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7 A. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

RALPH C. SMITH 

MISSOURI AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

CASE NOS. WR-2015-0301/SR-2015-0302 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 

Ralph C. Smith. I am a Senior Regulatory Consultant at Larkin & Associates, PLLC, 

8 15728 Farmington Road, Livonia, Michigan 48154. 

9 Q. ARE YOU THE SAME RALPH SMITH WHO PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED 

10 TESTIMONY REGARDING REVENUE REQUIREMENT IN THIS CASE? 

II A. Yes. I previously submitted testimony in this case on December 23, 2015, addressing 

12 Business Transformation and Income Taxes. 

13 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

14 A. The purpose of my testimony is to discuss the Class Cost of Service ("CCOS") studies 

15 filed by Missouri-American Water Company ("Company" or "MAWC") and to discuss 

16 Public Counsel's position on how the results of these studies should affect the rate design 

17 for customer classes within each district. I will also provide testimony on district specific 

18 pricing versus single tariff pricing. 
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Direct Testimony of 
Ralph C. Smith 
Case Nos. WR-2015-0301/SR-2015-0302 

Q. HAVE YOU PREPARED ANY SCHEDULES TO ACCOMPANY YOUR 

TESTIMONY? 

A. Yes. Schedule RCS-10 presents a comparison of the Company's proposed level of 

investment and expenses on a per customer basis between each large water district. 

Schedule RCS-11 presents a comparison of the Company's proposed level of investment 

and expenses on a per residential customer basis between each large water district. 

Schedule RCS-12 presents a comparison of the Company's proposed level of investment 

and expenses on a per commercial customer basis between each large water district. 

Schedule RCS-13 presents a comparison of the Company's proposed level of investment 

and expenses on a pei· customer basis between each small water district. 1 Schedule RCS-

14 presents a comparison of the Company's proposed level of investment and expenses 

on a per customer basis between each wastewater district. Schedule RCS-15 presents 

wastewater utility districts, the number of customers in each district, the counties in 

which each district is located, and where each district fits into Staffs proposed 

wastewater utility rate zones. Schedule RCS-16 presents an excerpt of "Consolidated 

Water Rates: Issues and Practices in Single-Tariff Pricing", a report authored by the EPA 

and NARUC in September 1999. Schedule RCS-17 presents the adjusted cost of service 

study results for MA WC's St. Louis Metro District, as well as the Revenues at present 

and proposed rates. Schedule RCS-18 presents the adjusted class cost of service study 

results for the St. Louis Metro water district. Schedule RCS-19 presents selected non-

1 In some instances, for the small water districts, the Company's proposed level of investment 
and expenses are combined (e.g., Maplewood, Riverside and Stonebridge). 
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1 confidential material that is referenced in my testimony and schedules. Schedule RCS-20 

2 presents a reconciliation to Staffs revenue requirement summarizing OPC adjustments 

3 that were used as input to the cost of service study model. 

4 I. RATE DESIGN 

5 Q. WHAT IS THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF CCOS STUDY RESULTS IN 

6 DESIGNING RATES? 

7 A. A CCOS study provides the Commission with a general guide as to the just and 

8 reasonable rate for the provision of service that corresponds to costs. In addition, other 

9 factors are also relevant considerations when determining the appropriate rate for service, 

I 0 including the value of service, affordability, rate impact, and rate continuity, etc. The 

11 determination as to the manner in which the results of a cost of service study and all the 

12 other factors are balanced in setting rates can only be detennined on a case-by-case basis. 

13 Q. HOW DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL ACCOMMODATE OTHER FACTORS SUCH 

14 AS AFFORDABILITY, RATE IMPACT, AND RATE CONTINUITY IN THE 

15 RATE DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS THAT IT MAKES TO THE 

16 COMMISSION? 

17 A. Generally, Public Counsel has recommended that the Commission adopt a rate design 

18 that balances movement toward cost of service with rate impact and affordability 

19 considerations. In cases where the existing revenue structure within a district differs 

3 
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I greatly from the class cost of service or where the district revenues differ greatly from 

2 district costs, a movement toward costs should be made. 

3 Q. PLEASE PROVIDE SOME BACKGROUND ON PAST COMMISSION 

4 DECISIONS RELATED TO MISSOURI AMERICAN'S DISTRICT COST 

5 RECOVERY. 

6 A. With respect to shifts between districts, the Commission decided in its Report and Order 

7 in Case No. WR-2000-281 to move away from single tariff pricing (a single company-

8 wide tariff that would apply to each class) toward district specific pricing. The 

9 Commission approved additional movement toward district specific pricing in cases WR-

10 2003-0500, WR-2007-216, WR-2008-0311, and WR-2011-0337. Although in most of 

11 these cases patties have reached agreement and offered joint proposals on district cost 

12 and rate design, these proceedings have been extremely contentious in pmi due to a long 

13 histoty of alleged subsidies between and within districts. 

14 Q. DOES THE OPC SUPPORT THE COMMISSION'S PAST EFFORTS TO MOVE 

15 THIS COMPANY TOWARD DISTRICT SPECIFIC PRICING? 

16 A. Yes. The Commission's effotts have merit from both an economic and public policy 

17 perspective. Moving each district's revenue closer to its district specific cost can work to 

18 reduce market distmtions by reducing incentives for making excessive district specific 

19 investments. The decision to move toward district specific cost recovery also better 

20 reflected the sentiment received in public comments in prior MA WC rate cases indicating 

4 
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that districts generally are willing to pay their own cost of service? The Commission has 

2 not mandated that district specific cost recovety be achieved in all cases or within a 

3 specific timeframe. This flexibility has allowed for deviation from strict district specific 

4 cost recove1y when reasonably necessary based on consideration of all relevant factors. 

5 Q. DO YOU RECOMMEND THAT THE COMMISSION CONTINUE THIS 

6 APPROACH TO DETERMINING INTER-DISTRICT COSTS? 

7 A. For the most part, yes. 

8 Q. DID YOU REVIEW THE COST OF SERVICE STUDIES FILED BY MA WC FOR 

9 THE INTRA-DISTRICT COSTS OF SERVING CUSTOMER CLASSES WITH 

I 0 DIFFERING DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS? 

11 A. Yes. I reviewed the class cost of service studies filed by MA WC for eight water districts 

12 served by the Company. I will refer to these districts as Brunswick, Jefferson City, Joplin, 

13 Mexico, Platte County, St Joseph, Wanensburg, and St. Louis Metro, which includes the 

14 previously distinct service areas of St. Louis County and St. Charles. In some cases the 

15 districts for which MA WC did not file a CCOS study serve only one customer class 

16 making a study that is designed to determine rates based on differences in cost 

17 characteristics between customer classes unnecessmy. 

18 Q. WERE THERE ANY OTHER DISTRICTS FOR WHICH MA WC DID NOT 

19 PERFORM A COST OF SERVICE STUDY? 

2 We note that Public comment hearings in the cmTent MA WC rate case are scheduled but have 
not yet occurred. 
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I A. 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 

8 

9 Q. 

10 A. 

According to response OPC 5048: 

The small water districts for which no cost of service study was performed 
include Anna Meadows, Maplewood, Riverside, Stone ·Bridge, 
Saddlebrooke, Emerald Point, Ozark Mountain, Lake Tanneycomo, 
Rankin Acres, White Branch, Spring Valley, Lakewood Manor, and Tri 
States. 

II. SINGLE TARIFF OR DISTRICT SPECIFIC PRICING 

DESCRIBE SINGLE TARIFF PRICING. 

Single-tariff pricing ("STP") in the provision of water or sewer service is defined as the 

II use of a unified rate structure for multiple water or sewer systems that are owned and 

12 operated by a single utility, but that may or may not be physically interconnected. Under 

13 single-tariff pricing, all customers of the utility pay the same rate for service, even though 

14 the individual systems providing service may vary in terms of operating characteristics 

15 and costs. 

16 Q. DESCRIBE DISTRICT SPECIFIC PRICING. 

17 A. District Specific Pricing ("DSP") is defined as a rate structure where direct costs 

18 associated with a specific district are recovered from that district. Under DSP, common 

19 corporate costs are allocated throughout the system to each district for recovery in rates. 

20 Q. WHAT FACTORS SHOULD THE COMMISSION CONSIDER IN 

21 DETERMINING IF RATES ARE JUST AND REASONABLE? 

6 
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1 A. The cost of service and other factors such as the value of service, affordability, rate 

2 impact, and rate continuity are relevant factors in determining just and reasonable rates. 

3 An inherent difficulty in achieving just and reasonable rates under a single tariff pricing 

4 structure is that costs may not be similar for water utilities characterized by distinct, 

5 diverse, and non-interconnected systems. 

6 Q. WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH STP? 

7 A. From a consumer perspective, a primary benefit of STP is that STP may mitigate the rate 

8 shock associated with a significant capital improvement in one rate district by spreading 

9 recovety of those costs to more customers. STP may also help to keep rates affordable for 

10 customers in high cost districts. 

11 Q. WHAT ARE THE PRIMARY DIFFICULTIES ASSOCIATED WITH STP? 

12 A. An inherent difficulty in achieving just and reasonable rates under a single tariff pricing 

13 structure is that costs may not be similar for water utilities characterized by distinct, 

14 diverse, and non-interconnected systems. MA WC's districts have substantially different 

15 characteristics including source of supply, processing and treatment requirements, and 

16 customer density and other distribution characteristics. STP may also create market 

17 .distortions by increasing incentives for making excessive district specific investments. 

18 Q. ARE YOU A WARE OF OTHER ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST SINGLE-

19 TARIFF PRICING FOR REGULATED WATER UTILITIES? 

7 
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I A. Yes. In a 1999 report titled "Consolidated Water Rates: Issues and Practices in Single-

2 Tariff Pricing", the United States Environmental Protection Agency in cooperation with 

3 the National Association of Regulatmy Utility Commissioners summarized the results of 

4 a 1996 survey of state commission staffs identifYing arguments in favor and against 

5 single-tariff pricing. The cover page and summmy of the Report are included in this 

6 testimony as Schedule RCS-16. 

7 Q. WHAT IS PUBLIC COUNSEL'S GENERAL POSITION REGARDING STP AND 

8 DSP? 

9 A. In general, Public Counsel supports the continuation of pricing that is based on district 

10 specific costs in cases where costs among districts differ substantially. In addition to 

11 aligning rates with costs, DSP seems to better reflect the sentiment received in past public 

12 comments indicating that customers are willing to pay for their own district's cost of 

13 service but are concerned about subsidizing other districts. 

14 Q. IS PUBLIC COUNSEL WILLING TO CONSIDER SOME LEVEL OF RATE 

15 CONSOLIDATION? 

16 A. Yes. Public Counsel is willing to consider some level of rate consolidation, where the 

17 consolidation gives reasonable weight to cost considerations as well as other relevant 

18 factors. Based on my initial review, MA WC's proposal for SIP goes too far in 

19 consolidating rates for districts that exhibit substantially different costs. 
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I Q. WHAT CRITERIA AND GUIDELINES DOES MR. HERBERT STATE THAT HE 

2 WAS INSTRUCTED TO USE FOR RATE DESIGN? 

3 A. 

4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 A. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 Q. 

23 A. 

At Q/A 20 and 21 of his direct testimony, Mr. Herbeti indicates that the rate design 

guidelines MA WC management discussed with him were as follows: 

(I) Develop rate schedules for three rate zones as a step toward a 
consolidated tariff pricing rate schedule applicable to all water customers 
State-wide; (2) propose uniform customer charges to recover the pro 
fonna customer costs by meter size; (3) design volumetric rates for Rate A 
and Rate J for each rate zone and for Rate B for two rate zones so that 
proposed revenues by customer classification move toward or approximate 
the indicated cost of service; ( 4) design private fire line and private 
hydrant rates for two rate zones to recover the indicated cost of service; 
and ( 5) develop consolidated tariff rates for all wastewater service areas 
except for Arnold which has its own rate schedule. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH THESE GillDELINES? 

No, not entirely. I generally agree with the guidelines of MA WC's proposed revenue by 

customer class toward the approximate indicated cost of service. However, I disagree 

with MA WC's proposed consolidation of district pricing into three rate zones and 

generally disagree with MA WC's proposal for moving to consolidated tariff pricing 

state-wide. 

WHAT IS CONSOLIDATED TARIFF PRICING? 

Consolidated tariff pricing ("CTP") is the use of the same rates for the utility service 

24 rendered by a water company regardless of the customer's location. 

9 
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I Q. WHAT FACTORS DOES MR. HERBERT CITE AS SUPPORTING MAWC'S 

2 PROPOSED MOVE TOWARD CONSOLIDATED TARIFF PRICING? 

3 A. In Q/A 30 of his direct testimony, Mr. Herbert cites these factors as supporting 

4 consolidated rates: 

5 Consolidated rates are based on the long-term rate stability which results 
6 from a consolidated tariff, the operating characteristics of the tariff groups, 
7 the equivalent services offered, the cost of service on a district specific 
8 basis, and the principle of gradualism. 

9 

10 Q. IS THE PRINCIPLE OF GRADUALISM BEING ACHIEVED BY MA WC'S 

11 PROPOSED RATE CONSOLIDATION? 

12 A. Not for some districts and some rates, which would experience large changes. 

13 Q. IS THE COST OF SERVICE THE SAME FOR ALL OF THE SPECIFIC 

14 DISTRICTS THAT MAWC IS PROPOSING TO CONSOLIDATE? 

15 A. No. For a number of the districts that MA WC proposes to consolidate, the cost of service 

16 appears to vmy substantially. 

17 Q. ARE THE OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS THE SAME FOR ALL OF THE 

18 DISTRICTS THAT MAWC PROPOSES TO CONSOLIDATE? 

19 A. No. Operating characteristics, such as the source of water, the type of treatment, and the 

20 investment and operating costs per customer, can vary significantly between the districts. 

10 
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Q. AT Q/A 34 OF HIS DIRECT TESTIMONY, MR. HERBERT COMPARES THE 

WATER UTILITY INDUSTRY TO THE ELECTRIC UTILITY INDUSTRY. 

PLEASE RESPOND. 

4 A. Mr. Herbe1i states that: 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Charging one group of customers higher rates because they may be served 
by a newer plant whose original cost exceeds that of other plants (as a 
result of inflation) is not logical. The concepts previously discussed 
outweigh this consideration and justifY the goal of moving toward a 
consolidated tariff. The electric industry reflects such concepts when it 
serves customers in geographically dispersed areas. A kilowatt-hour 
delivered in one area has the same price as a kilowatt-hour delivered in 
another area despite the fact that cost of service studies could be 
performed to identifY differences in the cost of providing service to 
customer classes iu different regions. 

However, water and sewer utility service are distinguishable from electric utility service 

in a number of impmiant respects. The electric system is interconnected whereas 

MA WC's water aud sewer districts in Missouri are separated geographically and are 

generally not interconnected with each other. The treatment plants serving one district 

generally are not interconnected with and cannot serve other districts. 

Second, a kWh of electricity delivered to a customer located anywhere in the state is 

essentially equivalent to a kWh of electricity delivered to a customer located in a 

different geographical location within the state. However, the same is not the case with 

water utility service. The sources of the water vary from wells to rivers. Water produced 

in St. Joseph or Joplin is not delivered to MA WC customers in St. Louis County, yet 

11 
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I MA WC is proposing to consolidate the utility rates in those districts (along with others) 

2 into a new rate zone one. 

3 It is different for geographically separated non-interconnected water utility districts than 

4 for electric utility service, where systems are interconnected and electricity produced in 

5 one part of the state (or even outside of the state) can be delivered over long distances 

6 using the high voltage interconnected electric transmission systems. Thus, there are 

7 important differences between electric utility service in the one hand, and water and 

8 sewer utility service on the other. The fact that electric utilities may use consolidated 

9 tariff pricing is not a sufficient reason to impose CTP upon geographically separated, 

10 non-interconnected water utility districts where the source of water, operating 

11 characteristics, and cost of service between districts can vmy significantly. 

12 Q. IS ANOTHER WITNESS FOR OPC ALSO ADDRESSING MA WC'S REQUEST 

13 FOR CONSOLIDATION OF UTILITY DISTRICTS INTO RATE ZONES? 

14 A. Yes. OPC witness Geoff Marke is addressing economic aspects of district specific tariff 

15 pricing for the water and sewer utility service provided by MA WC. 

16 Q. HOW IS THE REMAINDER OF YOUR TESTIMONY ON DISTRICT SPECIFIC 

17 TESTIMONY ORGANIZED? 

18 A. In the following sections of my testimony, I review each water utility district that MA WC 

19 is proposing to consolidate into each rate zone. I discuss the source of water and the cost 

20 of service, and the present and proposed rates that MA WC shows for each water district. 

12 
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1 I present comparable per-customer information by district where available. I describe the 

2 analysis and conclusions concerning whether MA WC's proposed consolidated tariffs 

3 shall be adopted. Finally, I address MA WC's proposal to use consolidated tariff pricing 

4 for sewer utility districts. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 

24 

Q. 

A. 

WHAT WATER DISTRICTS WERE COMBINED FOR RATE PURPOSES IN 

MAWC'S LAST RATE CASE? 

The Order dated March 7, 2012 in MAWC's last rate case, WR-2011-0337, at pages 3-4, 

indicates that the following MA WC water districts were combined for rate purposes: 

With regard to the water districts, the signatories propose to combine 
· Warren County with the St. Louis Metro District (St. Louis Metro) and to 

combine Lorna Linda with the Joplin District (Joplin). The signatories 
fmther propose to maintain the following individual Districts: Mexico, 
Jefferson City, Warrensburg, Platte County, and St.· Joseph. District 8, in 
their proposal, will consist of the following water systems: Brunswick, 
Lakewood Manor, Spring Valley, Ozark Mountain, Lake Taneycomo, 
White Branch, Rankin Acres, Riverside Estates, Roark and Lake 
Carmel/Maplewood. The systems included in District 8 will be grouped 
into four groups, with one group that consists of systems that are charged a 
flat rate (i.e. no commodity charge) while the other three groups are based 
on similar commodity charges within each group. Appendix A to the 
Agreement provides the rates and charges for each District. 

Appendix A to the Settlement Agreement in Case No. WR-2011-0337 lists the following 

rate zones and districts: 

13 
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Water Districts 

Joplin 
Jefferson City 
Mexico 
Platte County 
St. Joseph 
Saint Louis Metro - Rates A, B, D, J, K 
Wanensburg 
District 8 

Brunswick 
Spring Valley- Christian County 
Lakewood Manor - Barry County 
Ozark Mountain - Stone and Barry County 
Lake Taneycomo Acres - Taney County 
Maplewood- Lake Carmel 
Riverside Estates - Taney County 
Roark - Stone and Taney County 
Warsaw - Whitebranch 
Republic - Rankin Acres 

2 Q. WHAT WATER DISTRICT CONSOLIDATION DOES MAWC PROPOSE IN 

3 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

THE CURRENT RATE CASE? 

As described in the testimony of MA WC witness Herbert, the Company proposes 

consolidation of water districts into three rate zones, as follows: 

Rate Zone 1 
St. Louis Metro 

St. Joseph's 
Joplin 

Warrensburg 
Maplewood 
Stonebridge 

Saddlebrooke 
Emerald Point 

,Anna Meadows 
Tri-States 

Rate Zone 2 
N!exico 

Jefferson City 
Platte County 

14 

Rate Zone 3 
Brunswick 

Ozark Mountain 
Lake Tanney como 

Rankin Acres 
White Branch 
Spring Valley 

Lakewood Manor 



1 

2 

3 

4 

Direct Testimony of 
Ralph C. Smith 
Case Nos. WR-2015-0301/SR-2015-0302 

A. Company Proposed Water Utility Rate Zone 1 

Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR RATE ZONE 1? 

A. For rate zone 1, MA WC shows the following cost of service and revenue at current and 

5 proposed rates as follows: 

Maplewood 

Rivnside, 

Stone bridge, 

Lino Costom:-r St.lnuis Saddlebrooke, Anna 

No. Chssifli:ation Metro+ St. Joseph Joplin Warrensburg &r.;>rald Pointe Meadows Tri States Total 

(I) (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) on 
Rate Zooe I 
Residential s 496,100 s (323,875) s 121,163 s 293,3$8 

2 CoJmJcrcial s 309,861 s 323,566 s 140,()6.1 s 773,492 

3 Industrial s 175,585 s 447,223 s 22,743 6-$5,550 
4 Public Authority s 143,685 s 43,209 96,725 288,619 

Total Rate A s 1,157,482 s 1,125,231 s 495,123 380,696 s 207,38-f (6,866) s 466,100 s 3,$25,149 

6 Sales for Resale- Rate B s 716,553 s (828,740) s (377,036) s 14,337 s {474,881) 
Rate J -large Users s 1,419,0SS s (1,529,387) s (1,175,&J.1) (49,158) s (1,335,291) 
Private Fire Service s (299,958) s (64,397) s 211,492 (26,678) s (179,5-10) 

9 Public Fire Service s s s 
10 TotalSaks $2,993,169 s (1,297,293) s (8-t6,25-t) s 319,198 s 207,384 (6,866) s 466,100 s 1,835,438 

11 Other Revenues s s s s 
12 Total $2,993,169 s {1,297,293) s (8-t6,25-t} 319,198 s 207,38-1. !6,866) s 410100 s 1,835,438 

Notes and &mrce 
Amounts calculated fmmMAWCs Cost ofService Study that \\'aS prepared by Company witness Paul R Herbert 

6 • For the St. Louis Metro district, Rate A is sho\\n in total and not broken out bet\\l!en residential, corrmerci.al, industrial and public authority cus toltlCr classifications 

7 St. Louis Metro District 

8 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE ST. 

9 LOUIS METRO DISTRICT? 

10 A. In MA WC' s 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MA WC indicates that the sources of 

11 water to supply the St. Louis Metro District are 80% surface water from the Missouri 

12 River and nearly 20% from the Meramec River. Occasionally a small quantity of water is 

15 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

purchased from the City of St. Louis Water Division, which uses the Missouri River as a 

source. 

WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT? 

For the St. Louis Metro District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at 

cunent and proposed rates fi·om mopsc w0218_attachment 8 - sch prh-1 cos-slm.xlsx of 

the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRCT 

COMPAffiSON Of COST OF SERVK:E IAITH REVEJ\'UES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR lHE TEST YEAR EI\'OED DECEMBER 31, 2014 

Cost of Sef\(ce Reverues. Proposed Rates 
Customer Amo<rt Re\<en..es. Present Rates Consol:dated Prici!!I 

Classificaion (SctedtleB) Percert Amou;t p.,._ Amo<rt Percert 
(1) ' (2) ~ (4) ~ (6) r---m-

Rate A - Res/Comfrld!OPA $ 209,097,492 942% $ 166,637,144 93.4% $ 210,254,974 93.6% 

Rate B -Sa'es for Resaie 2,703,797 12% 2,892,451 1.6% 3,420,355 1.5% 

Rate J - Man.tactulfll 7,000.296 32% 6,571,486 3.7% 8,419,384 3.7% 

Rate F -Private Fire 3,096,131 1.4% 2,312,409 1.3% 2,700,173 1.2% 

Rate E- PW!ic Fire ~ ~ 0.0% 

Total Sales 221,897,717 ~ 178,413,499 ~ 224,890,886 ~ 

Other Re\~s· 6,350,401 6.350 400 $6.350.401 

Tot.al s 228,248,118 s 184,783,899 $ 231,241,287 

• h:.'u1es Ra:e Gam H CortJact Sales. 
•• h:;lujes re\erue k>r PW~c Fire. 

PrQEOSed 'rlcrease 

P""'nt 
Amornl mea~ 

(8) "(9) 

s 43,617,830 26.2% 

527,894 18.3% 

1,847,898 28.1% 

483,764 20.9% 

0.0';{, 

48,477,387 26.1% 

0.33 O.CY;~ 

s 46,477,388 25.2% 

IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE ST. LOUIS METRO 

DISTRICT WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE 

RATE INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

Yes. The Rate A- Res/Com!Ind/OPA rate class will have an increase of26.2%, the Rate 

B- Manufacturing rate class will have an increase of28.1%, and the Rate F- Private Fire 
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rate class will have an increase of 23.8%. As summarized below, customers in the St. 

Louis Metro District would experience increases ranging from 20.3% to 124.8% if 

MA WC's proposed rates were to be approved: 

St. Louis 
Metro 

RATE A· 5/8" METERS RATE A· 6" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 25,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate $ 24.75 250 Present Rate $ 265.36 
30 Proposed- CTP 29.81 250 Proposed - CTP 577.61 

Percentage Change 20.4% Percentage Change 117.7% 
5,000 Gallons/Month 50,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 31.64 500 Present Rate $ 351.48 
50 Proposed- CTP 36.05 500: Proposed - CTP 681.02 

Percentage Change 20.4% Percentage Change 93.8% 
8,000 Gallons/Month 100,000 Gallons/Month 

80 Present Rate $ 41.98 1000 Present Rate $ 523.71 
80 Proposed- CTP 50.49 1000 Proposed- CTP 887.83 

Percentage Change 20.3% Percentage Change . 69.5% 

RATE A -1" METERS RATE J • 6" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 45,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 36.72 450.00 Present Rate $ 249.00 
50 Proposed- CTP 52.28 450.00 Proposed- CTP 559.70 

Percentage Change 42.4% Percentage Change 124.8% 
15,000 Gallons/Month 20,000.00 2,000,000 Gallons/Month 

150 Present Rate $ 71.17 20,000.00 Present Rate $3,279.64 
150 Proposed- CTP 93.64 20,000.00 Proposed - CTP 4,274.20 

Percentage Change 31.6% Percentage Change 30.3% 
30,000 Gallons/Month 40,000.00 4,000,000 Gallons/Month 

300 Present Rate $ 122.64 40,000.00 Present Rate $6,380.04 
300 Proposed- CTP 155.69 40,000.00 Proposed - CTP 8,074.20 

Percentage Change 26.7% Percentage Change 26.6% 

RATE A- 2" METERS 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate $ 55.17 
50Proposed:CTP 103.58 

Percentage Change 87.7% 
15,000 Gallons/Month 

150 Present Rate $ 89.62 
150 Proposed - CTP 144.94 

Percentage Change 61.7% 
30,000 Gallons/Month 

300 Present Rate $ 141.29 
300 Proposed -CTP 206.99 

Percentage Change 46.5% 
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I 

2 Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

3 TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

4 THE ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT? 

5 A. Yes, the total revenues at MA WC's proposed rate would be sufficient to cover the cost of 

6 service that MA WC calculated for the St. Louis Metro District. 

