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CIWC Exhibit 3.0

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 02-0480

RESPONSE OF CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY

TO ICC DATA REQUEST NO. WD 1.17

Witness Responsible: Thomas J. Bunosky
Company: Consumers Illinois Water Company
Job Title: Vice President
Phone Number: 815-935-8800 Ext. 530

Provide workpapers, memorandums, and/or studies utilized by Mr. Bunosky
in his Draft Testimony in conducting the cost analysis of the different
approaches in addressing the iron and arsenic violations at Grant Park.

Please refer to workpapers WD 1.17, Table 7 and Table 8. A review of
available technology indicated that, in order to meet iron and arsenic limits in
the Grant Park well water supply, iron precipitation and filtration would be
the best process. Arsenic would also be removed concomitantly in the iron
removal process, as explained in the literature. In addition, the Company
studied water treatment processes to remove hardness and radon from the
water supply in the Village of Grant Park. Softened water, as would be
provided by the pipeline alternative, is desirable from an aesthetic standpoint,
although not a requirement from a regulatory standpoint. For hardness
removal, a membrane treatment process, nanofiltration, also known as low-
pressure reverse osmosis, was the selected process in this study for its ease of
operation. Radon treatment was also studied since tests of the Grant Park
water supply indicate levels approaching 300 pCi/L (pico-curies per liter),
which is a proposed EPA primary drinking water standard. The EPA
maximum contaminant level goal for this parameter is zero.
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1000 S. Schuyler

Kankakae, IL 80901 n : ..
Phone: 815 035.6535 Ext, 517 ll Consumers lllinois

FAX: 815-935-3809

Water Company

ax

To: GChuck Hansen, PE From: Dan Olver

Fa:  847-844-4408 Pages: 4 Including cover sheet
Phone! | __ Date 1071701

Ret  Grant Park Water Treatment ce:

O Urgent X For Review O Please Comment [0 Plaase Reply 0O Pigase Recycle

Chuck,
Would you plaase have US Filter make a regcommendation on the water treatment process train for

Grant Park 's water supply? We have been asked by Grant Park to give them a propesal to take over
their system and hance our request.

{ have attached scme water quality information from the CCR.  Water quality concems are hardness,
iron, and arsenic. We would ke to cansider a plant to treat for al of these consfitients. More recent
iron levels in the wells were 1.6 mgi and 1.8 mg/, and arsenic levels were 13.0 ppb and & ppb. We
would Tke to see the arsenic in the tredted water less than 5 ppb. Hardness lavels fess than 180 mgi
would ba acceptable 1o us.

The plant should be sized at 400 gpm jo allow for growth. - We would like to keep the process as
automated as possible and we would like o know if @ membrane process somewhere in the train
wouid be practical, based on eass of operaion. Budget cost estimates would be appreciated.

Please review this a8 300n as posslble as we would llke ta get back to the Grant Park officials sbon.

Thank you,
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F Ax MEMCOR, HICROFLOC, TELEPHONE 545.2324121
GENERAL FILTER PRODUCTS  FACSIMILE §19-332.25M

80D ARRASMITH TRAIL : .
AMES, 1A 50040

TO: Chuek Hansen CC: John Borrigan

FAX: Auto TELEPHONE:

FROM: Bon Hoesing DATE: Qctoder 25, 2001 -

SUBJECT: GrantPark (L . PAGES: 10f8

Chuck,

The fallowing Includes the budget pricing you requested for Grant Park, IL. We came up with same different
options for traating the water for the arsenic, fron and hardness. Our first option includes @ 13'D° diametar
Type || Walerwash AERALATER to treat the 400 gpm flow rate. The prioe for this unit comeas o §89,000.
This price includes the fiter section, madia, detention tank, serator, face piping, shipping and startup. The
budget price add w0 avtomate the AERALATER is $24,000. This prics Includes sutomatio cantrele,
pnewnatic vaive actuaiors ard an eir compressor. :

Tne second oplian consists of an Atomerator along wWith Vertical Pressure Fillers, The Atomerator, sized for
400 gpm, camisa 3 price of $8,000. We sized three (3) 8'<0” diameter x 60" SSH VPF's for the given flow
rale, Thase units have a budget prica of $78,000. This price incdudes the tiras pressurs vessels, media,
manually cperated butterfly valves, tate piping, shipning and starfup. The budget price add to automete the
VPP 15 §18,000. This mice includes the same equipment mentianed with the AERALATER. .

