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:BEFORE 'THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

Case No. EA-79-119 

In the Matter of the Application of 
UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY for permission 
and au thor i ty to construct, operate 
and maintain two combustion turbine 
9enera ting units in the State of 
Missouri. 

ANSWEFI.S OF UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY 
TO INTERROGATORIES OF PUBLIC COUNSEL 

B M4R 211979 

fUBUC SERVICE COMMISSk)N 

1. See Attachment #1. Please note that Company data has beEm 
furnished in liE~u of Native System data, which is not aVilil­
able at this time; however, the two are nearly identical. 

2. The information requested is not available on a Missouri 
electric retail jurisdictional basis. 

3. See Attachment ~t.2. 

4. The information requested is not available on a Missouri 
electric retail jurisdictional basis. 

The answers to questions 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 do not include 
data on a Missouri electric retail jurisdictional basis, 
which is unavailable. The numbers are net native inte­
grated system (l>tW) • Since the peak forecast is based on 
normal weather, the projected temperature corrected peak 
demand and t.he projected peak load demand are equal. '!'hEt 
peak forecast i:i3 rounded to the nearest 10 MW. In answel7 
18, the forecast for 1977-1986 was prepared in February 
1977. 

5. a. Base load 
b. Heat sensitive 
c. Temp. corrected peak 
d. Actual peak 

6. a. Projected base load 
b. Projected hwat sensitive 

c.&d. Peak demand forecast 

7. a. Projected base load 
b. Projected haat sensitive 

c.&d. Peak demand forecast 

8. a • 
b. 

c.trd. 

Projected base load 
Projected hmat 1ensitive 
Peak den~nd for•calt 

Projeatad base load 
Proj•ated hBit 1en1itive 
Peak dBIItand forecaa t 

!ill. 
2770 
2510 
5280 
5236 

1979 

3030 
2766 
5800 

3167 
2754 
5920 

3195 
2794 
5990 

3344 
3119 
6460 

1977 J •• ,,! - ... 
2917 :ttJ5 
2583 ;attS 
5500 ~··'"' 5476 !>4:?4 

1980 J•.9ti, -
3145 :12:13 
2846 :tt.tl 
5990 ~i20t 

3301 :t'4;Jt 
2840 :ttiJ 
6140 ···31t 
3329 :•••• 2819 ~l)l •• 
6220 U4t't 

lSSQ 3ltt 
313. :l 
1110 ~· • 
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10. The UE temperature correction process is designed to 
determine the expected load at an sao two-day weighted 
temperature. It is performed for each summer by plotting 
weekday peak loads against the corresponding two-day 
weighted temperature. A curve is drawn through the pc:lints 
and, if necessary, extrapolated to 88°. The sao is based 
on analysis of historical data, which shows that aao \lias 
achieved or exceeded in 50% of the summers. Also, thE! 

curve shape is checked with curve shapes from past sun~rs 
and with various computer analyses. 

11. Following is a definition of the term "all time native1 
system net integrated hour peak demand" as used on pa<Jo 3 
of Company's amended application. "All time" in this con­
text refers to the highest value ever experienced. "Native 
system" is defined to include Union Electric Company and 
subsidiary loads except for some relatively small serv:ice 
areas ,.;hich are routinely served by contractual arrange­
ments with others. "Net" excludes use by Company generating 
stations. "Integrated hour" refers to the average dw:ing 
a 1-hour period. "Peak" refers to the highest value during. 
a given time period~ in this case, all time is included •. 
"Demand" refers to the electric load which is measured in 
megawatts in this instance. 

12. a. 1976 
1977 
1978 

6481 MW 
6643 MW 
6609 MW 

b. 1976: 

1977: 

1978: 

.Labadie 
Sioux 
Rush Island 
Meramec 
Cahokia 
Ashley 
Venice 
Osage 

Keokuk 
Taum Sauk 
Venice CT 
Howard Bend CT 
Meramec CT 
Missouri Power & Light 
Missouri Utilities 
Joppa 

Same as 1976 - minus Cahokia. 

Same as 1977 - plus Mexico,* Moreau and 
Moberly CTs. 

* Mexico CT was not released for c<llf!IMrcial oper\lt.t.•m 
until after the 1978 peak. 

13. 

1976 Labadie 
Sioux 
Ruah Isl.anCI 
MGU:'IJ'M!c 
cahokia 
Ashley 
Venice 
Oaafe 
Keokuk 
Taum 

_!..J.. 

2300 
904 
575 
811 
122 

69 
442 

llt 
300 

43 

"" 

..Jt:l. 
Base 1184 

II 

'''' II 6311 
Inter 1714 
Peak 322 

" 333 
:tnter•Peak 1144 
Peak 5411 

1714 
Peak lOS 

" II 
It 111 
" 30 • • • . , 
.. 



