
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

r 
11 

12 

f 13 

I 
14 

15 

I 16 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

I 
20 

21 

I 22 

I 
23 

24 

I 25 

I 

STATE OF MZSSOURI 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMXSSION 

At a hearing of the Public Service 

Commission, held at Jefferson City, 

Missouri, on the 27th day of 

March, • • 

CASE NO. EA-79-119 

In the matter of the application of 
UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY for permission 
and authority to construct, operate 
and maintain two combustion turbine 
generating units in the State of 
Missouri. 

BEFORE: 

.... 1979. 

PAUL W. REIMNITZ, Presiding, 
CHIEF HEARING EXAMINER. 

CHARLES J. FRAAS, JR., CHAIRMAN, 
HUGH A. SPRAGUE, 
LEAH B. McCARTNEY, 
ALBERTA C. SLAVIN, 

REPORTED BY : 

ROBERT L. STRATMAN AND 
BARBARA A. SKALLA 

COMMISSIONERS. 



3 

4 

s 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

!a .... P...EL P •. BARtmS. AttOrney, 
wti.LlAH B. JAtmES, Attorney, 

1901 Gratiot Street, 
P .. o. Box 149, 
St. Louis, Missouri 63166, 

FOR: APPLICANT, 
UNION ELECTRIC CO~ANY .. 

KENT M. RAGSDALE, Assistant Public Counsel, 
Office of the Public Counsel, 
P. o. Box 1216, 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, 

FOR: THE PUBLIC. 

MS. TREVA J. LASKA, Assistant General Counsel, 
Missouri Public Service Commission, 
P. o. Box 360, 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102, 

FOR: STAFF OF THE MISSOURI PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMMISSION. 

2 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

.. 

BE IT REMEMBERED, at a hearing of the Public 

Servia• Commission, ueld at ~~e tiu• ar~ plac& mentioned on · 

the title page hereof, the following proceedings were had: 

(Written Entries of Appearance filed.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: If we are ready, why don'1 

we go on the record. 

The Commission has set this time for hearing 

Case No. EA-79-119: in the matter of the application of 

Union Electric Company for permission and authority to 

construct, operate and maintain two combustion turbine 

generating units in the State of Missouri. 

I would like for the parties to make their 

appearances at this time. 

MR. BARNES: Michael Barnes and William 

Jaudes, Attorneys for Union Electric Company, Post Office 

Box 149, St. Louis, Missouri 63166. 

MS. LASKA: Treva Laska, for the Staff, 

P. 0. Box 360, Jefferson City, Missouri. 

MR. RAGSDALE: Kent Ragsdale, Assistant 

Public Counsel, P. o. Box 1216, Jefferson City, Missouri 65l02, 

appearing on behalf of the Public. 

MR. McNICHOLAS: Robert C. McNicholas, 

Associate City Counselor, representing the City of St. Loui1, 

who is not a party to this case, but is present. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Before we proceed, are 
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there any matters the parties wish to bring to the attention 

of the Commdssion? 

(No response.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All right. I quess I 

could state for the record that the Commission has received 

a telegram this morning, requesting a delay in the proceedin~s, 

but I see no reason to qo into it any further, since the 

parties sending the telegram aren't here, and no one else 

has anything further to say. 

Is there any desire to make an opening 

statement by anybody? 

(No response.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Ckay. 

Would all those persons knowing themselves 

to be witnesses in this cause, ~lease stand and raise your 

right hand and be sworn. 

(At this time three witnesses were duly sworn.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Call your first witness. 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Fred Platt. 
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afPLlCANf'S EVIDEftCE: 

P L A T rr. J R.' called as 

a witness in behalf of the APPLICANT, 

UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY, bei.ng duly sworn, 

test.ified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. BARNES: 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, Union Electric 

has filed direct testimony of our two witnesses in this 

case. I would like to know how you would have--like to 

have that testimony handled, as an exhibit, or will it be 

incorporated into the record as if read? 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Well, it is really not 

that long. Why don't we read it into the record. 

MR. BARNES : Okay. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: It won't take that long. 

It is very brief. 

MR. BARNES: Do you want us to read the--

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Ask the question and 

19 let him read back the answer. 

20 MR. BARNES : Okay. 

21 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go off of the 

22 record a minute. 

23 (Discussion off of the record.) 

24 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go back on the 

2.5 record. 
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MR. BARNES: If possible, I would like to 

bava the exhibits marked the way they are in the prepared 

te•tt.ony: that is, 1, and lA, 2, 2A and 3. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All ri.ght. 

MR. BARNES: And, then, the direct examinatio~ 

can be marked 4 and 5. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Fine. 

(AT THIS TIME APPLICANT'S EXHIBIT NOS. 1, lA, 

2, 3, 3A, 4 AND 5 WERE MARKED BY THE REPORTER FOR THE PURPOSe: 

OF IDENTIFICATION.) 

BY MR. BARNES : 

0. 

A. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All right. Proceed. 

Please state your name for the record. 

My name is Fred R. Platt, Jr. 

0. Have you prepared testimony, in written form, 

for submission in this proceeding, which was submitted on 

March 9, 1979, and supported by Affidavit? 

A Yes, I have. 

0. I hand you what has been marked Petitioner's 

(Applicant's) Exhibit 4, it is an eight-page document, 

entitled, "TESTIMONY OF FRED R. PLATT, JR., MISSOURI PUBLIC 

SERVICE COMMISSION, CASE NO. EA-79-119." I ask you if 

that is the testimony that you prepared? 

A. Yes, it is. 

Are there any changes or additions you wish 
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to make to your prepared testimony? 

A. No. 

~ If I were to ask you the questions set forth 

in your prepared testimony, would your answers be the same 

as those set forth therein? 

A. Yes, they would. 

~ Okay. Are there any exhibits referred to 

in your prepared testimony? 

A. Yes. 

~ I have handed you what has been marked for 

identification as Petitioner's (Applicant's) Exhibit Nos. 

1, lA, 2, 2A and 3~ are those the exhibits referred to in 

your testimony? 

A. Yes. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ : Excuse me. Did I hear 

you right,--

MR. BARNES: I may have--

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: --or is it 1,--

MR. BARNES: It should be--

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: --lA, 2, and 3 and 3A? 

MR. BARNES: Yes~ that is correct. 

BY MR. B~.RNES : 

Were those exhibits prepared by you or under 

your direction and supervision? 

Yes. 
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~ Do they accurately set forth the information 

which they purport to show? 

A. Yea. 

0. Do you adopt these eight pages and exhibits 

as your direct testimony in this case? 

A. Yes, I do. 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, Mr. Platt is 

available for cross-examination. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Ms. Laska? 

MS. LASKA: Yes. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Good morning, Mr. Platt! 

A. Good morning. 

0. Are the combustion turbines proposed by 

Union Electric in this application typical of the type used 

for peaking purposes? 

A. 

0. 

Yes, they are. 

What will be the yearly average, in hours, 

that the combustion turbines would run for peak loads? 

A. We anticipate, over the life of these units, 

that they will be operated on the average of two to 400 

hours per year. 

0. In that--

In that--A. 

0. --range, there is no one single figure, theni 
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Nor no. It might be higher over--than that 

in a particular year, but over the life of the machine, 

we anticipate that it will be two to 400 hours per year. 

~ over the life of the machine? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What will be the average duration of each of 

these runs, when it comes on and shuts off, for how long a 

period at a time? 

A. Depending upon peaking conditions, we might 

expect these to run for ten hours a day, for as many as 

five days a week. 

Q. But over what period of time of the year will 

these combustion turbines be run to supplement--

A. Generally during the peaking time of our year~ 

which would be in the summertime, but they also might be 

used during equipment outages of the other equipmentt when 

we would have need for it. 

Q. But to supplement for peak load would be 

generally during the months of--

A. --June and July and August. 

Q. What is the longest continuous run for any 

of Union Electric's presently used combustion turbines of 

thi.s type? 

A. I don't have a specific number. I would 

imagine that there may have been incidents where they run 
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for 24 hours. 

0 That is probably the longest? 

A Yes. Byt, generally, we expect them to run 

during the day, daylight hours for a period of ten hours a 

day. 

~ You spoke in your testimony of the black 

start capabil5. ty of these two combustion turbines. How 

often is this black start capability needed? 

A We hope never, but it might occur in some 

incident in our system, in which we would have a total blac 

out in our system, or a brownout in a section of our system, 

where we might lose complete power, in effect. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Would you define, I 

had a question about that, what do you mean when you say 

a "blackout?" 

WITNESS PLATT: A blackout means that we hav 

lost all of the power generation. We have complete loss of 

lights, power to all of our customers within a service area. 

These are common--these are incidents that happened in the 

East, what happened in the East. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: No. I mean a black 

start, what do you mean by that? 

WITNESS PLATT: Oh, a black start? I am sor 

Well, a black start would occur under incidents like that, 

TJ7he.t·&, if a power plant, say the Meramec plant, which one o 
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these is located at, if the power in that area was blacked 

out, say the City of st. LOuis was blacked out, we have the 

capabi.iity, within that machine, to be started up without 

an external source of power; electricity specifically. TheEe 

units are started with what we call an air pack. It has 

got a compressed air system, storage tank, and it is actual]~ 

started up with an air motor, which rotates the rotating 

elements of the thing, so that you can fire-off the fuel 

and get it to burn, to get it in service. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: If you got it going 

that way, and we are dealing with about a 50-megawatt plant, 

what area could you serve, and for how long? 

WITNESS PLATT: Well, the way we plan to 

use these is that we want to use these to start up a power 

plant, the one located at the Merarnec plant and the one 

located at the Sioux plant, to be specifically there to 

start up that plant, so that we could then start up our 

system. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So that you are not 

planning to use it to serve in the area in a blackout, you 

would just use it, then, to start up the plant,--

WITNESS PLATT: That is right. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --essentially? 

Is thiA the only way you could get a plant 

started, if there is a blackout? 
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WITNESS PLATT: Yes; because all of the 

power plants that we have, all of the pumps and the fans, 

and all of the equipment is run by electric motors; and, 

in fact, we are our biggest user, we usually n~e five pereer1~ 

of the power we generate, so--

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Like my gas furnacfJ? 

WITNESS PLATT: Yes; yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is that the reason that 

you have relocated one of these plants, and maybe I am ahead 

of you there, you will get into that, perhaps, later, why 

you have relocated and changed your plans on where you are 

going to build it? 

BY MS. LASKA: 

WITNESS PLATT: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Go ahead. 

~ The average for the other combustion turbines 

that Union Electric now has in use, what is the average 

duration of each of these units? 

~ We have six combustion turbines on our systen 

right now. Three of them, which have been in service, 

one since 1967, one in '73, and one in '74, and over that 

period, on those three plants, the first one, the Venice 

plant has had an average of about 306 hours per year. 

0. R!ght. Out of--or are you still talking abott 

with the ten hours a day average on that? 

12 
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A I don't have the specific records on, you 
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t: 3 

know, the character of the load that that carries. All that 

we have is the total number of hours that havt: been generate •• 

~ t 4 
and all I can give you is average numbers in these cases. 

5 

I 6 

~ Well, then, do you believe that that average 

is ten hours a day, five days a week, for those also? 

I 1 
~ Yes. In general, that is true for all 

I 
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combustion turbines that we have got, we are installing, 

and we anticipate using in the future. 

I 10 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Are you going to give 

I 
11 

12 

us the locations of the other six combustion turbines? 

WITNESS PLATT: If you wish them, I can. 

I 13 
BY MS ~ LASKA: 

I 
14 

15 

Q. You can? Go ahead. 

A We have one located at our Venice power plant 

I 16 which is located across the Illinois--in Illinois, I am sorr~, 

I 
17 

1.8 

across the Mississippi River in Illinois. We have the 

Howard Bend plant, which is located at the Howard Bend Water~ 

I 19 works, which is used for black start of the City of St. Loui~' 

I 
20 

21 

water plant. We have one more located at our Meramec station, 

which will be at the same location that we are locating this 

I 22 second one. 

I 23 

24 

And, then, just this last summer, we placed 

into service three more combustion turbines, which are 

I 25 actually located within the Missouri Power & Light's territo~y, 

I 13 
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and these are located at substations, one at Mexico, Missour , 

one at Moberly, Missouri, and. on11t at our MonrOe substation, 

which is just south of Jefferson City. 
.. ·-

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Does the one at MerameC: 

presently ha"Je a black start capability? 

WITNESS PLATT: It does not. 

BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Will these be the only units at the Sioux 

plant capable of black start capability? 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes. 

And at the Meramec plant? 

Yes. 

~ How much more will these units cost because 

of this black start capability feature? 

~ Of course, this is a different manufacturer 

than we have at, say, our Meramec plant. This is a turbo 

power marine unit, it is manufactured, the one at the Meramec 

18 plant is our General Electric unit. And in the purchase of 

19 

20 

21 

22 

those, there was just a slight incremental cost, higher, 

for, well, I am sorry, when you look at black start capabili y--

0. Yes. 

A. --on these, if you put black start on the 

23 General Electric unit, corr.pared to this turbo power marine 

24 unit, .. the General Electric would cost more. So it, basicall1 , 

25 i• an integral part of that machine, that is the way it is 

14 
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normally started under any circusat&ncEUH that is, afr ·~·~· 
It just has this additional feature of being able to--the 

black start capability. 

~ In other words. you could not have bought 

a combustine turbine from this manufacturer without--

A. Right. 

~ --without the black start cApability? 

A Right; that is right. 

~ But could have bought it from another 

manufacturer? 

A. Yes. 

~ Without black start? 

A. Yes; that is right. 

~ For much less? 

A. No. Oh, excuse me. Without the black start? 

0. Yes. 

A. Yes, it would be, it would cost less, yes. 

0. Do you know how much less? 

A. When we evaluated these back in 1975, when we 

purchased them, it was in the order of about $2 a kilowatt. 

~ Isn't it true at the present time that Sioux 

has on-site motor driven generators for black start and 

shut-down power? 

~ No. I am sorry. At each one of our power 

plants, we do have the capability of what we call let-down 

15 
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power, but this let-down power only covers a small amount 

of generation. For instance, the one at Sioux plant is 

only about a thousand KW, compared to 50,000 KW that is in 

this black start unit. And that thousand KW only takes care 

of critic~l auxiliaries; that is, fuel oil pumps for our 

turbines, and other critical auxiliaries that are critical 

to that unit, to keep it running, so that it isn't destroye 

because of a lack of power. 

~ But it could not start and back up again? 

A No. A thousand KW just cannot start a 5,000 

or a 10,000-horsepower motor, you know, a big motor like 

that, it just doesn't have the capability of doing it. 

~ So, in the event of a blackout or brownout 

now, the Sioux plant would be down, is that what you are 

saying, a--ia that how you bring it back up? 

~ They bring it back up with this combustion 

turbine unit. Oh, you mean--

0. Now? 

A. Now? 

0. Yes. 

A We could not start it up until we got some-

place else in our system started up. 

~ But your system, as an integrated whole, 

has transmission lines that are available to this Sioux ~~-~~ 

A. Yes. 

16 
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0. --to start it back up again? 

~ Thae is right. And that is available to 

starting up to hydroelectric power, Bagnell Dam, for instan~t , 

we could start it up, but one of the advantages of having 

it at our plant is that we can start up much faster. 

0. Okay. That is what I u~ant. 

l-1rs. Slavin? 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: How much faster? 

WITNESS PLATT: I can't tell you that. I 

don' t ha,,.a that number in my notes. Perhaps Mr. Esswein 

may be able to answer that question. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

0. Well, will you continue to use these motor 

driven generators for the process that you use them now, 

the ones at the Sioux plant? 

A. 

0. 

A. 

Q. 

turbines? 

A. 

0. 

You mean the let-down equipment? 

Right; the let-down equipment? 

Yes. 

Its purpose is separate from the combustion 

Yes. 

And will continue to be used for that purpose~ 

A. That is right. They will continue to serve 

power to the oil pumps and whatever critical auxiliaries 

that we have to have to keep the plant running. 
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0. Exhibit 4, Mr. Platt, is your prefiled 

testimony, and on Pages 4 and 5, you indicate that each 

unit will burn 5,000 gallons per hour; do you still agree 

with that figure? 

~ Yes: that is a real rough average of what 

it takes. 

~ What, then, do you estimate will be the 

operating cost of these turbines in cents per kilowatt-hour, 

the operating costs? 

A I don't believe I have that, I don't have t 

in my notes. Mr. Esswein has it, I think. 

0. Okay. Then, should I ask him also what will 

be, then, the total cost in cents per kilowatt-hour for 

construction, operation and maintenance, and fuel cost? 

A. Yes. 

0. Okay. You--I am sorry. Okay. You have 

stated that the average annual load in hours that the 

combustion turbines will be run is from 200 to 400 hours? 

A. Yes. 

0. We have, from the other Annual Reports, five 

companies, Arkansas-Missouri, t:anse.s City Power & Light, 

Missouri Public Service Company, the Missouri Power & Light 

Company, and Missouri Utilities, that the average of 15 

similar units used by these five other companies, from 1975 

to 1977, was 114 hours per year. Now, first of all, does i 

18 
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1 seem to you, then, that the 200 to 400 hours seems rather 

2 
high,--

A. No. 

,... __ ..,....., 
the average? 

"' ....... 
5 

A. No. I still consider the two to 400 hours 

6 
per year to be low foJ:" peaking service .. 

7 
Q. Why would Union Electric require more peaking 

8 service than the other companies--

9 
A. It is strictly a matter of the characteristics 

10 and the load requirements of our system compared to anybody 

11 else's system. 

12 Q. Is this, technically and mechanically, more 

13 costing to the turbines themselves, to use them for this 

14 amount of load over a continuous period of time? 

15 A. Yes. If you use them for a long period of 

16 time, certainly you are going to have more maintenance on 

17 them. 

18 Q. And what do you expect the life span of thesE 

19 combustion turbines to be because of this? 

20 A. Thirty years; that is the predicted 30-year 

21 life on those units. 

22 Q. EVen with the use you intend to make? 

23 A. Oh, yes.If ~ have damage to them because of 

24 fuel burning, or we push them too hard, we have to maintain 

25 them and make them be like new, you know. 

19 



Do you still expect them to have a life apan 

Yes, ma'am. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Wnat is the lanqth cf 

1 I ~ 
2 . 

I 
of 30 years? 

3 
A 

' ~ I 
5 your peak season, in days? Or are you planning to get into 
, 
0 

that? 
7 ~~. LASKA: June, July and August, he said 

8 before, when I asked him, in answer to one of my questions. 

9 WITNESS PLATT: Basically, it is July and 

10 

11 

.I 12 

August. It does go into June, but it is basically July 

and August. 

CO~~!SSIONER SLAVIN: July and August. Then, 

13 how many days would you say in July and August would be 

14 considered peak days? 

15 WITNESS PLATT: I am going to have to defer 

16 that one to Mr. Esswein. I think he is better qualified 

17 to answer that question than I am. 

18 COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: How many, in your 

19 question just a minute ago, did you ask him, did you say 

20 that you got an average of 114 hours for how many units? 

21 MS. LASKA: For 15 similar units used by the 

22 five other companies. 

23 COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Do you recall what the 

24 high and the low was on them? 

25 MS. IASKA: I have it. Just a minute. I 

20 
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think onion 

COMMISS:IONER SPRAGUE: Well, I don' t care 

about the low. 'l'he high anyhow. 

MS. LASY ... ~: 554 was the high, at the Merameo 

unit, for Union Electric. 

on those? 

two years. 

ran--

Is that all you wanted? 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do you have the dates 

MS. LASKA: That is for 1975 to 1977, for tho e 

MR. BILL WASHBURN: That \toas in 1977. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: That was for 1977, it 

MR. WASHBURN: That is correct. 

CO~SSIONER SLAVIN: The Meramec peaking uni , 

is it of the same size? 

1978 figures? 

MS. LASKA: Yes, it is. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: For 554 hours? 

MS. LASKA: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And do you have the 

WITNESS PLATT: The number is 302. 

MS. LASKA: It is in evidence, probably by 

the Public counsel, if you can wait until then. I hate to 
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refer to something that isn• t in evidence. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE : I am sorry. I c.U.Cln' t 

know if that was a proper question to you, but I was a l.itil.t· 
confused about what a 15-oompany average, 15-unit average 

would do, and that is the t•.lason I didn't want to ask him 

an improper question, but I couldn't quite--if you didn't 

mind me asking you that, I hope. 

MR. LASKA: No. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

~ On Page 5 of Exhibit 4, which is yeur 

prefiled testimony, you refer to the fuel storage of 600,00 

gallons, which will provide for 120 to 150 hours. Is that 

120 hours to 150 hours to be continuous hours? 

~ It could be. 

~ As opposed to running it down to depletion? 

~ Well, that, if you didn't replenish the 

supply and you burn it for that many hours, you would 

deplete that tank, but we have got to continue to be 

replenishing our tanks as we operate. 

~ oh, so, you do continue to replenish? 

A Oh, yes; certainly. 

~ All right. And what is the--where does 

Union Electric usually obtain its oil supply for peaking 

units in this area? 

A It usually obtains it from the suppliers 
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within the St. Louis area. 

~ By what means, transportationwise, usually? 

~ It is usually trucked. 

~ Okay. And how long does it take to get the 

supply to Meramec? 

~ I believe it can be delivered within a day's 

time. 

0. And Sioux? 

~ The same. They are all within the close 

proximity, within 15 or 20 miles of downtown St. Louis. 

0. Are there any oil storage facilities at 

Sioux at the present time? 

~ None which could be used for combustion 

turbines. There is a small tank, as far as plant use, but 

none that could be used for combustion turbines. 

0. And what is it used for now? 

~ It is used for ignition fuel, for starting 

up the boilers. 

0. Why is it that you determined that you neede 

this large a fuel storage? 

~ Well, we wanted to take--we took a look at t 

economics of the tank sizes to determine what we needed in 

fuel supplies. Basically, the tanks that we have installed 

at the Mexico, Monroe and Moberly stations are for 60 hours 

of storage. 



~ And bow many gallons? 

~ That is for 300,000 gallons. 

~ Then that will be twice as much--

~ Yes. 

~ --that you would have at the Sioux plant,--

A Yes. 

~ --than you have at the other plants that are 

running at 500 hours a year? 

A Yes; yes; two to 400 hours a year. 

~ Two to 400 hours a year. Would it not be 

more economical to be supplied immediately upon depletion an~ 

only carry approximately a 90-day supply? 

A Well, in the past, we haven't felt that we 

needed it. The Maramec tank, for instance, is a million 

and a half-gallon tank, and our criteria, and when we 

initially installed the Meramec unit, was about in the same 

order of magnitude of what we are installing now. But with 

the fuel embargo and that type of problem a few years ago, 

we installed a million and a half-gallon tank at that plant, 

which gives these two units 150 hours of storage, so it is 

a larger tank at Meramec. 

~ About twice as large? 

A Yes; yes. 

~ Do you think that it saves the ratepayers, 

well, I guess what I would like from the Company is somehow 
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f" 1 
o,:,__,_·,C, a late-filed exhibit, if that is possible, I don't know that 

I 
2 

3 ,.,,.; 

he can answer this que~tion,--

I 4 
A. Okay. 

~ --than what it saves the ratepayers to have 

I 
5 

6 
this excess inventory in the rate base, where, because I am 

I 7 
sure, well, I feel as though the question might have been 

answered, was a, yes, it saves money because we buy it when 

I 
8 

9 
it is cheaper, and we have it there for a longer period of 

I 10 
time. But, is that the motivation for having such large 

storage? 

I 11 
A. We don't consider this to be a large storage. 

12 

I 13 
~ Although it is twice as large as any other 

that you have at this time? 

I 14 
A. Are you talking about the Sioux location? 

15 

I 16 
~ Yes; the Sioux location. 

A. The Sioux location, in our future plans and 

I 17 
as we have indicated in our testimony, we had originally 

18 

I 19 

planned to install additional combustion turbines at the 

power plant locations. If there is a need for additional 

I 20 
combustion turbines, and we have to install them on our 

21 

I 22 

system, they will be installed at power plant locations. 

At the Sioux plant, we have provisions where we can install 

I 23 two units, the one that we are making application for now, 

24 

I 25 

and one additional unit. At this time we installed a 60o,oop-

gallon tank, because we felt like our present investment was 

I 25 
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better and because of fuel supply problems, it weuld be 

better to qo ahead and install tbat tank right now. 

What you are saying, then, is that you may 

not fill the tank up each time? 

That is possible. 

You will only fill it half full? 

~ That is possible. But if supplies get hard 

to get, we will keep it full. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I am sorry, Treva. I 

don't understand. You have, what, you have a million and 

one half-gallon tank at Meramec? 

WITNESS PLATT: Right. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And you have one unit 

14 there? 

15 

16 

WITNESS PLATT: There will be two units there. 

CO~SSIONER SLAVIN: You originally were 

17 planning to have three units there? 

18 WITNESS PLATT: We were originally planning 

19 to have four units there. 

20 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Four units there. All 

21 right. Could we go back to the drawing board and tell me 

22 what your plans are? I am assuming that the tank at Meramec 

23 was designed to serve how many units? 

24 WITNESS PLATT: It was designed to serve foux 

25 units. 
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COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Four units. Okay. 

Now, what are your pl:~s for Meramec now and in the future? 

WITNESS PLATT: When we install four units · 

there eventually, that tank will give us 75 hours of 

generating capacity at that location. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: For each unit? 

WITNESS PLATT: For each unit. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Okay. 

WITNESS PLATT: And our normal criterion is 

about 60 hours. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Okay. Now at Sioux 

you have no peaker, you are planning to build one now and 

another at a later date? 

WITNESS PLATT: Sometime in the future; yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: What is sometime in the 

future? 

WITNESS PLATT: Well, when our needs require 

it. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Oh! 

WITNESS PLATT: Right now, we don't know. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So, essentially, you wi~l 

nave excess tank capacity at both sites, isn't that right? 

WITNESS PLATT: Yes, rna' am. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

~ Are these internal combustion turbines? 
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A Yes, they are. 

MS. LASKA: I would like to ask for Commissio 

recognition of the Federal Register, Wednesday, November 2i; 

1978, the Department of Energy. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: You want us to take notict 

of that? 

MS. LASKA: Yes. So I might refer to it as 

I ask questions. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: 19 what? What was tha 

date again? 

MS. LASKA: November 22, 1978. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do you have copies for 

everyone? 

MS. LASKA: I have three copies. I did not 

know if he would ask me to put them in evidence. If you tak~ 

recognition, I can pass the copies out. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Well, for what purpose? 

MS. LASKA: I am going to ask some questions 

of the witness regarding this. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: I mean, do you have 

specific pages, or do you want the whole document-­

MS • LASKA: No; no. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Or what? 

MS. LASKA: I am merely going to ask him if 

he is aware of this. 

28 



07'-. ., 
~ .• 

; ... , ............. . ::;-

;~ 

~It'; 
:~~~Ad,,,,::~~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

··' 

1 

2 

.· 

question. 

EXAMINER REIIf.ln'l'Z: Go ahead and ask your 

3 f.t.S. LASKA: Okay. 

4 EXAMINER REIMNITI: We will see what we get 

5 here. I am having a little trouble with how much you want 

6 us to take notice of. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

BY MS • LASKA: 

~ Are you aware of the rule--he speaks of it in 

his testimony, also, are you aware of the rule proposed by 

the Department of Energy as printed in the Federal Register 

of this date, Wednesday, November 22, 1978? 

~ Which rule? 

~ The rule that speaks of the Fuel Use Act, 

that would restrict the use of fuel oil in combustion 

turbines? 

~ Yes. That was enacted in November of 1978. 

~ Well, it is a proposed rule, I think, isn't 

it? 

