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Please state your name and business address.

Thomas J. Sullivan, 8400 Ward Parkway, Kansas City, Missouri 64114,

What is your occupation?
I am a Senior Management Consultant in the Management Consulting Division of

Black & Veatch Corporation.

How long have your been with Black & Veatch?

[ have been employed with the firm since 1980.

What is your educational background?
I received a Bachelor of Science Degree in Civil Engineering Summa Cum Laude
from the University of Missouri - Rolla in 1980 and a Master of Business

Administration Degree from the University of Missouri - Kansas City in 1985.

Are you a registered professional engineer?

Yes, I am a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of Missouri.

To what professional organizations do you belong?

[ am a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers.

What is your professional experience?
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As a Senior Management Consultant, Project Manager, and Project Engineer in
the Management Consulting Division of Black & Veatch, I have been responsible
for the preparation of numerous studies for gas, electric, water, and wastewater
utilities. Clients served include investor owned and publicly owned utilities and
their customers. My responsibilities have included the preparation of studics
mvolving valuation and depreciation, cost of service, cost allocation, rate design,
cost of capital, supply analysis, load forecasting, economic and financial
feasibility, cost of gas and electricity recovery mechanisms, and other engineering

and economic matters.

Prior to joining the Management Consulting Division in 1982, I worked as
a staff engineer in the firm’s Power and Civil-Environmental (now called

Infrastructure) Divisions.

Have you previously appeared as an expert witness?

Yes, I have previously presented expert witness testimony before the Kansas
Corporation Commission in Docket No. 00-UTCG-336-RTS. 1 appeared in that
proceeding on behalf of UtiliCorp United, Inc. My testimony in that matter
addressed class cost of service, rate design, and weather normalization. [ have
presented expert witness testimony before the Railroad Commission of Texas in
Gas Utilities Docket No. 8878. [ appeared in that proceeding on behalf of
Southern Union Gas Company. My testimony addressed the depreciation rates

proposed in that matter. I have presented expert witness testimony before the
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South Carolina Public Service Commission in Docket No. 88-52-G. I appeared in
that proceeding on behalf of Peoples Natural Gas Company of South Carolina
(now part of South Carolina Electric and Gas Company). My responsibilities in
that proceeding included the preparation of exhibits developing revenue
requirements, cost of capital, pro forma sales, customers, and revenues, and rate

design.

I currently have testimony filed on behalf of the Philadelphia Gas Works
in Docket No. R-00006042 before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission.
My testimony in that matter sponsors Black & Veatch’s Engineering Report and
specifically addresses the level of rate relief needed by the Philadelphia Gas

Works.

[ have also filed expert witness testimony on behalf of Peoples Natural
Gas, Division of UtiliCorp United, Inc. in Docket No. RPU-92-6 before the Iowa
Utilities Board. I did not appear as an expert witness because the case was settled.
My responsibilities in that matter included sponsoring the class cost of service
study. I have also filed expert witness testimony on behalf of Peoples (UtiliCorp)
in Docket No. 193,787-U before the Kansas Corporation Commission. I did not
appear as an expert witness because this case was settled. My responsibilities in
that matter included sponsoring the class cost of service study and rate design. 1
have also filed expert witness testimony on behalf of Southern Union Gas

Company in connection with their most recent El Paso, Texas (West Texas) rate
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proceeding. My responsibilities included sponsoring the depreciation rates

proposed in that matter.

For whom are you testifying in this matter?

I am testifying on behalf of Missouri Gas Energy (“MGE” or “Company”).

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this matter?

In my rebuttal testimony, I will address the prepared direct testimony of Mr. Paul
Adam with regard to MGE’s depreciation rates and Mr. Charles R. Hyneman’s
proposed treatment of net salvage. Specifically, I will:

1. Provide some background with regard to MGE’s depreciation rates,

2. Address Staff’s proposed average service lives (ASLs) for MGE, and

3. Address Staff’s proposed net salvage allowance for MGE.

Do you sponsor any schedules with your rebuttal testimony?

Yes, | sponsor the follo@ing nine schedules:

L. Schedule TJS-1 - Report on Depreciation Accrual Rates Prepared for
Missouri Gas Energy by Black & Veatch Corporation dated June 2000.

2. Schedule TIS-2 - Mr. Paul Adam’s workpapers submitted to MGE on
April 23, 2001.

3. Schedule TJS-3 — Comparison of depreciation rates for comparable

companies used by Staff for return on equity.
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4. Schedule TJS-4 - Comparison of various depreciation rates proposed for
MGE.

5. Schedule TJS-5 - Analysis of MGE Account 380 — Services.

6. Schedule TIS-6- @mibtad tutentionatly.

7. Schedule TJS-7 - Staff workpapers regarding net salvage.

8. Schedule TJS-8 — Black & Veatch workpapers regarding net salvage.

9. Schedule TJS-9 - Tables 3-4 and .;:-7 from Black & Veatch June 2000

report excluding net salvage.

Background

Why is the background or history of MGE’s depreciation rates relevant to
your rebuttal testimony?
This background represents important foundation upon which my rebuttal of

Staff’s proposals with regard to depreciation rates and net salvage rests.

Please prﬁvide some background with regard to the determination of
depreciation rates for MGE.

In 1995, Black & Veatch was retained to perform a depregiation rate study for
MGE. This study was filed with the Missouri PSC in June 1995. Prior to the
issuance of this study, we informed Staff that an adequate continuing property
record did not exist to perform survivor curve analysis as a basis to determine

ASLs for MGE. In this study, we recommended modifications to rates for some
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accounts with no overall change in the total annual depreciation expense for
MGE. The June 1995 study was accepted as meeting the filing requirements of 4
CSR 240.040(6), but the Company and Staff proposed no change in depreciation

rates at that time.

In its general rate filing in Case No. GR-98-140, the Company proposed
no change in its depreciation rates. Black & Veatch did provide recommended
rates for the Company’s automated meter reading (AMR) equipment that did not
exist at the time of June 1995 study. The Staff recommended changes to the
depreciation rates for Accounts 376 (Mains), 380 (Services), 381 (Meters), and
382 (Meter Installations), rates for the AMR equipment; and recommended that

MGE be ordered to reconstruct a continuing property record.

In its order in Case No. GR-98-140, the Commission found:

““...that there 1s not sufficient evidence upon which to support any changes
to the existing depreciation rates. Given the fact that MGE will be filing a
new depreciation study by June 2000, the Commission finds it would be
appropriate to defer any change in existing depreciation rates for existing
plant until then. The Commission expects the depreciation study and other
documentation submitted pursuant to Rule 4 CSR 240-40.040(6) filed by
the Company to be as complete as possible and further expects the
Company to cooperate with Staff and OPC in evaluating the need for
changes to the existing property depreciation rates at that time.”

With regard to the AMR equipment, the Commission found:

«_.. the evidence shows that the ERT devices have a service life of 20 years
and that a depreciation rate for the ERT devices of five percent would be
appropriate.”
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The ERTs are the encoder-receiver-transmitter devices that are booked to
Account 397.1. Finally, with regard to the issue of the Company’s continuing
property record, the Commission found:

“... it would not be appropriate to require the reconstruction or re-creation

of records that apparently do not exist or cannot be completed by any
reasonable efforts of MGE.”

Did Black & Veatch prepare a depreciation study for MGE to meet the
requirements of 4 CSR 240.040(6) in June 2000?
Yes, this report is contained in Schedute TJS-1 attached to my rebuttal testimony

in this matter.

Did the Company cooperate with Staff in the preparation of the June 2000
report?

Yes. As directed by the Commission in its order in Case No. GR-98-140, the
Company and Black & Veatch met with Staff, including Mr. Adam, on several

occasions prior to and afier the issuance of the June 2000 report.

Did these meetings have a direct impact on your June 2000 report?
Yes. There were two significant considerations included in the June 2000 report

as a direct result of these meetings that differ from the report we issued in 1995.

In both our 1995 and 2000 studies, we performed a survey of the

depreciation rates of other Midwestern gas utilities as one consideration in
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developing rates for MGE. As stated on Page 11 of the June 2000 report, “At
Staff’s request, we attempted to expand our analysis from that contained in our
1995 report with additional information regarding the basis for the rates for each
of the utilities.” Prior to issuance of the June 2000 report, Staff indicated that it
was concerned with using the survey in the 1995 study because it had no basis to
determine what methodology was used to determine the rates for these utilities.

Therefore, at Staff’s request, we added this information to Table 3-3 in the report

to the extent that it could be determined.

The second significant change was with regard to the treatment of net
salvage as discussed on Pages 11 through 15 of the June 2000 report. The whole
life depreciation rate formula is as follows:

Depreciation Rate = (1 - Net Salvage Allowance) / Average Service Life

Net salvage generally equals salvage minus cost of removal. However, for
MGE net salvage equals salvage, minus cost of removal, plus reimbursements.
When MGE is required to move or relocate mains, primarily in connection with
road construction, MGE may be reimbursed for their costs under certain
circumstances. MGE credits accumulated depreciation (similar to what would be
done for any salvage value received) for the amount of reimbursements received.
Reimbursements are discussed on Pages 12 through 15 of the June 2000 report
{Schedule TJS-1). The net salvage allowance in the whole life formula is equal to

net salvage as a percentage of original cost plant. In our June 2000 report, we

8
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recommend a change in how this percentage is calculated for the gas distribution

plant of MGE.

How did you change your calcnlation of net salvage?

Traditionally, the principal measure of net salvage is calculated by comparing the
ratio of the dollar amount of annual net salvage to the dollar amount of annual
retirements over a recent historical period. The rationale for this approach is that
the net salvage experienced on recent retirements would eventually apply to all of
the retirements of plant in service. However, based on our experience with other
natural gas utilities and discussions with Company personnel, we determined that
the current forecast is for most underground gas facilities to be retired or
abandoned in place at the end of their useful life. Significant salvage, cost of
removal, and reimbursements will likely only apply to the limited interim
activities primarily associated with moving or relocating mains and services as
required by governmental entities in connection with public improvements
projects. Therefore, to recognize the limited nature of current net salvage for
MGE relative to total plant investment for its gas distribution facilities, we
recommend (in our June 2000 report) calculating the net salvage allowance for
gas distribution facilities based on comparing the dollar amount of annual net
salvage to the dollar amount of plant in service. This change results in a much
smaller net salvage allowance than the historical relationship between net salvage
and retirements. However, this change applicable to the Company’s gas

distribution plant will allow the Company to more accurately match its annual
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depreciation accrual for net salvage with the Company’s current actual annual

experience. More importantly, it matches what we currently expect in the near

future.

It should be noted that our recommendation only applied to MGE’s gas
distribution plant. As stated on Page 12 of our report:

“we did not extend this annual allowance approach to general plant

accounts. Typically, general plant has either no net salvage or a positive

net salvage. Also, the salvage amount of general plant is generally modest

and fairly consistent and is frequently associated with shorter lived assets

(such as vehicles and computers) where there is a better defined “used”
market.”

Did Staff appear to be receptive to your recommended treatment of net
salvage?

Yes. In workpapers Mr. Adam shared with us during meetings afier the issuance
of our June 2000 report, he used the same methodology for calculating the net
salvage allowance for distribution plant in his calculation of preliminary rates for
MGE. In fact, the workpapers provided by Mr. Adam in this case include a net
salvage allowance in the calculation of depreciation rates similar to what I am

recommending for MGE’s gas distnbution plant.

Have you attached these workpapers to your rebuttal?

10




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Yes. They are included m Schedule TJS-2. These are workpapers Mr. Adam
provided to the Company on April 23, 2001. These workpapers are virtually the

same as workpapers provided to the Company by Mr. Adam in October 1999,

Are the Staff’s recommendations in this case consistent with the meetings
between the Company and Staff?

No. They differ with regard to both net salvage and average scrvice life. Further,
Staff’s net salvage recommendation is not even consistent with the workpapers

provided by Mr. Adam in this case.

Average Service Lives

Staff has not conducted a study of MGE.

Q.

Are Mr. Adam’s recommended average service lives (ASLs) for MGE based
on a study of MGE?

No, they are not. His recommended ASLs are based on a study of Laclede Gas
Company (“Laclede”™.  His recommendations for MGE are based on
superimposing the ASLs he has determined for Laclede onto MGE. Staff’s
“study” of MGE in this rate case is no more comprehensive than the “study™ the
Staff provided in MGE’s last rate case (Case No. GR-98-140) that was rejected by

the Commission.

11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
24

Has Mr. Adam performed any analyses of MGE that form a basis for
concluding that MGE’s existing depreciation rates should be radically
changed?

No. His only real basis for recommending a massive change to MGE's
depreciation rates is that the use of Laclede’s ASLs produce a different result than

MGE’s current rates.

What is the basis for the average service lives recommended by Mr. Adam?

Based on Mr. Adam’s workpapers (see Schedule TJS-2), all of his recommended
average service lives with the exception of two accounts are set equal to the
average service lives he has recommended for Laclede Gas. The two exceptions
are with regard to MGE’s automated meter reading (AMR) equipment. For
Account 397.1 ~ Electronic ERT Equipment he recommends the same
depreciation rate approved by the Commission in Case No. GR-98-140. For
Account 385 — EGM (electronic gas measuring) Equipment, he recommends an
average service life that is the average of Laclede and Union Electric

(AmerenUE).

What is Mr. Adam’s rationale for almost totally relying upon analyses of
Laclede Gas Company to determine average service lives for MGE facilities?
On Page 3, Lines 13 through 17 of his testimony, Mr. Adam states:

“Until there is sufficient historical retirement data to allow Company-

specific ASLs to be determined, Staff recommend that ASLs of
comparable plant owned and operated by other Missouri Public Service

12
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Commission-regulated gas utility companies be used, along with
engineering judgement, to determine the account-by-account ASLs and
depreciation rates for this Company.”

Further, on Page 4, Lines 1 through 10 of his testimony, Mr. Adam states:

“Q.What conclusions have you arrived at as a result of your plant visits

A,

Q.

and conversations,

I have concluded that MGE’s plant is similar to the plant of Laclede
Gas Company in St. Louis.

What do you know about Laclede’s plant that brought you to this
conclusion?

Over the past six years, I have worked with Laclede’s data several
times to determine ASLs and depreciation rates account by account. 1
have made several plant tours and discussed Laclede’s plant with their
operations personnel and engineers. It is my opinion that Laclede’s
data ts current and valid.

Are there other Missouri Public Service Commission-regulated gas
companies whose plant histories could be used to help establish ASL
and depreciation rates for MGE’s plant?

This may be the case with AmerenUE’s gas plant but 1 have less
exposure to it. UtiliCorp’s currently ordered depreciation rates for gas
plant are from Case No. GR-88-194. These rates do not have
associated ASLs and would need to be brought current to be used as a
“go by” for the MGE plant. I have little first-hand knowledge of
UtiliCorp’s gas plant.”

