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Q. Once these cost tracking relationships have been determined for each
of the Company's rate blocks in each of the seasons, what is the next step in the
development of the LGS and SGS Rates?

A. As the HU rate blocks in these rates are continuous, and the determined
cost responsibilities are single-point determinations, sets of algebraic equations are set up
and solved in order to derive the charges for the continuous blocks, while maintaining the
derived cost responsibilities. Once these charges are determined for the production and
transmission demand related costs are determined, at the primary voltage level for the
SGS class, these rates were increased by a loss factor to arrive at the comparable set of
rates for the LGS class.

Q. What other costs need to be added to these HU rates for the LGS and
SGS Rate classes?

A. The variable production energy costs need to be added to the rates for the
demand related costs to arrive at the total HU energy based rates. Based upon my
Schedule 10 data, these rates were determined to be 1.78 cents per kilowatthour for LGS
and 1.72 cents per kilowatthour for SPS. These variable costs should also be added to
each of the rate values determined for the recovery of demand related costs in the HU
blocks, in order to arrive at the final values for this component of the Company’s LGS
and SPS Rates being proposed in this case. Summaries of these rates and the "proof of

revenue" for each class are attached as Schedules 14-1 and 14-2 of my testimony,
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Large Primary Service Rate

Q. How was the Large Primary Service (LPS) Rate being proposed by
the Company in this case developed and designed?

A The LPS Rate currently consists of a Customer Charge, seasonal Demand
and Energy Charges and a Reactive Charge. The proposed LPS Customer Charge was
determined in the same manner that I described earlier in my testimony for the LGS and
SPS Rate Customer Chargés. The customer related costs of $258 million for the LPS
Rate class, indicated in my Schedule 10, were divided by the number of annual bills
rendered to LPS Rate customers to arrive at a monthly LPS Customer Charge of $385.

Q. How was the proposed LPS Demand Charge determined?

A, The design of the current LPS Rate reflects a single kilowatt demand
charge for each of the summer and winter billing seasons established at approximately
85% of the total production, transmission and distribution demand related cost assigned
to the LPS Rate class. The 15% balance of such demand-related costs was assigned to
the LPS Rate Energy Charge, along with all of the variable cost allocated or assigned to
the class. This recovery of a portion of demand costs in the energy component of this
rate insures that LPS class customers contribute some margin to demand related costs for
every kilowatthour sold to them.

Q. What Demand and Energy Charges for the LPS Rate resulted from
the process you just described?

A. Using the functionalized demand related costs contained in my
Schedule 10, I allocated 85% of such costs to the demand charge for this rate. Ithen

determined the seasonal demand charges on the basis of the two to one ratio of the
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summer charge to the winter charge referred to earlier in the design of the LGS and SPS
Rate distribution demand charge. The monthly billing demand charges determined for
the LPS Rate were $14.74 per kW and $7.36 per kW, respectively, for the summer and
winter billing months. The remaining 15% of these demand costs was assigned to
summer and winter billing seasons, based upon the previously mentioned 60/40 seasonal
split of such costs. These seasonal costs were then converted to a cents per kilowatthour
charge and combined with the remaining annual average variable energy cost in cents per
kilowatthour that was derived from the LPS energy related production cost in my
Schedule 10. This resulted in seasonal Energy Charges of 2.20 cents per kilowatthour in
the summer and 1.85 cents per kilowatthour in the winter billing season. The Reactive
Charge in both the LPS and SPS Rates was maintained at its current level. A summary of

this rate and its "proof of revenue" is attached as Schedule 15 of my testimony.

Lighting Rates

Q. Is the Company proposing any revisions to its street and outdoor area
lighting rates in this case?

A No specific proposals were developed for the lighting rates as a part of this
case, as the Company did not perform any cost of service studies for its lighting classes,
which constitute approximately 1% of the Company's total Missouri revenues. Rather,
the Company accounted for its lighting costs and revenues in the cost of service study
performed by Mr. Warwick by employing an approach utilized by the Commission Staff
in fhe Company's past cases involving such studies. This approach consists of allocating

all direct lighting costs and other allocated investment and expenses to the non-lighting

99



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Rebuttal Testimony of
Richard J. Kovach

classes, and offsetting the allocation of such costs by also allocating all lighting revenue
to the same non-lighting classes in the same manner. The net effect of such allocations of
costs and revenues should be negligible, under the reasonable assumption that the rates

for lighting service have been established at or near their cost of service.

Proposed Rider B - Discounts For Customer Owned Substations

Q. Please explain the purpose of Rider B and how it applies to high
voltage customers taking service on the Company's SPS and LPS Rates.

A Rider B is a current tariff that provides for a discount to customers taking
service at voltage levels at 34,500 volts and higher. As such customers pay for their
service on either the Small or Large Primar;y Service Rate, and the costs allocated to these
rate classes provide for service ranging from 4,160 to 13,800 volts, a rate discount is
appropriate for the billing of such high voltage customers. This discount should reflect
the Company's avoided substation transformation costs that are not required to provide
service to these high voltage customers. These billing discounts are applied to the
metered billing demands of the high voltage customers as indicated in Rider B. The
discounts are categorized for customers taking service at 138 kV or 34.5/69 kV, with
options for metering at either the Company's delivery voltage, or at the lower voltage
after transformation by the customer's substation.

Q. Can the appropriate level of such discounts be determined from the
Company’s class cost of service study?

A, Yes, a sub-analysis of Distribution Account 362 — Station Equipment, in

the Company’s class cost of service study, was performed to develop a revenue
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requirement for the substation capacity which the Company avoids installing when
serving such higher voltage customers. This account includes both distribution
substations that transform power to the 34,500 and 69,000 volt levels and substations that
transform power to the 4,160 to 13,800 volt levels of the distribution system, at which
most of the Small and Large Primary Rate customers are supplied. Only the investment
and expenses associated with the latter group of distribution substations were included in
this substation cost analysis study.

Q. Please summarize the results of this study of distribution substation
costs and how such costs were used to determine the Company’s proposed Rider B
discounts.

A The annual revenue requirement of the distribution substations providing
4,160 to 13,800 volt service to primary service customers was determined to be
$6,719,000 from Mr. Warwick's class cost of service study. The annual kilowatt billing
demands of the SPS and LPS Rate customers that are not high voltage Rider B customers
were 13,140,642 kilowatts during the test year. The monthly cost of such substations
calculates to be $0.51 per kW-month based upon this data, which is the appropriate
Rider B discount for customers providing their own substations and taking service from
the Company at a higher voltage level that allows them to avoid the use of these
distribution substations.

Q. Was a similar cost analysis performed for the remaining distribution
substations in Account 362 that provide 34,500 to 69,000 volt service?

A Yes, a comparable analysis for the balance of the distribution substations

in Account 362, which transform only to 34,500 to 69,000 volts, determined their annual
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revenue requirements to be $5,475,000. The annual billing demands of all SPS and LPS
Rate customers utilizing these substations were 16,576,798 kilowatts during the test year.
The monthly cost of these higher voltage distribution substations calculates to be $0.33
per kW-month, based upon the latter data.

Q. How is this distribution substation cost of $0.33 per kilowatt-month
used in determining the Rider B discount ‘for customers taking service at 138,000
volts or higher?

A The Company avoids the cost of both types of distribution substations
describe above when a customer takes service at a voltage of 138,000 volts or higher.
Therefore the appropriate Rider B discount for service at this voltage or higher is the
summation of these two credits, or $0.84 per kilowatt-month.

Q. Were these two proposed Rider B discounts those used in the
development of the Small and Large Primary Service Rates proposed by the
Company in this case?

A Yes, these were both used in arriving at the base rate components required

to attain the total annual revenue targets for these two rate classes.

Proposed Rider E
Q.  What is the general purpose of Rider E and how is it used?
A The title of the current Rider E is Supplementary Service, In general
terms, this rider is applicable to customers with a source of electrical generation other
than that supplied by the Company. The rider is applicable to those situations where such

a customer requires an electrical connection to the Company’s system to either
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supplement the output of such generation, or to simply have the Company serve as
standby and/or backup to the customer’s generation during its forced outage and/or
maintenance periods. For safety and reliability purposes, all Rider E customers are
required to enter into a parallel operating agreement with the Company and, when
required by Company, to provide, install and maintain a circuit breaker of a size and type
approved by the Company.

Q. What are the current rates and charges applicable to a Rider E
customer?

A Rider E provides that it is applicable to customers taking service at a
primary voltage level, and that such service should be billed under the provisions of a
Primary Service Rate (SPS or LPS is not specified). Rider E also specifies a minimum
monthly bill for such service to be no less than the bill for actual service or a bill based
upon the LPS Demand Charge applied to the customer’s Contract Demand. Contract
Demand is the kilowatt level initially agreed to by Company (based upon customer’s
installed generation capacity) or the actual metered demand delivered to customer,
whichever is greater.

Q. What decisions must be made by customers that elect to install
generation and be subject to the provisions of Rider E?

A Conceptually, customers that add generation on their premises should be
required to make the following decisions regarding electric service from the Company
a) the portion of their total electrical requirements they plan to generate (which could
range from 0-100%); b) if the answer to (a) is 100%, the customer must decide whether

or not to remain connected to the Company's distribution and transmission system; c) if
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electing to stay connected to the Company's system, the customer must decide what level
of distribution and transmission capacity is required, i.e. for the total electrical use at the
premises, only what is being purchase from the Company, or some other level; d) the
portion, if any, of the customer's generation capacity that needs to be reserved by the
Company. Obviously, many of these decisions that should be made by customers adding
generation are interrelated.

Q. Do the Company's other customers, that do not own generation,
receive all of these services from the Company as a part of their standard monthly
bill for electric service?

A, Yes, customers taking their fill electrical requirements from the Company
receive adequate and reliable distribution, transmission and generation service, including
reserve generation service, to meet all of their electrical needs whenever it is calied upon.
The cost of all such services is included in the rates upon which the monthly bills of such
customers are based.

Q. Does it follow then, that customers with owned generation, that are
partial requirements customers, should pay these same costs?

A, If such customers expect to be provided all of these same services by the
Company, they should pay all of the same costs. That is why the partial requirements
customer decisions, I referred to earlier, must addressed. Once the appropriate services
are selected, such customers must pay for them, otherwise the full requirements
customers will be subsidizing the partial requirements customers through their electric

rates.
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Q.  Please describe some of the costs that you are referring to in more.
detail.

A.  Ifa generation customer wants to completely disconnect from the
Company's distribution system, there is no customer and no costs to be concerned with,
The opposite extreme case is a customer that seeks to meet the entire electrical
requirements of its premises with generation, but still wants to remain connectéd to the
Company's distribution system so that the Company will stand by to potentially serve all
of the Customer's electrical requirements in the event that all of a portion of the
customer's generation fails. In the latter instance, the Company must standby, not only
with generation capacity, but also with distribution and transmission capacity, to supply
electrical usage that may only appear on the system for a few "outage" hours of the year,
if at all. Obviously, if there is little or no electrical usage to bill such a customer for, the
Company will not come close to recovering the fixed costs associated with these standby
services, resulting in such costs being borne (and subsidized) by other full requirements
customers,

Q, Is there a way, through a revision of Rider E, to insure that these
potential subsidies do not occur or continue?

