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 10 

I. INTRODUCTION 11 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 12 

A. George Gray, 208 E. Main Street, P.O. Box 430, Peotone, IL, 60468. 13 

Q. Are you the same George Gray who submitted direct testimony in this 14 

proceeding? 15 

A. Yes 16 
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Q. Have any of your educational background, qualifications, or 17 

responsibilities with the Village of Peotone changed since the filing of your 18 

direct testimony? 19 

A. No 20 

 21 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 22 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 23 

A. In rebuttal testimony submitted on behalf of Aqua in this proceeding, Craig L. 24 

Blanchette submitted testimony purporting to modify the requested Certificate by 25 

“[narrowing] the area in which it proposes to provide water service to a single two-26 

mile corridor that parallels Will Center Road in Will County.” The purpose of my 27 

rebuttal testimony is to respond to this revised proposal by Aqua, to support the 28 

Village of Peotone’s opposition to Aqua’s revised proposal, and to explain why Aqua 29 

should not receive the Certificate. I also address why the proposed plan still 30 

improperly impacts the Village, and why the Village opposes Aqua’s request. 31 
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Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your direct testimony? 32 

A. No. 33 

Q. What materials did you review to prepare your rebuttal testimony? 34 

A. I reviewed the rebuttal testimony of Aqua witness Craig L. Blanchette (Aqua 35 

Exhibit 2.0), along with Aqua Exhibits 2.1 – 2.6 attached to the rebuttal testimony. 36 

III. AQUA’S REVISED PROPOSAL 37 

Q. You indicated Aqua provided a revised proposal in its rebuttal testimony.  38 

What is your understanding of that revised proposal with respect to the water 39 

certification area? 40 

A. Based on the testimony and maps filed by Aqua, it appears Aqua is revising 41 

its requested area to exclude the corporate limits of all municipalities and to reduce 42 

the size of the area to approximately 30 square miles comprised of a corridor that 43 

extends approximately one mile on either side of Route 10/Will Center Road in Will 44 

County.  45 
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Q. Does the revised proposal include a specific route for the proposed water 46 

main connecting Kankakee to University Park? 47 

A. No 48 

Q. Does the revised proposal include any statements regarding requests for 49 

water service in the proposed certification area? 50 

A. No. 51 

Q. Does the revised proposal include any information or cost estimates 52 

regarding looping of the proposed water main? 53 

A. No. 54 

Q. Does the revised proposal include any response to the proposed 55 

alternatives to increasing the water quality in University Park, such as additional 56 

water treatment or exploring alternative water sources? 57 

A. No. 58 

Q. In your direct testimony, you raised numerous concerns regarding Aqua’s 59 

proposal.  Does this revised proposal do anything to alleviate those concerns?  60 
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A. No. Firstly, as I am not an attorney, I am unclear as to the exact status and 61 

scope of the Service Area. The original filing for a Certificate defined the Service 62 

Area as approximately 76 square miles, all but 12 square miles in Will County. The 63 

revised proposal, without formally amending the original filing documents, 64 

“proposes” a revised area retaining approximately 16.5 square miles in Will County. I 65 

am unclear which geographic area is to be addressed. However, many of the 66 

concerns remain unchanged. 1) No identified need in the Will County revised 67 

certificate area, 2) There has been no additional evidence presented that Aqua has 68 

completed due diligence in pursuing alternatives other than extending service from 69 

Grant Park, 3) Poor planning, develop growth, substandard requirements, and 4) no 70 

identified route for the proposed water main or the necessary water main loop.  In 71 

sum, the revise proposal fails to adequately address any of the previously 72 

enumerated concerns. 73 

 74 

 75 
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III. RESPONSE TO AQUA’S REVISED PROPOSAL 76 

Q. Aqua’s revised proposal excludes areas contained within the Village’s 77 

boundaries.  How does the revised proposal still impact the Village? 78 

A. The Village’s statutory municipal planning area includes “land situated within 79 

the corporate limits and contiguous territory not more than one and one-half miles 80 

beyond the corporate limits and not included in any municipality,” wherein a 81 

municipality has an interest in development, and may apply its comprehensive plan 82 

and zoning regulations to that area.  65 ILCS 5/11-12-5.  The revised plan still 83 

impacts the Village’s planning area as defined by state statute; incorporating 84 

portions of three township sections located within the Peotone planning area. Will 85 

Center Road lies within ½ mile of the Village statutory planning area (for 86 

comparison, the proposed pipeline extends nine miles through Will County).  87 

 Moreover, as indicated in my direct testimony, the Village has entered into 88 

Boundary Agreements, as authorized by the Illinois Municipal Code (65 ILCS 5/11-89 

12-9), to complement the 1.5 mile statutory planning area established by state 90 
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legislation. Boundary Agreements delineate geographic borders for the expansion of 91 

corporate limits (annexation) between two municipalities. Boundary Agreements 92 

promote intergovernmental cooperation between neighboring municipalities.  The 93 