Our third option is a Granular Feric Hydroxidle, or GFH systemn for Arsenic. removal.  This system
incorporates three ($) 8-0° diameter x 60" SSH tanks conteining the GFH media. The prica for this ayatem
comes fo $140,000. This price includes the three pressure vessels, meadia, manualy cperatad buttesfly
valves, face piping, shipping and starfup. One thing 1o note, lron and Manganase removal priar to the GFH
system will be required. Otherwise {he media will foul As a resull, one of the firet two options will be
required for pretraatment. Includad is some infarmation on the Arsenic removal process. As you will not in
the Direct Fitration for Asenic Removal: successful remaval of ron will moet likely reaudt in adequate
ramavat of Arsenic.

Far softening, we recommend three {3) 80" diameter x 86" SSH ion Exchange Softeners. These units cary
a budget price of $93,000, This prica includes the three nun-coda tanks, oation resin, automatic regeneration
~ controls, brine pump'and meter, face piping, ehipping and startup. The vessels are sized 1o b;fat 236 gpm of
JIVENDI

WAlel snpaw

B THIS TRANSMISSION CONTANS CONMDENTIAL INFOMMATION INTENDED FOR USE QMY BY THE ABOVE NAMEL RECEPIBNT.
READING, DISCUSSIAN, DISTRIBUTION, DR COPYING OF THIS MESSAGE € STRICTLY AROHIBTED BY ANYONE OTHER THAN ThE
HAMED RECIFIENT ORL HI3 OR HER EMPLGYEES OR AGENTS. B 1 YOU HAVE RECEIVED TH3 FAX IN ERROR, PLEASS IMMWEDIATELY
NOTIEY US BY TELEPHONE (COLLECT]. AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS Via U.S. FOSTAL

SERVICE.
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the imfluent 400 gpim. - This will resukt ih a blended hardness of 180 mg/L as CaGOy, based on an imfuent
hardnaes of 440 mg/l as CaC0,,

IF you have any further questione, feel fres to giva Tam Dumbaugh a call
Regerds, .

s 1
Ben Hossing
USFilter / WTC — Ames, IA

® Pgeil
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NOTE: ON JGBS WHERE PRESSURE ‘AERATIUN DCCURS IEFORE FILTRATION
THE INLET SHUULD BE BELOV THE BACKWASH WASTE PIFING OR THERE

NEEDS TO BE A PROVISION MADE FOR AIR RELEASE IN THE HIGHEST
POINT DF THE JNLET PIPING
NOTE: FILTER PIPING SHOWN DASHED IS NOT PROVIDEN BY US, FILTER
- UNLESS SPECIFICALLY QUOTED.

NOTE: CONFIGURATION SHOWN 1S STANDA REF. DATA SHEET P-22.00AB
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Direct Filtration Arsenic Removal

Direct filration for arsenio removal can be an economisal option for many systems,
espacially those with existing filtration equipment. The prooess is fairly stmipbtforward;
incoming rew water is chemivally dosed to oxidize As™ (arsenite) o As*’ (arsenate),
ferric coagulant is introduced for adsoeption of the amenic and the Figratian system
removes the iron-argenie floe,

The oxidation procest is required for removal of arsenitc since studies have shovwn
relatively poor removal of arsenite as compared to arserate.  Oxidation chernicals
commanly used include chiorive and potassium pamanganate. Chloring is generally
preferred, as it does not increase the solids load to the fltes system. Poraszium
permanganste, while o srong oxidant, will mcreaze solids load by menganege addicon
derived from the oxidation process, Oxygen oxidation reaction is generally oomsidered
ton slaw to be 2 viabie process. Other oxidants such a3 ozone can be used however these
tend t0 be cost prohibitive when compared to chiorine or potessiam perraanganate,

Femmic coagulant can be provided by two methods: formation through oxidation of
naturally ossurming iron in the raw waier and chemical coagnlant sddition. In the Eest
¢ase, naturally ocowrring iron In the raw water is exidized from ferrous (soluble} to ferxic
(sofuble) through aeration or chemical oxidation with chlorine or potassium
permanganate. As the ferric floc forras it will provide an adsorption sie for arsenic
reraoval. If insufficient taw jton is availsble, supplemental ferric coaguiant can be dosed
t¢ the system shead of the filtere. Again, arsenic adsorption will occur with the ferric
floc, The chemical bond batween the ferric floc and arsenic is generafly strong anough
that 1¢aching will not occtr so landfill application of sludgs is possible. )

The filration equipment can be any filter desipn that iz cammenly applied 1 iron and
manganese rernoval plants, These include pressure filters, steel gravity filvers, concrets
gravity fliters or the pre-engineered General Piltar ABRALATER packagad ton aod
mangansge removal plant Tl filter design best snited for the plant is based on criteria
including existing infrastructure, sige of plant and vaw water cheagacteyistios. Special
design may be required for surface water influenced well supplies. Backwash operation
and waste production will be smilar to ixon and manganese removal facilities, Contact
yaur WTC Technical Sales Manager for assistance in reviewing the filter eptions.

