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 Q. Please state your name. 12 

 A. Thomas A. Solt. 13 

 Q. Are you the same Thomas A. Solt who sponsored a section in the Staff’s May 14 

24, 2010 Rate Design and Class Cost of Service Report? 15 

 A. Yes, I am. 16 

 Q. What is the purpose of your Rebuttal Testimony? 17 

 A. The purpose of my Rebuttal Testimony is to address Laclede Gas Company 18 

(Laclede) witness Mike Cline’s Direct Testimony relating to certain proposed changes to 19 

Laclede’s tariff. 20 

 Q. Mr. Cline, in his Direct Testimony, on page 9, line 11 through page 11, line 15, 21 

recommends that the Commission allow Laclede a Customer Use Adjustment (CUA).  Does 22 

Staff agree? 23 

 A. No.  First, Staff has recommended a Straight Fixed Variable (SFV) rate design 24 

for Laclede in this case; which, if adopted, would obviate the need for a CUA.  Second, a 25 

proposal such as the CUA would likely be found to constitute single issue ratemaking, 26 

because it would allow the Company to change rates and, therefore, revenues without taking 27 

into account other potentially offsetting changes.  Staff believes that single issue ratemaking 28 

is not in the public interest.   29 
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 In addition, while it may be within the discretion of the Commission to approve such a 1 

proposal, Staff believes a CUA would not be well accepted by ratepayers.  I have attached 2 

several public comments Staff received in this case specifically addressing the CUA.  At the 3 

time these comments were compiled, complaints about the CUA accounted for approximately 4 

nine (9) percent of the total comments received. 5 

 Q. On page 17, lines 15-17 of his Direct Testimony, referring to tariff sheet no. R-6 

5-c, Mr. Cline states that he “proposed to clarify the Company’s right to collect a deposit from 7 

a potential customer in advance of establishing service.”  Does Staff support this change? 8 

 A. No, Staff does not.  Staff believes this change would be a violation of the 9 

Commission’s rules, specifically Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-13.030 (4) (I), which states: 10 

A utility shall provide means where a customer required to make a deposit 11 
may pay the deposit in installments unless the utility can show a likelihood 12 
that the customer does not intend to pay for the service. 13 
 14 

 Staff believes that the Company’s proposal to collect a deposit in advance of providing 15 

service violates this rule by not allowing a customer to pay his or her deposit in installments 16 

whether or not there is any likelihood the customer does not intend to pay for service.   17 

 Q. On page 17, lines 17-20 of his Direct Testimony, Mr. Cline states that he has 18 

“proposed to revise Sheet No. R-13 to ensure that no stricter requirements are imposed on the 19 

Company to restore service to a disconnected customer than to initiate service for a new 20 

customer.”  Does Staff support this change? 21 

 A. No, Staff does not support this change, as it would be in violation of the 22 

Commission’s rules.  Specifically, it would be a direct violation of Commission Rule 4 CSR 23 

240-13.050(11), which states: 24 

Upon the customer’s request, a utility shall restore service consistent with all 25 
other provisions of this chapter when the cause for discontinuance has been 26 
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eliminated, applicable restoration charges have been paid and, if required, 1 
satisfactory credit arrangements have been made.  At all times, a reasonable 2 
effort shall be made to restore service upon the day restoration is requested, 3 
and in any event, restoration shall be made not later than the next working 4 
day following the day requested by the customer.  The utility may charge the 5 
customer a reasonable fee for restoration of service, if provided in the utility’s 6 
approved tariffs. 7 
 8 

 The Company’s proposal to take up to three working days to restore service violates 9 

this Commission rule by allowing the Company more than the next working day to restore 10 

service after the customer has requested restoration of service. 11 

 Q. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony?  12 

 A. Yes, it does. 13 
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