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Rockwell Utilities, LLC (“Rockwell” or the “Company”), hereby respectfully submits its 

Reply Brief in accordance with the schedule established by the Administrative Law Judges 

(“ALJs”) and, in support thereof, states as follows:  

I.
Introduction

Rockwell has demonstrated that it has the managerial, technical and financial capability 

to the serve certain identified parcels within the Village of Lakemoor (“Village”) and the County 

of Lake, Illinois.  Rockwell’s proposal will promote the public convenience and is otherwise 

fully in accord with Section 8-406 of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”), 220 ILCS 5/8-406.  

Rockwell has resolved certain, limited issues with the Commission Staff (“Staff”), which are 

described in Rockwell’s Initial Brief and are fully set forth in the evidentiary record.  There 

remain no outstanding issues between Rockwell and Staff.  Staff has concluded that Rockwell 

has satisfied the requirements of the Act and that the relief Rockwell seeks should be granted.

Despite its opportunity to participate, Northern Moraine Wastewater Reclamation District 

(“NoMo”) elected to forego a Public Utilities Act analysis of Rockwell’s proposal.  Furthermore, 

NoMo produced no evidence contesting Rockwell’s managerial, technical and financial 
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capability.  Additionally, NoMo produced no evidence contesting the additional relief Rockwell 

seeks.  Instead, NoMo chose to oppose Rockwell’s Revised Amended Petition for a Certificate of 

Public Convenience and Necessity and Approval of Affiliated Interests Agreements (“Revised 

Amended Petition”) based on an ill-conceived legal theory.  NoMo’s protest, approximately 

20 years too late, actually lies not with the Commission but with the actions of the Village and 

the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (“IEPA”).  Yet, NoMo chose to bring its grievance 

to the Commission.  

NoMo’s opposition to Rockwell’s Revised Amended Petition is unfounded in law and 

fact.  First and foremost, NoMo’s preemption argument is fatally flawed.  Rockwell’s system 

fully complies with the federal Clean Water Act (the “CWA”), 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et. seq.  

Second, the facility now owned by Rockwell was properly sited, zoned and permitted more than 

20 years ago.  Third, NoMo’s attack on the Commission’s authority is inconsistent with the Act.  

Based upon the compelling evidence contained in the record, it is proper for the 

Commission to grant Rockwell a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 

(“Certificate”).

II.
Evidence Supporting Granting The Certificate

And Resolution Of Staff’s Issues

The evidence in this docket supports the conclusion that Rockwell’s request will promote 

the public convenience and is necessary thereto in accordance with Section 8-406 of the Act.  

Like Rockwell’s Initial Brief, Staff’s Initial Brief sets forth its recommendations and Rockwell’s 

responses to those recommendations.  Rockwell has agreed to each Staff recommendation.  

As a matter of clarification, Rockwell has agreed to accept the Rules and Regulations and 

Conditions of Service for water and sewer operations provided in the Rebuttal Testimony of 
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Thomas Q. Smith (Staff Ex. 7.0), and attached thereto as Attachments 7.1 and 7.2.  Rockwell 

Ex. 9.0, lns. 45-47.  In its Initial Brief, Staff states that Mr. Smith has recommended the adoption 

of Rules and Regulations and Conditions of Service as attached to Mr. Smith’s direct testimony.  

Staff Init. Br., p. 7.  Staff correctly points out however, that Mr. Smith later modified his 

proposed Rules and Regulations and Conditions of Service for water and sewer operations and 

Rockwell agreed to that change.  Staff Init. Br., p. 16.  In order to avoid any confusion, Rockwell 

agrees to utilize the Rules and Regulations and Conditions of Service for water and sewer 

operations provided in Mr. Smith’s rebuttal testimony, and not the ones attached to Mr. Smith’s 

direct testimony. 

In all other respects, Staff’s recitation of its recommendations and Rockwell’s responses 

thereto are consistent with those set forth in Rockwell’s Initial Brief.  Subject to the various 

agreements reached by Staff and Rockwell, Staff has recommended Rockwell be granted a 

Certificate as well as the additional relief Rockwell has requested.  Staff Init. Br., p. 20.

