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MOTION TO LIMIT SCOPE OF PROCEEDINGS, SUGGESTIONS IN SUPPORT THEREOF, ALTERNATIVE MOTION TO CLARIFY PRIOR COMMISSION ORDERS, AND  OBJECTIONS TO REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

COMES NOW Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE (“Company” or “AmerenUE”), and submits this Motion and Suggestions with respect to the proper scope of these proceedings or, alternatively, to clarify prior Commission orders,  and also submits its objections to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Ryan Kind and Dr. Michael S. Proctor.  In this regard, AmerenUE states as follows:

Factual/Procedural Background
1. On February 21, 1997, the Missouri Public Service Commission ("Commission"), in Case No. EM-96-149, in its order approving a Stipulation and Agreement in that case, required the Company to file or join in the filing of a regional Independent System Operator ("ISO") proposal at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC") that would eliminate pancaked transmission rates and be consistent with the ISO guidelines set forth in FERC Order No. 888.  That order contemplated the transfer by the Company of functional control over its transmission system to an independent entity as a way to mitigate market power concerns of the Commission arising from the UE-CIPS merger.
2. In accordance with the Commission's directive in Case No. EM-96-149, on March 30, 1998, the Company filed an application, in Case No. EO-98-413, requesting Commission authority to participate in the Midwest Independent System Operator, Inc. (the “Midwest ISO”).

3. By its Order Granting Intervention and Approving Stipulation and Agreement in Case No. EO-98-413 (effective May 25, 1999) (the “EO-98-413 Order”) the Commission approved the Company’s application, and authorized the Company “to participate in the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. according to the terms of the Stipulation and Agreement” (Attachment A to the Order).  

4. The subject Stipulation and Agreement (the “EO-98-413 Stipulation and Agreement”) provides in pertinent part as follows:

a. That “the undersigned parties agree that the Commission . . . should allow the Company to participate in the Midwest ISO, subject to the conditions set forth in this Stipulation”;
b. That the Commission’s grant of this authority should “grant the Company permission to join the Midwest ISO for the six year transition period”;
c. That the Company should, no later than one year before the transition period is to end, make certain requests of the Midwest ISO with respect to the Midwest ISO’s position on congestion pricing, application of the Midwest ISO OATT to bundled retail load, and incentives for locating generation and transmission line construction
; 
d. That the Company and other parties (including Staff and OPC) were to have the option of filing their positions with the FERC on the issues mentioned in c. above at or before that time; 

e. That the Company would come back to the Commission no later than six months before the end of the transition period and request that the Commission make its approval for the Company to join the Midwest ISO permanent, or ask for permission to join another ISO; and

f. That if the Company sought to withdraw from the Midwest ISO pursuant to Article V or Article VII of the Midwest ISO Agreement, the Company would file a notice of withdrawal with the Commission and the withdrawal would “become effective when the Commission, and such other agencies, approve or accept such Notice or have otherwise allowed it to become effective.”  

5. The Commission has never accepted any notice of withdrawal from the Midwest ISO filed on behalf of the Company pursuant to the EO-98-413 Order, has never approved any withdrawal by the Company from the Midwest ISO under the EO-98-413 Order, and has never ordered the Company to withdraw from the Midwest ISO.

6.
On November 9, 2000 (approximately 18 months after the Commission’s approval of the EO-98-413 Stipulation and Agreement), after two other midwestern utilities had announced their withdrawal from the Midwest ISO, the Company provided a written notice to the Midwest ISO of its intent to withdraw from the Midwest ISO, and thereafter began considering membership in the Alliance RTO in order to ensure that the Company could remain in compliance with FERC Order 2000.  Membership in the Alliance RTO would also fulfill the Company’s continuing obligation to transfer functional control of its transmission system to an organization possessing all of the characteristics of an ISO under FERC Order 888, as had been ordered by this Commission in Case No. EM-96-149.
7.
The Company initiated formal proceedings seeking FERC approval of its intended withdrawal from the Midwest ISO on January 16, 2001.  Thereafter, after certain FERC orders indicated that the Alliance RTO would likely be approved as a FERC-approved RTO in accordance with FERC Order 2000 (the last of which was a FERC order issued May 8, 2001), the Company (on May 15, 2001) tendered a withdrawal fee of $18 million ($12.5 million from AmerenUE and $5.5 million from AmerenCIPS) to the Midwest ISO.  

