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cooling dealers, aDd (3) respond to the progriD directly t~ the COIRp&Dy. The 

purpose of the pilot progr~D is to increa- the nUI!Iber of heat pump sales by 

instilling confidence in customers that they will be satisfied with a beat pump 

system. 

The program is designed to insure that a customer purchasing a beat pump 

systea is satisfied with its performance during the first year of operation. Beat 

pump aysteas covered by the guarantee will be subject to random inspections by UE 

personnel. If a customer complaint is received, UB will work cloaely with the 

approved heating and cooling dealer who installed the heat pump system to try to 

resolve the customer's dissatisfaction. If the customer's dissatisfaction cannot be 

rectified, the guarantee will provide for the conversion of the heat pump system to a 

standard air conditioner or furnace. 
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Oft J~ 28, lHl, Laclede Gee ~ (Laclede) filed a ratber 

volUIIIWloua plaadiDg aaaltiDCJ intarnmtion in this ~~attar. a diamiaeal of the 

application, and an alternative request for bearl.Dg. Laclede's pleadi.Dg raieee 

numerous very technical factual issues and discusees at great leDgth the relative 

merits of heat pumps and conventional heating and cooling systems. 

On February 14, 1991, UB filed a responM to the Laclede'• pleading in 

which it contends that the case is not the proper place to debate the merits of 

heating or cooling systems. UB also reiterates the justification for the variance 

baaed on the limitation of the proposal in scope, duration, and cost. The remainder 

of UE's response is a very technical and lengthy discussion of the relative merits of 

heating and cooling systems. 

On February 21, 1991, Laclede filed a reply to OE'a response which 

continues the debate about the merits and efficiencies of beat pu.pa and other 

cooling systems. 

The Commission Staff, on March 26, 1991, filed a Request For Hearing 

contending that UE's application is inadequate to be the basis of a determination of 

the effect of the program on regulated alternative fuel suppliers, their customers, 

and the public generally. On March 28, 1991, the Office of the Public Counsel (PC) 
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lUtter filed on January 28, 1991, be granted and Laclede's request for a di•isaal be 

denied. 

2. The following procedural schedule be adopted for the disposition of all 

iaauea in thia matter: 

Filing of direct teatimony by April 25, 1991 
Union Electric Company 

Filing of direct testimony by May 10, 1991 
Public Counsel, Staff and Intervenor 

Filing of rebuttal teatimony by May 28, 1991 
Union Electric Company 

Prehearing conference to be immediately June 10, 1991 
followed by hearing in the Commiaaion•s 
offices in Jafferaon City, Miasouri, 10 a.m. 
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STATE OF MISSOURI 

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC SERVICE CCHfiSSION 

I have compared the preceding copy with the original 

on file in this office and I do hereby certify the same to 

be a true copy therefrom and the whole thereof. 

WITNESS my hand and seal of the Public Service 

Conunission, at Jefferson City, Nissouri, this __ sth ___ _ 

day of __ A..;;.p_ri_l ______ , 1991. 