III.
Response to NoMo

NoMo contends the Commission is without authority to grant a Certificate.  NoMo 

suggests that Rockwell and Staff have ignored federal law and that NoMo’s self-proclaimed 

regional monopoly on sanitary sewer service prohibits Rockwell from providing sewer service, 

and precludes the Commission from granting a Certificate.  NoMo’s attack is not limited to 

Rockwell or to the Commission’s Staff, it also is extended to the IEPA.  NoMo contends the 

IEPA has been violating the CWA for over 20 years by first issuing permits to Lakemoor 

Building Corporation (“Lakemoor”), the previous owner of the Rockwell facilities, and by 

issuing permits to Rockwell.  NoMo Init. Br., p. 10.  Based on its theory, NoMo argues the 

Commission is preempted from granting Rockwell a Certificate.  NoMo’s preemption argument 
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is incurably flawed.  NoMo neglects to consider that Rockwell’s system is not a “point source” 

system, the kind of system that requires CWA Facilities Planning Area (“FPA”) notification and 

Designated Management Agency (“DMA”) consultation.  Rockwell’s system, a spray irrigation 

system, simply does not impact water quality and as such is not subject to the planning processes  

NoMo contend are required by the CWA.  Because of its failure to properly distinguish the type 

of system operated by Rockwell, NoMo’s preemption theory should be rejected.  Furthermore, 

for the past 20 years the system acquired by Rockwell has been properly sited, zoned and 

permitted.  Lastly, the Commission does have the authority to grant Rockwell a Certificate. 

A. The Basis Of NoMo’s Preemption Argument Is Flawed

NoMo states that the Commission’s authority is preempted by federal law, and should the 

Commission grant a Certificate to Rockwell, the Commission would violate the CWA.  NoMo 

Init. Br., pp. 6-14.  In this instance, the Commission is not preempted by any federal law.  

Granting a Certificate will not violate the CWA.  In fact, the issue of preemption need never be 

reached because Rockwell’s facility fully complies with the CWA.  

The CWA delegates certain responsibilities to the states.  The Illinois Environmental 

Protection Act further delegates the implementation of the CWA to the IEPA.  415 ILCS 5/1 et 

seq. With respect to siting, and relevant to this proceeding, are two distinct IEPA 

responsibilities:  the requirement to look at the technical specifications of any facility that could 

impact the state’s water; and the requirement to ensure that area-wide planning for water quality 

maintenance is achieved.  Calvary Temple Church v. IEPA, PCB 90-3, 1990 WL 117041 (Ill. 

Pol. Control Bd. April 26, 1990).  The IEPA satisfied both responsibilities in 1987 when it issued 

Lakemoor the initial permit and has continued to review and verify its actions since that time.
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1. The Spray Irrigation System Does Not Impact The State’s Water Quality

The Rockwell system is not the typical sewage treatment system, where treated water is 

discharged into a surface water body.  Rather, the Rockwell system is a land treatment system, 

which does not impact ground or surface-water quality.  The Rockwell system uses treated water 

for irrigation.  The treated water is dispersed through subsurface piping and stationary sprinkler 

heads.  The water percolates through the soil at the very near subsurface (no deeper than 3”) and 

does not enter either the groundwater or any surface water.  Plant life uses or biodegrades the 

remaining nitrogen and other trace pollutants, and other physical and biological processes further 

degrade or use the irrigated water, all in the near surface of the soil.  There is no impact to water 

quality from this process.  A more thorough explanation of the Rockwell system is contained 

within the IEPA permit file for permit 1991-GB-3512, November 27, 1991.  Rockwell Reply 

Ex. 1, pp. 64-95.  For these reasons, Rockwell’s system does not impact “water quality 

management,” as that term is used in the CWA.