~ It was. enacted in--

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I am sorry. I have 

been hearing parts of what you say, sir. 

WITNESS PLATT: I am sorry. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

~ I am speaking of the proposed rule that--not 

the law itself, not the Fuel Use Act itself, but the proposed 
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t' 1 rules that have been drafted pursuant to that Act, that 
') 

r· -
3 

was--

A. Well, I al'f havinq difficulty because I don•t 

I 4 
know what your specific question is. 

5 

I 6 

0. Okay. 

A. I am generally familiar with the Fuel Use 

I 7 
Act,--

I 
8 

9 

0. Right. 

A. --that has been enacted last year,--

I 10 0. According to the--

I 
11 

12 

A. --but particularly what is in that rule, 

I don't--! can't answer. 

I 13 0. Only that there are restrictions--

I 
14 

15 

A. Yes. 

0. --that will be on fuel oil? 

I 16 A. Right. 

I 
17 

18 

0. And what do you expect those to be? 

A. Yes. 

I 19 0. And do you have some expectation now that 

I 20 

21 

there will be restrictions on the use of the fuel oil that 

you will burn in these combustion turbines? 

I 22 A. The Fuel Use Act recognizes combustion turbints 

I 23 as a peaking type of unit, for the generation of power, 

24 and because it recognizes it, it allows an exemption to the 

I 25 Fuel Use Act, which would allow us or allow anybody who is 
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I ,K 
1 

granted that permission or that exemption to burn oil 
2 

I 3 
for couJ#wztion turbines. one restriction for that is that 

it must be burned less than 1,500 hours per year. 

I 4 
0. Okay. Do you intend to pursue that exemption-1-

5 

I 6 

A. Yes. 

0. --for your combustion turbines? 

I 7 
A. Yes. 

I 
8 

9 

0. That is what I wanted to get at. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Would this exemption 

I 10 apply to those combustion turbines already in existence; or 

I 
11 

12 

would it permit you to build one and then apply, or how does 

that law work? 

I 13 WITNESS PLATT: It does not apply to the 

I 
14 

15 

combustion turbines that we have placed into service. It 

only applies to new units, such as these two that we are 

I 16 installing in the future. 

I 
17 

18 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Oh, I see. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

I 19 0. In the event that you were unable to receive 

I 20 this exemption, or oil becomes scarce, or too expensive, 

21 can these turbines be converted to pressurized, fluidized 

I 22 beds, or any other sort of use for high sulfur coal? 

I 23 ~ Yes, they can be converted to alternate fuels, 

24 when those fuels are developed to a point where we can get 

I 25 enough supply to serve our needs. 

I 31 
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COMMl:SSIONER SLAVIN: Would you be more 

WITNESS PLATT: Well, our--or one synthetid 

fuel that we know is met~anol, now that can be burned in 

combustion turbines. But, it is just not produced in such 

quantities that we could use it today, that we could get it 

to serve our needs today. 

CO~SSIONER SLAVIN: Are these units convert -

ble to natural gas? 

WITNESS PLATT: Oh, yes, ma'am. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Then, so that is right 

now, I mean when you install it, you can use it either with 

number two oil or natural gas? 

WITNESS PLATT: No; no. We would have to 

install additional equipment and we would have to have a 

supply line serving these units. 

CC~DaSSIONER SLAVIN: I am not terribly 

conversant with the Fuel Use Act, but it seems to me that 

one of the requirements of the units that were going in 

was that they either or--that they have a capability of 

either natural gas or oil? 

WITNESS PLATT: No. Only if you have purchas~d 

the hardware on that piece of equipment to burn that fuel, 

and we have not purchased that. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I don't understand what 

vou mean. 
32 



1 WITNESS PLATT: We only have hardware on thest, 

2 combustion turbines to burn one fuel, and that is a liquid 

3 fuel, of number two fuel oil, or some other very similar 

4 type fuel. We cannot burn a gas, a natural gas, or a 

5 methanol, or any other fuel without some conversion to those 

6 units to accommodate that fuel. 

7 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Are you aware of the 

8 federal policy now, which is to encourage electric utilities 

9 to put gas in their boilers? 

' 10 
l WITNESS PLATT: Yes. 

11 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Instead of oil? 

12 WITNESS PLATT: Yes. 

13 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And how do you relate 

14 to that? Is this the type of proposal--

15 WITNESS PLATT: We have not pursued it for 

16 these units. It is still very fluid right now, in the 

17 way the laws are being written, and we have net pursued it 

18 on these two units. 

19 COMMcrSSIONER SLAVIN: Have you pursued it on 

20 any units? 

21 WITNESS PLATT: No. 

22 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: All right. And you 

23 said methanol for natural gas would be an alternative? 

24 WITNESS PLATT: Yes. 

25 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Assuming that you insta 1 
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1 
the hardware. The same hardware would be available, would 

2 
werk f~r methanol, roughly? 

3 WITNESS PLATT: No, I don't think so. I thin~ 

4 
methanol is a liquid fuel very much like number two fuel 

5 
oil, so--

6 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: There is no hard.ware 

I 7 
for methanol? 

I 
8 

9 

WITNESS PLATT: No. It requires some hardwarE , 

but I don't know how much different, but it is basically a 

I 10 liquid fuel, and it requires some provisions or some changes 

I 
11 

12 

on the equipment to accommodate that fuel. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: All right. What others 

I 13 You mentioned fluidized beds--

I 
14 

15 

MS. LASKA: Well, that is what I was going to 

ask--

I 16 WITNESS PLATT: Well,--

I 
17 

18 

MS. LASKA: --him even more specifically. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

I 19 ~ can these turbines be converted to pressurizec, 

I 
20 

21 

fluidized beds that could use high sulfur coal? 

A. Yes. 

I 22 ~ And, if so, what would be t.he expense--

I 23 

24 

A. Well,--

~ --in comparison to this? 

I 25 A. Well, this technology is very new. It has no4 

,, 
'-'~ 
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been developed tc the point where, again, we would have 

I 
2 

~ 
t 3 

enough fuel supplies to serve our needs~ The manufactur~rs 

or the manufacturers of combustion turbines are designing 

I. 4 their equipment to accommodate this type of equipment in th 

5 

I 6 

future. We do not--we have n~t pursued it, because it is 

just not available to us as a viable fuel. So, we just 

I 7 
really haven't pursued that area. 

8 

I 9 

~ But they are capable of being converted? 

~ Yes; to our understanding, they are. 

I 10 COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Well, if the governme t 

11 

I 12 

finally made up its mind and said, we want to do a policy 

here, we want a unit capable of burning gas, we want a 

I 13 unit capable of burning oil, then you would come back and 

I 
14 

15 

ask for the necessary equipment to convert that unit, 

to make those changes at that time, is that right? 

I 16 WITNESS PLATT: If we were required to. 

I 
17 

18 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: If you were required o? 

WITNESS PLATT: Yes. 

I 19 COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Your point is that 

I 
20 

21 

you are not doing it now because you are not required to, 

is that the way I understand it? 

I 22 WITNESS PLATT: That is right. And--

I 
23 

24 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: All right. Okay. 

CHAIRMAN FRAAS: Sir, you are talking 

I 25 generally of hardware. Let's assume for the moment that 

I 35 



1 you were going to convert one of these units from burning 

2 number two to gas, do you have any idea of the extent of 
~ 

::J the hardware we are talking about, specifically its cost? 

4 WITNESS PLATT: I am making a guess riqht 

~0, 
5 

~} 
6 

' 

now. I would say it might cost us a half a million to 

a million dollars a unit to convert to another fuel. 

I ~~\ 7 CHAIRMAN FRAAS: Per unit? 

~"I 
8 

9 

\'liTNE~S PLATT: To convert it to another 

fuel. a "'~ 10 CHAIRMAN FRAAS: Thank you. 

11 

I 12 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Could these units burn 

number six oil? 

I 13 WITNESS PLATT: They could. But, again, 

I 
14 

15 

it takes quite a bit of conversion to do it. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Would you elaborate on 

I 16 why you are building one that takes the number two oil, 

I 
17 

18 

in terms of fuel availability and expense? 

WITNESS PLATT: Well, number two fuel is 

I 19 available. It--I believe it qets into the environmental 

I 
20 

21 

aspects of this problem, because one of the present 

requirements of the Clean Air Act is that we meet two 

I 22 criteria on our emissions, one of them is sulfur dioxide 

I 
23 

24 

emission, and the other is nitrous oxide emission, but 

specifically sulfur dioxide emission requires that we burn 

I 25 a low sulfur fuel. And that is one of the reasons why we 

I " 
36 



I 1 

2 

I 3 

I 4 

5 

I 6 

I 7 

8 

I 9 

I 10 

11 

I 12 

I 13 

I 
14 

15 

I 16 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

I 
20 

21 

I 22 

I 
23 

24 

I 25 

I 
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purchased our number two oil, is because we can get it in 

the low sulfur quantities required to meet those environmental 

conditions. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I have just been readin~ 
that utilities in the East are asking for variances from the 

EPA, to exempt them from the Clean Air requirements, which 

have forced them to burn number two oil because of, number 

one, expense; and, two, availability. Now why do you at 

Union Electric think as a new customer, in a sense, in 

essence, expect that you will want to burn this fuel, when 

somewhere a few miles, you know, a few thousand miles away 

from us there may be a different decision? 

WITNESS PLATT: I am not sure of their 

reasons, but I know that the eastern utilities are heavily 

dependent upon fuel oil as their primary source for base 

load generation. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Yes. 

WITNESS PLATT: That is quite a different 

problem than when you are looking at peak load generation of 

two to 400 hours per year, and the cost associated with that 

much generation. That is our reason, is because we are only 

going to use it for a couple of hundred hours a year, which 

is very, very low generation. 

COMMISSIONER STAV!N: So, you don't expect 

any availability problem? 
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1 WI '!"NESS PLATT: No; no. 
! . 

2 

:3 I 
COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And what is the 

difference in cost? 

4 WITNESS PLATT: I don't believe I have that 

5 comparison. 

6 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Will anyone have that? 

7 WIT""NESS PL.l!\TT: no you have a conparison, 

8 Mr. Esswein,--

9 MR. L. A. ESSWEIN: I can check it. 

'!(\ 
.LV WITNESS PLATT: --of other types of fuel? 

11 CHAIRMAN FRAAS: Sir, just to follow up my 

12 question earlier, would there be any difference in the cost 

13 of installing the units if you made the decision right now 

14 and put in units that would burn gas rather than number two 

15 oil, so that there wouldn't be any hardware switching to 

16 be done later? 

17 WITNESS PLATT: No. I think that the hardwar1 

18 would be a cost there regardless of whether we--that is, 

19 to change now or change over later, I think we would have 

20 to pay for additional hardware on that equipment. Initially 

21 I think the big problem is, at these locations that we are 

22 talking about, is finding a gas supply and we do not ha~~ 

23 a natural gas supply in close to the--well, I am sorry, 

24 we do have one close to the Meramec plant, at the Maramec 

25 plant, and I am not sure about the Sioux plant. I don't 
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1 think we have any up there at all. So, we would have to 

2 pay tha coet of getting those--that fuel to our power plants 

3 plus the fact that we can only get natural gas on a dump 

4 basis right now, and we are not certain that we could get 

5 it to suit a peaking need at the time we need it. 

6 CHAIRMAN FRAAS: Thank you. 

I 7 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So, you are really 

• 
8 

9 

saying, then, that natural gas isn't an option for you 

without considerable expense, particularly at Sioux? 
,,,, 

I 10 WITNESS PLATT: Well, ! don't think it is a 

I 
11 

" 
v 

0'" 12 

good option, because I think the natural gas is a short-term 

thing, as far as the government is concerned. I think they 

I 13 are only looking at it in terms of two to five years in 

I 
14 

15 

the future, it is not a 30-year life fuel supply for us. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Well, all right. Well, 

I 16 forgetting the governmen~ policy, let's just--which we may 

I 
17 

18 

all need to do at some point, but you are telling me that 

you do not have any natural gas supply at Sioux without 

I 19 running a pipeline there? 

I 20 

21 

WITNESS PLATT: Right; right. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: At considerable expense 

I 22 is that right? 

I 23 

24 

WITNESS PLATT: Right. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Because it is not 

I 25 anywhere near the Sioux plant? 

I ------------- 39 
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~fi'!'tlESS PLATT: To my knowledge, it is not •. J-. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: A.Yld you are saying tha 

I you do have a natural gas pipeline that comes somewhere id 

the range of Meramec? 

WITNESS PLATT: Right. 

C<»-Ud..ISSIONER SLAVIN: How many miles? 

WITNESS PL~TT: It comes to the site. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: It comes to the site? 

WITNESS PIATT: Because we are capable of 

burning it in our boilers. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And do you burn it 

in your boilers? 

WITNESS PLATT: It is only available to us 

on a dump basis; that is, when there is an excess amount of 

gas, that the gas company has and says we can burn it on 

such and such a date. It is not available at all times. 

COMMcrSSIONER SLAVIN: Okay. That is all. 

BY MS. LASKA: 

Mr. Platt, are you familiar with the fluidiz 

or pressurized, fluidized beds that I spoke of, and their 

conversion suitability for your combustion turbines? 

Not in great depth. I know in concept what 

they are. 

I was going to say, if you would just in 

concept, perhaps, point out to the Commissioners, I think 
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that--1 mean--

2 ~ Well~ it is taking coal and placing it 

3 through a process in which they get what they call a low 

f 4 
t BTU gas, which can ttl&n be for burning in combustion 

5 

l 6 

turbines, or burning in boilers, or however you want to use 

it. 

[ 7 Q. And that is by converting them from internal 

8 

l 9 

combustion to external combustion? 

~ No. It would be burnt in--if it were burnt 

l 10 in a combustion turbine, it would still be an internal 

11 

l 12 

combustion turbine. 

~ And the conversion is really not as expensive 

l 13 as one might think, from hearing the terminology? 

I 
14 

15 

~ No. I think the conversion would probably 

be in the order of the cost of conversion to natural gas, 

I 16 because the fluidized bed is going to produce a gas that 

I 
17 

18 

we burn in combustion turbines. And I think it would be 

in that order of magnitude. 

I 19 MS. LASKA: Thank you. 

I 
20 

21 

EY.J'.MINER REIMNITZ: Mr. Ragsdale? 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. RAGSDALE: 

I 22 ~ Mr. Platt, the commission!s Counsel has 

I 
23 

24 

already directed you to some things in the Federal Register. 

I am wondering if you are familiar with the interim rules 

I 25 put out by the Economic Regulatory Agency in the Wednesday, 
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March 21, 1979, Federal Register, in particular the interim 

rule regarding transitional facilities1 are you f.-iliar 

with that? 

A Yes. 

~ Has Union Electric signed--did Union Electric 

sign a contract for construction or acquisition of these 

two turbines prior to November 9, 1978? 

~ Yes. 

~ And do you know, in a dollar amount, how 

much was spent, percentagewise, of the total cost as of 

November 9, 1978? 

~ For these particular units? 

~ Yes. 

~ It is probably in the order of $100,000, 

and again that is a guess on my part, but it is basically 

an engineering cost. We have not paid any equipment cost 

to date. 

Has the Company filed a request, in 

with those Economic Regulatory Agency rules ! just mentione 

to you, to get these units labeled "existing?" 

No. We don't believe that they are qualifie 

as existing units. 

I believe in your testimony that you rated 

the units at 51 megawatts for maximum peak summer capacity, 

and I believe 48 megawatts as the base load summer rating, 
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and I wonder if you could give me a little bit JaOre infor-

mation on what those two ta:rmii ~:n? 

Those two ratings represent a capability of 

the machine, to get more generation. Our normal practice 

is, and it gets back to this problem of maintenance on the 

equipment, our normal practice will be to operate them at 

what we call the base load rating for that machine, which 

is the 48 megawatts rating. If we operate them at the peak 

load rating, 51 megawatts, we are just pushing them harder, 

carrying higher temperatures in our combustion zone, and, 

therefore: having higher maintenance on them. So, it is 

our practice to use these machines, all of these machines 

that we have in our plants, to operate them at the base load 

rating of the machine; in order to avoid high maintenance 

on them. If we need that additional kilowatt under an 

emergency situation, we use it. 

Earlier you defined what a blackout was for 

Commissioner Sprague; define what you mean when you use the 

term "brownout." 

Well, brownout, I believe, is when just 

certain portions of our system or po~er- shutdown in certain 

portions of our system, we may require a certain load reducti>n 

on n~nufacturing and that sort of thing. I believe that is 

correct. 

Do you know when the last time that Union 
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Electric had a systeawide blackout? 

I don • t believe we have ever had a blackout. I 
0. And the problems that you may have had last 

January, in the ice storm, would be what might be described a • 

a brownout, or is that something else? 

~ Well, that was where we lost power in certain 

areas due to transmission lines being taken out because of 

ice. 

0. You wouldn't describe that as a brownout, 

that you previously defined? 

A. No. 

0. But has Union Electric ever had a brownout 

on its system? 

A. I can't tell you when we have had one. We 

may have had one. Mr. Esswein may be able to answer that 

question for you. 

I believe in your testimony you gave us a 

cost figure for each of the units, that appearing on Page 4 

of Contpany Exhibit No. 4, if both of these units were to be 

constructed at Meramec, would the cost, then, be the $8,800,000 

times two, rather than the two figures that you have listed 

there? 

Let me refer to my notes. Essentially, yes, 

that is correct. 

Now you defined these--you described these 
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the method that is used. »ow long would it take these 

combustion turbines to be operating at their capacity, once 

you have initiat$d the black start procedure? 

A. Within five t.o ten minutes. 

~ And once these units are operating, how long 

would it take you to get the Maramec or the Sioux units back 

on-line in a systemwide blackout situation? 

A. That is difficult to predict, but assuming 

that those units were firing, were on load when we had the 

blackout and they tripped off, we ought to be able to come 

back very quickly, within an hour, and get generation out of 

any one of those units. 

~ A.~d I believe you testified, in questioning 

from Commissioner Slavin, you wouldn't know how long it would' 

take if you had to rely upon Bagnell Dam for your black start·· 
capability? 

A. No, I do not know that. It requires some 

switching of transmission lines, to get the power into St. 

Louis, and that is where the biggest time factor is. 

~ That has to be manual switching,or could you 

just--

A. ! believe it is, yes. 

~ I noticed in your responses to our Interrogat ries 

that the Labadie and the Rush Island plants, I believe, have 

a combined capacity in excess of 3,000 megawatts. Is that a 
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fair estimate of the capacity of those two plants? 

A In excess of 3,000? 

0 If you combined those two units, those two 

plants together? 

A Yes: roughly about 3,600. 

~ Okay. And I believe the two at Merarnec's 

plant site have a combined capacity of less than 2,000 

megawatts? 

~ Yes; that is about right. 

~ My question is, why has the Company chosen to 

site the black start units at the smaller plants rather than 

the larger plants, like Labadie and Rush Island? 

~ Primarily because of the si7.e of the 

generating units, and specifically the Meramec unit site was 

chosen because those units are--there is four units at 

Meramec, and they start out at, one of them--two of them 

are 140 megawatts, and one is 300, and one is 350 megawatts, 

compared to the 600 megawatt units at the other site locatiors, 

the Labadie and the Rush Island. Those small units can be 

started up much faster than the large units, and that would 

give us a much faster recovery to our system there under 

a blackout situation. 

0. Would it be that the large:t· Labadie type unit 

would require more megawatts ·to get it started, or is it 

because the bigger units just takes a longer process to get 
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Just a longer process to get it started. 

MR. ~'GSOALE: I believe that is all of the 

questions I have. 

QUESTIONS BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ How much longer? 

A I can't give you a specific answer on that. 

~ Minutes? 

A Oh, I would say it may be, it may be twice 

as long. It may be two to three hours, compared to an 

hour to an hour and a half, assuming the unit has been 

operating and it is hot, and you can bring it right back on. 

~ So, your estimate of a black start is an 

hour and one-half? 

A I arn estimat.ing the recovery of that unit, 

I am not really addressing what it requires to get all of 

the switching outside of that power plant in our system, 

and all of that. So, I don't have a number of what a 

system blackout would have. It is a very difficult thing 

to define, and we have never experienced it, so we don't 

really have good data, to gay what it would take to recover, 

but we want to design so that we can recover as quickly as 

possible. 

~ Let me ask the question, but I think it is 

called the "war room," and I waa aaaured that a blackout 

for Union Electric•s system waa virtually impossible. 
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I doni t believe i:hat is true. 

How would it occur? 

It could occur by upset to our system. 

What kind of an upset? 

Well, I believe we had one incident, I believ• 

it was last year, where we were transmitting power through 

our system, and the power got cut off on the outlet in and, 

so, we had a great bulk of power coming into our system 

and no place to go, and we came very, very near to having 

a blackout at that time9 But, we managed to recover that 

situation and didn't have a blackout. But, it takes a 

lot of circumstances to cause a blackout within our 

system, but it could happen. 

So, essentially, the system in that kind of 

15 a situation has to shut off power, you have ~o much power? 

16 \'\e 11, under that particular case, yes. 

17 You mean you have too much power or not any? 

18 Right; right~ 

19 Is that what you mean? Well, I was under 

20 the impression that since you had so many different trans-

21 mission lines coming in, quite dissimilar to the situation 

22 that occurred in New York, where it was, basically, one 

23 transmission line? 

24 I think it depends on the system. If we--

25 the more input we have, the ~·· .re ties we have to our system 
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the better chance we have of not having a blackout. Xf 

good chance of having a blackout, as compared to a large 

number of inputs to our system. 

~ So, you are saying more input protects you 

from blackouts? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Right? 

A It gives us other sources of power coming 

into our system. 

~ That's right. 

~ So, we can live through that. 

~ Well, that is what I said. 

A. Yes. 

Q. What I had in mind. 

A. Yes. Well, perhaps, that is what they were 

telling you when they said that it was impossible, I mean 

it is possible, and that is why we are concerned about it. 

And that is why we are installing black start equipment on 

our system, 

Would you say that the reason for installing 

peakers is more for the black start than one for peaking? 

A. It is more for peaking. It is an added 

benefit to get black start capability. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Okay. 
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EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Any redirect? 

question. Is another reason you could have a blackout in 

the future, could be insufficient capacity, couldn't it? 

WITNESS PLATT: Yes. If we lost one of our 

major power plants, like our Labadie plant, which is 

2,400 megawatts, if we lost that whole plant, there is 

a good possibility of causing a blackout in our system, 

that we would have too little power. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Labadie is not now 

rated at 2,400, is it? 

WITNESS PLATT: It may be--that is a nominal 

rating, is the number that I used, but it may be a little 

less than that. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I thought it was 

significantly less than that. Maybe Mr. Proctor can--

WITNESS PLATT: Well, we have gone through 

this problem of derating, because of environmental problems, 

which has caused some change to that. Those units were 

nominally 600-megawatt units, but they may be 575, something 

in that order, not a specific number. 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, can we have just 

a five-minute break? 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's take a short recess. 

WHEREUPON, a recess was taken. 
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PURSUANT to the recess, the hearinq of this 

case reaU~~Bd, and the following proceedings were had: 

record. 

WITNESS FRED R. PLATT, JR.., RESUMED TH~ STJl..ND# 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let' s go back on the 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, I have one questio 

on redirect for Mr. Platt. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All right. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. BARNES: 

Mr. Platt, why did the Company decide to 

install a 600,000-gallon tank at Sioux rather than a 300,000 

gallon tank? 

A There were three reasons why we did that, 

is that, first, we anticipated that we--sometime in the 

future we would have one additional unit at that location. 

And, secondly, because of the incremental 

cost and the escalation of cost in the future, we felt like 

it would be best to install the 600,000-gallon tank at this 

time. 

The third reason is that this represents an 

incremental cost of additional storage. We had estimated th t 

the 600,000-gallon tank would cost us in the order of 

$350,000 for the Sioux site. The cost reduction for a 

300,000-gallon tank at Sioux would be in the order of $100,0 0. 

So, we felt like that this incremental cost of it would be 

51 



·"·I ;!'.· 

:.··1·.· . 3> 

.
•. i.· .. · ... ·a· to 

I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

enough that we should go ahead and provide that additional 

storaqe.. And, then, in the interim, with only one unit there , 

it gives us additional storage capacity fer that unit in 

case we get. into an oil supply probleln and that sort of thin~ • 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Anything further of this 

witness? 

(No response.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Do you have anything 

further of this witness? 

MS. LASKA: Yes. I a1n sorry. I have one morE 

question. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All right. 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Mr. Platt, do you think you would have 1nade 

the same decision about the larger storage facility if the 

Commission would determine at some time that they would only 

allow into rate base the amount that you would be using for 

the combustion turbine actually in use at that time, would 

you have made the same decision to go ahead with the larger 

storage capacity? 

A. I am not sure, because I am not familiar 

with working with you people, and I can't really answer that 

23 question. 

24 MS. ~.SKA: Thank you. 

25 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Thank you, Mr. Platt. Yo\ 
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aay step down. 

WITN!!SS PLATT: Thank you. 

MR. BARNES·; Mr.. Examiner, 

one more question. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Oh! I was a little 

premature here. I thought everybody was through. 

FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. BARNES: 

Q. Mr. Platt, did you give any consideration 

to the rate base in designing these combustion turbines? 

A. I don't understand your question. 

Q. In planning for these combustion turbines, 

did you, yourself, give any consideration to the rate base 

in those decisions? 

k No. That is not my responsibility. 

MR. BARNES: Thank you. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Thank you, Mr. Platt. 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, if there are 

no more questions for Mr. Platt, may he be excused? 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Any objection to this 

witness being excused? 

MR. RAGSDALE: I have none. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Mr. Platt, you may be 

excused. 

WITNESS PLATT: Thank you. 

(Witness excused.) 
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MR. BARNES: I would like to call Larry 

Esswein to the stand. 

called as a 

witness in behalf of the APPLICANT, 

UNION ELECTRIC COMPk~Y, being duly sworn, 

testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MR. BARNES: 

~ Please state your name for the record. 

A. My name is L. A. Esswein. 

Did you prepare direct testimony in written 

form for submission in this proceeding, which was submitted 

on March 9, 1979, and supported by Affidavit? 

I have. 

I have handed you what has been marked 

Petitioner's (Applicant's) Exhibit 5, an 18-page document, 

entitled, "TESTIMONY OF L. A. ESSWEIN, MISSOURI PUBLIC 

SERV~~E COMMISSION, CASE NO. EA-79-119," I ask you if that 

is the testimony that you prepared? 

It is. 

Are there any changes or additions you wish 

to make to your prepared testimony? 

A. Yes. There is one change I would like to 

23 make, and that is on Page 14 of the testimony, the fifth 

24 line down, the number that appears in that line is "17. 1\," 

25 that number should be "18.3%." 
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~hat is the only change that I have. 

~ Other than the change you have just noted, 

if I were to ask you the questions set forth in your prepare~ 

testimony, would your answers be the same as those set forth 

therein? 

A. They would. 

~ Do you adopt these 18 pages as your testimony 

in this case? 

A. I do. 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, I have a few 

more questions on direct examination for Mr. Esswein. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All right. Go ahead. 

MR. BARNES: Mrs. McCartney, I will hand you 

a copy of these additional questions on direct examination. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Do you have any more 

of those? 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go off of the recor~. 

(Discussion off of the record.) 

E~~INER REIMNITZ: Let's go back on the 

record. 

BY MR • BAR..t.tES : 

~ Mr. Esswein, or. Michael Proctor, a member 

of the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, has 

submitted prefiled testimony, including an exhibit,in this 
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case. And have you reviewed Dr. Proctor's testimony, 

including the exhibit? 

~ Yes, I have. 

