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Q.
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS.

A.
Kimberly K. Bolin,  P.O. Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q.
ARE YOU THE SAME Kimberly k. bOLIN WHO FILED DIRECT and rebuttal tESTIMONies IN THIS CASE?

A.
Yes.

q,
what is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?

A.
The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to Missouri-American Water Company (Missouri-American or Company) rebuttal testimony on the following issues: acquisition adjustment, St. Joseph water treatment plant excess capacity, St. Joseph retired treatment plant, American Water Resources and affiliated transactions, security accounting authority order (AAO) and advertising.  I have also attached copies of customer correspondence the Office of Public Counsel (Public Counsel or OPC) has received.

ACQUISITION adjustment

q.
has mr. jenkins or mr. grubb included any possible expense increases due to the ACQUISITIONS in their analysis of the benefits of the ACQUISITIONS?

A.
No.  The Company has only included possible savings due to the acquisitions.  The Company has not included any possible increases in operating expenses due to the acquisitions.

q.
has the public COUNSEL received phone calls and correspondence from missouri-American water customers in the newly acquired areas concerning problems with estimated meter readings?

A.
Yes.  Several customers have reported to us that after the acquisitions in Florissant and Webster Groves that their meters were not read.  Instead the Company produced estimated meter reading which were extremely larger estimates of  water usage than these customers had ever experienced with the prior municipalities.

q.
is it possible that some of the employee reductions and the reduction of operating expense might have occurred even if the ACQUISITION of the newly acquired districts had not taken place?

A.
Yes, it is possible that the newly acquired districts might have reduced employee levels and operating expense, even if the acquisition had not taken place.  Public utilities are very complex organizations with many overlapping activities and functional areas.  Utilities are constantly organizing and reorganizing functions within their structure to streamline production capabilities and achieve efficiencies.  It is very difficult to determine and measure the “cause and effect” relationship that may exist between taking an action and identifying and measuring the effect of that action.  Many utility companies have implemented cost reduction programs in recent years.  There is no evidence that prior owners would not have implemented some the same cost reductions.  

q.
why is it difficult to verify the actual savings which are related to the acquisitions?

A.
What one party may believe is the result of an acquisition may actually be nothing more than an operating efficiency of an ongoing concern.  There is an incentive in the traditional regulatory process for the utility to identify any reductions in work force and operating costs as acquisition related.  With this inherent incentive it becomes more difficult in the future to truly identify and quantify acquisitions related costs savings as oppose to non-acquisition related cost savings.

q.
have UTILITIES PREVIOUSLY brought this issue before the missouri public service commission (commission)?

A.
Yes.  In the past, several utilities have tried to demonstrate purported savings to the acquisition.  This is often referred to as the “benefits test.”  However, actual savings that may result from an acquisition are very difficult to verify and prove.  All or a portion of the savings might have resulted from prudent management decisions other than the acquisition.  It is difficult to determine if the savings are related to the acquisition or whether the savings would have eventually occurred anyway.

st. joseph water treatment plant excess capacity

q.
on page 25 of company witness frank kartmann’s rebuttal testimony he states that,  in the commission order in case no. wr-2000-281, the commission did not reject the company ARGUMENTS regarding allowing recovery of excess capacity.  did the company file testimony in wr-2000-281 in opposition to the disallowance of the excess capacity?

A.
Yes.  The Company filed surrebuttal testimony prepared by John S. Young Jr. in opposition of  disallowing a portion of the St. Joseph treatment plant from rate base for excess capacity.  However, the mere fact that the Commission did not summarize the Company’s position in the Report and Order does not prove that the Commission failed to consider the Company’s position when it determined that the Missouri Public Service Commission Staff’s (Staff) method was correct.

q.
mr. kartmann reveals in his testimony that premium pork, llc has made COMMITMENTS to open operations in st. JOseph and that premium pork processing estimates it will use 2.7 MGD in the future. Is public counsel opposed to allowing the company to increase its plant-in-service in the future if mgd production increases above 23 mgd?

A.
No.  As I stated in my direct testimony, rate base should only include values associated with plant that is used and useful in the provision of service to current customers.  If a utility has built excess capacity that is not currently necessary for the provision of service to current customers, the associated cost or value should not be included in the overall cost of service on which rates are set.  The Commission should allow the Company to increase its plant-in-service once the excess capacity of the plant becomes needed.  This approach properly matches the rate base to the customer’s needs. However, current ratepayers should not pay for plant that a possible future customer may need.  Public Counsel will review actual capacity levels in each rate case, so that proper matching will occur.

st. joseph retired treatment plant

q.
in the company’s CALCULATION of its proposal to amortize the retirement of the old st. joseph water treatment plant has the company included the sale amount of the water treatment plant?

A.
No.  The Company’s calculation is the net plant investment (plant minus accumulated depreciation) associated with the retired St. Joseph water treatment plant , which was $2,832,906 plus $344,955 for the cost of removing the plant from service.  The Company fails to mention the Company no longer owns the water treatment plant in its direct and rebuttal testimony and also does not subtract the sale amount of $115,000 from its calculation.

Q.
the company has characterized this issue as a recovery of an investment.  is this a correct CHARACTERIZATION of this issue in this case?

