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Q: Are you the same Adam McKinnie who filed Rebuttal Testimony in this 12 

docket? 13 

A: Yes, I am. 14 

Q: What is the purpose of your Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony? 15 

A: The purpose of my Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony is to supplement my 16 

Rebuttal Testimony, filed on September 14, 2011, by providing additional and updated 17 

information as I generally indicated I would in several places in my Rebuttal Testimony. 18 

Q: Please explain the additional and updated information you have obtained to 19 

supplement your Rebuttal Testimony.  20 

A: First, I would like to supplement my response to Commission question 4, on 21 

page 28, starting at line 23, where I stated: 22 

The Commission itself has advocated regarding the costs of integrating 23 
Entergy in MISO in FERC Docket No. ER11-3728, the cost allocation waiver 24 
MISO has filed regarding the integration of MISO. This case is still pending at 25 
FERC. 26 

On September 27, 2011, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) denied 27 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator (MISO's) request for waiver of its Open 28 

Access Transmission, Energy, and Operating Reserve Markets Tariff provisions regarding the 29 

planning and cost allocation of network upgrades in order to transition and integrate Entergy 30 

Corp into MISO as a new transmission-owning member. FERC found that waiver of this tariff 31 
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was, "an inappropriate vehicle for implementing the transition period that MISO seeks for 1 

Entergy" in part because it would, "alter the existing cost allocation methodology for the 2 

existing MISO footprint and apply a new cost allocation methodology to Entergy during the 3 

proposed transition period." Re Midwest Independent System Operator, Inc., Docket No. 4 

ER11-3728-000, Order Denying Request For Tariff Waiver, 136 FERC ¶61,212, para. 27-28 5 

(2011).  The FERC said that such a proposal would, "significantly affect the rates and charges 6 

for jurisdictional service," which should be submitted through a tariff filing, not a tariff 7 

waiver request.  Id. at para. 28.   8 

Per a press release issued by MISO on September 27, 2011, it appears MISO plans to 9 

continue its pursuit of a waiver of the Entergy related cost allocation through a tariff filing.  10 

Staff has received a copy of MISO’s intended tariff filing described above, and is 11 

working via the MISO stakeholder process to provide input regarding the tariff filing.  The 12 

tariff language provided by MISO as an attachment to the online meeting notice for the 13 

October 24, 2011 “Entergy Transition Tariff Review” MISO meeting is attached as Schedule 14 

ACM-15. 15 

As of October 31, 2011, MISO has not yet submitted the tariff filing to FERC. 16 

Q: What other Commission questions did you indicate you needed additional 17 

information regarding? 18 

A; In my Rebuttal Testimony, at pages 30, 32, 33, 36, and 37, I indicated I would 19 

supplement my answers to questions 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, and 16 upon receipt of additional 20 

information.   21 

Q: Do you have anything further to report at this time? 22 
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A: Yes.  Respecting Commission question 9, I indicated Staff sent MISO a data 1 

request asking for four (4) elements to help Staff make its own calculation of the “Michigan 2 

Thumb Loop Expansion.”  This information has been received, along with MISO’s detailed 3 

calculation of its estimation of the financial impact to the Ameren Missouri service territory 4 

from the Michigan Thumb Loop transmission project.  MISO’s estimated calculation is 5 

attached as Schedule ACM-16.  MISO’s written response to Commission question 9, along 6 

with its written answers to Commission questions 10 and 11, is provided as Schedule ACM-7 

17.  The discussion of the four elements Staff requested regarding Commission question 9 is 8 

included in the MISO response to Staff Data Request No. 62, attached as Schedule ACM-18.  9 

That response includes the following: 10 

Assuming that Ameren Missouri’s share of the Michigan Thumb Loop project 11 
remains constant at approximately 7%, the present value of the estimate annual 12 
charges over the next 40 years would be $87 million using an 8.2% discount 13 
rate. 14 

Staff has reviewed MISO’s calculation for the impact to Missouri ratepayers for the 15 

Michigan Thumb Loop project, and is generally satisfied with the calculation. 16 

Concerning Commission question 10, regarding MISO’s determination of an estimate 17 

of .25 cents per kWh for the cost impact estimate of the Michigan Thumb Loop project, 18 

MISO has provided a response to Commission question 10 as follows: 19 

RESPONSE: Please note that the rate given in MISO’s answer was missing a 20 
zero and that the correct rate is 0.025 cents/kWh. 21 

The 0.025 cents/kWh rate was calculated by taking the estimated annual 22 
revenue requirement in 2015 for the Michigan Thumb Loop Expansion of 23 
$138,619,918, dividing it by the estimated annual withdrawals of 24 
547,311,646,000 kWh, and multiplying by 100.    25 

Regarding Commission question 11, addressing the load ratio share reported by MISO 26 

for Ameren Missouri in MISO’s response to a previous Commission question respecting the 27 
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amount of the Multi Value Project (MVP) costs for which Ameren Missouri will be 1 

responsible, the 7% estimate appears not to contemplate First Energy being a member of 2 

