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Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 1 

A. My name is Roger Colton.  My address is 34 Warwick Road, Belmont, Massachusetts. 2 

 3 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 4 

A. I am a principal in the firm of Fisher Sheehan & Colton, Public Finance and General 5 

Economics of Belmont, Massachusetts. In that capacity, I provide technical assistance to a 6 

variety of federal and state agencies, consumer organizations and public utilities on rate and 7 

customer service issues involving telephone, water/sewer, natural gas and electric utilities.   8 

 9 

Q. FOR WHOM ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 10 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the People of the State of Illinois.  11 

 12 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND. 13 

A. I work primarily on low-income utility issues. This involves regulatory work on rate and 14 

customer service issues, as well as research into low-income usage, payment patterns, and 15 

affordability programs. At present, I am working on various projects in the states of 16 

Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, Alabama, Illinois and Colorado, as well as in the 17 

province of Manitoba.  My clients include state agencies (e.g., Pennsylvania Office of 18 

Consumer Advocate, Maryland Office of Peoples Counsel, Iowa Department of Human 19 

Rights), federal agencies (e.g., the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services), 20 

community-based organizations (e.g., Energy Outreach Colorado), and private utilities (e.g., 21 

Entergy Services, Citizens Gas and Coke Utility, Tacoma Public Utilities).  In addition to 22 

state- and utility-specific work, I engage in national work in the United States.  For example, 23 
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in 2008-2009, I worked on a national study of the responses of water utilities to the payment 24 

troubles of residential customers for the American Water Works Association Research 25 

Foundation. In 2007, I was part of a team that performed a multi-sponsor public/private 26 

national study of low-income energy assistance programs. 27 

 28 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 29 

A. After receiving my undergraduate degree in 1975 (Iowa State University), I obtained further 30 

training in both law and economics.  I received my law degree in 1981 (University of 31 

Florida).  I received my Masters Degree (economics) from the Macgregor School in 1993. 32 

 33 

Q. HAVE YOU EVER PUBLISHED ON PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATORY 34 

ISSUES? 35 

A. Yes. I have published more than 80 articles in scholarly and trade journals, primarily on 36 

low-income utility and housing issues. I have published an equal number of technical 37 

reports for various clients on energy, water, telecommunications and other associated low-38 

income utility issues. A list of my professional publications is presented in Appendix A.   39 

 40 

Q. HAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS OR OTHER UTILITY 41 

COMMISSIONS? 42 

A. Yes.  I have testified before the Illinois Commerce Commission (―ICC‖ or ―Commission‖) 43 

on a variety of occasions regarding energy and water issues affecting low-income and 44 

residential customers.  I have also testified in regulatory proceedings in more than 30 states 45 
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and various Canadian provinces on a wide range of utility regulatory issues.  Proceedings in 46 

which I have previously appeared as an expert witness are listed in Appendix A.   47 

 48 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 49 

TODAY. 50 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony today is to consider the impact of the rate hike 51 

requests of Great Northern Utilities, Camelot Utilities and Lake Holiday Utilities 52 

(hereafter ―Companies‖) on residential customers.  I will respond to the testimony filed 53 

on behalf of the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission and the Companies with 54 

respect to rate shock.  My testimony will conclude that the testimony of the Commission 55 

Staff and Companies did not give appropriate weight to the presence of rate shock nor did 56 

they give appropriate deference to the role that rate shock should play in assessing the 57 

reasonableness of a rate increase request.   58 

 59 

More specifically, I will respond to the testimony of Staff witnesses Harden (Camelot), 60 

Boggs (Lake Holiday) and Rukosuev (Great Northern).  Each witness acknowledged for 61 

his or her respective company that ―based on the percent increases that are being 62 

requested by the Company to the rates, it appears that customers may experience rate 63 

shock.‖  Each Staff witness further asserted, however, that while the average increase 64 

―might be considered steep in some circumstances, it is lower than what is being 65 

proposed by [the Company], and the increase is necessary in order for [the Company] to 66 

recover its revenue requirement.  It should also be recognized that [the Company] has not 67 

had a rate increase since 1992.‖ Staff Exhibit 4.0, at 12 (Great Northern last rate order 68 
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1998); Staff Exhibit 5.0, at 25 (Camelot last rate order June 1993); Staff Exhibit 6.0, at 15 69 

- 16 (Lake Holiday last rate order 1992).  70 

 71 

Finally, my testimony will find that the average increase requested by each Company not 72 

only ―might be considered steep in some circumstances,‖ but are extraordinary increases 73 

in the cost of an essential service; that the principle of rate shock is a regulatory doctrine 74 

that limits rate increases that might otherwise be ―necessary in order for the Company to 75 

recover its revenue requirement;‖ and that the resulting rates being requested by the 76 

Companies are substantially out-of-line with comparable water/sewer rates of other 77 

utilities. 78 

 79 

Q. ARE THERE SPECIFIC AREAS OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS THAT YOU 80 

WILL CONSIDER IN YOUR TESTIMONY BELOW? 81 

A. Yes.  In providing this rebuttal testimony, I consider the rate shock associated with the 82 

residential rate increases requested by the Companies in the specific counties in which 83 

the Companies are located, including Will County (Camelot), Winnebago County (Great 84 

Northern), and Kendall County (Lake Holiday).
1
   85 

 86 

Part 1. Regulatory Limitations that Rate Shock Places on Requested Rate Increases. 87 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 88 

TESTIMONY. 89 

                                                 
1
 The data on a zip code or Census Block basis needed to reflect the company-specific service territories is available 

based only on the Decennial Census.  The 2010 Census data is not yet publicly available.   
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A. In this section of my testimony, I consider whether the proposed rate increases requested 90 

by the three utilities in this proceeding would result in rate shock to residential customers.  91 

In the event that rate shock would occur, I consider what role such a finding should have 92 

in the consideration of whether to approve the requested rates.   93 

 94 

Q. HAVE YOU CONSIDERED THE LEVEL OF THE SPECIFIC RATE 95 

INCREASES PROPOSED BY THE STAFF AND THE COMPANY IN THIS 96 

PROCEEDING? 97 

A. Yes.  All three Staff witnesses I identify above (Harden, Rukosuev and Boggs) testify in 98 

support of the rate increase requests that their ―proposed rates produce smaller bill 99 

increases than the Company’s because Staff’s recommended revenue requirement is 100 

smaller than the Company’s proposal.‖  Each Staff witness concedes that the customers 101 

of the respective companies ―may experience rate shock under either proposal.‖ They go 102 

on to assert, ―however, the rates that [they] propose for this rate case are based on Staff’s 103 

proposed revenue requirement and are slightly lower than those proposed by the 104 

