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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Steven T. Naumann.   4 

Q. Are you the same Steven T. Naumann who previously submitted testimony in this 5 

Docket? 6 

A. Yes, I am.  My background, qualifications, duties, and responsibilities are unchanged. 7 

B. Summary of Testimony 8 

Q. What are the purposes and principal conclusions of your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A. My rebuttal testimony explains why the Commission should issue to ComEd a Certificate 10 

of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) for the Grand Prairie Gateway (“GPG”) 11 

Project (“Project”) and why the concerns raised in the rebuttal testimony of Staff and 12 

several intervenors do not change the conclusion that the Project is clearly and 13 

substantially in the public interest.  First, I respond to the use by Staff witness Mr. 14 

Richard Zuraski (Staff Ex. 1.0) of a static cost benefit test as the sole criteria of whether 15 

Project promotes an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently.  16 

Promoting a competitive market means much more to Illinois and to customers than can 17 

be captured by that narrow test.  Moreover, I explain that Mr. Zuraski measured the 18 

relevant costs and benefits inaccurately.  As a result, even if the Commission decides to 19 

adopt such a test, the Project is cost beneficial if costs and benefits are measured 20 

appropriately.   21 
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Several other ComEd rebuttal witnesses also address aspects of that test, from 22 

both economic and policy perspectives.  I introduce those witnesses in Section II of my 23 

testimony, along with all other ComEd witnesses.  And, while I do not repeat their 24 

testimonies or conclusions, I put them into context and present ComEd‟s position as a 25 

whole.   26 

Finally, I briefly respond to intervenor testimony that suggests, expressly or 27 

impliedly, that the Commission should refuse to permit the construction of transmission 28 

reinforcement because, from their individual parochial perspective, they wish the line 29 

were not essential or could be built elsewhere.  Again, many of ComEd‟s rebuttal 30 

witnesses respond to specific concerns, issues that I do not address, but I put these 31 

concerns in context of the broader public interest.  32 

Q. Does ComEd commit to take any further action pending the Hearing in this Docket? 33 

A. Yes.  We will continue to work with Staff to provide and explain to the Commission and 34 

all parties the transmission system data which demonstrates the need for the Project.  This 35 

gives us all the best chance of speaking from a common -- and accurate -- understanding 36 

of the facts, no matter what our recommendation. 37 

II. SUMMARY OF COMED’S REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 38 

Q. Who are the other witnesses presenting rebuttal testimony on behalf of ComEd and 39 

what topics do they address? 40 

A. The following witnesses also provide rebuttal testimony on ComEd‟s behalf: 41 

 Hon. Nora Mead Brownell, a former Commissioner of both the Pennsylvania 42 

Public Utilities Commission and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 43 
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(“FERC”) (ComEd Ex. 10.0), explains central role of regional cooperation and 44 

Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”) transmission planning and 45 

expansion in the development and promotion of effective and efficient 46 

competitive markets.  She explains the genesis of the test for the sufficiency of 47 

Auction Revenue Rights (“ARRs”) and why PJM‟s regional planning criteria 48 

including ARR sufficiency should be respected.   49 

 Hon. Sherman T. Elliott, a former member of this Commission and of its senior 50 

advisory staff and a former manager at what is now called the Midcontinent 51 

Independent System Operator, PJM‟s sister RTO in Illinois (ComEd Ex. 11.0), 52 

explains the development of the competitive electric market in Illinois and the 53 

role of regional transmission planning in delivering the benefits of competition to 54 

Illinois.  He further explains why tests like that which Mr. Zuraski proposes are 55 

contrary to Illinois policy and to the history of Commission decisions and 56 

statements concerning transmission expansion, and are not in the public interest.  57 

 Roy Shanker, Ph.D., a consulting energy economist who has been centrally 58 

involved in the design and development of competitive electric markets since the 59 

formation of what is now PJM and MISO (ComEd Ex. 12.0), explains why a cost-60 

benefit test – and particularly the type of static, one-state production cost test that 61 

Mr. Zuraski uses – is not a litmus test of whether a project promotes an efficient 62 

market.  He also explains, from a policy perspective, why “single state” tests risk 63 

balkanizing the transmission planning and expansion process to the detriment of 64 

all customers.  He also explains the importance and benefits, economically, of 65 

making Stage 1A Auction Revenue Rights (“ARRs”) simultaneously feasible, as 66 
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the Project undeniably does.  Finally, Dr. Shanker explains several of the reasons 67 

why, even if a cost-benefit test were valid in principle, the data Mr. Zuraski uses 68 

to determine costs and benefits are not appropriate.   69 

 Laurie Oppel, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 13.0) explains and quantifies how the Project 70 

affects congestion costs and hedges, and addresses question concerning the 71 

production costs benefits of the Project to customers.   72 

 Paul McGlynn, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 14.0) explains that ARR feasibility is a critical 73 

feature of the PJM market.  He also explains that not all congestion is hedged and 74 

hedging tools are not a perfect offset to congestion.  Therefore, transmission 75 

expansions, such as the Project, that promote ARR feasibility both reduce the net 76 

payments made by customers and reduce the net cost of congestion to customers.  77 

