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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.  Are you the same Mr. Rukosuev that previously filed testimony in this 5 

 proceeding? 6 

A.  Yes, I am. 7 

 8 

Q.  What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A.  The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to:  (1) respond to the rebuttal testimony 10 

of Company witness Lubertozzi; (2) discuss whether Camelot Utilities, Inc 11 

(“Camelot” or “Company”) is in compliance with Section 8-306(i) of the Public 12 

Utilities Act (”Act”); and (3) correct a miscalculation in Schedule 5.2 of my direct 13 

testimony, Staff Ex. 5.0. 14 

 15 

Q.  Are you sponsoring any schedules or attachments with your testimony?  16 

A.  No. 17 

 18 

WATER 19 

Q.  Please describe how you developed your recommended water rates in this 20 

case. 21 

A.  As previously discussed in my direct testimony, there was no cost foundation for 22 

the Company‟s proposed water rates. Therefore, in my direct testimony I 23 
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recommended that the Commission set water rates based upon Staff‟s 24 

methodology based on AWWA meter factors which in turn recovers the proposed 25 

revenue requirement presented in Staff‟s direct testimony.  (ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, 26 

p. 11) In its rebuttal testimony, the Company agreed with my proposed 27 

methodology to calculate the proposed water rates. However, because the 28 

Company does not agree with the revenue requirement recommended by Staff, 29 

the Company is proposing water rates based on its revenue requirement. 30 

(GNUI/CUI/LHUC Ex. 3.0, pp 14-15)  31 

 32 

Camelot Water Revenue Requirement 33 

Q.       Has Staff recommended an updated revenue requirement for Camelot since 34 

filing direct testimony? 35 

A.        Yes, it has.  Staff witness Ostrander has recommended an updated Staff 36 

revenue requirement in his rebuttal testimony.  (Staff Ex. 10.0, Schedule 10.01 37 

C-W) 38 

 39 

Q.  If the Commission does not adopt Staff’s proposed revenue requirement, 40 

how should water rates be determined for Camelot customers? 41 

A. My proposed rates are designed to recover Staff‟s proposed revenue 42 

requirement.  In general, my proposed rates produce smaller bill increases than 43 

the Company‟s because Staff‟s recommended revenue requirement is smaller 44 

than the Company‟s proposal.  If there is any difference between the revenue 45 

requirement adopted by the Commission and Staff‟s revenue requirement, then 46 
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Staff‟s proposed Base Facilities Charges and Usage Charges should be adjusted 47 

by changing the value of the „Total Operating Revenue Requirements‟ in cell 48 

(B)(1) in Staff Exhibit 5.0 Schedule 5.2.  (ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, p. 14) 49 

 50 

SEWER 51 

Q.  Please describe how you developed your recommended sewer rates in this 52 

  case. 53 

A.  For sewer rates, in my direct testimony I accepted the proposed flat fee rate 54 

structure utilized by the Company which includes a separate sewer rate for 55 

customers using less than 1,000 gallons of water in a billing period.  However, 56 

my proposed sewer rate design incorporated Staff‟s revised revenue 57 

requirement.  I recommended that the Commission approve Camelot‟s proposed 58 

low usage rate for the Company to comply with the requirement of Section 8-59 

306(h) of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”) to establish a sewer rate applicable to 60 

customers who use less than 1,000 gallons of water in any billing period. 61 

 62 

Camelot Sewer Revenue Requirement 63 

Q.       Has Staff recommended an updated revenue requirement for Camelot since 64 

filing direct testimony? 65 

A.        Yes, it has.  Staff witness Ostrander has recommended an updated Staff 66 

revenue requirement in his rebuttal testimony, Staff Ex. 10.0, Schedule 10.01 C-67 

