance, shifting costs to 
fixed charges that disproportionately burden low-consumption users (seniors, small 
households). 

1.4 Section 35 Capital Approval Violation 

Section 35 of the Public Utilities Act requires Board approval for capital expenditures 
exceeding $250,000. The utility acknowledged proceeding with installation of a 
transmission main section without required approval—a project that has been ongoing for 
approximately 2 years. 

The utility characterized this as proceeding "in error," but a 2-year unauthorized project 
demonstrates: 

 Failure to follow basic regulatory requirements for major capital work 

 Poor internal controls over capital project authorization 

 Ongoing non-compliance, not a one-time oversight 

 Pattern consistent with other documented failures (forgotten debentures, 
calculation errors, incomplete planning) 

This violation is particularly concerning given the utility now requests approval for $3.7M in 
additional capital work over the test period. 
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2. SYSTEMATIC OPERATIONAL FAILURES 

2.1 Catastrophic Water Loss (GMac Report, IR-5) 

Metric Queens Industry Standard Rating 

Non-Revenue Water 69.1% <30% Poor 

Infrastructure Leakage Index 14.8 1.0-3.0 Category D (Worst) 

Real Losses 595.5 ML/year N/A 199% of consumption 

Loss per Connection 1,287 L/day <100 L/day Catastrophic 

 

GMac Finding: System loses more than triple average household consumption per 
connection per day. 

International Comparison: ILI of 14.8 places Queens at worst end of 83 European utilities—
exceeding most developing countries. 

2.2 IneƯective Leak Detection and Repair Program 

Since 2021, the utility has spent over $270,000 on leak detection and water leak repairs 
(documented in Worksheet B-2a and IR-5c). 

Results (IR-5d): 

 Only 20 of 29 identified leaks repaired (69% completion rate) 

 NRW worsened from 60.3% (2021) to 69.1% (2024) 

 System losses increased by 8.8 percentage points 

Workplace Disruption and Management Accountability (IR-22c): 

The utility attributed the 335% increase in Maintenance of Mains materials to operational 
challenges: "In 2024/25 the Utility had a workplace disruption and staƯ shortcomings 
which lead to little to no maintenance." 

 

Critical Management Failures: 

1. Service Continuity Under Section 52 PUA: Section 52 PUA requires utilities to 
provide "reasonably safe and adequate service." The complete cessation of 
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maintenance during workplace disruptions indicates failure to maintain this 
statutory obligation. 

2. Absence of Contingency Planning: The admission that workplace disruption 
resulted in "little to no maintenance" demonstrates absence of basic business 
continuity measures: • No backup staƯing arrangements or cross-training • No 
prioritization protocols for critical infrastructure • No procedures for maintaining 
essential services during disruptions 

3. Direct Impact on Water Loss: The maintenance failure directly contributed to: • 9 
of 29 identified leaks remaining unrepaired • NRW worsening from 60.3% to 69.1% • 
System losses increasing when reduction was expected 

4. Pattern of Emergency Response Failures: Combined with the 2023 lightning strike 
that caused an 8-week boil water advisory and 158% budget overrun (IR-12a), the 
workplace disruption demonstrates systematic deficiencies in emergency 
preparedness. 

5. Implications for Capital Program: The utility requests 114.7% rate increases over 
three years and approval for $3.7M in capital projects, yet recently demonstrated 
inability to maintain existing infrastructure during operational challenges. 

Despite spending over a quarter million dollars on leak detection and repairs over four 
years, the utility has made the problem worse. The workplace disruption provides context 
for recent performance decline, but does not absolve management responsibility for failing 
to maintain service continuity or imposing the full cost of these failures on ratepayers. 

IR-5(e): The utility admits "The application does not include any reductions in non-revenue 
water during the test period" despite projecting $3.7M in capital investment. 

2.3 Meter Accuracy Crisis (IR-9, GMac Report) 

Fleet Status: 

 Meters purchased used from Halifax around 1970-1972 (GMac Report p.19; IR-9 
responses) 

 20 replaced annually = 61.7-year replacement cycle 

 Average age: 53+ years (3x typical service life) 

 No systematic testing program 
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Impact: 

 Estimated 5% under-registration (likely higher) 

 Revenue loss: $20,846/year minimum 

 Apparent losses: 16.3 ML/year 

 Unreliable consumption data 

GMac Warning: "If meters were purchased used from the City of Halifax, the meters in most 
cases would be well beyond the typical service life... It is possible the under-registration is 
significantly higher." 

