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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Yassir Rashid.  My business address is 160 North LaSalle Street, 2 

Suite C-800, Chicago, Illinois 60601. 3 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 4 

A. I have been employed by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“ICC” or 5 

“Commission”) as an Electrical Engineer in the Energy Engineering Program 6 

of the Safety & Reliability Division since September 2008. 7 

Q. What is the function of the Energy Engineering Program of the 8 

Commission? 9 

A. The Energy Engineering Program’s function is to monitor and review planning 10 

and operating practices of Illinois’ regulated utilities as part of the 11 

Commission’s responsibilities under the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“Act” or 12 

“PUA”) and to provide information, technical expertise, and recommendations 13 

on matters before the Commission through Commission Staff (“Staff”) reports 14 

or testimony. 15 

Q. What is your work experience prior to coming to the Commission? 16 

A. Prior to joining Staff, I worked as an Electrical Engineer for three different 17 

companies in Sudan from 1994 to 1999. 18 

Q. What is your educational background? 19 

A. I earned a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering with Honors from the 20 

University of Khartoum, Sudan in 1994.  I earned a Postgraduate Diploma in 21 

Business Administration with Merit from the University of Khartoum, Sudan in 22 

1997.  I earned a Master of Science in Electrical and Computer Engineering 23 
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from Southern Illinois University Carbondale in 2004. 24 

Q. What is the nature of this proceeding? 25 

A. On December 2, 2013, Commonwealth Edison Company (“ComEd” or “the 26 

utility”) filed an application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 27 

Necessity (“CPCN”) to operate and maintain a new 345,000 volt (“345 kV”) 28 

electric transmission line that will be located generally in northern Illinois and 29 

will traverse Ogle, DeKalb, Kane, and DuPage counties.  The proposed 30 

transmission line will connect the existing Byron and Wayne Substations.  31 

ComEd refers to the proposed transmission line as the “Grand Prairie 32 

Gateway Project.”  ComEd also plans to make substation modifications to its 33 

existing Byron and Wayne Substations.  (See, generally, Petition.)  In my 34 

testimony, I will refer to the Grand Prairie Gateway Project, including the 35 

proposed substation upgrades, as the “proposed project.” 36 

Q. What is the purpose of your Direct Testimony? 37 

A. The purpose of my Direct Testimony is to present my examination of 38 

ComEd’s proposed project from an engineering point of view.  In addition, I 39 

will present my examination of ComEd’s route selection process. 40 

Q. Have you examined the information that ComEd provided in its petition? 41 

A. Yes, I have reviewed ComEd’s petition as well as its witnesses’ direct 42 

testimony.  I attended a Stakeholder’s Workshop that ComEd held in South 43 

Elgin on June 26, 2013 in connection with the proposed project where ComEd 44 

provided information to community leaders who might be affected by, or 45 

interested in, the proposed project.  In addition, I participated in two Open 46 
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House events that ComEd held in connection with the proposed project in 47 

Rochelle, on August 13, 2013, and in St. Charles, on October 9, 2013.  48 

During the Open House events, ComEd representatives explained the 49 

purpose of the proposed project, the route selection process, the certificate 50 

filing process, and responded to questions from the public regarding the 51 

proposed project.  On November 7, 2013, I conducted a field inspection of the 52 

proposed project’s primary and alternative routes by driving along those 53 

routes. 54 

Q. What conclusions have you reached? 55 

A. I have reached the following conclusions: 56 

 While the Project may provide some operational benefits to the 57 

transmission system, it is not needed to resolve reliability violations on 58 

ComEd’s transmission system, and therefore is not necessary to 59 

provide adequate, reliable, and efficient service to ComEd’s 60 

customers. 61 

 ComEd has provided no basis for a determination of whether its 62 

proposed project is the least cost means of providing adequate, 63 

reliable, and efficient service to ComEd’s customers. 64 

 Both the primary and alternative routes that ComEd has presented for 65 

its proposed project are acceptable. 66 

 ComEd is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the 67 

construction of the proposed project. 68 

 ComEd’s application included the detailed information about the 69 
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proposed project required by Section 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act. 70 

