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I. Witness Qualifications 1 

Q. State your name and business address. 2 

A. My name is David Sackett and my business address is 527 East Capitol Avenue, 3 

Springfield, Illinois 62701. 4 

 5 

Q. Are you the same David Sackett that provided direct testimony in this 6 

proceeding? 7 

A. Yes, my direct testimony was filed as ICC Staff Ex. 7.0 on March 1, 2012. 8 

 9 

II. Purpose of Testimony and Background Information 10 

Q. What is the subject matter of your rebuttal testimony? 11 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to present Staff’s concerns regarding 12 

services that Illinois-American Water Company (“IAWC”) provides indirectly 13 

through its affiliate American Water Works Service Company (“AWWSC”) on 14 

behalf of its affiliate American Water Resources (“AWR”), the absence of 15 

Commission approval to provide these services, and the inadequate 16 

compensation to IAWC for those services.  I primarily respond to testimony of 17 

IAWC witnesses Karla O. Teasley, Barry L. Suits and Karen Cooper. 18 

  19 
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Q. Do you have any attachments to your testimony? 20 

A. Yes.  The following documents are attachments to my rebuttal testimony. 21 

Letter Source 
A IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-4.07 
B IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-9.02 
C IAWC supplemental response to Staff DR DAS-1.02  
D IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.07 
E IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.01 
F IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.05 
G IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-4.04 
H IAWC response to  Staff DR DAS-7.06 
I IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.12 and attachment  
J IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.02 
K IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.03 
L IAWC response and revised response to DAS-5.07 
M IAWC second revised response to DGK-7.03 
N IAWC revised response to Staff DR DAS-9.01 
O IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.11 

Figure 1 - List of Attachments 22 

III. Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 23 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions and recommendations. 24 

A. AWWSC, IAWC’s affiliated service company, provides services to IAWC and 25 

affiliated water companies as well as to their non-regulated affiliate, AWR.  26 

AWWSC employees, acting as agents for IAWC, refer calls to and perform other 27 

services for AWR.  The Commission has not only “not approved” this provision of 28 

services by utility agents, indeed, it has positively prohibited it.1

                                            
 

1 (Order on Reopening, Docket No. 02-0517, September 16, 2003, p. 16) 

  IAWC has filed 29 

rebuttal testimony that is full of bare assertions unsupported by facts.  These 30 
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assertions do not provide an adequate basis to overcome the concerns raised in 31 

my direct testimony.  As a result, I have three specific recommendations for the 32 

Commission in this docket: 33 

1. Open a proceeding to determine whether IAWC is in violation of Section 7-101 34 

of the Public Utilities Act (“Act”) by allowing its affiliate, acting as its agent, to 35 

provide services not approved by the Commission and consider whether 36 

imposing penalties on IAWC for violating the Act would be appropriate; 37 

2. Order that IAWC prohibit AWWSC employees from referring IAWC’s ratepayers 38 

to any affiliate providing non-regulated services; and 39 

3. Reduce test year depreciation expense by $44,120. 40 

 41 

Q. Do you make any new recommendations in your rebuttal testimony? 42 

A. Yes.  It has become evident through discovery that the test year depreciation 43 

expense includes costs associated with a facility expansion that occurred in 2007.  44 

An unknown portion of these costs appear to be related to the doubling of the size 45 

of the AWR’s facilities in Alton, Illinois.  Therefore, I recommend that test year 46 

depreciation expense be reduced by $44,120. 47 

 48 

IV. IAWC Support of AWR 49 

A. History of Illinois-American Water Company and Its Affiliate 50 
Interactions 51 

Q. Please summarize IAWC’s rebuttal testimony and responses to Staff Data 52 

Requests in this case. 53 
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A. IAWC presented three witnesses in rebuttal to address issues raised in my direct 54 

testimony.  Those witnesses have each made assertions to support points in their 55 

rebuttal testimony without providing an adequate factual basis for those points.  In 56 

addition, the witnesses have used misdirection to obfuscate the factual claims that I 57 

have made as outlined below.  Last, IAWC failed to provide necessary responses 58 

to Staff Data Requests (“DRs”) that would allow Staff to verify and substantiate the 59 

assertions made in IAWC’s testimony and discovery. 60 

 61 

Q. How did IAWC respond to discovery requests which resulted in their failure 62 

to supply requested answers or information? 63 

A. IAWC has repeatedly claimed in DR responses that information requested by Staff 64 

is “beyond its possession, custody and control” or that “IAWC personnel” have no 65 

“direct access” to that information. (See IAWC responses to Staff DRs DAS-4.07, 66 

9.02, 1.02 and 8.07 – Attachments A-D) 67 

 68 

Q. In the past, has IAWC failed to provide documentation to Staff and the 69 

Commission to support arguments made in its case?  70 

A. Yes.  In IAWC’s case to approve utility support of AWR and the Water Line 71 

Protection Program (“WLPP"), the Commission denied the request in part because 72 

IAWC failed to provide economic justification that the product(s) proposed were 73 

properly priced.  The Commission noted that IAWC did not provide information and 74 

criticized IAWC for merely asserting that WLPP was in the public interest.   75 
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The Commission acknowledges that an appropriate analysis could 76 
have been done and is not available for one reason or another, but 77 
to simply accept IAWC’s assertions that the WLPP is in the pubic 78 
interest in the face of legitimate questions raised by Staff, UB, and 79 
the AG would be a disservice to Illinois consumers and an offense 80 
to the Commission’s obligations under the Act.  81 
(Order on Reopening, Docket No. 02-0517, September 16, 2003, p. 82 
16, emphasis added.) 83 

Mere assertions and unsupported arguments provided to Staff or the Commission 84 

are an inadequate basis for public policy. 85 

 86 

Q. Why is the Commission’s decision in Docket No. 02-0517 relevant in this 87 

docket? 88 

A. IAWC has proceeded down the same path as it did in Docket No. 02-0517 89 

regarding WLPP, AWR and IAWC’s interactions with its affiliates, arguing here that: 90 

(1) the interactions of AWWSC with other affiliates are beyond the scope of this 91 

proceeding; and (2) that they do not have direct access to information which is 92 

relevant both to their own arguments and to determining rates.  For whatever 93 

reason, IAWC has relied on witnesses and discovery that merely make assertions 94 

to key information and claims.  Staff and the Commission should be provided with 95 

evidence to support these claims and cannot merely trust that IAWC is correct in 96 

these assertions.  97 

 98 

Q. What information in particular has IAWC failed to provide Staff in DR 99 

responses?  100 
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A. IAWC has chosen to not reveal information from its unregulated affiliate AWR that 101 

could demonstrate that AWWSC’s interactions with AWR have been in accordance 102 

with the AWR-AWWSC Affiliated Interest Agreement (“AIA”) (Staff Ex. 7.0, 103 

Attachment B) and the Order on Rehearing in Docket No. 02-0517, where that 104 

utility support of WLPP was denied.  IAWC has also failed to provide any 105 

information from AWR regarding its business practices to show that it is not 106 

subsidizing AWR through its association with AWWSC.  IAWC asserts that AWR 107 

has no access to IAWC ratepayer information (IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-108 

2.04), but refuses to provide documentation that would allow Staff to verify IAWC’s 109 

claim. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-4.07 – Attachment A) 110 

 111 

Q. Has IAWC provided the Commission and its Staff with a thorough record of 112 

relevant information in order to allow Staff to make appropriate 113 

recommendations to the Commission? 114 

A. No.  IAWC responded to numerous DRs from Staff about AWR practices and 115 

procedures.  IAWC’s responded to the questions “When AWR call center 116 

representatives input a Customer Reference Numbers into AWRs data system, 117 

what information is accessed? and “Do these Customer Reference Numbers 118 

retrieve utility ratepayer information from AWR databases  that “IAWC personnel do 119 

not personally know” the requested information ( See IAWC Response to Staff DR 120 

DAS-4.07 – Attachment A)  However, Staff did not ask if IAWC personnel 121 

personally knew various pieces of information.  Staff was simply asking for the 122 

relevant information.  Furthermore, Staff requested details about costs incurred by 123 



Docket No. 11-0767 
ICC Staff Exhibit 15.0 

7 

AWWSC during an expansion in Alton, Illinois that have been passed on to IAWC.  124 

IAWC has not provided support for costs incurred by AWR directly to demonstrate 125 

that the costs that have been paid by IAWC, and included in the test year, do not 126 

improperly include costs for AWR as prohibited in Article 5.2 of the IAWC-AWWSC 127 

AIA.  IAWC refused to provide this information, claiming that is was “outside its 128 

possession, custody and control.” (See IAWC responses to Staff DRs DAS-9.02 – 129 

Attachment B)  This apparent unwillingness to cooperate with a voluntary process 130 

raises concerns as to why IAWC and its affiliates are not being cooperative.  131 

IAWC’s refusal to provide information calls into question whether the IAWC-132 

AWWSC AIA is still in the public interest. 133 

 134 

Q. When the Commission re-approved the IAWC-AWWSC AIA in Docket No. 135 

04-0595, did it indicate that its approval was based on Staff’s statement that 136 

the agreement allowed the Commission to view the appropriate information 137 

to ensure AWWSC’s and IAWC’s compliance? 138 

A. Yes.  The Commission, in finding the IAWC-AWWSC AIA was in the public interest, 139 

noted that Staff supported the agreement because it “contained terms that allowed 140 

Staff to verify the amounts charged to IAWC under the Service Agreement.” (Order, 141 

Docket No. 04-0595, October 10, 2005, p. 3)  Those terms referenced by Staff and 142 

the Commission are included in Articles 4.2 and 4.3 of the IAWC-AWWSC AIA. 143 

4.2 Service Company agrees to keep its books and records 144 
available at all times for inspection by representatives of Water 145 
Company or by regulatory bodies having jurisdiction over Water 146 
Company. 147 
  148 
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4.3 Service Company shall at any time, upon request of Water 149 
Company, furnish any and all information required by Water 150 
Company with respect to the services rendered by Service 151 
Company. 152 

 153 

Q. Does the IAWC-AWWSC AIA allow AWWSC to provide services to regulated 154 

affiliates? 155 

A. Yes.  The Commission approved AIA contains the clause mandating that the terms 156 

charged to IAWC would be equal to or better than those with other regulated 157 

affiliates.   158 

ARTICLE V - OTHER AGREEMENTS 159 
5.1 It is understood by Water Company that Service –Company has 160 
entered or may enter into similar agreements with other Water 161 
Companies that are affiliated with American to which similar 162 
services are to be furnished. Service Company will not enter into 163 
agreements to perform similar services for other companies on 164 
terms more favorable than those provided herein. 165 
(IAWC-AWWSC AIA, Section 5, p. 12, emphasis added) 166 

However, the Commission cannot verify compliance with this article unless it can 167 

compare the terms in this agreement with the terms of the similar agreements to 168 

determine if the terms offered to other regulated affiliates are “more favorable.”  169 

Additionally, the Commission and Staff must be allowed the ability to investigate 170 

these interactions thoroughly.  IAWC has declined to provide such other 171 

agreements, merely asserting that they are largely similar.   172 

IAWC objects to this request because it….seeks information which 173 
is not relevant to this proceeding….IAWC notes that the Service 174 
Agreement between AWWSC and IAWC is substantially the same 175 
agreement as the agreement between AWWSC and each regulated 176 
American Water operating subsidiary.  177 
(See supplemental response to Staff DR DAS-1.02 – Attachment 178 
C) 179 
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 Despite the previously quoted Articles 4.2 and 4.3 assurances that the 180 

Commission would have access to all books and records and information 181 

required, IAWC now maintains that this information is not relevant. 182 

 183 

Q. Does the IAWC-AWWSC AIA allow AWWSC to provide services to 184 

unregulated affiliates? 185 

A. Yes.  The IAWC-AWWSC AIA allows AWWSC to provide services to non-186 

regulated affiliates as long as no costs from those services are charged to IAWC.   187 

5.2 It is understood by Water Company that Service Company has 188 
entered or may enter into an agreement or agreements with 189 
American and certain other companies not engaged in the water or 190 
sewer service business to which limited services are to be 191 
furnished; Water Company consents to such additional 192 
agreements, provided, however, that no part of the cost of 193 
furnishing such services will be charged to Water Company. 194 
(IAWC-AWWSC AIA, Section 5, p. 12, emphasis added) 195 

Again, the Commission cannot verify compliance with these terms and 196 

investigate these interactions thoroughly without all agreements between 197 

AWWSC and any unregulated affiliates.  However, IAWC has determined that 198 

such information is not relevant to this proceeding. (See response and revised 199 

response to Staff DR DAS-8.07g – Attachment D)  To argue that such 200 

interactions are not relevant to this case is to incorrectly assume that the 201 

procedures are being followed.  This is a dangerously unfounded assumption for 202 

Staff and ultimately the Commission to make in this case. 203 

 204 

Q. How did IAWC describe the appropriateness of the terms of the IAWC-205 

AWWSC AIA when it presented it to the Commission for re-approval? 206 
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A. According to IAWC witness Mr. Grubb’s direct testimony in Docket No. 04-0595, 207 

“Under the Agreement, however, no cost associated with services performed for a 208 

non-regulated entity may be charged to Illinois-American.  Accordingly, all costs 209 

associated with services performed for non-regulated entities are assigned (direct 210 

or allocated) to such entities. AWWSC thereby eliminates the cost related to service 211 

performed for non-regulated entities from the balance of costs assigned (direct or 212 

allocated) to Illinois-American.” (Docket No. 04-0595, Direct Testimony of Edward 213 

