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Re: Union Disparagement of Laclede — Automated Meier Reading

Dear Sherrie:

[t is my understanding that during the May 15, 2006 meeting with Laclede Gas
Company (“Laclede™) you initially denied sending a memorandum to Fire Chiefs and a
proposed Resolution regarding alleged safety hazards. However, when confronted with
the May 4, 2006 Memorandum with your name on it and the Resolution, you then
apparently admitted preparing those documents.

We have carefully analyzed those documents. The fourth “Whereas™ clause of the
Resolution provides that «“. . . Laclede Gas Company has recently requested the Missouri
Public Service Commission to relieve Laclede Gas Company of some of its obligations to
conduct safety inspections, perform meter sampling, perform annual meter reads, perform
inspections after meter changes, . . .” (emphasis added). The fifth *Whereas™ clause
states that . . . these proposed changes may harm consumers by reducing safety
inspections. . . and reducing opportunities for early detection of hazards and preventive
maintenance, . . .”” (emphasis added). Coupled with your Memorandum to the Fire
Chiefs, we believe that these statements clearly disparage Laclede and violate the April
25, 2006 Agreement between Laclede and the United Steelworkers Union
(“Agreement”). That Agreement expressly provides that the Union will not make or . . .

encourage any third party to make any statement, oral or written that:” “. , . Laclede’s
decision, or request to the PSC not to perform manual meter readings is a decision not to
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perform, or a request to be relieved of, an important safety procedure.” Agreement 9A.3,
Your Memorandum encourages the Fire Boards to make precisely such a statement by
adopting the Resolution, which violates YA.3 and, as explained below, JA.6.

Further, your Memorandum, coupled with the Resolution, violates §A.4 of the
Agreement because the Union is stating, and encouraging the Fire Boards to state, that
Laclede’s acts or omissions, “. . . may harm consumers.”

Finally, in violation of §A.6, the Resolution falsely states that Laclede has
requested that it be relieved of its obligation to . . . install meter reading devices with
trained personnel. . .” (emphasis added). That statement is knowingly faise or misleading
because the Union knows that the Cellnet employees are, in fact, trained.

The proviso to JA to the Agreement does not save the Union from these
violations for at least two reasons. First, the general language of the proviso does not
allow the Union to disparage Laclede by making the allegations, or allegations to the
effect of the allegations, expressly prohibited by paragraphs A.1-4. Second, these are not
statements that the Union *. . . in good faith believes to be true.” They are false or
misleading, in violation of §A.6. Union witnesses admitted at their recent depositions in
Case No. GC-2006-0060 that they do not have a single shred of evidence to show that
meter reading or inspection is a safety procedure that has prevenied explosions, fires,
injury to persons or damage to property (Schulte Tr. 77-79, 84-8, 119-20, 170; Stewart
Tr. 90-91). Schulte even testified that he could not think of a circumstance where an
employee’s failure to read a meter might create a potential safety hazard (Schulte Tr.
118-19). Stewart admitted that the three year corrosion inspection required by law “is
sufficient” and that he does not know whether “. . . any leaks that are reported by meter
readers are imminent safety hazards” (Stewart Tr. 105, 108). In fact, the Union has no
evidence that utilities that do not perform meter reading inspections (or TFTOs for that
matter) have a higher incidence of safety hazards than Laclede did when it conducted
such inspections or that conducting such inspections has resulted in Laclede having a
lower rate of fires, explosions, carbon monoxide poisoning than any other gas utility in
Missouri or the United States (Schulte Tr. 72-73, 108-109, 182-88, 210-11). Schulte
also admitted that he has no facts to show that there is a higher incidence of hazards on
premises where there has been a change of customer than on premises where there has
not been a change of customer (Schulte Tr. 210-11).

Moreover, your statement in the Resolution that Laclede has asked to be relieved
“, .. of some of its obligations to conduct safety inspections . . .” is unquestionably false
and misleading, in violation of §A.6 because the Union admittedly has no evidence of any
such obligations. The Union knows that no law or regulation requires such inspections.
Indeed, Schulte admitted that the purpose of meter reading is billing, that to his
knowledge there is no other purpose of reading a meter and that he does not know how
often a meter must be inspected (Schulte Tr. 26, 70-71). He further admitted that he does
not have information to show that gas utilities in Missouri or anywhere in the United
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States are required to do TFTOs (Schulte Tr. 71, 108). Hendricks admitted that he does
not know whether a gas utility in Missouri or in the United States has an obligation to
perform TFTOs or inspections of customer facilities (Hendricks Tr. 80-82).

