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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

DA YID MURRAY 

SPIRE MISSOURI, INC., d/b/a SPIRE 

LACLEDE GAS COMPANY and MISSOURI GAS ENERGY 
GENERAL RATE CASE 

CASE NOS. GR-2017-0215 and GR-2017-0216 

Please state your name. 

My name is David Murray. 

Are you the same David Mmrny who prepared the Rate-of-Return Section of 

11 I Staff's Cost of Service Repott ("StaffReport") and rebuttal testimony in these cases? 

12 A. Yes, I am. I filed rate-of-return ("ROR") testimony on September 8, 2017, 

13 I and rebuttal testimony on October 17, 2017. 

14 

15 

Q. 

A. 

What is the purpose of your smTebuttal testimony? 

The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony is to respond to Pauline M. Ahern's, 

16 I Glenn W. Buck's and Michael P. Gorman's rebuttal testimonies. Ms. Ahern and Mr. Buck 

17 I sponsor testimony on behalf of Spire Missouri. Mr. Gorman sponsors testimony on behalf of 

18 I the Office of the Public Counsel ("OPC") and the Missouri Industrial Energy Consumers 

19 I ("MIEC"). Ms. Ahern addressed my return on common equity ("ROE") recommendation as 

20 I well as my capital structure recommendation; Mr. Buck addressed my capital structure 

21 I recommendation; and Mr. Gorman provided his capital structure recommendation in his 

22 I rebuttal testimony rather than his direct testimony so I will address his recommended capital 

23 ! structure in my surrebuttal testimony. 
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I I I will also provide my capital structure recommendation as of the true-up date in this 

2 I case because the necessary information was available at the time I prepared this testimony. 

3 I Additionally, Mr. Buck's and Mr. Gmman's rebuttal testimonies provide their estimates of 

4 I the capital structure as of the true-up date. By providing my true-up recommendation now, 

5 I the Commission can evaluate all three positions at once. 

6 I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

7 Q. What are the main areas of disagreement you have with the other witnesses as 

8 I they relate to an appropriate capital structure for purposes of setting LAC's and MGE's 

9 i allowed ROR? 

10 A. I recommend the Commission set the ROR for Spire Missouri's two divisions, 

11 I Laclede Gas ("LAC") and Missouri Gas Energy ("MGE) based on Spire, Inc. 's consolidated 

12 I capital structure as of the true-up date; the Company witnesses recommend the use 

13 I Spire Missouri's actual capital structure as of the true-up date; and Mr. Gorman recommends 

14 I the use of Spire Missouri's adjusted capital structure to remove an amount from common 

15 i equity equivalent to the current repmied carrying value of Spire Missouri's goodwill asset. 

16 I Neither the Company nor Mr. Gorman includes short-term debt in their recommended capital 

17 I structures. Staffs recommended capital structure includes shmi-term debt to recognize the 

18 I fact that Spire, Inc. and Spire Missouri have consistently carried high short-term debt 

19 I balances well in excess of construction work in progress ("CWIP") balances. Because Staff 

20 I is recommending short-term gas assets be included in rate base, the average shmi-term debt 

21 in excess of CW!P should be included in the ratemaking capital structure. Staffs 

22 I recommendation to include short-term debt in the capital structure is applicable whether the 
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Commission adopts Staffs recommendation to use Spire, !nc.'s consolidated capital structure 

2 I or if the Commission uses Spire Missouri's capital structure. 

3 Q. What are the main areas of contention as it relates to the recommended 

4 I allowed ROE in this case? 

5 A. Ms. Ahern recommends the Commission authorize LAC and MGE an ROE of 

6 110.35%. Ms. Ahern's premise for her ROE recommendation is that this is the cost of equity 

7 I for Spire Missouri's regulated gas utility assets. Staff has provided its own cost of equity 

8 I estimate for gas utility assets, which is c01TOborated by several third-party sources. Staff 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 

21 

22 

23 

recognizes its cost of equity estimates are lower than average allowed ROEs, including the 

Commission's recent allowed ROE for Kansas City Power & Light ("KCPL") in Case No. 

ER-2016-0385. Therefore, Staff provides the Commission with market and economic data 

that should allow it to make an informed decision on a fair and reasonable allowed ROE for 

LAC and MGE as compared to the Commission's recent decision. Ms. Ahern asserts the 

Commission's recent allowed ROE for KCPL is not relevant to determining a fair and 

reasonable allowed ROE for LAC and MGE. As Staff will discuss in its testimony, this 

info1mation is relevant and should be considered by the Commission because investors 

consistently compare and contrast the risk, return, valuation and growth differences of the 

three utility subsectors (i.e. gas, electric and water) when evaluating investment alternatives. 

STAFF RESPONSE TO GLENN BUCK'S RECOMMENDED CAPITAL 
STRUCTURE AND COST OF DEBT FOR SPIRE MISSOURI 

Q. Did Mr. Buck provide a preliminary true-up capital structure recommendation 

as of September 30, 2017, in his rebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes. He provided this capital structure on page 2 of his rebuttal testimony. 
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Q. Has Mr. Buck since sponsored true-up testimony that provides a true-up 

2 I capital structure based on actual figures rather than estimates? 

3 A. Yes. Mr. Buck filed true-up testimony on October 27, 2017, which provides 

4 I the Company's final recommended capital structure. Mr. Buck recommends the use of 

5 i Spire Missouri's capital structure without consideration for short-term debt. His 

6 I recommended capital structure consists of 54.2% common equity and 45.8% long-term debt. 

7 

8 

Q. 

A. 

What is Staffs recommended capital structure as of the true-up date? 

Staff recommends the Commission adopt Spire, Inc.' s consolidated capital 

9 i structure as of September 30, 2017, with inclusion of an average amount of sh01t-te1m debt 

10 I in excess of an average amount of CWIP for the period September 30, 2014, through 

11 I September 30, 2017. This capital structure consists of 45.56% common equity, 47.97% 

12 I long-term debt and 6.47% shmt-term debt (see Schedule 1-1). 

13 

14 I debt? 

15 

Q. Have you also updated the cost components for long-term debt and shmt-term 

A. Yes. I accepted the Company's calculation of Spire, Inc.'s embedded cost of 

16 I debt. I applied a 1.5% cost ofshmt-term debt that was identified in Spire, Inc.'s recent 2017 

17 I Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC") I 0-K filing. 

18 Q. Although you are not recommending the Commission adopt Spire Missouri's 

19 I capital structure for ratemaking, if this capital structure were to be adopted, should it include 

20 I short-term debt? 

21 A. Yes. Mr. Buck's recommended capital structure suggests the Company does 

22 I not use any shmt-term debt to support its rate base. While Staff accepts this assumption was 

23 I reasonable when carrying costs on gas inventories were recovered through the purchase gas 
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I I adjustment ("PGA") and the ("ACA") process, both the Company and Staff are now 

2 I proposing these assets be included in rate base. Therefore, an amount of sho1i-term debt 

3 I should follow. If a Spire Missouri capital structure is adopted, Staff recommends the 

4 I Commission use the average short-term debt in excess of CWIP for the period September 30, 

5 I 2013 through September 30, 2017, or approximately 6.16% of the capital structure (see 

6 I Schedule 1-2). 

7 

8 

Q. 

A. 

What cost components should be applied to a Spire Missouri capital structure? 

I recommend an adjusted embedded cost oflong-term debt of 4.10%. This is 

9 I 3 basis points lower than the Company's indicated cost of debt of 4.13%. I adjusted the cost 

10 I of Spire Missouri's recent $170 million of long-term debt issuances to account for the fact 

11 I that Spire Missouri is rated one notch lower by both S&P and Moody's due to its affiliation 

12 I with Spire, Inc. 

13 I I also adjusted Spire Missouri's cost of short-term debt because Spire Missouri had 

14 I stronger commercial paper ratings (A-l/P-2) before it acquired MGE (A-2/P-2). The spread 

15 I between commercial paper with these ratings is approximately 25 basis points. Therefore, if 

16 I Spire Missouri's capital structure is used, its cost ofshmi-term debt should be 1.25%. 

17 Q. What pre-tax ROR is the Company requesting based on this true-up capital 

18 I structure? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

A. The Company's pre-tax ROR is 10.99%. 

Q. Is the Company's requested pre-tax ROR higher than MGE's awarded ROR 

when it was owned by Southern Union? 

A. Yes. In Case No. GR-2009-0355, MGE was awarded a pre-tax ROR of 

10.224%. In Case No. GM-2013-0254, the Company agreed to cap its pre-tax ROR for 
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MGE's next rate case to no higher than this return. Spire Missouri complied with this 

2 I condition in Case No. GR-2014-0007 by lowering its requested common equity ratio and its 

3 I requested ROE. 1 

4 Q. What is your understanding as to why this condition was binding only for one 

5 I rate case after Spire Missouri acquired the MGE assets? 

6 A. My understanding is that the Company was concerned there may be issues 

7 I beyond its control, such as tightening of capital markets, which could cause its cost of capital 

8 I to be higher in the future. 

9 Q. Are you aware of anything beyond the Company's control that has occun-ed, 

10 I causing it to need a higher pre-tax ROR? 

II 

12 

13 

14 

A. No. 

Q. Do you think the Commission should use the awarded pre-tax ROR as a 

ceiling in this case even though Spire Missouri is no longer bound by this provision? 

A. Yes. Considering the fact that the cost of capital has declined since the 2009 

15 I Southern Union rate case, it is reasonable to use this as a ceiling for the authorized pre-tax 

16 I ROR. This information will also assist the Commission with determining the reasonableness 

17 I of the various capital structure proposals in this case. 

18 Q. Assuming the use of Spire Missouri's capital structure without shmt-tenn 

19 I debt, how much would the equity ratio have to be reduced in order to achieve a pre-tax ROR 

20 I of 10.224%? 

21 A. As shown in Schedule 2, the equity ratio would need to be reduced to 48.14%. 

1 Case No. GR-2014-0007, Glenn Buck Direct Testimony, p. 5. 
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Q. Is this how the Company approached ensuring it complied with the 

2 i Stipulation and Agreement in the 2014 rate case? 

3 A. In pat1. The Company reduced its requested equity ratio and also reduced its 

4 I requested ROE. 

5 Q. If your 9.25% recommended ROE is applied to the true-up capital structure 

6 I provided by Mr. Buck, what is the resulting pre-tax ROR? 

7 

8 

A. 

Q. 

It is 10.02%. 

What if the Commission authorized the high-end of your range and adopted 

9 I the Company's recommended capital structure? 

10 

11 

A. 

Q. 

It would be 10.24%, which is above the 10.224%. 

Would the use of Spire's consolidated capital structure without shot1-term 

12 I debt as of the true-up date result in a pre-tax ROR below 10.224%? 

13 A. No. If I use the Company's recommended ROE and remove shoit-term debt 

14 I from the capital structure, the pre-tax ROR is 10.30% (workpaper). 

15 Q. What does the fact that these scenarios cause a higher pre-tax ROR than MGE 

16 I was authorized in 2009 demonstrate? 

17 A. The significant impact the common equity ratio has on the pre-tax ROR and 

18 I the resulting revenue requirement. Although MGE's authorized ROR in 2009 was based on 

19 I a I 0% ROE, inclusion of shot1-term debt in the capital structure, and a 6.258% cost of 

20 i long-term debt, the pre-tax ROR authorized in that case is lower than these scenarios even 

21 I though Spire Missouri has an embedded cost of debt that is over 200 basis points lower at 

22 14.13%. 
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Q. What do the above exercises demonstrate? 

A. They demonstrate that regardless of the premise underlying various alternative 

3 I capital structures, the capital structure components can be manipulated to achieve a specific 

4 I outcome. 

5 Q. What should the Commission keep in mind when it evaluates all the issues 

6 I related to capital structure in this case? 

7 A. The fact that Spire Missouri's capital structure components can be managed to 

8 I target cetiain ratios for ratemaking purposes. Spire's consolidated capital structure has to be 

9 I managed in the best interest of Spire's shareholders. Therefore, it is this capital structure that 

IO I is most representative of a market-tested capital structure. Spire is utilizing more leverage at 

11 I this level in order to achieve a lower overall cost of capital, but does not want this lower cost 

12 I of capital to be shared with ratepayers. The Commission should use this capital structure as 

13 I the benchmark for purposes of detetmining a reasonable authorized return because it 

14 I represents the debt capacity of its subsidiaries' low-risk regulated gas utility assets. 

15 I STAFF RESPONSE TO PAULINE M. AHERN'S REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

16 Capital Structure 

17 

18 

Q. 

A. 

What is Ms. Ahern's position as it relates to capital structure? 

Ms. Ahern confirms Mr. Buck's recommended capital structure. She provides 

19 I her view as to why this capital structure is more appropriate than Staffs recommendation to 

20 I use Spire Inc.'s capital structure. She does not provide testimony as to why it is appropriate 

21 I to exclude shmi-term debt. This aspect of the capital structure is addressed by Mr. Buck. 

22 

23 

Q. Ms. Ahern cites four factors identified in "The Cost of Capital - A 

Practitioner's Guide," by David C. Parcell, when explaining why she believes 
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Spire Missouri's subsidiary capital structure should be used.2 Are you familiar with these 

2 i factors and this curriculum? 

3 A. Yes. In fact, Ms. Ahern and I debated these four factors to some extent in the 

4 I Missouri-American Water Company (MA WC) rate case in 2003, Case No. WR-2003-0500. 

5 ! Although Staff has continued to recommend the use of MA WC's parent company's capital 

6 I structure, American Water Works Company Inc., and MA WC has consistently recommended 

7 I the use of a subsidiary capital structure, because the Commission has not had to make a 

8 I decision on this issue due to revenue requirement settlements in MA WC rate cases, there is 

9 

10 

11 

12 

no past Commission decision for this Commission to review for guidance. 

Q. Can you please address each of the four factors as it relates to the cuiTent 

case? 

A. Yes. 

13 I The first factor is: 

14 I Whether the subsidimy utility obtains all of its capital from its 
15 parent, or issues its own debt and preferred stock. 

16 ! As of January 2017, Spire Missouri began relying on Spire Inc. for its short-term 

17 I capital needs through Spire Inc.'s consolidated commercial paper program. Additionally, as 

18 I Staff discussed in its rebuttal testimony, Spire Inc. has made equity infusions into 

19 I Spire Missouri in the past. However, Spire Missouri does issue long-term debt directly to 

20 I third-party investors. Consequently, there is some blending of Spire Missouri's capital with 

21 I Spire, Inc., especially as it relates to short-term capital. 

22 

23 

2 David C. Parcell, "The Cost of Capital -A Practitioner's Guide," 1997, p. 4-20. 
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The second factor is: 

2 I Whether the parent guarantees any of the securities issued by 
3 the subsidiary. 

4 I Spire Inc. does not guarantee any of the securities issued by Spire Missouri. 

5 I Consequently, this factor supports using Spire Missouri's capital structure. 

6 I The third factor is: 

7 Whether the subsidiary's capital structure is independent of its 
8 parent (i.e. existence of double leverage, absence of proper 
9 relationship between risk and leverage of utility and non-utility 

IO subsidiaries). 

11 Spire Inc. issued debt to make an equity infusion in Spire Missouri in 2012. There is 

12 I no evidence of debt financed equity infusions since 2012. 

13 I The third factor is not limited to just a consideration of the use of double-leverage. 

14 i This is just one example of an item that should be evaluated to determine if the subsidiary 

15 capital structure is independent. As the language indicates, it is impmtant to evaluate 

16 I whether there is a proper relationship between risk and the amount of leverage used. Not 

17 I only is there a debate between the patties in this case on this issue, but there also appears to 

18 I be a difference in opinion between S&P and Moody's. Staff has provided S&P information 

19 I that shows it assigns Spire Missouri a corporate credit rating of 'A-' based on Spire, Inc.' s 

20 I consolidated credit risk profile, which considers Spire, Inc.'s financial risk profile (its capital 

21 I structure) and its business risk profile (its regulatory environment and management, among a 

22 

23 

24 

25 

host of many other considerations). In the Staff COS repmt, I provided quantitative 

information that shows Spire Missouri's cash flow, i.e. funds from operations ("FFO"), could 

suppmt a much higher amount of leverage and still have credit metrics consistent with S&P's 

'A-' rating. Ms. Ahern indicated in her rebuttal testimony that she could not find support for 
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1 I this calculation. Although I provided my supporting calculations in my workpapers, I will 

2 ! explain my approach now to ensure this calculation can be scrutinized. Spire Missouri's 'A-' 

3 I credit rating is assigned based on Spire's business and financial risk. Spire Missouri has a 

4 I stand-alone crediting profile ("SACP") of 'A'. Spire, Inc. is rated one notch lower than 

5 I Spire Missouri's SACP due to its aggressive financial policy. Because Spire Missouri's 

6 ! corporate credit rating is assigned based on Spire Inc.'s higher financial risk, then 

7 I Spire Missouri's financial risk should be consistent with Spire's financial risk. Spire is 

8 I expected to have an FFO/debt ratio in the range of 16% to 18%, while Spire Missouri is 

9 ! expected to have an FFO/debt ratio of approximately 20% to 22%. Spire Missouri's 

10 I FFO/debt ratio would be consistent with that of Spire, Inc. if it had an additional 

11 I $365 million of debt in its capital structure. My calculations are shown in Schedule 3. 

12 I Moody's currently assigns Spire Missouri a pro-forma unsecured rating of 'A3' as 

13 I compared to Spire Inc.'s unsecured rating of 'Baa2.' While Moody's ratings methodology 

14 i allows for additional ratings notching differential between Spire Missouri and Spire, Inc., 

15 I Moody's grid-indicated unsecured rating for Spire Missouri is 'A2' rather than the 'A3' 

16 I ultimately assigned. Therefore, Spire Missouri's Moody's rating is also impacted by 

17 I Spire, Inc.' s financial risk. 3 

18 ! In Staffs opinion, the Commission's most important consideration is to authorize a 

19 I ratemaking capital structure that is consistent with Spire Missouri's debt capacity. The 

20 I rationale for slatting with Spire, lnc.'s common equity ratio is that this is the equity ratio that 

21 I is consistent with the amount of leverage Spire, Inc. has determined the cash flows from its 

22 i gas distribution operations can suppmt, while still maintaining strong investment grade credit 

3 Moody'$ report discusses the holding company's financial risk as being a constraint on Spire Missouri's credit 
ratings. 
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1 I ratings. This capital structure represents the true debt capacity of the low-risk gas utility 

2 I assets and the lower cost of capital that is allowed by this lower risk. 

3 I The fourth factor is: 

4 I Whether the parent ( or consolidated enterprise) is diversified 
5 into non-utility operations. 

6 I The fourth factor is mainly concerned with whether one would reasonably expect the 

7 I parent consolidated capital structure to be significantly different than that of its subsidiaries 

8 I due to business risks that are widely diverse. As Staff explained in its rebuttal testimony, 

9 i Spire, Inc. is a more pure-play gas utility now than it was the last time Spire Missouri filed 

10 I rate cases on behalf of the LAC and MOE divisions. This factor supports the use of Spire, 

11 I Inc. 's consolidated capital structure. 

12 

13 

Q, 

A. 

