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in•fra•struc•ture, noun 
1:	 the underlying foundation or basic framework (as of a system or organization);  
2:	 the system of public works of a country, state, or region; also: the resources (as personnel, buildings, or equipment) 

required for an activity.
–Merriam-Webster
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I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  S U P P O R T S  G R O W T H  A N D  P R O G R E S S 

World GDP vs. Energy 
450

400

350

250

150

100

50

0

ex
aJ

ou
le

s 
(m

ill
io

n 
m

ill
io

n 
m

ill
io

n 
jo

ul
es

)

1800  1820  1840  1860  1880  1900  1920   1940  1960  1980  2000

YEAR World GDP
Energy Use

Source: Scottish-Septic, Enerconics: The Relationship between Energy and GDP, 2013.
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C H A N G E  I N  WO R L D  G D P  V E R S U S  C H A N G E  I N  E N E R G Y  U S AG E

Source: Scottish-Septic, Enerconics: The Relationship between Energy and GDP, 2013.
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GDP per capita (million Int. $ at PPP)

	 Toe=ton of oil equivalent	 PPP=purchasing power parity

G D P  P E R  CO U N T RY  VS .  E N E R G Y  CO N S U M P T I O N

Source: Scottish-Septic, Enerconics: The Relationship between Energy and GDP, 2013.
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T H R E E  D R I V E R S  O F  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E :

1.	 Demand for access to basic needs

2.	 An emerging middle class

3.	 A never-ending use of global resources
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D E M A N D  F O R  A C C E S S  T O  B A S I C  N E E D S

Foundations of the future 10

Chart 11: Population per airport with a paved runway

Source: Economist Intelligence Unit & CIA World Factbook

While these issues are most serious in the emerging economies 
of Asia, the developed economies have their own issues too. In 
Japan, for example, rebuilding infrastructure after the 
Fukushima earthquake and tsunami in 2011 will cost around 
US$200bn. And given the country’s reluctance to rely so heavily 
on nuclear power in the aftermath of the disaster, even more 
investment will be needed in building new sources of 
electricity. More generally, Japan built much of its 
infrastructure during the 1960s and ‘70s, and these assets are 
starting to age and need upgrading.

The Asia Development Bank estimates that the region needs to 
invest between US$8trn and US$9trn in infrastructure between 
2010 and 2020. This is the amount of investment needed to 
keep the region’s economies growing at current rates. If this 
investment doesn’t materialise, the region will not be able to 
grow so quickly, thereby slowing the rate at which incomes rise.

“Infrastructure is the elephant in the room in Asia,” says Francis 
Yeoh, group MD of YTL, a Malaysian conglomerate with interests 
ranging from cement and construction to power, water and 
hotels. “In Asia, we need infrastructure to drive our economic 
growth, but governments are not doing anything to create the 
conditions that will encourage the investment we need.”

Indeed, looking at the level of investment going into 
infrastructure, it’s clear that many parts of Asia are seriously 
under-investing. At a global level, investment in infrastructure 
is equal to 3.8% of GDP.4 Some countries in Asia are investing at 
a higher rate than this, for example Vietnam, where 
infrastructure investment is equal to 10% of GDP5, and China, 
where it comes to 8.5% of GDP.6 However, many other parts of 
the region are investing at a much lower rate than the global 
average. In Indonesia, infrastructure investment is equal to just 
3.2% of GDP.7 In the Philippines it comes to 2.7% of GDP.8 Given 
that these are emerging economies with giant infrastructure 
needs, these rates of investment are much too low.

4 McKinsey Global Institute
5 World Bank
6 McKinsey Global Institute
7 World Bank
8 World Bank
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D E M A N D  F O R  A C C E S S  T O  B A S I C  N E E D S

9 Foundations of the future

Chart 9: Road per capita (in metres)

Chart 10: Metres of railway per capita

Source: Economist Intelligence Unit & CIA World Factbook

Source: Economist Intelligence Unit & CIA World Factbook
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D E M A N D  F O R  A C C E S S  T O  B A S I C  N E E D S

Foundations of the future 8

4. Infrastructure 
frustrations

Of all the different types of business investment, arguably the 
most important is money that goes into infrastructure. Power, 
transport, communications, water and sanitation are the 
foundations upon which an economy grows. Unless these 
crucial elements are in place, countries are unlikely to attract 
any other types of investment – there is no point building a 
factory in a country that has no electricity to power the 
machines or no roads to transport the goods.

