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BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF MISSOURI

In the Matter of the Application of Grain Belt Express )
Clean Line LLC for a Certificate of Convenience and )
Necessity Authorizing it to Construct, Own, Operate, )
Control, Manage, and Maintain a High Voltage, Direct ) Case No. EA-2014-0207
Current Transmission Line and an Associated Converter )
Station Providing an interconnection on the Maywood- )
Montgomery 345 kV Transmission Line )

REPLY TO STAFF AND OTHER PARTIES’ RESPONSES AND COMMENTS
REGARDING THE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

SUBMITTED BY GRAIN BELT EXPRESS CLEAN LINE LLC

Grain Belt Express Clean Line LLC (“Grain Belt Express” or “Company”) provides the

following reply to the responses and comments of Commission Staff (“Staff”), Missouri

Landowners Alliance (“MLA”), Missouri Farm Bureau (“Farm Bureau”), and Show Me

Concerned Landowners (“Show Me”), filed on May 13, 2015 regarding the Company's April 13,

2015 Response to the Commission’s Order Directing Filing of Additional Information:

I. There are Numerous Technical Errors in the Staff and Show Me Responses.

A. Response to Staff.

1. Grain Belt Express has performed three rounds of production cost modeling to

measure the Project’s impact on wholesale power markets in Missouri and the broader region.

The first two rounds of modeling were presented in the Direct Testimony of Gary Moland and

the Surrebuttal Testimony of Robert Cleveland. See Ex. 116-117. A final round was presented

in the Company's April 13, 2015 filing. See Supp. Ex. 13. The three rounds of analysis:

 Were conducted by independent, expert witnesses with years of experience in

performing production cost analysis.

 Used PROMOD, the electricity industry's standard tool for production cost

modeling, which is used by Missouri's regulated electric utilities, as well as by

SPP and MISO.
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 Considered four future scenarios (Business As Usual, Slow Growth, Robust

Economy and Green Economy) with a range of assumptions on fuel prices, load

growth, emissions regulation and other inputs.

 Demonstrated benefits from the Project to Missouri and to the region across all

metrics and across all four scenarios.

2. No other party has produced any production cost modeling studies to dispute the

favorable impacts of the Grain Belt Express Project on the wholesale electric market. However,

Staff and Show Me continue to raise objections to the Company's studies, particularly

Supplemental Exhibit 13.

3. Staff claims Grain Belt Express has stated that "it is not possible for it to create

reliable models to create reasonable estimates" of the Project’s wholesale power market impacts.

See Staff’s May 13, 2015 Memorandum ("Staff Memorandum") at 7. This is certainly not the

Company's position. In this case Staff asked for many changes to the production cost modeling

beyond what is standard and typical, even for RTO planning. Grain Belt Express advised Staff

that some of these refinements are not possible due to the limitations of the PROMOD software

or the lack of available data. Nevertheless, it is very possible to develop reasonable projections,

to refine the projections based on parties’ input, and to test the robustness of these projections by

varying inputs. This is exactly what Grain Belt Express has done in this case through the three

rounds of PROMOD studies.

4. In its response to the study contained in Supplemental Exhibit 13, Staff raises

three substantive issues. First, the Staff Memorandum at page 7 and Schedule 2-1 contend that

Grain Belt Express should have incorporated a non-horizontal "slope" or non-linear heat rate

curve for natural gas generators in the PROMOD analysis. Staff misstates what the Company

actually did. The study did not assume that all natural gas generators produce electricity at the
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same efficiency at any given level of output. The study included a model of each turbine at a

natural gas generation facility, each with its own heat rate. For example, Ameren Missouri's

Audrain facility has eight turbines, and the study used a heat rate specific to each turbine. In

addition, the study used an appropriate minimum generation level for each turbine. The

PROMOD software will not dispatch a natural gas turbine below this minimum level because it

is presumed to be uneconomic.

