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staff's Response to osage water

company's second report to commission

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, and for its Response to Osage Water Company's Second Report to Commission states to the Missouri Public Service Commission the following:

1.
On November 20, 2001, the Commission issued its Order Modifying Method of Temporary Reduction ("11/20/01 Order").  By its 11/20/01 Order, the Commission directed Osage Water Company ("Osage” or “Company") to refund, during a three-month period beginning in December 2001, the amounts by which it had overcharged its customers during the three-month period beginning in May 2001.  The Commission also ordered Osage to file, by April 1, 2002, an affidavit stating the total dollar amount of overcharges credited or refunded, and ordered the Staff to file a report on May 1, 2002, on the status of the credits.

2.
On April 23, 2002, the Company filed its Second Report to Commission ("Second Report").  The Staff understands that, by filing this Second Report, the Company was attempting to comply with the Commission’s November 20 Order.

3.
On May 1, 2002, the Staff filed its Motion for Extension of Time to File Report, and Response to Company's Request to Close Case, wherein it requested an extension to May 15, 2002 for filing its response to the Company's Second Report.

4.
The Staff has completed its review of the Company's Second Report and offers the following observations and recommendations regarding the report and the status of the Company's required refunds.  (Staff members involved in this review were Bill Meyer and Dana Eaves of the Accounting Department and Dale Johansen of the Water & Sewer Department.)

a.
Regarding Exhibit A-1, which is referenced in Paragraph 1 of the Second Report, the Staff does not totally comprehend why such letters were necessary.  It seems to the Staff that the addresses available for the Company's use in mailing the letters could just have easily been used to mail the refund checks.  However, since these letters have already been mailed, this is a moot point.

b.
Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the Second Report are silent on the issue of what will be done with the refund monies that the Company is not able to refund to its former customers.  As a result, the Staff recommends that the Commission order the Company to submit to the Commission a plan for the disposition of such refund monies.

c.
Regarding Paragraph 3 of the Second Report, the Staff does not agree with allowing Pizza Hut to waive its refund in lieu of paying for the alleged damage to the Company's system, particularly since this action was only agreed to via a telephone conversation and there is no information provided regarding a comparison of the refund due and the damage done.  The Staff's position regarding this matter could change, however, if the Company provides written verification that Pizza Hut waived its refund and provides additional information regarding the damage allegedly done to its system.

d.
Regarding Exhibits B-1 and B-2, which are referenced in Paragraph 4 of the Second Report, the Staff is satisfied that the Company notified its customers of the refund/credit program and that it appropriately created a separate line item on its customer bills regarding the refunds due to customers.

e.
Regarding Exhibits C and D, which are referenced in Paragraph 5 of the Second Report, the Staff is satisfied that customers due refunds were properly identified and that the amounts of the refunds due were calculated in accordance with the Commission's 11/20/01 Order.

f.
Based upon the above, and with the exception of the disposition of the refund monies that may not be returned to former customers of the Company, the Staff believes that the Company has complied with the Commission's 11/20/01 Order and that the Commission should consider the status of the required refunds as being satisfied.

WHEREFORE, the Staff respectfully requests that the Commission issue a further order in this case consistent with the provisions of Paragraph 4 herein.
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