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I. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 1 

Q. Please state your name and business address.   2 

A. My name is Jeffrey M. Gray.  My business address is P.O. Box 620323, 3 

Middleton, WI  53562-0323. 4 

Q. Have you previously submitted prepared testimony in this proceeding? 5 

A. Yes, I have previously submitted prepared direct testimony, dated June 25, 2013, 6 

which is identified as Illinois Landowners Alliance, NFP (“ILA”) Exhibit 7.0. 7 

Q. What is the purpose of this rebuttal testimony? 8 

A. I am responding to issues raised in the direct testimonies of Illinois Commerce 9 

Commission (“ICC” or “Commission”) Staff witness Richard Zuraski, and Wind 10 

on the Wires witness Michael Goggin.  Specifically, I comment on (1) alternatives 11 

to the Rock Island Project, as identified and developed pursuant to the 12 

Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) Transmission 13 

Expansion Planning (“MTEP”) process;
1
 and (2) the policy construct for high 14 

voltage transmission expansion in the Midwest, and how the Rock Island Project 15 

fits within that construct. 16 

II. ALTERNATIVES TO THE ROCK ISLAND PROJECT 17 

Q. How have alternatives to the Rock Island Project been considered? 18 

                                                           
1
 Detailed information about the MTEP processes is available at the following link: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Planning/TransmissionExpansionPlanning/Pages/Transmissi

onExpansionPlanning.aspx.  A one-page overview is available at the following link: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-

Pagers/MTEP.pdf. 

 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Planning/TransmissionExpansionPlanning/Pages/TransmissionExpansionPlanning.aspx
https://www.misoenergy.org/Planning/TransmissionExpansionPlanning/Pages/TransmissionExpansionPlanning.aspx
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-Pagers/MTEP.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-Pagers/MTEP.pdf


Docket No. 12-0560  ILA Ex. 7.1 2 

A. Mr. Zuraski considers three alternative scenarios under which additional 19 

renewable energy credits (“RECs”)
2
 could be made available to meet Illinois RPS 20 

requirements:
3
  (1) new wind farms located in the Resource Area,

4
 with the RICL 21 

Project; (2) new wind farms located in Illinois, with no RICL Project; and (3) new 22 

wind farms located in the Resource Area, with no RICL Project.  My comments 23 

relate to the third scenario. 24 

Q. What are your general concerns with the third scenario? 25 

A. As a general matter, for the third scenario, any new wind farms do not need to be 26 

restricted to the Resource Area.  Only in scenario one, where the RICL Project 27 

would operate as an unusually long generator lead line connecting wind farms 28 

located in the Resource Area with the AC transmission system operated by PJM 29 

Interconnection, Inc. (“PJM”), does that restriction necessarily apply.  For the 30 

third scenario, new wind farms could be located anywhere within the MISO 31 

footprint having suitable wind and other characteristics, including, but not limited 32 

to, the Resource Area.  Further, as Mr. Zuraski explains,
5
 physical delivery to 33 

Illinois of the renewable energy associated with RECs used for Illinois RPS 34 

compliance is not required.  As long as the renewable energy is deliverable into 35 

                                                           
2
 All three scenarios assume the additional availability of 15 million MWHs of RECs per 

year, used for Illinois renewable portfolio standard (“RPS”) compliance. 

 
3
 Staff Exhibit 3.0, lines 318-35. 

 
4
 The Resource Area has been defined as Northwest Iowa and nearby areas in South 

Dakota, Nebraska, and Minnesota. 

 
5
 Staff Exhibit 3.0, lines 193-205. 
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the MISO transmission system, regardless of where that energy sources and sinks 36 

within MISO’s regional AC network, the associated RECs may be used for 37 

Illinois RPS compliance by Commonwealth Edison and others. 38 

Q. What other concerns do you have with the third scenario? 39 

A. Mr. Zuraski does not take into account the MISO multi-value projects (“MVPs”) 40 

identified and approved through the MTEP process, the first portfolio of which is 41 

expected to facilitate delivery into the MISO system of approximately 41 million 42 

MWHs of renewable energy and associated RECs per year.  Those RECs, and 43 

additional RECs facilitated by future MVP portfolios, may be used for Illinois 44 

RPS compliance by Commonwealth Edison and others, with no RICL Project. 45 

Q. How do the MISO MVPs impact the third scenario? 46 

A. Mr. Zuraski conjectures that new wind farms in scenario three (i.e., no RICL 47 

Project) may have difficulty obtaining MISO interconnections, or delivering 48 

renewable energy into the MISO system.
6
  However, because of the MISO MVP 49 

portfolio approved in the 2011 MTEP,
7
 and expected future MVP portfolios, 50 

those concerns are much less valid now than they were in 2008 or 2009, when the 51 

petitioner in this docket appears to have conceived the idea for the Rock Island 52 

Project. 53 

                                                                                                                                                                             

 
6
 Staff Exhibit 3.0, lines 568-76. 

 
7
 An overview and list of the 17 projects in the portfolio is available at the following link: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-

Pagers/MVP%20Benefits%20-%20Total%20Footprint.pdf. 

