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3. 

4. 

2. 

4. 

3. 

4. 

3. 

4. 

Please state your name for the record. 

My name is Marylee Diaz Cortez. 

Have you previously testified in this docket? 

Yes. I filed direct testimony on September I O ,  1999, surrebuttal testimony 

on October 1, 1999, testified at a hearing on October 8, 1999, and filed 

supplemental testimony on July I O ,  2001. 

What is the purpose of your supplemental surrebuttal testimony? 

The purpose of my supplemental surrebuttal is to address the issue of rate 

shock as presented in the responsive testimony of Staff witness Claudio 

M. Fernandez. 

Please summarize the Staffs position on rate shock. 

The Staff states that implementation of the Ground Water Savings Plan 

(GSP) will result in a total rate increase of approximately 50%. It attributes 

25% of the required increase to current under earnings and 25% to the 

GSP. The Staff next concludes that the necessary GSP rate increase 

does not constitute rate shock. 
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3. 

4 

3. 

4. 

3. 

1. 

Does the Staffs estimation of the necessary rate increase agree with the 

estimation you presented in your July I O ,  2001 supplemental testimony? 

Yes. I estimated that a rate increase of approximately 45% would be 

required, of which 22% was attributable to current under earnings. 

Since both the Staff and RUCO have estimated approximately the same 

required rate increase, why does the Staff conclude that the G S P  will not 

result in rate shock? 

The Staff states that even in the absence of the GSP, the Company will 

require a rate increase of approximately 25% due to current under 

earnings. It then concludes that the incremental 25% increase for the 

G S P  does not in and ofifself represent rate shock. 

Does this argument make sense? 

No. A 50% increase is rate shock, regardless whether the entire 

magnitude of the increase is directly attributable to the GSP. In the 

absence of the GSP, a 25% increase will not cause what I would term rate 

shock. However, the 50% increase required if the GSP is implemented 

does represent rate shock. Staffs attempt to apportion the required 

increase between causing factors is a thinly disguised attempt to 

recognize the needed 50% increase, but to deny that it represents rate 

shock. Despite the Staffs attempt, the fact remains that only a 25% 

increase will be required in the absence of the GSP, which does not 
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represent rate shock. If the GSP is implemented the required increase is 

50%, which does represent rate shock. 

Q. 

A. 

Does this conclude your supplemental surrebuttal testimony? 

Yes. 
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