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SUMMARY

After reviewing Missouri-American Water Company’s application for establishment of an Infrastructure System Replacement Surcharge, the Commission concludes that Missouri-American correctly calculated the amount of accumulated depreciation used in the company’s calculation of its ISRS revenue requirement.  However, the Commission concludes that Missouri-American should not have included net cost of removal of the non‑ISRS property in those calculations.  In addition, the Commission concludes that those calculations should not include property taxes for plant placed in service after January 1, 2003.  Missouri-American’s proposed tariff to institute an ISRS is rejected, but Missouri-American is advised to submit a revised tariff consistent with this report and order. 

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Missouri Public Service Commission, having considered all of the competent and substantial evidence upon the whole record, makes the following findings of fact.  The Commission in making this decision has considered the positions and arguments of all of the parties.  Failure to specifically address a piece of evidence, position or argument of any party does not indicate that the Commission has failed to consider relevant evidence, but indicates rather that the omitted material was not dispositive of this decision.

Procedural History

On September 2, 2003, Missouri-American Water Company filed an Application and Petition for Establishment of an Infrastructure System Replacement Surcharge.  For convenience the surcharge is referred to by the acronym ISRS.  A proposed tariff implementing the ISRS – with an effective date of October 2 – accompanied Missouri-American’s application.

On September 9, the Commission suspended Missouri-American’s tariff until December 31, the maximum amount of time allowed by the controlling statute.
  Also on September 9, the Commission issued an Order Directing Notice and Setting Date for Submission of Intervention Requests.  That order directed that notice of Missouri-American’s application be given to the county commission of St. Louis County, to the media serving St. Louis County, and to the members of the general assembly that represent St. Louis County.  The Commission’s order also established September 29 as the deadline for submission of applications to intervene.

A timely application to intervene was filed by the Missouri Energy Group (MEG),
 an ad hoc group of not-for-profit hospital systems and a large industrial company that purchase substantial amounts of water from Missouri-American in St. Louis County.   MEG’s application to intervene was granted on September 30.  On October 31, the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers (MIEC),
 another ad hoc group of large customers in St. Louis County, filed an application to intervene out of time.  MIEC’s application was granted on November 3.

On September 29, the Office of the Public Counsel filed a motion asking the Commission to set a procedural schedule and to hold an evidentiary hearing regarding Missouri-American’s application.  To that end, a prehearing conference was held on October 8.  Following that conference, on October 14, the parties submitted a proposed procedural schedule that was adopted by the Commission on October 16.  The procedural schedule did not call for the pre-filing of testimony but instead required the parties to file reports and responses to those reports.  It also called for an on-the-record presentation to be held on November 21, at which the Commission could question the parties about their reports.  The parties indicated that this schedule would be appropriate because the issues before the Commission were likely to be legal rather than factual and because of the tight time constraints imposed by statute. 

Staff filed its report on October 31.  Staff agreed that Missouri-American should be allowed to establish an ISRS but argued that the annual revenue requirement for calculation of the ISRS should be set at $1,887,301.  Staff’s calculation of the appropriate annual revenue requirement was substantially smaller than the $4,038,923 calculated by Missouri-American.  Missouri-American filed a response to Staff’s report on November 10, agreeing with some of Staff’s modifications, but disagreeing with many of Staff’s assumptions.  Missouri-American now contends that the appropriate annual revenue requirement is $3,813,222.  Staff, MEG, and MIEC filed replies to Missouri-American’s report on November 14.  Public Counsel filed its reply on November 17.  Public Counsel’s reply was filed late and was accompanied by a motion asking the Commission to accept its late filing.  That motion was not opposed by any party and will be granted.

At the direction of the Commission, Staff filed a list of issues on November 13.  A prehearing conference was held on November 19.  As a result of discussions among the parties at that conference, an amended list of issues was filed on November 20.

A hearing was held on November 21, at which time the parties presented evidence and testimony.  Missouri-American, Staff, Public Counsel, and MEG submitted post-hearing briefs on December 4.  In addition, the Missouri Energy Development Association
 filed an amicus brief, accompanied by a Petition for Leave to File Amicus Brief.  That petition was not opposed by any party and will be granted.  MIEC did not submit a brief.  

What is an ISRS?

