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CONSOLIDATED

ISSUES LIST
COME NOW the Staff of the Public Service Commission of Missouri (Staff); Missouri Gas Energy, a division of Southern Union Company (MGE or Company); the Office of the Public Counsel (OPC); the City of Joplin; and, Riverside Pipeline Company, L.P., Mid-Kansas Partnership, Kansas Pipeline Company and (collectively KPC), and pursuant to the Commission’s scheduling order in this case submit the following issues list:

1.  MGE is entitled to recover in rates all prudently incurred gas costs.  MGE owns long-term capacity on Kansas Pipeline Company, to meet customer demands but did not use it in the summer months of the 2000/2001 ACA period.   Was MGE’s decision not to post the KPC capacity for release, or alternatively, release equivalent Williams  capacity within the range of prudent behavior; and, if not, is $858,158 an appropriate measure of economic harm?

2.  MGE is entitled to recover all prudently incurred gas costs.  Staff maintains that MGE should have hedged at a minimum s 30% of each winter month's normal volumes; MGE maintains there was no hedging standard in place prior to the winter of 2000/2001but, regardless, hedged 38% of normal winter volumes.  Was MGE’s hedging conduct  within the range of prudent behavior for the winter of 2000/2001; if not, is $614,365 an appropriate measure of economic harm?

3.  MGE is entitled to recover in rates all prudently incurred gas costs.  MGE utilizes natural gas from first-of-month contract purchases, intra-month contract purchases and  storage to meet its customers’ heating season requirements.  Was MGE prudent in its management of first-of-month and intra-month contract purchases and use of storage withdrawals; and, if not, is $8,051,049 an appropriate measure of economic harm?

4.  In July 2000, MGE filed an annual “Reliability Report” pursuant to a Commission order in a prior case.  Staff reviewed the peak day and reliability information and the  rationale for the reserve margin and has recommended in this case that the Commission order MGE to provide additional reliability information.  Is this case an appropriate forum in which to consider the issue, and, if so, should the Commission order MGE to provide the requested reliability information?

The parties also suggest the following order of witnesses, and order of cross-examination:


MGE witnesses: Reed; Langston.


Order of Cross: KPC; Joplin; OPC; Staff.


Staff witnesses: Herbert; Sommerer; Jenkins; Allee.


Order of Cross: Joplin; OPC; KPC; MGE
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