St. Louis Metro District T 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates - $ 231,241,287 

7 

Cost of Service ~$ __ _;2:;::2:::8l::,2c:c4802,.::.:11'-"8'-l 
Sufficiency (Deficiency) • $ 2,993,169 

8 Joplin District 

9 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

10 JOPLIN DISTRICT? 

II A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the sources of 

12 water to supply the Joplin District are a combination of surface water and groundwater. 

13 The primary source is Shoal Creek, supplemented by a system of deep wells. 

14 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

15 RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE JOPLIN DISTRICT? 
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A. For the Joplin District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at current and 

proposed rates from mopsc w0218 attachment 4 - sch prh-1 cos-jop.xlsx of the 

Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

MISSOURi-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
JOPLIN DISTRICT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVK:E 1MTH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FORmE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31, 2014 

Cost of Se~ce Reyenues, Proposed Rates Pr9£Qsed Increase 
Customer Amo"" Revenues, Present Rates Consolidated Ptici!!g Pe=rn 

Classification !Sche<lu.le B} Percent Amo"" Percent Amou>t Percent Amomt locrease 
(1) ' (2) ~ (4) ~ (6) (7) (6) ~ 

Residen~al $ 9,931,121 48.8% $ 9,969,677 52.8% $ 9,607,246 49.3% $ (382,431) -3.6% 

Commercial 3,529,596 17.4% 3,553,293 18.8% 3,853,162 19.8% 299,859 8.4% 

ndustrial 1,756,485 8.6% 1,047,017 5.6% 2,203,708 11.3% 1,156,691 110.5% 

PWic AutOOrity 358,845 ~ 371,574 ~ 407,054 2.1% 35,480 ~ 

Total Rate A 15,576,047 76.6% 14,941,561 79.2% 16,071,170 82.5% 1,129,609 7.6% 

Sales for Resale- Rate B 1,026,902 5.1% 658,745 3.5% 649,866 3.3% (8,879) -1.3% 

Rate J- Large Users 3,273,200 16.1% 2,428,659 12.9% 2,097,366 10.8% (331,293) -13.6% 

Private Fire SeMoo 445,340 2.2% 831,879 4.4% 658,832 3.4% (175,047) -21.0"% 

Ptbic Fire Se~ce ~ ~ 0.0% 

Total Sales 20,321,488 ~ 18,860,844 ~ 19,475,234 100.0% 614,390 3.3% 

Other Rewrues $ 265,146 $ 265,146 $ 265146 0.0% 

Total $ 20,586,634 $ 19,125,990 $ 19,740,380 $ 614,390 32% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE JOPLIN DISTRICT WERE 

TO BE APPROVED, WOULD SOME OF THE CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE 

RATE INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes, it appears that the Industrial rate class would have an increase of approximately 

110%. 
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I Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

2 TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MA WC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

3 THE JOPLIN DISTRICT? 

4 A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

5 $846,254 in recovering MA WC's calculated cost of service. 

Joplin District I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates $ 19,740,380 

6 

Cost of Service $ 20,586,634 --=------====..:-1 
Sufficiency (DefiCiency) $ (846,254) 

7 Failure of MA WC's proposed rates to cover MA WC's calculated cost of service for this 

8 district raises concems about cross-subsidization . 

. 9 St. Joseph District 

10 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE ST. 

II JOSEPH DISTRICT? 

12 A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the sources of 

13 water to supply the St. Joseph District are groundwater taken from numerous vertical 

14 wells and a horizontal collector well in the Missouri River alluvium. 

15 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

16 RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THE ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT? 
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A. For the St. Joseph District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at current and 

proposed rates ±i·om mopsc w0218_attachment 7 - sch prh-1 cos-sjo.xlsx of the 

Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

MISSOURJ..AMERJCAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. JOSEPH OISlRJCT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE WTH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014 

Rewnoes, Proposed Rates Prop_Qsed hctease 
CustomEr Cost of Service Rewrnes, Present Rates Consolidated Prid~ Percent 

Classification AmoU't Percent AOTOUlt Percent Amoull Percent Amo<rt Wease 
(1) (2) ~ (4) {5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Residertial $ 12,055,110 51.9% $ 11,319,736 51.0% s 12,551,210 57.2'% $ 1,231,474 10.9"~ 

Commercial 3,170,294 13.6% 3,345,893 15.1% 3,480,155 15.8% 134,262 4.0"/o 

Industrial 841,937 3.6% 769,589 3.5% 1,017,522 4.6% 247,933 322% 

Pubic Autrority 468,501 ~ 577,320 ~ 610,186 2.8% 32,866 5.7% 

Totai-RateA 16,533,842 71.1% 16,012,537 72.2% 17,659,073 80.4% 1,646,536 10.3% 

Sales fOf' Resale 2,576,896 11.1% 2,225,269 10.0% 1,748,156 8.~,<, (477,113} -21.4% 

Rate J -Large Users 3,820,936 16.4% 3,621' 157 16.3% 2,291,549 10.4% (1 ,329,608} -36.7% 

Private Fire SeM"ce 331,624 1.4% 322,003 1.5% 267,227 1.2% (54,776} -17m~ 

Pub~c Fire Ser.ke ~ ~ 0.~/o 

Total Sales 23,263,298 ~ 22,180,966 ~ 21,966,005 100.~1-. (214,961} -1.0% 

Other Re~rves• $ 694,373 $ 687,362 $ 694,373 7,011 1.0% 

Total s 23,957,671 s 22,868,328 $ 22680378 $ (207,950) ..Q.9% 

• hclxles Contract Sales 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT 

WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE RATE 

INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. The Industrial rate class will have an increase of 32.2%, as shown above. As 

summarized below, customers in the St. Joseph District would experience changes in 

their expected water utility bills ranging from -50.8% to 92.7% if MA WC's proposed 

rates were to be approved: 
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RATE A- 5/8"" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate $ 25.38 
30 Proposed- CTP 29.81 

Percentage Change 17.5% 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50Present Rate $ 35.21 
50 Proposed - CTP 38.08 

Percentage Change 8.2% 
8,000 Gallons/Month 

80 Present Rate $ 49.94 
80 Proposed - CTP 50.49 

Percentage Change 1.1% 

RATE A -1"" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 43.88 
50 Proposed- CTP 52.28 

Percentage Change 19.1% 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 92.99 
150 Proposed - CTP 93.64 

Percentage Change 0.7% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate $ 188.67 
300Proposed- CTP 155.69 

Percentage Change ~6.6% 

RATE A- 2"" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate .$ 75.34 
50 Proposed- CTP 103.58 

Percentage Change 37.5% 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 124.58 
150 Proposed- CTP 144.94 

Percentage Change 16.4% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate $ 198.38 
300 Proposed - CTP 206.99 

Percentage Change 4.3%, 

St. 
Jose h 

RATE A· 6"" METERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate 
250 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

50,000 Gallons/Month 
500 Present Rate 
500 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

100,000 Gallons/Month 
1000 Present Rate 
1000 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE J- 6"" METERS 
45,000 Gallons/Month 

450.00 Present Rate 
450.00 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

20,000.00 2,000,000 Gallons/Month 
20,000.00 Present Rate 
20,000.00 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

40,000.00 4,000,000 Gallons/Month 
40,000.00 Present Rate 
40,000.00 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 413.44 
577.61 

39.7% 

$ 538.49 
681.02 

26.9% 

$ 782.57 
887.83 

13.5% 

$ 290.40 
559.70 

92.7% 

$ 8,691.00 
4,274.20 

-50.8% 

$13,567.00 
8,074.20 

-40.5% 

2 Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

3 TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULTED FOR 

4 THE ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT? 
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I A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

2 $),297,293. 

3 

4 

5 Q. 

St. Joseph District 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates 
Cost of Service 
Sufficiency (DefiCiency) 

1 
$ 
$ 
$ 

22,660,378 
23,957,671 
(1,297,293' 

Warrensburg District 

WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

6 WARRENSBURG DISTRICT? 

7 A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the source of 

8 water to supply the Warrensburg District is groundwater drawn from aquifers through 

9 deep wells. 

10 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

II RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THEW ARRENSBURG DISTRICT? 

12 A. For the Wa!Tensburg District, MA WC 's proposed cost of service and revenue at cmTent 

13 and proposed rates from mopsc w0218 _attachment I 0 - sch prh-1 cos-war.xlsx of the 

14 Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 
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MISSOURI-AMER.CAN WATER COMPANY 
WARRENSBURG DISTRICT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE VV1TH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014 

CostofSer.ice Revenues, Proposed Rates Proe:2sed locfease 
Customer Amount Revenues, Present Rates Consolidated Prici!lJ, Percent 

Classification (Schedule B) Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Wease 
(1) ' (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Residential $ 2,709,324 63.3% $ 2,185,801 56.2% $ 2,830,487 61.5% $ 644,686 29.5% 

Commercial 656,945 15.3% 687,595 17.7% 797,009 17.3% 109,414 15.9% 

hlustrial 44,527 1.0% 49,045 1.3% 67,270 1.5% 18,225 37.2% 

Pl.bfic Authority 346,912 8.1% 358,281 9.2% 443,637 9.6% 85,356 23.8% 

Total~ Rate A 3,757,707 87.7% 3,280,722 84.4% 4,138,403 89.9% 857,681 26.1% 

Sales for Resale 189,325 4.4% 273,463 7.0% 203,662 4.4% (69,801) -25.5% 

Rate J- large Users 202,637 4.7% 204,977 5.3% 153,479 3.3% (51 ,498) -25.1% 

Private Fire Service 138,127 3.2l'.k 128,890 3.3% 111,449 2.4% (17,441) -13.5% 

Plblic Fire Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Sales 4,287,796 100.0% 3,888,052 100.0% 4,606,993 100.0% 718,941 18.5% 

Other Rewnues 84,414 $84,414 $84,414 0.0%' 

Total $ 4,372 210 $ 3,972,466 $ 4,691,407 $ 718,941 18.1% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE WARRENSBURG 

DISTRICT WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE 

RATE INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. The Residential rate class will have an increase of 29.5%, the Industrial rate class 

will have an increase of 37.2%, and the Public Authority rate class will have an increase 

of 23.8%. As summarized below, customers in the Wa!Tensburg District would 

experience changes in their expected water utility bill ranging from -17.5% to 75.1% if 

MA WC's proposed rates were to be approved: 

24 



1 

2 

3 

4 

Direct Testimony of 
Ralph C. Smith 
Case Nos. WR-2015-0301/SR-2015-0302 

RATE A- 5/8" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate 
30 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

8,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate 
80 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE A-1" METERS 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate 
150Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate 
300 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE A- 2" METERS 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate 
150 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate 
300 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 22.48 
29.81 

32.6% 

$ 29.65 
38.08 

28.4% 

$ 40.40 
50.49 

. 25.0% 

$ 39.20 
52.28 

33.4% 

$ 75.03 
93.64 

24.8% 

$ 128.78 
155.69 

20.9% 

$ 76.99 
103.58 

34.5% 

$ 119.29 
144.94 

21.5% 

$ 182.74 
206.99 

13.3% 

Warrensbur 
RATE A· 6" METERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate 
250 Proposed- CTP 

·Percentage Change 

,50,000 Gallons/Month 
500 Present Rate 
500 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

100,000 Gallons/Month 
1000, Present Rate 
1000, Proposed· CTP 

·Percentage Change 

RATE J · 6" METERS 
,45,000 Gallons/Month 

450.00 • Present Rate 
450.00 . Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

20,000.00 :2,000,000 Gallons/Month 
20,000.00 'Present Rate 
20,000.00 , Proposed -CTP 

Percentage Change 

40,000.00 '4,000,000 Gallons/Month 
40,000.00 :Present Rate 
40,000.00 i Proposed- CTP 

; Percentage Change 

$ 425.31 
577.61 

35.8% 

$ 531.06 
681.02 

28.2% 

$ 742.56 
687.83 

19.6% 

$ 319.56 
559.70 

75.1% 

$5,180.00 
4,274.20 

-17.5% 

$8,789.00 
8,074.20 

-8.1% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MA WC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE WARRENSBURG DISTRICT? 
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I A. Yes, the revenues at MAWC's proposed rate would be sufficient to cover the cost of 

2 service that MA WC calculated for the Warrensburg District. 

3 

4 
5 

6 Q. 

7 

8 

9 A. 

10 

11 Q. 

12 

13 

14 A. 

15 

16 

Watrensburg District \ 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates · $ 4,691,407 
Cost of Service $ 4,372,210 --"----=-=="-"--j 
SuffiCiency (DefiCiency) $ 319,198 

Maplewood, Riverside, Stonebridge, and Saddlebrookc and Emerald Pointe 
Districts 

WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

MAPLEWOOD, RIVERSIDE, STONEBRIDGE, AND SADDLEBROOKE 

("MRSS") AND EMERALD POINTE DISTRICTS? 

In MAWC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the source of 

water to supply the MRSS and Emerald Pointe Districts is groundwater wells. 

WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSEI) 

RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE MRSS AND EMERALD POINTE 

DISTRICTS? 

For the MRSS and Emerald Pointe Districts, MA WC's proposed cost of service and 

revenue at cmTent and proposed rates from mopsc w0218 ~attachment 9 - sch prh-1 cos-

small districts.xlsx of the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 
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MISSOURI--AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
MAPLEWOODIRNERSIOEJSTONEBR!DGE/SADDLEBROOKE, EMERALD POINTE WATER 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE WTTH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014 

Cost of Service Revenues, Proposed Rates 
Customer Arroont Revenues, Present Rates DistrictS~fic Pricil);l 

Classification (Schedcle B) Percent An"<lcnl Percent Amo!XIt Percent 
(1) ' (2) . (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rate A, Rate F $ 772,347 100.0% $ 749,680 100.0% $ 979,731 100.0% $ 

Total Sales 772,347 100.0% 749,680 100.0% 979,731 100.0% 

Other Revenues 11,782 11 782 11,782 

Total $ 784 129 $ 761 462 $ 991 513 $ 

As shown above, the Rate A and Rate F will have an increase of30.7%. 

Pro~sed Increase 
Percent 

AmoLrlt lncfease 
(8) (9) 

230,051 30.7% 

230,051 30.7% 

0.0% 

230 051 30.2% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATES FOR THE MRSS DISTRICT WERE 

TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE RATE INCREASES 

IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. As summarized below, customers in the MRSS District would experience changes 

in their expected water utility bills ranging from -9.4% to 42.1% if MA WC's proposed 

rates were to be approved: 
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MRSS 
RATE A- 5/8" METERS RATE A- 2" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month ;5,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate $ 29.17 50 Present Rate $ 112.86 
30 Proposed- CTP 29.81 50 Proposed- CTP 103.58 

Percentage Change 2.2% Percentage Change -8.2% 

5,000 Gallons/Month '15,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate $ 33.91 150.Present Rate $ 136.58 
50 Proposed- CTP 38.08 150.Proposed- CTP 144.94 

Percentage Change 12.3% Percentage Change 6.1% 

8,000 Gallons/Month 30,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate $ 41.02 300 Present Rate $ 172.11 
80 Proposed- CTP 50.49 300 Proposed- CTP 206.99 

Percentage Change 23.1% Percentage Change 20.3% 

RATE A-1" METERS 'RATE A- 6" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month :25,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 50.33 250 Present Rate $ 637.39 
50 Proposed - CTP 52.28 250 Proposed - CTP 577.61 

Percentage Change 3.9% ·Percentage Change -9.4% 

15,000 Gallons/Month •50,000 Gallons/Month 
150_ Present Rate $ 74.03 500_ Present Rate $ 696.64 
150 Proposed- CTP 93.64 500 Proposed - CTP 681.02 

Percentage Change 26.5% :Percentage Change -2.2% 

30,000 Gallons/Month :100,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate $ 109.58 1000 Present Rate $ 815.14 
300 Proposed- CTP 155.69 1000_Proposed- CTP 687.83 

Percentage Change 42.1% Percentage Change 8.9% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATES FOR THE EMERALD POINTE 

DISTRICT WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE 

RATE INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. As summarized below, customers in the Emerald Pointe District would experience 

increases ranging from 26.2% to 232.5% if MA WC's proposed rates were to be 

approved: 
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RATE A- 518" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 

~ 30 Present Rate 
30 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

8,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate 
80 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE A -1" METERS 
5,009 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate 
150 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate 
300 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 13.20 
29.81 

125.8% 

$ 14.62 
38.08 

160.5% 

$ 16.75 
50.49 

201.4% 

$ 29.07 
52.28 

79.8% 

$ 38.17 
93.64 

158.9% 

. $ 46.82 
155.69 

232.5% 

Emerald 
Pointe 

RATE A- 2" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate 
150 Proposed- CTP 

:Percentage Change 

. 30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate 
300 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 82.08 
103.58 

26.2% 

$ 89.18 
144.94 

62.5% 

$ 99.83 
206.99 

107.3% 

2 Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

3 TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

4 THE EMERALD POINTE AND MRSS DISTRICTS? 

5 A. Yes, the revenues at MA WC' s proposed rate would be sufficient to cover the cost of 

6 service that MA WC calculated for the Emerald Pointe and MRSS Districts. 

MRSS and Emerald Pointe Districts I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates ~ · $ 991,513 

7 

Cost of Service : $ 784,129 
S~fflciency (Il~fiCiency) :-. :::.$ -------'2-=-07.:.<.,3:.:8::.4-l 
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I Anna Meadows District 

2 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MA WC TO SUPPLY THE ANNA 

3 MEADOWS DISTRICT? 

4 A. MAWC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report stated that Anna Meadows was acquired by 

5 MA WC in December 2014. The system was incorporated into Missouri American 

6 Water's East Central Missouri Operation, which serves approximately 49,000 customers 

7 in St. Charles, Warren and Jefferson Counties, Jefferson City and Mexico. In MA WC's 

8 Basic Water Quality Report, MA WC indicates that the source of water to supply the 

9 Anna Meadows District is a ground water source. 

10 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

II RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THE ANNA MEADOWS DISTRICT? 

12 A. For the Anna Meadows District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at 

13 cunent and proposed rates from mopsc w0218 _attachment 9 - sch prh-1 cos-small 

14 districts.xlsx of the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ANNA MEADOWS WATER 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE 1MTH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014 

Cost of Service Re..enues, Proposed Rates 
Customer """"" Revenues, Present Rates District S~fic Prici!l! 

Classification {Schedule B) Percent Arrouot Percent Amocrn Percent 
(1) ' (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Rate A $ 50,874 100.0% $ 42,770 100.0% $ 44,008 100.0% $ 

Total Sales 50,874 100.0% 42,770 100.0% 44,008 100.0% 

Other Reveroes 

Total $ 50,874 $ 42,770 $ 44,008 $ 

Pro~ed Wease 
Percent 

Amou-< !rcrease 
(8) (9) 

1,238 2.9% 

1,238 2.9% 

1,238 2.9% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULTED FOR 

THE ANNA MEADOWS DISTRICT? 

A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

$6,866. 

Anna Meadows District I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates • $ 44,008 
Cost of Service ; $ 50,874 
SuffiCiency (DefiCiency) ,,...;$::...._ ___ ..::;(.::;6,c:.86:...:6)'-J 

Tri-States District 

Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE TRI-

STATES DISTRICT? 

A. In MAWC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the sources of 

water to supply the Tri-States District are groundwater wells. 

31 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Direct Testimony of 
Ralph C. Smith 
Case Nos. WR-2015-0301/SR-2015-0302 

Q. 

A. 

Rate A 

WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE TRI-STATES DISTRICT? 

For the Tri-States District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at cun·ent and 

proposed rates from mopsc w0218 _attachment 9 - sch prh-1 cos-small districts.xlsx of 

the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

Customer 
Classification 

(t) 

MISSOURI-AMERK;AN WATER CQ.\1PANY 
lRJSTATES 

COMPARISON Of COST OF SERVICE VI"'TH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR lHE TEST YEAR ENDED DECH'IBER 31,2014 

Cost of SeMce Revenues, Proposed Rates 
AmoLflt Revenues, Present Rates Dislrict Seed!ic PrfciQg 

{Sched!Je B} Percent Arromt Percent A<OOmt Percent 
' (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

$ 1,351,806 100.0% $ t ,027,298 100.0% s 1,817,906 100.0% 

P!:2£osed hcrease 
Percent 

Amooot haeaw 
(8) (9) 

s 790,608 77.0% 

Total Sales 1,351,806 100.0% 1,027,298 100.0% 1,817,906 100.0% 790,608 77.0% 

Other Revenues 70,460 70,460 70460 0.0% 

Total $ 1,422,266 $ 1,097,758 s 1,888,366 s 790,608 72.0% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATES FOR THE TRI-STATES DISTRICT 

WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE RATE 

INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. The above table shows the Rate A revenue increase to be 77%. As summarized 

below, customers in the Tri -States District would experience increases ranging from 

50.1% to 178.7% ifMA WC's proposed rates were to be approved: 
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RATE A- 518" METERS 

3,000 Gallons/Month 
30 Present Rate 
30 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

8,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate 
80 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE A -1" METERS 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate 
50 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate 
150Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate 
300 Proposed • CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 16.78 
29.81 

77.6% 

$ 23.00 
38.08 

65.6% 

$ 32.33 
50.49 

56.2% 

$ 25.99 
52.28 

101.2% 

$ 57.09 
93.64 

64.0% 

$ 103.74 
155.69 

50.1% 

Tri 
States 

RATE A· 2" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate 
50. Proposed • CTP 

Percentage Change 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate 
150 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate 
300 Proposed • CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE A· 6" METERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate 
250 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

50,000 Gallons/Month 
500 Present Rate 
500 Proposed • CTP 

Percentage Change 

100,000 Gallons/Month 
1000 Present Rate 
1000 Proposed· CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 37.17 
103.58 

178.7% 

$ 68.27 
144.94 

112.3% 

$ 114.92 
208.99 

80.1% 

$ 234.30 
577.61 

146.5% 

$ 312.05 
681.02 

118.2% 

$ 467.55 
687.83 

89.9% 

2 Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MA WC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

3 

4 

5 A. 

6 

7 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE TRI-STATES DISTRICT? 

Yes, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rate would be sufficient to cover the cost of 

service that MA WC calculated for the Tri-States District. 

Tri-States Distdct I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates $ 
Cost of Service 
Sufficiency (Deficiency) 

$ 
!$ 
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I 
2 

3 Q. 

Other Considerations for Company's Proposed Consolidation of Districts into 
Proposed Rate Zone 1 

ARE ALL THE WATER DISTRICTS THAT MAWC PROPOSES TO 

4 CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 1 INTERCONNECTED WITH EACH 

5 OTHER? 

6 A. No, the water districts that MA WC proposes to consolidate into Rate Zone I are not 

7 interconnected with each other. However, there is an interconnection in the St. Louis 

8 Metro District, as described in the Company's response to OPC 5058 states that: 

9 The St. Louis Metro Districts of St. Louis County and St. Charles are 
I 0 interconnected via a 36" main. This main is supplied water from the St. 
II Louis County Central Plant to the connection with the St. Charles system 
12 at Greens Bottom Rd. 

13 

14 Q. HOW GEOGRAPHICALLY DISBURSED ARE THE DISTRICTS THAT MA WC 

15 PROPOSES TO CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 1? 

16 A. The furthest distance between districts is approximately 305.2 miles, from St. Joseph 

17 district to St. Louis Metro district. 

18 Q. IS THE COMPANY'S CALCULATED RESIDENTIAL COST OF SERVICE 

19 SIMILAR FOR ALL OF THE WATER DISTRICTS THAT IT PROPOSES TO 

20 CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 1? 

21 A. No. MA WC's calculated cost of service per residential customer is not similar for all of 

22 the water districts that it proposes to consolidate into Rate Zone I. 
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1 

Rate Zone 1 
St. Louis Metro 
Joplin 
St. Joseph 
Warrensburg 

Source: Schedule RCS-11 . 

Cost of Service 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

2,331 
1,530 
1,263 
1,136 

2 As seen in the above table, although the St. Joseph and Warrensburg districts may have 

3 similar per residential customer costs of service (a difference of$127), the cost of service 

4 for the districts included in the proposed Rate Zone 1 ranges from $1,136 for 

5 Warrensburg to $2,331 for St. Louis Metro. This is a difference of $1,195. As stated 

6 previously in this testimony, cost of service information is not included for the Anna 

7 Meadows, Tri-State, and MRSS/Emerald Pointe Districts because a cost of service study 

8 was not perfotmed for the small water districts. 

9 Q. COULD CROSS SUBSIDIZATION RESULT FROM THE COMPANY'S 

10 PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION OF THOSE DISTRICTS INTO RATE ZONE 1? 

11 A. Yes. As noted above, for some of the districts, the Company's proposed rates are below 

12 the Company's calculated cost of service. There may also be "rate shock" concerns 

13 presented for some rate and customer groups. 

