




SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

BARBARA A. MEISENHEIMER 

MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

CASE NO. WR-2008-0311 
 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, TITLE, AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A. Barbara Meisenheimer, Chief Economist, Office of the Public Counsel, P. O. Box 2 

2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 3 

Q. HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY IN THIS CASE? 4 

A. Yes, I submitted direct testimony on the issues of district rate design for the 5 

Missouri American Water Company (MAWC or the Company) on September 5, 6 

2008 and rebuttal testimony on the issues of rate design and revenue requirement 7 

on September 30, 2008. 8 

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

A. The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to make a correction to my Class Cost 10 

of Service (CCOS) studies and to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Company 11 

witness Paul Herbert and Donald Johnstone testifying on behalf of AG 12 

Processing, Inc., the City of Riverside and the Missouri Gaming Commission. 13 
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  1 

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

SERVICE STUDIES FILED IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY. 3 

A. In response to an inquiry by Donald Johnstone, I reviewed my studies and found 4 

that the results of my CCOS studies filed in Table 1 and Schedules BAM REB 1-5 

1 through BAM REB 1-9 of rebuttal testimony incorrectly stated the class cost by 6 

district.  I have corrected the error. The correction did not affect either my 7 

primary rate design recommendations or the alternative recommendation for 8 

revenue neutral shifts presented in Table 2 of my rebuttal testimony.   9 

Q. PLEASE REVIEW YOUR COST OF SERVICE FINDINGS. 10 

A. My revised CCOS study results for individual districts are provided in Schedule 11 

BAM SUR 1-1 through Schedule BAM SUR 1-9.  A summary comparing current 12 

cost percentage and revenue percentage by class and by district is provided in 13 

Table 1.  14 
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 1 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
OTHER PUBLIC 

AUTHORITY
SALES FOR 

RESALE
PRIVATE FIRE 

SERVICE

Jefferson City Cost % 53.98% 30.16% 5.75% 8.53% 0.00% 1.58%
Revenue % 54.55% 29.59% 4.94% 8.13% 0.00% 2.79%

Brunswick Cost % 53.91% 13.93% 0.67% 2.08% 28.30% 1.11%
Revenue % 51.72% 13.75% 0.97% 2.33% 28.66% 2.57%

Joplin Cost % 49.46% 24.79% 12.94% 3.95% 2.26% 6.59%
Revenue % 52.36% 21.55% 16.33% 3.56% 3.21% 2.99%

Mexico Cost % 48.57% 13.77% 13.84% 8.80% 11.87% 3.15%
Revenue % 46.70% 13.70% 16.47% 8.91% 10.76% 3.46%

Parkville Cost % 70.24% 18.87% 0.39% 1.19% 6.47% 2.84%
Revenue % 71.32% 19.56% 0.57% 1.20% 4.70% 2.65%

St. Charles Cost % 80.05% 12.33% 0.01% 4.53% 0.00% 3.08%
Revenue % 84.59% 11.17% 0.02% 2.62% 0.00% 1.59%

St. Joseph Cost % 44.27% 16.67% 23.42% 3.46% 10.16% 2.02%
Revenue % 47.70% 18.22% 20.60% 3.35% 9.07% 1.05%

Warrensburg Cost % 58.27% 16.07% 1.95% 11.41% 8.31% 4.00%
Revenue % 55.04% 20.26% 2.28% 12.36% 7.42% 2.63%

RES COM OPA 
Rate A & K

INDUSTRIAL 
Rate J

OTHER WATER 
UTILITIES       

Rate B, G & H

PRIVATE FIRE 
Rate E & H

St Louis Cost % 88.58% 4.47% 4.34% 0.00% 0.00% 2.62%
Revenue % 90.25% 4.51% 4.17% 0.00% 0.00% 1.07%

Table 1 - Percentage of Current Cost at Equalized Return and Percentage of Current Rate Revenue by Customer Class

 2 

 3 

  Table 1 illustrates that Residential Class revenues are generally aligned 4 

with costs.  This result, coupled with the inherent imprecision in allocating joint 5 

and common costs and limitations in the data used to develop class allocations 6 

that I address later in this testimony, lead me to conclude that there is no 7 

compelling reason to implement significant revenue neutral shifts in this case.    8 

 9 

 10 
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Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RATE DESIGN RECOMMENDATION. 1 

A. My recommendations have not changed since rebuttal testimony.  I recommended 2 

adjusting class revenues in each district, including the MSD rate, by an equal 3 

percent in order to generate district specific revenues with the caveat that the 4 

district specific increase for Brunswick and Warren County Water be phased-in 5 

over 3 years with the carrying cost to be paid by the district at a rate equal to the 6 

