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STAFF’S REPLY BRIEF 
 

 
 

Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Staff”), by and through its 

undersigned counsel, pursuant to Section 200.800 of the Illinois Commerce 

Commission’s (“Commission” or “ICC”) Rules of Practice (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.800), 

respectfully submits its Reply Brief in the instant proceeding. 

I. Introduction 
 

On December 22, 2010,1

                                                 
1 Camelot and Lake Holiday filed on December 30, 2010. 

 Great Northern Utilities, Inc. (“Great Northern”), 

Camelot Utilities, Inc. (“Camelot” or “CUI”), and Lake Holiday Utilities Corporation (“Lake 
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Holiday”) (collectively, “Utilities, Inc.” or “the Companies”) filed tariffs seeking a general 

increase in water and sewer rates.2  On January 20, 2011 and February 9, 2011, the 

Commission entered Suspension Orders commencing the investigation concerning the 

propriety of the Companies’ request for rate increases and on May 18, 2011 entered a 

Resuspension Order extending the suspension through November 29, 2011.  At a 

status hearing on March 10, 2011, the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) assigned to 

this proceeding granted Staff’s request to consolidate the three dockets.3

Camelot Homeowner’s Association (the “Association”) intervened on March 16, 

2011, and various customers residing in the Camelot service territory filed Direct and 

Rebuttal Testimony.  The People of the State of Illinois (“AG”) intervened on June 9, 

2011 and filed Rebuttal Testimony.     

  The ALJ 

established a schedule for the submission of pre-filed testimony, hearings, and briefs. 

(Tr., March 10, 2011, at 7.)    

At the July 13 and 14, 2011 evidentiary hearing in this matter, witnesses for 

Utilities, Inc., Staff, and the AG testified.  Staff and the Companies entered into a 

Stipulation4

                                                 
2 Great Northern and Lake Holiday sought only increases in water rates, not sewer.  

 resolving all issues that had been disputed between the Companies and 

Staff.  In that Stipulation, the Companies agreed to Staff’s recommended revenue 

requirement, as well as all accounting adjustments recommended by Staff witnesses in 

3 The Association commented in its Initial Brief that the consolidation was “for the convenience of Staff.”  
(Association IB, at 7)  While Staff did make an oral motion for consolidation, (Tr., Mar. 10, at 5-6) this 
motion was granted under Section 200.600 of the Illinois Administrative Code’s Rules of Practice due to 
common questions of law and fact, and no party was prejudiced from the consolidation.  It is also worth 
noting that no party objected to Staff’s motion, and the Association, while not yet formally a party, was 
present at this status hearing.   
4 In fact, Staff and the Companies entered into a Stipulation on July 13, 2011 and then revised some 
calculations slightly and entered into a Revised Stipulation on July 14, 2011.  The Revised Stipulation 
was filed on e-docket on July 15, 2011 as Staff-Companies Joint Ex. No. 1 REV. 
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their Direct and Rebuttal Testimony.  (Staff-Companies Joint Ex. No. 1 REV., at 2-3.)  

Neither the Association nor the AG participated in the Stipulation.  On August 4, 2011, 

Staff and the other parties filed Initial Briefs (“IBs”). 

This reply brief will respond to arguments by the AG and the Association.  If Staff 

does not directly address each and every argument propounded, this does not mean 

that Staff is waiving its position, but rather that Staff feels it has previously adequately 

addressed such arguments or that the argument did not merit a response.  Staff will first 

address the Association’s and AG’s respective requests for equitable relief. 

II.  The AG’s And The Association’s Requests For Equitable Relief 
 

The Association relies on the concept of laches to argue that because the 

Companies have not petitioned the Commission for a rate hike in many years, they 

should be precluded by the Commission from filing seeking an increase now. 

(Association IB, at 14.)  The Commission is not a court of equity and cannot provide 

equitable relief.  The Illinois Supreme court “has consistently held, that, inasmuch as an 

administrative agency is a creature of statute, any power or authority claimed by it must 

find its source within the provisions of the statute by which it is created.”  (City of 

Chicago v. Fair Employment Practices Com. (1976), 65 Ill. 2d 108, 113; Chicago 

Division of the Horsemen's Benevolent & Protective Ass'n v. Illinois Racing Board, Ill. 

407, 410. (1972), 53 Ill. 2d 16; Pearce Hospital Foundation v. Illinois Public Aid Com. 

