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WILBON L. COOPER 

CASE NO. EA-2005-0180 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 

A. My name is Wilbon L. Cooper.  My business address is One Ameren Plaza, 

1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63103. 

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

A. I am employed by Ameren Services Company as Manager of the Rate 

Engineering and Analysis Department of Regulatory Policy and Planning.  In this capacity, I 

provide rate engineering and analysis services to Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE, 

(referred to herein as “Company” or “AmerenUE”). 

Q. What is your educational background, work experience and duties of your 

position? 

A. This information is summarized in Appendix A, which is attached to this 

testimony. 

Q. What was your responsibility in the preparation of this case? 

A.  My primary responsibility relates to the development and design of the Large 

Transmission Service (“LTS”) tariff submitted for approval as part of the Application filed in 

this case and which is attached hereto as Schedule WLC-1.  

 Q. Have you prepared or have there been prepared under your direction and 

supervision a series of schedules for presentation to the Commission in this proceeding? 
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 A. Yes.  In addition to Appendix A mentioned above, I am sponsoring Schedules 1 

through 3 which are attached hereto. 
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 Q. Please identify Schedule WLC-1. 

 A. Schedule WLC-1 consists of eight (8) tariff sheets which reflect tariffs to be 

added to the Company’s Schedule 5 – Schedule of Rates for Electric Service that are being 

proposed by the Company for approval by the Commission in this proceeding.  Such tariffs 

would also add a description of a certain geographic area to the Company’s Service Area 

Descriptions and update the table of contents, such sheets are also included in part of Schedule 

WLC-1. 

 Q. Please identify Schedule WLC-2. 

 A. Schedule WLC-2 shows the development of the rates contained within the LTS 

tariff and also the annual cents per kilowatt hour realization of this rate on a hypothetical 

customer. 

 Q. Please identify Schedule WLC-3. 

 A. Schedule WLC-3 illustrates the effects of the billing of the same hypothetical 

customer on Schedule WLC-2, under the Company’s existing Service Classification No 11(M) 

Large Primary Service (“LPS”) rates. 

 Q. Please define the term “rate design.” 

 A. The term “rate design” refers both to the process of establishing the individual 

and specific charges (e.g. monthly customer charges, cents per kilowatt-hour, and dollars per 

kilowatt) as well as to the actual structure of an individual class rate.  The rate design or structure 

of a given rate class may range in complexity from the simple structure of a monthly customer 

charge and a flat per kWh charge, as within the Company’s Residential Rate, to the more 
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complex set of customer, energy, and demand charges for large industrial/commercial customers, 

as within the Company’s LPS rate.  In all instances, however, the charges within a specific rate 

are established such that the application of these individual charges to the total annual or test 

year customer class usage will result in the collection of that part of the Company’s total annual 

revenue requirement, or cost of service, that is to be collected from customers in each of the 

Company’s rate classes, as determined by the Commission.  
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 Q. What were the Company’s principal objectives in the design and 

development of the proposed LTS rate? 

 A. The Company’s principal objectives were as follows: a) to structure and design 

the LTS rate so that it is as close as practicable to the Company’s existing LPS rate: and b) for 

the application of this rate, as designed, to produce an annual cents per kilowatt-hour realization 

equivalent to the realization that would have been experienced if the customer taking service 

under the new LTS rate had been taking service under the existing LPS rate, taking into 

consideration, however, certain unique characteristics of the customer and the service it would 

take under the new LTS rate, which I address in more detail below. 

 Q. Considering a) and b) above, why couldn’t one have achieved the same result 

by simply serving Large Transmission Service customers  under the existing LPS rate? 

 A. Because, as I generally noted earlier, there are very unique service characteristics 

for customers qualifying for the LTS rate that would produce inequities for the LTS customer if 

we strictly applied the existing LPS rate.  The LTS rate was therefore developed to address those 

inequities. 

 Q. Please explain. 
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 A. To be eligible for service under the LTS classification, the customer must satisfy 

all the conditions listed in section 6, Rate Application, as provided for in Schedule WLC-1.  

These conditions include: 1) minimum of three (3) million megawatt hours of annual energy 

consumption, 2) a ninety-eight percent (98%) annual load factor, 3) the customer must be 

responsible for arranging and paying for transmission service necessary to deliver power and 

energy over the transmission facilities of a third party, if necessary, and 4) the customer must not 

require use of the Company’s distribution system. The LTS tariff also includes an adjustment for 

energy line losses which will be provided by the Company (but paid for by the customer to 

Company, as reflected in the Energy Line Loss Rate section of Schedule WLC-1). While the 

LPS rate structure equitably addresses conditions 1) and 2) above, it does not equitably address 

conditions 3) and 4) above, and it also fails to address the necessary adjustment for energy line 

losses. 
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 Q. Please explain the inequity of a strict application of the existing LPS tariff to 

a customer required to be responsible for arrangement and payment of transmission 

service necessary to deliver power and energy over the transmission facilities of a third 

party and, also, who totally avoids use of the Company’s distribution system? 