Can you please summarize your consideration of the four factors? 

Yes. In my opinion, the third and fourth factor supp01i the use of Spire Inc.'s 

14 I consolidated capital structure; the second factor supports the use of Spire Missouri's capital 

I 5 j stmcture; while the first factor supports consideration of either capital structure. 

16 Q. On pages seven to eight of her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Ahern cites a couple of 

17 i sources to support her position that Spire Missouri's stand-alone capital structure should be 

18 I used. Do you agree that these sources support the use of Spire Missouri's capital structure? 

19 A. No. I agree with the authors that it is the risk to the capital that needs to be 

20 I considered when estimating the cost of capital. The second source indicates that a "project" 

21 ! cost of capital is different than a "firm" cost ofcapital. I agree that this may be an issue for a 

22 i diversified company, but Spire, Inc. is not a diversified company. It is predominately a gas 

23 i distribution company with its three gas distribution subsidiaries making up more than 95% of 

24 i the income from its gas utility and gas marketing business. It is clear that Spire, Inc. has 
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I I recognized that its regulated gas utility assets can support much more debt than it carries at 

2 I the subsidiary level. The consolidated capital structure represents Spire's management's 

3 I view as to the amount of leverage its subsidiaries' cash flows can support. Spire's choice to 

4 I issue debt at the holding company should not preclude the Commission from considering this 

5 i debt and the associated capital structure in the authorized ROR. 

6 Q. On page 9 of her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Ahem indicates that Spire Missouri's 

7 i capital structure is consistent with those of other gas utility operating companies. What is the 

8 I average authorized common equity ratio for gas utilities for 2017 to date? 

9 A. 50.67%, this is shown in Staff's Schedule 4-1. Schedules 4-2 through 4-4 

10 I show information for the following respective years: 2016, 2015, and 2014. 

11 Q. When explaining S&P's ratings methodology, Ms. Ahem states that 

12 I Spire, Inc.'s credit rating is a function of Spire Missouri and the rest of Spire's subsidiaries 

13 I rather than the subsidiaries' ratings being a function of Spire's consolidated credit quality. 

14 i Does this view help illustrate why Spire, Inc. can carry significant amounts of debt and still 

15 I maintain an 'A·' corporate credit rating? 

16 A. Yes. I agree with Ms. Ahem that Spire's business risk is almost purely based 

17 ! on the business risk profile of its regulated gas distribution subsidiaries. It is this low 

18 I business risk profile that affords Spire, Inc. the ability to issue debt at the holding company 

19 I level and still maintain its S&P 'A-' corporate credit rating. Because Spire, Inc.'s low-risk 

20 I gas distribution assets allow it to issue low-cost debt financing, this lower cost should be 

21 I shared with the ratepayers because they make these low-risk cash flows possible. 

22 

23 

Q. Ms. Ahern compares and contrasts S&P's and Moody's ratings methodology 

on pages 10 through 19 of her rebuttal testimony. ls she correct that Moody's methodology 

Page 13 

• 



SuiTebuttal Testimony of 
David Murray 

I I tends to give more weight to subsidiaries in general, and Spire Missouri in specific when 

2 I assigning crediting ratings? 

3 A. Yes. Staff acknowledged this in its direct testimony.4 This does not mean the 

4 I holding company's financial risk (i.e. holding company debt issuances) does not affect the 

5 I financial stability of the subsidiaries. While structural subordination is considered by both 

6 i S&P and Moody's when assigning ratings to specific debt issues, this does not mean that the 

7 I subsidiaries' ratings are not impacted by the holding company's business and financial risk. 

8 ! S&P's rating for Spire Missouri's first mortgage bond ("FMB") is 'A', its unsecured rating 

9 I for Spire Alabama is 'A-', and its unsecured rating for Spire, Inc. is 'BBB+'. These 

l O I differentiated S&P ratings are a result of the differing characteristics of the securities, with 

11 I Spire Missouri's debt being assigned the strongest rating of 'A' because it is a FMB and 

12 I Spire Alabama being assigned 'A-' because it is unsecured debt, but it is still structurally 

13 ! closer to the assets than the debt issued by Spire, which explains Spire Inc.'s 'BBB+' rating. 

14 I The key consideration is the subsidiaries' potential ratings if not for the holding company 

15 I debt issued by Spire. In the case of Spire Missouri, its FMB debt would be rated 'A+'. 

I 6 I Perhaps more unfair, but not at specific issue for the Missouri assets, is the fact that 

17 ! Alagasco's rating could be as high as 'AA-' if not for its affiliation with Spire, Inc. and its 

18 I holding company leverage. 

19 The same issues hold true for Moody's ratings of the subsidiaries. Moody's 

20 I grid-indicated rating for Spire Missouri is 'A2' for its unsecured rating, but Moody's assigns 

21 11 it a pro forma 'A3' unsecured rating. Again, Alagasco is the most impacted by Spire's 

22 I holding company debt. It has a grid-indicated rating of 'Aa2,' but because Moody's will not 

4 Staff COS Report, p. 19, I. 1, through p. 20, I. 18. 
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I I allow more than a three-notch difference between a subsidiary and its holding company, it 

2 i ultimately assigns an 'A2' rating to Alagasco's unsecured debt. 

3 Q. In Ms. Ahern's discussion about Spire's ratings being a function of the risk of 

4 I the subsidiaries' asset and financial risk, she indicates that Spire's ratings could be upgraded 

5 I or downgraded based on changes in the rating agencies' views of the risks related to the 

6 ! utilities. How could Spire, Inc. benefit if its subsidiaries are able to reduce their business risk 

7 I and financial risk? 

8 A. Spire could issue even more debt and still maintain its consolidated credit 

9 I rating. Of course, if the subsidiaries are able to reduce their business and financial risk, their 

10 I ratings would continue to be constrained by the holding company's financial risk. 

II Q. Pages I 5 to 17 of Ms. Ahern' s rebuttal testimony discuss various conditions 

12 I from the Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. GM-2013-0254 and GM-2001-342 to 

13 I support her position that Spire Missouri is insulated from Spire, Inc. Is her contention 

14 I consistent with the Company's position in past cases? 

15 A. No. As I explained in my rebuttal testimony, Mr. Buck did not recognize 

16 I these Stipulation and Agreements ("S&A") when arguing for the use of Laclede Group's 

17 I consolidated capital structure in Case No. GR-2014-0007. While Staff and other parties 

18 I attempted to provide some safeguards in the S&A, most of these safeguards are reactionary 

19 II and the thresholds for reaction are quite low. 

20 Q. Considering that these conditions have not been recognized as being stringent 

21 I enough to achieve S&P ratings separation, what can be done to ensure Spire Missouri's 

22 I financial condition is not negatively impacted by Spire, Inc.? 
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A. If the Commission authorizes Spire Missouri a capital structure consistent 

2 ! with its parent company's more leveraged capital structure, Spire, Inc. will have a direct 

3 i incentive to reduce the amount of leverage at the holding company in order to be authorized a 

4 I higher equity ratio in subsequent rate cases. 

5 I Return on Common Equity 

6 

7 

Q. 

A. 

What is Ms. Ahern's primary concern about your recommended ROE? 

Ms. Ahem does not believe I should benchmark the recommended allowed 

8 I ROE in this case to the Commission's recent allowed ROE of9.5% for KCPL. She indicates 

9 I that the cost of equity for the gas utility industry should be determined based on an 

10 I assessment of just gas utility companies. While I agree that each subsector of the utility 

11 I industry should be judged on its own merits, a comparison of the differing risk and return 

12 i characteristics of of the various subsectors of the utility industry will help the Commission 

13 I determine if it should authorize Spire Missouri an ROE different from that which it recently 

14 I allowed KCPL. 

15 Q. Ms. Ahem's rebuttal testimony claims that "comparisons of the relative risk 

16 I between natural gas distribution companies and electric companies are not of any relevance 

17 ! in the dete1mination of the return on common equity for the Companies. "5 Do you agree? 

18 A. No. The Commission carefully analyzed all utility capital market evidence 

19 I when it set an allowed ROE of 9.5% for KCPL in its recent rate case. The Commission was 

20 I able to compare the capital market evidence it heard in the 2016 rate case to the evidence it 

21 I heard in the 2014 UE and KCPL rate cases in which it decided an allowed ROE of 

22 I approximately 9.5% was reasonable. In the 2014 UE rate case the Commission indicated the 

5 Ahem Rebuttal, p. 39, 11. 6-8. 
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1 I following in Paragraph 13 of its Report and Order to suppo11 its decision to lower UE's 

2 I allowed ROE to 9.53%:6 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

JO 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

In its decision regarding Ameren Missouri's last rate case, the 
Commission established an ROE of9.8 percent. Since 2012, when 
that case was decided, interest rates have declined by 
approximately 37 basis points. Fm1hermore, utility stock prices 
have increased and their dividend yields have gone down. This 
indicates that utilities' cost of capital has decreased because they 
need to seII fewer shares to generate the capital they need to 
supp mt their investments. As MIEC' s witness, Michael Gorman, 
explained: "Because the price of stock has gone up and the other 
parameters of the stock have not significantly changed, that's a 
clear indication that investors have reduced their required cost of 
capital which has bid up the stock price." This suggests the ROE 
allowed to Ameren Missouri should also be decreased. 

16 I The Commission confomed this in Paragraph 32 of its Report and Order in the 2014 KCPL 

17 I rate case, Case No. ER-2014-0470 and reaffirmed its decision in KCPL's recent rate case, 

18 I Case No. ER-2016-0285. 

19 I Considering the fact that macroeconomic and capital market conditions impact all 

20 i subsectors of the utility industry similarly, e.g. price/earnings ratios and dividend yields, the 

21 I Commission's allowed ROE in the recent KCPL rate case should be considered for purposes 

22 I of determining what is a fair and reasonable allowed ROE for gas utility assets. Although I 

23 I agree with Ms. Ahem that a fair and reasonable allowed ROE for natural gas distribution 

24 I companies should be based on the specific risk profile of this subsector of the regulated 

25 I utility industry, investors consistently compare the price they are willing to pay for gas utility 

26 I stocks as compared to electric utility stocks based on the risk and growth profile of each 

27 I indushy. A careful and thoughtful comparison of the differences in the market trading 

28 I multiples, dividend yields and growth rates can provide the Commission with valuable 

6 Footnotes omitted. 
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insight to determine if its recent allowed ROE of 9.5% for KCPL would also be fair and 

reasonable for Spire Missouri. Staff has provided market inf01mation that shows the 

Commission's allowed ROE of 9.5% for riskier, vertically-integrated electric utility assets 

would be too high for Spire Missouri's regulated gas utility assets. 

Q. Can you provide additional infonnation that compares trading multiples for all 

subsectors of the utility industiy? 

A. Yes. The below graph shows the PIE ratios7 of Staffs proxy groups for 

current and recent electric, gas, and water rate cases: 
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Figure 1 - Source: S&P CapIQ 

As can be seen in the above graph, Staffs gas utility proxy group is trading almost 3 

times higher than electric utilities on a price to forward earnings basis. While this may be in 

part due to higher expected near-tenn growth for the gas utility industry, it is also due to 

lower perceived risk in the gas utility industty. The Commission should consider this 

7 For the five-year period September 30, 2012 through September 30, 2017. 
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1 I directly observable information when deciding whether its recent 9.5% allowed ROE is too 

2 I high for Spire Missouri's gas assets. 

3 I In fact, the above chatt shows that an allowed ROE of 9.5% for Missouri's large 

4 I electric utilities may be too high in the current market environment considering the fact that 

5 I electric utility companies are trading at higher PIE ratios than they were at the time the 

6 I Commission evaluated the evidence in the recent KCPL rate case. If stock prices increase at 

7 I a faster rate than dividends, then dividend yields will move inversely to PIE ratios. The 

8 I general decline in dividend yields for the three subsectors of the utility industry is shown in 

9 I the below graph (using same five-year time period above): 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

Market Charts 
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j 
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Source: S1'lL Financial 
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1 I Apparently, the annual dividend wasn't picked up on May 2 and 3, 2013 for the water utility 

2 I proxy group, explaining the brief blip. Otherwise, the relationships are fairly typical over the 

3 I last five years for the three subsectors. Considering the fact that the hearings for the KCPL 

4 irate case occurred in Februa1y 2017, it is relevant to consider that the electric proxy group 

5 I dividend yields were about 3.25% at the time. As can be seen in the graph, electric utility 

6 I dividend yields are now below 3%, which are all time lows. 

7 I Considering that equity trading multiples imply a lower cost of equity for electric 

8 I utilities now compared to last year and that gas utilities trade at higher premiums to that of 

9 I electric companies, this data overwhelming supports authorizing Spire Missouri an ROE 

1 O ! lower than what the Commission would authorize its larger electric utilities. Staff 

11 

12 

13 

14 

recommends that the Commission authorize Spire Missouri an ROE no higher than 9.25%. 

Q. Did you provide any investment community commenta1y that supports a 

25-basis point difference in the gas and electric industries' cost of equity? 

A. Yes. I provided Wells Fargo's commentary in the Staff COS Report that 

15 I indicated it uses a cost of equity that is 25 basis points lower for gas utilities as compared to 

16 I electric utilities. 8 

17 Q. Does recent investment commentary continue to support the Commission 

18 i authorizing a lower allowed ROE for gas utility assets? 

19 A. Yes. For example, U.S. Capital Advisors indicated the following m an 

20 I October 25, 2017, report: 

21 We believe rich valuations reflect investor continuing appetite 
22 for yields above risk-free rates, ongoing M&A activity and 
23 optimism for tax and regulatory policy benefits under Trump. 

8 Staff COS Report, p. 40, I. 25 through p. 41, I. 3. 
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1 I Notably, share prices remain inflated despite continued positive 
2 economic data and Fed rate hikes. 9 

3 
4 I The same report went on to indicate the following about gas utilities specifically: 

5 Gas Utilities: Gas utes [abbreviation] trading at -22x PIE 
6 [estimated EPS for 2019) and -1 lx EVIEBITDA [2019 
7 EBITDA], unchanged vs. Q2, inflated we think by ongoing 
8 M&A activity and two turns above high end of historic 
9 trading ranges. 10 

10 I A 22x PIE ratio is higher than typical even if it is based on the expected EPS over the 

11 I next 12 months, let alone for 12 months over two years out. As the Commission can see 

12 I from the above graph, utility PIE ratios are consistently trading at much higher levels than 

13 I historical averages even during the last seven or so years of low interest rates. In fact, as 

14 I U.S. Capital Advisors points out, gas utilities are trading a full two turns higher (22x vs. 20x) 

15 I than the high end of historic trading ranges. Staff's graph above shows they are trading 

16 I about eight to nine turns higher than they were just five years ago. 

17 Q. Do rating agencies typically view regulated local gas distribution companies 

18 I as having less business risk than vertically-integrated electric utilities? 

19 

20 

21 

A. Yes. Standard & Poor's applies its "Low Volatility" financial metrics table to 

Spire and Spire Missouri to determine its credit ratings as compared to the 

"Medial Volatility" table for KCPL and Ameren Missouri. The "Low Volatility" table 

22 I allows companies to incur more financial risk than companies rated based on the "Medial 

23 I Volatility" table and still be assigned similar credit ratings. For example, because Spire's 

24 I FFO/debt ratio was around 15% in 2016 and is expected to be in the 16% to 18% range in the 

25 I next couple of years, S&P would consider Spire to have an "Intermediate" amount of 

9 Daniel M. Fidell, "Q3' 17 Downstream Earnings Preview," U.S. Capital Advisors, October 25, 2017, p. 8. 
10 Id p. 8. 
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1 I financial risk under the "Low Volatility" table. If Spire's business risk were consistent with 

2 I that of KCPL and Ameren Missouri, this same FFO/debt ratio would be consistent with a 

3 I "Significant" amount of financial risk under the "Medial Volatility" table. This justifies a 

4 I one-to-two notch differential in assigned credit ratings between the two industries. 

5 I Additionally, Moody's ratings methodology for electric and gas utilities indicates the 

6 ! following: 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

Lower financial metric thresholds have been introduced for 
certain utilities viewed as having lower business risk, for 
instance many US natural gas local distribution companies 
(LDCs) and ce1tain US electric transmission and distribution 
companies (T &Ds, which lack generation but generally retain 
some procurement responsibilities for customers). 11 

The consensus market view that gas utility assets are less risky than 

15 I vertically-integrated electric utility companies reveals itself in average allowed ROEs as 

16 I well. According to RRA data, average allowed ROEs for natural gas companies have been 

17 I 27 to 38 basis points lower than allowed ROEs for vertically-integrated electric utilities in 

18 ! 2016 and 2017 (see Schedules 4-1 through 4-4 and Schedules 5-1 through 5-4). This would 

19 I suppott the Commission allowing Spire Missouri an ROE below Staff's recommendation 

20 I of9.25%. 

21 Q. Are there any market indicators that contradict the general view that gas 

22 ! utilities are typically viewed as less risky than electric utilities? 

23 

24 

A. Yes. Equity betas of gas utilities are similar to those of electric utilities. This 

implies a similar required return for both industries. However, considering there is a 

25 I considerable amount of market data and investment commentary that supports a lower risk 

11 Ratings Methodology: Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities, December 21, 2013, Moody's Investors Service, 
p. 3. 
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profile view of gas utilities, Staff still recommends the Commission authorize Spire Missouri 

a lower allowed ROE than KCPL. 

