STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY )
' ) Docket No. 11-0767
Proposed general increase in water and sewer rates. )

JOINT MOTION OF ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY AND
THE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL REGARDING
PORTIONS OF THE TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF RALPH C. SMITH

Pursuant to 83 Ill. Adm. Code Section 200.190, Illinois-American Water Company
(“IAWC”) and the People of the State of Illinois, by and through the Office of the Attorney
General (“AG”), hereby jointly move the Administrative Law Judge to reopen the record of this
proceeding for the exclusive purpose of admitting AG Ex. 2.0 C (Rev.) (Revised Corrected
Direct Testimony of Ralph C. Smith), AG Ex. 2'.3 (Rev.) and AG Ex. 4.0 C (Rev.) (Revised
Corrected Rebuttal Testimony of Ralph C. Smith), filed concurrently with tﬁis Joint Motion.
Those reviseci exhibits replace pages of AG Ex. 2.0 C, AG Ex. 2.3 and AG. Ex..4.0 C with the
corresponding pages attached as Exhibit A to this Joint Motion on which changes are shown in
redline). The revisions én Exhibit A reflect an agreement reached by IAWC ana the AG
regarding the testimony and information contained therein with respect to IAWC’s Motion to
Strike Portions of the Testimony of Ralph C. Smith (filed May 7, 2012), as reflected in the
parties’ supplemental briefing filed this day with the Illinois Commerce Commission via e-
Docket. The parties’ agreement in this regard is for purposes of a resolution and does not reflect

an admission by either related to the admissibility of the subject testimony and exhibits.



" Dated: Junc §, 2012

Respectfully submitted.

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS
By Lisa Madigan, Attorney General

Timothy S. O Brien

Assistant Attorney General

Public Utilitics Bureau

100 W. Randolph Street, 11™ Floor
Chicago, llinois 60601

Telephone: (312) 814-7203
Facsimile: (312) 814-3212

E-mail: sobrienfate.siate.il.us

And
llinois-American Water Company

(Afnc M. Zeh¥

Byﬂ/ﬂ/\”\»
/"’\

One of their attorneys

Albert D, Sturtevant

Anne M. Zehr

Rebecea L. Segal

WHITT STURTEVANT LLP
180 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 1822
Chicago, 1llinois 60601

Phone: 312.251.3017
sturtevantiwhit-sturtevant.com
zehr@whitt-sturtevant.com
segal@whitt-sturtevant.com

Mark A. Whitt

WHITT STURTEVANT LLP
PNC Plaza, Suite 2020

155 East Broad Street
Columbus. Ohio 43215
Phone: 614.224 3911
whittwwhitt-smrtevant.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Timothy S. O’Brien, certify that on June 5, 2012, I caused a copy of the foregoing to be

served by electronic mail to the individuals on the Commission’s Service List for Docket No. 11-
0767.

/s/




“Exmeir A"

PROPOSED LANGUAGE FOR LINES AG 2.0, lines 1264-1283

CE——
Q. Do you have additional evidence that the adjustment that you have recommended is

being routinely applied by IAWC’s utility operating affiliates in other jurisdictions?

A. Yes.

study-reviewed information from a recent rate case involving Pennsylvania American

Water Company (*PAWC™) that -Fhe PAWCinformation-shows that the same lag that is

used for labor of 12.4 days was also applied as the lag for affiliated Service Company

charges. !

ag— PAWC is the largest American Water
utility operéting company with 655,291 customers at December 31, 2011.! This
adjustment is made for ratemaking purposes notwithstanding any provisions in the
affiliate Servﬁce Company agreement concerning payr_nént terms.  The revenue
requirement for PAWC customers is lower from this adjustment and no cost is shifted to
the Service Company. Relevant pages from the PA PUC Order at R-922428 are also
inc’ludéd in AG Exhibit 2.3. Consequently, I request that the Commission consider the
fact that the same or similar adjustment to the affiliated Service Company lag is being
made in other jurisdictions, including Pennsylvania, West Virginia, andv possibly others?,

and to require the adjustment in the current rate case.

! See, e.g., American Water Works Company, Inc. SEC Form 10-K for 2011, page 9.

2 A data request is being asked of IAWC to identify the other jurisdictions in which a similar
adjustment has been applied.



PRbPOSED LANGUAGE AG 4.0, LINES 467-494
— _
Q. In the current case, IAWC witness Rungren claims at Q/A 67 on pages 35-36 of his
rebuttal testimony that IAWC’s cost to obtain Service Company services would be
higher but for the prepayment. Is there any validity to the argument that a
ratemaking adjustment to adjust the lead-lag study by applying the same lag for
Company labor expense to the affiliated Service Company costs would increase the
affiliated Service Company charges?
A. No, in fact other affiliated American Water Works utilities, including Pennsylvania
American Water Company (PAWC), which is the largest AWWC utility operation, have

apparently been making this same ratemaking adjustment for years, with no resultant increase in

affiliated Service Company costs. 4

The-PAW-Cinformation] reviewed information from PAWC’s recent rate case that shows that

the same lag that is used for labor of 12.4 days was also applied as the lag for affiliated Service

Company charges.

ag—PAWC is the largest American Water utility

operating company with 655,291 customers at December 31, 2011.3 This adjustment is
routinely made by PAWC for ratemaking purposes notwithstanding any provisions in the
affiliate Service Company agreement concemiﬁg payment terms. The revenue reqﬁirement for
PAWC customers is lower from this adjustment and no cost is shifted to the Service Company,

and the affiliated Service Company costs have not increased. Relevant pages from the PA PUC

3 See, e.g., American Water Works Company, Inc. SEC Form 10-K for 2011, page 9.



Order at R-922428 were also included in AG Exhibit 2.3. Consequently, I request that the
Commission consider the fact that the same or similar adjustment to the affiliated Service

Company lag is being made in other jurisdictions, including Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and

possibly others#, and to require the adjustment in the current rate case.

4 A data request is being asked of IAWC to identify the other jurisdictions in which a similar
adjustment has been applied.
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