Company’s Allowance for Funds Used During Construction (AFUDC) rate.  I 7 

recommend the phase-ins collect 50% of the district deficiency in the first year, 8 

with the balance and carrying costs to be recovered in approximately equal 9 

amounts in years two and three.  I also continue to recommend holding the 10 

residential and commercial customer charges at current levels.   11 

  If, despite my recommendation, the Commission decides to implement 12 

revenue neutral adjustments, with the exception of St. Louis, I would propose 13 

adjusting the Commercial, Industrial, Other Public Authority and Sales for Resale 14 

classes by an amount equal to half the amount needed to reach the class cost 15 

presented in my CCOS studies.  The sum of these adjustments would be offset by 16 

the Residential Class. For St. Louis, I would recommend adjusting Rate Group J 17 

and Rate Groups, B, G & H by an amount equal to half the amount needed to 18 

reach the class cost presented in my CCOS studies.  The sum of these adjustments 19 

would be offset by Rate Group A&K.  Even if these adjustments are made, I 20 

recommend no change on a revenue neutral basis for the Fire Class in any district.  21 

The revenue neutral shifts that would result from this alternative proposal are 22 

shown in Table 2. 23 

 24 
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 1 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
OTHER 
PUBLIC 

AUTHORITY

SALES FOR 
RESALE

PRIVATE 
FIRE 

SERVICE

Jefferson City Shift % -1.64% 0.97% 8.26% 2.45% 0.00%

Brunswick Shift % 0.71% 0.67% -15.66% -5.40% -0.63% 0.00%

Joplin Shift % 0.67% 7.53% -10.36% 5.57% -14.87% 0.00%

Mexico Shift % 1.67% 0.27% -7.99% -0.63% 5.17% 0.00%

Parkville Shift % -0.63% -1.74% -15.45% -0.33% 18.76% 0.00%

St. Charles Shift % -1.81% 5.18% -16.41% 36.29% 0.00%

St. Joseph Shift % -2.59% -4.27% 6.85% 1.65% 6.01% 0.00%

Warrensburg Shift % 4.17% -10.35% -7.38% -3.84% 6.00% 0.00%

RES COM OPA 
Rate A & K

INDUSTRIAL 
Rate J

SALE FOR 
RESALE          

Rate B, G & H

PRIVATE 
FIRE Rate E & 

H

St Louis Shift % -0.07% -0.40% 1.96% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0.00%

Table 2 - Alternative Proposal Revenue Neutral Shift by Customer Class

 2 

   3 

  Finally, I indicated that Public Counsel is not opposed to merging the St. 4 

Louis and St. Charles County districts since they are physically and operationally 5 

connected.   6 
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Q. IN REBUTTAL TESTIMONY, DONALD JOHNSTONE ARGUES THAT 1 

DISPROPORTIONAL CHANGES TO THE VOLUMETRIC BLOCK RATES FOR THE ST. 2 

JOSEPH AND PARKVILLE DISTRICTS ARE INAPPROPRIATE BECAUSE THERE ARE 3 

NO USAGE CHARACTERISTICS AVAILABLE FOR THE STATE OF MISSOURI AS A 4 

WHOLE OR FOR THE ST. JOSEPH AND PARKVILLE DISTRICTS.   DO YOU SHARE HIS 5 

CONCERNS WITH THE DATA RELATED TO CUSTOMER CHARACTERISTICS THAT 6 

UNDERLY THE PARTIES CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDIES?   7 

A. Yes, I agree that the data is insufficient to support significant changes to the 8 

volumetric rate design.  I also support Mr. Johnstone’s recommendation that, 9 

provided it can be completed cost effectively, the Company should be required to 10 

collect and submit district specific data on customer demand characteristics in 11 

order to ensure that the customer classes used in CCOS studies include customers 12 

that have homogeneous usage patterns.  I would like to point out that the data 13 

used to calculate the customer charge in the cost studies does not rely on the 14 

customer demand data referenced above.  15 

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH DONALD JOHNSTONE’S PROPOSAL TO INCREASE CUSTOMER 16 

CHARGES IN THE ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT TO THE LEVELS PROPOSED BY MAWC? 17 

A. No.  As I discussed in my rebuttal testimony, my CCOS studies do not support an 18 

increase in the customer charge for residential or small commercial customers.  It 19 

is interesting to note that while Mr. Johnstone supports the Company’s customer 20 

charge for the St. Joseph district in his testimony on behalf of AG Processing he 21 

appears to oppose the same recommendation for the Parkville district in his 22 

testimony on behalf of the City of Riverside and the Missouri Gaming 23 

Commission.   24 



WR-2008-0311 
Surrebuttal Testimony of 
Barbara A. Meisenheimer 

 - 7 -

Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON MR HERBERT’S CONCERNS REGARDING THE STAFF’S AND 1 

PUBLIC COUNSEL’S USE OF NON-COINCIDENT PEAKS INSTEAD OF COINCIDENT 2 

PEAKS IN DEVELOPING PEAK HOUR FACTORS. 3 

A. The American Water Works Association’s M1 manual Appendix A recognizes 4 

that an analyst may use either non-coincident or coincident demands in 5 

developing max-hour capacity factors.  Mr. Herbert points out that use of non-6 

coincident demands results in a greater allocation of costs to the Residential class 7 

relative to other classes.  In this respect, Staff’s and Public Counsel’s use of non-8 

coincident peaks result in a more conservative results from the perspective of the 9 

Residential class. 10 

  Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 11 

A. Yes.12 






















