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OF 2 
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CASE NO. EO-2012-0074 4 

I. INTRODUCTION 5 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 6 

A. Steven M. Wills, Ameren Services Company (“Ameren Services”), One 7 

Ameren Plaza, 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63103. 8 

Q. What is your position with Ameren Services? 9 

A. I am the Managing Supervisor of Quantitative Analytics in the Corporate 10 

Planning Department. 11 

Q. What is Ameren Services? 12 

A. Ameren Services provides various corporate, administrative and technical 13 

support services for Ameren Corporation (“Ameren”) and its affiliates, including Union 14 

Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri ("Company" or "Ameren Missouri").   15 

Q. Please describe your educational background and employment 16 

experience. 17 

A. I received a Bachelor of Music degree from the University of Missouri-18 

Columbia in 1996.  I subsequently earned a Master of Music degree from Rice University 19 

in 1998, then a Master of Business Administration ("M.B.A.") degree with an emphasis 20 

in Economics from St. Louis University in 2002.  While pursuing my M.B.A., I interned 21 

at Ameren Energy in the Pricing and Analysis Group.  Following completion of my 22 

M.B.A. in May 2002, I was hired by Laclede Gas Company as a Senior Analyst in its 23 
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Financial Services Department.  In this role I assisted the manager of Financial Services 1 

in coordinating all financial aspects of rate cases, regulatory filings, rating agency 2 

studies, and numerous other projects.   3 

In June 2004, I joined Ameren Services as a Forecasting Specialist.  In this role I 4 

developed forecasting models and systems that supported the Ameren operating 5 

companies' involvement in the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, 6 

Inc.'s ("MISO") Day 2 Energy Markets.  In November 2005 I moved into the Corporate 7 

Analysis Department in Ameren Services, where I was responsible for performing load 8 

research activities, electric and gas sales forecasts, and assisting with weather 9 

normalization for rate cases.  In January 2007, I accepted a role I briefly held with 10 

Ameren Energy Marketing Company as an Asset and Trading Optimization Specialist 11 

before returning to Ameren Services as a Senior Commercial Transactions Analyst in 12 

July 2007.  I was subsequently promoted to my present position as the Managing 13 

Supervisor of the Quantitative Analytics Group. 14 

Q. What are your responsibilities in your current position? 15 

A. In my current position, I supervise a group of employees with 16 

responsibility for gas and electric load forecasting, load research, weather normalization, 17 

and various other analytical tasks. 18 

 Q. What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 19 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to present an overview of the treatment of 20 

wholesale contracts in Ameren Missouri's Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP") and to 21 

address certain claims made by other witnesses in their direct/rebuttal testimony. 22 
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II. TREATMENT OF WHOLESALE LOADS IN IRP 1 

Q. Why is it necessary to present an overview of the treatment of 2 

wholesale contracts in Ameren Missouri's IRP? 3 

A. The various witnesses supporting the Staff's position that the American 4 

Electric Power Operating Companies ("AEP") and Wabash Valley Power Association, 5 

Inc. ("Wabash") contract revenues should be flowed through the Fuel Adjustment Clause 6 

("FAC") all rely on a particular interpretation of the phrase "long-term full and partial 7 

requirements sales," which appears in the Company's FAC tariff.  The definition relied 8 

upon by these witnesses includes the concept that in order to be classified as a long-term 9 

full or partial requirement sale, the load represented by such agreement must be one that 10 

the supplier plans to provide on an ongoing basis and includes in its system resource 11 

planning.  (See Eaves Direct/Rebuttal, page 15, lines 14-25 and Brubaker Direct, page 5, 12 

lines 4-8.)   13 

Because the IRP is one part of system resource planning (and it is a visible part, 14 

because of the triennial IRP filings required by the Commission's rules), the treatment of 15 

wholesale loads in that process is important to understand.  I would note that the IRP is, 16 

however, just one part of system resource planning, as explained by Company witness 17 

