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Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
My name is Janice Pyatte and my business address is Missouri Public Service Commission, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.

Q.
Are you the same Janice Pyatte who filed direct testimony in this case on August 22, 2002, on the issue of Sales and Revenues and on August 30, 2002, on the issue of Rate Design?

A.
Yes, I am.

Q.
What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this case?

A.
The portion of my rebuttal testimony denoted as Class Cost of Service will compare the four class cost-of-service studies sponsored by the four parties to this case:  The Empire District Electric Company (“EDE” or “Empire” or “Company”); the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”); The Office of the Public Counsel (“OPC”); and Praxair, Inc. (“Praxair”).  I will also compare the four proposals, by the same parties, for collecting any increase in overall electric revenues that results from this case.


The portion of my rebuttal testimony denoted as Rate Design will describe the methods proposed by the parties for adjusting EDE’s electric rates.  I will also comment on EDE’s proposal to increase the proportion of residential revenue collected in the winter season through changes to the residential rate design.

CLASS COST OF SERVICE

Q.
Please identify the witnesses who are sponsoring the class cost-of-service studies you are comparing.

A.
Staff’s class cost-of-service study is described in the testimony of Staff witness James C. Watkins.  The summary of the Staff’s class cost-of-service study results is presented as Schedule 2 attached to the August 30, 2002, direct testimony of Mr. Watkins.


The Company’s class cost-of-service study is sponsored by EDE witness Kelly S. Walters.  This cost-of-service study is described on pages 18-27 of Ms. Walters’ supplemental direct testimony, filed March 29, 2002.  The study itself is denoted as Section N of that same testimony.  An earlier version of the Company’s class cost-of-service study was filed with Ms. Walter’s direct testimony on March 8, 2002.


OPC’s class cost-of-service study is sponsored by OPC witness Hong Hu.  The description of her methodology is contained in Ms. Hu’s direct testimony, filed August 30, 2002.


Praxair’s class cost-of-service study is sponsored by Praxair witness Maurice Brubaker.  Praxair’s class cost-of-service study is shown on Schedule 3 of Mr. Brubaker’s direct testimony, filed August 30, 2002.


Mr. Brubaker’s direct testimony also includes the results of a study that he denotes as the “corrected” Company study in his Schedule 1, page 2 of 2; however, EDE has not adopted either Mr. Brubaker’s “corrections” or his results.

Q.
How do the four class cost-of-service studies compare in terms of basic inputs?

A.
Two of the class cost-of-service studies presented in this case (Company’s and Praxair’s) are based upon accounting costs that include the Company’s $19.9 million dollar requested overall increase.  OPC’s class cost-of-service study is based upon Staff accounting costs that show a $2.2 million dollar overall increase.  The results of Staff’s class cost-of-service study are presented on a revenue-neutral basis, i.e., prior to any overall revenue increase.

Q.
How do the four class cost-of-service studies compare in terms of the customer classes being studied?

A.
The class cost-of-service studies sponsored by the Company, OPC, and Praxair calculate cost responsibility separately for most of EDE’s existing rate schedules.  Staff’s study calculates cost responsibility by cost-of-service classes that are generally composed of multiple rate schedules.  All studies calculated cost responsibility for Praxair, also denoted as Special Contract.  A comparison of the various class and rate schedule designations is listed below.

	Class/Rate Schedule

	Empire
	Staff

	OPC

	Praxair


	Residential
	X

	X

	X

	X


					
	Commercial (CB)
	X

		X

	X


	Space Heat (SH)
	X

		X

	X


	Feed Mill
	X

		X

	X


	MS (traffic signals)
	X

		X

	X


	   Small General Service
		X

		
					
	General Power
	X

		X

	X


	Total Electric Buildings
	X

		X

	X


	   Large General Service
		X

		
					
	Large Power 
	X

	X

	X

	X


					
	Special Contract (Praxair)
	X

	X

	X

	X


					
	Lighting
	X

		X

	X


	Power Furnace
	X

		X

	X


	   Total Non-Studied 

		X

		

	


Although OPC’s study was conducted on the rate schedules listed above, Ms. Hu has displayed her results in terms of classes similar to those used by Staff.

