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UNION ELECTRIC COMPANY’S d/b/a AMERENUE’S THIRD RESPONSE TO THE COMMISSION’S DECEMBER 30, 2004 ORDER DIRECTING FILING
COMES NOW Union Electric Company d/b/a AmerenUE (the “Company” or “AmerenUE”) and hereby files its Third Response to the Commission’s December 30, 2004 Order Directing Filing (the “Order”).  In this regard, AmerenUE states as follows:
Introduction


1.
The Order directs the Company to conduct and provide to the Commission by January 6, 2005 “least cost” analyses of four different scenarios using the minimization of the present worth of long-run utility costs, as called for by the Commission’s Electric Utility Resource Planning rule (4 CSR 240-22).  The Order also directed the Company to provide a narrative description and summary of the analyses consistent with each of the four scenarios.
  

2.
On January 3, 2005, the Company filed its Initial Reply to the Order.  The Company’s Initial Reply advised the Commission that its apparent assumption that analyses of each of the four scenarios already existed was, in part, an incorrect assumption.  The Company further advised the Commission that it could provide analyses of two of the four scenarios in the time frame set forth in the Order (identified in the Company’s Initial Reply as Scenarios 3 and 4), but that the analyses for Scenarios 1 and 2 did not exist, and could not be provided until January 24, 2005 and January 31, 2005, respectively.
  
 Executive Summary


3.
The Scenario 1 analysis (the status quo, meaning the Metro East transfer does not occur and Noranda is not served) submitted with this Third Response shows that there remain cost-based benefits for ratepayers to completing the Metro East transfer and of course, there are other benefits as well, notably meeting this Commission’s objective that AmerenUE own “hard” generating assets and simplifying AmerenUE’s regulatory responsibilities under differing regimes.  Transferring Metro East and in turn serving Noranda also remains even more beneficial.  It should be noted that, after appropriately taking greater off-system sales opportunities projected to be available in the MISO’s Day 2 Markets into account, serving Noranda is not quite as beneficial as earlier analyses showed, but is still clearly a lower cost option than not serving Noranda by a substantial margin.  Moreover, to the extent that Noranda would use energy that might otherwise be sold off-system, that power will serve a Missouri customer in need of service versus being sold in the wholesale market for service to out-of-state customers, a result that seems to clearly be more in line with the public interest in which this Commission should be interested.

More specifically, the analyses submitted with this Third Response show that on a dollar per megawatt hour (“MWh”) basis, transferring the Metro East service territory (ignoring Noranda entirely) produces lower costs for AmerenUE by $0.11/MWh versus not transferring Metro East.
  This confirms what the test year-based least cost analysis previously done in this case showed – a financial benefit associated with the Metro East transfer.  Also, the updated factors included in the analyses submitted with this Third Response, had they been taken into account in the original test year-based least cost analysis, would have further enhanced the benefits of the Metro East transfer shown by the test year analysis as well.  Taking Noranda into account (which is a comparison of Scenario 4 to Scenario 1; i.e. transferring the Metro East service territory and in turn serving Noranda) produces lower costs for AmerenUE by $2.34/MWh versus not completing the Metro East transfer and not serving Noranda. 
Summary of the Analyses Submitted with this Third Response
4.
Attached to this Third Response as Exhibit A is the requested analysis of Scenario 1.  Also attached to this Response, as Exhibits B and C, respectively, are updated analyses for Scenarios 3 and 4.  All three of these analyses have been updated to take into account four factors not included in prior analyses, the most notable of which was suggested to the Company by the Staff’s Energy Department’s Chief Regulatory Economist, Dr. Michael S. Proctor, as later discussed.  The principal factor now included in these analyses, as suggested by Dr. Proctor, is to take into account more current information relating to the Company’s projected ability, in the MISO’s Day 2 Markets, to import and export power.  This information indicates that the Company is likely to have an increased ability to make off-system (or “interchange”) sales than it had historically.  Prior analyses have used historical information as a basis for projecting further off-system sales.  
5.
The Company has taken this more current MISO-related information into account in preparing Scenario 1 (and in updating Scenarios 3 and 4, so that Scenarios 3 and 4 will be on precisely the same footing, i.e., an “apples to apples comparison,” as Scenario 1), because after further consideration and study, and also now having had the time to consider it in connection with the additional analyses requested by the Commission, the Company agrees with Dr. Proctor’s contention that it is likely that the MISO’s Day 2 Market will increase the Company’s ability to sell power off-system.  We discuss this issue in more detail below.

6.
The Company has also included a second factor in these updated analyses not previously considered relating to any incremental generating capacity that is added under any scenario.  One of the principal costs associated with the generation that will be freed-up by completing the Metro East transfer are the incremental administrative and general costs (“A & G”) associated with that freed-up generation.  Similarly, there will be incremental A & G costs associated with any incremental capacity (CTGs, coal plants, or other capacity) needed to serve AmerenUE load under any scenario.  For example, Scenario 1 represents the status quo for AmerenUE.  Status quo means there is no Metro East transfer and no transfer of the Kinmundy and Pinckneyville CTGs.  Under Scenario 1, AmerenUE needs to add approximately 1,100 MW of new peaking generation immediately to serve its native load requirements.  Generation related A&G costs will exist with regard to every CTG that is added to serve that load.  Another example relates to the expectation that several years from now AmerenUE will have to add a baseload coal plant and for all scenarios AmerenUE has assumed that it will do so in the 2011-2013 time frames.  Generation related A&G costs will also exist with regard to this new baseload unit.  The incremental A & G costs that will exist for any capacity addition include items such as increased labor support from accounting, fuel purchasing, legal, environmental, engineering, and similar support groups; increased employee benefit costs; increased property insurance expense; and increased consulting expenses.  We also discuss this additional factor in more detail below.

