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AFFIDAVIT OF DENNIS R. WILLIAMS

Dennis R. Williams, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the
witness who sponsors the accompanying testimony entitled "Surrebuttal Testimony
of Dennis R. Williams"; that said testimony was prepared by him and/or under his
direction and supervision; that if inquires were made as to the facts in said
testimony, he would respond as therein set forth; and that the aforesaid testimony
is true and correct to the best of his knowledge
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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY

DENNIS R. WILLIAMS

| WITNESS INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS

My name is Dennis R. Williams. My business address is 727 Craig Road, St.

Louis, Missouri.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

[ am employed by American Water Services Company.

ARE YOU THE SAME DENNIS WILLIAMS WHO SUBMITTED DIRECT AND
REBUTTAL TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes, | am.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

I will address. portions of rebuttal testimony filed by Missouri Public Service
Commission Staff ("Staff”) witnesses Kimberly Bolin, James Busch, Jermaine
Green, and Amanda McMellen regarding: the propriety of inclusion of a
regulatory deferral for security AAO assets in rate base; the need for consistency
betwéen deferred charges and associated deferred taxes; pension and OPEB
tracker mechanismes; rate case expense; overtime labor; comprehensive planning
study; and low-income tariffs. | will also address portions of,ihe rebuttal
testimony of Office of the Public Counsel ("OPC") witnesses Ted Robertson and

Barbara Meisenheimer regarding the rate treatment of the unamortized security

1 " MAWC - DRW Surrebultal
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AAQ balance, as well as OPC’s incorrect calculation and inconsistent treatment
of related deferred taxes; rate treatment of the tank painting tracker; revenue

imputation for previously approved contract rates; and OPC’s suggested phase-

in plan.

1. REGULATORY DEFERRAL — SECURITY AAQ

WHAT IS THE VALUE OF THE REGULATORY DEFERRAL FOR SECURITY
CHARGES AND HOW DID IT ARISE? |

Subsequent to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, MAWC, working in
cooperation with other utilities and the Missouri Governor’'s Commiittee on
Homeland Security, expended over $5.3 million over a two year period to
impr-ove security of its water treatment, transmission and distribution facilities;
Deferral of these expenditures was determined to be approprliate by the
Commission in Case No. WQ-2002-273, wherein an Accounting Authority drder
was approved allowing the Company to defer these costs for subsequent rate
treatment, with amortization over a ten year period to begin in January 2003.
The Company included in its filing in the current rate case inc-lusion in rate base
6f the unamortized balance of this account at April 30, 2010.— the true-up date in

this case — of $1,397,046.

WHAT ARE THE POSITIONS OF OTHER PARTIES IN THIS CASE
REGARDING RECOVERY OF THE DEFERRED SECURITY COSTS?
Only two other parties have taken a position on this issue in the current case.

OPC, in its direct filing, opposed inclusion of this item in rate base. Staff

2 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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originally included the unamortized deferred security AAQ costs in rate base, but
in rebuttal testimony, Staff witness McMellan indicated that Staff's position is now

to not allow rate base treatment.

HOW HAS STAFF JUSTIFIED THE EXCLUSION FROM RATE BASE?

Staff Witness McMellen, at page 2 of her rebuttal testimony, states that the
exclusion is based on precedent established by the Commission in a Missouri
Gas Energy (“MGE") case (Case No. GR-98-140). She states:
In that case, the Commission’s Order noted that by using a 10-year
amortization period to reflect the deferral in rates, it was recognizing a
shorter amortization period than the 20 years the Staff had recommended,
and had been approved by the Commission for MGE, in prior cases.
Given this reduced amortization period, the Commission deemed it proper

* for the ratepayers and shareholders to share the effect of the regulatory
lag by allowing MGE to earn a return of, but not a return on, the deferred

balance.
DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. MCMELLEN'S CONCLU_SION'THAT THE
REFERENCED ORDER ESTABLISHED PRECEDENT THAT SHOULD BE
APPLIED IN THIS CASE? i
No. Ms. McMellen's own testimony points oht that the Commission in the
referenced case excluded rate base treatment only in return for allowing the
Company to adopt a shorter amortization period than had priginally been
proposed. Moreover, the Commission itself Hés indicated that the rate recovery |
treatment of each AAO should be determined on its own merit and that prior

determinations of rate treatment are not precedential.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Iin a more recent Aquila rate case (Case No. ER 2007-0004), the Commission

3 ' MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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issued an Order dated May'17, 2007, uphoiding inclusion in rate base of :the
unamortized balance of a regulatory deferred asset associated with the
refurbishment of one of the utility’s generating plants. In that case, both the
Commission Staff and the utility supported inclusion in rate base. OPC took the
opposite point of view. In its Order, the Coﬁ\mission stated the following:

Conclusions of Law: The Commission has the regulatory authority to
grant a form of retief to a utility in the form of an accounting technique, an
accounting authority order (AAQ). An AAQ allows a utility to defer and
capitalize certain expenses until the time it files its next rate case, and it
protects the utility from earnings shortfalls and softens the blow which
results from extraordinary construction programs. While AAQOs are to be
considered on a case-by-case basis, and the Commission can revisit the
issue and is not bound by its prior determinations, the deferred costs
included in the unamortized balances of the Sibley AAOs, represent major
capital additions to pilant in service, and should be included in Aquila's rate
base in this case.

DID THE OPC APPEAL THE COMMISSION’S DECISION IN THAT CASE?
Yes. Basing its argument in part on the view that the Commission's decision in
the Aquila case was in conflict with the same MGE decision that Staff now

contends is precedent setting, the OPC appealed the Commission’s decision to

the Missouri Court of Appeals — Western District.

N

- WHAT WERE THE FINDINGS OF THE COURT IN THAT CASE?

The Court upheld the Commission’s decision indicating that the Commission is
not bound by prior administrative decisions. Further, the Court held that the
Aquila decision was consistent with other Orders allowing rafe base treatment,

and was distinguishable from the MGE case.

IS MISSOURI-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY'S SECURITY RELATED AAO

4 MAWC - DRW Surrebuttal




10
11

12

.613

14

L5

16

17

18

19
20

21

22

23

24

DISTINGUISHABLE FROM THE MGE CIRCUMSTANCES-’é

Yes. The MGE accounting deferral was related to a pipeline replacement
program; While safety related in nature, the costs deferred by MGE were
associated with the replacement of long-livéd assets for expt_anditures that could
be planned well in advance and were constructed ahd place;‘d into service over

the course of a number of years. In contrast, the costs incurred by MAWC to

enhance its security were urgent in nature and were undertaken as a result of an

emergency for which MAWC had no responsibility and could not have foreseen.
Working in conjunction with the State of Missouri, MAWC qUickIy mobilized a
study to detelrmine the extent of prudent security measures to be deployed and
incurred expenses to implement these measures. Most of the solutions involved
short-lived assets and other expenses such as fencing, gates and motors,
additional security monitoring equipment and security persohne!. Without the
Accounting Authority Order, MAWC would héve had no opportunity to recover

these prudently incurred costs.

WHY DO YOU BELIEVE THAT THE COMPANY SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO
EARN A RETURN ON THESE COSTS THROUGH INCLUSION OF THE |
UNAMORTIZED BALANCE IN RATE BASE?

In traditional ratemaking, expenses are normally recovered dollar for dollar as
they are incurred. Because of the unusual and unexpected nature of these
expenses, the Commission determined that it was appropriate (rathér than to
aIIovﬁ no 'recovery or to allow recovery outside a rate case) for these costs to be
recorded as a deferred asset for futu ré rate recovery. in so doing, the

Commission was treating these costs from an accounting perspective more like a

5 ] MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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capital plant addition than as an expense. Just like a plant asset, the Company
was not alloned to begin recovery of the costs until after completion 6f its next
rate case; and, just like a plant asset, the Company was required to begin
amortizing the cost in advance of recovery. Like a plant asset, the Company
invested funds in advance of recovery in rates to make these necessary
expenditures and it will recover most, but not all, of the actual expense,' over time
through amortization. Finally, just like a plant asset, MAWC had to use borrowed
and investor supplied funds in order to méke these expendit'ures. Without rate
base treatment, as would be afforded a plant asset, the Company will have no

revenues from which to pay back lenders or investors who provided these funds.

2. SECURITY AAO — ACCUMULATED DEFERRED' TAXES

HOW DO DEFERRED TAXES ARISE AS THE RESULT OF THE SECURITY
ACCOUNTING AUTHORITY ORDER?

As discussed earlier, although the Commission issued an Order requiring the
Company to defer costs associated with the September 11, 2001 terrorist
attacks, MAWC still had to expend over $5.3‘million in advancing funds for ihe
study and implementation of new security measures. The In‘t'ernaI_Revenue
Service recognized these expenditures as being tax deductible when made. This
tax béneﬁt of-about $2.1 million was recorded on the Company's books as a
Iiabillity to be paid to the IRS as revenues are received over the ten year

amortization period.

HOW DOES MAWC TREAT THE ACCUMULATED DEFERRED TAXES FOR

6 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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RATEMAKING PURPOSES?

Accumulated deferred income taxes represént a zero cost source of funds.
Therefore, the Company offsets its rate base assets with the associated
accumulated deferred taxes. For example, at the time of esfablishmeht of the
security accounting authority order discussed above, the $5.3 million dollar asset
would have been offset by the $2.1 million td arrive at an appropri-ate rate base
amount of $3.2 million. At April 30, 2010, both the asset and liability have been
amortized for over seven years. The balance of the deferrea asset at April 30,
2010 is $1,397,046 and the balance for the related deferred liability at the same
date is $533,127. The Company has includéd the net of these two amounts or

$863,919 in rate base in this case.

IS THE APPROACH TAKEN BY OPC AND‘STAFF DIFFERENT FROM THAT
TAKEN BY THE COMPANY? |
Yes. Inits direct testimony, OPC supported inclusion of the _deferred liability as a
subtraction from rate base without including the related deferred asset. Initially,
Staff did not subtract the deferred taxes from rate base but in rebuttal testimony

has changed its position and adopted that of the OPC.

HOW HAS STAFF JUSTIFIED ITS CHANGE IN POSITION'?

Staff witness Bolin characterized the original position as ah error and apparently
believes that the deferred tax liabilities are not related to the corresponding
deferred asset. She states “the deferred tax reserve represerﬁs, in effect, a

prepayment of income tax by the Company’s customers”.

7 ’ MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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1 Q. . DOYOUAGREE WITH THAT CHARACTERIZATION?

No. As explained previously, the deferred tax liability is simply recognition that
the Company received a tax benefit for expenses made for which they have not
yet been reimbursed by customers. The Company will have to pay taxes when
those reimbursements are received from customers in future rates. In this
instance, the Company expects to eventually receive reimbursement thro'ugh
rates of the $5.3 million and has accordingly established a déferred asset. It aiso
recognizés that it has received a reduction in taxes for $2.1 million that will have
to be paid back when the reimbursements afe made and has accordingly booked
a deferred liability. The original net out-of—bockef cost to the Company was $3.2
million. Customers initially paid nothing. In fact, the Compaﬁy expended the
funds from 2001 to 2003 and didn’t begin to receive recovery in rates until the
effective date of the Commission’s order in the Company's néxt rate case in
2007. The customers did not make a prepayment of income tax as suggested by
Ms. Bolin. Instead, the Federal and state governments funded $2.1 milliqn ata

zero interest rate, which the Company has properly reflected in its determination

of rate base.

HAS THE OPC MADE THE SAME ERROR?