Likewise, Schulte admitted that he assumes that customer’s gas pipes and
appliances are their responsibility, not Laclede’s (Schulte Tr. 73-74; see also, Hendricks
Tr. 78 — “Laclede’s not responsible for the customer’s fuel run, no.”). Although Stewart
claimed that under the meter reader manual a meter reader has a responsibility to protect
a customer’s “life and property™ he could not find any such obligation in the manual
(Stewart Tr. 11-12, 91-94). He also admitted that the primary purpose for reading meters
is for billing and that a corrosive pipe inspection is required only once every three years
(Stewart Tr. 15, 47).

All of these statements in the Resolution are also flatly inconsistent with the
Commission’s April 11, 2006 Order Denying Motion for Immediate Relief in Case No.
GC-2006-0060 in which the Commission found that the Union has not shown that
Laclede is “in direct violation of any law pertaining to gas safety...[or]...in violation of
any of the Commissions rules or of any federal safety rules.” The Commission also
determined that the Union had not shown “that it is the general practice of any other local
distribution company to perform an inspection or that Laclede has a special circumstance
which requires different treatment from that of other local distribution companys.” The
Union did not seek rehearing or reconsideration of this Order even though it continues to
make representations or encourages others to make representations that are inconsistent
with it.

Clearly, the Union’s testimony also shows that the Union also has made
knowingly false and misleading statements regarding Laclede’s “obligations” to
municipalities in encouraging them to adopt resolutions and to state legislators in
encouraging them to write letters to the Commission regarding these matters.

Therefore, on behalf of Laclede, we hereby demand that you immediately issue a
Memorandum to the Fire Chiefs advising them that your May 4, 2006 Memorandum
contained false and misleading information, that Laclede has not requested to be relieved
of a safety procedure by requesting that it no longer perform annual meter reads, meter
sampling or inspections after meter changes. Further, we demand that you advise the Fire
Chiefs that the Union has no evidence that any of these changes have, or will, harm
consumers. We also demand that you advise the Fire Chiefs that your suggestion that
Laclede is installing meter reader devices without trained personnel is false and
misleading.

We likewise demand a similar memorandum, approved by Laclede, to all state
legislators and municipalities advising them that the Union provided false and misleading
information when it advised them that Laclede was requesting to be relieved of its
obligations to perform safety inspections.
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Finally, we demand that you advise the Missouri Public Service Commission of
the Union’s above-described false and misleading statements at the evidentiary hearing
scheduled in Case No. GC-2006-0060 on Monday, May 22, 2006.

Clearly, the Union is disingenuously raising safety to put its dispute with Laclede
before the PSC rather than an arbitrator pursuant to the Labor Agreement, which is
improper, if not an abuse of process.

Very truly yours,

C Charles S. EI%

CSE:csm

cc: Mr. Kenneth J. Neises
Mr. Peter J. Palumbo, Jr.
Mr. Gerard J. Gorla
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MEMORANDUM

Fire Chiefs

FROM: Sherrie A. Schroder

DATE:

May 4, 2006

USW 11-6 Concerns About Public Safety Arising from Changes Recently Made or
Requested by Laclede Gas

My firm is legzl counsel for USW 11-6. Mark Woolbright requested that I send you this
information as 4n explanation for the resolutions that he is distributing for you to sign and return
to Missouri’s Public Service Commuission (“PSC”). As you may be aware, USW 11-6 has
recently filed or intervened in several toatters before the PSC peﬂﬁnmg {o Laclede Gas due
largely to concems it has with employce and public safety. Specifically, pending matters include
and address the following:

In Case No. GC-2006-0313, USW 11-6 challenged Laclede for ceasing to perform in-house gas
appliance inspections following the changing of gas metets, simply because they are performing