 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-Pagers/MVP%20Benefits%20-%20Total%20Footprint.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Communication%20Material/One-Pagers/MVP%20Benefits%20-%20Total%20Footprint.pdf
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Q. What about the RPS requirements of PJM states to the east of Illinois? 54 

A. Given that this is an ICC docket, Mr. Zuraski appropriately limits his analysis to 55 

REC production for purposes of Illinois RPS compliance.  In contrast, Mr. Goggin 56 

seems to suggest that the Commission should embrace the RICL Project, at least 57 

in part, so that RECs from renewable energy generated in the Resource Area 58 

(which, of course, is located in the Midwest, within the MISO footprint) can be 59 

used for RPS compliance in PJM’s Mid-Atlantic states.
8
  Mr. Goggin also seems 60 

to suggest that Commonwealth Edison can only meet its RPS compliance 61 

obligations with RECs from renewable energy delivered into the PJM system,
9
 62 

which is not the case.  Commonwealth Edison can meet its RPS compliance 63 

obligations with RECs from renewable energy delivered into the PJM system, 64 

verified by the PJM Environmental Information System Generation Attribute 65 

Tracking System, or with RECs from renewable energy delivered into the MISO 66 

system, verified by the Midwest Renewable Energy Tracking System.  For the 67 

latter, with respect to RECs from renewable energy generated in the Resource 68 

Area, no RICL Project is required. 69 

Q. Why shouldn’t the ICC be concerned with RPS compliance in PJM’s Mid-70 

Atlantic states? 71 

                                                           
8
 Wind on the Wires Exhibit 1.0, lines 209-15, 499-509, and 523-40. 

 
9
 See Wind on the Wires Exhibit 1.0, lines 504-05, where Mr. Goggin states 

“Commonwealth Edison is competing with utilities from across the PJM footprint for low 

cost RECs.” 
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A. I understand Mr. Goggin’s interest in RPS compliance on a regional and national 72 

basis, given the interests of his organization.  However, I am unable to find 73 

anything in the Illinois Public Utilities Act that requires or permits the ICC to 74 

broaden its scrutiny to cover out-of-state RPS compliance.  Generally, the ICC 75 

would concern itself with Illinois matters, while leaving regional and national 76 

matters to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and FERC-77 

jurisdictional regional transmission organizations, including MISO and PJM, and 78 

other states’ matters to their respective commissions. 79 

III. HIGH VOLTAGE TRANSMISSION EXPANSION IN THE MIDWEST 80 

Q. What is the regional construct for high voltage transmission expansion 81 

within the MISO footprint? 82 

A. Mr. Goggin’s testimony addresses this question to some degree, in his description 83 

of the MISO MVPs and their benefits.
10

  I also addressed this question in my 84 

earlier direct testimony.  To qualify as an MVP, a high voltage transmission 85 

project must meet one or more of three goals:  (1) reliably and economically 86 

enable regional public policy needs, (2) provide multiple types of regional 87 

economic value, and/or (3) provide a combination of regional reliability and 88 

economic value.  Through the stakeholder process, MISO identifies an MVP 89 

portfolio that combines reliability, economic, and public policy drivers to provide 90 

a transmission solution that delivers benefits in excess of costs throughout the 91 

MISO footprint.  For example, the MVP portfolio approved in the 2011 MTEP, 92 

                                                           
10

 Wind on the Wires Exhibit 1.0, lines 184-200 and 543-55. 
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when integrated into the existing and planned transmission network, will 93 

eliminate numerous transmission constraints and facilitate the delivery of 41 94 

million MWH of renewable energy annually to load. 95 

Q. How would the RICL Project contribute to high voltage transmission 96 

expansion of the MISO transmission network? 97 

A. Although the Resource Area is located within the MISO footprint, the RICL 98 

Project is not a product of the MISO MTEP or MVP processes.  My 99 

understanding is that the RICL Project would operate as an unusually long 100 

generator lead line connecting wind farms located in the Resource Area with the 101 

AC transmission system operated by PJM.  Therefore, the RICL Project would not 102 

contribute to high voltage transmission expansion of the MISO transmission 103 

network. 104 

Q. How would the regional benefits of high voltage transmission expansion, as 105 

described by Mr. Goggin, apply to the RICL Project? 106 

A. The regional benefits of high voltage transmission expansion, as described by Mr. 107 

Goggin with respect to the MISO MVPs,
11

 apply to expansion within an 108 

integrated AC network, like the MISO transmission system.  That same range of 109 

benefits would not apply to a DC transmission line that operates as a generator 110 

lead line, like the RICL Project, which would move power exclusively, or nearly 111 

                                                                                                                                                                             

 
11

 See Wind on the Wires Exhibit 1.0, lines 543-55, where Mr. Goggin discusses the 

equitable distribution of benefits of the MISO MVP projects across the MISO region. 
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so, in only one direction (i.e., to the PJM transmission system) and would not be a 112 

fully integrated component of the regional AC network.  113 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 114 

A. Yes, it does. 115 