7.
The third updated factor relates to the Company’s normalization of its 2003 generation-related A & G costs to reflect a reduction in generation-related A & G allocated to AmerenUE due to Ameren Corporation’s acquisition of Central Illinois Light Company (“AmerenCILCO”) in February 2003.  In brief, a small portion of what are primarily costs allocated from Ameren Services Company (legal, accounting, engineering, etc.), that were formerly allocated to AmerenUE, was shifted to AmerenCILCO after the acquisition, thus reducing AmerenUE’s A & G costs.  A similar adjustment was proposed by Staff in the Company’s recent gas rate case (Case No. GR-2003-0517), which slightly reduced the Company’s revenue requirement.
8.
Finally, a fourth updated factor relates to the fixed charge rate for AmerenUE which is applied to capacity additions, including the additional 600 MW of capacity that will be added in 2006 due to the addition of the Noranda load, as discussed in detail in Mr. Voytas’ testimony in the Noranda docket.  The fixed charge rate for AmerenUE was just recently updated by the financial group within Ameren Services to reflect current long-term debt and equity costs.  The cost of long-term debt was revised from 8.0% to 7.25%.  The cost of equity was revised from 13.0% to 13.5%.     This change produces a fixed charge rate of 14.34% as compared to 14.1% that was used in earlier analyses.       

9.
In summary, the newly-prepared Scenario 1 analysis, together with the updated Scenario 3 and 4 analyses prepared in the same manner as the Scenario 1 analysis, produce the following results on a present worth basis:

Scenario 1 versus Scenario 3: A comparison of transferring the Metro East service territory (3) versus maintaining the status quo (1) reveals that AmerenUE’s costs per megawatt hour (“MWh”) if the transfer is completed are, over the 20-year study period, $0.11/MWh lower than if the transfer is not completed; and

Scenario 1 versus Scenario 4:  A comparison of transferring the Metro East service territory and serving Noranda (4) versus maintaining the status quo (1) reveals that AmerenUE’s costs per MWh are, if the transfer is completed and if Noranda is served, over the 20-year study period, $2.34/MWh lower than if the transfer is not completed and consequently Noranda is not served.

These analyses, based upon the updated factors discussed herein, confirm the test year-based least cost analysis presented to the Commission in the Metro East evidentiary hearings last Spring.    More specifically, they confirm that, purely from a cost/financial perspective,
 there are financial benefits to AmerenUE Missouri ratepayers from transferring the Metro East service territory independent of any considerations relating to Noranda.  With regard to considerations relating to Noranda, these cost analyses show that serving Noranda versus not serving Noranda remains quite beneficial, though the magnitude of that benefit is slightly less than thought before, principally because some of the energy that we project could be sold off-system if Noranda is not served would be sold to Noranda at cost-based rates instead.  We would note that AmerenUE, as a Missouri regulated public utility, is not principally in the business of selling off-system power in wholesale markets, but rather, is in the business of providing safe, adequate, and reliable electric service at just and reasonable rates to Missourians who need that power.  
Further Discussion
Off-system Sales – Day 2 Markets.

10.
One of the benefits for Missouri of obtaining the freed-up generation made possible by the Metro East transfer is the ability to obtain a share of profits from off-system power sales from that freed-up generation.
  To the extent that energy from this freed-up generation can be sold off-system, AmerenUE will realize margins – profits – that in turn reduce AmerenUE’s revenue requirement in Missouri (and consequently, will tend to lower Missouri retail rates).  One of the expectations for the MISO’s Day 2 Markets projected to begin on March 1, 2005, is that those markets will be more efficient and therefore there may be greater off-system sales opportunities (and thus greater off-system profits).  If that is so, the freed-up generation is “worth more” to Missouri in the Day 2 Market environment than it might have been historically.  Directionally, when considering the Day 2 Market, the established benefits from the Metro East transfer may therefore have been understated.
These same facts would be expected to work in the opposite direction relating to serving Noranda.  This is because Noranda would use or “consume” some of the energy that otherwise one might expect to have been sold off-system at a profit.  Directionally, this means previously established benefits from serving Noranda may have been overstated to some degree.  Some might argue that this cuts against the case for serving Noranda.  However, even with the increased opportunity for off-system sales relating to the Day 2 Markets, the addition of Noranda load still has a substantial benefit of $2.34/MWh to existing AmerenUE native load customers.  

Ameren Services’ Structuring - Analytics group, which is charged with analyzing the impact of AmerenUE’s participation in the MISO, has been working with the MISO and Staff (principally Dr. Proctor) to place AmerenUE in the best possible position with respect to the operation of the MISO’s Day 2 Markets.  One of the key objectives of these efforts has been to help AmerenUE choose an appropriate portfolio of financial transmission rights (“FTRs”), which are financial hedging or risk management rights provided for in the MISO’s tariff, which allow utilities to mitigate congestion charges on the transmission system within the MISO’s footprint.    In order to choose an appropriate FTR portfolio, an understanding of the Company’s ability to export and import power (and thus to engage in off-system sales) is necessary.  The Company has engaged in specific modeling relating to that effort using its PROMOD IV modeling system.  PROMOD IV, though similar in some respects to the MIDAS model which is used by the Corporate Planning Group managed by Mr. Voytas for production cost modeling of the type used in this and the Noranda case, has additional capabilities; namely, the ability to run a security constrained economic dispatch to forecast nodal locational marginal prices (“LMP”) in the MISO and PJM footprints.  In short, PROMOD can analyze the effect of the Day 2 Market on the operation of the transmission system in a way that MIDAS cannot and thus, PROMOD IV is able to provide what would be expected to be more accurate information relating to import and export limits in a “Day 2 Market world.”  

