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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Missouri Public Service Commission Official Case File

Case No. EC-2004-0556, Complainant Timothy C. Owen vs. AmerenUE 

FROM:
Alan J. Bax, Energy Department – Engineering Analysis



/s/ Alan J. Bax       06/25/04

/s/ Steven Dottheim     06/25/04



Energy Department / Date

General Counsel’s Office / Date

SUBJECT:
Staff Report

DATE:

June 24, 2004

Mr. Timothy Owens (Complainant), in this complaint filing, asserts that AmerenUE (Company) was negligent in its workmanship when installing a termination connection to a transformer on his property located at Lot #6 Sportsman’s Park in Rocky Mount, Missouri.  This asserted negligent workmanship purportedly led to the overheating of the connection and eventual premature deterioration of the termination.  It is contended that this deterioration resulted in low voltage being provided to the residence and, as a consequence, caused the current to increase to a level sufficient to cause the motor on his septic tank aerator to fail.  Mr. Owen also questions the level of technical knowledge possessed by the personnel of Claims Management Inc., the third party administrator which handles claims on behalf of the Company, and which denied his claim.  The Complainant has asked in his filing to be compensated for replacing the motor on his septic tank aerator as well as other unspecified damages yet to be discovered.  

The complaint referenced a situation that occurred on February 25, 2004.  The Complainant contacted the Company when he experienced a loss of power to part of his property.  Upon restoration of service, the Complainant discovered that his septic tank aerator was not functioning properly.  He filed a claim with the Company to recover the expense associated with repairing the aerator, asserting that the power problem caused the failure of the aerator.  Upon receiving a denial of his claim, and following a subsequent phone conversation with Claims Management Inc. concerning this denial, the Complainant filed an informal complaint on April 6, 2004 with the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission).  

I contacted Mr. Owen and explained to him that the Commission did not have the statutory authority to assess and/or award damages concerning loss or damage to a customer’s residence and/or equipment but that he had the option to file a formal complaint.  At Mr. Owen’s request, the necessary information to file a formal complaint was mailed to him on April 20.  Mr. Owen subsequently filed a formal complaint on April 26.   

The Company filed its response on May 27.  The Company has stated in its response that negligence was not a factor in the burning of the terminating connector.  Further, the Company denies that the actions of its personnel in any way contributed to the presumed loss of any equipment on the Complainant’s residence.  Moreover, the Company denies that Claims Management Inc. personnel lack the technical background necessary to appropriately assess this claim.  The Company has asked the Commission to dismiss this complaint asserting that the Commission has no authority to grant the relief sought by the Complainant.  

I visited Mr. Owen in Rocky Mount on May 26.  Mr. Owen told me that half of his lights at his residence were inoperative on February 25.  He stated that upon contacting the Company, he immediately checked all breakers in the panel.  He said Company personnel arrived within ten to twelve minutes and proceeded to check the voltage at the meter base.  Staff received a copy of the lineman’s report of the incident from the Company. According to this report, it was discovered that one leg (i.e., line/wire) of the Complainant’s service was deenergized.  Upon inspecting the overhead service line and transformer, the lineman determined the problem to be a burned terminating connector at the transformer.  The connector was replaced and service was restored within 50 minutes of the initial phone call.  

This connector is a typical bolt-type, used to make a terminating connection between the transformer lead and the lead to the customer meter.  The resultant termination is coated with an epoxy type substance and then taped thereby decreasing the chances of moisture ingress.  A burned connector implies that the two leads making up the termination were “connected” by some means, possibly water or rust but I not able to make a determination sufficient to access responsibility.  

Schedule No. 5, 7th Revised Sheet No. 138 of the Company’s Electric General Rules and Regulations, Part I – Section J states as follows: “Company will make all reasonable efforts to provide the service requested on an adequate and continuous basis, but will not be liable for service interruptions, deficiencies or imperfections which result from conditions which are beyond the reasonable control of the Company.  The Company cannot guarantee the service as to continuity, freedom from voltage and frequency variations, reversal of phase rotation or singlephasing.  The Company will not be responsible or liable for damages to customer’s apparatus resulting from failure or imperfection of service beyond the reasonable control of the Company.  In cases where such failure or imperfection of service might damage customer’s apparatus, customer should install suitable protective equipment.”  I am not able to determine that the Company has violated this section, or any other portion of its electric tariff rules and regulations.

According to Company records, service for this property was initially installed in 1986.  The Complainant bought the property in 1996.  There is no record of previous work being performed to the service of this residence prior to February 2004.  Thus, the life of the initial installation, in this situation, was 18 years.  Staff cannot make a finding of premature deterioration of this installation, or a finding of responsibility for the failure.  

AmerenUE is current on all assessment fees and annual report filings.  The Staff is not aware of any other matter before the Commission that affects or is affected by this filing; however, the following cases are open:

1. EC-2004-0578 – 
Phoenix Dancer vs AmerenUE

2. EC-2004-0598 – 
Deborah Lollar vs AmerenUE

3. EE-2004-0267 – 
Meter Variance

4. EE-2004-0268 – 
Meter Variance

5. EF-2003-0514 – 
Permission to Secure additional debt

6. EM-96-14 
– 
Experimental Alternative Regulation Plan

7. EM-96-149 
–  
Experimental Alternative Regulation Plan

8. EO-98-401 
– 
SO2 Allowances

9. EO-2003-0271 – 
MISO participation 

10. EO-2004-0108 – 
Metro East Transfer

11. EW-2004-0583 – 
Tree Trimming Investigation

