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Mr. Brent Stewart .
Executive Secretary AUG
Missouri Public Service Commission

P.0. Box 360 PUBLIC SERWCE: COMMISSION

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

RE: Case No. EX-92-29% -~ In the matter of the Proposed Commission
Rules 4 CSR 240~22.010 through 22.080.

Case No. OX-92-300 —- In the matter of the Proposed Amendments
to Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-14.010 through .040 and Proposed
Recission of 4 CSR 240-14.050.

Dear Mr. Stewart:

Enclosed for filing in Case No. EX-92-299 is a cover letter
from Laura Barrett, Director of the Missouri Public Interest
Research Group (MoPIRG), and the 1,291 signatures that she states
were gathered in the St. Louis area in support of the MOPIRG least
cost energy bill submitted in the last legislative session. The
Staff requests that the enclosed copy of this cover letter be filed
in Case No. 0X~-92-300.

Very truly yours,

e T

Steven Dottheim
Deputy General Counsel
(314) 751-7489

SD:rn

cc: Laura Barrett




; kTO: MISSOUR! PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

THE FOLLOWING 1,291 SIGNATURES WERE GATHERED IN THE ST.
LOUIS AREA IN SUPPORT OF THE LEAST COST ENGERY BILL RECENTLY
SUBMITTED TO THE STATE LEGISLATURE. THESE SIGNATURES
REPRESENT THE GROWING PUBLIC FOR :

1. LOWERING UTILITY BILLS BY INVESTING IN CONSERVATION AND
RENEWABLE ENERGY SORCES, RATHER THAN SPENDING THE CONSUMERS
MONEY ON LARGE COAL-FIRED POWER PLANTS.

2. JOBS: CONSERVATION AND RENEWABLE ENERGY PROGRAMS CREATE
FOUR TIMES AS MANY JOBS AS SPENDING ON LARGE COAL OR NUCLEAR

PLANTS.

3. MISSOURI COAL-FIRE ELECTRIC PLANTS CAUSE $2.2 BILLION PER
YEAR IN ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE. CONSERVATION PROGRAMS MEAN

LESS POLLUTION.

WE REQUEST THAT AS THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION YOU
ISSUE A MANDATE TO THE MISSOURI UTILITIES THAT REQUIRES THEY
INVEST 4.5% OF THEIR GROSS REVENUES IN CONSERVATION AND
RENEWABLE ENERGY. MOPIRG IS GATHERING PUBLIC INPUT ON THIS BY
PETITIONING. WE RECOMMEND THAT THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISION
ALSO SEEK OUT THE PUBLIC'S OPINION THROUGH ALL MEANS
POSSIBLE; INCLUDING PUBLIC HEARINGS, FORUMS AND OTHER
METHODS.

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION HAS A OBLIGATION TO THE
MISSOURI CONSUMERS TO PROVIDE ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE ENERGY
AT THE LOWEST POSSIBLE COST.




Service Commission:
rians need lower utility bills and a clean cnvitonmentt

We;supﬁoﬂ MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” eleciric utility planning: X

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable ene
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewatle energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missourians need lower ulilitly bills and a clean envh onment
£

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” eleclric ulility planning:

1. Lower ultility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. jobsiConservation and renewabie energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
biflon per yvear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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uppott MoPIRG's pian for “Least Cost” elech e ntility planning:

. Lower utility bifls: Utitity spending on conservation and renewable enelp’

. less expensive for consumers than spending on Inige coal-fired power plants,

2. Job: Conservation and1enewable energy programs create
jubs as spending vn large cont or nuclear power plants.

3.
potiution.
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Envitonmentatly Friendly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cause $22
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission: b
Missourians need lower utility bills and a clecan envitonment!

We support MoPIRG's plan for “"Least Cost” electric utility planning’

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four limes as many
jobs as spending on Jarge coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2

bitlon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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st Cust” electeic utility plnnning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable ene
less expensnve for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

7 Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as mam
jobs as spending on large coa or nuclear power plants. »

3. anitonmenlally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear mn environmental damage. Conseryvation programs mean less
< =

poliution,
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Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missouﬁmjs need lower ulility bills and a clean envirnnnenﬂ . =

We sUpport MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning:

l Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy u
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year m envu‘onmemal damage. Conservatify ,programs mean less
polivtion. 9
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ns eedluwet utl!nty b:lls and L ‘clean cnvh unme nu
; l:MoPlRl.s pinn for "Least Cost” electric u(ml; planning’

1 l.ower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enel
lessex pensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
;obs as spending on large ceal or nuclear power planls .

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $22 f

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
. pollution. ‘ ‘ ~
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Missouri Public Service Commission:
ss urians need lower utility bills and a clean envi onment?
We su‘pport MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning:

1. Lower ultility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. .

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year mn environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.

SIGNATURE NAME ADDRESS PHONE

o N
(e Jc o i AL

it 7 Wt Svo e ;z,a,;-i;f/fau
Y\(B«wu %’Q/w.hx/ Y1y Lo G947 b

MM/ 46| Joo 2379/3
% Q(/W 35 dae Do 947-3CTS

/%A dvﬁaw /oa/““f%,é/}»ez/ Gl <5406

a\fx( Pnde L0000 BB XJN M

2927 focex T Clvinles M0 F97- &
\lvcp&wﬁ 2529 Enacd A Ll lioe flo 632/

f‘«'&\ﬂl AL ';\W S L/W (, 336 /

A720 £55 ¢ J/_;/'///M?ij' 70043
PR AR Qc’u Qm“cl““‘ ST Chaeles me 63’30//

< = ,
_jm X90% Bue M‘M Y, é}j"f
__,{,ewmzr 4 ﬁl&uf[@/ 2520 EfmcresdDr St Chirlee (o)

e a%//fmwu&w
é.SQ—J’f




Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envitonment!

, gy
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric ulility planning: G

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. : ~

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause 322
billon per year i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less

pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Mlis’s’ouri‘ané need lower ulility bills and a clcan envit nmmml?Qé? %
!
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” eleciric utililty planning: %‘%
Ty
1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energv programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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1. l.mver ulmly bilts: Utility spending on conservation and renewable
, flc (1] expensive lor consumer's than spending on lat ge coal-lired power plnnl'c ,

2. Job L(meerva(km and-renewable enerpy proprams create four times as ma y
jobs as «peudhtg on farge conl or nuclear power plants.

3.

biflon per year mn environmental damage.
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Ins ced lower utility bills and a clean envire

ort MOPI‘RG's plan for "Least Cos!“ electric utility planning:

1 fl.over uulity bills: Uumy spending on conservation and renewable
less expenszve for consumers than spending on farge coal-fired power plants.

‘Z. Job: COnservation and renewable energy programs create four times as ma
‘iobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Frieandly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmenial damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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Missouri Pubdlic Service Commission:

deed fower utility bills and lcleag environment!
 We sup‘por,thoPIRG‘s plan for "Least Cost" electric ulility planning:

_ l l.over utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energv s
- less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as man}
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Priendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per vear i environmental damage. Conservauion programs mean less
poliution.
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need lower ulility bills and a clean eavitonment)
su por‘tMoPlRG’s plan for "Leasl Cost® electric utilily planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 18
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. “

2. Job,s(,onservauon and renewable energy programs create four times as many'
jobs as spendmg on farge coal or nuclear pot e&plants .

3. Eanvironmentally l’nendly:~Mnssouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
polfution.
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need tower utility bills and a clean envitonmentl

- We support ‘KélelRG‘s plan for "Least Cost” electric utility plnnning~

; 9 Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable en
- !‘e‘ss,e‘xpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. JOb: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as m
jobs as spending on large coal or auclear power plants.

3 Envi'ro’nnentilly Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause s

_billon per year mn environmenial damage.
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lk,c‘iiivekr utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable e
less expensive for consumers than spending on latge coal-fired power plan

2. Job: Conservation and 1enewable enerpy programs create four times as ma

jobs as spending on farge coul or nuclear power plants.

3.

potlution.

NAME

Environmentally Fricndly: Missouri coalfired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per vear i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean |
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I Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renevwable enet
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and 1enewable enerpy prnamms create four times as mny
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. f

3. Envitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cause §
hillon per vear i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution. |
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n need fower ulililyrballs nml a cleau cnvh mum.-nll

w eupport MoP!R"‘s plan for "Least Cost” eleciric u!lmy planning’

l l.ower ulility blllr Utility spending on conservation and renewable energ
less expensive for consumers than spendmg on large coal-fired power plants.

2 job. Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as
jobs as 'ependmg on farge coal or nuclear power plants.

3. anironnentally PFriendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause 32

billon per yvear i environmental damage.

poliution.
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_uruns need lowet utility bills and a clean envitonfigep

| Yice
. Je cuppcrt MoPIRG‘s plan for "Least Cost” electric ulml) planning’ %’Mgg,g ;

l l.ower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable ene
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plams .

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energv programs create four times as
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. ~

‘ 3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleclric plants cau e
* billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean
pollution.
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Missouri Public Service Commission:
ns need lower utility bills and a clcan cavitonment)

. PUBLIC 3¢k

W’e su’p'port MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric ulility planning

1. Lower utifity bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. ‘

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
polfution.
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o ® Figp
To the Missouri Public Service Commission: \

Missourians need lower ulility bills and a clean environme WG gy o
: INNTRT

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning'

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on {arge coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year mn environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less

pollution.
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Lower utility biflls: Utility spending on congervation and renewable e ergy
l"“ expenstve for consumers lhan spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2~. JobSConservation and renewable energy programs create four times as mnm
iube as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Fricndly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cauvse $22
bilflon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean lecss
pollution.
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To the Missouri Pubjic Service Commission:

Missourians need lower ultility billis and a clcan envirtonmentl
i
We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning:

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coai-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.
-

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less -
poliution.
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jssdtiri Peblic Service Commission:
ss urians need lower utility bills and a clean environment! %

Uz

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning:

v

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as man\,
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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\ wbs as spendms on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. annronnenully Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electnc plants

_billon per year m envu'onmema! damage. Conservation programs
poliutmn
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ils nted' fower ulility bills and a clean cnvitonment!

”fupp‘(»rt MoPlR G's plan for "Least Cost” electric ulility planning:

, l.ower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy
| less expensnve for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. joty:(:onse'rvation and renewable energy programs create four times as ma
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. A

3. Environn‘enn’lly Priendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $

~ billon per vear in environmenial damage.

poliution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission: U,

Missourians need luwer ulility bills and a clean envitoument! Q\%‘@%‘

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning %}

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy s
less expensive {or consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. JobsLonservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Fﬂendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
bilion per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.

PHUNE
FMI Hve.
Sf'caar/eg Mo C234) 724 545

== !

APL 7
Js 3 Lanpfil | 0 e
é’% g : Cil‘hs- / 3456 égwfoqu
\; . v De vn! N 3111: Arvoe, ok Vv .-
(QJ’T'M Vw”‘ T ho M)é'ol/\ St C&avu/s My & 3303
i Q:’?O( 3,?WJ/\ Vﬂ &. )
,vuk ~ 3%
_ S Ai Valley &t
Deb . vex . 9
§ v VAwry cT,

.....

ZC/é"é H,(l'/’(/‘ ( ; s S
o7 zlAd/J>/ « 4-20F 7557?/’

Sr-CH ﬁRLc < .
4 5’[1‘9\\1«1\ rO ez 220l 47343
. rtc.s .
’Rm‘f., I Mgt | B Mu 433¢¢ |\ 2p-5/51
57 4/“ rlv_s]q N
' //fﬂf D.Grapm 0 Dnvid D 1300 |777-9775

cols P
Me_tfciuxﬁ;m €330




, fl'o{lhe' ‘Mi‘ssnuri Public Service Commission:

s

“a,
Missourians need fower ulility bills and a clean envitonment? %

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” eleciric utility planhing’

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 1’
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable epergy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. »

3. Enmvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage.

poliution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission: %

Missourians need lower ulility bills and a clean e..vi.....mc..%‘\%

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning’

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energv programs create four times as many
jobs as speading on large coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2
billon per year m environmentiai damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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lissouri Public Service Commission:
k M sd‘utians need lower ulility bills and a clean environmentd
We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric ulility planning:

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. ‘

2. Job: Conservation and renewable enerpy programs create four times as m'anyi ’
jobs as spending on large cval or nuclear power plants. » .

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2

billon per year m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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expens!ve for comumers lhan spending on lac ge coal-fired power p!mm

1 Job: (.omervalkm and 1enewable enerpy proprame create four times as mmt
"iube as spendlng on fatge conl or nuclear power plants.

o I’nvhonmenully Fricndly: Missourl conl lired electric plants cause $2.2
hilton per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean leoss
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To kthé Missouri Public Service Commission:
‘ Mis’sOUrians need lower utility bills and a clean environment!
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable
energy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-flred
power plants. &

2. Jobs: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four tumes
as many jobs as spending on Iarge coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause‘";
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs
mean less pollution. -
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need lower utility bills and a clean environment!
| port MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewa
energy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-ftred

power plants.

2. Jobs: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times
as many jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs

mean less pollution.
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ouri Public Service COmmission' ‘

kﬁed Tower utility bills and a clean environment!

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable
energy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired
power plants.

2. Jobs: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times
-~ as many jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs

mean less pollution.
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Public Service Commission:

 We «u‘pport MoPlR(-s plan for “Least Cost” eleciric uum) pltmmna

I l.ower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable ene
_less expenswe for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. |

2. Job. Conservation and renewable energv programs create four times as man
jobs as spending on large coval or nuclear power plants. .

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean |
pollution.
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,lll'l l'slmc Setvme Lenmssiea . %@

"iskbiafia ,need lowct utllily bills and = clcan cavitonment!

We *upport MoPle s plan for "Least Cost” electric uum; planning

1. l.ower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1s
fess expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. -

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as manyk ‘
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution. :
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. . .mver utility hills: Utility spending on ctmeervatkm and renewable enetay 18
L lr-« ewensive for consumers than spending on {aige coal-lired power plants.

2_, _lob. Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as mnnyiij
jobs as spending on latge coul or nuclear power plants. -

3. Bovitonmentally Friendly: Missourl coal fired eleciric plamts cavse $2.2
biflon per vear mn environmental damage. Conservation programs mean lcse

poliution.
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Yo the Missouri Public Service Commission:
Missourians need fower utility bills and a clean envitonmentt %,%&‘

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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Td the Missouri Public Service Commission:
Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envnronment!
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable
energy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired
power plants.

2. Jobs: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times
as many jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs
mean less pollution.
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To lhe Missouri Public Service Commission:

k Mié#onrians need lower ulility bills and a clean envitonment!
We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility plnnning:

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewahle energy ts
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Jobs.Conservation and renewable energv programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on Jarge coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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‘ 'l'o the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Hi:éiiﬁtu::: need lower ulility bills and a clecan environmentd

pollution.

We support MoPIRG's plan [or “Least Cost” electric utility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nucifear power plants. :

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear in environmental damage.
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Conservation programs mean Jess
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1o the Missouti Public Service Commission:

L o
Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envitonmeni? %%

;
We suppott MoPIRG'S plan for “Lenst Coat” electr fe utility plonning:

{. Lower utitity bifts: Utitity spending on conservation and renewxable energy 1s
less expensive lor consumers than spending on large coal-tired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and 1enewahle energy programs create four times as many
jubs as spending on large coul or nuclear pover plants.

3. Envitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal fired clectric plants cause $2.2

billon per vear m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:
Missourians need lower ulility bills and a clean envitonment!
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric ulilily planning’

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. jJobSTCTonservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many

jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year m environmental damage.

pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missourians need lower utility bills and a cleau envitonmenti Uz

ERWLE
OMMissioyy
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” eleciric utlll(y planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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eed lower ulility bills and a clean environment!
; :“We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric ulility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy T
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. JobgConservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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uri Public Service Commission:

L

Missourians need fower ulilily bilis and a clean envitonment! %@ :
[y

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning’

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. ‘

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energyv programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:
Missourians nced lower utility bills and a clean cavitonment! k
We support MoPIRG's plan for “"Least Cost” electric utility planning: %%

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy &
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on farge coal or nuclear power piants, :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.

SIGNATURE NAME ADDRESS PHONE

7 g%&j Zot L Y9/ 0942

Lt L6y a 45 % Lo [ 933-#2/
Yot (i’ Vsl Lok Do 25305

Zors Mtte | - 3 M iy fas-7odp2_
%o«dﬂ \s c.H&u.mOf 3446 ;
20t _Bonkand ‘72,.'1 Y- 5
e e to c-tk.ug'wn‘ ¢ |§r3-7¢'t0
= [ - Y0V
. - 426-2255 |
Y (e
| plEYs
237-45%/
4Y/ . o3,

7




I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enefg
Iess expensive tor consumer s than spending on laige coal fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and tenewable enerpy programs create four times ns many
jubs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentatlly Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

hillon per year n environmental damage.

polfution.
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Conservation programs mean less
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tissouri Public Service Commission: k ' '
S

,s\”‘s‘\o'ur’ilns need lower ulility bills and a clean eavitonme % ‘

‘;Weﬁsupp‘(xt MoPIRG's plan [or “"Least Cost” electric utility planning’ %,
e A4

1. Lower ultility bills: Utility spending op conservation and renewable energy it
~ less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewabje energy programs create four times as many |
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmenial damage. Conservation programs mean Jess
poliution.
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’l'or the Missouri Public Service Commission:
Missourians need lower ulility bills and = l.lcan cuvitonme l;l

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility plnnmna' ‘ ﬁ‘zf,;%
f;}{

L:‘,i

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewa le energv 1S
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power p

2. Job Conservation and renewable energv programs create Ioul times as many
jobs as spending on Jarge coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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Yo the Missouri Public Service Commission:
~ Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envitonment! ﬁ%';»

We support MOPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning'

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. JobgXonservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Bavironmentally Priendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mesan less
pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missourians need lower ulility bills and a clean environmentl)
We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning: 4’«%!7,?

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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sﬁsﬂﬁri P’ublic Service Commission:

suuuans need lower ulility bills and a t.lcan envis lnnm:n!il \

We wpport MoPIRG’s plan for "Least Cost” electric umm planning: %CF (v& -

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy it
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewabfe energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
~-—-=billon per year i environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution. -
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Yo the Missouri Public Service Commission:

We support MoPIRG's pian for “Least Cost” electric ulility planning’

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. EBovironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage.
pollution.
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'l'n‘ lflie ?: Hi‘s”sburi Public Service Commission: .
~ Pocis o
Missuunans necd lower utility bills and a t.lcan cavitonmentl

We support MoPIRG’s plan for "Least Cost” electric ullmy planning’

{. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy se ‘
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many .
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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wiri Public Service Commission:

urians need lower ulitity bills and a clean envitonment!

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Coat” electele wlility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renevable egierg;
less expensive for consumer s than spending on laige coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy proprams create four times as man
jobs as spending on laige coual or nuclear power plants. *

Y. Envitonmentally Fricndly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cause $2.2

biltlon per vear m environmental damage.

pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missmirians need lower utility bills and a clean cnvitonment!

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” e

lectric utility planning:

4

%
0

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i¢
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage.

poliution.
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pollution.

SIGNATURE

Yo the Missouri Public Service Commission:
Missourians need lower ulility bills and a clean envie cmmc‘n%ls
We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning’

1. Lower utility biils: Utility spending on conservation and renewat&?&gy 1s
fess expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants. :

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage.
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o the MISsouri Public Service Commission:
‘%

‘Missounans need lower utility bills and a clean environmeim
,Wesupport MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utility planning:
1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewa 5’

energy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired
power plants.

2. Jobs: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four
as many jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation progra
mean less pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission: %}

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean environment! %&

B
We support MoPIRG's p!an for "Least Cost" electric utility planning: %

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable
energy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired

power plants.

2. Jobs: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times
as many jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs

mean less pollution.
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Yo the Missouri Public Service Commission: % ‘

~ Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean environment)

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric ulility planning'

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Jjob: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
poliution.
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1o the Missou:t Public Seevice Commission:

<
Missumlans need lower utility bills sand = clmm enviionment? %*

We support MoPIRG's plan lor “Lenst Corl” elech e mmu planning:
e r———

{. Lower uiltity bifls: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enérgy s
Iess expensive for consumers than spending un latge coal-lired power plante.

2. Job: Conservation and 1enewable energy programs create four times as many
jubs ng spending on fa ge conl or nucfear power plants.

J. CEnvitonmentally Friendly: Missourf coal fired eleciric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear m environmental damage. Conservation ptograms mean less
poliution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

e

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envitonment!

We ‘support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning’

Eouge

Wy,

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuciear power plants. :

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage.

pollution.
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission:

Missourians need lower ulility bills and 2 clean environment!

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” eleciric utilily planning’

i. Lower utility bills: Utility spending un conservation and renewahle energy is
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on farge coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired eleciric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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~ Missouti Public Setvice Lommission:
Mlswmiam need fower ulifity bills and 2 rlc an cnvitonment! "

\w mmmn MoPIRG2 plan for “Lenst Cont” electrbe mmu pimmhw

{. Lower utitity bifts: Utitity spending on conservation and renewable enerpyv 18 k
less expensive for consumers than spending on Iarge coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and 1enewable energy programs create four times as many
jubs as spending on far ge conl or nuclear power plants.

3. Eavitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per vear m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean lcss
pollution.
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.

. Lower utility bills: Utitity spending on conservation and renewable energy s
less expensive lor consumers than spending on la ge coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and 1enewable energy programs create four times as many

1o the Missouti Public Service Commission:

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envie ﬂlllll'.‘"l‘%@

R

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electt fe utitity planning:

jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3.

potlution.

NAME

Envitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cause $2.2
biflon per vear m environmental damage.
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2 Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as 'sp‘ending on farge coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
_pollution.
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ssouti Public Service Commission:

need fower utility bills and a cloznyw enviionment!)

We ‘sum,m | ‘Mn‘l’lRG's plan for “Lenst Coat” elect Je wiitity plnnning:

'S&%CE .
%&({r

Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1s

less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2.

jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3.

hillon per vear m environmental damage.

polivtion.
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Job: Conservation and tenewable enerpy proprams create four times as many

Envitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $22
Conservation programs mean less
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'lothe {ﬁihsnu‘ri Public Service Commission:

Mis‘souﬁjiié need lower utility bills and a clean cnvitonmenti

We suppnrt MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric utility planning:

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as m
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2°
biilon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess
polfution.
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yl. Lower uliluly hilts: thility epending on conser vation and renewab
fess expensive lor consumers than spending on laige coal-fired power plnnle

2. Job: Conzervation and 1epewable enetpy proprams create four times m many
jobs as spending on targe conl or nuctear pover plants.

3. Envitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear n emnonmemal damage. Conservation programs mean less

polfution.
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bllc Service COrnmission'

. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable
_ene rgy is less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired
_pofﬁ [er plants

, 2.* Jobs: ‘Con‘servation and renewable energy programs create four times
as many jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs
mean less poliution. :
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~‘ ':‘:‘mswmi Public Service Commission:

Missourians need fowes ulility bills and a clean cavironment)

e support MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning:

t. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energv 1s
fess expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on farge coal or nuclear power plants. ,

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less

polution.

PHONE

SIGHA TURE NAME ADDRESS
“ ML Cor\% N.%J’(z 52 Dorcdin 1 B0

ann/{i/,wé \)osg,al L Acthds 475 E Covcord | 892-7757

f LENEVH W . .
”wwc// Lavrloley prenasser. 4137 Coneors orts |46t bt >

/ ”@a&vii— L /Y/(ﬂ/ t,;b wua//ﬁjf_// B (7124; e

v e Q@/[ "

’l ; tuf / Lores (o i) ceus o ooqlos S O ,:;
() i) . L K
ft( \r\‘ (' 4 \\{il, : '”1 p f t f’ “Ure. / ‘ S ;m \ L ,__" 4 _‘ \

()/,,/A

/,, (- /,/W/f seoy [ / /i r/n AT
)/f{[ (7( ef ”(/Z/)uw //cﬂ”l'” ' 2

|3 A1 Do, "?Aqw*‘\\_\ RP‘)_‘&A‘ ’

- N ’ i [4'-4',/0-1,.13 - .%7;, e . F{ 3 / {.S:l
4( M’)"w’ ('( ‘ 7, ‘
LYS LLA} ch pod’ @_‘.w e *7/ / 7%

(MWQLU /#%%ML_._ (293
- miand Q/ﬂae |y | /0577 5/74»4»«7,/ 0£ 3
7 e puletiaf //JL/ / BB s

-l
K\




‘sj‘ nced lower ulility bills and a bleih eaw
| We supp(irt MdPIRG‘s plan for "Least Cosl” electric ulility planning:

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewableengy ns
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuciear power plants.

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollutson.
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ssouri Public Service Commission:
tians ‘:kuetu“d fower utility bills and a cican cavhonme n
G ' :

We .eup.m MoPlRG‘a plan for “Lenst Cost” electric utility planning: %

i. l,ower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewabl ergv 1s
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power planteé'

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energv programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Eavironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year mn environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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c S‘C;rﬁv‘ice Commission:

W,

2 ower u‘t‘mty’ bills and a clean cnvironment) %

We s‘umw‘rt MoPlRG'S plan for "Least Cost” electric ulility planning: %%@ k
‘ o
k I Lower uliluy bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is

less expensnve for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job Conservauon and renewable energyv programs create four times as man}
jobs as ependmg on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmenully Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess
poliution.
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{. Low er utili‘t,y: bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy
less ex‘pe‘nSive forft:onsumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. ‘

2. Job Lonservauon and renewable energy programs create four limes as many
jobs as ‘sp‘endmg on large coal or nuclear power plants. ‘g?;

3. Eanvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean lesg
poliution.
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; unans need fower ulilily bills and a clean euviannm%ﬁl\k%

We ‘mppur( MoPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utility planning:

\.

. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 1S
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-[ired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3.
pollution.
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Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

bitlon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
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W euppthnl'lm.s plan for Icml(mi ck'mk: umm plmmhw

i. Lower utility bitts: Utility spending on conservation and renew ahk' eneigy |
less expensive lor consumer s than spending on tai ge coal-fired power planh

2. Job: Conservation 1nd rtenewable enerpy programs create four limee as nmu
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants, ~

3. l’nvimnmcnlally Fricndly: Missour{ coal-fired eleclric plants cause $2

hillon per year m environmental damage.
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Public Service Commission:

 need lower ulility bills and a clean envitonment! % ~

We support MaPIRG s plan for “Lenst Cost” electtie utility planning:

' I.ower ulilily bills: Utitity spending on conservation and renewable energy 1e
lr-eq eapensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy propgrams create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.
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To the

Missoutri Public Service Commission:

o«

Missourians nced lower utility bills and a clean envis onment! %@%
{g;,

We support MoPIRG's plnn tor "Lenst Cost” electi fc Illl"l) planning:

{. Lower utility bifis: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enetgy 1s
less expensive for consumer's than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuciear power plants.

3.
polfution.
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Eavitonmentally Fricendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per vear m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
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ﬁs need lower ulility lnlls lnd a clcan environmenu

We wpporl MuPths plan for “Least Cost” electric ulml) plmmlng

&3

o

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy
Ieee expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3.
poltution.
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Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric planis cause $22

billon per vear m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
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1o the Missouti Public Service Commission:
Missourians need lower ulllity bitts and a clean envitonmen
We support MaPIRG's plan tor “Lenst Cost™ elect be wiility planning:

I. Lower ulility bhills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable micmy 15
less expensive lor consumer s than spending on large coal-lired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and tenewable enetgy proprams create four times as many
jobs as spending on large coal o nuclear paner plants.

3. Environmentatly Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2 2
billon per vear m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less

pollution.
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1o the Missouti Public Service Commission: .
Missourians need tower ulility bills and a clean envh nnmnmﬁ‘é}%
We suppart MaPIRGs plan for “Lenst Cosl” elech Je utitity planning: ‘b,g,&

U,
1. Lower utility bitls: Utility spending on consetvation and renewable encipy s
less expensive for consumer s than spending on large coal-tired power plants.

2. Job: Conservation and renewahle energy programs create four times as many
jobs as spending on farge conl or nuclear power plants.

3. Envitonmentally Friendly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cause $2.2

hillon per vear in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean loss
poliution.
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O the Missousi Public Seryvice Lommission:

. Lower utilit

2.
jobs as spending ¢
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ervice Commission:

.

M iﬁﬂ:’kﬁ‘k ,a‘f:n‘s need lower ulility bills and a clecan envit oume
‘We"‘subp’oﬂ MOPIRG's plan for “Least Cost” electric utllity planning’

1. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable eney 18
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

- 2. Job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
. jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2
billon per year in environmenial damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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k l'u.lz:ltje Missouri l’shlii:'Scrvice Commission:

&
Missourians need lower ulitity bills and a clean environment) %

~ We support MoPIRG's plan Lor “Least Cost” electeie uthity planning:

{. Lower utility

less expensive for consumers

2. job: Conservation and 1enew
jobs as spending on farge coul or 3

}. Environment
hiflon per year
poflution.
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1o the Missout Fublic Set vice Commiasion:

Missourians necd lower utitity bitls and a clenan cnviionment?

We support MoPIRG's plan for “Lenst Coal” efectde wiiiy planndng:

1. Lower utitity bills: Utility spending on conser vation and renewable
less expensive lor consumer s than spending on latge coal-fired power plmmii

7. Job: Conservation aad 1enewahle enerpy m'nmnms create four times a
jobs as spending on farge cond or nuclear pover plants.

3. Envitonmentally Friendly: Missourl coal fited electric plants cause $2.2
hillon per vear mm environmental damage.
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ri Public Service Commission:
Missourlans need lower ulility bills and a clean environment)

. ‘ . ’ N
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost” electric uiility planning’ %“

%.

%
1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable eﬁ%gy is
less expensive [or consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.

2. JobgConservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many
|obs as spending on large coal or nuclear power plants.

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2

billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less
pollution.
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David Lewis

2509 Bellevue #1
Maplewood, Mo.
63143

July 7, 1992

Missouri Public Service Commission KX'QOZ‘OZQQ
P.0.Box 360

Jefferson City, Mo. 65102

Dear CommissionerS:

This letter is written testimony concerning Electric Utility
Resource Planning.

I endorse MoPIRG's Proposal that you direct electric utilities to
invest at least 4.5 % of their gross annual Missouri revenues in
energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.

I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even
the best process needs a goal. If the goal of a utility is to
boost the consumption of electricity, the utility could follow
your resource planning process and still not invest a penny in
energy efficiency or renewable energy.

Missouri needs this investment, both to protect the environment
and to create local jobs. Therefore, I support the 4.5 %
spending rule proposed by MoPIRG.

Sincerely,
David Lewis JUL g
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relating to the statement or compuments.