14 Q. SHOULD THE WATER DISTRICTS BE CONSOLIDATED INTO A RATE 

15 ZONE 1 AS PROPOSED BY MA WC? 

16 A. No. The rates for these districts should remain on a district .level. MA WC has not 

17 justified the consolidation of these districts into one rate zone at this time. 
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B. Company Proposed Water Utility Rate Zone 2 

2 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

3 RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR RATE ZONE 2? 

4 A. For rate zone 2, MA WC shows the following cost of service and revenue at current and 

5 proposed rates as follows: 

Jefferson Platte 
Mexico City Coun!l' Total 

(l) (J) (K) (L) 
Rate Zone 2 
Residential $ (356.829) $ 12,415 $ ( 1,586, 798) $ (1.931,212) 

2 Commercial $ (6.738) $ 412,247 $ (65,768) $ 339,741 
3 Industrial $ 32,699 s 15,680 $ (3,050) $ 45.329 
4 Public Authority $ 11,729 $ 187.749 $ (5.274) $ 194,203 
5 Total Rate A $ (319,139) $ 628,091 $ (1.660,891) $ (1,351,939) 

6 Sales for Resale- Rate B $ 101,289 $ $ 25,663 $ 126,952 
7 Rate J -large Users $ (145,586) $ 17,034 $ (180,148) $ (308,700) 

8 Private Fire Service $ (62,319) $ 51,865 $ (9,696) $ (20, 150) 
9 Public Fire Service $ $ $ $ 

10 Total Sales $ (425,755) s 696,990 $ (1,825,072) s (1,553,837) 

II Other Revenues $ $ $ $ 
12 Total $ (425,755) $ 696,990 s (1,825,072) $ (1,553,837) 

Notes and Source 

6 Amounts calculated from MA WCs Cost of Service Study that was prepared by Company witness Paul R Herbert 

7 Mexico District · 

8 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

9 MEXICO DISTRICT? 

10 A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MA WC indicates that the so\U"ce of 

11 water to supply the Mexico District is groundwater drawn from the Roubidoux F 01mation 

12 tlu·ough deep wells. 
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Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE MEXICO DISTRICT? 

A. For the Mexico District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at cmTent and 

proposed rates from mopsc w0218 attachment 5 - sch prh-1 cos-mex.xlsx of the -

Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
MEXICO DISTRK;T 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE 1MTH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014 

Cost of Service Revenues, Proposed Rates Pro~sed hcrease 
Customer Amount Revenues, Present Rates ConsoHdated Prici!];! Percent 

Classification {Schedule B} Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Arr"unt Increase 
(1) • (2) (3) (4). (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Residential $ 2,479,962 52.8% :s 1,987,507 48.1% $ 2,123,133 49.9% $ 135,826 6.8% 

Commercial 575,044 12.3% 473,597 11.4% 568,306 13.3% 94,709 20.0% 

lrdustria! 105,685 2.3% 119,419 2.9% 138,364 3.2% 18,945 15.9% 

Public Authority 297 566 6.3% 253,968 6.1% 309,295 7.3% 55,327 21.8% 

Total· Rate A 3,458,237 73.7% 2,834,492 68.5% 3,139,098 73.7% 304,606 10.7% 

Sales for Resale 421,438 9.0% 514,313 12.4% 522,727 12.3% 8,414 1.6% 

Rate J - Large Users 630,452 13.4% 614,543 14.8% 484,865 11.4% (129,678) -21.1% 

Private Fire Service 181,331 3.9% 178,655 4.3% 119,012 2.8% (59.643) -33.4% 

Public Fire Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Sales 4,691,458 100.0% 4,142,003 100.0% 4,265,702 100.2% 123,700 3.0% 

Other Revenues 52493 $52,493 $52,493 0.0% 

Total $ 4,743 951 $ 4,194,496 $ 4,318,195 $ 123,700 2.9% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE MEXICO DISTRICT 

WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE RATE 

INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 
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A. Yes. The Public Authority rate class will have an increase of 21.8%, as shown above. 

As summarized below, customers in the Mexico District would experience changes in 

their expected water utility bills ranging from -1.9% to 76.7% ifMA WC's proposed rates 

were to be approved: 
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RATE A- 5/8" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate $ 34.03 
30 Proposed - CTP 36.90 

Percentage Change 8.4% 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate $ 47.81 
50 Proposed- CTP 49.90 

Percentage Change 4.4% 

8,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate $ 68.49 
80 Proposed - CTP 69.40 

Percentage Change 1.3% 

RATE A-1" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 58.67 
50 Proposed - CTP 64.10 

Percentage Change 9.3% 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 127.60 
150 Proposed - CTP 129.10 

Percentage Change 1.2% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300- Present Rate $ 231.00 
300 Proposed- CTP 226.60 

Percentage Change -1.9% 

RATE A- 2" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 93.93 
50 Proposed- CTP 115.40 

Percentage Change 22.9% 
15,000 Gallons/Month 

150 Present Rate $ 154.66 
150 Proposed - CTP 180.40 

Percentage Change 16.6% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate $ 245.76 
300 Proposed- CTP 277.90 

Percentage Change 13.1% 

Maxi co 
RATE A- 6" MEiTERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate $ 515.59 
250 Proposed - CTP 636.70 

Percentage Change 23.5% 
50,000 Gallons/Month 

500 Present Rate $ 667.42 
500 Proposed - CTP 799.20 

Percentage Change 19.7% 

100,000 Gallons/Month 
1000 Present Rate $ 971.09 
1000 Proposed- CTP 1,124.20 

Percentage Change 15.8% 

RATE J • 6" METERS 
45,000 Gallons/Month 

450.00 Present Rate $ 363.75 
450.00 Proposed - CTP 642.86 

Percentage Change 76.7% 
20,000.00 2,000,000 Gallons/Month 
20,000.00 Present Rate $ 8,046.00 
20,000.00 Proposed - CTP 7,970.20 

Percentage Change ·0.9% 
40,000.00 4,000,000 Gallons/Month 
40,000.00 Present Rate . $15,687.00 
40,000.00 Proposed - CTP 15,486.20 

Percentage Change -1.4% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MA WC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE MEXICO DISTRICT? 
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I . A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

2 $425,755. 

Mexico District I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates $ 4,318,195 

3 

Cost of Service $ 4,743,951 
--"------'"'--'-'-"-''-"--; 

Sufficiency (Deficiency) $ (425,755) 

4 Jefferson City District 

5 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

6 JEFFERSON CITY DISTRICT? 

7 A. In MAWC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the source of 

8 water to supply the Jefferson City District is surface water from the Missouri River. 

9 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

I 0 RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THE JEFFERSON CITY DISTRICT? 

II A. For the Jefferson City District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at cun·ent 

12 and proposed rates fi·om mopsc w0218_attachment 3 - sch prh-1 cos-jfc .xlsx of the 

13 Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 
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MISSOURJ-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
JEFFERSON CITY DISTRICT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE W'ITH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31, 2014 

Cost of Ser.1ce Revenues, Proposed Rates ProQQsed hcrease 
Customer Anurl Revenues, Present Rates Conso§dated Prici[!9 Percent 

Classification (Schedlk B) Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount ll'lcfease 
(1) • (2) (3) (4) ~ (6) (1) (8) (9) 

Residential $ 4,832,155 56.6% $ 4,461,036 53.8% $ 4,844,570 52.6% $ 383,533 8.6% 

Commercial 1,950,185 22.8% 1,944,078 23.5% 2,362,432 25.6% 418,354 21.5% 

bxlustrial 48,161 0.6% 46,182 0.6% 63,841 0.7% 17,659 38.2% 

Public AutOOrity 695 837 8.1% 683,509 ~ 883,586 9.6% 200,077 29.3% 

Total Rate A 7,526,337 88.1% 7,134,806 86.2% 8,154,429 88.5% 1,019,623 14.3% 

Rate J - Large Users 871,552 10.2% 848,263 10.3% 888,587 9.6% 40,324 4.8% 

Private Fire Service 140,95-8 1.7% 288,230 3.5% 192,823 2.1% (95,407) -33.1% 

Public Fire Service 0.0% ~ 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Sales s 8,538,848 100.0% $ 8,271,298 ~ $ 9,235,838 100.2% s 964,540 11.7% 

other Rewnues 93,832 93,832 93,832 0.0% 

Total $ 8,632,680 $ 8 365 131 $ 9 329671 $ 964 540 11.5% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE JEFFERSON CITY 

DISTRICT WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE 

RATE INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. The Commercial rate class will have an increase of 21.5%, the Industrial rate class 

will have an increase of 38.2%, and the Public Authority rate class will have an increase 

of 29.3%, as shown above. As summarized below, customers in the Jefferson City 

District would experience changes in their expected water utility bills ranging from -3.7% 

to 262.1% ifMA WC's proposed rates were to be approved: 
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RATE A· 5/8" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate $ 34.44 
30 Proposed- CTP 36.90 

Percentage· Change 7.1% 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 45.87 
50 Proposed- CTP 49.90 

Percentage Change 8.8% 

8,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate $ 63.01 
80 Proposed- CTP 69.40 

Percentage Change 10.1% 

RATE A -1" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 50.77 
50 Proposed - CTP 64.10 

Percentage Change 26.3% 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 107.91 
150 Proposed- CTP 129.10 

Percentage Change 19.6% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate $ 193.62 
300 Proposed - CTP 226.60 

Percentage Change 17.0% 

RATE A- 2" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 68.76 
50 Proposed- CTP 115.40 

Percentage Change 67.8% 
15,000 Gallons/Month 

150 Present Rate $ 125.94 
150 Proposed- CTP 180.40 

Per<?:e_nt~Q_e__Ch~n~~ _ 43.2%· 
30,000 Gallons/Month 

300 Present Rate $ 211.71 
300 Proposed - CTP 277.90 

Percentage Change 31.3% 

Jefferson 
Cit 

.RATE A- 6" METERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate $ 320.47 
250 Proposed - CTP 636.70 

Percentage Change 98.7% 
'50,000 Gallons/Month 

500 Present Rate $ 463.42 
500 Proposed - CTP 799.20 

Percentage Change 72.5% 
.100,000 Gallons/Month 

1000'Present Rate $ 749.32 
1000 Proposed - CTP 1,124.20 

Percentage Change 50.0% 

RATE J- 6" METERS 
45,000 Gallons/Month 

450.00 Present Rate :$ 177.52 
450.00 Proposed - CTP 642.86 

Percentage Change 262.1% 
20,000.00 2,000,000 Gallons/Month 
20,000.00 ; Present Rate $ 8,275.09 
20,000.00 Proposed - GTP 7,970.20 

·Percentage Change -3.7% 

40,000.00 4,000,000 Gallons/Month 
· 40,000.00 Present Rate $15,927.09 

40,000.00 Proposed - GTP 15,466.20 

Percentage Change -2.9% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MA WC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE JEFFERSON CITY DISTRICT? 
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I A. Yes, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rate would be sufficient to cover the cost of 

2 service that MA WC calculated for the Jefferson City Districts. 

Jefferson City Distdct I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates $ 9,329,671 

Cost of Service $ 8,632,680 ...,::._--=:==""-1 

3 Sufficiency (Deficiency) $ 696,990 

4 Platte County District 

5 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

6 PLATTE COUNTY DISTRICT? 

7 A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the sources of 

8 water to supply the Platte County District are groundwater drawn from the alluvial 

9 aquifer through shallow wells. Also, metered connections allow treated surface water to 

10 be supplied from the Kansas City, Missouri Water Depmiment. 

II Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

12 RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THE PLATTE COUNTY DISTRICT? 

13 A. For the Platte County District, MAWC's proposed cost of service and revenue at curr-ent 

14 and proposed rates from mopsc w0218_attachment 6 - sch prh-1 cos-ptc.xlsx of the 

15 Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
PLATIE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE VV1TH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED HATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014 

Cost of Sei"Ace Revenues, Proposed Rates 
Customer Amount Revenues, Present Rates Consolidated Prici~ 

Classification {Schedule B} Percent AmoUflt Percent Amount Percent 
. (1) ' (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Residential $ 5,502,950 69.3% $ 4,205,541 65.2% $ 3,916,152 64.1% $ 

Commercial 1,207,737 15.2% 1,175,583 18.2% 1,141,969 18.7% 

lodustriat 21,484 0.3% (55,897) -0.9% 18,434 0.3% 

Public Authority 101,213 1.3% 97,263 1.5% 95,939 1.6% 

Total Rate A 6,833,385 86.1% 5,422,492 84.0% 5,172,494 84.7% 

Sales for Resale ·.Rate 8 256,251 3.2% 268,032 4.1% 281,914 4.6% 

Rate J • Large Industrial 697,771 8.8% 558,771 8.6% $ 517,623 8.5% 

Private Fire Service 148,630 1.9% 212,930 3.3% 138,934 2.3% 

Public Fire Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Sales 7,936,036 100.0% 6,462,224 100.0% 6,110,965 100.1% 

Other Rewnues 47,784 47,784 47,784 

Total $ 7,983,820 $ 6,510,007 $ 6158,748 $ 

Pro~sed Wease 
Percent 

Amount Wease 
(8) (9) 

(289,389) -8.9% 

(33,614) -2.9% 

74,331 -133.0% 

{1,324} -1.4% 

(249,998) -4.6% 

13,882 5.2% 

(41,148) -7.4% 

(73,996) -34.8% 

0.0% 

(351,259) -5.4% 

0.0% 

(351,2591 -5.4% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE PLATTE COUNTY 

DISTRICT WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE 

RATE INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. As summarized below, customers in the Platte County District would experience 

changes in their expected water utility bills ranging from -22.3% to 52.5% if MA WC's 

proposed rates were to be approved: 
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RATE A- 5/8" METERS 

3,000 Gallons/Month 
30 Present Rate $ 38.79 
30 Proposed- CTP 38.90 

Percentage Change ·4.9% 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 54.34 
50 Proposed - CTP 49.90 

Percentage Change -8.2% 
8,000 Gallons/Month 

80 Present Rate $ 77.65 
80 Proposed - CTP 69.40 

Percentage Change -10.6% 

RATE A -1" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 66.93 
50 Proposed · CTP 64.10 

Percentage Change -4.2%: 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 144.66. 
150 Proposed - CTP 129.10 

Percentage Change -10.8% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300: Present Rate $ 261.25 
300 Proposed· CTP 226.60 

Percentage Change -13.3% 

RATE A· 2" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 112.52 • 
50 Proposed· CTP 115.40 

Percentage Change 2.6% 
15,000 Gallons/Month 

150 Present Rate $ 190.25 
150 Proposed - CTP 160.40 

Percentage Change -5.2% 

30,000 Gallons./Month 
300 Present Rate $ 306.64 
300 Proposed -CTP 277.90 

Percentage Change -9.4% 

Platte 
Count 

RATE A- 6" METERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate 
250 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

50,000 Gallons/Month 
500 Present Rate 
500 Proposed- CTP 

Percentage Change 

100,000 Gallons/Month 
1000 Present Rate 
1000 Proposed - CTP 

Percentage Change 

RATE J • 6" METERS 

45,000 Gallons/Month 
450.00 Present Rate 
450.00 Proposed • CTP 

Percentage Change 

20,000.00 2,000,000 Gallons/Month 
20,000.00 Present Rate 
20,000.00 Proposed • CTP 

• Percentage Change 

40,000.00 4,000,000 Gallons/Month 
40,000.00 Present Rate 
40,000.00 Proposed . CTP 

Percentage Change 

$ 615.81 
636.70 

3.4% 

$ 810.14 
799.20 

-1.4% 

$ 1,198.79 
1,124.20 

-6.2% 

$ 421.48 
642.86 

52.5% 

$10,262.00 
7,970.20 

-22.3% 

$17,623.00 
15,466.20 

-12.2% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MA WC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE PLATTE COUNTY DISTRICT? 
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2 

3 

4 
5 

A. 

6 Q. 

No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

$1,825,072. 

Platte County Distdct T 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates--, $ 6,158,748 

Cost of Service _$:::..__"-'7,;:,.:98::::3-"',8:::::20"'-1 
Sufficiency (Deficiency) , $ (1,825,072) 

Other Considerations for Company's Proposed Consolidation of Districts into 
Proposed Rate Zone 2 

ARE ALL OF THE WATER DISTRICTS THAT MA WC PROPOSES TO 

7 CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 2 INTERCONNECTED WITH EACH 

8 OTHER? 

9 A. No, all of the water districts that MA WC proposes to consolidate into Rate Zone 2 are not 

10 interconnected with each other. 

11 Q. HOW GEOGRAPHICALLY DISBURSED ARE THE DISTRICTS THAT MA WC 

12 PROPOSES TO CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 2? 

13 A. The furthest distance between districts is approximately 190.1 miles, from Platte County 

14 district to Mexico district. 

15 Q. IS THE COMPANY'S CALCULATED RESIDENTIAL COST OF SERVICE 

16 SIMILAR FOR ALL OF THE WATER DISTRICTS THAT IT PROPOSES TO 

17 CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE.2? 
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A. No. There is an approximately $1,626 difference between the Platte County and 

2 Jefferson City districts. 

3 

4 Q. 

Rate Zone 2 

Mexico 
Jefferson City 
PIa tte County 

Source: Schedule RCS-11 

Cost of Service 
$ 

.$ 

$ 

• 

• 

2,058 
1,451 
3,077 

COULD CROSS SUBSIDIZATION RESULT FROM THE COMPANY'S 

5 PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION OF THOSE DISTRICTS INTO RATE ZONE 2? 

6 A. Yes. As noted above, for some of the districts, the Company's proposed rates are below 

7 the Company's calculated cost of service. There may also be "rate shock" concerns 

8 . presented for some rate and customer groups. 

9 Q. SHOULD THE WATER DISTRICTS BE CONSOLIDATED INTO A RATE 

10 ZONE 2 AS PROPOSED BY MA WC? 

11 A. No. The rates for these districts should remain on a district leveL MA WC has not . 

12 justified the consolidation of their districts into one rate zone at this time. . 

13 c Company Proposed Water Utility Rate Zone 3 

14 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

15 RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR RATE ZONE 3? 
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A. For rate zone 3, MA WC shows the following cost of service and revenue at current and 

proposed rates as follows: 

Spring 

Ozark Rankin Valley & 

Mountain Acres & Lakewood 

Brunswick &LTA Whitebmnch Manor Total 
(M) (N) (O) (P) (Q) 

Rate Zone 3 
Residential $ (151,243) $ (151,243) 

2 Co rt'lrne rc ia I $ (51,142) $ (51,142) 
3 Industrial $ $ 
4 Public Authority $ (4,687) $ (4,68Z) 
5 Total Rate A $ (207,072) $ (2, 110) $ 50,709 $ (17,399) $ (207,072) 

6 Sales for Resale -Rate B $ (65,992) $ (65,992) 
7 Rate J- Large Usei'l $ $ 
8 Private Fire Service s (1,455) $ (1,455) 
9 Public Fire Service $ $ 
10 Total Sales $ (274,519) $ (2,110) $ 50,709 $ (17,399) $ (243,319) 
11 Other Revenues $ $ $ $ $ 
12 Total $ (274,519) $ (2, 110) $ 50,709 $ (17,399) $ (243,319) 

Notes and Source 
Ammnts calculated fromMA WCs Cost of Service Study that was prepared by Convany witness Paul R Herbert 

Brunswick District 

Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

BRUNSWICK DISTRICT? 

7 A. In MAWC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the source of 

8 water to supply the Brunswick District is groundwater from alluvium wells bordering the 

9 Grand River. 

10 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

11 RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THE BRUNSWICK DISTRICT? 
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A. For the Brunswick District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and revenue at current and 

proposed rates from mopsc w0218 attachment 2 - sch prh-1 cos-bru.xlsx of the 

Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

MISSOURJ-AMERCAN WATER COMPANY 
BRUNSINICK DISTRICT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVK::E VVITH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR. ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014 

Cost of Service Revenues, Proposed Rates ProQ2sed Wease 
Customer Amount Revenues, Present Rates Consolidated Prici~ Percent 

Classification s Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Increase 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Residential $ 309,295 50.4% $ 194,954 50.9% $ 158,052 46.5% $ (36,902) -18.9% 

Commercial 124,318 20.2'% 80,651 21.0% 73,176 21.5% (7,475) -9.3% 
br 

Public Authority 12,532 2.0% 9,773 2.5% 7,845 2.3% (1!928} -19.7% 

Total Rate A 446,145 72.6% 285,378 74.4% 239,073 70.3% (46,305) -16.2% 

Sales for Resale 164,857 26.8% 91,578 23.9% 98,865 29.0% 7,287 8.0% 

Private Fire Service 3,954 0.6% 6,557 1.7% 2,499 0.7% (4,058) -61.9% 

Pubijc Fire Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Sales 614,956 100.0% 383,513 100.0% 340,437 100.0% (89,381) -23.3% 

Other Revenues 4,820 4,820 4820 0.0% 

Total $ 619,776 $ 388,333 $ 345,257 $ (43,076) -11.1% 

Q. IF THE COMPANY'S PROPOSED RATE FOR THE BRUNSWICK DISTRICT 

WERE TO BE APPROVED, WOULD CUSTOMERS EXPERIENCE RATE 

INCREASES IN EXCESS OF 20 PERCENT? 

A. Yes. As summarized below, customers in the Brunswick District would expenence 

changes in their expected water utility bills ranging from -36.0% to 20.9% if MA WC' s 

proposed rates were to be approved: 
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RATE A- 5/8" METERS 
3,000 Gallons/Month 

30 Present Rate $ 54.61 
30 Proposed- CTP 44.40 

Percentage Change ·18.7% 

5,000 Gallons/Month 
50 Present Rate $ 76.31 
50 Proposed- CTP 62.40 

Percentage Change -18.2% 

8,000 Gallons/Month 
80 Present Rate $ 108.86 
80 Proposed - CTP 89.40 

Percentage Change -17.9% 

RATE A-1" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 92.73 
50 Proposed - CTP 76.60 

Percentage Change -17.4% 

.15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 201.23 
150 Proposed - CTP 168.60 • 

Percentage Change -172%' 
30,000 Gallons/Month 

300 Present Rate $ 363.98. 
300 Proposed - CTP 301.60 • 

Percentage Change -17.1% 

RATE A- 2" METERS 
5,000 Gallons/Month 

50 Present Rate $ 150.01 • 
50 Proposed - CTP 127.90. 

Percentage Change -14.7% 

15,000 Gallons/Month 
150 Present Rate $ 248.01 • 
150Proposed - CTP 217.90 

Percentage Change -12.1% 

30,000 Gallons/Month 
300 Present Rate $ 395.01 
300 Proposed- CTP 352.90. 

Percentage Change -10.7% 

Brunswick 
RATE A- 6" METERS 
25,000 Gallons/Month 

250 Present Rate $ 823.14 
250 Proposed - CTP 699.20 

Percentage Change -15.1% 

50,000 Gallons/Month 
500 Present Rate $ 1,068.14 
500 Proposed - CTP 924.20 

Percentage Change -13.5% 

.100,000 Gallons/Month 
1000 Present Rate $ 1,558.14 
1000 Proposed - CTP 1,374.20 

. Percentage Change -11.8% 

RATE J- 6" METERS 
45,000 Gallons/Month 

450.00 Present Rate $ 578.14 
450.00 Proposed - CTP 699.20 

Percentage Change 20.9% 
20,000.00 2,000,000 Gallons/Month 
20,000.00 Present Rate $16,368.00 

. 20,000.00 Proposed - CTP 10,474.20 

Percentage Change -36.0% 

40,000.00 4,000,000 Gallons/Month 
40,000.00 Present Rate $31,368.00 
40,000.00 Proposed - CTP 20,474.20 

Percentage Change -34.7% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE BRUNSWICK DISTRICT? 
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I A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

2 $274,519. 

B mnswick District I 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates $ 345,257 

Cost of Service $ 619,776 --=----"-'-'-"-'-"-! 
3 SuffiCiency (Deficiency) $ (274,519' 

4 Ozark Mountain!Lal{e Tanneycomo District 

5 Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

6 OZARK MOUNTAIN/LAKE TANNEY COMO DISTRICT? 

7 A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the sources of 

8 water to supply the Ozark Mountain/Lake Tanneycomo District are groundwater wells. 

9 Q. WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

10 RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE OZARK MOUNTAIN/LAKE 

11 T ANNEYCOMO DISTRICT? 

12 A. For the Ozark Mountain/Lake Tanneycomo District, MA WC's proposed cost of service 

13 and revenue at current and proposed rates from mopsc w0218 _attachment 9 - sch prh-1 

14 cos-small districts .xlsx of the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 
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Customer 
Classification 

(1) 

MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
OZARK MOUNTAIN/ LAKE TANNEYCOMO 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE WITH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014 

Cost of Sef'.'ice Revel'li.Xls, Proposed Rates 
Amou>t Revenues, Present Rates District Sped ftc Prid!!! 

(Schedule B) Percent Amocrt Percent Amocrt Percent 
' (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Pr2e2sed Increase 
Percent 

Amocrt Wease 
(8) (9) 

Rate A $ 248,370 100.0% $ 266,281 100.0% $ 246,260 100.0% $ (20,021) -7.5% 

Total Sales 248,370 100.0% 266,281 100.0% 246,260 100.0% (20,021) -7.5% 

Other Rewnues 1,786 1,786 1 786 0.0% 

Total s 250,156 $ 268,067 $ 248,046 s !20,021l -7.5% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MAWC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE OZARK MOUNTAIN/LAKE TANNEYCOMO DISTRICT? 

A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

$2,1!0. 

Ozark Mountain and Lake Tanneycomo Dishict 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates : $ 248,046 
Cost of Service $ 250,156 
Sufflciencv (Deftciencv) - $ (2,110) 

Rankin Acres/White Branch District 

Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

RANKIN ACRES/WHITE BRANCH DISTRICT? 

A. In MAWC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the sources of 

water to supply the Rankin Acres/White Branch District are groundwater wells. 
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Q. 

A. 

WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

RATES DOES MA WC PROPOSE FOR THE RANKIN ACRES/WHITE BRANCH 

DISTRICT? 

For the Rankin Acres/White Branch District, MA WC's proposed cost of service and 

revenue at cmTent and proposed rates from mopsc w0218 _attachment 9 - sch prh-1 cos-

small districts.xlsx of the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

Customer 

MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
RANKIN ACRESi\'\11-!FTE BRANCH 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE WITH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER31, 2014 

Cost of Ser.ke Re'.'enues, Proposed Rates 
AIOOUll Revenues Present Rates District S~cific Prici!ll 

Pr£e2:Sed Increase 
Percent 

Classification (Schedoo B) Percent Amount Percent Amour< Percent Amour< Wease 
(1) ' (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) [/) (8) (9) 

Rate A s 92,954 100.0% s 149,223 100.0% s 143,663 100.0% $ (5,560) -3.7% 

Total Sales 92,954 100.0% 149,223 100.0% 143,663 100.0'% (5,560) -3.7% 

Other Rewroes 695 695 695 0.0% 

Total s 93,649 s 149,918 s 144,358 s ~5l560} -3.7% 

Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MA WC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MA WC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

THE RANKIN ACRES/WHITE BRANCH DISTRICT? 

A. Yes, the revenues at MAWC's proposed rate would be sufficient to cover the cost of 

service that MA WC calculated for the Rankin Acres/White Branch District. 

Rankin/White Branch District I 
Revenues atMJ\.\V(:'s proposed rates $ . 14'1,358 
Cost of Service $ 93,649 
Sufflciency(D~fi~ie~cy). r--"--$ __ _:_50"',..:..70""9-l 
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Spring Valley/Lakewood Manor District 

Q. WHAT SOURCES OF WATER ARE USED BY MAWC TO SUPPLY THE 

SPRING VALLEY/LAKEWOOD MANOR DISTRICT? 

4 A. In MA WC's 2014 Annual Water Quality Report, MAWC indicates that the water to 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Q. 

A. 

supply the Spring Valley District is purchased from the City of Ozark, which uses 

numerous groundwater wells. The source of the water to supply the Lakewood Manor 

District is a groundwater well. 

WHAT COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE AT CURRENT AND PROPOSED 

RATES DOES MAWC PROPOSE FOR THE SPRING VALLEY/LAKEWOOD 

MANOR DISTRICT? 

For the Spring Valley/Lakewood Manor District, MAWC's proposed cost of service and 

revenue at cmTent and proposed rates from mopsc w0218_attachment 9- sch prh-1 cos-

small districts.xlsx of the Company's COSS workpapers are summarized below: 

Customer 

MJSSOUR._AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
SPRING VALLEY/ LAKEVVOOO MANOR 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE lfv'ITH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014 

Cost of Ser.1ce Rewnoes, Proposed Rates 
AmolJlt Revenues, Present Rates District S~fic Prici!l:! 

Pr2:22sed Wease 
Percent 

Classification (Scha<IV.. B) Percent Amoorl Percent Amount Percent AmolJlt Wease 
(1) • (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Rate A s 88,241 100.0% $ 87,146 100.0% $ 70,842 100.(}010 $ (16,304) -18.7% 

Total Sales 88,241 100.0% 87,146 100.0% 70,842 100.0% (16,304) -18.7% 

Other Relo€nues 939 939 939 0.0% 

Total $ 89,180 $ 88,085 s 71,781 s !16,3041 -18.5% 
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1 Q. WOULD THE REVENUES AT MA WC'S PROPOSED RATES BE SUFFICIENT 

2 TO COVER THE COST OF SERVICE THAT MAWC HAS CALCULATED FOR 

3 THE SPRING VALLEY/LAKEWOOD MANOR DISTRICT? 

4 A. No, the revenues at MA WC's proposed rates would be deficient by approximately 

5 $17,399. 

Spring Valley!Laliewood Manor District 
Revenues at MA WC's proposed rates $ 71,781 

6 

Cost of Service $ 89,180 --"-----:"-"-'=":-j 
SuffiCiency (DefiCiency) $ (17,399 

7 D. Other Considerations for Company's Proposed Consolidation of 
8 Water Districts into Proposed Rate Zones 3 

9 Q. ARE ALL OF THE WATER DISTRICTS THAT MAWC PROPOSES TO 

10 CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 3 INTERCONNECTED WITH EACH 

11 OTHER? 

12 A. No, all of the water districts that MA WC proposes to consolidate into Rate Zone 3 are not 

13 interconnected with each other. 

14 Q. HOW GEOGRAPHICALLY DISBURSED ARE THE DISTRICTS THAT MAWC 

15 PROPOSES TO CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 3? 

16 A. The fmihest distance between districts is approximately 284.7 miles, from Brunswick 

17 district to Spring Valley district. 
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I Q. IS THE COMPANY'S CALCULATED COST OF SERVICE PER RESIDENTIAL 

2 CUSTOMER SIMILAR FOR ALL OF THE WATER DISTRICTS THAT IT 

3 PROPOSES TO CONSOLIDATE INTO RATE ZONE 3? 

4 A. Illustrated in the table below, Brunswick District's cost of service per customer is $2,33 9. 

Rate Zone 3 
Brunswick 

Cost of Service 

$ 2,339 

5 Source: Schedule RCS-11 

6 As stated previously in this testimony, cost of service information is not included for the 

7 Ozark Mountain/Lake Tanneycomo, Rankin Acres/White Branch, and Spring 

8 Valley/Lakewood Manor Districts because a cost of service study was not performed for 

9 the small water districts, so a comparison could not be conducted. 

10 Q. COULD CROSS SUBSIDIZATION RESULT FROM THE COMPANY'S 

11 PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION OF THOSE DISTRICTS INTO RATE ZONE 3? 

12 A. Yes. As noted above, for some of the districts, the Company's proposed rates are below 

13 the Company's calculated cost of service. There may also be "rate shock" concerns 

14 presented for some rate and customer groups. 

15 Q. SHOULD THE WATER DISTRICTS BE CONSOLIDATED INTO A RATE 

16 ZONE 3 AS PROPOSED BY MA WC? 

17 A. No. The rates for these districts should remain on a district level. MA WC has not 

18 justified the consolidation oftheir districts into one rate zone at this time. 
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Q. WHAT EVIDENCE HAVE YOU REVIEWED THAT LEADS TO YOUR 

CONCLUSION THAT MAWC'S PROPOSAL FOR STP GOES TOO FAR IN 

CONSOLIDATING RATES FOR DISTRICTS THAT EXHIBIT 

SUBSTANTIALLY DIFFERENT COSTS? 

A. I compared the cost of investments and expenses on both a district basis and customer 

class basis. First, using Staff accounting data on net plant, key expense categories, and 

district customer counts including Residential, Commercial, Industrial, and Public 

Authority customers, I compared a per customer level of investment and expenses 

between districts. The district cost comparison is shown in Schedule RCS-1 0. The results 

suggest that on a per customer basis there is substantial variation between districts in the 

levels of investment and key expenses. In some cases the highest district investment and 

expense levels were 4 to 6 times those of the lowest dish·ict investment and expense 

levels. 

To evaluate whether differences existed for particular customer classes across districts, I 

used results from district specific CCOS studies provided in the Company's workpapers 

for 8 districts to compare the per customer costs for the Residential Class across districts. 

Similarly, I compared the per customer costs for the Commercial Class across districts. 

While I do not necessarily agree with the Company's specific CCOS methods or 

allocations, I used the Company CCOS study results in the comparison to illustrate that 

the Company's own calculations produce substantially different costs across districts. It is 

also important to note that for the St. Louis Metro Dish·ict, Rate A shown in the 
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1 comparison reflects blended costs for Residential, Commercial, and Public Authority 

2 customers. The district cost comparison for the Residential Class is shown in Schedule 

3 RCS-1 I. The district cost comparison for the Commercial Class is shown in Schedule 

4 RCS-12. For both the Residential Class and Commercial classes, the results indicate 

5 significant differences in the level of investment and key expenses between districts. In 

6 some cases the highest district investment and expense levels were 3 to 6 times those of 

7 the lowest district investment and expense levels. 

8 Q. WHAT EVIDENCE MIGHT PERSUADE PUBLIC COUNSEL TO SUPPORT A 

9 MORE LIMITED RATE CONSOLIDATION PROPOSAL? 

10 A. Based on my review of the district data, it appears that there is some correlation between 

11 the number of customers in a district and the investment and expenses per customer so 

12 consolidating districts of similar size might be more reasonable than STP. Evidence of 

13 converging costs would also increase Public Counsel's support for consolidating the rates 

14 for certain districts. 

15 E. Rate Zones for Wastewater Utility Sel'vice 

16 Q. WHAT HAS THE COMPANY PROPOSED FOR RATE ZONE GROUPING FOR 

17 ITS WASTEWATER UTILITY DISTRICTS? 

18 A. MAWC witness Herbert states at Q/A 41 of his direct testimony that MAWC is 

19 proposing two rate zones: one for the Amold district and one consolidated tariff for all of 
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1 the remaining wastewater utility districts. He indicates that, because the customer base is 

2 primarily residential, MA WC did not perform cost of service studies for wastewater. 

3 Q. WHY DID THE COMPANY PROPOSE TO KEEP THE ARNOLD DISTRICT 

4 SEPARATE? 

5 A. 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 Q. 

At QIA 42 of Mr. Herbert's direct testimony, he states that: 

Placing Amold on the consolidated tariff would have generated more 
revenue than their costs. Arnold's proposed rates reflect a 25.35% increase 
to their existing minimum and volumetric charges as well as their flat rate 
charge. 

DO YOU AGREE WITH MA WC'S PROPOSAL TO KEEP THE ARNOLD 

12 WASTWATER DISTRICT RATES SEPARATE, I.E., TO KEEP THE ARNOLD 

13 DISTRICT IN ITS OWN RATE ZONE? 

14 A. Yes. 

15 Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MAWC'S PROPOSAL TO CONSOLIDATE ALL OF 

16 THE OTHER WASTEWATER DISTRICTS INTO A SINGLE RATE ZONE? 

17 A. No. I do not agree with MA WC's proposal to consolidate all of the other wastewater 

18 districts into a single rate zone. 

19 There is a substantial geographical distance between a number of MA WC's wastewater 

20 districts, the systems are not interconnected, and the investment and operating expenses 

21 for the districts vary significantly on a per-customer basis. MA WC's proposed 
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consolidation thus might achieve administrative efficiency but raises concerns about 

2 cross-subsidi:iation. 

3 Q. WHAT IS SHOWN IN SCHEDULE RCS-14? 

4 A. This shows the net utility plant, rate base, and O&M expense for each of MA WC's 

5 wastewater utility service areas on a per-customer basis. As shown, per-customer use 

6 varies significantly among the wastewater utility service areas. 

7 Q. HOW DO THE PER-CUSTOMER AMOUNTS COMPARE BY SYSTEM? 

8 A. As illustrated on Schedule RCS-14 attached to this testimony, the per-customer amounts 

9 vary significantly throughout the twelve wastewater systems. Total rate base per-

10 customer ranges from $215 for Platte Catmty to $5,029 for Warren County. O&M 

11 Expense per-customer ranges from $113 for Anna Meadows to $894 for Ozark Meadows. 

12 Q. WHAT IS OPC'S RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE COMPANY'S 

13 REQUEST FOR CONSOLIDATING WASTEWATER UTILITY DISTRICTS 

14 INTO A COMBINED RATE ZONE? 

15 A. OPC's recommendation is to keep the MA WC wastewater districts separated, due to the 

16 lack of interconnectedness, substantial variations in cost, geographical distance, and 

17 concerns regarding potential cross-subsidization. However, if the Commission is inclined 

18 to consolidate MA WC's wastewater utilities into groupings. that have combined rates, 

19 OPC believes there may be merit in the Staff-proposed grouping, as described below. 
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1 Q. HAVE YOU REVIEWED STAFF'S RECOMMENDED RATE ZONE GROUPING 

2 FORMA WC'S WASTEWATER UTILITY DISTRICTS? 

3 A. Yes. Staff proposes to combine MAWC's wastewater districts into five rate zones, as 

4 presented on page 99 of Staffs Cost of Service Report. Staffs witness James Busch 

5 describes the following wastewater rate zones as follows: 

6 • District One: City of Arnold; 

7 • District Two: Platte County; 

8 • District Three: Cedar Hill, Incline Village (Warren County), Anna 
9 Meadows, and Meramec; 

10 • District Four: Jefferson City (Cole-Callaway Counties) Area 
11 including Lake Carmel, Maplewood, and Ozark Meadows; and 

12 • District Five: Stonebridge, Saddlebrooke, and Emerald Pointe. 

13 

14 Q. IS THERE MERIT IN STAFF'S PROPOSED RATE ZONES FOR THE MAWC 

15 UTILITIES? 

16 A. Yes, I believe there is substantial merit to keeping the rates for the Arnold district and 

17 Platte County separate at this time, as reflected in Staffs proposed wastewater utility rate 

18 zones 1 and 2. Staff has indicated that it will be presenting the reasons for its proposed 

19 wastewater rate zones in its January 20, 2016 testimony filing. Not having seen that yet, 

20 I am reserving judgment, but based on current information, there could be merit in Staffs 

21 proposed groupings with one potential exception. 

22 Q. WHAT IS SHOWN ON SCHEDULE RCS-15? 
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I A. Schedule RCS-15, page I, shows the twelve MAWC wastewater utility districts, the 

2 number of customers in each district, the counties in which each district is located, and 

3 where each district fits into Staffs proposed wastewater utility rate zones. Schedule 

4 RCS-15, page 2, also contains a color-coded map to help evaluate the geographic 

5 proximity of the MA WC wastewater districts. 

6 Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON THE INFORMATION 

7 SHOWN ON SCHEDULE RCS-15? 

8 A. Yes. Based on geographic proximity, it appears that it may be appropriate to include 

9 Maplewood in rate zone 3 rather than in Staffs wastewater rate zone 4. 

10 Q. IF THE MAPLEWOOD DISTRICT WAS INCLUDED IN WASTEWATER 

II UTILITY RATE ZONE 3, APPROXIMATELY WHAT NUMBER OF 

12 CUSTOMERS WOULD BE IN EACH WASTEWATER UTILITY RATE ZONE? 

13 A. The following chart summarizes the approximate number of customers by wastewater 

14 utility rate zone per the Staffs proposal, and with the Maplewood customers being 

15 included in rate zone 3: 
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Number of Customers - 'Vastewater Utility Service 

If Maplewood is 
As Proposed is included 

B)C Staff in Grout! 3* 
Rate Group I 6,928 6,928 
Rate Group 2 101 101 
Rate Group 3 1,853 2,220 
Rate Group 4 1,747 1,380 
Rate Group 5 1,145 1,145 

Total 11,774 11,774' 

*Such groupings may be apppropriate based on geogmphic proximity. 

III. COST OF SERVICE STUDY- ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

Q. ARE YOU PRESENTING A COST OF SERVICE STUDY FOR ANY OF THE 

MA WC WATER DISTRICTS? 

5 A. Yes. Schedule RCS-17 attached to my testimony presents the adjusted cost of service 

6 study results for MA WC's St. Louis Metro District, as well as the Revenues at present 

7 and proposed rates. The format and presentation of Schedule RCS-17 is similar to the 

8 Schedule A comparison of the cost of service with revenues under present and proposed 

9 rates that were included with MA WC witness Herbert's direct testimony. On Schedule 

10 RCS-17, the revenues at proposed rates are based on the district specific cost of service 

11 study results. The development of water rates for MA WC by district is consistent with 

12 the OPC's recommendations that the existing water districts be maintained separately for 

13 ratemak:ing purposes and MA WC's proposal to consolidate disparate water districts into 

14 three rate zones be rejected. The St. Louis Metro district was chosen as the focus for 
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1 OPC's cost of service study because it is MA WC's largest water district by revenue, rate 

2 base, and number of customers. 

3 Q. OTHER THAN THE INFORMATION THAT IS NOW SHOWN ON SCHEDULE 

4 RCS-17, HAD THE OPC, UP TO THIS POINT, DEVELOPED A SEPARATE 

5 REVENUE REQUIREMENT FOR THE ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT? 

6 A. No, not as such. The OPC witnesses have recommended various adjustments; however, 

7 the adjustments had not been compiled into a total revenue requirement recommendation 

8 from OPC for MA WC in total, forMA WC's water utility operations in total, or for each 

9 MA WC water district. 

10 Q. WHAT INFORMATION THEN DID YOU USE IN PREPARING THE 

11 ADJUSTED COST OF SERVICE STUDY FOR THE ST. LOUIS METRO 

12 DISTRICT? 

13 A. I started with the St. Louis Metro district cost of service study that had been prepared by 

14 MA WC, specifically with MA WC's Excel files for that COSS. After discussions with 

15 OPC, and because OPC had not presented comprehensive revenue requirement 

16 recommendations in its prefiled December 23, 2015 direct testimony, I utilized the Staff 

17 adjusted rate base and operating expenses, and reflected the OPC's specific recommended 

18 adjustments as incremental adjustments to the Staff adjusted amounts. 

19 Q. ARE YOUR ADJUSTED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY RESULTS 

20 PRESENTED ON A SCHEDULE? 
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1 A. Yes, the adjusted class cost of service study results for the St. Louis Metro water district 

2 are presented on Schedule RCS-18. 

3 Q. IS THE PRESENTATION AND FORMAT ON YOUR SCHEDULE RCS-18 

4 SIMILAR TO CERTAIN SCHEDULES IN MAWC'S FILING? 

5 A. Yes. The fmmat and presentation of Schedule RCS-18 is similar to the Schedule B class 

6 cost of service study results that were included with MA WC witness Herbert's direct 

7 testimony. 

8 Q. WHAT IS THE SOURCE FOR THE COST OF SERVICE AMOUNTS THAT ARE 

9 SHOWN ON SCHEDULE RCS-17, IN COLUMN 2? 

10 A. Those Cost of Service results on Schedule RCS-17, in column 2, come from the adjusted 

11 cost of service study that is contained in Schedule RCS-18. 

12 Q. WHAT IS THE SOURCE OF THE AMOUNTS FOR REVENUE AT PRESENT 

13 RATES SHOWN ON SCHEDULE RCS-17, IN COLUMN 4? 

14 A. The amounts for Revenue at Present Rates shown on Schedule RCS-17, in column 4, are 

15 based on the information provided by MA WC in response to data request MoPSC 

16 W0218, Attachment B, with the exception of the Rate A revenues, which reflect the 

17 impact of a usage normalization adjustment that has been recommended by OPC witness 

18 Lena Mantle. To reflect the impact of Ms. Mantle's recommendation on the St. Louis 

19 Metro water district revenue at present rates, I have added approximately $6.7 million to 
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I the amount of present rate revenues for this district that was shown on MA WC's response 

2 to MoPSC W0218, Attachment B. 

3 Q. IN RECONCILING THE AMOUNTS FOR REVENUE AT PRESENT RATES 

4 FOR THE ST. LOUIS METRO WATER DISTRICT BETWEEN THE MAWC, 

5 STAFF, AND OPC RECOMMENDATIONS, DID YOU NOTICE CERTAIN 

6 ITEMS THAT MAY REQUIRE FURTHER INVESTIGATION? 

7 A. Yes. In reconciling the amounts for Revenue at Present and Proposed Rates for the St. 

8 Louis Metro water district between the Staff and OPC recommendations, as shown on 

9 Schedule RCS-20, we noted that Staff had calculated a revenue deficiency of $12.062 
• 

10 million and added an amount of $9.114 million for an "Allowance for Known and 

11 Measurable Changesffrue Up Estimate" to bring the total revenue deficiency to $21.176 

12 million. At this time, OPC has not reflected a similar adjustment. 

13 Q. WERE THERE SOME OTHER SMALLER DIFFERENCES WITH REVENUE 

14 AMOUNTS NOTED WITH MA WC FOR THE ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT? 

15 A. Yes. We noted that the MA WC Excel workpaper for the district was described as "St. 

16 Louis Metro I Anna Meadows Water" and included $42,770 of revenue at present rates 

17 for Anna Meadows Water. We also noted a $16, 178 amount for revenue at present rates 

18 for Rate K. Those amounts were apparently not included in the St. Louis Metro revenue 

19 at present rate amounts that were listed in MAWC's Response to MoPSC W2018, 

20 Attachment B, and have not been included on Schedule RCS-17. Additionally, consistent 

21 with the OPC's recommendation that rates continue to be developed using the presently 
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1 existing water districts, the Anna Meadows revenue requirement and cost of service 

2 .should be developed separately from the St. Louis Metro water district. 

3 Q. HOW WERE THE REVENUES AT PROPOSED RATES AND THE AMOUNTS 

4 OF PROPOSED REVENUE INCREASES (OR DECREASES) ON SCHEDULE 

5 RCS-17 DERIVED? 

6 A. On Schedule RCS-17, the Revenues at Proposed Rates in column 6 are based on the 

7 results of the adjusted class cost of service study, which are summarized in column 2. 

8 The Proposed Revenue increases (or decreases) in column 8 are based on the differences 

9 between the amounts of Revenues at Present Rates (from column 4) and the Revenues at 

I 0 Proposed Rates (from column 6). 

II Q. WHAT IS SHOWN IN SCHEDULE RCS-18? 

12 A. As noted above, Schedule RCS-18 presents the adjusted class cost of service study results 

13 for the St. Louis Metro water district. These results are presented in .a fmmat similar to 

14 Schedule B from MA WC witness Herbe1t's direct testimony filing. 

15 Q. HOW WAS THERA TE BASE DEVELOPED FOR USE IN SCHEDULE RCS-18? 

16 A. The rate base developed for use in Schedule RCS-18 by starting with Staffs adjusted rate 

17 base for the St. Louis Metro water district. Adjustments were reflected for the differences 

18 between OPC and Staff on three rate base adjustments that were addressed in the OPC 

19 testimony. The OPC rate base adjustments are for materials and supplies, prepayments, 

20 and for defened costs associated with a tank painting tracker. 
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1 Q. WHAT RETURN WAS APPLIED TO THE ADJUSTED RATE BASE? 

2 A. An overall weighted cost of capital of 7.24% was used based on the recommendation of 

3 OPC witness Michael Gorman, which includes his recommended 9.0% return on equity. 

4 Q. HOW WERE THE ADJUSTED OPERATING EXPENSES DEVELOPED? 

5 A. The Staff adjusted results for the St. Louis Metro water district were used as the starting 

6 point. Information was obtained from the OPC to identify the OPC recommended 

7 adjustments to operating expenses and to reflect those impacts as incremental changes to 

8 the Staff adjusted expenses. 

9 Q. YOU MENTIONED THAT STAFF AND OPC HAD DIFFERENT 

10 ADJUSTMENTS TO REVENUE AT PRESENT RATES FOR THE ST. LOUIS 

11 METRO WATER DISTRICT BASED ON DIFFERENT LEVELS OF WATER 

12 SALES. WHAT TYPES OF OPERATING EXPENSES COULD BE IMPACTED 

13 BY ADJUSTMENTS TO LEVELS OF WATER SALES AND THE RELATED 

14 REVENUES? 

15 A. Based on my experience, adjustments to levels of water sales and the related revenues 

16 could impact expenses such as power and chemical expense which may vary directly 

17 with the quantity of water, as well as expenses, such as uncollectibles, that may be 

18 impacted by the level of revenue. 

19 Q. WERE EXPENSES ON SCHEDULE RCS-18 ALSO ADJUSTED FOR THE 

20 IMPACT OF DIFFERENT LEVELS OF WATER SALES? 
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1 A. Not at this time. OPC advised us that it had not made an adjustment to operating 

2 expenses based on the adjusted level of water sales being recommended by OPC witness 

3 Mantle. To the extent that Staff's adjusted expenses were impacted by the Staff's 

4 proposed water sales levels, adjustments may be needed to reflect those expense impacts. 

5 We were working with OPC (and through OPC with Staff) to ascertain ifthere were such 

6 impacts. At this time, such adjustments have not been identified. If needed, presumably 

7 such adjustments can be incorporated at a later stage in this proceeding. 

8 Q. DO THE ADJUSTED OPERATING EXPENSES THAT YOU USED REFLECT 

9 THE STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DEPRECIATION EXPENSE? 

10 A. Yes. Staff adjusted depreciation expenses for the St. Louis Metro water district were 

ll used. 

12 Q. DID YOU CONFIRM THAT STAFF'S RECOMMENDED DEPRECIATION 

13 RATE FOR THE BUSINESS TRANSFORMATION INITIAL INVESTMENT 

14 WAS GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH OPC'S RECOMMENDATION FOR 

15 THAT, SPECIFICALLY THAT THE CURRENT DEPRECIATION RATE OF 5% 

16 BASED ON AN EXPECTED AVERAGE SERVICE LIFE OF 20 YEARS 

17 SHOULD CONTINUE TO BE USED? 

18 A. Yes. It was confirmed that Staffs recommended depreciation rate for the BT initial 

19 investment in account 391.4 is 5% based on an average life of20 years. Because of the 

20 general consistency between that Staff depreciation rate recommendation and the OPC's 

21 recommendation that a 20-year life, and 5% annual depreciation rate, should be used for 
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1 the BT investment, no further adjustments to depreciation expense in the COSS model to 

2 reflect the OPC recommendation were deemed to be needed. 

3 Q. HOW DID YOU ALLOCATE THE ADJUSTMENT TO FEDERAL INCOME 

4 TAX EXPENSE RELATED TO THE SECTION 199 DOMESTIC PRODUCTION 

5 ACTIVITIES DEDUCTION TO THE ST. LOUIS METRO WATER DISTRICT? 

6 A. The allocation of that adjustment is based on the ratio of estimated taxab,le income at 

7 proposed rates for the St. Louis Metro water district to the total MA WC water taxable 

8 mcome. 