A, Yes, this can be reasonably addressed through a restructuring of Rider E
by unbundling the costs of these various services and charging them to customers with
generation in a way that is different than the way in which the Company's standard rates
are applied. At this point in time, customer generation is the exception, rather than the

rule, on the Company's system and this non-standard service requires something other
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than the Company's standard rate applications to adequately recover the costs related to
such service.

Q. What would be the format and application of the unbundled rates the
Company is proposing for such service?

A, Starting with the distribution and transmission system costs, the costs for
such facilities were determined in Mr. Warwick's cost of service study and later
converted into rate values for the various classes served by the Company. These rate
components should be applied to the customer's total electrical requirements (i.e., the
Company's main electrical supply mete;r plus a meter on the customer's generation) on the
premises, and be billed each month, if the customer requires full standby service from
these facilities. If the generation customer were willing to contract for a physical
electrical limitation on such capacity, the Company would be willing to accommodate
that customer request.

Q. How should the cost of standby or backup generation capacity be
handled for such customers seeking this service?

A. A case can certainly be made that the backup requirement for a customer's
single generation unit operation would be a second unit of exactly the same size.
However, the Company's generation planning studies have determined that an 18%
reserve margin is applicable to the diverse system operated by the Company, with its
multiple types of generations and fuel sources. Thus, the Company is willing to provide
such service to generation customers based upon the application of this reserve margin to
the production demand cost that is embedded in the Large Primary Service Rate the

Company 1s proposing in this case. The application of this resulting generation backup
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charge to the nameplate capacity of the customer's generator(s) would also be billed each
month of the year.

Q. How would the billing for any service used by generation customers
be handled on a month to month basis?

A, Inaddition to the monthly charges discussed above, generation customers
would be subject to a monthly Customer Charge, the LPS Reactive charge, and the LPS
Demand and Energy charges applied to all use through the customer’s main meter. In
addition, unless otherwise excluded by the customer, the Generation Backup Charge
discussed earlier would also apply each month, Where the customer’s generator failed
for all or a portion of any billing month, adjustments will be made to the customer’s
energy and production billing demand quantities to reflect load normally served by such
generation. Typically, the additional monthly production billing demand associated with

the generator failure would be prorated based on days’ use, while the additional energy

~ would be charged at standard rates plus an adder to reflect the Company’s higher

incremental costs associated with serving such load.

Q. Have you prepared a revised Rider E tariff as a part of the
Company's proposed rates in this case?

A, Yes, the Company's proposed Rider E tariff is attached hereto as

Schedule 16 of my testimony.
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Rider RDC - Reserve Distribution Capacity Rider

Q.  What is the intent and purpose of this Rider RDC?

A.  Rider RDC is a new optional rider the Company is propesing in response
to requests from a number of its commercial and industrial customers for higher
reliability distribution service, above that which the Company normally provides under
its existing rate structures and charges. The types of customers that have inquired about
such a service include customers with large computer data centers and/or computer
controlted manufacturing or other industrial processes where interruptions in their
electrical supply may significantly disrupt their operations. The purpose of this rider is to
respond to these customer requests, where it is feasible to do so, and where the customer
making the request agrees to pay the additional cost of the Company's distribution system
enhancements under the terms and conditions of the proposed Rider RDC.

Q. Absent this proposed Rider, how does the Company currently
respond to such customer requests for additional distribution reserve service?

A, Currently, the Company can only offer such a service under the provisions
of Section I1L.Q. of the Rules and Regulations provisions of its Missouri tariffs. These
current tariff provisions require a substantial up-front payment by the customer,
additional payment for subsequent changes in facilities and less than a 100% guarantee
that such reserve capacity will continue to be available in the future.

Q.  What options does the proposed Rider RDC offer to customers that
are not covered or contained in the Company's current tariffs?

A, The proposed optional Rider RDC allows customers having demands of

500 kilowatts or more to contract with the Company for any desired level of distribution
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reserve capacity, not on the customer's property, for an initial five-year period that is
renewable thereafter on a year-to-year basis. The customer is required to pay a lower up-
front charge for all system improvements necessary to accommodate the request of
reserve capacity, and a monthly charge thereafier, based upon existing taniff rates.
Duplicate facilities on the customer's property such as second service lines or second
reserve transformers, etc. will still be paid for by the customer under the Company's
Special Facility tariffs, and these costs are not addressed by the provisions of Rider RDC,
which applies only to off-site distribution costs. The specific tariff language the

Company is proposing for this tariff is attached hereto as Schedule 17 of my testimony.

Tariff Sheet No. 178 - Deposit Practices

Q. Is the Company also proposing to modify its tariffs in order to index
the interest rate that it is currently paying on customer deposits?

A.  Yes, the current interest rate in the Company's tariffs applicable to
customer deposits is 9.5%, which is far in excess of current market rates for such interest
bearing investments such as pass book savings accounts, certificates of deposit, money
market funds, etc.

Q.  What revision in this tariff is the Company proposing?

A, Rather than having the tariff contain a fixed interest rate which requires
both Company and Commission action to make periodic updates, the Company is
proposing that the rate of interest on deposits be calculated annually in November of each
year, for use during the following calendar year. The rate would be based upon the

published interest rate for the average one-year yield on U.S. Treasury securities during
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the last full week in November, rounded to the nearest one-half of one percent. The
specific tariff language being proposed is atiached hereto as Schedule 18 of my

testimony.

The Company's Proposed Alternative Regulation Plan

Q. The Company has submitted its proposal for an Alternative

Regulation Plan as a part of its testimony in this case, is that correct?

A Yes, this proposed plan is discussed in the testimony of Company witness

Warner L. Baxter.
Q. Please describe the general application of the permanent rate

reduction the Company is proposing to file as a part of that Plan,

A. The Company's proposal is to file tariffs to implement this rate reduction
p p p

to be effective on April 1, 2002. It provides for the reduction to apply on an equal

percentage basis within and among rate classes (excluding customer and miscellaneous

charges) for all Missouri retail electric customers.

Q. Will this proposed general application of the permanent rate
reduction contained in the Company's proposed Plan maintain existing rate
relationships both between and within each of the Company's rate classes?

A Yes, it will continue such existing relationships. This proposed
methodology is virtually identical to how the Company has implemented some rate
reductions in the past.

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

A Yes, it does.
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QUALIFICATIONS OF RICHARD J. KOVACH

My name is Richard J. Kovach, and I reside in St. Louis County, Missouri.

I received the degrees of Bachelor of Science in Industrial Engineering in 1962 and
Master of Engineering Administration in 1967 from Washington University in St. Louis,
Missouri.

I was employed as an Assistant Engineer in the Rate and Statistical Department of
Union Electric in January 1963. My work in the Department included assignments relating to
the general analysis and administration of various aspects of Union Electric's electric, gas and
steamn rates, From 1966 to 1970, I held various engineering positions in the Corporate
Planning, Transmission and Distribution, Engineering and Construction, and Power
Operations functions of the Company. In April 1970, I returned to the Corporate Planning
Function and was appointed Supervising Engineer - Rates and Planning in that function in
February 1973. In the latter position I was responsible for day-to-day rate and tariff
administration, conducting studies relative to utility cost-of-service and participation in Union
Electric Company rate case proceedings. I was appointed to my present position of Manager
of Rate Engineering in April 1975 and to the same position with Ameren Services in 1998.

I currently have responsibility for the general policies and practices associated with the
day-to-day administration and design of Union Electric's electric and gas rate tariffs, riders
and rules and regulations tariffs on file with the Missouri Public Service Commission and the
Illinois Commerce Commission, and in the participation in various proceedings before these
regulatory agencies. In addition, Rate Engineering is responsible for conducting class cost-of-
service and rate design studies, and the participation in other projects of a general corporate
nature, as requested by the Vice President of Corporate Planning,

I am a registered Professional Engineer in the States of Missouri and Illinois. In
addition, I am the Ameren Services representative on the Edison Electric Institute (EEI)
Economic Regulation & Competition Committee (the former Rate Research Committee). The
EEI Committee provides its membership with current information applicable to various rate
design and regulatory concepts, as well as new and proposed state and federal legislation. Its
membership consists of the individuals responsible for rate design and administration from
virtually every investor-owned utility in the United States. 1 was also the Company's
representative on the Associated Edison Illuminating Companies (AEIC) Load Research
Committee from 1988-1998, serving as the Chairman of that Committee from 1993-95.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Richard J. Kovach

Manager, Rate Engineering Department of Ameren Services
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The purpose of my testimony, and that of my associates, Mr. James R. Pozzo and
Mr. William M. Warwick, is to address the Commission Staff's position in several areas
of this case, as follows:

o Customer Growth Adjustment - Doyle Gibbs

¢ Loss Factor Adjustment / Jurisdictional Allocations and Methodology - Alan
Bax

e Rate Design-James Watkins and Janice Pyatte / Sales and Revenues-Janice
Pyatte

Customer Growth Adjustment - The Staff proposes to increase the test year (July 2000-

June 2001) customers to the number of customers on September 30, 2001, and by that
adjustment impute $18 million of "phantom" revenues, net of taxes, which the Company
did not realize during the test year, and will not realize in total, if at all, until at least
September 30, 2002. Staff's cost allowance for serving such additional customers
consisted of average fuel expense, ignoring the fact that incremental growth will be
supplied at incremental fuel costs that are often twice the magnitude of average costs. In
addition, the Staff also ignored numerous other obvious direct costs required to serve
additional customers such as meter reading, billing, postage, customer accounting, call
center, credit and collection and distribution operating expenses. Significantly, the Staff

also excluded any consideration of its customer growth adjustment from its Missouri
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jurisdictional demand and energy allocation factor calculations, resulting in no demand or
energy costs allocated to Missouri for such growth. The Staff's proposed customer growth
adjustment violates the test year and update provisions ordered by the Commission in this
case as it imputes revenues and sales into the test year that the Company will not fully
realize until September 30, 2002, if at all, and should be rejected for that reason alone.
Even if considered, however, the growth adjustment suffers from the serious deficiencies
of failing to properly provide for the direct costs associated with serving additional
customers. Moreover, Staff ignores the impact of their growth adjustment upon both the
Missouri jurisdictional demand and energy allocation factors, which totally ignores

production and transmission fixed costs and under allocates energy costs to Missourl.

Lass Factor - The kilowatthours associated with the Staff's customer growth adjustment
were adjusted only for average losses, which understate losses for the secondary voltage
residential and general service customers that constitute most of this adjustment, Asa
result, the Staff's production cost model used to determine the additional fuel cost of

these understated system requirements, also understated the fuel cost for these customers.

