BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI
Kenneth B. Marbrie,



)







)




Complainant,

)







)

v.





)
Case No. GC-2003-0342







)

Missouri Gas Energy,


)







)




Respondent.

)

ORDER DIRECTING FILING

On March 20, 2003, Kenneth B. Marbrie filed a complaint with the Missouri Public Service Commission against Missouri Gas Energy.  Complainant objects to being billed for costs regarding a stolen gas meter.  On April 24, 2003, the Staff of the Commission filed a report in this matter.  Staff attached to the report a copy of the bill sent to Complainant..  The bill is itemized as follows:

Total Labor
$190.52

Total Materials
22.83

Energy
31.60

Equipment
5.00

Miscellaneous
155.00

State Tax
3.39

City Tax
1.09

County Tax
.48

Franchise Tax
.01


$409.92

Having contacted MGE to determine how Total Labor was calculated, Staff reported the following:

Administration Fee
$25.00

Service Person
20.56

Clerical Person
20.56

Labor Overhead
33.50

Lost Opportunity at 50%
20.56

Lost Opportunity Overhead at 44%
9.05

Collection Fee at 15%
61.49

Although Staff reports that the above figures total $190.52, these figures actually total $190.72.  The Commission will require that Staff clarify the discrepancy.

Staff also reported that the “miscellaneous cost” is comprised of a police report, costing $5.00, and an investigative fee of $150.00.  Staff reported that documentation from MGE to Staff shows that the investigative fee was paid to an independent investigative service that charged MGE $49.50 per hour.  Although MGE’s documentation shows a cost reflecting approximately three hours of work, the report from the investigative service shows that the investigator actually worked only one hour.  Staff opined that the investigation fee should be reduced to reflect the actual hour of labor worked.  Notwithstanding, Staff concluded that it did not see specific tariff provisions authorizing MGE to recover these fees.  It is not clear from Staff’s report whether the MGE’s tariff allows it to collect costs associated with the actual hour of investigative work.  The Commission will require Staff to clarify its position concerning the investigative fee and cost for the police report in light of the Company’s tariff.  While stating that MGE’s tariff does not allow the Company to charge these fees, Staff also states that the costs associated with one hour of investigative work should be allowed.

Staff concludes that the lost opportunity and collection charges should be included in the bill to Complainant.  Schedule 1-5 of MGE’s tariff, included with Staff’s report, shows that a collection charge of $8.00 is allowed by the tariff.  However, Staff suggests that the Company should be allowed to recover a collection fee of $61.49.  The Commission will require Staff to inform the Commission of whether there is a tariff provision allowing the collection of this charge, whether the facts support the charge and whether the charge has been correctly determined.  There is no tariff reference regarding the collection of lost opportunity charges.  The Commission will require Staff to inform the Commission of whether there is a tariff provision allowing the collection of lost opportunity charges, whether the facts support collection of this charge and whether these charges have been correctly determined.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. That the Staff of the Commission clarify the discrepancy in the amount of Total Labor calculated as $190.72 or $190.52. 

2. That Staff clarify its position with regard to the tariff provision allowing Missouri Gas Energy to charge Complainant for the investigative fee and the cost of the police report, which are included in the Company’s miscellaneous costs described above. 

3. That Staff report whether Missouri Gas Energy’s tariff allows the Company to charge Complainant for lost opportunity costs, whether the facts of this case support the charge for lost opportunity costs and whether such cost were correctly calculated.

4. That Staff clarify whether Missouri Gas Energy’s tariff allows the Company to charge Complainant a collection fee of $61.49 or $8.00.

5. That Staff shall comply with the ordered paragraphs above not later than July 18, 2003.

6. That this order shall become effective on July 18, 2003.

BY THE COMMISSION

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

( S E A L )

Kennard L. Jones, Regulatory Law Judge, 

by delegation of authority pursuant to

Section 386.240, RSMo 2000.

Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri,

on this 8th day of July, 2003.
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