MISO.  See MISO response to Commission question 10, included in Schedule ACM-17. 3 

Staff worked to reconcile the 7% number provided in the response to question 12(b) 4 

for an estimate of the Ameren Missouri load ratio share with the 9.83160832303737% load 5 

ratio share for the Missouri local resource zone (almost all of which is Ameren Missouri) 6 

provided in the MISO MVP Business Case spreadsheet.  As indicated in an e-mail from 7 

MISO employee Laura Rauch, attached as Schedule ACM-19, part of the difference is 8 

because the approximately 7% number includes First Energy in the system.  For the Michigan 9 

Thumb Loop project, MISO assumed that First Energy was still a member of MISO.  For all 10 

other MVP projects, MISO assumed that First Energy was no longer a member of MISO.  11 

Additionally, for the MISO MVP Business Case, the energy levels, which are the determinant 12 

of any portion of MVP percentage MISO is responsible for, were determined by an economic 13 

modeling program named PROMOD, modeling energy flows, whereas the approximately 7% 14 

number was derived from actual 2010 energy levels.  This accounts for additional 15 

discrepancies between the 7% number and the 9.83160832303737% load ratio share given in 16 

the MVP Business Case.  The “assumptions” sheet from the MISO MVP Business Case Excel 17 

file is provided as Schedule ACM-20.  Note that in the MVP Business Case, Local Resource 18 

Zone 5 is the Missouri portion of the MISO footprint, including non-Ameren Missouri 19 

utilities such as the Columbia (Missouri) Water and Light municipal utility. 20 

Concerning Commission question 12, I would like to supplement my Rebuttal 21 

Testimony regarding whether Ameren Missouri conducted a study similar to the Charles 22 

River Associates (CRA) study performed in Case No. EO-2008-0134, by providing Ameren 23 
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Missouri’s response to Staff Data Request No. 46.  That response is attached as Schedule 1 

ACM-21.  Essentially, the response indicates a full study similar to the CRA study performed 2 

in Case No.EO-2008-0134 was not performed in this instant case. 3 

Respecting Commission question 14, about MISO employee compensation being 4 

potentially related to Entergy becoming a member of MISO, Staff attaches the responses to 5 

Staff Data Request Nos. 54, 55, 59, and 60 as a result of its investigation.  These responses to 6 

Staff Data Requests are included as Schedule ACM-22 and indicate that Staff can find no 7 

evidence that there is any compensation related to Entergy becoming a member of MISO 8 

other than the 2011 Annual Incentive Goals for all MISO employees.   9 

On Commission question 15, regarding the amount of money spent on “consultants, 10 

contractors, outside legal counsel, media consultants, public relations firms, agents and 11 

anyone else hired for the purpose of gaining regulatory approval of Entergy joining MISO,”   12 

Staff received objections to Staff Data Request Nos. 57 and 58 on the grounds that the data 13 

requests “call[s] for information that is not relevant and not reasonably calculated to leads to 14 

the discovery of admissible evidence in this proceeding.”  The responses are attached as 15 

Schedule ACM-23.  Staff is proceeding to seek to obtain the requested information by filing a 16 

Motion To Compel with the Commission.   17 

The Midwest ISO answered Staff Data Request No. 56, providing the names of ten 18 

(10) firms that it identified as having been retained regarding Entergy’s proposal to join the 19 

Midwest ISO in response to the Staff’s request that the Midwest ISO identify any and all 20 

consultants, contractors, outside legal counsel, media consultants, public relations firms, 21 

agents and anyone else hired for the purpose of gaining regulatory approval of Entergy 22 

joining the MISO system.  Staff submitted a follow-up data request requesting the business 23 



Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony of 
Adam McKinnie 

6 
 

address of each of the ten (10) firms, the nature of the work that the firm provided to the 1 

Midwest ISO regarding gaining regulatory approval respecting Entergy joining the Midwest 2 

ISO system, and an explanation of the purpose for which the firm was hired regarding gaining 3 

regulatory approval respecting Entergy joining the Midwest ISO system.  Staff’s summary of 4 

the Midwest ISO responses follows:  5 

Public Strategies, Inc., Austin, TX 6 
Public relations company providing communications services and advice to the 7 
Midwest ISO. 8 

The Registry, Inc., Indianapolis, IN 9 
Human resources firm retained to assist with recruiting temporary employees 10 
and other personnel to integrate new transmission owners into Midwest ISO 11 
operations. 12 

That’s Good HR, Indianapolis, IN 13 
Human resources firm retained to assist with recruiting temporary employees 14 
and other personnel to integrate new transmission owners into Midwest ISO 15 
operations. 16 

Wilson Engstrom Corum & Coulter, Little Rock, AR 17 
Private law firm retained from January through April 2011 to provide legal 18 
advice and services.  Represented Midwest ISO interests in regulatory 19 
proceedings before the Arkansas Public Service Commission relating to 20 
Entergy Arkansas and its membership in a RTO.  21 

