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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 testimony in this case?

A.
Yes, I am. 

Q.
What is the nature of your 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 Rebuttal Testimony addresses transition costs, penalties for the failure of delivered gas supplies into Laclede’s distribution system, capacity release costs in excess of Laclede’s cost, and the position of the Missouri Public Service Commission Staff (Staff) relating to tariffs filed by Laclede and the MSBA/CSD.

Q.
Have you reviewed the transition costs language proposed by Michael T. Cline of Laclede in his direct testimony?

A.
Yes, I have.

Q.
Do you agree with Mr. Cline’s assessment of recovery of additional costs pertaining to the Program?

A.
Yes and no.  I agree with Mr. Cline that some recovery of costs above the $.004 per therm charge permitted in the statute for the first year of the Program may be necessary in the event that prudently incurred incremental costs exceed the associated revenues collected for the Program, but I disagree with Laclede’s assessment that approval of Laclede’s proposed tariff language provides pre-approval for any costs incurred pertaining to this Program for the Company.  Staff has the right to audit, verify, and make recommendations to the Commission regarding the propriety and reasonableness of the costs Laclede claims it has incurred for the Program.  All other Local Distribution Companies (LDCs) regulated by the Commission have acknowledged the Staff’s role in reviewing incremental costs and associated revenues incurred by them pursuant to the Program.  No pre-approval of incremental costs of the Program has been requested by any of the other LDCs.

Q.
Have you reviewed the proposed tariff and Mr. Cline’s testimony as it pertains to Laclede’s position on penalties relating to delivery of gas supplies?

A.
Yes, I have.

Q.
Do you agree with Laclede’s position?

A.
No, I do not for several reasons.  First, Laclede’s position of forcing the participants of the Program to revert back to sales customers for a single failure to deliver is not acceptable, especially if it is minor or results from a typo or some other similar error.  Second, a one-time offense should not be grounds to shut the Program down for every participant.  It appears that Laclede’s position penalizes all participants of the Program instead of the participant committing the transgression.  If the participant repeats the transgression, Laclede’s position of reverting back to a sales customer could be implemented for that individual participant, and not all other participants of the Program.  Staff’s proposal on this issue will not result in a detriment to Laclede, because the penalties incurred by the Company will be assessed to the participant committing the transgression.  That participant will be held accountable and must pay for all penalties incurred.  In the event that penalties are incurred and paid, these penalties shall be credited back through the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) for Laclede’s sales customers.  Therefore, the “no detriment” standard of the legislative mandate would be satisfied.

Q.
Have you reviewed the proposal relating to the purchase of capacity at a higher level than Laclede’s cost by Mr. Louie R. Ervin representing the MSBA and CSD in his direct testimony?

A.
Yes, I have. 

Q.
Do you agree with Mr. Ervin’s position relating to this position?

A.
No.  As I previously stated in my Direct Testimony.

Q.
Why does Staff disagree with this?

A.
If a higher bid is placed on Laclede’s capacity than its cost, the Program participants 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 PGA.  If the release of the capacity is a lower price than Laclede’s cost, the participants of the Program should pay the balance of Laclede’s cost for capacity.  This would ensure “no detriment” to Laclede’s firm customers.

Q.
Which proposal does the Staff recommend be put into effect?

A.
Staff recommends the MSBA/CSD proposal be put into effect with the exception noted above relating to the MSBA/CSD proposal.  The participants of the Program who are customers of Laclede are requesting the service and this proposal should not harm Laclede, its customers, or any taxing authorities.  The agreements made with all the other Local Distribution Companies in the State are similar to the MSBA/CSD proposal.  Staff believes that the Commission should select the MSBA/CSD proposal.

Q.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes it does.
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