Missouri-American’s ability to establish an ISRS was created by the Missouri legislature during its 2003 session.  In House Bill 208, the applicable portions of which were codified at Sections 393.1000 through 393.1006, RSMo, the legislature permitted Missouri-American to petition the Commission to allow it to establish a special surcharge, the ISRS, to recover the cost of replacing eligible infrastructure system equipment and plant, which is defined as:  replacement mains, and associated valves and hydrants; main cleaning and relining projects; and un-reimbursed facilities relocations mandated by governmental entities.  Missouri-American would then recover the special surcharge from its customers for a limited time until the Commission establishes its new rates in a general rate case.  In effect, the ISRS would allow Missouri-American to begin recovering the cost of infrastructure replacement without having to wait for the Commission to review and approve a general rate case.  

Missouri-American currently has a general rate case pending before the Commission in Case Number WR‑2003‑0500.  Missouri-American’s tariff that would implement its revised rates is suspended until April 16, 2004.  Because the ISRS would only remain in effect until it is replaced by the rates established in a general rate case, Missouri-American’s proposed ISRS would be in effect from the effective date of this order until the effective date of the Commission’s order establishing new general rates, approximately April 16, 2004.

What is the appropriate amount of the ISRS?

In appendix A to its verified application,
 Missouri-American provides a detailed list of the facility relocations, and mains, hydrants and valve replacements made after its last rate case, for which it is seeking ISRS eligibility.  Missouri-American indicated that it did not undertake any eligible main cleaning or relining projects during the applicable period.  For each individual item of plant, Missouri-American lists the investment value, depreciation rate, date that the item was placed in service, accumulated depreciation and depreciation expense.  Beginning with the actual investment it made in this eligible plant, Missouri-American identified the actual accumulated depreciation on those investments since they were placed into service, as well as the actual deferred taxes on those investments, and deducted those amounts – along with any contribution in aid of construction and reimbursement received for facility relocations – to arrive at a net original cost, or ISRS Rate Base.  Missouri-American then applied the rate of return authorized in its last rate case to this ISRS Rate Base, and identified the annual expenses attributable to depreciation, property tax and state and federal income tax to arrive at a total annual ISRS revenue requirement of $3,813,222. 
  Missouri-American would recover that amount, on an annual basis, from ratepayers through the proposed ISRS. 

No party challenged Missouri-American’s identification of the plant that is eligible for consideration under the ISRS statute and the Commission will accept those amounts as correct.  Staff does, however, challenge three elements of Missouri-American’s calculation of the ISRS revenue requirement:  First, Staff argues that accumulated depreciation applied to facilities relocations and replacement mains and associated valves and hydrants should total $15,550,171 instead of $792,177 as determined by Missouri-American; second, Staff excluded accumulated depreciation – net cost of removal of the retired plant being replaced from its calculations; and third, Staff excluded property taxes on ISRS plant placed in service in calendar year 2003.  After making these modifications, Staff determined that the Missouri-American’s ISRS revenue requirement is $1,887,301.

MEG’s expert witness, Billie LaConte, testified that MEG agreed with Missouri-American on the question of accumulated depreciation.  However, she testified that accumulated depreciation – net cost of removal of the non-ISRS plant, as well as property taxes for ISRS plant added after January 1, 2003, should not be included in the ISRS revenue requirement.
  Using those assumptions MEG calculated that Missouri-American was entitled to an ISRS revenue requirement of $3,628,576.
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Missouri Public Service Commission has reached the following conclusions of law.

Missouri-American is a public utility, and a water corporation, as those terms are defined in Section 386.020(42) and (58), RSMo 2000.  As such, Missouri-American is subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction pursuant to Chapters 386 and 393, RSMo.

Section 393.1003.1, RSMo provides as follows:

Notwithstanding any provisions of chapter 386, RSMo, and this chapter to the contrary, as of August 28, 2003, a water corporation providing water service in a county with a charter form of government and with more than one million inhabitants may file a petition and proposed rate schedules with the commission to establish or change ISRS rate schedules that will allow for the adjustment of the water corporation’s rates and charges to provide for the recovery of costs for eligible infrastructure system replacements made in such county with a charter form of government and with more than one million inhabitants; provided that an ISRS, on an annualized basis, must produce ISRS revenues of at least one million dollars but not in excess of ten percent of the water corporation’s base revenue level approved by the commission in the water corporation’s most recent general rate proceeding.  An ISRS and any future changes thereto shall be calculated and implemented in accordance with the provisions of sections 393.1000 to 393.1006.  ISRS revenues shall be subject to refund upon a finding and order of the commission, to the extent provided in subsection 5 and 8 of 393.1006.

