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I. WITNESS INTRODUCTION 6 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 7 

A. My name is Jeffrey Kaiser.  My business address is 100 North Water Works 8 

Drive, Belleville, IL 62223. 9 

Q2. Are you the same Jeffrey Kaiser who previously filed testimony in this 10 

proceeding? 11 

A. Yes I am. 12 

II. PURPOSE OF SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 13 

Q3. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 14 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to rebut the testimony of Mr. Aaron E. Fundich 15 

on behalf of the Village of Homer Glen filed in this docket, and to respond to the 16 

testimony of Staff witness Lazare regarding a direct measurement demand study. 17 

III. ___ 18 
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 100 

Q11.  101 

 102 

 103 

 104 

A.  105 

 106 

 107 

   Furthermore, while I do agree that the expansion of the Chickasaw WRF to 108 

1.27 MGD is nearly double the proposed expansion recommended in 1995,  the 109 

1995 report cited by Mr. Fundich is over 14 years old.  More current information 110 

must be considered.  As Mayor Daley stated on page 3 of his testimony, the 111 

Village has “…been experiencing tremendous growth” since this 1995 report was 112 

completed. Because of this growth the current average monthly flows at the 113 

Chickasaw WRF have increased significantly and already regularly exceed the 114 

1.0 MGD capacity recommended by the 1995 report.  115 

   I also do not agree with Mr. Fundich’s statement that not implementing the 116 

diversions discussed in the 1995 report would nearly double the cost of this 117 

project. Mr. Fundich himself stated in his testimony on page 4 that “…increased 118 
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IEPA wastewater regulations since that time have caused treatment costs to 119 

escalate exponentially…”. Because of these increased IEPA requirements, the 120 

necessary improvements to the plant are far beyond a simple addition of capacity 121 

to the existing treatment system envisioned in 1995. These increased regulations 122 

require a new treatment process to be implemented and as such, these 123 

regulations are the main driver of the cost of the plant improvements. In effect, 124 

the entire plan must be rebuilt to meet the new requirements, in addition to the 125 

expansion needed to increase capacity.  In addition, specific requirements of the 126 

Village of Homer Glen (such as odor control, bike paths, fencing, landscaping, 127 

irrigations systems, and sound attenuation), which were required at the recently 128 

completed Oak Valley WRF, are anticipated to add nearly 25 percent to the cost 129 

of the Chickasaw WRF project. These changed circumstances and requirements 130 

since 1995 mean the cost to add 0.27 MGD of additional capacity to the 1.0 MGD 131 

capacity as recommended in 1995, is a relatively minor cost to the project 132 

compared to the regulatory and municipal requirements.   133 

Q12. Does Mr. Fundich agree that increased IEPA wastewater treatment 134 

regulations have caused treatment costs to escalate significantly? 135 

A. Yes.  Mr. Fundich’s acknowledges that the main cost of treatment is due to 136 

increased regulations and the anticipated cost of the Chickasaw expansion now 137 

exceeds $9,000,000.  As stated above, the increased IEPA regulations are the 138 

main driver of the proposed Chickasaw WRF improvement cost. As also stated 139 

previously, the requirements of the Village of Homer Glen, which added 140 

approximately $2 million (20%) to the cost of the Oak Valley WRF, are 141 
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anticipated to be added to the cost of the Chickasaw WRF. The additional 0.27 142 

capacity is only an incremental increase when compared to the more significant 143 

project cost necessary to meet the new regulations and municipal requirements.  144 

Q13. Mr. Fundich states on page 4 that “The cost for the simple sewer 145 

constructions required for the two diversions, while likely higher than 1995 146 

estimated costs, are far lower the additional cost of the Chickasaw plant 147 

expansion proposed by IAWC.”  Do you agree? 148 

A. Not entirely.  I would agree that the sewer diversion costs are lower than the 149 

plant improvement cost, but would again point out that much of the diversion 150 

work is already complete and significant plant improvements will be necessary 151 

regardless of the status of the Cook County diversion project. As Mr. Fundich 152 

pointed out in his testimony, the “increased IEPA wastewater treatment 153 

regulations since that time [1995] have caused treatment costs to escalate 154 

exponentially” and IAWC must meet these new regulations regardless of the 155 

diversion of flow. Also, as I stated above, the cost to divert flow to MWRDGC is 156 

estimated to be $1.9 million, likely far more than the incremental cost to treat the 157 

