
 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
In the Matter of Missouri-American Water Company’s ) 
Request for Authority to Implement a General Rate ) Case No. WR-2017-0285 
Increase for Water and Sewer Service Provided in )  
Missouri Service Areas. ) 

 
STIPULATION OF FACT RELATED TO TRUE-UP 

AND MOTION TO SUSPEND TRUE-UP PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE   
 
COME NOW Missouri-American Water Company (“MAWC” or the “Company”), and 

the Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC”), (collectively, the “Signatories”), by and through their 

respective counsel, and, for their Stipulation of Fact Related to True-Up and Motion to Suspend 

True-Up Procedural Schedule (this “Stipulation of Fact”), respectfully state as follows to the 

Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”): 

1. This Stipulation of Fact is being entered into solely for the purpose of addressing the 

single fact remaining at issue in the True-Up process in this case given the stipulations that have 

been previously presented to the Commission.  This Stipulation does not address any other 

factual determinations or contested issues remaining at issue in this case. 

2. This Stipulation of Fact does not preclude the Signatories from making arguments in 

their respective briefs about the consequence of the facts stipulated to herein and attached hereto. 

3. This Stipulation of Fact is intended to replace  the  Stipulation of Fact previously filed 

on March 14, 2018, and objected to by the OPC, in regard to the value of the regulatory asset 

authorized by the Commission in Case No. WU-2017-0296; as of December 31, 2017; and the 

number of lead service line replacements associated with the regulatory asset. .  

4. The Signatories incorporate by reference Exhibits A and B attached hereto. Exhibit A 

represents a breakdown of adjustments made from the last Stipulation of Fact to this Stipulation 

of Fact, to include the removal of costs associated with meter relocations. Exhibit B contains a 
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narrative describing the practices of the Company that helps provide a factual basis foundation 

for Exhibit A. Together, the Signatories believe this is an accurate representation of the 

Company’s practices, and the Signatories preserve their rights to make arguments as described in 

Paragraph 2 above. 

5. In light of this Stipulation of Fact, the Signatories move the Commission to suspend 

the true-up procedural schedule in this case (True-Up Rebuttal – March 27, 2018; and, True-Up 

Hearing – April 2, 2018). As to the “True-Up Brief,” the Signatories agree that any argument 

concerning the facts described herein and attached hereto can be made in the initial brief and the 

reply brief. 

WHEREFORE, the Signatories respectfully request the Commission consider the facts 

stipulated to herein and attached hereto and move the Commission to suspend the true-up 

procedural schedule in this case as described above. 
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    Respectfully submitted, 

ATTORNEYS FOR MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY: 
 

/s/  Dean L. Cooper  
William R. England, III  #23975 
Dean L. Cooper     #36592 
Diana C. Carter     #50527 
BRYDON, SWEARENGEN & ENGLAND 
P.C. 
P.O. Box 456 
Jefferson City, MO 65012 
(573) 635-7166 telephone 
dcooper@brydonlaw.com 

 
Timothy W. Luft, Mo Bar 40506 
MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER 
COMPANY 
727 Craig Road 
St. Louis, MO 63141 
(314) 996-2279 
Timothy. Luft@amwater.com 
 

 
ATTORNEY FOR THE OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC COUNSEL: 

 
/s/ Ryan D. Smith          
Ryan D. Smith (#66244) 
Senior Counsel 
Office of the Public Counsel 
PO Box 2230 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
(573) 751-4857 
(573) 751-5562 FAX 
Ryan.smith@ded.mo.gov 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document was sent 
by electronic mail on March 26, 2018, to the following: 
 

Office of the General Counsel 
staffcounselservice@psc.mo.gov 
jacob.westen@psc.mo.gov  

Office of the Public Counsel 
opcservice@ded.mo.gov 
ryan.smith@ded.mo.gov  

Stephanie Bell/Marc Ellinger 
sbell@bbdlc.com 
mellinger@blitzbardgett.com  

William D Steinmeier 
wds@wdspc.com  

John B Coffman 
john@johncoffman.net  

David Woodsmall 
david.woodsmall@woodsmalllaw.com  

Marc Poston 
marc.poton@ded.mo.gov  

Edward F Downey/Lewis Mills 
efdowney@bryancave.com  
lewis.mills@bryancave.com  

Joshua Harden 
Joshua.Harden@stinson.com  

Greg A Campbell/Emily Perez 
gcampbell@hammondshinners.com  
eperez@hammondshinners.com  
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Mark W Comley 
comleym@ncrpc.com  

Joseph P Bednar 
jbednar@spencerfane.com  

Leland B Curtis 
lcurtis@chgolaw.com  

Robert Hack/Roger W Steiner 
rob.hack@kcpl.com  
roger.steiner@kcpl.com  

James M Fischer/Larry W Dority 
jfischerpc@aol.com  
lwdority@sprintmail.com  

James B Lowery/Wendy Tatro 
lowery@smithlewis.com  
AmerenMOService@ameren.com  

 
 

 
 



