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COMPLAINT

Complainant resides at [ 250 En%ﬂ Vggl@f Deiye
. address of complainant)

St.Lowts, Mo (314]
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jurisdiction of the Public Service Commission of the State of Missouri.

2. As the basis of this complaint, Complainant states the following facts:
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the Respondent:

3. The Compldinant has taken the following steps to present this complaint to M
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WHEREFORE, Complainant now requests the following relief:
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Attach additional pages, as necessary.
Attach copies of any supporting documentation.
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Sincerely,

jordan Ross
12150 Royal yalley Drive
063141 314-265—0101
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FROM: Jordan Ross
RE: Laclede Gas Bill at 4449 Pershing
DATE: June 17, 2003

Dear Ms. Leonberger,

I am writing in response to the recent letter sent to me regarding the Laclede gas bill for
4449 Pershing Ave. My argument with Laclede is that they underestimated our gas bill by such
an incredible amount. We were being billed for approximately $50. a month, when Laclede
claims the actual meter readings would have been $180.00 a month, though this may be true, the
fact that we were underestimated by approx. $130.00 a month is the problem. I was even told by
Steve, a rep at Laclede on May 20th, that the previous 3 years the bills had been that high ($180.)
for that apartment...so why were we underestimateg?

Under Laclede Gas Rules and Regulations (rendering and payment of bills paperwork
sent 10 us by you), it clearly states that estimated bills will not be sent for more than three
consecutive bills unless certain extenuating circumstances apply. However, none of these
conditions apply to 6ur situation. Laclede never made any attempt to read our gas meters, and
never left notices or mailings indicating their attempts to obtain meter readings, and it clearly
states in this literature that Laclede must do that. We were not once offered the service from
Laclede of having our meters read to obtain accurate information, so ! know that Laclede did not
uphold their end of the services. Also, it states that the company must obtain accurate records of
the reason for the estimate and the effort made to secure a reading. I would like to view these
records and see when Laclede claims to have tried and read our meters, because I know they did
not make a single effort.

In conclusion, it clearly states that Laclede Gas must use actual meter readings for billing
unless the customer makes it unnecessarily difficult, which we absolutely did not do and we feel
that we should be compensated for Laclede’s error in billing. I argue this because as a customer
who does not have extra money I rely on these companies to accurately bill so that I can know
what I owe. Paying for this huge bill that is because of Laclede’s mistake is extremely unfair to
me as a customer.

Tracy, 1 sincerely appreciate your efforts in helping us dispute this.

Thank you,

2& (gﬂcr send- o -
Jordan Ross m{' SQO Dlr‘l Pu_(o{{g Ser VtC€
314-265-0101 CDImm{SSLE'm