Company.‖ (emphasis added).  The emphasized ―however‖ would seem to indicate that 105 

Staff witnesses believe that the fact that Staff’s proposed revenue requirements are 106 

―slightly lower‖ than those requested by the Companies stands in mitigation of the fact 107 

that the rate increases proposed, by either Staff or the Company, will result in rate shock.  108 

That testimony should be rejected. 109 

 110 

 Schedule RDC-1 presents a comparison of rates under three scenarios: (1) the current 111 

rates; (2) the Staff’s proposed rates (direct testimony); and (3) the Company’s revised 112 
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rates (rebuttal).  Contrary to the Staff’s testimony, it is evident from Schedule RDC-1 that 113 

the Staff’s proposed rates do not significantly lessen the rate shock imposed by the rates 114 

proposed in this proceeding.  Under the Staff proposal: 115 

 The Great Northern Utilities rate increase would be reduced from 303% to 116 

236%;  117 

 The Camelot Utilities rate increase would be reduced from 254% to 215%;  118 

 The Lake Holiday Utilities rate increase would be reduced from 66% to 38%. 119 

Moreover, the Companies have not completely accepted the Staff’s revenue requirement.  120 

Under the Companies’ proposed new rates, the increases would be higher than the 121 

Staff’s.  Even at the Staff’s adjusted rates, however, increases of more than 200% clearly 122 

represent rate shock. 123 

 124 

Q. WHAT IS THE PRINCIPLE BEHIND CONDITIONING RATE RECOVERY ON 125 

THE PREVENTION OF RATE SHOCK? 126 

A. The principle underlying the avoidance of rate shock is the notion that utility ratemaking 127 

involves a balancing of investor and ratepayer interests.  This is neither new nor 128 

revolutionary.  Nor is this balancing in conflict with the doctrine that investors should be 129 

provided with a ―reasonable‖ opportunity to earn a ―fair‖ rate of return.  The balancing of 130 

interests is most directly presented in a determination of what constitutes a ―fair‖ rate of 131 

return.  A ―fair‖ return on equity is almost universally calculated to fall within a range.  132 

Given the ratepayer interests that I discuss later in my testimony, the Commission would 133 

be more than justified to set the return on equity toward the bottom of an acceptable 134 

range.   135 
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 136 

Q. CAN THIS BALANCING OF INTERESTS ALSO AFFECT DECISIONS ON 137 

SPECIFIC REVENUE REQUIREMENT DECISIONS? 138 

A. Absolutely.  The balancing of ratepayer and investor interests can (and should) affect 139 

both the decisions of whether to allow cost recovery and the decisions of how or when to 140 

allow cost recovery.  The balancing of ratepayer and investor interests has been made 141 

explicit in a variety of revenue requirement settings.  For example, the rate effect has 142 

been expressly considered in setting amortization periods for abandoned construction, 143 

premature retirement, or mothballed plants; deciding whether to allow a return of and on 144 

particular capital projects; how to treat utility staff benefits; how and/or when to allow 145 

recovery of abnormal out-of-period expenses; how to treat particular revenue streams 146 

(e.g., off-system sales, capacity releases); how to treat management bonuses and/or staff 147 

incentive payments; and whether and/or how to allow a phase-in of plant additions.  It is 148 

basic regulatory doctrine factors that can be considered in a determination of the 149 

―reasonableness‖ of utility expenditures include gradualism, price changes and trends, 150 

ability-to-pay, and current economic conditions.   151 

 152 

Part 2. A Comparison of Rates for Water/Sewer Companies. 153 

Q. HAVE YOU HAD OCCASION TO COMPARE THE WATER AND/OR SEWER 154 

RATES PROPOSED IN THIS PROCEEDING WITH ANY OTHER 155 

WATER/SEWER RATES IN ILLINOIS? 156 

A. Yes.  I have had occasion to review both the 2010 survey of water and sewer rates 157 

prepared by the City of Carbondale, Illinois and the ICC’s 2010 report of water and sewer 158 
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―Actual Rate Structure and Bill Comparison‖ for systems with fewer than 1,000 159 

customers.  The Carbondale survey is based on surveys returned by 256 jurisdictions 160 

from across the State.  Not only does the survey collect information on ―minimum‖ water 161 

and sewer bills for each jurisdiction, but it also collects data on water and sewer bills 162 

given a monthly consumption of 6,000 gallons per residential customer.  None of the 163 

three companies involved with this proceeding (Camelot, Great Northern, Holiday Lake) 164 

were among the 256 jurisdictions returning rate surveys to Carbondale.  However, they 165 

are included in the ICC’s report. 166 

 167 

Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE THE AVERAGE WATER AND SEWER BILLS OF THE 168 

256 JURISDICTIONS REPORTING BILLS FOR 6,000 GALLONS OF 169 

MONTHLY CONSUMPTION TO CARBONDALE? 170 

A. Yes.  The average monthly water bill statewide for water consumption (6,000 gallons) 171 

was $34.23.  The average monthly sewer bill (6,000 gallons) was $23.61.  The average 172 

total bill (water/sewer) statewide was $54.93.   173 

 174 

Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE THE AVERAGE WATER AND SEWER BILLS OF THE 175 

SYSTEMS INCLUDED IN THE ICC REPORT? 176 

A. The ICC report includes the cost of 7,000 gallons of water, and so is not strictly 177 

comparable to the Carbondale survey.  That report contains the customer charge and the 178 

usage rates, and I have recalculated the results to report the use of 6,000 gallons so I can 179 

use the same usage level for both the Carbondale survey and the ICC report.   180 

 181 
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Q. WHAT IS THE AVERAGE WATER AND SEWER BILLS OF THE SYSTEMS 182 

INCLUDED IN THE ICC REPORTS, USING 6,000 GALLONS OF WATER 183 

MONTHLY? 184 

A. The average monthly water bill statewide for water consumption (6,000 gallons) in the 185 

jurisdictions reported by the ICC was $36.90.  The average monthly sewer bill (6,000 186 

gallons) was $34.44.   187 

 188 

Q. HOW DOES THIS DATA FROM THE CARBONDALE SURVEY AND ICC 189 

REPORT AFFECT YOUR ASSESSMENT OF RATE SHOCK IN THESE CASES? 190 

A. The data shows that the rates requested by the Companies in this proceeding are 191 

substantially out of line with rates in the rest of the state as reported in the Carbondale 192 

survey.  As can be seen: 193 

 The Staff’s proposed water bill for Great Northern would be 229% of the statewide 194 

average water bill reported by the Carbondale survey ($78.51
2
 vs. $34.23). 195 

 The Staff’s proposed water bill for Camelot would be 298% of the statewide average 196 

water bill reported by the Carbondale survey ($102.01
3
 vs. $34.23). 197 

 The Staff’s proposed water bill for Lake Holliday would be almost equal to the 198 

statewide average water bill reported by the Carbondale survey ($33.06
4
 vs. $34.23).   199 

 The fixed sewer charge of $77.62 per month for Camelot Utilities would be 329% of 200 

the average sewer charge statewide reported in the Carbondale 2010 rate survey 201 

($77.62 vs. $23.61). 202 

                                                 
2
 $78.51 = fixed charge of $24.69 plus a usage charge of  $8.97 per 1,000 gallons x 6,000 gallons. 