2.4 Absence of EƯiciency Improvement Plan 

Despite documented performance failures, the rate study and IR responses contain no 
concrete plan for improving system eƯiciency. The utility provides no: 

 Timeline for completing repairs on the remaining 9 identified leaks 

 Strategy for reducing NRW below 60% within any timeframe 

 Explanation for why $3.7M capital investment projects zero eƯiciency gain 

 Performance targets or accountability measures 

The workplace disruption that prevented maintenance in 2024/25 (IR-22c) further 
demonstrates vulnerability in operational capacity. The utility could not maintain existing 
infrastructure during foreseeable operational challenges, raising questions about capacity 
to simultaneously execute $3.7M in capital projects while achieving NRW reduction 
targets. 

2.5 Emergency Preparedness and Business Continuity Planning Deficiencies 

The utility has experienced two significant operational disruptions within two years, both 
revealing inadequate contingency planning: 

2023 Lightning Strike (IR-12a, IR-46): 

 August 9, 2023: Lightning damage to water treatment facility 

 Result: 8-week boil water advisory and 158% budget overrun 

 Equipment repairs required months; insurance claim finalized 

 Municipality sought customer bill relief from Board 
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2024-25 Workplace Disruption (IR-22c): 

 Fiscal year 2024/25: Workplace disruption and staƯ shortcomings 

 Result: "little to no maintenance" performed 

 Impact: 9 of 29 identified leaks remain unrepaired 

 Contributed to NRW increase from 60.3% to 69.1% 

Section 52 PUA Requirements and Management Deficiencies: 

Section 52 PUA requires utilities to provide "reasonably safe and adequate service." These 
incidents demonstrate systematic deficiencies in: 

Risk Assessment: While lightning strikes are unpredictable, workplace disruptions are 
foreseeable operational risks. The utility appears to lack comprehensive risk assessment to 
identify and mitigate operational vulnerabilities. 

Business Continuity: Complete cessation of maintenance during workplace disruption 
indicates absence of basic continuity protocols: 

 No backup staƯing arrangements or mutual aid agreements 

 No prioritization framework for critical infrastructure 

 Inadequate cross-training or succession planning 

 No documented procedures for maintaining essential services 

Emergency Response: The 8-week boil water advisory duration suggests gaps in 
emergency response capabilities and vendor relationships for critical repairs. 

Management Oversight: Both incidents reflect organizational challenges in planning, 
resource management, and service delivery—core management responsibilities. 

Implications for Rate Application: 

Before approving 114.7% rate increases over three years and $3.7M in capital investments, 
the Board should consider whether the utility has demonstrated management capacity and 
operational resilience to: 

 Execute major capital projects while maintaining existing infrastructure 

 Manage operational disruptions without service degradation 

 Deploy ratepayer funds eƯiciently and eƯectively 
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 Maintain service standards required under Section 52 PUA 

The Board has authority under Section 52D PUA to impose conditions addressing 
operational deficiencies and to order development of compliance plans where 
performance standards are not met. 

 

3. ACCOUNTING IRREGULARITIES AND MISMANAGEMENT 

3.1 Budget Variance Analysis (IR-12) 

The utility's 2023/24 actual expenses significantly exceeded projections from the 2021 rate 
study: 

Category Budgeted (2021 Study) Actual 2023/24 Variance 

Water Treatment $330,180 $851,729 +158% 

Debt Principal $29,691 $43,426 +46% 

Debt Interest $4,143 $6,090 +47% 

 
Water Treatment Variance (IR-12a): The 158% overrun resulted from lightning strikes 
causing equipment failures. This emergency situation highlights challenges in the utility's 
contingency planning and system resilience. While such events are diƯicult to predict, the 
scale of the variance raises questions about whether adequate reserves and backup 
systems were in place. 

Debt Service Variance (IR-12c-d): The debt variance has a diƯerent origin. According to 
the utility's response: "There was a pending debenture at the time, 41 A1 that was not 
included in the rate study calculations in error." 

Context: Unlike the lightning emergency, this variance resulted from an existing $109,878 
debt obligation being omitted from the 2021 rate study projections. The debt existed at the 
time projections were prepared but was not included in the financial planning. 

