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1 TESTIMONYOF VERNON W. STRICKLAND

2 INTRODUCTION

3 Q. Please state your name for the record.

4 A. Vernon W. Strickland

5 Q. By whom are you employed?

6 A. Intercounty Electric Cooperative Association (Intercounty).

7 Q. In what capacity are you employed?

8 A. I am the General Manager.

9 Q. What are your job duties as General Manager`?

10 A. I am the chief executive officer of the cooperative and in charge ofdaily operations .

11 Q. To whom do you report?

12 A. I report directly to the board ofdirectors who are elected by the members ofthe cooperative .

13 Q. Briefly explain your educational background and experience .

14 A. I received a Bachelors of Science degree in Electric Engineering in 1976 and a Master of

15 Science degree in 1982. 1 have received additional training earning numerous Continuing

16 Education Units as part of my continuing professional development . I have worked in the

17 power industry since February 1968 . Ihave completed the course requirements and received

18 a Manager Certificate and Certified Director's Certificate from the National Rural Electric

19 Cooperative Association (NRECA).

20 1 am a registered Professional Engineer (Texas, Certificate Number 51984), a
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certified teacher for electrical engineering and mathematics (Arizona, Certificate Number

8180) and have served as an expert witness for the Federal Government in electrical and

irrigation issues .

Q . Identify for the record Exhibit VWS-1 to your testimony .

A. Exhibit VWS-1 is a Biographical sketch reflecting my employment, education and

professional history .

Q . For whom are you testifying in this case?

A. I am testifying on behalf ofIntercounty Electric Cooperative Association (Intercounty) .

Q . What is Intercounty Electric Cooperative Association and where are its offices located?

A. Intercounty, operating as an IRS 501C-12 corporation, is a Chapter 394, RSMo 1994,

Cooperative Corporation which was organized in 1936 to distribute electric energy and

service to its members in all or parts ofCrawford, Dent, Gasconade, Miller, Maries, Phelps,

Pulaski, Shannon, and Texas counties in Missouri .

The cooperative presently serves 28,100 accounts over 5,385 miles ofline and covers

approximately 2,500 square miles .

Intercounty's corporate headquarters is located in Licking, Missouri at 102 Maple

Avenue . In addition, Intercounty has district offices in Mountain Grove and Rolla with

service warehouses located in Houston, Salem, Roby, Summersville and St . James .

Q . Who owns and controls the assets of the cooperative?

A. Intercounty, as a cooperative, is controlled by its member elected board ofdirectors within
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the guidelines provided by the state and our mortgage holders . Intercounty's mortgage

holders are the Rural Utilities Service of the Department of Agriculture (RUS), National

Rural Utilities Cooperative Finance Corporation (NRUCFC or CFC), and the members of

the cooperative . Intercounty is a 70% borrower from the RUS and a 30% borrower from the

CFC . The members own 41% of the cooperative and RUS & CFC own the remainder

proportionately to their loan levels .

Q. Does the non-member mortgage holders have an interest in these proceedings?

A. Yes. I have attached to my testimony as Exhibit VWS-2 correspondence from officers ofthe

RUS and the CFC respectively explains that interest.

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony?

A. The purpose of my testimony is to generally respond to the City of Rolla's (Rolla) direct

testimony as presented by representatives from Rolla Municipal Utilities (FMII) and

delineate the differences between the RMU's assumptions and the position of Intercounty

under the current State statutes . Mr. Brian Nelson, Intercounty's Manager of Engineering,

Mr. Jim Krewson, Intercounty's Manager of Operations and Maintenance, and Mr. Jim

Ledbetter of Ledbetter, Toth and Associates will also testify on Intercounty's behalf on

specific issues set out in their respective testimonies .

Q. Please explain why Intercounty engaged the services ofMr. Ledbetter?

A. Mr. Ledbetter was hired for essentially two reasons . The principal reason was to review and

provide an independent assessment ofthe information Intercounty received from Rolla and
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the information Intercounty provided to Rolla. The secondary reason was to prepare the

technical estimate of "fair and reasonable compensation" for the facilities .

Q.

	

What information did Mr. Ledbetter use to prepare his evaluations?

A.

	

Mr. Ledbetter used the same information Intercounty provided to Rolla through data

requests, as well as information from his own investigation, his own knowledge and

experience of power industry, especially the local conditions and costs . All of the data

provided to Rolla and Mr. Ledbetter were, with the exception ofthe staking sheets and field

inventory of facilities, Intercounty records that are updated on a periodic basis . It was

through his efforts that Intercounty was able to find several acceptable alternatives to the

original "relocation of facilities outside" the annexed area.

Q.

	

As General Manager of Intercoutity are you familiar with the method by which Intercounty

records and documentation is prepared?

A.

	

Yes, 1 am.

Q .

	

With respect to the records pertaining to ownership and acquisition of facilities for the

cooperative, are those records made in the ordinary course of Intercounty's business and at

or near the time of the event recorded?

A.

	

Yes, they are .

Q .

	

Please explain the preparation of the staking sheets .

A .

	

The staking sheets were prepared under my direction by personnel ofIntercounty under the

supervision ofBrian Nelson, Manager ofEngineering . They were prepared specifically for
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this case in connection with the calculation of fair and reasonable compensation . They are

voluminous and I will not attach them to my testimony, however, they will be available in

the hearing room when this matter is heard . Copies of all the staking sheets have been

previously provided to Rolla.

CITYOFROLLA'S TESTIMONY - REVIEW

Q.

	

Have you had an opportunity to review the direct testimony presented byRMUon behalfof

Rolla?

A. Yes.

Q .

	

Could you briefly summarize any points ofdisagreement Intercounty has with the testimony

of those witnesses .

A .

	

Mysummary should not be considered an exhaustive list of the disagreements Intercounty

has with the position taken byRMU through its direct testimony but in general, Mr. Watkins

has presented an analysis ofthe statutory basis for this matter which I believe is incomplete .

He also testifies in part that the Commission is limited in its deliberations in this case to four

factors, and I disagree . Mr. Boume sponsors the amount offair and reasonable compensation

RJvfU has calculated, and the mannerRMUhas made that calculation is flawed . Mr. Bourne

has also unreasonably estimated the costs ofrelocating Intercounty facilities . Additionally,

RMU has failed to fully comprehend the impact on Intercounty of a sale of its facilities in

the newly annexed area. Moreover, Intercounty disputes the conclusions of RMU's

feasibility study, and does not considerRMU's approach to transfer offacilities a reasonable
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one from a safety and reliability perspective . These matters and related ones are addressed

by my testimony and the testimony of the other Intercounty witnesses I have previously

identified .

STATUTES

Q.

	

Mr. Watkins has testified regarding the statutory basis for the application . Are there other

statutes the Commission should be prepared to interpret?

A.

	

Yes. I am not offering a legal opinion on the statutes I will describe . They are statutes which

affect Intercounty as part of its business . This action was brought to the Commission by

Rolla, and it is the first of its type to reach this stage--since the compromise that generated

the "anti-flip/flop" statute-- and the Commission should be allowed to take a very

comprehensive view of the situation in its deliberations .

The statutes that shouldbe considered by the Commission are those that enable RMU

and Intercounty to provide electrical services, statutes that cover the annexation process and

transfer of properties, and those that govern the Public Service Commission while

considering any potential valuation and transfer of service from one entity to another.

Q .

	

Please describe Exhibit VWS-3.

A.

	

I have attached Exhibit VWS-3 for convenient reference to the statutes I referred to in my

prior answer . The source of the copies was the State of Missouri's web site .

Q .

	

Why should the Commission consider these statutes?

A.

	

The statutes on Schedule VWS-3 and the general topics covered by each are :
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o

	

§ 71 .015 - This statute covers the steps required for an annexation, including

municipality preparation of a "plan ofintent," public hearings and the presentation

ofthe plan for judicial review and to the electorate .

§ 71 .525 - This statute covers the restrictions and limitations on condemnation of

property of public utilities by municipalities .

§ 91 .025 -This statute covers the change ofsupplier and Commissionjurisdiction for

municipally owned utilities and the limitation to consideration of public interest

concerns, and not for rate differentials .

§ 386.310 - This statute covers the power and limits of the Commission over

territorial right and rules .

§ 386 .800 - This statute covers the power and limitations ofthe Commission over

transfer of facilities between municipalities and cooperatives as a result of

annexations . It sets forth the definition of "fair and reasonable compensation" and

the ability ofthe Commission to assign exclusive territories within the annexed area .

o

	

§ 394 .080 - This statute covers the rights ofRural Electric Cooperatives to operate

in Missouri and the limitation on the Commission to assign a change of supplier for

reasons other than the public interest .

o

	

§ 394.160 - This statute is similar to § 91 .025 except for cooperatives .

o

	

§ 394.312 - This statute covers limitations and ability of the Commission to set

territorial boundaries in the public interest., and
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Q.

A.

§ 394.315 - This statute is the cooperative version of § 91 .025 .

HISTORY - §386.800 RSMo

What is the "flip-flop" statute and why was it enacted?

The popular name of §386.800 RSMo is the "Flip-Flop Law." The term "flip-flop" refers

to the situation by which customers of electric service within municipal areas formerly

changed electric suppliers. The statute allows the Commission to displace competition

between the types of electrical suppliers in an area through establishment of a boundary

between them. All cooperatives bordering municipalities that own or control an electric

distribution system furnish service to sites outside of the city's corporate boundary . As a

municipality annexes new territory some ofthose sites maybe included in the newly annexed

area. The cooperative is restricted from serving new structures in the annexed area and the

municipality is responsible for providing service to new structures . Since a newly annexed

area is seldom fully developed, this leads to a duplication situation where both utilities will

soon have facilities in the same area creating the potential for numerous safety and control

problems .

In addition, prior to the compromise that led to the enactment of the present statute,

service was often changed from one supplier to another by discontinuing service for 90 days

and then applying to the other provider in the area, a result permitted by previous versions

of the "flip-flop" law. Since Cooperatives were not allowed to serve new customers in a

newly annexed area, this generally led to wholesale poaching of cooperative members with
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little orno reimbursement bymunicipal utilities, or franchised utilities serving in amunicipal

area . The transfer-of-service problems prompted the industry to arrive at a solution before

the issue inundated the Commission or the court systems .

A compromise was reached between the respective entities in the form of present

§386 .800 whereby Cooperatives and certificated electrical providers could continue to

provide services in annexed areas but which could also allow municipalities, or municipal

supported electrical utilities, to acquire those systems in newly annexed areas by purchase .

The statute provides for several alternatives which include leaving the current provider in

place and a territorial agreement reached between the parties or, a process to be followed by

the municipality that wants to acquire a cooperative's services in the area . The latter option

contains a provision that sets forth a review/valuation process to be conducted by the

Commission. The valuation process is spelled out in great detail by the statute . The

valuation provisions and formulas are set so as to discourage municipalities from bringing

frivolous actions before the Commission and to ensure the cooperatives are made whole.

Q.

	

Ifthe process for an orderly transfer of control from one service provider to another is in

place how often has this statute been exercised?

A.

	

It is my understanding there have been several attempts by municipalities to exercise their

rights under this statute to acquire cooperative facilities but this is the first case to have

reached this point .

Q.

	

Does Intercounty have any members within the city limits of Rolla that are not covered by
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the annexation?

A.

	

Yes. As noted in Mr. Watkins' testimony, Intercountyprovides service to approximately 113

members in Rolla that are within the annexed territory .

Q . WithrespecttothoseIntercountymembers,couldtheyhavebeenacquiredbyRMUprevious

to the enactment of §386.800 RSMo .?

A.

	

It is my understanding that prior to the enactment of §386.800, RMU could have acquired

those customers simply by switching them to RMU service .

Q .

	

Doyou know why RMU did not acquire those 113 members?

A.

	

Intercounty continues to provide service to those members in areas previously annexed

before July 1, 1991 thatRMU was either unwilling or unable to serve . An example of such

a customer is the subject of City of Rolla vs Intercounty , Missouri Public Service

Commission Case No . 86-2, where Rolla sought a Commission order to compel the transfer

of a long standing Intercounty member to RMU.

HISTORY-ANNEXATIONPROCESS

Q.

	

In Mr. Watkins' testimony he gives a summation of the activities of Rolla since the

annexation became effective June 8, 1998 . Please give Intercounty's perspective of the

annexation process?

A.

	

The overall annexation process was rather lengthy and began in 1994. At the first meeting

required by the statute held by Rolla to inform the public of the annexation efforts by the

city, the public was told that the members ofthe cooperative would notbe required to change
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electric providers . Every public meeting where this issue was raised, the same response was

provided . A non-certified copy of a Special City Council Meeting Minutes, November 26,

1996 is attached to my testimony as Exhibit VWS-4. As noted in the minutes, the purpose

was to adopt a Plan of Intent, also a statutory requirement . On page 6 are samples of the

types ofquestions from the public and the responses from Rolla. Since Rolla had made it

clear, early and throughout the process, that Intercounty was not going to be impacted other

than a potential loss of new development, Intercounty did not participate further in the

annexation process . Since the citizens of Rolla and the voters in the proposed annexation

area were to decide if they wanted to be annexed ; and, officials of Rolla represented that

Intercounty and its members in the area proposed to be annexed would be unaffected,

Intercounty decided that the matter was a local issue and that it need not participate .

Q .

	

Why is the Plan ofIntent important?

A.

	

The Plan of Intent is a requirement of § 71 .015 . It helps inform the public and a reviewing

court of actions, costs, time frames, services, etc . a municipality is proposing for the area to

be annexed .

Q .

	

Did Rolla prepare and make available to the public a Plan of Intent?

A.

	

Yes. Rolla issued at least three drafts of a Plan of Intent . A copy of the final revised Plan

of Intent is attached to my testimony as Exhibit VWS-5.

Q.

	

Why should the Commission consider this pre-annexation Plan of Intent?

A.

	

There are several reasons for the Commission to consider the plan. The first is that based
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on the assurances given by the officials of Rolla during the public meetings, and this plan,

Intercounty built a district office within the area considered for annexation . The second

reason is that this is the plan approved by the court when it certified the annexation election .

The third reason is that this is the plan the voters had in front of them when they made their

decisions on annexation.

Q.

	

How does the plan define RMU's relationship with Intercounty?

A.

	

Onpage 10, ofthe plan prepared by Rolla, on the first line ofthe second paragraph under the

heading of Electricity it is unambiguous and clear to me that "areas within the proposed

annexation that are now receiving electric service from a rural electric co-op would continue

to do so ."

Q.

	

Why did Intercounty agree to participate in the territorial negotiation process?

A.

	

Intercounty hoped that by meeting with Rolla, together we could clear the problem over

Rolla's Plan of Intent and its subsequent actions . In addition, Intercounty and RMU had

several historic problems and it was hoped that meeting face-to-facewould enable us to work

some of them out .

Q.

	

What was Intercounty's impression of the negotiations?

A.

	

Intercounty's members ofthe negotiating committee believed that Rolla was simply marking

time and not serious in resolving anything of substance .

Q .

	

Mr. Watkins attached a copy of a sample Joint Use Agreement as Schedule DAW-1 with his

testimony . Had Intercounty agreed to its terms and conditions during the negotiations?



Rebuttal Testimony
Vernon W. Strickland
Page 13

A.

	

No. I recall that RMU broke off discussion on the Joint Use agreement when I thought we

were within one meeting ofhaving a working agreement . I have attached as Exhibit VWS-6

a draft copy of the agreement the negotiators were working on when RMU stopped

discussion . As you can see by comparison, there remains enough ofa difference for at least

one more meeting.

Q.

	

Was there any progress toward a territorial agreement?

A.

	

There was several exchanges of papers and proposals but little in the way of substantial

progress .

Q .

	

Doyou think that the negotiations were in "good faith?"

A.

	

As I noted earlier, the committee members from Intercounty that were attempting to

negotiate with Rolla felt there was little or no flexibility on the key issues .

RATES

Q.

	

InMr. Watkins' testimony where he discusses his beliefs that the transfer would be in the

interest of the public, he asserts that the rates charged byRMU for the residential customers

are "approximately 25 percent cheaper ." Is this accurate and what about the other classes of

rate payers?

A.

	

I can agree that a majority of the members in the annexed area are on Intercounty's

residential rate . However, a direct comparison ofrate schedules gives a misleading picture

of what it actually costs the members for electric service .

Rates are set, by all forms of electric service providers in Missouri, to recover
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operating costs and debt service . The major differences between the utilities is in how they

are controlled, who owns the assets and what is done with any profits . Since Intercounty

is a cooperative, any margin (profit) realized by the cooperative is returned to those that

generated the income - the members .

Exhibit VWS-7 , which is attached to my testimony, is a comparison ofIntercounty's

and RMU's rates for several classes of consumers at various usage levels . The first three

columns on the exhibit directly compare Intercounty's and RMU's rate schedules . The last

three columns represent the actual cost for the past three years to the Intercounty member

when annual discount and patronage figures for the respective year are included as part of

the calculation . By using the exhibit and assuming all ofthe services in the annexed area are

residential we can derive a monthly usage of approximately 1,288 kWh for each account.

The exhibit illustrates that the difference in rates is negligible .

FAIR AND REASONABLE COMPENSATION

Q.

	

Haveyou had an opportunity to review RMU's estimate ofwhat they considerto be "fair and

reasonable compensation?"

A.

	

Yes, Intercounty staffand our consulting engineerreviewed the estimate prepared byRMU.

Intercounty does not agree with RMU's methodology or final figure .

Q.

	

What in general does Intercounty consider to be wrong with RMU's approach to estimating

the compensation?

A.

	

RMU's estimate contains several problematic assumptions, not the least of which is its
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approach to depreciation, its estimate of the age of the facilities, its impression that

Intercounty's district office should not be considered a facility or property, and its

interpretations on operation and construction practices within the industry .

Q .

	

Could you be more specific?

A.

	

Yes. In particular on the subject of depreciation, RMU's estimating methodology has no

basis in projecting the value of Intercounty's facilities in the annexed area . Exhibit VWS-8,

attached to my testimony, is a copy of Intercounty's year-end FINANCIAL AND

STATISTICAL REPORT, Part C for the year ending 1999 which is required to be submitted

to our mortgage holders . Line 4 divided by line 3 gives a system wide valuation for

depreciation of 28.31%. Therefore the "replacement cost depreciated" value would be

multiplied by 71 .69% as set forth in Mr. Ledbetter's testimony.

Mr. Ledbetter's and Mr. Nelson's separate testimonies cover Intercounty's other

concerns respecting RMU's analysis of fair and reasonable compensation .

Q .

	

Haveyou reviewed Mr. Ledbetter'spresentation on"fair and reasonable compensation," and

if so, do you agree with his valuation?

A.

