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WITNESS IDENTIFICATION 1 

 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is William H. Atwood Jr.  My business address is 527 East Capitol 4 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois  62701. 5 

 6 

Q. Are you the same William H. Atwood Jr. who previously testified in this 7 

proceeding?  8 

A. Yes.  9 

 10 

INTRODUCTION 11 

Q What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?  12 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of 13 

Illinois-American Water Company (“Illinois-American”, “IAWC”, or the “Company”) 14 

witness Michael A. Smyth in regards to the sharing of the excess sewage flow 15 

overage charges for the Company’s Country Club District.   16 

 17 

COUNTRY CLUB DISTRICT - EXCESS SEWAGE FLOW OVERAGE CHARGES 18 

Q. In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Smyth states that you do not claim that the 19 

Country Club sanitary sewer system’s level of inflow and infiltration (“I/I”) 20 

is excessive or out of the ordinary, instead your proposed adjustment 21 

related to I/I is made in response to the terms of the sewage disposal 22 
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Agreement between the Company and the City of Elmhurst.  He further 23 

asserts no adjustment should be made.1  How do you respond? 24 

A. Mr. Smyth’s assertion regarding the basis of my proposed adjustment is 25 

incomplete.  As is clear from my direct testimony,2 my recommendation is based 26 

on a combination of factors which are also summarized at lines 51-63 below.  27 

These factors result in substantial costs being passed on to customers for 28 

additional measured sewage flows that they did not generate.  In effect, the 29 

customers are paying for service they did not have the benefit of.  30 

 31 

 In addition, the presence of 83 Ill. Adm. Code 655.50(b)(3)(C)3 certainly 32 

encourages the Commission and Staff to examine the issue of whether the 33 

purchased sewage rates charged to customers should include costs associated 34 

with I/I. 35 

 36 

Q.  Mr. Smyth asserts that situations that give rise to the penalty clause of the 37 

Elmhurst contract are primarily caused by wet weather that does not occur 38 

on a day-to-day basis and is therefore not imprudent on the part of the 39 

Company.4  Do you agree? 40 

A. Not entirely.  To the extent that wet weather results in situations where the 41 

measured sewage flows exceed the normal flow charge rate in the Agreement 42 

with Elmhurst, of course I agree.  As I’ve previously described I/I in this instant 43 

                                            
1
IAWC Ex. 2.0R at 1-2 

2
 ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 3-10 

3
 ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 10 

4
 IAWC Ex. 2.0R at 2-3 
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proceeding,5 wet weather precipitation is the source of surface and ground water 44 

that can result in I/I.  However, it is this water, combined with the defects in the 45 

Company’s sanitary sewer collection system, that result in the I/I carried by the 46 

sanitary sewers.   47 

 48 

 However, I do not agree with the Company’ contention that it has acted prudently 49 

since the excess sewage flow charges from I/I do not occur on a day-to-day 50 

basis.  As I’ve discussed in my direct testimony, the Company has known about 51 

its Country Club District I/I issues and their potential impacts for some time.  The 52 

Company has been aware that the Country Club sanitary sewer collection 53 

system suffered from significant levels of I/I for several years prior to 2009, and 54 

nonetheless did not act to address it until 2009 and after.6  The Company has 55 

also been aware that Elmhurst has the contractual right to impose high charges 56 

for excess sewage flows, that Elmhurst was concerned with the high sewage 57 

flows from Country Club, and that Elmhurst intended to install its own flow 58 

measurement system to measure the high flows.  Given the evidence presented 59 

during this docket regarding the existence of high sewage flows associated with 60 

I/I, the Company should have reasonably concluded prior to 2009 that 61 

precipitation and associated I/I will occur from time to time.  The fact that the 62 

excess sewage flow overage problem only occurs periodically does not absolve 63 

the Company of any responsibility to address it. 64 

 65 

                                            
5
 ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 3-4 

6
 ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 7-9 and 11 
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Q. In your direct testimony, you recommended that the excess sewage flow 66 

overage charges incurred by the Company for its Country Club District 67 

(“Country Club”) for the 2009 reconciliation year should be allocated 68 

between the Company and the customers in the same manner as ordered 69 

by the Commission in Docket No. 09-01517.  Do you continue to advocate 70 

this position?  71 

A.  Yes. 72 

 73 

Q.  Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony?   74 

A.  Yes. 75 

 76 

                                            
7
 ICC Staff Ex. 2.0 at 12 