 ComEd paid the application fee of $100,000.00 as required by Section 71 

8-406.1(a)(2) of the Act. 72 

 ComEd held at least three public meetings in each county that the line 73 

will cross to receive public comments about the project within 6 74 

months of filing its petition, as required by Section 8-406.1(a)(3) of the 75 

Act. 76 

 I do not know if ComEd published notice about its proposed project in 77 

the official state newspaper within 10 days of its filing, as Subsection 78 

8-406.1(d) of the Act requires. 79 

 ComEd established a dedicated website about the project at least 3 80 

weeks prior to holding its first public meeting, and ComEd continues to 81 

maintain the website. 82 

Q.  What criteria did you use to examine ComEd’s petition for the proposed 83 

project? 84 

A. Although I am not an attorney, I used what I understand to be the criteria 85 

included in Section 8-406.1 of the Act.  Section 8-406.1 of the Act provides for 86 

a CPCN application process for a transmission line on an expedited schedule.  87 

Section 8-406.1(f) states, in pertinent part:  88 

The Commission shall, after notice and hearing, grant a 89 
certificate of public convenience and necessity filed in 90 
accordance with the requirements of this Section if, based upon 91 
the application filed with the Commission and the evidentiary 92 
record, it finds the Project will promote the public convenience 93 
and necessity and that all of the following criteria are satisfied:  94 
 95 
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1) That the Project is necessary to provide adequate, reliable, 96 
and efficient service to the public utility's customers and is 97 
the least-cost means of satisfying the service needs of the 98 
public utility's customers or that the Project will promote the 99 
development of an effectively competitive electricity market 100 
that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is 101 
the least cost means of satisfying those objectives. 102 

2) That the public utility is capable of efficiently managing and 103 
supervising the construction process and has taken sufficient 104 
action to ensure adequate and efficient construction and 105 
supervision of the construction.  106 

3) That the public utility is capable of financing the proposed 107 
construction without significant adverse financial 108 
consequences for the utility or its customers. 109 

In addition, Section 8-406.1 of the Act contains the following requirements:  110 

 the utility must provide specific information in its application in support of 111 

the project (Section 8-406.1(a)(1));  112 

 the utility must pay an application fee (Section 8-406.1(a)(2));  113 

 the utility must include a showing that it held at least three public meetings 114 

about the project within 6 months prior to filing its petition to receive public 115 

comment (Section 8-406.1(a)(3));  116 

 the utility must publish notice about the project in the official state 117 

newspaper within 10 days of the utility filing (Section 8-406.1(d)); and 118 

 the utility must establish a dedicated website at least 3 weeks prior to the 119 

first public meeting and maintain the website until project completion 120 

(Section 8-406.1(e)).  121 

I note that Section 8-406.1(f)(1) of the Act provides for two possible 122 

alternative criteria under which a CPCN may be granted: Either (1) the project 123 

is necessary to provide adequate, reliable and efficient service and is the 124 

least cost means for doing so; or (2) the project will promote the development 125 
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of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently, is 126 

equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means of doing so.  ComEd 127 

has indicated it is proceeding under the second criteria, stating that the 128 

Project is “necessary to promote the development of an effectively 129 

competitive electricity market that operates efficiently.”  (ComEd Ex. 1, 4:72-130 

73.)  Staff witness Richard Zuraski addresses whether the Project meets the 131 

second criteria (Staff Ex. 1.0).   132 

ComEd has not asserted that the Project is needed to address reliability 133 

violations under the first criteria, i.e., that it is necessary to provide adequate, 134 

reliable and efficient service to its customers.  Nevertheless, ComEd lists 135 

operational and reliability benefits that will be achieved if the Project is 136 

constructed (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 11-14) and, in the interest of providing the 137 