	

Yes . I have reviewed Mr. Ledbetter's testimony on this subject and Intercounty accepts his

calculations subject to several additions . There are several additions which would need to

be made to Mr. Ledbetter's figure to bring the calculation in line with the statutory

requirements, in particular paragraph 5 of §386 .800 . Mr. Ledbetter notes this in his

testimony as well . For the transfer of facilities, including meter reading, final bills and crew
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time I estimate an additional cost of $24,000 . For the re-integration of telephones, fiber

optics, computers and communications at a relocated office out of the annexed area, I

estimate an additional cost of $53,000 . The retirement of the annexed member's patronage

obligation will cost $402,649.39 . The re-integration easement acquisition and right ofway

clearing costs were assumed to be "reasonable" and the responsibility ofRMU.

Taking into account this additional costs, the sum of $4,521,253 .40 is the total ofthe

fair and reasonable compensation due Intercounty under the statute, specifically paragraph

6 of §386 .800 . Ifthe Commission determines that the territory should be assigned toRMU

and Rolla, Intercounty expects the Commission to make the award and direct payment

thereof within the time frame set out in the statute .

Q.

	

Is the amount of $4,521,253 .40 negotiable?

A.

	

Intercounty remains ready to negotiate a limited transfer of facilities and easement rights

which could reduce the costs for RMU - but Intercounty will not accept awholesale transfer

of members without the transfer of all facilities and payment under the statute .

FRANCHISEAGREEMENTS

Q.

	

Is Intercounty opposed to franchise agreements, fees or assessments?

A.

	

Intercounty is not opposed to franchise agreements lawfully imposed orto the fees associated

with such agreements . The cooperative has a franchise agreement with the City ofMountain

Grove as shown by attached Exhibit VWS-9 . The original agreement was in place when

Intercounty acquired the Sho-Me Power facilities in the City of Mountain Grove and was
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recently renegotiated.

Q.

	

Does Intercounty's franchise agreement with Mountain Grove have a fee associated?

A.

	

Yes, there is a fee associated with the agreement .

Q.

	

Why doesn't Intercounty negotiate a similar arrangement with Rolla?

A.

	

Intercounty would be more than willing to negotiate a franchise arrangement with Rolla as

long as it is understood that the State has already given Intercounty a franchise which the city

cannot alter . The subject of the franchise rights of cooperatives is discussed in Missouri

Utilities Company v. Scott-New Madrid - Mississippi Electric Cooperative , 475 S .W.2d 25

(Mo. 1971) .

It would also have to be understood by Rolla that setting taxes, fees and/or

assessments is the responsibility ofRolla and not the cooperative . Taxes, franchise fees and

assessments are not included in the cooperative's rate structures . It is Intercounty's policy

to pass through any taxes, fees or assessments as a separate line item on the bill for those

members covered by the taxing entity when those entities are readily identifiable .

Q .

	

Would Intercounty be willing to negotiate a franchise fee or Payment-in-Lieu of Tax

(PILOT) with Rolla?

A.

	

As noted above, it is not Intercounty's responsibility to set assessments or taxes - it is the

responsibility of the taxing entity . Intercounty would pass through any such charge to the

rate payer covered by the tax .

A PILOT arrangement would mean that Intercounty would either have to absorb the
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cost into the overall cost ofoperations, thereby requiring all 28,000 members to offset a cost

imposed by Rolla, or Intercounty could pass through the cost to the members impacted and

be liable if the arrangement was questioned. During the negotiations after annexation Rolla

was unwilling to discuss indemnifying Intercounty .

There was no franchise fee or PILOT arrangement in the Plan ofIntent by which the

members based their decision when they voted on annexation . Intercounty is unwilling to

back-door a tax for Rolla. If Rolla were to pass an ordinance requiring the payment of a

franchise fee by all providers of electrical services, including RMU, within the city

	

-

Intercounty would not have a problem collecting the fee and passing it through.

TERRITORIAL AGREEMENTS

Q.

	

Is Intercounty opposed to territorial agreements?

A.

	

No, on the contrary, Intercounty is strongly in favor of territorial agreements .

	

Any

agreement should be clearly in the public interest, reduce duplication of facilities, and

improve safety for the negotiating parties and the public . The agreement should be derived

without conflicting with neighboring utilities' traditional service areas or allowing

encroachment of facilities into non-traditional areas by defining boundaries that are

unambiguous or hard to define .

Q .

	

Has Intercounty ever considered establishing a service territory boundary with any of its

neighbors?

A .

	

Yes, over the past seven years offers have been made to negotiate territorial boundaries with
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several municipalities, cooperatives and AmerenUE .

Q. .

	

What has been your experience to-date?

A.

	

Since the cooperatives in Missouri regularly work with each other to minimize conflicts and

many still hold to the "nearest-to" concept on providing service to new structures there was

not much interest in establishing fixed boundaries between our neighboring cooperatives at

this time.

Discussions were also started with Rolla and Union Electric early in 1995 . The

discussions with the City of Rolla ended shortly after beginning when it became apparent

there was no interest in negotiating anything that would establish designated service

territories . A copy of letters proposing discussion of a territorial agreement are attached as

Exhibit VWS-10. The discussions with Union Electric were put on hold when two of our

neighboring cooperatives objected . An understanding was reached with AmerenUE, and our

neighboring cooperatives, in late 1999 and a territorial agreement filed with the Public

Service Commission in early 2000.

PUBLICINTEREST

Q.

	

Is the acquisition of Intercounty's facilities by RMU in the public interest?

A.

	

Mr. Nelson has interpreted the term "public interest" in his testimony . Mr. Nelson has

identified three groups that would most immediately be impacted by any decision in this

area:

	

The first being the current rate payers of RMU; the second being the overall
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membership of Intercounty ; and the third group would be those in the annexed area .

This third group could be considered a subset of either of the first two groups . How a

transfer from Intercounty to RMU would be in their interest was briefly covered in Mr.

Watkins' testimony and centered primarily on perceived cheaper rates . With respect to all

of the other purported benefits described as "benefits" by RMU in its testimony, and in its

answers to Intercounty's data requests, Rolla is obligated to provide those benefits to any

annexed property .

Intercounty surveyed this group (those in the annexed area) when Intercounty was

notified that Rolla intended to attempt the acquisition of the facilities in the area. Exhibit

VWS-11 is a copy ofthe survey results . The results give a clear indication how this segment

of the "public" perceives the potential transfer . They are opposed . It is my understanding

that RMU also conducted a similar survey, with less satisfactory results .

Q .

	

How would the ratepayers ofRMUbe impacted by the acquisition ofIntercounty members

in the annexed area?

A.

	

Asnoted inMr. Watkins' testimony, RMUmaintains a reserve ofapproximately $6,500,000 .

This is approximately 48% ofRMU's 1999 revenues and has been collected from the current

ratepayers in Rolla . In City Council meetings held in March and April ofthis year Rolla

ultimately authorized RMU to acquire local generation ostensibly for peak shaving and

market purposes and assume an additional debt load ofapproximately $6,000,000 . All this

with no firm wholesale power contract in place after the end of this year . In a series of data
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requests, Intercounty has asked Rolla and RMU about the costs and benefits of this

acquisition . Objections to those data requests are pending . IfRMU keeps the same reserve

level and pays Intercounty over 4.5 million dollars required by the statute, I project that the

rate payers in Rolla can look forward to a rate increase .

Q .

	

How would the transfer of facilities in the annexed area impact Intercounty?

A.

	

Although Messrs . Watkins and Bourne agree with each other that the loss of approximately

1% of Intercounty's members would have minimal impact on Intercounty, it is more

comforting to realize that the statute was written to ensure that the cooperatives, the

cooperative mortgage holders and their members were protected .

	

If the facilities and

members in the annexed area were transferred to RMU's control, Intercounty would require

the full payment described under the "Fair and Reasonable" section above . This should

satisfy financially RUS, CFC and our remaining member mortgage holders . Any perception

as to impact as seen by the transferred members on service and reliability are answered with

the survey in Exhibit VWS-12. Also, this question is further addressed in Mr. Nelson's

separate testimony .

Q.

	

What impact would not transferring the facilities have on the public?

A.

	

Obviously there would be little financial impact on eitherRMU or Intercounty . The public

safety issue ofRMUbuilding through Intercounty facilities, as it exists today, would remain,

and require the Commission to establish a boundary between RMU and Intercounty to

minimize these types of problems .
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Q.

	

Is Intercounty able to operate in the public interest and to meet its member's current and

future electrical requirements?

A.

	

Intercounty is a distribution electric cooperative with over 60 years experience in the utility

business . Intercounty operates and maintains over 5,350 miles of line in nine counties in

Missouri and provides services to 28,000 member/owners ofthe cooperative .

Intercounty as an owner and member of Sho-Me Electric Power Cooperative (Sho-

Me) and Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc . (Associated) distributes energy and power

generated by Associated and delivered into our service territory by Sho-Me . As one ofthe

nine owner members Intercounty has an "all requirements" contract with Sho-Me

headquartered at Marshfield, Missouri for our substation, transmission and energy

requirements . Our energy provider is Associated of Springfield, Missouri .

Both Sho-Me and Associated are well positioned to continue to provide service for

Intercounty well into the next decade .

Intercounty is also a member of the Association of Missouri Electric Cooperatives

(AMEC) . AMEC enables the member cooperatives to consolidate their efforts for public

relations, training, safety, regulatory compliance, safety inspections and legislative contacts .

The last rate adjustment at the cooperative was in spring of 1993 . The latest

projection from our wholesale provider does not project a need for an increase for the next

ten years .

Intercounty has a current work plan on file that is approved by RUS . A new work
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plan showing projected work and growth for the next four years is completed and on file with

the RUS and CFC.

With a total utility plant in service value of over 73 million dollars and an annual

operating revenue over 27 million dollars the financial condition of Intercounty is stable .

Since 1995 the cooperative has retired and returned to the members over $7,000,000 in

capital credits . Between the operational and financial resources Intercounty has available

now, and on a long term basis all the financial, transmission, generation and other elements

needed to serve the electric needs of the general public and our members.

Q.

	

Will RMU be able to meet the needs of current members and future growth in the area?

A.

	

This is a difficult question to answer for several reasons . The first reason is that the current

wholesale power contract between RMUand AmerenUE will expire at the end of this year .

I understand thatRMUhas been negotiating with AmerenUE, and others for a new contract,

for over six months without results .

The next reason is that RMU recently received approval from Rolla to borrow over

$6,000,000 for generators to provide both peaking and market power. There has been no

information disclosed publicly regarding how that will impact the ratepayers ofRMU. As

I mentioned earlier, attempts by Intercounty through data requests to obtain any basic

information on analyses, costs, availability, etc . from Rolla, and RMU, have been

unsuccessful . IfRolla's objections to Intercounty's datarequests on this topic are overruled,

I intend to supplement my testimony regarding the effect RMU will experience as a result
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Q.

A.

ofthe purchase ofthe generation equipment .

Intercounty was unable to find any dependable information on current reliability of

service numbers that are standard in the industry through the data request process . We were

able to review RMU's outage logs but they made no reference to numbers of customers

impacted or statistics on average outage times experienced by their ratepayers .

SUMMARY

What relief is Intercounty seeking in this matter from the Commission?

The Commission has the authority to set a boundary between RMU and Intercounty, and if

that is done, there will be some benefit to both Intercounty and RMU in that a stabilized

boundary will allow both RMU and the cooperative to fully meet the needs of their current

respective ratepayers . It will enable both utilities to realize any future growth within their

territories on their side of the Commission's defined boundary . Accordingly, Intercounty

is requesting the Commission to find either of the two following options which are within

the scope of the statute and in the public interest :

OPTION 1 .

o

	

Find and determine that Rolla should be required to honor its final revised Plan of

Intent used as part of the annexation process prior to the annexation vote, and

o

	

Find and determine that Intercounty should remain the supplier of electrical service

for all the cooperative members in the annexed area, and
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o

	

Approve a territorial boundary within the annexed area that would protect both

Intercounty's and Rolla's interest by preventing duplication of facilities or creating

additional safety problems, and

o

	

That Intercounty be permitted to serve all structures in the annexed area on its side

ofthe boundary, and

o

	

That a territorial boundary be established by the Commission between Rolla and

Intercounty along the current contiguous corporate boundary of the City .

o

	

Enter other orders that are needed to achieve the above

This option will more than equal the condition of meeting the "Public Interest"

requirement that is set forth by §386.800 RSMo in that it : minimizes the duplication of

facilities ; allows both RMU and Intercounty to grow with the area ; does no harm to the

current members of Intercounty or rate payers ofRMU; maintains the quality of service and

reliability the members of Intercounty and rate payers of RMIJ have come to expect ; and,

minimizes the problems the members of Intercounty will experiences as the facilities are

separated . Intercounty prefers this option .

OPTION 2.

However, if the Commission determines that the annexed area should be assigned exclusively to

RMU and Rolla, Intercounty requests that the Commission enter the following orders and relief:
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Require Rolla to pay the fair and reasonable compensation amount computed in the

testimony above, in accord with §386.800 RSMo, and

o

	

Direct that Rolla shall be responsible for acquiring and paying for all required

easements and right-of-ways, to be owned by and put in Intercounty's name, for the

re-location ofIntercounty's facilities outside the annexed area before any transfer of

facilities or members to Rolla, and

Set a transfer schedule such that the completion date will be at least two years after

the date of the Commission finding in order to minimize the problems with the re-

integration and transferoffacilities that the members ofIntercounty would otherwise

experience, and

Direct that all monies due and payable to Intercounty be paidwithin 90 days after the

Commissions findings, and

o

	

Establish a territorial boundary between Rolla and Intercounty along the current

contiguous corporate boundary ofthe City .

Other orders which would be needed to achieve the above .

Q .

	

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A.

	

Yes, it does at this time .
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EMPLOYMENT RECORD

GENERAL MANAGER

	

September 1993-Present Intercounty Electric

	

Licking, Missouri
Cooperative Assn .

General Manager for Distribution Cooperative with 28,600 electric members, 99
employees, 2500 square mile service territory and $28,000,000 annual budget .

o Advise and assist the nine member elected Board of Directors on objectives,
policy and planning for the cooperative and subsidiaries .
Manage the operations of the consumer-owned system through delegations to
department managers concerned with construction, maintenance, service,
engineering, member services, community relations, and accounting and control . .

o Serve on the NRECA Transmission and Distribution Engineering Committee .
o Communicate with the public through press releases, writings, television and

public appearances .
Serve as the Cooperative's representative with other agencies, water and
sewer districts, power companies and regulatory bodies .

POWER MANAGER

	

June 1989 - August 1993

	

San Carlos Irrigation

	

Coolidge, Arizona
Project

Power Manager for Irrigation Project with 12,000 electric customers, 112 power
employees, 3000 square mile service territory and $24,000,000 annual budget .

o Direct the System Operations, Construction and Maintenance crews, estimators
and advised the Project Engineer on power and water issues and concepts .

o Establish policies and procedures for electrical design estimates, material
procurement, right-of-way accruals, rate development, Energy Management and
Conservation programs and power contract negotiations .
Evaluate, discipline and recommend awards for support staff and field crews,
with direct supervision over twelve support staff and overall supervision of
112 power employees .
Communicate with the public through press releases, writings, television and
public appearances .
Serve as the Project's representative with other agencies, power companies and
regulatory bodies .
Derive and approve specifications for power equipment, communication, vehicles
and computer hardware/software .
Serve as Visiting Faculty for Mesa Community College in Mathematics and
Electrical Engineering .

Name Vernon W . Strickland Date and Place August 19, 1946
of Birth Weiner, Arkansas

Business Post Office Box 209 Religious
Address Licking, Missouri 65542 Affiliation Church of Christ

Home Route 1, Box 214E Children's Tammy, Lorrie,
Address Salem, Missouri 65560 Names Crystal, Wayne

Telephone : (Work) 573-674-2211 Marital Married
(Home) 573-729-8380 Status Susan Ann



SENIOR ENGINEER

	

December 1985 - May 1989

	

Salt River Project

	

Phoenix, Arizona

o Project Administrator of the Distribution Construction Management System .
Directed the DCMS Feasibility Study and development of the Work Requesting
subsystem of DCMS .

o Provided technical support for the development of Distribution Facilities
Information and Compatible Units Systems .
Worked as an Adjunct Instructor for Mesa Community College . Courses taught
Math For Electronics, Digital Concepts and Electricity .

SENIOR ENGINEER

	

June 1982-November 1985

	

El Paso Electric Co .

	

El Paso, Texas

Worked as an Electrical Systems Engineer specializing in voltages over 69 kV .
o

	

Directed the development of the transmission Near-term, Far-term, and Horizon
year expansion plans .
Administered the Transmission System Data Base and designed computer models
of systems .
Performed economic evaluations of systems changes and scheduled projects .
Trained technical and support personnel for Energy Planning .

o Produced and defended external entity interrogatories .
o Evaluated planning and system design data .

Designed and performed system studies including generator and transmission
siting, contingencies analysis, sub-synchronous resonance calculations, etc .
Worked as an Adjunct Mathematics Instructor for El Paso Community College .

ENGINEER

	

May 1980 - May 1982

	

El Paso Electric Co .

	

El Paso, Texas

o

	

Performed the duties listed for the prior job and worked as the Administrative
Assistant to the Senior vice President of Power Supply .

o Reviewed fuel data and prepared monthly cost of fuel reports for the Rate,
Planning, Energy Resources and Generation departments .
Researched and prepared input for the Company's Annual Reports, financial
documents and responses to Interrogatories .
Coordinated department activities with the Arizona Nuclear Power Project with
respect to Interrogatories, Testimony before Commissions and project work
documentation .

ENGINEER

	

July 1978 - April 1980

	

El Paso Electric Co .

	

El Paso, Texas

Worked as the Assistant to the Vice President of Transmission, Distribution
and Special Projects .
Performed confidential Administrative salary and costing work .
Performed additional duties as assigned : for example, Computer, Electrical,
Telephone and General Design Engineer for Franklin Land & Resources
(subsidiary of El Paso Electric Co .) during three year renovation of the Mills
building (Circa 1911) for EPEC's Corporate Headquarters .
Trained, scheduled and managed construction crews for build-out .



JUNIOR ENGINEER

	

June 1976 - June 1978

	

El Paso Electric Co .

	

El Paso, Texas

o Conducted power flows, voltage profiles, economic and special studies on the
distribution (24 kV or less) system, for EPEC and Customers .

o

	

Coordinated relays, reclosers, sectionalizers, fuses, transformers, capacitors
and other operational/protective devices .

o Wrote and maintained records of loads, equipment reliability, work estimates
and distribution standards .

o Developed and wrote Computer programs required by Engineering Department and
provided technical support to other sections of the Engineering and Customer
Services Departments .
Designed and worked special projects assigned by the Manager of Engineering .

o

	

Performed all aspects of electric utility construction - from site preparation
to completion .

o Reduced voltage problems and high bill complaints by 98% within two years .