Yes. OPC witness Ted Robertson also proposes that the security related
defe‘rred asset be excluded from rate baée, but that the related deferred tax
liability be subtracted therefrom. Althoﬁgh Mr. Robertson apbarently
acknowledges there is a relationship between the deferred éssef and associated
defe_rred tax liability, his estimation of the current éccumulated deferred tax

balance demonstrates that he does not have a good understanding of that

8 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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relationship.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Because the establishment of the deferred asset is directly related to the
estéblishment of the deferred tax liability, it is apparént that their amortization is
likewise refated. As the asset is amortized, amortization expense is recorded on
the books of the Company that is not tax deducﬁible. Since the annual
amortization expenses are not deductible, the deferred tax liability is paid back to
the iRS and correspondingly reduced on thé books. In other words, the rate of
amortization for the deferrled asset and deferred liability are identical. If the
deferred asset has been amortized down to 25% of its origirial balance, then the
deferred liability should be amortized‘to 25%. of its original balance. |
Mr. Robertson has incorrectly attempted to éstimate the unamortized deferred
tax balance by multiplying the Company's effective tax rate tﬁnes the total
amortizaiidn expense. By doing so, he has calculated the téxes already paid on
the amortization expense that has been booked over the past seven years, not
the remaining deferred tax balance. A more appropriate estimate would have
been to muitiply the Company's effective tax rate times the unamortized deferred
asset balance at April 30, 2010. Mr. Robertson’s estimate of the accumulated

deferred tax liability at April 30, 2010 is three times higher than the correct actual

balance.

WHAT IS THE RESULTING IMPACT OF THE OPC AND STAFF PROPOSALS

IN THIS CASE?

Staff has included zero for the deferred security asset and subtracted the related

9 MAWC - DRW Surrebuttal
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deferred tax liability of $533,127 from rate base resulting in a negative rate base
amount for the net Security AAQ issue of $533,127. OPC has included zero for
the deferred security asset and subtracted an estimated $1,539,634 accumulated

deferred tax liability from rate base resulting-in a negative rate base of over $1.5

million.

IS EITHER OF THESE RECOMMENDATIONS FAIR?

No. It is not fair to exclude a deferred asset _from rate base while including its
offsetting deferred tax liability. Consistent treatment should be followed. The
resulting negative rate base amount, in essence, requires the Company to pay its
customers for the “privilege” of advancing funds for the study and implementation

of abpropriate security enhancements,

CAN YOU EXPLAIN THIS FURTHER THROUGH A SIMPLE EXAMPLE?

Yes. Suppose | came to you for a loan and you advanced me $1.000. Inreturn |
agréed to pay you back $100 a year over thé next ten years.. That is akin to not
including the Security AAQ in rate base. You would get a full return of your
money, but | do not believe you would consider it a good deél because a) you
have not received any interest to replace the opportunity costs for those funds

advanced, and b) you are being paid back in less valuable dollars.

But the treatment that Staff and OPC is proposing goes even further. Assume
that the IRS Says that because you loaned me the money, they are going to
reduce your current taxes by $300 — although they want you to pay them back by

making an instaliment payment of $30 each year for the next ten years. You still

10 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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would be loaning me $1,000, but the cash for that loan is made up of $700 from
your pocket today and $300 that you will pay back to the IRS over the next ten

years.

In this example, Staff and OPC would propose that | only pay you back an
average of $85 per year or only $850 over the next ten years. You end up losing
$150 for the ;'privilege" of lending me the money. This example is exactly what
the Staff and OPC are suggesting when they propose a negative rate base
adjustment. The only difference is that instead of providing $1,000 in cash, the

Company has provided its customers with $5.3 million in security protection. The

.Company is being asked to give customers the carrying costs of the $2.1 that

was "borroWed" from the IRS without having coliected any carrying cost for the

$5.3 million it has advanced, and thus has no funds from which to make the IRS

payment.

3, PENSION AND OPEB TRACKER
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF A TRACKER MECHANISM?
A tracker mechanism is for thé protection af both customers and the Company .
where there is considerable volatility from year to year in a particular expense
category. Because of this volatility, it is difficult or impossible to normalize test
year expenses to reflect what can reasonably beexpectéd to occur when rates

are blaced into effect.

-

HOW DOES A TRACKER WORK?
11 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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An .estimate is made based on existing information to establish a level of
expense thét is included in rates. To the extent that annual expense actually
incurred is in excess of that level, a regulatory asset is established for
amortization and future recovery. To the extent that annual expense actually
incurred is below the established tracker level, a regulatdry liability is established
for amortization and future flow back to the customer. The asset or liability is
included in rate base i.n order to properly reflect the associated carrying oosis

that either the Company or customers have provided funds_for which they are not

being compensated.

IS A TRACKER MECHANISM CURRENTLY IN PLACE FOR PENSION AND
OPEB CHARGES?
Yes. This is the third rate proceeding in which the parties have adopted a tracker

mechanism for Missouri-American Water pénsion and OPEB costs.

HAS ANY PARTY CHALLENGED THE CONTINUATION OF THIS APPROACH
IN THE CURRENT PROCEEDING? |

No.

WHAT IS THE ISSUE IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The Company believes fhat this approach has been very effective and fair in
appfopriately reflecting actual costs incurred in rates and hés avoided large over
and under recoveries of a cost category that fluctuates w_idely and is hard to
estimate. For this reason, the Company has proposed that the tracker

mechanism be extended to those pension and OPEB costs that are incurred by

12 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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the American Water Service Company. Staff opposes this change.

WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR STAFF'S OPPOSITION?

Staff witness Bolin indicates in her rebuttal testimony at-pége 6 that the Staff is
opposed to applying a tracker to costs of the service company because the
serQice company is a non-regulated entity and that Missouri American has no

control over the costs charged to them by the service company.

DO YOU AGREE WITH MS. BOLIN’S CHARACTERIZATIONS?
No. | believe both statements are somewhat misleading. While the Service
Company is not directly regulated by the Missouri Public Service Commission,

there is a level of control available that is not reflected in Ms. Bolin's statements.

‘The Service Company is an affiliate of MAWC and, as such, it does not reflect

any profit in the charges made to MAWC. Payments to the Service Company are

not based on a market price but on actual costs incurred. Staff and other parties

_to a rate case have the ability to review the detail costs charged to MAWC by the

Service Company. They can control thosé costs the same way they do other
costs — they can propose exclusions from MAWC recovery in a rate case. For
example, in the current case, the Staff has proposed elimination of certain labor,
insurance anc_:l laboratory expenses charged by the Servicé Company to MAWC.

Moreover, MAWC has the ability to control those costs in the same manner that it
would control the costs of any other vendor. MAWC can seek (and in the past
has sought) bids from other providers of service. However, because the Service
Company has considerable experience in the provision of laccounting, tax, billing,

call center and the many other utility related services it provides; because the

13 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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Service Corﬁpany possesses significant economies of scale; and because the
Service Company only charges act‘ual costs incurred, it is difficuit to find a more
competitive price for the level of services provided.

| do not believe thé rationale provided by Staff is sufﬁcfent reason not to take
advantage of the benefits of a tracker mechanism for Service Company pension

and OPEB benefits.

ARE THERE POSTIVE REASONS YOU CAN PROVIDE AS TO WHY
EXTENSION OF THE TRACKER TO SERVICE COMPANY EMPLOYEES'
PENSION AND OPEBS IS APPROPRIATE?

Yes..

1. The type of costs incurred by the Service Company are exactly the same as
those which are subject to the MAWC trabker. The only difference is that they
apply to Service Company employees, like myself, rather than to MAWC

employees.

2. Like MAWC pension and OPEB costs, those costs of the Service Company

are highly volatile, subject to wide variatiéns from year to year and not subject
to simple estimation or normalization.

3. The costs are auditable. Uniike the costs of typical charges from true non-
regulated vendors that quote a market price, Service Company charges are.
based upon actual costs. The actual pension and OPEB costs of the Service
Corﬁpany are known and are easﬂy aud[table. In _fact, since Service
Company employees participate in the same corporate pension and post
retirement benefit plans as do MAWC employees, the Staff has, in essence,

already audited the Service Company charges when they analyzed the

14 MAWC -~ DRW Surrebuttal
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actuarial valuations and other support associated with MAWC direct pension

e

and OPEB‘ costs,

4. Given the nature of these expense categories, it is the fair and reasonable

approach for both the Company and its customers.

IS THERE ANY IMPACT ON THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT [N THIS
PROCEEDING BY APPLYING THE TRACKER MECHANISM TO SERVICE
COMPANY PENSION AND OPEB EXPENSES?

No.

4. TANK PAINTING TRACKER

DOES THE COMPANY HAVE A POSITION ON THE CONTINUATION OF THE
EXISTING TANK PAINTING TRACKER? |

Company witness Greg Weeks provides testimony in rega'rd to the tank painting
tracker. My surrebuttal testimony is limited to addressing the associated rate

treatment proposed by OPC witness Robertson.

WHAT IS MR. ROBERTSON’S PROPOSAL?
At page 7 of Mr. Robertson’s rebuttal testimony, he indicates that OPC believes
that rate base treatment of the regulatory asset or regulatory liability associated

with the tank painting tracker should be exciuded from rate base.

DO YOU AGREE WITH THIS VIEW?

No. For the same reasons that the regulatory asset or regulatory liability

15 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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associated with the pension and OPEB tracker is included rate base, so too
should the tank painting regulatory asset or liability be included. Depending upon
whether an asset or liability exists, either the_ Company or the customer has
expénded funds for which they hlave not been paid and the respective party

deserves to earn a return on those funds until payment is received.

HAS MR. ROBERTSON OBJECTED TO THE INCLUSION OF THE PENSION
AND OPEB REGULATORY ASSET AND LIABILITIES BEING INCLUDED IN
RATE BASE? '

No.

5. RATE CASE EXPENSE

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH STAFF WITNESS JERMAIN.E:GREEN’S

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY REGARDING RATE CASE EXPENSE?

Yes. Mr. Green presents two main points in his rebuttal tesﬁmony in regard to

the recovery of rate case expense from Staff's perspective: -

1. Staff does not believe that the unamortized or unrecovered portion of prior
rate casés should be included for future f‘ecovery; and,

2. Staff believes that the Company should have the opportunity to recover all
prudently incurred expenses incurred in the conduct of the current case, and
rejects the OPC proposition that rate case expense should be reduced to
eliminate all outside consulting and Iegalr'expense and the remainder then

“shared” equally between customers and the Company. .

16 MAWC - DRW Surrebuital
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DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. GREEN'S FIRST POINT? |

No. Mr. Green insists that Staff has, in the past, normalizéd rate case expenses
when, in fact, that is not the case. By arguing that these expenses are
normalized {(which they are not), he erroneously concludes that it is unnecessary

to allow for the unrecovered portion of costs from prior cases.

HOW DOES'MR. GREEN DISTINGUISH NORMALIZATION FROM
AMORTIZATION? '
Ih his rebuttal testimony at page 2, he defines the terms as follows:

Normalization is to restate abnormal test year results to a normal ongoing
level, while amortization is to provide a recovery of the expense over a set

time period.
HOW HAS STAFF ADJUSTED FOR RATE CASE EXPENSE IN THE PAST?
In reQiewing Staff workpapers for each of the last three rate cases, including this
one, Staff has reflected in its determination of revenue requirement actual rate
casé expenses incurred to date at a point Ln time and then proposed a period
over which those costs should be recovergd. Moreover, alth,dugh the last two
rate cases were settled, the Company was assured that the rate case costs
actually incurred would be updated to as late a date as possible that would allow

an adequate audit of the actual costs incurred.

