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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 

A. Witness Identification and Prior Participation 2 

Q. What is your name and title? 3 

A. My name is Steven T. Naumann.  I am the Vice President, Transmission and NERC 4 

Policy of Exelon Business Services Company (“ESBC”).   5 

Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in this Docket? 6 

A. Yes.  I previously submitted pre-filed direct (ComEd Ex. 1.0) and cross-rebuttal 7 

testimony (ComEd Ex. 3.0) in this Docket.  My background, professional qualifications, 8 

duties, and responsibilities are unchanged. 9 

B. Purpose and Summary of Rebuttal Testimony 10 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 11 

A. I respond to the efforts of witnesses for Rock Island to portray the Project as one that the 12 

Illinois Commerce Commission can meaningfully evaluate and conclude meets the 13 

criteria for issuance of not just a certificate of public convenience and necessity 14 

(“CPCN”), but also of an order directing Rock Island to build the Project.  I explain why 15 

that CPCN and Section 8-503 Order should be denied or, at the least, withheld pending 16 

resubmission of a case supporting a transmission project whose key attributes are well 17 

defined.   18 

Q. Why do you reach the conclusion 19 

A. Rock Island has not only failed to prove that its proposed Project is in the public 20 

convenience and necessity, it has failed to prove many fundamental features of the line 21 

and operation.  Rock Island’s rebuttal testimony is thick.  And, it is full of discussion 22 
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about hopes, plans, expectations, and studies to come.  But, before the Commission signs 23 

off on this Project and takes the rare step of approving the statutory predicate to allowing 24 

this developer to take private property under power of condemnation, I recommend more.  25 

I recommend that the Commission not approve a CPCN for a multi-billion dollar project 26 

that, in very important respects, remains conceptually and operationally fluid and 27 

changing, and the developer-petitioner is un-capitalized.  I certainly recommend that the 28 

Commission not issue an Order directing construction of a project when major features of 29 

the project remain in flux and the developer cannot and will not even commit to building 30 

the Project. 31 

Q. What are the major factors supporting your conclusion? 32 

A. In sum, the Project is not sufficiently developed and has too many critical unknown 33 

factors to allow the Commission to conclude it is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 34 

and efficient service to Illinois customers and is the least-cost means of satisfying the 35 

service needs of its customers or that the proposed construction will promote the 36 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently, is 37 

equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means of satisfying those objectives.  38 

A transmission facility like the Project is defined by its interaction with the rest of 39 

the electric system.  That interaction controls not only how it operates, but its economics 40 

and, to a great extent, what the facility actually is.  At present, the studies that will 41 

determine how Rock Island will interconnect with PJM Interconnection L.L.C. (“PJM”), 42 

how it will interact with the Midcontinent Independent System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”), 43 

and how it will have to limit its operations to make that interconnection possible are far 44 
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from complete.  In addition, we do not know what generators (if any) it will serve or what 45 

their operating and fuel characteristics will be.  The conditions under which the Project 46 

and those generators will have to operate and coordinate are not known.  We will not 47 

know how much it will cost to alleviate or avoid these operating restrictions, let alone 48 

who will bear the costs. 49 

Q. What are the key items that will not be known as of the close of hearings that lead 50 

you to this conclusion?  51 

A. At the time the Commission issues a final Order here, the information that will not be 52 

known based on the record in this proceeding will include the following: 53 

 The Commission will not know the conditions under which the Project will be 54 

allowed to interconnect to PJM.  It will not know when, for how many hours, or 55 

for what periods of time the Project can deliver energy above the 700 MW firm 56 

level requested.   57 

 The Commission will not know the amount and nature of upgrades required to 58 

operate above 700 MW of firm transmission injection rights.  The Commission 59 

will not know what operating restrictions may be imposed, or how those 60 

restrictions may affect the Project, its economics, its sustainability, or ultimately 61 

even if he Project can be practically built under those conditions. 62 

 The Commission will not know the impact of these conditions on the alleged 63 

benefits of the Rock Island Project.  Those benefits are premised on the Project 64 

providing 3,500 MW of reliable transmission, and the alleged benefits may be 65 

eliminated or significantly reduced even if operational issues are worked out.   66 
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 The Commission will not know the quantity or quality of wind generation 67 

resources that the Project will be able to reliably deliver.  Thus, the Commission 68 

will not know whether and to what extent Illinois customers will garner any of the 69 

supposed RPS or REC benefits asserted by Rock Island. 70 

 The Commission will not know if any transmission line along any approved route 71 

will ever be constructed, even though Rock Island appears to be asking to be 72 

ordered to build the line. 73 

Rock Island suggests papering over many of these uncertainties by agreeing to 74 

conditions or limitations on the CPCN.  This does not change the fact that there are many 75 

unknown variables which are central to various determinations to be made in deciding 76 

whether Rock Island is entitled to its requested certificate and findings.  Even if it is 77 

presumed that the completed studies will contain provisions that allow Rock Island to 78 

interconnect in a manner that maintains system reliability and stability, the impact of the 79 

measures necessary to achieve that result on Rock Island’s other assertions simply cannot 80 

be known at this time. 81 

Make no mistake -- I believe those studies will be completed in due course and 82 

that answers to many of the questions I have will come, although the nature of the 83 

generation the Project will serve may remain in flux thereafter.  But, the fact that they 84 

will not be completed until after the Commission is called upon to make a determination 85 

in this Docket as to whether the State will approve this speculative venture and direct its 86 

construction means that Rock Island is calling on the Commission to gamble, which it 87 

should not do.  The Commission should instead wait until an evidentiary record answers 88 

those questions with reasonable certainty. 89 
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II. THE PROJECT IS INSUFFICIENTLY DEVELOPED AND SPECIFIED TO 90 
WARRANT CERTIFICATION BASED ON THE RECORD 91 

Q. Does Rock Island deny the concerns that you expressed about uncertainties 92 

concerning reliability and system upgrades? 93 

A. No.  Rock Island’s position is that any reliability issues will be dealt with by the RTOs at 94 

some time in the future.  Dr. Galli states that if PJM or MISO identifies any reliability 95 

violations, then affected utilities will be responsible for designing system upgrades to 96 

resolve those violations and, therefore, unless PJM, MISO, or the utilities do not perform, 97 

reliability will be maintained.1  He does not mention the ability of Rock Island to 98 

implement operating procedures.  Mr. Berry also does not deny those concerns.  He 99 

simply states that ComEd can raise those concerns within the PJM and MISO processes.2  100 

A. System Operations Developments Leave the Project Uncertain 101 

Q. In your direct testimony, you stated that uncertainties existed that potentially 102 

impacted reliability and that important studies were not complete.3  Have these 103 

uncertainties been eliminated and have the studies been completed? 104 

A. No.  If anything, more uncertainties have surfaced since I submitted my direct testimony 105 

although Rock Island witnesses neglect to discuss these additional uncertainties in their 106 

rebuttal testimony.  Further, although one of the studies that was incomplete at the time 107 

of my direct testimony has been completed, other important studies remain incomplete 108 

and will not be completed until after the record has closed in this case. 109 

                                                 
1 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 31:664-70. 
2 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 26:624-35. 
3 See Naumann Dir., ComEd Ex. 1.0 REV, 19:383 – 31:609. 
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Q. What changes have occurred since you submitted your direct testimony in June? 110 

