
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

In the Matter of Union Electric Company  d/b/a 
Ameren Missouri’s Tariff s to Increase Its 
Revenues for Electric Service  

)
)
)
)
)

File No. ER-2016-0179 
Tariff No. YE-2017-0003 

Direct Testimony and Schedules of 

Steven C. Carver  

Revenue Requirement 

Submitted On behalf of the 

Office of the Public Counsel 

December 9, 2016

Exhibit No.: 
Issue: 
Witness: 
Type of Exhibit: 
Sponsoring Party: 
File No.: 
Date Testimony Prepared: 

Affiliate Transactions 
Steven C. Carver 
Direct Testimony 
Office of the Public Counsel 
ER-2016-0179 
December 9, 2016 

              PUBLIC VERSION 





Steven C. Carver 
Table of Contents  

 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
 

 
In the Matter of Union Electric Company d/b/a  
Ameren Missouri’s Tariffs to Increase Its  
Revenues for Electric Service  
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 File No. ER-2016-0179 
 Tariff No. YE-2017-0003 

 

 
 

Table of Contents to the 
Direct Testimony of Steven C. Carver  

 
 
EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE.............................................................................................. 3 
OVERALL APPROACH ............................................................................................................. 4 
TEST YEAR ............................................................................................................................... 6 
AMS OVERVIEW ......................................................................................................................10 
AMS ADJUSTMENTS ...............................................................................................................19 
CONCLUSION                  27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Schedule SCC-1:  Qualifications and Summary of Previously Filed Testimony 
 
Schedule SCC-2:  OPC proposed Ameren Services Adjustments 
 
Schedule SCC-3:  Ameren Missouri Cost Allocation Manual 
 
Schedule SCC-4:  Ameren Missouri Responses to Discovery Requests (Public) 
 
Schedule SCC-5:  Ameren Missouri Responses to Discovery Requests (HC) 
 
 
 



  

Steven C. Carver 
Page 1 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
 

 
In the Matter of Union Electric Company d/b/a  
Ameren Missouri’s Tariff s to Increase Its 
Revenues for Electric Service  
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 File No. ER-2016-0179 
 Tariff No. YE-2017-0003 

 

 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF STEVEN C. CARVER 

 
Q PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 1 

A My name is Steven C. Carver.  My business address is PO Box 481934, Kansas City, 2 

Missouri 64148. 3 

 

Q WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT OCCUPATION? 4 

A I am a Principal in the firm Utilitech, Inc., which specializes in providing consulting 5 

services for clients who actively participate in the process surrounding the regulation of 6 

public utility companies.  Our work includes the review of utility rate applications, as well 7 

as the performance of special investigations and analyses related to utility operations, 8 

business combinations and ratemaking issues. 9 

 

Q ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU APPEARING IN THIS PROCEED ING? 10 

A I was retained by and am appearing on behalf of the Office of the Public Counsel 11 

(“OPC”).  12 

 

Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE PURPOSE AND CONTENT OF YOUR TESTIMONY. 13 

A Generally, my responsibilities in this docket encompass the review and evaluation of the 14 

costs allocated to Ameren Missouri (hereinafter “Ameren Missouri” or “Company”) by 15 
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Ameren Services Company (hereinafter “Ameren Services” or “AMS”) for consideration 1 

for inclusion in overall revenue requirement.  My direct testimony provides a general 2 

discussion of the processes employed by AMS to apportion incurred costs between the 3 

various Ameren Corporation entities and discusses related proposed adjustments that I 4 

sponsor.  Any additional ratemaking adjustments proposed by other OPC witnesses, 5 

which I do not sponsor, are separately addressed in the direct testimony of other OPC 6 

witnesses.  The calculation of any OPC proposed adjustments are reflected in schedules 7 

attached to the direct testimony of each sponsoring witness.   8 

 

Q HAVE YOU ATTACHED TO YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY CERTAI N OF THE 9 

DISCOVERY RESPONSES REFERENCED HEREIN? 10 

A Yes.  Selected responses to OPC, MPSC Staff (“Staff”) and Missouri Industrial Energy 11 

Consumers (“MIEC”) discovery are included in Schedule SCC-4 (public) or Schedule 12 

SCC-5 (highly confidential) in sequential order. 13 

 

Q HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISS ION IN 14 

PROCEEDINGS THAT INVOLVED AMEREN MISSOURI? 15 

A Yes.  I have prepared and presented revenue requirement recommendations in several 16 

prior proceedings involving Ameren Missouri.  I have filed testimony in seven of the 17 

Company’s previous Missouri rate cases (Case Nos. ER-82-52, ER-83-163, ER-84-18 

168/EO-85-17, ER-2007-0002, ER-2011-0028, ER-2012-0166 and ER-2014-0258) 19 

dating back to 1982. 20 

21 
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EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE 1 

 2 

Q WHAT IS YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND? 3 

A I graduated from State Fair Community College, where I received an Associate of Arts 4 

Degree with an emphasis in Accounting.  I also graduated from Central Missouri State 5 

University with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Business Administration, majoring in 6 

Accounting.  7 

 

Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE IN THE FIELD OF 8 

UTILITY REGULATION.  9 

A From 1977 to 1987, I was employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission 10 

(“MPSC”) in various professional auditing positions associated with the regulation of 11 

public utilities.  In April 1983, I was promoted by the Missouri Commissioners to the 12 

position of Chief Accountant and assumed overall management and policy 13 

responsibilities for the Accounting Department.  I provided guidance and assistance in 14 

the technical development of Staff issues in major rate cases and coordinated the 15 

general audit and administrative activities of the Department.   16 

I commenced employment with the firm in June 1987.  During my employment 17 

with Utilitech, I have been associated with various regulatory projects on behalf of clients 18 

in the States of Arizona, California, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Indiana, Kansas, 19 

Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, 20 

Utah, Washington, West Virginia and Wyoming.  I have conducted revenue requirement 21 

analyses and special studies involving various regulated industries (i.e., electric, gas, 22 

telephone, water and steam).  Since joining the firm, I have occasionally appeared as an 23 

expert witness before the MPSC on behalf of various clients, including the Commission 24 
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Staff and OPC.  Additional information regarding my professional experience and 1 

qualifications is summarized in Schedule SCC-1. 2 

 

OVERALL APPROACH  3 

Q HAS OPC QUANTIFIED AN OVERALL REVENUE REQUIREMENT  4 

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE COMPANY’S RETAIL ELECTRIC OP ERATIONS? 5 

A No.  OPC has not assembled an overall revenue requirement recommendation for 6 

Ameren Missouri’s electric operations.  Each OPC witness, as appropriate, has 7 

quantified and sponsors individual adjustments to Ameren Missouri’s calculated revenue 8 

requirement.  Based on a historical test year ended March 31, 2016, “with pro forma 9 

adjustments to account for the true-up of various items…through December 31, 2016”,1 10 

Ameren Missouri proposes an overall revenue deficiency of about $206.4 million, that it 11 

seeks to recover in this case in the form of increased electric rates.2  12 

 

Q DOES THE COMPANY’S DIRECT TESTIMONY PROPOSE ANY A DJUSTMENTS TO 13 

OR EXPLICITLY STATE ITS INTENTION TO UPDATE AMEREN SERVICES COSTS 14 

IN THIS PROCEEDING? 15 

A No.  The discussion of planned update items in the Company’s direct testimony does not 16 

identify Ameren Services costs3 nor does the Company’s direct filing include any 17 

annualization or pro forma adjustment for AMS costs.  However, OPC Data Request 18 

(“DR”) 1500 sought to clarify the Company’s intentions, which included the following 19 

reply: 4 20 

                                                 
1  See the direct testimony of Company witness Ms. Laura Moore at 3. 
2  See the Direct Testimony of Company witness Laura M. Moore at 32 and Company Schedule LMM-16, 

appended thereto. 
3  Id. at 3-4. 
4  See Company response to subparts (a) and (b) of OPC DR 1500, which were renumbered as parts (1) and (2) by 

the Company.  OPC DR 1500 is included in Schedule SCC-4. 
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 1 
1. The Company’s direct filing does not contain an annualization 2 

adjustment for AMS costs. 3 
 4 
2. Our initial inclination was to true up the AMS costs, however, we are 5 

still evaluating and haven't yet made a decision. 6 
 

Q DO YOU PROPOSE ANY ADJUSTMENTS TO THE AMOUNT OF A MEREN 7 

SERVICES COSTS INCLUDED THE TEST YEAR? 8 

A Yes.  In the absence of any Company proposed AMS cost adjustments, OPC’s 9 

recommended AMS adjustments employ Ameren Missouri’s “prefiled” test year O&M 10 

expense amounts as a starting point. 11 

 