Implications for Current Application: This omission raises questions about the reliability 
of financial projections. When the Board reviews the current rate study, it must consider 
whether similar oversights could aƯect these projections. The utility's financial tracking 
systems may benefit from enhanced verification procedures to ensure all obligations are 
captured in future planning. 
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Cost Allocation Corrections (IR-13b, IR-13c): 

Two significant expense reductions were attributed to "more accurate financial allocation 
of staƯ time": 

 Water Treatment: Decreased 21.3% ($851,729 → $670,628) 

 Transmission & Distribution: Decreased 37.3% ($231,703 → $145,205) 

Analysis: These corrections reveal the utility previously misallocated costs across 
operational categories. When combined with the forgotten debenture (IR-12c-d), billing 
system variances (IR-11a), and worksheet errors requiring correction (IR-11b), this pattern 
of accounting irregularities raises concerns about the reliability of forward projections 
underpinning a 114.7% rate increase request over three years. 

The utility's response to IR-19b confirms that staƯ time allocation methods changed since 
the last rate application, moving from prorated estimates to actual time tracking. While 
improved tracking is positive, the magnitude of historical misallocations suggests weak 
financial controls. 

 

3.2 Depreciation Manipulation (IR-27) 

Request: Defer $47,663 in transmission/distribution depreciation from 2025/26 to 2026/27 

Justification: "For rate design purposes... This request will result in lower fire protection 
charges and lower customer rates in 2025/26." 

Analysis: Artificial accounting manipulation to reduce Year 1 appearance, shifting burden 
to Year 2 when scrutiny lessens. 

 

3.3 Fire Protection Calculation Errors and Data Inconsistencies (IR-11) 

IR-11(a) - Billing System Variance: Question: Why did utility charge $201,531 in 2023/24 
when the Board-approved formula indicated diƯerent amounts? 

Response: "This was due to rounding when generating the tax bills. The process was based 
on full cents applied to assessed value but now we can use partial cents to get closer to the 
rate. All the funds collected were allocated to the Utility." 

Analysis: The utility acknowledges systematic variances of $5,104-$12,760 annually 
between approved formula and actual charges, attributed to billing system limitations. 
While the utility has since improved precision, this indicates financial control challenges. 
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IR-11(b) - Internal Worksheet Discrepancy: Question: Why does the fire protection charge 
in Worksheet B-1 show $209,187 for 2024/25 while Worksheet D-2 shows $201,531 for the 
same year? 

Response: "Worksheet D-2 was in error. The corrected Worksheet D-2 is included in the 
attached revised rate study." 

Analysis: DiƯerent worksheets in the rate application contained conflicting figures for the 
same fiscal year, requiring correction. This suggests quality control processes need 
strengthening. 

Combined with Other Issues: When considered alongside the forgotten debenture (IR-12) 
and incomplete responses (IR-13, IR-22), these discrepancies raise questions about the 
reliability of financial projections underpinning unprecedented rate increase requests. 

Geographic Concentration of Burden: The fire protection charge increases are levied 
exclusively on properties in Tax District 13 (Liverpool area) - the same ~1,232 properties 
served by the water utility (IR-51). 

This creates a compounding burden on the exact same households: 

 Water bill increase: +$379/year (residential) 

 Fire protection increase: +$82/year (average) 

 Combined: +$461/year for water-related charges alone 

These households face this burden while the utility wastes 69% of the water that's 
supposed to provide their fire protection. The same population bearing catastrophic rate 
increases also bears the full cost of fire protection for a system that cannot account for 
two-thirds of its water. 

3.4 Persistent Operating Deficits (IR-15, IR-38) 

The utility has operated at a loss for five consecutive years: 

Accumulated Deficits (IR-15): 2020-21: -$21,882 2021-22: -$53,120 2022-23: -$334,094 
2023-24: -$476,669 2024-25: -$257,203 (unaudited) Total: -$ $1,142,968 

Municipal Financing Arrangement: Worksheet B-1 shows "Interest on Deficit to 
Municipality" charges totaling $68,577 over the three test years at 3% annual interest (IR-
38). This indicates the municipality has been advancing funds to cover utility operating 
shortfalls. 
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Analysis: This five-year pattern of deficits demonstrates the current rate crisis did not 
emerge suddenly—it reflects persistent operational problems. The financing arrangement 
raises questions about compliance with Section 52 PUA requirements for utility self-
suƯiciency and whether general taxpayers are subsidizing utility operations through below-
market financing (municipal borrowing costs are currently 4.5-5%). 

3.5 Data Quality Concerns in Information Requests 

The utility's responses to Board staƯ questions reveal several issues that aƯect confidence 
in the financial projections: 

Acknowledged Errors: 

IR-11(a) - Fire Protection Billing Variance: "This was due to rounding when generating the 
tax bills." Systematic variances of $5,104-$12,760 annually between approved formula and 
actual charges. 

