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SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY
OF
DANIEL 1. BECK
UNHON ELECTRIC COMPANY
d/b/a AMERENUE

CASE NO. EC-2002-1

Please state your name and business address.
My name is Daniel I. Beck and my business address is P. O. Box 360,
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102.
Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?
A. I am employed by the Missouri Public Service Commission (MOPSC or
Commission) as a Utility Regulatory Engineer in the Utility Operations Division.
Q. Would you please review your educational background and work experience?
A. I graduated with a Bachelor of Science Degree in Industrial Engineering from
the University of Missouri at Columbia in 1983. Upon graduation, I was employed by the
Navy Plant Representative Office in St. Louis, Missouri, as an Industrial Engineer. I began
my employment at the Commission in November 1987, in the Research and Planning
Department of the Utility Division (later renamed the Economic Analysis Department of the
Policy and Planning Division) where my duties consisted of weather normalization, load
forecasting, integrated resource planning, cost-of-service and rate design. In December
1997, 1 was transferred to the Rate Design/Tariff Section of the Commission’s Gas
Department where my duties included weather normalization, annualization, tariff review,

cost-of-service and rate design. Since June 2001, I have continued with the same duties in
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the Engineering Analysis Section of the Energy Department, which was created by
combining the Gas and Electric Departments. I am a Registered Professional Engineer in the
State of Missouri. My registration number is EN 026953.

Have you previously filed testimony before this Commission?

Yes, l have. Schedule 1 is a list of cases in which I have filed testimony.

What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony?

R S B

I will address the rebuttal testimony of AmerenUE witness Craig D. Nelson
regarding the Joint Dispatch Agreement (JDA) and my involvement in Case No. EM-96-149
(the Merger Case), the Union Electric Company (UE) merger with Central Hlinois Public
Service Company. I will show that Mr. Nelson in his rebuttal testimony mischaracterized my
testimony in Case No. EM-96-149. Finally, I will show that neither my testimony, the
Stipulation And Agreement, nor the Report And Order in Case No. EM-96-149 “approved”
or “accepted” the JDA but instead protected the Commission’s right to determine ratemaking
treatment for JDA related costs.

Q. Are you the only Staff witness that will address the JDA in surrebuttal
testimony?

A. No. Dr. Michael S. Proctor is also addressing the JDA in his surrebuttal
testimony. Dr. Proctor’s testimony addresses Mr. Nelson’s JDA rebuttal testimony that not
only refers to Case No. EM-96-149 but also refers to Case No. EA-2000-37.

Q. Were you a witness in Case No. EA-2000-37?

A. No. As my testimony indicated earlier, 1 was transferred to the Gas
Department in December 1997, and have devoted most of my time to gas issues since that
time.

Q. Briefly describe the JDA.



[a—

=N R R B R [~

fum—ry

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

Surrebuttal Testimony of
Daniel I. Beck

A. On pages 17 and 18 of my rebuttal testimony in Case No. EM-96-149, 1

described the JDA as follows:

A joint dispatch agreement is a contract between at least two parties, in this

case UE and CIPS, to dispatch their combined generating resources in the

most efficient manner possible. ...The cornerstone of this effort [the JDA] is

the After-the-Fact Resource Allocation that is applied to energy related costs.

... the goal of this After-the-Fact Resource Allocation process is to determine

the revenue adjustments associated with the terms System Energy Transfer

and Off-System Sales Margin.

It should be pointed out that the JDA was modified several years after my testimony
in Case No. EM-96-149 but the parties remain UE and UE affiliates.

Q. ‘What is Mr. Nelson’s position on the JDA?

A, Mr. Nelson’s position is that the cost of service in this case should not reflect
Dr. Proctor’s recommendation for an additional $3.7 million [now revised to $3.1 million] in
profit margin to be allocated to AmerenUE from Ameren’s off-system wholesale sales of
electricity from the test year.

Q. How is this issue related to your involvement in Case No. EM-96-149
approximately six years ago?

A. Mr. Nelson discusses my rebuttal testimony in Case No.EM-96-149 and
concludes that when the Commission approved the Stipulation And Agreement, the JDA was
also approved. However, the Stipulation And Agreement was carefully crafted to protect the
Staff’s ability to make future ratemaking recommendations and the Commission’s right to
make “its determination regarding the ratemaking treatment” in later ratemaking
proceedings. Although the Stipulation And Agreement and the Commission’s Report And

Order clearly do not approve the JDA, I wish to address several instances where Mr. Nelson

misrepresents my testimony while reaching this conclusion.
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Q. Could you give a specific example where you believe your testimony was
misrepresented?

