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I. INTRODUCTION 7 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 8 

A. Craig L. Blanchette, 1000 S. Schuyler Avenue, Kankakee, Illinois 60901. 9 

Q. Are you the same Craig L. Blanchette who submitted direct and rebuttal 10 

testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A. Yes.   12 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 13 

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

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony 15 

submitted by the Staff of the Illinois Commerce Commission (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, Mr. William 16 

H. Atwood Jr.) and intervening municipalities the Village of Peotone (Peotone Ex. 2.0, Mr. 17 

George Gray) and the Village of Monee (Monee Ex. 2.0, Mr. David Wallace) concerning the 18 

Certificate Aqua requests in this proceeding for the Revised Water Area (shown in blue on 19 

Aqua Ex. 2.1).  As I explained in my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 2.0), in response to 20 

concerns raised by Staff and the Intervenors in their direct testimony, Aqua narrowed the 21 

scope of the water Certificate it originally requested to one that excludes the corporate limits 22 
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of all municipalities—a corridor that extends approximately 1 mile on either side of Will 23 

Center Road in Will County as it runs between Aqua’s current Kankakee and University Park 24 

Certificated Areas.  This narrowed area is the Revised Water Area.  Staff witness Mr. Atwood 25 

does not object to certification of the Revised Water Area, but his rebuttal testimony seeks 26 

additional information regarding the study that Aqua did to confirm that construction of a 24-27 

inch water transmission main in the Revised Water Area is the least-cost option for bringing 28 

softened, filtered water to Aqua’s University Park customers.  My surrebuttal testimony 29 

addresses this information.   30 

Peotone witness Mr. Gray and Monee witness Mr. Wallace continue in their rebuttal 31 

testimony to generally oppose any Certificate, including for the Revised Water Area, even 32 

though the Revised Water Area: (i) does not include any area in Peotone and Monee’s 33 

corporate boundaries; (ii) does not include any area in which Peotone or Monee intend to 34 

extend water service; and (iii) includes only very limited portions of the Villages’ municipal 35 

planning areas.  My surrebuttal testimony further explains why Peotone and Monee’s 36 

opposition to the Revised Water Area Certificate is unfounded.  The only other party to this 37 

proceeding, Intervenor the City of Wilmington, did not submit rebuttal testimony. 38 

Finally, my surrebuttal testimony briefly notes the absence of any substantive 39 

opposition to the Certificate that Aqua requests for the Limited Areas (shown in pink on Aqua 40 

Ex. 2.1). 41 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits with your surrebuttal testimony? 42 

A. Yes.  I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 43 

• Aqua Exhibit 3.1 – Aqua’s responses to Staff data requests WHA-AQUA 2.01 44 
– 2.07;  45 
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• Aqua Exhibit 3.2 – Map showing the Village of Peotone’s municipal boundary, 46 

approximate 1.5 mile municipal planning area, and approximate boundary 47 
agreement area, overlaid with the Revised Water Area; 48 

• Aqua Exhibit 3.3 – Map showing the Village of Monee’s municipal boundary, 49 
approximate 1.5 mile municipal planning area, and approximate boundary 50 
agreement lines, overlaid with the Revised Water Area;  51 

• Aqua Exhibit 3.4 – Village of Peotone data request responses; and  52 

• Aqua Exhibit 3.5 – Village of Monee data request responses. 53 

III. CERTIFICATION OF THE REVISED WATER AREA 54 

A. Response to Staff 55 

Q. Based on your review of Staff’s rebuttal testimony, are there any outstanding 56 

issues between Aqua and Staff regarding Aqua’s request for a Certificate for the 57 

Revised Water Area? 58 

A. No.  Staff and Aqua agree that Aqua’s proposal meets the requirements of Section 8-59 

406(b) of the Public Utilities Act, 220 ILCS 5/8-406(b).   60 

Q. Please further explain Aqua and Staff’s agreement. 61 

A. As stated in my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 2.0, pp. 4-5), I read Section 8-406(b) to 62 

require Aqua to show: (1) that the main that Aqua proposes to construct is (a) necessary and 63 

(b) least-cost (8-406(b)(1)); (2) that Aqua has the managerial capability to construct the main 64 

(8-406(b)(2)); and (3) that Aqua has the financial capability to finance the main (8-406(b)(3)).  65 

Staff concluded in its direct testimony that Aqua has the managerial and financial capability to 66 

construct the main, as required by Sections 8-406(b)(2) and (3).  (Aqua Ex. 2.0, pp. 18-19.)  67 

Staff concludes in its rebuttal testimony that a 24-inch pipeline constructed in the Revised 68 

Water Area and connecting to Aqua’s existing 20-inch main at Manteno Diversatech is 69 
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necessary and is the least-cost means of meeting University Park’s need for improved water, 70 

as required by Section 8-406(b)(1).  (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, pp. 10-11.) 71 

