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STAFF’S STATEMENT OF POSITIONS


COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”), and for its Position Statement respectfully submits as follows: 


A.
Do the tariffs filed by SMG provide for the aggregate purchasing of natural gas supplies and pipeline transportation service on behalf of eligible school entities in accordance with aggregate purchasing contracts negotiated by and through a not-for-profit school association as required by Section 393.310.4(1) RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  Staff notes that Section 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002 defines the term “aggregate,” and provides for pooling or aggregating of natural gas purchases by eligible school entities.  The statute also addresses purchases of natural gas.  While SMG’s proposed tariff sheets only implicitly refer to aggregation in the context of natural gas purchases by eligible school entities, the current tariff also refers to aggregation in regard to natural gas deliveries.  The proposed experimental tariff filing for the eligible school entities allows aggregation at multiple meter locations, as required by the statute.  Staff believes that aggregation is adequately defined in SMG’s current and proposed tariffs sheets and accordingly complies with Section 394.310.4(1).    


B.
Do the tariffs filed by SMG provide for the resale of such natural gas supplies, including related transportation service costs, to the eligible school entities at the gas corporation’s cost of purchasing such gas supplies and transportation, plus all applicable distribution costs, plus an aggregation and balancing fee to be determined by the Commission, not to exceed four-tenths of one cent per therm delivered during the first year as required by Section 393.310.4(2) RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  Staff believes that the tariffs filed by SMG do comply with Section 393.310.4(2) RSMo Supp. 2002.  The Company is compensated for aggregating and balancing gas by charging a fee per therm of natural gas sales delivered to an eligible school entity’s various locations as allowed by the statute.  The statute allows a $.004 cent per therm charge to be assessed on gas delivered to each eligible school entity.  SMG has broken the $.004 per therm charge down into two components ($.001 per Ccf for aggregation and $.003 per Ccf for balancing).  SMG’s proposed aggregation and balancing fees do not exceed the maximum charge set by statute.  


C.
Do the SMG tariffs not require telemetry or special metering, except for individual school meters over one hundred thousand therms annually as required by Section 393.310.4(3) RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  Staff believes that SMG’s proposed experimental tariff sheets comply with 393.310.4(3) RSMo Supp. 2002.  Under SMG’s proposed experimental tariff sheet, only eligible school entities using more than one hundred thousand (100,000) Ccf usage per year will be required to use a special metering device.  


D.
Is there sufficient evidence for the Commission to find that implementation of the aggregation program set forth in the SMG tariffs will not have any negative financial impact on SMG as required by Section 393.310.5 RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  Staff is not aware of any detriment to SMG caused by its proposed aggregation tariffs.  If the $.004 per therm fee allowed for aggregation and balancing services in the first year proves to be insufficient for SMG to recover all of its incremental costs, SMG can be allowed to charge more, up to its actual incremental cost of providing aggregation and balancing services in subsequent years.   


E.
Is there sufficient evidence for the Commission to find that implementation of the aggregation program set forth in the SMG tariffs will not have any negative financial impact on SMG’s other customers as required by Section 393.310.5 RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  Staff is not aware of any detriment to the other customers of SMG.  However, the other customers of SMG could face a potential detriment if SMG is not able to recover all of its costs related to the Experimental School Transportation Program.     


F.
Is there sufficient evidence for the Commission to find that implementation of the aggregation program set forth in the SMG tariffs will not have any negative financial impact on local taxing authorities as required by Section 393.310.5 RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  Yes.  Staff believes that the method of calculation, collection and remittance of franchise taxes as detailed in the Testimony of Staff Witness Jennifer Markway will minimize any detriment, provided that SMG implements the methods described.  The amount of franchise taxes will vary from heating season to heating season, reflecting the volume of gas sold and the price of natural gas.  


G.
Is there sufficient evidence for the Commission to find that the aggregation charge is sufficient to generate revenue at least equal to all incremental costs caused by the experimental aggregation program as required by 393.310.5 RSMo Supp. 2002? 


STAFF’S POSITION:  If there are unforeseen conditions or circumstances in this new program, any over or under recovery of the program costs can be dealt with in the second and third years.  

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Staff respectfully requests that the Commission accept Staff’s Statement of Positions.  
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