IR-11(b) - Worksheet Discrepancy: "Worksheet D-2 was in error." Conflicting fire 
protection charges in diƯerent worksheets for the same fiscal year, corrected in revised 
submission. 

IR-12(c-d) - Omitted Debt Obligation: "There was a pending debenture at the time, 41 A1 
that was not included in the rate study calculations in error." A $109,878 debt obligation not 
included in previous rate study projections, resulting in 46-47% variance in actual debt 
service costs. 

Incomplete Initial Responses: 

Three cost variance explanations were initially marked "Response to follow," requiring 
supplemental filing: 

 IR-13b/13c - StaƯ Allocation: Both attributed to "more accurate financial allocation 
of staƯ time," indicating previous cost misallocation across operational categories. 

 IR-22c - Maintenance Materials (335% increase): Explained by workplace 
disruption where maintenance was "little to no." 

These questions requested explanations of the utility's own historical expenditures—
information immediately available from financial records. The need for additional time to 
access basic financial data reflects the organizational challenges documented throughout 
this evidence package. 

Implications: These acknowledged errors and unexplained variances raise questions 
about data reliability in the current application. When combined with the issues identified 
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in sections 3.1-3.4, they suggest the need for independent verification of the financial 
projections underlying this unprecedented rate request. 

 

4. VULNERABLE POPULATION IMPACT 

4.1 Demographics (IR-50, 2021 Census, Campaign 2000 Report) 

Region of Queens: 

 Median household income: $56,800 (below provincial average) (IR-50, 2021 Census) 

 Median individual income: $32,000 (IR-50, 2021 Census) 

 31.3% of residents are aged 65+ (median age 55.6) (Statistics Canada, 2021 
Census) 

 Government transfers comprise 30.5% of total income for residents 15+ (Statistics 
Canada, 2021 Census) 

 Child poverty rate: 28.5% in 2021, rising to 31.5% in 2022 - among the highest in 
Nova Scotia (Campaign 2000, 2023 & 2024 Nova Scotia Report Cards) 

Customer Distress: 

 244 accounts in arrears (19.8% of customers) (IR-51) 

 Total arrears: $26,370 (IR-51) 

4.2 Income Burden Analysis 

Water Bill Impact: 

Combined Water and Fire Protection Impact (Liverpool Residents Only): 

The following analysis applies to the ~1,232 households in Liverpool/Tax District 13 who are 
served by the water utility. These households bear BOTH the water rate increases AND the 
fire protection tax increases.  

Single Minimum Wage Earner ($32,656/year): 

 Combined increase: $461/year 

 Burden: 1.41% of gross income 

Senior on Fixed Income (OAS + GIS: $21,624/year): 

 Combined increase: $461/year 
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 Burden: 2.13% of gross income 

Liverpool households face compounding burdens: 

 Water bill: +$379/year 

 Fire protection tax: +$82/year 

 Total water-related: +$461/year 

 Potential sewer increases (if linked to water consumption – yet to be determined) 

 All other cost-of-living increases (electricity, heating, groceries, insurance). 

4.3 Customer Feedback (IR-3b) 

30-40 residents complained about: "the increasing cost of life, taxation and this significant 
increase contributing to a mounting aƯordability crisis" 

"Residents voiced frustration that this situation has been left unattended for so long that 
ratepayers are now having to endure the shock of such an abrupt increase" 

Rental Housing Impact: "At least two owners of tenant occupied rental units say... this rise 
makes that more challenging and will likely lead to rent increases for some of their units." 

4.4 Inadequate AƯordability Response (IR-50b) 

The utility references a rebate program but provides no operational details: 

IR-50(b) Response: "Council has funded a rebate from operations that will assist residents 
by applying a credit to their Utility bill if they meet the criteria. The policy and criteria are 
currently in development and will be similar to the Administrative Policy 9 – Tax 
Exemptions." 

