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STAFF’S STATEMENT OF POSITION

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (Staff), and pursuant to the Commission’s Order Adopting Procedural Schedule in this case presents its statement of position:

1.
Should the Commission grant Laclede’s request for an Accounting Authority Order (AAO) to permit Laclede to defer recognition of the financial impact resulting from the warmer than normal weather in the winter of 2001-2002?  Staff’s Position: No.  (Oligschlaeger Rebuttal; Russo Rebuttal)

A. Is the Company’s request consistent or inconsistent with the traditional standards employed by the Commission for determining whether an AAO is appropriate? Staff’s Position:  No.  (Oligschlaeger Rebuttal)

1. Was the warm winter an extraordinary unusual, unique, and non-recurring event?  Staff’s Position:  No.  Variations in the weather are normal, recurring events, and the parties normalize for weather variations when considering revenues and rates in rate cases.  (Oligschlaeger Rebuttal; Russo Rebuttal)

2. Did the warm winter have a material or substantial effect on Laclede’s earnings?  Staff’s Position:  No.  The effect of any variation in the weather in the 2001/2002 heating season does not qualify as a material or substantial.  (Russo Rebuttal)

3. Are there other considerations that argue in favor of or against granting the AAO request?  Staff’s Position:  Other considerations that argue against granting the AAO request are: i) Even assuming that some level of difference between normal and actual temperature levels can be considered extraordinary, Laclede has not proposed any standard for making that judgment; ii) the rate-making process already takes into account the risk that gas utility earnings will be affected by non-normal weather; and, iii) the AAO process should not be used to guarantee return on equity levels to the utility.  (Oligschlaeger Rebuttal)

B.  
Other issues to be considered.

1. Would the Commission’s grant of Laclede’s request for an AAO constitute retroactive ratemaking or single-issue ratemaking, and if so, would it be unlawful for that reason?  Staff Position: Yes.  (Oligschlaeger Rebuttal; Russo Rebuttal)  These issues will be addressed principally in Staff’s briefs in this case.

2. For purposes of ruling on the AAO, does it matter that the financial impact to Laclede was caused by a decrease in revenues as opposed to an increase in costs?  Staff Position:  Yes.  Laclede is seeking to recover revenues for service that it did not provide to customers, and is not seeking to defer for future recovery additional costs it incurred to deal with an extraordinary event.  (Oligschlaeger Rebuttal; Russo Rebuttal)



 

2. If the Commission grants Laclede an AAO: 

A.  How should the deferral be calculated?  Staff Position:  Laclede should be required to base its calculations on thirty-year, adjusted NOAA weather data.  Further, the complex relation between weather and customer usage should be calculated using regression analysis techniques, not the simple averages proposed by Laclede.  (Gray Rebuttal)

B.  
What amount should Laclede book as a deferral?  Staff Position:  The deferral should be calculated in the manner described by Staff witnesses Gray and Russo.  Any amount booked will be audited prior to recovery.

C.
What conditions, if any, should be reflected in the Commission’s order?  Staff Position:  Consistent with past practices, the Commission should reserve all ratemaking considerations concerning Laclede’s recovery of any deferred amounts to future rate proceedings.

D.
Should Laclede be allowed to recover any authorized deferral, or any portion thereof, in Laclede’s current rate case or should recovery be deferred to Laclede's next general rate case?  Staff Position:  No.  If the Commission grants Laclede an AAO, the deferral can be audited for possible recovery in Laclede’s next rate case.

Laclede Gas Company is filing a pleading setting out the order of witnesses and order of cross-examination proposed by all parties except the Missouri Energy Group.  The Missouri Energy Group is filing its own pleading on the matter.
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