Q HOW WILL YOU IDENTIFY AND REFER TO THE AMS ADJUST MENTS YOU 12 

SPONSOR? 13 

A I refer to the adjustments I sponsor by reference to the schedule attached to my 14 

testimony supporting the calculation of that adjustment (e.g., OPC Adjustment Schedule 15 

SCC-2).  For purposes of testimony presentation in this proceeding, I may use the words 16 

“schedule” and “adjustment” interchangeably when generally referring to an adjustment I 17 

sponsor on behalf of OPC. 18 

 19 

Q DO YOUR SCHEDULES PROVIDE CALCULATION DETAIL SUPP ORTING EACH 20 

ADJUSTMENT YOU SPONSOR?   21 

A Generally, yes.  The adjustments I sponsor provide quantification support with footnote 22 

references to additional workpapers or other supporting documentation as necessary.  23 

Since virtually all information relied upon in developing any adjustments were supplied 24 

by Ameren Missouri in response to written discovery or obtained from its exhibits or 25 

workpapers, the adjustment schedule will refer to relevant data sources already in the 26 

Ameren Missouri’s possession.  Due to the volume of AMS data and underlying 27 
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calculations, the detailed calculation of an adjustment may be available only in 1 

spreadsheet file format with the related schedule attached to my testimony limited to 2 

summary level information.5 3 

 

Q PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THE REMAINDER OF YOUR TESTIMO NY IS 4 

ORGANIZED. 5 

A The remainder of my testimony is arranged by topical section, following the index to my 6 

testimony.  This index identifies the specific areas I address in testimony and references 7 

the testimony pages as well as any related adjustment or schedule number.   8 

 

TEST YEAR 9 

Q PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE TEST YEAR APPROACH US ED IN THIS 10 

PROCEEDING. 11 

A Although the Order Adopting Procedural Schedule and Delegating Authority (“Procedural 12 

Order” issued by the Commission on August 10, 2016) does not specify the test year as 13 

the twelve months ended March 31, 2016 or discuss the Company’s planned true-up or 14 

update cut-off as of December 31, 2016 (i.e., Ameren Missouri proposes to recognize 15 

certain specific price increases effective January 1, 2017), I am aware of no opposition 16 

to the Company’s test year or true-up period.   17 

In general terms, a test year is used to determine actual and pro forma rate base, 18 

operating revenues, expenses, and operating income based on a relatively recent 12-19 

month period (i.e., the 12 months ending March 2016) and adjusted for changes that are 20 

                                                 
5  Additional calculation support has been provided to the parties in the form of spreadsheet file workpapers in 

native format.  The underlying AMS cost data encompasses tens of thousands of rows of data, spanning over a 
dozen columns of transaction detail.  The adjustment schedules accompanying my direct testimony are 
necessarily presented in summary form.  The additional native files were provided to the Company in 
conformance with Commission requirements. 
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fixed, known, and measurable for ratemaking purposes through a specified date (i.e., 1 

December 31, 2016) following the end of the test year.  In addition, this Commission has 2 

typically allowed various end-of-period annualization and normalization adjustments 3 

recognizing that changes occurring during and subsequent to the test year should be 4 

consistently matched in order to set rates on ongoing investment, revenue, and cost 5 

levels.  6 

Q HAS THE COMMISSION ADOPTED THE PROPOSED TEST YEAR  AND UPDATE 7 

PERIOD OR SEPARATELY PROVIDED GUIDANCE REGARDING AC CEPTABLE 8 

ADJUSTMENTS FOR TRUE-UP PURPOSES IN THIS PROCEEDING? 9 

A Yes.  The transcript of the prehearing conference held on July 28, 2016, stated “Staff 10 

and Public Counsel both indicated that they did not oppose that [the Company’s 11 

proposed] test year and no one else responded within the time that was set by the 12 

Commission's order, so that test year will be adopted.” 6  In prior Ameren Missouri rate 13 

proceedings, methodologies have been fixed for purposes of quantifying true-up 14 

adjustments; however, more current input values may be applied to the original 15 

methodologies for purposes of quantifying the true-up revenue requirement.  The 16 

referenced test year and true-up responses filed by Staff and OPC (on July 19 and July 17 

20, 2016, respectively) were consistent with the update process prescribed in prior 18 

Ameren Missouri rate cases.7 19 

 

Q DO THE AMS COST ADJUSTMENTS YOU SPONSOR COMPLY WI TH TYPICAL 20 

KNOWN AND MEASURABLE ADJUSTMENTS ALLOWED BY THE COM MISSION? 21 

                                                 
6  See Transcript of Proceedings Prehearing Conference held July 28, 2016, Volume 1 at 7, lines 5-11. 
7  See the complete Notice Of Correction To Jointly Proposed Procedural Schedule And Procedures filed by Staff 

on August 2, 2016. 
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A Yes.  The ratemaking equation commonly employed by this Commission, and other 1 

regulatory agencies, compares a required return on rate base to the investment return 2 

generated by adjusted test year operating results.  For the ratemaking equation to 3 

function properly, the components comprising the equation (i.e., rate base, revenues, 4 

expenses and rate of return) must be reasonably representative of ongoing levels 5 

internally consistent and comparable within the context of test period parameters 6 

including true-up provisions.   7 

To the extent these components are not properly synchronized or are otherwise 8 

misstated, the design of utility rates may result in the company not having the 9 

opportunity to earn its authorized return or, alternatively, to earn in excess of the return 10 

authorized – all other factors remaining constant.  By synchronizing or maintaining the 11 

comparability of revenues, expenses, and investment, the integrity of the test year can 12 

be maintained with the reasonable expectation that the resulting rates will not 13 

significantly misstate the ongoing cost of providing utility service.   14 

Consequently, it is critical that the ratemaking process properly synchronize only 15 

those known and measurable changes that occur during the test year or within a 16 

reasonable period subsequent thereto rather than establish utility rates on inappropriate 17 

factors or inconsistent post-test year events.  In this manner, regulators can best be 18 

assured that rates are reasonably based on ongoing cost levels. 19 

Although significant efforts may be undertaken to assist in the establishment of 20 

rates based on a balanced test year, utility management may implement new programs, 21 

redirect business objectives, or make decisions that could result in the incurrence of 22 

operation and maintenance (“O&M”) expenses or capital expenditures that significantly 23 

depart from comparable amounts included in then-existing utility rates.  The ability and 24 

authority of utility personnel to exercise management discretion in these matters is one 25 

of the reasons that the ratemaking process involving rate-regulated public utilities is 26 
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intended to convey an opportunity, rather than a guarantee, to earn a “reasonable” 1 

return on utility investment. 2 

 

Q PLEASE EXPLAIN THE CONCEPT OF FIXED, KNOWN AND ME ASURABLE 3 

CHANGES, AS TYPICALLY USED IN THE RATEMAKING PROCES S.  4 

A In general terms, the recognition of changes or adjustments to test year rate base and 5 

operating income should be consistently applied and limited to transactions or events 6 

that are fixed, known, and measurable for ratemaking purposes.  In my opinion, the 7 

following definition or explanation of the “fixed, known, and measurable” concept, as 8 

commonly applied in utility ratemaking, is consistent with the Procedural Order: 9 

 10 

Fixed, known, and measurable changes –  transactions or events that 11 
are: 12 
(a) Fixed in time.  A qualifying transaction or event must be “fixed” within 13 

the test year or within the specified period following the test year – or 14 
by December 31, 2016. 15 

(b) Known to occur.  The transaction or event must be “known” to exist, 16 
in contrast with possible, uncertain or speculative changes. 17 

(c) Measurable in amount.  The financial effect of the transaction or 18 
event can be “measured” or accurately quantified.  19 

