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I. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND 1 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. Barry L. Suits, 300 North Water Works Drive, Belleville, Illinois 62223. 3 

Q2. Are you the same Barry L. Suits who provided direct testimony in 4 

this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I am. 6 

II. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY 7 

Q3. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 8 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to correct Staff witness David 9 

Sackett’s (ICC Staff Exhibit 7.0) mischaracterization of how IAWC handles 10 

leak repair orders. I also respond to the Illinois Industrial Water 11 

Consumers (“IIWC”) and Federal Executive Agencies (“FEA”) witness 12 

Brian C. Collins’ (IIWC/FES Exhibit 2.0) proposed adjustments to 13 

purchased power and fuel expense and chemical expense. 14 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS MR. SACKETT 15 

Q4. What aspects of Mr. Sackett’s testimony are you addressing? 16 

A. I address his statement on page 12 of his testimony that he disputes 17 

IAWC’s claim that “neither IAWC nor its agents provide any assistance in 18 

servicing water leaks for WLPP customers.”   19 

Q5. What is your response? 20 
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A. Mr. Sackett’s testimony is based on a misunderstanding of the process by 21 

which IAWC customer leaks are investigated and repaired. 22 

Q6. Please explain. 23 

A. When a customer calls to report a leak, IAWC must investigate to 24 

determine who is responsible for the repair.  If the leak is on the utility side 25 

of the curb or meter box, IAWC is responsible; conversely, the customer is 26 

responsible for repairs to pipes or equipment on the customer side of the 27 

curb or meter box.  In addition, if the response to the customer leak 28 

requires that the water to the premises be shut off, an IAWC utility 29 

technician must perform the shut off.  IAWC does not permit non-utility 30 

personnel to shut off water at the curb or meter box.  Thus, in any leak 31 

situation, a utility field service representative must go to the premises to 32 

investigate and determine responsibility.  It is not a question of, as Mr. 33 

Sackett testified, utility field service representatives determining whether a 34 

leak is “AWR’s responsibility.”  Rather, it is a requirement that the utility 35 

determine if the leak is the utility’s or the customer’s responsibility.  36 

Indeed, Mr. Sackett agrees that prudent utility operation and Commission 37 

service regulations require IAWC technicians to respond to emergency 38 

service orders.  (Response to IAWC data request IAWC-ICC 1.41.)  This 39 

is the case regardless of how the customer may ultimately go about fixing 40 

a customer-side leak, and Mr. Sackett agrees that IAWC must respond to 41 

emergency service orders regardless of whether the customer has a 42 

warranty protection program from AWR or any other entity. (Response to 43 
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IAWC data request IAWC-ICC 1.42.) 44 

