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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 1 

OF 2 

THOMAS M. IMHOFF 3 

SUMMIT NATURAL GAS OF MISSOURI, INC.  4 

CASE NO. GR-2014-0086 5 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 6 

A. My name is Thomas M. Imhoff and my business address is Missouri Public 7 

Service Commission, P. O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102. 8 

Q. Who is your employer and what is your present position? 9 

A. I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) 10 

and my title is Manager, Tariff/Rate Design Section, Energy Unit, Utility Operations, 11 

Regulatory Review Division. 12 

Q. Are you the same Thomas Imhoff that filed testimony in this case? 13 

A. Yes. 14 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND LOW-INCOME WEATHERIZATION 15 

Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony? 16 

A. The purpose of this testimony is to address the rebuttal testimony of 17 

Department of Economic Development Division of Energy (“DE”) witness Joe Gassner. 18 

Q. Does Staff agree with Mr. Gassner’s proposal to allow DE to receive funding 19 

from Summit Natural Gas Company’s (“SNG”) low-income weatherization program 20 

(“LIWP”)?  21 

A. No.  The DE is requesting to use up to 5 percent of the LIWP for an 22 

administration function.  Those funds are more appropriate for the customers of SNG who 23 

really need the assistance.  The DE administers federal funds for LIWP to a statewide network 24 
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of 19 local weatherization agencies, so they are already funded to administer this type of 1 

program.  The additional funding from SNG for its service territories would be in addition to 2 

the federal program currently in place.  Staff does not see the need for the DE to take 5 3 

percent from these funds, for a service they are already providing from federal funds.   4 

 Q. Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 5 

A. Yes, it does. 6 