An additional difference among the class cost-of-service studies is that Staff did not study the three lighting rate schedules or the power furnace rate schedule.  Consequently, Staff’s class cost-of-service study results do not include a measure of class cost responsibility for these rate schedules. 

Q.
How do the four class cost-of-service studies compare in terms of the functionalization of costs and the allocation of the functionalized costs to customer classes? 

A.
Staff is the only party sponsoring a functionalized class cost-of-service study in this case.  (A functionalized study displays each class’s allocated costs by function - production, transmission, distribution, etc.).  The class cost-of-service studies sponsored by the Company, OPC, and Praxair show the allocation of each element of rate base and expense to customer classes, but not explicitly to functions.  The Staff’s functionalized costs, in total and by customer class, are shown in numeric form on Schedule 2 attached to the testimony of Mr. Watkins.  The distribution of total Missouri costs of The Empire District Electric Company by function, as shown on Mr. Watkins’ schedule, is shown below in a graphical format:
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The functional mix of costs for each customer class differs from the total shown above.

Because the various parties use different approaches to perform their class cost-of-service studies, it is difficult to quantify the differences between studies that are due to the functionalization of costs separately from the differences due to the allocation of those costs among the various customer classes.  My experience with class cost-of-service studies done in rate design cases leads me to predict that the differences between the methods used to functionalize costs in the various studies in this case are relatively minor in terms of their dollar impact on the overall results.  The large differences are typically due to the choice of methods to allocate the functionalized costs to customer classes.

Q.
Are there other differences between the four class cost-of-service studies that are noteworthy?

A.
In addition to the differences previously mentioned, there are a number of other dissimilarities between the four class cost-of-service studies that should be noted.  These dissimilarities relate to the treatment of the investment and revenues associated with special and excess distribution facilities; the treatment of the expenses and revenues associated with off-system sales; the treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits; and the split of distribution costs by voltage level.

Q.
Please describe the issue in this case relating to the treatment of the revenues and investment associated with special and excess distribution facilities.

A.
When EDE installs special facilities or facilities “in excess” of those provided via the standard rate schedule to serve a specific customer, that customer is assessed, in accordance with Rider XC, a monthly charge of 1.25% of the total cost of the facilities.  The class cost-of-service studies submitted by EDE, OPC, and Praxair all fail to properly assign the costs associated with excess distribution facilities before allocating the remaining distribution costs to all customer classes.  In addition, none of these parties correctly accounted for the revenue associated with Rider XC when calculating each class’s revenue increase.

Q.
Please describe the issue in this case relating to the treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits.

A.
The rebuttal testimony of Mr. Watkins describes the Staff’s view of the proper and improper treatment of interruptible load.  My testimony will demonstrate how sensitive class cost-of-service results are to the treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits, and how the Praxair treatment leads to a result that is unreasonable.

Q.
Have you performed the class cost-of-service studies that demonstrate how sensitive class cost-of-service results are to the treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits?

A.
No.  Mr. Brubaker has submitted two class cost-of-service studies in this case that differ only with respect to the treatment of interruptible load in the allocation of costs and with respect to the treatment of interruptible credits as either an offset to production capacity costs or as negative revenue,.  A comparison of the two methods is readily apparent.  The Praxair class cost-of-service study shown on Mr. Brubaker’s Schedule 3 allocates functionalized production capacity costs to Praxair based upon that portion of Praxair’s load that is “firm,” i.e., non-interruptible.  This study treats interruptible credits as negative revenue assigned exclusively to Praxair.

The second study, shown on Mr. Brubaker’s Schedule 1, page 2 of 2, represents Praxair’s version of EDE’s class cost-of-service study, as corrected for errors in inputs.  In the cost allocation section of the Company’s study, functionalized production capacity costs were allocated to all customer classes, including Praxair, based on each class’s total load.  In the Company’s study, interruptible credits were treated as an offset to production costs and were therefore allocated to all customer classes.

Q.
How do the results of applying these two treatments of interruptible load and interruptible credits in a class cost-of-service study compare?

A.
For purposes of this comparison, I am presenting the revenue shifts that would be required to equate class cost-of-service to class revenues, before any increase in overall revenues would be made.  This measure is described in Mr. Brubaker’s testimony as “subsidies.”  The two comparison class cost-of-service studies (Mr. Brubaker’s Schedule 1 and Schedule 3) show that choosing the Praxair treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits over the Company approach results in less cost allocated to Praxair and more cost allocated to the other classes.