Q. What does Staff witness Mr. Atwood testify regarding the need for the main? 72 

A. He states that “Aqua has presented the need for the proposed pipeline based upon a 73 

need to supply existing and future customers in the University Park Water Division with high 74 

quality, softened drinking water.”  (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 6:122-24.)   75 

Q. Does Mr. Atwood make any additional comments regarding the need for the 76 

proposed main? 77 

A. Yes.  He states that he would prefer that Aqua had progressed further with the design 78 

and precise location of the main, but that he nevertheless has no objection to the Revised 79 

Water Area.  (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 3.)   80 

Q. Can you explain why Aqua has not yet finalized the design and precise location of 81 

the main? 82 

A. Yes.  When it begins to construct the main, Aqua will need some flexibility to account 83 

for unforeseen obstacles that might increase the cost of construction, such as land acquisition 84 

issues.  Such obstacles could require Aqua to modify the route for the main.  Therefore, as I 85 

explained in my rebuttal testimony (Aqua Ex. 2.0, pp. 9-10), Aqua requests a corridor 86 

extending one mile on either side of Will Center Road in which to construct the main, rather 87 

than a precise route, to afford Aqua the flexibility, as it undertakes construction, necessary to 88 

enable Aqua to ultimately determine the most cost effective route within that corridor.   89 

Q. What does Mr. Atwood conclude regarding the least-cost nature of the main? 90 
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A. He agrees with Aqua that construction of a 24-inch pipeline connecting to Aqua’s 91 

existing 20-inch water main at Manteno Diversatech (Route “5A” in Table 44 and on Figure 9 92 

of the Preliminary Feasibility Study attached to my direct testimony as Aqua Exhibit 1.4) is 93 

the least-cost option for addressing the need in University Park relative to the other 94 

alternatives that Aqua explored, including other routes for the main and constructing water 95 

treatment facilities in University Park.  (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 11.)  As noted in my rebuttal 96 

testimony, Mr. Atwood already agreed in his direct testimony that a third alternative that Aqua 97 

explored—acquiring a Lake Michigan water supply through a neighboring municipality—was 98 

not least cost.  (Aqua Ex. 2.0, pp. 37-38; ICC Staff Ex. 1.0 (Atwood Dir.), p. 20.)  99 

Q. Does Mr. Atwood make any additional comments regarding the least-cost nature 100 

of the main? 101 

A. Yes.  Mr. Atwood seeks clarification of certain conclusions in the Hydraulic Water 102 

Analysis Report provided with my rebuttal testimony as Aqua Exhibit 2.3.  Mr. Atwood posed 103 

his questions to Aqua as data requests, which were submitted after Mr. Atwood’s rebuttal 104 

testimony was filed.  For the benefit of the Commission and the record, I have attached 105 

Aqua’s responses to those data requests as Aqua Exhibit 3.1.  I also provide additional 106 

information below in response to the questions Mr. Atwood raised in his rebuttal testimony.   107 

Q. Mr. Atwood notes that Aqua used different design flow rates to compare the 24-108 

inch, Route 5A pipeline option and the water treatment option.  Can you explain why 109 

Aqua did this? 110 

A. Yes.  My rebuttal testimony discussed the three options for improving University 111 

Park’s water aesthetics that remained after Aqua narrowed its request to the Revised Water 112 
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Area: (1) construction of a 24-inch pipeline along Will Center Road between Aqua’s current 113 

University Park and Kankakee Certificated Areas (“Route 5” on Figure 9 of the Preliminary 114 

Feasibility Study (Aqua Ex. 1.4)); (2) construction of the same 24-inch pipeline along Will 115 

Center Road, but utilizing Aqua’s existing 20-inch water main at Manteno Diversatech for the 116 

initial portion of the route (“Route 5A” on Figure 9 of the Preliminary Feasibility Study); and 117 

(3) expansion and treatment of Aqua’s University Park’s current groundwater supply.  (Aqua 118 

Ex. 2.0, pp. 12-13.)  Aqua evaluated whether all three options provide the necessary flow for 119 

the least cost considering current demand and the opportunity for growth within the region.  120 

As I explain below, while improvements can be made to Aqua’s existing facilities to align the 121 

design flow rates of the various options, Aqua determined that additional investment in 122 

existing facilities is not necessary to supply customers in University Park with quality, 123 

softened water for the foreseeable future.  This is because Aqua can combine its existing water 124 

storage and booster station facilities with the new 24-inch water main from its Kankakee 125 

system to ensure that an adequate flow and volume of water is conveyed to meet current peak 126 

demand in University Park at a total cost of approximately $13 million.  No other option, 127 

regardless of the flow rate, is capable of providing the necessary flow for less cost.                128 

