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I move that we adopt the Proposed Opinion and Order except for the following issues:
Part Time Employees


The ALJ recommended that the Company’s claim for part-time employees be rejected because the Company failed to support its claim.  The ALJ reasoned that the Company did not show that the funds would be used for part-time employees if additional funds are needed for debts or other expenses.  (R.D. at 16)


The Company argues in its exceptions that it would hire the part-time employees to assist in providing service if it receives “adequate rate relief.”  The Company argues further that it has in the past employed outside help.  (Company Exceptions at 42).


The Company is obligated by the Public Utility Code to provide safe and adequate service.  I do not want this agency to take a position that is “penny-wise and pound-foolish” with regard to providing adequate funds to safely operate this utility.  On the other hand, this agency has a long-standing policy of disallowing operating expense claims that are not known and measurable.


I move that this operating expense claim be allowed on condition that the Company annually employs part time employees with a total amount of compen​sation not to exceed the $11,546 claimed on this record.  The Company shall annually report to our Bureau of Fixed Utility Services (FUS) to verify that it has complied with this condition.  Within ten (10) working days of receipt of the report from the Company, FUS shall notify the Commission whether the Company has complied with the Commission’s Order.  
Equity Return

I move that a rate of return of 10.6% be applied to the Company’s actual capital structure.

 Rate Structure

In our Opinion and Order of March 8, 2001, we directed the Company to move toward a rate design that provides for a zero water allowance in rates.  The Company did not comply with the Commission’s directive, but instead chose to advance the same arguments that were considered and rejected in the previous case.  


I move that the Company be directed to adopt the rate structure proposal advanced by the OTS that all current water allowances and minimum charges be reduced by one-half.  OTS Statement No. 3 at 9-10.  Additionally, I move that the Company be directed to submit a rate structure which contains a zero water allowance rate structure in its next rate case.  
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