Jaime Haro in his surrebuttal testimony. 18 

Q.  Please describe generally the treatment of wholesale load in Ameren 19 

Missouri's recently filed IRPs. 20 

A. An IRP is by its nature a snapshot of the Company's planning process at a 21 

point in time.  For at least the last three major IRP filings, wholesale load has been 22 

included in the Company's forecasted load obligation to the extent that it is under contract 23 
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in the relevant forecast horizon.  In both the 2005 and 2008 IRP filings, there were six 1 

municipal customers' loads included in the load forecast.  In both IRPs, that load 2 

obligation was assumed to terminate whenever the terms of the contracts that were in 3 

place when the IRP was prepared terminated.  In other words, the loads in question were 4 

not assumed to be served on an "ongoing basis."  To the contrary, the loads were assumed 5 

to be served only until the contracts ended. 6 

Q.  Why were the AEP and Wabash contracts not included in those 7 

filings? 8 

A. Very simply because the contracts did not yet exist at the time of those 9 

filings.  As mentioned before, the IRP filing provides a snapshot of the utility planning 10 

process as of a set point in time.  Since the AEP and Wabash contracts were executed in 11 

the first half of 2009, they were not in existence at the time of the 2005 or 2008 filings.  12 

However, it is important to note that, since the loads associated with these contracts 13 

simply replaced the load lost from Noranda as a result of the 2009 ice storm, the energy 14 

and capacity that was later provided to AEP and Wabash was accounted for in these 15 

IRPs.  It was simply designated to serve the Noranda aluminum smelter at the time.  16 

When the Noranda outage occurred, the volumes that had been planned for it in the IRP 17 

were redirected under these new agreements to AEP and Wabash. 18 

Q. What wholesale loads were included in the Company's most recent 19 

complete IRP filing (which was filed in February 2011)? 20 

A. That filing considered load obligations associated with five municipal 21 

customers as well as the AEP and Wabash loads for the portion of the forecast horizon 22 
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for which those loads were already under contract; that is, until the term of each contract 1 

ended.1 2 

Q. Mr. Eaves claimed in his testimony that, 3 

Unlike its contracts with Public Authorities, the AEP and 4 
Wabash contracts have not been included in Ameren 5 
Missouri's Integrated Resource Plan process.  (Eaves 6 
Direct/Rebuttal, page 19, lines 9-9.) 7 

 8 
Is his statement accurate? 9 

 A. No, it is not.  As mentioned above, the AEP and Wabash loads were 10 

accounted for in the 2011 IRP.  The fact that they were not accounted for explicitly in 11 

previous IRPs is merely a function of timing (again the load volume was accounted for 12 

by Noranda). 13 

Q. Based on this understanding of the treatment of wholesale loads, does 14 

treatment in the IRP provide a means to distinguish the AEP and Wabash contracts 15 

from the other municipal contracts that Ameren Missouri is a party to when 16 

considering the definition of "requirements sales" proffered by Mr. Eaves and 17 

Mr. Brubaker? 18 

A. No, it does not.  I would first point out that, as detailed in the surrebuttal 19 

testimony of Company witness Jaime Haro, this definition is not the correct definition to 20 

apply to contracts for classification under Ameren Missouri's FAC tariff.  But even under 21 

the definition that these witnesses propose, the distinction that they are trying to draw 22 

between the various wholesale contracts does not exist.  I would also point out that even 23 

Mr. Brubaker agrees that whether or not a particular contract was included in an IRP 24 

                                                 
1 The IRP filing was based on actual loads through the end of 2009, and the 20-year forecast period 
examined in the IRP started in 2010, at which point there were still several months remaining on the AEP 
and Wabash contracts.   
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filing is not determinative of whether it reflects a requirements sale.  Case No. EO-2010-1 

