
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
In the Matter of Laclede Gas Company's 
Tariff Revision Designed to Clarify Its 
Liability for Damages Occurring on 
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Case No. GT-2009-0056 
Tariff No. JG-2009-0145 

   
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

TO SUSPEND THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE TARIFF  
  

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) 

pursuant to the Commission’s November 17, 2008 Order Granting Second Motion For 

Extension of Time To File Staff Recommendation in the above-captioned case, and submits its 

Recommendation regarding the liability tariff filed by Laclede Gas Company (Laclede or 

Company).  In support thereof, the Staff states as follows: 

 1.   On August 22, 2008, Laclede filed a tariff revision designed to clarify and limit its 

liability for damages occurring on customer piping and equipment beyond the Company’s meter.  

The proposed tariff bears an effective date of December 22, 2008.  This case presents a 

significant public interest policy decision before the Commission.   

2. Laclede’s proposed four page tariff is intended to limit Company liability for 

damages caused by customer piping and equipment after the Company’s point of delivery at the 

meter. Several members of Staff Gas Safety/Engineering, Tariffs/Rate Design, and the General 

Counsels Office took upon a collaborative review of Laclede’s proposed tariff sheets R-11-a, R-

11-b, R-11-c, and R-11-d.    

3. The Staff analyzed Laclede’s proposed tariff language and finds it to be vague 

and imprecise in how liability is limited.  Moreover, there are gaps in the language that do not 
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address operating situations wherein causation of customer problems may begin on the Company 

side of the meter, yet liability for damages resulting from Laclede’s negligence may fall to the 

customer.  And as pointed out in the attached Staff memorandum, there are situations where even 

though the Company has followed all applicable gas safety rules, the Company should 

nonetheless be responsible for damages to customer equipment.  

4. A detailed explanation of Staff’s analysis of the proposed tariff sheets in view of 

certain operational concerns is contained in Staff’s Recommendation, attached hereto as 

Appendix A with supporting attachments A through F and incorporated herein by reference.  

5. Based on Staff’s review of Laclede’s proposed tariff sheets and Staff’s concerns 

expressed in its Recommendation, the Staff recommends the Commission suspend Laclede’s 

proposed tariff as submitted.  

6. However, even though the proposed tariff language is vague, the Staff generally 

agrees with the proposition the Company is entitled to reasonably limit its liability against 

damages caused by customer owned piping and equipment in areas the Company has had no 

control over.  A discussion of the Commission’s legal authority to approve such a tariff and a 

review of the utility’s duty to inspect customer premises follows.   

The Commission has authority to approve a tariff reasonably limiting a utility’s liability 

7. The Missouri legislature has given jurisdiction to the Public Service Commission 

to supervise and regulate the activities of natural gas utilities under Sections 386.250 and 

393.130. The Commission’s authority includes the power and the duty to ensure that the rates 

charged by the utility to the consumer are “just and reasonable”.    

8. The courts have held that liability limitation provisions contained in public utility 

tariffs are necessary and reasonable.  The U.S. Supreme Court reasoned without liability 
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limitations, utilities could be exposed to an incredible amount of liability claims of which the 

costs of litigating those claims would significantly raise the rates charged to consumers. Western 

Union Telegraph Co. v. Esteve Bros., 256 U.S. 566 (1921).   In Danisco Ingredients USA, Inc. v. 

KCP&L, 999 S.W. 2d 326, 332, the Western District Court of Appeals upheld a tariff liability 

limitation provision under Kansas law.  The Western District relied on the Kansas Supreme 

Court’s answer of its certified question whether the Kansas Corporation Commission reasonably 

allowed KCP&L to relieve itself of liability for damages resulting from the utility’s own simple 

negligence.  The Kansas Supreme Court answered the Western District: 

A public utility[y]s’ liability exposure has a direct effect on its rates, and this 
court, as well as the majority of jurisdictions addressing the question of such a liability 
limitation, has concluded that it is reasonable to allow some limitation on liability such as 
that for ordinary negligence in connections with the delivery of services. 

 
Tariffs limiting liability are enforced only as they relate to a limitation of liability for ordinary 

negligence and not wanton misconduct, recklessness or gross negligence. 

