
 Exhibit No.: _______________ 
 Issue(s):         Bad Debt Expense 
 Witness/Type of Exhibit: Trippensee/Rebuttal 
 Sponsoring Party: Public Counsel 
 Case No.: GR-2010-0171 

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
 

OF 
 

RUSSELL W. TRIPPENSEE 
 

Submitted on Behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel 
 
 
 
 

 
LACLEDE GAS 

 
Case No. GR-2010-0171 

 
 

 
     
 
  

 
June 24, 2010 

 
 
 
 
 
 





REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
 

OF 
 

RUSSELL W. TRIPPENSEE 
 

LACLEDE GAS COMPANY 
 

CASE NO. GR-2010-0171 

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 1 

A. Russell W. Trippensee.  I reside at 1020 Satinwood Court, Jefferson City, Missouri 65109, and my 2 

business address is P.O. Box 2230, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 3 

Q. BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 4 

A. I am the Chief Utility Accountant for the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel (OPC or Public 5 

Counsel). 6 

Q. ARE YOU THE SAME RUSSELL W. TRIPPENSEE WHO HAS FILED DIRECT 7 

TESTIMONY IN THIS CASE? 8 

A. Yes. 9 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 10 

A. I will address the direct testimony of Laclede witness James A. Fallert’s position on bad debt expense 11 

and the impact of the Cold Weather Rule.  Mr. Fallert also addressed alternative treatments of Bad 12 

Debt Expense with respect to either inclusion in the Purchase Gas Adjustment Clause (PGA) or 13 

institution of a “tracker mechanism” for this expense.   14 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF MR. FALLERT’S POSITION 15 

ON BAD DEBT EXPENSE IF PGA OR TRACKER TREATMENT IS NOT 16 

AFFORDED THIS EXPENSE. 17 

A. Mr. Fallert performs a two-stage calculation to determine the level of bad debt expense he 18 

recommends this Commission include in the revenue requirement.  His calculation can be found on 19 
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Schedule RWT-2 to my rebuttal testimony.  Please note that the handwritten line numbers were added 1 

by me for ease of identification only in discussing this document.   2 

 Mr. Fallert averaged the actual net write-offs for a two-year period ending September 2009 as 3 

recorded in Uniform System of Accounts (USOA) 144, Accumulated Provision for Uncollectible 4 

Accounts.  I discussed the purpose and use of this account in my direct testimony, page 3, lines 12 – 5 

21 and page 4, line 12 through page 8, line 12.  My direct testimony can be summarized by saying the 6 

actual bad debt experience of a utility is reflected in Account 144, therefore a review of this account 7 

yields the only reliable analysis of bad debt costs. 8 

Q. DID MR. FALLERT REVIEW ACCOUNT 144 AS THE BASIS FOR HIS 9 

RECOMMENDATION? 10 

A. Yes.  I would note that Mr. Fallert’s workpaper (Schedule RWT-2.2) indicates he used a 3-year 11 

average when in fact his percentage calculation is based on a 2-year average.  I would assume this is 12 

simply a typographical error or it was failure to revise template documents from Case No. GR-2007-13 

0208 when he recommended a 3-year average.  I reviewed that same account data, however I looked 14 

at over 10 years of data to determine if any trends have occurred, whether a nominal dollar or 15 

percentage adjustment was appropriate, and if a relationship between bad debt write-offs and 16 

revenues exist. 17 

Q. IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MR. FALLERT’S BASE BAD DEBT 18 

EXPENSE LEVEL AND YOUR RECOMMENDED BASE BAD DEBT EXPENSE? 19 

A. Yes.  Mr. Fallert’s recommended level utilizes the two year average of actual net write-offs.  He 20 

compares those actual net write-offs to revenues for a corresponding period, thus developing a 21 

percentage of revenue that he multiplies times the requested total new level of revenue resulting from 22 
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this case.  I will refer to this portion of Mr. Fallert’s recommendation as his base bad debt adjustment 1 

throughout my testimony.   2 

 My recommendation is that actual net write-offs in nominal dollars without any gross-up for revenue 3 

requirement increases be used because a historical analysis of actual net write-offs does not show a 4 

linear relationship to revenue growth.  (see Schedule RWT-3)  Therefore, I believe that the revenue 5 

requirement should reflect the actual dollars of bad debt experience and not an estimate based on 6 

future revenue levels. 7 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR ADJUSTMENT RATIONALE FURTHER. 8 