Q. Mr. Atwood asks whether the existing 20-inch water main that serves Grant Park 129 

has the hydraulic capacity to meet the maximum day demand of Grant Park and 130 

University Park via the 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline without paralleling or replacing the 131 

existing 20-inch water main.  Does it? 132 

A. Yes.  The 2013 maximum day demands of Grant Park and University Park were 0.26 133 

MG and 3.4 million gallons (MG), respectively, for a total 2013 maximum day demand of 134 
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3.66 MG.  The existing 20-inch main that serves Grant Park can supply 6.5 million gallons per 135 

day (MGD) to University Park via the 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline and .26 MGD to Grant Park 136 

at 4.8 feet per second (fps) on a peak day without improvements.  (This velocity is appropriate 137 

given the short distance to the split point for the Grant Park and University Park mains.)  138 

Accordingly, the existing 20-inch water main has more than enough hydraulic capacity to 139 

meet the maximum day demand of Grant Park and the maximum day demand of University 140 

Park via the 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline without paralleling or replacing the existing 20-inch 141 

main.  Aqua provided Staff this information in response to Staff data request WHA-AQUA 142 

2.02.  (Aqua Ex. 3.1, p. 3.) 143 

Q. Mr. Atwood also asks whether the existing 16-inch water main that serves the 144 

Manteno Diversatech storage and booster facility has the hydraulic capacity to meet the 145 

maximum day demand of Manteno, Grant Park, and University Park via the 24-inch, 146 

Route 5A pipeline without paralleling or replacing the existing 16-inch water main.  147 

Does it? 148 

A. Yes.  The existing 16-inch water main that serves the 3 MG ground storage tank at 149 

Manteno Diversatech can supply 3.25 MGD at 3.6 fps on a peak day without improvements.  150 

Also, University Park has 3.3 MG in storage and Grant Park has 0.125 MG in storage.  151 

Accordingly, the existing 16-inch main, combined with the available storage, can meet the 152 

collective maximum day demand of 3.66 MGD of Grant Park and University Park via the 24-153 

inch, Route 5A main that I noted above, without improvements. 154 

It is not necessary to consider the maximum day demand of Manteno in this scenario.  155 

In conjunction with a required Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) relocation 156 
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project and separate from the construction proposed in this proceeding, in 2014, Aqua will 157 

construct an additional connection between its existing Kankakee and Manteno systems.  158 

Construction of the new connection will be part of the 2014 capital improvements in Aqua’s 159 

Kankakee service area.  The new connection will allow the Manteno system to be fully 160 

supplied from Aqua’s 6 MG storage and booster facility in Bradley.  Therefore, the existing 161 

16-inch main that currently serves Manteno Diversatech will be designated for service to 162 

University Park and Grant Park.  Aqua provided this information in response to Staff data 163 

request WHA-AQUA 2.01.  (Aqua Ex. 3.1, pp. 1-2.) 164 

Q. What would be the cost to supplement the existing 16-inch water main serving the 165 

Manteno Diversatech storage and booster station, if that were necessary? 166 

A. The estimated cost of the new connection between Aqua’s Kankakee and Manteno 167 

systems that I noted above is $1.5 million.  I explained why it is not necessary to improve the 168 

existing 16-inch main that serves Manteno Diversatech.  However, the estimated cost to 169 

replace that 6-mile main with 24-inch main would be $4.5 million.  The estimated cost to 170 

parallel the existing 16-inch main with new 16-inch main would be $3 million.  I note that 171 

both improvements would provide in excess of 6.5 MGD at 3.2 fps, regardless of storage.  172 

Therefore, both would provide well in excess of the collective 2013 maximum day demand of 173 

3.66 MG of University Park and Grant Park.  I also note that the improvements to the existing 174 

16-inch main, as well as those to the existing 20-inch main discussed above, if constructed, 175 

would benefit a greater customer base than that in University Park alone; those improvements 176 

also would benefit Aqua’s Kankakee customers.  Aqua provided this information in response 177 

to Staff data request WHA-AQUA 2.01.  (Aqua Ex. 3.1, pp. 1-2.)   178 
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Q. Mr. Atwood notes that Aqua has not identified the booster pump station 179 

configuration that it will use to serve Manteno, Grant Park, and University Park via the 180 

proposed 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline.  What configuration will Aqua use? 181 

A. Aqua’s Grant Park booster station has three 878 gallons per minute (gpm) pumps.  Its 182 

Manteno booster station has two 2,430 gpm pumps.  Aqua primarily will use the Manteno 183 

station to supply Grant Park and University Park.  As I explained, in conjunction with a 184 

required IDOT relocation project separate from the project at issue here, Aqua will construct 185 

an additional connection between its Kankakee and Manteno systems in 2014.  The new 186 

connection will allow the Manteno system to be fully supplied from Aqua’s 6 MG storage and 187 

booster facility in Bradley.  Accordingly, either of Aqua’s Manteno or Grant Park booster 188 

stations will be available to supply water to University Park on any given day.  For the 189 

purposes of peak day analysis, Aqua used the Manteno booster station, in conjunction with the 190 

