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CROSS-SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY

OF

MICHAEL S. PROCTOR
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d/b/a AmerenUE

CASE NO. EA-2005-0180

Q.
What is your name and business address?

A.
My name is Michael S. Proctor.  My business address is 1845 Borman Court, Suite 101, St. Louis, MO 63146-4138.

Q.
Are you the same Michael S. Proctor who filed rebuttal testimony in this case?
A.
Yes, I am. 

PURPOSE AND SUMMARY

Q.
What is the purpose of your cross-surrebuttal testimony?

A.
The purpose of my cross-surrebuttal testimony is to address the issues related to transmission that were presented in the rebuttal testimony of Mr. John E. Grotzinger on behalf of the Missouri Joint Municipal Electric Utility Commission (MJMEUC) and its members who may be impacted by AmerenUE serving the Noranda Load as a Missouri retail electric customer.

Q.
What issues are raised by Mr. Grotzinger in his rebuttal testimony that you wish to address?

A.
Mr. Grotzinger raises several transmission issues in his rebuttal testimony, but for purposes of AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer there is one fundamental issue: Will AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer have a measurable negative impact on MJMEUC members with respect to transmission?  Most of the other issues raised in Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal testimony are in support of his position that there is likely to be a negative impact on MJMEUC members from AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.

Q.
You use the word “measurable” in your statement of the fundamental issue.  Does Mr. Grotzinger use this term in his rebuttal testimony?

A.
No, he does not use this specific word in his rebuttal testimony, and this is likely to be an area of fundamental difference between our views on the impact on the transmission system of AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.  By “measurable,” I mean whether the impact on MJMEUC from AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer can be determined, either before or after AmerenUE begins serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.  In various parts of my cross-surrebuttal testimony, I will address this measurement concept in the specific context where it is applicable.

Q.
In addition to the measurement issue, what are the areas in Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal testimony that you wish to address?

A.
It is important to understand that with respect to transmission, Mr. Grotzinger raises two concerns: 

1) The impact on available transfer capability (ATC) for moving power out of the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. (MISO) transmission system with delivery to MJMEUC members taking service from the Missouri Public Energy Pool #1 (MoPEP) that are not located in the MISO transmission system (two MJMEUC members are located in the Aquila Networks – Missouri Public Service (Aquila-MPS) transmission system and 20 are located in the Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. (AECI) transmission system).  

2) The impact on congestion costs for MJMEUC members that are taking transmission service from MISO.  This includes four members of MoPEP and ten other MJMEUC members that have contracts for power supply from suppliers other than MoPEP and were taking transmission service from AmerenUE before it turned the functional control of its transmission system over to MISO in 2004.

With respect to Mr. Grotzinger’s first concern, a fundamental premise of Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal testimony is that there is a correlation between MJMEUC’s past experience with being denied short-term transmission service because of lack of ATC and what will occur in the future with the change in the way MISO will operate the transmission system.  I disagree with this premise and therefore disagree with Mr. Grotzinger’s recommendation that the Missouri Public Service Commission (Commission) require an analysis of how ATC changes with AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.

With respect to Mr. Grotzinger’s second concern, he requests that AmerenUE be required to hold MJMEUC members in MISO harmless from increased congestion costs that might result with AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.  I will clarify this issue with respect to what may cause an increase in congestion costs, but will primarily focus on the ability to measure Mr. Grotzinger’s proposed hold harmless condition, and will propose an alternative.

THE IMPACT ON HISTORICAL ATC IS FUNDAMENTALLY DIFFERENT FROM THE IMPACT ON TRANSMISSION CONGESTION

Q.
Do you agree with Mr. Grotzinger’s conclusion that AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer will have a negative impact on MJMEUC members with respect to short-term transmission availability, irrespective of whether or not such an impact can be measured?