 A. The rate and applicable riders for the existing LPS tariff were designed to reflect, 

among other things, that all customers served are within the Company’s control area and that the 

Company has full responsibility for providing transmission and distribution service regardless of 

the voltage level at which the customer receives service from the Company (e.g., 12 kV, 34 kV, 

69 kV, or 138 kV or higher).  Neither of those facts is true for customers who would qualify for 

the new LTS tariff (currently Noranda Aluminum, Inc. (“Noranda”)), as those customers would 

not be within the Company’s control area and those customers would not receive transmission or 
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distribution services from the Company.  In addition, energy line losses are significantly 

different for LTS customers as opposed to LPS customers.  As a result, the logical conclusion is 

that a strict application of the same LPS rate to customers with service characteristics consistent 

with those outlined in the proposed LTS tariff would be inappropriate.  Thus, there should an 

adjustment of the charges to customers taking service under the new LTS rate. 
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 Q.  Have you performed an analysis of the adjustments to the existing LPS tariff 

that are necessary to more equitably reflect service under the proposed LTS tariff? 

 A. Yes. The worksheet depicting that analysis is attached hereto as Schedule WLC-2.   

 Q.  What assumptions were made regarding the calculations in Schedule WLC-

2? 

 A. The following assumptions on load, system utilization, and metering 

characteristics that are consistent with the tariff requirements contained within the proposed LTS 

tariff were used to develop adjustments to the rates contained within the LPS tariff: 1) a customer 

is metered at 138 kilovolts or higher; and 2) the customer does not use the Company’s 

distribution system.  The first set of adjustments or changes to SC No. 11(M) (the LPS rate) are 

associated with the SC No.12 (M) (the LTS rate) customer’s total avoidance of use of the 

Company’s distribution system.   

Q. Please explain Schedule WLC-2? 

A. Schedule WLC-2 contains two sets of adjustments.  The first set of adjustments 

are associated with the fact that customers who qualify for service under the new LTS tariff 

avoid use of the Company’s distribution system.  Those adjustments are reflected in the “Less 

Rider RDC (1)” rows (Lines 5 and 13 of Schedule WLC-2).  The second set of adjustments is 

associated with the lower than average energy and demand losses of an LTS customer versus an 
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LPS customer.  Those adjustments are reflected in the “Less loss adj. (5.55%-1.38%)” rows 

(Lines 7 and 15 on Schedule WLC-2).   
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Q. Please explain the basis for both sets of adjustments. 

A. The Company’s existing tariffs contain a Rider RDC – Reserve Distribution 

Capacity Rider.  Rider RDC contains charges to be billed to customers who receive reserve 

capacity on the Company’s distribution system.  Considering that the Rider RDC monthly 

demand charges were developed for reserve distribution facilities, it was logical that these same 

charges could be used as an offset to the existing LPS rate that includes costs associated with use 

of the Company’s distribution system.  Thus, the monthly charges contained within the LTS 

tariff were reduced by an amount equal to the Rider RDC charges (Lines 5 and 13).  Similar 

adjustments are needed to reflect differences in energy line losses for LTS customers versus LPS 

customers.  Data from the Company’s most recent class cost of service study reflects an average 

energy and demand loss factor of 5.55% for customers under the LPS tariff.  The Company’s 

Energy Delivery personnel determined that the average energy and demand loss factor for an 

LTS customer would be only 1.38%.  As a result, demand and energy charges under the LPS 

tariff were reduced by 4.17% (5.55-1.38) (Lines 7 and 15 of Schedule WLC-2).  The resultant 

energy and demand charges under the proposed LTS tariff are shown on Lines 8 and 16 of 

Schedule WLC-2.   

Q. Were there any other adjustments required to the current LPS tariff to reflect 

the unique nature of an LTS customer? 

A. Yes, because the LTS customer (in this case, Noranda) is metered at a voltage 

(161 kilovolts) higher than the standard primary service voltage (i.e., 12/13.8 kilovolts) of  an 

LPS customer, adjustments of meter readings provided for under the Company’s Rider C – 
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Adjustments of Meter Readings For Metering At A Voltage Not Provided For In A Rate 

Schedule (Line 24) were required.  I would note that this adjustment would be necessary 

regardless of whether the customer would be billed under the LPS or the LTS tariff as it reflects 

lower transformation losses associated with metering at a higher than standard primary service 

voltage.  
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Q. Does the proposed LTS rate as shown on Schedule WLC-2 produce an 

annual realization equal to the annual realization if the same customer was billed under the 

current LPS rate? 

