BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the matter of Union Electric Company, d/b/a
)

AmerenUE, and its tariff filing to implement a
)
Case No. GR-2003-0517

general rate increase for natural gas service.

)

PUBLIC COUNSEL’S REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION

COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel (“Public Counsel”) and pursuant to 4 CSR 240-2.160(2) files this Motion for Reconsideration of the Commission’s July 25, 2003 Order Modifying Customer Notice states as follows:


1.
On June 16, 2003 Public Counsel filed its Motion To Modify Customer Notice specifically requesting that the first paragraph of the notice set-out in the Commission’s June 3, 2003 Suspension Order and Notice be modified “to provide customers with a more accurate explanation of Union Electric’s proposed rate increase.”


2.
On June 23, 2003 Union Electric filed its Response In Opposition To Public Counsel’s Motion to Modify Customer Notice.


3.
The Staff filed its Response supporting Public Counsel’s Motion To Modify Customer Notice on June 24, 2003.


4.
Public Counsel filed its Reply To Union Electric And Staff on June 24, 2003 and Union Electric and Staff filed their Reply to Public Counsel on July 7, 2003.  


5.
On July 25, 2003, the Commission issued its Order Modifying Customer Notice.  In its Order the Commission crafted its own modifications to the notice to be sent to customers.


6.
Public Counsel believes the Commission’s recognition that the notice provided to customers needed to be modified is a step forward in the correct direction.  However, the Commission’s ordered notice is two steps backward in the wrong direction providing customers with less information about the pending rate increase and providing information in a way that is more misleading than the original notice ordered in the Commission’s June 3, 2003 Suspension Order and Notice.


7.
The Commission’s ordered notice is unreasonable because it fails to provide the percentage increase in the proposed rates.  The Commission’s notice does not provide the customer with the magnitude of the proposed increase.  Merely providing customers with the monthly increase does not provide customers with enough information to determine if the proposed increase is reasonable.


8.
Public Counsel cannot understand why the Commission failed to provide customers with notice of the proposed increase on a percentage basis.  The Commission’s order is totally devoid of any analysis as to how or why the Commission arrived at the notice it has ordered in this proceeding and why it rejected Public Counsel’s proposal.  The Commission’s order contains nothing more than a statement of the parties’ positions.


9.
Indeed, the Commission in its minimum filing requirements 4 CSR 240-3.030(3)(B)5 requires companies to provide the annual aggregate change in revenues in both dollar amounts and percentage change in revenues from current rates. (See: AmerenUE Appendix No. 1 Schedule 5).  Apparently, the Commission believes that the percentage change in revenues from current rates is important enough information that it must be provided at the time a company seeks a general rate increase.  Why isn’t that percentage change in revenues from current rates important enough to provide to customers?


10.
In fact, there was no disagreement between Public Counsel, Staff and Union Electric that the notice provided to customers should provide bill impacts specific to each customer class. (See: Union Electric Reply ¶ 5 “. . . AmerenUE does agree with Public Counsel that the original notice ordered by the Commission could be improved if it provided bill impacts specific to each customer class” and suggested notice that includes percentage increases by class.).  Despite agreement on this issue, the Commission decided not to provide customers with this very important information.  And the Commission’s order provides absolutely no reason for failing to provide this information to customers.


11.
The Commission’s ordered notice is unreasonable because it is misleading as to the impact of the proposed rate increase on the various customer classes.  The Commission’s ordered notice suggests that other customer classes are receiving a larger increase than residential customers because on a per month dollar basis the proposed increase is larger thus giving the appearance that other classes of customers are receiving a larger increase.  The fact of the matter is that residential customers are facing the largest proposed increase 24.9% total increase or 78% increase in non-gas costs.  Failure to provide the percentage increases by customer class is misleading.


WHEREFORE, Public Counsel requests the Commission reconsider its notice and provide customers with information regarding the percentage increase by customer class.  Public Counsel also requests the Commission explain why Public Counsel’s proposed notice was unacceptable to the Commission.
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