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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
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Great Northern Utilities, Inc.  :   
 :  11-0059 
Proposed General Increase in  : 
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 : 
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 : 
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INITIAL BRIEF ON REHEARING OF THE STAFF 
OF THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
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 Initial Brief on Rehearing in the instant proceeding. 

I. BACKGROUND 
 

On December 22, 2010,1

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

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

“GNUI”), Camelot Utilities, Inc. (“Camelot” or “CUI”), and Lake Holiday Utilities 

Corporation (“Lake Holiday” or “LH”) (collectively, “Utilities, Inc.”, “UI”, or “the 
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Companies”) filed tariffs seeking a general increase in water and sewer rates.2

Camelot Homeowner’s Association (“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.     

  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.  The ALJ established a schedule for the submission of 

pre-filed testimony, hearings, and briefs (Tr., March 10, 2011, p. 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 

Stipulation3

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

 wherein the Companies agreed to Staff’s Rebuttal position.  The Stipulation 

resolved all issues that had been disputed between the Companies and Staff:  the 

Companies agreed to Staff’s recommended revenue requirement, as well as all 

accounting adjustments recommended by Staff’s witnesses in their Direct and Rebuttal 

Testimony.  (Staff-Companies Joint Ex. No. 1 REV., at 2-3.)  Neither Camelot 

Homeowner’s Association nor the AG participated in the Stipulation.        

3 In fact, Staff and the Companies entered into a Stipulation on July 13, 2011 and then revised some 
calculations slightly and entered into the Revised Stipulation on July 14.  The Revised Stipulation was 
filed on e-docket on July 15 as Staff-Companies Joint Ex. No. 1 REV. 
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The Commission issued a Final Order in the Docket on November 8, 2011, and 

the Association and the AG Petitioned for Rehearing on the issue of rate shock.  The 

Commission granted the Intervenors’ Petitions for Rehearing on the Mitigation of Rate 

Shock Issue on December 21, 2011.  The parties filed direct testimony on February 10, 

2012, and rebuttal testimony on February 23, 2012.  An evidentiary hearing was held on 

February 29, 2012.  Mr. Philip Rukosuev testified for Staff, Mr. Michael Brosch testified 

for the AG, and Mr. Dimitry Neyzelman testified on behalf of the Companies.   

This Initial Brief will summarize issues related to Staff’s testimony on rehearing.  

Staff reserves the right to address any issues not addressed herein in its Reply Brief.  

II.  ARGUMENT 
 

Staff makes a primary and a secondary recommendation concerning the rate 

mitigation issues for this proceeding. The primary recommendation is that the 

Commission refrain from adopting a program at this time to mitigate rates.  However, if 

the Commission deems it necessary to move forward with a program, Staff’s secondary 

recommendation is adoption of its alternative plan, Rider BSA (Bill Stabilization 

Adjustment) which is patterned after Commonwealth Edison’s (“ComEd”) Rider RRS 

with certain modifications as set forth in ICC Staff Exhibits 17.0 REVISED and 18.0 

REVISED.  Staff’s alternative recommendation will be discussed later in this brief. 

A. STAFF’S PRIMARY RECOMMENDATION WITH RESPECT TO RATE SHOCK 
MITIGATION 

 

The facts of this case do not support the adoption of a mitigation plan at this time. 

Each of the available alternatives proves costly to the utility and its ratepayers. 
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There is no basis for reducing the level of revenues flowing to the utility. In this 

proceeding, the Commission approved revenue requirement increases (48.0% for Lake 

Holiday, 212.61% for Camelot Water 88.20% for Camelot Sewer, and 251.7% for Great 

Northern) that it found to be just and reasonable.  A public utility is entitled to recover all 

reasonable and prudent expenses incurred for the benefit of its jurisdictional 

customers.4

We can’t just say ‘no.’ We need to go through each piece of 
evidence that is presented by the Company in their rate request.  
It’s our obligation.  It is our charge when we come into the office as 
Commissioners. 

  While Staff is mindful that the increases are not small, the Commission 

should not deny UI the opportunity to recover its reasonable costs because the resulting 

rates are deemed “too high” by one or more parties. The Commission must “consider 

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

the words of Commissioner O’Connell-Diaz: 

Regular Open Meeting (May 24, 2011), at 37.   

