Case No. 80911

In the Supreme Court of Pevada
Electronically Filed

SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION, Jan 04 2021 08:06 p.m.
Avpellant Elizabeth A. Brown
ppellant, Clerk of Supreme Court

US.

PuBLic UTILITIES COMMISSION OF
NEVADA; and STATE OF NEVADA
BUREAU OF CONSUMER PROTECTION,

Respondents.

APPEAL

from the Eighth Judicial District Court, Clark County
The Honorable WILLIAM KEPHART, District Judge
District Court Case No. A-19-791302-J

JOINT APPENDIX
VOLUME 19
PAGES 4501-4750

DANIEL F. POLSENBERG (SBN 2376)
JOEL D. HENRIOD (SBN 8492)
ABRAHAM G. SMITH (SBN 13,250)
LEWIS ROCA ROTHGERBER CHRISTIE LLP
3993 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 600
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169
(702) 949-8200

Attorneys for Appellant

Docket 80911 Document 2021-00147



CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF CONTENTS TO JOINT APPENDIX

Tab Document Date Vol. Pages
1 Petition for Judicial Review 03/18/19 1 1-250
2 251-500
3 501-644
2 Erratum 03/19/19 3 645
3 Statement of Intent to Participate in Peti- 03/27/19 646—649
tion for Judicial Review
4 Certification of Record — Index of Volumes | 04/22/19 3 650—665
5 Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 3 666—750
— Volume 1 4 751-1000
5 1001-1250
6 1251-1500
7 1501-1565
6 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 7 1566-1620
— Volume 2
7 Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 7 1621-1750
— Volume 4 8 1751-1929
8 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 8 1930-2000
— Volume 5 9 2001-2250
10 2251-2500
11 2501-2750
12 2751-3000
13 3001-3033
9 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 13 3034-3060
— Volume 6
10 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 13 3061-3179
— Volume 7
11 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 13 3180-3250
— Volume 8 14 3251-3500
15 3501-3750




16 3751-3876
12 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 16 3877-3913
— Volume 9
13 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 16 3914-3970
— Volume 10
14 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 16 3971-4000
— Volume 11 17 4001-4177
15 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 17 4178-4250
— Volume 12 18 4251-4500
19 4501-4632
16 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 19 4633—-4695
— Volume 13
17 | Stipulation to Seal Records 04/22/19 19 4696-4704
18 | Addendum to Stipulation to Seal Records 05/08/19 19 4705-4718
19 | Memorandum of Points and Authorities in | 05/22/19 19 4719-4750
Support of Petition for Judicial Review 20 4751-4782
20 | Bureau of Consumer Protection’s Memo- 06/21/19 20 4783-4816
randum of Points and Authorities in Oppo-
sition to Petition for Judicial Review
21 | Respondent Public Utilities Commission of | 06/21/19 20 4817-4891
Nevada Memorandum of Points and Au-
thorities
22 | Motion for Leave to File Reply in Support 08/06/19 20 4892—4922
of Petition for Judicial Review
23 | Bureau of Consumer Protection’s Opposi- 08/08/19 20 4923-4926
tion to Southwest Gas’ Motion for Leave to
File Reply in Support of Petition for Judi-
cial Review
24 | Public Utilities Commission of Nevada’s 08/21/19 20 4927-4943

Opposition to Southwest Gas’s Motion for
Leave to File Reply in Support of Petition
for Judicial Review




25

Reply in Support of Motion for Leave to
File Reply in Support of Petition for Judi-
cial Review

09/06/19

20

4944-4948

26

Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Peti-
tioner’s Motion for Leave to File Reply in
Support of Petition for Judicial Review

10/15/19

20

4949-4959

27

Reply in Support of Petition for Judicial Re-
view

10/16/19

20

4960—-4986

28

Sur-reply of the Public Utilities Commis-
sion of Nevada in Response to Southwest
Gas Corporation Reply

11/01/19

20
21

498'7-5000
5001-5019

29

Bureau of Consumer Protection’s Sur-Reply
to Southwest Gas Reply in Support of the
Petition for Judicial Review

11/01/19

21

5020-5042

30

Notice of Entry of Order Granting Motion
for Leave to File Reply in Support of Peti-
tion for Judicial Review

11/14/19

21

5043-5046

31

Respondent’s Notice of Filing of Petition for
Writ of Mandamus or, Alternatively, Prohi-
bition

12/09/19

21

5047-5050

32

Respondent’s Motion for Stay, or Alterna-
tively, Continuance

12/09/19

21

5051-5058

33

Respondent’s Ex Parte Application for Or-
der Shortening Time Regarding Its Motion
for Stay, or Alternatively, Continuance

12/10/19

21

5059-5077

34

State of Nevada, Bureau of Consumer Pro-
tection’s Joinder to the Public Utility Com-
mission of Nevada’s Motion to Stay or, Al-
ternatively, Continuance

12/11/19

21

5078-5080

35

Southwest Gas Corporation’s Opposition to
Motion for Stay

12/16/19

21

5081-5088

36

Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Re-
spondent’s Ex Parte Application for an Or-
der Shortening Time Regarding Its Motion

12/17/19

21

5089-5109

3




for Stay, or Alternatively, Continuance

37 | Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Peti- 01/09/20 21 5110-5250
tion for Judicial Review 22 5251-5258
38 | Notice of Entry of Order Denying Petition 03/06/20 22 52595278
for Judicial Review
39 | Notice of Appeal 03/25/20 22 5279-5302
40 | Case Appeal Statement 03/25/20 22 5303-5306
41 | Order Denying Petition for Judicial Review | 06/23/20 22 5307-5326
42 | Amended Notice of Appeal 07/02/20 22 5327-5350
43 | Amended Case Appeal Statement 07/02/20 22 5351-5354




ALPHABETICAL TABLE OF CONTENTS TO JOINT APPENDIX

Tab Document Date Vol. Pages
18 | Addendum to Stipulation to Seal Records 05/08/19 19 4705-4718
43 | Amended Case Appeal Statement 07/02/20 22 5351-5354
42 | Amended Notice of Appeal 07/02/20 22 5327-5350
20 | Bureau of Consumer Protection’s Memo- 06/21/19 20 4783-4816

randum of Points and Authorities in Oppo-
sition to Petition for Judicial Review
23 | Bureau of Consumer Protection’s Opposi- 08/08/19 20 4923-4926
tion to Southwest Gas’ Motion for Leave to
File Reply in Support of Petition for Judi-
cial Review
29 | Bureau of Consumer Protection’s Sur-Reply | 11/01/19
to Southwest Gas Reply in Support of the 21 5020-5042
Petition for Judicial Review
40 | Case Appeal Statement 03/25/20 22 5303-5306
4 Certification of Record — Index of Volumes | 04/22/19 3 650—665
2 Erratum 03/19/19 3 645
5 Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 3 666—750
— Volume 1 4 751-1000
5 1001-1250
6 1251-1500
7 1501-1565
13 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 16 3914-3970
— Volume 10
14 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 16 3971-4000
— Volume 11 17 40014177
15 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 17 4178-4250
— Volume 12 18 4251-4500
19 4501-4632




16 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 19 4633—-4695
— Volume 13
6 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 7 1566-1620
— Volume 2
7 Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 7 1621-1750
— Volume 4 8 1751-1929
8 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 8 1930-2000
— Volume 5 9 2001-2250
10 | 2251-2500
11 2501-2750
12 2751-3000
13 3001-3033
9 Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 13 3034-3060
— Volume 6
10 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 13 3061-3179
— Volume 7
11 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 13 3180-3250
— Volume 8 14 3251-3500
15 3501-3750
16 3751-3876
12 | Excerpts of Record of Docket No. 18-05031 | 04/22/19 16 3877-3913
— Volume 9
19 | Memorandum of Points and Authorities in | 05/22/19 19 4719-4750
Support of Petition for Judicial Review 20 4751-4782
22 | Motion for Leave to File Reply in Support 08/06/19 20 4892—4922
of Petition for Judicial Review
39 | Notice of Appeal 03/25/20 22 5279-5302
38 | Notice of Entry of Order Denying Petition 03/06/20 22 52595278
for Judicial Review
30 | Notice of Entry of Order Granting Motion 11/14/19 21 5043-5046

for Leave to File Reply in Support of Peti-

tion for Judicial Review




41 | Order Denying Petition for Judicial Review | 06/23/20 22 5307-5326
1 Petition for Judicial Review 03/18/19 1 1-250
2 251-500
3 501-644
24 | Public Utilities Commission of Nevada’s 08/21/19 20 4927-4943
Opposition to Southwest Gas’s Motion for
Leave to File Reply in Support of Petition
for Judicial Review
37 | Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Peti- 01/09/20 21 5110-5250
tion for Judicial Review 22 5251-5258
26 | Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Peti- 10/15/19 20 4949-4959
tioner’s Motion for Leave to File Reply in
Support of Petition for Judicial Review
36 | Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing Re: Re- 12/17/19 21 5089-5109
spondent’s Ex Parte Application for an Or-
der Shortening Time Regarding Its Motion
for Stay, or Alternatively, Continuance
25 | Reply in Support of Motion for Leave to 09/06/19 20 49444948
File Reply in Support of Petition for Judi-
cial Review
27 | Reply in Support of Petition for Judicial Re- | 10/16/19 20 4960-4986
view
21 | Respondent Public Utilities Commission of | 06/21/19 20 4817-4891
Nevada Memorandum of Points and Au-
thorities
33 | Respondent’s Ex Parte Application for Or- 12/10/19 21 5059-5077
der Shortening Time Regarding Its Motion
for Stay, or Alternatively, Continuance
32 | Respondent’s Motion for Stay, or Alterna- 12/09/19 21 5051-50568
tively, Continuance
31 | Respondent’s Notice of Filing of Petition for | 12/09/19 21 5047-5050

Writ of Mandamus or, Alternatively, Prohi-
bition




35 | Southwest Gas Corporation’s Opposition to | 12/16/19 21 5081-5088
Motion for Stay

34 | State of Nevada, Bureau of Consumer Pro- | 12/11/19 21 5078-5080
tection’s Joinder to the Public Utility Com-
mission of Nevada’s Motion to Stay or, Al-
ternatively, Continuance

3 Statement of Intent to Participate in Peti- 03/27/19 3 646—649
tion for Judicial Review

17 | Stipulation to Seal Records 04/22/19 19 46964704

28 | Sur-reply of the Public Utilities Commis- 11/01/19 20 4987-5000
sion of Nevada in Response to Southwest 21 5001-5019

Gas Corporation Reply




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on January 4, 2021, I submitted the foregoing “Joint
Appendix” for filing via the Court’s eFlex electronic filing system. Elec-

tronic notification will be sent to the following:

GARRETT WEIR AARON D. FORD

DEBREA M. TERWILLIGER ERNEST D. FIGUEROA

PuBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF NEVADA WHITNEY F. DIGEST

1150 East William Street STATE OF NEVADA

Carson City, Nevada 89701 OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
100 North Carson Street

Attorneys for Respondent Public Carson City, Nevada 89701

Utilities Commission of Nevada

Attorneys for Respondent
State of Nevada, Bureau of Con-
sumer Protection

/s/Cynthia Kelley
An Employee of Lewis Roca Rothgerber Christie LLP




TOS¥00

11

12

13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

22

Q41.

A41

measures the volatility of a security relative to the market, the Beta coefficient for the market will
equal 1 00 (that 1s, market volatility relative to market volatility 1s 1 00) The CAPM-based Cost
of Equity for the market (k=), therefore, is expressed as km = Rr+ 1.00(Rm — Ry That, of course
simplifies to k» = Rm What Staff Witness Venkat has presented, therefore, simply 1s a tautology,
i.e. the Cost of Equity will equal the market Cost of Equity when the Beta coefficient equals unity
It certainly does not invalidate the CAPM when the market return is estimated on an expected
basis, nor does 1t provide any basis to conclude the DCF-based approach 1s not a proper method to

estimate the expected Market Risk Premium

Are you aware of other sources that also used the Constant Growth DCF model to estimate
the market return?

Yes In Attachment SV-7, Ms Venkat cites to a 2018 survey by Pablo Fernandez, er a/ That study
discusses how the required Equity Risk Premium is commonly calculated using the Constant
Growth DCF approach

[t]he [1mplied equity premium] 1s the implicit [required equity premium] used
in the valuation of a stock (or market index) that matches the current market
price  The most widely used model to calculate the [implied equity premium]
is the dividend discount model the current price per share (Po) is the present
value of expected dividends discounted at the required rate of return (Ke) If di
is the dividend per share expected to be received in year 1, and g the expected
long term growth rate 1n dividends per share

Po=di/ (Ke — g), which implies

[1mplied equity premium] = di/Po + g — R¢*®

Pablo Fernandez. Vitaly Perstun. and Isabel F Acin. Market Risk Premium and Risk-Free Rate used for 59 countries
m 2018 asurvey 1ESE Business School. at 10
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As discussed 1n my Direct Testimony, I calculated the ex-ante MRP 1n a similar manner, using a
market capitahization weighted Constant Growth DCF calculation on the individual companies 1n

the S&P 500 Index

At page 18 (Table 6) of her testimony, Ms. Venkat refers to various studies of expected
market returns, suggesting your estimates are too high. What is your response to Ms.
Venkat on that point?

First, although Ms Venkat points to those studies to critique my methods and results, 1t appears
she gives them little weight in developing her own recommendation InMs Venkat’s Table 6, for
example, the Graham and Harvey survey reports an expected market return of 6 79 percent Ms
Venkat’s 9 40 percent ROE recommendation, which applies to a company less risky than the
overall market,*® 15 261 basis points above the Graham and Harvey expected market return The
same 1S true, but to a lesser extent, for the IESE and Duff & Phelps estimates (8 20 percent and
8 50 percent, respectively) If she believed those estimates were reasonable measures of the
expected market return, Ms Venkat’s ROE recommendation would be no higher than 8 50
percent ¥ But that 1s not the case

Second, the Graham and Harvey Duke CFO Survey noted a distinction in survey responses
between the expected market return on one hand, and the hurdle rate on the other The “hurdle
rate” 1s the firm’s opportunity cost of capital — 1t 1s the return required for the firm to invest 1ts
capital * In the September 2017 survey, the reported hurdle rate was 13 50 percent relative to the

expected market return (over ten years) of 6 50 percent *° The authors further reported the average

16
47
48
49

Ms Venkat and | agree that Beta coefficients for our proxy companies are less than 1 0

The hughest of the three returns provided in Ms Venkat’s Table 6

See. for example. Richard Brealey and Stewart Meyers, Prnnciples of Corporate Finance, 3 Ed 1988 at 13
Duke/CFO Magazine Global Business Outlook survey — U S | Thurd Quarter 2017 at 43 151
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Weighted Average Cost of Capital was 9 20 percent, which exceeded the 6 50 percent expected
market return, even though the WACC includes the cost of debt>® It may be that survey
respondents expect a return of 6 79 percent, but that i1s different than the return they require (as
seen in the hurdle rate and the WACC) It is the required return that determines how capital will

be allocated, and which should be the subject of our analyses

What do you conclude from that data?

As Ms Venkat points out, utilities are less risky than the overall market, her average Beta
coefficient of 0 67 confirms as much®! If Ms Venkat’s ROE recommendation 1s to have any
meaning, her ROE range and recommendation should be below the expected market return But
that 1s not the case — the upper end of her recommended range (9 70 percent) 1s g basis points
above the highest return she reports 1n her Table 6 (8 50 percent) Ms Venkat cannot point to
expected returns of 6 79 percent to 8 50 percent to critique my analyses while giving those

estimates no weight in developing her own recommendation Her contradictory position makes

no theoretical or practice sense and should be given no weight

Does Ms. Venkat have any other concerns with your ex-ante MRP?

Yes, she does Ms Venkat suggests the “MRP” estimates in my Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium
analysis range from S 99 percent to 6 82 percent, which implies that the MRP estimates 1n my

CAPM and ECAPM analyses are too high *2

50
51
52

Ibid at 143
See Attachment SV-10
Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat at 27
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Is Ms. Venkat correct?

No The Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium analysis presented in Exhibit (RBH)-6 1n my Direct
Testimony considers the relationship between the 30-year Treasury yield and the Equuty Risk
Premium, not the Market Risk Premium That 1s, the 5 99 percent to 6 82 percent range to which
Ms Venkat refers represents the difference between authonzed returns and the 30-year Treasury
yield,> whereas the Market Risk Premlun; estimates presented in my CAPM and ECAPM analyses
represent the difference between the expected overall market return and the 30-year Treasury yield
(see Exhibit (RBH)-3) Under the CAPM, the Equity Risk Premium 1s the product of the Beta
coefficient and the Market Risk Premium The Equity Risk Premium and the MRP are different
measures of risk and should not be directly compared Ms Venkat’s suggestion that the Equity
Risk Premium estimates 1n my Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium approach somehow invalidate the
Market Risk Premium estimates in my CAPM and ECAPM analyses 1s mistaken

D. Allowed ROE/Bond Yield Analysis
Please summarize Ms. Venkat’s Allowed ROE/Bond Yield analysis.

Ms Venkat’s Allowed ROE/Bond Yield analysis is based on the relationship between authorized
returns and the Treasury yields To assess that relationship, Ms Venkat performs a regression
analysis 1n which the average quarterly authonzed return for natural gas utilities 1s the dependent
variable and the average four quarter Treasury yields, lagged two quarters, 1s the independent
variable Ms Venkat then applies the average Treasury yield for the third quarter of 2017 through
the second quarter of 2018 to the resulting regression equation to arnive at her 9 61 percent ROE

estimate **

33
54

Ms Venkat corrcctly notes tlus definition on page 235 of her Prepared Direct Testimony
Prepared Direct Testimonv of Swetha Venkat. at 20

28
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Do you have any observations regarding Ms. Venkat’s analysis?

Yes, I do As noted in my Direct Testimony, because the Cost of Equity 1s a forward-looking
concept, 1nputs used in 1ts estimation likewise should be forward-looking ** In Ms Venkat’s
CAPM and ECAPM analysis she relied on the projected Treasury yield from Blue Chip for the
fourth quarter of 2019 > Applying the same 3 60 percent projected Treasury yield from Blue Chip
in her Allowed ROE/Bond Yield analysis results in an ROE of 9 96 percent, four basis points

below from the 10 00 percent lower end of my recommended range °’

Ms. Venkat also argues there is no reason to assume, as your Bond Yield Plus Risk
Premium method does, that the Equity Risk Premium increases as interest rates decrease.
Do you agree with Ms. Venkat’s argument?

No, I do not My Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium method examines the relationship between
interest rates and the Equity Risk Premium, where the Equity Risk Premium 1s the difference
between authonized ROEs and the prevailing 30-year Treasury yield * In my Direct Testimony I
explained that approach is consistent with long-standing published research that has found the
Equity Risk Premium is not static, but changes (inversely) with the level of interest rates My
model results are consistent with that finding Ms Venkat, however, states that she 1s unaware of
any “economic or financial theory or solid emprrical studies to support the claim %

As to research supporting the inverse relationship between interest rates and the Equity

Risk Premium, footnote 37 to my Direct Testimony cited published articles supporting that finding

55
56

57
58

60

Prepared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevert, at 4

Ms Venkat adjusted the estimate of 3 70 percent to 3 60 percent to reflect the difference between the 20-year and 30-
year Treasury yields

996 =84368 + 04224 x 360 See, Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat, at 21

Ibid at 20 Please note that here too, Ms Venkat refers to the Equity Risk Premuum as the Market Risk Premium
See. Prepared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevert, at 35 — 38

Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat, at 20
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Among those 1s Brigham, Shome and Vinson’s The Risk Premium Approach to Measuring a
Unlity’s Cost of Equity 1n that article, the authors suggest that “with ‘proper’ regulation, utility
stocks would provide a better hedge against unanticipated inflation than would bonds 7' In that
case, 1f concerns regarding future inflation increase, the percerved nisk of bonds would increase
more than the perceived risk of equity That 1s, the return required on equity would increase less
than the return required on bonds, thereby decreasing the Equity Risk Premium That financial
theory 1s consistent with my Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium model results

As to the model’s ability to explain changes 1n the Equity Risk Premium, Chart 1 (page 37)
of my Direct Testimony noted the R? was about 78 00 percent, about the same (albeit slightly
higher) than the 75 00 percent RZ Ms Venkat reports for her method > Given those strong
empirical results, and knowing that the basis of my method 1s consistent with financial theory and
supported by long-standing research, I continue to believe my Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium
method 1s proper, and provides reasonable estimates of the Company’s Cost of Equity

E. Effect of Tax Cuts and Jobs Act

Please summarize Ms. Venkat’s views regarding the Tax Cut and Jobs Act (“TCJA”), and
its implications for the Company’s Cost of Equity.

Although Ms Venkat agrees rating agencies have noted their concerns regarding the TCJA’s
potential effect on utilities, she concludes there 1s no reason to be concerned with 1ts effect on
equity investors > Ms Venkat suggests my reasoning in suggesting the TCJA matters to equity

mnvestors 1s “flawed”, based on her review of rating agency reports from early 2018, reviews of

61

62

63

Fugene F Brngham Dilip K Shome. and Steve R Vinson. The Risk Premum Approach to Measuring a Utility's Cost
of Equuty. Financial Management (Spring 1985). at 43

Attaclment SV-11 Pages2 and 6 of 11 AsMs Venkat explains, R? ineasures the ability of one vanable to explain
changes 1n another

Prepared Dircet Testimony of Swetha Venkat, at 35
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authorized returns during 2018, a discussion by Value Line, and the Company’s rate filings ¢ As
discussed below, Ms Venkat’s arguments and conclusions are misplaced

Although Ms Venkat discusses the TCJA in the context of credit ratings, 1t 1s important to
consider the Act’s implications for the Cost of Equity They are related, but different issues, as
discussed below, credit ratings are not full measures of equity nsk Consequently, even 1f a given
company did not expenence a credit rating downgrade (or even a downgrade 1n outlook) due to

the TCJA, that does not mean equity investors have been unconcemned with it, or unaffected by it

At page 32, Ms. Venkat suggests the analysis presented in your Direct Testimony, which
demonstrated the natural gas sector meaningfully under-performed the market is
“simplistic”. What is your response to Ms. Venkat on that point?

Ms Venkat does not appear to disagree with the objective finding that the sector materially under-
performed the broad market around the time the TCJA was enacted Rather, she argues other
variables may have been at play, although she does not suggest what they may have been, or why
natural gas utilities would have reacted so negatively to them

There 1s no dispute that the utility sector significantly underperformed the market during
coincident with the TCJA’s enactment Although Ms Venkat may wish to attribute that under-
performance to some unnamed factor unrelated to the TCJA, she has not refuted the empirical
conclusion that equity investors saw the value of their invested capital significantly diminished
Her 1nability to do so supports the conclusions in my Direct Testimony that the TCJA negatively

affected utility stock prices

64
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Are there methods used to determine whether a specific event likely affected stock price
valuations?

