
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE 
STATE OF MISSOURI 

Proceeding to Adopt Rules for 
Electric Utility Resource Planning 

4 CSR 240-22.010 et seq. 

) 
) 
) 
) 

· Case No. EX-92-299 

IIIITZAL CQKifPT!! Ol mg;011 BLBOTBIC COJIPUY 

July 31, 1992 Joseph H. Raybuck 
Attorney for 
Union Electric company 
1901 Chouteau Avenue 
P. O. Box 149 (M/C 1310) 
st. Louis, MO 63166 · 
(314) 554-2976 

Filed 
January 6, 2012 

Data Center 
Missouri Public  

Service Commission



• • 
'l'ABLII 01' COIIITDI'l'S 

INTRODUCTION • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

A. THE COMPANY GENERALLY SUPPORTS THE PROPOSED RULES 1 

B. THE COMPANY HAS ALREADY BEEN ENGAGING IN MANY 
RESOURCE PLANNING ACTIVITIES WHICH WOULD BE 
REQUIRED BY THE PROPOSED RULES • • • 3 

II. UE'S OBJECTIONS TO THE PROPOSED RULES • 6 

A. 

B. 

POLICY OBJECTIVES (4 CSR 240-22.010) AND FILING 
SCHEDULE AND REQUIREMENTS (4 CSR 240-22.080) ••• 

1. The Proposed Rules Should be Amended to Allow 

6 

for the Commission to Approve a Utility's 
Resource Acquisition Strategy • • • • • • • • ·6 

2. The Proposal Allowing for the Utility to 
Request "Nontraditional Accounting Procedures" 
(4 CSR 240-22.080(2)) must be Modified to 
Ensure that it is consistent with the Policy 
Objective and Requirement that a Utility 
Consider and Analyze Demand-side Resources i•on 
an equivalent basis" with supply-side 
resources ( 4 CSR 240-22. 010 (2) (A)) • • • • • • 21 

3. The Proposed Rules Place too much -Emphasis _on . 
using the Minimization of· Revenue Requirements 
as the "Primary" criterion for "Choosing" the 
Preferred Resource Plan, and They do not Allow 
Sufficient Flexibility to Examine. Other 
criteria which are Necessary to meet the 
Fundamental Objective of the Proposed Planning 
Process • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • . 2'7 

LOAD ANALYSIS AND FORECASTING (4 CSR 240-22.030) . 

1. (1) (B)2. - Load Data Detail - Major Cla-ss 
Demands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 31 

2. (1) (C)2. - LOad Component Detail - Weather 
Effects . • . • . . • . . • • • . • • . . •. 32 

3. (1) (C)2.B. Load Component Detail 
components of Load • • . • • • • • • • • . • 3 3 

4. (2) (A) - Analysis of Number of Units - Choice 
of Driver Variables • • • • • • • • • • • • 34 

i 

: ~ 
: f • ··<-'·:-~-"---··-· 

! ' ,. "1 IJ· 'I :i : . "'' , ' ' 



~' 

• • 
BEFORE·THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF THE 

STATE OF MISSOURI 

Proceedinq to Adopt Rules for ) 
Electric Utility Resource Planninq ) 

) 
4 CSR 240-22.010 et seq. ) 

Case No. EX-92-299 

J:NITUL tll\VIfJN'rS Ql UBION BLECTJlJ:C COJIPAHX 

Comes Now Union Electric company (UE or company) and 

submits its initial comments on the proposed rules for Electric 

utility Resource Planninq. 

I. J:NTRODUCTJ:ON 

A. TBB COMPANY GBNBRALLY SUPPORTS TBB PROPOSED RULBS~ 1 

Although the company objects to certain aspects of the 

proposed rules, in general UE supports them. 

The Company recognizes that resource planning is an 

essential activity for electric utilities in order to provide 

reliable service to all of its customers at just and reasonable 

rates on a lonq term basis. Therefore, it is appropriate and 

represents good policy for the Commission to adopt rules which 

define in a general and flexible way what constitutes acceptable 

resource planning. 

1 Any questions at.the hearing by the Commissioners or by the 
Hearing Examiner on this section of the company's comments should 
be directed to Gary L. Rainwater. General Manager of Corporate 
Planning for UE. ~ 

Any questions of a · legal nature on any section of these 
comments should be directed to the undersigned attorney. 
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The co•pany also acknowledges that the Comaission has the 

statutory authority to adopt such rules because its authority 

includes "general supervision" over electric utilities under 

section 393.140(1) RSMo. 1986. 

FUrther, UE sub!nits that it is not onzy appropriate but 

also necessary for the Commission to establish arourui rules so that 

utilities will know in advance what the Commission's expectations 

'; . i . and ob ect1yes aren the area of resource plann1ng. In this way 

a utility will JrnOW how its resource plan will ultimately be 

judged. One of the Company's main disagreements with the proposed 

rules is that they do not go far enough in this regard. This is 

because they do not call for the Commission to formally approve for 

each utility a "resource acquisition strategy", as that term is 

defined in 4 CSR 240-22.020(46). This will be discussed below. 

{See Section II .A,.l.) 

Finally, the Company believes that for the most part the 

proposed rules represent a reasonable compromise reached by 

interested parties in the informal stage of this rulemaking. In 

particular, UE believes that the numerous workshops which were held 

were very useful in eliminating many areas of misunderstanding and 

disagreement. The Company therefore appreciates the opportunity to 

have participated in these sessions. Although the workshops did 

not eliminate all contested· issues, UE believes that they were 

successful in eliminating many of them. 

2 
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B. 'l'Jill COIIP.uiY DB loLRDDY. BBD BIIGioGDIG Dl JlloiiY RUOIJRCII 

PLioJOIDrG &c.r:tVX'l'J:IIS WBJ:CB 1IOULD Bll lliiQUJ:RIID BY 'l'Jill 

~ROPOSIID RULIIS. 2 

UE has already been complying with much--but not all--of 

what the proposed rules would require. rn particular, the company 

has developed several "Energy Resource Plans" (ERPs). Each of 

these plans is somewhat similar to a "resource acquisition 

strategy" defined in the proposed rules. 

For example, the resource plan which the company 

developed in 1989 started with data from the Company's most recent 

Load Forecast. This would generally be required by the Load 

Analysis and Forecasting section of the proposed rules (4 CSR 240-

22.030). 

Next, the Company analyzed both Supply-side and Demand-

side resources to determine which were potential candidates for 

providing energy services to customers. The purpose·here was to 

"screen" these resources down to a manageable level. This is 

contemplated by the supply-Side Resource hnalysis section (4 CSR 

2 Questions on this section should be directed to the 
following persons in the Company's Corporate Planning Department: 

(1) Gilbert E. Elliott. Supervising Engineer of· corporate 
Analysis regarding the Company's overall planning process, and 
particularly the stages of Supply-side Resource Analysis,· 
Integration, and final plan selection1 

(2) Daniel F. Cole. Supervising Engineer of Regulatory 
Planning. regarding Load Analysis and Forecasting1 and 

(3) stephen M. Kidweli. Supervising Engineer of Demand-side 
Planning, regarding Demand-side Resource Analysis. 

3 
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240-22.040) and the ne.ond-Side Besource analysis section (4 CSR 

240-22.050). 