  Other avenues for mitigation are limited as well.  The bill impacts of these 

increases cannot be spread over a large customer base because the service areas are 

small.  Nor can the bill impacts be mitigated by moving costs to other customer classes 

as the Companies have largely just one customer class:  residential.  Where there are 

commercial customers, there are typically very few.  In other words, given the level of 

approved increases, the resulting high bill impacts cannot be ameliorated through 

traditional rate mitigation methods.   

                                            
4 A public utility is entitled to recover in its rates certain operating costs; in setting rates, the Illinois 
Commerce Commission must determine that the rates accurately reflect the cost of service delivery and 
must allow the utility to recover costs prudently and reasonably incurred. 220 ILCS 5/1- 102(a)(iv). 
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The only rate mitigation tool that can be used in this case involves the deferral of 

approved rate increases to later periods, and there are good reasons why it should not 

be adopted at this time.  In general, Staff believes that the long term consequences of 

any phase-in plan are fiscally unsound.  Any rate mitigation proposal adopted in this 

proceeding may place future financial stress on ratepayers who have to make up rate 

reductions at a later time with interest.  It would also compromise the Companies’ ability 

to make timely infrastructure investments to maintain a safe, adequate and reliable 

water or sewer system.  The Companies will need to begin identifying plant additions 

and replacements that can be deferred or cancelled, as well as operating expenditures 

that can be reduced, deferred or cancelled. This is the reality the Companies face if they 

cannot recover their prudent cost of service in rates. 

The Commission should reject a phase-in plan because it:  (a) represents a 

fundamental departure from the Commission’s reliance on cost-based rates 

development; (b) may not allow the Companies to timely recover their revenue 

requirement, which may result in a level of revenues insufficient to operate and maintain 

the Companies’ water and sewer systems in a safe, adequate, and reliable manner; and 

(c) forces a customer who defers rate increases to pay lower rates today at the cost of 

much higher rates in the future, particularly because they must pay back all deferred 

rate increases with interest. (ICC Staff Ex. 18.0 REV., p. 13.)   
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A mitigation plan would also conflict with the Commission’s long recognized 

principle of adhering to basic cost of service principles5

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

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

that underlie such rates.  Staff has performed such an analysis.  Staff’s analysis 

indicated that the Companies’ rates, which are presently in effect, are insufficient to 

generate the operating revenue necessary to permit the Companies 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.  If the 

Commission were to abandon cost of service principles, even temporarily, in favor of bill 

impacts concerns associated with the Final Order’s approved increases, fundamental 

.  Simply put, any rate mitigation 

proposal 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.  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.  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 demonstrated 

that Staff’s proposed rate increase should be approved.  

                                            
5 The Commission is not free to change basis cost of service principles from case to case without 
explanation or justification. (Business & Professional People v. Illinois Commerce Commission, 193 Ill.2d. 
192, 226, 228 (1990)) 
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fairness dictates that the impacts on all affected customers be considered, short-term as 

well as long-term. 

Based on the Staff’s above articulated concerns, Staff recommends that the 

Commission not adopt a rate mitigation plan for the Companies at this time. 

B. ADDRESSING MITIGATION IN FUTURE PROCEEDINGS 

Staff does believe that rate mitigation is an important policy tool and 

recommends that two, non-mutually exclusive proposals that would address bill impacts 

on a going-forward basis be considered in future proceedings.  These proposals avoid 

the disadvantages that a rate mitigation plan as described above could have for 

ratepayers.  Each of these methods is explained in detail below. 

 

Rate Design Changes - Usage Tier Structure 

In many UI jurisdictions, water and sewer ratemaking is based on rate design 

methods and principles established many decades ago.  Therefore, it may be necessary 

to revisit the water and sewer rate design in territories that experience significant rate 

increases and make changes accordingly.  Based on evidence provided by the 

Companies through discovery in this proceeding, it appears that rate design changes 

are relatively easy to implement and don’t take much time.  Since prices can reveal the 

value of a product or service and can be an important tool in guiding customer 

decisions, in the case of UI, inclining-block rates could become an important method of 

encouraging water conservation and subsequently reducing customers’ bills.  The intent 

of an inclining-block structure is to target conservation at peaking and average use 
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within customer classes, and setting the tiers so as to give customers more discretion 

over usage. (ICC Staff Ex. 17.0 REV., pp. 7-8.)  This option can target high volume 

users; it is effective throughout year; encourages users to choose more efficient ways to 

meet their water needs, and it works best when customer classes are fairly 

homogenous, as the case with nearly all of UI’s individual Companies. 