HAS STAFF MADE ANY ADJUSTMENT TO RESTATE THE TEST YEAR
RESULTS TO A NORMAL ONGOING LEVEL FOR RATE CASE EXPENSE?
None, other than to propose an amortization period for the test year expenses

incurred.
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DOES THIS APPROACH MEET MR. GREEN'S DEFINITION OF

NORMALIZATION OR AMORTIZATION? |

It is a classic example of his definition of amortization. Calling it by a different

name does not change that fact.

DOES MR. GREEN INDICATE THAT HIS APPROACH IS IN ACCORDANCE

WITH COMMISSION PRECEDENT?
Yes. Mr. Green states that there are a number of past proceedings in which the

Commission-has agreed with Staff’'s approach. He then cites a singie case from

27 years ago.

ARE THERE OTHER COMMISSION ORDERS THAT YOU BELIEVE SERVE

TO DISPUTE HIS ASSERTATION?
Yes. For examgle, in its Report and Order in Case No. GR-2006-0422 issued in

March 2007, the Commission found as follows:

10. Rate Case Expense
Issue Description: What is the appropriate amount and treatment of rate case

expense, including amortization of prior rate case expense, in this case? .

From MGE's last rate case in 2004, the Commission authorized the company to
amortize its rate case expense over three years. A balance of § 148,971 remains to
be amortized as of March 2007. n75 MGE proposes to amortize the current rate
case expense with the remaining $ 148,971 over a three-year period. n76
Although in its pre and post hearing briefs Staff argues that to allow MGE to
amortize the remaining rate case expense would constitute retroactive ratemaking,
there is no mention of this argument during the hearing. [*33] In fact, Staff's
position is that the rate case expense be normalized. n77 The Commission will
therefore disregard Staff's argument that recovery of this expense would
constitute retroactive ratemaking.

n75 Transcript, Page 1040, Lines 1-3.
n76 Transcript, Page 1044, Lines 10 -13._
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n77 Transcript, Page 1045, Lines 21 24,

The Commission resolved this issue in MGE's last rate case to allow the company
to recover, what was determined to be prudent costs, through amortization over
three years. The Commission wiil not vacate its order in that regard. Staff and
MGE propose to amortize the remaining rate case expense with that incurred in
this case. The Commission will grant that request and allow MGE to amortize the

combined amounts over a titrec-year periqd.
DO YOU BELIEVE AN AMORTIZATION APPROACH IS APPROPRIATE?
Yes. Itis very difficult to esﬁmate the level of rate case expense that will be
incurred and therefore very difficult to normalize those expenses, because what
is normal for one case will not be so for the other. Many factors vary from rate
case to rate case. Some cases settle and others go to heafing, which can result
in hundreds of thousands of dollars in difference. The number of interveners and
the level of data requests impact the cost of the case. The introduction of new
issues, such as consolidation of tariffs in the current case, can add to the
complexity and costs of a case. Depreciation studies are required by
Commission rule in some cases, but notin others. There are so many
differences that can impact the cost of a rate case, that an ongoaing level cannot
be determined. It is therefore fairer, both to fhe Company and to the customer, to
establish rates based on actual costs incurred and, through ambrtization, allow

recovery of those actual costs.

OPC WITNESS ROBERTSON, AT PAGE 11 OF HIS REBUTTAL TESTIMONY,
EXPRESSES CONCERN WITH STAFF'S POSITION ON RATE CASE
EXPENSE BECAUSE STAFF HAS NOT RECOMMENDED DISALLOWANCE

OF ANY OF THE COSTS THE COMPANY HAS INCURRED IN PROCESSING

THE. CURRENT CASE. DO YOU AGREE WITH HIS COMMENTS?
19 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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No. | believe‘that Mr. Robértson's concerns are misplaced. During the conduct
of the field audit, Staff requested and was provided every contract and every
invoice generated in support of the expenses incurred by the Company fo
process this case. | pointed out in my rebuttal testimony the extent to which the
Company has gone to control costs in this case. | also explained why Mr.
Robertson's belief that it would be more economical to in-source all the work of
devéloping support, taking the case to hearing and writir\g‘ Iégal briefs was in
error. Staff performed a thorough review of all of the Company’s costs incurred,
determined them to be appropriate and made no adjustment. Mr. Robertson
neither requested similar data nor performed a similar review. Acceptance of his
recorﬁmendation to exclude thé costs of outside services énd then recover only
one-half of the remaining costs to process this case would result in denying the
Company a fair opportunity to recover its pruﬂently incﬁrred costs. In fact, the
total _costs to process this rate case have not been included in the Company'’s

proposed revenue requirement.

PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR LAST STATEMENT.

At the time the Company filed its rate case in October 2009, _there was little data
on which to base an estimate of the full costs necessary to process this case.
The issues were not known; the nurqber of harties was not known; whether the
casé would settle or go to hearing was not known. The Company's estimate of
rate case expense was based upon the average of the bast tWo rate cases, both
of which were settled. By the end of April of 2010, actL;aI expenses were already
near the estimated expense level. It now apbears that it is likely that this case

will proceed to hearing and the original Company estimate will be far exceeded.
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This is a clear example of how it is difficult to normalize an ongoing level of rate
case expense and why the traditional approach to amortize actual prudently

incurred rate case expense is preferable.
6. OVERTIME

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH SfAFF WITNESS MCMELLEN’S REBUTTAL
TESTIMONY- REGARDING OVERTIME? |

Yes; Ms. McMellen indicates that Staff has revised its original overtime
adjustment and contrasts S;caff’s approach to that of the Com'pany. | believe that
the two methods, although different in approach, should arrive at approximately
the same result, with the exception ,that I bel.ieve there remains an error in the

Staff's application of its described method. | accept the Staff's method if that

erroris comrected.

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT YOU BELIEVE TO BE IN ERROR.

Ms. McMellen states that “By doing a separate analysis of the overtime hours
and then applying the current average overtime rate, the Staf‘lr has accurately
c:':llculated a normalized level of expense for the Company.". | believe the
described method would achieve the appropriate described results, but my
review of Staff's supporting work papers indicates that the adjustment did not
reflect the current average overtime rate, but rather the historical éverage
overtime rate. Staff's method calculates pro forma overtime.hours and then
multiplies thoée hours by an average wage rate to derive pro forma overtime pay.

Since the pro forma hours will actually be paid at pro forma wage rates, Staff

21 MAWC - DRW Surrebuttal
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should have multiplied by its pro forma wage rates, rather than historical, to

_properly price out overtime pay.

7. DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN EXPENSES
HAS THE STAFF ALSO USED HISTORICAL WAGE RATES IN OTHER
LABOR RELATED ADJUSTMENTS?.
Yes, although to a lesser extent. For examﬁle, Staff's defined contribution plan
adjustment was based on existing payroll levels at the end of October 2009
rather than on test year data, as was utilized in the overtime adjustment. Staff's
adjustment did not reflect increases in wagé rates or employee levels that have

taken place subsequently.

WHAT IS THE DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN?

For those employees who are not included i.r'1 the Company’s defined benefit
penéion plan, the Company contributes 5.25% of their annual base pay towards
the individual's 401k Plan. These defined contributions are rhanaged by the

individual employee and are intended to act as retirement resources.

DO YOU HAVE A CONCERN WITH THE MANNER IN WHICH STAFF
ADJUSTED DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN EXPENSE?.‘

Yes. When paid, the 5.25% contributions will be calculated based on existing
wage levels and Staff's adjustment does not currently reflect the wage rates and
employee levels that will exist at the time rates become effective. | believe that

this is a true-up matter and that all labor and benefit related costs will be
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corrected during' the true-up process.

8. 401k EXPENSES

WHAT IS THE ISSUE REGARDING 401k EXPENSES?

The Company is unable to ascertain the source of Staff's test year figure used in

the calculation of its 401k expense. The number does not agree with MAWC's

recorded test year 401k expense levels and the Company believes that the

number used by Sfaff in developing its pro-forma expense level is simply in error.

9. LOW INCOME TARIFF

IS THE COMPANY PROPOSING A LOW INCOME TARIFF IN THE CURRENT

PROCEEDING?

Yes. At the time of filing, Missouri-American Water Company felt that there were

a number of low-income customers for whom affordability of the essential

resource we supply was a financial burden. Subsequent to our filing, the

Missouri Commission has, in other utility rate cases, expressed an interest in

expioring this important issue. The plan MAWC proposed was patterned closely

after a plan that has successfﬁlly operated in Pennsylvania for a number of

years.

HAVE OTHER PARTIES TO THIS CASE EXPRESSED AN OPINION

REGARDING THE LOW INCOME TARIFF PROPOSAL?

To date only the Staff through the testimony. of James Busch and OPC through

23
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the testimony of Barbara Meisenheimer have taken a position.

WHAT IS THE STAFF'S POSITION?

Staff is in opposition to the Company’s proposal for the following stated reasons:

1. Lack of detail regarding the plan rationale or need;

2. QOther customers are burdened by the current economy and shoﬁld not be
;'equired to bear any increase in order to support low-income customers;

3. The proposal is in conflict with a uniform customer chargé:

4. Given the relative low cost of water in relation to other ufility costs, a Ibw—
i.ncome tariff is not currently needed; and

5. Assistance is currently being provided by the Company’s voluntary H20

program, the cost of which is borne by shareholders.

WHAT IS THE OPC POSITION?

OPC is in opposition to the Company's proposal “at this time’_’. Ms.
Meisenheimer indicated that the OPC is concerned that the Company has not ‘
shown that the proposal is need based, that it has not quantified the potential
impact of the' propbsal, and that it has not specified from whom the cost of the

program would be recovered.

HOW DOES THE COMPANY RESPOND?

The Company is someWhat surprised by these positions. The low-income
program is simple to understand and is_ designed to follow a program that has
;achieved favorable reaction by customers and regulators. | The rationéle is based

on need and it appears obvious to the Combany that if, as Mr. Busch testifies,
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the economy is burdensome to customers that are not low-i.ncome, then the
impact and n-eed experienced by low-income customers must be extreme, The
Company quantified the impact of the proposal and recovery method in its rate
design development, Finally, the Company believes that fhe low-income tariff,
while modest at the outset, is a good start and would be beneficial regardless of

other tariff issues including a uniform customer charge.

WHAT IS THE COMPANY’S RECOMMENDATION?

Itis the Company's recommendation that thé proposed low-income tariff be
instituted, even on a trial basis, if nec':essary.' If, however, the Commission
believes that such a program is premature, the Company stands ready and
willing to discuss with other parties implementation criteria and standards for this
or other similar programs that may be recorﬁmended‘. In the meantime, the
Company intends to continue pursuit of its H20 assistance program that has

been in place for a number of years.

10. IMPUTATION OF REVENUE

ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH OPC WITNESS BARBARA MEISENHEIMER’S
TESTIMONY REGARDING REVENUE IMPUTATION 'TO ADJUST THE
INDUSTRIAL CLASS FOR SPECIAL CONT_RACT REVENUES?

Yes.' On page 2 of her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Meisenheimer states:

By imputing revenues equal to the difference between the revenues that
would be generated under regular Industrial rates and the revenues
collected under the special contract, the discount given to special contract
customers will not adversely affect the Industrial class with respect to
determining revenue neutral class shifts within the St. Joseph district.

25 MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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IS THE OPC RECOMMENDING IMPUTATION MERELY. FOR THE PURP-OSES
OF ALLOCATION OF COSTS AMONG CUSTOMER CLASSES WITHIN THE
ST. JOSEPH DISTRICT OR DOES SHE RECOMMEND IMPUTATION OF
REVENUE IN DETERMINING THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT IN THIS CASE?
| am unable to determine that from a reading of her rebuﬁal testimony. If the
latter, is the case, however, the Company is strongly opposed to her

recommendation.