‘the change through the use of a Grunsky Bag, which does not require Laclede to turn off the gas

supply to the house. While the use of the Grunsky Bag may reduce the rigk during meter
changes of safbty hazards associated with turning off the gas supply, there continue to be otber
safety reasons for thorough inspections at the time of changing a meter. For example, such
inspections catth jrregularities in gas flow that may cause a pilot Jight to extinguish, resulting in
gas seepage. (See Affidavit of Joseph Schulte for other examples)

In Case No. GC-2006-0060, USW 11-6 hag challeaged Laclede’s request to cease perfonmng
inspections known a8 “turn off/turn ons.” Twm offfturn ons have historically been an important
part of Laclede’s safety prograrn. These inspections cousist of inspecring the meéter and every gas
apphance in the residence to be sure gas lines are connected and not leaking, valves are turned
properly, flues are in proper working ordéer and there is no blockage, ¢arbon build-up or odor of
gas that could foreshadow ¢arbon monoxide poisoning or danger of fire or explosion.

Also in Case No. GC-2006-0060, USW 11-6 challenged Laclede’s request 10 end its long-
standing practice of anmal meter reads. This is another safety issue, because meter readérs
perfarming annual reads conduct visual inspections, use leak detecting devices and are cognizant
of gas odors that may cause them to detect leaks. Meter readers may also visually detect
physical impediments or potential hazards, such as corroding pipes and weak joints.

In Case No. GC-2006-0390, USW 11-6 has challenged Laclede’s use of persons who are not
trained gas professionals to install the automated meter reading device on residential customers®
meters oR-site. This practice has been ongoing for approximately one year, and has resulted in
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numerous service calls — some of them on an emergency basis — {0 correct leaks and other
problems arising because an installer drilled entirely through a meter or otherwise ineptly
installed the device. In addition, by sending someone other than 2 gas professional to the
customer's residence, Laclede is missing an opportunity — always avajled when a gas
professional is on-site — for a quick and informal safety review that may locate gas leaks or
future safety hazards. ‘

USW 11-6 believes that safe provision of gas service i3 of the utmost importance. It is
hoped that your endorsement of this principal will carry great weight with the PSC, singe you are
the first responders for gas fires and explosions, and possibly for carbon monoxide poisoning.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter: -
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i RESOLUTION THAT THE FIRE BOARD OF L OPPOSES THE
CHANGES THAT LACLEDE GAS HAS SOUGHT BEFORE THE MISSOURI PUBLIC
SERVICE COMMISSION

WHEREAS Laclede Gas Company is the provider of natural gas for both residential and
comupercial consumers in the Fire Board of . , and

WHEREAS Laclede '.Gas'Company has a monopoly oo providing said natural gas service
10 consumiers it the Fire Board of ,and

WHEREAS Laclede Gas Company has, in the past, been highly focused on customer
gervice, as demonstrated by its safety iuspections, use of leak detettors during monthly and
annual meter reads, installation of meter reading devices with trained personnel, etc. and

WHEREAS Laclede Gas Company has recently requested that the Missouri Public
Service Commmission relieve Laclede Gas Company of some of its obligations to conduct safety
inspections, perform meter sampling, perform ammual meter reads, perform inspections after
meter changes, and install meter reading devices with trained personnel, and

WHEREAS thess proposed changes may harm consumers by reducing safety inspections,
reducing the frequency of the use of leak detection devices at consumers’ residences or facilities,
and reducing opportunities for carly detection of hazards and preventive maintenance, and

WHEREAS these proposed changes will mean a loss of jobs to Laclede Gas Company
employees who are residents of the Fire Board of )

NOW BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the Fire Board of
opposes the regulatory changes that Laclede Gas has sought before the Missouri Public Service
Commission and urges the Missouri Public Service Commission Laclede Gas Company’s
requests for relief from obligations te consumers. Accordingly, the Fire Board directs that a
copy of this Resclution be sent to the Missourt Public Service Cammission care of;

Deputy Chief Regulatory Law Judge Nancy Dippell  ~—" "
Governor Office Building

200 Madison Sireet

PO Box 360

Jefferson City, MO 65102-0360

Read and adopied this ____ day of May, 2006.
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