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 12 

Q. What are your name and business address? 13 

A. Claire M. Eubanks, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri, 65102. 14 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 15 

A. I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Commission”) 16 

as a Utility Regulatory Engineer I in the Engineering Analysis Section, Energy Infrastructure 17 

Reliability Unit of the Tariff, Safety, Economic and Engineering Analysis Department in the 18 

Regulatory Review Division. 19 

Q. What are your educational and work backgrounds? 20 

A. I received my Bachelor of Science degree in Environmental Engineering from 21 

the University of Missouri – Rolla “UMR”, now referred to as Missouri University of Science 22 

and Technology (“S&T”), in May 2006.  I am a licensed professional engineer in the states of 23 

Missouri and Arkansas.  Immediately after graduating from UMR, I began my career with 24 

Aquaterra Environmental Solutions, Inc. (“Aquaterra”), now SCS Aquaterra, an engineering 25 

consulting firm based in Overland Park, Kansas.  During my time with Aquaterra, I worked 26 

on various engineering projects related to the design, construction oversight, and 27 

environmental compliance of solid waste landfills.  I began my employment with the 28 

Commission in November 2012.   29 



Rebuttal Testimony of 
Claire M. Eubanks 

2 
 

 Q. Are you a member of any professional organizations? 1 

A. Yes, I am a member of the Missouri Society of Professional Engineers.  2 

 Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 3 

A. Yes. I have prefiled rebuttal testimony in Case Nos. EA-2012-0281, 4 

EC-2013-0379, ET-2014-0059 and ET-2014-0071.   5 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony in this case? 6 

 A. I explain Staff’s recommendation to the Commission regarding when Ameren 7 

Missouri should stop paying solar rebates and I provide Staff’s response to Ameren 8 

Missouri’s witness Mr. Michels regarding the calculation of the Renewable Energy Standard 9 

(“RES”) retail rate impact (“RRI”) for Ameren Missouri in compliance with Commission 10 

Rule 4 CSR 240-20.100(5).  11 

 Q. What is Staff’s recommendation to the Commission? 12 

 A. Staff recommends the Commission deny Ameren Missouri’s request to 13 

suspend solar rebate payments in 2013 when solar rebate payments reach $18,811,454.  14 

 Q. Why? 15 

 A. Ameren Missouri’s payments and projections for solar rebates in calendar year 16 

2013 will not exceed the retail rate impact limit at any point in 2013, unless renewable energy 17 

credits (“RECs”) from its Pioneer Prairie wind farm purchased power agreement are treated as 18 

RES compliance costs.  Because Ameren Missouri had Pioneer Prairie under contract before 19 

the September 30, 2010 effective date of rule 4 CSR 240-20.100, rule 20 

4 CSR 240-20.100(5)(A) prevents the costs of Pioneer Prairie from being included in 21 

calculating the RES retail rate impact, and Staff sees no reason why the Commission should 22 

allow Ameren Missouri not to comply with that rule.  Further, Rule 4 CSR 240-20.100 (1)(N) 23 
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defines RES compliance costs as “…prudently incurred costs, both capital and expense, 1 

directly related to compliance with the Renewable Energy Standard.”  Ameren Missouri 2 

committed to integrating 100MW of wind generation into its generation portfolio several 3 

years prior to the passage of Proposition C, Sections 393.1025 and 393.1030, RSMo, by voter 4 

initiative on November 4, 2008. 5 

 Q. What are the issues in this case? 6 

 A.  As outlined in the Direct Testimony of Ameren Missouri’s witness Mr. 7 

Michels there are four issues: (1) what resources should be included or excluded from the 8 

non-renewable portfolio, (2) whether Ameren Missouri should be granted relief from rule 9 

4CSR 240-20.100(5)(A) to allow it to include Pioneer Prairie Wind Farm (“Pioneer Prairie”) 10 

RECs in the RES-compliant portfolio, (3) Ameren Missouri’s “carry-over” proposal, and 11 