Commission a full and complete record in this proceeding, I provide my 138 

opinion on those benefits against the first criteria below.  Accordingly, during 139 

the course of my investigation, I examined:  (i) whether ComEd’s construction 140 

of the proposed project is necessary for ComEd to provide adequate, reliable, 141 

and efficient service to its customers and (ii) whether ComEd is capable of 142 

efficiently managing and supervising the construction process.  In addition, I 143 

examined whether ComEd complied with the requirements of Section 8-144 

406.1(a), (d) and (e) described previously. 145 

Q. Please describe the facilities that ComEd will include in the proposed 146 

project. 147 

A. In its petition, ComEd indicated that the facilities of the proposed project 148 
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include approximately 60 to 68 miles of new 345 kV electric transmission line 149 

(depending on the route the Commission approves).  (ComEd Ex. 6.0, 4-5.)  150 

Additionally, ComEd will install one 345 kV circuit breaker and two 345 kV 151 

circuit breakers and associated equipment in Byron and Wayne Substations, 152 

respectively.  (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 7:135-138.) 153 

Q. Describe the reasons that ComEd provided for building its proposed 154 

project. 155 

A. According to the direct testimony of ComEd witness Paul McGlynn of PJM, 156 

the proposed project is necessary “to maintain feasibility of Stage 1A Auction 157 

Revenue Rights.”  (ComEd Ex. 3.0, 13:255-256.)  Mr. McGlynn described 158 

Auction Revenue Rights (“ARRs”) as revenues that transmission owners 159 

receive from their Financial Transmission Rights (“FTRs”).  (Id., 13:254-255.)  160 

Mr. McGlynn explained that FTRs are financial instruments used to hedge the 161 

cost of electricity congestion in the transmission system, and, therefore, 162 

effectively manage such congestion.  (Id., 13:247-252.)   163 

 ComEd witness Steven Naumann stated, “[congestion] on the system occurs 164 

when economically efficient transmission cannot occur because of physical 165 

limitations of the system.”  (ComEd E. 1.0, 13:261-262.)  As a result, electricity 166 

prices increase because the paths through which electricity flows are limited.  167 

Mr. Naumann indicated that in early 2012, PJM “identified a number of 168 

physical constraints in the ComEd transmission zone that would prevent the 169 

simultaneous feasibility of 10-year Stage 1A ARRs.”  (Id., 15:309-311.)  Mr. 170 

Naumann described Stage 1A ARRs as “a specific type of ARR that provide 171 
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long-term certainty against congestion costs for a period of 10 years to native 172 

load customers, e.g. ComEd customers, for their projected use of the 173 

transmission system needed to serve their minimum or base load from 174 

historical resources.”  (Id., 13:252-255.) 175 

Q. Does the occurrence of congestion result in reliability violations, such 176 

as voltage collapse, or elements of the transmission system exceeding 177 

their thermal limits? 178 

No, not necessarily.  In fact, Mr. Naumann indicated that congestion is 179 

happening right now.  (Id., 18:338)  However, ComEd has not indicated that 180 

there are reliability violations in its transmission system.  Furthermore, ComEd 181 

has not indicated that it performed any analyses that show there will be 182 

reliability violations if the proposed project is not implemented. 183 

 Q. In his direct testimony, Mr. Leeming listed and elaborated on five 184 

categories of “system operational benefits” that the proposed project 185 

will bring.  (See, generally, ComEd Ex. 2.0, 11-14.)  Please comment. 186 

A. Generally speaking, any transmission system will gain operational benefits 187 

when a new transmission line is added to the network.  The question is 188 

whether these operational benefits justify the cost of this new addition.  189 

ComEd has not presented evidence that it performed a cost-benefit analysis 190 

demonstrating that the “system operational benefits,” which Mr. Leeming listed 191 

in his direct testimony justify the cost of the proposed project.  Furthermore, 192 

ComEd has made no claim that its transmission system is or will experience 193 

reliability or operational problems that necessitate constructing the proposed 194 
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project. 195 