A. A review of the table found on page 10 of my direct testimony reveals that changes in actual net 9 

write-offs often go in the opposite direction of revenue changes from year to year.  In fact, using the 10 

most current data up and through March 31, 2010 shows that revenues have increased by almost 28% 11 

since March 2005 ($199,282,289) but that actual net write-offs have declined by 2.8% ($298,141).  12 

Taking out the two years that reflect periods of the Great Recession (2008 & 2009), the level of actual 13 

net write-offs has experienced essentially no material change since 2005.   14 

 The validity of the adjustment proposed by Mr. Fallert relies on a linear relationship between actual 15 

net write-offs and revenues.  My analysis clearly indicates that such a relationship does not exist using 16 

either September or March ending data when looked at over a reasonable time period.  In fact, had 17 

Mr. Fallert reviewed a three year period instead of a two-year period, he would have found that 18 

revenues went down as the Great Recession started but that actual net write-offs went up.   This is the 19 

exact opposite of a linear relationship upon which Mr. Fallert’s adjustment is premised. 20 
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Q. DOES A PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTED INCREASED REVENUES TO 1 

RECOMMEND A BAD DEBT EXPENSE LEVEL INCLUDE ALL OF THE NOMINAL 2 

DOLLAR NET WRITE-OFFS PLUS AN ADDITIONAL LEVEL OF BAD DEBT 3 

EXPENSE? 4 

A. Yes, Mr. Fallert is effectively including all the nominal dollars of actual net write-offs that occurred 5 

for the two years ending September 2009 because he multiplies his bad debt write-off percentage 6 

times a projected revenue level that is higher than the revenues on which he developed his bad debt 7 

write-off percentage. 8 

Q. CAN YOU PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF WHAT YOU MEAN? 9 

A. Yes.  If the actual net write-offs for the two years were $90 and $110 respectively, your average in 10 

nominal dollars would be $100.  If the corresponding revenues for the two years are $900 and $1,100 11 

respectively, your average for the 2 years would be $1,000.  Your bad debt write-off percentage 12 

would be 10% ($100 / $1000).  Assuming a rate increase request that would result in annual revenues 13 

of $1,500 would result in a recommended bad debt expense of $150 (10% * $1,500).  Therefore, not 14 

only is the $100 included, but an additional $50 is added to the nominal dollar amount. 15 

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER COMMENTS ON MR. FALLERT’S USE OF A TWO 16 

YEAR PERIOD TO ANALYZE ACTUAL NET WRITE-OFFS? 17 

A. Yes.  The term normalization is used in regulatory practice to define the procedures used to analyze 18 

costs that have some level of fluctuation over time.  Historically this Commission accepted the 19 

normalization of multiple cost functions such as bad debt expense, injuries and damages, overtime, 20 

and plant maintenance.  In this instance, a historical analysis reveals that the fluctuation in actual net 21 

write-offs has not experienced significant fluctuations except during the Great Recession. I 22 

recommended a 5-year average of actual net write-offs so as to recognize that over the last 6-years; 23 
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while there have been minimal fluctuations in general, a 5-year average ensures the inclusion of the 1 

fluctuations during the Great Recession.  I included the levels of actual net write-offs during the 2 

periods encompassing the Great Recession to ensure that this extraordinary event does not adversely 3 

impact Laclede’s ability to earn a reasonable return over time.    4 

 Mr. Fallert’s time frame only encompasses the Great Recession that has caused great financial turmoil 5 

throughout in our country.  He essentially states that the Great Recession is normal and is an 6 

appropriate time frame upon which this Commission should determine a revenue requirement.  7 

However, data shows that actual net write-offs have returned to annual levels that are the lowest in the 8 

last 6 years. 9 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF MR. FALLERT’S ADJUSTMENT 10 

TO HIS BASE BAD DEBT RECOMMENDATION TO RECOGNIZE THE IMPACT 11 

OF THE COLD WEATHER RULE CHANGES. 12 

A. Mr. Fallert makes two adjustments to his base bad debt recommendation.   13 

 The first adjustment can be identified from Mr. Fallert’s workpapers and testimony. Adjustment 5.a in 14 

