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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 1 

OF 2 

ANDREW HARRIS, PE 3 

Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, 4 
COMPLAINANT 5 

v. 6 

I-70 Mobile City, Inc., d/b/a I-70 Mobile City Park, 7 
RESPONDENT 8 

CASE NO. WC-2022-0295 9 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 10 

A. My name is Andrew Harris.  My business address is 200 Madison Street, 11 

Jefferson City, Missouri, 65201. 12 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 13 

A. I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) as 14 

a Senior Professional Engineer in the Water, Sewer, and Steam (“WSS”) Department.  I am 15 

also an A Certified Water Treatment System Operator, an A Certified Wastewater Treatment 16 

System Operator, and a Certified Distribution System Operator III. 17 

Q. Are you the same Andrew Harris who filed direct testimony on October 5, 2023 18 

in this case? 19 

A. Yes 20 

Q. What is the purpose of your Surrebuttal testimony? 21 

A. The purpose of my Surrebuttal testimony is to respond to the Rebuttal testimony 22 

of I-70 Mobile City Park (“MCP”) witness Jennifer Hunt, where Ms. Hunt discusses the initial 23 

contact and investigation that Staff undertook of the customer complaint that initiated this 24 
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matter, as well as to clarify the scope and of the inspection of the I-70 MCP sewer and water 1 

systems that was conducted in March 2023.  2 

Q. Are there any details of the contact timeline and investigation of the tenant’s 3 

complaint that are missing or that could use clarification from Ms. Hunt’s written Rebuttal 4 

testimony? 5 

A. Yes.   6 

Q. What details are not included? 7 

A. Ms. Hunt indicates on lines 4-12 of Page 5 of her written Rebuttal testimony that 8 

there was a contact gap between an initial Staff email inquiry on April 6, and June 28, 2021, 9 

when the questionnaire was received.  The reality is that the questionnaire was initially emailed 10 

to Ms. Hunt on April 20, 2021, but it received no response.  That the questionnaire was received 11 

in June is true, but only because it was sent again to the same address two months later in June 12 

than in was initially sent in April. 13 

Q. Does Staff agree with Ms. Hunt’s understanding in lines 12-14 of Page 6 of her 14 

written Rebuttal testimony that an investigation of a customer complaint was completed and 15 

that claims were determined to be false? 16 

A. No.   17 

Q. What is it about Ms. Hunt’s understanding that Staff disagrees? 18 

A. After an initial call with a customer and receipt of electronic copies of water 19 

billing and repair documents from the customer, Staff attempted several times but was never 20 

able to reach the customer again by phone or email.  Therefore, no determination of the 21 
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customer’s claims was completed, and additional information was requested from I-70 MCP 1 

through the questionnaire.  2 

Q. Was it significant that the customer’s claims were not substantiated? 3 

A. While information from both customer(s) and utility provider(s) is useful in 4 

resolution of challenges with respect to a regulated company’s tariff rules and charges, in this 5 

situation it was not significant. Where I-70 MCP does not possess a Certificate of Convenience 6 

and Necessity (“CCN”) from the Commission, it was the answers to the questionnaire that led 7 

Staff to investigate and ultimately determine that I-70 MCP is a public utility operating without 8 

a CCN. 9 

Q. On lines 5-7 of Page 9 of Ms. Hunt’s written Rebuttal testimony, she brings up 10 

the fact that Staff’s Complaint makes no mention of the “safety or quality of the water and/or 11 

sewer service at I-70.”  Did that factor into Staff’s decision to bring this action against I-70 MCP 12 

in asking the Commission to find that it should be regulated as a water and/or sewer utility 13 

under PSC laws and regulations? 14 

A. No. 15 

Q. Why was this not a factor during Staff’s investigation? 16 

A. While safe and adequate provision of water and sewer service was considered 17 

based on source of water supply and on treatment plant discharge reports filed with Department 18 

of Natural Resources (“DNR”), significant safety concerns were not found.  Safe and adequate 19 

service to include the water distribution system and sewer collection system will be further 20 

investigated during a CCN request case. 21 
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Q. On lines 17-18 of Page 18 of Ms. Hunt’s written Rebuttal testimony, Ms. Hunt 1 

states that Staff conducted a “full inspection” of I-70 MCP “as ordered by the Commission.”  2 

Does Staff agree with Ms. Hunt’s statement? 3 

A. No. 4 

Q. What does Staff take exception to in Ms. Hunt’s statement? 5 

A. The Commission did not order a “full inspection” as claimed by Ms. Hunt, 6 

rather the Commission ordered a rather limited inspection as requested by Staff. Those 7 

limitations were specifically set out in the Order and Judgment entered by the Cole County 8 

Circuit Court and adopted by the Commission in its February 8, 2023 Order Denying I-70 9 