Cool County area flow at the Chickasaw WRF.   158 

Q14. Mr. Fundich expresses concern that “the collection system is prone to 159 

excessive levels of infiltration and inflow.”  Is the Company addressing 160 

inflow and infiltration in its planning? 161 

A. Yes.   162 

Q15. What is IAWC currently doing to address infiltration and inflow? 163 
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A. As presented in this rate case, IAWC is spending approximately $5 million dollars 164 

on I/I removal programs throughout the Chicago Metro District in 2009.  165 

Currently, IAWC is performing sewer lining and other rehabilitation on sewers in 166 

the Waycinden and Country Club service areas, as well as hydraulic monitoring 167 

(flow measurement) and hydraulic modeling of the Homer and DuPage service 168 

areas in preparation for sewer rehabilitation programs of these sewer systems. 169 

Approximately $1.5 million of this $5 million is planned for the Homer and 170 

DuPage sewer systems in 2010.  171 

Q16. Mr. Fundich discusses “a cost-effective point whereby the cost of 172 

removing a certain amount of I/I is far less expensive than constructing 173 

additional WRF capacity to unnecessarily treat extraneous flows.  Do you 174 

agree such a point exists? 175 

A. I agree but point out that the converse of Mr. Fundich’s statement is also true,  176 

that there is the same point at which treating the I/I is a less expensive option 177 

than removing it.  I also agree that the cost of treating wastewater has risen 178 

significantly, and that  some decreases in I/I removal costs have occurred due to 179 

competition in the sewer lining industry. I do not agree, however, that an 180 

“exponential decrease in I/I removal costs” has occurred.  Currently, IAWC is 181 

spending between $29 and $49 per foot of sewer for I/I reduction efforts in the 182 

Chicago Metro area. These costs are dependent upon the size and condition of 183 

the sewers, the type of rehabilitation performed, the number of manholes, and 184 

several other factors such as vehicular traffic in the work area, and the volume of 185 

wastewater flow which must be bypass pumped around the work area. However, 186 
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using a $40 per foot average of this cost range, the estimated cost to complete I/I 187 

removal in only half of the 220,000 feet of sewer serving the Chickasaw WRF 188 

would require a $ 4.4 million investment. Utilizing Mr. Fundich’s method of 189 

calculation and his assertion of 275,000 gallons per day of I/I to be removed, the 190 

cost to remove this I/I would be $16.00 per gallon. This is much more than the 191 

estimated cost to rebuild and expand the Chickasaw WRF of $7.08 per gallon ($9 192 

million ÷ by 1.27 MGD). Mr. Fundich also fails to mention that, as IAWC has 193 

found throughout the Chicago Metro area, customer owned sewer laterals are a 194 

significant source of I/I and that IAWC has no control over the condition of these 195 

laterals. Depending on the condition of these laterals, the effectiveness of efforts 196 

to reduce I/I directly into the sewers is often significantly reduced due to the 197 

ground water and storm water finding alternative routes into the sewers through 198 

these privately owned sewer lateral connection points.  199 

Q17. Mr. Fundich asserts on page 5 that IAWC’s engineering reports do not 200 

perform an “analysis to determine whether it is less expensive to remove I/I 201 

from the system (thereby negating the need to treat a portion of the 202 

extraneous flows), or to expand Oak Valley and Chickasaw to the proposed 203 

levels.”  How do you respond? 204 

A. As stated previously, IAWC is currently in the midst of a significant $5 million 205 

effort to reduce I/I into our Chicago Metro District sewer systems. In addition, as 206 

stated above, such an analysis for the Chickasaw area suggests that treatment 207 

would be cheaper than I/I reduction.  208 
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Q18. Mr. Fundich states on page 5 that “an option to offload the treatment [of 209 