Q. Ms. Ahem claims that you should have relied exclusively on security analysts' 

4 I estimated five-year CAGR in EPS in your DCF to estimate the cost of equity. She cites 

5 I several sources to support her claim that this is in fact what investors do. Are you aware of 

6 I any practical investment commentary from any of the authors of these articles that 

7 I contradicts Ms. Ahern' s testimony? 

8 A. Yes. I discussed this extensively in the Ameren Missouri rate case, Case No. 

9 I ER-2012-0166, but I will specifically address Ms. Ahern's inco1Tect inte1pretation of the 

10 I John G. Cragg and Bmton G. Malkiel study. Ms. Ahem concludes that because Cragg and 

11 I Malkiel found that security analysts' recommendations affect stock prices, this proves that 

12 I investors use the security analysts' projected 5-year CAGR in EPS as the constant growth 

13 I rate in a single-stage DCF analysis. Cragg and Malkiel did not detennine this proof in their 

14 I study nor did they intend for readers to conclude this was their proof. 

15 ! The conclusion of this academic study was that equity analysts' expectations had a 

16 I greater influence on stock prices compared to simple extrapolations of historical financial 

17 I data. Staff believes this conclusion is logical considering the vast amounts of resources 

18 I dedicated to the discipline of securities analysis. This does not translate into a proof that 

19 I investors use projected five-year CAGR in EPS as a constant growth rate in the single-stage 

20 I DCF methodology. In fact, the Cragg and Malkiel did not even use the DCF valuation model 

21 I when testing their hypothesis regarding the influence of analysts' projections on stock prices. 

22 ! It is more plausible to conclude that, because investors rely on equity analysts' expectations, 

23 I they rely on their investment recommendations ( e.g. buy, sell or hold). Equity analysts' 
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I I investment recommendations are based on their assessment of the intrinsic value of a given 

2 I stock. Analysts' methodologies for estimating a fair price varies, but most at least assess the 

3 I current price-to-forward earnings ratios both on a consensus basis and on the analysts' own 

4 I estimates. If the analyst believes the company can grow its earnings faster than the 

5 consensus and/or the company deserves a higher price-to-earnings ("p/e") ratio than the 

6 I consensus, then the analyst will expect a higher return than the consensus. In Staff's 

7 i experience, this is the primary purpose for providing both absolute EPS forecasts and EPS 

8 I growth rate forecasts. It allows investors to estimate a potential justified p/e multiple. 

9 Cragg and Malkiel specifically indicated the following in their study: 

IO We would not argue that these estimates necessarily give an 
11 accurate picture of general market expectations. It would, 
12 however, seem reasonable to suggest that they are 
13 representative of opinions of some of the largest professional 
14 investment institutions and that they may not be wholly 
I 5 unrepresentative of more general expectations. Since 
I 6 investors consult professional investment institutions in 
17 forming their own expectations, individuals' expectations 
I 8 may be strongly influenced-and so reflect-those of their 
19 advisers. That several of our pa1ticipating firms find it 
20 worthwhile to publish these projections and provide them to 
21 their customers provides prima facie evidence that a ce1tain 
22 segment of the market places some reliance on such 
23 information in forming its own expectations. Also, insofar as 
24 other security analysts and investors follow the same sorts of 
25 procedures as those used by our sample analysts in forming 
26 expectations, general investors' expectations would resemble 
27 those of the analysts. Consequently, these predictions may well 
28 serve as acceptable proxies for general expectations and surely 
29 seem worthy of detailed analysis. ( emphasis added) 

30 I Considering the above information, in which the foundation for the study concludes 

31 I that investors rely and depend on their investment advisors, and therefore, stock prices reflect 

32 I these expectations, it is imperative for ROR witnesses to understand how these advisors 

33 I perform their investment analyses rather than using their growth rates without understanding 
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I I the context in which they are used. Staff has consistently analyzed investment analysts' 

2 I research reports and it has NEVER seen an investment analyst assume a utility stock will 

3 I grow at a constant rate consistent with analysts' projected 5-year CAGR in EPS. To assume 

4 i that investors utilize the information provided by equity analysts in a way that is wholly 

5 I inconsistent with how the very analysts that provide them use them, is not suppmted by any 

6 I evidence. 

7 I Equity analysts often use the dividend discount model ("DDM") to estimate a fair 

8 I price to pay for the stock. The DDM is synonymous with the DCF in utility ratemaking 

9 I settings. The DCF in utility ratemaking is simply solving for the required return/cost of 

10 I equity variable. In valuation, the goal is to solve for the fair price of the stock. Consequently, 

11 I if equity analysts are of value to their clients, then the stock prices will reflect their estimates 

12 i of future dividends and the required return on these dividends. Consequently, if one accepts 

13 I the studies that security analysts' expectations influence investors, which is the conclusion 

14 I made by Malkiel and Cragg, then this means that stock prices reflect the cost of equity used 

15 I by these very same analysts. Staffs experience has been that these equity discount rates are 

I 6 II usually much lower than cost of equity estimates provided by ROR witnesses in utility rate 

17 I cases. Staff has provided many examples in recent rate cases that indicate equity analysts use 

18 i equity discount rates in the 6% to 7% range when valuing utility stocks in the current capital 

19 I market environment, with some estimates even in the 5% range. However, this does not 

20 11 mean that these equity analysts expect commissions to allow an ROE equivalent to the 

21 i market-implied cost of equity. If allowed ROEs were set equal to the cost of equity, this 

22 i would cause downward pressure on the stock price of a company whose earnings rely 

23 I primarily on the regulated utility operations. This is the case because utility stock prices 
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1 I currently reflect investors' expectations of regulators continuing to allow returns in the 9% 

2 I range. 

3 II Considering the fact that the Cragg and Malkiel study is the foundation for other 

4 ! studies that are often cited to support the use of projected five-year CAGR in EPS as the 

5 I constant growth rate in the DCF, it is important to understand how at least one of the authors 

6 i estimated required returns on stocks in his past studies and how he estimated required returns 

7 II recently. In his May 1979 study, "The Capital Fonnation Problem in the United States," 

8 ! Malkiel estimated the required returns on the Dow Jones Industrial Average by using Value 

9 ! Line growth rates for the first five years. This growth rate was then reduced over time to that 

10 I of the expected real growth rate of the economy, which was 3 .6% at the time. 
12 

11 ! In a January 5, 2012, editorial in the Wall Street Journal, "Where to Put Your Money 

12 j in 2012," Burton G. Malkiel provided his opinion on the long-run return expectations for 

13 ! U.S. equities. Malkiel used a fairly simple approach by indicating that earnings and 

14 I dividends in the market have grown at an approximate 5% rate over the long run. He simply 

15 I added this long-run growth rate to the cun-ent approximate 2% dividend yield on the 

16 I U.S. stock market to arrive at a long-run return estimate of7% for the U.S. stock market. If 

17 I Malkiel believed investors projected returns based on projected five-year CAGR in EPS on 

I 8 I the U.S. stock market, then he would have projected a long-run return of approximately 

19 112.3% (2% dividend yield plus equity analysts' projected five-year CAGR in EPS of 10.3% 

20 I for the S&P 500 at the time). He did not. While Malkiel and Cragg's studies certainly 

21 ! concluded that security analysts' estimates have an impact on share prices, they did not 

12 The use of a real GDP growth rate for perpetual growth is consistent with Goldman Sachs' valuation 
approach discussed in the last rate case, Case No. ER-20ll-0028. While the Commission interpreted this to 
mean that inflation needed to be added to the real GDP growth rate to make the analysis correct, Malkiel made 
it clear that he purposely chose real GDP as a perpetual growth rate, but also indicated an argument could be 
made to use nominal GDP. 
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1 I conclude that investors would assume security analysts' five-year EPS growth rate forecasts 

2 I are a proxy for perpetual growth. 

3 I Consequently, Ms. Ahern's testimony, which states that the academic literature 

4 I supp01ts "the exclusive use of those forecasts in the DCF analyses"13 is wrong. 

5 Q. On page 27 of her Rebuttal testimony, Ms. Ahern cites information from the 

6 I Bureau of Economic Analysis to attempt to prove that utilities' growth rates should not be 

7 I constrained by GDP growth. Have you evaluated the same information Ms. Ahern cites? 

8 A. Yes. Staff evaluated the utility industry's contribution to GDP in detail in 

9 I Ameren Missouri's rate case in 2012, Case No. ER-2012-0166. For purposes of this case, 

IO I Staff updated the data it had evaluated to show the results for the last few years. According 

11 I to Staffs analysis of the utilities industry data available since 1947, as illustrated below and 

12 I in Schedule 6, the utilities industry made up less than 2% of GDP until the middle 1950s and 

13 ! then gradually increased to just shy of 3% of GDP in the 1980s and 1990s. However, since 

14 I the late 1990s, utilities contribution to GDP has declined to below 2% and since 2000 has 

15 I leveled off to between 1.5% and 1.75%. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 continued on next page 

13 Ahem Rebuttal, p. 26, II. 18-21. 
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2 II Although it appears that utilities may contribute less to GDP going forward, if utilities 

3 I continue to contribute the same percentage to GDP as they have for the last few years, then it 

4 I is possible that the aggregate growth of total value added may be similar to that of aggregate 

5 I GDP growth. It is extremely important to understand that this data represents total value 

6 I added to GDP, not just aggregate earnings to shareholders or, more importantly, EPS and/or 

7 i DPS, which is the primary focus of investors. If utilities are to be able to continue to add 

8 I value to the economy, they will have to be innovative because the U.S. economy is not nearly 

9 I as energy-intensive as it once was. 
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1 I Although the GDP data does show some relationship between aggregate GDP growth 

2 I and utilities' contribution to aggregate GDP growth, it is interesting to note that the total 

3 ! value added from the utilities' sector grew faster than aggregate GDP for a period, but during 

4 ! its decline it grew at a rate slower than GDP. However, the data on utilities contribution to 

5 I GDP proves that at least over the long-tenn, the utilities have not been able to sustain growth 

6 i higher than that of GDP. Othe1wise the trend line would still be increasing. 

7 Q. On page 27 of her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Ahern claims that the growth in 

8 I nominal GDP over the period 1947 to 2016 was 106.22% and the growth in utility value 

9 I added to GDP for the same period was 119.02%. Do you agree with Ms. Ahern's 

10 I calculations? 

11 A. No. Ms. Ahern's calculation of growth in the economy for the period 1947 

12 I through 2016 implies that U.S. GDP has barely doubled in size over this period. Her growth 

13 i percentage implies that U.S. nominal GDP has achieved a compound annual growth rate of 

14 I only 1.05% for this period. Her calculati_ons are inaccurate. U.S. nominal GDP increased by 

15 I 7,329% over this period for a compound annual growth rate of 6.44%. The utility industry's 

16 I value added to GDP increased by 8,213% over the same period for a compound annual 

17 I growth rate of 6.62%. Therefore, although Ms. Ahern's calculations are inconect, she is still 

18 I correct that for the period 194 7 through 2016, the value added for utilities grew at faster rate 

19 I than the overall economy. 

20 Q. Does this information prove that utilities, or any other industty for that matter, 

21 I can grow at a faster rate than the economy in perpetuity? 

22 A. No. When an industty is in its infancy its contribution to GDP is going to 

23 I start out very low, but as the industry grows through its life-cycle it will grow at a rate faster 
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1 I than that of the economy; when it matures, it will grow at a rate similar to that of the 

2 i economy; and when it is at the end of its life-cycle, it will grow at a rate slower than that of 

3 I the economy. From the period 1984 through 2000, the utility value added to GDP was in a 

4 i steady state of decline. Since 2000, utilities have grown at a rate similar to that of aggregate 

5 GDP. However, with the threat of various alternatives to centralized utility services 

6 ! becoming a reality, as well as an increased focus on conservation and efficiency, it is 

7 i illogical to expect that utilities will achieve the same higher growth as they achieved for the 

8 I period 1947 through 1984, which was 9.69% on a compound annual basis as compared to 

9 17.81 % for the overall economy. 

10 I Although the utilities can grow at rates faster or slower than the economy in 

11 ! short-term periods, it is impossible for any industry, let alone the utility industry, to grow in 

12 I perpetuity at rate faster than aggregate GDP growth. Otherwise that industly would become 

13 i the economy itself. 

14 

15 

16 

Q. Ms. Ahern claims you should have used projected interest rates in your 

CAPM rather than current interest rates. How do you respond? 

A. Using a projected interest rate in a CAPM analysis would be similar to using 

17 I projected stock prices in a DCF analysis. The fact of the matter is both current bond prices 

18 I and stock prices already reflect investors' expectations of future interest rates, whether they 

19 ! are expected to increase or decrease. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Q. Can you provide an example of why using projected interest rates violates the 

basic tenets of finance and risk arbitrage? 

A. Yes. The current yield on U.S. Treasury bonds reflects investors' expectations 

of the interest rate environment for the foreseeable future. If investors believed that they 
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I I could achieve higher yields in the future, then they would not buy long-term bonds today, 

2 I because they would experience a capital loss when interest rates increase. If an investor 

3 I purchased a newly issued $1,000, 30-year U.S. Treasury bond today at a coupon rate of 

4 I 2.9%, this would entitle the investor to semiannual coupon payments of $14.50 for the next 

5 I 30 years and a return of the $1,000 principal at maturity. If these payments are discounted at 

6 I the current required rate of 2.90%, then the present value of this stream of payments is 

7 I exactly equal to the $1,000 initial investment. However, if investors expected the 30-year 

8 IT-bond rate to increase to 3.65% as Ms. Ahem suggests in her CAPM analysis, then the 

9 I investor that purchased the 2.90% bond today would see the value of their $1,000 bond 

IO I investment decline to $865 next year. While it is possible that some investors may be strong 

11 I enough in their convictions to short long-term treasury bonds because they expect interest 

12 I rates to increase by this much, it is obvious that the consensus of investors, i.e., the market, 

13 ! are not doing so, otherwise the prices of bonds would have already dropped to levels that 

14 I would push interest rates up to this higher projected level. 

15 Q. If utility stock investors expected long-term interest rates to increase to these 

16 I levels in the near future, would they be rational in deciding to purchase utility stocks today 

17 i considering their cun-ent valuation levels? 

18 A. No. Investors purchasing utility stocks at cun-cnt higher p/e ratios would 

19 I have to knowingly buy utility stocks with the expectation that they will experience a loss in 

20 I the value of their investments. Unless an investor thinks they can time the market and sell 

21 I his/her investment in a utility stock before interest rates increase, then he/she has accepted 

22 I this interest rate risk and is willing to incur this risk. 

Page 31 

• 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Surrebuttal Testimony of 
David Murray 

Q. ** 

_______________________________ ?** 

A. ** 

** 

Q. Ms. Ahem criticizes your use of historical realized risk premiums as opposed 

12 I to providing estimated equity risk premiums based on current market conditions. What is a 

13 I common approach for determining expected returns on the market? 

14 A. Many market participants will perfo1m a DCF analysis on the S&P 500. This 

15 I method is explained in the CF A Program curriculum. In fact, in the previously discussed 

16 I WSJ article in which Burton Malkiel provided an estimate of a projected market return, his 

17 I approach was based on DCF theory. He simply added a long-term normalized growth rate in 

18 I EPS to the current dividend yield to project the returns on the S&P 500. While this was a 

19 I simplified approach, it certainly provides a reality check to Ms. Ahern' s average projected 

20 I market return of 11.18% based on adding an average equity risk premium of 7 .53% to a 

21 I projected risk-free rate of3.65%. 

22 
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Q. Are you aware of a source that typically provides an estimated equity risk 

2 II premium on a yearly basis? 

3 A. Yes. Duff & Phelps ("D&P") provides an annual update on its advised equity 

4 i risk premium for the U.S. markets. D&P characterizes this equity risk premium as 

5 l conditional because it is applied to a normalized risk-free rate of 3.50%. D&P normalizes 

6 I the risk-free rate due to the fact that long-term interest rates have continued to be very low, 

7 ! which D&P attributed to the aggressive monetary policy actions taken by the Fed over the 

8 I last several years. In order to determine the inferred equity risk premium based on current 

9 I interest rates, D&P simply deducted the 9% expected market return from the risk-free rate of 

10 12.79% at the time to arrive at an infe1Ted market risk premium of 6.21 %. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

** 

? ** 

** 

** 
Ms. Ahern takes issue with your "rule of thumb" reasonableness test for 

22 i various reasons, including that she believes the source is outdated. Is this "rule of thumb" 

23 I test still part of the Chartered Financial Analyst ("CFA") Program curriculum? 
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A. Yes. However, the risk premium range applied to a company's own bond 

2 i yield is now 3% to 5%14 rather than the 3% to 4% in the 2002 publication that was part of 

3 I the CF A curriculum when I went through the program. However, being that the "rule of 

4 i thumb" is based on an evaluation of the broader capital markets in the U.S., it certainly is 

5 ! logical and rational to conclude that the risk premium applied to utility bonds should be no 

6 I higher than 3% considering the fact that utility stocks are viewed by capital market 

7 i participants as bond alternatives. Staff has observed utility equity analysts using equity 

8 I discount rates (i.e. costs of equity) less than 2% over current utility bond yields. 

9 I Based on recent over-the-counter ("OTC") trades on a couple of Laclede Gas 

10 I Company bonds, the current required yield is about 4%. Adding 3% to this bond yield 

11 I results in a cost of equity estimate of around 7%, which proves that Ms. Ahern's cost of 

12 I equity estimates do not pass simple reasonableness checks. 

13 Q. Ms. Ahern claims that because Value Line's projected book ROEs on your 

14 I proxy companies are higher than your recommended allowed ROE for Spire Missouri, your 

15 I recommendation is inadequate. 15 Does this demonstrate an inadequate allowed ROE? 

16 A. No. First, this is a circular argument because investors' projections for earned 

17 I RO Es are heavily influenced by the rate setting process. If they believe commissions will 

18 ! lower allowed RO Es to recognize a lower cost of capital environment, then they will lower 

19 i their expected RO Es. If they expect commissions to hold allowed RO Es constant, then they 

20 I will project RO Es based on current levels. 

14 Courtois, Y., Drake, P., & Lai, G. (2007), Cost of Capital. Reading 36, Corporate Finance and Portfolio 
Management, CFA Program Curriculum, 2017, Level I, Volume 4. 
15 Ahern Rebuttal, p. 39, I. 21 -p. 41, I. 3. 
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1 I Second, Ms. Ahem claims that setting an allowed ROE lower than expected returns 

2 I on other gas companies is inconsistent with the comparable returns principle set out in the 

3 I Hope decision. It is the circularity of setting allowed returns based on other monopoly 

4 I utilities' earned returns that is problematic for determining a fair return based on current 

5 I market conditions. This is the appeal of setting the allowed ROE based on insight provided 

6 I by modem financial models, such as the DCF, that estimate required returns based on 

7 11 economic and capital market information. Because the DCF directly considers stock prices, 

8 I if utilities' stock prices are bid up due to lower interest rates and/or due to a decline in a 

9 i utilities' business risks, the investors' changed return requirement will be reflected in the 

10 I model's results. Because a utility stock changes value based on the investors' evaluation of 

11 I not only other utilities in the industry, but the risk/return tradeoff compared to all other 

12 I possible investment alternatives, the modem cost of equity methods are considered consistent 

13 ! with the Hope case. 

