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DOCKET 09-0319 
EXCEPTIONS OF ILLINOIS-AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 

 
The following are the Exceptions of Illinois-American Water Company (“IAWC”) to the 
Administrative Law Judges’ Proposed Order (“ALJPO”) issued in this proceeding on 
February 22, 2010.  The Exceptions are discussed in the accompanying Brief on 
Exceptions.  With respect to each Exception, the reason for the Exception is discussed in 
the Brief on Exceptions at the pages indicated in this Appendix.  Appropriate replacement 
language for the ALJPO is set forth in the corresponding section of this Appendix A – 
Exceptions, which shows the changes from the ALJPO in redline format.  For the reasons 
stated in IAWC’s Brief on Exceptions, the Company asks that the ALJPO be modified with 
the replacement language shown in the respective sections herein.
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Exception 1: ALJPO Section IV.B, “Business Systems Planning Study,” 
Subsection 3 “Commission Conclusion,” pages 20-21, should be modified as 
follows, as discussed in Section II.A of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 
1-2) 
 

While the Commission understands the AG's view that expending money on 
studies such as the CPS contributes to higher rates, all corporations must plan for the 
future.  The Commission believes that in the long run, customers benefit when utilities 
engage in such planning.  Here, the Company has explained why the CPS is beneficial to 
customers. The evidentiary record does not support a finding that the cost of the CPS 
should be disallowed as duplicative or unnecessary, and the Commission will not adopt 
the AG's recommendation to do so. 
 
 Regarding the allocation the CPS cost, the The total cost of the CPS is 
$6,700,000 (Tr. 480.)  The costs associated with the CPS "is being are allocated to all the 
regulated entities of American Water based on customer count" according to Mr. Grubb.  
(IAWC Ex. 5.00R2 at 6)  While the record is not entirely clear, Mr. Grubb suggests that.  
As Illinois customers make up 9% to 16% of American Water's customers. (Tr. at 473-74)  
Given that the total cost of the CPS is $2,390,000 (AG Cross Ex. 21), it appears that the 
AG is correct that an excessive portion of the costs has been allocated to Illinois.  
Assuming that Illinois' customer count represents 16% of the American Water's customer 
count, IAWC's responsibility would be $358,652 rather than $625,400),  IAWC’s 
$625,400 portion of the cost is reasonable and appropriate.  Therefore, the 
Commission concludes that IAWC's rate base should be reduced by $266,748, with each 
rate district's reduction based upon the respective customer count include the full 
$625,400 requested by IAWC.   
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Exception 2: ALJPO Section V.B, “Service Company Fees”, Subsection 6 
“Commission Conclusion,” pages 46-47 should be modified as follows, as 
discussed in Section II.B of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 2-7) 
 

With respect to the magnitude of the expenses, the AG and Municipalities raise 
concerns about the level and timing of increases in Service Company fees in the test year.  
In that regard, AG/JM witness Smith recommended that the fees allowed be limited to 5% 
over the amount approved in Docket No. 07-0507.  According to the AG, the 5% figure is 
consistent with the actual fluctuation in Management Fees between rate cases.  In 
briefing, the AG asks the Commission to deny IAWC any increase in Service 
Company expenses.  This recommendation, however, was not made by any 
witness in this proceeding and is unsupported by the record. 

 
As explained by the Commission in prior cases (e.g. Docket No. 02-0690), a test 

year is intended to be a representative period.  Where there have been wide fluctuations 
in an expense item, the amount projected for the test year may not be fully representative 
of a normal year.  Such concerns may be present when, as in the instant case, the 
forecasted test year expense or degree of increase is considerably higher than prior 
years, particularly where the test year expense also reflects large increases in the amount 
originally budgeted, and the expense item is one for which the Commission previously 
questioned the Company’s efforts to ensure low costs. 

 
Based on its review of the record, the Commission believes that the amount initially 

budgeted by IAWC for the Service Company fees for 2010, before subsequently 
increasing that amount by approximately $544,000, would be a reasonably 
representative and normal test year amount for Service Company fees, and is otherwise 
appropriate for purposes of setting rates in this proceeding.  The Commission rejects 
both AG/JM witness Smith’s recommendation of a 5% increase and the AG’s 
request in briefing to deny IAWC any increase in Service Company expenses. 

