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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

BARBARA A. MEISENHEIMER 

MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

CASE NO. WR-2010-0131 

 

I.  Introduction 1 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 2 

A. Barbara Meisenheimer, Chief Economist, Office of the Public Counsel, P. O. Box 3 

2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 4 

Q. HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY IN THIS CASE? 5 

A. Yes, I submitted direct testimony on the issues of district class cost of service and 6 

rate design for the Missouri American Water Company (MAWC or the Company) 7 

on March 26, 2010. 8 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 9 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to present Office of the Public Counsel 10 

(OPC or Public Counsel)'s updated Class Cost of Service (CCOS) studies and rate 11 

design recommendations.  I will also respond to the direct testimony of the Public 12 

Service Commission Staff (Staff), the Company, and the City of St. Joseph. 13 
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II.  Updated Class Cost of Service Study Results and Rate Design 1 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CHANGES YOU HAVE MADE TO THE CLASS COST OF 2 

SERVICE STUDIES FILED IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY. 3 

A. The CCOS studies that I filed in direct testimony were based on Company and 4 

Staff provided accounting data, demand data and billing determinants.  I have 5 

updated my studies to reflect updated accounting data received from the Staff.   I 6 

have also corrected and updated the St. Joseph Industrial class revenues to reflect 7 

a revenue imputation for special contract customers.  Thus far in this case, I have 8 

only used a revenue imputation for special contract customers in the St. Joseph 9 

district for the purpose of determining revenue neutral shifts between customer 10 

classes, not for the purpose of determining district revenue requirement.  I 11 

addressed the need for an imputation to determine St. Joseph’s revenue 12 

requirement later in this testimony.     13 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN THE NEED FOR A REVENUE IMPUTATION TO ADJUST THE 14 

INDUSTRIAL CLASS FOR SPECIAL CONTRACT REVENUES FOR PURPOSES OF 15 

DETERMINING REVENUE NEUTRAL SHIFTS WITHIN THE ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT. 16 

A. Special contract customers' actual water use and actual discounted revenues are 17 

reflected in the Industrial class costs and revenues reported in the Staff and 18 

Company accounting data.  However, special contract customers take service 19 

under discounted contract rates.  The impact on CCOS studies of including actual 20 

use but only the discounted revenues result in the entire Industrial class appearing 21 

to have revenues misaligned with costs.  By imputing revenues equal to the 22 

difference between the revenues that would be generated under regular Industrial 23 
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rates and the revenues collected under the special contract, the discount given to 1 

special contract customers will not adversely affect the Industrial class with 2 

respect to determining revenue neutral class shifts within the St. Joseph district. 3 

Q. HAVE YOU UPDATED THE SCHEDULES AND TABLES THAT WERE SUBMITTED IN 4 

YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY TO REFLECT YOUR UPDATED CCOS STUDIES? 5 

A. Yes. Schedule BAM-REB 1 provides a detailed summary of the updated results of 6 

my study for each district.   The most significant change to my studies was a 7 

correction to the special contract revenue reflected in the St. Joseph Industrial 8 

customer class.  I also corrected the calculation of the maximum revenue neutral 9 

shifts in some districts.  The tables that follow reflect the resulting changes to the 10 

tables that appeared in my direct testimony.  Table 1 illustrates each customer 11 

class’s share of cost and the class’s share of revenue if costs were based on an 12 

equalized rate of return: 13 
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TABLE 1 1 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
OTHER PUBLIC 