9. Most Missouri case law involves telephone or telegraph companies and the issue 

of simple negligence on the part of the company.  Missouri courts have allowed companies to 

place liability limitations in their tariffs so long as the provision does not seek to avoid liability 

for company actions that go beyond negligence.  The courts have held Missouri law and public 

policy do not allow companies to limit liability for willful, wanton, malicious, or reckless 

behavior.  See Warner v. Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, 428 S.W.2d 596 (Mo. 1968).   

10. While case law addresses liability limitation resulting from ordinary negligence 

on the part of the utility, the courts have held there is a relationship between the reasonable 

limitation of utility liability and the effect of unlimited liability on customer rates.    Hence, such 

limitations have been affirmed by the courts as “necessary and reasonable”.   
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11.  A Missouri utility, Aquila, Inc. d/b/a Aquila Networks (d/b/a now KCP&L 

Greater Missouri Operations Company) excludes liability for damages connected to the use of 

electricity on the customer’s side of the point of delivery.  Section 3.03 Indemnity to Company 

states: 

The customer shall indemnify, save harmless, and defend Company against all 
claims, damages, costs, or expenses for loss, damage, or injury to persons or property in 
any manner directly or indirectly connected with or growing out of the distribution and 
use of electricity by the customer at or on the customer’s side of the point of delivery. 

 

The above tariff provision protects the utility from liability for the customer’s negligent use of 

electricity on the customer side of the point of delivery.  In its proposed tariff sheets, Laclede 

expresses the intent to do the same.   However, Missouri gas utilities face a different wrinkle. 

Commission rules create a duty for gas utilities to inspect customer premises 

 12. Missouri is one of few states that require gas utilities to make an inspection of 

customer lines and equipment located inside the customers’ premises.   Commission rules1 

require gas utilities to perform a visual inspection of exposed accessible customer gas piping and 

connected equipment at the time the operator physically turns on the flow of gas.    By requiring 

gas utilities to conduct this inspection, the Commission has created a duty of performance and 

imposed that duty on the gas utility. 

13. Therefore, it logically follows that the gas utility should be entitled to set forth the 

terms of its relationship with its customers concerning its performance of its Commission 

imposed duty.  A tariff provides the terms and conditions that govern the relationship between a 

public utility and its customers.  64 Am.Jur. 2d Public Utilities Sect. 171.   It is proper for a 

utility tariff to set forth the terms defining a gas utility’s liability for incidents not causally 

connected to the Company’s inspection or its flowing gas to the meter.    That said, there comes a 
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built-in tension between Commission rules and the gas utility’s reasonable desire to prevent 

having to litigate frivolous claims.   

14. In response to Staff’s Data Request, Laclede provided Staff a summary of cases 

claiming that Laclede failed to properly inspect or maintain customer equipment.  These cases 

include situations where independent contractors performed substandard work and where 

Laclede had not been inside the premises for a year or more.  Yet Laclede paid to litigate and 

settle claims for which the Company had no involvement with the customer.   Litigation and 

settlement costs flow to the cost of service and increase rates for customers. 

15. The Commission did not intend its gas safety rules to make the Company an 

unwilling insurer of customer actions and equipment beyond the Company’s point of delivery 

outside the Company’s control.  Indeed, the Company’s liability for damages beyond its point of 

delivery is not open-ended and not all inclusive.  If that were the case, the burden of Laclede 

picking up liability for a customer’s negligence or faulty equipment would be an unjust burden 

born by all Company customers in their cost of service.  

16. In its proposed tariff sheets Laclede skims over situations where causation may 

occur on the Company side but manifest itself in damages on the customer side of delivery.  

These situations should be identified and addressed in any future proposed tariff or re-write.  The 

Staff believes the tariff should provide protections to both the Company and its customers.  For 

example, the tariff should address the duty of the Company operator to provide a notice or 

warning of hazardous equipment to the customer at time of inspection.  

17. Properly drafted liability limitation tariffs at their best may prevent frivolous 

claims.  But with even the clearest of tariff language, customers may still make claims alleging a 

set of facts causally connecting the Company to damaged customer equipment.   