9 Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF THE ADJUSTED COST OF 

10 SERVICE STUDY AND REVENUE AT PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 

11 FOR THE ST. LOUIS WATER DISTRICT. 

12 A As shown on Schedule RCS-17, with OPC's adjustments, the MAWC St. Louis Water 

13 has revenue at present rates of approximately $191.43 million. When.compared with the 

14 adjusted cost of service of $200.279 million, the result is a revenue increase of 

15 approximately $8.85 million. That compares with a revenue increase of $43.484 million 

16 for the St. Louis Metro District requested by MAWC.3 The related revenue increases (or 

17 decrease) to Rates A, B, J, F, and E are shown on Schedule RCS-17 in column 8, and the 

18 percentage impacts versus revenues at present rates are shown in column 9. 

19 Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 

3 . 
See, e.g., Schedule RCS-20. 
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A. Yes. 
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Missouri American Water Company 
District Comparison of Rate Base and Expenses Per Water Customer 

Line Jefferson 
No. DescriE:tion Brunswick Ci!J: JoJ!lin 

I Gas Plant- Net (A) (B) (C) 

2 Source of Supply $ 512 $ 748 $ 485 $ 
3 Pumping $ 543 $ 594 $ 269 $ 
4 Water Treatment Plant $ 835 $ 330 $ 1,218 $ 
5 Transmission & Distribution $ 3,210 $ 1,716 $ 2,915 $ 
6 Total Rate Base $ 4,373 $ 2,683 $ 3,071 $ 

Expenses 
7 Source of Supply $ 20 $ 4 $ 22 $ 
8 Pumping $ 113 $ 25 $ 43 $ 
9 Water Treatment Plant $ !59 $ 67 $ 40 $ 
10 Transmission & Distribution $ 115 $ 38 $ 30 $ 
11 Customer Accounts $ 35 $ 30 $ 29 $ 
12 Administrative & General $ 244 $ 161 $ 184 $ 
13 Total O&M Expense $ 686 $ 325 $ 348 $ 
14 Total Depreciation & Amortization Expense $ 239 $ 109 $ 125 $ 

Notes and Source: 
Amounts calculated using data from MA WC filing Schedules CAS-3, CAS-4 and CAS-5 

Platte 
Mexico County St. Jose~h 

(D) (E) (F) 

329 $ 49 $ 360 
256 $ 290 $ 311 

1,199 $ 416 $ 912 
3,106 $ 6.350 $ 1,570 
3,979 $ 4,466 $ 2,484 

48 $ 92 $ 3 
16 $ 27 $ 49 
29 $ 47 $ 49 
45 $ 76 $ 37 
30 $ 32 $ 27 

158 $ 183 $ 137 
326 $ 456 $ 302 
137 $ 177 $ Ill 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

St. Louis 
Metro 

(G) 

$ 16 
$ 97 
$ 262 
$ 3.049 
$ 2,452 

$ 4 
$ 33 
$ 34 
$ 49 
$ 19 
$ 134 
$ 273 
$ 89 

Warrensburg 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

(H) 

126 
131 
362 

2.255 
1,888 

20 
6 
6 

50 
23 

120 
226 

88 

Schedule RCS-1 0 
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Missouri American Water Company 
Comparison of Rate Base and Expenses Per Residential Water Customer 

Line Jefferson Platte 
No. DescriE;tion Brunswick Ci!r Joelin Mexico County 

RESIDENTIAL (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 
Rate Base 
Utility Plant in Service $ 2.805 $ 1,673 $1.815 $ 2.400 $ 3,712 

2 Other Rate Base .Elements $ (589) $ (287) $ (351) $ (416) $ (756) 
3 Total Original Cost Measure of Value $ 2,216 $ 1,386 $1,464 $ 1,984 $ 2,955 

Expenses 
5 Source of Supply $ 9 $ 2 $ 9 $ 21 $ 55 
6 Pumping $ 41 $ 13 $ 16 $ 6 $ 18 
7 Water Treatment $ 63 $ 37 $ 16 s 12 $ 31 
8 Transmission & Distribution $ 46 $ 19 $ !8 $ 16 $ 44 
9 Customer Accounts $ 34 $ 29 $ 29 $ 30 $ 32 
10 Administrative & General $ 107 $ 110 $ 112 s 89 $ 134 
II Total O&M Expenses $ 301 $ 210 $ 200 $ 174 $ 314 
12. Total Depreciation & Amortization Expense $ 123 $ 65 $ 66 $ 74 $ 122 

Notes and Source: 
Amounts above calculated using data from the noted districts1 Class Cost of Service studies 
* St. Louis Metro reflects blended costs for the residential, commercial, industrial and other public authority customer classfications 

St. Jose~h 
(F) 

$ 1.529 $ 
$ (322) $ 
$ 1,207 $ 

$ I $ 
$ 19 $ 
$ 19 $ 
$ 20 $ 
$ 27 $ 
$ 78 $ 
$ 164 $ 
$ 56 $ 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

St. Louis 
Metro* 

(G) 

2.773 
(524) 

2,249 

4 
31 
32 
46 
19 

129 
260 

82 

Warrensburg; 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

(H) 

1.403 
(322) 

1,081 

II 
3 
3 

27 
?' _, 
81 

149 
55 

Schedule RCS-11 
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Missouri American Water Company 
Comparison of Rate Base and Expenses Per Commercial Water Customer 

Line Jefferson Platte 
No. DescriJ!tion Brunswick Ci& JoJ!Iin Mexico Count;r 

COMMERCIAL (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 
Rate Base 
Utility Plant in Service $ 6,008 $ 5.043 $ 6,064 $ 6.094 $ 10.141 

2 Other Rate Base Elements $ (1.259) $ (877) $ (1,186) $ (1,058) $ (2,067) 
3 Total Original Cost Measure of Value $ 4,749 $ 4,166 $ 4.878 $ 5.036 $ 8.074 

Expenses 
5 Source of Supply $ 21 $ 8 $ 37 $ 65 $ 219 
6 Pumping $ 110 $ 51 $ 69 $ 21 $ 57 
7 Water Treatment $ 166 $ 134 $ 66 $ 38 $ 101 

8 Transmission & Distribution $ 124 $ 55 $ 46 $ 49 $ 138 
9 Customer Accounts $ 35 $ 29 $ 29 $ 30 $ 31 
10 Administrative & General $ 251 $ 244 $ 269 $ 185 $ 294 
II Total O&M Expenses $ 708 $ 521 $ 516 $ 389 $ 839 
12 Total Depreciation & Amortization Expense $ 258 $ 182 $ 195 $ 175 $ 314 

Notes and Source 
Amounts above calculated using data from the noted districts' Class Cost of Service studies 
* St. Louis Metro reflects blended costs for the residential, commercial, industrial and other public authority customer classfications 

St. Joseeh 
(F) 

$ 4,936 $ 
$ (I ,043) $ 
$ 3.893 $ 

$ 5 $ 
$ 76 $ 
$ 78 $ 
$ 57 $ 
$ 27 $ 
$ 196 $ 
$ 440 $ 
$ 168 $ 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

St. Louis 
Metro* 

(G) 

2.773 
(524) 

2.249 

4 
31 
32 
46 
19 

129 
260 

82 

Warrensburg 
(H) 

$ 4,207 
$ (969) 
$ 3,239 

$ 43 
$ 12 
$ 12 
$ 81 
$ ?' _j 

$ 188 
$ 359 
$ !50 

Schedule RCS-12 
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Missouri American Water Company 

·Small Water District Comparison of Rate Base and O&M Expense Per Customer 

Ozark 
Maplewood/ Mountain! 

Line Anna Emerald Riverside/ Lake 
No. Descri tion Meadows Pointe Stone bridge Tannxcomo 

(A) (B) (C) (D) 
Gas Plant- Net 

I Source of Supply $ 1,480 $ 219 $ !50 $ 3!8 
2 Pumping $ 727 $ 6 $, (23) $ 189 
3 Water Treatment Plant $ 4 $ 3 $ 57 $ 825 
4 Transmission & Distribution $ 2,443 $ 561 $ 1,449 $ 1,272 
5 Total Rate Base $ 3,952 $ 390 $ 1,046 $ 1,864 

Expenses 
6 O&MExpense $ 38 $ 100 $ 229 $ 194 

Notes and Source: 
Amounts calculated using data from MA WC filing Schedules CAS-3, CAS-4 and CAS-5 

Rankin 
Acres Saddlebrook 

(E) (F) 

$ (60) $ 905 
$ 256 $ 490 

$ 5 $ 76 

$ 169 $ 18,043 

$ 499 $ 3,447 

$ 268 $ 739 

Spring 

Valley/ 
Lakewood 

Manor 
(G) 

$ 236 $ 
$ (I 0) $ 
$ 4 $ 
$ 747 $ 
$ 858 $ 

$ 497 $ 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Tri 
States 
(H) 

123 
70 
20 

440 
910 

253 

White branch 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

(!) 

'457 
145 

4 
935 

1,278 

218 
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L 

Missouri Americnn Water Company 

Wastewater District Comparison of Rate Base and O&M Expense Per Customer 

Line Anoo Cedar Emerald Jefferson 

~ DcscriJ!tion Meadows Hill Pointe Citv Maelowood 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

Di!itrict Comparison ofRutc Base PCr Cwtomcr 
Net Utility Plant $ 3,167 s 3,82& s 2,770 $ 3,587 $ 2,536 

2 Total Rute Base $ 2,461 s 1,888 $ 2,863 $ 2,209 s 1,783 

Expenses 
6 O&M Expense s 113 $ 506 $ 297 s 595 $ 199 

Notes and Source: 
Amounts cniculated using data from MAWC filing Schedules CAS-3, CAS-4 and CAS-5 

Ozark Platte 
Meramec Meadows Countv Saddlebrooke 

(F) (G) (H) (I) 

$ 2.319 $ 3,642 $ 514 $ 17,956 

$ 942 $ 1,843 $ 215 $ 1,422 

s 254 s 894 s 766 s 160 

Stonebridgc 
(J) 

$ 4,230 

$ 2,055 

s 482 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

$ 
$ 

s 

W:u-ren 
Cmmtv Am old 

(K) -o:J 
6,671 s 2,945 
5,029 s 2,136 

561 $ 226 
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Missow-i American Water Company 
Summary of Wastewater Districts, Customer Count :md Location 

~ riD"""'C:'!IiP!!!ri!!!on,__ 
1 Number of Residential Customers* 
2 Number of Commercial Customers* 
3 Number of Other Public Authority Customers* 
4 Total Customers 

f-"=i~ 
97 

97 

672 
63 

735 

Emerald Jefferson 
Pointe Citv 

348 
26 

374 

1,348 

7 

1,355 

Callaway/ 

363 
4 

367 

Ozark 
Meramec Meadows 

60& 25 

60& 25 II 

Mo'!J'DI 
Warren Jefferson Tnnev/Stone Cole St. Louis St. Louis C :unden 

X X ?(l) ( 

X X(!) II X 
X 

Notes: 
(I) Possibly put Maplewood into Group 3 based on geographic proximity. 

Platte 
Countv 

101 

101 

Platte 

X 

* Anna Meadows :md Arnold customer counts are based on Sep:ember 2015 per the Company's response to Staff d:ua request 0239. Others are as of December 31, 2014, end of test year. 

10 - 64 

S7l 684 

-"-- II _____2; 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Warren 
Countv Arnold 

411 6.390 
2 526 

- 12 
413 6,928 

Warren Jefferson 
X 

X 
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USEPA- NARUC Consolidated Water Rates 

Consolidated Water Rates: Summary 

Pm·pose 

Consolidated rates or single-tariff pricing is the use of a unified rate structure for multiple 
water (or other) utility systems that are owned and operated by a single utility, but that 
may or may not be contiguous or physically interconnected. The purpose of this repmi is 
to provide policymakers and other stakeholders with an overview of consolidated 
ratemaking and an appreciation of the complex trade-offs involve in its implementation. 

The repmi provides a review of historical, theoretical, and practical issues related to 
consolidated ratemaking, implementation data, and key decisions by the state public utility 
commissions. A detailed survey of state public utility connnission staff regarding single­
tariffpricing is presented. General commission policies are summarized, along with 
citations of specific regulatory decisions concerning single-tariff pricing. 

How Consolidated Pricing Works 

Under consolidated pricing, all customers of the corporate utility pay the same rate for the 
same service, even though the individual systems providing service may vmy in terms of 
operating characteristics and stand-alone costs. In many respects, consolidated rates are 
the conceptual opposite of "zonal" or spatially differentiated rates. 

Single-tariff pricing is used by many investor-owned water utilities, with the approval of 
state regulators, but it also can be implemented by publicly owned utilities. Single-tariff 
pricing can be an incentive for larger water utilities to acquire small water systems that 
lack capacity because it makes it possible to spread costs over a larger service population 
and maintain more stable and affordable rates for customers of some smaller and more 
expensive systems. Single-tariff pricing can be used by publicly owned or nonprofit water 
utilities that operate satellite systems, but few examples are readily available. 

Unfmiunately, the literature on utility ratemaking, which leans heavily toward the 
conditions and experiences of the energy and telecommunications industries, yields little 
theoretical insight or empirical evidence on the implications of single-tariff pricing. Much 
of the understanding of this issue is derived from case-specific regulatmy proceedings. 
However, an analysis of historical and theoretical perspectives suggests that single-tariff 
pricing is not necessarily inconsistent with the prevailing principles of rate making. 

The Tradeoffs 

Single-tariff pricing is a provocative issue precisely because of the tradeoffs involved in 
its application, including possible tradeoffs among different types of efficiency. Single­
tariff pricing might lessen some kinds of efficiency (such as those related to spatial 
allocation of costs and price signals to customers), while improving other kinds of 

vii 
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US EPA- NARUC Consolidated Water Rates 

efficiency (such as those related to management and innovation). Of particular 
importance, but hardest to gauge, is whether single-tariff pricing and related restructuring 
can lead to long-nm efficiency improvements in the water industty. Water utilities and 
policymakers must consider and weigh the evidence and trade-offs prior to implementing 
or approving single-tariff pricing. 

A variety of theoretical and practical arguments in favor and against the use of single­
tariff pricing can be made. Single-tariff pricing tends to stabilize rates and revenues, 
mitigate rate shock, and make rates more affordable for the customers of the smallest and 
more expensive systems. While achieving cetiain capacity-development, affordability, 
and operation efficiency goals, however, single-tariff pricing also might trade a degree of 
economic efficiency by ignoring spatial differences in costs and diluting price signals. A 
1996 survey of commission staff members identified several arguments in favor of and 
against single-tariff pricing were identified. 

Summary of Select Arguments in Favor and Against 
Sin le-Tariff Pricin 

Select Arguments in Favor of Select Arguments Against 
Sin le-Tariff Pricin Sin le-Tariff Pricin 
0 Mitigates rate shock to utility customers (17) 0 Conflicts with cost-of-service principles (14) 
0 Lowers administrative cosis to the utilities (16) 0 Provides subsidies to high-cost customers (12) 
0 Provides incentives for utility regionalization and 0 Not acceptable to all affected customers (10) 

consolidation ( 15) 0 Considered inappropriate without physical 
0 Physical interconnection is not considered a intercmmection (8) 

prerequisite ( 13) 0 Distorts price signals to customers (7) 
0 Addresses small-system viability issues (13) 0 Fails to account for variations in customer 
0 hnproves service affordability for customers (12) contributions (6) 
0 Provides ratemaking treatment sin1ilar to that for 0 Justification has not been adequate in a 

other utilities (I 0) specific case (or cases) (6) 
0 Facilitates compliance with drinking water 0 Discourages efficient water use and 

standards (9) conservation (4) 
0 Overall benefits outweigh overall costs (9) 0 Encourages growth and development in high-
0 Promotes universal service for utility customers (8) cost areas ( 4) 
0 Lowers adminisn·ative cost to the connnission (8) 0 Undennines economic efficiency (3) 
0 Promotes ratepayer equity on a regional basis (6) 0 Provides unnecessary incentives to utilities (2) 
0 Encourages inveshnent in the water supply 0 Not acceptable to other agencies or 

infrash11cture ( 5) governments (2) 
0 Promotes regional economic development (3) 0 Insufficient statutory or regulatory basis or 
0 Encourages further private involvement in the water precedents (2) 

sector (2) 0 Overall costs outweigh overall benefits (2) 
0 Other: Can be consistent with cost-of-service 0 Encourages overinvestment in infrastructure 

principles (I) and found to be in the public interest (1) 
I 

Source: Author's constmct. See Tables E3 and E4. Numbers in parentheses represent number of mentions 
(out of21 applicable survey responses). 

viii 
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USEPA-NARUC Consolidated Water Rates 

State Commission Policies 

The public utility conunissions have provide the central forum in which single-tariff 
pricing has been evaluated. Single-tariff pricing is a relevant regulatory policy issue only 
for the thirty (30) state public utility commissions with jurisdiction for multi-system 
utilities. Given this context, a clear majority of affected state commissions have allowed 
regulated water utilities to implement single-tariff pricing (22 state commissions). 

Based on the commission survey and subsequent updates, single-tariff pricing is generally 
accepted in eight (8) states, A few states (such as Connecticut, Pennsylvania, and Texas) 
have recognized single-tariff pricing as a policy tool. Staff members at seventeen (17) 
commissions characterized the policies of their commissions as "case-by-case," indicating 
that the single-tariff pricing must be justified for evety specific application (even when the 
policy is "generally accepted"). Numerous exemplary decisions can be cited. 

Summary of State Public Utility Commission Policies on 
s· I T 'ffP . . ~ W t UtTf mgte- an ncmg or a er I I ICS 

Commission Policy State Commissions 
Generally Accepted (8) Connecticut Pennsylvania 

Missouri South Carolina 
North Carolina Texas 
Oregon Washington 

Case-By-Case (!7) Single-Tariff Pricing Has Been Approved (!4) 
Arizona New Hampshire (d) (f) 
Delaware (a) New York 
Florida New Jersey (e) (f) 
Idaho (not an issue) Ohio 
Illinois Vermont 
Indiana (b) (f) Virginia 
Massachusetts (c) (f) West Virginia 
Single-Tariff Pricing Has Not Been Approved (3) 
California (g) 
Maryland (not an issue) 
Mississippi (not an issue) 

Never Considered (5) Iowa Maine 
Kentucky Wisconsin 
Louisiana 

Not Applicable- No Multi- Alabama Nevada 
System Water Utilities ( 15) Alaska New Mexico 

Arkansas Oklahoma 
Colorado Rhode Island 
Hawaii Tetmessee 
Kansas Utah 
Montana Wyoming 
Nebraska 

No Jurisdiction for Water Georgia North Dakota 
Utilities (6) Michigan South Dakota 

Minnesota Washington, D.C. 
, 

Source: Author s construct. See Table 12 for notes. 

ix 
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USEPA-NARUC Consolidated Water Rates 

Guide for Readers 

1. Introduction. The introductmy section defines consolidated ratemaking, discusses 
general advantages and disadvantages of this approach, and provides the policy and 
regulatory context in which rate consolidation is considered. 

2. Background. This section contemplates single-tariff pricing in light of an historical 
perspective and the prevailing economic regulatory literature. The concept of spatially 
differentiated pricing (or "zonal rates") also is considered. 

3. Spatial Pricing and Ratemaking Theory. Principles of ratemaking and tradeoffs 
among efficiency, equity, and other policy goals, are considered. Goals unique to the 
water industry are identified. The section also contrasts pricing in theory with pricing in 
practice. 

4. Structural Issues in the Water Industry. This section identifies ways in which 
pricing policies will shape the structural character of the water industty and the future of 
small water systems. 

5. Cost Profile of the Water Industry. This section considers the cost profile of the 
water industty, including the relevance of economies of scale, the challenge of 
maintaining affordable water service for consumers, and the means to enhancing water 
system capacity. 

6. Examples of Single Tariff Pricing. Numerical illustrations of rate consolidation are 
provided here, including examples from two recent cases in Indiana and New Hampshire. 

7. Public Utility Commission Role. The role of the state public utility commissions is 
reviewed in this section, with an emphasis on how commission policies will affect the 
structure of the industty through consolidation. 

8. Commission Survey. Results of a 1996 survey of commission staff members are 
presented. Based on a database derived from the survey, this section also identifies the 
characteristics of utilities that have implemented consolidated rates. 

9. Arguments in Favor and Against Rate Consolidation. Commission staff views 
about the advantages and disadvantages of single-tariff pricing are presented. 

10. Commission Policies on Rate Consolidation. This final section summarizes 
commission policies on rate consolidation and provides an overview of several key cases, 
including regulatory decisions from West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Florida, 
lllinois, New Jersey, Missouri, Indiana, New York, and Connecticut. This section also 
considers legal challenges to the authority of regulators to approve consolidated rates. 

X 
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Customer 
Classification 

(1) 

Rate A- Res/Com/lnd/OPA 

Rate 8- Sales for Resale 

Rate J -Manufacturing 

Rate F - Private Fire 

Rate E - Public Fire 

Total Sales 

Other Revenues"' 

Total 

Notes and Source 

MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COMPARISON OF COST OF SERVICE WITH REVENUES UNDER PRESENT AND PROPOSED RATES 
FOR THE TEST YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014 

Cost of Service Revenues, Proposed Rates 
Amount Revenues, Present Rates District Pricing 

(Schedule RCS-18) Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

$ 182,362,465 94.0% $ 173,303,197 [a] 93.6% $ 182,362,465 [c] 94.1% 

2,524,953 1.3% 2,892,461 [b] 1.6% $ 2,524,953 [c] 1.3% 

6,490,820 3.3% 6,571 ,486 [b] 3.6% $ 6,490,820 [c] 3.3% 

2,550,660 1.3% 2,312,409 [b] 1.2% $ 2,550,660 [c] 1.3% 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

193,928,898 99.9% 185,079,553 100.0% 193,928,898 100.0% 

6,350,401 6,350,400 [b] $6,350,401 

$ 200,279,299 $191 ,429,953 [d] $ 200,:279.300 

" Includes Rate G and H Contract Sales. 

[a] MAWC Rate A Revenues 
OPC Adjustment 
OPC Adjusted Rate A Revenues 

$ 
$ 
$ 

Amount 
166,637,144 

6,666,053 
173,303,197 

[b] 
Amount from workpaper using information provided by OPC witness Lena Mantle 

[b] MAWC revenues from MoPSC W0218 Attachment 8, column (4) 

{c] District pricing is based on the adjusted cost of service study results in column (2), which are utilized as the basis for OPC's proposed revenues 

[d] Total revenues in column (4) do not include $16,178 Rate K revenues, and Anna Meadows revenue of $42,770 are· excluded. 

