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I. WITNESS IDENTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND 1 

Q1. Please state your name and business address. 2 

A. Karen Cooper.  My business address is American Water, 1410 3 

Discovery Parkway, Alton, Illinois 62002. 4 

Q2. Are you the same Karen Cooper 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. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to certain aspects 10 

of the testimony of Staff witness David Sackett. 11 

III. RESPONSE TO STAFF WITNESS MR. SACKETT 12 

Q4. Have you reviewed Mr. Sackett’s testimony?13 

A. Yes.  He continues to believe that call transfers to AWR and WLPP 14 

orders benefit AWR, rather than being simply a convenience to IAWC’s 15 

customers.  He recommends, among other things, that the Commission 16 

order IAWC to prohibit AWWSC from making such transfers. 17 

Q5. Please summarize your response. 18 

A. I think it is very important to place Mr. Sackett’s testimony in 19 

perspective.  He alleges two “services” are indirectly provided by IAWC 20 
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to AWR without authorization; call transfers and “WLPP” service orders.  21 

But, as I explained in my rebuttal testimony, out of 4,147,159 customer 22 

calls answered by the CSC in total for the American Water system in 23 

2011, there were 2,928 transfers, or 0.06% of the total.  For IAWC, over 24 

1.9 million service orders were issued in 2010-11, but only 74 were 25 

WLPP orders.  As I also explained in my rebuttal, along with IAWC 26 

witness Mr. Suits’, to the extent there are transfers made or WLPP 27 

orders issued for IAWC customers, they are driven by the IAWC 28 

customers’ inquiries about water line protection programs.  Call center 29 

CSRs cannot otherwise tell, in the absence of customer provided 30 

information, if an IAWC customer has an AWR product.  The transfers 31 

or WLPPs are for the convenience of the customer, not AWR.  And, as I 32 

discuss below, there are customer service concerns with adopting Mr. 33 

Sackett’s recommendations.   34 

Q6. Mr. Sackett claims that IAWC fails to address the “central facts” that 35 

ratepayers can call IAWC’s toll free number and end up speaking to 36 

AWR.  Do you agree? 37 

A. No.  IAWC does not dispute that IAWC ratepayers, or anyone else, may 38 

call IAWC’s toll free number.  IAWC’s toll-free number is broadly 39 

disseminated, through printing on bills and other means.  The majority of 40 

calls received are in fact from ratepayers; however, callers who are not 41 

ratepayers can and do call the toll free number.  For example, Mr. 42 

Sackett has called the call center, and he is not an IAWC ratepayer.  43 
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The call center also receives calls from people who have simply dialed 44 

the wrong number.  If callers to the Illinois number inquire about service 45 

line protection, they are transferred to AWR.  But as I explained in 46 

rebuttal testimony, such a transfer for an IAWC caller is entirely 47 

dependent on the caller indicating an interest in service line protection.  48 

Although Mr. Sackett does not accept the fact, CSRs cannot tell if an 49 

IAWC ratepayer does or does not have an AWR product.  I believe this 50 

to be a crucial point, because whenever a ratepayer calls the IAWC toll-51 

free number, the only way a CSR would know that customer is an AWR 52 

customer is if the customer tells the CSR.  Mr. Sackett appears to 53 

acknowledge as much when he states, “So, while the transfer occurs 54 

and is undisputed, CSRs are in fact referring inquiring ratepayers to 55 

their non-regulated affiliates for informational/marketing purposes.”  56 

(ICC Staff Ex. 15.0, p. 24-25, (emphasis added)).  This confirms that the 57 

transfer is for the customer’s benefit – that is, the central fact is that the 58 

transfer is a convenience to the IAWC customer. 59 

Q7. Mr. Sackett also points to CSC training materials that he says 60 

confirms that transfers are made, without exception for IAWC. Do 61 

you agree? 62 

A. As stated above, I do not disagree that a de minimis number of transfers 63 

happen.  But in Illinois, such transfers occur only at the customer’s 64 

instigation, because the CSR cannot tell if the customer has an AWR 65 

product.  This is the IAWC “exception” that Mr. Sackett is looking for: 66 
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CSRs cannot tell if IAWC customers are “currently enrolled” in an AWR 67 