14 I Third, Ms. Ahern's position presumes that the Value Line book ROEs are a reliable 

15 I benchmark to assess earnings levels on equity invested in operating utility companies. For 

16 I example, as is the case with Spire, Inc. and Spire Missouri, the book value of the common 

17 I equity of these companies has been written up to reflect the amount paid for MGE, Alagasco 

18 I the Energy Sonth gas utilities. In the case of Spire Missouri's acquisition ofMGE, the book 

19 I value of its common equity was increased by $210 million to account for the excess of the 

20 I purchase price over MGE's identifiable assets. Dividing Spire Missouri's net income for the 

21 ! twelve-months ended September 30, 2017, of$113 million by the higher average book value 

22 II of equity for 2017, indicates an earned ROE of 10.09% for 2017. However, if 
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1 I Spire Missouri's net income is divided by the average amount of tangible common equity for 

2 I 2017, the earned ROE is 12.13%. 

3 Q. Have you already addressed Ms. Ahem's position about the need for a 

4 I flotation cost adjustment and an additional risk adjustment? 

5 A. Yes. I addressed this in my rebuttal testimony. Please see pages 17-18 of my 

6 I rebuttal testimony. Ms. Ahem's rebuttal testimony has not caused me to change my position. 

7 I The Company had expressly agreed to not pursue recovery of transaction costs associated 

8 I with equity issuances to make its acquisitions. 

9 I STAFF RESPONSE TO MICHAEL P. GORMAN'S REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

10 Q. 

11 I testimony? 

12 

13 

14 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

What issue are you going to address regarding Mr. Gorman's rebuttal 

I will address Mr. Gorman' s recommended ratemaking capital structure. 

What is Mr. Gorman's recommended ratemaking capital structure? 

Mr. Gorman recommends a ratemaking capital structure that consists of 

15 147.2% common equity and 52.8% long-term debt. 

16 Q. Is Mr. Gorman's recommended capital structure premised on the consolidated 

17 I holding company, Spire, Inc., or the subsidiary, Spire Missouri? 

18 

19 

A. 

Q. 

Spire Missouri. 

If the Company is also recommending a subsidiary capital structure, why are 

20 i the common equity ratios so divergent? 

21 A. Mr. Gorman recommends reducing the common equity amount by the 

22 j Company's $210 million goodwill asset booked when it acquired the MGE assets. Goodwill 
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is an intangible asset that cannot be tied to plant and equipment or any other tangible assets 

associated with the MGE acquisition. 

Q. Why does Mr. Go1man remove an amount of equity equal to the goodwill 

4 I asset from his recommended capital structure? 

5 A. Mr. Gorman is attempting to reconcile Spire Missouri's capital structure to its 

6 I rate base. Because Spire Missouri acquired MGE at a price well above the book value of 

7 I assets, Spire Missouri could not attribute the entire purchase price to identifiable assets. 

8 I Consequently, it had to create a goodwill asset for the amount of the purchase price over the 

9 I identifiable assets. 

10 i Because Spire Missouri's rates are set based on the book value of the original 

11 I investment in the MGE system, the acquisition financing Spire Missouri issued to acquire 

12 I MGE is not the original capital used to construct and maintain the MGE assets. 

13 Q. In your opinion, should matching capital structure components to rate base be 

14 I the primary concern in setting a fair and reasonable allowed ROR? 

15 A. No. In fact, due to utility assets, such as MGE, changing hands several times, 

16 I it is often impractical. The Commission should authorize a debt ratio that is consistent with 

17 I the amount of debt capacity Spire, Inc. 's regulated utility assets have allowed it to issue. 

18 I Although Alagasco's and EnergySouth's cash flows contribute to Spire Missouri's cash 

19 I flows, all of the subsidiaries' cash flows provided Spire, Inc. its debt capacity to leverage 

20 I these acquisitions. Setting the authorized capital structure based on Spire, Inc.' s consolidated 

21 I capital structure most closely matches the amount of leverage supported by Spire, Inc.'s 

22 ! regulated subsidiaries. 

Page 37 

-



1 

2 

3 

Surrebuttal Testimony of 
DavidMmny 

Q. Should Mr. Gorman's recommended capital structure include short-term debt 

if the Commission includes gas inventories in rate base? 

A. Yes. Staffs Schedule 7 shows the average qua1terly percentage ofsh01t-te1m 

4 ! debt in excess of CWIP that Spire Missouri has carried over the period September 30, 2013 

5 I through September 30, 2017. 

6 Q. Does your approach for determining the amount of shott-term debt to include 

7 I in the authorized capital structure allow for a direct reconciliation for the proportion of gas 

8 I inventories as they relate to rate base? 

9 A. No. David Sommerer's surrebuttal testimony addresses the specific pros and 

10 I cons of rate basing gas inventory as opposed to collecting carrying charges in the PGA/ACA 

11 I process. 

Q. If the Commission were not to allow gas inventories in rate base, how much 12 

13 

14 

shmt-term debt should be included in the allowed capital structure? 

A. None. Because Spire Missouri's average balance of gas inventories for the 

15 II period 2013 through 2016 was approximately 7.75% of Spire Missouri's capital structure 

16 I over the same period, this would justify the exclusion of all short-term debt for purposes of 

17 I setting the allowed ROR in the general rate case. 

18 Q. If the Commission adopts Mr. Gonnan's recommended capital structure, how 

19 I can the capital structure be adjusted to include short-term debt? 

20 A. Based on Staffs methodology of including an average short-term debt balance 

21 I over the full rate cycle, this amount would be added to the total long-term capital in 

22 I Mr. Gorman's recommended capital structure. This would reduce the common equity ratio 

23 II to 44.11 % and allow for the capital structure to consist of 6.53% short-term debt. However, 
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I I this common equity ratio would be below even that carried at Spire, Inc. on a consolidated 

2 i basis. 

3 I Another method would be to simply keep the common equity ratio fixed at 47 .20% 

4 I and replace 6.53% of long-term debt with sho11-term debt. This would reduce the percentage 

5 I of long-term debt to 46.27%. 

6 II Regardless of the method, the Commission should include short-term debt in the 

7 ! capital structure if gas inventories are included in rate base. This is consistent with the logic 

8 I the parties agreed to in 2005 when they decided a carrying charge on short-term assets should 

9 I be based on the cost of short-tenn capital. 

10 ! SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

11 Q. What are the main points the Commission should consider in determining an 

12 I appropriate capital structure and fair rate of return for Spire Missouri? 

13 A. The Commission should authorize a capital structure that is consistent with 

14 I Spire Missouri's business risk profile. Spire's debt capacity is attributed to its low-risk 

15 I regulated utility assets. It is simply unfair for Spire to use the debt capacity of its subsidiaries 

16 I to lever its returns. If ratepayers are to be charged for a more equity rich capital structure 

17 ! than its parent company, then they should receive the benefit of a credit rating consistent with 

18 I the risk profile they support. Spire's current financing strategy does not allow this to occur. 

19 I The Commission should also recognize that valuation metrics as well as equity and 

20 I debt investor commentary support authorizing a lower allowed ROE for gas utility assets. 

21 I Therefore, the Commission should authorize a 9.25% ROE for Spire Missouri. 

22 

23 

Q. 

A. 

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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Capital Structure Scenarios as of September 30, 2017 

for Laclede and MGE 

Spire, Inc. as of September 30, 2017 

All dollar amounts are i11 thousands 
Dollar 

Capital Component Amount 

Common Stock Equity $ 1,991,120 

Long-Tenn Debt $ 2,096,378 

Shott-Term Debt $ 282,949 
Total Capitalization $ 4,370,447 

Percentage 
of Capital 

45.56% 

47.97% 

6.47% 
100.00% 

Sources: Company workpapers for common equity and long-term debt. Securities and Exchange 10-Q 

filings for for average short-term debt for the period September 30, 2014 through September 30, 2017. 

FERC Form 2 information provided through SNL for average CWIP balances for December 31, 2014 

through December 31, 2016. 

Spire Missouri as of September 30, 2017 

All dollar amounts are in thousands 
Dollar 

Capital Component Amount 

Common Stock Equity $ 1,170,952 

Long-Term Debt $ 990,894 

Short-Term Debt $ 166,689 
Total Capitalization $ 2,328,535 

Sources: Company workpapers for common equity and long-term debt. Company DR 

responses for average short-term debt and CWIP for the period September 30, 2013 

through September 30, 2017. 

Percentage 
of Capital 

50.29% 

42.55% 

7.16% 
100.00% 

Schedule DM-s1-1 
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Cap_ital Component 

Common Stock Equity 

Long-Term Debt 

Short-Term Debt 

LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 

Weighted Rate of Return 
for Laclede Gas and Missouri Gas Energy Division 

Spire Capital Structure with Short-Term Debt 

Percentage 

of Ca_p_ital 

45.56% 

47.97% 

6.47% 

100.00% 

Cost 

4.16% 

1.50% 

Weighted Rate of Return Using 
Return on Common Equity of: 

9.00% 9.25% 

4.10% 4.21% 
1.99% 1.99% 
0.10% 0.10% 
6.19% 6.31% 

9.50% 

4.33% 

1.99% 

0.10% 

6.42% 

Spire Missouri Capital structure With Short-Term Debt 

Capital Component 

Common Stock Equity 

Long-Term Debt 

Short-Term Debt 

Percentage 

of Cap_ital 

50.29% 

42.55% 

7.16% 

100.00% 

Cost 

4.10% 

1.25% 

Weighted Rate of Return Using 
Return on Common Equity of: 

9.00% 

4.53% 

1.75% 

0.09% 

6.36% 

9.25% 9.50% 

4.65% 4.78% 

1.75% 1.75% 

0.09% 0.09% 

6.49% 6.61% 

Schedule DM-s1-2 
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Weighted Rate of Return 
for Laclede Gas and Missouri Gas Energy Divisiou 

Spire Missouri's Recommended Capital Structure 

Percentage After-Tax 
Capital Component of Capital Cost ROR 

Common Stock Equity 54.16% 10.35% 5.61% 
Long-Te1m Debt 45.84% 4.12% 1.89% 
Short-Term Debt 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

100.00% 7.50% 

Tax 
Pre-Tax Multiplier 
ROR 1.623076 

9.10% 

1.89% 

0.00% 

10.99% 

Imputed Equity Ratio to Reduce Pre-Tax ROR to that allowed in MGE Rate Case 

Percentage 
Capital Component of Capital Cost 

Common Stock Equity 48.14% 10.35% 

Long-Term Debt 51.86% 4.12% 
Sh01t-Term Debt 0.00% 0.00% 

100.00% 

After-Tax 
ROR 

4.98% 

2.14% 
0.00% 
7.12% 

Tax 
Pre-Tax Multiplier 
ROR 1.623076 

8.09% 

2.14% 
0.00% 

10.2251% 

Schedule DM-s2 
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Imputation of Additional Debt Capacity for Spire Missouri 
(in millions) 

Spire Missouri's Funds From Operations: 

Spire Missouri's Debt: 

Spire Missouri's FFO/Debt 

Spire MO Rated based on Spire's FFO/Debt 

Debt Capacity based on 17% FFO/Debt 

Additional Debt Capacity (1473.B -1109.5): 

Source: S&P Global Ratings 

9/30/20106 

$250.5 

$1,109.5 

22.58% 

16%-18% 

$1,473.8 

$364 
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2017 Naturar Gas Utrflty Rato Casos 

,,: IR.to-C.so '..·,, j~.•.s.o,rr,n_::, 
s«:v!C.•-Typo .· , 

Natura! Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natura! Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Nnturn!Gas 
Natural Gl'IS 
Natural Gas 
Notural Gos 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gos 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Nstursl Gos 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Naturnl Gas 
Natural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Na_t_ural_Q ··-·-·-· ---

Distribution 
Distribution 
Dlstribu~on 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
l..lmlted-ls::iuo Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Llmitod-lssue Rldor 
Llmlted-lssUl'I Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Dlstrlbutlon 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 

o.ro,_:-,, · 
.1F.II_Od, 

6/1/2016 
4/5/2017 
512/2016 
9/1/2015 
9/29/2017 
9129/2017 
2/26/2016 
5/1712016 
12/112016 
8/12/2016 
2128/2017 
10/2512016 
2121/2017 
7/28/2017 
2/2812017 
11/23/2016 
4/14/2017 
8/1/2016 
2/3/2017 
9/30/2016 
2/3/2017 
9/30/2016 
9/3012016 
8/31/2016 
1/27/2017 
1/2912016 
4/2812016 
3/15/2017 
3/15/2017 
11130/2016 
1/19/2017 
6/15/2017 
6/15/2017 
11/16/2016 
4/29/2016 
5/1/2017 
6/30/2016 
4/4/2017 
4/4/2017 
4/412017 

Dor• 1£?oclsfon-Typ• 
~o_m~~·~-, , 

Rotum on Original 
· · po~t~.i•,~ 
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9/612017 
4/11/2017 
5/11/2017 
10126/2017 
10/30/2017 
3/1/2017 
6/6/2017 
2121/2017 
4/2812017 
6/2812017 
2/9/2017 
5/23/2017 
10/2712017 
4/27/2017 
S/2212017 
9/19/2017 
7/31/2017 
4/26/2017 
1118/2017 
4/2612017 
1/18/2017 
7/20/2017 
6/30/2017 
10/20/2017 
1/24/2017 
4/20/2017 
10/19/2017 
8/9/2017 
9/1312017 
8/31/2017 
912712017 
9127/2017 
5123/2017 
3/17/2017 
8121/2017 
9/8/2017 
8/10/2017 
8/10/2017 
8/1012_0j7_ __ 

Fully Litigated 
Settled 
Settled 
Sottlod 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Lltli;iated 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Llt11Jated 
Fully Lltli.ated 
Fully Litigated 
Fully Lltli.ntod 
Fully Litigated 
Fully UUQated 
Sottlod 
Settled 
Fully LWAatod 
Settled 
Fully UIIAated 
Sottled 
Fully LltlAaled 
St1Wod 
Settl&d 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Litigated 
Fully Lltlqated 
Settled 
Settled 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Lltiqated 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Utloated 
SeWea' 
Settled 
Settled 
.§.e_tt_l_e_d 

NA 
7.55 
7.34 
7.57 

NA 
NA 

7.30 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

7.35 
5.97 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

6.96 
6.71 
6.80 
6.82 
6,92 

NA 
NA 

7.35 
NA 

7.60 
8.15 
8.02 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

___lJ.8_ ,.,., 
Totlll Avorano 

Avorano without Llmltod-l$$.UO Rldors 
A~n without Zoro Cost C.anttAf Structuros 

Averoao without LIRs and zero cost 
Avorano or Dist & Fulfv Utm11tod 

Avomae of Dist & Fuf,v Lnlaatod w/o Zero Cost 

II 

Ro~rr,, on Ec,ulty. I_ Comm·on· Equity to 
("} ,I. T~t~l,~ptt,I (¾) 

11.88 
NA 

9.50 
NA 

10.20 
10.05 
9.25 
9.70 

10.55 
9.50 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

9.70 
9.70 

10.10 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

9.55 
9.60 
9.60 
9.00 
8.70 

NA 
NA 

9.40 
NA 

10.20 
NA 

9.60 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

_t,1_8_ ,.,., 
'"" 

51.81 N 
31.02 Y 
51.70 N 

NAN 
52.00 N 
52.00 N 
55.70 N 

NAN 
51.00 N 
50.00 N 

NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 

41.27 Y 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 

46.79 N 
46.00 N 
52.50 N 
48.00 N 
42.90 N 

NAN 
NAN 

50.00 N 
NAN 

53.00 N 
52.16 N 
55.15 N 

NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
NAN 
_NA_f'.,J ,.~'" -- --

Schedule DM-s4-1 
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'''" Cost 
(YIN) 



LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 

2016 Natun,/ Gos Utlflty Rato Casos 

St.I~_,' Comp•n~ - P•r.nt Rmc ... ,_,."::· C•••Typ• , Dato··,.· , ··. Dffl Declafon -: · R.Wm on Orlgln•I co•t ~e(um _o~ ~q~"¥; (¾) Common Equity to ;.Zero eo.t 
Ticker, S•r:vJco Type<' ' · · · Fifed·,·' Comp/et.< Typo ' ,, ,, . ~t.(%) Tot.I Clip/ta/ ('Q (YIN} 

