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CASE NO. GR-2002-356
Q. Please state your name and business address.

A. James M. Russo, P. O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

A. I am a Regulatory Auditor IV with the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission).

Q. Please describe your educational background and other qualifications.

A. I graduated from California State University‑Fresno, Fresno, California, and received a Bachelor of Science degree in Accounting.  Prior to my employment with the Commission, I was employed in various capacities by local elected officials in county government.  I was the assistant treasurer‑tax collector for San Joaquin and El Dorado Counties in California.  My responsibilities included all financial dealings of the counties and all accounting activities of the agency.  In addition, I was the supervising accountant auditor in El Dorado County for two years.  My division was responsible for internal audits of all county agencies, special districts and franchise/lease agreements.

Q. What has been the nature of your duties with the Commission?

A. From April 1997 to December 2001, I worked in the Accounting Department of the Commission, where my duties consisted of directing and assisting with various audits and examinations of the books and records of public utilities operating within the State of Missouri; under the jurisdiction of the Commission.  On December 16, 2001, I assumed the position of Regulatory Auditor IV in the Energy Tariffs/Rate Design Department where my duties consist of analyzing applications, reviewing tariffs and making recommendations based upon these evaluations.

Q. Have you previously filed testimony before this Commission?

A. Yes, I have.  Please refer to Schedule 1, which is attached to this direct testimony, for a list of cases in which I have filed testimony.

Q. With reference to Case No. GR-2002-356, have you made an examination and study of the material filed by Laclede Gas Company (Laclede or Company) relating to its proposed increase in rates?

A. Yes, in conjunction with other members of the Commission Staff (Staff).

Q. Please describe your principal areas of responsibility in this case.

A. My principal areas of responsibility are tariff issues that include the service initiation fee, reconnect fees and the proposed weather mitigation clause.

Q. What adjustments are you sponsoring for purposes of this case?

A. I am sponsoring the following adjustments which can be found on Accounting Schedule 10, Adjustments to Income Statement:


Reconnect Fees


S-6.3


Service Initiation Fee


S-6.5

Reconnect Fees

Q. Please explain Staff adjustment S-6.3

A. Staff adjustment S-6.3 adjusts revenues to reflect the annualization of reconnection fees.

Q. How does the reconnect fee differ from the service initiation fee?

A. The reconnect fee re-establishes service on an existing customer account and the service initiation fee establishes service on a new customer account.

Q. What methodology did Staff use to determine the annualized level of reconnect fees?

A. Staff averaged the monthly reconnections for each month during the period of January 1997 to November 2001.  Staff used a monthly average because, as with the service initiation fee, Staff was unable to identify an upward or downward trend due to the fluctuating nature of reconnects during this period.

Service Initiation Fee

Q. Please explain the Service Initiation Fee approved by the Commission in Case Number GR-2001-629?

A. The Commission approved the Service Initiation Fee in Case Number 
GR-2001-629 and it went into effect on December 31, 2001.  It allows the Company to recover the costs associated with turning service on to new customers.  There is a provision that allows the fee to be waived in the case of landlords, who have applied with the Company, to leave the service on between tenants.

Q. Please explain Staff adjustment S-6.5.

A. Staff adjustment S-6.5 is to adjust revenues for the service initiation fee to an annualized level.  Staff’s test year does not reflect any revenues associated with this change, therefore, an adjustment must be made to reflect revenues Laclede will receive relating to this Commission approved tariff.

Q. What methodology did Staff use to determine the annualized level for the Service Initiation Fee?

A. Staff determined the number of service turn-ons for each month by subtracting the number of monthly service reconnections from the total number of service connections.  Staff then averaged the monthly service turn-ons for each month in the period of January 1997 to November 2001.  Staff used a monthly average because it was unable to identify an upward or downward trend due to the fluctuating nature of the turn-ons during this period.  Staff then subtracted the number of landlord turn-ons from the total to arrive at the net number of connections that would qualify for the service initiation fee.  

Q. Why didn’t Staff annualize the landlord service turn-ons in the same manner as new service connections?

A. Staff used the number of landlord service turn-ons provided by the Company in response to Staff Data Request Number 4162.  Staff agreed with the Company’s response to this data request that the number of landlord service turn-ons did not show enough variability between calendar year 1999 and the available data for the 12 month period ending July, 2001, to justify the cost of creating a special report with additional computer programming to update the information through November of 2001.

