
° ~SOURI FUPLIC SERV,'GE COUMISSION

UTILITY SERVICZ~ DIVISION

MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE,

:r, DIVISION OF U77LICORP UNITED, INC.

CASE NO. ER-°3-37

Erlnbf FW . :
1;SU9 : _ MarxA3cturedGesF :anf

. Cfeanf¢3 . /nregrafed
Rssourfx Pfann;;-g Cost
Recovery

WNness:

	

Sniney J. Ivomian
Sponsorng Farly:

	

MopSC
Case No . :

	

ER-93-37

DIRECT 7ES7irv"JJNY

oF

SHIRLEY J. NCTILMAN

Joffsrsw Cry. Rlhaaoud
Jarx"ry, 1993

----._Exh(bit No.
Case No(s). too y- C/o 2
Date`7-yr_Rptr--L-Ld_=



2

3

4

5

6

7

8

k

15

11

1H

19

22

Uirc-t Testimony of
Shirley Nurrnan

What zreas of the Staff s case will your direct testimony address?

A.

	

The Company has incu::red costs in the teat year for the cleanup of

manJactWed gas p : .uut (MGP) sites and for the preparation for compliance with the

Com.^ussi,n's rules related to electric utility Integramd Resource Planning (1RP) . 1

was respon : ible for the Staffs investigation of the test year costs incurred by MPS for

these areas as well as the proposed costs estimated by the Company for inclusion in

its czst. In addition . I will discuss the regulatory accounting treatment of Lite MGP

and :AP cotta that we recommend be ref:n-red in this rate case .

Q .

	

Which adjust7xms are you srtonsoring7

A .

	

i am sponsoring Income Sue :^runt adjusuTtent S-11 .14, related to MGP

clea , up costs .

Q.

MGP CLEA', P COSTS

Q.

	

Whet are manufactured gas plants?

A .

	

Beginning in the late 18Ms t:nd continuing until just after World War

11, ), . was manufactured from coal and u" to htat and fight bornes and businesses .

Thi

	

ocess was discontinued when it hr,anW possible to transport natural gas from

gas -,Us through long distance p:peliaes . MCP sites, including those now to

pir ,	slyowned by MPS or a predmessor of MPS, were abandoned all over the

l : :

	

i States since they were no longer economically feasible . The United States

E :

	

rnmental Proic~tion Agency (EPA) as well as the Missouri Department of

1~,,

	

d Resources (NIDNit) are in the process of identifying and evaluating these sites
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be. use of the potemial contamination from coal tar and other residual chemicals left

in ,'te soil v. hen the MGP sites were abandoned .

re', - ding 'inJidity .

-Face 4-

3 T};c Company has had a preliminary study performed by a consulting firm.

4 Bo -is & h%DonneIl Waste Consultants . Lic . (Buns & McDonnell) (Response to Staff

v
5 Da' : Requctt (DR) No. 146) in order to identify the possible sites and determine the

6 po 'stial tt ;r contamination . Nine Missouri sites have been identified in which NIPS

7 I has a pote . . : :a1 liability for the cleanup of contaminants (Response to Staff DR No.

8 I 154' . anaL!:e;l as Schedule 1 to this direct tesumony) . This preliminary assessment

4 rep : set has be,cn famished to the EPA and the NiDNR (Response to Staff DR No. 328).

1 ",f Q Why weren't the sites cleaned up at the time the gas plants ware

11 deccmrni , ; :. .ned?

12 A. During the time period when the MPS sites ceased operations, from

13 . 1911 Ihttiu tl 1948 (Schedule 1), there were no EPA or MDNR standards which

14 caused thc.,c MGP sites to be deemed to be Wrardous. Federal statutes have since

15
lr

been enac: .,t which require stringent cnvirottrnrntal standards .

16 Q . Is the Company IwLle for the cicanup of all nine sit"_s?

7 A . Yes . According to discussions I have had with Mr . Steven W. Sturgess,

the ADNit projcst manager who is overseeinb the MGP cleanups in Missouri, all

19 t:'y cor :;panies and other parties which were once owners or pan-owners of MGP

r " may he held jointly or wvuably liable for cleanup costs even if they no longer

tt the 1AGP sites . lie referred us to EPA Region VII counsel for definitive answers
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Will funds be available from the na;ic,r:al fund which was set tip under1

2

	

~~

	

the reguiadons set forth in the Comprehensive Ens :; ; ; : :°xntal Response, Compensation

3

	

~i

	

fvid Liability Act of 19Fi0 (Superfund), to finance the . icanup of hazardous waste site' .'