8.
Approximately one month later, having determined that the Alliance RTO was the best choice for the Company’s ISO/RTO participation and that there was a reasonable likelihood that the Alliance RTO was a feasible option based upon the FERC’s order of approximately one month earlier, the Company filed an application as contemplated by the EO-98-413 Order (on June 11, 2001) seeking this Commission’s approval of its intended withdrawal from the Midwest ISO and its participation in the Alliance RTO instead (thereby initiating Case No. EO-2001-684).  

9.
Evidentiary hearings were held in Case No. EO-2001-684 on October 10, 2001.

10.
After the parties had submitted their briefs, but before the Commission issued any order in Case No. EO-2001-684, the FERC denied stand-alone RTO status to the Alliance RTO, an event obviously not expected by the Company when it sought approval to withdraw from the Midwest ISO and to join the Alliance RTO.  

11.
The Company then asked the Commission to suspend further action on its EO-2001-684 Application, and the Commission took no further action until Case No. EO-2001-684 was later dismissed as discussed below.

12.
To ensure that it continued to comply with the Commission’s 1997 order in Case No. EM-96-149 to transfer functional control of its transmission assets, the Company entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) with the Midwest ISO dated May 24, 2002 that contemplated that the Company would be a participant in the Midwest ISO, but rather than participating as a direct transmission owner, the Company would participate via membership in an Independent Transmission Company (“ITC”) and would recover the withdrawal fee it had tendered, with interest.  The Company’s actions in this regard recognized that while it had indicated its intent to withdraw from the Midwest ISO, it had not been given permission to do so by the Commission as contemplated by the EO-98-413 Order, and that it would either have to remain a Midwest ISO participant in some fashion or seek other approval relating to transfer of functional control of its system.  

13.
On July 3, 2002, the Company, along with FirstEnergy Corp, on behalf of its subsidiary American Transmission Systems, Incorporated, Northern Indiana Public Service Company, and National Grid USA filed agreements with the FERC indicating their intent to form the GridAmerica ITC to participate in and operate under the Midwest ISO.  The Company’s actions in this regard were designed to pursue its continued participation in the Midwest ISO as previously approved by the Commission, but now via an ITC, as contemplated in the MOU referenced above.

14.
After the above events, it was clear to the Company that its application in Case No. EO-2001-684, by which it had sought permission to withdraw from the Midwest ISO and to participate in the Alliance RTO instead, had become moot.  Therefore, the Company filed a Motion to Dismiss dated July 11, 2002 and asked the Commission to dismiss its application entirely.  In its Motion to Dismiss, the Company stated as follows:
“Furthermore, since the Commission has not issued an order in this proceeding, UE’s withdrawal from the Midwest ISO has not been legally effectuated.  As a result, dismissal of this proceeding by the Commission would preserve the prior authorities provided to UE by the Commission for UE to transfer functional control of its transmission assets and to participate in the Midwest ISO, albeit now through GridAmerica under Appendix I of the Midwest ISO Agreement” (emphasis added).
15.
Following the filing by the Company of its Motion to Dismiss, Staff and OPC filed pleadings, the Company filed responses to those pleadings, and Staff and OPC filed additional pleadings, all of which primarily addressed issues arising from the italicized portion of the quote contained in ¶ 14 of this Motion above.  In short, both OPC and Staff were of the view that any dismissal of Case No. EO-2001-684 should not confer any authority on the Company that the Commission had not already conferred, and that if the Company were to seek to join a different RTO (other than the Midwest ISO) or participate in the Midwest ISO via GridAmerica rather than as a direct transmission owner, the Company would have to seek the Commission’s approval to do so.  In this regard, Staff stated as follows:

“Accordingly, the Staff recommended that the Commission deny UE’s July 12 motion to dismiss and instead order UE to file testimony supporting its decision to join MISO as a member of GridAmerica.  In the alternative, the Staff suggested that a Commission order dismissing the case or otherwise authorizing UE to join the MISO include language reserving the Commission’s right to rule at some later date on the reasonableness and the appropriate ratemaking treatment of the transaction currently proposed by UE [i.e. GridAmerica] rejoining MISO as a member of an ITC.”  
Staff Notice of Ameren Services’ Filing with FERC that Union Electric Company May Withdraw its Intention to Rejoin Midwest Independent System Operator, and Staff Reply to UE’s July 30, 2002 Response at ¶ 4.