A, Yes. On page 9 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Nelson generally discusses my

recommended JDA conditions from page 25 of my rebuttal testimony and then concludes,
“None of these conditions related to the System Energy Transfer or to the Off-System Sales

Margin.” [Nelson Rebuttal, p. 9]

However, one of the conditions that can be found on page 25 of my rebuttal testimony

4) The Commission will be allowed to determine prudence and allocation
issues related to the JDA in rate proceedings involving UE.

| Clearly this condition relates directly to the System Energy Transfer and Off-System Sales

| Margin that are key components of the JDA. My rebuttal testimony unmistakably recognized
the relationship between the JDA and Off-System Sales Margin when I quoted the JDA
definition of Off-System Sales Margin on page 19 of my rebuttal testimony. In addition,
seven of the ten pages of my JDA rebuttal testimony in the Merger Case referred to Off-
System Sales Margin or Off-System Sales. To then claim that my proposed conditions on the
JDA do not apply to Off-System Sales Margin is at a minimum incorrect.

Q. Is there another example where you maintain your testimony was
misrepresented by Mr. Nelson?

A. Yes. On pages 9 and 10 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Nelson discussed the
Stipulation And Agreement in the Merger Case dated July 12, 1996 and states that, “Later,
through negotiations UE and Staff were able to address Mr. Beck’s recommendations and

}i reflect them, with some modifications, in a Unanimous Stipulation and Agreement (Merger

‘ Stipulation) dated July 12, 1996.” What Mr. Nelson failed to convey is how the Stipulation
| .

il And Agreement addressed my concerns, specifically the concern number “4)” on page 25 of



Surrebuttal Testimony of
Daniel 1. Beck

my testimony. The answer is that the Stipulation And Agreement included three sections;
sections 8, 9 and 13, in which are found the provisions that would allow the Commission to

address all of the elements of prudence and allocations related to the JDA in future rate cases.
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The relevant text of these sections is as follows:

Electric Contracts Required to be Filed with the FERC. All wholesale electric
energy or transmission service contracts, tariffs, agreements or arrangements,
including any amendments thereto, of any kind, including the Joint Dispatch
Agreement, between UE and any Ameren subsidiary or affiliate required to be
filed with and/or approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“FERC™), pursuant to the Federal Power Act (“*FPA™), as subsequently
amended, shall be conditioned upon the following without modification or
alteration: UE and Ameren and each of its affiliates and subsidiaries will not
seek to overturn, reverse, set aside, change or enjoin, whether through appeal
or the initiation or maintenance of any action in any forum, a decision or order
of the Commission which pertains to recovery, disallowance, deferral or
ratemaking treatment of any expense, charge, cost or allocation incurred or
accrued by UE in or as a result of a wholesale electric energy or transmission
service contract, agreement, arrangement or transaction on the basis that such
expense, charge, cost or allocation has itself been filed with or approved by
the FERC, or was incurred pursuant to a contract, arrangement, agreement or
allocation method which was filed with or approved by the FERC.
[Stipulation And Agreement, Case No. EM-96-149, Section 8: State
Turisdiction Issues, Item e, pages 25-26] {Craig Nelson Rebuttal, Schedule 1-
50 and 1-51]

No Pre-Approval of Affiliated Transactions. No pre-approval of affiliated
transactions will be required, but all filings with the SEC or FERC for
affiliated transactions will be provided to the Commission and the OPC. The
Commission may make its determination regarding the ratemaking treatment
to be accorded these transactions in a later ratemaking proceeding or a
proceeding respecting any alternative regulation plan. [Stipulation And
Agreement, Case No. EM-96-149, Section 8: State Jurisdiction Issue, Item g,
page 27] [Craig Nelson Rebuttal, Schedule 1-52]