Anyonamay submit a statemenf in reply

to any of Yaese initial commentg by filing
an originaband 14 copies by:5:00 p.m.,
August 31, X992 with the Cpmmzssmn

No. 0X-92-300. A public hedring has been
scheduled to commence gt 9:00 a.m. on
September 10, 1992 in’ Hearing Room
520B, Truman State-Office Building, 301
West High St., Jefferson City, MO 65101
and to continue, @s aqd if necessary,
through September 11,°1992. The sole
purpose of this public hearing is for the
commissioners-and hearing examiner to
ask any questions they may hauve respect-
ing the initial and reply comments
previously filed with the commission. No
additional comments or staterments in
support of or in opposition to this
Proposed Rescission will be permitted at
the public hearing, nor will cross-exami-
nation be permitted.

Brent StewartyExecutive ;;{retary, Case

Title 4=DEPARTMENT OF
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Division 240—Public Service
Commission
Chapter 22—Electric Utility Resource
Planning

PROPOSED RULES
4 CSR 240-22.010 Policy Objectives

PURPOSE: This rule states the public
policy goal that this chapter of rules is
designed to achieve and identifies the
objectives that the electric utility
resource planning process must serve.

r1) The commission’s policy goal in promul-
gating this chapter of rules is to set minimum

standards to govern the scope and objectives of

the resource planning process that is required
of electric utilities subject to its jurisdiction in
order to ensure that the public interest is
adequately served. Compliance with these
rules shall not be construed to result in
commission approval of the utility’s resource
pians, resource acquisition strategies or
investment decisions.

/9y The fundamental objective of the resource
planning process at electric utilities shall be to
provide the public with energy services that
are safe, reliable and efficient, at just and
reasonable rates, in a manner that adequately
serves the public interest. This objective
requires that the utility shall-

(A) Consider and analyze demand-side
efficiency and energy management measures

on an equivalent basis with supply-side
alternatives in the resource planning process;

(B) Use minimization of the present worth of
long-run utility costs as the primary selection
criterion in choosing the preferred resource
plan; and

(C) Explicitly identify and, where possible,
quantitatively analyze any secondary criteria
or considerations which are critical to meeting
the fundamental objective of the resource
planning process, but which may constrain or
limit the minimization of the present worth of
expected utility costs. The utility shall docu-
ment the process and rationale used by
decision makers to assess the tradeoffs and
determine the appropriate balance between
minimization of expected utility costs and
these other considerations in selecting the
preferred resource plan and developing contin-
gency options. These considerations shall
include, but are not necessarily limited to
mitigation of—

1. Risks associated with critical uncertain
factors that will affect the actual costs
associated with alternative resource plans;

2. Risks associated with new or more
stringent environmental laws or regulations
that may be imposed at some point within the
planning horizon; and

3. Rate increases associated with alterna-
tive resource plans.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
(Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992.

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement
following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See state-
ment following the last Proposed Rule in
this chapter.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS:
See notice following the last Proposed
Rule in this chapter.

4 CSR 240-22.020 Definitions

PURPOSE: This rule defines terms used
in the rules comprising Chapter 22—~
Electric Utility Resource Planning.

Editor’s Note: The secretary of state has
determined that the publication of this rule in
its entirety would be unduly cumbersome or
expensive, The entire text of the material
referenced has been filed with the secretary of
state. This material may be found at the Office
of the Secretary of State or at the headquarters
of theagency and isavailable to any interested
person at a cost established by state law.

(1) Avoided cost means the cost savings
obtained by substituting demand-side resour-
ces for existing and new supply resources.
4 CSR 240-22.050(3) requires the utility to
develop the following measures of avoided
cost:

(A) Avoided utility costs developed pur-
suant to 4 CSR 240-22.050(3)(D), which include
energy cost savings plus demand cost savings
associated with generation, transmission and
distribution facilities; and

(B) Avoided probable environmental costs
developed pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.050(3}D)
and 4 CSR 240-22.040(2)(B).

(2) Candidate resource options are demand-
side programs that pass the screening tests
required by 4 CSR 240-22.050(7), or supply-side
resources that are not rejected on the basis of
the screening analysis required by 4 CSR 240-
22.040(2).

(3) Capacity means the maximum capability
to continuously produce and deliver electric
power via supply-side resources, or the
avoidance of the need for this capability by
demand-side resources.

(4) A chance node is a decision-tree fork
consisting of two (2) cr more branches that
represent the range and number of relevant
potential outcomes for an uncertain factor.

(5) Coincident demand means the hourly
demand of a component of system load at the
hour of system peak demand within a specified
interval of time.

(6) Contingency option means an alternative
choice, decision or course of action designed to
enhance the utility’s ability to respond quickly
and appropriately to events or circumstances
that would render the preferred resource plan
obsolete,

(T) A decision node is a decision-tree fork
consisting of two (2) or more branches that
represent the set of decision alternatives being
considered by utility planners at that stage of
the resource planning process.

(8) A decision tree is a diagram that specifies
the order in which key resource decisions must
be made, enumerates the set of decision
alternatives to be considered at each stage,
identifies the critical uncertain factors that
affect the outcome of each decision and shows
how the potential range of values for uncertain
factors interact with each decision option to
affect the expected cost of prov1dmg an
adequate level and quality of energy services.

(9) Demand means the rate of electric power
use, measured in kilowatts (kW)

(10) Demand-side measure is synonymous
with end-use measure,

Volume 17, Number 13, July 1, 1992

889




111) Demand-side resource (or program)
means an organized process for packaging and
delivering to a particular market segment a
portfolio of end-use measures that is broad
enough to include at least some measures that
are appropriate for most members of the target
market segment.

{12) Driver variable means an external eco-
nomic or demographic factor that signifi-
cantly affects some component of utility loads.

(13) Electric utility or utility means any
elecirical corporation as defined in section
356.020, RSMo which is subject to the jurisdic-
tion of the commission.

(14) End-use energy service or energy service
means the specific need that is served by the
final use of energy, such as lighting, cocking,
space heating, air conditioning, refrigeration,
water heating or motive power.

(15) End-use measure means an energy-
efficiency measure or an energy-management
measure.

{16) Energy means the total amount of electric
power that is used over a specified interval of
time measured in kilowatt-hours (kWh).

{17) Energy-efficiency measure means any
device, technology, rate structure, or operating
procedure that makes it possible to deliver an
adequate level and quality of end-use energy
service while using less energy than would
otherwise be required.

{18) Energv-management measure means any
device, technology, rate structure or operating
procedure that makes it possible to alter the
time pattern of electricity usage so as to require
less generating capacity, or to aliow the
electric power to be supplied from more fuel-
efficient generating units.

(19) The expected cost of an alternative
resource plan is the statistical expectation of
the cost of implementing that plan, contingent
upon the uncertain factors and associated
subjective probabilities represented by chance
nodes in the decision tree, 4 CSR 240-22.060
requires the utility to consider probable
environmental costs as well as direct utility
costs in its assessment of alternative resource
plans,

(20) Expected unserved hours means the
statistical expectation of the number of hours
per vear that a utility will be unable to supply
its native load without importing emergency
power,

(21) Fized cost margin means the portion gf'
electric energy and demand rates that is
designed te recover all nonvariable costs.

{22) Implementation plan means descriptions
and schedules for the major tasks necessary to
implement the preferred resource plan over the
implementation period.

(23) Implementation period means the time
interval between the filings required of each
utility pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.080.

(24) Inefficient energy-related choice means
any decision that causes the life-cycle cost of
delivering an adequate level and quality of
end-use energy service to be higher than it
would be for an available alternative choice.

(25) Inefficient price means a price that is not
equal to the long-run marginal cost of pro-
viding a good or service.

(26) Information means any fact, relation-
ship, insight, estimate or expert judgment that
narrows the range of uncertainty surrounding
key decision variables, or has the potential to

substantially influence or alter resource- .

planning decisions.

(27) Levelized cost means the dollar amount of
a fixed annual payment for which a stream of
such payments over a specified period of time
is equal to a specified present value based on a
specified rate of interest.

(28) Life-cycle cost means the present worth of
costs over the lifetime of any device or means
for delivering end-use energy service.

(29) Load-building program means an or-
ganized promotional effort by the utility to
persuade energy-related decision makers to
choose electricity instead of other forms of
energy for the provision of energy service, or to
persuade existing customers to increase their
use of electricity, either by substituting
electricity for other forms of energy or by
increasing the level or variety of energy
services used. This term is not intended to
include the provision of technical or engi-
neering assistance, information about filed
rates and tariffs, or other forms of routine
customer service,

(30) A load duration curve is a plot of ranked
hourly demand versus the number of hours in
which demand was greater than or equal to
that value over a gpecified interval of time.

(31) Load factor means the average demand
over a specified interval of time divided by the
maximum demand in the interval.

(32) Load impact means the change in energy
usage and the change in diversified demand
during a gpecified interval of time due to the
implementation of a demand-side measure or
program.

(33) Load profile means a plot of hourly
demand versus chronological hour of the day

from the hour ending 1:00 a.m. to the hour
ending 12:00 midnight.

(34) Load-research data means average
hourly demands (kilowatt-hours per hour)
derived from the metered instantaneous
demand for each customer in the load-research
sample.

(35) Load-research estimates, or class hourly
loads, or class load estimates means the
statistical expectation of the average hourly
demands for each major class derived from the
load-research data for that class.

(36) Load-research sample means a subset of
utility customers from each major class whose
demands are metered to provide statistical
estimates of class hourly loads to a specified
level of accuracy.

(37) Long run means an analytical framework
within which all factors of production are
variable.

(38) Lost margin or lost revenues means the
reduction between rate cases in billed demand
(kW) and energy (kWh) due to installed
demand-side measures, multiplied by the fixed-
cost margin of the appropriate rate component.

(39) Market imperfection means any factor or
situation that contributes to inefficient energy-
related choices by decision makers, including
at least—

(A) Inadequate information about costs,
performance and benefits of end-use measures;

(B) Inadequate marketing infrastructure or
delivery channels for end-use measures;

(C) Inadequate financing options for end-
use measures;

(D) Mismatched economic incentives re-
sulting from situations where the person who
pays the initial cost of an efficiency invest-
ment is different from the person who pays the
operating costs associated with the chosen
efficiency level;

(E) Ineffective economic incentives when
decision makers give low priority to energy-
related choices because they have a short-term
ownership perspective, or because energy costs
are a relatively small share of the total cost
structure (for businesses) or of the total budget
(for households); or

(F) Inefficient pricing of energy supplies.

{40) Market segment means any subgroup of
utility customers (or other energy-related
decision makers) which has some or all of the
following characteristics in common: they
have a similar mix of end-use energy service
needs, they are subject to a similar array of
market imperfections that tend to inhibit
efficient energy-related choices, they have
similar values and priorities concerning
energy-related choices, or the utility has access
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to them through similar channels or modes of
communication.

i41) Participant means an energy-related
decision maker who implements one (1) or
more end-use measures as a direct result of a
demand-side program.

i42} Planning horizon means a future time
period of at least twenty (20) years’ duration
over which the costs and benefits of alternative
resource plans are evaluated.

143) Preferred resource plan means the
resource plan that is contained in the resource
acquisition strategy that has most recently
been adopted for implementation by the
electric utility.

i44) The probable environmental benefits test
is a test of the cost-effectiveness of end-use
measures or demand-side programs that uses
the sum of avoided utility costs and avoided
probable environmental costs to quantify the
net savings obtained by substituting the
demand-side resource for supply resources.

t43) Probable environmental cost means the
expected cost to the utility of complying with
new or additional environmental laws, regula-
tions, taxes or other costs that utility decision
makers judge to have a nonzero probability of
being imposed at some point within the
planning horizon.

t46) Resource acquisition strategy means a
preferred resource plan, an implementation
plan and a set of contingency options for
responding to events or circumstances that
would render the preferred plan obsolete.

47} Resource plan means a particular combi-
nation of demand-side and supply-side resour-
ces to be acquired according to a specified
scniedule over the planning horizon.

48} Resource planning means the process by
which an electric utility evaluates and chooses
:he appropriate mix and schedule of supply-
side and demand-side resource additions to
sravide the public with an adequate level,
auality and variety of end-use energy services.

49) Screening test or cost-effectiveness test
means the probable environmental benefits
test,

37 Subjective probability means the judg-
mental likelihood that the outcome repre-
sented by each branch of a chance node will
actuaily occur. The sum of the probabilities
associated with the branches of a single
caance node must equal one (1). This means
‘nat the specified set of potential outcomes
ust pe exhaustive and mutually exclusive,

34 Sulfur dioxide emission allowance is an
#uthorization to emit, during or after a

specified calendar year, one (1) ton of sulfur
dioxide, as defined in Title IV of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990, 42 USC 7651a(3).

(52) Supply-side resource or supply resource
means any device or method by which the
electric utility can provide to its customers an
adequate level and quality of electric power

supply.

(53) The technical potential of an end-use
measure is an estimate of the load impact that
would occur if that measure were installed at
every location in the utility’s service territory
where the measure is technically feasible but
has not yet been installed.

(54) The utility benefitstestis a test of the cost-
effectiveness of end-use measures or demand-
side programs that uses avoided utility costs to
quantify the net savings obtained by substi-
tuting the demand-side resource for supply
resources.

(55) Utility costs are the costs of operating the
utility system and developing and imple-
menting a resource plan that are incurred and
paid by the utility. On an annual basis, utility
cost is synonymous with utility revenue
requirement.

(56) Utility discount rate means the post-tax
rate of return on net investment used to
calculate the utility’s annual revenue require-
ments.

(57) Uncertain factor means any event, cir-
cumstance, situation, relationship, causal
linkage, price, cost, value, response or other
relevant quantity which can materially affect
the outcome of resource planning decisions,
about which utility planners and decision
makers have incomplete or inadequate
information at the time a decision must be
made.

(58) Weather measure means a function of
daily temperature data that reflects the
observed relationship between electric load
and temperature.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
(Cum. Supp. 1991}. Original rule filed
June 12, 1992.

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement
following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See state-
ment following the last Proposed Rule in
this chapter.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COM.
MENTS: See notice following the last
Proposed Rule in this chapter,

4 CSR 240-22.030 Load Analysis and
Forecasting

PURPOSE: This rule sets minimum
standards for the maintenance and
updating of historical data, the level of
detail required in analyzing and fore-
casting loads, and for the documentation
of the inputs, components and methods
used to derive the load forecasts.

(1) Historical Data Base. The utility shall
develop and maintain data on the actual
historical patterns of energy usage within its
service territory. The following information
shall be maintained and updated on an
ongoing basis:

(A) Customer Class Detail. The historical
data base shall be maintained for each of the
following major classes: residential, commer-
cial, industrial, interruptible and other classes
that may be required for forecasting (for
example, large power, wholesale, outdoor
lighting and public authorities).

1. Takinginto account the requirement for
an unbiased forecast as well as the cost of
developing data at the subclass level, the
utility shall determine what level of subclass
detail is required for forecasting and what
methods to use in gathering subclass informa-
tion for each major class.

2. The utility shall consider the following
categories of subclasses: for residential,
dwelling type; for commercial, building or
business type; and for industrial, product type.
If the utility uses subclasses which do not fit
into these categories, it must explain the
reasons for its choice of subclasses;

(B) Load Data Detail. The historical load
data base shall contain the following data:

L. For each jurisdiction for which the
utility makes forecasts, each major class, and
to the extent data is required to support the
detail specified in paragraph (1)(4)1., for each
subclass, actual and weather-normalized
monthly energy usage and number of custo-
mers,

2. For each major class, actual and
weather-normalized demands at the time of
monthly peaks; and

3. For the system, actual and weather-
normalized hourly net system load;

(C) Load Component Detail. The historical
data base for major class monthly energy
usage and demands at time of monthly peaks
shall be disaggregated into a number of units
component and a use kilowatt-hour (kWh) per
unit component, for both actual and weather-
normalized loads.

