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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.  Do you have any changes to make to your Direct Testimony? 9 

A. I have 5 minor changes to make to ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, page 34.  These edits 10 

are because in ICC Staff Exhibit 5.0, Schedules 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10, at some 11 

instances I omitted one of the two sewer tiers from calculating the typical bill 12 

comparisons.  Therefore, the changes are as follows: 13 

 14 

1. In the table located between lines 610 and 611: $57.87 should be $57.83; 15 

 and $47.79 should have been $51.68; 16 

2. On line 617: 76.56% should be 76.00%; 17 

3. On line 618: $35.82 should be $35.61; 18 

4. On line 618: 78.72% should be 91.35%; and 19 

5. On line 618: $24.41 should be $28.09. 20 

 21 

Q.  What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 22 
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A.  On behalf of the Rates Department1 of the Illinois Commerce Commission 23 

(“ICC”), the purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to:  (1) provide Staff’s revised 24 

recommendation regarding a cost of service study (“COSS”) review and analysis 25 

(“workshop”); (2) respond to the rebuttal testimony of Utilities, Inc. (“UI” or the 26 

“Companies”) witness Georgiev; (3) respond to the rebuttal testimony of  UI 27 

witness Hass on whether Ferson Creek Utilities Company (“FCWC”), and Harbor 28 

Ridge Utilities, Inc. (“HRU”) are in compliance with Section 8-306(i) of the Public 29 

Utilities Act (”Act”); and (4) respond to AG witness Brosch’s proposal to phase-in 30 

the rates to recover the approved revenue requirement in this case; and 5) 31 

respond to the Companies complete set of Schedule of Rates for water and 32 

sewer service.  (UI Ex. 3.2). 33 

  34 

 For purposes of this testimony, I refer to Charmar Water Company (“CH-WC”), 35 

Cherry Hill Water Company (“CHWC”), Clarendon Water Company (“CL-WC”), 36 

Killarney Water Company (“KWC”), FCWC and HRU collectively as the 37 

“Companies” or “UI”. 38 

 39 

Q.  Are you sponsoring any schedules or attachments with your testimony?  40 

A.  No. 41 

 42 

                                            
1
 Water revenue allocation and rate design are also addressed by Staff witness Cheri Harden, ICC Staff 

Exhibit 4.0. Ms. Harden’s testimony is very similar to mine with respect to rate design issues and 
proposed revenue allocation. On those two issues, my rebuttal testimony represents the positions of and 
applies to Ms. Harden. 
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Q.  Please summarize your recommendations. 43 

A.  Based upon my review of the information provided by the Companies in this 44 

proceeding, I recommend the following: 45 

1. I recommend that the Commission order a COSS workshop to be completed 46 

within six months commencing from the date of the Final Order in this 47 

proceeding.  Adoption of this proposal would allow a maximum of six months 48 

to complete the workshop process 49 

2. I recommend that FCWC and HRU be required to submit tariff language and 50 

rates to comply with Section 8-306(i) in its next rate relief request even if they 51 

have no customers utilizing separate meters for water and sewer service. In 52 

addition to statutory compliance, this would ensure that future customers 53 

utilizing separate meters for water and sewer service would not be deprived 54 

of lower sewer bills. 55 

3. I recommend that the Commission reject Mr. Brosch’s phase-in proposal to 56 

phase-in the rates to recover the approved revenue requirement in this case. 57 

4. I accept the rebuttal tariff filing made in UI Ex. 3.2 that includes a Sewer 58 

Connection Fee in the HRU Schedule of Rates for Sewer Service. 59 

5. I recommend that a change be made to CL-WC Schedule of Rates for Water 60 

Service from Will County to DuPage County as the territory that the rates 61 

apply to. 62 

 63 

Cost Of Service Study (“COSS”) 64 
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Q. What was your original recommendation regarding a COSS workshop in 65 

direct testimony? 66 

A. In direct testimony, I recommended the following:  67 

1. The Commission should order UI to work with Staff to review and analyze 68 

UI’s current method of cost of service and rate design methodology. 69 

2. The Commission should order UI to develop a COSS with Staff for use in 70 

future UI rate cases.  71 

3. The Commission should order that such review and analysis be completed 72 

not less than six months prior to the next UI rate case filing.  73 

(Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 9 and Staff Ex. 5.0, pp. 8-9)   74 