 
3
 $102.01 = fixed charge of $14.71 plus a usage charge of $14.55 per 1,000 gallons x 6,000 gallons. 

 
4
 $33.06 = fixed charge of $5.10 plus a usage charge of $4.66 per 1,000 gallons x 6,000 gallons. 
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 203 

Similar results are found for water rates for the ICC rate comparison report.   204 

 The Staff’s proposed water bill for Great Northern would be 213% of the statewide 205 

average water bill reported by the ICC ($78.51 vs. $36.90). 206 

 The Staff’s proposed water bill for Camelot would be 276% of the statewide average 207 

water bill reported by the ICC ($102.01 vs. $36.90). 208 

 The Staff’s proposed water bill for Lake Holliday would be almost equal to the 209 

statewide average water bill reported by the ICC ($33.06 vs. $36.90).   210 

 The fixed sewer charge for Camelot Utilities would be 221% of the average sewer 211 

charge under the ICC rate comparison report ($77.62 vs. $34.44).   212 

 213 

Q. HAVE YOU HAD OCCASION TO CONSIDER THE RELATIVE SIZE OF 214 

RESIDENTIAL BILLS FOR THE THREE COMPANIES RESULTING FROM 215 

THIS PROCEEDING RELATIVE TO THE HIGHEST BILLS IN THE STATE? 216 

A. Yes.  The highest water bill amongst the 256 jurisdictions reporting was $70.70 in 2010, 217 

lower than the Staff’s proposals for both Camelot ($102.01) and Great Northern ($78.51).  218 

The highest sewer bill amongst the 256 jurisdictions reporting was $82.62, only slightly 219 

higher than the charge proposed by Staff ($77.62) for Camelot Utilities.  I have attached 220 

the Carbondale 2010 rate survey to this testimony as Appendix B.   221 

 222 

The ICC report contains two systems that represent outliers with respect to bills.  223 

Charmar Water has a bill of $137.44 per month, but is specifically footnoted in the ICC 224 

report as having a purchased water surcharge (not generally used in other systems). In 225 
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addition, Del Mar has a bill of $261.45, but is specifically footnoted in the ICC report as 226 

having both a purchased water surcharge and a capital investment surcharge not 227 

applicable to other jurisdictions.  Other than those two systems, however, the next highest 228 

ICC water charge is $80.29 (Sheridan Grove), which is higher than average but 229 

substantially lower than the bills that would result from this proceeding.  In addition, the 230 

Candlewick sewer charge of $73.75 is the highest sewer charge reported in the 2010 ICC 231 

bill comparison, but is still less than the sewer charges proposed to be adopted in this 232 

proceeding.  I have attached the ICC rate comparisons as Appendices C and D.   233 

 234 

Q. DID YOU INCLUDE THE WATER CHARGES YOU B ELIEVE TO BE 235 

ATYPICAL BECAUSE OF THE SURCHARGES IN YOUR CALCULATION OF 236 

AVERAGE WATER BILLS IN YOUR DISCUSSION ABOVE? 237 

A. Yes.  To that extent, the average water bills I have calculated based on the ICC 2010 238 

report are over-stated.   239 

 240 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 241 

A. Based on the information and analysis presented above, I conclude that not only do the 242 

Companies in this proceeding seek rate increases at a level that would impose substantial 243 

rate shock on their residential customers, but the resulting average monthly water and 244 

sewer bills (where applicable) would result in some of the highest bills reported in the 245 

state for both privately owned utilities and public systems. 246 

 247 
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Q. WOULD YOU ADDRESS THE STAFF’S OBSERVATION THAT THE 248 

COMPANIES HAVE NOT SOUGHT A RATE INCREASE FOR A 249 

SUBSTANTIAL PERIOD OF TIME? 250 

A. Each Staff witness in this proceeding has testified that the rate increases sought by the 251 

Companies may represent ―an abrupt and extreme change in prices that could cause 252 

[ratepayers] significant financial distress,‖ but has asserted in mitigation the observation 253 

that the respective Companies have not sought rate increases for some period of time.  254 

According to Staff witnesses: 255 

 ―It should also be recognized that [Great Northern] has not had a rate increase 256 

since 1998.‖ (Staff Exhibit 4.0, at 13). 257 

 ―It should also be recognized that the Company has not had a rate increase since 258 

1992.‖ (Staff Exhibit 5.0, at 26).  259 

 ―. . .the Company’s previously filed rate case dates back to October 8, 1992, and 260 

customers have not had a rate increase since.‖ (Staff Exhibit 6.0, at 16).  261 

These Staff statements reflect the assertion of the Company.  For example, Company 262 

witness Haas states that ―since Camelot Utilities, Inc. has not had a rate increase since 263 

