

          STATE OF MISSOURI

     PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION


At a session of the Public Service Commission held at its office in Jefferson City on the 28th day of September, 2004.

In the Matter of Missouri Gas Energy’s Tariffs to 
)

Implement a General Rate Increase for


)
Case No. GR-2004-0209

Natural Gas Service


)
Tariff No. YG-2004-0624

ORDER GRANTING STAFF’S REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION

On September 22, 2004, the Staff of the Commission filed a pleading entitled Request for Clarification in which Staff points out that the report and order issued by the Commission on September 21 establishes a methodology for determining the amount of the customer charge to be imposed on the Residential and Small General Service classes, but does not establish the amount of the customer charge for the Large General Service and Large Volume Service classes.  Staff asks that the Commission clarify its order so that the parties can properly prepare, file and review the tariffs required to implement the Commission’s report and order. 

 In its direct testimony, MGE proposed that the fixed customer charge for the Large General Service class be increased from $83.25 to $112.40,
 and that the fixed customer charge for the Large Volume Service class be increased from $409.30 to $614.00.
  Subsequently, in its rebuttal testimony, MGE represented that, as a result of discussions at the prehearing conference, MGE had agreed that the multi-meter discount applicable to the large volume service class should be retained such that the increased fixed monthly rate element applicable to large volume service customers would apply only to two meters at a single address or location and the charge for meters in excess of two at a single location would be held at the current level of $204.65.  With that modification, MGE’s witness represented that UMKC, CMSU, and Jackson County supported the large volume service customer charge that he proposed. 
  MGE repeated that representation in its initial brief,
 and that representation was not directly contradicted in any other party’s brief.  Furthermore, the parties did not identify the customer charge for the Large General Service and Large Volume Service classes as a separate issue, although it could be seen as part of the Fixed Monthly Rate Elements issue – Issue 13 – in the report and order.  The Commission believed that the parties did not dispute the large volume service and large general service customer fixed monthly rate elements and did not address them in its report and order.  

On September 23, the Commission ordered that any party wishing to respond to Staff’s request for clarification do so no later than September 27.  Midwest Gas Users’ Association, UMKC, CMSU, and Jackson County filed a response on September 27.  In their response, those parties indicated that their agreement with MGE was only that a multiple meter discount would limit the customer charge for customers with more than two meters to the existing rate of $204.65 for each meter more than two.  Those parties indicated that they did not agree to the amount of the customer charge for other meters proposed by MGE.

The Commission’s review of the testimony and briefs indicates that there is a misunderstanding between the parties about the exact nature of their agreement.  There was not a lot of testimony about this matter, but in cross-examining MGE’s witness Mr. Cummings, counsel for Midwest Gas, UMKC, CMSU, and Jackson County, Jeremiah Finnegan, had the following exchange with Mr. Cummings:

Q.  Good Morning, Dr. Cummings.  I’ve just got a few questions for you.  One is with respect to the proposal to keep the multi-meter charge discount at a certain rate, depending upon what happens to the full rate for the customer charge?  

A. Yes. 
  (emphasis added)

And then later:

Q. And the proposal here that the Company is now making is that to keep that percentage at such a level so that whatever the customer charge rate goes to, that the $204.65 would be the result; is that correct?

A.
Yeah, so our - - there are two ways of doing it. Either recalculate the percentage; or where the customer charge is shown several pages over, you could state an actual level.  Either way.  To get that result.
  (emphasis added) 
Both questions are consistent with Midwest Gas, UMKC, CMSU, and Jackson County’s position that they did not agree to a specific level for the customer charge.  Rather, their agreement related only to multi-meter customers having more than two meters.  

A close reading of the briefs filed by those parties supports the same interpretation.  Those briefs speak of how the multi-meter discount will be calculated if the customer charge is increased.  They do not agree that the customer charge will be increased by a specific amount. 

Since the parties did not agree upon the customer charge for the first two meters, the Commission now must decide the proper amount for those charges.  MGE’s direct testimony indicated that its proposal to increase the customer charges for large general services and large volume services was of the same relative magnitude as the increases it proposed for the residential and small general service classes.  In its report and order, the Commission found that the customer charge for residential and small general service classes should be increased to a level sufficient to maintain the current ratio between volumetric rate elements and fixed charges elements, but not to the amount proposed by MGE.  The Commission’s rational for that decision applies equally to the large general services and large volume services rate classes.  

The Commission will therefore find that the customer charge for the large general services and large volume services classes shall be increased to a level sufficient to maintain the ratio between volumetric rate elements and fixed charges elements as it currently exists for those rate classes.  Provided, however, that the multi-meter discount applicable to the large volume service class shall be retained such that the increased fixed monthly rate element applicable to large volume service customers will apply only to two meters at a single address or location and the charge for meters in excess of two at a single location will be held at the current level of $204.65.  

In a related matter, MGE initially proposed to change its definition of seasons from a winter of five months and a summer of seven months to six months for each season.
  MGE also agreed to drop that proposal as a result of the prehearing conference.
  The Commission will accept that agreement and finds that for purposes of the seasonal rates of Large General Service and Large Volume Service customers, the winter season shall continue to be the five months of November through March and the summer season shall continue to be the seven months of April through October.

Midwest Gas, UMKC, CMSU, and Jackson County also raise objections to two aspects of the rates calculated in the revised tariff MGE filed on September 24.  First they object to MGE’s proposal to increase the sales or transportation charges on an equal cents per rate block basis.  Second, they object to the adjusted test year revenue used by MGE in calculating the rates contained in the revised tariff.  These issues have not previously been presented to the Commission in this case and MGE has not had an opportunity to respond.  Furthermore, there is no evidence in the record by which the Commission can make a decision on those objections.  The Commission will not make a ruling on those objections at this time.  
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1.
That Staff’s Request for Clarification is granted. 


2.
That the Commission offers the foregoing order as clarification of its report and order issued on September 21, 2004.  

3.
That this order shall become effective on October 2, 2004. 

BY THE COMMISSION

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

(S E A L)

Murray, Clayton, Davis and Appling, CC., concur

Gaw, Ch., not participating
Woodruff, Senior Regulatory Law Judge
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