$ 

$ 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Pro~osed Increase 
Percent 

Amount Increase 
(8) (9) 

9,059,268 5.2% 

(367,508) -12.7% 

(80,666) -1.2% 

238,251 10.3% 

0.0% 

8,849,346 4.8% 

0.33 0.0% 

8,849,347 4.6% 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE TWELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

Cost of Cost of lncremont:ll 
Line F::~etor Sorvice Sorvlco OPC Other Co3tof Ros/Comllnd/OPA S11!os for Re&Q)O L:~rge lndu3trllll 
No. Account Ref. perMAWC eerStnff Ad!ustmonts Ad!ustmonts Sorvlce Rate A RntoB RntoJ 

{1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (6) (9) (10) 

OPERA T!ON AND MAINTENANCE EXPENSES 

SOURCE OF SUPPLY EXPENSES 
1 Supor & Eng Opor SS 2 s • 190 $ 190 $ 173 s 5 s 12 
2 U.bor & Exp Opor SS 2 s 151,450 $ 146,121 $ 146,121 132,692 4,223 9,089 
3 Purchllsod W~or 1 s 390,§72 $ 405~16 $ 405.§16 351~17 14923 38648 
4 TOTAL SS EXPENSE· OPERATION 542,122 551,827 0 0 551,827 484,082 19,151 47,746 

5 Mine Exp Oper ss 2 s $ 702 $ 702 637 20 44 

' Mise Exp Opor SS 2 $ 448,332 $ 486,581 $ 486,581 441,864 14.062 30,265 
7 Rent:; OporSS 2 s 2,603 s 2,603 s 2,603 2,364 75 152 
8 LAke, River & Oth M11lnt SS -LAbor 2 s " s 251 $ 251 228 7 16 
9 Wellll & Spring' M11lnt ss -LAb11r 2 $ " $ 2 • 2 2 0 0 

10 lnfllt Gill! & Tunnel~ Malnt ss- L;bor 2 $ 414 $ 311 s 311 282 9 19 
11 Supply MlliM M11int SS ·LAbor 2 $ 104 $ 2 s 2 2 0 0 
12 Mise Plant M11lnt SS • Lllbor 2 s 252,865 $ 295,242 $ 295,242 266,109 8,532 18,364 
13 Mise PlAnt Main! SS 2 s '"' s "" $ , ... 6219 196 425 
14 TOTAL SS EXPENSE· MAINTENANCE 711 358 792 542 0 0 792 542 719 707 22 904 ""' 

TOTAL SS EXPENSE $ 1,253,480 1,344,369 0 0 1,344,369 1,203,790 42,056 97,042 

POWER AND PUMPING EXPENSES 
15 Super & Eng Opor P 3 $ s 18,950 s 18,950 16,581 529 1,135 

" Fuol for Power Prod 1 $ 10,243 $ 11,111 s 11,111 9,623 409 1,059 
17 Labor & Exp Opor Pwr Prod- Lllbor 3 $ 564 s (1) $ {1) (1) (0) (0) 
18 Purch Fuot/Power for Pump 1 s 8,468,645 s 9,186,390 $ 9,186,390 7,958,332 338,059 875,463 

" Lllbor & Exp Opor Pump- LQbOr 3 s 1,745,507 s 917,022 s 917,022 802,394 25,585 54,930 
20 Mi~c Exp Oper P 3 s 2,158 s 2,158 $ 2,158 1 .... so 129 
21 Rent~~ OperP 3 $ 1583 $ 1963 $ 16&3 1"' " 101 
22 TOTAl. PUMPING EXPENSE- OPERATION 10,228,899 10,137,313 0 0 10,137,313 8,788,291 364,689 932,817 

23 Supor& Eng MaintP 3 $ 29,506 s 22,842 s 22.842 19,987 637 1,366 

" Struct & Improve Malnt P- Labor 3 s 694,311 s 299,719 $ 299,719 282,254 8,382 17,953 
25 Struct & lmprov€1 Malnt P ' $ 71,890 $ 0 0 0 
26 Pump Equip M11int P ·Labor 3 ' 42,920 $ 203,712 s 203,712 178,248 5,684 12,202 
27 Pump Equip Main! P 3 s 11 857 • 11 655 s 11655 10198 325 598 

" TOTAL PUMPING EXPENSES- MAINTENANCE 850284 537 928 0 0 537928 470 687 15 008 32 222 

" TOTAl. PUMPING EXPENSES 11,079,183 10,675,241 0 0 10,675,241 9,258,978 379,697 965,038 

WATER TREATMENT 
30 Supor & Eng Oper Wf 2 s 69,401 s 67,904 s 67,904 61,664 1,982 4,224 
31 Chllm)CQ)S 1 s 7.419,482 s 8,560,528 $ 8,560,528 7,414,273 315,027 815,818 
32 Labor& ExpOporwr- Labor 2 $ 1,288,730 $ 2,458,737 $ 2,458,737 2,232,779 71,057 152,933 
33 Lllbor & Exp Opor Wf 2 $ 199,129 $ 197,524 ' 197,524 179,372 5,708 12,286 
34 Mise Exp Opor Wf 1 $ 102,227 $ 1,200 s 1,200 1,039 44 114 
35 Mise Exp Opor wr 2 $ 29,508 s 0 0 0 
35 R11n~OporWT 2 $ 10 157 s 39 002 s 39 002 35418 1127 '"' 37 TOTAL Wf EXPENSE. OPERATION 9,116,634 11,324,895 0 0 $ 11,324,895 9,924,545 394,927 987,802 

$ 
36 Supor& Eng Maintwr 2 s 1,613,443 s 1,470,331 $ 1,470,331 1,335,208 42,493 91,455 
39 wr Equip Main! wr- Labor 2 $ 2,987 s 537 $ 537 486 15 33 
40 wr Equip Main! wr 2 s 542 382 $ 595,164 s 595 164 540468 17200 37 019 
41 TOTAL WT EXPENSE· MAINTENANCE 2158 812 2 066032 0 0 2 066 032 1 876 184 59 708 128 507 

42 TOTAL wr EXPENSE 11,275,446 13,390,927 0 0 13,390,927 11,800,708 454,835 1,116,309 

s 

Case No. WR~2015-0301 

FIM Protection 
Rote F 

(11) 

0 • 88 
527 
615 

0 
292 

2 
0 
0 
0 
0 

"' 4 

"5 

1,090 

165 

" (0) 
11,942 

7,978 
19 
15 

20,133 

199 
2,608 

0 
1.m 

101 
4880 

24,813 

" 11,129 
1,475 

119 
z 
0 

23 
12,788 

882 
0 

357 
1 240 

14,028 

Rll!o E 
(12) 

0 
29 

203 
232 

0 
97 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

59 
1 

159 

391 

"0 
5 

(0) 
4,593 

26,135 
62 
46 

31,383 

551 
8,542 

0 
5,806 

332 
15 331 

46,714 

14 
4,280 

"2 
40 
1 
0 
6 

4,833 

29< 
0 

119 

"' 
5,247 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE lWELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

Cost of Cost of Incremental 
Unc Factor Service Service OPC Other Cost of Ro::./Comllnd/OPA Sales for Re::lo l.llrge lndu::trl::al 
No. _,,M Ref. perMAWC p(lrStaff Adlustmont:: AdjUlltnwnlll ''"'"~ Rille A RotoB RateJ 

(1) (2) (3) "' (5) (6) (7) (6) (6) (10) 

TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION EXPENSES 
43 Super & Eng Oper TO 10 • 532,432 s 152,909 • 152,909 141.525 572 2,206 
44 Storage Fllellty Exp • Lllbor s • 48,575 s 5,236 • 5,236 4,236 149 302 
45 TO L.lMJ:: Exp • Labor ' • 1,448,255 s 1,458,409 • 1,458,409 1,328,611 9,334 27.710 .. TO L.lno; Exp 6 • 43,719 • 0 0 0 
47 Motor Expon::<~-l.llbor 8 • 665,032 s 610,657 • 610,657 595,330 0 7;267 
48 Motor Expense 6 • 4,556 s 4,556 • 4,556 4,442 0 54 
49 Cu:~tomor Install Exp -l.llbor 9 • 674,665 s 454.964 • 454,964 412,471 0 1,228 
50 Ml:~e Exp Opor TO - Labor 10 • 2,131,681 s 1,922,299 • 1,922,299 1,n9,tss 7,194 27,738 
51 Mise Exp Oper TD 10 • 781,087 s n8,soo • na.6oo 720,634 2.914 11,235 
52 Rent; Opor TO 10 • 53 539 s S3 538 • 53538 49 552 200 m 
53 TOTAL T & D EXPENSE OPERATION 8,383,540 5,441,068 0 0 5,441,068 5,035,986 20.363 78,512 

54 Super & Eng MolntTO , • 47.109 s 19,620 • 19,620 16,685 102 316 
55 Contr.lct Svc-Eng Mlllnt , s 459 • 0 0 0 

"' Struct & Improve Mmlnt TO- Lllbor , s 26.630 • 166 • 166 141 1 3 
57 Dist R(IS St.rlnd Maint TD- Lllbor 5 s 1,406 s 530 • 530 429 " " 58 TO Main Malnt TD -LIIbor 6 s 214,726 • 62,407 • 62,407 56,853 390 1,186 
59 TO Main M11int TO 6 s 4,911,363 • 3,683,375 • 3,683,375 3,355,555 23,574 69,984 
50 Sorvlcos MmlntTO -l.llbor 9 s 229,646 • 386,726 • 386,726 350,683 0 1,044 

" Services Maint TO 9 s 448 • 44C $ 440 399 0 1 
62 Motem Melnt TO- L11bor 6 s 209,156 ' 169,222 $ 169,222 154,975 , 2,014 
63 Hydntnl~ M:~lnt TO· UI!X>r 7 s 293,107 • 317,567 $ 317,567 0 0 0 
54 Mise Plant Maint TO- l.llbor , s 1,475,326 • 1,434,848 $ 1,434,846 1,220,195 7,461 23,101 
65 Mot and Sup MlllntTO , s 22:95~91 • 2 045 596 s 2 045~96 1 739 575 10637 32 934 
66 TOTAL T & 0 EXPENSE- MAINTENANCE 9705 368 8 120497 0 , 8 120 497 6 905488 42 189 130 613 

67 TOTAL T & D EXPENSE 16,068,907 13,561,565 0 0 13,561,565 11,941,474 62,553 209.125 

CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS 

" Supervl:~ion CA " • 27,081 s 36,590 s 36,590 35,470 0 33 
69 Molar Reading Exp CA- Labor 13 • 1,220,279 s 1,530,384 s 1,530,384 1,529,n2 0 512 
70 Motor Reading Exp CA 13 • 2,682 s 2,681 s 2,881 2,680 0 1 , Cu;t Rae & Collection CA - l.llbor 12 $ 561,079 s 676.750 • 678,750 657,980 0 ,, 
72 Cuzt Rae & Collection CA 12 ' 1,873,076 s 1,872,222 ' (39,149) • 1,833,073 1,n6,981 0 1.650 
73 UncolloctJble AcctG 12 s 2,526,935 • 2,433,561 ' 2,433,561 2,359,094 0 2.190 
74 Mise Cust Acct~ Exp CA ·LIIbor 12 s 3,415 $ ,,, • (8) "' 0 (0) 

75 Ml~e CustAccts Exp CA 12 ' 10,725 • 10,566 • 10,588 10,243 0 10 
76 Cu::t Serv & Info Exp CA 12 s 64 • , • , 1G6 0 0 

77 TOTAL CUSTOMER ACCOUNTING EXPENSE 6,225,335 6,564,917 (39,149) 0 6,525,788 6.372,378 0 5,107 

ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSES 
76 Sal:~rio~AG 14 • 6.143,844 s 4,365,383 • 52,495 ,,, s 4,437.858 4,033,856 43.915 107,406 
79 other Suppllo~ & Exp AG 14 • 1,361.753 s 1,316,063 s (14,214) s 1,301,849 1,183,335 12,883 31,508 
60 Mgmt Fce::-Admln 14 • 18,109,147 s 0 0 0 

" Mgmt Fce~Customer Service 12 s 3,326,703 s 0 0 0 
62 Mgmt Foe::-B&IIovllio Lab 2 s 104,435 • 0 0 0 
63 Mgmt Foos- Employee " s 1,128,851 • 0 0 0 
64 Out::lda Service~ AG 14 s 1,164,557 $ 23,751,461 • 200,000 ,,, • 23,951,461 21,771,030 237,015 579,878 
85 Outside Service' AG 14 • s (4,628,995) • (4,628,995) (4,207,593) (45,807) (112,032) 
66 In:: Gen UQb Opor AG 14 • 2,576,615 s 3,132,861 s (154,395) • 2.978,486 2,707,320 29,474 72,085 
87 Ins Work Comp AG " • 897,953 s 0 0 0 
88 In:~ Other Opar AG 14 • 223,460 s 0 0 0 
69 lnsurnnea Vehicle 14 • 110.270 s 0 0 0 
90 Injuries & DamQges " • 33,278 • 33.853 s 33,853 30,499 407 969 

" Employee Pan~lon & aoneflta " $ 6,500,734 • 7,897,642 s 4,361 s 7,902,003 7,119,000 94,914 225,159 

Case No. WR-2015--0301 

Fire Protoctlon 
RateF 

(11) 

4.258 
124 

21,147 
0 

6,061 
50 

41,165 
53,531 
21,882 

1 491 
151,518 

388 
0 
3 

13 
605 

53.409 
34,999 

40 
2,234 

0 
28,410 
40 503 

160 903 

312,422 

1,087 
0 
0 

20,159 
54,442 
72,277 

(0) 
314 

5 

148.263 

n,450 
22,720 

0 
0 
0 
0 

418,005 
(80,786) 
51,981 

0 
0 
0 

539 
125,901 

R11teE 
(12) 

4,347 
425 

71,608 
0 
0 
0 
0 

54,850 
22,135 

1 522 
154,688 

2,129 
0 

" 43 
3,064 

180,854 
0 
0 
0 

317.567 
155.681 
221 947 
881 303 

1,035.991 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

175,231 
51,404 

0 
0 , 
0 

945,734 
(182,778) 
117,608 

0 
0 
0 

1,440 
336,030 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE TWELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

Co::tof Co::tof lncroment:l.l 
Line Factor Service Sorvlce OPC Othor Cost of Ro::!Comllnd/OPA Sale; for Re!l.:l!e Ulrgo lndustri;J 

No. Account Rof. perMAWC perSttff Adju:;tment!: Ad!umment$ Service RatoA Rate B RateJ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) [I) (8) (9) (10) 

92 Ro<;l Comml3lon Exp 19 • 570,911 s 16,690 $ 113,346 • 130,036 114,396 1,693 4,256 

93 Ront;AG 14 • 1n.M2 5 145,255 $ (100,041) • 45,214 41,Q96 441 1,094 

94 GoodWill Advertising Exp 14 $ 13,919 • 4$3 s 25 $ 476 434 5 12 
95 Mise ExpAG 14 • 1,230,S44 • 912,428 • (264,833) s 647,595 SS8,641 6,408 15,673 

" Research & Development 14 $ 65 583 • 63305 s 53 305 57 542 626 1 532 

97 TOTAL A& G OPERATIONS 43,732,698 37,026,379 (163,254) 0 36,853,125 33,439,561 381,980 926,339 

" General Pl;mt MaintAG. U.bor 14 • (657) ' 275,986 • 275,986 250,862 2,731 6,679 

99 Malnt Exp ARO/Not Neg Sal AG 14 • $ 0 0 0 
100 Goner=! Plant M:tlntAG 14 • 536 551 s 509 365 s 509 365 462 995 5 040 12 328 
101 TOTAl. A & G EXPENSE· MAINTENANCE 535894 785 351 0 0 785 351 713 856 7 772 19 007 

102 TOTAL A& G EXPENSE 44.268,592 37 811730 <163 254} 0 37648 476 34153417 389.751 947.347 

103 Total Oper..~tion & Malntonanco Expon'liH 90 190 943 83348749 (202403) 0 63146348 74 730 745 1 328692 3 339958 

1•1 Approldmal<> Impact of cuutom"r DQNIOO portion of AlP which SIJ:>ff romOII<rd but OPC d1d not 

DEPRECIATION EXPENSE 
104 Struct&lmpSS 2 s 137,846 s 195,358 • 195,358 1n,40s 5.646 12,151 
105 Struct&lmpP 3 s 85,435 s 197,521 • 197.521 172,831 5.511 11,832 
1 06 Struct & Imp Pumps (STL) 3 s 199,810 s 0 0 0 
107 Struct& Imp Pump Boo::tom 3 s 150,950 s 0 0 0 
108 Struct & Imp WT 2 $ 193,065 s 129,781 $ 129,761 117,836 3,750 6,071 
109 Struct & Imp WT Nth Pit (ST 2 • 227,493 $ 152,901 • 152,901 138,849 4,419 9,510 

110 S1ruct& Imp WTCtrl Pit 1 2 • 60.458 • 40,634 • 40,634 36,900 1,174 2,527 
111 Struct & Imp WT Ctrl ?It 3 2 $ 536,321 • 360,467 • 360,467 327,340 10.418 22,421 
112 Struct& Imp WT Sth Pit (ST 2 s 190,036 • 127,725 • 127,725 115,987 3,691 7,945 

113 Struct&lmpWTMornmoe{ST 2 • 255.635 • 171,815 • 171,815 158,025 4,965 10,887 

114 Struct&lmpTO 6 • 87.4fl7 • 140,951 s 140,951 128,407 902 2,678 
115 Struet & Imp TD Spec Cro~s 8 • 3.984 • 6,425 s 8,425 5,853 41 122 
116 Struct&lmpAG 14 • 135,075 • 144,727 s 144,727 131.552 1,432 3,503 
117 Struct&lmpOffieo~ " • 82,031 • 80,750 s 80,750 73,399 799 1,954 
118 Gon Structure~ HVAC 14 • 28.841 • 5,053 ' 5,053 4,593 50 122 
119 Struct & Imp Loasohold 14 • 181 • 329 • 329 299 3 a 
120 Struct & Imp Storo,Shop,GAr 14 • 18,468 • 10,9n • 10,977 9,978 109 266 
121 Struct& Imp MIGe 14 • 35,981 $ 23,985 • 23,985 21,801 237 560 
122 Woll~ & Spring; 2 • 634 ' 32a • 326 296 9 20 
123 Supply Mlllns 2 • 17 ' " ' " 19 1 1 
124 Supply Maim: Nth ?It (STL) 2 • 4,021 ' 4,961 ' 4,961 4,505 143 "'' 125 Supply Mains Ctrl ?It (STL) 2 • 58,503 s 72,176 s 72,176 65,543 2,086 4,489 

128 Supply MAins Sth Pit (STL) 2 • 8,604 s 8.147 s 8,147 7,399 235 507 
127 Supply Mains Mor:~moe Pit (S 2 • 18,965 ' 23,397 s 23,397 21,247 676 1,455 
128 PoworGonoro~on Equip 3 • 42,040 $ 0 0 0 
129 Pump Equip Eloctrle 3 • 274,487 s 411,363 $ 411,363 359,943 11,4n 24,841 
130 Pump Equip Eloc Prn45 (STL) 3 ' 18,809 $ 24,891 $ 24,891 21,780 694 1,491 
131 Pump Equip Eloc PoGt48 (STt. 3 • 519,473 s n8.514 • n8,514 581,200 21,721 48,533 
132 Pump Equip Eloe Boosters Po 3 • 25,707 s 40,025 • 40,025 35,022 1,117 2,397 
133 ?ump Equip Dio~ol Ctrl ?Jt 3 • 36,245 s 54,038 • 54,038 47.283 1,508 3,237 

134 ?ump Equip Hydr:~ullc 3 • 4,901 s 7,380 • 7,380 6,458 206 442 
135 Pump Equip Othor 3 • 4,158 s 22.752 • 22,752 19,908 635 1,363 
136 Pump Equlp WT 3 $ 11,979 s 95,992 • 95.992 83,993 2,678 5.750 
137 Pump Equip TO 3 s 56 • 0 0 0 
138 wr Equip Non-Modi:~ 2 • 474,986 s 492.827 • 492,827 447,536 14,243 30,654 
139 WT Equip Non-Mod North (STL 2 s 1G3.239 $ 200,497 • 200,497 182,071 5,794 12,471 

140 vvr Equip Non Modi:~ Ctr11 & 2 s 59,333 s 61,562 • 61,562 55,904 t,ns 3,829 

141 WT Equip Non Modia Ctrl3 ( 2 s 526.nt $ 546,557 • 546,557 496,328 15,795 33,998 

142 vvr Equip Non Modi::a Sth (STL 2 s 168,510 $ 174,839 • 174,839 1ss.m 5,053 10,875 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Fire Prote-ction 
Rmto F 

(11) 
1,710 

789 
a 

11,302 
1105 

630,724 

4,817 
0 

8 890 
13 706 

"'430 

1145 067 

117 
1,718 

0 
0 

" 92 
24 

"a 
77 

103 
2,044 

" 2,526 
1,409 

" 6 
192 
419 

0 
0 
3 

43 
5 

14 
0 

3,579 

"7 
s,n3 

348 
470 
64 

196 
635 

0 
296 
120 

37 
32a 
105 

R:tteE 
(12) 

7,980 
1,785 

19 
25,571 
2500 

1,482,521 

10.897 
0 

20 112 
31 010 

1 513,531 

2 601 873 

39 
5,629 

0 
0 

26 
31 
a 

72 
26 
34 

6.921 
315 

5,715 
3,188 

200 
13 

433 
947 

0 
0 
1 

" 2 
5 
0 

11,724 
709 

22,188 
1,141 
1,540 

"0 
648 

2,736 
0 

99 
40 
12 

109 
35 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE TWELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

CoM of cost of lncremanml 
une F!lctor SeNico SoNICO OPC Qthoc Co$1Df Re$/Com/ln<:i/OPA Slll03 for Re~11le Lllrgo lnduWlal 

No. ""'""' Ref. porMAWC perStclff Ad]u;tments Adlu;tments SoM~ Rate A RataB RAteJ 
(1) 0) ~) (4) (5) ~) (1) ., ., (10) 

143 wr Equip Non Media Mer (STL 2 5 286,838 $ 297,612 $ 297,512 270,261 8,601 18,511 
144 WT Equip Filter Media 2 s 72,745 $ 15,4n $ 75,477 68,541 2.181 4.695 
145 Ollilt Re::ervolrc. & smndpipe 5 $ 35,632 s 321,934 $ 321,934 280,477 9,143 16,543 
146 Elevatod Tan!G & Smndpipo; 5 $ 69,686 $ 0 0 0 
147 Ground Level Facllltlelil 5 $ 168,tn $ 0 0 0 
148 Solow Ground Facilltlo:: 5 $ 271 s 0 0 0 
149 TD Maine Not Cl11sslfied by ' s 1,029,339 s 226,071 $ 226,071 205,951 1,447 4,295 
150 TDMIIIn~4"&Lou 4 s 16,no s 16,375 s 16,375 15,094 0 110 
151 TO Mains 6 to 8" 4 $ 302,167 • 326,320 $ 326,320 300,802 0 2,186 
152 TO MIIIM 10 to 16" 3 s 350,153 $ 344,567 $ 344,567 301,496 9,613 20,540 
153 TO Mllln:: 18" & Grtr 3 5 250,473 • 246,4n $ 246,4n 215,567 6,an 14,764 
154 TO Mlllns AC 4" (STL) 4 $ 34,240 s 33,433 $ 33,433 30,818 0 224 
155 TO Mllin& Cl <::10" 1900..26 4 $ 37,274 $ 0 0 0 
156 TO Mains Cl <::10" 1929-56 4 $ 168,288 s 0 0 0 
157 TO M11in11 Cl <10" 1957-93 4 $ 700,924 $ 0 0 0 
156 TO Main; Cl12" (STL) 3 $ 188,178 ' 165,176 $ 165,176 162,029 5,166 11,092 
159 TO Maln:1 Cl16" (STL) 3 $ 278,129 ' 273,692 • 273,692 239,480 7,636 16,394 
160 TO Mains 01 S.S" (STL) 4 $ 2,916,823 s 3,149,974 s 3,149,974 2,903,646 0 21,105 
161 TO Main:: 0112" (STL) 3 $ 1,410,655 $ 1,389,149 $ 1,388,149 1,214,631 38,729 83,150 
162 TO Mllins 0116"&:>-(STL) 3 $ 2,075,553 $ 2,042,439 $ 2,042,439 1,787,135 56,984 122,342 
163 TO Mains Galve 1" (STL) 4 $ 13,598 $ 13,277 $ 13.2n 12,239 0 " 154 TO Main= LJ 20" {STL) 3 $ 63,990 $ 62,969 $ 62,969 55,098 1,757 3,772 
165 TO M.::tins PL S.Sin (STL) 4 $ 2,686,003 5 2,900,769 $ 2,900,769 2,673,929 0 19,435 
166 TO Mlllns PL 121n (STL) 3 $ 154,191 5 151,731 $ 151,731 132,785 4,233 9,089 
187 TO Main: 0141n (STL) 4 $ 48,018 5 44,933 s 44,933 41,419 0 301 
168 TO M11in~ Dl10in (STL) 3 $ 2,440 s 2,401 ' 2,401 2,101 67 144 
169 Fire Main~ 7 $ 5,265 $ 5,299 $ 5,299 0 0 0 
170 SeNiCGll 9 s 249,937 $ 269,307 $ 269,307 244,208 0 727 
171 Meters Bronze Case 8 s 204,954 $ 214,958 5 214,958 209,563 0 2,558 
172 Meters PIIIStlc Case 8 $ 15,371 $ 37,627 $ 37,627 "'·"' 0 448 
173 Meter:l Other 8 $ 1,734,888 5 1,470,190 5 1,470,190 1,433,288 0 17,495 
174 Meterc. Other-Rem RdrUnw 8 $ 104,788 $ 66,800 $ 88,800 86,571 0 1,057 
175 Meter lnstall.::ttion= 8 $ 170,405 s 154.371 $ 154,371 150,496 0 1,837 
176 Meter Installation Other 8 $ 273,879 5 248,107 s 248,107 241,880 0 2,952 
177 MeterVaults 8 $ 1,876 $ 0 0 0 
178 Hydrants 7 $ 1,199,982 5 1,210,497 $ 1,210,497 0 0 0 
179 Office Fumituro & Equip 14 $ 39,073 $ 30,275 $ 30,275 27,519 300 733 
180 Comp & Perlptl Equip 14 $ 1,647,952 $ 627,338 $ 627.338 570,228 6,206 15,183 
181 Other P/E- CPS 14 $ 36,464 $ 27,567 s 27,567 25,057 273 667 
182 computer Softw11re 14 s 591,227 $ 282,958 s 282,958 257,199 2,800 '·""' 163 Comp Softw11ro Mainframe 14 $ 2,430,305 $ 1,163,130 $ 1,163,130 1.057,244 11,510 28,150 

184 comp Softw11re Mainframe- CIS 12 $ 1,243,070 $ 594,926 5 594,926 576,722 0 535 
185 Comp Softw:lre Other 14 $ 3,287 $ 1,573 $ 1,573 1,430 16 38 
186 Delli Handling Equipment 14 5 974 s 0 0 0 
187 OtherOfflco Equipment 14 $ 5,096 $ 1,620 $ 1,620 1.473 16 39 
188 Trlln& Equip Lt Duty Trklil 14 $ 252,008 s 763,194 $ 763,194 693,716 7,552 18,471 
189 Tr~~ns Equip Other 14 $ 206,990 s 307,247 $ 307,247 279,277 3,040 7,436 
190 Stores Equipment 14 $ 51,175 s 18,579 5 18,579 16,888 184 450 
191 Teollii,Shop,GIII'liQe Equip 14 s 208,000 $ 120,751 $ 120,751 109,759 1,195 2,922 
192 ToOI$,Shop,GIIrllgll Equip Oth 14 $ 94,576 5 54,905 $ 54,905 49,906 543 1,329 

193 Laboratory Equipment 2 s 62,387 5 27,695 $ 27,695 25,150 000 1,723 
194 L11boratory Equip Other 2 5 4,497 $ 1,996 ' 1,996 1,813 " 124 
195 ?ower Opel'llted Equipm€1nt 14 $ 32,243 $ 65,762 s 65,762 59,n5 051 1,592 
196 comm Equip Non·T€1Iephone 14 $ 143,754 s 76,458 $ 76,458 69,496 757 1,850 
197 Remeto Control & ln~tr 14 $ 101,977 s 54,239 $ 54,239 49,301 537 1,313 
19S Comm Equip Telopheno 14 s 1,992 $ 1,955 $ 1,955 1.m 19 47 
199 Mise Equipment 14 s 166,035 $ 94,347 s 94,347 65,756 934 2,283 
200 Other Tangible Property 17 $ 3101 $ 0 0 0 

201 T~l Doproel•tlon Exponso 29,521,599 24,929,093 5 $ 24,929,093 21,570,016 318,825 768,626 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Firo Protoction 