Removal of avsenic with this process has been demonstreted at almost 100% for pIf as
high os 8.5. The process also offs the ability to remove other contaminants, most
commonly iron and manganese, from the supply. Existing filration systems benefit fram
this approack sinte in many cases a chemicel dosing systexn is the only vequived addifion
to petform arsenic removal. The solids load to the filtraxion system should be limited to
19 ppin or less in order to achieve net water productions above 93%.

Updated: Myy 2001
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Direct filtration for avsenic removal is a viable design provided the conditions are right
for thie process. When higher concentrations of arsenic or other contaminants are presery,
alternate equipment designs may be raquired to effectively handle the solids load and
provide cost.effective operation.  These designs may include tdagulation and
mierofiltration ar clarification prior o conventional filtratien. Additiana] information an
these procese options will be furtheorning.

Updated: May 2002 '
TOTAL P. A



TECHNOLOGIES AND COSTS FOR
REMOVAL OF ARSENIC FROM DRINKING WATER
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3.9 SEPARATION PROCESSES

3.9.1 Micrpfiltration
Microfiltration is a low-pressure membrane process which has only & marginal ability to
remove arsenic due to its relatively large pore sizé in comparison to other nembrane processes. MF
removes contaminants from a feed stream primarily through sieving. Typically, MF does not require
pretreatment beyond approximately 500-mum prefiltration. Because MF is not an effective stand-alone
technology for removal of arsenie, capital and O&M cost estimates for MF are not provided in this

chapter.

392 TDhirafiltration

Ultrafiltration is a low-pressure membranc process which removes contaminants from a feed
streamprimarily through sieving. Typically, UF does nut require pretreatment beyond approximately
200-mn prefiltration. UF has the benefit of being lower in both capital and O&M costs than high-
pressure membrane processes. Because UF is not an effective stand-alone technology for remaval of
arsenic, capital and O&M cost estimates for UF are not provided in this chapter.

3.93 Nanofiltration

Nanofiltration is a high-pressure membratie prucess capable of significant arsenic removal.
NF removes contaminants from a feed stream primarily through a combination of diffusion and sieving
mechanizmsg. Typically, NF requires pretreatment to remove suspended solids and other foulants from
the feed stream. NI has greater arsenic removal capabilities than low-pressure membrane processes,
however, capital and OSM costs for NF are usually greater than equivalent costs for low-pressure
pracesses. Due to decreased removal efficiency when operated at higher recoveries, NF is not yet
demonstrated to be a reliable treatment for arsenic. Because NF is not an eflective stand-alone
technology for remaval of arsenic, capital and Q&M cost estimates for NF are not provided in this

chapter.
3.9.4 Reverse Osmosis
Reverse Osmosis is a high- pressure membrane process which removes dissolved contaminants

from a feed stream primarily through diffusion rather than physical straining. RO requires 4 high

3-36
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quality feed stream and often requires substantial pretreatment to remove suspended solids and other
foulants. RO also ofien requires pH adjustment after the membrane process and may require the
addition of an anii-scalant before the membrane process. For the purpose of this analysis, costs were
not provided for a substantial pre-treatment system, other than the anti-scalant system. RO hag the
benefit of greater arsenic removal compared to low-pressure membrane processes, but is typically
assaciated with higher capital and O&M costs. Costs are not provided for RO becanse other options
are more cost effective and have much smaller waste streams. RO may be cost eftective if removal
of other contaminants is needed and water quantity is not a concern.

Both the V8S Model and the W/W Cost Model included cost estimation for RO. Since the
W/W Cost Model was assembled, however, R( spiral-wound membrane inodule costs have
decreased by approximately 50 percent. For this reagan, the membrane module portion of the capital
costs can be reduced by 50 porcent. The membrane replacement portion of the O&M costs can also
be reduced by 50 percent to account for reductions in membrane costs. The W/W Cost Model for RO
was only valid up to a capacity of 200 mgd. ‘Ihe model also makes an assumption that recovery is 80
percent for syaterns of 1 to 10 mgd, and 85 pcreent for systems larger than 10 mgd.