PROFESSIONAL

Engineering Intern - New Mexico, Certificate Number 3337
Registered Professional Engineer - Texas, Certificate Number 51984
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers, Member
Board Certified Teacher for Electrical Engineering and Mathematics -
Arizona, Certificate Number 8180

General Manager Certificate - National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association (NRECA) - June 1996

Credentialed Cooperative Director - National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association - December 1999

EDUCATION

University of Texas at El Paso - Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering
University of Texas at El Paso - Master of Science in Electrical Engineering

ORGANIZATIONS

American MENSA Limited, Member
Order of DeMolay, Life Member
Selective Service System, past Local Board Member
Toastmasters International, Competent Toastmaster
NRECA Transmission and Distribution Engineering committee
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united Steee Deparlmern oragriculture
Rural Development

Rural Business-CooperaWe Service " Rural Housing Service " Rural Utilities Service
Washington, DC 20250

Mr. Vernon W. Strickland
General Manager
Intercounty Electric Cooperative Association
P. O . Box 209
Licking, Missouri 65542-0209

DearMr. Strickland :

JUL 7 2000

We are aware that you have discussed the City of Rolla's annexation ofa portion of
the cooperative's service territory with our field representative Wayne Groseclose .
During these discussions, you voiced concerns with the annexation, loss of service
territory and forced sale of the cooperative's facilities, and inquired as to whether or
not the Administrator would approve the disposition of the facilities under Section 7
ofthe Rural Electrification Act of 1936, as amended (RE Act) .

The Rural Utilities Service (RUS) is very concerned about the potential impacts of
municipality annexations that result in forced sales ofcooperative owned and RUS
financed electric facilities . Any substantial taking of your RUS-financed system or
service territory by the City ofRolla, whether all at once or over time, could have
significant adverse impacts not only on the viability of the cooperative, but also on
your power supplier, Sho-Me Power Electric Cooperative (Sho-Me), and its other
members, as well as on Federal government interests under the RE Act, including
the repayment of outstanding RUS loans . These concerns would have to be
satisfactorily addressed before the Administrator would consider approving the
taking of Intercounty Electric Cooperative Association's (Intercounty Electric)
property .

As you know, Intercounty Electric and Sho-Me are part of an integrated cooperative
structure, established and funded by RUS, formerly the Rural Electrification
Administration, for the purpose of carrying out the objectives of the RE Act-
providing low-cost, reliable electric service to rural America . The resources of
Sho-Me are dedicated to meeting the needs of Intercounty Electric and its other
member distribution cooperatives . The success of the integrated power supply
structure, both in terms of providing low cost electric service and maintaining the
feasibility of, and security of outstanding government loans, depends on the ability of
distribution members to develop and maintain the loads necessary to generate
sufficient revenues . The loss of facilities, service territory and associated load by any
member distribution cooperative impacts Sho-Me and all members of Sho-Me, i.e .,
the entire integrated system .

ra .m ow mvr ..nr .r r* opwe.rY r .ro.Cgr4r.6ibda.rrv.ew.e e. wn
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Before consideration can be given to approval of any taking, RUS must review
specifics of this action and address whether the taking should be viewed as an
isolated action or as a part of a series of potential takings ; the impact ofthe taking(s)
on Intercounty Electric, including the rates Intercounty Electric must charge its
remaining members and the feasibility of, and security for outstanding government
loans; and the compensation to be provided to Sho-Me and its other members .

The matter ofterritorial integrity is of critical importance to the success ofthe Rural
Electrification Program, and we are dedicated to working with you and other
borrowers to insure that program interests are fully protected .

Sincerely,

1

	

'4 A'2"

S A. RU
Director
Southern Regional Division



Mr. Vernon W. StricUland
July 12, 2000
papa 2

proposed taking and Its potential impact on the security Interests of CFO and on the
viability of the operations of the Cooperative and Sho-Me. Thank you for providing us
with the opportunity to comment on this matter.
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394.160, 394.312, AND 394.315
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Missouri Revised Statutes
Chapter 71

Provisions Relative to All Cities and Towns
Section 71.015

August 28, 1999

Objections to annexation, satisfaction of objections prior to annexation,
procedure--certain cities, elections for annexation, procedure--cause of action
for deannexation authorized .

71 .015 . 1 . Should any city, town, or village, not located in any county of the first
classification which has adopted a constitutional charter for its own local government, seek to
annex an area to which objection is made, the following shall be satisfied :

(1) Before the governing body of any city, town, or village has adopted a resolution to annex
any unincorporated area of land ;, such city, town, or village shall first as a condition precedent
determine that the land to be annexed is contiguous to the existing city, town, or village limits
and that the length of the contiguous boundary common to the existing city, town, or village
limit and the proposed area to be annexed is at least fifteen percent of the length of the
perimeter of the area proposed for annexation.

(2) The governing body of any city, town, or village shall propose an ordinance setting forth
the following :

(a) The area to be annexed and affirmatively stating that the boundaries comply with the
condition precedent referred to in subdivision (1) above;

(b) That such annexation is reasonable and necessary to the proper development of the city,
town, or village ;

(c) That the city has developed a plan of intent to provide services to the area proposed for
annexation;

(d) That a public hearing shall be held prior to the adoption of the ordinance;

(e) When the annexation is proposed to be effective, the effective date being up to thirty-six
months from the date of any election held in conjunction thereto .

(3) The city, town, or village shall fix a date for a public hearing on the ordinance and make a
good faith effort to notify all fee owners of record within the area proposed to be annexed by
certified mail, not less than thirty nor more than sixty days before the hearing, and notify all
residents of the area by publication of notice in a newspaper of general circulation qualified to
publish legal matters in the county or counties where the proposed area is located, at least
once a week for three consecutive weeks prior to the hearing, with at least one such notice
being not more than twenty days and not less than ten days before the hearing .

(4) At the hearing referred to in subdivision (3), the city, town, or village shall present the
plan of intent and evidence in support thereof to include :



(a) A list ofmajor services presently provided by the city, town, or village including, but not
limited to, police and fire protection, water and sewer systems, street maintenance, parks and
recreation, refuse collection, etc . ;

(b) A proposed time schedule whereby the city, town, or village plans to provide such services
to the residents of the proposed area to be annexed within three years from the date the
annexation is to become effective ;

(c) The level at which the city, town, or village assesses property and the rate at which it taxes
that property ;
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(d)How the city, town, or village proposes to zone the area to be annexed ;

(e) When the proposed annexation shall become effective.

(5) Following the hearing, and either before or after the election held in subdivision (6) of this
subsection, should the goveming body of the city, town, or village vote favorably by
ordinance to annex the area, the governing body of the city, town or village shall file an action
in the circuit court of the county in which such unincorporated area is situated, under the
provisions o£ chapter 527, RSMo, praying for a declaratory judgment authorizing such
annexation . The petition in such action shall state facts showing:

(a) The area to be annexed and its conformity with the condition precedent referred to in
subdivision (1) ofthis subsection ;

(b) That such annexation is reasonable and necessary to the proper development of the city,
town, or village ; and

(c) The ability of the city, town, or village to furnish normal municipal services of the city,
town, or village to the unincorporated area within a reasonable time not to exceed three years
after the annexation is to become effective . Such action shall be a class action against the
inhabitants of such unincorporated area under the provisions of section 507 .070, RSMo.

(6) Except as provided in subsection 3 of this section, if the court authorizes the city, town, or
village to make an annexation, the legislative body ofsuch city, town, or village shall not
have the power to extend the limits of the city, town, or village by such annexation until an
election is held at which the proposition for annexation is approved by a majority of the total
votes cast in the city, town, or village and by a separate majority of the total votes cast in the
unincorporated territory sought to be annexed . However, should less than a majority of the
total votes cast in the area proposed to be annexed vote in favor of the proposal, but at least a
majority of the total votes cast in the city, town, or village vote in favor ofthe proposal, then
the proposal shall again be voted upon in not more than one hundred twenty days by both the
registered voters of the city, town, or village and the registered voters of the area proposed to
be annexed. If at least two-thirds of the qualified electors voting thereon are in favor of the
annexation, then the city, town, or village may proceed to annex the territory. If the proposal
fails to receive the necessary majority, no part of the area sought to be annexed may be the
subject of another proposal to annex for a period of two years from the date of the election,
except that, during the two-year period, the owners of all fee interests of record in the area or
any portion of the area may petition the city, town, or village for the annexation of the land
owned by them pursuant to the procedures in section 71 .012 . The elections shall if authorized
be held, except as herein otherwise provided, in accordance with the general state law
governing special elections, and the entire cost of the election or elections shall be paid by the
city, town, or village proposing to annex the territory.

(7) Failure to comply in providing services to the said area or to zone in compliance with the



plan of intent within three years after the effective date of the annexation, unless compliance
is made unreasonable by an act of God, shall give rise to a cause of action for deannexation
which may be filed in the circuit court by any resident of the area who was residing in the area
at the time the annexation became effective .

(8) No city, town, or village which has filed an action under this section as this section read
prior to May 13, 1980, which action is part of an annexation proceeding pending on May 13,
1980, shall be required to comply with subdivision (5) of this subsection in regard to such
annexation proceeding .

(9) If the area proposed for annexation includes a public road or highway but does not include
all of the land adjoining such road or highway, then such fee owners of record, ofthe lands
adjoining said highway shall be permitted to intervene in the declaratory judgment action
described in subdivision (5) of this subsection .

2. Notwithstanding any provision of subsection I of this section, for any annexation by any
city with a population of three hundred fifty thousand or more inhabitants which is located in
more than one county that becomes effective after August 28, 1994, if such city has not
provided water and sewer service to such annexed area within three years of the effective date
of the annexation, a cause of action shall lie for deannexation, unless the failure to provide
such water and sewer service to the annexed area is made unreasonable by an act of God. The
cause of action for deannexation may be filed in the circuit court by any resident ofthe
annexed area who is presently residing in the area at the time of the filing of the suit and was
a resident ofthe annexed area at the time the annexation became effective . If the suit for
deannexation is successful, the city shall be liable for all court costs and attorney fees .

3. Notwithstanding the provisions ofsubdivision (6) of subsection 1 of this section, all cities,
towns, and villages located in any county of the first classification with a charter form of
government with a population of two hundred thousand or more inhabitants which adjoins a
county with a population of nine hundred thousand or more inhabitants shall comply with the
provisions of this subsection . If the court authorizes any city, town, or village subject to this
subsection to make an annexation, the legislative body of such city, town or village shall not
have the power to extend the limits of such city, town, or village by such annexation until an
election is held at which the proposition for annexation is approved by a majority of the total
votes cast in such city, town, or village and by a separate majority of the total votes cast in the
unincorporated territory sought to be annexed; except that :

(1) In the case of a proposed annexation in any area which is contiguous to the existing city,
town or village and which is within an area designated as flood plain by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency and which is inhabited by no more than thirty registered
voters and for which a final declaratory judgment has been granted prior to January 1, 1993,
approving such annexation and where notarized affidavits expressing approval of the
proposed annexation are obtained from a majority of the registered voters residing in the area
to be annexed, the area may be annexed by an ordinance duly enacted by the governing body
and no elections shall be required ; and

(2) In the case of a proposed annexation of unincorporated territory in which no qualified
electors reside, ifat least a majority of the qualified electors voting on the proposition are in
favor of the annexation, the city, town or village may proceed to annex the territory and no
subsequent election shall be required .

If the proposal fails to receive the necessary separate majorities, no part of the area sought to
be annexed may be the subject of any other proposal to annex for a period of two years from
the date of such election, except that, during the two-year period, the owners of all fee
interests of record in the area or any portion of the area may petition the city, town, or village
for the annexation of the land owned by them pursuant to the procedures in section 71 .012 .
The election shall, if authorized, be held, except as otherwise provided in this section, in



accordance with the general state laws governing special elections, and the entire cost of the
election or elections shall be paid by the city, town, or village proposing to annex the
territory . Failure of the city, town or village to comply in providing services to the area or to
zone in compliance with the plan of intent within three years after the effective date of the
annexation, unless compliance is made unreasonable by an act of God, shall give rise to a
cause of action for deannexation which may be filed in the circuit court by any resident of the
area who was residing in such area at the time the annexation became effective or by any
nonresident owner of real property in such area .

(L . 1953 p . 309 § 1, A.L . 1980 H.B. 1110, A.L. 1986 H.B . 1261, A.L. 1990 H.B . 1536, A.L . 1992 S.B . 571, A.L. 1993 H.B .
566, A .L . 1994 S.B. 700 and S .B. 749, A.L. 1996 H.B . 1237, A.L. 1999 S.B . 160 & 82)

Missouri General Assembly



Missouri Revised Statutes
Chapter 71

Provisions Relative to All Cities and Towns
Section 71.525

August 28, 1999

Condemnation of property of public utility or rural electric cooperative,
restrictions, conditions--limitation .

71 .525 . 1 . Except as provided in subsection 2 of this section, no city, town or village may
condemn the property of a public utility, as defined in section 386.020, RSMo, or the property
of a rural electric cooperative, as provided in chapter 394, RSMo, if such property is used or
useful in providing utility services and the city, town or village seeking to condemn such
property, directly or indirectly, will use or proposes to use the property for the same purpose,
or a purpose substantially similar to the purpose that the property is being used by the public
utility or rural electric cooperative .

2 . A city, town or village may only condemn the property of a public utility or the property of
a rural electric cooperative, even ifthe property is used or useful in providing utility services
by such utility or cooperative, if:

(1) The condemnation is necessary for the public purpose of acquiring a nonexclusive
easement or right-of-way across the property of such utility or cooperative and only if the
acquisition will not materially impair or interfere with the current use of such property by the
utility or cooperative and will not prevent or materially impair the utility or cooperative from
any future expansion of its facilities on such property ; or

(2) The property is solely and exclusively devoted to the provision of street lighting or traffic
signal service by such utility in a city having a population of at least three hundred fifty
thousand inhabitants located wholly or partially within a county of the first classification with
a charter form of government ; or

(3) The property is owned by a water or sewer corporation, as defined in section 386 .020,
RSMo, with less than five hundred hook-ups .

3 . The provisions ofthis section shall apply to all cities, towns and villages in this state,
incorporated or unincorporated and no matter whether any statutory classification, special
charter or constitutional charter or any other provision of law appears to convey the power of
condemnation of such property by implication.

4 . If a city, town or village seeks to condemn the property of a public utility or rural electric
cooperative, and the conditions in subsection 1 of this section do not apply, this section does
not limit the condemnation powers otherwise possessed by such city, town or village .

(L. 1994 S.B . 709)
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August 28, 1999

Definitions--continuation of existing electrical service--change of supplier--
commission jurisdiction.

91 .025 . 1 . As used in this section, the following terms mean :

(1) "Municipally owned or operated electric power system", a system for the distribution of
electrical power and energy to the inhabitants of a municipality which is owned and operated
by the municipality itself, whether operated under authority pursuant to this chapter or under a
charter form of government;

(2) "Permanent service", electrical service provided through facilities which have been
permanently installed on a structure and which are designed to provide electric service for the
structure's anticipated needs for the indefinite future, as contrasted with facilities installed
temporarily to provide electrical service during construction . Service provided temporarily
shall be at the risk of the electrical supplier and shall not be determinative of the rights ofthe
provider or recipient of permanent service ;

(3) "Structure" or "structures", an agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial or other
building or a mechanical installation, machinery or apparatus at which retail electric energy is
being delivered through a metering device which is located on or adjacent to the structure and
connected to the lines of an electrical corporation, rural electric cooperative, municipally
owned or operated electric power system, orjoint municipal utility commission . Such terms
shall include any contiguous or adjacent additions to or expansions of a particular structure .
Nothing in this section shall be construed to confer any right on an electric supplier to serve
new structures on a particular tract of land because it was serving an existing structure on that
tract .

2 . Once a municipally owned or operated electrical system, or its predecessor in interest,
lawfully commences supplying retail electric energy to a structure through permanent service
facilities, it shall have the right to continue serving such structure, and other suppliers of
electrical energy shall not have the right to provide service to the structure except as might be
otherwise permitted in the context of municipal annexation, pursuant to section 386.800,
RSMo, or pursuant to a territorial agreement approved under section 394.312, RSMo. The
public service commission, upon application made by a customer, may order a change of
suppliers on the basis that it is in the public interest for a reason other than a rate differential,
and the commission is hereby given jurisdiction over municipally owned or operated electric
systems to accomplish the purpose of this section . The commission's jurisdiction under this
section is limited to public interest determinations and excludes questions as to the lawfulness
ofthe provision of service, such questions being reserved to courts of competent jurisdiction .
Except as provided in this section, nothing in this section shall be construed as otherwise
conferring upon the commission jurisdiction over the service, rates, financing, accounting or
management of any such municipally owned or operated electrical system, and nothing in this
section, section 393.106, RSMo, and section 394.315, RSMo, shall affect the rights,
privileges or duties of any municipality to form or operate municipally owned or operated



electrical systems . Nothing in this section shall be construed to make lawful any provision of
service which was unlawful prior to July 11, 1991 . Nothing in this section shall be construed
to make unlawful the continued lawful provision ofservice to any structure which may have
had a different supplier in the past, if such a change in supplier was lawful at the time it
occurred .

(L. 1991 S.B . 221)

Effective 7-11-91
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Safety and health of public and employees--promulgation of rules-- territorial
rights, rules .

386 .310 . 1 . The commission shall have power, after a hearing had upon its own motion or
upon complaint, by general or special orders, rules or regulations, or otherwise, to require
every person, corporation, municipal gas system and public utility to maintain and operate its
line, plant, system, equipment, apparatus, and premises in such manner as to promote and
safeguard the health and safety of its employees, customers, and the public, and to this end to
prescribe, among other things, the installation, use, maintenance and operation of appropriate
safety and other devices or appliances, to establish uniform or other standards of equipment,
and to require the performance of any other act which the health or safety of its employees,
customers or the public may demand, including the power to minimize retail distribution
electric line duplication for the sole purpose of providing for the safety of employees and the
general public in those cases when, upon complaint, the commission finds that a proposed
retail distribution electric line cannot be constructed in compliance with commission safety
rules . The commission may waive the requirements for notice and hearing and provide for
expeditious issuance of an order in any case in which the commission determines that the
failure to do so would result in the likelihood of imminent threat of serious harm to life or
property, provided that the commission shall include in such an order an opportunity for
hearing as soon as practicable after the issuance of such order.

2 . The commission shall not make any rule, regulation, decree or order with respect to
allocation ofterritory or territorial rights among electric suppliers pursuant to sections
386.310 and 394.160, RSMo .

