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provided to custcmers in the
Missouwri service area of the Company.
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In the matter of GODFREY GARDENS
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Counsel and the Public.
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General Counsel, P. 0. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri
65102, for the Staff of the Missouri Public Service
Commi ssion.

REPORT AND ORDER

PRO(EDURAL HISTORY
On August 17, 1933, the Commission issued its Report and Order in Case No.
SR-83-319 disapproving proposed interim tariffs filed by the Imperial Utility
Corporation of Arnold, Missouri (hereinafter Imperial) aﬁd éubhor'izing Imperial to
‘file interim tariffs designed to produce lgross revenues of approximately $113, 286,
The monthly rates authorized under the interim tariffs are as follows: residential -
$17.28; multi-family and mobile home - $13.82; commercial establistments - $17.28.

The Commission authorized the rates to be effective for a one—yéar' period.
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On September 15, 1983, Impérial filed an application requesting the
Commission to schedule proceedings in order to set permanent rates. On September 29,
1983, the Commission Staff filed a motion requesting the Commission to schedule
proceedings and set permanent rates for Imperial,

By order issued November 2, 1983, in Case No. SR-83-319 the Commission sét
an intervention deadline, set a filing date for pfepared testimony and scheduled a
prehearing conferenée an& hearing for February 8 and 9, 1984, ‘The Commission's order
also directed the Company to send notice of the proeeedingé to each affected
custaner, — i

By order issued Decembeé 20, 1983, the Commission approved the Company's
proposed notice to custamers;

On September 12, 1983, Godfrey Gardens Utilitieé, Inc,, of Arnold,
Missouri, (hereinafter Godfrey) filed with the Commission revised tariffs in Case No.
SR-84-4Y designed to increase raﬁes for sewer service. The proposed tariffs would
result in an increase of 200 percent over existing fates. The proposed monthly rate
is as follows;. single family - $36; multi-family and mobile home - $27; commer;ial -
$36. |

B& order issued September 28, 1983, the Commission suspended the effective
date of the Godfrey tariffs until Augﬁst 12, 1984, and‘seheduled a prehearing
conference and hearing. The preheéring conference was held on November 15, 1983, and
a hearing was held on November 22, 1983. B

| On January 24, 1984, the Commi ssion issued its Report and Order in Case No.
SR-84-4Y which denied the Public Counsel's motion to merge Godfrey and Imperial but
granted Public Counsel's motion for consistent ratemaking treatment for the two
Companies. The Commission concluded in the order that Godfrey should be combined
with Imperial for ratemaking purpoées and ordered the two cases consolidated. The

Commission ordered Godfrey and Imperial to provide newspaper publication of the

consolidation, consistent ratemaking treatment and hearing date.
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On January 26, 1984, Godfrey filed its @otion to extend the effective date
of the Commission's Report and Order in Case No. SR-84-44, On January 30, 1984, the
Commission extended the effective date until February 10, 1984.

On February 2, 1984, the Cﬁmmission granted Public Counsel's, Staff's and
‘the Company's.joint motion to continue the hearing to February 16, 1984, and to alter
the néwspaper notice such that the notice of the hearihg be_published on or before
February 6, 1984,

On February 8, 1984, Godfrey filed its application for rehearing in
Case No. SR-84-4L, : -

On March 21, 1984, Godfrey and Tmperial .each filed interim tariffs
requesting monthly rates as foliows: for Imperial - single family $37.35; mul ti-
family and mobile homes $27; commercial $37.35. For Godfrey -:sihgle family $47.88;
multi-family and mobile home $18.58; commercial $45, 88,

_B& session orders issued March 30, 1984, in Case Nos. SR-SR-MH and
SR~83~319, the Commission suspended the proposed interim tariffs for both Ccompanies
until July 29, 1984, unless otherwise ordered.

The consolidated hearing in Case Nos. SR-83-319 and SR-84-UY4 was held on
February 16 and 17, 1984, The parties did not waive the reading of the record
pursuant to Section 536.080., Upon the filing of the transcript a briefing schedule

was established, Initial and reply briefs have been filed by the Companies, the

—

Public Counsel and the Staff.

