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Rules 4 CSR 240-2~.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. OX-92-300. 
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cc: Lau.ra Barrett 

Very truly yours, 

Steven Dottheim 
Deputy General Counsel 
(314) 751-7489 



TO: MISSOURI 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 GROWl NG 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. Ml SSOURI 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. 



Mlssoul'iaos need lower utility bills and a elea~ envitCJa•eaU 
! . 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea:tt Cost" electric utUIIy plannintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy 
Jess eipensive 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 po~·er plants. 

3. Environ•enlally friendly: Missourj coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
biJlon per year tn envJronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 
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We support MoPJRG's plan for "Least Cost'' eJectrjc uUiitr pJannin1r 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 
less e1pensive for consumers than spending on large coaJ-fired power plants. 

2. job.t.Conservation and reuewabie energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po"tt·er plants. 

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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Mls'stJutlalis •••d luwet ullllty hilts attd • ctnan tttt•lutnm•~ttt1 
I -~ 

We '"''''or t Mnf.'IRtJtt flhm fc11· ·tcn:lt 0,,,.. elr.dtlc tttllltr t•lltttttlttr.· 

I. l.nwer utility bills: lJtflit~· t:t,ending on con~etvRtinn And rene\\·nhle energ~• •~ 
lest eJpensJve for con!lum~ntthan spendintt nn lnrtte coal-fired power plant~. 

2. job: Conrcervntlon nnd ·t ene\\:nhle enerr.r prup,rntnt' crente four tlmett n~ "'""}­
l(tbs as spendhttt 011 Jar ge coni or nuclear po\\·er Jllnnts . 

. l. F.nvlronmentally Friendly: Missouri coal fired electt·ic fllnnt!t cnu~r. S2.2 
hillon per year m envtronmental damage. Con~ervation ptogrnnH~ menn lc~~ 
tmllut ion. 
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l'u the Missouri Public Service to••ission: 

Missourians need· tower utility bills and a clean e~tvh en• menU 

We support MoPJRG's pJan for "Lea~t Cost'' electric utllilr rlonnintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spendins on conservation and renewable enerRy i~ 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on larse coal-fired power plants. 

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

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year m envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean les!' 
pollution. 
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· i:~,&ii~, l(tlsuqtf PeiUk Serwic:e tol8iR,issiOa: 
"' ,' >>',: ' 

Mi~suutlaa• a.eed to.,e.r allllty bills and • cleaa envltonnt~n~~rn.. 
f 

We su,,port .MoPJRfJs plan fur "f.cn~t t:u~r· clcdtlc utllltr l'llltttthtR· 

I. l.ower utility bills: Utility ~pendin8 on con~ervation and rene9lable energy ~~ 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable enerR~· pnJRrams create four time~ a~ man)" 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po\\·er plants. 



We support MoPIRG's plan f(lr "Lea~t Co!t" electric utllil}" plannintr 

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

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create foua· times as many 
jobs as spendins on large coal or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conserva~:?£rograms mean Jess 
pollution. <{) 
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Te~- ' NJ•~t~tiri Public SerYice ta••issi811: 

all• .. ttri•D'• aeed· lewec utility bills and a clean e"vilctnnu~ntl 

We support MoPIRO's pJan f<'f' "Leattt Cost" electrk ulillt)· plnnnila1r 

J. Lower utility bills: Utility spendina on conservation and renewable eneqy itt 
less eJpensive for consumers than spend.ing on larae coaJ-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as man)· 
jobs as spendins on Jarge coaJ or nuclear IJO''er plants. 

3. EovjronmeataJiy Prie.ndly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
biJJon per year m envwonmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 
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Tu the Missouri Public Service Co•aissioa: 

Missuul'iaos aeed lowe.- utility bills and a clca~ ~nvlt c•n•r.•~ 
I 

We support MoPJRG's plan ftlf "Least Cost" electric uUiily planninlr 

1. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 
Jess eJpensive 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 Jarge coaJ or nuclear po'·er plants. 

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biJion per year m env1ronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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:ro &be Ml•-ri l'llblic Senlce Co••lssioa= ' .~f~~. 

~4h~-~ 
Missourians aeed·luwe.- utility bills and a clean envhcna•enll ""~ . · 

·~<& 
We support MoPJRtt's pJan for "Lea~t Cottt'' electric ulililr plnnnin1r ~., 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy Jtt 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coaJ-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four time~ as OJany 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po'·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year 111 environmental damage. Conservation program~ mean less 
poUution. 



. ~!h .. · 
To lbe Missouri Public Service C:O••Iss-: ~'#'/!} 
Missourians need lower utUlly bills aad a ele~u envhon•ent~, .... 
We support MoPJRG's pJan f(lf "Lea8t Cost" electric ulllil)" plnnnintr '&.. 

··wo* 
I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy Is 
Jess e1pensive 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 coat or nudear po-..·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
biJJon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 

NAME 

( , 

Pr-to~ 

fA' · .JJ-:;-y 

Y'/11tjSl 

4.4-J-Z?os 



--~scntrlalll need lu•er uUIItJ ltllls and a t:l•uu•. ~nvltutlm~!"'' 

w: snt'I'UI t Mnf.lfRU's vttm hit· .. l.cn:tl t:u!tf'' eh!rlt tf.,ttlft)' t•htttttlntr 

I. l.nwer utility bUit: UtililJ' ~r,endin~ on con~ervntiun nnd rene\\'nble tmettt~• i' 
Jess eJtlensive lor con!tum~n ·than spendintt on ltu tte coal-llred fl0\\7er plant!t. 

2. job: Cont~ervntlnn nnd-tene\\~nhle enerp.)· pn,.rnms crente lour Unlet~ n~ num)· 
l(tbtc as t~petJdlng on I at ge coni or nuclear po\\·er Jlhtnttl . 

. l. Hnvlronmentally Friendly: Mi:~t~ourl cool·-ftred electric phmlt~ cn\l!tc t-2.2 
hilton per year m envJronnJentnl damage. Conservation programs n1enn lc!t!t 
tmll u tion. 
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ltiuouri Pattlic SerYiee Cetllllll.._: . . . ~,: . . . . . . ... 

~',.lssott;ians aeed· luwec utllil.y bills and • clean envlutaMe:nu·· 

We supJ)ort MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electrJe uUIU)" plannintr 

1. Lower utility bill1: Utility spendina on conservation and renewable eneray 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on lqe coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy prottrams create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po,·er plants. 

3; RnviroaMeatally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biJJon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation prograPJ!I mean Jess 
pollution. 
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Mlsa«Juriaaa aeed lower utility bills aad a cleaa eavituaaeatl 

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

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

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy pr()8rams create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear pov:er plants. 

3. Environmenlally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year tn envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 
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... lssouriaos aeed lower- utility IJills and a clean enviton•enU 
I ' 

We support MoPJRG's pJan for "Least Cost'' electric utJiilr pJannintr 

(' 

I. Lower util!ty bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job,SConservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nucle~~~j'· · · 

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
poJluHon. 
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: 't~'f~;'M·isS.~ttl Public SerYiCe to••isSioa: . ~~; ... 
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Misso.uriana .aeed· tower utility billa and a clean envit n•••enll 

We. support MoPIRG's pJan for "Least Cost" eletlr.k: uUiil)" pllmninrr 

I. Lower utility bill1: Utmty spending on conservation and renewable energy •~ 
less e1pensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as mao)~ 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po'·er plants. 

3. BDviron•eataJJy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S~.2 
billon per year m envJronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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\VC' sur•r,ort MnJ>fRt.rs piRII h~t· ''l.en~t (:u~r· eledt lc ttltlftr ttlttttttlttr.' 

I. l.ower utility hills: tftilit~' ~pending on con!:ervRtion nnd renc11;able enet·g~· • 
le!l!' etpensive for consumeu than spending on huge coal-fired po,,er plant!!. 

2. .lob: Conservation and 1 ene,~nhle enerf!r pn~p,rnms create four time~ ns mnn~· 
jobs as spending on large t."tutl or nuclear po\\·er plants . 

