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Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
My name is James A. Gray.  My business address is P. O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q.
Are you the same James A. Gray who filed direct testimony in this case?

A.
Yes, I am.

Q.
What are you addressing in your rebuttal testimony?


A.
I am addressing whether the tariffs filed in this docket, comply with § 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002.  Two sets of competing tariffs were filed in this case.  One set was proposed by Laclede Gas Company (Laclede or Company), and another set was proposed by Louie R. Ervin in his direct testimony filed on behalf of the Missouri School Boards Association (MSBA) and the Cooperating School Districts of St. Louis (CSD).  

Q.
In your opinion, do both sets of competing tariffs comply with § 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002?

A.
No, the one proposed by Laclede does not while the one proposed by Mr. Ervin does comply with the statute.  

Q.
Do you have a correction to make to your recommendation in your direct testimony?

A.
Yes, in accordance with my statement that Laclede’s proposed experimental tariff does not comply with § 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002, I am making the following correction to my recommendations in my direct testimony:

Based on Laclede’s compliance with § 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002, I would not recommend approval of Laclede’s proposed experimental tariff filing on school aggregation, based on Staff concerns with the proposed experimental tariff provisions regarding (1) payments local tax authorities in an accurate and timely manner and the school aggregator’s reporting these payments to the Staff, (2) capacity release, and (3) the lack of a stated maximum of $.004 per therm for balancing and aggregation on the natural gas delivered.  (Gray Direct, Page 14, Lines 2 -7)  (emphasis added for the corrections)

I discussed the possibility that the $.004 per therm for balancing and aggregation might be exceeded on page 9 of my direct testimony, but I inadvertently omitted it from my recommendations. 

Q.
From what perspective have you determined compliance with § 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002 in your direct and rebuttal testimonies?

A.
Based on my experience with the wording and design of tariffs, I have matched the wording in the proposed experimental tariffs with the wording in the statute.  This matching is a technical procedure that does not address the legality of each of the competing proposed experimental tariffs.

Q.
Since you filed your direct testimony, have you reviewed the equations to determine the “supply planning obligations” for the eligible school entities?

A.
No, in response to my data request no. 4157, Laclede states:  “The Company has not prepared the temperature-based equation at this time.” I have attached Laclede’s response to data request no. 4157 to my testimony as Schedule 1.  

Laclede’s proposed experimental tariff states that the equation will be furnished to the eligible school entities by October 1 of each year. 

C. Supply Planning Obligations:

1. By October 1 each year the Company shall provide the Association with a temperature based equation ("Delivery Schedule") which will be used by the Association to determine the daily amount of natural gas the Association must arrange for delivery into the Company's distribution system to meet the gas supply requirements of the participating schools during the subsequent 12 months ended October period.  (Laclede Proposed Tariff Sheet No. 41, Experimental School District Aggregation Service – Schedule of Rates)  (emphasis added)
The response to my data request no. 4157 was received on September 25, 2002.  I am uncertain whether the eligible school entities will receive the “temperature-based equation” by October 1, 2002, for the upcoming winter of 2002-2003.

This equation attempts to estimate natural gas requirements with the weather.  Laclede witness Michael T. Cline discusses the importance of the equation in his direct testimony:

In addition, the Company will provide the Association with a temperature-based equation that will indicate how much gas the Association should purchase for the aggregated pool of participating schools.  Such equation shall also be used to determine how much gas the Company will require the Association to deliver to the Company on a daily basis.  (Cline Direct, Page 4, Line 19 through Page 5, Line 1)

For an equation to be used on a daily basis throughout the winter, it is important for the parties in this case to study all the parameters of the equation and be able to suggest any modifications to the equation.  


Q.
Have you reviewed the forecast algorithm referred to by Mr. Ervin in his direct testimony?


A.
No, I have not.   MSBA has not provided Staff with its algorithm either.  
Q.
Do you recommend Laclede’s or MSBA’s algorithm?


A.
No, I am unable to recommend one algorithm over the other.  Whichever algorithm the Commission selects, I would recommend that the Commission order that the algorithm be provided to Staff for Staff’s review and comments.



Staff witness Thomas M. Imhoff has recommended the MSBA/CSD proposal, with some modifications.  

Q.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes, it does.
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