The Sullivan Group LLC, Birmingham, AL 22 
Government relations firm providing public affairs advice and services to the 23 
Midwest ISO.  Retained by the Midwest ISO to assist it in explaining the 24 
proposal that the Entergy Corp. operating utilities become Midwest ISO 25 
transmission owners.    26 

The First Group, Washington, D.C. 27 
Public relations firm.  A principal of that firm who is a member of the 28 
Arkansas bar was retained in May 2011 to provide legal advice and services 29 
and represent Midwest ISO interests in regulatory proceedings before the 30 
Arkansas Public Service Commission relating to Entergy Arkansas and its 31 
membership in a RTO.  32 
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Roberts Law Firm, Little Rock, AR 1 
Private law firm retained in May 2011 to provide legal advice and services and 2 
represent Midwest ISO interests in regulatory proceedings before the Arkansas 3 
Public Service Commission relating to Entergy Arkansas and its membership 4 
in a RTO. 5 

The Long Law Firm LLP, Baton Rouge, LA  6 
Private law firm retained to provide legal advice and services and represent 7 
Midwest ISO interests in regulatory proceedings before the Louisiana Public 8 
Service Commission and other Lousiana state and local governmental bodies 9 
relating to the Entergy utilities that operate in Louisiana and their membership 10 
in a RTO. 11 

Brunini, Grantham, Grower & Hewes PLLC, Jackson, MS 12 
Private law firm retained to provide legal advice and services and represent 13 
Midwest ISO interests in regulatory proceedings before the Mississippi Public 14 
Service Commission relating to the Entergy utilities that operate in Mississippi 15 
and their membership in a RTO. 16 

Jackson Walker LLP, Dallas, TX 17 
Private law firm retained to provide legal advice and services and represent 18 
Midwest ISO interests in regulatory proceedings before the Texas Public 19 
Utility Commission relating to the Entergy utilities that operate in Texas and 20 
their membership in a RTO. 21 

The full MISO response to Staff Data Request No. 56.1 is attached as Schedule ACM-22 

24. 23 

Staff requested in Staff Data Request No. 61 MISO’s Internal Revenue Service Form 24 

990 (Return Of Organization Exempt From Federal Income Tax), which requires the name, 25 

business address, description of services and compensation of the five (5) highest 26 

compensated independent contractors that received more than $100,000 of compensation from 27 

the reporting organization.   28 

None of the five (5) contractors on the Midwest ISO’s 2010 Form 990 matched any of 29 

the ten (10) firm names the Midwest ISO identified in its response to Staff Data Request No. 30 

56.  The Midwest ISO reported on its 2009 Form 990 that the total number of independent 31 
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contractors (including but not limited to those listed) who received more than $100,000 in 1 

compensation from the organization totaled 87.  (The signature dates on the Midwest ISO’s 2 

2010 Form 990 are October 20, 2011.)  The full MISO response to Staff Data Request No. 61 3 

is included as Schedule ACM-25. 4 

Respecting Commission question 16, regarding cost estimates for MVPs, Staff has 5 

learned that the updated total cost estimate of all MVPs of approximately $5 billion is 6 

accelerated into 2022 dollars.  7 

Additionally, Staff has learned from MISO technical staff that the $9 per residential 8 

customer per year estimate was based on a cost estimate of MVP projects that contained no 9 

operating and maintenance expense (O&M) in the annual charge rate.  Additionally, Staff has 10 

learned MISO requested and received better cost estimates from transmission owners who are 11 

expected to construct the MVPs. 12 

Thus, Staff can say that the $9 per customer per year estimate of impact of MVP costs 13 

is not based on current updated information.  MISO is currently using an estimate of $11 per 14 

residential customer per year. 15 

Q: Does this complete your Supplemental Rebuttal Testimony? 16 

A: Based on the additional information that Staff has received to date yes, it does. 17 



 

 

DRAFT ATTACHMENT FF-6  Transmission Expansion Planning and Cost Allocation for 

Second Planning Region’s Transition  Version: 1.0.0 Effective: __/__/201 _ 

 

ATTACHMENT FF-6 

TRANSMISSION EXPANSION PLANNING AND COST ALLOCATION 

FOR SECOND PLANNING REGION’S TRANSITION 

 

I. Transmission Expansion Plan 

This Attachment FF-6 describes the planning process to be used by the Transmission 

Provider to develop the Midwest ISO Transmission Expansion Plan (“MTEP”) and the 

applicable cost allocation of identified Network Upgrades during and after the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period.  Except as specifically identified in this Attachment FF-6, the 

allocation of the cost of MTEP projects shall in all other respects be governed by Attachment FF.   

II. Planning of MTEP Projects   

A. Applicability of MTEP Process 

During and after the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, Attachment FF’s MTEP 

process shall apply to MTEP projects terminating, whether exclusively or partly, in the Second 

Planning Region.   