What is your impression of Mr. Adam’s line of reasoning?

Mr. Adam ignores the standard he sets for himself on Page 3 of his testimony by

limiting his consideration almost exclusively to one Missouri PSC regulated

utility, Laclede Gas Company. Even a cursory reading of Mr. Adam’s testimony

leads one to conclude that he uses Laclede because that is the only gas utility with

which he is intimately familiar. So, Mr. Adam is really saying that depreciation

rates for MGE should only be based on companies with which he is intimately
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familiar. His choice of Laclede is not based on any analysis of comparability; it is
the only Company he could have used because that is the only Company with

which he feels sufficiently familiar.

A closer reading of Mr. Adam’s testimony roots out his real standard -
data. Mr. Adam is searching for data that, in his opinion, “is current and valid”.
Laclede is the only gas utility which has data with which Mr. Adam is intimately
familiar. Even though there is some data available for MGE (and Southern
Union) upon which some analyses could be based, Mr. Adam ignores this data,
apparently because he feels more comfortable with Laclede’s data. Strictly
focusing on Laclede because Laclede has data with which Mr. Adam is familiar

and comfortable is unreasonable.

Finally, Mr. Adam’s focus on historical data misses a key point in any
depreciation rate study. Actuarial analysis of historical retirement data (survivor
curve analysis) is but one statistical tool that provides only an estimate of the ASL
of plant that has already been retired. The intent of a current depreciation study is
to determine the appropriate ASL for the plant that has yet to be retired. As such,
depreciation rate analysis is not simply a mathematical exercise that strictly
focuses on historical data or experience. In the real world, data is rarely perfect or
even as complete as we would wish. By narrowly focusing on historical

retirement data (especially data with which he personally feels comfortable), Mr.
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Adam is essentially giving up on other data, tools and analyses that are available

and are more specific to MGE.

Mr. Adam’s standard of comparability is too narrow.

Q.

Is it possible to develop reasonable depreciation rates considering
comparable companies if the analysis is limited to one company?

It is highly unlikely. Mr. Adam’s recommendation is comparable fo setting return
on equity based on one comparable company because that is the only company the
analyst knows anything about. It hardly seems reasonable to conclude that Mr.
Adam’s analysis is based on an analysis of comparable companies when he first
limits his universe to Missouri gas utilities and then further limits it to gas utilities

with which he is familiar, namely Laclede Gas.

In order to set a reasonable test of comparability, a sufficiently large
universe should be considered such that unique circumstances or characteristics of
one sample or outliers do not skew the results. There is sufficient variability from
one utility to another that simply relying on one utility’s experience to reach a

conclusion is not reasonable.

Is it common for analyses of comparable companies to be based on just one
company?
No. Mr. Adam’s limited focus on Laclede is inconsistent with the comparability

standard used by Staff in other circumstances. It is my understanding that the
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Commission Staff usually goes outside the state of Missouri to establish a
comparable universe of companies to determine return on equity for major
utilities. In MGE’s prior gas rate case, Staff witness Woody Smith did not limit
his depreciation analysis to Laclede Gas. I don’t believe that the comparability
standard 1s intended to be a search for one company that is the most similar.
Rather, I think it 1s intended to be an analysis based on a sample of utilities that
are reasonably similar, In addition, the sample should be large enough so that

atypical results for one utility in the sample do not skew the results.

How do the depreciation rates recommended by Staff compare to the
depreciation rates of the comparable companies Staff uses to determine rate
of return?

As shown in Schedule TJS-3, the average depreciation rate of the eight companies
used by Staff to determine rate of return is 3.21 percent compared to my
recommended average depreciation rate of 3.24 percent and the Staff
recommended rate of 2.40 percent (adjusted to include net salvage). The Staff's
recommended depreciation rates for MGE are significantly less than the
depreciation rates for these eight “comparable” companies. The Staff clearly has
no qﬁalms about using companies with which they are not intimately familiar and

which are located outside the state of Missouri to perform analysis for return on

equity.
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The Staff apparently believes that the eight companies used to determine
rate of return are comparable in risk to MGE and are reasonable to use as a basis
to determine MGE’s return on investment. However, Staff is recommending a
return of investment (i.e. depreciation expense) that is clearly not comparable to

this group of utilities.

How does Mr. Adam’s recommendation in this case differ from Staffs
recommendation in MGE’s prior rate case?

In MGE’s prior rate case, Mr. Woody Smith was the Staff’s depreciation witness.
In Case No. GR-98-140, Mr. Smith limited his analysis to Account 376 — Mains,
Account 380 — Services, Account 381 — Meters, and Account 382 — Meter
Installations. Mr. Smith based his recommended rates on the existing rates for
Union Electric, Laclede, and Missouri Public Service. Further, Mr. Smith had this
to say on Page 12, Lines § through 16 of his prepared testimony with regard to
which utility was most comparable to MGE:

“Q. How would Staff compare Missouri Public Service to MGE?

A. Its operation and safety program history is considered the most
compatible with MGE’s by the Staff. Extensive main and service
replacement safety programs have positioned both MGE and Missouri
Public Service with relatively new distribution systems.

Q. Why would you compare the impact of Missouri Public Service’s
depreciation rates on MGE’s plant property and not Union Electric’s
or Laclede’s depreciation rates?

A. In my opinion, the existing prescribed Missouri Public Service
depreciation rates are based on an analysis of plant property history
which would closely match MGE’s plant property history, if it were
available.” '
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It appears as though Staff’s position as to which utility is most comparable
to MGE differs from one rate case to the next and from one witness to another,
depending on the witnesses’ personal experience or familiarity. As will be
discussed later in my testimony, there is a significant difference in the level of
depreciation expense that results from Mr. Smith’s and Mr. Adam’s

recommendations.

Is it necessary to find one utility that is in some way the most comparable to
MGE?

No. Staff’s lack of consistency clearly demonstrates the absurdity in trying to
find one company that is in some way a “clone” of MGE. Such an exercise is
flawed and unnecessary. Recommended rates for MGE should be based on first:
MGE specific data where such data is available; second, on analysis of a
sufficiently large sample of reasonably comparable natural gas utilities; and third,

sound engineering judgement.

How many utilities did you include in your study of comparable gas utilities?
As shown in Table 3-3 of our June 2000 report (Schedule TIS-1), we surveyed 12
Midwestern gas utilitieé including the other three major gas utilities in the state of
Missouri: Missouri Public Service, AmerenUE, and Laclede.

Mr. Adam’s limited focus on Laclede ignores the changes we made to our
June 2000 report at Staff’s request. As discussed earlier, we specifically added

information to our analysis of regional utilities in order to increase the Staff’s
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comfort level with using comparable companies outside the State of Missouri.

This additional effort was all but ignored by Mr. Adam.

Comparison of various depreciation rate recommendations.

Q.

Have you performed any amalyses comparing the depreciation rates that
have been recommended for MGE?

Yes. My analysis 1s contained in Schedule TIS-4.

Please explain the contents of Schedule TJS-4.

Schedule TIS-4 contains a comparison of depreciation expense for MGE based on
the existing depreciation rates, the rates recommended by the Company in this
case, the rates developed in Black & Veatch’s June 2000 Report, the rates that
would result solely based on the 12 Midwestern gas utilities sampled in the June
2000 Report, the rates recommended by Mr. Adam in this case, the rates
recommended by Mr. Smith in Case No. GR-98-140, and the rates developed in
Black & Veatch’s 1995 Report. All of the rates are applied to the plant in service
in column (C) that is taken from Schedule H-12 sponsored by MGE witness Mr.
Mike Noack. In column (F), the rate for Account 396 - Power Operated
Equipment has been corrected based on our discussions with Mr. Adam prior to
the issuance of Mr. Adam’s testimony in this matter. In column (L), the rate for
Account 374.2 - Distribution Land Rights has been set equal to the existing rate
because Mr. Adam did not recommend a rate for this account, and the rate for

Account 391 - Furniture and Fixtures is the weighted average of the two rates
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recommended by Mr. Adam for the subaccounts he shows in his schedule.
Further, T have added the Staff’s recommended net salvage allowance in the case
in order to put the Staff’s recommendation on a more comparable basis because
all of the other rates are based on including the net salvage allowance in the

depreciation rates.

What observations would you make regarding the analysis contained in

Schedule TJS-4?

I would primarily like to focus on the total result of each set of rates as

summarized below:
Annual Difference from
Expense Existing
$ $
Existing Rates 24,161,498 0
MGE Proposed Rates 23,161,677 (999,821)
B&V 2000 Report 22,133,605 (2,027,894)
12 Comparable Cos. 26,892,156 2,730,658
Mr. Adam 16,427,064 (7,734,434)
Mr. Smith 22,896,839 (1,264,659)
B&YV 1995 Report 24,245.122 83,624

As shown in this table, Mr. Adam’s and Staff’s recommendations in this
case result in a very large reduction in depreciation expense of approximately $7.7
million, or 32 percent, compared to the existing depreciation rates. All of the
other rates that have been recommended for MGE are in the range of no change to
a reduction of approximately 8 percent. Further, there is a significant difference,

approximately $5.5 million, or more than 25 percent, between the results of
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Staff’s recommendations in this case and Staff’s recommendation in MGE’s prior

case,

If we had strictly based our recommended rates in our June 2000 report on
analysis of comparable companies, we would have recommended a $2.7 miliion
increase in depreciation expense rather than a $2.0 million decrease.  The
difference between the depreciation expense recommended by Mr. Adam based
on consideration of one company is almost $10.5 million less than a consideration
of 12 companies. Based on the 12 companies we surveyed, the rates
recommended by Mr. Adam based strictly on Laclede’s average service lives
(primarily for distribution plant) would be by far the lowest. This highlights the
potential flaw in considering only one company, especially if that company is a

statistical outlier.

There is a huge difference between Mr. Adam’s recommendation in this
case and any of the other analyses. Further, there are significant differences
between the Staff’s recommendations in MGE’s last two rate cases before this
Commission. The unreasonableness of Mr. Adams’ result is reinforced by the
unreasonableness of the approach he took to get his result. Clearly, 2 change of
the magnitude that Mr. Adam is recommending should be based on a much more
solid analysis than he has provided in this case. He has offered no explanation as
to why such a huge change in the existing depreciation expense for MGE is

warranted other than that is the result produced when he uses Laclede’s average
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service lives. In his zeal to hold up Laclede as some kind of perfect model, he has

clearly produced an unreasonable result.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the level of depreciation expense
recommended by the Company in this case is fairly close to the level of
depreciation expense. that would result from the rates recommended by Mr. Smith
in the Company’s prior case, and the level of depreciation expense recommended
in the 2000 Black & Veatch report is even less than the level of depreciation
expense that would result from Mr. Smith’s recommended rates. Such results are
consistent with the Commission’s desire for “the Company to cooperate with Staff
and OPC in evaluating the need for changes to the existing property depreciation
rates.” The same cannot be said with regard to Staff’s recommendations in this

casc.

Laclede’s and MGE’s Account 380 - Services are significantly different primarily

due to MGE’s Service Line Replacement Program (“SLRP”).

Q.

What account accounts for largest difference between Mr. Adam’s
recommended annual depreciation expense and the rates developed in the
Black & Veatch report?

Account 380 — Services accounts for almost 60 percent of the difference.

How did Mr. Adam determine his recommended depreciation rate for

Account 380?
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Mr. Adam’s “study” of Account 380 - Services is typical of the methodology he
applies to MGE. Mr. Adam recommends that an average service life of 44 years
should be used for services because that is the average service life he determined
for Laclede. His recommended depreciation rate is then 1 divided by 44 or 2.27
percent. That is the extent of his “study”. He essentially does the same thing for

gvery account.

The basic premise of this “study” is that Laclede and MGE are so similar
that their depreciation rates are virtually interchangeable. Further, this “study”
assumes that any information specific to MGE is not relevant because MGE does
not have adequate retirement data for Mr. Adam to run through the Staff’s

computer programs.

Have you prepared an exhibit comparing Laclede’s and MGE’s gross plant
investment in services.

Yes, 1 have prepared Schedule TIS-5. There are a couple observations that can be
made from this information. First, MGE's experience with regard to Acéount 380
is significantly different from Laclede’s experience. While both utilities
implemented service Hne replacement programs, MGE's gross plant investment
in services has increased by 188 percent since 1989 (the beginning of SLRP for
MGE) whereas Laclede’s investment has increased only 86 percent since 1989.
MGE's service line retirements have accelerated significantly due to the SLRP

such that over 40 percent of the investment that existed in 1989 has been retired.
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Over 80 percent of MGE’s current services plant is plant that has been added

since MGE’s SLRP began in 1989.

Approximately how many' service lines has MGE replaced as part of its
SRLP?
MGE'’s replacement of service lines has averaged in excess of 20,000 per year
since 1989 and will ultimately result in the r’epIacement of approximately 250,000
service lines. This repi'esents approximately 50 percent of MGE's current
customer base.
Approximately how many service lines has Laclede replaced as part of its
SLRP?
Based on Staff response to Company Data Request PA-16

, Laclede has replaced 13,728 unprotected steel service lines between

fiscal years 1991 and 2000, or 1,373 per year. This equates to approximately 2

percent of Laclede’s customer base.

What impact does MGE’s SLRP have on ASL?

The economic life of many of MGE’s replacement lines will be limited by the
expected life of the older houses (many of which are in poofer neighborhoods) to
which they are connected. Further, MGE’s SLRP has resulted in an accelerated
retirement of bare steel service lines. These service lines constitute virtually all
services installed before the early 1970’s. Both factors will tend to reduce ASL

relative to a company without a SLRP of the magnitude of MGE’s.
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Please explain how the age of the houses has a bearing on the expected ASL
of services for MGE.

The SLRP is intended to replace bare steel service lines that were installed prior to
the early 1970's. Therefore the newest houses in the program are at least 30 years
old. Based on 1990 census tract data, there are approximately 215,000 houses in
Jackson County that are 1970 vintage or older. The vast majority of MGE's
service line replacements are in Jackson County. According to the census data,
approximately 10 percent of these houses are vacant and another 30 percent are
over 60 years old. It would be unreasonable to assume that service lines to these
houses will be providing service for 44 years, as Mr. Adam would suggest.
Having lived in Kansas City my entire life and worked on volunteer projects for
over 15 years in the inner City, I am intimately familiar with many areas in
Northern and Eastern parts of the City (a significant part of Jackson County)

where houses (with natural gas service) will be lucky to survive five or ten years.

Differences between Laclede and MGE are not limited to services.

Are there other examples where Mr. Adam has ignored MGE specific data
and used Laclede average service lives instead?