0255, Tr. p. 502, l. 12 – 18; 23 – to p. 503, l. 6. 2 

Q. Please elaborate on this point. 3 

A. Given the standard that the Staff and MIEC propose for defining 4 

requirements sales, there would not be a single wholesale contract which was effective 5 

during the FAC accumulation periods under review in this docket that would reflect a full 6 

or partial requirements sale, including the contracts with municipal utilities.  However, I 7 

would note that no party has proposed to include the revenues from wholesale contracts 8 

with municipal utilities in the adjustment that Staff and the interveners argue should be 9 

made to the FAC recovery calculations.  If the Staff and MIEC were right, then the sales 10 

to these municipal utilities would not be requirements sales.     11 

Q. Why would the contracts with the municipals not have reflected 12 

requirements sales? 13 

A. As mentioned above, in its 2008 IRP filing Ameren Missouri included in 14 

its load forecast the six existing wholesale customers that were under contract, but only 15 

for the time remaining on those contracts.  As it happens, all of the contracts were set to 16 

expire at the end of 2008.  When the accumulation periods currently under review 17 

commenced, the wholesale customers that were excluded from the FAC were taking 18 

service under new contracts that were not known or considered at the time of the 2008 19 

IRP.  In fact, the Company was very clear at the time of the 2008 IRP that it had no plans 20 

to serve these municipals on an ongoing basis. 21 

Q. What is the basis of your contention that there was no intent to serve 22 

these customers on an ongoing basis? 23 
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A. When it filed its report on Ameren Missouri's IRP, Staff identified 1 

Ameren Missouri's plan regarding serving wholesale customers as an item of concern as 2 

noted in the following excerpt from that report: 3 

From the report and from on-going meetings with Ameren UE, it is 4 
unclear what plans AmerenUE has regarding serving Wholesale 5 
Customers.  AmerenUE should clarify its intentions of serving 6 
Wholesale Customers beyond 2008, and those intentions should be 7 
reflected in resource planning. 8 
 9 

Ameren Missouri made a supplemental filing with additional data and discussion 10 

intended to address the concerns and alleged deficiencies Staff identified in its report.  As 11 

a part of that filing, Ameren Missouri, as requested by Staff, clarified its intention with 12 

regard to serving wholesale customers.  The supplemental filing indicated, 13 

AmerenUE intends to offer relatively short-term contracts based on 14 
market pricing to Missouri customers seeking wholesale power, 15 
subject to projected availability of sufficient excess capacity after 16 
serving its retail native load obligations and subject to transmission 17 
availability.  Wholesale customers have not been included in the 18 
base load forecast beyond the expiration of any existing contracts 19 
because their status at that point is subject to the competitive 20 
landscape and decisions of those customers.  AmerenUE has not 21 
planned its resources in order to serve any wholesale 22 
customers beyond existing contracts. (emphasis added) 23 
 24 

The response to Staff made it abundantly clear that there was no plan or intention to serve 25 

the existing municipal contracts on an ongoing basis.  Therefore, the suggestion that the 26 

Company planned its resources in its 2008 IRP for the municipals but not for AEP and 27 

Wabash is simply not accurate. 28 

 Q. Mr. Eaves makes note of the fact that Ameren Missouri had ongoing 29 

"relationships" with the municipals, presumably in order to demonstrate that there 30 

was an ongoing intention to serve them. (Eaves Direct/Rebuttal, page 18, lines 11-31 

16).  Is this relevant? 32 
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 A. No.  The FERC Form 1 instructions' definition to which Mr. Eaves assigns 1 

so much weight in crafting his definition of requirements sales says nothing about the 2 

duration of "relationship" a utility has had with a customer in the past.  It clearly states 3 

that "Requirements service is service which the supplier plans to provide on an ongoing 4 

basis.”  The duration of any previous relationship notwithstanding, Ameren Missouri 5 

made it clear in the 2008 IRP, well over a year before the AEP and Wabash issue ever 6 

came into existence, that it had no intention to serve these municipal loads on an ongoing 7 

basis.   8 

 Q. Mr. Eaves also claims to distinguish the AEP and Wabash contracts 9 

from the municipals by saying, 10 

However the characteristics of AEP and Wabash contracts and 11 
the Public Authority contracts are significantly different.  12 
First, the term of the AEP and Wabash contracts are 13 
significantly shorter than those of the Public Authorities' 14 
contracts.  (Eaves Direct/Rebuttal, page 19, lines 5-8.) 15 
 16 

