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Q.
Please state your name and business address.

A.
Greg R. Meyer, 1845 Borman Court, Ste. 101, St. Louis, Missouri 63146.

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

A.
I am a Regulatory Auditor V with the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission).

Q.
Please describe your educational and employment background.

A.
In May 1979, I graduated from the University of Missouri at Columbia, with a Bachelor of Science degree with an emphasis in Accounting.

Q.
What has been the nature of your duties while in the employ of the Commission?

A.
I have supervised and assisted in audits and examinations of the books and records of utility companies operating within the State of Missouri.

Q.
Have you previously filed testimony before this Commission?

A.
Yes.  Please refer to Schedule 1, which is attached to this direct testimony, for a list of the major audits on which I have previously filed testimony.  I also have been responsible for case coordination regarding Commission cases where I did not file direct testimony.  Additionally, I have performed numerous audits of small water and sewer companies for rate increases and certification cases.

Q.
What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

A.
The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to rebut portions of the direct testimony of AmerenUE witness David A. Whiteley and a statement made by AmerenUE attorney, Mr. James B. Lowery, suggesting that the Stipulation And Agreement in Case No. EC‑2002‑01 considered AmerenUE’s future participation in the Midwest Independent System Operator, Inc. (MISO).

Q.
With reference to Mr. Whiteley’s direct testimony in this proceeding, on pages 5 and 6, he discusses the revenue impacts that AmerenUE has avoided due to a revenue-neutral rate design that will be allowed by GridAmerica and how that rate design has no impact on revenues for AmerenUE’s retail customers due to the settlement reached between AmerenUE and the Commission.  Please comment on Mr. Whiteley’s testimony.

A.
First, the settlement Mr. Whiteley refers to was between AmerenUE and various parties to Case No. EC-2002-1 and not AmerenUE and the Commission.

Mr. Whiteley asserts that the future benefits of revenues received by AmerenUE through a revenue-neutral rate design have already been recognized by the parties through transmission revenue credits included in the test year used as the basis for the Staff’s Complaint and in the parties’ Stipulation And Agreement.  

From my involvement in Case No. EC-2002-1 as a Case Coordinator, I am not aware of discussing, at any time, the impact of AmerenUE’s future participation in the MISO.  The Staff did not present any adjustments to its case to incorporate the expected future financial impacts of AmerenUE’s participation in MISO into the Staff’s revenue requirement.  These types of adjustments would have occurred outside of the Staff’s update period and, therefore, were not included.  In addition, the Staff is not aware of any party, through testimony, attempting to quantify any future “benefits or revenues” associated with AmerenUE’s participation in the MISO.

Furthermore, as a Case Coordinator, I was involved in substantially all of the settlement discussions of the parties to Case No. EC-2002-1.  At no time were there any discussions that any effects of the future participation of AmerenUE in the MISO were to be considered as a part of the Stipulation And Agreement.

Q.
Have you reviewed the Stipulation And Agreement and Staff’s Memorandum In Support Of the July 15, 2002, Stipulation And Agreement in Case No. EC-2002-1?

A.
Yes, I have.

Q.
Did you find any language within that Stipulation And Agreement or Staff’s Memorandum In Support Of the July 15, 2002, Stipulation And Agreement in Case No. EC-2002-1 that addresses AmerenUE’s future participation in MISO or the cost of service effects of that participation?

A.
No, I did not.

Q.
Please comment.

A.
If no specific mention is made of a particular cost of service area, the Stipulation And Agreement represents a total dollar settlement with no future ratemaking treatment.  Therefore, any attempt to select a cost of service item not specifically identified in the Stipulation And Agreement and conclude that the parties agreed to this item is unfounded.  No description of MISO or the revenue effect of MISO participation is found in either the Stipulation And Agreement or Staff’s Memorandum In Support Of the July 15, 2002 Stipulation And Agreement in Case No. EC-2002-1.

Q.
Could you please describe the statement made by AmerenUE attorney, Mr. James B. Lowery?

A.
Yes. I have been advised that in the prehearing conference in this proceeding held on February 26, 2003, Mr. Lowery made the following statement on the record which appears at page 24 of Volume 1 of the transcript: 

[I]n the settlement of our last rate case, the revenues that we’re talking about and the benefits of having the Ameren system in MISO and participating in an RTO, they were taken into account in terms of setting what those – what these settlement terms are, so we think the rate [payers] have already benefited from the assumption that we are going to participate in a timely fashion.

Q.
Does the Staff agree with Mr. Lowery’s statement?

A.
The statement is not specific enough with regards to revenues and benefits for the Staff to definitively respond.  However, if this statement was intended to suggest that the Staff, AmerenUE, and other parties to Case No. EC-2002-1 included “benefits and revenues” into the stipulated rate reduction in anticipation of AmerenUE participating in MISO through GridAmerica, then the Staff strongly disagrees with this interpretation.

Q.
What is the basis for the Staff’s disagreement with that interpretation?

A.
The basis for the Staff’s disagreement has been previously discussed in the context of this rebuttal testimony to Mr. Whiteley.

Q.
Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes, it does.

SUMMARY OF RATE CASE INVOLVEMENT

Greg R. Meyer

COMPANY
CASE NO.
Missouri Utilities Company
GR-79-270

Missouri Public Service Company
GR-80-117

Missouri Public Service Company
ER-80-118

Missouri Utilities Company
ER-80-215

General Telephone Company of the Midwest
TR-81-47

Capital City Water Company
WR-81-193

Missouri Utilities Company
GR-81-244

Missouri Utilities Company
WR-81-248

Missouri Utilities Company
ER-81-346

Associated Natural Gas Company
GR-82-108

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
TR-82-199

Kansas City Power and Light Company
ER-83-49

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
TR-83-253

Kansas City Power and Light Company
ER-85-128/

EO-85-185

Arkansas Power and Light Company
ER-85-265

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
TR-86-84

General Telephone Company of the Midwest
TC-87-57

Union Electric Company
EC-87-114

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
TC-89-14

GTE North Incorporated
TR-89-182

Arkansas Power and Light Company
EM-90-12

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
TC-93-224

Laclede Gas Company
GR-94-220

Union Electric Company
EM-96-149

Laclede Gas Company
GR-96-193

Imperial Utility Corporation
SC-96-427

Union Electric Company
GR-97-393

Laclede Gas Company
GR-98-374

Union Electric
GR-2000-512

AmerenUE d/b/a Union Electric
EC-2002-1
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