J. Grubb, p. 5, emphasis added) 214 

 215 

Q. How does IAWC describe the appropriateness of the terms of the IAWC-216 

AWWSC AIA in this docket? 217 

A. According to IAWC witness Mr. Grubb’s direct testimony in this docket,  218 

Where a task benefits one operating company (e.g., work on a 219 
particular rate case or engineering project), it is recorded as a direct 220 
charge to that company. Where a task benefits a group of or all 221 
American Water operating companies, the appropriate allocation 222 
formula is used. Overhead expenses are similarly treated.” (IAWC 223 
Ex. 4.00, p. 9)….“With respect to its regulated affiliates, the Service 224 
Company allocates the costs of services which are beneficial to all 225 
regulated affiliates in proportion to the customer count of each 226 
regulated affiliate per the Service Company Agreement. In this way, 227 
neither small nor large affiliates, and in turn their customers, 228 
shoulder more than their fair share of the costs.” (IAWC Ex. 4.00, p. 229 
11, emphasis added) 230 

This testimony acknowledges that if the terms of the AIA are not followed and 231 

costs associated with other affiliates are included in charges from AWWSC to 232 

IAWC, IAWC ratepayers will shoulder more than their fair share of the cost.  233 

 234 
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 235 

Q. Does IAWC acknowledge that the terms of the AIAs can effect rates? 236 

A. Yes.  IAWC has acknowledged that,  237 

The terms of the Service Company Agreement do not by 238 
themselves “affect the costs paid by ratepayers.” The terms of the 239 
Service Company Agreement do set forth the processes by which 240 
Service Company costs are determined and by which IAWC is 241 
charged for Service Company services. However, the “costs paid 242 
by ratepayers” are affected by the level of services provided to 243 
IAWC by the Service Company and the cost of such services for 244 
which IAWC seeks recovery in a rate proceeding, and the amount 245 
of such charges that the Commission approves for rate recovery. 246 
(See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.07a – Attachment D, 247 
emphasis added) 248 

 249 

Q. Has IAWC been allocated AWWSC costs that were associated with AWR? 250 

A. Yes.  IAWC has acknowledged that, at least twice, AWR costs were included in the 251 

2004 and 2005 AWWSC charges to IAWC.  These totals were later refunded. (See 252 

IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.01 – Attachment E)  Although the amounts are 253 

relatively small, this illustrates that such errors do in fact occur and that there may 254 

be additional errors. 255 

 256 

Q. What is the effect of IAWC’s refusal to provide requested information about 257 

AWWSC with other affiliates and the costs allocated under them in 258 

discovery? 259 

A. Unless Staff and the Commission have access to the information, neither can 260 

determine that the costs being passed on to ratepayers in this case are just and 261 

reasonable. 262 
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 263 

B. IAWC’s Corporate Arrangement with AWWSC enables AWR to 264 
receive support from IAWC indirectly. 265 

Q. What did you testify in your direct testimony about IAWC’s corporate 266 

structure as it relates to the Commission’s directive in Docket No. 02-0517? 267 

A. In my direct testimony, I testified that IAWC’s corporate structure allowed AWWSC 268 

to perform services for AWR that IAWC had been prohibited from providing directly 269 

to AWR pursuant to the Commission’s order in Docket No. 02-0157.  I also stated: 270 

Although I am not an attorney, it is my understanding that when 271 
AWWSC interacts with IAWC ratepayers on behalf of IAWC, they 272 
are functioning as an agent of the utility.  Thus, their actions are 273 
equally subject to Commission jurisdiction as are those of IAWC 274 
employees.  275 
(Staff Ex. 7.0, p. 7) 276 

 277 

Q. How does IAWC attempt to mislead the Commission about its agency 278 

relationship with AWWSC? 279 

A. IAWC witness Ms. Teasley attempts to define my use of the concept of agency to 280 

imply it may only exist when certain requirements are met.  She then disputes such 281 

requirements have been met in this proceeding.  “By claiming that AWWSC 282 

personnel act as IAWC’s “agent,” Mr. Sackett implies that IAWC is the principal in 283 

the agency relationship. A further implication of Mr. Sackett’s claim is that AWWSC 284 

personnel act on IAWC’s behalf and are under IAWC’s direction and control.” 285 

(IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 5) 286 

 287 
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Q. How do you respond to Ms. Teasley’s “clarification” of the concept of 288 

agency? 289 

A. My usage of this concept is still relevant and does not depend on Ms. Teasley’s 290 

definition to illustrate Staff’s point to the Commission.  Agents are not restricted to 291 

providing services for only one party at a time.  Likewise, under the Call Center 292 

Awareness Program (“CCAP”), this exact same process is seen repeatedly.  The 293 

ratepayer calls the utility toll-free number.  The call is charged to the utility. (See 294 

IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.05m – Attachment F)  After completing the 295 

utility business, the customer is then solicited and transferred to AWR.  The 296 

customer is never told that AWR is an affiliate or that the call is no longer pursuant 297 

to regulated business.  AWR pays AWWSC for the transfer, not the utility that had 298 

to pay for the incoming call. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.06d – 299 

Attachment H) 300 

 301 

Q. Does Ms. Teasley’s “clarification” of the concept of agency actually 302 

support your usage? 303 

A. Yes.  Ms. Teasley states, “Although AWWSC personnel do act on IAWC’s behalf 304 

when they take calls from IAWC customers, in this context they are acting only on 305 

IAWC’s behalf.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, pp. 5-6)  Thus, Ms. Teasley acknowledges the 306 

critical point that AWWSC Customer Service Representatives (“CSRs”) do act on 307 

behalf of IAWC when they receive those calls.  There can be only two scenarios 308 

that logically follow from this.  First, Ms. Teasley could mean that AWWSC CSRs 309 

work as agents on IAWC’s behalf until the point when they switch and begin to work 310 
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for AWR.  Twice, Ms. Teasley indicates that she believes this to be true. “AWWSC 311 

does not act as IAWC’s “agent” when performing services or interacting with 312 

entities other than IAWC,” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 6) and “to the extent a ‘service’ is 313 

being provided, it is being provided by AWWSC to AWR.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 9)  314 

However, such a conclusion is not reasonable because, according to AWWSC, 315 

there is no point at which the transition of agency occurs, that the ratepayer is 316 

notified of the shift, and that some entity other than IAWC (such as AWR) is 317 

charged for these services. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.05l and m – 318 

Attachment F) 319 

Second, Ms. Teasley could mean that AWWSC CSRs work as agents on IAWC’s 320 

behalf throughout the entire call and that the transfer that occurs at the end of the 321 

call is a continued service to IAWC because it is a convenience to their ratepayers.  322 

“The transfers….are meant as a convenience to the customer.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, 323 

p. 14)  However, this is disingenuous because they never treated transfers this way 324 

under the CCAP which recently ended.  In fact, under the CCAP, AWR was 325 

charged for each transfer that occurred.  So AWWSC treats call transfers as a 326 

service under the CCAP when it was in effect, and when it was not in effect, the 327 

service was free. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.05m – Attachment F) 328 

 329 

Q. Do you agree with Ms. Teasely’s argument about services being beyond 330 

the scope of any agency? 331 

A. No.  Ms. Teasely claims that, “[W]hatever services AWWSC provides to affiliates 332 

other than IAWC are necessarily beyond the course and scope of any ‘agency’ that 333 
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exists between AWWSC and IAWC.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 6)  However, I reject her 334 

conclusion when the call is initiated with the utility call-in number.  By dialing the 335 

utility call-in number, that customer is calling in as a utility customer and the call is 336 

being charged to IAWC.  As a result, there is no break in the relationship that exists 337 

between AWWSC and IAWC.  To assert otherwise is to jeopardize the trust that the 338 

Commission has established with these types of service agreements.  If the 339 

Commission cannot control the actions of the service company indirectly through 340 

IAWC, then it is not in the public interest to allow this type of corporate arrangement 341 

to occur.  In fact it is precisely this direction and control that allows the Commission 342 

to approve such agreements. 343 

 344 

Q. How does IAWC argue against defining these call transfers as services to 345 

AWR? 346 

A. IAWC maintains that these call transfers cannot be services to AWR because they 347 

are in the process of serving IAWC. (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 9)  IAWC chooses to 348 

interpret its services to customers very narrowly as benefitting one party.   349 

 350 

Q. How do you respond to IAWC’s narrowing of the idea of a service? 351 

A. AWWSC does provide services which benefit more than one affiliate, including 352 

AWR, such as training and support of the Customer Service Center (“CSC”).  Also, 353 

a service to a customer can also be a service to the affiliate.  As Ms. Teasley 354 

concedes, “If the IAWC ratepayer calls the CSC to discuss IAWC service, it is fair to 355 
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say that AWWSC is providing a service to IAWC (as well as IAWC’s customers).” 356 

(Id.) 357 

 358 

Q. Would AWR have to pay an unregulated utility for the exclusive access to 359 

IAWC ratepayers that it enjoys? 360 

A. Yes.  AWR is a utility service line warranty provider.  IAWC/AWWSC do not provide 361 

these call transfers to any other warranty providers. (See IAWC response to Staff 362 

DR DAS-4.04 – Attachment G)  AWR has paid for at least some of its access to 363 

ratepayers under the CCAP.  It paid for all transfers under its CCAP. (See IAWC 364 

response to Staff DR DAS-7.06d – Attachment H)  After the Commission denied 365 

IAWC’s request to provide utility support of AWR and WLPP, IAWC began to 366 

provide more limited “services” at no charge.  If AWR sought to have a non-367 

affiliated utility provide such transfers, that utility would charge AWR for that 368 

service.  Unaffiliated warranty providers must pay for access to ratepayers, as does 369 

Home Serve USA in their interactions with Utilities Inc. and Aqua Illinois.  Both 370 

Utilities Inc. and Aqua are listed as “Partners” on HomeServeUSA’s website.2  371 

HomeServe describes how it partners with utilities to provide warranty products and 372 

adds to the utility’s bottom line.3

                                            
 

2 http://www.homeserveusa.com/Our_Partners.html 

 373 

 
3 http://www.homeserveusa.com/Partners.html 

http://www.homeserveusa.com/Partners.html�
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 374 

Q. Has the Commission determined that its authority extends to the interaction 375 

of the affiliated service company with utility ratepayers? 376 

A. Yes.  The Commission has repeatedly found that actions by service companies are 377 

subject to its jurisdiction and not in the public interest.  The Commission has taken 378 

this view of the services provided by affiliated companies in Nicor Gas, Peoples 379 

Gas and North Shore Gas. (Order, Docket No. 11-0046, December 7, 2011, p. 70; 380 

and Order, Docket Nos. 11-0280/1 cons., January 10, 2012, pp. 93 and 98) 381 

 382 

Q. How did the Commission direct IAWC regarding its interaction with AWR in 383 

its Order on Rehearing in Docket No. 02-0517? 384 

A. The Commission told IAWC that they could not lend “name and assistance.”  IAWC 385 

apparently has taken that to mean that they cannot provide both (together).  Staff 386 

contends that the Commission refused to allow either (independently).  IAWC, 387 

through its agents that are employees of AWWSC, provides several types of 388 

assistance.  AWWSC employees interact with IAWC ratepayers and will transfer 389 

calls to AWR and fill out an Emergency Service Orders (“ESO’s”), among other 390 

things. 391 

 392 

Q. How does IAWC mischaracterize its indirect support of AWR as a courtesy 393 

or convenience to its ratepayers? 394 
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A. IAWC claims that services provided to ratepayers that benefit AWR are simply 395 

done as a courtesy or a convenience to the customers.  This odd rationale could be 396 

used to justify just about any solicitation, transfer or provision of information.  Yet, 397 

three IAWC witnesses repeat this position. Transfers are referred to as a courtesy 398 

by both Ms. Teasley and Ms. Cooper. (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 9 and IAWC Ex. 399 

15.00R, p. 3)  Both transfers and WLPP Emergency Service Orders (to determine 400 

AWRs responsibility in water leaks) are referred to as a “convenience” by Ms. 401 

Teasley and Ms. Cooper. (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 14 and IAWC Ex. 15.00R, p. 8)  And 402 

finally, not to be outdone, Mr. Suits wraps up with a conclusion that “the WLPP 403 

service order is for the convenience of the customer.” (IAWC Ex. 2.00R, p. 4) 404 

 405 

Q. What issues are raised if the Commission were to consider that these 406 

referrals and service orders were simply a courtesy or convenience to the 407 

ratepayer? 408 

A. In order for this to be a service to ratepayers, it must be known if the products for 409 

which they are being transferred are not “over-priced,” it is not in the public interest 410 

to have the utility transfer customers to this affiliate if the WLPP is over-priced.  411 

Staff cannot determine if that is the case in this proceeding due to a lack of 412 

evidence.  IAWC has not done any economic analysis to determine that the 413 

products offered by its affiliate are “properly priced” (See IAWC response to Staff 414 

DR DAS-8.12d – Attachment I) and yet, has made a determination to transfer calls 415 

regardless alleging that this is a service to ratepayers, not AWR.  AWR “just 416 

happens” to benefit at the same time and for no charge.  IAWC claims that such 417 
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incidental benefits to an affiliate are not important to the Commission. (IAWC Ex. 418 

1.00R, p. 14) 419 

 420 

Q. Does IAWC provide such courtesies to the customers of any non-affiliated 421 

warranty providers? 422 

A. No.  The fact that AWR is the exclusive warranty provider to which this “courtesy” is 423 

provided is suspect.  If IAWC really wanted to provide a service to ratepayers, they 424 

would provide information and transfers to all warranty providers after they had 425 

established that these providers were reputable and the products were 426 

economically justified.  There can be no question that the IAWC/AWWSC/AWR 427 

nexus is convenient to AWR, and yet there has been no Commission approval or 428 

charge. 429 

 430 

Q. Does AWW have an incentive to shift costs from AWR to regulated affiliates? 431 

A. Yes.  When AWW receives revenues from IAWC and other regulated utilities, those 432 

revenues offset costs in the determination of rates to ratepayers of those utilities.  433 