Is this a valid way to distinguish these contracts for purposes of the FAC? 17 

A. No.  As Mr. Haro testifies, one year is the demarcation in the market place 18 

between short and long term.  It is worth noting though, that one of the municipal 19 

contracts that was carved out of the FAC in this accumulation period was 29 months in 20 

duration, and the Wabash contract was 18 months in duration.  In reviewing the record 21 

from Case No. EO-2010-0255 as well as the testimony filed in this docket, I have not 22 

been able to find anyone who defined the cut off for long-term to be somewhere between 23 

18 and 29 months.  The "significant" difference in contract term Mr. Eaves suggests is 24 

completely unsupported.  The long-term issue is really a red herring, as there is no way to 25 

apply any standard that has been proposed by any party consistently to the municipal 26 
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loads and the AEP/Wabash loads and differentiate them in terms of treatment in the FAC.  1 

Additionally, any other difference in characteristics of the AEP and Wabash contracts 2 

and the municipals identified by Mr. Eaves is a function of the difference between full 3 

and partial requirements, which also does not distinguish these contracts in any way 4 

relevant to the FAC. 5 

III.  REBUTTAL OF OTHER CLAIMS 6 

Q. Ms. Mantle claims that the Staff was not aware of the AEP and 7 

Wabash contracts until a data request response Staff received in October 2010 8 

during Case No. ER-2010-0036.  (Mantle Direct/Rebuttal, page 8, lines 4-19).  Is this 9 

accurate? 10 

A. I don't know if Ms. Mantle or the Staff was "aware" of the contracts, but 11 

that is not because of a failure on the Company's part to communicate the information to 12 

the Staff.  Company witness Lynn M. Barnes addresses this issue in her surrebuttal 13 

testimony.  In addition to the FAC reports provided to the Staff, as referenced by 14 

Ms. Barnes, in terms of my communication with the Staff I would note that my direct 15 

testimony in Case No. ER-2010-0036, filed July 24, 2009, included the following 16 

exchange: 17 

Q.  Are there any other changes to the mix of wholesale 18 
customers that impact the test year? 19 

 20 
A. Yes.  The Company entered two long-term partial 21 

requirements contracts with new customers in the spring of 22 
2009.  These contracts are effective well in advance of the 23 
true-up date in the case and an annualized level of expected 24 
sales under these contracts should be included in the test 25 
year to appropriately reflect the mix of customers the 26 
Company will be serving as of the true-up date in the case.  27 
(Case No. ER-2010-0036, Wills Direct, page 18, lines 3-9) 28 

 29 
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Although I did not give the names of the customers in my testimony, I clearly indicated 1 

that there were new contracts to be considered.  Among the workpapers I submitted 2 

electronically with the case (within a few days after the case was filed) was an Excel 3 

spreadsheet called "Wholesale Annualization – 051209.xls" that included the customer 4 

names in addition to contract terms, prices, and volumes, as well as the annualized 5 

volumes that I proposed for inclusion in the test year in the case.  So not only had the 6 

Staff been informed about these contracts through the FAC reports, but they were 7 

informed again during the Summer of 2009. 8 

 Q. Did this topic come up in the hearing in Case No. EO-2010-0255? 9 

 A.   Yes. Ms. Mantle was asked whether she looked at my workpapers from 10 

the rate case in order to verify my claim in Case No. EO-2010-0255 that I included this 11 

information in my direct testimony from Case No. ER-2010-0036.  She indicated that "I 12 

have no reason to doubt Mr. Wills.  No, I did not."  She then went on to make the 13 

statement that "It would have been buried in a stack of workpapers."  Case No. EO-2010-14 

