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I. INTRODUCTION 11 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 12 

A. Thomas E. Nagle 13 

Robinson Engineering, Ltd. 14 

10045 W. Lincoln Highway 15 

Frankfort, Il, 60423 16 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 17 

A. I am Vice President and Senior Project Manager of the Operations Department for 18 

Robinson Engineering, Ltd. (“REL”); I am based in the company’s Frankfort, Illinois 19 

office. 20 

Q. Please state your educational, professional and government background and 21 

experience. 22 

 23 
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A. I have over 26 years’ experience designing and managing numerous municipal 24 

infrastructure improvements, including overseeing public works operations and sanitary 25 

sewer rehabilitation projects. I have served as a Municipal Engineer for approximately the 26 

past 22 years, which includes providing daily engineering consultation and assistance on 27 

major engineering projects for numerous communities and sanitary districts. I am an 28 

IEPA licensed Public Water Supply and IEPA Certified Collection Systems Operator. In 29 

the area of water distribution design and management, I have worked on and/or 30 

supervised tens of millions of dollars in projects over the years, including water treatment 31 

plans, water pump stations, Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) systems, 32 

water main designs, elevated tank and reservoir design, well and well house projects, and 33 

municipal water master plans and models. I have served as Project Manager for major 34 

Master Water Plans and Hydraulic Models. 35 

Q. Have you previously testified in regulatory proceedings before the Illinois 36 

Commerce Commission ("Commission")? 37 

A. No. 38 

Q. Have you reviewed Aqua Illinois, Inc.’s (“Aqua”) Verified Petition regarding the 39 

expansion of its Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity in its University Park 40 

Division? 41 

A. Yes. 42 

Q. Have you reviewed the testimony of Craig Blanchette, in support of the Aqua 43 

Petition, submitted on May 9, 2013, to the ICC? 44 

A. Yes. 45 

 46 
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II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 47 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 48 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to give my professional evaluation and 49 

recommendation regarding the engineering issues associated with Aqua Illinois installing 50 

a water main through Village of Peotone’s planning area.  51 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your direct testimony? 52 

A. Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 53 

  Village of Peotone - 2013 Address & Official Zoning Map; 54 

 Peotone Village Limits/Planning Area/Boundary Area Map; 55 

 Village of Peotone, Illinois - Master Water Study Existing Water Distribution 56 

System; 57 

 Village of Peotone, Illinois - Master Water Study Ultimate Build out Without 58 

Airport; 59 

 Village of Peotone, Illinois - Master Water Study Ultimate Build out With Airport. 60 

 Village of Peotone - Secondary Drinking Water Regulations-Guidance for Nuisance 61 

Chemicals – USEPA 62 

 63 

III. PEOTONE 64 

Q. What is your relationship to the Village of Peotone (“Village”)? 65 

A. Robinson Engineering serves the Village of Peotone as its Village Engineer. 66 
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Q. Are you aware of boundary agreements between Peotone and surrounding 67 

communities and are you familiar with the Village of Peotone’s municipal planning area 68 

and boundary agreement areas? 69 

A. I am aware that Peotone has boundary agreements with various surrounding 70 

communities and am familiar with the Village’s municipal planning area and boundary 71 

agreement areas. 72 

Q. Are you aware if these boundary agreement and municipal planning areas include 73 

areas subject to Aqua’s current Petition for a Certificate of Public Convenience in Docket 74 

No. 13-0246? 75 

A. The Village’s planning area is included in Aqua’s petition. 76 

 77 

IV. PEOTONE WATER AND SEWER SYSTEM 78 

Q. Does Peotone maintain a municipally owned and operated water and sewer 79 

system? 80 

A. Yes. 81 

Q. Please describe how the Village has addressed long-term planning for its water 82 

and sewer system. 83 

A. The Village has invested nearly $65,000 into the preparation of master water and 84 

sewer plans for its facilities planning area.  The sizing of critical infrastructure elements 85 

of those plans was based on assumptions related to the projected land use, zoning and 86 

population equivalents/water usage associated with the proposed planning area, which in 87 

turn were based on the Village’s Comprehensive Plan. 88 

 89 
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V. AQUA PETITION 90 

Q. Aqua is requesting a total certificated area of 76 square miles, all but 12 of 91 

which are in Will County. How many of those square miles are in the Village’s boundary 92 

agreement area? 93 

A. Approximately 45 square miles. 94 

Q. Aqua notes that its “primary objective” in filing its Petition is to provide its 95 

“existing customers in the University Park Division with softened drinking water.” 96 

Blanchette Direct at page 7, lines 157 – 159. Do you have an opinion concerning 97 

whether Certification of a new 76 square mile area and construction of a 20-mile long 98 

water main is necessary in order to accomplish that goal? 99 

A. The water quality Aqua is currently providing to University Park meets the IEPA 100 

primary standards.  There are different options for improving the water quality.  The 101 

options they investigated are; water from the Kankakee River, treated well water, and 102 

Lake Michigan water.  All of which are viable options depending on the cost of the water. 103 