	Customer Class
	EDE C-O-S Study
	Praxair C-O-S Study
	Difference

	Residential
	$16,273,863
	$16,361,422
	$87,559

	Praxair
	($218,923)
	($453,947)
	($235,024)

	All Other Classes
	($16,054,939)
	($15,907,475)
	$147,464

	Total
	$0
	$0
	$0


Q.
Which of these two approaches is the proper one?

A.
The treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits that has been used in the Company study (namely, allocating production capacity costs based upon each class’s total load and treating interruptible credits as an offset to production cost) is conceptually the same as that used in the Staff’s class cost-of-service study, and is the proper approach.

Q.
What is the Staff’s rationale for this treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits?

A.
Interruptible load is one of a number of ways the Company can “acquire” production capacity to meet its native load.  If the Company chose to acquire production capacity by either building a generation unit or by buying capacity in the wholesale market, there would be no dispute that some portion of EDE’s total production capacity costs would be allocated to Praxair, based upon the customer’s total load.  Other customer classes would also be responsible for their portion of the total costs of production capacity based upon their total load.
When evaluating whether to build a generating unit to provide additional capacity or to buy capacity on the wholesale market or to pay customers to interrupt (reduce) load, the Company should only choose the interruptible load option if it is cheaper than the other alternatives; i.e., the maximum price that the Company should pay for interruptible load is the cost it avoids by not acquiring capacity from the next cheapest alternative.  Non-interruptible customers should not care what choice EDE makes, because as long as the decision makes economic sense, their responsibility for total production capacity costs should remain the same.

The situation in this case is that EDE has chosen to contract with Praxair for interruptible load as a substitute for acquiring production capacity.  As compensation, the Company provides Praxair with an annual amount of $342,912 in interruptible credits.

Q.
What is the flaw in the Praxair approach to interruptible load and interruptible credits?

A.
Mr. Brubaker’s cost allocations reduce Praxair’s share of production capacity cost by $563,041.  However, $342,912 is the dollar value of EDE acquiring interruptible load from Praxair.  Thus, the Praxair approach to treating interruptible load over-estimates the benefits of interruptible load by $220,129 (equals $563,041 less $342,912).  From the perspective of the other customer classes, they would be assessed $220,129 more in production capacity costs under this scenario than they would if EDE had chosen to either build a generating unit to provide additional capacity or to buy capacity on the wholesale market.

Another perspective is that, under Mr. Brubaker’s treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits, all of the benefits of interruptible load were assigned exclusively to Praxair and none of the benefits were attributed to the other customer classes.  

For this reason, the Commission should find that the Praxair treatment of interruptible load and interruptible credits leads to a result that is unreasonable.

Q.
How do the four class cost-of-service studies compare in terms of their results?

A.
As I have described, the parties sponsoring the various class cost-of-service studies in this case did not use the same inputs (costs, sales, revenues or demands); did not study the same customer classes; did not use the same class cost-of-service study approach; and differed substantially in their treatment of a number of important items.  In order to present a meaningful comparison, I have chosen to compare the results of the various class cost-of-service studies on a revenue-neutral basis, i.e., before allocating any increase in overall revenues from this case.  My comparison is shown on Schedule 1, attached to this testimony, in graphical form.

Q.
Please describe the charts in Schedule 1.

A.
My comparison of the results of the Company, Staff, OPC, and Praxair class cost-of-service studies is shown on Schedule 1 attached to this testimony.  Each chart in this schedule shows the dollars that are required to correct any imbalances between class cost responsibility, as measured by the specific class cost-of-service study, and current class revenues.  The four studies indicate that there are some significant imbalances between the Company’s costs of providing electric service to the various customer classes and the revenues/rates those classes are paying for electric service.  The studies differ considerably, however, about which customer classes are “paying too much” (shown as bars below the zero dollar line) and which customer classes are “paying too little” (shown as bars above the zero dollar line).  In addition, there is a disagreement between Staff and the other parties about whether using a class cost-of-service study to examine the adequacy of lighting rates is even an appropriate thing to do.