Laclede’s filed case is for a 5-year amortization of costs alleged to have resulted from the 15 

Commission’s approved changes to the Cold Weather Rule (CWR) in Case No. GX-2006-0181.  An 16 

amortization was included in the revenue requirement in Laclede’s last rate case, Case No. GR-2007-17 

0208 and Laclede has proposed to continue this amortization expense in the revenue requirement in 18 

the current case.  The impact of this adjustment to Mr. Fallert’s base bad debt recommendation is to 19 

increase revenue requirement by $822,387. 20 
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 The second adjustment is to include an amortization over 5-years so as to recognize in the revenue 1 

requirement the Commission findings from Case No. GU-2007-0138.  In that case the Commission 2 

found that there was a level of costs resulting from the Cold Weather Rule in the amount of 3 

$2,494,311 plus interest.  Mr. Fallert’s 5-year amortization of this amount increases revenue 4 

requirement by $600,000. 5 

 The combined effect of these two adjustments related to the Cold Weather Rule increase revenue 6 

requirement by $1,422,387 above Mr. Fallert’s base bad debt level.  It must be reiterated that Mr. 7 

Fallert’s base bad debt adjustment is calculated using the actual bad debt experience of Laclede. 8 

Q. WAS LACLEDE ORDERED TO TRACK ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS AND 9 

ARREARAGES RELATED TO CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS AND REPORT THAT 10 

INFORMATION TO THE COMMISSION IN THE NEXT GENERAL RATE CASE? 11 

A. Yes, in ordered section 3 of the Report and Order in Case No. GU-2007-0138. 12 

Q. DID PUBLIC COUNSEL REQUEST THAT TRACKING INFORMATION IN THIS 13 

RATE CASE AND HAS PUBLIC COUNSEL RECEIVED THAT INFORMATION? 14 

A. Yes.  Public Counsel requested that information.  Laclede initially objected to providing the 15 

information along with other accounting entries to the financial system related to the Cold Weather 16 

Rule.  However Laclede provided a response to Public Counsel after the close of business on Friday, 17 

June 4, 2010. 18 

Q. HAS PUBLIC COUNSEL BEEN ABLE TO ANALYZE THOSE RESPONSES? 19 

A. Yes.  Public Counsel has analyzed the responses and received clarification from Mr. Fallert regarding 20 

the information contained therein. This clarification was received in response to a verbal question 21 

regarding the information on Monday, June 7, 2010. 22 
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Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF YOUR ANALYSIS. 1 

A. Of the original 8,440 customer accounts identified in Case No. GU-2007-0138, 3,355 accounts have 2 

been written off.  Therefore approximately 5,491 accounts remain active.  The 3,355 accounts written 3 

off resulted in write-offs of $3,212,092 since September, 2007.  The 5,491 accounts that remain 4 

active owed Laclede $5,049,831 as of March 31, 2010.   5 

Q. DID THESE 8,440 CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS MAKE ANY PAYMENTS DURING 6 

THE PERIOD SEPTEMBER, 2007 TO MARCH, 2010? 7 

A. Yes.  These customers paid $22,004,942 during the period referenced.  8 

Q. WHAT WAS THE TOTAL AMOUNT OWED LACLEDE BY THE 8,440 CUSTOMERS 9 

AT THE MEASUREMENT DATE USED IN GU-2007-0138 TO DETERMINE THE 10 

CWR AAO COST? 11 

A. These 8,440 customers owed Laclede $5,874,743 of which $2,479,661 of those account receivables 12 

were deemed by the Commission to be “costs” of the CWR.  The customers have paid Laclede an 13 

amount that is approximately 3.75 times greater than the total amount owed as of the measurement 14 

date of the alleged CWR costs.  15 

Q. DID YOUR ANALYSIS INCLUDE ALL OF THE $3,212,092 OF ACTUAL 16 

WRITE-OFFS RESULTING FROM CUSTOMERS WHO WERE PART OF THE 17 

TRACKING SYSTEM ORDERED IN CASE NO. GU-2007-0138? 18 

A. Yes. 19 

Q. DID MR. FALLERT’S ANALYSIS CONTAIN A SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF 20 

THAT $3,212,092 OF ACTUAL WRITE-OFFS? 21 
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A. Yes.  Since Mr. Fallert analysis incorporated approximately 80% of the time frame when these write-1 

offs occurred. 2 

Q. BASED ON THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DATA REQUEST 3 

RESPONSE AND YOUR ANALYSIS OF THAT INFORMATION, PLEASE 4 

EXPLAIN PUBLIC COUNSEL’S CONCERN REGARDING MR. FALLERT’S 5 

PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT TO INCLUDE THE AMORTIZATION OF THE COLD 6 

