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Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A.  My name is Philip Rukosuev, and my business address is 527 E. Capitol Avenue, 2 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

 4 

Q.  By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 5 

A.   I am currently employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or 6 

“Commission”) as a Rates Analyst in the Rates Department of the Financial 7 

Analysis Division.  My responsibilities include rate design and cost of service 8 

analyses for electric, gas, water and sewer utilities and the preparation of 9 

testimony on rates and rate related matters. 10 

 11 

Q.  Are you the same Mr. Rukosuev that previously filed testimony in this 12 

 proceeding? 13 

A.  Yes, I am. 14 

 15 

Q.  What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 16 

A.  The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to rate design issues raised 17 

by Illinois-American Water Company (“IAWC,” “Illinois- American” or “Company”) 18 

witness Paul R. Herbert (IAWC Ex. 11.10).  Additionally, I present rates with 19 

associated schedules, and an analysis of the bill impacts that would result from 20 

my proposed rates for Pekin, Lincoln, Chicago Metro-Water and Chicago Metro 21 

Sewer. 22 

 23 
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Q.  Are you familiar with the petition, testimony and exhibits presented by 24 

IAWC? 25 

A. Yes, I have reviewed the Company’s E Schedules and the rebuttal testimony of 26 

Company witnesses Paul R. Herbert (IAWC Ex. 9.00R1 and 9.00R2) and Edward 27 

J. Grubb (IAWC Ex. 5.00R1 and 5.00R2). 28 

 29 

Q.  Are you sponsoring any exhibits, schedules or attachments as part of ICC 30 

Staff Exhibit 12.0?  31 

A.  Yes, I have prepared the following Schedules: 32 

12.1 Pekin  
12.1 Lincoln 
12.1 Lake 
12.1 Well 
12.1 Moreland 
12.1 Chicago Metro Water 
12.1 Chicago Metro Sewer (“CMS”) 
 
Collectively referred to as Schedule 12.1 
 
12.2 Pekin 
 
12.3 Pekin 
12.3 Lincoln 
12.3 Chicago Well 
12.3 Chicago Lake 
12.3 Chicago Moreland  
12.3 Chicago Metro Sewer (“CMS”) 
 
Collectively referred to as Schedule 12.3 
 

 33 

 35 

Response to Mr. Herbert 34 
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Q.  Did Company witness Herbert identify general concerns in response to 36 

your direct testimony? 37 

A.  Yes, he did. 38 

 39 

Q.  What are his concerns? 40 

A. In general, Company witness Herbert disagrees that some bill impacts, as 41 

mentioned in my direct testimony, constitute rate shock.  Company witness 42 

Herbert does not believe that the Company is proposing any rate increase that 43 

constitutes rate shock. (IAWC Ex. 9.00R1, p. 14-16.) 44 

 45 

Q.  How do you respond to Mr. Herbert on the issue of bill impact analysis? 46 

A. I disagree with Mr. Herbert and believe that rate shock will occur with certain of 47 

the Company proposed new rates.  Therefore, I present my analysis of bill 48 

impacts, which attempts to mitigate rate shock in some areas, later in my 49 

testimony. 50 

 51 

Q. Did you adjust any charges proposed by the Company? 53 

Rate Design 52 

A. Yes.  I adjusted the following charges: 54 

 

 5/8” inch meter size customer charges

Water 55 

1

                                            
1  Please refer to Staff Exhibit 7.0 and 14.0 for the analysis of customer charges. 

 (all rate areas and classes) and customer 56 

usage charges (all rate areas and classes). 57 
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 Collection and Treatment: customer charges and consumption charges (all rate 59 

classes). 60 

Sewer 58 

 61 

Q.  Please describe how you developed your recommended rate design in this 62 

case. 63 

A.  As previously discussed in my direct testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 7-8), I have 64 

accepted the Company’s proposed one-block usage rate structure for residential 65 

customers and a declining block structure for non-residential customers.  66 

Although I recommend accepting the Companies’ proposed block structure rate 67 

design, I am recommending changes to certain rates to mitigate rate shock.   68 

 69 

 Also, whereas the Company is proposing charges based on its revenue 70 

requirement, my rates were designed to recover the revenue requirement 71 

proposed by Staff as presented in the testimony of Staff witness Kahle (ICC Staff 72 