B. MTEP Studies and Plans to Evaluate Comparability 

During the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, pursuant to the study processes 

identified in Attachment FF to the Tariff, the Transmission Provider shall review and compare the 
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current states of the transmission systems in the First Planning Region and the Second Planning 

Region with respect to their compliance with the Attachment FF Planning Criteria.  To evaluate 

comparability of transmission system conditions during the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period, the Transmission Provider will conduct planning studies for (1) Baseline Reliability 

Projects (“BRP”), (2) Market Efficiency Projects (“MEP”), and (3) Multi-Value Projects (“MVP”). 

1. Baseline Reliability Projects:  The Transmission Provider shall apply the BRP criteria 

to the planning of BRPs for the Second Planning Region pursuant to the process 

identified in Attachment FF to determine to what extent the Second Planning Region is 

not comparable in terms of the Transmission Provider’s BRP criteria.   At the end of 

the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, the Transmission Provider shall have 

identified BRPs for the Second Planning Region based on the same BRP process and 

criteria applicable to the First Planning Region, in order to achieve comparability 

between the First Planning Region and the Second Planning Region.  This 

identification of projects to achieve comparability shall include BRPs that have been 

approved and also BRPs that have been determined to be a solution to meet an 

identified need and that have a forecast in-service date that is no more than five (5) 

years after the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period. 

2. Market Efficiency Projects:  The Transmission Provider will determine to what extent 

the Second Planning Region is not comparable in terms of the Transmission Provider’s 

MEP criteria.  The Transmission Provider shall apply the MEP criteria to the planning 

of MEPs in the Second Planning Region pursuant to the process identified in 

Attachment FF.  At the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, the 

Transmission Provider shall have identified MEPs for the Second Planning Region 
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based on the same MEP process and criteria applicable to the First Planning Region, in 

order to achieve comparability between the First Planning Region and the Second 

Planning Region.  This identification of projects to achieve comparability shall include 

MEPs that have been approved and also MEPs that have been determined to be a 

solution to meet an identified need and that have a forecast in-service date that is no 

more than five (5) years after the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period. 

3. Multi-Value Projects:  The Transmission Provider will determine to what extent the 

Second Planning Region is not comparable in terms of the Transmission Provider’s 

MVP criteria.  The Transmission Provider shall assess the comparability of the MVPs 

in the First Planning Region and MVPs that have been planned for the Second Planning 

Region during the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, by conducting an 

analysis that evaluates the aggregate present value of forecasted MVP benefits, spread 

across the combined Planning Regions, and an evaluation to determine whether such 

MVP benefits are roughly commensurate with the present value of the allocation of 

forecasted costs calculated pursuant to the formulas set forth below.   

Where: 

a. MVP Portfolio1  = the portfolio of 17 MVPs approved for the First Planning 

Region during MTEP10 and MTEP11 plus any other MVPs planned for or 

exclusively benefiting the First Planning Region that are approved during the 

Second Planning Region’s Transition Period 

b. MVP Portfolio2  = MVPs that include the Second Planning Region in the planning 

process and are approved during the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period 

c. Combined MVP Portfolio = MVP Portfolio1 + MVP Portfolio2  = MVPP1+2   

d. LRZ = Local Resource Zone 

Schedule ACM 15 - 3



 

 4 

e. Annual Benefits for a LRZ are calculated as the difference between the system 

including the existing topology plus MVP Portfolio1 and the system including the 

existing topology plus the Combined MVP Portfolio 

f. The Present Value calculations will reflect the projected cash flow streams of 

costs and projected twenty years of benefits  

 

1. First Planning Region 

a. Where N = {LRZ1, LRZ2, …., LRZ7} 

 

AND 

 

2. Second Planning Region 

a. Where N = {LRZ8 or additional LRZs in the Second Planning Region that may be 

identified at a later date during the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period} 

 

 

III. Second Planning Region’s Transition Period 

A. Duration of Second Planning Region’s Transition Period 

Consistent with the length of the study and planning timelines required to comparably 

apply the Attachment FF requirements to the Second Planning Region, the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period shall be five (5) years.  The five year transition period shall commence 

on the date that the first transmission owning member of the Second Planning Region becomes a 

fully integrated transmission owning Member of the MISO.   

B. Annual Progress Reports 

The Transmission Provider shall file with the Commission an annual report on the progress 
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in applying the MTEP planning criteria and processes to achieve comparability between the First 

Planning Region and the Second Planning Region.  Within six (6) months before the end of the 

Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, the Transmission Provider shall report to the 

Commission whether at that time there is an MVP portfolio described in Section IV.B.3 hereof, or 

one is reasonably expected to be approved by the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period.   