The Company’s study and Praxair’s study generally show that the Residential class is “paying too little,” while the non-residential classes are “paying too much.”  The major exception to this generalization is the result for Special Contract (Praxair).  The Company’s study results indicate that the costs attributed to Praxair are significantly higher than the revenues being recovered from this customer.  The cost-of-service study sponsored by Praxair finds the opposite.

The Staff’s study indicates that the imbalances are primarily between the Small General Service class, which is paying significantly more than the cost to serve it, and the Large Power and Special Contract (Praxair) classes, which are paying significantly less than their attributed costs.  

The results of OPC’s class cost-of-service study generally mirror the results of the Staff’s study.

Q.
Please briefly describe how each party proposes to collect any additional revenues that result from this case.

A.
The Staff’s proposal for collecting any additional revenues that result from this case is that any additional revenue be divided in a manner consistent with the Staff’s class cost-of-service results; namely, that the Small General Service class will not receive any portion of the increase; that the percentage increase to the Large Power & Special Contract classes be approximately twice the overall average increase; and that all other classes (Residential, Large General Service, and Lighting & Power Furnace) receive the overall average percentage increase.  Examples of the class revenue increases that would result at various levels of overall revenue increase is presented on Schedule 2 of my direct testimony on the issue of Rate Design.

The Company’s proposal, presented by Kelly S. Walters, is that any additional revenue allowed by the Commission in this case should be recovered by “ . . .an equal percentage increase to each rate class.” [Walters, Supplemental Direct, page 28, lines 1-2].

OPC witness Hong Hu sponsors OPC’s methodology for increasing or decreasing class revenues.  OPC’s methodology proposes a re-allocation of class revenues at lower levels of overall revenue increase, as long as such a process does not result in an overall revenue decrease to any class, followed by additional revenue being applied as an equal percentage increase to all classes.  Despite the fact that OPC’s class cost-of-service study determined class cost responsibility by individual rate schedule, Ms. Hu’s rate design proposals are based upon customer classes consisting of multiple rate schedules.  Presumably each rate schedule contained within a customer class should experience a uniform percentage increase.  The classes and the rate schedules that OPC has linked for rate design purposes are shown on page 10 of Ms. Hu’s direct testimony.

Praxair’s proposal is contained on Schedule 6 and described on page 10 of Mr. Brubaker’s direct testimony.  My understanding is that Praxair is proposing that total revenue, including any increase that may be granted, be distributed by rate schedule in proportion to column 3 of Schedule 6.  It appears that implementing this proposal when the overall increase to Missouri revenue is considerably smaller than the Company’s $19.9 million request will result in decreases to some non-residential rate schedules.

Q.
How do the four proposals for collecting additional revenue compare?

A.
My comparison of the four rate design proposals for collecting any additional revenues that are allowed in this case is shown on Schedule 2 attached to this testimony.  Each page of Schedule 2 shows, in graphical or tabular form, what each party’s proposed distribution of an increase in overall revenues would be at $5.0 million and $10.0 million. 

The proposals of Staff, OPC, and Praxair are each consistent with a movement toward class cost responsibility, as measured by its class cost-of-service results, although no party advocates moving all of the way to cost of service.  The Company’s rate design proposal is not based on the results of its class cost-of-service study.

RATE DESIGN

Q.
Please briefly describe how each party proposes to change the individual rates on each rate schedule?

A.
Staff proposes that rate levels should be determined by increasing all rate components on each rate schedule by the percentage increase in overall class revenue. [Pyatte, Direct-Rate Design, page 4, lines 14-17].  Company’s proposal is that all rate components on each rate schedule be increased by the percentage increase in Missouri retail revenue.  Praxair makes no proposal on this issue.  OPC’s only proposal on determining rate levels relates only to the level of the residential customer charge.  Public Counsel “. . . believes that the current customer charge can be raised by the same percentage as the residential class revenue increase. . .” [Hu, Direct, page 14,
lines 17-18].

Q.
Are there rate design objectives that need to be considered in addition to balancing class revenues with class cost responsibility?

A.
Yes.  The design of electric rate schedules is an exercise in balancing many, sometimes contradictory, objectives.  Some objectives that need to be considered in crafting a rate design proposal for this case are:

· moving class revenues towards class cost responsibility, as measured by class cost-of-service results

· limiting the impacts on customers’ electric bills

· preserving the “continuity between rate schedules” feature of the existing rate design, which minimizes rate switching by customers.