Q. Are you familiar with Aqua’s description of University Park's aquifer source of 104 

water? 105 

A. I am familiar with potable well water in the area, and have a copy of the 106 

referenced “Adequacy and Economics of Water Supply in Northeastern Illinois: Proposed 107 

Groundwater and Regional Surface Water Systems, 1985-2010” by Illinois Institute of 108 

Natural Resources (State Water Survey Division). 109 

Q. Are you familiar with IEPA standards for drinking water, as mentioned in 110 

Blanchette's testimony, p. 8 of 19? 111 

A. Yes. 112 
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Q. What standards does the IEPA require? 113 

A. The IEPA has two standards for municipal water systems.  The first is the primary 114 

drinking water standards which the IEPA mandates on all public water supplies.  The 115 

second are the Secondary drinking water standards.  The secondary drinking water 116 

standards are recommended standards and are not mandated.  The secondary standards 117 

are voluntary and are mostly for aesthetics of the water and do not pose adverse health 118 

effects to the people drinking the water. 119 

Q. Are you familiar with the Cambiran-Ordovician -- Siulrian Aquifer in the 120 

UNIVERSITY PARK area, as identified in the Blanchette testimony? 121 

A. I am familiar with potable well water in the area. 122 

Q. Which communities rely on that aquifer for drinking water? 123 

A. I could not tell you, as many communities in Illinois rely on groundwater.  The 124 

Illinois State Water Survey contains the best data on this subject. 125 

Q. Do those communities receive sufficient drinking water? 126 

A. Many of this area’s communities use groundwater; however, wells could be 127 

obtaining water from the aforementioned Cambiran-Ordovician - Siulrian Aquifer or 128 

potentially from other shallower or deeper aquifers.  The Illinois State Water Survey 129 

should contain all this data. 130 

Q. What about twenty (20) years in the future?  What do you base your answers on? 131 

A.   The yield from wells can vary depending on site specific conditions and growth 132 

patterns, so I cannot tell you that existing communities using the Cambiran-Ordovician – 133 

Siulrian will be able to sufficiently service their communities via existing or future wells 134 

that they might drill.  However the report titled “Water Supply Study for Aqua Illinois 135 
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System at University Park Illinois”, dated March 2013 and provided by Aqua, indicates 136 

that potential yield from the aquifer in Monee Township should be sufficient for the 20-137 

year growth projected in the region.  The Illinois State Water Survey may be able to 138 

provide additional information. 139 

Q. Do those other communities treat their water in essentially the same manner as 140 

University Park?  Please describe their water treatment and tested quality. 141 

A. I could not tell you how the other communities treat their well water, as treatment 142 

requirements are dependent upon conditions of the source water.  I have no specific 143 

information about the treatment process for UNIVERSITY PARK, although according to 144 

the limited information provided in Aqua’s report titled “Water Treatment Study for Aqua 145 

Illinois System at University Park Illinois”, dated July 2013, it appears that water is 146 

treated for iron content using chemical addition (Polyphosphate) and chlorinated.   The 147 

Illinois Environmental Protection Agency may be able to provide additional information 148 

regarding treatment processes for the UNIVERSITY PARK system and other communities 149 

using groundwater from the aquifer.  Water quality information for the water from 4 wells 150 

in the UNIVERSITY PARK system is included in the Water Supply Study report provided 151 

by Aqua. 152 

Q. Aqua conducted a preliminary feasibility investigation detailed in its 153 

March 18, 2013 “Water Supply Study for Aqua Illinois System at University Park, IL,” 154 

(attached to original Aqua Petition as Exhibit D). Have you reviewed the Preliminary 155 

Feasibility Study and do you have an opinion concerning its conclusion that the most 156 

economical alternative for supplying the University Park Certificated Area with improved 157 
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water is to transport softened, filtered water from the Kankakee River via a 20-mile long 158 

water main? 159 

A. I have reviewed Aqua’s Preliminary Feasibility Study. We believe that the 160 

projected residential rate for water ($/1,000 gallons) should have been calculated for 161 

each option.  The cost for water will go up because the water quality will be improved.  162 

The cost for water has not been demonstrated for the Kankakee River water, treated well 163 

water or Lake Michigan water. 164 

Q. Craig Blanchette of Aqua notes that water currently supplied by Aqua in the 165 

University Park Water Division meets or exceeds all IEPA standards, but that “testing of 166 

the water quality of the wells open to the Silurian Dolomite Aquifer “indicates hardness 167 

and iron levels in excess of the desired limits,” leading to customers expressing their 168 

“dissatisfaction with the aesthetics of their water.” Blanchette Direct at page 8, lines 169 

172 – 176. Do you have an opinion concerning whether the solution proposed by Aqua 170 

to address the alleged complaints is the most cost effective solution? 171 

A. The proposed solution would address the alleged complaints; however, it is 172 

uncertain that it is the most cost effective solution without more fully investigating 173 

alternate sources (Lake Michigan water via Matteson or Chicago Heights) and comparing 174 

the projected residential rate for water ($/1,000 gallons) for each option.  As noted, he 175 

water Aqua is providing to their customers meets or exceeds the IEPA primary drinking 176 

water standards.  Hardness and iron are secondary drinking water standards that 177 

according to the IEPA have no adverse health effects. 178 

Q. Are you familiar with Exhibit 1.3 to the Blanchette testimony, a letter from Vivian 179 

Covington, (UNIVERSITY PARK Mayor), regarding water quality? 180 
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A. Yes. 181 