Mr. McGlynn also responds to Mr. Zuraski‟s reliance on PJM‟s 2010 and 2011 78 

PJM studies of a predecessor of the Project and explains why the regional 79 

planning process could not function as approved by FERC if states adopted tests 80 

like that which Mr. Zuraski proposes.   81 

 Thomas W. Leeming, P.E. (ComEd Ex. 15.0) explains why the GPG Project 82 

should be constructed as proposed, using multi-circuit poles.  Notwithstanding 83 

that a single-circuit line meets the immediate need for Stage 1A ARR sufficiency, 84 

installing only single-circuit poles would harm customers and not be least-cost in 85 

the end.  He also refutes Mr. Zuraski‟s assumption that the Project increases 86 

operations and maintenance costs. 87 

 Neil Kaup (ComEd Ex. 16) confirms that building any segment of the Project 88 

underground will substantially increase its cost, and addresses several of the route 89 
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variations proposed by other parties from an engineering perspective.  Mr. Kaup 90 

also quantifies the cost to construct the Project on the primary route, but with 91 

single-circuit structures.   92 

 Kevin Garrido (ComEd Ex. 17) confirms the incremental cost of the Project and 93 

responds, from a financial perspective, to Mr. Zuraski‟s calculation of what he 94 

describes as the present value of the revenue requirements of the Project to 95 

customers.  Mr. Garrido explains why that measure should not be used and why, 96 

even if it was, Mr. Zuraski calculated the Project‟s PVRRs incorrectly and in a 97 

manner that artificially overstates the Project‟s cost.   98 

 Donnell Murphy (ComEd Ex. 18) refutes criticisms of ComEd‟s route selection 99 

process.  She also addresses several specific proposals made in intervenors‟ direct 100 

testimony to revise the route.  101 

 Richard Roddewig, MAI, CRE, FRICS, (ComEd Ex. 19) president of Clarion 102 

Associates and one the nation‟s leading experts on assessing environmental 103 

impacts on land value and use explains why there is no basis to conclude that the 104 

Project will reduce the value of adjacent and nearby property.  He confirms that 105 

the effect on the value of property physically occupied by the Project is properly 106 

addressed in the land acquisition process, while claims that the line is 107 

“incompatible” with adjoining land uses are not grounded in fact.   108 

 Peter A. Valberg, Ph.D., (ComEd Ex. 20.0) an expert in both human physiology 109 

and physics and a Principal of the international scientific and engineering 110 

consultancy, Gradient, specializing in the modeling of human exposure to 111 

environmental agents and the assessment of human health risks explains the 112 
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scientific knowledge and research relating to power-frequency electromagnetic 113 

fields (“EMF”) and human health.  He testifies that there is no scientific basis to 114 

conclude that EMF associated with power lines in general, or the Project in 115 

particular, is a human health risk.  He also addresses specific claims made by 116 

several intervenors.   117 

III. THE GPG PROJECT WILL PROMOTE THE PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND 118 

NECESSITY 119 

Q. What view does Staff’s direct testimony take on the necessity of the GPG Project? 120 

A. Staff witnesses state that they are not convinced the Project is necessary.  After 121 

completion of the full regional planning process and applying the applicable regional 122 

transmission planning criteria, PJM determined that the GPG Project was essential to the 123 

operation of the regional transmission system and the regional market and was necessary 124 

to comply with its FERC-filed tariffs.  Staff witness Richard Zuraski (Staff Ex. 1.0) does 125 

not dispute these conclusions, but rejects that process and claims that the Project has not 126 

been justified based on a novel cost-benefit test he devises.  We respectfully disagree.  127 

Staff witness Yassir Rashid (Staff Ex. 2.0) notes that the Project is not required for 128 

physically adequate, efficient, and reliable service, which was not a claim that PJM or 129 

ComEd ever made.   130 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to Mr. Rashid’s conclusion? 131 

A. ComEd has little dispute with Mr. Rashid in this regard.  ComEd has never claimed that 132 

the GPG Project is justified based on any deficiency in the capacity or reliability of the 133 

transmission system.  Nor did PJM or the results of the regional planning process justify 134 

the Project on that basis.  Of course, the Project does have real and significant reliability 135 
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and operational benefits,
1
 which Mr. Rashid‟s testimony does not dispute.  However, Mr. 136 

Rashid goes on to say that the Commission should give no consideration to these 137 

undisputed benefits.  And, those benefits would have to be considered in any fair 138 

balancing of all of the costs and benefits of the Project.  However, ComEd has always 139 

been clear that the Project serves the public convenience and necessity not because of 140 

those reliability or operational improvements, but because the Project will promote the 141 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently, is 142 

equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means of satisfying those objectives. 143 