The Rockwell system as described above is referred to as a spray irrigation system, not a 

point source, as there is no discharge to navigable waters or, indeed, to any water at all.  See

33 U.S.C. § 1342.  Because there is no discharge to surface water, a National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (“NPDES”) Permit is not required; and, thus, the FPA planning processes 

found in Section 208(d) of the CWA are not implicated in this situation.  See specifically the 

April 13, 1982, Letter from Illinois EPA to Marchris Engineering Limited, (stating that “the 

decided advantages” to a spray irrigation system are that “No requirement to amend the 

applicable Area-wide Water Quality Management (208) Plan” exists and “No requirement for 

a[n NPDES] permit” exists.  Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, p. 98.  In fact, the initial permit issued to 

Lakemoor and succeeding operating permits for the system state that, should the process change 



Docket Nos. 06-0522 & 06-0523 6

and a discharge to surface waters become necessary, a NPDES permit would be required.  See

Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 28, 121, 182, 195, 296 (Special Conditions).  The IEPA must not 

issue a permit that would violate the law.  415 ILCS § 5/39.  Consequently, if water quality is 

impacted in any way, the Special Conditions of the permits require Rockwell to seek a NPDES 

permit.  The IEPA has never found that the operation of Rockwell’s spray irrigation system 

requires an NPDES permit.  

2. The IEPA Properly Exercised Its Water Quality Management Plan 
(“WQMP”) Authority

The IEPA also must ensure that area-wide planning for water quality maintenance is 

achieved.  Water quality management is delegated to IEPA by the Illinois Environmental 

Protection Act, 415 ILCS 5/4(m).  The IEPA has the authority to maintain the WQMP.  Id.  The 

WQMP1 automatically updates each and every time the IEPA makes a permit decision that 

impacts state water quality, and in so doing, aids IEPA with making sound economic and 

environmental decisions.  The IEPA, when appropriate, considers the recommendations of the 

DMA and other planning agencies in its decision-making process.

However, nothing in the WQMP guarantees NoMo a monopoly on customers.  The 

WQMP requires the DMA and the IEPA to study alternatives in any geographic area, and 

determine the relative impact of each alternative on water quality.  Lakemoor, the previous 

owner of the facility, was granted a permit to treat the wastewater from a designated 

geographical area under a planned unit development designation.  No other sewer service was 

available at the time the system was permitted, zoned and approved by local and state authorities.  

  
1 The WQMP is not a document.  Instead, it is a procedure for considering the water quality impacts of new and 
existing land uses within geographic areas.  Data considered include, among others, local zoning, siting, and 
development decisions and projections for growth as well as all NPDES and other environmental permits issued in 
the area.
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Consequently, the geographical area that Rockwell now serves was planned as a geographically 

and financially self-supporting unit with no water quality impact and no impact to other publicly-

owned infrastructure.  Thus, while the facility may be within the boundaries of a sub-FPA or an 

FPA, or a DMA, none of those planning bodies or documents is affected by the continued 

existence and operation of the Rockwell system.  Since it was originally permitted in 1987, the 

spray irrigation system has been part of the WQMP, as evidenced by IEPA’s continued 

permitting of the plant. Additionally, Rockwell’s sewage treatment plant does not impact the 

water quality of the area as described above, which is further demonstrated by the fact that IEPA 

requires no NPDES permit.  

NoMo’s contention that Rockwell’s System required approval of the DMA and, thereby 

specific inclusion in NoMo’s Facility Planning Amendment, is without merit.  NoMo’s argument 

incorrectly reaches far beyond the specific requirements of the CWA.  The FPA/DMA notice and 

consultation process was created by the CWA to require states to plan for waste management by 

geographical area.  33 U.S.C. § 1251 et. seq.  The plans must contain “alternatives for waste 

treatment management.”  Section 208, 33 U.S.C. § 1288(b).  Most importantly, the law dictates 

that no permit will be issued for “any point source which is in conflict with a plan” approved 

under the FPA/DMA process.  33 U.S.C. § 1288(e) (emphasis added).  However, the Rockwell 

system is not a point source, and therefore the premise of NoMo’s theory that the CWA requires 

notice or consultation with a DMA is in error.  The CWA’s Section 208 notice and consultation 

requirements are not applicable to Rockwell’s system and, as such, the foundation of NoMo’s 

preemption argument fails.
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B. Rockwell’s System Was Properly Sited, Zoned And Permitted Approximately 
20 Years Ago

NoMo’s Initial Brief attempts to depict Rockwell’s facility as new, focusing only on 

certification filings and actions taken in 2006 and after.  NoMo Init. Br., p. 4.  In doing so, NoMo 

disregards and seeks to reverse approximately 20 years of proper siting, zoning and permitting 

decisions.  