A.
No, I disagree.  For example, Mr. Grotzinger is concerned that by AmerenUE serving the Noranda Load, ATC will be reduced for short-term transmission requests for east to west transmission service sourced in Ameren’s transmission system with a destination in either AECI or requiring transmission service through AECI into other transmission owners’ transmission control areas such as that of Aquila-MPS [See Grotzinger rebuttal testimony at page 5, lines 1-24].  This is similar to the concern that I expressed in my rebuttal testimony at page 27, line 16 through page 28, line 4.  However, my concern was based on the results of the power flow analysis results presented in the direct testimony of Mr. Edward C. Pfeiffer on hehalf of AmerenUE and focused on requests for long-term, firm transmission service.  Specifically, I disagree with Mr. Grotzinger that historical low levels of ATC for short-term transmission service are necessarily a good indicator of what will occur in the future with respect to similar types of transactions.  As I will explain in greater detail later in my testimony, short-term requests for transmission service are made to support what are called economy energy transactions, while my concern focused on long-term firm transmission service that is primarily requested to provide a transmission path from a generator to a load for purposes of having sufficient capacity to meet reserve requirements.

Q.
Will MJMEUC continue to have to request short-term transmission service from MISO to move energy from the Ameren transmission system to serve MoPEP customers not located within the MISO system?

A.
Yes.  Such a request is what MISO calls an “out” transaction that requires a transmission service request.  But in moving from Day 1 to Day 2 MISO operations, there will be a fundamental change in the determination of what ATC for short-term transmission service will be available to meet a short-term transmission service request by MJMEUC. The major impact on available ATC for short-term transmission service will come from MISO moving to Day 2 operations, not from AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.  Because of this, there is little value to performing the study to measure the impacts on ATC from AmerenUE serving Noranda that Mr. Grotzinger has requested the Commission require AmerenUE to perform.
Q.
Do you agree that there will necessarily be a correlation between historical low levels of ATC for short-term transmission requests to increased congestion on the transmission system?

A.
No, these concepts come from two different operations of the transmission system and there is no reason to expect that they are necessarily correlated.  ATC is based on what is called the Day 1 operation of the transmission system by the MISO and involves requests for physical rights to inject power into the grid at certain points (sources) to meet loads on the grid located at other points (destinations).  Specifically, the type of transmission service that Mr. Grotzinger cites as an indication of a shortage of ATC is what is called point-to-point transmission service.  On the other hand, congestion is based on what is called the Day 2 operation of the transmission system by the MISO and involves the dispatch of generation by the MISO based on offers received from generators (and loads that are willing to reduce usage for a price), where that generation dispatch is limited by the security constraints of the transmission grid.  When security constraints prevent an unconstrained economic dispatch of the generation from occurring, the transmission elements involved are said to be congested; i.e., the power flows that occur are across constrained transmission elements at the maximum levels allowed in order to secure the reliability of the power system.

Q.
Is there any reason to expect that very low levels of ATC in MISO Day 1 operations will not translate to congestion in MISO Day 2 operations?

A.
Yes.  ATC levels are determined by a combination of factors in MISO Day 1 operations that will essentially not be operable in the MISO Day 2 operations.  ATC is determined for requests for point-to-point transmission service, whether those requests are made for long-term firm service (one year and longer with roll over rights – the option to extend the service beyond the initial requested period), short-term firm service (less than one year) or short-term non-firm service (less than one year, and subject to interruption before short-term firm).

Specifically, the requests that Mr. Grotzinger discusses in his rebuttal testimony at page 5 are requests for short-term firm service that are in competition with requests from others that have also requested short-term transmission service.  MISO grants these requests on a first come - first served basis.  In essence, MISO looks at the transmission that is needed to serve its network service customers along with long-term firm point-to-point reservations that it has granted and determines how much transmission capacity is available to sell on a short-term basis to those who want to decrease the costs of serving their native loads by substituting lower cost generation for their own higher cost generation (so-called economy energy transactions).

Without a market for determining which of the requests for short-term transmission service provide the lowest overall cost for serving load, MISO must have a way to allocate ATC when the requests for this type of service exceeds the transmission capacity available.  That allocation method is on a first come - first served basis, with the caveat that a request for longer term service can bump requests for shorter term service if those having been granted the shorter term service are unwilling to increase the length of term and pay for the longer-term service.  In essence, there is no assurance in this Day 1 approach that the most efficient generation will be dispatched to meet the load.

