                               STATE OF MISSOURI

               PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

At a session of the Public Service Commission held at its office in Jefferson City on the 21st day of August, 2003.

Levieta Jo Brown,





)









)





Complainant,


)









)

v.







)
Case No. GC‑2003‑0275








)

AmerenUE,






)









)




Respondent.


)

ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINT


On February 5, 2003, Levieta Jo Brown filed a complaint with the Missouri Public Service Commission against AmerenUE.  AmerenUE filed a timely answer to that complaint on March 17.  AmerenUE’s answer claimed that in its dealings with Ms. Brown it had fully complied with all applicable tariffs, rules, and regulations, and that its actions were appropriate.   AmerenUE asked the Commission to dismiss the complaint as being without merit.  On March 17, the Commission directed its Staff to investigate the facts of Ms. Brown’s complaint and to file a report about its findings.  Staff filed its report on May 19, indicating that its investigation found no facts in support of the complaint.  In its order directing its Staff to investigate, the Commission ordered that if either Ms. Brown or AmerenUE wished to respond to Staff’s report, they should do so by May 30.  Neither Ms. Brown, nor AmerenUE, responded to Staff’s report within the time established by the Commission. 

On June 3, the Commission issued an order directing Ms. Brown to respond to AmerenUE’s request to dismiss her complaint and to Staff’s Report of Investigation by June 24.  That order also indicated that if Ms. Brown did not respond, her complaint might be dismissed without further notice.  Ms. Brown did not respond.

On July 3, the Commission issued an order directing its Staff to further investigate Ms. Brown’s complaint.  Staff was directed to file a report regarding the results of its further investigation by August 1.  If either Ms. Brown or AmerenUE wished to respond to Staff’s report, they were directed to do so by August 15.   Staff filed its report about its second investigation on July 30.  Neither Ms. Brown nor AmerenUE have responded to that second report. 

Ms. Brown’s complaint alleged that AmerenUE did not properly repair a natural gas leak at her home in November of 2002.  She contended that the leak resulted from AmerenUE’s replacement of service lines in her neighborhood and that AmerenUE was negligent in identifying and properly repairing the leak.  Ms. Brown requested that she be reimbursed 50 percent of her gas costs for the months that gas was leaking due to AmerenUE’s actions.  

Staff’s initial investigation report indicated that gas leaks were reported at Ms. Brown’s residence on November 1, 4, 14, and 25, 2002.  Although the gas leak was located on Ms. Brown’s portion of the line, AmerenUE dispatched a service man each time to fix what was referred to as a “fizz” leak.  AmerenUE also replaced Ms. Brown’s meter on November 14.  Although the leak was on Ms. Brown’s portion of the line, AmerenUE paid for a plumber to replace the line to alleviate safety concerns since Ms. Brown indicated that she could not afford a plumber.  AmerenUE applied a $20 credit to Ms. Brown’s bill as compensation for the small gas leak. 

Staff’s initial report indicates that AmerenUE did not violate any Commission rules in its treatment of Ms. Brown’s complaint or in its service to Ms. Brown.  Furthermore, Staff’s investigation showed that AmerenUE attempted to resolve this complaint with Ms. Brown by providing leak repair services on her portion of the gas line and by providing a credit to her account to compensate for gas leakage.  Staff also indicates that its review of gas quantities consumed by Ms. Brown did not show an abnormal amount of usage when past usage and observed weather was analyzed.  Staff recommended that the Commission dismiss the complaint.

After Staff was directed to further investigate, its second report indicates that each leak reported by Ms. Brown was on the customer’s side of the gas meter. Furthermore, Staff reported that AmerenUE found the meter that it replaced on Ms. Brown’s line was not defective.  Staff also explained that the “fizz” leak reported on Ms. Brown’s line would have allowed for only minimal gas leakage that would be difficult to measure on the meter.  The amount of gas lost from this type of leak would likely be much less than the amount of gas used by a pilot light.  Finally, Staff said that it had analyzed and compared Ms. Brown’s gas bills for October and November 2001, when there was no leak, to her bills for October and November 2002, when she was reporting leaks on her line.  While her usage for October and November 2002 were higher than for the previous year, those months were also significantly colder than the previous year.  After adjusting usage for the weather, Staff concluded that Ms. Brown’s gas usage during the period when there were leaks on her line was not disproportionate.  Staff again recommended that the complaint be dismissed.    

Staff’s investigation of Ms. Brown’s complaint shows that AmerenUE did not violate any Commission rules in its repair of the leaks on Ms. Brown’s gas line.  Furthermore, Staff concludes that Ms. Brown did not suffer any financial harm as a result of those leaks.  Ms. Brown has been given an opportunity to respond to Staff’s report but has not done so.  Staff’s report of its investigation is unchallenged by any party and will be accepted.  As requested by AmerenUE, and as recommended by Staff, the complaint will be dismissed. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:


1.
That the complaint filed by Levieta Jo Brown against AmerenUE is dismissed.

2. That this order shall become effective on August 31, 2003. 

3. That this case may be closed on September 1, 2003.

BY THE COMMISSION

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

(S E A L)

Simmons, Ch., Murray, Gaw and Forbis, CC., concur

Clayton, C., absent

Woodruff, Senior Regulatory Law Judge
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