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CONCLUSION

CONCLUSION

The Staff does not oppose a nondetrimental transfer, but Staff opposes this particular proposal because the Metro East transfer is detrimental to the public -- it is detrimental to AmerenUE’s Missouri customers.  The Staff is particularly concerned that should the Commission decide to authorize the proposed Metro East transfer that the Commission consider and take steps to assure that the detriments identified by the Staff do not harm Missouri ratepayers because the Metro East transfer is essentially irreversible.  Any Commission decision respecting AmerenUE’s application should be based on a careful analysis of the key assumptions regarding the least cost alternatives, the allocation of liabilities, the impact on AmerenUE’s natural gas customers, the inequities of the JDA, the transmission consequences and the other concerns raised by the Staff in this proceeding.

The least cost analysis is inadequate to permit the necessary Commission scrutiny because it fails to address all significant aspects (e.g. liabilities, SO2 allowances, natural gas issues) of the proposed transaction.  This alone is sufficient for the Commission to reject this transfer, but in addition, the transfer is flawed because, among other things, it burdens Missouri ratepayers with liabilities that absent the transfer would appropriately remain the responsibility of Illinois customers.  The Staff recommends that if the Commission chooses to authorize the transfer, that it should adopt all of the Staff’s suggested conditions.  That is the only way to protect Missouri customers from the identified detriments.  The Commission needs to insure against the consequences of the defects in the Metro East transfer proposal by requiring AmerenUE to comply with all of the Staff’s recommended conditions.  
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