“The Staff would note that the Company’s intention to rejoin MISO not as an independent transmission owner [for which approval has already been given by this Commission] but rather as a member of GridAmerica has not literally been addressed by the Commission or authorized by the Commission” (emphasis added).
Staff’s Reply to UE’s September 10, 2002 Response at ¶ 7.

Public Counsel’s position was similar:

“In short, Public Counsel will not oppose a dismissal of this case . . . ., provided that, in so doing, the Commission does not grant the Company any further authority to participate in the Midwest Independent System Operator (Midwest ISO) that it has not already granted” (emphasis in italics added; bold in original).
Public Counsel’s Response to Union Electric Company’s Motion to Dismiss at p. 1

“[T]he manner in which the Commission authorized Company to participate in MISO was limited to directly joining the MISO” (emphasis in original).
Public Counsel’s Supplemental Response at ¶ 2.

“Public Counsel respectfully requests that, if the Commission dismisses this proceeding, it should do so without granting Company any additional ISO/RTO authority, or in the alternative, the Commission should request that Company present evidence in support of its plans to transfer functional control of its transmission facilities to GridAmerica” (emphasis added).
Id. at p. 4.

16.
After considering all of the above-referenced pleadings filed in relation to the Company’s Motion to Dismiss, the Commission, by Order Closing Case in Case No. EO-2001-684 (effective November 23, 2002) (the “November 2002 Order”), granted the Company’s Motion to Dismiss.  In so doing, the Commission did not withdraw, condition, limit, modify, or in any way change or abrogate the authority the Commission had previously granted to the Company with regard to participation in the Midwest ISO, nor did the Commission withdraw its 1997 order in Case No. EM-96-149 that the Company transfer functional control of its transmission system.  In fact, the November 2002 Order indicates that the Commission was of the opinion that the Company was and is required to seek Commission approval for only one thing:  participation in the Midwest ISO other than as a direct transmission owner.  In this regard, the November 2002 Order provides as follows:

“The Commission agrees that the question that this case was opened to address is moot, and will grant the motion to dismiss.  However, in its motion to dismiss, AmerenUE implies that the Commission has already authorized it to participate in the Midwest ISO through GridAmerica [footnote omitted].  The Commission disagrees.  If AmerenUE wants to participate in the Midwest ISO on any basis other than that approved in Case No. EO-98-413, it must file an application with the Commission, supported by written testimony, requesting authority to do so” (emphasis added).
17. On February 4, 2003, the Company did just that.  Because the Company was seeking to participate in the Midwest ISO on a basis other than that previously approved -- as a direct transmission owner --  the Company filed the present Application seeking approval to change its participation from that of a direct transmission owner to a participant in the Midwest ISO via a contractual relationship with the GridAmerica ITC.

Motion to Limit Scope of Proceedings
18. Section 386.490.3, RSMo. provides that Commission orders shall continue in force until changed or abrogated by the Commission.  The prior orders of the Commission in respect to requiring the Company to transfer functional control of its transmission system and authorizing the Company to join the Midwest ISO as a transmission owner member have never been changed or abrogated by the Commission.  

19. Section 386.430, RSMo. requires a party who desires to set aside a Commission order to show by clear and satisfactory evidence that the order is unreasonable or unlawful.  To meet that burden in this case, those who now apparently believe that compliance by the Company with the Commission’s prior orders is detrimental to the public interest must therefore prove that those orders are unreasonable and should be set aside by proving that such orders are now detrimental to the public interest.  

20. It is absolutely clear that the Commission, just 6-7 months ago, was of the opinion that had the Company simply signed the Midwest ISO Transmission Owner’s Agreement as a direct transmission owner, the Company would not need to seek any permission or authority from the Commission to do so.  Clearly the Commission had not, and had no intention of, abrogating its prior orders.  Equally clear is the fact that but for the Company’s desire to participate in the Midwest ISO on “a basis other than approved in Case No. EO-98-413,” there would now be no case before this Commission insofar as the Company has been ordered to transfer functional control of its transmission system and has been authorized to join the Midwest ISO as a direct transmission owner.
21. Neither Staff nor OPC advocated that the prior orders should be abrogated in the numerous pleadings filed (only months ago) in response to the Company’s Motion to Dismiss Case No. EO-2001-684.