  
In this context, a transaction or event should be considered fixed, known, and 20 

measurable only if it has been agreed to by contract or commitment, can be verified to 21 

have occurred within the specified time period, and can be quantified employing known 22 

data. 23 

  It is not uncommon for regulatory commissions to recognize or annualize 24 

transactions occurring within, or subsequent to, the historical test period for verifiable, 25 

yet balanced, changes that will impact a utility’s future earnings.  However, it is also true 26 

that parties often differ on whether offsetting factors have been appropriately considered 27 

and how far outside the test year it may be appropriate to reach for changes.  In my 28 

opinion, the recognition of fixed, known, and measurable changes must be reasonably 29 
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balanced or matched with offsetting factors.  Otherwise, a distorted view of the cost of 1 

service may lead to improper rate adjustments.   2 

A consistent matching of both price and quantity changes is necessary to 3 

achieve this balance, particularly when volume changes during or subsequent to the test 4 

year offset price level increases.  Similarly, appropriate application of this matching 5 

principle would also require costs to be offset or reduced by related cost savings in 6 

determining the net cost of one-time or infrequent activities or programs eligible for 7 

deferral and subsequent amortization recovery from ratepayers.  8 

   

AMS OVERVIEW 9 

Q YOU PREVIOUSLY INDICATED THAT THE COMPANY’S DIREC T FILING DOES NOT 10 

CONTAIN AN ANNUALIZATION ADJUSTMENT FOR AMS COSTS A ND THAT THE 11 

COMPANY HAD NOT YET DECIDED WHETHER TO SEEK A TRUE- UP OF AMS 12 

COSTS.  IS THIS CORRECT?   13 

A Yes. 14 

 

Q FOR CONTEXT, HOW DOES THE ACTUAL AMOUNT OF TEST Y EAR AMS COSTS 15 

COMPARE TO RECENT ANNUAL COST LEVELS? 16 

A According to information supplied by the Company,8 as summarized below, the amount 17 

of total Ameren Services costs and billings to Ameren Missouri have increased 18 

significantly in recent years: 19 

20 

                                                 
8  See Schedule SCC-4 for the responses to OPC DR 1021 and OPC DR 1501, without voluminous attachments.  

See Schedule SCC-5 for the responses to MIEC DR 6-1, MPSC DR 388s1 and MPSC DR 388s2, without 
voluminous attachments.  None of the attachments, some of which the Company designated confidential, have 
been included in Schedule SCC-4 or SCC-5. 
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 1 

 

Cost 

Type 2013 

 

2014 

 

2015 

 

TYE Mar-2016 

UEC Capital  $    23,147,108   $    30,908,773   $    26,996,441   **      ** 

 O&M9  $  120,925,395   $  128,996,026   $  136,107,762   **  **  

 Other  $      4,306,794   $      4,691,688   $       3,826,904   **        **  

UEC Total   $  148,379,297   $  164,596,487   $  166,931,107   **  **  

         O&M % Change 6.67% 5.51% 0.71% 

      

AMS Capital  $    56,019,166   $    78,671,240   $     73,784,686   **       ** 

 O&M  $  275,908,597   $  267,713,743   $  282,008,899  **   ** 

 Other  $      9,717,542   $      9,016,322   $       8,575,348   **         **  

AMS Total   $  341,645,305   $  355,401,305   $   364,368,933   **  **  

 O&M % Change -2.97% 5.34% 1.86% 

 

Note: Amounts include all direct and allocated charges, with UEC including electric and gas operations.   

 

The amounts for calendar years 2013 through 2015 were summarized in the Company’s 2 

response to OPC DR 1501.  Although the response to OPC DR 1501(c) referred to the 3 

spreadsheet file supplied in response to OPC DR 1021 for test year amounts, it was 4 

subsequently determined during discussions with Ameren Missouri representatives that 5 

the attachment to OPC DR 1021 included data errors that required all AMS cost 6 

analyses be redirected to the spreadsheets provided in response to MPSC DR 388 and 7 

MIEC DR 6-1. 10 8 

                                                 
9  The narrative response to MPSC DR 42(3) appears to misstate test year UEC O&M (electric and gas) at 

$132,049,105 by the amount of $5,021,959 that should have been attributed to gas O&M, effectively 
understating the “O&M” and overstating “Other” cost categories.  The above test year values were obtained 
from attachments to MPSC DR 388 and MIEC DR 6-1, which the Company has designated as highly 
confidential. 

10  A spreadsheet file supplied in response to OPC DR 1021 contained over 23,000 rows of data relating to the test 
year months of April 2015 through March 2016 while a separate spreadsheet contained over 14,000 rows of 
data for the months of April-June 2016.  After learning of data errors in these files following the commitment of 
significant OPC resources analyzing such data, additional efforts were required to review multiple data files 
containing correct information provided in response to MPSC DR 388, including monthly data for 2015 (over 
23,000 data rows), January-June 2016 (over 18,000 data rows) and July-September 2016 (over 16,000 data 
rows).  According to the Company’s response to OPC DR 1514, no analysis has been undertaken to determine 
the nature or extent of the data issues. 

NP
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Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE ADJUSTMENTS YOU PROPOSE TO T EST YEAR AMS 1 

O&M EXPENSE CHARGED TO AMEREN MISSOURI.   2 

A I recommend Commission adoption of the following adjustments reducing test year AMS 3 

expense: 4 

• Annualize the AMS Direct Allocated Factors implemented by Ameren Services 5 

effective January 1, 2016. 6 

• Annualize the pro forma effect of the Noranda load loss on the 2016 AMS Direct 7 

Allocated Factors. 8 

 

Q THE EARLIER TABLE APPEARS TO SUPPORT INCREASING A MS O&M 9 

EXPENSES CHARGED TO AMEREN MISSOURI OVER TIME.  WHY SHOULD TEST 10 

YEAR AMEREN SERVICES EXPENSES BE ADJUSTED DOWNWARD AS YOU 11 

PROPOSE IN THIS PROCEEDING? 12 

A Changes in the scope of operations, allocation factors, and direct charge arrangements 13 

can and do occur.  Historical trends are informative but not necessarily indicative of cost 14 

levels reasonably includable in test year expense.  Shortly before the finalization of this 15 

direct testimony, Ameren Missouri updated the response to MPSC DR 388 to include 16 

actual monthly AMS cost data through September 2016.11  The following table compares 17 

test year AMS costs with comparable data for the twelve months ended September 18 

2016: 19 

20 

                                                 
11  The Company’s responses to MPSC DR 388s1 and 388s2 have designated 2016 data as highly confidential.  See 

Schedule SCC-5 for the narrative portion of the responses without the voluminous data files. 
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 1 

 
Cost Type 

TYE Mar-2016 

 

12ME Sep-2016 

UEC Capital **              **  

 O&M  **    ** 

 Other  **                 **  

UEC Total   **     **  

 O&M % Change -1.06% 

    

AMS Capital  **              **  

 O&M  **     **  

 Other  **                ** 

AMS Total   **     **  

 O&M % Change 0.48% 

 

Note: Includes all direct charges and allocated amounts.  UEC amounts 

also include electric and gas operations. 

 2 

The historically large increases in AMS O&M expenses directly assigned or allocated to 3 

Ameren Missouri in 2013-2015 shifted directions and appear to have declined in 2016.  4 

Over time, new developments or events can directly impact work requirements of 5 

Ameren Services personnel and the direct charging or allocation of Ameren Services 6 

costs to Ameren Missouri.   7 

As indicated in a recent “Ameren Missouri Cost Allocation Manual” attached 8 

hereto as Schedule SCC-3,12 Ameren Missouri is one of the key subsidiaries of Ameren 9 

Corporation.  Other key subsidiaries include Ameren Illinois (“AIC”), Ameren 10 

                                                 
12  The Company originally filed the “Ameren Missouri Cost Allocation Manual” (“CAM”) as Schedule JLD-2 

attached to the direct testimony of Ameren witness Jeff L. Dodd in this proceeding.  On December 6, 2016, a 
stipulated agreement was filed in this docket between the Company, MPSC Staff and OPC that, among other 
things, is expected to result in the withdrawal of the direct testimony of Ameren witnesses Jeff L. Dodd and 
Kelly S. Hasenfratz, along with the withdrawal of the Company’s request that a CAM be approved in this rate 
case.  Assuming a Commission order approving the stipulated agreement, Ameren Missouri has agreed not to 
challenge or object to Mr. Dodd’s as filed Schedule JLD-2 (the Ameren Missouri CAM) being attached to my 
direct testimony in this proceeding for purposes of providing an overview of how AMS costs are apportioned 
(i.e., direct assignment and allocation) between the various Ameren entities, thereby retaining a high-level 
overview of the AMS apportionment process in the record and providing context for various data requests 
submitted in this case.  [See email correspondence between myself and Mr. Tom Byrne of Ameren Missouri 
dated November 30, 2016.] 