4

	

~~

	

A.

	

According to Mr. Sturgess, the SupeaLurd can pay for cleanup of waste

sites %hen the party lu;ble for the cleanup cannot Ix found, refuses to pay . or when

6

	

!

	

it emcr cncy situation exists . However, even ill th .̂ latter cases, the Superfund will

7

	

~ ~

	

e.1-an up the site and then charge the potentially respsasible party.

	

(n addition to the
i

8

	

i!

	

;!can up costs, the Saperfund can assess suUantal penalties for the failufe of the

9

	

~'

	

ti able party to cooperate in cleaning up a site .
i

IU

	

l2.

	

Does MPS own the nine MGF sites idenufled in the preliminary survey?
i

71

	

~i

	

A

	

No .

	

One site in trxingion, two to t~ "̀ W shall, anti the east portion of a

'1

	

,,rte in Nevada. `. : . . .ouri arc currently owned by private parties tResponse to Staff DR
if

"ep, ICf) .

Is the Staff proposing that MPS be pcnruncd to charge current

IJtepaycf ; for MGP cleanups of sites which are no lurrger owned by MPS?

No . Even thuugh W'S is liable for ttrc clcwiup of MGP sites which are

mr lo� i,. r owned by the Company, the Staff belic " cs that MPS stockholders have

a1read) twen comp.-.nsated t"y any gain which was realized on the sale of the property

ai,d a r . : :,cd in its entirety to the stockholders' equity . The federal Energy Regulatory

C.un :i, . . . :on (FERC) Uniform System of Accounts (CSOA), which is authorized by

!~

	

the Ct -ttission acid used by MPS, requires the Company to record the gain or loss

!

	

on tl, : At of land or other "units" of Pro1pett}. to account 421 . Miscellaneousj



3

4

S

6

8

9

10

Il

12

13 "

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

"t T .ittm~ : :y of
::ley NOrmzrl

Ncnopert-dng Into= (FERC Electric Pla : . i Instructiuus IGE), a below-the-line accowr

The sale c f the 4S,iP proprxtywoold have bee n-recorded-usira-this instruction . It Liz

been. past Conulti " sion policy to follow u ; . ; ucauncnt for ratemaking purposes as we. ; .

T::., mewts that the MPS stockholders all t:"nefits from the sale of the MGt'

lar-j .; . Th: Staff believes that since the "axLhelders did not share any gain realizes:

frorn the sale of MGP properties with the rwcpayers, they should not expect the

raic~ .iyers to sha:c any loss associate,'. with th:c properties.

Q .

	

iiziw much gain was rea ::cd by the MPS stockholders from the sale e:

MGP sites'

A .

	

Ac_ording to the Con : ;:a ::y !Response w Staff DR No . 331), -l .

,.mission orders have been found w .' . .-h autaorlzed the sale of We MGF proixrti- ,, .

wever, the Company stockholders u

	

1:d have rct " ; ned 100% of the gain under 11-

, : s of the FT:RC chart of accounts a : : .'. the P.ut Commission policy regarding su_h

nx .

Q.

	

Is the accounting and rcg .:'atory treatment of gains and losses the sarlx

all IYM of utility property'!

A .

	

No. The gains and loss:s real:rA by MPS from the sales of land arJ

:ntifiable "units" of property, such a". i � ,wer plants and buildings, arc treated by the

jrnmission as below-Lite-line envies t : stxklwlda's equity fob both accounting a .d

temaking purposes . The accounting w,- : iatcnulin j treatment of the gains and loss< :,

am sites of utility property which is nab easily identified or differentiated, such as

ales, Lines, and office equipment are rc, orded in accumulated depreciation. III effcc,,

- Page 6 -
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the :

	

-jayer ., be::cat from all gains and are t-,aged with all losses realized by Mi S

on t :

	

ere of ;:rc; :~ity-other t}ian-land-c r-"unic'=of property . The-stoold:older&-benefit

from

	

' gains and tear all losses realized b~ ' .;PS on ;.he stile of land or units" of

prof

Wt:y is there a different trcavn .nt for gains and losses on the sale of

diffe

	

-.t type- of utility property''

A .