WHY?

Imputation of revenue in dete(mination of the revenue req'uirement in this case
would reduce the allowable rates and the opportunity for the Company to achieve
its a-uthorized return. As was noted in my rebuttal testimony, the special contract
rate§ in effect in the St. Joseph district were approved .by this Commission
because they assisted in attracting new customer load to'the St. Joseph area.
Sinqe the revenues paid under those contracts ére sufficient to cover thé variable
costs of producing water and contribute to the fixed costs of serving the district,
other customers in the St. Joseph district benefit. To 'per‘malize the Company
through imputation of revenue that is being administered fn accordance with a

Commission brder would be grossly unfair. -
11. INTERDISTRICT SUBSIDY OR REVEN_UE CONTRIBUTIONS

WHAT DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE PARTIES’ POSITIONS TO BE ON THE

ISSUE OF INTERDISTRICT SUBSIDIES OR REVENUE CONTRIBUTIONS?
2 " MAWC - DRW Surrebutal
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The Company, in its original filing, has probosed a revenue contribution by the
St. Louis Metro District to mitigate the rate increases for the Brunswick, Parkville
Water, Cedar Hill Sewer, Warren County Water and Warren County Sewer
Districts. If -this revenue contribution is not approved, then the increases for
thoée four districts would be 161%, 34%, 190%, 63% and 475%, respectively,
baséd on the Company's filing. By proposing the reve_riue contribution, the
percent increases for these four districts would be “capped” at 26% for all five
districts. The Staff has proposed a revenue contribution for the Brunswick and
Wafren County Districts. The Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers (MIEC) is
opposed to any interdistrict subsidy or revenue contribution .and it appears OPC
is proposing a phase-in of rates for Brunswick and‘Wa'rren County Districts

instead of a revenue contribution.

WHY DOES THE COMPANY BELIEVE A REVENUE CONTRIBUTION IS
APPROPRIATE?

A revenue cdntribution is appropriate in the setting of rates because it a&dressés
a number of goals including: 1) avoiding raté shock; 2) promoting gradualism
toward cost based rates; 3) promoting fairness; and 4) a.voiding the impact of a
drastic change in the existing rate structure.A In the current case, the Company's
proposal aﬁehpts to avoid rate shock and gradually move towardé cost based

rates for these four districts.

12. PHASE-IN PLAN

DOES MS. MEISENHEIMER RECOMMEND A PHASE-IN PLAN?
27 MAWC - DRW Surrebuttal
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Yes. The Company’s interpretation of page 8 of Ms. Meisenheimer's Rebuttal
Testimony is that the OPC is recommending rejection of any inter-district revenue
contribution and proposing a three-year phése-in of increases for Warren County

Water and Brunswick.

HOW DOES THE COMPANY RESPOND?

The Company believes the proposal as curfently stated is Iécking in substance
and has sqmé obvious ﬂaws.. First, there is an apparent inconsistency in Ms,
Meisenheimer's recommendation for a phase-in in the Brunswick and Warren
County Districts and the recommendation to mitigate rate increases in other
districts as a result of her class cost of service study. In Ms. Meisenheimer’s
discussion regarding the results of her class cost of service study, she |
recommends that thé Commission move customer classes toward district-
spéciﬁc cost of service by first implementing a revenue neutral shift among
classes and §econd, spreading any net increase or decrease in district revenue
to the class on an equal percentage. She then recommends that the
Commission “cap” class increases resulting from revenue neutral shifts to 5% of
a class’s current revenue in order to avoid “huge shifts betwéen classes” and to
mitigate the combined impact of a large district increase coupled with interclass

increases.

WHY DOES MS. MEISENHEIMER BELIEVE THAT IT IS IMPORTANT TO
AVOID HUGE SHIFTS BETWEEN CLASSES AND MITIGATE SUCH RATE

IMPACTS?

She does not indicate the reasons in her testimony but | believe an appropriate
28 . ' MAWC — DRW Surrebuttal
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rationale would be for many of the same reasons that the. Cbmp‘any supports
interdistrict contributions.- She does not seem to have the same level of concern
for the Parkville Water, Cedar Hill Sewer, and Warren County Sewer Districts for
which she believes the interdistrict contribution should be eliminated. Nor does
she séem to express the sam'e’ level of concern with respect-to the Brunswick
and Warren County Water Districts, afthough she has propésed a phase-in plan '
for those two districts. Ms. Meisenheimer aéknowledgeé that in order to bring the
latter two districts to their full cost of service based on Staff's proposed revenue
requirement, it would require an increase of 65% in the rates paid by Warren
County water customers and an increase of 95% in the rates paid by Brﬁnswick
water custorﬁers. Those percentage increases correspond to 63% and 161%
increases, respectively, in the Company's filing had the interdistrict contribution
not been proposed. Her proposal would have a particularly.'damaging impact on
the rates already paid by those customers in districts for which the Company
proposed intérdistrict contributions. The following is a table of average rﬁonthly

water customer bills at present rates assuming consumption of 5500 gallons per

month.

Water District Ave. Monthly Residential Bill at Current Rates
St. Louis ~ $23.68*
St. Charles 23.68-
Warren County 45,83
Warrensburg 29.16
Joplin 32.58
St. Joseph o 31.66
Jefferson City 33.21
Mexico 38.39
Parkville . 41 .44
Brunswick 62.91

*St. Louis district is billed quarterly — amount is restated to reflect monthly bill
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A 95% increase for Brunswick customers would nearly double their current rates

and price their service at rates that are simply too high when compared to other

Districts.

ARE THERE OTHER CONCERNS WITH PUBLIC COUNSEL'S PHASE-IN
PROPOSAL?

Yes. The OPC proposal is for carrying costs on the uncolleded balance as a
result of the phase-in to be equal to the Company’s Allowaﬁce for Funds Used
During Consiruction ("AFUDC") rate. The OPC does not explain why it believes
the Company should use its AFUDC rate for'the phase-in plan rather than its
authorized return. Finally, it is unfortunate, _but true, that the state of the facilities
in these two districts is such that there is continued need for replacement of
infrastructuré. Additional capital investmentis likely, which may resuit in rate
cases more frequently than a three year interval. This would likely result in rate
increases on top of the OPC’s recommended phase-in rates', leaving customers
in these two districts with percentage increases in the same range as whét the
OPC is currently trying to avoid. The Company believes that at least for the

foreseeable future inter-district revenue confributions are a far better solution.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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COverall Revenue Requirement Summary
- For tha Test Year Ended June 30, 2009
Missour! Public Service Commission Case No. WR-2010-X000
Company: Missouri-American Water Company Sehedule CAS-2-JFC
District: Jefferson City Page 1 of 1
Line
No.
1
2
3 Supporting
4 Description Schedule Amount
5
8 Rate Base CAS-3-JFC $17,045,871
7
8 Operating Income at Present Rates CAS-8-JFC 1,173,013
9
10 Eamed Rate of return 6.88%
11
12 Requested Rate of Return Chao Testimony 8.91%
13
14 Required Operaling Income 1,518,787
15
16 Operating Income Deficency 345,774
17
18 Gross Revenue Conversion Faclor 1.63795
19
20 Revenue Deficiency 566,380
21
22 Adjusted Operating Revenues CAS-8-JFC 6,193,383 ~
23 b
24 Total Revenue Requirement $6,759,743
25
26
27
28 Gross Revenue Conversion Factor
29 Revenue $1,000,000
30 Uncollectibles 0.80820% 9,082 R
31 PSC Assessment 0.00000% 0.000 . ’
32 Befare Tax Amount 990.918
33 State Income Taxes 5.21327% 51.659
M Federal Income Taxes 33.17536% 328.741
35 Total Taxes and Expenses 338.482
36 Net Amount $610.518
37
38 Conversion Factor 1.63795 N
39
40
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Missouri Public Service Commission

Rate Bagse Summary
Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Company: Missouri-American Water Company
District: Jefferson City

Case No. WR-2010-)0(XX
Schedule CAS-3-JFC

Line #

Rate Base Component

Utility Plant in Service
_ Accumulated Provision for Depreciation

Accumulated Amonrtization

SO NHO L LN

11 Utility Plant Acquisition Adjustments

-
[\

13 Net Utility Plant

16 Less:

17 Customer Advances

18 Contributions in Aid of Construction
19 Accumulated Deferred ITC (3%)
20 Deferred Income Taxes

21 Pension Liability

24 Subtotal

27  Add:

28  Cash Working Capital

29 Materials and Supplies

30 Prepayments

3 OPEB's Contributed to External Fund
32 Pension/OPEB Tracker

a3 Regulatory Deferrals

35 Subtotal

37 Total Original Cost Rate Base

Supporting

Reference

CAS4-UFC
CAS-5-JFC
WIP's

WiP's

CAS-8-JFC
CAS-6-JFC
WiP's
W/P's
WiP's

CAS-7-JFC
WiP's
W/P's
WiP’s
WiP's
WiP's

Per Books
06/30/09

26,926,608
(5.478,581)

- 0
0

21,448,027

27,736
3,250,953
o

1,927,836
127,494

5334019

126,000
148,711
31,978
0
41,628
142,065

491,380

16,605,388

Adjustments

1,208,473
(525,969)

0

0

682,504

0
86,354
0
117,369

{120)

203,603

cCOOoOO

(3,769)
(34,650)

(38,419)
440,483

Pro Forma
Rate Base

28,135,081

{6,004,550)
¢
o

22,130,531

——

27,736
3,337,307
o
2,045,205
127,374

5,637,622

126,000
149,711
31,976
o
37,859
107,415

452,961

17,045,871

Page 1 of1
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Utility Plant in Service
For the Tesat Year Ended June 30, 2009
Missouri Public Service Commission - Case No. WR-2010-XXXX|
Company: Missouri-American Water Company Schedule CAS-4-JFC
District: Jefferson City Page 1 of 2
Line # Per Books Pro Forma Pro Forma
1 Acct No Account Description 06730/09 Adjustments upIs
2 Intangible Plant
3 301 Organization $772 $4,596 $5,368
4 302 Franchise & Consents 0 ] o
5 303 Miscellaneous Intangible Plant Studies 177,651 57,743 235394
6 Subtotal 178,422 ' 62,339 240,781
7 Source of Suppiy Plant
] 310 Land & Land Rights 0 0 0
7] AR | Structures & Impravements 60,365 o 60,365
10 312 Collecticn & Impound Resevoirs .0 0 ¢
11 313 Lake, River, & Other Intakes 388,397 0 388,297
12 314 Wells & Springs 0 0 0
13 36 Supply Mains 0 0 0
14 Subtotal 448 762 o 448,762
15 Pumping Plant
16 320 Pumping Land & Land Rights 944 0 944
17 a Pumping Structures & Improvements 619,499 0 519,499
18 322 Boiler Plant Equipment 0 0 0
19 323 Force Mains 644,675 0 644,675
20 324 Steam Pumping Equipment 0 0 0
21 325 Electric Pumping Equipment 1,537,932 0 1,537,932
22 326 Diesel Pumping Equipment 0 0 0
23 327 Purmnp Equip Hydraulic 0 o 0 .
24 328 Other Pumping Equipment 29,226 [ 29,226
.25 Subtotal 2.832,276 0 2832276
26 Treatmant Plant
27 330 Water Treatment Land & Jand Rights 70.255 c 70,255
28 31 Water Treatment Structures & Improvements 2,244,007 145,406 2.369,414
29 332 Water Treatrment Equipment 3,010,991 3,010,991
30 3324 Water Treatment Equipment - Filter Plant 153,082 0 153,082
" Subtotal 5,478,334 145,406 5,623,741
3z Transmissign & Distribution Plant
33 340 Transmission & Distribution Land 100,738 (374) 100,364
34 341 Transmission & Distribution Structures & Improvements 198,236 121 198,357
35 342 Distribution Reseryoirs & Standpipes 1,040,798 4,284 1,045,082
36 343 Trangmission & Distribution Mains Cony 5,971,955 469,493 6,441,448
37 3431 Transmission & Distribution Mains < 4" 172,674 0 172,674
38 3432 Transmission & Distribution Mains 8" - 8" 2,348,413 28,471 2,376,884
39 3433 Transmission & Distribution Mains > 10" 3,260,721 5665 3,266,386
40 Subtotal 13,093,535 507,660 13,601,195