Q7. What is the process for leak investigation? 45 

A. When an IAWC customer calls about a leak, the American Water Works 46 

Service Company (“AWWSC” or “Service Company”) call center issues a 47 

service order, as IAWC witness Karen Cooper describes (IAWC Exhibit 48 

15.00R).  This service order may be either a Water Loss Prevention 49 

Program (“WLPP”) service order or an EMERG order.  The order is routed 50 

to the Field Resources Coordination Center, which schedules an IAWC 51 

field service representative to investigate the leak. 52 

Q8. Does the Field Resources Coordination Center treat WLPP or 53 

EMERG service orders differently? 54 

A. No.  All service orders are processed the same way and are prioritized by 55 

the same criteria, generally according to the nature and severity of the 56 

leak. 57 

Q9. Do the field service representatives treat a WLPP or EMERG service 58 

order any differently when investigating a leak? 59 

A. No.  Leak investigations are handled the same way regardless of whether 60 

the customer has a WLPP or similar program, whether through AWR or 61 

any other company. 62 

Q10. Does IAWC provide assistance to customers in servicing customer 63 

side leaks? 64 



IAWC Exhibit 2.00R 
 

-4-	  
	  

A. No.  Servicing customer side leaks is not the utility’s responsibility and 65 

IAWC utility personnel do not service customer leaks.  Customer service 66 

line leaks are the customer’s responsibility to repair.  IAWC does not 67 

perform customer-side leak repair work for AWR or any other entity.  Mr. 68 

Sackett concedes he is not aware of any instance where IAWC personnel 69 

have performed leak repair work on behalf of AWR.  (Response to IAWC 70 

data request IAWC-ICC 1.43.)  Nor do IAWC field services representatives 71 

call AWR on behalf of customers. 72 

Q11. Why are separate WLPP service orders used? 73 

A. A WLPP service order lets the field service representative know that the 74 

customer has a service line protection program.  If the leak is found to be 75 

on the customer side of the curb or meter box, when the field service 76 

representative advises the customer that fixing the leak is the customer’s 77 

responsibility, the field service representative can advise the customer that 78 

they should contact their service line protection program provider.  79 

(However, the representatives typically would not have AWR’s phone 80 

number.).  Thus, the WLPP service order is for the convenience of the 81 

customer. 82 

IV. RESPONSE TO IIWC WITNESS MR. COLLINS 83 

Purchased Power & Fuel Expense 84 

Q12. Please explain how IAWC determined its purchased power and fuel 85 

expense for the test year. 86 
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A. IAWC employs a power calculation model that includes multiple years of 87 

historic experience to establish a projection of power and fuel expense for 88 

each year as described in the Company’s Schedule G-5.  IAWC utilizes 89 

contract pricing for purchased power where possible, which accounts for 90 

over 90% of the purchased power used.  On March 9, 2012, IAWC filed an 91 

update to its test year power and fuel expense to reflect a $1.768 million 92 

reduction in the expense resulting from new contract terms negotiated by 93 

the Service Company’s Supply Chain on behalf of IAWC, as discussed in 94 

the supplemental direct testimony of IAWC witnesses Karla O. Teasley 95 

(IAWC Exhibit 1.00SUPP) and Tyler T. Bernsen (IAWC Exhibit 96 

7.00SUPP). 97 

Q13. Have you reviewed Mr. Collins’ adjustment to purchased power and 98 

fuel expense on pages 12-15 of his direct testimony? 99 

A. Yes.  Mr. Collins recommends holding purchased power and fuel expense 100 

at 2010 levels, which results in a $649,921 reduction to the total company 101 

expense, including a $404,965 reduction for Zone 1.  He believes that 102 

IAWC’s projects improving electrical pumping equipment lower power 103 

consumption and thus lowers the Company’s power and fuel expense.   104 

Q14. Do you agree with his adjustment? 105 
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A. No.  Mr. Collins bases his analysis on a calculation of per unit (1000 106 

gallons water produced) fuel and power costs.  As I discuss below, his use 107 

of a per unit cost comparison is not appropriate.  The per unit cost Mr. 108 

Collins uses was developed by simply dividing total sales volume by total 109 

expense.  This is a simplistic metric that does not account for many 110 

variables including weather, equipment type, demand charges, fluctuating 111 

treatment volumes at plants and fluctuating characteristics of the influent 112 

water at treatment plants. There is not a linear relationship between sales 113 

or production and per sales unit power costs as Mr. Colllins assumes.  114 

The power calculation model mentioned above provides the appropriate 115 

historic monthly experience to establish a projection of power and fuel 116 

expense.  As stated, the Company has updated its test year purchased 117 

power and fuel expense projection, and has reduced the projected level of 118 

that expense well above the recommended level of adjustment proposed 119 

by Mr. Collins.  In other words, the Company’s update has mooted Mr. 120 

Collin’s recommendation.  For these reasons, it should be rejected. 121 

Q15. Do you have any other comments regarding Mr. Collins’ proposed 122 

adjustment? 123 

A. Yes.  Mr. Collins’ approach to determining his adjustment to power and 124 

fuel expense in this case appears to be substantially the same as the 125 

methodology he employed in IAWC’s last rate case, Docket 09-0319. The 126 

Commission rejected this approach in the last case, concluding it was “not 127 

convinced of the merit in IIWC's proposed method for capping or 128 
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calculating PPF expense. . . .  The Commission finds IAWC's explanation 129 