A. The only major change that has occurred since my direct testimony is that PJM has issued 111 

a ”re-tool,” i.e., an updated System Impact Study for Rock Island’s interconnection 112 

request S57/S58 for 700 MW of firm transmission injection rights and 3,500 MW of non-113 

firm rights.  PJM issued a report for this study in August 2013 (“August SIS Report”).   114 

1. Reliability / Stability Risks and Mitigation 115 

Q. Did Rock Island discuss the results of the August SIS Report? 116 

A. Yes.  Dr. Galli discusses the results of the study as they relate to network upgrades4 and 117 

the impact to system stability of the Project.5  He states that the August SIS Report finds 118 

that the light load driven network upgrades that PJM determined were necessary to 119 

maintain reliability in the November 2012 System Impact Study will not be needed.6  He 120 

also acknowledges that the Project failed to meet reliability standards to maintain system 121 

stability without mitigation and that PJM proposed mitigation that would restrict the 122 

power injection of the Project to 700 MW during any period of time that one of the two 123 

existing 765 kV transmission lines connected to Collins 765 kV is out of service.  Dr. 124 

Galli states that Rock Island is “comfortable” with the mitigation alternative.7  He also 125 

attached the August SIS Report to his rebuttal testimony as Rock Island Exhibit 2.13. 126 

                                                 
4 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 12:253-263. 
5 Id. at 23:495-24:521. 
6 Id. at 12:253-263. 
7 Id. at 23:495-24:521. 
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Q. Dr. Galli states that the stability concerns discussed in your direct testimony are not 127 

a reason to delay issuance of a Certificate.8  Is he correct? 128 

A. No.  The Commission should make no mistake about what the August SIS Report 129 

concluded on this issue.  PJM states:  “Following the addition of the proposed PJM queue 130 

project S57/S58, the system dynamic performance failed to meet applicable NERC, PJM 131 

and ComEd standards.”9  In the Conclusions section of the results of the stability studies, 132 

PJM once again states:  “S57/S58 failed to meet NERC/PJM and ComEd standards 133 

resulting in three unstable scenarios.”10  The Project, of itself, did not satisfy the 134 

applicable reliability criteria as proposed by Rock Island.   135 

As important as that fact is, it does not doom the Project, because, as Dr. Galli 136 

also notes, PJM proposed mitigation for the unstable scenarios.  That is, PJM proposed 137 

steps that could, in concept, be taken to keep the potentially unstable situation from 138 

occurring.  In the August SIS Report PJM proposed mitigation that would (1) restrict the 139 

power injected into Collins to 700 MW following an outage of either of the 765kV lines 140 

at Collins; and (2) replace two-345kV circuit breakers at ComEd’s LaSalle Station with 141 

faster operating circuit breakers.11  But, the existence of mitigation options does not mean 142 

that the failure to meet the stability criteria will not affect the operation of the Project.  143 

Quite the contrary.   144 

                                                 
8 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 23:498-24:521. 
9 Rock Island Ex. 2.13 at p. 15 (bold emphasis in original; red font emphasis omitted).  
10 Id. at p. 16 (bold emphasis in original; red font emphasis omitted). 
11 Id. 
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Q. Dr. Galli states that Rock Island is “comfortable with the mitigation alternative 145 

involving an operating restriction during maintenance or forced outages” and that 146 

the “ability to implement such operating schemes is one of the inherent 147 

controllability functions of HVDC.”12  Does this mean that stability concerns are off 148 

the table or that there is no reason to defer issuance of a certificate? 149 

A. No.  The mitigation Dr. Galli embraces is a concept.  As he acknowledges, the 150 

interconnection agreement that Rock Island will enter into with PJM and ComEd, which 151 

must be filed with and approved by FERC, will document the mitigation measures and 152 

how they must be implemented.  Of course, the starting point is PJM’s statement on 153 

mitigation in the August SIS Report:13 154 

The stability violations can be mitigated by redispatch of the customer 155 
facility from 3500 MW to 700 MW in less than 30 minutes immediately 156 
after the first contingency occurs.  Any redispatch arrangement is subject 157 
to PJM and the Midcontinent ISO agreeing to an acceptable redispatch 158 
protocol that would ensure curtailment of the facility to 700 MW in 30 159 
minutes or less. 160 

As is obvious, the exact conditions of the operating restriction must still be 161 

developed, including incorporating the results of the updated System Impact Study for 162 

Rock Island Queue position U3-026.   163 

Furthermore, I do not share Dr. Galli’s certainty that such an operating condition 164 

can be implemented effectively, nor his confidence in that the “inherent” ability of a DC 165 

line to be throttled means that the required actions, including by generators, two RTOs, 166 

and others can occur within a 30 minute window.  Coordinated redispatch must occur, not 167 

                                                 
12 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 24:509-512. 
13 Rock Island Ex. 2.13 at p. 16 (entire quote in bold in original). 
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simply dialing down a line.  Based on our experience with actually operating the system, 168 

ComEd has serious concerns as to whether all of the operating actions needed to 169 

complete the redispatch can be accomplished in 30 minutes as required by NERC 170 

Standard TPL-003, “System Performance Following Loss of Two or More Bulk Electric 171 

System Elements.”  ComEd will be discussing development of the operating procedures 172 

with PJM and MISO in the future, but at this time no one can state with certainty what 173 

the procedures will be to ensure reliability. 174 

Q. But doesn’t Dr. Galli claim that the controllability functions of HVDC allows for the 175 

implementation of such operating schemes? 176 

A. That is what he says, and I have no doubt that the DC line controls are able to change the 177 

flow on the Rock Island line within 30 minutes.  But, the operating actions of the DC 178 

converters by the operator, Rock Island, or its designee are the last step in the entire 179 

operating process.  Requirement 2 of NERC Standard TOP-007 requires transmission 180 

operators, such as PJM and MISO, to return their transmission systems to a state such 181 

that the system is within an Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (“IROL”), which 182 

is defined as a value, which “if violated, could lead to instability, uncontrolled separation 183 

or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System.”14  184 

This requires many steps that must be accomplished in 30 minutes; and until that process 185 