NP
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Transmission Company (“ATX”), Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois (“AXTI”), and 1 

Ameren Services Company (“AMS”).  Ameren Services provides support services to 2 

Ameren Corporation and its subsidiaries.13  To the extent possible, identifiable AMS 3 

costs are directly charged to the benefiting Ameren subsidiary (aka “Client Company” 4 

such as Ameren Missouri) or, alternatively, allocated using direct allocation factors or 5 

indirect (functional or corporate) allocation factors.14 6 

In general terms, the scope of the support services required of AMS personnel 7 

changes over time due to corporate decisions that may involve corporate reorganization, 8 

restructuring activities, business divestment, or business development.  For example, 9 

Ameren Corporation divested the generation resources of Ameren Energy Resources 10 

Company, LLC (“AER”) in 2013.  The divestment transactions resulted in Ameren 11 

Missouri becoming the only Ameren corporate entity that owns generation resources.  12 

Because the work requirements of certain Ameren Services personnel involved 13 

generation support activities whose costs were allocated using relative generation 14 

statistics, any remaining costs associated with such activities were allocated 100% to 15 

Ameren Missouri beginning in December 2013. 16 

In addition, Ameren Corporation has announced plans for about $3 billion of 17 

investment in significant FERC-regulated transmission projects during 2016-2020.  To 18 

the extent that these transmission projects require additional support services from 19 

Ameren Services, the cost of those services should be directly assigned to or allocated 20 

between the benefiting Ameren transmission corporate entities in future periods, causing 21 

additional shifts in the apportionment of AMS costs.15  22 

                                                 
13  See Schedule SCC-3 at 2-3. 
14  Id. at 4. 
15  See the November 2016 Investor Meetings presentations that are publicly available on Ameren’s website 

(Ameren.com) under the “Investors” link, “Webcasts and presentations” at http://phx.corporate-
ir.net/External.File?t=1&item=VHlwZT0yfFBhcmVudElEPTUyNDI2OTR8Q2hpbGRJRD02NTE3NDY= .  
[To view, copy and paste this link into your browser.] 
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Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE FUNCTIONAL AREAS OF SUPPORT SERVICES 1 

PROVIDED BY AMS.  2 

A AMS provides a broad spectrum of support services, including:16 3 

• Ameren Services Center.  Transactional and compliance services, accounts 4 
payable, payroll, payment processing, personnel and policy administration, 5 
records management, print and mail services. 6 
 7 

• Controller.  Accounting services, investor relations, internal control, regulatory 8 
filings. 9 
 10 

• Corporate Communications.  Advocacy, advertising and marketing, employee 11 
communication, investor communication. 12 
 13 

• Corporate Planning & Environmental Services.  Corporate planning, regulatory 14 
support, resource planning, business analysis, business development, 15 
environmental compliance, remediation. 16 
 17 

• Energy Delivery.  Coordination of generation, transmission and interconnection 18 
facilities; engineering and construction services; project management; delivering 19 
energy; system planning. 20 
 21 

• Executive Management. 22 
 23 

• General Counsel.  Legal services, litigation, legislative activities, regulatory, 24 
corporate governance. 25 
 26 

• Human Resources.  Personnel records, human resource programs, employee 27 
hiring and training, labor relations and negotiation. 28 
 29 

• Information Technology.  Computer software, telecommunications, data center 30 
and network infrastructure, technology planning, cybersecurity, maintaining billing 31 
records and processing customer meter readings. 32 
 33 

• Internal Audit.   34 
 35 

• Supply Services & Safety.  Purchasing, inventory management, safety services, 36 
land rights and permits. 37 

 38 
• Tax.  Federal, state and local tax compliance, filing returns. 39 

 40 
• Transmission.  Operations, maintenance, vegetation management, engineering, 41 

construction, financial and regulatory services. 42 
 43 

• Treasurer.  Corporate finance, banking services, financial modeling, regulatory 44 
filings. 45 

                                                 
16  See Schedule SCC-3 at 4-6 for additional discussion. 
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Q PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DIRECT ASSIGNMENT AND ALLOCAT ION PROCESS 1 

USED BY AMS TO APPORTION COST RESPONSIBILITY BETWEE N THE AMEREN 2 

CORPORATE ENTITIES. 3 

A Generally, the objective of the Ameren Missouri CAM “is to operate under cost allocation 4 

guidelines which fairly and equitably allocate costs to those affiliates causing the costs to 5 

be incurred.”17  Whenever possible and identifiable, AMS costs are directly charged to 6 

one or more Ameren entities.  If direct assignment is not possible or the benefiting 7 

entities cannot be specifically identified, AMS costs are allocated using predetermined 8 

allocation methods applied to fully distributed costs. 9 

The Ameren Missouri CAM identifies and briefly describes the direct and indirect 10 

allocation factors and processes.  At test year end (i.e., March 2016), AMS employed 33 11 

direct allocated factors generally described in the CAM.18  These allocation factors are 12 

determined annually typically based on prior calendar year data, but may be updated or 13 

revised if required “due to a significant change in circumstances.”19 14 

 

Q DID YOU ADDRESS AMEREN SERVICES COSTS AND ALLOCAT IONS IN AMEREN 15 

MISSOURI’S LAST RATE CASE – CASE NO. ER-2014-0258? 16 

A Yes.  In that prior rate case, Ameren Missouri proposed an annualization adjustment for 17 

AMS costs.  Efforts were undertaken to attempt a quantification of the impact of changes 18 

in AMS allocation factors on Ameren Missouri O&M expense.20  Unfortunately, the only 19 

pre-existing report (“PW19650 Report”) that contained direct and allocated Ameren 20 

                                                 
17  Id. at 7. 
18  Id. at 8-13 and listed as the “2016 Allocation Factors” in response to MPSC DR 42 (excerpts included in 

Schedule SCC-4).  Not all attachments to MPSC DR 42 are included in Schedule SCC-4. 
19  Id. at 8-13. 
20  With known changes in allocation factors and the total Ameren Services costs subject to those allocation factor 

changes (i.e., on an AMS Service Request basis), a spreadsheet could be created to quantify the impact of the 
allocation factor changes using monthly test year data. 
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Services costs by month to Ameren Missouri excluded dozens of pages containing total 1 

Ameren Service costs as well as amounts charged or allocated to other Ameren 2 

Corporation entities.  After reviewing this data and engaging in discussions with Ameren 3 

representatives, I concluded that the provision of the PW19650 reports made any 4 

meaningful analysis of the AMS data very challenging and served as only an initial step 5 

in the data gathering process that would enable a quantification of the impact of the shift 6 

in AMS allocation factors on Ameren Missouri O&M expense.  7 

In Case No. ER-2014-0258, I argued that Ameren Missouri and Ameren Services 8 

should strive for regulatory transparency of all direct and allocable charges incurred to 9 

support Missouri operations, particularly since these charges result from transactions 10 

between affiliated entities.  The Commission’s affiliate transaction rules (see 4 CSR 240-11 

20.015 Affiliate Transactions) recognize that such transactions are not at arm’s length or 12 

between unrelated parties.  Consequently, it is reasonable to expect additional 13 

regulatory review and evaluation of such related-party transactions, particularly when 14 

divestment transactions or other business decisions materially impact the allocation and 15 

apportionment of an affiliate’s common costs.  It is only through such a review and 16 

evaluation process that affiliate costs can be examined and verified to ensure that 17 

Ameren Services costs are not mischarged to Ameren Missouri and its Missouri 18 

ratepayers, whether intentionally or unintentionally. 19 

The issues associated with AMS costs and the allocation process in Case No. 20 

ER-2014-0258 were resolved by a settlement agreement relating to Ameren Services 21 

Company.21  The applicable language from that settlement agreement is reproduced 22 

below for reference: 23 

2. Ameren Missouri agrees to seek Commission approval for its 24 
Cost Allocation Manual (“CAM”) as part of its next general rate case.  25 

                                                 
21  Case No. ER-2014-0258, Amended Nonunanimous Stipulation And Agreement Regarding Certain Revenue 

Requirement Issues, dated March 3, 2015. 
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Unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, Ameren Missouri agrees to 1 
provide monthly data on an annual basis with its CAM filing, as well as 2 
with any future rate case filing to include test year and any data for 3 
additional months subsequent to its last CAM filing, in an electronic Excel 4 
spreadsheet (with formulas intact, where applicable).  Such spreadsheet 5 
shall be provided in a sortable format containing the following information 6 
regarding AMS costs directly charged or allocated to individual Ameren 7 
entities, by month: 8 

a. FERC account number (for individual O&M, capital and other 9 
accounts)  10 

b. Resource Type (including labor and non-labor)  11 
c. Budget Function Category (e.g., General Counsel, Controller, 12 