And yet, despite the self-evident importance of infrastructure, 
the Asia-Pacific region has been seriously under-investing in 
these assets. Economic growth has been running at a faster 
speed than new investment in infrastructure, and many parts 
of emerging Asia now struggle with gridlocked roads, clogged 
ports, unreliable power, and unsafe water. Comparing levels of 
infrastructure across the region shows how far behind many 
countries are. (See charts 8, 9, 10, and 11, below.)

Chart 8: Electricity production per capital (in kilowatt hours)

Data is for latest available year 
Source: Economist Intelligence Unit & CIA World Factbook
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P R O J E C T E D  S P E N D I N G  O N  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  W O R L D W I D E

Source: 2013, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD); International Energy Agency (IEA), 2011; International Trasport Forum (ITF); Global Water Intelligence (GWI); McKinsey 
Global Institute analysis.

Estimates of Needed Infrastructure Investments 
2013–2030
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World needs an estimated $57 Trillion in Infrastructure by 2030.
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P R O J E C T S  T O  P R O S P E R I T Y:  A N  E M E R G I N G  M I D D L E  C L A S S

Source: GE 2012 Global Investor Day.
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—Oxford Economics
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A S I A - P A C I F I C  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E  S P E N D I N G

Source: ANZ, Oxford Economics, 2015.
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A N  E M E R G I N G  M I D D L E  C L A S S

It is estimated that each U.S. $1,000 increase in GDP per capita  
results in 15 more cars per 1,000 residents.

Percentage Growth in Annual $ Road Investment  
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W O R L D  E L E C T R I C I T Y  G E N E R AT E D  B Y  R E G I O N
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3.	Asia excludes China.
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W O R L D  E L E C T R I C I T Y  G E N E R AT E D  B Y  R E G I O N
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A  N E V E R - E N D I N G  U S E  O F  G LO B A L  R E S O U R C E S

	 Energy intensity, the portion of the total energy supply required to produce  
a material, has also dropped markedly. 

	 The manufacture of 1.5 gigatons of steel would have gobbled up one-fifth  
of the world’s total primary energy supply (TPES) in 1900. 

	 In 2010 it used only about one-fifteenth. 
Source: Harvard Business Review, March 2015. 
1 exajoule = 174 million barrels of oil equivalent.
1 gigaton = 1 billion tons
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W E  C O N S U M E  M O R E  T H A N  E V E R

As efficiency rises, so does 
affordability, putting ever 
more products within reach 
of ever more consumers. 

The amount of resources 
extracted for every person  
on the planet has skyrocketed 
even as the global population 
has multiplied.

Source: Harvard Business Review, March 2015.

17



W O R L D  P O P U L AT I O N  G R O W T H  A C C E L E R AT E S

Number of people (in billions) living worldwide  
(1700–2015)

1.5 Million people are added to the global urban population every week.  
The world’s seven largest megacities are in Asia.

Source: United Nations World Population Prospects, Deutsche Stiftung Weltbevölkerung, 2015.
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E N E R G Y  M I X  I N  T H E  U N I T E D  S T AT E S

Source: B&V Analysis; Grist.org, 2013.
GWh = gigawatt hours.

Data Label Legend:
Technology, Energy(GWh), Share of Total (%)

Energy Mix – 2035Energy Mix – 2011
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W H AT  I S  T H E  S H A L E  R E V O L U T I O N ?

Information shown for illustration purposes only.

 F O R  O N E - O N - O N E  P R E S E N T A T I O N 

Abundant Supply + Moderate Prices = Increased Demand

“A golden age for natural gas.”
— The International Energy Agency (IEA), June of 2011

W H A T  I S  T H E  S H A L E  R E V O L U T I O N ?
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Source: US Energy Information Administration (EIA), Annual Energy Outlook 2014.

US Natural Gas Consumption by Sector 

   Shale gas production is projected to grow by 113% 
from 2011–2040.

   Natural gas-fired plants are expected to account for 63% 
of electric capacity additions from 2012–2040.
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W O R L D  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E

Source: Waterborne Energy, Inc., 2015.
Data in USD/MMBtu
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L N G  G R O W T H  O P P O R T U N I T I E S

Source: US Energy Information Adminstration (EIA).

