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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
 

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

Aqua Illinois, Inc.  : 
  : 
Petition for a Certificate of Public   : 
Convenience and Necessity, to   : 13-0246 
Construct, Operate and Maintain a   : 
Water Distribution System and a   : 
Wastewater Collection System in areas  : 
of Kankakee and Will Counties, Illinois.  : 

 

ORDER 
 
By the Commission: 
 
 Aqua Illinois, Inc. (“Petitioner” or “Aqua”) requests, pursuant to Section 8-406 of 
the Illinois Public Utilities Act (220 ILCS 5/8-406) (“the Act”), that the Illinois Commerce 
Commission (“Commission”) issue a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity 
authorizing Petitioner to construct, operate and maintain a water distribution system in 
parts of Will and Kankakee Counties, Illinois, and a water distribution and wastewater 
collection system in two limited areas of Will County. 
 
 Petitioner seeks to supply its existing and future customers in the University 
Park, Illinois service area with softened, filtered water.  In response to University Park 
customers’ requests, Petitioner performed an engineering study of potential means of 
providing softened water.  It determined that the most feasible and cost-effective 
method would be to transmit softened, filtered water from the Kankakee River north to 
University Park.  Petitioner requests a certificate authorizing it to provide water service 
in an area adjacent to University Park, and within that area to construct water 
transmission facilities to transport Kankakee River supply from Petitioner’s facilities in 
Manteno, Illinois to its facilities in University Park.   
 

Petitioner initially proposed five possible routes for construction of the water main 
through a 76 square mile area.  Due to objections by both Interveners and Staff to the 
breadth of the project, it modified the proposed route to a narrow corridor that extends 
approximately one mile on either side of Route 10/Will Center Road that runs between 
Petitioner’s current Kankakee and University Park certificated areas.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 6; 
Attachment 2.1). (“the Revised Water Area”). 
 
 The certificate would also allow Petitioner to meet increased water demands from 
an expanding population in the University Park service area, as well as in areas 
adjacent to the new transmission facilities.  (Petition Exhibit A). 
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 Petitioner also requests a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to 
clarify a discrepancy between the maps and the legal description of the area for which 
certification was granted in Docket 87-0402, and to provide water distribution and 
wastewater collection services in two limited areas of Will County (“the Limited Areas”), 
necessary to serve a planned mixed-use development of 324 residential and 
commercial units.  (Id.) 
 
 Petitioner’s further requests approval of its proposed accounting entries, approval 
of the depreciation rates for the University Park Water Division, and approval of the 
rates now in effect for water service to the University Park Certificate Area set forth in 
the tariffs of the University Park Water Division (ILL.C.C. No. 49, Section No. 3, Sheet 
Nos. 1-20). 
 
 On June 16, 2014, the Administrative Law Judge issued a Proposed Order in this 
matter.  None of the Interveners filed Exceptions.  Staff filed Exceptions to suggest 
some clarifying edits, but did not contest the findings in the Proposed Order.  Petitioner 
filed a Reply Brief on Exceptions endorsing Staff’s revisions.  Staff’s proposed revisions 
are adopted in this Order. 
  
I. BACKGROUND 
 

Petitioner, an Illinois corporation, is engaged in the provision of water and 
wastewater service in certain areas of Will, Kankakee, Vermilion, Boone, Kane, Knox, 
Lake, Champaign, Cook and DeKalb Counties, Illinois, and is a public utility within the 
meaning of 220 ILCS 5/3-105 of the Act.  Petition Exhibit A shows in green the 
boundaries of the University Park Certificated Area, and also shows in orange the 
Kankakee Certificated Area.  Petitioner proposes to expand the University Park 
Certificated Area south to the northern boundary of the Kankakee Certificated Area, as 
the most feasible and cost-effective route for a water main that will enable Petitioner to 
transmit softened, filtered water from its facilities in the Kankakee Certificated Area to 
the facilities in the University Park Certificated Area.  The certificate will also allow 
Petitioner to meet service demands from anticipated growth in both the University Park 
Certificated Area and in the University Park Revised Water Area (“UPEA”), shown in 
blue on Petition Exhibit A. 

 
Petitioner was granted a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity in 

Docket 87-0402 to provide water and sewer service in portions of Will County.  As the 
maps in that Docket do not align with the legal description, Petitioner also requests a 
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to provide water and sewer service in 
two limited areas (“Limited Areas”) shown in pink on Petition Exhibit A.  Petition Exhibit 
B contains the legal description of these two areas. 

 
Pursuant to notice required by the rules and regulations of the Commission, this 

matter was set for a prehearing conference on April 30, 2013 before a duly authorized 
Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) of the Commission at its offices in Chicago, Illinois.  
Petitioner and Staff appeared by counsel.  This matter was continued to May 21, 2013, 
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at which the ALJ granted the petition of the Village of Peotone to intervene.  This matter 
was continued for status to August 22, 2013, at which the ALJ granted the motion of the 
Village of Monee to intervene.  On September 10, 2013, the ALJ granted the motion of 
the City of Wilmington to intervene.  This matter was continued for status to October 30, 
2013, then to December 20, 2013 for status.  On December 12, 2013, the ALJ canceled 
the December 20 status and set a status for January 8, 2014.  On January 8, 2014, this 
matter was continued for hearing to February 6, 2014. 

 
At the hearing on February 6, 2014, the parties waived cross examination.  

Petitioner filed Exhibit 1.0, the direct testimony of Craig L. Blanchette with attached 
Exhibits 1.1 (Map of Proposed Certificated Areas), 1.2 (Legal Description of Water and 
Wastewater Areas), 1.3 (3/1/13 Letter from Univ. Pk. To Pet.), 1.4 (Petitioner Water 
Supply Study); 1.5 (3/13/13 Letter from Manteno to Petitioner), and 1.6 
(Correspondence); Exhibit 2.0, Blanchette Rebuttal (public and highly confidential 
versions) with attached Exhibits 2.1 (Map of Proposed Certificated Areas), 2.2 (Legal 
Description of Water and Wastewater Areas), 2.3 (Petitioner Hydraulic Water Analysis 
Report), 2.4 (Petitioner Water Treatment Study), 2.5 (Letters from Monee to Petitioner), 
and 2.6 (Consumer Confidence Report); 3.0 Blanchette Surrebuttal with attached 
Exhibits 3.1 (DRs WHA-AQUA 2.01 through 2.07), 3.2 (Map of Peotone Planning Area 
and Boundary Agreement), 3.3 (Map of Monee Planning Area and Boundary 
Agreement), 3.4 (DRs WHA-VOP 1.01, AQUA-VOP 1.17, 3.01, 3.14, 3.17), 3.5 (Drs 
AQUA-VOM 2.03, 2.20, 2.22, 2.24), and 3.6 Blanchette Affidavit.   

Staff filed Exhibit 1.0 , the direct testimony of William H. Atwood (public and 
confidential versions) with attachments A-DR WHA-AQUA 1.04, B-DR WHA-AQUA 
1.06, C-DR WHA-AQUA 1.08, D-DR WHA-AQUA 1.07, E-Water Treatment Study for 
Petitioner, F-DR WHA-AQUA 1.03S and Supplemental Response, and G-IEPA Letter 
6/11/10 to Petitioner; Exhibit 2.0 Direct testimony of Janis Freetly with attachments A-
DR JF-1.01, B-DR JF-1.05, C-DR JF-1.04, and D-DR JF 1.02; Exhibit 3.0 Direct 
testimony of Richard Bridal; 4.0 Atwood Rebuttal with attachment 4.01-DR AQUA-ICC 
1.01; 5.0 Atwood Affidavit; 6.0 Freetly Affidavit; 7.0 Bridal Affidavit. 

The Village of Wilmington filed Exhibits 1.0, the Direct testimony of Tony Graff 
with attached Exhibits 1.1 (8/9/13 Memo), and 1.2 (Map of Regional Planning 
Area/Motion to Admit Testimony and Affidavit). 

The Village of Monee filed Exhibits 1.0, the direct testimony of David Wallace 
with attached Parts 1-10, Monee Wastewater Facilities Plan; Parts 11-12, Monee West 
Sector Growth Framework Plan; Parts 12-15, Monee Growth Management and 
Economic Development Plan; Parts 15-16, Monee Annexation Ordinance 1471; Part 16, 
Monee Annexation Ordinance 1393; Parts 16-17, Monee Annexation Ordinance 1433; 
Parts 17-20, Monee Ordinance Approving Intergovernmental Agreement between 
Monee and Peotone; Parts 20-21, Monee Boundary Agreements; Parts 21-22, Monee 
Zoning Map; Part 22, Monee Water System Map and Sewer System Map; Parts 22-27, 
Monee Comprehensive Water System Study, and Exhibit 2.0, Mr. Wallace’s rebuttal 
testtimony. 
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The Village of Peotone filed Exhibits 1.0, the direct testimony of George Gray 
with attached Exhibits 1.1 (Univ. Pk. Complaints 2009-2012, confidential); 1.2 (Map); 
1.3 (Will County Demographic Fact Sheet); 1.4 (Map of Univ. Pk.); 1.5 (Peotone 
Resolution Authorizing Execution of Boundary Line Agreement, specifically excluding 
the Intergovernmental Jurisdictional Boundary Line Agreement between Peotone and 
Manhatten); 1.6 (Peotone Resolution Opposing the Petition); 1.7 (Peotone Address Map 
2013); 1.8 (Peotone Planning Area/Boundary Map), and Exhibit 2.0, Mr. Gray’s rebuttal 
testimony. 

Peotone and Monee also filed Joint Exhibit 1.0, the direct testimony of Thomas 
E. Nagle with attachments USEPA website, Secondary Drinking Water Regulations: 
Guidance for Nuisance Chemicals, and Exhibits 1 (Peotone Address Map 2013); 2 
(Peotone Planning Area/ Boundary Map); 3 (Peotone Master Water Study Map); 4 
(Peotone Master Water Study Map Ultimate Buildout w/o Airport); 5 (Peotone Master 
Water Study Map Ultimate Buildout w/Airport), and Mr. Nagel’s attestation to the maps.  

II. APPLICABLE STATUTE 
 
§ 8-406. Certificate of public convenience and necessity. 
 
(a) No public utility not owning any city or village franchise nor engaged in 

performing any public service or in furnishing any product or commodity 
within this State as of July 1, 1921 and not possessing a certificate of 
public convenience and necessity from the Illinois Commerce 
Commission, the State Public Utilities Commission or the Public Utilities 
Commission, at the time this amendatory Act of 1985 goes into effect, 
shall transact any business in this State until it shall have obtained a 
certificate from the Commission that public convenience and necessity 
require the transaction of such business. 
 

(b) No public utility shall begin the construction of any new plant, equipment, 
property or facility which is not in substitution of any existing plant, 
equipment, property or facility or any extension or alteration thereof or in 
addition thereto, unless and until it shall have obtained from the 
Commission a certificate that public convenience and necessity require 
such construction. Whenever after a hearing the Commission determines 
that any new construction or the transaction of any business by a public 
utility will promote the public convenience and is necessary thereto, it shall 
have the power to issue certificates of public convenience and necessity. 
The Commission shall determine that proposed construction will promote 
the public convenience and necessity only if the utility demonstrates: (1) 
that the proposed construction is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 
and efficient service to its customers and is the least-cost means of 
satisfying the service needs of its customers or that the proposed 
construction will promote the development of an effectively competitive 
electricity market that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, 
and is the least cost means of satisfying those objectives; (2) that the 
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utility is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction 
process and has taken sufficient action to ensure adequate and efficient 
construction and supervision thereof; and (3) that the utility is capable of 
financing the proposed construction without significant adverse financial 
consequences for the utility or its customers. 
 

III. PETITIONER POSITION 
 
A. Direct Testimony of Mr. Blanchette 

 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Exhibit 1.11 attached to his testimony displays in 
green the University Park Water Division (“UPWD”).  The UPWD currently serves 
approximately 2,500 customers in University Park and in portions of Monee, Oak 
Highland Subdivision in Joliet Township, Crete and Green Garden Townships, and in 
portions of Cook County. 
 
 Petitioner’s University Park water distribution system consists of 48 miles of 
distribution mains ranging in size from 3” to 24” in diameter, 600 hydrants and 3.3 
million gallon of combined elevated and ground storage.  The production facilities 
consist of five groundwater wells located throughout the service territory, plus a booster 
pumping station in University Park. 
 
 The Kankakee Water Division obtains its primary source of water from the 
Kankakee River.  Petitioner’s Kankakee water distribution system consists of 426 miles 
of distribution mains ranging in size from ¾” to 30” in diameter, 3,700 hydrants and 
more than 15 million gallons of combined ground and elevated storage.  In addition to 
purification and distribution facilities, Petitioner uses four booster pumping stations.  
Petitioner’s facilities in the Kankakee Certificated Area include a 3 million gallon ground 
storage tank and two pump stations on the Diversatech campus in Manteno, Illinois.  
Petitioner will also pump water from its treatment plant in Kankakee into its regional 
distribution system for transmission to the UPWD.  The water in the Kankakee 
Certificated Area is softened and filtered, and therefore superior to the water in the 
UPWD. 

Mr. Blanchette stated that Petitioner supplies its UPWD customers with ground 
water from the Silurian Dolomite Aquifer.  University Park has four active wells and one 
standby well open to the aquifer.  Petitioner brings raw well water from the aquifer into 
its distribution system and treats it as necessary to comply with Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency (“IEPA”) regulations.  Water quality tests of the wells open to the 
aquifer indicate hardness and iron levels in excess of desired limits.  He cited a letter 
from the Mayor of University Park which reiterated a request by customers in the UPWD 
that Petitioner take the necessary measures to improve water aesthetics. (Pet. Ex. 1.3). 

 
 The aquifer also supplies 4.8 million gallons per day (“mgd”), yet the Chicago 
Metropolitan Agency for Planning has projected significant growth for the southeast 

1 Petitioner Exhibit 1.1 and Petition Exhibit A are the same document. 
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portion of Will County through 2040.  The aquifer has limited capacity to supply the 
anticipated growth and a supplemental source of water will eventually be needed.  The 
main will enable Petitioner to supply softened, filtered water to future customers. 
 
 In this Docket, Petitioner proposes to expand the University Park Certificated 
Area south to the northern boundary of the Kankakee Certificated Area.  This area is 
designated the UPEA and is shown on Exhibit 1.1 in blue.  (Exhibit 1.2 contains the 
legal description).  The UPEA includes all or portions of University Park, as well as 
Peotone and Monee.  The total area requested for certification is 76 square miles, the 
majority of which is in Will County.  Approximately 12 square miles is in Kankakee 
County. 
 
 To transport softened water to the University Park Certificated Area, Petitioner 
proposes to construct a 20-mile long transmission main connecting its storage tank in 
Manteno to its storage tanks in University Park.  The pump stations in Manteno will 
transmit the water to University Park.  Construction of the main is necessary to address 
University Park customer’s water aesthetic concerns, and to provide current and future 
customers with adequate, reliable and efficient service. 
 
 Petitioner seeks Commission authorization to construct a water main(s) in the 
UPEA because a main is the most feasible and cost-effective means of providing 
Petitioner’s UPWD customers with aesthetically improved water.  Certification of the 
UPEA would also allow Petitioner to meet service demands resulting from anticipated 
growth in both the University Park Certificated Area and in the UPEA. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner’s Kankakee facilities are sufficient to 
provide the necessary quantity and quality of water to University Park Water Division’s 
current and future customers.  Approximately four billion gallons of water from the 
Kankakee River flow past the Kankakee treatment facility daily.  Less than three tenths 
of one-percent (11-12 million gallons) of that water is treated and pumped to the 
communities Petitioner serves.  Petitioner has a permit to treat 22 mgd, and its intake 
structure on the Kankakee River is capable of drawing 80 mgd.  The average daily 
demand of the UPWD is approximately 1.2 mgd.  Petitioner would maintain its existing 
wells as an emergency source of supply and would perform all maintenance and testing 
to ensure their availability. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette cited a study wherein Petitioner assessed the feasibility of 
providing higher quality water to the UPWD.  The study considered three options: (1) 
transporting water from Petitioner’s Kankakee system; (2) using Lake Michigan water; 
and (3) constructing a water treatment plant in the University Park Certificated Area.  
(Pet. Ex 1.4).  Construction of a main from Chicago to University Park would be cost 
prohibitive, due to the heavily urbanized area in which the main would be built.  Also, 
acquiring Lake Michigan water could involve pass-through price increases over which 
Petitioner would have no control.  The construction cost of a treatment facility in 
University Park is estimated at $35 million. 
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Petitioner estimated the cost of constructing the main to be between $11.8 million 
and $20.1 million, based upon two preferred routes, IL Route 50 and Will Center 
Road/County Highway 10.  Both routes extend from the three million gallon tank in 
Manteno to the two 1.5 million gallon tanks in University Park.  Petitioner considers the 
IL Route 50 scenario to be less costly, however unforeseen costs could arise and could 
only be assessed by discussions with state and local officials.  It crosses ten parcels of 
land.  The Will Center Road route is three miles longer, crosses 73 parcels of land, and 
would entail additional easement costs.  However, Will Center Road construction would 
be largely in open areas, the route is favorably located between Beecher and Peotone, 
and does not interfere with the service territories of either community.  Petitioner 
considered three other routes that were, for a variety of reasons, less feasible. 