Findings of Fact

The Missouri Public Service Commission, having considered all of the
| competent and substantial evidence upon the whole record; makes the following
findings of fact:

Godfrey Gardens Utilities, Inc. and Imperial Utility Corporation
(hereinafter Companies) are public utilities and sewer corporations'as defined in

Chapters 386 and 393, RSMo 1978, and as such are under the jurisdiction of this




Commission. Godfrey and Imperial are engaged in the provision of sewer service
within their authorized Missouri service areas located in Jefferson County, Missouri.
Godfrey serves 30 customers and Imperial serves 573 customers. The Companies are
located approximately 15 miles apart. Imperial has nine separate sewer systems which
include three mechanical treatment plants. Godfrey operates one mechanical treatment
plant. Godfrey and Imperial are solely éwned by Construction Enterprises, Inc.,
which in turn is solely owned by Hank Collins. Mr, Collins is the sole manager and
president of Godfrey, Imperial and Construction Enterpr;seé, Inc.

The Commission dgtermined in its Report and Order issued on January 24,
1984, in Case No. SR-84-U44 that the two Companies should be combined for ratemaking
Purposes. Therefore, the rate increase requested by Godfrey has been consolidated
with the rate case of Imperial. The Commission reaffims its finding in its Report
and Order of January 24, 1984, and will proceed gith the establishment of rates for
the two Companies on a combined baéis. .

The proposed rate for each Company has been set forth in the procedural
‘ history of this Report and order.

The.ﬁrOposed revenue-requirénent reconmended by the parties on a
consolidated tasis is coﬁtained in the final reconciliation submitted as late-filed
Exhibit T. The Companies propose a revenue requirement of $342,2U3, the Staff
proposes a revenue requirement of $176,792 and Pubiiq Counsel proposes a revenue

requirement of $125,937.  The parties propose a combined-rate for the Companies as

follows:

COMP ANIES STAFF PUBLIC COUNSEL
Residential ' $ U46.20 $ 23.88 $ 17.00
Hobile Homes 46.20 23.88 17.00
Mul ti- rémily 36. 96 19,10 13. 60
Commercial U6, 96 23.88 17.00
School 1,091.00 560,17 - 101.56
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The matters at issue btetween the parties are discussed below.

I. OPERATING EXPENSES

A. Taxes

The Companies propose $2,958 for taxes other than income taxes. This
amount includes $35 for Godfrey and $2,923 for Imperial. Staff agrees with the
Godfrey amount but proposes a downward adjustment of $é,51Q_for Imperial since Staff
identified $413 in tax payments by Imperial.during the calendar year 1983. Companies
maintain that the proposed amount is justified because of prbperty reassessment
currently taking place in Jefferson County.

The Commission finds that $448 as proposed by ﬁhe Staff should be allowed
for taxes since any changes due to reassessment are not known and measurable at this
time, |

B. Elecpricity

The Companies propose 421,686 for electricity expenses, $1,686 for Godfrey
and $20,000 for Imperial. Staff proposes $17,485 for Imperial based on an analysis
of current electric bill invoices frcm June, 1983 to January, 1984, Public

Counsel supports the Staff. The Companies cohtehdrthat électriciby expenses should

be increased to take into account inecreases which will result from the proposed rate
inerease currently pending before the Commission for the Union Electric Company.

The Commission finds that any electricity increases are not known and

measurable and, therefore, $19,171 shall be allcw;.d for electricity expense.,

C. Regulatory Expense

Conpanies propose‘$205 for regulatory expense. This amount includes $15
for Godfrey and $190 for Imperial. Staff proposes $181 for Imperial, résulting ina
total regulatory expense of $196. Staff's proposal is bésed on an annualization of
PSC assessments to current levels. The Commission finds for Staff and will‘allow

$196 for regulatory expense.