AUTHORITY

SALES FOR 

RESALE

PRIVATE FIRE 

SERVICE

Jefferson City Cost % 51.55% 28.83% 9.78% 8.22% 0.00% 1.62%

Revenue % 51.84% 27.71% 10.02% 7.64% 0.00% 2.80%

Brunswick Cost % 55.51% 17.70% 0.12% 2.36% 24.11% 0.19%

Revenue % 56.47% 17.08% 0.57% 2.59% 20.24% 3.05%

Joplin Cost % 47.71% 22.84% 18.29% 3.22% 4.74% 3.21%

Revenue % 49.55% 20.75% 20.80% 2.80% 3.35% 2.74%

Mexico Cost % 47.57% 13.94% 14.99% 7.06% 14.04% 2.40%

Revenue % 47.95% 13.78% 15.36% 7.04% 11.98% 3.89%

Parkville Cost % 67.42% 20.15% 0.80% 1.69% 6.63% 3.32%

Revenue % 69.04% 22.01% 0.41% 1.17% 4.41% 2.96%

St. Joseph Cost % 44.45% 15.69% 25.70% 3.25% 10.22% 0.69%

Revenue % 46.13% 17.72% 22.35% 3.47% 9.21% 1.12%

Warrensburg Cost % 58.55% 15.39% 2.23% 11.53% 9.02% 3.28%

Revenue % 54.65% 19.82% 2.48% 12.28% 8.02% 2.75%

RES COM OPA 

Rate A & K

INDUSTRIAL 

Rate J

OTHER WATER 

UTILITIES           

Rate B, G & H

PRIVATE FIRE 

Rate E & F

St Louis Cost % 92.72% 3.43% 1.92% 0.00% 0.00% 1.93%

Revenue % 91.27% 4.24% 3.29% 0.00% 0.00% 1.19%

Percentage of Current Cost at Equalized Return and Percentage of Current Rate Revenue by Customer Class

 

 Table 2 illustrates the percentage change in rate revenue necessary to achieve an 2 

equalized return: 3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 
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TABLE 2 1 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
OTHER PUBLIC 

AUTHORITY

SALES FOR 

RESALE

PRIVATE FIRE 

SERVICE

Jefferson City Shift % -0.55% 4.07% -2.42% 7.58% -42.19%

Brunswick Shift % -1.69% 3.67% -78.32% -8.83% 19.12% -93.84%

Joplin Shift % -3.72% 10.05% -12.07% 14.82% 41.39% 16.93%

Mexico Shift % -0.80% 1.16% -2.40% 0.30% 17.26% -38.38%

Parkville Shift % -2.35% -8.46% 94.69% 44.26% 50.28% 12.24%

St. Joseph Shift % -3.65% -11.46% 14.97% -6.12% 10.99% -38.48%

Warrensburg Shift % 7.14% -22.33% -9.98% -6.16% 12.47% 19.28%

RES COM OPA 

Rate A & K

INDUSTRIAL 

Rate J

SALE FOR RESALE           

Rate B, G & H

PRIVATE FIRE 

Rate E & F

St Louis Shift % 1.58% -19.11% -41.72% 62.04%

Revenue Neutral Shift to Equalize Current Rate of Return by Customer Class

 

Q. HAS PUBLIC COUNSEL'S PRELIMINARY RATE DESIGN RECOMMENDATION 2 

CHANGED? 3 

A. No. I continue to recommend that the Commission move customer classes toward 4 

 district specific cost of service by first implementing a revenue neutral shift 5 

 among classes and second spreading any net increase or decrease in district 6 

 revenue to the classes as an equal percentage.  I also recommend that the 7 

 Commission cap class increases resulting from revenue neutral shifts in order to 8 

 mitigate the combined impact of a large district increase coupled with interclass 9 

 increases.  For example, Table 3 illustrates the revenue neutral shifts that would 10 

 result from capping revenue neutral increases to 5% of a class’s current revenue: 11 
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TABLE 3 1 
 2 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
OTHER PUBLIC 

AUTHORITY

SALES FOR 

RESALE

PRIVATE FIRE 

SERVICE

Jefferson City Shift % -0.27% 2.04% -1.21% 3.79% -21.09%

Brunswick Shift % -0.50% 1.83% -23.08% -2.60% 5.00% -27.65%

Joplin Shift % -1.27% 5.00% -4.11% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%

Mexico Shift % -0.25% 0.58% -0.73% 0.15% 5.00% -11.77%

Parkville Shift % -0.30% -1.09% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%

St. Joseph Shift % -1.32% -4.15% 5.00% -2.22% 5.00% -13.93%

Warrensburg Shift % 3.57% -10.23% -4.57% -2.82% 5.00% 5.00%

RES COM OPA 

Rate A & K

INDUSTRIAL 

Rate J

SALE FOR RESALE           

Rate B, G & H

PRIVATE FIRE 

Rate E & F

St Louis Shift % 0.79% -6.84% -14.93% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 5.00%

