BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Verified Application )
and Petition of Laclede Gas Company to)
Change its Infrastructure System )
Replacement Surcharge in its Laclede Gas
Service Territory. )

Case No. GO-2015-0341

In the Matter of the Application of )
Laclede Gas Company to Change )
its Infrastructure System Replacement ) Case N»2G15-0343
Surcharge in its Missouri Gas Energy )
Service Territory )
PUBLIC COUNSEL'S POSITION STATEMENT

COMES NOW the Missouri Office of the Public Counsel (OPC) dod its

Position Statement on the contested issues, states:

Issue A: Requlator Stations Replaced to IncreaseyStem Pressure

Are the regulator stations included in Laclede’s IRS petition eligible for
ISRS recovery under Section 393.1009(5)(a) RSMo?

Public Counsel seeks a Commission order that rem&tel55,358.17from
Laclede’s ISRS request as ineligible costs duehw fact that Laclede replaced the
equipment because of its move to a higher pressystem, not because the replaced
regulator stations were worn out or in deteriorateddition. Section 393.1009(5)(a)
mandates that ISRS-eligible replacements must cepixisting facilities that are worn
out or in deteriorated condition.

Issue B: Telemetric Equipment Discontinued by thdlanufacturer

Is the telemetric equipment included in Laclede’sSRS petition eligible for

ISRS recovery under Section 393.1009(5)?



Public Counsel seeks a Commission order that resm®#4®1,258.82from
Laclede’s ISRS request as ineligible costs duehto fact that Laclede replaced the
equipment because the manufacturer is no longeingak supporting the telemetric
equipment, not because the replaced equipment wa® wut or in deteriorated
condition.  Section 393.1009(5)(a) mandates thd&SKeligible replacements must
replace existing facilities that are worn out odeteriorated condition.

Issue C: Costs Incurred/Documented After the Petibns Were Filed

(i) May Laclede and MGE submit estimated “budget”ISRS investments in
the petition that are later replaced with actual ISRS investments?;

(i) May Laclede and MGE update reserves for depreiation and
accumulated deferred income taxes related to actudliSRS investment amounts
(including amounts from previously incurred ISRS cats since the current ISRS was
established)?

The Infrastructure System Replacement Surcharg®S)Spetitions filed by
Laclede Gas Company and Missouri Gas Energy (M@Eluded estimates of future
infrastructure costs. Weeks after filing the petis, the companies incurred and/or
documented the additional July and August 2015scast provided documentation for
the new costs to Staff and Public Counsel. Thepaomes now seek to replace the
estimates with the “actual” amounts for July andgdst, despite the fact that no
documentation supporting the costs was filed withgetitions.

Public Counsel’s position on this issue is thatt€ascurred and/or documented

after the ISRS petitions are filed are ineligibte inclusion inthis ISRS, but would be



eligible for the next ISRS filing, barring some ethreason for ineligibility. This position
is supported by § 393.1015.1(1), which states:

At the time that a gas corporation files a petitith the commission

seeking to establish or change an ISRS, it shélinguproposed ISRS rate
schedules and its supporting documentation regaritie calculation of the
proposed ISRS with the petition, and shall sene dffice of the public

counsel with a copy of its petition, its proposeder schedules, and its
supporting documentation.

The statute is clear in its mandate that at the ingas corporation files a petition, it shall
submit proposed ISRS rate schedules and its supgodocumentation to the
Commission.

Laclede’s and MGE’s attempts to extend the ISR@bd¢ costs past the date of
the petition is also a violation of Commission rdl€€SR 240-3.265(20), which repeats
the statutory requirement of 393.1015.1(1), and ctvhialso includes detailed
requirements of what documentation is to be pravidéh the petition. It states that the
“supporting documentation shall include workpapst®wing the calculation of the
proposed ISRS, and shall include, at a minimum,féflewing information,” which is
followed by twelve (12) subparts of required docaise Further, 4 CSR 240-
3.265(20)(K) requires specific documentation “f@clke project for which recovery is
sought” and “a breakdown of those costs identifyimigich of the following project
categories apply and the specific requirements goaiatisfied by the infrastructure
replacement for each.” Laclede and MGE did n& &hy of these required documents
regarding the estimated costs because those caestsyét to be incurred and/or
documented. Accordingly, all costs incurred andlocumented after the petitions were

filed are ineligible and should not be rejected.



Public Counsel witness, Ms. Jacqueline Moore,lédtdhe Laclede costs that
were incurred and/or documented after the petivas filed to be$17,987,441.67 Ms.
Moore also totaled MGE's costs that were incurred/ar documented after the petition
was filed to be$9,626,747.16 Public Counsel’s position is that these amoshtsuld be

determined by the Commission to be ineligible fos 1ISRS.

Other Infrastructure Costs

Based upon evidence entered into the record duthegevidentiary hearing,
Public Counsel may oppose other costs in additiotié three cost categories identified
above. Public Counsel’'s post-hearing brief wilbyade a final detailed analysis of all
costs that Public Counsel opposes because such cashot lawfully be recovered
through this ISRS.

WHEREFORE, the Office of the Public Counsel resjpdigt submits this

Position Statement.
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