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ISSUES LIST

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”), on its own behalf and on behalf of all other parties to this case, and respectfully submits the following Proposed List of Issues for the evidentiary hearing in this case:  

I.  Procedural History

1.
On August 1, 2002, Laclede Gas Company (Laclede) filed its proposed gas aggregation tariffs for approval by the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) pursuant to Section 393.310 RSMo 2002.    


2.
Pursuant to Commission Order, a Procedural Conference was held in this case on August 13, 2002.  On August 15, 2002, the Commission directed the parties to file individual or joint proposed procedural schedules on or before August 26, 2002.  Pursuant to the Commission's directive and after consulting with the other parties, Staff filed a proposed procedural schedule.  The Commission issued an Order Adopting Procedural Schedule and Order Expediting Transcript on August 29, 2002.   

II. Issues List

A. Do the competing tariff proposals each meet the statutory requirements of Section 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002?

1. Does it provide for service to eligible school entities (“ESEs”)? 

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

2. Does it permit aggregation of natural gas supplies and pipeline transportation by and through a not-for-profit school association?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

3. Does it provide for resale of such natural gas supplies, including related transportation service costs, to the ESEs at the gas corporation’s cost of purchasing such gas supplies and transportation, plus all applicable distribution costs?

a. Laclede proposal 

b. MSBA proposal

4. Does it provide for aggregation and balancing?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

5. Does it provide a permitted balancing and aggregation fee?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

6. Does it provide exemption from special metering?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

7. Does it have no negative financial impact on:

a. Other customers?

i. Laclede proposal

ii. MSBA proposal

b. Laclede Gas Company?

i. Laclede proposal

ii. MSBA proposal

c. Taxing authorities?

i. Laclede proposal

ii. MSBA proposal

8. Is the aggregation charge sufficient to generate revenue at least equal to all incremental costs caused by the experimental aggregation program?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

9. Does it comply with all existing local tax laws?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

10. Does it contain other procedures that are reasonable or necessary to administer the experimental program?

a. Laclede proposal

b. MSBA proposal

B. For each of the above issues, which tariff terms, consistent with the statute, can and should the Commission approve in this proceeding?

1. Laclede terms

2. MSBA terms

Staff has been informed that the Office of Public Counsel, Laclede, the Missouri School Boards’ Association and the Board of Education of the City of St. Louis concur with this filing.  

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, Staff respectfully requests that the Commission accept the issues list. 
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