Exhibit 8.0, Schedules 8.1-L, 8.1-P, 8.1-CMS, 8.1-CMW). 73 

 74 

Q.  Do your proposed rates include any revisions to the Company’s proposed 75 

public fire protection charges and private fire protection charges? 76 

A. No, I have accepted the Company’s proposed Public and Private Fire protection 77 

charges as stated in my direct testimony.  (ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, p.38-40.) 78 

 79 

Q.  What is the final step of the rate design process? 80 
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A. The final step is to develop the individual rate charges that will be proposed for 81 

each rate class in order to recover Staff’s revenue requirement. 82 

 83 

Q. Did you incorporate any other revenue requirement considerations in your 84 

rate design? 85 

A. Yes.  In Staff witness Lazare’s rebuttal testimony, he recommends that the 86 

Company’s cost of service studies not be used to allocate the revenue 87 

requirement among rate classes.  Instead, he recommends that: “The most 88 

reasonable approach under these circumstances is to allocate any revenue 89 

change among rate classes on an equal percentage, across the board basis.” 90 

(ICC Staff Exhibit 13.0.) 91 

 92 

Q.  Do your class revenue requirements include Mr. Lazare’s 93 

recommendation? 94 

A. My recommended class revenue requirements include Mr. Lazare’s 95 

recommendation as much as possible, while continuing to balance my rate 96 

design objectives. 97 

 98 

Q. Please discuss your rate design objectives. 99 

A. My rate design objective is to develop a set of rates that reflects the cost of 100 

providing utility service to customers that is balanced with consideration of other 101 

ratemaking principles such as bill impacts, rate shock and gradualism. 102 

 103 
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Q. Have you developed a set of rates that you are recommending be adopted 104 

by the Commission assuming it agrees with Staff’s revenue requirement? 105 

A. Yes, I have developed the rates presented in Schedule 12.1. 106 

 107 

Q. Please describe Schedule 12.1. 108 

A. The information in Schedule 12.12

 115 

 was primarily provided in the Company’s 109 

Schedule E-5. I have changed Schedule E-5 in order to accommodate my data.  110 

The rates that are referenced in Schedule 12.1, however, reflect the Staff’s 111 

recommended revenue requirement.  For each corresponding water rate area in 112 

Schedule 12.1, I have calculated my proposed rates according to the following 113 

method: 114 

 

STEP I 

WATER 116 

(Company’s proposed Revenue Requirement) – 
(Company’s proposed Customer Charges Revenues) – 
(Company’s proposed Public and Private Revenues) 

STEP II (Staff’s proposed Revenue Requirement) – (Staff’s 
proposed Customer Charges Revenues) – (Staff’s 
proposed Public and Private Revenues) 

% CALCULATION (STEP II) / (STEP I) = % 
  117 

 With some exceptions, which I will discuss below, I have applied the above 118 

calculated ratio3

                                            
2  Please refer to Appendix A in the end of my testimony for the Schedule 12.1 key. 

 across-the-board (on an equal percentage basis) on the 119 

Company’s proposed consumption rates in order to generate my new proposed 120 

consumption rates. 121 

3  For each rate area (Pekin, Lincoln, Chicago Water, Chicago Waste Water) I have calculated a 
 different percentage.  
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 122 

 

 The Lincoln Rate Design reflects the actual revenue requirement contained in 124 

Staff witness Kahle’s rebuttal testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 8.1-L).  The 125 

rates I present recover Staff’s proposed revenue requirement which totaled 126 

$4,049,172 for the Lincoln district, which is approximately 94% of the Company’s 127 

proposed revenue requirement. 128 

Lincoln Rate Area 123 

 129 

 

 The Chicago Metro Water Rate Design reflects the actual revenue requirement 131 

contained in Staff witness Kahle’s rebuttal testimony. (ICC Staff Ex. 8.0, 132 

Schedule 8.1-CMW.)  The rates I present recover Staff’s proposed revenue 133 

requirement which totaled $33,877,739 for the Chicago Metro Water district, 134 

which is approximately 93% of the Company’s proposed revenue requirement. 135 

Chicago Metro Water Rate Area 130 

 136 

 138 

Pekin Rate Area 137 

Q.  Have you followed the same rate design method to calculate rates for the 139 

Pekin district? 140 

A. For the Pekin district, I have deviated slightly from the above mentioned rate 141 

design method.  As stated in my direct testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, page 21-22), 142 

the Pekin Industrial class will experience a significant increase in both 143 

percentage and absolute dollar terms under Company’s proposed rates.  In his 144 
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rebuttal testimony, Company witness Herbert does not agree that mitigation is 145 

warranted, since the 100% customer class billing frequency (highest usage) 146 

represents very few customers.  (IAWC Ex. 9.00R1, p. 14.)  Although the 147 

Industrial class high usage customers consume a significant amount of water, a 148 

fact with which I do not take issue, applying the Company’s proposed non-149 

residential rates results in an average of $22,239 increase in a monthly bill, which 150 