22. No party sought rehearing of the November 2002 Order by which this Commission required the Company to seek further permission only if it sought to participate in the Midwest ISO other than as a transmission owner.  See § 386.500.1, RSMo. (requiring that rehearing be sought within 30 days after final submission of the order.  The 30-day rehearing period expired December 23, 2002).
23. It is now, however, apparently OPC’s and Staff’s position that the Commission’s prior order in Case No. EM-96-149 requiring the Company to transfer functional control of its transmission system to address the Commission’s market power concerns in the wholesale power market in the post UE-CIPS merger period, its authorization in Case No. EO-98-413 of the Company’s participation in the Midwest ISO as a means to comply with that order, and its clear direction in Case No. Eo-2001-684 that the Company need only seek further permission from the Commission relating to Midwest ISO participation other than as a direct transmission owner, should all now be changed or abrogated because participation in the Midwest ISO, or in RTOs in general under those existing Commission orders, is detrimental to the public interest.

24. OPC and Staff are required to bear the burden, in a proper proceeding brought for that purpose, to establish such contentions  §§ 386.430, .490, RSMo.;  Anchor Centre Partners, Ltd. V. Mercantile Bank, N.A., 803 S.W.2d 23, 30 (Mo. banc 1991) (the party asserting the affirmative of an issue bears the burden of proof on that issue).  

25. The only initial burden borne by the Company in the present case is to go forward with evidence that its participation in the Midwest ISO on a basis other than that previously approved (i.e. via GridAmerica), is not detrimental to the public interest.
  “The Commission may not withhold its approval of the disposition of assets unless it can be shown that such disposition is detrimental to the public interest.”  State ex rel Fee Fee Trunk Sewer, Inc. v. Litz, 596 S.W.2d 466, 468 (Mo. App. E.D. 1980), citing State ex rel. City of St. Louis v. Public Serv. Comm’n, 73 S.W.2d 393, 400 (Mo. banc 1934).  The owners of property (i.e. the utility) should have something to say as to whether or not they can dispose of their property, and to deny them the right to have that say is to deny them an incident important to their ownership of property.  See State ex rel City of St. Louis, 73 S.W.2d at 400.  A utility therefore ought to be allowed to dispose of its property unless it would be detrimental to the public interest.  Id.  
26. To impose the burden that OPC and Staff are, indirectly, attempting to impose by improperly broadening the scope of this case is to ask the Commission to improperly deny the Company the benefit of the Commission’s prior, existing authorizations, as well as the right to have the proper say in how the Company’s property is functionally controlled.  
27. The only action proposed by the Company in its Application is a transfer of functional control to GridAmerica, as opposed to a transfer of functional control to the Midwest ISO, the latter transfer already being approved.  
28. The only potential public detriment properly at issue, therefore, is whether functional control by GridAmerica, as opposed to functional control by the Midwest ISO, is detrimental to the public interest.  Mr. Kind, in particular, in his rebuttal testimony filed in this case, virtually ignores that issue.
29. Evidence in this case that is directed to alleged detriments that arise solely from the Midwest ISO, or RTOs in general, is therefore beyond the proper scope of this case.  Attempting to present such evidence is a clear attempt to collaterally attack prior Commission orders, to seek rehearing of them (years after the time for rehearing has passed) without formally seeking rehearing, and to have them set aside without initiating a proper proceeding and carrying the proper burden to prove by clear and satisfactory evidence that such orders should be set aside.
30. OPC and Staff will likely argue that a lot has changed since May of 1999 when the EO-98-413 order was issued.  They will cite the 2002 SMD NOPR and the April, 2003 FERC White Paper.  The Company agrees that FERC policy regarding wholesale markets, RTOs and transmission continues to evolve.