In a regulated environment, it is also paramount that any rate design be shown to collect the Commission-ordered revenues on a normalized basis before Staff can find the Company’s ultimate tariff filing to be in compliance with the Report and Order in this case.

Q.
Are there situations in this case where implementing a party’s proposal for collecting additional revenue may conflict with other rate design objectives?

A.
Yes.  One such situation can be found in Praxair’s proposal to change the revenues collected by the Small Heating (SH) rate schedule by a greater percentage than the Commercial Service (CB) rate schedule.  There is also the potential that implementation of Praxair’s proposal for the General Power (GP) rate schedule and the Total Electric Buildings (TEB) rate schedule may also cause a rate design problem.

Q.
Please explain what rate design problems could result from the implementation of the Praxair proposal?

A.
The rate design problems that I foresee can be illustrated by the effect of Praxair’s proposal on the Commercial Service (CB) rate schedule and the Small Heating (SH) rate schedules. 

Both the CB and the SH rate schedules serve small (under 40 kW) commercial customers, the distinction between them being whether the customer “ . . .permanently installs and regularly uses electric space-heating equipment for all internal space-heating comfort requirement. . .” [this language is from the Availability Section of the SH Rate Schedule.]  The current rates of the two schedules are shown below:

	
	CB
	SH

	Customer Charge
	$11.74
	$11.74

	Summer Energy Charge
	7.98 cents
	7.98 cents

	Winter First 700 kWh
	7.98 cents
	7.98 cents

	Winter Over 700 kWh
	5.43 cents
	4.15 cents


The only differences in the rates is that the winter tail block energy rate is lower for the SH customers than it is for the CB customers; the remaining rate design features are the same for both rate schedules.

Praxair’s proposal for these two rate schedules is that the revenues collected by the SH customers be increased by more than the overall average percentage increase and the revenues collected by the CB customers be increased by less than the overall average.  Praxair’s witness does not specify how this should be accomplished or whether he believes that preserving the rate design features (all rates are the same except for the winter tail block energy rate) is an important consideration.

Q.
Do you foresee rate design problems arising from the implementation of the rate design proposals of the other three parties (Company, Staff, and OPC)?

A.
The Company’s proposal to factor all rates by the same percentage will most certainly preserve the features of the existing rate design.  Staff’s proposal and OPC’s proposal will not cause the problems described above, because each party proposes uniform percentage increases for the multiple rate schedules that constitute each class.  If there is a potential rate design problem with these two proposals, it is likely to be in that customers on the Large Power (LP) rate schedule may find it economically advantageous to switch to the General Power (GP) rate schedule (that serves mid-sized customers).

Q.
What is Staff’s opinion of the EDE proposal to increase the proportion of residential revenue collected in the winter season?

A.
EDE has proposed to increase the proportion of residential revenue collected in the winter season by increasing the winter tail block energy rate and creating a declining-block summer energy rate.  Staff is opposed to declining-block summer energy charges, because it sends the wrong price signal to customers.  EDE has not provided any seasonal cost information that shows that the existing relationship between summer costs and winter costs have changed for the residential or any other class.

A discussion of this issue at pre-hearing indicated that EDE’s objective is revenue stability from one season to another.

Q.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes, it does.
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								TOTAL		RES		SGS		LGS		LPS&SC										TOTAL		RES		SGS		LGS		LPS&SC		LPS		SC

						Production		$157,918,859		$64,595,562		$18,319,748		$45,992,622		$29,010,927								Production		$105,690,760		$43,314,448		$13,351,128		$29,052,617		$19,972,567

						Transmission		$14,545,851		$6,199,666		$1,730,198		$4,122,384		$2,493,603								Transmission		$14,021,685		$5,989,024		$1,817,113		$3,753,598		$2,461,950

						Distribution		$45,913,185		$26,622,173		$7,579,032		$8,602,350		$3,109,630								Distribution		$47,994,377		$27,958,518		$8,310,896		$8,599,841		$3,125,122

						Customer		$8,258,836		$6,264,495		$1,095,217		$878,551		$20,573								Customer		$7,775,380		$6,429,261		$1,121,091		$217,433		$7,595