A.
No, this is no longer an issue of the Company not receiving a return of an investment through depreciation, this an issue of a loss incurred by the Company.  Likewise, if the Company had experienced a gain, that would be recognized.  The Company has sold the old St. Joseph treatment plant  The ratepayers do not get to share any gains from the sale of utility plant, therefore, the ratepayers should not have to share any loss from the sale of utility plant.

american water resources and AFFILIATED transactions

q.
The Company has stated that it does not believe an affiliate transaction rule is necessary at this time because missouri-american’s relationship with non-regulated businesses of american water has not changed (with one EXCEPTION) in the last ten years.  does public counsel agree with the company?

A.
No.  An affiliated transaction rule is needed now more than ever.  The recent mailing of letters promoting the water service line protection program is an example of why the rule is needed.  The Company allowed American Water Resources to used its customer’s names and addresses in mailing these letters, which were sent on Missouri-American Water  letterhead and signed by the president of Missouri-American Water Company. 

q.
could sending of letters promoting a SERVICE offered by american water resources on missouri-american company letterhead cause confusion for some of missouri-american water customers?

A.
Yes. Customers could easily believe that the service line protection plan is being offered by Missouri American Water Company.  Some customers may not be able to tell the difference between the corporate entities.

q.
company witness mr. grubb asserts that the gas and electric affiliate transactions rules need to be more tailored for the water industry.  Does public counsel BELIEVE the AFFILIATE transaction rules for gas and electric UTILITIES could be used for the water industries without any tailoring?  

A.
Yes.  The rules listed in my direct testimony on pages 22 through 25 do not need to be altered for compliance by Missouri-American.  Many of these rules could be followed at little cost to the Company, such as not disclosing confidential public utility information without prior Commission approval and maintaining its books of account and records completely separate from its non-regulated affiliates.

security aao

q.
Company Witness Mr. Grubb states on page 26 that the SECURITY aao solely benefits the ratepayers.  if granted recovery of this aao would the company and its shareholders receive a benefit?

A.
Yes.  The Company is avoiding the detrimental effects of regulatory lag thus insulating the shareholders from risk.  The Commission has found in a previous case that, 



“Lessening the effect of regulatory lag by deferring costs is beneficial to a company but not particularly beneficial to ratepayers.:” Missouri Public Service Company, Cases Nos. EO-91-348 and EO-91-360, Report and Order, page 10

      
This AAO insulates the Company’s shareholders from a significant majority of the risks associated with regulatory lag that may have occurred if the security construction projects were completed and placed in service before the operation of law date of this case.

q.
In the company application for an accounting authority order, case No. wo-2002-273, did the company give examples of possible security costs for deferral through the aao?

A.
Yes.

q.
were legal costs for PURSUING the aao one of the possible security costs.

A.
No.

q.
are you aware of any other request by a regulated utility to include the legal costs of pursuing an accounting AUTHORITY order in the actual accounting authority order?

A.
No, I am not aware of any such request or Commission order that includes the legal costs of pursuing an accounting authority order as a cost to be recovered in the accounting authority order.  This Company has not previously recovered legal costs pursuant to any of its earlier AAOs

q.
should company be allowed to recover costs incurred to pursue this accounting authority order?

A. 
Yes.  Legal expenses are analyzed and included in each and every rate case.  A normalized level of legal and/or outside services expense has been determined in this rate case.  Normalized legal expenses in a rate case is appropriate because the level of legal activities fluctuates and while the nature of the need for legal service may vary, the fact that the Company incurs legal expense does not.

q.
does public counsel believe the on-going costs for security measures should be RECOVERED by the company?

A.
Yes, as an annualized expense to be included in the costs of service on a going forward basis, not as an annualized expense plus a past expense through the AAO. 

q.
have the capital expenditures made by the company for security measures been included in the company’s rate base for this rate case?

A.
Yes, the capital expenditures for security measures have been included in the Company’s rate base and the Company will earn a return on these investments.  

q.
are deferred carrying cost and deprecation expense actual dollars of INVESTMENT funded by the company?

A.
No.  The carrying cost and deprecation expense associated with the AAO are not actual dollars of investment funded by the Company.  Neither the carrying cost nor the depreciation expense causes the Company to forego any actual outlay of cash..

q.
would allowing the company the deferral result in the ratepayers paying more than 100 percent of the annual cost for security measures.

A.
Yes, it would.

advertising

Q.
Company witness Mr. Douglas lehman states in his rebuttal testimony, that Missouri American WAter Company was unable to obtain copies of a number of ads, but was able to produce the paid invoices with descriptions of ads.  He believes this is adequate documentation to include the ads.  Do you agree?

A.
No.  The ads in which Mr. Lehman proposes including have been deemed institutional adverting by all parties, including the Company.  Institutional advertising should not be allowed in rates because it is used to enhance the Company’s public image.  Institutional advertising is not necessary to provide safe and adequate service to its customers.

q.
have you examined advertising expenses for other UTILITIES?

A.
Yes, I have.

q.
Were the other UTILITIES able to provide copies of all of the ads that were included in the test year for that company?

A.
Yes.  The Companies were able to provide a copy of each print ad and copies of scripts and /or video/audio copies for radio and television ads.  The Companies also provided paid invoices for each ad.

customer CORRESPONDENCE

q.
has the Office of Public Counsel received phone calls and letters from customers in opposition to this rate increase?

A.
Yes, the Office of Public Counsel has received approximately 87 calls and 59 letters in opposition to this increase.  Attached to my testimony as Appendix A are copies of e-mails and letters our office has received.

Q.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR surrEBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

A.
Yes. 
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