3 MG of ground storage at Manteno Diversatech, to supply University Park and Grant Park.  191 

Aqua provided this information in response to Staff data request WHA-AQUA 2.03.  (Aqua 192 

Ex. 3.1, p. 4.) 193 

Q. Do the existing booster pumps at Manteno Diversatech have the pumping 194 

capacity to meet the maximum day demand of Grant Park and University Park via the 195 

proposed 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline without adding or replacing the existing pumps? 196 

A. Yes.  As explained, the Manteno booster station has two 2,430 gpm pumps.  Using the 197 

Manteno 2,430 gpm booster station to pump to University Park and Grant Park, 3.5 MGD 198 

maximum can be pumped by that station.  Again, the 2013 maximum day demands of Grant 199 

Park and University Park were 0.26 MG and 3.4 MG, respectively, for a total 2013 maximum 200 
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day demand of 3.66 MG.  Aqua will offset the 2013 0.16 MG incremental peak (3.66 MG – 201 

3.5 MG) using University Park’s 3.3 MG in storage.  Grant Park also has 0.125 MG in 202 

storage.  Therefore, the existing Manteno booster station, combined with existing storage in 203 

University Park and Grant Park, has the pumping capacity to meet the combined 2013 204 

maximum day demand of Grant Park and University Park via the 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline 205 

without additional pumping improvements.  Aqua provided this information in response to 206 

Staff data request WHA-AQUA 2.03.  (Aqua Ex. 3.1, p. 4.)     207 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Atwood that even if Aqua replaced the current pumps at 208 

the Manteno Diversatech booster station, the cost would be much less than $8.4 million?  209 

(ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 11.) 210 

A. Yes.  As I explained, the existing Manteno booster station has the pumping capacity to 211 

meet the combined maximum day demand of Grant Park and University Park without 212 

additional pumping improvement, when combined with the existing 3.3 MG of storage in the 213 

University Park system.  Nevertheless, Aqua has analyzed what would be needed to meet a 214 

potential peak day of 4.8 MGD in University Park.  To meet such demand, the pumps in the 215 

Manteno booster station would need to be upsized to 6AE12 pumps.  The estimated cost of 216 

these pumps, including their installation, would be $100,000.  Accordingly, Mr. Atwood is 217 

correct that the estimated cost would be “much less” than the $8.4 million difference between 218 

the estimated cost to construct the 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline and the cost to expand and treat 219 

the University Park ground water supply discussed in my rebuttal testimony. 220 

Q. Can you address Mr. Atwood’s questions concerning the existing Kankakee water 221 

treatment facility and its ability to meet the demands of the Revised Water Area?  222 
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A. Yes.  Aqua’s Kankakee treatment plant is rated at 22 MGD.  Thus, it has adequate 223 

capacity to serve even coinciding peak days in Kankakee and University Park.     224 

Q. Mr. Atwood concludes that the 24-inch, Route 5A pipeline in the Revised Water 225 

Area is the least-cost option even considering his questions regarding Aqua’s Hydraulic 226 

Water Analysis Report.   Do you agree? 227 

A. Yes.  And this would remain true even if Aqua were to include the estimated cost to 228 

(1) upsize the existing pumps at the Manteno Diversatech booster station ($100,000), (2) 229 

install the second feed to Manteno that will be constructed separate from the project proposed 230 

in this proceeding ($1.5 million), and (3) replace the existing 16-inch water main that serves 231 

the Manteno Diversatech facilities with 24-inch main for its full 6-mile length from Bradley to 232 

Manteno ($4.5 million). Even with these costs, Aqua’s proposal to construct a water 233 

transmission main connecting its Kankakee and University Park Certificated Areas still would 234 

cost approximately $2.3 million less than the water treatment option that Aqua explored.  This 235 

reinforces Mr. Atwood’s testimony that the proposed main is the least-cost method of 236 

providing softened, filtered water to Aqua’s customers in University Park in response to those 237 

customers’ ongoing requests for water with improved aesthetics.   238 

Q. What do you conclude in response to Mr. Atwood’s rebuttal testimony? 239 

A. While Mr. Atwood has several questions in his rebuttal testimony regarding Aqua’s 240 

Hydraulic Water Analysis Report, I have addressed those questions here and in response to his 241 

data requests, attached as Aqua Exhibit 3.1.  The answers to his questions, however, do not 242 

change the result that the main that Aqua proposes to construct, specifically the 24-inch, 243 

Route 5A pipeline, is the least-cost means of addressing the need for water with improved 244 
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aesthetics in University Park.  Accordingly, I believe that there are no remaining issues as 245 

between Aqua and Staff, and Staff agrees that Aqua’s proposed Certificate for the Revised 246 

