BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Zoltek Corporation,



)







)


Complainant,



)







)
Case No. EC-2001-345

v.





)







)

Union Electric Company, 


)

d/b/a AmerenUE,



)







)


Respondent.



)

RESPONDENT’S REPLY TO COMPLAINANT’S OBJECTIONS TO 

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO (i) REOPEN THE EVIDENTIARY 

HEARING, (ii) REOPEN THE BRIEFING PERIOD AND/OR (iii) REQUIRE 

STAFF TO ADVISE THE COMMISSION OF ITS POSITION 

WITH RESPECT TO THE QUALITY OF SERVICE PROVIDED TO COMPLAINANT 


Comes now respondent, Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE (“AmerenUE”’), and for its Reply to Complainant’s Objections to Respondent’s Motion to (i) Reopen the Evidentiary Hearing, (ii) Reopen the Briefing Period and/or (iii) Require Staff to Advise the Commission of its Position with Respect to the Quality of Service Provided to Complainant, states as follows:


1. 
Complainant’s primary objections to AmerenUE’s motion appears to be its timing and AmerenUE’s failure to explain why the Staff’s input on quality of service issues is necessary or appropriate.


2.
As for the timing of AmerenUE’s motion, this matter has been briefed by complainant and respondent (but not the Staff) since August 19, 2002, yet a decision has yet to issue from the Commission.  AmerenUE is aware that this matter has been discussed at several agenda sessions and that questions have been raised by several Commissioners concerning quality of service issues.  

3.
Given the length of time this matter has been pending, AmerenUE believes input from the Staff would not only be helpful but is necessary for a proper resolution of the issues before the Commission.  

4.
As for why the Staff’s input should be sought, the answer is obvious.  The Commission is charged by the Missouri legislature with regulating electric utilities such as AmerenUE.  R.S.Mo. Sections 386.250(1), 393.130 and 393.140 .  It is a policy of the Commission to promote safe, reliable and efficient electric power.  4 C.S.R. 240-22.010(2). 

5.
Having primary jurisdiction over complaints regarding the quality and reliability of electrical service, the Commission has passed on numerous complaints concerning these issues over the years.  As a result, the Commission’s Staff has had much experience interpreting and applying the Commission’s rules and the tariffs relating to electrical utilities generally and AmerenUE in particular.

6.
The St. Louis City Circuit Court, in its October 23, 2000 Order referring complainant’s complaints to the Commission, certainly recognized the knowledge and expertise of the Commission and its Staff in these areas.  

7.
Moreover, the Circuit Court also recognized the need for uniformity in the regulatory scheme.  Undoubtedly, the Commission and its Staff will continue to address similar quality of service complaints and issues in the future.  The need for uniformity in this area is patently obvious.

8.
Finally, one of the reasons proffered by complainant as to why respondent’s motion should be denied is its contention that complainant has already demonstrated the unsafe, inadequate and unreliable service it received from AmerenUE.  (Complainant’s Objections, ¶20).  AmerenUE, of course, strongly disagrees with this contention.  However, in light of complainant’s belief, AmerenUE fails to understand why complainant would oppose the Staff’s input into the quality of service issues currently before the Commission.
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Attorneys for Respondent AmerenUE

Certificate of Service

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Respondent’s Reply to Complainant’s Objections to Respondent’s Motion to (i) Reopen the Evidentiary Hearing, (ii) Reopen the Briefing Period and/or (iii) Require Staff to Advise the Commission of its Position with Respect to the Quality of Service Provided to Complainant  was sent by facsimile transmission and mailed, first-class, postage prepaid this 13th day of November, 2002 to Brian H. May, Yates & May, L.C., 101 South Hanley, Suite 1025, Clayton, MO 63105 and Terry Allen, 102 East High Street, Suite 200, P.O. Box 1497, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, attorneys for petitioner, John B. Coffman, Office of Public Counsel, P.O. Box 7800, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 and Lera Shemwell, Associate General Counsel, Missouri Public Service Commission, 200 Madison Street, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, MO 65102
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