Treasurer)  13 
d. Service Request Number  14 
e. Description of item  15 
f. Date of item (month/year)  16 
g. Allocation factor field  17 
h. All direct charges, and allocated charges (i.e., direct allocated, 18 

indirect functional and indirect corporate). 19 
 20 

This settlement agreement resulted in the production of the large spreadsheet data files 21 

provided in response to MPSC DR 388, OPC DR 1021 and MIEC DR 6-1 as discussed 22 

herein. 23 

 

Q HAS THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN RESPONSE TO THESE DATA REQUESTS 24 

BEEN USEFUL IN THE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF AMS COSTS  APPORTIONED 25 

TO AMEREN MISSOURI?  26 

A Yes, except for the data errors contained in the response to OPC DR 1021 discussed 27 

previously.  Without this degree of detail in spreadsheet file format, no meaningful 28 

analysis could be undertaken to test, evaluate, and verify the reasonableness of costs 29 

charged to Ameren Missouri by Ameren Services – charges which Ameren Missouri 30 

seeks to recover in utility rates. 31 

32 
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AMS ADJUSTMENTS  1 

Q YOU PREVIOUSLY SUMMARIZED TWO ADJUSTMENTS TO AMS COSTS THAT 2 

YOU PROPOSE IN THIS PROCEEDING.  DO YOU CONSIDER THESE 3 

ADJUSTMENTS TO BE KNOWN AND MEASURABLE, CONSISTENT WITH THE 4 

TEST YEAR ENDING MARCH 2016? 5 

A Yes.  Each adjustment has the effect of annualizing certain elements of the AMS 6 

allocation process to reflect known and measurable changes to O&M expense occurring 7 

within the test year.  In other words, the first OPC adjustment (Schedule SCC-2.1) 8 

replaces the direct allocated factors applied in the test year months of April-December 9 

2015 with the new allocation factors effective in January 2016.  The second OPC 10 

adjustment (Schedule SCC-2.2) then adjusts the 2016 direct allocated factors used in 11 

quantifying OPC Adjustment Schedule SCC-2.1 to remove the quantifiable effect of the 12 

loss of Noranda load, consistent with other Noranda related adjustments proposed by 13 

the Company in direct testimony.  The revised 2016 direct allocated factors were then 14 

applied to related activity during all twelve months of the test year. 15 

So, each of the OPC adjustments I sponsor recognize changes in AMS O&M 16 

expenses that are both known and measurable by March 31, 2016.  These adjustments 17 

and related amounts are summarized in the following table: 18 

OPC Reference   Description   Amount  
Schedule SCC-2.1  2016 Direct Allocated Factors  $ (2.2) million 
Schedule SCC-2.2  Remove Noranda Load  $ (0.4) million 
  Total Adjustments  $ (2.6) million 

 

Q PLEASE EXPLAIN THE FIRST OPC ADJUSTMENT TO ANNUAL IZE THE AMS 19 

DIRECT ALLOCATION FACTORS EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2016 .   20 
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A In response to MPSC DR 42, the Company provided a series of attachments including 1 

two spreadsheet files showing the AMS direct allocated factors applied in calendar years 2 

2015 and 2016.  The spreadsheet files underlying these particular attachments 3 

contained a summary “tab” showing all of the allocation factors applied to direct 4 

allocated costs with additional “tabs” supporting the calculation of each listed factor.22 5 

 

Q WHY SHOULD AMS DIRECT ALLOCATED COSTS FOR THE MON THS OF APRIL-6 

DECEMBER 2015 BE RESTATED TO REFLECT THE 2016 ALLOC ATION 7 

FACTORS? 8 

A As previously observed, AMS only revises the direct allocated factors annually unless 9 

more frequent revisions are needed “due to a significant change in circumstances.”  Just 10 

as it is common and reasonable to adjust test year labor costs to recognize wage rate 11 

increases granted near the end of the test year, known and measurable shifts in 12 

allocation factors should also be reasonably recognized as long as the new factors are 13 

consistent with the general approach to the test year.  OPC Adjustment Schedule SCC-14 

2.1 annualizes the AMS direct allocated factors that were effective January 1, 2016 for 15 

the 2015 months of the test year. 16 

 

Q WOULD IT BE REASONABLE FOR THE COMMISSION TO NOT ADOPT YOUR 17 

PROPOSED AMS ADJUSTMENTS AND INSTEAD UPDATE AMEREN MISSOURI’S 18 

SHARE OF AMS O&M EXPENSES TO REFLECT CALENDAR YEAR 2016 ACTUAL 19 

LEVELS? 20 

A No, not necessarily.  While updating AMS O&M expenses to 2016 actual direct charge 21 

and allocated amounts would have some simplifying appeal, there are numerous AMS 22 

                                                 
22  See Schedule SCC-4 for the narrative response to MPSC DR 42 and the referenced summary “tabs”, showing 

the 2015 and 2016 allocation factors.  Additional voluminous attachments to MPSC DR 42 were not included in 
Schedule SCC-4. 
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transactions that have or will yet occur subsequent to June 2016.  In particular, the 1 

procedural schedule provides little opportunity for the parties to review and evaluate 2 

such changes.  Absent sufficient time to assess the overall reasonableness or otherwise 3 

reach comfort with the more current direct charges and direct allocated factors, it would 4 

be difficult to rationally adopt with such an update approach.  After all, the Company only 5 

recently provided AMS transaction detail for the months of July-September 2016 and will 6 

not update the response to MPSC DR 388 with October-December 2016 data for some 7 

time. 8 

 

Q DID THE COMPANY NOT PROVIDE THE 2016 DIRECT ALLOC ATED FACTORS 9 

MONTHS AGO, IN RESPONSE TO MPSC DR 42? 10 

A Yes.  Ameren Missouri did provide the 2016 allocation factors in response to MPSC DR 11 

42 in late July 2016 but did not update the response to MPSC DR 388 with AMS 12 

transaction detail through September 2016 until November 30, 2016.   However, during 13 

the period April 2016 through September 2016, Ameren Services has introduced 14 

fourteen new direct allocated factors.  But no information has been supplied regarding 15 

the basis for those factors, whether those new factors are in addition to or a replacement 16 

of the thirty-three factors updated in 2016 or supported by detail comparable to the 17 

response to MPSC DR 42 or even referenced in the Ameren Missouri CAM.  At this time, 18 

the detailed affiliate transactions and direct assignment and allocation of AMS costs 19 

during the post-June 2016 period should be considered un-auditable and unverifiable.  20 
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Q DOES THE COMPANY ANTICIPATE CHANGES TO THE AMS ALLOCATION 1 

FACTORS IN 2017? 2 

A Yes.  According to the response to MPSC DR 457,23 the Company **   3 

 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 
 8 

 9 
 10 

 11 
 12 

 13 
 14 

 ** 15 

It is possible, but unclear, whether any of the fourteen new direct allocated factor codes 16 

appearing in the response to MPSC DR 388 in late 2016 may be associated with the 17 

planned introduction of the above **  **. 18 

It is also important to recognize that allocation factors do not drive, but instead 19 

should result from, the nature and magnitude of costs incurred by Ameren Services.  In 20 

the normal course of business and in the absence of any material shift in allocation 21 

factors (e.g., due to generating resource divestment, material load loss, investment in 22 

new regulated or unregulated lines of business, etc.), the Commission might reach 23 

comfort with limited assessment of the new allocation factors or the update of AMS O&M 24 

expenses.  In this proceeding, the AMS allocation factors that drive the apportionment of 25 

common costs to Ameren Missouri have changed subsequent to the test year due to the 26 

introduction of new allocation factors and costs that may or may not be related to the 27 

                                                 
23  See Schedule SCC-5 for the narrative response to MPSC DR 457, which the Company has designated highly 

confidential. 