D Accounting

The Companies propose an accounting expense of $588 for Godfrey and $6,274
for Imperial, resulting in a combined total of $6,862. Staff proposes a downward
adjustment of $2,832 for Imperial. Public Counsel supports Staff. Staff's
adjustment is an annualization of accounting fees based on analysis of 18'months of
actual invoices.

The Commission determines that Staff's adjustment is proper and, therefore,
$4,030 shall be allowed for accounting expense.

LY
E. Insurance

The Companies propose $7,U430 for insurance expense for imperial. Staff
originally was opposed to including insurance expense since Imperial, at the time of
Staff's audit, had only a verbal éuote for insurance coverage and had not entered
into a contract. | | '

During the course of the hearing Campény witﬁess qulihs produced a written
proposal for insurance from Aetna Insurance Company. Based on the Aetna proposal
Staff has chénged ité position and recommends fhat insufance expense as requested by
Imperial should be allowed.

The Pubiic Counsel opposes the allowance of ﬁhis expense, since the
Company had not signed a contract at the time of the hearing. Public Counsel
contends that the Company has not proved the reasonablenss of the insuraﬁce pid.

In addition, Public Counsel pointé to the fact that the Commission allowed insurance
expense in the interim case and Imperial failled to purchase_insurance coverage.

The record reflects that neither comﬁany has ever had insurance coverage.
The Commission is of the opinion that insurance coverage is essential for a company
- which operates a sewer plant given the potential for liability. Company witness
Collins c:i:ted numerous instances of vandalism throughout the Imperial system and
stated that the cost to repair instances of vandalism in the last year was

approximately twice the cost of insurance., Mr. Collins sought seven bids for
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insurance coverage, received two bids and only one company was ultimately wi]rling to
write the poliey.

The Commission determines that both Companies should be ordered to secure
insurance coverage and file evidence of insurance coveragde simul taneously with the
filing of the tariffs authorized herein. The Commission finds that $7,?430‘ should be
allowed for insurance expense if the Companies timely file evidence of insurance

coverage,

F. - Legal Expense

Imperial proposes $14,012 for legal expense which i*epresents an annualized
amount based on 18 months of actual invoices. Staff agrees with the annualized
amount. but proposes to amortize legal expense over two years which results in a

$7,006 adjustment.

Legal expenses are asSoéia'te'd with three lawsuits: Imperial v. Cytron;

Borgmann v. Imperial; and a condemnation case involving the State Highway

Commission.,

Borgmann v.'lmperial, 24 Mo. P.S.C. (N.S.) 1941(1981), was a complaint

case brought against the Company for wrongful disconnection. The Commission found

for the Camplainant and was upheld in the Missouri. Court of Appeals, State ex rel,

Imperial v. Borgmann, 664 S.W.2d, 215 (Mo. App. 1983). Imperial v. Cytron is a

eivil case involving the refusal of Cytron to return certain documents bélonging to
the Company. Imperial hasv reqeived a jury award of $U48 and the case is on a;;peal.
The Highway Commission case involves a condemnation of certain easements belonging to
Imperial which involved the engineering and moving of the Company's sewer lines.

Public Counsel proposes disallowance of the $5,236.65 associated with

Borgmann v, Imperial and $7,535.74 associated with the Cytron case. Publie

Counsel recommends that the full $1,239.85 associated with the State Highway

Cammission case be included in this caae.




Public Counsel opposes legal expenses associated with Borgmann and
Cxtron_on the basis that they'are past expenses, have not been shown to be
recurring, and have not been shown tp beireasonaﬁly incurred or in the interest of
the ratepayer;. Publie Counéel further argues that Borgmann should be disallowed
since Company has failed to support the contention that ratepayers should bear the
cost of a legal proceeding which is a result of the Coﬁpany's violation of its
tariff; With respect to the Cytron case, Public Counsel argues that a $7,535 legal
expenditure resulting in $48 actual damages is imprudent. |