Jurisdictional Methodology and Allocations - Staff recommends the use of the twelve
monthly system coincident peaks (12 CP) allocation methodology in arriving at the
Missouri jurisdictional demand allocation factor. The Company's monthly peak demands
that Staff relied upon in making this recommendation do not support the use of this
methodology. Using this same data with three standard tests, established by the Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), demonstrates conclusively that the 12 CP
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jurisdictional allocation methodology is not appropriate for the Company, but that a 4 CP
or3 CP metrhodology is appropriate. Significantly, the Staff excluded any consideration
of its proposed customer growth adjustment from its Missouri jurisdictional demand and
energy allocation calculations, resulting in no allowance for Missouri demand costs and

an under allocation of energy costs to Missouri for such growth.

Rate Design - The Staff proposed to allocate any class rate reductions resulting from this
case on the basis of a stipulation in the Company's last rate design case. That stipulation
is non-binding in this case and was based upon an out of date test year ending September
1996. The Company's overall revenues in this case should be distributed to customer
classes by initially equalizing class rates of return, based upon the class cost of service
study sp-onsorcd by Mr. Warwick, and then assigning any additional revenue adjustments
on the basis of the allocated rate basc of each class, as also determined by Mr. Warwick's
analysis. The results of these steps are outlined in Schedules 6 and 7 of my testimony.
The specific class rates that resuit from the first step of equalizing class rates of return are
contained in my Schedules 11-15, based upon the Company's current level of total
Missouri revenues. Subsequent schedules reflect a proposed revision of Rider E
applicable to customers with generation, a new proposed optional Rider RDC for
enhanced distribution system reliability service and a proposed revision to index the rate

of interest paid by the Company on customer deposits.

Sales and Revenues - Sales, revenues and rate billing units, for the twelve month ending

June 2001 test year, were developed by Mr. Pozzo based upon the Company's weather
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normalized sales and are provided in his Schedules for use in the subsequent design of
final rates as a part of this case. This twelve month test year is in accord with similar
work performed by the members of the Staff responsible for rate design, and can be used
in the design of any level of class revenues that may be ordered by the Commission in
this case. In addition, a sample of the sales and revenue reconciliation report
recommended by Staff in this case has been developed and is contained in Schedule 8 of
my testimony. The Company plans to continue to work with the Staff to modify this

report in an effort to meet all practicable sales and revenue reconciliation requirements.
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STAFF'S RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER GROWTH ADJUSTMENT
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Additional Missouri Coincident Peak (CP) Demands (MW)
Related to Staff's Proposed Customer Growth Adjustment
July 2000 - June 2001

Additionat CP Adjust for Other  Actuat CP Demands (M 1 Adjusted CP Demands (MW) (2)(3)

Month Demands (MW)2) Bemands (MW)(3) MO retail Total AmerenUE MO Retail Total AmerenUE
Jul-00 107.2 -64.3 7038 7727 7145.2 7769.9
Aug-00 925 -70.1 7401 8155 7493.5 8177.3
Sep-00 93.2 -70.6 7106 7851 7199.2 7873.7
Oct-00 60.4 -63.6 5318 5916 5378.4 5012.8
Nov-00 51.8 -109.6 4864 5489 4915.8 5431.2
Dec-00 50.1 -140.0 5645 6354 5695.1 6264.1
Jan-01 42.9 -15.6 5359 5843 5401.9 5970.2
Feb-01 20.6 47.7 5314 5934 5334.6 5906.9
Mar-01 2.0 -7.5 4514 5105 4516.0 5099.5
Apr-01 49.1 -5.4 5091 5631 5140.1 5674.8
May-01 81.3 -5.8 6156 6749 6237.3 6824.5
Jun-01 41.8 ~49.1 8547 7240 6588.8 7232.7
CP Totals
12 CP Totals 6929 -649.3 70,353 78,094 71,046 78,138
Jurisdictional Factor 90.09% 100.00% 90.92% 100.00%
4 CP Totals 334.7 -254 1 28,092 30,973 28,427 31,054
Jurisdictional Factor 90.70% 100.00% 91.54% 100.00%

(1) Source: Alan Bax Schedule 4.
(2) Actual CP Demands plus Additional CP Demands for Customer Growth.
(3) Adjust for loss of Rolla and Laclede Steel CP Demands.
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RATIO (ACTUAL MONTH / MINIMUM MONTH)

1.7 1

1.6 4

1.5 1

1.4 1

1.3 A

AMEREN MONTHLY PEAK RATIOS - 2001

1.2'|

0.9

F M A M J J A
MONTH
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RATIO (AVERAGE MONTH / AVERAGE MINIMUM MONTH)

1.7 -

1.6 -

1.5

1.4 -

1.3 -

1.2

1.1 1

AMEREN AVERAGE PEAK RATIOS
1996 - 2001

0.8
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AMERENUE FORM 1 MONTHLY COINCIDENT PEAKS {MW)

%

2001 2000 1999 1998 1997 1996 Average Minimum
January 5842 5772 6164 5549 6224 6092 5957 1.26
February 5934 5496 5166 5141 5286 6137 5627 1.16
March 5105 4719 5276 5673 4906 5737 5236 1.10
Aprit 5631 4488 4685 4415 4804 4537 4760 1.00
May 6749 6992 5086 6642 4464 6166 6017 126
June 7240 6755 7235 7601 7155 6971 7160 1.50
July : 7979 7520 8398 B0&0 7642 7621 7870 1.65
August 7910 7836 8120 7745 7107 7511 7705 1.62
September 7142 7520 7211 7611 6868 6244 7099 1.49
October 4727 5833 4671 4868 5524 4428 5008 1.05
Novermber 5241 5593 5166 4670 5198 5319 5198 1.09
December 5428 6348 5840 5200 5541 6045 5850 123

From Mr. Bax's Testimony {Yr. 2001)

Maximum Demand 7,579 % of Max.

Minimum Demand 4,727 59.24% |FERC 1 Test (on and off-peak demand fest) 894.85% - 70.12% = 24.73%
Summer Ayerage 7,568 94.85% |FERC 2™ Test {Low o Annual peak demand) 4727 MW/ 7979 MW = 59.24%
Winter Average 5595 70.12% |FERC 3" Test {Average to Annual peak demand) 6252 MW/ 7979 MW = 78.36%
|Average 6,252 78.36%

Using Averages from Mr. Bax's Testimony

Maximum Demand 7,870 % of Max.
Minimum Demand 4760 60.48% FERC 1™ Test (on and off-peak demand test) 94.77% - 69.17% = 256%
Summer Average 7,458 94.77%|FERC 2™ Test (Low to Annual peak demand) 4760 MW/ 7870 MW = 60.48%
Winter Average 5444 69.17% |FERC 3" Test {Average to Annual peak demand) 6116 MW/ 7870 MW = 77.71%
Average 6,116 77.711%

W FERC TEST RANGES

% dor4cp 12CP

& FERC 1% Test {on and off-peak demand test) 26% t0 31% 18% to 19%

= FERC 2™ Test (Low to Annual peak demand) 55.8% to 61.9% 66% to 80%

e FERC 3™ Test (Average_to Annual peak demand) 79.4% to 81.2% 81% to 88%
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A GUIDE TO FERC
REGULATION AND
RATEMAKING OF ELECTRIC

UTILITIES AND OTHER
POWER SUPPLIERS

Third Edition

Michael E. Small

Edison Elearic Institute
WASHINGTON, DC
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About the Author-

Michael E. Small is a pantmer in the law firm of Wrighit & Talisman, P.C., Washington, D.C., which
has one of the oldest and largest energy practices in Washington. Mr. Small, who akso holds a B.S. in
Nuclear Engineering, has been involved in hundreds of FER.C cases, both 25 an employee of the
FER.C and as an outside lawyer. Mr. Small has over fourteen years of cxperience in matters involving
FER.C and about seventeen years of expenience in the energy area.

While at FERC, Mr. Small was one of the first FERC staff trial supervisors in the electric utility
area through his position as a Special Assistant to the Deputy Genera! Counsel for Litigation and
Enforcement. He also supervised gas pipcline rate litigation and represented FER.C in electric and gas
pipeline cases before federal courts.

At Wright & Talisman, P.C. (since 1985), Mr. Small has represented electric utilities and gas
pipelines in proceedings at FERC, before U.S. Court of Appeals, and before the U.S. Supreme
Court. Mr, Small currently is the general counsel to the Western Systems Power Pool and previously
either has represented or performed work for the Edison Electric Institute and for the Interstate
Natural Gas Association of America. Mr. Small also has represented and advised clients involved in
the development of qualifying facilities. '

On the subject of electric utility ratemaking, Mr. Small previously authored A Guide to FERC
Electric Utsility Ratemaking (AlS 1989), the "FERC Electric Rate Primer,” 5 Encrgy Law Joumal 1, p.

107 (1984), and the Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission Electric Utility Handbook {FER.C 1983). M.
Small also has written on natural gas pipeline rate and natural gas production regulation and has taught
courses on both electric and gas pipeline rate regulation.
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Chapter Five—Functionalization,
Classification, and Allocation

In allocating coss vo a parnicular class of customers, there are three major sceps (if all
cost of service issucs have been resolved): (1) funcdonalizadon, (2) clssificadon, and (3)
allacation. FERC has indicated char a guiding principle for chis step s that che allocadon
must reflect cost causation. See, ¢.g., Kennucky Utilities Co., Opinion No. 116-4, 15 FERC
61,222, p. 61,504 (1983); Urah Power & Light Co., Opinion No. 113, 14 FERC 961,162,
p. 61,298 (1981).1%

A. Functionalization

Generally, planc or expense itemns are firse fanctionalized o five major caregories:
(1) Producdon;

(2) Transrmussion;
(3) Distribunion;
(4) Gener! and Intangible; and

(5) Cormmon and Oxher.

See 18 C.ER. §35.13()(4){iid) (planc); 18 C.ER. §35.13(h)(8)() (O&M expenses). Each plans
or expense item will be segregated o the category with which it is most closely related.
While functonalizzdon for most items is relacvely scaighdorward, and not usually li-
gared, problems do arise with respecr 1o the funcnonalizaton of administrative and general
expenses (A&G)13* and general plant expenses.’¥® FERC stared thar:
The Commission normally requires that A&G and General
Plant cxpenses be allocated on the basis of rorsl company labor

ratos. Under such allocadon method, A&G and General Planc
expense items are ‘funcrionalized, or segrepated inro...

13 \Wher 2 company has Sipaficant non-jursdictional buancs, the above ¢ost incamence principle ® imporant

in kecping FER.C widhn i priscicoonal construmes.  See Panhandic Eastemn Pipe Line Co. v. FPC, 323 US.
635, 641-42 (1945} {(“the Comminion must make a2 scparation of the regulated and unrcgulated
business... . Otherwise the profis or losses...of the urmegulated busines would be atnpnad to the reguland
pusess and the Comnasion would Transgres the jurisdictonal lina which Conpres wroe ino the Act™.

A&G cxpemcs include sabines of officers, executivey, and office employers, employee benefiss, inmrancc, iz,

Grener} planc includes office fumimure and equipment, wenspormdon vehicles, lackers, wak, lab equip-
ment, ez,

-
w
i
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production, mansmission, distribudon, customer accounts, Cus-
womer service, informarion, and sales. This “funedonalizaton” is
in proporoon to the rato of the labor cost in each major func-
non to total labor cosws less A&G and Generl Plant labor. Each
functionalized component is allocared vo customer groups.