Yes, a method frequently used to assess the implications of a given event on stock prices 1s to
calculate “abnormal returns” before and after the event Under that method, “abnormal returns”
are defined as the difference between actual and expected returns To the extent the cumulative
abnormal returns deviate significantly from pre-event levels, we can conclude the event affected
market price performance, and was meaningful to investors

In applying the approach, I defined the abnormal return on a given day as 4, = R,
R,,; Equation [4], where A:1s the Abnormal Return on day t, Rit1s the actual return for Ms
Venkat’s proxy group® on day t, and Rm,1s the expected return for the proxy group The expected
return (sometimes referred to as the “market-adjusted return”) is based on a regression equation 1n
which the proxy group’s daily returns are the dependent varnable, and the market’s daily return

(measured by the S&P 500) 1s the explanatory varable (that is, R,,,=o+ B, , Equation [5])

Because 1t relies on market-adjusted returns, the approach controls for factors that, like the TCJA,
affects companies across market sectors

Consistent with Value Line’s approach for calculating Beta coefficients, 1 applied the
regression (1 e, Equation [S]) over five years, using daily (rather than weekly) returns The

equation and slope coefficient both were statistically significant (see Table 4, below)

65

Calculated as an index Source S&P Global Market Intelligence
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Table 4: Market Model Regression Statistics

Slope Intercept
Coefficient 05433 0 0004
Std Err 00325 0 0003
R-Square 01818
F-Stat 279 6993
t-stat 16 7242 1 4669

To determine whether the TCJA likely affected the proxy companies’ stock valuations, 1
considered the “event date” to be December 1, 2017 Because it pre-dates the TCJA’s enactment,
the event date provides for the likelihood that equity investors were aware of, and began to consider
how the TCJA may affect utility risks before the TCJA became law I then calculated the
cumulative abnormal return for each day over a window that spanned from September 1, 2017 to
March 1, 2018 (that is, approximately three months before and after December 1, 2017) Chart 3

(below) provides the cumulative abnormal return over that penod

Chart 3: Proxy Group Cumulative Abnormal Return®
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Source S&P Global Market Intelligence
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What conclusions do you draw from Chart 3?

In the pre-event window (September 1, 2017 to November 30, 2017), the cumulative abnormal
return was about negative 2 13 percent, during the post-event window (from December 1, 2017 to
March 1, 2018), 1t was negative 21 88 percent Controlling for market-wide events, the TCJA
clearly has had a strong negative effect on the proxy company valuation levels We therefore
reasonably can conclude that aside from actions taken by rating agencies, the TCJA meaningfully

— and negatively - affected utility stock prices

At page 34 of her testimony, Ms. Venkat points to discussions by Fitch and S&P, noting
that the TCJA’s eventual rating effect depends on company actions and regulatory
responses. Do those observations change your conclusions?

No, they do not At pages 46 and 47 of my Direct Testimony, I referred to the same reports, and
explained why they indicate greater uncertainty for equity investors There have been more recent
discussions by rating agencies that further describe the TCJA’s risks for the utility sectors On
June 18, 2018 Moody’s changed 1ts outlook on the U S regulated sector to “negative” from
“stable” Moody’s explained that its change in outlook “ primanly reflects a degradation 1n key
financial credit ratios, specifically the ratio of cash flow from operations to debt, funds from
operations (“FFQO”) to debt and retained cash flow to debt, as well as certain book leverage
ratios %7 The sector’s outlook could remain “negative” if cash flow-based metrics continue to
decline, or 1f there emerge signs of a more “contentious” regulatory environment (which, Moody’s
notes, 1s not fully reflected in lower authorized returns)

All three rating agencies have observed the negative effects of the TCJA on utilities’ cash

flow and the potential consequences for their credit profiles, Moody’s did so as recently as June

67

Moody'’s Investors Service, Announcement Moody's changes the US regulated utility sector outlook to negatrve fi om
stable, June 18 2018
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2018 It therefore is clear that continued access to external capital at reasonable rates will be
important to fund capital expenditures It also 1s clear that the markets 1n which that capital will
be raised reflect higher expected interest rates and greater volatility than those experienced even

over the past two years

Ms. Venkat also believes your position that the TCJA increased equity risk for natural gas
utilities “contradicts” Mr. Wood’s testimony.%® Is Ms. Venkat correct?

No, she 1s not The observation that constructive regulatory treatment supported the Company’s
credit ratings does not change the fact that, like the proxy companies, Southwest Gas Holdings’
(“SWX”) stock price was significantly diminished coincident with the TCJA’s enactment Using
the same cumulative abnormal return method discussed above, I found SWX’s cumulative
abnormal return was 2 49 percent in the pre-event peniod, and negative 28 96 percent 1n the post-
event period (see, also, Chart 4, below) That is, even with the constructive regulatory treatment
Mr Wood observed, SWX’s stock price significantly under-performed both the overall market
and the proxy companies (as noted earlier, the proxy companies’ post-event period cumulative

abnormal return was negative 21 88 percent)

68

69

The median value of the VIX wluch measures expected market volatdity over the coming 30 days, was 10 851m 2017
and 13 70 so far in 2018 ndicating an increase 1n volatility By December 2019. the VIX 1s expected to increase to
1751 Source Bloomberg Professional. cboe com accessed September 27. 2018

Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat. at 31
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Chart 4: SWX Cumulative Abnormal Return™
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Does the fact that rating agencies discussed constructive regulatory treatment contradict
your finding that the proxy companies, and SWX, under-performed in the equity market?

No, 1t does not Debt and equity are different securities with different nsk/return characteristics,
different lives, and different investors with different rnisk/return requirements Although both are
exposed to business and financial risks, debt investors have a contractual claim on cash flows not
available to equity investors, and a liquidation preference senior to equity investors Equity
investors bear the residual risk of ownership, debt investors do not In addition, debt has a fimite
life, which limits debt investors’ nisk exposure to a definite, pre-determined period Equity, on the
other hand, has an indefinite life, exposing equity investors to residual risk in perpetuwity Debt and
equity may have common considerations, but only to a point, and we cannot draw firm inferences

for one from the other

70

Source S&P Global Market Intelhgence

36

010871

004512

004512

004512



€TS¥00

10
1
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Qse.

AS6

A visible measure of difference in risk to debt and equity investors is the difference in their
respective Beta coefficients For example, whereas Ms Venkat reports an average Beta coefficient
of 0 67 for her proxy group,”! Duff & Phelps notes that as of December 2017, Beta coefficients
for A-rated debt were 0 04 72 In fact, a debt Beta coefficient of 0 47 (well below Ms Venkat’s
assumed 0 67) 1s associated with “B” rated debt, which is considered below investment grade ™
Consequently, I do not believe rating agency discussions, or Mr Wood’s observations, contradict
the clear empirical evidence that natural gas utilities’ equity values fell significantly in and around

the time the TCJA was enacted

Does Value Line’s observation that “Stocks within Value Line’s Natural Gas Utility
Industry have continued to increase in price in 2018” contradict the fact that the natural
gas utility industry underperformed the market leading up to and following the passing of
the TCJA?

No, 1t does not In assessing the effect of an event, 1t is important to establish a reasonable “event
window ” That window should provide a period prior to the event sufficiently long to understand
price (or return) movements absent the event, and a following period dunng which returns may
have been affected largely by the event The longer the post-event window, the more likely 1t 1s
that prices (or returns) reflect effects unrelated to the event (in this case, the TCJA) 7 That does
not mean, however, that the event did not have a meaningful effect on investor sentiment and stock

performance

71
72
73
74
75

Attachment SV-10 Page 4 of 4

Duff & Phelps 2018 Valuation Handbook at 5-18

Ibid Debt Beta coefficients for BBB-rated compames were 0 19
Prepared Direct Testinony of Swetha Venkat, at 32-33

See for example, Robert Schweitzer Iow Do Stock Returns React to Special Events? Federal Reserve Bank of
Phuladelplua Business Review July/August 1989
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As shown above and 1in my Direct Testimony, the utility indices and SWX substantially
underperformed the market for a meaningful period * The fact that other events may have
occurred well after the TCJA was enacted and the rating agencies issued their reports does not
negate the plain observation and commonsense conclusion that the TCJA had a negative effect on
natural gas utility valuation levels

F. Authorized Returns

Ms. Venkat also argues that since 2012, there has been a declining trend in authorized
ROE:s for natural gas utilities, and the Company’s ROE therefore should be decreased.”’
Do you agree with Ms. Venkat on that point?

No, I do not As to her assertion that there has been “declining trend”, Ms Venkat fails to point
out that the trend line she 1dentifies explains only about 1 40 percent of the vanation in returns,
and 1s statistically insignificant ’® That 1s the case even though Ms Venkat removes a high-end
observation as an “outlier”, leaving low-end outlier returns of 8 70 percent and 8 80 percent in her
sample (see, Chart 5, below) Despite 1its lack of statistical significance and its downward bias,
Ms Venkat’s position suggests we should extrapolate the trend, continuing decreases 1n authorized
returns going forward despite the increasing interest rates she recognizes in other portions of her

testimony

Prepared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevert at 41
Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat, at 28-29
The t-statistic for the slope vanable 1s approximately -1 30 See Rebuttal Exlubit (RBH)-R13
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essentially no explanatory value and, not surprisingly, 1s statistically insignificant (see Chart 6,

below

If we exclude two low-end outliers of 8 70 percent and 8 80 percent, the trend has

)79

Chart S: Ms. Venkat’s Chart 1 Reproduced
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The t-statistic for the slope vanable 1s approximately 0 82 See Exhibit (RBH)-R13 Both observations are more

than tw o standard deviations removed from their annual average
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Chart 6: Ms. Venkat’s Chart 1 Reproduced; Low Outliers Removed
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Expanding Chart 6, above, to include authonzed returns through September 2018, shows

that the slope of the trend variable 1s closer to zero, and remains 1nsignificant, with an even lower

R? (see Chart 7, below)

Chart 7: Ms. Venkat’s Chart 1 Reproduced; Low Outliers Removed;

Updated Through September 2018
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What do you conclude from those analyses?

First, Ms Venkat’s assertion that there has been a “declining trend” 1n authonized returns fails to
consider whether the observed trend has statistical meaning As discussed above, whether based
on her own data, which excludes only a high-end outlier, or a data set that excludes both high and
low-end outliers, the trend line 1s not statistically different than zero Consequently, I disagree
with Ms Venkat’s assertion that there has been a “declining trend”, and I certainly disagree that
any such trend line supports her position that the Company’s ROE should be lower than 1ts
currently authorized level

Second, although she 1s cnitical of my recommendation, once the low-end outliers are
removed, Ms Venkat’s 9 40 percent ROE recommendation falls in the bottom 22" percentile of
returns authonzed since 2012 Even if we remove only the high-end outhier, Ms Venkat’s
recommendation falls in the bottom 23™ percentile That finding 1s meaningful, given that the
Company’s credit rating, which Ms Venkat appears to view as a relevant measure of risk, 1s (on

® Ms Venkat has not explained why the Company’s

average) one notch lower than its peers’
authorized return should fall below those available to other natural gas utihties, even though 1ts

credit rating 1s somewhat lower than 1ts peers’

Have you also considered the trend in individual cases since 2013?

Yes, I gathered data for each case and plotted the authorized returns over time As Chart 8 (below)
demonstrates, there has been no trend, time, which 1s a statistically insignificant variable, explains

less than 1 00 percent of the vanation in authorized ROEs

80

Based on S&P Corporate Credit Rating
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Chart 8: Authorized Returns (2013 - 2018)*
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It also 1s important to note there was no trend in returns even though the average 30-year
Treasury yield somewhat declined over that peniod (and recently has begun to increase) That
finding 1s consistent with the widely accepted principle that the Equity Risk Premium tends to
change inversely with the level of interest rates That point, discussed earher in my Rebuttal
Testimony, 1s an important consideration that Ms Venkat does not reasonably reflect in her
analyses or recommendations

G. Risk Factors
Does Ms. Venkat consider any risk factors that affect the Company?

Although Ms Venkat does not make a specific adjustment for nsk factors that affect the Company,
she argues her Allowed ROE/Bond Yield results are conservative because the Company’s nsk 1s
currently lower than 1t was 1n 2012 due to (1) Moody’s and Fitch’s upgrade of Southwest Gas’s

credit rating, (2) the Company’s implementation of the Gas Infrastructure Replacement (“GIR”)

81

Source Regulatory Rescarch Associates  Includes natural gas distnbution utihitics onlv
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mechanism and other cost recovery mechanisms, and (3) the Company’s reorganization as a

holding company #2

Do you believe credit ratings fully measure the risk to Southwest Gas equity investors?

No, I donot Asnoted in Section IV E, although I agree that credit ratings are directionally related
to the Cost of Equity, I do not agree changes 1n one is a direct measure of changes 1n the other, nor

has Ms Venkat shown that to be the case

Please summarize Ms. Venkat’s stance regarding the Company’s cost recovery
mechanisms.

Ms Venkat claims that the Company’s GIR mechanism, among other reconciliation mechanisms,
suggests “SWG is 1n line with, or possibly, has lower regulatory nisk than the proxy group,

especially due to being one of the few companies that has full decoupling %

Do you agree that the presence of the Company’s cost recovery mechanisms mean it has
“lower regulatory risk” than the rest of the proxy group?

No, I do not The relevant analytical issue 1s whether the Company 1s so less risky than its peers
as a direct result of the rate mechanisms that investors would specifically and measurably reduce
their return requirements  To that point, Exhibit (RBH)-7 summarizes the types of revenue
stabilization mechanisms 1n effect within the Proxy Group From the perspective of an equity
investor, the question 1s one of incremental risk based on the suite of revenue stabilization and cost
recovery mechanisms, not the presence, or absence, of a given structure

As1land Ms Venkat both have noted, revenue stabilization and cost recovery mechanisms
are common among the proxy companies Consequently, there 1s no reason to assume Southwest

Gas would be matenally less risky, and its Cost of Equity would be lower than 1ts peers’, as a result

82
{3

Prepared Dircct Testimony of Swetha Venkat, at 24-25
Prcpared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat at 31
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of 1ts rate mechamisms That said, given the increasing prevalence of cost recovery mechanisms,
areasonable question becomes whether Southwest Gas would become riskier than 1ts peers without

such mechanisms in place

Has the financial community recognized the prevalence of revenue stabilization
mechanisms among utilities?

Yes In 2012, for example, Value Line, noted several mechanisms that were put tn place to reduce
regulatory lag In its review, Value Line specifically noted recovery mechanisms for capital
expenditures, tracking mechanisms for certain kinds of expenses, and decoupling mechanisms as
methods to reduce regulatory lag and provide utilities the opportunity to eamn their authorized
ROEs ¥ Even then, Value Line believed the use of such mechanisms was “likely to increase as

785 Similarly, S&P noted it has “seen

utilities request similar mechanisms 1n additional states
many state commissions approve alternative ratemaking techniques to traditional base rate case
applications, which help utilities sustain cash flow measures, earnings power, and, ultimately,

credit quality ”% The point simply 1s that because the use of such structures has been well known

among 1nvestors, there 1s no reason to believe their adoption would now reduce required returns

Does Ms. Venkat provide empirical proof that recovery mechanisms affect utilities’
valuation, or Costs of Equity?

No, Ms Venkat provided no empirical support for her claims that recovery mechanisms affect

utility valuations, or their Cost of Equity

84

85
86

Paul E Dcbbas, CFA What Electric Unlities Are Doing About Regulatory Lag. Valuc Line. May 23, 2012 Even
though ths article centers around electric utihities the principle holds true for natural gas utihties as well
Ibid

S&P RatingsDircct. Industry Economic and Ratings Outlook U S Regulated Utilities Expected to Continue on Stable
Trajectory In 2013 dated January 25. 2013
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Q66. Are there other fundamental reasons why Ms. Venkat’s suggestion that the Company’s

A66

ROE should be limited, or reduced, due to its rate mechanisms is incorrect?

Yes The position that a reduction 1n volatility (whether of revenues, income, or cash flow) or the
timing of cash flows necessarily requires a reduction in the Cost of Equity runs counter to Modern
Portfolio Theory, which is the fundamental basis of the CAPM Under Modem Portfolio Theory,
nisk 1s defined as the uncertainty, or variability, of returns Modern Portfolio Theory was advanced
by recognizing that total nsk may be separated into two distinct components non-diversifiable
risk, which is that portion of risk that can be attributed to the market as a whole, and non-systematic
(or diversifiable) nsk, which 1s attributable to the 1diosyncratic nature of the subject company,
itself Asnoted in my Direct Testimony, non-diversifiable risk 1s measured by the Beta coefficient
within the CAPM structure ¥

In the context of the CAPM, an investor would only be indifferent to a reduction in
expected ROE if the reduction 1n volatility specifically relates to reduced non-diversifiable risk
That 1s, any reduction in the Cost of Equity depends cntically on the type of risk that is reduced,
if the nisk assumed to be mitigated by the Company’s rate structures 1s diversifiable, there would
be no reduction in the Cost of Equity even 1f total nsk (diversifiable plus non-diversifiable nisk)
has been reduced If the rate structures mitigate increased systematic risk associated with the
factors that drove the Company to implement them 1n the first place, there likewise would be no

effect on the Cost of Equity

87

See Prcpared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevert. at 29
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What is your response to Ms. Venkat’s claim that rating agency materials support her
position that cost mechanisms have contributed to the Company’s regulatory environment
as “credit supportive”?%

There are several points to be made First, as discussed earlier debt and equity are entirely different
investments with fundamentally different nsk profiles Ms Venkat seems to suggest that
comments from rating agencies, which are focused on the subject company’s ability to meet its
financial obligations in a imely fashion, directly correspond to equity investors They are related,
but not so much that one can be used as a measure of the other, especially if we are looking at
marginal changes in capital cost rates

Second, 1f rate mechanisms were such that they materially reduced rnisks to bondholders,
we reasonably would expect to see bond ratings upgrades specifically due to those mechanisms
There is no indication that has been the case It may be, for example, that mechanisms address
incremental risks, keeping the utility 1n the place it would have been but for the risk In that case,
the mechanisms may be seen as credit supportive 1n that they mitigate incremental risks, but not
credit enhancing

Third, Ms Venkat does not provide any empirical support for the claim that the Company’s
rate mechanisms signmificantly reduces 1ts overall nisk relative to the proxy companies The
Commussion, however, has noted the importance of such a comparative analysis, finding that
“ an adjustment for SWG’s revenue decoupling mechanism 1s unnecessary ” The Commission
went on to explain that “[a]ll of the companies in the Proxy Group have some form of a rate
stabilization mechanism in place, thus, the lower nisk associated with revenue decoupling 1s

accounted for in the results of the ROE study ™%

88
89

Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat, at 31-32
Docket 12-04005 Second Modified Final Order at Paragraph 149
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Moreover, Ms Venkat has not explained what she means by “risk” in this context For
example, if 1t 1s a virtual certainty that absent the mechanisms, regulatory lag will dilute cash flow,
the implementation of the mechanism does not reduce risk, it puts the subject in the place 1t would
have been but for the capital investment That may be one reason why rating agencies see
mechamsms as credit supportive, but not necessarily credit enhancing, in any case, Ms Venkat is
unable to point to empirical evidence showing that the Cost of Equity has fallen with the
implementation of those structures

Lastly, the credit rating agencies Ms Venkat cites undermine her claim that the cost
recovery mechanisms of Southwest Gas are umquely nisk-reducing relative to the other companies
in the proxy group An analysis of the various Moody’s Investor Service Credit Opinion
publications for each of the companies 1n the proxy group,” included as Rebuttal Exhibit (RBH)-
R14, reveals Southwest Gas 1s not rated any more highly on varnous categones, including
“Timeliness of Recovery of Operating and Capital Costs ” Converting each letter rating to a
numerical scale and taking the average reveals that Southwest Gas’ composite score 1s actually
lower-rated than every other company in the proxy group but one Consequently, 1t1s unreasonable
to conclude, as Ms Venkat does, that Southwest Gas’s cost recovery mechanmsms reduce the
Company’s nsk to a level below that of its peers Rather, the Company’s composite score

regarding the timeliness of recovery lags every other company 1n the proxy group, but one

With the exception of CPK. for which Moody 's docs not provide a credit rating

47
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Is Ms. Venkat correct that the form of Southwest Gas’ organization affects the its level of
risk?’!

No, she 1s not Ms Venkat appears to attach some sigmficance to the fact the Company
reorganized as a holding company As a practical matter, that form of organization hardly
distinguishes Southwest Gas from the other proxy companies - but for Northwest Natural Gas and
Atmos Energy, the other companies in Ms Venkat’s proxy group are structured as holding
companies °? If Ms Venkat believes the holding company form of organization somehow would
disqualify potential proxy companies, her proxy group would be unreasonably small 3

Equally important, Ms Venkat’s focus on corporate structure assumes the required return
on a given company depends on 1ts form of organization That assumption 1s inconsistent with
basic financial pnnciples and theory  Because investors tend to be nisk averse, the return they
require depends on the risk of the investment, the greater the risk, the higher the required return
Under Ms Venkat’s construct, the required return depends on the form of organization, not the
risks of the underlying utility operations Two utilities 1dentical in all respects but for their form
of ownership should have the same required returns That would not be the case under Ms
Venkat’s proposition

Lastly, Ms Venkat’s observation that the holding company form of organization “reducefs]
the likelihood of credit contagion from the unregulated businesses™®* 1s off-point  She and I both
have estimated the Company’s Cost of Equity on a standalone basts, based on proxy companies

representing the nisks associated with natural gas utility operations Because the nsks of

91
92

93

94

Prepared Direct Testimony of Swetha Venkat. at 24-25

Northwest Natural Gas has stated 1ts intention to pursuc a holding company structure in the fourth quarter of 2018 or
early 2019 See Northwest Natural Gas Co . SEC Form 10-Q, for the quarterly period ended June 30, 2018, at 30

At page 9 of her Prepared Direct Tesumony Ms Venkat expresses some concern that her proxy group already 1s too
small

Prepared Direct Testumonv of Swetha Venkat at 25
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“contagion” from the Company’s affiliates were not reflected in those analyses in the first instance,

there 1s no reason to conclude the holding company structure should now limit or reduce 1ts ROE

RESPONSE TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BCP WITNESS LAWTON

Please provide a summary of Mr. Lawton’s testimony and recommendations.

