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I. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND 1 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. Karla O. Teasley.  My business address is 300 North Water Works 3 

Drive, Belleville, Illinois 62223. 4 

Q2. Are you the same Karla O. Teasley who previously filed testimony in 5 

this proceeding? 6 

A. Yes I am. 7 

II. PURPOSE OF SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 8 

Q3. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 9 

A. In this Part 2 of my surrebuttal testimony, I address ICC Staff witness 10 

David Sackett’s rebuttal testimony. I explain why he is wrong to 11 

conclude that IAWC directly or indirectly supports AWR. I also address 12 

his claim that IAWC has improperly withheld information requested by 13 

Staff in this proceeding. IAWC has not done so. Moreover, it is logically 14 

inconsistent for Mr. Sackett to charge that IAWC may have violated 15 

Section 7-101 of the Public Utilities Act (Act) by making unapproved 16 

transfers of information to AWR, while at the same time Mr. Sackett 17 

demands that IAWC “voluntarily” obtain information from AWR and turn 18 

it over to Staff.  19 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS DAVID SACKETT 20 

Q4. Have you reviewed Mr. Sackett’s testimony? 21 
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A. Yes I have.  22 

Q5. What does Mr. Sackett allege on rebuttal? 23 

A. Mr. Sackett changes his first recommendation. In direct testimony, he 24 

recommended that the Commission find that IAWC “has violated” 25 

Section 7-101 of the Act. He now recommends that the Commission 26 

“open a proceeding” to determine whether any violations have occurred, 27 

and consider imposing penalties if any violations are found. He 28 

continues to recommend that the Commission order IAWC to prohibit 29 

AWWSC from referring IAWC ratepayers to any affiliate providing non-30 

regulated services. IAWC witness Mr. Kerckhove addresses a new 31 

recommendation concerning Mr. Sackett’s proposed depreciation 32 

expense adjustment.  33 

Q6. Are Mr. Sackett’s first two recommendations based on the same 34 

allegations he discussed in direct testimony? 35 

A. Yes. He continues to allege that Section 7-101 is violated whenever 36 

AWWSC, acting as “agent” for IAWC (based on a theory of agency 37 

which, in my rebuttal, I explain is not appropriate), transfers a call to 38 

AWR, or issues a service order for an IAWC customer that has a water 39 

line protection program. 40 

Call Transfers 41 

Q7. Under what circumstances are calls to IAWC transferred to AWR? 42 

A. As Ms. Cooper has explained, AWWSC call center agents answer calls 43 
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on behalf of regulated utilities that are part of the American Water 44 

system. Each utility, including IAWC, has its own toll-free number. The 45 

American Water call center receives approximately 4 million calls per 46 

year system-wide, about 400,000 for Illinois. Of the calls received in 47 

2011, as explained by Ms. Cooper, approximately .06% (six hundredths 48 

of one percent) resulted in customers asking about service line 49 

protection products or services. When this happens, the Customer 50 

Service Representative (“CSR”) promptly transfers the call to AWR, 51 

which operates a separate call center in the same facility. AWR handles 52 

the call from there. It is this .06% of calls that Mr. Sackett is concerned 53 

about. 54 

Q8. What is his concern? 55 

A. He argues that when a person calls IAWC’s toll-free number and that 56 

person is subsequently transferred to AWR, the transfer constitutes a 57 

“service” by IAWC to AWR, and that this “service” provides “support” to 58 

AWR that AWR does not pay for. 59 

Q9. Does AWR have its own call center? 60 

A. Yes. AWR operates its own call center with its own employees. This 61 

ensures that AWR call center activities and the associated costs are 62 

separate from and not incurred by IAWC or other regulated utilities.  63 

Q10. Does Mr. Sackett allege that the CSRs actively solicit callers to 64 

purchase AWR products and services? 65 
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A. He does not. (Response to data request IAWC-ICC 1.59.) Ms. Cooper’s 66 