The Corporate Planning Group, which is responsible for production cost modeling of the type the Company has always done when looking at resource planning needs, conducted its initial Noranda-related analyses (Scenarios 3 and 4) in the Summer and Fall of 2004 at a time when the Structuring - Analytics group’s PROMOD IV-based analyses relating to Day 2 were still very much a work-in-progress.  Thus, the Corporate Planning Group’s initial analyses were not able to take into account Day 2 Market information.  Shortly before the Noranda case was filed,
 Dr. Proctor suggested that Corporate Planning update its analyses to take into account the Structuring - Analytics group’s PROMOD IV results.  The Company did not do so, however, because there simply was no time to do so (the current effort has taken more than three weeks to complete and the Company could not delay its Noranda filing for three to four weeks given the need for a Commission order in Noranda by mid-March).  Further, shortly before we filed the Noranda case, Dr. Proctor himself had presented the Company with analyses that showed that off-system sales would have to nearly triple before Noranda would not be a good deal for Missouri ratepayers versus the case of not serving Noranda.  Thus, the Company was confident that even if the PROMOD IV results did suggest that there could be greater off-system sales opportunities, serving Noranda would still bring substantial cost savings versus the case of not serving Noranda.    

Because, however, more analyses have now been done as requested by the Commission, and given that the Day 2 Market information was now available, the Company took these factors into account.
As summarized above, those analyses confirmed what intuitively everyone believed.  The freed-up generation made available to Missouri by the Metro East transfer did become more valuable because of the projected ability to reap greater off-system sales profits, and serving Noranda, while still clearly a good deal for Missouri versus not serving Noranda, does not produce as high a level of cost savings.

Higher A & G Costs for Additional Peaking Generation
11.
    As discussed above, adding generation adds A & G costs.  Indeed, the main reason that the dollar benefits of completing the Metro East transfer are not wildly positive is that there are A & G costs that will be associated with the additional 6% slice of the Company’s generation freed-up by the transfer.  In prior analyses submitted in the Noranda case and earlier this month in this case, the Company failed to take into account incremental A & G costs associated with the addition of incremental capacity whether it be to serve the Noranda load in Scenario 4 or the entire AmerenUE load in Scenario 1.  We have now taken those costs into account by estimating additional A&G costs to be in the same proportion as the actual AmerenUE 2003 generation-related A&G costs.
    In brief, generation related A&G costs in 2003 were $156 million.  Dividing this figure by AmerenUE generating capability of 7,968 MW yields a value of approximately $20,000/MW.  In other words, these costs – primarily incremental Ameren Services support for added capacity involving areas such as Accounting, Legal, Engineering, Fuel Procurement, Planning, Consulting, Energy Supply Operations, etc. is accounted for by the multiplication of approximately $20,000/MW to the amount of the incremental generating capacity.  This level of A&G costs was applied to all new generation in Scenarios 1, 3, and 4 submitted with this Third Response. 
Lower A & G Costs Due to AmerenCILCO
12.
As summarized above, prior analyses submitted in the Noranda case and earlier this month in this case did not take into account the slightly lower A & G costs to AmerenUE due to Ameren Corporation’s 2003 acquisition of AmerenCILCO.  Again, in an effort to provide the Commission with updated information, AmerenUE has taken into consideration this impact.  This is also consistent with the Staff’s proposed adjustment in the Company’s last rate proceeding (the gas rate case) noted above.
Other Assumptions in the Analyses

13.
The Scenario 1, 3 and 4 analyses submitted with this filing, apart from the four additional factors discussed above (MISO Day 2; Additional A & G Costs for capacity additions; Lower A & G Costs due to AmerenCILCO, and a change in the fixed charge rate calculation due to an update to the cost of long-term debt and equity), are based upon the same inputs, assumptions, and methods previously submitted with the Company’s January 6, 2005 filing.  The Scenario 2 analysis to be submitted on January 31, 2005 will be performed using all of the same inputs, assumptions and methods used in connection with this filing as well.

The Prior, Test year-based Least Cost Analysis

14.
When the evidentiary hearings were held in this case in March and April, 2004, the Company presented a test year-based least cost analysis which is in some respects backward looking in nature because it is based on test year values and does not try to predict changes over the future 20-25 year study period.  In its October 6, 2004 Report and Order in this case,
 this Commission made the following statement regarding that analysis:  

the Commission generally agrees with UE that Voytas’ projection of his test year analysis over 25 years was reasonable given the necessarily highly speculative nature of predictions of how test year values might change over that period.  As UE explained, this position does not ignore the change of values over time but rather assumes that pressures in either direction will cancel out.