Weather Mitigation

Q. Does Staff support the proposed Weather Mitigation Clause (WMC) by the Company?

A. No.  Staff does not support the proposed WMC.

Q. Why is Staff opposing the proposed WMC?

A. Staff believes the proposed WMC is a form of retroactive ratemaking.  The Company is attempting to come back to the ratepayer after rates have been set, and say that things didn’t work out as planned, and Laclede didn’t earn as much revenue as it believes it was entitled to earn, therefore, you, ratepayer, need to pay Laclede for gas that you did not use.  Since the weather didn’t cooperate with Laclede, the Company wants to collect this lost revenue from you, the ratepayer, to help Laclede reach its maximum earnings potential.


The Company is proposing a mechanism that allows Laclede to collect additional revenue from the ratepayer when the weather is warmer then normal.  The proposed plan credits a customer’s bill when the weather is colder then normal, but it is a minimal amount.  Staff notes that the Company did not come before this Commission during the 2000/2001 heating season requesting authority to return the additional revenue collected when the weather was colder then normal.  These actions by the Company just reinforces Staff’s belief that the Company’s primary reason for the WMC proposal is to generate and stabilize a revenue stream based on a guaranteed rate of return for their shareholders.  Laclede attempts to portray the WMC as a means to recover fixed costs, but the WMC it is not a mechanism to recover the costs of doing business, it is an attempt to enhance revenues.


Based on this, Staff believes the proposed WMC changes the meaning of the Commission approved rate of return for a Company.  In the past, under traditional rate making rules, the Commission approves a rate of return on a Company’s investment in rate base and grants that Company an opportunity to earn a rate of return on that investment.  The Commission does not guarantee that the Company will earn a specific rate of return, but grants it the opportunity to earn that rate of return.  With everything else being equal, the WMC guarantees the Company will earn a predetermined level of revenue, guaranteeing Laclede a specific rate of return.  Laclede’s adjustment clause shifts the risk of weather, approved by the Commission in the Company’s rates, through its decisions in rate of return and rate design in the company’s last case to the customer, while maintaining all the financial benefits granted to the Company.

Q. Does the WMC just assure that Laclede recovers its costs and not additional revenues?

A. No.  If this WMC were in effect and Laclede was able to lower some expenses, the result would be Laclede earning above its authorized rate of return.  There is nothing in the WMC proposal from Laclede to return the earnings above the authorized rate of return to the ratepayer.

Q. Please elaborate on your statement that savings would be minimal to the ratepayer when the weather was colder then normal.

A. As of December 31, 2001, the residential commodity charge ($0.1397 per therm over 65 therms of usage) is 25.3% of the total charge per therm when including the Purchased Gas Adjustment (PGA).  The PGA rate was $.4125 per therm as of December 31, 2001.  This percentage of the total is reduced even further if the variable cost portion ($.038 per therm) of the residential commodity charge provided by the Company, is removed.  Removing the variable cost portion of the residential commodity charge results in the fixed cost per therm being $0.1017 or 18.4% of the total charge per therm when including the $.4125 per therm PGA.

The commodity charge ($.10726 per therm over 100 therms of usage) is the same for the commercial and industrial customers of the company.  The commercial and industrial commodity charge is even lower at 20.6% of the total charge per therm with the inclusion of the PGA rate.  This percentage is reduced to 14.4% when using the computed residential variable cost per therm.

Q. Has Staff considered the financial impact the proposed WMC could have on residential customers?

A. Yes.  Staff performed an analysis using Company provided data to see what financial impact the WMC would have on the average Laclede residential customer.  Staff’s analyses looked at the different divisions of Laclede for the months of November 2001 thru February 2002.  Staff used data provided from the Company in its response to Staff Data Request Number 4150 and the weather data from the Company’s work papers in it’s most recent filing requesting an Accounting Authority Order in Case Number GA-2002-429.  Staff determined the difference between the normal and actual usage for the average residential customer.  For simplicity Staff used the rates that were in effect on December 1, 2001.  The results indicated that the average residential customer in the various divisions of Laclede for the months of November 2001 to February 2002 would see an increase in their bill.  Specifically, the increase for the average residential customer in each division would be: $15.25 for Laclede, $11.89 for St. Charles, $11.99 for Monat/FC and $10.73 for the Midwest Division.  Schedule 2 to my direct testimony provides Staff’s calculation of the WMC impact on the average residential bill.

