Before the Public Service Commission

Of the State of Missouri

	In the Matter of Southern Missouri Gas Company, L.P.'s Purchased Gas Adjustment Factors to be Reviewed in its 1999-2000 and 2000-2001 Actual Cost Adjustment
	)))))
	Case No. GR-2001-388


STAFF’S SUGGESTIONS IN SUPPORT OF UNANIMOUS

 PARTIAL STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT


COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (Staff) and submits these Suggestions in Support of Unanimous Partial Stipulation and Agreement:   

BACKGROUND


This case concerns the 1999-2000 (GR-2001-39) and the 2000-2001 Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA) (GR-2001-388) filing and Actual Cost Adjustment (ACA) filings of Southern Missouri Gas Company (SMGC).  GR-2001-39 and GR-2001-388 were consolidated by the Commission on September 4, 2002 under Case No. GR-2001-388. 

 
On February 7, 2003, the Parties filed a List of Issues, Order of Witnesses and Order of Cross-examination that identified six issues.  

  The Parties initiated discussions to determine whether an amicable settlement of the remaining issues could be reached.  As a result of those discussions, the Parties filed the Unanimous Partial Stipulation and Agreement on March 7, 2003.  This Unanimous Partial Stipulation and Agreement resolved all but Issues 1 and 2. 

The issues that are settled as a result of the Unanimous Partial Stipulation and Agreement are as follows: 

 3.   Should the Commission increase the firm sales ACA balance by $2,024 to include the carrying cost of the DCCB, as suggested by Staff, or increase the firm sales ACA balance by $21,811 to include the carrying cost of the DCCB, as suggested by SMGC? 

4.  Should the Commission allow SMGC to recover in this proceeding the amount of $113,512 related to Gas Supply Realignment Costs paid to Williams Pipeline from May 1996 to September 1998?   

4a.  If “no,” should the Commission authorize SMGC to be reimbursed for a $62,345 refund received by SMGC in January 2000, related to the above-referenced Gas Supply Realignment Costs that SMGC asserts was refunded to its customers, but for which the costs were not reflected in the ACA audit process? 

5.  Should the Commission issue an Order establishing the 1999-2000 under-recovery balance of $1,670,180 and dismiss the “Bidding Process” issue that was in dispute in the 1999-2000 ACA, Case No.  GR-2001-39 and close GR-2001-39?   

6. Should the Commission issue an Order directing SMGC to file new tariff sheets changing the five percent on Sheet 26.1 Section (b) for calculating interest on the Deferred Carrying Cost Balance to ten percent as advocated by Staff?

RESOLUTION OF ISSUES

The Parties initiated discussions to determine whether an amicable settlement of the remaining issues was possible.  As a result of those discussions, the Parties reached a resolution and settlement of the above issues that they believe to be reasonable and beneficial to ratepayers in this case and recommend the Commission approve this Stipulation and Agreement as being in the public interest. This leaves only two issues, 1 and 2, for hearing.  

ISSUE 3

The Parties agree that the Commission should increase the firm sales ACA balance by $16,000 to include carrying costs of the Deferred Carrying Cost Balance (DCCB).   This was a straight dollar settlement of the DCCB between Staff and SMGC.   Staff and SMGC continued up through and beyond the filing of surrebuttal testimony discussion about this issue and each party had changing numbers based on discussions as each round of testimony was filed. 

 In her Surrebuttal Testimony, Staff Witness Annell Bailey explained that Staff, in its original calculation of the DCCB, excluded the volumes of gas sold to Transportation Service-Internal customers.  In order to be sure that these customers are appropriately treated as regular PGA sales customers, Staff revised its calculation resulting in interest being due to the Company in the amount of $11,595, an increase from Staff’s original calculation of $2,024 (Rebuttal Testimony of Annell Bailey, p. 6, lines 16-23).  

SMGC Witness Scott Klemm, in his Supplemental Direct Testimony sponsored a DCCB number of $21, 810.81 (Supplemental Direct Testimony of Scott Klemm, p. 5, line 16-77).  This was a change from $5,772.07 (Supplemental Direct Testimony of Scott Klemm, p. 5, line 17).   


Staff believes that this compromise is appropriate, in the public interest and should be approved by the Commission.  

ISSUE 4


SMGC agreed to withdraw its request to recover in this proceeding the amount of $113,512 allegedly related to Gas Supply Realignment Costs paid to Williams Pipeline from May 1996 to September 1998.  SMGC agreed that it will not seek to recover the $113,512 allegedly related to Gas Supply Realignment Costs paid to Williams Pipeline from May 1996 to September 1998 in any other Commission proceeding. 

 Staff believes that this is the proper resolution of this issue because this issue was simply not appropriate in this case.  These costs are related to prior ACA periods.  These costs were allegedly never included in the current or any prior ACA costs.  These costs were first mentioned in SMGC’s Response to Staff Recommendation, dated November 25, 2002.    The prior ACA periods encompassing May 1996 to September 1998 are closed.  Furthermore, allowing SMGC to recover in this proceeding costs from prior ACA periods that are already closed would violate the policy of finality as established in Case No. GR-90-233.  (See In the Matter of United Cities Gas Company’s proposed revisions to the purchased gas adjustment clause reflecting recovery of take-or-pay costs and determination of purchased gas adjustment in the Neelyville District, 30 Mo. P.S.C. (N.S.) 523, 527(1991)),  

The Parties further agreed that the Commission should authorize SMGC to be reimbursed for a $62,345 refund received by SMGC in January 2000, related to the above-referenced Gas Supply Realignment Costs that was refunded to its customers, but for which the costs were not reflected in the ACA audit process.   Staff agreed to this adjustment because the time frame was encompassed by the open 1999-2000 ACA case (GR-2001-39) and it was sufficiently documented by SMGC. 

ISSUE 5

The Parties further agree that the Commission should issue an Order establishing the 1999-2000 under-recovery balance of $1,670,180 and dismiss the “Bidding Process” issue that was in dispute in the 1999-2000 ACA, Case No.  GR-2001-39 and close Case No. GR-2001-39.   This is the appropriate ending balance for GR-2001-39.   There was no activity involving Transportation  Service-Internal customers and accordingly there will be no adjustment from the remaining two issues.  Accordingly, this case can and should be closed. 

ISSUE 6

The Staff and the Office of the Public Counsel agreed to withdraw the request that the Commission issue an Order directing SMGC to file new tariff sheets changing the five percent on Sheet 26.1 Section (b) for calculating interest on the Deferred Carrying Cost Balance to ten percent as advocated by Staff.   The Parties agreed, however, that this issue has been discussed by the parties in Case No. GO-2002-452, and that will resolve issue 6 in this case.   

The discussions in GO-2002-452  encompass and will resolve this issue.  Furthermore, there is no dollar adjustment contemplated regarding this issue.  Accordingly, Staff agreed to withdraw this issue.   

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, Staff respectfully submits these Suggestions in Support of the Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement and requests that the Commission approve all of the specific terms and conditions of this Unanimous Partial Stipulation and Agreement.
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