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| EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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| DOCKET NO. G-20471A-11-0150

This Surrebuttal Testimony in this proceeding addresses a number of clarification issues
which Semstream Arizona Propane addressed in its Rebuttal Testimony.
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1§ INTRODUCTION
21 Q. Please state your name, occupation, and business address.

3 A My name is Robert G. Gray. I am an Executive Consultant III employed by the Arizona

4 Corporation Commission (“ACC” or “Commission”) in the Utilities Division (“Staff”).
5 My business address is 1200 West Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85007.
6
71 Q Are you the same Robert G. Gray that filed Direct Testimony in this case on behalf
8 of Staff?
911 A. Yes.

10

11f Q. What is the scope of this testimony?

12| A. Semstream Arizona Propane’s (“Semstream Arizona” or “Company”) Rebuttal Testimony
13 generally accepted the positions contained in Staff’s Direct Testimony, but had a handful
14 of areas where minor clarifications and adjustments were made. This testimony provides
15 Staff’s response to Semstream’s Rebuttal Testimony.

16

17 Q. Please identify the matters contained in Semstream’s Rebuttal Testimony to which
18 Staff is responding.

191 A. This testimony responds to the following matters:

20

21 1. Elimination of proposed after hours customer charges establishment of service and
22 , reconnection of service, in concert with inclusion of a $55.00 per hour after hours
23 service labor charge.

24 2. Clarification of tariff language indicating that the cost of gas is collected solely

25 through the purchased gas adjustor.
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3. Clarification of tariff language in Section 4(f) of the Rules and Regulations
regarding miscellaneous services provided by the Company.

4. Correction of an erroneous per foot number in Section 7(c) of the Rules and
Regulations regarding the charge per foot for service line extensions.

Does Staff agree with these corrections put forth by Semstream in its Rebuttal

Testimony?

Yes.

Is Staff aware of any outstanding disputed issues in this proceeding?

No.

Does this conclude your Direct Testimony?

Yes, it does.