A. No.  If one assumes that the existing LPS rates which were set by the Commission 

are just and reasonable, then one wouldn’t expect it to produce the same realization because the 

existing LPS rates contain components relating to use of distribution facilities and energy line 

losses that, as discussed earlier, do not exist for an LTS customer.  While the LTS customer may 

have certain  load characteristics (e.g., high voltage service and high load factor) comparable to 

an LPS customer, they are very dissimilar in terms of utilization of distribution assets and 

average losses which leads to the conclusion that the LTS customer should benefit from lower 

rates.   

Q. If the above statement is true, why is the Company proposing an Annual 

Contribution Factor (“ACF”) for LTS customers that produces current revenues that 

equate to the revenues that would be produced by a strict application of the existing LPS 

rate? 

A. The Company’s Application in this case seeks to incorporate an area that contains 

a customer that would qualify for service under the LTS tariff.  An entire Cost of Service Study 

(“COSS”) and comprehensive  rate design will not be done except in connection with the 
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Company’s next rate proceeding.  Therefore, we have a unique situation for which we cannot at 

this time effectively develop a more specific rate.  The Company will be filing both a Missouri 

retail electric jurisdiction and a class COSS in January 2006.  However, Noranda needs the LTS 

tariff in place by June 1, 2005.  Therefore, to ensure that the revenues received from Noranda 

will be as much as would have been received based on the just and reasonable rates last set by 

the Commission (for an LPS customer, a rate of 3.25 cents per kwh), the Company is using the 

ACF to, in effect, treat Noranda from a current revenue standpoint as if Noranda was a new LPS 

customer, but the Company is taking into account, in designing the new LTS tariff, the equitable 

adjustments that should be recognized to account for those cost elements (or lack of them) that 

do not exist for serving Noranda.  
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Q. Please describe the ACF in more detail. 

A. The ACF is provided for in the “Annual Contribution Factor” section of Schedule 

WLC-1 and is reflected on Line 21 of Schedule WLC-3.  As shown on Schedule WLC-3, the 

ACF is calculated based on application of the LPS rate to a LTS customer.  The Company’s 

standard demand and energy rates are adjusted for Rider B – Discounts Applicable For Service 

To Substations Owned By Customer In Lieu of Company Ownership (Lines 5 and 12 of 

Schedule WLC-3) and, also, the previously mentioned Rider C (Line 22).  As provided for in the 

Annual Contribution Factor section Schedule WLC-1, the positive difference between the ACF 

and a LTS customer’s annual net base billing cents per kilowatt-hour realization will be 

multiplied by a LTS customer’s annual kilowatt hours and the resulting amount shall be due and 

payable to the Company. 

Q. What effect will approval of the LTS tariff have in this case? 
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A. It will allow the Company to serve Noranda according to the rates, terms, and 

conditions reflected in the LTS tariff until such time as the Commission orders any changes in 

those rates, terms, and conditions, which conceivably could be the Company’s next rate 

proceeding or thereafter.  As I view the situation today, I believe the structure of the LTS tariff 

would be appropriate in the next rate proceeding but certainly the components of the LTS tariff 

will be reviewed in the next and in subsequent rate proceedings and ultimately the Commission 

will determine the just and reasonable rate for LTS and for that matter all of the Company’s 

customers consistent with their service characteristics.  I would think that the lack of distribution 

and transmission service and the differences in energy line losses for an LTS customer, as it is 

today, would be relevant considerations when later reviewing the continued appropriateness of 

the LTS tariff.  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

 Q. Mr. Cooper, what other changes or modifications were made to the 

Company’s existing LPS tariff to reflect the unique electrical characteristics of service to 

an LTS customer? 

A. There were two other minor changes to the existing LPS tariff provisions, as 

follows: 1) language governing the application of Power Factor charges was modified to reflect 

the possibility that LTS customers may have special arrangements with their third party 

transmission suppliers for satisfactory power factor levels; and 2) language governing the 

Company’s charges for the provision of energy losses to the customer’s third party transmission 

provider.  This language is contained in the “Energy Line Loss Rate” section  of Schedule WLC-

1, whereby all such energy is billed at a rate equal to 3.25 cents per/ kWh.  Such losses are 

covered by the Company simply increasing its generation output and, as a result, should be billed 

at the ACF rate. Finally, because of the size of the customer’s load and potentially its location, 
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the LTS tariff includes certain critical credit requirements designed to protect AmerenUE and its 

ratepayers, as discussed by Mr. Craig Nelson in his testimony. 
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Q. Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF WILBON L. COOPER 
 

My name is Wilbon L. Cooper and I reside in St. Louis, Missouri.  

My educational background consists of a Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical 

Engineering (BSEE) from the University of Missouri-Rolla. 