3 . For the purposes of gas pipeline safety regulation, the jurisdiction, supervision, powers and
duties created and established by this chapter will extend to the following :

(1) Operators and owners of distribution systems where natural gas, excluding petroleum gas,
is measured by a single meter and distributed to other users within a single structure or to
multiple structures ;

(2) Operators and owners of high pressure pipelines which are supplied, directly or indirectly,
by an intrastate and interstate pipeline, where natural gas, excluding petroleum gas, is
supplied to the owner or operator ofthe high pressure pipeline solely for consumption by the
owner or operator ;

(3) Intrastate natural gas facilities owned and operated by interstate natural gas pipeline
companies serving direct sales customers would be subject to enforcement of federally
mandated pipeline safety standards ; and

(4) Operators and owners of gas plants where natural gas is supplied directly or indirectly,
other than for consumption by and on the property of the supplier, to institutional buildings
including, but not limited to, schools and hospitals .



(RSMo 1939 § 5695, A.L . 1979 H.B . 186, A .L . 1989 H.B. 938, A.L. 1996 S.B. 589 and S .B . 780)

Prior revisions: 1929 § 5239 ; 1919 § 10527
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Municipally owned electrical supplier, services outside boundaries prohibited-
-exceptions--annexation--negotiations, territorial agreements, regulations,
procedure--fair and reasonable compensation defined--assignment of sole
service territories--commission jurisdiction.

386 .800 . 1 . No municipally owned electric utility may provide electric energy at retail to any
structure located outside the municipality's corporate boundaries after July 11, 1991, unless :

(1) The structure was lawfully receiving permanent service from the municipally owned
electric utility prior to July 11, 1991 ; or

(2) The service is provided pursuant to an approved territorial agreement under section
394.312, RSMo ;

(3) The service is provided pursuant to lawful municipal annexation and subject to the
provisions of this section ; or

(4) The structure is located in an area which was previously served by an electrical
corporation regulated under chapter 386, and chapter 393, RSMo, and the electrical
corporation's authorized service territory was contiguous to or inclusive ofthe municipality's
previous corporate boundaries, and the electrical corporation's ownership or operating rights
within the area were acquired in total by the municipally owned electrical system prior to July
11, 1991 . In the event that a municipally owned electric utility in a city with a population of
more than one hundred twenty-five thousand located in a county of the first class not having a
charter form of government and not adjacent to any other county of the first class desires to
serve customers beyond the authorized service territory in an area which was previously
served by an electrical corporation regulated under the provisions of chapter 386, and chapter
393, RSMo, as provided in this subdivision, the municipally owned utility shall apply to the
public service commission for an order assigning nonexclusive service territories . The
proposed service area shall be contiguous to the authorized service territory which was
previously served by an electrical corporation regulated under the provisions of chapter 386,
and chapter 393, RSMo, as a condition precedent to the granting of the application . The
commission shall have one hundred twenty days from the date of application to grant or deny
the requested order. The commission may grant the order upon a finding that granting of the
applicant's request is not detrimental to the public interest . In granting the applicant's request
the commission shall give due regard to territories previously granted to other electric
suppliers .

2 . Any municipally owned electric utility may extend, pursuant to lawful annexation, its
service territory to include any structure located within a newly annexed area which has not
received permanent service from another supplier within ninety days prior to the effective
date of the annexation .

3 . When a municipally owned electric utility desires to extend its service territory to include



any structure located within a newly annexed area which has received permanent service from
another supplier within ninety days prior to the effective date of the annexation, it shall :

(1) Notify by publication in a newspaper of general circulation the record owner ofsaid
structure, and notify in writing any affected electric supplier and the public service
commission, within sixty days after the effective date of the annexation its desire to extend its
service territory to include said structure ; and

(2) Within six months after the effective date of the annexation receive the approval of the
municipality's governing body to begin negotiations pursuant to section 394.312, RSMo, with
any affected electric supplier .

4 . Upon receiving approval from the municipality's governing body pursuant to subsection 3
ofthis section, the municipally owned electric utility and the affected electric supplier shall
meet and negotiate in good faith the terms of the territorial agreement and any transfers or
acquisitions, including, as an alternative, granting the affected electric supplier a franchise or
authority to continue providing service in the annexed area. In the event that the affected
electric supplier does not provide wholesale electric power to the municipality, if the affected
electric supplier so desires, the parties shall also negotiate, consistent with applicable law,
regulations and existing power supply agreements, for power contracts which would provide
for the purchase ofpower by the municipality from the affected electric supplier for an
amount of power equivalent to the loss of any sales to customers receiving permanent service
at structures within the annexed areas which are being sought by the municipally owned
electric utility. The parties shall have no more than one hundred eighty days from the date of
receiving approval from the municipality's governing body within which to conclude their
negotiations and file their territorial agreement with the commission for approval under the
provisions of section 394.312, RSMo. The time period for negotiations allowed under this
subsection may be extended for a period not to exceed one hundred eighty days by a mutual
agreement of the parties and a written request with the public service commission .

5 . For purposes of this section, the term "fair and reasonable compensation" shall mean the
following :

(1) The present-day reproduction cost, new, ofthe properties and facilities serving the
annexed areas, less depreciation computed on a straight-line basis ; and

(2) An amount equal to the reasonable and prudent cost of detaching the facilities in the
annexed areas and the .reasonable and prudent cost of constructing any necessary facilities to
reintegrate the system ofthe affected electric supplier outside the annexed area after detaching
the portion to be transferred to the municipally owned electric utility ; and

(3) Four hundred percent of gross revenues less gross receipts taxes received by the affected
electric supplier from the twelve-month period preceding the approval of the municipality's
governing body under the provisions of subdivision (2) of subsection 3 of this section,
normalized to produce a representative usage from customers at the subject structures in the
annexed area ; and

(4) Any federal, state and local taxes which may be incurred as a result of the transaction,
including the recapture of any deduction or credit ; and

(5) Any other costs reasonably incurred by the affected electric supplier in connection with
the transaction.

6 . In the event the parties are unable to reach an agreement under subsection 4 of this section,
within sixty days after the expiration of the time specified for negotiations, the municipally
owned electric utility may apply, to the commission for an order assigning exclusive service



territories within the annexed area and a determination of the fair and reasonable
compensation amount to be paid to the affected electric supplier under subsection 5 of this
section . Applications shall be made and notice of such filing shall be given to all affected
parties pursuant to the rules and regulations of the commission governing applications for
certificates of public convenience and necessity . Unless otherwise ordered by the commission
for good cause shown, the commission shall rule on such applications not later than one
hundred twenty days after the application is properly filed with the secretary ofthe
commission . The commission shall hold evidentiary hearings to assign service territory
between affected electric suppliers inside the annexed area and to determine the amount of
compensation due any affected electric supplier for the transfer of plant, facilities or
associated lost revenues between electric suppliers in the annexed area . The commission shall
make such determinations based on findings of what best serves the public interest and shall
issue its decision by report and order . Review of such commission decisions shall be
governed by sections 386.500 to 386.550 . The payment of compensation and transfer oftitle
and operation of the facilities shall occur within ninety days after the order and any appeal
therefrom becomes final unless the order provides otherwise .

7 . In reaching its decision under subsection 6 ofthis section, the commission shall consider
the following factors :

(1) Whether the acquisition or transfers sought by the municipally owned electric utility
within the annexed area from the affected electric supplier are, in total, in the public interest,
including consideration of rate disparities between the competing electric suppliers and issues
of unjust rate discrimination among customers of a single electric supplier if the rates to be
charged in the annexed areas are lower than those charged to other system customers ; and

(2) The fair and reasonable compensation to be paid by the municipally owned electric utility,
to the affected electric supplier with existing system operations within the annexed area, for
any proposed acquisitions or transfers ; and

(3) Any effect on system operation, including, but not limited to, loss of load and loss of
revenue ; and

(4) Any other issues upon which the municipally owned electric utility and the affected
electric supplier might otherwise agree, including, but not limited to, the valuation formulas
and factors contained in subsections 4, 5 and 6, of this section, even if the parties could not
voluntarily reach an agreement thereon under those subsections .

8 . The commission is hereby given all necessary jurisdiction over municipally owned electric
utilities and rural electric cooperatives to carry out the purposes of this section consistent with
other applicable law; provided, however, the commission shall not have jurisdiction to compel
the transfer of customers or structures with a connected load greater than one thousand
kilowatts . The commission shall by rule set appropriate fees to be charged on a case-by-case
basis to municipally owned electric utilities and rural electric cooperatives to cover all
necessary costs incurred by the commission in carrying out its duties under this section .

(L . 1991 SR 221)

Effective 7-11-91
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August 28, 1999

Powers, generally--may supply energy to certain cities, towns and villages,
when.

394.080 . 1 . A cooperative shall have power:

(1) To sue and be sued, in its corporate name;

(2) To have succession by its corporate name for the period stated in its articles of
incorporation or, ifno period is stated in its articles ofincorporation, to have such succession
perpetually ;

(3) To adopt a corporate seal and alter the same at pleasure ;

(4) Except as provided in section 386.800, RSMo, to generate, manufacture, purchase,
acquire, accumulate and transmit electric energy, and to distribute, sell, supply, and dispose of
electric energy in rural areas to its members, to governmental agencies and political
subdivisions, and to other persons not in excess of ten percent of the number of its members ;
provided, however, that where a cooperative has been transmitting, distributing, selling,
supplying or disposing of electric energy in a rural area which, by reason of increase in its
population, its inclusion in a city, town or village, or by reason ofany other circumstance
ceases to be a rural area, such cooperative shall have the power to continue to transmit,
distribute, sell, supply or dispose of electric energy therein until such time as the municipality,
or the holder of a franchise to furnish electric energy in such municipality, may purchase the
physical property of such cooperative located within the boundaries of the municipality,
pursuant to law, or until such time as the municipality may grant a franchise in the manner
provided by law to a privately owned public utility to distribute electric power within the
municipality and such privately owned public utility shall purchase the physical property o£
such cooperative located within the boundaries of the municipality . In case any of the parties
to such purchase, as herein provided, cannot agree upon the fair and reasonable price to be
paid for the physical property of such cooperative within the municipality, or if either party
refuses to negotiate for the sale of such property upon the request of the other, the fair and
reasonable value ofsuch property for such purchase shall be fixed by the public service
commission upon application of any one or more of the interested parties ;

(5) To make loans to persons to whom electric energy is or will be supplied by the
cooperative for the purpose of, and otherwise to assist such persons in, wiring their premises
and installing therein electric and plumbing fixtures, appliances, apparatus and equipment of
any and all kinds and character, and in connection therewith, to purchase, acquire, lease, sell,
distribute, install and repair such electric and plumbing fixtures, appliances, apparatus and
equipment, and to accept or otherwise acquire, and to sell, assign, transfer, endorse, pledge,
hypothecate and otherwise dispose ofnotes, bonds and other evidences of indebtedness and
any and all types ofsecurity therefor ;

(6) To make loans to persons to whom electric energy is or will be supplied by the



cooperative for the purpose of, and otherwise to assist such persons in, constructing,
maintaining and operating electric refrigeration plants ;

(7) To construct, purchase, take, receive, lease as lessee, or otherwise acquire, and to own,
hold, use, equip, maintain, and operate, and to sell, assign, transfer, convey, exchange, lease
as lessor, mortgage, pledge, or otherwise dispose of or encumber, electric transmission and
distribution lines or systems, electric generating plants, electric refrigeration plants, lands,
buildings, structures, dams, plants and equipment, and any and all kinds and classes of real or
personal property whatsoever, which shall be deemed necessary, convenient or appropriate to
accomplish the purpose for which the cooperative is organized ;

(8) To purchase or otherwise acquire, and to own, hold, use and exercise and to sell, assign,
transfer, convey, mortgage, pledge, hypothecate, or otherwise dispose of or encumber,
franchises, rights, privileges, licenses, rights-of-way and easements ;

(9) To borrow money and otherwise contract indebtedness, and to issue notes, bonds, and
other evidences of indebtedness therefor, and to secure the payment thereof by mortgage,
pledge, deed oftrust, or any other encumbrance upon any or all of its then-owned or after-
acquired real or personal property, assets, franchises, revenues or income;

(10) To construct, maintain and operate electric transmission and distribution lines along,
upon, under and across all public thoroughfares, including without limitation, all roads,
highways, streets, alleys, bridges and causeways, and upon, under and across all publicly
owned lands, subject, however, to the requirements in respect of the use of such thoroughfares
and lands that are imposed by the respective authorities having jurisdiction thereofupon
corporations constructing or operating electric transmission and distribution lines or systems ;

(11) To exercise the power of eminent domain in the manner provided by the laws of this state
for the exercise of that power by corporations constructing or operating electric transmission
and distribution lines or systems;

(12) To conduct its business and exercise any or all of its powers within or without this state ;

(13) To adopt, amend and repeal bylaws ; and

(14) To do and perform any and all other acts and things, and to have and exercise any and all
other powers which may be necessary, convenient or appropriate to accomplish the purpose
for which the cooperative is organized .

2 . In addition to all other powers granted in this section, rural electric cooperatives shall have
the power to supply electric energy at retail after August 28, 1989, in cities, towns and
villages having a population in excess of fifteen hundred inhabitants under the following
conditions :

(1) The cooperative was the predominant supplier of retail electric energy within the city,
town or village at the time any official United States Census Bureau "decennial census report"
declares the population of such city, town or village to be in excess of fifteen hundred
inhabitants ;

(2) The city, town or village has granted to the cooperative a franchise to supply electric
energy within the city, town or village .

3 . In addition, the cooperative shall provide, concurrent with its application to the city, town
or village for its initial franchise, written notice of its franchise application to all other
providers of electric energy at retail operating within such city, town or village .



4 . The provisions of subsections 2 and 3 of this section shall in no way affect or diminish the
rights and duties of any city, town or village to grant franchises to electric suppliers in the
manner provided by law or of any electrical corporation authorized by law to provide electric
service at retail within such city, town or village.

5 . Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection 2 of this section, after a public hearing upon a
complaint, the public service commission may order that service be provided by another
supplier if it finds that service from another supplier of electricity is in the public interest for a
reason other than rate differential . Nothing in this section shall be construed as conferring
upon the public service commission jurisdiction over the rates, financing, accounting or
management of any electric cooperative .

(RSMo 1939 § 5388,A.L . 1943 p. 491, A.L . 1949p. 238, A.L . 1983 H.B . 137, A.L. 1989 H.B. 813, A.L . 1991 S.B. 221)

Effective 7-1I-91

CROSSREFERENCES: Condemnation proceedings, Chap. 523, RSMo Power lines on state highways, location and removal,
RSMo 227.240

(1966) Cooperative's refusal of offer ofamount fixed by public service commission does not terminate its power to supply
electricity to annexed areas. Missouri Public Service Comm . v. Platte-Clay Elec . Coop . (Mo.), 407 S.W.2d 883.
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Rules and regulations prescribed by public service commission-- limitation on
jurisdiction of commission .

394.160 . 1 . Every cooperative constructing, maintaining and operating its electric
transmission or distribution lines shall construct, maintain and operate such lines in
conformity with the rules and regulations relating to the manner and methods of construction,
maintenance and operation and as to safety of the public and as to induction or electrical
interference with other lines now or hereafter from time to time prescribed by the public
service commission for the construction, maintenance and operation of electric transmission
or distribution lines or system. The jurisdiction, supervision, powers and duties of the public
service commission shall extend to every such cooperative so far as concerns the construction,
maintenance and operation of the physical equipment of such cooperative to the extent of
providing for the safety ofthe public and the elimination or lessening of induction or
electrical interference, including the power to minimize retail distribution electric line
duplication for the sole purpose of providing for the safety of employees and the general
public in those cases when, upon complaint, the commission finds that a proposed retail
distribution electric line cannot be constructed in compliance with commission safety rules .
The jurisdiction of the public service commission shall be extended only to the extent
provided in this section, and nothing herein contained shall be construed as otherwise
conferring upon such commission jurisdiction over the service, rates, financing, accounting or
management of any such cooperative .

2 . Applications, notices, hearings, findings and orders, and all other proceedings before the
commission, in pursuance of the powers and duties herein conferred upon such commission,
and review thereof,'shall be the same as now or hereafter provided by law for other similar
proceedings before the commission and review thereof.

3 . The commission may retain jurisdiction of any such cause for the purpose of making such
supplemental orders in such cause as may be necessary in furtherance of the purposes of this
section, or for the purpose of modifying or amending the terms of, or revoking any permit
granted under, the provisions ofthis section for failure to comply with such rules, regulations,
findings and orders'made by the commission under authority of this section .

(RSMo 1939 § 5389, A.L. 1979 H.B . 186)
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Territorial agreements authorized, procedure--public service commission,
duties, fees may be set.

394.312 . 1 . Competition to provide retail electric service, as between rural electric
cooperatives, electrical corporations and municipally owned utilities may be displaced by
written territorial agreements, but only to the extent hereinafter provided for in this section .

2 . Such territorial agreements shall specifically designate the boundaries of the electric service
area of each electric service supplier subject to the agreement, any and all powers granted to a
rural electric cooperative by a municipality, pursuant to the agreement, to operate within the
corporate boundaries of that municipality, notwithstanding the provisions of section 394.020
and of section 394.080 to the contrary, and any and all powers granted to a municipally
owned utility, pursuant to the agreement, to operate in areas beyond the corporate municipal
boundaries of its municipality . Where the parties cannot agree, they may, by mutual consent
of all parties involved, petition the public service commission to designate the boundaries of
the electric service areas to be served by each party and such designations by the commission
shall be binding on all such parties . Petitions shall be made pursuant to the rules and
regulations ofthe commission governing applications for certificates ofpublic convenience
and necessity and the commission shall be required to hold evidentiary hearings on all
petitions so received. The commission shall base its final determination upon a finding that
the commission's designation of electric service areas is in the public interest .

3 . The provisions of sections 386.3 10, RSMo, and 393 .106, RSMo, and sections 394.160 and
394.315 to the contrary notwithstanding, before becoming effective, all territorial agreements
entered into under the provisions of this section, including any subsequent amendments to
such agreements, or the transfer or assignment of the agreement or any rights or obligations of
any party to an agreement, shall receive the approval of the public service commission by
report and order . Applications for commission approval shall be made and notice of such
filing shall be given to other electrical suppliers pursuant to the rules and regulations of the
commission governing applications for certificates ofpublic convenience and necessity .
Unless otherwise ordered by the commission for good cause shown, the commission shall rule
on such applications not later than one hundred twenty days after the application is properly
filed with the secretary of the commission .

4 . The commission shall hold evidentiary hearings to determine whether such territorial
agreements should be approved or disapproved . The commission may approve the application
if it shall after hearing determine that approval ofthe territorial agreement in total is not
detrimental to the public interest . Review of commission decisions under this section shall be
governed by the provisions of sections 386.500 to 386.550, RSMo.