5. All of these assumptions were clearly set forth in documents distributed to Staff

and the other parties for their review and comment before and at the March 5, 2015 workshop

conducted at the Commission. See Attachment A (copy of the Feb. 27, 2015 email to the parties

with data assumptions, including spreadsheets, and a written summary of the production cost

modeling study assumptions and inputs provided for comment). These assumptions were based

on the best information available to the Company and to Mr. Cleveland of Leidos Engineering,

who prepared the study contained Supplemental Exhibit 13. These are standard industry

assumptions and are consistent with the approaches used by SPP, MISO and other regional

transmission organizations. Staff had the opportunity to provide specific suggestions on how to

modify the modeling of heat rates, but did not do so.

6. The Staff Memorandum at Schedule 2-1 appears to suggest that heat rate curves

should decrease for each unit, meaning the fuel cost would decrease as energy increases. This

would result in a decreasing bid curve for natural gas generators bidding into the RTO market,

meaning that prices would decrease as more energy clears the market. However, a decreasing

bid curve is not allowed under MISO and SPP market rules.1 Therefore, Staff's suggestion is not

appropriate.

1 See MISO Business Practices Manual 002-r13 (https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/BusinessPracticesManuals);
Southwest Power Pool Integrated Market Protocol at p. 138
(http://www.spp.org/publications/Integrated%20Marketplace%20Protocols%2030.zip).
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7. Second, Staff claims that Grain Belt Express did not use a reasonable estimate of

natural gas prices. Although it had the opportunity to review the Company's inputs and provide

alternative suggestions, Staff again declined, stating only in its comments provided on March 12,

2015 that the Company should use "[a]ny reasonable updates or corrections of assumptions

related to fuel prices." See Sched. 1-1, Staff Memorandum. By failing to provide any specific

inputs on what the updates or corrections should be, Staff is asking Grain Belt Express to play a

guessing game.

8. Even in its May 13 response, Staff does not provide the specific values it wanted

the Company to use for gas prices. Staff reproduced a graph from MISO showing a range of

"peak gas prices" from approximately $4.00-$7.75 per MMBtu for 2019, which is consistent

with the range used by Grain Belt Express.2 In the studies that the Company provided the

Commission on April 13, Grain Belt Express examined a large range of natural gas prices across

the four assumption scenarios (from $1.74 per MMBtu to $7.74 per MMBtu). All four scenarios

showed that the Project will yield benefits across all metrics.

9. Third, Staff states that Grain Belt Express has not provided an estimate of the cost

of each Missouri utility to procure energy and serve its load. The Company has provided an

estimate of the cost to serve load for Ameren Missouri, as well as the entire state. Both estimates

show a decrease in this cost in all four assumption scenarios. See Grain Belt Express Supp. Ex.

13. The additional detail described by Staff for each utility was not called for by the

Commission’s February 11 Order and is unnecessary to confirm the overall positive impacts of

the Project on the State of Missouri.

10. Staff provided additional comments on the Grain Belt Express studies in Schedule

2 to its May 13 pleading. However, these comments are difficult to interpret because they rely

2 See Sched. 2-2, Staff Memorandum.
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on a color-coding system, rather than a detailed, textual explanation of the issues. Grain Belt

Express has attempted to decipher Staff's comments and responds in the attached Appendix 1.

11. In response to Staff's comment on Paragraph 5 regarding the HVDC converter

station, the Company states that it provided a diagram of the Missouri converter station in Supp.

Ex. 4, not a "typical" converter station.

12. In its comment regarding the Grain Belt Express response to Paragraph 6

concerning commitments from wind energy producers, Staff stated the Project description in the

record is contrary to the Company's statement in its April 13 Response that "[w]ind generators

who purchase capacity on the Project will connect directly to the Company's Kansas converter

station via an AC collection system of tie lines." See Staff Memorandum at 4. However, that is

not the case.