(1958), 15 Ill. 2d 301, 307; Hesseltine v. State Athletic Com. (1955), 6 Ill. 2d 129, 131-

32; People ex rel. Polen v. Hoehler (1950), 405 Ill. 322, 326-28; People ex rel. Hurley v. 

Graber (1950), 405 Ill. 331, 340-44, 346-48; Bio-Medical Laboratories, Inc. v. Trainor, 

68 Ill. 2d 540, 551 (1977).)  Unlike a court, the Commission has no general or common 
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law powers and it must find statutory authority for the powers it exercises.  (Business 

and Professional People for the Public Interest v. Illinois Commerce Comm'n, 136 Ill. 2d 

192, 201, 243 (1990).)  Neither the Public Utilities Act (“Act” or “PUA”) nor the Illinois 

Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”) provides the Commission with the equitable 

authority required for it to utilize the doctrine of laches.  See e.g., Citizens Utility Board 

v. ICC, 166 Ill. 2d 111, 129-31 (1995).  The Association, moreover, cites to no such 

authority.   

Moreover, the Association’s argument presumes that the Commission has 

authority to require a utility to file, or not to file, a rate case at some time other than the 

utilities’ choice.  However, the Commission has no such authority.  The Illinois Supreme 

Court explained that “a utility may file for a rate increase at any time.”  BPI v. ICC, 136 

Ill. 2d 192, 208-09, 219 (1989).  The Commission can neither require a utility to file a 

rate case at any time or prevent a utility from filing a rate case at any time (other than if 

there is an ongoing rate case for that utility).  Consequently, it is hard to imagine how 

the Companies could have slept on their rights to the detriment of their customers.   

Likewise, the AG attempts to conflate rate shock with the equitable doctrine of 

promissory estoppel as the reason why the Companies should be denied a rate 

increase.  The AG’s arguments also should be summarily dismissed because the 

Commission simply has no equitable authority unless specifically provided for in the 

PUA and/or the APA, as explained above.  The AG’s argument should also be 

dismissed because it presumes that customers have a cognizable interest in some 

specific rate.   

The AG explains that: 
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The doctrine of promissory estoppel is ‘an equitable device invoked to 
prevent a person from being injured by a change in position made in 
reasonable reliance on another's conduct.’  
 

[and] 
 
At least one Illinois court has recently recognized that the concept of ‘rate 
shock’ is a close relative to the doctrine of promissory estoppel.  
(Commonwealth Edison Co. v. Ill. Commerce Comm’n, 398 Ill. App. 3d 
510, 525-26, 924 N.E.2d 1065, 1083-84, 338 Ill. Dec. 539 (2d Dist. 2009). 
 
AG IB, at 20 (some citations omitted). 
 
First, Staff welcomes the AG’s decision to rely on the ComEd case because it 

expressly rejects the AG’s promissory estoppel argument.  However, As the court in 

ComEd explained “there is no protected interest in the continuation of a favorable rate.”  

ComEd v. ICC, 398 Ill. App. 3d 510, 526 (2nd District 2009).   A request for an increase 

in rates is simply not a change in position on which a customer could rely to its 

detriment.  Further, as noted above, the Commission simply cannot dictate when a 

utility may, or may not, file for a rate increase.  Thus, there is no promise, regulatory 

compact or not.  

Moreover, Staff does not dispute that what the AG refers to as the regulatory 

compact requires just and reasonable rates.  (AG IB, at 20-21.)  However, the AG 

ignores the obvious, which is that the prior adjudicated just and reasonable rates remain 

in effect until such time as the Commission sets new rates that are just and reasonable.  

That is the essence of this proceeding.  Accordingly, the repeated allegations of the AG 

and the Association that Staff is proposing unjust or unreasonable rates should be 

summarily ignored.  Staff has offered the Commission its opinion on what rates should 

be considered just and reasonable, along with its many adjustments; it is the 
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Commission that sets the rates, and at no time will the utility be charging unjust and 

unreasonable rates.   

Because the Commission has no authority to grant the equitable relief sought 

and because consumers have no protectable interest in any existing rate, Staff 

recommends it ignore these arguments from the AG and the Association. 

III.  General Response to the Association 
 

The Association’s IB takes advantage of its client’s name by invoking the 

mythical world of Camelot.  The Association, moreover, attempts to evoke a world of 

stark contrasts, not unlike Camelot, of good versus evil or black versus white, with no 

room for shades of gray.  In this romanticized world, the Association sees itself as 

protecting Camelot, while Staff supports the utility, out to destroy it.  (Association IB, at 

7.) 

