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I.  WITNESS INTRODUCTION 1 

Q. Please state your name, business address and present position. 2 

A. My name is Leonard Januzik.  I am Senior Director and Midwest Regional Manager of 3 

Quanta Technology, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Quanta Services.  My business 4 

address is 4020 Westchase Blvd., Raleigh, North Carolina. 5 

Q. Have you previously submitted prepared testimony and exhibits in this docket? 6 

A. Yes, I previously submitted prepared direct testimony identified as Rock Island Clean 7 

Exhibit 6.0 and accompanying exhibits identified as Rock Island Exhibits 6.1 through 8 

6.6. 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. I am responding to comments and criticisms by Commonwealth Edison witness Steven 11 

Naumann at lines 783-890 of ComEd Exhibit 1.0 Revised pertaining to the studies I 12 

presented in my direct testimony. 13 

II. REASONABLENESS OF FOCUS ON THE ILLINOIS AND NI REGION 14 

Q. What was the purpose of the transfer capability study described in your direct 15 

testimony?  16 

A. The intent of the transfer capability study was to determine if the availability of increased 17 

generating capacity within the Northern Illinois (“NI”) footprint due to the Rock Island 18 

Clean Line Project, some or all of which might displace capacity outside of the NI 19 

footprint, would alter base case flows and increase the incremental import capability into 20 

NI.   21 

Q. What was the purpose of the LOLE study described in your direct testimony? 22 
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A. The intent of the LOLE study was to analyze whether the Rock Island Project, by making 23 

more generating capacity available in NI, increases generating reserve margins and 24 

thereby increases reliability.  The LOLE analysis was conducted for (1) an area 25 

designated “NI”, comprising that portion of the PJM market area lying within the State of 26 

Illinois, and (2) the entire State of Illinois. 27 

Q. Referring to Mr. Naumann’s first criticism, at lines 799-807 of ComEd Exhibit 1.0 28 

Revised, is it reasonable that the transfer capability study is focused on just the NI 29 

portion of the PJM system and also Illinois as a whole? 30 

A. Yes.  The region of interest for this docket, as far as reliability is concerned, includes the 31 

electric system within the State of Illinois.  It is completely acceptable that these analyses 32 

were conducted for Illinois and, separately, for just the NI portion of Illinois which is the 33 

region to which the Project will interconnect.  This analysis was an assessment of the 34 

impact of the Project on the physics of the transmission system, not an assessment of the 35 

ability of the NI region of PJM, or Illinois in general, to meet its Capacity Emergency 36 

Transfer Objective (“CETO”) or capacity obligations as defined by PJM.  There can be 37 

no question that introducing new generation delivered by the Project into the NI footprint 38 

with some level of export of that power out of the NI region, would change the flows on 39 

the NI tie-lines.  The presence of these outbound flows would make additional 40 

transmission capacity available into Northern Illinois. 41 

Q. Is it appropriate that the LOLE study is focused on just the NI portion of the PJM 42 

system and also Illinois as a whole? 43 

A. Yes.  An LOLE study can be conducted for a system of any size and location as long as 44 

the boundary is set and that boundary does not change from the base case to the change 45 
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case.  In fact, any LOLE study is based on the assumption that the system under study is 46 

an island with defined interchange with external systems. 47 

Q. Are there any other reasons why the transfer capability and LOLE studies were 48 

focused on the Illinois electric grid? 49 

A. Yes.  It was the purpose of these analyses to show the reliability impacts of the Project 50 

for Illinois and not for PJM or MISO.  Further, as I will discuss in more detail later, 51 

analyses specific to Illinois and the NI region have been conducted for many years and 52 

were commonplace prior to the establishment of PJM and MISO as reliability planning 53 

entities. 54 

III. RESPONSE TO CRITICISMS OF LOLE STUDY 55 

Q. Why did you exclude portions of PJM outside Illinois in the LOLE analysis? 56 

A. Because I wanted to measure the reliability impacts of the Rock Island Project on the 57 

geographic areas within the Illinois Commerce Commission’s jurisdiction.  I was 58 

concerned that the Commission would not consider relevant, or would attach less 59 

importance to, the reliability impacts of the Project on the entire PJM footprint. 60 