Q. Does that letter specifically mention industry needing softer water? 182 

A. Yes. 183 

Q. Why is that? 184 

A. It is unknown and is dependent on the user.  Private water softeners can be 185 

installed if needed. 186 

Q. Do various industries typically purify their own water, at their own cost, in order to 187 

meet their specific needs? 188 

A. Yes. 189 

Q. What are water “aesthetics”? 190 

A. The USEPA defines aesthetic considerations as; taste, color and odor. Taste, color 191 

and odor considerations are not considered to present a risk to human health at the 192 

secondary maximum contaminant levels (SMCL). 193 

Q. What are the potential downsides to water with poor aesthetics, but that still meet 194 

IEPA health standards? 195 

A. The USEPA believes that if these contaminants are present in your water at levels 196 

above the SCML standards, the contaminants may cause the water to appear cloudy or 197 

colored, or to taste or smell bad. This may cause a great number of people to stop using 198 

water from their public water system even though the water is actually safe to drink. 199 

Q. Did you review the table from the "Well Water Quality Study" (Aqua Exh. 1.4 to 200 

Blanchette testimony), dated May 2004? 201 

A. Yes. 202 
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Q. What does Aqua mean in its conclusion that the "test results indicate hard water 203 

exceeding a desirable level of 150 to 200 mg/l for softened water"? 204 

A. From the water supply study it states the hardness levels of Well 1 is 410, Well 2 205 

is 416, Well 3 is 530 and Well 6 is 597.  The American Water Works Association 206 

(AWWA) classifies hardness as follows: 207 

Hardness range as CaCo3  Hardness description 208 

0-75  .................................... Soft 209 

75-150  ........................ Moderately Hard 210 

150-300  ............................... Hard 211 

> 300  ............................... Very Hard 212 

Based upon the AWWA classifications for hardness I would agree that the raw water is 213 

very hard. 214 

Q. Where does this "desirable level" standard come from?  IEPA?  USEPA?  Another 215 

body? 216 

A. The information above was derived from the American Water Works Association 217 

(AWWA) Water Quality and Treatment, A Handbook for Community Water Supplies, 218 

Fourth Edition. 219 

Q. Are there any industry consequences for levels in excess? 220 

A. It depends.  However, such businesses are situated to provide their own needed 221 

treatment for water, and said industries have presumably already accommodated for the 222 

water quality in University Park. 223 

Q. What are potential causes of water aesthetics? 224 



 Peotone/Monee Joint Exhibit 1.0 

 Page 11 of 22 

 

314880_1.DOC 

A. The mineral make-up of the water will cause the hardness and iron 225 

concentrations.   226 

Q. Is it possible that old water distribution system materials could cause portions of 227 

University Park’s water service area to have particularly bad aesthetics in the water? 228 

A. Yes. 229 

Q. Are you familiar with current University Park treatment facilities? 230 

A. No. 231 

Q. Was this treatment system built and designed by Aqua? 232 

A. I do not know who designed or built the system. 233 

Q. Does Aqua have the Potential of treating "aesthetic" issues at current University 234 

Park facilities? 235 

A. Yes. 236 

Q. What would that require? 237 

A. They could remove the iron with an iron filter or sequester the iron with a 238 

polyphosphate.  They could also soften the water. 239 

Q. Are you familiar with any of Aqua's statements regarding the necessary steps to 240 

treat its current water supply differently than it currently does, in order to improve 241 

aesthetics? 242 

A. No.  243 

Q. When was University Park’s current treatment plant built? 244 

A. Reportedly University Park was incorporated as Park Forest South in the 1960s 245 

and the Park Forest South Utility Company was later purchased by Consumer Illinois 246 

Water Company in 1984. Consumers Illinois Water Company later changed its name to 247 
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“Aqua Illinois.” I do not know whether the current water system is original or has since 248 

been reconstructed. 249 

Q. Does it meet all federal, state and local standards, to the best of your knowledge? 250 

A. To the best of my knowledge, yes, because it is a public water supply and the 251 

IEPA is monitoring all public water supplies in our state.  I am not aware of any recent 252 

violations cited by IEPA. 253 

Q. Does a new plant need to be constructed to "soften the water," or can the current 254 

plant be enlarged/improved? 255 

A. I do not know what has to be done to UNIVERSITY PARK’s water plant to add 256 

softening. 257 

Q. Do additional wells need to be built to ensure capacity in the current University 258 

Park system?  Why or why not? 259 

A. It depends on the type of water use and potential development. 260 

Q. What if Aqua built only the new potential wells and water mains, at the cost of 261 

$7 million?  Would that serve the expected 20 year capacity?  Would those additional 262 

wells also likely meet IEPA standards, given Aqua’s current treatment facilities in 263 