rebuttal testimony addressed Mr. Sackett’s claim that CSRs “refer” 67 

potential customers to AWR. They do not. As Ms. Cooper testifies, 68 

CSRs simply transfer calls to AWR at the caller’s request or when a 69 

caller asks about service line protection. Mr. Sackett explains in rebuttal 70 

that he does not use the term “referral” to mean “marketing referral”: “I 71 

used the terms ‘refer’ and ‘referral’ more broadly to mean any method of 72 

getting ratepayers connected with AWR.” (ICC Staff Ex. 15.0, p. 22, 73 

lines 483-84.) 74 

Q11. Does Mr. Sackett allege that the CSRs who support IAWC make 75 

outbound calls to solicit IAWC customers to purchase AWR products 76 

and services? 77 

A. He does not. 78 

Q12. What would be the consequence of adopting Mr. Sackett’s 79 

recommendation that IAWC prohibit CSRs from “referring IAWC’s 80 

ratepayers to any affiliate providing non-regulated services”? 81 

A. Call center costs would increase and customer service would be 82 

diminished.   83 

Q13.  How would costs increase? 84 

A. As Mr. Sackett acknowledges, calls to the Illinois toll-free number are 85 

charged to Illinois based on the duration of the call. As Ms. Cooper 86 

explains, if a customer asks about AWR products or services or 87 
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otherwise wishes to get in contact with AWR, transferring the call to 88 

AWR is accomplished in a matter of seconds. The incremental cost of 89 

the transfer is negligible. If the call center were operated as Mr. Sackett 90 

believes it should be, CSRs would need to know whether the caller is an 91 

IAWC customer before determining whether to transfer a call to AWR. 92 

Engaging in this discussion and explaining to IAWC customers why the 93 

CSR cannot provide information about AWR, or transfer a call to AWR, 94 

would increase the length of calls and hence, the cost.  95 

Q14. How would service be diminished? 96 

A. As I mentioned, and as explained further by Ms. Cooper, CSRs would 97 

be prohibited from giving IAWC customers any contact information for 98 

AWR. The irony with Mr. Sackett’s proposal is that callers who are not 99 

IAWC customers could be transferred to AWR or given information to 100 

contact AWR directly, while IAWC customers would be left to attempt to 101 

find AWR contact information on their own and make a separate call. 102 

The Company does not believe this would be good customer service. 103 

Q15. How would IAWC implement Mr. Sackett’s recommendation if it were 104 

adopted? 105 

A. Frankly, I am not sure. CSRs would have to either hang up on the 106 

customer or somehow explain that the Company is not permitted to 107 

transfer the customer to AWR or provide any contact information, and 108 

that any questions about this policy should be referred to the 109 

Commission. Engaging in these discussions as well as fielding follow-up 110 
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questions from customers about this policy to supervisors or others 111 

would increase call times and the cost of these calls.  More importantly, 112 

however, from my perspective, treating customers this way could lead to 113 

customer frustration, adversely impact the Company’s relationship with 114 

its own customers, or increase calls to the Commission’s Consumer 115 

Services division. 116 

Q16. How does Mr. Sackett respond to Ms. Cooper’s explanation that call 117 

transfers to AWR are a convenience for the customer? 118 

A. He calls this a “mischaracterization” and labels the explanation “odd,” 119 

but offers no suggestion of what else the CSR should do. He also claims 120 

that transferring calls cannot be a “service” to ratepayers unless it is 121 

known “if the products for which they are being transferred are not ‘over-122 

priced.” 123 

Q17. Is the price of AWR products of any relevance to IAWC? 124 

A. No.  IAWC does not endorse, market, or assist in the marketing of AWR 125 

products, nor does it engage in pricing discussions with AWR. Whether 126 

an IAWC customer wishes to purchase services from AWR, as well as 127 

the terms and cost of those services, is between the customer and 128 

AWR. 129 

Work Orders 130 

Q18. What is Mr. Sackett’s concern about the work order process? 131 

A. He continues to allege that the purpose of the WLPP service order is 132 
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intended to determine if a leak is AWR’s responsibility and so is a 133 

service to AWR. 134 

Q19. How many WLPPs are issued for Illinois? 135 

A. WLPPs constituted approximately 74 out of 1.9 million service orders in 136 

Illinois in 2010-2011, or less than .004% (four thousandths of one 137 

percent) of the total.  138 

Q20. What is your response to Mr. Sackett’s allegations about the WLPP? 139 

A. As explained in Ms. Cooper’s rebuttal, if a customer calling to report a 140 

leak mentions they have any service line protection program regardless 141 

of Company ownership, a “WLPP” order is issued. As explained by 142 

IAWC witness Mr. Suits, if the customer has informed the CSC that they 143 

have a service line protection program and a WLPP order is issued, or if 144 

the customer tells the field technician they have service line protection, if 145 