First, the Association simplistically contrasting the Companies’ “unprecedented” 

rate hikes with:  

Staff’s wholesale abandonment of the interests of ratepayers in this case, 
as contrasted with its seemingly servile efforts to placate the corporate 
profitability goals of Utilities, Inc. and its subsidiaries. 
 
Association IB, at 7 (italics added).  

 The Association’s lack of understanding about the fundamental elements of a 

rate case and Staff’s (and the Commission’s) role is readily apparent in this unfounded 

exaggeration.  Dictionary.com defines servile as meaning:  “slavishly submissive or 

obsequious; fawning.”  First and foremost, it was not Staff that compromised its 

positions in the Stipulation.  It was the Company that agreed to all of Staff’s positions as 

articulated in Staff’s rebuttal testimony.  As the Stipulation stated:  “The parties further 



9 
 

stipulate and agree that all other outstanding issues have been fully resolved and that 

no conditions, limitations or requirements shall be adopted or imposed upon any of the 

Parties other than those that the record show were recommended by Staff and 

accepted by the Company…”  (Staff-Companies Joint Ex. No. 1.0 REV, at 1-2, 

emphasis added.)  The Association’s interpretation of the Stipulation as Staff being 

“slavishly submissive” to the Companies is absurd.   

Neither Staff nor the Commission has the luxury of utilizing Lord Tennyson to 

make a determination about a proposed rate increase.  The Association appears to 

assume that Staff should just fall in line and join with it in opposing the requested rate 

hikes, without bothering to address the Companies’ proffered evidence.  That is neither 

Staff’s nor the Commission’s role in a rate case.  The Illinois Supreme Court recognized 

this when it explained that: 

A hearing before the commission is not a partisan hearing with the 
commission on one side arrayed against the utility on the other. It is an 
administrative investigation instituted for the purpose of ascertaining and 
making findings of fact. 
 
Fleming v. ICC, 388 Ill. 138, 147 (1944).   
 

To ascertain and make findings of fact, as Staff noted in its IB, the Commission cannot 

“just say no” to a rate increase.  (Staff IB, at 20.)  It must “consider the revenues and 

expenses of the utility.”  BPI v. ICC, 136 Ill. 2d 192, 219 (1989).   

As has been said on many occasions, the determination of what is “just and 

reasonable” involves a balancing act by the Commission of the interests of the utilities 

shareholders and the utilities ratepayers.  Abbot Laboratories, Inc. v. Illinois Commerce 

Commission, 289 Ill. App. 3d 705, 716 (1st Dist. 1997).  The Illinois Commerce 

Commission, in its rate setting function, acts as a protector of the public interest in 
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seeking to keep rates as low as possible while insuring the utility a fair and reasonable 

rate of return.  Monarch Gas Co. v. Illinois Commerce Commission, 51 Ill. App. 3d 892, 

899 (5th Dist. 1977) citing Village of Apple River v. Illinois Commerce Commission, 18 

Ill.2d 518, 523 (1960).  Staff has addressed all the evidence the Companies proffered 

and fairly attempted to keep these rates as low as possible, while ensuring the utility a 

fair and reasonable rate of return, as required by its mandate.  The Association’s 

unfounded allegations questioning the credibility of Staff should be wholly dismissed. 

 

 

Association’s improper use of math 

The Association repeatedly uses flawed mathematics in its attempts to 

exaggerate the Companies’ proposed rates.  For instance, while the Association 

correctly notes (Association IB, at 7) that “proposed water rate increases as high as 

632%,” it fails to explain that this is for the base facility charge for only 5 customers.   

(Staff Ex. 5.0, Schedule 5.1.5)  The base facility charge is only a portion of the overall 

water rate.  No CUI customer would be subject to a 632% increase in the overall water 

rate.  Compounding its first error, the Association then incorrectly adds this percentage 

(632%) to the proposed sewer rate increase (91%) to get “a collective increase of more 

than 700%!”  (Association IB, at 9-10, “total increases ranging from 273% to 721%

Staff correctly reported the combined percent increases in proposed water and 

sewer rates for CUI customers in ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, Schedule 5.8.  Over a range of 

” 

(emphasis in original).)  These percentages cannot be meaningfully added together in 

this way, and the “more than 700%” is mathematically inaccurate. 

                                                 
5 60 bills divided by 12 months. 