Q.  Why did you consider the entire State of Illinois in the LOLE study, when the 61 

injection from the Rock Island project will be into PJM? 62 

A. Reliability benefits arise from the Project in delivering additional power which will serve 63 

as a reserve to the MISO region of Illinois as well, thereby enhancing reliability for the 64 

entire State of Illinois. 65 

Q. Mr. Naumann states that there is “no recognized LOLE analysis for an isolated 66 

Northern Illinois zone” (ComEd Exhibit 1.0 Revised, lines 803-804).  Is it accepted 67 

practice to perform such studies on portions of a balancing area such as PJM? 68 
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A. Yes. Sub-regional studies are commonplace.  In fact, prior to the creation of the Midwest 69 

Reliability Organization and ReliabilityFirst Corporation reliability regions of the North 70 

American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”), the Mid-America Interconnected 71 

Network (“MAIN”) region of the country would break down LOLE studies into various 72 

sub-regions.   73 

  Further, the intent of my study was not to calculate the capacity reserve margin 74 

required for a balancing authority or market but rather to illustrate the impact on LOLE 75 

that the addition of generating capacity within a geographic boundary to which the 76 

Project delivered would have. 77 

Q. What were the recognized sub-regions of MAIN? 78 

A. Northern Illinois, the balance of Illinois, the portion of Missouri lying within MAIN, and 79 

the portion of Wisconsin and Upper Michigan lying within MAIN. 80 

Q. Is the NI area studied for this testimony substantially the same as the Northern 81 

Illinois sub-region of MAIN that was used in MAIN reliability studies? 82 

A. Yes. 83 

Q. Did the former Northern Illinois and “balance of Illinois” sub-regions together 84 

correspond to the Illinois area studied in your LOLE study for your direct 85 

testimony? 86 

A. In general, yes. Certain generating facilities within Illinois, but designated by Ameren 87 

(formerly Union Electric) for supply to its Missouri load, were excluded from my LOLE 88 

studies. 89 

Q. Is the analytical methodology of LOLE dependent upon the boundaries of the area 90 

studied? 91 



  Rock Island Exhibit 6.7 
  Page 5 of 16 

A. No. 92 

Q. Are there limits on the nature of the boundaries of an area to be studied which must 93 

be observed to preserve the validity of a LOLE study? 94 

A. Yes. As the LOLE methodology does not consider generation deliverability within an 95 

area, it is generally assumed for purposes of such studies that any and all of the 96 

generation within the study region can, in aggregate, serve the overall load within the 97 

study area’s boundaries.  It is not important that any individual resource could serve any 98 

specific load but that the sum of the generation could supply the sum of the load.  Since 99 

MISO and PJM both perform generation interconnection and deliverability studies, it was 100 

assumed that there was adequate generation deliverability to study Illinois as a single 101 

study sub-region. 102 

Q. Are the NI area and the MISO portion of Illinois each areas within which LOLE 103 

analysis is valid? 104 

A. Yes, because they have strong internal transmission connections. 105 

Q. Mr. Naumann states that there is no recognized LOLE analysis for Illinois, that 106 

Illinois is divided among PJM and MISO, each of which operates transmission 107 

assets and independently conducts its own reserves analysis and maintains reserves, 108 

and that your study did not consider transfer capability between NI and the rest of 109 

Illinois.  (ComEd Exhibit 1.0 Revised, lines 803-814.)  Are the NI area and the MISO 110 

portion of Illinois together a valid study area for LOLE analysis? 111 

A. Yes. Two major generating stations were built by Commonwealth Edison in central 112 

Illinois in the 1960s and 1970s and multiple 345 kV transmission lines connect these 113 

lines to the rest of the NI region.  Both of these plants also have local interconnections to 114 
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the Ameren system. In addition, more indirect paths through Iowa and Indiana tie the 115 

