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Q. Please state your name and address? 

A. My name is Robert A. Glosier and my business address is 3950 Forest Park Blvd., 

St. Louis, Missouri 63108. 

Q. What is your present position? 

A. I am Superintendent of Gas Supply and Control at Laclede Gas Company 

(“Laclede” or “Company”). 

Q. Please state how long you have held your present position, and briefly describe 

your responsibilities. 

A. I have held this position for over fifteen years.  My duties include the 

management of various physical gas supply resources that the Company has at its 

disposal, including propane. 

Q. Please describe your work experience with Laclede prior to assuming your current 

position. 

A. I joined Laclede in 1980.  Prior to assuming my current position, I was involved 

in various activities in engineering, exploration and gas supply and also served as 

Superintendent of Underground Storage.  

Q. What is your educational background? 

A. I graduated from the University of Missouri at Rolla in 1980 with the degree of 

Bachelor of Science in Geological Engineering. 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony before regulatory bodies? 

A. No, I have not.   
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Q. On page 14, lines 4 through 6 of the direct testimony of Staff witness Cassidy, the 

Staff proposed to increase test year revenues associated with a propane sale that 

Laclede made in December 2009.   Are you familiar with the details of this sale 

and the events leading up to it?  

1 
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A. Yes, I am. 

Q. Please explain how this sale took place. 

A. Under terms of a September 1, 2009 Agreement between Laclede Gas Company 

(Laclede) and **ConocoPhillips (COP), Laclede agreed to exchange up to 8 

400,000 propane barrels with COP each calendar year during the months of 9 

August, September and October. The Agreement requires COP to have a net 10 

balance of 0 barrels of cumulative offsetting “Deliveries” and “Receipts” by 11 

12 December 1 of each calendar year. 

13 Q. What would happen if COP was unable to arrive at a net balance of 0 barrels?  

A. In the event COP has a net delivered quantity out of the Laclede system at 14 

December 1, Laclede has the right and authority to calculate the payment due 15 

from COP as a result of such failure.  The payment due is the sum of the going 16 

market price for propane as of December 1 plus $2.00 per barrel, multiplied by 17 

18 the net delivered quantity out of the Laclede system as of December 1. ** 

Q. Is it fair to say that Laclede did not expect to sell propane **as it entered into this 19 

20 

21 

22 

arrangement with COP**? 

A. That is correct.  Laclede’s primary objective, as it had been with similar 

transactions in the past, was to realize incremental revenues by exchanging barrels 
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of propane **with COP with the understanding that COP would return the 1 

2 

3 

propane to the cavern by the start of the heating season.** 

Q. So, as with previous transactions, Laclede did not intend to actually consummate 

a sale of propane **with COP**? 4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

A. That is correct.   

Q. Please then describe what was different about this transaction compared to those 

exchanges the Company made in the past and what contributed to this particular 

sale. 

A. By late November 2009 it became apparent **that COP was not going to re-9 

deliver all of the 400,000 barrels exchanged.  Knowing that design winter 10 

conditions could be met without the barrel shortfall, Laclede attempted to 11 

negotiate with COP to have the barrels returned to Laclede a) in summer 2010, b) 12 

by March 1, 2010, or c) by January 1, 2010.   Laclede would have accepted the 13 

barrels plus a “late fee” commensurate with the amount of time COP held the 14 

barrels.  The heaviest fees would have been associated with the latest return date, 15 

as would be commensurate with the time-value of the exchange plus the winter-16 

time use of the barrels by COP.  Due to the locational advantage of St. Louis 17 

storage as compared to Conway storage, Laclede also attempted to negotiate 18 

storage terms wherein COP would utilize the nearly 190,000 bbl storage at 19 

20 Laclede’s cavern that was created by COP's failure to return the barrels.  

21 

22 

23 

Q. Why was COP unable to return the propane that Laclede loaned to them**? 

A. Due to the complexities of the propane market, I can’t answer that with certainty.  

However, I am aware that after the wet summer of 2009 in the Midwest there had 
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been an increased demand for propane for grain drying which may explain why 

the market was so tight. 

Q. Based on your comments it appears that Laclede did all that it could to avoid the 

sale? 

A. Yes.  That is correct.  As with any exchange the Company had executed in the 

past, the Company was only interested in loaning out propane, not selling it, and 

expected it to be returned.  **Yet, all of the proposals Laclede made to COP to 7 

have the propane returned were rejected.  However, as mentioned above, the 8 

Company also recognized that without the return of the propane by COP there 9 

was more than enough propane in the cavern to meet the Company’s design 10 

winter requirements.  On December 17, 2009 COP requested Laclede calculate 11 

the payment due from COP as a result of their failure to have a 0 barrel balance 12 

13 on December 1, and invoice them for the barrels.** 

Q. **Is it the Company’s intent to do any future exchanges with COP that would 14 

15 result in sales? 

A. The Company does have an interest in future exchanges, not sales, with COP.  16 

However, since an exchange, by definition, contemplates redelivery of the 17 

propane that has been loaned, the Company will be reluctant to enter into future 18 

exchange transactions with COP without some additional assurance that COP 

intends to return the propane rather than rely on the monetary damages provision 

19 

20 
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22 
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of an exchange agreement to circumvent the physical return of the propane.** 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

A. Yes, it does.  
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