(4)scaling down of RES compliance costs.  12 

 Q. What is Staff’s recommendation to the Commission regarding the issues 13 

presented by Ameren Missouri? 14 

 A.  Staff recommends the Commission find that: 15 

• Ameren Missouri’s RRI calculation is deficient in that Ameren Missouri 16 

has inappropriately included renewable resources in its non-renewable 17 

portfolio;  18 

• Ameren Missouri has not shown good cause for the requested waiver to 19 

include the costs associated with Pioneer Prairie as a RES compliance cost; 20 

• Ameren Missouri’s “carry-over” proposal is non-compliant with the 21 

current RES rule and should be considered during the workshop in File No. 22 

EW-2014-0092 and any subsequent  rulemaking; and 23 
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• A decision on how to scale back renewable resources due to the retail rate 1 

impact (RRI) limitation is not necessary for this case.  2 

 Q. Will you be addressing all of these issues in your rebuttal testimony? 3 

 A. No.  Staff witness Mark L. Oligschlaeger will address the issue concerning 4 

Ameren Missouri’s carry-forward proposal in his rebuttal testimony. 5 

 Q. Has Ameren Missouri changed its RRI calculation since filing its 2013 RES 6 

Compliance Plan?  7 

 A. Yes.  Ameren Missouri’s witness Mr. Michels explains why Ameren Missouri 8 

changed the RRI calculation from its 2013 RES Compliance Plan on page 5, lines 15-22, of 9 

his direct testimony filed in this docket.  He states that Ameren Missouri adopted in part 10 

Staff’s recommended changes from Staff’s report in File No. EO-2013-0503.   11 

 Q. In File No. EO-2013-0503, Staff noted Ameren Missouri’s original calculation 12 

of the RRI in File No. EO-2013-0503 was deficient in that proceeding, did it not? 13 

 A. Yes, Staff noted three ways it was deficient. 14 

 Q. Does Ameren Missouri’s calculation of the RRI in this case have the same 15 

deficiencies? 16 

 A. Ameren Missouri has addressed one of the deficiencies noted by Staff in File 17 

No. EO-2013-0503.  However, there are two deficiencies that are still applicable despite 18 

Ameren Missouri’s changes to its RRI calculation.  The two remaining deficiencies are 19 

related to issues 1 and 2 described above.  Specifically, Ameren Missouri’s calculation is 20 

deficient in the following ways:  (1) its inclusion of renewable resources in its determination 21 

of the non-renewable portfolio, and (2) its inclusion of pre-existing renewable resources in its 22 

RES-compliant portfolio.  23 
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NON-RENEWABLE PORTFOLIO DEFICIENCY 1 

Q.  Why is the non-renewable portfolio Ameren Missouri used for its RRI 2 

calculation deficient? 3 

A. Ameren Missouri included its Keokuk hydroelectric facility and its Pioneer 4 

Prairie wind farm PPA in its non-renewable portfolio. 5 

Q. What does the Commission’s rule state about the make-up of the non-6 

renewable portfolio? 7 

 A. The non-renewable portfolio is a hypothetical portfolio of solely non-8 

renewable resources.1  The non-renewable portfolio should consist of all of the utility’s 9 

existing non-renewable resources, but not its existing renewable resources as defined in Rule 10 

4 CSR 240-20.100(1)(K).  If by excluding existing renewable resources the utility determines 11 

it will not meet its generation needs over the succeeding ten- (10-) year planning period, then 12 

additional non-renewable resources are added to the non-renewable portfolio.  The non-13 

renewable portfolio revenue requirement would also include the expected value of greenhouse 14 

gas emissions compliance costs.  15 

Q. Mr. Michels states in his direct testimony that “for purposes of the RRI 16 

calculation, “pre-existing” renewable resources are treated as if they are not renewable”2, 17 

does Staff agree? 18 

A. No, it does not.  Mr. Michels explains “4 CSR 240-20.100(5)(A), explicitly 19 

states that renewable energy resources owned or under contract prior to the effective date of 20 

this rule are to be excluded from the retail rate impact calculation.”3  The non-renewable 21 

portfolio is as much of a part of the RRI calculation as the RES-compliant portfolio is, 22 

                                                 
1 EX-2010-0169, Final Order Rule 4 CSR 240-20.100, Page 21.  
2 Direct Testimony of Mr. Michels, Page 9. Lines 12-14.  
3 Direct Testimony of Mr. Michels, Page 9. Lines 10-12.  
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therefore, Keokuk and Pioneer Prairie, both of which are pre-existing renewable resources, 1 

should be excluded from both the non-renewable portfolio and the RES-compliant portfolio.  2 