Q. Does Staff believe the WMC would be implemented equally to each applicable residential customer in each division?

A. No.  The proposed WMC therms per customer per degree day (UCDD) in the Company’s proposed tariff sheet No. 42 has a range of .102 per therm for residential customers in the Midwest Division to a high of .145 per therm for residential customers in the Laclede Division.  Staff is concerned how the WMC collects additional revenues for the Company from it’s residential customers.

Q. Please explain Staff’s concern of the Company collecting additional revenues from Laclede’s residential customers through implementation of the WMC.

A. Staff believes the collection of additional revenue for the Company in the WMC places a higher burden on those residential customers that can least afford it.  For example, the proposed UCDD for residential customers in the St. Charles Division is .102 per therm and the proposed UCDD for the residential customer in the Laclede Division is .145 per therm.  As stated earlier, the average residential customer in the St. Charles Division would see the Company attempting to recover $11.89 in additional revenues for the period November 2001 to February 2002 compared to $15.25 for the average residential customers in the Laclede Division during the same time period.  This is a difference of $3.36 or 28.26% more for the average residential customer in the Laclede Division.


When these numbers are compared to the median income, they take on an even more dramatic meaning.  Staff used tables provided by the Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis, University of Missouri Outreach and Extension, based on data from the United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Bureau of the Census.  The latest data available was for the 1997-98 year.  The median income in St. Charles County was $54,759 while the median income for the City of St. Louis was less than half of that at $26,364.  Schedule 3 attached to my direct testimony are the tables provided by the Office of Social and Economic Data Analysis.  The average additional charge to St. Charles residential customers would be 0.022% of their median income while the average additional charge to the City of St. Louis residential customer would be 0.058% of their median income.  This impact on the average residential customer living within the city limits of St. Louis more than doubles the impact of a residential customer living in the St. Charles division.

Q. Please explain what the UCDD is and how it is computed.

A. The UCDD is the amount of gas used per customer per degree day.  The number is computed by starting with the average annual use per customer.  The use not associated with space heating is subtracted from this average annual use to determine the use varying with degree-days.  The use varying with degree-days is then divided by the actual degree-day deficiency to arrive at the UCDD for each customer class in each division.

Q. Why is the use not associated with space heating subtracted from the average use per customer by the Company?

A. The Company proposes that this more accurately reflects usage of gas by separately calculating gas usage for space heating and gas usage associated with water heating.

Q. Does Staff agree with Laclede’s methodology in determining normal gas usage for water heating?

A. No.  Staff Witness Henry E. Warren, PhD. of the Energy Tariffs/Rate Design Department, discusses this issue in his direct testimony in this case.  This has been an issue in Laclede’s rate cases since GR-92-165.  The Company’s method assumes that therms used in the two summer months of July and August can be multiplied by a factor of 135% and then by six to obtain the normal annual amount of gas usage related to heating water.  Dr. Warren has identified methodologies that demonstrate that gas “used” for water heating increases as the intake water temperature decreases.

Q. Has the Commission attempted to address the different approaches used by the Company and Staff?

A. Yes, the Commission issued an order on August 21, 1992, in case number GR-92-165 for Laclede to: “…work with Staff to determine appropriate procedures for estimating and normalizing monthly water heating use.” 

Q. Has the Company fully complied with the Commission order?

A. No, the company has not fully complied with the Commission’s order.  This is discussed by Dr. Warren in his direct testimony.  The Company’s proposed method for determining normal therms used for water heating in the WMC is the same method it used in Case No. GR-92-165 to adjust for non-space heating usage.

Q. If the Commission accepts the Company’s proposed WMC, is the Staff in agreement with the Company’s proposed weather mitigation adjustment?

A. No.  The Staff does not agree with the heating degree days (HDD) used by the Company.  Please see the testimony of Staff Witness Dennis Patterson of the Energy Department’s Economic Analysis Section for an explanation of Staff’s HDD calculations.  Staff also does not agree with the methodology used by Laclede in their calculation of this WMC adjustment.  However, for illustrative purposes, Staff recalculated the Company’s weather mitigation adjustment by substituting Staff’s normal weather for the Company’s normal weather.  The result of Staff’s recalculation, using the Company’s methodology, would change the Company’s Adjustment Number 1.k to an increase of $4.752 million.