Utah Power & Light Ca, Opinion No. 308, 44 FERC 161,166, p. 61,549 (1988). See also
Minnesore Power & Light Ca, Opinien No. 20, 4 FER.C 961,116, p. 61,268 (1978) (general
plant will be funcoonalized by labor mgos unless ir is shown that the we of labor mnos pro-
duces unrrasonable results). In many cases, FER.C has allewed labor ratios 1o be used to func-
tonalize general plane. See, eg, Uwah Power & Light Co., Opinion Na. 308, 44 FERC at
61,549; Kansas City Power & Light Co., 21 FERC 963,003, p. 65,034 (1982), 4, 22 FERC
961,262 (1983); Delmany Power & Light Co., 17 FERC 463,044, p. 65,204 (1981), affd,
Opinion No. 185, 24 FERC {61,199 (1983); Philadclphia Elearic Co., 10 FERC 463,034,
pp. 65,355-56, affd, 13 FER.C 961,057 (1980). Similarly, FER.C has requured thac most A&G
expenses be funcronalized on the basis of labor ranos. Missouri Power & Light Co., Opinion No.
31, 5 FERC 961,086, pp. 61,137-38 (1978); Kansas Ciry Power & Light Ca, 21 FERC ar
65,035; Delmanu Power & Light Ca., 17 FERC ax 65,204. An excepton 0 this has been esmb-
lishad for property insurance which has been funcronalized on plant rados. Padfic Gas & Eleani
Co.. 16 FERC 63,004, pp. 65,015-16 (1981), offd, Opinion No. 147, 20 FERC 961,340
{(1982); Kansas-Nebraska Nawural Gas Co., Opinion No. 731, 53 FPC 1691, 1722 (1975).
Common plant and intangible plant also hawe been analogized to general plant and func-
donalized on the basis of labor radies. Kansas City Power & Light, 21 FER.C ar 65.035; Deimaru
Power & Light Ca., 17 FERC at 65,204; Philadeiphia Elearic, 16 FER.C ar 65,355-56.
Another issue that has ansen is the calculation of the labor ratios. Usually, the labor

rto consists of rotal labor costs in the dencminaror with the kbor cass asoqared with 2
pardcular cawegory in the numerator. In a number of proceedings, companies have anempred
o change the rado by only including preducron, oansmission, and distriburion-related labor
cosrs in the denominator, thereby excluding customer service relared labor costs. FER.C
rejected this in at least one case. Kansas Ciry Power & Lighr, 21 FER.C ar 65,033-34,

B. Classification

Afrer funcdonalizing, the next step is to clasdfy those expenses or costs into one of
three categories (1) demand, (2) energy, or (3) other. See 18 C.ER. §33.13(h)(8)(ii)(A).

FER.C's Saff for a number of years has used the predominance method for classifying
producdon O&M accounts. Under this method if an accounr is predominanily (51-100%)
energy-related, it will be classified as energy. The same also is crue with respect wo demand
related costs. FER.C has accepred rhis method in 2 number of cases. Ser, e.g., Arizona Public
Serviee Co., 4 FERC 161,101, pp. 61,208-10 (1978). Hlinois Power Co., 11 FERC §63,040,
PP. 65,255-56 (1980), affd, 15 FERC 961,050, p. 61,093 (1981); Kansas Ciry Power & Light
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Co., 21 FERC 163,003, p. 63,037 (1982), affd, 22 FERC 161,262 (1983); Minncsosa Power &
Light Co., Opinion No. 86, 11 FERC 61,312, pp. 61,648-49 (1980),13¢

In addition to FERC's adoprion of Staff’s predominance method, FERC also has
adopred Suffs classificadon index of producdon Q&M zccounts. Arizena Public Servvice Co., 4
FER.C at 61,209-10; Kansas City Power & Light, 21 FERC ar 63,037; Minnesota Power &
Light Co., 11 FERC ar 61,648-49. In Montaup Eleariz Co., Opinion No. 267, 38 FERC at
61,864, FERC rejected 2 proposed rave tile, finding char the “proposal is inconsistent with
the classificadon wble of predominant characreristics for operanon and maintenance accounts
used by Suaff, which has been approved by the Commission” In Southem Company Services,
Opinion No. 377, 61 FERC 461,075, p. 61,311 (1992), reh. denied, 64 FER.C 61,033
(1993), FERC, however, stazed thar the Swff index is not mandatory. FERC accepred 2
departure from the Swffs index, though it held rhar 2 party propasing 2 departure has the
burden of jusdfying char deparrure.

C. Allocatdon

Afrer chssifying costs 1o dernand, energy, and customer carcgories, the next swep is o
allocate these costs to the various classes vo determine their vespective cost responsibilides. In
the past, the most hody Litigated allocadion wusue involved demand cost allocadon. Typically,
FER.C has allocared demand cosws on a coincident peak (CP) method. Houlton v. Maine Public
Serviee Ca, 62 FERC 963,023, p. 65,092 (1992) (“Maine Public has cited a legion of
Commission decisions affirming the use of a coincident peak demand allocator.... And, it
denies knowledge of ‘anmy decision, involving an elecmric udliry since the FERC came into
existence in 1977, where FERC did nor follow 2 coincident peak method of allocaring
demand coses’ ). In Lockharr Power Co., 4 FERC 461,337, p. 61,807 (1978), FER.C smated
that its “genenal policy is to allocate demnand coss on the basis of pesk responsibility as is
demonsrated by the overwhelming majoricy of decided cases” See also Howulton v. Maine
Public Service Co., 62 FERC at £5,092. Under a CP merthod, the demands used in the alloca-
ton are the demands of 3 partcular customer or class occurring at che dme of the system
peak for a particular dme period. The basic assumption behind chis merhod is thac capacity
costs arc incurred €O serve the peak needs of customers.

1. Coincident Peak Allocation

In most cases, FER.C has accepted one of four CP methods—1 CP,. 3 CP,. 4 CP and 12
CP, with the Largest number of companies using 2 12 CP allocadon. Under 2 1 CP method,
the aliocator for 3 pardcular wholesale class will be developed by dividing the wholesale
class’s CP for the peak month by the ol company system peak. Similarly, for 3, 4, and 12

13 It 2 company is able vo jusafy 2 pereentage sphir, such as 70-30, in an aceount. then FERC may accepr that

split. However, i lighe of FER.C precedent on thi subject, any party propasing a devianion from che pre-
dominancs mezhod bkcly will have che burden of jusdfying it propoced splie.
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CP compames the numeraror would consist of the average of the wholeale class’s coincident
peaks for cach of the peak months, while the denominaror would consist of the average of
the toral system peaks for each of the peak months. FERC has held thar interrupdble loads
should not be reflected in this demand allocation.'¥”  See Delmarva Power & Light Co.,
Opinion No. 189, 35 FERC art 61,121; Delmaniz Power & Light Co., Optnion No. 185, 24
FERC 161,199, p. 61,462 (1983).
While FERC has not esrablished 2 hard and fast rule for determining which allocation

method is appropriate, it has stared thac the following factors should be considered:

[Tthe full range of a company’s operating realides including, in

additon to systemn demand, scheduled rmainrenance, unsched-

wled ourages, diversiry, reserve reguirements, and off-system
sales commirments. (footnore omreed).

Carolina Power & Ligh: Co., Opinion No. 19, 4 FERC 961,107, p. 61,230 (1978);
Commomuealth Edison Co., 15 FERC 163,048, p. 65,196 (1981}, aff'd, Opinion No. 165, 23
FERC 961,219 (1983); lllinais Power Co., 11 FERC 463,040, pp. 65,247-48 (1980), affd, 15
FERC 961,050 (1981). Sec also Houhon v Maine Public Service Co., 62 FERC ac 65,092
(applying FER.C’s various tests in finding thac a 12 CP was appropriare).

a. Systern Demand Tests

If 2 ulicy’s syscemn demand curve is relavively flar, then that supporrs the use of 2 12 CP
tnethod under FERC precedent. If a uglity expenences a2 pronounced peak during one,
three, or four consecurive months, then under FERC precedent the use of another CP
method would be supported.

In determimng whether a ulity experiences 3 pronounced peak during 3 particular
tme period, FERC censiders a number of tests. First, FER.C has compared the average of
the system peaks during the purported peak period, as 2 percenmzge of the annual peak, 1o
the average of the system peaks during the off-peak monrhs, as a percentage of the annual
peak. FERC has held thar large differences berween these rwo figures lends support ro uung
something other than a 12 CP method, while 2 smaller difference supports 12 CP, as shawn
below: 138

(1) Lowuisiana Power & Light Co.,
Opinion No. 813,
59 FPC 968 (1977)
(31% difference—a CP);

V37 FERC ordered that the revenues fram the interruptible loads be credited w the cost of service. Delmana
Power & Light Co., 28 FERC 461,279, p. 61,510 (1984).

138 See abo Houlten v. Maine Public Sernce Co., 62 FERC 463,023, p. 65,092 (1992) (the AL sred chat “using
established Commision wsts thar compare average monthly peaks with the 2nmual peak, lowctt mondhly
peak to the annual peak, average monthly domand peaks of the peak s2350n 1o the monthly domand peais
af the off-peak service™ Maine Public is 3 12 CP company).
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{2) Lowisiana Power & Light Co.,
Opinion No. 110,
14 FER.C 61,075 (1981)
(26% difference—4a CP);

(3) Lockhart Power Ca.,
Opinion No. 29,
4 FERC %61,337 (1978)
(18% difference—12 CP);

(4) Minois Power Co.,
11 FER.C ar 65,248,
{19% difference—12 CP);

(5) Commonwealth Edison Co.,
15 FER.C ar 65,196
{16.4-24 9% diffesences—a CP);

(6) Southwestern Public Sevvice Co.,
18 FERC ar 65,034
(average difference of 22.9%: high of 28.3%—3 CP).

FERC also has used a second test involving the lowest monthly peak as 2 percenuge of
the annual peak. The higher the percentage, the greawer the support for 12 CP. This test has
been used in the following cases:

(1) Louisiana Power & Light Co.,

Opinion No. 813,
59 FPC 968 (1977)
(36%—4 CP);

(2) ldaho Power Co.,
Opinion No. 13,
3 FERC 461,108 (1978)
(58%—3 CP);

(3) Southwestern Elecrric Power Co.,
Opinion No. 28,
4 FERC 461,330 (1978)
(55.8%—4 CP);

(4) Lockhan Power Co.,
Opinion No. 29,
4 FERC ¥61,337 (1978)
(73%—12 CP);
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{5) Southern Calyfomia Edison Co.,

Opinion No. 821,
5% FPC 2167 (1977)
(79%—12 CP);

(6) Alabama Power Co.,
Opinion No. 54,
8 FER.C 161,083 (1979)
(75%—12 CP);

(7 Blinois Power Co.,
11 FER.C ax 65,248
{66%-~12 CP);

(8) Commorwealth Edison Co.,
15 FER.C ar 65,198
{64.6-67.8%—4 CP);

(9) Lowisiana Power & Light Co.,
Opinion No. 110,
14 FER.C 161,075 (1981)
(61.9%%—4 CP);

(10) El Paso Elearic Co.,
Opinion No. 109,
14 FER.C 161,082 (1981)
71%—12 CPY;

(11) Carolina Power & Light Co.,
Opinion No. 15,
4 FER.C 961,107 (1978)
(72%—12 CP);

(12) New England Power Co.,
Opinion No. 803,
. 58 FPC 2322 (1977)
(8026—12 CP);

(13} Southwestern Public Service Ca.,

18 FER.C at 65,034

(on average, almosc 67 percent—3 CP); and

i
|
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(14) Deimarva Power & Light Co.,
17 FER.C ar 63,201
(71.4%—12 CP).