1. Typical units for the major classes are—
residential, number of customers; commercial,
square feet of floor space or commercial
employment level; and industrial, production
output or employment level. If the utility uses
a different unit measure, it must explain the
reason for choosing different units,

S
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2. Theutility shall develop and implement
a procedure to routinely measure and regularly
update estimates of the effect of both actual
and normal weather on class and system
electric loads.

A. Theestimates of the effect of weather
on class and system loads shall incorporate the
nonlinear response of loads to daily weather
and seasonal variations in loads.

B. For at least the base year of the
forecast, the utility shall estimate the cooling,
heating, and nonweather-sensitive compo-
nents of the weather-normalized major class
loads. .
C. The utility shall document the
methods used to develop weather measures
and the methods used to estimate the effect of
weather on electric loads. If statistical models
are used, the documentation shall include at
least: the functional form of the models; the
estimation techniques emploved; the data used
to estimate the models, including the develop-
ment of model input data from basic data; and
the statistical results of the models, including
parameter estimates and tests of statistical
significance; and

(D) Length of Data Base. Once the utility
has developed the historical data base, it shall
retain that data base for the ten (10) most
recent years or for the period of time used as the
basis of the utility’s forecast, whichever is
longer.

1. Thedevelopment of actual and weather-
normalized monthly class and system energy
usage and actual hourly net system loads shall
start from January 1982 or for the period of
time used as the basis of the utility’s forecast
of these loads, whichever is longer.

2. Actual and weather-normalized class
and system monthly demands at the time of
the system peak and weather-normalized
hourly system loads shall start from January
1990 or for the period of time used as the basis
of the utility’s forecast of these loads, which-
ever is Jonger.

(2) Analysis of Number of Units. For each
major class or subclass, the utility shall
analyze the historical relationship between the
number of units and the economic or demo-
graphic factors (driver variables) that affect
the number of units for that major class or
subclags. These relationships shall be speci-
fied as statistical or mathematical models that
relate the number of units to the driver
variables.

{A) Choice of Driver Variables. The utility
shall identify appropriate driver variables as
predictors of the number of units for each
major class or subclass, The critical factors
thatinfluence the driver variables shall alsobe
identified.

(B) Documentation of statistical models
shall include the elements specified in sub-
paragraph (1)(C)2.C, Documentation of math-

ematical medels shall include a specification
of the functional form of the equations.

(C) Where the utility has modeled the
relationship between the number of units and
the driver variables for a major class but not
for subclasses within that major class, it shall
identify the factors which affect the subclass
shares of major class units, and shall explain
how those factors were used to predict the
subclass shares of the total number of units for
the major class.

{3) Analysis of Use Per Unit. For each major
class, the utility shall analyze historical use
per unit by end use.

(A) End-Use Detail. For each major class,
use per unit shall be disaggregated by end use
where information permits.

1. Where applicable for each major class,
end-use information shall be developed for at
least lighting, motor drives, space cooling,
space heating, water heating and refrigera-
tion.

2. For each major class and each end use,
including those listed in paragraph (3)(A)1., if
information is not available, the utility shall
provide a schedule for acquiring this end-use
information or demonstrate that either the
expected costs of acquisition were found to
outweigh the expected benefits over the
planning horizon or that gathering the end-use
information has proven to be infeasible.

3. If the utility has not yet acquired end-
use information on space cooling or space
heating for a major class, the utility shall
determine the effect that weather has on the
total load of that major class by disaggre-
gating the load into its cooling, heating and
nonweather-sensitive components. If the
cooling or heating components are a signifi-
cant portion of the tota] load of the major class,
then the cooling or heating components of that
load shall be designated as end uses for that
major class.

4. The difference between the total load of
a major class and all end uses for which the
utility has acquired end-use information shall
be designated as an end use for that major
class.

(B) The data base and historical analysis
required for each end use shall include at least
the following:

1. Measures of the stock of energy-using
capital goods. For each major class and end
use, the utility shall implement a procedure to
develop and maintain survey data on the
energy-related characteristics of the building,
appliance and equipment atock including
saturation levels, efficiency levels and sizes
where applicable. The utility shall update
these surveys before each scheduled filing
pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.080; and

2, Estimates of end-use energy and
demand. For each end use, the utility shall
estimate end-use energies and demands at time
of monthly system peaks, and shall calibrate

these energies and demands to equal the
weather-normalized monthly energies and
demands at time of monthly peaks for each
major class for the most recently available
data.

(4) Analysis of Load Profiles. The utility shall
develop a consistent set of daily load profiles
for the most recent year for which data is
available. For each month, load profiles shall
be developed for a peak weekday, a representa-
tive of at least one (1) weekday and a represen-
tative of at least one (1) weekend day.

(A) Load profiles for each day type shall be
developed for each end use, for each major
class and for the net system load.

(B) For each day type, the estimated end-use
load profiles shall be calibrated to sum to the
estimated major class load profiles, and the
estimated major class load profiles shall be
calibrated to sum to the net system load
profiles.

(5) Base-Case Load Forecast. The utility’s
base-case load forecast shall be based on
projections of the major economic and demo-
graphic driver variables that utility decision
makers believe to be most likely. All compo-
nents of the base-case forecast shall be based
on the assumption of normal weather condi-
tions. The load impacts of implemented
demand-side programs shall be incorporated
in the base-case load forecast and the Joad
impacts of proposed demand-side programs
should not be included in the base-case
forecast.

(A) Customer Class and Total Load Detail.
The utility shall produce forecasts of monthly
energy usage and demands at the time of the
summer and winter system peaks by major
class for each year of the planning horizon.
Where the utility anticipates that jurisdic-
tional levels of forecasts will be required to
meet the requirements of a specific state, then
the utility shall determine a procedure by
which the major class forecasts can be
separated by jurisdictional component.

(B) Load Component Detail. For each major
class, the utility shall produce separate
forecasts of the number of units and use per
unit components based on the analysis
described in sections (2) and (3) of this rule,

1. Number of units forecast. The utility’s
forecast of number of units for each major class
shall be based on the analysis of the relation-
ship between number of units and driver
variables deacribed in section (2). Where
judgment has been applied to modify the
results of a statistical or mathematical model,
the utility shall specify the factors which
caused the modification and shall explain how
those factors were quantified.

A. The forecasts of the driver variables
shall be specified and clearly documented.
These forecasts shall be compared to historical
trends, and significant differences between the
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forecasts and long-term and recent trends
shall be analyzed and explained.

B. The forecasts of the number of units
for each major class shall be compared to
historical trends. Significant differences
between the forecasts and long-term and
recent trends shall be analyzed and explained.

2. Use per unit forecast. The uility’s
forecast of monthly energy usage per unit and
seasonal peak demands per unit for each major
class shall be based on the analysis described
in section (3).

A. The forecasts of the driver variables
for the use per unit shall be specified. The
utility shall document how the forecast of use
per unit has taken into account the effects of
real prices of electricity, real prices of competi-
tive energy sources, real incomes and any
other relevant economic and demographic
factors.

B. End-use detail. For each major class
and for each end use the utility shall forecast
both monthly energy use and demands at time
of the summer and winter system peaks.

C. The stock of energy using capital
goods. For each end use for which the utility
has developed measures of the stock of energy
using capital goods, it shall forecast those
measures and document the relationship
between the forecasts of the measures to the
forecasts of end-use energy and demands at
time of the summer and winter system peaks.
The values of the driver variables used to
generate forecasts of the measures of the stock
of energy using capital goods shall be specified
and clearly documented.

D. The major class forecasted use per
unit shall be compared to historical trends in
weather-normalized use per unit. Significant
differences between the forecasts and long-
term and recent trends shall be analyzed and
explained.

(C) Net System Load Forecast. The utility
shall produce a forecast of net system load
profiles for each year of the planning horizon.
The net system load forecast shall be consis-
tent with the utility’s forecasts of monthly
energy and demands at time of summer and
winter system peaks for the major rate classes.

(6) Sensitivity Analysis, The utility shall
analyze the sensitivity of the components of
the base-case forecast for each major class to
variations in the key driver variables, in-
cluding the real price of electricity, the real
price of competing fuels, and economic and
demographic factors identified in section (2)
and subparagraph (5)(B)2.A.

{7y High-Case and Low-Case Load Forecasts.
Based on the sensitivity analysis described in
section (6), the utility shall produce at least two
%) additional load forecasts (a high-growth
case and a low-growth case) that bracket the
base-cage load forecast. Subjective proba-
hilities shall be assigned to each of the load

forecast cases. These forecasts and associated
subjective probabilities shall be used as inputs
to the strategic risk analysis required by 4 CSR
240-22.070.

(8) Reporting Requirements. To demonstrate
compliance with the provisions of this rule,
and pursuant to the requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.080, the utility shall prepare a report that
contains at least the following information:

(A) For each major class specified in subsec-
tion (1)(A), the utility shall provide plots of
number of units, energy usage per unit and
total class energy usage.

1. Plots shall be produced for the summer
period (June through September), the re-
maining nonsummer months and the calendar
year,

2. The plots shall cover the historical data
base period and the forecast period of at least
twenty (20) years.

A. The historical period shall include
both actual and weather-normalized energy
usage per unit and total class energy usage.

B. The plots for the forecast period shall
show each end-use component of major class
energy usage per unit and total class energy
usage for the base-case forecast.

(B) For each major class specified in subsec-
tion (1)(A), the utility shall provide plots of
class demand per unit and class total demand
attime of summer and winter system peak. The
plots shall cover the historical data base period
and the forecast period of at least twenty (20)
years.

1. The plots for the historical period shall
include both actual and weather-normalized
class demands per unit and total demands at
the time of summer and winter system peak
demands.

2. The plots for the forecast period shall
show each end-use component of major class
coincident demands per unit and total class
coincident demands for the base-case forecast.

(C) Forthe forecast of class energy and peak
demands, the utility shall provide a summary
of the sensitivity analysis required by section
(8) of this rule that shows how changes in the
driver variables affect the forecast.

(D) For the net system load, the utility shall
provide plots of energy usage and peak
demand. .

1. The energy plots shall include the
summer, nonsummer and total energy usage
for each calendar year.

2. The peak demand plots shall include
the summer and winter peak demands.

3. The plots shall cover the historical data
base period and the forecast period of at least
twenty (20) years. The historical period shall
include both actual and weather-normalized
values. The forecast period shall include the
base-case, low-case and high-case forecasts.

4. The utility shall describe how the
gubjective probabilities assigned to each
forecast were determined.

(E) For each major class, the utility shall
provide estimated load profile plots for the
summer and winter system peak days.

1. The plots shall show each end-use
component of the hourly load profile.

2. The plots shall be provided for the base
year of the load forecast and for the fifth, tenth
and twentieth years of the forecast.

(F) For the net system load profiles, the
utility shall provide plots for the summer peak
day and the winter peak day.

1. The plots shall show each of the major
class components of the net system load profile
in a cumulative manner.

2. The plots shall be provided for the base
year of the forecast and for the fifth, tenth and
twentieth years of the forecast.

(G) Thedata presented in all plots shall also
be provided in tabular form.

(H) The utility shall provide a description of
the methods used to develop all forecasts
required by this rule, including an annotated
summary that shows how these methods
comply with the specific provisions of thisrule,
If end-use methods have not been used in
forecasting, an explanation as to why they
have not been used shall be included. Also
included shall be the utility’s schedule to
acquire end-use information and to develop
end-use forecasting techniques, or a discussion
as to why the acquisition of end-use informa-
tion and the development of end-use forecast-
ing techniques are either impractical or not
cost-effective.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
(Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992.

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement
fallowing the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See state-
ment following the last Proposed Rule in
this chapter.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COM-
MENTS: See naotice following the last
Proposed Rule in this chapter,

4 CSR 240-22.040 Supply-Side Resource
Analysis

PURPQSE: This rule establishes mini-
mum standards for the scope and level of
detail required in supply-side resource
analysis.

(1) The analysis of supply side resources shall
begin with the identification of a variety of
potential supply-side resource options. These
options include new plants using existing
generation technologies; new plants using new
generation technologies; life extension and
refurbishment at existing generating plants;
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enhancement of the emission controls at
existing or new generating plants; purchased
power from utility sources, cogenerators or
independent power producers; efficiency
improvements which reduce the utility’s own
use of energy; and upgrading of the transmis-
sion and distribution systems to reduce power
and energy losses. The utility shall collect
generic cost and performance information for
each of these potential resource options which
shall include at least the following attributes
where applicable;

(A) Fuel tyvpe and feasible variations in fue]
tvpe or quality;

(B) Practical size range;

(C) Maturity of the technology;

(D) Lead time for permitting, design, con-
struction, testing and startup;

(E) Capital cost per kilowatt;

(F) Annual fixed operation and mainte-
nance costs; '

{G) Annual variable operation and mainte-
nance costs;

(H) Scheduled routine maintenance outage
requirements;

(I) Equivalent forced-outage rates or full-
and partial-forced-outage rates;

(J) Operational characteristics and cor-
straints of significance in the screening
process;

(K) Environmental impacts, including at
least the following:

1. Air emissions including at least the
primary acid gasses, greenhouse gasses, ozone
precursors, particulates and air toxics;

2. Waste generation including at least the
primary forms of solid, liquid, radioactive and
hazardous wastes;

3. Water impacts including direct usage
and at least the primary pollutant discharges,
thermal discharges and groundwater effects;

4. Siting impacts and constraints of
sufficient importance to affect the screening
process; and

(L) Other characteristics that may makethe
technology particularly appropriate as a
contingency option under extreme outcomes
for the critical uncertain factors identified
pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.070(2).

{2) Each of the supply-side resource options
referred to in section (1) shall be subjected to a
preliminary screening analysis. The purpose
of this step is to provide an initial ranking of
these options based on their relative an-
nualized utility costs as well as their probable
environmental costs, and to eliminate from
further consideration those options that have
significant disadvantages in terms of utility
costs, environmental costs, operational effi-
ciency, risk reduction or planning flexibility,
as compared to other available supply-side
resource options.

(A) Cost rankings shall be based on esti-
mates of the installed capital costs plus fixed
and variable operation and maintenance costs

over the useful life ¢f the resource using the
utility discount rate.

(B) The probable environmental costs of
each supply-side resource option shall be
quantified by estimating the cost to the utility
of mitigating the environmental impacts of the
resource to comply with additional environ-
mental laws or regulations that are likely to be
imposed at some point within the planning
horizon.

1. The utility shall identify a list of
environmental pollutants for which there s, in
the judgment of utility decision makers, a
nonzero probability that additional laws or
regulations will be imposed at some point
within the planning horizon.

2. For each pollutant identified pursuant
to paragraph (2)(B)1., the utility shall specify
at least two (2) levels of mitigation bevond
existing requirements which are judged to
have a nonzero probability of being imposed at
some point within the planning horizon.

3. For each mitigation level identified
pursuant to paragraph (2)(B)2., the utility shall
specify a subjective probability that represents
utility decision makers’ judgment of the
likelihood that additional laws or regulations
requiring that level of mitigation will be
imposed at some point within the planning
horizon. The utility, based on these probabili-
ties, shall calculate an expected mitigation
level for each identified pollutant.