"""' (11) 
179 
45 

7,630 
0 
0 
0 

3,278 
2f!7 

5,319 
2,998 
2,144 

545 
0 
0 
0 

1,511 
2,381 

51,345 
12,077 
17,769 

216 
540 

47,283 
1,320 

732 
21 

0 
24,372 

2,837 
497 

19,407 
1,172 
2,038 
3,275 

0 
0 

528 
10,948 

481 
4,938 

20,299 
17,669 

27 
0 

28 
13,319 
5,362 

324 
2,107 

'" 17 
1 

1,148 
1,334 

947 
34 

1,647 
0 

316,061 

RataE 
(12) 

60 
15 

28,141 
0 
0 
0 

11,100 
904 

18,013 
9,820 
7,025 
1,845 

0 
0 
0 

5,278 
7,800 

173,879 
39,562 
56,210 

733 
1.795 

160,122 
4,324 
2,480 

" 5,299 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1,210,497 
1,195 

24,771 
1,088 

11,173 
45,927 

0 

" 0 
84 

30,135 
12,132 

734 
4,768 
2,188 

6 
0 

2,597 
3,019 
2,142 

77 
3,725 

0 

1,955,563 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE 1WELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

Cost of Cot:tof Incremental 
Une Fador Ser.olce Ser.olco OPC Other Co:tof Roli/Com/lnd/OPA 5alot: for Rosale l.arQe lndustrilll 
No. Account Rof. t~erMAifoJC perS!IIff Ad!u~erlt$ AdJustments Ser.olco RoloA R:ltfl 8 R:~II'IJ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5} (6) 9) (6) (9) (10) 

202 Amort-Other UP 19 $ 121.654 ' 63,396 $ 63,396 54,882 653 1,667 
203 Amort-UPAA 2 $ 204,612 $ 106.627 $ 106,627 96,828 3,082 6,632 
204 Amort-Proporty Lo:se$ 2 $ 121,130 $ 63,123 $ 63,123 57,322 1,824 3,926 

$ 
$ 

TllXOI Other Than Income $ 
205 UWity Reg Assessment Fee 19 s 1,792,650 $ 1,634,064 s 91.552 $ 1,725,616 1,518.on 22,468 56,475 
206 PropertyTilXoll 18 $ 9,187,232 s 8,591,983 s 8,591,983 7,438,080 88,497 225,969 
207 P11yroll TIIXoll " $ 1.604.292 $ 1,511,683 5 (76,418) $ 1,435,265 1,293,048 17.239 41,078 
208 Other TIIXes & Uconsre 14 s (24,339) $ (273,477) $ (273,477) (248,581) (2,706) (6,619) 
209 GroM Recelp~ Tax 19 s s (58) $ {56) (49) 1 2 

210 TotDI T-. Othor Than lncomo 12 559 835 11464197 15134 0 11479331 10 000 572 125497 316 902 

211 lncomo Taxos 19 $ 28,928,453 $ 25,669,939 ' 247,934 s 25,917,873 22,437,102 266,954 681,640 
s 

212 Utility lncomo Avall~blo tor Rotum 18 $ 66 599 892 s 54925311 s (351 800) $ 54 573 511 47244288 ___§§_2,107 1,435,283 

213 TOtDJ COIJ.t of Sarvlco 228,248,118 200,570,435 (291,136) 0 200,279,299 176,191,756 2,607,635 6.554,647 

214 Lon: OthorWator Rovanuoto 19 $ 2,792,693 s 2,792,893 $ 2,792,893 2,456,992 38.363 91,404 
215 Contract Sales 19 $ 3 557 508 $ 3 557 508 s 3 557 508 3129647 46 319 116428 
219 Tot::ll Othor Wator RIIVOliUOS 8350401 6350 401 0 0 6 350401 5.566.640 82682 207 833 

Totlll Cost of Sorvlco Rofatod to 
217 SaloG efWR!or s 221.897~ s 194,220,034 s ~1,138l s $ 193.928,898 s 170.605,116 $ 2,524 953 s 6.346.814 

218 RellllccnUon of PubliC Fire 20 s s $ s 0 11757349 0 144 006 

r=• $ 221.897,717 $ 194,220,034 s (291,136) s $ 193,928.898 s 182,362,465 $ 2,524,953 s 6.490,820 

Rato&10<1 
219 OrgQntu.~on 17 s 197,742 s 170,390 $ 170,390 $ 147,410 s 1,749 $ 4,461 
220 Fr::mchl;es 17 $ 12,572 $ 12,573 $ 12,573 1o,8n 129 329 
221 l.llnd & Ld Rlgh~ SS 2 $ 82.872 $ 82,872 $ 82,872 75,256 2.395 5,155 
222 Land & Ld Righ~ P 3 $ 285,553 $ 285,553 s 285,553 249,859 7,967 17,105 
223 Land & Ld Right: WT 2 $ 1,872,125 $ 1,872,125 s 1,872,125 1 ,7oo,on 54,104 116,446 
224 Land & Ld Rights TO 7 $ 4,355,135 $ 4,355,571 s 4,355,571 0 0 0 
225 Land & L:md Rights AG 14 $ 116 s 116 $ 116 105 1 3 
226 Struct & Imp$$ 2 $ 3,012,378 s 4,399,715 $ 4,399,715 3,995,361 127,152 273,662 
227 Strud&lmpP 3 $ 1,224,756 $ 1,248,570 $ 1,248,570 1,092,498 34.835 74,789 
228 Struct & Imp Pumps (STL) 3 s 2,684,3n s 2,920,071 $ 2,920,071 2,555,062 81,470 174,912 
229 Struct & Imp Pump Boosters 3 s 2,163,933 $ 2,200,008 s 2,208,008 1,930,257 61,548 132,140 
230 Struct & Imp WT 2 s 4,984,661 $ 4,297,535 s 4,297,535 3,902,591 124,199 267,307 
231 Strud & Imp Wf Nth Pit (ST 2 s 5.673,542 $ 5,063,886 s 5,063,886 4,598,515 146.346 314,974 
232 Struct & Imp WT Ctrl Pit 1 2 $ 1,580,931 $ 1,345,760 $ 1,345,760 1,222,084 38,892 83,706 
233 Struct & Imp WT Ctrl Pit 3 2 $ 13,847,051 $ 11.938,262 $ 11,938,262 10.841,136 345,016 742,560 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Flro ProteeUon 
Rall'l F 

(11) 

805 
64 
36 

22,696 
109.118 
22,868 
(4,773) 

1 

149 909 

329,157 

693,084 

2,634,184 

36,734 
46 790 
83 524 

$ 2 550 660 

0 

s 2,550.660 

s 2,145 
159 
50 

2,484 
1,123 

0 
2 

2,640 
10,863 
25,405 
19,192 
2,579 
3,038 

807 
7,163 

RllleE 
(12) 

5,389 
21 
13 

105,901 
730,319 

61,034 
(10,798) 

3) 

see 451 

2.203,019 

4.638,748 

12,291,078 

171,399 
218 323 
389 722 

~901.355 

$ 

j1190135~ 

14,624 
1,079 

17 
6,138 

374 
4,355,571 

5 

'" 35,584 
63,222 
62,871 

680 
1,013 

269 
2,388 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE lWELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

CO$! of Cost or lncremontai 
Llno Factor Service Sorv'1ce OPC Other Co~tof Roa/Comllnd/OPA Sal~ ror Ro:;alo U.rgo lndu::tnal 
No. Account Rof. porMAWC perSifl« Ad!ustmonu Ad!u:Jtmontl: Service RatoA RoteB RatoJ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6} m (8) (6) (10) 
234 Struct & Imp WT Sth Pit (ST 2 ' 4,906,456 ' 4,230,111 $ 4,230,111 3,841,364 122,250 263,113 
235 Struct & Imp wr Mernmoc: (ST 2 ' 6,600,120 $ 5,690,308 ' 5,690,306 5,167,367 164.450 353,937 
236 Struct & Imp TO ' $ 1,789,885 $ 1,899,117 ' 1,899,117 1,730,095 12,154 36,083 
237 Struct & Imp TO Spec: Cross 6 $ 81,575 $ 86,553 $ 88,553 78,850 554 1,645 
238 Struct & Imp AG ' $ 5,941,519 $ 5,458,761 $ 5,456,761 4,971,109 34,923 103,678 
239 Struet & Imp Offices 14 $ 3,190,629 $ 2.645,352 $ 2,645,352 2,404,531 26,177 64,023 
240 Gon Structures HVAC 14 $ 1,382,053 ' 181,689 $ 181,689 165,149 1,798 4,397 
241 Struet & Imp Leuehold 14 $ 4,520 s (2,532) $ (2,532) (2,301) (25) (61) 
242 Struet & Imp Store,Shop,Gar 14 $ 376,788 s 271,069 $ 271,069 246,392 2,882 6,580 
243 Slnlet & Imp MiJC 14 $ 924,570 ' 865,155 $ 665,155 504,602 6,582 18,098 
244 Wells & Spring$ 2 $ 22,268 $ 16,594 $ 16,594 15,069 4BO 1,032 
245 Supply Mains 2 $ 423 ' 430 $ 430 390 " 27 
248 Suppty Mains Nth Pit (STL) 2 $ 97,176 $ 98,832 $ "·"' 89,749 2,858 6,147 
247 Supply Main; Ctrl Pit (STL) 2 $ 1,413,820 s 1,437,917 $ 1,437,917 1,305,m 41,556 89,438 
248 Suppty Main~ Sth Pit (STL) 2 ' 159,604 $ 182,324 $ 162,324 147,406 4,691 10,097 
249 Suppty Malnli Mornme<: Pit (S 2 ' 458,314 $ 400,126 $ 488,128 423,289 13,471 28,993 
250 Power Generation Equip 2 ' 1,138.717 $ 892,995 $ 892,995 810,929 25,808 55.544 
251 Pump Equip Eloctr!c: 3 $ 7,581,263 ' 9,086,304 $ 9,086,304 7,950,516 253,508 544,270 
252 Pump Equip Elec: Pre46 (STL) 3 $ 458,737 s 549,806 $ 549,806 481,080 15,340 32,933 
253 Pump Equip Elec Post46 (STL 3 ' 14,347,720 s 17,100,046 $ 17,196,046 15,048,540 479,770 1,030,043 
254 Pump Equip Eloc Booster.: Po 3 s 737,853 s 884,092 $ 884,092 773,581 24,666 52,957 
255 Pump Equip Ole~tel Ctrl Pit 3 s 237,558 s 420,285 $ 420,265 367,732 11,725 25,174 
256 Pump Equip Hydrnulic 3 $ 223,836 $ 249,546 $ 249,546 218,353 6,962 14,948 
257 Pump Equip Other 3 ' 51,969 s 708,981 $ 708,981 620,358 19,781 42,488 
258 Pump Equip WT 3 $ 630,484 $ 2,804,059 $ 2,804,059 2,453,552 78,233 167,963 
259 Pump Equip TO 3 ' 2,964 $ $ 0 0 0 
260 WT EquiP Non-Modi; 2 s 12,575,738 $ 9,482,341 $ 9,482,341 8,610,914 274,040 589,802 
261 WT Equip Non-Med North (STL 2 ' 5,116,204 $ 3,857,714 $ 3,857,714 3,503,190 111,4{18 239,950 
262 WT EquiP Non Media Ctr!1 & 2 $ 1,570,893 $ 1,184,483 $ 1.184,483 1,075,629 34,232 73,675 
2e3 WT EquiP Non Modi:~ Ctrl 3 ( 2 $ 13,946,794 $ 10,516,145 $ 10,516,145 9,549,712 303,917 654,104 
264 WT EquiP Non Modla Sth (STL 2 $ 4,481,470 $ 3,364,033 $ 3,364,033 3,054,878 97,221 209,243 
265 WT Equip Non Modla M!l'r (STL 2 $ 7,594,328 $ 5,726,266 $ 5,726,266 5,200,022 165,489 356,174 
268 WT EquiP Filter Media 2 $ 1,925,987 $ 1,452,230 $ 1,452,230 1,318,771 41,969 90,329 
267 Dlst Reservoir.: & Standpipe 5 $ 859,582 $ 5,963,671 $ 5,963,671 4,825,206 169,368 343,507 
258 Elov4lod Tllnkll & Standpipes 5 $ 1,681,094 $ $ 0 0 0 
269 Ground Lovol Facllltle~ 5 $ 4,057,052 $ s 0 0 0 
270 6olow Ground Facilities 5 $ 6,535 $ s 0 0 0 
271 TO Mains Not Cianifled by 6 $ 56,239,939 $ (6,001,456) s (6,001 ,456) (5,467,326) (38,409) (114,028) 
272 TO Mainli 4' & Lou 4 s 763,285 s 1,002,684 $ 1,002,684 924,274 0 6,718 
273 TO Mains 6 to 8" 4 $ 13,402,199 s 19,883,797 s 19,883,797 18,328,884 0 133,221 
274 T0Mains10to18" 3 $ 14,822,267 s 19,239,517 $ 19,239,517 16,834,577 536,783 1,152,447 
275 TO MlliM 18" & Grtr 3 $ 10,602,742 $ 10,814,235 $ 10,814,235 9,462,455 301,717 647,773 
276 TO Moln~ AC 4" {STL) 4 s 1,599,285 $ 1,602,538 s 1,602,538 1,477,219 0 10,737 
277 TD Mo~~ln~ Cl <10" 1900-28 4 $ 1,653,244 $ (459,713) $ (459,713) (423,764) 0 (3,080) 
278 TO Mains Ci <1 0" 1929-56 4 $ 7,464,159 $ (2,075,540) $ (2,075,540) (1,913,233) 0 (13,906) 
279 TO Mains Cl <1 0' 1957-93 4 $ 31,088,460 s (8,644,695) ' (8,644,695) (7,968,680) 0 (57,919) 
280 TO Main$ Cl 12" (STL) 3 $ 7,965,750 $ 8,124,642 $ 8,124,642 7,109,062 226,678 486,868 
281 TO M11ins Cl 16' (STL) 3 $ 11,773,451 ' 12,008,298 $ 12,008,296 10,507,259 335,031 719.297 
282 TO Moins 016-8" (STL) 4 $ 241,075,432 s 290,629,561 $ 290,629,561 267,902,330 0 1.947,218 
283 TO Mains 0112" (STL) 3 $ 59,714,248 $ 60,905,386 $ 60,905,366 53,292,195 1,699,260 3,648,231 
284 TO Main:> 0116" & >(STL) 3 s 87,659,927 $ 89,612,465 $ 89,612,465 78,410,907 2,500,188 5,367,787 
285 TD MAins Glllve 1" (STL) 4 $ 635,134 s 636,426 ' 636,426 588,657 0 4>64 
286 TO M11lns W 20'' (STL) 3 s 2,708,744 $ 2,762.775 $ 2,762,775 2,417,428 77,081 165,490 
287 TO Mains PL 6-Sin (STL.) 4 s 119,136,522 $ 143,625.585 s 143,625,585 132,394,046 0 962,291 
288 TO Mo~~lns Pl121n (STL) 3 s 6,527,046 $ 6,657,241 $ 6,657,241 5,825,086 185,737 398,769 
289 TO Maln3 014ln (STL) 4 $ 2,149,401 $ 2,153,772 s 2,153,772 1,985,347 0 14,430 
290 TO Malns 0110ln (STL) 3 $ 103,286 $ 105,346 s 105,346 92,178 2,939 6,310 
291 Fire Maln3 7 $ 265,873 $ 267,640 $ 267.640 0 0 0 

Case No. WR-2015-0301 

Flro Protedion 
Rote F 

(11) 
2,538 
3,414 

27,537 
1,255 

79,123 
46,167 

3,171 
(44) 

4,731 
11,608 

10 
0 

59 

''" " 260 
536 

79,051 
4,783 

149,606 
7,692 
3,656 
2,171 
6,188 

24,395 
0 

5,689 
2,315 

711 
6,310 
2,018 
3,436 

671 
141,339 

0 
0 
0 

(87,021) 
18,344 

324,106 
167,384 
94,084 
26,121 
(7,493) 

(33,831) 
(140,909) 

70,584 
104,472 

4,737,262 
529,877 
779,628 

10,374 
24,036 

2,341,097 
57,918 
35,106 

917 
0 

Rate E 
(12) 

846 
1,138 

93,247 
4,250 

267,927 
104,453 

7,174 
(100) 

10,703 
28,264 

3 
0 

20 
2S8 
32 

" 179 
258,960 

15,689 
490,087 

25,197 
11,978 
7,112 

20,206 
79,916 

0 
1,896 

772 
237 

2,103 
673 

1,145 
290 

484,250 
0 
0 
0 

(294,671) 
55,348 

1,097,586 
548,326 
308,206 

88,460 
(25,376) 

(114,570) 
(477,187) 
231,552 
342,236 

16.042,752 
1,735,803 
2,553,955 

35,131 
78,739 

7,926.131 
189,731 
118,888 

3,002 
267,640 
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MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
ST. LOUIS METRO DISTRICT 

COST OF SERVICE FOR THE TWELVE MONTHS ENDED DECEMBER 31,2014, ALLOCATED TO CUSTOMER CLASSIFICATIONS 

Co:~tof Co:~t of incremontlll 
Uno Factor Service Service OPC Other Co:~tof Reli/Comflnd/OPA Sale& for Ro,ale Largo lndu:rnial 
No. Account Ref. perMAWC per Staff Ad[U$!menl$ Ad!ustment~ Service Rate A RllteB Rat~:J 

(1) ~) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) "'' 
(9) (10) 

292 Sorvice3 9 $ 5,026,533 $ 4,894,945 $ 4,694,945 4,438,736 0 13,216 
293 Meters Bro~e C:uo 8 ' 6,394,260 $ 7,957,296 ' 7,957,296 7,757,566 0 94,692 
294 Meters Plll&tlc Ca~e 8 ' 556,158 ' 1,542,016 ' 1,542,016 1,503,311 0 18.350 
295 Meter:~ Other 8 s 58,548,008 $ 47,589.746 ' 47,589,746 46,395,243 0 566,318 
296 Met~:rn Other-Rom Rdr Unt~ 8 s 3,411,143 $ 2.870,754 s 2,870,754 2,798,698 0 34,162 
297 Meter in&t::lllatlonll 8 $ 2,860.291 $ 2,914.288 s 2,914,288 2,841,139 0 34,880 
298 Meter lnlltl!.lllltion Other 8 s 4.597,093 $ 4,683.877 $ 4,683,877 4,566,312 0 55,738 
299 Motor Vaulm 8 s 73,484 s $ 0 0 0 
300 Hydr;mt: 7 $ 42,811,802 $ 43,041,961 $ 43,041,961 0 0 0 
301 Othor PIE CPS 14 $ 626,409 s 1,147,885 $ 1,147,885 1.043,367 11,359 27,781 
302 Office Furniture & EquiP 14 $ 432,417 s 440,418 s 440,418 400,324 4,358 10,659 
303 Comp & Periph Equip 14 $ 6,346,325 s 2,354,090 s 2,354,090 2,139,784 23,295 56,974 
304 Computer Software 14 $ 3,414,038 s 3,373,098 $ 3,373,098 3,066,026 33.379 81,636 
305 Comp Softw11ro Malnfr!lme 14 $ 18,080,316 s 17,863,502 $ 17.863,502 16,237,291 176,770 432,338 
306 Comp Softw11re Mainframe- CIS 12 $ 9,247,852 $ 9,136,954 $ 9,136,954 8,857,384 0 8,223 
307 Comp Softwnre Personal 14 $ 24,451 $ 24,158 $ 24,158 21,959 239 sss 
308 Datil Handling Equlpmont 14 $ 14,808 $ $ 0 0 0 
309 OtMr Office Equipment 14 s 13,452 $ 22.081 $ 22,081 20,071 219 534 
310 Trom1 Equip Lt DutyTrks 14 s 4,037,252 $ 430,832 s 430,832 391,611 4,263 10,427 
311 Trnns Equip Hvy Duty Trks 14 $ (17,223) $ 476,329 s 476,329 432,966 4.714 11,528 
312 Tron' Equip Auto~ 14 $ (892,803) s (632,717) s (632,717) (575,117) (6.261) (15,313) 
313 Trans Equip Other 14 s 2,927,594 $ 5,039,350 ' 5,039,350 4,580,591 49,867 121,963 
314 Stores Equipment 14 s 746.882 $ 417,665 $ 417,665 379,643 4.133 10,108 
315 Tooi&,Shop,Garago Equip 14 ' 1.735,642 $ 1,470,n8 $ 1.470.778 1,336,885 14,554 35,596 
316 Tooi:~,Shop,Garoge Equip Oth 14 ' 901,308 • 763,766 $ 763.766 694,236 7,558 18,485 
317 t.:abor.~tory Equipment 2 ' 174,988 ' 277,670 $ 277.670 252,153 8,025 17,271 
318 t.:aboratory Equip Other 2 $ 24.521 $ 38,910 • 38,910 35,334 1,124 2,420 
319 Powor Opor.~tod Equipmont 14 $ (1.272) s 14,649 $ 14,649 13,315 145 355 
320 Comm Equip Non-Telophono 14 $ 631,380 • 366,618 s 356,616 333.243 3,628 8,873 
321 Remota Control & lnlltr 14 $ 1,526.886 s 887,765 ' 887,765 808.947 8,765 21,486 
322 Comm EqulpTelophono 14 $ 8,129 s 6,678 s 5.678 6.070 86 182 
323 Mise Equipment 14 $ 1,704,098 s 1,145,713 ' 1,145,713 1,041,413 11,338 27,729 
324 OthorTangiblo Property 17 $ 318,223 ' (226) ' (226) (196) ~) (6) 
325 lneen!lvo CompcMotlon Cnpltni~Uon Adj. 14 $ $ (838475) ' (638475) $ (580 351) ' (6318) (15452) 
326 T ota.l Utility Plant in Sorvlee 1 000 962 699 950616622 0 0 950616622 822 383 764 9756174 24890 074 

Other R11t0 Baa lloms 
Add: 

327 Other UUilty Plant Adjustment~ 17 $ $ $ 0 0 0 
328 ca~h Working capital 15 $ 9,661,000 ' 6,166,218 $ 6,166,218 5,542,292 98,566 247,767 
329 Motorial& and Supp!len 14 $ 4,063,350 ' 3,862:,951 ' 56,896 $ 3,919,847 3,563,002 38,789 94,869 
330 Prepaymonm 14 $ 1,549,642 $ 1,402,925 ' 121,158 $ 1,524,083 1,385,337 15,082 36,886 
331 OPES's Contributed to External Fund 16 $ 0 0 0 
332 Pension I OPES Tracker 18 $ 11,202,607 s 11,202,663 $ 11,202,683 10,092,601 134,559 320,625 
333 Rogul:~tory Doforr.QI3 17 $ 0 0 0 
334 Tank P11int1ng Tracker 5 $ 1,135,785 ' 553,955 ' 372,736 • 926,691 749,786 26,:}18 53,377 
335 Loss: Accumulated Amoftjzation 17 s 0 0 0 
336 Accumulatod Deferred lTC (3%) 17 s 0 0 0 
337 Deferred Income TllXOS 17 $ (206.910,588) $(210,675,665) $ (210,675,685) (182.262,917) (2,162,112) (5,515,859) 
338 Pensions 18 $ (10.±§.9,961) $ )!! 902668) ' )!! 902 668) (8,921 421) (118 944) (283418) 

339 Tottll Othor Rate Sua Element:: (189 758165) (197389641) 550 790 0 (196 838 851) (169 851 320) (1 967742) (5 045 753) 

340 Total Orlglr111l Cost Mo:ul;ure of Valuo $ 811,204,534 .. $ 753,22e,981 $ 550,790 $ s 753,777,771 $, 652,532.445 $ 7,786.432 $ 19,844.322 
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Fire Protoctlon 

Rat~:F 

(11) 
442,993 
105,036 
20,355 

628,185 
37,894 
38,469 
81,827 

0 
0 

20,033 
7,686 

41,084 
58,868 

311,757 
271,368 

422 
0 

385 
7,519 
8.313 

(11.042) 
87,948 

7,289 
25,668 
13.329 

167 
23 

"' 6,398 
15,493 

117 
19,995 

(3) 
(11143) 

11966049 

0 
84,925 
68,410 
26,599 

0 
178,489 

0 
21,963 

0 
0 

(2,652,604) 
(157 777) 

(2429 995) 

s 9,536,054 

R11to E 
(12) 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

43,041,961 
45.325 
17,390 
92,952 

133,188 
705,348 

0 

"' 0 
S72 

17.012 
18,808 

(24,983) 
198,981 

16.492 
58,074 
30,158 

56 
8 

$78 
14,476 
35,054 

"' 45,239 
(19) 

(25 210) 
81 620 561 

0 
192,667 
154,777 
60,179 

0 
476,389 

0 
75,247 

0 
0 

(18,082.194) 
(421107) 

(17544041) 

_$ __ 64.076,519 
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Document 
OPC 5048 

OPC 5058 

MoPSC0239 

Subiect 

Missouri American Water Comp~ny 
Case No. WR-2015-0301JSR-2015-0302 

C-opies of Non-Confidential Material Referenced in the 
Direct Testimony and Schedules of 

Ralph C. Smith 

Listing of each small water district for v.TI.ich a cost of service study was not 
performed; explanation of which of the small water districts the Company is 
proposing to consolidate rates; Rate A for the small water districts is comprised of 
residential and commercial customers; provision of revenues at current rates and 
revenues at proposed rates for each category of customer that comprise Rate A; 
Explanation of how the cost of service amounts were derived; explanation of why 
Rate F was included for some districts and not others. . 

Identification and descrJption of which of the Company's water-districts are 
interronnected with each other. 
Excerpts of monthly customer totals for each class in each .district from 2001 througl 
September 2015. 

Total Pages Including Content Pag 

Confidential 

No 

No 

No 

No. ol Page 
Paees No. 