When AWW receives revenues from AWR and other unregulated affiliates, those 434 

revenues are not offset by costs in any rate proceeding.  The operating income of 435 

the regulated group is controlled by the regulatory process. 436 

 437 

Q. Does AWWSC have an incentive to provide services to assist AWR’s efforts? 438 
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A. Yes.  If AWWSC and its regulated affiliates can provide services to AWR with no 439 

charge or below the market value of such services, AWR can be more competitive 440 

in its market and offer these products to ratepayers at above market costs. 441 

 442 

Q. What evidence do you have that AWR is able to have a high market 443 

penetration rate? 444 

A. According to AWWSC’s 2011 10-K, AWW has approximately 3.1 million regulated 445 

customers. (AWW 2001 10-K, p. 9)  AWR has approximately 900,000 customers. 446 

(AWW 2011 10-K, p. 19)   447 

Q. What revenues does AWR receive from its sales nationally? 448 

A. I estimate that AWR received more than $53 million in revenue nationally in 2011.4

 450 

 449 

Q. Does this indicate that that the Commission must be wary of these incentives 451 

to support its unregulated affiliate? 452 

A. Yes.  The Commission must be wary of the incentives that IAWC and AWWSC 453 

have to provide assistance for such a widespread product. 454 

 455 

                                            
 

4 Assuming a minimum revenue of $59.40 for each customer. 
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C. IAWC Agents Support AWR 456 

1. Referrals 457 
 458 

Q. What issues did you raise in your direct testimony regarding referrals? 459 

A. I noted that IAWC ratepayers that called the call center were transferred directly to 460 

AWR.  “Moreover, the AWWSC employee can directly transfer that IAWC ratepayer 461 

to the AWR call center co-located in the Alton facility.”  I also noted that the CSRs 462 

could see whether the ratepayer had any AWR products.  I recommended the 463 

Commission prohibit all referrals of IAWC ratepayers to any non-regulated affiliates. 464 

(Staff Ex. 7.0, p. 14) 465 

 466 

Q. How did IAWC respond to this recommendation? 467 

A. IAWC had two witnesses provide testimony regarding this issue.  Both attempted to 468 

divert attention away from the fact that transfers occur and should be prohibited by 469 

focusing instead on whether or not these were “marketing referrals” and whether 470 

AWWSC CSRs, in fact could see the information about whether or not ratepayers 471 

had AWR products. (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, pp. 8-9 and IAWC Ex. 15.00R, p. 3) 472 

 473 

Q. How did IAWC represent the concept of “marketing referrals” here? 474 

A. In response to a question about my testimony, IAWC witness Ms. Cooper testifies 475 

that I am wrong about CSRs referring IAWC ratepayers to AWR.  She then goes on 476 

to clarify she actually means they do not conduct “marketing” referrals.  “CSRs do 477 
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not ‘refer’ IAWC customers to AWR in the sense of making a marketing referral to 478 

AWR, as I discuss below.” (IAWC Ex. 15.00R, p. 3) 479 

 480 

Q. How do you respond to Ms. Cooper’s criticism of your testimony? 481 

A. I used the term “transfer” to mean a physical action conducted within a phone 482 

system.  I used the terms “refer” and referral” more broadly to mean any method of 483 

getting ratepayers connected with AWR.  I never used the term “marketing referral” 484 

and IAWC acknowledges this point in a data request response.  “Mr. Sackett did 485 

not use the term “marketing referral.  Rather, based on the context they were used 486 

in Mr. Sackett’s testimony, IAWC interpreted the terms “refer” and “referrals” to 487 

mean “marketing referral.”” (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.03d)5

 494 

  Thus, 488 

IAWC’s rebuttal testimony simply fails to address the central facts which are that 489 

ratepayers can call IAWC’s toll-free number and end up talking directly to AWR, be 490 

provided with a toll-free number to AWR, or be given the AWR website address. 491 

(Staff Ex. 7.0, Confidential Attachment D - IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-3.03 492 

Confidential Attachment D, p. 23-23) 493 

Q. How did IAWC dispute what CSRs can see in Instant Data Access (“IDA”)? 495 

                                            
 

5 The referrals were for AWR to provide information that may have included such marketing.  Mr. Sackett 
was transferred by AWWSC personnel after calling the IAWC toll-free number and solicited by AWR 
personnel following that transfer.  Whether it is a “marketing referral” or not is not substantive to any point 
made in direct testimony.  The transfer did occur, is part of the standard practice and procedures for 
AWWSC and not a disputed fact in this case.   
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A. IAWC witnesses Ms. Teasley and Ms. Cooper dispute whether CSRs can see if 496 

IAWC ratepayers have AWR products.  “Mr. Sackett testifies that CSRs can see 497 

whether IAWC customers do or do not have an AWR Water Line Protection 498 

Program (“WLPP”), and that the CSR can transfer the IAWC customer to AWR. He 499 

thus implies that the CSR may “refer” an IAWC customer to AWR based on 500 

whether or not the IAWC customer has a WLPP.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, pp. 8-9)  IAWC 501 

witness Ms. Cooper makes the same claim in her testimony. (IAWC Ex. 15.00R, p. 502 

3) 503 

 504 

Q. How do you respond to this testimony? 505 

A. The presence of such information is a point of dispute between Staff and IAWC.6

 510 

  506 

However, the conclusion and recommendation that I made in direct testimony that 507 

these referrals should be stopped were completely independent of the CSR’s 508 

knowledge of AWR product information. (Staff Ex. 7.0, p. 3) 509 

Q. How does AWWSC incur costs from the phone company for calls to its 511 

CSC? 512 

                                            
 

6 IAWC has refused to provide the information requested here and have also indicated that the system 
does not have complete historical records. (IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.04f)  Thus, AWWSC could 
have easily modified its system to develop the screenshots desired and thus, what used to be and what I 
saw on my visit could have disappeared.  
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A. Telephone costs from the phone company are incurred based on the duration of 513 

the call.  AWWSC refuses to provide the duration of calls for AWR. (IAWC’s 514 

response to Staff DR DAS-7.02b and g – Attachment I) 515 

 516 

Q. How does AWWSC charge costs from the phone company to IAWC, AWR, 517 

and other affiliates? 518 

A. Telephone costs from the phone company are charged to affiliates based on the 519 

average cost per call for all call to the call center each month. (IAWC’s response to 520 

Staff DR DAS-7.05m – Attachment F) 521 

 522 

Q. Are the costs of those transferred calls paid for by IAWC or AWR? 523 

A. According to IAWC’s response to Staff DR DAS-7.05m (See Attachment F), calls to 524 

IAWC’s toll-free number are assigned to IAWC.  Therefore, IAWC ratepayers pay 525 

for calls that end up getting transferred to AWR. 526 

 527 

 528 

Q. Is there any dispute from IAWC that the referrals are occurring? 529 

A. No.  AWWSC CSRs receive training on AWRs products as part of their Emergency 530 

Service Order training.  This training and the references associated with it in IDA 531 

provide the CSRs with clear instruction to either transfer potential AWR customer or 532 

provide the toll-free number or give the AWR website address.  So, while the 533 

transfer occurs and is undisputed, CSRs are in fact referring inquiring ratepayers to 534 
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their non-regulated affiliates for informational/marketing purposes.  Significantly, 535 

while IAWC makes much of the different treatment of IAWC ratepayers relative to 536 

other ratepayers, this document provided by IAWC does not make specific mention 537 

of whether this applies to a subset of customers.  Thus, one cannot conclude that it 538 

does not apply to IAWC ratepayers. 539 

 540 

Q. Do AWWSC CSRs transfer or otherwise refer IAWC ratepayers to AWR? 541 

A. Yes.  AWWSC CSRs are trained to refer all calls relating to AWR products to AWR. 542 

***BEGIN CONF******************************************************** 543 
*****************************************************************************544 
*****************************************************************************545 
*****************************************************************************546 
*****************************************************************************547 
*****************************************************************************548 
*****************************************************************************549 
*****************************************************************************550 
*****************************************************************************551 
*****************************************************************************552 
*****************************************************************************553 
*****************************************************************************554 
*****************************************************************************555 
*****************************************************************************556 
*****************************************************************************557 
*****************************************************************************558 
*****************************************************************************559 
*****************************************************************************560 
**********************************************************END CONF*** 561 

As can be seen from this information, the process is the same for either existing or 562 

potential customers.  ***BEGIN CONF*************************************** 563 

**************************************************************END CONF***No 564 

exception is made for IAWC ratepayers. 565 

 566 
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Q. Does it matter that the transfers are customer-initiated? 567 

A. No.  Mr. Teasley notes that the “transfers and service orders are customer 568 

initiated.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 14)  However, this makes no difference because 569 

there is no reason to support AWR and WLPP unless the Commission has granted 570 

permission to support a product.  As noted above, IAWC has again provided no 571 

economic basis for WLPP or any AWR product. Since there is no economic basis 572 

for the price, it is impossible to determine if the product is in the public interest.  573 

Thus, any support of WLPP and AWR cannot be determined to be in the public 574 

interest.  Further, IAWC makes no referrals to any other warranty provider if the 575 

ratepayer asked them for such information. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-576 

4.04 – Attachment G) 577 

 578 

2. Emergency Service Orders 579 
 580 

Q. What issues did you raise in your direct testimony regarding Emergency 581 

Service Orders? 582 

A. I noted that “[t]here are distinct types of services orders that are unique to AWR 583 

customers.  At a minimum, CSRs are filling out service orders for these leaks which 584 

send utility technicians to the scene to determine if the leak is AWRs responsibility.  585 

No information provided at this point indicates that the costs of this labor are billed 586 

to AWR.  Certainly, no other competitors of AWR receive this type of service.” (Staff 587 

Ex. 7.0, p. 12)  588 

 589 
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Q. How did IAWC respond to this issue? 590 

A. IAWC used three witnesses to attempt to refute the evidence in my direct 591 

testimony. (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 10, IAWC Ex. 2.00R, pp. 2-4, and IAWC Ex. 592 

15.00R, p. 8)  Confidential Attachment D to my direct testimony is an excerpt 593 

from the AWWSC CSC training manual that clearly states: ***BEGIN CONF***** 594 

********************************************************************************************595 

*****END CONF*** (pp. 23-24)7

 600 

  None of these witnesses ever bothered to 596 

explain why their training manual contradicts their rebuttal testimony.  Mr. Suits 597 

appears to be IAWC’s expert on this matter, however, he makes three assertions 598 

which all directly contradict information provided by IAWC in this case. 599 

Q. What did Mr. Suits state regarding non-WLPP “leak situations”? 601 

A. First, Mr. Suits attempts to make much of the fact that “in any leak situation, a 602 

utility field service representative must go to the premises to investigate and 603 

determine responsibility.” (IAWC Ex. 2.00R, p. 2)  ***BEGIN CONF*************** 604 

***********************************************************************************************605 

***********************************************************************************************606 

END CONF*** 8

                                            
 

7 An identical definition is included in appendix to this training manual. (IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-
3.03 Confidential Attachment, p. 35) 

  607 

8***BEGIN CONF*************************************************************************************************** 
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 608 

Q. What did Mr. Suits state regarding leak investigations for non-WLPP leak 609 

situations? 610 

A. Next, Mr. Suits makes the assertion, “Leak investigations are handled the same 611 

way regardless of whether the customer has a WLPP or similar program, whether 612 

through AWR or any other company.” (IAWC Ex. 2.00R, p. 3)  However, he then 613 

contradicts his own statement by acknowledging that upon completion of the 614 

investigation, the IAWC repair technician “can advise the customer that they should 615 

contact their service line protection program provider.” (IAWC Ex. 2.00R, p. 4)  This 616 

service line protection provider is AWR of course because AWR is the only 617 

company whose customers receive this “courtesy.” 618 

 619 

Q. What did Mr. Suits state regarding WLPP Emergency Service Orders being 620 

utilized to determine AWR’s responsibility for the leak? 621 

A. Mr. Suits testifies that “[i]t is not a question of, as Mr. Sackett testified, utility field 622 

service representatives determining whether a leak is “AWR’s responsibility. 623 

Rather, it is a requirement that the utility determine if the leak is the utility’s or the 624 

customer’s responsibility.” (IAWC Ex. 2.00R, p. 2) 625 

 626 

                                                                                                                       
 

************************************************************************************************************************
*********************************************************************************************************END 
CONF*** 
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Q. How do you respond to the Company’s testimony regarding the purpose of 627 

the WLPP ESO? 628 

A. The evidence that I presented from my IAWC discovery has not been contradicted.  629 

(Staff Ex. 7.0, Confidential Attachment D, pp. 23-24)  It clearly indicates that the 630 

purpose of a WLPP ESO is to provide a determination if the responsibility for these 631 

repairs is AWR’s.  IAWC did not provide testimony as to why the training manuals 632 

described the WLPP ESO in this way if this is not the case.  Neither did IAWC 633 

provide any other evidence other than Mr. Suits’ unsubstantiated assertions that the 634 

WLPP orders were for another purpose.  In fact, when Staff sought the basis of 635 

these assertions by requesting to examine the FRCC manual, the Company failed 636 

to provide any basis. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.03d – Attachment K) 637 