Mr Lawton recommends an ROE estimate of 9 30 percent, based primarily on “a truncated mean
of the range” of all is models, of which the midpoint 1s “approximately 9 1% ”*> Mr Lawton
adds an upward adjustment of 20 basis points to account for his determination that Southwest
Gas’s “financial nsks are higher than the comparable group”, producing his 930 percent
recommendation *® Table 5, below, summanizes Mr Lawton’s analytical results and his overall

recommendation

95
96

Prepared Direct Testimony of Damel J Lawton. at 39
Ibid at 45
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Table S: Summary of Mr. Lawton’s Analytical Results

and ROE Recommendation®

Method Range
Constant Growth DCF 947%-973%
Two-Stage DCF 927%-955%
Risk Premium 952%-956%
CAPM 810%-816%
ECAPM 8 56% - 8 69%
Recommendation 930%

Do you agree with Mr. Lawton’s 20-basis point upward adjustment to account for
Southwest Gas’s relatively high financial risk?

As a general proposition, Ido Generally speaking, and as described 1n more detail by Mr Wood,
the capital structure relates to financial risk, which represents the risk that a company may not have
adequate cash flows to meet 1its financial obligations Financial nsk therefore is a function of the
percentage of debt (or financial leverage) in the capital structure, as the percentage of debt
increases, so do the fixed obligations for the repayment of that debt Consequently, as the degree
of financial leverage increases, the risk of financial distress (ie, financial nisk) also
increases Because the capital structure can affect the subject company’s overall level of nisk
(generally the sum of business nsk and financial risk), it 1s a relevant consideration 1n establishing
a just and reasonable Return on Equity As Mr Lawton notes, the Company’s projected capital
structure includes a higher degree of financial leverage than its peers, and 1t 1s reasonable to

compensate investors for bearing that additional risk

97

See Exhibits (DJL-7) through (DJL-10) Note that these figures are based on the electronic version of Mr Lawton s
exhubits. as there appear to be discrepancies with the copy following lus Prepared Direct Testimony. particularly as
regards Ius nisk-frce rate
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Has the Commission discussed the relationship between financial leverage and ROE?

Yes, it has In Docket No 12-04005, the Commuission evaluated “a compilation of studies on
leverage impacts upon ROEs,” with midpoints of 7 6 to 13 8 basis points for every 1 00 percentage
point change 1n leverage °® The Commission noted that “this analysis is one of many factors 1n
determining an appropniate ROE 7 In 1ts final determination of the ROE 1n that case, the
Commission pointed to the Company’s Northern and Southern divisions’ degree of financial

leverage relative to each other, and to the proxy group, as a factor 1t considered '%°

What are the principal areas of disagreement between you and Mr. Lawton?
Again, I disagree that 9 30 percent is a reasonable estimate of the Company’s Cost of Equity As
Mr Lawton notes, the average authorized ROE for natural gas utilities in 2017 was 9 72 percent '*!
Mr Lawton has not provided any evidence that the Company 1s so less nsky than other natural gas
utilities that investors would require a return 42 basis points below the prevailing average
Adopting Mr Lawton’s proposed ROE, including his financial risk adjustment, would rank in the
bottom 18" percentile of authorized ROEs over the past five years '*

In addition to those points, there are several areas in which I disagree with Mr Lawton’s
analyses and conclusions, including (1) the effect of capital market conditions on the Company’s

Cost of Equity (2) the application of Mr Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF model results, (3) the

application of the CAPM and ECAPM, 1n particular the Market Risk Premium component of both,

98
99
100
101
102

Docket No 12-04005. Second Modified Final Order at Paragraph 143
Ibid at Paragraph 144

Ibid at Paragraphs 146-147

Prepared Dircet Testimony of Danicl J Lawton. at 20
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(4) the application of his Risk Premium analysis, and (5) Mr Lawton’s financial integrity

assessment

A. The Effect of Current Capital Market Conditions on the Cost of Capital for Southwest Gas
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Does Mr. Lawton address current market conditions in his direct testimony?

Yes, Mr Lawton argues monetary policy 1s expected to continue to be accommodative, with low
interest rates '* He notes five increases 1n the Federal Funds rate since December 2015, and
suggests “[1]nterest rate changes 1n the short-term federal funds rate have been modest and the 30-
year U S Treasury yields have changed very little since December 2015 levels” '™ Mr Lawton

further states that the average authorized ROE has generally been below 10 00 percent '%°

What is your response to Mr. Lawton on those points?

As noted earlier, although interest rates are low relative to historical levels, authorized ROEs for
natural gas utilities have not followed 1n lock-step (see Chart 8, above) As also discussed in more
detail below, market data indicates that investors expect interest rates to increase over the next
year, which presents additional nisk for utility investors '%

B. Mr. Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF Model
Please describe Mr. Lawton’s application of the Two-Stage DCF model.

Mr Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF analysis, which 1s intended to address instances in which “more

than one growth rate estimate 1s appropnate,”'®’ discounts dividends over two stages (1) a four

103
104

105
106

107

Ibid at 19

Ibid at 17 Inole that, since the Federal Reserve rate target range was between 0 and 0 25 percent, there have actually
been seven increases 1n the range December 17, 2015 December 15, 2016, March 16, June 15, and December 14.
2017, and March 22 and June 14, 2018 Source https //www federalreserve gov/monetarypolicy/openmarket htin
Ibid at20

On October 3 2018 the ten-year Treasury yield reached 3 16 percent The last time 1t closed at that level or lugher
was July 2011 Source Yahoo Finance

Prepared Direct Testimony of Damcl J Lawton at 33
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year “first growth stage” in which Value Line’s projected dividend growth rate 1s used, and (2) a
146-year second stage, during which the earnings growth rate from Mr Lawton’s Constant Growth

DCF analysis is used '°®

What general concerns do you have regarding Mr. Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF model?

My principal concerns relate to the structure of the model, which includes only two stages, and the

assumed timing of dividend payments

Turning to the model’s structure, are there forms of the model that do not assume
immediate transition from the first to the second stage?

Yes, a common form of the Mult1-Stage DCF model 1s presented by Ibbotson,'% a source on which
Mr Lawton relies for the purpose of his CAPM analysis !!1° Ibbotson’s form of the Multi-Stage
DCF model focuses on cash flow growth rates over three distinct stages As with the Constant
Growth form of the DCF model, the Multi-Stage form defines the Cost of Equity as the discount
rate that sets the current price equal to the discounted value of future cash flows The model sets
the subject company’s stock price equal to the present value of future cash flows received over
three “stages” 1In the first two stages, “cash flows” are defined as projected dividends In the third
stage, “cash flows” equal both dividends and the expected price at which the stock is sold at the
end of the penod (1 e, the “terminal price”) The terminal pnce 1s based on the Gordon model,
which defines the price as the expected dividend divided by the difference between the Cost of
Equity (1 e, the discount rate) and the long-term expected growth rate In essence, the terminal

price represents the present value of the remaining “cash flows” in perpetuity '!!

108
109
110
111

Ibid

Momingstar Inc . 2013 Ibbotson Stocks. Bonds. Bills and Inflation Valuation Yearbook, at 50
Prepared Direct Testimony of Damiel J Lawton. at 37

Although Ms Venkat s model also contains threc stages 1t does not allow for varying pavout ratios
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How does Mr. Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF Model compare to the three-stage form?

Mr Lawton’s model assumes a year-end cash flow convention and a constant payout ratio based
on the current level of dividends for his proxy group, over the model’s 150-year honzon Mr
Lawton’s model also assumes a terminal growth rate beginning in year five, based on an earnings
growth rate projection that actually ends in the fifth year of his study period

In addition, Mr Lawton’s model implicitly assumes payout ratios will remain unchanged
over the remaiming 146-year projection penod (he does so by assuming there 1s no change 1n the
dividend after the fifth year other than growth 1n earnings) As shown in Rebuttal Exhibit (RBH)-
R15, the historical average payout ratio for the Value Line universe of natural gas utilities is 63 64
percent That historical average 1s 19 42 percent higher than the proxy group’s average projected
payout ratio for 2021-2023 of 53 29 percent The effect of Mr Lawton’s assumption that current
comparatively low payout ratios (compared to the historical average) will continue 1n perpetuity

1s to reduce projected dividend payments, and therefore, the calculated ROE

How does Mr. Lawton’s assumption regarding the timing of the dividend payment affect
his results?

Mr Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF analysis assumes the first dividend is paid one year in the future
Because his proxy group dividend payments are evenly distributed over the course of a given year,
assuming (as Mr Lawton has done) that the entire dividend 1s paid at the end of that year
essentially defers the timing of those cash flows A more reasoned approach would be to assume
that the cash flow 1s received 1n the middle of the year, such that half the quarterly dividend
payments occur prior to the assumed dividend payment date (1 e, the “m1d-year convention”) As

Rebuttal Exhibit (RBH)-R 16 demonstrates, adjusting Mr Lawton’s Two-Stage DCF model for the

(1)
.

010889

004530

004530

004530



TESY00

10

11

12

13
14

15

16

17

18

19

Q80.

A80

QSl.
A81

Q82.

A82

mid-year convention increases his median and mean results by approximately 13 basis points, from
9 27 percent and 9 55 percent, to 9 38 percent and 9 68 percent, respectively !'2

C. Application of the Capital Asset Pricing Model

Please summarize the differences between you and Mr. Lawton in the application of your
respective CAPM analyses.

The most significant area of disagreement between Mr Lawton and me is the determination of the

appropriate MRP

What Market Risk Premium does Mr. Lawton assume in his CAPM analysis?

Mr Lawton assumes a Market Risk Premium of 7 50 percent, which 1s equal to the average of the
arithmetic mean difference between (1) the long-term historical return on the broad market and
the total return on long-term Treasury bonds, and (2) the difference between the long-term

historical return on the broader market and the current yield on 30-Year U S Treasury bonds 13

What is your response to Mr. Lawton’s reliance on the long-term historical market risk
premium?

First, although Mr Lawton includes an “historical” Market Risk Premium and a “more current”
Market Risk Premium, his “more current” Market Risk Premium still relies on historical returns
for large companies ''* 1t 1s important to consider the implications of substantially relying on the
historical return data, as Mr Lawton has done, on the reasonableness of the CAPM results As

discussed 1n my response to Ms Venkat, the relevant analytical 1ssue in the application of the

112
113

114

See Rebuttal Exlubit (RBH)-R16 Differences due to rounding

Ibid . at 37-38 Note that Mr Lawton makes use of the 2016 SBBI Yearbook 1n lus determination of the Historical
MRP Were he to have uscd the 2018 SBBI Ycarbook to incorporatc 2016 and 2017 data, lus calculation of the
anthmetic mean return on large company stocks would increase from 12 0 percent to 12 | percent for large company
stocks By lus equal weighing method. incorporating the most recent data would increase lus proposed MRP from
7 50 percent to 7 55 percent See Duff & Phelps 2018 SBBI Yearbook, at 2-6, Exlubit 2 3 Such a change increases
the range of lus CAPM and ECAPM results bv approximately three basis points See Schedule (DJL-9)
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CAPM s to ensure that all three components of the model (1 e, the nsk-free rate, Beta coefficient,
and the Market Risk Premium) are consistent with market conditions and 1nvestor perceptions
The ex-ante Market Risk Premium estimates used in my CAPM analysis, as described 1n my Direct

Testimony, specifically address that concern '

Please briefly comment on Mr. Lawton’s use of the total return on long-term government
bonds in his calculation of the historical Market Risk Premium.

Duff & Phelps’ historical Market Risk Premium 1s based on the difference between the anthmetic
average return on large company stocks and the income-only return on long-term government

) ''¢ Mr Lawton, however, calculates

bonds (producing an estimated risk premium of 7 50 percent
the risk premium as the difference between the total return on those two asset classes, implying a
risk premium of 6 00 percent !!7

As Duff & Phelps points out, the total return on a security is composed of three
components (1) the income return, (2) capital gains (or capital losses, if the value of the security

8 The income return 1s generally defined as the coupon, or

falls), and (3) reinvestment return !!
interest rate on the security, which does not change over the life of the security In contrast, the
value of the securnty nises or falls as interest rates change, resulting in uncertain capital gains
Because the income return 1s the only “riskless” component of the total return,it 1s the measure
that should be used 1n calculating the MRP  As shown in Rebuttal Exhibit (RBH)-R17, relying on

Mr Lawton’s “more current” Market Risk Premium of 9 00 percent, increases his average CAPM

results of by 0 92 percent (92 basis points) to 9 08 percent, and his average ECAPM results by

115
116
117

118

Prepared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevert. at 33-34

Duffl & Phelps 2018 SBBI Yearbook. at 6-17

Prepared Direct Testimony of Michael J Lawton. at 37 As noted above, including 2016 and 2017 data would increase
Mr Lawton’s nisk premium from 6 00 to 6 10 percent

Duff & Phelps 2018 Stocks Bonds Bills, and Inflation (SBB]) Yearbook. at 10-22
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1 13 percent (113 basis points) to 9 82 percent (only 18 basis points below the low end of my
recommended range)

D. Risk Premium Analysis
Please describe the Risk Premium analysis performed by Mr. Lawton.

Mr Lawton’s Risk Premium analysis compares authonzed returns for natural gas utihities''® to the
30-year Treasury yield over the period 1981 to 2017 Using the spot yield and a three-month
average 30-year Treasury yield, Mr Lawton’s Risk Premium-based ROE estimates range from

9 52 percent to 9 56 percent

What is your concern with Mr. Lawton’s Risk Premium analysis?

My concern 1s with Mr Lawton’s use of historical Treasury yields in his Risk Premium analysis
As discussed throughout my Direct Testimony, the Cost of Equity 1s inherently forward-looking '
Consequently, the Risk Premium analysis should include forward-looking parameters Blue Chip
Financial Forecasts projects the 30-year Treasury yield to steadily nse from approximately 3 30
percent level to 3 70 percent over the next six calendar quarters '*' Using the 3 43 percent average
near-term forecast of the 30-year Treasury yield over that penod (Q3 2018 through Q4 2019), Mr

Lawton’s Risk Premium analysis would produce an ROE estimate of 9 76 percent %

119

120
121
122

See Schedule (DJL-10) Note that although Column B i1s labeled “Authonzed Electnic Utility Equity Return,” his
results do appear sumular to the annual averages of the natural gas rate cases presented mm my Exhubit (RBH)-6

See, for example, Prepared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevent. at 29

Blue Chip Financial Forecast, Vol 37.No 9. September 1 2018 at 2

510% + (-0 402) \ (3 43% - 6 49%) + 3 43% = 976% See Schedule (DJL-10) for Mr Lawton’s Risk Premium
method
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E. Financial Integrity

Please briefly summarize Mr. Lawton’s assessment of his recommendation as it affects
measures of Southwest Gas’s financial integrity.

Mr Lawton evaluates the reasonableness of his ROE recommendation by calculating the pro
forma effect s recommended ROE would have on three financial ratios to assess whether those
ratios would support an investment grade bond rating ' Mr Lawton’s pro forma analysis
develops three ratios (1) Cash Flow Coverage of Interest, (2) Cash Flow as a percentage of Debt,

and (3) Debt Leverage Ratio '2*

Do you have any general observations regarding Mr. Lawton’s approach to assessing his
recommendation by reference to pro forma credit metrics?

Yes, I do Before discussing Mr Lawton’s testimony relative to credit metrics, it is helpful to
review rating agencies’ perspectives (beginning with Standard & Poor’s, or “S&P”) regarding their
use of credit metrics 1n rating determinations On November 30, 2007, S&P released a statement
announcing that electric, gas, and water utility ratings would be “categonzed under the
business/financial risk matrix used by the Corporate Ratings group” ' S&P also provided
matrices of business and financial nsk, based on “Financial Risk Indicative Ratios” FFQ/Debt,
FFO/Interest, and Total Debt/Capital In that announcement, S&P noted
even after we assign a company business risk and financial nsk, the
committee does not arrve by rote at a rating based on the matnix The matnx
1s a guide - - 1t 1s not intended to convey precision in the ratings process or
reduce the decision to plotting intersections on a graph Many small positives

and negatives that affect credit quality can lead a committee to a different
conclusion than what 1s indicated in the matrnx

123
124
125

Prepared Direct Testimony of Michael J Lawton at 46
Ibid

Standard & Poor’s Ratings Services U S Urtilities Ratings Analysis Now Portrayed In The S&P Corporate Ratings
Matrix Nov 30.2007.at2-3
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On May 27, 2009, S&P once again expanded its matrix, and noted the relative significance
of credit metrics to the rating process

The rating matrix indicative outcomes are what we typically observe - - but are

not meant to be precise indications of guarantees of future rating opinions

Positive and negative nuances 1n our analysis may lead to a notch higher or

lower than the outcomes indicated in the various cells of the matrix  Still, 1t

1s essential to realize that the financial benchmarks are guidelines, neither
gospel nor guarantees

Moreover, our assessment of financial nisk 1s not as simplistic as looking at a
few ratios 1%

Later, on September 18, 2012, S&P further expanded 1ts matrix, confirming “[s]tll, it is essential
to realize that the financial benchmarks are guidelines, neither gospel nor guarantees ”'?’

It is clear, therefore, that credit metrics are not relied on in a rote fashion, nor are individual
metrics reviewed 1n 1solation, to the exclusion of other information Rather, those reviews
encompass broad assessments of business and financial risk, including factors that are often based
on qualitative, not quantitative, discussions with management

Metrics such as FFO interest coverage and Debt to EBITDA are derived from financial
statements, including the Income Statement, Balance Sheet and Cash Flow Statements For
regulated utilities, those ratios are influenced by the overall rate of return allowed by regulatory
commissions, which 1s reflected 1n the revenue requirement The metrics therefore are a result of
the regulatory process, i e, the overall rate of return, which 1n turn 1s a function of the capital

structure (debt and equity ratios), debt cost rate, and the allowed ROE It 1s not the other way

around To set a component of the overall rate of return, such as the equity ratio or ROE, based

126

127

Standard & Poor s Ratings Services Criteria Methodology Busmess Risk/Financial Risk Matrix kxpanded. May 27,
2009
Standard & Poor s Ratings Services Methodology Busmess Risk/Fmancral Risk Matrix Expanded. September 18,
2012
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on pro forma credit metrics 1s a circular exercise and one that, in my experience, 1s atypical of the

regulatory process

Are credit ratings determined largely by the types of pro forma metrics that Mr. Lawton
calculates in his Schedule (DJL-11)?

No, they are not S&P's ratings process considers a range of both quantitative and qualitative data
As Chart 9 (below) demonstrates, Cash Flow/Leverage considerations are but one element of a
broad set of cniteria The principal metrics Mr Lawton used to assess his recommendation
therefore represent only a portion of the factors considered by S&P Again, a pro forma assessment
of certain ratios does not address the complex assessments considered by either debt or equity
1nvestors

Chart 9: Standard & Poor's Corporate Criteria Framework'?®

128

Standard & Poor’s Ratings Scrviccs Corporate Methodology November 19,2013 at 3
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Moreover, S&P's assessment does not look to a single period or assume static relationships
among variables, as does Mr Lawton’s pro forma analysis Rather, S&P reviews credit ratios “on
a time series basis with a clear forward-looking bias "% S&P explains that the length of the time
pertod depends on a number of qualitative factors, but generally includes two years of historical
data, and three years of projections Further, the ratios depend on “base case” projections
considering “current and near-term economic conditions, industry assumptions, and financial
policies ” S&P discusses further aspects of its projections and weight given to historical and
forecast data, including whether the subject company is undergoing a “transformational event”

S&P notes it 1s the regulatory regime which 1s one of the most important factors in its
bond/credit rating analyses S&P states

For a regulated utihty company, the regulatory regime 1n which 1t operates will

influence 1ts performance in profound ways As such, Standard & Poor's

Ratings Services' regulatory advantage assessment - - which informs both our

business and financial nisk scores - - 1s one of the most important factors 1n our
credit analysis of regulated utihties '*°

Consequently, even 1f we were to assume credit determinations are distilled to two pro
forma metrics, the actual assessment of those metncs 1s far more complex than Mr Lawton's

analysis suggests

Does Moody’s consider similar factors in its ratings determinations?

Yes, 1t does Moody’s also considers a broad range of factors, many of which are qualitative in
nature Of the four general categories considered, the nature of regulation (including the
Regulatory Framework, and the Ability to Recover Costs) accounts for about one-half of the

weight Moody’s applies in 1ts rating determinations The three financial metrics calculated in Mr

129
130

Ibid at 33
Ibid
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Lawton’s pro forma analyses, on the other hand, account for 22-56"percent of the weight applied
(see Chart 10, below)

Chart 10: Moody’s Rating Factors and Associated Weights'*!

Factor / Sub-Factor Weighting - Regulated Utilities
Broad Rating Factor sub-Factor
Broad Rating Factors Welghting  Rating Sub-Factor Welghting
Regulatory Framework 25% Legislative and Judidal Underplnnings of theRegulatory 125%
Framework
Consistency and Predictablifty of Regulation 12.5%
Ability to Recover Costs 25% Timeliness of Recovery of Operating and CapitaiCosts 12.5%
and tam Returms Sufficiency of Rates and Retums 12.5%
Diversification 10% Market Position 5%
Generatlon and Fuel Diversity 5%
Finandal Strength, Key 40%
Financial Metrics CFO pre-WC + Interest/ Interest 75%
CFO pre-WC/ Debt 15.0%
CFO pre-WC - Dividends / Debt 10.0%
Debt/Capitallzation 75%
Total 100% 100%
Notching Adjustment
Hotding Company Structural Subordination Oto-3
*10% welght for issuers that Lack generation, * *0% weight for Bsuers that lack generation

Moody’s ratings process 1s not mechanical and does not rely on pro forma assessments of
three (or four) financial metrics As Moody’s explains, “  the four rating factors and the notching
factor in the grid do not constitute an exhaustive treatment of all of the considerations that are
important for ratings of companies in the regulated electric and gas utility sector "> More
generally, Moody’s notes that 1ts rating gnd

provides summarnized guidance for the factors that are generally most
important 1n assigning ratings to companies in the regulated electric and gas

utility industry However, the gnd 1s a summary that does not include every
rating consideration The weights shown for each factor in the grid represent an

131

132

Moody’s Investors Service, Rating Methodology, Regulated Electric and Gas Utilities, Junc 23, 2017, at4  The three
metnics corresponding to Mr Lawton’s pro forma calculations include CFO pre-WC + Interest/Interest. CFO pre-
WC/Debt, and Debt/Capitalization

Ibid at 24
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approximation of their importance for rating decisions but actual importance
may vary substantially In addition, the gnd in this document uses historical
results while ratings are based on our forward-looking expectations As a result,
the gnd-indicated rating 1s not expected to match the actual rating of each
company '3

Both Moody’s and S&P therefore consider a broad range of factors, of which pro forma
metrics are only one In the case of both agencies, the assessment of credit metrics 1s forward-
looking, and consider factors not reflected in Mr Lawton’s analysis

Do you agree with Mr. Lawton’s analysis and conclusion?