  75 

 Although the workshop process will not necessarily move Staff and UI toward 76 

consensus on all outstanding issues, it can provide a good starting point for 77 

resolving differences and improving the accuracy of future COSSs upon which 78 

future rates are to be set.  For example, issues such as cost concerns with 79 

respect to compliance with Section 8-306(i) of the Act (discussed later in my 80 

testimony), correct allocation of such compliance costs in UI’s COSS, and 81 

subsequent recovery of these costs through rates could be discussed between 82 

Staff and UI during the workshop process.  If the workshop process results in an 83 

agreement on how UI should construct its COSS, then the workshop will have 84 

served a useful purpose. 85 

 86 
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Q. What is your revised recommendation regarding a COSS workshop? 87 

A. While UI supports the collaborative spirit of the workshop process, it expressed 88 

reservations regarding my proposed deadline of not less than six months prior to 89 

the next UI rate case filing for a COSS review and analysis. (Staff Ex. 4.0, and 90 

Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 9) UI expressed the concern that its decisions to file certain rate 91 

cases might not be made until 30 to 90 days prior to the filing date, rendering it 92 

impossible to talk specifics about a future  rate case six months in advance of its 93 

filing date. (UI Ex. 3.0, p. 21)   94 

 95 

 In order to address UI’s valid concern, I recommend the Commission order that 96 

such a workshop should be completed within six months commencing from the 97 

date of the Final Order in this proceeding.  Adoption of this proposal would allow 98 

a maximum of six months to complete the workshop process. 99 

 100 

Water 101 

Q.  Please describe how you developed your recommended water rates in this 102 

case. 103 

A.  As previously discussed in my direct testimony, there was no cost foundation for 104 

the Companies’ proposed water rates. Therefore, in my direct testimony I 105 

recommended that the Commission set water rates based upon Staff’s 106 

methodology based on AWWA meter factors which in turn recovers the proposed 107 

revenue requirement presented in Staff witness Dianna Hathhorn’s direct 108 
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testimony.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, Schedules 1.01 CM, 1.01 CH, 1.01 CL, 1.01 FC-S, 109 

1.01 FC-W, 1.01 HR-S, 1.01 HR-W, 1.01 KL) In its rebuttal testimony, the 110 

Companies agreed with my proposed rate design to calculate the proposed water 111 

rates.  However, because the Companies did not agree with the revenue 112 

requirement proposed by Staff, the Companies are proposing water rates based 113 

on its revenue requirement.  (UI Ex. 3.0, Schedules 3.1 CM, 3.1 CH, 3.1 CL, 3.1 114 

FC-S, 3.1 FC-W, 3.1 HR-S, 3.1 HR-W, 3.1 KL)  115 

 116 

Water Revenue Requirement 117 

Q.       Has Staff proposed an updated revenue requirement for the Companies 118 

since filing direct testimony? 119 

A.        Yes, it has.  Staff witness Hathhorn has proposed updated Staff revenue 120 

requirement in her rebuttal testimony.  (Staff Ex. 9.0, Schedules 9.01 CM, 9.01 121 

CH, 9.01 CL, 9.01 FC-S, 9.01 FC-W, 9.01 HR-S, 9.01 HR-W, 9.01 KL) 122 

 123 

Q. Are you providing updated rates based on Staff’s updated revenue 124 

requirement in rebuttal testimony? 125 

A. No.  The Companies have agreed to my proposed rate design.  The specific 126 

rates that will be reflected in the compliance tariffs will be based on the approved 127 

revenue requirement in this proceeding’s Final Order which may differ from 128 

Staff’s proposed revenue requirement in the rebuttal phase. 129 

 130 
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Q.  If the Commission does not adopt Staff’s proposed revenue requirement, 131 

how should water rates be determined for the Companies’ customers? 132 

A. If there is any difference between the revenue requirement adopted by the 133 

Commission and Staff’s revenue requirement, then Staff’s proposed Base 134 

Facilities Charges and Usage Charges should be adjusted based on AWWA 135 

meter factors, as proposed by Staff in direct testimony and agreed to by the 136 

Companies.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, pp. 14-15; Staff Ex. 4.0, pp. 15-16) 137 

