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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
In re: Union Electric Company’s  ) 
2014 Utility Resource Filing pursuant to ) Case No. EO-2015-0084 
4 CSR 240 – Chapter 22. )  
 

JOINT FILING 
 

 COME NOW Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri (Ameren Missouri), the 

Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (Staff), the Office of the Public Counsel 

(OPC), the Missouri Division of Energy (DE), Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), 

Sierra Club (SC), Renew Missouri (RM), United for Missouri (UFM), and Comverge, Inc. 

(Comverge), and state as follows:  

 1.  Ameren Missouri made its Chapter 22 Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) filing on 

October 1, 2014.  

 2.  On or before March 2, 2015, parties in this case filed pleadings alleging certain 

deficiencies and raising concerns regarding the compliance of Ameren Missouri’s October 1 

filing with Rule 4 CSR 240-22.010 et seq.  The parties filing comments were the Staff, OPC, DE, 

NRDC, Sierra Club, Renew Missouri and Comverge. There were other parties to this case that 

did not file a report or identify any deficiencies in, or concerns with, Ameren Missouri’s IRP 

filing.  

 3.  Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(9) provides:  

If the staff, public counsel or any intervenor finds deficiencies in or 
concerns with a triennial compliance filing, it shall work with the electric 
utility and the other parties to reach, within sixty (60) days of the date that 
the report or comments were submitted, a joint agreement on a plan to 
remedy the identified deficiencies and concerns. If full agreement cannot 
be reached, this should be reported to the commission through a joint 
filing as soon as possible, but no later than sixty (60) days after the date on 
which the report or comments were submitted. The joint filing should set 
out in a brief narrative description those areas on which agreement cannot 
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be reached. The resolution of any deficiencies and concerns shall also be 
noted in the filing. 

 
 4.  Ameren Missouri and the other parties, including parties that did not file reports 

raising concerns and alleging deficiencies, have reached a joint agreement on a plan to remedy 

some of the alleged deficiencies and concerns, as set forth herein. Also set forth herein is a 

listing and brief narrative descriptions of those areas on which agreement has not been reached.  

Issues Resolved 
 
 5.  The parties have also agreed that the following alleged deficiencies and concerns 

are resolved based on further discussion of information included in Ameren Missouri’s IRP 

filing and workpapers that may have been overlooked: 

a. Present worth of utility revenue requirements with and without any rate of return or 
financial performance incentives for demand-side resources not included in the filing.  
(OPC Deficiency 2; 4 CSR 240-22.060(2)) – Ameren Missouri has directed OPC to 
the location of this information in the filing. 

b. Present worth of out-of-pocket costs to participants in demand-side programs and 
demand-side rates not included in the filing.  (OPC Deficiency 3; 4 CSR 240-
22.060(2)) – Ameren Missouri has directed OPC to the location of this information in 
the filing. 

c. Forecast capacity balance spreadsheets for the preferred plan and each candidate 
resource plan not included in the filing.  (OPC Deficiency 5; 4 CSR 240-
22.060(4)(B)9 and 4 CSR 240-22.060(2)(D)) – Ameren Missouri has directed OPC to 
the location of this information in the filing. 

d. Administrative costs should not be applied at the measure level.  (NRDC Concern) – 
Ameren Missouri has indicated to NRDC that administrative costs were not applied at 
the measure level. 

e. Lack of demand response (DR) commitment since AMI installation start is uncertain, 
and Ameren Missouri has not shown that AMI is required for residential direct load 
control.  (Comverge Concern C) – Ameren Missouri has indicated to Comverge that 
AMI installation is not critical for DR other than price responsive DR. 

f. An indication of whether resources are renewable resources eligible for compliance 
with the RES on the LCOE table in Chapter 6 (page 35) of the IRP filing should be 
included.  (DE Deficiency 5; 4 CSR 240-22.040(2)(C)1) – Ameren Missouri has 
directed DE to information in the filing that addresses this issue. 

g. Ameren Missouri should indicate for each of the 15 load forecast scenarios described 
in Chapter 3 of the IRP filing whether the existing Demand-Side Management (DSM) 
portfolio continues unchanged.  (DE Concern 6) – Ameren Missouri has directed DE 
to information in the filing that addresses this issue. 