13. Company witness A.W. Galli testified that the Project "will run from a tap of the

new Spearville to Clark County 345 kV line in southwestern Kansas near Dodge City," noting

that "the electrical interconnection with SPP is primarily required to facilitate the alternating

current ('AC') to direct current ('DC') conversion process and therefore will be designed to have

minimal power exchange with the SPP system during normal operations." See Direct Testimony

of A.W. Galli at 4: 6-8, 10-12. Dr. Galli additionally stated that the Project was designed so

"there is nominally zero active power exchange and very little, if any, reactive power exchange

between the Grain Belt Express AC bus and the SPP grid." Id. at 13:5-7. This is consistent with

the System Impact Study prepared for SPP by Excel Engineering, Inc. in September 2013 that

reported: "The project is designed to have a normal power exchange with SPP of 0 MW and 0

Mvar." Id., Sched. AWG-4 at 8. Other studies filed by the Company indicated that wind

generation will be directly connected to the converter station (also termed a "rectifier station")

through an AC collection system. See SPP Dynamic Stability Assessment prepared by Siemens,
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p. vii3 (Mar. 2013) (Supp. Ex. 18 at 8); SPP Steady State Assessment prepared by Siemens, p.

vii4 (Jan. 7, 2013) (Supp. Ex. 19 at 9). The collector system is illustrated in the SPP Steady State

Assessment. See Supp. Ex. 19 at 7-2 and 7-3. Accord, Generation Interconnection Facilities

Study Report prepared by ITC Great Plains for Grain Belt Express HVDC Facility in Ford

County, Kansas, p. at 35 (Mar. 19, 2015) (Supp. Ex. 17).

14. Regarding Staff's comments to Paragraph 11 concerning the Commission's

request for updated investment in the Project, Grain Belt Express responded fully. Supplemental

Exhibit (HC) 12 states the total amount that has been "invested" and "spent" on the Project,

which amounts are identical. The Company also provided information on the Project's total cost

and indicated other amounts related to network upgrades and attachment facilities.

15. Staff requests an opportunity for the parties to provide a response on the

sufficiency of materials to be submitted in the future by Grain Belt Express, such as engineering

drawings, final project design plans, and interconnection studies and agreements. Any such

opportunity should be afforded consistent with the Company's request that such documents be

submitted to the Commission without the necessity of a series of post-hearing proceedings that

would create uncertainty for the Project. Under Missouri law the Commission would continue to

retain broad authority to review or investigate any information filed by Grain Belt Express.

3 "It is expected that the wind generation is collected using a 138 kV transmission network connecting the wind
parks to main 345 kV stations and then ultimately transferred to the HVDC rectifier station via a 345 kV
transmission network. For this analysis, the wind generation was directly connected to the HVDC rectifier station
via a 345kV network without modeling of the 138 kV collection system [emphasis added]."
4 "The generation associated with the Project, for purposes of this study, are direct-connect wind [turbine] generators
(WTG's) [that] … will be directly connected to the GBX HVDC Project substation at 345kV which is then directly
connected to the Clark County 345kV substation … [emphasis added]."
5 Grain Belt Express "is responsible for constructing all sole-use facilities such as the HVDC convertor station, AC
collector station, and the radial 345kV lines from the collector station to the new [ITC Great Plains] switching
station."
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B. Response to Show Me.

16. In its May 13 pleading, Show Me makes two points regarding the additional

PROMOD runs in the Company's April 11 filing. First, Show Me states that “just as with the

earlier PROMOD runs, the base case against which the Kansas Wind via GBE’s DC

transmission is compared is a case in which wind energy from a MISO source is not included.”

See Show Me Response at 13. However, Show Me continues to ignore the Surrebuttal

Testimony of Robert Cleveland, which showed that the Project produces substantially higher

production cost savings, higher reductions in LMPs, and more emissions reductions than a MISO

wind alternative. See Surrebuttal Testimony of R. Cleveland at 6-7 (Ex. 117). Grain Belt

Express did not repeat this analysis, and the Commission’s February 11 Order did not require it.

17. Second, Show Me speculates that the production cost savings from the Project

should have decreased because Grain Belt Express decreased its natural gas price assumptions.

