Before the Public Service Commission

Of the State of Missouri

	In the matter of Greeley Gas Company’s Purchased Gas Adjustment factors to be Reviewed in its 2000-2001 Actual Cost Adjustment.
	))))
	GR-2001-394


SUGGESTIONS IN SUPPORT OF UNANIMOUS STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT

AND REQUEST TO SUSPEND PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

COMES NOW the Staff (“Staff”) of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) and for its Suggestions In Support Of Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement, respectfully states as follows:

1.
On October 16, 2001, Greeley Gas Company (“Greeley” or “Company”) made its 2000-2001 ACA filing for its Southwest Missouri District.  The filing was submitted for rates to become effective November 1, 2001. 

2.
After completing its audit for the period of June 2000 through May 2001, along with a reliability study to determine whether the Company was maintaining the appropriate level of capacity, the Staff, on January 18, 2002, filed its Recommendation.  The Recommendation included several compliance adjustments and a Purchasing Practices adjustment, which together would increase Greeley’s calculated over-recovery balance by a total of $50,882.  Additionally, in connection with its evaluation of the reliability of Greeley’s system, the Staff recommended that the Company submit, by October 1, 2002, a reserve margin estimate with any necessary supporting information, as well as specified information that would facilitate analysis of the performance of Greeley’s peak day forecasting model.
3.
In its March 4, 2002 Response To Staff Recommendation, Greeley accepted Staff’s recommendations, with the exception of two compliance adjustments---i.e., those related to: a) Williams Natural Gas (“WNG”) Storage & Transportation Demand, and b) Storage Injection/Withdrawals---and the recommended Purchasing Practices adjustment.  The difference between the positions of Staff and Greeley amounted to $18,185.

4.
Upon further investigation, the Staff agreed with Greeley’s position regarding the WNG Storage & Transportation Demand adjustment, leaving only the Storage Injection/ Withdrawals and the Purchasing Practices issues in dispute.  In addition, the Staff reduced its Purchasing Practices adjustment by $494.  As noted in the direct testimony of Staff witness Phil S. Lock, filed on April 2, 2002, these changes from Staff’s January 18, 2002 Recommendation reduced the amount in dispute from $18,185 to $15,453.     

5.  
Recently, the parties succeeded in reaching a resolution of all issues in this proceeding and on April 24, 2002, filed their Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement (“Agreement”).  The Agreement calls for the establishment of an ending ACA over-recovery balance of $136,585 for the twelve months ended May 31, 2001.  Accordingly, upon Commission approval of the Agreement, Greeley agrees to increase the ACA over-recovery balance in its next scheduled ACA filing from $95,397 to $136,585 for its Southwest Missouri service area.  (Schedule A, attached to the Agreement, provides the detail of the final ACA balance.)  

6. 
As noted in paragraph 4 above, the Staff and Greeley were $15,453 apart following the filing of direct testimony on April 2, 2002.  In other words, the Staff’s recommended adjustment to Greeley’s over-recovery balance was $15,453 greater than that supported by the Company.  This difference breaks down as follows: 

a) Storage Injection/Withdrawals - $1,528 

b) Purchasing Practices - $13,925.

7.
During the course of the negotiations, it became clear that the Staff and the Company feel very strongly about their respective positions regarding both of these issues and that, as a consequence, a settlement would be possible only on a strictly monetary basis.  For the reasons set forth below, the Staff elected to pursue a monetary settlement of the two issues remaining in this case.  

8.
Under the resulting Agreement, Greeley would increase its over-recovery balance by $8491
, as compared to the $15,453 recommended by the Staff in its direct testimony.
  The Staff regards this as a reasonable settlement in this case for the following reasons: 

a)  Although the dollar impact per customer is a concern, the overall dollar amount at issue in this case ($15,453) is relatively small. 

b)  The Purchasing Practices issue, in particular, is inherently complex.  

c)  To take this case through the entire litigation process would entail considerable legal expense as well as Staff and other costs, with such expenditures likely to exceed the amount at issue.

d)  Staff and Greeley have met to consider and discuss future purchasing practices that Greeley might reasonably take to mitigate the impact of high prices on customers, in light of the relatively small volumes on the Greeley system.

e)
The parties arrived at a good faith and reasonable compromise regarding the dollars at 

issue while, by the terms of the Agreement, still retaining their right to argue the 

principles underlying the two issues in any and all future cases brought before the Commission.

9.
For the above-stated reasons, the Staff believes that the adjustment of Greeley’s over-recovery balance to $136,585 for the twelve months ended May 31, 2001, coupled with the Company’s adoption of Staff’s other recommendations, constitutes a reasonable and appropriate settlement of this case. 

10.
The procedural schedule currently in effect for this case calls for the filing of Rebuttal testimony on April 26, 2002.  Because the Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement has now been filed, the parties believe it is appropriate for the Commission at this time to order a suspension of the remainder of the procedural schedule.

WHEREFORE, the Staff recommends that the Commission issue an Order approving the Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement, filed on April 24, 2002.  Further, the Staff requests, on behalf of and with the concurrence of Greeley and Public Counsel, that the Commission order a suspension of the remainder of the procedural schedule in this proceeding, pending the Commission’s decision regarding the Unanimous Stipulation And Agreement.
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� In connection therewith, the parties agreed that the ending balances (volume and dollars) as of May 31, 2001 for the Williams Storage inventory account are 53,614 Dekatherms and $252,138 respectively, resulting in a weighted average cost of gas of $4.702839.


� Greeley also agreed to provide to the Staff by October 1, 2002, the information related to Staff’s reliability analysis, as set forth in paragraph 3 of the Agreement.
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