~ At the bottom of Page 2 of his testimony, 

it is stated that "It is our recommendation that Union 

Electric Company's amended application be granted subject 

to two provisions." Do you have any comments? 

~ Yes, I do. Certainly I agree with the 

recommendation that the amended application be granted. 

Additionally, I basically agree with the intent of the two 

provisions because they state that which Union Electric 

plans to do and would do without the provisions. However, 

I am concerned that the possible inclusion of the second 

provision in the Commission's Order, assuming that the Comm-

ission approves the amended application, could be detrimenta 

to the public should conditions change. Also, use of the 

statement in the first provision that "Union Electric 

Company should carry out an aggressive interchange sales 

policy in 1979 and 1980" is subjectiv-a. Please let me 

explain. 

First of all, having a level of reserve 

higher than 15 percent, and even as high as 25 percent 

in 1979, does not mean that that is an uneconomical level 

to have. We have studied our system, assuming the existence 

of conditions as presently projected and as I have previousl 
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the potential high reserve level, results in an estimated 

net benefit from this purchase of $1.9 million over and 

above its cost in 1980. In 1981, the estimated benefit is 

$4.5 million. In 1979, the estimated benefit is $11,000. 

If some of the potential uncertainties occur to the detrimen 

of Union Electric, the benefit of the Joppa purchase will 

increase. Therefore, having what some might consider to 

be a high reserve level does not mean that that level is 

uneconomical. I would like to quickly emphasize that I 

am sure Dr. Proctor recognizes this, and I am not suggestin 

that his provision suggests otherwise. 

Following up on Dr. Proctor's first provisio , 

we always stay in touch with the neighboring utilities to 

learn of their capacity situation. If the possibility of 

a sale develops for 1979 or 1980, we, in normal course, 

will consider if it might be beneficial. 'lhi.s is done by 

first seeing what terms and conditions would be acceptable 

to the potential purchaser. After that is determined, 

we then use our various computer models to study the cost 

to Union Electric to supply its load without the sale and 

with the sale. If it is determined that the sale is 

sufficiently beneficial, we will make the transaction. 

The reason I use "sufficiently beneficial" is that if one 
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does not ~lee a sale coru~ttit.uting reserva:t.io~ of- ea~el.t~ 

with a de~and char~. tbe energy associated with 

if not made, can often be sold on a daily or hourly basis 

as economy, excess or emergency energy, ~bile still having 

the capacity available to our system if needed. This 

provides a return to the Company. In s~ry, for 1979 

and 1980, we will continue to be as aggressive as we have 

in L~e past in selling power and energy on the interconnec 

system. That is one of the reasons Union Electric has made 

the effort to become one of the most interconnected utilitie 

in the country. With respect to "an aggressive interchange 

sales policy," one must keep in mind that the amount of 

sales, or the lack thereof, is not an indication of aggress 

iveness, or the lack thereof. Two other key factors are 

the opportunity to sell to others, and the terms and 

conditions necessary to make the sale. 

Addressing the second provision, that approva 

of the amended application for installation of combustion 

turbines at two different sites should preclude the addition 

of the installation of a combustion turbine in 1981, I 

would like to state the following: Union Electric, given 

the present conditions, does not intend to install a 

combustion turbine in 1981. However, including such a 

provision in the Order would not be in the best interest 

of the customer, and I feel that Dr. Proctor does not intend 
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this provision to be included in the Order. The problem 

of incl~~ing it in the Order is that if conditions subsequen ly 

worsen, such that installation of a combustion turbine i; 

the only alternative available so as to have adequate 

capacity for our customers in 1981, Union Electric would be 

estopped from taking timely action until the Order could be 

changed. I believe a prudent approach would be not to 

include any such statement in the Order but, by virtue of 

the record of this hearing, Union Electric recognizes the 

Staff's position given the presently projected conditions. 

If conditions subsequently change, such that Union Electric 

finds it necessary to install a combustion turbine for 

1981, Union Electric could act in a timely manner, knowing 

that the entire matter is subject to review by the Staff 

and approval by the Commdssion before obtaining a Certificat 

of Convenience and Necessity for the installation of such 

a unit. I believe the public is fully protected in this 

way, while at the same time Union Electric is able to use 

all the tools available to it in a timely fashion to meet 

its customers' electrical needs. 

~ Mr. Esswein, directing your attention to 

Pages 19 and 21 of the exhibit attached to Dr. Proctor's 

testimonyt you will note that it states, starting on the 

bottom of Page 19, that " ••• it is the Staff's opinion 

that a hearing concerning methods for meeting the 1962 
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1 
., ... 

capacity deficit be scheduled for early 1980. 'l.1le i~ in this 

I 
hearing should cover: (1) The availability of purahasod 

3 power to meet the 1982 capacity deficit. (2) Conversely, 

4 the potential market for sales over the period 1983-1985. 

5 (3) The aggressiveness on the part of Union Electric to 

6 
pursue purchas~s and sales. (4) The comparative economics 

7 of the two alternatives." Do you have any comments? 

8 A. Yes, I do. With respect to holding a hearin 

9 to discuss the subject of the first point, which is "The 

10 availability of purchased power to meet the 1982 capacity 

11 deficit," I note that while I am sure it is not intended 

12 to be, it is possibly counter to testimony by Dr. Proctor 

13 in the second answer on Page 3, wherein he states that 

I 
14 

15 

"Our concern is that there are issues concerning the potent 1 

market for purchased pcwer that should be heard by the 

t 16 Commission before the summer of 1980. At that time, if -

l 
17 

18 

and I want to emphasize the "if" - if Union Electric has 

not been able to secure capacity (committed) purchases for 

r 19 1982, and it goes on, end of quote. The point made on Page 3 

l 
20 

21 

is that if the Company has not been able to secure purchase 

for 1982, then the Commission would hold hearings. 

l 22 I would be extremely concerned, and Union 

t 23 

24 

Electric would probably be severely impaired to the 

detriment of its customers, if Union Electric were, by 

I 25 Order, somehow precluded from committing for 1982 capacity 
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because a hearing had not taken place. The ability of the 

utility to make the best deal possible in transactin~ for 

power on the interconnected system is one of timing. If 

Union Electric were restricted from contracting to purchase 

capacity for 1982 until after a hearing were held, we, in 

addition to probably losing our ability t.o maintain our 

"first refusal" rights in the Ill-Mo Pool, would also be 

inhibited in making the best possible purchase. Although 

I see no need to hold a hearing to discuss the availability 

of purchased power, if a hearing is judged to be desirable 

by the Commission, I would hope that any Order would not 

preclude Union Electric from taking that action deemed 

appropriate at a given time irrespective of whether a hearin~ 

had already taken place, was scheduled, or had not yet 

been scheduled. We certainly recognize that our actions 

in this regard are always subject to Commission review if 

they are deemed as possibly not being in the best interest 

of our customers. 

The second recommendation on Page 21 of the 

exhibit, is that the hearing would cover "The potential 

market for sales over the period 1982-1985." I recognize 

that the Commission can at any time investigate whether 

Union Electric has or is acting in a prudent manner. Howevtr, 

to include in an order for the two combustion turbines, 

which are the subject of this hearing, a condition as 
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contained in the second recommendation would potentially 

inhibit or preclude the Company fromn~kb~ a timely trans-

action. union Electric intends to continue its past I 
practice of continually searching the interconnected system 

to make the best possible power transactions possible. 

With respect to the third recommendation, 

wherein the hearing would cover " ••• aggressiveness ••• " 

in pursuing purchases and sales, one must recognize that 

this is subjective in nature. As I stated in an earlier 

answer, the presence, or lack thereof, of a power transactio 

in a utility's plans to meet its load is not an indication 

in and of itself of aggressiveness or the lack thereof. 

Purchasesane sales are made on the basis of what is in the 

overall best interest of our customers and often it ends 

up that having what some might judge to be high reserves 

is, in fact, the most economical approach for the utility 

and its customers. Union Electric does intend to and will 

aggressively pursue appropriate purchases and sales. 

Commenting on the fourth recommendation, 

which is that a hearing should cover "The comparative 

economics of the two alternatives," I presume that the 

two alternatives to be reviewed are those of the installatio 

of combustion turbines in 1982 as opposed to the purchase of 

capacity. As indicated by our stated plan to purchase 

capacity in 1982, Union Electric recognizes that if it can 
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1 purchase capacity under reasonable terms and conditions 

2 for one year, it iB a much better and more economical 

3 approach than is the installation of combustion turbines 

4 which, from a capacity and reserve standpoint, will not be 

5 needed in several subsequent years. 

6 I believe the thoughts I have just expressed 

I 7 are not in conflict with Dr. Proctor's thoughts, but rather 

I 
8 

,, 

9 

are a more encompassing discussion of various issues that 

Union Electric and the Staff recognize. 

I 10 
,,, 

MR. BARNES: Mr. Examiner, we have no 

I 
11 

~;· 

12 

further direct testimony at this time, and we offer l~. 

!sswein for cross-examination. 

I 13 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Ms. Laska? 

I 
14 

15 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MS. LASKA: 

~ How are you? 

I 16 ~ Pretty good. And you? 

I 17 

18 

~ I am fine. I have a few questions for you. 

I had asked Mr. Platt what his estimate would be of the 

I 19 operating costs of these turbines in cents per kilowatt-hour 

I 20 

21 

and he told me to defer that question to you. 

~ Yes, I can answer that. That question was 

I 22 asked in one of the questions submitted to us, to be 

I 23 

24 

answered, by Public counsel, and the answer is contained 

in Answer No. 17, and you can see there is a projected 

I 25 fuel cost for 1980 of 5.34 cents per kilowatt-hour; Page 4, 
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of the answer to the data request by Public Counsel, it is 

answer 17. a), the projected fuel cost in 1980 is 5.34 cents 

per kilowatt-hour; in 1981, it is 6.00 cents per kilowatt­

hour. The projected maintenance cost in 1980 is .61 cents 

per kilowatt-hour; and in 1981, it is .65 cents per kilowatt~ 

hour; together, those would constitute the production cost 

plus maintenance. 

~ And that is taking into consideration the 

fact that you may be running these combustion turbines, 

according to Mr. Platt's testimony, more than or at 10 hour~ 

a day, five days a week, during a three months' period? 

A The projected maintenance cost would include 

that amount, that amount of maintenance. These are production 

costs, not ~~e cost of ownership, if that is your question. 

~ Well, then, I was going to ask, what, then, 

would be the total cost in cents per kilowatt-hour for 

construction, operation, and maintenance, and fuel cost? 

A. l'Yell, I think-- I don't have that answer 

here, but one could take the answer in item b), and figure 

out the annual carrying charges for the 30-day period and 

divide by the number of Jdlowatt-hours projected to be 

used, to come up with an answer. Basically, the infor­

mation is available there, that anyone can perceive. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Will you make that 

calculation? 
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.. .... .. . .... .. 
WITSESS ESSWEIN: Yes, I can, cert.ainlyr 

or we can provide that later, or could have it made durin9 

the noon hour. 

BY MS.. LASKA: 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Would you please? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: We will certainly ~ry to. 

COMMISSIONER McCAR-rNEY 1 Thank you, 

~ Mr. Esswein, on Page 6 of Exhibit 5, which is 

your prefiled testimony,--

MS. LASKA: That is Exhibit 5? 

MR. BARNES: Yes. 

WITNESS ESSw'"EIN: Yes. 

BY MS. LASKA: 

~ The second answer to the first question on 

that page makes the statement, "Adjusting this figure for 

receipt of firm power and interruptible load, • • • "could 

you explain to the Commission what you mean by that phrase? 

~ I am sorry, but I haven't found it yet. 

On Page 5, the second answer? 

~ Page 6. 

~ Oh, excuse me. No wonder I didn't find it. 

~ Your Exhibit 5, Page 6. 

~ Yes. Can you redirect me again? 

0. Yes. en the second answer, the second stateme:t 

in that answer, "Adjusting this figure for receipt of firm 
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power and interruptible load, ••• "--

A. Yes. 

~ "--the adjusted peak demand was estimated at 

5917 megawatts." 

A. Yeah. I think I have an answer in the 

testimony in another location. Let me see first. 

~ What firm power, I just want firm power and 

interruptible load. 

A. Oh, excuse me. 

~ Yes. Would you please explain that? 

A. Sure. You take the demand, the projected 

demand and, then, you adjust it for power, any firm power 

received, and Union Electric is a participant with TVA in 

a diversity energy transaction, wherein we receive during 

the summer 130 megawatts of firm power from TVA, and we 

deliver to them 130 megawatts in the winter, that saves 

both of us from installing 130 megawatts of capacity. So, 

you subtract, since that is firm power, you subtract that 

off of the demand. And, additionally, there is--we have 

an interruptible load of--I think it is about 45 megawatts, 

I know it is 45, anticipated to be 45 megawatts, and you 

subtract that off because that is not an obligation that 

you have at time of peak. And a third adjustment is somethi g 

that we call entitlement energy, and what that is, is that 

Union Electric and Associated Electric Cooperative are parti4 s 
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to an agreement to supply what we call delivery point 

service for each other~ A.11d the purpose of that arrangement 

is to try to minimize the construction of transmission, 

duplication of transmission. And, so, if one party has 

transmission close to the other party's lo~d, by virtue of 

the arrangement, the party with the load c4n tap the other 

party's line, subject to the conditions in the contract. 

And, then, the following summer, you are entitled to some 

power and energy as compensation for that service. And 
10 
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that is anticipated to be a receipt of about 45 megawatts, 

I believe is the number, for that year. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I am not quite sure 

I understand that agreement. 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Sure. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Would you run that by 

me again? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Sure. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: This is to eliminate 

duplication of transmission lines? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Sure1 that's right. 

I was trying to think of an example. We have a line that 

goes from OVerton to Osage, a 161 KV line, and we have 

some substations off of that line. By the same token, 

Associated Electric Cooperative has some load in the area 
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also. And they have tapped our line to supply a substation 

of theirs, that they ~all the ~r~~tt substation. Now, 

if we did not permit them to--did not have this mutual 

agreement between us, the only way that Associated could 

provide that load would be to build transmission facilities 

there. Well, I think, in an attempt to act in a responsible 

manner, and I put extra transmission facilities in, we try 

to cooperate to minimize the construction of transmission, 

therefore, Associated is tapping our line at Barnett. Now, 

some flow of their power goes over our line, or is displaced 

over our linef to supply their load. Now since that has 

saved them the need to build a transmission facility, it is 

recognized that we should be con~ensated somehow, and it 

works bo~~ ways, it is a two-way arrangement, of course. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do you know how much 

they tap1 do you meter it, is that what you do? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes; yes, we do. It is 

test metered on a monthly basis, and then both the demand 

and the kilowatt-hours are metered. And it is actually 

not at the end of the year, it is about June of each year, 

you take all of the delivery points that Associated has 

on our system, and we add those up, all of the peak demands, 

and we get 25 percent of that amount of capacity as a free 

24 delivery to us, no demand charge or energy charge. And we 

25 get three percent of the energy that flows through all of 
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those delivery points, at no cost to us~ And we get that 

back, so what it amounts to, it is a low cost combustion 

turbine. We had--like this year, we are going to get 45 

megawatts of power from them for something like 300 hours of 

use. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Now how can you take it, 

is that exchanged on an all year long basis, or-­

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Oh, no. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --or do you do it-­

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Oh, no. We get delivery 

during the summer. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is their load heavier 

in the winter, their load peak? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Now their load peak, yeah, 

that is it, it is there, the diversity transaction like we 

have with TVA. And we deliver, we have a tap on their 

system, and we pay them back in the winter. And, so, that 

is how we do it. It is sort of a diversity transaction. 

BY MS. LASAA: 

~ Mr. Esswein, I would like to ask you now 

some questions about how you determine the need for a 

combustion turbine, when you look at the peak that Union 

Electric is forecasting for its system. Okay? 

A. Sure. 

Last year you put into service three 55-megawatt 
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I 1 combustion turbines, for a total of 165 megawatts of peaking 

., 

t 
... 

c' 

3 

capacity, one at ~~nrc~.--

A That's right. 

I 4 ~ --Moberly and Mexico, is that correct? 

I 
5 

6 

~ That's correct. 

~ Okay. And since then you did not--you have 

I 7 not experienced a new peak. If you will look at your 

I 
8 

9 

testimony in Case No. EA-77-146, well, I am sorry, I will 

have to refer to it,--

I 10 ~ sure. 

I 
11 

12 

~ --since I don't have a copy. You said that 

it is estimated that the peak load for Union Electric will 

I 13 be 5,760 megawatts in 1978, and then you adjusted this 

I 
14 

15 

figure for purchases and sales of firm power and peak loads, 

just as you have in this instance, the peak load is estimate~ 

I 16 to be 5,600 megawatts in 1978. The information we now have 

I 17 

18 

is that, that you have supplied a figure of, your peak 

load was 5,474 megawatts. 

I 19 ~ It is still considered--yes. 

I 20 

21 

THE REPORTER: I am sorry, sir, I didn't 

catch it. 

I 22 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes. 

I 23 

24 

MS • LASKA: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: What was the actual number? 

I 25 MS. LASKA: 5,474. 
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WITNESS ESSWEI:N: '11lat is correct. 

BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Even with this figure before us, do ycu atill 

feel that there will be a need for these new combustion 

turbines? 

Yes; most certainly. 

And why? 

A Yes; most certainly. First of all, the 

information that you are referring to, particularly the 

second number of 5,474, you have to remember that, in a 

sense, you are "a Monday morning quarterback." And when we 

had the order--and put that in quotes. And when we had the 

order to proceed, this was in May of 1978, that peak demand 

had not yet been experienced. That peak demand was 

first experienced in the summer of 1978. Now we have 

projected a load growth of four percent on a ten-year 

compounded growth rate, previously, in May of 1978. I 

believe the records will show, or we can certainly provide 

the information to you, that actually before we--the amount 

of growth we experience, summer to summer, prior to ordering 

the CT's was a little bit over four percent. However, 

we did, indeed, even lower our load forecast, because other 

indications showed us that we should lower our load forecast 

down to a 3.7 percent compounded growth rate over ten years. 

so, we did not have the benefit of that summer that you have 
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talked about available at the time we ordered the CT's, 

•"-d we were using our projected numbers at the ta.&, of 

four percent. so, that you have used a number on me that 

I didn't have available, that wasn't available, but your 

basic question was, was it a prudent decision? I believe 

most certainly, I have no questions about it. And the 

reason being, is that we projected the need for additional 

combustion turbines in 1980, 1981 and 1982. And when you 

are going to have the need to install combustion turbines 

for several years, and there are some other years past, 

that if you look at our construction schedule, you can make 

these calculations and determine whether it is more economic~ 1 

to install or to purchase. 

Uh-huh. 

And when you go for the purchase option, 

as recognized in Dr. Proctor's testimony, there is some 

question out th~re, is it going to be available? Since this 

was the first year of a series of three years, where we 

planned to install combustion turbines, and since we did 

want to have this ability to black start in the metropolitan 

area, we felt that the prudent thing to do was to order 

those two combustion turbines. At the same time, we knew 

that there were many environmental considerations that were 

just unknown, uncertainties there, and we felt that by 

adding the two combustion turbines, which would give us a 
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reserve C'Jf 16.8 percent, that it was a prudent manaqement 

and a correct management decision to not only provide black 

start in the area, but also to protect against any derating 

that might subsequently come out. 

0. With the information that was a.vailable tf) 

you when this decision was made, do you feel that it 

would have been prudent to then come to the Commission 

and tell them before you purchased the combustion turbines 

that you are now making application for? 

~ I guess my reaction to that, is that we 

followed the procedure that we have followed for the 

installation of capacity, we followed the same procedure 

that has been followed for many years with the Commission .. 

and that is the procedure we followed. If there is some 

other procedure that would be more desirable, certainly 

we could--we would live by it. 

0. On Page--no, that is all right. t started 

to say Page 2, but that is something that you read into 

evidence. You made the statement, in the further direct 

testimony, that "If some of the potential uncertainties 

occur to the detriment of Union Electric, the benefit of 

the Joppa purchase will increase." Could you explain to 

the Commission what these potential uncertainties are? 

~ Yes, I sure could. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: What page? 
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1 
MS. LASKA: It is Page 2 of his later filed 

2 
di_r@ct testimony. ! don't. know what--

3 

• 4 
'-'j;~: 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is that what I have 

(indicating)? 
')3'-

5 

I 6 
MR. JAUDES: It is a five-page document. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Okay. 

I 7 
WITNESS ESSWEIN: Quite frankly, I am not 

I 
8 

9 

too sure where to start with the uncertainties that do exist 

because of the environmental situation, and because of the 

I 10 
Fuel Use Act. Number one, as I stated in my testimony, in 

I 
11 

12 
my direct testimony, prefiled testimony, that if Venice 7 

and 8 are not available for us, our reserves will drop in 

I 13 
1981 down to 18.3 percent. I say "if," but frankly right 

I 
14 

15 

now, in reading the regulations that you quoted to Mr. Platt 

it seems extremely unlikely that we will be able to use 

I 16 Venice 7 and 8, because it is fired on oil. Those regulatio s 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

and the draft regulations that have been--rules and regulati 

that have been prepared, or submitted, are extremely com-

prehensive, extremely confusing, and, additionally, there 

I 20 is one part of the law itself which seems to preclude the 

21 

I 22 

use of Venice 7 and 8, automatically by law. We are pursuin 

that in Washington, with the appropriate regulatory people 

I 23 there and we don't know the outcome of that. But come May 8 

24 

I 25 
I 

of this year, that will be the end of burning oil in Venice 

7 and 8, that is 210 megawatts gone. The next question--

I ~~. @'"-· re\tk%.')).,- 't'•, '• 
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COMMISSIONER SLA.V1N: beuse me. Is that. 

because they are considered base load? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: No. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is it age? 

WITNESS ESSW£IN: It is almost a horror 

story, the reason ls, is that the law was passed November 8, 

1978, the National Energy Act. ~ormally, when you plan, 

one would think that a utility, or anyone, would have the 

right to plan on the basis of existing regulations. The 

Fuel Use Act did not do that. They made the Fuel Use Act 

retroactive to the date President Carter made his speech--

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: April 20th? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: April 20th, 1977. Now 

one did not know, when we were doing this, that a law like 

this would be retroactive to April 20. Number two, the 

retroactivity of the law, until April 20, 1977, was that 

if the unit was not operating at that time, you could not 

operate it, except if it went into this classification that 

Mr. Ragsdale referred to before, as the "transitional" 

type area. The law is further complicated by the fact 

that if the unit burned any coal at all in 1977, now it 

took it from April 20, 1977, back to January 1, 1977, 

it said, "nope, you can't use it." The problem, the situat 

is, is that Union Electric made the decision to convert 

.he units to oil, and worked with the Illinois EPA, in the 
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discussions area before that date. However, we had a coal 

pile there on the ground. Now you either burn the coal, 

or you truck it out. And the lowest cost thing is to burn 

the coal. And we burned the coal in January, and a little 

bit in February, 1977, and because of that, we may be 

estopped from using that unit. And we intend to pursue that 

to the end, because that is 200 megawatts of capacity from 

our customers, that is going to cost a tremendous amount of 

money to replace and it is just not right. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So, essentially, you 
. 

have converted those units to oil, number tl-70 oil? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Number two oil; yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is it a hundred megawat s? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: It is 210 megawatts. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: In February of 1977, 

16 in January and February? 

17 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes. The decision was made 

18 back in the 1976 and 1977 era, and the engineering started, 

19 and the application to the Illinois EPA, and so forth. And, 

20 then, in--actually today, I believe, they are firing oil, 

21 the work has been completed and they are firing oil today. 

22 We signed those contracts, ordered the equipment, work had 

23 started and here we have just lost it. 

24 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: The units were down for 

25 a number of months while ynu were r.takinq the conversion, is 

that correct? 
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WITNESS ESSWEIN: That is correct. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So, you just started I 
burning oil? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: we are just starting burnin 

oil, I guess today, really, is when we are supposed to ~ 

starting oil. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do you consider thea 

peaking units? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Those would be peaking unit , 

you see, and that is one of the problems. We consider, 

we will use that as peaking load, as peaking units, but 

the law itself talks about your ability to use oil for 

peaking purposes and Union Electric don't use but--about 

one percent of its energy comes from oil, we use very littl 

oil. And here is peaking capacity that we could utilize 

and, yet, we are estopped from using it, apparently. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Are you of the opinion 

that if you could use it, that you need the other units? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Oh, most certainly. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: You would? 

WITNESS BSSWEIN: oh, yes~ certainly, yes. 

Another interesting point on there, is that actually 

Union Electric made the decision to convert Venice, the 

Venice plant to oil-fired back in the early 1970's, prior 

to the Arab oil embargo, and we converted Units 1 through 6 
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21 

22 

to oil at that time. And, ~~n, the Arab oil embargo ca• 

along. And at that time we thought with the Arab oil 

embargo--it stopped, so we did not convert Units i and i 

at that time, because of the oil embargo. And then sub-

sequently, when the oil situation sort of--kind of stabilise~, 

or whatever, studie~ snowed that the prud.nt thipg to ~Q 

and that the most economical thing to do was to convert 

those units to oil. So, that is what we went ahead and did. 

And we were on our way doing that, when, lo and behold, 

they passed a law, they made it almost two years retroactive. 

And, so, the law itself makes it extremely--it is extremely 

doubtful that we--we believe it is going to be worked out, 

hut when and how long it is going to take is doubtful, but 

we intend to pursue it. We have that obligation. 

But, I only answered part of her question. 

Ii I may continue. Sure, another situation is, is that 

initially we don't know what is going to happen relative to 

the rules, the emission rules passed by the Missouri 

Air, Conservation Commission, and right now they allow for 

a 4.8 pounds per million BTU of S02. We have done quite a 

let of testing on the units, burning wes't~ern coal with 

Illinois coal, and we have been very encouraged by the 

23 results that we have seen. We have some modification work 

24 that is going on right now at both Meramec and Labadie, and 

25 if this work is not completed on the precipitators and on the 
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gas treatment, we are going to have some additional capacity 

tbat is going to be unavailable for a period of time. 

Additionally, the part that really bothers ua, 

is that while the State of Missouri and the State of Illinoi1 

have accepted 4.8 pounds per million BTU of S02 for emission 

the EPA, the Federal EPA allows you 2.3 pounds per million 

BTU. If the Federal EPA should not accept the Missouri 

Air Conservation Commission's proposed rule, or the rule 

that they pass, it has to be approved by the Federal 

Goverr~nt, we will then automatically be at2.3 pounds 

per million BTU, and we will have drastic deratings. Now 

what those are, I don•t know, but they will be drastically 

derated. 

Additionally, another problem, again on the 

Fuel use Act, there comes--well, excuse me, let me stay on 

that for a minute. At the Meramec power plant, we have 

worked with St. Louis County, and we have put together 

a compliance plan for particulates. And we burn what is 

called a compliance coal at that plant, which meets the 

S02 restriction, but the particulate, there is more particul~ te 

than meets the law. Well, I wouldn't want to say it that 

way, because it is not true, there is--you have got more 

particulate because you are burning a higher ash and a 

lower sulfur coal, so what happens, is we were--happened is, 

we worked with St. Louis County and entered into a complianc 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
plan to modify that equipment, so that it would be in 

compliance. And they approved the plan, and the Missouri 

Air Conservation coandssion has also approved the plan. 

Now that plan is before the Federal XPA1 whether they will 

approve it or not, we won't know, and our understanding ia 

we will not hear until sometime in June~ and after July 1, 

that is sort of all she wrote. That is about it. 

Now there is one other point. You can see 

the uncertainty that bothers us here. And there is one othe 

point and, that is, the Fuel Use Act also has provisions, 

or actually those provisions, I dcn't believe, have been 

drafted, the draft provisions I don't believe have been 

issued yet, but there is the intention to come out with 

their draft regulations that finally--final regulations 

on units that already burn oil that are not peaking units. 