July of 1989, the residents of this community have enjoyed the benefit of paying the same 264 

rate for water and sewer service for water and sewer service for over 21 years without an 265 

increase. Since that time, the Company has been required to invest in upgrades and 266 

infrastructure and expend significant capital to provide reliable service.‖ (CUI Exh. 4.0, 267 

at 4 - 5). 268 

 269 
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The length of time since the last Company rate increase request, however, does not 270 

mitigate the impact of rate shock in this proceeding.  Moreover, it is not a legitimate 271 

consideration in deciding the reasonableness of the current rate increase request.  Utilities 272 

have the option of filing for a rate increase when costs require it, and the rate design 273 

principle of gradualism requires utilities to control their costs so that customers are not 274 

surprised by huge increases like those requested in this docket.   275 

 276 

Q. DOES THE RATE OF INFLATION SINCE THE LAST RATE INCREASE 277 

SUPPORT THE RATE INCREASES SOUGHT IN THIS PROCEEDING? 278 

A. No.  Even if expenses tracked the rate of inflation, a level of expenses approved in 1992 279 

would only have increased by 61% through 2011.  It would, however, not be appropriate 280 

to consider only the increases in expenses.  Rates are set based on the relationship 281 

between revenues and expenses.  Considering only the impact of the lapse of time on the 282 

level of expenses does not appropriately consider the relationship of expenses and 283 

revenues.  Accordingly, the Companies’ and the Staff’s observations regarding the time 284 

period since the last rate increase was approved should be disregarded as immaterial to 285 

whether the requested rates are reasonable.   286 

 287 

Q. ON THE BASIS OF REGULATORY PRINCIPLES, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY 288 

THE LENGTH OF TIME SINCE THE LAST RATE INCREASE SHOULD NOT 289 

BE A CONSIDERATION IN AN EVALUATION OF THE REASONABLENESS 290 

OF THE RATE INCREASE PROPOSED IN THIS PROCEEDING. 291 
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A. There are certain principles of utility ratemaking that are implicated by an argument that 292 

a utility should be allowed a substantial increase because it has not sought an increase for 293 

several years.   294 

 First, utility rates are not established to guarantee that utilities recover all costs that 295 

they incur.  Instead, utility rates are established such that the relationship between 296 

revenue and expenses allows the utility the opportunity to earn a reasonable rate of 297 

return.  It is up to the utility to determine whether the opportunity to earn that 298 

reasonable rate of return given present rates is being realized.  So long as the utility 299 

does not seek a rate increase, it is to be conclusively presumed that the opportunity to 300 

earn a reasonable rate of return was sufficient.   301 

 Second, rates that have been subject to prior regulatory approval are conclusively 302 

presumed to be reasonable until they are modified in a subsequent rate order.  303 

Accordingly, no matter when rates were last approved, the revenues generated by 304 

those rate schedules are conclusively presumed to be generating sufficient revenue, 305 

whether over a one-year period or over a 20-year period.  It is inappropriate to 306 

retroactively look at those filed rates and assert that, due to the time lag since their 307 

approval, they might be unreasonable or inadequate.   308 

 Third, a utility is certainly not entitled to retroactively collect past expenses in future 309 

rates. Thus, for example, if a utility has made capital improvements during a time 310 

period since its rates were previously approved, the utility is presumed to be 311 

collecting both the return of and on that investment through those rates that were 312 

previously approved pending the filing of another rate case.   Once capital 313 

investments are placed into rate base in a future rate case, for example, they may be 314 
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placed into rate base only at the original cost minus the depreciation incurred during 315 

the years since the last rate case.  316 

 Finally, a utility controls when to file its rate cases over time.  When considering a 317 

rate increase request by a utility, while cost-of-service is important, the principles of 318 

gradualism and rate continuity are equally important from the regulatory perspective.  319 

The principles of gradualism and rate continuity cannot be ignored by the utility or 320 

the Commission simply because the utility chose to accept its realized rate of return 321 

over a period of years before seeking rate increases based on a claimed change in its 322 

cost of service.   323 

 324 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 325 

A. I conclude that the fact that the Companies have not sought rate increases for extended 326 

periods of time is not a relevant consideration in deciding whether: (1) the current rate 327 

increase is just and reasonable; or (2) whether the current rate increase imposes an 328 

unreasonable and inappropriate ―rate shock‖ on ratepayers.  Staff testimony raising that 329 

observation in mitigation of the extraordinary sizes of the rate increases sought in this 330 

proceeding should be rejected as irrelevant.    331 

 332 

Q. HAS THE COMPANY PROVIDED ANY REASON TO BELIVE THAT THE 333 

COMPANY HAS HAD DIFFICULTY RAISING CAPITAL SINCE THE TIME OF 334 

ITS LAST RATE INCREASE(S)?  335 

A. No.  Indeed, the Company states that ―many improvements and repairs over the years‖ 336 

have been made, including ―extensive work performed at the sewer plant‖ and a ―number 337 
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of main replacements and repairs that have been accomplished in this time period.‖  (CUI 338 

Ex. 4.0, at 1).  As is evident, therefore, not only are the current rates that have been 339 

approved by regulators for the Companies conclusively presumed to be reasonable until 340 

new rates are approved, but the history of capital investment reported by the Companies’ 341 

own witness supports the conclusion that the Company has been able to raise and expend 342 

capital without difficulty.   343 

 344 

Q. HAVE EITHER THE COMPANY OR STAFF WITNESSES IDENTIFIED THE 345 

FACTORS DRIVING THIS REQUEST FOR A SUDDEN DRAMATIC RATE 346 

INCREASE? 347 

A. No, neither Staff nor the Company have identified any one or more factors that would 348 

require an immediate rate increase of the magnitude presented in this proceeding.  349 

Normal changes in operating costs would not require a sudden 200% rate increase.  350 

Changes, if any, in the allowed rate of return would not require an immediate 200% rate 351 

increase.  None of the Companies have identified a recent capital investment, the 352 

recovery of the un-depreciated amount of which would require an immediate rate 353 

increase of 200% or more.  Changes in depreciation rates would not require an immediate 354 

rate increase of 200% or more.  I have been able to identify no operating or capital cost 355 

driver that merits an immediate rate increase that would merit imposing the rate shock 356 

that I have identified in my testimony above.   357 

 358 

 359 

 360 
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Part 3. Weighing the Ratepayer Interest for these Water/Sewer Companies. 361 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE PURPOSE OF THIS SECTION OF YOUR 362 

TESTIMONY. 363 

A. In this section of my testimony, I respond to the Staff assertion that the rate shock 364 

imposed by the requests of Camelot, Great Northern, and Lake Holiday utilities should be 365 

accepted because the rates might otherwise be ―necessary in order for the Company to 366 

recover its revenue requirement.‖  I note that such a statement by the Staff
5
 considers 367 

only the interests of the investor, and fails to engage in the balancing of ratepayer and 368 

investor interests required in utility ratemaking. 369 

 370 

Q. IS THERE ANY FUNDAMENTAL FLAW IN THE STAFF ASSERTION THAT 371 

“RATE SHOCK” SHOULD NOT BE A LIMITING FACTOR IF THE RATES 372 

ARE “NECESSARY IN ORDER FOR THE COMPANY TO RECOVER ITS 373 

REVENUE REQUIREMENT”? 374 

A. Yes.  The Staff statement that the rate shock imposed by the requested rates in this 375 

consolidated proceeding
6
 should not be used to limit the rate increase in that the 376 

requested rates are ―necessary in order for the Company to recover its revenue 377 

requirement‖ is fundamentally at odds with basic ratemaking principles.  If the rates were 378 

not ―necessary in order for the Company to recover its revenue requirement,‖ they would, 379 

by definition, be unreasonable and unlawful in the first instance whether or not resulting 380 

in rate shock.  The principle of rate shock comes into play only under the circumstances 381 

                                                 
5
 Since Staff witnesses Harden, Rusokuev and Boggs filed testimony that was nearly word-for-word identical for 

each company, I will hereafter refer to ―Staff testimony‖ collectively rather than to individual Staff witnesses. 