The various analyses recently completed by the Company confirm that the Commission was correct in finding that a test year approach that did not try to predict every possible variable over the next 20-25 years was reasonable in the Metro East case because Metro East was different than a typical generation resource addition or load building situation because Metro East involves shedding load, which in turn frees-up generation.
The updated factors used in connection with the forward looking revenue requirements analyses included with this Third Response (which do project costs forward over 20 years) would, if they had been included in the test year analysis, demonstrate even more benefits of transferring the Metro East service territory relative to the alternative, adding CTGs.  The point is that given the somewhat unique nature of what is happening with the Metro East transfer, the test year approach made sense.  The analyses submitted now are more traditional analyses of the type called for by the Commission’s resource planning rules, are what we were asked to provide by the Commission’s December 30 Order Directing Filing, and are the type of analyses done in the Noranda case.  At this time, we have some more updated information so we took that into account in running those analyses.  But there remains much we don’t know and cannot know.  What will electricity prices be over the next 20 years? (if electricity prices increase, the freed-up Metro East capacity will become even more valuable).  What will gas prices be? (if gas prices increase, the freed-up Metro East capacity will be even better relative to the option of adding gas peaking plants).  What environmental regulations will or will not exist? (it could be that more regulation of coal plants make the freed-up generation more costly, but that may also cause an overall increase of electricity prices and thus the coal plants may be a net benefit, not to mention the fact that if there are increased environmental regulations building new coal plants may be more and more difficult if not impossible at some point – if that occurs, this Commission’s expressed desire for hard assets becomes even more underscored).  How will retail choice, to be fully implemented in Illinois in after 2006, affect the MISO Day 2 Markets?  How will the MISO Day 2 Markets otherwise work in actual practice?  These and a myriad of other questions await the Company and the Commission.
The bottom line is that using an appropriate test year approach, from a purely financial/cost standpoint, transferring Metro East is beneficial to AmerenUE Missouri native load customers, which method fails to take into account the intangible benefits of AmerenUE’s ownership of hard generating assets and of freeing this Commission and the Company from the inherent conflicts of having AmerenUE operate in a regulated environment in Missouri and in a de-regulated environment in Illinois.  These purely financial benefits also fail to take into account that long-term, AmerenUE’s resource plans have consistently shown the need to add a coal plant in the 2011 – 2013 time frames.  Consequently, does it not make sense for Missouri to have this coal-fired capacity in its portfolio, free from siting and environmental permitting concerns that certainly may exist if a new coal plant is to be later built?  

And further, looked at another way, that is, using a twenty-year forecast of revenue requirements analysis approach as presented in the Scenario 1 analysis filed herewith, Metro East remains positive.  As the Commission has also recognized, whether this transfer should be approved is not purely a “least cost” question.  Rather, it is a question of whether safe, adequate, and reliable service can be better provided at just and reasonable rates (whether or not the absolute “lowest cost” rates).  That is what “not detrimental to the public means.”  It does not mean, as Staff and certainly Public Counsel seem to argue, “the absolute lowest cost under any circumstances, other benefits or considerations be damned.”   

Conclusion
15.
The Order also required that the Company provide “the complete analysis underlying each of these studies to Staff and the Office of the Public Counsel.”  All of the workpapers (i.e. the “complete analysis”) underlying the Scenario 1 analysis and the updated Scenario 3 and 4 analyses provided with this Third Response are being provided to Staff and Public Counsel concurrently with their service copies of this Third Response.  
16.
The earlier test year approach, appropriately premised on the reality that the future holds many uncertainties as agreed by this Commission, shows financial benefits for ratepayers from transferring the Metro East service territory, plus there are other non-quantifiable benefits.  The later analyses submitted at this time confirm the same result.  Serving Noranda depends on transferring Metro East (and Pinckneyville and Kinmundy) and these analyses show serving Noranda is clearly beneficial versus not doing so.  
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	Work Papers for Metro East-Noranda Analysis

	Scenario 1 - No Metro East Transfer, No Kin/Pinck Transfer, No Noranda Case - Acquire CTG Capacity to Serve Metro East and Replace Kin/Pinck, Build PC & CTGs

	 
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Native Market Sold (GWh)
	37897
	38795
	39324
	39753
	39473
	39870
	40401
	41050
	41416
	41849
	42276
	42813
	43279
	43679
	44218
	44684
	45154
	45630
	46110
	46595

	to MO retail
	33443
	34299
	34792
	35184
	35532
	35906
	36415
	37041
	37382
	37794
	38149
	38640
	39059
	39413
	39906
	40325
	40750
	41179
	41613
	42052

	to IL retail
	3836
	3865
	3891
	3917
	3941
	3964
	3985
	4009
	4034
	4055
	4127
	4173
	4219
	4266
	4312
	4358
	4405
	4451
	4497
	4544

	to MO wholesale
	618
	631
	642
	653
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Off-System Sold (GWh)
	8744
	7898
	7394
	7723
	8590
	7906
	9399
	10896
	10007
	9757
	10391
	9787
	9389
	9691
	9084
	8807
	9352
	9352
	9352
	9352

	Off-System Bought (GWh)
	90
	140
	148
	219
	87
	94
	62
	12
	13
	10
	7
	17
	20
	31
	25
	116
	42
	42
	42
	42

	Off-System Purchase Cost ($)mm
	$5.1
	$7.9
	$7.9
	$10.1
	$4.4
	$4.9
	$2.6
	$0.7
	$0.8
	$0.6
	$0.4
	$1.1
	$1.2
	$2.0
	$1.7
	$7.1
	$3.6
	$3.6
	$3.6
	$3.6

	Off-System Production Cost ($mm)
	$105
	$101
	$101
	$107
	$122
	$121
	$153
	$179
	$175
	$179
	$194
	$198
	$197
	$201
	$210
	$202
	$202
	$202
	$202
	$202

	Ave Generating Cost ($/MWh)
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!

	Average Market Revenue ($/MWh)
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!
	#REF!