WEATHER RULE COSTS IN THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT. 7 

A. Laclede is attempting to inflate the revenue requirement by increasing bad debt expense to reflect the 8 

same dollars twice.  Laclede has included in its base bad debt adjustment a significant portion of the 9 

$3,212,092 of write-offs of customers who were tracked in accordance with the Cold Weather Rule.  10 

Additionally, Laclede is recommending that the amortization of Cold Weather Rules costs associated 11 

with those same customers be added to its base bad debt adjustment. 12 

Q. WHAT DO YOU MEAN THAT LACLEDE HAS INCLUDED A “SIGNIFICANT 13 

PORTION” OF THE $3,212,092 OF COLD WEATHER RULE CUSTOMER 14 

WRITE-OFFS IN ITS BASE BAD DEBT ADJUSTMENT? 15 

A. The response to OPC Data Request #43 sets out all of the Cold Weather Rule customer accounts that 16 

have been written off and the amounts written off, however the specific date of each write-off was not 17 

provided.  These write-offs have occurred since the CWR measurement date of September 30, 2007.  18 

Mr. Fallert’s two-year analysis ending September 31, 2009 contains data from 24 of the 30 months 19 

from September 2007 through the March 2010 known and measureable period.  That equates to 80% 20 

of the time frame over which the $3 million plus in write-offs occurred. 21 
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Q. ARE ALL OF THE WRITE-OFFS ASSOCIATED WITH THE COLD WEATHER 1 

RULE CUSTOMERS INCLUDED IN PUBLIC COUNSEL’S FIVE-YEAR 2 

ANALYSIS? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

Q. ARE THERE ANY OTHER EXPENSES OR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 5 

PROVISION OF SERVICE TO THESE CWR CUSTOMERS? 6 

A. No.  The actual costs written off to Account 144, Reserve for Uncollectible Accounts includes all 7 

amounts billed to the customer for service received plus any other related charges that the customer 8 

did not pay.  The modifications to the CWR allowed the customer to delay paying portions of their 9 

bill but did not relieve the customers’ obligation to pay their bill.  The process for recording all 10 

customer related transactions on the financial records of Laclede provides assurance that a customer’s 11 

actual failure to fully pay its bill is reflected in Account 144.   12 

Q. DID THE ESTIMATES OF THE COST OF THE CWR MODIFICATIONS 13 

UTILIZE ACTUAL COSTS OR ESTIMATES? 14 

A. The AAO’s authorized by the Commission were to defer costs of the CWR modifications; however 15 

as a CPA I would not even allow that the deferred amounts could be characterized as an estimate of 16 

bad debt cost.  Both CWR AAOs were based on methods that were an attempt to measure change in 17 

the balance of accounts receivables owed by the customers to Laclede as a result of the CWR rule 18 

modifications changes.  A change in accounts receivable is not a cost but simply a change in what 19 

someone owes Laclede.  A change in accounts receivable balances can occur for a variety of reasons 20 

including payments, credits or debts to the account, and write-off of the account.   21 
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 Accounts Receivable accounts is impacted by all of the factors previously discussed and when looked 1 

at in total, the ability to identify a specific factor is not possible.  Whereas the sole purpose of 2 

Account 144, Reserve for Bad Debts, is to record activity related to a customers’ failure to pay.  A 3 

larger write-off as a result of modifications to the CWR is the only cost of that modification.  If a 4 

customer ultimately pays Laclede, there is no expense for Laclede and thus the revenue requirement 5 

should not be increased.  Public Counsel’s five-year analysis of the Reserve for Bad Debts captures 6 

all of the costs associated with the CWR modifications.  The write-offs associated with the CWR 7 

modifications are simply a sub-set of the total write-offs that are recorded in Account 144. 8 