Q. Are there any other areas of the Company’s WMC adjustment that the Staff does not agree with?

A. Yes.  Staff believes the WMC adjustment should not include any variable costs.  The Company included variable costs in the commodity charge when it was calculating the $4.321 million dollar weather mitigation adjustment.  Laclede’s response to Staff Data Request No. 4152 stated:

The latest class cost of service study conducted by the Company in 1999 indicated that the average General Service commodity (variable) cost per therm was $.033.  Even if we assume that the $.033 per therm in 1999 has grown by $.005 per therm to $.038 per therm today, only 25% of the commodity charge in the Company’s existing rate structure would represent recovery of the Company’s variable costs according to the Company’s classification of costs in its latest class cost of service study, meaning that approximately 75% of the Company’s commodity charge represents the recovery of non-variable or fixed costs.

Staff believes the Company is only asking to collect the fixed-cost portion of the commodity charge but has included variable costs in its proposed calculation.

Staff also believes the Company is omitting the very important point that rates are set so a utility may recover its costs and to give the Company an opportunity to earn a rate of return.  Weather can have an impact on a Company’s overall earnings when it is warmer or colder then normal, but there are other factors, such as consumers using less gas through conservation efforts and changes in the level of expenditures that contribute to the overall earnings of a Company.

Q. Please define revenues.

A. As stated on page F-142 of Introduction to Financial Accounting, Revenues are “inflows of assets to an entity from delivering or producing goods, rendering services, or carrying out other activities.  Revenue represents what a company’s customers pay for its goods or services.  Revenues are the reward of doing business.”


Revenues are also defined on page 12 of Financial Accounting as, “increases in retained earnings from delivering goods or services to customers or clients.”  Please see schedule 4 attached to my direct testimony for the related pages from Introduction to Financial Accounting and Financial Accounting.

Q. Please define expenses.

A. As stated on page F-143 of Introduction to Financial Accounting, Expenses are “Outflows or other using up of assets from delivering or producing goods, rendering services, or carrying out other activities.  Expenses are the sacrifices required to attain revenues.”


Expenses are also defined on page 12 of Financial Accounting as, “decreases in retained earnings that result from operations.”  It is further defined as, “Expenses are the cost of doing business and are the opposite of revenues.”

Simply put, revenues are the monies coming in and expenses are the monies going out.

Q. Please define mismatching of revenues and costs.

A. As stated earlier, Staff doesn’t believe this is correct terminology.  Staff believes the Company is actually talking about the accounting term known as the matching principle.  The matching principle is defined on page F-194 of Introduction to Financial Accounting as, “The matching principle requires that we match revenue with the cost of producing that revenue (expenses).”  The text then goes on to discuss when to recognize the expense in either a direct-cause-and-effect relationship between revenue and expense, or when there is no direct cause and effect between revenue and expense.


Direct cause and effect is defined on page F-194 as, “When a direct link can be found between an expense and the revenue it helps generate, we can easily apply the matching principle.”  Examples of a direct cause and effect include items such as the service initiation fee and the reconnect fee.  These are specific fees (revenue to the Company) that allow the Company to recoup the cost of providing that particular service.  


The situation of no direct cause and effect is also defined on page F-194 as, “When no direct cause and effect exists, a firm has two possible expense recognition treatments: Allocation to the periods benefited” and “Immediate recognition.”  Staff believes what the Company refers to mismatching of revenues and costs actually are expenditures of the Company that the period of benefit cannot be reasonably estimated Therefore, Staff believes it is proper accounting for the Company to continue to immediately recognize these expenditures as they have in the past.

Q. Would Laclede be in dire financial straights without the implementation of the WMC?

A. No.  The Company would lead the Commission to believe that it is not recovering its costs and is struggling to meet its everyday and Commission mandated obligations.  The financial facts tell a different story.  Not only has Laclede had a profit for at least the last four years, they have also increased their stock dividend from 32 cents per share to 34 cents per share during this time period.  In addition, Standard & Poor’s credit rating for Laclede as of May 7, 2002, is A+.  This is defined as high grade high quality.  Staff witness Roberta A. McKiddy of the Commission’s Financial Analysis Department, will discuss this rating further in her direct testimony.  The situation the Company faces isn’t one of how much the Company is under-recovering its costs, or not recovering its costs, but rather one of the Company not meeting its earning expectations at the maximum level authorized by this Commission.  The fact is, the Commission authorizes a rate of return that gives the Company an opportunity to earn that rate of return.  The Commission DOES NOT guarantee that the Company will earn or is entitled to that rate of return.  By using such words as under-recovery the Company is confusing the issue by suggesting that they are operating in the red and are not profitable.  This is simply not the case.

