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Q.  Please state your name and business address. 1 

A.  My name is Christopher Boggs, and my business address is 527 E. Capitol 2 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

 4 

Q.  Are you the same Mr. Boggs who previously filed testimony in this 5 

 proceeding? 6 

A.  Yes, I am. 7 

 8 

Q.  What issues do you address in your rebuttal testimony on rehearing? 9 

A.   I address Viscofan’s appeal to the Commission to reconsider its approved rate 10 

increase for the Large Industrial Class in the Final Order of Docket No.11-0436.  I 11 

also address bill impacts on other ratepayers in the Consolidated Water Division 12 

if Viscofan was to leave the Aqua, IL (“Aqua”) water system.      13 

 14 

Q.  Are you sponsoring any schedules or attachments with your testimony?  15 

A. No, I am not.     16 

 17 

Q. Can you provide an overview of each party’s position regarding its water 18 

rate increase proposal for the Large Industrial Class to which Viscofan 19 

belongs? 20 

A. Yes.  Table 14.1 below illustrates each party’s proposed increase for the Large 21 

Industrial Class and the Commission’s ruling on the increase as provided by the 22 
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Final Order in Docket No. 11-0436.1 To provide context, I also show the total cost 23 

recovery percentage that resulted from the Commission’s order in the Company’s 24 

last rate case: 25 

Table 14.1 Viscofan Rate Increase and Total Cost Recovery at Various 26 
Rates  27 

 
Rate Increase Proposed 

or Ordered for  
Viscofan (%) 

Total Cost Recovered 
from Proposed or 

Ordered Rates (%)2 

Docket No. 04-0442 
Order 

-- 49.70% 

Viscofan 
4.90% 45.57% 

Aqua 
13.75% 49.54% 

Staff 
20% 52.95% 

AG 
35.10% 58.84% 

Docket No. 11-0436 
Order 

20% 52.95% 

   28 

As Table 14.1 shows, there are varying levels of cost of service revenue recovery 29 

from Viscofan at the various proposed or ordered rate increase percentages.  30 

The AG proposed the largest rate increase percentage for Viscofan (35.10%) 31 

and Viscofan proposed the lowest rate increase percentage (4.90%).  Of these 32 

range of rate increase proposals for Viscofan, only Viscofan’s and Aqua’s 33 

proposals result in Viscofan contributing less than 49.70% of the cost to serve it.  34 

This 49.70% cost recovery level was approved in Aqua’s last rate case, Docket 35 

No. 04-0442.  36 

                                            
1
 Since Viscofan is the only customer in the Large Industrial Class, references to a rate increase in 

Viscofan’s rates throughout this testimony is also a reference to the rate increase of the Large Industrial 
Class and vice versa. 
2
 Based on $1,430,892 Large Industrial Class Cost of Service presented in Aqua Schedule 12.1, Table 7 

Adjusted Total column, and Viscofan’s estimate of 410,000,000 gallons of annual usage 
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 37 

As I noted in my rebuttal testimony, in its Docket No. 04-0442 Order, the 38 

Commission agreed with Staff that Viscofan should begin to pay a greater portion 39 

of its cost of service to address its declining contribution toward its cost of 40 

service, while not being so large as to induce rate shock. (Staff Ex. 9.0R-C, p. 41 

37) My 20% rate increase recommendation for Viscofan in this proceeding is 42 

consistent with that policy and was adopted in the Final Order in this proceeding. 43 

  44 

Q. What position has Viscofan taken regarding the Commission’s ruling in its 45 

Final Order on the revenue percentage increase it has approved for 46 

Viscofan? 47 

A. Viscofan claims it will seriously consider leaving the Aqua water system if the 48 

Commission does not limit the revenue percentage increase to less than 5%. 49 

(Viscofan Ex. 1.0, pp.6-7; Viscofan Ex. 2.0, pp. 6-7) 50 

 51 

Q. What has Viscofan provided to support its claim that it will leave Aqua’s 52 

water system if the Commission does not reconsider its position on the 53 

revenue percentage increase it has approved for Viscofan? 54 

A. Viscofan claims it has positioned itself to leave the Aqua system and build its 55 

own water system in the following ways:  56 

A. It has completed a hydrology study showing availability of water; 57 

B. It has the needed property and has constructed a test well; 58 
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C. It has control of the right-of-way for a main water supply line from the well 59 

area to its plant; and 60 

D. It has identified the installation costs and construction timeline for building 61 

its own water system.  (Viscofan Ex. 1.0RH, p. 4)  62 

 63 

Q. Does Viscofan have any other claim that supports the possibility that it 64 

could leave the Aqua water system? 65 

A. Yes.  Viscofan states it recently entered into a four-year agreement with Aqua to 66 

provide water service under the Large General Service tariff provisions.  Viscofan 67 

claims that it will have four years to design, construct, test and begin using its 68 

own water system should the Commission not reconsider reducing the Large 69 

General Service rate increase it has approved in the Final Order of this 70 

proceeding. (Id., p. 3)   Viscofan calculates that building its own water system 71 

would have a payback period of 4.97 years with an anticipated operating cost of 72 

