Before The Public Service Commission

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

)

)

)
	Case No. WR-2005-0052

Tariff Work I.D. No. JW-2005-0132


Recommendation 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 Regarding Disposition of Small Company Rate Increase Request states the following to the Missouri Public Service Commission ("Commission").

1.
Raytown Water Company ("Company") initiated the subject small company rate increase request ("Request") by submitting a letter to the Secretary of the Commission, which was received at the Commission's offices on March 11, 2003.  The Company submitted its Request under the provisions of the then-existing Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-2.200, Small Company Rate Increase Procedure ("Small Company Rate Increase Procedure").  (Rule 2.200 was rescinded effective April 30, 2003 and replaced by three separate rules effective on that same date, with the new rules being found in Chapter 3 of the Commission's rules and applying to rate increase requests submitted by small gas utilities, small sewer utilities and small water utilities.  The rule that applies to small water utility rate increase requests is 4 CSR 240-3.635.)
2.
Consistent with the Small Company Rate Increase Procedure, the Staff and the Company negotiated and executed an Agreement Regarding Disposition of Small Company Rate Increase Request ("Company/Staff Disposition Agreement") regarding the Company’s Request.

3.
By a letter dated August 24, 2004 (unless noted otherwise, all dates hereafter refer to the year 2004), which was stamped "filed" by personnel in the Commission's Data Center on August 25, the Company filed a proposed new tariff with the Commission for the purpose of implementing the provisions of the above-referenced Disposition Agreement, and to update its tariff in general, and the instant case was established.

4.
On September 1, the Staff filed the above-referenced Company/Staff Disposition Agreement.  Included as a part of the Company/Staff Disposition Agreement was acknowledgement of a Company/Staff agreement regarding extensions of the 150-day tariff-filing period that normally applies to small company rate increase requests.

5.
On September 20, a local public hearing regarding the Company's pending rate increase was held in Raytown, Missouri, as previously requested by the Office of the Public Counsel ("OPC").

6.
On September 29, the OPC filed a pleading titled "Public Counsel's Agreement In Part, And Disagreement In Part, With The Tariff Sheets Filed By Raytown Water Company And Request For Hearing" ("Position Statement").

7.
In its Position Statement the OPC stated that it agreed with all but one of the tariff sheets that the Company filed on August 25.  The tariff sheet to which the OPC objected was Tariff Sheet No. 4, which included provisions for implementing a special rate surcharge for the Company's recovery of the principal and interest payments of a bank loan that the Company obtained to finance a major main replacement project known as the "Gateway Project."
8.
On September 30, subsequent to its review of the OPC's Position Statement, the Staff initiated discussions with the OPC and the Company regarding the OPC's objection to the special rate surcharge for the Gateway Project.

9.
By a letter dated September 30, which was received at the Commission's offices and filed in the case papers of the Company's rate case on October 5, the Company extended the proposed effective date of its pending revised tariff from October 10 to November 1, in order to allow time for the Company, the Staff and the OPC (hereafter collectively referred to as the "Parties") to possibly resolve the OPC's objection to the proposed special rate surcharge.

10.
As a result of the discussions referenced in Paragraph 8 above, the Parties reached an agreement regarding an alternative to the proposed special rate surcharge for the Gateway Project.  That agreement was reduced to writing in a document titled "Unanimous Supplemental Agreement Regarding Disposition of Small Company Rate Increase Request" ("Supplemental Agreement"), which the Staff filed in the case papers for this case on October 12.

11.
Except for the matters specifically addressed by the Supplemental Agreement, the provisions of the Company/Staff Disposition Agreement were not affected by the Supplemental Agreement and remain in effect.

12.
As was noted in the Supplemental Agreement, the provisions of that agreement and the provisions of the Company/Staff Disposition Agreement, taken together, satisfactorily resolve all issues identified by the Parties regarding the Company's rate increase request.

13.
On October 14, the Company submitted a substitute tariff for its pending tariff, with the substitute tariff being consistent with both the Company/Staff Disposition Agreement and the Supplemental Agreement.

14.
The Staff's recommendations to the Commission regarding the resolution of this case are set out on page 6 of the Staff Memorandum that is attached hereto and labeled as Appendix A.  Additionally, the Staff's audit workpapers are included with the Staff Memorandum.  (Other relevant documents and Staff workpapers, including the Staff's "ratemaking workbook," have previously been submitted to the case papers for this case.)

15.
The Commission has the authority to authorize the Company to enter into the loans for the computer system upgrade and the Gateway Project in accordance with Section 393.200.1, RSMo 2000.

16.
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 water corporation for water service rendered or to be rendered shall be "just and reasonable."  The Staff’s and the OPC's agreement with the proposed tariff revisions are evidence that the rates and charges contained in the tariff revisions are just and reasonable, as that statute requires.
17.
The procedure followed in this case complies with the requirements of the Small Company Rate Increase Procedure in general, and with 4 CSR 240-3.635(1)(D) in particular.

Wherefore, the Staff respectfully requests that the Commission issue an order consistent with the recommendations set out on page 6 of the attached Staff Memorandum.

Respectfully Submitted,

DANA K. JOYCE

General Counsel

/s/ Cliff E. Snodgrass
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