 
On this issue, the Commission is not unmindful of continuing concerns over IAWC 

Service Company expenses.  The Commission, however, is ultimately required to base its 
findings on actual evidence of record.  In this case, subject to the adjustment adopted 
above, the evidence presented supports a finding that the Service Company fees 
approved in this Order are reasonable and should be included in revenue requirement to 
be recovered through rates. 

 
As discussed above, Municipalities urge the Commission to order that an 

independent audit of the Service Company’s fees be performed, and that such cost be 
borne by IAWC with no recovery of it from ratepayers.  The AG suggests the Commission 
may want to consider ordering such an audit. 
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IAWC opposes such an audit as lacking any incremental benefit.  Moreover, IAWC 
argues, the Municipalities’ suggestion that the cost of this study be borne by the utility is 
inconsistent with language in Section 8-102 of the Public Utilities Act stating such costs 
“shall be recovered as an expense through normal ratemaking procedures.” 

 
The Commission believes it is possible that an independent audit could be of 

benefit in evaluating the Service Company fees assessed to IAWC. Whether such an 
audit would be cost-beneficial, however, is not determinable at this time, as the cost of 
such an undertaking is unknown.  As such, ordering such an audit in this Order would be 
premature.  Therefore, the Commission finds that IAWC should be ordered to file a 
detailed estimate or estimated range of such costs within 60 days after entry of this order.  
Other parties shall be given the opportunity to make such a filing if they choose to. 

The Commission finds that IAWC has provided sufficient and detailed 
evidence in support of its test-year amount of Service Company fees, and that an 
independent audit would not be of additional benefit in evaluating the Service 
Company fees assessed to IAWC.  The Commission will therefore not require an 
independent audit of Service Company fees. 
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Exception 3: ALJPO Section V.I, “Current Rate Case Expense,” Subsection 5 
“Commission Conclusion,” page 78 should be modified as follows, as discussed 
in Section II.C of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 7-8) 
 

For future cases, the Commission directs IAWC to fully document its efforts to 
control rate case expense.  Furthermore, for certain future studies specifically 
identified in this order, in situations where future cost studies appear to offer potential 
benefits, the Commission is ordering IAWC to provide cost estimates for such studies so 
that the Commission will have the opportunity to determine if such studies are 
cost-effective before the costs are actually incurred and passed on to ratepayers. 
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Exception 4: ALJPO Section VI.A, “Cost of Capital,” Subsection 4 “Commission 
Conclusion,” page 84 should be modified as follows, as discussed in Section II.D 
of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 8-14) 

IAWC proposes a forecasted 2010 capital structure consisting of 51.22% 
long-term debt, 0.15% short-term debt, and 48.63% common equity.  IAWC's proposal is 
also supported by Staff.  IIWC proposes a capital structure consisting of 52.24% 
long-term debt, 2.83% short-term debt, and 44.94% common equity, which was based on 
IAWC's December 31, 2008 capital structure.  AG/JM recommended a capital structure 
consisting of 51.22% long-term debt, 3.26% short-term debt, and 45.52% common 
equity. 

 
It is important to remember why a test year is utilized in the ratemaking process. 

Generally speaking, the test year is utilized so that revenues and expenses are matched 
relatively well for the period when rates will be in effect.  The Commission is concerned 
that the short term debt levels in IAWC's forecast capital structure for 2010 may not be 
not representative of what it has been in the past or what it will be in future periods when 
rates set in this proceeding are in effect.  In other words, the Commission believes that 
IAWC's forecasted test year capital structure for the capital structure, while arguably 
reasonable for that year, may not be sufficiently representative of IAWC's typical capital 
structure with respect to short term debt.  The Commission notes that in Docket No. 
07-0507 the approved capital structure for IAWC was comprised of 52.97% long-term 
debt, 3.26% short-term debt, and 43.77% common equity. 

