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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, rebuttal and supplemental direct testimony in this case?

A.
Yes, I am. 

Q.
What is the nature of your Supplemental Rebuttal 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 Rebuttal Testimony addresses the issue of capacity release in this case. 

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

A.
The Staff’s position on the Capacity Release issue remains the same.  The Staff believes that the Commission should select a program that is similar to the programs that all of the other Local Distribution Companies in the State are currently operating under.

Q.
Have you reviewed the supplemental direct testimonies of Laclede witness Michael T. Cline and Missouri School Boards Association (MSBA) and Cooperating School Districts of St. Louis (CSD) witness Louie Ervin?

A.
Yes.

Q.
Do you agree with MSBA/CSD witness Ervin in his assessment of the capacity release issue?

A.
No.  I disagree with Mr. Ervin as to who is responsible for the cost of the capacity.  If Laclede incurs costs relating to the capacity issue, which increases the cost of capacity to the remaining ratepayers, the MSBA/CSD should pay for the additional cost.  This would be a detriment to Laclede as well as its remaining firm sales customers.  Staff believes the no detriment standard must be followed.

Q.
What is the standard Staff bases its position upon in regard to the Capacity Release issue?

A.
Staff refers to the standard outlined in the statute that created the Program.  The standard includes, but is not limited to, assuring that the remaining customers of Laclede are not harmed and that Laclede is not harmed as a result of the Program.  Laclede is currently charging the MSBA/CSD its cost of capacity on the Mississippi River Transmission Corporation Pipeline (MRT).

Q.
Is the rate Laclede proposes to charge the MSBA/CSD for the capacity release equal to the capacity cost currently paid by Laclede’s firm sales customers?

A.
No.  The capacity release rate Laclede is proposing to charge the MSBA/CSD is its current capacity cost on MRT.  Laclede’s overall weighted average cost for capacity is higher than the current MRT rate.  The Staff has maintained a position that the weighted average cost for capacity should be the base cost.  If the released capacity is greater than Laclede’s overall cost, the MSBA/CSD schools participating in the aggregation program will need to match that bid if they wish to acquire the released capacity.  All revenues received by Laclede from these capacity releases shall be credited to transportation cost through the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA).  If the release of the capacity is a lower price than Laclede’s cost, the MSBA/CSD participants of the Program should pay the balance of Laclede’s cost for the capacity.  This would ensure no detriment to Laclede’s firm customers.

Q.
Does this conclude your supplemental rebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes it does.
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