	Total Production Cost ($mm)
	$755
	$779
	$807
	$836
	$862
	$886
	$943
	$997
	$1,022
	$1,053
	$1,087
	$1,127
	$1,157
	$1,185
	$1,234
	$1,261
	$1,274
	$1,287
	$1,301
	$1,314

	Native Production Cost ($mm)
	$650
	$678
	$705
	$729
	$740
	$765
	$790
	$818
	$847
	$873
	$894
	$929
	$960
	$984
	$1,024
	$1,059
	$1,072
	$1,086
	$1,099
	$1,113

	for MO retail
	$579
	$604
	$628
	$650
	$672
	$695
	$717
	$743
	$769
	$793
	$812
	$844
	$872
	$894
	$931
	$962
	$974
	$986
	$999
	$1,011

	for MO wholesale
	$12
	$13
	$14
	$14
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	for IL retail
	$58
	$61
	$63
	$65
	$68
	$70
	$72
	$75
	$77
	$80
	$82
	$85
	$88
	$90
	$94
	$97
	$98
	$99
	$101
	$102

	Off-System Revenue ($mm)
	$267
	$235
	$217
	$235
	$267
	$255
	$355
	$434
	$415
	$430
	$477
	$471
	$469
	$485
	$491
	$494
	$482
	$482
	$482
	$482

	Native Margin ($mm)
	$153
	$125
	$103
	$116
	$132
	$127
	$194
	$246
	$233
	$244
	$278
	$268
	$267
	$279
	$276
	$287
	$276
	$276
	$276
	$276

	to MO retail
	$136
	$111
	$92
	$104
	$120
	$115
	$176
	$223
	$211
	$222
	$252
	$243
	$242
	$253
	$251
	$261
	$250
	$250
	$250
	$250

	to MO wholesale
	$3
	$2
	$2
	$2
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	for IL retail
	$14
	$11
	$9
	$10
	$12
	$12
	$18
	$22
	$21
	$22
	$25
	$25
	$24
	$26
	$25
	$26
	$25
	$25
	$25
	$25

	SO2 Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$52.6
	$49.6
	$48.2
	$48.1
	$44.3
	$28.8
	$26.6
	$24.4
	$23.2
	$21.8
	$15.6
	$15.9
	$15.9
	$15.8
	$16.0
	$16.1
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16

	Native SO2 Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$42.7
	$41.2
	$35.0
	$36.3
	$32.1
	$21.3
	$18.6
	$16.1
	$15.8
	$14.9
	$10.3
	$10.8
	$11.0
	$10.8
	$11.3
	$11.5
	$11.2
	$11.2
	$11.3
	$11.3

	for MO retail
	$38.0
	$36.7
	$31.2
	$32.3
	$29.1
	$19.3
	$16.9
	$14.6
	$14.3
	$13.6
	$9.3
	$9.8
	$10.0
	$9.8
	$10.2
	$10.4
	$10.2
	$10.2
	$10.2
	$10.3

	for MO wholesale
	$0.8
	$0.8
	$0.7
	$0.7
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0

	for IL retail
	$3.8
	$3.7
	$3.1
	$3.3
	$2.9
	$1.9
	$1.7
	$1.5
	$1.4
	$1.4
	$0.9
	$1.0
	$1.0
	$1.0
	$1.0
	$1.1
	$1.0
	$1.0
	$1.0
	$1.0

	NOx Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$35.4
	$24.4
	$24.3
	$16.7
	$15.8
	$15.3
	$15.1
	$14.5
	$11.3
	$11.7
	$11.5
	$11.6
	$11.9
	$11.7
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$12

	for MO retail
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$31.5
	$21.7
	$22.0
	$15.2
	$14.4
	$13.9
	$13.7
	$13.2
	$10.3
	$10.6
	$10.4
	$10.5
	$10.8
	$10.7
	$10.6
	$10.6
	$10.6
	$10.6

	for MO wholesale
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.7
	$0.5
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0

	for IL retail
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$3.2
	$2.2
	$2.2
	$1.5
	$1.4
	$1.4
	$1.4
	$1.3
	$1.0
	$1.1
	$1.0
	$1.1
	$1.1
	$1.1
	$1.1
	$1.1
	$1.1
	$1.1

	Off-System Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$10
	$8
	$13
	$12
	$12
	$8
	$8
	$8
	$7
	$7
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5

	Energy Cost, $/MWH
	$14.55
	$15.66
	$17.46
	$17.36
	$17.10
	$17.25
	$15.80
	$14.81
	$15.69
	$15.85
	$15.19
	$16.11
	$16.67
	$16.83
	$17.60
	$18.08
	$18.36
	$18.46
	$18.57
	$18.67

	Embedded Cost, $/MWH
	$48.55
	$47.33
	$46.66
	$46.14
	$46.60
	$46.12
	$45.47
	$44.71
	$44.30
	$43.82
	$43.41
	$42.86
	$42.40
	$42.02
	$41.50
	$41.07
	$40.64
	$40.21
	$39.79
	$39.38

	New Capacity Charge, $/MWH
	$1.56
	$1.52
	$1.50
	$1.48
	$1.50
	$1.48
	$6.89
	$6.78
	$6.72
	$6.64
	$6.58
	$7.11
	$7.03
	$6.97
	$7.47
	$7.39
	$7.60
	$7.74
	$7.87
	$7.79

	Total Cost, $/MWH
	$64.65
	$64.51
	$65.62
	$64.98
	$65.20
	$64.85
	$68.17
	$66.30
	$66.71
	$66.31
	$65.18
	$66.07
	$66.10
	$65.81
	$66.56
	$66.54
	$66.60
	$66.41
	$66.23
	$65.83

	Diff:  Metro East less No Metro East
	-$0.22
	-$0.15
	-$0.10
	$0.05
	$0.01
	-$0.12
	$0.29
	$0.29
	-$0.01
	$0.07
	-$0.16
	-$0.27
	-$0.31
	-$0.37
	-$0.58
	-$0.54
	-$0.28
	-$0.24
	-$0.20
	-$0.17

	Percent Difference
	-0.3%
	-0.2%
	-0.2%
	0.1%
	0.0%
	-0.2%
	0.4%
	0.4%
	0.0%
	0.1%
	-0.3%
	-0.4%
	-0.5%
	-0.6%
	-0.9%
	-0.8%
	-0.4%
	-0.4%
	-0.3%
	-0.3%