Water Area meets the requirements of Section 8-406(b). 247 

B. Response to Intervenors Peotone and Monee 248 

Q. In its rebuttal filing, Aqua narrowed the scope of its original request to remove 249 

from the Certificate the corporate boundaries of all municipalities, including Peotone 250 

and Monee.  Did this accommodation satisfy Peotone and Monee?     251 

A. No.  While Aqua’s Revised Water Area resolved Staff’s concern in this regard (ICC 252 

Staff Ex. 4.0, p. 2), Peotone and Monee continue to oppose Aqua’s request.   253 

Q. Do Peotone and Monee oppose Aqua’s requested Certificate only insofar as it 254 

affects the Villages? 255 

A. No.  Both Peotone and Monee continue to oppose the Certificate wholesale, including 256 

proposed certificated area miles from either Village.  257 

Q. In opposing the Certificate wholesale, do either Peotone or Monee dispute the 258 

need for water with improved aesthetics in University Park? 259 

A. No.  Neither Peotone witness Mr. Gray nor Monee witness Mr. Wallace mention that 260 

need in their rebuttal testimony.  But it is the impetus for the requested Certificate.  As I 261 

explained in my direct and rebuttal testimony, University Park officials and residents have 262 

repeatedly requested that Aqua take the steps necessary to improve the water aesthetics in 263 

University Park.  In fact, as of today, 49 University Park residents have posted comments on 264 

the Commission’s e-Docket Public Forum for this proceeding asking the Commission to 265 
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approve the Certificate and permit Aqua to bring softened, filtered water to University Park.  266 

(See http://www.icc.illinois.gov/docket/PublicComments.aspx?no=13-0246.)  The requested 267 

Certificate for the Revised Water Area will allow Aqua to do that.   268 

Q. What is the basis for Peotone and Monee’s continued opposition to the 269 

Certificate? 270 

A. It appears to primarily be that the Revised Water Area includes areas beyond the 271 

Villages’ municipal boundaries, including areas covered by boundary agreements between the 272 

Villages and certain other municipalities.   273 

Q. Do you consider this a reasonable position? 274 

A. No.  There are basically three types of area that Villages claim an interest in: (1) their 275 

corporate boundaries; (2) their 1.5 mile radius municipal planning areas; and (3) areas covered 276 

by their boundary agreements with some neighboring municipalities.  Their concern about 277 

areas within their corporate boundaries is no longer an issue as the Revised Water Area does 278 

not include any area within the corporate boundaries of Peotone or Monee.  Their concern 279 

about their 1.5 mile municipal planning areas is now limited to a small area, as discussed 280 

below.  Crucially, though, the Revised Water Area does not include any area in which the 281 

Villages have any plans to extend water service.  Thus, their main concern is really a 282 

speculative one about the impact of the Certificate on their boundary agreement areas.  The 283 

gist of the Villages’ concern here is their apparent desire to control large areas of 284 

unincorporated Will County, for the foreseeable future, to the exclusion of other entities but 285 

without any definite plans for those areas.  That strikes me as unreasonable, especially given 286 

the impetus for Aqua’s requested Certificate for the Revised Water Area—the present need 287 
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for improved water in University Park.  Moreover, despite Aqua’s accommodation to remove 288 

Peotone and Monee’s corporate limits from its original request, the Villages continue to 289 

oppose the Certificate in its entirety. 290 

Q. Related to Aqua’s accommodation to remove the Villages’ corporate limits from 291 

Aqua’s original request, Peotone witness Mr. Gray expresses confusion regarding the 292 

geographic area of the Revised Water Area.   Can you clarify his confusion? 293 

A. Yes.  As explained in my rebuttal testimony, Aqua is requesting a water-only 294 

Certificate for the area shown in blue on Aqua Exhibit 2.1 attached to that testimony.  This is 295 

the Revised Water Area.  The area is an approximately 2-mile wide corridor along Will Center 296 

Road connecting Aqua’s Kankakee and University Park Certificated Areas.  It is about 30 297 

square miles.  It excludes Peotone’s corporate boundaries as well as Monee’s.  Apart from 298 

certification of the Limited Areas shown in pink on Aqua Exhibit 2.1, to which neither 299 

Peotone nor Monee object and which I discuss below, Aqua is not requesting certification of 300 

any other areas in this proceeding.   301 

Q. Have Peotone or Monee raised any new concerns in their rebuttal testimony not 302 

addressed in your previous testimony? 303 

A. No.  Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace raise the same concerns that they raised in their direct 304 

testimony.  However, some of the points that they raise again in rebuttal warrant further 305 

response: their misunderstanding regarding “looping” of the proposed main and their 306 

allegations regarding their 1.5 mile municipal planning areas and the areas governed by their 307 

boundary agreements with certain neighboring municipalities.  I also note some inaccuracies 308 

in Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace’s rebuttal testimony that require clarification for the record.  309 
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Q. Both Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace continue to believe Aqua’s proposal should 310 

include the cost to “loop” the main Aqua proposes to construct.  Why is that belief 311 

wrong? 312 

A. Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace claim that I admitted in my direct testimony that looping 313 

the main is necessary.  That is a mischaracterization of my testimony.  I testified that “Aqua 314 

may also determine that additional mains are required in the future to add redundancy, 315 

increase reliability, and ensure high quality water by ‘looping’ the Kankakee and University 316 