 Q. How does excluding existing renewable resources affect the calculation of the 3 

RRI in comparison to leaving them in? 4 

A. If excluding existing renewable resources results in a utility being unable to 5 

meet its needs over the succeeding ten- (10-) year period, then additional non-renewable 6 

resources must be added.  This may cause the annual retail rate limit to be higher than it 7 

would be if those existing renewable resources are included in the non-renewable portfolio.  8 

Additionally, if those existing renewable resources are fully depreciated at the current time, 9 

exclusion of those resources from the RRI calculation should also increase the revenue 10 

requirement of the non-renewable portfolio.  11 

Q. How does excluding Keokuk from Ameren Missouri’s non-renewable portfolio 12 

affect the RRI calculation result? 13 

A. Staff requested the projected revenue requirement for Keokuk over the 10-year 14 

planning period in Staff Data Request 1.  Ameren Missouri has not developed a revenue 15 

requirement for Keokuk for the 2013 through 2022 planning period; therefore, Staff does not 16 

know the exact impact removing this resource will have on the RRI limit.  However, Staff 17 

expects that this exclusion will increase the RRI limit.  18 

Q. Why did Ameren Missouri include Pioneer Prairie in its non-renewable 19 

portfolio? 20 

A. **  21 

 22 

 23 

NP 

_____________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________
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 1 

 **   2 

Q. How does excluding Pioneer Prairie from Ameren Missouri’s non-renewable 3 

portfolio affect the RRI calculation? 4 

A. In response to Staff Data Request 2, Ameren Missouri explained that 5 

**  6 

 7 

 8 

 **  However, as discussed in the next section, Ameren Missouri also included 9 

Pioneer Prairie RECs in the RES-compliant portfolio.  10 

RES-COMPLIANT PORTFOLIO DEFICIENCY 11 

 Q.  Why is Ameren Missouri’s RES-compliant portfolio used to calculate its RRI 12 

deficient? 13 

A. Ameren Missouri included a pre-existing renewable resource, Pioneer Prairie, 14 

in its RES-compliant portfolio when calculating the RRI.  Additionally, Ameren Missouri’s 15 

RRI calculation does not reflect the most recent electric resource planning analysis.  16 

Q. According to the RES rule, how should the RES-compliant portfolio be 17 

determined? 18 

A. The RES-compliant portfolio consists of a utility’s existing resources and 19 

renewable resources sufficient to meet the RES requirements.  A utility should remove pre-20 

existing renewable resources from the portfolio, and then add additional non-renewable 21 

resources as needed.  The utility should also decrease the RES-compliant portfolio revenue 22 

requirement by the avoided cost of fuel not purchased.  The assumed renewable resource 23 

additions should be based upon the most recent electric resource planning analysis.  24 

NP 

___________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________

________
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Q. Are more funds available for new renewable resources if Pioneer Prairie is 1 

excluded from the RES-compliant portfolio? 2 

A. Yes.  The revenue requirement for Pioneer Prairie included in Ameren 3 

Missouri’s calculation of the RES-Compliant portfolio during the 10-year period is 4 

approximately **  **.4  As noted previously, excluding Pioneer Prairie from the 5 

non-renewable portfolio would decrease the RRI limit by **  ** therefore the net 6 

change by excluding Pioneer Prairie from the entire RRI calculation would be an additional 7 

**  ** in funds available for Ameren Missouri to spend on RES compliance 8 

under the RRI.     9 

Q. Does Ameren Missouri recognize that the Commission’s rule 10 

4 CSR 240-20.100(5)(A) excludes Pioneer Prairie from the RRI calculation? 11 

A. Yes.  Mr. Michels acknowledges this on page 19, lines 16-17, of his direct 12 

testimony.  Mr. Michels argues that although the rule specifically excludes renewable 13 

resources owned or under contract prior to the effective date of the rule, Pioneer Prairie is 14 

directly attributable to RES compliance because the PPA was entered into after the RES 15 

statute became law.  16 

Q. Does Staff know why Ameren Missouri entered into the Pioneer Prairie 17 

contract? 18 

A. Staff knows that Ameren Missouri began pursuing wind generation prior to 19 

passage of the November 2008 voter initiative petition.  In its 2005 IRP, filed on 20 

December 5, 2005, Ameren Missouri included 100 MW of wind to be added as early as 21 

2009.5  Following its 2005 IRP, in its 2007 rate case, Ameren Missouri (then d/b/a 22 

                                                 
4 MO Res Model_HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL - Revised Calculation Method.xlsx.    
5 See Schedule CME-1, EO-2006-0240, 2005 Integrated Resource Plan, Executive Summary, Page 6.     