Those resources which survived the screening process were 

then "integrated" and included in various combinations in alternate 

plans. This is called for in the Integrated Besource Analysis 

section (4 CSR 240-22.060). The objective here was to develop the 

plan which minimized costs to the utility and, hence, to its 

customers. In other words, the objective at integration was to 

arrive at the plan which was "least-cost" to ratepayers in terms of 

the utility's revenue requirements. Consequently, the alternate· 

plans were ranked on the basis of the costs that UE would incur to 

carry out each plan. 

Finally, the Company reviewed these alternate plans to 

determine how well they satisfied other objectives. These included 

equity, reliability, flexibility, and protection of the 

environment. For example, UE examined the extent to which each 

alternative plan (1) would be equitable to all customer classes· in 

terms of rates; (2) would reliably provide electric service to 

customers. over a twenty year planning horizon; . and (3) would 

minimize adverse impacts on the environment. UE then performed, in 

effect, a balancing act to determine whether the least-cost plan 

best satisfied all applicable objectives. If some higher cost plan 

provided for a better balance, then it was incumbent upon UE to 

consider selecting that plan as a better one. Some have referred 

to such a more expensive plan as a "best cost" plan. 

4 
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To take an absurd example, the ultiaate least-cost plan 

for ratepayers would call for the utility to shut down its power 

plants so as not to incur the costs of operating them. This plan 

obviously would not provide reliabla service to customers. 

Therefore, the utility would have to sel~ect some more expensive 

plan to satisfy the reliability objective• 

This balancing of monetary and non-monetary objectives is 

discussed in the Policv Objectives section (4 CSR 240-22.010). 

Notwithstanding the above. there are numerous 

requirements in the proposed rules with which the company is not 

currently in compliance. To do so would require UE to incur 

additional costs beyond what it is already incurring, 

Ideally, the Company would like to engage in all of the 

activities required by the proposed rules. 

matter the Company still has concerns 

However, as a practical 

as to whether these 

additional costs would produce a commensurate improvement in the 

planning process, and thus commensurate benefits to ratepayers. 

These concerns are in part set forth below, along with aspects of 

the proposed rules with which UE disagrees. 

5 
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:n:. VI, 8 OBJIC'l'XOIIS '10 Dl PROt>osBD lULlS 

A. l'OLXCY OBJBCTXVBS (4 CSR 240-22.010) PO I'XLXHG SCDBDULB 

AND RBQUIRBKKNTS (4 CSR 240-22.080) 

1. The l'roposed Rules Should be a-ended to Allow for 

. the co-ission to Approve a utility's Resource 

Acquisition strategy. 3 

The proposed rules are deficient in that they do not 

provide for Commission approval of a utility's "resource 

acquisition strategy". This is defined as "a preferred resource 

plan, an implementation plan, and a set of contingency options for 

responding to events or circumstances that would render the 

preferred resource plan obsolete." (4 CSR 240-22.020(46)) The 

proposed rules are deficient in this respect because they represent 

bad policy and because they are unfair to the. utility. 

The proposed rules only provide for the Commission to 

issue an order which 

contains findings that the electric utility's 
filing pursuant to this rule either does or 
does not demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of this chapter of rules, and 
that the utility's resource acquisition 
strategy either does or does not meet the 
planning objectives stated in 4 CSR 240-
22.010(2) (A) - (C), and which addresses any 
utility requests pursuant to section (2) for 
authorization or reauthorization of 
nontraditional accounting procedures for. 
demand-side resource costs. 

3 Questions on this section should be directed to ~ 
Rainwater, 

6 
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(4 CSR 240-22.080(13)) 

Further, the "Policy Objectives" section expressly states 

Compliance with these rules shall not be 
. construed to result in commission approval of 
the utility's resource plans, resource 
acquisition strategies or investment 
decisions. 

(4 CSR 240-22.010(1)) 

Consequently, the proposed rules would only provide for 

a determination by the Commission as to whether or not the filing 

complies with the rules• requirements and whether or not the filing 

meets its planning objectives. Although the proposed rules would 

provide for ~ Commission approval as to the fQrm of a utility's 

filing, they do not go far enough because they do not provide for 

approval of the substance of that filing--namely, the proposed 

resource acquisition strategy. They would only allow for approval 

of the procedure used in developing the plan; namely, whether the 

utility followed all the steps required by the proposed rules. 

This attempt to separate substance from procedure is a 

mistake both in terms of policy and fairness. For example, on 

several occasions during the workshops, the Commission staff 

admitted that it would consider some questions of substance in its 

review of a utility's filing. In particular, the Staff indicated 

that it might question and challenge some of the utility's inputs 

or assumptions if the Staff considered them to be unusual, or out 

of line in some respect. Thus, in effect, the staff acknowledged 

that it would review the substance of the utility's filing for the 

7 
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purpose of determining its reasonableness. Under such conditions 

the utility would be left in a vulnerable and uncertain position. 

For example, the Staff might challenge the reasonableness of the 

utility's load forecast, which in turn would challenge the 

utility's decision as to when new resources were needed. The Staff· 

could thus indirectly attack the results of the filing by 

questioning the procedure which produced those results. This 

confirms that it is a mistake to separate substance from procedure. 

The two go hand in hand. 

Tbe failure to provide for strategy approval represents 

bad policy because it invites hindsight attacks years after the 

Commission and interested parties were presented with the 

information available at the time· as to whether the resources 

contained in the strategy were reasonable ones for the utility to 

implement. A utility's decisions should instead be judged based on 

the information available to it when the decisions were made. They 

should not be judged based on information available later with the 

benefit of hindsight. Reunion Electric Company, 27 Mo.PSC (N.S.) 

183, 192-4 (1985). 

The proposed rules would require electric utilities to 

file substantial amounts of information every three years 

describing and justifying a proposed resource acquisition strategy. 

This information will be available to Staff, the Office of the 

PUblic Counsel, and any intervenor. Because the Commission will 

have this information available to it, and the assessments of it by 

the above parties, the Commission will have the opportunity to 

8 
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review the utility's proposed decisions on a contempOraneous basis. 

It will therefore be better able to judge the reasonableness and 

prudence .of implementing those decisions now, rather than years 

later when the information is no longer fresh and when expected 

conditions change. 

This approach is fully consistent with the concept of 

"rolling prudence reviews" which has found increasing acceptance in 

the regulatory community. 4 Such contemporaneous review 

represents good policy here because it requires the commission to 

judge both the substance and the procedure when the information is 

presented, and not years later. 

Further. if commission approval of a utility's resource 

acquisition Strategy is to have any meaning. it should constitute 

a rebuttable presumption as to the reasonableness and prudence of 

the decisions to implement the resources contained in the strategy. 

This will reduce the ability of a party to attack the set of 

resources proposed by the utility in the resource plan proceeding 

years later with the benefit of additional information which had 

not been available to the utility in the earlier proceeding. 

Without such a presumption of reasonableness the utility will be 

subject to litigating the matter a second time. 

4 For example, see "Prudence Reviews: New Approaches are 
Needed", Public utilities Fortnightly (JUly 15, 1992), by William 
A. Badger, former NARUC President and Commissioner of the Maryland 
Public Service Commission. · 

See also "Prudence and Power Procurement: Will we Preclude 
Utility ownership?", Tbe Electricity Jgurnal (October, 1991), by 
William Steinmeier, former Chairman of the Missouri Public service 
Commission. 