In the MISO Day 2 market, generators bid into the MISO the lowest price they are willing to take in order for their generation to be dispatched.  In Mr. Grotzinger’s example on page 5 of his rebuttal testimony, the supplier is Ameren Energy Marketing Co. (AEM), who either provides electricity supply from surplus power in the AmerenUE and Ameren Energy Generating Co. (AEG) systems, or purchases that power from others to resell.  There is no assurance that this is the cheapest power available to serve the request of MoPEP operated by MJMEUC on behalf of a subset of twenty-six of its members (four located within the Ameren transmission system, two located with the Aquila-MPS transmission system and twenty cities located within the AECI transmission system).  The reason that no such assurance exists is because of the way ATC is allocated in the MISO Day 1 operations.  Moreover, this absence of an economic allocation of scarce transmission capability is the primary reason that MISO is moving to its Day 2 market, where the criteria is to dispatch the cheapest sources of generation first, subject to  transmission constraints.

The bottom line is that in moving from Day 1 to Day 2 operations, there is no reason to believe that the use of the transmission system in Day 2 will look anything like the use of the transmission system in Day 1, particularly for the exchange of economy energy.  Moreover, the expectation is that the use of the transmission system will change significantly, and this is why low levels of ATC for short-term transmission service in the Day 1 operations cannot be translated to congestion in the Day 2 operations when the MISO begins facilitating day-ahead and real-time markets for electricity that will in large part replace requests for short-term transmission service.

Q.
Are there other reasons why MJMEUC’s experience with being denied short-term firm service from MISO is not relevant to the transmission issue in this case?

A.
Yes, there are.  Mr. Grotzinger relates the results of a power flow study performed by Mr. Edward C. Pfeiffer on behalf of AmerenUE to a possible decrease in ATC for requests for short-term transmission service.  Whether ATC might decrease or not for requests for short-term transmission service is not the primary concern with respect to AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.  This is because the MISO plans to implement Day 2 operations two months prior to the June 1, 2005 date on which AmerenUE has requested to begin serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.  Even if the beginning of the MISO Day 2 market is delayed, there is no reason to expect that the Day 1 operations will continue for a period of time that would be relevant to the fifteen-year Agreement between AmerenUE and Noranda.  Therefore, the fundamental question is whether or not AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer will cause an increase in congestion on the transmission system in the Day 2 operations of MISO.

AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer has little to do with Mr. Grotzinger’s testimony regarding possible decreases in ATC for requests for short-term transmission service.  It follows that the recommendation made by Mr. Grotzinger that the Commission “should insist on such an analysis and must ensure that any adverse impacts on transmission availability will be mitigated before approving the proposed transaction” is not relevant to the Day 2 operation of the transmission system by MISO that will be in place before AmerenUE begins serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer.

Q.
If no correlation between ATC and congestion necessarily exists, does Mr. Grotzinger present any evidence in his rebuttal testimony that AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer will increase congestion on the transmission grid?

A.
No.  Moreover, my rebuttal testimony is that in Day 2 MISO operations, congestion is determined by physical flows on the transmission system, and it does not matter whether AmerenUE or another supplier is serving the Noranda Load, the physical flows will be the same, and therefore, AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer will not change congestion on the transmission system.  I should point out that no matter who serves Noranda, MISO has to include the Noranda Load in its Day 2 market operations, and the only way that some other supplier serving Noranda could change physical flows and congestion is if a supplier decides it wants to serve Noranda at a higher cost than Noranda could be served through the operation of the MISO Day 2 market.

Q.
In Day 2, would the physical flows on the transmission system be different if, for example, the Noranda Load were to be served by AECI as was the alternative to AmerenUE serving the Noranda Load in the power flow study presented in Mr. Pfeiffer’s direct testimony?

A.
Such an outcome would be unlikely.  While AECI has not placed its transmission facilities under the functional control of MISO as the transmission provider, there is nothing to prevent AECI’s energy marketing operations from joining MISO as a market participant and benefit from MISO Day 2 operations.  Specifically, if the AECI generating units included in Mr. Pfeiffer’s study and discussed in Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal testimony represent the capacity that would be committed by AECI to serve Noranda, AECI would lose money if it dispatched that generation to serve Noranda when lower cost generation is available within the MISO footprint.  On the other hand, at times if it is cheaper to serve the Noranda Load from the AECI facilities, then this would be reflected in the MISO Day 2 operations.  In either case, there is no difference to the congestion on the transmission system and therefore no difference to the ATC available to MJMEUC for short-term transmission service from MISO once Day 2 operations begin.