That is our--well, that do not burn oil, let's say that 

units that burn oil now and at one time burned coal, and 

in that category, we have Units 1 through 6 at Venice, 

which is some 200 to 300 megawatts of capacity, and I can 

get the right number for you, it is about 230 megawatts of 

capacity right now. And, then, we have the Ashley plant 

which also is another plant, which is about 70 megawatts 

of capacity, and it is another one in question. So,--

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I thought you were 

always closing down Ashley? 

80 
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1 WITNESS ESSWE:IN: Well, Commissioner, 1: think 

2 we would have a hard time closing down at Ashley. 

3 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: In case you needed•-

4 WITNESS ESSWEIN: No. It is Cahokia. 

5 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Oh, I see. 

6 WITNESS ESSWEIN: And, by the way, we did 

7 sign a contract, we got approval from the Illinois EPA 

8 about a week ago and that is taken care of. 

9 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So you did close down--

10 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes. 

11 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --Cahokia? 

12 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes, we did. 

13 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: About how many megawatts--

14 COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Now wait a minute. Can 

15 he finish his answer? 

16 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Okay. Well, I was just 

17 trying to get his answer--

18 WITNESS ESSWEIN: If I may, I would be happy 

19 to go over it with you--

20 COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Let's get back to the.se 

21 300 megawatts, and then ask another question. I was depend-

22 ing on your answer, and now I am totally lost. 

23 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Ashley is 70, and it has 

24 not been closed down? 

25 WITNESS ESSWEIN: It has not been closed down, 
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1 but it is subject to some proposed requlations of the Fuel 

2 Use Act. And the same with Venice. 

3 B':l MS. LASKA: 

4 ~ Well, what we have _got there, is we have lost 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Venice 1 through 6, perhaps, two to 300 megawatts, Ashley 

at 70 megawatt.s, perhaps, now go on. 

A Well, Venice 7 and 8, which is a hiatus, and 

we don't know what is going to happen with the rules, the 

rules passed by the Missouri Air Conservation Commission, 

that have been submitted to the FEA, to the EPA, for Sioux, 

Labadie, and Meramec. 

And also, further, Attorney General Scott, 

of the State of Illinois, says that he is going to sue, and 

so, you r~ow, if they do pass, we may end up with a suit, 

that I don't know what is ever going to happen, you know. 

I am sorry about the complex answer. 

17 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Excuse me. Would this 

18 be a good breaking point? 

19 MS. I~KA: Let me make one more inquiry. 

20 I just have one further question at this point. 

21 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: All right. 

22 BY MS. LASKA: 

23 ~ And, that is, what is the kind of megawatt 

24 power that you have lost in your peaking power, base load 

25 
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I 1 power, inter=ediate base load power? 
., ... 

I 3 

'Well, Venic6 

0. What are you losing? 

I 4 A Well, Venice 7 and 8 will be peaking power. 

5 

I 6 

0. Uh-huh. 

~ If we don't get to use that, it looks like 

I 7 that is out. 

I 
8 

9 

0. Uh-huh. 

~ Some at Maramec, then, has to use some 

I 10 intermediate type of power, we would lose some there. 

11 

I 
.A. .a. 

12 

Sioux and Labadie is base load power. 

MS. LASKA: Okay. 

I 13 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: I think we will take a 

I 
14 

15 

recess until one-thirty, and we will all regroup. 

WHEREUPON, the noon recess was taken. 

I 16 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

I 
20 

21 

I 22 

I 23 

24 

I 25 
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1 PURSUANT to the noon recess, the hearing of 

2 this case was resumed, and the following proceedings were 

3 had: 

4 WITNESS L. A. BSSWEIN RESUMED THE STANO. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let' s go back on the recor • 

Ms. Laska. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION (CONTINUED} BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Good afternoon. 

A. 

0. 

Good afternoon. 

r•d like to-- Well, do you remember the serie 

of questions that I was asking Mr. Platt about the typical 

yearly load of these combustion turbines? 

A. Yes, I do. 

0. What, in your opinion, is the average peak 

load that these two combustion turbines will run each year? 

A. From system studies beforehand, when you model 

the aystem, it ends up that the average expected use, given 

somewhat normal conditions, will be between 200 and 400 

19 hours a year, as Mr. Platt did testify. Now, this can change 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

It will be different each year, depending upon temperature 

conditions, whether you go through--get some extremely hot 

days. 

If you have other equipment out of service 

and all of a sudden the load comes up-- It may not get very 

high. But, since you have other units out, there may be 
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1 maintenance. During even the winter, you might have to bring 

2 combustion turbines on line. And, also, just for more of 

3 an emergency situation, when a large base load unit tripa 

4 off, you try to get the other capacity on to cover your load 

5 'needs. 

6 So, on the average, 200 to 400 hours is what's 

7 projected. 

8 You spoke to us before the lunch recess abo.\lt ,-~ 

I 

9 the amount of deratings and loss of megawatt power that your 

10 Company's system will experience in the near future, you 

11 believe. At least, you believe it will be. 

12 Now, do you intend to use these turbines as 

13 supplement because of that loss of power? 

14 
~ Well, first of all, what I was speaking about 

15 were the uncertainties that we face; and there are a tremendO\S 

16 number of uncertainties that confront the Company because 

17 of environmental situations and because certain rulings have 

18 not yet been made and because of the Fuel ti•e Act. 

19 
· We did purchase the Joppa capacity, which 

20 
was an extremely fortunate situation to find ourselves in. 

21 
And we hope we will make maximum use of that power. Also, 

22 
at the same time, we will try to purchase whatever is the 

~ 
23 

24 

lowest cost power available on the interconnected system. 

Hopefully, the lowest cost power available 

f 25 
at any given time will be lower in cost than will the energy 
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1 froa the combustion turbines.. A.ndt- hopefully, we W'ill not 

2 have to use the combustion turbines becawse, frankly, we do 

3 not want to use combustion turbines. It is a more ~xpenaivu 

4 form of energy. 

5 Now, if you can tell me what conditions we're 

6 going to experience, I can answer. But I can't answer more 

7 specifically than that. 

8 Also, we talked to Mr. Platt about the storage 

9 capability that you intend to have at the Sioux Plant and 

10 the fact that--

11 Do you also agree that it's twice what you 

12 have at the other combustion turbines now and twice what 

13 you would expect to use? 

14 Yes, the tanka9e going in is twice what we 

15 anticipate. 

16 Normally, for a combustion turbine, we would 

17 anticipate putting storage in or plan to put storage in at 

18 about 300,000 gallons a year. We foresee that sometime down 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the road we could put in another combustion turbine there. 

And the reason one would put it in there is to take advantage 

of a number of situations that exist; for instance, trans­

mission, incremental transmission, so you don't have to build 

extra transmission, on-site maintenance. So there are advan-

tages to try to put another unit there in the future if needec. 

When that will be, one doesn't ~1ow. 
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1 Now, with respect to Mr. Platt's test~y 

2 that we are putting a 600#000-gallon taa~ there, it's for 

3 really a very econ01aical reason. When you look at the coat 

4 of putting in a 300,000-gallon tank, the cost is something 

5 in the neighborhood of $250,000 to $300,000. That's for 

6 one 300,000-gallon tank. 

7 To m«ke that same tank--to double it in size 

8 and have twice as much storage, the incremental cost is small 

9 compared to putting in a second tank of that type or that 

10 size at a later date. Also, you're putting it in-- In the 

11 meantime, if you put it in at a later date, say, eight years 

12 later, you have the escalation that's going to take place 

13 on that new or future 300,000-gallon tank. 

14 So it's a question of trying to make a prudent 

15 business decision on what is best overall and what is the 

16 proper way and the most prudent way to spend the dollars. 

17 And that's the reason for it. 

18 We feel that it's definitely the right decis 

19 to have the extra storage there. We don't have to fill the 

20 tank up to 600,000 gallons. And I, frankly, doubt if we 

21 would. 

22 By the sam.e token, if we do feel that there 

23 would be advantages to have extra storage in the tank at that 

24 location for possible inventory to maybe ship by truck to 

25 another station, it gives us that flexibility. 
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1 So there are many advantages that we gain by 

2 spending those incremental dollars • 

• f 3 ~ Would the Company still make the same decision 

t' 
4 if they found out that later the Comadssion would not allow 

5 the extra stored oil into the rate base? Would they make 

t 6 the same decision to put the extra capacity storage at Sioux? 

t 
7 A I think the Company is charged with respon-

8 sibility of making prudent and the best decisions that can 

l 9 be made based on sound business management. And I think 

t~ 10 sound business management tells us that we should put in 

11 the 600,000 gallons of storage. 

I 12 My judgment would be that, since it was based 

I 13 on that, that I think this Commission would find that that 

14 is a prudent decision. And I have no reason to believe that 

I 15 they would not allow that tankage, and we would do it. 

I 16 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Along this track, it 

17 

I 18 

still is not clear to me why you changed your plans to build 

one of the units now at Sioux, because if you were not build-

I 19 ing one of the units now at Sioux, you'd only need to build 

I 
20 

21 

a tank. 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Well, our initial plans 

I 22 when we ordered the units and planned them for installation 

I 
23 

24 

in 1980 was to put both units in at Meramec Power Plant. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: That's the way the 

I 25 original application showed? 
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1 WITRBSS ESS¥i"EIN; ~..at:. • s correct • 

., .. COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And it was only changed 

3 very recently, to my knowledge. 

4 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes. But that's what I'd 

5 like to explain. 

6 The opportunity developed that because of the 

t 
7 

8 

conditions as they changed, as stated in my prefiled testi-

mony, and we were able to get this low-cost capacity and 

~ 9 that would be available to us from the Joppa Power Plant, that 

l 10 we're now in a position of being able to postpone the instal-

11 lation of--of not having to install combustion turbines in 

I 12 1981. 

l 13 Now, when you sit back and look at your capacity 

14 installation program, you can see the possibility of saving 

I 15 additional dollars, expenditures, capital expenditures, that 

I 16 ultimately end up in the rate base. And we're not looking 

I 
17 

18 

to add dollars to the rate base. We can look at the possi-

bility of saving 350 megawatts of CT installations in 1982 

I 19 if we get by for one year, and we're going to do our darndest 

I 
20 

21 

to get by for one year. If all that transpires, if we stayed 

with our original application, the only place we would have 

I 22 black start in the metropolitan area would be at Meramec. 

I 
23 

24 

So then one has to ask themselves the question: Is that 

the best thing to do? 

I 25 Initially, we were going to put two at Meramec 
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1 

2 

in '80 and two at Sioux in '81. Now we've wiped out '81 

and hopefully '82. So now you want to sayt "What is the 

3 best way to operate the system?" 

4 And, at that poi.nt, you can see that it's 

5 evident that let's get black start not only at Meramec, but 

6 let's get it at Sioux. We were going to get it at Sioux in 

7 

8 

'81. 

Now, since we've wiped out those CT's in '81 

9 and potentially in '82 and then we have no CT installations 

10 planned for many years, for ten years, say, eight years, 

11 let's take one of those units and put it at Sioux and give 

12 the metropolitan St. Louis area the flexibility of being 

13 able to start up from the south end by the use of Sioux Plant 

14 of Meramec Plant, and from the north end by the use of Sioux 

15 Plant. 

16 And, also, we get an added benefit at Sioux 

17 because the Sioux boilers are of a different type: and we 

18 can have adequate let-down power at Sioux. So, in case we 

19 do lose external power to Sioux, we don't run the risk of 

20 potentially ruining the bottom of the boiler, which is a 

21 tremendous maintenance expense. 

22 So we want to get a unit there, and that's the 

23 rationale for doing that. 

24 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: It has nothing to do wit 

25 the location of the peaking units essentially? It's really 
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1 that you're only ask.ing for a black start capability at two 

2 locations? 
I .. 

~· 3 WITNESS ESSWEIN: I'm not sure I follow you. 

t 
4 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I mean, it doesn't matteu 

5 where you're getting your extra. peaking capability? 

t 6 WITNESS ESSWEIN: No. Peaking capability on 

t 
7 our system is peaking capability on our system so long as, 

8 for instance, in either case, Meramec or Sioux, we do not 

t 9 have to add additional transmission~ So that's one thing 

t 10 we don't want to do~·· 

11 Now, we can achieve this by staying both at 

r 12 Meramec or by moving one to Sioux. We don't have to put in 

t 13 additional transmission, but we also gain these other benefit! 

J 
14 

15 

and we still have the additional 102 megawatts of capacity 

on our system. 

t 16 BY MS • LASKA: 

I 
17 

18 

Q. In the exhibit marked No. 5, your prefiled 

testimony, on Page 10--

I 19 A. Yes. 

I 
20 

21 

Q. --approximately the fifth and sixth lines from 

the bottom, I think, it says that the derated capacity would 

I 22 be reinstated in 1981 after the installation of additional 

I 
23 

24 

equipment. 

What is this additional equipment that you 

I 2S refer:- to, and-- Well, I'll ask the questions one at a time. 
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Oh, :r: ~Jee. Excuse me. 

It was projected that this derated capacity 

would be reinstated beginning in 1981 after 

the installation of additional equipment. What additional 

5 equi~~nt is your question would we plan to install. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

We don't know. The problem at the time was 

that we knew how we potentially could come out on the regu­

lations; and we could see that in order to meet the regulat 

this summer, that the best engineering judgment indicated 

that there would be 730 megawatts of derating. 

11 In order to be able to utilize that capacity, 

12 we would have to put on some facilities, whether it would 

13 be bag houses, additional precipitators, whatever, overpower 

14 on the precipitators, which we are doing, gas and flue gas 

15 conditioning. We didn't know, because the regulations had 

16 not settled that. 

17 But we knew that-- We hoped, let's say, and 

18 we're pretty sure, that we could .get much of that back; and 

19 it took a period of time. 

20 And that's why we tried to say, "Okay, if we 

21 bad to do aomethinq,--you're kind of guessing here--what am I 

22 90ing to have to do?" And you're not quite sure, but you 

23 know it's sort of in this area. And "How long is that going 

24 to take me?" 

2J And so we had to try to make some judgments, 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

I 16 

I 17 

18 

I 19 

I 20 

21 

I 22 

I 23 

24 

I 25 

and that's what we did. 

~ on Page 8 of Bxhibit 5, which is your prefile4 

testimony, you discuss the pQwvr pool that Union Electric is 

a member of. And I'd like to ask you this: What would occur 

if Union Electric did not maintain the power pool reserve 

margin that it agreed to with this power pool? 

~ You mean, as far as punitive damages or some-

thing such as that? 

~ I don't know. What would happen? 

~ You enter into a contract in.good faith. And 

you do agree to abide by certain guidelines and rules and 

regulations that the parties agree to or are realistic and 

purposeful for the good management of the systems and the 

good operations of the systems. You put those guidelines 

into an agreement so that people know the basis on which 

they're going to plan and can rely on another person. 

If one of the parties fails to live up to its 

contractual commitments, you know, do you sit here ahead of 

time and say you're going to sue the person or something such 

as that? 

We intend to live up to the 15 percent reserve 

obligation, and so do the other participants to the pool. 

And we would not be fulfilling our obligation if we did 

other than that. 

Now, if you're saying if we had a situation 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

that occurred that we went down to 14 or 13 or 12 percent 

reserve, we would be obligated because of our contractual 

commitment to go out on the interconnected system and attemp' 

to buy interchange capacity to get us up to that level. That s 

our obligation. And we receive benefits by being in the Ill­

Me Pool, and that's one of our obligations. 

So, if we ended up below 15 percent reserve, 

our contractual obligation says we have to go out and search 

for capacity and purchase it: and so do the other parties, 

if they themselves are below. 

~ Would Union Electric no longer be considered 

a member o~ the power pool if they drop below their reserve 

margin? 

Well, I think a person could certainly claim 

15 that you're in violation of a contract and the contract is 

16 null and void because you have not abided by or fulfilled 

17 your part, your obligations, under the contract. 

18 I think that's a question that would have to 

19 be addressed to Illinois Power Company and Central Illinois 

20 Public Service Commdssion. Normally, utilities try to work 

21 together: so I would--

22 ~ Do you agree that the units will cost $1.5 

23 million for 102 megawatts or $181.40 per kilowatt? 

24 I'm sorry. $18.5 million fer 102 megawatts 

25 or 181--
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2 

3 

4 

5 

A '!'hat's what M.r. Platt testified to, ri9bt. 

growth in peak 

Do you agree to that? 

Yes. 

Has Union Electric in its assessment of future,. 

demand properly considered the chanqaa in uae 

6 that would occur if Union Electric invested in load control 

7 devices to lessen t.he peaks that make the installation of 

8 such combustion turbine units necessary? 

9 We've considered it. First of all, one Vice 

10 President of the Company, Clyde Allen, is or was a member 

11 and served on the Joint--I believe Commissioner Slavin is 

12 probably more familiar with it than I--Rate Research/Rate 

13 Design Load Management Committe~where they are trying to 

14 look at various ~~ys to control load. 

15 One of the major problems in load management 

16 is the-- One thing we did look at is this: Union Electric, 

17 first of all, we do encourage people to use electricity 

18 prudently. We have gone to programs and are experimenting 

19 in programs which are load management oriented, such as solar 

20 screens, encouraging the use of higher EER equipment, ice 

21 cooling, and things like that. 

22 But one thing we did look at was the use of 

23 our Taum Sauk Power Plant. And Union Electric has, which 

24 most other utilities around here do not have, we have this 

25 storage Taum Sauk Power Plant, which is a storage facility, 
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where you use your equipaent at niqbt, your generating 

facilities at night, that are not providing load. You use 

th~t f~cility to pu~p water to the top of the hill. And 

then, during the day, you permit that water to come out to 

cover load. 

We have looked at and studied what would happe 

if, by th~ use of load management, we would be able to shave 

100 megawatts of our load off the time of peak on our system 

profiles. And then we said, "What would happen to Taum Sauk? 

And one of the limitations on the use of Taurn 

Sauk is the pumping time, the time to replenish--the time 

you can pump water to get it back up to the top of the hill 

so you can use that plant at full capability or rated capabil ty 

the next day. 

Our studies show that, if we would experience 

100 megawatts of load management that was effective over our 

summer peak period, we would have to derate Taum Sauk 125 

megawatts because of our inability to have sufficient time 

to pump it back. 

In effect, what it does is it flattens our 

load curve out much more and the shoulder problems, the 

shoulder areas-- And Dr. Proctor understands what I'm talk-

ing about. The shoulder areas limit our pumping ability. 

So that's a problem with load management. We'd actually 

lose on it at Taum Sauk. 
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What we are doing in that reg~z-d is we're 

in another type of storage project, and that's 

compressed air energy stora9e. We, along with four 

other utilities, are participating in a research and develop-

S ment project to store compressed air below ground in geo-

6 logical formations called aquifers, where you can, in essence 

? blow big bubbles of air under the ground. And the advantage 

8 of that is you're not limited by the size of the pool of the 

9 storage at the top of Taum Sauk, which you can just keep 

10 blowing a bigger bubble under the ground and you can store 

11 compressed air. And then you can leave that out during the 

12 day. And that also is fuel. It has the benefit of being 

13 responsive to the government's desire not to use oil. 

14 By use of this type of facility, if and when 

15 it works, and we're hopeful that it will, is that, in a 

16 combustion turbine, if one uses one unit of oil for another 

17 of electricity in a combustion turbine normally, by virtue 

18 of the compressed air facility, you can stick compressed air 

19 in the ground. Well, a combustion turbine uses two-thirds 

20 of its units of oil to compress the air and the other one-

21 third to heat the air; and that's how it generates. If we 

22 compress the air with coal and at night stick it in the groun , 

2J when we leave it up during the day, we only have to use one~ 

Jt third the amount of oil that we would normally have to use. 

25 So we are very enthusiastic about that. And 

97 

t 



1 we believe, while that • s-- That is not load management. 

2 That's supply management. And what that does is that gives 

3 the customers the ability to live the type -.Ill! 
UJ.. life they 

4 normally would lead and not have to get up at 2:00 a.m. in 

5 the morning to do their wash. You can do it when you want 

6 with supply management. 

7 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I think that probably 

8 what Ms. Laska was looking for was-- I think you got to 

9 it at the end of your question. 

10 You're talking about supply management. What 

11 we are really talking about is what is the Company doing in 

12 terms of load management? And, for example, some companies 

13 have instituted ripple controls. 

14 Have you examined what customers you're servin~, 

15 perhaps industrial or commercial customers, who may only come 

16 on to your system at peak? I think Busch Breweries fit into 

17 that capacity, where they come on as a summer customer and 

18 they're a generating company as well. 

19 Have you examined areas where Lhe Company can 

20 prudently shed load and techniques for shedding load, because 

21 it seems to me that you're really only addressing supply. 

22 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Well, I attempted-- If I 

23 did--

24 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: You did make a distinctic~. 

25 WITNESS ESSWEIN: I attempted to address more 
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1 than supply. Certainly we think, for instance,. higher Ull' s. 

2 We believe that solar screens have the ability to shave the 

•• .,..,. ,.. f': hAt- t-o"" i "'a.n 1 at-aA __....,.....,... ....,<A. ~- ---- -----------

4 ho.es has the ability to help shave summer peak load. 

5 Now, with respect to other industries or 

6 commercial establishments, as far as getting them to shave 

7 their load at time of peak, yes, we've explored that by 

8 virtue of our interruptible rate. And, although we've had 

9 an interruptible rate for years and years and years, you 

10 cannot get industrial customers willing to go on the inter-

11 ruptible rate. And that would be the ideal use of-- That 

12 would be the ideal way to load management. You'd have load 

13 management with the interruptible rate. 

14 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Are you aware of the 

15 ARMCO-KCPL contract? 

16 WITNESS ESSWEIN: No, I am not. 

17 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: That might be something 

18 that you could look at. 

19 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Sure. I'd be glad to. 

20 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: That certainly is an 

21 agreement in which the two companies have worked out an agree· 

22 ment which involves a number. 

23 I think it's 100 megawatts, isn't it, Mi~=e? 

24 MR. PROCTOR: I'm not sure how much it is. 

25 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Well, we'd be glad to look 
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1 at certainly .. 

2 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: In which the company 

3 antereu into an aqreeaent, a load-shedding a.greement, with 

I 4 
' ' ARMCO. Now, it may be a situation where you don't have any-

5 

I 6 

thing that duplicates that type of customer, which you may 

not. 

I 7 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Well, we have tried to get 

8 

I 9 

this load shedding, if one would call it that, by virtue of 

our interruptible loads. And we find people less willing 

I 10 to take interruptible service rather than being more willing. 

I 
11 

12 

For years we've had, in our industrial rate, 

the ability where a customer could have twice the peak demand 

I 13 at nighttime without incurring--and still only incur the 

I 
14 

15 

daytime peak demand. And that was just plain and simple. 

That's a very ideal way to keep the people off at the time 

I 16 of summer peak, and we have about five customers that use 

I 
17 

18 

that. I cannot identify those customers. But it's been 

static through the years of customers. The people's living 

I 19 habits and so forth, they just don't want to do that. And 

I 
20 

21 

how do you get a person to do that? 

Well, you try to develop those rates. We 

I 22 have done it. I think we've had that rate for--I don't know 

I 23 

24 

how many years. And I don't know, Commissioner. 

BY MS • LASKA: 

I 25 Q. I think the thrust of my questioning here is 

._ __________________________ 100 



1 at it, certainly, 

2 COMMISSIOMER SLAVIN: In which the company 

3 
s> 

entered into an aqreeaent, a load-shedding a.greement, with 
,, 

• 4 
' ' 
i} 

,> ' 

ARMCO. Now, it may be a situation where you don't have any-

I 
5 

6 

thing that duplicates that type of customer, which you may 

not. 

I 7 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Well, we have tried to get 

8 ,, 
9 

this load shedding, if one would call it that, by virtue of 

our interruptible loads. And we find people less willing 

:I 10 to take interruptible service rather than being more willing. 

I 
11 

12 

For years we've had, in our industrial rate, 

the ability where a customer could have twice the peak demand 

I 13 at nighttime without incurring--and still only incur the 

I 
14 

15 

daytime peak demand. And that was just plain and simp~e. 

That's a very ideal way to keep the people off at the time 

I 16 of summer peak, and we have about five customers that use 

I 
17 

18 

that. I cannot identify those customers. But it's been 

static through the years of customers. The people's living 

I 19 habits and so forth, they just don't want to do that. And 

I 
20 

21 

how do you get a person to do that? 

Well, you try to develop those rates. We 

I 22 have done it. I think we've had that rate for--I don't know 

I 23 

24 

how many years. And I don't know, Commissioner. 

BY MS • LASKA: ,,, 
25 ~ I think the thrust of my questioning here is 
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1 just for it to be in the record the knowledge for the Commis-

2 aion that Onion Electric haa explored other alternatives, 

3 such as alternative energy sources, conservation. 

4 A. We have. We're deeply involved in, you know, 

5 the use of oil, as far as the national policy, trying to 

6 decrease the use of oil. 

7 The question was asked before of Mr. Platt 

8 what the Company was doing in that regard. We are involved 

9 in a research and development project with about 18 other 

1 10 companies with Wentworth Corporation to try to develop a 

I 
11 

12 

method to methanate--make liquid methanol out of coal. And 

what we're looking for there is a storable, burnable liquid. 

I 13 And methanol is a storable, burnable liquid that is environ-

I 
14 

15 

mentally acceptable. 

The Wentworth Brothers have completed their 

I 16 study; and part of the agreement with them was that, before 

I 
17 

18 

the final report--after they issued their final report--

We're very active in EPRI, Electric Power & 

I 19 Research Institute. And we made it a condition as far as 

I 20 

21 

Union Electric being a party to that agreement that EPRI 

had the right to review that study completely before that 

I 22 was issued. And EPRI is in the throes of having a consultant 

I 23 

24 

of theirs review that study, and that answer is not here yet. 

Another project that we're involved in, again 

I 25 aimed toward trying to have a low-cost, environmentally 

• *' 
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.. 

acceptable fuel available, is Union Electric, along with--

It depends if you count subsidiary companies of some of the 

other utilities. But, along with either 11 or B other 

utilities, we're involved with Allis Chalmers in this kiln gas 

project; and we're very enthusiastic about that. 

Kiln gas is a method to gasify coal. And the 

benefit of kiln gas as far as a gasifier as opposed to any 

other type of gasifier is that kiln gas-- It's expected that 

kiln gas will be able to cycle or to follow load, go up and 

down. 

Most gasifiers are what they call batch pro-

cesses. You put it in and you go up and you're there and 

you come down. And that doesn't fit a system like Union 

Electric's. So we have spent a fair amount of our R&D dollar~ 

in that project. 

If things keep looking the way they are, we'll 

probably desire to spend more dollars in that project. And 

I would anticipate that if we do, we'll be back talking to 

this Commission about approval to do that, because we think 

it is highly desirable to do it at this point. Now, I'm 

prejudging an answer here. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Before you leave deratin~--

And maybe this is in the record here. But if it's not, could 

you provide me, just so I can get a handle on what the capaci y 

of your system is, the derating that has occurred over, let's 
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1 say, the last five years, on each unit and the reason for 

2 the derating? 

3 Now, you've indicated some derating for plant 

4 in '787 but I know that some plants have been derated over 

5 ,, 
6 ~"" 

the years. So that I can understand what your true capacity 

is and how it has changed as a result of derating so I can 

:~\, 
:>" 7 relate it to the capacity and reserve figures. 

8 

'I 9 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: I'll take a stab at it, 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is it here already? 

:'1 10 Is it in an exhibit? 