 
6
 For ease of reference, I will refer throughout to the three consolidated proceedings as one proceeding and to the 

three separate utilities as one company. 
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when rates might otherwise be necessary to meet a utility company’s revenue 382 

requirement.  The principle of recognizing rate shock as a limitation on rate increases is 383 

applied notwithstanding the fact that the rates might otherwise be necessary in order for 384 

the Company to recover its revenue requirement. 385 

 386 

Q. DO YOU TAKE ISSUE WITH ANY OTHER ASPECT OF THE STAFF 387 

DESCRIPTION OF RATE SHOCK IN THIS PROCEEDING? 388 

A. Yes. I take issue with the Staff observation that the rate increases requested in this 389 

proceeding ―might be considered steep in some circumstances.‖  I conclude based on the 390 

data and analysis below that: 391 

 The notion that these rate increases ―might‖ be considered steep is in error.  No 392 

―maybe‖ or ―might‖ should be used as a qualifier when referring to these proposed 393 

rate increases. Increases of up to 240% qualify as rate shock;  394 

 Referring to the rate increases proposed in this proceeding as merely ―steep‖ is a 395 

euphemism for extraordinary rate increase requests; and  396 

 To assert that the rate increases requested are steep only ―in some circumstances,‖ 397 

thus implying that in other circumstances the rate increases might not be considered 398 

steep, is in error.   399 

 400 

Q. HAVE YOU CONSIDERED ANY FACTORS IN ADDITION TO THE SIZE OF 401 

THE INCREASE AND HOW IT COMPARES TO WATER AND SEWER RATES 402 

STATEWIDE? 403 
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A. Yes. I also consider the budget needed for a residential household to be ―self-sufficient.‖  404 

Economic challenges facing the residential customers of the Companies are not merely 405 

the province of the poor, but are climbing steadily into the aging and the middle income 406 

working residential customer base.   407 

 408 

In reaching my conclusion, I consider three income standards for meeting family 409 

necessities:  410 

 First, I consider what is commonly referred to as a ―Basic Family Needs Budget.‖  411 

A Basic Family Needs Budget sets forth the household expenditures needed to 412 

meet a minimum quality of living as determined by the Economic Policy Institute 413 

(EPI).  The Basic Family Needs Budget includes expenditures on items such as 414 

food, shelter, child care, transportation, health care and the like.   415 

 Second, I consider the ―Basic Needs Budget‖ standard.
7
  The Basic Needs 416 

Standard is determined by the National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP).  It 417 

considers the income necessary for a household in different locations of different 418 

sizes, ages and composition. The Basic Needs Budget I calculate is for a single-419 

parent household with two children, ages 6 and 9.  I set forth a Basic Needs 420 

Budget for small-town Illinois (Peoria).  421 

 Finally, I consider the ―self-sufficiency standard‖ for the three counties which 422 

comprise the service territory of the Companies.  The self-sufficiency standard 423 

documents what income would be needed to meet a minimum quality of living 424 

without external assistance.   425 

                                                 
7
 The ―Basic Family Needs Budget‖ published by the EPI and the ―Basic Needs Budget‖ published by the NCCP are 

equivalent efforts by different analysts to measure the same thing: the budget needed for a household to acquire 

fundamentally necessary household services.   
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Although prepared by different entities, the three standards support each other in that, 426 

while they do not result in identical dollar amounts (since they measure related but 427 

different circumstances), they are sufficiently similar to indicate that they are 428 

fundamentally consistent with each other.   429 

 430 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE BASIC FAMILY NEEDS BUDGETS THAT YOU HAVE 431 

EXAMINED. 432 

A. Schedule RDC-2 sets forth the EPI Basic Family Needs Budget for all seventeen (17) 433 

metropolitan areas in Illinois, disaggregated by household composition and size.  A Basic 434 

Family Needs Budget sets forth the household expenditures needed to meet a minimum 435 

quality of living.  The Basic Family Needs budget includes expenditures on items such as 436 

food, shelter, child care, transportation, health care and the like.  Both one- and two-437 

parent families are considered, along with families having between one and three 438 

children.  The data is from the Economic Policy Institute (EPI).  The EPI data makes 439 

clear that the lack of adequate household resources is not exclusively a ―low income‖ 440 

phenomenon.  The EPI-derived Basic Family Needs Budget is well above 200% of the 441 

Federal Poverty Level.
8
   442 

                                                 
8
 According to the U.S. Department of health and Human Services, the Federal Poverty Levels, as published in the 

Federal Register, are as follows for 2011 for the 48 contiguous states: 

Persons in family Poverty guideline 

1 $10,890 

2 $14,710 

3 $18,530 

4 $22,350 

5 $26,170 

6 $29,990 

7 $33,810 

8 $37,630 
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Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE BASIC NEEDS BUDGET YOU PRESENT. 443 

A. The second standard I present involves data establishing a Basic Needs Budget for 444 

Illinois metropolitan areas.  Schedule RDC-3 sets forth the NCCP Basic Needs Budget 445 

for a three person household (a parent and two children, aged 6 and 9) for a small Illinois 446 

community (Peoria).  447 

 448 

The EPI and NCCP Budgets are reasonably consistent with each other.  The NCCP 449 

Budget for a single-parent family with two children (ages 6 and 9) is $38,497.  In 450 

comparison, the EPI budget for a 1-parent, 2-child family ranges from $35,294 (Bond 451 

County) to $44,291 (Kendall County).  Their similarity with each other lends robustness 452 

to the conclusion that they constitute reasonable estimates of what a household needs to 453 

live.   454 

 455 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE THIRD STANDARD YOU PRESENT. 456 

