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 10 

I. INTRODUCTION 11 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 12 

A. David Wallace, 5130 W. Court Street, Monee, IL  60449  13 

Q. Are you the same David Wallace 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.  I presume you mean the Village of Monee and not the Village of 20 

Peotone. 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 Monee’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 

 37 

III. AQUA’S REVISED PROPOSAL 38 

Q. You indicated Aqua provided a revised proposal in its rebuttal testimony.  39 

What is your understanding of that revised proposal with respect to the water 40 

certification area? 41 

A. Based on the testimony and maps filed by Aqua, it appears Aqua is revising 42 

its requested area to exclude the corporate limits of all municipalities, and to reduce 43 

the size of the area to approximately 30 square miles comprised of a corridor that 44 

extends approximately one mile on either side of Route 10/Will Center Road in Will 45 

County.  46 
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Q. Does the revised proposal include a specific route for the proposed water 47 

main connecting Kankakee to University Park? 48 

A. No 49 

Q. Does the revised proposal include any statements regarding requests for 50 

water service in the proposed certification area? 51 

A. No. 52 

Q. Does the revised proposal include any information or cost estimates 53 

regarding looping of the proposed water main? 54 

A. No. 55 

Q. Does the revised proposal include any response to the proposed 56 

alternatives to increasing the water quality in University Park, such as additional 57 

water treatment or exploring alternative water sources? 58 

A. No. 59 

Q. In your direct testimony, you raised numerous concerns regarding Aqua’s 60 

proposal.  Does this revised proposal do anything to alleviate those concerns?  61 
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A. No.  Although the revised proposal has removed areas within municipal 62 

boundaries, it has not removed the concerns of Monee that Aqua is overreaching 63 

the necessary area required to install a water main.  As I stated in Monee Exhibit 1.0, 64 

Page 10, beginning in the middle of line 211, “Municipalities and for profit 65 

companies must adhere to substantially different guidelines when it comes to 66 

available funding and bidding of contracts for construction, etc.  Due to these 67 

guidelines Aqua would gain an unfair advantage over the village in the expansion of 68 

their water system and thus, could and most certainly would lessen the desirability 69 

for future development to annex to the Village, leading to unpredictable and spotty 70 

development.”  This is in respect to the certificated area(s) that Aqua is requesting 71 

and would not be utilized for the water main installation.  72 

 73 

 74 

 75 

III. RESPONSE TO AQUA’S REVISED PROPOSAL 76 
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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 in that, as stated above, Aqua would have the 84 

ability to provide water service to areas within our planning jurisdiction but not yet 85 

annexed without Monee ever having the ability to approach a land owner for 86 

annexation and the use of municipal services, including water. 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 

legislation. Boundary Agreements delineate geographic borders for the expansion of 91 
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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 Peotone and University Park 94 

(formerly Park Forest South). 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. It is unclear from he information provided by Aqua, but I would approximate 98 

about 4 square miles. 99 

Q. The revised proposal suggests a water main route along Will Center Road.  100 

Does this route cause concern for the Village? 101 

A. Yes.  Any route would cause concern, as any water main coming into such a 102 

large proposed certificated area can have the eventual negative impact on 103 

annexation and controlled growth.  Installation of the main through unincorporated 104 

Will County will encourage development away from existing service areas. A case 105 

study in point is the Green Garden development, a subdivision west of the Village of 106 
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Monee in unincorporated Will County. The development has a public water supply 107 

from Aqua, but has septic systems for sanitary sewerage. 108 

 Specifically, the Will Center Road route directly concerns the Village.  109 

Although Aqua has indicated the revised area and the route would exclude all 110 

corporate limits of the Village, Will Center Road runs through the Village.  According 111 

to the map submitted by Aqua (Aqua Exhibit 2.1) the revised area would simply 112 

trace the Village’s corporate boundaries, which of course would still impact the 113 

Village’s planning and boundary agreement areas. 114 

 Moreover, the revised proposal still fails to consider looping of the system, 115 

which Aqua admits in its direct testimony is necessary to improve the system.  The 116 

eventual looping will require another route, which will undoubtedly travel through 117 

the corporate boundaries of the Village and other municipalities in the area.  Aqua’s 118 

proposal fails to consider this fact. 119 

Q. Does Aqua’s rebuttal testimony contain any provision and/or cost 120 

estimates regarding looping of the water main?   121 
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A. No.  Aqua admits in its direct testimony that looping will be necessary, but 122 

fails to consider the cost, the route, or the ability to do so in any of its testimony.  123 

The loop will be required at a future date and, as stated above, will likely interfere 124 

with the existing service areas of Monee and other municipalities.  For example, the 125 

Route 50 proposed route will divide the full length of both the Village of Peotone 126 

and Village of Monee. Aqua has either failed to, or refused to consider this necessity 127 

as a part of this petition. 128 

Q. In your direct testimony you indicated concern relative to Monee and the 129 

servicing of the Certificated areas within Monee’s boundary agreement areas if 130 

the Petition is granted.  Specifically, you indicate if Aqua’s petition were 131 

granted, the Village would experience a lessened desire for annexation and 132 

would see spot developments in unincorporated areas, and that it would place 133 

the municipalities involved and Aqua in direct competition with the 134 

municipalities being at a disadvantage.  Does the revise plan alleviate or even 135 

address these concerns? 136 
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A. No. 137 

Q. All told, does the revised proposal change any of the concerns and 138 

objections outlined in your direct testimony? 139 

A. No.  Although the overall size of the requested area is decreased, all the 140 

concerns and objections raised still apply to the revised area. 141 

 142 

VI. CONCLUSION 143 

Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony? 144 

A. Yes. 145 