                                                 
14 Glossary of Term Used in NERC Reliability Standards at p. 38 (Updated Sept. 10, 2013), located at 

www.nerc.com/pa/stand/glossary of terms/glossary_of_terms.pdf.  NERC defines the maximum time that an IROL 
can be violated “before the risk to the interconnection or other [area] becomes greater than unacceptable” as less 
than or equal to 30 minutes.  Id.   
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is developed and agreed to by PJM and MISO,15 ComEd cannot be assured that 186 

redispatch from 3,500 MW to 700 MW can be accomplished in 30 minutes. 187 

Q. Why is that? 188 

A. The situation of concern to ComEd is the potential system instability if a second 765 kV 189 

line at Collins is opened or subject to a short circuit while the first line is open.  The fact 190 

that instability can occur even in the absence of a short circuit is an indication of the 191 

severity of the risk facing the system absent the mitigation being implemented within the 192 

required time.  While redispatch of energy injection of the Rock Island Project is not a 193 

concern if the outage of the first line is planned, an unplanned opening or short circuit of 194 

one of the 765 kV lines is a concern.  Following a short circuit or unplanned opening of 195 

one line, the following lengthy list of actions is required in order to effectuate the 196 

redispatch: 197 

 ComEd and PJM must recognize that the line has tripped and whether any other 198 

lines or elements also have tripped; 199 

 PJM must notify MISO of the trip, the need to implement the operating guide, and 200 

the level of reduction required; 201 

 PJM must determine which generation can be increased to make up for reduction 202 

in energy output from the Rock Island Project, which can be up to 2,800 MW 203 

(3,500 MW less 700 MW).  This requires real time analysis by PJM to ensure no 204 

system violations occur  due to the increase in generation; 205 

                                                 
15 See Rock Island Ex. 2.13 at p. 16. 
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 PJM must notify Rock Island, or its operator, of the requirement to reduce the 206 

injection of energy into Collins to 700 MW; 207 

 MISO [or Rock Island] must notify the generators injecting into the MISO end of 208 

the Rock Island Project to reduce their output by the same amount that PJM has 209 

directed Rock Island to reduce on the ComEd (Collins) end; 210 

 PJM, MISO, and Rock Island must agree on the timing of the reduction (how 211 

many MW and how quickly); 212 

 The generators injecting into the MISO end of the Rock Island Project must agree 213 

to the ramp down schedule and effectuate the reduction; and 214 

 The final reduction must be completed within 30 minutes. 215 

Q. How do you address PJM’s statement that PJM believes it is possible to curtail 216 

2,800 MW of non-firm injection in 30 minutes?16 217 

A. As the extensive list above illustrates, increasing generation to replace the curtailment in 218 

the energy delivered formerly by Rock Island is only one step of many that must be 219 

completed in this window.  Furthermore, as PJM notes, its analysis will be refined during 220 

the Facilities Study phase of the Project.  At least until that Facilities Study is complete, 221 

the issue of system stability and the mitigation will remain open and uncertain.  The 222 

Commission, should it issue a CPCN now, is gambling that the mitigation will work and 223 

that it will work in a manner consistent with Rock Island’s business plans and willingness 224 

to build the Project. 225 

                                                 
16 September 24, 2013 Letter from Michael J. Kormos to Susan O. Ivey (“September 24 Letter”). 



Docket No. 12-0560 
ComEd Ex. 4.0 (PUBLIC) 

 Page 12 of 37 

Q. Does Dr. Galli discuss any other operating restrictions identified by PJM in its 226 

August SIS Report? 227 

A. No.  In fact, even though the August SIS Report emphasized the operating restrictions by 228 

noting in bold the requirement of Rock Island to reduce its energy injection under certain 229 

conditions, Dr. Galli omits any discussion of any other operating restrictions.  However, 230 

as documented in the August SIS Report for Rock Island Queue Positions S57/S58, PJM 231 

contemplates numerous additional conditions that lead to operating restrictions.   232 

Q. What risks would these additional operating restrictions relate to? 233 

A. The most significant problems are the potential voltage reliability violations in the case 234 

where the Rock Island Project delivers 3,500 MW of energy.  The August SIS Report 235 

lists five contingencies where the power flow simulations did not converge, i.e., the 236 

model would not solve.17  When a power flow does not “solve,” it indicates an infeasible 237 

situation, a serious problem or problems with the post-contingency system that means 238 

that the system cannot function.  In this case, the potential reliability risk is voltage 239 

collapse with cascading outages.  Voltage collapse, to a non-engineer, is a catastrophic 240 

event where a voltage drop occurs which cannot be stopped; like an airplane that 241 

suddenly finds itself with too little power and no altitude to recover, the voltage and 242 

power flow in the region affected go to zero and blackout ensues.  Obviously, this must 243 

be prevented. 244 

Q. What are the contingencies that must be addressed? 245 

                                                 
17 Rock Island Ex. 2.13 at p. 12-13. 
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A. As documented in the PJM report, one of these contingencies is for a single line outage 246 

only,18 and the other four are a line outage followed by the failure of transmission 247 

substation bus-tie circuit breakers to open.  These four circuit breaker contingencies are 248 

particularly worrisome because (1) PJM’s real-time contingency analysis program does 249 

not simulate the impact of the failure of bus-tie breakers; and (2) the potential reliability 250 

risk can be a fast-occurring voltage collapse or cascading failures.  Where there are no 251 

serious violations, or even where there are minor thermal overloads that can be easily 252 

mitigated, the lack of real-time monitoring of bus-tie circuit breakers is not a problem.  253 

However, in this case, voltage collapse can occur quickly, sometimes in a matter of 254 

seconds, more quickly than any reasonable operating procedures could mitigate the 255 

voltage collapse.  Thus, energy injection from the Rock Island line into Collins would 256 

have to be limited in anticipation of these contingencies.  In other words, because 257 

operators could not act in response fast enough, the only alternative is to act in advance, 258 

as if the contingency was present. 259 

In recognition of these problems, PJM documented that operating restrictions 260 

would be required, including that curtailment down to the 700 MW firm level will be 261 

required for all conditions, i.e., normal or pre-contingency conditions, at or below a load 262 

level to be determined after further study: 19 263 

Facility re-dispatch required to mitigate the above violations. Current 264 
review indicates that the facility dispatch from 3500 MWs to 700MWs 265 
would be necessary under conditions that would require the successful and 266 

                                                 
18 Id. at p. 12.  The single line outage is identified a Contingency Name 765-L11215_-S, the outage of the 

ComEd to AEP Wilton Center-Dumont 765 kV line. 
19 Id. at p. 13 (entire quote in bolding in original). 
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rapid implementation of operating procedures to address various system 267 
conditions which may result in these voltage violations.  Analysis will be 268 
performed during the Facilities Study phase to determine at what system 269 
load level the non-firm portion of the S57 & S58 project (2800 MWs) 270 
would need to be curtailed, resulting in only allowing a dispatch to inject 271 
the firm portion of the request (700MWs).  Moreover, curtailment in this 272 
circumstance will be required under ALL conditions (normal and 273 
contingency) at or below the load level determined.  Provisions relating to 274 
this need to re-dispatch the facility and curtail the non-firm portion of the 275 
request will be incorporated into an operating guide and referenced in the 276 
ISA for the project should the project proceed to interconnection. 277 

PJM also recently clarified that “PJM intends to develop operating procedures 278 

that specify system load levels and RICL injection levels that would be acceptable for the 279 

most severe common mode outage events so that they would not need to be explicitly 280 

simulated and monitored in real-time operations.”20  Because ‘common mode’ events are 281 

single, unexpected events, this means that unlike the redispatch for system stability that I 282 

discussed above, the operating limits for Rock Island operations above the 700 MW level 283 

(if in fact Rock Island can operate above 700 MW) will be required before any 284 

contingency occurs.  At this point, we do not know what that triggering load level is and 285 

thus the Commission cannot know the number of hours that non-firm injections by Rock 286 

Island will be limited, perhaps severely. 287 

Q. Does the August SIS Report document any other conditions that require operating 288 

limitations? 289 

A. Yes.  There are six single contingency events that the report states will require redispatch 290 

of the Rock Island Project within 30 minutes of PJM’s determination that system 291 

