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STAFF’S SUGGESTIONS IN SUPPORT OF 

UNANIMOUS STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT


COMES NOW the Staff (“Staff”) of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) and for its Suggestions In Support Of Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement, respectfully states as follows: 


1.
On April 17, 2002, The Empire District Electric Company (“Empire” or “Company”) filed proposed tariff sheets designed to make changes in the Company’s current policy regarding line extensions.  For the most part, the changes would require new customers to pay additional charges for such extensions. 


2.
On May 6, 2002, the Office of the Public Counsel (“Public Counsel”) filed a motion to reject the tariff primarily as a result of concerns that it would not allow consideration of all relevant factors and would constitute single-issue ratemaking.  The Staff, on May 13, 2002, filed a pleading recommending suspension of the tariff sheets and consolidation of the case with Empire’s general rate case (Case No. ER-2002-424), currently pending before the Commission.  In the alternative, the Staff recommended, in relevant part, that the tariff sheets be suspended and that the Commission set an intervention period.  To date, no party has requested intervenor status.  

3.
On May 14, 2002, the Commission issued an order directing, among other things, that the tariff sheets be suspended until March 14, 2003.   


4.  
As a result of negotiations, the parties to this case were able to reach an agreement and on August 22, 2002, the parties filed their Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement (“Agreement”), which resolves all of the issues in this case. 

5.
The Staff supports the agreed-to changes to Empire’s line extension policy, as set forth in the Agreement, both for what they do not do as well as for what they do.   Specifically, the Agreement does not call for any changes to Empire’s line extension policy as it affects individual customers, be they residential or non-residential.  The Staff opposed Empire’s originally proposed changes for these customers as being too confusing and too restrictive.  On the other hand, the Agreement does provide for additions to Empire’s current policy that specifically address extensions to residential subdivisions, apartment buildings, and mobile home parks.  Empire currently provides line extensions to residential subdivisions, apartment buildings, and mobile home parks by applying its policy applicable to rural single-family dwellings to each planned dwelling unit.  Thus, since extensions of up to 1,000 feet to rural single-family dwellings are made at no cost to the customer, an extension of up to 100,000 feet would be made to a 100-lot subdivision, a 100-lot mobile home park, or a 100-unit apartment building at no cost to the developer and with no guarantee from the developer that any of the lots or units would ever be occupied.  

6.
In the case of apartment buildings and mobile home parks, the agreed-to additions to Empire’s policy would require developers to make a contribution in aid of construction equal to the excess of Empire’s construction costs above one-year’s anticipated revenue from sales of electricity to customers occupying the apartment building or mobile home park.  If Empire’s costs of providing the extension are less than or equal to one-year’s expected revenue, the extension would be made at no cost to the developer.
7.
In the case of residential subdivisions, the agreed-to additions to Empire’s policy would require developers to pay in advance Empire’s entire cost of providing the extension.  A portion of the developer’s payment equal to the Construction Allowance would then be refunded upon the completion of each new dwelling at the time it is occupied and service to the dwelling has commenced.  The Construction Allowance is the value of 225 feet of overhead single phase primary conductor, one (1) forty foot wood pole and necessary fixtures, one (1) down guy and anchor, one (1) fifteen (15) KVA transformer, transformer ground rod, one hundred (100) feet of overhead service conductor and related connectors, and one (1) two hundred (200) amp meter.

8.
The Staff believes that these additions are appropriate and will serve to protect Empire’s other customers from excessive charges for extensions to residential subdivisions, apartment buildings, and mobile home parks in which some or all of the anticipated new customers may never even materialize.
9.
As noted in paragraph 10 of the Agreement, the parties believe that the agreed-to changes in Empire’s line extension policy will not materially affect the Company’s revenue requirement.  Consequently, the parties agreed that no revenue requirement adjustment attributable to these changes needs to be made in the aforementioned general rate case (Case No. ER-2002-424), and that they would therefore not address the matter of these changes in the general rate case.     
WHEREFORE, the Staff respectfully submits its Suggestions in support of the Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement, filed with the Commission on August 22, 2002. 
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