The data associated with the hour-by-hour After-The-Fact Resource
Allocation, which will be performed pursuant to the Joint Dispatch Agreement
will be archived in an electronic format and submitted to the Staff annually.
[Stipulation And Agreement, Case No. EM-96-149, Section 9: Staff
Conditions To Which UE Has Agreed, Item d, page 31] [Craig Nelson
Rebuttal, Schedule 1-56]

None of the signatories to this Stipulation And Agreement shall be deemed to
have approved or acquiesced in any question of Commission authority,
accounting authority order principle, cost of capital methodology, capital
structure, decommissioning methodology, ratemaking principle, valuation

5
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methodology, cost of service methodology or determination, depreciation

principle or method, rate design methodology, cost allocation, cost recovery,

or prudence, that may underlie this Stipulation And Agreement, or for which

provision is made in this Stipulation And Agreement. [Stipulation And

Agreement, Case No. EM-96-149, Section 13: No Acquiescence, page 36]

[Craig Nelson Rebuttal, Schedule 1-61]

It should be noted that several of my concems, which are related to access to
personnel and information, were addressed in other sections of the Stipulation And
Agreement but the three sections listed above best addressed the issues raised by Mr. Nelson.

Q. The next reference to your testimony occurs on pages 14 and 15 of
Mr. Nelson’s rebuttal testimony. Do you believe that your testimony was misrepresented
here also?

A Yes. Mr. Nelson discusses a portion of my rebuttal testimony in the Merger
Case from pages 18 through 21. Mr. Nelson quotes me as stating, ‘“no utility is dispatched
simply on an incremental cost basis,” and from this statement Mr. Nelson asserts, “Thus, the
Staff concluded in the merger proceeding that the allocation of the Off-System Sales Margin
in the JDA was reasonable.” Nowhere in my testimony on the JDA did I conclude that the
JDA allocation of Off-System Sales Margin was reasonable. The quotes used by Mr. Nelson
should not be used to reach this conclusion. In fact, my argument was that because “no
utility is dispatched simply on an incremental cost basis,” the “incorrect allocation of
generating costs” could result. However, since no data existed to verify the reasonableness
of the allocation process at the time of the merger, the concems that I raised, particularly with
regard to concern number “4)” which addresses the Commission’s right “to determine
prudence and allocation issues related to the JDA in rate proceedings”, were addressed by the
Stipulation And Agreement sections quoted in relevant part above. Since my concluding

recommendation at page 25 of my Merger Case rebuttal testimony expresses the need for the

Commission to determine prudence and allocation issues related to the JDA in future rate
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proceedings involving UE, it is unreasonable and inappropriate to take an earlier quote and
try to make an obtuse interpretation that is clearly contradictory to a main recommendation of
my testimony. I have attached, as Schedule 2 to this testimony, the portions of my Merger
Case rebuttal testimony regarding the JDA. Schedule 2 also includes a more detailed
description of my proposed conditions, which were Schedule 1 to my Merger rebuttal
testimony.

Q. Does this complete your surrebuttal testimony?

A. Yes, it does



Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE

Case No. EC-2002-1

List of Cases in which prepared testimony was presented by:

DANIEL I. BECK

Company Name

Union Electric Company

The Empire District Electric Company
Missouri Public Service

St. Joseph Power & Light Company
The Empire District Electric Company
Union Electric Company

Laclede Gas Company

Missouri Gas Energy

Kansas City Power & Light Company
Associated Natural Gas Company
Union Electric Company

Missouri Gas Energy

Missouri Gas Energy

Ozark Natural Gas Company, Inc.
Laclede Gas Company

St. Joseph Power & Light Company
Laclede Gas Company

Utilicorp United Inc. & St. Joseph Light & Power Co.

Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE
Missouri Gas Energy

Laclede Gas Company

Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE
Laclede Gas Company

Case No.

EO-87-175
EO-91-74
ER-93-37
ER-93-41
ER-94-174
EM-96-149
GR-96-193
GR-96-285
ET-97-113
GR-97-272
GR-97-393
GR-98-140
GT-98-237
GA-98-227
GR-98-374
GR-99-246
GR-99-315
EM-2000-292
GR-2000-512
GR-2001-292
GR-2001-629
GT-2002-70
GR-2002-356

Schedule 1
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UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. EM-96-149

Q. Please state your name and business address.

A. My name is Daniel I. Beck and my business address is Missouri Public
Service Comemission, P, Q. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Q. What is your present position with the Missouri Public Service
Commission (Commission)?