The Company’s arguments on this subject are currently unsupported by any 638 

tangible evidence.   639 

 640 

Q. Is it possible that for WLPP customers that the concept of AWR’s 641 

responsibility and the customers responsibility are the same? 642 

A. No.  While in many cases these two will be the same, there may be a case where 643 

the repair may be on the customer’s service lines, but not AWR’s responsibility due 644 

to it being excluded from AWR coverage.  Thus, it may not be true that in all 645 

conditions AWR and customer responsibility perfectly overlap. 646 

 647 

Q. What do you conclude based on the evidence here regarding the purpose 648 

of WLPP ESOs? 649 
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A. The only conclusion that is consistent with this evidence is that WLPP ESO’s send 650 

the utility technician out to determine if the repair is AWR’s responsibility. 651 

 652 

Q. How does this alleged convenience to the ratepayer provide a service to 653 

AWR? 654 

A. The IAWC technician will make the determination of responsibility at no cost to 655 

AWR.  Apart from IAWC, AWR must dispatch its own technician to determine if the 656 

leak is covered by WLPP.  WLPP has no fee for the report of a leak.  This is clearly 657 

a service to AWR as they do not have to dispatch a technician to determine if it is 658 

AWR’s responsibility. 659 

 660 

3. Cost Shifting 661 
 662 

Q. Did you raise any additional concerns regarding the costs of the Alton 663 

facility in your direct testimony? 664 

A. Yes.  I testified that because AWR shares costs of the AWWSC facility in Alton, all 665 

costs associated with that joint facility that are not assigned or allocated to AWR 666 

remain in the pool and are allocated to other parties including IAWC.  Because the 667 

discovery regarding these costs was incomplete at that time I filed direct testimony, 668 

I reserved the right to revisit this matter in my rebuttal testimony after I received 669 

IAWC’s complete responses.  670 

 671 
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Q. Has IAWC provided complete responses to Staff’s discovery in the matter 672 

of the sharing of costs between IAWC, AWWSC and other affiliates? 673 

A. No.  In order for the Commission to ensure that AWWSC costs to IAWC do not 674 

include costs from other parties, two things must occur: 675 

First, the terms of these agreements must be made available for Staff/Commission 676 

review as any improper terms could lead to subsidization of affiliates by ratepayers. 677 

Second, the costs allocated according to those agreements must be verified to 678 

know that the terms are being followed. 679 

IAWC has refused to provide those agreements in this case. (See Attachments C 680 

and D)  Moreover, IAWC has refused to provide documentation about the costs and 681 

the basis, again citing that such costs are not relevant to this case. (See 682 

Attachment L and B)  683 

 684 

Q. Has IAWC provided some responses to Staff’s discovery in the matter of 685 

the sharing of costs in Alton, Illinois? 686 

A. Yes.  IAWC has provided sufficient details that have enabled me to determine that 687 

an adjustment should be made in this case and the amount of this adjustment. 688 

 689 

Q. What expansions have occurred in Alton? 690 

A. There have been two expansions in Alton since the AWWSC Customer Service 691 

Center began its operations there in 2001.  The first occurred in 2004 and was 692 

primarily to gain space to establish a call center for AWR. (See IAWC response and 693 
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revised response to Staff DR DAS-5.07 – Attachment L)  The second expansion 694 

occurred in 2007 and was to provide space for both AWR and AWWSC. (See 695 

IAWC second revised response to Staff DR DGK-7.03 – Attachment M) 696 

 697 

Q. How were the 2004 expansion costs paid? 698 

A. The 2004 expansion was paid for directly by AWR to Alton Center Business Park 699 

(“ACBP”).  IAWC asked ACBP for a copy of this invoice and it was provided in 700 

discovery. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.12a and attachment – 701 

Attachment I) 702 

 703 

Q. How were the 2007 expansion costs paid? 704 

A. The 2007 expansion was apparently paid for entirely by AWWSC to ACBP. (See 705 

IAWC revised response to Staff DR DAS-9.01 – Attachment N)  AWWSC incurred 706 

$2.8 million which was capitalized in November 2007.  AWR did not bear any 707 

portion of the costs associated with this expansion. (See IAWC response to Staff 708 

DR DAS-9.02b – Attachment B) 709 

 710 

Q. What does IAWC claim regarding the costs for the expansion that are paid 711 

by AWR? 712 

A. IAWC claims that AWR pays for its portion of the third expansion by an increase in 713 

rent. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-9.02b – Attachment B) 714 

 715 
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Q. How do you respond to IAWC’s assertion that the increase in rent reflects 716 

AWR’s portion of the expansion costs? 717 

A. AWWSC faced one time costs and increased rent for this expansion. (See IAWC 718 

response to Staff DR DGK-7.03 – Attachment M)  AWR is apparently only picking 719 

up its portion of the increased rent. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-9.02b – 720 

Attachment B)  AWR also faced increased rent from the second amendment 721 

expansion and still paid the incremental portion of costs. (See IAWC response to 722 

Staff DR DAS-9.02b – Attachment H) 723 

 724 

Q. Did IAWC secure the same documentation from ACBP for the 2007 725 

expansion that they asked for and received from ACBP in 2004? 726 

A. No.  Although IAWC asked for and received this documentation from ACBP for 727 

2004 expansion they were unable to do the same for 2007.  In this context, one 728 

could rationally impute a negative inference that no such payment exists.  It is 729 

peculiar that IAWC would ask ACBP for the 2004 documentation of payment 730 

instead of asking its affiliate, AWR. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-8.12a – 731 

Attachment I)  Certainly information that is in support of IAWC’s claims would 732 

benefit IAWC and its affiliates.  However, IAWC repeatedly claims that such 733 

information is beyond its possession, custody and control. (See IAWC response to 734 

Staff DR DAS-9.02b –Attachment B) 735 

 736 

Q. How much of the $2.8 million expansion capitalized costs from the 2007 737 

expansion is included the test year depreciation expense? 738 
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A. There is $44,120 in the test year associated with this expansion in the test year. 739 

(See IAWC revised response to Staff DR DAS-9.01c Attachment N) 740 

 741 

Q. How much of the $44,120 depreciation expense should be excluded from 742 

the test year? 743 

A. Since IAWC has not provided any proof that the costs included in this amount do 744 

not include AWR costs in violation of Article 5.2 of the IAWC-AWWSC AIA, the full 745 

amount of this cost expense should be excluded in this case. 746 

 747 

Q. What issue did IAWC raise regarding the totality of evidence that you 748 

reviewed to support your direct testimony concerns of cost sharing? 749 

A. IAWC witness Ms. Teasley claims that “If Mr. Sackett has not reviewed the results 750 

of these investigations completely, then his allegations are made without the benefit 751 

of the Commission’s past analysis. In short, he has made serious allegations that 752 

IAWC has violated the Act before reviewing all the available facts.” (IAWC Ex. 753 

1.00R, p. 14) 754 

 755 

Q. How do you respond to IAWC’s assertion that you failed to consider all the 756 

facts? 757 

A. It is unlikely that either side in a rate case will consider all the evidence deemed 758 

essential by the other party.  However, I did consider the evidence provided by 759 

IAWC.  My direct testimony was based upon other relevant information that Staff 760 
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has provided as evidence in this case. (Staff Ex. 7.0 – Attachments B-C)  This 761 

evidence was not provided by IAWC to Staff, the Commission or the audit team in 762 

any of the other proceedings referenced by Ms. Teasley. (IAWC Response to Staff 763 

DR DAS-8.11g-l – Attachment O)  Furthermore, Ms. Tealsey herself did not review 764 

those documents. (IAWC Response to Staff DR DAS-8.11m-o – Attachment O)  765 

Therefore, Ms. Teasley has testified about the reasonableness of these AWWSC 766 

charges without reviewing all the facts. (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p 12) 767 

 768 

4. Provision of Customer Information 769 
 770 

Q. What issues did you raise in your direct testimony regarding the provision 771 

of ratepayer information directly or indirectly from IAWC to AWR? 772 

A. In my direct testimony, I attempted to determine whether AWR has access to 773 

ratepayer information.  While I was at the Alton CSC, I looked at the IDA screens of 774 

both IAWC and non-IAWC ratepayer CPP enrollment tabs in the CAPS system.  I 775 

observed from those screens that AWWSC CSRs had access to information that 776 

confirmed which ratepayers had AWR products.  IAWC has since disputed that 777 

claim as it pertains to IAWC ratepayers.  However, when I asked them to provide 778 

the information AWR CSRs have access to on their systems, IAWC objected and 779 

refused to provide the information. 780 

IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside 781 
IAWC’s possession, custody and control and asks for information 782 
which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery 783 
of admissible evidence. IAWC personnel have no personal 784 
knowledge of the referenced Customer Reference Numbers used in 785 
AWR mailings or from where they originate.  786 
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(See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-4.07d – Attachment A) 787 

 788 

Q. How did IAWC respond to this issue in its rebuttal testimony? 789 

A. IAWC provided two witnesses to refute this allegation.  First, Ms. Teasley claims 790 

that “Mr. Sackett does not explain in his testimony what IAWC customer information 791 

is being provided to AWR or how. Consequently, there is also no basis for this 792 

alleged ‘service’ to AWR.” (IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 10)  Also, Ms. Cooper denies that 793 

the CSC provides any customer information to AWR under any circumstances.  794 

“Any information AWR has about an IAWC customer would have to come directly 795 

from the customer or some source other than the CSC.” (IAWC Ex. 15.00R, p. 9, 796 

emphasis added) 797 

 798 

Q. How do you respond to IAWC continued statements that ratepayer 799 

information is not provided to AWR? 800 

A. Ms. Cooper has never been an employee of AWR  and provided as that the basis 801 

of her statement was her experience in the CSC. (IAWC response to Staff DR 802 

DAS-7.07a and b)  Therefore, her statement is not based on any knowledge of 803 

AWR’s systems and databases.  Ms. Cooper never answers the question about 804 

whether that information could have come from American Water Works (“AWW”) 805 

databases. (IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-7.07c)  Again, her testimony is based 806 

on a bare assertion that such information is not shared, unsupported by any facts. 807 

 808 
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Q. Does IAWC understand the value of the service it provides to AWR by 809 

providing the affiliate with information that it possesses? 810 

A. Yes.  AWW has a privacy policy that addresses the value of information to AWW.  811 

This policy clearly delineates that information is not to be passed outside of 812 

AWW and that is only to be used for “legitimate business needs.” 813 

Safeguarding Sensitive Information 814 
Among American Water’s most valuable assets is information that 815 
is vital to business success.  Examples include business plans; 816 
strategies; unpublished financial or pricing information; research 817 
and development opportunities; new product plans; personnel 818 
records; and customer and supplier lists.  819 
(See IAWC response to Staff DR WHA1.09 Attachment 1, p. 9, 820 
emphasis added) 821 
Respecting the Privacy of Customers 822 
American Water respects the privacy of its customers and is 823 
committed to protecting the personal information that we collect 824 
from them, are required to collect by law or that is necessary for 825 
legitimate business purposes. In that regard, we will follow data 826 
protection practices in accordance with applicable laws and 827 
regulations when collecting, storing and using personal information 828 
and will not share or sell our customers’ personal information to 829 
outside parties. 830 
As an employee, you must ensure that our customers’ personal 831 
information, including billing and payment history, remains properly 832 
safeguarded. Customer information may be accessed, shared, 833 
discussed or otherwise used for legitimate business needs only. 834 
(See IAWC response to Staff DR WHA1.09 Attachment 1, p. 7, 835 
emphasis added) 836 

It is quite possible that this allows AWR to access “valuable” ratepayer information 837 

for “legitimate business needs.” 838 

 839 

Q. Have you asked IAWC to demonstrate that AWR has access to this 840 

information? 841 
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A. Yes.  I asked IAWC to provide information from AWRs training, practices and 842 

procedures manuals to show that they are not getting this information from any 843 

source.  IAWC refused to provide this information because it believes the 844 

information is not relevant. (See IAWC response to Staff DR DAS-4.07 – 845 

Attachment A) 846 

 847 

Q. What is your opinion regarding IAWC’s apparent unwillingness to 848 

substantiate its claim that ratepayer information is not provided to AWR? 849 

A. The burden of proof is on IAWC to demonstrate that their affiliate AWWSC is not 850 

giving information to AWR.  Staff can only work with what IAWC provides them.  851 

Therefore, in its surrebuttal testimony, IAWC should provide evidence that the 852 

actions of AWR are separate from those of AWWSC, that the call center is 853 

separated and AWWSC does not provide any services to AWR, that the IAWC 854 

ratepayer information in separate from AWR. 855 

 856 

Q. What do you conclude regarding the issue of IAWC providing customer 857 

information to AWR in this case? 858 

A. I conclude that IAWC ratepayer information may be being provided indirectly from 859 

IAWC to AWR via AWWSC or some other corporate entity.  Providing this 860 

information constitutes a service.  IAWC did not get permission from the 861 

Commission to provide any services in the Order approving its AIA and the 862 

provision of customer information was prohibited in the Order on rehearing in 863 
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Docket No. 02-0517.  Thus, provision of customer information indirectly from IAWC 864 

to AWR via any affiliate is a potential violation of Section 7-101 of the Act.  865 

 866 

V. Conclusions and recommendations 867 

Q. Do you recommend that the Commission open a proceeding to investigate 868 

whether IAWC violated Section 7-101 of the Act by providing services to 869 

AWR, via AWWSC, without authorization from the Commission? 870 

A. Yes.  The Commission should open a proceeding to investigate whether IAWC 871 

violated Section 7-101 of the Act by providing services to AWR, via AWWSC, 872 

without authorization from the Commission.  Furthermore, I recommend that the 873 

Commission consider whether imposing penalties on IAWC would be appropriate 874 

if it is found violating Section 7-101 of the Act.  Additionally, given IAWC’s failure 875 

to provide information regarding this matter in this case, which has deprived the 876 

Commission of a complete record, I recommend that that the Commission direct 877 

the investigation to include whether the IAWC-AWWSC AIA is still in the public 878 

interest.  Last, I recommend that the Commission order IAWC to provide proof 879 

that AWR does not enjoy access to ratepayer information. 880 

 881 

 882 

Q. What do you recommend that the Commission decide with respect to 883 

whether AWWSC should refer utility ratepayers to AWR? 884 

A. I recommend that the Commission order that IAWC prohibit AWWSC from referring 885 

IAWC’s ratepayers to any affiliate providing non-regulated services. 886 



Docket No. 11-0767 
ICC Staff Exhibit 15.0 

40 

 887 

Q. What do you recommend that the Commission decide with respect to 888 

depreciation expense from AWWSC to IAWC in the test year? 889 

A. Because IAWC has failed to justify the costs paid by AWR for the 2007 expansion, I 890 

recommend that the Commission reduce the depreciation expense by $44,120 in 891 

this case. 892 

 893 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 894 

A. Yes. 895 



 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 
 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-4.07 

 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: February 23, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-4.07 

With regard to IAWC’s response to Staff DR DGK-6.14 which indicates that AWR has 70 full 
time employees: 

a. Do AWR call center representatives provide a disclaimer that the products and services 
provided by AWR are not regulated? 

b. Please provide all scripts used by AWR call center representatives. 
c. Describe any incentives that AWR call center representatives have. 
d. Indicate where the Customer Reference Numbers used in AWR mailings originate. 
e. When AWR call center representatives input a Customer Reference Numbers into 

AWRs data system, what information is accessed?  
f. Do these Customer Reference Numbers retrieve utility ratepayer information from AWR 

databases 
g. ? 