. l. P.nvironmentally Friendly: Mi~sourl coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
hilton per year m environmental damage. Consen·ntion progranu: menn less 
flOIIUtion. 



P.tis~m.urlans need lower utility bills •nd • t:h!Rtt r.nvlt unn"!"'' 

We ~"f'tmr t MuflfRf.i"~ f'lnn fur "l.rn~t t:n~r· clt!rlf lc utllltr l•lrmnh•tr 

t. l.ower ut:lity hills: lftilit~· ~r,ending on com:ervruion nnd rene\\·nhfe energy •-~ 
If.!!:~ eta,ensive Jor commmen1 than spending on lmge coal-fired po\\•er plnnt~. 

l. .fob: Con!lervntion :md t enev;nhfe enerp,}· prnp,rnm~ crente four time~ n~ mnn}· 
;obs ns spending on large coni or nuclear po\\·er plants . 

. l. l:nvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plant~ cau~e $2.2 
hillon per year 111 environmental damage. Con!:ervation pwgrnms menn lc!:!: 
pollution. 

!) •• .._._ ...... , ____ 4 _________ ··-----·--·-·---- ---------·--····· ··--·---·--··--·. ·-- ••• 

- ' 
-~:..._.;.. __________ , --------- -------------- -----· ·- .. _____ -- .. --· 

... ~-·-·-·'"··--.. ·------ -------------- --------~-------··--·---- -. ------· 

0 ... -----~-~ ·------· ..,.. ______ • -------···-- ----------··-~--·----·><· ..... -·- .. •.-... .. . ·-· .. 



'\ ',' ' 

Mi.souclans aeed·tuwer atility bills and a clean enviln••enU 
! 

We support MoPIR!J's pJan f<Jf' "Least Cost'' electrJe utllilr plnnnhtlt' 

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

z. job: Collservation and renewable energy programs create four times as man}· 
jobs as spendina on Jarge coal or nuclear IJO''er plants. 

3. . Environmentally Prieadly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean les!' 
pollution. 
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We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea't Cost .. electrJc ulilll)" rlnnttilllt' 

I. Lower ulility bills: Utility spending on conservation and re®wable ener1yi$ 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power pJants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as DI .. Y' 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po'·er plants. · · 

3; .Haviron•ealally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants caut~e $2;2 
'· biJJon per year .m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 

pollution. 



Tu tlae Missouri Public: SerYice to••issioa: 

Missourians need lower- utility bills and • clean ~nvit un~aettU 
/ 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost'' eleclrjc utility plannintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewabJe energy Is 
less eipensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
iobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
buton per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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Tu lbe Missouri ,ublic Service to••issioo: 

Missourians need lower utility bills and a cle~•• cnvilunmcd'Mllc Sl:l?VfcE CDMM;(·,. ,
1 """'i \.•: ~ 

We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea~t Co~r· electric utililr plnnnintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 
less eJpensive 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 S2.2 
billon per year m envJronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
poHution. 
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We ~"l'f'ou MnPJR(i'tt phm fnl" "l.rn:;t (:u~r· elr.rltlc ulflllr t•lrmnlntr 
,, 
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I. l.ower utility hUI!I: Utility ~pending on con~r.rv;ttiun nnd rr.ne\\·ahlr. ~~1ergy •~,, 
le~s e.xt•ensive lor consumers than spending on Iorge coal-fired po\\7er plants. 

2. .lobS'.Con~ervntinn nnd tene\\~nhle enerp,r pnJP.rnms create four times ns mnn}· 
jobs as !!pending on large coni or nuclear pmver plnnts . 

. l. Hnvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cnu~e $2.2 
hillon per year m environmental damage. Con!lervation programs menn lc~s 
pollution. 
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To the Miosouri Public Service Coaaissloa: '\..._ '~ 
Missou£ians aeed towel" utility bills aad a cleaa environ•enU ' 

I , .• 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea:~t Cost'' eJectric uUUt)· phtnninR~ 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 
less e1pensjve for consumers than spendmg 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 po~·er plants. 

'-
3. Environmeotilly friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
poUution. 

A DURESS 



To lite Missouri Pcblic Sei'Yice Coaaission:: 

Missoudans need lowe£ utility bills aad a cleaa eavil'oaaeatl 

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

I. Lower' utilit)' bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy is 
Jess 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 po"'tTer plants. 

3. Environaentally friendly: Missourj coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year tn envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
poJlution. 
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·· <'• ......... •• ~l'5ll·i••••ri Pilllic. S~riiCe:tetll .. inloll: 

Missourians need· towel' utility bills and a clean envilun•enU 

We support MoPIRlt's plan ftll" "Least Cost'' electric uUIU)" p1tm11hiR' 

I. Lower utility billa: UtiUty spendina on conservation and renewable et~ersy\i~ ;· 
JesseJpeosive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spendina on large coal or nuclear IJC)''er plants. 

3. .BaviroaaeataJiy Prieadly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.? 
billon per year m envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation progra111s mean les~• 
pollution. 
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\i~l~~ •llseu£1 Public SetYice Co•aissioa: 

Missu-.rians seed· lower utility bills and a clean en vii un•cnU 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Leat't Cosl" electr.ic ulllitr plannhtR' 

L Lower uUlity billa: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i$ ···· 
less e~pensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. jo .. :Conservation and renewable energy programs a-eate four times as man)­
jobs as spendins on large coal or nuclear po'·er plants. 

3. Eaviroa•eatally Frieadly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2~2 
biUon per year 1l1 envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean lest 
pollution. 
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. · ... ~ .. · 
To the Missouri P•blic: Service Co••issioa: ~.· ,~4>~ 
Missourians need·Juwer utility bills and a clean enviummcaaU<.t'~~' 
We support MoPIRG's plan ftor "Least Cost" electric u;llllr plnnniiiR' ' 

I. J..ower utility bills: Utility spendjng on conservation and renewable energy i~ 
less e:a:pensive for oonsumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job,S4Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spen.ding on large coal or nuclear po,.·er plants. 

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electrjc plants cause S2.2 
biUon per year m envJronmentaJ damage. Conservation program! mean Jess 
pollution. 