1. Siting And Zoning

Illinois law requires siting approval of a spray irrigation system, like the one acquired by 

Rockwell, to comport with the Wastewater Land Treatment Site Regulation Act (the “1973 

Act”), S.H.A. Ch. 111 ½ § 581 et seq. (current version of this Act is at 415 ILCS 5/50 et seq.).  

At the time of Lakemoor’s siting approval, the 1973 Act required that:  (a) the applicant obtain a 

“certificate of authorization” from the County Board, Section 4; and (b) the applicant obtain a 

permit from the IEPA, Section 3.05.  Id.  However, contrary to NoMo’s allegation, even if 

Rockwell’ system were a point source rather than a spray irrigation system, the 1973 Act did not 

require consultation with an DMA or an FPA.  Id. The provisions of the CWA requiring 

consultation were added to the 1973 Act a year after Lakemoor secured its initial permit. 

On July 14, 1983, in an action taken in accordance with the Illinois Municipal Code, the 

Village annexed, zoned and approved a Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) through an 

Annexation Agreement.  Attached hereto as Rockwell Reply Ex. 2 is a copy of the Village’s 

Annexation Agreement.  The PUD envelopes the property Rockwell seeks to serve.  Lakemoor 

was recognized and authorized in the Annexation Agreement to construct a sewage treatment 

plant and sewer lines and a complete water system to service the PUD.  Consideration by the 

Commission of the Village’s formal approval of the Annexation Agreement is appropriate as 
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Administrative Notice can be taken of a rule, regulation, order or written policy of a 

governmental body or it may be taken of municipal or local ordinances pursuant to Part 200.640 

of the Commission’s Rules of Practice.  83 Ill.Adm.Code §200.640(a)(1) and (a)(4).  Rockwell 

hereby respectfully requests Administrative Notice of the Village’s Annexation Agreement.

Paragraph 14.A of the Annexation Agreement states in relevant part:

OWNER shall cause a sewage treatment plant and sewer lines and 
a complete water system to service the entire project to be 
constructed . . . The OWNER intends to form a separate utility 
corporation to provide sewer and water facilities to be known as 
Lakemoor Utility Services, Inc.  The Village is required to execute 
and approve such documents as are necessary and fully cooperate 
with OWNER in the formation of said utility company.

NoMo makes no claim that Lakemoor did not comply with the local authorizations 

requirement of the 1973 Act.  Rather NoMo’s protest, albeit approximately 20 years too late, is 

with the permits issued by IEPA.  Despite its tardy objection, the fact is Lakemoor did comply 

with the Wastewater Land Treatment Site Regulation Act, as it obtained permits from the IEPA. 

2. Permitting

In 1987, the IEPA properly issued Lakemoor permits for the site.  During its permit 

review process in 1986 and 1987, the IEPA reviewed the site and technical specifications of the 

proposed system, including capacity, filtration and nutrient loading.  On June 11, 2007 Rockwell 

submitted a Freedom of Information Act request to the IEPA requesting copies of the IEPA’s 

permitting files as they relate to the system acquired by Rockwell.  Attached hereto as Rockwell 

Reply Ex. 1 are copies of IEPA’s permitting files.

Consideration of the IEPA’s permitting files by the Commission is appropriate as 

Administrative Notice can be taken of a rule, regulation, order or written policy of a 

governmental body pursuant to Part 200.640 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice.  83 Ill. 
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Adm. Code § 200.640(a)(1).  The permitting files contain documentation evidencing the formal 

action taken by the IEPA as well as the documentation supporting those decisions.  Rockwell 

hereby respectfully requests Administrative Notice of the IEPA’s permitting files.

Within the IEPA permit file for the 1987 permit, there is evidence of  IEPA’s 

consultation with other appropriate state authorities. For example, the 1987 permit file includes 

correspondence from the State Water Survey and discusses meetings with the Agricultural 

Extension Service.  Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 2-3.  The IEPA determined that water quality 

would not be impacted by Lakemoor’s proposed treatment and irrigation system, and thus 

subsequently issued the permit.  IEPA No. 1987-GA-1748, June 15, 1987 (corrected June 16, 

1987), Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 028-031.  Continuously over the following 20 years, the IEPA 

reviewed permit renewal applications and issued permits for the system.  See IEPA No. 1991-

GB-3512, November 27, 1991, Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 039-040;  IEPA No. 1992-GO-1073, 