PJM and MISO systems together. There are several transmission ties between these 116 

regions which make a study area of the State of Illinois a valid study area for LOLE 117 

analysis. 118 

Q. Can a LOLE analysis be modified if some portion of the generation is not strongly 119 

connected to the study area? 120 

A. Yes.  The net non-firm power available can be modeled as one or more equivalent 121 

generators, with a forced outage rate increased to reflect an aggregate of the forced 122 

outage rates of those generators as well as the influence of the outage rates of the 123 

transmission connecting the generators to the study area. 124 

Q. Why did you not do this when considering the study area consisting of the entire 125 

State of Illinois? 126 

A. Because the transmission ties between the NI region and the MISO region of Illinois 127 

consist of multiple 345 kV transmission lines on three rights of way and multiple points 128 

of interconnection at lower voltages. The likelihood of a single reliability event isolating 129 

NI from the rest of Illinois is very low. Because of the diversity of right of way routing, 130 

the outage of all extra-high voltage connections is not a credible planning event. 131 

Q. Mr. Naumann states at lines 815-817 that, because Rock Island has not yet 132 

contracted with any generators, it cannot be assumed that connected generators will 133 

provide capacity or reserve benefits.  He also states that the assumption that 100% 134 

wind generation will be connected to the Project is inconsistent with arguments 135 

Rock Island has made elsewhere that non-wind generators, with lower forced outage 136 
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rates, may be connected to the line (lines 818-822).  What is your response to these 137 

comments? 138 

A. The purpose of the study is not to evaluate contractual capacity relationships and their 139 

impact on capacity reserve margins; it is to determine the LOLE impacts that will result 140 

due to the addition of the resources associated with the Project.  The assumptions used 141 

within the LOLE study are conservative since it was assumed that all of the power that 142 

would be delivered by the Project would come from new wind generation located in the 143 

Resource Area.  Modifying the mix of resources delivered by the Project to include some 144 

level of fossil-powered generation would have the effect of further reducing the LOLE 145 

and therefore increasing the reliability benefits to Illinois.  This is the case because fossil 146 

generation has higher capacity factors than wind generation.  Rock Island witness David 147 

Berry provides additional information in his rebuttal testimony with regards to the types 148 

of generators that are expected to be connected to the Project. In any event, it is clear that 149 

adding additional resources to a given area, regardless of how those resources are 150 

delivered to that area, will have the effect of decreasing the probability that system 151 

demand cannot be met at any given time (LOLE). 152 

Q. At lines 823-828 of ComEd Exhibit 1.0 Revised, Mr. Naumann asserts that the 153 

LOLE studies that you presented fail to account for the fact that the Project is a 154 

500-mile long transmission line which is exposed to risks such as severe weather 155 

events.  Is this concern well-founded based on facts and are there any statistics 156 

available on outage data of transmission lines of the voltage level of the Project due 157 

to severe weather and other external forces? 158 
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A. No, Mr. Naumann’s concern is not well-founded.  Mr. Naumann is correct that 159 

transmission lines are exposed to a variety of risks. The vast majority of these, such as 160 

equipment failure and incidental contact, will affect only one of the two pole conductors 161 

of the HVDC Rock Island Project in the form of a single-line-to-ground fault. This will 162 

cause loss of approximately half of the capability of the Project.  NERC considers the 163 

loss of an HVDC single pole conductor to be a first order contingency or an N-1 event.  164 

NERC considers the loss of both pole conductors and consequently, the entire capability 165 

of the Project, to be a second order contingency or an N-2 event.  The LOLE study only 166 

considered N-1 events which is a typical planning scenario.  One pole of the Rock Island 167 

Project (a NERC N-1 event) has sufficient capability to supply the entire level of 168 

assumed wind capacity (which, for the purposes of the LOLE study was 1,240 MW as 169 

calculated by Rock Island witness David Berry from the PJM wind capacity calculation 170 

procedure) so there is no need to adjust the wind forced outage rate to consider 171 

transmission availability.   172 

Further, the NERC Transmission Availability Data System (TADS) has been 173 

collecting transmission outage data since October 2008 with data available through 2011.  174 