4. The probable environmental cost for a
supply-side resource shall be estimated as the
joint cost of simultaneously achieving the
expected level of mitigation for all identified
pollutants emitted by the resource. The
estimated mitigation costs for an environ-
mental pollutant may include or may be
entirely comprised of a tax or surcharge
imposed on emissions of that pollutant.

(C) The utility shall rank all supply-side
resource options identified pursuant to section
(1) in terms of both of the following cost
estimates: utility costs and utility costs plus
probable environmental costs. The utility shall
indicate which supply-side options are con-
sidered to be candidate resource options for
purposes of developing the alternative
resource plansrequired by 4 CSR 240-22.060(3).
The utility shall also indicate which options
are eliminated from further consideration on
the basis of the screening analysis and shall
explain the reasons for their elimination.

(3) The analysis of supply-side resource
options shall include a thorough analysis of
existing and planned interconnected genera-
tion resources. The purpose of this analysis
shall be to ensure that the transmission
network is capable of reliably supporting the
supply resource options under consideration,
that the costs of transmission system invest
ments associated with supply-side resources
are properly considered and to provide an
adequate foundation of basic information for

decisions about the following tvpes of supply-
side resource alternatives:

(A) Joint participation in generation con-
struction projects;

(B) Construction of wholly-owned genera-
tion or transmission facilities; and

(C) Participation in major refurbishment,
upgrading or retrofitting of existing genera-
tion or transmission resources.

(4) The utility shall identify and analyze
opportunities for life extension and refurbish-
ment of existing generation plants, taking into
account their current condition to the extent
that it is significant in the planning process.

(5) The utility shall identifv and evaluate
potential opportunities for new long-term
power purchases and sales, both firm and
nonfirm, that are likely to be available over all
or part of the planning horizon. This evalua-
tion shall be based on an analysis of at least
the following attributes of each potential
transaction:

(A) Type or nature of the purchase or sale
{for example, firm capacity, summer only});

(B) Amount of power to be exchanged;

(C) Estimated contract price;

(D) Timing and duration of the transaction;

(E) Terms and conditions of the transaction,
if available;

(F) Required improvements to the utility’s
generating system, transmission system, or
both, and the associated costs; and

(G) Constraints on the utility system caused
by wheeling arrangements, whether on the
utility’s own system or on an interconnected
system, or by the terms and conditions of other
contracts or interconnection agreements.

(6) For the utility’s preferred resource plan
selected pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.070(7), the
utility shall determine if additional future
transmission facilities will be required to
remedy any new generation-related transmis-
sion system inadequacies over the planning
horizon. If any such facilities are determined to
be required and, in the judgment of utility
decision makers, there is a risk of significant
delays or cost increases due to problems in the
siting or permitting of any required transmis-
sion facilities, this risk shall be analyzed
pursuant to the requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.070(2).

(7) The utility shall assess the age, condition
and efficiency level of existing transmission
and distribution facilities, and shall analyze
the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of trans-
mission and distribution system loss-reduction
measures as a supplv-side resource. This
provision shall not be construed to require a
detailed line-by-line analysis of the transmis-
sion and distribution system, butisintended to
require the utility to identify and analyze
opportunities for efficiency improvements in a
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manner that is consistent with the analysis of
other supply-side resource options.

(8) Before developing alternative resource
plans and performing the integrated resource
analysis, the utility shall develop renges of
values and probabilities for several important
uncertain factors related to supply resources.
These values can also be used to refine or verify
information developed pursuant to section (2)
of this rule. These cost estimates shall include
at least the following elements and shall be
based on the indicated methods or sources of
information:

{A) Fuel price forecasts over the planning
horizon for the appropriate type and grade of
primary fuel, and for any alternative fuel that
may be practical as a contingency cption.

1. Fuel price forecasts shall be obtained
from a consulting firm with specific expertise
in detailed fuel supply and price analysis or
developed by the utility if it has expert
knowledge and experience with the fuel under
consideration. Each forecast shall consider at
least the following factors as applicable to
each fuel under consideration:

A. Presentreserves, discovery rates and
usage rates of the fuel and forecasts of future
trends of these factors;

B. Profitability and financial condition
of producers;

C. Potential effect of environmental
factors, competition and government regula-
tions on producers, including the potential for
changes in severance taxes;

D. Capacity, profitability and expan-
sion potential of present and potential fuel
transportation options;

E. Potential effects of government
regulations, competition and environmental
legislation on fuel transporters;

F. In the case of uranium fuel, potential
effects of competition and government regula-
tions on future costs of enrichment services
and cleanup of production facilities; and

G. Potential for governmental restric-
tions on the use of the fuel for electricity
production.

2. The utility shall consider the accuracy
of previous forecasts as an important criterion
in selecting providers of fuel price forecasts.

3. The provider of each fuel price forecast
shall be required to identify the critical
uncertain factors that drive the price forecast
and to provide a range of forecasts and an
associated subjective probability distribution
that reflects this uncertainty;

(B) Estimated capital costs including engi-
neering design, construction, testing, startup
and certification of new facilities, or major
upgrades, refurbishment or rehabilitation of
existing facilities.

1. Capital cost estimates shall either be
obtained from a qualified engineering firm
actively engaged in the type of work required
or developed by the utility if it has available

other sources of expert engineering informa-
tion applicable to the type of facility under
consideration.

2. The provider of the estimate shall be
required to identify the critical uncertain
factors that may cause the capital cost
estimates to change significantly, and to
provide arange of estimates and an associated
subjective probability distribution that reflects
this uncertainty;

(C) Estimated annual fixed and variable
operation and maintenance costs over the
planning horizon for new facilities or for
existing facilities that are being upgraded,
refurbished or rehabilitated.

1. Fixed and variable operation and
maintenance cost estimates shall be obtained
from the same source that provides the capital
cost estimates.

2. The critical uncertain factors that
affect these cost estimates shall be identified,
and a range of estimates shall be provided,
together with an associated subjective proba-
bility distribution that reflects this uncer-
tainty;

(D) Forecasts of the annual cost or value of
sulfur dioxide emission allowances to be used
or produced by each generating facility over
the planning horizon.

1. Forecasts of the future value of emis-
sion allowances shall be obtained from a
qualified consulting firm or other source with
expert knowledge of the factors affecting
allowance prices.

2. The provider of the forecast shall he
required to identify the critical uncertain
factors that may cause the value of allowances
to change significantly, and to provide a range
of forecasts and an associated subjective
probability distribution that reflects this
uncertainty; and

(E) Annual fixed charges for any facility to
be included in rate base, or annual payment
schedule for leased or rented facilities.

(9) Reporting Requirements. To demonstrate
compliance with the provisions of this rule,
and pursuant to the requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.080, the utility shall furnish at least the
following information:

(A) A summary table showing each supply
resource identified pursuant to section (1) and
the results of the screening analysis, in-
cluding:

1. The calculated values of the utility cost
and the probable environmental cost for each
resource option and the rankings based on
these costs;

2. Identification of candidate resource
options that may be included in alternative
resource plans; and

3. Anexplanation of thereasons why each
supply-side resource option rejected as a result
of the screening analysis was not included as
a candidate resource option;

{B) A list of the candidate resource options
for which the forecasts, estimates and
probability distributions described in section
(8) have been developed or are scheduled to be
developed by the utility’s next scheduled
compliance filing pursuant to 4 CSR 240-
22.080;

(C) A summary of the results of the uncer-
tainty analysis that has been completed for
candidate resource options described in section
(8); and

(D) A summary of the mitigation cost
estimates developed by the utility for the
candidate resource options identified pursuant
to subsection (2)(C). This summary shall
include a description of how the alternative
mitigation levels and associated subjective
probabilities were determined and shall
identify the source of the cost estimates for the
expected mitigation level.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
(Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992,

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement
following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See state-
ment following the last Propased Rule in
this chapter. .

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS:
See notice following the last Proposed
Rule in this chapter.

4 CSR 240-22.050 Demand-Side
Resource Analysis

PURPQOSE: This rule specifies the
methods by which end-use measures and
demand-side programs shall be de-
veloped and screened for cost-effective-
ness. It also requires the ongoing evalua-
tion of end-use measures and programs,
and the use of program evaluation
information to improve program design
and cost-effectiveness analysis.

(1) Identification of End-Use Measures. The
analysis of demand-side resources shall begin
with the development of a menu of energy
efficiency and energy management measures
that provides broad coverage of —

(A) All major customer classes, including at
least residential, commercia)l, industrial and
interruptible;

(B) All significant decision makers, in-
cluding at least those who choose building
design features and thermal integrity levels,
equipment and appliance efficiency levels, and
utili}z(ation levels of the energy-using capital
stock;
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(C) All major end uses, including at least
lighting, refrigeration, space cooling, space
heating, water heating and motive power; and

(D) Renewable energy sources and energy
technologies that substitute for electricity at
the point of use.

(2) The utility shall estimate the technical
potential of each end-use measure that passes
the screening test.

(3) Calculation of Avoided Costs. The utility
shall develop estimates of the cost savings that
can be obtained by substituting demand-side
resources for existing and new supply-side
resources. These avoided cost estimates shull
be used for cost-effectiveness screening and
ranking of end-use measures and demand-side
programs.

(A) Supply Resource Cost Estimates. The
utility shall use the cost estimates developed
pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.040(2) to calculate
the following two (2) estimates of avoided cost:
avoided uiility costs and avoided utility costs
plus avoided probable environmental costs.

1. The choice of new generation options
used to calculate avoided costs shall be hmited
to those which will meet the need for capacity
under the base-case load forecast at apprexi-
mately the lowest present value of utility
revenue requirements over the planning
horizon. The utility shall document the basis
on which the timing and choice of the new
generation options were determined to be
approximately least cost.

2. The utility shall calculate the annual
czpacity cost of each new generation option
and new transmission and distribution facili-
ties as the sum of the levelized capital cost per
kilowatt-year and the fixed operation and
maintenance cost per kilowatt-year.

3. The utility shall calculate the direct
running cost of each generation option as the
sum of fuel costs, sulfur dioxide emission
allowance costs, and variable operation and
maintenance costs per kilowatt-hour. The
probable environmental costs calculated
pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.040(2)(B) shall alse
be expressed on a per-kilowatt-hour basis for
both existing and new generation resources.

(B) Avoided Cost Periods. The utility shall
determine avoided cost periods by grouping
hours on a seasonal (for example, summer,
winter and {ransition) and time-of-use basis
(for example, on-peak, off-peak, super-peak or
shoulder-peak) as required to adequately
reflect significant differences in running costs
and the type of capacity being utilized to
maintain required reserve margins,

{(C) Calculation of Avoided Capacity and
Running Costs. Avoided costs shall be calcu-
Jated as the difference in costs associated with
a specified decrement in load large enough to
delay the on-ine date of the new cuapacity
additions by at lcast one (1) vear.

1. Avoided running cost. For each vear of
the planning horizon and for each avoided cost
period, the utility shall calculate the avoided
direct running cost per kilowatt-hour {in-
cluding sulfur dioxide emission allowance
costs) and the avoided probable environmental
running cost per kilowati-hour due to the
specified load decrement.

2. Avoided capacity costs. The utility
shall calculate and document the avoided
capacity costs per kilowatt-vear for each vear
of the planning horizon.

A. This calculation shall include the
costs of any new generation, transmission and
distribution facilities that are delaved or
avoided because of the specified load decre-
ment.

B. For each vear of the planning hori-
zon, the utility shall determine the avoided cost
periods in which the avoided new generation,
transmission and distribution capacity was
utilized, and shall allocate a nonzero portion of
the annualized avoided capacity costs to each
of the periods in which that capacity was
utilized.

(D) Avoided Demand and Energy Costs.
The utility shall use the avoided capacity and
running costs (appropriately adjusted to
reflect reliability reserve margins, demand
losses and energy losses) to calculate the
avoided demand and energy cosis for each
avoided cost period. Demand periods shall be
defined as the avoided cost periods in which
there is a significant probability of a loss of
load (for example, periods which require the
use of peaking capacity to maintain power pool
reserve margins). Nondemand periods are the
avoided cost periods in which there is not a
significant probability of a loss of load.

1. Demand period avoided demand costs.
Avoided demand costs per kilowatt-vear for
the demand periods of each season shall
include avoided transmission and distribution
capacity costs, plus the smaller of the avoided
generation capacity cost allocated to the
demand period or the avoided capacity cost of
peaking capacity.

2. Demand period avoided energy costs.
Any capacity cost per kilowatt-year allocated
to the demand periods but not included in the
avoided demand cost shall be converted to an
avoided energyv cost by dividing the avoided
capacity cost per kilowatt-year by the number
of hours in the associated demand period. The
utility shall add this converted avoided
capacity cost to both of the running cost
estimates developed pursuant to paragraph
(3)(C)1. to calculate the demand period direct
energy costs and the probable environmental
energy costs.

3. Nondemand period avoided demand
cost. The avoided demand cost for the nonde-
mand periods is zero (0).

4. Nondemand period avoided energy
costs. Avoided capacity cost per kilowatt-vear
allocated to the nondemand periods within

each season shall be converted to a per-
kilowatt-hour cost by dividing the avoided
capacity cost per kilowatt-vear by the number
of hours in the associaied nondemand period.
The utility shall add this converted avoided
capacity cost to both of the running cost
estimates developed pursuant to paragraph
{3C)1. te calcuiate the nondemand period
direct energy costs and the probable environ-
mental energy costs.

5. Annual avoided demand and energy
costs. Annual avoided demand costs shall
include avoided transmission and distribution
capacity costs, plus the smaller of the annual
avoided generation capacity costs or the
avoided capacity cost of peaking capacity.
Annual avoided energy costs shall include
annual avoided running costs plus any
avoided capacity costs not included in the
annual demand cost.

{4) Cost-Effectiveness Screening of End-Use
Measures. The utility shall evaluate the cost-
effectiveness of each end-use measure identi-
fied pursuant to section (1) using the probable
environmental benefits test.

(A) The utility shall develop estimates of the
end-use measure demand reduction for each
demand period and energy savings per instal-
lation for each avoided cost period on a normal-
weather basis. If the utility can show that
subannual load impact estimates are not
required to capture the potential benefits of an
end-use measure, annual estimates of demand
and energy savings may be used for cost-
effectiveness screening.

(B) Benefits per installation of each end-use
measure in each avoided cost period shall be
calculated as the demand reduction multiplied
by the levelized avoided demand cost plus the
energy savings multiplied by the levelized
avoided energy cost.

1. Avoided costs in each avoided cost
period shall be levelized over the planning
horizon using the utility discount rate.

2. Annualized benefits shall be calculated
as the sum of the levelized benefits over all
avoided cost periods.

(C) Annualized costs per installation for
each end-use measure shall be calculated as
the sum of the following components:

1. Incremental costs of implementing the
measure (regardless of who pays these costs)
levelized over the life of the measure using the
utility discount rate;

2. Annual operation and maintenance
costs (regardless of who pays these costs)
Ievelized over the life of the measure using the
utility discount rate; and

3. Any probable environmental impact
mitigation costs due to implementation of the
end-use measure that are borne by either the
utility or the customer.

(D) Annualized costs for end-use measures
shall not include either utility marketing and
delivery costs for demand-side programs or
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lost revenues due to measure-induced reduc-
tions in energy sales or billing demands
between rate cases.

(E) Annualized benefits minus annualized
costs per installation must be positive or the
ratio of annualized benefits to annualized
costs must be greater than one (1) for an end-
use measure to pass the screening test. The
utility may relax this criterion for measures
that are judged to have potential benefits that
are not captured by the estimated load impacts
or avoided costs.

(F) End-use measures that pass the probable
environmental benefits test must be included
in at least one (1) potential demand-side
program.