Chickasaw] to another service provider’ was investigated.  However, 210 

updated investigations of the diversion recommendations made in 1995 211 

were not.”  Is this correct? 212 

A. This is not correct. As stated above, the diversion of these flows was reviewed in 213 

the development of the 2008 Chickasaw WRF engineering report cited 214 

previously. In this updated report, it was determined that the diversion of the 215 

Pebble Creek Lift station to the Oak Valley WRF should be completed and the 216 

wastewater flows from this area were not included in the future projected flows to 217 

the Chickasaw WRF. And in fact, the Company has already installed the 218 

forcemain and sewer extensions necessary to complete this diversion which was 219 

awaiting completion of the Oak Valley WRF project. The Company has also 220 

completed diversion of the Old Oak West subdivision to the Oak Valley WRF. 221 

The diversion of additional flow to the MRWDGC was not included in the final 222 

recommendations of the 2008 report, and as stated previously, the estimated 223 

cost to complete this diversion to the Lemont MWRDGC connection point $1.9 224 

million or $3.3 million if it is necessary to connect to the MWRDGC sewer in 225 

Orland Park. These costs are far higher than the cost to include treatment 226 

capacity for this flow in the Chickasaw WRF expansion project.  227 

Q19. What does Mr. Fundich have to say about alternatives to the Chickasaw 228 

plant? 229 

A. Mr. Fundich states on page 5 that he “concur[s] that offloading the entire 230 

Chickasaw plant to the nearest publicly owned, plant wouldn’t be feasible due to 231 
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insufficient capacity and 4.7 mile distance from Chickasaw.”  However, he also 232 

states that “the diversions recommended in 1995 consist of diverting only a 233 

portion of the Chickasaw flow (0.27 MGD) to Oak Valley and a nearby MWRD 234 

interceptor sewer, and these diversions would involve relatively inexpensive force 235 

main construction lengths of only 1.5 miles each.  In conjunction with an effective 236 

I/I removal program, these diversions may be enough to eliminate the need for 237 

the costly WRF expansion altogether.”   238 

Q20. Do you agree with his conclusion? 239 

A. No, I do not agree with his conclusion. As Mayor Daley stated on page 3 of his 240 

testimony, the Village has “been experiencing tremendous growth”. If the entire 241 

0.27 MGD Mr. Fundich suggests is diverted from the Chickasaw WRF, the plant 242 

would still be operating in excess of its IEPA permitted average monthly flow 243 

limits (as I discuss further below). These increased flows from previous growth, 244 

combined with the increased regulatory requirements Mr. Fundich discusses in 245 

his testimony, as well as the age of the Chickasaw WRF (now nearly 35 years 246 

old) will require substantial improvements whether or not the diversions are 247 

completed. In addition, as discussed in Section 3 of the 2008 Chickasaw WRF 248 

engineering report, the diversion of the Pebble Creek Lift Station and the Old 249 

Oak West subdivision from the tributary area of the Chickasaw WRF is reflected 250 

in the projection of future flow to the WRF.  Mayor Daley also indicates on page 2 251 

of his testimony that the Village anticipates growth of roughly 68 percent by the 252 

year 2030. This level of growth would require the Chickasaw WRF to have a 253 

capacity of approximately 1.85 MGD by 2030, the end of the current planning 254 



IAWC Ex. 3.00SR (Rev.) 

 -12-  
 

period for the facility.  Finally, I would add that IEPA has recommended the 255 

Chickasaw WRF be placed on “Restricted Status”. If the planned improvements 256 

for the Chickasaw WRF are not completed, the future growth suggested by the 257 

Mayor will most likely be prohibited by IEPA. 258 

Q21. Mr. Fundich states on page 6 that “Mr. Kaiser’s statement that ‘the 259 

[Chickasaw] plant’s average loading rate has been over 1.0 MGD since 260 

2004’ is misleading, and inconsistent with data presented in the November 261 

2008 engineering report submitted to CMAP to support its proposed 262 

Chickasaw WRF expansion.”  How do you respond? 263 

A. As clearly illustrated in the graph below, the data presented in Appendix A to the 264 

November 2008 report titled ‘Chickasaw Hills Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) 265 