	

l'roperry such as poles, lines, cW. . : office equipment which is ucprc_ ;ated

usin, : roc; rpirriation rote is not easily

	

to determine when a particular

poll ,-,	°drs :s rct-.ed 11cc-ause specific i;ics-fieation is burdensome to make, the

FEB - 1JSOh . ft .. t IOC, rNuircs that gains and Icsses be charged to accumulated

dep: . tabor. .

Q .

	

r.uc~ the Staff believe that the potential MOP cleanup costs pan he

char

	

'.trio

	

ocdiaary, o-guing expenses which tl .c Company should expect to pass

on i

	

~ : . a normal, ordinary cost of doing ; business'

A.

	

N .-

	

Although we believe the costs will be insured by MPS and other

uuli° .

	

whi, f . iactc or are owners of MGP sites, we cannot characterize the potential

ecor raic i, : at ;a;rmal or ordinary . late costs could escalate to millions of dollars

as ti -y has :. ~n other states : NARUC Bulletin, Sept/Oct 1992 - South Jersey Gas

Con

	

ny. 114 million for four sites, and Pcopics Gas, Light and Coke Company, $2

mill i per year for five years . In both of these cases, the respective state public

unlit � com " . :,lions ordered a sharing of the MOP citanup cosu between the ratepayers

stco, !' ;riders, We also believe that extraordinary losses such as the one MPS

- Page 7 -
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may ; c,tnntially incur for MGP sites should be shared between stockholders and

rattpay crs, for ts .c sites the Company stilt owns, using a mechanism explained later

D~xs the Staff believe that extraordinary economic gains should also be

Yes.

	

If the Commission in : ludes the cost of this extraordinary loss in

the C-L, rpany's jr, :nue requirement, we pr,, pose that the Commission also order the

sharit :g of gains %O :;ch are realized from t`,^ sale of land and other "units" of property

whfc l :, in the pa!. :, the Commission has not ;i,rected to be shared with the ratepayers .

We tx : :cve that tauness dictates that by a6-ng ratepayers to share in such economic

lossc%, utility comp;uties should also be w, .i :ng to share any. economic gains realized

from t.c sale of utility property as they co for utility property other than land or

"units' of property .

Q.

	

l i=uu are gains on salts of 1' :

	

t ", :rty other than land or "units" ueatcd for

ttgulu,.on?

h .

	

Ai anted earlier, such guns e:e credited to accumulated depreciation

for 1, . .A ; and rat :rr,Aing purposes which l:~s the impact of reducing rate base, thus

betty!-ti .& the tux,ayers . We propose a sittu' .~r treatment for gains realized on the

sale of land and

	

u!»u" of property .

Q .

	

I i ,.x. does the Staff know that the Company sold the former MGP

ptolray at a gain'

3 herew.

4 Q.

S share _4 !

A.
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9

t:..

	

Without the relevant Commission o:dcrs, it is impossible to avt

	

:~

whether a sale of property resulted in a gain or loss. The Company has nut pre . . _

	

.

informat.on as to when all of the former b1GP property was sold . However, n :. :: ..

know th ;- number of years each MC'jP was in operation (Schedule 1) .

	

The a+ : ., :e

length of time in operation for the MGP sites was 38 years . The MGP sites no ' .

	

--r

o ".;^tcd b ;. MPS were in operation for an average of 29 years (Marshall - 8 year :. .r:d

41 y-,.art, Lexington - 37 years, and Nevada - 29 years) . We can only surmise tha : the

pi tpcrty would have appreci=d in vain " over the years in operation and, dcp,ri-4tng

on when the MGP property was sold, a longer period of MPS ownership may have

resulted in an even larger gain . For example, the Marshall MGP which was in

op:-ratior for only eight years xas actuaiiy owned by the Company front 1924 until

it was so;d in 1973 (Response to Staff ilk No . 445) .

Q .

	

Doesn't all utiLty property belong to the stockholders?

111-1

	

Yes, it does. l1 : wcver, it is assumed for rnternaking purposes c ._t the

p;.-party was purchased with t~th debt and equity funds . This is why all parties in a

ra'c case apply a weighted a~erage rate of return to the rate base in order to

a-krtowl ::dge that property is purchased ty both debt and equity in a pro rata manner.