 
The Commission finds that IAWC's capital structure should include more 

short-term debt than that the 0.15% it has proposed.  As Intervenors have observed, 
when short-term debt is the least expensive component of capital, ratepayers will pay a 
higher return if the percentage of short-term debt is too low, since the overall cost of 
capital is used to calculate return on rate base. As IAWC explains, however, it is 
required to maintain a balanced capital structure that will allow it, in all economic 
conditions, to attract necessary capital on reasonable terms.  As the record shows, 
IAWC’s proposed test year common equity ratio of 48.63% is consistent with the 
common equity ratios maintained by comparable water companies.  Further, the 
test year common equity ratio is expected to allow IAWC to attract capital at the 
lowest weighted average cost of capital and maintain appropriate financial 
characteristics.  Reducing the 48.63% ratio would leave IAWC with a common 
equity ratio that is below the levels maintained by comparable water utilities, and a 
relatively greater level of financial risk.  Therefore, the Commission finds that, 
while an increase in short term debt ratio is appropriate, such an increase should 
serve to reduce only the long term debt ratio, not the common equity ratio. 

 
The Commission believes that the short term debt proportion recommended by 

IIWC witness, Mr. Gorman, 2.83%, which is based on IAWC’s 2008 capital structure, 
is appropriate as a starting point for determining debt levels for purposes of this 
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proceeding.  Increasing the short-term will require that other components be reduced in 
some manner. The Commission believes it is appropriate to reduce IAWC's  If the 
percentage level of test year short-term debt is to be adjusted based on 2008 data, 
the adjusted percentage level should be set to maintain the 2008 proportion of 
short-term debt as a percentage of total debt (short- and long-term), with no affect 
on the percentage level of common equity.  In 2008, short-term debt (2.83% of total 
capital) represented 5.14% of the total debt and long-term debt represented 94.86% 
of total debt.  (IIWC Ex. 1.1.)  Applying these same percentages of short- and 
long-term debt, respectively, to the proposed test year total debt percentage of 
51.37% produces 48.73% long-term debt and common equity percentage in proportion 
to the amounts that IAWC projects for 20102.64% short-term debt.  This produces a 
capital structure comprised of 49.8447.83% long-term debt, 2.832.64% short-term debt, 
and 47.3348.63% common equity, which the Commission finds to be reasonable and 
supported by the record. 
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Exception 5: ALJPO Section VI.C “Cost of Common Equity,” Subsection 7 
“Commission Conclusion,” page 110, should be modified as follows, as discussed 
in Section II.E of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 14-19) 

In that regard, Staff and Intervenor witnesses have testified that a business risk 
premium based on the relative market value size of utilities has not been shown to be 
consistent with financial theory. Those parties also indicate that somewhat similar 
adjustments have been rejected by the Commission. 

 
The IAWC witness’ financial risk adjustment is based on a comparison of the 

actual credit bond ratings for Mr. McNally’s sample, which are derived from S&P’s 
assessments of financial risk profile, to her estimate of IAWC’s credit bond rating derived 
from her assessment of the financial risk profile that focuses on three financial ratios.  The 
Commission agrees that, as IAWC’s analysis shows, Mr. McNally’s analysis of this 
comparison, summarized above, supports his conclusion that the purported difference in 
credit ratings has not been demonstrated.  As a result, the Commission concludes that 
IAWC's proposals to make upward adjustments to the results estimated for the 
comparable samples are not warranted. sample has a higher rating and so has less 
financial risk than does IAWC.  IAWC calculated a 21 basis point financial risk 
adjustment as the adjustment necessary to compensate for IAWC’s higher 
financial risk relative to Staff’s Utility Group.  The Commission finds this 
adjustment reasonable and supported by the record, and it is approved.  

 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that IAWC’s cost of common equity is in the 

range of 10.0410.25% to 10.7210.93%, and that a mid-point cost rate of 10.3810.59% 
would be appropriate for purposes of calculating IAWC’s cost of capital and setting rates 
in this proceeding. 
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Exceptions 4 & 5: ALJPO Section VI.D, “Approved Cost of Capital and Rate of 
Return on Rate Base,” page 110, should be modified as follows, as discussed in 
Sections II.D and II.E of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 8-19) 
 

Taking into consideration the Commission’s conclusions regarding capital 
structure, cost of short-term debt, cost of long-term debt, and cost of common equity the 
Commission finds that IAWC should be authorized to earn a rate of return of 8.05 % on its 
rate base.  The table below shows the development of that authorized rate of return: 
 