 
The requested certificate would allow Petitioner to adjust the design of the main 

based on engineering and easement considerations, so that the most viable route is 
selected.  For that reason, Petitioner has not yet identified any particular facilities for 
construction.  In the event that Petitioner determines that additional mains are required, 
prior planning is both sound from an engineering perspective and reasonable from a 
cost perspective.  The requested certificate will allow Petitioner to engineer 
improvements to benefit customers for the next 20 years.  It also will not interfere with 
the ability of Monee and Peotone to continue to provide water service to customers in 
the UPEA.  If either community requested service from Petitioner on a permanent or 
emergency basis, the certificate would allow Petitioner to promptly provide such service. 

 
Mr. Blanchette testified that no other utility in the UPEA is able to provide quality, 

softened water.  Monee and Peotone provide water within their corporate limits in the 
UPEA, however that water is not of comparable quality to the water Petitioner provides 
to the UPWD.  He also stated that the Village of Manteno supports Petitioner’s proposal, 
not only for the softened water it will provide to University Park, but also for the benefits 
expansion will provide.  He cited letters of support he received from the Manteno Village 
President (Pet. Ex. 1.5), the 80th District State Representative and the Will County 
Board Majority Leader (Pet. Ex. 6). 

 
Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner is capable of efficiently managing and 

supervising the construction process, and will take all necessary steps to ensure that 
construction is adequate and efficient.  Petitioner also has the necessary working capital 
to operate the system.  It has bank lines of credit totaling $8 million to finance a public 
water supply.  Petitioner’s parent company, Aqua America, has approximately $85 
million of equity capital invested in Illinois and is committed to investing additional 
capital as needed. 

 
Petitioner intends to use as much public right-of-way as possible during 

construction, however additional rights-of-way or easements may be identified in the 
engineering analysis that would follow a Commission order.  Specific properties have 
not yet been identified since the final route has not been determined.  Petitioner will 
adhere to 83 Ill. Adm. Code 300 in acquiring any necessary private land. 
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As a system design for the main has not been initiated, Petitioner has not 
contacted the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency, the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Illinois Department of Transportation 
or the County Road Commissioners to determine if any part of the proposed routes will 
have an impact on land within these agencies’ jurisdiction.  Prior to the initiation of 
system design, Petitioner will contact the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency to 
determine if any of the proposed routes have been identified as historic or 
archaeological areas.  Petitioner will also contact the Illinois Department of Natural 
Resources and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine if any portion of the 
proposed routes have been identified as a flood plain and/or a wetland area.  It will also 
determine whether an Endangered Species Consultation Process will be required by the 
Illinois Department of Natural Resources.  Determination of the ultimate route will also 
include discussions with state, county and local governmental agencies.  Petitioner will 
contact all relevant federal and state officials regarding regulatory and environmental 
aspects of construction, and all necessary permits and approvals will be obtained. 

 
In accordance with Commission policy and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 605, Accounting 

Instruction 17, Petitioner proposes to record the original cost of all water facilities for the 
UPEA in Account 101, Utility Plant in Service.  Any contributions or deposits for the 
facilities would be recorded in Account 271, Contributions in Aid of Construction.  For 
the UPEA, Petitioner proposes to use the depreciation rates for the University Park 
Division, as now in effect or subsequently revised 

 
Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner also seeks a certificate for water and 

wastewater service to clarify the boundaries of two areas for which Petitioner sought 
certification in Docket 87-0402.  These areas are shown in pink on Exhibit 1.1.  A 
portion of the certificate is necessary for Petitioner to serve a development of 324 
residential and commercial units on the north side of University Parkway, immediately 
east of IL State Route 50.   

 
Petitioner’s Tariff Ill.C.C. No. 49, Sec. 1, Rules, Regulations and Conditions of 

Service, will govern the water-only facilities in the UPEA.  Ill.C.C. No. 50, Sec. No. 1 will 
apply to the areas on Exhibit 1.1 covering water and sewer.  Petitioner’s rates for water 
and sewer service in the University Park Certificated Area are contained in Tariff Ill.C.C. 
No. 49, Sec. No. 3, Sheet Nos. 1-20, and Ill. C.C. No. 50, Sec. No. 3, Sheet Nos. 1-14.  
In the areas where Petitioner is requesting both water and wastewater service, the 
same rates as now in effect would be charged.  Tariffs Ill.C.C.  No. 50, Sec. No. 1 and 
Ill.C.C. No. 50, Sec. No. 3 would be inapplicable in the water-only areas.  All other water 
and wastewater charges for the University Park Division would apply to the UPEA 
including, but not limited to, public and private fire protection charges, returned check 
charges, late-payment fees and state and municipal add-on taxes or fees. 
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B. Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Blanchette 
 
Mr. Blanchette testified that his understanding of Section 8-406(b)(1) is that 

Petitioner must show that the main is necessary, it is least-cost, and that Petitioner has 
the managerial and financial capability to construct the main. 

 
Mr. Blanchette testified that Staff does not oppose the petition or raise any 

objections based upon Section 8-406(b).  Intervenors generally object to granting the 
certificate, including to the Limited Areas, but present no substantive objections to the 
Limited Areas based upon Section 8-406(b). 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner revised the area through which it proposed 
to locate the main to resolve objections raised by Staff and Interveners.  The Revised 
Water Area was reduced from approximately 76 to 30 square miles and is located 
principally in Will County, however roughly 12 square miles are still located in Kankakee 
County.  (Pet. Ex. 2.1 (shown in blue)).  No Kankakee County communities have 
objected to the petition.  Manteno supports it.  (Pet. Ex. 1.5).  None of the Revised 
Water Area encompasses the corporate limits of a municipality, and Peotone and 
Monee indicated that they have no plans to extend or acquire water or sewer systems 
outside of their current corporate limits.  Total acreage of the Revised Water Area  is 
18,827, 18,113 acres of which is cropland.  The remainder is residential, pastureland 
and industrial. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that a route parallel to Will Center Road was selected 
after five proposed routes were reduced to two, the other being Route 50.  Route 50 
was eliminated in deference to Peotone’s objections.  The Revised Water Area now 
consists of only a two-mile wide, north-south strip from the Kankakee County line to the 
southern edge of the University Park Certificated Area.  The Monee corporate limits are 
excluded, as are any parcels of Peotone or Peotone Township. 
 
 Petitioner selected one mile on either side of Will Center Road to give engineers 
alternatives to determine the most cost effective route and allow flexibility in land 
acquisition.  Flexibility in construction would allow Petitioner to account for unforeseen 
obstacles that could increase costs.  Petitioner also seeks certification of the two-mile 
corridor in anticipation of providing future service to farm parcels that have provided 
easements. 
 

Mr. Blanchette testified that because the Revised Water Area is smaller, 
Petitioner also adjusted the projected pumpage increase from 3% to 1%, in order to 
determine the proper size pipe to meet demand, should customers elect to take service 
from the main. 
 

Petitioner anticipates constructing a 24” ductile iron water main directly from its 
20” water main at 8000 N. Road in Kankakee County.  (Pet. Ex. 1.4, Table 44, Scenario 
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5A).  The main will extend through the Revised Water Area  to the University Park 
Certificated Area, where the main will continue to Petitioner’s storage and booster 
facilities in University Park.   The 24” main evaluated through a hydraulic model 
confirms that this is the most cost effective way to serve customers.  Scale models are 
used to replicate the flow and fluid transport process in diverse flow systems and are 
used for evaluating performance using hydraulic principles.  (Pet. Ex. 2.3).   
 
 Using Scenario 5A, Petitioner compared construction of a 24” main to a 30” main.  
Petitioner’s analysis showed that a 24” main allows it to use existing pumps without 
additional costs through at least 2040.  The 24” main would allow Petitioner to satisfy 
the average daily demand of University Park (1.2 mgd), while providing 6.5 million 
gallons of peak day capacity at a velocity of three feet per second.   
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that the cost of the main compared to the other means of 
providing service is the least-cost alternative.  Subsequent to his direct testimony, 
Petitioner produced the July 2013 Water Treatment Study for Aqua Illinois System at 
University Park, IL.  (Pet. Ex. 2.4).  That study estimates that it will cost $21.4 million to 
treat water in sufficient quantities to meet the firm capacity of existing well supply in 
University Park.  The $13 million main estimate is $8 million less than the most 
economical alternative, and the main provides an additional 1.7 million gpd capacity. 
 

In response to Mr. Nagle’s implication that Petitioner Ex. 2.4 is flawed because it 
is based upon an unequal supply comparison between the main and construction of 
facilities in University Park, Mr. Blanchette reiterated that, according to the study, the 
cost of softening the groundwater just to meet current demand is estimated at $21.4 
million.  (Pet. Ex. 2.4).  The estimate for the pipeline is $13 million.  Any incremental 
growth in the treatment scenario will only add to the disparity in cost. (Peotone/Monee 
Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 20). 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Staff did not completely agree that the 24” main is 
the least-cost alternative to providing service, because Petitioner’s water main does not 
specify the pipeline’s size, design flow or route.  He disagreed with Staff that future 
expansion of the Kankakee Division water treatment plant would be necessary to meet 
the full capacity of the main.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 19).  Petitioner pumped an average of 
11.6 million gpd from its Kankakee plant over a 12-month period ending September 30, 
2013.  Permitted capacity is 22 million gpd.  The average daily excess capacity 
available for expansion is nearly 10.5 million gpd.  In 2013, the peak day in Kankakee, 
August 20, was 16.4 mgd.  The peak day in University Park was 3.4 million gpd on July 
19.  With an alignment of peak day in both divisions, Petitioner would have an excess 
capacity of 2.2 million gpd.  This is more than adequate to meet the demands of the 
Revised Water Area.  
 
 The Revised Water Area does not include the corporate limits of any municipality 
and Peotone and Monee both indicated they have plans to extend or acquire 
water/sewer systems outside of their corporate boundaries.   
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 Mr. Blanchette testified that narrowing the proposed area had no impact upon his 
direct testimony that Petitioner has the financial and managerial capability to construct 
the main. He stated that Petitioner intended to use as much public right-of-way as 
possible, but if private rights-of-way need to be acquired, Petitioner will follow the 
provisions of 83 Ill. Adm. Code 300.  If the use of eminent domain becomes necessary, 
the certificate will allow Petitioner to request that authority. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner does not consider an Agricultural Impact 
Mitigation Agreement with the Illinois Department of Agriculture (“IDA”) to be required, 
as it does not anticipate that the main will have an impact on agricultural land.  
Petitioner will contact the IDA if such an impact is identified in the design phase of the 
main. 
 
 Main construction in Revised Water Area is still the least-cost option of resolving 
customer complaints for University Park, and the main otherwise comports with Section 
8-406 of the Act.  Revised Water Area also resolves most objections to the petition.  
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Mr. Wallace and Mr. Gray do not address University 
Park customer complaints in their testimony.  Mr. Gray notes that Peotone, Monee and 
Beecher use the same aquifer as University Park, and acknowledges that there have 
been numerous complaints about water quality in University Park.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 
14).  Mr. Nagle agrees with AWWA standards, that raw water in University Park is very 
hard.  He attaches to his testimony a USEPA website printout describing the effects of 
such water as “rusty color; sediment; metallic taste; reddish or orange staining; black to 
brown color; staining; bitter metallic taste.”  (Peotone/Monee Joint Ex. 1.0, Attachment 
at 6-7).   
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that, contrary to Mr. Gray, he did not find it suspicious 
that Petitioner received more complaints from University Park residents regarding water 
quality in January 2012 than in any other month.  Mr. Gray attributes the increase in 
complaints to the timing of Docket 11-0436, Petitioner’s 2011 rate case.  (Peotone Ex. 
1.0 at 14).  Mr. Blanchette believed that the pending rate case simply made University 
Park residents more aware of the opportunity to contact Petitioner or the Commission 
regarding their water quality. 
 
 Staff and Interveners do not dispute the legitimacy of University Park resident’s 
complaints, they object to the need for service in the water area.  However, a new 
source of supply will be required in the University Park Certified Area due to projected 
population growth that will push the demand of the aquifer to capacity limits. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that no party questioned Petitioner’s capability to 
efficiently manage and supervise construction of the main, in compliance with Section 8-
406(b)(2) of the Act  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 12), no party questioned Petitioner’s capability to 
finance construction of the main without significant adverse financial consequences for 
Petitioner or its customers, in compliance with Section 8-406(b)(3) of the Act (Staff Ex. 
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2.0 at 2), and no party objected to the proposed accounting treatment for the cost of the 
main.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 2-3). 
 
 Mr. Blanchette disagreed with Mr. Atwood that the requested certification would 
conflict with Commission policy regarding water certificates.  He stated that Mr. Atwood 
testified that it is Commission policy to grant water certificates for a specific area in 
response to actual applications for service or for future changes, and to grant 
certificates for water mains only for the narrow area on each side of the proposed route.  
(Staff Ex. 1.0 at 16-17).  Mr. Blanchette stated that he did not read Section 8-406(b)(1) 
as limiting service to customers either in the proposed certificated area or in the narrow 
area on each side of the proposed route, because that has not been Petitioner’s 
experience.  In Docket 02-0480, Petitioner was certificated to construct a water main 
and provide service to a two-mile wide corridor similar to the proposed area in this 
Docket.  The Revised Water Area in this Docket is approximately one-mile on either 
side of Will Center Road. 
 
 He stated that Mr. Atwood had objected to certification of the original water area, 
because it includes service areas within the Peotone and Monee corporate limits.  (Staff 
Ex. 1.0 at 17-18).  Mr. Blanchette disagreed with Mr. Atwood, as Petitioner and Monee 
already share service territories and customers without conflict.  Mr. Blanchette also 
noted Mr. Gray’s testimony that nothing in the granting of the certificated area prohibits 
a municipal utility from serving that area.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 23-24).  
 
 Mr. Blanchette also noted Mr. Atwood’s concern that any certificated area should 
not include areas within the corporate boundaries of municipalities where there is an 
existing water distribution system in place and service is being provided.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 
at 18).  Mr. Blanchette testified that Revised Water Area does not include the corporate 
limits of either Peotone or Monee. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Mr. Atwood did not find the alternatives to be less 
costly and concurred that the Lake Michigan option should be dismissed because high 
costs, complexities of transporting water from Chicago through other communities, and 
being a passive party to rate increases from upstream municipalities. (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 
20).  Mr. Atwood did not believe that Petitioner’s solution could yet be sanctioned as 
least-cost because it does not specify the pipeline’s size, the design flow rate or the 
route.  Whether the main is least-cost cannot be determined without those parameters.  
(Id. at 20-21). 
 
 Interveners do not consider the pipeline to be the least-cost method of providing 
service, but their position is based upon the mistaken belief that alternatives were not 
fully studied.  Mr. Nagle believed that all of the options considered were viable.  
(Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 21).  He also considered the cost estimates to be 
reasonable and agreed with Petitioner that acquiring Lake Michigan water would 
present complexities and cause price increases over which Petitioner would have no 
control.  (Id. at 13, 15, 19).  While interveners object to the main as least-cost compared 
to other options, Revised Water Area dispels most of those concerns.   
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Interveners object to certification because of the potential impact on current 

planning areas, existing water and sewer service and related infrastructure, and 
anticipated population growth in unincorporated Will County.  Peotone and Monee 
object because the proposed area encompasses their corporate boundaries and 
overlaps their 1.5 mile planning areas, which are contiguous to their corporate 
boundaries and the areas defined by their boundary agreements with other 
municipalities.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 12-13; Monee Ex. 1.0 at 5, 9). 
 