  
 
RESPONSE  
 

a. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. IAWC personnel have no personal 
knowledge of the information, if any, conveyed by AWR CSRs to AWR customers and 
prospective AWR customers. 

b. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. IAWC personnel have no personal 
knowledge of the scripts, if any, that AWR CSRs use in their interactions with AWR 
customers or prospective AWR customers. 

c. IAWC objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome, 
asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, custody and control, asks for 
information which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence and calls for speculation. IAWC personnel have no personal 
knowledge of the “incentives,” as IAWC understands the term, that AWR CSRs “have.” 

d. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. IAWC personnel have no personal 
knowledge of the referenced Customer Reference Numbers used in AWR mailings or 
from where they originate. 

e. See d. 

Docket No. 11-0767 
ICC Staff Exhibit 15.0 
Attachment A 
Page 1 of 2



f. See d. 
g. NA 

 
 
Date Response Provided:  March 15, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-9.02 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: April 11, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-9.02 

With regard to the Company’s second revised response to Staff DR DGK-7.03, which indicates 
that AWWSC incurred $2.8 million in costs for the third expansion, and the Company’s response 
to Staff DR DAS 5.07 that indicates that only $1.8 million was paid to ACBP, please provide the 
following information: 

a.  Provide all invoices for costs incurred directly by AWWSC for other than the amount 
incurred by AWWSC from ACBP. 

b.  Provide invoices for all costs paid by AWR directly to AWWSC for any costs incurred in 
the Third Exhibit expansion. 

c.  Provide invoices for all costs paid by AWR directly to ACBP for any costs incurred in the 
Third Exhibit expansion. 

d.  Provide invoices for all costs paid by AWR to any entity other than AWWSC or ACBP for 
any costs incurred in the Third Exhibit expansion. 

 
RESPONSE  
 

a. Please see attachments.   
b. AWR did not pay for the expansion directly.  AWR paid increased rent for the additional 

square footage.  
c. IAWC object to this request as seeking information outside its custody, possession and 

control. 
d. IAWC object to this request as seeking information outside its custody, possession and 

control. 
 
Attachments: 
 
DAS-9.02 Attachment 1 Computer Equipment.xlsx 
DAS-9.02 Attachment 2 Engineering & Setup.xlsx 
DAS-9.02 Attachment 3 Facility.xlsx 
DAS-9.02 Attachment 4 Furniture and Workstations.xlsx 
DAS-9.02 Attachment 5 Telecom.xlsx 
 
 
Date Response Provided:  April 20, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-1.02  
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: November 30, 2011  
Docket No.: 11-0767            
 
 
DAS-1.02 

Please provide a copy of any agreements between any of the affiliates identified in DAS 1.01. 
For each agreement, please provide the following information. 
 

a. The date effective. 
b. The approving authority, if any. 
c. The Docket No. for any approvals. 
d. The party providing services. 
e. The party receiving services. 
f. The services provided by each party. 
g. The cost basis for services provided. 
h. Whether the agreement authorizes the disclosure of customer information. 

 
For any services provided by IAWC in support of any affiliate, the specific citation to this 
authorization for each service provided in each agreement currently in effect. 
 
RESPONSE  
 
Attached are the agreements between Illinois-American Water and all affiliates from which 
Illinois-American receives or to which it provides services. Also attached is a summary of the 
information requested for each of the agreements. 
 
REVISED RESPONSE  
 
IAWC objects to this request because it is vague, overbroad and unduly burdensome, and to the 
extent it seeks information which is not relevant to this proceeding and which is not likely to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving that objection, IAWC 
responds as follows.  
 
See attached. For the agreements between Illinois-American Water and all affiliates from which 
Illinois-American receives or to which it provides services, also attached is a summary of the 
information requested for each of the agreements. IAWC notes that the Service Agreement 
between AWWSC and IAWC is substantially the same agreement as the agreement between 
AWWSC and each regulated American Water operating subsidiary. 
 
SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE  
 
Please see DAS-1.02 Attachment 16.pdf. 
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Attachments:   
 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 1.pdf  
DAS-1.02 Attachment 2.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 3.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 4.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 5.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 6.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 7.pdf (Approved in Docket No. 10-0481) 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 8.pdf 
(Attachments 1 – 8 provided on December 16, 2011) 
 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 9.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 10.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 11.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 12.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 13.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 14.pdf 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 15.pdf 
(Attachments 9 – 15 provided on February 15, 2012) 
 
DAS-1.02 Attachment 16.pdf 
(Attachment 16 provided on February 27, 2012) 
 
Date Response Provided:  February 27, 2012 
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Illinois-American Water Company
Docket No. 11-0767

DAS-1.02, Attachment 8
a. b. c. d. e. f. g. h.

Attachment Date Effective Approving Authority Docket No. Provider Receiver Services Cost Basis Disclosure

1 September 15, 2004 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0582 American Water Capital Corp. Illinois-American Water Company Short-Term Debt Interest Cost - see Paragraph 2 of the 
Agreement

No

1 September 15, 2004 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0582 American Water Capital Corp. Illinois-American Water Company Service Fees Cost - see Paragraph 2 of the 
Agreement

No

2 January 1, 1989 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0595 American Water Works Service Co. Illinois-American Water Company Service Company Fees Direct charge of cost or allocated 
cost - see Article II of the 
Agreement

No

1 September 15, 2004 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0582 American Water Capital Corp. Illinois-American Water Company Long-Term Debt Issuance Costs Cost - see Paragraph 2 of the 
Agreement

No

2 January 1, 1989 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0595 American Water Works Service Co. Illinois-American Water Company 401(K) Cost No

2 January 1, 1989 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0582 American Water Works Service Co. Illinois-American Water Company Federal Income Tax 1999-2000 Cost No

3 January 29, 1996 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0597 American Water Resources Illinois-American Water Company Woodridge Office Bldg Rent Percentage of building cost, factor 
for subsequent periods - see 
Paragraph 3 of the Agreement

No

4, 5 May 1, 1996 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0594 American Lake Water Co. Illinois-American Water Company Purchased Water Cost plus 15%, 2.5% return on 
system infrastructure - see Article 
VII of the Agreement

No

7 Agreement not yet 
executed

Illinois Commerce Commission 10-0481 American Lake Water Co. Illinois-American Water Company Purchased Water Cost plus 15%, 2.5% return on 
system infrastructure - see Article 
VII of the Agreement

No

6 August 8, 2005 Illinois Commerce Commission 05-0504 Illinois-American Water Company American Lake Water Co. General management, general 
operation support, maintenance, 
customer billing, engineering, 
data processing, general 
administrative purchasing - see 
paragraph 1 of the Agreement

Cost - see paragraphs 3 and 4 of 
the Agreement

No

1 September 15, 2004 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0582 American Water Capital Corp. Illinois-American Water Company Short-term and Long-term Debt Short-term - commercial paper 
rate, Long-term - market at time of 
debt issuance

No

1 September 15, 2004 Illinois Commerce Commission 04-0582 American Water Capital Corp. Illinois-American Water Company Bonds - Inside Cost - see Paragraph 2 of the 
Agreement

No
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Illinois-‐American	  Water	  Company
Docket	  No.	  11-‐0767

DAS-‐1.02,	  Attachment	  16
a. b. c. d. e. f. g. h.

Attachment 	  Date	  Effective Approving	  Authority 	  Docket	  No. 	  Provider Reciever Services Cost	  Basis Disclosure

9 Decemer	  5,	  1980 N/A N/A Occoquan	  Land	  
Corporation

American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company

Belleville	  Service	  
Company	  Office	  Lease

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraph	  4	  of	  
the	  Agreement

No

10 December	  1,	  1987 N/A N/A
Occoquan	  Land	  
Corporation

American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company

1025	  Laurel	  Oak	  Road,	  
Voorhees,	  NJ	  Lease	  (1st	  
and	  2d	  Floors)

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraph	  4	  of	  
the	  Agreement No

11 May	  1,	  1988 N/A N/A Occoquan	  Land	  
Corporation

American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company

Building	  Improvements	  
Lease	  -‐	  1115	  South	  
Illinois	  Street,	  Belleville,	  
IL

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraphs	  2	  
and	  3	  of	  the	  Agreement

No

12 May	  1,	  1988 N/A N/A
Occoquan	  Land	  
Corporation

American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company

Equipment	  Lease	  -‐	  1115	  
South	  Illinois	  Street,	  
Belleville,	  IL

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraphs	  2,3	  
and	  4	  of	  the	  Agreement No

13 December	  1,	  1987 N/A N/A
Occoquan	  Land	  
Corporation

American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company

1025	  Laurel	  Oak	  Road,	  
Voorhees,	  NJ	  Lease	  (3d	  
Floor)

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraph	  4	  of	  
the	  Agreement No

14 February	  6,	  2006 N/A N/A American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company,	  Inc.

American	  Water	  
Resources,	  Inc.

Call	  Center	  Awareness	  
Program	  Services	  

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraph	  2	  of	  
the	  Agreement

No

14 October	  15,	  2007 N/A N/A
American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company,	  Inc.

American	  Water	  
Resources,	  Inc.

First	  Amendment	  to	  Call	  
Center	  Awareness	  
Program	  Services	  

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraph	  2	  of	  
the	  Agreement No

14 September	  25,	  2008 N/A N/A
American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company,	  Inc.

American	  Water	  
Resources,	  Inc.

Second	  Amendment	  to	  
Call	  Center	  Awareness	  
Program	  Services	  

Cost-‐-‐see	  Paragraph	  2	  of	  
the	  Agreement No

15 November	  3,	  2006 N/A N/A
American	  Water	  Works	  
Service	  Company,	  Inc.

American	  Water	  
Resources,	  Inc.

MOU	  between	  CSC	  and	  
AWR	  pertaining	  to	  the	  
calcuation	  of	  expenses	  
charged	  by	  CSC	  to	  AWR	  
at	  the	  Alton,	  Illinois	  
Customer	  Service	  Center

See	  	  Expenses	  on	  page	  1	  
and	  Allocation	  
Methodology	  on	  page	  2	  
of	  the	  Agreement.

No
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-8.07 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karla O. Teasley  
Title: President  
Phone No.: 618-239-3247  
Date Received: April 5, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-8.07 

With regard to IAWC’s witness Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony regarding the relevance of 
affiliate interaction between AWWSC and AWR, IAWC Ex. 1.00R, pp. 6-7, please provide the 
following information: 

a.  Do the terms of affiliate interaction agreements such as the agreement between 
AWWSC and IAWC affect the costs paid by ratepayers? 

b.  Do the terms of affiliate interaction agreements such as the agreement between 
AWWSC and regulated affiliates affect the costs paid by IAWC ratepayers? 

c.  Do the terms of affiliate interaction agreements such as the agreement between 
AWWSC and AWR affect the costs paid by IAWC ratepayers? 

d.  What information would the Commission have to review to ensure that the terms of the 
agreements are being followed by all parties? 

e.  Has IAWC provided the actual agreements between AWWSC and other regulated 
affiliates to Staff in this case? 

f.  Has IAWC provided the actual agreements between AWWSC and other non-regulated 
affiliates to Staff in this case? 

g.  Other than AWR, what other non-regulated affiliates does AWWSC provide services for?  
List services and provide agreements. 

h.  Does Ms. Teasley’s testimony that IAWC pays no improper service company charges 
depend upon AWWSC  correctly assigning direct charges to AWR and other affiliates? 

i.  If AWWSC does not correctly assign direct charges to AWR and other affiliates does not 
occur, then what has been or would be the result to IAWC ratepayers? 