The ratepayers pay all interest costs an i even fund principal repayments through

depreciction expense. The:efoic, the Suit t^lieves that economic gains related to the

sale of land or "traits" of propcny should be shared using a debt/equity ratio . For

example, the gain on the :.ale of property owned during a certain period of time would

be shared between the stockholders and ratepayers using the average percentage of

- rage 9 -



- pay,: 10 -

I

	

Testimony of
1

	

c

	

y Nottnar
I

f.

	

irrm debt and equity included in t :".c capital structure over that sari c period of

ti

	

with the portion atm'_u -,ble to dc t t i even to the ratep-yes .

Q.

	

Why should current ratera) c-s pay xny costs related w plant u%at only

.u

	

b

	

lied prior ratepayen?

5

	

I

	

A.

	

Even though the ustfulr .-. " s of the .'-..GPs in providing service to

b

	

r: :

	

yers ceased long ago . no one at

	

prior time could foresee the changes in

7

	

e!-	+nrrental standards which lave occ:,red in recent years . During the time when

S

	

A:

	

wmdec^mmissioned, tkcre was no stint of the environmental standard changes

y

	

w :

	

have &cc xred in recent years .

	

It should be n(}!ed that any recovery of MGP

c=

	

`,~y MPS ft -n current ratepayers gc_s against a strict ocfinition of the concept

1 I

	

I

	

of

	

rgcneratio' of equity,i
I

,.

	

The Staff has developed a rcgul,,wry rcco%cry method which will provide a
i

. .

	

; of the M 3P cleanup costs leme;. :r the SIPS stockhoiacrs aird ratepayers .

	

We

4

	

h

	

!ttetmined 6hat the necessity for th- tsIGP clew:up is beyond :Lt control of MPS

the cleanup will he directed by the EPA arArur MDNR under provistlns

:o

	

c ;

	

sed in Company witness fleck's durst tesumtony at pages 18 and 19 . In

7

	

u,`

	

on, NIPS was unable to foresee the need to provide for the ratepayers of MGP

sr .

	

:cs to pay for environmental cleanup of the sites .

r'J

	

Q.

	

Is MPS seeking to recover these costs from anybody other than current

il r : eyers°

21

	

A.

	

Yes. MPS has taken steps to try to determine the Company's liability

:2

	

fi

	

.ch of the identified sites and notifu :i cunern and former insurance companies



Stu

No.

	

are concnned that the Company has not notified other

" responsibl- , .trtim such as cuncnt owners of the MGP sites orjoint owners

:Ps. if any . and has not sought to recover a share of the MGP cleanup costs

t (Response to Staff DR Nos . 444 and 448) . We reconunend that the

on mdtr the Company to conunuc to purcue such claims to nuninvu its

> fund cleanup of the sites, and that any net recovery of damages frorn

companies. and other potentially responsible par;-S . whenever it occurs,

credited to the ratepayers using the sane method~iogy which charges costs

?P etcanup to the ratepayers .

What will be the final cost of the h1GP sire ci--anup?

No oa- knowi al this ltnte, It will depend un 4. nether the Lontan-driants

- %fed into th, goundwater. Until each site is insezgatcd in depth, the extent

D:r .

	

"°~.stimony oC
Sh: Norman

ts will be i : . . .1 to try to recover dam,:g _s urvJtr rusting or formtr in>uranscYes

poL

	

However, there are indications fron ; ! .c ir.s .t :ar,~c companies (Response m

oo . 149) 1:; :,; ;h-y may not be receptive to such claims, >u any mitig-eon of

s not known at this time and may be far in :hc future, if ever .

Is MPS scekin i, recovery from all posstnle sources?

stninauon, :" any, will nut be lutown . According to the Company (Response

No. 1S", an in-depth invcstigetior; w ill be done on two of she sites which

^~ deterr;i : :ad .

Will th .^ Company perform the "orh itself.
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1

	

A.

	

No. According to the work plan submitted by the tonsuhatn Burns

2

	

. . .' ..Donnell, : t:osen by MPS-toperfomi the investigation, (Response to Staff DR No.

3

	

a +~), the wu- will be done in two steps . First, a preliminary site invc,ugatien wiil

4

	

!- ~,crformr 4 »hich will consist of a risk asses:rncnt to determine whether furdicr core

5

	

s.:r . :ples net_ w be obtained or. in some cases, to -Icttsrnine that no further actor is

6

	

. . . : kd Si : ; two will consist of an evaniadon ~;f any remedial action which needs to

7

	

be ..one .