2
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WUtility Plant In Sarvice

For the Test Year Ended June 390, 2009

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-American Water Company

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX

- Schedule CAS-4-JFC
District: Jeffarson City ] Page 2 of 2
Line #
Per Books Pro Forma Pra Forma

1 Acet No Accoun cription 06/30/09 Adiustments UpIs

2 Transmissjon & Distribution Plant Bal Fwd 13,003,535 507,660 13,601,195
3 344 Fire mains 0 0 V)
4 345 Services 479,569 22,547 502,116
5 346.1 Meaters - Bronze Case 859652 172,081 1,031,732
& 346.2 Meters - Plastic Case 0 0 0
7 3453 Meters - Not Class By Type 695,445 0 695,445
8 347 Meter Installation 340,520 0 30,520
S 346 Hydrants 1,168,823 5,353 1,174,176
10 a9 Other Transmission & Distribution Plant 0 0 0
" Subtetai 16,637 544 707 641 17,345 185
12 General Plant

13 389 General Land & Land Rights 7.181 0 7.181
14 390 Stores Shops Equipment Structures 1] 2,335 2335
15 390.1 Office Structures 262 134 0 262,134
16 390 General Structures - HVAC 0 o 0
17 390.3 Miscellaneous Siructures 0 0 0
18 391 Office Fumiture and Equipment 16.253 45,803 62,056
19 3g1.2 Computers & Peripheral Equipment 167,718 82745 230,463
20 381,25 Computer Software 0 150,426 150,426
21 391.26 Personal Computer Software 0 2,826 2826
22 391.3 Cther Office Equipment . 0 0 o
23 39211 Transportation Equipment - Light Trucks 68,310 421 68,731 ,
24 392.12 Transportation Equipment - Heavy Trucks 35,989 0 35,989
25 392.2 Transportation Equipment - Cars 46,942 3,255 50,197
2B 392.3 Transportation Equipment - Other 1,320 a 1,320
27 383 Stores Equipment 3,178 0 3,178
28 394 Tools, Shop, & Garage Equipment 205,580 20,728 226,308
29 395 Laboratory Equipment 58,122 0 58,122
30 396 Power Operaled Equipemnt 125,691 )] 125,691
k)| 397 Communication Equipment (non telephone) 70,928 3,448 74376
32 97.2 Talephone Equipment 0 838 839
33 398 Miscellaneous Equipment 281,927 260 282,187
34 399 Other Tangable Property 0 0 0
35 Subtotal 1,351,270 293 087 1,644 357
38

37 Total Plant in Service $26 926 6508 $1,208,473 $28!135!081
38

38

-4

e
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Accumulated Depreciation and Amortization
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Misscuri Public Service Commission
Company: Misaour-American Water Campany
District: Jefferson City

Case No. WR-2010-XX(XX
Schedule CAS-5-JFC
Page 1 of 2

Line #
1 Acct No
2
3 Ciry |
4 302
5 303
6
7
8 310
9 n
10 312
11 313
12 314
13 316
14
15
16 320
17 321
18 322
19 323
20 324
21 325
22 328
23 327
24 328
25
26
27 330
28 n
29 332
30 3324
3
a2
33 340
34 31
35 342
36 343 -
7 343.1
K::] 3432
39 3433
40

Account Description
- |ntangible Plant
Organization
Franchise & Consents
Miscellaneous Intangible Plant Studies
Subtotal
Source of Supply Plant
Land & Land Rights
Structures & Improvements
Collection & Impound Resevoirs
Lake, River, & Other intakes
Wells & Springs
Supply Mains
Subtotal
Pumbing Plant
Pumping Land & Land Rights
Pumping Structures & Improvements
Boiler Plant Equipment
Force Mains
Steam Pumping Equipment
Electric Pumping Equipment
Diesel Pumping Equipment
Pump Equip Hydraulic
Other Pumping Equipment
Subtotal
Treatment Plan

Per Books Pro Forma

08/30/09 Adjustments

$0 $0

0 0

0 5,115

0 5115

0 0

1,431 1,109

0 0

68,219 5,156

0 0

0 0
67,651 __ 6264

0 0

96,369 8,038

0 0

15,802 9670

0 0

375,793 28,144

Q 0

(30,608) 0

2.759 535

454 597

Water Treatment Land & land Rights 0 0
Watar Treatment Structures & Improvements 446,453 19,843
Water Treatment Equipment 1,355,690 62,779
Water Treatment Equipment - Filter Plant 5218 3192
Subtotal 1,807,361 85814

Transmission & Distribution Plant.
Transmission & Distribution Land . o 0
Transmission & Distribution Structures & Improvements 13,830 3,980
Distribution Reservgirs & Standpipes 108,656 17,360
Transmission & Distribution Mains Conv 1,675,225 41,485
Transmission & Distribution Mains < 4" 18,763 1,943
Transmission & Distribution Mains 6" - 8" 110,117 27,519
Transmission & Distribution Mains > 10 161,424 365898
Subtotal 2,088.016 - 125,184

Pro Forma
Reserve

50
0
5115

5115
0
2,540
0
71,375
0

0

73,915
0
104,407
0
25,472
0
403,937
0
(30,608)
2.224
500,984

o
466,296
1,418,469

8410

1,893,175

0
17,810
126,016
1,716,710
20,706
137,636
198,322

_—_—i
2,217,200
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Accumulated Depreciation and Amortization
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Misscuri-American Water Company
Oistrict: Jefferson City

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-5-JFC

Page 2of 2

Line #

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

[Le]

10
11
12
13
14
1
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
28
27
28
29
30
31
32

33
34
35
36
37

Acct No

344
345
3461
346.2
346.3
347
348
349

Account Description
Transmission & Distribution Plant
Fire mains
Services
Meters - Bronze Case
Meters - Plastic Case
Meters - Nat Class By Type
Meter Instaitation
Hydrants
Other Transmission & Distribution Plant

Subtotal ’
General Plant .
General Land & Land Rights
Stores Shops Equipment Structures
Office Structures
General Structures - HVAC
Miscellanecus Structures
Office Furniture and Equipment
Computers & Peripheral Equipment
Computer Software
Personal Computer Software
Other Office Equipment
Transportation Equipment - Light Trucks
Transpartation Equipment - Heavy Trucks
Transportation Equipment - Cars
Transportation Equipment - Other
Stores Equipment
Tools, Shop, & Garage Equipment
Laboratory Equipment
Power Operated Equipemnt
Communication Equipment (non telephone)
Telephone Equipment
Miscellaneous Equipment
Other Tangable Property
Subtotal

Total Plant in Service

Per Books Pro Forma
06/30/09 Adiustments
Bal Fwd 2,088,016 129,184
0 0
54,385 10,002
16,284 7.029
0 0
59,325 12674
21,186 6,206
374,717 16,566
0 0
2613912 181,662
-0 0
0 72
119,792 N7
0 o]
0 0
78,572 453
(142,923) 33,585
0 127,860
0 1,787
0 (103)
62,501 1,304
6,823 2,248
22,765 X 2973
0 0
801 74
125,686 7249
18,049 1,744
145,478 6,429
47,430 2,946
0 4 497
50,087 10,691
0 0
535,061 200,726
$5,478,581 _ $525960

Pro Farma

Reaserve

2,217,200

0

64,387

23313

0

71,999

27,392

391,283

0

2,795,574
0

72
120,709
0

0
79,025
(109,338)
127860
1,787
(103)
63,805
9,071
25,738
0

875
132,935
19,793
151,907
50,376
497
60,778
0

735,787

$6,004,550
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Customer Advances and Contributions in Aid of Construction

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Misaauri Pubiic Service Commission
Company: Missouri-Amarican Water Company

Case No. WR-2010-X00(X

Schedule CAS-6-JFC
District: Jefferson City _Page 1 of 1
Line #
Per Books Pro Forma Pro Forma
1 Acct No Account Description 06/30/09 Adjustments Balance
2
3 Customer Advances
4 252,11 Advances for Canstruction - Mains 0 0 0
5 Advances for Consiruction - Extensions 27,736 0 27,736
6 Advances for Construction - Services 0 0 0
7 Advances for Construction - Hydrants 0 v] 0
8 Advances for Construction - WIP 0 0 0
g 252.711 Advances for Construction - Taxable Extensions 0 0 0
10 Total Customer Advances 27.736 0 27!736
11
12
13
14
15 Contributions in Aid of Construction
16 27111 Contributions in Aid - NT Mains 482,033 0 482,033
17 2n.az Contributions in Aid - NT Extension Deposit 602,859 131,000 733,859
18 an.21 Contributions in Aid - NT Services 0 2808 2,808
19 271.30 Contributions in Aid - NT Meters 0 1] 0
20 ' Cantributions in Aid - NT Hydrants 10,405 0 10,405
21 Contributions in Aid - NT Other 2,288,683 0 2,288,681
22 Contributions in Aid - WIP 1,775 0 11,775
23 271.71  Contributions in Aid - Taxable Mains ‘ 0 0 0
24 27112 Contributions in Aid - Taxable Extension Deposit 0 0 0
25 271.27 Contributions in Aid - Taxable Services 0 0 0
26 271.37 Contributions in Aid - Taxable Meters 0 0 0
27 271.47  Contributions in Aid - Taxable Hydrants V] 0 0
28 Contributions in Aid - Taxable WIP 0 1] 9
29 Contributions in Aid - Tax Services SIT 0 0 0
30 Various  Accumulated Amortization - CIAC (144.801) (47,454) {192,255)
3N Varous  Accumulated Amortization - CIAC Taxable 0 0 0
32 Total Contributions in Aid of Construction 3!250!953 86,354 3 337!307
33
4
35
6
37
38
39
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Working Capital

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missourl-American Watar Company
District: Jefferson City

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-7-JFG

Line #
1
2
3 Expense Category
4 Base Payroll
5 Tax Withhoiding
6 Fuetf and Power
7 Chemicals
8 Puyrchased Water
9 Service Company Charges
10 Group Insurance
1M OPEB's
12 Pensions
13 ESOP
14 Insyrance Other than Group
15 Uncolfectables
16 Rents
17 401(k)
18 Other Q&M
19 Totai Q&M Expenses
20
21 Depreciation Amortization Expanse
22 Property Taxes
23 Public Service Commission Fee
24 Franchise and Environment Tax
25 FICA Taxes
26 FUTA Taxes
27 SUTA Taxes
28 Faderal Income Tax - Current
29 : State Income Tax - Current
30 Deferred Income Taxes
31 Interest Expense
32 Preferred Dividends
a3 Total Working Capital Requirement
34 .
35 Total Cash and Working Capital Requiremant Used
38
7
38
39 All Lead/Lags are based on intemal study.