$92,000 per year. (Id., p. 7) 73 

  74 

Q. How do you assess Viscofan’s argument? 75 

A. I do not have the expertise to provide an assessment of Viscofan’s ability to 76 

manage its own water production, treatment and delivery system nor of the 77 

completeness and accuracy of Viscofan’s projected annual operating costs if it 78 

self-provides water service.  What I can assess, however, is the bill impact on the 79 

rates of remaining customers if Viscofan leaves the Aqua water system. 80 

 81 
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Q. Did you calculate the bill impacts on other Consolidated Water Division 82 

ratepayers assuming Viscofan leaves Aqua’s water system? 83 

A. Yes, I did.  Using Viscofan witness Stephens’ assumptions in his testimony 84 

regarding the effect on Aqua’s remaining customers if Viscofan left the water 85 

system, I reduced the Commission approved revenue requirement by the 86 

$576,768 in annual non-variable cost contribution that Mr. Stephens claims 87 

Viscofan currently contributes. (Viscofan Ex. 2.0, p.5-6)  I then increased Usage 88 

Charges for all other ratepayers in the Consolidated Water Division by 5.38% so 89 

that the revenue requirement the Commission approved in its Final Order of this 90 

proceeding could be recovered at test year consumption levels. This resulted in  91 

an 0.002% increase in Customer Charges for all meter sizes.   92 

 93 

Based on the above, the water bill for a 5,000 gallon user (which has been used 94 

throughout this rate case to represent the average use for a residential customer) 95 

would increase by $1.77 per month or by $21.24 annually if Viscofan left the 96 

Aqua system. This is equivalent to a 3.72% increase in the monthly total bill for 97 

an average residential water customer. 98 

 99 

Q. Did you consider other alternatives to the Commission’s approved rate 100 

increase in the Final Order of Docket No. 11-0436? 101 

A. Yes. In addition to the various rate increase proposals put forth by other parties 102 

in this proceeding, I also considered two alternative rate increase proposals for 103 

Viscofan.   104 
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 105 

The first alternative is a 10% rate increase which is one half of the increase the 106 

Commission approved in the Final Order in Docket No. 11-0436.  The second 107 

alternative that I considered was a rate increase that would maintain the 49.7% 108 

cost of service recovery percentage for Viscofan that the Commission approved 109 

in Aqua’s last rate case. The corresponding rate increase for that scenario is 110 

14.11%. 111 

      112 

Table 14.2 below is the same as Table 14.1 with the exception that it includes the 113 

two alternative options listed above:  114 

 115 

Table14.2 Viscofan Rate Increase and Total Cost Recovery at Various Rates  116 

 
Rate Increase Proposed 

for  
Viscofan (%) 

Total Cost Recovered 
from Proposed Rates 

(%)3 

Docket No. 04-0442  
Order 

-- 49.70% 

Viscofan 4.90% 45.57% 

Alternative Option 1: Half 
of cost of service 

recovery % approved in 
Docket No. 11-0436 

10% 
47.90% 

Aqua  13.75% 49.54% 

Alternative Option 2: 
Maintain cost of service 
recovery % approved in 

Docket No. 04-0442  

14.11% 49.70% 

Staff 20% 52.95% 

                                            
3
 Based on $1,430,892 Large Industrial class Cost of Service presented in Aqua Schedule 12.1, Table 7 

Adjusted Total column, and Viscofan’s estimate of 410,000,000 gallons of annual usage 
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AG 35.10% 58.84% 

Docket No. 11-0436 
Order 

20% 52.95% 

   117 

As Table 14.2 shows, any rate increase for Viscofan that is less than 14.11% will 118 

cause Viscofan to contribute less towards recovery of its cost of service than it 119 

did as a result of the Commission’s rate order in Docket No. 04-0442.  120 

 121 

Q. What do you conclude from Table 14.2? 122 

A. Alternative 1 (a 10% rate increase) would decrease the percentage that Viscofan 123 

contributes to recover its cost from 49.7% to 47.9%.  Alternative 2 (a 14.11% 124 

increase) would maintain the total cost of service percentage that Aqua recovers 125 

from Viscofan.  126 

 127 

As I noted earlier, the Commission indicated that Viscofan should begin to pay a 128 

greater portion of its cost of service to address its declining contribution toward 129 

its cost of service, while not being so large as to induce rate shock. Alternative 1, 130 

Viscofan’s proposal and Aqua’s proposal all result in outcomes inconsistent with 131 

that policy because they all result in Viscofan paying a lower portion of its cost of 132 

service (i.e., less than 49.70%). On the other hand, Alternative 2, Staff’s proposal 133 

which the Final order adopted, and the AG’s proposals are consistent with that 134 

policy because they either result in Viscofan paying the same or a greater portion 135 

of its cost of service. 136 

 137 
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Q. What do you therefore recommend regarding Viscofan’s appeal to the 138 

Commission to reconsider its approved 20% rate increase for the Large 139 

Industrial Class to which Viscofan belongs? 140 

A.  The Commission should maintain its decision to increase Large Industrial Class 141 

rates by 20% because it results in a moderate increase in Viscofan’s contribution 142 

to cover its cost of service while slightly reducing the subsidy that other rate 143 

classes have been providing to Viscofan.  As such, the Commission’s decision is 144 

consistent with its order in Docket No. 04-0442.  Although the Commission’s 145 

Final Order may result in Viscofan leaving Aqua’s water system, resulting bill 146 

impacts on the remaining customers would not be significantly high (i.e., a $1.77 147 

per month or a 3.72% increase in the average customer’s monthly bill.)   148 

 149 

I further recommend that if the Commission is inclined to reconsider its 20% rate 150 

increase it approved for the Large General Service class, at a minimum, the 151 

Commission should adopt a 14.11% increase to Aqua’s Large General Service 152 

rate (Alternative 2).  This increase would maintain the cost of service percentage 153 

that Aqua recovers from Viscofan as approved by the Commission in Docket No. 154 

04-0442.  155 

 156 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony on rehearing? 157 

A. Yes, it does. 158 