5 . Commission approval of any territorial agreement entered into under the provisions ofthis
section shall in no way affect or diminish the rights and duties of any supplier not a party to
the agreement or of any electrical corporation authorized by law to provide service within the
boundaries designated in such territorial agreement . In the event any electrical corporation



which is not a party to the territorial agreement and which is subject to the jurisdiction,
control and regulation of the commission under chapters 386, RSMo, and 393, RSMo, has
heretofore sought or hereafter seeks authorization from the commission to render electric
service or construct, operate and maintain electric facilities within the boundaries designated
in any such territorial agreement, the commission, in making its determination regarding such
requested authority, shall give no consideration or weight to the existence of any such
territorial agreement and any actual rendition ofretail electric service by any of the parties to
such territorial agreement will not preclude the commission from granting the requested
authority .

6. The commission shall have jurisdiction to entertain and hear complaints involving any
commission-approved territorial agreement . Such complaints shall be brought and prosecuted
in the same manner as other complaints before the commission . After hearing, if the
commission determines that the territorial agreement is not in the public interest, it shall have
the authority to suspend or revoke the territorial agreement . If the commission determines that
the territorial agreement is still in the public interest, such territorial agreement shall remain in
full force and effect . Except as provided in this section, nothing in this section shall be
construed as otherwise conferring upon the commission jurisdiction over the service, rates,
financing, accounting, or management of any rural electric cooperative or municipally owned
utility, or to amend, modify, or otherwise limit the rights of electrical suppliers to provide
service as otherwise provided by law.

7. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 386.410, RSMo, the conunission shall by rule set
a schedule of fees based upon its costs in reviewing proposed territorial agreements for
approval or disapproval . Responsibility for payment of the fees shall be that ofthe parties to
the proceeding as ordered by the commission in each case . The fees shall be paid to the
director of revenue who shall remit such payments to the state treasurer. The state treasurer
shall credit such payments to the public service commission fund, or its successor fund, as
established in section 33 .571, RSMo. Nothing in this section shall be construed as otherwise
conferring upon the commission jurisdiction over the service, rates, financing, accounting or
management of any rural electric cooperative or municipally owned utility and except as
provided in this section nothing shall affect the rights, privileges or duties of rural electric
cooperatives, electrical corporations or municipally owned utilities .

(L. 1988 S.B . 689, A.L. 1989 H.B . 813)

CROSSREFERENCE: Antitrust laws not applicable to territorial agreements, RSMo 416.041
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Definitions--rural electric cooperative exclusive right to serve structures,
exception--change of suppliers, procedure.

394.315 . 1 . As used in this section, the following terms mean :

(1) "Permanent service", electrical service provided through facilities which have been
permanently installed on a structure and which are designed to provide electric service for the
structure's anticipated needs for the indefinite future, as contrasted with facilities installed
temporarily to provide electrical service during construction . Service provided temporarily
shall be at the risk of the electrical supplier and shall not be determinative of the rights of the
provider or recipient ofpermanent service ;

(2) "Structure" or "structures", an agricultural, residential, commercial, industrial or other
building or a mechanical installation, machinery or apparatus at which retail electric energy is
being delivered through a metering device which is located on or adjacent to the structure and
connected to the lines ofan electrical supplier . Such terms shall include any contiguous or
adjacent additions to or expansions of a particular structure. Nothing in this section shall be
construed to confer any right on a rural electric cooperative to serve new structures on a
particular tract of land because it was serving an existing structure on that tract .

2 . Once a rural electric cooperative, or its predecessor in interest, lawfully commences
supplying retail electric energy to a structure through permanent service facilities, it shall
have the right to continue serving such structure, and other suppliers of electrical energy shall
not have the right to provide service to the structure except as might be otherwise permitted in
the context of municipal annexation, pursuant to section 386 .800, RSMo, and section
394.080, or pursuant to a territorial agreement approved under section 394.312 . The public
service commission, upon application made by an affected party, may order a change of
suppliers on the basis'that it is in the public interest for a reason other than a rate differential,
and the commission is hereby givenjurisdiction over rural electric cooperatives to accomplish
the purpose ofthis section . The commission's jurisdiction under this section is limited to
public interest determinations and excludes questions as to the lawfulness of the provision of
service, such questions being reserved to courts of competent jurisdiction. Except as provided
herein, nothing in this section shall be construed as otherwise conferring upon the commission
jurisdiction over the service, rates, financing, accounting or management of any such
cooperative, and except as provided in this section, nothing contained herein shall affect the
rights, privileges or duties of existing cooperatives pursuant to this chapter . Nothing in this
section shall be construed to make lawful any provision of service which was unlawful prior
to July 11, 1991 . Nothing in this section shall be construed to make unlawful the continued
lawful provision of service to any structure which may have had a different supplier in the
past, if such a change in supplier was lawful at the time it occurred . However, those customers
who had canceled service with their previous supplier or had requested cancellation by May 1,
1991, shall be eligible to change suppliers as per previous procedures . No customer shall be
allowed to change electric suppliers by disconnecting service between May 1, 1991, and July
11, 1991 .



(L. 1982 H.B . 1646 § 2, AL . 1986 H.B . 1486, A.L . 1991 S.B . 221)

Effective 7-11-91

Missouri General Assembly



EXHIBIT VWS-4

SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL
MEETING MINUTES

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 26,1996



SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 26, 1996
ROLLA MIDDLE SCHOOL ,AUDITORIUM
7 P.M .

Council Members in Attendance : Ed Rothwell, Kenneth Smith, Ed
Owsley, Gladys Light, Susan Eudaly, Wilton Painter, Lou Magdits,
Jimmy Dale Williams, Ray Hoevelmann, Mary Daily, Robin Kordes

Council Members Absent: Mark Rolufs

Department Heads in Attendance:

	

Public Works- Director Steve
Hargis, Chief of Police Mike Snavely, Finance Director Daniel Murphy,
Fire Chief Keith Crowell, Parks and Recreation Director Ken Kwantes,
Planning Director Bob Hosmer, Solid Waste Manager Steve Femmer

Other City Officials in Attendance : City Administrator Merle Strouse,
City Counselor John Beger, Rolla Municipal Utilities General Manager
Dan Watkins and City Clerk Carol Daniels

1 . CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING CONCERNING PROPOSED SOUTH
SIDE ANNEXATION PLAN OF INTENT

Mayor Wax called the meeting to order and advised that this meeting
has been called to conduct a public hearing concerning the proposed
south-side annexation and plan of intent . Following the public hearing,
Mayor Wax advised that the Council will consider an ordinance adopting
the Plan of Intent .

Mayor Wax then turned the meeting over to City Administrator Merle
Strouse .

City Administrator Merle Strouse explained that the reason for this
public hearing is a result of a court decision from the Federal Court of
the eastern district in St . Louis . This decision is a result of a similar
case of annexation submitted by the City of Pacific . Apparently, the
City of Pacific's Plan of Intent did not meet the criteria of the district
court judge . Consequently, the City of Rolla staff revised its
south-side annexation Plan of Intent in hopes of meeting the
qualifications as stipulated by the Federal Judge . (Copies of the
Revised Plan of Intent were provided to the individuals in attendance at
the hearing) .

City Administrator Merle Strouse completed an overview of the contents
of the Revised Plan of Intent .

Following Mr . Strouse's review, Mayor Wax opened the public hearing
to anyone wishing to address the City Council in favor of the proposed
annexation .

NOVEMBER 26, 1996



SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
NOVEMBER 26, 1996
Page 2

Mayor Wax first read a letter he had received from Mr . Grady Cooper,
84 Cottonwood Drive, Rolla, Missouri . Mr . Cooper explained that he
would be unable to attend the hearing . However, he wished to express
his support for the annexation .

John Helm, 18 Ozark Terrace, stated that he was definitely in favor of
the proposed annexation and it is very badly needed in his area . Mr .
Helm told Council that on his way to this meeting, he drove through
sewer water which was running across the street in his subdivision .

Harlan Payne, of the Ozark Terrace area, explained that he also has
water problems on the street . Mr . Payne stressed that the residents
in that area are in need of the City sewer and water . Mr . Payne also
noted that the property owners will probably experience problems
selling their properties because of the sewer and water problems .

Jerry Wiley, 5156 Cottonwood, located in the Parkview Addition, stated
that he wished to make it the matter of record that he is in favor of
the annexation . Mr . Wiley reiterated what Mr . Helm and Mr . Payne
stated regarding the sewer and water problems and declining property
values .

No one else present addressed Council in favor of the proposed
south-side annexation .

Mayor Wax then opened the hearing to anyone wishing to address
Council in opposition to the proposed south-side annexation .

Don Priest, 11890 State Route O, questioned the Mayor regarding the
petition submitted approximately two years ago from those individuals
opposed to the south-side annexation . Mayor Wax advised that the
petition was on file at City Hall and that a copy was provided to the
members of the City Council . Mr . Priest also questioned the status of
the Neighborhood Improvement District .

Planning Director Bob Hosmer explained that there are two processes by
which the Neighborhood Improvement District can be accomplished .
The two processes are either by petition or election .

City Administrator Merle Strouse advised that the City has decided
that the Neighborhood Improvement District should be decided by
election rather than by petition . Mr . Strouse also added that it is
constitutional to place the Neighborhood Improvement District question
on the ballot .

Mr . Priest also asked if any City funds, including Rolla Municipal
Utilities funds, will used in the election campaign as well as any City
employees used in the election campaign .
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Mr . Strouse responded that City employees will be available and funds
will be used to enlighten the voters as to the pros and cons of the
annexation . Statements will be made on what the City can do and what
the City intends to do according to the Plan of Intent . Mr . Strouse
added that some funds will be used to advertise the election, printing,
and manpower costs . Mr . Strouse stated that he did not know exactly
what would be required until the process begins . Mr . Strouse
emphasized that the City will follow all of the State laws regarding this
issue .

Mr . Priest concluded by stating that his other questions will be
addressed in court .

Marvin Konynenbelt, 10320 Barnitz Drive, stated that he was
undecided regarding the proposed annexation . Mayor Wax gave Mr .
Konynenbelt an opportunity at this time to ask any questions . Mr.
Konynenbelt asked what the City's policy is regarding snow removal,
particularly in areas which have a considerable incline .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis stated that the City's policy is to
immediately begin with salt, which contains calcium chloride liquid .
Calcium chloride liquid will first be applied to the major routes in
areas with inclines, and then the entire City streets will be salted . As
soon as the salt has taken effect and there is sufficient material on the
road to plow, usually three to four inches, the City begins plowing the
major routes . The problem areas are then plowed and then the
remaining parts of the City are plowed . The Street Department works
two twelve-hour shifts utilizing all the City's equipment .

Mr . Konynenbelt then asked if the Line-Barnitz area will be brought
up to the City's specifications, specifically in terms of septic
systems .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis advised that the Line-Barnitz area
will have a sanitary sewer available to them . A few homes are on a
septic system collection system that is approvable through the
Department of Natural Resources . The residents in that area will be
asked to decide whether the present sewer system will be taken out of
service or a full gravity system will be installed . If the decision is
to use the present system, the residents will receive a $1,000 credit .
If the present system is replaced, the residents will pay the full price
for the system .

Mr . Konynenbelt asked what the law or Department of Natural
Resources regulation is regarding the capping of the wells .
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Rolla Municipal Utilities General Manager Dan Watkins explained that the
capping of wells is part of a policy that Rolla Municipal Utilities (RMU)
has adopted as its way of protecting well heads and the City . RMU
requires that all home-type wells be capped so that there are fewer
areas for the ground water to be contaminated .

Harry Harmes, Highway F, Rolla, Missouri, stated that he owns
approximately 84 acres that would be split if the south-side annexation
is completed . Mr . Harmes asked that he be given a better idea of
where the proposed road will be constructed as it crosses Highway O to
Highway 72 .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis stated that there are no immediate
plans to construct a road through his property .

Mr . Harmes asked that the "grandfather clause" be addressed
regarding agricultural area .

Planning Director Bob Hosmer explained that agricultural property will
be grandfathered in if the property is continually used for agricultural
use, even though the property may be passed on to another owner .

Julian Harrison, 12165 'State Route O, voiced his strong opposition to
the annexation proposal . Although some subdivisions petitioned to be
annexed, Mr . Harrison stated that he does not wish to be included in
the annexation . The residents who currently live in the proposed
annexed area of undeveloped land, have chosen to live there because
they prefer living in the country . Mr . Harrison stated that he would
like to continue such activities as skeet shooting, target practicing
and other outdoor activities that he enjoys by living in the country .
To annex this huge amount of farm land into the city, against the
owners wishes, is unfair, unjust and not consistent with a democratic
society . Mr . Harrison further stated that the City Council does not
have anything to offer him .

Gus Mauller, owner of Mauller Cabinet Shop located on Highway 63
South, stated that he has been a board member of the Parkview Sewer
District . Mr . Mauller asked what happens to the existing sewer
districts if the annexation is successful .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis explained that whether or not the
sewer districts remains will be the decision of the sewer district .

Mr . Mauller also asked if the City will honor the agreements made by
the Sewer Districts .

Mr . Hargis stated that the City will honor the agreements .
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Mr . Mauller noted that Ozark Terrace subdivision was approximately 80%
in favor of annexation. Mr . Mauller asked why the Ozark Terrace
subdivision was not allowed to be annexed .

City Administrator Merle Strouse explained that unless 100%
participation is received, the City must go through this type of
annexation process .

Mr . Mauller concluded by stating that he is personally against the
annexation and formally requested that his property be exempted from
annexation .

Tom Sager, 8 Laird Avenue, began by stating that he does not
propose to tell the people living south of Rolla whether they should or
should not vote for annexation . Mr . Sager stated that he wished to
relay some of his recent experiences with the City of Rolla as a
resident and asked that his experiences be considered when deciding
whether to annex or not . Mr . Sager continued by explaining that he
lives in what "used to be" one of the finest neighborhoods in the City
of Rolla . Mr . Sager added that last month the City approved a zoning
change for one of his neighbors, from R-1 to C-3 zoning . Mr . Sager
noted that C-3 is the highest level of commercial zoning and R-1 is
single family dwellings . Mr . Sager went on to say that the City talks
about protection, but there is very little protection when the City will
put C-3 commercial property right next to single family dwellings .
Mr . Sager suggested to the residents south of Rolla that they walk
down Johnson Avenue from Highway 72 and look at the big fence that is
being erected, and walk along the fence, which is right on the
property line of a single-family residential area . Mr . Sager asked the
residents to ask themselves "would you like to have that fence right
on the borders of your land" . Mr . Sager also alluded to some water
run off problems .

Mayor Wax then opened the public hearing to anyone wishing to
address Council who are undecided regarding the proposed south-side
annexation .

Ralph Erwin, 10316 Forest, asked City Administrator Merle Strouse to
point out where the $4,500 figure was explained in the Plan of Intent .
Public Works Director Steve Hargis stated that it was alluded to on
Pages 10 and 17 of the document . Mr . Strouse further explained that
$4,500 +/- would be paid over a twenty year period by those who
presently have a home on the property that receive water and sewer .

Regarding the existing lots in the some of these subdivisions that would
be brought into the City sewer and water system, Ken Beasley, 10340
Line Avenue, asked if Rolla Municipal Utilities would provide electrical

NOVEMBER 26, 1996



SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
NOVEMBER 26, 1996
Page 6

service to the new homes .

	

Mr . Beasley also asked if the City would
run an electric line for a single lot in a subdivision where there were
thirty or forty other homes on Intercounty Electric .

City Administrator Merle Strouse along with Rolla Municipal Utilities
General Manager Dan Watkins explained that within three years the
City will run electric throughout the whole system and as new homes
are constructed, they would make connections to the City's system .

Mr . Beasley also asked' how much of the $22 .00 charge was water and
sewer and how much is debt retirement .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis estimated that less than 50% of the
$22 .00 is sewer and water charges and a little more than 50% is debt
retirement .

Mr . Beasley also asked who is responsible for the closure of the lagoon
system and wells at Line Barnitz and how will it be handled .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis advised that the homeowner's
association that obtains the permit will be responsible for the actual
closure of that facility .

Floyd Huffman, 1335 Highway 72, stated that he owns approximately
180 acres that will be affected . Mr . Huffman asked if the cost will be
the same for those individuals who are not located in any of the
neighborhood districts .

City Administrator Merle Strouse explained that the $4,500 is a one-time
offer for those in the four organized subdivisions . The proposal for
any other properties in the annexed areas is under the same terms
afforded to the residents within the City limits . Mr . Strouse added
that if a property owner desires City sewer service, the property
owner must petition the City and 50% will be paid by the City and 50$
will be borne by the property owner . However, the property owner is
responsible for 100$ of the sewer costs from the property line .

Rolla Municipal Utilities General Manager Dan Watkins stated that RMU's
obligation would be to provide the water to the nearest edge of the
property and it is the property owner's responsibility to extend it
beyond to the farthest edge of the property . Based on the Plan of
Intent, it is based upon $18 .92 per foot installation costs .

Gus Mauller, owner of Mauller Cabinet Shop located on Highway 63
South, stated that currently his shop is serviced InterCounty Electric .
If this area is annexed and another building is constructed near the
present cabinet shop, Mr . Mauller asked what company would provide
the electricity .
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Rolla Municipal Utilities General Manager Dan Watkins stated that RMU's
decision is that they will not "hostilely shove" its services .

Mr . Mauller asked if the M-1 zoning classification remains if he should
move his cabinet shop . City Administrator Merle Strouse advised Mr .
Mauller that although he may move his cabinet business from its
present location, the property would still remain M-1 .

No one else present addressed Council concerning the south-side
annexation issue . Mayor Wax closed the hearing at approximately 8 :35
p .m .

On page 19 of the Plan of Intent Council person Magdits read the
following : "Ample sales tax revenue exists to fund reconstruction of
the existing streets within the proposed annexed area if the newly
annexed citizens' petition ." Mr . Magdits asked how to respond to the
residents when they question the street maintenance schedules of
existing City streets .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis explained that the citizens of the
proposed south-side annexation area will have the same opportunity as
any City resident . For instance, the citizens will be able to petition
the City for these improvements . The City Council will ultimately
determine the priority of the street improvements .

Council person Magdits also asked what approximately would be
received in terms of property taxes for the 5south-side annexation
area .

Finance Director Dan Murphy estimated approximately less than
$30,000, which includes the Library, parks and recreation and General
Fund distributions .

Mr . Magdits further asked what the interest rate will be that will be
used for debt amortization .

Public Works Director Steve Hargis explained that the amounts included
in the Plan of Intent are the City's best estimate . The sewer portion
will be financed with a low-interest loan through the Department of
Natural Resources .

