BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of Union Electric Company )

d/b/a Ameren Missouri’'s Tariffs to ) File NoRE2014-0258
Increase Its Revenues for Electric )

Service. )

POSITION STATEMENT OF UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY
d/b/a AMEREN MISSOURI

COMES NOW Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri (“Coany” or
“Ameren Missouri”), and for its Statements of Pasiton the Issues to be determined by the
Commission as set forth in tif@rst Amended List of Issues, List and Order ofri@skes,
Order of Cross Examination, and Order of Openingt&nents filedn satisfaction of the
Commission'sOrder Adopting Procedural Schedule, EstablishingtTéear, and Delegating
Authority, states as follows:

1. Regulatory Policy and Economic Considerations

The Commission should resolve the issues in trsg @s outlined in the testimonies of
the Company’s witnesses.

2. Advertising & Communications

A. What amount of advertising or communicationseagp should be included in
Ameren Missouri’'s revenue requirement?

The amount of advertising or communications expemsg#uded in the revenue
requirement used for ratemaking purposes in thsg saould be increased by the amounts stated
in response to the following sub-issues:

B. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byeem Missouri for its Community
Lights campaign should be included in revenue nemoent?



The Commission should increase Staff’'s calculadnCommunity Lights campaign
expense by $283,485.

C. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byefem Missouri for its Social
Media campaign should be included in revenue resuent?

The Commission should increase Staff's calculatbbisocial Media campaign expense
by $183,390 so that the full amount of $366,780included in the Company’s revenue
requirement.

D. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byefen Missouri for its Energy
Efficiency campaign should be included in revereguirement?

Staff recommended recovery of only 50% of theseerdjiures. The entire $33,288
incurred by the Company for this campaignshouldiiduded in the Company’'s revenue
requirement.

E. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byefem Missouri for its Cardinal
Digital Outdoor Signs should be included in reveneguirement?

The Commission should increase Staff's calculabbrCardinal Digital Outdoor Signs
expense by $44,222.

F. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byefen Missouri for its Storm
Response campaign should be included in revenueresgent?

The Commission should increase Staff's calculatainStorm Response campaign
expense by $49,901.

G. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byeem Missouri for its Reliability
Fair should be included in revenue requirement?

Again, Staff had recommended recovery of only h#ifthese expenditures. The
Commission should increase Staff's calculation efigility Fair expense to reflect the entire

cost of the Reliability Fair, which was $66,610.



H. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byefan Missouri for its Solar
Energy Center Artwork should be included in reveragirement?

The Commission should increase Staff's calculatbrSolar Energy Center Artwork
expense by $197,000.

l. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred by Aménéssouri for its Downtown
Banners should be included in revenue requirement?

The Commission should increase Staff’'s calculabbiowntown Banners expense by
$1,621.

J. What amount, if any, of the costs incurred byeem Missouri for its Louie the
Lightning Bug balloon should be included in reveneguirement?

The Commission should increase Staff's calculatibhouie the Lightning Bug expense

by $52,644.
3. Dues, Including EEI and Environmental Working Groups Dues
A. What amount should be included in Ameren Missotgvenue requirement for

dues?

B. What amount, if any, of the dues paid by Amévessouri to EEI should be
included in revenue requirement?

C. What amount, if any, of the dues paid by Ambfissouri to the Utility Water Act
Group should be included in revenue requirement?

D. What amount, if any, of the dues paid by Amdvissouri to the Utility Air
Regulatory Group should be included in revenue irequent?

E. What amount, if any, of the dues paid by Améd&souri to the United Solid
Waste Activities Group should be included in reweraguirement?

F. What amount, if any, of the dues paid by Amélessouri to the Midwest Ozone
Group should be included in revenue requirement?

Test period dues and donations expense totalingd8594 should be included in the

revenue requirement in this case. This includesssinat remain in dispute for the memberships

listed in items B through F above. For those ite$d83,138 should be included for dues paid to
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the Edison Electric Institute (“EEI”). This sum e not include that part of the EEI dues
attributable to EEI's lobbying activities, whichearecorded below-the-line and which are not
included in the Company’s revenue requirement is tase. Dues totaling $96,010 should be
included in the revenue requirement for dues paithé¢ Utility Water Act Group. Dues totaling
$235,455 should be included in the revenue req@renfor dues paid to the Utility Air
Regulatory Group. Dues totaling $47,163 shouldrmduded in the revenue requirement for
dues paid to the Utility Solid Waste Activities Gm Dues totaling $120,900 should be
included in the revenue requirement for dues paiti¢ Midwest Ozone Group.

Membership in these organizations allows the Comparmain valuable information and
keep abreast of developments regarding numerousssatfecting electric utilities, and to then
use this information to take action and adopt cangje policies that ultimately benefit both
Ameren Missouri and its customers. Although thecie benefits of membership cannot be
guantified, they greatly exceed the costs incurfed membership. Consequently, it is
unreasonable for Staff to insist on such quantificeas a condition for allowing that these dues

to be included in rates.

4, Weather Normalization (SPS and LGS Classes)

A. What level of weather normalized sales should legl e establish the billing units
used to set rates?

Ameren Missouri's position is set forth in detail the rebuttal testimony of Steven
Wills. Ameren Missouri believes it is most appliape to use the 12 months ending July 2014 to
set the weather normalized level of sales.

B. How should the LGS and SPS weather normalizatignsédents be allocated to
the various rate blocks in order to establish nalized revenues at present rates?



Ameren Missouri's position is set forth in detail the rebuttal testimony of Steven
Wills. Ameren Missouri believes it is most appriape to allocate the adjustments in a manner
that is proportionate to the level of sales thauoeed in each rate block.

C. What capacity factor should be used for solar distied generation systems for
purposes of calculating the solar annualizationustiment to test year billing units
proposed by the Company and Staff?

A capacity factor of 15.4% should be used for sdlatributed generation systems for

purposes of calculating the solar annualizationstdjent to test year billing units.

D. What level of sales to Noranda should be asdulmethe test year for purposes
of establishing billing units?

For the last two months of the truepgpiod (November and December of 2014),
Noranda’s load stabilized at approximately 437 medts (“MW”). Noranda’s load is as of the
end of the true-up period is the most appropriatellto be used for setting rates, consistent with
matching revenues, expense and rate base as ehthef the true-up period for other elements
of the revenue requirement. However, should then@ssion decide to reach beyond the end of
the true-up period, it should be recognized thataNda’s load is not always consistent, and that
a long-term average load factor approach to nommahoranda’s load should be used, as
discussed in Mr. Wills’ surrebuttal testimony..
S. Income Tax

A. Should Ameren Missouri’s Net Operating Loss Camytryd Related to ADIT be
included in Ameren Missouri’s rate base?

The parties agree that an NOL carryforward relatedDIT should be included in rate
base. For the reasons stated in Ameren Missotmess James Warren’s testimony, the NOL
carryforward amount should be calculated using AmeMissouri’s allocated portion of the

consolidated taxpayer group’s net operating loss.