Missouri-American provides water service in St. Louis County, which has a charter form of government and more than one million inhabitants.  Therefore, Missouri-American is eligible for an ISRS under this statute.  Missouri-American’s proposed ISRS would produce revenues of at least one million dollars but not in excess of ten percent of its base revenue level and that requirement of the statute is met. 

Section 393.1003.3, RSMo, provides as follows:

In no event shall a water corporation collect an ISRS for a period exceeding three years unless the water corporation has filed for or is the subject of a new general rate proceeding; provided that the ISRS may be collected until the effective date of new rate schedules established as a result of the new general rate proceeding, or until the subject general rate proceeding is otherwise decided or dismissed by issuance of a commission order without new rates being established. 

Missouri-American currently has a general rate case pending before the Commission.  Therefore, the ISRS Missouri-American seeks in this case will remain in effect only until new rates are established, which will occur approximately April 16, 2004.

Section 393.1006.2, RSMo, provides as follows:

(1) When a petition, along with any associated proposed rate schedules, is filed pursuant to the provisions of sections 393.1000 to 393.1006, the commission shall conduct an examination of the proposed ISRS.

(2) The staff of the commission may examine information of the water corporation to confirm that the underlying costs are in accordance with the provisions of sections 393.1000 to 393.1006, and to confirm proper calculation of the proposed charge, and may submit a report regarding its examination to the commission not later than sixty days after the petition is filed.  No other revenue requirements or ratemaking issues shall be examined in consideration of the petition or associated rate schedules filed pursuant to the provisions of sections 393.1000 to 393.1006.

(3) The commission may hold a hearing on the petition and any associated rate schedules and shall issue an order to become effective not later than one hundred twenty days after the petition is filed.

(4) If the commission finds that a petition complies with the requirements of sections 393.1000 to 393.1006, the commission shall enter an order authorizing the water corporation to impose an ISRS that is sufficient to recover appropriate pretax revenues, as determined by the commission pursuant to the provisions of sections 393.1000 to 39.31006.

Section 393.1006.4 establishes the factors that the Commission may consider when establishing the appropriate pretax revenues that Missouri-American can recover through its ISRS.  That section provides as follows:

In determining the appropriate pretax revenues, the commission shall consider only the following factors:

(1) The current state, federal, and local income or excise tax rates;

(2) The water corporation’s actual regulatory capital structure as determined during the most recent general rate proceeding of the water corporation;

(3) The actual cost rates for the water corporation’s debt and preferred stock as determined during the most recent general rate proceeding of the water corporation;

(4) The water corporation’s cost of common equity as determined during the most recent general rate proceeding of the water corporation;

(5) The current property tax rate or rates applicable to the eligible infrastructure system replacements; 

(6) The current depreciation rates applicable to the eligible infrastructure system replacements;

(7) In the event information called for in subdivision (2), (3), and (4) is unavailable and the commission is not provided with such information on an agreed-upon basis, the commission shall refer to the testimony submitted during the most recent general rate proceeding of the water corporation and use, in lieu of any such unavailable information, the recommended capital structure, recommended cost rates for debt and preferred stock, and recommended cost of common equity that would produce the average weighted cost of capital based upon the various recommendations contained in such testimony.

The Commission’s determination of Missouri-American’s appropriate pretax revenues is also restricted by Section 393.1000(1), which defines “appropriate pretax revenues” as:

The revenues necessary to produce net operating income equal to:

(a) The water corporation’s weighted cost of capital multiplied by the net original cost of eligible infrastructure system replacements, including recognition of accumulated deferred income taxes and accumulated depreciation associated with eligible infrastructure system replacements which are included in a currently effective ISRS; and 

(b) Recover state, federal, and local income or excise taxes applicable to such income; and 

(c) Recover all other ISRS costs;  

ISRS costs, referred to in (c), are further defined by Section 393.1000(5) as “depreciation expenses, and property taxes that will be due within twelve months of the ISRS filing.”