                                                 
20 September 24 Letter (emphasis added). 
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conditions are such that any of these single contingencies can cause an overload.21  In 292 

other words, once PJM determines that system conditions are such that the next 293 

contingency will result in an overload, PJM will direct the Rock Island Project, after 294 

coordination with MISO, to reduce the injection into Collins to 700 MW before any 295 

contingency may occur.  This is because PJM must operate the system in a reliable 296 

manner in anticipation of the next outage, in what is referred to as “N-1 operations.” 297 

PJM also has identified 23 double contingencies, referred to as “N-1-1,” which 298 

can be mitigated by redispatch of the Rock Island Project down to 700 MW within 30 299 

minutes of the first contingency occurring.22  Once again, any redispatch operating 300 

agreement must be agreed to by MISO and will be documented in the interconnection 301 

agreement. 302 

Q. How does the August SIS Report summarize the redispatch requirements to 303 

maintain reliability? 304 

A. At the beginning of the report, PJM states:  “Because this study found numerous 305 

reliability violations (discussed below in detail) where the HVDC line delivers energy at 306 

levels above the 700 MW firm level requested, PJM cannot at this time determine how 307 

often and under what, if any conditions the Transmission Interconnection Customer can 308 

deliver energy above the 700 MW firm level requested.”23  The report further states that 309 

the exact conditions under which redispatch will be required will be determined based on 310 

                                                 
21  Rock Island Ex. 2.13 at p. 9. 
22 Id. at pp. 9-10. 
23 Id. at p. 3. 
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the Facilities Study, any operating guides must be mutually acceptable to PJM and the 311 

MISO, and Rock Island must be able to implement the operating guides within the 312 

required time.  As stated above, all operating guides and procedures will be documented 313 

in the Interconnection Service Agreement and will be a condition of the 314 

interconnection.24   315 

Q. In addition to the reliability limitations, does the August SIS Report identify any 316 

other issues? 317 

A. Yes.  The report identifies 16  sets of contingencies where lines can be overloaded, 318 

sometimes substantially, following a single contingency and cause congestion for the 319 

delivery of 3,500 MW into Collins.25  While the report shows that there will be a need for 320 

Rock Island to reduce its energy injections under certain light load conditions, the level 321 

of potential overloading is uncertain for 12 of the contingencies.  This is because 12 of 322 

the potentially overloaded lines result from a contingency of the outage of the ComEd to 323 

AEP 765kV lines from Wilton Center to Dumont, identified as contingency “765-324 

L11215_-S.”26  This is one of the contingencies listed under the Potential Voltage Issues 325 

section as resulting in a simulation that did not solve.27  Therefore, the conditions shown 326 

                                                 
24 Id. 
25 Id. at pp. 10-12. 
26 Id.  This includes all but items 2h, 2i, 2o and 2p. 
27 Id. at 12.  See n.18 supra and accompanying text.  The reason for the uncertainty on the level of the 

overloads is a result of the method that PJM uses to perform this portion of the analysis.  The light load congestion 
analysis is performed using a DC power flow and distribution factors.  This normally provides reasonable results but 
in this case, where the full AC power flow does not converge, the levels of overloads shown do not have any 
meaning.  Therefore, there is no way to know the levels of congestion that would occur under this condition. 
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for these 12 overloads would be subject to the reduction through redispatch that I 327 

discussed above.   328 

Q. What does this mean to the Commission as it evaluates RICL’s application for a 329 

CPCN? 330 

A. To summarize, this means that as the record currently stands, not PJM, ComEd, Rock 331 

Island, or the Commission know under what conditions or for how many hours Rock 332 

Island can deliver more than 700 MW to the ComEd region.  Rock Island testimony and 333 

models that assume delivery of 3,500 MW or more are not accurate representations of the 334 

Project.  Moreover, better information will not be known until after PJM completes the 335 

Facilities Study.  As shown below, this will not occur until the record in this case is 336 

closed. 337 

2. Impact of Serious Operating Restrictions 338 

Q. Why are these redispatch requirements found by PJM in the August SIS Report 339 

important? 340 

A. The results of the August SIS Report, which require redispatch below the 3,500 MW 341 

injection level for numerous system conditions due to reliability concerns on the ComEd 342 

system indicate that Rock Island will not be able to deliver 3,500 MW of energy as 343 

proposed.  More importantly, at this time, no one – not ComEd, PJM, Rock Island, nor 344 

the Commission – knows (1) how deep of a reduction in the MWs delivered will be 345 

required; (2) how often reductions will be required; (3) the load levels at which 346 

reductions will be required; and (4) the duration of these reductions.  To put it simply, at 347 

this time, there is no certainty as to the quantity of MWhs of wind energy that Rock 348 
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Island will be able to deliver into Collins.  There will not be any level of certainty until 349 

the completion of (1) the re-tool, i.e., updated System Impact Study of Rock Island’s 350 

queue request U3-026 (for 492 MW additional firm injection); (2) the PJM Facilities 351 

Study for Rock Island’s interconnection request; (3) the MISO ‘no harm’ study; and (4) 352 

operating procedures that are agreed to between PJM and MISO.  Only then will this 353 

information on reduction of the input to Collins be known.   354 

Q. Do these potential operating limitations impact the analyses of benefits presented by 355 

Rock Island witnesses? 356 

A. Yes.  Because the assumptions on the ability of the resources to deliver renewable energy 357 

into the ComEd system will be different than the assumptions used by Rock Island 358 

witnesses.  Mr. Moland, in Rock Island Ex. 3.0, Dr. McDermott in Rock Island Ex. 4.0, 359 

and Mr. Berry in Rock Island Ex. No. 10 present various benefits of the Project.  These 360 

analyses all rely on calculations performed by Mr. Moland.  A key input to Mr. Moland’s 361 

calculations is the hourly energy profile for the generation in the Resource Area provided 362 

by Mr. Berry for use in Rock Island’s direct testimony which has not been updated since 363 

that time.28  Until the studies are completed and the operating guides are developed by 364 

PJM and agreed to by MISO, Rock Island and ComEd, and the redispatch levels and 365 

number of hours of redispatch at various levels are known, the analyses of benefits 366 

presented by Mr. Moland in Rock Island Ex. 3.0, Dr. McDermott in Rock Island Ex. No. 367 

                                                 
28 Rock Island Exh. 3.0 at 4:89-92.  The wind profile is documented in Rock Island’s Response to ComEd 

 RI 1.02 David Berry Attachment 01, which shows that out of a predicted total of 15,101,887 MWh of wind 
generation in a year, only 140,410 MWh or less than 1% of the energy would be curtailed.  See id. at row 8789.   
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4.0, and Mr. Berry in Ex. 10.0 are incomplete and based on a speculative assumption 368 

about the Project’s ability to delivery power.   369 

To be more specific, the results shown and conclusions drawn by (1) Mr. Moland 370 

in Rock Island Ex. 3.3, Economic Analysis of the Rock Island Project and Rock Island 371 

Ex. 3.4, Emissions and Water Use Reduction from Rock Island Project; and Dr. 372 

McDermott in Table 5 of Rock Island Ex. No. 4.0 (shown as Rock Island Ex. 1.0) that 373 

lists savings from the Project, as well as other tables dependent on those results; and 374 