-1--·--.. . ~'!!51 

~11- ,Yfll·f 

'/~l-z.tit~ 
~~~~~~~~.~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~-



" ... ~'~q . 

~---~~~ 
·~ To the Missouri Public Service to••issioll: 
~~-

Missourians need lower ulilily bills and a clean eta vii .,. ... ~ •• u ~ 

We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea~l Cost'' elcctrJc uUiitr phmniutr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy ire 
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 large coal or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. Environmeatally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biUon per year .tn envJronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
poJlution. 
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To the Missouri Public Senlce C:U••iniull: ' ~<t 
Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envhnn•en~"-. _ · 

We support MoPIRG'i' plan for "Lea~t Cost" electric utilitr plnnnhaR· ' 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i~ 
less eJpensive 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 coaJ or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. HnvironmentaJJy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electrjc plants cau$e S2.2 
biiJon per year m envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 



T.u the Missouri Public Service OJ••issioa: 

Missourians need· lower utility bills and a clean envh ct11atc11ll 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea~t Cost" elcclrk: utililr plnnnintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i~ 
less eJpensive for ormsumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four limes as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. Hnvironmeatally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biUon per year m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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t. l.cnver utllllf bills: lltllit~' !=ftendin~ on con~crvntfun nml renc.,·nblc cm~t(t~·<t~ 
lets eJpenslve lor consum~rs ·than spending on latge coal-fired power plant !I. 

2. job: Conf;ervatlon nnd·t ene"~nhle enerp.r rrnp,nms crente lour Utne!t a~ nu'''~­
Jc.•bs as 'f.1ettdhtt' un huge t:unl ur nuclear po\\·er plnltt!' . 

. l. F.nvlronmenlally Friendly: t.n,sourl coal fired electric rlnnt!t cnu!tc f.2.2 
hlllon per }'ear m envtronnJental damage. Cott!ler\'ntion progntm!l Olean lc~~ 
tmllution. 
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To the Missouri Public Service Commission: 

Missourians 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-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 program~ 
mean less pollution. 
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Missouri Public Service Commission: 

. Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean 

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 biJion per year in environmental damage. Conservation programs 
mean less pollution. 
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M,lssouri Public Service Commission: 

· Mtisourians 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-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. 

SIG~ATUBE NAME ADDRESS 



Missuurlans aeed·tuwer- utility bills and a clean envilun•enll 

We support MoPIRG's plan f(lr "Lea~t Cost" electric ulllitr rlnnnhatr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable eneray itt 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four ti01es as man)· 
jobs as spendina on larae coal or nuclear IJO''er plants. 

3. Environaeatally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants caul'e S2.2 
biUon per year ut envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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llissourialisaeed·tuwer uUlily bills and a clean envi1unmcnU 

We support .MoPIRG's plan f<tr "Least Cost'' electric utllil)" phmnin1r 

.l _) 

t. Lower utiUty bill1: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enersy itt 
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 po~·er plants. 

3. Eaviron•ealaJiy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electrjc plants cau~e S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 
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I. J.nwer wllllty It lilt: lflfltt~· ~r,endintt on con~ervntinn nnd rene\\·nhle energ~· •~ 
Je~!l eJJlenslve lor con!lum~n ·than spending on large coal-llred po\\•er plant!t. 

l. job: Conservation nnd·tene\\~nhle enerRr pntr,r·nms crente four tlme!t n!l n'""l 
fob !I u spending on large coni or nuclear po\\·er· plnnb . 

. l. l!nvlronmentally Friendly: Ml!t!ttmrl cool fired electric plnnt~ cnu~r. t2.2 
hflfon per }'ear 111 envtronnlental damage. Cot1servation pr ogrnm~ menn lc~~ 
rmlfution. 
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To lke MiiSOIIri Pub lit: SerYice eo. Misslotl: ~i'~~ 
Missourians need· lower utility bills and a cle••• e11vil cna111erall ~.~ 

~ 
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea~t Cost" eleclrk utUilr plnnnintr 

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

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as manv 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. Boviron•entaJJy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
biUon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 



To the Missouri Public Service Commission: 

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean 

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. 

SIGNATURE NAME ADDRESS 
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To lbe Missouri Public SerYice to•aissioa: ~· 
·:.;." 

Missourians oeed·luwer utility bills and a clcau c~tvhm•••:ntl 

We support MoPIRt1's plan for "Lea~t Cost'' electric utililr riRnninlr 

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

2. jo~.Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po"A·er plants. 

3. Hnvironmeatally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year tn environmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
poUution. 

., .. ', 
(.} 

-·-··-+·------··-



• ' ~l-
Tu tile Mi...,lll"i l'llblic Senlt:e C:U••Iaiua: ' ~<f"# 
Missourians aeed·towcr utility bills and a clean cnvitttnlllenU '~' 

' We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea:tl Cost'' electric ulllll)" plnnnintr 

I. Lower uliUty bills: Utility spending on con5ervation and renewable energy i!t 
less eJpensive 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 pu~·er plants. 

3. Eaviron•eataJiy Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jes!l 
pollution. 



I. l.uwer utility blllt: Utilit~· ~t,ending nn cnn~r.rvntfnn nnd t·r.tm\\·nhlr. Ntet RY •~ 
Je~!t eJJlensive lor consum~u than spending onlnrge coal-fired flO\\'er plant~. 

l. job: Con!:ervntfnn nnd 1 ene"'nhle encn~r prup,rnm~ crente four time~ n~ mnn} 
foi.J!t as spending on huge cuul or nuclear po\\·cr Jllnnts . 

.l. l!nvironmenlnlly Frl(!ndly: .Mi!:S(mrl cool fired electric rlnnt~ cnu~c J2.2 
hilton rer year Ill envtronmentnl damage. Con~ervntion pt ogrnms mcnn lc~~ 
f'ollution. 
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To the MisiUuri Public Service C:U••issiom: . ~<, ,.._ ~ 
Missourians need·luwer- ulilily bills and a clean envh em menU fh' 
We ~upport MoPJRG·s plan for "Lea~t Cost'' electric utiUtr plrmninR· 

~~ 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i!t 
less eJpensive 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 S2.2 
biHon per year 111 envtronmental damage. Com~ervation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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IPOfLf!IJJ 
To the Missouri Public Service Co•aission: ~ 

Missou£ians need lowe.- utility bills aad a deaa environ•enti"Uo;,- r . ' ' 
' '" O::.cR~~~cE 
. C0414ft~.,. 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea~t Cost'' electric uUiilr plnnnintr uut{}f; 

1. Lower uti!ity bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy if' 
Jess eipensive 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 po\\·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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.T~ tile. Missoul'i ·Public Senice Co•aissioa: 

Missoudans need towel' utility bills aad a cle~ eavil'oaaeatl 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" eJectrjc utility planning~ 

I. Lowel' utili!y bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy Is 
less eJpensive 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 po,·er plants. 

3. EnviFonaentally Pl'iendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
poUution. 
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Tu lite lli...,u£1 Public Service to••tssiull: t>' ~ ' 
We support MoPIRG·s plan for ''Lea~t Cost" electric utllilr plnnnin1r 

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

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four ti01es as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po,·er plants. 

3. Hnvironaeatally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Con~rvation progranu~ mean Jess 
pollution. 
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We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea~t Cost" electric utilitr plnnninR· 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservatit,n and renewable energy itt 
less eJpensive for oonsumers than spending on large coal-fired power pJants. 

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

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
biJlon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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We ~t:t•rtorl Mnf':Rf.i'' plnn ,.,,. ··r.rn~t t:mr· elt!rfl lc tttllllr t•lrtnftlflt!' "'..~ "'"' ~ 
' -~v.:~~ {;\ ,, 0 

I. l.ower utility bills: Utilitr ~r•ending on cnm:mvation nnd rene\\'ahfe e;~~~t!l 
Jc~!l expensive lor con~umet! than spending on huge coal-tired flO\\'er plant~. ·". 

l. Job: Con!lervntion nnd 1 ene\\·nhle enerr.~· Jlrnr.rnm~ crente four time!~ n~ mnn}' 
joi.Js as ~pending on lan~e coal or nuclear po";er Jllants . 

. l. l!nvironmcnlnlly friendly: Mi:;~ourl coal-fired electric plants cause J2.2 
hillon per year tn envJronmentnl damage. Con~ervation ptogrnm~ mean lc~s 
pollution. 
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To the 111-i Paltlit: Senit:e CD••Inioa: , \. ·. ~~ '· 
lllssourlana aeeot lower •llllly bills anol • o:leaa envhun•c~ ~ 

~n.. We support MoPJRG's pJan f<tr "Lea5l Cost'' electric uUiitr plannintr ~ 
~ 

J. Lower uWity bill1: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy itt 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coaJ-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs aeate four times as man}· 
jobs as spendins on Jarge coal or nuclear po'·er plants. 

3. Eoviron•ealaJiy PdeadJy: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biJJon per year m envwonmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 
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We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea~l Co~l" electric utllitr plnnniltR' 
-

I. Lower uliUty bills: Utility spending on conservation and rene::tw-Je energy if; 
less eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power p ts. 

·---
2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po••er plant's. 

3. · Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biiJon per year m envJronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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Tu tlte Missouri Public Service Comaissioa: 

~ 

'N~ 
~~. . 

Missourians need·tuwer utility bills and a clean cnvilmu•e .. u ~~ 

~ 
We support MoPIRlt's plan for "Lea~t Cost'' electrJc utililr rlnnnintt· 

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

2. Job$:Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spendins on large coal or nuclear po-..·er plants. 

3. Eavironaeatally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biUon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean le" 
pollution. 



To tbe Missouri Public Service Co••issioa: 

Missoul"ians aeed lower- utility bills aad a cleaa e~aviron•entl 

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

I . 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: Missourj coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
bilJon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
poUution. 



-ij:' 

J. Lower uliUty bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enersy is 
tess e1pensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power pJants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as man}; 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear ptrt.·er plants. 

3. Environ•entaJJy Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cau!'e S2.2 
· .,'::.":~biUon per year m envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 

pollution. 



We support MoPIRG'~ pJan for "Lea~t Cost" electric ulilitr plnnnintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy itt 
less e1pensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy pr()grams create four time!! as man}'­
jobs as spendins on large coal or nuclear po"·er plants. 

3. HnvironmentaJiy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cau!le S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean less 
poUution. 
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Tu tile Missouri P•blic Ser•ice Co•aissioa: 

IPIIfLftt~ 
•• 7 '+ .. 

''<·4···. 111&. . . ... · :~ 
Missourians aeed·luwcr utility bills and a clean cnviutnntct~U •t; ~ ~ 

We support MoPIRG's plan for "Lea~t Cost'' electrJc utilllr rlnnnintr 

I. Lower uUlity bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable enertty itt 
less eJpensive for oonsumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four time~ as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po~·er plants. 

3. EDviron•ealaJiy Prieadly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cau!'e $2.2 
billon per year m environmental damage. Conservation programs mean les~ 
pollution. 



Mls_snuriaus need lowe• utility bills and • ~h!an r.nvlt tmnu~"" 

We ~"flfuJtt MnPIRf.i'!qllnn lnr "l.rn~l C:n~r· rlr.rlt k utllltr t•lnnnlnr.· 

I. l.owr.r uHiity bills: Utility ~flending on com:ervation nnd rcne\\·ahle energy t!: 

le~!l e.xpensive lor con!lumen than spending on lnrge coal-fired po\\7er plant!!. 

l. Job: Com:ervation nnd t ene\\:nhle enerr.)· f\fnr.rnm!t crente hu.tr tlme!t n~ mnny 
job~ as 8pending on I at ge coal or nuclear po\\·er plants . 

. 1. l!nvironmcntally Friendly: .Missouri coal fired electric plants cam~e $2.2 
hilton per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs menn lc~~ 

pollution. 
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To lhe Missouri Public Seryice to•aissioa: 

Missourians need· lower utility bills and a clean eaavil cnuacnU 

We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea~t Cost" electric ulilit)" plnnnhiR' 

I. Lower uUli~y bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i~ 
less etpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power pJants. 

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

3. Environ•entally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biiJon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 



·~ 

• 
lu the Missouri Public Service t:oaaissitm: &t"'(~ 
Mlssuu£ians need· tower ulllily bills and a cle~n envlu•n•"~ ~~ 
We support MoPIRG's plan f"r "Leas! Cos!" electric ulllilr plnnniltR' ' '-. · 

I. Lower uUUty bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable ~gy i~ 
less eJpensive 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 po~·er plants. 

3; .Bnviron•entaJiy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biUon per year .111 envtronmental damage. Conservation program~ mean less 
pollution. 
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"~." .. t?.b. To the Missouri Public Service Commission: ~~~ 

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean envlronm~ ~··· ~· ·' ~ 
"<' 

We support MoPIRG's pl~n for "Least Cost" electric utility planning: ~- ~ 
··~-~~, 

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

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

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cal($e 
$2.2 billon per year in environmental damage. Conservation prograri!s 
mean less pollution. \'~ 

~~/~ 
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' To the Missouri Public Service Commission: ' 

Missourians need lower utility bills and a clean environment! ' 
~ 

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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·. 
Tu lhe Missouri Public SerYke to••issioa: 

Missourians need· lowe.- utility bills and a clean e11vb ttnMentl 

We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea~t Cost'' elcclrk ulilil)" plannintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable eneray is 
Jess eJpensive for consumers than spending on Jarae coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs aeate four times as man}­
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po,·er plants. 

3. EovironmeataUy friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
bHJon per year .Ill environmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jes' 
poUution. 
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~ @; 
Missoulla111 need luwet 11llllly bills •ntl • .:It!"" r.11vh ,,.. ....... ,, ~~-. . ~-~ ' ~~ w c :mpt,ut t Mni'IRfJtt plnn h"· 'lcn:;t Cu~t" clr.rh h! uUIIt )' t•lruullntr ~1 .. 