31. However, the key “unknowns” arising from the FERC actions cited above were very much at issue, and not fully resolved, when this Commission approved the EO-98-413 Stipulation and Agreement.  Paragraph 7 of the EO-98-413 Stipulation and Agreement specifically addresses the uncertainty regarding congestion pricing issues, wholesale transmission tariff issues relating to the transmission component of bundled retail rates, and location of generation and transmission upgrade issues.  Those issues remain unresolved, although the FERC, on certain issues, including at least one key issue (the assertion of jurisdiction over the transmission component of bundled retail rates) has clearly indicated in its April 2002 White Paper that it is backing-off assertion of  jurisdiction over bundled retail, which many thought perhaps it would assert based upon its the 2003 SMD NOPR.  In that respect and others, there may be more certainty regarding future transmission policy than existed when the EO-98-413 Order and the November 2002 Order were issued.         
32. Mr. Kind’s rebuttal testimony continues to cite the same basic issues, or unknowns, as justification, in Mr. Kind’s view, for denying all RTO participation to all Missouri utilities until presumably all uncertainty about FERC policy is resolved, a position that without question would delay such participation for many years.  

33. Dr. Proctor’s rebuttal testimony, to the extent it addresses the conditions Dr. Proctor seeks to impose on any approval of the Company’s Application, similarly cites issues and justifications for such conditions that largely arise from unresolved FERC transmission policy issues that have been unresolved for several years.  

34. Almost every one of Mr. Kind’s concerns, and all of Dr. Proctor’s conditions, have nothing whatsoever to do with GridAmerica.  As discussed in more detail below, the vast majority of Mr. Kind’s rebuttal testimony in this case focuses solely on the Midwest ISO and on RTOs in general, and virtually nothing about the permission and authority sought by the Company in this case has anything whatsoever to do with those issues.    
35. In any event, none of these issues have anything to do with GridAmerica, and this case is not a referendum on the Commission’s prior orders or on the Midwest ISO or RTOs generally.  Staff and OPC should not be allowed to collaterally attack those orders and impose improper burdens on the Company unless they are willing to make a direct challenge to this Commission’s prior orders, authorizations and views, and to themselves bear the proper burden of proof to establish that this Commission’s prior orders are unreasonable as being detrimental to the public interest.
WHEREFORE, the Company hereby requests that the Commission make and enter its order limiting the scope of the present case to the determination of whether the Company’s participation in the Midwest ISO on a basis other than that already authorized in Case No. EO-98-413, and specifically, via the proposed contractual relationship with GridAmerica, is detrimental to the public interest, and further order that testimony and other evidence relating to Midwest ISO participation as a direct transmission owner, or RTO participation in general, is beyond the scope of the present case and is therefore inadmissible.
Alternative Motion to Clarify Prior Commission Orders

36.
The Company believes it has acted in accordance with the Commission’s prior orders, including the Commission’s orders in Case Nos. EM-96-149 and EO-98-413, and the November 2002 Order in Case No. EO-2001-684, and that the only proper issue in this case is whether participation in the Midwest ISO, other than as a direct transmission owner (and via the GridAmerica ITC) is detrimental to the public interest.
37.
If, however, the Commission does not limit the scope of this case to that issue, as prayed above, the Company believes the Commission’s prior orders require clarification.

38.
Specifically, if the scope of this case is not so limited, the Company respectfully requests that the Commission clarify its views with respect to the following prior Commission orders:

a. Does the Commission believe that the Company is still required to transfer functional control of its transmission system to an independent organization that has the ISO characteristics prescribed by FERC Order 888, as provided for in the order in Case No. EM-96-149?
b. Does the Commission believe that the Company is still authorized to join the Midwest ISO as a direct transmission owner, subject to the terms of the EO-98-413 Order?
c. If the present Application had not been filed, is the Commission of the opinion that the Commission’s existing orders authorize the Company to sign the current Midwest ISO Transmission Owners Agreement without further Commission authorization?
WHEREFORE, in the alternative to the Company’s Motion to Limit Scope, the Company prays that the Commission make and enter an order clarifying its prior orders in the manner requested above.
Objection to Rebuttal Testimony
39.
Of the 45 pages of rebuttal testimony submitted by Mr. Kind (excluding the 3 “introductory” pages discussing his background, etc), only a few pages deal with whether participating in the Midwest ISO via GridAmerica, as opposed to direct transmission owner participation, gives rise to a public detriment.
  Most of Mr. Kind’s rebuttal testimony is an unabashed attack on the FERC, the Midwest ISO, and on RTOs in general.  There are other parts of Mr. Kind’s rebuttal testimony that arguably relate to GridAmerica, but even those parts are intertwined with his basic theme that all Midwest ISO and RTO participation should, at a minimum, be delayed for years into the future.