A 1am a Utility Reguiatory Engineer in the Economic Analysis
Departmen: of the Policy and Plarming Diviston,

Q. Would you please review your educational background and work
expenience,

A. 1have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Industrial Engineering from
the University of Missouri at Columbia. Prior to joining the Commission in November,
1987, I was esmployed by the Navy Plant Representative Office in Si. Louts, Missouri as
an Industrial Engineer. I am a registered professional engineer in the state of Missouri,

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

A The purpose of my testimony is to address the System Support
Agreement (SSA) and the Joint Dispatch Agreement which were both included in Union

Electric’s (UE) merger application before the Commission,

-1- Schedule 2-;
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not consider 2 significant portion of that market, namely new generation which has 10 be

built and is therefore not immediately available. the resulting market price might not

result in a truly least-cost option for the Illinois customers

JOINT HSPATCH AGREEMENT

Q. What is a joint dispatch ayreement (JDA)Y?

A A joint dispeich agreemem is a contract between at feast two parties,

in thiz case UE and CIPS, to dispatch their combined generating resources in the most

efficient manner possible. To accomplish this efficiency. a single agem {in this case

Ameren Services Company) will control the dispaiching functions that are currenzly

performed separately by each company  These functions include:

1.

2

6

7

Coordinating system disparch

. Maintain reliability

. Arranging end scheduling Off-Svstem Purchases and Off-System Sales

Courdinating {ransmission services
Provide bilting services
Ogperate and maintain a central comrol center

Other activities and duties as assigmed

Q. Other than the dispatching agent and the two parties, does this

agreement identify anv other specific entities that wiil help carry out this agreement?

A Yes The Operating Committee is 1o be the administrative

organization overseeing the proper execution of the JDA. It will consist of 4 members

with 2 members designated by each pany.

-17- Schedule 2-2
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{3 Drther than defimng the duties and obligmions of the various entities
that are identified in this agreement. what other subjects are addressed in this agreemens:?

A. The majority of the remaining document is devoted to the assignment
angd balling of costs, benefits and revenues pimartly between the two parties, UE and
CIPS. The cornerstone of this effort is the Afier-the-Facl Resource Allocation that is
applied 1o energy related cosis

0. How is the term “Aﬁér~the-¥act Resource Allocation ™ defined in the
DA

A The term “Afler-the-Fact Resource Altocation” is defined in the JDA
as follows®

1.01 After-the-Fact Resource Allgcation shall mean a methodoiogy used

to assign the Combined System’s Generating Resources and Off-System

Bower Purchases 1o each Party’s Load Requirements and 10 the

Combined System’s OfF System Sales. After-the-Fact Resource

Aliocation shall be run for each calendar dav atier the calendar day has

transpired.

A. Are there any other terms that are defined in this JDA that would aid
irt the understanding of “Aftler-the-Fact Resource Allpcation™”

Q. Nineteen diffescnt terms are defined in Article [ of the JDA.
Although the principles of the After-the-Fact Resource Allocation invelve many of the
other terms, it is important ta understand thar the goal of this After-the-Fact Resource
Allocation process is to determine the revenue adjustments associated with the terms

System Energy Transfer and Off-System Sales Margin, These two terms are defined as

foliows:

~ 18- Schedule 2-3
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1.19 System Energy Transfer shall mean the transfer of electric energy

from one Party's Generating Resources to the other Party to serve the
Orher Party’s Load Requirements,

t. 14 Off-System Sales Margin shalf mean the difference between the

cnergy revenue collected from Off-System Sales and the energy cost of

providing such sales, as assigned by the After-the-Fact Resource

Aliocation.

Q. Is an After-the-Fact Resource Allocation preferable to an average
cost allocation for this JDA?

A. Yes An average cost methodology would assume that the average
cost 10 serve the Ameren total sysiem load is the same as the average cosi to serve each
party, regardless of the existing generation owned by each party. However, the average
cost of UE’s existing generation is currently sigrificantly less than the CIPS average cost
for rtwo major reasons:

1. The fue! cost of the Callaway nuclear power plant is lower than the

fuel cost of coal-fired generation; and

2. The primary fuel choice for coal-fired generation: lower cost western

¢oal of UE vs. higher cost eastetn coal of CIPS.
To ensure that neither the ratepayers nor the shareholders are harmed by the cost
allocation method, the average cost methodology must not be used for the JDA.