33 Potential North American LNG Export Sites  
Relative to Shale Gas Basins

22



E X P O R T  O P P O R T U N I T I E S  F O R  L N G

M O R G A N S T A N L E Y R E S E A R C H
Global Energy Teach-In

May 2015
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Basis Fundamentals: Gas Prices/Demand Dictate Pipeline Flow
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Prices have always dictated the direction of gas flow. Pre-2008, natural gas production was driven by SE/Texas, Rockies and Western Canada.
Some was consumed locally, but the vast majority was sent via pipelines to the Midwest and Northeast where prices traded at a premium to local
prices, particularly during the winter months.

Marcellus Shale production has grown to overwhelm NE demand markets, crushing what was once a premium market. Northeast gas supply
has growth from zero to ~19 Bcf/d today, supplying 26% of todays dry gas production, boosted by some of the most attractive economics and well
results in the industry. At the same time, natural gas hub pricing in Appalachia has moved to a wide discount to the USGC, leading producers to look
outside the region for higher pricing.

Pipeline reversals and new builds are occurring to increase economics and to meet future demand. Northeast producers, consumers and
pipeline companies plan to increase northeast pipeline capacity by ~30 bcf/d by the end of 2018 to bring NE gas to market. Higher prices and future
demand expectations are driving the midstream build out as demand in the SE/USGC region is expected to increase by ~15 Bcf/d by YE 2020, fueled
by LNG exports, industrial demand and exports to Mexico

Asia

Source: Morgan Stanley Commodity Research
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E X P O R T  O P P O R T U N I T I E S  F O R  L N G

Source: arcticgas.gov: LNG carriers called ‘floating pipelines’, April 2014.
Credit Ron Engstorm 

LNG Tankers Grow in Size
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U S  P O W E R  P L A N T  C A P A C I T Y  A D D I T I O N S  I N  2 0 13

Gas-fired electric generation is the largest user of natural gas  
in the country today (over 30%) and growing. US power plant capacity additions in 2013

Source: www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=15751
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Source: US Energy Information Administration (EIA), Today in Energy, 2013.

Due to environmental regulation, it’s estimated that 30–49 GW of coal-fired 
electric generation will be retired by the end of the decade, adding to the reliance 

on gas-fired generation as the bridge fuel into the future.
Source: US Energy Information Administration (EIA).
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AG E  O F  U S  COA L- F I R E D  G E N E R AT I O N  U N I T S  ( A S  O F  2012)

	 57% of US coal units are older than 40 years.

	 The EIA’s AEO2014 reference case, for example, assumes 16 percent (56MW) 
of coal capacity will be retired between 2012 and 2020.

Source: Form EIA-860, 2012
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Note: Units shown are those in commercial operation as of 2012. 
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T H E  E V E R Y D AY  N AT U R A L  G A S  C O N N E C T I O N

Source: IHS Chemical 30515-12, America’s New Energy Future. 2013.

5

Which other industries and companies can benefit? 

The Energy Revolution would be a good thing even if at least 
one industry were experiencing prosperity (already an excep-
tion in today’s world). But what is unique here is the number 
of industries it touches and enhances. As noted previously, 
the abundance of moderately priced natural gas has caused a 
global shakeup in the chemical industry (natural gas liquids are 
a prime feedstock). Of course, that means manufacturers will 
be more interested in locating closer to supply, and those that 
are not will make more use of domestic shipping services and 
infrastructure. As energy and infrastructure companies thrive, 
so does housing, commercial construction, retail, restaurants, 
legal, banking, and financial services—the whole economic 

panorama—in their areas. Notably, some 90% of all manu-
factured products use chemicals in the production process 
and/or in the material final product. Manufacturing of all kinds 
gains an edge through close access to abundant and low-cost 
inputs. Energy-intensive industries such as aluminum and steel 
can thrive in a lower-cost environment, and the biggest users 
of natural gas—electric utilities—can comfortably build new 
generating plants (as they have been doing, massively) using 
an abundant fuel much cleaner than coal. Indeed, coal has a 
target on its back due to environmental problems, and new 
regulations essentially eliminate the potential for new coal-

generating plants. Cleaner air benefits everyone.

