Before the Public Service Commission

Of the State of Missouri

	In the Matter of the Application of Missouri-American Water Company for Approval to Establish an Infrastructure System Replacement Surcharge (ISRS)
	))))
	Case No. WO-2004-0116
Tariff No. YW-2004-0274


AMENDED LIST OF ISSUES, JOINTLY PROPOSED BY ALL PARTIES


COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, on its own behalf and on behalf of Missouri-American Water Company (“the Company”), the Office of the Public Counsel, the Missouri Energy Group, and the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers, being all of the parties in this case, and, for its Amended List of Issues, Jointly Proposed by All Parties, states to the Missouri Public Service Commission as follows:


1.  The Commission has scheduled an on-the-record presentation in this case for November 21, 2003.  On November 13, 2003, the Commission directed the Staff to file, by no later than 1:00 p.m. on November 18, 2003, a list of issues to be addressed at that on-the-record presentation.  The Commission also directed other parties to cooperate with the Staff in preparing this list of issues.


2.  On November 18, 2003, the Staff, without the benefit of full review and comment by the other parties, filed its Proposed List of Issues.  In Paragraph 4 of its Proposed List of Issues, the Staff reserved the right to file an amendment to the Proposed List of Issues, in order to more accurately state the issues, as the parties understand them.  


3.  On November 19, 2003, the Commission convened a prehearing conference in this case.  As a result of discussions at the prehearing conference, the parties have revised the list of issues and have identified the following issues in this case:

A.
Accumulated Depreciation:  Should the calculation of “Accumulated Depreciation” that is applied as an offset to the Replacement Mains and Associated Valves and Hydrants that the Company has placed in service since the last St. Louis County Water Company rate case (Case No. WR-2000-844), and as an offset to the Facilities Relocations the Company has placed in service since Case No. WR-2000-844:

· consist only of accumulated depreciation that is applicable to the specific eligible infrastructure replacement plant that has been placed in service since Case No. WR-2000-844, as the Company and the Missouri Energy Group contend; or

· be based on a ratio of the Company’s investment in this ISRS plant to the total change in the amount of the Company’s investment in plant-in-service since Case No. WR-2000-844, as the Staff and the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers contend?

B.
Accumulated Depreciation – Cost of Removal, Net of Salvage:  Should the amount of the Company’s net original cost of eligible infrastructure replacement plant be increased to reflect the cost of removal, net of salvage, for plant that was retired in connection with this new infrastructure replacement plant investment, as the Company contends, or should there be no specific increase in the net original cost of infrastructure replacement plant for cost of removal, net of salvage, as the Staff, the Office of the Public Counsel, the Missouri Energy Group and the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers contend?  


C.
Property Tax:  Should the property tax that is included in determining the ISRS be:

· equal to the product of the applicable property tax rate times the original capital cost of all eligible infrastructure replacement plant that the Company has placed in service since Case No. WR-2000-844, as the Company contends, or

· equal to the product of the applicable property tax rate and the capital cost of all eligible infrastructure replacement plant that the Company placed in service after Case No. WR-2000-844 and before January 1, 2003, as the Staff, the Office of the Public Counsel, the Missouri Energy Group and the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers contend?

D.
Application of the Surcharge:  Notwithstanding previous filings in this case to the contrary, all of the parties to this case now jointly recommend that the proposed ISRS rate schedule should include a volumetric rate for each affected customer class, with the rate to be determined through the use of the customer class billing determinants from Case No. WR-2000-844 and the ISRS revenues allocated to each affected customer class, based on the class-cost-of-service allocations from Case No. WR-2000-844.  

E.
Rate of Return:  Should the Commission apply the actual regulatory capital structure as determined during the most recent St. Louis County Water Company rate case (Case No. WR-2000-844), which both the Staff and the Company have used in preparing their filings in this case, or should the Commission apply the actual regulatory capital structure as determined in the most recent Missouri-American Water Company rate case, as discussed in the Staff’s Reply to Missouri-American’s Response, or should the Commission determine the actual regulatory capital structure of these combined entities? 
 


WHEREFORE, the parties jointly submit this Amended List of Issues, Jointly Proposed by All Parties, for use in the on-the-record presentation to be held on November 21, 2003.
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