~~~1 
".I!/ 

'. l.ower uallt' bIt I!: Utility ~.,endin~ on con~ervntinn nnd I CI1C\\:nhle cnet ~y ·~ 
I~!:!' e.xa,enslve lor con!:um~n than spending on lnt ge coal-tired fl0\\7er rtnnt!l. 

2. job: Con!lervntlnn nnd 1 ene"~nhle enerp,r prnr.rnm~ crente lour time!: n~ mnn)' 
fob~ ns ~pendlu~ on lnt Re C(Hd or nuclear po\\·er J'lnnts . 

. l. l!nvh on mentally Friendly: Mis~ourl coni fired electric plnnt~ c11u~r. J2.2 
htllon rer year Ill envnonn1entnl damngc. Con~crvntion fll ogrnm~ mcnn lc~~ 
tmllution. 
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1·o lhe Missouri Public SerYice to••issioa: 

Missoul"ians aeed·towea- utility bills and a clean cnvil ma•c~tlt 

We support MoPIRG's pJan for "Lea~t Cost" electric utllil)" plnnnintr 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy i~ 
less e1pensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable enertty programs create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po,·er plants. 

3. Environ•eataJiy Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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.,. ..... ~~~· l'o Ute Attssouri Public Service Coaa aaissioo: ,..~ ~~ 

Missourians need lower ullllly bills and • clean envhmom.,nll ' ' 

We support MoPIRG's pion for "Len~t Cost'' elcclr.ic utllilr plnnninR· ' ~ I. 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 po"·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
biJlon per year .m envtronmental damoge. Conservation programs mean le!:s 
pollution. 
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ln Uut Mlssuurt Public SetYit:t! tont•ltshta: 

Missourians need lower 11llllly btlls wtttl • t:lmen r.nvlt unm'"''" 

w c snt'lmt t Mul"'l RfJtt phm hN· ··t.en:;t C:n!tl'' elr.tlt tlut im )' t•httmlntr 

I. l.cnver utility hlllt: lftiltt~· ~r,endin~ on con!:ctvntlm1 nnd rcnc\\·nhlc cnet g~· t!: 
less e.lfJensJve tor con!lum~u "than spending on large coal-fired JlO"'er phutl!. 

2. job: Cont:ervntinn nnd t ene,.:nhle enerp.r prnp,rnm~ crente four time~ n!t mnn)· 
jobs as speudlng on I at ge coni or nuclear po\\;er Jllnnht 

.l. linvlronmentally friendly: Mi~~ourl coal-fired electric fllnnt~ cnu!tc $2.2 
hillon per }'ear Ill envtronnJental damage. Conser\'ntion program~ menn lc~~ 
ttullulion. 



• lu tim Ml!,!'lmlli l'ublic Sr.rvh·t! ttJmmls~inn: ~ . ~~..4 
~r. ~~~ 

Mbsourians need lower utility bllb 1uul • r.h!nr• r.nvhtmnwn~\-
<1-: ~ 

We ~.,,,,,ort MuPJRO'!t (Jittn fur "f.rn~l [u~r· ch~rlr k ulllltr t•lnnnltiJ!' -~~:. 
-~· 

I. l.ower utility bill!: Ulilitr ~flending on com:crv:.tion nnd rcne\\·nhle energy •~ 
lc~s expensive Jor consumers than spending on Jar ge coal-fired pmver plant~. 

l. Job: Con!lervntinn :md 1 ene\\'nhle enenn· flUlr.rnms create four time~ n~ mnn} 
ioiJ:; as spending on Jar ge coal or nudear po\';er plants . 

. l. l!nvironmenlnlly Friendly: Missouri coal fired electric plants cau~e J2.2 
hilton per year Ill envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mcnn Jc~s 
pollution. 