NP
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new FERC-regulated transmission investments, but should require careful evaluation 1 

before inclusion in the ratemaking process. 2 

 

Q YOU PREVIOUSLY INDICATED THAT THE LIST OF OTHER KEY AMEREN 3 

SUBSIDIARIES INCLUDED AMEREN TRANSMISSION COMPANY (“ATX”) AND 4 

AMEREN TRANSMISSION COMPANY OF ILLINOIS (“AXTI”).  DO AMS 5 

PERSONNEL DIRECTLY SUPPORT THE ACTIVITIES OF THESE TRANSMISSION 6 

ENTITIES? 7 

A Yes.  ATX, ATXI, ATE and ATS **  **.24  There are 8 

approximately nine AMS employees (i.e., six project management and three business 9 

development) regularly dedicated to providing support services to Ameren’s 10 

transmission entities (i.e., ATX, ATXI, ATE and ATS). 25   11 

 

Q WHY DID AMEREN FORM THESE TRANSMISSION ENTITIES? 12 

A The following excerpt from the Company’s response to OPC DR 1505 summarizes the 13 

basis for forming these transmission entities:26 14 

ATX was formed to be an intermediate Holding company to own 15 
companies involved in the transmission of energy. It has two wholly 16 
owned subsidiaries; ATX East, LLC (ATE) and ATX Southwest, LLC 17 
(ATS).  ATE was formed for purposes of participating and bidding on 18 
competitive transmission opportunities in the PJM footprint and if awarded 19 
a competitive project, ATE would construct, own and operate 20 
transmission assets in PJM.  ATS was formed for purposes of 21 
participating and bidding on competitive transmission opportunities in the 22 
Southwest Power Pool (SPP) footprint and if awarded a competitive 23 
project, ATS would construct, own and operate transmission assets in 24 
SPP.   25 
 26 
ATXI was formed to invest in greenfield transmission infrastructure in 27 
Illinois.  Subsequently, ATXI has an expanded purpose to identify, 28 

                                                 
24  See Schedule SCC-5 for the highly confidential response to MPSC DR 456. 
25  See Schedule SCC-4 for the response to OPC DR 1513. 
26  See Schedule SCC-4 for the response to OPC DR 1505. 

NP
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develop, construct, own and operate greenfield transmission 1 
infrastructure in MISO. 2 

 3 

ATE or ATS has neither constructed, owned, operated, or maintained any transmission 4 

assets in any state.  ATXI, however, does own, operate, and maintain transmission 5 

related assets in Illinois and Missouri using services provided by Ameren Services or 6 

third party contractors and relies on financing from Ameren Corp.27  7 

 8 

Q WHY IS THIS INFORMATION ABOUT THE AMEREN TRANSMISSION ENTITIES OF 9 

POTENTIAL IMPORTANCE REGARDING AFFILIATE TRANSACTIONS? 10 

A Referring to the response to MPSC DR 457,28 AMS **  11 

 12 

 **.  As noted previously, 13 

Ameren Corporation has announced plans to invest about $3 billion in FERC-regulated 14 

transmission projects during 2016-2020.  Coupled with the fact that Ameren 15 

transmission entities **  **, the 16 

Commission must be vigilant in the CAM development and the underlying allocation 17 

process to ensure that the transmission entities are responsible for their fair share of 18 

AMS support costs rather than receiving direct or indirect subsidies from the established 19 

regulated operations of Ameren Missouri or Ameren Illinois.   20 

The direct allocated factors used by Ameren Services to allocate costs typically 21 

rely on embedded drivers (e.g., headcounts, sales, assets) for the prior year to apply 22 

prospectively.  Such reliance on embedded data will not typically account for any 23 

increased support required of Ameren Services attributable to the development of new 24 

                                                 
27  Id. and the response to OPC DR 1506.  See Schedule SCC-4 for the response OPC DR 1506. 
28  See Schedule SCC-5 for the response to MPSC DR 457, which the Company has designated highly confidential. 

NP
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lines of business, unless such costs can be adequately identified and completely 1 

excluded from the allocation process. 2 

 

Q HOW DID YOU QUANTIFY OPC ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE SCC- 2.1? 3 

A Using data from the spreadsheets supplied in response to MPSC DR 388, pivot tables 4 

were employed to accumulate direct allocated costs by month by FERC account and by 5 

allocation factor during the test year.  Using this data for the months of April through 6 

December 2015, the net change in 2015 and 2016 allocation factors was determined 7 

and applied to the 2015 direct allocated O&M expenses by FERC account to quantify 8 

OPC Adjustment Schedule SCC-2.1. 9 

 

Q PLEASE EXPLAIN THE SECOND OPC ADJUSTMENT TO ANNUA LIZE THE PRO 10 

FORMA EFFECT OF THE NORANDA LOAD LOSS ON AMS DIRECT  ALLOCATED 11 

FACTORS. 12 

A The direct testimony of various Company witnesses29 discuss the significant impact of 13 

the loss of load from Noranda Aluminum, Inc. on the Company’s rate filing.  Using data 14 

supplied by the Company that removes the Noranda load from the direct allocated 15 

factors, OPC Adjustment Schedule SCC-2.2 removes the lost Noranda load from 16 

influencing the 2016 actual allocation factors. 17 

 

                                                 
29  Company witness Mr. Moehn at 4-5 attributes the significant loss in revenues caused by the cessation of 

smelting operations by Noranda Aluminum, Inc. as one of the main drivers contributing to the filing of this rate 
case.  Company witness Mr. Davis at 30-32 discusses the recent history of Noranda including the declining 
electricity use and idling of smelter operations that brought electricity consumption at the smelter down to a 
very small fraction of load used to set rates in the Company’s last rate case – generally characterized as an 
extreme reduction in electricity consumption.  Company witness Ms. Moore at 18 introduces Adjustment 8 
reducing revenues by $124,925,000 to remove Noranda's load. 
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Q HOW DID YOU QUANTIFY OPC ADJUSTMENT SCHEDULE SCC- 2.2? 1 

A Similar to the calculation of OPC Adjustment Schedule SCC-2.1, pivot tables were used 2 

to accumulate data for all test year months by FERC account and by direct allocated 3 

factor.  The net change in the direct allocated factors impacted by the Noranda load loss 4 

was applied to the data compiled from the spreadsheets supplied in response to “MPSC 5 

DR 388” (i.e., direct allocated costs by month by FERC account by allocation factor).  6 

Because annualization of the Noranda load loss effects all test year months, OPC 7 

Adjustment Schedule SCC-2.2 quantifies the net change in direct allocated factors as 8 

applied to each FERC O&M expense account for the test year.  9 

 

Q IN QUANTIFYING EITHER OF YOUR PROPOSED AMS O&M AD JUSTMENTS, DID 10 

YOU SEPARATELY QUANTIFY THE IMPACT ON LABOR AND NON -LABOR 11 

COSTS? 12 

A No.  It is my understanding that OPC is not proposing any labor adjustments in this 13 

proceeding.  So, OPC Adjustment Schedules SCC-2.1 and SCC-2.2 were not prepared 14 

in a manner to segregate the adjustment amounts between labor and non-labor.  If the 15 

Commission were to adopt my proposed adjustments, any “per book” AMS O&M 16 

expenses used by the parties in quantifying other ratemaking adjustments (e.g., 17 

employee wage adjustment, benefits adjustment) should consider the impact of these 18 

OPC adjustments and apply the revised direct allocated factors. 19 

20 
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CONCLUSION 1 

Q PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR RECOMMENDATION REGARDING AM EREN 2 

SERVICES COSTS. 3 

A The historically significant increases in AMS costs directly assigned or allocated to 4 

Ameren Missouri appear to have abated thus far in 2016.  Although planned 5 

transmission investments merit close attention due to the heavy reliance on the 6 

personnel and resources of Ameren Services, OPC has recommended two adjustments 7 

to recognize known and measurable changes to the direct allocated factors applied in 8 

determining the amount of AMS O&M expense that should be recognized in determining 9 

the level of costs reasonably included in the Company’s cost of service. 10 

 

Q DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY? 11 

A Yes. 12 
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Education and Experience 

I graduated from State Fair Community College where I received an Associate of Arts 

Degree with an emphasis in Accounting.  I also graduated from Central Missouri State 

University with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Business Administration, majoring in 

Accounting.  Subsequent to the completion of formal education, my entire professional career 

has been dedicated to public utility investigations, regulatory analysis and consulting. 

From 1977 to 1987, I was employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission in 

various professional auditing positions associated with the regulation of public utilities.  In that 

capacity, I participated in and supervised various accounting compliance and rate case audits 

(including earnings reviews) of electric, gas, telephone, water/wastewater and steam utility 

companies and was responsible for the submission of expert testimony as a Staff witness. 

