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MOTION TO SUPPLEMENT THE DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DENNIS PATTERSON

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff” and “Commission”), by and through Counsel, and for its Motion to Supplement the Direct Testimony of Dennis Patterson, states the following:

1.
On October 3, 2003, Staff witness Dennis Patterson filed “weather normalization related” direct testimony that was based upon information furnished to him by Missouri-American Water Company (“MAWC” or “Company”).

2.
After filing his direct testimony, Mr. Patterson had occasion to reinspect the monthly billing information for the Company’s St. Louis County District.  This reinspection concerned a Company data request response that had been submitted to Mr. Patterson on October 1, 2003 regarding billing information for the St. Louis County District.  

3.
In preparing his analysis and in writing his direct testimony, Mr. Patterson had been relying upon the Company’s compliance with the Stipulation and Agreement in Commission Case No. WM-2001-309, filed September 7, 2001, where the Company agreed to notify Staff regarding such events as customer rerouting and significant billing adjustments.  After review of the information and despite the existence of the Stipulation and Agreement, Mr. Patterson found at least three material omissions in the Company’s information that had been furnished to him on October 1, 2003.  First, when reinspecting the Company’s monthly billing data, Mr. Patterson found that about 21,000 new quarterly residential customers were not billed for all twelve months of the test year.  Second, material percentages of the existing quarterly residential customers had been redistributed among the billing cycles (rerouted) in such a way that at least 10,000 of these had not been billed for all twelve months of the test year.  Third, there was evidence of at least one billing adjustment, involving one third of the customers billed in the first month of each quarter (Group A), in Quarter 2 (Q2) of the test year.  It appears that about a quarter of a million Mgallons (one Mgallon = 1000 gallons) fewer than usual were billed in that quarter for Group A customers.  This is significant because for Group A, similar reductions have only occurred in 1993 Q2 (a flood year following a 1992 rerouting), 1998 Q2 (a rerouting year), and 2002 Q2 (a test year and a year of massive rerouting).   

4.
As a result of these Company omissions, Mr. Patterson had to recalculate his weather normalization for the Company’s St. Louis County Quarterly Residential customers.  Mr. Patterson has, however, provided the new results of his calculations to the Company and he now requests that the Commission allow his direct testimony to be supplemented with more complete and accurate information for presentation to the Commission.  In addition, the request to supplement includes the request to allow the Company a reasonable time to address the revised calculations for the St. Louis District in supplemented rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony during a time frame the Commission sees fit to order. 


5.
4 CSR 240-2.130(8) provides the Commission with discretionary authority for the allowance of the filing of supplemented testimony pursuant to Commission order.  Specifically, that section provides that “[t]his provision does not forbid the filing of supplemental direct testimony for the purpose of replacing projected financial information with actual results.”

6.
4 CSR 240-2.050(3) provides that “[w]hen an act is required or allowed to be done by order or rule of the commission at or within a specified time, the commission, at its discretion, may – (B) After the expiration of the specified period, permit the act to be done where the failure to act was the result of excusable neglect.”
WHEREFORE, Staff prays that the Commission grant its Motion to Supplement the Direct Testimony of Dennis Patterson, pursuant to 4 CSR 240-2.130(8) and 4 CSR 240‑2.050(3)(B), for the reasons set out above.
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