                                                                                                                                                             
1 Commission rules 4 CSR 240-40.030(10)(J) and 4 CSR 240-40.030(12)(S). 
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Laclede’s proposed changes to its liability tariff are vague and do not clearly set forth the 
terms limiting liability between the Company and its customers 
  
 18. The Staff recognizes a significant public policy interest of the Commission to 

address the issue of limiting liability to protect gas utilities from having to litigate and settle 

frivolous claims.  The costs of these claims are passed to customers in higher rates for their cost 

of service.   However, Staff’s analysis of the proposed tariff sheets has identified operational 

concerns not covered by existing gas safety rules and not addressed in the proposed tariff that 

may result in improperly assigning liability to its customers.  Laclede has the burden of coming 

forward with proposed tariff language which provides clear terms and conditions governing its 

relationship with its customers in matters of liability.  Laclede has not done so in its proposed 

tariff sheets as originally filed.    

WHEREFORE, for the above-stated reasons and for reasons explained in Staff’s 

attached Recommendation, the Staff prays the Commission to issue an Order suspending the 

tariff sheets submitted in tariff file number JG-2009-0145 and setting a prehearing conference for 

the parties to either determine the possibility of developing acceptable tariff language or to 

propose a procedural schedule to bring this matter to hearing. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Robert S. Berlin                                         
       Robert S. Berlin 

Senior Counsel   
 Missouri Bar No. 51709 

 
       Attorney for the Staff of the  
       Missouri Public Service Commission 
       P. O. Box 360 
       Jefferson City, MO 65102 
       (573) 526-7779 (Telephone) 
       (573) 751-9285 (Fax) 
       bob.berlin@psc.mo.gov  
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Certificate of Service 
 

 I hereby certify that copies of the foregoing have been mailed, hand-delivered, 
transmitted by facsimile or electronically mailed to all counsel of record this 19th day of 
November 2008. 
 
 

/s/ Robert S. Berlin                                             
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 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
 
TO:  Missouri Public Service Commission Official Case File, Case No. GT-2009-0056, 

Tariff No. JG-2009-0145, Laclede Gas Company 
  
FROM: Bob Leonberger, Energy Department – Gas Safety/Engineering 

Thomas M Imhoff, Energy Department – Tariffs/Rate Design 
 

/s/ Thomas M. Imhoff     11/19/08        /s/ Robert S. Berlin     11/19/08     
Energy Department/Date          General Counsel's Office/Date 

 
SUBJECT: Staff Recommendation On Laclede Gas Company’s Tariff Sheets Filed to Modify 

Laclede Gas Company’s Liability Tariff Sheets for Damages Occurring on Customer 
Piping and Equipment Beyond Laclede Gas Company’s Meter 

 
DATE:  November 19, 2008 
 
On August 22, 2008, Laclede Gas Company (Laclede or Company) of St. Louis, Missouri filed tariff 
sheets to incorporate modifications to its liability tariff language.  Laclede’s proposed changes 
would limit its liability significantly from the current tariff language it has on file.  The proposed 
tariff language raises policy questions concerning liability language in tariffs that should be 
considered by the Commission.  These tariff sheets are far broader in limiting Laclede’s liability 
than any other electric or gas tariff that the Commission’s Energy Department Staff (Staff) has 
reviewed (other than Missouri Gas Energy (MGE)).  Staff currently has a complaint case (GC-2009-
0036) filed against MGE concerning its liability tariff language. Attachment A provides a copy of 
Laclede’s liability tariff language currently in effect.  Laclede’s proposed liability tariff language is 
in Attachment B. 
 
Among Staff’s specific concerns is that Laclede may have no obligation to warn a customer about 
any possible problems with “…the operation and use of Customer Equipment…”, including gas 
lines inside the customer’s premise found during the Commission-required inspection.  Laclede is 
required by Commission rule to perform a visual inspection of exposed, accessible customer gas 
piping and all connected customer equipment at any time the gas is turned on to the customer (4 
CSR 240-40.030(10)(J)1. and (12)(S)1.) (See Attachment C).  In addition, (12)(S)3. requires:  “The 
operator shall discontinue service to any customer whose fuel lines or gas utilization equipment are 
determined to be unsafe.  The operator, however, may continue providing service to the customer if 
the unsafe conditions are removed or effectively eliminated.”  The Company is required to shut-off 
the gas or isolate the unsafe conditions found and, therefore, should notify the customer of the 
actions taken during these inspections and the reasons for any actions.      
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Additionally, Laclede’s proposed tariff liability language is unclear and may be interpreted to mean 
that the Company is absolved from any and all negligence past the “Point of Delivery to the 
Customer,” even when Laclede’s actions may have caused damage to persons or property.  In some 
circumstances, Laclede’s proposed tariff language (attached Tariff Sheets R-11-a, R-11-b and R-11-
c) would limit its responsibility past the “Point of Delivery to the Customer” for loss, damage, or 
injury to persons or property, or death.  The Energy Department’s Gas Safety/Engineering Staff 
recommends the tariff language not limit Laclede’s responsibility when the Company may be 
responsible for loss, damage, or injury to persons or property, or death past the “Point of Delivery to 
the Customer.” 
 