September 9, 1992, Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 121-25;  IEPA No. 2006-GO-1421, July 31, 2006, 

Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 180-85;  IEPA No. 2001-GO-4279, August 24, 2001, Rockwell Reply 

Ex. 1, pp. 194-96;  IEPA No. 2007-GO-3071, February 7, 2007, Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 294-

99.  The descriptions and conditions in those permits have remained constant for twenty years, 

indicating that the IEPA found no conflict with FPA requirements, and found no reason based on 

the CWA to deny issuance of new permits.  See also, Sewer Construction Review Sheets, from 

Illinois EPA Permit Files that contain the following checklist item and state in each and every 

case: Facilities Planning Area (FPA).  Rockwell Reply Ex. 1, pp. 041, 145, 186, 210, 243, 268, 

300.

Thus, the IEPA satisfied its statutory obligations when it granted Lakemoor the initial 

permit.  It conducted a site-specific review of the technical specifications and operating 
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requirements for the proposed operations as well as an on-site inspection of the location.  And 

the IEPA conducted a thorough review of area-wide water quality impacts, satisfying the IEPA’s 

WQMP role under the CWA. Further, the IEPA has continued to re-issue permits for the past 

20 years, including as recently as February 7, 2007.  Rockwell Init. Br., p. 2.  

Therefore, NoMo’s CWA claim is no more than a thinly-veiled attempt to reverse 

decades of proper siting, zoning, permitting and water quality management decisions made by 

local and state regulatory authorities.

C. Nomo’s Attack On The Commission’s Authority Is Without Merit

Based upon its preemption theory, NoMo disputes the Commission’s authority to grant a 

Certificate.  NoMo Init. Br., p. 5.  In doing so, however, NoMo misrepresents the affect of the 

CWA’s FPA processes on Commission’s certification authority.  220 ILCS 5/8-406.  Indeed, as 

discussed above, the Commission is not preempted from carrying out the Act.  The Commission 

has the authority to grant Rockwell a Certificate once it is satisfied that Rockwell’s proposal will 

promote the public convenience; and is necessary thereto.  NoMo’s attack on the Commission’s 

authority is without merit and should be rejected.

D. Nomo’s Claim That Rockwell And Staff Failed To Address The Act’s Least Cost 
Inquiry Is Without Merit

NoMo argues that the Commission’s process has been contaminated and as such 

Rockwell has failed to show that it can provide water and sewer service at least cost.  NoMo 

makes this assertion despite evidence to the contrary and despite NoMo’s failure to refute 

Rockwell’s direct case.  The record is replete with information which supports Rockwell’s 

position that it can provide the facilities on a least cost means.  In support of its position, 

Rockwell provided an in-depth examination of the purchase price, of how costs to customers will 
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be minimized by favorable developer contribution requirements, and how Rockwell’s facility 

capacity can by increased with little or no additional costs to ratepayers.  There is simply no 

evidence that contradicts Rockwell’s direct case.  

Quizzically, NoMo contends that striking its improper testimony somehow bolsters its 

claim that Rockwell has not complied with the Act.  NoMo Init. Br., p. 16.  NoMo argues the 

Commission should consider its stricken Facilities Plan Amendment.  Id.  However, NoMo failed 

to follow the most basic procedural rules and attempted to present improper legal opinion 

additional direct testimony in the rebuttal phase of this proceeding.  Much of NoMo’s testimony 

was stricken and frankly could have been stricken for multiple reasons.  Regardless, NoMo itself 

failed to make any assessment of whether the construction of its new facilities would be a least 

cost means of satisfying the service needs to Rockwell’s customers.

NoMo’s allegation that Staff failed to address the issue of Rockwell’s financial 

sustainability is erroneous for two reasons.  First, Rockwell’s request for permanent rates was 

removed from consideration in this proceeding.  It is absurd to now argue that Rockwell is 

incapable of long-term financial sustainability when the ability to obtain long term rates was 

removed from the proceeding.  The fact is, once a Certificate is granted there is nothing to 

prevent Rockwell from seeking its first permanent rate.  Secondly, Staff has considered 

Rockwell’s financial sustainability.  Staff reviewed Rockwell’s requests for initial financing and 

refinancing approvals and recommends their approval.  Staff Ex. 3.0, lns. 23-27, Staff Ex. 8.0, 

lns. 38-39.  Additionally, on a going forward basis Staff has requested, and Rockwell agrees to 

provide, periodic reports of Rockwell’s actual financial information.  Staff Ex. 5.0, lns. 84-98.  