 I was employed as an Assistant Engineer in the Rate Engineering Department of Union 

Electric in June 1980.  My work included assignments relating to the general analyses and 

administration of various aspects of Union Electric’s electric, gas, and steam rates.  In October 

1989 I was appointed Supervising Engineer – Rate Analysis, in the Rate Engineering Department 

of Corporate Planning at Ameren Services Company.  In the latter position I was responsible for 

meeting the analytical requirements of the Company's retail gas and electric rates and wholesale 

electric rates, including load research and various cost of service and rate design studies, as 

assigned.  I was appointed to my present position of Manager of Rate Engineering in March 

2003. 

I currently have responsibility for the general policies and practices associated with the 

day-to-day administration and design of Union Electric’s electric and gas rate tariffs, riders and 

rules and regulations tariffs on file with the Missouri Public Service Commission and the Illinois 

Commerce Commission, and in the participation in various proceedings before these regulatory 

agencies.  In addition, Rate Engineering is responsible for conducting class cost of service and 

rate design studies and the participation in other projects of a general corporate nature, as 

requested by the Director of Regulatory Policy and Planning. 

 I have previously submitted testimony before the regulatory commissions of Illinois, 

Missouri, and Iowa.  
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Line
No.
1
2 Customer Demand Energy
3 Charge Charge Charge
4 Service Classification 11(M) 210.00$  13.970$    0.0234$          
5 Less Rider RDC(1) n/a 1.640$      -$                
6 Sub total 210.00$  12.330$    0.0234$          
7 Less loss adj. (5.55%-1.38%) n/a 0.514$      0.00098$        
8 Service Classification 12(M) 210.00$  11.816$    0.02242$        
9

10
11
12 Service Classification 11(M) 210.00$  6.340$      0.0206$          
13 Less Rider RDC(1) -$        1.640$      -$                
14 Sub total 210.00$  4.700$      0.02060$        
15 Less loss adj(5.55%-1.38%) n/a 0.196$      0.00086$        
16 Service Classification 12(M) 210.00$  4.504$      0.01974$        
17
18
19 Cents per kWh @ Approx. 99% Load Factor
20 Customer Demand Energy
21 Charge Charge Charge
22 Summer/Winter Weighting 210.00$  6.94$        0.0206$          
23 Cents/kWh @ 99%Load Factor (2) 3.023
24 Cents/kWh @ 99% Load Factor (2)(3) 3.002
25
26 (1) Weighted Average of Rider RDC Charges
27 (2) - Excludes the Impact of Customer Charge
28 (3) - Metered Units Before Rider C Adjustment <LINE 21 x (1 - 0.0068)>

Summer (Jun-Sept)

Winter (Oct. -May)

Annual Weighted Rates and

UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY
DEVELOPMENT OF SERVCIE CLASSIFICATION NO. LTS RATES

Schedule WLC-2



Line
No.
1
2 Customer Demand Energy
3 Charge Charge Charge
4 Service Classification LPS 210.00$  13.97$    0.0234$  
5 Less Rider B n/a 0.95$      -$        
6 Sub total 210.00$  13.02$    0.0234$  
7 n/a
8
9
10
11 Servcie Classification LPS 210.00$  6.34$      0.0206$  
12 Less Rider B -$        0.95$      -$        
13 Sub total 210.00$  5.39$      0.0206$  
14
15
16
17
18 Customer Demand Energy
19 Charge Charge Charge
20 Summer/Winter Weighting 210.00$  7.93$      0.0215$  
21 Cents/kWh @ 99%Load Factor (1) 3.250
22 Cents/kWh @ 99% Load Factor (1)(2) 3.228
23
24 (1) - Excludes the Impact of Customer Charge
25 (2) - Metered Units Before Rider C Adjustment <LINE 21 x (1 - 0.0068)>
26
27
28

Winter (Oct. -May)

Annual Weighted Rates and
Cents per kWh @ Approx. 99% Load Factor

UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY

PRICING OF HYPOTHETICAL LTS LOAD ON LPS RATE

Summer (Jun-Sept)

Schedule WLC-3
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Office of the General Counsel    
Missouri Public Service Commission    
Governor Office Building     
200 Madison Street, Suite 100    
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gencounsel@psc.state.mo.us
 
Office of the Public Counsel 
Governor Office Building 
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Jefferson City, MO 65101 
opcservice@ded.state.mo.us
 
Stuart W. Conrad, Esq. 
Attorney for Noranda Aluminum, Inc. 
Finnegan, Conrad & Peterson, L.C. 
1209 Penntower Office Center 
3100 Broadway 
Kansas City, Missouri  64111 
stucon@fcplaw.com
 
 
 
       /s/James B. Lowery
       James B. Lowery 
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