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M E M O R A N D U M

TO:

Missouri Public Service Commission Official Case File,

Case No. GC‑2003-0275, AmerenUE

FROM:
Kim J. Elvington, Energy Department – Tariffs/Rate Design


/s/Warren Wood 7/22/03
/s/ Thomas R. Schwarz 07/30/03
           

Energy Department/Date              

    General Counsel's Office/Date

SUBJECT:
Staff Recommendation regarding complaint filed by Ms. Levita Brown against AmerenUE

DATE:

July 30, 2003
On February 5, 2003, Ms. Levita Brown of 1015 Love St., Mexico, Mo., filed a complaint with the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) against AmerenUE (AmerenUE or Company) of St. Louis, Missouri, regarding a gas leak and reimbursement of gas costs to her account. In her complaint, Ms. Brown requested reimbursement for 50% of her winter season gas costs due to a gas leak AmerenUE had repaired in November 2002. Ms. Brown claims that the gas leak was due to the Company replacing her gas lines through the use of a contractor in October 2002, and feels she should be reimbursed for the Company’s neglect and lack of concern for her safety. On March 17, 2003, AmerenUE filed a RESPONSE TO COMPLAINT, citing the actions taken by the Company and explaining their exemption of further obligation in this matter. On March 27, 2003, the Commission ordered its Staff to complete an investigation of the complaint and report its findings no later than May 19, 2003. On May 5, 2003, Staff filed a recommendation for dismissal and reported its findings regarding the complaint. On July 9, 2003, the Commission ordered a further investigation with specific questions to be answered.  The questions posed in the Commission’s July 9th Order and Staff’s answers are as follows:

1.) Was each repaired leak on the customer side or the AmerenUE side of the meter?

         Answer: The leaks reported by Ms. Brown were located on the customer’s portion of the 

         line. 

2.) Why was the meter replaced and was it found to be defective?

Answer: The meter was replaced in an effort to “fix” the leak and satisfy the customer. The meter was not defective.


 3.) Was Ms. Brown billed for the cost of repairs to the line on the customer’s side of the meter?
               Answer: The customer was not billed for any of the repairs. The Company both contacted and paid the plumber to repair the line as Ms. Brown stated she could not afford to pay the cost of the repair. AmerenUE paid the expense associated with the repair to alleviate any safety concerns and allowing the Company to leave Ms. Brown’s gas in service. 

4.) Was the cost of repairs to the line on the customer’s side of the meter absorbed by AmerenUE’s ratepayers or by its shareholders?

Answer: The cost of the repair was absorbed in the cost of doing business, ultimately being absorbed by possibly both the ratepayers and the shareholders.  The current expense in this case, if total expenses exceed what was accounted for in AmerenUE’s last rate case, would be paid by the shareholders.  If these expenses are considered in a future rate case ratepayers could pay them.

5.) How much gas could potentially be lost from leaks of the type discovered on the service line to Ms. Brown’s home?

Answer:  According to the Commission’s Gas Safety Department, the “fizz” leak reported on Ms. Brown’s line would have allowed for minimal gas leakage that would be difficult to measure on the meter.  The amount of gas potentially lost from this type of leak would likely be much less than what a pilot light uses.  


6.) How much was Ms. Brown’s gas bill for October and November 2002 and was that amount unusually high compared to her gas bill for October and November 2002, after adjusting for weather and the price of gas?

Answer:    For the months of October 2001 and 2002, Ms. Brown was billed for 87 Ccf’s and 110 Ccf’s of gas respectively. In November 2001 and 2002, Ms. Brown was billed for 120 Ccf’s and 174 Ccf’s respectively. While these numbers represent a 26% increase in usage for October 2002 and a 45% increase in November 2002, the Heating Degree Days reported for the months of October and November 2002 indicates weather 46% colder and 68% colder respectively. This indicates Ms. Brown’s billing was not disproportionate.

Staff’s investigation did not show that AmerenUE had violated any Commission rules in its treatment of Ms. Brown’s complaint or provision of services to Ms. Brown.  Furthermore, Staff’s investigation showed that AmerenUE attempted to resolve this complaint with Ms. Brown by providing leak repair services on the complainant’s portion of the service line and providing a credit to the complainant’s account to compensate for gas leakage. Staff’s review of gas quantities consumed by Ms. Brown did not show an abnormal amount of usage when past usage and observed weather was analyzed.   Therefore, Staff recommends that the Commission dismiss this complaint filed against AmerenUE. 

Staff has verified that AmerenUE filed its annual report and is not delinquent on any assessment. Staff is not aware of any other matter before the Commission that affects or is affected by this filing; however, the following Cases involving AmerenUE’s natural gas utility are pending before the Commission:

AmerenUE

GO-2002-452

GR-2002-4238

GR-2003-0307

GR-2003-0326

GR-2003-0517
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