3.10 GREENSAND FILTRATION

Greensand filiration is an oxidation filtration process that has demonstrated cffcctiveness for
the remaoval of arsenic. The greensand filtration medivin is produced by treating glanconite sund with
KMnO, until the granular material (sand) is coated with a layer of manganese oxides, particularly
manganese dioxide. Arsenic compounds displace species from the manganese oxide (preswinably OH
and H;0), becoming bound to the greensand surface - in effect an exchange of ions. The oxidative
nature of the manganese surface converts As(IIf) to As(V), and As(V) is adsorbed to the sm:f‘acc.

The VSS model was used for estimating greensand filtration capital and O&M  costs.
Greensand filtration costs were not includsd in either the Water Model or the W/W Model. This
technology is considered to be a small systems technology and as a result costs were not estimated for
larger systems. This technology could be effectively operated in larger system sizes, butcost dataare
1ot readily available. The key parameter is the raliv of svurce water jron and arsenic. If high

3-57
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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Washington, DC 20460

Presented by:
Science Applications Tnternational Corporatinn

1710 Goodridge Drive
MecLean, VA 22102

May 1999

EPA Contract No. 68-C6-0059; Work Assignment No, 1-22
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Table 4-9a, Capital and Q&M Costs for Packed Tower Aeration (PTA)
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44,919 36,367 0.007 1,674

007 63,501 52,001 68,425 56,927 0.017 2,059

0.1 77,308 62,832 83,500 69,024 0.028 2,316

0.31 117,716 92,852 128,424 103,560 0.091 3456
0.75 180,340 140,076 197,882 157,618 0.240 577 4,306 5,847 438)
2.20 415,326 314,198 456,938 355 816 0.820 14,128 10,122 14,453 10,447
7.80 1,057,889 695,559 | 1,154,142 791,812 3.300 54,432 35,174 55,960 37,302
23.00 3452713 | 2,063,633 | 3,745,140 | 2.356,060 | 11.000 173,419 108,665 178,691 113,940
£1.00 10,199,394 | 5,881,980 | 11,053,507 | 6,836,000 |  44.000 662,207 423,362 678,558 440213
100.00 12256307 | 6994577 | 13352424 | 8,000,604 | 56.000 $43,648 542,329 $65.957 564,637

Note: Basc costs do not inchude indireet items (permitting, lend, pre-treatment, post-treatment)
Redundancivs arc factored inte the buse technology cosls above.
(1) Clearwell detention time.
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MEMARANE PRACTICES FOR WATCR TREATMENT

mnelaked Membrane Equipment Cost

Cust ($/gpd) = 0.6946 x Gapacity (mgd} "

Pani Capaoity {mgd)

Figu{e 4 Unit installed cquipment cost of membrane filtration plants

The design flux is dependent on feedwater quality and may be
determined during pilot testing.

MEMBRANE FILTRATION PLANT CONSTRUCTION COST

* Membeane treatment plant construction cost is dependent on the

membrane equipment cost, configuration and pretreatraent neces-
sary, site conslraints, and the building requirements of the facility.
The plants surveyed have a range of pretreatment requirements
depending on the source water quality. Some of the surveyed
mernbrane plants required more costly site preparation. because of
existing facilities, while others required special building construc-

‘tion to meet local area needs. These factors have a large impact on

the overall unit construction cost of the membrane filtration
plants.

Figurce 5 shows the total membrane water treatrment plant
(WTP) construction cost in dollars per gallon of installed mem-
brane. capacity (S/gpd). The plant construction data shown in
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Figure 5 Unit W'LP construction cost of mem!

data shown in Figure 4. This is due to the
water quality and thercfore pretreatment pr
the plants. An economy of scale exists for tt
the plants as they increasc in capacity to o
mgd, the membrane equipment cost bec
percent of the total construction cost of th
plant. As plant capacity increascs, the econ
less significant (see Figure 6).