Rate design changes and their applicability to UI’s service territories can be 

addressed by the Commission in its investigation into UI’s Illinois operations, which is 

further discussed below. 

Consolidation 

There may be opportunities to mitigate significant increases for individual service 

territories by consolidating with other territories and thereby spreading increases out 

among more customers.  UI operates a total of 23 water and wastewater subsidiaries in 

Illinois.  Each has its own standalone rate structure and rates designed to produce 

revenues to sustain each individual subsidiary.  Over the past two decades there have 

been several water rate cases filed by UI. (ICC Staff Ex. 17.0 REV., p. 7.)  

Unfortunately, the UI corporate organization does not provide any opportunity to 

consolidate or mitigate the revenue requirement of one subsidiary with that of another 

subsidiary, because the revenue requirement of each subsidiary and its resulting rates 

are determined and approved for each subsidiary separately.  The “high” revenue 

requirement of one subsidiary cannot be combined with the “low” revenue requirement 

of another subsidiary so that the resulting rates are somehow “more reasonable” for the 

customers of both subsidiaries.  
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To overcome these barriers, Staff recommends the Commission encourage UI to 

seriously consider some form of consolidation of its 23 water and wastewater 

subsidiaries in Illinois.  In fact, Staff agreed with AG’s recommendation that the 

Commission should initiate an investigation into UI’s Illinois operations, including all 

operating companies, to determine whether other rate mitigation options, including rate 

or revenue consolidation, would be achievable and in the public interest.  (ICC Staff Ex. 

18.0 REV., p. 7.)  Consolidation would create increased efficiencies and has proven 

successful for other water utilities; for example, Aqua Illinois and Illinois-American Water 

Company have consolidated their separate water and sewer divisions over the years.  

Consolidation may also be beneficial for UI customers because not only may it protect 

them against dramatic rate increases but is also useful to address smaller system 

viability issues.  Customers will also benefit from decreased rate case and 

administrative expenses due to UI’s ability to file single, consolidated rate cases for its 

many water and sewer operations.  (ICC Staff Ex. 17.0 REV., pp. 7-8.)  In fact, under 

consolidation, the Commission may continue to recognize distinctions among classes of 

customers (residential, commercial, etc.), but no longer make distinctions by the 

physical location of the customer. 

Furthermore, consolidation may promote simplicity and overall fairness of the 

rates, and also can eliminate the need to provide cost-of-service analyses for small 

individual rate areas.  Moreover, many elements of a utility’s cost are incurred centrally, 

which makes cost-of-service studies for individual service areas largely an exercise in 

allocating those centrally incurred costs based on general allocators. 
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While it is legally permissible for UI to consolidate its operations, the Commission 

must ensure that any consolidation proposal is fair to UI customers as a whole.  Some 

UI subsidiaries have high rates while others have lower rates and consolidation would 

likely benefit customers of the former and harm customers of the latter.  Thus, any 

consolidation proposal must be weighed carefully to prevent any group of customers 

from being unduly harmed. 

The logical endpoint for this issue would be consolidation of all the 23 UI 

companies.  Staff supports the AG’s additional recommendation that the Commission 

direct UI to prepare and file a cost of service study (“COSS”) for its entire Illinois 

operation for review and use in the investigation into UI’s statewide operations.  This 

would facilitate the Commission’s ability to set cost-based rates in the event of a future 

consolidation.  (ICC Staff Ex. 18.0 REV., pp. 4-6.) In fact, in its rebuttal testimony on 

rehearing, UI stated that “[t]he Companies will look at the possibility of consolidating 

certain Illinois subdivisions in the future. (Companies’ Rebuttal on Rehearing, p. 5) 

Staff, accordingly, recommends that the Commission initiate a proceeding that 

would investigate, or, require UI to show cause as to why consolidation is not possible, 

regarding how to best address the issue of UI rate shock.6

                                            
6 The Commission has clear authority to initiate such a proceeding under its general supervisory powers 
under Article IV (see e.g., 220 ILCS 5/4-101), general investigatory powers under Article X (see e.g., 220 
ILCS 5/10-101), and of course under the ratemaking provisions of Article IX (see e.g., 220 ILCS 5/9-250).  