In October 1979, I was promoted to the position of Accounting Manager of the Kansas 

City Office of the Commission Staff and assumed supervisory responsibilities for a staff of 

regulatory auditors, directing numerous rate case audits of large electric, gas and telephone 

utility companies operating in the State of Missouri.  In April 1983, I was promoted by the 

Commissioners to the position of Chief Accountant and assumed overall management and 

policy responsibilities for the Accounting Department, providing guidance and assistance in the 

technical development of Staff issues in major rate cases and coordinating the general audit 

and administrative activities of the Department. 

During 1986-1987, I was actively involved in a docket established by the Missouri Public 

Service Commission to investigate the revenue requirement impact of the Tax Reform Act of 

1986 on Missouri utilities.  In 1986, I prepared the comments of the Missouri Public Service 

Commission respecting the Proposed Amendment to FAS Statement No. 71 (relating to 

phase-in plans, plant abandonments, plant cost disallowances, etc.) as well as the Proposed 

Statement of Financial Accounting Standards for Accounting for Income Taxes.  I actively 

participated in the discussions of a subcommittee responsible for drafting the comments of the 
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National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC”) on the Proposed 

Amendment to FAS Statement No. 71 and subsequently appeared before the Financial 

Accounting Standards Board with a Missouri Commissioner to present the positions of NARUC 

and the Missouri Commission. 

In July of 1983 and in addition to my duties as Chief Accountant, I was appointed Project 

Manager of the Commission Staff's construction audits of two nuclear power plants owned by 

electric utilities regulated by the Missouri Public Service Commission.  As Project Manager, I 

was involved in the staffing and coordination of the construction audits and in the development 

and preparation of the Staff's audit findings for presentation to the Commission.  In this capacity, 

I coordinated and supervised a matrix organization of Staff accountants, engineers, attorneys 

and consultants. 

Since commencing employment with Utilitech in June 1987, I have conducted revenue 

requirement and special studies involving various regulated industries (i.e., electric, gas, 

telephone, water and steam heating) and have been associated with regulatory projects on 

behalf of clients in twenty State regulatory jurisdictions. 

 

Previous Expert Testimony 

I have appeared as an expert witness before the Missouri Public Service Commission on 

behalf of various clients, including the Commission Staff.  I have filed testimony before utility 

regulatory agencies in Arizona, California, Florida, Hawaii, Kansas, Indiana, Nevada, New 

Mexico, Missouri, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, and Washington.  My previous 

experience involving electric and gas company proceedings includes:  PSI Energy, Union 

Electric (now Ameren Missouri), Kansas City Power & Light, Missouri Public Service/ UtiliCorp 

United/Aquila (now Kansas City Power & Light Company), Public Service Company of 

Oklahoma, Oklahoma Gas and Electric, Hawaii Electric Light Company, Hawaiian Electric 

Company, Maui Electric Company, Sierra Pacific Power/ Nevada Power, Gas Service 
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Company, Northern Indiana Public Service Company, Arkla (a Division of NORAM Energy), 

Oklahoma Natural Gas Company, Missouri Gas Energy, Arizona Public Service Company, 

Southwestern Public Service (Texas), Atmos Energy Corporation (Texas divisions) and The 

Gas Company (Hawaii).  I have also sponsored testimony in telecommunications, water and 

steam heat proceedings in various regulatory jurisdictions. 
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STEVEN C. CARVER 
Summary of Previously Filed Testimony 

1978 through 2016 (December) 
 

Utility  
Jurisdiction 

 
Agency 

 
Docket/Case 

Number 

 
Party 

Represented 

 
Year 

 
Areas Addressed 

Kansas City Power 
& Light 

Missouri PSC ER-78-252 Staff 1978 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Gas Service 
Company 

Missouri PSC GR-79-114 Staff 1979 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

United Telephone 
of Missouri 

Missouri PSC TO-79-227 Staff 1979 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Affiliated 
Interest 

Kansas City Power 
& Light 

Missouri PSC ER-80-48 Staff 1980 Operating Income, 
Fuel Cost 

Gas Service 
Company 

Missouri PSC GR-80-173 Staff 1980 Operating Income 

Southwestern Bell 
Telephone 

Missouri PSC TR-80-256 Staff 1980 Operating Income 

Missouri Public 
Service 

Missouri PSC ER-81-85 Staff 1981 Operating Income 

Missouri Public 
Service 

Missouri PSC ER-81-154 Staff 1981 Interim Rates 

Gas Service 
Company 

Missouri PSC GR-81-155 Staff 1981 Operating Income 

Gas Service 
Company 

Missouri PSC GR-81-257 Staff 1981 Interim Rates 

Union Electric 
Company 

Missouri PSC ER-82-52 Staff 1982 Operating Income, 
Fuel Cost 

Southwestern Bell 
Telephone 

Missouri PSC TR-82-199 Staff 1982 Operating Income 

Union Electric 
Company 

Missouri PSC ER-83-163 Staff 1983 Rate Base, Plant 
Cancellation Costs 

Gas Service 
Company 

Missouri PSC GR-83-207 Staff 1983 Interim Rates 

Union Electric 
Company 

Missouri PSC ER-84-168/ 
EO-85-17 

Staff 1984 
1985 

Construction Audit, 
Operating Income 

Kansas City Power 
& Light 

Missouri PSC ER-85-128/ 
EO-85-185 

Staff 1983 
1985 

Construction Audit, 
Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

St. Joseph Light & 
Power 

Missouri PSC EC-88-107 Public 
Counsel 

1987 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Northern Indiana 
Public Service 

Indiana IURC 38380 Consumer 
Counsel 

1988 Operating Income 

US West 
Communications 

Arizona ACC E-1051-88-146 Staff 1989 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 
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Represented 
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Dauphin Consol. 
Water Supply Co. 

Pennsylvania PUC R-891259 Staff 1989 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Rate Design 

Southwest Gas 
Corporation 

Arizona ACC E-1551-89-102 
E-1551-89-103 

Staff 1989 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Southwestern Bell 
Telephone 

Missouri PSC TO-89-56 Public 
Counsel 

1989   
1990 

Intrastate Cost 
Accounting Manual 

Missouri Public 
Service 

Missouri PSC ER-90-101 Public 
Counsel/ Staff 

1990 UtiliCorp United 
Corporate Structure/ 
Diversification 

City Gas Company Florida PSC 891175-GU Public 
Counsel 

1990 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Acquisition 
Adjustment 

Capital City Water 
Company 

Missouri PSC WR-90-118 Jefferson City 1991 Rehearing - Water 
Storage Contract 

Southwestern Bell 
Telephone 
Company 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-000662 Attorney 
General 

1991 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Public Service of 
New Mexico 

New Mexico PSC 2437 USEA 1992 Franchise Taxes 

Citizens Utilities 
Company 

Arizona ACC ER-1032-92-073 Staff 1992    
1993 

Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Missouri Public 
Service Company 

Missouri PSC ER-93-37 Staff 1993 Accounting Authority 
Order 

Public Service 
Company of 
Oklahoma 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-1342 Staff 1993 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Acquisition 
Adjustment 

Hawaiian Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 7700 Consumer 
Advocate 

1993 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

US West 
Communications 

Washington WUTC UT-930074, 0307 Public 
Counsel/ 
TRACER 

1994 Sharing Plan 
Modifications 

US West 
Communications 

Arizona ACC E-1051-93-183 Staff 1994 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

PSI Energy, Inc. Indiana IURC 39584 Consumer 
Counselor 

1994 Operating Income, 
Capital Structure 

Arkla, Division of 
NORAM Energy 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-940000354 Attorney 
General 

1994 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Kauai Electric 
Division of Citizens 
Utilities Company 

Hawaii PUC 94-0097 Consumer 
Advocate 

1995 Hurricane Iniki Storm 
Damage Restoration 
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Oklahoma Natural 
Gas Company 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-940000477 Attorney 
General 

1995 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

US West 
Communications 

Washington WUTC UT-950200 Attorney 
General/ 
TRACER 

1995 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

PSI Energy, Inc. Indiana IURC 40003 Consumer 
Counselor 

1995 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

GTE Hawaiian Tel; 
Kauai Electric - 
Citizens Utilities 
Co.; Hawaiian 
Electric Co.; Hawaii 
Electric Light Co.; 
Maui Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 95-0051 Consumer 
Advocate 

1996 Self-Insured Property 
Damage Reserve 

GTE Hawaiian 
Telephone Co., 
Inc. 