C. End of Second Planning Region’s Transition Period 

If Transmission Provider has identified and Transmission Provider Board has approved an 

MVP portfolio described in Section IV.B.3 hereof at the end of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period, the transition period shall be followed by a phase-in period of eight years for the 

allocation of MVP costs as described in Sections IV.B.4 and IV.B.5 of this Attachment FF-6.  In 

the absence of such an MVP portfolio at that time, the allocation of the cost of MVP portfolios 

approved before the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period that are not demonstrated to 

provide benefits roughly commensurate to costs that would be assigned to the Second Planning 

Region pursuant to the formula found at Section II.B.3 of this Attachment FF-6, then those MVP 

portfolios shall continue to be allocated in accordance with Section IV.A.1 of this Attachment FF-

6.  In the event that an MVP portfolio described in Section IV.B.3 has not been identified and 

approved at the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period such that benefits are 

commensurate with costs for the First and Second Planning Regions, the Transmission Provider 

will submit a filing with the Commission under Section 205 of the Federal Power Act. 

IV. Cost Responsibility for MTEP Projects During and After the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period 

A. Cost Responsibility for MTEP Projects During the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period 
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1. Projects Approved Before the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period 

During the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, Load and/or Pricing Zone(s) in 

the Second Planning Region shall not be allocated any costs of any MTEP projects (i.e., BRPs, 

Generator Interconnection Projects (“GIP”), Transmission Delivery Service Projects (“TDSP”), 

MEPs, and MVPs) that were approved before the commencement of the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period. 

2. Projects Approved During the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period 

(a) Projects Terminating in Both Planning Regions 

During the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, non-MVP projects (i.e., BRPs, 

GIPs, TDSPs, and/or MEPs) approved in any MTEP Appendix A during the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period that terminate in both Planning Regions shall be allocated in 

accordance with Attachment FF.   

(b) Projects Terminating Exclusively in One Planning Region 

Projects approved in any MTEP Appendix A during the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period that terminate exclusively in one Planning Region shall be allocated only 

within such Planning Region during the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period in 

accordance with Attachment FF, as modified by the provisions of this Attachment FF-6.  For this 

purpose, any system-wide rate or cost allocation under the provisions of Attachment FF 

regarding the particular type of project shall be limited to the Planning Region where the project 

terminates exclusively. 

i. During the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, Load and/or Pricing 

Zone(s) in the Second Planning Region shall not be allocated any costs of any 

MTEP projects (i.e., BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs, MEPs, and/or MVPs) approved during 
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the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period and terminating exclusively in 

the First Planning Region.  Load and/or Pricing Zone(s) in the Second Planning 

Region shall be responsible for the applicable cost allocation of BRPs, GIPs, 

TDSPs, MEPS, and MVPs as set forth in Section III.A.1.c—III.A.1.g of 

Attachment FF, respectively, that are approved during the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period, to the extent such projects terminate exclusively in 

the Second Planning Region. 

ii. During the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period,  Load and/or Pricing 

Zone(s) in the First Planning Region shall not be allocated any costs of any MTEP 

projects (i.e., BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs, MEPs, and/or MVPs) approved or identified as 

a solution to meet an identified need and with a forecast in-service date that is no 

more than five (5) years after the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period and terminating exclusively in the Second Planning Region.  Load and/or 

Pricing Zone(s) in the First Planning Region shall be responsible for the 

applicable cost allocation of MTEP projects (i.e., BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs, MEPs, and 

MVPs) as set forth in Section III.A.1.c—III.A.1.g of Attachment FF, respectively, 

that are approved during the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, to the 

extent such projects terminate exclusively in the First Planning Region. 

B. MTEP Project Cost Allocation After Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period 

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Tariff, the costs of Network Upgrades 

identified, documented, and determined eligible for cost-sharing under Attachment FF, shall be 

allocated after the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period as follows: 

1. Projects Approved Before the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period 
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Load and/or Pricing Zone(s) in the Second Planning Region shall not be allocated 

any costs associated with BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs, and MEPs that were approved 

before the commencement of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period; 

provided, that, after the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, the 

allocation of MVPs shall be allocated to Load in the Second Planning Region in 

accordance with Section IV.C.3 of this Attachment FF-6 upon satisfaction of the 

conditions specified in Section IV.B.3 of this Attachment FF-6.  Correspondingly, 

Load and/or Pricing Zone(s) in the First Planning Region shall not be allocated 

any costs of any projects planned or approved in the Second Planning Region’s 

transmission plan prior to the commencement of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period.  Costs of any MTEP projects identified and documented during 

the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period shall be allocated pursuant to this 

Attachment FF-6. 

2. Projects Approved During the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period 

(a) After the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, Load and/or 

Pricing Zone(s) in the Second Planning Region shall not be allocated any 

costs of any BRPs. GIPs, TDSPs or MEPs approved during the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period and terminating exclusively in the 

First Planning Region.  Load and/or Pricing Zone(s) in the Second 

Planning Region shall be responsible for the applicable cost allocation of 

BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs, and MEPS as set forth in Section III.A.1.c—III.A.1.g 

of Attachment FF, respectively, that are approved during the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period, to the extent such projects terminate 
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exclusively in the Second Planning Region. 