I consider to be significant.  The following table4

 153 

 represents the average monthly 151 

bill increase under the Company’s proposed rates. 152 

TABLE 1 154 

Customer Class 
Cumulative Billing 

Frequency 

Monthly $ 
Increase 

Residential 

Monthly  $ 
Increase 

Commercial 

Monthly  $ 
Increase 
Industrial 

1% $5.01 $5.01 $5.01 
20% $5.53 $5.32 $34.61 
50% $6.29 $6.49 $172.78 
80% $7.30 $15.19 $692.00 

100% $199.88 $157.34 $22,239.74 
 155 

 The following table5

 158 

 represents the average monthly bill increase under my 156 

proposed rates. 157 

 159 

 160 

 161 

 162 

                                            
4  Table taken from ICC Staff exhibit 5.0, pg. 21. 
5  Exhibit 12.2 Pekin 
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TABLE 2 163 

Customer Class 
Cumulative Billing 

Frequency 

Monthly $ 
Increase 

Residential 

Monthly  $ 
Increase 

Commercial 

Monthly  $ 
Increase 
Industrial 

1% $5.01  $5.01  $5.01  
20% $6.02  $5.45  $38.52  
50% $7.49  $7.10 $199.98  
80% $9.45  $18.04 $846.63  

100% $243.20  $192.60  $11,471.84  
 164 

 According to the Table 1, the Pekin Industrial class highest users will experience 165 

rate shock.  No other comparable rate classes in the Pekin District will 166 

experience such a significant dollar increase in its bills.  Most of the impact 167 

occurs due to the increase in the non-residential 4th block rates, an increase from 168 

$.5013 to $.7500, or 50%.  The Pekin Industrial class highest users consume 169 

anywhere from 70,000 to 100,000 ccf per month. In the interest of gradualism, I 170 

propose slightly lower rates to the 4th block in order to alleviate the considerable 171 

rate shock to high users in the non-residential Pekin industrial class. 172 

 In order to lessen the rate shock to the extent possible for these high use 173 

industrial customers, I have moved revenues to other rate classes. 174 

 175 

 The Pekin Rate Design reflects the revenue requirement contained in Staff 176 

witness Kahle’s rebuttal testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 8.1-P).  The rates 177 

I present recover Staff’s proposed revenue requirement which totaled $7,249,062 178 

for the Pekin district, which is approximately 96% of the Company’s proposed 179 

revenue requirement. 180 

  181 
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 My rates were developed according to the same method as stated earlier with 182 

the following exception.  Once the calculated ratio was applied across-the-board, 183 

a portion of the revenues that was lost by altering the 4th block non-residential 184 

usage rates (manually) from $.75 to $.60 was shifted to the residential class one 185 

block usage rates.  Please refer to Schedule 12.1-Pekin (Column U, line 27 and 186 

43) for the complete formula.  187 

 188 

 By mitigating some of the rate increase in the non-residential 4th block, both 189 

residential and non-residential customers experience a similar increase in rates, 190 

which is more comparable to what the Company originally proposed for the Pekin 191 

District, an increase of 35.59%.6

 193 

 192 

TABLE 3 194 

  Non-Residential Residential 

  Current Proposed 
% 
increase Current Proposed 

% 
increase 

0 - 30 ccf 1.6134 2.0289 26% 1.6134 2.1085 31% 
31 - 600 
ccf 0.6813 0.958 41%    
601 - 
13,000 ccf 0.6116 0.9048 48%    
Over 
13,000 ccf 0.5013 0.60 20%    
    Average 33%    