Yes. Our study determined that sufficient data exists to perform simulated plant
balance analysis on MGE’s mains {(Account 376) and services (Account 380).
Further, very detailed data is available for MGE and Southern Union with regard

to general plant that Mr. Adam chooses to ignore. A very detailed analysis of
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Account 391 (pn'marilj computer equipment) is contained in our June 2000 report
(Schedule TJS-1). Mr. Adam’s own workpapers contain information provided by
MGE to Mr. Adam with regard to Account 392 - Transportation Equipment that
show MGE'’s practice with regard to the retirement of vehicles. Mr. Adam
ignored this information. The results of Mr. Adam’s “study” of ASLs are not

significantly impacted by any information specific to MGE.

Summary of ASLs

Q.

A.

What is your recommendation with regard to Staff’s recommended ASL.?

The Commission should reject them because:

e Mr. Adam has performed no study of MGE.

e Mr. Adam’s recommendations are based on a methodology that isn’t as
comprehensive as the analysis performed by Staff in MGE’s last rate case that

was rejected by the Commission.

e Mr. Adam’s focus is too narrow and depreciation rates should not be set based

on Staff convenience and comfort.
s Staff has failed to recommend a consistent approach.

s Staff’s results are clearly unrcasonable when compared to other utilities,

except Laclede.

o Staff has ignored MGE specific data and has overlooked significant

differences between MGE and Laclede.
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o The depreciation rates proposed by Staff in this matter appear to violate the
spirit of cooperation that was developed between MGE’s two rate cases and is
reflected 1n our June 2000 report. The Staff’s proposals in this case represent
an about face from the spirit of cooperation that the Company attempted to
nurture and felt it had achieved since the last rate case and is reflected in our
June 2000 report. 1t 1s a case of the Company moving two steps forward in an

attempt to find common ground and the Staff taking three steps backward.

Net Salvage Allowance

Staff is recommending a change in the net salvage methodology.

Q.

A

What is the Staff’s recommendation with regard to net salvage for MGE?

In his direct testimony, Mr. Adam recommends the following on Page 5, Lines 10

through 15:
“Knowing the ASL of each account, the original cost of plant is spread
equally over all years. Using this methodology, depreciation is used to
recover the capital cost of the plant in service from utility customers
through service rates. Net salvage cost, that includes the cost of removal
of plant when retired, is considered an annual expense rather than an

annual accrual and is determined by Staff auditors and included with other
annual expenses.”

In layman’s terms, what does this mean?
In simple terms, Mr. Adam 1s recommending the following depreciation rate
formula:

Depreciation Rate = 1 / Average Service Life.
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For example, if a plant account is determined to have an average service
life of 25 years, then the depreciation rate equals 1 divided by 25, or 4 percent.
He 1s then recommending that a net salvage allowance be included with other

annual expenses that would be separate from the depreciation accrual.

Is Mr. Adam recommending a change in how depreciation rates are
calculated?

Yes, he is recommending a very significant change. As previously discussed in
this rebuttal testimony, the commonly accepted whole-life formula for calculating
depreciation rates 1s the following:

Depreciation Rate = (1 - Net Salvage Allowance) / Average Service Life

Net salvage is calculated as follows:

Net Salvage = Salvage - Cost of Removal + Reimbursements

Reimbursements are only included in the net salvage calculation if
reimbursements are credited to accumulated depreciation (which is the method
used by MGE). When MGE is required to move or relocate mains, primarily in
connection with road construction, MGE may be reimbursed for their costs. MGE
credits accumulated depreciation (similar to what would be done for any salvage

value received) for the amount of reimbursements received. This treatment is
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discussed in detail in our June 2000 report (Schedule TJS-1) on Pages 12 through

15.

The Staff is recommending that the net salvage component be removed
from the calculation of the depreciation rate and that net salvage be treated as a

separate annual expense.

Does Mr. Adam view his recommendation as a significant change?
Apparently not. Mr. Adam goes so far as to state on Page 8, Lines 10 and 11 of
his direct testimony that: “The level of collection for net salvage cost is

essentially equal using either method of determining value.”

Does Mr. Adam comment on your recommended treatment of net salvage?
Yes, he does. He states on Page 8, Lines 4 and 5 that he agrees with my
determination of net salvage cost, but then turns around and states how the Staff’s

recommendation differs.

Is Staff’s net salvage recommendation simply a change in a mathematical
calculation that is “essgntially equal” to the current methodology?

No, it is not. Staff’s recommendation will necessitate a significant change in
accounting practice that is inconsistent with the FERC Uniform System of
Accounts and Commission rules. Further, Staff’s recommendation is only

“essentially equal” if you can predict actual net salvage with absolute precision.
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To the extent that net salvage differs from Staff’s estimate, the Company will

recover either more or less than actual cost.

Is the Staff’s net salvage recommendation the same as your
recommendation?

No, it is not. As clearly stated on Page 12 of our June 2000 report (Schedule
TIS-1), “...we believe that the goal of matching actual cost of removal expenses
and cost of removal allowances can be accomplished within the calculation of
depreciation rates.” More broadly stated, it is my opinion that the goal of
matching actual net salvage expenses and net salvage allowance can be
accomplished within the calculation of depreciation rates without treating the net
salvage allowance as a separate expense item. Staff’s recommendation is to
remove net salvage from the calculation of depreciation rates and treat it as a

separate expense item.

Staff’s Recommended Change in Methodology is Inconsistent with the FERC

Uniform System of Accounts, Missouri PSC Rules, and generally accepted utility

accounting practice.

Q.

Is Staff’s recommended change in depreciation methodology consistent with
the normal utility accounting practice?
No. As stated earlier, it runs contrary to the FERC Uniform System of Accounts.

In Paragraph 10.B(2) of Gas Plant Instructions of Part 201 - Umform System of
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Accounts Prescribed for Natural Gas Companies Subject to the Provisions of the
Natural Gas Act (Page 527 of the 4-1-99 Edition), it states:

“When a retirement unit is retired from gas plant, with or without
replacement, the book cost thereof shall be credited to the gas plant
account in which it is included, determined in a manner set forth in
Paragraph D, below. If the retirement unit is of a depreciable class, the
book cost of the unit retired and credited to gas plant shall be charged to
the accumulated provision for depreciation applicable to such property.
The cost of removal and salvage shall be charged or credited, as
appropriate, to such depreciation account.”

Further, in Paragraph B of Account 403 (Page 587 of the 4-1-99 Edition) -
Depreciation Expense - it states:

“The utility shall keep ... such records of property and property retirements
as will reflect the percentage of salvage and cost of removal for property
retired from each account, or subdivision thereof, for depreciable gas
plant.”

Q. How is the Staff’s recommendation inconsistent with Commission rules?

By being contrary to the FERC Uniform System of Accounts, the Staff’s
recommendation is then contrary to Missouri Public Service Commission Rule 4
CSR 240-40.040(1) which states:
“....every gas company subject to the commission’s jurisdiction shall keep
all accounts in conformity with the Uniform System of Accounts
Prescribed from natural Gas Companies Subject fo the Provisions of the

Natural Gas Act, as prescribed by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) and published at 18 CFR part 201...”

Q. Is the Company’s current methodology consistent with normal utility

accounting practice and the FERC Uniform System of Accounts?
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Yes, it is.

Has the BStaff provided any testimony or evidence supporting its
recommended deviation from the FERC Uniform System of Accounts or the
benefits of their recommended treatment of net salvage compared to
continuing the existing methodology that is consistent with Commission
rules, the FERC Uniform System of Accounts, and standard industry
practice?

No, it has not.

Can you think of any potential benefits to the Staff’s recommendation?

No, I can think of no benefits to the Staff’s recommendation. Perhaps it is more
administratively convenient for Staff, but that is hardly a reason to burden the
Company and its customers with a treatment that violates basic regulated gas

utility accounting practice and basic engineering principles.

If the Commission adopts the Staff’s recommended treatment, what would be
the repercussions for MGE and its customers?

First, the Company would likely have to initiate and keep a separate set of books
to comply with FERC (and Missouri PSC) rules and such an order in this case.
To comply ﬁith the FERC Uniform System of Accounts, the Company will have
to keep one set of booké that utilize depreciation rates that include the net salvage

allowance and charge net salvage to accumulated depreciation as they currently
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do. A separate set of books will have to be kept for Missouri rate proceedings that
utilize depreciation rates that exclude the net salvage allowance and expense net
salvage to some account that has not yet been defined by the Missouri PSC Staff,
This becomes even more cumbersome for corporate general plant accounts that
are allocated to multiple jurisdictions. The maintaining of two sets of books will
result in additional cost that would ultimately be borne by customers.

Secondly, the Staff’s recommendation assumes that MGE will incur net
salvage costs equal to 1;he prior five year average over the future years that the
Commission approved rates in this matter will be in effect. The Staff’s
recommendation assumes that the future level of net salvage will exactly equal
that experienced in the preceding five years. To the extent that MGE’s actual net
salvage experience differs from Staff’s allowance, the Company will either absorb
additional expenses (if net salvage is less than the Staff’s allowance or cost of
removal is greater), or receive a windfall (if net salvage is greater than the Staff’s
allowance or cost of removal is less). The Company’s recent experience shows
tha; net salvage can vary significantly from year to year. Under the cutrent
methodology specifically developed for rate regulated utility systems and
employed nation-wide, absolute precision is not necessary. Net salvage is
accumulated in the accumulated depreciation account. If the Company collects
“to0 much” cost of removal as the Staff appears to fear, future depreciation rates
will be lowered if the depreciation reserve is over-funded. If the Company
collects too little cost of removal (or “too much” salvage or reimbursements),

future depreciation rates will be increased if depreciation reserve 1s under-funded.
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Over the long term, the current methodology ensures that the Company will only
collect its actual net salvage experience, nothing more and nothing less. My
recommended refinement of the net salvage adjustment to depreciation rates is an

attempt to better balance the Company’s current and future experience.

Finally, the Staff’s proposal appears to contradict the matching principle
of rate making. On Lines 15 through 20 of Page 5 of his direct testimony, Mr.
Adam states:

“If a large life span type property has a retirement and an associated net

salvage cost as a result of demolition and location rehabilitation project,

Staff depreciation engineers will study this project and its associated cost.

An appropriate net cost of net salvage cost of this type of project will be

proposed for recovery by the Company through an amortization after the

work is done or at least when the work is committed to by the regulated
company.”

This further demonstrates that the Staff intends for net salvage to be
collected after the fact. In other words, the net salvage (cost or benefit) will
accrue to future rate payers, not the rate payers who benefited from the asset.
Further, Staff has not defined the term “large life span type property” nor have
they indicated how any large, atypical cost of removal or net salvage would be
treated. The existing methodology and my recommendation both seek to recover
net salvage costs over the life of the asset, thereby matching the cost or benefit to

the ratepayers who benefited from the asset.
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Staff has erred in the application of its change in methodology.

Q.

Does the Staff’s proposal in this case demonstrate the potential pitfalls of the
Staff’s recommendation?

Yes, it does. The Staff has miscalculated the net salvage allowance they have
included in this case utilizing their recommended methodology by failure to
include reimbursements in their net salvage allowance. This error demonstrates
that clearly there is some confusion and lack of communication amongst the Staff

with regard to how to implement their own recommendation.

What is the level of annual net salvage that the Staff is recommending in this
case?
Staff witness Charles R. Hyneman is sponsoring Staff adjustment S-56.2 in the
amount of $713,624. In his testimony beginning on Line 22 of Page 12, Mr.
Hyneman states:

“This adjustment includes a five-year average of net salvage costs for gas

plant retired from service, consistent with the Staff’s method used to
calculate depreciation rates in this case.”

Staff’s workpaper developing their recommended net salvage expenses of
$713,624 is in Schedule TJS-7. The Company’s data request that forms the basis
for Staff’s calculation is also provided in Schedule TJS-7 and clearly shows that

Staff’s allowance includes only salvage and cost of removal.
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Should Staff have known that reimbursements should be included in the
calculation of net salvage?

Yes, the calculation is shown and explained in detail in our report. Further, the
Company’s response to Staff Data Request 179 which forms the basis for Staff’s
workpaper supporting its recommended net salvage allowance shows salvage, cost
of removal, and reimbursements for the last five years. Comparison of Staff DR
179 to the Staff’s workpaper indicates that the Staff’s workpaper does not include

reimbursements.

In addition, my workpapers were provided to the Staff in response to Staff
Data Request 4601 and are included in Schedule TJS-8. Staff Data Request 4601
contains a copy of a letter and its attachments from MGE to Mr. Adam dated
August 12, 1999. The attachments to this letter include my workpapers showing
salvage, cost of removal, and reimbursements. This data was the source for the
net salvage allowance used in Mr. Adam’s workpapers included in Schedule

TIS-2.

Further, during and after the preparation of our June 2000 rveport, 1
discussed the issue of reimbursements with Mr. Adam on several occasions, and I
believed that Mr. Adam and I had reached a consensus that reimbursements
should be included in the determination of the net salvage allowance as discussed
in our June 2000 report. It would appear that Mr. Adam understands how net

salvage should be calculated for MGE and likely agrees with the approach I have
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recommended (based on his testimony and workpapers). However, it also appears
that the responsibility for the net salvage allowance in the Staff’s case is being
handled by a different witness. There appears to be some lapse in communication

between the Staff’s depreciation and accounting departments on this point.

What level of reimbursements did the Company realize over the last five
years?
Based on the information included in Company response to Staff DR 179, the

five-year average for reimbursements is $853,371.

What is the impact in the case of the Staff’s failure to include
reimbursements?

Based on the figures provided to Staff in Staff DR 179 and Staff’s proposed
methodology for net salvage, the error results in an understatement of net salvage
of $853,371. In other words, the Staff’s $713,624 expense is overstated by

$853,371.

Summary — Net Salvage

Q.

Please summarize your testimony and recommendations with regard to net
salvage.

Staff’s recommended net salvage methodology should be rejected. Staff has
identified no deficiencies in the current methodology and no specific benefits

from their recommended change in methodology. In fact, Staff’s recommendation
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directly contradicts the methodology we discussed with Staff in the development
of our report and whiF:h is clearly shown in Mr. Adam’s workpapers. Most
importantly, Staff’s recommendation violates the FERC Uniform System of
Accounts and Missouri PSC rules. Clearly, the FERC and Missouri PSC intend

that net salvage be a component of the depreciation rate.

Further, the Staff’s rigid use of a five-year average to determine net
salvage should be rejected. The net salvage allowance should be an element of
depreciation expense rates determined in the course of a depreciation rate study as
required by the Commission in 4 CSR 240-40.040(6) that not only considers
analysis of historical experience, but also considers expected future conditions,

engineering studies, and engineering judgement.