Council person Owsley stated that if the City is going to move ahead,
progress always hurts someone . Progress takes time and it takes
working together . Mr ., Owsley added that he is not telling individuals
how to vote . However, Mr . Owsley asked them to come to the meeting
with an open mind . I£ Rolla was not a progressive city, it would have
never gotten Briggs and Stratton or the school system . Mr . Owsley
concluded by stressing that we have one of the best communities in
the world .
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City Counselor John Beger read the following proposed ordinance for its
first and second readings . ORDINANCE NO . 3159 : AN ORDINANCE
PROVIDING FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY
OF ROLLA, MISSOURI, BY EMBRACING AND INCLUDING
UNINCORPORATED REAL PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE COUNTY OF
PHELPS, STATE OF MISSOURI, LYING SOUTH OF THE PRESENT CITY
LIMITS LINE OF THE CITY OF ROLLA, MISSOURI, AND HEREINAFTER
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED . A motion was made by Eudaly and
seconded by Smith to suspend the rules and that the ordinance be read
for its third reading . A voice vote on the motion showed unanimous
approval . Motion carried .

City Counselor John Beger then read the proposed ordinance for its
final reading . A motion was made by Smith and seconded by Eudaly
that the ordinance pass . A roll call vote on the motion showed the
following : Ayes ; Smith, Williams, DailV, Rothwell, Hoevelmann,
Owsley, Kordes, Light, Magdits, Eudaly, Painter . Nays ; None .
Absent :

	

Rolufs .

	

The ordinancepassed .

A motion was made by Williams and seconded by Hoevelmann to adjourn
the meeting . A voice vote on the motion showed unanimous approval .
Motion carried .

The meeting adjourned at approximately 8 :50 p.m .

Minutes submitted by City Clerk Carol Daniels .

CITY CLERK

	

MAYOR
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REVISED PLAN OF INTENT
FOR "I'III: PROPOSED SOUTh1 SIDE ANNEXATION AREA

1 . Introduction

Missouri law requires that prior to annexation a report be prepared and presented at a
public hearing setting Ibrih the provision of major services presently provided by the city, a
proposal time schedule Ibr these services, tile level at which the city assesses property and tile
rate al which it taxes (hat property, how the city proposes to zone the area to be annexed and
when the proposed annexation will bccomc cflcctivc . Therefore . tile purpose of this I'lan of
Intent is to provide the citizens of Rolla and the residents of the un-incorporated area information
relating to (tic services that (tic City of Rolla is proposing to provide to this area.

	

The lbilowing
events will need to occur before the City can extend its limits .

Chrono ln2v of Events

I .

	

Adoption of the resolution of intent to annex .
2 .

	

Preparation of the plan of intent,
3 .

	

Introduction of the annexation ordinance,
4 .

	

Holding of public hearing,
5 .

	

Adoption of annexation ordinance .
fi .

	

Obtaining declaratory judgment and
7 . Election .

The proposed south side annexation area is approximately 3 quarters mile in depth and 3
miles wide. The area is generally described as south of the existing City limits, north of Phelps
County Road 5020, west of Highway 72 and cast of US Highway 63 and the Parkview residential
subdivision area. The proposed southern edge follows County Road .5020 and would extend due
cast from Highway 63 to Highway 72. The topography of the area is composed of gently rolling
terrain . It is covered with a scattering of upland forested areas and a large amount of open land.
This area is primarily in one watershed that lies on either side of the Dciblc Branch that divides the
area. The lowest point is approximately 970 feel in elevation above mean sea level and the
highest point is approximately 1,130 feet above mean sea level. This annexation would give the
southern edge ol'the City a more uniform boundary between Highway 63 and Highway 72 . The
City Council of the City of' Rolla, Missouri, Iuls expressed an intent to annex the area as generally
dclined above .

hltc lullowing information has been compiled by the principle departments of tile City of
Rolhi, Mi,-NOuri . which would he responsible for the provision of services to (tic newly annexed
area .

	

A series of leaps accompanies and is :m integral part of this report .

	

These maps indicate tile
proposed City boundary extension . tile proposed sanitary sewer collection system, (tic proposed
boundary of tile improvement districts, tile existing streets, tile proposed electrical system, (lie
luturc tr:utsportation systems for Rolls, tile existing land uses and tile proposed zoning of tile
:u'ca .

t'nv,d'Rolla . Mi%sowi

	

Revised I'lan of Inlrnl

	

Oclobcr h, 1997
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11 . Municipal Government Revenues and Expenditures

The Missouri state law prohibits the City of Rolla from assessing property at a higher rate
than is assessed by the county assessor . Assessed valuation ofpropcrty is computed at 12% for
agricultural property, 19% for residential property and 33% for commercial property . 'File
present City property tax rate is $1 .12 per $100 .00 assessed valuation . The City and County
property taxes are depicted in the following chart .

Source: City of Rolla Finance Department, 1996 ** Does not include 0.38 Commercial Surtax

1996 Pro er

	

Taxes

The City of Rolla, like other cities, relies on taxes and or user fees to generate revenues .
The largest revenue generator for the City of Rolla is the City sales tax. The City sales tax rate in
1996 was $0.015 per each sales dollar spent in the City of Rolla . The sales tax in Rolla generated
$3,636,342 in 1996 . This was a 4.2% increase over the 1995 sales tax revenue of $3,489,501 .
The overall revenues and fund transfers for the City of Rolla grew by 5.2% from 1995 to 1996 .
The City of Rolla has increased revenues due mainly to sales tax revenues . This is attributed to
the City's status as a regional trade center .

4m r
Cam_ Property Tax

, T'cr 5100 o,E Assessed ~'roperty ~alua .
$1 .12

General le 50.67
Libra levy $0.28

Park levy $0.17
County Tax $0.15
School Tax $3.04
State Tax $0.03
Road and Bride Tax $0.09
Deveto menta5, l( Disabled Tax $0.09



City of Rolla--Revenues and Fund Transfers for FY 1995 and FY 1996

.1�Iliit' t'IIV 111 Rolla 1'O1 :nltc DIl1 :u1111tm . t ;Cncral Purpose fn,UjClal 51:Ilemcnls Yew' ICntlcll September 311,

1996 . Dllvls . I .plm ,\ Moues f .C' . . 1996 . "Represents "ner:d liuul iranslcl :a . as well as fund reserves--r)
represen1S 0110:111111 reR'llnl'x

I".v,,rnnIL,

	

NA ."'., � .

	

Rrvw,vlPt

	

,, . .tI . . . . . . . .

	

(lrtrdv " rf,

	

199')

	

f,

Type of Reveriue or Transfer FY 1995 -FY J996 . .Percent Cban e
Ad valorem lax 547.3,874 54X4.243 2 .19"s,

Gasoline lax 5 .332,1176 $148.563 4 .96"".,

Intaneiblclax- S22.53x 531,544 399x'°'

City sales tax 52.325 .675 $2 .42t1.595 4 .34"Y.,

1mns oriation sales lax $1 .163X26 $1,209 .747 3 .95"x;,

Railroad lax 54.8118 56.722 3 1 ) .X1'7..

thiloyIrmtchlsclax .53113,1183 $343 .194 13 .23'Z.

Motor vehicle tax $140388 $145,42 .5 3 .5 11'x,

1'avlncnl In lieu of lax 51,943 51 .933 -0 . .51 .,X,

Mail order lax S200.236 5x3,995 -58.(16'55,

Lodctne mx 5161 .671 $173957 TOM,,

Clearctlc IAx 5118,921 $129.487 X.xx'%:.
Liquor lax $15 .280 52(1,62() 34 ~15nn

Faxes subtotal SS 264;319 ;$5;40601:5 2.64°f°
Occupational licenses $36.078 $54,222 50.29%

Building omits $29 "719 $29335 -1 .29%

Other

Licenses t;aid feXrotfi nbtatat =
h

.

Landfill

$19,019
.-h5sa sz5

$14,637

$32,475

~. WsE~ ,gzz6,a
$9,600

70.75"/"

~� f. , . . 36.sz
-34.41%

Grants
inter vernmcotal tevenaesawbtotal
Fire dues and assessmcnts,crviccs

$14379
. ,. $29 p1 G

$33,120

527,536
> F :N S37 36Y

$34,114

91 .50%
~ rx .� . "' 27. 8°l0 ;'

3 .00"/

Sheet services 586,033 $124.968 45 "26%

Cemetery income services

Char es.'f+i Scz,eicessutrtotal . s , . . . >
City court fines

$66395
: . :" ,.~., 5185;548

5107,521

$120.745

" , : 152T9,$2.>
$125373

81 .86%

`
~", < a `30 81"/a..

16.60%

Police training fees $1,506 $2,423 60.89%

Olhcr
Noes and forfeitures>'salxtotal "
Lease and rent

$32,000
$14h02T
$23,482

$0
;''`;s` 5122*' f6�

523 .509

-100.00%

~~,x ?=-.Q- °~~'

0 .11"x.

interest $160,979 $164,857 2.47°/

Animal shelter $11,144 $1,549 -86.10%

Sale of pro erly $ I x,051 550,003 177.01%
~, Administrative c1mrces to other funds $3071195 $317 .397 3.35"/"

Odlcr $791)37 $132,906 69.03%

ICI Aliscclinncous Subtotal %$592,457 5690,121, 16.48°
Economic develo nncnl find 5135,659 in Ecncral fiend -
C'cnlelcry Iund S 15 .f154 S14 .9811
Avlorlfund' 5195 .672 S1 X9.656
f;uk Bout' $49X .,( ()1) S543A36 X.93". ;.

-Solid wade land 51,724 .329 'sl .5XX 1)21)

Samiarv scwct Boat S1 .122 .362 5 1 .268,6911 13 .OJ"r..

RMLI7) 5 1 .,1119111)11 51 575,(149- 211 . 93".";,

Fund subtotal $4,995,965 &51180 1440 '-68 "46%

TOTALS $11,293,147 $11,837,367 -54:13%,



The annual budget for the (''iiy of Rolla is approved by the Mayor and a twelve member
City Council. The fiscal year begins on October 1 of each year . It is the responsibility of the City
Administrator to prepare annual bu(igets from each department request . The budget is then
submitted to the Mayor and the City Council for final approval. Annual budgets arc managed
throughout the budget year by the City Council, City Administrator and the Finance Department .
The fiscal year 1996 budget expenditures increased by 2.0% from the fiscal years 1995-1996
budget . The following chart is a comparison of budget cxpcnditurcs between the fiscal years
1995 and 1996.

Cit

	

of Rolla-Bud et Ex cnditurcs for FY 1995 and FY 1996

Source : City of Rolla Finance Department. General Purpose Financial Statements Year Ended September 30,
1996, Davis. Lynn & Moots P.C ., 1996 .

S ..AY 3cof Es erit~fture -. _::~Y.1~95 FY' 1996 . ~ . I'CfC07tt CHBTt'-~ s
Administrative $732.1 If $530.741 -27.51%
City Administration $107,702 $116,199 7.89%
Finance $384,010 $397,687 3.56%
Legal services $40,587 $39,520 -2.63%
Mayor's office $24,304 $24,308 0.02%
City court $49,381 $47,140 -4.54%
Police $1,354,233 $1,468,220 8.42%
Fire $1,171,860 $902,549 -22.98%
Buildings $39,348 $38,434 -2.32%_
Cemetery $52,147 $53,353 2.31%
Street $1,020,728 $1,221,325 19.65%
Vehicle maintenance $67,429 $69,808 3.53%
Engineering $845,635 $580,504 -31 .35%
Code enforcement $123,021 $136,058 10.60%
Planning 8109,590 $79,131 -27.79%
Economic development $1,650,585 $200,967 -87.82%
Sewer fund $1,046.942 $1,105,811 5.62%
Solid waste fund $1,581,161 $1,564,802 -1 .03%
Parks found

- -
$491,228 . $543,183 10.58%

Airport fund
OTAA.J.-1.11 ~ ~3 'F

$192,778, $176,528
g068.~Qus~ `~ s,o a~

,-~8 .43%
Vi . -0FR



The City of Rolla is' classified as a third class city in tile State of Missouri .

	

The City
operates under a City Administrator form of government .

	

The City government is made up of
twelve councilpcrsons elected for two years' terms and a mayor who is elected from tile city at
large for a four year term . The City is dcpartnu:nt(dired into seven departments and the Rolla
Municipal Utilities .

	

The seven departments consist of tile finance, Fire, Parks and Recreation,
Police, Planning, Public Works and Solid Waste .

	

The City of' Rolla employs approximately 199
full time cmployccs which includes the City Administr:nors ollicc and RMU. The following
scn ices are currently provided to the residents of tltc City of'Rolla .

1 . Buildinaand Codes Enforcement

The City of Rolla has four full time employees in the Public Works Department Division
of Codes Enforcement. This division is responsible for issuing building permits for new and
renovated structures . Building, plans arc reviewed by the Codes Administrator in accordance with
BOCA and National Electrical codes that includes building, mechanical, plumbing and electrical
compliance . The Codes Administrator is also responsible for the enforcement of the zoning
ordinance in addition to nuisance abatements.

2. Electric, Water and Street Lighting

RMU Personnel Structure

Water System :

The Rolla Municipal Utilities (RMU) is the provider and distributor of water for the City
of Rolla. RMU maintains a water system comprised of 15 water wells with a total capacity of
8,500 GPM, - five times the current average daily use, and 100 miles of distribution mains ranging
in size from 16 inch down to 2 inch . In addition, RMU has two elevated water tanks, three
standpipes ranging from 100,000 gallons to 1 .65 million gallons' capacity with a total storage
capacity of 4.65 million gallons. There are seven full time employees. out of a total of 44, whose
primary responsibility is the operation and maintenance of the water system .

Electric System :

111 . Municipal Services

RMU currently has a Iptal of44 Ihll tinoc and 4 part-time employees . The RMU business
<0licc is stalled 1)y 12 full time and 2 parwintc employees and with tile remaining cmployccs
(\1)rking out of Ittc scnicc department .

	

The rcntainmg rn)pluyecs, except for tile seven full time
rmployces are respon .aihlr Ii1r lltc operation and mainrcnaocc ol'tltc electric distribution systen) .
RMII maintains 101 ntilrs ol , distrihution lines that consist ol'}t7 .25 miles ofovcrhcad lines, 13 .75
n)i1cs ol'underground lines and 10 sub.stalions .

('pivnlItnlla .9-littunin
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Enterprise Funds

Source : Rolla Municipal Utilities (RMU), 1996

Timetable For Service Delivery
Within 90 days after the effective date of annexation :
Finalize the location of municipal street lights

Within 365 days after the effective date of annexation :
Substantial completion of municipal street lighting

Street Lighting :

Source : Rolla Municipal Utilities (RMU), 1996

The City of Rolla provides residential street lights at intersecting streets, at points of street
curvature that might obstruct street vision, or with spacing of approximately 600 feet . The
estimated cost of electricity for the operation of these .lights is $5.25 per month per light .

	

Street
lights along State Highways are spaced as required by the Missouri State Highway and
Transportation Department. These lights cost $21 .00 per month per light .

I

Street Lighting Maintenance Fees

.Rte~~., :2

,

,'. . .
'N1s~°.`~'? 'Q.tal r :

Cash in Bank $421,553 .93 $782,885.90 $1,204,439.80
Reserves $1,983,475 .90 $3,683,598.10 $5,667,074 .00
Inventory $208,301 .48 $205,369.31 $413,670.79
'To ( als $2,613,331 .20 $4,671,850.30 57,285,184 .59

'. ".ahu%
cV,xt k r vr,

Ya' .VFRi101A
~1Y2.
~

Parkview Subdivision
. . . . .MEN,M.;~, .'0." wv+ .s.rx"."dx"

~,N)
18 - I OOW

1+1J~t~.''' .,

HPS

~ . . .
x~'<~ +Y.lu 7l .

g'rki3;,xb
NONE

$1,134
Ozark Terrace Subdivision 2 - I OOW HPS $126
South Bishop Avenue 6 - 40OW HPS $1,512
Shad Brook Drive 3 - 100W BPS $189
State Highway "O" 9 - 100W HPS $576
State Highway 72 19-40OWHPS $4,788
Line-Bamitz Subdivision 14 - I OOW HPS $882
Count Road #3050 4 - IOOW HPS $252
South Rolla Street 6- IOOW HPS $378
Lion's Club Drive 6- IOOW HPS $378
Total 81 Lights $10,215



Source: Rolla Municq)al Utilities (RMLI), 1996

Electricity :

Proposed cost orSireet Lighting Installation

The Rolla Municipal Utilities is owned by the City of Rolla and provides electric service
for residential and commercial customers within the City limits of Rolla . RMU is governed by the
Rolla Board of Public Works, which is a four member board approved by the Rolla City Council.
RMU serves approximately 7,264 customers for an average 72 customers per mile of the electric
distribution system. RMU currently has a total of 44 full time and 4 part-time employees. The
RMU business ofcc is staffed by 12 full time and 2 part-time employees and with the remaining
employees working out of the service department . RMU maintains 101 miles of distribution lines
that consist of 87.25 miles of overhead lines, 13.75 miles of underground lines and 10 substations.
RMU is a full requirement contract customer of Union Electric Company. The electricity utilized .

in Rolla is purchased from Union Electric . This electricity supplied by Union Electric originates at
multiple sources. These sources arc Union Electric's Labadie coal-fired Missouri River
generating plant, the Callaway County nuclear facility or Bagncll Dam at the Lake of the Ozarks.
In addition, surplus power is frequently bought and sold from other electrical facilities . Rolla's
electricity needs arc but a small part of Union Electric's overall system demands.

	

The local
availability of electricity will not be a limiting factor relative to future development of the
proposed annexation area .

The areas within the proposed annexation that are now receiving electric service from a
rural electric CO-Of would continue to (to so . RMU would not be allowed to serve any ol"tltesc
properties . Any new development within tlli, area would receive electric service from RMU. II is
the policy of RMU to absorb the cost ol" ;uty electric extension and this would continue to he the
case . The proposal lin;urcim; of electric extensions info the proposed annexation area is lo use
clcctric reserve ILnds to install ally new lines .

,r R

	

01. .
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Ill.", nr Inn "nl 0c:(11"'16 . 1997

<. T.ocaf9on :
ParkvicwSubdivision 6,416

Nainkerof.I;l"'hts=
I8- IOOW HPS $21,040.20

Ozark Terrace 650 2 - IOOW HPS $2,277 .80
S . Bishop Avenue 3,000 6-40OW HPS $24,360.00
Shad Brook Drive 1,4011 3 - 100 W HPS $4,479 .20
State Ilighwa "O" 5,290 9- 100W HPS $12,342.49
State Ilighwa 72 6,9711 19-40OW HPS $59,595 .00
line-I?amilz Subdivision 9,00(1 14 - IOOW HPS $27,069 .60
('ounty Rd 113050 2,0(1(1 4 - IOOW HPS $6,305 .60
So. Rolla Strecl 2,600 6- 10OW HPS $6,586 .40
Lion's Club Drive 3,5(10 6- IOOW 1-1 PS $10,708 .4(1
'Totals 37,516 81 Lights $173,764.69



Water System:

Proprietary Enterprise Fund Departments

The Rolla Board of Public Works is responsible for operating and supervising the electric
and waterworks systems throughout the City . All improvements and extensions of the City arc
under their supervision . The Board is responsible for establishing (lie electric and water rates to
be paid by consumers of electric and water services . The Board of Public Works is authorized to
appoint a General Manager to manage the operation of the electric and water systems . The RMU
water department consists of an operations manger, an operations Ibreman . a water foreman, and
six (6) full-time employees . RMU also operates the only laboratory in the Rolla area that has
been certified by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources for the microbiological
examination ofdrinking water .

