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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of Missouri-American Water

)
Company's Request for Authority to Implement ) Case No. WR-2017-0285
General Rate Increase for Water and Sewer )
Service Provided in Missouri Service Areas. )

AFFIDAVIT OF AMANDA C. CONNER

STATE OF MISSOURI )
) ss
COUNTY OF COLE )

Amanda C. Conner, of lawful age and being first duly sworn, deposes and states:

1. My name is Amanda C. Conner. I am a Public Utility Accountant I for the
Office of the Public Counsel.

2. Attached hereto and made a part hereof for all purposes is my surrebuttal
testimony.

3. I hereby swear and affirm that my statements contained in the attached
testimony are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.
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Amanda C. Conner

Public Utility Accountant I

Subscribed and sworn to me this 9" day of February 2018.

WG, JERENEA BUGKOAN A R

S My Commission Expires . LY Y
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% Sm§ Colo Counly . Jerene A. Buckman

’?OFM\ Commission #13754037

Nota]ry Public

My Commission expires August 23, 2021.




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Testimony Page
Introduction 1
Rate Case Expense 1
Severance Payments 2

Management Expense Adjustment 2



10

11

12
13
14

15

16

17

18
19

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY

OF

AMANDA C. CONNER
MISSOURI AMERICAN WATER COMPANY

CASE NO. WR-2017-0285

Introduction
Q. Please state your name and business address.
A. Amanda C. Conner, P.O. Box 2230, Jefferson Giigsouri 65102.
Q. Are you the same Amanda C. Conner who filed die and rebuttal testimony on behalf
of the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC)) in this case?
A. Yes.
Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimoy?
A. The purpose of this surrebuttal testimony isegpond to the rebuttal testimony from Missouri

American Water Company (“MAWC” or “Company”) regard rate case expense, severance

payments, and management expense adjustments.

Rate Case Expense

Q.

Did you review the rebuttal testimonies of MAWCwitnesses Mr. Brian W. LaGrand
and Mr. James M. Jenkins regarding rate case expea8

Yes.
Is MAWC requesting rate case expense to be bormselely by ratepayers?
Yes.
Is the Company’s approach consistent with past @nmission decisions?

No. The Commission determined in Case No. ER420870 (“2014 KCPL rate case”) that

rate case expense should be apportioned betwepayats and shareholders.
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Q. What is OPC’s recommendation?

A. The Commission should continue to order justi@agonable rates and directly link rate case
expenses to the reasonableness of the utilityle igesitions as well as the dollar value sought

from customers in its rate case.

Severance Payments

Q. On page 20, line 11, Ms. Bowen states that yoteancorrect about MAWC including
severance in their expense levels. Is Ms. Boweststement correct?

A. It is OPC’s understanding that neither MAWC, ftar OPC believe the Company is
requesting recovery of severance payments in thierdurate case and this adjustment is no

longer an issue.

Management Expense Adjustment

Q. On page 43, line 4, Ms. Bowen states that expessshould be “deemed prudent and
reasonable” because and explanation was not provideas to why such costs are
imprudent. Ms. Bowen also argues that OPC did noidentify costs totaling OPC’s
$200,000 adjustment. Do you agree with Ms. Bowen?

A. No. First, Ms. Bowen ignores the specific exagspdf imprudent costs that | described in
my direct testimony. Rather than responding to¢hspecific examples, she argues an all-
or-nothing approach in which all costs are “deemprdient” if she does not understand
the full scope of the proposed disallowance. Shddcbave responded to a variety of
identified imprudent costs. For example, on padeds 23 — 24 of my direct testimony, |
state that ratepayers should not be responsibliaéocost of officers and management to
consume alcoholic beverages. On page 5, lines 4D, -and page 6, lines 1 — 5, of my
direct testimony, | list a few cost items that ufw to be imprudent and excessive. For
example, on page 5, lines 13 — 14, of my diredirntesy, was dinner for three totaling
$128.02 for a legislative meeting. OPC and Staffidt allow lobbying expense; therefore,

2
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OPC considers such a dinner to be an imprudentuareisonable charge. As another
example, | cite airfare to Canada for $720.64, gbato account 921 - Office Supplies and
Other Expenses on page 6, line 3 of my directrtesty, as an unreasonable charge to
ratepayers. Although my analysis was ongoing attithhe, | have since provided the
Company with numerous other examples of imprudequerditures eliminating Ms.

Bowen'’s previous justification as to not understagdhe full scope of my analysis.

Have you updated the Management Expense Analyssice rebuttal testimony?
Yes. OPC received additional invoices from MAWsRce filing rebuttal testimony.
OPC's adjustment has increased from $218,583 t8,$33.

Between rebuttal testimony and surrebuttal testhony, what caused this change?