”134 rating 1s an inappropriate

No, I do not First, simply maintaining an “investment grade
standard According to S&P, only 6 of 221 utilities have had below investment grade ratings '3
Southwest Gas must compete for capital within the utility sector in the first instance, and with
companies beyond utilities, overall If Mr Lawton is of the view that simply maintaining an
investment grade rating is sufficient for that purpose, I disagree In my practical experience raising
capital for a regulated utility, I can say firsthand that the competition for capital can be acute
Based on that practical experience, [ also can say Mr Lawton’s “investment grade” standard would
frustrate the ability of Southwest Gas, or any other regulated utility, to raise capital under a variety
of market conditions, and at reasonable costs and terms

As Mr Lawton’s Schedule (DJL-11) shows, my 1030 percent recommendation also
produces financial metrics within Moody’s Guidelines for A-rated Bonds In particular, I

examined the robustness of using his pro forma credit metnics as a threshold benchmark by

recreating the results in his Schedule (DJL-11) As shown in Tables 6a and 6b below, and Rebuttal

133
134
135

Ibid atl

ot at 47 Teskimeny of M6 Lawbon
See S&P RatngsDirect, The Outlook for US Regulated Utiliies Remains Stable on Increasing
Capital Spending and Robust Financial Performance. December 16 2014 at 7-20
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Exhibit (RBH)-R18, Mr Lawton’s pro forma analysis suggest ROEs as low as 5 19 percent and
6 47 percent for the Company’s Northern and Southern Divisions, respectively, would be sufficient
to achieve the Cash Flow Coverage of Interest and Cash Flow as a percentage of Debt ratios in the
A-rated financial risk range 1dentified in Mr Lawton’s analysis Clearly, returns of 5 19 percent
and 6 47 percent, which are 294 and 166 basis points, respectively, lower than any of Mr Lawton’s
own model recommendations, are unrealistic estimates of the Company’s Cost of Equity 3¢
Consequently, Mr Lawton’s analysis does not provide any meaningful support for his 9 30 percent

recommendation

Table 6a: Mr. Lawton's Financial Integrity Test Using Alternate Assumptions — Northern

Division'>’
CFO/ CFO/
Interest Debt
“Baa” 3 0x-4 5x 13%-22%
“A” 4 576 Ox 22%-30%
Implied
FFO/ FFO/ Financial
Scenario Interest Debt Bond Rating
Lawton as Filed (9 30% ROE and o
49 66% Equity Ratio) >3 26 05% A
10 30% ROE and 49 66% Equity Ratio 57 27 04% A
5 19% ROE and 49 66% "
Equity Ratio 46 22 00% A

137

Assumcs Mr Lawton s reccommendcd capital structure of 49 66% cquity and 50 34% long-tcrm dcbt
Analysis based on Schedule (DJL-11). Page 1 See also Rebuttal Exlibit (RBH)-R18
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Table 6b: Mr. Lawton's Financial Integrity Test Using Alternate Assumptions — Southern

Division'®
CFO/ CFOQ/
Interest Debt
“Baa” 2 7x-4 5 13%-22%
“A” 4 5x-6 O 22%-30%
Implied
FFO/ FFO/ Financial
Scenario Interest Debt Bond Rating

Lawton as Filed (9 30% ROE and o
49 66% Equity Ratio) 61 2479% A
10 30% ROE and 49 66% Equity Ratio 63 25 78% A
6 47% ROE and 49 66% o
Equity Ratio 54 22 00% A

As shown 1n Tables 6a and 6b (above), a 10 30 percent ROE and 49 66 percent equity ratio
also produces coverage ratios within the “A” range, similar to Mr Lawton’s recommended ROE

Lastly, Mr Lawton’s analysis assumes the Company actually will earn 1ts authorized
return, and that 1ts Funds From Operations will not be diluted by regulatory lag, additional capital
spending, or any of the other factors that dilute eamings and cash flow That 1s the case even
though Mr Lawton’s recommendation falls at the low end of the returns available to other natural
gas utilities

F. Response to Mr. Lawton’s Criticisms of Company Analyses

Please summarize Mr. Lawton’s criticisms of your Cost of Equity analyses.

Mr Lawton asserts that my estimated ROE 1s overstated because “certain quantification efforts” 1
take 1n my analyses “do nothing more than increase [my] estimates without support ”!¥ Mr

Lawton’s criticisms focus on (1) the weight given to my DCF results, (2) my CAPM and ECAPM

138
139

Analysis based on Schedule (DJL-11). Page 2 See also Rebuttal Exlubit (RBH)-R18
Prepared Direct Testimonv of Daniel J Lawton at 48
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“equity return range”, which produces results “sigmficantly above” my overall ROE
recommendation, (3) Mr Lawton’s claim that my CAPM and ECAPM results are based on my
DCF model as the “key driver” for my “substantially overstated” ex-ante market risk premium, (4)
my use of “unsupported forecasted 1nterest rates”, and (5) his view that my testimony regarding

the business risks and impacts of the TCJA are “not supported by the facts ”14°

Do you agree with Mr. Lawton’s claim that your recommendation “ignores the DCF results
in favor of higher results from other modeling efforts”?!!

No, I do not First, the concern I expressed in my Direct Testimony focused on the mean low
results 142 As I also noted in my Direct Testimony, “the Constant Growth DCF model relies on
several assumptions that are not consistent with current market conditions,” including, e.g, the
lack of alignment between current and long-term average payout ratios and utility sector P/E

ratios 43

My concern 1s with the model’s underlying assumptions, and the extent to which they
align with current and expected market conditions As also stated in my Direct Testimony, my
Risk Premium-based methods “include direct measures of risk, and expectations regarding future
interest rates and market returns”, which is why I consider the mean low Constant Growth DCF

results should be given “less weight” 1+

140
141
142

143
144

Ibid a1 48-49

Ibid at 48

See Prepared Direct Testimony of Robert B Hevert at 27-28 Please note. the mean high results presented 1n Table 5
at page 27 of my Prepared Direct Testumony are well above the high end of mv recommended range

Ibid

Please note that, even considering the mean low DCF results mv 10 30 percent ROE recommendation falls below the
50" percentile of my combined model results  See. Prepared Direct Testunony of Robert B Hevert at 56-57
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Q93.

A93

Q94.

A%4

Do your CAPM and ECAPM findings fail to support your overall 10.00 percent to 10.50
percent ROE recommendation, as Mr. Lawton suggests?

No, they do not As an imtial matter, I note several of Mr Lawton’s model results, including his
CAPM and ECAPM results, are well below his stated 9 00 percent to 9 50 percent range As I
noted 1n my Direct Testimony, “[m]y analyses recognize that estimating the Cost of Equity 1s an
empirical, but not an entirely mathematical exercise, 1t relies on both quantitative and qualitative
data and analyses, all of which are used to inform the judgment that inevitably must be applied 74
That my CAPM and ECAPM results did not explicitly fall in my recommended range does not
discount either the usefulness of the models or their results In my view, they provide further

support for the reasonableness of my ROE range and recommendation

Do you use the DCF model to develop your ex-ante Market Risk Premium?

Yes, I do There, I apply the model to the S&P 500 companies, not only natural gas utilities My
concern with the model as applied to natural gas utilities relates to the “constancy” assumption
That 1s, natural gas utility valuations tend to be strongly related to economic vanables such as
interest rates Interest rates have been, and continue to be, affected by Federal monetary policy
which only recently has begun the process of normalization As applied to utilities, the Constant
Growth DCF model assumes the market conditions recently supporting utility valuations will stay
constant forever, even though monetary policy has begun to change, and interest rates have begun
to Increase

In any case, as noted in my response to Ms Venkat the expected Market Risk Premium

derived from the market-based DCF analyses are very consistent with historical experience The

145

Prepared Direct Testimonv of Robert B Hevert at 4
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A95

Constant Growth DCF model results applied to the proxy companies, on the other hand, produce

low results meaningfully below recently authorized ROEs

Are the forecasted interest rates applied in your Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium method

“unsupported”?

No, they arenot Ifit1s Mr Lawton’s view that current yields are reasonable measures of expected
future yields, I disagree As Chart 11 (below) demonstrates, using a quarterly convention (that 1s,
comparing forecasts five quarters in the future to the actual yields observed in those forecast
quarters) shows actual yields were not accurate predictors of future yields In fact, through 2015

the forecast error generally was positive, indicating that observed yields over-predicted actual

yields

Chart 11: Forecast Error of Spot 30-Year Treasury Yields'*
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Those results make intuitive sense  During much of that time (2000 through 2018), interest

rates declined and, with the 2008/2009 recession, became the subject of Federal monetary policies

146

Source Bloomberg Professional
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specifically designed to keep them low Because yields were falling during that period, prior
quarters were likely to over-estimate future quarters

Although interest rates had steadily declined between 2000 and 2015, as noted 1n my Direct
Testimony, in December 2015 the Federal Reserve began its process of monetary policy
normalization The effect of that change in policy and improving economic conditions is shown
in Chart 12 (below), which limits the review penod to the fifteen quarters from December 2014
through June 2018 As interest rates have begun to increase, spot Treasury yields have begun to
under-project future yields

Chart 12: Forecast Error of Spot 30-Year Treasury Yields (Quarterly)'?
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To the extent interest rates continue to increase, the use of spot yields as a measure of
expected future yields will systematically under-estimate Treasury yields, and therefore

systematically bias downward the Cost of Equity

147

Source Bloomberg Professional
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Q96. Do market-based data indicate that investors see a probability of increasing interest rates?

A96 Yes, observable market data demonstrate investors expect interest rates to increase in the near
future As noted in my Direct Testimony, data compiled by CME Groups indicates that investors
see 1t as a near certainty of further Federal Funds rate increases, even after the increases in 2018
As shown in Table 7 (below), the market expects at least one additional rate increase (96 60 percent
probabulity) and possibly two or three (77 00 percent and 40 90 percent probability, respectively)
over the next year Importantly, the potential for rising rates represents risk for utility investors
Table 7: Probability of Federal Funds Rate Increase'*®
Target Federal Reserve Meeting Date
Rate
(bps) 11/8/18 12/19/18 1/30/19 3/20/19 5/01/19 6/19/19 7/13/19 9/18/19 10/30/19
200-225 100 0% 24 2% 22 2% 10 7% 94% 50% 4 7% 34% 32%
(current)
225-250 75 8% 714% 45 9% 41 7% 26 6% 253% 19 6% 18 6% g
250-275 6 5% 40 0% 40 7% 412% 40 3% 36 1% 351% Q
275-300 33% 77% 23 1% 243% 28 7% 292% 8
300-325 04% 38% 50% 10 4% 11 5%
325-350 02% 04% 17% 22%
350-375 01% 02%

Looking to long-term 1nterest rates, consensus projections gathered by Blue Chip Financial

Forecasts suggest a 30-year Treasury yield of 3 70 percent by the fourth quarter of 2019 (an

approximately 65 basis point increase over the 3 05 percent yield as of mid-September) !4

148
149

Source hitp //www cmegroup com/trading/interest-rates/countdown-to-fome htm! accessed Seplember 28, 2018
Blue Clup Financial Forecasts. Vol 37. No 9. September I 2018. at 2 and Bloomberg Professional The 30-year
Treasury yield recently has nsen to 3 30 percent

70

010905
004546



LvS¥00

—

(e ]

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

17

18

19

Q97.

A97

Q9s.

A98

VI.

Q99.

A99

Mr. Lawton claims that the Company’s cost recovery mechanisms “reduce the Company’s
risks through enhancing cash flow”.!> Do you agree?

No, I do not As noted in the Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Theodore K Wood'*! and in my
response to Ms Venkat, the Company’s cost recovery mechanisms may be credit supportive, but
not necessarily credit enhancing Further, any reduction in risk must be considered on a
comparative basis, and in the context of Modern Portfolio Theory Mr Lawton has not considered

those important factors

Do you “fail to consider” that the TCJA will affect utility companies differently, as Mr.
Lawton suggests?!5

No, Idonot As discussed in my response to Ms Venkat, there 1s no question the TCJA negatively
affected the proxy companies’ equity values An important consideration is that because they
cannot benefit from the TCJA in ways non-regulated companies can, utilities are relatively less
attractive  That is, regardless of credit rating actions or inactions, utilities’ valuations fell

cotncident with the TCJA

UPDATED ANALYSES

Please summarize your updated analyses.

I provide updated DCF, CAPM, and Bond Yield Risk Premium results based on data through

September 14, 2018

151
152

Prepared Direct Testimony of Daniel J Lawton. at 20
See Scction IV of Theodore K Wood’s Prepared Rebuttal Testimony
I1bhid
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Q100. What growth rates have you used in your updated Constant Growth DCF analyses?

A100 Consistent with the approach taken in my Direct Testimony, and for the reasons discussed earlier,
I have maintained my use of earnings growth estimates from Zacks, First Call, and Value Line,
along with the Retention Growth method, as the relevant measures of growth

Q101. What averaging periods have you used in your updated analyses for the purpose of
calculating the dividend yield component of the DCF model?

A101 Consistent with my Direct Testtmony, I have continued to present results for the most recent 30-,
90-, and 180-trading day periods as of September 14, 2018

Q102. Please summarize your updated DCF results.

A102 The results of my updated DCF analyses using my proxy group are shown 1n Table 8 (see also,
Rebuttal Exhibit (RBH)-R1)

Table 8: Summary of Constant Growth DCF Results'*
Median Median
Low Median High
30-Day Average 7 89% 9 90% 12 95%
90-Day Average 8 00% 9 98% 13 06%
180-Day Average 8 13% 10 09% 13 20%
Q103. Please now summarize your updated CAPM and ECAPM analyses.
A103 1 have used data updated through September 14, 2018 for the CAPM and ECAPM analyses For

the risk-free rate, I continue to refer to (1) the 30-day average of the 30-year Treasury yield, and
(2) a consensus forecast of the average 30-Year Treasury yield for the coming six quarters For

the Beta coefficient, I rely on published estimates from both Value Line and Bloomberg

For the purposes of my Rebuttal Testimony, I have put more emphasis on the median results of my Constant Growth
DCF analvsis, because the mean results are affected by an anomalously high growth rate for Northwest Natural Gas
Company of 30 50% from Value Line due to the company s significant losses 1n 2017

72

010907
004548

004548



675700

For the MRP, I developed ex-ante Market Risk Premia based on the expected return on the

S&P 500 Index from Bloomberg and Value Line less the current 30-year Treasury yield

Q104. What are your updated CAPM and ECAPM results?

A104 My updated CAPM and ECAPM results are shown 1n tables 9a and 9b below (see also, Rebuttal

Exhibit (RBH)-RS5)

Table 9a: Summary of CAPM Results

Bloomberg Value Line
Derived Derived
Market Risk Market Risk
Premium Premium
Average Bloomberg Beta Coefficient
Current 30-Year Treasury (3 05%) 10 20% 10 93%
Near-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (3 43%) 10 58% 1131%
Long-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (4 30%) 1144% 12 18%
Average Value Line Beta Coefficient
Current 30-Year Treasury (3 05%) 11 08% 11 91%
Near-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (3 43%) 11 46% 12 29%
Long-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (4 30%) 1233% 13 15%
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Table 9b: Summary of Empirical CAPM Results

Bloomberg Value Line
Derived Derived
Market Risk Market Risk
Premium Premium
Average Bloomberg Beta Coefficient
Current 30-Ycar Treasury (3 05%) 11 40% 12 26%
Near-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (3 43%) 11 78% 12 64%
Long-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (4 30%) 12 65% 13 50%
Average Value Line Beta Coefficient
Current 30-Year Treasury (3 05%) 12 07% 12 99%
Near-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (3 43%) 12 45% 13 37%
Long-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury (4 30%) 1331% 14 24%

Q105. Please summarize your updated Risk Premium analysis.

A105 My updated Risk Premium analysis includes authorized ROEs as reported by Regulatory Research
Associates through September 14,2018 For the purpose of calculating the expected risk premium

and ROE, 1 have used the current, near-term, and long-term projected 30-year Treasury yield, as

shown in Rebuttal Exhibit (RBH)-R6

Table 10: Summary of Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium Results'>*

Bond Yield Plus Risk Premium Approach

Current 30-Year Treasury (3 05%) 991%
Near-Term Projected 30-Y ear Treasury 9 97%
(3 43%)
Long-Term Projected 30-Year Treasury 10 21%
(4 30%)

134 See Rebuttal Exlubit (RBH)-R6
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

Q106. What is your conclusion regarding the Company’s Cost of Equity?

A106 As discussed earlier in my Rebuttal Testimony, it is prudent and appropnate to consider multiple
methods to arrive at an ROE recommendation for Southwest Gas Based on my updated results
presented in Tables 9a, 9b, and 10, I continue to believe an ROE in the range of 10 00 percent to
10 50 percent represents the range of equity investors’ required rate of return for investment in
natural gas utilities similar to Southwest Gas in today’s capital markets Within that range, it

remains my view that an ROE of 10 30 percent is reasonable and approprate

Q107. Does this conclude your Rebuttal Testimony?

A107 Yes
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Ex-Ante Market Risk Prermium
Market DCF Method Based - Bloomberg
[1] [2] [3]
— SaPS00 Current 30-Year
Est Required Treasury (30-day Implied Market
Market Return average) Risk Premium
1501% 305% 11 96%

[4] [5] [6) 7] 18] 18]

Market kstimated Long-Term Weighted
Company Ticker Capitalization  Weight in Index  Dividend Yield Growth Est DCF Result OCF Resutt

Agilent Technologies Inc A $ 21,947 28 009% 087% 10 35% 1127% 0 0096%
Amencan Airlines Group Inc AAL $ 18,300 64 007% 107% 16 58% 17 74% 00126%
Advance Auto Parts inc AAP $ 12,256 74 005% 015% 17 52% 17 68% 0 0084%
Apple Inc AAPL $ 1,081,130 64 419% 122% 9 84% 1112% 0 4659%
AbbVie Inc ABBV $ 144,885 61 056% 3 95% 10 89% 15 05% 0 0845%
AmensourceBergen Corp ABC $ 18,572 05 007% 177% 1005% 1191% 0 0086%
ABIOMED Inc ABMD $ 17,756 55 007% 0 00% 36 00% 36 00% 0 0248%
Abbott Laboratories ABT $ 120,030 53 047% 164% 13 00% 1475% 0 0686%
Accenture PLC ACN $ 11014271 043% 155% 11 15% 1278% 0 0545%
Adobe Systems Inc ADBE $ 134,505 43 052% 000% 18 80% 18 80% 0 0980%
Analog Devices Inc ADI $ 34,390 62 013% 204% 9 53% 1167% 0 0156%
Archer-Danels-Midland Co ADM $ 28,009 26 011% 268% 11 40% 14 24% 0 0155%
Automatic Data Processing Inc ADP $ 64,599 68 025% 1 90% 13 50% 1553% 0 0389%
Alhance Data Systems Corp ADS $ 13,267 78 005% 0984% 11 93% 12 93% 0 0067%
Autodesk Inc ADSK 3 33,087 63 013% 000% 55 23% 55 23% 0 0708%
Ameren Corp AEE $ 15,962 66 006% 2 86% 8 98% 1197% 0 0074%
Amencan Electric Power Co Inc AEP $ 35,787 01 014% 3 46% 547% 902% 00125%
AES Corp/VA AES $ 8,965 81 003% 390% 8 59% 1265% 0 0044%
Aetna Inc AET $ 66,380 35 026% 099% 10 69% 1173% 0 0302%
Aftac Inc AFL $ 36,247 85 014% 222% 8 45% 10 76% 00151%
Allergan PLC AGN $ 63,890 23 025% 155% 8 49% 1011% 0 0250%
Amencan International Group Inc AlG $ 47,309 76 018% 242% 11 00% 13 56% 0 0249%
Apartment Investment & Management Co AlV $ 6,943 92 003% 3 45% 6 12% 9 68% 0 0026%

Assurant Inc AlZ $ 6,496 92 N/A 222% N/A N/A N/A
Arthur J Gallagher & Co AJG $ 13,675 81 005% 219% 1032% 12 62% 0 0067%
Akamai Technologies Inc AKAM $ 12,848 45 005% 000% 11 28% 11 28% 0 0056%
Albemarle Corp ALB $ 10,942 58 004% 133% 13 03% 14 45% 0 0061%
Align Technology Inc ALGN $ 31,337 68 012% 000% 33 09% 330%% 0 0402%
Ataska Air Group Inc ALK $ 8,485 92 003% 184% 6 88% 878% 0 0029%
Alistate Corp/The ALL $ 34619 77 013% 178% 7 10% 8 95% 00120%
Allegion PLC ALLE $ 8,343 19 003% 085% 1123% 12 12% 00039%
Alexion Pharmaceuticats Inc ALXN $ 26,341 95 010% 000% 15 81% 15 81% 00161%
Apphied Matenials Inc AMAT $ 38,434 93 015% 154% 14 06% 1571% 0 0234%
Advanced Micro Devices Inc AMD $ 31,897 83 012% 000% 23 40% 23 40% 00289%
AMETEK Inc AME $ 18,744 25 007% 069% 1181% 12 54% 00091%
Affilated Managers Group Inc AMG $ 7,638 63 003% 084% 10 85% 1173% 00035%
Amgen Inc AMGN $ 129,829 83 050% 259% 6 46% 913% 0 0459%

