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SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY

OF

THOMAS M. IMHOFF
LACLEDE GAS COMPANY

CASE NO. GT-2003-0032

Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
Thomas M. Imhoff, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q.
Are you the same Thomas M. Imhoff who filed Direct and Rebuttal Testimony in this case?

A.
Yes, I am.

Q.
What is the nature of your Supplemental Direct Testimony as it relates to the Experimental School District Aggregation Program (Program) proposed by Laclede Gas Company (Laclede or Company) and the proposal of the Missouri School Boards Association (MSBA) and the Cooperating School Districts of St. Louis (CSD) in Case No. GT‑2003‑0032? 

A.
My Supplemental Direct Testimony addresses the issues of capacity release and Laclede’s non-compliance of the Stipulation and Agreement filed in this case.

Q.
What is Staff’s position as it relates to the issue of Capacity Release?

A.
The Staff cannot render a position as it relates to the Capacity Release issue.  Laclede has not provided Staff information pursuant to the Stipulation and Agreement (Stipulation) that was filed on October 11, 2002, that would enable the Staff to render a position on this issue.

Q.
What are some of the standards that Staff will base its position upon in regard to the Capacity Release issue?

A.
Staff will refer to the standards outlined in the statute that created the Program.  These standards include, but are not limited to, assuring that the customers of Laclede are not harmed and that Laclede is not harmed as a result of this program.  Staff has been pursuing the information necessary to make these assessments but at this time does not have the necessary data.

Q.
What do you mean Laclede has not provided you the data and information needed pursuant to the Stipulation?

A.
Laclede did not provide Staff information they agreed to supply in the context of this case.  Pursuant to the Stipulation, Laclede was to provide the Staff and the Office of Public Counsel (OPC) information relating to the Program by March 1, 2003.  The Stipulation language provides that:

“Laclede shall no later then March 1st and June 1st of the first year of the experimental program, and June 1 of each year thereafter provide to Staff and OPC and, as requested, MSBA and BECSL, certain information regarding the impact of the experimental program.  Such information shall be categorized in sufficient detail to show the revenues generated and expenses incurred as a result of this experimental program so as to permit a determination of whether an adjustment to the charges under the experimental program is necessary to prevent any harm to the groups identified in section 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002.  It shall also include information supporting the 2002-2003 winter capacity for this experimental program, the Company algorithm for nominations for this experimental program and documentation supporting the development of the algorithm, school actual monthly usage data, actual monthly heating degree day data, information relating to calculation of the pipeline capacity costs and rates, documentation of the schools’ monthly capacity payments, documentation showing the total actual monthly nominations for this experimental program, and other data that the parties may mutually agree are useful and necessary to determining the appropriated treatment of capacity costs subsequent to May 31, 2003.  The statute provides that the Commission may, no later than November 1st of each year of the experimental program, implement any adjustments in aggregation or balancing fees necessary to comply with section 393.310 RSMo Supp. 2002.”

Q.
Are you suggesting that Laclede is in violation of the Stipulation?

A.
Yes.  Laclede is in violation of the Stipulation because it has not provided the Staff with the agreed to data in the Stipulation by the March 1st deadline.  The Stipulation was filed and accepted by this Commission.

Q.
Did Laclede subsequently provide the required information?

A.
Yes.  On March 11, 2003, after being contacted by Staff, Laclede provided a letter attached hereto as Imhoff Schedule 1.  In this letter signed by Michael Cline, Laclede states that Laclede has not received notice that any school has elected to participate in the Program and that the Company has not accrued any revenues or any costs relating to this program.

Q.
Does this conclude your Supplemental Direct Testimony?

A.
Yes it does.
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