• Siding, pipe, flooring
• Solvents, metal cleaning, electronics, polymers
• Pipe, shower curtains
• Dry cleaning, metal cleaning, degreasing
• Coating, adhesives, printed circuit board
• Toothpaste, cosmetics, food

• Food packaging, film, trash bags, diapers, toys, housewares
• Crates, drums, food containers, bottles
• Siding, window frames, swimming pool liners, pipes
• Automotive antifreeze
• Pantyhose, carpets, clothing
• Bottles, film
• Insulation, cups, models
• Instrument lenses
• Tires, footwear, sealants
• Carpet backing, paper coatings

• Cleaner gasoline/heating oil
• Fuel cells

• Fertilizer, feeds, explosives, chemicals
• Carpet, home furnishings, apparel

• Gasoline
• Plywood, particle board, insulation
• Latex paints, other coatings, adhesives, textile finishing
• Electronics, metal cleaning, paint remover, silicones, insulation
• Glazing, signs, other acrylics

Natural 
Gas

The Everyday  
Natural Gas Connection

Steam

Power

Natural Gas Liquids  
(ethane, propane, butane, etc.)

Chlor-Alkali

Ethylene & 
Propylene

Hydrogen  
(non-refinery)

Ammonia

Methanol

Source: IHS Chemical 30515-12, America’s New Energy Future. 2013.

● An estimated 90% of all manufactured material contains some form of natural gas derivative.

● As much as 75% of the cost of chemical manufacturing is related to the cost of energy-related inputs.

●	 An estimated 90% of all manufactured material  
contains some form of natural gas derivative.

●	 As much as 75% of the cost of chemical manufacturing  
is related to the cost of energy-related inputs.
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P R O J E C T E D  I N D U S T R Y  I N V E S T M E N T

4

How much infrastructure is needed? 

Every well needs a hookup to a larger distribution system, and 

every BTU requires transportation capacity on the system, as 

well as processing and storage. According to a study from 

IHS Chemical World Analysis, commissioned by the American 

Petroleum Institute, for the next six years there needs to be 

some $80 billion per year of direct midstream and down-

stream infrastructure investment (this does not count drilling 

investment). This exceeds the current market capitalization of 

all MLPs—with $60 billion per year after 2020. In other words, 

since infrastructure is generally built using a roughly 50-50 mix 

of equity and debt, the sector will grow 10–15% at the equity 

level for at least the next six years. Most of the infrastructure 

investment will wind up with the MLPs, due to their attractive 

tax structure and lower cost of capital. 

PROJECTED INDUSTRY INVESTMENT

Industry Projected Investment Notes

Chemical $100 bil for 148 projects announced  
as of February 2014.

A 32.6% increase over previous years’ announced projects of $72 bil.

Over half of the 2014 funds are from companies located outside the US.  

The chemical manufacturing industry is currently one of America's 
largest exporting industries. Its $198 billion in annual exports accounted 
for 13% of all US merchandise exports in 2012. 

IHS expects more than 16 million tons of chemical capacity to be added, 
growing to nearly 89 million tons of new capacity by 2025.

Midstream
$800 bil estimated over the next 
10 years on pipelines, storage,  
and processing.

The US has roughly 2.5 million miles of existing pipelines, much of it 
near capacity. 

An estimated 47,000 miles of new and modified pipelines are projected 
by 2025.

Source: American Chemistry Council, IHS Chemical.

THEN & NOW

Before 2010 Since 2010

Ethane Cracker Plants Last ethane cracker built in the US was in 2001. More than 20 new projects/expansions at existing 
crackers.

Ammonia Fertilizer 
Plants None in the previous 20 years. 16-20 new plants since 2010.

LNG Export Terminals None in the previous 20 years.
2 export terminals have been approved by FERC. 

An additional 6 have received conditional approval 
with approximately 20 more applications pending.

Source: Industry reports, 2013.
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T H E N  &  N O W
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U S  S O L A R  P H O T OVO LTA I C  (P V ) 

Installations & Average System price  
2000–2013

Source: GTM Research and Solar Energy Industry Association (SEIA).

30



E L E C T R I C  C A R S

Source: Miller/Howard Research & Analysis.

It takes 25 kilowatt hours to charge an electric car,  
which provides 100 miles of travel.
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E L E C T R I C  C A R S

Source: US Energy Information Administration (EIA).

25 kw hours is equivalent to running  
     68 CFL light bulbs 24 hours.
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E L E C T R I C  C A R S

The average American car travels 15,000 miles per year. 

Source: Miller/Howard Research & Analysis.
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E L E C T R I C  C A R S

The average American car travels 15,000 miles per year. 
That’s 150 charges, or 3.8 MW (megawatts) per car/year.