 3 

h. Secondary sources used the development of demand-side potential should be listed in 
the IRP filing.  (DE Concern 7) – Ameren Missouri has directed DE to information in 
the filing that addresses this issue. 

i. Ameren Missouri should elaborate on its exclusion of DSM in its base load forecasts.  
(DE Concern 8) – Ameren Missouri has directed DE to information in the filing that 
addresses this issue. 

 
 6.  The parties further agree to resolve the following alleged deficiencies and/or 

concerns as set forth below.  Fulfillment of the remedies on these issues means they are no 

longer active issues in this IRP case. 

a. Ameren Missouri’s coal plant retrofit and retirement analysis is deficient because it 
inadequately considers the likelihood of increasingly stringent environmental 
regulations directly affecting the Company’s fleet.  (SC Deficiency 2) – Ameren 
Missouri shall include in a supplemental filing to be made no later than May 29, 
2015, a discussion of its consideration of flue gas desulfurization (FGD) and selective 
catalytic reduction (SCR) retrofits for its existing coal-fired generating fleet.  Sierra 
Club shall file any comments with respect to Ameren Missouri’s discussion of FGD 
and SCR retrofits in its supplemental filing no later than two weeks from the date on 
which Ameren Missouri makes its supplemental filing.  All parties reserve the right to 
make subsequent comments. 

b. Demand Response should play a greater role in Ameren Missouri’s IRP.  (Comverge 
Concern A) – Ameren Missouri shall meet with Comverge to exchange perspectives 
on demand response potential following the conclusion of Ameren Missouri’s current 
MEEIA case. 

c. Ameren Missouri’s DSM potential study indicates that substantial amounts of DR are 
cost-effective.  (Comverge Concern B) – Ameren Missouri shall meet with Comverge 
to exchange perspectives on demand response potential following the conclusion of 
Ameren Missouri’s current MEEIA case. 

d. Ameren Missouri should commit to implement DR programs in the 2016-2018 period 
and to substantially grow demand response during the 20-year Planning Horizon.  
(Comverge Concern D) – Ameren Missouri shall meet with Comverge to exchange 
perspectives on demand response potential following the conclusion of Ameren 
Missouri’s current MEEIA case. 

 
Issues Unresolved 

 
 7.  At this time, the following concerns and alleged deficiencies remain unresolved: 

a. Ameren Missouri has not included any suggestions or analysis on the feasibility of 
delivering statewide marketing and outreach programs, joint programs with natural 
gas utilities, upstream market transformation programs, and other activities.  (OPC 
Deficiency 4; 4 CSR 240-22.050(3)(F)). 
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b. Ameren Missouri should consider how a revised supplementary service rider would 
impact combined heat and power (CHP) potential.  (DE Concern 1). 

c. Ameren Missouri should provide support for its estimated 10% benefits adder and 
lower discount rate used for estimating values for the societal cost test (SCT) for each 
demand-side program.  (DE Concern 2). 

d. Low-income and educational programs cannot be included in a portfolio level cost 
effectiveness test because such programs are not required to meet a cost-effectiveness 
test on a stand-alone basis. Low-income and educational programs should be removed 
from the portfolio level cost-effectiveness test to the extent these programs were 
included in Ameren Missouri’s portfolio level cost-effectiveness test.  (DE Concern 
3). 

e. A discussion of Renewable Energy Standard (RES) portfolio requirements and how 
each existing renewable resources contribute to meeting them should be included.  
(DE Concern 4).  

f. Ameren Missouri should provide information regarding current solar installation rates 
to support its estimated annual long-term installation total of 5 MW per year.  (DE 
Concern 9). 

g. Energy efficiency savings potential is significantly lower than the amount available in 
other jurisdictions and based on other potential studies.  (NRDC Concern 1). 