Another rest that has been uulized by FERC is the exvent vo which peak demands in
non-peak months exceed the peak demnands in the alleged peak months. In Camlina Power &
Light Co., Opinion No. 19, 4 FERC ar 61,230, FER.C adopted 2 12 CP appreach where the
monthly peaks in threc nonpeak months exceeded the peaks in two of the alleged peak
months. In Commonwealth Edison Co., 15 FERC ar 65,198, FERC adopred 2 4 CP merhod
where over 2 four year period, a peak in one of the 4 peak months was exceeded only once
by 2 peak from 2 non-peak month. See also Sowthwesten Public Service Co., 18 FERC a
65,034 (monthly peak in any non-peaking month exceeded the monchly peak in peak
mounth only once and 3 CP adopred). '

A last test invalves the average of the rwvelve monthly peaks as a percenuge of the high-
wst monthly peak and has been used in the following cases:

(1} Minais Power Co.,

11 FERC ar 65,248-49
(81%—12 CP):

(2) Fl Paso Eleanc Co.
Opinion No. 109,
14 FERC 61,082 (1981)
(84%—12 CP);

(3) Lockhart Power Co.,
Opinion No. 29,
4 FERC 161,337 (1978)
(B4%~12 CPY;

4 Southem California Edison Ca.,
Opinion No. 821,
59 FPC 2167 (1977)
(87.8%—12 CPY;

(5) Louisiana Power & Light Ce.,
Opinion No. 110,
14 FER.C 961,075 (1981)
(81.2%—4 CP);

(6) Commonwealth Edison Ca.,

15 FER.C ar 65,198
(79.4-79.5%—4 CP);
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(7) Seuthwestern Public Senvice Co.,
18 FER.C ar 65,035
(80.1%—3 CP); and

(8) Delmarva Power & Light Co.,
17 FERC ac 65,202
(83.3%—12 CP).

b. Testus Relating to Reserves/Maintenance

To the exxent a udlity uses the off-peak months o perform its scheduled maintenance,
FERC has found thas suppordve of the use of 3 12 CP medhod. Alabama Pouer Co., Opinion
No. 54, 8 FERC {61,083, p. 61,327 (1979); Minois Pewer Co., 11 FERC ar 65,249; Naw
England Power Ca., Opinion No. 803, 58 FPC 2322, 2338 (1977); Delmarwa Power & Lighs
Co., 17 FERC at 65,202. Bus sec Commomwealth Edison, 15 FERC ax 65,199.'%

Howuver, the scheduled maintenance must be considered rogether with the reserves
available aficr the maintenance. To the extent the reserve margins are fairly saable after main-
tenance, then a 12 CP method is supported. I the reserve margins drop subscandally to mar-
ginal levels during cerain months, then a method other than 12 CP may be supporred. See,
e.g, Minois Pawer Ca., 11 FERC at 65,249 (46 percent reserves after maintenance non-sum-
mer months and 34.5 percent for summer months—12 CP); Commonwealth Edison Co., 15
FERC ar 65,200 (for 1979 36.63 percent reserves after maintenance for 8 non-summer
months and 22.15 percent for 4 summer months—4 CP).

c. Projection of CP and Total System Demands

In 2 number of cases, pares and the FERC Saff have challenged the filing company's
estimated coincident peak or toral syswem demand estimates.'® While FERC appears to
have esmblished few hard and fast rules, the following cases provide some guidance. Fins,
parties have challenged projecdons on the basis char the historical periods used were not rep-
resenuove. In some cases, FERC has held that muliple years of hiscorical dam shounld be

1 In Southwestem Public Sevize Co., Opinion No. 337, 49 FERC ¥61,296, p. 62.132 (1989), FERC dechned
to depart fiom the 3 CP merhod based on “monchly load pamerns and roscrve margins as affected by
scheduled maintenance™ which “show that Southweotem's capaairy requirements are higely dewrmined

" by the peak demands imposed on the syswm during 2 three-month summer period.”

M0 In Blue Ridge Power Apency v. Appalachan Power Co., Opinion No. 363, 55 FERC $61,509, p. 62,788
{1991), FER.C accepred the Suaff's method for deriving 3 concident pesk estimate. The Swif aserced that
the noncaincident peak estimace mux be divided by the diveruty factor o convert each noncomdcident
peak dermand into 2 companble coincidens peak demand, 55 FER.C at 62,788-89, The “diversity Bewor
i the noncoincident derrand divided by the comcident peak demand.” 55 FERC ac 62,788 n, 87,
FER.C, however, satod that “[n]ormally, we would ciculate the coincident prak demand for the sales for
resales group by looking 1t is consumpden i the dme of Appalichian’s peak In this case, however, we
have the forecasted monthly nonceincident peak demands for the cugtomer group™ and that ~lujsing d
hisearical diversity factor for the group, we can derive the calculaeed coincident peak.™ Id.
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used in developing the estirnate and not just one year. See, e.g., Orter Tail Power Co., Opinion
No. 93, 12 FERC 461,169, p. 61,429 (1980); Commonweahh Edison Co., 15 FERC ar
65,190, affd, Opinion No. 165, 23 FER.C 161,219 (1983) (3 year average adopted); Southern
California Edison Co., Opinion No. 359-A, 54 FERC at 62,020 (accepted system peak
demand and energy ules forecasts based on 1967-1981 dam and 1981 coincidence facrors).
In other cases, FERC, however, has adopted CP projecuons based on the use of one year's
dara, See, e.g., Caroling Power & Light Co., Opinion Na. 19, 4 FER.C ar 61,229-30.

Secand, FERC has expressed concern that the numerator and the denominaror be
developed on similar bases. In Otter Tail Power Co., Opinion No. 93, 12 FERC ar 61,429,
FER.C modified 2 demand allocator to provide for the use of the same number of yeans dan
in the derivaticn of borh the numerztor and the denominatar.

Finally, FERC has held thar billing demands should be consistent with the demands

used in the demand allocator. See El Paso Elscric Co., Opinion No. 109, 14 FERC 161,082,
p. 61,147 (1981).

Schedule 3-2j
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Total Usage*

Jurisdictional Losses**

Adjusted System Input

Adjustment 1
Losses

Adjustment 2
Losses

Adjustment 3
Losses

Adjustment 4
Losses

Adjustment 5
Losses

Adjustment 6
Losses

Adjustment 7
Losses

Output for Load
Percentage

* Source: Alan Bax Direct Testimony, Schedule 6.

Energy Allocation Factor Adjustments (kWh's)

July 2000 - June 2001

Missouri Retail

Usage (kWh)

32,009,845,300

2,462,787,690

Missouri Wholesale Winois
Usage (kWh} Usage (kWh}

854,692,200 3,171,890,900

32,241,540 183,733,360

Total
Usage (kWh)

36,036,428,400

2,678,762,590

34,472,632,990

(969,081,000)
(74,522,329)

(18,103,848)

886,933,740 3,355,624,260

(21,481,000)  (53,747,000)

(809,834) (3,111,951)
(153,593,010)
(5,790,456)

(237,362,400)
(5,127,028)

38,715,190,990

(1,044,309,000)
(78,444,114)

(153,593,010)
(5.790,456)

(237,362,400)
(5,127,028)

(18,103,848)

(1,091,662) (1,091,662)
(60,553,690) (60,553,690)
(3,651,388) (3,651,388)
30,352,000 30,352,000
2,334,068.80 2,334,069
287,384,513 287,384,513
22,099,869 22,099,869
33,687,799,524 705,259,440 3,056,275,881 37,449,334,845
89.96% 1.88% 8.16% 100.00%

** Adjusted for average jurisdictional losses.

Adjustiment 1 -
Adjustment 2 -
Adjustment 3 -
Adjustment 4 -
Adjustment 5 -
Adjustment 6 -
Adjustment 7 -

Normalized Weather per Bax, Schedule 6.

Rolla Adjustment per Bax, Schedule 6.

Adjustment to Laclede Steel Sales o reflect bankruptcy operation.
Miscellaneous Adjustment per Pyatte, Schedule 2.

Rate Switching Adjustment per Pyatte, Schedule 2.

365 Day Normalization Adjustment per Pyatte, Schedule 2.
Customer Growth Adjustment per Pyatte, Schedule 2.

Schedule 3-3
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UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY

ELECTRIC COST OF SERVICE ALLOCATION STUDY
TEST YEAR: 12 MONTHS ENDED JUNE 2001

© TITLE: SUMMARY {5008's)

MG s D oty b R N —

BASE REVENUE
OTHER REVENUE
LIGHTING REVENUE
SYSTEM REVENUE
RATE REVENUE VARIANCE
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE

TOTAL PROD, T&D, CUST., AND A&G EXP.