 138 

FCWC and HRU Sewer 139 

Q.  Please describe how you developed your recommended sewer rates in this 140 

 proceeding. 141 

A.  For sewer rates, I accepted the proposed flat fee rate structure utilized by FCWC 142 

and HRU which included a separate sewer rate for customers using less than 143 

1,000 gallons of water in a billing period.  (Staff Ex. 5.0, pp. 27-29) my proposed 144 

sewer rate design incorporated Staff’s updated proposed revenue requirement.  I 145 

recommended that the Commission approve FCWC’s and HRU’s proposed low 146 

usage rate in order to comply with the requirement of Section 8-306(h) of the Act 147 

to establish a sewer rate applicable to customers who use less than 1,000 148 

gallons of water in any billing period.  (Id. at 29). 149 

 150 

FCWC and HRU Sewer Revenue Requirement 151 
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Q.       Has Staff proposed an updated revenue requirement for FCWC and HRU 152 

since filing direct testimony? 153 

A.        Yes, it has.  Staff witness Hathhorn proposed updated Staff revenue requirement 154 

in her rebuttal testimony, Staff Ex. 9.0, Schedules 9.01 FC-S and 9.01 HR-S). 155 

 156 

Q. Are you providing updated sewer rates based on Staff’s updated revenue 157 

requirement in rebuttal testimony? 158 

A. No.  The Companies have agreed to my proposed rate design.  The specific 159 

rates that will be reflected in the compliance tariffs will be based on the approved 160 

revenue requirement in this proceeding’s Final Order which may differ from 161 

Staff’s proposed revenue requirement in the rebuttal phase. 162 

 163 

Q.  How should your proposed sewer rates be revised if the Commission 164 

adopts a revenue requirement that differs from the Staff proposal? 165 

A. My proposed sewer rates are designed to recover Staff’s proposed sewer 166 

revenue requirement. If there is any difference between the sewer revenue 167 

requirement adopted by the Commission and Staff’s sewer revenue requirement, 168 

then Staff’s proposed Base Facilities Charges should be adjusted by a uniform 169 

percentage to recover the sewer revenue requirement adopted by the 170 

Commission.  171 

 172 

Compliance with 220 ILCS 5/8-306(i) of the Public Utilities Act 173 
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Q. Do you have any other issues with FCWC and HRU proposed rates? 174 

A. Yes.  In direct testimony, I presented arguments that FCWC’s and HRU’s rates 175 

do not comply with Sec. 8-306(i) of the Act which mandates that the Company 176 

“must offer separate rates for water and sewer service to any commercial or 177 

residential customer who uses separate meters to measure each of those 178 

services.”  (Staff Ex. 5.0, p. 30) In its rebuttal testimony, the Companies did not 179 

dispute that the statute addresses a concern regarding sewer rates paid by 180 

customers who use water that would not flow through the sewer system. (UI Ex. 181 

4.0, p. 28)  UI witness Mr. Hass stated that there currently are no customers who 182 

have separate meters for sewer and water use. (UI Ex. 4.0, p. 29)  Mr. Hass also 183 

expressed a concern that a sewer rate for customers utilizing separate meters for 184 

water and sewer service would be too burdensome and expensive from an 185 

operational and financial standpoint. (Id., pp. 29-30)  Further, Mr. Hass stated the 186 

following: 187 

The Companies’ current and proposed rates do not offer a sewer 188 
rate for separate meters based upon higher water usage that does 189 
not reach the sewer system. While the water rates vary based upon 190 
the number of gallons used, the customers pay a separate flat rate 191 
for sewer service. Thus, the current and proposed sewer rates that 192 
determine the monthly bills already appropriately reflect the cost of 193 
providing sewer service to customers without penalizing a customer 194 
with higher sewer costs attributable to water use that does not 195 
reach the sewer system. In addition, because sewer service is 196 
billed at a flat rate, the Companies currently have no data that 197 
would allow for the design of a consumption-based rate for sewer 198 
service. 199 

 200 
 (UI Ex. 4.0, pp. 28-29.) 201 
 202 
 203 
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Q. What is your recommendation with regard to Section 8-306(i)? 204 

A. I reviewed Section 8-306(i) of the Act, prior Staff positions on the issue, and past 205 

Commission orders to reach my conclusion.  Staff has consistently expressed a 206 

similar concern with respect to compliance with Section 8-306(i) in Dockets Nos. 207 

07-0620/07-0621/08-0067 (Cons.), 08-0549, 10-0280, 10-0298 and 11-208 

0059/0141/0142 (Cons.).  The following excerpts from past Commission orders 209 

illustrates why FCWC and HRU should revisit this issue: 210 

 Although Sundale claims it has no such customers, it agreed to 211 
comply with the section of the Act and add Staff recommended 212 
language to their tariff book to meet the requirement of Section 5/8-213 
306(i) of the Act.  214 