Hawaii PUC 94-0298 Consumer 
Advocate 

1996 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Oklahoma Gas and 
Electric Company 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-960000116 Attorney 
General 

1996 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Public Service 
Company 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-0000214 Attorney 
General 

1997 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Arizona Telephone 
Company (TDS) 

Arizona ACC U-2063-97-329 Staff 1997 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Affiliate 
Transactions 

US West 
Communications 

Utah UPSC 97-049-08 Committee of 
Consumer 
Services 

1997 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Missouri Gas 
Energy 

Missouri PSC GR-98-140 Public 
Counsel 

1998 Revenues, 
Uncollectibles 

Sierra Pacific 
Power Company 

Nevada PUCN 98-4062 
98-4063 

Utility 
Consumers 
Advocate 

1999 Sharing Plan 

Hawaii Electric 
Light Co., PPA 
(Encogen) 

Hawaii PUC 98-0013 Consumer 
Advocate 

1999 Keahole CT-4/CT-5 
AFUDC, Avoided Cost 

Kansas City Power 
& Light Company  

Missouri MoPSC EC-99-553 GST Steel 
Company 

1999 Complaint 
Investigation 

US West 
Communications 

New Mexico NM 
PRC 

3008 PRC Staff 2000 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Hawaii Electric 
Light Company  

Hawaii PUC 99-0207 Consumer 
Advocate 

2000 Keahole pre-PSD 
Common Facilities  



 

 
 Schedule SCC-1 
 Page 8  

STEVEN C. CARVER 
Summary of Previously Filed Testimony 

1978 through 2016 (December) 
 

Utility  
Jurisdiction 

 
Agency 

 
Docket/Case 

Number 

 
Party 

Represented 

 
Year 

 
Areas Addressed 

US West/ Qwest 
Communications 

Arizona ACC T-1051B-99-105 Staff 2000 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

The Gas Company  Hawaii PUC 00-0309 Consumer 
Advocate 

2001 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Nonreg Svcs. 

Craw-Kan 
Telephone 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Kansas KCC 01-CRKT-713-
AUD 

KCC Staff 2001 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Home Telephone 
Company, Inc. 

Kansas KCC 02-HOMT-209-
AUD 

KCC Staff 2002 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Wilson Telephone 
Company, Inc. 

Kansas KCC 02-WLST-210-
AUD 

KCC Staff 2002 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

SBC Pacific Bell California PUC 01-09-001 / 
01-09-002 

Office of 
Ratepayer 
Advocate 

2002 New Regulatory 
Framework / Earnings 
Sharing Investigation  

JBN Telephone 
Company 

Kansas KCC 02-JBNT-846-
AUD 

KCC Staff 2002 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Kerman Telephone 
Company 

California PUC 02-01-004 Office of 
Ratepayer 
Advocate 

2002 General Rate Case, 
Affiliate Lease, 
Nonregulated 
Transactions 

S&A Telephone 
Company  

Kansas KCC 03-S&AT-160-
AUD 

KCC Staff 2003 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Nonreg Alloc 

PSI Energy, Inc. Indiana IURC 42359 Consumer 
Counselor 

2003 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Nonreg Alloc 

Arizona Public 
Service Company  

Arizona ACC E-10345A-03-
0437 

ACC Staff 2004 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Qwest Corporation Arizona ACC T-01051B-03-
0454 & T-

00000D-00-0672 

ACC Staff 2004 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Nonreg Alloc 

Verizon Northwest 
Inc. 

Washington WUTC UT-040788 Attorney 
General/ 
AARP/ 

WeBTEC 

2004 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Public Service 
Company 

Oklahoma OCC PUD-200300076 Attorney 
General 

2005 Operating Income 

Hawaiian Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 04-0113 Consumer 
Advocate 

2005 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Citizens Gas & 
Coke Utility 

Indiana IURC 42767 Consumer 
Counselor 

2005 Operating Income, 
Benchmarking Study 

AmerenUE d/b/a 
Union Electric Co. 

Missouri MoPSC ER-2007-0002 State of 
Missouri 

2006 Revenue Requirement 
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Hawaii Electric 
Light Company  

Hawaii PUC 05-0315 Consumer 
Advocate 

2007 Rate Base, Operating 
Income & Keahole 
Units  

Hawaii Electric 
Company  

Hawaii PUC 2006-0386 Consumer 
Advocate 

2007 Rate Base, Operating 
Income  

Maui Electric 
Company  

Hawaii PUC 2006-0387 Consumer 
Advocate 

2007 Rate Base, Operating 
Income  

Trigen-Kansas City 
Energy Corp. 

Missouri MoPSC HR-2008-0300 Trigen-KC 2008 Revenue Requirement 

Southwestern 
Public Service 

Texas PUCT 35763 Alliance of 
Xcel Muni. 

2008 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

The Gas Company, 
LLC  

Hawaii PUC 2008-0081 Consumer 
Advocate 

2009 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Nonutility 

Hawaiian Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 2008-0083 Consumer 
Advocate 

2009 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Southwestern 
Public Service 

Texas PUCT 37135 Alliance of 
Xcel Muni. 

2009 Transmission Cost 
Recovery Factor 

Maui Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 2009-0163 Consumer 
Advocate 

2010 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Hawaii Electric 
Light Company  

Hawaii PUC 2009-0164 Consumer 
Advocate 

2010 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Atmos Pipeline – 
Texas 

Texas RRC 10000 Atmos Texas 
Municipalities 

2010 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

AmerenUE d/b/a 
Ameren Missouri 

Missouri MoPSC ER-2011-0028 Missouri 
Industrial 
Energy 

Consumers 

2011 Revenue Requirement 

Veolia Energy 
Kansas City 

Missouri MoPSC HR-2011-0241 Veolia-KC 2011 Revenue Requirement 

Hawaiian Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 2010-0080 Consumer 
Advocate 

2011 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Maui Electric 
Company 

Hawaii PUC 2011-0092 Consumer 
Advocate 

2012 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

AmerenUE d/b/a 
Ameren Missouri 

Missouri MoPSC ER-2012-0166 Missouri 
Industrial 
Energy 

Consumers 

2012 Revenue Requirement 

Atmos Energy, 
Mid-Tex Division 

Texas RCT 10170 Atmos Texas 
Municipalities 

2012 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 

Atmos Energy, 
West Texas 
Division 

Texas RCT 10174 Lubbock, 
Amarillo, 

Channing & 
Dalhart 

2012 Rate Base, Operating 
Income 
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Electric Industry 
 

Missouri MoPSC EW-2013-0425 Mo. Retailers 
Assoc. & 

Consumers 
Council 

2013 Legislative Concerns 

Southwestern 
Public Service 
 

Texas PUCT 41430 Alliance of 
Xcel Muni. 

2013 Sale of Transmission 
Assets 

Veolia Energy 
Kansas City 

Missouri MoPSC HR-2014-0066 Veolia-KC 2013 Revenue Requirement 

Atmos Energy, 
Mid-Tex Division 

Texas RCT 10359 Atmos Texas 
Municipalities 

2014 RRM Appeal, 
Revenue Requirement 

Hawaiian Electric 
Company, Hawaii 
Electric Light 
Company, Maui 
Electric Company 

Hawaii PUC 2013-0141 Consumer 
Advocate 

2014 Rate Adjustment 
Mechanism, 
Regulatory Process 

AmerenUE d/b/a 
Ameren Missouri 

Missouri MoPSC ER-2014-0258 Missouri 
Industrial 
Energy 

Consumers 

2014 Revenue Requirement 

Southwestern 
Public Service 
 

Texas PUCT 43695 Alliance of 
Xcel Muni. 

2015 Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Revenue 
Requirement 

NextEra Energy, 
Hawaiian Electric 
Company, Hawaii 
Electric Light 
Company, Maui 
Electric Company 

Hawaii PUC 2015-0022 Consumer 
Advocate 

2015 Change of Control, 
Merger Application 

 
Southwestern 
Public Service 
 

 

Texas 

 

PUCT 

 

45524 

 

Alliance of 
Xcel Muni. 

 
2016 

 
Rate Base, Operating 
Income, Revenue 
Requirement 

AmerenUE d/b/a 
Ameren Missouri 

Missouri MoPSC ER-2016-0179 Public 
Counsel 

2016 Affiliate Transactions 
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