11 
 

reasonable water usage levels, the combined percent increases vary from 102.34% to 

154.21%, with a combined percent increase of 142.31% at the average consumption 

reported by the Company.6

The Association also compares proposed water rate increases (again, using just 

the base facility charge, not the usage charge or the overall rate increase) with historic 

increases granted to CUI.  (Association IB, at 11.)  These percentages are not 

comparable.  The historic increases are based on the change in the revenue 

requirement and are comparable to the percentages provided in Staff Ex. 10.0, 

Schedules 10.01 C-W Rev. and 10.01 C-S Rev. (175.82% and 71.87% respectively) 

 

The Association states that “customers will be forced to pay as much as 6 to 21 

times more” (emphasis in original).  (Association IB, at 12.)  These numbers are based 

on the incorrect comparison used on page 11 (632% divided by 29.9%). 

Finally, the Association claims that “CUI relied exclusively on its almost two-

decade delay in seeking a rate increase as the sole justification for its proposed 

increases.”  (Association IB, at 16.)  This is simply false.  The record contains ample 

evidence of the prudent costs incurred by CUI as a part of providing water and sewer 

service.  The proposed increase is based on these costs and Staff’s recommended rate 

of return.  The amount of time between rate cases has absolutely no effect on Staff’s 

revenue and rate schedules.   

Staff recommends the Commission ignore the Associations gross exaggerations 

of the proposed increases, as they have no basis in fact. 

 
                                                 
6 These percentages will change slightly due to the revised revenue requirement agreed to in the Joint 
Stipulation.  The Water Department calculates 100.11%, 152.28%, and 140.32% respectively. 



12 
 

The Association discusses Camelot’s Project Phoenix.  First, it argues that a 

portion of the Utilities, Inc. software system should be excluded from rate base.  

(Association IB, at 25-26.)  It is perplexing that the Association believes accounting 

software is “not directly linked to service for public utility customers” and “[does] not 

directly benefit them.”  Id. 

Association’s argument against Project Phoenix 

The Association also argues that an undefined portion of the Project Phoenix 

billing software should also be excluded from rate base.  (Association IB, at 26.)  There 

is no discussion of what portion should be disallowed, or why there should be a 

disallowance.  This naked assertion should be rejected for a lack of specificity. 

 

 
Association’s argument against the water system study 

The Association argues that the cost of the water system study should be 

excluded.  (Association IB, at 26-29.)  The Company describes this study as follows: 

“Engineering was performed to provide options for upgrades to Camelot’s water system.  

This study modeled the water system to allow CUI to prepare for future demands and 

needs of the water system.” (CUI Ex. 1.0, p. 9)   

The Association correctly quotes Mr. Haas’ cross-examination reply on this 

subject, but leaves out the following: “that particular project or water system study was 

to evaluate the needs of the actual water system.  During that study, we looked at a 

number of factors, including what were the requirements of that particular system, what 

future needs we may have and what future capital expenditures would be required in 

order for us to meet all Illinois EPA requirements, which as part of that study, I believe, 
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we also looked at the water storage, the pressure storage, capabilities from our 

pressure tanks, we looked at alternate sources of water, including bulk service from, I 

believe three areas -- three municipalities around Channahan, Shorewood and Joliet, 

the town of Joliet. So we had looked at -- to see what would be required for us to make 

sure that we met all of the EPA requirements and as part of that process, to identify 

what may be required.” (Tr., July 13, at 51.) 

The Association appears to focus solely on the title of the study (“Camelot 

Estates Water System Study”) without recognizing that the study dealt with numerous 

issues, as described above, which Staff concluded are prudent costs of doing business. 

Finally, the Association contradicts Mr. Haas’ cross-examination testimony that the 

engineering study would have occurred without the inquiry of the Camelot Estates 

Subdivision.  (Association IB, at 27.)  The Association provides no basis for calling Mr. 

Haas’ response “disingenuous.” 

 

 
Association’s argument against the water storage tank 

The Association argues that the cost of the proposed 100,000-gallon water 

storage tank should be excluded from rate base.  (Association IB, at 29-30.) 

The Association’s own brief includes the Company’s projection that “the project will be 

complete and in service in the 3rd quarter of 2011.” (Association IB at 29, quoting the 

CUI’s response to Staff Data Request TQS 3.1.)  While the Association points out Mr. 