Critical Concerns: 

1. Funding Source Unclear: "Council has funded from operations" - is this utility 
operations or municipal general fund? • If from general taxation, violates Section 52 
PUA utility self-suƯiciency requirements • Taxpayers would be subsidizing utility 
ineƯiciency 

2. No Program Exists: "Currently in development" with no: • Eligibility criteria or 
benefit levels • Budget allocation or sustainability plan • Timeline for 
implementation • Commitment in rate study to adequate funding • Mention in three-
year financial projections 
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3. Timing Problem: Assistance is theoretical, burden is immediate • Rates double 
while program remains on paper • Vulnerable populations bear immediate shock 
with no protection 

4. Treats Symptom, Not Cause: • Addresses unaƯordable rates, not 69% water loss • 
Forces ratepayers to fund both the waste AND subsidies for those who can't aƯord 
the waste • Proper management would eliminate need for emergency assistance 

Analysis: The utility proposes unprecedented rate shock while customer protection exists 
only as vague future intention with no operational details or guaranteed funding. 

 

5. UNPRECEDENTED REQUEST vs. REGULATORY PRECEDENT 

5.1 No Precedent Exists 

The proposed rate increases far exceed any documented Nova Scotia precedent. The utility 
seeks 114.7% over three years for residential customers (105.4% in Year 1 alone), with 
similar unprecedented increases across all customer classes. 

Recent Board decisions approved increases of 17.8% (Sherbrooke, single year), 16.6% first 
year of a three-year plan (Richmond County), and 7.2% over two years (Halifax). 

Comparative Analysis: 

 Queens Year 1 residential increase (105.4%) is nearly 6 times larger than 
Sherbrooke's approved 17.8% 

 Queens 3-year total (114.7%) is nearly 3 times larger than Richmond County's 
approved 3-year plan (16.6% + 13.9% + 8.5% = 39%) 

 Queens proposal represents the largest rate increase request in documented Nova 
Scotia regulatory history 

 

5.2 Recent Board Decisions 

Sherbrooke (M12019, 2025 NSRAB 50): 

 Proposed: 26.7% 

 Approved: 17.8% 

 Board: "The higher initial increase of 26.7% is not reasonable" 
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 Source: NSUARB Decision M12019, available at nserbt.ca 

Richmond County (M11583, 2024): 

 Approved: 16.6%, 13.9%, 8.5% over 3 years 

 Board: "Phased increases balance the Utility's financial needs with aƯordability" 

 Source: NSUARB Decision M11583 

Halifax Water (2022-2023): 

 Approved: 7.2% over two years (~3.6% + ~3.6%) 

 Withdrawn 11.6% request due to COVID aƯordability concerns 

 Source: Halifax Water 2022 Rate Application, Board Decision 

Analysis: If 26.7% is "not reasonable," how can 105.4% be justified? 

 

6. PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION 

6.1 Interim Rate Relief 

Approve 15-20% Increase (EƯective January 1, 2026): 

At 20% Interim Increase: Residential: $330 → $396/year (vs. proposed $710) Savings: 
$314/year for typical household Revenue increase: Provides substantial relief to address 
immediate needs Precedent: Aligns with upper end of recent Board approvals 

Comparison to Recent Precedents: 

 Sherbrooke: 17.8% approved (from 26.7% requested) 

 Richmond County: 16.6% approved (first year) 

 Queens proposal: 20% (upper end but within established range) 

At 15% Interim Increase: Residential: $330 → $380/year (vs. proposed $710) Savings: 
$330/year for typical household More conservative approach if Board determines 
additional caution warranted 

Rationale: 

 Addresses immediate financial needs: Provides significant revenue relief to prevent 
utility insolvency 
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 Limits burden during cost-of-living crisis: Keeps increase within range families can 
manage alongside other rising costs 

 Protects vulnerable populations: Seniors and low-income households face 
manageable increase rather than catastrophic shock 

 Maintains utility operations: SuƯicient revenue to continue service while 
implementing eƯiciency improvements 

 Aligns with regulatory precedent: Stays within or near range of recent Board 
approvals 

 Creates pathway for future relief: Performance-based conditions allow additional 
increases once eƯiciency demonstrated 

Addressing Utility Viability Concerns 

The utility may argue that anything less than 105% threatens operational viability. However: 

 The current financial crisis stems from documented management challenges, not 
unavoidable circumstances beyond the utility's control 

 A 15-20% interim increase provides substantial immediate revenue relief while 
protecting vulnerable populations 

 The performance-based framework allows additional revenue once eƯiciency 
improvements are demonstrated 

 Alternative approaches (grant funding, phased capital investment, strategic use of 
depreciation reserves) have not been fully explored in the rate application 

 Section 67 PUA requires the Board to balance utility financial needs against 
customer aƯordability—protecting vulnerable populations from rate shock while 
ensuring utility viability is precisely the Board's statutory mandate 