Tables 10 through and 13 that list changes in REC Capacity and Energy;29 and (2) the 375 

environmental benefits claimed by Mr. Berry30 are incomplete and overstate benefits.  376 

This means that until the full range of operating restrictions are known, which will be 377 

following completion of the PJM Facilities Study, the amount of renewable energy that 378 

Rock Island can deliver to ComEd and others in PJM will not be known and the impact 379 

on prices and environmental benefits will not be known. 380 

3. Timing of Additional Studies 381 

Q. You stated above a number of studies and procedures that need to be finalized 382 

before the full impact of the interconnection of the Project on the ComEd system is 383 

known.  Can you identify those studies and procedures? 384 

A. Yes.  There are three studies and a set of operating procedures.  The first study that needs 385 

completion is the re-tool, i.e., updated System Impact Study of Rock Island’s queue 386 

                                                 
29 Mr. Moland provided results to Dr. McDermott.  See Rock Island Exh. 4.0 [shown as 1.0] at 16:341-342; 

Rock Island Exh. 3.0 at 10:224-229. 
30 See Rock Island Ex. 10.0 at 29:607-30:623.  Mr. Berry acknowledges that these estimates are described 

in Mr. Moland’s testimony.  Id. at 30:618-620. 
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request U3-026 (for 492 MW additional firm injection).  Second, the PJM Facilities 387 

Study for Rock Island’s interconnection request needs to be completed.  Third, the MISO 388 

‘no harm’ system impact study needs to be completed.  Finally, PJM and MISO need to 389 

develop and agree upon all operating procedures that are required as a result of the 390 

interconnection and the results of all of these studies. 391 

Q. You stated that the updated System Impact Study for Rock Island Queue Position 392 

U3-026, which requests an additional 492 MW of firm injection rights is not yet 393 

complete.  Why is this important? 394 

A. First, completion of this study will provide information as to whether Rock Island can 395 

inject 492 MW additional firm capacity without any restrictions, operating conditions or 396 

system upgrades.  Second, the Facilities Study cannot be completed until after completion 397 

of the U3-026 System Impact Study. 398 

Q. When do you expect the results of the PJM Facilities Study to be available? 399 

A. Although Dr. Galli stated in his rebuttal testimony that the results of the study should be 400 

available by the end of January 2014,31 I do not believe this estimate is realistic.  First, as 401 

the Facilities Study Agreement for queue positions S57/S58 executed by Rock Island on 402 

September 9, 2013 and by PJM on September 12, 2013 demonstrates, PJM estimates a 403 

completion date of May 19, 2014 for this study.32  Furthermore, this study does not cover 404 

any requirements relating to Rock Island queue request U3-026, which contemplates an 405 

                                                 
31 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 30:647-648. 
32 See Response to ComEd -> RI 1.28.Attachment 14. 
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additional 492 MW of firm injection rights.  For that reason, ComEd asked PJM for a 406 

better time estimate.  PJM responded that in the first instance, the timeline for completion 407 

of the Facilities Study is dependent on completion of the U3-026 System Impact Study.33  408 

Following that, PJM would engage consultants for part of the work and ComEd would 409 

have to define the interconnection facilities, which consist generally of the specific bus 410 

locations for the interconnection at ComEd’s Collins 765 kV substation, what work needs 411 

to be done at the Collins 765 kV bus, how the 765 kV switch yard would be configured, 412 

how the 765 kV lines would come into the 765 kV switchyard from the Rock Island 413 

transformation facility, where the towers supporting these 765 kV lines will be located on 414 

the property, and how those 765 kV lines would traverse the ComEd switchyard.  This 415 

requires Rock Island to finalize the location of its 345/765kV transformation facility and 416 

the routing of its 765kV lines into Collins, which Rock Island says it does not have to 417 

decide prior to the Commission issuing a certificate in this case.34  At present, PJM 418 

estimates that it will require six to 12 months following the completion of the U3-026 419 

System Impact Study (which ComEd understands PJM expects to complete by 420 

November) to complete the Facilities Study.  Additionally, because of dependencies on 421 

the outcome of the MISO ‘no-harm’ study, the results of the MISO study may impact 422 

how PJM defines the requirements of its Facilities Study.  Therefore, I do not believe a 423 

completion date of January 2014 is realistic.  Rather, the earliest such studies would be 424 

                                                 
33 A copy of the September 17, 2013 email from Aaron Berner to Thomas Kay is attached to this testimony 

as ComEd Ex. 4.1. 
34 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 34:729-736. 
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completed would be in the second quarter of 2014, which is consistent with the May 19, 425 

2014 date, but more likely later. 426 

Q. You stated above that the MISO ‘No-Harm’ System Impact Study needs to be 427 

completed prior to knowing whether additional upgrades and/or operating 428 

restrictions will be required.  When do you expect this study to be completed? 429 

A. MISO recently notified Rock Island that the target date for completion of the report is 430 

March 7, 2014.35  This is in line with the timeline in the MISO ‘No-Harm’ System Impact 431 

Study Agreement and is later than the December 2013 completion date that Dr. Galli 432 

identified in his rebuttal testimony.36  As Dr. Galli acknowledged in his rebuttal 433 

testimony, “[i]t would not be unusual for the No Harm Study to identify areas of further 434 

coordination and need for study to ensure appropriate mitigation of impacts.”37 435 

Q. You stated that PJM and MISO must agree to operating procedures for acceptable 436 

redispatch protocols.  When would you expect those protocols to be developed? 437 

A. While there is no deadline, in the August SIS Report, PJM stated that redispatch 438 

arrangements (1) would be subject to PJM and MISO agreeing to acceptable protocols to 439 

ensure curtailment of the injection into Collins within 30 minutes; and (2) that such 440 

redispatch requirements would be included in the PJM Interconnection Service 441 

Agreement.38  Therefore, the redispatch protocols likely will not be developed until after 442 

                                                 
35 Response to ComEd -> RI 1.23 Attachment 10. 
36 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 30:649-54. 
37 Id. at 25:535-36. 
38 Rock Island Ex. 2.13 at 3. 
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both the MISO ‘No-Harm’ System Impact Study and the PJM Facilities Study are 443 

completed.  Therefore, I would expect the protocols to be developed and finalized 444 

sometime after May 2014. 445 

B. Rock Island Has Not Determined the Location for its Transformer  446 
Needed to Interconnect with Collins 447 

Q. In his rebuttal testimony, Dr. Galli argues that Rock Island continues to consider 448 

three alternatives for interconnection to ComEd’s Collins substation.39  Does this 449 

raise any concerns independent of those relating to the reliability and operation of 450 

the Project? 451 

A. Yes.  First, ComEd’s understanding is that Dr. Galli’s third option, tapping of 452 

transmission lines adjacent to Rock Island’s proposed converter station, likely is no 453 

longer an option as PJM has determined that such an interconnection would be a 454 

“Material Modification” -- meaning such an interconnection would require a new 455 

interconnection request.40   456 

As to the second option, locating Rock Island transformers within ComEd’s 457 

Collins substation, Dr. Galli states that Rock Island does not believe it would be 458 

reasonable for Rock Island to request ComEd to engage in discussions until the 459 

Commission grants Rock Island its requested certificate for an approved route.41  Dr. 460 