Park systems at another connection point.”  (Aqua Ex. 1.0, p. 14:299-302 (emphasis added).)  317 

In other words, looping of the system may be a future consideration.  But, despite Mr. Gray 318 

and Mr. Wallace’s contentions, proper operation of the main does not require looping it.  In 319 

fact, as I explained in my rebuttal testimony, Aqua successfully serves a number of 320 

communities without a fully looped system.  (Aqua Ex. 2.0, p. 40.)  Because looping the main 321 

is not necessary and is speculative, it is not proper to include any estimated cost to loop the 322 

main in Aqua’s cost estimates in this proceeding. 323 

Q. Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace believe that, if Aqua does “loop” the main, it will not 324 

need permission from the Commission to construct the new, looping main.  Why is that 325 

belief also wrong? 326 

A. Both witnesses make this claim, and suggest that Aqua would probably construct the 327 

new main along Route 50.  But Route 50 is outside of the Revised Water Area—the area for 328 

which Aqua is requesting a Certificate in this case—and it is not otherwise within an area 329 

already certificated by the Commission.  Therefore, Aqua cannot construct a main along 330 

Route 50, or in any other uncertificated area, without first obtaining a certificate from the 331 
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Commission.  The estimated cost of the new, looping main would be considered in that 332 

certificate proceeding; it is not germane to this one.  And, again, looping is not necessary to 333 

the proper operation of the main Aqua proposes to construct here. 334 

Q. What are Peotone and Monee’s concerns regarding the impact of the Revised 335 

Water Area on their 1.5 mile municipal planning areas? 336 

A. They note the overlap between the Revised Water Area and their planning areas, and 337 

suggest that the Certificate will disturb infrastructure and annexations planned for those areas. 338 

Q. Does Peotone’s municipal planning area overlap the Revised Water Area? 339 

A. To a limited extent.  The overlap is less than 1 square mile, per the Planning Area map 340 

provided by Peotone in response to Staff data request WHA-VOP 1.01(2).  Attached as Aqua 341 

Exhibit 3.2 is a map that shows (in pink) Peotone’s approximate 1.5 mile municipal planning 342 

area with the Revised Water Area overlaid (in blue).  The map also shows that the Revised 343 

Water area excludes Peotone’s municipal boundary. 344 

Q. What is the overlap between Monee’s municipal planning area and the Revised 345 

Water Area? 346 

A. Approximately 3.87 square miles.  Attached as Aqua Exhibit 3.3 is a map that shows 347 

(in purple) Monee’s approximate 1.5 mile municipal planning area with the Revised Water 348 

Area overlaid (in blue).  I note that, as the map shows, Monee’s planning area already 349 

substantially overlaps Aqua’s existing University Park Certificated Area.  The map also shows 350 

that the Revised Water Area excludes Monee’s municipal boundary.  351 

Q. Do Peotone or Monee have any present plans to construct water infrastructure in 352 



Aqua Exhibit 3.0 
Page 17 of 23 

 
their 1.5 mile municipal planning areas? 353 

A. No.  Discovery in this case made that clear.  In fact, Peotone’s own Master Water 354 

Study indicates the “ultimate build out” of its water system is only as far east as Ridgeland 355 

Avenue, which is approximately two miles from Will Center Road and a full mile from 356 

Aqua’s Revised Water Area.  (Aqua Ex. 3.4, pp. 1-2 (WHA-VOP 1.01(5) & Attach (“Village 357 

of Peotone, Illinois - Master Water Study Ultimate Build Out With Airport”)).)   358 

Q. Do Peotone or Monee have any present plans to annex property within their 1.5 359 

mile municipal planning areas to their corporate limits? 360 

A. No.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 (Gray Dir.), p. 6; Monee Ex. 1.0 (Wallace Dir.), p. 5; Aqua Ex. 361 

3.4, p. 3 (AQUA-VOP 1.17).)    362 

Q. What are Peotone and Monee’s concerns regarding the impact of the Revised 363 

Water Area on the areas governed by their boundary agreements with other 364 

municipalities? 365 

A. As with their 1.5 municipal planning areas, the Villages are concerned that the Revised 366 

Water Area will disturb their ability to develop within their boundary agreement areas.  But, 367 

as explained, the Villages have no present plans to develop infrastructure or annex property 368 

within 1.5 miles of their current corporate limits, let alone their boundary agreement areas.    369 

Q. Do Peotone and Monee’s boundary agreements with other municipalities give the 370 

Villages jurisdiction over the areas covered by those agreements? 371 

A. No.  The only parties affected by a boundary agreement are the municipalities that 372 

enter into that agreement.  Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace agree with this.  In discovery, they both 373 