Rolla's water system consists of fiflccn (15) operational wells, two (2) elevated tanks,
three (3) standpipes ranging from 100,000 to 1 .65 million gallons and two booster pumping
stations . The total storage capacity of the water system is currently 4 .65 million gallons of water.
The wells produce a combined capacity of 12 million gallons of water per day and are operated on
a 24 hour rotational cycle .

	

All of the wells are equipped with fluoridation and chlorination
treatment equipment .

	

RMU 'has been approved, by the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources, to be a self supervised water system .

Rolla's water system is intended and designed to serve individual households as well as
high-volume commercial and industrial users. The water system must meet exacting requirements
relative to flow and hydrant supply, so that the community can provide a high standard of fire
protection to keep property insurance rates comparatively low.

The existing water storage facilities and mains are designed so that the future requirements
indicated in the development of the annexation area will not pose a problem either with water
service or fire protection .

When water mains arc extended from the RMU water distribution system to serve new
customers and fire hydrants, RMU will construct the extension in accordance with City of Rolla
codes and RMU specifications . The total cost of the extension will be recorded by RMU and the
pro-rated cost will be determined at the time the extension is made by taking the total cost of the
extension less a pipe allowance applicable to the size of the main installed .

	

The cost per foot
divided by (lie total amount of frontage, will equal the pro-rated cost per foot of the main .

	

All
developers of new subdivisions within (lie annexation area will be required to install and pay for
dLc subdivision's water main system in its entirety, less any applicable pipe allowance .

The Rolla Municipal Utili(ics has prepared tcnta(ive plans and cost estimates for extension
of the public Will cr sysicm . The ti0llowing is a summary of the proposed water extensions .



Parkvicw Subdivision

This area will he served by connecting on to an existing, eight inch main located on Kent
Lane and extending the. main west to Parkwood Drive and then south along the westernmost
street of this subdivision to Missouri Highway CC and then cast to Bishop Avenue.

	

The interior
ol'lhis subdivision and that portion facing Bishop Avenue will be served with 6 inch mains . There
will also be a connection to an existing R" rnain extended across Bishop Avenue just north of
Missouri Highway CC. Fire hydrants will he installed at the appropriate intervals in order to
better facilitate fire protection .

Ozark Terrace

This subdivision will be served by extending ;ill existing cighl inch main from Lion's Club
Drive south along Bishop Avenue to the southern extents of this subdivision and installing a six
inch water main along Kccton Road. Fire hydrants will be installed at the appropriate intervals in
order to better facilitate fire protection .

South Bishop Avenue

This area will be served by extending eight inch mains from existing mains, along both
sides of Bishop Avenue south to County Road #5020. Fire hydrants will be installed at the
appropriate intervals in order to better facilitate fire protection.

County Road #5020

This area will be served by the installation of a six inch water main along County Road
#5020 between Bishop Avenue and Rolla Street . Fire hydrants will be installed at the appropriate
intervals in order to better facilitate fire protection .

South Rolla Street

The South Rolla Street area will be served by the installation of a water main of a
minimum size of six inch beginning al the existing twelve inch main al the existing City limits and
continuing south to the new city limits . Fire hydrants will be installed at the appropriate intervals
in order to better facilitate fire protection .

Shady Brook Drive

This subdivision will be served by the installation ofa six inch water main hilt will connect
to :m existing Iwclye inch water m;tin on Rolla Strcei . Fire hydrants will be installed to the
appropriatc inlet vals in order to better facilitate lire protection .

I ligllwa y "0"

This area will he served by the installation ol'a water main ofa ntininuun Size of six inch
beginning at the existing eight inch main at the existing City limits and continuing south 10 the



new city limits . Fire hydrants will be installed at the appropriate intervals in order to better
facilitate fire protection .

Line-Barnitz Subdivision

This area will be serve(] by the installation of a twelve inch water line connecting to the
existing twelve inch main at Highway 72 & Commercial Drive and extending south along
Highway 72 to (tic new city limits, and an eight inch water main along the entire length of Phelps
County Road #51 10 and connect at each end to the new twelve inch main installed on Highway
72. The interior of this subdivision will be served by installing six inch water mains. Fire hydrants
will be installed at the appropriate intervals in order to better facilitate fire protection.

Lion's Club Drive

This area will be served by the installation of an eight inch water main connecting to the
existing eight inch main on Lion's Club Drive and extending cast to connect to the existing twelve
inch main on Rolla Street . Fire hydrants will be installed at the appropriate intervals in order to
better facilitate fire protection.

Highway 72 - Dewing Lane to orooosed City Limits

This area will be served by the installation of a twelve inch water line connecting to the
new twelve inch line at the intersection of Highway 72 and County Road #3050 and extending
south to the proposed new city limits . Fire hydrants will be installed at the appropriate intervals in
order to better facilitate fire protection .

The entire annexation area, as indicated in the projects listed above, will have water service
available and fire protection provided within the three year period .

Source : Rolla Municipal Utilities (RMU). 1996

Proposed Cost of Water Extensions
We".

. . . J. .a .'q:j:
.>. . . : ,

Y3~ t. StM.Yly

'Parkvicw
Subdivision

, . . ,. .:

11,851

6Sr..a

. . . . .. . ..,

$18 .93

b
u.jC,t,t~

" ^»vw`
aM.

�

$224,339.43

C'CJ . . . y
C' YYPUb,Yk'N` .`YYW":

. . . ANN
4 months

Ozark Terrace 1,790 $18 .93 $33,884.70 12 months
So. Bishop Ave. 6,550 $19 .11 $125,170.50 18 months
Shad Brook Dr. 1,400 $18 .75 $26,250.00 6 months
So . Rolla Street 2,600 $19 .1 I $49,686.00 9 months
Highway "0" 5,280 $18.80 $99,264.00 17 months
Line-Barnitz 13,130 $18.93 $248,550 .90 6 months
Lion's Club Dr. 2,030 $18.85 $38,265.50 12 months
Co. Rd #5020 3,917 $18.75 $73,443 .75 24 months
Highway 72 3,200 $19.11 $61,152.00 15 months
Total 51,748 $18.93 Av , $980,006.78



These anticipated coshpiction dates are based upon lin:il approval of the annexation .
'11zc average cost per fool for in,tallation is $11+.')3 .

The initial meetings with residents in the area to he annexed were focused mainly upon
fimr subdivisions . Those subdivisions are, Parkvicw, Shady Lane. Ozark Terrace and t,inc
l3arnitrll .ongview with a total of 184 service connections.

	

The estimated total cost of providing
water service to these liver areas is $533,025 .03 .

	

There are three methods of payment available
to the customers whereby the city would be reimbursed liar the cost of these water improvements .
The first method would be i one time connection fee of $2,846.$9 per customer .

	

The second
would lie for the city to pass the issuance of revenue bonds to cover the cost of improvement .
i lie third and final option would be for these areas involved to form a neighborhood improvement
districts . The estimated monthly cost oCdebt retirement to these four areas for existing residences
wiliAng this method would be $22 .46 per month. Any new homes in the annexation area, but
Matsidc tai the subdivisions listed above, which request connection to the water system will be
assessed a per fincal foot cost which will equal the average cost ofconncetion for the above stated
subdivisions .

3 . Fire Protection

The Rolla Fire & Rescue will be able to respond to fires in the proposed area with two
pumper/tanker apparatuses with 1000 gallons of water each . These fire apparatuses will both be
equipped with a fire fighting crew with an average of ten personnel. On a second alarm. the
department can bring in an additional 50 ft . pumpert(adder and a 90 ft, pumperlaerial ladder. Off-
duty recalled personnel can add as much as 16 firefighters to the scene operations . Mutual aid
agreements with area fire departments can increase the amount of transported water and
personnel upon call . There will be no direct added cost to our operation to serve the proposed
area . Response time would be between four to six minutes. Upon annexation, the area will be
subject to grading by the Insurance Services Office (ISO) for proper insurance grade
classification . Upon completion of the water supply system by RMU, the area will be subject to
the present ISO rating, which is currently class 5.

4. Parks and Recreation

The Parks and Recreation Department oversees the operation of approximately 197 acres
of park land and park facilities . The Parks Department consists of five divisions; the Park
Maintenance, Cemetery, fool, Concessions and Recreation . The Department maintains a 24-hour
hcutine to inform individuals ofcurrent park activities .

The Park Maintenance Division maintains over 147 acres of park land and facilities that
include a 500,0110 gallon OiynapiG-size swimming pool, eighteen rest rooms, live batting cages and
firur concession stands ('fable 6 .10),

	

There is a total ol' 25 parks in Rolla, 15 that are developed
Mid Ii) that are undeveloped . The largest park in Rolla, the l3cr Juan park . consists of'84.49 acres
of park land on the cast side of the city. The Be,. Juan Park facilities during the baseball and
sotlhaii season are used by over 3,000 people . 'rhc l lolloway l louse located in the 13cr Juan Park
and maintained by (lie Parks Department was built in 1846, rlac house is used by the senior
citizens "Achieving Better Lifestyles for die Elderly" (ABLE) program.



The stafoftlic Parks and Recreation Department has determined that three (3) City parks
(Silvericaf, Ponzcr and Maggi,Place) arc on the northern border or within a block of the area
proposed to be annexed.

	

There is also a large private park (Lions Club). which is available to
public and adjoins the proposed annexed area . The Parks & Recreation Department also indicates
that existing park sites and planned improvements should adequately serve the area . Recreation
programs and facilities are open to both City residents and nonresidents with a cost dificrcncc in
sonic instances (in pool fees and pavilion rental *fees) . The proposed annexation would have little
impact on recreational revenues or programs .

5 . PlanninL and Zonin

The City of Rolla Department of Planning has two full time and one part time employee .
The Planning Department is responsible for reviewing rezoning requests, subdivision plats,
annexations and other development requests within the City . These requests arc forwarded to the
Planning and Zoning Commission lib- recommendations to the City Council. The Planning and
Zoning Commission is composed ofeight voting members and two cx-officio non voting members
which are the Mayor and Public Works Director, In addition, the Planning Department is also
responsible for carrying out the City's long range comprehensive planning . The City of Rolla
zoning codes has eleven zoning districts which consist of the following categories ;

I .

	

Rural Residential District (R-R)
2.

	

Single Family Residential District (R-1)
3.

	

TwoFamily Residential District (R-2)
4.

	

Multi-family Residential District (R-3)
5.

	

Office Commercial District (C-O)
6.

	

Neighborhood Retail District (C-1)
7.

	

General Retail District (C-2)
8.

	

Commercial District (C-3)
9.

	

Light Manufacturing District (M-1)
10 . Heavy Manufacturing District (M-2)
11 . Planned Unit Development District (PUD)

The existing land uses and the proposed zoning for the proposed annexation area are
depicted in the attached map (see appendices). The proposed zoning of the land in the south side
annexation area will occur by a public hearing after the effective date of the annexation . Once the
land is zoned the normal process of rezoning property will take place at the owners request .
There will be no added cost to the residents in the annexation area for planning and zoning
services .

6. Police Protection

The Rolla Police Dcpartntcnl would 1101 require additional personnel or capital outlay to
serve the area al the present lime .

Also, we could olFcr the residents 0fthat area special community policing services that are
1101 currently available to them from other enforcement agencies in this area . Thcsc services
would include Vacation Security Checks, The Neighborhood Watch Program, and various crime
prevention programs and activities .



The first table (Table /) reflects the population based approach which is the most widely used
statistic when considering adequate police protection . The Uniform Crime Repors of 1994, published
by the US Department ol'luslicc reflects 2.1 swum officers per 1,000 inhabitants in the Mi(lwcstcm
Slates . or a national average across the United States of 2.2 swom officers per 1,000 inhabitants. The
199(1 International City Manager Association Yearbook reflects a 1 .83 sworn officer ratio per 1,000
inhabitants for cities with similar demographics as the City of Rolla. Since this data tends to be
s(in1cwhat more conservative in its approach and more recent at time of this writing, the latter w;is used
liu talc purpose of this report . Finally. a one percent growth factor for cash year since 1 0)90 was
li9urcd 11110 the population of'R(rlkl h;ISCd on t11C 1990 US Census figure .

Table I

Sellrec : Rulla Pollcc Dq%u(nlenl, 1490

	

'Dauu« I'npulauun IiFaucs of iaq roe Pruposal ANula«xl Arw

The above table is illustrative of the fact, that based on the increase ofofficers we received as a
result of the US Crime Bill in 1996, our officers per 1,000 ratio arc well within the ratio as outlined by
the ICMA . Specifically, speaking we would be 7/100""s of an officer under the average.

The second chart (Table 2) represents information conccming Calls for Police Scrvicc for the
calendar year 1995 and projected for the year 1996 .

	

Call for Service is one of the most commonly
used measurements of police service.

	

Calls for Service are wide ranging and measure all Icvcls of
service fi-otn the Rolla Police Department . This would include answering a "dog barking" type of call,
and the investigation ofa "homicide" . We could have simply measured reported Part I Crimes (serious
crime) but this would not have been indicative of our true Icvcl ofservice. Statistical data used for this
report was taken from the Rolla Police Department 1995 Annual Report . In addition, projections were
made for the 1996 calendar year based on an eight month average ending in August of 1996.

Table 2

Source . Rull ;l Police Dcparuncnl . 1996

Finally, the third approach t(1 tile anncvuion was basal on Available Tittle VCl'S11S Un;lvailablc
11111c . I'lic l6llowing table reflects commillcd link to police service when compared to non-conlinitted
link . According to the Local (iovcnlntcnt Police Malla(;cmcnt 2"' Edition, it stales . "77(egeneral rule

/nr 11171r)1ntttitte(7 or /x("rentalivc pulrol shrnthl average hemven /uC"nlY five (25") and thirli , live

(35 ,!") fif the lolrrl little allocated fin palr(d .

	

The renwining sis(r,l)ve (6S°.,) la seventy five (75'%t)

/wn'rill should he a/)/)ui7iun(vl /in (ulminiVralirr us.r(~nmvnls (1111/ c(dLi /nr service . -

	

Based on this

Year 1990 °1991' 1992 : '1993 1994 . . : 1995 : . . 199,6 . :' 1997 <' 1998 ' 1999
Poll-_ 14,090 14 .231 14 .371 14 .517 14 .662 14,909 14,957 ` 15,707 : : 15 .767 15,92 5,

Co is 23 23 24 24 24 25 25 29 28
Ratio 1 .63 1 .62 1 .67 I .(i5 1 .64 1 .69 1 .67 1 .79 1 .76

Total Calls for Police Service 30,221 37,224
Call Average per Resident (14,909) 2 .04 2.5
Population Increase: in Proposed Annexation NA 504
Increase in Calls due to Annexation (Praiccl�n NA 1 .260
Average Calls per Day 62.9 101 .7
Av(:r;luc Cans per I lour 3 .45 4 .2
()neCall cr Avela4e Minutes-________

.._
17.3 0) Minutes 14.3 Minutes



information the following assumptions can be made concerning uncommitted patrol time for the Rolla
Police Department .

99,5009

This table reflects that the Rolla Police Department far exceeds the amount of necessary
uncommitted time as outlined by the referenced material on the previous page . Even though the calls
for service are estimated to increase by nearly 15% for calendar year 1996, with the addition of the
three new patrol officers I am anticipating no reduction in Uncommitted Man Hours, thereby providing
adequate patrol time to the proposed annexation .

7. Public Library

"Table 3

The Rolla Public Library offers free library services to all City residents at no cost . This
service would be extended to the residents of the South side area upon the effective date of the
annexation at no additional cost.

8 . Sanitary Sewer System

The City of Rolla operates and maintains a wastewater collection and treatment enterprise
utility. The operation is funded by user fees . The system consists of approximately 110 miles of
sanitary sewers and 3 wastewater treatment facilities . The current total of wastewater collected
and treated is 3.22 MGD. The current staffing levels would be adequate to provide sewer service
to the proposed annexed area .

	

The current available funds as of October 1, 1996 are :
Available Funds

Source : Public Works Deparuncnt, 1996

Over the Past two decades the City of Rolla has made many improvements in both the
Ircatmcnt and collection facilities . The system now serves virtually all of the areas of Rolla except
for areas where physical constraints such as elevation or distance to the main makes it
uneconomical (or [lie user to connect . In these cases private sewage disposal approved by the
Phelps County Health Department is used .

Under current City of Rolla policy new collection mains arc extended to areas on a 50-50
basis whereby the owners of the tract of land and the City of Rolla share equally in the cost of

Cash in Bank $14,427
Reserves $652,759
Outstanding Reimbursable $230,000
Total $897,186

Total Number of Patrol Officers ' ; 19 22
Total Available Man Hours 36,480 42,240
Total Committed Man Hours . 11,539 or 32% 13,601 or 321/4
Total Uncommitted Man Hours 24,941 or 69'Y,, 28,639 or 68 .
Source : Rolla Police Department, 1996



extending service .

	

Collection systems within the tract of land to be served arc constructed at
100% of the cost by the owner,ol'the tract .

During meetings with residents in the area proposed to be annexed four areas stood out as
areas where municipal sewer service was immediately needed . Those areas arc the urbanized
areas of Parkview, Shady Lanc/South Rolla Street, Ozark Terrace and the Lines
Rarnitz/Longview areas. Attached is a drawing showing: the area to be served and the
approximate location of the sewers to be provided (sec appendices).

The total cstimatcd cost to provide the Parkview, Shady Lane/South Rolla Street, Ozark
Tcrracc and the Lines 13arnit/Longview areas with sewer service is $490,300. The funds to
construct the sewer system for the these four areas will be used from the Sewer Fund reserves .
The users will pay back the City over a 20 year period by using a combination of user and
connection fees . The cstimatcd average cost for sewer mains to these four areas is approximately
$2,346.00 per home plus an additional cost for connecting the homes to the mains which may
vary . Upon successful passage or petition of the neighborhood improvement district the
connection fee can be financed over a 20 year period at an estimated cost of $220 per year.

The land uses apart from the four subdivision areas are rural with some commercial . To
provide sewer service to these properties would add an estimated $615,000 . This would be
financed under current policy whereby the owner and the City share equally ($307,500 in the
cost of extending sewer services to this area .

	

The approximate location of the proposed sewer
system for these additional tracts is shown on the attached drawing (see appendices).

The total up-front expense to the City of Rolla to provide service to all areas would be $797,800 .
The proposed schedule for providing sewer services is to have the four urbanized areas served
within two years 6 months of the effective date of the annexation and the formation of the
Neighborhood Improvement District (NID). The remaining areas would be served either as the
area is developed or within two years of a received petition from residents for sewer service.