9 
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YE ac1cnowlecJges that the determination of reascm$leness 

and Prudence can not. and should not. be a conclusive one beCause 

some exceptions may be appropriate. Thus, the Company is proposing 

only that a presumption of prudence attach to an approved strategy. · 

A party would therefore have the opportunity to try to rebut this 

presumption in a later proceeding, For example, a party could try 

to show that the utility withheld certain information from the 

Commission, or that, it neglected to obtain other information, which 

if made known to the commission could have resulted in the 

Commission determining that some other resource acquisition 

strategy was more appropriate. However, the initial burden of 

proof as to reasonableness in such a later proceeding should rest 

on the challenging party and not on the utility. Absent such 

fraud or negligence on the part of the utility, it should not be 

subject to litigating the matter a second time through a hindsight 

review. Otherwise, strategy approval would be stripped of any 

meaning or value. 

Further, UE aclsnowledges that strategy approval would not 

constitute a guarantee of recovering the costs of implementing the 

resources included in ·the strategy. This issue of "managerial 

prudence"--how the utility managed the resource once the decision 

had been made to implement it--would still be reviewable in a later 

proceeding such as a rate case. The strategy approval concept only 

goes to the issue of "decisional prudence"--that is, to the 

decision to implement a resource. 

10 
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These are essentially the ground rules that UE is 

operatillC] under in Illinois, one of UE#s other jurisdictions which 

requires the filinq of an inteqrated resource plan every 3 years. 

For example, in a proceedinq to adopt a least-cost plan for Central 

Illinois Li9ht company, Order of December 13, 1990 in Ill.c.c. 

Docket No. 90-0041, at pp. 26-27, the Illinois Commerce Commission 

stated as follows: 

The commission accepts staff's position that 
approval and adoption of a least cost plan 
does not replace the prudence review of 
expenses incurred in implementinq that plan. 
By adopting CILCQ 1 S Plan. tbe Commission has 
in effect determined tbat CILCQ's decisions to 
make tbe investment in sqpply and demand side 
programs contained in tbe Plan are prudent. 
In future cost recovery proceedinqs, the 
company will not be required to relitiqate the 
prudency of the decision to implement the 
investments required in the Plan adopted by 
the Commission. 

(Emphasis added; copy of Order available on request.) 

UE submits that these qround rules are reasonable ones, 

and should be incorporated into the proposed rules. 

In addition to Illinois, public service commissions in 

other states formally approve their utilities' resource plans. 

This is the case in California, Florida, Georqia, Hawaii, Iowa, 

Nevada, New Jersey, North Dakota, south carolina, Washinqton, and 

Wisconsin. Integrated Resoqrce Planning in the States: 1992 soqrce 

~. published by the Edison Electric Institute, August, 1992. s 

5 This is currently in draft form. Mr. David pworzak. senior 
Reqqlatory Analyst at EEI Cph. no. 202-508-5684! has advised that 
a final version wfll be available in the middle of August. He 
further advised that no substantive chanqes will be made to the 
draft; only editorial chanqes will be made. Thus, the final 

11 
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The following is an example of how without strateqy 

approval a utility might be sUbject to relitigating the 

reasonableness of a resource decision. As mentioned above, the 

planning process involves satisfying objectives which are often in 

conflict with each other. For instance, the objective of 

minimizing utility costs (or revenue requirements) may conflict 

with the objective of providing reliable service, or minimizing 

rates to customers. 

How a utility should balance the obiectives and accept 

tradeoffs to arrive at its proposed resource acquisition. strategy 

is likely to depend ujJon one's perspectiye. Where the perspectives 

are in conflict. there may be a dispute and a request to the 

Commission to resolve it. 

Thus, residential customers may prefer a strateqy.which 

meets one favored objective (e.g. offers enerqy efficiency programs 

which will benefit them), and non-residential customers may prefer 

a different strateqy which accomplishes a competing objective (e.g •. 

has no enerqy efficiency programs, and as a consequence has lower 

rates for non-residential customers). The Commission could resolve 

the dispute over how to balance these competing objectives by 

accepting the utility's proposed strateqy, by modifying it, or by 

rejecting it altogether. If the Commission did not resolve the 

version of the report will not change the states listed above 
regarding whether they approve a utility's resource plan. 

UE is willing to provide a copy of the draft version of this 
report to parties upon request. The Company is also willing to 
provide a copy of the final version when it is available. 

12 
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dispute, it would likely carry over to a later proceedinq. 

consequently, there would be a cloud over the reasonableness and 

prudence of the decision to implement the resources contained in 

the strategy proposed by the utility as striking the best balance 

for all concerned. This uncertainty would be eliminated by ground 

rules stating that the Commission shall approve a strategy for the 

utility at the outset, rather than years after the strategy had 

been adopted. 

The absence of strategy approval would also create a 

disincentive to utility implementation of demand-side programs. 

For example, when a utility installs a combustion turbine, it is 

reasonably sure that the turbine will provide "x" kilowatts at 

certain hours of the year. No such assurances exist with a demand­

side program. The cost of the program, the customer participation, 

and the customers' demand reductions are all estimates. This is 

precisely why the testing of demand-side programs through pilots is 

so critical. However, even when the pilot programs are successful 

the utility can not be assured that full scale implementation of 

the programs will also be successful. 

Demand-side programs are a form of marketing. Even the 

most successful utility and non-utility marketing efforts are never 

100% successful. simply stated, some demand-side programs will 

fail. Without some presumption of prudence (based on current 

information) as to the decision to implement a demand-side program, 

a utility will be· reluctant to do so. 

remove this reluctance, or disincentive. 

13 
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UE therefore subaits that strategy approval .akes for 

9ood policy because it adheres to the accepted principle that a 

utility's decisions should be judged based on the information 

available at the time they are made, and because it minimizes the 

utility's exposure to relitigating its resource selections at a 

later time when a hindsight review would be irresistible to any 

disgruntled party. It also is consistent with the policy objective 

that demand-side proqrams be considered "on an equivalent basis" 

with supply-side proqrams. (4 CSR 240-22.010(2)(A)) 

Also. a process without strategy aPProval is unfairly 

one-sided in that the utility is reauired to provide reams of 

information to the Commission to justify its proposed resource 

acquisition strategy. but the Commission is not required to give 

any assurance in return as to the reasonableness or prudence of the 

proposed strategy and the individual resources which comprise it. 

(e.g. a Combustion turbine, a residential DSM program, or a 

purchase power contract) Consequently, the result is to provide 

all of the benefits of resource planning to the customer while 

requiring the utility to bear all of the risks. 

UE SUbmits that the Commission has the legal authority to 

approve a utility's resource acquisition strategy. to approve it 

with modifications. or to disapprove it entirely. If the 

commission has the authority under the proposed rules to approve or 

disapprove the progedure used to develop· the proposed resource 

acquisition strategy, how can the Commission not have the authority 

to approve or disapprove the substange of that strategy? 

14 
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The co .. ission's general and broad authority is evident 

from several statutory sections. For example, as previously noted, 

the commission has "general supervision" over electric utilities. 

Section 393.140(1) RSMo. 1986. Also, the commission is "vested 

with •••• all powers necessary or proper to enable it to carry out 

fully and effectually all purposes of this chapter. 11 Section 

386.040 RSMo. 1986. Certainly, one of the central purposes is for 

the Commission to ensure that the utility's future resource plans 

·will result in just and reasonable rates. Section 393.130 RSMo. 