	NPV of Total Cost, $/MWH
	2005-24
	
	NPV of Total Cost, $/MWH  
	2005-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 - Metro East Transfer
	$65.62
	
	Scenario 4 - Metro East & Noranda 
	$63.39
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scenario 1 - No Metro East Trans.
	$65.73
	
	Scenario 1 - No Metro East Trans.
	$65.73
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 less Scenario 1
	-$0.11
	
	Scenario 4 less Scenario 1 
	-$2.34
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Work Papers for Metro East-Noranda Analysis

	Scenario 3 - Metro East Transfer, Kin/Pinck Transfer, No Noranda - Build PC & CTGs

	 
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Native Market Sold (GWh)
	34067
	34947
	35444
	35844
	35551
	35916
	36415
	37053
	37413
	37794
	38167
	38652
	39060
	39424
	39921
	40325
	40735
	41148
	41565
	41987

	to MO retail
	33449
	34316
	34803
	35191
	35551
	35916
	36415
	37053
	37413
	37794
	38167
	38652
	39060
	39424
	39921
	40325
	40735
	41148
	41565
	41987

	to MO wholesale
	618
	631
	642
	653
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Off-System Sold (GWh)
	10507
	9741
	9453
	9461
	10425
	9799
	10933
	12168
	11569
	11099
	11753
	11349
	10927
	11230
	10808
	10411
	10945
	10945
	10945
	10945

	Off-System Bought (GWh)
	15
	26
	21
	33
	17
	20
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	3
	8
	8
	13
	7
	7
	7
	7

	Off-System Purchase Cost ($)mm
	$0.9
	$1.7
	$1.2
	$1.7
	$0.9
	$1.1
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.1
	$0.2
	$0.2
	$0.5
	$0.6
	$0.9
	$0.7
	$0.7
	$0.7
	$0.7

	Off-System Production Cost ($mm)
	$120
	$119
	$121
	$123
	$139
	$137
	$160
	$181
	$181
	$181
	$194
	$204
	$203
	$208
	$220
	$214
	$210
	$210
	$210
	$210

	Ave Generating Cost ($/MWh)
	$11
	$11
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$13
	$13
	$13
	$14
	$14
	$14
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$16
	$16
	$17
	$17
	$17
	$18

	Average Market Revenue ($/MWh)
	$32
	$31
	$31
	$31
	$32
	$34
	$38
	$40
	$42
	$44
	$46
	$48
	$50
	$50
	$54
	$56
	$58
	$59
	$61
	$63

	Total Production Cost ($mm)
	$721
	$743
	$772
	$795
	$820
	$841
	$890
	$937
	$963
	$986
	$1,018
	$1,059
	$1,084
	$1,112
	$1,159
	$1,183
	$1,195
	$1,208
	$1,220
	$1,232

	Native Production Cost ($mm)
	$601
	$625
	$651
	$673
	$681
	$703
	$730
	$756
	$782
	$805
	$823
	$855
	$882
	$904
	$939
	$970
	$986
	$998
	$1,010
	$1,022

	for MO retail
	$588
	$612
	$637
	$658
	$681
	$703
	$730
	$756
	$782
	$805
	$823
	$855
	$882
	$904
	$939
	$970
	$986
	$998
	$1,010
	$1,022

	for MO wholesale
	$13
	$13
	$14
	$14
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Off-System Revenue ($mm)
	$339
	$305
	$293
	$297
	$336
	$329
	$418
	$488
	$485
	$492
	$543
	$547
	$546
	$565
	$583
	$580
	$564
	$564
	$564
	$564

	Native Margin ($mm)
	$207
	$176
	$154
	$160
	$182
	$182
	$249
	$297
	$295
	$303
	$342
	$338
	$338
	$351
	$357
	$361
	$349
	$349
	$349
	$349

	to MO retail
	$203
	$173
	$151
	$157
	$182
	$182
	$249
	$297
	$295
	$303
	$342
	$338
	$338
	$351
	$357
	$361
	$349
	$349
	$349
	$349

	to MO wholesale
	$4
	$4
	$3
	$3
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	SO2 Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$50.1
	$47.4
	$46.4
	$46.0
	$42
	$28
	$25
	$23
	$22
	$21
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15
	$15

	Native SO2 Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$38.3
	$37.1
	$29.5
	$31.6
	$27.6
	$18.4
	$16.1
	$14.0
	$13.8
	$13.0
	$8.9
	$9.4
	$9.6
	$9.3
	$9.8
	$10.0
	$9.8
	$9.8
	$9.8
	$9.9

	for MO retail
	$37.5
	$36.3
	$28.9
	$31.0
	$28
	$18
	$16
	$14
	$14
	$13
	$9
	$9
	$10
	$9
	$10
	$10
	$10
	$10
	$10
	$10

	for MO wholesale
	$0.8
	$0.8
	$0.6
	$0.7
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	NOx Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$0.01
	$0.03
	$33.6
	$22.8
	$23
	$16
	$14
	$14
	$14
	$13
	$10
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11

	for MO retail
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$32.9
	$22.4
	$23
	$16
	$14
	$14
	$14
	$13
	$10
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11
	$11

	for MO wholesale
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.7
	$0.5
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Off-System Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$12
	$10
	$17
	$14
	$15
	$9
	$9
	$9
	$9
	$8
	$6
	$6
	$6
	$6
	$6
	$5
	$6
	$5
	$5
	$5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Energy Cost, $/MWH
	$12.67
	$13.90
	$15.76
	$15.82
	$15.46
	$15.49
	$14.07
	$13.13
	$13.75
	$13.97
	$13.12
	$13.90
	$14.43
	$14.55
	$15.10
	$15.63
	$16.15
	$16.28
	$16.41
	$16.54