Q. Do you believe the proposed project is necessary to provide adequate, 196 

reliable, and efficient service to ComEd’s customers? 197 

A. No. 198 

Q. Did you determine whether the proposed project is the least-cost means 199 

of satisfying the service needs of ComEd’s customers? 200 

A. No, I could not do that.  ComEd has not sought certification of its proposed 201 

project based on its necessity to provide adequate, reliable, and efficient 202 

service to its customers, but has instead claimed that the proposed project will 203 

promote electricity market development or, stated differently, will maintain 204 

feasibility of Stage 1A Auction Revenue Rights.  Because of the nature of 205 

ComEd’s proposal, ComEd did not offer any evidence that the proposed 206 

project is the least-cost means for satisfying the service needs of its 207 

customers.  So, I had no information from ComEd to examine whether the 208 

proposed project would be the least cost means for satisfying the service 209 

needs of its customers. 210 

Q. Please describe the transmission line’s layout and facilities. 211 

A. Mr. Kaup testified that the proposed project consists of a 345 kV three phase 212 

overhead transmission line.  (ComEd Ex. 6.0, 9:180, 10:207.)  Mr. Kaup 213 

indicated that the primary route spans approximately 60 miles, and that the 214 

alternate route spans approximately 68 miles.  (Id., 13, 14.)  Mr. Kaup 215 

indicated that the length of the transmission line will be determined based on 216 

the sections that comprise the final route.  Mr. Kaup indicated that one section 217 
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of the transmission line would “consist of double-circuit steel poles supporting 218 

one three-phase 345kV circuit and two static wires.  These poles will be 219 

approximately 135 to 165 feet tall, and capable of supporting a second 345kV 220 

circuit.  The typical ruling span will be 925 feet, with maximum span of 1,000 221 

feet.”  (Id., 9:182-188.)  Mr. Kaup indicated that another section of the 222 

transmission line would “consist of triple-circuit steel poles supporting one 223 

three-phase 345kV circuit and two static wires.  These poles will be 224 

approximately 140 to 170 feet tall, and capable of supporting a second 345kV 225 

circuit and a 138kV circuit.  The typical ruling span will be 700 feet, with 226 

maximum span of 750 feet.”  (Id., 9:189-195.)  Mr. Kaup stated, “[the] newly 227 

constructed overhead transmission line will consist of self-supporting single 228 

steel poles.”  (Id., 9:180-181.)  Mr. Kaup indicated that ComEd needs an 229 

easement 110 to 120 feet wide.  Mr. Kaup stated, “[these] minimum widths are 230 

required to provide NESC clearances from an energized conductor to the 231 

edge of the right-of-way, as well as allow a minimum post-trimming side 232 

clearance from an energized conductor for vegetation management 233 

purposes.”  (Id., 12: 250-253.) 234 

In its petition, ComEd indicated that “[the] total easement area for the Primary 235 

Route is approximately 766 acres.  The total easement area for the Alternate 236 

Routes is 685 acres.  ComEd already owns 527 acres of land required for the 237 

Primary Route.  (Petition, ¶ 13.) 238 

Q. What is your opinion regarding ComEd’s primary route and alternative 239 

route for the proposed project? 240 
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A. I conclude that both ComEd’s primary and alternative routes are satisfactory 241 

and have no features that should preclude their use. 242 

Q. If the Commission were to approve ComEd’s petition, do you believe 243 

that ComEd is capable of efficiently managing and supervising the 244 

construction of the proposed project? 245 

A. Yes.  In his direct testimony, Mr. Kaup stated, “ComEd is capable of efficiently 246 

managing and supervising construction of the Grand Prairie Gateway Project.  247 

The line will be installed by both ComEd crews and by contractors supervised 248 

by ComEd.  ComEd’s Project Management Department will manage the 249 

contractors involved and perform the field inspection and construction review.  250 