1986. Further, the Commission has the ;'jurisdiction, supervision, 

powers and duties" which extend "To such other and further extent, 

and to all such other and additional matters and things, and in 

such further respects as may herein appear, either expressly or 

impliedly. 11 Section 386.250 (7) RSMo. 1986. These and other 

statutory sections· imply "broad discretion" to the Commission. 

State ex rel. Laclede Gas Company v. pyblic Service Commission of 

Missouri, 535 S.W.2d 561, 567 (Mo. App. 1976). 

Based on such broad discretion, UE submits that the 

Commission has the authority to approve or disapprove all or part 

of a utility's proposed strategy, and, in the process, has the 

authority to review that strategy for a determination of prudence 

as to the supply-side and demand-side resources contained in it. 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the Commission should 

exercise such authority. 

15 
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Accordingly, the following changes should be aade to 4 

CSR 240-22.010(1) (For all or VB'• oo..enta, the line« throuqh 

lanquaqe ia to be delete«, end the aha4e4 lanquaqa b to be a44e4) : 

The co-ission•s policy goal in promulgating this chapter 

of rules is to set minimum standards to govern the scope 

and objectives of the resource planning process that is 

required of electric· utilities subject to its 

jur:LS011C'C1Cin 

in order to 

ensure that the public interest is adequately served. 

eeapliaRee with ~eee relee_sftall rtet he eeftstPUed te 

Fesult iR eemmissieH app~eval ef ~e atili~·'e ~ese~ee 

plarta, reeeuree aeffQisit.ieft strategies · er iwr.,eetmeftt: 

rieeieieRsa 

Second, the PURPOSE paragraph and sections (4), (5), (6), 

(8), (9), (13), and (14). of 4 CSR 240-22.080 must be changed as 

follows: . 

PURPOSE: This rule specifies the requirements for 

electric utility filings to demonstrate compliance with 

the provisions of this chapter of 

i!i !II 
• 

eempliartee ~r;iew ~etai~ed hy ehia e~ap~er ef ~lee is 

Rats. eell!liseieR atlP~S"+'al ef '6be s1:1Se~aative fiREiifUJS 1 

deeerairta~ien e~ artalyses eeRtaieed iR eke filiRg, ~he 

16 
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is ise detie:r:a!fte wftetftel!' · i::fte Waili!ey' s l!'eae"~eee 

iR I GSR 249 22,919(2)A) (S), 

...................... 
( 4) The collllllission will establish a docket for the 

purpose of receiving the compliance filing of each 

affected electric utility 

The collllllission will issue 

an order that establishes an intervention deadline, sets 

an early prehearinq conference and provides for notice. 

(5) The staff shall review each compliance filing 

required by this rule and shall file a report not later 

than one hundred twenty (120) days after each utility's 

scheduled filing date that ieleejsi:fies aey Elefisieeeies ie 

:lffie eleet~ie l:lt:ility'e ee18fJliaaee with the J:':t"evisiefls ef 

t:hie eh.atttser ~f r\:llee 1 any maj el! defieiefleiee iA t.fte 

metftedele~ies e~ aHalysoa Fe~iFed ~e ee perfe~ed hy 

tftia eh:apter ef rules, aaa a&y etfte:r defieie:aeies uhieft 

the s~aff ia ita limited ~eview de~erminee weald eaase 

fail ~e mee~ ~be ~lanein~ esjestive iele~ifieel iR 4 GSR 

219 22;919(2) (A) (G) 

17 
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a! , !l!llllll!lll_.lg J!.i !IIIII!!!: li 1111111!1111!1!!11 IIi!! 11111111! ! 1!1!1!!!1111. 

(6) Also within one hundred twenty (120) days after an 

electric utility's compliance filing pursuant to this 
-

rule, the office of public counsel and any intervenor may 

file a report or comments baeea eft a limi~ea ~ewiew ~fia~ 

ideat:ify aey Ele:tieieneies in t:fte eleeerie etilit.y' s 

eemplianee wi~h ~he previsians ef ~hie ehapt:er ef rules, 

aBy defieiea~iee ia tft~ metftedelegies er a"alYsea 

aa~T et:he:f" defieiefteiee whieft tfte f'l:il9lie eeeaeel e:P. 

ae~aisit:iea st:rat:egy te fail t:e. meet the plan~iag 

ebjeeH·,.ee iaeft~ifiea ift i CSR 249 22o919(A) (2) (A) (C) 

............................ 
( 8) If the Staff, public counsel, or any intervenor fiHae 

elefieieaeies 

it 

shall work with the electric utility and the other 

parties to reach, within forty-five (45) days of the date 

that the report or comments were submitted, a joint 

agreement on a plan to i!'el!ledy ~fie iaeft~itiea aefieieHeiee 

If fulr agreement cannot be 

18 
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reached, this should be reported to the co.aission 

through a joint filinq as soon as possible, but no later 

than forty-five (45) days after the date on which the 

report or comments were submitted. The joint filing 

should set out in a brief narrative description those 

areas on which agreement cannot be reached. 

(9) If full agreement on l!'emeaying lie!ieieneies 

is not reached, then within sixty 

(60) days ·from the date on which the staff, ·public 

counsel or any intervenor submitted a report or comments 

relating to the electric utility's compliance filing, the 

electric utility may file a response and the staff, 

public counsel and any intervenor may file comments in 

response to each other. The commission will issue an 

order which indicates on what items, if any, a hearing 

will be held and which establishes a procedural schedule • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
(13~ The commission will issue an order which 

eeRtaiss fiRiiege 

that t:fte eleet!'ie \1-'tSilit.y' e filiRg tha'& tfte eleet!'ie 

~t.ility·s· filiag pursaant: te tais rule either dees er 

·this eftapte~ ef rales, and that the atility's reseaFee 

ae«f':lisitien strategy either dees er dees Bet ·11:eet the 

19 



• 

follows: 

• • 
planniRg ehjee~ives s~a~ed iB 4 esR.~49 22a919(1) (A) 

-te7-r and which addresses any utility requests pursuant to 

section (2) for authorization or reauthorization of 

nontraditional accounting procedures for demand-side 

resource costs. 

&IS~ 
Finally, a new 4 CSR 240-22.080(14) would be necessary as 
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a. 'l'ha Proponl &11-illq ror the ut:ilit:r to Raqunt 

"•olltraditiolllll &oooUDtillq Prooa4uraa" (4 CSJt 240-

22.080(2)) auat be IC04ifia4 to lblaure that it is 

conaiatallt with the Policy O))jaotive &Dd Raquir-ent that 

a Utility consider and Analyse ~d-si4e Resources "on 

an equivalent ))asia" with supply-aida raaouroas (4 CSR· 

240-22.010 (2) (A)) • 6 

The proposed rules would allow for a utility to include 

in its "compliance filing" a request for nontraditional accounting 

procedures for the recovery of costs for demand-side resources. (4 

CSR 240-22.080(2)) UE generally supports this proposal. 

UE believes that the implementation of "nontraditional" 

accounting procedures--assuming no changes to the Commission's 

statutory authority--would require an Accounting Authority order. 

This would allow the utility to establish a regulatory asset 

consisting of costs that were incurred to evaluate and implement 

demand-side rt~sources. The utility would thus defer such cost$ for 

consideration by the Commission at a later time, presumably in the 

utility's next rate case. See e.g., Reunion Electric Company, 

Order of June 23, 1992 in Docket No. E0-92-179; and Re Missouri 

Public Seryice Company, Order of December 20, 1991 in Docket No. 