The Queens Community Health Board respectfully suggests 15-20% as the appropriate 
range, with the Board determining the specific percentage based on: 

 Assessment of utility's immediate revenue needs 

 Evaluation of customer aƯordability impacts 

 Confidence in utility's ability to achieve performance targets 

 Comparison to similar cases and established precedent 
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6.2 Performance-Based Conditions 

Mandatory NRW Reduction Targets: Current (2024): 69.1% NRW Year 1 (2026): 60% NRW 
(return to 2021 level) Year 2 (2027): 50% NRW Year 3 (2028): 40% NRW Long-term (2030): 
30% NRW (industry standard) 

Future Increases Only If: 

1. Annual NRW targets achieved (verified independently) 

2. All 29 identified leaks repaired 

3. Quarterly public reporting complete and compliant 

4. Capital projects show documented eƯiciency gains 

5. Customer protection programs operational 

 

Consequences for Non-Performance: If annual targets are not met, the Board retains 
authority to implement rate adjustments as appropriate, which may include reduction of 
existing rates, deferral of planned increases, or other measures deemed necessary. 

 

6.3 Transparency Requirements 

Quarterly Public Reporting: 

 AWWA water balance (NRW%, ILI, losses) 

 Leak detection results (found, repaired, impact) 

 Capital project progress and eƯiciency gains 

 Customer service metrics (arrears, disconnections) 

Annual Independent Audit: 

 Water balance verification 

 System eƯiciency assessment 

 Meter accuracy testing program 

 Financial controls review 
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6.4 Customer Protection 

Immediate Requirements: 

 Low-income rate assistance (30% base charge reduction) o Funded from utility rates 
at 5% of revenue requirement o Clear eligibility criteria and benefit levels o 
Operational within 60 days 

 Extended payment plans (up to 12 months) 

 Enhanced disconnection protections (60-day notice, no winter disconnection for 
vulnerable households) 

 Conservation education and leak detection assistance 

 Beyond rate relief, the utility's proposed Schedule D rules and regulations contain 
additional provisions that inadequately protect customers and require Board 
scrutiny. These concerns are detailed in Appendix I. 

 

7. RELIEF SOUGHT 

The Queens Community Health Board respectfully requests: 

1. Reject Proposed 105-120% Increases (Section 64 PUA) as unreasonable, unjust, and 
unprecedented. 

2. Approve Interim Increase of 15-20% eƯective January 1, 2026, suƯicient to address 
financial needs while limiting customer hardship and aligning with regulatory precedent. 

3. Deny $290,000 Earnings Request (Sections 44, 45, and 87 PUA) while system wastes 
69% of water. Under Section 45, the Board determines what return utilities are "entitled to 
earn annually." Under Section 87, rates based on imprudent operations may be found 
"unjust" or "unreasonable" and cancelled. 

4. Order Performance-Based Rate Plan (Sections 44, 52A, 52D, and 72 PUA): • Mandatory 
NRW reduction targets (60% by 2026, 50% by 2027, 40% by 2028) • Future increases 
conditional on demonstrated compliance • Rate adjustments as appropriate if targets not 
met, including potential rate reductions or deferral of planned increases 

5. Direct Independent Investigation (Sections 19 and 82 PUA): • Third-party system 
eƯiciency audit • Customer meter accuracy testing (10% sample minimum) • Financial 
controls and Handbook compliance review 
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6. Mandate Transparency and Performance Standards (Sections 52A, 52C, 52D, and 
NSUARB Handbook): • Quarterly public reporting (water balance, leak detection, capital 
projects) • Annual independent audit of NRW performance • Corrected accounting 
practices (eliminate depreciation manipulation, return to Handbook cost allocation) 

7. Order Operational Customer Protection Programs: • Low-income rate assistance 
funded at 5% of utility revenue (not general taxation) • Clear eligibility criteria, benefit 
levels, and implementation timeline (within 60 days) • Extended payment plans and 
disconnection protections • AƯordability impact assessment before future increases >10% 

8. Establish Governance Accountability: • Utility Advisory Committee (customers, 
technical experts, vulnerable population rep) • Annual Board compliance hearings 
beginning 2026 • Enhanced municipal oversight of capital projects and fire protection 
costs 

 

8. CONCLUSION 

Recent Operational Challenges 

Supplemental Information Request responses confirmed additional operational challenges 
beyond those initially disclosed. The utility experienced a workplace disruption in 2024/25 
that prevented basic maintenance (IR-22c), acknowledged cost allocation errors requiring 
correction (IR-13b/c), and confirmed proceeding with capital work without required Section 
35 approval. These disclosures reinforce the core thesis of this evidence package: the 
utility faces fundamental operational and management challenges requiring accountability 
measures and performance-based conditions, not unprecedented rate increases totaling 
114.7% over three years. 