Proforma

Expenge
680,301
323,241
244,838
305,617
8,413
881,145
103,973
13,149
207,206
0
120,616
54,624
5,261
19,074

733,513

3,500,970

640.287
341,939
51,795
12,142
857
70,772
2,750
191,466
30,087
181,823
557,285
5,208

5,587,491

Average
Daily
Expense

1,854

2,010

1,764
937
142

33

194
525
498

1,627
14

Revenue
lag
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41,30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.20
41.30
41,30
41.30
41.30

41.30
41,30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
41.30
3s.a1

Expense
{Lead)/Lag
12.00
15.50
24.26
1364
0.00
(10.98)
{9.38)
(1.39)
{1.39)
0.00
{32.94)
413
4127
17.50
30.04

41.30
174.50
(45.00)
29.63
10.76
0.65
269
2964
29.54
41.30
91.00
4563

Net
{Lead)iLag

29.30
2580
17.04
27.66
41.30
52.28
50.68
42 69
42 69
41.30
74.24
(0.01)

£.03
23.80
11.26

0.00
(133.20)
86.30
11.67
30.54
40.65
3861
11.66
1166
0.00
(49.70)
(7.22)

Page t of 1

Cash

Reguirnent
54 810
22,848
11,429
23,163
952
97,554
14,436
1,538
24,235

0

24 532
{n

o)

1,244
22635

-

299,175

0
(124,784)
12,246
388
80
7,881
291
6,116
961
0
(75,884)

{103}
126,367

—_—T

126,000

—t

w
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Statement of Income Per Books and Pro Forma

Missouri Public Service Commission

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Coimpany: Missouri-American Water Company

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-8-IFC

District: Jefferson City Page 1 of 1
Line #
1 : Testyear Pro Forma Pro Forma !
2 Schedu'e . -Ended Present ‘Proposed
3 - Reference 6/30/09 Adjysiments - Rates Adiustments *  Rates
4
5
6 Operating Revenues CAS-9-JFC $5,320,009 $873,374  $6,193,383 566,360 $6,750,743
7 o . T '
8 Operating Expenses - . r .
9 Cperating and Maintenance CAS-10-JFC : 3,130,963 - 370,007 3,500970 ' " 5144 3,506,114
10 Depreciation Expense CAS-10-JFC “ 432,480 204,798 637,278 s 637,278
1 Amortization Expense : CAS-10-JFC ' 3,009 {0 3,009 3,009
12
13 Taxes other Than Income Taxes L L . . . .
14 Property Taxes CAS-10-JFC, _ . . 341,011 v 928 “ 341,939 341,939
15 Payroll Taxes CAS-10-JFC 71,776 2,703 74,479 74,479
16 PSC Fees CAS-10-JFC 37,352 14,443 51,795 - 51,795 1
17 Other : J CAS-10-JFC . . - 11,551 591 . 12,142 212142
18
19 Utility Operating Income Before Income Taxss 1,291,867 279,904 1,571,771 561,216 2,132,987
il Income Taxes . . . .
22 Federal Income Tax . CAS-12-JFC o {283,234) 474700 | 191,466 © 186,185 377,654
23 State Income Tax CAS-12-JFC (40,098} 70,183 30,087 29,258 59,345
24 Deferred Income Taxes e - o . 564,713 (382,890) . 181,823 - . 181,823
26 Amortization of investment Tax Credit (4,618) (4,818) (4,618)
26
27 Utility Operating tncorme . - $1.055,102 5117911 $1173,013 $345773  $1,518786
28 S
29 v
30
A ~ ,
32 - . e —
a3 - — - N & — - -
34 .
= X . e wr e e - i
37
38
38
40
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Adjustment to Reveneus Per Booka and Pro Forma

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-American Water Company
District: Jofferson City

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-9-JFC

Page 1 0f1

Line #
1
2 ~
3
4
§ Sales of Water
6 Metered Sales
7 Residential
8 Commercial
g Industrial
10 Other Public Authority
Al Sales for Resale
12 Miscellarneous
13
14 Total Metered Sales
15
16
17  Sewer Service
18

19 Fire Service
20 Private Fire Service

21
22 Total Fire Service
23
24 Total Sales of Water
25

26 Other Operating Revenues

27 Reconnect Charges

28 Retumed Check Charge

29  Application Fee

30  Miscellaneous Other Revenue
Kyl Rents from Water Property

33  Total Other Operating Revenues

36 Total Operating Revenuas

Test year Eliminate Bill Analysis Bill Normalizatan Pro Forma
Ending Unbilled And Other Analysis & Annual Cther Present Rate
06/30/09 Revenue Adjustments at Rates Adjustments Adjustments Revenue
$2,937,857 ($33,591) (32) 32,904,264 $213,848 $183795  $3,301.807
1,504,880 -(22,009) 0 1,482,871 73,292 $97,492 1,653,655
239,990 {1.732) 0 238,258 $332,952 571,210
432,865 (23) ¢ 432,842 $19,707 452,549
o 0 0 .0 30 0
678 0 (678) ()] $0 (0}
5,116,270 (57,355) (680) 5,056,235 267,140 633,946 5979321
0 0 0 0 0
165,618 0 0 165,618 0 10,324 175,942
165618 0 0 165 618 0 10,324 175,942
5,281 888 (57.355) (680) 5,223,853 287,140 644,270 6,156,262
1,360 1,360 1,360
1,476 1,476 1,476
0 0 0
34,918 34,918 34,918
367 367 367
38,121 0 0 38121 0 0 38,121
$5,320,009 {$57 355) (3680}  $5261,974 $287,140 $644 270  $6,193,383




Summary of Operations and Maintenance Expenses and General Taxes
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009 -

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-American Water Company
District: Jefferaon City

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-10-JFC

Page 1 of 1
Line #
1 The schedule below provides a summary list of the operating and maintenance expenses for the test year and pro forma at present rates as indicated.
2 Each pro forma adjustment is keyed {0 a schedule as shown on Schedule CAS-11-JFC which provides additional detaif and support.
3
q Schedule Test Year Pro forma
5 Expense Description Reference Expense Adjustment Present Rates
6
7 Labor CAS-11-JFC . 911,723 91,818 1,003,541
8 Purchased Water CAS-11-JFC 4125 4,288 8,413
9 Fuel and Power CAS-11-JFC 199,160 45,678 244,838
10 Chemicals CAS-11-JFC 245,631 50,986 305,617
1 . Waste Disposal CAS-11-JFC 0 0 0
12 Support Services CAS-11-JFC 683,667 {2,522) 681,145
13 Group Insurance ' CAS-11-JFC 117,122 151,623 268,745
14 Pensions CAS-11-JFC 65,732 141,474 207,206
15 Reguiatory Expense CAS-11-JFC 12,095 1,577 13,672
16 ) insurance, Other than Group CAS-11-JFC 100,147 20,469 120,616
17 Customer Accounting CAS-11-JFC 136,568 (18,007) : 118,561
18 Rents CAS-11-JFC 5262 &) . 5,261
19 General Office Expense CAS-11-JFC 76,130 V] 76,130
20 Miscellaneous CAS-11-JFC 276,302 (11,009} 265,293
21 Maintenance - Other CAS-11-JFC . 297,299 (115,368) 181,933
22 Total Operations and Maintanance 3,130,963 370,007 3,500,970
23 :
24 Depreciation . CAS-11-JFC 432,480 204,798 637,278
25 Amortization CAS-11-JFC 3,009 0 3,009
26 Total Depreciation and Amertization 435489 204 798 640,287
27
28 Property Taxes CAS-11-JFC 341,011 928 341,939
29 Payroll Taxes CAS-11-JFC 71,776 2,703 74,479
3o PSC Fees CAS-11-JFC 37,352 14,443 51,795
3 QOther General Taxes CAS-11-JFC 11,551 581 12,142
32 Total Taxes Other Than income Taxes : 461,690 18,665 480,355
33 ‘
M (283,234)
35 ) (40,096)
36 564,713
a7 ' (4,618)
38 : 236,765
39 .
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Missouri Public Service Commission (
Company: Missouri-American Water Company

Line

No.

DW~ @A

o)

Overall Revanue Requirement Summary
For the Test Year Ended Juns 30, 2009

Case No. WR-2010-X000X
Schedule CAS-11-JFC

Page 1 0f4
Division: Jefferson City
Schedule Schedule Schedule Schedule Schedule Sehedule Schedute Schedule
168 Tesl Year CAS-15p1 CAS-15p2 GAS-15p3 GAS-15 p4 CAS-15p5 CAS-15 pé CAS-15p7 CAS-15p
Line Ended Labor Group Ins Pension 401K Payroll Taxes | Fuel & Power Chemical Purch Water
Number Description 30-Jun-08 Expense Expense __Expense nse Expense Expense Expense Expense
a Labor 911,723 $91,318
9 Purchased Water 4,125 B 4288
10 [Fuel and Power 199,160 45678
11 Chemicals 245,631 59,986
12 Waste Disposal -
13 Support Services 683,667
14 Group Insurance 117,122 151,623 -
15 Pensions 65,732 141,474
16 Regulatory Expense 12,095
17 Insurance Qther Than Group 100,147
18 Custemer Accounting 136,568
19 Rents 5,262
20 General Office Expense 76,130
21 Miscellaneous 276,302 3,781
25 Malntenance - Other 297,299 .
Total Operations and Maintenance 3,130,963 91,818 151,623 141,474 3,781 0 45678 59,986 4,288
27 Degpreciation 4232 480
28 Amontization 3,009
Total Depreciation and Amortization 435,489 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0
293  |Property Taxes 341,011
290  |Payroll taxes 71,776 2,703
29¢ | Gross Receipts Taxes 37,382 .
28d |Other General Taxes 11,551
Total Taxes other than income 461,690 0 0 0 V] 2,703 0 0 0
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Overall Revanue Requirement Summar.y

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009 : o
Case No. WR-2010-X000
Missouri Public Service Commission : : Schedule CAS-11-JFC
Company: Missouri-Amearican Water Company Page 20f4
Division: Jefferson City
Line
No. .
1 B ' .
2 Schedue Schedute Scheduie Schedule Schedule Schedule Schadule Schedute Scheduls
3 168 | cas15pe | CAS-15p10 | CAS-15p11 | CAS-15p12 | CAS15p13 | CASI5p13 | CAS15M3 | CAS15p14 | CAS-15p15
4 Line Wast Oisp. Regulatory Ins. Cther Mgt Fees Rent Rent Rant Main Breaks | Transportation
5 Number Description Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense Expanse Expense Expense
6 8 Labar
7 9 Purchased Water
8 10 Fuel and Poweyr
9 11 Chemicals
10 12 Waste Disposal -0
1" 13 Support Services {2,522)
12 14 Group Insurance
13 15 Pensions
14 16 Regulatary Expense 1,577
15 17 insurance Other Than Group 20,459
16 18 |Customer Accounting
17 19 Rents (1)
18 20 General Office Expense - 0
19 21 Miscellaneous 0 {14,791)
20 25 Maintenance - Other 0
21
22 Total Operations and Maintenance 0 1.577 20.469 (2,522} .. (1) 0 0 0 {14,791)
23
24 27 Depreciation
25 28 Amortization
26
27 Total Depreciation and Amortization 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
28
29 29a Property Taxes
a0 28b  |Payroll taxes
3 29¢ | Gross Receipts Taxes
32 29d  |Other General Taxes
33
34 Total Taxes other than income 0 0 0 0 0 [s] 0 0 0
5
36
37
aa
39
40
#“




Overall Revenue Requirement Summary

- For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009 .
Case No. WR-2010-X000¢