Q. Has Staff reviewed any information from other public utilities that have WMC in effect?

A. Yes.  Staff was able to review various portions of the residential rate schedules for 17 different utilities in 12 different states that have WMCs.

Q. Was staff able to review the customer charge in any of the tariffs for these other utilities in other states?

A. Yes.  Staff reviewed the residential customer charge for all 17 utilities.

Q. What did Staff discover in reviewing and analyzing the residential customer charge for these utilities?

A. Staff discovered the residential customer charge varied from a low of $3.00 per month to a high of $13.24 per month.  The average residential customer charge is $7.51 per month and the median residential charge was $7.50 per month.

Q. How does Laclede’s tariffed residential customer charge compare to the utilities reviewed by Staff?

A. Laclede has the second highest residential customer charge of all the Company’s reviewed by Staff.  Laclede’s present residential customer charge is $12.00 per month.  This is $4.49 higher (59.8%) then the average residential customer charge of all Company’s reviewed with WMCs.

Q. Staff compared Laclede with utilities located all across the United States who have WMCs.  Was Staff able to make comparisons to any states located closer to Missouri and, if yes, how did Laclede’s residential customer charge compare to these utilities?

A. Yes, Staff was able to review three utilities in Arkansas, one in Kansas and one in Iowa.  The residential customer charge was as low as $5.20 in Arkansas and as high as $9.00 per month in Arkansas and Iowa.  The average residential customer charge for the five utilities was $7.28 per month with a median of  $7.00 per month.


In this comparison Laclede has the highest residential customer charge.  Laclede’s residential customer charge is $3.00 higher (33.3%) than the next two closest companies.  Laclede is also $4.72 higher (64.8%) than the average residential customer charge for these five companies.

Q. Was staff able to compare the residential commodity charge between the 17 utility companies with WMCs?

A. Yes, Staff reviewed all seventeen utility companies’ residential commodity charges.  The tariffed rates for these various companies were in therms, ccf’s or mcf’s.  Staff’s review indicated that the lower residential customer charges resulted in a higher residential commodity charge in all but a few instances.  Staff believes the exceptions are probably due to unique financial and/or regulatory conditions for these companies.

Q. Does Staff have any comments on Laclede’s customer charge of $12.00 per month?

A. Yes.  Many of the fixed costs referred to by the Company throughout their direct testimony have already been included in the customer charge when the Company’s rates were designed.  Staff believes Laclede is collecting a majority of their fixed costs each month in the residential customer charge.  This is supported by the fact that Laclede’s residential customer charge is significantly higher then the other Companies reviewed by Staff and that Laclede’s residential commodity charge is significantly lower.

Q. Does Staff agree with the proposed tariff and WMC formula language in the event the Commission approves Laclede’s proposed WMC?

A. Not completely.

Q. What portions of the proposed WMC formula does Staff not agree with?

A. Staff is concerned that the Company’s proposal includes variable costs in the calculation.  Generally speaking, variable costs increase directly in proportion to the increase level of sales in dollars or additional units sold (therms of natural gas).  If Laclede does not sell natural gas for any reason, then there is no additional variable cost associated with the units not sold.  

Q. Does Staff agree with the UCDD calculation on sheet 42 of the proposed tariff?

A. No.  Staff agrees with the definition of UCDD on sheet 41 of the proposed tariff that states the use per customer per degree-day established in the resolution of the Company’s most recent general rate case.  However, the numbers on sheet 42 are factored for the amount of gas used to heat water discussed earlier in my direct testimony and Staff does not agree with that.  Staff witness Dr. Warren has discussed this further in his direct testimony.

Q. Does Staff agree with the UCDD factors on Sheet 42?

A. No.  If the Commission adopts the WMC, Staff would request that the Commission consider using Staff’s factors.

Q. How did Staff compute their factors for the UCDD?

A. Staff recalculated the factors in the UCDD by using the same formula that the company provided in their weather calculation spreadsheet.  However, Staff substituted its calculations for average annual use by customer and use not varying with degree days in place of what the Company had calculated.  