Since all DC and AC lines are susceptible to weather events or other “external forces”, 175 

the outage data collected for all transmission line circuits at 400 kV or higher was 176 

analyzed and results in an average availability percentage of 99.732%.  That is, 177 

transmission lines, both DC and AC circuits, at voltages of 400 kV or higher, were not 178 

available to transmit energy due to weather, lightning, environmental influence, 179 

contamination, foreign interaction, fire, vandalism, and other unknown causes for 180 

approximately three-tenths of one percent of the time over the period of October 2008 181 
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through 2011 across the NERC region.  A transmission unavailability number this low 182 

helps to explain why LOLE studies rarely include transmission outage probabilities in the 183 

forced outage rates of new generators and also why I did not include this as a 184 

consideration in my LOLE analysis and why Mr. Naumann’s concern is not well-founded 185 

based on the facts.   186 

Q. Referring to lines 828-831 of Mr. Naumann’s testimony, why was a capacity of 1,240 187 

MW considered in the LOLE analysis when Rock Island’s PJM interconnection 188 

queue positions request 1,192 MW of Firm Transmission Injection Rights 189 

(“FTIR”)? 190 

A. Rock Island’s PJM interconnection queue positions represent the study of 1,192 MW of 191 

FTIR because Rock Island purchased an existing interconnection queue position that had 192 

requested 1,192 MW of FTIR.  The characteristics of the generation in the Resource 193 

Area, as provided by Rock Island witness David Berry, represent an aggregate of 1,240 194 

MW of capacity.  Rock Island has the ability to modify the level of FTIR at any time 195 

before or during operation of the Project through submission or acquisition of additional 196 

interconnection queue requests.  In any event, the difference between 1,240 MW and 197 

1,192 MW is only a 4% difference which is not material to the results of the LOLE study. 198 

IV. RESPONSE TO CRITICISMS OF TRANSFER CAPABILITY STUDY 199 

Q. Your analysis utilized First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability 200 

(“FCITC”) to assess the impact that the Project would have on transmission 201 

capability in NI, but Mr. Naumann contends that FCITC is not an appropriate 202 

metric for your analysis (ComEd Exhibit 1.0 Revised, lines 839-858).  Please explain 203 

why you think FCITC is an acceptable metric. 204 
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A. The intent of the transfer capability analysis was to determine if there would be an 205 

increase in transfer capability into the NI region and also Illinois in general due to the 206 

Project.  The purpose was not, however, to calculate total transfer capability or available 207 

transfer capability, which is the focus of Mr. Naumann’s comments.  The concept of 208 

FCITC is common across the U.S. to analyze reliability limitations to transfers of power 209 

from a given source of power to a given sink or multiple sinks.  In general, the analysis 210 

identifies a power transfer level, in megawatts, that can occur between the chosen 211 

source(s) and sink(s) and the contingency that limits power transfers to that power 212 

threshold along with the limiting element.  Introducing new generation from the Resource 213 

Area and delivering it into the NI footprint via the Rock Island Project, while assuming 214 

some portion of that power is delivered within NI and some portion is delivered external 215 

to NI, will change the flows on the NI tie-lines due to these exports.  The presence of 216 

these outbound flows would make additional transmission capacity available which 217 

would increase the incremental import capability into the NI footprint. 218 

  Additionally, Mr. Naumann states that PJM’s process of determining capacity 219 

deliverability involves Capacity Emergency Transfer Limits (“CETL”) – “the capability 220 

of the transmission system to support deliveries of electric energy to a given area 221 

experiencing a localized capacity emergency as determined in accordance with PJM 222 

Manuals.”1  The transfer capability study does not try to simulate a capacity emergency 223 

in any specific region and attempt to evaluate whether that region has sufficient internal 224 

generation and import capability to meet that area’s Capacity Emergency Transfer 225 

Objective.  Increasing the amount of transmission transfer capability into a region, even 226 

                                                 
1 Definitions of CETL and CETO can be found in the PJM Glossary at: http://www.pjm.com/Glossary.aspx 
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when not undergoing a local capacity emergency, provides a reliability benefit to the 227 

electric system.   228 

Q. Is it necessary to include Capacity Benefit Margin (“CBM”) or Transmission 229 

Reliability Margin (“TRM”), as Mr. Naumann suggests at lines 859-862, when 230 

calculating the change in incremental transfer capability? 231 

A. No.  CBM and TRM are margins used to decrement total transfer capability (“TTC”) in 232 

the calculation of the available transfer capability (“ATC”) as is used to offer 233 

transmission service.  My transfer capability analysis focused on the change in 234 

incremental import capability using FCITC as a metric and did not address ATC.   Since 235 