MEASURING THE IMPACT ON FINANCIAL TRANSMISSION RIGHTS (FTRs) IS NOT FEASIBLE

Q.
If there is no difference in congestion for AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer, what then would be the concern relating to AmerenUE serving Noranda as a retail electric customer?

A.
I addressed this at pages 26 - 27 of my rebuttal testimony, where I discuss the issue of financial transmission rights (FTRs).  At page 16 of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Grotzinger states:

Day 2 operation in MISO includes congestion cost for moving power across the grid.  Congestion costs are part of the proposed Day 2 market where the economic redispatch of power is used to relieve transmission constraints.  Then the increased cost of this generation redispatch is passed to the ultimate utility customer in the form of congestion costs, unless they have FTRs to protect them.  While those costs are not accurately known for transmission across Ameren, there is expected to be congestion at some points in the region.  Ameren does not address this in its testimony nor does Mr. Pfeiffer address how the Ameren/Noranda transaction changes these costs.  We are concerned that we are likely to incur increased cost because of Ameren’s proposal and have not been offered any protections or assurances the MJMEUC or its members would be held harmless.  We do not want to become ‘collateral damage’ in Ameren strategies and operations. 

[Grotzinger Rebuttal, page 14, lines 9-19]

In this portion of his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Grotziner raises his concern, but does not directly address whether his concern is driven by an expectation that AmerenUE serving the Noranda Load will increase congestion in the region, or by concerns related to the allocation of FTRs to MJMEUC members taking transmission service from MISO from the Ameren transmission system. However, this same concern is also addressed at page 15 of Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal testimony where he states: 

Admittedly some of the problems may be MISO modeling itself, but the potential Ameren to AECI impacts associated with the service to Noranda may exacerbate such problems and certainly will lower the odds that MJMEUC and its members being able to fully hedge their existing power-supply and transmission arrangement much less any new arrangements.  

[Grotzinger Rebuttal at page 15, lines 20-23]  

Mr. Grotzinger does not go into details as to why AmerenUE’s “service to Noranda may exacerbate such problems,” but in this section of his rebuttal testimony it appears that he is primarily concerned that the allocation of FTRs to MJMEUC members may decrease.

Q.
Do you know whether or not the allocations of FTRs to MJMEUC members within the Ameren transmission system will decrease?

A.
I do not know for sure, nor can this question be answered using models as suggested by Mr. Grotzinger at pages 18 - 19 of his rebuttal testimony.  There is a fundamental measurement problem involved because the allocation of FTRs within MISO depends on the nominations made by other market participants. 

Q.
What is the process used by the MISO to allocate FTRs to market participants?

A.
FTRs are allocated to market participants that have long-term firm transmission rights, either in the form of network transmission service or in the form of  point-to-point service.  The majority of service to meet load within the MISO footprint is in the form of network service that involves injection of power from a set of designated network resources for withdrawal of power at a set of designated network loads (typically characterized as the load taken at a node where the electricity leaves the MISO transmission system and enters the local distribution system of the utility).  FTRs from designated network resources to the load-serving entity’s designated network load, which is an aggregation (adding together) of the load serving entity’s set of designated network loads, are called “candidate” FTRs, and are measured in megawatts of capacity for each designated network resource.

 For purposes of FTR allocations, each load serving entity is entitled to nominate FTRs from any of its candidate FTRs up to its peak summer demand.  This nomination process takes place in four sequential tiers.  The first tier allows all eligible market participants (those with long-term firm transmission service) to nominate up to 35% percent of their peak demand for the summer.  The allocations are then made for first tier nominations by MISO through the use of a power flow model that is devoted to this allocation process.  Once the results of the first tier are made known, eligible market participants then nominate FTRs for the second tier, which is for the difference between what they were allocated in the first tier and 50% of their summer peak demand (i.e., up to 50% of summer peak demand).  This process is repeated for tier three (up to 75% of summer peak demand) and tier four (up to 100% of summer peak demand).