Not all infrastructure systems replacements are eligible for inclusion in the ISRS.  Section 393.1000(3) defines “Eligible infrastructure system replacements” as:

Water utility plant projects that:

(a) Replace or extend the useful life of existing infrastructure; 

(b) Are in service and used and useful;

(c) Do not increase revenues by directly connecting the infrastructure replacement to new customers; and

(d) Were not included in the water corporation’s rate base in its most recent general rate case;

“Water utility plant projects,” as used in the previous definition, is further defined by Section 393.1000(8) as consisting only of the following: 

(a) Mains, and associated valves and hydrants, installed as replacements for existing facilities that have worn out or are in deteriorating condition;

(b) Main cleaning and relining projects; and

(c) Facilities relocations required due to construction or improvement of a highway, road, street, public way, or other public work by or on behalf of the United States, this state, a political subdivision of this state, or another entity having the power of eminent domain provided that the costs related to such projects have not been reimbursed to the water corporation. 

Section 137.075, RSMo 2000, provides that property taxes for a given year are assessed based on the property owned on January 1 of that year.  Property taxes on property placed in service after January 1, 2003, will not be assessed until January 1, 2004.  Such taxes need not be paid until December 31, 2004. 

DECISION

After applying the facts as it has found them to its conclusions of law, the Commission has reached the following decisions regarding the issues identified by the parties.  

Accumulated Depreciation

Missouri-American contends that the proper measure of accumulated depreciation is the actual accumulated depreciation recorded on the books of the company for each item of ISRS plant.  In arriving at the measure of accumulated depreciation that it used in its calculations, Missouri-American simply totaled the accumulated depreciation on each item of ISRS plant.  

No party disagrees with Missouri-American’s calculation of the total accumulated depreciation on the ISRS plant.  Staff’s witness, in fact, agreed that Missouri-American had correctly calculated total accumulated depreciation on the replaced plant.
  Staff, however, contends that the amount calculated by Missouri-American should not be used in calculating the appropriate pretax revenue requirement for the ISRS.  Instead, Staff compared the total amount of ISRS investment to the total change in invested plant since the last rate case.
  Staff calculated that Missouri-American’s total invested plant increased by $93,315,958 between its last rate case and July 2003.
  Missouri-American’s infrastructure replacement investment since its last rate case is $20,723,376.
  Staff then determined the ratio of total invested plant to infrastructure replacement investment, approximately 22%, and applied that ratio to the increase in the company’s depreciation reserve since its last rate case, $53,573,609.  $53,573,609 multiplied by Staff’s ratio equals $11,897,494.  It is this amount that Staff contends should be used as accumulated depreciation for mains, and associated valves and hydrants, in the calculation of Missouri-American’s appropriate pretax revenues for purposes of its ISRS application.  Staff performed the same calculations to arrive at $3,652,677 as the amount of accumulated depreciation for facilities relocations for purposes of Missouri-American’s ISRS application.
   

Staff explains that it used this ratio approach rather than simply using the actual total depreciation because Missouri-American has accumulated $53 million in depreciation since its last rate case and Staff argues that the company should be required to use a portion of that depreciation to offset the cost of constructing the ISRS plant.
  

Staff also contends that its ratio approach should be used to offset what it claims to be the effect of regulatory lag that favors the company.  Staff explains that the total value of a company’s plant investment is used to establish a company’s rates in a rate case.  Those rates then remain unchanged until the company’s next rate case when depreciation and new investment in plant are included in the company’s rate base for consideration in rates. Staff points out that if all other factors remain equal – in other words, there were no new plant investment, no retirements, no change in revenue and expenses, etc. – then, because of depreciation, the company’s rate base would decline and its revenue requirements would decrease.  However, because rates do not change between rate cases, the company would be in a position to be earning more than its authorized return because of regulatory lag.  Staff is concerned that unless its ratio approach to depreciation is adopted, Missouri- American could be imposing a surcharge on its customers while it is already over-earning.

Staff’s argument must fail because it is contrary to the clear language of the statute.  Section 393.1000(1)(a) requires that the company’s ISRS revenue requirement is to be calculated by multiplying the company’s weighted cost of capital by the “net original cost of eligible infrastructure system replacement, including recognition of accumulated deferred income taxes and accumulated depreciation associated with eligible infrastructure system replacements which are included in a currently effective ISRS.”  That definition clearly directs the Commission to consider “accumulated depreciation associated with eligible infrastructure system replacements.”  That is exactly what Missouri-American does in its calculation of its revenue requirement when it simply totals the depreciation that accumulated on the eligible infrastructure system replacements.