product, and so only initiate a transfer if the customer inquires about 68 

service line protection.  Mr. Sackett’s rebuttal testimony (p. 15) cites 69 

selectively to the training materials in this regard.  For example, he does 70 

not include the statement from the same page of the Emergency 71 

Service Order training documents that states “Customer protection 72 

plans are not available in all states”.  Moreover, the very information 73 

cited by Mr. Sackett confirms that transfers only occur where the 74 

customer is “requesting information” about service line protection 75 

programs. In other words, the training materials confirm there is no 76 

affirmative effort to transfer a customer to AWR. 77 

Q8. Do you have any other comments about the training materials Mr. 78 

Sackett cites? 79 

A. Yes.  These materials are meant to cover training on the CSR practices 80 

and procedures generally applicable to all states.  However, there are 81 

state specific differences in practice or procedure that are not included 82 

in the training documentation.  An example is the fact that CSRs cannot 83 

see whether an Illinois customer has an AWR product.  This kind of 84 

information is covered in sessions during training on State-specific 85 

information.   86 

Q9. Mr. Sackett claims that AWR is the exclusive recipient of the 87 

“courtesies” of transfer and WLPP. Is this accurate? 88 

A. Transfers are only made to AWR.  But, as I explained in my rebuttal, a 89 



IAWC Exhibit 15.00SR 
 

-5- 
	  

call from a customer to the Illinois toll free number may result in a WLPP 90 

service order if the customer says they have a service line protection 91 

program.  The CSR does not determine if the Illinois caller has an AWR 92 

product or not, and so the caller could have any service line protection 93 

product.  Thus, a WLPP could be issued for a customer who has a 94 

service line program other than AWR.  Further, I am not aware of any 95 

other service line protection program providers requesting that 96 

information and transfers be provided to them as Mr. Sacket suggests.   97 

Q10. Mr. Sackett nevertheless recommends that all transfers to AWR be 98 

halted.  What is your response? 99 

A. To put it simply, I believe this would be bad customer service.  In my 100 

experience, callers find a situation where they are told that the 101 

information they seek cannot be provided or that they cannot be placed 102 

in touch with someone who can address their concerns to be extremely 103 

frustrating.  Mr. Sackett’s recommendation would mean that a CSR 104 

would essentially have to hang up on an inquiring customer, possibly 105 

after reading a statement explaining the situation.  Not only would the 106 

CSR be prohibited from transferring the call; they would also be 107 

prohibited from giving the customer AWRs telephone number or 108 

website, as this would constitute a “service” to AWR in the form of a 109 

“referral,” according to Mr. Sackett.  I believe the caller would find this 110 

perplexing and very frustrating.  Although AWWSC would comply with a 111 

Commission ordered instruction from IAWC along these lines, I would 112 
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consider such an instruction to be inconsistent with fundamental 113 

customer service principles. 114 

Q11. Do you have other concerns? 115 

A. Yes.  Because calls charges are determined based on call duration, Mr. 116 

Sackett’s proposals could increase costs.  When a customer asks about 117 

service line products or services or wishes to get in contact with AWR, 118 

transferring the call to AWR literally takes seconds. The incremental 119 

cost of the transfer is so negligible as to be meaningless.  The 120 

incremental cost of the call transfer, if any, would be more expensive to 121 

monitor and track than the actual cost of the transfer.  If the call center 122 

adopted Mr. Sackett’s recommendation, CSRs would be required to first 123 

ask callers whether they are an IAWC customer.  If at some point in the 124 

conversation the customer asks about AWR, the CSR would have to 125 

hang up the phone.  But if the caller is not a customer, the agent would 126 

be allowed to transfer the call to AWR.  Engaging in discussion with the 127 

caller about whether they are a customer, and explaining why the CSR 128 

cannot provide information about AWR, would increase the length of 129 

calls and hence, the cost. 130 

Q12. Are the CSC and AWR separate? 131 

A. Yes.  The CSC and AWR maintain separate call centers to keep call 132 

center activities for water and wastewater service and customer 133 

protection plans activities separate, and to ensure that costs are 134 

properly accounted for. The CSRs who handle calls for the American 135 
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Water utilities support water and wastewater customers.  A different 136 

group of CSRs handle calls for AWR, and therefore support protection 137 

plan customers.  Separating these functions makes it easier to account 138 

for and allocate costs, to ensure that utility ratepayers in each American 139 

Water jurisdiction pay only the appropriate portion of AWWSC call 140 

center costs. 141 

Q13. Mr. Sackett continues to claim that IAWC ratepayer information could 142 

be provided to AWR.  Could IAWC customer information from 143 

AWWSC databases be obtained by AWR? 144 

A. No.  IAWC customer information is maintained in its own environment in 145 

ECIS and, as previously stated and demonstrated, contains no 146 

information on whether a customer has a protection plan or not.  AWR 147 

has a customer information system called Aptify, which is separate and 148 

distinct from ECIS.  Moreover, I know of no interconnection of these two 149 

customer information systems. 150 

Q14. Does IAWC maintain customer information separate from its 151 

affiliates? 152 

A. Yes.  IAWC’s ECIS customer information is maintained, in its own 153 

version of ECIS, separately from both IAWC’s regulated affiliates and 154 

AWR.  As stated above, AWR has a customer information system that is 155 

different and separate from ECIS.  Also, each state affiliate has its own 156 

distinct version of ECIS. 157 
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Q15. Have you reviewed Mr. Sackett’s $44,120 depreciation adjustment 158 

related to the 2007 Alton CSC expansion? 159 

A. Yes. 160 

Q16. Do you have any comments? 161 

A. Yes.  I believe the cost of the expansion is charged to AWR through the 162 

increased rent it pays on the larger space it occupies.  The disallowance 163 

also appears to be for the depreciation of the entire cost of the 2007 164 

expansion.  AWR does not occupy all of the space associated with the 165 

2007 expansion, so I believe it is overstated.   166 

Q17. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 167 

A. Yes, it does.  168 


