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 STATE OF ILLINOIS 

 ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

Great Northern Utilities, Inc.     ) 

Camelot Utilities, Inc.  ) 11-0059, 11-0141 

Lake Holiday Utilities Corp.,  ) 11-0142, Consolidated   

 )  

Proposed general increase in water )  

and sewer rates.  ) 

 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS=S REPLY  

TO UTILITIES’ RESPONSE TO MOTIONS TO STAY  

 

 

The People of the State of Illinois, by Lisa Madigan, Attorney General, and, pursuant to 83 

Illinois Administrative Code ' 200.190, maintain that Camelot Utilities, Great Northern Utilities, 

and Lake Holiday Utilities (jointly referred to as “the Utilities”) have failed to provide convincing 

arguments against adopting a stay to protect consumers from the extraordinary increases resulting 

from the Utilities’ failure to seek reasonably gradual changes in their rates.  In granting rehearing, 

the Commission directed the parties to address “mitigation of rate shock,”
1
 recognizing that the 

increases – equaling more than 200% for customers of Camelot Utilities and Great Northern 

Utilities – will be unreasonably burdensome to consumers and violate the fundamental ratemaking 

principle of gradualism.  The Motions to Stay are consistent with the Commission’s interest in 

seeking ways to mitigate the exceptionally large increases resulting from the Utilities’ failure to 

seek rate changes in a more gradual and predictable manner. 

   In support of this Reply, the People state as follows:   

1. The Utilities do not deny that the increases resulting from their rate requests exceed 

200% for two of the three utilities involved in this consolidated docket.  However, they fail to 

address the real burden this will place on consumers.  By failing to recognize the impact on 

                                                 
1 Docket 11-0059 et al, Order (Dec. 22, 2011). 



 
 2 

ratepayers due to the size of the increases and the size of the resulting bills, the Utilities are 

essentially ignoring the effect of their failure to control costs or to increase rates at a gradual rate.   

2.  As demonstrated in the Utilities response to the ALJ’s Post-Record Data Request, filed 

on September 29, 2011, the typical Camelot customer (5,200 gallons) will see a combined water 

and sewer increase of $97.53 per month, driving their water and sewer bill up to $166.95 per 

month.  Great Northern customers will see a water only increase of $53.45, driving their monthly 

bill to $74.47.  The Utilities’ response fails to recognize that these increases are sudden and 

extraordinary. 

3.  The Utilities argue that they have already changed their billing systems, and it would 

be burdensome to revert to their prior billing.  This argument should be rejected as unconvincing.  

First, the Utilities are responsible for both this sudden and huge jump in rates and for the absence 

of a plan to address the resulting rate shock in their testimony. They should not be able to benefit 

from their extraordinary rate requests by claiming they cannot now amend or moderate their 

billing. Second, the Utilities asked for and received rates to cover the cost of “Project Phoenix” 

which they testified would “improve the Company’s capabilities and processes in the accounting, 

customer service, customer billing and financial and regulatory reporting areas.”  Docket 

11-0059, Ex. 1.0, page 4-5, Docket 11-0141, Ex. 1.0, page 5, Docket 11-0142, Ex. 1.0 at 5.  

Consumers have been asked to cover the $7.1 million cost of a new customer billing system
2
 that 

automates billing functions.  Consumers should also be able to benefit from this automation to the 

extent that rates need to be modified to address issues of rate shock.     

4.  The Utilities argue that the new, higher rates have already been approved by the 

                                                 
2  The customer care and billing system (CCB) went into service on June 2, 2008.  See, e.g., Docket 11-0059, Ex. 1.0 

at 8.  The Utilities described the capabilities of this new program in testimony.  Id. at 6-8. 
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Commission and so cannot be considered anything other than just and reasonable.  This argument 

ignores the Commission’s decision to order rehearing on rate mitigation and the Commission’s 

express statutory power to “rescind, alter or amend any … order or decision made by it” upon 

notice to the affected public utility and after an opportunity to be heard.  220 ILCS 5/10-113(a).  

The Utilities have been notified by the Commission that it is reconsidering its rate decision in light 

of the need for rate mitigation. Order granting Applications for Rehearing, Dec. 22, 2011.  

Further, the Commission’s rules provide for motions to postpone the effective date of an order.  

83 Ill. Admin.Code 200.190(a).  The fact that the Commission approved the revenue 

requirements in its original order does not preclude the Commission’s authority to revisit the 

resulting rates.   

5.   The Utilities also argue that a stay would disrupt the status quo.  The real question is 

the appropriate reference point:  the rates before or the rates after the Order.  Given the 

Commission’s decision to consider rate mitigation, without changing the revenue requirement, the 

appropriate reference point is the rates consumers were paying before the extraordinary increases 

allowed in this docket.  The People request that the Commission find that the relevant status quo 

is the rates existing prior to the rate increases that took effect in November, 2011.  

6.  The Commission ordered rehearing on “Mitigation of Rate Shock.”  Order, Dec. 22, 

2011.  The underlying revenue requirement is not being reheard.  As a result, the effect of the 

rate mitigation proposals on the Utilities’ recovery of their revenue requirements will be a subject 

of rehearing, and is not an argument against a stay.  The Utilities’ argument that the stay cannot be 

adopted because it would affect their recovery of their revenue requirement misses the point that 

the Commission is reconsidering a phase-in of the rates, and how the revenue requirement will be  
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collected, over time, is a key question on rehearing.  The Utilities incorrectly assert that a rate 

mitigation or phase-in on rehearing will not consider how their revenue requirement will be 

collected over time.  The People agree that a stay of the post-Order rates should include 

consideration of how the revenues that are foregone can be recovered in the future through 

gradually increasing rates – rather than in one sudden and shocking increase.      

7.  The Utilities erroneously argue that the People have not proposed a phase-in plan yet, 

so they have not shown the probability of success on the merits.  However, as the People asserted 

in their Motion to Stay, the fundamental rate design notions of gradualism and rate continuity will 

lead any rate mitigation proposals to limit the increases in the first few years and build up to the 

full increases allowed in this docket over time.  Given the Commission’s decision to seek rate 

mitigation, the absence of a fully-developed rate mitigation plan at this early stage of the 

proceeding is not relevant to whether there is a probability of success on the merits:  success on 

the merits of the need for a rate mitigation plan has already occurred.  A stay is necessary to allow 

a rate mitigation plan to be developed.  The absence of a stay will render a phase-in or rate 

mitigation plan nugatory, while exposing consumers who may not have the resources to cover 

large water and/or sewer rate increases in light of the cost of other essential services and needs 

(e.g. food, medicine and health expenses, heat in the winter months) to suddenly and 

extraordinarily high rates, leading to, inter alia, greatly increased bills, increased delinquencies, 

large late charges, and an increase in uncollectible accounts. 

WHEREFORE, the People respectfully request that the Commission: 

A. Grant this motion to stay or otherwise suspend implementation of the rate 

increases pending the outcome of the rate mitigation proceedings;  
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B. Grant an interim stay during the pendency of this motion; and 

C. For such further relief as the Commission deems just and equitable. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

People of the State of Illinois 

By Lisa Madigan 
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