CBM and TRM are not a part of the FCITC calculation, neither one was relevant in this 236 

analysis. In short, the terminology CBM and TRM are used in commercial transaction 237 

evaluations while FCITC is used in reliability evaluations.  238 

Q. Did your transfer capability study need to consider firm versus non-firm 239 

transactions? 240 

A. No.  The transfer capability study was focused on the change in the incremental transfer 241 

capability into the NI footprint which would result from the addition of the generation 242 

resources delivered by the Project and the effect which they would have on line loading.  243 

The assessment focused on whether changes in line loading would free-up transmission 244 

capacity resulting in higher levels of incremental import capability inherent in the 245 

transmission system.  Additionally, the study properly assumed that unused transfer 246 

capability on the HVDC line – the 550 MW not being used by the 1,240 MW of capacity 247 

from the Resource Area generation – would also be available to the NI region for 248 

additional transactions.     249 
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Q. Mr. Naumann contends at lines 863 – 868 that your transfer capability analysis 250 

should only have considered firm transmission.  Is it necessary to differentiate 251 

between firm and non-firm transfer capability in an assessment of the reliability 252 

impact of a change to the transmission system? 253 

A. No.  A reliability analysis focuses on the physical capabilities of the transmission system.  254 

As an example, calculating the incremental transfer capability using FCITC as the metric 255 

indicates how much power could flow should it be required. The classification of a 256 

transaction or transfer capability as either firm or non-firm is a distinction applied to 257 

transmission service, but the analysis did not need to address the nature of transmission 258 

service.  The issue is not whether the power has firm contractual rights but whether the 259 

laws of physics and the existing system loading will allow it to flow.  As a specific 260 

example, values of CETL calculated by PJM do not differentiate between firm and non-261 

firm transactions but rather on the capability of the transmission system to support a sub-262 

region should a significant generating capacity shortage occur.  My analysis of 263 

incremental transfer capability applied a similar approach. 264 

Q. Mr. Naumann argues at lines 869-974 that the assumption in the transfer capability 265 

analysis, that 50% of the power injection of the Project would displace PJM 266 

resources outside of the NI footprint, was arbitrary.   What was the basis for using 267 

the 50% value? 268 

A. The transfer capability study established a base case which modeled how the capacity 269 

from the Resource Area generation delivered by the Project might change the PJM base 270 

case dispatch.  The assumptions did not consider power purchase agreements or other 271 

potential contracts.  As such there was no need to speculate on the intentions of how any 272 
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parties planned to address their Renewable Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) requirements.  273 

The assumption was that 50% (620 MW) of the Resource Area generation would displace 274 

higher-priced generation within the NI footprint and 50% (620 MW) would displace 275 

higher-priced generation in the PJM footprint outside of Illinois.  With an aggregate 276 

market demand of over 100,000 MW in PJM it was appropriate to assume that at least 277 

half of the Project injection would be absorbed external to the NI region. 278 

Q. Were other assumption values considered? 279 

A. Yes, consideration was given to using a pro-rata formula based on sub-regional demand 280 

to determine the distribution.  This would have allocated roughly 25% to the NI footprint 281 

and 75% to the remainder of PJM.  A 50/50 allocation, retaining more of the injected 282 

power from the Project within NI and not overstating increased exports from NI, was 283 

considered to be a more conservative distribution. 284 

Q. Did the transfer capability study need to consider other ways that PJM, including 285 

eastern PJM states, will meet their RPS requirements? 286 

A. No.  Other than facilities that are already operating and included in the models that PJM 287 

had available at the time of the study, no additional assumptions were made about the 288 

amount and location of potential renewable energy resource development.  Furthermore, 289 

