
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
STATE OF MISSOURI 

 
THE STAFF OF THE MISSOURI PUBLIC )  
SERVICE COMMISSION, ) 
 ) 
 Complainant, ) 
  ) 
 vs.  ) Case No. EC-2011-               
   ) 
UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY, DOING ) 
BUSINESS AS AMEREN MISSOURI, ) 
   ) 
  Respondent. ) 
 

 

Complaint 
 

COMES NOW the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission, by and 

through counsel, and for its Complaint against Union Electric Company, doing business 

as Ameren Missouri, states as follows: 

Introduction 

1.  This Complaint concerns Respondent‟s failure to comply with the reporting 

requirements of Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-3.190(3). 

Parties 

2. Complainant is the Staff of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“Staff”), 

acting through the Chief Staff Counsel as authorized by Commission Rules 4 CSR 240-

2.010(6), 4 CSR 240-2.040(1), and 4 CSR 240-2.070(1).   

3. Respondent is Union Electric Company, doing business as Ameren Missouri 

(“AmMo”), a Missouri general business corporation in good standing headquartered at 

One Ameren Plaza, 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63103, which is 

engaged in the business of generating electricity that it sells at retail.  According to the 
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10-K report filed by its corporate parent, Ameren Corporation, with the United States 

Security and Exchange Commission in February 2011, AmMo generated 48.1 

megawatthours of electric current in 2010.  According to the Minimum Filing 

Requirements filed by AmMo in its pending general rate case, ER-2011-0028, AmMo is 

a traditional, integrated electric utility serving approximately 1,245,711 customers, of 

which about 1,036,905 are residential customers.  AmMo‟s service territory includes 59 

Missouri counties and 508 towns and cities.  To serve its customers, AmMo owns and 

operates four large base load coal-fired generating plants with a combined capacity of 

approximately 5,500 megawatts (“MW”); one nuclear-fueled generating plant with a 

capacity of 1,200 MW; 46 oil-fired or natural-gas-fired combustion turbine generating 

units (“CTGs”) with a combined capacity of about 3,000 MW; and three hydroelectric 

generating plants with a combined capacity of about 810 MW.  AmMo operates and 

maintains 33,000 miles of distribution lines, 630 distribution substations, and 2,900 

miles of transmission lines.  The Company employs some 4,400 persons and over 

1,000 contract employees.  Its registered agent is Kenneth L. Schmidt, 500 East 

Independence Drive, Union, Missouri 63084.   

4. AmMo is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Ameren Corporation (“Ameren”), a 

Missouri general business corporation in good standing headquartered at One Ameren 

Plaza, 1901 Chouteau Avenue, St. Louis, Missouri 63103.  Ameren is a public utility 

holding company; according to its website, Ameren‟s operating companies serve 2.4 

million electric customers and almost 1 million natural gas customers in Missouri and 

Illinois.  Its registered agent is Kenneth L. Schmidt, 500 East Independence Drive, 

Union, Missouri 63084.   
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Jurisdiction 

5. By virtue of its activities described in Paragraph 3, above, AmMo is an 

electrical corporation pursuant to § 386.020(15) and a public utility pursuant to 

§ 386.020(43), and is therefore subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission under 

§§ 386.250 and 393.140.1 

6. This Commission has authority to hear and determine complaints against 

public utilities pursuant to § 386.390.1, which provides that “[c]omplaint may be made … 

in writing, setting forth any act or thing done or omitted to be done by any corporation … 

in violation, or claimed to be in violation, of any provision of law, or of any rule or order 

or decision of the Commission ….” 

The Event at Taum Sauk on June 6, 2011 

7. One of AmMo‟s three hydroelectric generating stations is the Taum Sauk 

Pumped Storage Plant located about 120 miles southwest of St. Louis in Reynolds 

County, Missouri.  According to Ameren‟s website, Taum Sauk is used primarily on a 

peaking basis and is put into operation when the demand for electricity is greatest. The 

pump storage system works much like a conventional hydroelectric plant, but is usually 

used only to meet daily peak power demands for short periods.  Water stored in an 

upper reservoir is released to flow through turbines and into a lower reservoir during 

high energy demands.  Then, overnight, when the demand for electricity is low, the 

water is pumped back into the upper reservoir, where it is stored until needed.  As water 

passes through the powerhouse, water spins the turbines, which drive generators to 

produce electricity. 