If the Commission adbpts the Staff's recommended treatment for net salvage,
is it possible to adjust the depreciation rates yon are recommending to
remove the net salvage allowance?

Yes. In Schedule TIS-9, I have modified Tables 3-4 and 3-7 from our June 2000
Report (Schedule TIS-1) to remove the effect of the net salvage allowance. If the
Commission adopts the Staff's net salvage recommendation and agrees with my
recommended average service lives for MGE, these are the appropriate
depreciation rates for MGE. The difference in annual depreciation expense
between the table in Schedule TIS-9 and TJS-1 is only $160,000, the total annual

amount of my net salvage allowance.
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Summary of Rebuttal Testimony

Q. Please summarize your rebuttal testimony with regard to depreciation rates
for MGE.

A. My rebuttal testimony may be summarized as follows:
1. Staff’s recommended average service lives in this case for MGE are based

on superimposing one company’s experience and are based on no real
study of MGE. Staff’s recommendations are unreasonably narrow in
focus, are not based on any real analysis of comparable companies, are
based on an approach that is clearly inconsistent with the Staff’s
recommendations in MGE’s prior case and the current case, and can
hardly be considered consistent with a spirit of cooperation with the

Company.

The average service lives recommended in the 2000 Black & Veatch
report are based on a study of actual MGE and Southern Union Gas
experience, consideration of the experience of 12 Midwest utilities,
engineering judgement, and consideration of circumstances specific to
MGE. Further, this analysis reflects input from Mr. Adam and the PSC

Staff consistent with the Commission’s order in MGE’s prior case.
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Q.

A

Staff’s recommended treatment of net salvage as an expense rather than as
a component of the depreciation rate violates Missouri PSC Rules, the

FERC Uniform System of Accounts, and standard utility industry practice.

Staff’s recommended treatment of net salvage as an expense has no
recognizable benefits (other than potential Staff administrative
convenience), increases costs, and creates mismaiches between cost and

cost recovery.

Staff erred in its calculation of net salvage for MGE.

The net salvage approach recommended in the 2000 Black & Veatch
report was developed in the spirit of cooperation with the Missouri PSC
Staff, was clearly acceptable to Mr. Adam when he prepared his
workpapers prior to the filing of his testimony in this manner, and

reasonably reflects the expected net salvage for MGE.

Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony?

Yes, it does.
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SCHEDULE TJS-1



June 28, 2000

ROBERT J. HACK
Vice President, Pricing & Regulatory Affairs

Mr. Paul Adam, P.E.

Missouri Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360

Jefferson City, MO 65102

RE: Depreciation Study, Data Base and Property Unit Catalog
Dear Paul:

In accordance with 4 CSR 240-40(6), Missouri Gas Energy (“MGE™) hereby
submits a depreciation study, data base (in electronic format) and property unit catalog.

MGE and its depreciation consultant, Black & Veatch, appreciate your
willingness to work with us and provide input into the development of the study.

If you have any questions regarding this matter or need additional information,
please call me.

LWL

Enclosures

CC:. Office of the Public Counsel
Bo Matisziw (w/o enc.)
Stuart Harbour (w/o enc.)
Tom Sullivan (w/o enc.)
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BLACK & VEATCH

8400 Ward Parkway Black & Veatch Corporation
P0. Box 8405

¥ansas City, Missouri 54114 USA

Tel: (913} 458-2000

June 8, 2000

Mr. Robert J. Hack

Vice President, Pricing and Regulatory Affairs
Missouri Gas Energy

3420 Broadway

Kansas City, Missouri 64111

Dear Rob:

We are enclosing 12 copies of our final report that summarizes the results of our analysis
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8400 Ward Parkway Black & Veatch Corporation
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Kansas City, Missouri 64114 USA

Tel: (913) 458-2000 June 8§, 2000

Mr. Robert J. Hack ‘

Vice President, Pricing and Regulatory Affairs
Missouri Gas Energy

3420 Broadway

Kansas City, Missouri 64111

Dear Mr. Hack:

Our enclosed report summarizes the results of our analysis of the depreciation accrual
rates for the gas utility properties of Missouri Gas Energy (Company). Our studies are
based on plant balances as of December 31, 1998. The Executive Summary of the report
summarizes our major findings and recommendations.

Ultimately, the appropriate level of depreciation expense rates is a management decision
taking into consideration various factors. If management concludes that a change is
warranted in depreciation expense rates at this time, we recommend implementation of
the rates set forth in Column J of Table 3-4 of this report. We are also recommending
that the Company redistribute the excess accumulated reserve balance of Account 380 —
Services to other accounts. The net effect of this redistribution is zero. The restated
accumulated depreciation reserve for each account is shown in Column M of Table 4-1 of
this report.

We have enjoyed working with you on this matter. If you have any questions concerning
the contents of this report, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

BLACK & VEATCH CORPORATION

o e

Thomas J. Sullivan
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- Executive Summary

This report describes the analyses conducted and the results obtained for the gas utility
property of Missouri Gas Energy with respect to its depreciation expense rates. This report is
based on plant activity through December 31, 1998. The depreciation rates developed in this
report are considered appropriate for use in the near future. It is recommended these rates be
reviewed at Jeast every 3 to 5 years. Ultimately the appropriate level of depreciation expense
rates is a management decision taking into account various factors.

If the Company concludes that a change in depreciation expense rates is appropriate at
this time, we recommend the Company implement the depreciation expense rates based on the
analyses set forth in Section 3. The individual accrual rates that we are recommending for each
account recognize average service lives and reflect the results of simulated plant balance
analysis, regional industry averages, reserve analysis, and our experience with similar utility
property. We recommend a significant change to the following accounts:

e Account 376 - Mains. We recommend an accrual rate of 2.31 percent and

an annual expense of $5.6 million as opposed to the existing accrual rate of
1.88 percent and annual expense of $4.6 million.

o Account 380 - Services. We recommend an accrual rate of 3.66 percent and
an annual expense of $8.2 million as opposed to the ex:stmg accrual rate of
5.5 percent and annual expenise of $12:3 million. R

e Accounts 381-383 - Meters/Regulators/Installations. We recommend an
accrual rate of 2.87 percent for Account 381, 2.89 percent for Account 382,
and 2.49 percent for Account 383 as opposed to an existing rate of 2.05
percent for all three accounts. The recommended rates produce an annual
accrual of $2.2 million versus $1.6 million based on the existing rates.

o Account 391 - Fumiture and Equipment. We recommend an accrual rate of

10.27 percent and an annual expense of $328,300 as opposed to the existing
accrual rate of 3.06 percent and annual expense of $97,800. This proposed
accrual rate is based on the accrual rate determined for Southern Union
Corporate Account 391.

e Account 394 — Tools. We recommend an accrual rate of 10 percent and an
annual expense of $431,000 as opposed to the existing accrual rate of 4
percent and annual expense of $172,400.

We are also recommending that the Company redistribute the e¢xcess accumulated
reserve balance of Account 380 to other accounts so that the net redistribution is zero. Based on




our recommended rates and analysis of the depreciation reserve balances, we determined that
Account 380-Services has an excess of $22 million in accumulated reserve. We propose to
redistribute this excess to the other accounts so that negative reserves are eliminated and reserve
ratios are in line with the weighted dollar age of the account and the recommended average
service lives.

In our 1995 study, we attempted several actuarial methods to determine the Company's
annual depreciation expense rates. These methods included survivor curve analysis and
simulated plant balance method. However, a sufficient retirement history did not exist to
complete a study based on survivor curve analysis and other sources of data were inadequate to
conduct a complete and reliable simulated plant balance analysis for each of the accounts. The
issue of the lack of data was addressed by the Commission in its order in Case No. GR-98-140
when the Commission found “that it would not be appropriate to require the reconstruction or
re-creation of records that apparently do not exist or cannot be completed by any reasonable
efforts of MGE.” It is our understanding that, since its inception in February 1994, Missouri
Gas Energy is capturing the necessary plant information on a prospective basis for future
depreciation study needs.

The scope of this report includes a discussion of the practice of depreciation accounting
(Section 2), the type of information examined in our analysis, the methods applied, and the
results of the analyses conducted (Section 3), and a discussion of the Company's depreciation
reserve (Section 4).

—_——— e e . . C ke 4 e
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1.0 Introduction

This report presents the results of our analysis of the depreciation expense requirements
for the gas utility property of Missouri Gas Energy (Company or MGE). The analysis is based
on plant activity through December 31, 1998. It is our understanding that the current report is
primarily being performed in order to meet the Missouri Public Service Commission’s
requirement that depreciation rates be reviewed every five years.

Missouri Gas Energy was acquired by Southern Union Company in February 1994.
Existing depreciation accrual rates are based on plant activity through December 31, 1982. In
June 1995, we provided the Company with an analysis of depreciation accrual rates based on
plant activity through December 31, 1994. The 1995 study was also performed to fulfill the
Commission’s requirement that depreciation rates are reviewed at least every five years. KPL
(the Company’s predecessor) had previously submitted a study m 1990.

The rates recommended- in this report reflect consideration of the simulated plant
balance approach, industry norms, and our experience with other utilities. Because a sufficient
retirement history does not yet exist to adequately perform survivor curve analysis, we used the
simulated plant balance approach to estimate average service lives for each account. We also
relied upon a survey of regional industry norms.

Section 2 of this report briefly discusses the practice of depreciation accounting.
Section 3 discusses the type of information examined in the analysis and the methods applied to
develop the depreciation rates. :Section 3 also discusses the results of the analyses and the
recommended rates, Section 4 discusses the Company’s existing depreciation reserve.
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2.0 Depreciation Accounting

Depreciation is the loss in service value not restored by current maintenance, incurred in
connection with the consumption or prospective retirement of gas plant in the course of service
from causes which are known to be in current operation and against which the utility is not
protected by insurance. Among the causes to be considered are wear and tear, decay, action of
the elements, inadequacy, obsolescence, changes in the art, changes in demand and
requirements of public authorities, and in the case of natural gas companies, the exhaustion of
natural resources (FERC Uniform System of Accounts).

Depreciation accounting provides a method whereby charges for the loss in service
value are made against current income. By properly charging depreciation, the cost of
depreciable plant less estimated salvage value (or plus estimated cost of removal) is distributed
over the useful life of the asset'in such a way as to equitably allocate it to the period during
which service is provided through the use and consumption of such facilities.

2.1 Annual Depreciation Expense

The annual depreciation expense represents the annual charge against income associated
with the loss of service value of utility equipment. Historically, a number of different methods
have been used by gas utilities to determine the level of depreciation expense to be charged
against current income. Among the more common are:

1. A percentage of the investment in depreciable property.

2. A direct appropriation by management.

3. An amount equal to the original cost investment retired during the year.

4. A percentage of revenues.

The current practice is to calculate annual depreciation expense through the application
of straight-line depreciation rates to the respective plant investrnent account balances. In
essence, the annual depreciation expense rate is a percentage figure which, when applied to the
dollar balance of investment in plant, yields a depreciation expense level which is expected to
amortize the Company's investment over the life of the property.

The existing depreciation rates are based on those approved by the Missouri Public
Service Commission in 1982 in Case No. GR-82-151. In 1990, the Company’s proposed
depreciation rates were rejected by the Commission Staff (Docket No. GR-91-291) because the
Staff was unable to develop a database upon which a depreciation study could be supported.
Then in 1995, Black & Veatch reviewed the Company's depreciation rates as part of the
Commission’s five year filing requirement.
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2.2 Depreciation Reserve

The depreciation reserve account is a balance sheet itemn which reflects accumulation of
the activity related to annual depreciation expense and retirement accounting. Under the FERC
Uniform System of Accounts, depreciation reserve is shown on the balance sheet as
"Accumulated Provision for Depreciation."

The depreciation expense charged annually is accumulated in depreciation reserve. The
original cost of investment in property retired during the year is deducted from the depreciation
reserve. A further adjustment to the reserve is made by adding the salvage value credit and
deducting the cost of removal associated with property retired. The use of proper annual
depreciation rates to amortize investment over its usefill service life will result in accruals to the
depreciation reserve which equalthe total investment ultimately retired, as adjusted for salvage
value and cost of removal. | ) . o
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3.0 Historical Information and Procedures

- The determtnation of a reasonable annual depreciation expense rate is dependent on
average service life, cost of removal, and salvage of the property in question. Normally, the
determination of average service life is largely dependent on analysis of Company records
which show additions by year of installation (vintage year) and retirements by year of
installation and by year of retirement. The methods used to estimate average service lives in
this report include actuarial analysis (survivor curve) and semi-actuarial analysis (simulated
plant balance), analysis of retirement history, review of regional industry norms, and analysis of
reserve. Results produced from application of the above tools must be evaluated in connection
with other available information; past, present and anticipated future economic and
environmental conditions; and sound engineering judgement.

3.1  Survivor Curve Analysis

To prepare a sound and credible survivor curve analysis, a sufficient history of
retirement data must exist. Based upon historical plant activity (retirements), a survivor curve
which explains the percent of additions surviving by age is developed for each property group
(generally each account). Using a least squares analysis technique, this experienced survivor
stub curve is compared to general survivor curve types to identify the best fitting curves and
service lives=- These curves-provide-an estimation of the average service life actually
experienced historically. Based on this retirement history, remaining life of the property being
analyzed can be estimated.

In our study in 1995, we determined that a sufficient retirement history was not
available to perform survivor curve analysis. The issue of the lack of data was addressed by the
Commission in its order in Case No. GR-98-140 when the Commission found “that it would
not be appropriate to require the reconstruction or re-creation of records that apparently do not
exist or cannot be completed by any reasonable efforts of MGE.” MGE’s continuing property
record only contains retirement history from 1994 to the present. This is not enough data to
produce significantly reliable results using survivor curve analysis. Therefore as an alternative,
we used a simulated plant balance approach to estimate average service lives of MGE's

depreciable property.

3.2 Simulated Plant Balance - - - - - =

In this study, we conducted a simulated plant balance analysis to calculate average
service lives. The simulated plant balance method may produce reliable results when aged
retirement data is unavailable. The only data needed for a simulated plant balance analysis are
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annual additions and end of year plant balances over an extended period. In the simulated plant
balance method, actual end of year plant balances are compared to those simulated by applying
the percent surviving at a given age to the initia] additions. The curve type that best simulates
actual plant balances is the curve that best explains the mortality characteristics of the plant.

The stmulated plant balance analysis is based on plant ledger summaries provided by
the Company for the period 1968 through 1998. Generally, a reasonable simulated plant
estimate requires 40 or more years of data, but may be reduced provided that the data is "clean"
and "behaves" reasonably. Because we do not have plant ledger data prior to 1968 and
therefore have no breakdown of the initial plant balance in 1968, we performed two analyses:
starting with a zero beginning balance in 1968 and starting with the 1968 beginning balance.
Tables 3-1 and 3-2 summarize the resuits of these analyses. Based on review of these tables,
and a thorough assessment of the additions, retirements, transfers, and year end plant balances,
it is evident that the simulated plant balance approach does not produce reasonable estimates for
many of the individual accounts.