Mr. Berry’s direct testimony also discusses the huge, unmet demand for renewable 290 

energy in the PJM region, both RPS-driven and non-RPS related, which supports the 291 

assumption of distribution of the Project’s delivered power to other areas of PJM and not 292 

just NI.   293 

Q. How would a different allocation of the power from the Resource Area delivered by 294 

the Project change the transfer capability analysis? 295 
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A. The results of the transfer capability analysis would have suggested a greater increase in 296 

incremental import capability had the generation delivered by the Project been allocated 297 

between NI and the remainder of PJM based on a load-weighted, pro-rata allocation that, 298 

as I stated earlier, was also considered.  Base case exports would have been greater which 299 

would have tended to make more transmission capacity available to support incremental 300 

imports.  Conversely, assuming that the Project’s injected power only displaced higher 301 

priced generation within NI would have reduced the incremental increase in transfer 302 

capability.  It was concluded that using the 50/50 allocation would not overstate the 303 

displacement of higher-priced generation (either within or outside of NI) nor would it 304 

overstate the anticipated improvement in incremental import capability. 305 

Q. Referring to lines 875-882 of Mr. Naumann’s testimony, does the allocation of the 306 

generating resources connected by the Rock Island Project to PJM assumed in the 307 

LOLE study need to be the same as in the transfer capability study? 308 

A. No. There is no necessary relationship between the two studies with respect to how the 309 

generating capacity connected to the Project is allocated.  The LOLE study evaluated 310 

how additional capacity resources in the NI footprint would affect resource adequacy.  311 

The transfer capability study evaluated how the dispatch of those resources would affect 312 

base case transmission loading and the resulting incremental transfer capability.  The 313 

LOLE and transfer capability studies had two very different purposes.  The transfer 314 

capability study assumes there are interconnections with the outside world and analyzes 315 

the incremental amount of transmission transfer capability that would be available to be 316 

transferred into NI under a pre-determined dispatch of the Project’s injected power.  The 317 

LOLE study assumes the defined region is an island in order to measure incremental 318 
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impact of the Project on LOLE in that defined region.  These analyses are not coupled in 319 

any way but rather are two independent analyses of the reliability impacts of the Rock 320 

Island Project and show two, separate reliability benefits of the Project to the NI region 321 

and Illinois, in general. 322 

Q. Referring to lines 883-886 of Mr. Naumann’s testimony, was it necessary for the 323 

transfer capability study to consider any potential system upgrades which the PJM 324 

interconnection process may conclude need to be constructed in order for the 325 

Project to interconnect and deliver power to PJM load? 326 

A. No.  The intent of this study was to determine how a reasonable dispatch and allocation 327 

of the generating resources connected to the Rock Island Project would affect 328 

transmission loading in the NI footprint and in Illinois in general and, as a result, 329 

determine the impact on incremental import capability into these subsets of the 330 

transmission system.  If any new transmission upgrades are required by PJM in order to 331 

accommodate the FTIR requested by Rock Island, those upgrades should enhance 332 

deliverability of power within and external to NI and therefore further increase the 333 

incremental transfer capability into NI beyond what is shown by my transfer capability 334 

study.  At worst, the network impacts should have no impact on transfer capability. 335 

Q. Mr. Naumann states at lines 887-890 of his testimony that since the Project does not 336 

have contracted generation customers, any analysis is totally theoretical.  Do 337 

planning studies typically make assumptions about the future generation on the 338 

system? 339 

A. Yes.  The assumptions that are made in any given planning study are based on the 340 

purpose of that study.  Planning studies necessarily include assumptions about whether 341 
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existing resources will continue to be in service and what new resources will be added in 342 

the future, as well as about loads and other parameters in the future.  For instance, NERC 343 

studies future impacts to the electric grid in its Long Term Reliability Assessments which 344 

involves making assumptions around things like lack of rainwater for hydro plants, 345 

significant load growth, significant coal plant retirements, and much more.  The intent of 346 

the transfer capability study was to identify the impacts to transfer capability with 347 

injection of a new power source at the location planned by the Rock Island Project. The 348 

study is intended to measure what the impact is on incremental transfer capability if the 349 

Project, as proposed, is built and connected and the assumed amount of generating 350 

capacity connects to the Project.      351 

Q. How would future power purchase agreements or other contractual agreements 352 

associated with the Project affect the transfer capability study? 353 

A. They would not affect the transfer capability study.    This study made a conservative 354 

assumption as to how these resources would be dispatched into the PJM market and how 355 

the dispatch would affect transmission flows and the resulting incremental transfer 356 

capability into the NI footprint.  The dispatch assumptions would not be materially 357 

affected by future contractual agreements. 358 

Q. Does this conclude your prepared rebuttal testimony? 359 

A. Yes. 360 

 

 

 


