Before the Public Service Commission

Of the State of Missouri

	In the Matter of Laclede Gas Company’s Purchased Gas Adjustment Tariff Revisions to be Reviewed in Its 2000-2001 Actual Cost Adjustment.

In the Matter of Laclede Gas Company’s Purchased Gas Adjustment Factors to be Reviewed in Its 1999-2000 Actual Cost Adjustment.
	)))))))))
	Case No. GR-2001-387

Case No. GR-2000-622


STAFF RESPONSE TO RESPONSE OF LACLEDE GAS COMPANY 

TO STAFF RECOMMENDATION

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff” and “Commission”) and for its Response To Response of Laclede Gas Company to Staff Recommendation in this matter states as follows:

1.
Laclede Gas Company (“Laclede” or “Company”) filed its Response of Laclede Gas Company to Staff Recommendation on May 31, 2002 to the Staff’s revised recommendation in Laclede Gas Company’s 1999-2000 Actual Cost Adjustment Filing and Monitoring Report, GR-2000-622.   In its response, The Company agreed with Staff’s recommendations 1, 2a, 2d, 2f, 2h, and 2i. On June 5, 2002, the Commission issued its Order Directing Response by Staff. 

2.
Staff Recommendation 2b was for the Company to submit a summary comparing the actual usage and actual Heating Degree Days (“HDD”) for five or more of the coldest days from the 2000/2001 and 2001/2002 winters to the usage estimated by the Company’s sendout model for those days. Additionally Staff recommended that the Company: (1) include a calculation of the percent over (under) estimation by the sendout model, (2) explain and show the calculations of how the actual usage data is adjusted so that it only includes the same customer classes as the Company’s sendout model, (3) provide an explanation when the modeled usage does not reasonably agree with the actual usage encountered, and (4) if the sendout model is reevaluated based on these findings, provide the reevaluated sendout model.  In response to Staff Recommendation 2b, Laclede proposed an alternative of providing information related to the five coldest days when the Company was curtailing its interruptible customers. This alternative is acceptable to Staff.  
3.
Staff Recommendation 2c was for the Company to eliminate inclusion of the additional slope value in the estimation of 0○ Sendout in the Company’s updated Reliability Report. The Company response was to reevaluate the additional slope prior to planning for the 2002/2003 winter season and provide documentation supporting the decision.  This alternative is acceptable to Staff. 

4.
Staff Recommendation 2e was for the Company to evaluate whether the winter Normalization Factors (“NAF”) from the 1990/1991 study are still appropriate for the updated Reliability Report, which was to be submitted by November 1, 2002 with information regarding the 2000/2001 and 2002/2003 Actual Cost Adjustment (“ACA”) periods. Additionally, Staff recommended that if different winter normalization factors continue to be used for each division, the Company provide supporting detailed documentation for each division. The Laclede response was that the Company would attempt to evaluate the NAF by November 1, 2002 and would commit to either retaining such NAF or proposing an alternative by November 1, 2003.  Staff is concerned that if problems are found with this study, then changes could not be made in the planning until the winter of 2004/2005. In further discussions between Staff and the Company, alternate dates were proposed.  Staff suggested a status report on November 1, 2002 and an updated report by April 1, 2003. The Company proposed August 1, 2003 and possibly by July 1, 2003. Because of the many ACA review recommendations due by Staff in the summer months, Staff does not believe that a July 1, 2003 or August 1, 2003 due date allows time for the Staff to review and respond the updated NAF study.  Staff believes that a due date of April 1, 2003 gives the Company sufficient time to gather and analyze the information for an updated NAF study.  A deadline of April 1, 2003 for the NAF study also allows time for the Staff to review the information and respond to the Company with any concerns so that revisions could be incorporated by the Company in the Reliability Report that addresses the winter of 2003/2004.  Therefore, Staff is recommending that the Company provide the updated NAF analysis by April 1, 2003.  

5.
Staff Recommendation 2g was for the Company to provide, for the updated Reliability Report, supporting documentation for the derivation of the load factors used in the sendout model for each division for the customer classes of commercial-other, industrial-other, and firm transportation. Also for these customer classes and divisions, the Company was to show the 0○ Sendout and Base Sendout for 1997/1998, 1998/1999, 1999/2000, and 2000/2001.   In the Company response, Laclede agreed to provide the zero degree sendout and base sendout, to the extent available, for 1997/1998 to 2000/2001. Staff is concerned about the Company response of information to be provided to the “extent available”. In further discussions with the Company, it was indicated that the Company believed they had the data so this shouldn't be an issue.  Also in the Company response, Laclede agreed to submit documentation on the load factors starting with 2002/2003. Although Staff had asked for the load factors for the updated reliability reports for the 2001/2002 and 2002/2003 ACA periods, the Company explained that the assumptions are being reevaluated and this reevaluation will affect the upcoming winters, not past winters.  So this analysis will be provided for 2002/2003.  The Company response regarding load factors is acceptable to Staff. 

6.
The Company Response number 13 agreed with all of the ACA balances set forth by Staff at page 5 of Staff’s revised recommendation, with the exception of the $603,874 refund balance identified at the bottom of the table for Firm Sales non-LVTSS.  Ultimately the Company and Staff agreed that the overall balance owed to all customer classes was $176,000 for the ACA period ended September 30, 2000.

WHEREFORE, Staff prays that the Commission accept its Response to Response of Laclede Gas Company to Staff Recommendation in this matter.
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