University Park? 264 

A. Yes, per information provided by Aqua in their Water Supply & Treatment Studies 265 

from March and July 2013, additional wells and mains should be able to supply 266 

sufficient water for future service to University Park.  The source water characteristics 267 

and yield would need to be verified.  It’s possible that the treatment capacity of the 268 

existing University Park plant would need to be expanded to accommodate the additional 269 

flow, but this would need to be evaluated. 270 



 Peotone/Monee Joint Exhibit 1.0 

 Page 13 of 22 

 

314880_1.DOC 

Q. Have you reviewed the Water Treatment Study dated July 19, 2013, regarding 271 

Aqua’s University Park facilities? 272 

A. Yes. 273 

Q. This Study makes several conclusions regarding Aqua’s ability to treat the current 274 

water supply for University Park to reduce the perceived hardness of the water.  Do you 275 

have an opinion as to this Study and its conclusions? 276 

A. The water treatment cost estimates seemed reasonable.  I do not agree with the 277 

study because it didn’t show what the potential cost per 1,000 gallons of water would be 278 

for each option.  Also, I believe they should have compared the following options: 279 

1. Do nothing  280 

2. Water from the Kankakee River 281 

a. Various water main sizes 282 

3. Treat Well Water 283 

a. Filtration and softening 284 

b. Filtration only with the residents providing water softeners 285 

4. Lake Michigan Water 286 

a. City of Chicago 287 

b. Matteson 288 

c. Chicago Heights 289 

Q. Do you believe this Study adequately reviews water treatment options in 290 

University Park? 291 

A. I believe there are other options that were not included, for instance, they should 292 

have provided a cost estimate for using iron removal filters at the wells and allowing the 293 
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customer to provide water softening at each parcel if the parcel owner is willing to pay 294 

for it. 295 

Q. This Study indicates water treatment in University Park would result in a 296 

disparate impact on the wastewater treatment plant.  Do you have an opinion as to this 297 

conclusion? 298 

A. Any time filtration is provided there will be an amount of water needed to 299 

backwash the filters.  The backwash water will more than likely be discharged in the 300 

sanitary sewer.  Backwash water can be stored on site in holding tanks and trickled into 301 

the sewer system so that the sanitary sewers and waste water treatment plant are not 302 

overloaded.  This would apply to treating the well water only and would not apply to Lake 303 

Michigan or Kankakee River options. 304 

Q. Mr. Blanchette has further testified that significant population growth is expected 305 

in the University Park Certificated Area, pushing demand towards the limit available 306 

from the Aquifer, and that a new source of supply will be required in the Area. 307 

Blanchette Direct at page 9, lines 196 – 197. Do you have an opinion regarding this 308 

statement? 309 

A. No time period is identified for alternative supply needs.  However, Aqua’s Water 310 

Supply Study dated March 2013 states that the aquifer should be able to provide 311 

sufficient water for the foreseeable future based on the information sources they 312 

referenced.  Aqua’s report indicated that the current average day demand for Monee 313 

Township (including Aqua’s systems in University Park and Monee) is estimated at 314 

approximately 2.1 MGD (millions of gallons per day) and the 20-year population 315 

projections increase the average day demand to approximately 3.8 MGD.  Aqua’s study 316 
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and the referenced report on the Adequacy and Economics of Water Supply in 317 

Northeastern Illinois, estimates the potential yield for the Silurian Dolomite aquifer in 318 

the area is approximately 4.8 MGD (millions of gallons per day). 319 

Q. Do you have any opinion as to the adequacy of the population growth conclusions 320 

cited by Blanchette and Aqua (from the "Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning")? 321 

A. I do not have an opinion on the CMAP population information. 322 

Q. Is there any reason to think that the Cambiran-Ordovician -- Siulrian aquifer will 323 

not be enough to support CMAP’s projected growth in twenty years, including University 324 

Park? 325 

A. I do not have an opinion on the sufficiency of the aquifer, although as previously 326 

noted the Water Supply Study provided by Aqua indicates that aquifer should be 327 

sufficient for the UNIVERSITY PARK area for the next twenty years.  The Illinois State 328 

Water Survey might be able to provide additional information. 329 

Q. Do you know of any data or studies to suggest potential water needs for Aqua's 330 

conclusion that "growth [in the area] will be influenced positively by the construction of 331 

the South Suburban Airport and the Illiana Expressway"? 332 

A. No. 333 

Q. Do you have any opinions as to the adequacy of the pricing scenarios for the 334 

various proposed pipeline routes suggested by Aqua in its Water Study? 335 

A. The construction cost estimates seem reasonable. 336 

Q. Does the Water Study include the costs for "looping" mentioned by Aqua? 337 

A. No. 338 

Q. What is looping and why is it desired/necessary for such a water main? 339 
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A. Looping the water main will supply a redundant feed to the communities.  Without 340 

looping, the communities will have to keep their wells active if the primary supply main 341 

goes down due to water main breaks, repairs or maintenance. 342 

Q. What would be the additional cost? 343 

A. The additional cost for this loop would be roughly equal to the cost of building the 344 

initial water main, essentially doubling Aqua’s estimated costs to around $40 million.  345 