  However, to be clear, Staff 

recommends that the Commission should not review or consider any changes in the 
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revenue requirements it has most recently determined for UI in this proceeding.  (ICC 

Staff Ex. 18.0 REV., pp. 6-7.) 

C. STAFF ALTERNATIVE PLAN WITH RESPECT TO RATE SHOCK 
MITIGATION – RIDER BSA (“BILL STABILIZATION ADJUSTMENT”)  

In the event that the Commission believes a mitigation plan should be adopted in 

this proceeding, it should adopt the plan proposed by Staff.  That plan appropriately 

balances the interests of the utility and its customers. 

Staff finds that the AG’s plan is inconsistent with the regulatory goals and 

objectives set forth by the General Assembly in the Act.  Specifically, Staff is concerned 

about the emphasis placed by the AG phase-in plan almost exclusively on the welfare of 

UI customers at the expense of the utility.  While Staff agrees that the Commission 

should consider fairness when making its determinations with regard to rate shock 

facing customers, the proper focus in this case should be on what is fair to both 

customers and the Companies, in light of the previously approved revenue requirement 

in this proceeding.  In a recent 2007 North Shore Gas Company and Peoples Gas Light 

and Coke Company rate case, the Commission stated the following: 

 In the final analysis, we are simply unable to approve only those 
measures that benefit ratepayers and wholly ignore what the 
impacts of these benefits will have on the Utilities. To do so could 
well be unlawful as this Commission is put to the obligation of 
balancing both the interests of consumers and the interests of the 
Utilities

 

. See BPI, 146 Ill. 2d 175, 208 (1991) (stating that the 
Commission is charged with setting rates which are just and 
reasonable not only to the ratepayers but to the utility and its 
shareholders). 

Order, Docket Nos. 07-0241/07-0242 (Cons.), at 152 (emphasis added). 
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Hence, the Commission must weigh the evidence and arguments from both sides

 If the Commission is nonetheless inclined to adopt a rate mitigation plan at this 

point in time, finds that the plan is permissible under Illinois law, and determines that 

such a plan is just and reasonable in light of the facts of this case, then it should direct 

the Company to offer a rate mitigation plan patterned after ComEd’s Rider RRS with the 

certain modifications as set forth in Staff’s testimony about Rider BSA.   

 and 

determine a reasonable and fair outcome.   

 The alternative plan Staff developed is very similar to the rate mitigation plan 

approved by the Commission in a ComEd case, Docket No. 06-0411.7

 The main feature of Rider BSA is a limit (“caps”) on the overall water rates and 

subsequent charges paid by participating UI customers.  In order for UI to recover the 

just and reasonable costs of service approved by the Commission in its Final Order in 

the initial phase of this proceeding, the difference between the bill that would have 

  Using Rider 

RRS as a template, Staff modified it to develop a proposed Rider BSA.  Similar to Rider 

RSS, Rider BSA would be offered through a tariff offering available to customers with an 

opt-in feature.  In contrast, the AG’s phase-in plan would enable all customers, and not 

just those in financial distress, to avoid paying for the fixed cost-of-service based 

revenue requirements. 

                                            

7 Similarly, in Docket Nos. 06-0779, 06-0780 and 06-0781, the three Ameren companies filed Petitions for 
Special Permission to place tariff sheets into effect prescribing a plan - Rider CEP, which was very similar 
to ComEd’s Rider RRS. The Commission subsequently granted Ameren’s request. The plan was never 
implemented since its applicability was conditioned upon certain financial events not occurring.  
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resulted based on the Final Order rate versus the bill that results due to Rider BSA must 

be deferred with interest and incorporated into future rates.   