Proposed Maximum Revenue Neutral Shift by Customer Class

 3 

  Under my recommendation, each customer class would be adjusted by the 4 

 revenue neutral shown in Table 3 and then by the net percentage increase or 5 

 decrease approved by the Commission for the class’s district. 6 

Q. HAVE YOU DETERMINED A LEVEL OF COSTS THAT COULD REASONABLY BE 7 

RECOVERED IN THE CUSTOMER CHARGE? 8 

A. Yes.  Table 4 identifies a level of costs for the Residential and Small Commercial 9 

 classes that could reasonably be recovered in the customer charge: 10 

 

 11 

 12 

 13 
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Table 4 1 

RESIDENTIAL 

(Monthly)

RESIDENTIAL 

(Quarterly)

COMMERCIAL 

(Monthly)

COMMERCIAL 

(Quarterly)

Jefferson City 3.96$              11.87$            6.71$              20.13$                 

Brunswick 13.20$            39.61$            14.90$            44.71$                 

Joplin 7.01$              21.02$            9.39$              28.18$                 

Mexico 9.61$              28.83$            12.19$            36.56$                 

Parkville 8.18$              24.53$            18.24$            54.71$                 

St. Joseph 4.64$              13.92$            6.49$              19.46$                 

Warrensburg 6.69$              20.06$            8.13$              24.40$                 

RES COM OPA 

Rate A & K 

(Monthly)

RES COM OPA 

Rate A & K 

(Quarterly)

St Louis 3.05$              9.14$              

Class Cost of Service Study Customer Charge Cost

 

Q. THE STAFF PROPOSES TO ADJUST CLASS REVENUES WITHIN DISTRICTS TO THE 2 

LEVELS REFLECTED IN THE STAFF’S CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDIES.  DO YOU 3 

AGREE? 4 

A. No.  The Staff’s proposal would result in huge shifts between classes. My 5 

recommendation to cap the revenue neutral shift at 5% would help to mitigate 6 

such impacts. 7 

 8 
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Q. WITH A FEW EXCEPTIONS, THE COMPANY AND STAFF PROPOSE THAT DISTRICT 1 

REVENUE BE SET AT A LEVEL THAT RECOVERS DISTRICT COSTS.  DO YOU AGREE? 2 

A. I would generally agree that district revenues should be aligned with district costs.   3 

However, the Company proposes to to provide inter-district support of over two 4 

million dollars flowing from the Metro St. Louis district.  The water districts that 5 

would receive support are the Warren County, Brunswick and Parkville districts.  6 

The Staff proposes to provide support to the Warren County and Brunswick water 7 

districts.  8 

  Public Counsel is aware of the ongoing concerns regarding inter-district 9 

support flows and proposed a plan in WR-2009-0311  to eliminate the support 10 

flows.  Public Counsel would again support a phase-in of the needed district 11 

increases over a finite period.  Based on Staff accounting data, Warren County 12 

Water district’s rates would need to increase by 65% and Brunswick’s rates would 13 

need to increase by 95% to align district revenues and district costs.  I recommend 14 

that the Commission adopt a three-year phase-in for Warren County Water and 15 

Brunswick, with carrying costs to be paid by the respective district to the 16 

Company at a rate equal to the Company’s Allowance for Funds Used During 17 

Construction (AFUDC) rate.  The phase-in could be structured to collect 50% of 18 

district deficiencies in the first year, with the balance and carrying costs to be 19 

recovered in approximately equal amounts in the remaining years. 20 
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Q. BASED ON THE CCOS RESULTS, DO YOU AGREE WITH PARTIES THAT PROPOSE 1 

INCREASES IN THE CUSTOMER CHARGES? 2 

A. No.  The fixed monthly customer charge is usually associated with customer 3 

related costs defined as those costs directly related to the number of customers.   4 

My class cost of service studies identify the investments and expenses directly 5 

related to the number of customers by class as including meters, services, 6 

operations and maintenance, and depreciation expenses related to meters and 7 

services, meter reading and arguably some portion of customer records expense.     8 

Based on my studies, the Company and Staff customer charge proposals far 9 

exceed costs.  In addition, the Company proposal for uniform customer charges is 10 

inconsistent with the variation in actual customer related costs by district.  I 11 

encourage the Commission to reject both the Company and Staff proposals to 12 

increase the residential and small commercial customer charges and instead to 13 

adopt the charges presented in this testimony.   14 

  Q. DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL SUPPORT THE STAFF PROPOSAL TO ELIMINATE 15 

DECLINING BLOCK RATES? 16 

A. Although Public Counsel recognizes the elimination of declining block rates as an 17 

important tool in promoting resource conservation, full movement to uniform 18 

block rates in this case is likely to result in substantial bill impacts for many 19 

customers.  Public Counsel recommends that any such movement be moderate 20 

and based on a case by case consideration of the bill impacts that would result. 21 
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III.  Miscellaneous Service Fees 1 

Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO THE MISCELLANEOUS TARIFF RATES PROPOSED BY THE 2 

COMPANY. 3 

A. The Company proposes to create uniform miscellaneous charges that would apply 4 

to all districts.  While Public Counsel does not oppose uniform miscellaneous 5 

charges when the cost of providing the miscellaneous service is similar across 6 

districts, my review of cost data provided by the Company indicates that there are 7 

significant cost differences between certain districts.  For example, the cost of 8 

labor is higher for the St. Louis district than for the more rural districts.  This 9 

causes the relative cost of providing miscellaneous services to be higher for the St. 10 

Louis district.    11 

  As an alternative to the Company’s proposed uniform rates that do not 12 

sufficiently reflect cost differences, it would be more appropriate to establish a set 13 

of miscellaneous service rates that would apply to the St. Louis Metro district and 14 

Warren County Water district and a different set of miscellaneous service fees that 15 

would apply to all other water districts.  16 

Q. SHOULD THERE BE A UNIFORM FEE FOR WATER USAGE FROM A COMPANY 17 

HYDRANT? 18 

A. No.  The cost data provided by the Company indicates that these costs tend to vary 19 

substantially by district.  Public Counsel opposes adopting a uniform fee for this 20 

miscellaneous service. 21 
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Q. HAVE YOU ATTACHED A SCHEDULE THAT ILLUSTRATES MISCELLANEOUS 1 

SERVICE COSTS BY DISTRICT AND PROVIDES A COMPARISON OF THE COMPANY’S 2 

PROPOSED MISCELLANEOUS RATES TO RATES ACCEPTABLE TO PUBLIC 3 

COUNSEL?  4 

A. Yes.  The top section of Schedule BAM REB-2 illustrates MAWC’s estimated 5 

miscellaneous service costs by district.  The lower section compares the 6 

Company’s proposed miscellaneous service rates to alternative rates supported by 7 

Public Counsel.  The alternative rates allow the Company a significant level of 8 

service fee consolidation while maintaining service fee differentials where costs 9 

warrant the differentials. 10 

Q. SHOULD THERE BE LIMITATIONS ON APPLICATION OF THE COMPANY’S HYDRANT 11 

INSPECTION AND METER TESTING FEES? 12 

A. Yes.  These fees should be applied only if the customer requests inspection or 13 

testing and only if no problem with the hydrant or meter exists.  14 

IV.  Other Tariff Issues 15 

Q. PLEASE RESPOND TO THE TESTIMONY OF COMPANY WITNESS MR. WEEKS WHICH  16 

OUTLINES THE COMPANY’S PROPOSAL TO SERVE CUSTOMERS THAT HAVE HAD 17 

MORE THAN ONE NFS IN A 12-MONTH PERIOD ON A “CASH ONLY”  BASIS. 18 

A. Public Counsel opposes this proposed condition of service primarily because there 19 

is no reasonable time limit on how long a customer would be subject to payment 20 

on a cash only basis.  Under the Company’s proposal a customer facing a few 21 

months of difficulty in meeting financial obligations might be forced to make cash 22 

payments for as long as the customer takes service from MAWC.  This is 23 
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inconsistent with other terms related to failed or late payment.  For example, 1 

customers with a history of disconnection may be required to post a deposit but 2 

the deposit requirement can be lifted following 12 months of timely payments. 3 

Q. DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL SHARE THE CITY OF ST. JOSEPH’S CONCERNS REGARDING 4 

THE COMPANY'S PROPOSALS FOR MORE ONEROUS MAINS AND SERVICES 5 

EXTENSION POLICIES? 6 

A. Yes.  For at least some districts the revised tariffs appear to shift costs and 7 

responsibility to customers. The tariffs also appear to grant the Company 8 

additional discretion in setting rates by removing rates that had previously 9 

appeared in certain tariffs.  Public Counsel agrees with the City of St. Joseph that 10 