								$226,636,731		$103,681,896		$28,724,195		$59,595,907		$34,634,733										$175,482,202		$83,691,251		$24,600,228		$41,623,489		$25,567,234

								TOTAL		RES		SGS		LGS		LPS&SC				% pt difference						TOTAL		RES		SGS		LGS		LPS&SC

						Transmission		6.42%		5.98%		6.02%		6.92%		7.20%				(1.572)				Transmission		7.99%		7.16%		7.39%		9.02%		9.63%

						Distribution		20.26%		25.68%		26.39%		14.43%		8.98%				(7.092)				Distribution		27.35%		33.41%		33.78%		20.66%		12.22%

						Customer		3.64%		6.04%		3.81%		1.47%		0.06%				(0.787)				Customer		4.43%		7.68%		4.56%		0.52%		0.03%

						Production-Capacity		27.86%		25.00%		25.50%		30.77%		33.39%				0.656				Production-Capacity		27.21%		23.45%		24.52%		31.44%		35.18%

						Production-Energy		41.82%		37.30%		38.28%		46.41%		50.37%				8.795				Production-Energy		33.02%		28.30%		29.76%		38.36%		42.93%										TOTAL MISSOURI - CASE NO. ER-97-81																		MISSOURI RESIDENTIAL - CASE NO. ER-97-81																MISSOURI SMALL GENERAL SERVICE - CASE NO. ER-97-81																		MISSOURI LARGE GENERAL SERVICE - CASE NO. ER-97-81																		MISSOURI LARGE POWER & SPECIAL CONTRACTS - CASE NO. ER-97-81

								100.00%		100.00%		100.00%		100.00%		100.00%										100.00%		100.00%		100.00%		100.00%		100.00%

																								Production		60.23%		51.76%		54.27%		69.80%		78.12%

								TOTAL		RES		SGS		LGS		LPS&SC										TOTAL		RES		SGS		LGS		LPS&SC

						Total Costs		$226,636,731		$103,681,896		$28,724,195		$59,595,907		$34,634,733		0						Total Costs		$175,482,202		$83,691,251		$24,600,228		$41,623,489		$25,567,234		0

						Total Revs		$201,350,081		$93,046,757		$28,648,359		$52,994,437		$26,660,528		0						Total Revs		$159,634,152		$74,129,942		$24,056,415		$39,800,915		$21,646,880		0

						Rev Def		$15,133,316		$6,108,075		($1,395,868)		$3,903,032		$6,518,077		0						Rev Def		$6,816,761		$5,509,350		($766,644)		($461,098)		$2,535,154		1

						% Change		7.52%		6.56%		-4.87%		7.36%		24.45%								% Change		4.27%		7.43%		-3.19%		-1.16%		11.71%

																																		Current $		C-O-S

								Allocated Costs		Rate Revenue		Rev Deficiency		% Change												Allocated Costs		Rate Revenue		Rev Deficiency		% Change		Class Share		Class Share

						Residential		$103,681,896		$93,046,757		$6,108,075		6.56%										Residential		$83,691,251		$74,129,942		$5,509,350		7.43%		46.44%		47.69%

						Small GS		$28,724,195		$28,648,359		($1,395,868)		-4.87%										Small GS		$24,600,228		$24,056,415		($766,644)		-3.19%		15.07%		14.02%

						Large GS		$59,595,907		$52,994,437		$3,903,032		7.36%										Large GS		$41,623,489		$39,800,915		($461,098)		-1.16%		24.93%		23.72%

						Large Power& SC		$34,634,733		$26,660,528		$6,518,077		24.45%										Large Power& SC		$25,567,234		$21,646,880		$2,535,154		11.71%		13.56%		14.57%

						TOTAL MO		$226,636,730		$201,350,081		$15,133,316		7.52%										TOTAL MO		$175,482,202		$159,634,152		$6,816,761		4.27%

								Current $		C-O-S

								Class Share		Class Share						$1,308,387																				$2,029,674

						Residential		46.21%		45.75%						55,098,171																				117,628,264

						Small GS		14.23%		12.67%						$0.0237																				$0.0173

						Large GS		26.32%		26.30%																				Praxair		63,471,877				$1,095,206

						Large Power& SC		13.24%		15.28%																				ICI		54,156,387

						TOTAL MO																										117,628,264
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