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REQUEST NO. RJZ 2.06: 
 
On page 7 of Ms. Oppel’s testimony (ComEd Ex. 4.0), Ms. Oppel makes reference to “PJM’s analysis finding 
that this project reduces congestion between $200 and $250 million.”  On the PJM web site, there is a 54-page 
document dated March 7, 2013 that cites “Estimated 15-year Congestion Cost Savings:  $200-250 million” 
and “Estimated 15-year Production Cost Savings: $75-125 million.”  As of January 14, 2014, that PJM 
document was found listed on the following PJM web page: http://pjm.com/committees-and-
groups/committees/teac.aspx.  Also, it could be accessed directly with the following link:  
http://pjm.com/~/media/committees-groups/committees/teac/20130307/20130307-reliability-analysis-
update.ashx. 
 

i. Did you or anyone under your supervision or direction produce the above-referenced savings 
estimates? 
 

ii. At the time that the above-referenced March 7, 2013 PJM document was created, did you believe the 
estimates ($200-250 million and $75-125 million) to be reasonable and unbiased?  
 

iii. Do you now believe the estimates ($200-250 million and $75-125 million) to be reasonable and 
unbiased?  Please explain why or why not. 
 

iv. If the estimates of 15-year savings referenced above ($200-250 million and $75-125 million) involved 
any discounting to take into account the time value of money, please indicate the discount rates that 
were used, and the base year for the present value calculation (i.e., the year for which the discount 
factor would be equal to 1). 
 

v. If the estimates of 15-year savings referenced above ($200-250 million and $75-125 million) are not 
expressed in nominal dollars, please specify how they were adjusted for inflation.  
 

vi. As used in the above-referenced March 7, 2013 PJM document, please provide an exact definition of 
the terms “Congestion Cost Savings” and “Production Cost Savings.”  If possible, cite PJM manuals 
or operating agreements as sources of the definitions.   
 

vii. Did either the estimates of Congestion Cost Savings or the estimates of Production Cost Savings 
include any projections of ARR and FTR revenues and costs to and from load serving entities (“LSE”) 
within the ComEd Zone? 
 

viii. Did either the estimates of Congestion Cost Savings or the estimates of Production Cost Savings 
include any projections of the value of transmission line energy loss savings?  

 
RESPONSE: 
 

i. To the extent that this question is directed to Ms. Oppel, the answer is no.  To the extent that this 
request is directed to Mr. McGlynn, the answer is that PJM produced the referenced savings estimates. 
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ii. ComEd objects to this request as vague as to the meaning of “unbiased” and is otherwise not 

reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of relevant evidence.  Subject to the foregoing objection 
and ComEd’s General Objections, ComEd states as follows: 
 
The purpose, data inputs, methodology, time frame and scope of the PJM analysis varies significantly 
from those of the Navigant analysis undertaken by Ms. Oppel.  Neither was biased or unreasonable, 
given those differences and the differences in time.  PJM believes that, given the purpose and scope of 
its analysis, its results are reasonable.  PJM also believes that, given the purpose and scope of its 
analysis, the results of the Navigant study are reasonable. 
 

Key differences include: 
 

Purpose.  The purpose of the PJM analysis was to comply with PJM’s tariff and the study was 
therefore aimed at identifying only the congestion savings that would be anticipated with the GPG 
in service.  In contrast, the purpose of the Navigant study was to analyze the totality of savings 
anticipated with GPG in service.  The PJM analysis does not purport to identify the entirety of 
customer savings resulting from the project.  Namely, PJM did not analyze energy cost savings.  In 
addition to congestion cost savings, Navigant also analyzed energy cost savings. 
 
Data.  The data that PJM considered was also restricted by its tariff.  For example, in evaluating 
which generation would retire over the 15-year period it studied, PJM could only model 
retirements for generators that have sent PJM a deactivation notice in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 113.1 of the PJM tariff.  Navigant, in contrast, was able to and did use 
market data, including anticipated energy prices and its expert judgment based upon experience in 
the industry to identify realistically likely retirements.   
 
Methodology.  PJM’s methodology measured only congestion associated with the Grand Prairie 
Gateway Project by comparing congestion on a specific set of transmission elements.  Navigant 
modeled significantly more elements.  PJM also utilized extrapolation and interpolation to estimate 
congestion savings in each of the 15 years.  Navigant modeled each year and used no extrapolation 
or interpolation.   

 
iii. Please see ComEd’s response to subpart (ii), above. 

 
iv. The PJM estimated 15-year congestion and production cost savings did not utilize any discount rate 

and did not take into account the time value of money. 
 

v. The PJM estimated 15-year congestion and production cost savings did not take into account inflation. 
 

vi. Congestion Cost Savings as used in the March 7, 2013 document is the difference in calculated 
congestion on a specific set of transmission elements with and without the Project.  Production Cost 
Savings is the difference in calculated overall system production costs with and without the Project.  
Production costs are defined as estimated total annual fuel costs, variable O&M costs, and emission 
costs of the dispatched resources in the PJM Region. 
 

vii. No. 
 

viii. No. 
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