There are also costs associated with keeping the well(s) active until the loop is installed. 346 

Q. Aqua and Blanchette cite the fact that water produced in the Kankakee County 347 

Certificated Area is softened and filtered as the reason its aesthetics are superior to 348 

water in the University Park Certificated Area. In your opinion, is there a more cost effect 349 

alternative to improve the aesthetics of the water that Aqua produces for its University 350 

Park customers, than building a 20-mile pipe through Will County? 351 

A. It does not appear that sufficient information has been presented to determine 352 

this. We believe that the water study should clearly state what the cost per 1,000 gallons 353 

of water will be to the customers so this can more effectively be determined.  The report 354 

does not state the final water purchase price.  We also believe that this information is 355 

imperative, as this may impact support for the proposed pipeline project.  356 

Q. Mr. Blanchette of Aqua also testified that acquiring a supply of Lake Michigan 357 

water would “present complexities and subject customers to potential pass-through price 358 

increases over which Aqua would have little control.”  What is your opinion as to this 359 

Lake Michigan Water Supply section of Aqua's water study? 360 
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A. I agree with the statement.  Any time you have a “middle-man” on the water 361 

distribution system, you are subjected to their price increases.  The price increases can 362 

be tempered with proper purchase agreements. 363 

Q. Do you agree with Aqua's conclusion that the only system with enough excess to 364 

provide University Park is Chicago? 365 

A. I do not agree with statement.  An Illinois community receiving water from Lake 366 

Michigan does not have to have capacity in their allocation to service other 367 

municipalities.  All towns receiving Lake Michigan water must have their own allocation 368 

from the IDNR.  The towns supplying the water must be able to transfer the water 369 

through their community to the other municipalities. 370 

Q. Are Aqua’s conclusions regarding Lake Michigan water based on the current Lake 371 

Michigan Water Allocation program from the Illinois Department of Natural Resources 372 

(“IDNR”)? 373 

A. No. Aqua asserts that the surrounding suburbs near University Park do not have 374 

capacity within their allocation to serve University Park, and therefore Aqua would have 375 

to travel 19.3 miles to get to the south side of Chicago to tie-into their water system.  376 

The potential towns that could serve University Park do not need excess capacity in their 377 

allocation to do so.  University Park would be required to acquire its own allocation, 378 

independent of the pass-through municipality’s allocations.  There are towns that are 3-5 379 

miles away that have Lake Michigan water. 380 

Q. Is it possible to change these allocations based on pass-throughs to other 381 

communities? 382 

A. A town must have an allocation in order to receive Lake Michigan Water. 383 
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Q. How does one request an allocation change? 384 

A. As the IDNR website says:  “All diversions of water from Lake Michigan require 385 

authorization in the way of an allocation permit from the Chicago Office. The Chicago 386 

Office reviews all applications for new allocation permits and requests for modifications 387 

to existing allocation permits. The Chicago Office undertakes a complete review and 388 

reallocation of all existing allocation permits approximately every ten years.” 389 

Q. Do you know if University Park or Aqua has ever explored or pursued such an 390 

allocation change or allocation permit for University Park customers? 391 

A. Aqua stated that it did not consult with IDNR on receiving an allocation. 392 

Q. If such a permit can be granted by IDNR, what municipality or municipalities 393 

would be the natural choice for connection to University Park? 394 

A. We believe the most logical choices to investigate possible Lake Michigan Water 395 

purchase are from Chicago Heights and Matteson.  Chicago Heights is approximately 396 

5.2 miles away and Matteson is approximately 4.6 miles away from UNIVERSITY PARK.  397 

We are not saying both towns can supply the water to UNIVERSITY PARK.  Rather, we 398 

believe that the purchase cost of the water should at least be calculated for buying water 399 

from those municipalities as compared to Kankakee River water and treated well water. 400 

Q. Would it be possible or desirable to connect to two nearby municipalities to meet 401 

potential demand? 402 

A. It is unknown if the towns have capacity in their supply line and pump station for 403 

UNIVERSITY PARK. The engineering study should have determined if there was capacity 404 

and if there wasn’t what the most cost effective method in increasing the capacity would 405 

be. 406 
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Q. Has Aqua provided any evidence that it has adequately studied or pursued 407 

discussions with neighboring municipalities to consider plans and potentials for 408 

connecting to a Lake Michigan Water supply? 409 

A. From the information I reviewed, Aqua only reviewed receiving Lake Michigan 410 

water from the City of Chicago. 411 

Q. Is there any reason a Lake Michigan water supply could not simply be added to 412 

the current aquifer water supplied to University Park residents, in case of excess demand 413 

in the future? 414 

A. Blending water is allowed by the IEPA (blending may need to occur within the 415 

University Park system). 416 

Q. Craig Blanchette of Aqua testified that the total construction costs for the Main 417 

are estimated at between $11.8 million and 20.1 million. Blanchette direct at page 12, 418 

lines 253 – 256. Do you have an opinion regarding the accuracy of that estimate? 419 