B. Should the Company’s IRC Section 199 Dedutt@oomputed without regard to
Net Operating Loss Carryovers from prior yearglgtermining the Company’s
income tax expense?
The parties agree that the 199 deduction shoulccdmputed by taking the NOL
carryover into account in determining taxable ineonfA\s discussed in Mr. Warren’s testimony,

the calculation should be made using its allocatation of the consolidated net operating loss.

6. Coal Issues
A. Should the value of Ameren Missouri’s coal inveyiaclude the value of coal in
transit?

Coal-in-transit costs should be included in Amew&ssouri’s rate base. Like coal in the
coal pile at each plant, coal-in-transit is an affsat is necessary to ensure that coal supplies at
the power plants remain at a level that will alloeliable operation. Moreover, coal-in-transit is
owned by Ameren Missouri in that Ameren Missoukies title to the coal once it is loaded into
rail cars at the mines. Staff returns to the saogtipn it advanced in Ameren Missouri’'s last
rate case and refuses to include coal-in-transitate base, arguing that it is not includable
because it is not on the ground at the power @adtbecause Ameren Missouri has not yet paid
for the coal-in-transit. The Commission rejectets ttame position taken by Staff in Ameren
Missouri’'s last rate case, and Staff fails to pdevany new reason for excluding coal in transit
costs. No one takes the position that coal-in-itasisiot necessary or useful to Ameren Missouri
in order for the power plants to maintain necessawgntories of coal. In addition, there is no
allegation of imprudence related to the amount adl-in-transit costs. Accordingly, coal-in-
transit should be included in rate base.

B. What amount should be included in the revenue rement for coal refinement
revenues at the Labadie Energy Center?



The Commission should include $8.5 million in thevenue requirement for coal
refinement revenues at the Labadie Energy Center.
7. Amortizations

A. Should the amount of solar rebates paid by Ameressddri and recorded to a

solar rebate regulatory asset through the end efttine-up period be included in
Ameren Missouri’s revenue requirement using a 3-geaortization period?

Yes. The pool of $91.6 million of solar rebatesated by the Commission-approved
Stipulation and Agreement entered into in File M.-2014-0085 reflect solar rebates that
Ameren Missouri is required to pay under MissouRenewable Energy Standard law. By
giving up its right to cease paying rebates in 2844 in all likelihood in future years, the solar
industry was able to avoid the situation where tebatarted and then stopped, and was also
able to take advantage of solar rebates at a hidgbkar value per watt in advance of the
statutory reduction in the rebate levels that wetsts begin on July 1, 2015. Moreover, the
Company gave up the right to seek recovery of selaate costs through a rideagreed not to
seek rate base treatment of the unamortized balasinselar rebates not yet recovered through
an amortization and agreed to give a preferenceetewable energy credits (“RECS”)
associated with energy delivered to Missouri. Wailto allow amortization of the solar rebates
paid in rates would deprive Ameren Missouri of tenefit of the bargain it reached, and that
was approved by the Commission.

The sole basis for the Missouri Industrial Energgn€umers’ (“MIEC”) and the
Consumer Council of Missouri’'s (“CCM”) opposition allowing the amortization of the solar
rebates, as contemplated by the Stipulation, ig tineory that the Company has “already
recovered” the solar rebates through “excess egshin the past. This theory is nothing more

than an attempt to seize past per-book earningsldawdully belong to the Company on the

L A rider under the RES regulations is known as RE®R
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theory that an authorized return on equity (“ROEShstitutes a ceiling on what a utility may
earn. The authorized ROE is neither a ceilingaafioor. As this Commission has repeatedly
recognized, utilities sometimes earn above theaaizidd, or target ROE, and sometimes below.
Ameren Missouri’'s earning history over the pastesal years proves that is the case, as
recognized by the Commission in its Report and Ondd-ile No. EC-2014-0223. Moreover,
customers pay for electric service, and do not ‘fjea/a utility’s costs.

In addition, when the same argument that is beiagerin opposition to recover of the
solar rebates has been made in the past, this Cssiomihas consistently rejected it. Simply
put, this Commission has never done what it isgpesked to do in this case.

If the Commission were to start imposing an aftex-fact “earnings test” on recovery of
properly deferred sums, the Commission will havieaively eliminated its ability to utilize
regulatory assets, when it finds it appropriatddcso, because under the standards applicable to
a utility’s ability to record will prevent the refgory asset from ever being recorded in the first
place.

Finally, MIEC’s opposition is improper and also hates the Stipulation to which it is a
party, and also violates the Commission’s orderr@gdpg the Stipulation, which required all
parties to abide by its terms. The Company hasoreto believe that MIEC has also improperly
enlisted CCM's witness, Mr. Dittmer, to advanceptsition, also in violation of the Stipulation.
The Company will further address this issue inHfartproceedings before the Commission.

B. Should the amount of pre-MEEIA energy efficiencygeasitures incurred by
Ameren Missouri and recorded to a regulatory aseetugh the end of the true-
up period be included in Ameren Missouri’s revereguirement and, if so, over
what period should they be amortized?

Yes, the pre-MEEIA energy efficiency expenditurdeidd be included in Ameren

Missouri’'s revenue requirement through an amoibpatover a six-year period. This is
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consistent with the treatment granted by the Comionsin Ameren Missouri’s previous rate
cases.

C. Should the amount of Fukushima flood study costsriad by Ameren Missouri
and recorded to a regulatory asset be included mefen Missouri’s revenue
requirement and, if so, over what period should/the amortized?

Yes. For the reasons given above, customers hatv&alneady paid for” these properly

deferred sums. The sums deferred for the floodysshould be amortized over ten years.
8. Noranda AAO

Should the sums authorized for deferral in Case EI0-2012-0027 be included in

Ameren Missouri’s revenue requirement and, if seerowvhat period should they be

amortized?

Yes. The arguments made against recovery of thes approved for deferral by the
Commission are, with one exception, a re-hash efatguments made against the deferral in
Case No. EU-2012-0027. The Commission has alregdgted those arguments. Moreover, for
the reasons given above, the Company has not tginesovered” the deferred sums. The sums
deferred under this AAO should be amortized oves fiears.