The Evidence is Irrefutable 

Every claim in this package is documented in the utility's own Information Request 
responses from October 1 and October 2, 2025: 

Performance Failure: 

 IR-5: NRW worsened to 69.1%, no improvement projected 

 IR-5(d): Only 20 of 29 leaks repaired after 4 years 

 GMac Report: ILI 14.8, Category D, worst among 83 European utilities 
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Management Failure: 

 IR-12: 158% budget variance, forgotten debt obligation 

 IR-27: Depreciation manipulation "for rate design purposes" 

 IR-33: Systematic Handbook violations to prioritize "financial stability" 

 IR-11, IR-13, IR-22: Pattern of calculation errors and incomplete responses 

 

Accountability Gap: 

 Four years since Board direction to reduce losses 

 Over $270,000 documented spending with zero improvement 

 $3.7M capital investment with no eƯiciency projections 

 No public reporting since 2021 despite Handbook requirements 

 Proceeded with capital work exceeding $250,000 without required Section 35 
approval 

 

The Unprecedented Burden 

In a community where nearly one-third of residents are seniors (31.3%) and nearly one-
third of children live in poverty (31.5%), these increases would impose catastrophic 
hardship: 

 Water bill increase: $379/year for typical household 

 Fire protection tax increase: $82/year average (Liverpool properties only) 

 Combined water and fire protection: $461/year in Year 1 (before sewer increases) 

 Sewer rate increases expected on top of this burden (if rates remain linked to water 
consumption) 

 Senior on fixed income: 2.13% of total annual income for water and fire protection 
alone 

 19.8% already in arrears at current rates 

 During unprecedented cost-of-living crisis (electricity, heating, groceries all rising) 
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The Board's Authority 

Section 67 PUA: Rates must be both "just" and "reasonable" 

This proposal fails both tests: 

 Not reasonable: 3-4x larger than any precedent, no eƯiciency plan 

 Not just: Disproportionate and harmful burden on vulnerable populations for utility 
mismanagement 

Sherbrooke precedent: Board found 26.7% "not reasonable" and reduced to 17.8% Queens 
seeks 105-120% — four times what this Board already rejected as excessive. 

Section 52D(4) PUA provides explicit authority for this situation: "Where... the Board 
determines that [a utility] has failed to achieve any performance standard... the Board may 
order [the utility] to pay an administrative penalty or to develop and file a plan for bringing 
itself into compliance with a performance standard, or both." 

The 2021 Board Decision directed the utility to reduce water losses. Four years later, losses 
worsened by 8.8 percentage points. This is precisely the scenario Section 52D addresses: 
repeated failure to achieve performance expectations despite Board direction. 

The Alternative Path 

The performance-based framework balances competing interests: 

 15-20% interim increase: Addresses financial needs without destroying budgets 

 Measurable targets: NRW reduction from 69% to 60% to 50% to 40% 

 Future relief conditional: On demonstrated performance, not promises 

 Automatic consequences: Rates reduced 5% if targets missed 

 Operational customer protection: Not theoretical future programs 

This approach: 

 Protects vulnerable populations from rate shock 

 Enforces accountability through financial incentives 

 Requires eƯiciency before imposing additional burden 

 Aligns with Board precedent and statutory authority 
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Final Statement 

The people of Queens County face a choice made by others: pay dramatically more for a 
service that wastes two-thirds of its water or fight for regulatory protection. 

The Board has both the authority and the obligation to protect ratepayers from this injustice 
while ensuring utility viability. 

We recognize the challenges faced by small rural utilities. However, four years of declining 
performance despite Board direction and significant spending demonstrates problems 
beyond normal operational diƯiculties. 

We are not asking the Board to let the utility fail. We are asking the Board to protect the 
people of Queens County from bearing the full cost of that failure. 

Our proposed framework—modest interim relief, performance accountability, and 
operational customer protection—ensures both utility viability and community wellbeing. 
This is not an either/or choice. The Board has the authority under the Public Utilities Act to 
impose conditions that serve both purposes. 