Aqua Exhibit 3.0 
Page 18 of 23 

 
admitted that Peotone and Monee do not have exclusive jurisdiction over their boundary 374 

agreement areas.  (Aqua Exs. 3.4, p. 6 (AQUA-VOP 3.17); 3.5, p. 4 (AQUA-VOM 2.24).) 375 

Q. What is the overlap between Peotone’s boundary agreement area and the Revised 376 

Water Area? 377 

A. Approximately 12 square miles, per the boundary agreement area map provided by 378 

Peotone in response to Staff data request WHA-VOP 1.01(2).  Aqua Exhibit 3.2 shows (in 379 

teal) Peotone’s approximate boundary agreement area with the Revised Water Area overlaid 380 

(in blue).  As the map shows, Peotone claims to control a vast portion of Will County based 381 

on its boundary agreements with other municipalities. 382 

Q. What is the overlap between Monee’s boundary agreement area and the Revised 383 

Water Area? 384 

A. Approximately 4.5 square miles.  Aqua Exhibit 3.3 shows (in teal) Monee’s 385 

approximate boundary agreement lines with the Revised Water Area overlaid (in blue). 386 

Q. Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace again suggest that construction of the main in their 387 

boundary agreement areas will encourage uncontrolled growth in unincorporated Will 388 

County.  Is that a valid concern?   389 

A. No, and I explained in my rebuttal testimony why it is not.  (Aqua Ex. 2.0, pp. 33-36.)  390 

I also think their repeated assertion in this regard is a red herring for many reasons.  First, Mr. 391 

Gray and Mr. Wallace purport to speak on behalf of Will County when they make this claim.  392 

I am not aware that they have any authority to do so.  In fact, representatives of Will County, 393 

Will County Board member James G. Moustis and Illinois House Representative for the 80th 394 
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District, which includes Will County, Anthony DeLuca both submitted letters in support of 395 

Aqua’s proposal in this proceeding.  (Aqua Ex. 1.6.)  Second, on one hand, Peotone and 396 

Monee oppose development in unincorporated Will County, but on the other, they seek to lay 397 

claim to miles beyond their municipal boundaries because they want to develop those areas.  398 

Third, in discovery, both Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace admitted that they have not performed 399 

any studies or analyses that support their allegation that installation of a main through 400 

unincorporated Will County will encourage uncontrolled development or discourage 401 

annexation.  (Aqua Exs. 3.4, p. 5 (AQUA-VOP 3.14); 3.5, pp. 2-3 (AQUA-VOM 2.20, 2.22).)  402 

Finally, it is worth noting that there are developments west of Monee, and throughout 403 

unincorporated Will County, that have no public water or wastewater service and that rely 404 

exclusively on well and septic systems.  These developments are approved and permitted by 405 

Will County.  Consequently, growth outside of municipal corporate boundaries is not an 406 

“Aqua” issue; Aqua does not approve zoning, permit construction, or in any way authorize the 407 

development of a parcel.    408 

Q. Do you have any additional comments in response to Messrs. Gray and Wallace 409 

regarding anticipated growth in Will County? 410 

A. Yes.  Both witnesses point out that there have not been specific requests for service in 411 

the Revised Water Area.  But this ignores that the overriding purpose of the construction that 412 

Aqua proposes in this proceeding is to address a specific need in University Park—413 

specifically, to bring softened, filtered water to customers there in response to their repeated 414 

and ongoing requests.  It also ignores the anticipated population growth in Will County that I 415 

discussed in my direct and rebuttal testimony.  I note recent news media regarding that 416 
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anticipated growth and the resulting need for additional water service in Will County.  For 417 

example, the Chicago Sun-Times’ Tinley Park Southtown Star recently reported that “Will 418 

County could be short as much as 14 million gallons of water a day by 2030 if development, 419 

including the proposed South Suburban Airport near Peotone, occurs as expected.”  (Cindy 420 

WojdyLa Cain, Will Co. Could Face Water Shortage, Southtown Star, Jan. 9, 2014, available 421 

at http://southtownstar.suntimes.com/news/24863139-418/will-co-could-face-water-shortage. 422 

html.)   423 

Q. You noted that there are inaccuracies in Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace’s rebuttal 424 

testimony that require clarification.  What are those inaccuracies? 425 

A. The witnesses make several statements that are contrary to the record.  First, both Mr. 426 

Gray and Mr. Wallace testify that Aqua has not addressed alternatives to the main, such as 427 

additional water treatment facilities in University Park or using alternative water sources.  428 

That is incorrect.  Substantial portions of my direct and rebuttal testimony address the 429 

alternatives that Aqua studied, including constructing water treatment facilities in University 430 

Park and acquiring a Lake Michigan water supply, and I attached to my testimony the studies 431 