TOTAL DEPR. AND AMMORT. EXP.
REAL ESTATE AND PROPERTY TAXES
INCOME TAXES

PAYROLL TAXES

FEDERAL EXCISETAX

REVENUE TAXES

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES

NET OPERATING INCOME

GROSS PLANT IN SERVICE
RESERVES FOR DEPRECIATION
NET PLANT IN SERVICE

MATERIALS & SUPPLJES - FUEL
MATERIALS & SUPPLIJES -LOCAL

CASH WORKING CAPITAL

CUSTOMER ADVANCES & DEPOSITS
ACCUM. DEFERRED INCOME TAXES
TOTAL NET ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE

RATE OF RETURN

SMALL LARGE SMALL LARGE
MISSQURI RESIDENTIAL GENSERV GENSERV FRIMARY PRIMARY
$ 1,773,763 & 786445 8§ 226660 § 39339% 3% 204361 % 1629501
5 73,128 % 40919 % 7826 $ 13,203 $ 6028 % 5,153
£ 25633 $ 13,246 § 3175 & 5334 % 120 % 1,758
s {(3.740) § (1,892) § 453 % {187 § (339) § {272
$ 626 %5 323 % 7% 3 130 § 52 ¥ 43
§ 1869405 § B30040 $ 237285 % 411275 % 212222 % 169582
$ 971,740 § 455212 % 115717 § 204379 & 105788 % 90,583
$ 278979 % 144,806 3 34714 % 57982 § 22637 % 13,780
14 78116 % 40,683 % 9750 § [6210 § 6273 % 5;20!
£ 162,739 § 34096 % 20,159 % 33,864 § 13459 § 11,161
11 16,944 $ 8387 §$ 1996 % 3449 § 1681 $ 1430
& (ll?) h (56) b (14) b 2" % (an s (9
s - s -3 -8 -8 -8 -
$ 1,508,401 3% 733129 % 182442 % 315857 & 149826 § 127146
$ 361003 % 105911 % 54843 &% 95418 % 62395 § 42,436
$ 8145416 § 4242096 $ 1,016,695 ¥ 1,690,221 5 654097 § 542307
$3518877 5 1833065 5 436650 $ 732878 $ 282314 § 233870
§ 4,626,539 % 24087931 % 580,045 $ 957343 $ 371,782 § 308437
$ 125294 § 47899 § 14244 % 30,042 §$ 17701 % 15,408
b 17.020 % 10316 § 2233 % 2,95¢ § 855 % 661
% 34382 % 16106 $ 4096 § 7231 % 3743 % 3,205
$ (23300 % (9918) % (7.755) $ (3,398) & (714) § (1,515)
$ (810067) §  (421879) § (101111 § (16B.094) § (65050) & (53.93%)
$ 3969867 § 2051454 % 491,753 $ B26080 $ 328317 § 272264
9.094%, 5.163% 11.153% 11.551% 19.005% 15.586%
Schedule 5



UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY

MISSOURI

CASE NO. EC-2002-1

CLASS REVENUE REQUIREMENTS AT EQUAL RATES OF RETURN

(3000's)
Current Proposed Required
Base Base Revenue %
Customer Class Revenue Revenue Adjustment Change
Residential $ 786,445 $ 867,085 $ 80,640 10.25%
Small General Service $ 226,660 $ 216,535 $ (10,125) -4.47%
Large General Service $ 363,395 $ 373,097 $  (20,298) -5.16%
Small Primary Service $ 204,361 $ 171,822 $ (32,539) -15.92%
Large Primary Service $ 162,901 $ 145223 $ _(17.678) -10.85%
Total $ 1,773,762 $ 1,773,762 $ - 0.00%
Schedule 6
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UNION ELECTRI( COMPANY

EQUALIZED CLASS RATES OF RETURN ANALYSIS
TEST YEAR: 12 MONTHS ENDED JUNE 200}

TITLE: SUMMARY EQUAL ROR (5000's) SMALL LARGE SMALIL LARGE
MISSOURI RESIDENTIAL GEN SERV GEN SERV PRIMARY PRIMARY
BASE REVENUE $1.773,763 § 867085 § 216535 § 373,097 % 171822 § 145223
OTHER REVENUE £ 73,128 % 40919 § 7826 % 13203 % 6028 § 5,153
LIGHTING REVENUE $ 25633 % 13,246 § 3,175 % 5334 § 2120 § 1,758
SYSTEM REVENUE $ (G344 8 (1,39) § (453) $ (787) % (G3 % 272)
RATE REVENUE VARIANCE hY 626 $ 323 % Fi 130 % 52 % 43
TOTAL OPERATING REVENUE $1,869405 $ 219680 § 227,160 $ 390977 § 179682 § 51,905
TOTAL PROD., T&D, CUSTOMER, AND A&G EXP. £ 971,740 $ 455212 § 115777 § 204379 § 105788 $ 90,583
TOTAL DEPR. AND AMMOR. EXPENSES § 278979 § 144806 § 34774 § 57982 § 22637 § 18,780
REAL ESTATE AND PROPERTY TAXES $ 7816 § 40,683 § 975¢ $ 16210 & 6273 § 5201
INCOME TAXES $ 162,739 § B409 § 20159 § 33854 § 13459 § 11,161
PAYROLL TAXES $ 16944 5 2387 § 1,996 § 3449 5§ 1681 % 1,430
FEDERAL EXCISE TAX $ (DS 56) $ (14) § @ns (uvs i)
REVENUE TAXES $ - h ) = s - s - s - s -
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $1,503.401 % 733,129 § 182,442 % 315857 $ 149826 § 127,146
NET OPERATING INCOME $ 361,003 % 186,551 § 44718 § 75120 § 29856 $ 24,759
GROSS PLANT IN SERVICE $8,145416 § 4,242,096 $1,016695 $£1,690,221 § 654,097 § 542,307
RESERVES FOR DEPRECIATION $3,518877 %5 1,833,165 § 436650 § 732878 § 282314 $ 233,870
NET PLANT IN SERVICE $4,626,539 § 2408931 § 580,045 £ 957343 § 371,782 § 308437
MATERIALS & SUPPLIES - FUEL $ 125294 § 47899 § 14244 $ 30042 $5 17701 § 15,408
MATERIALS & SUPPLIES -LOCAL $ 17020 § 10316 § 2233 % 2954 § 855 % 143
CASH WORKING CAPITAL $ 34382 § 16,106 % 409 $ 7231 § 3743 % 3,205
CUSTOMER ADVANCES & DEPOSITS 3 (333D % (9918) $  (3,755) §  (3.3%8) b3 (714 $ (1.5 5
ACCUMULATED DEFERRED INCOME TAXES $ (810,067) § (421,879) $ (101,111) § (168,094} & (55050) § (53,933)
TOTAL NET ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE $3909867 § 2,051,454 % 491,750 8 BI6,080 3 38317 3 272264
RATE OF RETURN 9.094% 9.094% 9.094% 92.094% 9.094% 9.094%
Schedule 7




'S

avenue Class/Rate Class

COMMERCIAL

2{M) Small Genaral Svc
Singla Phase

TOU Single Phase
Three Phase

TOU Three Phasa
Unmetered

3{M) Large General Sve
LGS

TOU Demand

4{M) Small Primary Sve

Subsin Dise
Sm Prim Ele

11({M} Large Primary Svc
Substn Disc

Lg Prim *

Other

3, 4,11;M Biendad Tax
RF Commercial

coﬁMERClAL SUMMARY]

Humbor of
Customers

2,926

7,397

434

132,785

A

143,53

Bliad Sales {(kwh)
from C55 CURST
235

Zsksh

2,849,238
5449
32,506,219
145,400
560

513,239,329
116,354

8,033,886
206,586,283

7618722
70,672,417

663,100
273,856,728

1,116,204,791

Jan 02 Rev

ArmerontJE Missouri - Commission Verification Report
for Revenue Month January 2002

Net Rate
Revenue($)
Excludes GRT
trom C55

$159.374
$300
$1.781,797
$7.281
$50

$22,479,528
$6.214

$260,29,
sr.esz.raj

$371,145
$2,501,959

$15
$24,597
$16,031 305#

$51,176,74%

|Revenue

Credits

GRT Taxes
{CURST 233-
235)

Gross Rate
Revenuai$}
includes GRT
from CS5S
CURST2MY

$6,54
$1
$117.29

$18.373
$522.865

35,766
$224,422

L¥:
$2,365
$494,905

' $3,7222.891

$165.922]
3
$1,899,094
773
$5

$23,606,35
$6.626]

SZSB,GGSW
$8,455,852)

£278,911
$2,726.081

$47,
526.5351
$16,926.211

$54,399.635

NOTE GL TOTALS LISTED IN SUMMARY LINE

1.121,399,24 2

554,424.5234 +5,104 451

Variance
Revenue

-$24,892

Schedule 8-1



TOTAL MISSOURI RETAI!

WHOLESALE

TOTAL MISSOURI

1,130,8:

10

1,130,83

Billgd Sates (KWH) |
i G55 CURST

2,896,482,147
52.828,004

2,049,310,151

AmerenlE Missourl - Commission Verification Report
for Revenus Month January 2002

Gross Rate
Reovenue($)

ORT Taxes {Inciades GRT B

{CURST 233-
35)

$137,348,299 $144,103,02
$1,551,363 §1,561,36

$138,890,68 $145,744,4089

od Sales
) from Gen

2,831,385,118

52,828,004

2,884,213,1

Baoked
Reventit §)
fl'm'[l .

$144,087 279
$1,627,601

$145,614,979

65,097,028

85,097,028

$10564

322,782

$129.429
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Table 4 (Updated)

Relative Changes of Union Electric's Retail Rate during the EARP Period

Rate Comparison by Average Retail Rates (includes customer credits) in cents/kKWh Percent Change in Average Retail Rates
Customer Clzass 1994 1999 2000 1994-1999 1994-2000
UE-MO Residential 7.53 7.22 7.06 -4.1% -6.2%
Commercial 6.23 5.94 5.69 -4.7% -8.7%
Industrial 5.06 4.72 4.73 -6.7% -6.5%
Ultimate 6.48 6.17 6.04 -4.8% -6.8%
West North Central Residential 7.49 7.44 7.48 -0.7% -0.1%
Commercial 6.36 6.11 6.08 -3.9% -4.4%
Industrial 4.36 4,39 438 0.7% 0.5%
Ultimate 5.80 5.83 5.84 1.5% 0.7%
East North Central Residential 8.52 8.25 8.09 ~3.2% -5.0%
Commercial 7.37 7.13 6.94 -3.0% -5.8%
Industrial 4.76 4.57 4,29 -4.0% -9.9%
Ultimate 6.39 6.44 6.21 -2.3% -5.8%

Notes:

i - 1994-1999 results have been presented in Table 4 of the Whitepaper on Incentive Regulation: Assessing Union Electric’s Experimental Alternative Regulation Plan,

February 1, 2001.

2 - Based on data and weighted averages reported by EEI. Mote that average rates by customer class may be based on fewer data points in cases in which customer
class data is not available for all of the utilities that report company-wide average rates. The average across all customer classes, thus, may not be fully consistent

with the averages reported for individual customer classes.