 215 
  Final Order, Docket No. 08-0549, pp. 12-13. 216 

 217 
 The Commission observes that in its Reply Brief the Company states 218 

that it plans to make such a submission in any future applicable rate 219 
proceedings. For these reasons we find that the Company is in 220 
agreement with Staff’s recommendation and Aqua should revisit the 221 
Section 8-306(i) issue again in its next rate relief request.  222 

 223 
  Final Order, Docket Nos. 07-0620/07-0621/08-0067 (Cons.), pp. 8-9. 224 

 225 

 Unfortunately, although the statute addresses a concern regarding sewer rates 226 

paid by customers who use water that does not flow through the sewer system, a 227 

design of separate rates in this proceeding is not possible using the available 228 

information, because the FCWC and HRU currently have no data that would 229 

allow for the design of a consumption-based rate for sewer service. 230 

 231 
 Although there are no existing customers with separate meters, and no data is 232 

currently available to calculate separate rates, the Commission should order the 233 
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Companies to revisit the Section 8-306(i) issue again in their next rate relief 234 

request.  Without a rate that complies with this section of the Act, any customer 235 

who may install, or who may want to install, a separate meter will be deprived of 236 

the opportunity to have a lower sewer bill for the amount of water that does not 237 

flow through the sewer system.  238 

 239 

 Therefore, I recommend that the Companies be required to submit tariff language 240 

and rates to comply with Section 8-306(i) in their next rate relief request even if 241 

there are no customers utilizing separate meters for water and sewer service, 242 

because it may deprive customers who use water that would not flow through the 243 

sewer system of lower sewer bills.   244 

 245 

Response to AG witness Brosch 246 

Q. Please summarize AG witness Brosch’s proposal to phase-in the rates to 247 

recover the approved revenue requirement in this case. 248 

A. The Commission approved revenue requirement in this rate case will be 249 

recovered through corresponding approved rates that can be charged by the 250 

Companies.  Mr. Brosch’s proposal is to phase-in the recovery of each 251 

Company’s approved revenue requirement from this proceeding over a period of 252 

years, yet to be determined.  (AG Ex. 1.0, pp. 4-15)  253 

 254 
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Q. What concerns arise about Mr. Brosch’s proposal to phase-in the rates that 255 

would recover the approved revenue requirement in this case? 256 

A.  Mr. Brosch’s proposal will not allow for the full recovery of the approved revenue 257 

requirement of any of the Companies until, potentially, several years from the 258 

issuance of the ICC’s order in this proceeding.  This, by itself, is a concern, but I 259 

am not an attorney and this appears to be a legal issue.  However, four non-legal 260 

concerns that arise are discussed individually below.  261 

 262 

Q. Please discuss the first non-legal concern. 263 

A. Mr. Brosch’s proposal is described at such a high level that it fails to address 264 

significant details needed to properly evaluate and implement a phase-in 265 

program.  For example, he does not indicate a key component of a phase-in 266 

plan:  the period of years over which the Companies’ authorized revenue 267 

requirements would be recovered.  His testimony states:  268 

 269 

 [T]hat the ultimately approved rate changes be limited to an 270 
immediate, and then subsequent annual installment 271 
increases, that do not increase average residential monthly 272 
bills by more than $10 per month or 20 percent per year, 273 
whichever is higher.  Approved tariffs should be filed with 274 
sequenced effective dates that meet the ultimately approved 275 
revenue requirement, by implementing phased-in annual 276 
increases limited by these constraints.  (AG Ex. 1.0, lines 277 
258-263.) 278 

 279 

 It is possible that Mr. Brosch’s proposal results in a different phase-in period for 280 

each utility. It is unknown how that would affect the utilities’ ability to provide 281 



Docket Nos. 11-0561/0562/0563 
0564/0565/0566 (Cons.) 

ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 
 

 

13 
 

utility service and its impact on the utility customers of each utility.  Thus, the 282 

determination of an appropriate phase-in period would need to be vetted over the 283 

short period of time remaining in this proceeding. 284 

 285 

Q.  Please discuss the second non-legal concern. 286 

A.  Mr. Brosch’s proposal would not allow the Companies to immediately recover 287 

their costs of providing service that the Commission would have deemed just and 288 

reasonable.  Thus, the phase-in proposal may result in a level of revenues 289 

insufficient to operate and maintain the Companies’ water and sewer systems in 290 

a safe, adequate, and reliable manner.  291 

 292 

For example, the Companies are subject to numerous and extensive 293 

environmental laws and regulations, such as the United States Clean Water Act 294 

of 1972 and the United States Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974.  Mr. Brosch’s 295 

proposal, however, increases the likelihood that the resulting revenue shortfall to 296 

the Companies may render them unable to comply with such regulations 297 

effectively, as these regulations require substantial operating and capital costs on 298 

an ongoing basis. 299 

 300 

Q.  Please discuss the third non-legal concern. 301 

A. Mr. Brosch’s proposal appears to make the assumption that all customers must 302 

participate in the phase-in program.  However, there may be customers who do 303 
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not wish to pay lower rates now and then pay higher rates plus interest, later. 304 