The information Staff will review on a prospective basis includes Rockwell’s plant investment, 

revenues and expenses.  Id.  One purpose for obtaining such information is to determine whether 
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rates should be reassessed to ensure that Rockwell’s temporary rates are not too low so as to 

negatively impact its ability to serve. 

Rather than address Rockwell’s supporting financial information, NoMo instead asserts 

that its Verified Application for Rehearing supports its position that it can provide service on a 

least-cost means.  However, NoMo’s Verified Application for Rehearing is not part of the 

evidentiary record in this docket.  Further, NoMo owns no water facilities and fails to describe 

how it would provide such service.  There is absolutely no evidence as to how NoMo would 

construct a water service plant or how it would do so on a least-cost means.  Also, NoMo has no 

sewer facilities within the proposed service territory.  NoMo Verified App. for Reh’g., ¶ 28.  

NoMo provides absolutely no evidence as to how it could construct sewer service to and 

throughout the proposed service territory or how NoMo would do so on a least-cost means.  

NoMo does not reconcile its belief that it can construct facilities on a least cost means with its 

statement that it will cost $19 million dollars to serve land near Rockwell’s proposed service 

territory.  NoMo Init. Br., p. 2.  Presumably, the additional cost to construct the nearby facilities, 

together with NoMo’s impact or tap-on fees, would be passed on to customers should NoMo 

serve Rockwell’s customers.  

NoMo could not be more wrong when it argues that Rockwell and Staff failed to consider 

the requirements of Section 8-406 of the Act.  220 ILCS 5/8-406.  Rockwell provided ample 

support for its Revised Amended Petition.  Staff fully considered Rockwell’s direct case and 

dutifully applied the Act.  To argue that either Rockwell or Staff failed to consider the 

requirements of the Act ignores the record and reality.
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V.
Conclusion

Rockwell has proven, and Staff concurs, that Rockwell has the managerial, technical and 

financial capability to the serve the proposed service territory.  Rockwell will promote the public 

convenience and has fully satisfied the requirements of Section 8-406 of the Public Utilities Act.  

NoMo’s preemption theory is without basis. NoMo’s legal theory rests upon a fundamental lack 

of understanding of Rockwell’s system and the Clean Water Act.  NoMo’s allegation that the 

Commission is preempted is just plain wrong.  The Commission faces no factual or legal 

impediment to the duties imposed upon it under the Act.

WHEREFORE, Rockwell Utilities, LLC respectfully requests that the Commission reject 

NoMo’s arguments and take Administrative Notice of the Village’s Annexation Agreement as 

well as the IEPA’s permitting filing.  Further Rockwell respectfully requests that the 

Commission grant Rockwell’s requested relief in this proceeding: specifically subject to the 

agreements reached between Rockwell and Staff.  Rockwell requests that the Commission: 

(1) approve Rockwell’s Revised Amended Petition, including granting a Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity authorizing Rockwell Utilities, LLC to own, operate, construct and 

maintain facilities necessary and appropriate to the proposed service territory and to transact the 

business of furnish water and sanitary sewer service to the public; (2) approve Rockwell’s Rules 

and Regulations and Terms and Conditions; (3) approve Rockwell’s accounting entries; 

(4) authorize and approve the Affiliate Services Agreement, Operating Agreement of Rockwell 

Utilities, LLC, and Water and Sewer Service Agreement; (5) authorize and approve, to the extent 
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necessary, Rockwell’s initial financing, both equity and debt, and refinancing of all or a portion 

of its debt; (6) approve, to the extent necessary, the Asset Purchase Agreement and Jupiter 

Agreement; and (7) grant any and all other appropriate relief .

Dated:  June 22, 2007

Respectfully submitted,

By:  
An Attorney for
Rockwell Utilities, LLC

Phillip A. Casey
Sarah N. Galioto
Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal LLP
233 South Wacker Drive
Chicago, Illinois 60606
(312) 876-8000
pcasey@sonnenschein.com
sgalioto@sonnenschein.com
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