Q. If all generation were simply dispatched based on incremental costs,
would After-the-Fact Resource Allocation as outlined in the JDA provide a reasonable
aliocation to each utility?

A, Yes, assuming that all costs were incurred in a prudent manner and all

calculations met the principles of the After-the-Fact Resource Allpcation.

-19- Schedule 2-4
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Q What do you mean by the phrase “principles of the After-the-Fact
Resource Allocancn™

A In Article 6.07 of the JD A, 7 principles that the After-the-Fagt
Resource Allocation should be consistent with are specified Uniike the $SA, the JDA
does not specify the exacy rate or rate formula  Instead the general principles by which
future caleuiations are 10 be made are outlined in the IDA. 1t should also be noted that
further guidance regarding the After-the-Fact Resource Allocation is given in the

following sections of the JDA

Article £.08 Distribution of the Off-System Sales Margin
Servace Schedule A Svsiem Energy Transfer

Service Schedule B Distribution of Off-System Sales Margin
Service Schedule € Recovery of incremental Costs Relating to

Ermission Allowances

{J. Have vou worked through the calculations to simulate the ARer-the-
Fact Resource Allocation for one month? One day? Qne hour?

A No. The data from a truly join: dispaiched Ameren svstem is not
available since this proceeding i just one of the regutatory hurdles that this merger most
¢lear before joint dispatch operations can begin, Although the principics that would
guide this caiculation are provided in the JDAL it is my understanding that the compurer
prograrm that would uitimately perform this hour by hour caloulation is not vet written.

Q. Is UE or CIPS dispatched simply on an incremenial fue] cost basis?

A Na. I'm not aware of any utility that is truly dispatched sclely on an
incremental fuch cost basis. If incremental fuel costs were the only criteria used, the

20
Schedule 2-5



10

it

12

Rebuttal Testimony of

Daniel 1. Beck

resuit would most surely be uneconomic because other constraints such as transmission
voltage support and generating constraints (minimum loading requirements, unit startup
COSts, spinning reserves of must run status) have significant economic implications.

Q. What are the implications of these additiona! constraints on the After-
the-Fact Resource Allocation methodology?

A. The most obvious effect in this case is that Article 6.07 ¢) of the IDA
attempts to address this issue. However, the allocation procedure will always allocate
the generating uniz to the owning party uniess the other party is “clearly identified as the
reason for the generation.” T am concemed that (1) the burden of showing that the non-
owning party is the reason for the generation appears to be rather stringent and that (2)
no provision is made for gathering the data that would be required to make this showing,

Q. Could you give a specific example that would result in the incorrect
allocation of generating costs?

Q. Yes. During the production cost modeling runs performed by Stafl’
witness Tom Y. Lin, several units from both UE and CIPS were made “must run™ units.
The fact that this constraint is piaced on generation does not by itself ensure tha the
incorrec: alfocation of generating costs will occur. However, if, for exampie, CIPS
“must run” generation provides more energy than CiPS loads would reguire, the output
of UE units with Jower incremental costs might be reduced and the higher cost CIPS
generatien might be ransferred 1o UE,

€. Would the data be available to make the determination of After-the-

Fact Resource Allocation?

-21- Sehedule 2-6
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A, Although the JDIA specifies that the agent will do the After-the-Fact
Resource Allocation, the JDA does not detasl how the data that would be required to
perform this allocation will be collected. The JIDA also does not require that the daa
and the caleulations involved in the Afier-the-Fact Resource Allocation be kept,
Maintaining the data and calculations would ensure that the resulting aliocation could be
audited by the Commission at & later date.

0. Are any other costs or allocation of costs included in the JDA?

A. Yes. Article V1 of the JDA tided Assignment of Costs and Benefits

of Coordinared Operasions contains eight general categonies of costs and benefits:

1) Fixed Costs of Existing Generating Resources,

2} Environmemal Cosis of Fxisting Generating Resources,

3} Demand Charges from Existing Off-System Purchases,

4) Demand Charges from New OfF-System Purchases,

5} Demand Charges from Existing Off-System Sales,

6} Demand Charges from New Off. System Sales,

7} Assignmem of Energy and Costs from Svstem, and

8} Distribution of OfF-Sysiem Safes Margin,
Categories 7 and 8 deal with the After-the-Fact Resource Allocation and have been
discussed in the above testimony. The remaining categories deal with existing generating
resources (category | and 2) and demand charges for off-system sales/purchases
(categories 3.4.5 and 6).