Q. Does Staff agree with part 4, located on Sheet 42 in the proposed WMC?

A. No.  Staff has concerns about how and when the Company would implement the Weather Mitigation Factor (WMF) portion of the WMC.  The proposed tariff language on the second line of Sheet 43 includes the following language: 

…may implement adjustments to the WMF rate to become effective with the Company’s January and March PGA changes in order to flow-through the excess or deficient non-gas revenues that have accumulated in the WMA during the current heating season after consideration of the direction of any concurrent PGA change.


Staff is concerned that the word “may” leaves open the possibility that the Company could elect to not change the WMF in years that it is colder then normal and wait until the following season to adjust.  This would allow the Company to earn additional interest from additional revenues collected and refund today’s dollars at a later date and at tomorrow’s value.  Staff also believes any tariff language that would be adopted if the Company’s WMC were approved by the Commission should be written in conjunction with Case No. GO-2002-452, the review of the purchased gas adjustment.

Q. Do you have any final comments on the Weather Mitigation Plan proposed by the Company?

A. The Company attempts to justify its request for a WMC by implying that it is not recovering its costs, when review of the facts shows a different picture.  It is also important to remember that any additional revenue the Company would collect in warmer than normal weather or any credit issued in colder than normal weather is spread over the entire Company Division based on number of therms over or under normal usage within that Division.  Based on the formula developed by the Company, a unit price per therm is determined and then applied to future usage.  This is not only retroactive ratemaking, it will also affect each ratepayer differently and will not reflect his or her actual usage.  For instance, a residential customer with higher than average gas usage would be penalized twice.  The first time when the residential customer used more than normal gas and a second time, because the customer would be paying a bigger portion of the revenue recovery since the revenue recovery will be collected on each therm of future gas used.


In addition, Staff is not convinced that a residential customer that conserves energy by installing more energy efficient items such as furnaces, added insulation, double or triple pane windows, and even those customers that simply turn the thermostat down will not be penalized for conserving energy.  Staff is convinced that the costs related to these energy savings will be included in the total dollar amount to be collected later, thus increasing the factor in warmer years.  This will result in a customer paying more because they are conserving gas usage.  Since the calculation is based on the UCDD established in the resolution of the Company’s most recent general rate case, there is no consideration given for less gas usage due to conservation until the Company files another rate case.  The WMC is very clear that any deficiencies or excesses will be spread through out the entire class of customer type by division.

Q. Has Staff considered any other alternatives to the proposed WMC?

A. Yes.  Staff would consider a weather mitigation plan that is optional and where the participation is at the discretion of the ratepayer such as a fixed bill program.

Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony?

A. Yes, it does.

RATE CASE PROCEEDING PARTICIPATION
JAMES M. RUSSO
COMPANY
CASE NO.

Union Electric Company
GR-97-393

Gascony Water Company
WA-97-510

St. Joseph Light and Power Company
EC-98-573

St. Joseph Light and Power Company
HR-99-245

St. Joseph Light and Power Company
GR-99-246

St. Joseph Light and Power Company
ER-99-247

UtiliCorp United Inc./St. Joseph Light and Power Company
EM-2000-292

UtiliCorp United Inc./Empire District Electric Company
EM-2000-369

Osage Water Company
WR-2000-557

Osage Water Company
SR-2000-556

Missouri Gas Energy
GR-2001-292

Environmental Utilities
WA-2002-65

	Residential Customer Impact of WMC
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	WMC Clause
	
	
	
	

	Month
	Normal
	Used
	Difference
	Commodity
	
	non-gas revenue increase/(decrease)=cgu x ucdd x (abcdd-nbcdd) x cust

	
	
	2001/2002
	
	Savings
	
	(increase)/
	
	
	
	
	

	Laclede
	
	
	
	
	
	savings
	cgu
	ucdd
	abcdd-nbcdd
	cust
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nov
	83.7
	64.9
	18.8
	 $          2.63 
	