(b) During the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period,  Load and/or 

Pricing Zone(s) in the First Planning Region shall not be allocated any 

costs of any BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs, or MEPs approved during the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period or identified during the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period as a solution to meet an identified 

need and with a forecast in-service date that is no more than five (5) years 

after the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period and 

terminating exclusively in the Second Planning Region.  Load and/or 

Pricing Zone(s) in the First Planning Region shall be responsible for the 

applicable cost allocation of MTEP projects BRPs, GIPs, TDSPs and 

MEPs as set forth in Section III.A.1.c—III.A.1.g of Attachment FF, 

respectively, that are approved during the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period, to the extent such projects terminate exclusively in the 

First Planning Region. 

3. First Planning Region MVPs Approved Before or During Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period 

The cost of MVPs terminating exclusively in the First Planning Region 

and approved before and during the Transition Period shall only be shared 

across the Planning Regions if, by the end of the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period, the Transmission Provider has identified and 

the Transmission Provider Board has approved an MVP portfolio that for 

each Planning Region meets the criteria set forth in Section II.B.3 of this 

Attachment FF-6, including the calculation of costs and benefits set forth 
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therein, for the set of all MVPs approved before and during the Transition 

Period. 

4. After the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, provided 

that an MVP portfolio has been identified and approved pursuant to Section 

IV.B.3 of this Attachment FF-6, Load in the First Planning Region shall be 

responsible, pursuant to Attachment FF, for its allocation of costs associated 

with MVPs terminating exclusively in the Second Planning Region and 

approved during the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period in the 

following gradually increasing percentages: 

(a) First Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Twelve and one-half percent (12.5%) of the MVP 

Usage Rate (“MUR”)
1
, for the first year following the end of the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual 

Energy Withdrawals. Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(b) Second Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Twenty-Five percent (25%) of the MUR for the 

second year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, Export 

Schedules, and Through Schedules.   

(c) Third Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Thirty-seven and one-half percent (37.5%) of the 

                                                 

11
 See Schedule 26-A. 
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MUR for the third year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(d) Fourth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Fifty percent (50%) of the MUR for the fourth year 

following the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, 

applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, Export 

Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(e) Fifth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Sixty-two and one-half percent (62.5%) of the MUR 

for the fifth year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(f) Sixth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Seventy-five percent (75%) of the MUR for the sixth 

year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, 

applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, Export 

Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(g) Seventh Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Eighty-seven and one-half percent (87.5%) of the 

MUR for the seventh year following the end of the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy 

Withdrawals, Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 
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(h) Eighth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  One-hundred percent (100%) of the MUR for the 

eighth year and all subsequent years following the end of the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period, pursuant to Section III.A.1.g of 

Attachment FF, applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules.   

5. After the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, provided 

that an MVP portfolio has been identified and approved pursuant to Section 

III.A.1 of this Attachment FF-6, Load in the Second Planning Region shall be 

responsible for a share of the costs of MVPs terminating exclusively in the 

First Planning Region and approved before or during the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period in the following gradually increasing percentages: 

(a) First Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Twelve and one-half percent (12.5%) of the MUR for 

the first year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(b) Second Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Twenty-Five percent (25%) of the MUR for the 

second year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, Export 

Schedules, and Through Schedules.   

(c) Third Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 
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Transition Period:  Thirty-seven and one-half percent (37.5%) of the 

MUR for the third year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(d) Fourth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Fifty percent (50%) of the MUR for the fourth year 

following the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, 

applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, Export 

Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(e) Fifth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Sixty-two and one-half percent (62.5%) of the MUR 

for the fifth year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(f) Sixth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Seventy-five percent (75%) of the MUR for the sixth 

year following the end of the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period, 

applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals, Export 

Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(g) Seventh Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  Eighty-seven and one-half percent (87.5%) of the 

MUR for the seventh year following the end of the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy 
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Withdrawals, Export Schedules, and Through Schedules. 

(h) Eighth Year Following Termination of Second Planning Region’s 

Transition Period:  One-hundred percent (100%) of the MUR for the 

eighth year and all subsequent years following the end of the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period, pursuant to Section III.A.1.g of 

Attachment FF, applied to the Monthly Net Actual Energy Withdrawals 

Export Schedules, and Through Schedules.   

6. Projects Approved After the Second Planning Region’s Transition Period 

The cost of all projects approved after the Second Planning Region’s Transition 

Period shall be allocated across the combined First and Second Planning Regions 

pursuant to Attachment FF, except the cost of those identified during the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period as a solution to meet an identified need and 

with a forecast in-service date no more than five (5) years after the end of the 

Second Planning Region’s Transition Period and terminating exclusively in the 

Second Planning Region, which will not be shared with the First Planning Region, 

pursuant to Section IV.B.2(b) of this Attchment FF-6.   