 Interveners also object to the main as least-cost, because Petitioner’s studies do 
not include the cost of looping.  Proper operation of the system does not require 
looping.  Petitioner adequately serves several communities without a fully looped 
system and customers receive high-quality, softened, filtered drinking water.  The water 
systems of Matteson and Chicago Heights are not looped, but that does not mean they 
are operated improperly. 
 

Interveners concern that the main is not least-cost because it does not reflect the 
costs to upgrade Petitioner’s plant capacity is speculative.  Petitioner agrees with 
Peotone, that it will respond to market changes with appropriate infrastructure, and not 
install infrastructure miles beyond Village limits to address a nonexistent market.  
(Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 11).  Petitioner will coordinate improvements as customer demand 
justifies investment, allowing future development to share the costs of improvement. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that it is incorrect to state that Petitioner’s Kankakee 
facilities lack sufficient capacity to serve University Park. (Id. at 17-20).  Petitioner would 
not construct all necessary plant improvements at one time and regardless, it has 
narrowed the area for which certification is requested, which negates any concerns of 
plant capacity.   
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Wilmington’s concern, that Petitioner’s Water Supply 
Study does not make clear whether Petitioner’s storage tanks can meet fire flow 
requirements, is not valid. (Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 4).  Once the Kankakee and University 
Park systems are connected, customers in Revised WaterArea will have access to more 
than 19 million gallons of storage capacity capable of being pumped from one point to 
another by booster stations.  Petitioner’s existing capacity is more than six-times greater 
than the capacity of the three Interveners combined.  Petitioner also has an excellent 
record of providing fire protection facilities in the communities it serves. 
 
 He testified that Petitioner, contrary to Mr. Graff’s assertion, is not planning to 
build a plant or construct wells to supply almost five-times the current average daily use 
of University Park. (Id.).  Petitioner’s current facilities are adequate to serve Revised 
WaterArea now and in the future.  Petitioner’s cost estimates also include the possibility 
of acquiring easements and the use of eminent domain, contrary to Mr. Graff’s 
assertion. (Id. at 6). 
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 Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner does not expect operation and 
maintenance costs for the treatment option, as compared to the main, to make a 
material difference in the overall cost of those options, contrary to the testimony of Mr. 
Nagle and Mr. Graff.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 19; Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 5-6).  
Future maintenance costs are not included in current rates paid by University Park 
customers, so any incremental or replacement costs would be supported by Petitioner, 
unless included in a future rate filing.  Main replacement cost would not be pertinent 
until Petitioner has actually incurred the cost, or filed for a rate increase that includes 
such cost.   
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Mr. Nagle’s suggestion, that Petitioner should have 
provided a cost estimate for iron removal filters and allowing customers to provide water 
softening at each parcel if the customer was willing to pay for it, was not viable.  
(Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 13-14).  Petitioner’s wastewater permit limits for chloride 
and total dissolved solids may be exceeded if too many residential, commercial and 
industrial customers choose to soften their water.  Such excesses could add to 
customer costs in the form of added treatment or capital improvements to ensure 
compliance with IEPA standards.   Water from Petitioner’s Kankakee Division negates 
this concern. 
 
 He stated that Mr. Nagle suggested that the disparate impact on the treatment 
plant in University Park could be alleviated by storing backwash water on site and 
trickling it into the sewer system to avoid overloading the sewers and the plant.  (Id. at 
14).  This assumes that the concentration limits for certain parameters is the only risk 
for exceeding NPDES permit limits in Petitioner’s plant.  The NPDES permit limits 
cannot be alleviated by trickling backwash in to the sewer system.  Petitioner’s IEPA 
loading limit for chlorides is 10,133 pounds per day (ppd”).  It has already experienced 
daily loadings over 9,000 ppd on several days and nearly exceeded the limit in February 
2103 when it reached 9,768 ppd. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner routinely evaluates its facilities for 
replacement of infrastructure, however source water from the aquifer has tested high for 
levels iron and hardness.  Pipe replacement will not result in softened water. He added 
that University Park’s water system was built in the 1970’s and is munch younger than 
the Peotone and Monee systems, built in the late 1800s/early 1900s.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 
at 8; Monee Ex. 1.0 at 7).   
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that, contrary to Mr. Nagle’s statement that Chicago 
Heights or Matteson would be the natural choice for Lake Michigan water, Mr. Nagle 
actually qualified his testimony.  He is not saying that these municipalities can supply 
water to University Park and it is unknown if these municipalities have the capacity to 
serve University Park.  Mr. Nagle merely suggests that Petitioner should have studied 
whether to connect through these municipalities.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 8, 13, 
18).   
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Mr. Blanchette testified that Mr. Gray questioned the cost of sewer service to the 
water area and failed to address the costs associated with increased water volume in 
University Park.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 21).  Since Petitioner is not requesting sewer 
service outside of the Limited Areas, it has provided no estimates for infrastructure it 
does not plan to construct.  Also, if it is the intent of Will County to remain agricultural, 
there will be fewer water customers serve from the proposed main and incremental 
consumption will be minimal.   

 
He testified that Mr. Graff faults Petitioner for not considering alternative sources 

of supply to the water area and suggests that Wilmington could supply the area, the 
feasibility of which is being considered in the Regional Water Supply Study.  
(Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 6).  None of the intervenors have the capacity or the 
infrastructure to serve the Water Area or Revised WaterArea and Wilmington has not 
conducted any formal engineering study to support its allegation.  Wilmington in 
discovery, produced a 2012 Water and Sewer Rate Study that concludes that 
Wilmington must increase its rates just to maintain its current system.  It also produced 
a 2012 Water and Wastewater Assets and Operations Evaluation that identified 
deficiencies in its existing facilities.  Wilmington’s water supply is also plagued by 
elevated levels of radioactive contaminants.  (Pet. Ex. 2.6).  Petitioner does not desire a 
source of drinking water that contains such contaminants. 

 
Mr. Blanchette testified that, absent a pending rate case, Petitioner could not 

project the residential water rate per 1000 gallons for each option Petitioner considered.  
Rates remain unchanged until approved by the Commission.  Any long term effect on 
rates resulting from the main or the other options would be speculative and difficult to 
isolate.  There is no percentage increase or one-to-one correlation that could be directly 
attributed to the cost of constructing, operating and maintaining facilities for each option.  
Any investment in Petitioner’s infrastructure may effect future rates, but it is not possible 
to quantify that impact currently.   

 
Mr. Blanchette disagreed with Mr. Graff’s assertion that construction of the main 

would be cost-prohibitive to University Park residents if it is not spread over a larger 
customer base.  There is no increase to customers outside of a formal rate case. Also, 
the USEPA website attached to Mr. Nagle’s testimony states that customers concerned 
with the aesthetics of their drinking water could support rate increases where upgrades 
are necessary.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0, VOM 000981).   

 
Mr. Blanchette testified that Mr. Nagle’s suggestion that customers could install 

their own water softeners would leave Petitioner with no control over the number of 
softeners, the settings or the discharge frequency.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 9).  
Petitioner would be in constant jeopardy of exceeding NPDES concentration limits for 
chlorides as more softeners are added.  Petitioner’s University Park treatment plant for 
2012-2013 nearly exceeded the 500mg/L limit for chloride concentration.  Bringing 
softened water by pipeline from the Kankakee system to University Park would 
decrease the loading limits and concentration of chlorides and total dissolved solids.   
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Mr. Nagle also suggested that drinking water with poor aesthetics may cause a 
great number of people to cease using water from their public system, even though the 
water may be safe to drink.  (Id.)  Mr. Nagle faults Petitioner for not projecting an 
estimated construction cost-per-customer, yet suggests that University Park customers 
would be willing to bear the expense of installing a water softener or drinking bottled 
water.   
 

Mr. Blanchette testified that Wilmington is 17 miles from the western edge of the 
water area, 11 miles from the western edge of the revised water area, and 22 miles 
from Petitioner’s water facilities in University Park.  Even so, Wilmington objects to 
certification of the water area because it overlaps the planning area of other 
municipalities, and it overlaps a “Regional Planning Area” in Will County being studied 
by Wilmington for anticipated population growth.  (Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 8). 
 
 He stated that, regarding the Limited Areas, Mr. Atwood recommends that the 
Commission find that Petitioner has met the requirements of Section 8-406(b)(1) and 
(2).  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 13).  Ms. Freetly concludes that Petitioner is capable of financing 
the construction proposed in this Docket, which would include that within the Limited 
Areas, without significant adverse financial consequences for Petitioner or its 
customers, as required by Section 8-406(b)(3).  (Staff Ex. 2.0 at 2).  Mr. Bridal does not 
object to the accounting treatment Petitioner proposes for the original cost of the 
proposed water and sewer facilities in the Limited Areas.  (Staff Ex. 3.0 at 2-3). 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that, like Staff, Peotone does not object to certification of 
the Limited Areas.  (Pet. Ex. 3.0, ex. 3.01).  Mr. Wallace (Monee Ex. 1.0 at 2) and Mr. 
Graff (Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 9) generally object to the request for a certificate, but do not 
otherwise expressly address the Limited Areas in their testimony. 
 

C. Surrebuttal Testimony of Mr. Blanchette  
 
 In response to Mr. Atwood’s statement that he would prefer the Petitioner had 
progressed further with the design and precise location of the main (Staff Ex. 4.0 at 3), 
Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner has not yet finalized these aspects because 
flexibility may be needed to counter unforeseen obstacles, such as difficulties in land 
acquisition.  For that reason, Petitioner has designated a corridor one-mile wide on each 
side of Will Center Road for construction. 
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Mr. Atwood agreed with Petitioner that construction 
of a 24” main connecting to Petitioner’s existing 20” main was the least cost option.  Mr. 
Atwood also agreed with Petitioner that acquiring Lake Michigan water was not a least-
cost option.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 20).     
 
 Mr. Blanchette testified that Petitioner and Staff agree that Petitioner’s proposal 
meets the requirements of Section 8-406(b) of the Act, and that Staff stated that 
Petitioner had demonstrated the need for the pipeline.  (Staff Ex. 4.0 at 6).  Staff also 
seeks clarification of certain conclusions in the Hydraulic Water Analysis Report (Pet. 
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Ex. 2.3), to which Mr. Blanchette replied. (Pet. Ex. 3.1).  He testified that Petitioner 
evaluated whether the 24” Route 5 option, the 24” Route 5A option, and the water 
treatment option provide the necessary flow for the least-cost, considering current 
demand and the opportunity for regional growth.  Petitioner determined that additional 
investment in existing facilities in not necessary to supply customers in University Park 
with quality, softened water for the foreseeable future.  Petitioner can combine its 
existing water storage and booster facilities with the new 24” main from its Kankakee 
system to ensure adequate flow and water volume is conveyed to meet current peak 
demand at an approximate cost of $13 million.  No other option is capable of providing 
the necessary flow for less cost. 
 
IV. INTERVENERS’ POSITION 
 

A. Direct Testimony of Mr. Nagle 
 

Mr. Nagle testified that he is a Vice President and Senior Project Manager for 
Robinson Engineering, Ltd., the village engineer for Peotone.      
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that Peotone has invested nearly $65,000 into the preparation 
of master water and sewer plans for its facilities planning area.  The sizing of the critical 
infrastructure of those plans was based on assumptions related to projected land use, 
zoning and population equivalents/water usage associated with the proposed planning 
area, which were in turn based upon Peotone’s Comprehensive Plan.  Approximately 45 
of the 76 total square miles of proposed certificated area are within Peotone’s Boundary 
Agreement.   
 
 The quality of the water Petitioner furnishes to University Park meets IEPA 
standards.  Mr. Nagle stated that he is familiar with IEPA standards for drinking water 
mentioned by Petitioner.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 8).  IEPA primary drinking water standards are 
mandated on all public water supplies.  Secondary standards are recommended only 
and are mostly for aesthetics.  They do not pose adverse health problems.  Viable 
options for improving water quality, depending on the cost, include water from the 
Kankakee River, treated well water, and Lake Michigan water. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that he had reviewed Petitioner’s “Water Supply Study for 
Aqua Illinois System at University Park, IL” and believed that the projected residential 
rate for water should have been calculated for each option.  Water costs have not been 
demonstrated for Kankakee River water, treated well water or Lake Michigan water, but 
the costs will rise because water quality will improve. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that it is uncertain whether Petitioner’s proposed solution is 
the most cost-effective method of remedying customer complaints cited by Mr. 
Blanchette, without more fully investigating alternate sources and comparing the 
projected residential rate for each option. (Petitioner Ex. 1.0 at 8). 
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 Mr. Nagle testified that he was familiar with a March 1, 2013 letter to Petitioner 
from University Park’s Mayor (Petitioner Exhibit 1.0, Attachment 1.3), that specifically 
mentions the need for softer water from the industry.  He testified that he did not know 
why such a need existed, because private water softeners are available.  He stated that 
the US Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA”) defines aesthetic considerations as 
taste, color and odor, which are not considered to be a risk to human health at 
secondary maximum contaminant levels (“SMCL”).  The USEPA believes that if these 
contaminants are levels above SMCL, they may cause the water to appear cloudy, 
colored or to taste or smell bad.  This could cause large numbers of customers to stop 
using water from a public system, even though it is safe to drink. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that he had reviewed the table from Petitioner’s “Well Water 
Quality Study” (Petitioner Exhibit 1.0, Attachment 1.4).  The study rates the hardness 
level of Well #1 at 410, Well #2 at 416, Well #3 at 530 and Well #6 at 597.  The 
American Water Works Association (“AWWA”) classifies soft water at 0-75, moderately 
hard at 75-150, hard at 150-300 and very hard at +300.  He stated that Petitioner’s raw 
water is very hard by the standards set forth in AWWA’s Water Quality and Treatment, 
A Handbook for Community Water Supplies, 4th Edition.  Mineral make-up and iron 
concentrations account for this, and the old water distribution system materials could 
also be a contributing factor.  He testified that Aqua could treat hard water by removing 
iron with an iron filter, sequester it with a polyphosphate, or soften it. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that, according to information provided by Petitioner in its 
Water Supply and Treatment Studies from March and July 2013, additional wells and 
mains alone should be able to serve University Park for the expected 20-year capacity.  
The possible need for expansion of existing treatment plant capacity would have to be 
evaluated. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that he had reviewed the Water Treatment Study dated July 
19, 2013 regarding Petitioner’s University Park facilities, and concluded that the 
estimated costs seemed reasonable.  He disagreed with the study, however, because it 
did not show what the potential cost per 1,000 gallons would be for each option.  Each 
option should also have been compared:  (1) do nothing; (2) water from the Kankakee 
River, various main sizes; (3) treat well water, filtration and softening or filtration only/ 
residents using water softeners; (4) Lake Michigan water - Chicago, Matteson, Chicago 
Heights.  He also testified that other options were not included, such as Petitioner’s cost 
estimate for using iron removal filters at the wells and allowing customers to provide 
water softening at each parcel, if the parcel owner was willing to pay. 
 
 With regard to water treatment resulting in a disparate impact on the University 
Park water treatment plant, Mr. Nagle stated that filtration requires water to backwash 
the filters.  The backwash will likely be discharged into the sanitary sewer, and can then 
be stored on site in holding tanks and trickled into the sewer system, so the sewers and 
the treatment plant are not overloaded.  This would apply to well water only, not Lake 
Michigan or Kankakee River water. 
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 Mr. Nagle addressed Mr. Blanchette’s testimony, that significant population 
growth expected in the University Park Certificated Area would push demand toward the 
aquifer’s limit, requiring a new source of supply (Petitioner Ex. 1.0 at 9).  He testified 
that Petitioner’s Water Supply Study, March 2013 (“Water Study”), states that the 
aquifer should meet water demands for the foreseeable future.  The report indicates that 
the current average daily demand for Monee Township is estimated at 2.1 mgd and the 
20-year population projections increase that demand to an estimated 3.8 mgd.  
Petitioner’s study and the Adequacy and Economics of Water Supply in Northeastern 
Illinois estimate the potential yield from the aquifer at 4.8 mgd.  
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that the costs for the various pipeline routes cited by Petitioner 
in its Water Study seemed reasonable, but it did not include the costs of looping.  
Looping would provide a redundant feed to communities in the event that their primary 
supply is interrupted due to water main breaks, repairs or maintenance.  They would 
have to keep their wells active.  The additional cost for looping would be roughly equal 
to the cost of the initial water main, essentially doubling Petitioner’s costs to 
approximately $40 million.  Other costs would be associated with keeping the wells 
active until the loop is installed.   
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that there is insufficient information in the Water Study to 
determine whether there is a more cost-effective alternative to improve the aesthetics of 
water for Aqua’s University Park customers than a 20-mile pipeline.  The Water Study 
should clearly state what the cost would be per 1000 gallons.  The report does not 
disclose the final water purchase price. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that he agreed with Mr. Blanchette’s statement that acquiring 
Lake Michigan water would present complexities and subject customers to potential 
pass-through price increases over which Petitioner would have little control.  (Petitioner 
Ex. 1.0 at 12).  He stated that any time there is a “middle-man” on the water distribution 
system, customers would be subject to price increases, which can be tempered with 
proper purchase agreements. 
 