Ameriprise Financial Inc AMP $ 20,820 66 N/A 240% N/A N/A N/A
Amencan Tower Corp AMT $ 64,886 51 025% 213% 16 10% 18 40% 0 0463%
Amazon com Inc AMZN $ 960,942 81 372% 000% 47 42% 47 42% 17661%
Andeavor ANDV 3 23,589 26 009% 154% 10 00% 11 62% 0 0106%
Arista Networks Inc ANET $ 20,295 93 008% 000% 26 03% 26 03% 0 0205%
ANSYS Inc ANSS $ 15,975 28 0 06% 0 00% 1370% 13 70% 0 0085%
Anthem Inc ANTM $ 70,390 26 027% 111% 11 59% 1277% 0 0348%
Aon PLC AON $ 36,876 33 014% 102% 11 42% 12 50% 00179%
AO Smith Corp AOS $ 10,127 21 004% 121% 11 50% 1278% 0 0050%
Apache Corp APA $ 17,387 81 007% 220% 701% 9 28% 0 0063%
Anadarko Petroleum Corp APC $ 32,265 85 013% 136% 17 74% 19 22% 0 0240%
Arr Products & Chemicals Inc APD $ 36,971 54 014% 247% 1214% 1477% 00212%
Ampheno! Corp APH $ 29,083 14 011% 090% 1181% 12 75% 00144%
Aptiv PLC APTV $ 23,000 44 009% 101% 1312% 14 20% 00127%
Alexandna Real Estate Equities Inc ARE $ 13,430 13 005% 289% 6 57% 9 55% 0 0050%
Arconic Inc ARNC $ 10,958 24 004% 107% 16 00% 17 16% 00073%
Activision Blizzard Inc ATVI $ 61,960 95 024% 042% 13 90% 14 35% 0 0344%
AvalonBay Communities Inc AVB $ 25334 11 010% 320% 671% 10 02% 0 0098%
Broadcom Inc AVGO $ 97,714 01 038% 296% 13 10% 16 25% 0 0615%
Avery Denmison Corp AVY $ 9,533 81 004% 182% 10 37% 12 28% 0 0045%
Amencan Water Works Co Inc AWK $ 16,107 12 006% 202% 8 08% 10 18% 0 0064%
Amencan Express Co AXP $ 94,337 10 037% 135% 17 30% 18 76% 0 0686%
AutoZone Inc AZO $ 19,805 93 0 08% 0 00% 12 30% 12 30% 0 0094%
Boeing Co/The BA $ 206,708 09 0 80% 193% 1537% 17 45% 0 1398%
Bank of Amenica Corp BAC $ 303,343 14 118% 1 80% 14 10% 16 03% 0 1884%
Baxter International Inc BAX $ 41,507 13 016% 093% 12 33% 1332% 00214%
BB&T Corp Ber $ 38884 98 015% 311% 17 38% 2076% 00313%
Best Buy Co Inc BBY $ 21,522 57 0 08% 230% 12 46% 14 89% 00124%
Becton Dickinson and Co BDX $ 69,735 09 027% 119% 15 23% 16 51% 0 0446%
Frankiin Resources Inc BEN $ 16,823 70 007% 10 58% 10 00% 2111% 00138%
Brown-Forman Corp 8F/B $ 24,130 #1 009% 132% 10 47% 11 85% 00111%
Brighthouse Financial Inc BHF $ 5,027 28 002% 000% 8 00% 8 00% 00016%
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Baker Hughes a GE Co
Biogen Inc

Bank of New York Mellon Corp/The

Booking Holdings Inc
BlackRock Inc

Ball Corp

Bristol-Myers Squibb Co

Broadndge Financial Solutions Inc

Berkshire Hathaway Inc
Boston Scientific Corp
BorgWarner Inc
Boston Properties inc
Citigroup Inc

CAInc

Conagra Brands Inc
Cardinal Health Inc
Caterpillar Inc

Chubb Ltd

Cboe Global Markets Inc
CBRE Group Inc

CBS Corp

Crown Castle International Corp

Carnval Corp

Cadence Design Systems Inc

Celgene Corp

Cerner Corp

CF Industries Holdings Inc
Citizens Financral Group Inc
Church & Dwight Co Inc
CH Robtnson Worldwide Inc
Charter Communications Inc
Cigna Corp

Cincinmat Financial Corp
Colgate-Palmohve Co
Clorox Co/The

Comenca Inc

Comcast Corp

CME Group Inc

Chipotle Mexican Gnll Inc
Cummuns Inc

CMS Energy Corp
Centene Corp

CenterPoint Energy Inc
Capital One Fimancial Corp
Cabot Ol & Gas Corp
Rockwell Colins Inc
Cooper Cos Inc/The
ConocoPhillips

Costco Wholesale Corp
Coty Inc

Campbell Soup Co

Copart Inc

salesforce com inc

Cisco Systems Inc

CSX Corp

Cintas Corp

CenturyLink Inc

Cognizant Technology Solutions Corp

Cdrnix Systems inc
CVS Health Corp
Chevron Corp

Concho Resources Inc
Dominion Energy Inc
Delta Arr Lines inc
Deere & Co

Discover Financial Services
Dollar General Corp
Quest Diagnostics Inc
DR Horton Inc
Danaher Corp

Walt Disney Co/The
Discovery Inc

DISH Network Corp
Digtal Realty Trust Inc
Dollar Tree Inc

Dover Corp

Duke Realty Corp
Darden Restaurants Inc
DTE Energy Co

Duke Energy Corp
Davita Inc

Devon Energy Corp
DowDuPont inc

DXC Techrology Co
Electronic Arts Inc

BHGE
BIB
BK
BKNG
BLK
BLL
BMY
BR
BRK/B
BSX
BWA
BXP

CA
CAG
CAH
CAT

cB

CBOE
CBRE
CBS
CCli
CCL
CDNS
CELG
CERN

CF
CFG
CHD

CHRW
CHTR
Ci
CINF

CL
CLX
CMA

CMCSA
CME
CMG
CMI
CMS
CNC
CNP
COF

CcoL
COO
cor
COST
COTY
CcPB
CPRT
CRM
CSCO
CsX
CTAS
CTL
CTSH
CTXS
Ccvs
CvX
CXO

DAL
DE
DFS

DGX
DHI
DHR
DIs
DISCA
DISH
DLR
DLTR
DOV
DRE
DRI
DTE
DUK
DVA
DVN
DwDP
DXC
EA

L = N N G

3
3
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3
$
$
3
$
$
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$
$
$
3$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3
$
3
3
3
$
3
3
3
$
3
$

34,696 89
68,224 66
51,647 14
90,969 22
76,431 69
15,180 28
99,038 61
16,020 30
534,247 50
51,707 56
9,371 88
19,450 72
177,521 35
18,420 21
14,980 43
16,089 98
86,117 75
63,980 69
11,651 51
15,892 36
21,010 98
46,275 40
44,560 72
13,082 70
61,312 15
21,365 54
12,035 31
19,104 49
14,614 04
13,866 92
81,973 73
47,482 86
12,649 47
58,997 55
19,389 64
15,972 69
169,348 26
58,976 61
13,667 39
23,386 17
14,270 91
29,811 48
12,480 53
46,880 87
9,670 61
23,256 11
12,919 81
85,414 01
103,223 91
8,941 93
12,413 66
15,058 59
119,172 68
216,681 24
63,105 40
22,794 79
24,562 00
44,260 24
15,237 16
78,299 29
224917 35
28,259 19
46,979 60
40,048 82
47,530 48
26,672 52
28,919 35
14785 97
16,213 95
74,782 80
162,496 13
21,441 42
17,008 24
26,157 02
20,118 23
13,068 82
10,267 94
14,707 49
20 380 56
58,199 38
11,813 18
20,184 10
158,239 91
25,996 12
34,831 58

013%
026%
020%
035%
030%
006%
038%
006%
207%
020%
004%
008%
069%
007%
006%
006%
033%
025%
005%
006%
008%
018%
017%
005%
024%
008%
005%
007%
006%
005%
032%
018%
N/A
023%
008%
006%
066%
023%
005%
008%
006%
012%
005%
018%
004%
009%
005%
033%
0 40%
003%
005%
N/A
0 46%
0 84%
024%
009%
010%
017%
006%
030%
087%
011%
018%
016%
018%
010%
011%
006%
006%
029%
063%
N/A
007%
010%
008%
005%
004%
006%
008%
023%
005%
008%
061%
010%
013%

203%
0 00%
201%
000%
250%
092%
264%
135%
000%
000%
152%
257%
216%
236%
233%
379%
224%
21%
112%
000%
136%
383%
302%
000%
000%
000%
233%
245%
147%
188%
000%
002%
294%
244%
255%
195%
204%
323%
000%
308%
283%
000%
387%
163%
108%
109%
003%
1 56%
091%
427%
348%
0 00%
000%
297%
120%
081%
9 50%
101%
000%
277%
382%
000%
465%
223%
168%
193%
107%
179%
113%
058%
153%
000%
000%
329%
0 00%
217%
280%
249%
316%
4 48%
000%
079%
232%
082%
000%

33 00%
5 66%
7 80%
1373%
1067%
5 60%
937%
10 00%
-560%
2204%
579%
6 08%
12 80%
410%
7 85%
9 40%
25 28%
1083%
1292%
975%
18 12%
19 23%
1380%
12 00%
2109%
11 68%
15 30%
21 50%
963%
10 23%
45 75%
1203%

N/A
7 86%
907%

2122%
14 85%
15 00%
19 11%
9 16%
616%
1527%
632%
16 00%
4472%
11 60%
10 80%
6 00%
1081%
13 06%
369%

N/A

26 12%
718%
11 96%
13 05%

-1512%
14 03%
9 00%
1166%
763%
3075%
563%
1531%
733%
918%
15 06%
920%
2070%
713%
1293%

N/A

-11 81%
7 28%
10 94%
12 50%
5 34%
1017%
6 03%
5 04%
18 00%
14 46%
B837%
6 36%
15 00%

3537%
5 66%
9 89%
1373%
1331%
6 55%
1213%
11 42%
-560%
22 04%
7 35%
873%
1510%
651%
10 28%
13 36%
27 80%
13 06%
14 1%
975%
1961%
23 43%
17 03%
12 00%
21 09%
11 68%
17 81%
2421%
1117%
1220%
45 75%
12 05%
N/A
10 39%
1173%
2338%
17 04%
18 48%
1911%
12 38%
9 08%
1527%
1032%
17 76%
46 04%
1275%
10 83%
761%
1177%
1761%
724%
N/A
26 12%
10 26%
13 23%
1391%
-6 34%
1511%
9 00%
14 59%
11 60%
3075%
1041%
17 71%
9 08%
1119%
16 20%
1107%
2194%
773%
14 56%
N/A
-1181%
10 69%
10 94%
14 81%
8 22%
1279%
9 29%
963%
18 00%
15 30%
1078%
721%
15 00%
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00476%
00150%
00198%
00484%
00394%
00039%
0 0466%
00071%
-0 1160%
00442%
00027%
0 0066%
01038%
0 0046%
0 0060%
00083%
00928%
00324%
0 0064%
0 0060%
00160%
0 0420%
0 0294%
0 0061%
00501%
0 0097%
0 0083%
00179%
0 0063%
0 0066%
01453%
00222%
N/A
00238%
00088%
00145%
01118%
00422%
00101%
00112%
0 0050%
00176%
0 0050%
00323%
00173%
00115%
0 0054%
0 0252%
00471%
0 0061%
0 0035%
N/A
0 1206%
00861%
00324%
00123%
-0 0060%
0 0258%
0 0053%
0 0443%
01011%
00337%
00189%
00275%
00167%
00116%
00182%
0 0063%
00138%
0 0224%
00917%
N/A
-0 0078%
00108%
0 0085%
00075%
0 0033%
00073%
00073%
00217%
0 0082%
00120%
00661%
00073%
00202%
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eBay Inc

Ecolab Inc

Consolidated Edison Inc
Equifax Inc

Edison International

Estee Lauder Cos Inc/The
Eastman Chemical Co
Emerson Electric Co

EOG Resources Inc

Equinux Inc

Equity Residential

EQT Corp

Eversource Energy

Express Scnpts Holding Co
Essex Property Trust Inc
E*TRADE Financial Corp
Eaton Corp PLC

Entergy Corp

Envision Healthcare Corp
Evergy Inc

Edwards Lifesciences Corp
Exelon Corp

Expeditors International of Washington |
Expedia Group Inc

Extra Space Storage Inc

Ford Motor Co

Fastenal Co

Facebook Inc

Fortune Brands Home & Secunty Inc
Freeport-McMoRan Inc

FedEx Corp

FirstEnergy Corp

F5 Networks Inc

Fidehty National Information Services |
Fiserv Inc

Fifth Third Bancorp

Foot Locker Inc

FLIR Systems Inc

Fluor Corp

Flowserve Corp

FleetCor Technologies Inc
FMC Corp

Twenty-First Century Fox Inc
Federal Realty Investment Trust
TechnipFMC PLC

Fortive Corp

General Dynamics Corp
General Electric Co

Gilead Sciences inc

General Mills Inc

Corning iInc

General Motors Co

Alphabet Inc

Genuine Parts Co

Global Payments Inc

Gap Inc/The

Garmin Ltd

Goldman Sachs Group Inc/The
Goodyear Tire & Rubber CofThe
WW Grainger Inc

Halliburton Co

Hasbro Inc

Huntington Bancshares Inc/OH
Hanesbrands Inc

HCA Healthcare Inc

HCP Inc

Home Depot Inc/The

Hess Corp

HollyFrontier Corp

Hartford Financial Services Group Inc/Th
Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc
Hiton Worldwide Holdings Inc
Harley-Davidson Inc

Hologic Inc

Honeywell Internationat Inc
Helmench & Payne Inc

Hewlett Packard Enterprise Co
HP Inc

H&R Block Inc

Hormel Foods Corp

Harns Corp

Henry Schein Inc

Host Hotels & Resorts Inc
Hershey Co/The

Humana Inc

EBAY
ECL
ED
EFX
EIX
EL
EMN
EMR
EOG
EQIX
EQR
EQT
ES
ESRX
ESS
ETFC
ETN
ETR
EVHC
EVRG
EW
EXC
EXPD
EXPE
EXR

FAST
FB
FBHS
FCX
FDX
FE
FFIV
FIS
FISV
FITB
FL
FLIR
FLR
FLS
FLT
FMC
FOX
FRT
FTi
FTV
GD
GE
GILD
GIS
GLw
GM
GOOG
GPC
GPN
GPS
GRMN
GS
GT
GWw
HAL
HAS
HBAN
HBI
HCA
HCP
HD
HES
HFC
HIG
2l
HLT
HOG
HOLX
HON
HP
HPE
HPQ
HRB
HRL
HRS
HSIC
HST
HSY
HUM

AAAAPND DDA AADADPAPANADAN DDA DDAANADANPDPAANAANPDADADDD PR DPDPDPDPAPDPDPADANPNAPDRDPDOPDAANADNANADPDPPDPADAD DD DI ANPAPNDDAPDPAANADADD NP OG

33,743 64
45,392 54
24,978 46
16,457 94
22,262 68
51,748 68
13,771 98
48,731 22
68,241 44
35,630 73
24,980 57
12,553 20
20,131 76
51,623 87
16,268 80
13,947 15
37,762 10
15,148 42
5,533 03
15,692 69
30,987 03
4257717
13,143 15
19,389 79
11,184 05
37,665 12
16,574 15
468,653 33
7,870 11
19,836 85
67,547 30
18,386 19
11,835 25
36,209 73
32,936 77
19,337 30
5,353 01
8,684 19
8,133 40
7,271 48
19,540 94
11,500 06
82,702 42
9,525 21
13,694 08
30,369 27
59,407 39
110,202 91
95,125 47
28,457 68
28,569 23
48,859 06
817,459 89
14,954 10
20,341 07
10,687 20
12,974 13
89,808 22
5,603 05
19,961 75
33990 37
13,403 49
17,292 19
6,377 37
46,242 13
12,356 60
239,204 97
19,782 42
12,400 99
17,863 61
10,955 22
2387278
7,373 37
10,786 95
122,612 42
711512
24,399 93
39,623 51
5140 08
22,337 64
19,355 68
12,767 97
15,997 98
22,180 87
46,459 33

013%
018%
010%
006%
009%
020%
005%
0 19%
026%
014%
010%
005%
008%
020%
006%
005%
015%
006%
002%
006%
012%
017%
005%
008%
0 04%
015%
006%
182%
003%
008%
026%
007%
005%
014%
013%
007%
002%
N/A
003%
003%
N/A
004%
032%
004%
005%
012%
023%
043%
037%
011%
011%
019%
317%
006%
008%
004%
005%
035%
N/A
0 08%
013%
005%
007%
002%
018%
0 05%
093%
008%
005%
007%
004%
009%
003%
004%
048%
N/A
009%
015%
002%
009%
N/A
005%
006%
009%
018%

000%
105%
357%
115%
355%
117%
229%
251%
064%
202%
316%
025%
318%
000%
299%
000%
299%
429%
000%
315%
000%
314%
119%
094%
376%
671%
265%
000%
143%
142%
100%
381%
000%
114%
000%
263%
296%
101%
145%
139%
000%
082%
098%
314%
172%
033%
183%
379%
311%
421%
204%
442%
000%
280%
003%
3 49%
3 05%
139%
225%
152%
189%
237%
319%
339%
105%
563%
1 95%
1 58%
190%
218%
114%
077%
3 35%
000%
185%
431%
231%
223%
3 98%
179%
148%
000%
385%
260%
059%

1021%
13 03%
360%
7 43%
535%
16 20%
590%
1207%
12 14%
19 55%
569%
17 50%
6 03%
6 49%
601%
28 39%
8 92%
-135%
1451%
8 59%
1533%
4 45%
1173%
14 23%
5 48%
-7 52%
17 55%
20 09%
1283%
-16 60%
1352%
-035%
1027%
4 40%
11 00%
5 65%
491%
N/A
2582%
19 90%
N/A
2450%
995%
503%
9 85%
1363%
11 28%
367%
572%
753%
8 98%
1078%
18 22%
568%
17 00%
10 22%
598%
1269%
N/A
1487%
74 00%
813%
13 36%
5 04%
1358%
278%
1327%
-2331%
1017%
9 50%
27 50%
11 20%
10 00%
874%
16 96%
N/A
-6 50%
8 45%
10 00%
6 55%
N/A
6 65%
3 45%
9 00%
14 40%
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1021%
14 16%
7 23%
862%
8 99%
17 46%
8 26%
1473%
1282%
2177%
8 93%
1777%
931%
6 49%
909%
28 39%
12 04%
291%
1451%
11 88%
1533%
7 66%
13 00%
15 23%
9 34%
-107%
20 44%
20 09%
14 35%
-15 30%
14 59%
3 45%
1027%
557%
11 00%
8 35%
7 94%
N/A
27 46%
2142%
N/A
25 42%
10 98%
825%
11 65%
13 99%
1321%
752%
8 92%
11 90%
1111%
15 44%
18 22%
856%
17 03%
13 89%
912%
1416%
N/A
16 50%
76 60%
10 59%
16 76%
852%
1470%
8 49%
15 35%
-2192%
12 16%
11 79%
28 80%
1201%
1352%
8 74%
18 97%
N/A
-427%
1078%
1418%
8 39%
N/A
6 65%
7 36%
11 72%
15 04%
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00134%
00249%
0 0070%
0 0055%
00078%
00350%
0 0044%
00278%
00339%
00301%
0 0086%
0 0086%
0 0073%
0 0130%
0 0057%
00153%
00176%
00017%
00031%
0 0072%
00184%
00126%
0 0066%
00114%
0 0040%
-0 0016%
00131%
0 3649%
0 0044%
-00118%
0 0382%
0 0025%
0 0047%
0 0078%
00140%
0 0063%
00016%
N/A
0 0087%
0 0060%
N/A
00113%
00352%
0 0030%
0 0062%
00165%
0 0304%
00321%
00329%
00131%
00123%
0 0292%
05774%
0 0050%
00134%
0 0058%
0 0046%
0 0494%
N/A
00128%
0 1009%
0 0055%
00112%
00021%
0 0263%
0 0041%
0 1423%
-00168%
0 0058%
00082%
00122%
00111%
0 0039%
00037%
0 0901%
N/A
-0 0040%
0 0166%
0 0028%
0 0073%
N/A
0 0033%
0 0046%
00101%
0 0271%
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004558

004558

004558



6951700

International Business Machines Corp
Intercontinental Exchange Inc
IDEXX Laboratones Inc
International Flavors & Fragrances Inc
llumina Inc

Incyte Corp

HS Markit Ltd

Intel Corp

intuit Inc

international Paper Co
Interpublic Group of Cos Inc/The
IPG Photonics Corp

IQVIA Holdings Inc

Ingersoll Rand PLC

Iron Mountain Inc

Intutive Surgical Inc

Gartner Inc

llinois T ool Works Inc
Invesco Lid

JB Hunt Transport Services Inc
Johnson Controls International plc
Jacobs Engineenng Group Inc
Jeffertes Financial Group Inc
Johnson & Johnson

Juniper Networks Inc
JPMorgan Chase & Co
Nordstrom Inc

Kellogg Co

KeyCorp

Kraft Heinz Co/The

Kimco Realty Corp
KLA-Tencor Corp
Kimberty-Clark Corp

Kinder Morgan Inc/DE
CarMax Inc

Coca-Cola Co/The

Michael Kors Holdings Ltd
Kroger Co/The

Kohl's Corp

Kansas City Southern

Loews Corp

L Brands Inc

Leggett & Platt Inc

Lennar Corp

Laboratory Corp of Amertca Holdings
LKQ Corp

L3 Technologies Inc

Eh Lily & Co

Lockheed Martin Corp
Lincoln National Corp

Alltant Energy Corp

Lowe's Cos Inc

Lam Research Corp
Southwest Arrknes Co
LyondelBasell Industries NV
Macy's Inc

Mastercard Inc

Mid-America Apartment Communities Inc
Macerich Co/The

Mamott Intemational Inc/MD
Masco Corp

Mattel Inc

McDonald's Corp

Microchip Technology Inc
McKesson Corp

Moody's Corp

Mondelez International Inc
Medtronic PLC

MetLife Inc

MGM Resorts International
Mohawk Industries Inc
McCormmick & Co Inc/MD
Martin Manetta Matenals inc
Marsh & McLennan Cos Inc
3M Co

Monster Beverage Corp
Altna Group Inc

Mosaic Co/The

Marathon Petroleum Corp
Merck & Co Inc

Marathon Ou Corp

Morgan Stanley

MSCI Inc

Microsoft Corp

Motorola Solutions Inc

1BM
ICE
1IDXX
IFF
ILMN
INCY
INFO
INTC
INTU
P
IPG
IPGP
Qv
IR
IRM
ISRG
T
mw
Wz
JBHT
JCI
JEC
JEF
JNJ
JNPR
JPM
JWN

KEY
KHC
KiM
KLAC
KMB
KM!
KMX

KORS
KR
KSS
KSU

LB
LEG
LEN

LH
LKQ

LLL
LLY
LMT
LNC

LOW
LRCX
LUV
LyYB

MA
MAA
MAC
MAR
MAS
MAT
MCD

MCHP
MCK
MCO

MDLZ
MOT
MET
MGM
MHK
MKC
MLM
MMC
MMM

MNST

MO
MOS
MPC
MRK
MRO

MS
MSCI

MSFT

MSI

$
$
$
$
$
3$
$

PAPADAAANANDAANAAANAPNDAAR

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3$
3$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
3$
3$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

135,390 91
44710 85
21,469 36
12,362 04
51,908 64
14,474 40
21,615 79

209,984 94
58,858 14
21,768 67

871577
8,569 99
25,645 48
25,365 01
10,201 10
64,649 58
14,187 60
48,589 29
9,757 66
13,619 89
35,147 04
10,753 49
7,786 64
374217 64
9,609 44