As stated in rebuttal testimony, MAWC requediedend a “sample” of the invoices OPC
needed to review even though the OPC data reqskst dor all invoices. OPC agreed to
accept a sampling of invoices to audit rather ttenfull volume of “all invoices.” Once
in possession of these additional invoices, | wike @0 audit a greater number of

documents and formulate a better analysis.

Were there any issues with the requested invoissent by MAWC?

Yes. All of the requested invoice samples ideld a monthly expense report; however,
MAWC did not attach the actual invoices to the exgeereport. In this case, OPC removed
the cost of any requested invoice that was notvedgeunless the expense report included
enough detail to show if it was a reasonable andgmt expense. This amount totals less
than $1,300. OPC removed these costs becausegati@ar reasons, the Company failed

to substantiate the prudency of these charges bgdemuately retaining invoices.

Did OPC remove charges for any other managememepenses?

Yes. On January 9, 2018, OPC sent data reduist asking what benefit to Missouri

ratepayers did the National Governor’'s AssociaftiGA”) summer meeting in lowa

provide. In response, MAWC stated it is not segkiecovery of these costs in this rate
3
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case. However, in response to OPC data reque6@® da#d 1201, there is a portion of
charges for the NGA meeting that has been allodatdtAWC. If MAWC does not intend
to pass these charges to ratepayers, then themoftcharges for the NGA meeting should

be removed from the Company’s cost of service.

In addition to the NGA charges, OPC has conceoositathe implementation of American
Water Company’s (“AWC”) Employee Travel and Bussé&xpenditures Policy provided
in response OPC data request 1203. On page 2; thedeading Meals, it states:

When multiple employees are present, the highedting employee pays
for the meal and all individuals present are listedthe receipt. For large
groups, it is acceptable to provide a name forgtaip (i.e. Executive
Management or State Presidents) and the numbdieolaes.

Of the invoices OPC received, the majority did nomply with the Company’s policy
regarding meals because the receipts and monthdgnse reports lacked attendee

information.

Additionally, complying with the Company’s policyheuld not be equated with being a
prudent expense for several reasons. For exanifileugh the policy authorizes it, OPC

does not believe that ratepayers should be reqtoredy for alcoholic beverages, for the
company entertaining employees and their familiegarting events, for special retreats,
and for expensive dinners that do not help to plewsafe and adequate service to

ratepayers.

Please list some charges that OPC excluded fradAWC’s expenses.

Below are ten expenses OPC excluded in its Adaistment:

1. Dinner at Wilder's Steakhouse in Joplin, MO for88a8.47 no attendees listed for

Joplin Public Official’s Dinner
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2. Refreshments for a game at Aramark — Citizen’s Baaulk in Philadelphia, PA for

$1,508.58 with 19 people with invoice showing alglobn the receipt.

3. Lunch at Del Frisco’s in Philadelphia, PA for $6J2 with four people, one was
an interviewee and their spouse and receipt shinebal.

4. Dinner for eight at Gene and Georgetti in Rosemianfior $666.47. No itemized

receipt but comes to $83.31 a person.

5. Meal for two at The ChopHouse in Voorhees, NJ 1bt331. No itemized receipt

but comes to $71.66 a person.

6. Meal for four at The ChopHouse in Gribbsboro, NJ¥#888.68. The receipt shows

alcohol consumption.
7. Phillies Game Refreshments at Aramark for $835.00.

8. Dinner at Granite City in Creve Coeur, MO for $3.. No itemized receipt or

number of attendees.
9. Rental Car at Enterprise for $222.33 for ELT Rdtrea

10. Airfare with United for $1,121.20 to Austin, TX farTexas visit.

©

Does OPC have recommendations for MAWC regardingnanagement expenses?
A. Yes. First, MAWC should stop recording alcoledtieverages to the expense accounts
charged to ratepayers. OPC does not believe dlcoimsumption is required to provide

safe and adequate service to customers.

Second, MAWC has a policy in place for meals; haavethey do not require officers to
follow this policy. OPC believes that good behawtarts at the top. If the AWC officers
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do not follow the expense policy, then it is readuda to assume that other management

are not required to follow this policy as well.

Third, due to lack of detail, OPC does not beliegits to other AWC subsidiaries or other
countries are part of providing safe and adequetece to Missouri ratepayers. Therefore,
these types of travel expenses are imprudent arghsionable charges.

Finally, in order to ensure AWC and MAWC expen$garges are not imprudent and
unreasonable to ratepayers, OPC recommends foljpwipractice similar to KCP&L
which is described in my surrebuttal testimony as€ No. ER-2016-0285 on page 2, lines
16-20:

The general ledger default account for all offickes been set to
below-the-line non-utility accounts. In order for afficer expense
to be recorded to an operating utility account, tfécer or
administrative assistant must positively enter aerating utility
account code to override this default coding.

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony?
Yes, it does.
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