such changes can impede economic development and may diminish the 11 

ubiquitous availability of service. The proposed changes should be denied. 12 

Q. DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL SHARE THE CITY OF ST. JOSEPH’S CONCERN REGARDING 13 

THE PROPOSED LANGUAGE APPEARING ON TARIFF SHEET 52? 14 

A. Yes.  Public Counsel is also concerned that the proposed language attempts to 15 

supersede Municipal and County authority and therefore, agrees it should be 16 

rejected. 17 

Q. DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL SUPPORT THE COMPANY’S PROPOSAL FOR A LOW-18 

INCOME RATE DELIVERED AS A DISCOUNT TO THE CUSTOMER CHARGE? 19 

A. Not at this time.  The Company’s proposal includes a 35% reduction in the 20 

residential customer charge.  However, Public Counsel is concerned the Company 21 

has not demonstrated that the proposal is likely to provide support in relation to 22 

need and has not quantified the potential impact of such a proposal.  The 23 
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Company has also not specified how and from whom the cost of the program 1 

would be recovered.  Public Counsel is willing to participate in a working group 2 

directed to develop information and to discuss this and additional options (such as 3 

lowering the overall customer charge or water conservation programs which may 4 

provide similar results) for consideration in MAWC’s next rate case.   5 

 

V.  Revenue Imputation to Determine the St. Joseph Revenue 6 

Requirement 7 

Q. WHAT LEVEL OF REVENUE DO THE STAFF AND COMPANY ACCOUNTING 8 

SCHEDULES CURRENTLY REFLECT FOR TRIUMPH FOODS?   9 

A. The Staff and Company accounting schedules reflect the discounted revenue 10 

collected from Triumph Foods. 11 

Q. WHAT IS THE REVENUE IMPACT OF THE DISCOUNT AFFORDED TRIUMPH FOODS?   12 

A. According to Company calculations, the difference between the full industrial 13 

tariff rate revenue and the Triumph Foods discounted contract revenue for the 14 

period April 2009 through March 2010, is ** 1,054,508.78 **.  Both the 15 

Company and Staff have determined that the revenue collected from customers in 16 

the St. Joseph district is less than the cost of service.  Imputation of some or all of 17 

the discounted revenues associated with the Triumph Foods special contract 18 

would help to offset a potential increase for other customers in the district.  19 

NP 
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Q. HAS PUBLIC COUNSEL ARGUED IN THE PAST THAT AN IMPUTATION OF SOME 1 

TRIUMPH FOODS’ SPECIAL CONTRACT REVENUE SHOULD ALSO BE USED TO 2 

REDUCE THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT FOR THE ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT? 3 

A. Yes.  In Case No. WR-2008-0311 Public Counsel argued that the revenue 4 

requirement for the St. Joseph District should be reduced by the discount granted 5 

to Triumph Foods.  The issue of district revenues was settled in Case No. WR-6 

2008-0311 so the Commission made no determination on the proposed revenue 7 

imputation in that case.  8 

 Q. DID PUBLIC COUNSEL REQUEST A REVIEW OF THE TRIUMPH FOODS CONTRACT? 9 

A. Yes.  In Case No. WO-2009-0303, Public Counsel filed a request for the 10 

Commission to review the contract, originally authorized in File No. WT-2004-11 

0192, between Missouri-American Water Company and Premium Pork, L.L.C..  12 

However, the Commission found that Triumph had not received the five-year 13 

benefit contemplated by the contract and that Public Counsel’s request was 14 

premature. Further, the Commission found that the earliest the Commission could 15 

take any action with regard to the contract would be when MAWC’s files its next 16 

general rate increase request.  17 

Q. IS THIS CASE MAWC'S NEXT GENERAL RATE CASE? 18 

A. Yes.  19 

 20 
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Q. DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL AGAIN REQUEST THAT THE COMMISSION REVIEW THE 1 

TRIUMPH FOODS CONTRACT? 2 

A. Yes.  3 

Q. WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM TERM OF THE TRIUMPH FOODS CONTRACT? 4 

A. The maximum term of the contract is **twenty-five** years. 5 

Q. DID THE ORIGINAL CONTRACT ENVISION THAT THE COMMISSION MIGHT REVISIT 6 

THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE SPECIAL CONTRACT DISCOUNT GRANTED TO 7 