9. Board of Directors-Related Expenditures

Should Ameren Missouri’s allocated share of comatois paid to Ameren Corporation
directors be included in revenue requirement?

Ameren Missouri believes it is appropriate thatitecated share of Ameren Corporation
Board of Directors be included in Ameren Missourésenue requirement, including the fees,
retainers and stock paid or provided to the dimsctas compensation for serving on the
Board. Ameren Corporation is required by law toeha board of independent directors and
were Ameren Missouri a stand-alone company, custemeuld pay the entire cost of an

independent board rather than just a portion.



10. Uncollectibles

What level of uncollectible accounts expense shdaddincluded in the revenue
requirement?

$15.2 million of uncollectible expenses should meuded in the revenue requirement, as
recommended by Staff in its direct case. In rekaan the Staff’'s recommendation, with which
Ameren Missouri agreed, Ameren Missouri did filbutal testimony regarding uncollectibles,
reasonably believing that there was no disputerdagg the appropriate sum to include in the
revenue requirement. However, the Staff, withastification, proposed a different level for the
first time in its surrebuttal testimony that is mepresentative of the level that would reasonably
be expected during the time when rates set indhs® would be effective. Staff's change of
position should be rejected.

11. Storm Expense and Two-Way Storm Costs Tracker
A. Should the Commission continue a two-way stornorason cost tracker whereby
storm-related non-labor operations and maintenai€@&M”) expenses for major
storms would be tracked against the base amouft @ipenditures below the base
creating a regulatory liability and expendituresaie the base creating a regulatory
asset, in each case along with interest at the Gmyis AFUDC rate?

Yes. In Ameren Missouri’'s last general rate cise,Commission authorized a two-way
tracker for non-labor O&M costs the Company inctwsrestore service following storms
classified as a “Major Day Event” under an industiiyge mechanism developed by the Institute
of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (“IEEE”)hél two-way tracker benefits Ameren
Missouri because it ensures the Company is abfall recover all prudently-incurred storm
restoration costs while also benefitting custoni®rensuring customers do not overpay storm
restoration costs through rates.

In its Report and Ordein that case, the Commission acknowledged magnsevents

have increased in frequency and intensity in regeats, and when such storms occur Ameren
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Missouri has little ability to control its restoi@t costs. The Commission also determined
“major storm costs can have a significant impactr@ecompany’s costs and the ability to earn a
reasonable return on its investment” and “[m]ajmr® restoration costs are particularly well

suited for inclusion in a two-way tracker.” Becaue reasons the two-way tracker was
approved in the last rate case have not changedratker should be retained.

B. If the storm cost tracker is not continued, whatw@alized level of major storm costs
should the Commission approve in this case?

If the Commission declines to continue the currewd-way tracker for major storm
restoration costs, the annualized level of storst cestoration expenses included in the revenue
requirement used to set rates in this case shaB4t600,000. This amount is based on a 60-
month normalization of actual, incurred storm restion expenses, which is the normalization
period agreed to by Staff and the Company, andoaegrby the Commission, in File No. ER-
2012-0166. Ameren Missouri believes 60 months isgl@nough to capture the variability
historically observed in storms and related resimmacosts, but without going back too far in
time so as to lose the benefits of normalization.

C. Should the amount of major storm cost over-recovayy Ameren Missouri be
included in Ameren Missouri’s revenue requirement,aif so, over what period
should it be amortized?

Ameren Missouri supports a five-year amortizatibramy over-recovery of major storm

costs. The annual amount that should be includédemmevenue requirement used to set rates in
this case is $1,282,948.

12.  Vegetation Management and Infrastructure Inspetion Trackers

A. What amount should be included in the revenue rement for Vegetation
Management and Infrastructure Inspection?
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The Commission should include in the revenue reguent used to set rates in this case
expense of $62,443,856 for Vegetation ManagemahtraEmastructure Inspection.

B. Should the vegetation management and infrastructungection trackers be
continued?

Two Commission rules — 4 CSR 240-23.020 and 4 C8®&23.030 — prescribe the
frequency and scope of Ameren Missouri’'s vegetati@amagement and infrastructure inspection
activities. Recognizing that spending necessargotoply with these rules is not discretionary,
the Commission has authorized a vegetation manageamel infrastructure inspection tracker
that ensures Ameren Missouri fully recovers itsteas compliance. Because compliance with
these rules is still mandatory, and also becausedists of compliance still vary from year to
year, the rationale and justification for the traickave not changed. Therefore, the Commission
should authorize the Company to retain and contiimueise the currently-approved tracker
mechanism to recover its vegetation managemeninfragtructure inspection compliance costs.

C. If the vegetation management and infrastructurep@asion trackers are not

continued, what annualized level of vegetation rmganzent and infrastructure
inspection costs should the Commission approveisncase?

If the Commission declines to continue the curreatker for vegetation management
and infrastructure inspection compliance costs, dnaualized level of expense for these
activities included in the revenue requirement usedset rates in this case should be
$62,443,856.

D. Should an amount of vegetation management andsiméreture inspection cost over-

recovery by Ameren Missouri be included in Ameréssburi’'s revenue requirement
and, if so, over what period should they be amed®z

Ameren Missouri supports a three-year amortizatibany over-recovery of vegetation

management and infrastructure inspection compliasmgs. Only amounts associated with
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infrastructure inspection were over-recovered. @h®rtization of the amount over-recovered
for infrastructure inspection is $307,600.
13. Union Proposals

A. Can the Commission mandate or require that the Gmypmddress its workforce

needs in a particular manner and, if so, shouldiatso?

As part of its day-to-day management, the Compameady closely monitors and plans
for its workforce needs, so it is not necessaryttierCommission to take any action with respect
to the Company's workforce. In addition, since worke needs are matters within the
Company’s management discretion, and since the Gssion is not allowed to manage the
business of the utility, the Commission does neehthe legal authority to require the Company
to address its workforce needs in any particulanmea

B. Should the Commission require the additional reppgrtequested by Mr. Walters?

The Commission should not require Ameren Missauprovide the additional reporting
requested by Mr. Walters. The costs of the perigdjgorting Mr. Walters suggests would
ultimately be borne by the Company’s customers, thet reporting would not provide any
benefit to the Company’s customers. Expendituveeplace aging infrastructure and the other
information Mr. Walters wants the Company to remdyout, might go to the issue of reliability,
but the Company already provides reliability-rethteeports to the Commission. It is not
necessary to report to the Commission at the lefvéétail Mr. Walters suggests, and it is simply
an improper attempt to inject the Commission ih@ day to day management of the Company.
14. Rate Case Expense

What is the appropriate amount to include in Amdvigsouri’s revenue requirement for
Rate Case Expense?
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Staff has proposed that rate case expenses beizadoaver 18-months and trued-up
throughout the case but no later than two weeler dffte filing of reply/true-up briefs. The
Company accepts these terms as reasonable. HqwleegCompany disagrees with the Staff's
proposed disallowance of cash working capital stedpenses. With respect to Staff's
proposed disallowance of cash working capital nestiy and support costs, the actual costs
incurred were reasonable and necessary in ordgrdsent and defend Ameren Missouri’s
proposed revenue requirement.