For example, in the Company’s two largest accounts, mains and services (Accounts 376
and 380, respectively), the average service lives were determined to be 43 years and 27 years,
respectively, when the analysis was run starting with a zero beginning balance in 1968 (Table
3-1). Although these results may not be unreasonable, underlying problems exist with these
accounts that would reduce confidence in these results alone. When the analysis was run
starting with the 1968 beginning balance (Table 3-2), the program could not converge on
Account 376 and on Account 380, the average service life was determined to be 21 years, This
second analysis did not provide further confidence in the results.

Review of the simulated plant balance statistics for the mains account (376), shows that
the retirements index is low, around 36 percent. The retirement index is the percent of the
property retired from the oldest vintage. A low retirements index is an indication that the data
does not contain enough history to confidently predict the life characteristics of the property.
For this account (376), confidence in the result would be improved by use of more historical
data.

In the services account (380), three problems exist with the data. First, nearly 85
percent of the account balance has been added within the last ten years. Thus, the indicated
average service life of 27 years does not reflect the life characteristics of the majority of the
account since it has only recently been placed in service through the Company's service
replacement program. Second, use of the simulated plant balance method in this instance does
not permit assessment of life characteristics of the differing types of services (plastics, bare
steel, protected steel, etc). The average service life of services typically varies depending on the
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Table 3-1
Missouri Gas Energy
Summary of Simulated Plant Balance Analysis
Starting with a Zero Beginning Balance in 1968

[A] 8] <] (D} [E] [F] 6] [H]
Number 1 Rank Number 2 Rank Number 3 Rank
Acct. Curve | Avg. Service | Curve | Avg. Senvice | Curve | Avg. Service
No. Account Description Type Lite Type Life Type Life
Years Years Years

Distribution Plant
037400  Land Rights (1) 560 15 550 15 ' L50 15
037500 Structures (2) 56.0 1t S50 12 L50O 12
037600 Mains sSCo0 43 ROS5 36 5-05 35
037800 Measuring and Reguiating Station  SC 0.0 29 ROS5 26 Lo.O 27
037900 City Gate Station 860 10 R S50 10 S50 10
038000 Services SC 00 27 ROS 24 L 0.0 25
038100 Meters : L0.O 9 - 8C 0.0 10 LO5 -]
038200 Meter/Regulater installations Program could not converge - large positive transters,
038300 Regulators LOO 16 LO5 15 L1.0 14
038700 Other Equipment LoO 15 SCOo.0 17 LO5 15
General Plant
038000 Structures (2} - L3o 8 L2.0 9 L1.B 9
039100 Office Fumniturs & Equipment R 0.5 12 SC 00O 12 R1.0 1
039200 Transpetation Equipment Lao 8 520 8 51.5 8
039300 Stores Equipment R25 20 R 3.0 19 $1.5 21
039400  Tool, Shop & Garage Equipment LoD 15 SC0.0 8 LOS 15
039500 Lab Equipment Not enough data.
039600 Power Operated Equipment LoO ] Lo5 8 SC 0.0 9
039700 Communication Equipmert .850 9 L50 g R 5.0 ]
039800 Miscellaneous Equipment L1.C 12 LOS 14 LO.G 15

(1) Inchudes land because belore 1984 there was no separation between land and land rights

{2) Includes leasehold improvements because before 1984 there was no separation between structures and leasehold improvements,

{3) High modal curves - unreasonably low life.
{4) Unreasonably low value.

Table 3-2

. .._.__ Missouri Gas Energy
Summary of Simulated Plant Balance Analysis
Starting with 1968 Beginning Balance

(3)
3
{3)
4)
(4)
4)

(4)

1A] 8] & 0] [E) [F] (@ [H]
Number 1 Rank Number 2 Rank Number 3 Rank
Acct, Curve | Avg. Service | Curve | Avg. Service| Curve | Avg. Service
No. Account Description Type Lite Type Lite Type Lite
Years Years Years
Distribution Plant
037400 Land Rights (1) S6.0 23 S50 23 R 5.0 23
037500  Structures {2) . 850 __ 20 R 5.0 8 L 5O 20
037600 Mains GCould not Convarge
_037800  Measwing and Reguiating Statien §6.0 - - - 26 $50 27 . L50 28
037900 City Gate Station Could not Converge
038000 Services 560 21 550 22 R 50 22
038100 Maters 56.0 18 550 18 R 50 19
038200 Meter/Regulator Installations Balances same as above. Nok run again.
—'038300 ~~Regulators e —=Could not Converge
038700  Other Equipment R1.5 19 s05 12 s00 19
General Plant
039000 Struciures (2) 520 12 §15 13 S 30 12
039100 Cifice Fumiture & Equipment 56.0 13 850 13 R 5.0 13
039200 Transportation Equipment Balances same as above. Not run again.
039300 Stores Equipment S6.0 21 §5.0 21 R50 22
039400 Tool, Shop & Garage Equipment S6.0 18 850 18 R &0 18
039500 Lab Equipment Balances same as above. Nol run again.
039600 Power Operated Equipment LOS 10 L1.0 10 L15 10
038700 Communication Equipment L20 15 L1.0 17 L1.5 16
039800 Miscellaneous Equipment 8§50 29 R 50 29 540 30

{1) Includes land because before 1984 there was no separation between land and land rights

{2} Includes leasehold improvements because before 1584 there was no separation between structures and isasehold improvements.

summary.xls SPB
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type of service in place. The use of a simulated plant balance analysis results in an aggregate
service life that may not be indicative of the account, especially of the property which currently
exists. Third, a higher retirements index is calculated for the services account. This result is in
line with expectations since older vintages have been recently retired with the services
replacement program. Generally, a relatively higher retirements index is desired. However, in
this instance, a high index merely substantiates that the majority of the account consists of
relatively new property.

Simulated plant balance analysis of accounts 378, 387, 391, and 393 returned average
service lives which are not far from the estimated average service lives underlying the existing
rates and which are within the range of industry norms.

The following identifies-some of the difficulties we encountered with the remaining
accounts in connection with the simulated plant balance analysis:

o Account 374 had a large negative transfer in 1988 that skewed the results of

simulated plant balance therefore returning a low average service life of 16
years.

e Accounts 375, 379, 381, and 383 to various degrees, yielded unreasonably

low average service lives as compared with industry averages and prior
experience with utility property.

e Account 382 incurred large positive transfers from 1984-1991 making the

procedure unable to converge on an average service life.

o Account 383 has _ﬁgdﬁafaproxiniately‘GO percent of its account added in the

last five years therefore returning a low average service life.
e Account 390 has had approximately 80 percent of its account retired in
1993.
e Account 395 has only existed since 1992 and therefore does not contain
enough data to use simulated plant balance method.
3.3 Regional Industry Norms

We include regional industry norms as another consideration to calculate average
service lives. Table 3-3 summarizes effective depreciation information we surveyed from 12
Midwestern gas utilities. These utilities include Northern Indiana Public Service Company, K N
Energy, ONEOK (Western Resources), Atmos Energy Corporation (United Cities Gas
Company), Missouri Public Service, AmerenUE, Alliant Energy (Interstate Power Company),
Peoples Natural Gas, MidAmerican Energy (Iowa - Illinois Gas and Electric Company),
MidAmerican Energy (Midwest Gas), Alliant Energy (IES), and LaClede Gas Company.
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Table 3-3

Page10f3
Missouri Gas Energy
Summary of Comparable Midwestern Gas Companies

1A 8] [S] () 131 [F) [G] lal |/ I ) [K] 0] M} M) (]| [F] [a] [Al 5] il
Appllad Depreciation Rate AmsrenUE
No. Indlena ONEOK (Wastern Rssources) Atmos Energy Corp. Missouri Public Service Estimated Applied Mortality
Publle KN Type of I Lite Typs of {United Citlas Ges Typa of Lite Average Net Depreciation |  Curve Typa of Lite
Acocount ServicwCo. | - Energy far) Anglysis Basls Rats Andysis Aate Company) Rata Andysis Basis | Service Life] Saivage Rate Type Andysis Bese
Deseription indena | Kensas Kenana Odehoma lowa ! Missourl Missourl ‘ Missourt
% - % % % . Y % % Youry % %
|

Distribution ]
374 227 3.00 277 Actumid  Whole Lite t
s 227 3.00 286  Actusid  WhaleLite 304 Actusid  Whole Life 0.00 278 Actuaid  Whole Lifs 90 0.00 204 R-3 Actuerld  Whole Life
s 375 3.00 246 Actueld  Whole Life 199 Acwerid  Whole Lite 247 240 Actuaid  WholsLite 440 {10.00) 250 A3 hotuaril Whole Lite
ara 343 3.00 365  Acteld  Wholebllte 316  Acwaris  Whole Life 472 240 Acwald  WholelLite kLT 000 251 R-3 Actuarid  Whole Lite
ferr] 200 .48 Actumid  Whole Ufe 240  Actuerdad  Whols Lite 7.75 240 Actuaid  Whole Life 360 0.00 261 A3 Actuerid  Whote Life
3% 7.00 300 465  Actumld  Whols Lifs 657  Actusid  Whols Lite 10.45 488  Actuadd  Whole Life 440 (79.00) 406 Aa Actuerid  Whole Lifs
s 346 300 297 Acwumid  WholeLifs 220 Acuaid  Whole Lite 309 167  Acterid  Whole Life 5.4 0.00 220 A2 Acterid  Whols Life
382 1655 300 240  Acwueid  Whole Lite 190 Actuerid'  Whale Life 60t 200 Acumid  Whole Lits )
383 9.54 300 247  Acueid  Whols Lifs 174 Actusid’  Whole Life 433 250  Actysid  Whole Lifs 8.8 0.00 152 12 Actusrld  Whole Lite
384 7.83 00 : | 270 Actumid  Whole Lifa
388 351 3.00 i 462 222  Actumisl  Whole Lite 33,0 .00 3.05 A-3 Actuerisd  Whols Lite
386 17.50 300 | '
387 3.00 526  Acuaid  WholsLie 246 Acwald  WholsLile 578

Totd 562 3.00 326 Actumid  Whols Life 5.27 I

oo Gonersl :

30 278 250 237  Acwatd  WhaleLife 205  Actusid  Whole Lile 252 2,00 Actuaid  Whole Lits 213 Whle Lite
9 7.97 7.60 1231 Actuerid  Whele Lile 238  Acumid  WholaLite 7.58 <] Actuarld  Whola Life 7l 7 71 Actuerid  Whole Lite
392 6.27 161 8193  Actuaid  Whole Lt 780 Actumid  Whole Life ' ) Actuerid  Whole Lifs 125 12.00 7.04 Actuarid  Whola Lite
393 235 750 368  Actuaid  Whols Lifa 421 Actedd  Whole Life 281 7.4 Actuerid  Whols Lite 50.4 0.00 197 Actaorid  Whole Lita
394 322 750 498 Actuaid  Whole Lifa 536 Actorid  Whols Life 122 833  Actumiad  Whols Life 185 0.00 513 Actuerid  Whole Lile
355 469 750 3480  Acumid  Whols Lifs 456 Acumid  Whole Lifs 401 667 Actuadd  Whole Lifs 5.0 0.00 222 Actuerid  Wholg Lile
356 10.00 743 Acwerid  Whols Lifs 555 Acueid  Whole Life 329 [} Actusrid  Whola Life 145 11.00 614 Actuerid  Whole Lile
297 455 750 574 Actuaid  Whols Life 357 Acwerid  Whols Life 621 340 Actuald  Whole Lifs 18.8 0.00 5.28 Actusrid  Whole Life
398 337 750 588  Acwueld  Whole Lifs 559 Acueid  Whole Life 600 Acwed  Whole Life

Totd 3.95 544  Actueld  Whole Lile 4.83

Total 488 | 3.40 3686 5.1

[1} Ofhos fumiture v deprectated  3.44% and computer squipment ks depredisted at 12.5%.

[2] Transportation and pawer aperated aquipment is depreciated over antcipated useful lhves of 5 - 10 yeaa,

[3] Office fumiture is depreciated al 7.0% end computer squipmant ks dep det 225%

[4] Carn depreciatad at 10.44%, light trucks at 3.8%, heevy rucks at 8% and rallers st 5.28%.

[5] Power operated squipment with short life depreciatad at 13% and with long life at 5,56%,

[6] Transportation equipmant ks depreciated ovar antcipated usstul livas of 5 - 10 years untl anticip aled salvage aquals 20%,

[7] Office Furriture: ASL 23.9 yeers, 4.00% net advags, depreciated at 4.01%; and computer equipment: ASL 9.0 yeers, 7.00% net salvage, depreciated at 10.33%.

summary s Suvey 513112000




Table 3-3

Page2of 3
Missouri Gas Energy

Summary of Comparable Midwestern Qas Companies

1Al v v [w) 2] 1M 2] [a8] [A8) _ag) [AD) JAE] [aF) [ag} {AH] [A] fad] [AK] taL)
Allient Energy (Interstate Powe Compeny) Peoples Natural Gas MidAmarican Energy (lowa - Hindls Gas and Electric Company}
Estimeted Apphed Average | Estimatad Appled Mortality Average Extimated Appliad Mortality Average
Average Nel Degrecigtion | Remaning | Average Net Depreciation Cuve Remsning { Type of Life Average Net Deprediation Curva Remaining | Type of Life
Asgeunt Servicalife] Salvage Rate Life Servics Lile | Salvage Rate __Type Life Andysis Basis | Service Lile] Salvags Rate _Type Life Andysis Basis
D tlon |lowa lowa lows
. % : % Years Yoers Yo Y Years Years Y % Years

Distribuion
374 o 75.00° 134 .88 5280  SPB  Reman.lle
ars 2960 9.59 10.90 45.00 {10.00) 248 S4 30.89 Actuaid  Whols Lie £5.00 183 A2 37.40 SPB  Remain. Lite
376 4200 {10.00) . 235 29.00 40.00 (45.00} 348 R4 3088  Actusid  Wholellte 50.00 {15.00) 222 R3 3330  SPB Remain. Lile
378 28.00 : 372 21,10 27.00 (5.00) 348 A2 3089 Actuwrld  Whots Life 35.00 {10.00) 357 R1 2420  SPB Remain, Lile
ars 26.00 388 14.40 35.00 (10,00} 248 A1 28480  SPB RAemain. Life
380 26.00 {25.00) 485 17.20 .00 {125.00) 348 s2 3089  Actuatd  WhelelLts 43.00 (90.00} 459 A4 27.00 SPE  Remaln.Llis
381 31.00 {40.00) | 5.05 20.80 35.00 000 348 84 088 Actald  Whole Ule .00 10.00 2.94 sz 2300 SPB Remain, Lile
as2 i b ' 38.00 {30.00) 348 Rz 3089  Actusid  Whots Lifs i
383 32.00 : i 434 23.20 29.00 0.00 348 83 30.89  Actuarid  Whole Lifs 35.00 272 82 2220  SPB  Remain. Lile
384 ‘ ! 29.00 15,00 348 54 3085 Actuatd  Wholeths
385 16.00 ) ] 650 7.20 30,00 30,00 348 R2 3089 Actuaid  Whole Lile 25.00 5.00 424 s 1908 SPB  Reman.lie
ELT 35.00 v 600 10.90
387 2500 o 0.00 1.80 12.00 {20.00) 248 R1 3089 Actraid  Whots Lite

Totd ’ : 381 348 3.06

.
\D [ “

390 ' | 40.00 5,00 225 s1 2780  SPB Remain, Lits
a9 10.00 ; ag7 3.00 5,00 1) fia Actuerid  Whole Lifs 11.44° 500 17.59 sQ 7.29  SPB Flemaln. Lite
392 11.74 1026 7.49 5.75 12} R4 Actuerld  Whole Ufts
%) 35.00 ! 198 2.90 20.00 13.00 5.53 sQ 1440  SPB  Reman.lite
94 24.00 457 18.80 500 A4 Actuerld  Whole Life 25.00 5.00 400 sa 1800  SFB  Aemaln, Life
385 2200 ! 456 1650 25.00 5.05 sa 1700  SP8  Remaln, Life
396 13.00 30.00 453 .60 40.00 12 A4 Actuerial  Whole Uife
a7 30,00 . 262 1580 20.00 550 sQ 1070 SPB  Asmaln, Life
398 13.00 ] 16.25 7.30 2000} 453 sQ 1200 SPB Remaon, Lie

Tota Z’ 5.49 ' 3.06

Totd 272 3.06

1] Office fumiture le depraciated st 3.44% and computsr equipment is depreciated = 12.3%.