 Mr. Nagle disagreed with Petitioner’s Water Study conclusion that the only 
system with enough excess to furnish University Park is Chicago.  A community 
receiving Lake Michigan water does not have to have capacity in its allocation to serve 
other municipalities.  Municipalities receiving Lake Michigan water must have their own 
allocation from IDNR and municipalities supplying the water must be able to transfer the 
water to other communities.   
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that Petitioner’s conclusions regarding Lake Michigan water 
are not based upon the Lake Michigan Water Allocation program from IDNR.  Petitioner 
states that communities surrounding University Park do not have capacity in their 
allocation to provide service, requiring Petitioner to travel 19.3 miles to tie into these 
communities’ systems.  However, the towns that could service University Park do not 
need excess capacity in their allocations.  University Park would be required to obtain 
its own allocation from IDNR.  There are towns three to five miles away that have Lake 
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Michigan water.  Petitioner stated that it did not consult with IDNR regarding an 
allocation.   
 
 The most logical choice for Lake Michigan water supply to University Park would 
be Chicago Heights, 5.2 miles away, or Matteson, 4.6 miles away.  The Villages of 
Peotone and Monee are not saying they can supply the water, only that the purchase 
cost of the water from these communities should be calculated, as compared to 
Kankakee River and treated well water.  The engineering study should have determined 
if Peotone and Monee had the capacity to supply University Park and if they did not, it 
should have determined what the most cost effective method of increasing supply would 
have been. 
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that, from the information he had obtained, Petitioner had only 
reviewed receiving Lake Michigan water from Chicago, and had not studied the 
possibility of connecting to a neighboring municipality for Lake Michigan supply.  He 
stated that adding or blending Lake Michigan water with the aquifer is allowed by the 
IEPA.   
 
 Mr. Nagle testified that Mr. Blanchette’s cost estimates of the water main, 
between $11.8 million $20.1 million, appear to be reasonable, however there are no 
cost estimates pertaining to the operation of the system after it is installed.  (Petitioner 
Ex. 1.0 at 12).  A water system needs a redundant supply.  With a single supply source, 
University Park would have to maintain its wells until the loop was installed.  There are 
no looping or well maintenance cost estimates.   
 
 With regard to Mr. Blanchette’s testimony that construction of a water main from 
Chicago to University Park would be cost prohibitive (Id.), Mr. Nagle testified that the 
engineering study should have estimated the cost of a pipeline to Chicago Heights or 
Matteson.  Price increases can be established in the purchase agreement and even if 
Lake Michigan water would cost more, the purchase price is only one component of the 
total cost of the water.  
 
 The July 19, 2013 Water Treatment Study estimates the cost for wells and 
treatment for 4.8 mgd at $21.4 million, but it does not compare this cost to the minimal 
pipeline needed.  The 24” pipeline appears to have been selected to serve the 
necessary capacity based on Petitioner’s projections.  Petitioner should evaluate 
pipeline versus additional supply and treatment for equivalent needs, rather than an 
unequal supply comparison.    
 

Mr. Nagle testified that Petitioner’s five proposed routes seemed logical, but the 
selected route should be the most practical and cost effective.     
 

B. Direct Testimony of Mr. Gray 
 
 Mr. Gray testified that he is the Village Administrator of Peotone.  He defined a 
municipal planning area as a geographic area for “land situated within the corporate 
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limits and contiguous territory not more than one and one-half miles beyond the 
corporate limits and not included in any municipality”, wherein a municipality has an 
interest in development and may apply its comprehensive plan and zoning regulations 
to that area.  (65 ILCS 5/11-12-5). 
 

He stated that a Boundary Agreement complements the 1-1/2 mile statutory 
planning area.  (65 ILCS 5/11-12-9).  Boundary Agreements delineate geographic 
borders for the expansion of corporate limits between two municipalities and promote 
intergovernmental cooperation.  Boundary Agreements also define planning areas for 
establishing Comprehensive Plans, zoning regulations and development standards.  
They define mutually agreed-upon service areas between service providers for orderly 
infrastructure planning.  They provide for effective economic development by blocking 
developers from bartering among Will County and/or neighboring villages for competing 
incentives or zoning variances.  They provide for orderly growth by discouraging 
development in unincorporated areas and directing development to municipalities where 
water, sewer, public safety and transportation services can be provided with the 
greatest economy, efficiency and effectiveness.  Peotone has boundary agreements 
with Manhattan, Monee, Manteno and Beecher. 

 
Mr. Gray testified that Peotone obtains its water from three shallow wells.  The 

capacity of the wells is 2,500 gpm or 3,600,000 gpd.  The average daily use in 2012 
was 390,000 gpd and the peak water demand not associated with a water main leak 
was 576,000 gpd.  Well #1 pumps 350 gpm, Well #3 pumps 1,150 gpm and Well #4 
pumps 1,000 gpm.  Treatment at all wells includes chlorine, fluoride and phosphate. 
Well #3 and Well #4 have full backup generator capacity.  Tower #3 has a capacity of 
250,000 gallons and Tower #4 has a capacity of 150,000 gallons.  Peotone has 
approximately 30 miles of water main and 341 hydrants in a looped grid that operate in 
a single zone pressure system.  Peotone’s treatment plant has a capacity of .850 mgd 
and a peak design capacity of 2.590 mgd.  The average daily flow in 2012 was .667 
mgd, while the peak flow was 2.443 mgd.  The water system was started in 1895. 

 
The 2012 CCR indicated iron levels of .18 ppm and manganese levels of 7.1 

ppm.  Through treatment and modifications to the distribution system, Peotone has 
greatly reduced the impact of high raw water concentrations to customers.  A decade 
ago, citizens frequently complained of rusty water.  Peotone identified two major 
contributors to the problem:  cast iron distribution pipes and dead ends.  Peotone 
embarked on a multi-year program to remedy the problem and complaints dropped 
dramatically, averaging three or four per month, usually concerning low water pressure. 

 
Peotone’s water and sewer system is funded primarily from customer user fees.  

Capital costs are funded from operating revenue, the Capital Improvement Fund 
(developer fees), or short-term debt.  Major capital improvements may be funded 
through grants or low interest IEPA loans.  Peotone has one outstanding bond issue 
from the 1998 Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion, which was refinanced and will 
be retired in 2016.  The water utility has an outstanding debt certificate which will be 
retired in 2015. 
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In 2008, Peotone hired Robinson Engineering to complete a Master Water Plan 

and a Master Sewer Plan, which review the current state of the utilities and analyze 
future needs.  The geographic area studied extends to the limits of the Boundary 
Agreements with neighboring municipalities.  The Peotone Village Board annually 
updates a Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan (“CIP”) for all departments.  Peotone’s 
five-year CIP includes such projects for the water department as pull well if needed, 
replace remotes/radio heads, replace well controller, continue hydrant replacement 
program, relocate the Wastewater Treatment Plant generator to Well #1, paint the water 
tower, add Storz connections to hydrants, share cost of backhoe, dump truck and DPW 
building. 

 
The CIP also identifies projects that may be necessary at the edge of the 

planning stage such as new well and water tower, and $300,000 in distribution system 
improvements.  Projects for the sewer department include clean, test and grout sewer 
lines and manholes, share in the cost of backhoe, dump truck and DPW building, install 
a generator at the Wilmington road lift station, FPA costs if needed, WWTP generator, 
repair grit chamber, install blower building and purchase land to expand plant if needed.  
Peotone will respond to market changes with appropriate infrastructure, but will not 
install infrastructure miles beyond village limits. 

 
In 2003, Peotone installed a standby generator at Well #4 for $53,165.  In 2009, 

it installed 2,880 feet of 10” and 6” water mains to loop dead ends and provide better 
circulation for the system.  The cost was $309,000.  Also in 2009, Peotone replaced 
existing pipe with 2,685 feet of 12”, 10” and 8” water main to improve system circulation.  
The cost was $256,000.  In 2010, Peotone installed a standby generator at Well #3 at a 
cost of $78,988.  In 2012, Peotone replaced 840 feet of an old cast iron main at a cost 
of $86,000.  Peotone has also improved its sewer facilities.  It installed new standby 
generators at two lift stations for $78,400.  It completely rehabilitated the Conrad Street 
lift station for $85,900 and reconstructed the Hauert Street sewer for $88,800. 

 
Peotone has had two Comprehensive Plans, one with the South Suburban 

Airport (“SSA”) and one without.  Peotone is concerned that development in the SSA 
area may lack coherent planning without considering the impact on the surrounding 
region.  Such concerns include stormwater runoff, demand for public safety services, 
transportation, traffic type and patterns, and the orderly, non-duplicative provision of 
infrastructure services. 

 
Peotone’s Master Water and Sewer Plans also developed scenarios with and 

without the SSA.  Mr. Gray cited the Illinois Department of Transportation (“IDOT”) draft 
Facilities Implementation Plan (“FIP”) dated May 20, 2013 for the SSA, which states that 
water supply would initially be provided by three, on-site 500-foot deep wells, with an 
elevated 500,000 gallon storage tank.  As the airport grows over time, the airport water 
supply could possibly become part of a larger municipal or regional system.  The FIP 
also states that, initially, wastewater generated from SSA would be treated on-site and 
have an IEPA permitted discharge to Black Walnut Creek.  The covered-lagoon system 
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would handle up to 100,000 gpd.  Over time, the airport could participate in a municipal 
or regional wastewater treatment program.  He stated it appears that initially, SSA water 
and sewer facilities are to be provided on-site.  Demand for outside facilities is not 
expected for the forseeable future. 

 
Mr. Gray testified that 42 square miles of the proposed certificated area fall within 

Peotone’s Boundary Agreement area.  Each of the five potential routes shown in 
Petitioner Exhibit 1.4V.A. traverse the area within the Boundary Agreements, the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Master Water and Sewer Plans.  The routes designated 
most feasible in Exhibit 1.4 IX.B., IL Route 50 and Will Center Road, align with travel 
corridors that abut or traverse the planned SSA.  Installation of the main along IL Route 
50 will potentially disrupt existing infrastructure, encourage development away from 
existing public service areas, and possibly result in multiple water mains in common 
easements.  The proposed the Revised WaterArea absorbs both Peotone and Monee, 
which currently operate water utilities within their respective village limits. Multiple water 
mains in close proximity may result in confusing customer service, difficult maintenance 
and repair situations and duplication of services, which is inefficient.  Installation of the 
main through unincorporated Will County will also encourage development away from 
existing public service areas. 

 
Mr. Gray testified that if Petitioner’s request is granted, it would not be required to 

seek additional approval from the Commission prior to construction.  Construction and 
operating costs for the main and future improvements have not been incorporated into 
the cost analysis for the UPEA and the rate impact of these costs has not, therefore, 
been presented for review. 
 

In April 2011, Petitioner sought an 83.4% rate increase for the University Park 
Service Area in Docket 11-0436.  On December 15, 2011, it held a public forum on the 
increase and in January 2012 it received 195 complaints.  This was more than half of all 
complaints it received in the 55 months from January 2009 through June 2013.  Mr. 
Gray characterized this as a suspicious distribution, since every other month had only a 
handful of complaints.  Further, a majority of the complaints had come from two specific 
geographic locations, Reigel Farm Park and near Canterbury Trail, not from the village 
as a whole. 

 
Petitioner assumes that softened drinking water is the only solution.  Peotone, 

Beecher, Monee and University Park all use water from the same aquifer.  None of 
those villages plan to build water-softening plants or to import water, and none have 
residents at meetings demanding Petitioner or Lake Michigan water.  Mr. Gray testified 
that the expanded certification area is necessitated only because of Petitioner’s 
treatment option to extend water from the Kankakee River to University Park.  Petitioner 
does not seem to have fully explored other treatment options, such as a connection to 
Lake Michigan. 

 
Mr. Gray testified that Petitioner has not addressed an identified need, and has 

not demonstrated the demand, for additional water service in the proposed certification 
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area.  The townships in this area have, in the past ten years, experienced some of the 
slowest growth in an otherwise rapidly growing Will County.  According to Will County 
Demographic Fact Sheets Winter/Spring 2013, the combined populations of Will, 
Peotone and Monee Townships grew by only 3,121 people in the last ten years.  Most 
of that growth (2,981) occurred in municipalities with a full range of public services, 
including a public water supply.  Petitioner also assumes that it is the only available 
provider to meet that demand, should it occur.  Peotone is one of several municipally-
owned utilities in the proposed certificated area with the ability to adapt to future growth. 
 
 Mr. Gray testified that 50 of the 64 square miles covered by the petition in Will 
County are unincorporated areas.  The remaining incorporated area is served by 
municipal water supplies and is zoned Agricultural/Rural Residence.  A-1 zoning, 
Agricultural, is primarily intended to promote farming as an economically desirable 
business.  Areas zoned A-2, Agricultural Residential, are no longer available for 
rezoning.  Petitioner’s requested certification would extend seven miles to the west, 
through agricultural land and through two existing municipal utilities.  The Expanded 
Service Area would also extend a mile to the east of the pipeline.  In the Peotone 
Boundary Area, approximately 39 square miles of expansion extends west of the 
proposed pipeline and seven square miles extends east of it. 
 
 Petitioner’s evidence does not support its ability to provide future service at the 
levels projected.  Mr. Blanchette had testified to the adequacy of Petitioner’s water 
source and treatment and cited the various water volumes available for service.  (Pet. 
Ex. 1.0 at 10-11).  Petitioner Exhibit 1.4, Section II-F shows the design capacity for a 
University Park treatment plant was established at 4,000 gpm, or 5.76 mgd, one-half of 
the demand for current users in the entire Kankakee Service Area.  Section III-B, 
¶1discusses the criteria for pipeline and treatment plant design to 2033 to 
accommodate population projections.  Table 3 indicates the high water demand rate at 
10,025 gpm, or 14.4 mgd.  Table 4 indicates medium demand pumping would be 6,972 
gpm, or 10.0 mgd.  The estimates reflect demand only from the existing University Park 
Service Area. 
 

Table 11 indicates that the high flow demand for the existing the University Park 
Service Area would be 10,000 gpm, or 14.4 mgd.  For future growth, 3,000 gpm, or 4.3 
mgd, would be needed.  The total demand would be 13,000 gpm, or 18.7 million gpd, 
bringing total 2030 high demand flow to 30.7 mgd, assuming zero growth in the 
Kankakee Service Area.  Table 12 indicates the medium flow demand for the existing 
the University Park Service Area would be 7,000 gpm, or 10.1 mgd.  The medium flow 
demands for future growth areas would be 3,000 gpm, or 4.3 mgd.  The total medium 
flow demand would be 10,000 gpm, or 14.4 mgd, bringing total 2030 medium demand 
flow to 26.4 mgd, assuming zero growth in the Kankakee Service Area. 

 
Mr. Gray testified that, based upon Mr. Blanchette’s testimony, the Kankakee 

Water Treatment Plant has a reserve of 10 mgd. (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 10-11).  The projected 
demand from the University Park Service Area and future growth areas ranges from 
10.1 mgd, medium flow, to 14.4 mgd, high flow.  The combined demand for these areas 
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ranges from 14.4 mgd medium flow, to 18.7 mgd, high flow.  The projected demand for 
the University Park Service Area alone at medium flow uses all of the reserve Kankakee 
Water Treatment Plant capacity, including any that might be used for 2033 growth in the 
Kankakee Service Area.  It appears that insufficient treatment plant capacity exists to 
serve the University Park Service Area and future growth areas. 

 
Mr. Gray testified that Petitioner has not adequately addressed the projected 

costs associated with increased wastewater treatment in University Park.  In the 
University Park Service Area, even at medium flow, an additional 13.2 mgd of 
wastewater would be generated.  Costs for design, construction, operation, and 
maintenance of these facilities are not included in Petitioner’s cost analysis.  Residents 
and businesses in the area will be responsible for these costs.  Also absent from 
Petitioner’s estimates are costs for the eventual loop to be required in the future, 
probably along Route 50, which will interfere with the existing service areas of Peotone 
and Monee by dividing the full length of each.  In comparing costs between alternatives, 
the loop was not included, rendering the analysis flawed. 
 