Haas’ admission that on-site construction has not yet begun, they do not rebut the 

Company’s projection for the water storage tank’s in-service date.  Staff explained the 

rationale for treating the 100,000-gallon water storage tank as a pro-forma plant 

addition. (Staff Ex. 1.0, pp. 14-15.) 
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Association’s argument against Well No. 2 

The Association argues that the capping expenses and any subsequent 

expenses relating to Well No. 2 should be excluded.  (Association IB, at 30-31.) 

The Well No. 2 expenses identified by the Company include rehabilitation and 

inspection in 2006.  (CUI Ex. 1.0, pp. 6 and 9; CUI response to Staff Data Request JMO 

2.03.)  Well No. 2 was abandoned and sealed in December 2009.  (CUI response to 

Staff Data Request TQS 2.1.)  The Association has not established what related 

expenses occurred subsequent to Well No. 2 being capped.   

Staff believes that the sealing and abandonment of Well No. 2 was a prudent 

cost of doing business, and is a requirement of environmental and public health 

regulations.  (Illinois Water Well Construction Code, 415 ILCS 30/9 and 77 Ill. Adm. 

Code 920.120.)  Furthermore, Staff explained the rate base adjustment related to the 

abandonment of Well No. 2. (Staff Ex. 1.0, p. 13.) 

IV.   Staff’s Response to Rate Shock Arguments 

The AG and the Association assert that the rates that Staff witnesses have 

proposed for the customers of the Companies would constitute rate shock, yet none of 

these Staff witnesses suggested any way to mitigate or avoid rate shock.  (AG IB, at 19; 

Association IB, at 5.)  The Association begins with the argument that “with proposed 

water rate increases as high as 632% for certain residents – in addition to the imposition 

of a proposed simultaneous sewer rate increase of almost 90% (a collective increase of 

more than 700%!), it is no wonder why the members of the Camelot Homeowner’s 

Association have intervened in this matter for the purpose of objecting to these 
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unprecedented proposed rate hikes.” (Association IB, at 7.)  Both intervenors confuse 

the record. 

First, as noted above, Staff would like to point out that the 632% cited by the 

Association refers to five customers out of approximately 217, which constitutes 2% of 

Camelot’s total customer base.  In fact, the Association incorrectly states in its initial 

brief that there would be “a collective increase of more than 700%” in this case.  As 

stated above, this is not true.  Based on the total operating revenue requirement 

agreed in the Stipulation (Staff-Companies Joint Ex. No. 1 REV, at 1), which is 

$201,134 for Camelot Sewer Operations and $238,377 for Camelot Water Operations, 

the typical customer7

Next, Staff notes that Staff Exhibit 4.0, Schedule 4.1 and Staff Exhibit 5.0 

Schedules 5.3 and 5.4 clearly demonstrates that nearly all billing units and revenue are 

collected from the residential class.  More specifically, Staff Exhibit 6.0, Schedule 6.3 

demonstrates that 

 in the Camelot subdivision would receive an increase of 

approximately $53.56 (212.92%) for water service, or $89.78 (134.85%) for water and 

sewer service combined.  Although these increases may be considered steep in some 

circumstances, this is hardly “a collective increase of more than 700%”. 

99%

Rate shock to the Utilities’ residential customers cannot be effectively mitigated 

or avoided since there are no other classes over which to spread those costs (i.e., no  

other classes to subsidize another class’ cost).  Given the relatively small number of 

customers over which to spread costs, the unfortunate result is much higher rates 

 of the billing units and revenue are collected from the residential 

class.   

                                                 
7 Based on Camelot Utilities’, Inc. public notice to its customers, the Company assumed an average 
residential consumption of 5,210 gallons. 
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compared to companies with a larger customer base.  In other words, the Utilities do not 

have the requisite size to achieve economies of scale that would substantially reduce 

costs.  Faced with no other feasible alternatives, as it must, Staff designed rates to 

recover costs. 

What’s more, both the AG and the Association ignore the plain language of the 

PUA.  The PUA states that the charges for delivery service be based upon cost (220 

ILCS 5/1-102), as follows:  

Sec. 1-102(a) (iv) requires that “tariff rates for the sale of various public 
utility services are authorized such that they accurately reflect the cost of 
delivering those services and allow utilities to recover the total costs 
prudently and reasonably incurred;”  

 
and 

 
Sec. 1-102(d) (iii) requires that “the cost of supplying public utility services 
is allocated to those who cause the costs to be incurred.” 