--~~--•U4-.~J-J.~:L-":.L_~IJ __ Ci _____________ _ 
qt~~ V_j~(~ 4'Af~~- 1'·.---"'""--~--/~J.--:1 (~'-'• ___ ""_"_!!!_~ fr __ 

-fMUXItA\\Adl,('!f..Jt\bt}---"¥Ff..l~~-N-"ff"-"""":o"~~ L~{'_~~-lltJ±(;r. -

i?78> -::-d-.3~ I 

:A~_-q~~ 3 

I 0 Qk.u..>t l <La_ ct. 
·-=-~-=---------- -------··· ··-----·---- ··-· 

::'...!..=l.!.:.lJ.L.:.. .. t l2l {p~_(t__ ------------~-, _-) 

·;~-,-"·~--0~1:-:v~-~~-~--- -; ;·-~-3:~ 
lfif/717 



•--"'--,, .... ...., ;<M~iiJSit,..lrl Hablic Serylce t;o••tssloa: 

M,lssll.Ufilal~s aeed)ower utility bills and a clea~ envll un•enU 

e sus,port MoPIRti'! plan Jor "Len:ct C.:o:ct'' electric utlllt)" J1humlttg~ 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on con~ervation and renewable energy i~ 
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable ener~y pro~rams create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coal or nuclear po•:er plants. 

3. P.nvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cau~e $2.2 
billon per year tn environmental damage. Conservation programs mean tess 
pollution. 
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lttlhc Mtnmlfl Public Service t;ummtssloa: 

f.Ussouria111 need lower utility bills •nd • c:lt~•~• r.nvlt .,,.m,~ttU 
' 

\V c :;uf'fJ(JI t MuflJRH's fllnn fur ''f.cMI t:u!tf'' clt!dt Jc ttfllll )" t•htttnhtf!' 

I. J.ower ulilit y bills: Utility FfJending on com:ervation and rene\\·ahle ener er IF 
les!' ett,ensjve for consumeu than spending on lnrge coal-fired po\\1er plants. 

l. Job: Cont~ervation nnd t enewnhle enerr.~· prnp,rnm:: crente four times ns mnny 
;oiJ:: ns spending on huge coal or nuclear po\\·er phmts . 

. l. l!nvironmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cnu~e $2.2 
hillon per year m env1ronn1ental damage. Conservation programs menn lc~~ 
pollution. 
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l'o the Missouri Public Service Co• •Iss-: ~ 

Missourians need lower utility bills aad a cleaa envltoa•enll 'lletiC" · .• 
QJ.c,~~ 

' ~ 
We supJmrt MoJ>JRG's plan for "Least t:ost'' eJectrJc utiUl}' planning: 

~., ,#") 

J. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewabte·~erg~~ c\f:) 
Je~s expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plan~::~;. . cP ~ 

2. job: Cons.ervalion and renewable energy programs create four times as·,.,~~oy {j., @ 
Jobs as spendmg on large coal or nuclear po\\·er plants. ('f._ '·-' 

-~~:}~ •. 

3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2~2). 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 

, ' ... / . ~ 



t.tb!tottrlans need luwct tttlllt y ltllh '""' • t:h!nn t!nvh ""'"''"'' 

~. 
"~{~ 

,i~ .. 
f. l.owt!r utility hill!: Utility ~fU?ndin~ on con~et\'rttiun nnd renc"·nhle~terp.y 1~ 
''.!!!!! ext,ensive lor con~umers than spending onlnrge coal-tired f'O"'er rlnnY;. 

l . . tob: Conr.ervntion nnd tene\\~nhle enerr.r rnnr.rnm~ ctcnte lour Ume~ n~ mnn~ 
iol.J!I= ns !!pending on lrtt r.e cuttl or nudenr fto\\·er ttlnnls . 

.l. l!nvhonmcntnlly Frir.nclly: Mi~~ourl cool fired clecttic plnnt~ cnu~e f2.2 
htllon fter year m environmental damage. (on~cr\':nion rtogrnm~ mcnn lc~~ 
pollution. 
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Public Service Commission: 

lower utility bills and a cl~an 

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. 

SIGNATURE NAME ADDRESS 
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Missuuri Public Service c;o••lssion: 

Missmrria11s need tower utility bills and a c:lt!aa envh cntnumU 

We support MoPIRU's plan Jor ''Lenst (osl'' clcchJc utHII)' t•lnnnhtp,· 

I. l.nwer utility bills: Utility ~pending on con~ervation and rene"rabJe energy •~ 
less expensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants. 

7... Job: Conservation and rene..,·able enenn·· pntRrams create four time~ as man~­
jobs as ~pending on large coal or nuclear po\\·er plants. 

3. P.nvironmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plant~ cau~e J2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean lc~s 
pollution. 
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1:o lhe ·Uissnu.ri Public Service «:oa•issioa: ~~· 

lll.Ssuuriaos need lower ulillly bills aad a cleo eavk...,.~,., 
We support MoPIRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utility planninR: ' 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spendins on conservation and renewable energy IS 

less eJpensive for consumers than spendins on tarse coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable energy programs create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coat or nuclear po,·er plants. 

3. Environ•enlally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
billon per year tn envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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To the Missouri Public Sen lee t:o.alsslall: . ~ ~ 
Mlssour.lans aeed luwG< •llllly bills and • ele~n eavlo ""'""~ ~~~ 
We !!upport MoPIRO's plan f(lr "J.ea!'t (:ost'' electric ulllltr 111nnttlnR· ' " 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewa~rg~, is 
Je!Ul eJpensive for consumers than spending on large coal-fired power plants.• 

2. job: Conservation and renewable enen~Y pnJRrams create four times as man)'­
iobs as t~pending on large t:oal or nuclear pot.·er plants. 

3. Environmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs n1ean Jess 
pollution. 
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Missourians need lower utility bills aad a c:lea~ eavirun•eatl 

We sUpJlort MoPJRG's plan for "Least Cost" electric utilit}· planning: 

I. Lower utility bills: Utility spending on conservation and renewable energy I!! 

less e1pensive 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 po~·er plants. 

· 3. Environmentally Friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants. cam~e $2.2 
billon per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean Jess 
pollution. 

SH3NATURE NAME AU.URF.$S PHONE 

( 



t:h• •-• Mia~-lutl Public SerYice Com aissioa: 

Mtisouriansaeed lower utility bills aad a clea~ enviroa•entl 

We suptlOrt MoPJRG's pJan for "Least Cost" eJectrJc ulJJUr JllamlinR: 

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

2. job: Conservation and rene~·able energy programs create four times as maUl 
iobs as spending on farge coal or nuclear po-..·er plants. ~ 

~-

3. nnvironmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause S2.~i, 
biUon per year m envtronmentaJ damage. Conservation programs mean lcs~~ 
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We StrJ!port MoPJRG's plan f(Jr ''l.enst (:ost'' elcclrJc ulllil)' lllnnnhatr 

I. l.ower utility bills: Utility spendina on conservation and renewable enerln' •~ 
less e1pensjve for consumers than spendina on Jarae coal-fired power plants. 

2. job: Conservation and renewable enerRY pnJRrams create four times as many 
jobs as spending on large coul or nuclear po\\·er plants . 

. l. F.nvironmentally friendly: Missouri coal-fired electric plants cause $2.2 
hilton per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation programs mean less 
pollution. 
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\1' e ont•JH>r I llul'l Rll·s pion tc•· ··t.e not lim" elerll h: 1111111 1· ttldHIIIIIR· ~' 

I. l.ower ulilily hills: Utilit)• ~t,ending on con!:crvntion nnd rcnc\\'nhlc energy 
le~s erpePsive lor consumen than spending on Ia• ge coal-fired (l0\\7er plants. 

2. .lob: Con~ervalion nnd 1 enc\\:ahle enerp.r prunrnms crcnte four time~ n~ mnn}' 
jobs as spending ui1 la1 ge cmd ur nuclear p(nver Jllants . 