 Regarding Mr. Blanchette’s reference to the favorable location of the Will Center 
Road route between Peotone and Beecher (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 13), the service areas 
between these communities have been established through Boundary Agreements by 
Village officials, not by private third parties.  Construction of a pipeline through a legal, 
mutually agreed service area by a third, for-profit party, disturbs Peotone’s current 
planned service areas.   
 
 Installation of water mains in the Boundary Agreement area would have an 
impact upon Peotone and other communities in the petitioned area.  When a public 
water supply is available to an area, development frequently follows.  Peotone has a 
direct interest in the establishment of controlled, orderly development within its 
Boundary Agreement area.  Development in unincorporated areas is solely in 
conformance with county standards.  When Peotone incorporates these areas, it must 
address land uses different than municipal standards.  Also, upon annexation, land 
owners frequently request from Peotone cost-free upgrades to their infrastructure. 
 
 Another consideration is coordination between private, for-profit companies and 
municipalities, entities which have different goals.  If Peotone proposes annexation of 
an area, it is unclear whether Petitioner may legally deny service to that area.  It is also 
unclear whether Peotone or its customers would incur additional costs as a result of 
annexation.  If Peotone proposes to extend water service to an annexed area, 
Peotone’s design for piping distribution will be complicated by Petitioner’s distribution 
system.  Peotone may have to design pipes sized for future expansion, not knowing 
when Petitioner may deem it profitable to serve the area.  When infrastructure 
placement is motivated solely by profit, long-term planning becomes difficult, if not 
impossible.  Also, the expanded service area is 75 square miles and overlays the 
Peotone and Monee water utilities.  Each municipality has invested millions of resident 
dollars in water infrastructure. 
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 Mr. Gray disagreed with Mr. Blanchette’s testimony that certification would not 
affect the ability of Peotone or Monee to serve existing and future customers.  (Pet. Ex. 
1.0 at 14).  Practical design considerations make operating two water distribution 
systems in the same geographic area difficult, if not impossible.  As water and sewer 
pipes are usually placed on opposite sides of the right-of-way, pipe placement for a 
second utility would result in the utilities sharing the same side of the right-of-way.  This 
could result in confusion in the event of a leak.  Also, options to purchase additional 
easements or to install pipes under pavement could substantially increase project costs.  
If Petitioner provides water service to an area prior to providing sanitary service, 
installation of water mains would limit the design of subsequent sanitary piping.  If 
placement of a water main follows the path of least resistance, future sanitary pipes 
would be required to select the remaining path.  This default location could lead to 
increased costs, as changes in grade or elevation affect sanitary system design more 
than water systems. 
 
 Mr. Gray testified that Peotone has not received any customer complaints 
regarding the quality of water it has provided.  Monee and Wilmington have intervened 
in this Docket and Crete and Beecher have adopted resolutions opposing the expanded 
area. 

 
C. Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Gray  
 
Mr. Gray testified that it appears Petitioner is revising the certificated area to 

exclude the corporate limits of all municipalities and to reduce the size of the area to 
approximately 30 square miles.  It is now comprised of a corridor that extends 
approximately one-mile on either side of Route 50/Will Center Road in Will County.  The 
revision does not include a specific route for the main, does not include any requests for 
water service in the proposed area, does not include cost estimates with regard to 
looping of the main, and does not include a response to proposed alternatives to 
improving water quality such as additional water treatment or finding other water 
sources.   

 
Mr. Gray testified that the revised proposal did nothing to alleviate his original 

concerns.  There is no identified need in the Will County portion of the Revised Water 
Area , no evidence that Petitioner has completed due diligence in pursing alternatives, 
other than extending service from Grant Park, Poor planning, develop growth 
substandard requirements (sic), and no identified route for the main or the necessary 
loop.   

 
The revised plan still has an impact upon Peotone’s statutorily defined planning 

area, incorporating portions of three township sections located within that planning area.  
Will Center Road lies within ½ mile of the planning area.  Eighteen of the 30 square 
miles are located in Will County and 12 square miles are located in Peotone’s Boundary 
Agreement area. 
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Mr. Gray also testified that if the the Revised WaterArea is approved for 
certification, Petitioner would not be required to seek additional Commission approval 
prior to construction.  Construction costs for a loop and other improvements have not 
been included into the cost analysis for serving the the Revised WaterArea and the rate 
impact of these costs has not been presented for review.  The loop will be necessary in 
the future, probably along Route 50, which will divide the full length of both Peotone and 
Monee.  The Revised Water Area  includes the eastern right-of-way of Egyptian Trail 
and the western right-of-way of Crawford Avenue, giving Petitioner three possible routes 
along a public road.  Petitioner has provided no evidence documenting any person 
having uninterrupted property ownership between Will Center Road, Egyptian Trail or 
Crawford Avenue. 
 

D. Direct Testimony of Mr. Wallace 
 
 Mr. Wallace testified that he is the Village Administrator of the Village of Monee.  
He described a municipal planning area as a geographic area for “land situated within 
the corporate limits and contiguous territory not more than one and one-half miles 
beyond the corporate limits and not included in any municipality”, wherein a municipality 
has an interest in development and may apply its comprehensive plan and zoning 
regulations to that area.  (65 ILCS 5/11-12-5) 
 
 Mr. Wallace’s testimony regarding Boundary Agreements mirrors the testimony 
of Mr. Gray.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 5).  Mr. Wallace testified that recent annexations 
include 77 acres in April 2006, 28 acres March 2007, and 15 acres in February 2005. 
Monee has not pursued annexations for the past five years due to the economy, but it 
has renewed its interest in annexations and those interests are being pursued.  
 
 Monee’s water system consists of two wells, 175,000 feet (33.14 miles) of water 
main and 14 hydrants.  Well #3 is 494 feet deep with casing depth of 134 feet, capacity 
of 690 gallons per minute (“gpm”) or 993,000 gallons per day (“gpd”), and is on 
generator backup.  Well #4 is 450 feet deep with a casing depth of 142 feet and a 
capacity of 720 gpm or 1,036,800 gpd and is also on generator backup.  Both wells 
provide a daily maximum capacity of 2,030,400 gpd.  Treatment of both wells include 
injection of chlorine, fluoride and phosphate.  The water system is a looped grid 
operating as a single pressure zone.  The system is served by two above–ground water 
spheroids.  The Chestnut Street spheroid has a 50,000 gallon capacity and dates back 
to approximately 1950.  The Sunrise Drive spheroid has a 500,000 gallon capacity and 
was placed in service in 2004. 
 
 Monee also operates a sanitary collector system with 116,500 feet (22.06 miles) 
of sewer mains.  Five lift stations service the system and all sanitary waste is 
transported via mains to two metering sites.  Sanitary waste is then transported via 
Petitioner’s mains to the University Park treatment facility.  The initial water system 
dates back to the late 1800s or early 1900s. 
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 The 2012 CCR indicated no violations of regulated contaminants.  Iron and 
manganese are present at manageable levels.  Continued treatment and a regimented 
maintenance program maintain high quality water to customers.  Approximately 2-1/2 
years ago, Monee received as many as 15 water quality complaints per month.  This 
has diminished to one or two per month, generally in connection with service 
disruptions.  Monee continues to monitor and improve the treatment of water and its 
entire distribution system. 
 
 Monee’s water and sewer systems are funded from customer user fees, based 
on a metering system.  Proceeds are deposited into a Water/Sewer fund, which pays for 
employees, equipment, maintenance, supplies and the cost of wastewater treatment 
supplied by Petitioner.  A comprehensive water system study conducted in 2002 is now 
considered obsolete and Monee will be seeking a new study in the near future. 
 
 In 2012 Monee, in conjunction with Illinois Department of Transportation 
improvements to Illinois Route 50, installed a total of 1320 lineal feet of new water main 
by replacing 380 lineal feet of 12” water main along Main Street under Route 50, 480 
lineal feet of 8” main along Briar Lane and 460 lineal feet of 8” main along Elder Lane.  
Monee is currently replacing old meters with new meters and remote/radio heads 
(MXUs), as well as performing valve turning, and repairing or replacing valves as 
needed.  Monee is also preparing for an updated comprehensive water study and will 
take necessary action to facilitate construction of a new above-ground water spheroid.  
In 2011, Monee entered into a 20-year contract with Petitioner to process wastewater 
material.  Petitioner is also to provide two meter points and pipelines for the 
transmission of wastewater from the meter points to the University Park treatment 
facility. 
    
 Approximately 17 square miles of Petitioner’s proposed 76 square mile 
certificated area is within Monee’s Boundary Agreement.  Any water main coming into 
such a large certificated area can have an eventual negative impact on annexation and 
controlled growth.  Installation of the main through unincorporated Will County will 
encourage development away from existing service areas such as Green Garden, 
which has a public water supply from Petitioner but septic systems for sanitary sewage. 
 
 Currently, all of Monee’s water demands are being met.  Future anticipated 
demand can be met with municipal supply.  Granting Petitioner, a for-profit company, a 
certificate in areas which, without Petitioner’s presence would look to Monee for water 
supply, would serve as a great disadvantage to the village and its ability to expand its 
water system.  Municipalities and for-profit companies are required to adhere to different 
guidelines with regard to such matters as available funding and contract bids.  These 
guidelines provide Petitioner with an unfair advantage over Monee in the expansion of 
its water system and would lessen the desirability for future development to annex to 
the village, leading to unpredictable and spotty development. 
 
 Mr. Wallace disagreed with Mr. Blanchette’s statement that Petitioner’s 
certification will not affect Monee’s ability to serve existing and future customers.  (Pet. 
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Ex. 1.0 at 14).  Petition Exhibit B shows Monee Township Sections 20, 21, 22, 28, 29 
and 30 as part of the requested area for certification.  Part or all of these sections have 
been annexed into the village.  Why are these sections part of the petition if there will be 
no effect on Monee’s ability to continue serve its future and existing customers?  There 
would be no reason to include these sections if Petitioner intended not to provide 
service to future customers. 
 
 Mr. Wallace stated that if the petition is granted, Monee would experience a 
lessened desire for annexation and would see spot developments in unincorporated 
areas.  Water is the main staple for any development and certification would place the 
municipalities involved and Petitioner in direct competition, with the municipalities at a 
disadvantage. 
 

E. Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Wallace  
 
 Mr. Wallace testified that Petitioner’s revised proposal does not include a specific 
route for the proposed main, does not include any requests for water service in the 
proposed certification area, and does not contain any cost estimates with regard to 
looping the of the proposed main.  The revised proposal does not include any response 
to proposed alternatives to increasing water quality in University Park, such as 
additional water treatment or alternative water sources. 
 

Petitioner admits that looping is necessary to improve the system.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 
at 40).  Looping will require another route, which will undoubtedly travel through the 
corporate limits of Monee and other municipalities. 
 

Mr. Wallace testified that, although the revised proposal has removed areas 
within municipal boundaries, it has not removed the concerns of Monee that Petitioner is 
overreaching to install a water main.  He reiterated his direct testimony from Monee Ex. 
1.0 at 10, lines 211-216, and stated that it pertained to certificated areas that would not 
be used for main installation.   

 
The revised plan would enable Petitioner to provide water service to areas within 

Monee’s planning jurisdiction but not yet annexed, without Monee ever being able to 
approach landowners for annexation and the use of municipal services, including water.  
Approximately four square miles of the 30 square mile Revised Water Area  is located 
within Monee’s planning and boundary agreement area.  Petitioner’s revised plan fails 
to even address the possibility that Monee would experience a lessened desire for 
annexation and would see spot development in unincorporated areas, and that it would 
place Petitioner and the municipalities in direct competition, with the municipalities at a 
disadvantage. 

 
Mr. Wallace testified that the route along Will Center road or any route for the 

main would cause concern, as the main will have an eventual negative impact on 
annexation and controlled growth.  While the Revised Water Area  and the route would 
exclude the Monee corporate limits, Will Center road runs through Monee.  According to 
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Petitioner’s Ex. 2.1, the Revised Water Area  would simply trace Monee’s corporate 
boundaries, which would still impact Monee’s planning and boundary agreement areas. 

 
F. Testimony of Mr. Graff 

 
 Mr. Graff testified that he is the City Administrator of Wilmington, Illinois.  He 
stated that Petitioner’s proposal to expand its service area and construct a 20-mile 
water main is not necessary to provide adequate, reliable and efficient service to its 
customers.  The proposal fails to discuss fire flow requirements or how the fire flow 
requirement would be met if Petitioner’s storage tanks were interrupted.  A fire flow 
requirement refers to the volume of water needed for fire protection in a municipality.  
There must be a minimum amount of water for fire flow and a residual amount so that 
other water service is not interrupted.  It is not clear from Petitioner’s Water Supply 
Study that its existing ground storage tanks can meet fire flow requirements in the 
expanded area. 
 

There is no showing that additional capacity is needed or would be beneficial to 
the public in the expanded service area. Petitioner does not state that there is an actual, 
existing need for expanded service to, or capacity in, University Park itself.  However, it 
proposes to build a new plant and related wells to supply almost five times the current 
daily average use of University Park, stating it is necessary to improve University Park’s 
aesthetics.  

 
Mr. Graff testified that there is no discussion of how much the proposed 

expansion would cost University Park customers.  The expanded service area covers 
75 miles and will cost as much as $26.6 million.  Petitioner presumably plans to spread 
the costs out among the communities it proposes to serve, but it would be cost 
prohibitive if University Park customers were to bear the financial burden alone.  The 
portions of unincorporated Will County within the proposed the Revised WaterArea have 
low population density, so the bulk of the costs would have to be passed to the 
residents of municipalities in the area.  The proposal fails to include a per-customer cost 
analysis.   

 
Since Petitioner’s Water Supply Study fails to discuss all of the costs involved in 

its proposal, and also fails to discuss alternatives to the proposal, it is not possible to 
determine if the proposed expansion is the least cost means of satisfying customer 
needs.  To support the the Revised WaterArea and a 20-mile long pipeline, Petitioner 
would need to upgrade its existing pumping stations.  The Water Supply Study does not 
detail these costs.  There is also no discussion of the costs associated with a loop 
pipeline, making it impossible to determine the actual costs, the per-customer costs, or 
whether it is the least-cost means.  Further, there is no discussion of the costs 
associated with acquiring needed easements and the likely use of eminent domain. 

 
In addition to the lack of identified need for the expansion, Petitioner does not 

specify the route of the proposed pipeline.  Petitioner has generally identified two 
proposed routes, but states that there are unforeseen costs that may drive its choice of 

30 
 



13-0246 

route, including acquisition of easements, restoration costs, and costs associated with 
delay.  Without identifying the proposed route, Petitioner cannot determine the least- 
cost means of meeting customer demand. 

 
Mr. Graff testified that Petitioner does not discuss in any meaningful detail, 

possible alternatives to solve the purported problem.  There is no analysis of 
alternatives to the proposal and no alternative sources or treatment are identified.  He 
stated that, as a City Administrator, he would expect a thorough analysis of other means 
of meeting customer demand for water with improved aesthetics.  There should at least 
be a discussion whether pipe improvements or treatments could meet Petitioner’s 
demand.  Petitioner also fails to identify other sources that could service the expanded 
area, such as the City of Wilmington, the feasibility of which is being considered in the 
Regional Water Supply Study. 

 
Mr. Graff testified that Wilmington is collaborating in an effort joined by Beecher, 

Peotone and Manhattan to develop a comprehensive Water Supply Plan for southern 
Will County.  Proposals to build the Illiana Expressway and a new airport will increase 
population in southern Will County and impact local water supply and demand.  
Wilmington has retained HR Green, Inc. to prepare a Regional Water Supply Plan for 
southern Will County.   
 
 The Regional Planning Area (Ex. 1.2 attached), located in southern Will County 
and entirely within the Kankakee River Basin, includes Wilmington, Beecher, Peotone, 
Manhattan and unincorporated areas of Will County.  Most of the communities and 
unincorporated Will County that Petitioner proposes to serve are within the Regional 
Planning Area and are participating in the water supply planning efforts.  Other 
municipalities provide their own service and are making plans to meet future demand.  
Petitioner’s proposal would interfere with this planning.   
 