AR B11:ick HIiis Energy Arkanso:1 BKH Natural Ga, DlstribuUon 41112015 112812016 Sott1od 5.33 9.40 39.46 Y 
AR CentorPolnl Energy Rosourco:1 CNP NoturolGu DlstribuUon 11/1012015 91212016 SE1ttled 4.53 9.50 30.85 Y 
CA Pacific Gas and Electric co. PCG NaturalG,:i, Tr:insmlsslon 12/1912013 12/112016 Fully LIUgatod NA NA NAN 
CA San Diogo Ga~ & Eloctric Co. SRE A-14-11-00:i ro.,sJ No!urol Go5 Dlslnbullon 11/14/2014 (1123/2016 Sattlod NA NA NAN 
CA Southam C11llforniQ Gos CO. SRE A-14-11-004 Natural Gin DlstribuUon 11/14/2014 6/23/2016 Sotttod NA NA NAN 
co Public Sorv!oo Co. of CO XEL D-1SAL-013SG Na!uralGH Dls!nbutlon 3/312015 2/16/2016 Fully Llth:iated 7.33 9.50 56.S1 N 
OE Chesl'.lptlllko Utllllios Corp. CPK D-15-1734 Natural Gas Dl,tnbutlon 12121/2015 1212012016 Sot\lod 7.53 9.75 NAN 
IN Indiana G1111 Co. we Co-44430-TDSIC-4 Natural Gas Llmlted-lnue Rider 4/612016 612912016 Fully LillAllted NA NA NAN 
IN Indiana Gos Co. WC Ca-44430-TDSIC-3 Natural Gas Llmltad-lssuo Rldor 10/1/2015 3/30/2016 Fully Utl11otod NA NA NAN 
IN Northorn IN Public Svc Co. NI Ca-44403-TDSlC-5 Natural Gas Umlt11d-lnuo Rider 8/3112016 12/2812016 Fully litigated NA NA NAN 
IN Northern IN Public Svc Co. NI Ca-44403-TDSIC-4 Nidurnl Gos LIITTtod-lssue Rider 2/29/2016 612212016 Fullv llt111atod NA NA NAN 
IN Northern IN Public Svc Co. NI Co-44403-TDSIC-3 Natura!Gos Llmltod-lssuo Rider 813112015 3/3012016 Fullv Utlm1ted NA NA NAN 
IN Southern tnd"ran::i Gm: & Elec Co WC Ca-44429-TDSIC-4 Natural Gas Umlted-lnuo Rider 41612016 612912016 FuITy LIU1111ted NA NA NAN 
IN Southern Indiana Ga11 & Eloc Co WC Co-44429-TDSIC-3 Naturol Go11 Umltod-!1111ue Rider 10/112015 3/30/2016 Fully Ut111atod NA NA NAN 
KS Atmos Energy Corp. ATC D-16-ATMG-079-RTS Natural Ga, Dl,trlbutlon 8/13/2015 3/1712016 Settled NA NA NAN 
KS Block HIiis Kan,11, Gilli Utility BKH D-16-BHCG-277-TAR (GSRS) Natural Gu Distribution 12/10/2015 2/25/2016 Fully UUaatod NA NA NAN 
KS ~n:ut11 Gos Service Co. OGS D-16-KGSG-491-RTS Nlltur1,d Gos Distribution 5/2/2016 11/29/2016 Settlod NA NA NAN 
KY Atmos Energy Corp. ATC C-2016-00262 (PRP) NaturoJ Gos Umlted-ls,uo Rldor 6/112016 11/14/2016 FullyU\li;iated NA NA NAN 
KY Atmos Energy Corp. ATC C-2015-00343 Natural Gas DislribuUon 1112312015 8/412016 Sottled NA NA NAN 
KY Columbia Gos of Kontucky Inc NI C-2016-00162 Natural Gas Distribution 512712016 1212212016 Settled NA NA NAN 
KY Dolta Natural Go, Co. C-2016-00110 (PRP) Natural Gas Llmlt0d-lssue Rldor 312/2016 5119/2016 Fullv Utlqatod NA NA NAN 
MA Fitchburg Gas & Electrlc Light UTL DPU 15-81 Natural Gas Distribution 6/1612015 4/2912016 Fully Litigated 8.46 9.80 52.17 N 
MA Liberty Utlllt+os (NE Not Gas) AON DPU 15-75 Natural Gas Dls!nbutlon 7/15/2015 2/1012016 Sotllod 7.99 9.60 50.00 N 
MO Baltimore Go., and Electrlc Co. EXC C-9331 (updotel Notural Gos Umltod-lssuo Rldor 7/112011:1 1112312016 Soltlod NA NA NAN 
MO BalUmoro Gos and Eloctrlc Co. EXC C-9406 {qos) Notur.3I Gas Distribution 111612015 61312016 Fully Llth:ialod 7.23 9.65 51.90 N 
MO Columbia Gos of Maryland Inc NI C-9332 Ptm:'lo 3 (IRIS) Nolural Gos Umltod-l1111uo Rider 111112016 1211412016 Fully Litigated 7.53 9.70 54.29 N 
MO Columbia Ga, or Moryl:ind Inc NI C-9417 Natural Gas Distribution 4/1512016 1012712016 Settled NA NA NAN 
ME Maino Natural Gos !BE D-2015-00005 Natural Gas Distribution 315/2015 811/2016 Settled 7.28 9.55 50.00 N 
Ml Consumers Energy Co. CMS C-U-17882 No:.tural Glls Dl11trlbutlon 711712015 4/2112016 Soltlod NA NA NAN 
Ml DTE Gos Co. OTE C-U-17999 Noturo! G:is Distribution 12/18/2015 12/9/2016 Fully Utla.ated 5.76 10.10 38.85 Y 
MN CanterPolnt Enor,iy Resources CNP D-G-008/GR-15-424 Noturo!G11s Distribution 81312015 5/512016 Fully Lltlaotod 7,07 9.49 50.00 N 
MN Minnesota Enorgy Rosourcos WEC D-G-011/GR-15-738 Noturol G:is Distribution 9/30/2015 9129/2016 Funy Utlaatod 6.88 9.11 50.32 N 
MO Uborty Utllltlos (Mldstatos) AON C-G0-2016-0208 (ISRS) Noturol Gos Limited-Issue Rider 2/1912016 5111/2016 Fully Lltlg11ted NA NA NAN 
MO Missouri Gas Energy SR C-G0-2016-0197 (ISRS) Natural Gos Limited-Issue Rider 21112016 5/1912016 Fully Litigated NA NA NAN 
MO Spiro Missouri Inc. SR C-G0-2016-0198 (ISRS) Noturol Gas Umlted-luue Rider 21112016 511912016 Fullv Utla:itod NA NA NAN 
NC Public Sorvlco Co. of NC SCG D-G-5, Sub 565 Natural Gos Distribution 3/3112016 10128/2016 Settled 7.53 9.70 52.00 N 
NJ NowJorsoy Noturol Gas Co. NJR D-GR-1S111304 Natural Gos Dlstr1bu~on 11/13/2015 9/2312016 Sottlod 6,90 9.75 52,50 N 
NV Sierra Pacific Power Co. BRK.A D-16-06007 Notur11I Gos Dl11tr1butlon 6/612016 12/22/2016 Settflld 5.75 9.50 46.03 N 
NY Brooklyn Union G11s Co. NG. C-16-G-0059 NoturolG.u Dl11tribution 112912016 12/15/2016 Settlod 6.15 9.00 46.00 N 
NY KeySpan Go, Ea11\ Corp. NG. C-16-G-0056 Naturol Gos Dlstrlbuijon 112912016 12/1512016 Settled 6.42 9.00 46.00 N 
NY NY State Electrlc & G1111 Corp. !BE C-15-G-0284 Naturol Gos 0I11\nbuijon 5/20/2015 6/15/2016 Sottlod '·"' 9.00 46.00 N 
NY Rocho11tor Gas & Eloctrlc Corp. !BE C-15-G-0286 Natural Go, Dl,lrlbutlon 5120/2015 6115/2016 Sotllod 7.55 9,00 48.00 N 
OK CCntorPolnt Enorgy Re11ources CNP Co-PU0201600094 Natural Gas Dl11!nbution 3/1S12016 7/19/2016 Settled NA NA NAN 
OK Oklohoma Natural Ga11 Co OGS ca-PUD201500213 N11turol Gas Distribution 71812015 11612016 Sottled 7.31 9.50 60.50 N 
OR Avlst11 Corp. AVA D-UG 288 N11tt1ralG11s Dls!nbutlon 5/112015 2129/2016 Fully Utl911tod 7.46 9.40 50.00 N 
PA Columblo Gos of Ponnsylvonlll NI D-R-2016-2529660 Natural Gas Dlstrlbullon 3/1812016 1012712016 Sottlod NA NA NAN 
PA UGI U\111\los Inc, UGI D-R-2015-2516436 Noturol Ga11 Distribution 111912016 91112016 Settled NA NA NAN 
SC Piedmont N11turo! Gos Co. DUK D-2016-7-G Natural Gas Dl,tr1but1on 6/1512016 1011312016 Settled 7.68 10.20 53.00 N 
SC South Corollno Electric & Gas SCG 0-2016-6-G Noturol Gas Distribution 611512016 1011312016 Fully LltlAated 6.11 NA 51.35 N 
TX To,cos G11~ Sorvlco Co. OGS D-GU0-10526 Natural Gos Distribution 6/20/2016 1111512016 Sottlod NA NA NAN 
TX Toxa.11 Gos Sorvlco Co. OGS D-GUD-10506 Noturof G11s Distribution 3131/2016 912712016 Fullv Ll!IQotod 728 9.50 60.10 N 
UT Questor G::is Co. 0 D-16-057-02, N:iturn!Ga, Distribution 71112016 8/2212016 Sottlod NA NA NAN 
VA Columblo GllS of Virginia Inc NI C-PUE-2016-00087 (SAVE) Natural Gos Umltod-l~suo Rider 61112016 12/20/2016 FuTiy Utl11otod NA NA NAN 
VA Woshlngton Go~ Light Co. WGL C-PUE-2016-00083 (SAVE) Natural Gos Umltod-lssue Rider 8/112016 12/21/2016 Fully LIIIQoted NA NA NAN 
WA Avlst11 Corp. AVA D-UG-160229 Natural G:is Distribution 2119/2016 12/15/2016 Fulty LiijQatod NA NA NAN 
WA Avista Corp. AVA D-UG-150205 Natural Gos Distribution 21912015 116/2016 So!Ood 7.29 9.50 48.50 N 
WA Cu0':ldo Noturol Gos Corp, MDU O-UG-152286 Natural Gos Dls!nbuUon 12/112015 71712016 Sottlod 7.35 NA NAN 
WI Modl110n Gos and Eleclrlc Co. MGEE D-3270-UR-121 {Gas) Natural Ga11 Dls!nbution 418/2016 1119/2016 Fully Ut\aotod 7.88 9.80 57.16 N 
WI Northam StotH Power Co - WI XEL D-4220-UR-122 (Ga11) Naturnl GllS Dl~lrlbuUon 4/112016 10/26/2016 Fully uuaotod NA NA NAN 

-~I_ _ Wl~con,ln Powor and LI~ LNT 0-6680-UR-120 (Gos) Natural Go11 Distribution 5/2012016 1111612016 Sottlod 7.84 10.00 52.20 N 
Toto/Avont o 9.54 50.06 

Avont wl Im' .uu0Rld•n1 9.53 49.89 
Aw~ without Zoro Coat C• /tlll Stn.returea 9.52 51.85 

AIIClnt • without LfRo ond Zoro Coat 9.51 51.74 
Aw • of D/at & Fu/ Litt llfod 9.59 51.82 

Awn1 oof l Ful Lit/ ffld w/o Zero Coat 9.53 53.26 
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AK 
10 
IL 
IL 
IL 
IN 
IN 
IN 
IN 
IN 
KS 
KS 
KY 
KY 
KY 
MA 
MA 
Ml 
Ml 
MN 
MO 
MO 
MO 
MO 
MO 
MO 
MO 
NC 
NC 
NH 
NY 
NY 
OK 
OR 
PA 
TN 
lX 
lX 
VA 
WI 
WI 
WV 

Avlst11 Coro. 
Ameren Illinois 
North Shoro Gos Co, 

Pooplos Gos Light & Coko Co. 
lndlr:mo Gos Co. 
lndlflnD G:is Co. 
Northam IN Public Svc Co. 
Southern lndlona Gas & Elec Co 
Sol/thorn lndlon11 Gos & Eloc Co 
Atmos Enoray Cori:,. 
Kans:is Gos Service Co. 
Atmo:i Energy Corp. 
Della Natural Gos Co. 
Loulsvlllo Ga:, & Electric Co. 
Bay Stoto Gos Comp::my 
NSTAR Gos Co. 
Consumers Enori:iy Co. 
Mlchlg!ll"I Gos Utilities Corp 
Northern Stoles Powor Co. - MN 
Llborty UWltles (Mldstotos) 
Mls::iourl Gos En<'!rgy 
Missouri Gos Ene'1)y 
Missouri Gas Energy 
Spiro Ml,souri Inc. 
Spire Mls~o,,n1 Inc. 
Spiro Missouri Inc. 
Piedmont Natural Ga:1 Co. 
Piedmont Natur11I Go::: Co. 
Liberty UUlltl(l:1 Er.ergyNorth 
Control Hudson G11s & Electric 
Omnge & Rockland Utlts Inc. 
ContorPolnt Energy Resourco:i 
Avista Corp. 
Columbh:, Go, of Ponnsylvonlo 
Atmos Emirgy Corp. 
Atmo::,, Enorgy Corp. 
CenterPoint Energy Re::,,ourco::,, 
Columbl,:, Gos of Virginia Inc 
Northom Stoles Powor Co - WI 
Wl:::consln Public Service Corp, 
Mount::ilno_or_Ga:i C, 

P•ront · 
Tlcbr 

ALA 
AVA 
AEE 
WEC 
WEC 
WC 
WC 
M 
WC 
we 
ATO 
OGS 
ATO 

PPL 
NI 
ES 
CMS 
WEC 
XEL 
AON 
SR 
SR 
SR 
SR 
SR 
SR 
OUK 
DUK 
AQN 
FTS 
ED 
CNP 
AVA 
NI 
ATO 
ATO 
CNP 
NI 
XEl 
WEC 

Dock_ot._ 

D-U-14-111 
C-AVU-G-15-01 
D-15-0142 
D-14-0224 
0-14-0225 
Ca-44430-TOSIC-2 
C.:.-44430-TDSIC-1 
C11-44403-TOSIC-1 
Ca-44429-TOSIC-2 
Ca-44429-TDSIC-1 
D-15-ATMG-202-TAR (GSRS) 
D-16-KGSG-104-TAR (GSRS) 
C-201~00272 (PRP) 
C-2015-00066 (PRP) 
C-2014-00372 (gc,;s) 
CPU 15-50 
CPU 14-150 
C-U-17643 
C-U-17660 
O-G-002/M-14-336 (GUIC Rider) 
C-G0-2015-0350 (ISRS) 
C-G0-2015-0343 (ISRS) 
C-G0-2015-0270 (ISRSJ 
C-G0-2015-0179 (ISRS) 
C-G0-2015-0341 (ISRS) 
C-G0-2015-0269 (ISRS) 
C-G0-2015-017S (ISRS) 
O-G-9, Sub 631,642 /IMR) 
O-G-9, Sub 642, 659 (IMR) 
O-OG-14-160 
C-14-G-0319 
C-14-G-0494 
Co-PUD201500118 
0-UG-284 
O-R-2015-2466056 
0-14-00146 
D-GU0-10359 (Mid-Tex DM:1lon) 
D-GU0-10432 
C-PUE-2014-00020 
0-4220-UR-121 (Gas) 
D-6690-UR-12~ (Ga:i) 
~:t~0003--G~2T 

LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 

2015 Naturl!II Gas Ut/1/ty Rata Caaea 

RfflC.••· ,_.,;· I.C•••TYP*" 
S•ntlo•. Type ' 

Noturol Ga, 
N11turol G1111 
Natural Gas 
Notuml Gms 
Natural Gas 
N11tur11I Gas 
Natural Gos 
N11tural Gas 
Natural Gas 
Noturnl Gas 
Nnturol Gos 
Ngtuml Gu 
N11turolG11$ 
Natural Gos 
NgtumlGos 
Naturnl Gos 
Nmturol Go:i 
Nmtun:il Gos 
Natural Go, 
N11tur11l Ga:i 
N11tuml Gos 
Naturol Goll 
NoturnlGa:. 
Notun:il Gn, 
N11tura! Gas. 
Notural Ga:1 
NaturmlGa:i 
Nlltur11lGa:1 
Nt1\url!ll Ga:, 
Natural Go, 
Natural Ga, 
Naturlll Ga, 
Noturol Gt1ll 
N11tural Gas 
Natural Ga11 
Notural Gos 
Natural Ga11 
N.:.turalGo, 
Natural Ga, 
Naturol Gall 
N.:.tur:1I Gl!IS 
_l'~l_aJur_al_G; .. M,_,,M, ~M~ 

Distribution 
Distribution 
Ol,trlbutlon 
Distribution 
Distribution 
llmlted-I,sue Rfd(lr 
limltt1d-lssue Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Llmltod-lssue Rldar 
Llmlled-l!lllue Rldor 
Llmlted-ls:iue Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Llmlted•l:111ue Rider 
Llmlted•l:i11ue Rider 
0I:itrlbution 
Distribution 
Ol11trlbutlon 
Distribution 
Dllltrlbutlon 
Llmltod-lHuo Rider 
llmlted-l:1,ue Rider 
llmltod-lnue Rider 
Limited-Issue Rider 
Umlted-tsoue Rider 
Llmlt&d-Ji.,1,10 Rldflr 
Limit .. d-lnuo Rider 
Llmlted-1:J,ue Rider 
Llmltod-lssue Rider 
Umlted-lssue Rider 
Olstrlbutkm 
Olslrfbutlon 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Distribution 
Dl:1!rlbuli11n 
0I,trtbutlon 
0I:i!rlbu!lon 
OlstrlbuUon 
Distribution 
0I:i!rlbu!lon 
0I,trlbutlon 
Dl,tribu\l, ... ,~~"'""'"' 

"'" Fl~d 

911112014 
611/2015 
1123/2015 
2126/2014 
2126/2014 
4/112015 
1011/2014 
8126/2014 
41112015 
101112014 
11/14/2014 
8/2612015 
7131/2015 
212712015 
1112612014 
4/1612015 
1211712014 
7/112014 
612212015 
81112014 
6130/2015 
813/2015 
4/1712015 
1/3012015 
8/312015 
4/1712015 
1/30/2015 
11/1612015 
1211/2014 
B/112014 
7125/2014 
11/1412014 
3/1312015 
9/212014 
3/1912015 
11/25/2014 
5130/2014 
3/2712015 
4/3012014 
5/29/2015 
4117/2015 

JLSQ._0_'.1.§. ,._,,LU, ... 

om-, .,,jD.c:l•fon Typ• 
Compf•to, 

R-nim on Orfgln•I 
Co•tR•t. (W 

9/29/2015 
12/18/2015 
121912015 
1/2112015 
1121/2015 
712212015 
1114/2015 
1/2812015 
7/2212015 
1114/2015 
1/2712015 
111512015 
9/23/2015 
41712015 
6/3012015 
10/7/2015 
10130/2015 
111312015 
12/11/2015 
1/2712015 
9/1612015 
11/1212015 
5/1312015 
4/1612015 
11112/2015 
5/2012015 
4/1812015 
12/1/2015 
112612015 
6/2612015 
6117/2015 
10/15/2015 
11/412015 
4/9/2015 
121312015 
511112015 
712812015 
8/2512015 
8/2112015 
1213/2015 
11119/2015 
10/13/2015 

Setth:,d 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Litigated 
Fullv litlaated 
Fullv LltlQa\od 
Fullv Lltla11ted 
Fullv Lltlcated 
Fullv Ulli:iated 
Fullv Ulii:iatod 
Fully Litigated 
Fullv Utlaoted 
Fully Lltl11ated 
Fully Utl11ated 
Settled 
Settled 
Fully Lltl11otod 
Settled 
Settled 
Fult',' LltlQnted 
Fullv LltfQntod 
Fullv Lltlaa:ited 
Fully Litigated 
NA 
Fullv Lltl11ated 
Fully litiaDted 
NA 
FUIIV Lltianted 
Fult',' Ll~amtod 
Settlod 
Settl(ld 
Settled 
Fullv litfaa:ited 
Settled 
Sol\lad 
Settled 
Settled 
Settled 
S11ttlod 
Fullv LltlQa\od 
Fullv LIUaoted 
Sotllod 