A. The cost estimates appear to be reasonable.  However, there are no costs 420 

indicated in associated to the operation, maintenance and replacement cost of the 421 

system after it is installed.    422 

A water system needs a redundant supply.  With a single supply line the Village would 423 

have to maintain their wells until the loop was installed.  The costs estimates do not 424 

reference the looping cost and cost to maintain the wells as a secondary source. 425 

Q.  Blanchette further testified that construction of a water main from the City of 426 

Chicago to University Park to supply Lake Michigan water would be cost prohibitive due 427 

to the heavily urbanized area in which the main would have to be constructed, and would 428 

present “practical complexities and subject customers to potential pass-through price 429 
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increases over which Aqua would have little control.”  Blanchette direct at page 12, 430 

lines 256 – 261. Do you have an opinion concerning those statements? 431 

A. The engineering study should have presented the cost for running a pipeline to 432 

Chicago Heights and Matteson, of which both are approximately 5 miles away.  I agree 433 

that Aqua will have little control over price increases, but the price increases can be 434 

established in the water purchase agreement.  We recognize the cost of the Lake 435 

Michigan water will be higher, but the purchase price of the water is only one component 436 

of the entire price of the water.  It could prove to be less expensive when they factor in 437 

the cost of a 20 mile pipeline versus the cost of a 5 mile pipeline. 438 

Q. The July 19, 2013 Water Treatment Study indicates the capital cost of expansion 439 

for water treatment at $21.4 million, isn’t that a more convenient solution to solve the 440 

alleged water quality issue in then spending the same amount on a pipeline through 441 

numerous other areas? 442 

A. The referenced study estimates that the cost for wells and treatment for the 443 

required 4.8 MGD capacity to be ~$21.4 million.  The report does not seem to directly 444 

compare this cost to minimal pipeline needed, rather the 24” pipeline appears to have 445 

been selected to serve the needed ultimate capacity based on Aqua’s projections.  It 446 

would seem to be prudent to evaluate the pros and cons of a pipeline versus additional 447 

supply and treatment for equivalent needs (including impacts of land acquisition), rather 448 

than an unequal supply comparison. 449 

Q. Aqua notes five potential routes for its proposed water main, including two 450 

“preferred routes.” Do you have an opinion concerning the feasibility [or any other 451 

aspects] of these routes? 452 
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A. The five routes studied seemed logical.  The selected alternative should be the 453 

most cost-effective and practical. 454 

Q. Blanchette testified on direct that Aqua may determine that additional mains are 455 

required in the future to add redundancy, increase reliability and ensure high quality 456 

water by “looping” the Kankakee and University Park systems at another connection 457 

point. Is looping important and has the cost of such looping been included in Aqua’s 458 

cost estimates? 459 

A. Looping is important to provide redundancy.  There are not cost estimates shown 460 

for the looping of the water main back into Aqua’s water grid system to provide 461 

redundancy. 462 

Q. Blanchette testified on direct that the water currently provided by Peotone is “of 463 

comparable quality to the water Aqua currently supplies its University Park Water 464 

Division customers.” Are you aware of any complaints from customers concerning the 465 

quality of the water provided by Peotone? 466 

A. I am not aware of any specific complaints, although this question would be better 467 

posed to the Village. 468 

Q. How would Robinson Engineering have compared the various water supply and or 469 

treatment options to solve any perceived problems in University Park? 470 

A. We would have prepared a matrix comparing all the options.  The comparison 471 

would include initial construction costs, operation, maintenance and replacement costs, 472 

and land acquisition, financing, legal and administration costs. Our conclusion would 473 

have indicated the anticipated purchase price of the water per 1,000 gallons to the 474 

customers. The purchase price would be the key driver for the final determination as to 475 
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whether to proceed with improved water quality or to operate as currently approved by 476 

the IEPA. 477 

 478 

VI. CONCLUSION 479 

Q. Does this conclude your Direct Testimony? 480 

A. Yes. 481 
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Secondary Drinking Water Regulations: Guidance for Nuisance Chemicals 

On this page 

 Aesthetic Effects 

o Standards related to odor and taste 

o Standards related to color 

o Standards related to foaming 

 Cosmetic Effects 

o Skin discoloration 

o Tooth discoloration and/or pitting 

 Technical Effects 

o Corrosivity, and staining related to corrosion 

o Scaling and sedimentation 
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 What are secondary standards? 
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 What problems are caused by these contaminants?  

 How can these problems be corrected? 

 What can you do? 

 

What are secondary standards? 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Primary Drinking Water 

Regulations (NPDWR) that set mandatory water quality standards for drinking water contaminants. 

These are enforceable standards called "maximum contaminant levels" or "MCLs", which are 

established to protect the public against consumption of drinking water contaminants that present a 

risk to human health. An MCL is the maximum allowable amount of a contaminant in drinking water 

which is delivered to the consumer. 