Thus, the concern becomes one of whether such a program should require that 305 

all customers participate or if it is to be voluntary.  If it is voluntary, should 306 

customers be allowed to sign up for the program, i.e. opt in, or request removal 307 

from the program; i.e., opt out?  308 

 309 

 This is an important component that has not been addressed in Mr. Brosch’s 310 

proposal.  It should not be up to the other parties to fill in the blanks for details 311 

that are needed for a well-thought-out program.  312 

 313 

Q.  Please discuss the fourth non-legal concern. 314 

A. The fourth non-legal concern that arises is that there have been several rate 315 

cases filed by UI subsidiaries over the past few years, as shown in Table A, 316 

below.  In fact, the table shows that many of these rate cases were filed after 317 

many years of no rate cases by some of the subsidiaries.  Additionally, each 318 

subsidiary of UI is its own corporate entity and not related or connected to any 319 

other UI subsidiary, except through ownership by the parent corporation.  320 

 321 

 This corporate organization does not provide any opportunity to consolidate or 322 

mitigate the revenue requirement of one company with that of another company, 323 

because the revenue requirement of each company and its resulting rates are 324 

determined and approved for each company separately and distinctly.  The ‘high’ 325 
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revenue requirement of one utility cannot be combined with the ‘low’ revenue 326 

requirement of another utility so that the resulting rates are somehow ‘more 327 

reasonable’ for the customers of both utilities.  328 

 329 

Q. What information is provided by Table A? 330 

A. The table shows that the prior UI rate cases resulted in full recovery of each 331 

company’s approved revenue requirement.  The Commission orders in those 332 

previous dockets did not require that any form of phase-in be implemented.  333 

 Therefore, it would be unfair to now require the six utilities in this consolidated 334 

proceeding, which are also UI subsidiaries, to phase-in the recovery of their 335 

revenue requirements. 336 

TABLE A 
Utilities Inc Water Companies 

   Docket  Date  %   %   
Utility   No.  Approved Request Granted   
 
Apple Canyon 03-0399 Apr 2004   52.9%    7.9% 
   09-0548 Sep 2010 133.2%  66.1% 
Camelot Utilities 92-0345 Jul 1993   34.8%   29.9% 
   11-0141 Nov 2011 253.0% 212.6%  
Charmar  03-0400 Apr 2004   61.4%   34.0% 
   11-0561 Pending 448.0%   
Cherry Hill  03-0401 Apr 2004   15.2%    6.5%  
   11-0562 Pending 128.0%   
Clarendon  11-0563 Pending 168.0%   
Ferson Creek 83-0432 Jun 1984   46.4%    46.4% 
   11-0565 Pending   90.6%   
Galena Terr.  86-0480 Sep 1987   45.8%    37.7% 
   10-0280 Dec 2010   82.5%    53.6% 
Great Northern 98-0047 Oct 1998   22.9%    18.4% 
   11-0059 Nov 2011 300.0%  251.7%  
Harbor Ridge  94-0512 Oct 1995   23.5%      4.3% 
   11-0566 Pending 103.8%   
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Killarney  94-0329 May 1995   34.0%    17.9% 
   11-0564 Pending 249.0%   
Lake Holiday  92-0420 Aug 1993   16.2%    14.0% 
   11-0142 Nov 2011   76.0%    48.0%  
Lake Wildwood 01-0663 Aug 2002   29.0%      6.7% 
   09-0549 Sep 2010 137.9%    55.5% 
Northern Hills 03-0402 Apr 2004    13.0%    11.8% 
   10-0298 Jan 2001  155.3%  104.9% 
Whispering Hills 94-0271 Mar 1995   40.0%    30.9% 
   10-0110 Oct 2010   84.3%    51.9% 

 337 

Q. Has the Commission addressed phase-in or rate mitigation in other 338 

previous dockets? 339 

A. Yes.  In the recently completed rate cases for UI subsidiaries Great Northern 340 

Utilities, Inc., Camelot Utilities, Inc. and Lake Holiday Utilities Corporation, 341 