h. The maximum take rates in Ameren Missouri’s DSM potential study are lower than 
what is currently being achieved.  (NRDC Concern 2). 

i. Reductions to measure-level potential to reflect program potential are inappropriate.  
(NRDC Concern 3).  

j. Downward adjustments to program potential due to EM&V, avoided costs, and codes 
and standards are inappropriate.  (NRDC Concern 4). 

k. Ameren Missouri’s risk assumptions for the maximum achievable potential (MAP) 
DSM portfolio are inappropriate, and Ameren Missouri has included a higher cost 
realistic achievable potential (RAP) DSM portfolio in its preferred resource plan.  
(NRDC Concern 5). 

l. The cost and energy savings assumptions for Ameren Missouri’s “Mid DSM” 
portfolio are inappropriate.  (NRDC Concern 6). 

m. Ameren Missouri has not included demand side rate options in it alternative resource 
plans.  (NRDC Concern 7). 

n. Ameren Missouri has not sufficiently considered the potential for targeted DSM.  
(NRDC Concern 8). 

o. Ameren Missouri’s program designs could be improved to capture greater savings.  
(NRDC Concern 9). 

p. Ameren Missouri’s assumptions regarding carbon regulations are inappropriate.  (SC 
Deficiency 1). 

q. Ameren Missouri should pursue the highest levels of cost –effective energy savings 
from demand-side resources.  (SC Concern 3). 

r. Ameren Missouri has not correctly performed the calculation of the 1% retail rate 
impact limitation in the Missouri RES.  (RM Deficiency 1; 4 CSR 240-22.100(5)). 

s. Ameren Missouri has not sufficiently considered purchasing RECs from customers 
with distributed generation.  (RM Deficiency 2). 
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t. Ameren Missouri’s preferred resource plan fails to comply with the U.S. EPA’s 
proposed Clean Power Plan.  (RM Deficiency 3; 4 CSR 240-22.060(3)(A)). 

u. Ameren Missouri has failed to consider compliance with the Missouri RES because it 
is required to continue paying solar rebates.  (RM Deficiency 4; 4 CSR 240-
22.010(2)(A) and 4 CSR 240-22.060(3)(A)1). 

v. Ameren Missouri has not appropriately considered distributed generation options as a 
supply side resource.  (RM Deficiency 5; 4 CSR 240-22.040(1)). 

w. Support for the 400 MW of wind generation included in Ameren Missouri’s 
“Balanced” renewable portfolio is insufficient.  (RM Deficiency 6; 4 CSR 240-
22.060(3)(A)5). 

x. Incremental annual energy savings expected from Ameren Missouri’s realistic 
achievable potential (“RAP”) portfolio for the MEEIA Cycle 2 (2016 – 2018) may be 
vastly underestimated, since the kWh and kWh per $ savings are less than half the 
actual achieved levels of kWh and of kWh per $ during Ameren Missouri’s pre-
MEEIA programs (2009 – 2011) and MEEIA Cycle 1 programs to date (2013 – 2014)   
(Staff Concern A, DE Concern 10). 

y. Incremental and cumulative annual energy savings expected from Ameren Missouri’s 
RAP portfolio during the long-term planning horizon may be vastly underestimated, 
since the Ameren Missouri savings are approximately one-half the incremental and 
cumulative annual energy savings of the IRP RAP portfolios of Kansas City Power & 
Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company.  (Staff Concern 
B, DE Concern 10). 

z. Adjustments made to Ameren Missouri’s potential study results using YouGov 
market research may be inappropriate.  (OPC Concern 1). 

 

 8.  Rule 4 CSR 240-22.080(10) provides:  

If full agreement on remedying deficiencies is not reached, then within 
sixty (60) days from the date on which the staff, public counsel or any 
intervenor submitted a report or comments relating to the electric utility’s 
compliance filing, the electric utility may file a response and the staff, 
public counsel and any intervenor may file comments in response to each 
other. The commission will issue an order which indicates on what items, 
if any, a hearing will be held and which establishes a procedural schedule. 
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 WHEREFORE, the undersigned parties to this Joint Filing ask the Commission to 

accept this pleading as fulfilling the requirements of 4 CSR 240-22.080(9).  