                                                             
1
 All statutory references, unless otherwise specified, are to the Revised Statutes of Missouri 

(“RSMo”), revision of 2000, as updated and amended.   
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8. An event occurred at Taum Sauk on Monday, June 6, 2011, at 22:45, 

described more specifically by AmMo in an e-mail received by the Staff on June 21, 

2011, as follows: 

On Monday, 6/6/11 at 22:45 Taum Sauk Unit 1 tripped while pumping.  

Protective relaying indicated a potential stator fault and an initial generator 

inspection revealed burn marks on some of the generator stator cover 

plates.  Following unit cool down an Ameren Missouri engineer removed 

the stator cover plates, where the burn marks were observed, and 

performed a visual inspection.  This inspection indicated that several 

stator bars had been damaged and would need to be repaired or 

replaced.  Ameren Missouri engineers then contacted NEC and GE (two 

vendors who specialize in this type of repair work) and they performed 

additional inspections on the unit on Thursday 6/9 and Friday 6/10, 

following these inspections both vendors proposed repair and rewind 

options but neither vendor would guarantee their work if we chose the 

repair option.  Both vendors would only guarantee their work if we elected 

to perform a full rewind and based upon the extent of the damage Ameren 

Missouri engineers concurred with their recommendations for a full 

rewind.  On Friday, 6/17/11, after further discussions with NEC and GE we 

decided to select GE to perform a full rewind on Unit 1 and issued GE a 

P.O. to begin stator bar manufacturing.  It is estimated that it will take 

about 29 weeks to manufacture the stator bars and about 8 weeks 

following bar manufacture to rewind the generator.  We currently expect 

the unit to return to service in late March of 2012 providing that no 

additional damage is found on the stator iron or rotor pole pieces once the 

unit is fully disassembled.  While both generators were inspected during 

the recent upper reservoir rebuild no significant work was performed on 

either generator.  This outage will not have any effect on Unit 2 which 

remains in service. (Excerpt from email received at 4:01 pm on June 21, 

2011, from AmMo). 

9. On June 14 and 15, 2011, members of the Staff visited Taum Sauk for the 

Taum Sauk Project one-year follow-up Planned Failure Mode Analysis (PFMA) meeting.  

This was the final meeting at which all parties were scheduled to convene.  Incidentally 
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to the meeting, the Staff, along with other meeting attendees2, were shown generating 

Unit Number 1, which visibly had sustained significant damage as a result of some yet-

to-be-determined cause, resulting in an extensive fire and melting of parts of the 

generator stator (the stationary part of the generator).   

10. Initial estimates provided by AmMo to Staff at the PFMA meeting described 

above indicate that the property damage and associated repairs would be $10 million or 

greater.  The group at the PFMA meeting was informed that the fire department had 

been called to the powerhouse on the evening of June 6, 2011, but that AmMo 

employees had put out the fire by the time the fire department arrived. 

Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-3.190 

11. Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-3.190, Reporting Requirements for Electric 

Utilities and Rural Electric Cooperatives, prescribes the requirements and procedures 

for the reporting of certain events by electric utilities, specifically: 

(3) Every electric utility shall report to the manager of the Energy 

Department of the commission or his/her designee by telephone or 

through EFIS by the end of the first business day following discovery, the 

information described in subsections (3)(A)–(E) below.  The electric utility 

shall submit, either by mail or through EFIS within five (5) business days 

following the discovery, an update of the incident and any details not 

available at the time of the initial report: 

 

(A) Details of any accident or event at a power plant involving 

serious physical injury or death or property damage in excess of 

two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000). A detailed investigative 

report of the accident or event shall be submitted within ninety (90) 

days, or if the investigation will take longer than ninety (90) days, a 

                                                             
2
 Attending parties at the meeting included a number of individuals from several groups including the 

Board of Consultants (BOC), the Independent Panel of Consultants (IPOC), Paul Rizzo and Associates, 
Inc., (managing project engineer), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), AmMo, and the 
Staff.   
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draft of the plan for the investigation shall be submitted within 

ninety (90) days; 

 

(B) Forced outages of any nuclear generating unit(s) that could 

reasonably be anticipated to last longer than three (3) days;  

 

(C) Forced outages of any fossil-fuel fired generating unit(s) with an 

accredited capacity of greater than one hundred (100) megawatts 

that reasonably could be anticipated to last longer than three (3) 

days, when the unit(s) is forced out due to a common occurrence; 

 

(D) Reductions of coal inventory below a thirty (30)-day supply and 

reductions of oil inventory below fifty percent (50%) of normal oil 

inventory; and 

 

(E) Loss of transmission capability that could limit the output of a 

generating plant. 