Docket Nos. 11-0059/11-0141/11-0142 (Cons.), the Commission stated in its 342 

order: 343 

  344 
A utility is entitled under the Act to recover its cost of 345 
providing utility service and earn a fair rate of return on 346 
assets used to provide such service. The record evidence 347 
supports the Companies’ and Staff’s position that the 348 
Companies’ cannot recover their costs of service under their 349 
current rates and that the rates proposed by Staff are 350 
necessary for the Companies to recover the costs incurred in 351 
meeting their public utility service obligations, including a 352 
reasonable rate of return on utility assets. Based on the 353 
Commission’s review of the record, both the Companies and 354 
Staff considered the financial impact of the rates and made 355 
significant efforts to establish rates as low as possible, while 356 
ensuring each Company a fair and reasonable rate of return 357 
on investments. Unfortunately, the Intervenors failed to 358 
provide any viable solutions to avoid or mitigate any potential 359 
rate impact on customers. In summary, there is no legal 360 
basis for the Commission to reject a rate increase that 361 
reflects the reasonable cost of providing utility service and 362 



Docket Nos. 11-0561/0562/0563 
0564/0565/0566 (Cons.) 

ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 
 

 

17 
 

instead direct the Companies to refile a rate increase 363 
request.  364 

 365 
Order at 33. 366 

 367 
 Additionally, in a Commonwealth Edison Company (ComEd) case, Docket No. 368 

06-0411, the Commission approved Rider RRS, Residential Rate Stabilization. 369 

ComEd voluntarily filed this rider as a petition to allow its customers to opt into a 370 

program that would defer their rate increase resulting from ComEd’s latest rate 371 

case.  The petition resulted in a seven-month proceeding in which the proposed 372 

program was reviewed and analyzed by several parties.  Mr. Brosch’s proposal, 373 

however, was presented in his direct testimony in this rate case.  And as noted 374 

earlier, key components of this proposal have not been presented by Mr. Brosch. 375 

It’s unlikely that all the details of a phase-in proposal can be properly and 376 

adequately vetted by the parties in the remaining phases of this docket, even if 377 

such a proposal were legal, which has not, yet, been determined. 378 

 379 

Q. What is your recommendation with regard to Mr. Brosch’s proposal to 380 

phase-in the recovery of the approved revenue requirement of these 381 

Companies? 382 

A.  Based on the non-legal concerns I discuss above, I recommend that the 383 

Commission reject Mr. Brosch’s phase-in proposal.  In addition, I understand 384 

from Staff counsel that there may be legal reasons that justify rejection of this 385 

proposal, which will be addressed in Staff’s briefs. 386 

 387 
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Compliance Tariffs 388 

Q. Do you have any issues with the compliance tariffs that the Companies 389 

filed in UI Exhibit 3.2? 390 

A. Yes.  In direct testimony Staff witness Harden requested that the Companies file 391 

updated complete tariffs sheets that reflect their positions in the current phase of 392 

this proceeding.  Ms. Harden also requested the Companies review the tariffs for 393 

inconsistencies between the UI tariffs.  (Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 43)   394 

 395 

 UI Exhibit 3.2 reflects an addition to HRU Schedule of Rates for sewer service 396 

that includes a Sewer Connection Fee.  This fee is not on the current tariffs, was 397 

not included in the initial proposed tariffs by the Companies, nor is it discussed 398 

by a UI witness in rebuttal testimony. 399 

 400 

 FCWC already has a Sewer Connection Fee.  The Harbor Ridge addition of a 401 

Sewer Connection Fee maintains the consistency among UI sewer companies.  402 

There are also similar fees with other sewer companies in Illinois. 403 

 404 

Q.  What is your recommendation regarding the addition of a Sewer 405 

Connection Fee to the HRU tariffs?  406 

A. I recommend that the Commission approve the addition of the Sewer Connection 407 

Fee to the HRU tariffs so that it will be consistent with the FCWC tariffs.  408 

 409 
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Q.  Did you find any other issue during your review of the tariffs?  410 

A. Yes.  I noticed that the CWC Schedule of Rates for Water Services lists Will 411 

County as the territory that the rates apply to.  Clarendon is actually in DuPage 412 

County as is shown on the current tariffs and this edit should be made to the tariff 413 

pages for CWC. 414 

 415 

Q.  Do you have any concluding remarks?  416 

A. Yes.  The Companies should provide in their surrebuttal testimonies updated 417 

tariff sheets that reflect their positions in the current phase of this proceeding.   418 

 419 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 420 

A. Yes, it does. 421 