In addition Article VIT of the JDA titled Assignment of Transmission
Service Revenuss outlines the method for assigning ransmission service revenues,

Uinder this methodology, existing firm transmission service agreements will remain with

the party contracung for the service. Revenues from other iransmission services such as

L322 - Schedule 2-7
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Combined System Network and Point-to-Point Transmission Service would be
distributed based on the following hierarchy:

13 Com for any direct assignmem faciines,

2) Incremental costs incurred to provide the transmission service,

3) The remaining revenue distributed based on each party’s transmission

plant investment.

The three service schedules that are artached to the JDA also deal with
cost and cost alfocation. Service Schedules A and B refate 10 System Energy Transfer
and Off Svstem Sales Margin but do not appear 1o provide any additional clarificarions
that are not already in the JDA. Schedule C provides more definition 1o the costs
associated with emissions allowances. Ahhough the JI2A stmply includes emissions
allowances in the {ist of items to be included in the incremental cost, Service Schedule C
defines a method for cajculating the value of emissions allowances and gives each party
the option of buying or providing emissions allowances by December of each year.

). Would the JDA also be under FERC junsdiction?

A Yes. As Staff counsel has explained the FPA to me and based upon
mv own knowledge, the JDA. like the SSA, would result in the argument that there is
some oss of junsdiction for the Commission

(). Waould the FERC regulatory process preserve the Commission’s
ability to challenge the allecation?

A. Staff counsel has advised me that the Commission’s status at FERC is

thar of a party as 2 marter of right bur that the Comnussion Staff has no recognized

23,
- 23 Schedule 3-8
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status  The Stafl is concerned abow the Commission’s ability ta address at the FERC
level 1ssucs relating to the substantive JDA terms and the zpplication of those terms by
LE, CiPS and Ameren Services Company The Staff is also concerned with the ability
of the Commission, and the Staff in its audit function, to data and company personnel,

@ Do vou have concerns about the JDA regarding future changes to tha:
documem?

A, Yes Anticle 1302 has provisions for making changes which are
similar to the provisions for making changes which appear in Article 10.2 in the SSA.
whici the Staff is also concerned about.

Q. Do you expect the JDA 10 significantdy impact UE's imegrated
resource planning”

A. No. Although the JDA seeks to provide joimt dispatching for a single
contre! arez made up of UE and CIPS service territories, it does not address joint
planning between UE and CiPS. It is mv understanding that Ameren Services will
provide resource planning services to both UE and CIPS but UE’s resource planning will
still focus on UE's needs only.

). Would you provide 2 brief summary regarding the JDA?

A Yes. The JDA ig an agreement between UE and CIPS to operate as a
single control area. to joint dispatch generation and to economically utilize power and
energy in transactionis with other entities. Much of this JDA is devoted to defiing the
principles by which the costs and benefits of existing generation will remain with the

current owners, the cost and benefits of any new off-systemn sales/purchases will be

-24- Schedule 2-9
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iocated based on each party’s contribution/use of that resource, and costs and benefits
of tradsactions between UE, and CIPS will be related 1o the capacity or energy supplied.
These cost principles are intended 1o ensure thal neither parry s harmed by the JIIA
Through the JDA, UE expects significant savings in production costs over the next 10
years,

Although Staff agrees with many of the principles thay are conained in
the JDA, Safl is concerned with the fact that these are only principles and ultimaiely do
not guarantee prudence or fairmess for UE's customers,

{} Based on the concerns vou have regarding the JDA, do vou have any
recommendations conterning the conditions which the Commission should require for
approval of the JDA?

A Yes I do These conditions are set out in Schedule 1 attached to my
direct estimony which were developed with the assistance of Staff counsel. There are
five conditions included on Schedule 1 that | have summarnized below:

1) Access to all data, records, calculations and personnel thar are
sssocimed with carrying out the terms of this JDA  This would
inciude informartion and personneg] from UE, CIPS, Ameren, and the
Operating Committes.