8

	

Q.

	

Dots this clearrup have to be d:r,t immediately?

9

	

A.

	

No. According to Mr. Sturgess c" f MDNR, this may be a long process .

IU

	

the Company must identify the NIGP sites and the extent of the contamination,
i

then propose a cleanup schedule v hi :h will have to be approved by the MDNR .

12

	

'~

	

Sv far, the Company has not prep~,~~ a cleanup x heduie to tic NIDNR.

	

I xas told

13 ,	Mr. Sturgess that if the tsadiuonal Supettund process is used, the total cleanup

14 ;

	

pi:,ess will talt.e years to con-plete for most companies . However, EPA is

1S

	

e

	

Ting an accelerated approach in remccliating sites unucr the new Superfund

i6

	

:aced Cleanup Model ::SACM) approach . Uri cr SACIA. EPA, die state, and the

17

	

u-	mayagree to cleanups with only a few moriths of prior study .

Is

	

Have any funds been txpmded !,y MPS to datt foe MOP cleanup"!

19

	

A.

	

No. However, the Company has cxp: nded S74,U1 in the test year for

2U

	

, .

	

:al identifi :ation and general evaluation of the nine sites . This amount includes

21

	

f

	

:nt of legal fees totalling S29,534 which were incurred to put present and former

.̂:

	

ji

	

is

	

-tee carriers on notice that die Company would soek reimbursements related w

- Page 12
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prop:') tar .:pe claims. The total amount is cLuTenOy recorded in a defened't :': :u ;_e

sheet accour' on-ffir Company's books aM_ia-nu 1a_ludrd in the iest__;ear

statement . i 2 Company's expenditures for this pre-mmary work will be nutgatcd

by the incon

	

tax savings of 526,829, which will Ica re an out-of-pocket expenditure

of $41,242 e *ch was paid by the Company fcr M,--P cleanup costs in the test year .

Q .

	

loWhat amount did the Staff include it _ : cost of service for this case'

A.

	

£ have attached Schedule 2 to this d : .ect testimony to simplify the

:-xpi:n..don , the Staffs adjusunent regarding MGf cleanup costs . As previously

:;iscu :se,l, w , io not believe that the current rr.'epa~t :s should be charged with any

of the costs i :rated to sites no ton-ft owned by MPS Therefore, we have removed

:; reye ".scntat

	

amount from the test year expenditwc~ related to the three and a half

,rtes s".`uch x

	

no longer owned b NIPS . However, e anus" has been entered into

with livens &: PAcDonnetl for work to be accomplishc : in the first half of 1993 on one

or two of the sites (Resp- :sc to Staff DR No. 4141 .

	

'We have added an additional

;:onus. t umo

	

1 (Schedule Z, fine h) to the adjusted hunts already expended in the test

neat to :utive : ! the amount the Staff believes should lti mcluti-d .i n the cost of service

in this case . '; ; :is contra_t amount will tic reexymined and adjusted during the true-up

audu ~ ; dete:: .une actual cost incurred by MPS . 41e pwpose this rrprescntadse

amu. . : . he am, uzed over four years to recogniu the Line period between rate orders,

ns pt, . .�tly wnticipated by MPS. We have not in.luied any of the unrecovered

bale% . in rat- base . By not allowing a return on unamortized MGP costs, this

- page 13 -



ology results in a sharing of cc , .zs between the WS ratepayers and

adjusurient is shown_ asadjust � .̂nt No. S-11 .14 .

:°. Staff's proposed ueatment of MGP costs similar to past

cnt of ether extraordinary losses?

The Commission has, in the

	

ordered the sharing of the costs

and shareholders of such tr " t~~ :.rdinary losses as major storm

n powti plant outages . The s? : ::r : . .g t:as accomplished through an

loss a cr a certain nwnber of years, with no rate base trcatntcnt

d co ;t~

se suntntarize how the 1fG1 cleanup costs will be shared between

hole-rs and the ratcpa~crs.

Stair has proposed set real s : . ,ring nicchansms:

since the cleanup of co : uuninated AIGP sites will take place

over a numlicr of years, die stockholders will be reciuired to

fund the cleanup initially until the expense can be recovered

t?vough the cost of svvtcc by means of a tale case .

Any inconm tax benefits derived :scan this cost recovery ale to

b flowed lhroug!i to die tatcpaycrc .