381,460 35
11,041 04
25,944 98
20,977 60
71,894 59

7,032 87
16,310 54
40,485 54
39,855 33
14216 93

195,591 90
10,907 95
22,147 58
13,477 07
11,977 14
16,108 77

7,968 59
6,039 44
16,918 66
17,626 66
10,426 71
16,932 31

113,595 70
95,629 48
14,569 60
10,430 35
92,054 47
24182 22
35,773 59
40,999 71
11,133 90

226,341 10
11,640 48

7,970 79
45,257 66
11,742 54

5,626 90

12477974
19,692 63
25,682 56
34,839 45
64,235 37

131,013 09
46,289 81
14,889 13
13,958 20
17,355 43
12,224 32
43,817 08

121945 21
32,801 70

117,012 81
11,868 25
38,037 73

186,113 58
17,834 60
84,081 42
16,183 58

869,345 80
20,568 94

052%
017%
008%
005%
020%
006%
008%
081%
023%
008%
003%
003%
010%
010%
004%
025%
005%
019%
0 04%
005%
0 14%
004%
003%
145%
004%
148%
004%
010%
008%
028%
003%
006%
016%
015%
006%
076%
004%
008%
005%
005%
N/A
003%
002%
007%
007%
004%
007%
044%
037%
NA
004%
036%
009%
014%
016%
0 04%
088%
N/A
003%
018%
005%
002%
0 48%
008%
010%
014%
025%
051%
018%
006%
005%
007%
005%
017%
047%
013%
045%
005%
N/A
072%
007%
033%
006%
337%
008%

419%
123%
000%
207%
000%
000%
000%
263%
076%
363%
373%
000%
0 00%
190%
6 59%
000%
000%
239%
504%
076%
272%
078%
199%
2 58%
247%
235%
228%
296%
281%
432%
6 76%
284%
343%
436%
000%
334%
000%
192%
305%
114%
049%
830%
315%
030%
000%
000%
150%
213%
244%
199%
306%
160%
272%
093%
3 80%
429%
0 46%
363%
531%
121%
113%
000%
256%
175%
117%
098%
221%
204%
357%
173%
000%
157%
093%
200%
261%
000%
475%
032%
219%
277%
096%
230%
1 04%
159%
1 66%

2 40%
832%
21 88%
9 20%
18 65%
52 58%
13 08%
9 36%
16 38%
7 90%
6 43%
12 00%
15 25%
11 44%
10 10%
14 02%
15 00%
10 13%
6 08%
13 46%
10 30%
17 01%
18 00%
7 49%
9 40%
9 80%
8 43%
8 42%
16 21%
5 60%
316%
737%
6 26%
12 00%
1311%
7 82%
6 52%
6 30%
7 23%
870%
N/A
933%
10 00%
2115%
895%
1315%
12 64%
11 69%
2521%
NA
5 86%
15 48%
13 55%
11 24%
7 60%
050%
21 33%
N/A
672%
14 46%
1572%
10 00%
8 69%
14 55%
5 83%
8 00%
991%
7 90%
13 58%
372%
7 86%
8 80%
14 09%
14 81%
870%
17 00%
487%
7 00%
N/A
725%
5 00%
16 88%
13 45%
1079%
7 45%
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664% 00349%
9 60% 00166%
21 88% 00182%
1137% 0 0054%
18 65% 00375%
52 58% 00295%
13 08% 00110%
12 11% 00986%
17 20% 00392%
1167% 0 0098%
10 28% 0 0035%
12 00% 0 0040%
15 25% 00152%
13 44% 00132%
17 02% 0 0067 %
1402% 00351%
15 00% 00082%
1264% 00238%
11 28% 0 0043%
14 28% 0 0075%
13 16% 00179%
17 86% 0 0074%
2017% 0 0061%
10 16% 0 1473%
11 98% 0 0045%
12 26% 0 1813%
10 80% 0 0046%
1150% 00116%
19 25% 00156%
10 04% 0 0280%
1003% 0 0027%
10 32% 0 0065%
979% 00154%
16 63% 00257%
1311% 00072%
1129% 0 0856%
6 52% 00028%
828% 00071%
10 40% 0 0054%
9 89% 0 0046%
N/A N/A
18 02% 0 0056%
13 30% 00031%
2148% 00141%
8 95% 0 0061%
13 15% 0 0053%
14 24% 0 0093%
1395% 00614%
27 96% 0 1036%
N/A N/A
901% 0 0036%
17 20% 00614%
16 45% 00154%
12 22% 00169%
11 54% 00183%
4 80% 00021%
21 85% 0 1916%
N/A N/A
1221% 00038%
1576% 00276%
16 94% 00077%
10 00% 0 0022%
11 36% 0 0549%
16 42% 00125%
7 04% 0 0070%
9 02% 00122%
1222% 0 0304%
10 03% 0 0509%
17 40% 00312%
5 49% 0 0032%
7 86% 00043%
10 44% 00070%
1508% 00071%
16 96% 0 0288%
11 42% 0 0540%
17 00% 00217%
973% 00441%
7 34% 0 0034%
N/A N/A
10 12% 00730%
598% 00041%
1937% 00631%
14 56% 0 0091%
12 46% 04198%
917% 0 0073%
010918

004559

004559

004559



095100

M&T Bank Corp
Mettler-Toledo International Inc
Micron Technology tnc
Mylan NV

Noble Energy Inc

Norwegian Cruise Line Holdings Ltd
Nasdagq Inc

NextEra Energy Inc
Newmont Mining Corp
Netflix Inc

Newfield Exploration Co
NiSource Inc

NIKE Inc

Nektar Therapeutics

Nielsen Holdings PLC
Northrop Grumman Corp
National Othwell Varco Inc
NRG Energy Inc

Norfolk Southern Corp
NetApp Inc

Northern Trust Corp

Nucor Corp

NVIDIA Corp

Newell Brands Inc

News Corp

Realty Income Corp

ONEOK Inc

Omnicom Group Inc

Oracle Corp

O'Rellly Automotive inc
Occidental Petroleum Corp
Paychex Inc

People's United Financiat inc
PACCAR Inc

PGB&E Corp

Public Service Enterprise Group Inc
PepsiCo Inc

Pfizer Inc

Principal Financial Group inc
Procter & Gamble Co/The
Progressive Corp/The
Parker-Hannifin Corp
PutteGroup inc

Packaging Corp of America
PerkinElmer nc

Prologis Inc

Philp Morns International Inc
PNC Financial Services Group Inc/The
Pentair PLC

Pinnacle West Capital Corp
PPG Industnes Inc

PPL Corp

Perngo Co PLC

Prudential Financial Inc
Public Storage

Phillips 66

PVH Corp

Quanta Services Inc

Praxair Inc

Pioneer Natural Resources Co
PayPal Holdings Inc
QUALCOMM Inc

Qorvo inc

Royal Carbbean Cruises Ltd
Everest Re Group Ltd
Regency Centers Corp
Regeneron Pharmaceuticals Inc
Regions Financial Corp
Robert Half International Inc
Red Hat Inc

Raymond James Financial Inc
Ralph Lauren Corp

ResMed Inc

Rockwell Automation Inc
Roper Technologies Inc
Ross Stores Inc

Republic Services Inc
Raytheon Co

SBA Communications Corp
Starbucks Corp

SCANA Corp

Charles Schwab Corp/The
Sealed Air Corp
Sherwin-Willams Co/The
SVB Financial Group

MTB
MTD
MU
MYL
NBL
NCLH
NDAQ
NEE
NEM
NFLX
NFX
NI
NKE
NKTR
NLSN
NOC
NOV
NRG
NSC
NTAP
NTRS
NUE
NVDA
NWL
NWS

OKE
oMmC
ORCL
ORLY
oxY
PAYX
PBCT
PCAR
PCG
PEG
PEP
PFE
PFG
PG
PGR
PH
PHM
PKG
PKI
PLD
PM
PNC
PNR
PNW
PPG
PPL
PRGO
PRU
PSA
PSX
PVH
PWR
PX
PXD
PYPL
QCOM
QRVO
RCL
RE
REG
REGN
RF
RHI
RHT
RJF
RL
RMD
ROK
ROP
ROST
RSG
RTN
SBAC
SBUX
SCG
SCHW
SEE
SHW
SivB

AANADAANDAANAAAD DD ADDADD DD DD PDADODODDODDDDODPHPAPDPAPDDPADAPDDADDDDDDDDADDDDDDANAPDPHDADPD AN AADAPDAPDAANANDAD PG

24,619 87
15,380 69
51,379 61
19,323 46
1419403
12,284 85
14,925 86
81,894 15
16,204 65

158,750 39

5,438 12
8,999 68

133630 30

10,218 77

971493
53,515 09
16,950 04
10,996 28
50,237 34
22,237 44
23,254 80
19,796 78

168,069 44

10,253 25

7,334 61
16,723 90
27,302 85
15,477 23

196,071 88
27,289 11
59,327 09
26,753 95

6,223 30
24,657 21
24,290 60
26,918 57

162,038 83

251,836 22
16,213 59

208,118 60
39,790 74
24,771 18

7,674 18
10,816 23
10,601 67
423227

123,319 03

65,188 05
7,730 05
8,997 12

27,147 17

21,099 05

10,083 19

41,641 62

35,994 59

52740 21

10,704 87
5,159 59

45,146 52

29,041 48

107,453 79

110,315 55

9516 22
27,017 73

9,126 29
10,964 74
42,376 46
20,913 86

8,779 32
26 403 88
13,503 44
10,688 08
16 298 80
23598 39
32,122 84
36,138 06
24,379 09
57,953 42
18,336 05
73,863 23

5,058 92
69,120 37

6,606 59
43,700 45
16,990 61

010%
0 06%
020%
007%
006%
0 05%
006%
032%
006%
062%
002%
003%
052%
N/A
004%
021%
007%
004%
019%
009%
009%
008%
065%
004%
003%
006%
011%
006%
076%
011%
023%
010%
002%
010%
009%
010%
063%
098%
006%
081%
015%
010%
003%
004%
004%
016%
0 48%
025%
003%
003%
011%
008%
004%
016%
014%
020%
004%
002%
017%
011%
042%
043%
004%
010%
004%
004%
016%
008%
003%
010%
005%
0 04%
006%
009%
012%
014%
009%
022%
007%
029%
002%
027%
003%
017%
007%

209%
000%
032%
000%
144%
016%
188%
256%
184%
0 00%
0 00%
315%
102%
0 00%
5 10%
154%
045%
033%
163%
1 86%
185%
243%
022%
424%
163%
4 56%
4 89%
353%
161%
000%
400%
306%
391%
329%
052%
338%
308%
317%
3 69%
351%
238%
1 60%
135%
2 0%
029%
2 86%
564%
2 44%
192%
351%
168%
5 44%
098%
3 56%
387%
273%
011%
000%
211%
015%
0 00%
316%
0 00%
193%
236%
3 44%
0 00%
2 46%
1 56%
0 00%
116%
1 86%
133%
177%
052%
091%
1 89%
169%
0 00%
2 35%
276%
079%
157%
073%
0 00%

14 30%
11 95%
370%
607%
41 24%
20 25%
9 68%
8 38%
-3 00%
4107%
1917%
563%
14 06%
N/A
12 00%
15 18%
41 00%
15 69%
10 20%
15 95%
16 78%
5 65%
1123%
276%
26 30%
436%
26 88%
544%
7 68%
15 44%
14 30%
9 00%
200%
6 03%
5 05%
7 35%
672%
6 88%
7 93%
7 19%
920%
9 32%
21 34%
10 00%
16 35%
675%
1013%
979%
11 05%
456%
8 06%
8 10%
6 00%
6 00%
537%
5 55%
1065%
8 00%
13 90%
27 13%
18 93%
1232%
1262%
14 92%
10 00%
565%
14 03%
1937%
17 10%
18 18%
17 00%
6 83%
1215%
12 34%
13 40%
1057%
1192%
1487%
27 15%
14 30%
-279%
2163%
389%
11 42%
8 50%
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16 54%
1195%
403%
607%
42 98%
20 42%
11 65%
11 04%
-118%
41 07%
1917%
887%
15 14%
N/A
17 40%
16 84%
41 54%
16 04%
1191%
17 96%
18 78%
8 15%
11 46%
7 05%
28 15%
902%
32 43%
907%
9 35%
15 44%
18 59%
12 20%
5 95%
941%
5 58%
10 85%
9 90%
10 15%
1176%
10 83%
11 69%
10 99%
22 84%
1252%
16 66%
971%
16 06%
12 35%
13 08%
8 15%
9 80%
1376%
701%
967%
9 34%
8 35%
1077%
8 00%
16 15%
27 31%
18 93%
1567%
1262%
17 00%
12 47%
919%
14 03%
2207%
18 80%
18 18%
18 26%
875%
13 56%
1422%
13 95%
1152%
13 92%
16 69%
27 15%
16 82%
0 06%
22 50%
5 49%
1220%
8 50%
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00158%
00071%
0 0080%
0 0045%
00236%
0 0097%
0 0067%
0 0350%
-0 0007%
0 2527%
0 0040%
0 0031%
00784%
N/A
0 0066%
00349%
00273%
0 0068%
00232%
00155%
00169%
0 0063%
0 0746%
00028%
0 0080%
0 0058%
0 0343%
00054%
00711%
00163%
00427%
00127%
00014%
0 0090%
00053%
00113%
00621%
00991%
00074%
00873%
00180%
00106%
0 0068%
0 0052%
0 0068%
00159%
00768%
00312%
0 0039%
0 0028%
00103%
00113%
00027 %
00156%
00130%
00171%
0 0045%
00016%
00283%
0 0307 %
00788%
0 0670%
0 0047 %
00178%
0 0044%
0 0039%
0 0230%
00179%
0 0064%
0 0186%
0 0096%
0 0036%
0 0086%
00130%
00174%
00161%
00132%
00375%
00193%
00481%
0 0000%
0 0603%
0 0014%
0 0207%
0 0056%
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T9G¥00

JM Smucker Co/The
Schlumberger Ltd

SL Green Realty Corp
Snap-on Inc

Synopsys Inc

Southern Co/The

Stmon Property Group Inc
S&P Global Inc

Stertcycle Inc

Sempra Energy

SunTrust Banks Inc

State Street Corp
Seagate Technology PLC
Consteliation Brands Inc
Stanley Black & Decker Inc
Skyworks Solutions Inc
Synchrory Financial
Stryker Corp

Symantec Corp

Sysco Corp

AT&T Inc

Molson Coors Brewing Co
TransDigm Group Inc

TE Connectivity Ltd
Target Corp

Tiffary & Co

TJX Cos Inc/The
Torchmark Corp

Thermo Fisher Scientific Inc
Tapestry Inc

TripAdvisor Inc

T Rowe Price Group Inc
Travelers Cos inc/The
Tractor Supply Co

Tyson Foods Inc

Total System Services Inc

Take-Two Interactive Software Inc

Twitter Inc

Texas Instruments inc
Textron Inc

Under Armour tnc

United Continental Holdings Inc
UDR inc

Universal Health Services Inc
Ulta Beauty Inc
UnitedHealth Group Inc
Unum Group

Unton Pacific Corp

United Parcel Service Inc
United Rentals Inc

US Bancorp

United Technologies Corp
Visa Inc

Vanan Medical Systems Inc
VF Corp

Viacom Inc

Valero Energy Corp

Vulcan Matenals Co
Vornado Realty Trust
Verisk Analytics Inc
VenSign Inc

Vertex Pharmaceuticals Inc
Ventas Inc

Venzon Communications Inc
Waters Corp

Walgreens Boots Allance In¢c
Western Digital Corp

WEC Energy Group Inc
Welltower Inc

Wells Fargo & Co

Whiripool Corp

Willis Towers Watson PLC
Waste Management Inc
Wiliams Cos Inc/The
Walmart Inc

WestRock Co

Western Union Co/The
Weyerhaeuser Co

Wynn Resorts Ltd

Cimarex Energy Co

Xcel Energy Inc

XL Group Ltd

Xilinx Inc

Exxon Mabil Corp
DENTSPLY SIRONA Inc

SJM
SLB
SLG
SNA
SNPS
SO
SPG
SPGI
SRCL
SRE
STI
STT
STX
STZ
SWK
SWKS
SYF
SYK
SYMC
SYY

TAP
TDG
TEL
TGT
TIF
TJX
TMK
TMO
TPR
TRIP
TROW
TRV
TSCO
TSN
TSS
TTWO
TWTR
TXN
T
UA
UAL
UDR
UHS
ULTA
UNH
UNM
UNP
UPS
URI
usB
uTx

VAR
VFC
VIAB
VLO
VMC
VNO
VRSK
VRSN
VRTX
VTR

WAT
WBA
wWDC
WEC
WELL
WFC
WHR
WLTW
WM
wMB
WMT
WRK
wu

WYNN
XEC
XEL

XL
XLNX
XOMm
XRAY

AN APAARADDN AP AN DI PAPAARANAANDPAPAPAADANDADADADADADADADPAPAPANADANDANDADAPDPPAPPAPPAPPADANDNPAPA AN APAPAAAD DD DD DD AADADDPADPAPANADDAHD

12,633 97
84,749 60
8,822 88
10,514 49
15,262 97
44520 57
56,432 23
53,808 43
5313 88
32,467 72
31,601 56
33,119 17
13,903 22
40,597 37
22,697 47
15,702 05
24,138 96
63,765 38
12,449 42
38,224 25
244,003 20
13,672 47
19,472 09
31,978 06
46,287 31
15,753 08
67,520 79
9,766 29
97,468 64
14,384 67
6,931 01
26,840 96
34,801 50
10,646 95
2522244
18,028 37
15,265 50
22,826 32
102,430 47
17,530 35
8,141 24
24624 32
10,760 69
11,748 48
16,681 92
255,353 81
8,070 23
116,403 82
103,576 90
13,980 32
88,196 50
110,252 85
300,743 74
10,229 51
36,145 35
12,208 38
50,061 13
14,708 22
14,271 65
20,033 48
19,951 98
45747 78
20,623 56
225,397 09
15,118 23
69,746 70
16,595 68
21,708 70
24,706 37
263,587 19
7,954 84
19,216 58
39,454 82
34,001 49
277,029 00
14,240 37
8,377 00
25,806 57
14,697 35
8,743 20
24,639 82
14,903 96
19,618 50
351,067 55
8,542 49

005%
033%
003%
0 04%
N/A
017%
022%
021%
002%
013%
012%
013%
005%
016%
008%
006%
008%
025%
005%
015%
095%
0 05%
008%
012%
018%
006%
026%
004%
038%
006%
003%
010%
013%
0 04%
010%
007%
0 06%
009%
0 40%
007%
003%
010%
004%
005%
006%
09%%
003%
045%
0 40%
005%
034%
043%
117%
0 04%
014%
005%
018%
006%
006%
008%
008%
018%
008%
087%
006%
027%
006%
008%
010%
102%
003%
007%
015%
013%
107%
0 06%
003%
010%
006%
003%
010%
N/A
008%
136%
003%

293%
327%
325%
185%
0 00%
5 43%
434%
093%
013%
302%
2 63%
2 04%
5 26%
139%
173%
154%
221%
109%
153%
2 04%
597%
265%
000%
182%
294%
167%
145%
074%
027%
275%
000%
253%
235%
138%
183%
053%
000%
0 00%
2 40%
012%
0 00%
0 00%
321%
028%
000%
126%
262%
186%
300%
000%
247%
207%
057%
0 00%
196%
270%
273%
101%
336%
0 00%
0 00%
000%
5 48%
4 38%
000%
233%
353%
321%
524%
3 00%
371%
161%
201%
4 85%
223%
3 08%
402%
3 88%
2 09%
0 60%
314%
153%
1 86%
389%
091%

405%
20 00%
6 86%
7 95%
N/A
400%
€18%
11 60%
1005%
16 14%
1478%
12 36%
-244%
11 19%
10 65%
12 04%
7 35%
8 44%
6 68%
11 63%
-050%
270%
11 80%
925%
697%
12 54%
10 80%
1317%
11 00%
10 96%
18 29%
12 08%
17 75%
13 54%
590%
14 62%
10 00%
4577%
11 05%
1371%
27 73%
16 26%
528%
7 93%
20 50%
13 06%
9 00%
1420%
897%
2352%
7 45%
10 59%
18 18%
12 05%
9 43%
6 56%
16 65%
20 36%
388%
13 03%
10 40%
60 22%
236%
458%
910%
10 64%
352%
290%
717%
1341%
9 46%
15 35%
1161%
-080%
6 29%
6 50%
420%
16 20%
18 30%
72 05%
5 80%
N/A
1160%
12 20%
6 93%
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7 04%
23 59%
10 22%
988%
N/A
954%
10 66%
12 59%
1019%
19 40%
17 60%
1453%
275%
1265%
12 47%
1367%
964%
957%
8 25%
1379%
5 46%
539%
11 80%
1115%
1001%
1431%
12 33%
13 96%
1128%
13 86%
18 29%
1476%
2031%
15 02%
779%
1518%
10 00%
4577%
13 59%
13 84%
2773%
16 26%
857%
822%
20 50%
14 40%
1174%
16 19%
12 10%
2352%
10 02%
1277%
18 79%
12 05%
1148%
9 35%
1961%
2147%
7 30%
13 03%
10 40%
60 22%
791%
906%
910%
13 09%
711%
6 15%
12 60%
1661%
1335%
17 08%
1374%
403%
8 58%
969%
8 30%
20 39%
20 58%
72 86%
903%
N/A
1357%
16 33%
787%
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0 0034%
00775%
0 0035%
0 0040%
N/A
0 0165%
0 0233%
0 0263%
00021%
0 0244%
00216%
00186%
0 0015%
00199%
00110%
0 0083%
0 0090%
00237%
0 0040%
0 0204%
00516%
00029%
0 0089%
00138%
00180%
0 0087%
0 0323%
0 0053%
0 0426%
0 0077%
0 0049%
00153%
0 0274%
0 0062%
0 0076%
00106%
0 0059%
0 0405%
0 0539%
0 0094%
0 0087%
0 0155%
0 0036%
0 0037%
00133%
0 1425%
0 0037%
0 0730%
0 0486%
00127%
0 0342%
0 0546%
02191%
0 0048%
00161%
0 0044%
0 0380%
00122%
0 0040%
00101%
0 0080%
0 1068%
0 0063%
0 0792%
0 0053%
0 0354%
0 0046%
0 0052%
00121%
0 1697%
0 0041%
00127%
0 0210%
0 0053%
00922%
0 0053%
0 0027 %
0 0204%
00117%
0 0247%
0 0086%
N/A
00103%
0 2222%
0 0026%
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Xerox Corp XRX 3 7,160 71 003% 357% 205% 5 66% 0 0016%
Xylem Inc/NY XYL 3 14,536 46 006% 104% 8 60% 9 68% 0 0055%
Yum! Brands Inc YUM 3 2797173 011% 163% 1283% 1457% 00158%
Zimmer Biomet Holdings tnc ZBH $ 26,467 39 010% 075% 364% 441% 0 0045%
Zions Bancorporation ZION $ 10,149 77 0 04% 194% 10 30% 1234% 00049%
Zoetis inc ZTS $ 4288714 017% 056% 17 87% 18 48% 0 0307%
Total Market Capitalization 25,801,839 78 1501%
Notes
[1] Equals sum of Col [9]
[2) Source Bloomberg Professional
(3] Equals (1] - (2] '
{4] Source Bloomberg Professional
[5) Equals weight in S&P 500 based on market capitalization
[6] Source Bloomberg Professional
[7] Source Bloomberg Professional
[8) Equals ((6] x (1 + (0 Sx [7]) +[7]
[9] Equals Col [5] x Co! [8]
010921
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Ex-Ante Market Risk Premium
Market DCF Method Based - Value Line
[1] [2] 3]
— SEP500 Current 30-Year
Est Required Treasury (30-day Implied Market
Market Return average) Risk Premium
16 24% 305% 1319%