The Commission determines that legal expenses associated with the Cytron
case should‘be disallowgd. There is very little evidence in the record as to what
the case involves. Thus, the Company has not produced sufficient evidence to allow
the Commission to find that the costs incurred in pursuing the.laﬁsuit are |
reasonable. Accord;ngl&, the'Comﬁissioﬁ finds that the Company has not proved the
reasonableﬁess of this expense. )

The Commission determines that the expense assoclated with the Borgmann
case should be allowed. That case iﬁvolved a proceeding regarding the interpretation
of the Company's filed tariffs. The mere fact tﬁat the Company did not prevail in
the lawsuit does nét support a finding of imprudence. In the Commission‘s opinion
legal expenses aﬁe a 1egitimate oberating expense,

The Commission rejects Publie Counsel's argument that the expenses are past
expenses and, therefore, prohibited retroactive réﬁemaking:ﬁiThe anounts proposed
represent annualized legal expenses amortized over a two-year period which in the
Commission' opinion represeét a reasonable estimate of 1§gal expenges for the period
these rates will be in effect. |

Based on the foregoing, $6,477 shall be allowed-for legal expenses. Based

on a two-year amortization $3,238 shall be allowed in this case.

G. Rate Case Expense

Companies and Staff propose $11,356 for rate case expense to be included in
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this case, This amount represents one-third of raﬁe case expense, Since Companies
and Staff agree that rate case expense should be amortized over three years.
Therefore, total rate case expense can bé calculated as $34,068, Rate case expense
includes legal fees for the interim ﬁnd permanent cases, accounting expense, witness
expense for wi£nesses Carlie, Fribis and expenses for Mr. Collins assoclation with
preparation of the rate case.

Public Counsel recommends a $6,996 downward adjustment to rate case
expense. Public Counsel's adjustment excludes expenses for Mr. Colliqs, Mr. Fribis,
accounting expense and the Imperial Interim rate case expense.

Mr. Fribis, president of Colton/Lester/Fribis Aésociates, Inc., provided
testimony regarding the service contract between his firm and Companies. Public
Counsel contends that witness expenses for Mr. Fribis should be:ekcluded gince he is
already being compensatéd under tﬁe manégement contract and has a financial stake in
testifying.l With respect to Mr. Collins, Public Counsel argues that Collins should
not be paid for testifying since he has an ownership intérest in the Company.

Public Counsel proposes thét accounting expense should bte disallowed since
it was incurred to establish a rate base for Imperial, a one-time nonrecurring
expense which the Commission disallowed in the Imperial interim case.

Public Counsel finally contends, that the Imperial interim rate case

expense should be disallowed since the expenses assoclated with the interim case are

past one-time nonrecurring expenses.

The Commission determines that compensation for Mr. Fribis should be
allowed as part of the rate'case expense. Companies! contract with Mr., Fribis does
not include compensation associated with rate case prépar%bion and £heref0re it is
reasonable to include compensation for Mr. Fribis' time associated with the rate

case.

The Ccmmission further determines that the costa associatéd with the

interim case should be included. Interim rate case expense should not be regarded as
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a2 past nonrecurring expense. The interim and perménent cases have been consolidated
in one lengthy proceeding and because of the extensive proceedings Companies and
Staff have amortized the expenses over a three-year period in order to set a
reasonable level of rate case expense to be recognized in future rates.

The Commission determines that Mr. Collins' compensation should be
disallowed since the Company has failed to show the reasonableness or the basis of
Mr. Collins' charges. The record reflects only that Mr. Collins is charging $70 an

hour for the Godfrey case.

3

Finally, the Commission finds that accounting expeﬁse associated.with
establ ishing the rate base should be disallowed. The Commission found in the interim
case that this expense does not represent an expense to be incurred during the period
these rates will bé in effect. In.addition, the Commission notes that if the
Companies had kept proper accouhté o§ef the years the expense would not have been
incurred. | ‘

The amount to be disallowed for .Mr. Collins' compensation is $6,000. The
amount tp be éisallow;d for accounting associaﬁed with eétablishing a rate base is
$8, 444, Thus, the total amount to be disallowed is $14, 444, Substracting the total

disallowance from $314,068 results in total rate case expense of $19,62U4. Amortized

cover three years, rate case expense to be included in this case amounts to $6,541.