'I 
11 

12 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Well, the best place--

No, it's not really in any prefiled testimony; but I have 

I 13 a convenient document here to look at. Let me say this: 

I 
14 

15 

I'll take a stab at it. I don't have anything-- I have not 

thought about it ahead of time, and I think that's what you'rE 

I 16 asking me to do. 

I 
17 

18 

Labadie Power Plant is down right now rated 

at--

I 19 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Every unit? The four 

I 
20 

21 

units started out at 600. 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: 600 is the gross rating of 

I 22 Labadie. 575 is in that rating. 

I 23 

24 

COMMISSIO~~R SPRAGUE: Wait a minute. Can 

we go off the record a minute? 

I 25 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let 1 s go off the record. 
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~~ {Oft-the-record discussion.) 

3 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go back on the recor • 

4 It's my understanding you're going to obtain the 

5 information requested by Mrs. Slavin and provide that. And 

6 I would assume we're going to do it as a late-filed exhibit. 

f 
7 We'll reserve Exhibit 6 for that information. 

8 MS. LASKA: May I continue now? 

' 
9 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Certainly. 

l 10 BY !<'..S • LASKA: 

11 ~ We discussed here earlier the fact that Union 

I 12 Electric's projected peak was not as high as you had once 

J 13 thought it would be in 1978, last year? 

I 
14 

15 

A That's correct. 

~ Do you think that the peak was less than you 

I 16 had expected because of the peak alert program, because of 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

conservation, because of the high prices of electricity? 

waan't due to--
I 

And, obviously, to make this answer, I don't want 

Well, I would say that one thing we know it 

I 
20 

21 

to assume that I'm prejudging the peak awareness program. 

The peak awareness program has been in operat 

I 22 one year. And we have looked at those days when peak 

I 23 

24 

••• announced, and the information was inconclusive at this 

point. Certainly it did not do anything to shave our peak, 

I 25 but that was only one year of operation. And we hael some 
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1 

2 

3 

t' 
4 

' 

5 

l 6 

I 7 

8 

I 9 

I 10 

I 
11 

12 

I 13 

I 
14 

15 

I 16 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

I 
20 

21 

I 22 

I 23 

24 

I 25 

peculiar weather conditions, which we 

didn't give the awareness program the proper chance it deae 

When we examined the information that was at 

hand before making the last peak load forecast, we did note 

that the major place where the growth did not come up to 

projections was the base load sector, the base load portion 

of our growth. And it appears that that was coincident or 

started, let •·s say, at the time of the coal strike, and con-

tinued on through the summer, that there was a loss of some 

peak load, amount of peak load, that was not there. Whether 

that will continue, one doesn't know. 

We know in rt~ny office buildings, including 

our own, during the summer, we had half the lights turned out 

or a number of lights turned out. It started during the coal 

strike and continued. How il'.any other people had that situati n, 

and will they keep their lights out? 

Lights in an industrial facility is base ·-ioad, 

and it's on year around. It's base load during the time of 

the day. So, in our buildings, for instance, the lighting 

system is part of the heating system, so we had to turn the 

lights back on in the winter. 

Now, there are a lot of other companies that 

probably have the same situation. Will these companies go 

back and turn out lights again next summer? I don't know. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Are you going to have 
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the peak awareness proqram next summer? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Most certainly. 

""BY MS • LASKA: 

~ Finally~ we've talked about the deratings that 

may or may not occur in your system, the potential to buy 

bargain energy from Joppa, and the uncertainties of the oil 

situation, right? 

A That's correct. 

~ Union Electric still proposes to build two 

combustion turbines that will, in fact, burn oil for 200 

to 400 hours a year. 

You have said that there probably will be a 

need for these combustion turbines. But are you really ask-

ing this Commission to build these combustion turbines for 

an insurance policy of sorts in case you need them, but you 

don't know that you really will need them? 

A We believe we will need the units. 

MS. LASJtA: Thank you. 

QUESTIONS BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ That just brings me back to one that occurred 

to me in which you said, "Well, the reason we're putting this 

one at Sioux and the reason we're putting it at Meramec is 

that we could have serious damage to a boiler if they were 

out for a.ny period of time. " 

Aren't you going to have the same serious 
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1 damage probleaa to your boilers at 

2 A No. The Sioux boiler is a different tYP* of 

boiler than the other boilers on the system. And right now 

4 we do have a diesel unit at the Sioux Plant wh\ch, as Mr. 

5 Platt explained, is used to circulate lubricating oil and 

6 such things as that, to keep your equipment lubricated while 

7 the stuff is rolling and coasting down. If you don't, you'll 

8 wipe a bearing. And you wipe a bearing on a big machine, 

9 and you've got problems. So we do have those facilities. 

10 By the same token, the diesel unit at Sioux, 

11 by going through a certain sequence of operations, there is 

12 the possibility to keep the bottom of the boiler cool. But 

13 what you have to do is keep the circulating water in that 

14 boiler that's circulating through some tubes there in the 

15 bottom, which are not the case in the other boilers-- You 

16 have to keep those cool to carry away the heat. And, therefo e, 

17 you have to keep a pump going. If you don't have any power 

18 to that pump, you're not going to move the water through 

19 those tubes to take away the heat; and then you're going to 

20 burn the bottom of the boiler. So, if certain things operate 

21 fine, we can manage to get by. 

22 Now, in the past, we knew this situation exist d. 

23 But the question at the time is: "Do you spend the dollars 

24 that it would cost to install a combustion turbine there 

25 having adequate capacity to be sure you don't experience this 
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f 1 Do you just qc out and put that there just for that reason?" 

2 

I 
: I 

" 

I 

OUr anawer is: •Ro," that was not the prudent 

thing to do. But the answer also was that we still had the 

problem and, when we're going to put in capacity for capacity 

5 

I 6 

needs, let's put one in at Sioux and also obtain this additional 

benefit. rt•s an additional benefit over and above the 

I. 7 capacity aspect of it. 

8 

I 9 

~ But you have known of this problem for a long 

time, and then you just suddenly changed your plans. Is that 

I 10 the result of your agreement that was worked out at Joppa 

11 

I 12 

then? 

A. The boilers at Sioux have been there since 

I " 13 ' 1967. They're a different type of boiler than those that 

I; 14 

15 

exist at Labadie and at Rush Island. I don't know when it 

became apparent, but it's sometime in there. And, again, 

I 16 I don't know. 

I 
17 

18 

~ What kind of an outage are you talking about 

in terms of minutes, hours, or days, and so on, before you 

I 19 have to worry about that boiler damage really happening? 

I 
20 

21 

A It would be an outage of external power or 

plant power to run the auxiliaries. I would say in the 

I 22 neighborhood of probably, say,-- I'm not a-- I'm an 

I 
23 

24 principle. 

engineer. This is a mechanical engineer's or thermal 

I 25 
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1 get power in there to get that--

2 Have you ever experienced an outage at Sioux 
I 

3 longer than 10 minutes? Two minutes? 

4 .A. Well, we came doq-qone close one time. And thf! 

5 question was asked of Mr. Platt earlier have we ever experienc ~ d 

t 6 a brownout? One Saturday, a.nd I don't know which year it was, 

l 7 But I think it was somewhere around 1972, '73. 

8 Spontaneous combustion from the coal pile 

f 9 caused the belts at Sioux to catch on fire, and we came dog-

l 10 gone close to losing that whole plant. And we were just 

11 

I' 12 

that far away (indicating) from losing that plant, and we 

would have been in trouble. 

I 13 ~ It would have solved your problems with EPA 

14 there. 

I 15 .A. I don't think EPA demands we solve them that 

I 16 way. 

I 
17 

18 

EXAMINER REIMNIT z : Ms • Laska, do you have any 

other questions of this witness? 

I 19 MS. LASKA: No. I'm finished. Thank you. 

I 
20 

21 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Mr. Ragsdale. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. RAGSDALE: 

I 22 ~ Mr. Esswein, I believe you stated earlier that 

I 
23 

24 

the Company does have some interruptible customers in the 

neighborhood of 45 megawatts? 

I 25 .A. That's correct. 
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Q. W1ien the eo.pany has in the. past and currently 

2 prepares peak load forecasts., is that 45 megawatts of load 

3 included in your peak load forecast? 

4 The 45 megawatts of load is adjusted out of 

5 there. They have to look. And, when you load forecast, you. 

6 have to say, "Was the load on or wasn't it on?" And they 

7 have to do it on a consistent basis, and then you adjpst 

8 it in or out. 

9 You do have before you a copy of the Company's 

10 answers to our interrogatories? 

11 A. Yes, I do, sir. 

12 Q. If I may direct your attention to the answers 

13 you have for No. 6. And I guess my question was the peak 

14 demand forecasts. 

15 Arid, in the answer to that question, 6(c) 

16 and 6(d), was the 45 meqawatts of interruptible load included 

17 in those figures or excluded? 

18. 

19 

20 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

In 6(c) and (d)? 

Yes. 

The load is there. But, now, when we go and 

21 calculate our reserve requirements, we make this adjustment 

22 to get to the adjusted demand, wherein we subtract the 

23 TVA diversitY1 the Associated entitlement, which we discussed 

24 before; and the interruptible load. 

25 
That brings me to another question. In making 
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1 that calculation, you took these diversity arrangements and 

2 Associated Electric entitlements and interruptible customers; 

3 and you subtracted that from the load, peak demand load. 

4 My question is: Why was the calculation made 

5 in that manner rather than adding that load to capacity, 

6 particularly the diversity arrangement? 

7 

8 

A. Oh, sure. That's an understandable question. 

The reason on 130 is it's a firm delivery. 

9 We entered into an obligation to deliver 130 megawatts to 

10 'TVA in the winter with reserves; and we have to stay behind 

11 it, just like our load. They do the same thing in the summer. 

12 So, therefore, you don't have to have reserves with it, becaus~ 

13 the delivery has reserves with it. 

14 And the same thing happens with the entitle-

15 ment with Associated Electric. That's a firm delivery, and 

16 the reserve component comes with it. 

17 With respect to the interruptible, if you're 

18 subtracting it off, the load isn't there. So you don't have 

19 to have reserve for a load that isn't there. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

So, I guess, as I understand it, your answer 

is that you subtracted from load instead of adding to capacit~ 

because you're not responsible for any reserve for that 

amount? 

A. That's correct. 

Union Electric is one of the owners of Electric 

Energy, Incorporated; is that correct? 
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1 '!'hat's correct. 

2 iU•d that's the corporate entity that operates 

3 the Joppa Plant? 

4 That's correct. 

5 In regards to the answers to the Interrogator! • 

6 Nos. 13 and also 15 and 16, I note, as part of Union Electric s 

1 capacity, there's a notation for Joppa. And, then, for the 

8 years 1978 through 1981, you show 110 megawatts. 

9 Am I to assume that that is something differen 

10 than the contract which you discussed in your prefiled testi-

11 mony? 

12 Your assumption is correct. 

13 Is that a firm commitment that Union Electric 

14 has out of the Joppa Plant in that amount? 

15 Yes, in the sense-- Let me explain the Joppa 

16 contract, and this can get pretty involved. 

17 Joppa is a power plant. EE, Inc., owns the 

18 Joppa Power Plant, which is normally a 1,000-megawatt plant. 

19 There are two contracts with EE, Inc. One of the contracts 

20 is the EE, Inc.,-DOE contract, wherein during the year DOE 

21 has the right to 735 megawatts out of that plant. The sponso -

22 ing companies have the right to the 265 megawatts that remain. 

23 The 110-megawatt portion is our portion of that remaining 

24 265. 
. 

25 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do that again. DOE 

get• 735? 
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1 WITNESS ESSWBIN: DOE gets 735 as long as our 

2 contract, yes. 

3 

4 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: All year long? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Yes. And the 265 is propor-

5 tioned 40 percent to Union Electric and 20 percent each to 

6 Illinois Power, Central Illinois Public Service, and Kentucky 

7 Utilities. And 40 percent times 265 should give you somewhere 

8 pretty close to 110. 1,000 megawatts is a normal rating. 

9 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is your contract with 

10 DOE or withEE, Inc.? 

11 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Our contract for any power 

12 out of Joppa is with EE, Inc. 

13 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I thought you said you 

14 had the contract with DOE, but maybe I'm mistaken. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: You start to get caught in 

semantics is what happens. 

BY MR. RAGSDALE: 

~ I note, Mr. Esswein, that for 1976 and '77, 

19 the Company had 310 megawatts out of the Joppa Plant. Can 

20 you explain to me why you've lost 200 megawat.ts? 

21 A Sure. That's why I said this can get to be 

22 complex if you want to talk about it. 

23 That plant was built in 1952 and '54. By 

24 virtue of the initial contract, the AEC, Atomic Energy Com-

2S mission at the time, which subsequently became ERDA, which 
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1 

2 

is now ooa, had the ric;ht to 735 megawatts of power out of 

that plant. 

l In the 1960's, if I can just talk DOE now and 

4 forget about the transition, DOE wanted to reduce their amoun1 

5 of power. And arrangements were worked out wherein they 

6 were permitted to reduce their amount of take, whicn gave 

7 the sponsoring companies more power. In fact, it reduced 

8 it by 500 megawatts. And our 40 percent of the 500 megawatts 

9 was 200 megawatts. 

10 But when they did this, they did it with the 

11 proviso that, with 5 years notice, they would have the rignt 

12 to get that 200 megawatts back. And that was only during 

13 the summer period that they had it. So what happened was 

14 that they gave 5 ye~rs notice. And where you see the transi-

15 

16 

tion, that's where the 5-year notice period ran out. 

~ I note that the Joppa Plant is described as 

17 an intermediate load. Is that because of the way the plant 

was built to operate that it's that type of a plant? 

I 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A It's because of the size of the units primarill. 

They're normally 140-megawatt units. And they are able to 

be moved around, cycled, without difficulty, due to temperatwe 

.u ... tch. And that's where you run into your problema, with 

teaperature mismatches and things like that. 

And, for that reason, they're able to be callec 

intermediate units and are used that way. 
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Q. Looking back at the state of the art in the 1 
electric industry in the iS50's, =uld t.h~y have been describ¥ 

l 

4 

as intermediate plants at that time? 

A. No. They were base load units at that time. 

S In fact, Mr. Ragsdale, the Department of Energy, their use 

6 is 100-percent load factor. So the 735 is base load for them 

7 A.~d, at 100-percent load factor, our portion is intermediate 

8 use. 

9 And it's intermediate because of the way you 

10 can use the facilities? 

11 The way we dispatch it, yes. 

12 Q. How often does Union Electric revise its load 

13 forecast? 

14 A. At least annually. 

15 Q. And is that done at any particular time of 

16 the calendar year? 

17 A. Normally it's done after you have the informat' n 

18 in from the summer peak, so it would be in the fall. And 

19 we are trying to go to an update in the April-May period, 

20 because we have found that there are some other basic informa 

21 Let me start over, if I can. Basic informatio 

22 that comes in which is very important is the summer peak, 

23 what happened in the last summer peak. And you try to gather 

24 all that information and analyze what the situation is and 

25 what's going on, so that's why we do it in the fall. 
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By the same token, there's local information 

that are g~~~ered by variou~ ~g&~~ies and bodiesJ ----- -- --- ---
Reqional Commerce Growth Association, and things like that. 

And they do it on a calendar basis. So, therefore, that 

information is not readily available before January. But, 

if we wait until about April or May, that information starts 

coming out. And so we are trying to take a second look at 

it. 

~ Is it then that you will then have sort of a 

biannual review of your load forecasts as a practice? 

A. This is something that we instigat.ed last year 

and hopefully we will, because we think that gives us a 

better look at doing what's best. 

~ In looking at the answers to in·terrogatories, 

particularly S(a), in preparing the answer to that question, 

how does the Company define •base load"? 

A. When you forecast load, what you have is your-

Let me start over and just answer your question and not go 

into everything else. 

Base load is determined by measuring our load 

during the daytime in April and October when the temperature 

is between 48 degrees and 64 degrees, maybe 65, 64 or 65 

degrees. And we plot the peak load on the weekdays of the 

year of that month, April and also October, when the temperat es 

are in that range. The reason for that is because you have 
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• .L very little heat sensiti~~ load. There's not much of your 

2 load that is temperature sensitive. 

3 So, by plotting those points during April and 

4 October, you can determine what the average was in April 

5 and what the average was in OCtober. And you can come out 

6 with a measure of what is the base load on your system or 

7 the non-heat temperature load. 

8 And then approxLmately halfway in between is 

9 July and August. So we interpolate to get halfway between, 

10 and that is our base load. And the base load is that load 

11 which is not sensitive to variations because of heat. 

12 ~ Let me see if I can run this back to you and 

I 13 see if I've got it. 

t 
14 

15 

So you look at the month of April and look 

at those days and if the temperature did not go outside the 

( 16 range of 48 or 65? 

l 
17 

18 

A. That's correct. 

~ And plot what your load was on that particular 

I 19 day? 

I 
20 

21 

A. The peak load. 

~ And then you come up with an average for April 

I 22 of all those plots? 

I 23 

24 

A. Basically, yes. 

~ And then we go forward and look at October, 

I 25 and we run the same type of calculation? 
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1 That's ccrrec·t. 

2 And then we find the mld-point be~ween those 

3 two numbers, and that would be the base load you have for 

4 a particular year? 

5 

6 

That • s correct. 

• 
So the Company doesn't necessarily look at a 

7 load duration curve and look how that curve lies and say, 

8 "Well, the load was this amount for 75 percent of the time; 

9 and that•s the base load"? You don't use some type of a 

10 formula like that to determine--

11 No. We go out and s.ee what is the system 

12 re•ponse. That' • what we look at. 

13 My next question is: How does the Company 

14 then define •heat sensitive," as that term is used in S(b) 

15 to the answers to interrogatories? 

16 Heat sensitive load is really t~e remainder 

17 once you know the base. Your peak load during a year is made 

18 up of two components; that which is not responsive to tern~ 

19 perature, and that's the base portion. And, once you know 

20 that, you can subtract that from the peak you actually 

21 experienced. And, by subtracting that, the remainder is 

22 that portion which is sensitive to temperature. 

23 Looking back at 1976, '77, and '78, i.n order 

24 to do that calculation, you first would have calculated the 

25 temperature corrected load; is that correct? 
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A. That's correct. Yes, we would ·subtract the 

2 ~ 
3 

base load from the temperature corrected peak. 

0. In regards to making load iu.r.:=caatiii, •• • ra 

4 not looking back from ·the past to determine what the base 

5 load or heat sensitive is; but we're looking forward. DQes 

6 the Company then make two different forecasts, one for base 

7 load and then another forecast for temperature sensitivf!• 

8 and add the two together? 

9 ~ Yes, they do. 

10 0. Now, I guess your answer would be no to the 

11 question that weather affects growth or lack of growth in 

12 base load demand. It should not have an effect; is that 

13 correct? 

14 ~ That's correct. 

15 0. Looking at your answer on S(a) of the inter-

16 rogatories, I note that the 1978 base load is only 8 megawatts 

17 over 1977. 

18 !_guess I would be correct in assuming that 

19 the Company forecasted a larger growth than 8 megawatts for 

20 1978 base load over '77 base load? 

21 A I'm not sure I understand the question. 

22 0. Okay. I'll rephrase it. 

23 I note that, in '78, the Company had 8 megawatts 

24 of base load growth over '77? 

25 A Yes. 
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Now, is that in line with what the Company 

forecasted for base load 1978 over 1977? 

A t~. ! think what you're looking at there, 

Mr. Ragsdale, is the fact that, as I indicated earlier to 

Staff's Counsel, that because of the coal strike, we noted 

that we had lost--there was a lack of base load growth there. 

That shows that lack of base load growth. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Are those actual numbers 

then? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: Those are actuals. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Well, aren't you saying, 

12 "What did you project"? 

13 

14 

MR. RAGSDALE: My question was: "Was that in 

line with what they projected?" And I determined, I guess, 

15 his answer is, "No." 

16 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Excuse me. No, that is not 

17 what we projected. 

18 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is there some place wher 

19 it shows what you did project? 

20 WITNESS ESSWEIN: Sure. I believe I could 

21 find that. 

22 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Or is that 8(a)? 

23 
MR. RAGSDALE: No. I did not ask what the 

24 Company forecasted for '76, '77, or '78. 

25 MS. LASKA: Some of that is in this testimony 

from--
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Elt.~nma UlJefiTZ: Let's 90 off the record. 

WHBRBDPON, a recess was taken. 
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2 

3 

4 EXAMINER REIMNITI: Let's go back on the 

5 record. 

6 CROSS-EXAMINATION CONTINUED BY MR. RAGSDALE: 

I 7 ~ Mr. Esswein, before we broke for the recess, 

I 
8 

9 

we were discussing the load growth in '78 base load demand 

of the Company. And I believe you attributed that to the 

I 10 effects of the coal strike? 

I 
11 

, 
, 

, 

12 

A That's our thoughts. 

~ Does the Company have any external process 

I 13 to measure whether the coal strike was the cause of this 

I 
14 

15 

phenomenon, or is this just an internal guess of the 

Company's to explain the situation? 

I 16 A I wouldn't call it a guess certainly. What 

I 17 

18 

one does is examine your sales data, Jdlowatt-hour sales, 

in various months~ and you try to determine where the 

I 19 decrease came from. It's our feeling that it's attributed 

I 20 

21 

to the coal strike and potentially additional conservation 

that has been, in essence, wrung out of the system, the 

I 22 customers' use of electricity. At this poi.nt, that's our 

I 23 

24 

best estimate of the situation. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 1 assume that number 

I 25 can be broken into your commercial, residentlal, and 
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"l 
It would be quite difficult., 

3 The reason being is that, while our industrial-- Most of 

t~ 4 

5 

I 6 

our industrials have demand ~eters along with kilowatt-hour 

meters. Of course, you recognize that residential cus~omers 

only have kilo~att-hour meters; and many commercial customers 

I 7 only have kilowatt-hour meters. So what one would have to 

8 

l 9 

do is have demand meters: because this is a demand that we're 

talking about, demand, not kilowatt-hours. 

I 10 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: This is not kilowatt-

I 
11 

12 

hours, okay. It's not sales? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: That's correct. 

I 13 BY MR. RAGSDALE: 

I 
14 

15 

~ So the Company looked at its sales in the 

base load months of April and October and made a determinati 

I 16 that the coal strike had an •ffect on each one of those two 

I 
17 

18 

months? 

A We made a determination that our base load 

I 19 growth was down--and you asked me the question before--from 

I 
20 

21 

what was forecasted. The forecasted base load or projected 

base load growth was 3,040; and we experienced 2,925, which 

I 22 is 115 megawatts less than projected. 

I 
23 

24 

Now, at this point, you have to try to 

determine what are the reasons for that loss in base growth. 

I 2S 
', 

When you do that, you do many things. You go back and you 
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look and see if any customers were on strike, were 

industrial customers shut down because of vacations, and 

things like that: and you try to look for those things. 

The obvious thing that occurred in early 1978 

and the end of 1977 was the coal strike, and one could see 

that there was some decrease in use. And it's our belief 

right now that the most obvious thing is the coal strike. 

~ And you think the coal strike had an equal 

effect then each month of April and October of '78? 

~ I couldn't answer that question. 

~ When the Company prepares its load forecast, 

do they prepare a high growth forecast and a low growth 

forecast to give some type of a range of what they expect 

might be happening off in the future? 

~ We prepare our basic load growth, which is the 

most likely, based on normal weather and various indicators. 

And then we prepare a scenario from that, taking into account 

what might happen if certain things change. And we develop 

a scenario approach so that we can determine if there is a 

lower growth or a higher growth. 

So I guess you take your model and plug in 

22 different parameters, different rates of economic growth, and 

23 perhaps different changes in weather patterns to look at what 

24 might happen in the future, assuming something changes from 

25 what you expect it to be at the current time? 

124 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

.... :... . .. 

Various factors. 

Q. Direc·ting your attention to the answers to 

5 (c) and 5 (d), in which we compare the temperature corrected 

peak and the actual peak for '76 through '78, I note that 

the temperature corrected peak for each of those years 

exceeded the actual peak. can we infer from th.:l.s that the 

past three summers have been cooler than average? 

.A. Yes, I think you can. Most certainly you can • 

And, I think, if you asked Laclede Gas, "Were the last three 

winters colder than average," I think they'd say so, too. 

Excuse me for digressing. The answer is, yes, 

they were cooler summers. 

Q. And has the Company examined the Weather 

Service data to determine this, or was the sole determination 

just looking at your load growth? 

.A. No. We use weather data. 

I mean, you used weather data to determine 

18 that the summer of '78 was cooler than normal or cooler than 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

what you forecasted it to be? 

.A. Cooler than normal. I think the question 

you're asking me is how do we take our actual peak and how 

do we temperature correct it; is that correct? 

Q. I haven't gotten there yet. I'm going to 

get there in a minute. 

I asked whether this informati.on indica.ted 
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that the summers were cooler in '76 through '78 than averag-e, 

•-....3 .... .. 
.ru~u ... ... ,.-onderinq 

steps to use external data to determine whether that was, 

indeed, the case. 

I mean, did you get data from the National 

Weather Service in St. Louis to show that the summer of '78 

was cooler than average; or did you just rely upon this 

phenomenon that the actual peak was less than the temperature 

corrected peak to arrive at your conclusion that the summers 

of '76 through '78 were cooler than average? 

~ What you have available to you is the peak 

that we experienced on the v~rious days, and you have 

temperatures available from the Weather Bureau from Lambert 

Field. We use the temperature information, the weather 

information, available from Lambert Field. And we use that 

in conjunction with the peaks that we experience to weather 

correct our actual peak. 

~ Did you take into determination that there 

were more cooling degree days or less cooling degree days 

in '78 than you expect on an average to make the determinatio~ 

that the '78 summer ~~Y have been cooler than average? 

A I'm not sure what cooling degree days would 

have to do with Kw peak demand. If you tell me there, I 

could maybe answer. 

Now, it has something to do with kilowatt-hour 
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sales; and certainly it would have an effect there. But, 

as far as peak demand, we're looking at the hottest 

temperature of the day, not cooling degree days. 

~ Now, in calculating your temperature 

corrected peak load, is this calculation performed for every 

weekday in the summer? 

~ It's performed for the summer itself. 

~ My question was asked of your response to 

Interrogatory No. 10. 

So the Company does not perform this 

calculation for every weekday of the summer? You don't see 

what your load was and look at the temperature and then 

correct it up to 88 degrees for each day of the summer? 

~ Every weekday of the summer is included in 

determining what weather correction to make. 

~ What time period is the summer, as you've 

used that term in your answer? 

~ Generally June, July, and August. If you 

have hot days in early September and late May, you'd include 

those. 

~ And can you tell me what the term "88 degree 

two-day weighted temperature," how that figure is calculated 

and what that represents? 

~ Sure. I'd be glad to. 

Eighty-eight degree two-day weighted 
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temperature is a means to try to capture the effect that if 

you have one hot day~ a cool day. and then a hot day; and th•! 

3 another cool day, the peak load you're going to experience 

4 on that hot day is going to be different than if you have a 

5 cool day, a warmer day, and then the same hot day, as I 

6 previously assumed, because you have a temperature buildup. 

7 And so what utilities attempt to do is to get 

8 a weather measure which takes into account the fact that 

9 there is this heat buildup, so we use this 88 degree two-day 

10 weighted temperature. And what we do is we take the high 

11 and the low temperature for that day, and we look at the 

12 mean. And then we take the high and the low from the day 

13 before and look at that mean temperature. And you multiply 

14 today's temperature by two and add it to yesterday's 

15 temperature and divide by three, and then that is the two-

16 day weighted mean temperature. 