 195 

 196 

 197 

 198 
                                            
6 IAWC Ex. 1.00, p. 11. 
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 200 

Chicago Metro Sewer Rate Area 199 

Q.  Have you followed the same rate design method to calculate rates for the 201 

Chicago Sewer rate district? 202 

A. For the Chicago Sewer rate district, I have deviated slightly from the above 203 

mentioned rate design method.  The cost of service for Collection and Treatment 204 

service is $9,401,707, whereas the Company currently is recovering only 205 

$4,257,096 at the present rates, or 39.0% recovery of cost of service.  (IAWC Ex. 206 

9.01, Schedule A-CMWW, CMWW-1.)  Therefore, in order to align revenues 207 

closer to costs, an increase in sewer rates is necessary, and in some cases, as 208 

bill impact analysis shows, produces significant increases for high volume users.  209 

Overall, the effect of the changes varies depending on the level of water use, 210 

size of meter, service classification and other factors.  As stated in my direct 211 

testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 36-37), I reserved the right to propose mitigation 212 

measures to this rate area.  213 

 214 

STEP I (Company’s proposed Revenue Requirement) – 
(Company’s proposed Collection Only Revenues) 

STEP II (Staff’s proposed Revenue Requirement) – (Staff’s 
proposed Collection Only Revenues [unchanged]) 

% CALCULATION (STEP II) / (STEP I) = % 
 215 

 I have applied the above calculated ratio  across-the-board (on an equal 216 

percentage basis) to the Company’s proposed Collection and Treatment 217 

customer charges and consumption charges in order to generate my new  218 

proposed Collection and Treatment customer charges and consumption charges. 219 
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  220 

 Although my rates were developed according to the formula above, essentially 221 

similar to the formula used for the water districts, a minor exception exists.  Once 222 

the calculated ratio was applied across-the-board, a portion of the revenues that 223 

was lost by altering the 2nd block non-residential usage rates (manually) from $ 224 

3.0339 to $ 2.6354 (a reduction of 80%) was shifted to the residential class single 225 

block usage rates.  Please refer to Schedule 12.1-CMS (Column U, line 26 and 226 

36) for the complete formula.  227 

 228 

 The Chicago Sewer Rate Design reflects the actual revenue requirement 229 

contained in Staff witness Kahle’s rebuttal testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 8.0, Schedule 230 

8.1-CMS).  The rates I present recover Staff’s proposed revenue requirement 231 

which totaled $12,864,335 for the Chicago Metro Sewer, which is approximately 232 

93% of the Company’s proposed revenue requirement.   233 

 234 

 Furthermore, as I stated in my direct testimony (ICC Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 33), I agree 235 

with the Company’s rate design for the Residential Collection and Treatment 236 

customers and with the Company’s proposed single block rate structure for 237 

residential customers and a two-block rate structure for non-residential 238 

customers.  I also agree to leave the rates for Collection Only customers 239 

unchanged because Collection Only customers are already contributing 240 

revenues in excess of their costs.  Therefore, no rate changes are being 241 

proposed to this class of customers. 242 
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 243 

Q.  Can Schedule 12.1 be modified to set final rates after the Final Order is 244 

issued in this docket? 245 

A.  Yes. Schedule 12.1 can be modified to show the rates that result from the 246 

revenue requirement adopted in the Final Order.  The revenue requirement 247 

determined in the Final Order of this case should be input in the following: 248 

 249 

 

 Column U, line 22 of Schedule 12.1-Pekin: The spreadsheet will automatically 251 

calculate the resulting final rates in their respective cells.  The resulting revenues 252 

will be shown in Column G, lines 1-18 for each service classification. 253 

Pekin Rate Area 250 

 254 

 

 Column U, line 22 of Schedule 12.1-Lincoln: The spreadsheet will automatically 256 

calculate the resulting final rates in their respective cells.  The resulting revenues 257 

will be shown in Column G, lines 1-18 for each service classification. 258 

Lincoln Rate Area 255 

 259 

 

 Column U, line 36 of Schedule 12.1- Chicago Metro Water: The spreadsheet will 261 

automatically calculate the resulting final rates in their respective cells.  The 262 

resulting revenues will be shown in Column G, lines 1-18 for each service 263 

classification. 264 

Chicago Metro Water Rate Area 260 

 265 
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 Column U, line 22 of Schedule 12.1-CMS: The spreadsheet will automatically 267 

calculate the resulting final rates in their respective cells.  The resulting revenues 268 

will be shown in Column G each service classification. 269 

Chicago Metro Sewer Rate Area 266 

 270 

Q.  How should your proposed rates be revised if the Commission adopts a 271 

revenue requirement that differs from the Staff proposal? 272 

A. My proposed rates are designed to recover Staff’s proposed revenue 273 

requirement.  The larger the difference between the approved revenue 274 

requirement and Staff’s proposed revenue requirement, the greater the likelihood 275 

that maintaining the same cost allocations I propose among the classes and 276 

among the charges applicable to each class could result in rates that would need 277 

to be adjusted to properly consider bill impacts, gradualism and rate shock.   278 