Missouri American Water EXHIBIT A

WR‐2017‐0285

Lead Service Line Deferred Debit True‐Up Balance

1 Reported Balances
2
3 12/31/17 Deferred Customer Owned Lead Service Lines Provided with True Up 1,946,581
4
5 Initial journal entry by the company to remove Company‐owned portion of lead service lines that had been
6 included in the customer‐owned total.  Entry inadvertantly removed some customer‐owned additions (see second entry) (526,086)
7
8 Revised 12/31/17 Balance Provided as an Update to True Up 1,420,495
9
10 Pro‐Forma adjustment to add back customer owned lead lines inadvertantly removed in initial journal entry
11 from the 12/31/17 balance &  to recalculate carrying costs 337,374
12
13 Pro‐Forma 12/31/17 Deferred Customer Owned Lead Service Lines 1,757,869
14
15 Additional Adjustments Agreed to between Company and OPC Quantity Amount
16
17 Initial Workpaper Balance 240 1,757,869
18
19 1)  Remove Customers with only Company Owned Replacement Costs
20 (1) 0
21   (1) 0
22 Subtotal (2) 0
23
24 2)  Remove Customers with only Lead Goosneck Replaced
25   (1) 0
26   (1) 0
27 (1) 0
28 (1) 0
29 (1) 0
30 (1) 0
31 Subtotal (6) 0
32
33 3)  Remove Customer With Full Line Replacement Done in Error
34 (1) (8,446)
35 Reduction in Carrying Costs (48)
36 Subtotal (1) (8,494)
37
38 4)  Reclassify Costs Associated with Moving Inside Meters to Outside
39 3/4" Meter Yoke (11,251)
40 Fibre Meter Box (9,433)
41 Meter Cover or Lid (4,945)
42 Meter Pit/Lid (8,597)
43 Meter Pit/Lid Installation (24,201)
44 Tax on Meter Relocations (4,738)
45 Subtotal (63,165)
46
47 Revised 12/31/17 Balance with Adjustments Agreed to by Company and OPC 231 1,686,210
48
49
50 OPC Recommended Adjustments, Not Agreed to By the Company Quantity Amount
51
52 1)  Remove All Costs Associated with Customers that Don't Have a Signed Agreement
53 (1) (6,545)
54 (1) (6,008)
55 (1) (4,808)
56 Reduction in Carrying Costs (53)
57 Subtotal (3) (17,414)
58
59 Revised 12/31/17 Balance with additional OPC Adjustments 228 1,668,796

PUBLIC
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EXHIBIT B 

1. Relevant definitions1 when considering the replacement of lead service lines: 
a. Full Lead Service Line Replacement:  All segments of the service line that consist 

of lead are removed.   
b. Partial Lead Service Line Replacement:  Only a portion of the service line that 

consists of lead is removed.  After a partial lead service line replacement, a 
portion of the customer’s service line still contains lead. 

2. In St. Louis County, the distance from the main to the T-Head varies greatly, depending 
on the width of the street and which side of the street the new main is located to which 
the customer’s service will need to be reconnected.  This distance can be as short as 1 
foot or as long as 120 feet (or greater) in some circumstances. 

3. When replacing customer owned lead service lines throughout Missouri, the Company’s 
pattern and practice is to attempt to contact the customer at least four times to obtain 
consent before replacing any portion of a customer owned lead service line. 

a. When consent is obtained, via a signed agreement, the Company does a “Full 
Lead Service Line Replacement.”  In St Louis County this could be the entire 
service line from the main to the shut-off valve in the house, from the main to the 
T-Head, or from the T-Head to the shut-off valve in the house.  Outside of St. 
Louis County, this could be the service line from the meter box to the shut-off 
valve in the house, or from the T-Head to the shut-off valve in the house. 

b. If consent is not provided, due to the customer either refusing to sign the 
agreement or because the customer has not responded to the repeated Company 
requests, the Company performs a “Partial Lead Service Line Replacement” from 
the main to the T-Head, if necessary in St Louis County. 

c. The Company practice is to only replace a customer owned service line from the 
T-Head or meter box to the shut-off valve in the house where the customer’s 
consent has been obtained.  As noted below, there was one instance when this 
practice was not followed. 

d. The Company does not have a written policy on how to proceed when customer 
consent is not given. 

4. When seeking customer consent, there are three possible outcomes: 
a. The customer provides consent, via the signed agreement, and receives a “Full 

Lead Service Line Replacement” with the costs being recorded in account 186. 
b. The customer is non-responsive, despite the Company’s attempts to contact them.  

This is a rare occurrence, happening only 3 times in St. Louis County. 
i. In one instance, ** ** the contractor erred and 

replaced the entire line before obtaining consent. The Signatories agree 

                                                           
1 These definitions are meant to provide clarity as to the Company’s factual practices, and they are not intended to 

substitute for definitions in a tariff.  
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that cost recovery is not appropriate in this scenario. Additional details are 
provided on line 40 of the Attached Exhibit. 

ii. In the other two instances, the Company performed a “Partial Lead 
Service Line Replacement” in accordance with the practice described in 
item 3b above.  The parties disagree about whether cost recovery is 
appropriate when there is not a signed agreement. These arguments are left 
to the briefs. 

c. The customer refuses to sign the agreement after being contacted by the 
Company.   

i. The single instance in St. Louis County occurred at **  
** where the customer refused replacement of their lead 

service line.  MAWC reconnected the customer to newly installed main 
and removed lead portion from under pavement by replacing the service 
from the main to the T-Head.  The parties disagree about whether cost 
recovery is appropriate when there is a refusal. These arguments are left to 
briefs. 

5. In the course of a “Full Lead Service Line Replacement” that includes replacing the 
section from the T-Head to the shut-off valve in the house, the Company has developed a 
pattern and practice of offering to relocate the meters in St. Louis County from inside the 
customer’s home to the edge of the property near the street. The Signatories agree these 
costs should not be recorded as lead service line replacement costs. 

6. The revisions to the Stipulation of Fact filed on March 14, 2018, include: 
a. Removal of 8 customers from the total who had no customer lead line 

replacement costs (Exhibit A lines 28-38),  
b. Adjustment to remove the costs for the customer noted in 4b(i) above (Exhibit A 

line 40), 
c. Removal of meter costs included in the totals as described in section 5 (Exhibit A 

line 44).  
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