Aqua prepared that analyze the various alternatives.  (Aqua Exs. 1.4 (Preliminary Feasibility 432 

Study); 2.3 (Hydraulic Water Analysis Report); 2.4 (Water Treatment Study).)  Staff witness 433 

Mr. Atwood also evaluated, in his direct and rebuttal testimony, all of the alternatives that 434 

Aqua studied, and he agrees with Aqua that construction of a 24-inch main is the least-cost 435 

alternative.  It is unclear to me why Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace refuse to acknowledge the 436 

various alternatives that Aqua studied. 437 

Second, Mr. Gray also is concerned that, if the main is constructed along Route 50, it 438 
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will result in duplication of utility infrastructure.  But Route 50 is not included in the Revised 439 

Water Area, and Aqua is not proposing to construct a main there or within the corporate 440 

boundaries of any municipality.  Thus, as Staff witness Mr. Atwood recognizes, there is no 441 

concern with duplication of infrastructure in the Revised Water Area.  (ICC Staff Ex. 4.0, pp. 442 

2-3.)  443 

 Finally, Mr. Wallace testifies that the Green Garden development west of Monee “has 444 

a public water supply from Aqua, but has septic systems for sanitary sewerage.”  (Monee Ex. 445 

2.0, pp. 7-8:107-08.)  That is not correct.  Every development and every customer served with 446 

water by Aqua in Green Garden also is served with sanitary sewer service from Aqua’s 447 

collection system and Regional Wastewater Plant in University Park.  Aqua does supply a 448 

number of customers in Monee Township with only one utility service, sewer service.  Those 449 

customers are served with municipal drinking water from the Village of Monee.   450 

Q. What do you conclude in response to Peotone and Monee’s rebuttal testimony? 451 

A. I don’t believe that the Villages have presented any evidence that supports their 452 

wholesale opposition to certification of the Revised Water Area, and I believe that wholesale 453 

opposition is unreasonable.  Peotone and Monee raise concern regarding their 1.5 mile 454 

planning areas and boundary agreement areas, but they do not have plans to construct 455 

infrastructure in those areas or annex land in those areas to their corporate boundaries in the 456 

foreseeable future.  And Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace concede that the Villages do not control 457 

those areas to the exclusion of other entities.  Moreover, they oppose Aqua’s requested 458 

Certificate in its entirety, despite that Aqua removed their corporate boundaries from its 459 

original request and despite that portions of the Revised Water Area are nowhere near the 460 
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Villages.  In opposing certification altogether, Peotone and Monee simply ignore the 461 

overriding reason that Aqua is seeking a Certificate for the Revised Water Area—University 462 

Park customers’ present need for softened, filtered water—and focus only on the Villages’ 463 

admittedly undefined, speculative plans for incorporated Will County.  For all these reasons, I 464 

do not believe the Commission should accord the Villages’ opposition any weight. 465 

IV. CERTIFICATION OF THE LIMITED AREAS 466 

Q. In your rebuttal testimony, you explained that Staff recommends certification of 467 

the Limited Areas identified in pink on Aqua Exhibit 2.1, and that no party’s direct 468 

testimony presented any substantive basis to reject certification of those areas.  (Aqua 469 

Ex. 2.0, p. 17.)  Has any party’s rebuttal testimony changed this? 470 

A. No.  As stated in my rebuttal testimony, Peotone does not object to certification of the 471 

Limited Areas.  (Aqua Ex. 3.4, p. 4 (AQUA-VOP 3.01).)  Monee also does not object to 472 

certification of the Limited Areas.  (Aqua Ex. 3.5, p. 1 (AQUA-VOM 2.03).)  I noted in my 473 

rebuttal testimony that the City of Wilmington generally objected in its direct filing to Aqua’s 474 

requested Certificate, which would include the Limited Areas, but it did not address the 475 

Limited Areas in its testimony.  Wilmington did not submit any rebuttal testimony. 476 

V. CONCLUSION 477 

Q. What do you conclude regarding Aqua’s petition for a Certificate for the Limited 478 

Areas and the Revised Water Area? 479 

A. Staff recommends that the Commission approve a Certificate for the Limited Areas, 480 

and the intervening municipalities do not raise any substantive objection to one.  So, the 481 

Commission should issue a Certificate for the Limited Areas.  Staff and Aqua agree that 482 
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Aqua’s proposal for a Certificate for the Revised Water Area also meets the requirements of 483 

Section 8-406(b) of the Public Utilities Act.  Notably, Staff and Aqua agree that an improved 484 

water quality is needed in University Park, and that construction of the proposed 24-inch, 485 

Route 5A pipeline in the Revised Water Area is the least-cost, most effective means of 486 

answering that need.  Therefore, the Commission also should issue a Certificate for the 487 

Revised Water Area, and thereby permit Aqua to undertake the steps necessary to serve its 488 

University Park customers with improved water.      489 

Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 490 

A. Yes. 491 