See Show Me Response at 13. Again, Show Me misreads the record. During the input process

that the Company conducted in March, pursuant to the Commission's February 11 Order, Show

Me suggested that Grain Belt Express use a "Business as Usual" gas price of $4.30 per MMBtu

based on MISO’s MTEP 16 assumptions. See Show Me Comments at 3-4 (circulated among the

parties on Mar. 12, 2015). As noted on page 7 of the Company's Supplemental Exhibit 13, Grain

Belt Express did not make the suggested change because it was already using a price of $4.29 per

MMBtu, only one penny below that recommended by Show Me. Further, production cost

savings are not a simple function of the price of natural gas, and are influenced by a number of

assumptions, which are described in the Direct Testimony of Gary Moland (Ex. 116), the

Surrebuttal Testimony of Robert Cleveland (Ex. 117), and Supplemental Exhibit 13.

18. In summary, none of Staff's or Show Me's objections raise any material questions

about the validity of the Grain Belt Express production cost modeling studies. Based on these
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studies, which consider a wide range of scenarios, the Commission can find that the Project

decreases wholesale power prices, decreases adjusted production costs to serve load, does not

cause transmission congestion, and reduces emissions and water usage.

II. MLA, Show Me, and Farm Bureau Misunderstand the Law In Their Responses.

19. MLA turns a blind eye to the reality that public utilities are unlikely to make a

commitment to purchase energy delivered by the Project until Grain Belt Express has received a

certificate of convenience and necessity ("CCN") from this Commission, and that wind

generators won't make binding commitments to deliver or sell power until Grain Belt Express is

authorized to build the Project. Instead, MLA presents a series of purely speculative hypotheses

as to why Grain Belt Express has not provided something which it is impossible to provide at

this point in the development of the Project. See MLA’s May 13, 2015 Comments ("MLA

Comments") at 3-6.

20. Show Me also criticizes the Company for failing to provide the impossible,

equating this alleged failure with a deficiency in need for the Project. See Show Me’s May 13,

2015 Response ("Show Me Response") at 6-7, 8-9. As Staff acknowledges and the Company

has explained, aside from those statements by the City Council of Columbia and Ameren

Missouri’s Integrated Resource Plan, both of which are already in the record, the information

requested by the Commission does not yet exist. See Staff Memorandum at 3. Indeed, the

absence of purchased power agreements at this stage of the development of a large, multi-state

transmission project like the Grain Belt Express is to be expected.

21. What’s more, it is unnecessary to inquire whether any public utilities or wind

generators have made binding commitments to the Company in the context of the need for the

service provided by Grain Belt Express. Rather, the need for alternative sources of renewable

energy, represented by legal and regulatory policy mandates driven by environmental concerns,
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better informs the Commission’s determination of need. See Reply Post-Hearing Brief of

Applicant Grain Belt Express ("Company Reply Brief") at 6-9. The evidence shows that the

open-access transmission service offered by the Company is necessary to meet the requirements

of Missouri's Renewable Energy Standard contained in Section 393.1020,6 as well as the

renewable portfolio standard requirements of the other states served by MISO and PJM. See

Initial Post-Hearing Brief of Applicant Grain Belt Express ("Company Initial Brief") at 12- 17;

Company Reply Brief at 9-12. The record additionally supports the finding that utilities will

commit to take energy and/or capacity from the Project, given the evidence concerning the low

cost of renewable wind power from Kansas, existing and proposed federal environmental

regulations, and the results of the Project's open solicitation (Supp. Ex. 5).

22. MLA, Show Me, and Farm Bureau further criticize the Company for not presently

having the Section 229.100 assent of all county commissions along the proposed route. See

MLA Comments at 6-11; Show Me Response at 5-6; Farm Bureau’s May 13, 2015 Response

("Farm Bureau Response") at 7-9. These parties continue to misinterpret the governing statutes

and authority of the Commission. First, MLA mischaracterizes the Section 229.100 assent as a

required "franchise." See MLA Comments at 7-10. However, because Grain Belt Express is

seeking a line CCN under Section 393.170.1, it is not required to obtain any franchise from any

governmental body. See Company Initial Brief at 53-54; Company Reply Brief at 48-51. The

necessity of municipal franchise only applies to the grant of an area CCN under 393.170.2.