Source: Miller/Howard Research & Analysis.
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E L E C T R I C  C A R S

There are 250 million cars on the road in America,  
meaning 37.5 billion charges / year.

Source: Miller/Howard Research & Analysis.
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E L E C T R I C  C A R S

That’s 938 million gigawatt (GW) hours in total demand, equivalent to the 
output of a 120 GW gas-fired power plant operating at full capacity.

Source: Miller/Howard Research & Analysis.
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E L E C T R I C  C A R S

That’s 938 million gigawatt (GW) hours in total demand, equivalent to the 
output of a 120 GW gas-fired power plant operating at full capacity.

						      The largest natural gas power plant in the  
							       United States is located in Midland, MI.  
				    It can produce 1.6 GW.

Source: Miller/Howard Research & Analysis.
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I M P A C T  O N  E N V I R O N M E N T

Energy-related activities were the 
primary sources of U.S. anthropogenic 
greenhouse gas emissions, accounting 
for 84.5% of total greenhouse gas 
emissions on a carbon dioxide (CO2) 
equivalent basis in 2013.
Source: US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

*
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The process of generating electricity is the single largest source of  
CO2 emissions in the United States, representing 37% of total CO2 emissions 

from all CO2 emissions sources across the United States. 

I M P A C T  O N  E N V I R O N M E N T

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Other thermal
Hydrogen

CO2 Emissions From Fossil Fuels or Minerals

Source: ???

As of DATE??

59.7%
5.7%

5.6%
4.9%

2.4%
0.5%

<0.1%

Percentage of total CO2 emissions by source in the U.S. 
Not all sources of CO2 emissions shown.

Power Generation Type

CO2 Emissions from Fossil Fuels or Minerals

Source: Mitsubishi Heavy Industries Group, 2013.
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MILLER/HOWARD HISTORY OF ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTING
M I L L E R / H O W A R D  S T R A T E G Y  E V O L U T I O N

Year of strategy inception:

2010 2011200920062005200419991997  1991

2011 2011200920062005200419991997  1991

2011200920062005200419991997  1991

201120062005200419991997  1991

INT’L:

Original:

With HIE

Miller/Howard 
Infrastructure
Providing both rising 
income and growth. 
The strategy seeks to 
participate in both 
the stability and 
dynamic growth of 
essential services and 
infrastructure worldwide.

Income-Equity 
Strategy
A diversifi ed dividend-
growth equity portfolio 
that seeks high current 
dividend income plus 
growth of income and 
principal. Stocks are 
primarily US-based, 
multi-cap companies 
from across the broad 
equity market.

This strategy invests 
in Master Limited 
Partnerships (MLPs) and 
generates K-1s.

Miller/Howard  
Utilities Plus
Investments in public 
securities of small- and 
mid-capitalization utility 
companies that are 
both undervalued and 
potentially subject to 
acquisition.

Income-Equity 
Strategy (No MLPs)
A diversifi ed dividend-
growth equity portfolio 
that seeks high current 
dividend income plus 
growth of income and 
principal. Stocks are 
primarily US-based, 
multi-cap companies 
from across the broad 
equity market. 

High-Yield 
Equity
The High-Yield Equity 
portfolio invests in 
companies expected 
to continue to pay, and 
potentially raise, their 
dividends. The portfolio 
is diversifi ed by industry, 
quality, and fi nancial 
strength.

This portfolio excludes 
MLPs.

MLP 
Strategy
A high-yielding portfolio 
(with tax-deferred 
income) composed of US 
exchange-traded Master 
Limited Partnerships—
high-quality pipelines 
and energy facilities—
with high current income 
and strong prospects for 
growth of distributions.

This strategy 
invests in MLPs and 
generates K-1s.

MLP 
Focus
A concentrated portfolio 
primarily invested in a 
small basket of higher 
growth Master Limited 
Partnerships with 
both internal (organic) 
and external (M&A) 
expansion opportunities 
that in turn result in 
distribution increases.

This strategy 
invests in MLPs and 
generates K-1s.

Drill Bit to 
Burner Tip®
Invests in all components 
of the North American 
energy vertical from “drill 
bit to burner tip” while 
seeking yield, growth 
of yield, and growing 
revenues.

This strategy invests in 
MLPs and  generates K-1s.