E0-91-360 (129 PUR4th 381). 

6 Question• on thia saotion should be directed to Dayid L. 
WUgher. Manager of Plant and Regulatory Account ina regarding 
accounting· issues, and to Mr. Cole and Mt. Kidwell regarding 
demand-side cost recovery issues. 
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UE asa1111es that under "traditional" accounting procedures 

many of the co~ts incurred by a utility for demand-side resources 

outside of a teat year would generally be expensed and thus not 

recovered in rates. If the utility is not allowed to recover these 

costs, it will be less inclined to incur them. This is why 

"traditional" accounting procedures for demand-side costs are not 

sufficient to allow. the utility to treat demand-side resources "on 

an equivalent basis" with supply-side resources, as required by 4 

CSR 240-22.010(2). Thus, traditional accounting procedures for 

demand-side costs create financial disincentives for the utility. 

UE assumes also that an Accounting Autbority Order would 

be an appropriate mechanism to ensure that demand-side resources 

are treated on an equivalent basis with supply-side resources. 

provided that certain conditions are met. Thus, an Accounting 

Authority Order could ensure that utilities comply with the 

requirement and policy objective regarding equal treatment for such 

resources. Costs incurred 

traditionally been capitalized, 

for supply-side resources have 

and thus the utility has been 

allowed to recover all prudently incurred costs including a 

reasonable return thereon. An equal opportunity should be given to 

costs for demand-side resources. 

An Accounting Authority Order for demand-side resources 

should indicate that the Commission intends to allow the utility to 

recover all prudently incurred costs. Unless the utility receiving 

such an Order can show its independent accountants that future rate 

recovery of prudently incurred costs is probable, the utility may 
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have to cease deferring these costs and write off the balance of 

any such costs that had been accrued. otherwise, the regulatory 

asset authorized by the order may be a worthless one. 

However, the proposed rules would not currently address 

this potential write-off problem. In fact, they would encourage 

skepticism as to the value of the requlatory asset containing these 

deferred demand-side costs. This comes from the sentence in 4 CSR 

240-22.080(2) providing that "Commission authorization of any 

nontraditional accounting procedures does not constitute a finding 

that the expenditures involved are reasonable or prudent, . and 

should not be construed as approval or acceptance of any item in 

any account for the purpose of fixing rates." This sentence, 

without supplementation, will negate the value of an Accounting 

Authority Order. 

Consequently, the proposed rules must be supplemented 

with language indicating that the Commission intends to allow for 

future rate recovery of prudently incurred costs wbich are deferred 

pursuant to the nontraditional accounting procedures. This will 

mitigate the skepticism with which the utility's independent 

accountants, and the financial community in general, will regard 

the recovery of such costs. 

This additional lanquage is fully consistent with the 

Commission's recent decision issuing an Accounting Authority Order 

to UE in Docket: No. E0-92-179 (Order of June 23, 1992, cited 

above). This allowed UE to establish a requlatory asset for the 

deferral of post retirement benefit expenses other than pensions 
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(PBOPs) booked to Uniform System of Accounts No. 186, Miscellaneous 

Deferred Debits. The commission Staff supported UE's application 

for the Accounting Authority order. The staff further recommended 

that the Commission "should express a general intent to allow 

future rate recovery of prudently incurred PBOP costs that are 

booked as a regulatory asset pursuant to the order." (Order at p. 

4) The commission did so. (rd. at pp. 5-6) 

Consequently, the proposed rules should indicate the same 

general intent which the Commission set forth recently in Docket 

No. E0-92-179 to allow for the recovery. of prudently incurred 

demand-side costs deferred and charged to Account No. 186 pursuant 

to any Commission authorization for a nontraditional accounting 

procedure. 

Finally. UE disagrees with the need for paragraph CBl4 of 

4 CSR 240-22.080 C2 l. This would require that any request for 

authorization of a nontraditional accounting procedure include "A 

quantitative comparison of the utility's estimated earnings over 

the three (3) -year implementation period with and without the 

proposed nontraditional procedures and·any associated ratemaking 

treatment to be sought." This requirement should be deleted for 

several reasons. 

First of all. any information as to estimated earnings 

oyer a three year period with. and without the requested accounting 

authorization would be very speculatiye. For example, it is well 

understood that an electric utility's earnings are seriously 

affected by the weather. A hot summer will usually produce 
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earnings higher than a cool one. Any projections as to normal 

weather may compensate somewhat for the deviations from the norm, 

but there still are numerous other factors which may make such 

projections of little help (such as changes in the economic cycle, 

in state or federal laws, to nama but a few). 

Second, any estimate as to projected earnings are 

extremely sensitive in nature, and the dissemination of these 

projections to some portion of the public (e.g. parties to the 

utilities compliance filing) may violate regulations of the 

securities and Exchange Commission. Thus, any requirement that the 

utility disseminate such information will be very burdensome, at 

the very least, and possibly unlawful. See, e.g., Rule lOb-5 of 

the Securities and Exchange Commission (17 c.F.R. S 240.10b-5). 

In any event. the focus should not be the effect of the 

accounting authorization on the utility's estimated earnings. 

Instead, the focus should be on whether the accounting 

authorization is needed to remove any disincentives for demand-side 

resources so that the utility can treat them on an equivalent basis 

with supply-side resources. Therefore, the proposed requirement 

for estimated earnings is unnecessary and should be deleted. 

follows: 

Consequently, 4 CSR 240-22.080(2) should be changed as 

The electric utility's compliance filing may also include 

a request for nontraditional accounting procedures and 

information regarding any associated ratemaking treatment 

to be sought by the utility for demand-s:i.de resource 
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costs. If the utility desires to :aake any such request, 

it must be -de in the utility's c011pliance filing 

pursuant to this rule and not at some subsequent time. 

If the utility desires to continue any previously 

authorized nontraditional implementation period, it must 

request reauthorization . in each subsequent filing 

pursuant to this rule. commission authorization does. not 

constitute a finding that the expenditures involved are 

reasonable or prudent, and should not be construed as 

approval or acceptance of any item in any account for the 

purpose'of fixing rates. 

request for initial authorization or reauthorization of 

these nontraditional accounting procedures must -

(A) Be limited to specific demand-side programs that 

are included in the utility's implementation plan; and 

(B) Include specific proposals that contain at least 

the following information: 

1. An explanation of the specific form and 

mechanics of. implementing the proposed accounting 

procedure and any associated ratemaking treatment to be 

sought; 
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2 • A discussion of the rationale and 

justification of the need for a nontraditional treatment 

of these costs; Ill 
3, An explanation of how the specific proposal 

meets this need for nontraditional treatment..._ 1 aftd: 

4. A ~aR6i~aeive eempa~ieeft e£ ~e ~iliey•e 

asseeiaEed l!"at:emaltiag: t:reat:meM toe he eellgh-1h 

3. The Proposed Rules Place too auch Emphasis on using 

the Kiniaisation of Revenue aequir-ents as the "Priaary" 

criterion tor "Choosing" the Preferred Resource Plan, and 

They do not Allow Sufficient ll'lexibility to Bxaaine Other 

Criteria which are Necessary to aeet the PUndiUIIental 

Objective of the Proposed Planning Process. 7 

Subsections (B) and (C) of 4 CSR 240-22.010(2) describe 

different criteria which utilities must use to select a resource 

plan. The "minimization of the present worth of long-run utility 

costs" is proposed as the "primary" criterion. The .utility then 

must also consider other "secondary" criteria or .considerations 

which are critical to meeting the fundamental objective of the 

resource planning process. 