Figure & shows the membranc equipm
the total membrane plant construction
equipment cost of small plants below 3 mg
the total plant construction cost. As pla
percentage of the total plant cost from
increases t0 neatly 50 percent of the tofal
mentioncd above, as plant size increases, |
cost becomes the most signiflicant porti
equipment cost. Therefore, the membrane s
little economy of scale, becomes 'r.he dnvin
plants.
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TABLE 7
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE
GRANT PARK STAND-ALONE WATER TREATMENT PLANT
0.6 MGD IRON REMOVAL AND MEMBRANE SOFTENING

ITEM COST

Iron removal equipment:

Vertical Pressure Filters $ 125,000

Installation Costs $ 31,250

Contractor Overhead & Profit $ 25000

Subtotal $ 181,250
Membrane softening equipment $ 600,000
Chilorination system $ 25,000
Pumping equipment $ 200,000
Building {10,000 sq. ft. slab on grade) $ 250,000
Stand-by Generator $ 100,000

Subtotal - Contruction $ 1,356,250

Percentage Based Construction Items Assumed %

Process Piping 10% $ 135,625

HVAC 10% $ 135,625

Electrical 15% $ 203,438

instrumentation & Controis 15% $ 203,438

Sitework and Yard Piping 10% $ 135,625

Subtotal $ 2,170,000

Contingency 20% $ 434,000

Estimated Construction Cost $ 2,604,000

Engineering/Legal/Administration 15% $ 390,600

Total Project Cost $ 2,995,000

CHI - 1317902v1
(WD 1.17)



TABLE 8
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE
GRANT PARK STAND-ALONE WATER TREATMENT PLANT
WATER TREATMENT PLANT PLUS OFFSITE COSTS

ITEM COST
Water Treatmen Plant

Iron Removal and Softening (See Table 7) $ 3,000,000
Radon Removal (Packed Tower Aeration) $ 200,000

Subtotal $ 3,200,000
Land Costs: 2 Ac. @ $25,000 per Acre ' $ 50,000
Ground Storage Tank:

2,500 gpm for 2 hr = 300,000 gallons $ 250,000
Raw Water Transmission Mains:

5,000 ft. @ $50/ft. $ 250,000

Total Project Costs $ 3,750,000

CHI - 1317904v1
(WD 1.17)
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CIWC Exhibit 3.0

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 02-0480

RESPONSE OF CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY

TO ICC DATA REQUEST NO. WD 1.19

Witness Responsible: Thomas J. Bunosky
Company: Consumers Illinois Water Company
Job Title: Vice President
Phone Number: 815-935-8800 Ext. 530

WD 1.19 Provide workpapers, memorandums, and/or studies utilized by Mr. Bunosky
to support his statement on page 6 of his draft testimony (lines 126 through
128) “ customers in Grant Park will, within ten years and thereafter, provide
a rate of return on investment in the System that is at or above the presently
allowed rater of return.’

RESPONSE: The attachment (support for CIWC Exhibit D) illustrates that Grant Park
customers will, for Year 10 and thereafter, provide a rate of return (9.50%)

on investment in the system that is at or above the presently allowed rate of
return (9.10%). See Attachment.