(G) For each end-use measure that passes
the probable environmental benefits test, the
utility shall also perform the utility benefits
test for informational purposes. This calcula-
tion shall include the cost components identi-
fied in subsection (4)(C).

(5) The atility shall conduct market research
studies, customer surveys, pilot demand-side
programs, test marketing programs and other
activities as necessary to estimate the techni-
cal potential of end-use measures and to
develop the information necessary to design
and implement cost-effective demand-side
programs.

{6) The utility shall develop a set of potential
demand-side programs that are designed to
deliver an appropriate selection of end-use
measures to each market segment. The
demand-side program planning and design
process shall include at least the following
activities and elements:

(A) Identify market segments that are
numerous and diverse enough to provide
relatively complete coverage of the classes and
decision makers identified in subsections
(1)(A) and (B), and that are specifically defined
to reflect the primary market imperfections
that are common to the members of the market
segment; .

{B) Analyze the interactions between end-
use measures (for example, more efficient
lighting reduces the savings related to effi-
ciency gains in cooling equipment because
efficient lighting reduces intrinsic heat gain);

(C) Assemble menus of end-use measures
that are appropriate to the shared characteris-
tics of each market segment and cost-effective
as measured by the screening test; and

(D) Design a marketing plan and delivery
process to present the menu of end-use
measures to the members of each market
segment and to persuade decision makers to
implement as many of these measures as may
be appropriate to their situation.

(7) Cost-Effectiveness Screening of Demand-
Side Programs. The utility shall evaluate the
cost-effectiveness of each potential demand-

side program developed pursuant to section (6}
using the utility cost test and the total resource
cost test. The following procedure shall be used
to perform these tests:

(A) The utility shall estimate the incremen-
tal and cumulative number of program partici-
pants and end-use measure installations due to
the program, and the incremental and cumula-
tive demand reduction and energy savings due
to the program in each avoided cost period in
each year of the planning horizon.

1. Initial estimates of demand-side pro-
gram load impacts shall be based on the best
available information from in-house research,
vendors, consultants, industry research
groups, national laboratories or other credible
sources.

2. As the load-impact measurements
required by subsection ($)(B) become available,
these results shall be used in the ongoing
development and screening of demand-side
programs and in the development of alterna-
tive resource plans;

(B) Ineach yearofthe planning horizon, the
benefits of each demand-side program shall be
calculated as the cumulative demand reduc-
tion multiplied by the avoided demand cost
plus the cumulative energy savings multiplied
by the avoided energy cost, summed over the
avoided cost periods within each vear. These
calculations shall be performed using the
avoided probable environmental costs de-
veloped pursuant to section (3);

(C) Utility Cost Test. In each year of the
planning horizon, the costs of each demand-
side program shall be calculated as the sum of
all utility incentive payments plus utility costs
to administer, deliver and evaluate each
demand-side program, For purposes of this
test, demand-side program costs shall not
include lost revenues or costs paid by partici-
pants in demand-side programs;

(D) Total Resource Cost Test. In each year of
the planning horizon, the costs of each
demand-side program shall be calculated as
the sum of all incremental costs of end-use
measures that are implemented due to the
program (including both utility and partici-
pant contributions) plus utility costs to
administer, deliver and evaluate each demand-
side program. For purposes of this test,
demand-side program costs shall not include
lost revenues or utility incentive payments to
customers;

(E) The present value of program benefits
minus the present value of program costs over
the planning horizon must be positive or the
ratio of annualized benefits to annualized
costs must be greater than one (1) for a
demand-side program to pass the utility cost
test or the total resource cost test. The utility
may relax this criterion for programs that are
judged to have potential benefits that are not
captured by the estimated load impacts or
avoided costs; and

{F) Potential demand-side programs that
pass the total resource cost test shall be
considered as candidate resource options and
must be included in at least one (1) alternative
resource plan developed pursuant to 4 CSR 240-
22.060(3).

(8) Foreach demand-side program that passes
the total resource cost test, the utility shall
develop time-differentiated load impact esti-
mates over the planning horizon at the level of
detail required by the supply system simula-
tion model that is used in the integrated
resource analysis required by 4 CSR 240-
232.060(4).

(9) Evaluation of Demand-Side Programs. The
utility shall develop evaluation plans for all
demand-side programs that are included in the
preferred resource plan selected pursuant to 4
CSR 240-22.070(7). The purpose of these
evaluations shall be to develop theinformation
necessary to improve the design of existing
and future demand-side programs, and to
gather data on the implementation cosis and
load impacts of programs for use in cost-
effectiveness screening and integrated
resource analysis.

(A) Process Evaluation. Each demand-side
program that is part of the utility’s preferred
resource plan shall be subjected to an ongoing
evaluation process that addresses at least the
following questions about program design:

1. What are the primary market imperfec-
tions that are common to the target market
segment?

2. Is the target market segment appro-
priately defined, or should it be further
subdivided or merged with other segments?

3. Does the mix of end-use measures
included in the program appropriately reflect
the diversity of end-use energy service needs
and existing end-use technologies within the
target segment?

4. Are the communication channels and
delivery mechanisms appropriate for the
target segment?

5. What can be done to more effectively
overcome the identified market imperfections
and to increase the rate of customer acceptance
and implementation of each end-use measure
included in the program?

(B) Impact Evaluation. The utility shall
develop methods of estimating the actual load
impacts of each demand-side program
included in the utility’s preferred resource plan
to a reasonable degree of accuracy.

1. Impact evaluation methods. Compari-
sons of one (1) or both of the following types
shall be used to measure program impacts in a
manner that is based on sound statistical
principles:

A. Comparisons of pre-adoption and
post-adoption loads of program participants,
corrected for the effects of weather and other
intertemporal differences; and
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B. Comparisons between program
participants’ loads and those of an appropriate
control group over the same time period.

2. The utility shall develop load-impact
measurement protocols that are designed to
make the most cost-effective use of the
following types of measurements, either
individually or in combination: monthly
billing data, load research data, end-use load
metered data, building and equipment simula-
tion models, and survey responses or audit
data on appliance and eguipment type, size
and efficiency levels, household or business
characteristics, or energy-related building
characteristics. .

(C) The utility shall develop protocols io
collect data regarding demand-side program
market potential, participation rates, utility
costs, participant costs and total costs.

(10) Demand-side programs shall be designed
and administered, and demand-side program
costs shall be classified so as to permit a clear
distinction between these costs and the costs of
load-building programs to promote increased
sales, attract new customers or induce custo-
mers to switch to electricity from other forms of
energy supply for the provision of end-use
energy services. The costs of demand-side
activities that also serve other functions shall
be allocated between the functions served.

(11) Reporting Requirements. To demonstrate
compliance with the provisions of this rule,
and pursuant to the requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.080, the utility shall prepare a report that
contains at least the following information:

(A) Alist of the end-use measures developed
for initial screening pursuant to the require-
ments of section (1) of this rule;

(B) The estimated load impacts, annualized
costs per installation and the results of the
probable environmental benefits test for each
end-use measure identified pursuant to section
(1

(C) Thetechnical potential and the results of
the utility benefits test for each end-use
measure that passes the probable environ-
mental benefits test;

(D) Documentation of the methods and
assumptions used to develop the avoided cost
estimates developed pursuant to section (3)
including:

1. A description of the type and timing of
new supply resources, including transmission
and distribution facilities, used to calculate
avoided capacity costs;

2. A description of the assumptions and
procedure used to calculate avoided running
costs;

3. A description of the avoided cost
periods and how they were determined,

4. Atabulation of the direct running costs
and the probable environmental running costs
for each avoided cost period in each vear of the
planning horizon; and

5. A tabulation of the avoided demand
cost, the avoided direct energy costs and the
avoided probable environmental energy costs
for each avoided cost period in each vear of the
planning horizon;

(E) Copies of completed market research
studies, pilot programs, test marketing pro-
grams and other studies as required by section
(5) of this rule, and descriptions of those studies
that are planned or in progress and the
scheduled completion dates;

(F) A description of each market segment
identified pursuant to subsection (6)(A);

(G) A description of each demand-side
program developed for initial screening
pursuant io section (6) of this rule;

(H) A tabulation of the incremental and
cumulative number of participants, load
impacts, utility costs and program participant
costs in each year of the planning horizon for
each demand-side program developed pur-
suant to section (6) of this rule;

() The results of the utility cost test and the
total resource cost test for each demand-side
program developed pursuant to section (6) of
this rule; and

(J) A description of the process and impact
evaluation plans for demand-side programs
that are included in the preferred resource plan
as required by section (9) of this rule and the
results of any such evaluations that have been
completed since the utility’s last scheduled
filing pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.080.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
(Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992.

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement
following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See state-
ment following the last Proposed Rule in
this chapter.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COM.
MENTS: See notice following the last
Proposed Rule in this chapter.

4 CSR 240-22.060 Integrated Resource
Analysis

PURPOSE: This rule requires the utility
to design alternative resource plans to
meet the planning objectives identified in
4 CSR 240-22.010(2) and sets minimum
standards for the scope and level of detail
required in resource plan analysis, and
for the logically consistent and economi-
cally equivalent analysis of alternative
resource plans.

(1) Resource Planning Objectives. The utility
shall design alternative resource plans to
satisfy at least the objectives and priorities

identified in 4 CSR 240-22.010(2). The utility
may identify additional planning objectives
that alternative resource plans will be
designed to serve.

(2) Specification of Performance Measures.
The utility shall specify a set of quantitative
measures for assessing the performance of
alternative resource plans with respect to
identified planning objectives. These mea-
sures shall include at Jeast the following:
present worth of utility revenue requirements,
present worth of probable environmental
costs, present worth of out-of-pocket costs to
participants in demand-side programs, level-
ized annual average rates and maximum
single-vear increase in annual average rates.
All present worth and levelization calculations
shall use the utility discount rate. Utility
decision makers may also specify other
measures that they believe are appropriate for
assessing the performance of resource plans
relative to the planning goals identified in 4
CSR 240-22.010(2).

(3) Development of Alternative Resource
Plans. The utility shall use appropriate
combinations of candidate demand-side and
supply-side resources to develop a set of
alternative resource plans, each of which is
designed to achieve one (1) or more of the
planning objectives identified in 4 CSR 240-
22.010(2). The alternative resource plans
developed at this stage of the analysis shall not
include load-building programs, which shall
be analyzed as required by section (5) of this
rule.

(4) Analysis of Alternative Resource Plans.
The utility shall assess the relative perfor-
mance of the alternative resource plans by
calculating for each plan the value of each
performance measure specified pursuant to
section (2). This calculation shall assume
values for uncertain factors that are judged by
utility decision makers to be most likely. The
analysis shall cover a planning horizon of at
least twenty (20) years and shall be carried out
with computer models that are capable of
simulating the total operation of the system on
a year-by-year basis in order to assess the
cumulative impacts of alternative resource
plans. These models shall be sufficiently
detailed to accomplish the following tasks and
objectives:

(A) The financial impact of alternative
resource plans shall be modeled in sufficient
detail to provide comparative estimates of at
least the following measures of the utility’s
financial condition for each year of the
planning horizon: pretax interest coverage,
ratio of total debt to total capital, and ratio of
net cash flow to capital expenditures;

(B) The modeling procedure shall be based
on the assumption that rates will be adjusted
annually, in a manner that is consistent with
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Missouri law. This provision does not imply
any requirement for the utility to file actual
rate cases or for the commission to accord any
particular ratemaking treatment to actual
costs incurred by the utility;

(C) The modeling procedure shall include a
method to ensure that the impact of chznges in
electric rates on future levels of demand for
electric service is accounted for in the analysis;
and

(D) The modeling procedure shall treat
supply-side and demand-side resources on a
logically consistent and economically equiva-
lent basis. This means that the same types or
categories of costs, benefits and risks shall be
considered, and that these factors shall be
quantified at a similar level of detail and
precision for all resource types.

(5) Analysis of Load-Building Programs. If
the utility intends to continue existing load-
building programs or implement new ones, it
shall analyze these programs in the concext of
one (1) or more of the alternative plans
developed pursuant to section (3) of this rule,
and using the same modeling procedure and
assumptions Jescribed in section (4). This
analysis shall include the following elements:

{A) Estimation of the impact of load-
building programs on the electric uality’s
summer and winter peak demands and energy
usage;

(B) A comparison of annual averageratesin
each vear of the planning horizon for the
resource plan with and without the load-
building program;

{C) A comparison of the probable environ-
mental costs of the resource plan in each year
of the planning horizon with and without the
proposed load-building program; and

(D} An assessment of any other aspects of
the proposed load-building programs that
affect the public interest.

{6) Reporting Requirements. To demonstrate
compliance with the provisions of this rule,
and pursuant to the requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.080, the utility shall prepare a report that
contains at least the following information:

(A) A description of each alternative
resource plan including the type and size of
each resource addition and a listing of the
sequence and schedule for retiring existing
resources and acquiring each new resource
addition;

(B) A summary tabulation that shows the
performance of each alternative resource plan
as measured by each of the measures specified
in section (2) of this rule;

(C) Foreach alternative resource plan, a plot
of each of the following over the planning
herizon:

1. The combined impact of all demand-
side resources on the base-case forecast of
summer and winter peak demands;

2. The composition, by program, cf the
capacity provided by demand-side resources;

3. The composition, by supply resource, of
the capacity (including reserve margin)
provided by supply resources. Existing supply-
side resources may be shown as a single
resource;

4. The combined impact of all demand-
side resources on the base-case forecast of
annual energy requirements;

3. The composition, by program, of the
annual energy provided by demand-side
resources;

6. The composition, by supply resource, of
the annual energy (including losses) provided
by supply resources. Existing supply-side
resources may be shown as a single resource;

7. The values of the three (3) measures of
financial condition identified in subsection
(4)(A);

8. Annual average rates;

9. Annual emissions of each environ-
mental pollutant identified pursuant to 4 CSR
240-22.040(2)(B)1; and

10. Annual probable environmental costs.

(D) A discussion of how the impacts of rate
changes on future electric loads were modeled
and how the appropriate estimates of price
elasticity were obtained;

(E) A description of the computer models
used in the analysis of alternative resource
plans; and

(F) A description of any proposed load-
building programs, a discussion of why these
programs are judged to be in the public
Interest, and for all resource plans that include
these programs, plots of the following over the
planning horizon:

1. Annual average rates with and without
the load-building programs; and

2. Annual utility costs and probable
environmental costs with and without the
load-building programs.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
(Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992.

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement
following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See state-
ment following the last Proposed Rule in
this chapter.

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COM-
MENTS: See notice following the last
Proposed Rule in this chapter.

4 CSR 240-22.070 Risk Analysis and
Strategy Selection

PURPOSE: This rule requires the utility
to identify the critical uncertain factors
that affect the performance of resource

plans, establishes minimum standards
for the methods used to assess the risks
associated with these uncertainties, and
requires the utility to specify and offi-
cially adopt a resource acquisition strat-
egy.

{1) The utility shall use the methods of formal
decision analysis to assess the impacts of
critical uncertain factors on the expected
performance of each of the alternative resource
plans developed pursuant to 4 CSR 240-
22.060(3), to analyze the risks associated with
alternative resource plans, to quantify the
value of better information concerning the
critical uncertain factors, and to explicitly
state and document the subjective probabili-
ties that utiliiy decision makers assign to each
of these uncertain factors, This assessment
shall include a decision tree representation of
the key decisions and uncertainties associated
with each alternative resource plan.