	Embedded Cost, $/MWH
	$51.77
	$50.46
	$49.76
	$49.21
	$49.75
	$49.25
	$48.57
	$47.74
	$47.28
	$46.80
	$46.34
	$45.76
	$45.28
	$44.87
	$44.31
	$43.86
	$43.42
	$42.99
	$42.55
	$42.13

	New Capacity Charge, $/MWH
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$0.00
	$5.82
	$5.72
	$5.67
	$5.61
	$5.55
	$6.14
	$6.07
	$6.02
	$6.57
	$6.51
	$6.75
	$6.91
	$7.07
	$7.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Cost, $/MWH
	$64.44
	$64.36
	$65.52
	$65.03
	$65.21
	$64.73
	$68.46
	$66.59
	$66.70
	$66.38
	$65.02
	$65.80
	$65.79
	$65.44
	$65.98
	$66.00
	$66.32
	$66.17
	$66.03
	$65.66

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Work Papers for Metro East-Noranda Analysis

	Scenario 4 - Metro East Transfer, Kin/Pinck Transfer, Noranda Case - Acquire CTG Capacity Build PC & CTGs

	 
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018
	2019
	2020
	2021
	2022
	2023
	2024

	Native Market Sold (GWh)
	36772
	38934
	39509
	39914
	39608
	39983
	40415
	41004
	41379
	41864
	42218
	42639
	43130
	43483
	43906
	44396
	44891
	45392
	45898
	46410

	to MO retail
	36154
	38303
	38868
	39261
	39608
	39983
	40415
	41004
	41379
	41864
	42218
	42639
	43130
	43483
	43906
	44396
	44891
	45392
	45898
	46410

	to MO wholesale
	618
	631
	642
	653
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Off-System Sold (GWh)
	8643
	7889
	7270
	7654
	8511
	7836
	9509
	11105
	10122
	9785
	10444
	9986
	9485
	9811
	9343
	8980
	9521
	9521
	9521
	9521

	Off-System Bought (GWh)
	183
	122
	137
	211
	76
	83
	56
	9
	10
	7
	4
	12
	13
	21
	16
	86
	30
	30
	30
	30

	Off-System Purchase Cost ($)mm
	$11.4
	$7.0
	$7.3
	$9.6
	$3.8
	$4.2
	$2.3
	$0.5
	$0.6
	$0.4
	$0.3
	$0.7
	$0.8
	$1.4
	$1.0
	$5.2
	$2.5
	$2.5
	$2.5
	$2.5

	Off-System Production Cost ($mm)
	$102
	$100
	$100
	$106
	$122
	$121
	$154
	$181
	$177
	$180
	$195
	$201
	$199
	$203
	$215
	$206
	$205
	$205
	$205
	$205

	Ave Generating Cost ($/MWh)
	$11
	$11
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$13
	$13
	$13
	$14
	$14
	$15
	$15
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$17
	$17
	$17
	$18
	$18

	Average Market Revenue ($/MWh)
	$32
	$29
	$30
	$31
	$31
	$32
	$38
	$40
	$42
	$44
	$46
	$49
	$50
	$50
	$55
	$57
	$59
	$61
	$63
	$65

	Total Production Cost ($mm)
	$733
	$773
	$805
	$836
	$862
	$885
	$942
	$995
	$1,020
	$1,051
	$1,085
	$1,123
	$1,154
	$1,181
	$1,229
	$1,256
	$1,270
	$1,284
	$1,299
	$1,313

	Native Production Cost ($mm)
	$631
	$673
	$705
	$730
	$740
	$765
	$788
	$814
	$843
	$871
	$890
	$922
	$954
	$978
	$1,014
	$1,050
	$1,065
	$1,079
	$1,094
	$1,108

	for MO retail
	$619
	$660
	$692
	$716
	$740
	$765
	$788
	$814
	$843
	$871
	$890
	$922
	$954
	$978
	$1,014
	$1,050
	$1,065
	$1,079
	$1,094
	$1,108

	for MO wholesale
	$12
	$13
	$13
	$14
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	Off-System Revenue ($mm)
	$277
	$233
	$215
	$234
	$266
	$254
	$360
	$444
	$423
	$434
	$483
	$485
	$478
	$495
	$511
	$509
	$496
	$496
	$496
	$496

	Native Margin ($mm)
	$165
	$124
	$102
	$116
	$132
	$126
	$199
	$254
	$239
	$247
	$283
	$279
	$274
	$287
	$292
	$298
	$286
	$286
	$286
	$286

	to MO retail
	$162
	$122
	$100
	$114
	$132
	$126
	$199
	$254
	$239
	$247
	$283
	$279
	$274
	$287
	$292
	$298
	$286
	$286
	$286
	$286

	to MO wholesale
	$3
	$2
	$2
	$2
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0
	$0

	SO2 Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$51.5
	$49.8
	$48.4
	$48.3
	$44
	$29
	$27
	$24
	$23
	$22
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16
	$16

	Native SO2 Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$41.7
	$41.4
	$35.3
	$36.6
	$32.3
	$21.4
	$18.6
	$16.0
	$15.7
	$14.9
	$10.3
	$10.7
	$11.0
	$10.7
	$11.1
	$11.4
	$11.1
	$11.1
	$11.2
	$11.2

	for MO retail
	$40.9
	$40.6
	$34.7
	$35.9
	$32.3
	$21.4
	$18.6
	$16.0
	$15.7
	$14.9
	$10.3
	$10.7
	$11.0
	$10.7
	$11.1
	$11.4
	$11.1
	$11.1
	$11.2
	$11.2

	for MO wholesale
	$0.8
	$0.8
	$0.7
	$0.7
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0