Missoun Public Service Commission Schedule CAS-11-JFC
Company: Missouri-American Water Company Page 3 of 4
Division: Jeffersen City
Line
No.
1 1
2 . Schedute Scheduta Schedute Schedule Schedule Schedule Schedule Schadule Schedule
3 168 CAS-15p18 | CAS-15p17 | CAS-15p18 | CAS15p19 | CAS15p20 | CAS15p2t | CAS-15p21 | CASSp22 | CAS-15p23
4 Lire 1t Negattve Salvd Property Taxes| PSC Assess | Tamk Painting | Franchise Tax | Uncolleeidle | Uncollectibhe | Depreciation fostage
5 Number Description Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense Expense
6 8 Labor
7 9 Purchased Water
8 10 Fuel and Power
9 i1 Chemicals
10 12 Waste Disposal
1 13 Support Services
* 12 14  |Group insurance
13 15 Pensions
14 16 Regulatory Expense
15 17 insurance Other Than Group
16 18 Customer Accounting {18,527) 0 $520
17 19 Rents
18 20 General Office Expense
19 |- Misceilaneous 0
20 25 Maintenance - Cther {92,024) _(23,342)
21
22 Total Operations and Maintenance (92,024) 0 0 (23,342) 1] {18,527) 0 0] . 520
23
24 27 Depreciation 204,798
25 28 Amortization -
26
27 Total Depreciation and Amortization 0 0 [¢] 0 0 0 0 204,798 0
T 28 .
29 29a  [Property Taxes 928
30 28b  |Payroll taxes -
3 29c _ |Gross Receipts Taxes 14.443
a2 29d  |Other General Taxes
33 -
3 Total Taxes other than income 0 928 14,443 0 0 0 0 0 0
35 .
36
37 -
38
a9
40
41
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Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-Amarican Water Company

Line
No.

Cverall Revanue Reguirement Summary
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

®

:'D -

Case No. WR-2010-000X

Schedule CAS-11-JFC

Page 4 of 4
Division: Jefferson City
Schedule Schedule Schedute Schedule Schedita Schecule Schedile
168 CAS-15p24 | CAS-18p25 | CAS-15p28 Present Total Present
Line Elim Lobby fees| Hydrant Maint | Franchise Rate Rates
Number Description Exp Expense Expense Expanse Expense Expense Expense Adjustments Expense

3 Labor $0 $91,818 | 51,003,541
9 Purchased Water 4,288 8413
10 Fuel and Power 45,678 244 838
11 Chemicals 59,986 305,617
12 |Wasle Disposal ¢ 0
13 Suppert Services (2,522)] 681,145
14 Group insurance 151,623 268,745
15 Pensions 141,474 207,206
16 Regulatory Expense 1,577 13,672
17 Insurance Other Than Group 20,469 120,616
18 Customer Accounting {18,007} 118,561
19 Rents (1) 5,261
20 General Office Expense 0 76,130
21 Miscellaneous {11.009)] 265,293
25 Maintenance - Other $0 (115,366)| 181,933
Total Operations and Maintenance 0 0 0 370,007 | 3,500,970

27 Depreciation 204,798 637.278
28 Amorization Q 3,009
Total Depreciation and Amortization 0 0 0 204,798 640,287

29a |Property Taxes 928 341,939
28b  |Payroll taxes 2703 74,479
298¢ |Gross Receipts Taxes 14,443 51,785
29d  jOther General Taxes $591 591 12,142
Total Taxes ather than income 0 0 591 18.665 480,355
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' Proforma State and Federal Income Taxes at Present and Proposed Rates
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Missouri Pubtic Service Commission
Campany: Miasourni-Amarican Watar Company
District; Jefferson City

* Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-12-JFC

Page 1 of1
Line # -

1 The Company's federal and state incoma taxes will be affected by all of the pro forma adjustments made

2 at present and proposed rates.

3

4

5

6

7 At Present Rates At Proposed Rates

a Federal Stale Federal State

9

10 Utility Operating Income Before Income Taxes $1,571,771  $1,571.771 $2,132987  $2,132,987
12 " Interest Expense Deduction 542 059 542 059 542 059 542,059
13

14 Taxable income ' 1,029,712 1,029,712 1,580,928 1,590,928
15

16 Addback (Deducts):

17 Tax over Book Depreciation {454,067} {454,067) (454,067) {454 067)
18 Non-deductible Meals 1,454 1,454 1,454 1,454
19 Amortization Preferred Stock Expense M 3 34 34
20 Non-deductible Reserve Deficiency 0 ! Q 0
2

22 Total Addbacks {Deducts) (452 579) (452,579} (452,579} (452 579)
23

24 Taxable Income | ' 577,133 577,133 1,138,349 1,138,349
25

26 Effective Tax Rate (1) 33.1754% 5.2133% 33.1754% 5.2133%
27

28 Proforma Income Tax at Present / Proposed Rates - 191,466 30,087 377,651 59,345
29
30 Per Books Amount / Present Rates [283,234) (40,008) 191,466 30,087
31 ’

32 Proforma adjustment $474 700 $70,183 $186,185 $29,258
33
34

35

38

37 . (1) Based on a 6.25% statutory rate for SIT and 35% for FIT

38

39
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

[Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-American Water Company

Case No. WR-2010-Y00XX

L.

Schedule CAS-13-JFC
District: Jefferson City Page 1 of 1
Present Pro Forma Rates Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/
Description Sales Total Sales Total Dallar Percentage

1 {000 Gal) Revenue {000 Gal) Revenue Change Change
2  Monthly Billing:
3
4  Residential 520,880 $3,301,906 520,880 $3,731.076 3429170 13.00%
5 Commerdal 386,708 1,653,655 386,708 1,744 477 90,822 5.49%
€ (Industrial 181,946 571,210 181,946 572,798 1,588 0.28%
7  Other Public Authority 99,939 452 549 99,939 487,168 34,619 7.65%
8  Other Water Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
9 Miscellaneous 0 0 0 4] 0 0.00%
10 Private Fire 0 175,942 . : 0 175,942 0 0.00%
11  Public Fire 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
12  Total 1,189 472 6,155,262 1,189,472 6,711,461 $558,199 9.04%
13
14 :
15 Miscellaneous Revenues:
16
17 Reconnect Charges 1,360 11,180 9,830 722.79%
18 Retumed Check Charge 1,476 1,488 12 0.81%
19 Application Fee 0 0 0 0.00%
20 Miscellaneous Other Revenue 34,918 34,918 0 0.00%
21 Rents from Water Property 367 367 0 0.00%
22 Misc Sales 0 0 0 0.00%
23
24 $6,193,383 $6,759,424 566,041 9.14%
25
28
27
28
29
kcl4]
K
32
33
34
KL
38
37
38
39
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I Tast Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates
. For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009
Miasourl Public Service Commission Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Company: Missourl-American Water Company Schedule CAS-14-JFC
District: Jefferson City Page 10f 8
Present Pro Forma Rates " Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Customer Customer .
Description Meter Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Total Dollar Percentage
1 Billings  {'000 Gal)_ Rate Revenue Bilings (*000 Gal) Rate Revenue Change Change
2 Residential:
3 Minimum Charge:
4  5/8" Monthly 102,435 $11.81  $1,209,755 102,435 ) $1500 $1,536,522 $326,767 27.01%
5 5/8" Lowincome 3,304 $11.81 $39,024 3,304 $9.75 $32,217 ($6,807) L -17.44%
6  3/4" Monthly 0 12.92 0 0 18.06 o - 0 0.00%
7 1" Monthly 1,640 15.15 24,848 1640 - 19.17 31,440 6,592 26.53%
8 1-1/2' Monthly 24 20.74 495 24 29.80 707 1 42 54%
9 2" Monthly 57 27.42 1,560 57 42.09 2,395 835 53.53%
10 3" Monthly 0 4306 0 0 71.26 0 0 0.00%
11 4" Monthly 0 65.4Q 0 0 112.94 0 0 0.00%
12 B" Monthly 0 121.18 o] 0 217.08 0 0 0.00%
13 8" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 21662 ¥ 0 0.00%
14 10" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 367.97 0 0 0.00%
15 12" Monthly ) 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 1] 0 0.00%
16
17  Volumetric Charges: :
18 First Block 520,834 $3.8900 2,026,044 520,834 $4.0850 2127607 101,563 5.01%
19 Second Block 46 3.8900 179 46 4.0850 188 g 5.03%
20 Third Block 0 0.0000 0 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
21 Fourth Block ) 0 0.0000 o] 0 0.0000 0 0 : 0.00%
22  FAL's and Credits 0 0 0 ] (] 0.00%
23 Reconcile to Books 0 0.00%
24 Total 520,880 $3,301,906 520,880 $3,731,076 $429,170 13.00%
25 - :
26
27
28
29
30
31
az
33
KT}
35
6
37
38
39
40
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates

Missouri Publlc Service Commission

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Company: Missouri-American Water Company

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX

Schedule CAS-14-JFG
District: Jefferson City Page 2 of §
Present Pro Forma Rates Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Customer Customer
Description Meter Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Total Dollar Percentage
1 Billings {'000-Gal) Rate Revenue Billings {'000 Gal) Rate Revenue Change Change
2 Commerclal:
-3 Minimum Charge:
4  5/8" Monthly 10,493 $11.81  $123,926 10,493 $15.00 $157,400 $33,474 27.01%
5  3/4" Monthly 0. 12.92 ¢ 0 16.06 0 0 0.00%
6 1" Menthly 3418 15.15 51,775 3418 19.17 65,512 13,737 26.93%
7 1-1/2" Monthly 852 20.74 17,662 852 29.60 25,207 7.545 42.72%
8 2" Monthly 1,957 27.42 53,658 1,857 4209 82,370 28,712 53.51%
9 3" Monthly 121 43.08 5,206 121 71.26 8,615 3,409 65.48%
10 4" Monthly 59 65.40 3,846 59 112.94 6,641 2,795 72.67%
11 &' Monthly 12 121.18 1,454 12 217.08 2,605 1,151 79.16%
12 8" Monthly 0 0.00 o 0 216.62 0 4] 0.00%
13 10" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 367.97 0 -~ 0 0.00%
14 12" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00%
15 ’
16
17 Volumetric Charges:
18 First Block 300,829 $3.8900 1,170,224 300,829 $3.8900 1,170,224 0 0.00%
19 Second Block 83,222 2. 6049 216,788 83,222 2.6049 216,788 0 0.00%
20 Thirg Block 0 0.0000 -0 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
21 Fourth Block 0 0.0000 o] D 0.0000 0 (] 0.00%
22 FAL's and Credits 0 0. 0 0 0 0.00%
23 Reconcile to Books . _ 0 0.00%
24  Total 384,051 $1,644, 539 384,051 $1,735,382 $90,823 5.52%
25 -
26
27 v
28
29
30
31
32 ’
33
4
35
36
37
38
39 ’ B
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