	 $       (4.60)
	0.1397
	0.145
	-227
	1
	

	Dec
	174.3
	124.1
	50.2
	 $          7.01 
	
	 $       (3.32)
	0.1397
	0.145
	-164
	1
	

	Jan
	211.2
	176.2
	35.0
	 $          4.89 
	
	 $       (5.43)
	0.1397
	0.145
	-268
	1
	

	Feb
	174.7
	148.6
	26.1
	 $          3.65 
	
	 $       (1.90)
	0.1397
	0.145
	-94
	1
	

	Mar
	126.0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Apr
	75.9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	845.8
	
	
	 $        18.18 
	Total
	 $     (15.25)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	 $          4.54 
	Average
	 $       (3.81)
	
	
	
	
	

	St. Charles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nov
	67.3
	52.7
	14.6
	 $          2.48 
	
	 $       (3.58)
	0.1397
	0.113
	-227
	1
	

	Dec
	141.5
	97.8
	43.7
	 $          6.10 
	
	 $       (2.59)
	0.1397
	0.113
	-164
	1
	

	Jan
	181.2
	151.5
	29.7
	 $          4.15 
	
	 $       (4.23)
	0.1397
	0.113
	-268
	1
	

	Feb
	146.8
	126.0
	20.8
	 $          2.91 
	
	 $       (1.48)
	0.1397
	0.113
	-94
	1
	

	Mar
	107.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Apr
	65.6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	709.6
	
	
	 $        15.64 
	Total
	 $     (11.89)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	 $          3.91 
	Average
	 $       (2.97)
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	Monat/FC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nov
	67.9
	52.9
	15.0
	 $          2.53 
	
	 $       (3.62)
	0.1397
	0.114
	-227
	1
	

	Dec
	137.4
	94.7
	42.7
	 $          5.97 
	
	 $       (2.61)
	0.1397
	0.114
	-164
	1
	

	Jan
	172.2
	147.9
	24.3
	 $          3.39 
	
	 $       (4.27)
	0.1397
	0.114
	-268
	1
	

	Feb
	133.7
	123.3
	10.4
	 $          1.45 
	
	 $       (1.50)
	0.1397
	0.114
	-94
	1
	

	Mar
	100.3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Apr
	62.0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	673.5
	
	
	 $        13.35 
	Total
	 $     (11.99)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	 $          3.34 
	Average
	 $       (3.00)
	
	
	
	
	

	Midwest
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nov
	61.2
	48.0
	13.2
	 $          2.32 
	
	 $       (3.23)
	0.1397
	0.102
	-227
	1
	

	Dec
	122.1
	86.7
	35.4
	 $          4.95 
	
	 $       (2.34)
	0.1397
	0.102
	-164
	1
	

	Jan
	165.0
	135.8
	29.2
	 $          4.08 
	
	 $       (3.82)
	0.1397
	0.102
	-268
	1
	

	Feb
	126.4
	113.3
	13.1
	 $          1.83 
	
	 $       (1.34)
	0.1397
	0.102
	-94
	1
	

	Mar
	100.1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Apr
	62.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	637.0
	
	
	 $        13.18 
	Total
	 $     (10.73)
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	 $          3.29 
	Average
	 $       (2.68)
	
	
	
	
	


[image: image4.wmf]

[image: image5.wmf]

[image: image6.wmf]

[image: image7.wmf]

[image: image8.wmf]

[image: image9.wmf]

[image: image10.wmf]

[image: image11.wmf]

[image: image12.wmf]
Schedule 2-2





Schedule 2-1





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���





� EMBED Paper.Document  ���








PAGE  

[image: image13.wmf][image: image14.wmf][image: image15.wmf][image: image16.wmf][image: image17.jpg]BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

IN THE MATTER OF LACLEDE GAS )
‘COMPANY'S TARIFF TO REVISE )

NATURAL GAS RATE SCHEDULES ) Case No. GR-2002-356

AFFIDAVIT OF JAMES M. RUSSO

STATE OF MISSOURI )
)ss
COUNTY OF COLE )

James M. Russo, of lawful age, on his oath states: that he has participated in the
preparation of the following written testimony in question and answer form, consisting of |4
pages of testimony to be presented in the above case, that the answers in the following written
testimony were given by him; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth in such answers; and
that such matters are true to the best of his knowledge and belief.

e /7 /—

James M. Russo

1h
Subscribed and sworn to before me this l 7 day of June, 2002.

DAVNL HAKE Notary Public
oty Publc - it of Mesout
t Cole
i tn 0 2005

My commission expires___ .
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