StopAquila.org v. Aquila, Inc., 180 S.W.3d 24, 32-34 (Mo. App. W.D. 2005); State ex rel.

Harline v. PSC, 343 S.W.2d 177, 182-85 (Mo. App. W.D. 1960).

23. Show Me and Farm Bureau likewise misunderstand which statute is applicable,

citing Section 393.170.2 as authority for municipal consent as a prerequisite to a CCN. See

6 All statutory references are to the Missouri Revised Statues (2000), as amended, unless otherwise noted.
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Show Me Response at 5-6; Farm Bureau Response at 8-9. But the relevant statute addressing

CCN requirements -- Section 393.170.1 -- does not require municipal consent for the line

certificate sought here, and any lack of Section 229.100 county consents does not prevent the

Commission from granting a CCN conditioned upon the provision of such approvals once they

have been received. See Section 393.170.3.

24. MLA also ignores that the position of some county commissions that they cannot

grant Section 229.100 approval until the Commission has first granted the Company’s CCN

Application. See Grain Belt Express April 11 Response at 3-6. In any event, it is clear that the

Commission has the statutory authority to condition a line CCN upon a utility obtaining such

county consents in the future. See Section 393.170.3. See also In re Transource Missouri, LLC,

Report and Order at 35, No. EA-203-0098 (2013).

WHEREFORE, Grain Belt Express Clean Line LLC provides this reply to the May 13,

2015 responses and comments of Staff, MLA, Farm Bureau and Show Me, and respectfully

requests that the Commission issue an order granting it a certificate of convenience and necessity

to construct, own, operate, control, manage, and maintain the Grain Belt Express Missouri

Facilities and a converter station and associated AC facilities in Ralls County, and waiving the

reporting and filing requirements of 4 CSR 240-3.145, 4 CSR 240-3.165, 4 CSR 240-3.175 and 4

CSR 240-3.190(1), (2) and (3)(A)-(D) for good cause shown.
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/s/ Karl Zobrist
Karl Zobrist MBN 28325
Lisa A. Gilbreath MBN 62271
Jacqueline M. Whipple MBN 65270
Dentons US LLP
4520 Main Street, Suite 1100
Kansas City, Missouri 64111
(816) 460-2400
(816) 531-7545 (Fax)
karl.zobrist@dentons.com
lisa.gilbreath@dentons.com
jacqueline.whipple@dentons.com

Cary J. Kottler
General Counsel
Erin Szalkowski
Corporate Counsel
Clean Line Energy Partners LLC
1001 McKinney Street, Suite 700
Houston, TX 77002
(832) 319-6320
ckottler@cleanlineenergy.com
eszalkowski@cleanlineenergy.com

ATTORNEYS FOR GRAIN BELT EXPRESS
CLEAN LINE LLC

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was served upon all parties of record by
email or U.S. mail, postage prepaid, this 19th day of May, 2015.

/s/ Karl Zobrist
Attorney for Grain Belt Express Clean Line LLC
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APPENDIX 1: RESPONSE TO STAFF COMMENTS IN SCHEDULE 2 OF ITS
MAY 13, 2015 MEMORANDUM

Staff Comment to Studies Staff Position Grain Belt Express
Response

1. Refine wind energy injection shapes
for:
a. Reduced diversity to account for wind
farm-specific delivery contracts.
b. Any sharp drop off associated with
hitting the operational minimum of each
converter station (inputting and
outputting).
c. Reasonableness of hours of maximum
throughput.
d. Reasonableness of hours of 0
throughput.

Staff does not dispute
that the items have been
addressed in Supp. Ex.
13.

Grain Belt Express
concurs with Staff and
incorporated Staff's
suggestions in Supp. Ex.
13.

2. Describe company protocols and
identify impact on model for:
a. Segregating output of the Missouri
and Indiana converter stations on a
scheduled basis.
b. Segregating output of the Missouri
and Indiana converter stations
operationally.
c. Dealing with curtailment of overbuild
wind generation on a scheduled basis.
d. Dealing with curtailment of overbuild
wind generation operationally.
3. Model a representative increment of
intra-hour variation to determine change
to ancillary and reserve requirements,
accounting for the items in 1 & 2.