0255, Tr., p. 371, l. 16-22 15 

 Q. What is your response to this? 16 

 A. I'm not sure why Ms. Mantle is, in this case, again repeating the 17 

suggestion that the Company did not give Staff this information.  While I understand that 18 

a lot of data is submitted in a rate case, it is provided because it contains information that 19 

is relevant to the other parties in the case.  In fact, Ms. Mantle has on a number of 20 

occasions stressed the importance of the Company timely (as in at the time of or shortly 21 

after a rate case is filed) providing workpapers.  If the Staff isn't going to use the 22 

information in the workpapers until months later, or not at all (she claims the Staff didn't 23 
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know about the contracts until it asked a data request in September and received an 1 

answer in October), then it's not clear to me why she has stressed the importance of 2 

receiving the workpapers so quickly.  The bottom line is that when the Company 3 

indicates in its testimony that there are new wholesale customers and specifically 4 

identifies them in its workpapers, it should not be a stretch to assume that that someone 5 

from Staff would review that testimony and either look over the workpapers or submit 6 

data requests seeking more information.  Either way, the implication that the Company 7 

did not advise the Staff of these contracts is simply not true, as elaborated on in more 8 

detail by Ms. Barnes. 9 

 Q. Ms. Mantle also claims that Ameren Missouri failed to include the 10 

AEP and Wabash contracts in the net system input that it provided to Staff in Case 11 

No. ER-2010-0036. (Mantle Direct/Rebuttal, page 9, lines 17-19.)  Is this accurate? 12 

 A. No.  Again, Ms. Mantle's testimony in Case No. EO-2010-0255 is 13 

revealing.  It is clear from the exchange in the transcript from the evidentiary hearings 14 

(Tr. pp. 364-368) that Ms. Mantle is claiming that the AEP and Wabash loads were not 15 

reported to Staff pursuant to Commission rule 4 CSR 240-3.190.  However, again, the 16 

data provided with the rate case in the form of my testimony and workpapers included the 17 

appropriate adjustments and all supporting data needed by Staff to understand them, 18 

which Ms. Mantle did finally acknowledge. 19 

He did supply those loads to us, and eventually we ran the fuel 20 
models with and without those loads. (Case No. EO-2010-0255, 21 
Tr. p. 366, l. 14-16). 22 
 23 

The data in the 4 CSR 240-3.190 report is not the same as the data provided specifically 24 

for a rate case.  Any issues Staff had with that report have subsequently been addressed 25 
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so that the Company now believes that that report is clear and transparent to Staff.  But 1 

regardless, the statement in Ms. Mantle's testimony is not an accurate characterization of 2 

the facts from Case No. ER-2010-0036.  The Company made appropriate adjustments to 3 

net system input for the AEP and Wabash loads, and also provided all relevant data to 4 

Staff in its testimony and workpapers.  And there was no "confusion" on the Company's 5 

part (as Ms. Mantle claims) regarding the proper treatment of the AEP and Wabash 6 

contracts.  The revenues from those contracts, like the revenues from the municipal 7 

contracts, were not included in off-system sales in the Company's rate case filing and in 8 

all of the workpapers that supported that filing, and the AEP and Wabash loads were 9 

included appropriately in jurisdictional allocation factors.  Ms. Mantle doesn't claim 10 

otherwise and, as noted, eventually begrudgingly admitted that fact. 11 

 Q. You said the data in the 4 CSR 240-3.190 reports is not the same as 12 

that used in rate cases.  Can you please elaborate? 13 

 A. Yes.  As made clear by Ms. Mantle's testimony under cross-examination 14 

in Case No. ER-2011-0028 (on May 4, 2011), the Staff completely misunderstood the 15 

data that was being given to them in the 4 CSR 240-3.190 reports, and made assumptions 16 

about it that were wrong.  Most notably, the Staff mistakenly assumed the 4 CSR 240-17 

