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forth a percentage of the volume to be purchased by a particular utility, and subsection 

(h-3) guarantees, CCE says, all of its costs.  In effect, it matters little how much of the 

SNG output is actually delivered and used by the utilities – what matters to CCE is that it 

recover the vast majority of the costs. 

CCE’s arguments fly in the face of a number of rules of statutory construction.  

First, Illinois courts have repeatedly held that a law or statute must be read as a whole 

such that the legislation is congruent and makes sense.  Meaning, it is impermissible to 

read subsection (h-1) in a vacuum, as CCE proposes.  Subsection (h-1) and all the other 

relevant sections of the law must be read together to provide a coherent and clear 

legislative intent.  The Illinois Supreme Court presumes that the legislature had a definite 

purpose in enacting a statute and drafted it so that each part would be in harmony with 

that purpose and, thus, the general purpose of the whole act controls and all parts are 

interpreted consistently with that purpose.  Harvel v. City of Johnston City, 146 Ill. 2d 

277, 166 Ill. Dec. 888, 586 N.E.2d 1217 (1992).  “In construing a statute, ‘our primary 

objective is to ascertain and give effect to legislative intent.’” Blum v. Koster, 235 Ill. 2d 

21, 29 (2009) (quoting People v. Perry, 224 Ill. 2d 312, 323 (2007).  The surest and most 

reliable indicator of legislative intent is the statutory language itself, given its plain and 

ordinary meaning.  In determining the plain meaning of statutory terms, the courts 

consider the statute in its entirety, the subject it addresses, and the apparent intent of the 

legislature in enacting it.  Gill v. Miller, 94 Ill.2d 52, 56, 67 Ill.Dec. 850, 445 N.E.2d 330 

(1983).   

When CCE asserts “… recoverable costs under Section 9-220(h-3) are not 

constrained by or even directly tied to volumes provided under Section 9-220(h-1)”, well, 