On behalf of the OPC, Ted Robertson proposes ae“Raise Expense” disallowance,
however the expenses Mr. Robertson seeks disaltmvare not rate case expenses and in fact
are not included in the Company’s revenue requirgme
15. Miscellaneous Revenue Requirement Issues

A. What amount of corporate franchise tax shouldimguded in the revenue
requirement?

Recognizing the changes in Missouri law governirapc¢hise taxes, Ameren Missouri

proposes to include $420,000 in its revenue remerg for franchise taxes.

B. Should the investment through December 31, 261ah extension of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (“NRC”) license for the Callmy Energy Center be
included in rate base if the extension is issuedhieyNRC by the filing of reply
briefs in this case?

If Ameren Missouri is granted a life extension I tNRC prior to the filing of reply

briefs, it is appropriate to include the costs agged with this life extension in rates, espewiall
because the Commission previously extended theumes life of Callaway for depreciation

purposes to match the license period that willdfkected in the NRC license extension.

C. How should the DOE breach-of-contract settlemenbams be treated in this case?
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Ameren Missouri agrees to notify Staff's Chief Cseinif and when it receives further
reimbursement(s) from this settlement.

16. Return on Common Equity (“ROE”)

In consideration of all relevant factors, what isetappropriate value for Return on

Equity (“ROE”) that the Commission should use irtisg Ameren Missouri’'s Rate of

Return?

As this case demonstrates, Ameren Missouri has bmeking significant capital
investment in its operations in order to maintaghable service and to comply with regulatory
mandates, including specific requirements imposethb EPA. As the Company continues to
meet existing and emerging environmental regulaticend to replace and maintain aging
infrastructure, capital expenditures will be reqdiron an on-going basis. Capital markets are
competitive, and Ameren Missouri must offer investa competitive return to ensure access to
capital as needed and at reasonable rates. Manga reasonable return on equity also impacts
the Company’s credit ratings both in terms of qitative credit metrics as well as qualitative
assessments of the supportiveness of Ameren Missoegulatory environment.

On behalf of Ameren Missouri, Mr. Hevert presemsaaray of well-supported results
derived from competent cost of equity models. €he®dels and their results support a well-
reasoned measure of investor expectations. Mr. fHegeommends a return on equity equal to
10.4%. Mr. Hevert's analyses employ data publishgdecognized authorities and sources in
order to calculate a Constant Growth Discountech@dsw (DCF) analysis, a multi-stage DCF
analysis, the Capital Asset Pricing Model, and andBdrield Plus Risk Premium model.
Further, Mr. Hevert observes that his recommendasavithin the range of recently authorized

returns as reported from 2012 through 2014 foricedly integrated electric utilities. Those
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returns average 10.01%. Given the unique risksidadmeren Missouri and other qualitative
considerations, Mr. Hevert's recommendation is waefyported by the record evidence.

Staff and intervenors propose unreasonably lowmeata equity recommendations. Staff
proposes an ROE recommendation of 9.25%, whichotsdirectly supported by quantitative
analysis. Staff's witness, Mr. David Murray, indied he believes the true cost of equity for
utilities is in the range of 6% to 8%. Office otitic Counsel witness Mr. Lance Schafer
proposes a return on equity of 9.01%, and argussthle Commission should ignore the fact that
his recommendation is staggeringly lower than rdgeauthorized returns in other jurisdictions.
MIEC’s witness Mr. Michael Gorman also proposessayMow recommended return on equity
of 9.3%, which is far below recently authorizeduraes for vertically integrated electric utilities,
and even below returns authorized for natural gasiloution utilities. All three witnesses
support their recommendations through analyseséhatupon faulty assumptions. In particular
all three witnesses rely heavily upon very low gitowate assumptions that understate investor
expectations for prospective capital appreciation.

Capital investment is required to maintain safe @lidble electric service to customers.
Ameren Missouri must obtain that capital from méaskihat are competitive. Ameren Missouri
therefore competes with other investment opporesjitincluding other utilities, for equity
capital. The Company is actively investing ingeneration and electric delivery system assets
and it is important that the Commission authorizeasonable and competitive return on equity
to set rates in this case. Accordingly, the retfrri0.4% should be accepted and used to set
rates in this proceeding.

17. Lobbying Expenditures

Should rent allocated to Ameren Missouri for AmeBarvices’ office in Washington
D.C. be included in the revenue requirement?
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Ameren Missouri records half of the amount it iLe@hted below the line as lobbying,
meaning that half of this cost does not appear meken Missouri revenue requirement
request. The Company believes this treatment atalyrreflects how the office is used. This
office supports personnel who represent Ameren ddissin FERC proceedings and in
interactions with FERC Staff, all of which is nesas/ for Ameren Missouri’s provision of
service to its customers, including as relatedst@articipation in MISO.

18. Incentive Compensation

A. Should the safety component of the EIP-O ingentiompensation plan be
included in revenue requirement?

Yes, the safety component of the EIP-O incentivmmensation plan should be included
in the Company's revenue requirement. The Comamsgias already determined that
operational standards are appropriate and the Cssioni has always found safety expenditures
to be prudent. The plan's focus is to move awaynfrules based compliance and towards a
corporation wide emphasis on creating a cultureadéty where employees feel free to challenge
unsafe acts. This plan demonstrates that Ameressdri officers consider safety to be of
paramount importance. The costs of this composkatild be included in Ameren Missouri's
revenue requirement.

B. Should payments made under the BNA program b&ded in revenue
requirement?

Yes, these represent sign-on or retention bonussswere paid in order to attract or
retain key personnel. These are standard pragtidbe industry, and are prudent payments
which should be included in the Company's reveegeirement.