CHI-1314145v1




[CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER Cu |
INCOME STATEMENT & 20-YEAR PRU FORMA
20-YEAR AMORTIZATION OF NEGATIVE ACQUISITION AD..
ACQUIBITION, VILLAGE OF GRANT PARK
EXHIBIT A
Year 1 Your 2 Your 7 Yoar 8 Your § Year 10 Year 11 Yasr 12 Year 13 Yanr 14 Yeor 15 Year 16 Yeuar 17 Your 18 Yoar 19 Year 20
DESCRIPTION 2003 2004 2005 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2020 2021 2022 2023 ABSUMPTIONS
Number of 584 [¥] 867 283 946 1003 1063 1127 1184 1268 1342 1423 1508 1594 1694 1796 1804 3.0%/ Yoar: 3.3% histroical growth per 1990 - 2000 Census
No. New 34 36 38 51 54 57 60 64 88 72 76 81 (3 20 3 102 108
[Kankskes Weler Rates
IPS Rate 2.500% 0.000% 2.500% 2.500% 0.000% 2 500% 2.500% 0.000% | 2.500% 2.500%
General Rate Requests 18.00% 15.00% 10,00%
[Customes Chame 0.50 12.39 2.39 39 4.25 4.25 14.25 15.67 .87 .67
(Water Usage Charoe (5,000 avg. consy 1.70 13.81 3.4 .81 5.88 5.88 15.88 .46 .46 48
Public: Fire Protection 2.40 83 2.832 83 3.26 12 126 .58 .58 .58
QIPS 0.52 .00 0.73 .73 .00 0.83 0.83 .00 .82 .92
Total Ava. Monthly Water 8Il1 2282 28.03 2.75 22.75 33.38 .22 34.22 36.72 37.64 37.64
39,426,960 | 30,855,178 | 39.691.088 | 35,835,154 | 39,087,863 40,149,735 | 40.321,319 | 40,503,198 | 40,895,990
197,167 208,034 21 614 270,181 286,448 303,676 354,134 | 375,430 394,003 464,124 482,024 521,500 808,241 544,793 683,539 844,957 $95.718 1,044,477 15% Rats Requesis 2003 & 2006, Efl_2004 & 2007
21,383 22,668 24,026 32,908 38,37 40,873 43.113 50,270 53.286 56.484 85,860 89,811 74,000 26,284 41,461 96,949 113,042 119,828
0 7.207 7555 10,041 12,182 12,817 Q 15,801 16,420 [] 20,030 21,103 [] 25,792 27,198 [] 2.5% QIPS Surchame in non-case yosrs
4720 4720 4720 5,428 5, 5, 5571 8,568 8,568 8,363 7.228 7225 7.225 7.947 7,947 7.947 8.742 8742
21270 243.827 257,916 304,907 332,483 352,083 398,475 434,285 453,904 520,962 557 479 901,089 681,325 741,858 785,367 1301 970457 1,027,812 1,166,261 1,238,405
[ [] [ 0 [] 0 0 [] [ 0 [] [] [] 0 0
0 [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] 0 [] [] []
[ [ [] [] [] [ [] [] [ [] [} [] [} [] []
3,844 178 3,086 3,982 4,10 4,224 | 4,351 4,481 4,818 4,754 4897 5,044 5195 5.351 551 (X 5,847 8.022 8,203 8,389 [S00MG
2,429 2,502 2577 2,854 2.7 2318 2,900 87 3.077 3.168 3,285 3,382 3,463 3,567 3,674 3,784 3.898 4015 4,135 4.258 1380MG
[] [ [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] 0 [] [] [] [] [] [] [] []
[] 0 [] [} [] [] [ [} [] 0 [] [] [] [] [] [} [] [] [] []
3.240 3,435 3,641 3.858 4,081 4,336 4,597 4872 165 , 475 803 151 , 520 812 326 766 | Z32 728 249 804\ Public Works Consultant (DPW) in Years 1- 3; & mainbreak repairs.
848 (1] 728 172 [31] 14 e T4 033 095 161 | 230 382 465 553 646 745 850 [§ 1/Customer
Bl RemovalHmii 1,729 1.787 1,793 1,798 1,805 1.812 1,820 1.827 1 | 44 854 | AT4 885 857 ) 922 .36 il 966 .83
‘GPU Bllling Services 3821 3,838 4,069 4313 4,571 4,848 5,138 5,445 3711 118 485 3.874 286 T3 187 678 189 1,750 10,335 10,958 11,813 |36 10/Customer
Pavernant & Lewn 1,000 1,030 1,081 1,083 1128 1,159 1,194 1,230 1,267 ,308 344 384 428 , 469 | 513 558 605 ,853 702 754 306 | 1 Mainbreak: on aversge per DPW-~ 13 miles of w.m.
LEASES [] [] [] [] 0 [] [] 0 [] [
[QUPPLIES 5,936 8,481 6,470 7,282 718 182 673 183 1,745 10,330 10,948 11,606 12,303 13.04% 13,823 14,853 15,332 16,464 17,452 18,459 18.508 |$10/Customer
[TRANSPORTATION "3 240 968 997 027 058 ,090 122 156 181 226 | 263 301 340 ,380 422 464 508 1,554 600 548 |Add? mileage - 3 roundirips per week ).328
INSURANCE 1,000 1.030 1,064 1,093 L1268 ,159 194 230 ,308 |, 344 384 428 489 513 558 805 853 1,702 754 808 |35 50/Customer
BAD DEBT EXPENSE <] 1,118 1.218 1,290 ,525 662 780 992 2171 ,300 2.605 . 837 ,005 ,407 708 3.928 AST A51 3,139 531 192 0.5% of Gross Revenus
OTHER EXPENSES:
594 829 707 749 794 42 893 46 1003 1063 1427 1,194 1,266 1,342 1423 1,508 1,598 1.654 1,798 1,904 |31/Customer
Charitable 584 829 707 749 T4 842 333 946 1003 1063 1427 1,194 1,266 1,342 1.4 1.508 1,588 1,694 1.796 1.904 |$1/Customer
Phons ] 0 0 0 0 [] ) 0 [No add phone sxpense - local colls.
Computer & Office [] 0 [] 0 [] []
Postage 0 [
Heating & Eisciric 1 Elevatad Towar - nol heated
Dues’ [ [] 0 [ ] [ [ [ [] 0 [] [ [] 0