Galli opines that “[t]he main driver of this option involves ownership and maintenance 461 

discussions regarding transformation facilities that would need to take place between 462 

                                                 
39 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 32:681 - 34:728. 
40 ComEd -> RI 5.04 Attachment 01, page 1. 
41 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 33:706-708. 
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Rock Island and ComEd.”42  While this is a major issue, which I discuss below, Rock 463 

Island ignores the fact that ComEd requires the use of the land in the 765 kV substation 464 

for future use to provide service to its delivery service customers.  For example, ComEd 465 

has plans to ultimately install a second 765/345 kV autotransformer to connect the 765 466 

kV substation to the 345 kV substation.43  ComEd should not be required to provide 467 

space for this merchant project and risk having to buy new land to support the reliability 468 

and economic needs of all of its delivery service customers simply because Rock Island 469 

may want to use this land.  With respect to the issues of ownership and maintenance of 470 

the transformers that Dr. Galli discusses, ComEd will not own or hold any 471 

responsibilities or liabilities for transformers and associated equipment that are part of 472 

Rock Island’s merchant project.  Neither will ComEd provide any operations or 473 

maintenance services to Rock Island’s merchant project, nor take any risk of NERC 474 

compliance involving Rock Island’s merchant facilities.  The location of Rock Island’s 475 

facilities within ComEd’s Collins substation would require additional costs and risk on 476 

the part of ComEd to support Rock Island.44   477 

In short, there really are no alternatives to locating the transformers on land 478 

outside of the existing substation, which is Rock Island’s first alternative .   479 

Q. Has Rock Island developed a proposal on locating its transformers on land outside 480 

of Collins substation?   481 

                                                 
42 Id. at 32:703-33:706. 
43 Rock Island was informed of this by an e-mail sent on May 1, 2013. 
44 A finding of a violation of a NERC Standard can result in monetary penalties and other sanctions by 

NERC. 
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A. No, not a concrete one.  Rock Island does not make clear where the transformers would 482 

be located.  However, Dr. Galli states that Rock Island’s initial review indicates that 483 

“there is likely sufficient nearby land.”45   484 

Q. Does Rock Island point to any other concerns about locating its transformers on 485 

land outside of Collins substation? 486 

A. Yes.  Dr. Galli states that this option is less desirable than locating its equipment on 487 

ComEd property “due to additional land and cost impact,” presumably to Rock Island.46 488 

Q. Should this be a concern to the Commission? 489 

A. No.  Rock Island has stated that its Project is a merchant project and Rock Island would 490 

assume the risk and all the costs.  On a two billion dollar project any additional costs for 491 

land would appear to be minor.47  On the other hand, ComEd customers should not be 492 

required to subsidize this merchant project so that Rock Island can save a few dollars, nor 493 

should ComEd be responsible for equipment that is driven solely by the needs of a 494 

merchant project. 495 

Q. What is your recommendation? 496 

A. As ComEd will not agree to the installation of Rock Island Project transformers within 497 

the limits of the Collins 765 kV substation, Rock Island should decide prior to the 498 

Commission issuing a CPCN that it will locate the transformers on land adjacent to or 499 

                                                 
45 Rock Island Ex. 2.11 at 32:693-97, 
46 Id. at 32:697-698. 
47 See e.g., ComEd -> RI 6.03, Attachment 1 CONFIDENTIAL (converter land acquisition in Illinois listed  

as ***BEGIN CONF XXXXXX END CONF***). 
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near Collins substation, i.e., Rock Island’s option 1.  Moreover, while Rock Island delays 500 

making a decision, ComEd and PJM cannot complete the Facilities Study for the reasons 501 

stated above, further delaying a full evaluation of the Project.   502 

III. RESPONSE TO MR. DAVID BERRY CONCERNING COST ALLOCATION 503 
ISSUES AND ECONOMIC VIABILITY OF PROJECT 504 

A. Cost Allocation Issues 505 

Q. Mr. Berry proposes assurances that Rock Island will not allocate costs from the 506 

Rock Island Project to Illinois retail ratepayers at a later date.48  What is your 507 

understanding of his proposal? 508 

A. Mr. Berry proposes to accept a condition that “[p]rior to recovering any Project costs 509 

from Illinois retail ratepayers through PJM or MISO regional cost allocation, Rock Island 510 

will obtain the permission of the Illinois Commerce Commission in a new proceeding 511 

initiated by Rock Island.”49  ComEd appreciates Rock Island’s recognition of ComEd’s 512 

concern about the possible cost impact of the line on load in its zone, and Rock Island’s 513 

efforts to remedy that issue with this proposal.  However, ComEd believes that Rock 514 

Island’s proposal will not work for multiple reasons.   515 

Q. What is your principal concern with Mr. Berry’s proposal? 516 

                                                 
48 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 29:695 – 30:722. 
49 Id. at 29:710-13.  While Mr. Berry proposes very specific language to resolve the future cost allocation, 

he later states:  “Rock Island is willing to accept a condition on its certificate that it must seek Commission approval 
prior to recovering any costs of the Project through broad cost allocation to transmission users in general, rather than 
from the specific transmission customers of the Project.”  Id. at 37:904-907.  It is unclear if Mr. Berry here is 
proposing a broader condition than he proposes in the specific language at page 29, lines710-716. 
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A. Mr. Barry cannot prevent some party (perhaps even future Rock Island management) 517 

from pushing for inclusion of the Projection in the RTEP, nor can he assure the 518 

Commission that PJM will not reclassify the Project.  In the event that all or part of the 519 

Rock Island Project becomes part of the PJM RTEP (or the MISO MTEP), and that 520 

decision lies with the RTOs themselves, then the RTO recovers the costs of the projects, 521 

as with all RTEP or MTEP projects, according to the allocation rules in the tariffs.50  The 522 

choice of which entities to recover the costs from is not a decision that may be made by 523 

an individual transmission owner.51  The transmission owner simply has a revenue 524 

requirement to recover the costs of its facilities, which the RTO then uses to bill the 525 

responsible customers and in turn pay the transmission owner.  The transmission owner 526 

cannot change the cost allocation except through an appropriate FERC filing, which in 527 

PJM would have to be collectively approved by the transmission owners in accordance 528 

with the provisions of the Consolidated Transmission Owners Agreement.52  Nor can 529 

Rock Island simply instruct PJM and MISO not to collect part of the revenue requirement 530 

from Illinois customers.  So it is not clear how the Rock Island proposal could work in 531 

practice. 532 

                                                 
50 See e.g. Section 1.7(c) of Schedule 6 to the PJM Operating Agreement; Section to Schedule 12, 

“Transmission Enhancement Charges”) to the PJM Tariff. 
51 Section (a)(1) to Schedule 12 to the PJM Tariff allows a transmission owner to decline to recover the 

costs of Required Transmission Enhancements from customers until such time as the transmission owner makes a 
filing with FERC.  But it does not allow a transmission owner to determine which customers to recover those costs 
from.  Section (b) of Schedule 12, entitled Designation of Customers Subject to Transmission Enhancement Charges 
specifies in detail how the costs of RTEP facilities will be allocated. 