 Granting Petitioner’s request could also cause these communities to lose 
revenue from the provision of water service, since they will continue to provide other 
public works such as snow removal, de-icing, and sewer/water main maintenance and 
repair.  It could also lead to an increase in sewer costs if the affected communities lose 
revenue from water services, but continue wastewater service.  Granting Petitioner’s 
request would also likely result in a significant per-capita increase in water service fees 
for customers in the certificated area. Petitioner proposes to solve the aesthetics 
problem at cost to the communities in the expanded service area, which neither want 
nor need Petitioner’s service. 
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V. STAFF POSITION 
 

A. Direct Testimony of Mr. Atwood 
 

1. Water Area 
 
 Mr. Atwood testified that Manteno, Peotone, Monee, University Park, Park Forest 
and Richton Park are either located within the proposed certificated areas or have a 
corporate boundary within 1-1/2 miles of the proposed certificated areas.  Each 
municipality has been served with a copy of the Petition, as required by 83 Ill. Adm. 
Code 200.150(b). 
 
 Mr. Atwood stated that Petitioner proposed three separate areas for certification. 
(Pet. Exs. 1.1, 1.2).  Two of the areas are for water and sewer service (“limited areas”) 
and the third is for water service only (“water area”).  The total proposed certificated 
area is 76 square miles, approximately 8% of which is residential, commercial and 
industrial and the remainder cropland, forest and other uses. 
 
 The limited areas are located within Monee Township and are contiguous with 
Petitioner’s current University Park Water Division certificated service area, shown in 
pink on Pet. Ex. 1.1.  The total size of the limited areas is approximately one square 
mile and both are within incorporated University Park. 
 
 The water area, shown in blue on Pet. Ex. 1.1, is within Green Garden, Monee, 
Peotone and Will Townships in Will County, and within Sumner Township in Kankakee 
County.  The total water area is approximately 75 square miles, roughly 2-1/2 times 
larger than the current certificated area of the University Park Water Division.  The 
water area extends the existing University Park Water Division service area south to 
connect with the north boundary of Petitioner’s Kankakee Division certificated service 
area.  The water area is largely unincorporated, but it includes all of incorporated 
Peotone and most of incorporated Monee.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 6). 
 
 He said that Petitioner requests to have the proposed water area certificated to 
construct a pipeline from its facilities in Manteno to University Park.  The pipeline would 
provide the University Park Water Division with high quality, softened, filtered drinking 
water from Petitioner’s Kankakee Water Division, as the water is currently hard and high 
in iron content.  He said Petitioner has also stated that University Park Water Division 
consumers are dissatisfied with the quality of their water and seek softened water with 
improved aesthetics.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 6-7). 
 

Petitioner also asserts that certificating the water area would allow it to meet 
future water demand likely to result from anticipated population growth in both the 
certificated and adjacent areas.  (Id. at 7).  Mr. Atwood noted that Petitioner has not yet 
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chosen the precise route of the proposed water main because it is necessary to provide 
engineering design and acquisition flexibility to determine the most viable route. 

 
Mr. Atwood agreed with Petitioner that there is a need for higher quality drinking 

water in the University Park Division certificated service area.  University Park’s Mayor 
supported this proceeding in a letter dated March 1, 2013 (Pet. Ex. 3.0), and additional 
letters of support were provided by Manteno’s Village President, a State 
Representative, and the Will County Board.  (Pet. Exs. 1.5, 1.6).  Also, Petitioner’s 
responses to Attachment F and Peotone Data Request VOP(INT) – Aqua 1.02 include 
minutes of the University Park’s Board of Trustees public meetings, the transcript of a 
public hearing in Docket 11-0436, and water quality complaints received by the 
Commission’s Consumer Services Division and by Petitioner’s Customer Service Call 
Center from University Park customers. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that Petitioner has not demonstrated a need for a certificate 

for the entire water area.  Need is based upon applications for service or specifically 
identified future changes, such as planned subdivisions or commercial development.  
Petitioner has not provided evidence of any applications for service or of any planned 
real estate development.  Petitioner’s request to certificate a large area would give it 
acquisition flexibility in determining the most viable of five proposed routes.  In prior 
certificate cases, the Commission has certificated limited areas where the pipeline route 
had already been chosen.  Issuing Petitioner a certificate for a 75-square mile area 
where there has been no request for service or other evidence of planned development 
would be a significant departure from prior Commission policy for no foreseeable 
reason.   

 
Moreover, Monee and Peotone are entirely within the water area and provide 

service to residents within their corporate limits.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 14).  Issuing Petitioner 
a certificate for areas currently served by these municipalities would allow for potential 
duplication of facilities.  A certificate should not include any area within the corporate 
limit of a municipality where there is an existing distribution center and service is being 
provided.  Petitioner may still construct the main through these municipalities, but 
should not be given authorization to serve the customers in these non-certificated 
areas. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that the Kankakee Division facilities have sufficient capacity 

to provide water service to the water area, the limited areas, and to the University Park 
Division.  Petitioner’s Kankakee Division water treatment plant has a rated capacity of 
22 mgd, and Petitioner’s intake structure on the Kankakee River can draw 80 mgd.  
(Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 11).  The Kankakee River has ample water supply with a flow of 291 
mgd (Pet. Ex. 1.4 at 4), as the current average demand for the Kankakee Division is 11 
mgd and the maximum day demand was 17.776 mgd in 2007.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 11).  The 
water supply from the aquifer for the University Park Division has an approximate 
maximum capacity of 4.8 mgd (Id. at 9; Pet. Ex. 1.4 at 2, 5), and the maximum day 
demand for the University Park water system was recorded as 4.165 mgd in 2007.  The 
current average daily demand for the University Park Division is 1.4 mgd.  (Attachment 
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E).  The estimated demand from planned development in the limited areas is only 
113,400 gpd.  (Attachment D).  The resulting available capacity of .055 mgd should be 
adequate to meet existing demand in the University Park Division and the limited areas, 
but expansion to the Kankakee Division water treatment plant would be required at 
some future point to meet the full capacity of the pipeline for the water area.  
(Attachment E). 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that Petitioner has not defined its proposed solution so that it 

can be determined whether or not it is least cost.  Petitioner presented its feasibility 
analysis in Petitioner Exhibit 1.4 and in Attachment 2, proposing acquisition of Lake 
Michigan water from Chicago, construction of additional ground water supply and iron 
removal/softening treatment in University Park, and construction of a pipeline to supply 
water from Petitioner’s Kankakee Division to the University Park Division. 

 
The Lake Michigan option was dismissed because of high projected cost of 

constructing a pipeline a long distances through congested areas, the complex political 
and technical nature of acquiring water from Chicago, and being a passive party to rate 
increases from upstream municipalities.  Studies of the other two options included 
various design populations, design flows, pipeline sizes and routes, but the 
recommended solution is vaguely defined as only a pipeline from the Kankakee facilities 
at the Manteno Diversatech Campus to the University Park facilities at Central Avenue.  
(Supply Study at 46-47).  The design flow rate is not specified and the pipeline size and 
route are not selected. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that it appears that the construction of additional 

groundwater supply and iron removal/water softening facilities in University Park is likely 
more expensive than a pipeline.  (Treatment Study at 15).  However it does not appear 
that costs associated with the booster pump work in Manteno, expansion of the 
Kankakee Division water treatment plant, or expansion of the University Park 
wastewater treatment plant, were included in the studies.  If Petitioner does not commit 
to the smallest diameter pipeline option, it may end up with a larger pipeline and a 
different route that that used for comparison purposes in the study.  Without a cost 
comparison and more fully defined parameters, least-cost cannot be determined for the 
water area.   

 
Mr. Atwood recommended that the Commission find that Petitioner has not 

demonstrated a need for water service in the entire water area.  Petitioner needs to 
determine the route and size of the main in order to reduce the size of the water area to 
the area along the chosen route, and to determine the least-cost alternative. 

 
2. Limited Areas 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that Petitioner seeks certificates for the limited areas to 

serve a 324-unit planned mixed residential and commercial development on the north 
side of the University Parkway, immediately east of Illinois Route 50.  (Pet. Ex. 1.3).  
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Petitioner also seeks to reconcile discrepancies between the map and the legal 
description for the service area certificated in Docket 87-0402.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 7). 

 
Mr. Atwood recommended that the Commission find for the limited areas: 
 
- Petitioner has demonstrated a need to provide adequate, reliable and efficient 

service to customers; 
- Petitioner’s proposed construction of water and sewer main extensions is the 

least-cost means of providing service to customers; 
- Petitioner is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the construction 

necessary to provide service to customers; 
- Petitioner has met the requirements of Section 8-406(b)(1) and (2) of the Act; 
- the proposed certificated service area for water and sewer in the limited areas 

should be approved, as depicted in Petitioner Exhibit 1.1 and legally 
described in Petitioner Exhibit 1.2 at 2; 

- Petitioner’s current Rates, Rules, Regulations and Conditions of Service 
tariffs for water and sewer service for the University Park Division should be 
applicable to customers in the limited areas; 

- Petitioner’s current water and sewer depreciation rates for the University Park 
Division should be approved for the limited areas. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that construction of facilities to incorporate the Limited Areas 

into the University Park Water Division is necessary to provide adequate, reliable and 
efficient water and sewer service to customers.  Certificating the Limited Areas would 
resolve the discrepancy between the current legal description and what is shown on 
maps filed with the Commission.  He stated that no other Commission regulated utility is 
certificated to provide water and/or sewer service to the Limited Areas, or could provide 
service more cost effectively.  Petitioner is the utility closest to the Limited Areas.  Any 
other utility would have to construct new facilities and/or install water and sewer mains 
longer than Petitioner’s to extend service to the Limited Areas. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that there are no municipalities near the Limited Areas that 

have expressed an interest in, or would be able to provide, water and sewer service.  
University Park, Monee, Richton Park and Park Forest are either within, or within 1-1/2 
miles, of the Limited Areas.  University Park’s water and sewer service is currently 
provided by Petitioner’s University Park Water Division (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 4), and neither 
Richton Park nor Park Forest has intervened.  Monee states in its petition to intervene 
that Petitioner’s plans in the Limited Areas will not impact Monee’s current and future 
water and sewer system.  (Monee Petition to Intervene at 2).       

 
Mr. Atwood testified that it is typically most cost-efficient for an existing utility in 

the area to extend its mains, rather than have new utility come in to provide service.  
Duplication of mains and associated costs would be avoided.  Since Petitioner’s 
University Park Water Division’s certificated area is contiguous with the Limited Areas, 
Petitioner’s existing water and sewer systems are the least-cost means of providing 
service. 
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Mr. Atwood testified that University Park Division’s sewer facilities have sufficient 

capacity to adequately provide sewer service to the Limited Areas.  A letter from the 
IEPA (Attachment B) states that University Park’s wastewater treatment facility has a 
capacity of 2.43 million gallons per day (“mgd”).  The average daily effluent flow from 
the treatment facility was 1.71 mgd.  (Attachment C).  The resulting available capacity is 
.72 mgd.  For the Limited Areas, there is no projected incremental demand, since 
Petitioner already serves customers there.  The estimated demand from the planned 
development is only 113,400 gpd, or .11 mgd.  (Attachment D). 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that University Park Division’s facilities have sufficient 

capacity to adequately provide water service to the Limited Areas.  The existing 
capacity of the wells is 4.85 mgd and maximum demand recorded in 2007 was 4.165 
mgd.  Current average daily demand is 1.34 mgd.  (Attachment E).  The resulting 
available capacity of .685 mgd should be adequate to meet demand.  There is no 
projected incremental demand, since Petitioner already serves customers in the Limited 
Areas.  Estimated demand from the planned development is set forth in the preceding 
paragraph. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that Petitioner has the technical and managerial ability to 

construct, operate and maintain public water distribution and sewage collection systems 
in the Limited Areas.  Petitioner and its predecessors have been operating in Illinois 
since 1910.  It is the second largest investor-owned water utility in Illinois and serves 
approximately 56,000 water and 6,000 sewer customers.  The subsidiaries of 
Petitioner’s parent, Aqua America, Inc., serve approximately 13 million customers in 13 
states.  Petitioner has consistently demonstrated that its water and sewer systems in 
Illinois are properly operated, efficiently managed, and that its equipment is well 
maintained.  Petitioner has met the requirements of Section 8-406 (b)(1) and (2) of the 
Act for certification of the Limited Areas. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that the Rules, Regulations and Conditions of Service tariffs 

currently on file and in effect for the University Park Division should apply for water and 
sewer service to customers in the Limited Areas.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 18).  Those customers 
will be directly connected to Petitioner’s University Park Division water and sewer 
systems and will be using these facilities to obtain service.  Mr. Atwood agreed with 
Petitioner’s proposal to use the water and sewer rate depreciation rates for the 
University Park Division in the Limited Areas, as these rates were approved in 
Petitioner’s last rate case, Docket 11-0436.  (Id. at 19). 
 

B. Rebuttal Testimony of Mr. Atwood 
 

Mr. Atwood testified that Mr. Blanchette’s disagreement with his testimony, that it 
is Commission policy to grant a certificate upon a showing of need, was based upon 
Section 8-406(b) of the Act.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 21).  Mr. Atwood stated in Staff Ex. 4.01 
attached to his rebuttal testimony, that the majority of cases involving certificate 
requests for water service evaluate need.   
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Mr. Atwood testified that the Revised Water Area  proposed by Petitioner 

adequately addresses his objections to the original proposed area.  He stated that he 
believed his original objection was valid, however he no longer objected because 
Petitioner revised the proposed area, even though he would still prefer that Petitioner 
had progressed further with the design stage and was certain of the location of the final 
route. 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that he did not offer an opinion in his direct testimony 

whether Petitioner’s proposed construction was least-cost, because Petitioner did not 
provide sufficient clarity.  Petitioner’s recommended solution was vaguely a pipeline 
from the Kankakee facilities at the Manteno Diversatech campus to the University Park 
facilities at Central Avenue.  (Pet. Ex. 1.4 at 46-47).   Petitioner did not specify design 
the flow rate or commit to a pipeline route or size.   Petitioner also did not adequately 
address whether the Kankakee Water Treatment Plant and booster pump stations at the 
Manteno site would need to be upgraded.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 20-21). 

 
Mr. Atwood testified that Mr. Blanchette proposed a 24” pipeline using Route 5A, 

a 24” pipeline using Route 5, and an Ion Exchange Treatment option (“Ion Exchange”).  
(Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 13).  Total projected costs run $13,015,211 for the Route 5A, $16, 
345,791 for Route 5, and $21,400,000 for the Ion Exchange.  Petitioner selected the 
Route 5A option as the least-cost means of providing service, but that only partially 
allayed Mr. Atwood’s concerns regarding the least-cost alternative.  Petitioner selected 
pipeline route and size, but used different design flow rates for Route 5A and the Ion 
Exchange, which makes comparison difficult.  No design flow rate was provided for 
Route 5. 
 
 In conducting a direct comparison, Petitioner would select a design year and a 
design maximum day flow rate based on an analysis of several years of water demand 
data and design year demand projections.  A direct comparison would be possible if all 
option for providing quality, softened drinking water were based upon the same design 
maximum day flow rate.  Any water supply source, transportation and treatment 
components necessary to provide the design maximum day flow rate should be 
included in a direct comparison. 
 
 Petitioner has provided a firm treated water design flow rate of 4.8 mgd for the 
Ion Exchange.  It is based upon the sum of University Park’s 2008 peak demand day of 
3.684 mgd, and a contract to supply 1.152 mgd to the PPL Global Power Plant.  (Pet. 
Ex. 2.4 at 7).  For the 5A Route, Petitioner provided a Hydraulic Water Analysis Report 
(“the Report”). (Pet. Ex. 2.3).  The Report shows the results of a hydraulic modeling 
analysis of the Kankakee River and University Park water systems.  Petitioner states, 
based upon the Report, that the Route 5A pipeline allows it to use existing Manteno 
Diversatech pumping facilities without any physical improvements to serve the 
University Park current average daily demand of 1.2 mgd, plus the future average daily 
demand through 2040.  Petitioner also states that this option provides 6.5 million gallons 
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of peak day capacity at a velocity of 3 feet per second in the 24” main.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 
11-12; 2.3 at 5).     
 
 Mr. Atwood stated that, based upon his review of the Report, he did not entirely 
agree with Mr. Blanchette’s testimony regarding pipeline capacity.  He agreed with 
Petitioner based on Result 1 (Pet. Ex. 2.3 at 3; Staff Ex. 4.0 at 8), that it can continue to 
use existing pumping facilities to serve University Park without additional costs for 
incremental pumping through at least 2040.  However, the only scenario in the Report 
that discusses actually pumping 6.5 million gpd is in Result 1, which states new pumps 
would be required in the Grant Park station.  It does not appear that the Route 5A 
pipeline would be able to supply 6.5 million gpd as Petitioner implies, since no pumping 
improvements are currently contemplated.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 11-12). 
 