Q.
Can the differences in FTR allocations for cases with and without AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer be performed using the MISO allocation process and model?

A.
No.  To perform the study that Mr. Grotzinger proposes, not only would an assumption have to be made concerning who other than AmerenUE would serve Noranda, but in addition an assumption would also have to be made as to how that entity would nominate from its candidate FTRs.  Keep in mind that what can be nominated by the entity serving Noranda will increase for each tier because when the Noranda Load is added as a customer of a load-serving entity, that load serving entity’s peak demand, and, therefore, its ability to nominate candidate FTRs, will increase by the amount of the Noranda Load.

Q.
Could this analysis be simplified by assuming that AECI is the alternative supplier as was done in Mr. Pfeiffer’s power flow study?

A.
No.  Because impacts may vary depending on who serves the Noranda Load, such a simplification may not be truly representative of what would happen if AmerenUE did not serve Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer, and some other load-serving entity within MISO does.   This is why the power flow analysis presented in Mr. Pfeiffer’s rebuttal testimony is not necessarily relevant to the question of FTR allocations. 

However, if it were assumed that AECI is the alternative supplier, then MISO would have to decide how to treat the impact of that fact on the inputs into its FTR allocation model.  Moreover, for the first round of allocations covering the period March 1, 2005 to August 31, 2005, MISO did make a modeling decision regarding the treatment of the Noranda Load as an input in its FTR allocation model and it is likely that such information could be obtained from MISO.  But even with that information, without MISO rerunning its FTR allocation process, it would be impossible to determine the impact of AmerenUE versus AECI serving the Noranda Load.  For example, suppose the FTR allocations to many market participants are different between these two cases for the first tier of nominations.  Then in the next tier of nominations, MISO would have to determine how nominations by all market participants might change for the two cases – AmerenUE vs. AECI serving Noranda.  Such a determination would be mere speculation on MISO’s part.  Add to this the initial problem of having to speculate about whom would be the alternative supplier for Noranda, and the whole concept of modeling the impacts on FTR allocations of AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer becomes totally unworkable.

Q.
Do you have any other cross-surrebuttal testimony regarding Mr. Grotzinger’s concern about the impact on FTR allocations to MJMEUC members from AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer?

A.
Yes, one last consideration.  In my rebuttal testimony, I stated that “it is impossible to say whether or not the increase in FTRs allocated to AmerenUE will or will not cover the higher congestion costs AmerenUE is likely to incur from serving the Noranda Load.”  [Proctor rebuttal testimony at page 27, lines 3-6].  In response to Mr. Grotzinger’s concern that MJMEUC members’ allocation of FTRs will be decreased by AmerenUE obtaining additional candidate FTRs for adding Noranda to its Missouri retail electric load, I need to discuss the implications that a possible decrease in FTR allocations has for MJMEUC members in relation to AmerenUE’s Missouri retail electric customers other than Noranda.

As I previously testified with respect to AmerenUE, it cannot be determined whether or not the allocation of FTRs will be decreased to MJMEUC members because AmerenUE can nominate additional candidate FTRs for adding Noranda to its Missouri retail electric load.  If such a reduction in FTRs happens, there is no reason to believe that there would be anything other than a proportionate reduction in the allocations of FTRs among AmerenUE and MJMEUC members located in the Ameren transmission system.  

Q.
Why would you expect that any possible reduction in the allocation of FTRs to AmerenUE Missouri retail electric customers, other than Noranda, and MJMEUC members to be proportionate if AmerenUE serves the Noranda Load as a Missouri retail electric customer?

A.
MISO prorates FTRs when the security limits are violated on a transmission element by the aggregate nominations of FTRs.  Each entity’s FTRs are prorated in proportion to the amount of FTR megawatt loading each entity’s nomination puts on the “overloaded” transmission element.  When the FTRs nominated are coming from the same generation sources and going to the same load destinations, the prorating of the FTR nominations will be proportional. My understanding is that both entities, AmerenUE and MJMEUC have candidate FTRs from the same slice of AmerenUE and AEG generation sources, and MJMEUC members that are AmerenUE wholesale customers have the same aggregate load destination as AmerenUE’s retail customers.  I also understand that MJMEUC members that are AEM customers do have load destinations distinct from AmerenUE’s customers, but that distinction is not likely to make much difference with respect to prorating FTRs.