52 Section 7.3.1to the Consolidated Transmission Owners Agreement, Rate Schedule FERC No. 42. 
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Q. Is the reference to “Illinois retail ratepayers” in the proposed condition a sufficient 533 

guaranty? 534 

A. No.  Wholesale costs are recovered from wholesale customers who, in this instance, 535 

would be Illinois retail electric suppliers.  The condition seems to miss the mark because 536 

Illinois retail electric suppliers would incur such costs as wholesale customers and not as 537 

retail ratepayers.  So unless the proposed condition is changed it would not seem to apply 538 

in any meaningful way (i.e., the condition does not prohibit retail suppliers from paying 539 

such costs), and even if the proposed condition were modified it would remain subject to 540 

the concerns I previously discussed. Along the same lines, although I do not believe it is 541 

Rock Island’s intent, the proposed wording could result in PJM billing ComEd (and 542 

MISO billing Ameren) for these costs and some other entity may try to argue that ComEd 543 

(and Ameren) cannot pass those costs through to their retail delivery customers.  Again, I 544 

do not believe that this is Rock Island’s intent, and ComEd’s delivery tariffs allow it to 545 

pass through all PJM transmission costs (and other costs) under its delivery service tariff, 546 

but on this issue there can be no ambiguity. 547 

Q. Are there any other issues with the proposal? 548 

A. Yes, even if somehow Rock Island was able to work with the RTOs and pay the charges 549 

in the place of all Illinois retail customers, it is not clear that such a practice would not be 550 

subject to a successful challenge at FERC as unduly discriminatory because ratepayers in 551 

other states would pay while other ratepayers benefiting from the Project would not be 552 

required to pay their share.  I express no legal opinion on the outcome of such a claim; I 553 

do note the concern. 554 
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Q. Mr. Berry states that “Rock Island has no plans to lobby PJM to change [the] 555 

fundamental principle [that the interconnection customer pays for all network 556 

upgrades to maintain reliability and that]  [a]ny implication that Rock Island can or 557 

will make such a lobbying effort is unfounded and unsubstantiated.”53  Do you agree 558 

that this puts the matter to rest? 559 

A. No.  Mr. Berry’s assurance leaves much unsaid.  Importantly, he does not state that Rock 560 

Island has no plans to file a complaint at FERC if Rock Island disagrees with any 561 

network upgrades assigned by PJM once all of the studies are completed, let alone assure 562 

the Commission that Rock Island will not do so.  As I stated in my direct testimony, “it is 563 

not clear whether or not Rock Island will try to shift the costs of interconnection-related 564 

network upgrades to ComEd’s customers rather than paying 100% of those costs.”54  This 565 

statement was based on Rock Island’s own documents requesting support from other 566 

parties to file a complaint at FERC concerning upgrades proposed by PJM based on light 567 

load reliability violations.55 568 

B. Economic Viability of Rock Island Project 569 

Q. Does Mr. Berry address whether the potential system upgrades would make the 570 

Rock Island Project uneconomic? 571 

                                                 
53 Id.at 33:793-795. 
54 ComEd Ex. 1.0 REV at 38:722-724. 
55 See Response to Data Requests ComEd → RI 1.31 Attachment 01; ComEd → RI 3.17 Attachment 01 

(June 5, 2013 e-mail).  Similarly, Mr. Berry’s claim that “Rock Island has not proposed to “’shift costs for the 
network upgrades required by PJM’s reliability analysis to load customers,’” (Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 32:78-790 
(emphasis in original) may be correct in that Rock Island has not at this time filed a complaint at FERC, but as Rock 
Island’s own documents show, Rock Island has been seeking support in the event that it was going to file such a 
complaint. 
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A. Yes.  Mr. Berry states that “so long as the Project’s interconnection upgrades are not 572 

proportionally higher than upgrades for wind generators located in the PJM footprint, the 573 

Project can remain competitive with these wind farms as a source to meet the demand for 574 

renewable energy.”56  He compares the costs of upgrades required by PJM in the August 575 

SIS Report to upgrades faced by Illinois wind farms and concludes that costs faced by 576 

Rock Island are lower.57 577 

Q. Is this “comparison” a valid way to assess the economic viability of the Project? 578 

A. No.  Mr. Berry provides estimates of network upgrade costs for some generators in the 579 

PJM queue in the ComEd zone, but he does not put the information in context or discuss 580 

the interconnection costs faced by generators that might seek to interconnect at the Iowa 581 

end of the Project.  Furthermore, some of the information provided by Mr. Berry is 582 

outdated.  He lists the network upgrade costs for 63 MW of wind for queue position W2-583 

048 in Logan County as $56.5 million, accounting for 20% of the upgrade costs.58  In 584 

reality, the System Impact Study for W2-048 shows no network upgrade costs.59  585 

Correcting this one error changes the numbers presented by Mr. Berry from $77,730/MW 586 

to $60,583/MW.    587 

                                                 
56 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 36:878-881. 
57 Id. at 36:869-878. 
58 See Rock Island Ex. 10.18. 
59 See PJM Generator Interconnection Queue #W2-048 Pontiac Midpoint-Lanesville 345kV (62.5 MW 

Energy) System Impact Study Report, at 3-5 (July 2013), located at http://pjm.com/pub/planning/project-
queues/impact_studies/w2048_imp.pdf.   
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Q. Do you have any other concerns with Mr. Berry’s comparison of the Project’s 588 

interconnection upgrades to upgrades faced by wind farms in Illinois? 589 

A. Yes.  Although Mr. Berry tabulates the network upgrade cost estimates for the generators 590 

connecting to ComEd, he compares those costs only to the upgrade costs to be paid for by 591 

the Project and does not include any estimated costs for the generators that need to 592 

connect to the Project to allow the Project to deliver energy.  Generators connecting to 593 

the Rock Island Project in Iowa, and especially generators located in South Dakota, 594 

Nebraska and Minnesota, which are many miles from the west end of the Rock Island 595 

line, will incur millions of dollars (comparable to the ‘Direct Connection Cost’ column in 596 

Rock Island Ex. 10.18) to connect these generators from their physical locations to the 597 

west end of the Rock Island Project.   598 

For example, Mr. Berry provides a list of certain wind developers that Mr. Berry 599 

asserts are developing wind farms in the Resource area to support his conclusion that 600 

Rock Island is confident that the benefits of wind development in the Resource area will 601 

be realized by consumers in Illinois and PJM.60  Mr. Berry also refers to Windlab 602 

Developments USA, which is developing 100 MW in Knox County, Nebraska.61  This is 603 

approximately 150 miles from O’Brien County, Iowa where Rock Island’s converter 604 

station will be located.  Assuming $1 Million/mile for a single circuit 230 kV line, the 605 

generator would have to pay $150 Million for this line, not including substation costs.  606 

This comes to $1.5 Million/MW.   607 

                                                 
60 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 30:723-732. 
61 Rock Island Ex. 10.19. 
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Similarly, Mr. Berry identifies Dakota Plains Energy as developing 1,000 MW in 608 

Lincoln County, Nebraska.62  This is located over 400 miles from the Iowa end of the 609 

Rock Island Project.  Assuming a cost of between $2 and $3 Million/mile for a single 610 

345kV line, the cost to the generator would be $800 Million to $1.2 Billion, just for the 611 

interconnection line.  Substation costs would increase this amount.  Even at the low end, 612 

this would come to $800,000/MW, which is more than 10 times the (outdated) cost Mr. 613 