NP 

__________

____________

_______
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AmerenUE) discussed its position on the development of renewable resources, in testimony.  1 

Michael Moehn testified in his direct testimony, filed on July 6, 2006, in Case No. 2 

ER-2007-0002, that “notwithstanding these challenges, AmerenUE is willing to commit to 3 

adding 100 MW of wind power to its generating fleet by 2010.” 6  The Commission’s Report 4 

and Order in Case No. ER-2007-0002, effective June 1, 2007, page 109, recognized this 5 

commitment in its discussion of Wind Power.  In that same case, in surrebuttal testimony filed 6 

February 27, 2007, Ameren Missouri witness William Barbieri testified that “on January 31, 7 

2007, a Request for Proposal (RFP) for a minimum of 100 MW of wind generation was 8 

issued on behalf of AmerenUE.” 7  Further, in its 2008 integrated resource plan report Ameren 9 

Missouri acknowledged it had signed a letter of intent, in 2007, to add 100 megawatts of wind 10 

by 2010.8  In the 2008 integrated resource plan report Ameren Missouri discusses the results 11 

of its 2007 RFP, which resulted in negotiations with Horizon Wind Energy for a 100 MW 12 

wind PPA from the Rail Splitter Wind Farm.  Ameren Missouri pointed out that those 13 

negotiations “will allow AmerenUE to meet its commitment made to the MoPSC that it would 14 

have at least 100 MWs of wind energy in its portfolio by 2010.” 9   Ameren Missouri entered 15 

into a PPA with Horizon Wind energy for 102 MW of wind from Horizon Wind Energy’s 16 

Pioneer Prairie Wind Farm in June 2009.10  17 

Q. How does wind in Ameren Missouri’s preferred resource plan compare to the 18 

wind it included in its RRI calculation in this case? 19 

                                                 
6 See Schedule CME-2, ER-2007-0002, Direct Testimony of Michael L. Moehn, Page 17, Lines 11-13.     
7 See Schedule CME-3, ER-2007-0002, Surrebuttal Testimony of William J. Barbieri, Page 4, Lines 7-8.     
8 See Schedule CME-4, EO-2007-0409, 2008 Integrated Resource Plan, Page 9.     
9 See Schedule CME-5, EO-2007-0409, 2008 Integrated Resource Plan – Risk Analysis and Strategy Selection 
Public, Page 88.     
10See Schedule CME-6, EO-2011-0271, 2011 Integrated Resource Plan – Chapter 5, Page 4.     
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A. As shown in Table 1 of Mr. Michels’ direct testimony, Ameren Missouri’s 1 

updated RRI calculation includes 208 MW of wind by 2022 whereas its preferred plan 2 

includes 123 MW of wind additions by 2022.    3 

Q. Is Ameren Missouri’s calculation of the RES-compliant portfolio tied to its 4 

most recent electric resource planning analysis? 5 

A.  Yes.  Rule 4 CSR 240-20.100(5)(B) states that “these renewable energy 6 

resource additions will utilize the most recent electric utility resource planning analysis.”  In 7 

this filing Ameren Missouri updated its wind additions through 2022 from 123 MW to 208 8 

MW in its calculation of the RRI in this case, which Staff believes is more reflective of the 9 

goals of the rule than the model used in the IRP.  Ameren Missouri has also indicated in the 10 

direct testimony of Mr. Michels that it intends to incorporate the RRI method approved by the 11 

Commission in its 2014 IRP filing11.  If the Commission believes it is necessary to do so, 12 

Staff suggests the Commission authorize Ameren Missouri to vary from strict compliance 13 

from that rule requirement to allow it to use the 208 MW of wind by 2022 rather than the 123 14 

MW when calculating its RRI in this case.   15 

SCALING RENEWABLE RESOURCES 16 

Q. Mr. Michels states the Commission cannot determine if Ameren Missouri has 17 

reached the RRI limit without deciding the issue of scaling resources, does Staff agree? 18 