H. Interest Expense

1.  Interest on Long-term Debt

Companies propose to treat as an operating expense interest on long-term
debt of $78,577. The Companies' capital structﬁres show long-term debt of $9,000 for
Godfrey and $599,671 for Imperial. The interest expense sought for Godfrey and
Imperial is $630 and $77,957 for Imperial., Staff has disallowed the total amount of
interest expense. Public Counsel supports Staff.

Staff contends that interest on long-term debt is recovered through the

.Allowable return on rate base and therefore should not be treated as operating

i
y

G
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expense. "In addition, Staff contends that Companies have shown no relation between
its debt and used and useful plant. In the case of Imperial long-term debt is
$599,671 while rate base is $111,493. Total capital investment for Imperial as
reflected in the capital structure is $1,076,644, more than nine times its rate base.
The capital investment for Godfrey is almost three times its rate base. '

In 1976 the Commission authorized Imperial to borrow $599,671 fromm
Construction Enterprises, Inc., for the purpose of completing construction and
development of sewer treatment facilities in the amount of $500,000 to pay éhort—term

note to Construction Enterprises, Inc., in the amount of $91,187 and to pay.open

account of Construction Enterprises of $8,u484, See Re fpplication of Imperial

Corporation, Case No. 18,585, (1976). Given the amount of Imperial's rate base it
is likely that the debt authorized By the Commission was used for purposes other than
the construction of used and useful plant. | |

Under traditiona; ratemaking procedureé a utility is entitled to its
reasonable operating expenses and a reasonable return on its investmént devoted to
public service. Ordinérily a company's capital'structure‘will be supported by its
rate base. Thus, although special circumstances might persuade the Commission to
allow interest expense on debt as an operating expense,'ordinarily the company is
adequately compensated by determining the weighted cost of capital and app&ying that
cost to the company's rate base. These Companies have not sought a returﬁ in the
past and are now seeking boﬁh a return on rate base and annual interest as an‘
operating expense. The Commission determines that the Companies have shown no
Justification which would persuade the Commissioh to allow réturn on long-term debt
a3 an operating expense. Therefore, the Conmmission determines that interest expense
gn long-term debt should be excluded.

2. Interest on Short-term Debt

The Companies seek interest on short-term debt as an operating expense in

the amount of $61,492., The short-term debt for the combined Companies amounts to

-11-



$475,098 and is debt owed to Construction Enterprises, Inc. The debt was incurred
as a result of accumulated prior expenses and the accumulation of unpaid interest
incurred on long-term debt from prior yeérs.

In @he Ccmmission‘é opinion, the short-term debt repfesents amounts that
should have been recovered in prior rates through operating expenses and through the
return component. To allow the interest on such debt és an operating exense wWould
constitute prohibited retroactive ratemaking as defined by the Supreme Court of

Missouri:

« » »the setting of rates which permit a utility to recover
past losses or which require it to refund past excess
profits collected under a rate that did not perfectly
match expenses plus rate of return with the rate actually
established. (Citations amitted) State ex rel, Utility
Consumers Council of Missouri, Inc. v, Public Service
Commission, 585 S.W.2d #1, 59 (Mo. banc 1979).

Accordingly, the Commission finds that interest on short-term debt should

be disallowed as an operating expense.

I, Management Contract

Companies have entered 1nﬁo service contracts with Colton/Lester/Fribis
Associates, Ine. The Fribis firm provides all oberation and maintenance work for the
two Companies as ﬁell as all management duties.

The amount to be charged Imperial under the service contract is $109,612.

$40,012 of the amount is for management expenses while $69,600 is for analytical

testing, operation and maintenance.

