BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of a Recommendation Concerning the
)

Surcharge for Deaf Relay Service and Equipment
)
Case No. TO-2003-0171

Distribution Program Fund.



)

ORDER DIRECTING FILING

On March 20, 2003, the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission filed a supplemental pleading in response to the Commission’s March 19, 2003 Order Directing Filing.  During the Commission’s March 20th Agenda session, the Commission determined that it would be helpful if Staff would provide clarification regarding some of its answers.   Furthermore. the Commission will direct Staff to answer additional questions as noted below.

A. The Commission has several questions regarding Staff’s answer to the Commission’s March 19th question 2(a).

1. Please clarify where Staff obtained the figure of $3,365,000 for the anticipated fund balance as of July 1, 2003.  Although Staff states that its calculations may be seen in the spreadsheet labeled Attachment 3 provided with Staff’s March 7 filing, that document appears to show that the fund balance on July 1, 2003, will be approximately $3,395,751.

2. The Commission requests that Staff more clearly show, in the form of numerical calculations with thorough explanatory notes, its answer for the question 2(a).  Also attach a new spreadsheet that begins with the fund balance as of July 1, 2003, and shows, month by month, the columns and calculations for the expected revenue stream, the total (combined) expected expenditures for the Relay Program and the Telecommunications Access Program, and the anticipated net fund balance.

3. Staff appears to double-count the revenue stream for the period of March 2003 – July 1, 2003.  That is, revenue for March – June 2003 should be accounted for in July 1, 2003 fund balance.  Why is it also calculated as part of the $4,626,00 figure?  Please clarify this issue.

B. The Commission requests that Staff clarify its calculations for its answer to the Commission’s March 19th question 2(b) in a similar manner as requested in question A above.

C. The Commission requests that Staff create a new model as follows:  Assume that the surcharge remains at $.09 per month per access line.  Assume that the fund balance is $3,395,751 on July 1, 2003 (this figure is from Attachment 3 to Staff’s March 7, 2003, filing).  Assume that the fund expends the entire amount currently appropriated for fiscal year 2003 - 2004 (approximately $7,656,045).  Calculate the anticipated revenue stream and the fund balance, and create a chart or spreadsheet that illustrates, month by month, the total receipts or revenues, total expenditures, and fund balances for the period of July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004.  (NOTE:  Do not use a historical or regression analysis model to calculate the monthly expenditures.  Instead, pro rate the anticipated appropriations to a monthly amount and assume the entire amount of the appropriations is spent.)

D. Create another model that assumes that the surcharge remains at $.09 per month per access line through June 30, 2003.  Assume that the surcharge increases to $.10 on July 1, 2003.  Assume that the fund balance is $3,395,751 on July 1, 2003 (this figure is from Attachment 3 to Staff’s March 7, 2003, filing).  Assume that the fund expends the entire amount currently appropriated for fiscal year 2003 – 2004 (approximately $7,656,045).  Calculate the anticipated revenue stream and fund balance, and create a chart or spreadsheet that illustrates, month by month, the total receipts or revenues, total expenditures, and fund balances for the period of July 1, 2003, through June 30, 2004.  (NOTE: Do not use a historical or regression analysis model to calculate the monthly expenditures.  Instead, pro rate the anticipated appropriations amount to a monthly amount and assume the entire amount of appropriations is spent.)

E. In Staff’s opinion, does Missouri law require the Commission to set the surcharge at an amount that, in conjunction with the use of the fund balance, is sufficient to cover the amount appropriated by the legislature?  Or, is the Commission only required to set the surcharge at an amount sufficient to cover, in conjunction with the use of the fund balance, the anticipated amount of the expenditures?

F. In Attachments 3, 5-1, 5-2, and 6 to Staff’s March 7th filing, Staff uses the figure of $221,251.17 for the amount of anticipated expenditures for the ATEP/TAP program.  Why wouldn’t it be appropriate to use a figure that more accurately represents the historical spending trend for this program?  Please explain fully.  

The Commission would be greatly aided in its review if Staff would expeditiously provide its response.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:
1. That no later than 12:00 p.m. on March 24, 2003, the Staff of the Commission shall file a report indicating when it anticipates filing its response to the questions noted in this order.

2. That once Staff files its answers to the Commission’s questions as noted above, any party may file a response by 9:00 a.m. of the following business day.

That this order shall become effective on March 20, 2003.

BY THE COMMISSION

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

( S E A L )

Vicky Ruth, Senior Regulatory Law 

Judge, by delegation of authority pursuant 

to Section 386.240, RSMo 2000.

Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri,

on this 20th day of March, 2003.

1
3