17 ~ In calculating the temperature correction, 

18 is the process that you start with what your actual peak 

19 load was in the summertime? Is that the first bit of informa-

20 tion you need to calculate that figure? 

21 A No. The actual peak load on any specific day 

22 is not inherently that significant. It's the summer, all 

23 the days during the summer. We temperature correct our 

24 summer, not any particular day. 

25 ~ Well, do you look at the summer to determine 
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whether thia 88 degree two-day weighted temperature was 

achieved in any particular time period? 

That will come out on the plot, yes. I'll be 

glad to, again, offer to explain how we weather temperature, 

if that would be helpful. 

Yeah. That's what I'm trying--

A. I asked you before; and you said, "No." 

I think you were ahead of me when you asked 

that. That's what I'm trying to get at. I'm sorry. 

A. I would have offered sooner, but you told me 

11 no before. 

12 What we do is you take the months generally 

13 of June, July, and August. And you take yesterday's 

14 temperature, the mean temperature from yesterday, and 

15 multiply it by one. You take today's mean temperature and 

16 multiply it by two. You add them together and divide by 

17 three, and now you have the two-day weighted mean temperature 

18 And you have a graph that shows temperature 

19 on the left-hand scale; and you have, I think, peak demand 

20 along the bottom or demand megawatts. And you'll pick that 

21 point for the two-day weighted mean temperature for that day 

22 and the load for that day, the weekdays; and you'll go 

23 through the summer putting these points there. And history 

24 shows that these plots, points, fall in kind of a certain 

25 pattern. And you can take that curve, and if you exceeded--
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Okay. You can plot those points. 

Now, by taking weather data starting in 1906 

from the St. Louis Weather Bureau, we've calculated what the 

two-day weighted mean temperature is for this area. And we'v~ 

learned that 88 degrees is the two-day weighted mean 

temperature, where you have a 50/50 chance of being higher 

or lower, the probability of being higher than it or lower 

than it. So that's what we forecast on. 

So we take this curve that you can fit 

through all these points; and where that intercepts 88 

degrees, ~~at is our weather temperature corrected load for 

that summer. 

~ So a calculation is done for each weekday of 

the summer? You calculate what the two-day weighted 

temperature is for each day; is ~~at correct? 

~ That's correct. 

~ And then, on this plot, you--

~ That determines one point on the plot. 

~ And, then, where it intersects with what your 

demand was, that's the point you put on the graph? 

~ That's correct. 

And you do that for each weekday of the 

summer? 

That's correct. 

And you get a slope of a curve? 
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~ You get a series of points, yes. 

0. And the fact that for the period ''76 through 

'78 the actual peak was less than what your temperature 

corrected peak at 88 degrees would have been, would it be 

correct to assume that we had no weekdays in those three 

summers where we had an 88 degree two-day weighted 

temperature? 

~ As far as your basic question, no, it's not 

correct to assume that; because we don't correct any single 

10 day. But I think the fact is that I believe we-- We came 

11 very close to hitting a two-day weighted mean temperature of 

12 88 degrees, but we did not hit it. But that's not axiomatic 

13 with your question. 

14 Turning your attention to the answer you gave 

15 to Question 19, you discuss or the Company's response there 

16 talks about discounted present worth of capital and operating 

17 expenditures when examining various alternatives for capacity 

18 additions. Is this discounting done over the projected 

19 operating life of a capacity addition? 

20 

21 

Yes. 

Further on in that answer, the term "generatio 

22 simulation models" is used. Could you explain a little bit 

23 about what that type of model is and what it's supposed to do? 

24 ~ There are various types of models that we use. 

25 One model is something we term the SSP Program. It stands 
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1 for System S~ulation Proqram. In that model, we can put in 

2 all the characteristics of our existing facilities, existing 

3 power plants1 how high they can be loaded, what maximum load 

4 they can carry, their fuel costs, operating costs, outagea, 

5 all those typea of things. And then we can also put in there 

6 the projected facilities that one might plan on putting in 

7 on the system in the future and put the same information in 

8 and then put your projected loads. And you can run the 

9 model, and it will tell you what the cost is to operate that 

10 system. And then you can present worth that back. That's 

11 one way to do it. 

12 Another method that's available is something 

13 .called ORSrN. It's a system induration model, and it's 

14 essentially a similar type of tool. It's done more on a 

15 monthly basis as opposed to a daily basis, which the SSP 

16 utilizes. 

17 A stronger tool that's presently available 

18 is something called the WASP Program. I think it stands for 

19 Wise Automated System Program. And that model, in essence, 

20 runs along the same basis, but only in there you put load 

21 shapes and you run it on, I think, a quarter-year basis and 

22 put your cost of capital and cost of fuel and escalation 

23 rates. And you can optimize what type of system one should 

24 put in for the long term. 

2.5 Are there other types of utility planning 
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1 methods used besides generation simulation models and sya.tea 

2 duration curves? 

3 A. Would you please restate that? 

4 I'll make reference to the second sentence in 

5 answer to 19 where it states, "Various utility planning 

6 methods are utilized in the analysis, inclu4ing generation 

7 simulation models and evaluation of system duration curves.• 

8 I guess my question is: Are generation 

9 simulation models and system duration curves all inclusive 

10 of those utility planning methods? 

11 A. Yes, those are in there. 

12 I'm not sure whether that sentence means that 

13 those are just examples of utility planning methods or those 

14 are all the utility planning methods, a description of all 

15 of them. 

16 I would hate to be all inclusive up here on 

17 the witness stand. God might sbrike me dead. 

18 In reference to Union Electric--

19 With reference to Union Electric, the three 

20 I mentioned are the three we use. 

21 0 The reason I asked that is that sentence 

22 seemed to indicate to me that perhaps there were some other 

23 methods that were not specifically mentioned. 

24 A. No. And, Mr. Ragsdale, that's why I tried 

25 to be more specific then by mentioning all three. 
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1 0. The fie:Xt. sentence in t..'lat answer refeis to. 

2 operability constraints. And I'm wondering if you could give 

3 me !!orne in.formation on what type of operability constraints 

4 the Company might have when it looks at the various 

5 

• 6 

generation alternatives • 

A Operability constraints are the constraints 

I 7 that one has in moving units around. By moving them around, 

8 

I 9 { 

I mean, for instance, you drive your automobile and you're 

going along at 30 miles an hour and; say, you all of a 

I 10 sudden decide you want to go 70. And you just push down on 

I 
11 

12 ,_,_ 

the accelerator, and you're at 70 in a short period of time. 

You don't do that with power plants. You 

I 13 
"'' 

can't just dump more coal in there and get them to go from 

14 

I 15 

300 megawatts to 600 megawatts like that. You have 

temperature mismatches that you have to be cognizant of so 

I 16 you don't create strains and stresses on the equipment 

17 
c'l 18 

itself and cause cracks and so forth, cracked blades, and 

things like that. So each piece of equipment, regardless of 

I 19 what it is, your automobile, each piece of equipment has 

I 
20 

21 

certain operating constraints that one has to take into 

account when you're operating a piece of equipment in a 

I 22 prudent manner. And generating facilities are like that. 

~t 
23 

<-"\ 

:t:;_ 24 

For instance, like the Labadie units, Labadie 

power plants, while they can get up to in the neighborhood 

I 25 of 550 megawatts of output, you can bring them down to, say, 
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1 half load, over a period of time in the late afternoon or 

2 early evening. But you can't take them off, or else you're 

3 not goinq to get them back on the next morning. So one has 
~\~ 4 

I 5 -<'"' 

-< < 

6 

to take those thinqs into account when you're planning a 

system, and we do. 

Does that answer your question? 

I 7 

8 

~ Yes. I was needing a little bit more 

information about what you meant by operability constraints. 

I 9 Thank you. 

I 10 Previously there was some discussion about 

11 

I 12 

your Taum Sauk plant. I was wondering if you could give me 

some idea what the energy ratio is at that plant. If you 

I 13 put in so many kilowatt-hours, how many are you going to get 

14 

I 15 

back out of that plant? 

~ I think it's two in and one out is the 

I 16 general rule of thumb. But if you want it more exact than 

17 that--

I 18 ~ I think, for my purposes, that's fine. 

I 19 I believe, before the noon recess, you were 

20 

I 21 

asked about what the total cost per Kwh would be for the 

combustion turbines, including cost of ownership and 

I 22 depreciation. I wonder if you had calculated that over the 

23 

I 24 

noon hour? 

A Yes. The information that I did provide 

I 25 already was the fuel cost and the production cost. And, 

I < 
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during the noon hour, the cost of ownership is 6.38 cents 

per kilowatt-hour, based on 400 hours of operation a year. 

~ And that would be equivalent to 20,400,000 

kilowatt-hours? 

Yes. 

In a question from the Bench, I believe you 

discussed the problem you have at your Sioux plant if you 

had an outage and that the boiler floor may have some 

problems. And you stated that the Company had been aware 

of this for some time. 

I'm wondering why the Company did not put in 

a combustion turbine unit at the Sioux plant last summer 

when it was building three such units around the state. 

~ Well, I think the answer is as follows: When 

you're going to put in capacity, you look at what benefits 

16 are you going to-- First of all, you're going to obtain the 

17 benefit of having additional generation to cover needed or 

18 additional load growth and reserves. Then you say, "Are 

19 there additional benefits that can be obtained?" And you 

20 list those benefits and determine where can you achieve the 

21 most benefits. 

22 We looked in outstate Missouri. We looked at 

23 Jeff City. We could see Jeff City sitting here with about 

24 100 megawatts of load and a 50-megawatt combustion turbine 

25 here. And you start saying, "Well, what happens if the line 
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from Moreau to Jeff City is out of service and another line 

is cut?e Jeff City, there's a problem. 

And ~o you try to weigh what are the benefits 

that one can achieve by installing the combustion turbines 

at various locations. It was our judgment at the time that 

the best locations to install those three units were where 

we installed them, and that's the answer. 

MR. RAGSDALE: Thank you. That's all the 

questions I have. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Any redirect? 

QUESTIONS BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ I just have one that goes back to an earlier 

one that I directed to Mr. Platt, and he said that you can 

answer it. 

I was trying to find out why there seems to 

be a discrepancy between the average articulated by Ms. Laska 

on her cross from other companies in the operation of the 

combustion turbine, and they said that you would be the 

witness that could tell me how many peak hours you were 

running the plants for and why your numbers are significantly 

higher than the other companies that we're surveying. 

A I can give you a little bit of history. In 

1976, the Venice combustion turbine ran 85 hours, the Howard 

Bend combustion turbine ran 169 hours, and the Meramec 

combustion turbine ran 30 hours • 
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1 In 1977, the Venice Combustion turbine ran 

2 315 hours, the Howar/, Bend coft'l.bustion turbine ran 396 hours, 

~ 
.J and the Maramec combustion turbine ran 554 hourG • 

4 ~ Now, there was quite a difference between 

5 

I 6 

those two years? 

~ That's correct. 

I 7 
% 

8 

~ Can you explain that? 

~ It would be system conditions. What were the 

I 9 conditions at time of peak load? Did you have a couple large 

cl 10 units out? Could you not buy interchange at a lower cost? 

11 

;:1 12 

Just system dispatch, dispatching the system on the most 

economical basis, which is the way you do it. And each year 

I 13 is different. 

14 ~ Could you provide for me the information on 

I 15 what really specifically did happen between those two years, 

I 16 why the load was specifically higher? 

I 
17 

18 

~ Well, if you think-- If you desire it, I 

think what we'd have to do is we would have to go back to 

I 19 1976 and pull out the records of those combustion turbines, 

I 
20 

21 

365 days for each combustion turbine. We'd have to look at 

what hours they operated. We'd have to log that. Then we'd 

I 22 have to go and we'd have to look at all of our other 

I 
23 

24 

generating facilities on each of those days to say, "What 

conditions existed?" And we'd have to then examine the load 

I 25 dispatch logbook to see what conditions existed on the 
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1 interconnected network to determine why was the unit 

2 operating. And it's a horrendous job, I would say. You 

know, we could--

4 You indicated there might be some gross 

5 conditions, like, a plant being out of service or interchange 

6 sales being more expensive. I mean, I'd like them in--not in 

7 daily specificity, but in--

8 A. That's the only way to do it. When there's 

9 8,760 hours in a year and you're talking about 300 hours and, 

10 in one case, 30 hours and 85 hours, there's no way to go back 

11 and determine that without getting into specificity. 

12 I would hope you would realize the magnitude 

13 of the request you are making. We would have someone tied 

14 up doing this for many hours. And I would say that the best 

15 explanation is that the system is dispatched on an economical 

16 basis. And the unit that is most economical to operate at 

17 a given time is what we operate, whether it's combustion 

18 turbines or some other facility. 

19 We also look at the interconnected system and 

20 can we get power at a lower cost thE!!re. And, if we can, we 

21 don't want to use the combustion turbines. 

22 Now, at any given time, when you look at a 

23 particular year and you see that one unit operated 85 hours 

24 and another unit 169 hours, what one has to do then is go and 

25 look at those specific days that the unit is running 169 
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hours, what specific dates it operated. And then you have 

to go back and say, •Maybe Venice was down for maintenance. 

~..ayba it. couldn't operate. Maybe we had the unit down on 

maybe four days when it racked up 40 hours of use." 

So we can do it, but it would be a tremendous 

job. And I--

~ I'm not interested in putting you through 

hours and hours of work, you know. And I do accept the 

notion that you are doing your best to load most economically~ 

But it is a little bit peculiar that there 

is such a difference between the two years to me. But, now, 

12 maybe it shouldn't be to you. 

13 

14 

No. Really, Commissioner, that's not unusual. 

You put in peaking capacity with the thought 

15 ~~at, when it burns oil, that you don't have to use it. You 

16 have it there to utilize to be available to come on and serve 

17 your customers and keep the lights on, but you're not looking 

18 to operate the type of unit that is the most expensive 

19 operating unit on your system a lot of hours. 

20 

21 

0. 

A. 

That's what I'm wondering. 

So you try to hold that down. Now, what 

22 happens in one year is that you may have a number of large 

23 units-- Maybe two units are out for maintenance. And then 

24 all of a sudden--

25 It wouldn't be normal for you to put it out 
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for maintenance at that time of year? 

~ No, no. Excuse me. 

Let's say two base load units, two Labadie 

units let's say-- Or let's say a Labadie unit and a Sioux 

unit were out for maintenance in the winter and then all of 

a sudden another Labadie unit tripped off because of an 

equipment failure. Well, you have to get under that load. 

The customers' load is still there. 

So what you'd have to do is bring on the 

combustion turbines, and you bring them on then. You might 

not be able to get that unit that came down back for a couple 

of days. And, therefore, you might run into just a short 

period of time that it required you to operate the units 

more hours. In another year, you may not hit that condition. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: Is that called 

emergency use? 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: That's emergency use. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: You had that in the 

last case, and one of the parties couldn't understand what 

that meant. 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: You know, when is there an 

emergency? It's kind of hard. You really say you 

hope that anyone ever has emergencies. 

BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ Well, maybe you can handle this by just 
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providing me a monthly number of hours that you run each 

combustion turbine, and then we could certainly tell whether 

it was peak or cmnrgcncy. 

~ Maybe I could answer the question in some 

other way that would be helpful if I knew exactly what you 

were after. 

~ Do you have the monthly operational use of 

each of your combustion turbines? 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: I wasn't referring to 

10 you, commissioner, as one of the parties. You gave me a .look. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: No. I know. 

BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ Do you have that? 

~ Certainly the records are there. The questior 

is how much time does it take to extract that information 

16 and, you know, is that something that;s desirable? And, if 

17 it is, we shall do it. 

18 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: That sounds simple. 

19 And maybe if the attorneys can tell me--

20 COMMISSIONER Mc~ARTNEY: For what period of 

21 time is this? 

22 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: '76 and '77. 

23 WITNESS ESSWEIN: For each day of '76 and '777 

24 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: No. Monthly hours of 

25 operation. 
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l 1 MS. LASKA: or, if you could point out there 

2 

1: "t .... 

were eaerqency situations, that miqbt-- See, if you could 

show her there w.~v ~~gency :it~ti~~~ for that time period 

t 4 then that might--

I 
5 

6 

WITNESS ESSWEIN: I would rather take the 

Commissioner's suggestion, because that is going back to 

I 7 logbooks and that's just reading and reading and reading. 

I 
8 

9 

Is that a late-filed exhibit or what? 

MR. BARNES: I guess so. 

I 10 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go off the record. 

I 
11 

12 

(Off-the-record discussion.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ : Let' s go back on the 

I 13 record. 

I 
14 

15 

Any redirect? 

MR. BARNES: No. 

I 16 EXAMIRLR REIMNITZ: ~-nything further of this 

I 
17 

18 

witness? 

(No response. ) 

I 19 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Thank you, Mr. Esswein. 

I 20 (Witness excused.) 

21 

I 22 MR. BARNES : Mr. Examiner, a. t this point, 

I 23 

24 

which is the conclusion of Petitioner's case, and before the 

Staff's case, this might be an opportunity for me to move 

I 25 that Petitioner's exhibits that have previously been 
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identified; Exhibits 1, lA, 2, 3, 3A. 4, and 5, be admitted 

into evidence and, also, that we move that late-filed 

Exhibits 6 and 7 be admitted into evidence. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Is there any objection 

as to 1, lA, 2, 3, 3A, 4, and 5 that was just made? 

(No response. ) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Hearing none, they will 

be received. 

(AT THIS TIME APPLICANT'S EXHIBITS NOS. 1, 

10 lA, 2, 3, 3A, 4, AND 5 ~mRE RECEIVED IN EVIDENCE AND MADE 

11 A PART OF THIS RECORD.) 

12 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Is there any objection 

13 to the two late-filed exhibits, as we understand they're 

14 being offered? 

15 (No response.) 

16 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: We'll wait until we see 

17 what the late-filed exhibits are. 

18 Ms. Laska? 

19 MS. LASKA: The Staff would call Dr. Michael 

20 Proctor to the stand. 

21 {AT THIS TIME STAFF'S EXHIBIT NO. 1 WAS 

22 MARKED BY THE REPORTER FOR THE PURPOSES OF IDENTIFICATION.) 

23 

24 

2.5 
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MICHAEL 

STAFF'S EVIDENCE 

s. P R 0 C T 0 ~: 

called as a witness in behalf 

of the STAFF, having been 

previously duly sworn, 

testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Dr. Proctor, I have shown you a copy of the 

exhibit marked Staff Exhibit No. 1, which was submitted as 

your prefiled testimony with affidavit on March 14, 1979. 

Was this prepared by you or under your direction? 

A Yes, it was. 

~ Do you have any changes to make to your 

testimony at this time? 

No, I don't. 

If I were to ask you these same questions 

17 today, would your answers be the same? 

18 A Yes, they would. 

19 Is there an exhibit referred to in the text 

20 of your testimony? 

21 A Yes, there is. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

exhibit? 

A 

~ 

Do you have any changes to make in this 

No, I don't. 

And do you adopt it as your testimony? 
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A. Yes, I do. 

~ Dr. Proctor, how long have you worked for 

the Commission? 

A I started work for the Commission in June 

of 1977. 

~ What is your present position with the 

Commission? 

A Presently I'm Assistant Director in charge 

of the Research and Planning Division. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: I think that should be 

clarified. Assistant Director of Utilities. Or what's your 

full title? It sounded like you were the Assistant. 

Do you see what I mean? 

WITNESS PROCTOR: Yeah. I'm the Assistant 

Director of the Utilities Division. 

COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: In charge of-­

WITNESS PROCTOR: In charge of the Utilities 

Research and Planning Division. 

MS. LASKA: I have some further questions to 

ask or. Proctor on direct at this time in addition to the 

prefiled testimony. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Go ahead. 

BY MS. LASKA: 

~ Dr. Proctor, in your prefiled testimony, you 

placed two conditions on your recommendation that Union 
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Blectric's amended application be approv~d. What was your 

intent when you made these recommendations? 

... 

A It was not my intent to make these a condition 

of approval: rather, to make the Commission aware of two 

concerns of the Staff. 

And one of those was the high reserves that 

they're showing in 1979 and 1980. And the condition that 

I put down was that Union Electric would be actively involved 

or aggressive, I think, was the term that I used, in pursuing 

sales in those two years, particularly in 1980, because 

that's when the two combustion turbines were coming on~ 

And the second concern was the additional 

combustion turbine capacity that could come on before the 

Callaway 1 unit. And, relating that to the question of 

splitting the two CT's that are in this case between Meramec 

and Sioux, that if, in fact, these units come on in 1981 and 

one goes to Meramec and one goes to Sioux and then in 1982 

another unit would come on, that some additional cost would 

be borne that would not be necessary. So I put a second 

condition in that I didn't see, under the present circum­

stances, that bringing an additional combustion turbine on 

in 1982 was the right thing to do or in the best interest 

at this point in time. 

So I simply wanted to make the Commission 

aware of those two things; the high reserves, and that maybe 
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1 some additional co.&ustl.o:n turbinecapaeitymight be needed 

2 

I ,, .. 
~,,'' .) 

in 1982. And it was just a point of awareness. I didn't 

want those specified aB conditions for approval of these 

r 4 two CT's. 

5 

I 6 

~ Dr. Proctor, further on that recommendation, 

did you have anything to add about the timing of the 

I 7 application then with the Commission to that end? 

8 

I 9 

~ On that particular one, I have a concern; and 

I'm not sure how to express it. 

I 10 The two combustion turbines in question were 

11 

I 12 

ordered in the summer of last year, in 1978.. And my concern 

is that this hearing process maybe should have taken place 

I 13 at that point in time. I don't see that we're trying to make 

14 

I 15 

the management decisions for the Company, and they have to 

do things in a timely manner. But these combustion turbines 

I 16 have been ordered, and now we're put in a position of do we 

I 
17 

18 

approve it or don't we approve it? And there's some problems 

there because there's some alternatives that might be 

I 19 excluded at this point in time. 

I 
20 

21 

And so, when I talked about the additional 

combustion turbine capacity for 1982, what I'm saying is, in 

I 22 order to have that, Union Electric Company would have to 

I 
23 

24 

order it by this summer in order to have it there. It's a 

two-year lead time is my understanding on getting these 

I 25 combustion turbines on line. So that, instead of that 

I ' £-',, ~ 
i''' 
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decision being =ade and we c~inq up again at this point next 

year and having a hearing process on it, I would like to see 

that done up front so tn«t the Company is aware of what the 

Commission's feelings are on it and so that we've had a 

chance to look at that. And so I was just looking ahead in 

terms of that recommendation. 

~ Dr. Proctor, also, in your prefiled testimony, 

you recommend that hearings be set for early in 1980 on 

methods for meeting the 1982 capacity deficit and for the 

general question of capacity planning as they relate to the 

second unit at Callaway. Why did you raise these issues in 

this case? 

~ Again, primarily because of the timing 

problem that I saw. The 1982 capacity deficit question would 

have to be answered by early 1980 in order for it to be a 

timely thing for Union Electric and for the Commission. 

Also, the second unit at Callaway, when you start looking, 

if you're going to really look at viable alternatives to 

Callaway, coal plants have eight-year lead times on them. 

And so I think the requestion of those things has to be done 

in a timely manner. And my concern is that, if it goes 

beyond that point in time, that those decisions may be, in 

a sense, either almost irreversible or very, very expensive 

to reverse those decisions at that point in time or past 

that point in time. So that's why I raised them in my 
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prefiled testimony. 

MS. LASKA: Thank you. That concludes my 

direct testimony, ai-ld I offer this witness for cross. I 
EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Mr. Barnes? 

MR. BARNES: We have no questions. 

MR. RAGSDALE: The only question I have is: 

Has this whole thing been marked as Staff Exhibit No. 1? 

MS. LASKA: The entire thing. 

MR. RAGSDALE: I have no questions. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Anything further of.the 

witness? 

QUESTIONS BY COMMISSIONER SPRAGUE: 

Q. On Page 18--to make sure I understand this--

about the sixth line down, "The Staff would strongly oppose 

the split in location on the two combustion turbines for 

1980 if an additional combustion turbine were being planned 

for 1981." 

What is your feeling about the split of these 

turbines? 

~ In terms of the black start capability, I 

think the Company has made a strong argument for splitting 

those. 

My concern is, when I looked at the capacity 

expansion plans of the Company, I saw the need for .50 

megawatts sitting there the year after these two were coming 
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• .. 

on. And the Company, in essence, said, "'We're going to try 

to get that additional capacity in terms of purchased power." 

When I went through and analyzed it, my 

initial reaction is I'm not sure, to meet the 15 percent 

short-term reserve requirements, that that 50 megawatts is 

even needed, given their present expectations about things. 

In other words, if all the things that we've been talking 

about; the environmental considerations, the deratings, and 

all that, if those hold the way they're looking at them now, 

I'm not sure that those 50 megawatts are needed. Those 

changes could affect my statement right here. 

But my concern was that the Company might be 

thinking about putting a 50-megawatt combustion turbin~ in 

about next year. And, if that was the case, I would see no 

rationale to incurring the additional two and a half million 

dollars to split them in the year before. And I just wanted 

to make that clear. 

QUESTIONS BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ Well, that's a question that I've been trying 

to get at today. 

How did you arrive at the two and a half 

million dollars, because essentially I looked at-- Tbere's 

a number for Meramec and there's a number for Sioux; and i.t's 

about $900,000 difference, right? 

~ Well, I may have miscalculated then; .because 
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:r took that .off of the original filing. Now, if you want me 

t.o, I can check that. But I was looking at the cost of the 

two combustion turbines at Meramec versus the total cost of 

the Meramec and Sioux, if you put them at Meramec and Sioux. 

~ I would like you to look at those numbers, 

because I think that the Company witness just doubled the 

figure that was in the record for Meramec. 

the tanks? 

MS. LASKA: Are you able to do that now? 

WITNESS PROCTOR: Yes, I think. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: And does that include 

WITNESS PROCTOR: I was looking at total 

figures. I'm not sure exactly all that's included. 

Okay. At the bottom of Page 4 of the amended 

application--

BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ This is the Company's? 

A The Company's amended application. 

It says, "The construction of the Meramec 

TUrbine Unit will cost approximately $8,800,000" and "The 

construction of the Sioux Turbine Unit will cost approximately 

$9,700,000." 

In the original application, it says that the 

construction of each-- And this is, again,'at the bottom of 

Page 4 in Item 10. "The construction of each Meramec Turbine 
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unit will cost approximately $7,988,000." 

Now, we could do some arithmetic to see if 

the difference is two and a half million dollars; but that 

was the source of my two and a half. 

~ And this does include tanks .for Sioux? 

ooes that include the tank at Sioux? 

MR. JAUDES: Yes. 

I think, on Page 4 of Exhibit 4 of Mr. Platt's 

testimony, he gets into some of that explanation at the top 

of Page 4 of his exhibit. 

There is a combination of factors involved: 

The escalation rate of the equipment costs was higher than 

originally estimated: and then the switch to the Sio~x site 

requires additional site fill and fuel storage facilities 

that are not required at Meramec: and, thirdly, that there 

are some additional costs incurred as a result of having two 

sites instead of one, such as installation and engineering 

costs.· 

So there really are three separate sets of 

reasons for that cost differential. And certainly one of 

those three is the split between--or two of the three are 

related to the split between them, Sioux and Meramec. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do we have a number, 

a current number, on what it would cost to erect the two 

units at Maramec? 
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I MR. RAGSDALB: I= Mr. Platt~ to a I 
~ tl'at I asked him that it would be <blbled $8,800,000, if I neal i. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: That's what he said. 

That is the number that we're going with. So it's two times 

8.8. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Is there anything further 

of this witness? 

BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN; 

0. Are you still with your two and a half-million 

dollars? 