In addition, EPA has established National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (NSDWRs) that set 

non-mandatory water quality standards for 15 contaminants. EPA does not enforce these "secondary 

maximum contaminant levels" or "SMCLs." They are established only as guidelines to assist public 

water systems in managing their drinking water for aesthetic considerations, such as taste, color and 

odor. These contaminants are not considered to present a risk to human health at the SMCL. 

Top of page 

Why set secondary standards? 

Since these contaminants are not health threatening at the SMCL, and public water systems only 

need test for them on a voluntary basis, then why it is necessary to set secondary standards? 
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EPA believes that if these contaminants are present in your water at levels above these standards, the 

contaminants may cause the water to appear cloudy or colored, or to taste or smell bad. This may 

cause a great number of people to stop using water from their public water system even though the 

water is actually safe to drink. 

Secondary standards are set to give public water systems some guidance on removing these 

chemicals to levels that are below what most people will find to be noticeable. 

Top of page 

What problems are caused by these contaminants? 

There are a wide variety of problems related to secondary contaminants. These problems can be 

grouped into three categories: Aesthetic effects—undesirable tastes or odors; Cosmetic effects—

effects which do not damage the body but are still undesirable; and Technical effects—damage to 

water equipment or reduced effectiveness of treatment for other contaminants. The secondary 

maximum contaminant levels SMCLs related to each of these effects are given in the table below. 

Aesthetic Effects 

Odor and Taste are useful indicators of water quality even though odor-free water is not necessarily 

safe to drink. Odor is also an indicator of the effectiveness of different kinds of treatment. However, 

present methods of measuring taste and odor are still fairly subjective and the task of identifying an 

unacceptable level for each chemical in different waters requires more study. Also, some 

contaminant odors are noticeable even when present in extremely small amounts. It is usually very 

expensive and often impossible to identify, much less remove, the odor-producing substance. 

VOP 000974
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 Standards related to odor and taste: Chloride, Copper, Foaming Agents, Iron, Manganese pH, 

Sulfate, Threshold Odor Number (TON), Total Dissolved Solids, Zinc. 

Color may be indicative of dissolved organic material, inadequate treatment, high disinfectant 

demand and the potential for the production of excess amounts of disinfectant by-products. 

Inorganic contaminants such as metals are also common causes of color. In general, the point of 

consumer complaint is variable over a range from 5 to 30 color units, though most people find color 

objectionable over 15 color units. Rapid changes in color levels may provoke more citizen 

complaints than a relatively high, constant color level. 

 Standards related to color: Aluminum, Color, Copper, Foaming Agents, Iron, Manganese, 

Total Dissolved Solids. 

Foaming is usually caused by detergents and similar substances when water has been agitated or 

aerated as in many faucets. An off-taste described as oily, fishy, or perfume-like is commonly 

associated with foaming. However, these tastes and odors may be due to the breakdown of waste 

products rather than the detergents themselves. 

 Standards related to foaming: Foaming Agents. 

Cosmetic Effects 

Skin discoloration is a cosmetic effect related to silver ingestion. This effect, called argyria, does not 

impair body function, and has never been found to be caused by drinking water in the United States. 

VOP 000975



 

 314900_1 5 

A standard has been set, however, because silver is used as an antibacterial agent in many home 

water treatment devices, and so presents a potential problem which deserves attention. 

 Standard related to this effect: Silver. 

Tooth discoloration and/or pitting is caused by excess fluoride exposures during the formative 

period prior to eruption of the teeth in children. The secondary standard of 2.0 mg/L is intended as 

a guideline for an upper boundary level in areas which have high levels of naturally occurring 

fluoride. The level of the SMCL was set based upon a balancing of the beneficial effects of protection 

from tooth decay and the undesirable effects of excessive exposures leading to discoloration. 

Information about the Centers for Disease Control's (CDC) recommendations regarding optimal 

fluoridation levels and the beneficial effects for protection from tooth decay can be found on its 

Community Water Fluoridation page. 

 Standard related to this effect: Fluoride. 

Technical Effects 

Corrosivity, and staining related to corrosion, not only affect the aesthetic quality of water, but may 

also have significant economic implications. Other effects of corrosive water, such as the corrosion 

of iron and copper, may stain household fixtures, and impart objectionable metallic taste and red or 

blue-green color to the water supply as well. Corrosion of distribution system pipes can reduce 

water flow. 

VOP 000976
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 Standards related to corrosion and staining: Chloride, Copper, Corrosivity, Iron, Manganese, 

pH, Total Dissolved Solids, Zinc. 

Scaling and sedimentation are other processes which have economic impacts. Scale is a mineral 

deposit which builds up on the insides of hot water pipes, boilers, and heat exchangers, restricting 

or even blocking water flow. Sediments are loose deposits in the distribution system or home 

plumbing. 

 Standards related to scale and sediments: Iron, pH, Total Dissolved Solids, Aluminum. 