Berry cites for the costs to Illinois wind farms.63   614 

While these costs will not be faced by the Rock Island Project, the costs to 615 

interconnect to the Project, together with the cost of construction of the wind resources, 616 

plus the cost Rock Island will charge the wind resources for use of its line, all impact a 617 

decision as to whether connection to the Project is economic, and thus impacts the 618 

economics of the Project.  Therefore, Mr. Berry’s comparison of the interconnection 619 

costs of the Project to those that might be faced by Illinois wind farms ignores important 620 

costs faced by wind farms in the Resource Area that might interconnect with the Project. 621 

IV. TIMING OF ACTION BY THE COMMISSION 622 

Q. Mr. Berry testifies that requiring Rock Island to sign interconnection agreements 623 

with PJM and MISO prior to the Commission considering the merits of the Petition 624 

will not work.  Do you agree? 625 

A. No.  Mr. Berry contends, citing one paragraph from a PJM Manual, that PJM requires 626 

merchant transmission developers to have applicable state permits in place prior to 627 

                                                 
62 Id. 
63 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 36:874-878. 
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signing an interconnection agreement and that within 60 days of PJM completing the 628 

Facilities Study, Rock Island must demonstrate it has acquired all necessary local, county 629 

and state site permits, or it can lose its right to sign an interconnection agreement.64  Mr. 630 

Berry omits critical information in the next paragraph:  “PJM may also include other 631 

reasonable milestone dates for events such as permitting, regulatory certifications, or 632 

third-party financial arrangements.  Milestone dates may be extended by the PJM in the 633 

event of delays not caused by the Interconnection Customer, such as unforeseen 634 

regulatory or construction delays.”65   635 

By selectively quoting the Manual, Mr. Berry incorrectly interprets a CPCN  as 636 

being the same as a ‘state site permit.’  Because ComEd wanted to eliminate doubt, 637 

ComEd asked PJM for clarification on this issue.  PJM has communicated in writing to 638 

ComEd that PJM would not require state certification for Rock Island to execute the 639 

interconnection service agreement.66 640 

Q. Is there any valid reason that the Commission needs to issue a CPCN prior to Rock 641 

Island executing an Interconnection Service Agreement with PJM and having 642 

FERC accept the agreement? 643 

A. No.  There is no need for the Commission to rush to a decision based on an incomplete 644 

record.  The open issues are not minor, and they counsel strongly against acting quickly.   645 

                                                 
64 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 25:598-605, 
65 PJM Manual 14A, p.23 (Rev. 14 Feb. 1, 2013). 
66 ComEd Ex. 4.1. 
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The August SIS Report for Rock Island Queue Positions S57/S58 makes clear that 646 

the unknowns the Project faces include operational restrictions that PJM will impose on 647 

Rock Island, that affect fundamental characteristics of this project.  And, as I stated 648 

above, reliability issues involving stability and voltage limitations are different than 649 

thermal overloads.  Problems can occur quickly and can develop into widespread 650 

problems.  The fact that PJM does not observe some of the contingencies in real-time that 651 

result in violations, just adds to ComEd’s concern that the solutions must be fully 652 

developed and transparent to ComEd, Rock Island, Rock Island’s potential customers, 653 

and the Commission.  Once those solutions are agreed upon by PJM and MISO, and 654 

included in the interconnection agreements, Rock Island will be able to submit new 655 

analyses based on the known operating restrictions, operating procedures and any 656 

required upgrades.   657 

Moreover, only by waiting until these analyses are done can the Commission 658 

determine whether the benefits asserted by Rock Island are correct.  They go to the heart 659 

of what level of output and for what duration Rock Island will be able to deliver 660 

renewable energy into Collins while maintaining the reliability of the ComEd and PJM 661 

systems.  Until the Commission knows the details of the operating restrictions, it cannot 662 

determine the degree to which Rock Island’s claimed Project benefits are realistic.  663 

Finally, even Mr. Berry cannot claim that the information we now have is 664 

sufficient for Rock Island to commit to the Project.  As it stands, Rock Island has not 665 

committed to financing or building the line.  The Commission cannot order a Project to 666 

be built at the urging of a developer that cannot even commit to building it, let alone 667 

make a case that building it is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient 668 
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service or to promote an effectively competitive electricity market that operates 669 

efficiently, all at the least cost.   670 

Q. Does Mr. Berry’s observation that ComEd can continue to provide input post-671 

CPCN through the interconnection studies being conducted by PJM and MISO 672 

ameliorate this concern?67 673 

A. No, Mr. Berry misses the point.  The results of those studies, the operating restrictions 674 

required, and any further upgrades that may be required, will not be known to the 675 

Commission prior to issuing an order in this case.  As I discussed previously, this 676 

information will have an impact on other claims made by Rock Island such as the 677 

asserted benefits of the Project.  Mr. Berry is stating that the Commission should make its 678 

findings based on information entered into the record that is incomplete and subject to 679 

change.  Further, the opportunity to participate in RTO proceedings cannot serve as a 680 

substitute for the Commission having a full and complete record on which to make a 681 

decision.  These factors make the case for waiting until the ultimate facts are better 682 

known.  683 

V. RESPONSE TO ROCK ISLAND WITNESS MR. LEONARD JANUZIK 684 

A. LOLE Studies 685 

Q. In your opinion, has Mr. Januzik provided any information explaining why his 686 

calculations are relevant to the actual reserve levels calculated by PJM? 687 

                                                 
67 Rock Island Ex. 10.14 at 26:621-625. 
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A. No.  I have a number of differences with Mr. Januzik and his analysis, but in the end 688 

those debates recede in importance because Mr. Januzik’ has not corrected his analysis to 689 

be predictive of the real world.  He performs theoretical calculations by assuming that the 690 

Northern Illinois (“NI”) zone of PJM is isolated from the rest of PJM, which it is not.  691 

Even with all of his explanations, he never comes to understand the fact that his 692 

calculations are simply mathematical exercises that do not represent the reality of 693 

operations in PJM.  He also performs a “static” analysis that assumes benefits by adding 694 

generation assumed to connect to the Project, but he does not account for real world 695 

market impacts of adding that generation, so that in his model no generation or demand 696 

response resources are reduced or eliminated.  That, too, is not realistic. 697 

B. Transfer Capability 698 

Q. Could you summarize your concerns with Mr. Januzik’s transfer capability 699 

analysis. 700 

A. Mr. Januzik performs an analysis that purports to determine the change in incremental 701 

transfer capability into Northern Illinois.  But, his analysis also does not take into account 702 

the operating restrictions that I discuss earlier in my testimony.  In response, he disclaims 703 

any intent to address available transfer capability and states that he is not trying to 704 

measure the ability of the ComEd zone to import capacity during critical situations and 705 

emergencies.  In essence, he makes my point:  The benefits that Mr. Januzik purports to 706 

show through his analysis are not real benefits because he ignores the real-world impacts 707 

and needs of operation of the PJM transmission system and markets.  What matters for 708 
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reliability is how much capacity ComEd can count on to meet its load.  Mr. Januzik’s 709 

analysis does not address that point.   710 

VI. CONCLUSION 711 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 712 

A. Yes. 713 