 
RESPONSE 
  

a. IAWC objects to this request as vague with respect to what is meant by “affect the costs 
paid” and what “affiliate interaction agreements” it refers to, and as asking for information 
which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. Subject to and without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. 
The terms of the Service Company Agreement do not by themselves “affect the costs 
paid by ratepayers.”  The terms of the Service Company Agreement do set forth the 
processes by which Service Company costs are determined and by which IAWC is 
charged for Service Company services.  However, the “costs paid by ratepayers” are 
affected  by the level of services provided to IAWC by the Service Company and the cost 
of such services  for which IAWC seeks recovery in a rate proceeding, and the amount 
of such charges that the Commission approves for rate recovery. 

 
b. See (a). 

Docket No. 11-0767 
ICC Staff Exhibit 15.0 
Attachment D 
Page 1 of 2



c. See (a). 
 
d. IAWC objects to this request as vague with respect to what “agreements” and “parties” it 

is referring to, as calling for speculation and as calling for a legal conclusion.  Subject to 
and without waiving these objections, the Commission can and has reviewed Service 
Company services and charges pursuant to the Service Company Agreement in every 
recent IAWC rate case, plus the Docket 10-0366 management fee audit. The 
Commission has, in those proceedings, directed IAWC to provide various types of 
information regarding Service Company services and fees.  The Commission has also 
ordered IAWC’s affiliate agreements be reapproved (Docket 02-0690) and has reviewed 
those agreement in the applicable reapproval dockets.  IAWC assumes that the 
information that the Commission has directed IAWC to provide in such proceedings, as 
well as the schedules and information IAWC typically provides in a rate cases, 
constitutes the information the Commission wants to review. 

 
e.  IAWC objects to this request as vague with respect to what “agreements” it is referring 

to, as calling for speculation and as calling for a legal conclusion.  Subject to and without 
waiving this objection, see response to DAS 1.02. 

 
f. See (e). 
 
g. To the extent this request seeks information not already provided in DAS 1.02, IAWC 

objects to this request as asking for information which is not relevant and which is not 
likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

 
h. IAWC objects to this request because it does not provide a citation to Ms. Teasley’s 

testimony and appears to mischaracterize her testimony. 
 
i. IAWC objects to the form of the question as grammatically incorrect, as vague, and as 

presenting an incomplete hypothetical. 
 

Date Response Provided:  April 16, 2012 
 

Docket No. 11-0767 
ICC Staff Exhibit 15.0 
Attachment D 
Page 2 of 2



 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-8.01 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: April 5, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-8.01 

With regard to Attachments 1 and 2 to the Company’s response to Staff DR DGK-7.04, please 
provide the following information: 

a.  Formula 100851 is described as “AWR Facility/Overhead” but this item is not included in 
the direct charges in the summary provided.  Please explain why this is so.  Did IAWC 
pay any portion of these direct charges?  For any response other than an unqualified 
“Yes”, provide any and all documentation demonstrating to the Commission that these 
charges were not charged to IAWC.  

b.  Formula 100852 is described as “AWR Facility/Overhead” but this item is not included in 
the direct charges in the summary provided Please explain why this is so.  Did IAWC 
pay any portion of these direct charges?    For any response other than an unqualified 
“Yes”, provide any and all documentation demonstrating to the Commission that these 
charges were not charged to IAWC.  

c.   Formula 100857 is described as “AWR Facility/Overhead” but this item is not included in 
the direct charges in the summary provided.  Please explain why this is so.  Did IAWC 
pay any portion of these direct charges?  For any response other than an unqualified 
“Yes”, provide any and all documentation demonstrating to the Commission that these 
charges were not charged to IAWC.  

d.   What overhead is included in Formula 888888?  Please provide the basis for the actual 
allocator used to determine that amount for AWR.  

e.  What overhead is included in Formula 999999?  Please provide the basis for the actual 
allocator used to determine that amount for AWR. 

 
 
RESPONSE  
 

a. IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome in asking IAWC 
“demonstrate” the absence of charges to IAWC. Subject to and without waiving this 
objection, IAWC responds as follows.  In 2006, formula 100851 reimbursed affiliates for 
their portion of AWR overhead costs paid by the regulated affiliates in error in 2004.  
IAWC’s portion of the reimbursement was $10,314.  Formula 100857 allocated the 2004 
corrected AWR portion to American Water Enterprises (AWE).  Please see the attached 
file DAS-8.01 Attachment 1.xls for a breakdown of the amounts by formula and affiliate 
and an electronic copy of the correcting journal entry. See also responses to DGK 7.04 
and 7.05 and DAS 6.04, 6.08 and 6.09. 

 
b.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome in asking IAWC 

“demonstrate” the absence of charges to IAWC. Subject to and without waiving this 
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objection, IAWC responds as follows.  In 2006, formula 100852 reimbursed affiliates for 
their portion of AWR overhead costs paid by the regulated affiliates in error in 2005.  
IAWC’s portion of the reimbursement was $16,655.  Formula 100857 allocated the 2005 
corrected AWR portion to American Water Enterprises (AWE).  Please see the attached 
file DAS-8.01 Attachment 1.xls for a breakdown of the amounts by formula and affiliate 
and an electronic copy of the correcting journal entry. See also responses to DGK 7.04 
and 7.05 and DAS 6.04, 6.08 and 6.09. 

 
c.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome in asking IAWC 

“demonstrate” the absence of charges to IAWC. Subject to and without waiving this 
objection, IAWC responds as follows.  Formula 100857 was 100% charged to American 
Water Enterprises, which accumulates, and allocates charges to the appropriate non-
regulated affiliates.  IAWC was not charged any costs under formula 100857.  Please 
see the attached file DAS-8.01 Attachment 1.xls for a breakdown of the amounts by 
formula and affiliate.  By their nature, direct charges would not be charged or allocated 
to any entity other than the entity they are direct charged to. See also responses to DGK 
7.04 and 7.05 and DAS 6.04, 6.08 and 6.09. 

 
d.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and 

without waiving this objection, IAWC responds as follows.  Formula 888888 contains the 
labor related overhead benefits such as group insurance, 401K, pension, defined 
contribution plan, incentive pay, payroll taxes and other employee related expenses. It is 
used to allocate the Service Company benefit overheads by location each month.  The 
formula looks at Service Company labor charged to each affiliate each month by 
overhead location and determines each affiliate’s percentage of total billed labor.  This 
percentage is then used to distribute the monthly labor benefit overheads from that 
location to each affiliate.  Furnishing the monthly labor percentages for each affiliate for 
the periods requested would be extremely burdensome as the data is not readily 
available. 

 
e.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and 

without waiving this objection, IAWC responds as follows.  Formula 999999 contains 
items such as rent, electricity, heat, telephone, transportation, insurance, postage, 
depreciation, and other facility-related expenses.  It is used to allocate the Service 
Company general overheads by location each month.  The formula looks at Service 
Company labor charged to each affiliate each month by overhead location and 
determines each affiliate’s percentage of total billed labor.  This percentage is then used 
to distribute the monthly general overheads from that location to each affiliate.  
Furnishing the monthly labor percentages for each affiliate for the periods requested 
would be extremely burdensome as the data is not readily available.  

 
Attachments: 
 
DAS-8.01 Attachment 1.xls 

 
Date Response Provided:  April 16, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-7.05 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karen H. Cooper   
Title: Manager Business Support Services  
Phone No.: (618) 433-4200  
Date Received: April 3, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-7.05 

With regard to IAWC’s witness Ms. Cooper’s rebuttal testimony regarding transfers, IAWC Ex. 
15.00R, p. 5, please provide the following information: 

a. Is the number of customer calls answered provided by the Company (4.1 million) the 
total national calls for all utilities at both AWWSC call centers? 

b. Please provide that same number for just IAWC ratepayers. 
c. Is the number of customer calls transferred provided by the Company (2,928) the total 

national calls for all utilities at both AWWSC call centers? 
d. Please provide that same number for just IAWC ratepayers. 
e. Who paid for those transfers? 
f. Provide the amount paid for all transfers by AWR to AWWSC.  Also provide all invoices 

to substantiate this amount. 
g. Provide the amount paid for all transfers by IAWC to AWWSC. 
h. Does AWWSC provide any other “simple courtesies” to IAWC ratepayers regarding any 

other products or warranty providers? 
i. Why is AWR the only warranty provider that calls are transferred to? 
j. Do CSRs ever explain to IAWC ratepayers that they are employees of an unregulated 

affiliate?  If so, provide documentation substantiating this claim. 
k. Do CSRs ever explain to IAWC ratepayers that IAWC business is complete before they 

transfer them to AWR?  If so, provide documentation substantiating this claim. 
l. Do CSRs ever explain to IAWC ratepayers that they are being transferred to an affiliate 

that is not regulated?  If so, provide documentation substantiating this claim. 
m. If a call is transferred to AWR after the utility business is complete, who pays for the 

call? 
 

 
RESPONSE  
 

a. The number of calls includes calls answered at both CSC locations. 
b.  In 2011, there were 375,951 calls to the Illinois toll free number. 
c. Yes 
d. The CSC does not track the original call back to the origin.  However, it is expected that 

the vast majority of the transfers would be from customers in affiliated states where CPP 
amounts are shown on the utility bill.  This is not the case in Illinois as CPP amounts are 
not included on IAWC bills  

e. With respect to IAWC customer calls transferred, no amounts are charged for the 
transfer.  IAWC is charged for each call to  its toll free number 

f. AWWSC does not track the number of calls, if any, transferred by AWR to AWWSC.  
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IAWC is not aware of any charges for such transfers, if any. 
g. IAWC does not transfer calls to AWWSC. 
h. IAWC objects to this request as vague. Subject to and without waiving this objection, 

IAWC responds as follows.   CSRs are trained to be courteous to all callers. 
i. Ms. Cooper does not know why AWR is the only warranty provider that calls are 

transferred to. 
j. No.  CSRs are not trained to explain the regulated status of their employer to customers. 
k. CSRs are trained to ask customers if there is anything else they can help them with 

before ending their call.  This would also be the case when the CSR was transferring a 
call. 

l. When an IAWC customer asks about customer protection plans and the CSRs transfer 
them, CSRs do not tell the customer that they are being transferred to an affiliate that is 
not regulated. 

m. All calls that come in on IAWC’s toll free number are charged to IAWC, whether they end 
in a transfer or not.  Charges are determined on a per call basis based on the average 
cost per call for the CSC in a given month. 

 
Date Response Provided:  April 12, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 
 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-4.04 

 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: February 23, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-4.04 

When asked for information regarding any service line warranty products or services:  
a. Do AWWSC employees provide IAWC ratepayers with information on the products and 

services of AWR? 
b. Do AWWSC employees provide American Water ratepayers with information on the 

products and services of AWR? 
c. Do AWWSC employees provide American Water ratepayers with information on the 

products and services of non-affiliated warranty service providers? 
d. Do AWWSC employees provide IAWC ratepayers with the phone number of AWR? 
e. Do AWWSC employees provide American Water ratepayers with the phone number of 

AWR? 
f. Do AWWSC employees provide American Water ratepayers with the phone number of 

non-affiliated service providers? 
g. Do AWWSC employees transfer IAWC ratepayers through on the phone system to 

AWR? 
h. Do AWWSC employees transfer American Water ratepayers through on the phone 

system to AWR? 
i. Do AWWSC employees transfer American Water ratepayers through to non-affiliated 

warranty service providers?  
 
RESPONSE  
 
IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information which is not relevant and which is 
not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Subject to and without waiving that 
objection, IAWC responds as follows. 
 

a. No. 
b. No. 
c. No. 
d. No.   
e. No.   
f. No. 
g. Yes. 
h. Yes. 
i. No. 

 
Date Response Provided:  February 28, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-7.06 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karen H. Cooper   
Title: Manager Business Support Services  
Phone No.: (618) 433-4200  
Date Received: April 3, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-7.06 

With regard to IAWC’s witness Ms. Cooper’s rebuttal testimony regarding the Call Center 
Awareness Program, IAWC Ex. 15.00R, p. 6 and as described in IAWC’s response to Staff DR 
DAS 1.02 Attachment 14 Exhibits, please provide the following information (The term 
“statements” is used in the Exhibits to Attachment 14 to refer to scripts included in the Exhibit): 

a. Why did the CCAP “not apply to Illinois or IAWC customers”? 
b. During the period that the CCAP was in effect 2006 to 2012, provide the number of 

“statements” made. 
c. During the period that the CCAP was in effect 2006 to 2012, provide the number of 

transfers. 
d. Did AWR compensate AWWSC for each “statement” made or only the transferred calls?   
e. Did AWR compensate AWWSC for any wait time when AWWSC CSRs were idle? 
f. For each month, provide the amount paid by AWR to AWWSC.  Also provide all invoices 

to substantiate this amount. 
g. Describe any incentives that AWR provided to AWWSC CSRs.  Also provide the amount 

for each month paid by AWR to AWWSC CSRs. 
h. What percentage of eligible calls were informed of AWRs products and services by 

AWWSC? 
i. If AWWSC failed to allocate all of the direct charges to AWR under the CCAP, would 

those costs have been allocated to other parties?  Would IAWC have mistakenly been 
charged any portion of these costs? 

j. If a call was transferred to AWR after the utility business was complete, who paid for the 
call? 

k. Is the count of CSRs provided (272) the total number of CSRs working at one time, the 
average amount working at one time? 

l. How many CSRs are employed by AWWSC in both locations? 
m. While the CCAP was in effect were the CSRs that were taking calls for IAWC ratepayers 

trained in the training described on page 7? 
 