2} Answers and appearances of personnet may be required by the
Commission regarding the JDA 2nd the tasks associated with carmying
out the JDA,

3y All future changes in tie JDA would be approved by the Commission.

4) The Commission will be allowed to determing prudence and allocation
issues related to the JDA in rate proceedings involving UE.
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5) The data and calculations associated with the hour by hour After-the-
Fact Resource Allocation will be archived in an electronic format and
submitted to Staff’ annuaily.

Q). Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A Yes, it does.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF MISSQURI

In the matter of the Application of Union Electric Company )
for an order authorizing: {1} certain merger transactions 1
involving Union Electric Company; (2) the transfer of }
cenagin assets, real estate, leased property, easements and ) CASE NO. EM-96-149
contractual agreements to Central Hlineis Public Service ¥
Company; and (3) in connection therewith, certain other }
related transactions. )

AFFIDAVIT OF DANIEL L. BECK

STATE OF MISSOURIE 3
Y58
COUNTY OF COLE )]

Daniel 1. Beck, of lawful age, on his oath states: that he has participated in the preparation
af the foregoing written testimony in question and answer form, consisting of 2{, pages of
testimony to be presented in the above case, that the answers in the attached written testimony
were given by him; that he has knowledge of the matters set forth in such answers; and that such
matters are true 10 the best of his knowledge and betief.

Daniel L. Beck

Subsceribed and sworn 10 before me this é ﬁ day of May, 1996,

O N

Notary Public

JOYCE CNEUNER
NOTARY PUBLIC STATE OF MISSOUR!

WY COMMISSION EXP RINE 18,1957

My commission expires
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Acknowledgment and agreement that the Commission may access and require without
subpoena the production of all accounts, books, contracts, records, documents,
memoranda, papers, officers and employees of Ameren Corporation and any affiliate or
subsidiary of Ameren Corporation.

Acknowledgment and agreement that the Commission may require answers and/or the
appesrance of officers or emplovees of Ameren Corporation and any affiliate or subsidiary
of Ameren Corporation without subpoena to provide answers to questions upon which the
Commission may need information respecting Ameren Corporation and any affiliate or
subsidiary of Ameren Corporation.

Article 13.02 of the JDA and Article 10.2 of the $8A must be changed to include the
following:

UE and Ameren Corporation agree to provide a copy of anv proposed change,
amendment, modification or supplement to the Missour Public Service Commission for
approval. UE and Ameren Corporation will not sesk to ovenum, reverse, set aside,
change or enjoin, whether through appeal or the initiation or maintenance of any action in
any forum, a decision of order of the Missouri Public Service Commission which pertains
10 any proposed change, amendment, modification or supplement, on the basis that such
cha:;ge‘ ?:mmdmem, modification or suppiement has itselt been filed with or approved by
the FERC.

All wholeszale electric energy or transmission service COntracts, agréements, or
arrangements of any kind, including the Joint Dispaich Agreement, respecting Union
Electric Company (UE)and any Ameren Corporation subsidiary or affiliate required to be
filed with and/or approved by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) chall
coriain and be conditioned upon the folliowing without modification or aheration: UE and
Ameren Corporation wilt not seek to overturn. reverse, set aside, change or enjoin,
whether through appeal or the initiation or matntenance of any action ir any forum, a
decision or order of the Missouri Public Service Commission which pertains to recovery,
disallowance, deferral, or ratemaking treatment of any expense, charge, cost, or allocation
incurred or accrued by UE in or as a result of 2 wholeszale electric entrgy or transmission
setvice comtract, agreement, artangeraent, or lransaction, on the basis that such expense,
charge, cost, or aliocarion has itself been filed with or approved by the FERC, or was
incutred pursuant to a contract, arrangement, agreement, of allocation method which was
filed with or approved by the FERC, Failure to include the above language in any such
contract, agresment, or arvangement shall render the same voidable a1 the sole discretion
of the MoPSC. Should the ahove language be ahtered or invalidated by any Court or
government agency, such contracy, agreement, or arrangement shall be voidable at the sole
discretion of MoPSC.

The data and calculations associated with the hour by bour After-the-Fact Resource
Allocation will be archived in an electronic format and submitted to Staff annually.
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