C. Should payments made to non-union employees umatig the BBl program be
included in revenue requirement?
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Yes, Staff has agreed that these payments to wemgpioyees should be allowed. The
payments made to non-union employees are equallgept. These are bonuses paid to
employees selected (and who can qualify) to servertmat is called the Adversary Team. This
is required by the Nuclear Regulatory Commissiod #re group conducts periodic drills and
exercises to challenge our security at Callawalesé employees must meet more stringent
physical requirements and receive additional trgnilt is reasonable that this additional work
result in these employees receiving a bonus for asponsibility. If Ameren Missouri had
merely increased the employees’ base pay, theetyliwould have been no argument. That,
however, does not justify removal of these cosimfthe Company's revenue requirement.

19. Class Cost of Service, Revenue Allocation andaie Design

A. What methodology should the Commission use to a#ogeneration fixed costs
among customer classes?

Ameren Missouri supports the continued use of a fan-coincident peak version of
the Average and Excess Demand allocation methogdiogallocate fixed production plant
costs among the Company’s rate classes. The Commisas adopted this methodology, which
gives weight to both class demands and class erenggumption, in each of the Company’s
recent electric rate cases.

B. How should the non-fuel, non-labor components afdpction, operation and
maintenance expense be classified and allocated?

Non-fuel, non-labor production operation and mamaince expense should be classified
as fixed and variable based on an approach preskciib the NARUC Electric Utility Cost
Allocation Manual. The fixed component should bbadted based on the fixed production
allocator and the variable component should beatéx using the energy (kwh) allocator.

C. How should any rate increase be collected fromstheeral customer classes?
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The rate increase should be implemented as an pguaéntage increase to all customer
classes.

D. What should the Residential Class customer chaege b

The residential customer charge should increasthéysame percentage as the overall
increase to the Residential rate class approveddoommission in this case.

E. Should the Commission approve Wal-Mart’'s propodsaft & increase the demand

component of the hours-use rate design for Largee@Ge Service and Small Primary
Service?

No. The Commission should not approve Wal-Mart'spmsed shift to increase the
demand component of the hours-use rate designhimrLarge General Service and Small
Primary Service rate classes.

F. Should the Commission approve Wal-Mart's recommemaato require the
Company to present analyses of alternatives tohthes-use rate design in its next
rate case?

No. The Commission should not approve Wal-Mart'soramendation to require the
Ameren Missouri to present in its next rate casalymes of alternatives to the hours-use rate
design. The hours-use rate design was adoptefld@ as an alternative to the very rate design
Wal-Mart prefers. All investor owned utilities Missouri currently employ the hours-use rate

design.

G. What methodology should the Commission use toa#ooff-system sales revenues
among customer classes?

The Company allocated off-system sales revenuesdbas their respective energy
(KWh) allocators, which is consistent with the noattihe Commission approved in File No. ER-
2010-0036. Thedreport and Ordeiin that case states, in relevant part, “the Corsimimsfinds
that AmerenUE'’s class cost of service study, medifo allocate revenues from off-system sales

on the basis of class energy requirements, is thst reliable of the submitted studies.”
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H. What methodology should the Commission use toa#dacome tax expense among
customer classes?

The Commission should allocate income taxes onbtms of net plant. The reason
Ameren Missouri has income to be taxed is becaws€obmpany earns a return on its invested
capital. In a rate case, net rate base represkeatarhount of invested capital on which the
Company is authorized to earn a return. Becaus€kags Cost of Service Study (“CCOSS”)
allocates net plant to customer classes based torateebase, and because income taxes are a
direct function of earned return on investmentpllows that both earned return and income
taxes should be allocated to customer classes lmsedch class’ responsibility for net rate
base.

I.  What methodology should the Commission use toa#dtiel and purchased power
costs among customer classes?

The Company allocated fuel and purchased powerdbasetheir respective energy
(KWh) allocators, which is consistent with the neattthe Commission approved in File No. ER-
2010-0036. Thereport and Ordeiin that case states, in relevant part, “the Corsimmsfinds
that AmerenUE’s’s class cost of service study, medito allocate revenues from off-system
sales on the basis of class energy requiremeritse imost reliable of the submitted studies.”

20. Depreciation

A. What amount of depreciation expense, includingife Meramec Energy Center
requirement, should be included in Ameren Misssugvenue requirement?

The depreciation expense recommended by AmeresoMiiswitness John Spanos in his
direct testimony should be included in the revemequirement Except with respect to
Accounts 364 and 369 addressed below, all pargesept Office of the Public Counsel

(“OPC"), including the only two parties (Staff atile Company) who performed depreciation

? Depreciation expense for one account changed bliffbm that recommended in Mr. Spanos’ directitasny as
a result of a reallocation of depreciation reseegmmmended by Staff, and with which the Compangexd
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studies, agree on the level of depreciation expémd®e included in the revenue requirement.
OPC'’s opposition to the level of depreciation floe Meramec Plant is completely unsupported,
as outlined in the surrebuttal testimony of Amek&asouri witness Matt Michels.

B. What amount of depreciation expense should tleded in Ameren Missouri’s
revenue requirement for Accounts 364 and 369 (macoount 1)?

The depreciation expense recommended by Amererolfisszitness John Spanos in his
direct testimony for these two accounts shouldnoduded in the revenue requirement. Staff's
recommendation has no basis, and is arbitrarjyah$taff has artificially capped the net salvage
percentages applicable to these accounts, contrdhe net salvage percentages that result from
proper application of the Company’s historical retient data. Contrary to the Staff's claims,
the Commission has never ruled that such an arpityaproach is appropriate, and indeed such
an arbitrary approach violates the accrual methébddepreciation accounting which the
Commission has repeatedly indicated is the apptgmethod to determine net salvage.

21. Economic Development Rate Design Mechanisms

A. Should the Commission expand the application of rAmeMissouri’'s existing
Economic Development Riders?

No, the Commission should not expand the applicatibAmeren Missouri’s existing
Economic Development Riders at this time. More aesle should be done before expanding
the Company’s economic development riders. Ameress®iri supports the formation of a
collaborative to explore the issues raised in thise further

B. Should the Commission modify Ameren Missouri'stiagigEconomic Development

Riders to require recipients to participate in tf@ompany’s energy efficiency
programs?

The Commission should not modify Ameren Missouriexisting Economic

Development Riders to require recipients to pgstte in the Company’s energy efficiency
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programs. While Ameren Missouri is not opposedh® ¢oncept, there are issues related to this
proposed change that need to be explored furtHerdoany changes are implemented.

C. Should the Commission open a docket to explorerdlee economic development
riders across regulated industries (i.e. water,ctlie, natural gas) and/or to further
explore issues raised by parties in this case aslas the Commission inquired
about at the beginning of the case?