 Result 2 states that the Manteno pumps could be switched to supply University 
Park and Grant Park, however no corresponding hydraulic capacity is given.  (Pet. Ex. 
2.3 at 3; Staff Ex. 4.0 at 8).  Recommendation 2 indicates that University Park’s 2040 
peak day need of 4.1 mgd can be met, but it does not indicate whether that is with the 
24” or 30” main and does not state what pumps would be used.  (Pet. Ex. 2.3 at 5; Staff 
Ex. 4.0 at 9).  Since the flow rate has not been given and it is not known which pumps 
would be used, it is difficult to verify Petitioner’s capability to provide the service for 
which it seeks a certificate.   
 
 The estimated Ion Exchange option would cost $24.1 million, $8.4 million more 
than the 5A Route.  The cost to replace the current pumps to increase the Route 5A 
pipeline should be much less than $8.4 million, and the Route 5A option leaves the 
existing University Park wells in reserve.  The existing well water provides a firm reserve 
capacity of up to 3.48 mgd, which can be used for higher demand days.  On this basis, 
Mr. Atwood testified that the Route 5A option was the least-cost. 
 

C. Testimony of Ms. Freetly 
 
 Ms. Freetly testified that Petitioner is capable of financing the proposed 
construction without significant adverse consequences for the utility or its customers, in 
conformance with Section 8-406(b) of the Act.   
 
 Petitioner estimated total construction costs of the main to be $11.8 million to 
$20.1 million.  It anticipates that construction will initially be funded using a short-term 
debt line of credit, and equity generated from operations.  (Attachment A).  Petitioner 
will subsequently adjust its capital structure through dividend policy and long-term debt 
issuances to achieve its capital structure objectives, which support a capital structure of 
53% equity and 47% debt. 
 
 Petitioner’s water utility plant had a net value of $258,588,169 as of December 
31, 2012.  Its utility operating revenues for calendar 2012 were $48,482,723.  (Pet. 
Form 22 ILCC, 12/31/12, 4f, 7f).  The total cost represents 4.56% - 7.77% of Petitioner’s 
net utility plant and 24.34% - 41.46% of its total operating revenue.  The projected 
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capital expenditures for construction represents 12.58% - 21.43% of Petitioner’s total 
capital expenditures budgeted for 2103 through 2017.  (Attachment B). 
 
 Petitioner has an $8 million line of credit.  (Petition at ¶22).  It will also have 
access to the credit facilities of Aqua America which, as of June 30, 2013, had over 
$125 million available for borrowing under its $150 million unsecured revolving credit 
facility that expires in March 2017.  (Attachment C).  Aqua America also has $160.5 
million in short-term lines of credit, $48 million of which was available for borrowing as 
of June 30, 2013.  Aqua America further has over $4 million in cash and cash 
equivalents as of June 30, 2013.   
 
 Ms. Freetly testified that, while Moody’s does not report on Petitioner or its 
affiliates (Attachment D), Standard & Poor’s (“S&P) rated Aqua Pennsylvania A+ with a 
stable outlook, reflecting the credit quality of its parent Aqua America, Inc.  An A rating 
from S&P indicates that a company’s capacity to meet its financial obligations is strong. 
 

D. Testimony of Mr. Bridal 
 
 Petitioner proposes to record the original cost of all water facilities for the The 
Revised WaterArea in the applicable Utility Plant in Service Accounts (Account 101).  
Petitioner also proposes to record any contributions or deposits for the facilities as 
contributions in Account 271 – Contributions in Aid of Construction.  Petitioner states 
that this treatment is in accordance with Commission policy and Accounting Instruction 
17 of the Uniform System of Accounts for Water Utilities, 83 Ill. Adm. Code 605.  (Pet. 
Ex. 1 at 18-19).  Mr. Bridal recommended that the Commission accept the accounting 
treatment proposed by Petitioner. 
 
VI. COMMISSION ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
As the petitioning party, Aqua Illinois, Inc. has the burden of proving pursuant to 

Section 8-406(b) of the Act, that certification of the Limited and Revised Water Areas is 
necessary to provide adequate, reliable and efficient service at the least-cost means; 
that Petitioner can effectively manage and supervise the construction process; and can 
finance construction without significant adverse consequences for utility or its 
customers. 

 
A. The Limited Areas   
 
Mr. Wallace stated that the purpose of his testimony was to support Monee’s 

opposition to the petition seeking Certificates of Service Authority for installation of the 
water main and for water and wastewater service to the Limited Areas.  (Monee Ex. 1.0 
at 2).  Mr. Graff testified that communities could experience an increase in sewer costs 
if they lose revenue from water service, but he does not specifically state that he 
opposes a certificate for the Limited Areas.  (Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 9).  No other 
intervener addressed the Limited Areas in testimony and neither Mr. Wallace nor Mr. 
Graff otherwise addressed it, except as cited immediately above. 
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Staff stated that no other Commission regulated utilities provide water or sewer 

service to these areas and no other Commission regulated utilities are able to provide 
service in a more cost effective manner.  Further, Staff stated that there are no 
municipalities in or near the Limited Areas that have expressed an interest in, and have 
the ability to, provide water and sewer service.  Municipalities either within, or within 1-
1/2 miles of the Limited Areas, include University Park, Monee, Richton Park and Park 
Forest.  Neither Richton Park nor Park Forest intervened.  Staff cites Monee’s Petition 
to Intervene (at 2), which states that Petitioner’s plans will not have an impact on its 
current and planned future operation of its water and sewer system.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 8-
9).  University Park supports Petitioner’s efforts in this Docket.  (Petitioner Ex. 1.3). 

 
The Commission adopts Staff’s position and finds that there are no substantively 

contested issues with regard to the Limited Areas.  Petitioner’s proposal is deemed 
necessary to provide adequate, reliable and efficient service to customers at the least-
cost under Section 8-406.  Petitioner should be granted a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity in the Limited Areas to clarify a discrepancy between the 
maps and legal description underlying the certificate issued to Petitioner in Docket 87-
0402, and to serve the planned 324-unit mixed-use development.  

 
B. The Revised Water Area 
 

1. Necessity 
 
Interveners object that Petitioner did not adequately demonstrate the need for 

construction of the main.  Mr. Nagle testified that hardness and iron in drinking water 
are secondary standards that, according to the IEPA, have no adverse health risks.  
The USEPA defines aesthetic considerations as odor, taste and color, which do not 
present a health risk at SMCL levels.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 8-9).   

 
In the Commission’s view, drinking water that tastes bad, smells bad, and/or 

appears to be cloudy or contaminated does not need to be a health risk to require 
improvement.  The basis of Aqua’s petition for a certificate in the Revised Water Area is 
the dissatisfaction of University Park customers with the quality of their drinking water.  
(Petition at 1).  The Commission finds the provision of drinking water with aesthetically 
poor quality to be unacceptable.  The need for improvement is evident.  Construction of 
the proposed main is necessary to ameliorate these problems.   

 
Further, Staff cited Petitioner’s Exs. 1.3, 1.5, and 1.6 as instances in which 

customers and government officials found poor drinking water quality and demonstrate 
a desire for softened water.  Also, Petitioner’s response to Staff DR WHA-AQUA 1.03S 
mentions various other instances in which water quality concerns.  It also refers to 
various customer complaints regarding water quality from the transcript of the public 
hearing in Docket 11-0436.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 15-16).  
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Interveners also objected that alternatives to main construction were not 
adequately explored and they cite a litany of alternatives that Petitioner should have 
considered.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 10-12; Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 15; Wilmington 
Ex. 1.0 at 2-3).  The Commission notes that Petitioner conducted a preliminary 
feasibility study as part of its Water Supply Study (Pet. Ex. 1.4) that considered 
transporting water from Petitioner’s Kankakee system; using Lake Michigan water 
supply; and constructing a water treatment plant in University Park. (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 11-
12).  Petitioner also conducted a Water Treatment Study (Pet. Ex. 2.4) to explore the 
option of installing water treatment facilities in University Park.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 37).   
Contrary to Interveners’ objections, it is clear to the Commission that Petitioner has 
demonstrated in Exhibits 1.4 and 2.4 that it considered, in detail, alternatives to 
construction of the water main. 

 
The Commission regards Wilmington’s concern over increased costs resulting 

from main construction to be speculative and unfounded.  Wilmington has been 
collaborating with other municipalities for 20 years in developing a Water Supply Plan in 
a Regional Planning Area in southern Will County, based upon anticipated population 
growth resulting from construction of the Illiana Expressway and/or the regional airport.  
Wilmington asserts that, as municipalities lose revenue from competitive water service 
by Petitioner, they would have to increase sewer rates to maintain other public services.  
(Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 7-9).  What Wilmington fails to consider is that, under its scenario 
of Illiana and/or regional airport construction, it would have that many more customers 
to service.  As the customer base broadens, costs would be better kept under control.   

 
The Commission accepts Petitioner’s representations that its certificate will have 

no bearing on Wilmington’s ability to provide service in the Revised Water Area and that 
Petitioner also has no intent to serve customers already being served by municipalities 
in the Expanded Area.  The Revised Water Area specifically excludes all municipal 
corporate boundaries.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 29-30).  

 
 The Commission also accepts Petitioner’s representations that its presence in 
the Revised Water Area will not disadvantage Monee’s ability to expand its water 
supply.  Monee’s concern is that Petitioner is a for-profit company which follows 
different guidelines in matters such as available funding and bidding for contracts.   
Certification expanding Petitioner’s water system would give it an unfair advantage and 
negatively affect development.  (Monee Ex. 1.0 at 10).   
 

Petitioner’s evidence shows that it is already present in Monee’s service territory 
without causing problems, and that its presence has actually benefitted Monee by 
helping it attract and retain business.  Moreover, Monee regularly asks Petitioner to 
expand its sewer service area to promote the Village’s economic development.  Monee 
specifically requested Petitioner to expand its water and wastewater service in Monee 
Township in Docket 11-0369.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 30-31).   

 
Despite Monee’s assertion that granting the requested certificate would put it at 

disadvantage, the Commission cites Mr. Gray’s testimony that nothing in the granting of 
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a certificate prohibits a municipality from serving the certificated area. (Peotone Ex. 1.0 
at 23-24).  Further, nothing in the Public Utilities Act grants a public utility an exclusive 
right to serve a particular area.  (Fountain Water Dist. v. Ill. Comm. Comm’n, 291 Ill. 
App. 3d 696, 700 (5th Dist. 1997)).  The parties appear to be on much more equal 
footing than Monee will admit, particularly since Mr. Gray’s testimony was based upon 
certificating the original 75 square mile area.  

 
 Petitioner’s evidence also shows that its infrastructure is located in areas where it 
owns water systems that operate in conjunction with municipal utilities.  Petitioner 
serves customers at the request of Monee and has entered into franchise agreements 
detailing each party’s responsibilities.  Petitioner is subject to local ordinance when 
making repairs within a municipality, and has not encountered the maintenance 
challenges suggested in Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 13, 26.  The Commission again agrees with 
Petitioner that these concerns are alleviated by the fact that the Revised Water Area 
excludes Peotone’s corporate boundaries.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 32). 

 
 The Commission also finds that Petitioner capably explained how to determine 
which main leaks where multiple mains occupy a common space.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 
26).  Petitioner can isolate its mains, including the subject main of this Docket, to 
determine if its main needs repair.  Petitioner is also willing to provide full-time leak 
identification and location service to ensure timely repair.  This problem is again 
alleviated by the fact that the Revised Water Area excludes Peotone’s corporate 
boundaries.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 32). 
 
 The Commission does not agree with Peotone that extending softened water into 
unincorporated Will County will promote uncontrolled, spot development with no 
oversight.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 16; Monee Ex. 1.0 at 11).  Petitioner made the point 
effectively that Will County has jurisdiction over its unincorporated areas and imposes 
specific requirements to ensure proper development.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 33).  Similarly, the 
Commission disagrees with Peotone that extension into unincorporated Will County will 
promote development at standards different than Peotone’s, which will increase 
Peotone’s costs when it upgrades an area to its standards.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 22).  
Again, Will County imposes specific requirements for development of unincorporated 
areas.  Also, Peotone assumes that development will be below its standards, but this is 
mere speculation and is no basis for denying the requested certificate.  Further, 
Petitioner notes that annexation is discretionary.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 33).  Peotone is in no 
way required to annex any area. 
 
 The Commission is also not persuaded by Peotone’s stance that certification is 
not needed because projected population growth in Will County is overstated.  (Peotone 
Ex. 1.0 at 15).  In the above paragraph, Peotone specifically stated that it is concerned 
that construction of the main will lead to spotty, uncontrolled development.  Also, 
Peotone Ex. 1.3 shows census figures that calculate a population increase of 175,349 in 
Will County from 2000 to 2010.  Above these figures, it asks the question, “Is Will 
County one of the ‘Fastest’ growing counties in the US?”.  Moreover, in Monee’s 
Wastewater Facilities Plan attached to Monee Ex. 1.0 (VOM 000031) it states that 
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“…Monee’s population has increased rapidly over the past 20 years.”  It cites 1990 and 
2000 census figures that represent an average annual population growth of 10.8%.  
Further, Mr. Graff testified that construction of the Illiana Expressway and the new 
airport will increase population and impact supply and future demand for water.  
(Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 7).   
 

The Commission finds that the above evidence runs precisely counter to 
Peotone’s belief that future population growth will be too slow to support the need for 
the main.  The Commission concludes from all of this that Will County has, and will, 
continue to experience population increase.  Even if the projections are overstated, the 
above evidence strongly suggests that development and population growth will still 
occur to some appreciable degree.  Intervener’s evidence does not support denial of the 
requested certificate for lack of need. 

 
2. Least-Cost  

 
The principal point of contention raised by Interveners on the issue of least-cost 

is that they believe that the studies conducted by Aqua were deficient in analyzing all of 
the costs inherent in a project of this magnitude.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 15-16, 
19-20; Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 21-22; Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 5-6, 8-9).  Mr. Blanchette 
countered that Interveners’ positions were based upon allegations that alternatives were 
not fully studied, when they, in fact, were.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 39). 

 
The issue of acquiring Lake Michigan water overlaps the issues of need for the 

main and whether it is least-cost.  The Commission agrees with Petitioner that 
construction of a main from Chicago to University Park would be cost prohibitive, due to 
the heavily urbanized area through which the main would have to be built.  Acquisition 
of Lake Michigan water could also involve municipal price increases over which 
Petitioner would have no control.  The construction cost of a treatment facility in 
University Park is estimated at $35 million. (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 12).  Petitioner Ex. 2.4 shows 
the estimated cost of softening the groundwater just to meet current demand at $21.4 
million.  The estimated cost of the main is $13 million.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 45). 

 
The Commission agrees with Petitioner that looping may be a future 

consideration, but is not essential to provide softened water to University Park.  
Petitioner currently serves entire communities in Kankakee County from a single water 
main and they receive high quality, softened drinking water.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 40). 
Moreover, Mr. Gray criticized Petitioner’s cost estimates for excluding the loop that 
would be eventually needed (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 21), however Mr. Nagle stated that 
looping could double the cost of the water main.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 15-16). 

 
Intervener’s are concerned that Petitioner’s estimates do not reflect the cost to 

upgrade plant capacity to meet future growth.  The Commission finds Intervener’s 
position on growth in Will County to be contradictory and confusing.  Peotone objected 
that there was no need for the certificate because population growth in Will County has 
been overstated.  (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 15).  Monee and Wilmington testified to precisely 
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the opposite.  (Monee Ex. 1.0, attached Wastewater Facilities Plan, VOM 000031; 
Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 7).   

 
Interveners clearly appear to be projecting population growth at different rates.  

The Commission was able to conclude in 1. Necessity, above, only that population 
growth will continue in Will County to some appreciable degree.  Under these 
circumstances, the Commission does not see how Petitioner could possibly estimate 
plant costs to reflect future population growth, when there is no consensus among the 
parties as to what rate of growth is projected.  The Commission finds that Petitioner’s 
response best addressed this issue, that it is not necessary or prudent to have all 
pumping capabilities available now to treat all future customers.  Petitioner will 
coordinate improvements as demand requires.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 41).   