This Department has had many years of experience in managing this type of 251 

work and is adequately staffed to assure all work is done per specifications in 252 

a workmanlike manner.”  (ComEd Ex. 6.0, 16:310-316.)  I would add that 253 

ComEd is the largest electric utility in Illinois, supplies approximately four 254 

million Illinois customers, and controls a vast system of transmission and 255 

distribution networks in Illinois.  I have no reason to believe that ComEd will 256 

not be able to efficiently manage and supervise the construction of the 257 

proposed project. 258 

Q. Did ComEd’s application include the detailed information about the 259 

proposed project as required by Section 8-406.1(a)(1) of the Act?  260 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s petition appears to include the information required by 261 

Subsection 8-142 406.1(a)(1) of the Act. 262 
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Q. Did ComEd pay the application fee of $100,000.00 as required by 263 

Section 8-406.1(a)(2) of the Act? 264 

A. Yes.  The Financial Information Section of the Commission processed the 265 

payment on December 3, 2013. 266 

Q. Did ComEd hold the minimum number of public meetings in each 267 

county that the line will cross to receive public comments about the 268 

project within 6 months of filing its petition, as required by Section 8-269 

406.1(a)(3) of the Act? 270 

A. Yes.  ComEd witness Donell Murphy indicated that ComEd held nine Open 271 

House events between July and October 2013.  ComEd held three Open 272 

House events in each of Ogle and DeKalb counties.  ComEd held three Open 273 

House events in Kane and DuPage counties combined.  Ms. Murphy 274 

indicated that Section 8-406.1 of the PUA permits those meetings to be 275 

combined “because the line mileage and number of landowners over whose 276 

property the Primary Route crosses in DuPage County is 1/5 or less of the 277 

mileage and number of landowners in Kane County.”  (ComEd Ex. 5.0, 278 

12:218-222.)  According to my understanding of that Section of the Act, this is 279 

correct.  220 ILCS 5/8-406.1(a)(3).  ComEd also held nine Stakeholder 280 

Working Group meetings, three in each of Ogle, DeKalb, and Kane counties 281 

between June and October 2013.  Ms. Murphy indicated that ComEd held 282 

many other meetings “with local public officials, agency representatives and 283 

other community representatives.”  (Id., 9:186-188.)  284 
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Q. Did ComEd publish notice about its proposed project in the official state 285 

newspaper within 10 days of its filing, as Subsection 8-406.1(d) 286 

requires?  287 

A. I do not know.  Although ComEd indicated that it would publish a notice of its 288 

petition in the Official State Newspaper with 10 days following the petition 289 

filing date (December 2, 2013) as Section 8-406.1(d) requires (Petition, ¶33), 290 

ComEd has not provided proof that it published such a notice by December 291 

12, 2013.  ComEd should provide proof of such notice in its Rebuttal 292 

Testimony. 293 

Q. Did ComEd establish a dedicated website about the project at least 3 294 

weeks prior to holding its first public meeting, and does ComEd 295 

continue to maintain the website? 296 

A. Yes.  ComEd’s petition lists the website address: 297 

www.ComEd.com/GrandPrairieGateway 298 

Q.  Based on your conclusions discussed above, do you recommend the 299 

Commission approve ComEd’s petition for a CPCN for the proposed 300 

project? 301 

A. No.  The reasons that ComEd provides to justify constructing the proposed 302 

project are outside my area of expertise.  I have no opinion on whether the 303 

Commission should approve the proposed project based on whether the 304 

Project will promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity 305 

market that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the least 306 

cost means of satisfying those objectives.  However, I have presented my 307 

https://www.comed.com/about-us/economic-development/reliability/pages/overview.aspx
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opinion that the proposed project is not necessary to provide adequate, 308 

reliable, and efficient service to ComEd’s customers and that ComEd has not 309 

presented sufficient information to allow a least-cost analysis based on 310 

reliability concerns, and I recommend that the Commission give no 311 

consideration to the five categories of “system operational benefits” that 312 

ComEd witness Mr. Leeming argues the proposed project would bring when it 313 

makes its certification decision. 314 

Q. Does that conclude your prepared Direct Testimony? 315 

A. Yes, it does. 316 