Missouri is one of the few states with regulations requiring LDCs to conduct visual inspections of 
exposed, accessible customer-owned gas piping, interior and exterior, and all connected customer 
equipment when the operator turns on the flow of gas to a customer.  The intent of the Commission’s 
regulations 4 CSR 240-40.030 (10)(J)1. and (12)(S)1. is to have the natural gas distribution system 
operator make a visual check of the exposed, accessible customer-owned piping and equipment to 
check for any obvious safety issues at the time the natural gas is turned on.  The regulations do not 
envision an exhaustive search or inspection of the premises.  The language in the regulations that 
require natural gas utilities to conduct an inspection of inside customer-owned piping and customer 
equipment, and/or the actual interior inspection itself, may increase Laclede’s exposure to liability 
for Laclede’s failure to detect problems or deficiencies of customer-owned piping and equipment.   
 
The inspections required by 240-40.030(10)(J)1. and (12)(S)1. are only visual inspections to 
determine if it is safe, at that time, to turn on the gas. This means the Company makes a “yes” or 
“no” determination to turn on the gas.  The Company proposes, but has provided no support for its 
proposed 90-day limit and for how such a limit applies when the Company has a duty to perform 
inspections of customer premises. 
 
Staff recommends the proposed 90-day limit be rejected if the Company has installed equipment or 
appliances in a customer’s premises.  Laclede’s 90-day limit proposal does not appear to be 
consistent with HVAC contractor practices.  Staff’s investigation has revealed that Heating and 
Ventilating Air Conditioning (HVAC) contractors guarantee parts and labor for one year.   

 
The Staff recommends the wording of the proposed liability language (Tariff Sheet No. R-11-a, third 
paragraph) not automatically limit Laclede’s liability past the “Point of Delivery to the Customer.”   
The wording of the proposed tariff seems to recognize that if Laclede does not comply with State 
and Federal pipeline safety regulations it may be liable for damage, or injury to persons or property, 
or death.  Staff wants to ensure the tariff is clear.  The Staff is aware of instances, where the actions 
of natural gas distribution system personnel or their contractors, or the failure of distribution system 
equipment caused or resulted in high pressure natural gas going past the “Point of Delivery to the 
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Customer.”  These incidents have caused fires, explosions, loss, damage, or injury to persons or 
property and/or damages to customer equipment and property.   
 
There is also similar language on Laclede’s proposed Sheet No. R-11-c (first paragraph) that limits 
Laclede’s liability for the “… the release or leakage of gas on the Customer’s side of the Point of 
Delivery …” and from “… a leak or ignition of gas from Customer Equipment …”.   Staff again 
stresses other operators have had incidents where there has been gas leakage from customer 
equipment and ignition due solely to the actions of natural gas distribution system personnel or their 
contractors, or the failure of distribution system equipment caused or resulted in high pressure 
natural gas going past the “Point of Delivery to the Customer.” 
 
Language on proposed Sheet No. R-11-c (paragraph 2) states the Company shall not be liable for 
damage or loss for “… breakdown of plant, lines, or equipment ….”  Staff questions whether the 
company should be able to limit liability when the Company’s equipment fails and causes injuries or 
damage to the customer’s property.  The Staff has investigated incidents where an LDC’s service 
regulators have iced over, resulting in high pressure gas entering past the “Point of Delivery to the 
Customer”.  This caused injuries, as well as damage to customer equipment and property.  Also, 
there are instances where an LDC’s regulator and over-pressure protection equipment has iced-over 
and caused the distribution system to be over-pressured.  In these cases, there were no violations of 
DOT or Commission regulations, but it was the operator’s equipment that did not operate properly.  
In some instances, some responsibility for iced-over meters may be attributed to the customer.  
However, Staff questions whether Laclede may, by tariff, limit all its liability when its equipment 
malfunctions. 
 