Improvements – Engineering Report’ shows that the average monthly flow to the 266 

Chickasaw WTP was at least 1.0 MGD for 17 of the 42 months listed. This 267 

average monthly flow along with the daily maximum flow are the regulatory limits 268 

listed in the NPDES permit for the facility. The data indicates that this average 269 

monthly flow exceeded 1.0 MGD at least 40 percent of the time and exceeded 270 

the plant’s 0.7 MGD permitted capacity nearly 98 percent of the time.  In addition, 271 

the IEPA has noted in their January 2009 inspection report, that even the 272 

average flow in the three lowest months is in excess of the plant’s rated hydraulic 273 

capacity and they recommend Restricted Status should be considered.   274 
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 275 

Q22. Mr. Fundich states on page 6 that the Chickasaw average monthly flow is 276 

0.95 MGD from 2004-2007. Is this correct? 277 

A. This is not correct. What Mr. Fundich has presented in his testimony are 278 

apparently the yearly averages of the monthly average flows and an average of 279 

the yearly averages of the data presented in Appendix A to the 2008 report.  280 

These are not the “average monthly flows” for the Chickasaw WRF as he states 281 

in his testimony.  The IEPA regulates treatment facilities in part based upon daily 282 

and average monthly discharge (or flow).  Per the IEPA ‘Attachment H Standard 283 

Conditions Definitions’, the Average Monthly Discharge is defined as “average of 284 

daily discharges over a calendar month.” This is not an average of monthly flows 285 

for the year as Mr. Fundich has suggested.  Based upon the IEPA regulatory 286 

definition and as demonstrated in the graph above, the Chickasaw plant average 287 

monthly flow was in excess of 1.0 MGD for 17 out of 42 months or approximately 288 

40 percent of the months (May 2004 through October 2007) included in 289 

November 2008 report. From a regulatory perspective this data does indicate the 290 

plant loading has consistently exceeded its currently permitted average loading 291 

rate of 0.7 MGD and that the loading rates have regularly been in excess of 1.0 292 

MGD since May of 2004 as stated in my previous testimony.   293 
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Q23. Mr. Fundich states on page 6 that “average residential customer in Homer 294 

Glen uses 77.25 gallons of water per capita per day (gpcd), and review of 295 

prior audits confirm that this figure was fairly consistent over the prior five 296 

years.”  Is this correct? 297 

A. This would be an average of all customers in the Homer Township service area 298 

and may not be representative of the customers in the Chickasaw WRF tributary 299 

area, and it would also ignore the contribution of the commercial businesses, 300 

municipal facilities and schools in this area.  Based upon information in the 301 

Illinois Department of Natural Resources 2008 Annual Water Use Audit Form, the 302 

IAWC Homer Township service area had an estimated population of 21,396, 303 

including an estimated 7,132 households, 158 commercial accounts, and had 304 

average daily water usage of 2.079 MGD. Based upon these numbers one can 305 

calculate that the average use per household is approximately 231 gallons per 306 

day and the average use per commercial account of 993 gallons per day. The 307 

service area also includes schools and other municipal facilities which use about 308 

10,000 gallons per day.  Dividing the residential usage by the population one 309 

could calculate an average usage per resident of 77.25 gallons per day. Dividing 310 

overall usage by the population would provide a per capita per day usage of 97 311 

gallons per day. I would add that plant records and the January  2009 IEPA 312 

inspection report indicate that the population tributary to the Chickasaw WRF to 313 

be estimated at 6700 and the average of the three  “low flow” months (typically 314 

the period of minimal I/I) to be 0.766 MGD, this would provide an average per 315 

capita flow of 114 gallons per day. Per capita usage numbers are influenced by 316 
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variables such as actual usage patterns of the residents of the tributary area, and 317 

the amount of commercial and institutional usage from facilities such as schools, 318 

day cares, medical facilities, restaurants, etc.  To accommodate these variables, 319 

and to provide an allowance for unavoidable Inflow and Infiltration (I/I), IEPA 320 

mandates in the Illinois Administrative Code Title 35 Part 370.310 and Part 321 

370.310 the design average flow for sewers or new treatment systems be at least 322 