7 Questions on this .section should be directed to Mr. Elliott. 
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This fundamental objective is for an electric. utilitl( "to 

provide the public with energy services that are safe, reliable and 

efficient, at just and reasonable rates, in a manner that 

adequately serves the public interest." (4 CSR 240-22.010(2)) UE 

supports this objective because it is a balanced one and does not 

give priority to one component of the objective--namely, minimizing 

costs--over any other component. 

The use of the term "primary" is not fully consistent 

with this fundamental objective. This is because there are several 

possible interpretations of the word "p:dmary". 

there is ainbiquity in this proposed requirement. 

Consequently, 

There are four definitions for 11primary11 which have 

relevance here. They are as follows: 

1 a: first in order of time or development: ·PRIMITIVE 

2 a: of first rank, importance, or value: PRINCIPAL 

2 b: BASIC, FUNDAMENTAL 

·3 c: preparatory to something else in a continuing 

process 

Webster's Ninth New Collegiate.Dictionary, at p. 93~ (1984), 

Thus, the definition of "primary" as used in subsection 

(B) could either mean first in order of time or development, or of 

first rank or importance. A party could therefore reasonably 

contend that "primary" refers to the criterion of first importance 

in "choosing", or selecting, the preferred resource plan. 

certainly, a different interpretation could be applied here. For­

example, another. could contend that "primary" here referred to no 
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more than the initial task in develQping the plan, that is, the 

first step in the order of development. 

The interpretation of "primary" as principal or most 

important in subsection (B) would conflict with the definition of 

the fundamental objective of the planning process, and hence must 

be rejected. That is because such an interpretation would give 

priority or preeminence to the criterion of minimizing costs over 

other components of the fundamental objective--namely, providing 
-

energy services which are "safe, reliable, and efficient, at just 

and reasonable rates, and in a manner that adequately serves the 

public interest". 

The same problem occurs with the word "choosing" in 

subsection (B) • This is because "choosing" reinforces the idea 

that the "primary" criterion is what drives and restricts the 

se.lection of the preferred plan. This also is at odds with the 

fundamental objective of the process of selecting a preferred plan. 

Finally, there is an ambiguity in the word "secondary" 

similar to that in "primary". 

"secondary" are the following: 

Among the several me~~:nings of 

1 a of second rank, importance, or value; and 

2 d not first in order of development. 

Hebster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, at p. 1060. 

Thus, a party could reasonably interpret secondary to mean that the 

considerations listed in subsection (C) are of lesser importance 

than the one set forth in subsection_(B). _such an interpretation 

would also conflict with the balanced definition of the fundamental 
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objective. That definition does not give AnY consideration 

secondary status. 

To ayoid any potential for ambiguitY. and to be 

consistent with the definition of the fundamental obiective of the 

planning process, the words "primary" and "secondary" should be 

deleted and the words 11initial 11 and "other" should be inserted in 

their place. respectively. These latter words properly convey a 

procedural meaning. They do not convey any meaning as to the 

relative importance of each consideration. Thus, they do not 

conflict with the definition of the "fundamental objective". Also, 

the word "choosing" in subsection (B) should be deleted and 

"developing" should be inserted in its place to avoid any 

suggestion that one consideration (minimization of revenue 

requirements) more than any of the others determines which plan the 

utility must select. 

These changes will ensure that the fundamental objective 

is adhered to, and is not biased in any way towards one component 

such as minimizing costs. The changes would be as follows: 

(B) The utility shall use minimization of the present 

worth of long-run utility costs as the p~ima~y 

selection criterion in eheesiftg 

resource plan; and 

the preferred 

(C) The utility shall explicitly identify and, where 

possible, quantitatively analyze any eeeeftaa!'y 

criteria or considerations which are critical to meeting 

the fundamental objective of the resource planning 
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process, ·but which may constrain or limit the 

minimization of the present worth of expected utility 

costs. The utility shall document the process and 

rationale use by decision makers to assess the tradeoffs 

and determine the appropriate balance between 

minimization of expected utility costs and these other 

considerations in selecting the preferred resource plan 

and developing contingency options. These considerations 

shall include, but are not necessarily limited to -

1. Mitigation of risks associated with critical 

uncertain factors that will affect the actual costs 

associated with alternative resource plans; 

2. Mitigation of risks associated with new or more 

stringent environmental laws or regulations that 

may be imposed at some point within the planning 

horizon; and 

3. Mitigation of rate increases associated with 

alternative resource plans. 

B. LOAD ANALYSIS AND PORBCASTING (4 CSR 240-22.030) 8 

1. (1)(B)2.- Load Data Detail- Hajor Class Demands 

subsection (1) (B) would require a utility to establish an 

historical load data base consisting of various types of 

information on actual patterns of energy usage in its service 

8 Questions on this section should be directed to Mr· Cole. 
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territory. Paragraph (1)(8)2. would require a utility to develop. 

estimates for each JRajor class •actual and weather-norJRalized 

demands at the time of monthly peaks". 

This requirement is alllbiquous in that "at the time of 

monthly peaks" could be interpreted to mean at the time of the 

monthly maior class peak, or at the time of the monthly system 

peak. These two peaks may not be the same. The peak of a given 

class may not be simultaneous to, or coincident with, the peak of 

the entire system consisting of all of the classes. 

UE submits that the more relevant information occurs at 

the time of the monthly system peak. Consequently, to remove any 

ambiguity, the following change should be.made: 

For each major class, actual and weather-normalized 

demands at the time of ~ monthly peaks; 
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determined by the difference between loads or~a~es under actual 

versus normal weather. 

consequently, the change would be as follows: 

The utility shall develop and implement a procedure to 

routinely measure and regularly update estimates of the 

effect of ~e~h ae~aal aHa fte~al weather on class and 

system electric loads. 

3. (1)(C)2.B.- Load component Detail- coaponanta of 

Load 

This subparagraph provides that "For at least the base 

year of the forecast, the utility shall estimate the cooling, 

heating, and nonweather-sensitive components of the weather­

normalized major class lo.ads." 

However, paragraph {3) {A)3 states that the disagqregated 

cooling, heating, and nonweather-sensitive loads shall be 

designated as the end-use for a class, it other end-use 

information has not been acquired for that class and if th~ utility 

determines the heating or cooling components of load for that class 

are significant. Subparagraph {i) {C) 2 .B. would require the 

analysis for every class, not just those where cooling, heating, 

and nonweather-sensitive loads are the defined end-uses. 

Consequently, this subparagraph should be deleted in its 

entirety, as Paragraph {3) (A) 3. more appropriately defines when 

such analysis should be performed. Also, the next sUbsection 

designation should be changed from (C) to (B). 
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4. (2) (A) - AD&ly•is of! .,U!ber of! VDit• - Choice of! 

Driver Variable• 

This subsection would require that the utility "identify 

appropriate driver- va-riables as predictors of the number of units 

for each major class or subclass" and that it also identify "The 

critical factors that influence the driver variables". 