 

Staff’s Complaint 

12. Pursuant to Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-3.190(3)(A), the event that 

occurred at Taum Sauk on June 6, 2011, is subject to the reporting requirements set out 

in that rule, specifically: a telephonic report by the end of the first business day following 

discovery; a written update including additional details within five business days 

following discovery; and a detailed investigative report within 90 days following 

discovery or, if the investigation will take longer than 90 days, a draft of the plan for the 

investigation.     

13. AmMo did not make the required telephonic initial report of the event to Staff 

by the end of the first business day following discovery; instead, AmMo‟s first report to 

Staff occurred at the PFMA Meeting at Taum Sauk on June 14 and 15, 2011, the eighth 

and ninth days following the event, as described in Paragraphs 9 and 10, above.   
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14. AmMo did not file a written update with additional details within five 

business days following discovery; instead, AmMo provided a written update to Staff by 

e-mail on June 21, 2011, the fifteenth day following discovery, as described in 

Paragraph 8, above.   

Staff’s Discussions with AmMo 

15. After learning of the event for the first time at the PMFA Meeting at Taum 

Sauk on June 14 and 15, 2011, Staff contacted AmMo by email on June 16, 2011, at 

9:06 am inquiring as to whether the Company “had filed anything in EFIS regarding the 

damage to the Taum Sauk Unit 1 Generator.”  AmMo personnel responded at 9:14 am, 

“We are working on getting that information filed.  Thank you for bringing this to my 

attention.”  Later that afternoon, AmMo legal counsel further responded, “Although it will 

cost more than $200,000 to repair the facility, there was no „property damage‟ as there 

would be if there was an event, such as a fire or explosion.”   

16. On Thursday, June 16, 2011, Staff informed PSC management and Staff 

counsel of the event, at which time Staff counsel contacted AmMo for an explanation as 

to why the event had not been reported pursuant to 4 CSR 240-3.190(3).  Later that 

afternoon, AmMo legal counsel further responded via e-mail: 

Taum Sauk experienced an outage last week.  One of the units is 

expected to be out of service for quite a while.  We did not report 

the outage under 4 CSR 240-3.190(3) because we did not believe 

that we had to report it.  That section requires reporting of any 

“accident or event” at a power plant involving serious physical 

injury, loss of life of property damage in excess of $200,000.  There 

was really no accident or event at Taum Sauk—it was a plant 

outage.  There was no serious injury or loss of life.  Although it 

will cost more than $200,000 to repair the facility, there was no 

“property damage” as there would be if there was an event, 

such as a fire or explosion. (Emphasis added.) 
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4 CSR 240-3.190(3) also requires reporting of certain specified 

outages for coal and nuclear plants, but those obviously do not 

apply here.  And the fact that those outages are specifically 

mentioned in the rule suggests that other types of outages are not 

included. We discussed the outage with [Staff] when [it] was at 

Taum Sauk earlier this week and we expect to provide a detailed 

written report next Monday [June 20, 2011].  But we do not believe 

that 4 CSR 240-3.190(3) applies to this situation.  

 

4 CSR 240-3.190(3) also requires reporting of certain specified 

outages for coal and nuclear plants, but those obviously do not 

apply here.  And the fact that those outages are specifically 

mentioned in the rule suggests that other types of outages are not 

included.  We discussed the outage with [Staff] when [it] was at 

Taum Sauk earlier this week, and we expect to provide a detailed 

written report next Monday.  But we do not believe that 4 CSR 240-

3.190(3) applies to this situation.   

 

17. On Friday, June 17, 2011, the following exchanges occurred by e-mail: 

A. Staff counsel sent to AmMo‟s counsel the text of Rule 

4 CSR 240.3.190(3) and posed the questions that follow: 

Why does Ameren Missouri believe a plant outage is not an event?  

