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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 
Jeremy M. Laramore, ) 
 ) 
 Complainant, ) 
  )  Case No. 11-0677 
v. ) 
 ) 
Illinois-American Water Company, ) 
 ) 
 Respondent. ) 
 

REPLY BRIEF OF ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

INTRODUCTION 

In his initial brief, Mr. Laramore continues to ignore the fact that the curb cock and 

outlet connection of the meter setting are indeed located at the curb line on the south 

side of Granvue Drive B. According to the tariff definition, this is where the Company 

Service Pipe ends: for the Company Service Pipe is “that portion of the Service Pipe for 

General Water Service extending from the Distribution Main to the curb line or property 

line or easement boundary and including the curb cock, or the outlet connection of the 

meter setting.” (ILL. C.C. No. 23, Original Sheet No. 1, Definition 2(F)).  

Instead, Mr. Laramore wants to rewrite the tariff. He wants it to say that the service 

pipe is Company Service Pipe until it crosses the property line of the customer being 

served. He (and, through him, the predecessor owners of 54 Granvue Drive A) wants to 

have his cake and eat it too – that is, to be allowed to install a 300-foot service line at a 

cheaper cost ($10,650 in today’s dollars, see Stipulation, ¶ 9), and force IAWC to 

maintain it, rather than pay for a much more expensive main extension ($21,688.20 in 

today’s dollars, see Stipulation, ¶ 11), which should have been done because no water 

main fronts 54 Granvue Drive A. 
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REPLY TO MR. LARAMORE’S INITIAL BRIEF 

Mr. Laramore persists in basing his claim on website statements. He fails to 

acknowledge, however, as Ms. Beard testified, “that the purpose of the website is to 

provide a general understanding to customers regarding ownership rights, not to address 

every possible configuration of customer service pipes. In the vast majority of cases the 

curb stop and meter box sit on the property line of the customer receiving the water 

service. That is the situation described on the website, the typical situation.” (IAWC Ex. 

1.00R, lines 27-32). 

However, the uncontroverted evidence showed that Mr. Laramore’s situation is 

atypical – it is unlike that of any of the other 70,000 customers in IAWC’s Interurban 

District.  (Transcript, p. 169, lines 19-22; p. 170, lines 1-19). Ms. Beard testified that in her 

21 years in the district dealing with 70,000 connections, she has never experienced an 

instance in which a Company Service Pipe extended beyond the curb cock or outlet 

connection of the meter setting, much less more than 100, 200, 300 feet beyond. 

(Transcript, p. 170, lines 3-9; 16-19). Furthermore, she has never experienced an 

instance in which IAWC has repaired a service pipe more than a foot or so off the outlet 

connection of the meter setting. (Transcript, p. 170, lines 10-15). 

In an attempt to support his position, Mr. Laramore invents three straw-man 

“reasons” allegedly held by IAWC that he proceeds to knock down. (Laramore Initial 

Brief, pp. 12-15). First, he asserts that there is no tariff “indicating that Company Service 

Pipe is determined by the Company having paid for the installation or maintenance of any 

portion of the Service Pipe.” (Initial Brief, p. 13). However, IAWC has never argued there 

is or should be a tariff that says payment for a service pipe is determinative of service 
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pipe ownership. IAWC’s evidence was simply that, from 1922 to present, there are 

records showing that IAWC had paid for the installation and repair of the service pipe 

between the distribution main and the meter setting; however, there are no records 

showing that IAWC had paid for the installation and repair of the service pipe between 

the meter setting and the property at 54 Granvue Drive A. This lack of evidence allows for 

an inference that IAWC owns the service pipe between the distribution main and the 

meter setting, which it paid for, but not the service pipe between the meter setting and the 

property at 54 Granvue Drive A, which it did not pay for. 

Mr. Laramore also asserts that the service pipe “does not cross any property line 

other than the property line for 54 Granvue Dr.” (Initial Brief, pp. 13-14). However, as 

discussed above, Mr. Laramore is rewriting the tariff, which does not require that a 

service pipe cross a property line before it ceases being a Company Service Pipe. In this 

case, the Company Service Pipe fits the tariff definition of “extending from the Distribution 

Main to the curb line or property line or easement boundary and including the curb cock, 

or the outlet connection of the meter setting.” The curb cock and outlet connection of the 

meter setting are located at the curb line/property line of Granvue Drive B, which is where 

the Company Service Line stops.1

Finally, Mr. Laramore misstates the testimony of IAWC witness Ms. Beard when 

he asserts that she agreed with the following (rather unclear) statement of his on cross-

examination: “The intent of the definition of the company service pipe in the tariffs allow 

you to extend the company service pipe beyond the curb cock for any purpose.” (Initial 

 

                                                           
1 In any case, Mr. Laramore admits that he doesn’t really know where the property lines are, and 

bases his testimony on maps provided by St. Clair County, which have a disclaimer stating that “St. Clair 
County does not guarantee the spatial or content accuracy of the map, its precision or merchantability … .” 
(Transcript, p. 121, lines 8-22; p. 122, lines 1-8). 
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Brief, p. 14). He fails to quote her actual answer, which was in fact: “Yes, that would be 

considered the outlet connection.” (Transcript, p. 174, lines 13-14). That is, Ms. Beard 

testified that the Company Service Pipe could go beyond the curb cock in order to extend 

to the outlet connection of the meter, which is the situation in the present case. He further 

mischaracterizes her testimony in asserting that she “did indicate that there was no limit 

to how far the Company Service Pipe could extend before it was required by the tariffs to 

stop being Company Service Pipe.” (Laramore Initial Brief, p. 15). The actual exchange 

on cross-examination was as follows: 

Q. And is there -- and do you believe the intent of the definition of the company's 
service pipe in the tariffs allow you to extend the company service pipe beyond the 
curb cock for any purpose? 
 
A. Yes, that would be considered the outlet connection. 
 
Q. Okay. Does the tariff state anywhere that there is a limit as to how far you could 
do that before it stopped becoming company service pipe? 
 
A. No. 

 
(Transcript, p. 174, lines 15-18, emphasis supplied). Clearly, Ms. Beard was responding 

to his question about whether any tariff restricted the distance between the outlet 

connection of the meter and the curb cock.  

CONCLUSION 

 The curb cock and outlet connection of the meter setting are located at the curb 

line/property line of Granvue Drive B – so this is where the Company Service Pipe ends, 

according to the tariff. This conclusion is supported by uncontroverted evidence in the 

record, including the fact that IAWC did not pay for the installation or maintenance of the 

service pipe from the meter setting to Mr. Laramore’s home, and that no other service 

pipe among the 70,000 in IAWC’s Interurban District extends 100, 200, or 300 feet 
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beyond the meter setting, as does Mr. Laramore’s. Because the leak is on Customer’s 

Service Pipe, Mr. Laramore has the responsibility to repair the leak at his own expense. 

Judgment should be entered for IAWC, and Mr. Laramore’s complaint should be 

dismissed with prejudice.  

Respectfully submitted, 

      ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

 
      By: ___/s/ Kenneth C. Jones____________________ 
       Kenneth C. Jones 
       Vice President – Legal 
       300 N. Water Works Drive 
       Belleville, IL 62223 
       kenneth.jones@amwater.com 
       (618) 239-3222 (telephone) 
       (618) 236-1186 (telefax) 
 
 
             

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Reply Brief of Illinois-American Water 
Company was served upon the parties on the attached Service List, by electronic mail on this 
29th day of June, 2012. 

 
 ___/s/ Kenneth C. Jones_________________ 
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