C. Withdrawal Obligations 

A Member that withdraws from the Transmission Provider shall remain responsible for 

all financial obligations incurred pursuant to this Attachment FF-6 while a Member of the 

Transmission Provider, and payments applicable to time periods prior to the effective date of 

such withdrawal shall be honored by the Transmission Provider and the withdrawing Member, 

including those pertaining to Network Upgrade projects approved after the Second Planning 

Region’s Transition Period while the withdrawing Transmission Owner was still a Member; 
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provided, that, with regard to Network Upgrade projects approved before or during the Second 

Planning Region’s Transition Period, a withdrawing Member in the First Planning Region shall 

not be responsible for the cost of such projects terminating exclusively in the Second Planning 

Region, and a withdrawing Member in the Second Planning Region shall not be responsible for 

the cost of such projects terminating exclusively in the First Planning Region. 
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Project ID Project Name

Geographic Location 
by TO Member 

System
Estimated In‐Service 

Date

Estimated 
Project Cost 
(2011$) Approval Status

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6]
3168 Michigan Thumb Wind Zone ITC 2013‐2015 $510,000,000 Approved MTEP 10

86,776,142$                  

Period Year
ITC Annual Charge 

Rate
Annual Revenue 
Requirement

Ameren MO 
Share of ARR

PV Ameren MO 
Share of ARR

1 2012 23.82% 41,197,929                    3,069,246        2,836,641                 
2 2013 23.56% 82,664,998                    6,158,542        5,260,456                 
3 2014 23.29% 124,385,328                  9,266,707        7,315,494                 
4 2015 23.01% 122,958,770                  9,160,428        6,683,543                 
5 2016 22.72% 121,475,476                  9,049,923        6,102,511                 
6 2017 22.42% 119,940,968                  8,935,602        5,568,783                 
7 2018 22.11% 118,359,958                  8,817,817        5,078,907                 
8 2019 21.79% 116,736,486                  8,696,868        4,629,614                 
9 2020 21.47% 115,074,034                  8,573,016        4,217,822                 
10 2021 21.14% 113,375,616                  8,446,483        3,840,638                 
11 2022 20.81% 111,643,851                  8,317,467        3,495,354                 
12 2023 20.47% 109,881,027                  8,186,136        3,179,449                 
13 2024 20.13% 108,089,144                  8,052,641        2,890,573                 
14 2025 19.78% 106,269,965                  7,917,112        2,626,547                 
15 2026 19.42% 104,425,043                  7,779,666        2,385,350                 
16 2027 19.06% 102,555,755                  7,640,404        2,165,111                 
17 2028 18.70% 100,663,323                  7,499,418        1,964,102                 
18 2029 18.33% 98,748,839                    7,356,788        1,780,728                 
19 2030 17.96% 96,813,279                    7,212,589        1,613,516                 
20 2031 17.59% 94,857,523                    7,066,885        1,461,110                 
21 2032 17.21% 92,882,363                    6,919,736        1,322,261                 
22 2033 16.83% 90,888,516                    6,771,194        1,195,819                 
23 2034 16.45% 88,876,636                    6,621,309        1,080,729                 
24 2035 16.06% 86,847,320                    6,470,125        976,019                    

40‐Year Present Value Cost for Ameren Missouri
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25 2036 15.67% 84,801,117                    6,317,683        880,798                    
26 2037 15.27% 82,738,532                    6,164,021        794,246                    
27 2038 14.88% 80,660,033                    6,009,172        715,614                    
28 2039 14.48% 78,566,057                    5,853,171        644,211                    
29 2040 14.08% 76,457,012                    5,696,047        579,406                    
30 2041 13.67% 74,333,283                    5,537,830        520,621                    
31 2042 13.26% 72,195,232                    5,378,545        467,326                    
32 2043 12.85% 70,043,206                    5,218,219        419,035                    
33 2044 12.44% 67,877,532                    5,056,876        375,304                    
34 2045 12.02% 65,698,526                    4,894,540        335,726                    
35 2046 11.61% 63,506,492                    4,731,234        299,930                    
36 2047 11.19% 61,301,724                    4,566,978        267,576                    
37 2048 10.76% 59,084,506                    4,401,796        238,353                    
38 2049 10.34% 56,855,116                    4,235,706        211,978                    
39 2050 9.91% 54,613,824                    4,068,730        188,190                    
40 2051 9.48% 52,360,896                    3,900,887        166,753                    

Inflation Rate 1.74%
Discount Rate 8.2%

Ameren Missouri LRS 7.45%
Note:  Ameren Missouri LRS value based on 2010 Withdrawals including FirstEnergy and Duke‐OH/KY load.
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MISO Responses to Questions 9 through 11 of August 23, 2011 Order 
 

Case No. EO-2011-0128 

9. Assuming the estimated cost of the “Michigan Thumb Loop Expansion” is $510 
million and the annual revenue requirement is $138,619,918 pursuant to MISO’s answer to 
question 12(b) on page 8 of their response dated June 16, 2011, what will be the present value of 
total cost of the project to Missouri ratepayers?  