A. No.  Staff believes the critical issue in determining whether or not Ameren 19 

Missouri will reach the RRI limit this year is whether Pioneer Prairie is included as a RES 20 

compliance cost.   21 

 Q. How did Ameren Missouri scale its RES-compliant portfolio to remain under 22 

the 1% RRI limit?  23 
                                                 
11 Direct Testimony of Mr. Michels, Page 6, Lines 16-17. 
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 A. As Mr. Michels testifies, “the dollars spent for each year were scaled based on 1 

that year’s relative share to the total unconstrained dollar amount for the ten-year period.”12  2 

Certain resources, the expansion to the Maryland Heights landfill gas generation facility and 3 

the utility scale solar installation, were considered direct inputs to the model and were not 4 

scaled.  5 

 Q. What other factors could Ameren Missouri have considered when determining 6 

how to scale down its RES-compliant portfolio? 7 

 A. The cost per renewable energy credit expected from a proposed renewable 8 

resource would provide a means to scale and preserve the least cost RES compliance plan. 9 

 Q. Is there a requirement that the RES-compliance plan be the least-cost means of 10 

complying with the RES?  11 

   A. Yes.  4 CSR 240-20.100(7)(B)1.E. requires the utilities to submit “a detailed 12 

analysis providing information necessary to verify that the RES compliance plan is the least 13 

cost, prudent methodology to achieve compliance with the RES.” Further Section 14 

393.1030.2(1) RSMo states: 15 

A maximum average retail rate increase of one percent determined by 16 
estimating and comparing the electric utility's cost of compliance with least-17 
cost renewable generation and the cost of continuing to generate or purchase 18 
electricity from entirely nonrenewable sources, taking into proper account 19 
future environmental regulatory risk including the risk of greenhouse gas 20 
regulation; (emphasis added) 21 
 22 
Q. Does Staff have an opinion on how the proportion of solar rebates to non-solar 23 

renewable resources should be determined under the constraints of the RRI limits?  24 

                                                 
12 Direct Testimony of Mr. Michels, Pages 10, Lines 22-23, Page 11, Line 1. 
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A. No. Staff views this to be a policy decision for the Commission on how the 1 

RES rule balances solar rebate payments to the least-cost plan to comply with the RES 2 

requirements.  3 

SUSPENDING SOLAR REBATES 4 

 Q. Mr. Michels recommends the Commission allow Ameren Missouri to limit 5 

solar rebates to $18,811,454 in 2013.  Is $18,811,454 solely of the aggregation of solar rebate 6 

payments to customers? 7 

 A. No.  Schedule MM-1 attached to Mr. Michels direct testimony includes 8 

**  9 

 **, the total of those being $18,811,454.  10 

 Q. Does Staff agree with Mr. Michels that solar rebates, including **  11 

 **, should be limited to $18,811,454 in 2013? 12 

 A. No.  As previously discussed Ameren Missouri has included Keokuk and 13 

Pioneer Prairie in the RRI calculation.  Removing Pioneer Prairie alone would increase funds 14 

available under the RRI limit by approximately **  **.  Further, Ameren 15 

Missouri included **  **, in its calculation of 16 

the RES-compliant portfolio.  House Bill 142 requires additional solar rebates to be paid in an 17 

amount equal to the revenue requirement for a proposed utility-scale solar project.  The 18 

revenue requirement for the utility-scale solar project over the 10-year period is 19 

approximately **  **.13  Taking into account the above factors, the total 20 

available funds for additional renewable resources for the ten-year period of 2013-2022 would 21 

be approximately **  ** before Ameren Missouri would reach the RRI cap.  22 

 Q. Should the entire **  ** be reserved for solar rebates? 23 
                                                 
13 MO Res Model_HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL - Revised Calculation Method.xlsx.    

NP 

_________________________________________________________________________

______________

_______

_________________

____________

______________________________________

___________

___________

___________
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 A. Staff views allocation of this total between solar rebates and RES compliance 1 

strategies as a policy decision for the Commission on how to balance solar rebate payments 2 

with the least cost plan to comply with the RES requirements.  3 

 Q. Will Ameren Missouri’s plan to add 208 MW of wind satisfy the RES 4 

requirements in the 10-year period? 5 

 A. No.  Ameren Missouri’s model indicates a need for **  ** of wind 6 

additions to fully comply with the RES requirements through 2022; however, based on its 7 

most recent calculation of the RRI, Ameren Missouri can add 208 MW of wind through 2022 8 

without exceeding the RRI limit.  9 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?  10 

A. Yes. 11 

NP 

________
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