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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF ALAN F. FISH -
' ON BEHALF OF
MISSOURI GAS ENERGY
WOULD YOU PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS"

Yes. My name is Alan Fish, and my business address is Southern Union Company, 221 West

6% Street, Suite 1900, Austin, Texas, 78701, :

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?

~ Tam emp‘I'oyed by Southern Union Compﬁany (“Southern Union”) as Director Envirornnental

Servwes This means that I serve as the env1ronmenta1 d1rector for Southern Union’s gas

‘ dlstrlbutlon lelSlons whlch mclude Mlssoun Gas Energy (“MGE” or “Company”), PG

Energy a.nd New England Gas -and for all Southern Umon sub31d1ar1es

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND‘

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

B recelved a Bachelor of 801ence degree witha ma_] or 1n Geology from Stephen F AllStlIl State

Umversny in August 1984 F rom 1989 through 1992 I served as a pI‘O_] ect coordmator in the .. '
Petroleum Storage Tank D1v151on of the Texas Water Cornrmssmn (now known as the Texas
Comtnwsmn on Envnonmental Quahty) in Austln Texas- Frorn 1992 through June, 1995, 1
was a Sentor Pro; ect Manager/ Assoc1ete Sc1entlst for EnecoTech_ Enyltonmental -Consultants,
Inc. in Austin, Iexss, specielizing in a'\IE‘lri.ety of environmentel phojeets essociated with the
oil and gas industry. In Tuly, 1995, ] joined Southern Union 45 Envirormental Compliance
Specialist end was p:rornoted to. Menager ‘then Ditecto‘r’,— Envnonmental Serviees for the .
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Companyl. This position is responsible for all environmental-rejated issues for Southern
Union. 1 ama Professronal Geolog1st (Texas License # 740) anda hcensed Corrective Action

Pro_]ect Manager (CAPM) with the TCEQ (CAPM License # 00093)

WHAT IS THE PUnPOSE oF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my testlmony 1sto address the direct testlmony of Pubhc Counsel witness Kim
Bol1n (at pages 9- 12) concerning manufactured gas plant (“MGP”) related expenditures in
Missouri. Spec1ﬁcally, I vt‘mll 1) explam the kinds of MGP-related e)__(pend1tures MGE has

incurred in the past' 2) demonstrate why MGE is certain to continue to incur MGP-related

' expendltures in the future and 3) prowde an order of magmtude” to demonstrate that MGE’

future MGP-related expendltures w111 be substanual

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHAT KINDS OF MGP-RELATED EXPENDITURES MGE

HAS INCURRED IN THE PAST
Durmg the twelve months endmg June 30 2003 MGE 1ncuzred approx1mately $2 789, 198 86 .
in MGP related costs The maJ0r1ty of these costs were spent on the remed1at1on of MGP-

1mpacted soil of thc MGP site located at lS[ & Campbell (Stat1on A) in Kansas Clty, MO

Representatlves of the Port Authorlty of Kansas C1ty, MO 1nd1cated its intention to demand

that MGE assume respon51bll1ty for the further assessment and potentlally the removal (if
necessary) of all MGP-related matenal located on the Riverfront Development site. MGE

paid the Port Authonty $3.4 m1ll1on in settlement of th1s dernand and pa1d the state of
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Missouri $120,000 in settlement of Natural Resource Damage eIairns in 2003.

WHY IS MGE CERTAIN TO CONTINUE' Tb INCUR _ MGP-RELATED
EXPENDITURES IN THE FUTURE? o o

The Missouri Department of Natural Resources (“‘MDNR”_) will require removal of source
material from Station A‘North,‘ Station B (located at 223 thlis in Kansas City, MO) and the
MGP structures -located on_the ratlroad _right—of;way north of the ‘Prort Authority property
along the riverfront in Kansas City, MO. The followtng staternent is included in the MDNR'’s

June 21, 2000 letter regarding Station A: “Souroe removal or in;situ rernediation in the areas

of heav1est tar contarnmatron appears to be necessary to prevent further contarmnat]on of

groundwater The followrng statement is 1ncluded in the MDNR’S May 7 2001 letter .

| regardmg Statlon B: “As an 1n1t1a1 dueet1on toward aremed1a1 strategy, I would suggest that'

- tar-saturated soﬂ needs to be remedlated (for example excavatron) due to 1ts expected hrgh '

PAH content and the 10ng-tenn _nsk_ it poses to gro_un dwater_ e

On Aprll 28, 2004 MDNR 1ssued a ietter 16 the Company statlng that a work plan must be

| submltted within 60 days to address a Ieakrng underground storage srte at 402 Cedar Street in

St. Joseph, MO Th1s fac111ty 1s Jocated on a former MGP srte and the srte 1nvest1gat10n will

hkely identify MGP-impacted material.
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CAN YOU PROVIDE AN “ORDER OF MAGNITUDE” TO DEMONSTRATE THAT _
MGE’S FUTURE MGP—RELATED EXPENDITU_RES WILIs BE SUBSTANTIAL?

Yes. .MDNR is requestiné additi_onaI assessment off site _at Station A and Station B.
Addidonal rerne_diation will be Vrequired and the futufe cost of this effort will likely be
between $1 and $1(5:millioo to achieve site elosare on.Station A and S_tation B. Additional

costs are likeljf to address off-site cohtarnination.

The St. Joseph 'MGP site is currently. beiog investigated due to the above-referenced

underground storage tank reiease. Thé costs of investigation and remediation of the MGP will

 likely exceed $1 million. .

Other owned 31tes that are 1ncluded on the MDNR s hst of snes to 1nv vesti gate mclude East 5th

_ Street in Joplln MO 23rd and Pleasant in Independence MO There are other non-owned -

MGP sites w1thlr1 MGE 3 serv1ce terrltory for wh1ch MGE may have some potentxal llablllty

4

" MGE w111 continue to expend money on 1ts owned and non—owned MGP 51tes as necessary

In addition, 51tes for whlch MDNR requ1res remedlatlon to address MGP 1mpact MGE
antmpates Spendmg 1n ‘excess of one mllhon dollars on mvestlgatlon and remedlatlon_

Lo

activities necessary to obtain MDNR site elosure.’ S

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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" OF THE STATE OF MISSOUR!

In the Matter of Missouri Gas Energy’s
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'AFFIDAVIT OF ALANF. FISH

STATEOF TEXAS - ) c

. L. . . . ) SS. -
COUNTY OF TRAVIS * . )

- Alan F. Fish, of 'Iawfql'age, on his oath states: that he has participated in the preparation of the
foregoing Rebuttal Testimany in question and answer form, to be presented in the above case; . -
that the answers in the foregomg Rebuttal Testimony were given by him; that he has knowledge
of the matters set forth in such answers; and that such matters are true and correct to the best of
his knowiedge and behef T ‘ . - T : '

- My Commlssmn Exptres //3 7/5200 ’7