Liability when customers’ water pipes freeze is another issue.  Wording in the proposed tariff, 
(Tariff Sheet No. R-11-a, paragraph 3 and Tariff Sheet No. R-11-c, paragraph 2) needs to be 
clarified to state when the company is or is not liable.  Laclede has some low-pressure lines in its 
system where water has entered the distribution system piping and caused outages.  Sometimes 
water has gone past the “Point of Delivery to the Customer” and entered customer piping, causing 
damage.  Laclede has also had instances where debris (e.g., small flakes) has gone past the “Point of 
Delivery to the Customer” causing outages and damage.  While Laclede may not have violated DOT 
or Commission regulations, in both instances, Laclede would need to perform repair work past the 
“Point of Delivery to the Customer.”  Staff recommends liability for that type of damage should fall 
to the Company and not to the customer. 
 
The difficulty of Laclede’s proposed liability limitation language is it seems to limit the company’s 
liability even when the Company may be responsible, or may be partially responsible.  The Staff has 
attempted to point out examples of situations where the Company may or may not be responsible, 
but there may also be other situations not yet identified.  Staff recommends tariffs that limit liability 
must be clear and concise, so as not to limit Company liability in cases where the Company may 
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share some responsibility, while at the same time protecting the Company from becoming an 
unwilling insurer of customer equipment.  The liability tariffs of other Missouri companies 
(Attachment D) may serve as examples of concise language.  Attachment E represents copies of 
liability tariff sheets from other state jurisdictions that are relevant to Laclede’s proposed liability 
tariff language.  Attachment F is KCPL Greater Missouri Operations Company’s Commission 
approved liability tariff language Staff recommends as a model for clarity. 
 
The Staff has reviewed this tariff filing and agrees with the general intent of the tariff to limit the 
Company’s liability in situations where the Company has had no involvement on the customer side 
of the point of delivery.  To accomplish this the tariff must set forth clear and concise terms and 
conditions that define the relationship of the gas utility and the customer which recognizes the 
Commission imposed duty of inspection when the operator turns on the flow of gas.  Staff’s analysis 
of the proposed tariff sheets has identified operational concerns not covered by existing gas safety 
rules and not addressed in the proposed tariff that may result in improperly assigning liability to its 
customers.  Laclede’s proposed tariff is vague and does not provide clear limits of liability.   Staff 
recognizes the important policy concern of protecting the Company from having to litigate and settle 
frivolous claims because those costs are paid by all customers in higher rates for their cost of 
service.  Therefore, Staff recommends the Commission issue an order suspending Laclede’s 
proposed tariff for the above stated reasons and order a prehearing conference for the parties to 
either determine the possibility of developing acceptable tariff language or to propose a procedural 
schedule to bring this matter to hearing. 
 
Staff has confirmed that the Company is not delinquent on any assessment and has filed its annual 
report.  Staff is unaware of any issue currently pending before the Commission that affects or is 
affected by this filing.  
 
Therefore, Staff recommends rejection of the following tariff sheets, as filed on August 22, 2008, for 
the reasons stated above: 

 
P.S.C. MO. No.5 Consolidated         
Original Sheet No. R-11-a 
Original Sheet No. R-11-b 
Original Sheet No. R-11-c 
Original Sheet No. R-11-d 













 

Attachment C-1 

4 CSR 240-40.030(10)(J) 
(J) Test Requirements for Customer-Owned Fuel Lines.  

1. At the initial time an operator physically turns on the flow of gas to new fuel line 
installations— 

A. Each segment of fuel line must be tested for leakage to at least the delivery 
pressure;  

B. A visual inspection of the exposed, accessible customer gas piping, interior and 
exterior, and all connected equipment shall be conducted to determine that the 
requirements of any applicable industry codes, standards or procedures adopted by the 
operator to assure safe service are met; and 

C. The requirements of any applicable local (city, county, etc.) codes must be met.  
2. The temperature of thermoplastic material must not be more than one hundred 

degrees Fahrenheit (100°F) during the test.  
3. A record of the test and inspection performed in accordance with this subsection 

shall be maintained by the operator for a period of not less than two (2) years.  
 