Public Counsel proposes that the full amount of the testing, operation and
maintenance portion of the éontract be allowed but that $235300 of management
expenses be disa_llowed. Public Counsel proposes disallowance of the fol.lowing itemss
$8,000 for future penalties under a consent decree with ﬁhe Envirommental Protection
Agency; $12,600 for engineering services; $2,400 for rent; and $300 for postage.
Staff also proposes disallowance of $8,000 associated with Environmental Protection
Agency penalties, but propoées that no further adjustments be made to the expenses

associated with the Imperial contract.

e
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The Commission determines that no adjustments should be made to postage
cost associated with the Imperial contract. The $1,200 postage figure is close to
the amount allowed in the Imperial interim case which was based on the amount booked
by the Company. The re;ord reflects'that Mr. Fribis based the $1,200 amount on
information reéeived by Staff. The mere fact that Mr. Fribis apparently thought the
figure was based on a 20 cent rather than a 13 cent cost of postage for billings,
does not render the amount proposed unreasonable, since biiiings represent only a
portion of mailings.

The engineering costs‘included in the contract are related to new
developnent; expansion of existing development and problaﬁs assoclated with existing
development, which include the-réview of plans sutmitted, inspection of new sewers
and the preparation of as-built surveys.- The Commission is of ihé opinion that such
engineering services are essentiai to the operation and planning assocliated with a
sewer‘systeﬁ. Therérore, the Commission will make no adjustment.for engineéring
costs. |

The Commission finds that the $8,000 assoclated Qith stipulated penalties
upder a consent decree in the event of future EPA violations should be disallowed
since such future benalties-are not known and measurable.

The Imperial contract inecludes $4,800 for rent. The building utilized by

Colton/Lester/Fribis Associates, Inc., is owned by Frontxer Properties which in turn

is owned by Hank collins. The Fribis firm is leasing the building fron Frontier at a

lower price than the building that it was previously utilizing. The rent in the
previous location was $1,155 a month contrasted with the present renﬁal amount. of
$400 a month., Mr. Fribis testified that the firm allocatés overhead to each of its
clients in proportion to the percentage of its gross revenues. The Commission
believes that such an allocation is reasonable and since the contract for Imperial
amounts to approximately two-thirds of the Fribis firm's groas revenues an
approximate one-third dowrward adjustment should be made to reflect a reasonable

amount for rent. This results in a $1,600 adjustment.
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§taff proposes a $2,500 downward adjustmént to the $56, 120 operation and
maintenance'?nrtion of the Godfrey Gardens' service contract with
Colton/Lestef/Fribis Assoclates. Public Counsel supports the Staff.

Staff's adjustment is based on the per customer cost of the contract
between the firm and Imperial. Staff contends that Godfrey should be charged the
Same per custcmer amount for operation and maintenance as the Fribis firm charges
Imperial. Godfrey on the other hand contends that the %6, 120 shoulq be allowed
because of differences in maintaining Godfrey's mechanical treatment plant as opposed
to the cast of maintaining Imperial's treatment facilities. 'Godfrey conteﬁds that
there are additional charges for sludge hauling and other secondary services as
provided for in its contract with the Fribis firm. The $6,120 sought by Godfrey is
the amount for primary services se£ forth in the contract. -No amount for secondary
services are shown in the contracﬁ sinée.the costs are variable and aré charged as
they are incurred. |

The Imperial contract does not separate primary and secondary services.
All services thch in;lude sludge hauling are Being provided under the contract for a
set amount,

The Comﬁission determines that there is no reasonable justification for the
difference between the per cu;tcner cost of the maintenance contract of Imperial and
that of Godfrey and therefore finds that the per custcmer cost of Imperiél should be
used in determining the prﬁper amount to be allowed to Godfrey for operation‘and
maintenance expense. Under the present Imperial contract the per customer cost for
the operations and maintenance portion is $121.ﬁ6 ($69,600 divided by 573 customers).