 
RESPONSE  
 
IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving these objections, IAWC 
responds as follows. 
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a. IAWC objects to this request as calling for a legal conclusion.  Subject to and without 
waiving this objection, IAWC responds as follows.  The agreement in DAS 1.02 
Attachment 14 speaks for itself. Illinois is not one of the states for which CCAP services 
were provided.   

b. The number of statements made was not tracked. 
c.  

Year # of Transfers  
2006 Not tracked 
2007 Not tracked 
2008 2,799 
2009 885 
2010 265 
2011 421 

2012 YTD 35 
 

d. AWWSC charged AWR for transfers under the CCAP program. 
e. IAWC objects to this request as vague.  Subject to and without waiving this objection, 

IAWC responds as follows.  There would be no wait time as the calls are cold transfers, 
meaning the CSR did not wait for an AWR representative to answer before 
disconnecting the call.   

f. See DGK 7.04 and 7.05 and DAS 6.04, 6.08, and 6.09. 
g. No incentives were provided by AWR to AWWSC CSRs under the CCAP program. 
h. See (b). 
i. IAWC objects to this request as vague, argumentative, and assuming facts not in 

evidence. 
j. See response to DAS 7.05(m). 
k. The number of CSRs available to be scheduled for call handling is 272.  This is not an 

average number nor is it the number available at any one time.  The CSRs are 
scheduled for shifts over 24X7X365. 

l. As of the date of Ms. Coopers’   rebuttal testimony the number of CSRs dedicated to call 
handling in both locations was 272. 

m. While the training referenced on page 7 of Ms. Cooper’s rebuttal was provided, all CSRs 
received the training.  The training included an explanation of the states the training 
applied to. 

 
Date Response Provided:  April 11, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-8.12 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: April 5, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-8.12 

With regard to revised response to Staff DR DAS 5.07d, please provide the following 
information: 

a.  Documentation that AWR paid the landlord the $202,155 for the expansion. 
b.  The basis for AWR bearing that portion of the expansion. 
c.  The lease indicates that AWWSC would be paying at a minimum $210,000 for that 

expansion.  Did AWWSC pay an amount on that expansion?  If so, how much.  Provide 
documentation. 

d.  Has IAWC ever conducted an economic analysis on any products that AWR provides?  
Is yes, please provide this analysis. 

e.  Did AWR pay any portion of the Third Amendment expansion directly to the landlord?  If 
so, provide the documentation of that amount. 

 
RESPONSE  
 

a.  IAWC objects to this request on the grounds asks for information outside IAWC’s 
possession, custody and control, and asks for information which is not relevant and 
which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Subject to and 
without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. See the attached payment 
information, which was provided to IAWC by ACBP following a request at IAWC’s 
direction to ACBP.  

 
b.  IAWC objects to this request because it is vague, calls for speculation, asks for 

information outside IAWC’s possession, custody and control, and asks for information 
which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence. 

 
c.  See DGK 7.02(b). 
 
d.  IAWC objects to this request because it is overly broad and unduly burdensome and 

seeks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery 
of admissible evidence. Subject to and without waiving these objections, IAWC responds 
as follows. No. 

 
e.  See (a). 
 

Attachments: 
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DAS-8.12 Attachment 1.pdf 
 
Date Response Provided:  April 17, 2012 
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AL TON CENTER BUSINESS PARK 
5391 Brown Ave 
Phone 314-389-8822 

St. Louis, MO 63120 
Fax 314-389-1765 

Customer -------

American Water Products & Services Grp 
Mr. Clifford C. Groh 
Director Business Development & Operations 
1025 Laurel Oak Road 
Voorhees, NJ 08043 

Project 

Invoice No. 908 

INVOICE """'= 

Date 10/14/04 

American Water contribution for expansion space - per lease amendment $ 210,000.00 

Less fee paid to Forum Studio 

Payment Details 

{} Make checks payable to: 

Alton Center Business Park 
clo Clark Properties 
5391 Brown Ave 
SL Louis MO 63120 

ENTERED (7,845.00) 

OCT 1 8 2004 

3lP32-

Balance due $ 202,155.00 
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s~rvic~ Line Protection 
To! Alton Center Business Park (NLOll-1006) 

Invoice No. 
~J8 

Date Description 
10/14/2004 

" 

Service Line Protection 
1025 Laurel Oak Road 
P.O.Box 1770 
Voorhees, NJ 08043 

TOTALS 1 

Two !-IundreJ Two Thousand One Hundred Fifty Five Dollars and 00 Cents 

THE ORDER OF 

Alton Center Business Park 
<;/0 Clark Properties 
5391 Brown Ave 
Saint Louis, MO 63120 

US Bank 
PO Box 524 

Amount 
$/.02,155,00 

$202,155.00 

SI. Louis, MO 63116-9979 

DATE 

Check Nwnbore 000001955 
Datoe Octobor 18, 2004 

Discount 
$.00 

Paid Amoun.t 
$20;~, 1 '_)'j .00 

$.00 $202,155,00 

~il:)T::(i~FT!'WT-!: 

\\111 (II'I I H ?[)[l~ 
I, 
I. 

.1 
I 

000001955 

4·21/810 

AMOUNT 
S202,IS5.00 

(kwbcr I H, 20(H 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-7.02 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karen H. Cooper   
Title: Manager Business Support Services  
Phone No.: (618) 433-4200  
Date Received: April 3, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-7.02 

With regard to Attachments 1 and 2 to the Company’s response to Staff DR DGK-7.04, please 
provide the following information: 

a. The amount of these costs charged to IAWC for each year, 2004-2011, and the test 
year.  Please provide the basis for each allocation used. 

b. How are the telephone costs allocated from AWWSC to AWR incurred by AWWSC from 
the phone company; on a volume or duration basis? 

c. For each year from 2004-2011, provide the average duration of all calls for AWWSC.   
d. For each year from 2004-2011, provide the average duration of all calls for IAWC.   
e. For each year from 2004-2011, provide the average duration of all calls for AWR.   

 
 
RESPONSE  
 

a. Please see the file labeled DAS-7.02 Attachment 1.xlsx for Service Company Alton Call 
Center costs billed to IAWC for the years 2004 – 2011 and test year.  Please note that 
detail by formula for the years 2004 and 2005 as presented in DGK-7.04 Attachment 1 is 
not available due to changes in the Service Company billing system which occurred in 
2006.  Test year formula detail is also not available, since budgets are prepared based 
on historical charges by business unit with adjustments for known and measurable 
items, merit increases and inflation.  AWWSC does not prepare budgets based on 
Service Company formula. 

 
Service Company formulas assign costs directly to entities or allocate costs based on 
factors such as customers, employees, and revenues.  The majority of Call Center 
charges direct charged or are allocated using customer count formulas.  Overhead 
formulas 888888 and 999999 are charged to each affiliate monthly by overhead location.   
They calculate Service Company labor charged to each affiliate each month by 
overhead location and determine each affiliate’s percentage of total billed labor.  This 
percentage is then used to distribute the monthly benefit and general overheads from 
that location to each affiliate.  DAS-7.02 Attachment.xlsx contains the formula cost 
drivers for the years 2006 through 2011.  Formula data for the years 2004, 2005 and test 
year are not available as mentioned above. 

 
The data presented in DGK-7.04 attachment 2 represents costs charged to AWR only.  
IAWC was not charged for any of the costs contained in attachment 2. 
 

b.  Telephone costs are based on duration per minute. 
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c.  IAWC objects to this request as vague.  This question does not distinguish what part of 

AWWSC the data is being requested for.  AWWSC includes offices in Voorhees, NJ, and 
others.  However, assuming what is meant is the average duration of all calls to the two 
CSCs, the question still does not specify if the request is for inbound calls from 
customers.  Making the further assumption that the request is for the average duration of 
inbound calls from customers, a precise figure for the average duration would take 
substantial  time to determine as the volume of data to be reviewed is extensive.  
AWWSC estimates that the average duration of inbound calls to AWWSC CSC is 
approximately 7.5 minutes. 

d.   IAWC objects to this request as vague.  This question does not distinguish what part of 
IAWC the data is being requested for.  Assuming the question is asking about inbound 
calls to IAWC’s toll free number at the CSC, see (c). 

e.   IAWC objects to this request as seeking information which is outside IAWC’s 
possession, custody or control and which is not relevant to this proceeding or likely to 
lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.   

Attachments: 
 
DAS-7.02 Attachment 1.xlsx 
 
 
Date Response Provided:   April 12, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-8.03 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karen H. Cooper   
Title: Manager Business Support Services  
Phone No.: (618) 433-4200  
Date Received: April 5, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
Witness Responsible: Barry L. Suits  
Title: Vice President of Operations  
Phone No.: (618) 239-3255  
Date Received: April 5, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
DAS-8.03 

With regard to IAWC’s witnesses Mr. Suits’ and Ms. Cooper’s rebuttal testimony concerning 
Emergency Service Orders, IAWC Exs. 2.00R, pp. 3-4 and 15.00R, pp. 7-9, please provide the 
following information: 

a.  Do IAWC techs insert any comments on service orders after investigating the leak? 
b.  For the period 2010-2011, provide these technician’s S/O comments for any IAWC 

ratepayers who are also AWR customers. 
c.  Provide the basis and proof that AWR does not receive notice of repair status or the 

service order from AWWSC CSC.   
d.  Provide the basis and proof that AWR does not receive notice of repair status or the 

service order from FRCC. 
e.  Provide the basis and proof that AWR does not receive notice of repair status or the 

service order from IAWC technicians. 
f.  Provide AWR’s service procedures clearly showing that no notice of repair status or the 

service order is received from any affiliate. 
 

 
RESPONSE  
 

a.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome to the extent it 
seeks review of every service order to determine whether the tech inserted comments. 
Subject to and without waiving this objection, IAWC responds as follows.  Techs may 
insert comments on service orders.   

 
b.  IAWC objects to this request as seeking information outside its possession, custody or 

control.  Subject to and without waiving this objection, IAWC responds as follows.  IAWC 
cannot determine which of its ratepayers are AWR customers. 

 
c.  IAWC objects to this request as seeking information outside its possession, custody or 

control, assuming facts not in evidence, and asking for information which is not relevant 
and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and 
without waiving this objection, AWWSC does not have any procedures or processes 
requiring CSRs to provide notice of repair status or WLPP service orders to AWR.  See 
also response to DAS 3.03. 
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d.  IAWC objects to this request as seeking information outside its possession, custody or 

control, assuming facts not in evidence, and asking for information which is not relevant 
and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and 
without waiving this objection, the FRCC does not have any procedures or processes 
requiring provision of notice of repair status or WLPP service orders to AWR. See also 
IAWC Ex. 2.00R, pp. 1-4. 

 
e.  IAWC objects to this request as seeking information outside its possession, custody or 

control, assuming facts not in evidence, and asking for information which is not relevant 
and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Subject to and 
without waiving this objection, there are no procedures or processes requiring IAWC 
technicians to provide notice of repair status or WLPP service orders to AWR. See also 
IAWC Ex. 2.00R, pp. 1-4. 

 
f.  IAWC objects to this request as seeking information outside its possession, custody or 

control, assuming facts not in evidence, and asking for information which is not relevant 
and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. 

 
 
Date Response Provided:  April 13, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 
 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-5.07 

 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karen H. Cooper   
Title: Manager Business Support Services  
Phone No.: (618) 433-4200  
Date Received: March 8, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-5.07 

With regard to IAWC’s response to Staff DR DGK-7.02, please provide the following 
information: 

a.  Please indicate how much space was expanded?   
b.  Please indicate how much space was for storage? 
c.  Please indicate how much space was for AWR? 
d.  Please explain why ACBP was willing to expand the facility without charge to AWWSC? 
e.  Please provide a citation to where in the lease or amendments it shows that this 

expansion was free? 
f.  Please provide a list of all charges from ACBP since 2000. 
g.  Please provide all bills and invoices from ACBP to AWWSC since 2000. 

 
RESPONSE 
  

a. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control, and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  IAWC is not a party to the lease 
referenced in DGK-7.02 and IAWC personnel have no personal knowledge of the 
circumstances of the lease or the referenced expansion.  Subject to and without waiving 
that objection, 5,942 square feet. 
 

b. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control, and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  IAWC is not a party to the lease 
referenced in DGK-7.02 and IAWC personnel have no personal knowledge of the 
circumstances of the lease or the referenced expansion.  Subject to and without waiving 
that objection, 2,000 square feet. 
  

c. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, 
custody and control, and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely 
to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  IAWC is not a party to the lease 
referenced in DGK-7.02 and IAWC personnel have no personal knowledge of the 
circumstances of the lease or the referenced expansion.  Subject to and without waiving 
that objection, 3,942 square feet. 
 
IAWC objects to this request because it calls for speculation as to ACBP’s intent, asks 
for information outside IAWC’s possession, custody and control, and asks for information 
which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible 
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evidence.  IAWC is not a party to the lease referenced in DGK-7.02 and IAWC personnel 
have no personal knowledge of the circumstances of the lease or the referenced 
expansion.  Subject to and without waiving that objection, the referenced lease speaks 
for itself.  See the Second Amendment to the Lease Agreement, Section 3, 
“Construction of the Lease Premises.”  
 

d. IAWC objects to this request because it asks for a legal opinion.  Further, IAWC objects 
to this request because it asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, custody and 
control, and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to 
the discovery of admissible evidence.  IAWC is not a party to the lease referenced in 
DGK-7.02 and IAWC personnel have no personal knowledge of the circumstances of the 
lease or the referenced expansion.  Subject to and without waiving those objections, see 
response to e. 

 
e. IAWC objects to this request because it is vague, overly broad and unduly burdensome, 

asks for information outside IAWC’s possession, custody and control, and asks for 
information which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of 
admissible evidence.  Subject to and without waiving that objection, please see attached 
excel file. 

 
f. IAWC objects to this request because it is overly broad and unduly burdensome, asks 

for information outside IAWC’s possession, custody and control, and asks for information 
which is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible 
evidence.  Subject to and without waiving that objection, please see attachment. 