The people of Queens County are counting on the Board to exercise that authority. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tara Druzina, Chair Queens Community Health Board October 8, 2025 on behalf of the 
Queens Community Health Board 

 

APPENDICES 

A. Key Information Request Responses 

 IR-5: Non-Revenue Water Assessment and GMac Water Loss Study 

 IR-11: Fire Protection Charges and Worksheet Discrepancies 

 IR-12: Budget Variances (Water Treatment, Debt Obligations) 

 IR-13: Cost Allocation Corrections 

 IR-15: Historical Operating Deficits (2020-2025) 

 IR-22: Maintenance Materials Increase and Workplace Disruption 

 IR-27: Depreciation Deferral Request 
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 IR-33: Cost Allocation Methodology Deviations from NSUARB Handbook 

 IR-38: Municipal Deficit Financing Arrangements 

 IR-50: Demographics and AƯordability Programs 

 IR-51: Customer Accounts in Arrears 

B. GMac Water Loss Assessment Study (2024) 

 Executive Summary (Non-Revenue Water Analysis) 

 Infrastructure Leakage Index Calculation and International Comparison 

 Water Balance Methodology (AWWA V6) 

 Performance Recommendations 

 

C. Regulatory Compliance - Section 35 Capital Project Approvals 

The following documentation was provided in response to Community Health Board 
Information Request C1 (filed October 2, 2025): 

The utility confirmed approved capital projects since 2021: 

 Waterloo East Water and Sewer Rehabilitation Project ($711,400 water portion) 

 Board approval: July 18, 2023 (Matter M11124) 

 Copy of approval letter provided with response 

Section 35 Violation Acknowledged: 

The utility stated: "The Utility had previously proceeded, in error, with the installation of a 
section of transmission main without board approval. This matter is currently before the 
Board for consideration in a new application as they requested." 

The project has been ongoing for approximately 2 years without required authorization. 

Section 35 PUA requires Board approval for capital expenditures exceeding $250,000. A 2-
year unauthorized project demonstrates: 

1. Failure to follow basic regulatory requirements for major capital work 

2. Poor internal controls over capital project authorization 

3. Ongoing non-compliance, not a one-time oversight 
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4. Pattern consistent with forgotten debentures (IR-12), calculation errors (IR-11), and 
incomplete planning 

Impact on Current Application: The utility requests $3.7M in capital investment 
(Worksheet B-3) while acknowledging a 2-year period of unauthorized capital work. This 
raises serious questions about governance capacity and oversight mechanisms necessary 
to manage major capital programs. 

D. Municipal Website Rate Impact Data 

 OƯicial Public Notice: Proposed Rate Increases by Customer Class 

 Fire Protection Charge Projections (2025-2028) 

 Quarterly and Annual Bill Comparisons 

E. NSRAB Precedent Decisions 

 Sherbrooke Water Utility Decision (M12019, 2025 NSRAB 50) o Source: nserbt.ca o 
Approved rate: 17.8% (reduced from proposed 26.7%) 

 Richmond County Water Utility Decision (M11583, 2024) o Approved rates: 16.6% 
(Year 1), 13.9% (Year 2), 8.5% (Year 3) 

 West Hants Regional Water Utility Decision (M11538, 2024) o Phased rate 
implementation with surplus utilization 

 Halifax Water Rate Application Decision (2022-2023) o Approved: ~7.2% over two 
years (~3.6% + ~3.6%) 

F. Demographics and Customer Financial Data 

 Statistics Canada 2021 Census (Queens County) o Age distribution (31.3% aged 
65+, median age 55.6) o Median household income ($56,800) o Median individual 
income ($32,000) o Income sources (government transfers comprise 30.5% of total 
income for residents 15+) 

 Campaign 2000: 2023 Nova Scotia Report Card on Child and Family Poverty o 
Queens County child poverty rate: 28.5% (2021 data) 

 Campaign 2000: 2024 Nova Scotia Report Card on Child and Family Poverty o 
Queens County child poverty rate: 31.5% (2022 data, highest in Nova Scotia) 

 IR-50: Regional income data and aƯordability program status 

 IR-51: Customer accounts in arrears (244 accounts, $26,370 total) 
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G. Supporting Financial Documents 

 Region of Queens Water Rate Study (June 16, 2025) o All Worksheets (B-1 through D-
2) o Supplemental Notes and Calculations 

 Region of Queens Water Rate Study (2021) o Historical comparison data 

 Draft Financial Statements (Year Ending March 31, 2025) 

H. Letters of Support from Community Organizations  

• Liverpool Food Bank  

• Liverpool Curling Club  

• Queens Transit  

• Queens Care Society 
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