4 CSR 240-40.030(12)(S) 
(S) Providing Service to Customers. 

1. At the time an operator physically turns on the flow of gas to a customer (see 
requirements in subsection (10)(J) for new fuel line installations)— 

A. Each segment of fuel line must be tested for leakage to at least the delivery 
pressure; and  

B. A visual inspection of the exposed, accessible customer gas piping, interior and 
exterior, and all connected equipment shall be conducted to determine that the 
requirements of any applicable industry codes, standards or procedures adopted by the 
operator to assure safe service are met. This visual inspection need not be met for 
emergency outages or curtailments. In the event a large commercial or industrial 
customer denies an operator access to the customer’s premises, the operator does not 
need to comply with the above requirement if the operator obtains a signed statement 
from the customer stating that the customer will be responsible for inspecting its exposed, 
accessible gas piping and all connected equipment, to determine that the piping and 
equipment meets any applicable codes, standards, or procedures adopted by the operator 
to assure safe service. In the event the customer denies an operator access to its premises 
and refuses to sign a statement as described above, the operator may file with the 
commission an application for waiver of compliance with this provision. 

2. When providing gas service to a new customer or a customer relocated from a 
different operating district, the operator must provide the customer with the following as  
soon as possible, but within seven (7) calendar days, unless the operator can demonstrate 
that the information would be the same: 

A. Information on how to contact the operator in the event of an emergency or to 
report a gas odor; 

B. Information on how and when to contact the operator when excavation work is 
to be performed; and 

C. Information concerning the customer’s responsibility for maintaining his/her gas 
piping and utilization equipment. In addition, the operator should determine if a customer 
notification is required by subsection (1)(K). 



 

Attachment C-2 

3. The operator shall discontinue service to any customer whose fuel lines or gas 
utilization equipment are determined to be unsafe. The operator, however, may continue 
providing service to the customer if the unsafe conditions are removed or effectively 
eliminated. 

4. A record of the test and inspection performed in accordance with this subsection 
shall be maintained by the operator for a period of not less than two (2) years. 
 
 
 





















































BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

AFFIDAVIT OF THOMAS M. IMHOFF

Thomas M. Imhoff, of lawful age, on oath states : that he participated in the
preparation of the foregoing Staff Recommendation in memorandum form, to be
presented in the above case ; that the information in the Staff Recommendation was
provided to him; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth in such Staff
Recommendation; and that such matters are true to the best of his knowledge and belief.

Thomas M. Imhoff

K
Subscribed and sworn to before me this94day of November, 2008 .

SUSAN L . SUNDERMEYEA

My Commission Expires

September 21, 2010

Catlaway county

Commlselon #08042088

No

	

''blic

	

64

In the Matter of Laclede Gas Company's
Tariff Revision Designed to Clarify its
Liability for Damages Occuring on Case No. GT-2009-0056
Customer Piping and Equipment Beyond
the Company's Meter

STATE OF MISSOURI )

COUNTY OF COLE
)Ss

)



BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT R LEONBERGER

STATE OF NUSSOURI )
Ss

COUNTY OF COLE

	

)

Robert R. Leonberger, of lawful age, on oath states: that he participated in the
preparation of the foregoing Staff Recommendation in memorandum form, to be
presented in the above case; that the information in the Staff Recommendation was
provided to him; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth in such Staff
Recommendation; and that such matters are true to the best of his knowledge and belief

Robert
	 Am!

g(

t"
Subscribed and sworn to before me this tyof November, 2008 .

SUSAN L .SUNDERMEYER
My Commission Expires
September 21, 2010
Callaway County

Commission #06942088

: . Pubhc

In the Matter of Laclede Gas Company's
Tariff Revision Designed to Clarify its
Liability for Damages Occuring on Case No. GT-2009-0056
Customer Piping and Equipment Beyond
the Company's Meter


	Imhoff memo.pdf
	Attach A B D.pdf
	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24

	Attach EF.pdf
	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6

	affidavits.pdf
	page 1
	page 2