Village has Boundary Agreements with the Villages of Manhattan, Monee, Beecher, 94 

and Manteno.  The revised proposal still impacts these boundary agreements. 95 

Q. How many of the revised 30 square mile water area is located in the 96 

Village’s planning and boundary agreement area? 97 

A. Portions of three townships sections lying within the revised Certificate area 98 

fall within the Peotone statutory Planning Area. Of the 30 square miles located in 99 

the revised service area, 18 are located in Will County. Of the 18 square miles 100 

located in Will County, 12 square miles are located in the Peotone Boundary 101 

Agreement area. 102 

Q. The revised proposal suggests a water main route along Will Center Road.  103 

Does this route cause concern for the Village? 104 



 Peotone Exhibit 2.0 

 Page 8 of 7 

 

rebuttal Testimony George Gray FINAL (2).DOC 

A.  As indicated in my direct testimony, installation of the main along Route 50 105 

will potentially disrupt existing infrastructure, encourage development away from 106 

existing public service areas, and possibly result in multiple water mains in common 107 

easements (the proposed Expanded Area absorbs both the Villages of Peotone and 108 

Monee who currently operate municipal water utilities within their respective village 109 

limits). Multiple water mains in close proximity may result in confusing customer 110 

service, difficult maintenance and repair situations, and duplication (and therefore 111 

inefficient delivery) of services. 112 

Installation of the main through unincorporated Will County will encourage 113 

development away from existing service areas. In certain soil types, the Will County 114 

Sewage Treatment and Disposal Ordinance permits reduced lot widths for lots 115 

accessing a public water supply. 116 

In addition, proper operation of the water main and system would dictate 117 

looping, preferably sooner rather than later. This view is reinforced by Mr. Blanchette 118 

on page 14 of his Direct Testimony:  “Aqua may also determine that additional 119 



 Peotone Exhibit 2.0 

 Page 9 of 7 

 

rebuttal Testimony George Gray FINAL (2).DOC 

mains are required in the future to add redundancy, increase reliability, and ensure 120 

high quality water by “looping” the Kankakee and University Park systems at another 121 

connection point.” If the Expanded Certification Area is approved, Aqua would not 122 

be required to seek additional approval from the ICC prior to construction. 123 

Construction and operating costs for this loop and other future improvements have 124 

not been incorporated into the cost analysis for serving the Expanded Area, and 125 

therefore the rate impact of these costs has not been presented for review. 126 

Moreover, the Will Center Road route negatively impacts the Village’s 127 

planning and future development of its service areas.  The service areas between 128 

Peotone and Beecher have been established through Boundary Agreements by the 129 

Village officials elected by those respective communities; not presumed by a private 130 

third-party. The construction of a pipeline through a legal, mutually agreed service 131 

area by a third, for profit party disturbs Peotone’s current planned service areas. 132 

Aqua’s rebuttal testimony and revised proposal does nothing to address these 133 

issues and concerns. 134 
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Q. Does Aqua’s rebuttal testimony contain any provision and/or cost 135 

estimates regarding looping of the water main?   136 

A. No.  Aqua admits in its direct testimony that looping will be necessary, but 137 

fails to consider the cost or the ability to do so in any of its testimony.  The loop will 138 

be required at a future date, probably along Route 50 (the apparent second choice 139 

route). That route will interfere with the existing service areas of Peotone and yet 140 

another municipality:  Monee. The Route 50 proposed route will divide the full 141 

length of both the Village of Peotone and Village of Monee. Aqua has either failed 142 

to, or refused to consider this necessity as a part of this petition. 143 

 Should the Certificated Area be established in accordance with the Revised 144 

Area proposal, looping is still possible. The Revised Area includes the eastern right 145 

of way of Egyptian Trail and the western right of way of Crawford Avenue. Therefore, 146 

Aqua has not one possible route along a public road, but three. In his rebuttal, Mr. 147 

Blanchette states the need for the two mile wide corridor is to be able to provide 148 

service to property owners who provide easements (lines 196-203). Aqua has not 149 
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submitted testimony documenting any persons having uninterrupted property 150 

ownership between Will Center Road and Egyptian Trail or Crawford Avenue. The 151 

two mile wide corridor does establish two additional roads for locating a future 152 

loop.  153 

Q. In your direct testimony, you indicated a substantial concern regarding 154 

the Village’s ability to continue to serve existing and future customers of its 155 

water system.  Are any of these concerns changed by Aqua’s revised proposal? 156 

A. No. 157 

Q. All told, does the revised proposal change any of the concerns and 158 

objections outlined in your direct testimony? 159 

A. No.  Although the overall size of the requested area is decreased, all the 160 

concerns and objections raised still apply to the revised area. 161 

VI. CONCLUSION 162 

Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 163 

A. Yes. 164 


