
May 6, 2002 

Mr. Dale H. Roberts 
Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge 
Public Service Commission 
P. 0. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65 102 

RE: The Empire District Electric Company 
Tariff No. 20020088 

Dear Mr. Roberts: 

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case please find the original and eight copies of 
MOTION TO REJECT TARIFF. Please “file” stamp the extra-enclosed copy and return it to 
this office. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JBC:jb 

cc: Counsel of Record 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

In the Matter of Empire District Electric Company’s 
proposed changes to extension rules and charges 
to new customers. 

Case No. 
) Tariff No. 200200888 

MOTION TO REJECT TARIFF 

COMES NOW the Office of the Public Counsel (Public Counsel) pursuant to 

Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-2.065(3) and for its Motion to Reject Tariff states as follows: 

1. On April 17, 2002, Empire District Electric Company (Company) filed proposed 

revised tariff sheets as follows: 

PSC MO. No. 5, Section 5, 6th Revised Sheet No. 12, canceling 6th Revised Sheet No. 12 
PSC MO. No. 5, Section 5, 5th Revised Sheet No. 13, canceling 4th Revised Sheet No. 13 
PSC MO. No. 5, Section 5, 4th Revised Sheet No. 14, canceling 3rd Revised Sheet No. 14 
PSC MO. No. 5, Section 5, 4th Revised Sheet No. 15, canceling 3rd Revised Sheet No. 15 
PSC MO. No. 5, Section 5, 4th Revised Sheet No. 16, canceling 3rd Revised Sheet No. 16 
PSC MO. No. 5, Section 5, 4th Revised Sheet No. 17, canceling 3rd Revised Sheet No. 17 

On May 2, 2002, Company filed a revised substitute for P.S.C. MO. No. 5, 4th Revised 

Sheet No. 16, Canceling 3rd Revised Sheet No. 16. The April 17 proposed tariffs are attached as 

Attachment 1. The May 2 substitute tariff sheet is attached as Attachment 2. 

The proposed revisions would make dramatic changes to Company’s current extension 

rule, requiring new consumers that need an extension to pay several new charges. Changes to 

the current tariffs include, but are not limited to: 

A) a reduction in the line extension that would be provided to new customers at 

Company’s expense from 1000 feet down to 225 feet; 



B) requires several new expenses to be paid by customers requiring an extension for 

service; 

C) requires prepayment of all estimated costs, eliminating the current allowance of 

payment of such cost over a 60 month period; and 

D) change the formula for refunding construction allowances for additional customers 

hooking onto an extension. 

E) The proposed extension rule would also eliminate the current requirement that 

Company would conduct a cost benefit analysis for undergrounding as well as eliminate 

the requirement that the customer pay only the incremental difference between 

undergrounding costs which exceed overhead costs. 

2. The changes proposed by Company would certainly increase the amounts 

charged to new customers requiring an extension for electric service. Furthermore, if the 

Commission approves this tariff, the increased charges would be approved in violation of the 

prohibition against single-issue rate making. State ex rel. Utility Consumer Counsel of Missouri 

v. PSC, 585 SW2d 41(Mo. banc 1979). It is difficult to determine at this time what the ultimate 

impact these changes would have on Company’s revenue, its customers contributions, and its 

expenses, but if this tariff is approved outside of a general rate case, the rate changes would be 

made without the benefit of the consideration of all relevant factors. Changes of this significance 

should only be examined in the context of a general rate case. 

3. On April 3, 2001, the Commission rejected tariffs proposed by UtiliCorp United, 

Inc. to change various rates and charges outside the context of a general rate case. Order 

Rejecting Tariff, Case No. ET-2001-485. The Commission should reject Company’s proposed 

tariffs in this matter for the same reason-the tariffs constitute single issue ratemaking. 
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4. Company has a general rate case currently pending, Case No. ER-2002-424, in 

which it could have raised these proposed revisions to its extension rule and related charges. 

Public Counsel would not object to allowing Company the opportunity to file supplemental 

direct testimony proposing these changes in this ongoing rate case. 

WHEREFORE, Public Counsel respectfully requests that the Commission reject the 

proposed tariff sheets. 

Respectfully submitted, 

OFFFICE OF THE Public Counsel 

P. 0. Box 7800 
Jefferson City, MO 65 102 
(573) 751-5560 
(573) 751-5562 FAX 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed or hand-delivered to the following 
this 6” day of January 2002: 

General Counsel 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
PO Box 360 
Jefferson City MO 65102 

James C Swearengen 
Brydon Swearengen & England 
3 12 East Capitol Avenue 
PO Box 456 
Jefferson City MO 65 102 
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