[2) Transportation and power operated equipment is depreciated over anticipated uselul bves of 5 - 10 years.

{3] Offfics furniture ia depreciated a 7.0% and computer equipment is depreciated ot 22.5%.

[4] Com depreciated at 10.44%, light trucka et 9.8%, heavy trucks at £% and trallws at 5.26%.

[5] Power cpsrated equipment with shaet life depracisted et 13% and with kong tife o . 56%.

[6} Trarsportation equipment Is depracisted over enticpated useful lives of 5 - 10 years unil enticipeted sdlvage equala 20%.

[7] Office Furriture: ASL 23.9 years, 4.00% net salvege, depreciated at 4.01%; and computer equipment: ASL 9.0 yewrs, 7.00% net salvage, depreciated &t 10,33%.

summary.xis Survey 513112000
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Table 3-3

Pagedofa
Missouri Qas Energy
Summary of Comparable Midwestern Gas Companies

[A] [AM] AN Ao} [AP] [AQ] {AR] [As] [AT] JAY] [Av] [AW] JAX] [AY) [AZ] [BA] [BB] [BC]
MidAmarican E |dweast Gas) Altiart Energy {IES) LaClede Average
Estimated Appled Mondity | Average Estmated Appled Averaga | Estimated Rpplied Estimated Aophed
Avarage Nat Depreciation | Curve Remaeining | Typs of Life Averoge Net Deprociation | Aemaining |  Aversge Met Depreciation | Aversge Net Depraciation
Account Service Uiw | Salvegs Rate Typs Life Anplysis Basls Servica Lifs | Selvage Rats Lite Service Lifs|  Selvege Rate Service Life| Salvege Rate
Description lowa lowa Missouri
Yaars % % - Years Years % % Years Yoars % % Years % %
Distribution
374 ) % 235
s 4400 5421) am R2 34,14 SPe Remain. Lite 7842 {13.69) 127 50 {18) 297
a7e 64,00 (54.21) 2.41 R1S 52.20 SPB Remaln, Life 71.35 (21.58) 198 52 [26) 258
e 56.00 (54.21} 275 R1S 4540 SPB Femalr. Lifs 35.00 (29.00) 202 37 (20) am
arg 56.00 (s4.21} 275 RS 4540  SPB Reman. Lifs 47.00 {6.00) 235 a0 (18 3as5
380 ar.oo (54.21) 4.16 R3 26.03 SPB Remaln. Lifs 4415 {21.58} 457 39 {66) 5.20
s 4200 {54.21) 366 R2 2047 SPa Remain. Life 35.00 1.00 2,86 37 {14) 3.00
332 ) 42.00 (54,21) 9.68 R2 2917 SPB Remain. Lite : 40 (42) 4.88
343 5000 {421 X RS 4157 SPB Remain. Lite 41.00 6.00 244 42 (14) 3.28
384 50.00 (54.21) 310 ROS 4157 SPB Ramain. Ufe 40 (20) 4.02
385 56.00 {54.21) 275 R15 45,40 SPB Remaln. Life 28.00 {8.00) 3.13 31 (5} 3.65
386 as 6.7
387 28.00 (206.00) 1667 -3 {113} 524
Totd 213 43.00 (29.95) 4.01 24.00
"'O" Generd
380 30.00 16.80 236 A3 27.55 SPB Remain. Lite - 50,00 000 2.00 40 7 2.40
ast 18.00 16.80 354 53 15.63 SPB Remain. Lite 1510 0.13 9.65 14 7 7.94
I%2 7.00 16.80 1051 50 4,04 SPP Rermain. Life 9.80 5.96 10,453 10 " 8.25
3w 32.00 1680 (5.55) 52 10.67 SPB Remain. Life 700 6.00 346 35 g 3.20
34 33.00 1680 1.88 S0 23.13 SPEB Remain, Lite 4200 1.00 3.38 29 [ 4.51
395 25.00 16.80 073 82 16,58 SPB Ramain. Lite 22.00 o.00 345 28 [ 4.23
396 13.00 16.80 1.18 L1 a.s SPB Remaln, Lte 1200 505 385 13 21 5.88
7 16.00 15.80 4.28 50 14.35 SPB Remaln, Lits 16.00 0.00 an 20 ] 4.76
338 30.00 15.80 249 L 28.08 SPB Ramain. Life 26.00 3.00 3.45 22 10 612
Total arn 19.00 808 170 7.00
Tota 323
{1] Oifice lumiture is deprecinied at 3.44% end comp quipment Iz depreciated ot 12.3%.
[2] Traresportation and pewsr opersted equipment s depreciated over anticipated useful lives of 5 - 10 years.
[3] Otfice fumiture Is depreciated at 7.0% and comp quipment ks depreciated at 22.5%.

[4] Cara deprecisted at 10,44%, light trucks st 9.8%, heavy fucks at 8% and trailers &t 5.26%.

{5] Power operated squipment with short llfe depreciated at 13% and with long lile at 5.56%.

(€] Transporteton squipment is depreciated over arficipated usaful ives of 5 - 10 years unt) mitidpated salvage squas 20%.

[7] Office Furniture: ASE 23.9 years, 4,00% netsalvage, depreciated ot 4.01%; and computer aquipment: ASL 9.0 years, 7.00% net salvage, depteciated at 10.33%.

sutinary s Survey 5/31/2000
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Properties from these utilities include facilities located in Missouri, Kansas, lowa, Indiana, and
Oklahoma.

At the Staff’s request, we attempted to expand our analysis from that contained in our
1995 report with additional information regarding the basis for the rates for each of the utilities.
In Columns BA through BC of Table 3-3, we calculate a regional industry average of the
average service life, net salvage percentage, and annual depreciation rate to compare against
MGE's existing rates. There will be some differences between the depreciation rates and the
rates that would result from a whole life calculation using the average service lives and net
salvage values shown because some of the utilities did not provide net salvage figures and some
utilities use a remaining life calculation.

We considered these averages in determining our recommended rates. In general, our
recommended accrual rates for distribution plant accounts are conservative (low) when
compared with the industry averages. For general plant accounts, our recommended rates are
slightly higher than industry averages.

3.4 Net Salvage Allowances

Based on our December 1998 meeting with the Staff, the Staff testimony filed in the
1998 LaClede case, and our recent experience with other depreciation rate studies, we have
incorporated consideration of net salvage for distribution facilities in our recommended
depreciation rates in a manner that differs somewhat from the traditional approach.

The traditional approach for incorporating allowance for net salvage is to compare
annual net salvage (salvage minus cost of removal) to the original cost of the plant retired
during that year over a representative historical period, preferably at least 10 years. The
traditional approach assumes that the ratio of net salvage dollars to the original cost dollars of
the retirements is representative of the allowance that will ultimately apply to all plant in
service over that life of that asset. In a whole life depreciation calculation, this allowance is
then added to (for a net cost of removal) or deducted from (for a net salvage) one in the
numerator and then divided by the average service life.

This approach provides reasonable results where there are modest amounts of salvage or
cost of removal or where the amounts are fairly consistent (such as for unit property or general
plant). However, cost of removal for some natural gas distribution plant can be as much as or
more than the original cost of the plant retired especially if natural gas lines that are under
streets need to be relocated. In these instances, it may not be reasonable to assume that this
experience applies to all plant.

Problems may result (especially with mains and services) if the net salvage allowance is
large and a relatively small amount of plant is being retired. A large depreciation reserve may
be accumulated in anticipation of cost of removal expenses that may or may not occur. In the
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LaClede case, the Staff believed that this was at the root of large differences between actual and
theoretical reserve. The Staff proposed to remove salvage from the depreciation calculation and
treat cost of removal as a separate cost (or revenue requirement).

However, we believe that the goal of matching actual cost of removal expenses and cost
of removal allowances can be accomplished within the calculation of depreciation rates. For
example, we analyzed MGE’s salvage costs and cost of removal over the 1988 through 1998
period and found that the annual net salvage amounts are fairly consistent. In Table 3-4,
Column H, we show estimates of a “normal” annual allowance for distribution accounts. The
depreciation rates recommended in Column J are based on producing an annual dollar amount
equal to these allowances. Rather than developing a net salvage allowance based on the ratio of
net salvage to the original cost of the plant retired, the ratio is based on the ratio of an annual
allowance to total plant in service.

It could be argued that this annual allowance approach is an “impure” application of the
“whole” life perspective because it is based on a rather short term analysis of activity. As plant
ages and retirement activity increases, it would be expected that the annual allowance should be
increased over time. Insufficient depreciation reserve might be accumulated if the annual
allowance 1s not reviewed on a regular basis. However, in Missouri, depreciation rates are
reviewed every five years as required by Commission rule. This frequency will allow for
adjustment of the annual allowance to reflect changes in activity, if necessary.

In Table 3-4, Column H, we did not extend this annual allowance approach to general
plant accounts. Typically, general plant has either no net salvage or a positive net salvage.
Also, the salvage amounts of general plant is generally modest and fairly consistent and is
frequently associated with shorter lived assets (such as vehicles and computers) where there is a
better defined “used” market.

3.4.1 Account 376

As shown in Table 3-4, Column H, we have allowed a positive salvage amount of
$450,000 per year for Account 376, Mains. The Company’s historical practice with regard to
reimbursements for line relocations has been to credit (increase) reserve for the amount of
reimbursement. An alternative method would be to credit {decrease) depreciable plant for the
amount of the reimbursement. Although both of these methods have the same effect of
reducing net plant, there is a significant difference in depreciable plant and the appropriate
depreciation rate between the two methods.

All other things being equal, crediting reserve for the amount of the reimbursement
should result in a lower depreciation rate being applied to a larger plant in service, whereas
crediting plant for the amount of the reimbursement should result in a higher depreciation
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Table 3-4
Missouri Gas Energy
. Existing and Proposed Accrual Rates

Al . [0] [E] [F] [@] [H] 0! ] <
i Existing Existing Proposed
i Annual | Depreciable Annual Acourmulated Net Average Proposed Proposed
Acet, \ Accrual Plant Depreciation | Depreciation Reserva Salvage Service Accrual Depreciation
No., Account . Rate 12/31/1998 Expense Reserve Ratio Allowance Life Rate Expense
% $ $ $ % m Years % $

Distribution Plant [ .
3742 Land Rights . 217% 893,182 19,382 212,119 23.75% 0 50 2.00% 17,864
3751  Structures % 2.28% 5,738,444 130,837 1,161,780 20.25% 15,000 50 1.74% 98,769
3760 Mains . - 1.88% 242567,793 4,560,278 72,474,929 20.88% 450,000 40 2.31% 5,614,195
3780 Measuring & l‘qegulating Stations ° 3.00% 10,163,614 304,908 2,348,188 23.10% (5,000} 30 3.38% 343,787
3790 City Qata Stations 2.66% 2,686,494 71,461 523,090 19.47% 1,000 40 2.46% 66,162
3800 Services 6.50% 223,017,129 12,265,942 81,509,178 36.55% {720,000} 30 3.66% 8,153,904
3810 Meters 1 205% 26,113,112 514\,819 1,814,317 7.22% {2,500) 35 2.87% 720,017
3820 Meter/Regulator 1nstallathns " 2.05% 42,168,249 864,449 5,362,806 12.72% {15,000) 35 2.89% 1,219,807
3830 Regulators | © 2.05% 9,219,139 188,892 1,467,656 15.92% 1,000 40 2.49% 229,478
3850 EGM-Meas/Reg Equip | 5.00% 255,162 12,758 8,965 3.90% 0 20 5.00% 12,758
3870  Other Equipment | 6.33% 0 0 0 0.00% 0 36 2.86% 0

Total Distribution Plant 3.-':'17% 561,822,308 18,933,822 166,884,016 29.70% (275,500) 293% 16,477,742

")

General Plant |
3901  Structures & Improvements 3.33% 439,273 14,628 125,746 28.63% 40% 35 1.71% 7,530
3910 Fumiture & Equipment . 3.06% 3,196,378 97,808 {575,380) -18.00% 0% 10 10.27% 328,268
3920 Transponation Equipment 10.13% 2,689,553 272,452 579,306 21.54% 10% 8 11.25% 302,575
3930 Stores Eguipment ' 3.33% 527 847 1757 186,766 35.40% Q%" 20 5.00% 26,382
3940 Tools : 400% 4,310,432 172,417 1,123,483 26.06% 0% 10 10.00% 431,043
3960 Power Operated Equipment 6.25% 1,134,135 70,883 92,974 8.20% 20% 10 8.00% 90,731
3970 Communicalion Equipment 4.50% 2,036,629 91,648 {406,340) -19.95% 0% 15 6.67% 135,776
3971  Electronic Reading-ERT i 500% 30,865,129 1,543,256 1,369,709 4.44% 0% 20 5.00% 1,643,256
3980 Miscellanecus Equipment 6.26% 161,119 10,070 55,943 34.72% 0% 20 5.00% 8,056