Mis. 6,160 6,345 8535 8. 731 8,833 T4 7.355 1576 7,803 8.03; 4,279 4,527 3,783 9,046 2,318 9,597 9,885 10,182 10,48 10.802 11,126 |$71/Customer - Kankakee avernoe
Capitalized Overhaads [] 0 [} [] 0 [] [] [ [] [] [] 0 [] [] [] 0
Tolal tiona & Malntenance 21,040 33,787 35,285 X vx) 38,387 40,353 42,150 44,168 46,224 48,225 50,708 53118 55,500 58,394 81.235 84,126 67,484 70817 74,219 781 82,004
‘Amortization of Acauleition Adiustment (83.897): 153.887) (53,897) {53,897} (53.887T)|  (83,807)] {53,897) 53.887) (53.397) {53,887) {33,807) {53,887} {53,897} { 53,897} {33.897) 153,887) {53.497) []
‘Amortized Tank Painting [] [] [] [] [ [] 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
yepracistion 70,008 70.652 72,582 74,612 75284 77,784 50,378 81.175 84,278 38.457 92,390 96,408 97,630 102,535 107,710 109,082 115,261 121,808 123,416 125,608 |2 84% Composite Rate
‘wxen + Other [] [] [] [] [ [] [] [] [] [] [] [} [ [] ['] [] [] [] [] [
apital irvestment Tax [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [ [ 1 2 3 4 5 [] 7 [] 8 ]0.433% of Rate Base
‘aderal Tares 18,393) 11,463 17,104 20,676 25,548 43,295 44,682 58,211 89,418 95,406 108,004 117,808 1 160,822 172,797 210,030 2312 248,017 283,289 314,421 _| 35% effactive miv
State Tuxea 3,838) {1.086) ) 261 2.399 3520 3,719 58312 728 11.026 12,957 14,254 17,916 20,450 2175 27,539 30,868 33,1588 38,533 45,295 |4.8% offective rate
Total Othet Expenses 6,158 7152 35,535 41,852 55,304 70,682 5,879 103.301 118,080 152,032 mn 185,861 215,884 240,813 259,789 202,739 325,357 350,089 402,349 485,331
‘Operating Income 129,169 162,331 1T 7 179,441 207,005 2 448 224,024 251,006 289,962 8225 107 359,429 407,047 439,711 461,951 531,008 573,983 603,504 885,722 671,070
Minority Interest of Subs [] 0 [] [] [] [ [] [] [] [ [] (3 [ [] [] [] [] [] [] [] 0
[] [ 0 [] 0 [] [] [] 0 [] [] [] [] [] [} [] [] [] [} []
[] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] []
162,31 172,807 179,444 207,005 221,448 224,024 251,008 288,962 282,508 318,225 343,107 356,820 407,047 439,711 481,851 531,008 573,983 603,504 685,722 674,070
87,148 87,146 87,14 87,148 $7.144 87,146 87,14 87,148 YA 87,146 37144 A7, 146 47,146 §7.146 87,146 87,14 87,144 87,148 87,148 aT.146 | 50% Debt on Rate Base i@ 6% Average Cost of Capital
[] [
[] 0
87,144 7,44 37,148 87,14 A7 44 87,148 $7.14 27,148 87.14 87,14 2714 87,14 BT, 146 87,146 27,14 87,144 87144 87,146 2714 8714
75,185 A5,881 92,295 119,358 134,302 136,878 183,860 182,818 185,339 231,078 255,962 272,683 318,801 352,568 374,008 443,952 486,837 516,358 598,576 583.924
[] [] [] [] [] [ (3 [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [} [] [] 0
75,188 25,881 92,205 119,859 134,302 136,678 163,880 182.818 185,358 231,078 255962 272,683 319,904 352,566 374,808 443,952 496,837 516,358 598,576 583,924
[] [] [] 0 [ Q 0 [} [] 0 [] [] [ 0 [] [} [] 0 [] []
75188 B8S.681 EE 119,459 134,302 136,078 163,860 182.816 185,359 21,078 255.962 272,683 319,901 352,566 374.808 443,852 486,837 516,358 588,576 583,924
1,454,737 1,481,844 1,510,036 1,512,068 1,547,087 1,583,300 1, 818 1,628,365 1.4 431 1,674,183 1,720,674 1,728,874 1,728,674 1.728,674 1,728,674 1,728, 674 1,728,674 1,728,574 1.728.674 1,728,674 {150% Debito-Eammty
517T% 5.78% 811% T.83% 1.85% 1.85% 10.34% 11.23% 11.67% 13.80% 14.81% 15.77% 18.51% 20.40% 21.88% 25.68% 28.16% 2.3™% 34.63% 23.78%
2,909,473 2,963,688 3.020.071 3,024,136 3,346,862 3,348,365 3,457, M7 3,570,258 3,588.522 3,706,873 3,844,948 4,018,410 4,198,430 4,189,807
{12,582} {74.812) (75.284) {77,764 {88.497) 192,380 {96,485} (97,630) {102,535) {107.710) {109,062) {115,281) 1121,808) 123.418) {125,608}
53,897 53,897 53,897 53,897 53,297 53,897 353,897 53,897 53, 53,897 53,397 53,887 53,897 -
22852 24011 25452 26879 36,103 38.270 40,566 43,000 45,580 4.5 51,213 54208 57,543 80,996 64,856
- 50,448 - 66 946 - 109, 114,840 - 140,208 147,723 - 180,542 180,388 - 13,358
AT3 2,963,388 3,020,074 138 3,094,194 3,248,365 3,457,347 3,570,255 3,569,522 3,708,673 3,848 8858 3,844,046 4,010,410 4,198,430 4,188, 907 4,147,313
5.58% 3.53% 5.54% B.85% T.15% 2.50% 9.92% 10.08% 11.40% 11.86% 12.00% 13.01% 14.28% 14.37% 16.37% 16.18%
g_‘—s XY T T M X ) MY S X 7Y MR M X1 s 0% 230%