Component  Percentage  Cost   
Weighted 

Cost 
Short-term debt  2.832.64%  1.00%  0.03%
Long-term debt  49.8448.73%  6.24%  3.113.04%
Common equity  47.3348.63%  10.3810.59%  4.915.15%
Total  100%    8.058.22%
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Exceptions 4 & 5: ALJPO Section IV, “FINDINGS AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS,” 
page 198, should be modified as follows, as discussed in Sections II.D and II.E of 
the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 8-19) 
 

(6) the Company’s December 31, 2008 plant balance reflected on IAWC 
Schedule B-5 Second Revised, page 3 of 24 is approved for purposes of an 
original cost determination, subject to any adjustments contained in this 
order; 

 
(7) a just and reasonable rate of return which IAWC should be allowed an 

opportunity to earn on its net original cost rate base is 8.058.22%; this rate 
of return incorporates a rate of return on common equity of 10.3810.59%; 

 
(8) the rates of return set forth in Finding (7) hereinabove result in operating 

revenues and net annual operating income as shown in Appendices A 
through F based on the test year herein approved; 
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Exception 6: ALJPO Section VII “Cost of Service,” Subsection C “Commission 
Conclusion,” pages 143, 146, and 147-48, should be modified as follows, as 
discussed in Section II.F of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 19-26) 
 
Page 143 
 In Docket No. 07-0507, the Commission found that IAWC did not provide the 
updated demand factors or cost of service studies.  IAWC again recommended 
increasing rates on an across the board basis with the cost of service studies used in 
Docket No. 02-0690 as the starting point.  Staff presented cost of service studies and 
recommended that those cost of service studies form the basis for rates established in 
Docket No. 07-0507. 
 
Page 146 
 As discussed above, IAWC relies in part on the fact that the Commission approved 
the methodology for developing demand factors in Docket No. 08-0463.  Staff contends 
that IAWC places too much weight or significance on that Commission approval.  While 
the Commission previously approved the general methodology for developing demand 
factors, it did not approve the specific methoddata utilized by IAWC's consultant, Black 
and Veach, to develop its recommended demand factors.   
 
 Additionally, Staff suggests that IAWC makes too much of the fact that the method 
used to develop its proposed demand factors were purportedly developed in compliance 
with AWWA Manual.  It appears to the Commission that the IAWC witness on this matter, 
Mr. McKinley, is qualified to perform such a study and is familiar with performing a 
demand factor study that would be consistent with the AWWA Manual.  This provides the 
Commission some assurance that the study was performed in a manner in which such 
studies are normally undertaken in the water utility industry.  This does not, however, 
suggest an absence of concerns with the IAWC's demand factor study. 
 
 As noted above, Mr. Lazare has identified some legitimate areas of concern with 
IAWC's demand factors.  The first issue the Commission must address is whether those 
areas are sufficient to reject the demand study results to be used as the basis of rates 
established in this proceeding.  On this difficult issue, the Commission believes that all 
things considered, IAWC's proposed demand factors are sufficiently reliable for use in 
this proceeding.  As previously discussed, the Commission finds it significant that the 
recommendation of the only witness opposing the methodology underlying the demand 
factors appears to be inconsistent, in certain relevant respects, with the 
recommendations of another Staff witness. 
 
Pages 147-48 
 While theThe Commission has already found that IAWC's demand factors, derived 
from an indirect measurement method, should be used for purposes of setting rates in this 
proceeding, it has done so because the only alternative would produce a worse result.  
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The Commission finds IAWC cost estimate for a direct demand study, $1.86 million, to be 
unsubstantiated.  The Commission, nevertheless, realizes that, if it orders IAWC to 
perform a direct demand study, it could cost a significant amount of money., and that 
such a study may present operational challenges such as reductions in fire flows.  
The record also shows that at this time there are significant concerns with the 
reliability and accuracy of available water demand metering technology. 
 
 Given the numerous and significant concerns raised about thethat IAWC’s 
demand factors developed through the indirect method are acceptable for this 
proceeding, and subject to the conditions discussed below, the Commission concludes 
thatdeclines to require IAWC will be required to perform a direct measurement demand 
study for use in future rate proceedings in Illinois.  As explained by Staff, the advantage of 
direct measurement, if performed correctly, is accuracy, because, among other reasons, 
the indirect calculations of maximum day and maximum hour demand factors employ 
judgments about the behavior of customer classes within the maximum hour and 
maximum day that may or may not conform to reality..  It is the responsibility of IAWC 
to determine the appropriate method for developing demand factors for cost of 
service studies it presents in future rate cases.   
 