NA 
7.42 
7.65 
6.26 
6.56 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

7.75 
7.72 

NA 
5.51 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

6.62 
7.10 
8,64 
7.52 

NA 
7.73 

NA 
NA 

7.35 
7.81 
7.80 
_IJl_6_ «~-

Totlll Aver.rgo 
Aver.rao without Llmlted..f••u• Rfdor.r 

Av,111110 without Zoro Co.t C.oltol Structut'O# 
Avo,..,.,, without URs ond Zoro Coat 

Avor.11110 of Dist & Fufw L/tJrt11tod 
Aver.r'"o of Dlat &. Fu/1" Lltla•tod wlo Zoro Coot 

I 

· .. : R,otum Of! Ef1u(t)t ~ 

NA 
9.50 
9.60 
9.05 
9.05 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

9.55 
9.80 

10.30 
9.90 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

9.00 
9,00 

NA 
9.50 

NA 
9.80 

NA 
NA 

9.75 
10.00 
10,00 

9.75 
9,60 
9,60 
9.60 
9.60 
9.58 
9.58 

- Common Equity to 
Tot.I C.pltllt (%) 

NA 
50.00 
so.co 
50.48 
50.33 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

53.54 
52.10 

NA 
52.00 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

48.00 
48.00 
49.86 
51.00 

NA 
53,13 

NA 
NA 

42.01 
52.49 
50.47 
45,50 ............ 
49.93 
49.93 
49.93 
49.93 
50.96 
50.96 

Z•ro Coat 
(YIN) 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
N 
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Smto Company Parent Dockot 
Tick.or 

AR Ari<ansas Oklaholl1a Gas Corp, 0-13-01e.-u 
AR Shack HIiis Energy Mnnsos BKH 0-13-079-U 
CA P::iclfic Gn ond Electric Co. PCG AP-12-11-009 (Gns) 
CA Southwest Gas Corp. swx A-12-12-024 {SoCa!) 
CA Southwest Ga:o: Corp. swx A-12-12-024 {NoCal) 
CA Southwest Gas Corp. swx A-12-12-024 (lkT.ah) 
co Atmos Energy Corp. ATO D-13Al-0496G 
CT CT Natural Gas Corp. IBE D-13-06-08 
ID Avista Corp. AVA C-AVU·G-14-01 
KS Atmos Energy Corp. ATO D-14-A TMG-320-RTS 
KS Atmos Energy Corp. ATO D-14-ATMG-221-TAR (GSRS) 
KS Black HIits K11nt1ns Gas Utility BKH D-14--BHCG-593-TAR (GSRS) 
KS Black HIiis Kansai.: Ga:: Utility BKH D-14--BHCG-502-RTS 
KS Kansas Gas Service Co. OGS D-15-KGSG-088-TAR (GSRS) 
KY Atmos Energy Corp. ATO C-2014--00274 {PRP) 
KY Atmos Energy Corp. ATO C-2013-00148 
KY DeltQ Natural Gas Co. C-2014--00072 (PRP) 
MA Bay State Gas Company NI DPU 13-75 
MD Bnltlmore Gas and E1ectJic Ce. EXC C-9355 (gos) 
MD Baltimore Ga:i ond EloctJic Co. EXC C-9331 (STRIDE Rider) 
MD Columbia Gas of Maryland Inc NI C-9332 Phaso 2 (IRIS) 
MD Columblo Gm: ef Marylond Inc NI C-9332 (STRIDE Rider) 
MD WashlnQton Gas light Co. WGL C-9335 (STRIDE Rldor) 
MN CenterPoint Enorgy RosourcM CNP D-G-008/GR-13-316 
MN Minnesota Eners;iy Resources WEC D-G-011/GR-13-617 
MO Liberty UtlllUes (Mldstatas) AQN C-GR-2014--0152 
MO Ml:isouJi Gas Energy SR C-GR-2015-0025 (ISRS) 
MO Missouri Gas Enemy SR C-G0-2014--0179 (ISRS) 
MO Missouri Gas Energy SR C-GR-2014--0007 
MO Spire Missouri Inc. SR C-GR-2015-0026 (ISRS) 
MO Spire Mlssoufi Inc. SR C-G0-2014--0212 {ISRS) 
MO Summit Natural Glils of Missouri JPM C-GR-2014--0086 
NH Northern UUlltles Inc. UTL D-DG-13-086 
NJ South Jersey Gas Co. $JI D-GR-13111137 
NY Consolld::ited Edison Co. of NY ED C-13-G..()031 
NY Nation/ill Fual Gas Dist Corp. NFG C-13-G..()136 
OK CenterPoint Enorgy Resource,:; CNP Ca-PUD201400070 
OK Oklahoma Natural Ga:i Co OGS Ca-PU0201400069 
OR Avista Corp. AVA O-UG-246 
PA Columbia Gm: of Pennsylvania NI D-R-2014-2406274 
SC South Carolina Electric & Gas SCG D-2014--6-G 
TN Atmos Energy Corp. ATO D-14--00081 
UT Questar Gas Co. D 0-13-057-05 
WA Avls\lil Corp. AVA D-UG-140189 
WI Madison Gas and Electric Co. MGEE 0-3270-UR-120 (Gas) 
WI Wisconsin Electric Power Co. WEC 0-05-UR-107 (WEP-Gas) 
WI Wlscom1ln Gas LLC WEC D-OS-UR-107 (WG) 
WI Wisconsin Power ond light Co LNT D-6680-UR-119 {Ga::) 
WI Wisconsin Public Service Corp. WEC D-6690-UR-123 (Gas) 
WY Che;,:onne Lloht Fuol Power Co. BKH D-30005-182-GR-13 

LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 

2014 Natun,/ Gos Utlllty Rate Coso:r 

Rato Case Caso Typo ""'' D,to DKl:ilon Typo iiotum on Original 
Sorvfco Typo F/lod Complete Cost Rato (%) 

N.-.tural Gas 0I:itrlbutlon 10/1512013 7125/2014 Settled 6.18 
Notural Gas Distribution 9/9/2013 7(7/2014 Settled 5.71 
Natural Gos Distribution 11/15/2012 611412014 Fully Utlaated NA 
Natural Gas Distribution 1212012012 6/12/2014 Fully LIUQated 6.83 
Natural Gas Distribution 12/20/2012 6/12/2014 Fully LIUgatod 8.18 
Natural Gas Dlstrtbutlon 12/20/2012 6/12/2014 Fully LltlQated 8.18 
Noturnl Gas Dl:itrlbutlon 5/8/2013 3/16/2014 Settled 8.07 
Naturol Gas Dl:itrlbutlon 7/8/2013 1/22/2014 Fully LIUQeted 7.88 
Natural Gas Dlstrtbutlon 5/3012014 9/16/2014 Settled NA 
Nr;itural Gs11 D1:itrlbutlon 1/9/2014 9/4/2014 Settled 7.75 
Natural Gas Limited-Issue Rider 11/12/2013 1/2812014 Settled NA 
Natural Gas Limited-Issue Rldor 6/24/2014 1om2014 Fully LIUQated NA 
Natural Gas Dllltributlon 4/29/2014 12/16/2014 Settled NA 
Natural Gas Limited-Issue Rider 8/25/2014 11/25/2014 Fully LltlQnted NA 
Natural~s Umlted-ls,ue Rider 7/31/2014 10/10/2014 Fully litigated NA 
Natural Gas Dl,trlbutlon 5/13/2013 4/22/2014 Fully lltlQnted 7.71 
Natural Gn:: Limited-Issue Rider 2/28/2014 5/15/2014 Fully lltlQated NA 
Notural Gas Distribution 4/16/2013 2128/2014 Fully UUgated 7.83 
Natural Gas Distribution 7/2/2014 12/12/2014 Settled NA 
Naturnl Gos Llmltod-1:isuo Rider 8/212013 1/29/2014 Fully llUaliltOd NA 
Natural Gos Llmltod-lssue Rldor 4/1/2014 8/18/2014 Fufly lltigotod NA 
Natur.i! Gas llmltod-lssue Rider 8/5/2013 1/31/2014 Fully UtlQated NA 
Naturol Gos llmltod-Jaauo Rider 11/7/2013 6/4/2014 Fully Utlgoted NA 
Natural Gas DlstnbuUon 81212013 5/812014 Fully UtlQated 7.42 
Natural Gos Distribution 9/30/2013 9/24/2014 Fully Litigated 7.30 
Natural Gas Dlstr1butlon 2/612014 12/3/2014 Settlod 7.22 
Notun;il G::m llmlted-lnue Rider 7/25/2014 1018/2014 Settled NA 
Natural Gas llmlted-!S5Ue Rider 12/6/2013 3/19/2014 Settled NA 
Natural Gas Distribution 9/1612013 4/2312014 Settled NA 
Natural G.is Lfmlted-ls:mo Rider 7125/2014 10/15/2014 Settlod NA 
Natural Gos llmlted-ls:iue Rider 1/17/2014 4/2/2014 Settled NA 
Natural Gas Distribution 1/212014 10/29/2014 Fully Lltlaated 7.54 
NaturalG::is Olntrlbutlon 4/15/2013 4121/2014 Sett10d 8.28 
Natural Gas Distribution 11/2912013 9/3012014 Settled 7.10 
Notural Gas Distribution 1/25/2013 212012014 Settled 7.10 
Natural Gos Distribution 4/19/2013 518/2014 Settled 7.56 
Natural Gns Distribution 3/14/2014 7/3/2014 Settled 8.64 
N:ituralGm; Dls!Jibullon 3/14/2014 8/5/2014 Sotllod NA 
Natural Gas Dlstrtbutlon 8/15/2013 1121/2014 Settled 7.47 
Natural Gas Distribution 3/21/2014 11/13/2014 Settled NA 
Naturnl Gn:: Distribution 6/13/2014 10/15/2014 Fully llUosted 8.13 
Natural Gas Limited-Issue Rider 8/2812014 12/8/2014 NA NA 
Natural Gas Distribution 7/112013 2/21/2014 Fully llUgsted 7.64 
Natural Gns Distribution 2/4/2014 11/25/2014 Settled NA 
Notural Gas Dlstrlbutfon 4/17/2014 11/26/2014 Fu!ly LltlQated 7.98 
Natural Gas Dlstr1butlon 5/3012014 11/14/2014 Fully lltlQatod 8.60 
Natunal G:i:i Dlslf!butjon 5/30/2014 11/14/2014 Fully Litigated 8.36 
Notural Gas D\slf!butlon 4/9/2014 61612014 Fully LltlQated NA 
Natur.it G:is Otstfibutlon 4/1/2014 11/6/2014 Fully Litigated 7.95 
Nnturnl Gos Ol11tribullon 1~1212013 7131/2014 SoWod 7.98 

Totat Avon, e 
Avera • without Limltod-lau• Riders 

Avera e without Zero Cost Ca /till Structures 
Avera • Without UR$ nnd Zero Co$t ·~ of Dl•t & Full LJU tod 

.Ave,j,go Or Dfst & Fully Lltlgatflcf wto Zero CoaJ 

I 

Rotumon Common Equity to Zoro Cost 
Equity(%} Toto/ C:ipltal (".I.) 

9.30 39.94 Y 
9.30 41.60 Y 

NA NAN 
10.10 55.00 N 
10.10 55.00 N 
10.10 55.00 N 
9.72 52.57 N 
9.18 52.52 N 

NA NAN 
9.10 53.00 N 

NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 

9.80 49.16 N 
NA NAN 

9.55 53.68 N 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 

9.59 52.60 N 
9.35 50.31 N 

10.00 45.89 N 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 
NA NAN 

10.80 57.00 N 
9.50 51.76 N 
9.75 51.90 N 
9.30 48.00 N 
9.10 48.00 N 

NA 50.00 N 
NA NAN 

9,65 48.00 N 
NA NAN 
NA 53.52 N 
NA NAN 

9.85 52.07 N 
NA NAN 

10.20 58.96 N 
10.20 51.90 N 
10.30 48.91 N 
10.40 50.46 N 
10.20 50.28 N 

9.90 54.00 N 
9.78 51.11 
9.78 51.11 
9,82 51.90 
9.82 51.90 
9.98 52.90 
9.98 52.90 

Schedule DM-s4-4 
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LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 

2017 Electric Utility Rate Cases 

state,'· Co'!'~ny Parent< D~!ft R•WCno";,,,."., ~ .. l>:Po-, o,ro "Returnon Common_Equltyto 
Tick.of s,rvlco-T~po-.' i Fllod' ·~~~/ty("J 'TOYI C.pltal (") 

AR Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. OGE D-16-052-U Electric Vertically lntes;irnted 812512018 9.50 36.38 AZ Ariwnia Public Sorvlco Co. PNW D-E-01345A-16-0036 Ell'lctric Vertically lntCQralod 6/1/2016 SoWed 7,85 10.00 55.80 AZ Tuc,on Eloctric Power Co. FTS D-E-01933A-15-0322 Electric Vorti~llv lntearated 11/512015 SeWed 7.04 9.75 50.03 CA Pacific Gas 1md Electric Co. PCG Advlso No. 3887-G/5148-E Electric Vertically lntt1ar0!od 9/2912017 Settled 7,69 10.25 52.00 CA Pacific Gos and Electric Co. PCG A-15-09-001 (Elec) Eloctrlc Vertically lntOQroted 9/112015 Sottlod NA NA NA CA San Diego Gas & Electric Co. SRE Advlco No. 3120-E Electric Vertically lntearoted 9129/2017 St1ttlod 7.55 10.20 52.00 CA Southam Collfomle Edison Co. EIX Advlct1 No. 3865-E Electric Vertically lntegroted 9129/2017 10126/2017 Settlod 7.61 10.30 48.00 DC Potomac Electric POWtir Co. EXC FC-1139 Elt1ctrlc Distribution 6/30/2016 7124/2017 Fullv Lmooted 7.46 9.50 49.14 DE Dclmorvo Power & Light Co. EXC D-16-0649 Electric Distribution 511712018 5123/2017 Settled NA 9.70 NA FL Duke Energy Florida LLC DUK D-20170183 Electric VortlC('llly lnt11groted 8/29/2017 1012512017 Settled NA NA NA FL Gulf Powor Co. so D-160186-EI Electric Vorticnllv lnteoroted 10/1212016 4/4/2017 Setttod NA 10.25 NA FL Tampa Electric Co. EMA D-20170210 Electric Vertically lntOl:lrutod 9127/2017 11/612017 NA NA 10.25 NA HI Maul Electric Company ltd HE D-2014-0316 Electric Vertically lntei:irated 12/30/2014 6/412017 NA NA NA NA ID Idaho Power Co. IDA C-IPC-E-16-24 Eloctric Umltod-1,sue Rider 1012112016 5/31/2017 Settled NA 9.50 NA IN lndlsmopolls POWflr & light Co. AES Co-44693 Eloctrlc Vertically tntearetod 1V2212016 2124/2017 NA NA NA NA IN Northern IN Public Svc Co. NI Ca-44733-TDSIC-1 Eloctrlc Limited-Issue Rldor 6/30/2016 112512017 Settled NA NA NA KS Empire District Electric Co. AON D-17-EPDE-101-RTS Eloctrlc Vertlcully 1ntearatod 9/1612016 1110/2017 NA NA NA NA KS Konsas City Power & Light GXP D-17-KCPE-201-RTS Electric VortlC('llly lnteoroted 1119/2016 6/812017 Settled NA NA NA KS Wasllilr Energy Inc. WR D-17-WSEE-147-RTS Elactrlc Vertic::illy lnteoratod 10/26/2016 6/8/2017 Settlod NA NA NA KY Kentucky Utilities Co. PPL C-2016-00370 Electric Verticolly Integrated 11123/2016 612212017 Settled NA 9.70 NA KY Louisville Gos & Electric Co. PPL C-2016-00371 (o!oc.) Electric Vertically Jntoqrotod 1112312016 6/22/2017 Settled NA 9.70 NA MD De1morvo Power & Light Co. EXC C-9424 Electric Distribution 712012016 2/iS/2017 Fully Litigated 6.74 9,60 49.10 MD Potem11c Electric Power Co. EXC C-9443 Electric Distribution 3/2412017 10120/2017 Fully Lltlaated 7.43 9.50 50.15 Ml Consumor:i Enori;iy Co. CMS C-U·17990 Electric Vertically Integrated 31112016 2/2612017 Fully lltla11ted 5.94 10.10 40.75 Ml DTE Eloctrlc Co. DTE C-U·16014 Eloctric Vertically lntagrotod 2/112016 1/3112017 Fully Lltli;i11ted 5.55 10.10 37.49 MN Northem $totes Power Co. - MN XEL D-E-002/GR-15-826 Electric Vertlcolly Integrated 11/2/2015 5/1112017 S.Wod 7.08 9.20 52.50 MN Otter Toll Power Co. OTTR D-E-017 IGR-15-1033 Electric VerticaUy lnltlllratod 2/1612016 3/2/2017 Fully lltlgoted 7.51 9.41 52.50 MO K11nsos Cfty Power & light GXP C-ER-2016-0265 Electrlc Vertically lntogrotod 7/112016 5/312017 Fully Lltlg11ted 7.43 9.50 49.20 MO Union Eloctric Co. AEE C-ER-2016-0179 Electric Vffllcany lntagroted 71112016 3/612017 Settled NA NA NA ND MDU Resources Group Inc. MDU C-P.J-16-666 Electric Vertically lnteqratod 10/14/2016 6/1612017 Settled 7.36 9.65 51.40 NH Liberty Utilltlos Gron Ito St AON D-DE-16-383 Electric Distribution 4/2912016 4/1212017 Settled 7.64 9.40 50,00 NH UniW Eneri;iy Systems Inc. UTL D-DE-16-364 Eloctrlc Distribution 4/2912016 412012017 Settled 8.34 9.50 50.97 NJ Atl11ntlc City Electric Co. EXC D-ER-17030308 Electric Distribution 3/3012017 9/2212017 Sott!od 7.60 9.60 50.47 NJ Rockland Electric Compnny ED D-ER-16050429 Electric Dl;trlbutlon 5/1312016 212212017 Settled 7.47 9.60 49.70 NM Southwestom Public Sorvlce Co XEL C-16-00269-UT Electric Vertle:illy !ntegrated 11/112016 4/1912017 Fullv litii:;11tod NA NA NA NY Consolldoted Edison Co. of NY ED C-16-E-0060 Electric DlstrlbuUon 1129/2016 1/24/2017 Settled 6.82 9.00 46.00 OK Oklahoma Gos ond Electric Co. OGE Co-PUD201500273 Electric Vertically Integrated 12/18/2015 3120/2017 Fully l~li:;atod 7.69 9.50 53.31 PA Mt1tropellton Edi.~on Co. FE O-R-2016-2537349 Electric Distribution 4/26/2016 1/19/2017 Settled NA NA NA PA Pennsylvania Electric Co. FE D-R-2016-2537352 Electric Dl~trlbutlon 4126/2016 1119/2017 Settlod NA NA NA PA Pennsylvania Power Co. FE D-R-2016-2537355 Electric Distribution 4/28/2016 1/1912017 Settled NA NA NA PA Wost Penn Powor Co. FE D-R-2016-2537359 Electric Distribution 4128/2016 1/19/2017 Settled NA NA NA TX Cross Texas Tmnsmlssion D-45636--CTT Eloctrlc Transmission 12/612016 1117/2017 Settled NA NA NA TX Electric T rnnsmlsslon T oxas D-45636-ETT Electric Transmission 1/4/2017 1/1212017 Settled 6.39 9.60 40.00 TX Oncor Electric Dollvory Co. 0-46957 Electric Distribution 3/1712017 9126/2017 Sett111d 7.44 9.80 42.50 TX Sharyl:md Utllitjes 0-45414 Electrlc Dl6trlbuUon 4129/2016 9/2812017 SoWod NA NA NA TX Southwestem Public Scwico Co XEL D-45524 Electrlc Vertically Integrated 2/16/2016 1126/2017 Settled NA NA NA VA Appalachl11n Powor Co. AEP C-PUE-2016-00090 (VM-RAC) Eloclric llmltod-lnue Rider 11117/2016 711712017 Fully litl11atod NA NA NA VA App11l11chlan Powor Co. AEP C-PUE-2016-00069 (RAC-EE) Electric llmlted-lnue Rider 8/31/2016 511112017 Settled NA NA NA VA Virginia Electric & Powor Co. D C-PUE-2016-00136 (Rider U) Electric limited-Issue Rider 121112016 911/2017 Fully Lltlg11ted 6.61 9.40 50.23 VA Virginia Eli,ctric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2016-00111 (Rider DSM) Electric limlt11d-lssue Rider 1013/2016 6/112017 Futly litigated 6.74 9.40 49.49 VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D PUE-2016-00112 (Rider SW) Electric limited-Issue Rider 101312016 6/3012017 Fully lltlg11ted 7.24 10.40 49.49 VA Virgin lo Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2016-00113 (Rider US-21 Electric Limited-Issue Rider 101312016 6130/2017 Fully Utl11oted 6.74 9.40 49.49 VA Virgin lo Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2016-00059 (Rider B) Electric limlted-tssuo Rider 6/112016 212712017 Fully litlgat,;1d 7.73 11.40 49.49 VA Vlrglnl11 Eli,ctric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2016-00060 (Rider GV) E\octric llmlted-lnue Rider 61112016 212712017 Fully Litigated 6.74 9.40 49.49 VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2016-00061 (R!dor R) Electrlc limited-Issue Rider 61112016 212712017 Fully Litigated 7.24 10.40 49.49 VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2016-00062 (Rider S) E!octrlc llmltad-lssue Rider 61112016 212712017 Fully lltl11ated 7.24 10.40 49.49 VA Virginia Electric & Powor Co. D C-PUE-2016-00063 (Rider W) Electric limited-Issue Rider 61112016 212712017 Fully Litigated 7.24 10.40 49.49 WI Wisconsin Electric Power Co. WEC D-5-UR-108 {WEP-Elecl Eloctrlc Vorticotly lntf!AnJted 4/412017 8/10/2017 Settled NA NA NA WI Wisconsin Public Service Corp. WEC D-8690-UR·125 (Elec) Electric Vertically lnteQrated 414/2017 8/1012017 Settled NA NA NA WY MDU Resources Group Inc. MDU D-20004-117-ER-16 Eloctrlc Vertlcan:i: lnt~ratod 6/1012010 1/1812017 Settled 7.25 9.45 50.99_ 
A verago Vort/c1tl/y lntogmtod 9.82 