CHI - 1314852v1
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VILLAGE OF GRANT PARK ACQUISITION

-

Capital Investments:
Cash Tender $ -
Additional:

Purchase Meter Inventory (350) $ -

Other | $ -
Cash Tender $ 66,000

Closing Cost (not to exceed) $ -
Total Cash Tender $ 66,000

l
Capital Improvements:
Interconnect w/ Kankakee Water System (20" water main extension):

47,520 LF Transmission Main (Diversatech to GP) $ 1,661,858
Labor & O/H - Transmission Main $ 330,000
Booster Station $ 300,000
Engineering/CAD/Staking $ 110,000
Easements $ 137,000
Permits $ 50,000
Legal Fees $ 75,000
Original Cost Study $ 20,000
ICC Filing Debt Issuance Fees $ 5,000
Organization $ 50,000
Contingency $ 100,000
Beginning Rate Base| $ 2,904,858

CHI - 1314652v1
Attachment to WD 1.19 (support for Exhibit D)




CIWC Exhibit 3.0

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 02-0480

RESPONSE OF CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY

TO ICC DATA REQUEST NO. WD 1.23

Witness Responsible:

Thomas J. Bunosky

Company: Consumers Illinois Water Company
Job Title: Vice President
Phone Number: 815-935-8800 Ext. 531
WD 1.23 Based Exhibit C of Mr. Bunosky’s draft testimony, if CIWC constructs the

additional facilities to correct the Environmental violations, would the
existing customers being served by Kankakee subsidize these facilities?

RESPONSE: No. As demonstrated in Exhibit D, over a reasonable period of time, existing
customers being served by Kankakee will not subsidize these facilities. The
Exhibit shows that, within ten years and for all years thereafter, customers in
Grant Park paying rates set for the Kankakee Division provide a rate of
return above the level of the presently authorized rate of return. This
calculation includes in the rate base for Grant Park all costs related to the
Systems Improvements, including the environmental facilities shown on

CIWC Exhibit C.

CHI-1318740v2



CIWC Exhibit 3.0

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

DOCKET NO. 02-0480

RESPONSE OF CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY

TO ICC DATA REQUEST NO. WD 1.27

Witness Responsible: Thomas J. Bunosky
Company: Consumers Illinois Water Company
Job Title: Vice President
Phone Number: 815-935-8800 Ext. 530

WD 1.27 If the revenues set forth on CIWC Exhibit D of Mr. Bunosky’s Draft
Testimony, does not include miscellaneous charges, such as connection fees,
please provide all the rates an[d]/or charges that the Village of Grant Park
asses[ses] its customers they serve. Also, if additional charges and/or fees
are asses[sed] to the Grant Park customers outside of the Village limits please
provide.

RESPONSE: CIWC Exhibit D shows the rate of return on CIWC’s investment in the Grant
Park system when the Kankakee Division rates are applied in Grant Park.
Grant Park recently imposed a connection fee of $1,100 per residential
connection, but as indicated, Grant Park fees and charges are not used in
developing CIWC Exhibit D. CIWC does not impose a connection fee. The
Village of Grant Park does not serve water customers outside of the Village’s
corporate limits.

CHI-1318741v2
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