A. Yeah. If I took the differences as I 

calculated them, it was two and a half million dollars. If 

you go with the $8,800,000 and double that, that would give 

you the $900,000 difference. 

So, when I calculated the two and a half 

million dollars, I took that from the two applications to be 

the difference and did not go into the details of splitting 

those costs up. So I misinterpreted the two and a half 

million dollar difference. 

0. Now, you've indicated that both units were 

ordered in May of '78, right? 

A. (The witness nodded his head.) 

0. And there was no application to build the unit 

at that time? 

A. That's correct. 
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1 ~ And what has already been expensed by the 

2 

I 3 

-~) 4 

5 

I 6 

company so far on each unit? $100,000? 

~ I don't know the exact number. My understand-

ing is that simply engineering expense has gone into it. 

They ·haven't paid anything. 

Now, if your question is what would it cost 

I 7 

8 

them if they canceled the order at this time, I do not know. 

~ Did your work consider building one at Meramec 

I 9 at this point and delaying a decision on the second one? 

I ' ' 
10 

11 

A. No. 

~ Would you explain what you mean by this wide 

I "' 12 swing in excess reserve capacity in '79-80? Would that not 

I 13 correct that problem if you only put one on, or would it 

14 ,, 
15 

slightly correct it? 

~ Well, it would have nothing to do with the 

I 16 

'I 
17· 

18 

high capacity occurring in 1979, because the combustion 

turbine units would not come on line until 1980. Obviously, 

the capacity surplus or the higher reserves would be reduced 

I 19 in 1980. 

20 ~ Is that in a table? 

I 21 ~ Right. Page 12 of my prefiled testimony, 

I 22 Table IV.3, shows percentage reserve of 22 percent in 1980; 

23 and those are in the-- If you're looking at 16 to 18 percent 

24 as a standard, those are high. And the reason that those are 

25 higher is the purchases that are showing up under "Megawatt 
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13 

14 

Purchases" of 360, which are cominq from this Joppa plant 

or.the Department of Energy contract. 

At this point, I would not be willing to 

recommend that only one combustion turbine be purchased. 

The reason I wouldn't be willing to recommend that is that 

it's clear to me that there's a lot of other uncertainties 

that come into this; uncertainties with regard to the 

environmental considerations, uncertainties in regard to what 

revisions in peak forecasts are going to be balanced on the 

other side. 

But I have not and do not have the expertise 

to look into the details of those particular issues and make 

judgments on them at this point and say, "Hey, I think that 

it's in the best interest of the customers not to bring on 

15 one of.those two CT's." I wouldn't personally make that 

16 juagment at this point. It would take me a lot more-- I'd 

17 

18 

have to look into those thinys a lot further. 

~ Assuming permission to proceed, does it take 

19 from now until 1980 before they become operational? Do they 

20 start immediately? 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

A They would not be operational before the 

summer of 1980, that's correct. I think, at this point, the 

company from which they ordered those combustion turbines 

is beginning to process or in the process of building the 

unit. 
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1 Again, my understandinq of it is that J.t:'s, 

2 in a sense, like buyinq a prefabricated house. The 

3 construction that needs to be done on site is basically the 

4 assemblage of what's sent there. It's a very compact pre-

5 put-together type of thing, and I don't know the exact time. 

6 I think when we were-- We did visit Howard Bend, and I 

1 believe they told us that the construction time was less 

8 than six months of actually putting the thing together. 

9 Pursuant to your concern that we have an 

10 input into a decision in a timely manner for another CT by 

11 1982, should this-- Or, is there a possibility of keeping 

12 this docket open to address that issue? 

13 That may be a legal question~ 

14 A. I think it is. 

15 Q. But is there not the problem of, if we at this 

16 point issue something-- You say you do not want the 

17 Commission to look af.::. your recommendations as, in fact, a 

18 provisional acceptance? 

19 A. For these CT's. 

20 Q. But if, in fact, the Commission is going to 

21 be involved in a meaningful way in this question, we're 

22 almost now? This is when we should almost be holding that 

23 hearing? It is now, isn't it? 

24 That's correct. 

25 Q. So that there would be a way the Commission 
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10 

11 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

oou1d addraaa that_in this Order? 

~ By implication, yes. My concern is that they 

would preempt the Company if some changes occurred in the 

next few months or even, say, towards the end of the summe:t-~ 

that, if some changes occurred, that that Order would not 

preempt the Company from going ahead and making a decision 

to order that additional combustion turbine. 

But, if they did, I would surely want the 

Company to come back and say, "Hey, we did that~ and we're 

going to put these two combustion turbines at Meramec at a 

lower cost. And, then, when that next one comes on in 1980-

whatever it is--1981, that that one would be put at Sioux." 

And that's the type of thing that I was trying to get to, 

you know. The Company certainly would have to make that 

decision, I would think, before maybe June or maybe as late 

as August. 

But, if they made a decision to bring an 

additional combustion turbine on because some changes had 

occurred, I think that then they would want to and we would 

expect them to come back and say, "Hey, we'll put these two 

on at Meramec and wait to put the one on at Sioux because of 

22 the additional cost involved." That type of thing is what 

23 I was tryin9 to get to. 

24 ~ So you're really, in fact, saying that it is 

25 much more prudent economically for the ratepayer to put two 
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1 on at Meramec at this point if their plan or whatever the 

2 uncertainties are that develop require another unit and 

3 delay that one for Sioux? 

4 A. Right. 

5 Q. Are we really getting the answers on that in 

6 this proceeding? I keep trying to get to it, and I'm not 

7 sure I'm getting it. 

8 A. Well, part of t.he problem is the uncertainties 

9 . involved. 

10 Q. Yeah. Well, look at your Venice. You're 

11 showing Venice as a 210 increase. The Company says there's 

12 an uncertainty with Venice as a result of the Fuel Use Act 

13· problem, right? It could end up to be a zero? 

14 A. It could end up to be a zero. 

15 ~ But we look like we will have an answer on 

16 that in the next few months, based on the testimony received 

17 here, right? 

18 

19 

A. Right. 

One of the things I might just point out is 

20 that, if you turn back in the prefiled testimony to Page 5 

21 and Table III.l, those 'lfer.e the conditions that the Company 

22 faced when they ordered t~e combustion turbines or that they 

23 were viewing when they ordered the combustion turbines. And 

24 the reserve levels there are very reasonable, 16.9 and 19.4. 

25 And what I tried to do in this section of the 
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8 
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10 

11 

12 

ll 

14 

15 

16 

17 

testimony was show how in one year-- You see the date on it. 

It.'• 2/23/78. rt. ~as February~~ I"m sorry. Somethill.g is 

wrong with that date. These were the forecasts that were-­

No. That's correct. 2/2.3/78, February 23, 1978. 

And, at the beginning of that summer, they 

ordered those combustion turbines based upon that. Well, if 

we had had a hearing back at that point on these combustion 

turbines, I don't think the question of excess reserves 

or a lot of other things would have been raised because, 

given what they were looking at at that point, it was .a very 

reasonable type of decision. 

Well, then, if you turn to Page 7, you have 

a second capacity addition schedule; and there were some real 

changes that occurred. The deratings changed. And, instead 

of looking at 720 megawatts of deratings on their units, they 

were looking at a lot fewer at this point in time because 

they had s~me experience with low-sulfur coal and the effects 

18 that it was having on their particular problems. You also 

19 see some purchases occurring that weren't there before. At 

20 this point in time, they were getting some concept that this 

21 Department of Energy plant or the Joppa plant would have 

22 power available. 

23 

24 

0. 

A. 

Where does that show up? 

Under the "Megawatt Purchases" column. And 

25 this would be on-- I guess that would be November 13. 

160 



1 Excuse me. October 13, '78. This was their best estimate 

2 o~ what that purchased power would be. 

3 One of the biggest changes was their adjust-

4 ments in their peak. forecasts. We've discussed that or it's 

5 been· discussed on the st.and in terms of the coal strike, and 

I 6 the biggest factor being the cha.nge in what they call their 

I 7 base load or non-temperature sensitive demand. So the 

8 

I 9 

pic tur.e changes. And you're looking, again, not at 

' particularly enormous reserve positions. 

I, 10 But, then, you get back to Table IV.3. And, 

11 

I 12 

by February 13 of 1979, those contracts were firmed up with 

Joppa; and they were firmed up on an economical basis. They 

l 13 went in and bid and made a contract for that power. 

I 
14 

15 

0. What • s the length of t.1at contract? 

A. It would be th:r·ee years; 1979, 1980, and 1981. 

I 16 So those purchases; 500, 360, and then, out of that last 

I 
17 

18 

290, 250 of that is off of Joppa. Fifty is either going to 

be off an additional combustion turbine or another purchase, 

I 19 if they can get it. 

I 
20 

21 

0. Didn't we just hear 110 was their share? 

A. No. That's the same plant, but a different 

I 22 contract. The 110 is their share of what's left over if the 

I' 
23 

24 

Department of Energy takes what it said it wa~ going to take. 

Now, the Department of Energy came back last 

I 25 summer and said, "We don't really need all that we said we 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

were going to take.· ~,d then negotiation prpeesses took 

place, and so this is addition to that 110. 

~ So it's 110 plus 250? Is that what w~'re 

talking about in 1981? 

A Right. The 110 would already be included in 

the existing capacity there. 

~ And what fills the gap of that purchase by 

1982, if that drops off? 

A. The 350? 

~· 

A. 

~ 

A. 

Yeah. Where is that coming from? 

That was the--

Uncommitted purchases? 

--uncommitted purchases. That was the concern 

14 I raised in the second part and was saying that I felt there 

15 were hearings that were needed for the first part of 1980. 

16 You've got 350 megawatts of capacity that's required in 1982. 

17 Now, if you would turn to Page 20, I address 

18 that issue in terms of a comparison about what would happen 

19 to surplus reserves over 15 percent. That's my definition 

20 of surplus capacity. 

21 ~ Surplus. And this means over 15 percent? 

22 A. I simply defined. it to be over 15 percent, 

23 correct. 

24 And the two tables, the two larger boxes 

25 there, show what would happen if you met that 350. Well, at 
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15 percent, that gets cut down to about 250; but what would 

happen if you met it by purchases or if you met it with 

combustion turbines. 

So, in 1982, you have a capacity deficit of 

227, looking at 15 percent reserve. If you meet that with 

a purchase of 250 or with a combustion turbine of 250, in 

that year, you hav~ a surplus over 15 percent of 23 megawatts 

But you go to the nex·t year, the first year 

that Callaway 1 is on line, and what happens is that, if you' 1e 

got purchases, then that's a one-year thing. So you drop 

250. Whereas, on the other side, you've got that 250 of 

12 combustion turbines; and it's still there. And so you're 

13 talking about a difference of 250. 

14 And you come down to 1986, and it's the same 

15 thing. You can purchase 350 megawatts or add an additional 

16 100 CT's, and it has quite an impact on reserve after that 

17 point. 

18 So I think it's an important issue. And I'm 

19 certainly not meaning to preempt Union Electric from going 

20 out and making the best purchase contracts. In fact, one 

21 would want to encourage them to do that. 

22 But there's two sides to that market. If 

23 there's not a lot of purchased power available for them, 

24 perhaps there's a market for on the other side, that when 

25 they bring Callaway 1 on line, there will be people that are 
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2 
--:f'' 

t ' 3 

needing purchases; in other words, if they can't get it in 

1982, but it could be likely that they'll be able to sell 

it in 1983. 

I 
I 

4 

5 

~ You mean, their exc•ss even from the CT? 

F.XAMINER REIMNITZ: we've just run off the 

I 6 ta.pe. 

I 
7 

8 

(Off-the-record discussion.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go back on the 

I 9 record. 

I 
10 

11 

BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

~ · Have you taken a look-- And maybe it's ·in 

I 12 here, because I haven't had a chance to study it. Have you 

I 13 taken a look atwhether or not you believe Union Electric is 

14 doing everything possible to shed load or shed loaded peak? 

I 15 ~ I'm not familiar at this point with the 

I 16 programs that Union Electric has set up for what's called 

17 

I 18 

load management. The Staff is proposin<;! in a rate design 

case that time-of-day prices be implemented as a load manage-

I 19 ment--

20 ~ Have you looked at ripple control at all? 

I 21 ~ No. 

I 22 ~ Do you plan to? 

23 

I 24 

~ I know the Commission plans to. The question 

of which division is going to look at it is another one,· 

I 25 because when you get into that area, I think you need a lot 
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more engineering expertise than perhaps just economics. 

I'm sure we're goinq to be involved in it, yes. 

~ So that essentially your conclusions have 

not really been based on a very thorough study of load 

management techniques for the Company? 

A That's correct. 

~ I have a question here in terms of your 

testimony starting on Page 1, which goes back to the Rush 

Island matter. 

But 

10 

11 

Is it your impression that the Rush Island 

units were canceled with the thought that the capacity would 

12 be met by oil-fired generation? That's what I seem to read 

13 

14 

here. 

I guess my answer is no. There's not a one-

15 to-one substitute between those two. 

16 When you're looking at reserve levels for 

17 capacity requirements, that's quite a different thing from 

18 looking at the total economics of those. In this particular 

19 case, Union Electric provided us with their calculati~ns of 

20 the comparison of those two. It's very clea~ from those 

21 calculations that the combustion turbines are not being 

22 substituted for the proposed Rush Island units. The proposed 

23 Rush Island units would be intermediate load.~ whereas, the 

24 combustion turbines would be used as peak load. 

25 0 Wasn't the original plan for Rush Island that 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

the two 600-megawatt units that were canceled were base load~ 

not intermediate load? 

~ No. There are two units at Rush Island that 

are base load units. 

~ Well, two were being projected, which were 

canceled, which I remember as base load oapac.ity. 

~ Well, my understanding was that those units 

were to be cycling uni t.s, which would allow the Company to 

bring them down to, say, 25 percent minimum running rate, 

rather than something like a 50 percent minimum running 

rate that you'd have on a normal base load unit. 

So you'd have several-- As I understand 

cycling, there'd be several boilers; and you could bring the 

unit down to a much lower running rate. And that's a good 

characteristic for an intermediate load plan. 

~ And where did you find the basis for your 

conclusions on that? 

~ On what? 

~ On the intent for the use of the two 600-

megawa.tt units. 

~ In the general discussion about the 

characteristics of those particular.units. 

~ And where was the general discussion? 

~ With Union Electric Company. We went up and 

talked to them in some detail about those. 
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1 At what tiow? At what date approximately? 

2 In February of this year. 

3 So are you saying that there is now to be 

4 built units at Rush Island that.--· 

5 
:, 

No. We're talking about the two that were 

6 canceled. To kind of put this together, once the two units 

7 at Rush Island were canceled--and you've got an eight-year 

8 lead time on coal units--you have preempted coal-fired 

9 alternatives to capacity expansion to Callaway 1. In other 

10 words, when that decision was made, then the only way that 

11 you can get additional capacity between that point and 

12 Callaway 1 coming on as a nuclear plant is through either 

13 purchases or combustion turbines. So, once that decision.was 

14 made, then you've preempted these alternatives. 

15 So, now, as you come through history and 

16 you're saying, "Do I approve whether that combustion turbine 

17 comes on or not," the economics of that decision was made 

18 way back wbenJ because there really are no other alternatives if 

19 that combustion turbine capacity is needed. Coal is not an 

20 alternative to it. If purchases aren't availa.ble, they're 

21 not an alternative to it. And so you've got the combustion 

22 turbine. That's why I brought that up as an issue in this 

23 case, because the real economics of it was made way back then 

24 And the economics which were addressed in 

25 19--
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A. '75. 

~ --'75 were based on the fact that the two 

units that were being built were not being built as base 

load,. according to your understanding, but were being built 

as some sort of a cycling unit? 

A That's correct. 

~ But they were each 600-megawatt units? 

A That's correct. 

~ And the Company in 1975 decided that it 

didn't need that capacity or that that capacity would be 

filled instead by combustion turbines? 

A That's correct. Or, are you asking me of 

those two alternatives? 

At that point in time, they decided to go with 

the combustion turbines rather than with the coal-fired units 

at Rush Island, yes. 

~ And were the economics of that decision a 

Commission decision? 

A In other words, did the Commission have a 

say-so in that? 

No. The only way that it got raised, I think, 

was in a rate case as to whether the losses that the Company 

. incurred with the planning on the Rush Island units, whether 

they were going to be able to recover those losses or not. 

That's the only way the issue came before this Commission. 
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But it never came before the commission as an 

issue, per se, "Should we do this or t.~is?" It was: "We 

did this. Now, are you going to allow us to recover that 

cost?" 

·o Not only "recover the cost," but "will you 

also approve the combustipn turbine capacity subsequent to 

that decision," right? 

~ That's correct. 

{l. The Conunission did approve the recovery of 

the investment of the Company over a five-year program, 

according to Mr. Sullivant's exhibit? 

A. I believe that's correct.· 

{l. But there was nothing at that point in which 

the Commission was asked to address whether there would be 

a need for additional power? 

~ That's correct. I suppose t~is is one of 

the points that I'm getting to, is that, if you don't hear 

these things on a timely basis, you've preempted certain 

alternatives and, therefore, have to accept other.alternative~ 

as they come along • 

. {l. Has your shop analyzed the economics of that 

decision? 

A. Of the decision as it was made back in 1975? 

We looked over the numbers that were subrnitteo 

that were in Chester Sullivant's testimony, and we asked 
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Union Electric Coatpany for some additional figures to back 

those up. And we checked over tho3e numberZ>i and they did 

show the eeonomics were in favor of the combustion turbines, 

given the information that wa.s avail.able at that point in 

time. 

We did not, for example, go back and pretend 

like we were back at that point forecasting load and run it 

through some kind of simulation model to determine whether 

this was· the optimum. lie just simply looked at the two 

alternatives in terms of the numbers that the Company had 

given us·. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: At the time you were 

looking over this information, had there been a proposition 

made to the Commission for Callaway 1? 

Callaway 1 and 2, I think, were done at the 

same time. I mean, did we have Callaway 1 in mind at the 

time you were making that decision? 

WITNESS PROCTOR: I'd have to qo back and 

check. I believe the Commission had at that time approved 

Callaway 1, the building of Callaway, Callaway 1 and 2. 

MS. LASKA: That would be 1976. 

WITNESS PROCTOR: '76. Well, then they hadn't • 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: They had not? 

WITNESS PROCTOR: They had not. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: The reason I'm asking 
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l' 2 

is--

~£. ~~S~~: 1975 was the hearing--

r : 3 COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I'm not hearing you. 

l 
4 

5 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: We're trying to recall 

dates. 

I 6 My understanding is the hearing was in--

I 
7 

8 

MR. JAUDES: The hearinqs were in '75, I 

believe. But I believe the decision may have been in '76. 

I 9 I'm not sure. 

I 
10 

11 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: The point that's 

bothering me is, with Callaway 1 coming on line, proposed 

I 12 to come on line, in 1983, whether there would be an actual 

I 13 

14 

need for the combustion turbines at all. 

WITNESS PROCTOR: I believe, at that ·point, 

I 15 in looking at the forecast at that point in time, 1975, the 

I 16 Company was forecasting a 1,200-megawatt deficit total 

17 between where they were and bringing Callaway 1 on line. In 

I 18 other words, if you look at the year just prior to Callaway 

I 19 1, there was a 1,200-megawatt deficit, so that you would 

20 have to fill in that deficit in some way. 

I 21 Now, due to the oil embargo that took place 

I 22 at that time-- Their original plan was to fill it with 

23 combustion turbines. Then the oil embargo came on line, and 

I 24 the Company decided to go to the coal units at Rush Island. 

I 25 Then the oil situation seemed to clear up; and they reversed, 
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they changed back to the combustion turbines. 

And it turns out that, if you look back on 

it now, that was the best decision because, instead of 

bringing on 1,200 megawatts of intermediate base load coal, 

they will only be bringing on, within 50 megawatts, the 

three coMbustion turbines that they brought on last year and 

these two. that they're proposing now. So that's basically 

nothing like 1,200 megawatts. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: In your opinion, if 

we didn't approve the combustion turbines, could we get along 

in '80, '81, and '82 without any additional capacity? 

WITNESS PROCTOR: No. Now, if you look on 

Page 12 of my testimony, by 1981, with those two combustion 

turbines on, showing them coming on in 1980, you would have 

a reserve of 16.2 percent. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I see the 1980 

combustion turbines, but I don't see the 16 percent. 

18 WITNESS PROCTOR: Go down to 1981 and over 

19 to the last column. 

20 COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I've gat it. 

21 WITNESS PROCTOR: And those 102 megawatts are 

22 included in that total capacity figure. So, in 1980, if 

23 nothing changes, perhaps you could delay putting those 

24 combustion turbines on by one year. 

25 COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: That was what I was 
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1 n (f concerned about. Thank you. 

2 BY COMMISSIOiiER S.LAVit~; 

3 The original date for Callaway 1 was 1981, 

4 right? 

5 A. Right. 

6 The original date for Rush Island 3 and 4 

1 was 1978 and 1979? 

8 A. Right. 

9 And, I think, if you look back on the record, 

10 the hearings-for Callaway 1 were in 1974 and the decision 

11 was in 1975, so we're a year off.· And the cancellation 

12 occurred. simultaneously. The Rush Island cancellation came 

13 shortly after the hearings, but I think it was in 1974. 

14 Maybe we should take a review of this entire 

15 period in order to get the record corrected. 

16 Okay.· And, specifically, you want to know 

17 the.timing of the hearing7 the date on which the decision 

18 to cancel the Rush Island units Qccurred, and then the date 

19 on which the Commission approved the Callaway plants? 

20 And probably you should also take a look at 

21 the record to determine whether or not, in fact, Rush Island 

22 was a base load or an intermediary load plant in its 

23 orig'inal projection. 

24 I may be wrong, but I do-- I would be 

25 interested to know what the Company plans to do with the 
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1 Rush Island area~ 
., 
"' 

I 3 

Is there any plan for coal-fired units there 

or anything there at any point in time? 

I 4 ~ Not to my knowledge. 

I 
5 

6 

~ Nothing has been projected to you? 

A. The capacity that I've seen projected between 

I 7 now and Callaway 1 and Callaway 2 is comb~stion turbines. 

8 

I 9 

The placement of those combustion turbines, besides th,e ones 

that have been specified in this case, has not been specified~ 

a 10 ~ Do you have any problem with that strategy 

' 
11 

12 

being in conflict with the basic philosophy of the Fuel use 

Act that was approved by Congre$s in November? 

a 13 ~ In order to answer that question, I would. 

I 
14 

15 

have to do a thorough study of how those combustion turbines 

are really expected to be used. In other words, if they're 

I 16 using combustion turbines for intermediate capacity, then 

I 
17 

'" 

18 

my anrJwer t~ your question would be ."It's in conflict." 

If, on the other hand, after studying that, 

I 19 I see that they've got already enough intermediate capacity 

I 
20 

21 

with Meramec; with perhaps some of the Venice units during 

the summer when they can use gas in them~ with purchases 

I 22 that they can get on the system, on the interchange system; 

I 
23 

24 

and that the combustion turbines are really being meant to us~ 

peak, my answer would be "No." 

I ~ ... 

2.5 But, in order to answer that question, I've ,, 
:'< ' 174 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

~~ 

qot to specifically qo in and model it to find out t~he 

expected usage on those units. 

I guess that's what I was trying to qet ;from 

some of my questions earlier with the Company's last witness, 

because there has. been a marked increased use of the 

combustion turbine in terms of hours of operation certainly 

between '76 and '77. 

Do you have that number for '78? Or is it '77 

9 and '78? 

10 

11 

12 

What were the years? '77 arid '78? 

MS. LASKA: Right, '77 and. ~'788 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: BefQre we get off of 

13 that,~ I would like to ask Dr. Proctor. whether or not-- , 

14 First of all, how long would it take you to 

15 make such a study? 

16 WITNESS PROCTOR: Say, if we were doinq it 

17 on a historical rather than a projected basis, a h.istorical 

18 load basis rather than a projected basis--which I would have 

19 some ·feel~nqs about that it really needs to be done on a 

20 projected basis. 

21 But, say; we looked a.t the que:stion that was 

22 raised about '76 and '77, it would probably take us a good 

23 month to put the data together and to put it through. 

24 COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Not in time to be a 

25 late-filed exhibit in this case? 
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1 · WI'I"NESS PRocTotl: No.. If we're getting into 

2 the projected area, in my testimony I ztat~d I feel early 

3 1980 would be the earliest, because then you're getti.ng 

t: .4 /C 

~x· 

into. load forecasting, which I emphasized isn't just fore-

I 
5 

6 

casting the.peak load. rt•s forecasting the whole load 

duration curve. 

I 7 COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: That's too late to 

• 
8 

9 

do us any good? 

WITNESS ~ROCTOR: Well, it. would be too .late 

I 10 

J 
11 

12 

on these two combustion turbines. 

BY COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

0. ·But it \\IOUld be useful in ·terms of making 

I 13 longer range projections on strategies for either intermediat~, 

i 14 

15 

oil fired, or additional base load, or.what have you? 

A Yeah. And I think it's a very important 

I 16 question, sure. 

I 
17 

18 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: I think that's all I 

have. 

I 19 COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I have nothing 

I 20 

21 

further. 

EXAMINER. REIMNIT.Z: Anything. further of the 

I 22 witness? Any redirect? 

I . 23 

24 

MS. LASKA: No • 

Is this an appropriate time then for me to 

I 25 move that our Staff Exhibit No. 1 be accepted into evidence? 
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EXAM:I'm!:R REIMNITZ : I think .it would be 

appropriatE!!-

Any objections to Staff Exhibit No. 1? 

MR. BARNES: No objection. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Do we need any kind of 

a reservation for a late-filed exhibit for the additional--

7 MS. LASKA: Yes. I'm sorry. That would be 

8 Staff Exhibit No. 2: the review of the years of the hearing 

9 on Callaway, the actual order for the certificate, the d·ates 

10 of the Rush Island cancellation, the type of load for those 

11 plants that were canceled, and the use of the Rush Island 

12 area now. 

13 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: No. I. think we got 

14 that answered, the last one. 

15 MS. LASKA: Okay. 

16 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: I guess we need to reserve 

17 Staff Exhibit No. 2 for that information. 

18 Thank you, Dr. Proctor. 

19 (Witness excused.) 

20 

21 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Is there anything 

22 further to be offered? 

23 MR. RAGSDALE: Mr. Examiner, through the 

24 course of the hearing today, there have been references made 

25 to the answers the Company provided to our office for our 
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I 
14 

15 

I 16 

I 
17 

18 

I 19 

I 20 

21 

I 22 

I 23 

24 

I 25 

I 

.· 

interrogatories. 

I don't know whether there's any desire for 

the Commission to have that marked as an exhibit. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I think we might. 

It might be of some help. 

MR. RAGSDALE: I have not prepared an 

appropriate number of copies. If that's desired, I can have 

that marked as an exhibit by the Reporter and make copies 

for her. 

I don't know if that's contrary to any other 

party's feelings on that or not. 

MR. BARNES: We would have no objection. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Are you talking· about 

just the answers, or--

MR. RAGSDALE: Yeah. I think the inter-

rogatories themselves are part of the pleadings. And I don't 

know what the status of the answers really is. There were 

references made to the.answers in questioning. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: If it's going to help 

anybody, a copy of the interrogatories were in the case file: 

and a copy of the answers are there, too. They're already 

in here. So, if that satisfies everybody's desire·s, we 

will--

Is there anything else to be offered? 

(No response. ) 
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EXAMINER REXMNITZ: Any desires to execute I 
2 a waiver of the reading of the transcript by the Commissioner 

3 who have not been here throughout the proceedings? 

4 MR. BARNES: We have so : ndicated the waiver 

5 of the requirement. 