the customer then inquires of the field service technician about how they 146 

would get a customer leak repaired (where the utility is not responsible), 147 

the field service technician can advise the customer to contact their 148 

service line protection provider. Thus, in the rare instance that a WLPP 149 

order is issued, it is entirely customer driven, as its purpose is for the 150 

convenience of the customer in understanding their options to repair 151 

their leak. 152 

Information Produced To Staff 153 

Q21. Throughout his testimony, Mr. Sackett criticizes the Company for not 154 
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providing information about AWWSC or AWR in response to data 155 

requests. Do you have any general response? 156 

A. Yes. His criticisms imply that IAWC has provided little if any information 157 

related to AWWSC and AWR. This is not true. IAWC has responded to 158 

at least 90 data requests related to Mr. Sackett’s claims, which include 159 

360 subparts. In addition to narrative responses, the Company has 160 

produced over 1,700 pages of documents. As noted in numerous 161 

responses to Staff’s discovery, IAWC has responded in good faith to all 162 

Staff data requests by providing relevant information that is within 163 

IAWC’s possession, custody or control. To the extent information was 164 

requested about AWWSC, and IAWC has a right under the Service 165 

Company Agreement (SCA) to request the information from the Service 166 

Company, this information was provided as well. Mr. Sackett’s claim that 167 

the Company has been obstructionist or evasive is simply not true. 168 

IAWC cannot produce information it does not have. In particular, this 169 

means that IAWC cannot produce AWR’s information. As I will explain 170 

below, it would be a potential violation of Section 7-101 of the Act for 171 

IAWC to request and obtain the information from AWR that Mr. Sackett 172 

criticizes the Company for not producing. 173 

Q22. What type of information did Mr. Sackett ask for that the Company 174 

does not have? 175 

A. Mr. Sacket claims that IAWC has “chosen to not reveal” information 176 

about AWR, such as AWR’s interactions with the Service Company; 177 
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AWR’s business practices; AWR’s computer systems; AWR’s customer 178 