The Company acknowledges that identification of driver 

variables is a necessary input to the forecasting process. 

However, the requirement to identify "critical factors" lacks 

definition. The term could imply the use of some quantitative 

input to the development of driver variables, when, in practice, 

quantitative analysis may not be possible. Internal analysis or 

outside forecasting services utilized by the utility may rely more 

on major assumptions than on "factors" as the_ basis for driver 

variable development. 

Thus, the wording should be changed as follows: 

Choice of Driver Variables. The utility shall 

identify appropriate driver variables as 

predictors of the number of units for each 

major class or subclass. The critical !aete~e 

that influence the driver 

variables shall also be identified. 
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s. (2) (C) - an&lyab o~ IIUIIber o~ 11Dita - SUbolaaa 

Share a 

This subsection would require the utility to identify the 

factors which affect-"subclass shares" of major class units when 

the utility has modeled the relationship between the number of 

units and driver variables at the major class level. It also 

requires the utility to explain how those factors were used to 

predict the subclass shares. 

The current lanauage presumes the utility will attempt to 

estimate subclass shares of maior class units, when such 

information may not be readily available. The fact that the 

utility has developed relationships at the major class level could 

be an indication that it is either impossible or unnecessary to 

analyze unit relationships at ·the subclass level. In such cases a 

prediction of subclass shares of total units for the class should 

not be required. However, it is appropriate to require the utility 

in such situation to consider how changing . subclass shares may 

impact a major class forecast. 

consequently, this section should be changed as follows: 

Where the utility has modeled the relationship between 

the number of units and the driver variables for a major 

class but not for subclasses within that major class, it 

shall ilierteii'y e~e i'aeeers·w~iM ai'feee 

t!fte subclass shares of major class units, aftli 

shall eJ~laiH hew eheee fae~e~ were used \e pFedie~ the 
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s\thelass . sftaE'es e€ the 6etal ftn=bei!' e'E Ufti"t:s Eer Nte 

ma:jer elaaa 

6. · (5) - Base-case Load Forecast 

This section currently provides in the concluding 

sentence that "The load impacts o.f implemented demand-side programs 

shall be incorporated in the base-case load forecast and the load 

impacts of proposed demand-side programs should not be included in 

the base-case forecast." 

The apparent purpose is to contrast the treatment of 

implemented demand-side programs with the treatment of proposed 

programs. The former must be incorporated into the base-case load 

forecast, but the latter "should" not be incorporated. 

UE submits that the impacts of proposed programs must not 

be incorporated into the forecast, and that language to this effect 

is necessary. Consequently, the changes would be as follows: 

The utility's base-case load forecast shall be 

based on projections of the major economic and 

demographic driver variables that utility 

decision makers believe to be most likely. 

All components of the base-case forecast shall 

be based on the assumption of normal weather 

conditions. The load impacts of implemented 

demand-side programs shall be incorporated in 

the base-case load forecast aft& ~ the load 

impacts of proposed demand-side programs 

36 



- ~ 

• • 
shetild IIIII not be included in the base-case 

forecast. 

1. (5)(B)2.A.- Base-case Poreoast- Driver variables 

This subparagraph would require utilities to develop a 

"use per unit" forecast of energy and peak demands. In doing so, 

the utility would specify the "driver variables" for such a 

forecast. FUrther, the utility would be required to "document how 

the forecast of use per unit has taken into account the effects of 

real prices of electricity, real prices of competitive energy 

sources, real incomes and any other relevant economic and 

demographic factors." (emphasis added) 

UE agrees that real prices and real income should be 

examined to see whether they are driver variables for a given 

·forecast. However, subparagraph (5)(B)2.B in effect would always 

define them as driver variables, whether they were or were not in 

a given case. 

It would be more appropriate to require only that such 

factors be considered to see whether they should be included as 

driver variables. 

Therefore, the subparagraph should be changed as follows: 

The forecasts of the driver variables for the 

use per unit shall be specified. The utility 

shalt document how the forecast of use per 

unit has talEeft iftt:s aeeetiftt: the 

effects of real prices of electricity, reai 
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prices of competitive energy sources, real 

incomes and any other relevant economic- and 

demographic factors. 

a. (5) (B) a. c. - Base-case LOad J'oreoast - stock of 

l!nergy vsinq capital_ GoOds 

This subparagraph would currently require the 

For each end use for which the utility has developed 

measures of the stock of enerqy usinq capital goods, it­

shall forecast those measures and . document the 

relationship between the forecasts of the measures to the 

forecasts of end-use enerqy and demands at time of the 

summer and winter system peaks. The values of the driver 

variables-used to generate forecasts of the measures of 

the stock of enerqy using capital goods shall be 

specified and clearly documented. 

The phrase "For each end use for which the utility has 

developed measures of the stock of enerqy using capital goods" is 

ambiquous because the utility may have developed such measures for 

a class (say for demand-side planning analysis), but determined 

that end-use forecasting for that class was not cost-effective. 

Therefore, this requirement should only apply in instances where 

the utility determined that end-use forecasting methods are 

appropriate for a given class. 
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Additionally, forecasted deaands could COlle froa day-type 

load shape analysis and energy usage forecasts, rather than from 

demand relationships to measures of enerqy usinq capital goods. 

The wording in this paragraph could improperly preclude such 

analysis because it refers to "demands at the time of summer and 

winter peaks." To avoid this problem, the quoted phrase should be 

deleted. 

follows: 

consequently, this subsection should be changed as 

The stock of energy using capital goods. For each end 

use for which the utility has developed measures of the 

stock of energy using capital goods, 

it shall forecast those measures and 

document the relationship between the forecasts of the 

measures to the forecasts of end-use energy afta aemaftas 

at. t:ime e:f '6he &\Hiller aREi wiH:teF sys4=em pealEs. The 

values of the driver variables used to generate forecasts 

of the measures of the stock of enerqy using capital 

goods shall be specified and clearly documented. 
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C. SUPPLY-SIDB RBSOURCB ABALYSIS (C CSR 2C0-22.0CO) 

1. The J'Uel Price J'oraoast Requir-ents of Section (8.) 

aust be Altered Because the Proposed Languaqa would 

be Very Burdensoaa and is not Likely to Produce 

cost-beneficial Inforaation.- 9 

Section (B) of 4 CSR 240-22.040 requires a utility to 

provide in its filing cost estimates of various· "important 

uncertain factors· related to supply resources". 

factors is fuel price forecasts. 

One of these 

The company acknowledges that fuel price forecasts 

represent such important uncertain factors. However. a portion of 

the requested information set forth in subparagraphs CAl i. A. 

through G. would be very burdensome for the utility to collect as 

applied to numerous suppliers. Also. some of this information may 

be proprietary and confidential. or otherwise not readily 

available •• 

Subparagraphs (A) 1. A. - G. would require information as 

to various producers and suppliers of applicable fuels. Such 

information would be very burdensome, less readily available, and 
. \ . ' -

less valuable, as compared to information about various markets for 

the applicable fuels. For this reason, UE has focused on 

particular markets in order to take advantage of competitive 

forces. 