 Although both the AG’s and Staff’s plans may ease the transition for customers 

from current rates to the Final Order compliance rates, the proposed Rider BSA, similar 

to Rider RSS, has a much shorter deferral period and the rate caps are positioned at a 

much higher level for each of the deferral years.  The AG’s proposal will not allow for 

the full recovery of the approved revenue requirement of any of the Companies until, 

potentially, many years (9 years for GNUI, 10 years for CUI-Water, and 6 years for CUI-

Sewer) from the issuance of the ICC’s order in this proceeding.  Thus, the AG’s phase-

in proposal may result in a level of revenues insufficient to operate and maintain the 

Companies’ water and sewer systems in a safe, adequate, and reliable manner.  (ICC 

Staff Ex. 18.0 REV., p. 8.) 

 In contrast, Staff’s higher rate caps would cause the amount of the deferrals to 

be lower (over a period of three years) and the potential for adverse bill impacts in 

recovery years four through six to be lower as well.  Thus, although under both plans 

ratepayers would be afforded some protection from the full effect of the approved rate 

increases during the deferral period, under Rider BSA the adverse impacts of the 

program would be less when the caps are lifted.  Finally, by utilizing higher caps, the 

deferred costs will be recovered over a much shorter period than is typical for 

amortization of utility plant investment.  (ICC Staff Ex. 17.0 REV., pp. 21-22.) 

 In sum, Staff continues to recommend that the Commission not adopt a program 

at this time to mitigate rates.  However, if the Commission is nonetheless inclined to 

adopt a rate mitigation plan at this point in time, then Staff recommends the 
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Commission reject the AG’s phase-in plan. The most obvious problem with the AG’s 

plan is that the rates will no longer be based on cost principles, and therefore will suffer 

the deficiencies inherent in that misallocation, such as inappropriate price signals (AG’s 

proposed low rate caps over many years), detriments to conservation, and severe 

revenue instability to the Companies. Actually, rates should assist with, or at least not 

conflict with social goals set by the Commission, such as encouraging conservation and 

provide price signals that encourage efficient use of the product. Since the AG’s phase-

in rates are barely based on cost, UI customers may be induced, at least over the 

phase-in period, to use water inefficiently in response to the distorted price signals.

 Instead, the Commission should direct the Company to offer a rate mitigation 

plan patterned after Rider RRS with certain modifications as set forth by Staff.  The 

main features of Rider BSA are summarized in Appendix A, attached to this Initial Brief.  

Staff’s alternative plan places less future financial stress on UI customers than the AG’s 

plan, move rates towards cost in an orderly fashion, is fairer to both UI and its 

customers, and addresses the concerns that Staff has outlined above. 

 

D. INTEREST RATE ON DEFERRED BILL INCREASES 

 Should the Commission be inclined to approve Staff’s alternative phase-in plan in 

this proceeding, Staff’s proposal to base the interest associated with these deferrals on 

the utility’s short-term and long-term interest rates is reasonable and should be adopted.  

In contrast, the Commission should reject the Companies’ proposal to base that interest 

rate on its cost of capital.  

 Under Staff’s mitigation proposal, the deferral of charges is on average a three-
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year loan from the Company to its customers.  The deferred charges, and the interest 

on those deferred charges, would then be recovered through, in essence, a customer-

specific rider charge.  Such a recovery mechanism would present less risk than rate 

base cost recovery, as the recovery of deferrals would not be subject to sales 

variability.  Thus, if Staff’s alternative proposal is adopted, the application of the 

Companies’ average cost of short-term and long-term debt weighted by their respective 

maturities’ proximity to the average period for deferrals (i.e., three years), or 3.20%, to 

the deferral balances would be appropriate.  (ICC Staff Ex. 18.0 REV., pp. 14-15.) 

 Second, Staff disagrees with the Companies’ statement about whether the 

phase-in plan should include an adjustment to incorporate an expected increase in 

future uncollectibles.  (ICC Staff Ex. 18.0 REV., pp. 15-16.) There is simply no basis for 

the Commission to address costing issues related to any mitigation program in this 

proceeding.  For one, it would be inappropriate to provide any guarantees to UI for 

recovery of costs that do not yet exist. Second, in Staff’s opinion, any increase in the 

uncollectibles expense as well as any implementation and administrative costs 

stemming out of any applicable phase-in plan should be treated like any other cost that 

is incurred subsequent to a rate case.  If the cost is an expense that is incurred in a 

subsequent test year, it would be considered for recovery in a rate case that uses that 

test year.  If the cost is appropriately capitalized as an asset, then it would be 

considered as an addition to rate base in the next rate case.  In fact, in Docket No. 06-