(2) Before developing a detailed decision tree
representation of each resource plan, the
utility shall crnduct a preliminary sensitivity
analysis to 1dentify the uncertain factors that
are critical to the performance of the resource
plan. This analysis shall assess at least the
following uncertain factors:

(A) The range of future load growth repres-
ented by the low-case and high-case load
forecasts;

(B) Future interest rate levels and other
credit market conditions that can affect the
utility’s cost of capital;

(C) Future changes in environmental laws,
regulations or standards;

(D) Relative real fuel prices;

(E) Siting and permitting costs and sche-
dules for new generation and generation-
related transmission facilities;

(F) Construction costs and schedules for
new generation and transmission facilities;

(G) Purchased power availability, terms
and cost;

(H) Sulfur dioxide emission allowance
prices;

(I Fixed operation and maintenance costs
for existing generation facilities;

(J) Equivalent or full- and partial-forced-
outage rates for new and existing generation
facilities;

(K) Future load impacts of demand-side
programs; and

(L) Utility marketing and delivery costs for
demand-side programs.

(3) For each alternative resource plan, the
utility shall construct a decision tree diagram
that appropriately represents the key resource
decisions and critical uncertain factors that
affect the performance of the resource plan.

(4) The decision tree diagram for all alterna-
tive resource plans shall include at least two (2)
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chance nodes for load growth uncertainty over
consecutive subintervals of the planning
horizon. The first of these subintervals shall be
not more than ten (10) years long.

(5) The utility shall use the decision tree
formulation to compute the cumulativs proba-
bility distribution of the values of each
performance measure specified pursuant to 4
CSR 240-22.060(2), contingent upon the identi-
fied uncertain factors and associated subjec-
tive probabilities assigned by utility decision
makers pursuant to section (1) of this rule. Both
the expected performance and the risks of each
alternative resource plan shall be quantified.

(A) The expected performance of each
resource plan shall be measured by the
statistical expectation of the value of each
performance measure.

(B) The risk associated with each resource
plan shall be characterized by some measure of
the dispersion of the probability distribution
for each performance measure, such as the
standard deviation or the values associated
with specified percentiles of the distribution.

{6) The impact of the preferred resource plan
on future requirements for emergency
imported power shall be explicitly modeled and
quantified. The requirement for emergency
imported power shall be measured by expected
unserved hours under normal-weather load
conditions.

(A) The daily normal weather series used to
develop normal-weather loads shall contain a
representative amount of day-to-day tempera-
ture variation. Both the high and low extreme
values of daily normal weather variables shall
be consistent with the historical average of
annual extreme temperatures.

(B) The supply-system simulation software
used to calculate expected unserved hours
shall be capable of accurately representing at
least the following aspects of system opera-
tions:

1. Chronological dispatch, including unit
commitment decisions that are consistent with
the operational characteristics and con-
straints of all system resources;

2. Heat rates, fuel costs, variable opera-
tion and maintenance costs, and sulfur dioxide
emission allowance costs for each generating
unit;

3. Scheduled maintenance outages for
each generating unit;

4. Partial- and full-forced-outage rates for
each generating unit; and

5. Capacity and energy purchases and
sales, including the full spectrum of possibili-
ties, from long-term firm contracts or unit
participation agreements to hourly economy
transactions.

A. The utility shall maintain the capa-
bility to model purchases and sales of energy
both with and without the inclusion of sulfur
dioxide emission allowances.

B. The level of energy sales and pur-
chases shall be consistent with forecasts of the
utility's own production costs as compared to
the forecasted production costs of other likely
participants in the bulk power market; and

(C) The u:ility may use an alternative
method of calculating expected unserved hours
per vear if it can demonstrate that the
alternative method produces results that are
equivalent to those obtained by a method that
meets the requirements of subsection (6)(B).

(7) The utility shall select a preferred resource
plan from among the alternative plans that
have been analvzed pursuant to the require-
ments of 4 CSR 240-22.060 and sections (1)—(6)
of this rule. The preferred resource plan shall
satisfv at least the following conditions:

(A) In the judgment of utility decision
makers, the preferred plan shall strike an
appropriate balance between the various
planning objectives specified in 4 CSR 240-
22.010(2); and

(B) The trend of expected unserved hours for
the preferred resource plan must not indicate a
consistent increase in the need for emergency
imported power over the planning horizon.

(8) The utility shall gquantify the expected
value of better information concerning at least
the critical uncertain factors that affect the
performance of the preferred resource plan, as
measured by the preseni value of utility
revenue requirements.

(9) The utility shall develop an implementa-
tion plan that specifies the major tasks and
schedules necessary to implement the pre-
ferred resource plan over the implementation
period. The implementation plan shall con-
tain—

(&) A schedule and description of ongoing
and planned research activities to update and
improve the quality of data used in load
analysis and forecasting;

{(B) A schedule and description of ongoing
and planned demand-side programs, program
evaluations and research activities;

(C) A scheduleand description of all supply-
side resource acquisition and construction
activities; and

(D) Identification of critical paths and
major milestones for each resource acquisition
project, including decision points for commit-
ting to major expenditures.

(10) The utility shall develop, document, and
officially adopt a resource acquisition
strategy. This means that the utility’s resource
acquisition strategy shall be formally
approved by the board of directors, a com-
mittee of senior management, an officer of the
company or other responsible party who has
been duly delegated the authority to commit
the utility to the course of action described in
the resource acquisition strategy. The offi-

cially adopled resource acquisition strategy
shall consist of the following components:

{A} A preferred resource plan selected
pursuant to the requirements of section (%) of
this rule;

(B) An implementation plan developed
pursuant to the requirements of section (9) of
this rule;

(C) Aspecification of the ranges or combina-
tions of outcomes for the critical uncertain
factors that define the limits within which the
preferred resource plan is judged to be appro-
priate, and an explanation of how these limits
were determined;

{D) A set of contingency options that are
judged to be appropriate responses to extreme
outcomes of the critical uncertain factors, and
anexplanation of why these options are judged
to be appropriate responses to the specified
outcomes; and

(E) A process for monitoring the critical
uncertain factors on a continuous basis and
reporting significant changes in a timely
fashionto those managers or officers who have
the authority to direct the implementation of
contingency options when the specified limits
for uncertain factors are exceeded.

(11) Reporting Requirements. To demonstrate
compliance with the provisions of this rule,
and pursuant tothe requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.080, the utility shall furnish at least the
following information:

(A) A decision tree diagram for each of the
alternative resource plans along with narra-
tive discussions of the following aspects of the
decision analysis:

1. Adiscussion ofthe sequence and timing
of the decisions represented by decision nodes
in the decision tree, and a description of the
specific decision alternatives considered at
each decision point; and

2. An explanation of how the critical
uncertain factors were identified, how the
ranges of potential outcomes for each uncer-
tain factor were determined, and how the
subjective probabilities for each outcome were
derived;

(B) Plots of the cumulative probability
distribution of each performance measure for
each alternative resource plan,;

{C) For each performance measure, a table
that shows the expected value and the risk of
each resource plan;

(D) A plot of the expected level of annual
unserved hours for the preferred resource plan
over the planning horizon;

(E) A discussion of the analysis of the value
of better information required by section (8), a
tabulation of the key quantitative results of
that analysis, and a discussion of how those
findings will be incorporated in ongoing
research activities;

(F) A discussion of the process used to select
the preferred resource plan, including the
relative weights given to the various perfor-
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mance measures, and the rationale used by
utility decision makers to judge the appro-
priate tradeoffs between competing planning
objectives and between expected performance
and risk; and

(@) The fully documented resource acquisi-
tion strategy that has been developed and
officially adopted pursuant to the require-
ments of section (10} of this rule.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986} and 386.250, RSMo
{Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992.

STATE AGENCY COST: See statement fol-
lowing the last Proposed Rule in this chapter.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: See statement
following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter. .

NOTICE TO SUBMIT COMMENTS: See
notice following the last Proposed Rule in this
chapter.

4 CSR 240.22.080 Filing Schedule and
Requirements

PURPOSE: This rule specifies the
requirements for electric utility filings to
demonstrate compliance with the provi-
sions of this chapter of rules. The purpose
of the compliance review required by this
chapter of rules is not commission
approval of the substantive findings,
determinations or analyses contained in
the filing. The purpose of the compliance
review required by this chapter is to
determine whether the utility’s resource
acquisition strategy meets the planning
objectives stated in 4 CSR 240-
22.0102)(A)—(C).

(1) Each electric utility which sold more than
one (1) million megawatt-hours to retail
electric customers for calendar year 1991 as
identified in the annual reports on file with the
commission shall make a filing with the
commission every three (3) vears that demon-
strates compliance with the provisions of this
chapter of rules. The utility’s filing shall
include at least the following items:

(A) Letter of transmittal;

(B) Sumnmary information and any press
release related to the filing;

(C) Reports and information required by 4
CSR 240-22.030(8), 4 CSR 240-22.040(9), 4 CSR
240-22.050(11), 4 CSR 240-22.060(6) and 4 CSR
240-22.070(11);

(D) Anarrative description and summary of
the reports and information referred to in
subsection (1)(C). The narrative shall specifi-
cally show that the resource acquisition
strategy contained in the filing has been
officially approved by the utility, and that the
methods uged and the procedures followed by

the utility in formulating the resource acquisi-
tion strategy comply with the provisions of
this chapter of rules;

(E) A request for a protective order from the
commission if the utility seeks to protect
anything contained in the filing as trade
secrets, or as confidential or private technical,
financial or business information; and

(F) Tariff sheets as required by 4 CSR 240-
14.040(2) for demand-side programs that are
promotional practices as defined by 4 CSR 240-
14.010(6)(L).

{(2) The electric utility’s compliance filing may
also include a request for nontraditional
accounting procedures and information
regarding any associated ratemaking treat-
ment to be sought by the utility for demand-
side resource costs. If the utility desires to
make any such request, it must be made in the
utility’s compliance filing pursuant to this rule
and not at some subsequent time. If the utility
desires to continue any previously authorized
nontraditional accounting procedures beyond
the three (3)-year implementation period, it
must request reauthorization in each subse-
quent filing pursuant te this rule. Commission
authorization of any nontraditional account-
ing procedures does not constitute 2 finding
that the expenditures involved are reasonable
or prudent, and should not be construed as
approval or acceptance of any item in any
account for the purpose of fixing rates. Any
request for initial authorization or re-
authorization of these nontraditional ac-
counting procedures must—

(A) Be limited to specific demand-side
programs that are included in the utility’s
implementation plan; and

(B) Include specific proposals that contain
at least the following information:

1. Anexplanation of the specific form and
mechanics of implementing the proposed
aceounting procedure and any associated
ratemaking treatment to be sought;

2. A discussion of the rationale and
justification of the need for a nontraditional
treatment of these costs;

3. An explanation of how the specific
proposal meets this need for nontraditional
treatment; and

4. A quantitative comparison of the
utility’s estimated earnings over the three (3)-
year implementation period with and without
the proposed nontraditional accounting proce-
dures and any associated ratemaking treat-
ment to be sought.

(3) The electric utilities shall make their initial
compliance filings on a staggered basis in
order of decreasing size of gross annual
operating revenues as identified in the annual
reports on file with the commission for
calendar year 1991, The electric utility with the
largest gross annual operating revenues shall
make its initial filing seven (7) months after

the effective date of this chapter. The remain-
ing electric utilities shall make their initial
filings in successive increments of seven (7}
months from the effective date of this chapter.

(4) The commission will establish a docket for
the purpose of receiving the compliance filing
of each affected electric utility. The commis-
sion will issue an order that establishes an
intervention deadline, sets an early prehearing
conference and provides for notice.

(5) The staff shall review each compliance
filing required by this rule and shall file a
report not later than one hundred twenty (120)
days after each utility’s scheduled filing date
that identifies any deficiencies in the electric
utility’s compliance with the provisions of this
chapter, any major deficiencies in the metho-
dologies or analyses required to be performed
by this chapter, and any other deficiencies
which in its limited review, the staff deter-
mines would cause the electric utility's
resource acquisition strategy to fail to meet the
planning objectives identified in 4 CSR 240-
22.010(2)(A)—(C). If the staff’s limited review
finds no deficiencies, the staff shall state that
in the report. A staff report that finds that an
electric utility’s filing is in compliance with
this chapter of rules shall not be construed as
acceptance or agreement with the substantive
findings, determinations or analysis con-
tained in the electric utility’s filing.

(6) Also within one hundred twenty (120) days
after an electric utility’s compliance filing
pursuant to this rule, the office of public
counsel and any intervenor may file a report or
comments based on a limited review that
identify any deficiencies in the electric utility’s
compliance with the provisions of this chapter
of rules, any deficiencies in the methodologies
or analyses required to be performed by this
chapter of rules, and any other deficiencies
which the public counsel or intervenor believes
would cause the utility’s resource acquisition
strategy to fail to meet the planning objectives
identified in 4 CSR 240-22.010(2)(4)—(C).

(T All workpapers, documents, reports, data,
computer model documentation, analysis,
letters, memoranda, notes, test results, studies,
recordings, transcriptions and any other
supporting information relating to the filed
resource acquisition strategy within the
electric utility's or its contractors’ possession,
custody or control shall be preserved and made
available in accordance with any protective
order to the staff, public counsel and any
intervenor for use in its review of the periodic
filings required by this rule. Each electric
utility shall retain at least one (1) copy of the
officially adopted resource acquisition
strategy and all supporting information for at
least ten (10) years.

Volume 17 Number 13, July 1, 1992

901



=

8) If the staff, public counsel, or anv
intervenor finds deficiencies, it shall work with
the electric utility and the other parties to
reach, within forty-five (45} dayvs of the date
that the report or comments were submitted, a
joint agreement on a plan to remedy the
identified deficiencies. If full agreement
cannot be reached, this should be reported to
the commission through a joint filing as soon
as possible, but no later than forty-five (43)
days after the date on which the report or
comments were submitted. The joint filing
should set out in a brief narrative description
those areas on which agreement cannot be
reached.

{9) Iffull agreement on remedying deficiencies
is not reached, then within sixty (60) days from
the date on which the staff, public counsel or
any intervenor submitted a report or com-
ments relating to the electric utility’s com-
pliance filing, the electric utility may file a
response and the staff, public counsel and any
intervenor may file comments in response to
each other. The commission will issue an order
which indicates on what items, if any, a
hearing will be held and which establishes a
procedural schedule.

(10) If the utility determines that circumstan-
ces have changed so that the preferred resource
plan is no longer appropriate, either due to the
limits identified pursuant to 4 CSR 240-
22.070(10)(C) being exceeded or for other
reasons, the utility, in writing, shall notify the
commission within sixty (60) days of the
utility’s determination. If the utility decides to
implement any of the contingency options
identified pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.070(10)(D),
the utility shall file for review in advance of its
next regularly scheduled compliance filing a
revised implementatior. plan.

(11) Upon written application, and after notice
and an opportunity for hearing, the commis-
sion may waive or grant a variance from a
provision of this chapter of rules for good cause
shown.

(A) The granting of a variance to one (1)
electric utility which waives or otherwise
affects the required compliance with a provi-
sion of this chapter of rules does not constitute
a waiver respecting, or otherwise affect, the
required compliance of any other electric
utility with a provision of these rules.

(B) The commission will not waive or grant
a variance from this chapter in total.

(12) The commission may extend or reduce
any of the time periods specified in this rule for
good cause shown,

(13) The commission will issue an order which
contains findings that the electric utility’s
filing pursuant to this rule either does or does
not demonstrate compliance with the require-
ments of this chapter of rules, and that the

utility’s resource acquisition strategy either
does or does not meet the planning objectives
stated in 4 CSR 240.22.010¢2)A)—(C), and
which addresses any utility requests pursnant
to section (2) for authorization or reauthoriza-
tion of nontraditional accounting procedures
for demand-side resource costs.