Ameren Missouri supports opening a docket to exptbe role economic development
riders across regulated industries and to furtixptoee issues raised by the Commission and
other parties. Such a docket would allow all retpdautilities and interested stakeholders to
participate and share ideas. In addition, therg beabest practices beyond tariff changes that
can be shared.

22. MEEIA Low Income Exemption

Should the Commission approve an exemption of MEEH&rges for low income

customers? If so, should the cost of exemptionale lpy only residential customers or

all customers?

The Commission should approve the MEEIA exemptioca@templated by the MEEIA
statute and as proposed by Ameren Missouri. Thesad the exemption should be spread to all
other customers, which as pointed out in the rebtgistimony of Bill Davis, will result in an
increase of approximately $0.06 a month.

23. Street Lighting

A. Can the Commission mandate or require that tbem@any sell its street lights to
the Cities?

The Commission does not have the statutory authtwriforce an involuntary sale of the
Company’s property. In addition, forcing an invalary sale, by tariff or otherwise, would be
directly contrary to the public policy expressed3i1.525 RSMo, which (subject to very limited

exceptions not applicable to Cities) prohibits neymalities from condemning the used or useful
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property of a public utility. The Commission shdulot facilitate the Cities’ attempt to take

Company property since the Cities could not lawftdlke that property from the Company.

A. Should the Commission approve a revenue-neutraisagient between customer-
owned and Company-owned lighting rates?

Over a sufficient time period to avoid rate shogkjeren Missouri believes a revenue-
neutral adjustment between customer-owned and Qoyapaned lighting rates is a prudent
course of action for the Commission to considere Tompany’s lighting class as a whole has
rates that closely reflect its underlying costst yi&s customer-owned lighting rates are
significantly below its underlying costs. Settigtas to match the cost of service for the two
lighting rate schedules would require a shift cbath$3.9 million as an increase to customer-
owned lighting and a decrease to company-owneditighBecause the customer-owned lighting
revenue requirement is much smaller than the compamed lighting revenue requirement, the
$3.9 million shift would roughly double the rates ftustomer-owned lighting and reduce the
rates for company-owned lighting by about 11%. Magvto rates within the lighting class that
are more reflective of costs would reduce the redeshe company-owned lighting customers,
which account for large majority of the lightingstamers, including the cities of Ballwin and
O’Fallon.

B. Should the Commission eliminate the terminatiors feem the Ameren Missouri-
owned lighting rate?

The Commission should not eliminate the terminafie® from the Ameren Missouri-
owned lighting rate. The purpose of the terminatfea is to give customers pause before
requesting that a light be removed or that lightsegvice be eliminated without sufficient

reason, since those requests can have significgratdats on the Company and its customers. Said
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another way, the $100 is not designed to reprabentull cost of the facilities affected by the

request; rather it is an intentional barrier toverg uneconomic allocation of resources.

24,

LED Street Lighting

Should the Commission order Ameren Missouri toinaetto study the cost-effectiveness
of replacement of all or parts of existing compamyned street lights with LED lights,
and, no later than twelve (12) months following @@mmission’s Report and Order in
this case, to file either proposed LED lightingitis or an update to the Commission on
when it will file a proposed LED lighting tariff teeplace existing company-owned street
lights?

No. The Company is already required to providdf 8tah an economic analysis of LED

street lights and the annual report stands on ws.0 Ameren Missouri’'s analyses have

thoroughly discussed issues related to LED stightd. To the extent the economic analysis

changes and other implementation barriers are rethdklie report will reflect those updatébe

Company will submit its next LED street lightingdgie before the end of 2015, which is at least

6 months earlier than the expected 12-month ansavgrof the Report and Order in this rate

case.

25.

Other Tariff Issues

Should the Commission order the Company to elimindie 7(M) lighting class
(Municipals Incandescent Street Lighting)?

Yes, the Commission should order the Company tmiekte the 7(M) lighting class.

There no longer are any active customers in the Bahedule 7(M) rate classification, and

incandescent street lights are no longer beingliest

26.

Supplemental Service

Should the Commission eliminate or modify the terofs Ameren Missouri’s
Supplemental Service tariff (a/k/a Rider E)?

The Commission should not implement changes in Riden this case because there is

not enough time to perform the detailed analysisesgary to determine if such changes are
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warranted. Any analysis performed will also needctmsider the bill impacts to existing
customers taking service under Rider E. However,Gbmpany is willing to investigate those
issues and be prepared to address this issue imeiniMissouri’'s next rate case. There is no
harm waiting until the next rate case because tleemmly one customer taking service under
Ameren Missouri’'s Supplemental Service tariff today addition, there have been no charges
billed under the Supplemental Service rider, noesd@dmeren Missouri have any pending
inquiries related to Combined Heat and Power itenections.

27.  Ameren Services Allocations

A. What level of Ameren Services Company allocatidrsuld be included in the
Company’s revenue requirement?

Costs allocated to Ameren Missouri by Ameren Sewi€ompany (AMS) should be
adjusted by $4.8 million over the test year levalsis adjustment is attributable to additional
O&M expenses, and these increased costs are pignadtiibutable to additional Information
Technology and Transmission requirements of Amafdesouri, as explained in the testimony
of witness Bob Porter. Although there were concemised by Staff and MIEC that these
additional costs were attributable to the divestitof Ameren Energy Resources, Ameren
Missouri believes that these concerns have beayeall by information produced in this
proceeding. Ameren Missouri agrees with the propok&taff to disallow $78,000 in test year
operating expenses related to a non-recurring stedprmed by the Company.

B. Should the Commission open a separate docket thefuexamine Ameren Services
Company’s costs after this rate case is over?

While Ameren Missouri does not oppose Staff's psgbdor a review of Ameren’s Cost
Allocation Manual, Ameren Missouri rejects OPC w8 Ted Robertson’s proposal to open a

separate docket to further examine Ameren Servioengany's costs. Such an action is
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unnecessary. AMS allocated costs are costs will@rentire pool of costs in Ameren Missouri’s
financial statements and are included in the olenadlits and regulatory review of Ameren
Missouri’s costs. These are not a separate seist$ outside of the normal review in a rate case.
Data regarding all AMS labor and IT support codlitscated to Ameren Missouri, for example, is
subject to Staff audit in every rate case, inclgdims one. OPC conducted no discovery on this
issue in this rate case, and OPC offers no tesgnutrallenging any particular AMS cost

allocation. Accordingly, there is nothing to compedeparate docket to examine AMS costs.