0411, ComEd asked the Commission to make a similar finding regarding its costs for its 

rate mitigation program (Rider RRS) and the Commission declined to do so, stating: 
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In its Initial Brief, ComEd asks the Commission to affirm that it 
should recover in a future rate case its prudent and reasonable 
costs of offering and maintaining the RRS Program. ComEd claims 
it is simply seeking a ruling that incurring such costs is appropriate, 
but does not seek their approval or recovery here. The AG and 
Staff object to this proposition claiming such relief would be 
inappropriate and illegal. As ComEd is well aware, in a rate case, it 
is entitled to request recovery of all prudent and reasonable 
operating expenses. Similarly, subject to test year rules and 
standards, the Commission is legally obligated to allow ComEd the 
opportunity to recover from its customers all prudent and 
reasonable expenses incurred to provide utility services. In the 
Commission’s view, there is nothing more it can say or do 
regarding the issue in this Order. (Final Order, Docket No. 06-0411, 
p. 22.) 

(Id.) 

It is not the Commission’s duty to guarantee in this case that mitigation plan 

costs be recovered in an unknown test year for a future rate case.  Rather, the 

standards that apply to other utility costs should apply to any mitigation plan costs as 

well.  That means that when UI files its next rate case, it must provide the appropriate 

level of support for inclusion of rate mitigation plan costs in the revenue requirement for 

the proposed test year.  That is how other costs are treated by the Commission and that 

is how these plan costs should be considered as well. 

  

III.  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.  
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  Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
       _____________________ 
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Appendix A 

The main features of Rider BSA are as follows: 

1. Rate caps are used for the first three years of the plan but at different levels. 
The increase in average annual UI customer’s bills will be capped at 40%, 
25%, and 10% below the uncapped bill levels per year in each of the years 
2012, 2013, and 2014. 

 
2. Participation in Rider BSA will be voluntary. To participate, customers will fill 

out an enrollment form, sign it, and send it to UI. 
 

3. Only customers of record at the conclusion of the signup window will be 
eligible to participate in Rider BSA. Customers will be able to enroll within 90 
days or another agreed upon time interval following the Final Order on 
rehearing in this proceeding. 
 

4. In each stage of Rider BSA, the BFCs and Usage Charges can be no lower 
than the rates in effect prior to the Final Order. 

 
5. Customers who choose to participate in Rider BSA will receive credits on their 

bills for amounts above the rate caps. However, there will be no credits for 
bills that fall below rate caps. 
 

6. Credits will be applied to bills only on a going-forward basis subsequent to 
customer enrollment.  
 

7.  UI will track both the amounts of customers’ bills that are deferred via credits 
(the “deferral amounts”) and the repayments of such amounts on an individual 
customer basis. 
 

8. UI will collect the deferral amounts during the last three years of the plan, 
2015 through 2017, with a final adjustment in a participating customer’s final 
bill, if required.  
 

9. Participating customers who discontinue their accounts, but provide another 
service address to which they are immediately relocating within the UI service 
territory and establish a new account with UI, will have the option to transfer 
the balance of their deferral amounts from their old account to their new 
account and continue on Rider BSA.  
 

10. Participating customers who discontinue their accounts, but do not provide 
such other service address, establish such a new account, and choose to 
make such a transfer, will see the entire balance of deferral amounts due with 
the final bill.  
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11. Customers will be able to terminate their participation in the plan voluntarily, 

with the balance of deferral amounts due immediately.  
 
12. Assuming the Commission approves Rider BSA, UI will develop appropriate 

customer education and enrollment materials. A compliance filing outlining 
the consumer education plan, including the outreach efforts, billing issues and 
timelines should be provided by UI to the Commission for approval within 45 
days of the Final Order on rehearing in this proceeding. 
 

13. Deferral amounts will accrue carrying charges at a 3.20% annual rate, which 
equals to the application of the Company’s average cost of short-term and 
long-term debt weighted by their respective maturities’ proximity to the 
average period for the deferrals (i.e., three years), to the deferral balances. 
Staff used the 2.85% cost of short-term debt and 6.65% cost of long-term 
debt that the Commission adopted in this proceeding (Order, Docket No. 11-
0059/0141/142 (Cons.), p. 25). 
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