Q. PLEASE ELABORATE ON WHY NEITHER ESTIMATION OF CHANGES IN 9 

ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE COULD ACCURATELY REFLECT THE ACTUAL COST 10 

OF THE CWR MODIFICATIONS. 11 

A. There can be no disagreement that the actual cost of the CWR modifications is the impact or increase 12 

in the actual bad debts of the utility with the respect to the specific customers who take advantage of 13 

the CWR modifications to obtain service and then fail to pay the utility for that service and or any 14 

existing payment obligations to the utility.  Measurement of that actual cost cannot be made until such 15 

time as the customer fails to pay and the utility must write-off that receivable from its financial 16 

records. 17 

 The problem with both estimations used to develop the AAO costs was that the estimated costs were 18 

premised on a change in the Accounts Receivable balance at the time the customer was able to 19 

maintain or reestablish service as a result of the CWR modification.  Neither AAO made provisions to 20 

adjust these estimated costs to reflect actual costs. 21 
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Q. IS A CHANGE IN THE ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE BALANCE OF ANY UTILITY 1 

A COST? 2 

A. No.  The balance of Accounts Receivable simply reflects the amount of cash the utility expects to 3 

collect from its customers in the future.  The revenue resulting from the billing of the customer has 4 

already been recorded on the income statement and an amount of expected bad debt expense has 5 

already been recorded in Account 904, Uncollectible Expense, to reflect the amount of funds the 6 

customer will not pay.   7 

 For ratemaking purposes, this Commission has consistently reviewed Account 144, Reserve for Bad 8 

Debt, in order to adjust the level of Uncollectible Expense recorded to reflect a normalized level of 9 

cost based on actual write-off experience. 10 

Q. PLEASE ELABORATE ON ACCOUNT 144’S PURPOSE. 11 

A. Accounts receivables are what is owed Laclede whereas the Reserve for Bad Debts (Account 144) is 12 

the contra account to the accounts receivable balance.  Account 144 reflects the level of accounts 13 

receivable that Laclede estimates it will not be able to collect.   14 

Q. WOULD IT BE POSSIBLE TO MODIFY YOUR ANALYSIS OR LACLEDE’S 15 

ANALYSIS OF ACTUAL NET WRITE-OFFS TO REFLECT THE AAO’S? 16 

A. Conceptually yes, although it would result in the same recommended level of bad debt expense as an 17 

analysis of the total actual experience of net write-offs. 18 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW SUCH AN ADJUSTMENT WOULD BE MADE. 19 

A. Utilizing Laclede’s adjustment as a starting point, you would analyze the actual net write-offs to 20 

determine your bad debt expense.  The second step would be to determine the level of estimated costs 21 

under the respective AAOs by customer that have actually been written off.  These amounts would 22 
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then be removed from the net write-off experience to determine a “revised net write-off” in order to 1 

not “double count” same costs associated with the individual customer.  The final step would be to 2 

add back the AAO cost amortization to the “revised net write-off”.   3 

 The result of this exercise would be the same as simply performing the analysis of actual write-offs 4 

and adjusting the level of Uncollectible Expense, Account 904 to that level.  This would eliminate 5 

any amortizations of the CWR AAOs to the extent they are reflected in Account 904. 6 

Q. WHY WOULD THE AMORTIZATIONS OF THE AAO NOT BE INCLUDED IN 7 

ACCOUNT 144, RESERVE FOR BAD DEBTS? 8 

A. An AAO is a grant from this Commission of special treatment of costs created outside of Uniform 9 

System of Accounts, General Accepted Accounting Practices, and actual events related to the billing 10 

of customers and the customers paying those bills.  In order for the AAO to be reflected in the 11 

financial statements as an expense, it would need to be recorded on the Income Statement (as in 12 

Account 904) and not the Balance Sheet (as in Account 144).   Inclusion of the amortization in the 13 

revenue requirement calculation would raise the revenue requirement. 14 

Q. DID THE COMMISSION RECOGNIZE THAT THE POTENTIAL FOR “DOUBLE 15 

COUNTING” EXISTED IN CASE NO. GU-2007-01308? 16 

A. Yes.  The Commission stated on page 18 of its Report & Order: 17 

  The Commission does, however, find that Public Counsel has legitimate concerns about 18 
 possible double recovery.  For that reason, the Commission will direct Laclede to continue to track  19 
 payments and additional arrearages of the 8,440 affected customers after the cut-off date of  20 
 September 30, 2007. Laclede shall present its finding to the Commission for consideration at  21 
 Laclede’s next rate case. 22 
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Q. DID LACLEDE PLACE ANY EVIDENCE INTO THIS CASE ABOUT THE 1 