 

Contrary to the plain language of the PUA, both the AG and the Association, for 

all intents and purposes, recommend that the Commission disregard any evidence on 

cost in this case.  Neither party analyzed any of the readily available accounting and 

financial evidence in this case, nor recommended their own alternative approaches to 

revenue allocation or rate design.  AG witness Colton did not propose an alternative to 

Staff’s rate design.  And the Association proffered no witnesses on these subjects. 

The Commission should not ignore the relevant evidence filed by Staff and the 

Companies.  The Commission has long recognized the importance of adhering to basic 

cost of service principles.  Simply put, the AG’s and the Association’s recommendation 

in this proceeding will move rates away from cost and violate the well-established 

Commission policy of basing rates, to the extent possible and reasonable, on cost. 
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Indeed, in order to determine if a particular rate is “cost based,” the Commission 

would, at the very least, need detailed information concerning the Companies’ cost of 

providing service.  Only armed with such information could the Commission even begin 

to determine whether a particular rate complies with the PUA.  Such information is 

readily available in this proceeding.  Neither the AG nor the Association, however, 

conducted a comprehensive analysis of the record evidence (e.g., operating and capital 

costs).  In fact, neither the AG nor the Association address any specific component of 

the Utilities’ operating or capital costs in testimony, choosing to merely urge the 

Commission to deny certain costs as imprudent in their briefs.   

As stated in Staff’s Initial Brief (pp. 20 - 21), the Commission must consider the 

revenues and expenses of the utility.  Staff has presented extensive evidence 

supporting the reasonableness of its specific proposed levels of costs and rates, which 

demonstrate that Staff’s proposed rate increase should be approved.   

In sum, the goal of setting just and reasonable rates is paramount.  

Accomplishing that goal, however, requires a detailed analysis of the Utilities’ costs that 

underlie such rates.  Staff has performed such an analysis; the AG and the Association 

did not.  Staff’s analysis indicates that the Utilities’ rates which are presently in effect are 

insufficient to generate the operating revenue necessary to permit the Utilities to earn a 

fair and reasonable rate of return and to cover their expenses to operate and maintain 

their systems.  Staff’s proposed rates are intended to yield revenues sufficient to 

recover test year operating expenses and to produce a reasonable return on rate base.  

 

 
Ion Exchange Equipment 
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The AG argues against the inclusion of ion exchange equipment in rate base.  

The AG argues that the Companies did not justify the increase to rate base from the 

purchasing of ion exchange equipment.  (AG IB, at 11.)  Great Northern testified that 

this equipment was installed for softening and radium removal needs.  (Great Northern 

Ex. 1.0, pp. 5-6.)  Furthermore, radium removal equipment may be necessary to meet 

environmental standards.  The combined radium Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) is 

5 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L).  (40 CFR 141.66 and 35 Ill. Adm. Code 611.330.)  Ion 

exchange is determined to be one of the best available technologies for radium 

removal. (Id.)  Water samples were consistently above 5 pCi/L until the ion exchange 

project was completed in August 2009.  The average combined radium level from 

February 2002 to August 2009 was 6.3 pCi/L.  The average combined radium level from 

August 2009 to the present is 3.4 pCi/L. (Illinois EPA Drinking Water Watch.8

From 2003-2008, the Great Northern–Coventry Creek water system was cited by 

the Illinois EPA for violation of the combined radium MCL. (Illinois EPA Annual 

Compliance Reports for Public Drinking Water Supplies, 2003-2008.

)   

9

 

)  In July 2010, the 

Illinois EPA reported that the Great Northern–Coventry Creek water system returned to 

compliance. (Illinois EPA Annual Compliance Report for Public Drinking Water Supplies, 

2009, Appendix B, p. 8.)  Consequently, it was appropriate for Great Northern to 

purchase ion exchange equipment and for Staff to include this cost in rate base. 

                                                 
8 http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/drinking-water-watch/index.html.   

9 http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/compliance/drinking-water/compliance-report/index.html 

http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/drinking-water-watch/index.html�
http://www.epa.state.il.us/water/compliance/drinking-water/compliance-report/index.html�
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VI.   Conclusion 
 

For the reasons set forth above, Staff respectfully requests that the 

Commission’s Final Order in the instant proceeding reflect Staff’s recommendations 

above and that the Company’s proposed tariff changes be modified in accordance with 

Staff’s recommendations.  

      
  Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
       _____________________ 
       MICHAEL J. LANNON 
       JESSICA L. CARDONI 
 
       Counsel for the Staff of the Illinois 
       Commerce Commission 
 
 
August 19, 2011 
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