Sources:

2000 data - EEI Typical Bills and Average Rates Report, Winter 2001.
1999 data - EEl Typical Bills and Average Rates Report, Winter 2000.
1994 data - EEI Typical Bills and Average Rates Report, Winter 1997,



UNBUNDLED ELECTRIC COST OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

Customer

Production -~ Demand
Production — Energy
Transmission -- Demand
Distribution -- Demand

Total Base Revenue

UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY

TEST YEAR: 12 MONTHS ENDED JUNE 2001

Unbundied Base Revenue ($600's)

Total Small Large Small Large
Missouri Residential  Gen Sery Gen Serv Primary Primary
$ 164,587 & 130,171 § 23871 § 8826 § 1460 § 258
§ 701,333 § 333223 § 85492 § 159,629 § 66,846 % 56,142
£ 521,885 § 199480 § 59320 § 125147 § 73,745 § 64,192
$ 36,080 $ 17,200 § 4,129 % 7921 § 3665 § 3,166
$ 340877 & 187010 $ 43,722 $ 71,574 § 26,105 $ 21,465
$ 1,773,762 & 867,085 § 216,535 $ 373,097 $ 171,822 § 145223

Schedule 10



Residential Service Rate Comparison
AmerenUE - Missouri
Weather Normalized-12 months ending June 2001

Billing Components Present Proposed
Summer (June - September)
Customer Charge Per Month $7.25 $11.30
Energy Charge:
All Kwh Cents per Kwh 8.130 ¢ 948 ¢
Winter (Qctober - May)
Customer Charge Per Month $7.25 $11.30
Energy Charge:
0- 750 Kwh Cents per Kwh 5770 ¢ 541 ¢
All Kwh Qver 750 Cents_ per Kwh 3.891 ¢ 370 ¢
Proof of Revenue .
Units Rate $1,000 Rate $1,000
Summer
Customer Charge 3879496 § 7.25 $ 28,126 $ 1130 $ 43,838
Mwh  4,162714 $0.08130 $ 338,429 0.0948 § 394,625
: $ 366,555 $ 438,464
Winter
Customer Charge  7,786657 % 725 $§ 56453 $ 1130 $ 87989
0-750 Mwh 4,115,087 $0.05770 $ 237441 0.0541 § 222,626
Over 750 Mwh 3,236,523 $0.038M1 $ 125933 0.0370 §$ 119751
Total MWH 11,514,324 $ 419,827 $ 430,357
$ 786,382 $ 868,830
Res TOD 987 $ 63 $ 63
11,515,311 § 786445 $ 868,893
Schedule 11



Small General Service Rate Comparison
AmerenUE - Missouri
Weather Normalized-12 months ending June 2001

Billing Components Present Present

Summer (June - September)

Customer Charge:
Single Phase Service Per Month $7.25 $12.75
Three Phase Setvice Per Month $15.10 $25.50
Energy Charge:
All Kwh Cents per Kwh 7.99¢ 846 ¢

Winter (October - Ma

Customer Charge:

Single Phase Service Per Month $7.25 $12.75
Three Phase Service Per Month $15.10 $25.50
Energy Charge:
Base Use Cents per Kwh 5.96 ¢ 459 ¢
Seasonal Use Cents per Kwh 345 ¢ 290 ¢

Proof of Ravenue
Units Rate 1000's Rate 1000's
Summer
Customer Charge - Single Phase 389,500 $7.25 % 2,679 1275 $ 4711
Customer Charge - Three Phase 126,756 $1510 3 1,914 2550 § 3232
Mwh 1,193,680 $0.0799 % 95,375 0.0846 § 100,985
$ 99,968
Winter
Customer Charge - Single Phase 739,977 $725 3% 5,365 1275 $ 9435
Customer Charge - Three Phase 254,195 $15.10 § 3,838 2550 § 6,482
Winter Base Mwh 1,687,310 $0.0596 § 100,564 0.0459 §$ 77,448
Winter Seasonal Mwh 490,599 $0.0345 § 16,926 0.0290 § 14,227
Winter Total MWH 2,177,909 $ 126,693
Total 3,371,589 $ 226,660 $ 216,520

Schedule 12
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Large General Service Rate Comparison

AmerenUE - Missouri
Weathet Normalized-12 months ending June 2001

Billing Componemnts Fresent Proposed
Summer (June - ernber
Customar Charge Per Month $66.00 $89.46
Energy Charge (¢ per kwWhy
First 150 kWh per KW T84 ¢ 7.04 ¢
Next 200 kWWh per KW 591 ¢ 547 ¢
Al over 300 KWh per KW 396 ¢ 272 ¢
Demand
Per KW of Billing Demand $3.79 $4.94
Winter (October - May)}
Customer Charge Per Manth $66.00 89.46
Energy Charge (¢ per kWh)
First 150 KWh per KW 491¢ 367 ¢
Next 200 kWh per Kw 368 ¢ 31 ¢
All aver 300 kWh per KW 286 ¢ 211 ¢
Seasonal Energy Charge 2.86 ¢ 211 ¢
Demand
Per KW of Billing Demand $1.35 $2.47
Proof of Revenue
Units Rate $1.000 Rate $1.,000
Summer
Customer Charge 32,755 $686.00 $ 2,162 $8945 $ 2930
Summer Energy Mwh
0-150 hours 1,011,872 $00784 3 79,331 $00704 § 71,236
151350 hours 1,112,083 $00591 $ 65724 $0.0547 % 60,831
Qver 350 hours 405,723 $00386 § 16,067 $0.0272 % 11,036
Demand 7,190,823 $379 § 27,253 5494 § 35523
$ 190,537 $ 181,555
Winter
Customer Charge 65,908 $6600 § 4,350 $8946 § 589%
Winter Energy Mwh
0-150 hours 1,689,758 $0.0491 $ 82 967 $0.0367 § 62,014
151-350 hours 4,840,091 $0.0368 § 67,715 $0.0311  § 57227
Over 350 hours 607,001 $0.0286 § 17,360 $0.0211 5 12,808
Seasonal 374,402 $0.0286 3 10,708 $0.0211 $ 7,900
- Demand 14,635,445 $1.35 § 19758 $247 5 36,150
$ 202858 $ 181,994
7,040,930 $ 393,395 $ 363,550
Schedule 14-1



Small Primary Service Rate Comparison

AmerenUE - Missouri
Weather Normalized-12 months ending June 2001

Billing Components Present Proposed
Summer (June - September)
Customer Charge Per Month $210.00 $190.20
Energy Charge (¢ par kwhj
First 150 kWh per KW TAS ¢ 672 ¢
Next 200 kWh per KW 5.62 ¢ 522 ¢
A over 300 KWh per KW 376 ¢ 2.59 ¢
Demand
Per Kw of Billing Demand $3.01 $4.04
Billing Kvars 24 ¢ 24 ¢
Rider B 34kv
Per Kw 8ig 5 ¢
Rider B 138kv
Par KW B5 ¢ 84 ¢
nter ober -
Customer Charge Per Month $210.00 $190.20
Energy Charge (¢ per kWh)
First 150 KWh per KW 469 ¢ 353 ¢
Next 200 kWh per KW 340 ¢ 2.98 ¢
Al over 300 kWh per KW 273 ¢ 202¢
Seasonat Energy Charge 273 ¢ 202 ¢
Demand
Per KW of Bilting Demand $1.10 $2.02
Bllling Kvars 24 ¢ 24 ¢
Rider B 34kv
Per KW 81 ¢ 51 ¢
Rider B 138kv
Per KW 95 ¢ 84 ¢
Proof of Revenue -
Units Rate $1,000 Rate $1.000
Summer
Customer Charge 2,558 $24000 $ 537 $190.20 & 487
Summer Energy Mwh
0-150 hours 492,233 $0.0745 § 36,671 $0.0672 § 33,078
151-350 hours 612,369 $00562 § 34,415 $0.0522 $ 31966
Over 350 hours 410,066 $0.0376 § 15,418 $0.0259 § 108621
Demand 3,328,507 $3.01 % 10,018 $404 § 13447
Billing Xvars 699,337 $0.24 % 168 $0.24 % 168
Rider B 34kv 273,075 $0.81 § (221) $051 % (139)
Rider B 138kv 8.932 $0.95 § {8) $0.84 § 8
$ 96,999 $ 89619
Winter
Customer Charge 5117 $210.00 $ 1,075 519020 § 973
Winter Energy Mwh
0-150 hours 808,956 $0.0469 % 37,940 $0.0353 § 2B556
151-350 hours 1,013,868 500349 § 35,384 50.0298 § 30,213
Over 350 hours 781,677 $0.0273 $ 21,340 $0.0202 $ 15790
Seasonal 176,166 500273 § 4,809 $0.0202 § 3,550
Demand 8,261,204 $110 § 6,876 $202 § 12827
Billing Kvars 1,435,459 5024 % 345 $024 % 345
Rider B 34ky 572,138 $0.81 § (463) 051 $ (202)
Rider B 138kv ] $095 & - $0.8¢ % -
3 107,305 $ 91,771
4,295,335 $ 204,304 $ 181,301
Schedule 14-2



[.arge Primary Service Rate Comparison
AmerenUE - Missouri

Weather Normalized-12 months ending June 2001

Billing Components Present Proposed
Sumrmer {June - September)
Custorner Charge Per Month $210.00 $385.00
Demand Charge Per KW of Billing Demand $15.67 1474
Energy Charge:
All Kwh Cents per Kwh 262 ¢ 220 ¢
Reactive Charge Cents per kVar 24 ¢ 24 ¢
Ridar 8 34kv Per KW 81 ¢ 81 ¢
Rider B 138kv Per KW 95 ¢ B4 ¢
Winter (October - May)
Customer Charge Per Month $210.00 $385.00
Demand Charge Per KW of Billing Demand $7.11 $7.36
Energy Charge:
All Kwh Cents per Kwh 23 ¢ 1.85 ¢
Reactive Charge Cents per kVar 24 ¢ 24 ¢
Rider B 34kv Per KW 81 ¢ 51 ¢
Rider B 138kv Per KW 95 ¢ 84 ¢
Proof of Revenue
Units Rate 1000's Rate 1000's
Summer
Customer Charge 219 $21000 § 46 385 % 84
Summer Mwh 1,359,800 $0.0262 § 35627 00622 $ 29916
Demand 2,460,780 $1567 & 38,560 1474 § 36272
Billing Kvars 322,622 624 3% 77 024 § 77
Rider B 34kv 719,623 081 § (583} 051 % (367)
Rider B 138kv 181,932 D8 % 173 084 § 153
$ 73555 $ 65829
Winter
Customer Charge 451 $21000 $ 95 385 % 174
Winter Mwh 2,521,685 $0.0231 § 58,251 00185 § 46,651
Demand 4,536,307 711§ 32253 736 § 33,387
Billing Kvars 654,748 $024 % 157 024 3 157
Rider B 34kv 1,335,100 $o8t $ (1,081) 051 § (6871)
Rider B 138kv 345,556 $095 § 328 084 $ {290)
$ 89346 $ 79,388
3,881,485 $ 162,901 $ 145,227

Schedule 15




RIDER E
SUPPLEMENTARY AND BACKUP SERVICE

Rate Anoli .

Supplementary and Backup Service consist of the standard service
supplied by Company that is also available in the event of failure or
shutdown of customer's private plant service or any other source of
electrical energy or motive power through electrical or mechanical means
or by means of operational procedure, or where this service in effect
serves to relieve, sustain or augment any other source of power.

availabilit

Supplementary and Backup Service will be supplied whenever it is
available from the Company at the customer's location and is desired by
the customer, as indicated by the customer's connection to the Company's
Delivery System and self-generation is available and operable on the
customer's side of the meter. Customer's generating equipment shall not
be operated in parallel with Company's service except when such
operation is approved by Company and permitted under a written Parallel
Operating Agreement with Company.

Supplementary and Backup Service will be delivered to customer under the
Large Primary Service Rate at a service voltage to be selected by
Company. All provisions of the Large Primary Service rate under which
supplementary and backup service is to be supplied shall remain in
effect, except as hereinafter specifically provided

Unless otherwise described herein, all other provisions, Rules and
Regulations provided within the tariff and applicable to the Large
Primary Service classification are alsc applicable to this Rider. Rider
B credits are only applicable to the Wires and Energy Charges contained
herein. Except as noted herein, no other credits or Riders are
applicable to customers served under the provisions of this Rider.