[4] [5] {6] [7] 18] 8]

Market Estimated Long-Term Weighted
Company Ticker Caprtahzation ~ Weight in Index  Dividend Yield Growth Est DCF Result DCF Resutt

Agilent Technologies Inc A $ 21,487 84 0 09% 089% 1200% 12 94% 00115%
Amencan Aifines Group Inc AAL $ 17,720 12 007% 104% 150% 255% 00019%
Advance Auto Parts Inc AAP $ 12,387 83 005% 014% 13 00% 1315% 0 0067 %
Apple Inc AAPL $ 1,080,455 00 447% 134% 13 00% 14 43% 0 6442%
AbbVie Inc ABBV $ 141,934 40 059% 410% 1450% 18 90% 0 1109%
AmensourceBergen Corp ABC $ 19,169 27 008% 172% 8 50% 10 29% 00082%
ABIOMED Inc ABMD $ 17,191 99 007% 000% 27 50% 27 50% 00195%
Abbott Laboratories ABT $ 115486 80 048% 170% 9 50% 11 28% 00538%
Accenture PLC ACN $ 108,653 40 0 45% 172% 10 00% 11 81% 0 0530%
Adobe Systems Inc ADBE $ 127,380 50 053% 000% 27 00% 27 00% 01422%
Analog Devices Inc ADI $ 36,085 44 015% 198% 13 00% 1511% 00225%
Archer-Daniels-Midland Co ADM $ 27,620 19 011% 275% 7 50% 10 35% 00118%
Automatic Data Processing Inc ADP $ 65,053 57 027% 192% 12 50% 14 54% 00391%
Allance Data Systems Corp ADS $ 13,088 90 0 05% 096% 15 00% 16 03% 0 0087%

Autodesk Inc ADSK $ 32,530 21 N/A 000% N/A N/A N/A
Ameren Corp AEE $ 16,011 28 007% 290% 7 50% 1051% 00070%
Amencan Electric Power Co Inc AEP $ 36,146 34 015% 355% 450% 813% 00121%

AES Corp/VA AES $ 8,785 11 N/A 392% N/A N/A N/A
Aetna Inc AET $ 66,337 79 027% 099% 1000% 11 04% 00303%
Aflac Inc AFL $ 36,002 14 015% 230% 8 50% 10 90% 00162%
Allergan PLC AGN $ 64,636 65 027% 151% 450% 6 04% 00161%
Amencan International Group Inc AIG $ 48,036 44 020% 238% 52 00% 55 00% 0 1092%
Apartment Investmert & Management Co AlV $ 7,232 60 003% 347% 450% 8 05% 0 0024%
Assurant Inc AlZ $ 6,520 77 003% 217% 7 50% 975% 0 0026%
Arthur J Gallagher & Co AJG $ 13,487 72 006% 222% 17 00% 19 41% 00108%
Akamai Technologies Inc AKAM $ 12,576 42 005% 000% 17 00% 17 00% 0 0088%
Albemarle Corp ALB $ 10,590 35 004% 137% 10 00% 11 44% 0 0050%
Align Technology Inc ALGN $ 29,781 67 012% 000% 3050% 30 50% 0 0375%
Alaska Arr Group Inc ALK $ 8,259 60 003% 191% 200% 393% 00013%
Alistate Corp/The ALL $ 35,081 70 014% 182% 12 00% 13 93% 0 0202%
Allegion PLC ALLE $ 8,447 46 003% 095% 9 50% 1050% 00037%
Alexton Pharmaceuticals Inc ALXN $ 26,158 95 011% 000% 26 50% 26 50% 0 0286%
Applied Materials Inc AMAT $ 39,585 41 016% 199% 20 00% 2219% 00363%

Advanced Micro Devices Inc AMD $ 27,144 00 N/A 000% N/A N/A N/A
AMETEK inc AME $ 18,1556 21 008% 072% 10 50% 1126% 00084%
Affilated Managers Group inc AMG $ 8,414 64 003% 104% 6 50% 757% 0 0026%
Amgen Inc AMGN $ 127,301 30 053% 269% 8 50% 11 30% 00595%
Ameriprise Financial Inc AMP $ 20,364 48 008% 251% 16 00% 18 71% 00157%
Amencan Tower Corp AMT $ 65,335 23 027% 227% 11 50% 13 90% 00375%
Amazon com Inc AMZN $ 953,697 00 394% 000% 5100% 5100% 20102%
Andeavor ANDV $ 23242 /1 010% 153% 5 50% 707% 0 0068%
Arista Networks Inc ANET $ 20,026 79 008% 000% 18 50% 18 50% 00153%
ANSYS Inc ANSS $ 15,600 02 006% 000% 12 00% 12 00% 00077%
Anthem Inc ANTM $ 70,467 43 029% 111% 17 50% 18 71% 00545%
Aon PLC AON $ 36,554 49 015% 106% 9 50% 1061% 00160%
AO Smith Corp AOS $ 9,538 46 004% 124% 13 00% 14 32% 0 0056%

Apache Corp APA $ 16,315 70 N/A 2 34% N/A N/A N/A

Anadarko Petroleum Corp APC $ 31,941 89 N/A 157% N/A N/A N/A
Atr Products & Chemicals Inc APD $ 36,412 31 015% 265% 8 00% 10 76% 00162%
Amphenol Corp APH $ 28,692 72 012% 096% 8 50% 9 50% 00113%
Aptiv PLC APTV $ 22,453 56 009% 104% 10 00% 11 09% 00103%

Alexandna Real Estate Equities Inc ARE $ 12,833 22 N/A 289% N/A N/A N/A

Arconic Inc ARNC $ 10,586 37 N/A 110% N/A N/A N/A
Activision Blizzard Inc ATV! $ 54,845 47 023% 053% 13 50% 1407% 0 0319%
AvalonBay Communities Inc AVB $ 25,442 44 011% 328% 6 50% 9 89% 00104%
Broadcom Inc AVGO $ 93,229 93 039% 324% 44 50% 48 46% 01867%
Avery Dennison Corp AVY $ 9,210 86 0 04% 206% 11 50% 13 68% 0 0052%
Amencan Water Works Co Inc AWK $ 16,079 85 007% 208% 10 00% 1218% 0 0081%
Amencan Express Co AXP $ 90,749 40 038% 148% 9 00% 10 55% 00396%
AutoZone Inc AZO $ 20,574 00 009% 0 00% 12 50% 12 50% 0 0106%
Boeing CofThe BA $ 202,290 80 084% 220% 18 00% 20 40% 0 1705%
Bank of America Corp BAC $ 308,892 40 128% 195% 13 00% 15 08% 01925%
Baxter Internationa! Inc BAX $ 39,868 95 016% 102% 13 50% 14 59% 0 0240%
BB&T Corp BBT $ 40,466 42 017% 314% 9 00% 12 28% 0 0205%
Best Buy Co Inc BBY $ 22,263 63 009% 227% 12 00% 14 41% 00133%
Becton Dickinson and Co BDX $ 68,406 M1 028% 118% 10 00% 11 24% 00318%
Frankiin Resources Inc BEN $ 16,010 75 007% 334% 7 50% 1097% 00073%
Brown-Forman Corp BFB $ 25,858 62 011% 130% 16 00% 17 40% 00186%

Brighthouse Financial Inc BHF N/A N/A 000% N/A N/A N/A
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Baker Hughes a GE Co
Biogen Inc

Bank of New York Mellon Corp/The
Booking Holdings Inc
BlackReck Inc

Ball Corp

Bristol-Myers Squibb Co
Broadndge Financial Solutions Inc
Berkshire Hathaway Inc
Boston Scientific Corp
BorgWarner Inc

Boston Properties Inc
Crtigroup Inc

CAInc

Conagra Brands Inc
Cardinal Health Inc
Caterpillar Inc

Chubb Ltd

Cboe Global Markets Inc
CBRE Group Inc

CBS Corp

Crown Castle international Corp
Carnwval Corp

Cadence Design Systems Inc
Celgene Corp

Cemer Corp

CF industries Holdings Inc
Citizens Financial Group Inc
Church & Dwight Co Inc

CH Robinson Worldwide Inc
Charter Communications Inc
Cigna Corp

Cincinnat Financial Corp
Colgate-Palmolive Co
Clorox Co/The

Comenca Inc

Comcast Corp

CME Group Inc

Chipotle Mexican Gnill Inc
Cummins Inc

CMS Energy Corp

Centene Corp

CenterPoint Energy Inc
Capital One Financial Corp
Cabot Ol & Gas Corp
Rockwell Collins Inc

Cooper Cos Inc/The
ConocoPhillips

Costco Wholesale Corp
Coty Inc

Campbell Soup Co

Copart Inc

salesforce com Inc

Cisco Systems Inc

CSX Corp

Cintas Corp

CenturyLink Inc

Cognizant Technology Solutions Corp

Citnx Systems Inc
CVS Heatth Corp
Chevron Corp

Concho Resources Inc
Dominion Energy Inc
Deita Air Lines Inc
Deere & Co

Discover Financial Services
Dollar General Corp
Quest Diagnostics Inc
DR Horton Inc
Danaher Corp

Walt Disney Co/The
Discovery inc

DISH Network Corp
Digttal Realty Trust Inc
Doliar Tree Inc

Dover Corp

Duke Reafty Corp
Darden Restaurants Inc
DTE Energy Co

Duke Energy Corp
DaVita inc

Devon Energy Corp
DowDuPont Inc

DXC Technology Co
Electronic Arts Inc

BHGE
BB
BK
BKNG
BLK
BLL
BMY
BR
BRK/B
BSX
BWA
BXP

CA
CAG
CAH
CAT

CcB

CBOE
CBRE
CBS

CCl

CCL
CDNS
CELG
CERN

CF
CFG
CHD

CHRW
CHTR
Cl
CINF

CL
CcX
CMA

CMCSA

CME

CMG

CMI
CMS
CNC
CNP
COF
COG
coL
CcoO
CcOoP

COsT
COTY
CcpPB
CPRT
CRM
CsCo
CcsX
CTAS
CTL
CTSH
CTXS
Ccvs
CvX
CXO

DAL
DE
DFs

DGX
DH!
DHR
DIs
DISCA
DISH
DLR
DLTR
DOV
DRE
DRI
DTE
DUK
DVA
DVN
DWDP
DXC
EA

12,767 88
68,760 22
52,187 13
91,205 36
75,425 34
14,606 19
99,446 59
16,067 75

49,713 34
9,225 66
20,045 28
176,439 20
18,120 27
14,265 06
16,206 21
84,138 59
63,657 36
11,5635 81
16,929 50
20,591 74
47,446 95
43,897 14
13,161 88
63,156 71
21,346 47
11,895 09
19,938 23
14241 67
13,485 92
70,762 58
45,066 14
12,624 26
58,138 51
19,161 62
16,728 67
164,583 00
58,906 72
13,378 96
23,433 33
14,335 58
29,824 44
12,471 71
46,957 41
9,666 17
22,837 70
12,756 67
81,974 17
103,808 30
9,231 15
12,055 05
15,119 80
112,619 60
223,823 50
63,603 54
23,008 95
23,731 51
43,917 60
16,206 09
77,363 20
220,797 60
19,830 33
47,251 50
39,018 72
46 674 90
26,731 42
29,506 14
14928 72
16,877 97
73,188 63
165,390 00
14,429 35
16,138 65
25521 43
19536 35
12,752 76
10,166 98
14,673 04
20,722 12
59,430 64
11586 72
20,904 13
164,711 40
25,595 35
34526 00

N/A
028%
022%
038%
031%
006%
041%
007%

N/A
021%
004%
008%
073%
007%
006%
007%
035%
026%
005%
007%
009%
020%
018%
005%
026%
008%
005%
008%
006%
006%
029%
019%
005%
024%
008%
007%
068%
024%
006%
010%
006%
012%
005%
019%

N/A
009%
005%

N/A
043%
004%
005%
0 06%

N/A
093%
0 26%
010%
010%
018%
006%
032%
091%
008%
020%
016%
019%
011%
012%
006%
007%
030%
068%
006%
007%
011%
008%
005%
004%
006%
009%
025%
005%
009%

N/A
011%
014%

232%
000%
215%
000%
265%
095%
263%
142%
000%
000%
154%
246%
257%
237%
235%
367%
243%
213%
121%
000%
132%
402%
324%
000%
000%
000%
245%
287%
150%
18%%
000%
002%
273%
251%
257%
245%
212%
161%
000%
324%
298%
000%
395%
163%
110%
095%
002%
162%
096%
407%
350%
000%
000%
279%
119%
083%
9 82%
106%
000%
263%
392%
000%
498%
248%
190%
206%
104%
182%
123%
061%
152%
000%
000%
337%
000%
222%
291%
253%
332%
4 49%
000%
079%
228%
084%
000%

N/A
6 50%
9 00%
13 50%
11 50%
22 00%
13 50%
14 00%
N/A
17 50%
9 00%
3 50%
8 50%
10 50%
5 00%
11 00%
19 00%
9 50%
17 00%
11 50%
10 50%
12 00%
12 50%
11 50%
14 50%
9 00%
47 00%
12 50%
9 00%
10 50%
19 50%
13 00%
7 00%
11 00%
8 00%
18 00%
12 50%
4 50%
18 50%
9 00%
7 00%
17 00%
8 50%
9 00%
N/A
1250%
16 50%
N/A
9 00%
7 00%
3 50%
15 50%
N/A
7 50%
17 50%
13 50%
250%
11 50%
7 00%
8 50%
3100%
34 50%
6 50%
10 50%
16 50%
8 00%
12 50%
10 00%
12 00%
1100%
9 00%
17 00%
100%
8 00%
18 50%
13 00%
7 00%
12 00%
7 50%
5 50%
1100%
23 50%
N/A
13 50%
11 50%
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N/A
6 50%
1125%
13 50%
1430%
23 05%
1631%
1552%
N/A
17 50%
1061%
6 00%
1118%
1299%
741%
1487%
21 66%
1173%
1831%
11 50%
11 89%
16 26%
1594%
11 50%
14 50%
9 00%
50 03%
15 55%
1057%
12 49%
19 50%
13 02%
9 83%
13 65%
1067%
2067%
1475%
6 15%
18 50%
12 39%
10 08%
17 00%
12 62%
1070%
N/A
1351%
16 52%
N/A
10 00%
1121%
7 06%
15 50%
N/A
1039%
18 79%
1439%
12 44%
1262%
7 00%
1124%
3553%
34 50%
11 64%
1311%
18 56%
10 14%
1361%
11 91%
13 30%
11 64%
10 59%
17 00%
100%
11 50%
18 50%
15 36%
1001%
14 68%
1094%
1011%
11 00%
24 38%
N/A
14 40%
11 50%
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N/A
00185%
00243%
00509%
00445%
00139%
00670%
00103%

N/A
0 0360%
00040%
0 0050%
00815%
0 0097%
0 0044%
00100%
00753%
00309%
0 0087%
00076%
00101%
00319%
0 0289%
0 0063%
00378%
0 0079%
0 0246%
00128%
00062%
0 0070%
00570%
00243%
0 0051%
00328%
00085%
00143%
0 1003%
0 0150%
00102%
00120%
00060%
0 0210%
00065%
00208%

N/A
00128%
0 0087%

N/A
00429%
00043%
0 0035%
00097%

N/A
00962%
0 0494%
00137%
00122%
00229%
00044%
00359%
0 3242%
00283%
00227%
00211%
0 0358%
00112%
0 0166%
00073%
00093%
00352%
00724%
00101%
0 0007%
00121%
00149%
0 0081%
00042%
0 0089%
00094%
00248%
00053%
00211%

N/A
00152%
00164%
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eBay Inc

Ecolab Inc

Consolidated Edison Inc
Equifax Inc

Edison International

Estee Lauder Cos Inc/The
Eastman Chemical Co
Emerson Electric Co

EOG Resources Inc

Equinix Inc

Equity Residential

EQT Corp

Eversource Energy

Express Scnpts Holding Co
Essex Property Trust Inc
E*TRADE Financial Corp
Eaton Corp PLC

Entergy Corp

Envision Healthcare Corp
Evergy Inc

Edwards Lifesciences Corp
Exelon Corp

Expeditors International of Washington |
Expedia Group Inc

Extra Space Storage Inc

Ford Motor Co

Fastenal Co

Facebook Inc

Fortune Brands Home & Secunty Inc
Freeport-McMoRan Inc

FedEx Corp

FirstEnergy Corp

F5 Networks [nc

Fidelty National information Services !
Fiserv inc

Fifth Therd Bancorp

Foot Locker Inc

FLIR Systems Inc

Fluor Corp

Flowserve Corp

FleetCor Technologies Inc
FMC Corp

Twenty-First Century Fox Inc
Federal Realty Investment Trust
TechnipFMC PLLC

Fortive Corp

General Dynamics Corp
General Electric Co

Gilead Sciences Inc

General Mills Inc

Corning Inc

General Motors Co

Alphabet Inc

Genune Parts Co

Giobal Payments Inc

Gap Inc/The

Garmin Ltd

Goldman Sachs Group Inc/The
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co/The
WW Grainger Inc

Halliburton Co

Hasbro Inc

Huntington Bancshares Inc/OH
Hanesbrands Inc

HCA Healthcare Inc

HCP Inc

Home Depot Inc/The

Hess Corp

HollyFrontier Corp

Hartiord Financial Services Group Inc/Th
Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc
Hitton Worldwide Holdings Inc
Harley-Davidson Inc

Hologic Inc

Honeywell International Inc
Helmench & Payne Inc

Hewlett Packard Enterprise Co
HP inc

H&R Block Inc

Horme! Foods Corp

Harns Corp

Henry Schein Inc

Host Hotels & Resorts Inc
Hershey Co/The

Humana Inc

EBAY
ECL
ED
EFX
EIX
EL
EMN
EMR
EOG
EQIX
EQR
EQT
ES
ESRX
ESS
ETFC
ETN
ETR
EVHC
EVRG
EW
EXC
EXPD
EXPE
EXR

FAST
FB8
FBHS
FCX
FDX
FE
FFiv
FIS
FISvV
FITB
FL
FLIR
FLR
FLS
FLT
FMC
FOX
FRT
FTI
FTV
GD
GE
GILD
GIS
GLwW
GM
GOOG
GPC
GPN
GPS
GRMN
GS
GT
GWw
HAL
HAS
HBAN
HBI
HCA
HCP
HD
HES
HFC
HIG
Hil
HLT
HOG
HOLX
HON

HPE
HPQ
HRB
HRL
HRS
HSIC
HST
HSY
HUM

PP PADPHDPADPDPAPDANDPDRNPAANA

AAANAAPDP AP ADPPAPANANDPAPPAPPPADPAD AP

L-2]

PAPPHAD P AANAPDPADPDPPAPPDPPDPDPAPNPAPNPAANANAADPADPDPODAPDPDPDADAND D

33,289 74
44,259 48
25,299 85
16,345 50
21,982 47
50,937 30
1376277
47,891 28
66,896 10
3431963
25,021 55
12,399 77
20,125 43
50,718 28
16,269 76
14510 01
36,687 51
15,467 33

5,506 80
N/A
29,403 06
42,851 76
13,101 59
18,627 07
11,682 11
36,917 26
16,932 86

469,874 20

7,676 44
19,662 93
65,785 66
18,126 43
11,566 37
35,615 60
32,638 26
20,005 78

5,642 60

8,701 97

793267

6,848 76
19,105 34
11,166 21
N/A

9,592 46
N/A
29,371 84
57,846 48

108,725 40
94,452 48
27,881 63
27,125 77
48,506 32

814,943 80
14,857 28
19,645 06
11,230 74
13032 66
88,620 18

5,564 76
19,823 16
32,399 94
12,863 64
18,043 07

6,366 50
45876 34
12,665 38

235,744 10
1887135
12,696 87
17,874 95
10,793 66
25,057 48

7,340 04
10,532 17
121,795 60
6,852 58
24,482 64
39,053 86
5536 86
21,883 89
19,148 68
12,341 30
15,720 66
21,812 53
45,996 31

014%
018%
010%
007%
009%
021%
006%
020%
N/A
014%
010%
005%
008%
021%
007%
006%
015%
006%
N/A
N/A
012%
018%
005%
008%
0 05%
015%
007%
194%
003%

027%
007%
005%
015%
013%
008%
002%
004%
003%
003%
008%
005%
N/A
004%
N/A
N/A
024%
045%
039%
012%
011%
020%
337%
006%
008%
005%
005%
037%
002%
008%
N/A
005%
007%
003%
019%
005%
097%
N/A
005%
007%
004%
010%
003%
0 04%
050%
003%
010%
016%
002%
009%
008%
005%
N/A
009%
018%

000%
107%
361%
115%
372%
118%
230%
256%
076%
211%
318%
026%
328%
000%
306%
000%
312%
426%
000%
000%
000%
IN%
119%
103%
375%
636%
271%
000%
148%
147%
1 06%
379%
000%
119%
000%
251%
287%
105%
1 49%
145%
000%
084%
000%
311%
000%
033%
191%
384%
313%
417%
215%
454%
000%
285%
003%
334%
307%
136%
273%
154%
195%
249%
343%
3 40%
1 06%
556%
212%
159%
186%
241%
116%
078%
336%
000%
182%
452%
272%
231%
386%
189%
170%
000%
381%
277%
061%