28. Net Base Energy Costs

At what level should net base energy costs bengbis case?

The net base energy costs sponsored by Compangssés Mark Peters and Jaime Haro
should be adopted, using the Company’s true-updgu
29. Labadie ESPs

A. Should the Company’s investment in the electrastgtiecipitators (*ESPS”)
installed at the Labadie Energy Center be inclugtethe Company’s rate base?

Ameren Missouri installed ESPs on Labadie Energgt€reUnits 1 and 2 to bring those
units into compliance with Mercury and Air Toxicsa8dards (“MATS”) prescribed by the
federal government. The ESPs have satisfied akemice criteria prescribed by Staff, and are
currently used and useful in providing servicehe Company’s customers. Ameren Missouri’s
investment in the ESPs should be included in tteebvase used to set the Company’s rates in this
case.

B. Should Ameren Missouri’s rate base be reduced D848 because of damage to
collector plates used in the Labadie ESP project?

There is no reasonable basis to support reducingrémMissouri’s rate base because of

damage to collector plates during installation 8P& on Labadie Energy Center Units 1 and 2.
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Due to an unexplained failure in a storage mechan® collector plates fell and were damaged

beyond repair. The mechanism and methods Ameresauiisused to store the collector plates

were recommended by the manufacturer, who desctii®ed as “the best practices for handling

[the collector plates] without causing damage.” Tmmpany was not negligent in the way it

handled or stored the collector plates, and the faey were destroyed despite Ameren

Missouri’s best efforts is not a basis for exclgdthe value of the plates from the rate base used

to set rates in this case.

30. Fuel Adjustment Clause (“FAC”)

A. Did the Company fail to comply with the “completg@lkanation” provisions of 4

CSR 240-3.161(3)(H) and () and, if so, would foistify the elimination of the
Company’s fuel adjustment clause?

No, the Company has fully complied with the “coetel explanation” provisions of the
Commission’s rules, as discussed in detail in diittal testimony of Ameren Missouri witness
Lynn Barnes. The Commission has previously rulet far less detail than the Company has
consistently provided, including in this case, d¢idoges a complete explanation within the
meaning of the rules. It is impossible for the @amy to have failed to have provided a
complete explanation given the Commission’s priding. Moreover, the Commission’s Staff
has indicated that the Company’s filings, whiclanfything are even more detailed in this case
than in its last five rate cases, complies withrtiles. No party, until OPC in this case, has ever
contended otherwise.

Even if the Company somehow did not comply witle ttcomplete explanation”
provisions of the rules (which the Company spealfic denies), this would not justify the
elimination of its FAC. Such a result would be enbntly and patently unfair given the

Commission’s prior ruling, its Staff's prior statent that the Company’s filings do comply and

-27 -



the total lack of any hint in any other case that $ignificant detail provided by the Company is
somehow insufficient within the meaning of the rule
B. Did the Company fail to provide information on tin@gnitude, volatility and the

Company'’s ability to manage the costs and reveth&sit proposes to include

in its FAC and, if so, would this justify the elimation of the Company’s fuel

adjustment clause?

No. Not only has nothing material changed respgctihe volatility and
uncertainty, magnitude and ability to control theslf and purchased power and off-
system sales (and associated transportation) shaacked in the Company’s FAC, but
when claims that things have changed were madeCtmpany provided significant
evidence that those costs and revenues are ind#atiler and uncertain, are large and
are beyond the Company’s control. OPC has provatemlutely no objective evidence

to the contrary.

C. If the FAC continues should the sharing percentagehanged to 90%/10%?

No. OPC’s recommendation in this case, made by-@®& employee Lena
Mantle, is no different than Ms. Mantle’s recommatioin in the Company’s last rate case
(Case No. ER-2012-0166) when she was a member eofSthff, which the Commission
rejected. All of the deficiencies in Ms. Mantle'ecommendation to change the sharing
percentage in that case (to 85%/15%) apply withaktprce in this case. All of the harms that
would occur from a change in the sharing percentdgere there is absolutely no justification
to do so remain. OPC has provided not one shrezbaictive evidence that a change in the
sharing percentage is needed to create an inceptitbe Company to properly manage its net

energy costs.
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D. What transmission charges should be included ir-h€?

Just as the Commission ruled in File No. ER-201@8)1iransmission charges for power
purchased from the MIStnergy market, from other power producers, anthae sales of
energy to the MISO energy market or others shoeldnhbluded in the FAC, as they are today
and as they have been since the inception of themp@oy's FAC. MIEC’s opposition
completely ignores the fact that Ameren Missoulissthe megawatt hours it produces to the
MISO market, and buys the megawatt hours it muguiae to serve its load from the MISO
market. As a consequence, Ameren Missouri is asdegsansmission charges that it cannot
avoid. These transmission charges remain volatitk uncontrollable, just as the Commission

ruled in File No. ER-2012-0166.

E. If the FAC continues, what costs and revenues sghdd included in the
Company’s FAC.:

The costs and revenues detailed in the CompanyG ta#ff, which as proposed in this
case is materially unchanged from the tariff appobley the Commission in Case No. ER-2012-
0166, should continue to be included in the FAChe TTompany has agreed to remove one
account reference (for an account the costs oflwhave never been included in the FAC) that
had mistakenly been listed in the tariff (accou@®)y and has agreed to remove one other
account (account 924, relating to replacement pomsrrance), as requested by the Staff (and
supported by OPC as well). The Company also agttesisadditional MISO schedules or
charge types (reflecting both costs and revenuegpdochased power and transmission) that
have been added by MISO and about which propeceatnder the tariff's terms was given by

the Company should be listed in the final FAC fanfplemented in this case.

1. Should only fuel and purchased power costs, trartapon of the fuel

* Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc.
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commodity, transmission associated with purchasaglep costs and off-
system sales revenues be included?

OPC’s definition of “fuel and purchased power cpdstansportation of the fuel
commodity, transmission associated with purchasedep costs and off-system sales revenues”
in fact does not properly include all such cost eexkenues and should be rejected. Costs and
revenues allowed under the FAC tariff, as proposkduld continue to be included in the FAC.

2. If costs and revenues other than those listedeimif. above are included
in the FAC, should cost or revenue types in whith Company has
incurred less than $360,000 in the test year bduoed, and what
charges and revenues from MISO should be included?

No. OPC has provided no justification; no facts;objective evidence whatsoever for
its arbitrary exclusion of otherwise properly indéble costs and revenues.