Total General Plant 5.05% 45,360,285 2,290,735 2,552,209 5.68% 6.34%__%

Total Depreclable Plant 3.50% 607,182,602 21,224,557 169,436,225 27.91% 319% 19,351,359

(1) $¥ear salvage allowance or percent of plant.
{2) Proposed accrual rate of 10.27% for Account 391 is bassd on acerual rate delermined for corporate Acct, 391.
summary.xls Surmmary 5/31/2000
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Table 3-5

Missouri Gas Energy
Alternative Treatments of Reimbursements

[A] (B] [C] (D] (E] [F] [C]
Utility 1 Utility 2 (MGE)
Gross | Accumulated Net Gross | Accumnulated Net
Year Plant | Depreciation | 'Plant Plant | Depreciation Plant
(1) (3) (2) (4)

3.33% 3.00%
1970 900 0 900 1,000 100 200
1971 900 30 B70 1,000 130 870
1972 900 60 840 1,000 160 840
1973 900 90 810 1,000 190 810
1974 900 120 780 1,000 220 780
1975 900 150 750 1,000 250 750
1976 900 180 720 1,000 280 720
1977 900 -« 210 690 1,000 310 690
1978 200 240 660 1,000 340 660
1979 900 270 630 1,000 370 630
1980 900 - 300 600 1,000 400 600
1981 9200 330 570 1,000 430 570
1982 900 360 540 1,000 460 540
1983 900 390 510 1,000 490 510
1984 200 420 480 1,000 520 480
1985 ..  -900..-—~-=:450-— . 450 1,000 -.. 550 . 450
1986 900 480 420 1,000 580 420
1987 900 510 390 1,000 610 390
1988 900 540 360 1,000 640 360
1989 900 570 330 1,000 670 330
1990 200 600 300 1,000 700 300
1991 900 630 270 1,000 730 270
1992 900 660 240 1,000 760 240
1993 800 .. 690 210 1,000 790 210
1994 900 720 180 1,000 820 180
1995 900 750 150 1,000 B850 150
1996 900 - 780 120 1,000 880 120
1997 900 ...810 __ 90 1,000 910 90
1998 900 840 60 1,000 940 60
1999 800 870 30 1,000 970 30
2000 900 900 0 1,000 1,000 0

Retirement  (900) __(900)__ {(1,000) (1,000}

(1) Initial gross plant is $1,000 minus $100 reimbursement.
(2) Initial accumulated depreciation equals $100 reimbursement.
(3) Depreciation rate equals (1-0)/30 = 3.33 percent.
(4) Depreciation rate equals (1-.1)/30 = 3.00 percent.

summary.xls Reimb
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rate being applied to a lower plant in service. Table 3-5 is an example of how both approaches
result in the same net plant and depreciation expense over the life of the asset.

In MGE’s case, the net effect of the reimbursements is to increase net salvage
(salvage minus cost of removal, only) approximately $450,000 per year. In other words, if
MGE had been crediting plant in service for reimbursements, the net salvage allowance
would be zero rather than a positive $450,000 per year. This produces a higher depreciation
rate that is applied to a smaller depreciable plant. This distinction is important to note when
comparing MGE’s depreciation rate for Account 376 to other companies. It would not be
appropriate to compare another company’s depreciation rate with that of MGE if that
company is crediting reimbursements to plant or using some other approach.

3.5 Recommended Accrual Rates

Table 3-4 summarizes the Company's existing and recommended accrual rates and the
annual depreciation expense incurred when each of these rates is applied to the depreciable
plant balance.

We show in Table 3-4 that when our recommended accrual rates in Column J are
applied to depreciable plant balances as of December 31, 1998, annual depreciation expense
would decrease by $1.87 million under levels produced by existing rates. This $1.87 million
decrease is primarily due to six of the Company’s accounts whose annual accrual rates appear
to be unreasonable on a relative basis. Based on consideration of the simulated plant analysis,
industry averages,” and our experience with gas (and other) utility property, the following
discussion explains in further detail our basis for recommending change to these six particular
accounts:

e For Account 376-Mains, we recommend an average service life of 40 years

and an annual net salvage allowance of $450,000. This increases the annual

accrual rate from 1.88 percent to 2.31 percent. The 40 year average service

life is-consistent with the simulated plant balance analysis and results in a
 rate closer to industry averages (2.58 percent).

e For Account 380-Services, the existing rate is too high. We recommend
an accrual rate of 3.66 percent as opposed to the existing 5.50 percent.
The Company has been in the process of a significant services replacement
program. Qur experience is that a 30 year average service life for services
is not unreasonable. While the calculated industry average for services is
5.20 percent, this figure is inflated by abnormally high values for three
utilities (Northern Indiana PSC — 7.00 percent, ONEOK (Oklahoma) —
6.67 percent, and Atmos Energy Corp. (Iowa) — 10.45 percent). Excluding
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these three utilities resunlts in an industry average of 4.25 percent, which is
more in line with our recommendation.

o For Account 381-Meters and Account 382-Regulators, the existing rates are
too low (2.05 percent). We recommend a 35 year average service life for
both accounts, and a net salvage allowance of negative $2,500 for Account
381 and negative $15,000 for Account 382. This results in recommended

accrual rates of 2.87 percent for Account 381 and 2.89 percent for Account
382.

o The existing rate for the Account 391-Furniture and Equipment 1s too low
and fails to recognize the shorter life of computer and other office
equipment. We recommend changing the existing rate of 3.06 percent to
10.27 percent, which is based on the accrual rate determined for Southern
Union corporate plant.

o The existing rate (4 percent) for the Account 394-Tools is too low and
implies an average service life of 25 years. We recommend an average
service life of 10 years, or a 10 percent accrual rate.

As mentioned above, the accrual rate for Account 391 is based on our analysis of
Southern Union corporate plant. Table 3-6 summarizes existing and proposed rates under
whole life and remaining life methodologies for Southern Union corporate general plant. While
this table appears to show rates developed using both the whole and remaining life
methodologies, all of the recommended rates for Southern Union’s corporate plant are based on
a whole life method.

The only corporate account with any significant investment is Account 391 - Office
Furniture and Equipment. The development of the 10.27 percent rate for Account 391 is based
on the detailed plant components of that account on a total Company basis, as shown in
Table 3-7. The rate is a dollar weighted average rate intended to be used for all assets booked
to Account 391.

16
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Table 3-6
Southern Union Company
Corporate (Co. 20) Existing and Recommended Depreclation Rates
Using Whole and Remalning Life Methodology

[A] B] __C] ] E | A (G] [H] 1] 1]
: i Existing Existing |
Depreciable L Annual Annual | Accumulated | Whole Life Method Remaining Life Method
Accourt Plant Depreciatrion Accrual | Depreciation | Reserve Whole Life Depreciation Remaining Life Depreciation
No. 12/31/98: | | Expense Rate Reserve' Ratio Rate Expense Rate  Expense
b s % $ . % % $ 3
390 742,817 21,044 2.83% 472,008 64%  2.75% 20,427 275% (3) 20,427
39 20,594,145 | 2,059,415°  10.00% 6,648,495 32% 10.27% (2) 2,115,007 . 1027% (3) 2,115,007
392 113,054 ' 14,132 12.50% 102,030 90%  10.60% 11,982 10.60% (3) 11,982
393 2,201 : ?20 10.00% (4,275) -194% 0.00% o 0.00% (3) 0]
394 21,652 613 2.83% 358 2% 3.33% 722 3.33% (3) 722
397 289,428 8,199 2.83% 61,332 21% 8.67% 19,285 667% (3) 19,295
398 160,627 4,551 2.83% 75,050 47%  5.00% 8,031 500% (3} 8,031
— ' |
~ Total 21,923,925 2,108,174 9.62% 7,354,995 34% 9.92% 2,175,464 9.92% 2,175,464

(1) Existing rate :
(2) Weighted whole life rate for Account 391, :
(3) Use whole life rates.

final XLS Corporate 5/31/2000
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Table 3-7

Missouri Gas Energy
Calculation of Whole Life Rate for Account 391
Southern Union Corporate

(Al [Bi (€] ) {E] [F
Average
Percent Net Service Whole
Description Total of Total Salvage Life Life Rate
$ Years

Account 891.1 - Furniturs 4,299,354 11.30% 10.00% 25 3.60%
Account 391.2 - Office Equipment 1,450,560 3.B1% T 0.00% 10 10.00%
Account 391.3 - Mainframe 22,062,586 57.98% 20.00% 10 8.00%
Account 391.4 - Personal Computer 10,239,092 26.91% 10.00% 5 18.00%

Total 38,051,592 100.00%

Weighted Rate for Account 361 10.27%

final. XLS Summary 5/31/2000
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4.0 Depreciation Reserve

After recommending accrual rates, depreciation reserve is recalculated to determine the
theoretical level that should have been accumulated had these rates been in effect. Without
adjustment, to the extent that calculated reserve is greater than or less than the book reserve, the
Company will under- or over-recover, respectively, its depreciable plant investment. The
purpose of an amortization adjustment to a depreciation rate is to preclude the Company from
recovering through depreciation accruals, amounts in excess or below its plant investment basis.
This amortization also limits reéovery from customers to the capital investment used to serve
them during the period of service of each investment. Differences between the calculated
theoretical reserve and the book reserve can be attributed primarily to changes in life
characteristics or historical rates which have not properly reflected life characteristics or
changes in life characteristics. These changing life characteristics and the degree to which these
changes are recognized and reflected in the depreciation rates directly affect the book reserves.

The calculated theoretical level of depreciation of reserves for the Company was not
studied in our analysis. A detailed analysis of reserve relies generally upon the same data used
by the survivor curve analysis. However, even without performing this detailed analysis,
certain observations can be made regarding MGE's accumulated depreciation and its
relationship to the expected service life of each account.

First, there are two accounts with negative reserve balances, Accounts 391 and 397.
This might be caused by several factors, including depreciation rates that are too low. As we
discussed in Chapter 3, this is true for Account 391. Second, the reserve ratio for Account 380-
Services is relatively high compared to the other accounts. Based on these two observations,
we recommend a redistribution of reserve balance from Account 380 to other accounts.

Table 4-1 presents our analysis of accumulated depreciation reserve. Column H shows
the estimated weighted average dollar age of surviving plant for each account. This average age
is divided by the recommended: average service life to provide an estimate of the relative
theoretical reserve ratios for each account (Column I). Calculated reserve minus actual reserve
provides an estimate of how reserve may be redistributed. The actual amount redistributed
from Account 380 to the other accounts is shown in Column L. The net effect of the
redistribution is zero. The resultant accumnulated depreciation reserve and reserve ratios are
shown in Columns M and N, respectively.
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Table 4-1
Missouri Gas Energy
Analysls of Accumulated Depreciation Reserve
#) 8] IS DO} [E] 1Fl [G] [H] U 18] K] L] M] [N]
Existing Existing Calculated Adiual Fedistripute | Restated
Annual | Depreciable Annual Accumulated | Propesed Reserve Ratio |  Calculated Less Services | Accumulaled | Restated
Acct, Accrual Plant DCepredation | Deprediation | Deprecation | Weighted Based On Depreciation | Calctialed | 1o Delicient | Depredation | Reserve
No. Account Rate 12/31/1998 Expense Reserve Expense Age Weightad Age Reserva Resarve Accounts Resarve Ratio
% $ ) 5 $ Years % $ $ 5 $ %

Distribution Plant
3742  Land Rights 217% 893,182 19,382 212,119 17,864 15 30.00% 267,955 {95,836) 0 212,119 23.75%
g;::‘ amduree . 2.28% 5,738,444 130,837 1,161,780 99,769 13 26.00% 1,491,995 [330,218) 200,000 1,361,780 2373%

atng X . 1.88% 242,567,793 4,560,275 72,474,929 5,614,195 15 37.50% 90,862,922 (18,487,993) 10,000,000 82,474,929 34.00%

3780 Measuring & Regulating Stations 3.00% 10,163,614 304,908 2,348,188 343,787 10 33,.33% 3,387,871 (1,039,684) 700,000 3,048,188 29.99%
3780  City Gats Stations 2.66% 2,686,494 | 71,461 523,090 68,162 B 20.00% 537,289 {14,209) ' o] '523.090 19.47%
3800 Sewkes 5.50% 223,017,129 12,265,942 81,509,178 8,153,304 8 26.67% 59,471,234 22,037,944 (22,000,000) 59,509,178 26.68%
3810  Meters 2.05% 25113,112 514,819 1,814,317 720,017 14 40,00% 10,045,245 (8,230,928} 4,100,000 5814317 23.55%
3820 Meter/Reguiator Installations 2.05% 42,168,249 864,449 5,362,808 1,215,807 7 20,00% 8,433,650  (3,070,844) 1,500,000 6,862,806 16.27%
3830 Regulators 2.05% 9,219,139 188,992 1,467,656 229,478 9 22.50% 2,074,306 (608,650) 400,000 1,867,656 20.26%
3850 EQM-MeasHeg Equip 5.00% 255,182 12,758 5,955 12,758 0 9,955 3.90%
3870  Other Equipment 6.33% 0 0 (1] 0 0 0.00% ] ["} 0 ¢ 0.00%

Totat Distribution Plant 3.37% 561,822,308 18,033,822 166,884,016 16,477,742 176,672,478 (9,798,416} (5,100,000) 161,784,016 28.80%

Qeneral Plant
3301 Stnictures & Improvemernts 3.33% 439,273 14,628 126,748 7.530 21 B80.00% 263,564 {137.818) 100,000 225,746 51.39%
3910  Furniture & Equipment 3.06% 3,196,378 97,809 {575,380) 328,268 2] 92.43% 2,954,412  (3,529,792) 2,000,000 1,424,620 44.57%
3920 Transpontation Equipment 10.13% 2,689,553 272,462 579,306 302,675 2 25.00% 672,388 {93,082) 50,000 625,306 23.40%
3930 Stores Equipment 3.33% 527,647 17,571 186,768 26,382 12 60.00% 316,568 (129,822) 100,000 286,766 54.35%
3940 Toola 4.00% 4,310,432 172,417 1,123,483 431,043 9 90.00% 3,879,389 {2,7686,905) 1,500,000 2,623,483 60.86%
3960 Powsr Operated Equipment 6.25% 1,134,135 70,883 92,974 90,731 9 90.00% 1,020,721 (927,747) 500,000 592,874 52.26%
3970 Communication Equipment 4.50% 2,036,629 91,648 {406,340} 136,775 5 33.33% 678,876 (1,085,216} 750,000 343,660 16.87%
3971  Electionic Reading-ERT 5.00% 30,865,129 1,543,256 1,369,709 1,543,256 1 5.00% 1,543,256 {173,547} 100,000 1,469,709 4.76%
3980 Miscellansous Equipmerit 6.26% 161,119 10,070 55,943 8,056 6 30.00% 48,336 7.607 L+ 55,943 34.72%

Total General Plant 5.05% 45,360,295 2,290,735 2,552,209 2,873,617 11,377,531 (8,6825,322) 5,100,000 7,652,209 16.87%

Total Depreciable Plant 3.50% 607,182,602 21,224,557 169,436,226 19,351,359 188,050,008 (18,623,739) 0 169,436,225 27.91%

summarny.xis Summary

5/31/2000
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BRIAN D. KINKADE
Executive Director

GORDON L. PERSINGER

Coamuissioiers + * * d * x Director, Research and Public Affairs
Ll 5 mmmissio
N issouri JPublic Berfiice Conmumission e e

Chair POST OFFICE BOX 360 Director, Utility Operations
. ROBERT SCHALLENBERG
M. DIANNE DRAINER JEFF. ERSONS%Tgi I;‘;:?“SOURI 65102 Director, Utility Services
ce ar - -
DONNA M. KOLILIS
CONNIE MURRAY 573-751-1847 (Fax Number) Director, Administration

http://www.psc.state.mo,us
DALE HARDY ROBERTS

Secretary/Chief Regulatory Law Judge

] DANA K. JOYCE
KELVIN L. SIMMONS . April 23, 2001 General Counsel

prs oy
Mr. Gary Duffy APR 2 3 281 |

Brydon, Swearengen and England

ROBERT G. SCHEMENAUER

312 East Capito! Avenue BRYDOW, SWEARnLEN, |
Jefferson City, MO 65101 : Bow &ENGLAND, RC.

RE: Missouri Gas Energy, Case No. GR-2001-292

Dear Mr. Duffy:

Enclosed are work papers for Paul Adam of the Commission’s Engineering and Management
Services Department. This attachment should conclude all outstanding copies of work papers
that were initially provided at the time of Staff’s Direct Filing.