Drill Bit to Burner Tip® 
(No K-1s) excludes MLPs 
and therefore does not 
generate K-1s.

Rising Dividend 
Plus
Established, mid- and 
large-capitalization 
companies with fi nancial 
strength likely to 
provide steadily rising 
earnings and dividends. 
The portfolio aims 
to participate in the 
long-term growth of the 
economy and markets 
by investing in stocks 
with a high probability 
of raising dividends.

  Not all strategies or custom strategies shown.

NOT YET UPDATED FOR 2Q15

I N V E S T M E N T  P R O D U C T S :  A R E  N O T  F D I C  I N S U R E D  •  M A Y  L O S E  V A L U E  •  A R E  N O T  B A N K  G U A R A N T E E D

Not all stratgies or custom portfolios shown. 
Common stocks do not assure dividend payments. Dividends are paid only when declared by an issuer’s board of directors, and the amount of any dividend may vary over time.  
Dividend yield is one component of performance and should not be the only consideration for investment.
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P H I L O S O P H Y

 F O R  O N E - O N - O N E  P R E S E N T A T I O N 

P H I L O S O P H Y

Utility and infrastructure assets provide the framework for 
economic growth and social development.

Without utilities, energy, and the infrastructure to deliver them, 
life as we know it (including the economy) cannot exist. 
There will always be a need for these services and the necessary 
capital investment, both in developed and emerging countries.
We believe there are many short- and long-term opportunities 
in the delivery and facilitation of these essential services.

Utilities: 
Electric, Water, Telecom, Natural Gas, Oil & Gas Pipelines, etc.

Infrastructure: 
Oil & Gas Pipelines, Transmission & Distribution Systems, 
Water Treatment & Waste Management Facilities, Cable Networks 
and Communication Towers, to name a few.
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M I L L E R / H O W A R D  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E

Investment Products: Are not FDIC insured, may lose value and are not bank guaranteed.

T I T L E  H E R E

 F O R  O N E - O N - O N E  P R E S E N T A T I O N  F O R  O N E - O N - O N E  P R E S E N T A T I O N 

All data is as of September 30, 2015. Source: Bloomberg, MHI Research and Analysis. The above data is shown as supplemental information and complements the disclosure presentation located in the appendix. 
Information is taken from a representative account and is subject to change. Dividend yields shown for Miller/ Howard portfolios exclude cash. Common stocks do not assure dividend payments. Dividends are paid 
only when declared by an issuer’s board of directors and the amount of any dividend may vary over time. Dividend yield is one component of performance and should not be the only consideration for investment. 
Past performance is not indicative of future results.

* Percentages may overlap and may not total 100.
**  TTM = trailing twelve months.
†  Projected Dividend Growth is MHI Portfolio Team's projection based on data from various sources 

adjusted to refl ect our view of future economic and market conditions. There is no assurance 
projections will be realized.

††  5 year annualized vs. Morningstar Global Equity Infrastructure Index. 

¥  The securities identifi ed and described do not represent all of the securities purchased, sold, 
or recommended for client accounts. The reader should not assume that an investment in the 
securities identifi ed was or will be profi table.

*** Eff ective June 30, 2015, the benchmark for the Miller/Howard Infrastructure Strategy has been 
changed to the Morningstar Global Equity infrastructure Index. In presentations shown prior to 
June 30, 2015, the benchmark was the Russell 3000 Utilities Index.  

M I L L E R / H O W A R D  I N F R A S T R U C T U R E

TTM Holdings w/ Dividend Increases** 80%

2014 Holdings w/ Dividend Increases 89%

2013 Holdings w/ Dividend Increases 75%

2012 Holdings w/ Dividend Increases 76%

2011 Holdings w/ Dividend Increases 58%

MACQUARIE INFRASTRUCTURE 4.5%

MDU RESOURCES 4.2%

ITC HOLDINGS 4.2%

TELEPHONE & DATA SYSTEMS 4.1%

VERIZON 4.1%

UGI 4.0%

VEOLIA ENVIRONNEMENT 3.9%

EVERSOURCE ENERGY 3.7%

KINDER MORGAN 3.7%

AMERICAN TOWER 3.6%

Strategy Inception Date                       9/30/1991

Benchmark*** Morningstar Global Equity 
Infrastructure Index

SECTORS AND 
NUMBER OF HOLDINGS

PORTFOLIO SNAPSHOT AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2015

TOP TEN HOLDINGS ¥

PORTFOLIO FACTS

DIVIDENDS

Total number of holdings: 35

Cash 2.2%

Energy 
Infrastructure 20.2%

Enabler 13.3%

Utilities 46.2%

Global Telecom 18.1%

17

6
7

3.8%
Yield (Weighted Avg.)