Staff does not dispute
that the items have been
addressed in Supp. Ex.
13.

Grain Belt Express
concurs with Staff and
incorporated Staff's
suggestions in Supp. Ex.
13. The Brattle Group’s
analysis of ancillary
services (Supp. Ex. 14)
showed there is no
additional need for
reserves or ancillary
services, based on current
MISO rules.

4. Revise PROMOD model to account
for:
a. Operational impacts and limitations
determined in item 3 above, accounting
for items 1 & 2.

It is unclear if revised
modeling incorporates
an increase in required
reserve margin.

No revision was needed
since there was no
increase in ancillary
service and reserve
requirements found by the
Brattle Group’s analysis
(Supp. Ex. 14).

b. [no comment]
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Staff Comment to Studies Staff Position Grain Belt Express
Response

c. Known or reasonably anticipated
changes in generation plant
characteristics
including, but not limited to:
i. AQCS systems at LaCygne, Jeffrey,
and Asbury.
ii. Riverton 12 conversion to combined
cycle.
iii. KCPL/GPE announcement that
Sibley 1 & 2, Montrose 1, 2, & 3 and
Lake Road 6 would cease burning coal
prior to or around the 2019 time period.
iv. Addition of O’Fallon solar farm
v. Position of Ameren Missouri that “we
recently decided 9 to retire our Meramec
Energy Center no later than 2022, and it
may be retired earlier, if necessary, to
comply with new environmental rules.”
(Pg. 13, Direct Testimony of Moehn in
Case No. ER-2014-0258).

Items (i)-(iv) were
incorporated. The status
of item (v) is unclear.

Grain Belt Express
concurs with Staff and
incorporated Staff's
suggestions in Supp. Ex.
13. Regarding item (v), in
its IRP filing Ameren
Missouri did not specify a
retirement date for the
Meramec Energy Center.
It stated the plant would
be retired no later than
2022 or earlier if
necessary to comply with
environmental rules.
Therefore, Meramec was
modeled as partially
retired in scenarios Slow
Growth and Robust
Economy, and fully retired
in scenarios Business As
Usual and Green
Economy.

d. Representative (if estimated) heat
rate curves instead of average heat rates
across all capacity stages

Staff disputes that this
item has been addressed
in Supp. Ex. 13.

As discussed in Paragraph
6 of the Reply, Grain Belt
Express has modeled a
minimum generation level
and heat rate specific to
each natural gas turbine.
This is standard industry
practice. Staff appears to
suggest that Grain Belt
Express should have
modeled decreasing bid
curves for natural gas
generators which would
contradict SPP and MISO
market rules.

e. [no comment]

f. Any omitted plants or improperly
modeled plants. If the generator data tab
in the Missouri Study Assumptions xls
file is meant to be an exhaustive list for
Missouri IOU owned generators.
i. Missouri owned wind generators have
been left off.

Staff does not dispute
that the items have been
addressed in Grain Belt
Express Supp. Ex. 13.

Grain Belt Express
concurs with Staff and
incorporated Staff's
suggestions in Supp. Ex.
13.
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Staff Comment to Studies Staff Position Grain Belt Express
Response

ii. Modeling multi-unit plants as one unit
(Taum Sauk).
iii. Retirement of units not captured
(Asbury 2).
iv. Lack of Ameren Missouri CTs
located in Illinois (Raccoon Creek).
v. Lack of Missouri IOU minority
ownership coal plants (Jeffrey, Plum
Point).
g. Any reasonable updates or
corrections of assumptions, including
but not limited to:
i. Fuel prices

Staff disputes that this
comment was
incorporated.

Staff provided no specific
inputs or values. Grain
Belt Express considered
an appropriate range of
natural gas fuel prices.

ii. Emissions prices Staff does not dispute
that the item has been
addressed in Supp. Ex.
13.