TRIUMPH FOODS? 8 

A. Yes.  The special contract entered into on September 3, 2003, as amended October 9 

8, 2003, recognizing that the contract was intended to be in effect for more than 10 

10 years, acknowledged that the Commission Staff or Public Counsel could 11 

request or on its own motion the Commission could review the continued 12 

appropriateness of the discounted rate after the first 5 years of the contract.  If 13 

upon review the contract was found to no longer serve the public interest, the rate 14 

could be modified or the contract could be terminated by the Commission to 15 

restore the interests of the Company’s other customers.    16 

Q. HAS TRIUMPH FOODS OR ITS PREDECESSOR PREMIUM PORK TAKEN SERVICE AT 17 

THE CONTRACT RATE FOR MORE THAN 5 YEARS?  18 

 A. Yes.  Based on billing records received from MAWC in response to Public 19 

Counsel Data Request 2016, it appears that Triumph Foods was first charged for 20 

service at the contract rate in the bill issued on **December 2004**.   21 

NP 
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Q. WHY DOES PUBLIC COUNSEL BELIEVE THAT THE TRIUMPH FOODS CONTRACT 1 

SHOULD BE REVIEWED?  2 

 A. The majority of the revenues generated from Triumph under the contract are 3 

associated with the discounted volumetric rate.  Triumph is allowed a current 4 

volumetric rate of only ** $0.40 ** per CCF.  This compares to normal industrial 5 

block rates faced by other customers that range from $4.5487 per CCF for the 6 

initial use block down to $1.2555 per CCF for the highest use block. In addition to 7 

evaluating if Triumph’s discounted rate is fair in light of the fact that it is ** only 8 

a fraction ** of the lowest normal rate paid by other industrial customers, it is also 9 

reasonable to evaluate if the rate adjustments contained in the contract are keeping 10 

pace with the increased costs of providing service under the contract.  Schedule 11 

BAM REB-3-HC provides a comparison of the variable costs and contract rate at 12 

the onset of the contract verses the current costs and contract rate.   As illustrated 13 

in the comparison while the costs have increased by almost 56% the contract rate 14 

has increased by less than 25%.  If the costs continue to increase as projected by 15 

the Company and the contract rate continues to grow at the average rate of growth, 16 

the disparity will increase to a 121% increase in costs compared to only a 43% 17 

increase in the rate by the year 2011.  At some point over the term of the contract 18 

the variable cost may exceed the contract rate potentially resulting in Triumph 19 

making no contribution to the fixed costs of the system.  This result would be 20 

directly contrary to the reasoning that was initially used to justify the contract.  In 21 

File No. WT-2004-0192 the Commission found that; 22 

 The record also shows, and the Commission finds, that the 23 
proposed Special Service Contract provides for a reasonable 24 
contribution toward "all other costs associated with the 25 
provision of service" and that this contribution will constitute 26 
a benefit to the other customers of the St. Joseph district 27 

NP 
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because it will serve to reduce the revenue requirement of the 1 
district as a whole.  No other customer's rates will increase 2 
because this Special Service Contract is approved.  No 3 
detriments to either the state of Missouri or to the other water 4 
service customers in the St. Joseph district have been 5 
identified. (Emphasis added.) 6 

Q. WHAT OPTIONS ARE AVAILABLE TO THE COMMISSION TO ENSURE THAT OTHER 7 

RATEPAYERS ARE NOT UNFAIRLY REQUIRED TO SUPPORT OR SUBSIDIZE 8 

TRIUMPH’S EXTREMELY LOW RATE? 9 

A.   Upon review, the Commission may terminate the contract or adjust the rate in a 10 

manner that restores the public interest. 11 

Q. DOES TRIUMPH FOODS APPEAR TO BE MEETING OTHER PROVISIONS OF THE 12 

CONTRACT? 13 

A. Currently Triumph Foods appears to meet many of the terms of the contract such 14 

as the required share of district water use and the load factor requirement.  15 

Triumph also appears to be meeting non-contract related commitments related to 16 

economic growth and community involvement.  17 

Q. DO YOU RESERVE THE RIGHT TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON THESE 18 

ISSUES? 19 

A.   Yes, Public Counsel is still reviewing data request responses on these issues 20 

recently received from Triumph Foods and may file supplemental rebuttal 21 

testimony on the Triumph Foods special contract issues.  22 
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Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 1 

A. Yes.2 
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