5 L_P

Company shall install meter(s) and/or recording device(s) to register
the output of the Customer's self-generation. Such metering shall be
15-minute interval metering and recording devices that are compatible
with the Company's main revenue meter(s}). The installation charge for
the additional or nonstandard meter(s) and/or recording device(s)
required to administer this Rider, in addition to any other applicable
additional facilities, shall be determined by the provisions of Section
ITI.Q, Special Facilities.
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4.

Rate for Service

All Electric service shall be billed under the provisions of this Rider.
The monthly bill to be paid by customer for Supplementary and Backup
Service shall be:
Summer, Hintey
Customeyr Charge $445.00 £445.00

Monthly meter readings from Company's main meter:

(June - September) (October - May)

Summer Hinter
Energy Charge: (1) 2.20¢/kWh 1.85¢ /kWh
Wires Charge: (2) $4.43 /KW $2.21/Kw
Production Demand: (3) 510.09/KW $5.05/KW
Generator Backup Demand: (4) $1.B2/KW $0.91/KwW
Reactive Power: (5) $0.24/kVar $0.24 /kVar

{1) The energy charge is based on the meter readings through the
company's main meter. All main metered energy uJusage
asgsociated with load normally supplied through customer's
generator shall be priced as above plus 0.5¢/kWh.

(2} The Wires Demand shall be the 15-minute maximum coincidized
demand reading of the Company's main meter and the customer's
self-generation meter except for contractual agreements
limiting the demand available through the Company's meter.

(3) The Production Demand gquantity shall be the 15-minute maximum
demand reading through the Company's meter. Such reading may
be adjusted for periods when customer demonstrates an outage
to the Company's satisfaction. For such occurrences, when the
Monthly Demand Share is 50% or lower, the 15~minute maximum
demand reading shall be the greater of 1) maximum main meter
demand outside outage period, or 2} highest main meter
reading minus lcad normally served by customer's generator
during the generator outage. The Production Demand charge
shall alsc be applicable to the Monthly Demand Share times
the load normally served by customer's generator.

(4) The Generator Backup Demand is the nameplate rating of the
customer's self-generation equipment expressed in KW.

{5} The Reactive Power kVar as defined in the Large Primary
Service Classification.

5. Definitians

Self-Generation Meter(s) - Meter(s) installed and read by Company to
measure output of customer's self-generation device(s).

Company Main Meter(s) - Meter(s) installed by Company to measure
consumption of KW and kWh's by customer from Company.

self-Generator Outage - Outage of customer's self-generation equipment,
as reported by customer to Company with supporting documentation
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acceptable to Company. Customer shall jndicate duration of outage,
nameplate rating of generator, and shall report when outage has ended
and unit placed back in service. Outage muS8t be reported to the company
as soon as practicakle, But in ne event more than 30 days after the
billing cycle.

Monthly Demand Share - For periods when customer can demonstrate to
Company's satisfaction that a generator cutage has occurred, the number
of days of outage (excluding weekends and holidays) divided by twenty
(20). Such fraction shall be used to determine the outage related
prorated Production Demand KW. A 24-hour day starting at midnight will
e assumed for purposes of this Rider.
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RESERVE DISTRIBUTION CAPACITY RIDER
RIDER RDC

Purpose - The purpose of this Rider is to provide reserve capacity on
the Company’s distribution system toe customers that reguest a reserve
distribution service connection for the delivery of electricity from
distribution facilities other than the standard or preferred
distribution supply facilities designated by Company.

Applicability - This optional Rider is limited to customers who
qualify for service under the Company's Service Classification 3 (M)
Large General Service Rate, 4 (M) Small Primary Service Rate, or 11
{M) Large Primary Service Rate, with a minimum monthly metered demand
of 500 kilowatts or greater. This Rider shall expire on December 31,
2006 and no further requests for service under this Rider will be
accepted after that time. All contracts in existence as of December
31, 2006 shall remain in force per the terms of those agreements,

Availability - The availability of reserve distribution supply
service to a customer shall ke contingent upon Company’s engineering
studies of the impact of providing reserve distribution service to a
customer and the Company’s current and projected system distribution
capacity needs.

Description of Reserve Distribution Service - When provided, Company
will designate the reserve distribution capacity on its electric
distribution system that will be available to the customer upon a
single contingency failure of the preferred or “standard” supply to
the customer. Such reserve service 1s subject to the following
conditions:

The determination of delivery <circuits and routes to provide
sufficient single contingency distribution reserve capacity will be
made by Company and will be subject to change as operating conditions
change.

Company will make all reascnable efforts to provide reserve
distribution service on an adequate and continuous basis, but will
not be liable for service interruptions, deficiencies or
imperfections which result from conditions which are beyond the
reasonable control of the Company. The Company cannot guarantee the
service as to continuity, freedom from wvoltage and freguency
variations. The Company will not be responsible or liable for
damages to customer’s  apparatus resulting from failure or
imperfection of service beyond the reasconable control of the Company.
Where such failure or imperfection of service might damage customer’s
apparatus, customer should install suitable protective equipment.

Company does not commit to reserve supplies from different
substations and reserves the right to designate the preferred &
reserve supplies and limit switching of customer’s leoad from one
service supply to the other.
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RESERVE DISTRIBUTION CAPACITY RIDER
RIDER RDC {Ceont’d.)

Customer Requirements -~ The customer and Company shall contract for
the level of electrical leoad for which the Company is providing
electric distribution reserve capacity.

Contribution and Rates for Electrig¢ Distribution Reserve Service -
The customer shall pay, in advance of construction, teo Company its
estimated cost to extend or reinforce the reserve portion of the
additional distribution supply back to a point on the Company’s
system where the Company reasonably expects adequate distributioen
capacity will exist. Said payment shall be non-refundable. If the
customer’s load increases above their contracted capacity, and/or
they request additional reserve capacity for new load and the Company
must install additional distribution reserve capacity facilities, an
additional customer payment will be required, Said payment shall be
in advance and be egqual to the Company’s total estimated costs as
described above to modify or expand Company’s distribution system to
accommodate the increased load. The cost of all transformers and
switchgear included as part of the reserve capacity shall include the
estimated costs to install and remove said facilities.

Additionally, the feollowing monthly rates for electric distribution
reserve capacity shall apply, based on the lowest voltage level at
which distribution reserve facilities are provided, regardless of the
voltage of the customer’s standard or preferred supply.

For Second Supply Monthly Rate per KW of Billing Demand**

Voltage of:

120 - 600 volts Large General Service Total Billing Demand

Charges

601 - 15,000 volts Small Primary Service Tetal Billing Demand

Charges

15,001 - 69,000 volts Small Primary Service Total Billing Demand

Charges less Rider B Demand Discount Credit
(Line 4)

69,001 - 345,000 volts | Small Primary Service Total Billing Demand

Charges less Rider B Demand Discount Credit
{Line 2)

Same Billing Demand As Metered and Delivered Via Customer’s
Designated Standard Connection

Duplicate On-Site Supply Facilities - Requests for duplicate supply
facilities on the customer’s premises, such as a second transformer
or a second primary extension from a single supply feeder, shall be
provided under provisions of the Company’s Special Facilities tariff,
Section 1II.Q.

Term - Customer shall be required to sign a c¢ontract for an initial
term of ten (10) years, cancelable by customer at any time after one
(1} year with six {6} months’ written notice to Company. Absent such
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‘RESERVE DISTRIBUTION CAPACITY RIDER
RIDER RDC (Cont’d.)

cancellation during the initial term, the contract shall be
automatically renewed for successive terms of one (1) year each,
subject to termination by the giving of written notice, by either
Company or customer, of at least six (6) months pricr to the
expiration of any renewal term.

Said contract shall be hased on the Form of Contract included with
this Rider RDC tariff and provided within ten days ¢f execution to
the Missocuri Public Service Commission “Commission” Staff for
informational purposes. The Company will file a revised Form of
Contract tariff with the Commission before any significant
modifications are made to said Contract.

General Rules and Regulations - In addition to the above specific
rules and regulations, all of the Company’s General Rules and
Regulations shall apply te the supply of service under this Rider.
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RESERVE DISTRIBUTION CAPACITY RIDER
RIDER RDC {Cont’d.)

FCRM OF CONTRACT

This Agreement is entered into as of this day of ¢ 20__, by and between
AmerenUE (d/b/a Union Electric “Company”) and {Customer) for
the providing of a second or reserve distribution connection to serve Customer’s load not to

exceed kilowatts.

WITNESSETH:

Whereas, Company has on file with the Public Service Commission of the State of
Missouri (Commission) a certain Reserve Distribution Capacity Rider (Rider), and;

Whereas, Custcemer has satisfied the Availability and Applicability provisions of the
Rider, and;

Whereas, Customer wishes to take electric service from the Company, and the Company
agrees to furnish electric service to the Customer under this Rider and pursuant to all other

applicable tariffs of the Company;
The Company and Customer agree as follows:

1. Service to the Customer's Facilities shall be pursuant to the Rider, all other
applicable tariffs, and the Company's General Rules and Regulations RApplying to Electric

Service, as may be in effect from time to time apd filed with the Commission.

2. Customer acknowledges that thls Agreement is not assignable voluntarily by
Customer, but shall nevertheless inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Customer's
successors by operation of law.

3. Customer shall be required to sign a contract for an initial term of ten (10)
years, cancelable by customer at any time after one {l1) year with six [6) months’ written
notice to Company. Absent such cancellation during the initial term, the contract shall be
automatically rencwed for successive terms of one {1) year each, subject to termination by
the giving of written notice, by either Company or customer, of at least six (6) months prior
te the expiration of any renewal term.

4. This Agreement shall be governed in al! respects by the laws of the State of
Missouri (regardless of conflict of laws provisionsg), and by the orders, rules and
regulations of the Commission as they may exist [rom time to time. Nothing contained herein

shall be construed as divesting, or attempting to divest, the Commission of any rights
jurisdiction, power or authority vested in it by law.

In witness whereof, the parties have signed this Agreement as of the date first above

written.

Union Electric Company

Customer

By By
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Current Interest on Deposit Language for Sheet No. 178, paragraph 3.

Interest paid on deposits - Interest at the rate of 9.5 percent per annum, compounded
annually, will be credited annually upon the account of the customer or paid upon the
return of a residential deposit, whichever occurs first. Simple interest at the rate of 9.5
percent per annum will be payable upon the return of a non-residential deposit held by
the Company for six months or longer. Interest shall not accrue on a cash deposit after
the date the deposit is applied to the customer's account, or Company has made a
reasonable effort to return the deposit to customer by mailing the deposit to customer’s
last known address.

Proposed Interest on Deposit Language for Sheet No. 178, paragraph 3.

Interest paid on deposits — Interest at the rate of the one-year yield on United States’
Treasury securities for the last full week in November in a given calendar year,
compounded annually, will be credited annually upon the account of the customer or paid
upon the return of a residential deposit, whichever occurs first. Simple interest at the
same rate per annum will be payable upon the return of a non-residential deposit held by
the Company for six months or longer. Interest shall not accrue on a cash deposit after
the date the deposit is applied to the customer’s account, or Company has made a
reasonable effort to return the deposit to customer by mailing the deposit to customer’s
last known address.
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