 Due to the inherent difficulties associated with undertaking a direct demand study, 
IAWC is hereby required to perform a preliminary planning study and report the results to 
the Commission.  The preliminary planning study report should explain in detail how 
IAWC will undertake the required direct demand study including a discussion of the types 
and locations of meters it intends to install and of the data it intends to collect.  It should 
also explain how IAWC will analyze the data collected, provide cost estimates for each 
aspect of the direct demand study and, an estimate of when the direct demand study will 
be completed.  IAWC is required to submit the preliminary planning study to the 
Commission as a compliance filing in this docket within 120 days after the order in this 
proceeding is entered.  IAWC is encouraged to work with Staff and any other interested 
parties in a manner that would allow them have input into the direct demand study.  
Additionally, the Commission encourages Staff and any other interest party to work with 
IAWC to avoid a repeat of what resulted from IAWC's indirect demand study. 
 
 Unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, the only means by which IAWC 
could avoid performing the direct demand study required by this order would be to file a 
petition, within 60 days after the preliminary study is filed, requesting that the Commission 
eliminate the requirement.  Given the  long-running controversy surrounding this issue, 
the Commission cautions IAWC that unless the preliminary planning study produces 
findings that clearly indicate otherwise, the Commission will not be inclined to eliminate 
the requirement for a direct demand study.  Additionally, in the absence of a petition filed 
pursuant to this paragraph, or unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, the 
Commission will expect IAWC to proceed with the direct demand study in a timely 
manner.  
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 Exception 7: ALJPO Section VIII.M, “Municipal Rate Comparisons and Other 
Intervenor Issues”, Subsection 4 “Commission Conclusion,” pages 197-98, should 
be modified as follows, as discussed in Section II.G of the accompanying Brief on 
Exceptions (p. 26) 
 
 As described above, both the AG and Homer Glen complain that IAWC's rates are 
higher than surrounding municipally-owned utilities.  While IAWC does not dispute the 
AG's or Homer Glen's assertions, it does argue that direct comparison to MOUs is 
inappropriate.  IAWC attempts to explain why its rates are higher than MOUs and to justify 
its position that its rates are reasonable.   
 
 In Docket No. 07-0507 the Commission found that "Due to the fundamental 
differences between MOUs and IAWC, it is the opinion of the Commission that a 
comparison of IAWC’s rates and costs to those of MOUs is a very difficult undertaking."  
The Commission concluded that, “[i]n the Commission's view, the record 
demonstrates that there are significant differences between IAWC’s cost structure 
and those of MOUs which supports the conclusion that comparisons of IAWC’s 
rates to those of MOUs are not practical for ratemaking purposes.”  (Order at 44)  
TheBased on the record in this proceeding, the Commission believes that this 
conclusion remains true today.  While the Commission understands the concerns of the 
AG and Homer Glen, as a practical matter, the record of this proceeding, combined with 
the statutory framework within which utility rates are established, provides the 
Commission with no method whereby these concerns may be fully resolved at this time. 

 
 



APPENDIX A 

 -13-  

Exception 8: ALJPO Section V “Operating Expenses and Revenues,” page 21, 
should have the following additional language inserted prior to Subsection A, as 
discussed in Section II.H of the accompanying Brief on Exceptions (pp. 26-27) 
 

The Commission also notes that IIWC witness Mr. Collins initially proposed 
adjustments to the Company’s test year projections of commercial and residential 
sales volumes and resulting commercial and residential revenues.  The Company 
addressed Mr. Collins’ proposed adjustments in testimony and briefs.  In briefing, 
no other party addressed these issues or objected to IAWC’s position with respect 
to residential and commercial revenues.  The Commission finds that the positions 
of IAWC on these issues are reasonable, supported by the record, and are hereby 
approved. 
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Exception 9: Proposed New ALJPO Section VIII.N “IAWC Pension/OPEB 
Proposal,” pages 198-99 should be inserted, as discussed in Section II.I of the 
accompanying Brief on Exceptions (p. 27) 
 