Q.
Do you agree with Mr. Grotzinger’s proposal for AmerenUE to hold MJMEUC members harmless from a reduced allocation of FTRs?

A.
No, this proposal is not workable because it cannot be measured.  A more workable approach is to measure the change in allocated FTRs as a percent of peak demand for both AmerenUE and MJMEUC members taking transmission service from MISO to see, after the fact, whether or not AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer has had any impact on FTR allocations: 

a. If the allocated FTRs as a percent of peak load have not decreased for MJMEUC members in total, then there would be no need for mitigation.  

b. If the allocated FTRs as a percent of peak load have decreased for MJMEUC members in total, and if AmerenUE also experiences a decrease in allocated FTRs as a percent of peak load, there should be no mitigation because it is impossible to determine whether it is the nominations of other market participants or AmerenUE serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer that caused the allocations of FTRs to MJMEUC and AmerenUE to decrease as a percent of peak load.

c. However, if AmerenUE experiences an increase in FTRs as a percent of peak load while MJMEUC members experience a decrease in FTRs as a percent of peak load in aggregate, AmerenUE would assign a slice of system share of its allocated FTRs to MJMEUC.  

Q.
In the case where mitigation occurs, what specific form would the assignment of FTRs from AmerenUE to MJMEUC take?

A.
For the mitigation case, calculations would be made of the MW quantities of FTRs needed to be determined for:

1) MJMEUC members as what FTR MWs would need to be added to their FTR allocations to make MJMEUC’s percent of peak allocation equal its previous percentage; and 

2) AmerenUE as to what FTR MWs would need to be subtracted from their FTR allocations to make AmerenUE’s percent of peak allocation equal to its previous percentage.  

The smaller of these two quantities would then be assigned by AmerenUE to MJMEUC to be allocated among MJMEUC members as MJMEUC deems appropriate.

Q.
How would a change (increase or decrease) of FTRs as a percent of peak load be measured?

A.
A first round of allocations of FTRs has been completed by MISO for the period from March 1, 2005 to August 31, 2005.  A second round of FTR allocations will occur early this summer for the period September 1, 2005 through May 31, 2006.  If AmerenUE begins serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer on June 1, 2005, the Noranda load will be added to AmerenUE’s summer peak demand, and it will be eligible for additional allocations of FTRs for the second round of FTR allocations.  The change of FTRs as a percent of peak load for both AmerenUE and MJMEUC would be based on a comparison of the FTRs allocated for the second round compared to the FTRs that have already been allocated in the first round.  This measure is workable under the condition that MJMEUC members nominating FTRs in the second round fully participate in the nomination process by nominating FTRs up to the maximum allowed by the MISO.

Q.
Are you recommending that a mitigation such as the one you have suggested be adopted by the Commission?

A.
If the Commission, for whatever reasons, believes MJMEUC’s concern should be mitigated, as an alternative to Mr. Grotzinger’s proposed mitigation, which is unworkable, the mitigation measure suggested above in this, my cross-surrebuttal testimony, is both workable and fair.  It is fair as it compensates MJMEUC for a loss of allocated FTRs as a percent of peak load in a situation where AmerenUE has a gain in FTRs as a percent of peak load from serving Noranda as a Missouri retail electric customer. I would only recommend that this be done one time as a short-term mitigation for the period September 1, 2005 through May 31, 2006.  If the Commission believes that a longer-term mitigation is needed, then it should look to another source of possible mitigation such as upgrades to Ameren’s transmission system.  However, if the Commission determines that a longer-term mitigation such as transmission upgrades might be needed, but no short-term mitigation is required on an after-the-fact basis, then the longer-term mitigation should not be required as well.
Q.
Does this complete your cross-surrebuttal testimony?

A.
Yes.
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