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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO:

Missouri Public Service Commission Official Case File



Case No. EC-2003-0044, Terry Talley vs. AmerenUE

FROM:
James Watkins, Regulatory Economist III, Project Coordinator

/s/ James Watkins 12/19/02
__/s/ Steven Dottheim 12/20/02___

Project Coordinator/Date
General Counsel's Office/Date

SUBJECT:
Energy Department Staff’s Report of Investigation

DATE: 
December 19, 2002

On August 8, 2002, Petitioner Terry Talley filed his Complaint against Respondent Union Electric Company, d/b/a AmerenUE.  Mr. Talley claims that he was over billed for service during the monthly billing period ending June 2, 2002, and inquires whether it is possible to read his meter without coming to his home and whether it is possible to alter the meter readings even if the meter is read on site.

On June 11, 2002, an informal complaint regarding these matters was received by the Consumer Services Department of the Missouri Public Service Commission.  Consumer Services investigated this matter and found that, according to Union Electric, Mr. Talley’s meter is regularly transmitting AMR (Automatic Meter Reading) readings and his bills are based on those readings.  Union Electric had a serviceman manually read Mr. Talley’s meter on July 25, 2002, verifying the accuracy of the AMR readings.  Mr. Talley was also advised that some of the increase that Mr. Talley noticed in his June bill was due to the change to Union Electric’s summer rates, applicable to the billing months of June, July, August, and September.  Consumer Services closed the informal complaint on June 26, 2002.

The Commission’s September 4, 2002 Order Setting Prehearing Conference And Requiring Filing Of Procedural Schedule ordered that a prehearing conference be held on September 19, 2002.  The Commission’s September 12, 2002 Order Denying Motion For Petitioner To Respond By Telephone And Mailings found that appearing by telephone would not appropriately advance the purposes of the prehearing conference, one of which was “to give Staff the chance to meet with Petitioner about the merits of the complaint.”

Mr. Talley did not appear at the September 19, 2002 prehearing conference; therefore, this report is based on information provided by Mr. Talley and Union Electric during the informal complaint process.

The Energy Department Staff has verified that Mr. Talley’s June bill was computed correctly, based on Union Electric’s Residential Rate in effect at that time and usage of 923 kWh.

The Energy Department Staff has reviewed the monthly and daily usage data from Mr. Talley’s meter that was provided by Union Electric.  Schedule 1 of this report is a graph of Mr. Talley’s monthly usage and corresponding bills for the billing months of January 1999 through August 2002.  Mr. Talley’s usage in June 2002 is somewhat higher than his usage in the previous three June billing months; however, it is not inconsistent with his usage history.  In particular, his June 2002 usage is considerably less than his August 1999 usage.  It is notable that his June 2002 bill is higher than his bill in any other month since August 1999.  This can be attributed to Union Electric’s seasonal rates.  While Mr. Talley’s usage exceeded his June 2002 level in a number of prior months, usage in those months was billed at Union Electric’s lower winter rate levels.  

Schedule 2 of this report is a graph of Mr. Talley’s daily usage during the June 2002 billing period.  Mr. Talley’s average daily usage during June 2002 is three to four kWh higher than the average daily usage for the entire 1999-2002 time period.  Notably, daily usage exceeded 40 kWh on each day from May 3 through May 9.  Excluding this seven-day period, average daily usage for the June 2002 billing period was slightly below the average daily usage for the entire 1999-2002 time period.  Unusually high usage for a few days is not a characteristic of metering errors.

The Energy Department Staff  has not found evidence of metering or billing errors, or alteration of metering data in any available information.  Based on the analyses contained in this report, the Staff finds no facts supporting Mr. Talley’s complaint.
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