MCP’s Motion For a Protective Order.1  As discussed in my direct testimony, it took 10 

approximately a year to gain access to I-70 MCP facilities.  Because access had been denied 11 

and a protective order had been sought, Staff requested a limited access inspection in order to 12 

facilitate any inspection at all.   13 

The limitations Staff requested in order to move this complaint case forward included 14 

only observing above-grade system components (no opening of manholes for inspection of 15 

sewer condition) and strictly limited photographs that might illustrate the number of very 16 

long-term rental units versus “tires-on” temporary mobile recreational units that might possibly 17 

carry self-contained water. I-70 MCP’s primary contribution to further ensure a limited 18 

inspection was the denial of access to the lagoon treatment plant by qualified wastewater 19 

treatment staff not employed by DNR.  20 

                                                   
1 Schedule AH-s1:  Order Denying I-70 Mobile City Park’s Motion for a Protective Order entered on February 8, 
2023 in file no. WC-2022-0295 and Order and Judgment entered by the Circuit Court of Cole County, Missouri 
on January 29, 2023. 
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Q. Had Staff always requested a limited inspection of the I-70 MCP property? 1 

A. Yes.  As Staff became increasingly aware that I-70 MCP likely not only owned 2 

and operated a water distribution system, but also a wastewater collection and treatment system, 3 

the primary focus of the inspection was to field verify and confirm that I-70 MCP is operating 4 

as a water corporation, a sewer corporation and a public utility.  From Staff’s first formal 5 

discovery request, Complainant’s Request for Permission for Entry Upon Land for Inspection 6 

(EFIS filing #13 dated 6/3/22) 2, a request for greater scope has not been made.  Additional 7 

inspections will follow during a CCN request case.  8 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 9 

A. Yes it does.  10 

                                                   
2 Schedule AH-s2:  Claimant’s Request for Permission for Entry Upon Land for Inspection, filed on June 3, 2022 
in case WC-2022-0295. 
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

The Staff of the Missouri Public Service ) 
Commission,  ) 

Complainant, ) 
v. ) 

) Case No.  WC-2022-0295 
I-70 Mobile City, Inc. d/b/a I-70 Mobile City ) 
Park, ) 

Respondent ) 

COMPLAINANT’S REQUEST FOR PERMISSION 
FOR ENTRY UPON LAND FOR INSPECTION 

Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”), through counsel, and 

pursuant to Missouri Rules of Civil Procedure 58.01(a)(2) and § 393.140(7), RSMo (2016) 

requests permission to enter upon the business premises operated by Respondent 

I-70 Mobile City, Inc. d/b/a I-70 Mobile City Park (“I-70 MHP”), located at 1449 Outer Rd.,

Bates City, Missouri 64011 for the purpose of inspecting, measuring, surveying, 

photographing, testing, or sampling the property or any designated object or operation 

thereon, within the scope of Rule 56.01(b): 

DEFINITIONS 

(a) The words “you” and “your” refer not only to whom these Requests for Entry Upon

Land are addressed, but also include your present and former representatives,

officers, employees, directors, shareholders, agents, servants, or investigators, and,

unless otherwise privileged, your attorneys.

(b) The term “person” shall mean the plural as well as the singular and shall include any

natural person, and any firm, association, partnership, joint venture, business trust,

corporation, governmental or public entity, department, agency, office, or any other

form of legal entity.
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(c) The term “Complaint” refers to the Complaint filed with the Public Service Commission 

on April 22, 2022, and any amendments thereto. 

(d) “I-70 Mobile City” refers to the mobile home park owned and operated by Respondent 

I-70 Mobile City, Inc. and may also be referred to as “I-70 MHP.” 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Staff requests permission to enter upon the business premises operated by 

Respondent located at 1449 Outer Rd., Bates City, Missouri 64011 beginning at 11:00 a.m. 

on July 6, 2022.  

INSPECTION REQUESTS 

1. The I-70 Mobile City Wastewater Treatment Facility and lagoon, as more fully 

described in the Missouri State Operating Permit issued by the Department of Natural 

Resources to I-70 MHP and included as Attachment A to the Complaint. 

2.   Water service connections that are visible. 

3.   Sewer service connections that are visible. 

4.   A representative number of water meters located in I-70 Mobile City 

(approximately 20 percent) plus the master meter to I-70 MHP. 

5. System appurtenances that are at or above grade, including access to any 

structures containing systems-related components. 

6. Photographs of the above-listed locations. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Carolyn H. Kerr  
Missouri Bar Number 45718 
Senior Staff Counsel  
Missouri Public Service Commission  
P.O. Box 360  
Jefferson City, MO 65102  
573-751-5397 (Voice)  
573-526-6969 (Fax) 
Carolyn.kerr@psc.mo.gov 
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