Staff, however, points to the last clause of the definition – “which are included in a currently effective ISRS” – to argue that since Missouri-American’s initial ISRS application has not yet been approved, there is no currently effective ISRS.  Therefore, Staff would ignore the definition’s admonition to consider “accumulated depreciation associated with eligible infrastructure system replacements.”  Instead, Staff would consider only the first part of the definition, “the weighted cost of capital multiplied by the net original cost of eligible infrastructure system replacement.”
  According to Staff, this truncated definition is telling the Commission to net the original cost of eligible infrastructure system replacement against something.  Staff chooses to net it against the total change in the amount of the company’s investment in plant-in-service since its last rate case, thus arriving at its ratio approach.  Staff’s interpretation of the statute’s definition of appropriate pretax revenues is incorrect.

Staff’s proposed method of determining the ISRS revenue requirement clearly and explicitly considers depreciation that is in no way associated with ISRS plant.  In fact, Staff’s witness explained that under Staff’s method of calculation, the ISRS revenue requirement would go up or down depending upon the amount of non-ISRS investment made by the company, independent of the company’s ISRS investments.
   That same witness conceded that there is nothing in the statute that authorizes the consideration of non‑ISRS investments when calculating the appropriate ISRS revenue requirement.
  

Furthermore, a reading of the entire ISRS statute makes it clear that the legislature was directing the Commission to conduct a narrow review of an application for an ISRS.  Section 393.1006.2(2) specifically states that the Staff of the Commission may examine information of the water corporation to confirm that underlying costs are in accordance with the provisions of the law and to confirm proper calculation of the proposed charge.  The section then states, “no other revenue requirement or ratemaking issues shall be examined.”  The approach advocated by Staff violates this provision by seeking to examine underlying rate case issues as part of the ISRS.

Staff states that it is very concerned that Missouri-American may be over‑earning and argues that it would not be appropriate to allow the company to impose an ISRS under those circumstances.  But the controlling statute does not allow the Commission to consider other ratemaking issues in this proceeding.  The legislature, by enacting a statute, has determined that Missouri-American is entitled to impose an ISRS on its customers to encourage the company to make needed infrastructure improvements.  Missouri-American’s method of calculating accumulated depreciation complies with that statute.  Staff’s method of calculating accumulated depreciation does not comply with that statute.  The Commission concludes that Missouri-American’s ISRS revenue requirement must be calculated using the accumulated depreciation calculated by Missouri-American for the ISRS plant. 

Accumulated Depreciation – Net Cost of Removal

Missouri-American’s calculation of accumulated depreciation to be offset against the original cost of the ISRS plant included a further adjustment to its total accumulated depreciation to recognize the cost of removing the old plant that was replaced with ISRS plant.  If the replaced plant has any salvage value, the salvage value is deducted from the cost of removal.  However, in most cases, the salvage value is less than the cost to remove the old plant, leaving a “net cost of removal.”  Missouri-American calculated its net cost of removal associated with ISRS plant as $1,036,533.75.

MEG’s expert witness stated that the net cost of removal of non-ISRS property should not be included in the ISRS calculations.  Because the adjustment that Missouri-American would make to the accumulated depreciation account for net salvage is due to the removal of non-ISRS infrastructure, it should not be part of the calculation of an ISRS.
   

The Commission agrees that net cost of removal of the non-ISRS plant should not be included in the ISRS calculations. The statute narrowly prescribes the factors that the Commission may consider when calculating the ISRS.  The Commission is persuaded by the argument of MEG’s expert witness.  The net cost of removal that Missouri-American seeks to include in the ISRS calculations is associated with the depreciation accumulated on the old non‑ISRS plant. Missouri-American should not be allowed to adjust the accumulated depreciation account for ISRS property due to the removal of non‑ISRS infrastructure. 

Property Taxes

Section 393.1000(5) defines “ISRS costs” as “depreciation expenses, and property taxes that will be due within twelve months of the ISRS filing” (emphasis added).  In its calculation of its ISRS revenue requirement, Missouri-American included the cost of property taxes for all ISRS plant.  In its calculations, Staff excluded property taxes on ISRS plant placed in service after January 1, 2003.  

