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M E M O R A N D U M___________________________________________________ 
 
TO: The Commission 
 
FROM: Sonya J. Teague, Administrative Law Judge 
 
DATE: December 12, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Great Northern Utilities, Inc. 

Proposed general increase in water rates. (Tariffs filed on 
December 22, 2010)   

       
Camelot Utilities, Inc. 
Proposed general increase in water and sewer rates. (Tariffs 
filed December 30, 2010) 
 

 Lake Holiday Utilities Corporation 
Proposed general increase in water rates. (Tariffs filed 
December 30, 2010) 
 
Applications for Rehearing filed by the Camelot Homeowner’s 
Association and the Attorney General. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: Deny the Applications for Rehearing. 
 
 
Background  
 

The Public Utilities Act provides, in pertinent part, that: 
 

Within 30 days after the service of any … order or decision of the 
Commission any party to the action or proceeding may apply for a 
rehearing in respect to any matter determined in said action or proceeding 
and specified in the application for rehearing.  (220 ILCS 5/10 – 113). 

  
This statute further provides that the Commission shall receive and consider such 
application and it “shall grant or deny such application in whole or in part within 20 days 
from the date of the receipt thereof by the Commission” Id. Further, no appeal is allowed 
from any order or decision “unless and until an application for a rehearing thereof shall 
first have been filed with and finally disposed of by the Commission.”  Therefore, no party 
can appeal a Commission order without filing an application for rehearing. Id. 
Additionally, applications for rehearing must state with specificity the issues for which 
rehearing is sought.  (83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880(b)).  
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The Commission issued a Final Order in this proceeding on November 8, 2011.  
The Camelot Homeowner’s Association (the “Association”) and the Attorney General (the 
“AG”) timely filed Applications for Rehearing on December 7, 2011 and December 8, 
2011, respectively.  Below is a summary of the arguments presented by each party.  
 
The Association’s Application for Rehearing  
 
 Rate Increases 
   
 The Association notes that three days after the Final Order was issued, it was 
announced that Utilities, Inc., the parent company of Great Northern Utilities, Inc. (“Great 
Northern”), Camelot Utilities, Inc. (“Camelot”) and Lake Holiday Utilities Corporation 
(“Lake Holiday”) (collectively, the “Companies”), will be put up for sale. The Association 
contends that this announcement demonstrates that the Companies did not file their 
requests for rate increases because their investments and losses had become too great, 
but instead because they, like other Utilities, Inc. subsidiaries, were following a well-
orchestrated marketing strategy to dramatically increase the asking price of the parent 
company for potential buyers. The Association argues the Commission should grant 
rehearing to consider the propriety of the rate increases in light of this newly discovered 
information. 
 
 The Final Order thoroughly addressed the fact that the evidentiary record supports 
the approved rate increases. Specifically, the record evidence supports the Companies’ 
and Staff’s position that the Companies could not recover their costs of service under 
their previous rates and that the rates proposed by Staff and approved in the Final Order 
are necessary for the Companies to recover the costs incurred in meeting their public 
utility service obligations. Accordingly, the Association’s argument lacks merit and 
rehearing on this issue should be denied. 
 

Rate Shock  
 
The Association argues that in light of the newly discovered information 

concerning the possible sale of Utilities, Inc., the Commission should reconsider its 
decision on rate shock and gradualism. The possible sale of Utilities, Inc. is irrelevant 
with respect to rate shock and gradualism. The Association’s argument is unpersuasive 
and lacks merit.  Therefore, no purpose would be served in granting rehearing on this 
issue.  

 
 Water Quality  
 
 The Association contends that the Final Order should have reduced Camelot’s 
proposed rate increase since the rates could not be deemed just and reasonable due to 
the inferior quality of the water. The Final Order adequately and appropriately addressed 
this issue. The Association does not offer any new evidence but instead reiterates its 
previous arguments. Rehearing on this issue should be denied.  
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 In summation, I recommend denying the Association’s Application for Rehearing in 
its entirety. 
 
The AG’s Application for Rehearing  
  
 Rate Shock 
 
 The AG argues the rate increases approved in the Final Order constitute rate 
shock and violate the principles of gradualism and promissory estoppel. The AG 
contends the Commission should grant rehearing to reduce the rate increases, moderate 
rate impact consistent with principles of gradualism and order the Companies to offer a 
rate moderation plan. The AG presents no new or additional evidence. Therefore, 
rehearing on this issue should be denied. 
 
 Rate of Return  
 
 The AG contests the Final Order’s rejection of its recommendation to reduce the 
allowed return on common equity for the Companies by no less than 100 basis points to 
reflect the poor management shown by the high rate increases proposed and other 
consumer complaints. The AG presents no new or additional evidence. Therefore, 
rehearing on this issue should be denied. 
 
 Rate Bases 
  
 The AG argues the Commission should grant rehearing on the Final Order’s 
rejection of its proposal to reduce the rate base of each Company to account for 
expenditures the AG argues were unexplained by the Companies. The AG presents no 
new or additional evidence. Therefore, rehearing on this issue should be denied. 
 
 Allocation Factor Corrections  
 
 The AG contends that the Final Order erred in adopting the 2009 allocation factors 
proposed by Staff instead of the 2008 allocation factors that were included in the 
Companies’ original filing. The AG presents no new or additional evidence. Therefore, 
rehearing on this issue should be denied. 
 
 Possible Sale of Utilities, Inc.  
 
 The AG argues the Commission should grant rehearing to investigate the effect of 
a potential sale of Utilities, Inc. on both the investments made in the Companies and the 
rates requested. The record evidence supports the approved rate increases and the 
capital investments made by the Companies since their last rate cases. Accordingly, like 
the Association’s argument, the AG’s argument is unpersuasive and lacks merit.  
Rehearing on this issue should be denied.   
 
 In summation, I recommend denying the AG’s Application for Rehearing in its 
entirety.  
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The deadline for Commission action on the Application for Rehearing filed by the 

Association is December 27, 2011. The deadline for Commission action on the 
Application filed by the Attorney General is December 28, 2011.  
 
SJT: fs 


