Before The Public Service Commission

Of The State Of Missouri
	In the Matter of the Request of KMB Utility Corporation  for a Rate Increase Pursuant to the Commission’s Small Company Rate Increase Procedure
	)

)

)

)
	Case No. SR-2003-0442

Tariff File No. YS-2003-1817


	staff Recommendation for approval of tariff revisions, for approval of depreciation rates and Approval of Agreement REgarding Disposition of small company Rate increase request


Comes Now the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”), by and through Counsel, and for its Recommendation for Approval of Tariff Revisions, Approval of Depreciation Rates and Approval of Agreement Regarding Disposition of Small Company Rate Increase Request states to the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) the following:

1.
KMB Utility Company (“Company”) initiated the subject small company rate increase request (“Request”) by submitting a letter to the Secretary of the Commission, which was stamped received at the Commission's offices on August 15, 2002.  The Company submitted its Request under the provisions of the Commission’s Small Company Rate Increase Procedure, found at 4 CSR 240-2.200, but which is now found at 4 CSR 240-3.330.

2.
Consistent with the Small Company Rate Increase Procedure, the Staff and the Company have negotiated and executed an Agreement Regarding Disposition of Small Company Rate Increase Request (“Disposition Agreement”) regarding the Company’s Request.

3.
By a letter dated April 1, 2003, which was stamped received by personnel in the Commission's Data Center on April 3, 2003, the Company filed proposed tariff revisions with the Commission for the purpose of implementing the provisions of the above-referenced Disposition Agreement, and the instant case was established.

4. Consistent with the Small Company Rate Increase Procedure, the Company submitted the above-referenced Disposition Agreement along with its proposed tariff revisions.

5.
On April 30, 2003, the Commission issued an Order Directing Filing wherein it directed the Staff to file its recommendation in this case on or before 1 p.m. on May 2, 2003.

6.
The Staff's recommendations to the Commission regarding this case are set out on page 8 of the Staff Memorandum that is attached hereto and labeled as Appendix A.

7.
Included with the attached Staff Memorandum are various documents regarding the Company's Request and the Staff's investigation of the Request, including the Staff's accounting workpapers and rate design worksheets.

8.
The Commission has the authority to approve the subject proposed tariff revisions in accordance with Sections 393.140(11) and 393.150, RSMo 2000.  In addition, Section 393.130.1, RSMo 2000 provides that all charges made by any sewer corporation for sewer service rendered or to be rendered shall be “just and reasonable.”  The Staff’s review of, and agreement with, the proposed rate increase establish that the charges contained in the subject proposed tariff revisions are “just and reasonable,” as that statute requires.

9.
The procedure followed in this case complies with the requirements of the Small Company Rate Increase Procedure in general, and with 4 CSR 240-3.330(1)(D) in particular.

Wherefore, the Staff respectfully requests that the Commission issue an order consistent with the recommendations set out on page 9 of the attached Staff Memorandum.

Respectfully Submitted,

DANA K. JOYCE

General Counsel

/s/ Cliff E. Snodgrass
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P. O. Box 360
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(573) 751-3966 (telephone)
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cliffsnodgrass@psc.state.mo.us 

Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed, hand-delivered, transmitted by facsimile or transmitted by email to all counsel of record this 2nd day of May, 2003.









/s/ Cliff Snodgrass









____________________________

� While the Staff is complying with the Commission’s Order Directing Filing, it does wish to point out that under established internal Commission operating procedures the Staff’s recommendation in this case would be due on or before 3:00 p.m. on May 12, 2003, rather than the date ordered (see Commission IP-17, paragraph 5 and Commission IP-34, paragraph 6).
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