3. Should transmission revenues continue to be induni¢he FAC?

Yes. Transmission revenues belong in the FAQG,gaglo transmission charges.

31. Noranda Rate Proposal

A. Is Noranda experiencing a liquidity crisis suchftltas likely to cease operations at
its New Madrid smelter if it cannot obtain relidftbe sort sought here?

1. If so, would the closure of the New Madrid Smehgpresent a significant
detriment to the economy of Southeast Missouriptal tax revenues, and to
state tax revenues?

2. If so, can the Commission lawfully grant the reqeéselief?

3. If so, should the Commission grant the requestbelf?e
Noranda is not experiencing such a liquidity stigror reasons quite similar to those
outlined by Ameren Missouri withess Robert MudgeFite No. EC-2014-0224, Mr. Mudge
(and Ameren Missouri witness Dr. David Humphreysplains in this case why Noranda has
posited nothing more than a worst-case scenari® fiailed attempt to prove what it did not
prove in File No. EC-2014-0224. Just as was trug¢hat case, Noranda is seeking a huge
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ratepayer subsidy, without proper justificationttifagranted would make it the lowest cost
producer of aluminum in the entire United Statkxleed, Noranda’s financial condition now is
materially better than it was when it failed, omlyew months ago, to meet its burden to show
that it should be afforded the relief it seeks.

Moreover, granting the requested relief would beduly discriminatory. Under
Missouri and United States Supreme Court precedatds cannot be set to meet the claimed
financial needs of a particular person or entityd anstead must be set based upon the
characteristics of service that the person orepiitssesses. A subsidy of this type should be
provided, if at all, by action of the General Assdyn

The Commission should not grant the relief sougyhtNoranda for all of the same
reasons given in itReport and Ordem File No. EC-2014-0224, and for the additioredsons
reflected in Ameren Missouri’s testimony in thisea

B. Would rates for Ameren Missouri’s ratepayers othlean Noranda be lower if
Noranda remains on Ameren Missouri's system ate¢deced rate?

Any rate subsidy provided to Noranda will necedganicrease rates to other customers.
Revenue under Noranda’s proposal would be apprdgign&272 million less than the revenue
that would be realized by selling the same powés ihe market; thus, Noranda’s proposal
would be detrimental to other customers.

C. Would it be more beneficial to Ameren Missouri'te@ayers other than Noranda for
Noranda to remain on Ameren Missouri’'s system atrdguested reduced rate than
for Noranda to leave Ameren Missouri’s system ehtit

Revenue under Noranda’s proposal would be apprdrign&272 million less than the

revenue that would be realized by selling the smower into the market; thus, Noranda’s

proposal would be detrimental to other customers.
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D. Is it appropriate to redesign Ameren Missouri'sitls and rates on the basis of
Noranda’s proposal, as described in its Direct Treshy and updated in its
Surrebuttal Testimony?

1. If so, should Noranda be exempted from the FAC?

2. If so, should Noranda’s rate increases by cappeaniy manner?

3. If so, can the Commission change the terms of Nfaanservice obligation to
Ameren Missouri and of Ameren Missouri’s servickgaltion to Noranda?

4. If so, should the resulting revenue deficiency laelenup by other ratepayers in
whole or in part?

5. If so, how should the amount of the resulting reeeteficiency be calculated?

6. If so, can the resulting revenue deficiency lawfulle allocated between
ratepayers and Ameren Missouri’s shareholders?

I. How should the revenue deficiency allocated to rottegepayers be
allocated on an interclass basis?

il How should the revenue deficiency allocated to rottegepayers be
allocated on an intra-class basis?

7. If so, what, if any, conditions or commitments sttdne Commission require of
Noranda?

Ameren Missouri does not believe it is appropri@taedesign the Company’s rates as
proposed by Noranda.
E. What is Ameren Missouri’s variable cost of sentc@®loranda?

1. Should this quantification of variable costs beseffby an allowance for Off-
System Sales Margin Revenue?

2. What revenue benefit or detriment does the Amerieaduri system receive from
provision of service to Noranda at a rate of $32\60/h?
The Company believes it is not appropriate to ates charged to Noranda on Ameren

Missouri’s variable cost of providing service. Ev&m revenue under Noranda’'s proposal would
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be approximately $272 million less than the revetinad would be realized by selling the same
power into the market; thus, Noranda'’s proposalld/de detrimental to other customers.

F. Should Noranda be served at a rate materially ckffie than Ameren Missouri’s fully
distributed cost to serve them? If so, at what?ate

Noranda should not be served at a rate that is rialyedifferent from Ameren
Missouri’s fully distributed cost to serve the Néwadrid smelter. To do so would constitute
unlawful rate discrimination.

G. Is it appropriate to remove Noranda as a retail ttuser as proposed by Ameren
Missouri in Rebuttal Testimony?

Ameren Missouri’s proposal is that Noranda and Aenevlissouri mutually agree to terminate
the current contract for service to Noranda. Idiah, Noranda and Ameren Missouri would
have to agree to price and terms of a new wholesaigract.

1. Can the Commission cancel the Certificate of Comvexe and Necessity that
was granted for Ameren Missouri to provide sent@®oranda and, if so, would
the cancellation of the CCN be in the public insts@

Yes, assuming Ameren Missouri and Noranda mutuadisee to terminate the current
contract for service to Noranda. This is in thélms interest because Ameren Missouri’s other
customers cannot be expected to perpetually salesidoranda’s rate in a “lower-of-cost-or
market” pricing regime. In addition, Ameren Missowould no longer bear an obligation to
serve Noranda and would therefore no longer needctplire resources necessary to serve
Noranda.

2. Can the Commission grant Ameren Missouri’'s proposaice notification
regarding the impact of the proposal on its otherstomers’ bills was not

provided to Ameren Missouri’'s customers?

There is no requirement that such notice be pravide

3. If the Commission grants Ameren Missouri’'s proppsdiould the costs and
revenues flow through the FAC?
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Yes, the revenues from Noranda as a wholesaleroestshould be treated like revenues
from other wholesale contracts.
4. Can Ameren Missouri and Noranda end their curresntcact without approval
of all of the parties to the Unanimous Stipulatiamd Agreement in the case in
which Ameren Missouri was granted the CCN to sblweanda?
The only remaining operative provision of the cantrbetween Ameren Missouri and Noranda
is that Ameren Missouri cannot seek a terminatibthe CCN that would be effective earlier
than May 31, 2020, and Noranda cannot exercigggités under Section 91.026 earlier than that

date. Ameren Missouri and Noranda can mutuallg@a¢o modify these obligations.
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