8.4%
 Proj‘d Dividend Growth†

Beta†† 0.94

P/E FY1 (Median) 16.7x

Weighted Average Market Cap $30.9 Bil

Median Market Cap $6.7 Bil

12-Month Turnover 24.2%

% Non-US Traded in US 11.7%

% Large-Cap 45.7%

% Mid-Cap 49.4%

% Small-Cap 2.7%

ALLOCATIONS (PORTFOLIO WEIGHTS)*KEY CHARACTERISTICS 

X

5

U P D A T E D  F O R  3 Q 1 5
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 F O R  O N E - O N - O N E  P R E S E N T A T I O N 

A P P E N D I X
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F I R M  B A C K G R O U N D

Founded in 1984 as an institutional research boutique, the firm provided 
quantitative and technical research to Fortune 500 companies. 

In 1989, while investigating income alternatives to traditional fixed-income,  
the firm conducted a 45 year study of the long-term returns of utilities as an 
asset class. The study showed the importance of dividends as a key component 
of the long-term returns from equities. 

Miller/Howard Investments has been managing long-only portfolios of utilities 
since 1991 including energy, utilities, and pipelines (the largest segment of the 
listed infrastructure asset class). 

The portfolio team has been focused on the eternal verities of asset-based 
essential service companies for most of their investment careers. 

Miller/Howard’s focus has always gravitated toward “foundational” assets that  
are the building blocks for any society.
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P O R T F O L I O  M A N A G E M E N T  T E A M
P O R T F O L I O  M A N A G E M E N T  T E A M 

Cody Milosek
Research Associate

Mark A. Phillips, CFA 
Research Associate

Owen D. Harvey 
Research Analyst

Michael Roomberg, CFA
Portfolio Manager / Research Analyst

BS  University of Wisconsin, Madison 
MBA  Georgetown University, McDonough School of Business   
Investment Experience  Since 2008 
Joined Miller/Howard  2013

•  Exploration & Production 
•  Utilities
•  MLPs
•  Consumer

• Energy
• Infrastructure
• Industrials
•  Materials

Lowell G. Miller 
Founder 
Chief Investment Offi  cer

BA  Sarah Lawrence College 
JD  New York University School of Law 
Investment Experience  Since 1976 
Book  The Single Best Investment 
Founder, Miller/Howard Investments

•  Infrastructure
•  Utilities
•  Telecom
•  MLPs
•  REITs

•  Healthcare
•  Technology 
•  Technical Analysis 
•  Quantitative

John E. Leslie III, CFA 
Portfolio Manager / Research Analyst

BS  Suff olk University 
MBA  Babson College 
Investment Experience  Since 1984 
Joined Miller/Howard  2004

•  Highest Yielding
•  Materials
•  Quantitative
•  Consumer Staples

•  Industrials
•  Healthcare
•  Consumer Discretionary

Bryan J. Spratt, CFA  
Portfolio Manager / Research Analyst

BA  Spring Arbor College 
Investment Experience  Since 1990 
Joined Miller/Howard  2004

•  Utilities
•  Telecom
•  MLPs

•  Energy
•  Infrastructure

Roger G. Young, CFA 
Portfolio Manager / Research Analyst

BS  Wharton/University of Pennsylvania 
MBA  Thunderbird School of Global Management 
MBA  Michigan State University 
Investment Experience  Since 1970 
Joined Miller/Howard  2008

•  MLPs
•  Infrastructure
•  Energy

•  Metals
•  Financials

John R. Cusick, CFA 
Portfolio Manager / Research Analyst

BA  Temple University
MBA  Fordham University School of Business NYC
Investment Experience  Since 1999
Joined Miller/Howard   2013

•  MLPs
•  Natural Gas
•  Liquids

•  Exploration & Production 
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Deepak Ahuja, CFA 
Senior Research Analyst

BA  University of Western Ontario 
MBA  University of Western Ontario  
Investment Experience  Since 2005 
Joined Miller/Howard  2015

•  Consumer
•  Banks 
•  Technology
•  Industrials

•  REITs
•  Healthcare
•  Asset Managers
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D I S C L O S U R E  A N D  D E F I N I T I O N SD I S C L O S U R E  A N D  D E F I N I T I O N S

INCLUDE IN ALL PRESENTATIONS EXCEPT INDEX, ETN, INT’L

Miller/Howard Investments Inc. is an employee owned, registered investment advisor specializing 
in multi-cap, core equity management and dividend strategies.