	NOx Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$35.5
	$24.5
	$24
	$17
	$16
	$15
	$15
	$14
	$11
	$12
	$11
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$12
	$12

	for MO retail
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$34.8
	$24.0
	$24.3
	$16.8
	$15.8
	$15.3
	$15.1
	$14.5
	$11.3
	$11.6
	$11.5
	$11.5
	$11.9
	$11.7
	$11.6
	$11.6
	$11.6
	$11.6

	for MO wholesale
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.7
	$0.5
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0
	$0.0

	Off-System Emissions Cost ($mm)
	$10
	$8
	$13
	$12
	$12
	$7
	$8
	$8
	$8
	$7
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5
	$5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Energy Cost, $/MWH
	$14.09
	$15.30
	$17.22
	$17.12
	$16.89
	$17.03
	$15.49
	$14.44
	$15.36
	$15.61
	$14.91
	$15.64
	$16.32
	$16.43
	$16.99
	$17.57
	$17.92
	$18.03
	$18.15
	$18.26

	Embedded Cost, $/MWH
	$47.96
	$45.27
	$44.61
	$44.16
	$44.66
	$44.24
	$43.77
	$43.14
	$42.75
	$42.25
	$41.90
	$41.48
	$41.01
	$40.68
	$40.29
	$39.84
	$39.40
	$38.97
	$38.54
	$38.11

	New Capacity Charge, $/MWH
	$0.00
	$0.84
	$1.32
	$1.31
	$1.33
	$1.31
	$6.54
	$6.45
	$6.39
	$6.32
	$6.26
	$6.79
	$6.72
	$6.66
	$7.17
	$7.09
	$7.23
	$7.35
	$7.27
	$7.74

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Cost, $/MWH
	$62.05
	$61.41
	$63.16
	$62.59
	$62.87
	$62.59
	$65.80
	$64.03
	$64.50
	$64.18
	$63.07
	$63.92
	$64.05
	$63.77
	$64.45
	$64.50
	$64.55
	$64.36
	$63.96
	$64.11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diff:  Noranda less No Noranda
	-$2.39
	-$2.95
	-$2.36
	-$2.43
	-$2.34
	-$2.15
	-$2.66
	-$2.56
	-$2.20
	-$2.20
	-$1.95
	-$1.89
	-$1.74
	-$1.66
	-$1.53
	-$1.50
	-$1.77
	-$1.82
	-$2.07
	-$1.56

	Percent Difference
	-3.7%
	-4.6%
	-3.6%
	-3.7%
	-3.6%
	-3.3%
	-3.9%
	-3.8%
	-3.3%
	-3.3%
	-3.0%
	-2.9%
	-2.6%
	-2.5%
	-2.3%
	-2.3%
	-2.7%
	-2.7%
	-3.1%
	-2.4%

	NPV of Total Cost, $/MWH
	2005-24
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scenario 4 - Noranda
	$63.39
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scenario 3 - No Noranda
	$65.62
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scenario 4 less Scenario 3
	-$2.23
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


� The Order also directed the Company to provide discussion regarding any alternative plans that it has to meet its infrastructure commitments contained in the Stipulation and Agreement approved by the Commission in Docket No. EC-2002-1, a discussion that was provided in the Company’s January 6, 2005 filing in this case.


� The Company also questioned whether analyses relating to Scenarios 1 and 2 needed to be provided.  With respect to Scenario 1, the Company requested the Commission clarify whether indeed the Commission desired the production of a Scenario 1 analysis in light of the considerations discussed in the Company’s Initial Reply and, if so, requested that the Commission modify the Order to provide for a due date for the Scenario 1 analysis of January 24, 2005.  With respect to Scenario 2, the Company indicated that it believed such an analysis would be hypothetical in application only in light of the Company’s capacity needs and Noranda Aluminum, Inc.’s (“Noranda”) need for service no later than June 1, 2005.  The Company therefore requested that the Commission modify the Order to remove any requirement for a Scenario 2 analysis or, if the analysis will be required, that the Commission modify the Order to provide a due date for the Scenario 2 analysis of January 31, 2005.  The Commission has taken no action with regard to the Company’s requests to be relieved of filing the Scenario 1 and 2 analyses and, as it indicated it would do, the Company is filing the Scenario 1 analysis.  Unless otherwise ordered by the Commission, the Company also intends to file the Scenario 2 analysis on January 31, 2005.


� This is a comparison of Scenario 1 versus Scenario 3, as those Scenarios were defined in the Company’s January 3 filing in response to the Commission’s Order.


� Mr. Voytas’ testimony in the Noranda docket showed this number, without taking into account these four updated factors, at $2.78/MWh.


� As the evidence in this case shows and as discussed below, whether a transfer should be approved is not purely a financial or “least cost” inquiry.


� For clarity, these off-system power sales are different than energy transfers from AmerenUE to Ameren Energy Generating Company under the Joint Dispatch Agreement (“JDA”) which were referred to at the January 19, 2005 On-the-Record Session as “inter-company” transfers.  Off-system power sales are sales to third parties such as other utilities or power marketers.


� It was filed on December 20, 2004.


� This calculation is shown in Workpaper # 21, submitted to Staff and Public Counsel concurrently with this filing.


� Vacated when rehearing was granted on December 30, 2004.


� And though Dr. Proctor testified he “did not remember it that way” when asked to respond to Mr. Voytas’ contention that Staff had agreed that such a test year approach was appropriate, Dr. Proctor never directly disputed that indeed Staff had agreed a test year approach was a reasonable approach. Tr. at p. 1806, L. 4-9; Ex. 10 at p. 10, L. 13 to p. 12, L. 16; Tr. at p. 1590, L. 21 to p. 1591, L. 19; p. 1687, L. 1 to p. 1688, L. 3.
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