Godfrey has 30 custemers. Therefore, its total allowable operation and maintenance

~contract expense is $3,6U43.80 based on the per customer cost of Imperial. This

results in a downward adjustment of the total contract expense for Godfrey of

$2’ u??u
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Combining all the adjustments set forth above for service contract
expenses, the Commission determines that the combined total to be allowed for service

contract expense for the Companies is $10%,120,

II. RATE OF RETURN

The parties agree that the rate base of Godfrey amounts to $8,626. Staff
and the Companies agree that the rate of return on the Godfrey rate base should be
10.07 percent. |

With respect to Imperial, all parties agree that the rate gase is $111, 493,
Companied and Staff agree that the rate of return for Imperial should be 13 percent.

Public Counsel argues i:hat no return on rate base should be allowed because
of management inefficiency.

The Commission is of the bpinion that Public Counsel’s argument should be
rejected. Although the managementlpf the Impefial Company has sufferedAin the past
as the Canmi;sion found in.its interim order, thé Canpaﬁy has made efforts to improve
both operation, maintenance and management. The Commission determinés that bthe
service contracts with the Colton/Lester/Fribis Associates firm are a positive step
and will result in benefits to the Company's ratepayers. Mr. qulins acknowledged in
the Godfrey case that he had little knowledge of sewer 6perations. The contracts
Were let on a bid basis and the Commission has allowed the expenses associated with
the contracts with certain adiustments.

Staff wiltness Mefciel testified that the majority of problems enumefated at
the public hearing in the interim case have been solved. A problem still ex;sts at
the Mansion Ridge 1ift station which has an overflow pvoblan; Staff and the Fribis

fim are séeking a solution to this problem. In addition, Staff testified that

capital improvements will be necessary in the near future to accommodate customer

growth, In order to attract capltal the Companies are entitled to a reasonable

return on rate base.
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The Commission determines that the rates of return agreed to by the
Conpanies and Staff are reasonable. Accordingly, the Commission finds that the
consolidated return requirement for the two companies is $15,363.

IIT. REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Based on the findings set forth above, the Commission determines that the
revenue requirement for the combined Companies amounts to $166,632.

The resulting monthly rates, using the methodology contained in Staff
Exhibit M are as follows: residential - $22.50; multinfamilj and mobile homes in-
parks - $18.00; commercial'gstaﬁiishments - $22.50 monthly minimum plus $3.75 per
1, 000 galloﬁs water usage, The Commission also intends tﬁat the Company bill on a
quarterly basis,

IV. STAFF'S REPORT CONCERNING SEWER LINE IN WOOD LYN SUBDIVISION

In the Commiséion'S'Report an& Order in the Imperial ipterim case, Staff
was directea to investigate the improperly constructed sewer line located in the Wood
Lyn Subdivision which was referred to at the local hearings. Staff's Exhibi¢ N
contains the report of Staff's invesﬁigation.

The line is connected to manhole No. 16 at the four-way intersection of
Mayberry Drive, Bléckberry Drive and Cranberry Drive, extending eastwapd along
Blackberry Drive, adjacent to lot 110 {5862 Mayberry Drive). The line has a dead end
and apparently does not extend beyond lot 110. The line apparently slopeé away from
the manhole. Sewage from the house on lot 110 flows throué;Fa service sewver
connected to the line where sewage apparently must fiow up slope to the manhole
causing periodic back ups. ‘

Staff reviewed the as-built plans and the line in question is hot shown.
The plans show the service sewer from lot 110 connecting directly to manhole No. 16,

Staff concludes that the Company is not responsible for the improﬁer

construction since it is not included in the as-built plans and since the line might

be considered the customer's service sewer under the Company's tariffs.,
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Having reviewed the Stafft's report, there are insufficient facts in this
record to enable the Commission to determine whetﬁer the Company or the homeowner
would be responsible to repair the lines. In order to make a determination the
Commission would require sufficient facts to enable it to determine whether the line
is a collecbing sewer owned by the Company under Company Rule 2.3 or a customer
service sewer owned by the custcmer under Company Rule 2.4. The mere fact that this
sewer is not contained in the as-built plans is not determiﬁétive in itself. If
the customer desires to pursue the problem he should bring a formal complaint before
the Commission. ‘ - | |