counts and financial information; costs AWR incurs; and AWR’s call 179 

center training and procedures. In saying that IAWC has “chosen not to 180 

reveal” this information, he implies that (i) IAWC actually has the 181 

information or (ii) IAWC has the right to request the information from 182 

AWR and AWR is required to disclose it. Neither assumption is correct. 183 

Q23. Does IAWC have possession, custody or control of the business 184 

records of its affiliates? 185 

A. No. Notwithstanding an affiliation that exists by virtue of common 186 

ownership, IAWC and AWR are separate companies. As Mr. Sackett is 187 

well aware, the Public Utilities Act and Commission regulations require 188 

that separation be maintained between regulated and unregulated 189 

activities, and their interactions are governed by approved agreements 190 

and Commission rules. The whole purpose of Section 7-101 is to ensure 191 

that this separation is maintained. In this way, affiliated interests may 192 

not provide services to each other without Commission approval. 193 

Q24. Mr. Sackett says that “This apparent unwillingness to cooperate with 194 

a voluntary process raises concerns as to why IAWC and its affiliates 195 

are not being cooperative,” and calls into question whether the 196 

AWWSC SCA is still in the public interest. How do you respond? 197 

A. I am not sure what “voluntary process” Mr. Sackett is referring to. 198 

IAWC’s obligations to respond to discovery are not “voluntary.” The 199 

Company is required to respond to Staff discovery requests pursuant to 200 



IAWC Exhibit 1.00SR-Part 2 
 

-10- 
	  

the Commission’s rules. To the extent IAWC has objected in good faith 201 

to providing information, the Commission’s discovery rules have 202 

procedures for seeking to compel its production. Staff has opted not to 203 

utilize these procedures.  However, I do not view IAWC’s raising of good 204 

faith objections as uncooperative. 205 

Q25. Does IAWC have the ability to direct AWR to provide IAWC or the 206 

Commission with any of the information Mr. Sackett requested? 207 

A. No. Apart from the lease between IAWC and AWR, there are no 208 

agreements between the companies. Mr. Sackett admits that there is no 209 

legal requirement that AWR provide information to IAWC. (Response to 210 

Data Response IAWC-ICC 6.35.)  211 

Q26. Couldn’t IAWC have asked AWR to voluntarily provide information? 212 

A. As Mr. Sackett has noted, the Commission denied IAWC’s request for 213 

approval of an affiliate relationship between IAWC and AWR. This would 214 

seem to indicate that the Commission did not want the two companies 215 

exchanging the type of information Mr. Sackett requested. Under Mr. 216 

Sackett’s expansive view of Section 7-101, there could be a question of 217 

whether the sharing of such information would be considered an 218 

unapproved “service,” given his opinion that any exchange of 219 

information is prohibited in the absence of an approved affiliated interest 220 

agreement. Mr. Sackett is very clear: “I conclude that IAWC ratepayer 221 

information may be being provided indirectly from IAWC to AWR via 222 

AWWSC or some other corporate entity. Providing this information 223 
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constitutes a service. IAWC did not get permission from the Commission 224 

to provide any services in the Order approving its AIA . . . .” (ICC Staff 225 

Ex. 15.0, p. 38, lines 859-62.) If the “indirect” exchange of information 226 

between IAWC and AWR is a prohibited service, the direct exchange of 227 

information could be as well. 228 

Q27. Do you agree that the SCA requires IAWC to produce the information 229 

Mr. Sackett claims was wrongfully withheld? 230 

A. No, I do not. Paragraph 4.2 of the SCA contains a provision requiring 231 

AWWSC to “keep its books and records available at all times for 232 

inspection by representative of Water Company or by regulatory bodies 233 

having jurisdiction over Water Company.” AWR is not a party to this 234 

agreement, so there is no basis to argue that it applies to AWR or 235 

authorizes or requires IAWC to obtain information from AWR.  236 

Q28. Does the SCA authorize IAWC to request information from AWWSC? 237 

A. Yes, but only with respect to “the services rendered by Service 238 

Company, the costs thereof, and the allocation of such costs among 239 

Water Companies.” (Article 4.3). AWR is not the Service Company or a 240 

“Water Company” under the SCA. In any event, IAWC has in fact 241 

provided Staff with voluminous information concerning AWWSC 242 

allocations and charges to IAWC. 243 

Q29. Is the scope of the information requested by Mr. Sackett limited to 244 

the concerns he has raised about the call center activities or service 245 
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orders? 246 

A. Not at all. As I explained earlier, the focus of Mr. Sackett’s concerns is 247 

that the transfers of calls that originate from the IAWC toll-free number 248 

to AWR constitute a “service” for which Commission approval has not 249 

been obtained. His specific recommendations are that the Commission 250 

find (or open an investigation to determine) whether civil penalties are 251 

appropriate, and that IAWC should direct AWWSC to stop transferring 252 

calls to AWR. The information that Mr. Sackett complains IAWC has not 253 

produced (for example, the AWR specific information I discuss above) 254 

goes well beyond the issues raised in his recommendations or the 255 

activities that he claims warrant his recommendations. It is inappropriate 256 

of Mr. Sackett to claim that IAWC’s refusal to “voluntarily” provide 257 

information from AWWSC and AWR justifies his concerns and the need 258 

for the investigation he recommends. 259 

Q30. What does Mr. Sackett say about the sharing of customer 260 

information? 261 

A. He says IAWC ratepayer information “may” be being provided to AWR. 262 

However, he again offers no examples of such inappropriate sharing of 263 

information. As Ms. Cooper testifies, AWWSC does not provide 264 

customer information to AWR. IAWC does not provide customer 265 

information to AWR. All Mr. Sackett offers in response are vague, 266 

hypothetical assertions that AWR “may” somehow be obtaining 267 

information that AWWSC and IAWC have not provided.  268 
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Q31. How do you respond to the claim that the Company’s rebuttal 269 

testimony merely “makes assertions” and that the Commission 270 

“cannot merely trust that IAWC is correct in these assertions”? 271 

A. I find these statements unfortunate. As I noted earlier, the Company has 272 

responded to hundreds of data requests from Mr. Sackett and provided 273 

at least 1,700 pages of documents. Myself, Ms. Cooper and Mr. Suits 274 

responded to his direct testimony in a factual, detailed and thorough 275 

manner. That these facts are not in agreement with or convenient to Mr. 276 

Sackett’s theories is no basis for dismissing them as “assertions.” 277 

Q32. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 278 

A. Yes, it does.  279 