MITS ratepayers will not !e chwi"ed fat a share of MGP cleanup

casts for the sites whicl, as no icanger owned by MPS because

h; 'S shareholders have ul:cady bcnctited from gains realized on

0-it sale of the MGP land . The Commission. fur prospective

- Par 14 -
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JRP COST R'__i

The Company has projected a signifi:~rt iin.reasc of Sl,NI0,239 in total

is which i r.xlr-cts to incur in thr 'uture c :uc to the Commission'+ adoption

of elt,

	

. utility IRl - rules . What would cruse su;li an inctcese to occur?

The Carnrnission has ado,tc~ :-few rules i4 CSR 240-22610 - 22.OEO

Deer' 'tility Rmarce f`1wininl l which Wt!; ro;?v :rt cash major electric utility to

arid analy:"tt demand-side etitcien,y and c.icrgy management measures on' icons ;

an re

	

lent basis with supply- :ide altanauves in a'ie tesotut.e planning process" .

Thr. C°

	

gany will b: required to rile an IRP snategy with the Commission every throe

years,

	

ich will talc these factors into consideration .

When rill the Company be requircul to file its strategy?

purposes regarding future evens, should reexantine iLs policy

rCated to gains on : ::!"_s of lanti and 'units" of prc zrty to

rec ogriu that if m-^3yers rue a ;led to share in ^_conomic

loss-_s, they should a . " " :hare in oconornic gains .

1f, as expected, SIGP c:ranup costs escalate in the future, t'ic

Stiff will likely prapase a :anger amortiation priod for

rmc:very in future ratr cases . A longer amortization period will

ntitigztr the ina.act on. the fairs ::f :ustorners who will share the

cost of the MGP sit` ci-aaul: :, as \".cll a. recogntu die length

of time over which U~csc plants wcit in operation .

- Page 1 s -



M quos' d From: E.rad Lewis

Data Rc :uested: C=eher 30, 1992

MISSOURI PUBLIC SERVICE
DATA INFORMA7IQN REQUEST

Case No. ER-93-37

No. PSC 1-~-

inform-' on Request d: If the task force report related to manufactured gas
cleanup -hich was requested in Data Request No. 151 does not provide documerraucn
which e 'ails the years that mamdactured gas plants were operating and the year in
wnioh e -;.h site was decommissioned, provide a schedule which details this actviry far
ea::h sitr,

Raqua~ =d By: Shirley Norman

In°ormG

	

an Provided: Based on the avai:atie information, fisted below for each former
m,: rufac' :red cas plant are the oeginnirig and ending year of operation. MPS does not
have con Nrehensive recordswhich reflect the operating status of the plants on an annual

; , °1P$ is not aware of records which indiczte the year in which each site was
oc .c;omm .sioned.

D;ttm Information Provided: November 1 5, 1992

PlLint (Cit.,') Location Beginning Year Ending Near

Ch+ilicCth a Bridge and Calhoun Streets 1892 1939

Ciinion Elh and Elm Streets 1883 1930

Lexington 1Cth Street and Highland Ave 1887 1924

Wungton Farrar Street and Soutnat-st Blvd 1924 1931

Marshall BQ~d Street and Lafayette Ave 1883 1924

Marshall Eng:ish Street and Eas',"rood Ave 1924 1932

Nevada East Walnut and East AJstn 1682 1911

Soc dla Benton Street and Monrteau Ave 7866 1931

Twn!on 10th and Grant Streets 1886 1948



MISSOUPI PUBLIC SERVICE CC' : c=:'f
KANUFACTUF :D GAS PLANT CLEANUP C-STS

TYE 9/ 1/92, CASE NO. ER-93- .7

L :r.Z
' SCRIPTIDH MOUNT

MGP Yes'. Year Costs 974,071
.- Income _^x Savings B 36.2:.2 26,529

7 Net Too' Tear Expense 047,242
Nusber " 4 MGP Sites 9

Hot Cost Per Site 65,249
t . MGP Sites Currently Owned 5 .5

Rrt See". Year Coats 926,fi71
6 Estisatcd 1993 Costs 250,069

Total t " '" be recovered 4I7C,670
Electri.- Factor 64 .39%
Retail "actor 98.48%

i . Total E'octric Retail &231,762
:'J Recover-,, Period (4 Years) 4

MGP Adj .stment 957,940