Staff reasoned that plant placed in service after January 1, 2003, will not be assessed until January 1, 2004.  That means that property taxes on that plant will not be “due” until December 31, 2004.  That is more than twelve months after Missouri-American filed its ISRS petition.  Under the plain language of the statute, those property taxes are not due within twelve months of the ISRS filing and are, therefore, not ISRS costs.

Missouri-American countered that it accounted for taxes on plant added in 2003 on its books within twelve months of the filing of the ISRS petition.  It contended that the statute should be read broadly to permit recovery of costs that the legislature intended to be recovered.  

The Commission agrees with Staff’s calculation of property taxes.  A plain reading of the statute indicates that ISRS costs include property taxes that will be due within twelve months of the ISRS filing.  Property taxes on plant added after January 1, 2003, are not due until more than twelve months after the ISRS filing.  Therefore, they are not an ISRS expense and may not be included in the calculations of Missouri-American’s ISRS revenue requirements. 

Other Issues

In the course of their negotiations, the parties have reached agreement on several other adjustments to Missouri-American’s original ISRS application.  The Commission need not address those adjustments in this report and order.  However, Missouri-American must adjust its ISRS calculations based on this report and order and those agreements.  As a result, Missouri-American’s tariff that implemented its ISRS, as originally calculated, is incorrect.  That tariff will be rejected and Missouri-American will be allowed an opportunity to submit a revised tariff that conforms to the decisions made in this report and order and to the adjustments agreed to among the parties.  

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1.
That the tariff sheet filed by Missouri-American Water Company on September 2, 2003, and assigned tariff number YW‑2004‑0274, is rejected.  The tariff sheet rejected is:

       P.S.C.  Mo. No. 6       

Original Sheet No. RT 18.0

2.
That Missouri-American Water Company is authorized to file a tariff to impose an Infrastructure System Replacement Surcharge that is sufficient to recover appropriate pre-tax revenues as determined by the Commission in this order. 

3.
That Public Counsel’s Request to Accept Reply Filed One Business Day Late is granted.  

4.
That the Missouri Energy Development Association’s Petition for Leave to File Amicus Brief is granted.

5.
That any pending motions that the Commission has not specifically ruled upon are denied.

6.
That this Report and Order shall become effective on December 26, 2003.

BY THE COMMISSION

Dale Hardy Roberts

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

( S E A L )

Murray and Forbis, CC., concur;

Gaw, Ch., and Clayton, C., concur, with

separate concurring opinion to follow;

and certify compliance with the provisions 

of Section 536.080, RSMo 2000.

Dated at Jefferson City, Missouri,

on this 16th day of December, 2003.
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� Section 393.1006.1(3), RSMo


� The members of MEG are:  Barnes-Jewish Hospital; Emerson Electric Company; SSM HealthCare; and St. John’s Mercy Health Care.


� The members of MIEC are:  The Boeing Company; DaimlerChrysler; Ford Motor Company; Hussman Refrigeration; Monsanto Company; and Pfizer.


� The members of the association include:  Aquila, Inc.; Atmos Energy Corporation; Empire District Electric Company; Kansas City Power & Light Company; Laclede Gas Company; Missouri-American Water Company; Missouri Gas Energy, a division of Southern Union Company; and Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE.


� The application was admitted into evidence as Exhibit 5.


� Missouri-American’s calculations are shown on Exhibit 6.


� Staff’s calculations are shown as attachment B to its October 31, 2003 Memorandum, which was admitted into evidence as Exhibit 1.


� Transcript, Pages 223-224, Lines 21-25, 1-2.


� MEG’s calculations may be found as a schedule to its Reply to Missouri-American Water Company’s Response to Staff Report and Recommendations.  That reply was filed on November 14, 2003.


� Transcript, Pages 125, Lines 7-16 and 144-145, Lines 18-25, 1-5.


� Transcript, Page 112, Lines 21-24.


� These figures are taken from Exhibit 1, Appendix B, Attachment B, Page 2 of 4.


� This is the amount of eligible investment in replacement mains, and associated valves and hydrants reported by Missouri-American in Exhibit 6, Line 3. 


� Transcript, Page 117, Lines 1-17.


� Transcript, Page 116, Lines 16-25.


� See. Staff’s Brief at Page 8-9.


� Transcript, Pages 183-185. 


� Transcript, Page 185, Lines 20-22.


� Transcript, Page 225-226, Lines 2-25,1-6.  See also Brief of Missouri Energy Group at page 3-4.
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