. 1. l!nvironmenlally Friendly: Missouri coal-rired electric plant~ cnu~e $ 
hilton per year m envtronmental damage. Conservation p1 ugrams mean less 
po!lut ion. 
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July 7, 1992 

Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O.Box 360 
Jefferson City, Mo. 65102 

Dear CommissionerS: 

• 
Maplewood, Mo. 
63143 

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 

lPOfL&!PJ 
JUL D ~9 I 92 

PUBLic SERVICE lXJMut(\f\ 
'"fVtiiON 
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'' Register 

00 and identify who will answ r any 
q estions of the commissioners d the 
he ing examiner at the public earing 
relat g to the statement or co ' ments. 
.-\nyone"may submit a stateme in reply 
to any o*se initial comment by filing 
an origina and 14 copies bi-;15:00 p.m., 
August 31, 92 with the ('Jjmmission, 
BrentStewart';-$x. ecutive~e'retary, Case 
No. OX-92-300. :4,public he ing has been 
scheduled to coritvzence 't 9:00 a.m. on 
September 10, 199,2 in/Hearing Room 
520B, Truman State Office Building, 301 
West High St., JeffeJon City, MO 65101 
and to continue, cis drtd 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 have respect­
ing the initial and reply comments 
previously filed with the commission. No 
additional comments or staternents in 
suppoti of or in opposition to this 
Proposed Rescission will be permitted at 
the public hearing, nor will cross-ex'ami­
nation be permitted. 

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. 

r :i The commission's policy goal in promul­
g:lting this chapter of rules is to set minimum 
srandards 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 
plans, resource acquisition strategies or 
investment decisions. 

121 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-

1 A1 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. Thi,g material may be found at the Office 
of the Secretary of State or at the headquarterb' 
of the agency and is available to any interested 
person at a cost established by state law. 

Vulume 17, Ja, July 1, 1992 

(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) A voided utility costs developed pur­
suant to 4 CSR 240-22.050(3)(0), 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)(0) 
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) or 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. 

17) 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 providing 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. 

889 



• 
Proposed Rulemaking 

• lli 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 ofthe 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 
electrical corporation as defined in section 
386.020, 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, cooking, 
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). 

117) 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) Energy-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 allow the 
electric power to be supplied from more fuel· 
efficient generating units. 

119) 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 240·2·::!.060 
requires the utility to consider probable 
environmental costs as well as direct utility 
cof!ts in its assessment of alternative resource 
plans. 

1201 Expected unserved hours means the 
statistical expectation of the number of hours 
per year that a utility will be unable to supply 
its native load without importing emergency 
power. 

121J Fixed cost margin means the portion of 
electric energy and demand rates that is 
designed to recover all nonvariablc costs. 

8.90 

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

(23) Implemmtation 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 am device or means 
for delivering end-use enerlci• 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 specified 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 specified interval of time due to the 
implementation of a demand-side measure or 
program. 

133) 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
mentis 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. 

1olll 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. 

i .J2l 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. 

'.J3) 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. 

1-!4) 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 emironmental costs to quantify the 
net savings obtained by substituting the 
demand-side resource for supply resources. 

145) 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. 

1.J6) 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· 
:1ation of demand-side and supply-side resour­
ces to be acquired according to a specified 
5cneduie over the planning horizon. 

148) Resource planning means the process by 
..... nich an ele<:tric utility evaluates and chooses 
:he appropriate mix and schedule of supply­
de and demand-side resource additions to 
:;r·;•:ide the public with an adequate level, 
quaiity and variety of end-use energy services. 

'·49\ Screening test or cost-effectiveness test 
:neans the probable environmental benefits 
~est. 

·:3i], 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 
as3ociated with the branches of a single 
~.hance node must equal one (1). This means 
:nat the specified set of potential outcomes 
:':l:..at be e:<haustivr1 anrl mutually exclusive. 

.'i:J Sulfur dioxide emission allowance is an 
'IUthrJrization 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 765la(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 estima~e 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 benefits testis 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 la.~t Proposed Rule in 
this chapter. 

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

Vnlt~me 17, 1.1, Jltly 1, 1992 

4 CSR 240-22.030 Load Analysis and 
Forecasting 

PURPOSE: This rule sets minimum 
standards for the maintenance and 
updating of historical data, the leuel of 
detail required in analyzing and fore· 
casting loads, and for the documentation 
of the inputs, components and methods 
used to deriue 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. Taking into 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: 

1. 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 {l)(A)l., 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. 
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2. The utility shall develop and implement ematical models shall include a specification these energies and demands to equal the ,\ 
a procedure to routinely measure and regularly of the functional form of the equations. weather·normalized monthly energies and ,f 

update estimates of the effect of both actual (C) Where the utility has modeled the demands at time of monthly peaks for each 
and normal weather on class and system relationship between the number of units and major class for the most recently available 
electric loads. the driver variables for a major class but not data. 

A. The estimates of the effect of weather for subclass~::s within that major class, it shall 
on class and system loads shall incorporate the identify the factors which affect the subclass (4) Analysis of Load Profiles. The utility shall 
nonlinear response of loads to daily weather shares of major class units, and shall explain develop a consistent set of daily load profiles 
and seasonal variations in loads. how those factors were used to predict the for the most recent year for which data is 

B. For at least the base year of the subclass shares of the total number of units for available. For each month, load profiles shall 
forecast, the utility shall estimate the cooling, the major class. be developed for a peak weekday, a representa· 
heating, and nonweather-sensitive compo· tive of at least one (1) weekday and a represen-
nents of the weather-normalized major class (3) Analysis of Use Per Unit. For each major tative of at least one (1) weekend day. 
loads. class, the utility shall analyze historical use (A) Load profiles for each day type shall be 

C. The utility shall document the per unit by end use. developed for each end use, for each major 
methods used to develop weather measures (A) End-Use Detail. For each major class, class and for the net system load. 
and the methods used to estimate the effect of use per unit shall be disaggregated by end use (B) For each day type, the estimated end-use 
weather on electric loads. If statistical models where information permits. load profiles shall be calibrated to sum to the 
are used, the documentation shall include at 1. Where applicable for each major class, estimated major class load profiles, and the 
least: the functional form of the models; the end-use information shall be developed for at estimated major class load profiles shall be 
estimation techniques employed; the data used least lighting, motor drives, space cooling, calibrated to sum to the net system load 
to estimate the models, including the develop- space heating, water heating and refrigera- profiles. 
ment of model input data from basic data; and tion. 
the statistical results of the models, including 2. For each major class and each end use, (5) Base-Case Load Forecast. The utility's 
parameter estimates and tests of statistical including those listed in paragraph (3)(A)l., if base-case load forecast shall be based on 
significance; and information is not available, the utility shall projections of the major economic and demo-

(D) Length of Data Base. Once the utility provide a schedule for acquiring this end-use graphic driver variables that utility decision 
has developed the historical data base, it shall information or demonstrate that either the makers believe to be most likely. All compo-
retain that data base for the ten (10) most expected costs of acquisition were found to nents of the base-case forecast shall be based 
recent years orfor the period oftime used as the outweigh the expected benefits over the on the assumption of normal weather condi-
basis of the utility's forecast, whichever is planning horizon or that gathering the end-use tions. The load impacts of implemented ( longer. information has proven to be infeasible. demand-side programs shall be incorporated 

1. The development of actual and weather- 3. If the utility has not yet acquired end- in the base-case load forecast and the load 
normalized monthly class and system energy use information on space cooling or space impacts of proposed demand-side programs 
usage and actual hourly net system loads shall heating for a major class, the utility shall should not be included in the base-case 
start from January 1982 or for the period of determine the effect that weather has on the forecast. 
time used as the basis of the utility's forecast total load of that major class by disaggre- (A) Customer Class and Total Load Detail. 
of these loads, whichever is longer. gating the load into its cooling, heating and The utility shall produce forecasts of monthly 

2. Actual and weather-normalized class nonweather-sensitive components. If the energy usage and demands at the time of the 
and system monthly demands at the time of cooling or heating components are a signifi- summer and winter system peaks by major 
the system peak and weather-normalized cant portion of the total load of the major class, class for each year of the planning horizon. 
hourly system loads shall start from January then the cooling or heating components of that Where the utility anticipates that jurisdic-
1990 or for the period of time used as the basis load shall be designated as end uses for that tiona! levels of forecasts will be required to 
of the utility's forecast of these loads, which- major class. meet the requirements of a specific state, then 
ever is longer. 4. The difference between the total load of the utility shall determine a procedure by 

a major class and all end uses for which the which the major class forecasts can be 
utility has acquired end-use information shall separated by jurisdictional component. 

