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STATE OF ILLINOIS 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 

Charmer Water Company, Cherry Hill ) 

Water Company, Clarendon Water  ) 

Company, Killarney Water Company, ) 

Ferson Creek Utilities Company,  ) Docket Nos.  11-0561 through 11-0566 

Harbor Ridge Utilities, Inc.   )    (cons.) 

      ) 

      ) 

Proposed Increase in Water and   ) 

Sewer Rates                        ) 

      ) 

 

REPLY BRIEF ON EXCEPTIONS OF 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 

 

 The People of the State of Illinois, by Attorney General Lisa Madigan, (“AG”) submit the 

following Reply Brief on Exceptions in response to the Exceptions and Briefs on Exceptions of 

the Companies and the Staff.  The People’s failure to comment on an issue raised by either party 

in their filings should not be construed as agreement or support.  

 Many of the Companies’ and Staff’s Exceptions attempted to support the findings of the 

Proposed Order issued on April 6, 2012.  The People will not repeat arguments made in earlier 

briefings or address what the parties have characterized as “technical” changes.   

 Staff’s Exception 9 addressed the Proposed Order’s conclusion regarding the Companies’ 

obligation to work with the Staff to put together a cost of service study and methodology.  In 

response to the Staff’s Exception 9, the People request that the Companies be directed to work 

with Staff and other interested parties in developing a cost of service study and methodology.  In 

addition, the People support the Staff’s recommendation that the discussions on this issue be 

completed within six months.  Accordingly, the People request the following changes 



2 

 

highlighted in yellow, based on the language proposed by Staff at page 8 of their Brief on 

Exceptions: 

VII. COSS/Rate Design/Tariff Terms  

A. COSS  
 
 Staff agreed with the Companies’ concern that conducting a COSS would be too 
expensive for ratepayers because the cost would have to be allocated over a small number 
of customers, resulting in a significant adverse impact on customer bills. Thus, Staff 
concluded that it would not be in the best interests of the customers to incur the expense of 
a COSS. However, Staff suggested that there could be a feasible and less-costly COSS 
alternative that Staff and UI could jointly develop for use in future rate case fillings that 
would be more transparent and cost-based than the method used by UI in this proceeding. 
(Staff Exs. 4.0, p. 9 and 5.0, pp. 8 – 9.)  
 The Companies agreed to work with Staff to develop a COSS, however, the 
Companies did not agree that it should be six months prior to the next rate case. UI claimed 
that the time frame was unrealistic as a decision to file a rate case may occur less than six 
months prior to filing. (UI Ex. 2.0, p. 21)  
 Staff explained in Rebuttal Testimony that the COSS workshop parties would not 
necessarily reach a consensus on all outstanding issues, but could provide a good starting 
point for resolving differences and improving the accuracy of future COSSs upon which 
future rates could be set. Staff revised its recommendation that such a workshop should be 
completed within six months commencing from the date of the Final Order in this 
proceeding. Adoption of Staff’s proposal would allow a maximum of six months to complete 
the workshop process. (Staff Ex. 11.0, pp. 4 – 5.)  
 In Surrebuttal Testimony, the Companies again only partly agreed with Staff to 
develop and streamline a procedure or process for a COSS. Companies witness Georgiev 
stated the terms of Staff’s recommendations were unclear to the Companies. UI stated they 
are willing to review any schedules that Staff had developed related to a streamlined COSS 
to use in future filings. The Companies did not believe the deadline for completion of the 
workshop should be ordered by the Commission in this docket, but rather the deadline 
should be a subject of the workshop. (UI Ex. 5.0, p. 8) 11-0561/0562/0563/0564/0565/0566 
Cons.  
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 Staff asserted that a deadline must be ordered by the Commission to ensure that the 
task is accomplished and steps are taken to move the Companies toward cost based rates. 
(Staff IB, p. 24) Specific rates will not be identified in the workshop but parties should reach 
an agreed format for a COSS and a method for the accounts to be maintained so the COSS 
inputs are useful in setting future rates for UI. Staff’s final recommendations are the 
following:  
 1. The Commission order UI to work with Staff and other interested parties to review 
and analyze UI’s current method of cost of service and rate design methodology;  
 2. The Commission order UI to develop a COSS with Staff for use in  
future UI rate cases; and  
 3. The Commission order that such review and analysis should be  
completed within six months from the date of the Final Order.  
The Commission orders UI to work with Staff and other interested parties to review and 

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

develop a COSS with Staff and other interested parties for use in future UI rate cases. The 

review and analysis should be completed within six months from the date of this Order. 

 Conclusion 

 The People request that the Commission modify the Proposed Order issued on April 6, 

2012 as specified in the Peoples Exceptions and Brief on Exceptions filed on April 20, 2012 and 

as specified herein. 

April 27, 2012     Respectfully submitted, 
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