A von,go Distribution 9.52 
A vorago Vortical/y lntogn,tod & Fully Ut.Jg11tod 9.72 

Avorago Vort/c111/y Integrated & T&D 9.71 
AvoragoofA/1 9.79 
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LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 
2016 Electric Utility Rate Cases 

Stato Company P•nmt:r Docket, R•toC.so ,',~-·~.· DatoF/lod; .,:jono,,. ---:··., IDoc:l$10,i"fype_ ·· ·, 1· .. : ·::,',,:: Rotum.onGRofUin-~~ommonEqultyto 
'· Comp/~ :· :.: . _ . ··' .,_: · : ,Orlglnol .Cost . ·.Equity(¾) . :- Total Capital f") 

··- .. ,. - ::','/'.-R~~"') .,,",, .. , , -- -. ,-__ ,, ... 

AR Entergy Arkansas tnc. ETR D-16-036-FR Electric Vertically !nteQrated 7/22/2016 1216/2016 Settled NA NA NA AR Entergy Arkansas \nc. ETR D-15-015-U Electric Vertlcally Integrated 4124/2015 2/2312016 Settled 4.52 9.75 28.46 
Al. LINS Electric Inc. FTS D-E-04204A-15-0142 Electric Vertically lnteQrated 5/5/2015 8/1812016 Fully LltlQated 7.22 9.50 52.83 
CA Liberty UUl/tles CalPeco Ele AQN A-15-05-008 E!ectr/c Vertlca!ly lnt1'),rotod 5/1/2015 12/1/2016 Sottlod 7.51 10.00 52.50 
CA San Diego Gas & Electric Co. SRE A-14-11-003 (Elec) Electric VertlClllly lnt0i:1rated 11/14/2014 6/2312016 Settled NA NA NA co BlacK HIiis Colorado Eloctrlc BKH 0-16AL-0326E Electrlc Vertleollv lnt~ratod 5/3/2016 12119/2016 Fully Lltlpated 7.43 9.37 52.39 
CT Unitod lllumlnotlng Co. 0-16-06-04 Electric Distribution 7/1/2016 12/14/2016 Fully LIIIQatod 7.08 9.10 50,00 
FL Florida Power & Light Co. NEE 0-160021-EI Electric Vertically lnteQrated 3/1512016 11/29/2016 Settled NA 10.55 NA 
GA Goorglo Powor Co. so D-32539 (2017 Update) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 11/1/2016 12/20/2016 NA NA NA NA 
HI Hawaiian Electric Co. HE D-2013-0373 Electric Vertically lnteprated 6/27/2014 12/23/2016 Fully Lltlpated NA NA NA 
ID Avista Corp. AVA C-AVU-E-16-03 Electric Vertically Integrated 5/26/2016 12/28/2016 Settled 7.58 9.50 so 
IL Ameron llllnols AEE D-16-0262 Electric Distribution 4/15/2016 12/6/2016 Fully llUQatod 7.28 8.64 50 
IL Commonwealth Edison Co. EXC D-16-0259 Electric DlstrlbuUon 4/13/2016 12/6/2016 Fully LIUgated 6.71 8.64 45.62 
IN lndlonepolls Powor & Light Co. AES Ca-44576 Eloctrlc Vertically Integrated 12/29/2014 3/16/2016 Fully LIUgated 6.51 9.85 37.33 
IN Northern IN Public Svc Co. NI Co-44688 Electric Vertically Integrated 10/1/2015 7/18/2016 Settled 6.74 9.98 47.42 
IN Northam tN Public Svc Co. NI Ca-44371-TDSIC-2 Electric Limited-Issue Rider 2/26/2015 1/28/2016 NA NA NA NA 
MA Fitchburg Gas & Electric Light UTL DPU 15-80 Boctrlc Dlstrlbu~on 6/16/2015 4/29/2016 Fully LltlQated 8.46 9.B 52.17 
MA Massachusetts Electric Co. NG. DPU-15-155 Electric Distribution 11/6/2015 9/3012016 Fully Lt«aated 7.58 9.9 50.7 
MD Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. EXC C-9406 (elec) Electric DlstrlbuUon 1116/2015 6/3/2016 Fully Lltli:iated 7.28 9.75 51.9 
MD Potomac Eloctrlc Power Co. EXC C-9418 Electric DlstribuUon 4/19/2016 11/15/2016 Fully Lltlg1'ltod 7.49 9.55 49.55 
ME Emera Maine EMA D-2015-00360 Electric DlstrlbuUon 3121/2016 12/19/2016 Fully UUaated 7.45 9.00 49 
Ml Upper Peninsula Power Co. C-U-17895 Electric Vertically lnt~n:ited 9/18/2015 9/8/2016 Fully Lltlgotod 7.47 10.00 53.49 
MO Empire District Electnc Co. AQN C-ER-2016-0023 Electric Vertically lntoarated 10/16/2015 8/1012016 Settled NA NA NA 
MO KCP&L Greater Missouri Qp Co GXP C·ER-2016·0156 {MPSIL&P) Electric Vertically lnt~r&ted 2/23/2016 9/2812016 Sottlod NA NA NA 
MT MDU Resources Group Inc. MDU D-D2015.6.51 El0ctrlc V0rtlcally lnteqrated 6125/2015 3/2512016 Settled NA NA NA 
NC Virginia Electric & Power Co. D D·E-22, Sub 532 Electric Vertically lnteQrated 3/31/2016 12/2212016 Settled 7.37 9.90 51.75 
ND MDU Resources Group Inc MDU C-PU-15-703 Electric Limited-Issue Rider 10/26/2015 1/5/2016 Settled 7.95 10.50 50.27 
NJ Atlantic City Electric Co. EXC D·ER-16030252 Electric Distribution 3/22/2016 8/2412016 Settled 7.64 9.75 49.48 
NJ Jersey Cntrl Powor & Light Co. FE D-ER·16040383 Electric Distribution 4/28/2016 12112/2016 Settled 7.47 9.6 45 
NM El Paso Electric Co. EE C-"!5-00127-UT Eloctrlc Vertically Integrated 5/11/2015 6/812016 Fully Lltlqated 7.67 9.48 49.29 NM Public Service Co. of NM PNM C-15-00261-UT Electric Vertically lntoQrated 8/27/2015 9/2812016 Fully UtiQ0ted 7.71 9.58 49.61 
NM Southwestern Public Sorvico Co XEL C-15-00296-UT Electric Vertically lnteQrated 10/16/2015 8/1012016 Settled NA NA NA 
NV Sierra Paclflc Power Co. BRK.A 0·16-06006 Electric Vertically Integrated 6/6/2016 12/22/2016 Settled 6.65 9.60 48.03 
NY NY State Electric & Gas Corp. C-~5-E-0283 Electric Distribution 5120/2015 6/1512016 Settled 6.68 9.00 48.00 
NY Rochester Gos & Electric Corp. C-15-E-0285 Electric Distribution 5120/2015 6115/2016 Settled 7.55 9 49 
DK Public Sorvlco Co. of OK AEP Co·PU0201500208 Electric Vertically lntoQrated 7/1/2015 11/1012016 Fully LltlQated 6.94 9.50 44.00 
SC Duke Energy Progress LLC DUK 0-2016-227-E Electric Vertically lnteQrated 7/1/2016 12/7/2016 Settled 7.21 10,10 53.00 
SC South Carolina Electric & Gas SCG D·2016-224·E Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/27/2016 10119/2016 Fully lltlqated 8.24 NA 51.35 
TN Kingsport Power Company AEP D<6-00001 Electric Vertically lnteqrated 1/412016 8/9/2016 Sett!ed 6.18 9.85 40.25 
1X El Paso Electric Co. EE D-44941 Electric Vertlcolty lnteqrn(!'!d 8/10/2015 8118/2016 Sottled NA NA NA 
VA Appalachian Power Co. AEP C-PUE·2016-00024 (G-RAC) Electric Llmfted·lssue Rider 3/3112016 12/30/2016 Settled 7.3 10 47.22 
VA Appalachlan Power Co. AEP C-PUE-2016-00038 Electric limited-Issue Rider 3/3112016 1018/2016 Fully llUqated NA 9.4 NA 
VA Kentucky Utllltles Co. PPL C-PUE-2015-00063 Electric Vertlcalty lntoqratod 6/3012015 212/2016 SeWed NA NA NA 
VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2015-00114 (Rider U) Electric limited-Issue Rider 12/1/2015 8122/2016 Setued NA NA NA 
VA Virginia Electric & Powor Co. D C-PUE-2015-00102 (Rider BW) Electric limited-Issue R!dor 10/112015 6/30/2016 Fully lltlqated 7.4 10.6 49.99 
VA Virginia Electric & Powor Co. D C-PUE-2015-00104 (Rider US-2) Electric limited-Issue Rider 10/1/2015 6/30/2016 Fu!ly lltlQated 6.9 9.6 49,99 
VA Virginia Electric & Powor Co, D C-PUE-2015-00075 (Rider GVJ Electric Limited-Issue Rider 7/1/2015 3/29/2016 Fully Lltlqatod 6.9 9.6 49.99 
VA Virginia Electric & Power Co D C-PUE·2015-00058 (Rtder 8) Electric limited-Issue Rider 6/112015 2/29/2016 Fully LIUQated 7.9 11.6 49.99 
VA Virginia Electric & Powor Co. D C-PUE-2015-00059 {Rider R) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 611/2015 2/29/2016 Fully LltlQated 7.40 10.60 49.99 
VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE·2015-00060 {Rider S) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/112015 2/2912016 Fully LltlQated 7.40 10.60 49.99 
VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. 0 C-PUE-2015-00061 (Rldor W) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 611/2015 2/29/2016 Fully LltlQated 7.40 10.60 49.99 
WA Avista Corp. AVA D-UE.160228 Electric VertlcaUv lnteqratod 2119/2016 12/1512016 Fully Lltlqated NA NA NA 
WA Avista Corp. AVA D-UE-150204 Electric Vertically Integrated 2/9/2015 1/6/2016 SetUed 7.29 9.50 48.50 WA PacifiCorp BRK.A D·UE-152253 Electric Vertically lnteqrated 1112512015 9/1/2016 Fully Lltloated 7.30 9.50 49.10 WI Madison Gas and Electric Co. MGEE D-3270-UR.121 (Elec) Electric Vertlcalty Integrated 4/8/2016 11/9/2016 Fully Litigated 7.89 9.80 57.16 WI Northern States Power Co. WI XEL 0-4220-UR-122 (Elec) Electric Vertically lnteqrated 4/1/2016 10/26/2016 Fully llUQated NA NA NA 
WI Wisconsin Power and Light Co LNT D-6680-UR-120 (Elec) Electric Vertically Integrated 5/20/2016 11/18/2016 Settled 7.91 10.00 52.20 
VN Appnlachlan Power Co. AEP C.16-0239-E-ENEC Electric Llmlted-lssue Rider 3/112016 6/30/2016 SeWed NA NA NA 
VN Monon!:jnhela Power Co. FE C-16.1121-E-ENEC Electric Llmlted-tssue Rider 8/1612016 1219/2016 Settled NA NA NA 

Avorago Vertically fntogmted 9.77 
Avorago Distribution 9.31 

A vorogo Vorlfcally lntogratod & Fully LJt/gatod 9.62 
Avorogo Vorlicafly lntogratod & T&D 9.60 

Average or Alf 9.77 
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2015 Electric Utility Rate Cases 

S~ , , Company , · Poront _, Doclcot . · Rato.~·' ~MTypO ~tvFlled· ""'" Dee/$/on T>'Pl! ·· · Rofllm on . . Rvtum .on Common Equity IO 

So,vl~o·r~ '· Compteto · :· ~ortoln•I Coat > Eqully('¼) · '. Tollll Capital(¼) 
. .. .. (¼) . .. .. . . . 

