BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of Union )

Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri )

for Approval of a Tariff Setting a Rate for ) FiNo. ET-2016-0246
Electric Vehicle Charging Stations. )

RESPONSE IN OPPOSITIONTO MOTION TO CONSOL IDATE

COMES NOW Union Electric Company d/b/a Ameren Missouri (“Cuamy” or “Ameren
Missouri”), under authority of, and in accordancihw4 CSR 240-2.080(13), and hereby responds in
opposition to theMotion of Certain Intervenors to Consolidate Amebdissouri Rate Case with and
[sic.] Ameren Missouri’s Application for Approval of EléctVehicle Charging Station&Motion”) filed
September 12, 2016, and for its response stated@ss:

1. As explained in more detail below, granting the Motto consolidate this proceeding
(File No. ET-2016-0246) with the rate case (File. B®R-2016-0179) will create unnecessary confusion
and delay with no adequate basis or justification.

2. There are three compelling reasons to maintain phizeeding and the rate case as
separate proceedings:

a. Access to federal tax credits is not endangered;
b. Parties to separate cases are maintained; and
c. The matter retains appropriate focus.

3. The Motion ignores each of these considerationsiastgad reflects arguments on the
merits of the pilot, none of which are justificatffor the consolidation movants seek.
I Reasonsto Maintain Separ ate Proceedings

4, Ameren Missouri offers three fundamental reasety this case, which addresses
Ameren Missouri's proposal to install electric \adi("EV") charging stations on a pilot basis, dddue

maintained as a separate proceeding from Ameresdiss revenue request.



A. Federal Tax Credits

5. As proposed, Ameren Missouri's pilot program willoa investment in equipment
supporting an EV charging station before year-edti62 Ameren Missouri has purposefully aimed for
such a timeline in order to take advantage of f@dex credits due to expire in December 2016.s Tduk
credit will reduce the necessary investment in B¥rging equipment by almost one-third of the cdst o
the first station to be installed, or approximat®Bp,000 of the estimated $95,000 cost. Consofidatiis
case with the general rate case, which will notdmpleted until sometime late in the second quantter
2017, would increase the cost of the EV chargiagjat slated to be placed in-service in 2016 bexaus
this tax credit will be time-barred and off the lmbThe Commission can avoid such a result only by
keeping this case separate from the rate casepyarehdering a decision on the pilot program witthia
timeframe outlined in the Company’s application.

B. Partiestothe Respective Cases

6. The intervening parties in the two cases are raitidal. For example, ChargePoint, Inc.
is an intervenor in this case but not the rate ,cagdle Renew Missouri and two locals of the
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers @mtervenors in the rate case but not this casthelf
Commission consolidates these cases per the mogaigigestion, intervenors in this case will need to
expend additional time and resources to intervamk articipate in another case which is much more
data, time, and resource intensive. Parties whphmasge interest in this one singular issue (EV ghmay
stations) will find themselves in three weeks dleraase hearings on a variety of unrelated topics.
Conversely, parties to the rate case will be reglibo participate in a hearing which now addresses
subject in which they otherwise expressed no ajmiskr interest. Of the eleven total parties to this
proceeding, only three felt compelled to requesbmasolidation of this case with the rate case, ahd
three are already parties to both. The Motion retputhis outcome without justifying the additional
burden it would impose or even explaining in anygert way why consolidation is necessary or

beneficial.



C. Maintaining Focus

7. Finally, as noted earlier in this response, akgdtions and questions identified in the
Motion regarding the merits of Ameren Missouri'®posed pilot program can be fully addressed in this
case. Maintaining this separate case would allogvgarties and the Commission to focus on issues
related to the proposed program without interfeeeinom “noise” generated by the numerous and varied
issues normally contested in a general rate casth We possible exception of investment costs
associated with the one charging station thatdared to be installed, used, and useful priorecetid of
the rate case true-up period, issues the Commissimst consider and decide in the rate case are not
relevant to this case and vice versa. And evethfiirone station, the rate treatment of the inmest, as
is the rate treatment for all investments up tottbe-up cutoff date, can be dealt with in the rzdse.
Moreover, if the Commission keeps these proceedsmgmrate, questions related to charging station
investment would only be relevant if the Commissapproves the proposed pilot program.

. TheMotion raisesissuesfor litigation, not justificationsfor consolidation.

8. Each of the allegations made by the movants godketanerits of Ameren Missouri's
proposal rather than to any justification for cditdion. The Motion makes or raises numerous
allegations and questions about Ameren Missourtp@sed pilot program that easily can be addressed
in this docket; e.g., whether regular electric sgtaid by all the Company’s customers would prodde
subsidy to customers who use electric vehicles thdrecompetitive vehicle charging services showd b
offered on a regulated basis by an electric utityd whether the proposed pilot program shoulthbe
responsibility of customers or shareholders. Noehartheir Motion do the movants explain why the
Company’'s proposed vehicle charging pilot prograostmor even should, be addressed in the pending
general rate case.

In summary, the Commission should deny the Motiecdoise movants have failed to explain or
justify why consolidation of this case with Amerdétissouri’'s pending general rate case is either
necessary or desirable. None of the allegatiorqpiestions raised necessitates consolidation withate
case in order to be appropriately resolved. Ratiher allegations and questions raised in the Motio
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regarding the Company's proposed EV charging sigtitot program go to the merits of the program,
which can best be dealt with in a separate, focdse#let. Further, consolidating the cases wouldogap
unnecessary burdens on parties who have chosemttoigate in one but not both cases, and woulg den
access to available federal tax credits, therebseasing costs of the program. The Commission eah b
avoid these untenable results by keeping this sagarate and rendering a decision on the pilotramg
within the timeframe outlined in the Company’s agettion.

WHEREFORE, the Company prays the Commission make and etgeorder_denyinghe
Motion.

Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/ L. Russell Mitten
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoingrfgiwas served via e-mail on counsel for all parties

of record on this 2¥ day of September, 2016.

[s/ L. Russell Mitten