of its PPF expenses to be more clear and straightforward.”  (Docket No. 130 

09-0319, Final Order, p. 52.) 131 

Q16. Is it appropriate to use per unit 2010 expense as the basis for 132 

comparing test year purchased power and fuel expense?  133 

A. No.  Using an approach that includes multiple years of data to more 134 

accurately account for the variables that impact fuel and power costs is 135 

more appropriate, as I explain above. 136 

Chemical Expense 137 

Q17. Please explain how IAWC determined its chemical expense for the 138 

test year. 139 

A. IAWC employs a chemical calculation model to establish a projection of 140 

Chemical expense for each year.  This model takes negotiated chemicals 141 

unit costs for each chemical and calculates an IAWC chemical cost based 142 

on historic dosage amounts included in the model.  Specifically, total 143 

chemical expense was calculated to include anticipated system delivery, 144 

projected chemical unit costs, and historical treatment requirements as 145 

described in Schedule G-5. Projected total delivered water and internal 146 

plant usage by month were combined to determine the total treated water 147 

requirement.  A review was then made for possible changes in the water 148 

treatment process resulting from new regulations or possible efficiency or 149 

technology improvements.  The historical chemical usage, adjusted (if 150 

necessary) to reflect changes in treatment requirements, were used to 151 
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establish the usage for each chemical required in the treatment process.  152 

Monthly chemical costs were developed from the quantity per million 153 

gallons per month required to treat the total projected treated water at the 154 

established costs per unit. Individual chemical costs are typically 155 

established through national procurement competitive bids.  156 

Q18. Have you reviewed Mr. Collin’s adjustment to chemical expense on 157 

pages 15 -17 of his testimony? 158 

A. Yes, I have.  He recommends that the Commission use the sales volumes 159 

and level of chemical expense at 2010 levels, and thus recommends a 160 

reduction in IAWC’s proposed total company chemical expense of 161 

$699,501, which includes a reduction of $870,055 for Zone 1.  162 

Q19. Do you agree with his adjustment? 163 

A. No.  Mr. Collins bases his analysis on a calculation of per unit (1000 164 

gallons water produced) chemical costs.  His use of a per-unit cost 165 

comparison is not appropriate. It represents a simplistic approach that 166 

ignores a number of factors, such as dosages and unit costs change 167 

based on raw or influent water conditions.  New unit costs are negotiated 168 

periodically, and these dosages, unit costs and treatment flows are 169 

inputted into the chemical model to make future projections. 170 

Q20. Mr. Collins asserts (p. 16) that IAWC has not supported its projected 171 

increase in chemical expense.  Please respond. 172 
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A. I disagree. As discussed above, IAWC provided appropriate support for 173 

test-year chemicals expense based on a detailed projection.  174 

Q21. He also asserts that your direct testimony seems contradictory 175 

based upon a per unit comparison of test year chemical expense to 176 

historical expense.  Please respond. 177 

A. As explained above, IAWC’s chemical expense projection model takes 178 

into consideration historical dosage on a monthly basis over multiple years 179 

for each chemical.  This more appropriately accounts for the variables that 180 

impact chemical usage and costs, which include weather, equipment type, 181 

fluctuating treatment volumes at plants and fluctuating characteristics of 182 

the influent water.  The use of per unit cost is overly simplistic because 183 

there is not necessarily a direct relationship between the volume of sales 184 

and the amount and type of chemicals used.  Thus, it is more accurate to 185 

do this projection including the information for each individual chemical as 186 

opposed to calculating the projection on the overall chemical usage. 187 

Q22. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 188 

A. Yes. 189 