 
The Commission also agrees with Petitioner that Mr. Gray’s concern that the 

Kankakee facilities lack sufficient capacity to meet University Park demand and 
projected growth in the Revised Water Area are negated by the revision itself.  (Peotone 
Ex. 1.0 at 17-20).  Mr. Gray’s initial concern was based upon a 76 square mile 
certificated area that has been reduced to 30 square miles. (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 6).  
Petitioner now anticipates much less growth and development and correspondingly 
reduced the projected annual pumpage increase from 3% to 1%.  (Id. at 8). 

 
The Commission finds that Mr. Graff’s concerns regarding Petitioner’s Water 

Supply Study (Pet. Ex. 1.4) and fire flow requirements are without merit.  (Wilmington 
Ex. 1.0 at 3, 4).  Mr. Graff does not specify to any extent how the study is unclear or 
what part of the study pertains to fire flow requirements.  His testimony is so skeletal on 
this issue that it has no probative value.  Nowhere does Mr. Graff state what the 
minimum fire flow requirements are, whether different municipalities have the same or 
separate requirements, what specific municipalities would be affected, or how the 
construction of the main is in any way connected to this issue.   

 
Petitioner, by contrast, addressed this issue in detail citing, among other things,  

unrefuted statistics regarding the volume of water available in storage capacity, 
available fire protection facilities, and Petitioner’s water system rating.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 
41-43).  The Commission finds no reason, based upon Mr. Graff’s testimony, to 
conclude that construction of the main will negatively interfere with any fire flow 
requirements.     

   
The Commission finds Mr. Nagle’s testimony with regard to estimates of 

operating and maintaining the main to be confusing.  As noted above, Mr. Nagle 
testified that looping could double the estimated cost of the main (Peotone/Monee Jt. 
Ex. 1.0 at 15-16), yet he also testifies that the villages, with a single supply line, would 
have to maintain their wells until the loop was installed.  (Id. at 19).  The Commission 
interprets Mr. Nagle’s testimony to mean that loop installation will eventually be 
required, despite the possibility that it could double the cost of the main.  This runs 
directly counter to the least-cost requirement of Section 8-406(b).  
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The Commission notes that Petitioner plans to use public right-of-way as much 
as possible.  Contrary to Mr. Graff’s testimony regarding the cost of easements 
(Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 6), Petitioner included these costs in its overall cost estimates.  It 
also updated these costs with regard to the Revised Water Area to make the estimates 
as conservative as possible.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 44).   

 
With regard to Mr. Nagle’s testimony concerning iron removal filters 

(Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 13-14), the Commission agrees with Petitioner that if its 
wastewater permit limits for chloride and total dissolved solids are exceeded, customer 
costs in the form of added treatment or capital improvements to ensure compliance with 
IEPA standards could result.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 44).  The Commission finds the possibility 
of increased customer costs to be unacceptable, particularly where construction of the 
main provides a remedy. 

 
The Commission rejects Mr. Nagle’s position that Petitioner’s Water Treatment 

study (Pet. Ex. 2.4) is flawed because it is compares water treatment to water supply via 
a 24” main, which is more than the minimum needed.  Mr. Nagle concedes that the 24” 
pipeline appears to have been selected to serve the needed ultimate capacity based 
upon Petitioner’s projections, but he appears to indirectly question these projections 
(Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 20), without providing any evidence to show in what way 
they are flawed.  Both Mr. Nagle and Mr. Blanchette testified that the cost of treatment 
would be $21.4 million (Id.; Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 45).  Mr. Blanchette further pointed out that 
the cost of the main would be considerably less at $13 million.  (Id.).  The Commission 
is satisfied that the main is the least cost means of providing softened water to 
University Park.   

 
The Commission agrees with Petitioner that water treatment in University Park 

would result in a disparate impact on the wastewater treatment plant.  (Pet. Ex. 2.4 at 
14).  However, there are NPDES limits to how much of certain parameters, such as 
chlorides, are allowed per day, and these limits cannot be negated by trickling 
backwash in to the sewer system, as Mr. Nagle suggests.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 
14).  The Commission agrees with Petitioner that any incremental softening of the water 
supply by Petitioner could jeopardize its ability to meet IEPA effluent limits.  Softened 
water from Kankakee could improve Petitioner’s ability to meet these limits.  (Pet. Ex. 
2.0 at 45-46).   

 
The Commission also finds that, contrary to Mr. Nagle’s testimony that the poor 

aesthetic quality of University Park’s water could be the result of aging infrastructure 
(Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 11), Petitioner determined that the poor quality comes 
from the source of the water.  Petitioner tested the water from the aquifer and found it 
high in concentrations of iron and hardness.  Pipe replacement would not provide a 
remedy for this.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 46).   

    
With regard to Mr. Nagle’s suggestion that Petitioner should have investigated 

Chicago Heights and Matteson as possible sources of Lake Michigan water,   
(Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 18), the Commission has already adopted Petitioner’s 

45 
 



13-0246 

position that acquisition of Lake Michigan water could involve pass-through price 
increases over which Petitioner would have no control.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 12).  This is as 
true for Chicago Heights and Matteson as it is for any other municipality.  

 
The Commission finds that Mr. Gray’s concern regarding the increased 

generation of wastewater in the University Park Service Area as a result of main 
construction (Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 21), is alleviated by the fact that it pertains to the 
originally proposed certificated area.  Petitioner reduced that area by more than 50%.  
This renders Mr. Gray’s original projections obsolete and he does not provide any data 
for the Revised Water Area in his rebuttal testimony.  (Peotone Ex. 2.0).  Further, 
Petitioner does not seek a certificate for wastewater treatment outside of the Limited 
Areas, because it has no plans for construction.  (Pet. Ex. 1.0 at 48).  The Commission 
considers this to be fully consistent with the Section 8-406 requirement to provide 
service by the least-cost means. 

 
Mr. Nagle testified that Petitioner should have projected the residential water rate 

per 1000 gallons pertaining to each of Petitioner’s option.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 
at 8, 13).  He also testified, however, that the construction cost estimates seem 
reasonable (Id. at 15, 19).  Mr. Atwood testified that he considered the pipeline route to 
be the least-cost option.  (Staff Ex. 4.0 at 11).  Mr. Blanchette testified that no projection 
would be possible without a Commission rate case.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 50).  

 
Mr. Nagle does not explain what the benefit of the projected study would be.  

Even if it determined that Lake Michigan water would be the least-cost means of 
providing the requested service, the Commission has previously held, above, that this 
supply could, and likely would, be subject to municipal rate increases over which the 
Commission would have no control.  This renders the Lake Michigan option to be, at 
best, be only a temporary least-cost solution.  Further, Petitioner Ex. 2.4 shows that the 
cost of softening Petitioner’s groundwater just to meet current demand is estimated at 
$21.4 million.  This is approximately $8 million higher than the projected cost of the 
main.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 45).   Without an explanation of what the projected study would 
show, the Commission is unable to conclude that the treatment option would be the 
least-cost solution.    

 
Mr. Graff’s concern that construction of the main will be cost prohibitive to 

University Park customers is based upon obsolete data.  (Wilmington Ex. 1.0 at 3, 5). 
The Revised Water Area is approximately 30 square miles, not 75, and the cost of the 
main is roughly half of the $26.6 million Mr. Graff cites.  Moreover, the Commission 
agrees with Petitioner that if the cost of the main is to be passed along to the customers 
of University Park, it could be done only through a formal Commission rate case.  This 
would involve any number of variables such as population growth, average usage, 
number of customers, etc., that are currently unknown.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 50-51).  

 
 Mr. Nagle’s suggestion that University Park customers could install their own 
water softeners could cause Petitioner a problem similar to the one caused by the use 
of iron removal filters.  (Peotone/Monee Jt. Ex. 1.0 at 9, 13-14).  The Commission 
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agrees with Mr. Blanchette that, since Petitioner would have no control over the 
softeners, the settings or the discharge frequency, it would be in constant jeopardy of 
exceeding NPDES concentration limits for chlorides as more softeners are introduced 
into the system.  Construction of the main would actually decrease the concentration of 
chlorides and dissolved solids.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 51). 

 
The Commission is not persuaded that construction of the main will have the 

negative impact on development and annexation alleged by Mr. Gray and Mr. Wallace.  
(Peotone Ex. 1.0 at 13; Monee Ex. 1.0 at 9).  Petitioner’s Revised Water Area does not 
include any Intervener corporate limits and the acreage is 96% cropland.  Just 667 of 
18,827 total acres are residential.  (Pet. Ex. 2.0 at 7).  Much of Interveners’ concerns 
were based upon the area initially proposed for expansion, however the Commission 
finds that the Revised Water Area has largely negated the anticipated problems.   

 
The Commission adopts Staff’s findings that Petitioner is capable of financing the 

project without significant adverse consequences for Petitioner or its customers.    Ms. 
Freetly explained Petitioner’s financial status in detail and noted that Standard and 
Poors assigned Petitioner’s parent company, Aqua America, Inc., an A+ corporate credit 
rating with a stable outlook.  (Staff Ex. 2.0 at 2-4). 

 
The Commission also adopts Staff’s proposed accounting for the construction.  

Mr. Bridal testified that the accounting treatment conforms to Commission policy and to 
the Uniform System of Accounts for Water Utilities, codified as 83 Ill. Adm. Code 605.  
(Staff Ex. 3.0 at 2).  Interveners did not object to the testimony of either Ms. Freetly or 
Mr. Bridal.   

 
Interveners also raised no issue as to whether Petitioner will be able to efficiently 

manage and supervise construction of the main.  The Commission finds that Petitioner 
is a large corporation providing water and wastewater service to thousands of 
customers daily.  As such, it is required on a regular basis to build, maintain and repair 
facilities when necessary.  There is no evidence in this record to show that Petitioner 
has failed to adequately and efficiently maintain its infrastructure when required.   

 
Notwithstanding Mr. Atwood’s grudging acceptance of the Revised Service Area, 

the Commission concludes that Petitioner has thoroughly documented the projected 
cost of the main.  It has also considered all viable alternatives, and has determined that 
construction of the main is necessary to provide adequate, reliable and efficient service, 
that it is the least-cost means of providing service, that it can effectively manage and 
supervise the construction process, and that it is capable of financing construction 
without significant adverse consequences for the utility or its customers. 

 
Petitioner’s request for approval of its proposed accounting entries, approval of 

the depreciation rates for the University Park Water Division, and approval of the rates 
now in effect for water service to the University Park Certificate Area set forth in the 
tariffs of the University Park Water Division (ILL.C.C. No. 49, Section No. 3, Sheet Nos. 
1-20), should be granted. 
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VII. FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 
 

(1) Aqua Illinois, Inc. is an Illinois corporation engaged in the provision of 
water and wastewater service in certain areas of Will, Kankakee, 
Vermilion, Boone, Kane, Knox, Lake, Champaign, Cook and DeKalb 
Counties, Illinois and, as such, is a public utility within the meaning of 220 
ILCS 5/3-105 of the Act; 

 
(2) on March 27, 2013, Aqua filed a petition pursuant to Section 8-406 of the 

Act requesting a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to 
construct, operate and maintain a water distribution system in areas of Will 
and Kankakee Counties, Illinois; and a Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity to clarify a discrepancy between the maps and the legal 
description of the area for which certification was granted in Docket 87-
0402, and to provide water distribution and wastewater collection services 
in two limited areas of Will County, necessary to serve a planned mixed-
use development of 324 residential and commercial units; 

 
(3) on May 21, 2013, the Village of Peotone was granted leave to intervene in 

this Docket; on August 22, 2013, the Village of Monee was granted leave 
to intervene in this Docket; on September 10, 2013, the City of Wilmington 
was granted leave to intervene in this Docket; 

 
(4) the Commission has jurisdiction over the Petitioner and over the subject 

matter of this Docket; 
 
(5) the recitals of fact and conclusions of law reached in the prefatory portion 

of this order are supported by the evidence of record and are hereby 
adopted as findings of fact and conclusions of law; 

 
(6) Petitioner should be granted a Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity to construct, operate and maintain a water distribution system in 
areas of Will and Kankakee Counties, Illinois, along a proposed route that 
extends approximately one mile on either side of Route 10/Will Center 
Road that runs between Petitioner’s current Kankakee and University Park 
certificated areas, as shown in blue on Petitioner Exhibit 2.1 and legally 
described on Petitioner Exhibit 2.2; 

 
(7) Petitioner should be granted a Certificate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity to clarify a discrepancy between the maps and the legal 
description of the area for which certification was granted in Docket 87-
0402, and to provide water distribution and wastewater collection services 
in two limited areas of Will County, necessary to serve a planned mixed-
use development of 324 residential and commercial units, as shown in 

48 
 



13-0246 

pink on Petitioner Exhibit 2.1 and legally described on Petitioner Exhibit 
2.2; 

 
(8) Petitioner’s proposed accounting entries should be approved; 
 
(9) the depreciation rates for both water and sewer services for the University 

Park Water Division should be approved; 
 
(10) the rules and rates now in effect for water and sewer service to the 

University Park Certificate Area set forth in the tariffs of the University 
Park Water Division, (water rules Ill.C.C. No. 49, Section No. 1; sewer 
rules Ill.C.C. No. 50, Section No. 1; and sewer rates, Ill. C.C. No. 50, 
Section No. 3) should be approved; 

 
(11) Petitioner should filed revised tariff sheets incorporating the Revised 

Water Area within five (5) business days after the date of service of the 
Final Order, with an effective date of five (5) business days after the date 
of filing, for service rendered on and after their effective date, with 
individual tariff sheets to be corrected within that time period, if necessary.  

 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Illinois Commerce Commission that 

Aqua’s petition for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity pursuant to 
Section 8-406 of the Act, to construct, operate and maintain a water distribution system 
in areas of Will and Kankakee Counties, Illinois, along a proposed route that extends 
approximately one mile on either side of Route 10/Will Center Road that runs between 
Petitioner’s current Kankakee and University Park certificated areas, as shown in blue 
on Petitioner Exhibit 2.1 and legally described on Exhibit 2.2, is granted. 

  
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED by the Commission that the Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity shall be as follows: 
 

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 
 

 IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the public 
convenience and necessity require the construction, 
operation and maintenance of a water supply and 
distribution system for the provision of public utility water 
service by Aqua Illinois, Inc. in the areas of Will and 
Kankakee Counties, along a proposed route that extends 
approximately one mile on either side of Route 10/Will 
Center Road that runs between Petitioner’s current 
Kankakee and University Park certificated areas, as shown 
in blue on Petitioner’s Exhibit 2.1 and legally described on 
Exhibit 2.2. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Aqua’s petition for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity pursuant to Section 8-406 of the Act to clarify a 
discrepancy between the maps and the legal description of the area for which 
certification was granted in Docket 87-0402, and to provide water distribution and 
wastewater collection services in two limited areas of Will County, necessary to serve a 
planned mixed-use development of 324 residential and commercial units, as shown in 
pink on Petitioner Exhibit 2.1 and legally described in Exhibit 2.2, is granted. 

 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED by the Commission that the Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity shall be as follows: 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY 

 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the public 

convenience and necessity require clarification of the 
discrepancy between the maps and the legal description of 
the area for which certification was granted in Docket 87-
0402, and to provide water distribution and wastewater 
collection services in two limited areas of Will County, 
necessary to serve a planned mixed-use development of 
324 residential and commercial units, as shown in pink on 
Petitioner Exhibit 2.1 and legally described in Exhibit 2.2. 

 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner’s proposed accounting entries 
are approved. 
 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the depreciation rates for both water and 
sewer service for the University Park Water Division are approved. 
 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the rates now in effect for water service to the 
University Park Certificate Area set forth in the tariffs of the University Park Water 
Division (water rules Ill.C.C. No. 49, Section No. 1; sewer rules Ill.C.C. No. 50, Section 
No. 1; and sewer rates, Ill. C.C. No. 50, Section No. 3), are approved.   
 
 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Petitioner shall filed revised tariff sheets 
incorporating the Revised Water Area within five (5) business days after the date of 
service of the Final Order, with an effective date of five (5) business days after the date 
of filing, for service rendered on and after their effective date, with individual tariff sheets 
to be corrected within that time period, if necessary. 
 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that any motions, petitions, objections or other 
matters in this proceeding that remain outstanding are hereby resolved consistent with 
the findings of this order. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, subject to the provisions of Section 10-113 of 
the Public Utilities Act and 83 Ill. Adm. Code 200.880, this order is final; it is not subject 
to the Administrative Review Law. 
 
 By Order of the Commission this 30th day of July, 2014.  
 
 
 
 
       (SIGNED) DOUGLAS P. SCOTT 
 
         Chairman  
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