100 gallons per capital per day, and the determination of design flows for existing 323 

treatment systems to "include both dry and wet weather flows.”  Thus I conclude 324 

the average per capita use per day cited by Mr. Fundich may be low. 325 

Q24. Mr. Fundich also states that “Based on the estimated population equivalent 326 

of 8,000 P.E. tributary to Chickasaw, a corresponding influent flow of 0.618 327 

MGD would be expected at the treatment plant on dry weather days.”  Do 328 

you agree? 329 

A. I do not agree. This 0.618 MGD number is based upon Mr. Fundich’s calculation 330 

of 77.25 average per capita usage and as stated above, this number is subject to 331 

several variables. Using the most recent low flow data (typically the dry weather 332 

flow) included in the February 2009 IEPA inspection report, the average flow for 333 

the three lowest months in 2008 was actually 0.766 MGD. In addition, as 334 

reported in the 2008 engineering report on page 3-1, the daily average flow 335 

during the three lowest flow months in the 3 years preceding the report was 0.82 336 

MGD.  It is unclear why Mr. Fundich has calculated a number of 0.618 MGD in 337 

lieu of using this factual information for dry weather flow.  338 
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Q25. Mr. Fundich also asserts on page 7 that “an additional average flow of 339 

275,000 gallons per day of I/I, or 29% of total plant influent, is unnecessarily 340 

treated at Chickasaw.”  How do you respond? 341 

A. This determination is predicated upon Mr. Fundich’s calculation of a per capita 342 

usage of 77.25 gallon per day, which, as explained above, is not representative 343 

of the Chickasaw service area. Using actual low flow data from the period 2005 344 

to 2007 cited in the 2008 engineering report, the average contribution of I/I to the 345 

plant is only 130,000 gallons per day or 14% of the total plant flow. This is less 346 

than half the level of I/I suggested by Mr. Fundich. In addition, I would suggest 347 

that, as stated in the IEPA design requirements for new sewers and treatment 348 

plants,  new sewer systems serving new development: 349 

“…shall be designed on the basis of design average flow of 350 

not less than 100 gallons per capita per day which is 351 

assumed to cover normal infiltration…”  352 

And for treatment plants serving new development the IEPA states  353 

“..shall be based upon a design average flow of at least 100 354 

gallons per capita , to which must be added industrial waste 355 

volumes.” 356 

In addition, for new sewers in previously developed areas the IEPA 357 

states 358 

 “For new sewers designed to serve existing developed 359 

areas, the design average flow (100 gpd) shall be 360 
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appropriately increased to allow for inflow/infiltration 361 

contributions…”  362 

Based upon this guidance from the regulatory agency that oversees wastewater 363 

collection and treatment for the State of Illinois, the inferred I/I levels currently in 364 

the  Chickasaw WRF service area, and  the levels proposed for the Chickasaw 365 

WRF expansion are within the range that the IEPA would find common for similar 366 

sewer systems.  367 

Q26. Mr. Fundich states on page 7 that “A combination of the flow diversions 368 

recommended in 1995, coupled with appropriate I/I reduction, would be far 369 

more cost-effective and may eliminate the need for expansion of the 370 

Chickasaw Plant, or at the very least, dramatically reduce the required 371 

scope of such an expansion.”  Do you agree? 372 

A. I do not agree. As previously stated, Mr. Fundich himself stated in his testimony 373 

on page 4 that “increased IEPA wastewater regulations since that time [1995] 374 

have caused treatment costs to escalate exponentially.” Because of these IEPA 375 

requirements, the necessary improvements to the plant are far beyond a simple 376 

addition of capacity to the existing treatment system envisioned in 1995. These 377 

increased regulations require a new treatment process to be implemented and as 378 

such, these regulations are the main driver of the cost of the plant improvements. 379 