I understand from [Staff] the above rule was modified August 30, 

2010, to expand (A) by adding the language “or event” so that it is 

no longer limited to accidents.  There is nothing inconsistent with 

requiring reporting of outages caused by events at a power plant 

involving serious physical injury or death or property damage in 

excess of two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000) and reporting 

outages at certain types of power plants based on the duration of 

the outage.  How can there have been no “property damage” if 

repairs will cost in excess of $200,000?  Nothing in the rule limits 

the property damage to having been caused by a fire or explosion, 

as you imply.  [Staff] reports that what you describe as a 

“discussion” was nothing more than a statement by a 

representative of Ameren Missouri that the Power house had 

experienced a complete failure of generating unit number 1 to 

which [Staff] did not respond. 
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I look forward to your responses and anticipate Ameren Missouri‟s 

report and updates on this reportable incident . . . 

 

B.  AmMo‟s counsel responded as follows 

An outage cannot be an "event" because otherwise there would be 

no need to specify the outages in (B) and (C). 

 

C.  Then Staff‟s counsel replied: 

No so.  The outages in (B) and (C) are based on duration, not 

valuation of property damage. 

 

D.  To which AmMo‟s counsel responded: 

We did not believe that this constituted an event that damaged 

property. Therefore we did not believe the rules required reporting. 

We expect to provide a detailed report on Monday. I'm not sure 

there is much else we can do at this point. 

 

E.  Finally, Staff‟s counsel stated: 

Good.  Staff will be looking for the report on Monday.  Thanks. 

 

18. Staff did not receive the detailed report on Monday, June 20, 2011.  In 

response to Staff counsel‟s telephone inquiry made on Tuesday, June 21, 2011, AmMo 

counsel advised Staff counsel the report would be provided later that day, as 

documented in the body of an e-mail from Staff counsel to AmMo counsel that same 

day, the text of which follows:  “Thank you for advising me Staff will be receiving the 

report later today.  Also, I agree that Staff and UE should get together to discuss 

expectations under the language of the rule to avoid, or a least minimize, this sort of 

situation from arising again.”  Staff received the report referred to via e-mail at 4:01 p.m.  

The information in that report is quoted in Paragraph 8, above.  That e-mail also 

included the following:  “I will provide additional information if this schedule changes as 
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we further disassemble the unit.  Please let me know if you need more information or 

have additional questions.  I also look forward to future discussions with the PSC staff 

associated with the clarification of outage reporting requirements for the Ameren 

Missouri Generating units.” 

19. Since receiving the e-mail described at Paragraph 8, above, Staff has sent 

several follow-up questions to AmMo in order to obtain further information.  By e-mail 

dated Friday, June 26, 2011, AmMo responded to a series of Staff questions Staff sent 

to AmMo by e-mail on the afternoon of June 23, 2011, as follows, “Thanks for your 

questions, we are working on responses and will try to get something back to you within 

the next two weeks.” 

20. Staff and AmMo will participate in a conference call on July 8, 2011, “to 

discuss how to interpret portions of this regulation [4 CSR 240-3.190], including 3(A), 

and see if we can come to a common understanding, so to avoid these kinds of issues 

in the future.”  (Excerpt from a June 21, 2011, AmMo e-mail requesting a meeting.) 

Why is Staff Filing a Complaint? 

21. Staff is filing a complaint because, in Staff‟s opinion, the violation is clear 

and undeniable.  AmMo‟s apparently sincere, but contrary opinion, reflected in the 

discussions set out at length above, suggests that Commission guidance would be 

beneficial.   

WHEREFORE, Staff prays that the Commission will give notice to Respondent 

AmMo as required by law and, after hearing, enter its order finding that AmMo violated 

Commission Rule 4 CSR 240-3.190(3)(A) by (1) failing to provide a telephonic report of 

the incident at Taum Sauk to Staff by the end of the first business day following 
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discovery and (2) failing to provide a written update with additional details within five 

business days of discovery; and granting such other and further relief as the 

Commission deems just.   

 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
/s/ Kevin A. Thompson  
Kevin A. Thompson, MBE 36288 
Chief Staff Counsel 
 
Attorney for the Staff of the 
Missouri Public Service Commission 
P.O. Box 360 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 
573-751-6514  (telephone) 
573-526-6969  (facsimile) 
kevin.thompson@psc.mo.gov  
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