40.
The Company believes it would be justified in objecting to all of Mr. Kind’s testimony, save perhaps that listed in footnote 4.  However, the Company has chosen to object only to those portions that deal with Midwest ISO and RTO participation generally.  Therefore, the Company respectfully objects to the following portions of Mr. Kind’s rebuttal testimony, and moves to strike the same as being inadmissible as beyond the proper scope of this case:
P. 3, l. 15-21; 
p. 4, l. 1-10; 
p. 5, l. 5 (after the second parenthetical) through l. 9; 
p. 5, l. 13-24; 
p. 6 through p. 35, all lines; 

p. 36, l. 1-18; 

p. 38, l. 9-21; 

p. 39, l. 1-13; and

p. 45.

41.
Dr. Proctor’s rebuttal testimony is much different in substance and approach than Mr. Kind’s testimony.  Dr. Proctor specifically addresses the existence or non-existence of a public detriment arising from the Company’s participation in the GridAmerica ITC, and concludes that, if the Commission imposes the conditions Dr. Proctor advocates, the public interest is best served by granting the Company’s Application.  In short, subject to those conditions, Dr. Proctor clearly prefers participation in the Midwest ISO via GridAmerica to participation in the Midwest ISO as a direct transmission owner.
41.
Each and every condition Dr. Proctor seeks to impose on any approval of the Company’s Application, however, addresses concerns that have nothing to do with GridAmerica.  They all address Midwest ISO or RTO considerations that would exist, and would exist in the same way and to the same extent, if the Company were simply a direct transmission owner in the Midwest ISO.

42.
For that reason, and while the Company recognizes that Dr. Proctor has addressed the proper issues in this case, the Company respectfully objects to the following portions of Dr. Proctor’s testimony as being beyond the proper scope of this case, and requests that such portions be stricken:

p. 8, l. 15-23; 
p. 9; and 
p. 20, l. 6-24 through p. 42, l. 9.

WHEREFORE, the Company hereby objects to those portions of the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Ryan Kind  and Dr. Michael S. Proctor identified above, for the reasons given above, and requests that such testimony be stricken.
The Company’s Surrebuttal Testimony
43.
The Company must file surrebuttal testimony relating to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Kind and Dr. Proctor by June 3, 2003.  Given the timing of the Commission’s requirement that objections to rebuttal testimony be filed by May 30, the Company believes it possible or quite likely that the Commission will not have ruled on the present Motion and these Objections at the time its surrebuttal testimony is due on June 3.  Therefore, the Company intends to file surrebuttal testimony on or before June 3 that addresses such rebuttal testimony in its entirety.  Such surrebuttal will therefore necessarily address matters the Company believes are beyond the proper scope of this case.  By filing such surrebuttal testimony, the Company hereby makes clear that it does not waive any rights or arguments, or its objections to the rebuttal testimony described herein, and that the Company hereby expressly reserves the right to assert such rights, make such arguments, or present such objections in this or any other proceeding.
Dated:  May 30, 2003
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� As noted below, the basic nature of the concerns at issue when functional control is to be transferred have not changed.


� It is not clear that transfer of functional control as contemplated by the Application is a disposition within the meaning of Section 393.190, RSMo. at all.  The Company respectfully submits that there exists a serious question about the applicability of Section 393.190 to a transfer of only functional control of a transmission system, but regardless, the Company was ordered to seek the Commission’s permission to participate in the Midwest ISO on a basis other than that approved in Case No. EO-98-413 (which approval arose from the Company’s compliance with the requirements of the order in Case No. EM-96-149) and the Company, by its Application, seeks that approval.


� In fact, the Company does not concede it bears the burden on this issue at all, given that the cases cited below indicate that the Company has a right to deal with its property as it sees fit unless it is shown to be detrimental to the public interest.  Even if the Company does have an initial burden to show that participation in GridAmerica is not detrimental to the public interest, that does not translate to any burden to have prior orders and authorizations of this Commission set aside by proving a lack of detriment with regard to Midwest ISO or RTO participation generally.





�See, e.g. p. 4, l. 11-22 and p. 5, l. 1-12, which portions of Mr. Kind’s rebuttal testimony seem limited to GridAmerica.
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