CUSTOMER TRACKING SYSTEM AS REQUIRED IN CASE NO. GU-2007-2 

0138? 3 

A. No.   4 

 Public Counsel asked Laclede for this information on May 5, 2010.  Laclede objected to the data 5 

request on May 17, 2010.  See Schedule RWT-7 for Laclede’s objection.  I have also attached OPC 6 

data requests #41, #42, and #43 as Schedules RWT-4, RWT-5, and RWT-6 respectively for 7 

reference. 8 

Q. DID LACLEDE ULTIMATELY PROVIDE THE INFORMATION REQUESTED? 9 

A. Yes, on June 6, 2010, Laclede provided the responses to data requests #41, #42, and #43.   10 

Q. WHAT DID AN ANALYSIS OF THE CWR CUSTOMER SPECIFIC TRACKING 11 

DATA INDICATE? 12 

 A. The data indicates that Mr. Fallert has recommended that this Commission “double count” the bad 13 

debt costs associated with the CWR customers.  As indicated previously, Mr. Fallert’s analysis of the 14 

actual net write-offs includes a significant portion of the $3,212,092 of write-offs associated with the 15 

tracked CWR customers.  Mr. Fallert calculates a bad debt recommendation based on an analysis of 16 

actual net write-offs that include the write-offs associated with the tracked CWR customers.  Mr. 17 

Fallert then adds to his recommended base amount an amortization of the estimated costs associated 18 

with these same customers.  The amount of the amortization is $600,000.  19 

 While Mr. Fallert’s workpapers do not show any recommendation regarding the AAO from Cases 20 

GX-2006-0181 and GX-2006-0434, the absence of any adjustment to the amortization of those costs 21 
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in account 904, Bad Debt Expense, proves that amortization is included in Mr. Fallert’s 1 

recommended total level of bad debt expense for revenue requirement purposes. 2 

Q. DID LACLEDE TRACK ANY CUSTOMERS WITH REGARD TO THE COST 3 

ESTIMATES USED IN CASE NO. GU-2007-0137? 4 

A. No, Laclede was not ordered to do so nor was the estimate based on customer specific information. 5 

Q. PLEASE COMMENT ON THE IMPLICATIONS OF NOT HAVING CUSTOMER 6 

SPECIFIC INFORMATION ASSOCIATED WITH CASE NO. GU-2007-0137. 7 

A. Whether or not customer specific information was used in the development of the cost estimates for 8 

the two AAOs resulting from modifications to the Cold Weather Rule; the regulatory principles and 9 

financial recoding practices are the same.  The actual bad debt costs associated with CWR customers 10 

is recorded in Account 144.  An analysis of this account was performed by all the parties who have 11 

filed testimony on this issue.  However, neither Laclede witness Fallert nor Staff witness Cassidy 12 

made an adjustment to their analysis to eliminate the double counting associated with the AAOs 13 

estimation of the same bad debt costs. 14 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE PUBLIC COUNSEL’S POSITION. 15 

A. The inability of Laclede to collect monies it is owed is the primary cost associated with the 16 

modifications to the Cold Weather Rule.  The failure of a customer to pay their entire obligation 17 

(recorded as an Account Receivable on Laclede’s financial records) is the only time this cost will be 18 

known and measurable.  This failure of the customer to pay Laclede is recorded in Account 144, 19 

Reserve for Bad Debts, as write-off of an customer bill, thus determining the actual cost.  Laclede’s 20 

proposal to adjust its Base Bad Debt Expense Level to reflect the CWR AAOs results in double 21 

counting the same customers with regard to those customers’ bad debts.  The customers’ actual bad 22 
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debt is reflected in the Base Bad Debt Expense Level and an estimate of those customers’ bad debts is 1 

reflected in the CWR AAO amortizations.  Laclede includes both in its recommended revenue 2 

requirement. 3 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 4 

A. Yes.  5 


















