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Surrebuttal Testimony of Brian C. Collins 
 
 
Q PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A My name is Brian C. Collins and my business address is 16690 Swingley Ridge 2 

Road, Suite 140, Chesterfield, MO 63017. 3 

 

Q ARE YOU THE SAME BRIAN C. COLLINS WHO PREVIOUSLY SUBMITTED 4 

TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE? 5 

A Yes. 6 

 

Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE ISSUES YOU WILL ADDRESS IN YOUR 7 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY. 8 

A In this testimony, I will address Missouri-American Water Company’s (Missouri-9 

American or the Company) witness Frank L. Kartmann’s rebuttal testimony with 10 

respect to tank painting expense and hydrant painting expense. 11 
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Q WHAT IS MR. KARTMANN’S RECOMMENDATION IN HIS REBUTTAL 1 

TESTIMONY WITH RESPECT TO TANK PAINTING EXPENSE? 2 

A At page 6 of his rebuttal testimony, he recommends that the tank painting tracker be 3 

adjusted to a value of $1,700,000.  This is an increase of $100,000 to his 4 

recommended value of $1,600,000 for the tank painting tracker contained in his direct 5 

testimony.  6 

 

Q DO YOU AGREE WITH HIS RECOMMENDATION? 7 

A No.  The Company has not provided evidence that this level of tank painting expense 8 

represents an ongoing level of expense for the Company.  I recommend that the 9 

value of the tank painting tracker remain at $1,000,000. 10 

 

Q WHAT IS MR. KARTMANN’S RECOMMENDATION IN HIS REBUTTAL 11 

TESTIMONY WITH RESPECT TO HYDRANT PAINTING EXPENSE? 12 

A At page 8 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Kartmann suggests that a tracker could be 13 

established for hydrant painting expense to encourage the Company to perform the 14 

work, or as an alternative, the tank painting tracker could be simply increased to 15 

include the expense associated with the hydrant painting expense.  16 

 

Q DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS RECOMMENDATION? 17 

A No.  I disagree that special ratemaking is needed for hydrant painting expense that is 18 

yet to be incurred by the Company.  I recommend that the hydrant painting expense 19 

not be included in the Company’s cost of service.  I also recommend that the hydrant 20 

painting expense not be included in a tracker and that the tank painting tracker value 21 

remain at $1,000,000. 22 
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Q DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 1 

A Yes. 2 

\\Huey\Shares\PLDocs\SDW\8980\Testimony - BAI\145823.doc 