A. The third standard I present is the self-sufficiency standard for Illinois.  Calculated on a 457 

county-by-county basis for the entire state, the ―self-sufficiency standard‖ defines what 458 

income is needed to meet a minimum quality of living without external assistance.  The 459 

monthly and annual self-sufficiency budget is then translated into what is referred to as a 460 

―self-sufficiency wage.‖  The ―self-sufficiency wage‖ is the hourly wage needed for a 461 

household to be self-sufficient in Illinois.  I consider the self-sufficiency standard for the 462 

three counties in which the Companies are located: Kendall, Will and Winnebago.   463 

 464 

                                                                                                                                                             
For families with more than 8 persons, add $3,820 for each additional person. 
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I present the self-sufficiency standard for a three-person family (consistent with the two 465 

standards presented above).
9
  The self-sufficiency standard is somewhat higher because it 466 

adds the limitation that the household would live without benefit of public assistance.  467 

The three-person household self-sufficiency standard for the three-county region ranges 468 

from $42,853 in Winnebago County to $54,804 in Will County.  In addition, I present a 469 

self-sufficiency standard for a one-person household to allow a discussion below of aging 470 

households that do not involve children. The one-person self-sufficiency standard for the 471 

three-county region ranges from $17,067 for Winnebago County to $24,386 for Will 472 

County.
10

  The self-sufficiency standard is presented in Schedule RDC-4. 473 

 474 

Q. WHAT IS THE SECOND STEP YOU UNDERTOOK IN CONSIDERING THE 475 

ISSUE OF RATE SHOCK FOR THE THREE COMPANIES IN THIS 476 

PROCEEDING? 477 

A. Having established the budgets needed for households to pursue a basic standard of living 478 

in the three counties affected by this proceeding, the second step is to examine incomes to 479 

determine the extent to which, if at all, area incomes are sufficient to meet those basic 480 

budgets and absorb a water/sewer rate increase as proposed in this proceeding without 481 

undue hardship.  I conclude that they are not.   482 

 483 

                                                 
9
 The data I rely upon for the self-sufficiency standard has been published by the Social Impact Research Center, a 

program of the Heartland Alliance.  The Heartland Alliance is a well-respected Illinois research organization 

providing periodic data-based analysis of the circumstances facing low-income and working populations throughout 

Illinois. 

 
10

 Note also that the self-sufficiency standard is for 2009 while the two Basic Needs Budgets (EPI and NCCP) are 

for 2008. 
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Q. WHAT INCOME DO YOU FIRST CONSIDER IN ASSESSING THE ABILITY 484 

OF HOUSEHOLDS TO PAY THIS RATE INCREASE WITHOUT RATE 485 

SHOCK? 486 

A. The first measure of income I consider is based on income as a function of household 487 

size.  Examining income by household size is commonly referred to as a consideration of 488 

―Poverty Level.‖  By looking at various ranges of Poverty Level, however, I wish to 489 

emphasize that I am not focusing my attention exclusively on low-income (or ―poor‖) 490 

households.  While I will consider the poor, I will equally consider households whose 491 

income does not make them ―poor‖ in the traditional sense, but who fall into the middle-492 

class.
11

    493 

 494 

In my analysis, I consider various ranges of income up to and including income between 495 

250% and 300% of Poverty Level.  Although the data are not specific to the areas 496 

specifically served by the Companies,
12

 I note that the testimony of both Suzanne Basak 497 

and Barry Damon, on behalf of the Camelot Homeowners Association, refers to the 498 

difficult economic conditions facing many of the Camelot residents.  The Rebuttal 499 

Testimony of Company witness Hass acknowledges that ―a portion of the residents are 500 

retired and there are those that are currently unemployed due to current economic 501 

conditions,‖ but argues that the rate increases should be approved notwithstanding any 502 

rate shock.  (Company Exh. 4.0, at 4 – 5).   503 

                                                 
11

 Overall, referring to each of these households by reference to the ratio of income to ―Poverty Level‖ is simply a 

mechanism to take into account household size.  A three-person household with an income of $20,000, in other 

words, is considered to be ―poorer‖ than a two-person household with an income of $20,000. 

 
12

 As I note above, the data on a zip code or Census Block basis needed to reflect the company-specific service 

territories is available based only on the Decennial Census.  The 2010 Census data is not yet publicly available. 
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 504 

Q. HAVE YOU EXAMINED THE ACTUAL DOLLAR INCOMES REPRESENTED 505 

BY DIFFERENT INCOME RANGES AS A PERCENTAGE OF POVERTY 506 

LEVEL? 507 

A. Yes.  In Schedule RDC-5, I present the mean family income (2009) for each Poverty 508 

Level disaggregated by age. Schedule RDC-5, for example, presents the average family 509 

income for a family with the head of household aged between 45 and 64 and an income 510 

of more than 100% but less than 125% of Federal Poverty Level ($21,840).  In contrast, a 511 

family with the head of household aged between 65 and 74, with an income of more than 512 

200% but less than 250% of Federal Poverty Level has an average income of $31,378. 513 

The income presented in each cell of Schedule RDC-5 is the average income of 514 

households in a particular Poverty Range and age range (measured by the age of the head 515 

of household). 516 

 517 

What Schedule RDC-5 shows is that, at virtually no age level, does the mean family 518 

income reach a level sufficient to cover any of the three income standards I discuss 519 

above.  This observation changes when income becomes greater than 250% of the 520 

Federal Poverty Level.  Particularly in the working years (and family years) of 18 521 

through 64, income between 200% and 250% of Poverty Level is below the Basic Family 522 

Needs standard, and substantially below the self-sufficiency standard for the three 523 

counties at issue.  As can be seen, the incomes in these three counties are often 524 

insufficient to be able to absorb the dramatic rate increases proposed in these proceedings 525 

without substantial hardship. This is the classic definition of rate shock. 526 
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 527 

Q. HAVE YOU HAD OCCASION TO CONSIDER THE ABILITY OF 528 

RESIDENTIAL RATEPAYERS TO ABSORB THE PROPOSED RATE 529 

INCREASES IF THEY HAVE A WAGE INCOME? 530 

A. Yes.  In Schedule RDC-6, I compare the average wage per job reported by the U.S. 531 

Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis to the self-sufficiency 532 

standard in each of the three counties in which the service territories of the three 533 

companies in this proceeding are located.  The average wage per job in these three 534 

counties clearly is insufficient to have a family meet the self-sufficiency standard.  535 

Indeed, the average wage per job is also insufficient for a family to meet either of the 536 