13 00%
9 00%
300%
8 00%
450%
13 50%
8 50%
12 00%
N/A
26 00%
-1500%
40 50%
500%
13 50%
050%
17 50%
10 00%
200%
N/A
N/A
15 00%
8 00%
9 50%
2100%
5 00%
250%
9 00%
26 00%
13 50%
N/A
11 00%
3 00%
11 00%
16 00%
10 00%
7 00%
7 50%
11 50%
8 50%
7 50%
14 50%
2250%
N/A
3 50%
N/A
N/A
9 00%
6 00%
-6 50%
450%
13 00%
350%
16 00%
9 00%
11 00%
7 00%
7 00%
9 00%
1250%
8 50%
N/A
9 50%
11 50%
5 50%
14 00%
3550%
12 00%
N/A
2200%
13 00%
12 50%
950%
900%
24 00%
9 50%
56 50%
6 00%
6 00%
8 50%
9 50%
12 00%
9 00%
N/A
7 00%
13 50%
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13 00%
10 12%
6 66%
920%
8 30%
1476%
10 90%
1471%
N/A
28 38%
-12 06%
40 81%
8 36%
13 50%
357%
17 50%
13 28%
6 30%
N/A
N/A
15 00%
11 35%
1075%
2214%
884%
8 94%
11 83%
26 00%
1508%
N/A
1212%
6 85%
11 00%
17 29%
10 00%
9 60%
10 48%
1261%
10 05%
9 00%
1450%
23 43%
N/A
6 66%
N/A
N/A
11 00%
9 96%
-347%
876%
15 29%
812%
16 00%
1198%
11 03%
10 46%
1018%
10 42%
15 40%
1011%
N/A
1211%
1513%
8 99%
1513%
42 05%
14 25%
N/A
24 06%
1557%
1373%
10 33%
1251%
24 00%
11 41%
62 30%
8 80%
8 38%
12 52%
11 48%
13 80%
9 00%
N/A
987%
1415%
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00179%
00185%
0 0070%
0 0062%
0 0075%
00311%
00062%
0 0291%
N/A
0 0403%
-00125%
00209%
00070%
00283%
0 0024%
00105%
0 0201%
0 0040%
N/A
N/A
00182%
00201%
00058%
00170%
00043%
00136%
00083%
05049%
0 0048%
N/A
00329%
00051%
0 0053%
0 0254%
00135%
00079%
00024%
0 0045%
00033%
0 0025%
00114%
00108%
N/A
0 0026%
N/A
N/A
00263%
0 0447%
-0 0136%
00101%
00171%
00163%
0 5389%
00074%
0 0090%
00049%
00055%
00382%
00035%
00083%
N/A
00064%
00113%
0 0024%
00287%
00220%
0 1388%
N/A
00126%
00115%
0 0061%
00107%
00038%
00104%
00574%
00176%
00089%
00135%
00029%
00104%
00109%
0 0046%
N/A
00089%
0 0269%

010924

004565

004565

004565



996100

International Business Machines Corp
Intercontinental Exchange inc
IDEXX Laboratones Inc
International Flavors & Fragrances Inc
flumina Inc

Incyte Corp

IHS Marlat Ltd

Intel Corp

Inturt Inc

International Paper Co
Interpublic Group of Cos Inc/The
PG Photonics Corp

IQVIA Holdings Inc
Ingersoll-Rand PLC

Iron Mountain Inc

Intutive Surgical inc

Gartner Inc

llinois Tool Works Inc

Invesco Ltd

JB Hurt Transport Services Inc
Johnson Controls International plc
Jacobs Engineenng Group inc
Jefferies Financial Group Inc
Johnson & Johnson

Juniper Networks Inc
JPMorgan Chase & Co
Nordstrom Inc

Kellogg Co

KeyCorp

Kraft Heinz Co/The

Kimco Reaity Corp
KLA-Tencor Corp
Kimberty-Clark Corp

Kinder Morgan Inc/DE

CarMax Inc

Coca-Cola Co/The

Michael Kors Holdings Ltd
Kroger Co/The

Kohl's Corp

Kansas City Southern

Loews Corp

L Brands Inc

Leggett & Platt Inc

Lennar Corp

Laboratory Corp of America Holdings
LKQ Corp

L3 Technologies Inc

€l Lily & Co

Lockheed Martin Corp

Uincoln National Corp

Aliant Energy Corp

Lowe's Cos Inc

Lam Research Corp

Southwest Arrlines Co
LyondellBasell Industries NV
Macy's Inc

Mastercard Inc

Mid-Amenca Apartment Communities inc

Macerich Co/The

Mamott International Inc/MD
Masco Corp

Mattel Inc

McDonald's Corp

Microchip Technology Inc
McKesson Corp

Moody's Corp

Mondelez International Inc
Medtronic PLC

MetLife Inc

MGM Resorts International
Mohawk Industries Inc
McCormick & Co Inc/MD
Martin Manetta Matenals Inc
Marsh & McLennan Cos Inc
3M Co

Monster Beverage Corp
Altna Group Inc

Mosaic Co/The

Marathon Petroleum Corp
Merck & Co Inc

Marathon Oil Corp

Morgan Stanley

MSCI Inc

Microsoft Corp

Motorola Solutions Inc

IBM
ICE
IDXX
\FF
ILMN
INCY
INFO
INTC
INTU
1P
IPG
PGP
Qv
IR
IRM
ISRG
IT
mw
vz
JBHT
JCI
JEC
JEF
JINJ
JNPR
JPM
JWN

KEY
KHC
KIM
KLAC
KMB
KMI
KMX
KO
KORS
KR
KSS
KSU

LB
LEG
LEN

LH
LKQ

LLL
LLY
LMT
LNC
LNT
LOW
LRCX
LUV
LYB

MA
MAA
MAC
MAR
MAS
MAT
MCD

MCHP
MCK
MCO

MDLZ
MOT
MET
MGM
MHK
MKC
MLM
MMC
MMM

MNST

MO
MOS
MPC
MRK
MRO

MSCI
MSFT
MSI

133,620 10
42,416 12
21,163 18
10,266 50
51,198 63
15,338 05
21,489 44

217,915 90
56,410 36
21,193 29

8,825 30
8,434 67
25,693 20
24,835 19
10376 81
61,600 48
13,949 49
47,314 88
9,950 76
13.458 06
35,914 72
10,475 02
7,729 48
367,126 50
9,678 38

383,476 90
10,905 92
25,556 55
22,428 43
69,239 20

7,440 29
16,721 95
40,346 52
38,944 14
13,826 57

194,659 80
10,861 00
25,917 76
13,618 08
12,117 37
15,798 52

7,380 90
5,931 39
17,244 93
17,310 42
10,713 75
16,556 22

113,166 10
93,667 31
14,200 16
10,253 28
88,707 19
25,110 56
34971 35
4381210
10,854 57

221,068 00
11,780 23

8,066 27
43,366 56
11,565 60

5,276 59

127,029 50
19,757 95
25,071 26
33,807 37
63,772 08

130,428 30
45,837 06
14522 41
14,228 09
17,006 95
12,495 28
43,108 22

124,796 00
33,887 71

114,665 60
11,671 67
37,756 80

185,247 50
17,387 44
83,860 87
15922 43

836,210 60
20,711 10

055%
018%
0 09%
004%
021%
N/A
009%
090%
023%
009%
004%
003%
011%
010%
004%
025%
006%
020%
004%
006%
015%
004%
003%
152%
004%
158%
005%
011%
009%
029%
003%
007%
017%
016%
006%
080%
004%
011%
006%
005%
007%
N/A
002%
007%
007%
004%
007%
047%
039%
006%
004%
037%
010%
014%
018%
0 04%
091%
005%
003%
018%
005%
002%
052%
008%
010%
014%
026%
054%
019%
0 06%
0 06%
007%
005%
018%
052%
014%
047%
005%
016%
077%
N/A
035%
007%
3 46%
0 09%

4 35%
124%
000%
225%
000%
000%
000%
254%
086%
367%
372%
000%
000%
209%
651%
000%
000%
2 84%
496%
080%
268%
081%
216%
272%
267%
281%
227%
3 04%
321%
458%
658%
280%
3 45%
453%
000%
352%
000%
178%
301%
121%
050%
904%
334%
031%
000%
0 00%
158%
214%
258%
214%
306%
176%
275%
105%
3 56%
427%
047%
3 56%
533%
131%
113%
000%
258%
174%
124%
100%
238%
217%
367%
178%
000%
162%
097%
195%
256%
000%
5 26%
050%
244%
277%
0 98%
250%
135%
155%
175%

050%
1150%
17 00%
850%
15 00%
N/A
19 50%
1250%
15 00%
17 00%
9 50%
14 00%
14 50%
11 50%
1250%
15 00%
14 50%
11 00%
7 50%
13 50%
300%
11 00%
20 50%
11 00%
450%
9 50%
7 00%
7 00%
12 50%
9 50%
-050%
15 50%
1050%
57 00%
11 50%
650%
7 00%
500%
9 00%
12 50%
16 50%
N/A
9 00%
11 00%
950%
13 00%
11 00%
11 00%
13 00%
7 50%
650%
13 00%
22 00%
10 00%
10 50%
5 50%
16 00%
-4 50%
8 00%
12 50%
15 50%
26 50%
10 00%
15 00%
10 50%
14 00%
9 50%
8 00%
6 00%
33 00%
8 50%
10 00%
13 00%
9 00%
950%
14 50%
10 50%
10 00%
13 50%
5 50%
N/A
11 00%
22 00%
13 50%
12 00%
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4 86%
1281%
17 00%
10 89%
15 00%

N/A
19 50%
15 20%
15 92%
20 98%
13 40%

14 00%
14 50%
1371%
19 42%
15 00%
14 50%
14 00%
12 65%
14 35%

572%
11 85%
22 88%
1387%

7 23%
12 44%

9 35%
10 15%
1591%
14 30%

6 06%
18 52%
1413%
62 82%
11 50%
10 13%

7 00%

6 82%
12 15%
1379%
17 04%

N/A

12 49%
11 33%

9 50%
13 00%
1267%
13 26%
1575%

972%

9 66%
1487%
25 05%
11 10%
14 25%

9 89%
1651%
-102%
13 54%
13 89%
16 72%
26 50%
1271%
16 87%
11 81%
1507%
12 00%
10 26%

978%
3507%

8 50%
11 70%
14 03%
11 04%
12 18%
14 50%
16 04%
10 53%
16 10%

8 35%

N/A

13 64%
23 50%
15 15%
13 86%
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00268%
0 0235%
00149%
0 0046%
00317%
N/A
00173%
0 1369%
00371%
00184%
0 0049%
0 0049%
00154%
00141%
0 0083%
0 0382%
0 0084%
00274%
0 0052%
0 0080%
0 0085%
00051%
00073%
02104%
0 0029%
01972%
00042%
00107%
00147%
0 0409%
0 0019%
00128%
0 0236%
01011%
0 0066%
00815%
00031%
00073%
00068%
0 0069%
00111%
N/A
00031%
00081%
0 0068%
0 0058%
0 0087%
0 0620%
00610%
00057%
00041%
0 0545%
0 0260%
0 0160%
0 0258%
0 0044%
0 1508%
-0 0005%
0 0045%
00249%
0 0080%
0 0058%
0 0667%
00138%
00122%
00211%
00316%
00553%
00185%
00211%
0 0050%
0 0082%
00072%
00197%
0 0628%
0 0203%
0 0760%
00051%
00251%
0 0639%
N/A
00473%
00155%
05237%
00119%
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004566

004566

004566



L9G%00

M&T Bank Corp
Mettler-Toledo International Inc
Micron Technology Inc
Mylan NV

Noble Energy Inc

Norwegian Cruise Line Holdings Ltd
Nasdagq Inc

NextEra Energy Inc
Newmont Mining Corp
Netflix Inc

Newfield Exploration Co
NiSource inc

NIKE Inc

Nektar Therapeutics

Nrelsen Holdings PLC
Northrop Grumman Corp
National Oiwell Varco Inc
NRG Energy Inc

Norfolk Southern Corp
NetApp Inc

Northern Trust Corp

Nucor Corp

NVIDIA Corp

Newell Brands Inc

News Corp

Realty Income Corp

ONEOK Inc

Omnicom Group inc

Oracle Corp

O'Reilly Automotive Inc
Occidental Petroleum Corp
Paychex Inc

People's United Financial Inc
PACCAR inc

PG&E Corp

Public Service Enterprise Group Inc
PepsiCo Inc

Pfizer Inc

Principal Financial Group Inc
Procter & Gamble Co/The
Progressive Corp/The
Parker-Hannifin Corp
PulteGroup Inc

Packaging Corp of America
PerkinElmer Inc

Prologis inc

Phihp Morns International Inc
PNC Financial Services Group Inc/The
Pentarr PLC

Pinnacle West Capital Corp
PPG Industres Inc

PPL Corp

Pernigo Co PLC

Prudential Financial Inc
Public Storage

Philhps 66

PVH Corp

Quanta Services Inc

Praxair Inc

Pioneer Natural Resources Co
PayPal Holdings Inc
QUALCOMM Inc

Qorvo Inc

Royal Caribbean Cruises Ltd
Everest Re Group Ltd
Regency Centers Corp
Regeneron Pharmaceutcals Inc
Regions Financial Corp
Robert Half international Inc
Red Hat Inc

Raymond James Financial Iinc
Ralph Lauren Corp

ResMed Inc

Rockwell Automation inc
Roper Technologies inc
Ross Stores Inc

Republic Services Inc
Raytheon Co

SBA Communications Corp
Starbucks Corp

SCANA Corp

Charles Schwab Corp/The
Sealed Air Corp
Sherwin-Williams Co/The
SVB Financial Group

MTB
MTD
MU
MYL
NBL
NCLH
NDAQ
NEE
NEM
NFLX
NFX
NI
NKE
NKTR
NLSN
NOC
NOV
NRG
NSC
NTAP
NTRS
NUE
NVDA
NWL
NWS

OKE
oMC
ORCL
ORLY
OXY
PAYX
PBCT
PCAR
PCG
PEG
PEP
PFE
PFG
PG
PGR
PH
PHM
PKG
PKI
PLD
PM
PNC
PNR
PNW
PPG
PPL
PRGO
PRU
PSA
PSX
PVH
PWR
PX
PXD
PYPL
QcoM
QRVO
RCL
RE
REG
REGN
RF
RHI
RHT
RJF
RL
RMD
ROK
ROP
ROST
RSG
RTN
SBAC
SBUX
SCG
SCHW
SEE
SHW
sivB

AAPADAAAAAPDPAPNPAPND PO PAANNDHPH AN

P ADPADPAPPADPADPADAD AN PPN PP PAPAANN PP APRPAANDADADPADANANDAADAPDADAANAPADAND D ODAPRHARADPAAANRANAGD

25,766 50
14,825 83
51,794 00
20,069 19
14,288 58
1,777 31
15,311 94
82,043 05
16,129 99
150,868 80
5,328 05
10,045 49
130,167 60
11,379 39
9,224 75
52,570 69
17,127 48
10,613 95
48,896 04
21,686 60
23,696 92
20,027 68
165,813 70
10,337 22
N/A
16,708 94
27,141 59
15,537 83
190,696 90
27,916 56
59,319 41
26,784 99
6,474 66
24,261 42
23,543 70
26,752 32
160,602 50
244,919 00
15,857 91
206,467 40
40,087 65
23,644 10
7,982 04
10,542 42
10,452 70
35,752 25
122,214 30
66,588 01
7,626 39
8,980 23
27,106 02
21,617 04
10,399 31
41,240 61
37,334 93
54,179 38
10,525 44
5,107 76
45,054 54
28,053 12
105,376 00
103,358 80
9,436 18
26,108 68
8,961 01
11,335 60
42,958 93
22,623 05
9,223 78
25,898 49
13,383 22
10,628 97
15,975 10
22,433 49
31,324 90
36,708 64
24,224 64
57,629 85
18,150 35
74,067 13
5,245 24
66,886 77
6,475 87
43,178 44
17,052 53

011%
006%
021%
0 08%
N/A
005%
006%
034%
007%
062%
002%
004%
054%
N/A
004%
022%
007%
N/A
020%
009%
010%
008%
069%
004%
N/A
007%
011%
006%
079%
012%
N/A
011%
003%
010%
010%
011%
066%
101%
007%
085%
017%
010%
003%
004%
004%
015%
051%
028%
003%
004%
011%
009%
004%
017%
015%
022%
004%
002%
019%
012%
044%
043%
004%
011%
004%
005%
018%
009%
004%
011%
006%
004%
007%
009%
013%
015%
010%
024%
008%
031%
002%
028%
003%
018%
007%

224%
0 00%
0 00%
000%
150%
000%
189%
272%
185%
000%
000%
282%
100%
000%
539%
159%
044%
034%
183%
192%
207%
2 40%
022%
433%
000%
456%
518%
347%
159%
0 00%
405%
308%
376%
338%
000%
3 49%
327%
3 26%
381%
3 49%
167%
171%
132%
283%
030%
292%
580%
265%
161%
362%
171%
5 40%
107%
365%
401%
286%
01%
000%
226%
025%
000%
353%
000%
194%
244%
335%
000%
291%
154%
000%
131%
191%
132%
202%
054%
096%
202%
172%
0 00%
273%
134%
105%
158%
075%
0 00%

12 00%
11 00%
2450%
14 00%
N/A
16 50%
950%
9 00%
850%
47 00%
26 00%
18 00%
14 50%
N/A
400%
13 00%
41 50%
N/A
13 50%
17 50%
11 00%
19 50%
22 00%
950%
N/A
450%
2050%
7 00%
8 50%
11 50%
N/A
11 00%
10 50%
7 50%
7 50%
400%
7 50%
14 00%
500%
900%
15 50%
14 00%
16 00%
850%
12 50%
100%
8 50%
9 50%
6 50%
5 00%
7 50%
200%
350%
6 00%
7 00%
8 00%
11 00%
17 50%
10 00%
77 00%
17 50%
450%
2100%
11 00%
10 00%
16 00%
16 00%
1250%
7 50%
18 00%
14 00%
6 00%
1100%
10 00%
14 00%
11 50%
13 50%
11 00%
45 50%
15 00%
-15 50%
16 00%
19 00%
12 00%
21 50%
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1437%
11 00%
24 50%
14 00%
N/A
16 50%
11 48%
11 84%
10 43%
47 00%
26 00%
2107%
1557%
N/A
9 50%
14 69%
42 03%
N/A
15 45%
19 59%
1318%
2213%
22 24%
14 04%
N/A
916%
26 21%
1059%
10 16%
11 50%
N/A
14 25%
14 46%
1101%
7 50%
7 56%
10 89%
17 49%
891%
1265%
17 30%
15 83%
17 43%
11 45%
12 82%
393%
14 55%
12 28%
8 16%
871%
927%
7 45%
459%
976%
11 15%
1097%
11 12%
17 50%
1237%
77 35%
17 50%
811%
2100%
13 05%
12 56%
19 62%
16 00%
15 59%
910%
18 00%
15 40%
797%
1239%
1212%
14 58%
1252%
15 66%
1281%
45 50%
17 93%
-14 26%
17 13%
2073%
12 80%
21 50%
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00153%
0 0067 %
00524%
00116%
N/A
0 0080%
00073%
0 0402%
0 0070%
02931%
0 0057%
0 0087%
00838%
N/A
0 0036%
00319%
00298%
N/A
00312%
00176%
00129%
00183%
0 1524%
0 0060%
N/A
0 0063%
00294%
0 0068%
00801%
00133%
N/A
00158%
0 0039%
00110%
00073%
0 0084%
00723%
01770%
0 0058%
01079%
00287%
0 0155%
0 0057%
0 0050%
0 0055%
0 0058%
00735%
00338%
0 0026%
00032%
00104%
0 0067 %
0 0020%
00166%
00172%
0 0246%
0 0048%
0 0037%
0 0230%
0 0897%
00762%
0 0346%
0 0082%
00141%
0 0047%
0 0092%
0 0284%
00146%
00035%
00193%
0 0085%
0 0035%
0 0082%
00112%
00189%
00190%
00157%
00305%
00341%
0 0549%
-00031%
00474%
0 0055%
0 0228%
00152%
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004567

004567

004567



895100

JM Smucker CofThe
Schlumberger Ltd

SL Green Realty Corp
Snap-on Inc

Synopsys inc

Southern Co/The

Simon Property Group Inc
S&P Global Inc

Stencycle Inc

Sempra Energy

SunTrust Banks Inc

State Street Corp
Seagate Technology PLC
Consteilation Brands Inc
Stanley Black & Decker Inc
Skyworks Solutions Inc
Synchrory Financial
Stryker Corp

Symantec Corp

Sysco Corp

AT&T Inc

Molson Coors Brewing Co
TransDigm Group Inc

TE Connectivity Ltd
Target Comp

Tiffany & Co

TJX Cos Inc/The
Torchmark Corp

Thermo Fisher Scientfic Inc
Tapestry Inc

TripAdvisor Inc

T Rowe Price Group Inc
Travelers Cos Inc/The
Tractor Supply Co

Tyson Foods Inc

Total System Services Inc

Take-Two Interactive Software Inc

Twitter Inc

Texas Instruments Inc
Textron Inc

Under Armour Inc

Urited Continental Holdings tnc
UDR Inc

Universal Health Services Inc
Ulta Beauty Inc
UnitedHealth Group inc
Unum Group

Union Pacific Corp

United Parcel Service Inc
United Rentals inc

US Bancorp

United Technologies Corp
Visa lnc

Vanan Medical Systems Inc
VF Corp

Viacom Inc

Valero Energy Comp

Vulcan Matenats Co
Vornado Realty Trust
Venisk Analytics Inc
VenSign Inc

Vertex Pharmaceuticals Inc
Ventas Inc

Verizon Communications inc
Waters Corp

Walgreens Boots Afliance inc
Western Digital Corp

WEC Energy Group Inc
Welltower Inc

Wells Fargo & Co

Whiripool Corp

Wilhs Towers Watson PLC
Waste Management Inc
Williams Cos Inc/The
Walmart Inc

WestRock Co

Western Union Co/The
Weyerhaeuser Co

Wynn Resorts Ltd

Cimarex Energy Co

Xcel Energy Inc

XL Group Ltd

Xihnx Inc

Exxon Mobil Corp
DENTSPLY SIRONA Inc

SJM
SLB
SLG
SNA
SNPS
SO
SPG
SPGI
SRCL
SRE
STi
STT
STX
STz
SWK
SWKS
SYF
SYK
SYMC
Syy

TAP
TDG
TEL
TGT
TIF
TJX
TMK
T™MO
TPR
TRIP
TROW
TRV
TSCO
TSN
TSS
TTWO
TWTR
TXN
TXT
UA
UAL
UDR
UHS
ULTA
UNH
UNM
UNP
UPs
URI
usB
uUTXx
A
VAR
VFC
VIAB
VLO
VMC
VNO
VRSK
VRSN
VRTX
VTR

WAT
WBA
wDC
WEC
WELL
WFC
WHR
WLTW
WM
WMB
WMT
WRK
wuU

WYNN
XEC
XEL

XL
XLNX
XOM
XRAY
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