VIII.N  Pension / OPEB Accounting Proposal in Docket 09-0400 

(a) Company’s Position 

As Mr. Grubb explained (IAWC Ex. 5.00 (Rev.) (Grubb Dir.), p. 29), in accord 
with the ratemaking treatment of pension and other-post retirement benefit 
(“OPEBs”) costs approved by the Commission in past proceedings, IAWC 
proposed recovery in rates as operating expenses of the accrued levels of these 
costs under the applicable accounting rules.  These rules are Financial 
Accounting Board Statement No. 87 (“FAS 87”) in the case of pension expense 
and Financial Accounting Board Statement No. 106 (“FAS 106”) in the case of 
OPEB.  The Company based the proposed rate recovery for these costs on 
actuarial studies that determine each respective cost.  IAWC further showed that 
no witness in this proceeding opposed IAWC’s recovery of the accrued levels of 
pension and OPEB costs as initially proposed by IAWC. 

The Company introduced evidence that, due to market conditions, its level 
of pension/OPEB cost increased significantly, commencing in 2009, from the level 
for the prior year. Based on the changed level and significant fluctuation of these 
costs, IAWC filed with the Commission a Petition in Docket 09-0400 seeking 
approval for accounting purposes to amortize a portion of the amount of pension 
and OPEB costs commencing in 2009, with deferral of the unamortized balance.  
IAWC maintains that the fluctuating pattern of these expenses is expected to be 
similar to that of other costs, such as tank painting, that are amortized for rate 
making purposes.   

The Company reviewed the actual level of pension and OPEB expense 
determined in accordance with FAS 87 and FAS 106, respectively, from 2000-2008 
and the projected level from 2009-2014.  This review showed that pension and 
OPEB expense exhibit a pattern of fluctuation comparable to the pattern for such 
costs as tank painting.  In particular, IAWC pointed to a significant increase in the 
expense in 2009, but the expense then trends downward through 2014.  The 
Company therefore proposed that, commencing January 1, 2009, the annual 
amount of pension and OPEB costs above the amount currently reflected in rates 
(as approved by the Commission in Docket 07-0507) (the “Pension/OPEB Amount”) 
be amortized over a five year period.  The Company would begin amortizing the 
Pension/OPEB Amount over the five year period at the time rates go into effect 
following this proceeding (expected to be May 2010), with the unamortized balance 
included in rate base.  According to the Company’s proposal, beginning in May 
2010, it would reflect one-fifth of the Pension/OPEB Amounts for 2009 and 2010 as 
an operating expense and include the unamortized four-fifths balance of these 
Pension/OPEB Amounts in rate base.  In each succeeding year, the Company 
would begin amortizing the Pension/OPEB Amount, starting in January of that 
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year, over a five year period, with the unamortized balance included in rate base.  
IAWC states that its ratepayers would benefit as a result of a reduction in the 
revenue requirement in the amount of $1,061,543 for pension and $313,241 for 
OPEB.    

IAWC stated that if its proposal in Docket 09-0400 is approved, IAWC would 
seek to recover in rates in this proceeding the levels of pension and OPEB cost as 
shown on IAWC Exhibit 5.02SUPP.  This level of cost recovery is consistent with 
the deferral and amortization proposal discussed in this proceeding by IAWC 
witness Grubb. 

(b) Commission Conclusion 

The Commission entered an Order in Docket 09-0400 approving IAWC’s 
accounting proposal.  With respect to IAWC’s proposal for rate recovery of its 
pension and OPEB expense, in view of the accounting change approved in Docket 
09-0400, the Commission accepts IAWC’s proposal as described above.  IAWC has 
demonstrated, based on the evidence presented in the record, that the its 
proposed rate recovery for pension and OPEB expense is reasonable.  The 
Commission notes that IAWC’s rate recovery proposal under the alternative 
accounting methodology is unopposed in this proceeding.  The Commission 
therefore accepts the Company’s alternative proposals pursuant to the accounting 
methodology approved in Docket 09-0400. Accordingly, the level of cost recovery 
for pension and OPEB expense reflected in the Appendix attached to this Order 
are as set forth on IAWC Ex. 5.02SUPP. 
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