In addition, specific requirements of the Village of Homer Glen such as odor 380 

control, bike paths, fencing, landscaping, irrigations systems, and sound 381 

attenuation which were required at the recently completed Oak Valley WRF are 382 

anticipated to add nearly 25 percent to the cost of the Chickasaw WRF project. 383 
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The incremental cost to add an additional capacity of 0.27 MGD to the 1.0 MGD 384 

capacity recommended in 1995 is a relatively minor cost compared to these 385 

regulatory and municipal requirements.  Finally as previously stated, the cost for 386 

I/I reduction IAWC has experienced elsewhere in the Chicago Metro area 387 

appears to be more costly than the associated capacity included in the proposed 388 

construction of the Chickasaw  WRF improvements. 389 

IV. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS LAZARE 390 

Q27. Does Mr. Lazare discuss his proposal for a direct measurement study in his 391 

surrebuttal? 392 

A. Yes.  He still recommends that IAWC perform a direct measurement study.  He 393 

acknowledges, however, that such a study would be more expensive than the 394 

indirect study the Company performed, and does not appear to contest the fact a 395 

direct measurement study would present operational concerns.   396 

Q28. With respect to his proposed direct measurement study, Mr. Lazare states 397 

on page 23 that “West Virginia American Water Company performed a 398 

direct study of ratepayer demands in a single year, 2008, at a total cost that 399 

was much less than the $1.86 million cited by IAWC for an Illinois study.”  400 

Why was the reported cost of the WV study much less? 401 

A. The $27,293 cost of the study reported was incorrect.  As Mr. Herbert states, the 402 

cost of the outside consultant was $54,000, which does not include the cost of 403 

meters or internal labor costs. It is also my understanding that the demand 404 

metering was completed for only 9 pump stations serving residential customers 405 

and 41 commercial/industrial/public users in two Districts of West Virginia, for a 406 

total of only fifty metering points. The results of the study for only two districts in 407 
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West Virginia were then applied to the other districts in the state.  This approach, 408 

when utilized by IAWC in Docket 07-0507 (in which IAWC measured demands in 409 

the Interurban District and applied those demands state-wide) was criticized by 410 

the Commission in that proceeding.  411 

   The West Virginia study metered only about 41 non-residential accounts in 412 

two districts or about 20 accounts per district. For IAWC to provide a comparable 413 

level of metering would require IAWC to meter more than  200 non-residential 414 

accounts, in order to develop demand factors to the study in each District. This 415 

would result in  five fold increase in cost for this one aspect of the study alone.  In 416 

addition, due to the topography and composition of the West Virginia districts 417 

studied, several pump stations are operated which serve primarily residential 418 

customers. These opportunities to isolate residential customers via pump 419 

stations (or metering stations) exist in a very few areas of the IAWC systems. 420 

Therefore considerable additional effort and cost would be required to identify, 421 

isolate, and meter the appropriate residential customers in each IAWC district. 422 

Thus, I conclude that there is no basis to compare the West Virginia study to the 423 

type of direct measurement study that IAWC would need to provide in order to 424 

develop demand factors for all its districts.  425 

Q29. What do you conclude regarding Mr. Lazare’s recommendation to conduct 426 

a direct measurement demand study? 427 

A. My previous testimony has not been changed by Mr. Lazare’s testimony. It is my 428 

contention that the direct measurement demand study for each district of IAWC 429 

would be far more costly than the current study IAWC has completed for each 430 
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district. A direct measurement study would also pose operational concerns. I also 431 

contend that because the direct measurement study would be more limited in 432 

duration, the data from the direct measured study would be significantly 433 

influenced by fluctuations in usage. The historically wet weather Illinois has 434 

experienced over the past two years as well as the economic conditions of the 435 

past year would mean the data collected under a direct measurement study may 436 

not be representative of actual peak usage conditions. It is because of these 437 

issues that the AWWA has developed and endorsed the methodology used by 438 

IAWC for the current study, which the Commission approved in Docket 08-0463. 439 

Q30. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 440 

A. Yes, it does. 441 