9 Questions on this section should be directed to Qdo A. 
Heinze. KanAger of the fuel Department for the Company. 
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' ' For example, subparagraph (A) l.A. would require the 

utility to consider the "present reserves, discovery rates and 

usage rates of the fuel" • This would be yery burdensome because it 

could apply to hundreds of suppliers. Further, the Company does 

not believe that this information as to particular suppliers is 

likely to be of great value. For example, the present reserves of 

an individual supplier would change with a sale or purchase by 

another supplier. It could also change by the acquisition of 

additional reserves. from some other entity such as the federal 

government or private land holder. Thus, such information on a 

particular supplier could become obsolete very quickly. Also, such 

information may not accurately define the entire resource base. 

on the other hand, information about markets would be 

less volatile. For example, the Powder River Basin of wyoming 

holds approximately 63 billion tons of coal, and at present usage 

rates will last 350 years. This same information as to individual 

suppliers would be more difficult to get--if it was even available­

-and may be of little value due to sales and purchases among 

suppliers, as discussed above. 

As another example, subparagraph (A)l.B. would require 

the utility to consider the "profitability and financial condition 

of producers". This would also be burdensom~ and of questionable 

value. In some cases, financial information about the 

profitability of individual suppliers may simply not be 

ascertainable from the annual report of the corporate parent. 
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subparaqraphs (A)l.C. and (A)l.D. would also be 

burdensome to comply with, and the infonaation may also be of 

questionable value. 

The Companv belieyes that a more reasonable and effective 

requirement is to have utilities consider information ab9ut markets 

and not about indiviciual suppliers. Such information would be more 

easily and readily obtainable, and would be more useful also. 

consequently, paraqraph (8) (A)l, of 4 CSR 240-22.040 

should he modified as follows: 

(8) Before developing alternative resource plans and 

performing the integrated resource analysis, the utility 

shall develop ranges of values and probabilities for 

several important uncertain factors related to supply 

resources. These values can also be used to refine or 

verify information developed pursuant to section (2) of 

this rule. These cost estimates shall include at least 

the following elements and shall be based on th~, 

indicated methods or sources of information: 

(A) FUel price forecasts over the planning horizon for 

the appropriate type and qrade of primary fuel, and for 

any alternative fuel that may be p~aetieal 

contingency option. 

as a 

1. Fuel price forecasts shall be obtained from a 

consulting firm with specific expertise in detailed 

fuel supply and price analysis or developed by the 

utility if it has expert knowledge and experience 
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with the fuel under consideration. Each forecast 

shall consider at least the followinq factors as 

applicable to each fuel under consideration: 

Fa~ea ef ehe fael &BEl fereeas~e ef f~e ~reBds ef· 

; 

B. P~eti~abili~y aftd finaneial eeBdieieB ef 

I iii 

• 
~ ; 

c. Potential effect of environmental factors, 

competition and government regulations on p~eaaee~s 

including the potential 

for changes in severance taxes; 

D.. Oapaeit.y1 prefi~abili=ty aBEl eupaaaieB peteA:tsial 

epUefts llJ iii!!! 
B rD 1111 I I IIi 

; 

E. Potential effects of government regulations, 

competition and environmental legislation on fuel 

transporters; 

F. In the case of uranium fuel, potential effects 

of competition and government regulations on future 
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costs of enrichment services and cleanup of 

production facilities; and 

G. Potential for governmental restrictions on the 

use of the fuel for electricity production. 

2. The Reference to "Non•ero Probability" in the 

Definition of "Probable Enviro:oaental cost" must be 

Altered to "Significant Probability" in order to 

Lillit the Analysis to a Kanageable one. 10 

"Probable environmental· cost" is defined as the expected 

cost of complying with new environmental regulations that the 

utility believes will have a "nonzero probability" of being imposed 

during the twenty year planning horizon. (4 CSR 240-22.020(45)) 

The utility must apply this definition in the screening of supply­

side resources. (4 CSR 240-22.040(2)) 

This reference to "nonzero" appears to mean what it 

literally says it means: anything not zero; that is, any new 

environmental regulation which has some probability--however small­

-of being imposed. 

Almost anything can have a "nonzero probability" attached 

to it, even if its likelihood is extremely remote. (e.g • 

• 0000001%) This is what causes the·problem: a requirement that 

utilities consider any potential regulation which does not have a 

10 Questions on this section should be directed to ~ 
Elliott. 
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zero probability of being put into effect makes the analysis 

virtually unlimited and therefore unmanageable. 

For example, as part of its analysis of supply-side 

resources, the utility would. be required to identify "a list of 

environmental pollutants for which there is, in the judgment of the 

utility decision makers, a nonzero probability that additional laws 

or regulations will be imposed at some point within the planning 

horizon." (4 CSR 240-22.040(2)(8)1) The utility would then have 

-to provide additional calculations, evaluations, and subjective 

probability assessments for each of these pollutants. This could 

be very burdensome as there are potentially bundreds of pollutants 

with at least some probability--however small--of becoming the 

subiect of new or additional regulations reauiring compliance. 

See, for example, Title III, Section 301 of the Clean Air Act 

Amendments of 1990 establishing a list of over one hundred 

"hazardous air pollutants". 

Therefore, to place some reasonable and manageable 

limitation on the required analysis, the word "nonzero" should be 

deleted. The word "significant" should be inserted in its place as 

follows in 4 CSR 240-22.020(45): 

Probable environmental cost means the expected cost to. 

the utility of complying with new or additional 

environmental laws, regulations, taxes or other costs 

that utility decision makers judge to have a ftefteere 

lft!m II 1§0 probability of being imposed at some point 

within the planning horizon. 
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D, DBHaBD-SIDB RBSOURCB &KaLYSIS (4 CSR 240-22.050) 

1. The Definition of "Loa4 BUil4inq Proqr_.n in 4 csa 

240-22.050(10) auat :be chanqe4 to :be conaiatent 

with the Definition of thia Tera in 4 CSR 240-

22.020(29). 11 

section (10) of 4 CSR 240-22.050 provides that DSM 

programs "shall be classified so as to permit a clear distinction 

between these costs and the costs of load building programs ••• " 

However, the concluding phrase of that sentence proceeds to define 

load building in a manner different from the definition in 4 CSR 

240-22.020(29). 

For purposes of consistency, 4 CSR 240-22.050(10) should 

be changed as follows by deleting the defining phrase after the 

term "load building programs": 

Demand-side programs shall be designed and administered, 

and demand-side programs shall be classified so as to 

permit a clear distinction between these costs and the 

costs of load building programs Ee JI:PellleEe iBePeaseEi 

sales, a:t:tsl!'ae't Aew ees'temers r el!' iruiuee eustemers te 

swii:oft £e elee'tFieit7y f:rem e-thel! feAts ef eflerEfi· supply 

fe~ ~fte ~revisieft e£ eftd QSe eae~gy.seFviees. The costs 

of demand-side activities that also serve other functions 

shall be allocated between the functions served. 

11 Questions on this section should be directed to ML_ 
Kiciwell. 
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III. COXCLUSIOB 

For all of the reasons set forth above, Union Electric 

Company requests that the commission incorporate these comments 

into the proposed rules. 

Respectfully submitted, 

d:r..~Y••~ Attorney for 
Union Electric company 
1901 Chouteau Avenue 
P.O. Box 149 (M/C 1310) 
st. Louis, MO 63166 
(314) 554-2976 

CERTIFICATE OF §EBVICE 

I, Joseph H. Raybuck, hereby certify that I mailed a copy 

of the Initial comments of Union Electric Company to all parties on 

the attached service list on July 31, 1992. 

~~ 
Joseph H. Rayb~ 
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