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OF 2 
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SPIRE MISSOURI, INC. d/b/a SPIRE 4 

SPIRE EAST and SPIRE WEST 5 
GENERAL RATE CASE 6 

CASE NO. GR-2021-0108 7 

Q.     Please state your name and business address. 8 

A.     My name is Robin Kliethermes, and my business address is Missouri Public 9 

Service Commission, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102. 10 

Q.     By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 11 

A.     I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) as 12 

the Regulatory Compliance Manager of the Tariff/Rate Design Department in the Industrial 13 

Analysis Division.   14 

Q.     Please describe your educational and work background. 15 

A.        A copy of my credentials are attached to Staff’s Cost of Service report and 16 

Staff’s Class Cost of Service report filed in this case.   17 

Q. Is Staff aware of any errors in its class cost of service (“CCOS”) study that 18 

impact its study results and its class revenue responsibility recommendation? 19 

A. Yes.  In preparing its rebuttal testimony Staff became aware of the following: 20 

 1. An unreasonable calculation related to the extrapolation of daily demand 21 

values into the Distribution Mains allocator for both Spire East and Spire West, and  22 

 2. An error related to the total revenue produced by each class for both Spire 23 

East and Spire West. 24 
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Q. What is the magnitude of the net impact of these errors to the Spire West 1 

rate district? 2 

A. The Spire West Transportation class, which was reconfigured within the CCOS 3 

to include Large General Service and Large Volume Service customers who are transportation 4 

customers, was allocated fewer costs for distribution mains and a lower level of rate revenue 5 

than it otherwise should have been allocated in Staff’s direct filed CCOS. The overall change 6 

resulted in an increase in the total cost of service for the transportation class of approximately 7 

$4.6 million and an increase in the transportation class revenues of approximately $1.5 million.  8 

Q. What is the magnitude of net impact of these errors to the Spire East rate district? 9 

A. De minimus. The magnitude of the net impact of the errors was a reallocation of 10 

around $1.2 million in revenue responsibility, which did not change Staff’s overall 11 

recommendation process for Spire East rate district.  12 

Q. Could you provide the results of the revised study and provide Staff’s revised 13 

class revenue responsibility recommendation? 14 

A. Staff’s Spire East interclass revenue responsibility recommendation process 15 

remains the same as filed on page 21 of its CCOS, reproduced here for convenience, with the 16 

corrected relevant values and resulting dollar and percent recommendations provided in the 17 

table that follows: 18 

Step 1a: Preserve the revenue responsibility of any class providing revenues in 19 

excess of its cost of service. 20 

Step 1b: For any class providing revenues within 5% of its cost of service, 21 

increase that class’s revenue responsibility by the amount indicated to exactly 22 

match its cost of service at an equal rate of return. 23 
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Step 2:  For remaining classes, increase revenue responsibility proportionate 1 

to its contribution to revenues, except that it should not exceed the amount 2 

indicated to exactly match its cost of service at an equal rate of return.  3 

Step 3: For remaining classes, increase revenue responsibility proportionate to 4 

its contribution to revenues. 5 

The results of these adjustments as applied to Staff’s direct case are provided below: 6 

 7 
 8 

 9 

Staff’s Spire West interclass revenue responsibility recommendation requires the addition of 10 

“Step 3,” and modified wording of Step 1b to the process filed on page 22 of its CCOS, 11 

provided below: 12 

Step 1a: Consolidate the General Service classes and Large Volume class for 13 
study purposes to establish rate continuity. 14 

Step 1b: Preserve the revenue responsibility of the Transportation class. 15 
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Step 2:  For remaining classes, increase revenue responsibility proportionate 1 
to its contribution to revenues.  2 

Step 3: Apply a shift of revenue responsibility from the Residential Class to 3 
the Transportation Class to roughly equalize the percentage level by which 4 
each class is over-contributing.  5 

The results of these adjustments as applied to Staff’s direct case are provide below: 6 

 
The graph below corrects the table on page 20 of Staff’s CCOS study with Staff’s updated class 7 

 revenue requirement (“ending”) for Spire West. 8 

 9 
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Q. Could you explain what caused the error in Staff’s direct Distribution 1 

Mains allocator? 2 

A. The class demand values that were used in Staff’s direct filed testimony 3 

Distribution Mains allocator were disproportionately skewed towards rate schedules that were 4 

weather normalized.   5 

Q. Which rate classes were weather normalized?  6 

A. Staff weather normalized the Residential, Small General Service and Large 7 

General Service rate schedules. The Interruptible, Transportation and Large Volume Service 8 

rate classes were not weather normalized because Staff did not find these classes to be weather 9 

sensitive as explained in more detail by Staff witness Michael Stahlman in Staff’s Cost of 10 

Service (COS) report 11 

Q. How was the value of class demands calculated in Staff’s direct filed 12 

CCOS report?  13 

A.   Class demands are produced as part of Staff’s weather normalization 14 

worksheets and are calculated based on the output of the weather regression analysis.  The 15 

output is essentially a usage per day value based on the number of heating degree days (HDD) 16 

in the month.  For rate classes that were not weather normalized; including the Transportation, 17 

Interruptible, and Large Volume rate schedules, Staff calculated the actual average usage per 18 

day for each class. The actual average usage per day was then used as the rate class’ monthly 19 

demand value for the Transportation, Interruptible and Large Volume rate schedules.  20 

Q. What is wrong with the Staff’s direct filed class demand values?  21 

A.    While preparing for rebuttal testimony, Staff found that the class usage per day 22 

from the weather regression results assumed each customer in the class had the same level of 23 
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base usage, which resulted in a higher level of total annual usage than was actually billed and 1 

created an inaccurate comparison to the class demands calculated from the Transportation, 2 

Interruptible and Large Volume rate schedules which were not weather normalized. If all the 3 

rate schedules were weather normalized, then the class demand comparison would not have 4 

been skewed. However, since some rate schedules were weather normalized and some were not 5 

the comparison of class demands was skewed disproportionately towards the rate classes that 6 

were weather normalized. 7 

Q.  How did Staff correct the class demand calculation?  8 

A. Staff recalculated the class demands for each weather normalized rate class by 9 

applying the weather adjustment to usage per day per billing cycle and then summing usage per 10 

day per billing cycle for each month. Except for the weather adjustment, the calculation is 11 

consistent with the calculation of class demands for the non-weather normalized rate classes. 12 

Q. Could you explain the error to total revenue?  13 

A. The allocation of revenue to each individual rate class had an error that resulted 14 

in some studied rate classes not receiving recognition of the actual revenues contributed by the 15 

customers served within that rate class. The overall impact of this error was small as compared 16 

to the correction to Staff’s distribution mains allocator. As mentioned above, the Spire West 17 

revenue error involved the misplacement by class of approximately $1.5 million of revenues, 18 

and the Spire East error involved approximately $1.2 million of revenues.  19 

Q.   Does this conclude your testimony? 20 

A.   Yes. 21 