Top of page 

Contaminant 

Secondary 

MCL 

Noticeable Effects above the Secondary MCL 

Aluminum 

0.05 to 0.2 

mg/L* 

colored water 

Chloride 250 mg/L salty taste 

Color 15 color units visible tint 

Copper 1.0 mg/L metallic taste; blue-green staining 

Corrosivity 

Non-

corrosive 

metallic taste; corroded pipes/ fixtures staining 

Fluoride 2.0 mg/L tooth discoloration 

Foaming agents 0.5 mg/L frothy, cloudy; bitter taste; odor 

VOP 000977
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Iron 0.3 mg/L 

rusty color; sediment; metallic taste; reddish or 

orange staining 

Manganese 0.05 mg/L 

black to brown color; black staining; bitter metallic 

taste 

Odor 

3 TON 

(threshold 

odor number) 

"rotten-egg", musty or chemical smell 

pH 6.5 - 8.5 

low pH: bitter metallic taste; corrosion 

high pH: slippery feel; soda taste; deposits 

Silver 0.1 mg/L 

skin discoloration; graying of the white part of the 

eye 

Sulfate 250 mg/L salty taste 

Total Dissolved 

Solids (TDS) 

500 mg/L 

hardness; deposits; colored water; staining; salty 

taste 

Zinc 5 mg/L metallic taste 

*mg/L is milligrams of substance per liter of water. Return to top of the table. 

Top of page 

How can these problems be corrected? 

Although state health agencies and public water systems often decide to monitor and treat their 

supplies for secondary contaminants, federal regulations do not require them to do this. Where 

secondary contaminants are a problem, the types of removal technologies discussed below are 

VOP 000978
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corrective actions which the water supplier can take. They are usually effective depending upon the 

overall nature of the water supply. 

Corrosion control is perhaps the single most cost-effective method a system can use to treat for 

iron, copper and zinc due to the significant benefits in 

1. (1) reduction of contaminants at the consumer's tap, 

2. (2) cost savings due to extending the useful life of water mains and service lines, 

3. (3) energy savings from transporting water more easily through smoother, uncorroded pipes, 

and 

4. (4) reduced water losses through leaking or broken mains or other plumbing. 

This treatment is used to control the acidity, alkalinity or other water qualities which affect pipes and 

equipment used to transport water. By controlling these factors, the public water system can reduce 

the leaching of metals such as copper, iron, and zinc from pipes or fixtures, as well as the color and 

taste associated with these contaminants. It should be noted that corrosion control is not used to 

remove metals from contaminated source waters. 

Conventional treatments will remove a variety of secondary contaminants. Coagulation (or 

flocculation) and filtration removes metals like iron, manganese and zinc. Aeration removes odors, 

iron and manganese. Granular activated carbon will remove most of the contaminants which cause 

odors, color, and foaming. 

VOP 000979
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Non-conventional treatments like distillation, reverse osmosis and electrodialysis are effective for 

removal of chloride, nitrates, total dissolved solids and other inorganic substances. However, these 

are fairly expensive technologies and may be impractical for smaller systems. 

Non-treatment options include blending water from the principal source with uncontaminated water 

from an alternative source. 

Top of page 

What can you do? 

If you are concerned about the presence of secondary contaminants in your drinking water supply, 

here are a few suggestions: 

 FIRST, identify your local public water system. If you pay a water bill, the name, address, and 

telephone number of your supplier should be on the bill. If you do not pay a water bill, then 

contact your landlord, building manager, or the local health department—they should 

know. 

 SECOND, contact your local public water system. Inquire about your supplier's monitoring for 

secondary contaminants. Ask for the list of secondary contaminants which are being 

monitored in your water supply. Does the water being delivered to the public meet these 

SMCLs? If you have not yet received notice from your supplier, ask how you can get a copy 

of the monitoring results. 

 THIRD, if you receive a public notice from your local public water system regarding other 

drinking water standards — READ IT CAREFULLY — and follow any instructions closely. If you 

VOP 000980
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have questions or concerns, contact the person from the water system who is indicated in 

the notice. If that person is unavailable, contact either the state drinking water program or 

your local health department. 

 FOURTH, contact your state drinking water program if your water supplier is unable to provide 

the information you need. Ask if your water supplier is consistently in compliance with both 

primary and secondary drinking water regulations. Request a copy of monitoring results 

that were submitted to the State by your supplier. Your state drinking water program is 

usually located in the state capital (or another major city), and is often part of the 

department of health or environmental regulation. Consult the blue "government pages" of 

your local phone book for the proper address and phone number, or call the Safe Drinking 

Water Hotline. 

 FIFTH, support rate increases for your local water supplier, where necessary, to upgrade your 

supplier's treatment facilities to meet drinking water standards. 

 FINALLY, if you have a private well and you think that the well may be near a source of 

contamination or may have been contaminated—HAVE YOUR WATER TESTED BY A CERTIFIED 

LABORATORY. A list of certified labs is available from your state's laboratory certification 

officer. A list of the certification officers can be obtained from the calling the Safe Drinking 

Water Hotline. 

Top of page 

 

For More Information 
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For more information on secondary contaminants contact the Safe Drinking Water Hotline at 1-800-

426-4791. Ask for a list of the primary and secondary contaminants, about monitoring requirements 

for these, and for a list of the health advisories available for these contaminants. 
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