Thiz case is much different than cther certifi
considersd by this Commission. The area in ques
existing homes which will use substantiully a11*§£'§h 
capacity of the proposed plant. In pasat casen;'a p:aspac
home hbuyer could "add-on"™ the cost of the connectién;£é¢, 
to the purchase price of the house and borrow the~dé§itidna1
funds. : |
In this case, it is the existing hou@owngﬁtﬁﬁho >
will need to pay a $1,000 charge. In addition, mq#ﬁ‘of

the homes already have septic taaks {(Tr. 127);  however,
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the Division of Natural Resources has sugges ¢
existing tanks are polluting the area. :

The Public Counsel is concerned about
clal ability of the existing homeawners Eéﬂﬁéﬁt,a
conﬁection fee pilus a relatively high monthly rate
the public hearing numercus potential customers

their concern about the probable impact. (Tr. TL

Connection Fee

| N The Public COunsel is opposed to
conmection fees which are involuntary cap
paid'for by the ratepayers. inv'if the
,SYEtQm over its useful 1*fe lel the ratepayers

by the coutributions. However, sewer company
ment rather than,sewgr company ownership.

the systems. 1In such awt:&nﬁzéf.~ﬂhe ratepaye

contributed much, if not all, of the necessar,

the benefits of that cquﬁributieh)

This case mayvbe s ﬁerent,_
should see to it that it 15 ’di’fﬁerent‘.’ﬁf’“
Applicant Cail Bien testified,ﬁt»fhefb
that: | :

1. ‘The rates as proposed are high - m:
lonsly high. {(Tc. 84)

2. That a federally assisced Sewer distr‘eii
not seem possible. (Tr. 85)

3. That the proposad sewar system WO fat the
comnunity, {Tr. &7)

t. That he wants the system owned by th&>pﬁf1ic

{Tr. 87

5. 7That the purpose of the sewer cowpany is 59”
to capitalize off anvbody., (Tr. 88

(Mc. Bien's testimony is reprinted and attached hereto)
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If Mr. Bien is

welfare and 1ndeed

‘tather than connection fees.

Then, in the eve

thg,”connection»tee.'

The Abstr‘ t

to the lot owner. (Tr.

The contract wa
let purchaser and requir Lot ;
responsibie for mo nthlgragg_}ae harg__ bu nat
fees. (Tr. 165) |

As such, each purchaser of each lbtkwa 1 d
believe that the cost of the sewar was includedwiﬂ th pri

of the lot. (Por example see Tr. 46, S1, 55, and 56,
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The originul enn r§ of the s
was a family named Tucker (Tt. 45), he'f‘
Bien and Van Gibbs, as i

given a,twelve monhh pétiod
any additlonal financa chai e ia a ‘er
in this area cannot afford a one time con
$1,035., : 4 o

Since the,céﬁpany is.willing'fo~wa
before a finance charge is to be asaessed,

suggests that an 1nstallment payment plan wﬁuld P

Company's cost of financing the systenm. Withautgaaf
incentive, the ratepayerszs will wait eleven monthg agk
days before paying a $1,000 connection fee. Bowﬂvei,'aa

an installment plan the ratepayers would begin to pay ix@éﬂiate
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1f connection fees are rqqui;g@,Ht'
would propose that an eiﬁhtiﬁﬁ month“pgzigd’be‘a

those custoaars\paying‘qg‘an inﬁtallﬁ!ﬂtwbtai:‘

a8 proposed that an

d’there will soon be
':As~sueh, it is forsee :
103rd, 104th or 105th cus
finance ché:gej'Yet;rthglIG
next system wiil not be requir
As such, it seems ludicrouélvay
pay for a system that they we
act as a disincentive as more custane 8

level fot additional capacity..

Conclusion
It is Public cOunsel's position:

i. That COnn’ctien fees are involu

to capital whlch,ahﬁuldunct be'requirests*a{prﬂr& ﬂ
to utility services, | | _' ;‘ ';

2. That the potential ratep&yetsghgqm
paid for the sewer sysfem as an inclueion in th

their lots.



3. 'That 15:@@% édftonitaedk

M Paul Phillips
G&n ral‘-aunsel ‘

Public Service Commission
P, 0. Box 360

uefferaon city, Missouri 651@3