3.190 data was not at the generation level (i.e., did not contain transmission losses), but 18 

the Staff had not verified if its assumption was correct.  (Case No. ER-2011-0128, Tr. p. 19 

1641, l. 20-25; p. 1648, l. 3-12.)  This occurred despite the fact that the Company had 20 

specifically told the Staff that the data was at the generation level.  Id. P. 1643, l. 3-5.  21 

The Staff thought that the Company had changed its 4 CSR 240-3.190 reporting so that 22 

the data was not at the generation level, but Ms. Mantle admitted that in fact the data had 23 
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not been changed and was in fact reported at the generation level.  Id., p. 1661, l. 2 – 17; 1 

p. 1664, l. 13-17.  This same confusion is what led to the wrong kilowatt-hours being 2 

used in the Staff's fuel modeling for net base fuel costs in Case No. ER-2008-0318, which 3 

led to the mistake that was resolved by the Commission in the Company's favor in Case 4 

No. ER-2010-0074 (involving true-up of the Company's FAC).     5 

 Q. So why is this relevant to the testimony Ms. Mantle gave in this case? 6 

 A. It's relevant for two reasons.  First, it shows again that some of the 7 

information Ms. Mantle is testifying to is not accurate, or at a minimum paints a 8 

misleading picture of the information that the Company has provided to Staff.  She again 9 

implies that the Company did not tell the Staff about the AEP and Wabash contracts until 10 

October of 2010; however Ms. Barnes and I have both demonstrated that the Company 11 

provided the Staff comprehensive information about these contracts in the summer of 12 

2009.  She claims that the Company did not include the AEP and Wabash loads in its net 13 

system input in the rate case; but I've shown those loads were included.  The problem was 14 

that the Staff completely ignored the rate case information I provided with regard to this 15 

issue, and misunderstood the data that the Company had provided under 4 CSR 240-16 

3.190.   17 

Second, this is relevant to the question of whether the AEP and Wabash contracts 18 

reflect long-term requirements sales.  They were treated by the Company just like the 19 

municipal contracts, which is exactly what one would expect, because they are long-term 20 

(more than 1 year in length) and they are requirements sales (provide firm energy and 21 

capacity to a buyer with a load serving obligation).  Copies of the relevant transcript 22 
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pages from both Case Nos. EO-2010-0255 and ER-2011-0028 are attached to my 1 

testimony as Schedule SMW-S1.     2 

Q.  Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 3 

A. Yes, it does. 4 



E59611
Typewritten Text
14

E59611
Typewritten Text
SMW-S1



Schedule SMW-S1-1



Schedule SMW-S1-2



Schedule SMW-S1-3



Schedule SMW-S1-4



Schedule SMW-S1-5



Schedule SMW-S1-6



Schedule SMW-S1-7



Schedule SMW-S1-8



Schedule SMW-S1-9



Schedule SMW-S1-10



Schedule SMW-S1-11



Schedule SMW-S1-12



Schedule SMW-S1-13



Schedule SMW-S1-14



Schedule SMW-S1-15



Schedule SMW-S1-16



Schedule SMW-S1-17



Schedule SMW-S1-18



Schedule SMW-S1-19



Schedule SMW-S1-20



Schedule SMW-S1-21



Schedule SMW-S1-22



Schedule SMW-S1-23



Schedule SMW-S1-24



Schedule SMW-S1-25



Schedule SMW-S1-26



Schedule SMW-S1-27



Schedule SMW-S1-28



Schedule SMW-S1-29



Schedule SMW-S1-30



Schedule SMW-S1-31



Schedule SMW-S1-32



Schedule SMW-S1-33



Schedule SMW-S1-34



Schedule SMW-S1-35



Schedule SMW-S1-36



Schedule SMW-S1-37


	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. TREATMENT OF WHOLESALE LOADS IN IRP
	III.  REBUTTAL OF OTHER CLAIMS