All investments carry a certain degree of risk, including possible loss of principal. It is important 
to note that there are risks inherent in any investment and there can be no assurance that any asset 
class will provide positive performance over any period of time. Stocks of small and medium-sized 
companies are often associated with higher risk, including higher volatility. This information is intended 
solely to report on investment strategies as reported by the Investment Manager. Opinions and esti-
mates off ered constitute their judgment and are subject to change without notice, as are statements 
of fi nancial market trends, which are based on current market conditions. Past performance is no 
guarantee of future results.

Hypothetical past performance in this report is for illustration purposes only. You would not 
necessarily have obtained these performance results if you had held this strategy for the periods indi-
cated. Actual performance results of accounts vary due to factors such as the timing of contributions 
and withdrawals, client restrictions, rebalancing schedules, fees, and costs.

These materials are solely informational. Legal, accounting and tax restrictions, transaction costs 
and changes to any assumptions may signifi cantly aff ect the economics of any transaction. The 
information and analyses contained herein are not intended as tax, legal or investment advice and 
may not be suitable for your specifi c circumstances; accordingly, you should consult your own tax, 
legal, investment or other advisors, at both the outset of any transaction and on an ongoing basis, to 
determine such suitability. 

Do not use this report as the sole basis for investment decisions. Do not select an allocation, investment 
discipline or investment manager based on performance alone. Consider, in addition to performance 
results, other relevant information about each investment manager, as well as matters such as your 
investment objectives, risk tolerance and investment time horizon.

Common stocks do not assure dividend payments. Dividends are paid only when declared by an 
issuer’s board of directors and the amount of any dividend may vary over time. Dividend yield is one 
component of performance and should not be the only consideration for investment. 

Certain past performance information in this report is gross performance and does not refl ect the 
deduction of investment management fees and other expenses that would apply if you invest with 
this manager. The fees and expenses incurred in managing any investment advisory account would 
reduce your returns.

Manager Profi le. You should read the investment manager profi le, available from your Investment 
Representative. The investment manager profi le gives further details on the sources of performance 
information for a particular investment manager, as well as other information on calculating the 
manager’s performance returns. No representation is made that future returns will approximate past 
results, and none should be implied. 

DEFINITIONS

Following are defi nitions generally used by Miller/Howard strategies. Not all defi nitions and bench-
marks will apply to all strategies.

Alpha—is a measure of value added. It is the Y intercept of the regression line.

Beta—is the slope of the regression line. Beta measures the risk of a particular investment relative 
to the market as a whole (the “market” can be any index or investment you specify). It describes the 
sensitivity of the investment to broad market movements. For example, in equities, the stock market 
(the independent variable) is assigned a beta of 1.0. An investment which has a beta of .5 will tend to 
participate in broad market moves, but only half as much as the market overall.

Morningstar Risk-Adjusted Return—is adjusted for risk by calculating a risk penalty for each invest-
ment’s return based on “expected utility theory,” a commonly used method of economic analysis. The 
“risk penalty” is subtracted from each investment’s total return, based on the variation in its month-
to-month return during the rating period, with an emphasis on downward variation. 

R-Squared (R2)—of a manager versus a benchmark is a measure of how closely related the variance 
of the manager returns and the variance of the benchmark returns are.

Sharpe Ratio—is a return/risk measure developed by William Sharpe. Return (numerator) is defi ned as 
the incremental average return of an investment over the risk free rate. Risk (denominator) is defi ned 
as the standard deviation of the investment returns. 

Standard Deviation—measures the dispersal or uncertainty in a random variable (in this case, in-
vestment returns). It measures the degree of variation of returns around the mean (average) return. 
The higher the volatility of the investment returns, the higher the standard deviation will be. For this 
reason, standard deviation is often used as a measure of investment risk.

Up Capture/Down Capture Ratio—shows how a portfolio has performed relative to a benchmark 
during periods of market strength and weakness.

This presentation is for educational purposes only and not for distribution.
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