2 2-3 

1 4 

8 

12 
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- Requested From: 

· Date Requested: 

Information Requested: 

DATA INFORMATION REQUEST 
Missouri-American Water Company 

WR'2015,0301/WR-2015-0302 

Tim Luft 

1212115 

OPC 5048 

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Company witness Herbert and Schedule No. PRH-1. On page 4 
(lines 14-16) of his testimony, Mr. Herbert stated that class cost of service studies (CCOS) were not 
prepared for the small water districts since there is only one customer classification in those smaller 
districts. 

a. Please list each district for which no cost of service study was performed. 

b. Please identify and explain fully and in detail, which of the small water districts the Company is 
proposing to consolidate rates. 

c. Referring to Schedule No. PRH-1 at pages SWD-1 through SWD-6, for each of the small water 
· districts, please- confirm that, similar to the larger districts, Rate A is comprised of residential, 
commercial, industrial and public authority customers. If not confirmed, explain fully why not. 

d. If the answer to the preceding part is "confirmed", for each small water district listed on pages 
SWD-1 throughSWD-6 of Schedule No. PRH-1, please provide a breakout of (1) the cost of service 
(columri 2) for each category of customers that comprise Rate A; (2) the revenues at currentrates 
(column 3) for each category of customers that comprise Rate A; and (3) the revenues at proposed 
rates (column 4) for each category of customers that comprise Rate A. 

e. Since there was no CCOS prepared for the small water districts, for each small water district 
listed on pages SWD-1 through SWD-B of Schedule No. PRH-1, please quantify and expjain 
fully and in detail how the cost of service amounts were derived. Show detailed calculations. 

f. Referring to page SWD-2 of Schedule No. PRH-1, for the Maplewood, Riverside, Stonebridge, 
Saddlebrooke and Emerald Point small water districts, please explain fully and in detail why, in 
addition to Rate A, Rate P was also listed under the Customer Classification column when it was not 
included for any of the other small water districts. 

·Requested By: Jere Buckman- Office of Public Counsel- jere.buckman@ded.mo.gov 

Information Provided: 

Schedule RCS-19 
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a. The small water districts for which no cost of service study was performed include Anna Meadows, 
Maplewood, Riverside, Stone Bridge, Saddlebrooke, Emerald Point, Ozark Mountain, Lake Tanneycomo, 
Rankin Acres, White Branch, Spring Valley, Lakewood Manor, and Tri States. 

b. As stated on page 12 of Mr. Herbert's testimony, the Company is proposing to include all the small water 
districts in the consolidation of rates. Anna Meadows, Maplewood, Riverside, Stonebridge, 
Saddlebrooke, Emerald Point, and Tri States would be consolidated into Zone 1 rates. Rankin Acres, 
White. Branch, Ozark Mountain, Lake Tanneycomo, Spring Valley, and Lakewood Manor would be 
consolidated into Zone 3 rates. 

c. The small water districts only serve residenlial and small commercial customers. Therefore, Rate A 
would only include the residential and commercial classes for these water districts. 

d. For Item (1) The cost of service for each category of customers that comprise Rate A has not been 
prepared as described in Mr. Herbert's testimony; for Items (2) the revenues at current rates (column 3) 
for each category of customers that comprise Rate A; and (3) the revenues at proposed rates (column 4) 
for each category of customers that comprise Rate A, see Schedule CAS-11 for each district. 

e. On page 4 (lines 14-16) of his testimony, when Mr. Herbert stated that class cost of service studies 
(CCOS) were not prepared for the small water districts, he meant that the total cost of service or 
revenue requirements for each of the small districts were not allocated by customer class. Mr. Herbert 
did not mean to suggest that revenue requirements were not developed for these districts. Please see 
Company Schedule CAS-2 for the calculation of the revenue "requirements or income statement for each 
district. . 

f. Rate F is the Private Fire rate. Only the combined Maplewood, Riverside, Stonebridge, Saddlebrooke 
and Emerald Point small water district has private fire customers (only $1,098 in proposed revenue). The 
other small districts do not have private fire customers. 

Responsible Witness: Paul Herbert 

Schedule RCS-19 
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Requested From: 

Date Requested: 

Information Requested: 

DATA INFORMATION REQUEST 
Missouri-American Water Company 

WR-2015-0301 I WR-2015-0302 

Tim Luft 

12/2/15 

OPC 5058 

Please identify which of the Company's water districts are interconnected with each other and describe the 
form of interconnection. 

Requested By: Jere Buckman- Office of Public Counsel- jere.buckman@ded.mo.gov 

Information Provided: 

The St. Louis Metro Districts of St. Louis County and St. Charles are interconnected via a 36" main. 
This main is supplied water from the St. Louis County Central Plant to the connection with the St. 
Charles system at Greens Bottom Rd. 

Schedule RCS-19 
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. Missouri Public Service Commission 

Data Request No. 

Company Name 

Case/Tracking No. 

Date Requested 
·Issue 

Requested From 

Requested By 

Brief Description 

Description 

Response 

Objections 

Respond Data Request 

0239 

Missouri-American Water Company-(Water) 

WR-2015-0301 

10/22/2015 

Revenue - Booked and Billed Sales 

Jeanne Tinsley 

Kevin Thompson 

Monthly Customer Counts per Class per District 

In an Excel spreadsheet, please provide monthly customer 
totals for each class in each district from 2001 to the present. 
Please consider this request to be an ongoing request. Data 
Request submitted by Jim Busch Uim.busch@psc.mo.gov). 
See MoPSC W0239_Attachment. 

NA 

The attached information provided to Missouri Public Service Commission Staff in 
response to the above data information request is accurate and complete, and contains 
no material misrepresentations or omissions, based upon present facts of which the 
undersigned has knowledge, information or belief. The undersigned agrees to 
immediately inform the Missouri Public Service Commission if, during the pendency 
of Case No. WR-2015-0301 before the Commission, any matters are discovered which 
would materially affect the accuracy or completeness of the attached information .. If 
these data are voluminous, please (1) identify the relevant documents and their location 
(2) make arrangements with requestor to have documents available for inspection in 
the Missouri-American Water Company-(Water) office,. or other location mutually 
agreeable. Where identification of a document is requested, briefly describe the 
document (e.g. book, letter, memorandum, report) and state the following information 
as applicable for the particular document: name, title number, author, date of 
publication and publisher, addresses, date written, and the name and address of the 
person(s) having possession of the document. As used in this data request the .term 
"document(s)" includes publication of any format, workpapers, letters, memoranda, 
notes, reports, analyses, computer analyses, test results, studies or data, recordings, 
transcriptions and printed, typed or' written materials of every kind in your possession, 
custody or control or within your knowledge. The pronoun "you" or "your'' refers to 
Missouri-American Water Company-(Water) and its employees, contractws, agents 
or others employed by or acting in its behalf. 

Security: 

Rationale: 

Public 

NA 
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Residential Customer Counts 
2015 

Jan Feb Mar 
St. Louls County 313,341 313,353 313,580 

28,418 
5,398 5,410 5,431 
6,666 6,667 6,681 

329 328 332 
29,714 29,724 29,750 29,805 
4,272 4,27,2 4,293 4,297 

20,611 20,646 20,749 20,764 
8,987 8,992 9,008 9,029 

86 86 86 86 
Manor I 133 130 133 130 

I LTA 488 486 487 495 
134 134 135 136 

1,278 1,279 1,282 1,288 
88 88 89 91 

2,910 2,894 2,888 2,903 
_348 349 347 348 

77 77 79 79 
101 99 98 99 
672 670 676 _683 
408 411 414 420 

26 26 26 26 
364 362 362 362 

Jefferson City WW 

I 
1,349 1,351 1,352 1,353 

Stonebridge WW 622 626 630 635 
608 605 602 605 

87 87 87 90 
348 

Jun Jul 
313,625 313,565 

28,476 28,503 28,483 
5,438 ' 5,450 5,472 
6,584 6,544 6,577 

335 336 337 
29,819 29,852 29,856 
4,289 4,305 4,297 

20,746 20,779 20,782 
9,031 9,031 9,031 

86 86 86 
132 133 132 
498 501 501 
137 137 136 

1,301 1,303 1,306 
93 93 93 

2,952 2,958 2,972 
353 358 356 

85 85 87 
98 99 100 

685 684 686 
419 422 421 

25 26 25 
363 365 365 

1,351 1,357 1,358 
639 639 641 
607 607 606 

90 90 90 

Au 
313,859 

28,416 
5,476 
6,637 

339 
29,865 
4,305 

20,781 
9,031 

86 
132 
502 
135 

1,305 
93 

2,980 
358 

91 
100 
685 
419 

25 
363 

1,357 
643 
607 

90 

341 
29,884 
4,294 

20,859 
9,033 

86 
130 
501 
135 

1,305 
91 

2,986 
361 

97 
99 

687 
420 

25 
364 

1,357 
641 
609 

88 
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Residential Customer Counts 
2014 

Jan Feb Mar Jun 
t. Louis County 314,167 314,148 314,225 313,555 

28,727 28,747 28,684 28,638 28,581 28,574 
5,271 5,282 5,295 5,309 5,315 5,335 
6,667 6,683 6,653 6,640 6,573 6,538 

325 327 325 326 335 338 
29,541 29,559 29,576 29,616 29,657 29,679 
4,254 4,259 4,277 4,277 4,280 4,287 

20,485 20,502 20,438 20,376 20,458 20,535 
8,998 8,991 8,992 8,976 9,003 9,022 

87 85 85 86 86 86 
Spring Valley/Lake Manor I 133 131 132 131 131 134 
Ozark Mountain I LTA 484 485 485 493 497 497 

130 130 134 137 138 139 
1,271 1,272 1,272 1,274 1,276 1,280 

84 84 86 88 89 89 
2,837 2,823 2,873 2,916 2,941 2,974 

345 350 348 
101 101 101 101 101 101 
658 660 663 664 661 669 
407 408 414 416 416 413 

23 22 22 22 22 23 
364 363 362 361 360 361 

1,346 1,355 1,354 1,356 1,351 1,352 
619 621 623 627 627 627 
613 614 614 611 609 610 
84 84 86 88 89 89 

Jul Au 5ep 
313,505 313,594 313,819 

28,556 28,510 28,466 
5,348 5,365 5,380 
6,567 6,618 6,595 

343 340 343 
29,714 29,731 29,742 
4,278 4,293 4,270 

20,587 20,631 20,647 
9,015 9,009 9,014 

86 85 85 
135 135 135 
499 499 499 
140 140 138 

1,284 1,285 1,286 
91 89 90 

3,014 2,981 2,959 

351 357 356 
101 101 101 
670 668 674 
415 412 410 

23 23 23 
362 364 364 

1,348 1,352 1,350 
630 627 631 
608 608 609 
91 91 90 

Oct 

313,671 
28,464 

5,371 
6,621 

341. 
29,741 
4,274 

20,657 
9,008 

86 
135 
498 
137 

1,284 
90 

2,960 
349 
101 
672 
413 

24 
361 

1,350 
630 
607 
. 90 
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Nov Dec 
313,472 313,418 

28,381 28,395 
5,379 5,394 
6,631 6,644 

335 332 
29,694 29,686 
4,269 4,275 

20,613 20,608 
8,994 8,981 

86 86 
136 132 
494 489 
136 134 

1,276 1,274 
87 88 

2,946 2,923 
351 349 
101 101 
668 672 
411 411 

25 25 
360 363 

1,347 1,348 
625 620 
608 608 
87 87 
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Commercial Customer Counts 
2015 

St. Louis County 

St. Joseph 

Platte Co (Parkvllle) 
Warrensburg 
Brunswick 

St. Charles 

Mexlco 

Jopl!n 

Jefferson City 

Spring Valley/Lake Manor 

Stonebridge/MapJewood/Rive'rside 
Saddlebrooke 

Tri-states 

Emerald Pointe 

Cedar Hill WoJV 
Warren County WW 

Maplewood WoJV 
Jefferson City WN 
Stonebridge WN 
Meramec WI/I! 
Saddlebrooke WN 

Jan 
16,560 

2,643 
454' 

625 
54 

681 
426 

2,555 
1,389 

1 
77 

390 
84 
62 
2 
4 
7 

64 

I Feb 
16,569 

2,637 

453 
623 

63 
680 
426 

2,556 
1,390 

1 
77 

388 
84 
62 
2 
4 
7 

64 

I Mar I Apr 
16,577 16,599 

2,637 2,663 

453 454 
623 624 
64 65 

682 690 
427 428 

2,558 2,570 
1,391 1,400 

1 1 
77 78 

2 
390 390 

83 82 
62 61 
2 2 
4 4 
8 8 

64 64 

1 

I May I 'Jun I Jul-- r-Au~ I 5ep I 
16,609 16,614 16,624 16,641 16,646 

2,672 2,678 2,677 2,668 2,660 

454 458 456 456 456 
669 665 666 665 667 

55 54 64 63 62 
690 691 692 693 696 
429 428 429 426 430 

2,569 2,575 2,584 2,578 2,577 

1,411 1,413 1,408 1,416 1,415 

1 1 1 1 1 
96 106 107 108 108 
2 2 2 2 2 

389 393 391 391 393 
9,2 96 98 97 99 
61 61 60 60 60 
2 2 2 2 2 
4 4 4 4 4 
8 8 8 7 7 

64 64 64 64 64 
1 1 

1 1 1 1 1 
WN 26 26 26 

Total 26,114 26,112 I 26,12sj 26,212_1 26,314_l 26,350 26,88sj 26,925 26,90sj 

Oct I 

MoPSC W0239_Attachment 
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Nov I Dec 

- I 
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Commercial Customer Counts 
2014 

St. Louis County 
St. Joseph 
Platte Co (Parkville) 
Warrensburg 
Brunswick 
St. Charles 
Mexico 
Joplin 
Jefferson City 
Spring Valley/Lake Manor 
Stonebridge/Maplewood/Riverside 
Saddlebrooke 
Tri-States 
Emerald Pointe 
Cedar Hill W1.f'.i 
Warren County WW 
Maplewood WW 
Jefferson City WW 
Stonebridge WW 
Meramecww 
Saddlebrooke WW 
Emerald Pointe WW 
Total 

Jan I Feb I 
16,646 16,630 

2,672 2,670 
440 439 
611 611 

66 66 
682 681 
425 425 

2,542 2,538 
1,404 1,403 

91 86 

374 371 

62 62 
2 2 
4 4 
7 7 

62 62 

2o,o9o I 26,os1 1 

Mar I Apr I May 

16,632 16,599 16,581 
2,658 2,675 2,672 

439 439 448 
610 610 612 

66 66 64 
682 680 685 
428 428 430 

2,530 2,532 2,544 
1,400 1,406 1,416 

86 86 lOS 
1 1 

393 392 396 
73 76 

62 62 61 
2 2 2 
4 4 4 
7 7 7 

62 62 63 

26 26 
26,061 I 26,150 26,193 

Jun I Jul I Aug I 
16,562 16,572 16,570 

2,685 2,691 2,696 
453 452 453 
629 629 631 

64 64 65 
688 689 691 
431 428 426 

2,557 2,561 2,561 
1,421 1,418 1,413 

109 109 109 
1 2 2 

396 400 400. 
79 82 90 
63 63 65 

2 2 2 
4 4 4 

7 7 7 
63 63 63 

26 26 26 
26,240 I 26,262 I 26,2741 

Sep I Oct I 
16,586 16,572 

2,697 2,674 
454 453 
631 628 

65 65 
691 686 
425 430 

2,572 2,570 
1,413 1,405 

1 1 
91 91 

2 2 
397 398 

91 93 
64 64 

2 2 
4• 4 
7 7 

63 63 

1 1 
26 26 

26,283 I 26,23s I 

MoPSC W0239_Attachment -
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Nov Dec 

16,589 16,567 
2,652 2,643 

452 454 
629 626 

65 65 
686 686 
431 429 

2,549 2,544 
1,398 1,391 

1 ·1 
81 77 
2 

395 393 
87 85 
64 63 
2 2 
4 4 
7 7 

64 64 

26 26 
26,1841 26,127 
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Industrial Customer Couhts 
2015 

St. Louis County 
St. Joseph 
Platte Co (Parkville) 
warrensburg 
Mexico 
Joplin 
Jefferson City 
Total 

2014 

St. Louis County 
St. Joseph 
Platte Co (Parkville) 
Warrensburg 
Mexico 
Jopli.1 
Jefferson City-
Total 

Jan 

Jan 

Feb I 
122 121 

87 87 
8 9 

15 15 
13 13 
51 51 
12 12 

3081 308] 

Feb I 
119 119 

88 87 
9 9 

15 15 
13 13 
52 52 
12 12 

3081 3071 

Mar Apr May 

120 120 120 
88 88 88 
8 8 8 

15 15 15 
13 13 13 
51 51 51 
12 12 12 

3071 3071 3071 

Mar Apr May I 
119 119 119 

87 86 86 
9 9 9 

15 15 15 
13 13 13 
52 53 53 
12 12 12 

3071 3071 3071 

Jun lui . Aug I Sep 

120 120 120 
88 88 88 
8 8 8 

15 15 15 
13 13 13 
51 51 51 
12 12 12 

3071 3071 307 

Jun I lui I Aug I Sep 

119 119 119 
86 87 87 
9 9 9 

15 15 15 
13 13 13 
53 52 52 
12 12 12 

3071 3071 3071 

Oct I 
119 

88 
8 

15 
13 
51 
12 

3061 - I 

I Oct I 
120 122 
88 88 
8 8 

15 15 
13 13 
52 52 
12 12 

3081 310 I 

MoPSC W0239_Attachment 
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Nov 

Nov 

I Dec 

- I -

Dec 

122 122 
88 87 
8 8 

15 15 
13 13 
52 51 
12 12 

310 I 308 
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Other Public Authority Customer Counts 
2015 

Jao I Feb I Mar I Apr I May I Jun I Jul I Au~ I 
St. Louis County 760 760 762 766 766 764 765 766 
St. Joseph 186 186 194 208 207 207 209 208 
Platte Co {Parkville) 40 40 40 39 39 39 39 39 
Warrensburg 166 165 165 166 165 165 165 '165 
Brunswick 7 7 7 9 9 9 9 9 
St. Charles 78 78 77 77 77 77 77 77 
Mexico 86 86 94 103 103 102 103 103 
Joplin 149 149 149 149 149 149 149 149 

286 293 

Total 1,753 1,7571 1,776 1,805 1,803 1,8oll 1,83iT 1,830) 

'0, .. 
Jan Feb I Mar I Apr I Mav I Jun Jul Au• 

St. Louis County 753 752 753 755 757 758 760 759 
St. Joseph 189 185 194 209 210 211 211 210 
Platte Co (Parkville) 40 40. 40 40 40 40 40 40 
warrensburg 166 166 164 167 167 168 168 169 
Brunswick 8 8 s 8 9 9 9 9 
St. Charles 78 78 78 78 78 78 77 77 
Mexico 37 86 86 102 102 102 102 102 
Joplin 146 146 145 147 149 145 143 148 
Jefferson City 290 286 288 238 291 293 294 294 
Total 1,7S7 I 1,747 1,7S6 1,794 1,803 1,804 1,804 1,808 

5ep I 
766 

'208 
39 

165 
9 

77 
103 
149 
293 

1,82iT 

5ep 
766 
210 
40 

168 
9 

77 
102 
148 
295 

1,815 

Oct I 

-I 

Oct 
760 
194 
40 

168 
9 

77 
91 

148 
295 

1,7821 

MoPSC W0239_Attachment 
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Nov Dec 

-I 

Nov oec 
760 760 
188 188 
40 40 

168 167 
7 7 

78 78 
86 86 

149 148 
296 296 

1,7721 1,770 
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Other Water Utilities Customer Counts 
2015 

St. Louis County 
St. JOseph 
Platte Co (Parkville) 
Warrensburg 
Brunswick 
Mexico 
Joplin 
Total 

2014 

St. Louis County 
St. ;oseph 
Platte Co (Parkville) 
Warrensburg 
Brunswick 
Mexico 
Joplin 
Total 

Jan _I Feb 

6 
10 

3 
2 
1 
2 
4 

281 

Jan Feb 

6 
10 

3 
2 
1 
2 
4 

281 

I Mar I Apr I 
6 6 6 

10 10 10 
3 3 3 
2 2 2 
1 1 1 
2 2 2 
4 4 4 

281 281 281 

Mar Apr 

6 6 6 
10 10 10 

3 3 3 
2 2 2 
1 1 1 
2 2 2 
4 4 4 

28 28 28 

May I Jun I Jul L AuK I 
6 6 6 6 . 

10 10 10 10 
3 3 3 3 
2 2 2 2 
1 1 1 1 
2 2 2 2 
4 4 4 4 

281 28_l 28 L 281 

Mav _l Jun Jul Aug 

6 6 6 6 
10 10 10 10 

3 3 3 3 
2 2 2 2 
1 1 1 1 
2 2 2 2 
4 4 4 4 

__ 2~ __ 28 28 28 

5"£_ _lL Oct _lL 
6 

10 
3 
2 
1 
2 
4 

28_l - _l 

Sep Oct _l 
6 6 

10 10 
3 3 
2 2. 

1 1 
2 2 
4 4 

28 28 

MoPSC W0239_Attachmer:tt 
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Nov 

Nov 

_l Dec 

- _l -

I Dec 

6 6 
10 10 

3 3 
2 2 
1 1 

2 2 
4 4 

.281 28 
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Missouri-American Water Company 
St. Louis Metro Water District 
Calculation of Revenue Deficiency (Sufficiency) 
Income Statement Reconciliation 
Test Year Ended December 31, 2014 

Line Pee 
No. Descrietion Reference Comeanl 

(A) 
Re\·enue Requirement Rcroncilation 

I Adjusted rate base s 811,204,531 
2 Rate of return 8.2100% 
3 Net operating income required s 66,599,892 
4 Adjusted net operating income s 40,105,318 
5 Net operating income deficiency s 26,494,574 
6 Gross revenue conversion factor . 1.641250 
7 Revenue deficiency (Sufficiency) s 43,484,220 
8 StaffAIJovro.nce for Known and Measureable Changesffrue Up Estimate 
9 Total Staff Revenue deficiency 

INCOME STATEMENT RECONCILIATION Per Staff 
Descrietion Amount 

(E) 
10 Operating Revenue at Present Rates s 188,508,214 

Less Expenses: 
II Source of Supply Expense s 1,344,369 
12 Pumping Expense s 10,675,241 
13 Water Treatment Expense s 13,390,927 
14 Transmission and Distribution Expnese s 13,561,565 
15 Customer Accounts and Customer Service Expense s 6,564,917 
16 A&G Expense s 37,811,730 
17 Depreciation Expnese s 24,929,093 
18 Amortization Expense s 233,146 
19 Other Operating Expenses s 11,464,197 
20 Total Operating Expenses s 119,975,185 
21 Net Income Before Income Taxes s 68,533,029 

Less Income Taxes: \ 
22 Current Income Taxes $ 11,659,392 
23 Deferred Income Taxes s 8,251,250 
24 Total Income Taxes s 19,910,642 
25 Utility Income Available for Return- Present Rates s 48,622,387 

Utility Income For Return at Proposed Rates 
26 Rate Base s 753,226,981 
27 Rate of Return 7.29% 
28 Required Return s 54,925,31 I 
29 Difference Increase in Operating Income Needed s 6,302,924 

30 Revenue Increase Including Income Tax Gross Up s 12,062,221 

Income Taws: 
31 At Present Rates 
32 Current Income Taxes s 11,659,392 
33 Deferred Income Taxes s 8,251,250 
34 Income Tax Adjustment to get to Revenue Requirement s 5,759,297 
35 Total Income Taxes at Proposed Rates s 25,669,939 

OPC Income Tax Gross Up Adjustment to get Required Operating Income 
36 Increase in Operating Income Needed 
37 Derived Staff Income Tax Gross Up Factor 0.913750031 

Inputs to COSS for Return and Income Taxes 
38 Required Return 
39 Total Income Tax Input to COSS line 

Pe< 
Staff 
(B) 

s 753,226,981 
7.29% 

s 54,925,311 
s 48,622,387 
s 6,302,924 

1.91375 
s 12,062,221 
s 9,114,051 
s 21,176,272 

PerOPC 
Amount 

(F) 

s 191,429,953 

1,344,369 
10,675,241 
13,390,927 
13,561,565 
6,525,768 

s 37,648,476 
s 24,929,093 
s 233,146 
s 11,479,331 
s 119,787,916 
s 71,642,037 

s 13,441,363 
s 8,251,250 
s 21,692,613 
s 49,949,424 

s 753,777,771 
7.24% 

s 54,573,511 
s 4,624,087 

s 8,849,347 

s 13,441,363 
s 8,251,250 
s 4,225,260 
s 25,917,873 

s 4,624,087 
s 4,225,260 

s 54,573,51 l 
s 25,917,873 

Pe< Difference 
OPC Staff and OPC 
(C) (D) 

s 753,777,771 s 550,790 
7.24% 

s 54,573,511 s (351,800) 
s 49,949,424 s 1,327,037 
s 4,624,087 s (1,678,837) 

1.913750 
s 8,849,347 s (3,212,874) 

OPC Revenue Revenue 
Difference Increase Pro~sed Rates 

(G) (H) (I) 
s 2,921,739 s 8,849,347 s 200,279,299 

0 
0 
0 
0 

(39,149) 
(163,254) 

0 
0 

15,134 
s (187,269) 
s 3,109,008 

s 1,781,971 
s 
s 1,781,971 
s 1,327;037 

s 550,790 

s (351,800) To COSS line 212 
s (1,678,837) 

s (3,212,874) 

s 1,781,971 
s 
s (1,534,037) 
s 247,934 ToCOSS line211 

Derived Income Taxes on Revenue Deficiency 

cess line 212 
COSS line 211 
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