Grain Belt Express
concurs with Staff.

iii. Load shapes
1. Level of solar penetration,
2. Penetration of Demand Side
Management and Energy Efficiency,
3. Items not captured in the 10 year
load-shape normalization period, for
example, changes in usage
characteristics after the Joplin tornado.

Staff disputes that this
comment was
incorporated. Staff
states that it was not
given the opportunity to
review the load data.

Staff provided no specific
input values or
suggestions, although it
was provided the hourly
load forecast data to
review.

5. Using the outputs of items 3 & 4,
provide for the Commission’s review:

a. A reasonable estimate of the
generation and reserve operations of
each generation facility located in
Missouri, or owned by a Missouri-
serving utility, or from which power is
purchased to serve Missouri load by a
Missouri-serving utility (with and
without a Missouri converter station).
b. A reasonable estimate of the
operating costs and market revenues
of each
generation facility located in Missouri,
or owned by a Missouri-serving utility,
or from which power is purchased to
serve Missouri load by a Missouri-
serving utility (with and without a

Grain Belt Express
provided these results,
but they are not reliable
because, among other
reasons, PROMOD does
not produce results that
are accurate for
producing plant-level
data, and the natural gas
related assumptions
used in Grain Belt
Express’ modeling are
not reasonable.

First, Grain Belt Express
has not asked the
Commission to make a
determination on the
accuracy of plant-level
results. This additional
level of detail was not
requested by the
Commission in its Feb. 11
Order, and was provided
at the request of Staff.
Staff’s position is unclear
and contradictory because
it objects to a level of
detail that they requested.

Second, the Grain Belt
Express assumptions
regarding natural gas
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Staff Comment to Studies Staff Position Grain Belt Express
Response

Missouri converter station). prices and generation
efficiency are standard and
reasonable.

c. A reasonable estimate of the
emissions released by each generation
facility located in Missouri, or owned by
a Missouri-serving utility, or from which
power is purchased to serve Missouri
load by a Missouri-serving utility (with
and without a Missouri converter
station).
d. [see below]
e. A reasonable estimate for each
Missouri-serving utility of the gross
value of its energy output of its
associated generation fleet (with and
without a Missouri converter station).
f. A reasonable estimate for each
Missouri-serving utility of the cost of
producing its energy output from its
associated generation fleet (with and
without a Missouri converter station).
g. A reasonable estimate for each
Missouri-serving utility of the level of
emissions released by its associated
generation fleet (with and without a
Missouri converter station).
h. A reasonable estimate for each
Missouri-serving utility of the level of
the operational efficiency of its
associated generation fleet (with and
without a Missouri converter station)
d. A reasonable estimate for each
Missouri-serving utility of the cost of
serving its load (with and without a
Missouri converter station).

Grain Belt Express did
not provide this detail.

Grain Belt Express
provided adjusted
production cost results
across four scenarios for
Ameren Missouri and for
Missouri as a whole,
which is responsive to the
Feb. 11, 2015 Order.
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Staff Comment to Studies Staff Position Grain Belt Express
Response

i. A reasonable estimate of transmission
upgrades in MISO zones 4 and 5 that
may be made economical given the
congestion conditions that will exist
with a Missouri converter station.

Staff does not dispute
that the item has been
addressed in Supp. Ex.
13 although the
conclusions are not
clearly stated.

Grain Belt Express
concurs that the Supp. Ex.
13 study addresses this
issue. It found the Project
would not cause
congestion in Missouri
that would require
transmission upgrades.

j. A reasonable estimate of the economic
and operational feasibility of exporting
energy through the Missouri converter
station in hours when capacity is
available.

Staff does not dispute
that the item has been
addressed in Supp. Ex.
13 although it contends
the conclusions are not
clearly stated.

Grain Belt Express
concurs that Supp. Ex. 13
addresses this issue. It is
not apparent what Staff
finds to be unclear.

k. A reasonable estimate of the
economic and operational feasibility of
managing the variability of injected
wind at or before the Kansas converter
station.

Staff does not dispute
that the item has been
addressed in Supp. Ex.
13.

Grain Belt Express
concurs with Staff’s
position.
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