13. (Contd.} 

1977 Labadie 
Sioux 
Rush Island 
Meramec 
Ashley 
Venice 
Osage 
Keokuk 
Taum Sauk 
Venice CT 
Howard Bend CT 
Meramec CT 
Joppa 
M.P.&L. 
M.U. 

1978 Labadie 
Sioux 
Rush Island 
Maramec 
Ashley 
Venice 
Osage 
Keokuk 
•raum Sauk 
Venice CT 
Howard Bend CT 
Meramec CT 
Mexico CT 
Moberly CT 
Moreau CT 
Joppa 
M.P.&L. 
M.U. 

~ 

2220 
904 

1150 
880 

69 
231 
212 
119 
300 

25 
43 
55 

310 
98 
27 

2220 
904 

1150 
881 

69 
232 
210 
119 
300 

25 
43 
55 
55 
55 
55 

110 
99 
27 

b.) 

Base 
" 
II 

Inter 
Peak 
Inter-Peak 
Peak 
Base 
Peak 

II 

II 

" 
Inter 
Peak .. 
Base 

II 

II 

Inter 
Peak 
Inter-Peak 
Peak 
Base 
Peak 

II 

.. 
" 
II 

II 

II 

Inter 
Peak 

II 

* Kwhrs received from Joppa (EEinc.) 

__£.:]_ 

8760 
8416 
8661 
6760 

772 
3594 
5718 
8760 

835 
315 
396 
554 

NA 
NA 
NA 

8760 
7872 
8621 
8760 

495 
2368 
6408 
8760 

340 
236 
311 
302 
132 
191 
150 

NA 
NA 
NA 

11,597,951,000 
4,406,569,0~0 
5,926,550,000 
3,732,102,000 

8,054,500 
4.25,307,700 
31)0,6381700 
7'70 1234 1 0 
1:~s I 766, 

51695 
:Ll,744, 
JLS ,096 

8t0,821 
~!4,227 

750 

293,, 
40 7 # .;J iJ;U''#c~ 
912, 

43, 
3, 
s, 

12 ., 
,,,58 ' 
5, 707 

331,1:83 
l:l ,302, 

:L ,318, 

14. The answers are essentially the same as those listed itt the 
answers to interrogatory 13 for 1978, except that ~era~nec 
capacity is reduced by 145 MW and Labadie capacity is 11!d:uotld 
by 275 MW. 

15. and 16. 
15b 

1979 Labadie 
Sioux 
Rush Isl(!lnd 
Meramec 
Ashley 
Venice 
01U19e 
Keokuk 
Taum Sauk 
Venice CT 
Howard Bend CT 
Meramec CT 

Moreau 
M.P,U,.. 

CT 

lSa, l6a 

2120 
904 

1150 
735 

69 
441 
212 
119 
300 

1 

25 
43 

55 

16b 

Base 
II 

II 

Inter 
Peak 
Inter-Peak 
Peak 
Base 
Peak 

" 
II 

" 
" 
II 

" 
" 
II 

lnter 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

8760 
7920 
8760 
8760 

127 
998 

2826 
8760 

442 

164 

11,932 
4,327 
5,897 
3,210 

t 
37& X 
438 X 
805 X 

77 x 
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15. and 16. {Contd) 

1980 

15b 

Labadie 
Sioux 
Rush Island 
Meramec 
Ashley 
Venice 
Osage 
Keokuk 
Taum Sauk 
Venice CT 
Howard Bend CT 
Meramec CT tl 
Meramec CT #3 
Sioux CT 
Mexico CT 
Moberly CT 
Moreau CT 
M.P.&L. 
M.U. 
Joppa 

15a, 16a 

2120 
904 

1150 
735 

69 
441 
212 
119 
300 

25 
43 
55 
51 
51 
55 
55 
55 
98 
27 

110 

16b 

Base 
" 
" 

Inter 
Peak 
Inter-Peak 
Peak 
Base 
Peak 

" 
" 
" 
" 

) 
) 
) 
) 

16c 

8784 
7728 
8448 
8784 

127 
998 

2850 
8784 

159 

" .. ) c 406 * 
) 

" 
" .. 
" 

Inter 

) 
) 
) 
) 

NA 

16d 

12, 367 ,; 106 
3,882 " 106 
6,321 :It 106 
3,635 ·x 106 

9 X 106 
440 X 106 
440 X 10f'. 
sos x ro' 

28 X 10'6 

1981 Labadie 
Sioux 

2120 
904 

1150 
735 

Base 
" 