 279 

Q. What do you mean by promoting gradualism? 280 

A. Gradualism means the avoidance of abrupt changes in individual charges.  For 281 

example, cost causation7

 286 

 may argue for a significant increase in an individual 282 

charge such as the customer charge.  Gradualism would argue that an increase 283 

of this magnitude in an individual charge should be implemented over time rather 284 

than in one potentially large step. 285 

                                            
7 See Section 791.30, Cost Causation Principle.   
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Q. Have you incorporated the concept of gradualism into your proposed 287 

rates? 288 

A. Yes.  Table A below represents a summary of the average percentage of bill 289 

impacts under Company’s and Staff’s proposed rates as represented on 290 

Schedule 12.3.  Table A presents an analysis and comparison of bill impacts 291 

under my proposed rates vs. Company’s proposed rates.  Most of the reduction 292 

came about as a result of a lower revenue requirement proposed by Staff. 293 

However, I did propose some specific mitigation measures for Pekin and Chicago 294 

Collection &Treatment rate areas.  As mentioned earlier in my testimony, I have 295 

reduced the 4th usage block for Pekin’s non-residential class.  Also, I have 296 

reduced the 2nd usage block for Chicago Collection &Treatment Commercial 297 

class. 298 

 299 

  

Table A 300 

Average Bill Impacts under Company 
Proposed Rates 

Average Bill Impacts under Staff’s Proposed 
Rates 

Residential Commercial 

Industrial/ 
Large 

Commercial Residential Commercial 

Industrial/ 
Large 

Commercial 

Pekin  28.00% 30.71% 43.80% 23% 38% 31% 

Lincoln  42.01% 20.35% 22.37% 33% 15% 17% 

Chicago Well 55.67% 60.35% 62.69% 43% 48% 50% 
Chicago Lake 
(SW Suburban) 30.56% 19.38% 18.98% 23% 15% 15% 
Chicago Lake 
(Moreland) 42.21% 23.93% 22.77% 33% 18% 17% 

  Residential Commercial 
Multi Unit 

Residential Residential Commercial 
Multi Unit 

Residential 
Chicago 
Collection 
&Treatment 56.97% 128.92% 56.26% 43% 81% 42% 
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 301 

  Though the Company initially proposed rate increases in order to align revenues 302 

closer to cost, such a move should not come without an attempt to mitigate rate 303 

shock where possible. 304 

 305 

Q. Have you considered bill impacts in your proposed design of rates? 307 

Bill Impacts 306 

A. Yes, I have. 308 

 309 

Q. Have you prepared analyses of the bill impacts resulting from your 310 

proposed rate designs for the Pekin, Lincoln, Chicago Metro Water and 311 

Chicago Metro Sewer Districts? 312 

A. Yes, I have prepared the analyses contained in the following Schedules:  313 

12.3 Pekin 314 

12.3 Lincoln 315 

12.3 Chicago Well 316 

12.3 Chicago Lake 317 

12.3 Chicago Moreland  318 

12.3 Chicago Metro Sewer (“CMS”) 319 

 320 

 The Schedules mirror the Company’s bill impacts analysis presented in its Part 321 

285 Schedules E-7. 322 

 323 
Q. Did you consider rate shock in developing your proposed rates? 324 
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A.  Yes, I did  325 

 326 

Q. Please define “rate shock.” 327 

A. Rate shock occurs when a customer purchasing a commodity such as water 328 

under established rates experiences a “shock” (paying much higher amounts for 329 

comparable service) when those rates are redesigned.  While few customers 330 

imagine that prices for commodities can remain unchanged forever, they do not 331 

expect an abrupt and extreme change in prices that causes them significant 332 

financial distress. 333 

 334 

 Q.  Do the results of your proposed rates produce a similar distribution of bill 335 

increases? 336 

 A. In general, my proposed rates produce smaller bill increases than the Company’s 337 

because of Staff’s recommended revenue requirement.  The effect of the 338 

changes varies depending on the level of water use, size of meter, service 339 

classification and other factors.  Some high usage customers may experience 340 

sizable monthly dollar impacts, but such impacts are in line with the proposed 341 

revenue requirement percentage increase.  342 

 343 

My results show a fairly even distribution of the Company’s proposed rate 344 

increases throughout the customer classes.  For instance, my recommended 345 

rates for each class generally reflect the Company’s overall proposed increase in 346 
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the revenue requirement of 44.73%, 50.19%, and 52.89% for Chicago Lake, 347 