    

    Respectfully submitted, 
 

UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY, 
d/b/a Ameren Missouri 
 
 
 /s/ Wendy K. Tatro                
Wendy K. Tatro, #60261 
Director & Assistant General Counsel 
1901 Chouteau Avenue 
P.O. Box 66149, MC-1310 
St. Louis, MO 63166-6149 
(314) 554-3484 (Telephone) 
(314) 554-4014 (Facsimile) 
AmerenMOService@ameren.com  

Attorneys for Ameren Missouri 
 
 
 
/s/ Patrick N. Giordano 
Patrick N. Giordano 
Giordano & Associates, Ltd. 
35 E. Wacker Dr. 
Suite 1525 
Chicago, IL 60601 
(312)(580-5484)(P) 
(312)(580-5481)(FAX) 
patrickgiordano@dereglaw.com 
Attorney for Comverge, Inc. 

mailto:AmerenMOService@ameren.com
mailto:patrickgiordano@dereglaw.com
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/s/ Nathan Williams 
Nathan Williams 
Deputy Staff Counsel 
Missouri Bar No. 35512 
Attorney for the Staff of the 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
P. O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
(573) 751-8702 (Telephone) 
(573) 751-9285 (Fax) 
nathan.williams@psc.mo.gov (e-mail) 
 
                                                                         

              

/s/  David C. Linton                           

                                                             David C. Linton, #32198 
                                                             314 Romaine Spring View 
                                                             Fenton, MO 63026 
                                                             Telephone:  314-341-5769 
                                                             Email:  jdlinton@reagan.com 

                                                             Attorney for United for Missouri, Inc. 

 

 

 

 
  

/s/ Sunil Bector 
Sunil Bector 
Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
Sierra Club 
85 Second Street, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
415.977.5759 (phone) 
415.977.5793 (fax) 
sunil.bector@sierraclub.org 
Attorneys for Sierra Club 

mailto:nathan.williams@psc.mo.gov
mailto:jdlinton@reagan.com
mailto:sunil.bector@sierraclub.org
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/s/ Alexander Antal                     
Alexander Antal 
Associate General Counsel 
Missouri Bar No. 65487 
Department of Economic Development 
P.O. Box 1157 
Jefferson City, MO 65102  
Phone: 573-522-3304  
Fax: 573-526-7700 
alexander.antal@ded.mo.gov 
Attorney for Missouri Division of Energy 
 
 
 
/s/ Andrew J. Linhares 
Andrew J. Linhares, # 63973 
910 East Broadway, Ste. 205 
Columbia, MO 65201 
T: (314) 471-9973 
F: (314) 558-8450 
Andrew@renewmo.org 
 
ATTORNEY FOR RENEW MISSOURI 
 
 
 
/s/ Henry B. Robertson 
Henry B. Robertson (Mo. Bar No. 29502) 
Great Rivers Environmental Law Center 
319 N. Fourth Street, Suite 800 
St. Louis, Missouri 63102 
(314) 231-4181 
(314) 231-4184 (facsimile) 
hrobertson@greatriverslaw.org 
Attorney for NRDC 

  

mailto:alexander.antal@ded.mo.gov
mailto:Andrew@renewmo.org
mailto:hrobertson@greatriverslaw.org
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/s/ Dustin J. Allison 
DUSTIN J. ALLISON 
Acting Public Counsel 
Missouri Bar Number 54013 
Office of the Public Counsel 
PO Box 2230 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
(573) 751-4857 
(573) 751-5562 FAX 
Dustin.Allison@ded.mo.gov 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Joint Filing 
was served on all parties of record via electronic mail (e-mail) on this 1st day of May, 2015.  
 
 
 

 
/s/ Wendy K. Tatro    
Wendy K. Tatro 

 
 