Basic Needs Budgets.  The adverse impact imposed on residential customers by the 537 

extraordinary rate increases sought by these three companies, in other words, is not 538 

limited to low-income households or to public assistance recipients.  The adverse impacts 539 

extend to the working families in these counties as well.   540 

 541 

Q. DO YOU RECOGNIZE THAT THE COMPANIES INVOLVED WITH THIS 542 

PROCEEDING SERVE ONLY A SMALL PORTION OF EACH COUNTY FOR 543 

WHICH YOU HAVE PRESENTED DATA? 544 

A. I understand that each of the three utilities involved with this proceeding serves only a 545 

small portion of the counties for which I have presented data.  If the conclusions I reach 546 

were not as universal as I found them to be, there may be some concern that the particular 547 

households served by these particular companies in these particular locations might 548 

somehow not exhibit the characteristics underlying my finding of rate shock.  However, 549 
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what I find is that the size and suddenness of the rate increases sought in this proceeding 550 

would impose undue hardships across the range of incomes that I examine.  They would 551 

impose hardship across the range of ages I consider.  They also would impose hardship 552 

on workers and non-workers.  I conclude that the findings about the counties as a whole 553 

are likely to reflect the particular populations in the utility service territories.   554 

 555 

Q. WHAT DO YOU CONCLUDE? 556 

A. There should be a substantial concern about rate shock in the service areas served by the 557 

three companies whose rates are at issue in this proceeding.  A considerable portion of 558 

the population of the counties in which the service territories are located would not be 559 

able to absorb the rate increases proposed by the Companies without undue hardship.  My 560 

finding of undue hardship is not constrained by low-income status, by age, or by worker 561 

status.   562 

 563 

Part 4. Remedies. 564 

Q. GIVEN YOUR DISCUSSION ABOVE, WHAT DO YOU RECOMMEND? 565 

A. The burden of demonstrating the reasonableness of proposed rate increases lies with the 566 

utility in any given proceeding.  In this proceeding, the Companies have not met that 567 

burden.  In particular, the Companies have not demonstrated how they will address the 568 

rate shock that would arise from adopting annual rate increases of 200% or more that put 569 

their rates significantly above the rate levels common in the state.  Moreover, the 570 

Companies have not demonstrated how the proposed rate increases comply with either 571 

the principle of gradualism or the principle of rate continuity. At a minimum, the 572 
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Companies should be required to re-file their rate increases demonstrating how they will 573 

address rate shock by deferring cost recovery or phasing in rate increases over a 574 

reasonable period of time.  The Companies should be refused the recovery of carrying 575 

costs under such circumstances so as not to reward the Companies for the poor 576 

management that resulted in requesting such a substantial rate increase at one time. 577 

 578 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 579 

A. Yes, it does.   580 
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Schedule RDC-1 

(page 1 of 3) 

 

Great Northern Utilities, Inc. 

Base Facilities Charge per month: 
       

  
Company's 
Present 
Rate 

Company 
Proposed 
Rate 

Percentage 
Increase  

Staff's 
Proposed 
Rate (Direct) 

% Increase 
from 
Company's 
Present Rate 
at Staff's 
Direct Rate 

 Company's 
New 
Proposed 
Rate 
(Rebuttal) 

% Increase from 
Company's Present 
Rate at Company's 
New Proposed Rate 
(Rebuttal) 

  

    

 

    5/8 inch @ 0 gal $7.25 $29.20 302.76% $24.69 241% $26.07 260% 
 5/8 inch @5158 gal 

(avg) $21.02 $84.65 302.67% $70.96 237.54% $75.67 260% 
 

         Usage Charge per 
1,000 Gallons: 

        

 
$2.67 $10.75 302.62% $8.97 235.96% $9.39 252% 

 

         

         Residential Revenues $90,962.00 $367,192.00 303.70% $307,922.00 239% $323,168.00 255.30% 
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Schedule RDC-1 

(page 2 of 3) 

 

Camelot Utilities (Water and Sewer) 

  
Company's 
Present Rate 

Company 
Proposed Rate Percentage Increase  

Staff's Proposed 
Rate (Direct) 

% Increase 

from 
Company's 

Present Rate 

at Staff's 
Direct Rate 

 Company's 

New Proposed 
Rate (Rebuttal) 

% Increase from 

Company's 
Present Rate at 

Company's New 

Proposed Rate 
(Rebuttal)     

Water       
  

      
  

Fixed Charged per month:               
  

5/8 inch $5.00 $17.72 254% $14.71 194% $15.27 205% 
  

3/4 inch $5.00 $17.72 254% $22.06 341% $22.90 358% 
  

1 inch $5.00 $17.72 254% $36.77 635% $38.17 663% 
  

Usage Charge per 1,000 

Gallons (all meter sizes): $4.56 16.16 254% $14.55 219% $15.09 231% 
  

 

              

  
Residential Revenues $75,923.00 $267,905.00 254% $239,480.00 215% $248,417.00 227%     

 

              

  
Sewer       

  
      

  
Fixed Charged per month:               

  
5/8 inch $40.63 $81.91 102% $77.62 91% $80.72 99% 

  
5/8 inch (low use) $40.63 $77.87 92% $73.79 82% $76.74 89% 

  
3/4 inch $40.63 $81.91 102% $77.62 91% $80.72 99% 

  
1 inch $40.63 $81.91 102% $77.62 91% $80.72 99% 

  

Usage Charge per 1,000 

Gallons (all meter sizes): NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

  

 

              

  
Residential Revenues $106,875.00 $214,326.00 101.00% $203,138.00 90% NA       
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Schedule RDC-1 

(page 3 of 3) 

 

Lake Holiday Utilities Corp. 