RESPONSE:  Assuming that Ameren Missouri’s share for the Michigan Thumb Loop 
Expansion remains constant at approximately 7%, the present value of the estimated annual 
charges over the next 40 years would be $87 million using an 8.2% discount rate. 

 

10. In MISO’s answer to question 12(b) filed on page 8 of their response dated 
June 16, 2011, how is the “rate of approximately 0.25 cents/kWh” calculated? 

RESPONSE:  Please note that the rate given in MISO’s answer was missing a zero and 
that the correct rate is 0.025 cents/kWh. 

The 0.025 cents/kWh rate was calculated by taking the estimated annual revenue 
requirement in 2015 for the Michigan Thumb Loop Expansion of $138,619,918, dividing it by 
the estimated annual withdrawals of 547,311,646,000 kWh, and multiplying by 100. 

 

11. In MISO’s answer to question 12(b) in their response dated June 16, 2011, is 7 
percent of the actual revenue requirement the correct annual estimated charge for Ameren 
Missouri?  Does this estimate assume First Energy as a member of PJM?  

RESPONSE:  Ameren’s share of the annual charges for the Michigan Thumb Loop 
Project is estimated to be approximately 7%.  This 7% share reflects the obligations of American 
Transmission Systems, Inc., a subsidiary of FirstEnergy Corporation (which has withdrawn as a 
Transmission Owner) and of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. and Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc. (which 
have given notice that they intend to withdraw from MISO) because these companies were 
Transmission Owner members of MISO when this project was approved by the MISO Board of 
Directors.    

 

October 13, 2011 
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  however, I'm trying to reconcile that 7% estimate with the lolad ratio share listed for the MO zone in 
the MVP business case of 9.83160832303737%. 
  
  It's from the businss case released 9-19-2011.  I've got a call in to the MISO business case developer, 
but thought I should also let you know that I'm trying to figure that out. 
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Total Portfolio Cost $5,197,067,000
Portfolio In‐Service Year 2021
Export Revenue 3.38%

Low High
Inflation 1.74% 2.91%
Discount Rate 3.00% 8.2%

Future Weights
S1: Business As Usual with Low D&E  51%
S2: Business As Usual with Historical D&E  15%
S3: Combined Policy  16%
S4: Carbon Constraint  19%

Load Ratio Share
Local Resource Zone Load Ratio Share

1 16.5233378338915%
2 12.1404822995214%
3 8.6701417148912%
4 8.9631690234466%
5 9.8316083230374%
6 23.5590379608896%
7 20.3122228443223%

Capacity Cost for EGEAS Runs (From Futures Matrix)
Unit Low (L) Mid (M) High (H)

Coal ($/KW) 2,275 2,844 3,413
CC ($/KW) 802 1,003 1,204
CT ($/KW) 532 665 798
Nuclear ($/KW) 4,268 5,335 6,402
Wind-Onshore ($/KW) 1,950 2,438 2,926
IGCC ($/KW) 2,577 3,221 3,865
IGCC w/ CCS ($/KW) 4,278 5,348 6,418
CC w/ CCS ($/KW) 1,648 2,060 2,472
Pumped Storage Hydro ($/KW) 4,476 5,595 6,714
Compressed Air Energy Storage ($/KW) 1,000 1,250 1,500
Photovoltaic ($/KW) 4,322 5,403 6,484
Biomass ($/KW) 3,088 3,860 4,632
Conventional Hydro ($/KW) 2,461 3,076 3,691
Wind-Offshore ($/KW) 4,780 5,975 7,170
Distributive Generation-Peak ($/KW) 1,402 1,753 2,104

For more information, please see the Futures Matrix

Alternative Capital Costs*

*Costs are in Quarter 4, 2010 dollars

* Includes a 2.21% estimated export 
rate and 1.17% charge for FE's portions 
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Page 1 of 1 

Ameren Missouri 

Response to MPSC Data Request 

MPSC Case No. EO-2011-0128  

In the Matter of the Application of Union Electric Company for Authority To 

Continue the Transfer of Functional Control of Its Transmission System to the 

Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.  

 

 

Data Request No.: MPSC 0046 – Adam McKinnie 

  

Was there a study performed for this case, EO-2011-0128, similar to the CRA 

International Study performed for AmerenUE for Case No. EO-2008-0134? If so, please 

provide a copy and related workpapers. 

 

RESPONSE 

Prepared By:  Ajay Arora 

Title:  Director – Corporate Planning 

Date:  09/14/11 

 

No.   

 

As indicated in my direct testimony, rather than completely rebuilding the modeling used 

by Charles River and Associates (“CRA”) when the initial cost benefit analysis was done 

for that case, the Company has essentially updated the assumptions used in the original 

CRA analysis.  Staff has been already been provided a copy of the work papers for this 

update through this proceeding.  Additionally, pursuant to the Commission’s previous 

order on this topic, the Company discussed the scope of the update with the stakeholders 

prior to filing.  
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