S. 68 

 69 
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Q.  How should your proposed sewer rates be revised if the Commission 70 

adopts a revenue requirement that differs from the Staff proposal? 71 

A. My proposed sewer rates are designed to recover Staff‟s proposed sewer 72 

revenue requirement. If there is any difference between the sewer revenue 73 

requirement adopted by the Commission and Staff‟s sewer revenue requirement, 74 

then Staff‟s proposed Base Facilities Charges should be adjusted by a uniform 75 

percentage to recover the sewer revenue requirement adopted by the 76 

Commission.  77 

 78 

Compliance with 220 ILCS 5/8-306(i) of the Public Utilities Act 79 

Q. Do you have any other issues with the Company’s proposed rates? 80 

A. Yes.  In direct testimony, I argued that the Company‟s rates do not comply with 81 

Sec. 8-306(i) of the Act which mandates that the Company “must offer separate 82 

rates for water and sewer service to any commercial or residential customer who 83 

uses separate meters to measure each of those services.” In its rebuttal 84 

testimony, the Company stated that it does not currently have any customers 85 

who use a separate meter to measure each service. The Company also 86 

expressed a concern that a sewer rate for customers utilizing separate meters for 87 

water and sewer service would be too burdensome and expensive from an 88 

operational and financial standpoint. Further, it stated the following: 89 

Moreover, because sewer service is billed at a flat rate, the 90 

Company currently has no data that would allow for the design of a 91 

consumption-based rate for sewer service. While separate meters 92 

for sewer and water use would impose significant costs on the 93 

customer, it would not be offset by a comparable reduction in the 94 
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customer‟s sewer bill. The Company would also incur significant 95 

costs to design sewer rates based upon the amount of water used 96 

by the customer, and without accurate data, those rates could 97 

significantly over- or under-recover the costs of providing sewer 98 

service.  99 

 100 

 GNUI/CUI/LHUC Ex. 3.0, p. 15. 101 

  102 

Q. What is your recommendation with regard to Section 8-306(i)? 103 

A. I reviewed Section 8-306(i) of the Act and past Commission orders to reach my 104 

conclusion. Staff has consistently expressed a similar concern with respect to 105 

compliance with Section 8-306(i) in Dockets Nos. 07-0620/07-0621/08-0067 106 

(Consol.), 08-0549, 10-0280 and 10-0298.  Unfortunately, although the statute 107 

addresses a concern regarding sewer rates paid by customers who use water 108 

that does not flow through the sewer system, a design of separate rates in this 109 

proceeding is not possible using the available information, because the Company 110 

currently has no data that would allow for the design of a consumption-based 111 

rate for sewer service. (Id.) 112 

 113 

 Granted, though there are no existing customers with separate meters, and no 114 

data is currently available to calculate separate rates, in Staff‟s view Camelot 115 

should revisit the Section 8-306(i) issue again in its next rate relief request. 116 

Without a rate that complies with this section of the Act, any customer who may 117 

install, or who may want to install, a separate meter will be deprived of the 118 

opportunity to have a lower sewer bill for the amount of water that does not flow 119 

through the sewer system.  120 

 121 
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 Therefore, I recommend that the Company be required to submit tariff language 122 

and rates, if applicable, to comply with Section 8-306(i) in its next rate relief 123 

request even if there are no customers utilizing separate meters for water and 124 

sewer service, because it may deprive customers of lower sewer bills. The 125 

following excerpts from past Commission orders illustrates why Camelot should 126 

revisit this issue: 127 

 128 

 Although Sundale claims it has no such customers, it agreed to 129 

comply with the section of the Act and add Staff recommended 130 

language to their tariff book to meet the requirement of Section 5/8-131 

306(i) of the Act.  132 

 133 

 Final Order, Docket No. 08-0549, pp.12-13. 134 

 135 

 The Commission observes that in its Reply Brief the Company states 136 

that it plans to make such a submission in any future applicable rate 137 

proceedings. For these reasons we find that the Company is in 138 

agreement with Staff‟s recommendation and Aqua should revisit the 139 

Section 8-306(i) issue again in its next rate relief request.  140 

 141 

 Final Order, Docket Nos. 07-0620/07-0621/08-0067 (Consol.), pp. 8-9) 142 

 143 

Q. Are there any other rate issues with Camelot’s rate case filing that need to 144 

be addressed? 145 

A. Yes. In ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, Schedule 5.2, I used $239,480 for the „Total 146 

Operating Revenue Requirements‟ (cell B-1), then subtracted $914 (cell B-3) of 147 

miscellaneous income.  In ICC Staff Ex. 1.0, Schedule 1.01 C-W, the $239,480 148 

figure (cell I-1) already has the $914 (cell I-2) subtracted.  I should have used 149 

$240,390 for the „Total Operating Revenue Requirement‟.  Therefore, I am 150 

making a note of this correction for the record. 151 
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 152 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 153 

A. Yes, it does. 154 