  

Company's 

Present Rate 

Company 

Proposed Rate Percentage Increase  

Staff's 

Proposed Rate 

(Direct) 

% Increase 

from 

Company's 

Present Rate at 

Staff's Direct 

Rate 

 Company's 

New Proposed 

Rate (Rebuttal) 

% Increase from 

Company's Present 

Rate at Company's 

New Proposed Rate 

(Rebuttal)   

Water       
  

      

 

 

      
  

      

 
Fixed Charges per month: Sched 6.6 Sched 6.6 Sched 6.6 Sched 6.5 Sched 6.5 revised tariff   

 

 

              

 
Usage Charges Per 1000 

Gallons $3.07 $5.45 77.52% $4.66 51.79% 4.78   

 
Base Facilities Charge Per 

Month $3.75 $8.87 136.53% $5.10 36.00%     

 

 

              

 
5/8 inch $5.00 $8.87 77% $5.10 2% $5.25 5% 

 
3/4 inch $5.00 $8.87 77% $7.65 53% $7.88 58% 

 
1 inch $5.00 $8.87 77% $12.75 155% 13.13 163% 

 
2 inch $5.00 $8.87 77% $40.81 716% 42.01 740% 

 

 

              

 

 

              

 
Residential Revenues $465,098.00 $774,026.00 66.00% $642,014.24 38% $659,363.46 42%   

 

sch 3.1 pg 1 sch 6.4 pg 1,2   sch 6.4 pg 1,2   sch 3.1 pg 13   
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Schedule RDC-2 

 

EPI Basic Family Needs Budget By Number of Parents (P) and Children (C) 

(Selected Geographic Areas—Illinois) (2008) 

Metro Area 1P/1C 1P/2C 1P/3C 2P/1C 2P/2C 2P/3C 

Bloomington-Normal, IL $31,080 $39,220 $51,333 $37,117 $44,458 $56,107 

Bond County, IL  $27,268 $35,294 $48,692 $33,947 $41,459 $53,465 

Champaign-Urbana, IL  $30,795 $38,998 $49,952 $36,899 $44,237 $54,726 

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL  $36,130 $43,778 $55,368 $41,553 $48,800 $60,111 

Danville, IL  $28,147 $36,261 $46,789 $34,813 $42,139 $51,563 

Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, 

IA-IL  
$29,321 $37,682 $49,020 $35,510 $42,724 $53,470 

Decatur, IL  $28,535 $36,815 $48,711 $35,172 $42,439 $53,485 

DeKalb County, IL  $33,931 $41,530 $53,677 $39,389 $46,679 $58,450 

Grundy County, IL  $34,640 $42,190 $53,919 $40,050 $47,339 $58,690 

Kankakee-Bradley, IL  $31,105 $39,240 $50,812 $37,136 $44,478 $55,587 

Kendall County, IL  $36,688 $44,291 $59,123 $42,095 $49,342 $63,897 

Macoupin County, IL  $28,717 $37,014 $47,890 $35,336 $42,578 $52,664 

Peoria, IL  $28,804 $37,112 $48,659 $35,034 $42,323 $53,110 

Rockford, IL  $29,980 $38,269 $50,040 $35,961 $43,281 $54,491 

Rural $28,263 $38,916 $51,602 $35,726 $44,859 $57,081 

Springfield, IL MSA $29,788 $38,119 $49,593 $36,125 $43,456 $54,365 

St. Louis, MO-IL  $31,578 $39,589 $51,263 $37,536 $44,875 $56,086 

100% FPL (2008) $14,000 $17,600 $21,200 $17,600 $21,200 $24,800 

SOURCE: Economic Policy Institute, Basic Family Needs Budget Calculator 
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Schedule RDC-3 

 

NCCP Basic Needs Budget: Peoria, IL (2008) 
Single-parent family with 2 children, ages 6 and 9 

  Annual Monthly 

Rent and utilities $7,476 $623 

Food $6,460 $538 

Child care  
(center-based)  

$11,340 $945 

Health insurance premiums  
(employer-based)  

$2,265 $189 

Out-of-pocket medical $564 $47 

Transportation $3,582 $298 

Other necessities $3,763 $314 

Debt $0 $0 

Payroll taxes $2,945 $298 

Income taxes (includes credits)  $102 $245 

Total $38,497 $8 

Hourly wage needed $19 

Percent of the Federal Poverty Level 219% 

SOURCE: National Center for Children in Poverty. 

 



ICC Docket No. 11-0059/0141/0142 

AG Ex. 1.0, Rebuttal Testimony of Roger Colton 

 

Colton – Page 33 

 

Schedule RDC-4 

 

Self-Sufficiency Wage by Geography (2009) (Kendall, Will, Winnebago Counties) 

 Three person Family /a/ One-person Family  

 Hourly Monthly Annual Hourly Monthly Annual 

Kendall County  $24.47 $4,306 $51,674 $10.46 $1,840 $22,084 

Will County $25.95 $4,567 $54,804 $11.55 $2,032 $24,386 

Winnebago County  $20.29 $3.571 $42,853 $8.08 $1,422 $17,067 

SOURCE: Getting by and Getting Ahead: The 2009 Illinois Self-Sufficiency Standard: 

What Illinois Families Need to Make Ends Meet and How to Help Them Get There 

(September 2009). 

 

/a/ Parent, preschool age child, school-age child. 
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Schedule RDC-5 

 

Mean Income by Age of Householder and Income-to-Poverty Ratio (2009) /a/ 

Age of Head of 

Household 

Ratio of Household Income to Federal Poverty Level 

Below 50% 50 % - <100% 100% - <125% 125% - <150% 150% - <175% 175% - <200% 200% - <250% 250% - <300% 

Total Population $2,510 $15,204 $23,060 $28,735 $32,134 $33,633 $42,916 $54,269 

00 – 17 years old $2,837 $18,416 $28,181 $34,150 $40,577 $43,488 $53,678 $69,628 

18 – 24 years old $2,828 $13,472 $21,117 $25,529 $34,378 $37,292 $43,446 $57,865 

25 – 44 years old $2,279 $15.687 $22,206 $29,448 $30,414 $37,036 $43,214 $50,535 

45 – 64 years old $1,504 $13,209 $21,840 $26,170 $28,718 $29,868 $38,579 $49,992 

65 – 74 years old $2,385 $10,490 $14,993 $22,043 $24,057 $24,219 $31,378 $39,896 

75 – 80+ years old $12,000 $10,270 $12,335 $15,782 $20,937 $21,847 $28,364 $31,964 

/a/ Data collected in 2010. Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement.   
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Schedule RDC-6 

 

Self-Sufficiency Wage by Geography (2009) (Kendall, Will and Winnebago Counties) 

(Three person family: parent, preschool-age child, school-age child) 

Compared to Average Wage per Job (2006 – 2009) 

 

 Average Annual Wage per Job /b/ 

Self-Sufficiency Standard /a/ 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Kendall County $51,674 $38,756 $39,184 $39,497 $38,018 

Will County $54,804 $39,285 $40,175 $41,523 $41,527 

Winnebago County  $42,853 $37,379 $38,716 $40,064 $40,205 

SOURCE:  

 

/a/ Getting by and Getting Ahead: The 2009 Illinois Self-Sufficiency Standard: What Illinois Families Need to Make Ends meet and How to Help Them Get There (September 

2009). 

 

/b/ Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, Regional Economic Accounts, Average Wage per Job, Table C-34 (annual).  

 

  

 