9. Street Maintenance

The City of Rolla currently operates and maintains approximately 90 miles of City streets.
The primary funding source for maintenance is a Y". cent transportation sales tax, which generates
approximately $1,225,000 per year . Capital improvements or street reconstruction is funded by a
'/z cent capital improvement tax which also generates $1,225,000 per year .

The City has just increased stalling in boils the street and engineering departments. The
increase was done to allow for n1U1-C resuurccs to he allocated in the stray maintenance and
reconstruction areas. Existing personnel will maintain tlic increase in the number of miles of
strccls with no needed increase in personnel or eiluipntcnt .

The condition of ;ilmost all of tltc existing, roads in tits area would be classified in (lie lair
to good range. These streets will he maintained ,by the City at there current standard . Chip and
seals will be the printaay olainlenance activity that will be used. The estimated cost for
maintenance is $1,500.00iYEARiMll .E . The cstimatcd cost to reconstruct these streets to City
standard is $320,000.0(1/9111 .1 : . The reconstruction ol'strects to City standards would he on the



basis of petition from property owners. Typical petition projects are funded on an 85% City-At-
Large or operating budget and 15% property owners. Almost all of the existing roads in the area
of the proposed annexation arc constructed to less than urban standards without curb and gutters.
Most are asphalt mat with the remainder being gravel . The approximate footage of roadways by
type of construction is as follows:

Pro used Annexation Area Roads

Source : Public Works Department, 1996

Ample sales tax revenue exists to fund reconstruction of the existing streets within the
proposed annexed area if the newly annexed citizens' petition . The typical time frame for petition
projects is for the improvement to be completed within 2 to 3 years from when the petition is
received . Petitions received after October 1 st normally must wait until the following October I st
for funding and accounts for the I year leeway . The existing streets in the area would be
maintained by City personnel after the effective date of the annexation . Any new streets in the
area would be constructed to City of Rolla Subdivision Standards .

10 . Solid Waste Collection and Recycling

The City of Rolla provides solid waste collection services for residential and commercial
customers through the Solid Waste Department . A once a week collection service is provided to
rcsidcncc and commercial collection can either be collected wcckly or two to five times per week.
'(here arc special collections provided to both residential and commercial customers. In the City
of Rolla there are approximalcly 6,800 residential customers receiving solid waste collection
services . Currently a crew of one driver and one worker provides a wcckly service for 800 to
1,000 rcsidcncc . The current monthly rate for solid waste collection is $11 .43 per month per
customer . In addition to normal refuse service, the Solid Waste Department also provides curb
side recycling services to City residents and n recycling center drop off sitc . The Department also
provides free fall and spring wash pick up .

r

Shad'
x .< ` . ` ;;Zoad
Lane

>r~s ha.(l: ,
140

"atavel .
500

; Total < :<
640

Kccton Road 1,100 0 1,100
Parkwood 800 150 950
Basswood 1,700 1 .150 2.950
Elmwood Drive 1 .100 0 1,100
Tucker Lanc 550 0 550
Ma lewood Drive 300 1,000 1,300
Boxeldcr Drive 750 0 750
Cottonwood Drive 500 550 1,050
County Road 5010 Rolla Street 5,350 0 5,350
Forest Place 800 0 800
Barnitz Avenue 1,100 0 1,100
Line Avenue 1,100 0 1,100
Longview Lane 800 0 800
County Road 5110 4,300 0 4,300
County Road 5020 2,800 0 2,800

N NAM



Upon the eflcclive date of the annexation solid waste collection will be extended to all
residences and businesses in conformance with Missouri state statutes section 260.247 . The
private haulers now serving this area will be able to continue for a period of two (2) years after
the effective date of the annexation .

	

Revenue received from customers in the proposed
annrxalion area will he sufficient to fund the operating expenses for the extension of solid waste
services to this area .

a

- tl(aIII, Rolla . MIN'S4nnI ,_.

	

Rrvtself I'lan of Inirni (ktobrr fi . 1997
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1V . Timetable of Municipal Services

The City of Rolla call provide the proposed annexation area with normal City services .
I hcse City services will be provided after the effective date of the annexation . There are fiver
existing subdivisions in the South side annexation proposal which arc Parkview, Ozark Terrace,
Shady Lane and [lie Line Barnitzl Longview Subdivisions (sec map) . These four areas will form
the boundaries of the Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) for the South side annexation.
The formation of the Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) will be formed in accordance
with RSMo 67 .453 to 67 .475 . The NID will be formed by a separate election held after the
successful annexation election . The Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) will form a
special assessment district for the repayment of sewer and water facilities . Should the annexation
pass and the NID not pass, land owner requested sewer services would be paid at a cost of 50%
by the owners and 50"/, by the City . The cost for water would be based on a per linear foot cost .
Both would be owner initiated by individual petitions or requests .

The residents outside the four subdivisions and new development will obtain sewer and
water service in the same manner as other City residents . Sewer services in these areas will be
obtained as requested by residents at a cost of 50% paid by the City and 50% paid by the owner.
Water services will be obtained in these areas by a per linear feet cost to the customer.

	

The City
has the ability to furnish normal municipal services to the unincorporated area within a reasonable
time not to exceed a three year period as mandated by RSMo. 71 .015 . The following services,
timing and financing are described in the table below (*Timing of all services is subject to the effective
date of the annexation and the Neighborhood Improvement District (NID) formation) .

Timetable of Municipal Services
SemCe, resanitg paa'vlded

Building and Codes 13nrorcen,cnt

K >4
`"`=a mt ,̀: s fY, a~r` .

us<"5 .,
1:,°.`3<,- .E~~
Immcdialel after effective date of annexation

" cutgsals'' t IyUaad
wr

Cit -at-tar c fee supported) _
Electric Invnediale for all new dcvclo mcni City-at-large/ RMU _
Fire I l drams With water lines - City-;u-large
Fire Protection hnmediatel after effective date or annexation City-at-large
Licensing Immcdiatcl aRcr cffcctivc date oranncxa6on City-at-large fcc sine oned) _
Parks and Recreation

1971,-11,111 ,

Four 4 ark sites are immediately available
aAcr effective date of annexation

Cit -at-tar c
Cit -at-larxc

Police Protection Irnn,edialcl aria cffcctivc date ofannexation Cit -at-tar c
Reluse Collection A Per two 2) ears CII -a (-lame fee supported)
Sewer Mans NI D) within 2 . ears and 6 months of fonnauon ofNID or h petition 100% S ceial Assessment _
Sc,vcr Mains od,ci) When petitioned for h owner 50°/ Cil --50% owner
Scorer ,rivaie connections NID) Required connection within 60 days ofavailabilil or b ctition 100% property owner
Scwet 1( ,vxtc counectwns odlcr) Required connection within 60 day, of availibitit or h ctition 100"/ property ovnwr ,-
sirccl Lights Inunedialcl alter erfeclive date of annexation City-al-large
suck-1 Malllicllallce and 11mv Icilloval I'll ,nedlalel , hill maintenance is according to nuf,l schedule Cil -at-tar c
VJ ;II c, Mains NID) wulun 2 cars* ol'fonnalion olNID or h petition 100'1 Special Assosinclul
\4a1c1 Mains nU,er) when wlitioned for h y owner outside the NID per lineal fool cost
Waiei nmucconncciious N(D) Re uiredconnectionwdl,in90diysol'i,vs,ilahilit IOW/. property owner ,-
W ;ucr ,in"ruc cunncc,ious od,cr ) Ra uircd connection within 90 day, of availahilit or b petition 100% property owner
'hamed within 120 days ol avallahllll oI wala line% 100°/ ro crt owner
Zullili r inunaGaicl aRer cR'ective date of annex,uieN public hearing City-
All libel Cuv Cc vice, Imn,cdinl'IY alike cfrecuvc<JAIC orwnexauon Cily-at-hrge



Growth Occurrence :

V. Reasonableness and Necessity of Annexation

']'lie growth trends fix the City ol'Rolla historically hive been in a southeasterly direction .
This growth trend is expected to continue. The City's growth to the north and west is hampered
by physical barriers such as Interstate 44 and steep terrain . In addition, growth to the north. west
and cast ol'Rolla is hampered, to some degree, by the presence ofthe Phelps County Public Water
Supply District 112 .

	

Land to ific south and cast of Rolla consists of relatively mild topography .
I lowcvcr, Iliesc areas have poor soil conditions for sanitary septic systems .

	

Many homes in this
area have had problems with septic systems. Since the County does not have planning and
zoning, (lure are no means fbr controlled growth . The proposed South side annexation is a high
priority Ibr Rolla's continued growth pattern and for the protection of the environmental duality
for both the City and County residents .

The City of Rolla has experienced growth in every census year except between the 1910
and 1920 census . In the filly year period from 1940 to 1990 the population of Rolla changed by
+174 .1% (sec table) . This population change is significant when compared to population changes
of Phelps County, the State of Missouri and the United States all of which grew at a much slower
pace during that period . The population changes that occurred between 1940 and 1990 can be
attributed to increased enrollment at the University of Missouri at Rolla, rural to urban migration
and annexations that occurred between 1950 to 1970.

Po ulation Chan e 1940-1990

Source : City of Rolla Dcpartneni of Planning, 1994 and the US Census Bureau, 1941) l0 1990

The population of Phelps County in 1990 was 35,248 .

	

The Bureau of CCnSUS es[imated
that between 1990 and 1995 the County increased in population by 2,229 people . This is a 6.3%
growth ralc IOr a local population of 37,477 (US Bureau of Census Mo . 011-ice of
Adminislmliem) .

	

'I'Irc Stcuc of Missouri only grew ;It approximately 4 .0";, during [lie s;ulne time
span .

	

In 1990 . [the lmpulahon of Rolla and the three townships surrounding Rolla contnined 66%
Or the urt ;tl txrpulalion of ])helps County . Thcrefbrc, if the Rolla area has maintained 60'% of (lie

total estimated 1995 population for ])helps County, the population in or around Rolla would be
24,735 . Rolla and (lie Rolla area arc experiencing and will experience continued population
growth .

Vie' 'ra"fiic irea
Rolla

-.. ~ X940,~>~`
5,141

. yx 199~ ;K <
14,090
OWNrPY nge .

+8,949

.= Ps"rce'nt;Change
+174.1%

Phelps County
(Including Rolla)

17,435 35,248 +17,813 +102.2%

Phelps Co.
(Excluding Rolla)

12,294 21,158 +8,864 +72.1%

Missouri 3,784,664 5,117,073 +1,332,409 +_35 .2_%
United States 13 1,669 .275 248,709,873 +117,040,598 +88 .8%



In 1990 the population of'Rolll was 14,090 .

	

The state of Missouri State Data Center
estimated that from April l, 1990 to July 1, 1994 Rolla grew by 687 people or to 14,777 a 4.9%
change in population in a four year period .

	

If this trend continues to the year 2000 Rolla could
have a population of 15,897 .

	

However, a more likely estimation of the population of Rolla for the
year 2000 could be between 14,496 to 15,670 and for the year 2010 between 15,939 and 17,122
(sec table) . Therefore, iflhe average between these population projections is taken it is estimated
that Rolla could be at 15,077 by the year 2000 and at 16,615 by the year 2010. These population
projections did not take into consideration annexations, dramatic population changes or shifts in
economic conditions.

Population Projections for the City of Rolla

Source: Rolla Department or Planning, 1996 .

The building pcrnvts in the City of Rolla from 1985 to 1995 have increased by 138%. The
largest increase during this period occurred in the areas of two family dwellings. This area
changed by 900% from 1985 to 1995 (see chart) .

New Construction Building Permits in Rolla from 1985 to 1995

Source : City or Rolla Public Works Department, 1996

Environmental Problems :

One of the reasons behind this annexation is health and safety problems caused by densely
populated areas south of the City of Rolla . 'The developed area, in the proposed annexation,
consists of four subdivisions which include farkvicw, Ozark Terrace, Shady Lane and the Line
fiarnitzJ Longview ':Subdivisions. These four single family residential subdivisions were
constructed on small lots with individual septic systems or lagoons for sewer treatment . Many of
the lots in Ihcsc subdivisions are ill equipped to handle treating the sewage properly. This has led
lo problems with drinking water and related Health hazards. The proposal to annex these
subdivisions and the larger undeveloped areas will ensure that future developments do not
experience similar problems even though they may be developed on three acre lots .

Many of the established subdivisions in the south side annexation have unacceptable
sewage collection and treatment systems. Soil in this area is composed of tightly compacted clays
that do not function to absorb the effluent ofscwagc waste. In addition, lagoons have been cited

One Family Dwelling
9M,

27
Ql gN

65
,cep. :C a -

+140.74%
Two Family Dwelling I 10 +900.00_%
Multi-Family Dwelling 6 3 -50.00%
Commercial 18 46 +155 .55%
Total 52 124 +138.00%

~rodect on
Exponential

, :tea ~~~~ :. ..

1

2000 '
15,670

+ 2flt0
17,122

Modified Exponential 1 14,496 16,784
Step Down T - 5,066 15,939
Average of all three I 15,077 16,615



Planned Growth :

by the Phelps County I Icalth Department and tile Department of' Natural RCSOUrccs (DNR) li)r
violations .

	

This has led to a potential contamination of water wells as septic systems drain into
fissures and then finds its way into the water aquifer .

	

This is polluting the water for many of the

wells in the area and if'lcll unchecked could spoil the water aquifers for tile City ol*Rolla.

The proposed annexation area is in close proximity to the developed areas that are inside
the City of Rolla .

	

l his is the path oh one of the major growth areas for the City (sec table on
population around RDI1a) .

	

*1'he 1990 population of the three townships around the City of' Rolla
was 9,271 (excluding the Chy ol' Rolla) . The proposed annexation area is in Phelps County that
does not have any mechanism to manage growth . There is no planning authority available in the
County to prepare the area fiir long range dcvclopmcnt . Development occurs, in some cases,
haphazardly . Streets, buildings and land uses arc subject to no coordinated development
standards .

Population Around the City of Rolla

Toti~nships Around Roila Population

	

NTLtus the
M0

	

,[Gtp.ofRoita
Total Pop . . fount

`, Around 12O11a ''
Rolla Township 14,625 11,991

	

2,634
Dillon Township-

	

-

	

6,453

	

1,797

	

4,656
Minus part of the City ot St . James

	

-145 -145
Miller Township 2,428 302

	

2,126
Total 23,361 14,090

	

9,271
Source : US Bureau of Census, 1990

This area has no major cast/west road system and no right-of-ways have been established
for future access to interior properties. The City has a long range transportation plan that
includes an casUwcst connection between Highway 72 and Highway 63 (sec appendices) .

The south side area has no land use regulations to avoid haphazard development . The
proposed annexation would greatly enhance the value of land with City services and a mechanism
lire controlled growth . The annexation area will benefit from the uniform application and
enforcement of municipal zoning used by the City . This area will also benefit from the application
and enlhrcctnent of municipal building, plumbing, mechanical and electrical codes that the area
does not presently have . All these mechanisms are in place in the City and the City is capable of'
providing these services to Ilte annexation area once it is annexed .

Need fill - Land to Develop_

The anutunt ol , undevelopcd land in the City ol"Rolla has dwindled front 59 .5"/� ohlhc total
land uses in 1970 to 29";, ol'Ihe total land uses in 1995 . This is due, in part, to the growth that
has occurred in Rolla over the last 15 years. In addition, Rolla has had all estimated 11 .57".4,
chant e in population from 1')70 to 1994 (US CCIISUS f3urc:ut . Missouri Office of Administration) .
Rolla is still growing and is estimated to ltlrvC a population of 14,777 in 1994 . The following
Chart depicts the fall(] uses in the City of Rolla compared to typical cities ol'similar sizes .



Land Use Percentages for a Typical City and Rolla from 1970 to 1995

Source : Land Uses in American Cilics, 198;, Rolla Planning Deparunent, 1995 . the 1976 Comprehensive Plan,
and the Land Use Update, 1984.

Rolla has grown to the edge of the corporate City limits .

	

This area is the logical growth
pattern for the City to provide land for residential and commercial development. In reviewing the
local realty company's listings of vacant land there was a total of 65 .51 acres of vacant land for
sale . Many local realty companies have expressed that there is a need for more vacant land for
development in the City of Rolla.

Need For Land

Source : City of Rolla Planning Department and City of Rolla Comprehensive Plan, 1996

The excess in undeveloped land is attributed to a large amount of land that is un-
developed due to environmental constraints such ;Is flood plains, water, steep slopes and poor
soils .

The proposed annexation, if approved by the voters, will make the City boundaries more
uniform and regular and will increase the cllicicnt distribution of City services . i n addition, this
annexation will protect the environmental quality for the un-incorporated area as well as the City .
The City of Rolla has the ability to furnish normal municipal services to the unincorporated area
within a reasonable time not to exceed a three year period as mandated by RSMo . 71 .015 .

Residential Use
a

30.0°/0
;~a.7

A7~'.(t~~,~i.la.

FhY
13.1%

1Y0.<. . 97,J.
25 .0%

Industrial and railroad Use 9.0°/° 1 .8% 3 .2°/0
Commercial Use 4 .0°/0 2.8% 8.2%
Institutional Use arks, public buildings, streets & roads) 35 .0°/° 22 .8°/° 34.6%
Undeveloped Land (vacant or agricultural land) 23 .0°l0 59 .5% 29.0%
Total 100.0°/° 100.0°/° 100 .0°/°

JF t �: ~..

Acres
\''4

Percent Percent Acres Percent
Total Land 100°/° 100% 568480 100% 1,352.00
1 . Total Developed Land 77°10 71°/0 4,027.35 21°/0 285.14
2. Total Undeveloped Land 23°/0 29°/0 1,657.45 79°/0 1,066.87
3. Undeveloped Land (due to -- 20°/0 1,145 .30 20°/0. 270.00

environmental constraints
Total of #2 minus #3 equals, -- 9 .0°/0 512.15 59°/0 796.87
land available for development
Total land not presently -- 7 .9°/0 446.63 -- --
available for sale
Total land available for sale 10- -- 1 .2°/0 65 .512 -- --
20-96
Total acres needed to sustain -- -- 859.27 -- --
Rolla's growth for 2010



V1 . Effective Date of Annexation

The annexation shall take effect sixty days after the approval of the annexation by the
qualified voters of the City and area to be annexed as required by law .

t'ny al Rolla. Missouri

	

It% % I%CJ I'I:w nl Intrm

	

October b . 1997

	

26



VII. Appendices

Map of Proposed Annexation Area Lighting
Map of South side Annexation Existing Land Uses
Map ol'South side Annexation Proposed Zoning
Map of South side Annexation Propose(] Sewer Improvements
Map of South side Annexation Existing Streets
Map of'Future Transportation flan for the City of Rolla
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Transportation Plan Roila, Missouri
Comprehensive Plan
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