CA Southern Cnliloml::i Edl:,;on Co. EIX A.13,.11-003 Electric Vertically Integrated 11/12/2013 11/5/2015 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
co Public Servlce Co. of CO XEL D-14AL-0660E Electric Vert1ca\ty Integrated 6/1712014 212412015 SetUed 7.55 9.63 56.00 
GA Georgia Power Co. so D-32539 {2016 Updato) Electric limited-Issue Rider 10/30/2015 12/22/2015 Fully Lltlgated NA NA NA 
ID Avista Corp, AV/J, C.AVU-E-15-05 Elocirlc Vertically lntogratod 6/1/2015 12/1812015 Settled 7.42 9.50 50.00 
ID PacifiCorp BRKA C-PAC-E-15-09 Electric Limlti,d-1ssuo Rider 5127/2015 12/23/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
IL Ameren Illinois AEE D-15-0305 Elc,ctrlc Dliitrlbutlon 4124/2015 12/912015 Fully LltiAllltl'ld 7.65 9.14 so.co 
IL Commonwealth Ed!son Co. EXC 0-15-0287 Eloctrlc Distribution 4/1512015 12/912015 Fully Lltlgotod 7.05 9.14 46.25 
KS Koniio, City Power & Light GXP 0-15-KCPE-116-RTS Eloctrlc VortlcaUy lnte11rated 1/2/2015 9/1012015 Fully Ut111.ited 7.44 9.30 50.48 
KS Wostr..r Eneray Inc. WR 0-15-WSEE-115-RTS Electric Vertlc::illy lntogr,11tc,d 312/2015 9/2412015 Settll'ld NA NA NA 
KY Kentucky Power Co. AEP C-2014-00396 Electrlc Vertically !nte11rated 12/23/2014 6122/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
KY Kentucky Utilities Co. PPL C-2014-00371 Elc,ctrle Vertically tntcgroted 11/2612014 6/3012015 Settled NA NA NA 
KY Louisville Ga, & Electric Co. PPL C-2014-00372 (elec.) Electric Vertlcolly lntegmted 11/26/2014 6/30/2015 SetUed NA NA NA 
Ml Consumers Energy Co. CMS C-U-1TT35 Eloctrlc Vortlc:31IY lntecratod 121512014 11/1912015 Fully Utlaated 6.18 10.3 41.5 
Ml DTE Electric Co. DTE C-U-17767 Electric Vertically lnte11rated 12/19/2014 12/11/2015 Fully uuaated 5.7 10.30 38.03 
Ml Wisconsin Public Service Corp. WEC C-U-17669 Electric vertically lnteQrated 10/17/2014 4/23/2015 Settled 6.01 10.2 NA 
MN Northern Stato:i Powor Co. - MN XEL O-E-002/GR-13--868 Electro: Vertically lntegmted 11/4/2013 3/26/2015 Fully Litigated 7.37 9.72 52.5 
MO Empire District Electric Co. AON C-ER-2014-0351 Electric Vortlcally tnteQmtod 8/29/2014 6/24/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
MO Kon sos City Power & Llght GXP C-ER-2014-0370 Electric Vertically Integrated 10/30/2014 912/2015 Fully Litigated 7.53 9.5 50.09 
MO Union Electric Co. AEE C-ER-2014-0256 Electric Vertically !ntegn:ited 7/312014 4129/2015 Fully Litigated 7.6 9.53 51.76 
MS Mississippi Power Co. so 0-2015-UN-0060 Electrle Llmlted-lssuo Rider 5/15/2015 12/312015 Settled 6.68 9.23 49.73 
MS MilllliS!lippi Powor Co. so 0-2013-UN-0014 Electrlc Limited-Issue Rider 1/2512013 7(7/2015 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
NJ Jersey Cntrl Power & U11ht Co. FE D-ER-12111052 Eloctrlc Distribution 11130/2012 3118/2015 Fully Lltlaatod 8.01 9.75 50.00 
NM Public Sorvica Co. of NM PNM C-14-00332-UT Electric Vertically lntegrntod 12/11/2014 5/13/2015 Fully Llti11ated NA NA NA 
NM Southwe:itorn Public Sorvlco Co XEL C-15-00139-UT Electric Vertically Integrated 6/8/2015 6/2412015 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
NY Central Hudson Gas & Eloctrlc FTS C-14-E-0318 Electric Dl:itrlbutlon 7/25/2014 S/1712015 Settled 6.62 9.00 48.00 
NY Consolidated Edison Co. of NY ED C-15-E-0050/C-13-E-0030 (Ext) Eloctrlc Distribution 1/30/2015 6/17/2015 Settled 6.91 9.00 48.00 
NY Orange & Rockland Uuts Inc. ED C-14-E-0493 Electric Dlstrlbutlon 11/1412014 10/15/2015 Settled 7.10 9.00 48.00 
OK Public Service Co. of OK AEP Ca-PUD201300217 Electric Verticglly lntogr:atod 1/17/2014 4/14/2015 Settled 7.63 NA NA 
OR Portland Gfiner!ll Electric Co POR D-UE-294 Electric Vertically Integrated 2/12/2015 12/15/2015 Sc,ttlc,d 7.51 9.6 so 
PA Metropolitan Edii;on Co. FE D-R-2014-2428745 Electric Distribution 8/4/2014 4/9/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
PA PECO Energy Co. EXC D-R-2015-2468981 E!octrlc Dlatrlbutlon 3/27/2015 12/17/2015 Sottlod NA NA NA 
PA Ponnsylvanla Electric Co. FE O-R-2014-2428743 Electric Distribution 8/4/2014 4/9/2015 Sett!ed NA NA NA 
PA Pennsylvonia Power Co. FE O-R-2014-2428744 Electric Distribution 8/412014 4/9/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
PA PPL Electric UUlltle:i Corp. PPL O-R-2015-2469275 Electric Distribution 3/31/2015 11/1912015 Settled NA NA NA 
PA West Penn Power Co. FE O-R-2014-2428742 Electric Distribution 814/2014 4/9/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
SC South Carolina Eloctrlc & Go:oi sec 0-2015-160-E Electric Umltod-lssuo Rider 512912015 9/23/2015 Fully Utlgntod 8.57 NA 52.66 
SD Block HIiis Power Inc. BKH D-EL14-026 Eleetrtc Vertically lnteQrated 3/3112014 312/2015 Sottlod 7.76 NA NA 
SD Northern States Power Co. - MN XEL D-EL14-058 Electric V(lrtlcally lnto11rated 6/23/2014 6/15/2015 Sett\ed 7.22 NA NA 
SD NorthWestern Corp. NWE D-EL14-106 Electric Vertically lnt(l11rated 12/19/2014 10/29/2015 Settled 7.24 NA NA 
TN Kingsport Power Company AEP D-15-00093 Electrlc Vertically Integrated 9/28/2015 12/15/2015 NA NA NA NA 
TX Croiis Texns Trnnsmisslon D-43950 Electric Transmission 12/23/2014 5/1/2015 Settlod 6.11 9.6 40 

TX Entergy Texos Inc. ETR D-44704 Electric VertiCQIIY lntegrntod 6/12/2015 7/20/2015 Fully Lltlcetod NA NA NA 
TX Southwestern Public Service Co XEL D-43695 Electric Vertlcally lntegn:ited 12/8/2014 12/1712015 Fully Litigated 7.88 9.70 51.00 
VA Vlrglnla Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2015-00027 Electric Vertically lntearated 3/31/2015 11/23/2015 Fully Lilli:iated NA NA NA 
VA Vlrglnfa Electric & Power Co D C-PUE-2014-00103 (Rider BW) Electric Llmltod-I:;sue Rider 10131/2014 4/21/2015 SetUed 7.86 11 52.03 
VA vtrglnlo Electric & Powor Co. D C-PUE-2014-00050 (Rldor 8) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/16/2014 3/12/2015 Setuod 84 12 52.03 
VA Vlrglnl0 Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2014-00052 (Rider R) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/16/2014 3/12/2015 Settled 7.88 11 52.03 
VA Virgin lo Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2014-00051 (Rider S) Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/1612014 3/12/2015 Settled 7.88 11 52.03 
VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2014-00042 (RldorW) Electric Umlted-l~3UO Rider 5/30/2014 2/1812015 Settled 7.88 11.00 52.03 
WA PacifiCorp BRKA D-UE-140762 Electric Vertically tntegrate,d 51112014 3125/2015 Fully Lltlgoted 7.30 9.50 49.10 
WI Northern Statos Power Co - WI XEL D-4220-UR-121 (Eloc) Electric Vertically Integrated 5/2912015 12/312015 Fully UtlQated 7.81 10.00 52.49 
WI Wl~consln Public Service Corp. WEC D-6690-UR-124 (Eloc) Electric Vertically lntogr.ited 4/17/2015 11/19/2015 Fully Litigated 8.24 10.00 50.47 
vw Appalachian Power Co. AEP C-14-1152-E-42T Electric Vertically lntoar1;1tod 6/3012014 5/2612015 Fully UUaated 7.38 9.75 47.16 
vw Monong11hola Power Co. FE C-14-0702-E-42T Electric V(lrtlcally lntogr,11tod 4/3012014 2/4/2015 Settled NA NA NA 
WY PoclflCorp BRKA 0-20000-469-ER-15 Electric Vertically lntogratod 3/2/2015 12/30/2015 Fully LIUga\ed 7.41 9.50 51.44 
wt PactflCO!E BRK.A 0-20000-446-ER-14 Electric Vertlcall~ lnte9rated 31312014 1/23/2015 Full~ Lltl9atod 7.41 9.50 51.43 

Awm,go Vertleally fntogratod 9.75 
AVflragc Di:,tribuUon 9.17 

Avor.:1110 Verticafly lntegratod & Fully Litigatod 9.74 
Average, Vortic.:1//y lntogratod & T&D 9.60 

AVflrago of All 9.85 
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AZ Arizona Publ!c Scrvlco Co. D-E-01345A-11-0224 (Four Cnrs) 
CA Pacific Gas and Electric Co. AP-12-11-009 (Eloc) 
co Black HIiis Colorado Electric D-14AL-0393E 
CT Connecticut Light & Power Co. D-14..Q5-06 
DC Potomtic Electric Power Co. FC-1116 
DC Potomoc Electric PoworCo. EXC FC-1103-2013-E 
DE De!m:uva Power & Light Co. EXC D-13-115 
FL Florida Public Utilities Co. CPK D-140025-EI 
GA Georgia Power Co. so D-32539 (2015 Updato) 
IA MidAmerican Energy Co, BRK.A D-RPU-2013-0004 
10 Avista Corp. AVA C-AVU-E-14-05 
IL Amomn llllnoii: AEE 0-14-0317 
IL Commonwealth Edison Co. EXC D-14-0312 
IL MidAmerican Energy Co. BRK.A 0-14-0066 
IN Northorn IN Public Svc Co. NI Ca-44371-TDSIC-1 
KS 1<1.m:mi: City Power & Light GXP 0-14-KCPE-272-RTS 
LA Entergy Louisiana LLC ETR D-UD-13-01 
MA Fitchburg Gos & Electric Light UTL DPU 13-90 
MD Baltlmorn Gas and Electric Co. EXC C-9355 (oloc) 
MD Potomac Eloctrlc Power Co. EXC C-9336 
ME Contral Maino Power Co. D-2013-00168 
ME Emera Maino EMA D-2013-00443 
MS Entergy Mississippi Inc. ETR 0-2014-UN-0132 
MT NorthWestern Corp. NWE D-D2013.12.85 
ND Northern States Power Co. - MN XEL C-PU-12-813 
NH Liberty UtillUes Granlto St AON D-DE-13-063 
NJ Atlantic City Electric Co. EXC D-ER-14030245 
NJ Rockland Electric Company ED D-ER-13111135 
NM Southwestern Public Sorvlce Co XEL C-12-00350-UT 
NV Nevada Power Co. BRK.A 0-14-05004 
NY Consolidated Edison Co. of NY ED C-13-E-0030 
OR Portland General Electric Co. POR O-UE-283 
PA Duquesno Light Co. O-R-2013-2372129 
SC South Carolina Electric & Gas sec D-2014--187-E 
TX Entergy Tex3s Inc. ETR D-41791 
TX Lono Star Transmission LLC NEE D-42469 
TX Southwestern Public Service Co XEL D-42004 
UT PaclflCorp BRK.A D-13-035-184 
VA Appnlochlan PowtJr Co. AEP C-PUE-2014-00026 
VA Virginia Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2013-00122 (Rider BW) 
VA Vlr11lnla Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2013-00061 (Riders) 
VA Vlrglnln Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2013-00060 (Rider 8) 
VA Vlrglnla Electric & Power Co. D C-PUE-2013-00065 (Rider W) 
VT Graen Mountain Powor Corp. 0-8190, 8191 
WA Avlsto Corp. AVA D-UE-140188 
WI M11dl:ion Gas and Electric Co. MGEE D-3270-UR-120 (Elec) 
WI Northern States Power Co - WI XEL D-4220-UR-120 (Elec) 
WI Wisconsin Eloctrlc Power Co. WEC D-OS-UR-107 (WEP-Elec) 
WI Wlscon:o:ln Power and U11ht Co LNT ~680-UR-119 (Elec) 
WI Wiscon:iln Public ServJco Corp. WEC D-6690-UR-123 (Eloc) 
_Vff __ Ch~~enne L151ht Fuel Powor Co. BKH D-20003-132-ER-13 
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Electric Limited-Issue Rldor 12/3012013 
Eloctrtc Vertically Integrated 11/15/2012 
Electr!c Vertically Integrated 4/30/2014 
Electric DlstlibuUon 61912014 
Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/1712014 
Electric Distribution 3/8/2013 
Eloctric Distribution 3/22/2013 
Electric Vertically lnteprated 4128/2014 
Electric Llmlted-ls:.uo Rider 10/3112014 
Electric Vortlc:ally Integrated 5117/2013 
Electric Vortlcally lntel)ra\od 5/3012014 
Electric Distribution 4/17/2014 
Electric Distribution 4/16/2014 
Electric Vertically lnteQrated 12/1612013 
Electric Umlted-l!!-!!-UO Rider 8/26/2014 
Electric Vertlcol)y lntei:iratod 12/9/2013 
Electric Vertically Integrated 312812013 
Electric Dlstrtbutlon 7/1512013 
Electric Dl:itrlbutlon 71212014 
Electrtc Distribution 12/412013 
Electric Distribution 5/1/2013 
Electric Distribution 12/6/2013 
Electric Vertically lntei:iratcd 6/10/2014 
Eloctrlc Llmltod-lssue Rldor 12/2012013 
Electric Vertically Integrated 12/18/2012 
Electric Distribution 3/29/2013 
Electric Distribution 3/14/2014 
Electric Dlstr1butlon 11/27/2013 
Eloctric Vertlcally lntogmted 12/12/2012 
Eloctrlc Vertically Integrated 5/2/2014 
Electric Distribution 1125/2013 
Electric Vortl~lly lntogratod 2/13/2014 
Electr1c Distribution 8/2/2013 
Electr1c Llmllod-lssue Rider 5/3012014 
Electric Vortlcally tntoarotod 9125/2013 
Electric Transmission 5/1512014 
Electric Vertically Integrated 11712014 
Electric Vertically Integrated 1/312014 
Eloctrlc Vertically lnteQratod 3/3112014 
Electric Limited-Issue Rider 11/112013 
Electric Limited-Issue Rider 6/1412013 
Electric Llmlted-lssuo Rider 6/1412013 
Electric Limited-Issue Rider 5/3112013 
Eloctr1c Vertfc::llly lntegr:.itod 12/2012013 
Electric Vertlc::illy Integrated 2/412014 
Electric Vertically lnteQmted 4/1712014 
Electr1c Vertically lntogmtod 5130/2014 
Electr1c Vertlc:illy lntei:irated 5/30/2014 
Electric Vertically lntograted 4/912014 
Electric Vertically lntograted 411/2014 
Eloctric Vertlcsll~ lnte51roted 12/212013 

RoDlm on Orlglm,I_ Rotum on Equhy Common Equity to 
·-:". ~0~~0111 ("}_ · : :.·, .f¾J --!o.mlt;:•pltal(¾) 

12/18/2014 Fully Utii:Jatod 6.09 NA NA 
8/14/2014 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
12/1812014 Fully Litigated 7.55 9,83 49.63 
12/17/2014 Fully Litigated 7.31 9.17 50.38 
11/12/2014 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
3/26/2014 Fully Lltlal:ltod 7.65 9.40 49.19 
4/2/2014 Fully Litigated 7.26 9.70 49.22 
9/1512014 Settled NA 10.25 NA 
12/18/2014 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
2/28/2014 Sottlod NA NA NA 
9/18/2014 Settled NA NA NA 
12/1012014 Fully Litigated 8.06 9.25 51 
12/1012014 Fully Litigated 7.06 9.25 45.77 
11/6/2014 Fully LltlQ3ted 7.14 9.56 51.73 
11/25/2014 Fully Litigated NA NA NA 
7/17/2014 SoW6d NA NA NA 
7/10/2014 Settled NA 9.95 NA 
5/30/2014 Fully Litigated 8.28 9.7 47.78 
12/12/2014 Sottlod NA NA NA 
712/2014 Fully Lltli:iated 7.61 9.62 49.18 
7129/2014 Settled 7.06 9.45 50 
6/30/2014 Settled NA 9.55 49.00 
12/1112014 Sottled 7.51 10.07 NA 
9/25/2014 Fully Litigated 6.91 9.80 48.00 
2/2£12014 Settled 7.45 9.75 52.56 
3/17/2014 Settlod 7.92 9.55 55.00 
8/20/2014 Settled 7.75 9.75 49.83 
7/23/2014 Sottlod 7.83 9.75 50.35 
3/26/2014 Fully Lltlgatad 8.26 9.96 53.89 
10/9/2014 Sotttod 8.09 9.80 48.17 
2120/2014 Settled 7.05 9.20 48.00 
12/4/2014 Settlod 7.56 9.68 50.00 
4123/2014 Settled NA NA NA 
9124/2014 Fully LltlQated 8.53 NA 53.52 
5/1612014 Sottled NA 9.8 NA 
9/1112014 Sottled 6.37 9.60 45.00 
12/18/2014 Settled NA NA NA 
8/29/2014 Settled 7.57 9.8 51.43 
11/26/2014 Fully LIIIQated 6.88 9.7 42.89 
7/812014 Fully Lltlg3ted 7.95 11 50 
3/14/2014 Fully Litigated NA 11 50 
3/14/2014 Fully Lltlgotod NA 12 50 
2/2812014 Fully L~lgated 7.95 11.00 50.00 
8/25/2014 Settled 7.46 9.60 50.00 
11/25/2014 Sottlod NA NA NA 
11/26/2014 Fully LlllQatod 7.96 10.2 58.96 
12112/2014 Fully Litigated NA 10.2 52.54 
11/14/2014 Fully Litigated 66 10.2 51.9 
6/6/2014 Fully Utlaated NA 10.40 50.46 
11/6/2014 Fully UtlQated 8.39 10.20 50.28 
7/3112014 Settled 7.98 9.90 54.00 

Aver.11ge Vcrtlc.11/fy lntegnited 9.94 
Avorng• Dl:ttrlbutlon 9.49 

Avorago VortJcafly lntogrntod & Fully L/tigatod 10.03 
Average Vortlcalfy Jntogrntcd & T&D 

Avcrogo of Afl 

• 

9.75 
9.91 
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Not Adjusted 

Percentage 

Common Equity 
Long-Tam, Debt 

Short-Term Debt 

Total 

NetofCWIP 

~ 
Common Equity 

Long-Torm Debt 

Short-Torm Debt 

Total 

Source: SNL Flnanc/s/ 

LAC and MGE 
GR-2017-0215 GR-2017-0216 

Spire Missouri Quarterly Capital Structures 

9/30/2013 12/31/2013 3/31/2014 6/30/2014 9/30/2014 12/31/2014 3/31/2015 6/30/2015 9/30/2015 12/31/2015 3/31/2016 6/30/2016 9/30/2016 12/31/2016 3/31/2017 6/30/2017 9/30/2017 :~:J 

49.12% 49.18% 52.73% 52.35% 49.06% 47.68% 52.42% 52.92% 49.92% 
44.79% 43.84% 41.45% 41.18% 39.33% 37.50% 40.01% 40.34% 38.87% 

6.09% 6.98% 5.32% 6.47% 11.61¾ 14.83% 7.58% 6.75% 11.21% 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00¾ 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100,00% 100.00% 

49.78% 49.79% 53.72% 53.61% 50.24% 48.86% 53.89% 54.60% 51.04% 
45.39% 44.38% 42.23% 42.17% 40.28% 38.43% 41.13% 41.62% 39.74% 

4.83% 5.82% 4.06% 4.22% 9.48% 12.71% 4.98% 3.78% 9.22% 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100,00% 100.00% 

4952% 52.85% 5354% 50.49% 49.45% 
37,64% 38.94% 39.72% 38.00% 36.39% 

12.84% 8.22% 6.74% 11.52% 14.16% 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

50.46% 53.80% 54.72% 51.77% 50.87% 
38.35% 39.64% 40.60% 38.96% 37.43% 

11.19% 6.56% 4.68% 9.28% 11,70% 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

I 

<·>v 
'"-''<>·.-!\ 

51.43% 52.30% 49.87% {;-.-S_Q.87_"·-
35,95% 36.04% 41.48% :\-39".sO'¼; 
12-61% 11.66% 8.65% \' 9.63%; 
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% _t _1~-~~~; 

~---n 
. <·<-• .. -:.:,' 

53.12% 54.49% 51.53%' 52.13%1 
37.13% 37.55% 42.86% (I ::4QA6¾1 
9.75% 7.97% 5.60%! ;-7~40¾! 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% :--·.:100.00,c,: 
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