(2) Analysis of Number of Units. For each be designated as an end use for that major (B) Load Component Detail. For each major 
major class or subclass, the utility shall class. class, the utility shall produce separate 
analyze the historical relationship between the (B) The data base and historical analysis forecasts of the number of units and use per 
number of units and the economic or demo- required for each end use shall include at least unit components based on the analysis 
graphic factors (driver variables) that affect the following: described in sections (2) and (3) of this rule. 
the number of units for that major class or 1. Measures of the stock of energy-using 1. Number of units forecast. The utility's 
subclass. These relationships shall be speci- capital goods. For each major class and end forecast of number of units for each major class 
fied as statistical or mathematical models that use, the utility shall implement a procedure to shall be based on the analysis of the relation-
relate the number of units to the driver develop and maintain survey data on the ship between number of units and driver 
variables. energy-related characteristics of the building, variables described in section (2). Where 

(A) Choice of Driver Variables. The utility appliance and equipment stock including judgment has been applied to modify the 
shall identify appropriate driver variables as saturation levels, efficiency levels and sizes results of a statistical or mathematical model, 
predictors of the number of units for each where applicable. The utility shall update the utility shall specify the factors which 
major class or subclass. The critical factors these surveys before each scheduled filing caused the modification and shall explain how 

' 
that influence the driver variables shall also be pursuant to 4 CSR 240-22.080; and those factors were quantified. 
identified. 2. Estimates of end-use energy and A. The forecasts of the driver variables 

(B) Documentation of statistical models demand. For each end usc, the utility shall shall be specified and clearly documented. 
whall include the elements specified in sub· estimate end·use energies and demands at time These forecasts shall be compared to historical 
paragraph ll)(C)2.C. Documentation of math· of monthly system peaks, and shall calibrate 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 utility'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 
utili tv shall document how the forecast of use 
per u"i-tit 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 '!ystem 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. 

16) 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. 

17) High-Case and Low-Case Load Forecasts. 
Based on the sensitivity analysis described in 
section (6), the utility shall produce at least two 
12l additional load forecasts (a high-growth 
case and a low-growth case) that bracket the 
base-case lr1ad 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 (l)(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 (l)(A), the utility shall provide plots of 
class demand per unit and class total demand 
at time 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) For the forecast of class energy and peak 
demands, the utility shall provide a summary 
of the sensitivity analysis required by section 
(6) 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. 

L 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 shaii include the 
buse.case, low-case and high-case forecasts. 

4. The utility shall describe how the 
subjective 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) The data 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 ofthis rule. 
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 
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 240-22.040 Supply-Side Resource 
Analysis 

PURPOSE: 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 n 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 redu:e 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 type and feasible variations in fuel 
type or quality; 

!B) Practical size range; 
(C) Maturity of the technology; 
(D) Lead time for permitting, design, con­

struction, testing and siartup; 
(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 forceci-outage rates or full­

and partial-forced-outage rates; 
(J) Operational characteristics and ::on­

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 make the 
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 
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over the useful life c;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 thai 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 is, 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)(Bil., the utility shall specify 
at least two (2) levels of mitigation beyond 
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 plans required 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 
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decisions about the following types 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 identify and evaluate 
potential opportunities for new long-term 
power purchases and sales, both firm and 
nonfirm, that are likely to be a\·ailable over all 
or part of the planning horizon. This e\'alua­
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 supply-side resource. This 
provision shall not be construed to require a 
detailed line-by-line analysis of the transmis· 
sion and distribution system, but is intended 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 r?'lges 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 (2l 
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 option. 

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. Present reserves, 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 appiicable 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 a range of estimates and an associated 
subjective probability distribution that reflects 
this uncertainty; 

(C) Estimated annual fixed and variable 
operation and maintenance costs over the 
plannmg 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 be 
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. An explanation of the reasons 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 Proposed 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 

PURPOSE: 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, commercial, 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 
utilization 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 A voided 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 sh<oll 
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 iwo (2) estimates of avoided cost: 
avoided utility costs and avoided utility costs 
plus avoided probable environmental cos+s. 

1. The choice of new generation options 
used to calculate avoided costs shall be limited 
to those which will meet the need for capacity 
under the base-case load forecast at approxi­
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 
capacity 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 also 
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 transition) 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
lated as the difference in costs associated with 
a specified decrement in load large enough to 
delay the on-line date of the new capacity 
additions by at least one (1) year. 
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1. A \'Oided running cost. For each year 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 emironmental 
running cost per kilowatt-hour due to the 
specified load decrement. 

2. Avoided capacity costs. The utility 
shall calculate and document the avoided 
capacity costs per kilowatt-year for each year 
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 year 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 costs 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 ofload. 

1. Demand period avoided demand costs. 
Avoided demand costs per kilowatt-year 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 energy cost by dividing the avoided 
capacity cost per kilowatt-year by the number 
of hours in tl:.e 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)l. to calculate the demand period direct 
energy costs and the probable environmental 
energy costs. 

3. Noudemand 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-year 
allocated to the nondemand periods within 
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each season shall be converted to a per­
kilowatt-hour cost by dhiding the avoided 
capacity cost per kilowatt-year by the number 
of hours in the associated non demand period. 
The utilitv shall add this converted avoided 
capacity cost to both of the running cost 
estimates developed pursuant to paragraph 
(3)(Cll. to calculate 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 
a\·oided 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. A voided 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) 
levelized 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 



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 
":?nvironmental benefits test must be included 
:n 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 utility 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: 

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

IB) 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. 

17) 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
tal3.nd 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 (S)(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) In each year of the 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 year. 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 
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(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) For each 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-
22.060(4). 

(9) Evaluation ofDemand-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 the information 
necessary to improve the design of existing 
and future demand-side programs, and to 
gather data on the implementation costs 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 equipment type, size 
and efficiency levels, household or business 
characteristics, or energy-related building 
characteristics. 

(C) The utility shall develop protocols to 
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) A Jist 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) The technical 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. A tabulation of the direct running costs 
and the probable environmental running costs 
for each avoided cost period in each year of the 
planning horizon; and 
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5. A tabulation of the avoided demand 
cost, the avoided direct energy costs and the 
avoided probable emironmental energy costs 
for each avoided cost period in each year 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) ofthis 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 to section (6) ofthis 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; 

(I) The results of the utility cosi: 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 anal:o•sis of alternative 
resource plans. 

(1) Resource Planning Objectives. The utility 
shall design alternative resource plans to 
satisfy at least the objectives and priorities 
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identified in 4 CSR 240-22.010(2). The utility 
may identify additional planning objectives 
that alternative resource plans will be 
designed to serve. 

f2) 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 least 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-year 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 ofthe 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 



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 ch:mges 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 context of 
one (1) or more of the alternative plans 
developed pursuant to section (3) of this rule, 
and using the same modeling procedure and 
:;.ss:.:mptivr.~ described in section (41. This 
analysis shall include the following elements: 

(A) Estimation of the impact of load· 
building programs on the electric utility's 
summer and winter peak demands and energy 
usage; 

(B) A comparison of annual average rates in 
each year 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. 