8760 
8068 
8592 
8760 

Rush Island 
Meramec 
Ashley 
Venice 
Osage 
Keokuk 
Taum Sauk 
Venice CT 
Howard Bend CT 
Meramec CT 11 
Meramec CT 13 
Sioux CT 
Mexico CT 
Moberly CT 
Moreau CT 
M.P.&L. 
M.U. 
Joppa 

69 
441 
212 
119 
300 

25 
43 
55 
51 
51 
55 
55 
55 
77 
27 

110 

.. 
Inter 
Peak 
Inter-Peak 
Peak 
Base 
Peak 

" 
II 

.. 
" 

) 
) 
} 
) 

127 
998 

2881 
8760 

402 

" 
" 

) I.::' 406 * 
) 

II ) .. ) 
" ) .. ) 

Inter 

* This data is projected only on a composite basi~J. 

17. a) Projected Fuel Costs: 1980 - 5.34¢/kWh 
1981 - 6.00¢/kWh 

b) Projected Maintenance 

c) 

Costs: 1980 - 0.61¢/kWh 
1981 - 0.65¢/kWh 

1980 
200 

uni t• are e~ted to 
year: however. or.era• 

ran9e ill potuJible, d.epen<tint on 
conditions. 

<~re e~ted. to 
,ooo kWhra per 

ia po&l 
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18. The source of the 1980 power purchase referenced on page 4 
of the Amended Application is Electric Energy, Inco:,porated 
(EEinc). The purchase amounts and associated eapac:Lty 
charges are as follows: 

Projected 
Capacity ChargE\ 

1980 MW !lllf 
Jan 200 1,750 
Feb 200 1,750 
Mar 200 1,750 
Apr 200 1,750 
May 200 1,750 
June 360 2,270 
July 360 2,290 
Aug 360 1,9f~o 
Sep 360 1,9'10 
Oct 350 1,450 
Nov 350 1,450 
Dec 350 1,450 

The projected 1980 kilowatthour usage is approximately 
1,113,868,000 kWh. The projected average cost per kilo­
watthour is 15.3 mills, comprised of .8 mills for maiJ\• 
tenance and 14.5 mills for fuel. 

19. Union Electric Company analyzes feasible alternative 
capacity addition plans based on the discounted present 
worth of capital and operating expenditures. Various 
utility planning methods are utilized in the analysis, 
including generation simulation models and evaluation of 
system duration curves. The plans are reviewed for 
operability and financing constraints. 

20. The Company's current method for allocating generating 
plant to Missouri retail electric operations is the 
"12 CP" method. That is, the ratio of the average d~t:'Nla 
of the Missouri ultimate consumers to the average a · 
monthly demands (exclusive of interruptible, run-of­
and supplemental demands adjusted for losses) occurr1~ 
at the time of Union Electric's 12 systa monthly pealli. 
This is the same method as employed in all UB electric 
rate cases in all regulatory jurisdiction& aince at lea•~ 
1968. 

21. Aa of December 31, 1978 the total inveataent in geaerat~g 
property an4 plant was $987,690,392, of which $6St,S?t,it:t. 
or 66.78\ was allocable to Miasouri retail operations .. 

22. This information is not available. 

23. There are three basic reasons for the cost 4ifferencea. 
first, the actual escalation rate of tbe equipment. coat.&> 
was hiqher than estimated. lecondly, the SlQ\Ul 
site requires te ll and fuel atorate f&oi 

that will on Me~~ alt.e. ~l 
there are a itional tacurret a · 

havi.nt two of one, ·~ aa 
ent1necn· 
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24. The Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act specifically 
makes provisions for the installation and operation cf 
peaking type power plants such as the two combustion 
turbines that Union Electric is proposing to install in 
1980. However, since the regulations for implementing 
the Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 have 
not been published in their final form, it would be pre­
mature at this point to attempt to enumerate the steps 
that Union Electric Company intends to take regarding 
these units. Union Electric has taken an active role in 
this rulemaking proceeding, in conjunction with the Edison 
Electric Institute and other utility companies, by supply­
ing written and oral comments to the Economic Regulatory 
Administration (ERA) . 

25. The amount of construction time expected from initial 
site preparation until the unit is fully operational is 
9 months for the Meramec unit and 12 months for the Sioux 
unit. Some generation from each of these units is elc:pected 
during testing and start-up, prior to commercial ope:,ation. 

I hereby certify that copies of 
the foregoing Answers of Union 
Electric Company to Interrogatories 
o~~lic Counsel were mailed this 
, '') ·.._day of March, 1979, to: 

Ms. Treva Laska 
Assistant General Counsel 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 

Mr. Kent M. Ragsdale 
Assistant Public Counsel 
P.O. Box 1216 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 

UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY 

By 