 
Attachments: 
 
DAS-5.07 f Attachment.xlsx 
DAS-5.07 g Attachment.pdf 
 
 
Date Response Provided:  March 15, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 
 REVISED RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-5.07 

 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karen H. Cooper   
Title: Manager Business Support Services  
Phone No.: (618) 433-4200  
Date Received: March 8, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-5.07 

With regard to IAWC’s response to Staff DR DGK-7.02, please provide the following 
information: 

a.  Please indicate how much space was expanded?   
b.  Please indicate how much space was for storage? 
c.  Please indicate how much space was for AWR? 
d.  Please explain why ACBP was willing to expand the facility without charge to AWWSC? 
e.  Please provide a citation to where in the lease or amendments it shows that this 

expansion was free? 
f.  Please provide a list of all charges from ACBP since 2000. 
g.  Please provide all bills and invoices from ACBP to AWWSC since 2000. 

 
REVISED RESPONSE 
  
d.   IAWC objects to this request because it calls for speculation as to ACBP’s intent, asks for 

information outside IAWC¹s possession, custody and control, and asks for information which 
is not relevant and which is not likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. IAWC 
is not a party to the lease referenced in DGK-7.02 and IAWC personnel have no personal 
knowledge of the circumstances of the lease or the referenced expansion. Subject to and 
without waiving that objection, the referenced lease speaks for itself. See the Second 
Amendment to the Lease Agreement, Section 3, “Construction of the Lease Premises”. 
Upon information and belief, AWR paid $202,155 to the landlord related to the Second 
Amendment expansion. 
 
 

Date Revised Response Provided:  April 4, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 
 SECOND REVISED RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 

 
DATA REQUEST NUMBER DGK-7.03  

 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: February 22, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767            
 
 
DGK-7.03 

Referring to Attachment 5 of the Company’s response to DGK-6.01, the Service Company 
leased additional space with the Third Amendment to the Lease Agreement. 

a.  What was the purpose of the expansion? 
b. Did the Service Company incur incremental one-time costs associated with the 

expansion?  
c.  Were any of the incremental one-time costs associated with the expansion allocated to 
 IAWC or AWR?  If yes, how were the costs allocated, and what was the amount of the 
 costs allocated to each entity? 

 
SECOND REVISED RESPONSE  
 
IAWC objects to this request because it is vague, asks for information outside IAWC’s 
possession, custody and control, and asks for information which is not relevant and which is not 
likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence.  Subject to and without waiving that 
objection, IAWC responds, upon information and belief, as follows: 
 

a. The expansion was needed to provide additional work space and facilities for AWWSC.  
Prior to the expansion, the AWWSC CSC Alton facility had outgrown its original capacity 
expectations.  The expansion project was to provide space for the creation of two 
training rooms to provide adequate training/learning environments and allow for 
concurrent training classes.  In addition, the expansion was to provide suitable 
workspace for technical employees who had temporary workspaces in the mezzanine 
area due to lack of available space on the main floor.  The expansion was also needed 
in order to provide a suitable secure area for Human Resources. In addition, the 
expansion was designed to provide additional conference/meeting rooms, 48 additional 
CSR work stations, 16 support staff work stations, an expanded mail room, and 
additional restrooms. In addition, the expansion added approximately 4,000 sq. ft. to the 
space rented by AWR. 

 
b.  Yes. The one-time costs were: 
 

Alton CSC Third Amendment to the Lease Agreement 
    

Facility  $      484,772.93    

Telecom  $        91,312.10    

Computer Equipment  $      138,566.59    
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Furniture/Workstations  $      314,790.68    

Engineering/Setup  $   1,849,893.90    

Total Third Amendment  $   2,879,336.20    

 
c.  AWR was not allocated any of the one-time incremental costs associated with the      
 expansion.  Please see the attached. 
 

IAWC was allocated one-time costs associated with the expansion through depreciation 
expense in accordance with the approved Service Company Agreement. 

 
Attachment: 
 
DGK-7.03 Attachment 1.xlsx  
 
Date Response Provided:  March 13, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 REVISED RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-9.01 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Rich Kerckhove  
Title: Manager, Rates and Regulation  
Phone No.: (314) 996-2366  
Date Received: April 11, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-9.01 

With regard to the Company’s second revised response to Staff DR DGK-7.03, which indicates 
that AWWSC incurred $2.8 million in costs for the third expansion, and the Company’s response 
to Staff DR DAS 5.07 that indicates that only $1.8 million was paid to Alton Center Business 
Park (“ACBP”), please provide the following information: 

a.  Of the $2.8 million of costs incurred by AWWSC for this expansion, what costs were 
expensed and what costs were capitalized?  Please indicate the year or years for 
expensed and capitalized amounts. 

b.  How did AWWSC recover the capitalized costs?  Please indicate the amount each entity 
was billed or allocated by year and the method by which the amounts billed or allocated 
were determined. 

c.  Are any of these capitalized costs in the test year in this case?  If so, how much? 
d.  What depreciation period(s) was used for the capitalized costs? 
e.  What is (are) the annual depreciation amount(s) for the capitalized costs? 
f.  How did AWWSC recover the expensed costs?  Please indicate the amount each entity 

was billed or allocated by year and the method by which the amounts billed or allocated 
were determined. 

g.  Are any of these expensed costs in the test year in this case?  If so, how much? 
 
 
 

REVISED RESPONSE  
 

a. The entire $2.8 million of costs supplied in the second revised response DGK-7.03 was 
capitalized in November 2007. 

 
b. The capitalized costs are recovered through depreciation expense.  Please see the 

attached file DAS-9.01 Attachment.xls for the breakdown of costs by year and affiliate.  
 

c. Depreciation expense of $44,120 related to the capitalized costs is included in the test 
year. 

 
d. The depreciation period used for the assets is shown below. 
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Alton CSC Third Amendment to the Lease Agreement 

Asset  Amount 

Depreciation
Period ‐ 
Mo's 

Facility  $484,772.93  120

Telecom  $91,312.10  60

Computer Equipment  $138,566.59  60

Furniture/Workstations  $314,790.68  120

Engineering/Setup  $1,849,893.90  60

Total Third Amendment  $2,879,336.20    

 
e. Please see response b. 

 
f. No costs were expensed. 

 
g. No expensed costs were included in the test year. 
 

Attachments: 
 
DAS-9.01 CONFIDENTIAL Attachment 1.xls 
 
 
Date Response Provided:  April 23, 2012 
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 ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
 

 RESPONSE TO ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION 
 

DATA REQUEST NUMBER DAS-8.11 
 
 
 
Witness Responsible: Karla O. Teasley  
Title: President  
Phone No.: 618-239-3247  
Date Received: April 5, 2012  
Docket No.: 11-0767          
 
 
DAS-8.11 

With regard to IAWC’s witness Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony regarding Mr. Sackett’s serious 
allegations that IAWC has violated the Act before reviewing all the available facts,” IAWC Ex. 
1.00R, pp. 13-14, please provide the following information: 

a.  Provide a list of all materials reviewed by the witness in preparation of her direct 
testimony. 

b.  Provide a list of all materials reviewed by the witness in preparation of her rebuttal 
testimony. 

c.  List the “facts” to which Ms. Teasley is referring. 
d.  List the “studies” to which Ms. Teasley is referring. 
e.  Did IAWC provide these facts in this case through either testimony or discovery about 

affiliate issues in this case?  If yes, provide cites to testimony or documentation to 
substantiate this claim. 

f.  Did IAWC refer to these studies in this case through either testimony or discovery about 
affiliate issues in this case?  If yes, provide cites to testimony or documentation to 
substantiate this claim. 

g.  In the ICC dockets referenced in Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony did IAWC provide staff 
with the CCAP agreement?  If yes, provide documentation to substantiate this claim. 

h.  In the ICC dockets referenced in Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony did IAWC provide staff 
with the MOU agreement?  If yes, provide documentation to substantiate this claim. 

i.  In the ICC dockets referenced in Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony did IAWC provide staff 
with the Alton leases?  If yes, provide documentation to substantiate this claim. 

j.  In the audit referenced in Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony did IAWC provide staff with 
the CCAP agreement?  If yes, provide documentation to substantiate this claim. 

k.  In the audit referenced in Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony did IAWC provide staff with 
the MOU agreement?  If yes, provide documentation to substantiate this claim. 

l.  In the audit referenced in Ms. Teasley’s rebuttal testimony did IAWC provide staff with 
the Alton leases?  If yes, provide documentation to substantiate this claim. 

m.  Did Ms. Teasley ever review the CCAP?  If yes, provide approximate dates and in what 
context. 

n.  Did Ms. Teasley ever review the MOU?  If yes, provide approximate dates and in what 
context. 

o.  Did Ms. Teasley ever review the Alton leases?  If yes, provide approximate dates and in 
what context. 

p.  It does not appear to Staff that Ms. Teasley concludes that IAWC has not violated the 
Act?  Does Ms. Teasley contend that IAWC has not violated the Act?   

q.  Please provide the specific citation for the finding that the Commission found no 
improper allocation issues in Docket No. 09-0319 after reviewing the studies? 
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r.  Did the Commission order an audit after reviewing those studies? 
 
RESPONSE  
 

a. IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and 
without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. Ms. Teasley routinely 
reviews a wide variety of materials in the performance of her job duties, all of which form 
a basis for the knowledge, experience and expertise that form the basis for her 
testimony.  She specifically reviewed the following materials in preparation for her direct 
testimony: Portions of the Final Order in Docket 09-0319, financial and rate information 
included as part of the rate case filing requirements, direct testimony of other company 
witnesses, and the Service Company Agreement between IAWC and AWWSC. 

 
b. IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and 

without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. See (a).  In addition, she 
specifically reviewed the following materials in preparation for her rebuttal testimony: 
Section 7-101 of the Public Utilities Act, rebuttal testimony of Barry Suits and Karen 
Cooper, data responses that she sponsors, data responses from ICC Staff that are cited 
in her rebuttal testimony, Executive Summary of NorthStar audit report, Order on 
Reopening in Docket 02-0517, and Direct Testimony of David Sackett,  

 
c.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and 

without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. Ms. Teasley’s reference to 
“available facts” includes, but is not limited to: Commission Order in Docket 07-0507; 
Commission Order in Docket 09-0319; the following testimony and exhibits from Docket 
09-0319: Service Company Cost Study (IAWC Ex. 11.01), Self Provision Study (IAWC 
Ex. 1.04, 1.01SUPP), Belleville Lab Study (IAWC Ex. 5.04); Testimony of Ms. Teasley 
(IAWC Ex. 1.00 (Teasley Dir.), p. 15-26), Testimony of Mr. Uffelman (IAWC Ex. 10.00 
(Uffelman Dir.), pp. 4-5), Testimony of Mr. Grubb (IAWC Ex. 5.00 (Rev.) (Grubb Dir.), p. 
2-12); Data Responses provided by IAWC to NorthStar in Docket 10-0366 Audit; 
Response of IAWC to NorthStar Final Audit Report in Docket 10-0366; Orders in ICC 
Dockets 04-0595 and 04-0597. 

 
d.  IAWC objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome. Subject to and 

without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. See (c). 
 
e.  IAWC objects to this request to the extent it assumes an obligation on IAWC’s part to 

provide information that is publically available, to provide information that is not 
specifically requested in discovery, or to speculate about what information Staff may or 
may not consider appropriate to review in the course of evaluating IAWC’s rate filing. 
Subject to and without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. Certain 
information was provided in discovery. See e.g., IAWC’s Response to AG 5.1, which 
included the responses to NorthStar data requests from the Docket 10-0366 Audit. 
IAWC believes that these responses would have been available to Staff in any event as 
they were provided to Staff in Docket 10-0366. The vast majority of other information 
listed in (c) is publically available on the ICC’s e-Docket. 

 
f.  IAWC objects to this request to the extent it assumes an obligation on IAWC’s part to 

provide information that is publicly available, to provide information that is not specifically 
requested in discovery, or to speculate about what information Staff may or may not 
consider appropriate to review in the course of evaluating IAWC’s rate filing. Subject to 
and without waiving these objections, IAWC responds as follows. Yes.  See e.g., IAWC 
Exs 1.00, pp. 22-35; 4.00, pp. 12-13;  
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g.  IAWC assumes that this request is referring to Dockets 10-0366 (audit) and 09-0319.  
IAWC objects to this request to the extent it assumes an obligation on IAWC’s part to 
provide information that is not specifically requested in discovery, or to speculate about 
what information Staff may or may not consider appropriate to review in the course of 
evaluating IAWC’s rate filings. Subject to and without waiving these objections, IAWC 
responds as follows. No. 

 
h.  See (g). 
 
i.  See (g). 
 
j.  See (g). 
 
k.  See (g). 
 
l.  See (g). 
 
m.  No. The CCAP did not apply to Illinois. 
 
n.  No 
 
o.  No 
 
p. Yes. See IAWC Ex. 1.00R, p. 2 and 14. 
 
q.  See Docket 09-0319, Final Order, pp. 28, 31-33, 46-48. 
 
r. IAWC objects to this request as calling for a legal conclusion and speculation about the 

Commission’s deliberations. Subject to and without waiving these objections, IAWC 
responds as follows. The Docket 09-0319 Order speaks for itself. 

 
Date Response Provided:  April 17, 2012 
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