Conclusions

The Missouri Public Service Commission has arrived at the following
conclusions:

The Companies ‘are public utilities subject to the jurisdiction of this
Ccmmigsion pursuant.to Chapters 386 and 393, RSMo 1978. ‘ ‘ ) S

The Commission, aftér notice and hearing, may order a change in the rates,
charge or rental, in any regulation or practice affegting the rate, charge or rental,
and it may determine and prescribe the lawful rate, charge and rental and the lawful
regulation or practice affecting said rate, charge or rental thereafter to be
observed.

The Commission may consider all facts which, in its judgment, hévé any
bearing upon a proper determination of the price to be charged with due regard, among
other things, to reascnable average return upon the capital actually expended and to
the necessity of making reservations out of income for surplus and_contingencies.

The order of this Commission is based on competént and substantial evidence
upon the whole record;

The Companies' exdsting ratgs and charges for sewer service are insufficient
to yield reasonable compensation for sewer service rendered by them in this state and

accordingly, revisions in the Companies' applicable sewer tariff charges, as herein

authorized, are proper and appropriate,
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.Godfrey Gardens Utilities, Inc., shall file in lieu of the proposed
permanent tariffs which were suspended by the Commission, new tariffs reflecting the
rate levels authorized herein.

The interim tariffs filed by Godfrey Gardens Utilities, Inc., which have
been suspended by the Commission shall be disapproved, since the Commissioﬁ's
decision regarding permanent rates for the Company renders the interim matter moot.

The Imperial Utility Corporation shall file new tariffs rgflecting the rate
levels authopized herein. The interim tariffs filed by Imperial Utility quporation
which hé?e been suspended by thg Commission shail be disapprdved, since_thé
Commission' s decision regarding permanent.rates for the Company renders the interim
matter moot,

It is, therefore,

ORDERED: 1. That prcpéséd-pefmanent tariffs filed by Godfréy Gardens
Utilities, Ine., of Arnold, Missouri, in Case N&. SR-SR;HH are héreby disapproved,
and the Company is authorized to file in lieu thereof, for approval by this
Commission, tériffs censistent dith the findings and conélusions of this Report and
Order.

ORDEHEDQ 2. That the interim tariffs filed by Gddfrey Gardens Utilities,
Inc., of Arnold, Missouri, in Case No. SR-8U4-U44 are hereby disapproved.

ORDERED: 3. That the Imperial Utility Corporation is authoriied to file,
for approval by this Commiésipn, tariffs consistent with the findings and coﬁclusions
of this Report and Order. -

ORDERED: 4. That the interim tariffé filed by Imperial Utility
Corporation in Case No. SR-83-319 be, and they are, disapproved.

ORDERED: 5. That Late-filed Exhibits R, 8 and T be, and they are, hereby
received,

ORDERED: 6. That the Companies shall procure insurance in accordance with

the findings and conclusions herein and shall file concurrently with the tariffs

i,
a5
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authopized herein proper evidence of insurance coverage and shall thereafter file

+

Ll

with the Commission evidence of insurance coverage on a semi-annual basis.

ORDERED: 7. That the tariffs authorized herein may be effective for sewer

service rendered on and after July 12, 1984,
ORDERED: 8. That the motion for rehearing filed by Godfrey Gardens
Utilities, Inc. in Case No. SR-84-U44 be, and it is, hereby denied.

ORDERED: 9. That this Report and Order shall become gffective on the

12th day of July, 1984.

* - BY THE COMMISSION

m%w‘

Harvey G. Hubbs
Secretary
(SEAL) :

Steimmeier, Ctm., Musgrave, Mueller,
and Hendren, CC., Concwr and certify
compliance with the provisions of
Section 536,080, RSMo 1978.

Fischer, C., Not Participating.

Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri,
this 2nd day of July, 1984,
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