16) Reporting Requirements. To demonstrate 
compliance with the provisions of this rule, 
and pursuant to the requirements of 4 CSR240· 
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; 

rC) For each alternative resource plan. a plot 
of each of the following over the planning 
horizon: 

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; 

5. 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)l; 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 
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olans, establishes minimum standards 
ior 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 utility 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 cnnduct a p!eliminary sensitivity 
analysis to identify 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; 

(D 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 O\'er 
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 cumulath·~ proba­
bilitv distribution of the Yalues of each 
perf~rmance 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· 
hility 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 expecied unserved hours 
per year 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 analyzed pursuant to the require­
ments of 4 CSR 240-22.060 and sections (1)-(6) 
of this rule. The preferred resource plan shall 
satisfy 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 quantify 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 present 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) 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 schedule and 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 adopted resource acquisition strategy 
shall consist of the folio\\-ing components: 

(A} A preferred resource plan selected 
pursuant to the requirements of section (7) of 
this rule; 

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

(C) A specification 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 
an explanation 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 
fashion to 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 to the requirements of 4 CSR 240-
22.080, the utility shall furnish at least the 
follov.ing 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. A discussion of the 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 ofthe 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 tbe process used to select 
the preferred resource plan, including the 
r~lative weights given to the various perfor· 

9r.7J(~J----------------------------------~Vt~ol~u-m-e~17~.~N~u-m~b-er-1~3~,~J~u70-,71,-1~9~9~2-------------------------------------



.. 
• • 

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 

(G) 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· 
22.0 10(2)( AJ-(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) years 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; 
IS") Summary 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) A narrative description and summary of 
the reports and information referred to in 
subsection (l)(C). The narrative shall specifi· 
cally show that the resource acquisition 
strategy contained in the filing has been 
~fficially approved by the utility, and that the 
m~thods used and the prfJcedures followed by 

. ---~-------·-----
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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 fiiing pursuant to this rule. Commission 
authorization of any nontraditional account· 
ing procedures does not constitute a finding 
that the expenditures involved are reasonable 
or prudent, and should not be construed as 
approval or acceptance of any item in any 
account for the purpose of fixing rates. 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: 

l. An explanation of the specific form and 
mechanics of implementing the proposed 
accounting 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 
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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)(Al-(C). If the staffs 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)(A)-(C). 

(7) All workpapcrs, 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 . 
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18) If the staff, public counsel, or any 
intervenor finds deficiencies, it shall work v·:ith 
the electric utility and the other parties to 
reach, within forty-five (45) days of the date 
that the report or comments were submitted, a 
joint agreement on a plan to 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 (45) 
days after the date on which the report or 
comments were submitted. The joint filing 
should set out in a brief narrative description 
those areas on which agreement cannot be 
reached. 

19) 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 implementation plan. 

utility's resource acquisition strategy either 
does or does not meet the planning objectives 
stated in 4 CSR 240-22.010(2)(:\i-(C), and 
which addresses any utility requests pursuant 
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 S500 in the 
aggregate for the period February 1, 1993 
through June 30, 1993. These Proposed 
Rules are estimated to cost the Public 
Service Commission $50,000 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. 

• 
have indicated that it is not presently 
possible to quantify these effects because 
it is not known at this time what pro· 
grams the electric utilities UJould pursue 
under the Proposed .4.mendments to 
Chapter 14 and the Proposed Rules 
Chapter 22. 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEAR­
ING: Anyone may submit a statement in 
support of or in opposition to these 
Proposed Rules by filing an original and 
14 copies by 5:00p.m., August 3, !992 
with the Missouri Public Service Com­
mission, Brent Stewart, Executive Secre­
tary, P.O. Box 360, Jefferson City, MO 
65102, (314) i51-3234. 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., 
.4.ugust 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. (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. 

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 year 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 
electrical 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 mone.Y 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 

" (A) The granting of a variance to one (lj 
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. 

112) 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 
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···mrision 10-Director of Revenue 
Chapter, 24-Driver's License Bureau 

·~ Rules ' 
....... . 
PROPOSED RULE 

12 CSR 10-2~lt~ Class E, Class F or 
Nonlicensed Driv~ompleting Driver 
Examinatioqsl<'or a mmercial Driver's 
License While Under uspension/Revo-
cation · "\ 

PURPOSE: This rule estaa/.ishes the 
gufdelines to follow for accepting test 
'l'sul~s for a co.mmercial driver :s license 
applicant while the person rs under 
susper,sion or r~uocation. 
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<Gommieail!n~r!l: Jai{issuuri Juhlir ~.ernire dtnmmissinn 
KENNETH McCLURE 

Chairman 

ALLAN G. MUELLER 

DAVID L. RAUCH 

PATRICIA D. PERKINS 

DUNCAN E. KINCHELOE 

POST OFFICE BOX 360 
JEFFERSON CITY. MISSOURI 65102 

314 751-3234 
314 751-1847 (Fax Number) 

June 15, 1992 

Mr. and i'1rs. John cuba 
543 Ridge Avenue 
Webster Groves, Missouri 63119 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. cuba: 

BRENT STEWART 
Executive Sec:Rtary 

SHERRY BOLDT 
Director, Utility Services 

SAM GOLDAMMER 
Director, Utility Operations 

GORDON L. PERSINGER 
Director, Policy & Planning 

DANIELS. ROSS 
Director, Administration 

CECIL I. WRIG,HT 
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. 

• 

Your 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 

jca 
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~issnuri Jublic ~erttice C!rnmmissinn 
KENNETH McCLURE 

Chairman 

ALLAN G. MUELLER 

DAVID L. RAUCH 

PATRICIA D. PERKINS 

DUNCAN E. KINCHELOE 

Mrs. Joan Nelson 
2516 Tangelwood 
Arnold, Missouri 63010 

Dear Mrs. Nelson: 

POST OFFICE BOX 360 
JEFFERSON CITY, MISSOURI 65102 

314 751-3234 
314 751-1847 (Fax Number) 

June 15, 1992 

BRENT STEWART 
Executive SecRtary 

SAM GOLDAMMER 
Director, Utility Operations 

GORDON L. PERSINGER 
Director, Policy cl Planning 

DANIELS. ROSS 
Director, Administration 

CECIL I. 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. 

I Your 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 

jca 
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Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson city, MO 65102 

Dear Commissioners: 

• 
Mary c. Argo 
10414 Eaglewood 
overland, MO 63146 
January 6, 1993 

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 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 



., 

January 6, 1993 

dOHAK. ARGO 
11718 Westport Crossing Drive 

St. Louis, MO 65146 
(314) 432-1055 

Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. 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 ener~z measures. 
I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even the 
best process needs a goal. If the g·oal of a electric utility is to 
boost consumpt~'"'.!l 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, 

' Jj_c·z.ce~r 
k~n R. Argo 
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Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Dear Commissioners: 

• 
Libby Yo Mills 
1336 Glenstone 
Maryland Hieghts, 
January 6, 1993 

MO 63043 

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 n~eds 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, 



• • 
728 Trinity Ave. 
St. Louis" MO t631:3§b~ ~:::. 

November 25, 1992 

Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Dear Commissioners: 

cvn--._'7c1c 
"- I\- ~':X_ _.,..(. I ,. I~ 

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 elec-· 
tric 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. 'rherefore, I support the 4.5% spending 
rule proposed by MoPIRG. 

Sincerely, 

~;,_S~ 
Cynthia s. Kahn 
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• MS. GLOR. AUBUCHON . 
Z845 DEVONSHIRE DR. 
FLORRISAHI' • HO 63033 



November 2, 1992 

Barbara R. Hilker 
1606 Boone Drive 

St. Charles, MO 63303 

Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Subject: Electric Utility Resource Planning 

Dear Commissioners: 

I endorse the proposal the Missouri Public Interest Research Group (MoPIRG) recommends; your 
directing electric utilities 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 leave 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 Publi~ Setvice 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 mle proposed by MoPIRG. Missouri needs this 
investment, both to protect the environment, and to develop jobs in Missouri. 

Sincerely 

,d'ad~ 7. ~ 
Barbara R. Hilker 



.~11 
AUG 1 :~ 1992 

'TOMER SERVICES 
.... ,.. ... ~... ..,~ • ..-..It 

August 10, 1992 

Missouri PubUc Service CoJ~~~Blssion 
P.O. Box 380 
Jefferson City, Missouri 85102 

Ecsrvs 
AUt; 1;;> 1992 D 

Mo. PUBLt" 
'"'s~wc 

~ COAfAftSSto 
340 w. Argonne Dr. ~ 
Kirkwood, Missouri 63122 

This letter is written testimony concernhag Electric Utility Resource 
planning. 

I endorse YoPIRG's proposal that ,·ou direct electric uUUUes to invest at 
least 4.5~ of their gross annual Missouri revenues ln enea•gy eU1clency and 
renewable energy •easu.res. 

I support the PSC effort to write resource plan rules. But even the best 
process needs a OJll. U the goal of a electric uUUty Is to boost consuaaptlon 
ot electricity, tbe utility could follow your l'esource planning process and 
still not invest a penny ln energy eft!c!ency or renewable energy. 

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

Sincerely, 

~ 
Tim Hippensteel 
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