6 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Any desires to submit any 

7 briefs? 

8 MR. BARNES: We have no desire to. 

9 EXAMINER REIMI>tiTZ: Very well. I take it 

10 that's unanimous. 

11 The matter will be submitted. Thank .you •. 

12 WHEREUPON, the hearing of this case was 

13 concluded. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

~ 19 

' 
20 

21 

I ~2 

J 
23 

24 

I 25 
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At an oral argument of the Public 

Service Commission, held at Jefferson 
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PURSUANT to a Session Order of the MissOuri 

Public Service Comadssion, dated the 29th day of June, 19.79, 

-- entitled, "ORDER SCHEDULING ORAL ARGU~NT, :: e!ORDERED; 
_, .. .... . -

of said Session Order provided as follows: "That an oral 

argument in Case No. EA-79-119 be; and is, hereby scheduled 

to be held before the Commission beginning at 1:00 p.m., 

on July 10, 1979, in the Commisaion's hearing room on the 

tenth floor of the Jefferson State Of.fice Building, Jefferso 

City, Missouri."; at which time, da·te and place the followin 

proceedings were had: 

(Written Entries of Appearance filed.) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Let's go on the record. 

The Commission has scheduled this time this 

afternoon for the purpose of oral argument in Case No. 

EA-79-119; in the matter of the application of Union Electri 

Company for permission and authority to construct, operate 

and maintain two combustion turbine generating units in the 

State of Missouri. 

I wish the parties would make their appearanc 

for the record at this time. 

MS. HEARNE: Treva Hearne, Assistant General 

22 Counsel, for the P·ublic Service Commi11sion, P. 0. Box 360, 

23 Jefferson City, Missouri. 

24 MR. BARNES: Michael :Barnes and William Jaude 

25 fer Union Electric Company, Post Office Box 149, St. Louis, 

Missouri 63166. 

----------------------------184 



l 
EXAMINER REIM!U'l'Z : A11 right. Pursuant 

+""" 
2 

~c 3 
~' 

to our discussion off of the recordf it is my understanding 

that the parties would like to have 15 minutes each, and 

I 4 

5 
the Staff has requested a possible five minutes for rebuttal 

t 6 
And that being the case, Ms. Hearne, why 

don't you begin. 

I 7 

8 
MS. HEARNE: Thank you. 

I 9 
Union Electric Company filed an application 

for a certificate of convenience and necessity with this 

I 10 
Co~ssion on November the 20th, 1978, to build and to 

11 

lc 12 
construct two 50-megawatt combustion turbines at the Meramec 

and Sioux plants, as stated in the record. 

I 13 
After a. hearing was held in this matter, 

14 

I 15 
on March 27, 1979, the General Counsel of the Commission 

submitted a Motion to Dismiss this case. The basis for this 

I 16 
Motion is twofold. First of all, the statutory authority 

17 

I 18 
of the Commission, as it has been so construed by the 

Courts of this State, precludes the necessity of a regulated 

I 19 utility returning to this Commission each time it extends 

I 
20 

21 

its transmission lines, or facilities, with certain 

conditions that I shall discuss further. 

I 22 And, number two, the application was not file 

I 
23 

24 

in a manner so that it carr~ before this Commission in time 

for it to make a meaningful decision in this case. First 

I 25 of all, I would like to discuss the statutory authority upon 
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C:r~ic.u Elect.ric filed its acppli-

C.lltion for a certificate of convenience and. J~ecessity 
4 
~ 

the auspices cf 393.170, Revised Statutes of Missouri 1969. 

4 
A plain meaning of this statute would certainly induce one 

s 
to believe that it would have to apply to the time it starte 

6 
construction on a plant; however, in the legal profession, 

7 
we all know that we must look to the judicial interpretation 

8 of the statutes before us. In the case, in the Harline 

9 case, Harline vs. the Public Service Commission, Chapter 

10 393.170 is construed. In this case, "electric plant" is 

I" 
11 

r;?, 

p~ 12 

defined, or is limited in its definition. This case said 

that a regulated utility need not return to the Commission 

I" '/~-
13 each tirr~ it extends its transmission lines, or facilities, 

I 
14 

y: 

15 
,,-<: 

an extension of its facilities. 

The Commission then is left with the 

I " 16 
,,,-'' 

determination of what plant means in Chapter 393, Section 

I 
17 

18 

393.170. At one extreme, we have the UCCM case, 562 SW2d 

688. This was the case in which--the Utility Consumers 

r 19 Cotoncil of Missouri versus t.he Public Service Commission, 

I 
20 

21 

in the matter of the Callaway plant. The Court of Appeals 

said, in the first paragraph of that case, "Since the plant 

I 22 was to be constructed beyond the regular service territory 

I 
23 

24 

of the Company, it was necessary for the Company to apply 

to the Commission for a certificate of convenience and 

t 25 necessity, construing Section 393.170.• 

""" 

Jr 
f 
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2 and the Harline transmission line case, the Commission must 

determine what a "new plant,;; that would require the co.pany 

4 to come before it and apply for a certificate of convenience 

5 and necessity, means. The Company itself, in its Rush Island 

6 case, Case No. 17,139, gives some clue as to wha.t the differen.:e 

7 between a new plant and an extension of a plant means, in 

8 that it said, the Applicant, which was Union Electric, 

9 decided to build this plant rather than add to existing 

10 plant, in order to geographically balance its generating 

11 capacity. It was referring to adding to its plant, by 

12 asking for an application for it, by asking for authority 

13 to build a combustion turbine. 

14 At that time, the Commission had not made 

15 a determination of what was an extension of plant, as 

16 opposed to a new plant. But I think it would be within 

17 the discretion of the Commission to, at this time, determine 

18 that a combustion turbine is an extension to plant, as 

19 opposed to a base load plant, which is a new plant. But 

20 whatever the Commission determines, and wherever it draws 

21 its definitional line, I submit, the General Counsel's 

22 office submits that it would be stretching the definitions 

23 of plant to the breaking point to include combustion turbines 

24 
in 393.170. 

25 A combustion turbine is an extension of a 
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--· ... 

plant, because it runs barely 400 hours a year, on an 

average; it is supplemental only. Nocompanygoes oqt to 

build a combustion turbine exclusive of, it is supplementing 

a base load or an intermediate base load plant. In fact, 

the two combustion tUrbines in the case before you will 

supplement the Meramec plant and the Sioux plant, in peak 

load demand. 

The manner in which the issue of construction 

of combustion turbines can come before this Commission is 

set out, in fact, in 386.310, Section 386.310, of the 

Revised Statutes of Missouri. The Commission can rule on 

combustion turbines as to matters of safety, and when that 

equipment would interfere with the equipment of other 

utilities. If, at any time, a complaint regarding safety 

or the crossing of other utility lines or, in fact, if 

this combustion turbine was being built out of the certified 

area of the Company, the issue would come before this 

Commission. 

I have compiled a chart, that tells us 

that many times cases of transmission lines and combustion 

turbines have come before this Commission. In fact, 

the Counsel of the Company today may tell you that this 

Commission has ruled on transmission lines and combustion 

turbines, and granted, in fact, certificates of convenience 

and necessity. The transmission lines were always issues 
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20 

of safety, or out of the certified 

with other utility line crossings. 

The combustion turbine cases were not •• 

clear; however, in 1973, Missouri Power & Light came before 

this Commission to ask for a grant of a certificate of 

convenience and necessity for a combustion turbine. The 

majority in that case, while mentioning Harline, determined 

that there were special circumstances, special circumstance 

~~at might, in fact, have been justified under 386.310, 

as I have already mentioned. In the dissent, Commissioner 

Clark determined that the Commission should not rule at 

all because of the Harline case. 

There is statutory support to, in fact, 

dismiss this case, as it is before the Commission. But 

not only, but not only should this case be dismissed, 

because it is unnecessarily filed before this Commission 

because of the Harline case, but also there is support 

for the dismissal of this case on the application, on the 

application's merits itself. 

Union Electric made this decision to build 

21 this combustion turbine in 1974. As I have already stated, 

22 the application was filed with this Commission on November 0, 

23 1978. Union Electric has the right to the independent 

24 exercise of its management authority, as stated in State 

25 ex rel. Kansas City Transit, IncorEorated, vs. the Public 
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Service Commiss~~, 406 SW2d 5 (Missouri 1966), and in many 

other cases also. This Company is responsible for whether 

this decision was prudent and reasonable. It is for this 

Commission to determine if this construction was in the 

best interest of the ratepayers, when this Company comes 

before this Commission to include this construction in rate 

base. 

Most important, it is a fact that this 

Commission had no choice in its decision, when this 

Company came before it with this application. If the 

Company's energy need forecast is correct, the Company 

needs an addition to its energy sources within two years. 

What other kind of energy source could be obtained within 

this time period? It takes six to seven years for actual 

on-line commercial operation of units, such as an inter-

mediate base load, which is probably the next largeL unit, 

that could be replaced--that could replace a combustion 

turbine. 

It is important that the integrity of this 

Commission be protected, and that it be maintained, and 

that the Commission not be asked to, in effect, rubber­

stamp the Company's decision. Union Electric Company 

determined to build this combustion turbine in 1973 and '74, 

it is merely coming before this Commission to make certain 

that this construction would be included in rate base, 

l9o------------------------~ 



2 decision. In fact, under Sections 386.320, 386.250 and 

3 393.140, the general supervisorystatutes that authorize 

4 the Commission to act with regard to regulated utilities, 

5 the Commission could have just cleared a path, if this 

6 case had been filed in a timely manner, asked this Company 

1 to come before i:t with an energy forecast, an energy neeCl 

8 forecast, upon which this Commission could have made a timely 

9 and meaningful decision. 

10 The General Counsel's office then submits, 

11 and respectfully requests, that this Commission dismiss 

12 this case that is before it now, in the matter of the 

13 application of Union Electric for authority to build the 

14 combustion turbines. 

15 
EXAMINER REIMNITZ : Mr. Barnes? 

16 
MR. BARNES: May it please the Commission, 

17 
I would first like to note the odd posture we are in today. 

18 
On the one hand, we have the Commission's Counsel arguing 

19 
to limit the Commission's jurisdiction; and, on the other 

20 
hand, you have Union Electric questioning that argument. 

21 
But, nevertheless, here we are today. 

22 
First of all, do we need a certificate for 

23 
the combustion turbinesq Let's first look at the statute, 

24 
393.170 (1) says, in part, quote, "No electrical corporation 

25 
shall begin construction of an electric plant without first 
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t~ving obtain~d the permission and approval of the 

C~ssion.n There is no mention in this wording of the 

idea of a certificated area. The term "electric plant• b.aa 

been defined in 386.020 as "all real estate, fixtures, a.nd 

personal property operated, controlled, owned, used, or to 

be used for, or in connection with, or to facilitate the 

generation, transmission, distribution, sale or furnishing 

of electricity." 

Now Counsel has made the point that a 

combustion turbine is just an extension to a plant, but the 

definition says, when used in this Chapter, includes "all 

fixtures" for generation. 

Now a combustion turbine costs about $8 

million, and it is capable of generating up to 50 megawatts. 

We say that is not necessarily an extension to a plant, it i! 

a plant by itself, and it is so unitized that it can have 

black start capability, that a combustion turbine can 

furnish the power to start up a plant that has become totall~ 

dead. 

Relying on the wording of these statutes, 

we have always sought Commission approval for constructing 

generating units in our certificated areas1 Meramec,l950, 

and since the Harline case, there has been Portage des Sioux 

1963; Labadie, 1966; Rush Island, 1971; a combustion turbine 

at Howard Bend in '72; and a combustion turbine at Maramec 

in 1973. The commission has never questioned our duty 
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to seek their approval in these cases. And, in fact, 

did not question our application in this case until a 

month after the hearing was held. 

Counsel mentions a 1973 Order, in which the 

Commission granted approval for Missouri Power & Light to 

construct a combustion turbine, and I am not sure whether 

she agrees with that Order or not, but she cited the 

dissent as well as the majority, but in that case, the 

Commission said, "Special circumstances merit the Commission's 

scrutiny of the combustion turbine application of Missouri 

Power & Light." And the special circumstances cited were 

noise and other environmental considerations. Well, noise 

and other environmental considerations are factors in every 

combustion turbine, including the two that are at issue 

today. So, if we had relied on the '73 Missouri Power & 

Light case, then we would certainly have filed with the 

Commission, under this special circumstances idea, because 

our combustion turbines will have noise and other environmen1al 

factors. 

And just what is a "special circumstance?" 

The term is very broad. The Commission has cited noise and 

environment. Well, a special circumstance could. be cost, 

location, or the question of whether the combustion turbines 

are needed at all. The term is potentially so broad that 

we would have had to file all of our combustion turbine 
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applications with the c~~~sicn, or else maybe seek a 

formal ruling of the Commission in each o~se; t...~at no 

special circumstances are involved in the application. 

Counsel cites the Harline case as the 

authority for saying, we do not have to seek a certificate 

for combustion turbines within our certificated area. 

But we believe that Counsel gives this case, perhaps, 

too broad a scope. In the Harline case, what was at issue 

was a 69 KV transmission line within Mo Pub's certificated 

area. And the Court, in Harline, construed a 1938 Commissio~ 

Order, No. 9470, that gave Mo Pub a certificate to serve 

Jackson County. Now the 1938 Order, by its wording, see~s 

to limit Mo Pub's power under the blanket certificate 

granted therein, to construct all necessary transmission 

and distribution systems. The text of the Order mentioned 

only transmission and distribution systems, lines and 

facilities. It never mentions generating facilities in 

the '38 Order. 

And, so, we believe the issue before the 

Court in Harline was limited to a consideration of a 

69 KV transmission line. Now we think that the Harline 

decision is right; that is, the court in Harline had the 

issue before it, can Mo Pub construct a 69 KV transmission 

line? They looked at the 1938 Order, which gave Mo Pub 

blanket authority to construct all necessary transmission 
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and distribution lines within its certificated area. But 

neither the •Js Order, nor Harline mentions generating 

facilities and combustion turbines, or generating facilities 

We do not believe that Harline gives us the authority to 

construct generating units within our cex·tificated area. 

I would like to now address the issue of 

timeliness of our application, that Counsel has brought up. 

Counsel has noted that in '75, we committed to construct 

these two combustion turbines. That is not entirely right. 

If I can go outside of the record a little bit, in '75, 

we planned to build 28 combustion turbines through 1981. 

But it turns out we will build only five of those 28, 

and that includes the two that are at issue today. The 

number has been reduced as circumstances have changed. We 

carefully consider a number of past, present and future 

factors before we definitely decide to build a combustion 

turbine at a specific time, at a specific place. 

The Commission Counsel seems to think that 

we should have come in in 1975 to get approval for all of 

these combustion turbines, but if we had, then I think our 

credibility, as well as the Commission's credibility, might 

have been damaged, if we were to seek approval for 28 

combustion turbines, and then build only five. It would be 

a waste of both our time, and expense, and manpower, and 

25 yours, too. We believe that it is better to do as we did, 
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and wait until circumstances come together and produce 

a need for specific combustion turbines, at specific times. 

Another factor is the time limits of 393.170. 

Section 3 of the statutes says, "Unless exercised within a 

period of two years from the grant thereof, authority 

conferred by such certificate of convenience and necessity, 

issued by the Commission, shall be null and void." 

Now if we had received approval in '75 from 

the Commission for all of these combustion turbines, includi g 

the two in our present situation, they would have had to 

have been constructed by 1977, even though some of them 

would not be ready for operation until four years later, 

in 1981, such as the two here. Surely the Commission does 

not want this kind of situation. 

General Counsel's argument ignores another 

factor; namely, that combustion turbines are so attractive 

because they have a relatively short lead time of two 

years, and this short lead time permits this planning 

flexibility, and is a major advantaga of combustion turbines 

We decided to wait to contract for these two combustion 

turbines until we were absolutely sure we would need them. 

We did not order them until we had weighed such factors as 

the availability of purchased power, actual and forecast 

peak demands, and the air pollution laws, another environmen al 

situation. 
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counsel has said that the timing of our 

filinq bas given the Commission the fairly limited alternati1e, 

which caused the absence of any opportunity for your meaning .. 

ful judgment reqarding the type of units to be constructed. 

I do not think the Commission would want to consider an 

application for. combustion turbines that were just being, 

let's say, seriously considered by Union Electric. We could 

be accused of seeking an advisory opinion from the Cornrnissior 

prior to firmly contracting for the combustion turbine. 

Now the Staff, in this case, I thought did 

a rather exhaustive analysis of our plans, and of the 

alternatives, and presented their findings at a full day's 

hearing last March. The rather voluminous record in this 

case indicates that we believe that the Staff had an 

opportunity to re~ke a meaningful judgment in this matter. 

In conclusion, I would like to sum up and 

say that we believe tha·t our application was timely. If 

the Commission goes along with our legal arguments, and 

our statutory readings, and decides that they have juris­

diction to decide the matter, then we will await the outcome 

of that decision. We have gone in, based upon our reading 

of the case law and the statutes, we have pursued what we 

believe is a prudent business and legal course. We have 

come to you for permission to build these construction 

certificates. We do not want to have constructed this 
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$18 million wo~t.h of equipment, or be in the process of 

constructing tnem, arid then have somehcdy co~ along and 

legally challenge us, our construction, becauae they say 

that we did not get Commission approval. 

Finally, I would like to say that if the 

Commission does grant the Motion to Dismiss, then we will 

look forward to that Commission Order, a written Commission 

Order, which says that the Commission does not have 

jurisdiction when we want to build generating units in 

our certificated area, and in the future you will no longer 

see us, when we decide to build a generating unit within 

our certificated area. 

Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Mr. Barnes, may I 

ask you something? 

MR. BARNES: Sure. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Have either of the 

combustion turbines already been ordered, or has the 

building started? 

MR. BARNES: The combustion turbines were 

l 

ordered, were final ordered last August; construction has 

not begun. In fact, as we interpret the law, that we cannot 

begin construction until we have received a Commission 

determination. 

CO~SSION McCARTNEY: May I ask how you 
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prior to the decision of this Coamiasion? 

MR. BARNES: Yes.. It takes a.bout, from the 

time we place the order, due to the time--from that date, 

it takes about a year to fabricate these combustion turbine 

at a plant somewhere else; that is, they are assembled to a 

certain degree, and it takes about a year. 

COMMISSIONER McCAR'l'NEY: Did it occur to you 

that the Commission had not given its permission? 

MR. BARNES: Yes; it certainly did. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: I suppose under 

such circumstances you would have been prepared to deal with 

the cost that you have incurred by ordering them for usage 

eventually? 

MR. BARNES: You mean cost, as far as the 

rate base goes? 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: If the Commission 

had not--yes. 

MR. BAm1ES: Or our own contract costs, you 

mean? 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Yes. 

MR. BARNES; In such a case, if the Commissi 

23 had ruled aqainst us, then we would have dealt with the 

24 combustion turbine manufacturer according to the contracts 

25 we have with him, which probably has soma kind of penalty 
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provision. And I am not quite sure What would have happened 

to rate base, but that would have a lao had to .nava been 

considered .. 

COMMISSIONER McCARTNEY: Thank you. 

CO~SSIONER SLAVIN: I have a question and 

a clarification. You stated that your original plan in 

1975 was to construct 28 combustion turbines, is that 

correct? 

MR. BARNES: Yes. That was what the 

situation looked like in '75, after Rush 1 and 2, or 

Rush 3 and 4 were constructed. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And you made a decision 

at that time not to apply for permission to construct any 

of them,--

MR. BARNES: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --is that correct? 

MR. BARNES: Yes; that is correct. We decide~ 

to go in as the decisions became firm, as to when and where 

to build them. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And your reason for tha 

is that you must begin construction two years after you rece ve 

permission to construct them, is that correct? 

MR. BARNES: That is certainly one of the 

prime considerations; yes, ma'am. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And that you feel is a 
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restriction of the statute? 

MR. BARNES: Yes. We have to exercise our 

authority within two years after you give it. And we 

interpret the term "exercise authority" is to at least have 

a substantial start on construction within those two years. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Now are you construing 

ordering the combustion turbine as a substantial start? 

MR. BAPNES: No. We interpret start of 

construction or exercising authority as actually starting to 

construct the combustion turbine at the power plant site. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And, so, that would 

involve some work at the construction site, and ordering a 

turbine would not satisfy that requirement of the law then? 

MR. BARNES: No. We have neve~ interpreted 

it that way, and I am not sure the Comniission would want us 

to interpret it that way. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: 

to figure out what your thinking is. 

No; I am just trying 

If you were to apply 

in 1975, when you origina.lly thought that you would need 

I . 

28 units, could you not have proposed a construction schedul ? 

MR. BARNES: Yes. I am sure we had one in 

mind then, but the facts still would have been that some of 

the turbines would not act.ually be needed until 1981, and 

then how to get over that two-year limit that we have to 

start construction after your '75 decision • 
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COMMISSIODR SLAVIN: All right. Thank you. 

~~~> 

I 2 

3 

I 4 

BXAMINlUl REIDI'l'Z: M.s. Hearne? 

MS. HEARNE: Yes. I would like to ha,~e a 

couple of quick points. As to the difference between an 

I 5 

6 

I 7 

area certificate and a line certificate, the General Counsel's 

office has aJways held that an area certificate starts 

running after two years, whereas a line certificate or an 

I 8 

9 

I 10 

individual certificate does not, which I think will 

alleviate the problem which has been brought up. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Would you just take a 

I 11 moment and define the area certificate and a line certificat~ 

12 

I 13 

for us? 

MS. HEARNE.: The area certificate is the 

I 14 certificate for an area to serve, and that is when a 

15 

I 16 

company begins to serve an area, under 393.170~ A line 

certificate--

I 17 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: A geographical area? 

18 

I 19 

MS. HEARNE: A geographical area. A line 

certificate is a line, a transmission line extending from 

I 20 one point to another. And that has been the interpretation 

21 

I 22 

of the General Counsel's office when those two years apply. 

COMMISSIONER ST~VIN: I think I need further 

I 23 clarification. The Company is not asking to extend its 

I 
24 

25 

certificated area,--

MS • HEARNE : No • 
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COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --in terms of service? 

MS. HEARNE: No. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is that the kind of 

area that you are talking about? 

MS. HEARNE : When, for instance, a new companl 

came in to operate within a certificated area, they would 

apply for a certificate of convenience and necessity. For 

instance, if Union Electric had begun in 1961,--

COMMiSSIONER SLAVIN: Uh-huh. 

MS. HEARNE: --it would have come to this 

Commission and said, •can we serve this area" and not ~~e 

area certificate. A line certificate is when a company has 

already been serving an area for 20 years, or something, 

and it is going to extend beyond its area, and so they would 

ask for a line certificate. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: And it is in that 

construction that you are talking about a transmission line? 

MS. HEARNE: For instance,--

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: How does a combustion 

20 turbine fit into your advice--

21 MS. HEARNE: I maintain that a certificate 

22 is not necessary for a combustion turbine, unless it is 

23 outside of their area, their certificated area, because it 

24 is an extension of a facility. 

25 There were two other points that--there were 
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two other poin,:.s. The Company's Counsel has applied the .. 

definition of an electric plant, from Chapter 386, to a 

section in Chapter 389--393, and I beli.eve that we must 

look to the Harline case to interpret 393, in this case, 

when Chapter 386 includes the definition that has been 

referred to. 

Also, about Commission precedent. We have 

a Missouri case, Mitchell v. the City of Springfield, 

410 SW2d 585, the Springfield Appeals Court in 1966, and 

we have several Federal cases, of which I will only cite one 

the NLRB vs. Sunnyland ~ackins Company, 557 Fed2d, 1157 

(1977), which says that an administrative body, as long as 

it explains its reasons, is not held to its precedent, 

but may change its decision from a prior case, or may change 

its decision-making from the precedent that it has set, 

as long as it explains itself. It is not like a judicial 

court, that is held to the precedent that has been establish d. 

I think this is a well known administrative fact of law. 

I would like once again to restate the 

conclusion that I have come to, that the general supervisory 

statutes of this Commission give it the opportunity to ask 

this Company to come before it at a time when a meaningful 

decision can be made. ~~en this Company is assimilating the 

facts, and an energy forecast, the kind of construction that 

will be required to serve its customers, if the Company want d 

204--------------------------~ 



: ~ 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

to coaa before t.lte COmmission. in that instance, that wou~ct 

be a .. aningful decision, and not on a case-by-case basis 

with each extension of facilities. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Ms. Hearne,--

MS. HEARNE: Yes, sir. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: --does the position that 

you are espousing at this time apply only to combustion turb nes 

being constructed in certificated areas, or all types of 

generating facilities? 

MS. HEARNE: The Commission, in its discretio , 

can determine what the definition of electric plants is. 

I am only dealing with this case, and I am saying that 

combustion turbines, in this instance, is an extension of 

a facility within its certified area and does not require 

an additional certificate of convenience and necessity. 

It is not--the decision is not before this Commission, at 

this time, to determine whether a generating unit, such as 

a base load unit, does fall within this definition. 

17 

18 

19 EXAMINER REIMNITZ : So, you are not trying 

20 to say that it applies, your position would apply to all 

21 generating units, or--

22 MS. HEARNE: I have only the dicta in the 

23 UCCM case, that refers to a Callaway unit. 

24 EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Okay. Have you any 

25 suggestions or recommendations to the Commission as to what 
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types of occgrrences or circumatances might make a differenc~ 

I as to whether it should or should not--I am thinking in 

terma of this ease, where we have got--

MS. HEARRE: Uh-huh. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: --a request for a 

certificate for a peaking unit. 

MS e HEARNE: Okay. 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: I mean, how do we analyze 

these things, so they are necessary or not necessary? 

MS. HEARNE: In Section 386.310, the Commissi n 

has power, after hearing, or by its own motion, to require 

performance of any act which the health or safety of the 

customers or the public may demand. I believe this is broad 

enough authority, that the circumstances come before the 

Commission, at any time construction or other activity of 

a utility, the safety, or other circumstances that would 

affect the health or safety of the Public, would give this 

Commission authority to bring this case before them, or 

have it brought before them by means of a complaint. 

In the Missouri Power & Light case, which 

we spoke of earlier, about the combustion turbine, it was 

the citizens in the Cole County area who were most concerned 

about this combustion turbine being in close proximity to 

their neighborhood, who brought this to the attention and 

intervened in the case, and wanted a hearing before the 
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I 
COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Is this your response I 

to the Company's position, that they--if the Commission woul 

rule as you are requesting, that we would never see them 

again? 

6 MS. HEARNE: I feel that under Section 386.31 , 

7 that the Commission, upon its own motion, or if there were 

8 complaints filed with the Commission, that certainly 

9 construction by the Company could come before the Commission 

10 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Does the burden of 

11 proof shift under those circumstances? 

12 MS. HEARNE: It might. But the Commission, o 

13 its own motion, it would not; but complaints might. 

14 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: So that if the Commissi n 

15 were going to review, and the Company construed that it no 

16 longer had an obligation to bring any of its construction 

17 programs before the Commission -·-

18 MS. HEARNE: Yes. 

19 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --for approval, then 

20 for the Commission to act, we would have to await a complain 

21 or initiate--

22 MS. HEARNE: Or upon our own motion; yes. 

23 COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: --our own investigation 

24 is that correct? 

25 MS. HEARNE: Or, on the other hand, using you 
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this Comaisaion with a ten-year plan, energy forecast and 

construction plan. 

COMMISSIONER SLAVIN: Again, that would be 

at the Commission's initiative? 

was concluded. 

MS. HEARNE : Yes • 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Anything further? 

(No response • ) 

EXAMINER REIMNITZ: Thank you. 

This oral argument will be concluded. 

WHEREUPON, the hearing of this oral argument 
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