Chicago Moreland, and Chicago Well, respectively.  348 

 349 

Although I attempted to mitigate rate shock, the Chicago Collection & Treatment 350 

Commercial class nevertheless remained a potential area of concern.  The rate 351 

increase for that class does not reflect the Company’s overall proposed increase 352 

in the revenue requirement of 24.29% (Chicago Metro Sewer).  Shifting the 353 

burden to other classes may be counterproductive as it may produce substantial 354 

rate increases to those classes.  355 

 356 

As Mr. Rubin stated in his rebuttal testimony (AG Exhibit 2.0, p. 24-25), the 357 

Company’s costs for wastewater treatment are high, yet the reason for that is not 358 

readily available.  One of Mr. Rubin’s recommendations was to increase 359 

wastewater rates by no more than 50%.  I have managed to do so for two of the 360 

rate classes (see Table A), however, the commercial class remains a problem. 361 

 362 

Q.  If the Commission adopts different rates from what you propose, what 363 

possible rate impacts may result?   364 

A. Deviating from my recommended rates may unintentionally shift revenues to 365 

other classes, mitigating the goal of gradualism, as well as mitigating my attempt 366 

to minimize rate shock to some classes.  Therefore, should the Commission 367 

decide to adopt rate design other than what I propose, such resulting rates 368 

should be evaluated carefully to ensure that they balance consideration of the 369 
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following rate design factors noted earlier: cost causation, bill impacts, rate 370 

shock, and gradualism. 371 

 372 

Q.  How should your proposed rates be revised if the Commission adopts a 373 

revenue requirement that differs from the Staff proposal? 374 

A. If there is any difference between the revenue requirement adopted by the 375 

Commission and Staff’s revenue requirement, then each block of Staff’s usage 376 

charges should be adjusted by a uniform percentage to recover the revenue 377 

requirement adopted by the Commission.  378 

 379 

Q.  What do you conclude? 380 

A. I find that my proposed rates attempt to mitigate rate shock where possible for 381 

ratepayers.  My proposed rates provide a reasonable balance between cost of 382 

service and averting unreasonable bill impacts.  Therefore, I recommend the 383 

Commission adopt my proposed rate design for this proceeding. 384 

 385 

Q.  Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 386 

A. Yes. 387 
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Appendix A 

 
Description of Schedule 12.1 

Column A Customer Charges, 
Consumption Charges, and 
Surcharges 

Constant 

Column B Customer Meter Reads Constant 
Column C Proposed Sales 100 C.F Constant 
Column D Company Proposed Rates Constant 
Column E Company Proposed Total 

Revenue 
Constant 

Column F Proposed Sales 100 C.F Constant 
Column G Staff Proposed Rates Subject to change 
Column H Staff Proposed Total 

Revenue 
Subject to change 

 
  Schedule 12.1-Pekin 

Cell U,22 Staff Proposed Revenue 
Requirement 

Subject to Change. This is 
where the proposed 
revenue requirement is 
entered. Once entered, it 
will produce rates 
accordingly. 

 
  Schedule 12.1-Lincoln 

Cell U,22 Staff Proposed Revenue 
Requirement 

Subject to Change. This is 
where the proposed 
revenue requirement is 
entered. Once entered, it 
will produce rates 
accordingly. 

  
  Schedule 12.1-Chicago Water 

Cell U,36 Staff Proposed Revenue 
Requirement 

Subject to Change. This is 
where the proposed 
revenue requirement is 
entered. Once entered, it 
will produce rates 
accordingly. 

  
  Schedule 12.1- Chicago Metro Sewer 

Cell U,22 Staff Proposed Revenue 
Requirement 

Subject to Change. This is 
where the proposed 
revenue requirement is 
entered. Once entered, it 
will produce rates 
accordingly. 
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