District: Jefferson City

Missouri Public Service Commisslon
Company: Missouri-American Water Company

Case Na. WR-2010- X000

Schedule CAS-14-JFC

Page 3 of 8
Present Pro Forma Rates Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Customer Customer
Description Meter Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Total Dollar Parcentage
1 Billings {'000 Gal) Rate Revenue Billings _ ('000 Gat) Rate Revenue Change Change
2  State Penitentiary {Interruptible Rate):
3 Minimum Charge: .
4  5/8" Monthly 0 $0.00 $0 0 $15.00 30 30 0.00%
5  3/4" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 16.06 1] 0 0.00%
6 1" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 18.17 1] 0 0.00%
7 1-1/2" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 2960 ¢ 0 0.060%
§ 2" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 42.09 0 0 0.00%
9 3" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 71.28 -0 0 0.00%
10 4" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 112.94 0 0 0.00%
11 6" Monthly Q $0.00 0 0 247.08 0 0 0.00%
12 8" Monthly Q $0.00 0 Q 216.62 0 0 0.00%
13 '
14 Volumetric Charqes: .
15 First Block 0 $0.0000 0 0 $0.0000 0 Q 0.00%
16 Second Block 0 0.0000 ] 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
17 FAL's and Credits 0 qQ 0 0] 0 0.00%
18 Reconcile to Books 0 0.00%
19 Total 0 $0 0 $0 $0 0.00%
20
21 Capital Complex (Interruptible Rate):
22  Minimum Charge:
23 5/8" Monthly 0 $0.00 $0 0 $15.00 30 $0 0.00%|.
24 3/4" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 16.06 0 0 0.00%
25 1" Monthly . 0 $0.00 0 0 19.17 0 0 0.00%
26 1-1/2" Menthly 0 $0.00 0 0 2960 0 0 0.00%
27 2" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 4208 0 0 0.00%
28 3" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 71.26 0 Q 0.00%
29 4" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 112,94 0 0 0.00%
30 6" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 0 217.08 0 Q 0.00%
31 8" Monthly 0 $0.00 0 1] 21862 0 0 0.00%
32
33 Volumetric Charges: :
34 First Block 702 $5.2737 . 3702 702 $5.2700 3,700 (2) -0.05%
35 Second Block 175 $4.2984 751 175 $4.3000 752 1 0.13%
36 Third block 1,780 $2.6199 4 663 1,780 $2.6200 4663 0 0.00%
37 FAL's and Credits 0 - 0 0 0 0 0.00%
38 Reconcile to Books 0 0.00%
39  Total 2,657 $9,116 2,657 89,115 {31) -0.01%
40 -
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2008

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-American Water Company
District: Jefferson City

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-14-JFC

Page 4 of 8
Present Pro Forma Rates Propesed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Customer . Customer
Description Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Total Oollar Percentage

1 Billings {1000 Gal) Rate Revenue Billings {'000 Gal) Rate Revenye Change Change
2  Industrial:
3 Minimum Charge:
4 5/8" Monthly 36 $11.81 C$423 35 $15.00 $537 $114 26.95%
5  3/4" Monthiy 0 12.92 50 0 16.06 0 0 0.00%
8 1" Monthly 24 1515 $364 24 19.17 460 96 26.37%
7  1-1/2" Monthly 0 20.74 $0 0 29,60 0 0 0.00%
8 2" Monthly 32 27.42 5877 a2 4209 1,347 470 53.59%
9 3" Monthly 12 43.06 $517 12 71.26 855 338 65.38%
10 4" Monthly 12 65.40 $785 12 112.94 1,355 570 72.61%
11 6" Monthly 0 121.18 $0 0 217.08 0 0 0.00%
12 8" Monthly 0 0.00 $0 0 216.62 0 0 0.00%
13 10" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 Q 0 0.00%
14 12" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00%
15
16 Volumetric Charges. -
17  First Block 92,348 $3.8000 359,226 92,346 $3.8%00 359,226 0 0.00%
18 Second Block 1,485 26049 3,868 1,485 2.6049 3,868 0 0.00%
19 Third Block 0 0.0000 0 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
20  Fourth Block 0 0.0000 0 .0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
21 FAL's and Credits 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
22 Recondlle to Books 0 0.00%
23 Total 93,831 $366,060 93,831 $367,648 $1,588 0.43%
24
25 Large Industrial;
26 Minimum Charge:
27 2"Monthly 10 $1,197.65 $11,977 10 $1,197 65 $11,977 30 0.00%
28 3" Monthly c 1,213.30 0 0 1,213.30 0 0 0.00%
29 4"Monthly 13 1,235.62 16,063 13 1,23562 16,063 0 0.00%
30 6" Monthly 0 1,281 42 0 0 1,291.42 v 0 0.00%
|
32  Volumeftric Charges:
33 First Block 88,115 20 177,110 88,115 2.0100 177,110 0 0.00%
34 Second Block 0 2.0 0 0 2.0100 0 0 0.00%
35 FAL's and Credits 0 0 Q 0 0 0.00%
36 Reconcile to Books
a7 Total 88,115 205,150 88,115 205,150 0 0.00%
38
39

-3
o
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Test Year Opeﬁtlng Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates”

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009 .

Missourl Public Service Commission .

oW Wb o
ommugm

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Company: Missouri-American Water Company Scheduie CAS-14-JFC
District: Jefferson City - - - : .. Page 5 of 8
. Present Pro Forma Rates . - - Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Customer : Lo Customer
_ Description Meter Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Total Dollar Percentage
1 . Billings ('000 Gal) Rate " Revenue Billings (000 Gal)- - Rate Revenue Change Change
2  Other Public Authority: -
3 Minimum Charge; . . . -
4  5/8" Monthly 714 $11.81 $8,437 714 $15.00 $10,716 $2,279 27.01%
S 34" Monthly 0 12.92 0 0 16.08 0 0 0.00%
6 1" Monthly 908 15.15 13,756 908 1817 17,406 3,650 26.53%
7 112" Monthly 362 20,74 7,508 a6z 29.60 10,715 3,207 42.71%
8 2" Monthly 1,292 27.42 35427 1,292 42.09 54,383 18,956 53.51%
9 3 Monthly 133 43.08 5,727 133 71.26 9,478 3,751 66.50%
10 4" Monthly 59 65.40 3,850 59 112.94 6,863 2804 72.66%
11 6" Monthly 0 121.18 g 0 217.08 0 0 0.00%
12 8" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 216.62 ) 0 0.00%
13 10" Monthiy 0 0.00 -0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00%
14 12" Monthly G 0.00 0 o 0.00 0 0 0.00%
15 ’ i
16 .
17  Volumetric Charges: o o
18  Firet Block 91,530 $3.8900 356,053 91,530 $3.8900 356,053 -0 0.00%
19 Second Block 8503 2.6049 22,149 8,503 2.6049 22,149 0 0.00%
20 Third Block ‘ 0 :0.0000 0 0 ~.0.0000 1] o 0.00%
21 Fourth Block 0 0.0000 a 0 0.0000 Y 0 0.00%
22 FAL's and Credits (95) (367) (95) (395) {28) 7.53%
23 Reconcile to Books ' - . - 0 0.00%|
24 Total ' 99,939 $452,549 99,939 $487,168 $34,619 7.65%
25 i
26 i
27
28 ’
29
30 :
31 i
32
33
3
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Ratas vs Proposed Rates

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Misscuri-American Water Company

Case No. WR-2010-)00CX

40

Schedule CAS-14-JFC
District: Jefferson Clty Page 6 of 8
Present Pro Forma Rates Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Custornar Customer
Description Meter Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Totai Collar Percentage

1 Billings {'00Q Gal) Rate Revenue Billings _('000 Gal) Rate Revenue Change Change
2  Other Water Utility:
3 Minimum Charge: : -
4  5/8" Monthty o] $11.81 $0 0 $15.00 $0 £0 0.00%
§ 34" Monthly 0 12.92 1] 0 16.06 1] 0 0.00%
6 1" Monthly 0 1515 0 0 19.17 0 0 0.00%
7 1-1/2" Monthly o 20.74 0 0 29.60 0 0 0.00%
8 2" Monthly 0 27.42 o 0 42.09 0 0 0.00%
9 3" Morthly 0 43.06 0 0 7126 0 0 0.00%
10 4" Monthly 0 65,40 Q 0 112.94 0 Q 0.00%
11 .6" Monthly 0 121.18 0 b} 217.08 0 ] 0.00%
12 8" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 218.62 0 0 0.00%
13 10" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00%
14 12" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 o 0 0.00%
15
16
17 Volumetric Charges:
18 First Block 0 $3.8900 0 0 $3.8900 0 0 0.00%
18  Second Biock 0 2.6049 0 4] 2.6049 0 0 0.00%
20 Third Block 0 0.0000 0 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
21 Fourth Bleck 0 0.0000 Q 0 0.0000 0 \] 0.00%
22 FAL's and Credits 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
23 Reconcile to Books 0 0.00%
24 > Total Q $0 Q $0 $0 0.00%
25
26
27 _
28
29
30 )
N
3z
33
a4 .
35
36
37
38
39
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates

For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2009

Missouri Public Service Commission

Company: Missouri-American Water Company

District: Jefferson City

Case No. WR-2010-XXXX
Schedule CAS-14-JFC

Page 7 of B
Present Pro Forma Rates Proposed Pro Forma Rates
Line # Class/ Customer Customer
Description Meter Sales Current Total Meter Sales Proposed Total Dotltar Percentage

1 Billngs___ (‘000 Gal) Rate Revenue Billings (‘000 Gal) Rate Revenue Change Change
2 Miscellaneous: :
3 Minimum Charge:
4  5/8" Monthly 0 $11.81 30 0 $15.00 $0 $0 0.00%
5  3/4" Monthly 0 1292 0 0 16.06 0 0 0.00%
6 1" Monthly 0 15.15 0 0 19.17 0 0 0.00%
7 1-1/2" Monthly 0 20.74 0 0 29.60 0 0 0.00%
8 2" Monthly 0 27.42 0 0 42.09 0 0 0.00%
9 3" Monthly 0 4306 0 Q 71.26 0 0 0.00%
10 4" Monthly 0 65.40 0 0 112.94 0 0 0.00%
11 §" Monthly 0 121.18 0 0 217.08 0 Q 0.00%
12 8" Monthly 0 0.00 0 0 216.62 0 0 0.00%
13 10" Monthly 0 0.00 0 o 0.00 0 0 0.00%
14 12" Monihly 0 0.00 0 0 0.00 0 0 0.00%
15
16
17 Volumetric Chames:
18 First Block 0 $0.0000 0 0 $0.0000 0 0 0.00%
19 Second Block ] 0.0000 o} 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
20 Third Block 0 0.0000 0 0 0.0000 0 0 0.00%
21 Fourth Block 0 0:0000 0 0 0.0000 1] 0 0.00%
22 FAL's and Credits 0 0 0 o 0 0.00%
23 Reconcile to Books 0 0.00%
24 Total 0 $0 1] $0 $0 0.00%
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
a3
34
35
6
37
38
30
40
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Test Year Operating Revenues at Present Rates vs Proposed Rates
For the Test Year Ended June 30, 2008 ‘

Missouri Public Service Commission
Company: Missouri-American Water Company
District: Jefferson City -

Case No. WR-2010-X000K
Schedule CAS-14-JFC

Line# Connection Number
Size of
Connections

Present Rates

Annual Total
Rate Revenue

Proposed Rates

Private Fire Service:
Private Fire Hydrant 39
2 8

3 ' 1

OO ~aNNbwh =2

10 4 26
12 g 49
14 & 20
16 10" 4
18 12" ' 0

20 FAL's ang Credits

26 Public Fire Protection:

22 Toma . 147

28  Public Fire Hydrants 958

$1,196.87 $46,439
132.92 1.063
299.27 299
531.97 T 13,831
1.196.87 58,647
2,127.62 42552
3,324.48 13,298
0.00 0

(187)

$175,942

0.00 0

Annual Total
Rate Revenue

$1,196.87 $46,439
132,92 1,063
299.27 299
53197 13,831
1,196 87 58,647
2,127 62 42,552
3,324.48 13,298
0.00 0

(187)

$175,542

000 0

Page Bof 8

Dollar Percentage
Change Change

$0 - 0.00%
0 . 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%

0 0.00%

$0 0.00%

0 0.00%