Auth: sections 386.040, 386.610 and
393.140, RSMo (1986) and 386.250, RSMo
{Cum. Supp. 1991). Original rule filed
June 12, 1992,

STATE AGENCY COST: These Pro-
posed Rules directly impact without any
discretion only the Public Service Com-
mission. Other state agencies and certain
political subdivisions may choose to
participate in proceedings resulting from
these Proposed Rules and so incur costs
voluntarily. These Proposed Rules will
not cost state agencies or political
subdivisions more than $500 in the
aggregate for the period February 1, 1993
through June 30, 1993. These Proposed
Rules are estimated to cost the Public
Service Commission 850,000 and the
Office of the Public Counsel $30,000 for
outside consultant services for the period
July 1, 1993 through June 30, 1994. A
fiscal note containing this estimated cost
of compliance and the assumptions on
which it is based has been filed with the
secretary of state.

PRIVATE ENTITY COST: These Pro-
posed Rules are estimated to cost the five
investor-owned electrical corporations
that sold more than one million meg-
awatt-hours in calendar year 1991 an
aggregate one-time cost of $9,841,000, a
cost of $3,383,000 {excluding the one-time
cost) for the period February 1, 1993
through June 30, 1993, and a cost of
$8,268,000 (excluding the one-time cost)
for the period July 1, 1993 through June
30, 1994. Allocating the aggregate one-
time cost to the fiscal year 1993 and the
fiscal vear 1994 periods results in an
aggregate cost of $6,633,000 for the
period February 1, 1993 through June 30,
1993, and an aggregate cost of
$13,056,000 for the period July 1, 1993
through June 30, 1994. These estimated
costs are principally based on figures
provided by the affected investor-owned
electricel corporations. Some gas utilities
believe that they could be exposed to a
significant reduction in income as a
result of losing load, and a significant
expenditure of money to perform analy-
sis and retain load as a result of the
Proposed Amendments to Chapter 14—
Promotional Practices and Proposed
Rules Chapter 22—Electric Utility
Resource Planning. These gas utilities

™,

kave indicated that it is not presently
possible to guantify these effects because
it is not known at this time what pro-
grams the electric utilities would pursue
under the Proposed Amendmenis to
Chapter 14 and the Proposed Rules
Chapter 22.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEAR-
ING: Anyone may submita statement in
support of or in opposition to these
Proposed Rules by filing an original and
14 copies by 5:00 p.m., August 3, 1992
with the Missouri Fublic Service Com-
mission, Brent Stewart, Executive Secre-
tary, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson Citv, MO
65102, (314) 751-3234. All comments
should bear reference to Case No. EX-92-
299, and identify who will answer any
questions of the commissioners and the
hearing examiner at the public hearing
relating to the statement or comments.
Anyone may submit a statement in reply
to any of these initial comments by filing
an original and 14 copies by 5:00 p.m.,
August 31, 1992 with the commission,
Brent Stewart, Executive Secretary, Case
No. EX-92.299. A public hearing has been
scheduled to commence at 9:00 a.m., on
September 10, 1992 in Hearing Room
520B, Truman State Office Building, 301
West High Street, Jefferson City, MO
65101 and to continue, as and if neces-
sary, through September 11, 1992. The
sole purpose of this public hearing is for
the commissioners and hearing exa-
miner to ask any questions they may
have respecting the initial and reply
comments previously filed with the
commission. No additional comments or
statements in support of or in opposition
to these Proposed Rules will be permitted
at the public hearing, nor will cross-
examination be permitted.

B ‘/"

,
Title 12-DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE
iyision 10—Director of Revenue
Chaptér 24—Driver’s Ljcense Bureau
% Rules -

PROPOSED RULE

12 CSR 10-24.22’4 Class E, Class F or
Nonlicensed Drivéxs Completing Driver
Examinations’For a Gommercial Driver’s
License While Under Suspension/Revo-
cation - N

PURPOSE: This rule establishes the
guidelines to follow for accepting test
results for a commercial driver’s license
applicant while the person is under

£ suspension or rcuocation.
.
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Gommissionsre: Missouri Public Bervice Tommission
KENNETH McCLURE
Chairman
POST OFFICE BOX 360
ALLAN G. MUELLER JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65102
314 751-3234

DAVID L. RAUCH
314 751-1847 (Fax Number)

PATRICIA D. PERKINS

DUNCAN E. KINCHELOE
June 15, 1992

BRENT STEWART
Executive Secretary

SHERRY BOLDT
Director, Utility Services

SAM GOLDAMMER
Director, Utility Operations

GORDON L. PERSINGER
Director, Policy & Planning

DANIEL S. ROSS
Director, Administration

CECIL 1. WRIGHT
Chief Hearing Examiner

MARY ANN YOUNG
General Counsel
Mr. and Mrs. John Cuba
543 Ridge Avenue
webster Groves, Missouri 63119
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Cuba:
‘ Thank you for taking the time to express your views in Case No.

EX-92-299 - Integrated Resource Planning.

vour letter will be placed with the written comments in the case

files for consideration in the rule making process.

Sincerely,

Norma L. Tambke
Consumer Services Specialist

/ca @/ g




Commissioners:

WMissouri Public Service @ommission

KENNETH McCLURE

Chairman
POST OFFICE BOX 360

JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65102
314 751-3234
314 751-1847 (Fax Number)

ALLAN G. MUELLER
DAVID L. RAUCH
PATRICIA D. PERKINS

DUNCAN E. KINCHELOE
June 15, 1992

Mrs. Joan Nelson
2516 Tangelwood
Arnold, Missouri 63010

Dear Mrs. Nelson:

BRENT STEWART
Executive Secretary

SAM GOLDAMMER
Director, Utility Operations

GORDON L. PERSINGER
Director, Policy & Planning

DANIEL S. ROSS
Director, Administration

CECIL L. WRIGHT
Chief Hearing Examiner

MARY ANN YOUNG
General Counsel

‘ Thank you for taking the time to express your views in Case No.

EX-92-299 - Integrated Resource Planning.

Youf letter will be placed with the written comments in the case

files for consideration in the rule making process.

sincerely,

V[ — ;(“”f Db

Norma L. Tambke
consumer Services Specialist
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Mary C. Argo e
10414 Eaglewood e
Overland, MO 63148
January 6, 1993

4 P )
L o = B 5
Missouri Public Service Commission f1A Q;;>&?<?‘
P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is written testimony cecncerning Electric Utility Resource
Planning.

I endorse MoPirg’s proposal that yocu direct electric utilities to
invest at least 4.5% of their gross annual Missouri revenues in
energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.

I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even the
best process needs a goal. If the goal of a electric utility is to
boost consumption of electricity, the utility could follow your
resource planning process and still not invest a penny in energy
efficiency or renewable energy.

Missouri needs this investment, both to protect the environment and
to create local jobs. Therefore, I support the 4.5% spending rule
proposed by MoPIRG.

For a change let’s do what is right, not only for the vast majority
of our citizens but also for our physical environment, rather than
improving the financial positions of a few upper level managers and a
few large stockholders.

Sincerely,

Mary C. Argo

”
/}%wf ¢ o AN 12 1995
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v : JOHN R. ARGO
11718 Westport Crossing Drive
St. Louis, MO 63146
(314) 432-1055

January 6, 1993
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T

Missouri Public Service Commission

P.O. Box 360 EXG2299 -

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is written testimony concerning Electric Utility Rescurce
Planning.

I endorse MoPirg’s proposal that you direct electric utilities to
invest at least 4.5% of their gross annual Missouri revenues in
energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.

I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even the
best process needs a goal. If the goal of a electric utility is to
boost consumpt..n of electricity, the utility could follow your
resource planning process and still not invest a penny in energy
efficiency or renewable energy.

Missouri needs this investment, both to protect the environment and
to create local jobs. Therefore, I support the 4.5% spending rule
proposed by MoPIRG.

For a change let’s do what is right, not only for the vast majority
of our citizens but also for our physical environment, rather than
improving the financial positions of a few upper level managers and a
few large stockholders.

Sincerely,
3 \ N, PR
; i; S TN
hn R. Argo
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Libby Y. Mills
1336 Glenstone
Maryland Hieghts, MO 63043
January &, 1993

Missouri Public Service Commission =N O T )
P.0. Box 360 EX-92:299
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is written testimony concerning Electric Utility Resource
Planning.

I endorse MoPirg’s proposal that you direct electric utilities to
invest at least 4.5% of their gross annual Missouri revenues in
energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.

I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even the
best process m=2eds a goal. If the goal of a electric utility is to
boost consumption of electricity, the utility could follow your
resource planning process and still not invest a penny in energy
efficiency or renewable energy.

Missouri needs this investment, both to protect the environment and
to create local jobs. Therefore, I support the 4.5% spending rule
proposed by MoOPIRG.

For a change let’s do what is right, not only for the vast majority
of our citizens but also for our physical environment, rather than
improving the financial positions of a few upper level managers and a
few large steckholders.

Sincerely,
g s
Lib Y

Mills FELED

AN 13 1993
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728 Trinity Ave.
t. Louis ; MO H3 13@_\ ST e

November 25, 1992 ,

Missouri Public Service Commission
P.0. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is written testimony concerning Electric Utility
Resource Planning.

I endorse MoPIRG's proposal that you direct electric utilities
to invest at least 4.5% of their gross annual Missouri revenues
in energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.

I support the PSC effort to write resocurce plan rules. But

even the best process needs a goal. If the goal of a elec-

tric utility is to boost consumpticn of electricity, the utility
could follow your resource planning process and still not invest
a penny in energy efficiency or renewable energy.

Missouri needs this investment, both to protect the environment
and to create local jobs. Therefore, I support the 4.5% spending
rule proposed by MoPIRG.

Sincerely,

L S

Cynthia S. Kahn
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Ms. GLORX, AUBUCHON .

2865 DEVONSHIRE DR.
FLORRISANT, MO 63033
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Barbara R. Hilker
1606 Boone Drive
St. Charles, MO 63303

November 2, 1992

“‘;O' PUS!.[ D o
- . . . . . c e DVICE CORp 1%
Missouri Public Service Commission MISSI0N
P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, MO 65102 E X’ G.2- quc/‘

Subject: Electric Utility Resource Planning

Dear Commissioners:

I endorse the proposal the Missouri Public Interesi Research Group (MoPIRG) recommends; your
directing electric utilitics to invest 4.5% (or more) of their gross annual Missouri revenues into
energy efficiency and renewable energy measures.

I support this proposal because I believe we should lgave a place better than we found it,
especially for generations to come after us. It would also be more cost efficient to put into place
measures that protect our environment now, before it gets worse and even more costly.

I favor the Public Service Commission writing resource plan rules, with the electric utilities
following the resource planning process, and investing in energy efficiency and renewable energy.

In conclusion, I strongly back the 4.5% spending rule proposed by MoPIRG. Missouri needs this
investment, both to protect the environment, and to develop jobs in Missouri.

Sincerely

Gonhow [C &t

Barbara R. Hilker
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August 10, 1992

Missouri Public Service Commisszion iz Vo - ?
P.O. Box 360 LA 972 029
Jofferson City, Missouri €5i02

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is written testimony conceraning Electric Utility Resource
planning.

I endorse MoPIRG's proposal that you direct electric utilities to invest at
least 4.5% of their gross annual Missouri revenues in energy efficiency and
renewable energy measures.

I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even the best
process needs a goal. If the goal of a electric utility is to boost consumption
of electricity, the utility could follow your resource planning process and
still not invest a penny in energy eftictency or renewabie energy.

Missourineeds this investment; both to protect the environment and tocreate
local jobs. Therefore, I support the 4.5% spending rule proposed by MoPIRG.

Sincerely,

Tim Hippensteel
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CASE NGO

Form 9

Folder #2
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EX-92-299

STATE OF MISSOURI

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

28. Reply Caomments of the League of Women Voters of Missouri 8/31/92

29. Reply Coments of ARMCO, Inc. 8/31/92

30. Comments of the Department of Natural Resources 8/31/92
31. Reply Comments of the Staff of the Missouri Public Serv1ce Comnlssmn -8/31/92

In Support of The Proposed Rules—Amendments,—andRecissien
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4 CSR 200-3.020
4 CSR 200-3.030

4 CSR 200-3.035
4 CSR 200-3.040

4 CSR 200-3.060
4 CSR 200-3.080
4 CSR 200-3.110
4 CSR 200-3.120
4 CSR 200-3.130
4 CSR 200-4.010
4 CSR 200-4.020
4 CSR 200-4.030
4 CSR 200-4.040
4 CSR 200-4.050
4 CSR 200-4.100
4 CSR 200-5.010
4 CSR 200-6.010

Discontinuing and Reopening Programs of Practical
Nursing

Change of Sponsorship of Programs of Practical
Nursing

Multiple Campuses

Program Changes Requiring Board Approval,
Notification, or Both

Faculty

Clinical Facilities Used by the Educational Unit

Records

Publications

Evaluation

Fees

Requirements for Licensure

Public Complaint Handling and Disposition Procedure

Mandatory Reporting Rule

Nursing Student Loan Program

Nurse Specialty Titles

Definitions

Intravenous Fluid Treatment Administration

State Board of Podiatry

4 CSR 230-1.020
4 CSR 230-2.010
4 CSR 230-2.020
4 CSR 230-2.030
4 CSR 230-2.041
4 CSR 230-2.050
4 CSR 230-2.065
4 CSR 230-2.070

Board Member Compensation

Application for Licensure by Examination
Professional Conduct Rules

Annual License Renewal

Public Complaint Handling and Disposition Procedure
Reciprocity

Temporary Licenses for Internship/Residency

Fees

Public Service Commissio..

4 CSR 240-13.020
4 CSR 240-13.040
4 CSR 240-13.050
4 CSR 240-13.055

4 CSR 240-14.040
4 CSR 240-20.030
4 CSR 240-20.060
4 CSR 240-20.070
4 CSR 240-20.080

4 CSR 240-21.010
4 CSR 240-22.030
4 CSR 240-22.040
4 CSR 240-22.050
4 CSR 240-22.060
4 CSR 240-22.070
4 CSR 240-22.080
4 CSR 240-30.040

4 CSR 240-32.100
4 CSR 240-40.030

4 CSR 240-40.040
4 CSR 240-51.010

Billing and Payment Standards

Inquiries

Discontinuance of Service

Cold Weather Maintenance of Service: Provision of
Residential Heat-Related Utility Service During
Cold Weather

Filing of Promotional Practices

Uniform System of Accounts—Electrical Corporations

Cogeneration

Decommissioning Trust Funds

Electrical Corporation Reporting Requirements for
Certain Events

Schedule of Fees

Load Analysis and Forecasting

Supply-Side Resource Analysis

Demand-Side Resource Analysis

Integrated Resource Analysis

Risk Analysis and Strategy Selection

Filing Schedule and Requirements

Uniform System of Accounts—Class A and B
Telecommunications Companies

Provision of Basic Local and Interexchange
Telecommunicaticns

Safety Standards—Transportation of Gas by Pipeline

Uniform System of Accounts—(Gas Corporations

Schedule of Fees

4 CSR 240-120.130 Monthly Report Requirement for Registered

Manufactured Home Dealers

4 CSR 240-121.180 Monthly Report Requirement for Registered

Manufactured Home Dealers

4 CSR 240-122.040 Approval of Manufacturing Programs
Real Estate Appraisers

4 CSR 245-1.010
4 CSR 245-1.020

General Organization
Commission Compensation
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