If you have any questions, please contact Tim Schwarz at {(573) 751-5239 or Steve Traxler at
(816) 325-0100. Thank you.

Kipdest r \

Toni Charlten
Attachment

C: Tim Schwarz
Steve Traxler

Informed Consumers, Quality Utility Services, and a Dedicated Organization for Missourians in the 21st Century
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MISSOURI GAS ENERGY

3420 Broadway + Kansas City, MO « 64111-2404 » (816} 360-5605

CHARLES B. HERNANDEZ
DIRECTOR, PRICING AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS August 3, 1999

Mr. Paul Adam, P.E.

Missouri Public Service Commission
301 West High Street

P. O. Box 360

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0360

Dear Paul:

As a follow up to your on-site review of MGE’s preliminary depreciation study on July 26

& 27, 1999, provided is the following:

0 Detailed summary of the service lines categorized by steel (protected and unprotected)
and plastic, by location. MGE engineering has summarized the attached sheet from a
200 page premise data system report, which is available for your review. The reports
provided to you on-site, did not contain all the field inquiries and should be discarded.

a A/C 395 - Lab equipment $58,441. Upon the sale of the MGE property by Western
Resources, certain Lab equipment was retained by Western via a ‘buy-back”
arrangement and removed from MGE’s books. As MGE does not have a lab, the
amounts in this account will be retired.

0 The personnel whom you met with were:

Jim Oglesby VP, Field Operations 816-360-5510
Jim Gorman  Superintendent, Central Operations 816-472-3431
Richard Bosley Supervr. Pressure & Measurement Central

Ralph Janes Superintendent, Lees Summit Operations 816-969-2253
Tom Sullivan  Black & Veatch 013-458-3645

If 1 can be of further assistance, please call me.

Sincerely

Yinky

Enclosure

C: Doug Micheel
Tom Sullivan
Rob Hack



4 3751 $vevernans @ .



e /4}577’352_"5_"_':
- A

—-—7—-\

s*=0‘9"‘;.“"“*<67§y-'

""?'Q?":{TD‘E/?)"""’Mam'"‘_'_"' B

[ — et e e e e

. . - AT — s,

B %_?ﬁ_yb_wtzg..,,,_, o e

B - A” [~

e AR B LG
29z 7

("W‘?"m%“h‘g")“‘"”ﬂyr-""4—""" N

D i o R Lk

B L [t A Al

. 1 : i : ;
. ! ' ! r . : B r
' H i i . ;
i i : .
! 1 ; ! i 1 i . | ) ;
! : !

e ~“§JX’?'@?_ - '78 ﬁ/

S5FGFTIV

SIAE K =TS [7/ fs;‘mvo'w% WIE

(/g,f,g\) SIRNLOTTLT JOW

LY

ss0008EGS






iﬁﬂéé:—ﬂ%ﬁws ( 3%¢ )

ToWA_ Sucervawh _ ASe.__— 4@ VoS

| fb} m\ﬁgﬁis_llg_LC&m) — H1.Yes

-/I\JAST _5 \/LHQS" Av_,ea@EJJ@t_Sa VAGE éoé
(VAGE = 924
Adsr 10 ___Ye.a,.,ex JJ&AX&I‘ A Gk —3]_9 020 .

] 12-31-95. Pm__,f ,w&_;aé;z,_saqf 993

Ptmoowantoot-

ﬁm) 606,927 " e

= — " 22,567 353 -
= 0228

e = a 5 [~} (/O

eosssse
H
i

E

.92y
o ___EL...._(/\acc&De AS L ) 7/ - ,zifswe;]is_

= Ot = L0028

OO s 2 F B B ¥’ ,,%._-!L.g_f/ituww e

| : ; ; ; : 1 '
. , . . : ' : 3 : P ' { 1
! : : : : ! ’ i . i :




l
i
D
)
)
)
J
»
_
|
_
»
_J
o
@
o
o
®
o
@
o
@
@
@
L
L
o
o
®
o
@
®
@
o
@
@
o
®
@
o
®
®

Féﬂ /@Tme C‘)Q(&(me

Bore S {e{

Conrer Sreec

To™ML STEE L

Casr TRow ~——2 /-/= 630,

B

(ASTT
Torac
e { ABL
59°% % 83YRS + &

48.9F s + LEyRS + 20.6FVYRS

——

4

24,975, 642 32
= 12, %5, 98347

i /5? W5, g2 5,70

708 .67

—

g1, 39, Z468SF

cgp 711009 4070 MGE COMMNTY RELATION Ntz ke
vl WEF
| -__'______'____,.,
FERC Acct 3760 as of Dec 31, 1998:
Gate Valves Total
Bare Steel $  10,784,950.40 $  10,784,950.40
Coated Stee! $§ 112,918,05248 51,03098 $  112,969,983.47
Cast lron $ 4,630,708.69 $  .-.4,630,708.69
Copper $ 12,442.35 $ 12, 442 35
I s + $  91,341,584.24 5184.33 § WENUENEREIR.
subfotal $ 219,687 738.17 57,115.31 § 219, 744 853.48
Rectifier $ 869,810.24 3 869,810.24
Cathodic Protection  $  13,990,891.92 $  13,990,891.92
Encapsulation $ 3,268,501.47 $ 3,268,501.47
Bell Joint Clamps $ 4,635,932.26 $ 4,635,932.26
Vaults/Pits/Baricades  $ 57,803.50 $ 57,803.50
grand total $ 242,452874.06 $ 57,115.31 $  242,567,792.87

ZA%%bf

#2933, 923, 30R.70
l\uo@w@ﬂé ?QSLS

%k 8OYES * 35% % S3 YRS

—
—

YE

_59% — 83

A% - 80
—329% ~
). 2 ves




Mé&G E - NMAacus (BZ&\

i
/
]
!

Aaccﬁpe.kﬂ_gé ~See - 8IYRS

i S0 ves |
e psrIe.. = HIA YRS

=.
;
|
|

R ', i H H
L ' : . : i .

‘1 ‘av
o ) O~ 15,/56,/FF 3
__-_..L_Qésm:c_._. ~ /18, 605,09/

o
SWL f,_.,..‘z_a.z,___j_z..o_,_5_49_4; o W

4l

et :

1M6£s 12 -3/~ ?8 pﬂw f%/?c. ICES

;MWS,Q..CLC\L.M.‘:S,._W.._,A;_S‘&.M_“.Lw__._ _‘6_/0__%/68 e e+ e




‘Operating Activities Report M M /\} S

OARROLLUP FOR- APRIL, 1999

INVENTORY OF MAIN (IN MILES)
ACCORDING TO LOCAL RECORDS
STEEL Mhakd IRON TOTAL
. BARE | COATED| PE__|DUCTILE| CAST | MILES
K.C.EAST| _ 51829] 1142.85] 780.18 0.00 4.40] 244572
ST.JOSEPH| _ 99.73] 190.70] 12967 000 17.11] 43722
K.C. CENTRAL| _ 408.76] 1352.99] 688.23 0.00] __ 510.09] _2960.07|"
JOPLIN| __173.36[ _ 321.15| 26023 5.95 0.00] _760.69
MONETT| 12563] 57362 263.64 0.00 0.00] 968.89
Totals| _1325.78] 358131 2127.95 585 531.61] 757259
TOTAL MILES
4000.00

3500.00
3000.00 £
2500.00
2000.00
1500.00

1000.00

0.00

500.00 45

COATED

X

PE

9-38-77
3 loed

Page 1

5/17/39
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The positive net salvage allowance for Account 376 — Mains deserves some additional
explanation. MGE’s historical practice with regard to reimbursements for line relocations
has been to credit (increase) reserve for the amount of reimbursements. Another method
would be to credit (decrease) depreciable plant for the amount of the reimbursement.
Both methods have the effect of reducing net plant; however, there is a significant
difference in depreciable plant and the appropniate depreciation rate between the two
approaches. All other things being equal, crediting reserve for the amount of the
reirnbursement should result in a lower depreciation rate being applied to a larger plant in
service, whereas crediting plant for the amount of the reimbursement should result in a
higher depreciation rate being applied to a lower plant in service. Table 4 contains an
example showing how both approaches result in the same net plant and depreciation
expense over the life of the asset. In MGE’s case, the net effect of the reimbursements is

- to increase net salvage (salvage minus cost of removal, only) approximately $500,000 p.er

year. In other words, if MGE had been crediting plant in service for retmbursements, the
net salvage allowance would be a negative $250,000 per year rather than a positive
$250,000 per year. This would produce a higher depreciation rate applied to a smaller
depreciable plant. This distinction is especially important when comparing MGE’s
depreciation rate for Account 376 with other companies. If another company is crediting
reimbursements to plant or is using some other approach, their depreciation rate may not
be an appropriate comparison to MGE.
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SERVICE LINES o
- DIV DIVISION STEEL STEEL PLASTIC PV COPPER TOTAL %
NO # NAME NOT PROTECTED | PROTECTED “
02 Independence 3.534 1,287 42,315 ) ) 47,136] —
03 Warrensburg 3,419 82 16,590 0 0 20,091 -
09 Lees Summit 6.035 1,930 77,088 85,053 =
- EAST REGION 12,988 2 200 135,333 o 0 152,280
04 Kansas City 27,327 7451 74,698 202 659] - 110,337 =
12" | North Kansas City 14,323 8,460 59,596 44 16 Bo43g| T
CENTRAL REGION 41,650 13,911 134,294 246 675 190,776 %
) =
05 Joplin 2,064 82 26,056 0 0 28,202 2
i3 Carthage 2,511 158 10485 13,154 =
08 Monett 5.743 648 28,603 34,994 e
SOUTHERN REGION 10,318 288 65,144 0 0 76,350 -
faure]
. ==
10 |ST JOSEPH 1,582 420 27,118 0 0 29,120
&GE 66,538 18,518 362,549 - 246 675 448,526
7] .
Source: PDO1SVR
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CHARLES B. HERNANDEZ
DIRECTOR, PRICING AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS August 3, 1999

Acceuw 395 — Z/‘]E:ECQ
Mr. Paul Adam, P.E. ;o
Missouri Public Service Commission [U VU 'é‘i B'UW@Q d‘u_/l&
301 West High Street -
P. O. Box 360 “LAQM @@L&Q@a o Ponl .
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0360

Dear Paul:

As a follow up to your on-site review of MGE's preliminary depreciation study on July 26

& 27, 1999, provided is the following:

O Detailed summary of the service lines categorized by steel (protected and unprotected)
and plastic, by location. MGE engineering has summarized the attached sheet from a
200 page premise data system report, which is available for your review. The reports
provided to you on-site, did not contain all the field inquiries and should be discarded.

a  A/C 395 —Lab equipment $58,441. Upon the sale of the MGE property by Western
Resources, certain Lab equipment was retained by Western via & ‘buy-back”
arrangement and removed from MGE’s books. As MGE does not have a lab, the
amounts in this account will be retired.

o The personnel whom you met with were:

Jim Oglesby VP, Field Operations 816-360-5510
Jim Gorman  Superintendent, Central Operations 816-472-3431
Richard Bosley Supervr. Pressure & Measurement Central

Ralph Janes  Superintendent, Lees Summit Operations 816-969-2253
Tom Sullivan  Black & Veatch 913-458-3645

If I can be of further assistance, please call me.

Sincerely
Enclosure Post-it™ Fax Note 7671 [0ae £ IS 2
To Fmﬂ'%/ »
C Doug Micheel M'y N Co.
Tom Sullivan ‘—m‘m”’ Hee
Phone # Phone # _ _
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i SERVICE LINES
DIV DIVISION STEEL STEEL PLASTIC PV COPPER TOTAL
NO.# NAME NOT PROTECTED | PROTECTED
02 Independence 3,534 1,287 42 315 0 0 47,136
03 Warrensburg 3,419 82 16,590 < 0 0 20,091
09 Lees Summit 8,035 1,930 77,088 85,053
EAST REGION 12,988 3,200} 135,993 0 0 152,280
04 Kansas City 27,327 7,451 74,698 202 659 110,337
12 North Kansas City 14,323 8,460 ' 59,596 . 44 16 80,439
CENTRAL REGION 41,650 13,911 134,294 246 675 190,776
05 Joplin - : 2,064 82 26,056 0 : 0 28,202
06 Carthage 2,511 158 10,485 13,154
08 Monett 5,743 648 28,603 34,994
SOUTHERN REGION 10,318 888 65,144 0 0 76,350
10 |ST JOSEPH 1,582 420 27,118 0 0 29,120
MGE 66,538 18,518 362,549 246 675 448,526
Source; PDO1SVR
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