Q. What is ComEd’s response to Mr. Zuraski’s conclusions? 144 

A. We respectfully believe that Mr. Zuraski‟s conclusion is mistaken, for three fundamental 145 

reasons.  First, Mr. Zuraski applies an inappropriately narrow cost-benefit test in lieu of 146 

asking broadly whether a project promotes an effectively competitive electricity market 147 

that operates efficiently, is equitable to all customers, and is the least cost means of 148 

satisfying those objectives.  They are not the same thing in economics and, if adopted, 149 

would put Illinois in conflict with regional market processes that have been long 150 

recognized by the Illinois Commerce Commission (“Commission” or “ICC”) and the 151 

General Assembly.   152 

Second, the specific cost-benefit test defines benefits to Illinois customers in an 153 

unrealistically narrow way and improperly inflates the Project cost attributable to Illinois 154 

customers.  Critically, the test assumes away customer benefits due to congestion 155 

                                                 
1
  ComEd Ex. No. 2.0 at 11:219 – 14:297. 
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reduction by assuming hedging is perfect, and measures production cost savings to 156 

Illinois customers solely based on generators in Illinois.   157 

Third, while ComEd does not believe it is the correct test, when benefits and costs 158 

are measured accurately, the benefits of the GPG Project exceed its costs even under the 159 

type of Illinois customer cost-benefit test Mr. Zuraski recommends.   160 

In short, ComEd has shown that through the open and transparent PJM planning 161 

process, which considered a number of alternative to meet the PJM planning and market 162 

rules, and in which the Staff of the Commission had an opportunity to participate, the 163 

GPG Project satisfies the requirements of Section 8-406.1(f) and that Section 8-406.1(f) 164 

of the Illinois Public Utilities Act (“Act”) does not require a narrow benefit-cost test as 165 

posited by Mr. Zuraski. 166 

Q. Does any other party or witness opine on the necessity of the Project or dispute the 167 

direct testimony of witnesses from ComEd, PJM, and Navigant Consulting that 168 

supported its necessity? 169 

A. No.  No other witness comments on either the operational or economic benefits of the 170 

line or the ways in which the GPG Project will promote the development of an effectively 171 

competitive electricity market that operates efficiently in Illinois and the PJM region as a 172 

whole.   173 

A. The GPG Project Promotes Efficient Regional Market Development 174 

Q. Does Mr. Zuraski dispute that the GPG Project was identified, vetted, and reviewed 175 

through the PJM open regional planning process that has been approved by FERC 176 

and is employed uniformly throughout the PJM region? 177 
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A. No.  Mr. Zuraski does not dispute that the GPG Project was identified, vetted, and 178 

approved through the PJM Regional Transmission Expansion Planning (“RTEP”) 179 

process.  Nor does he dispute that the RTEP process has been approved by FERC, is 180 

conducted in accordance with PJM filed tariffs and business processes, and that the RTEP 181 

process is the way in which transmission expansion projects are identified, reviewed and 182 

approved on a regional basis.   183 

Q. What weight did Mr. Zuraski assign to the findings of the regional planning process 184 

or the determination by PJM that the Project was necessary? 185 

A. Essentially none.  I will not address whether or not Mr. Zuraski‟s interpretation of 186 

Section 8-406.1 is legally defensible – that is a matter for counsel to address in briefs – 187 

but treating the market efficiency prong of Section 8-406.1 of the Act as being equivalent 188 

to the narrow cost-benefit test he uses removes regional needs and benefits from the 189 

equation and treats Illinois law as if it was separate from and inconsistent with the 190 

coordinated regional planning process.  Mr. Zuraski‟s test gives no weight to the fact the 191 

PJM is required to expand the system to maintain the feasibility of Stage 1A ARRs, that 192 

the Illinois Public Utilities Act requires ComEd to be a member of a Regional 193 

Transmission Organization (“RTO”), that one of the attributes of such a RTO is to 194 

perform regional planning, and that PJM determined that the Project was required in 195 

accordance with its regional planning function. 196 

Q. Does Mr. Zuraski recognize that the Illinois Public Utilities Act requires ComEd to 197 

be a member of an independent system operator that performs certain functions? 198 

A. No.  He makes no mention of this requirement. 199 
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Q. What, in practical terms, does Section 16-126 of the Act require? 200 

A. Section 16-126 requires transmission owners that were members of the Mid-American 201 

Interconnected Network (such as ComEd) to join an independent system operator.  The 202 

statute requires that such an independent system operator perform certain functions 203 

including to “coordinate, plan and order the installation of new transmission facilities.”  204 

See Section 16-126(a)(4).  Section 16-126 further states that utilities such as ComEd can 205 

meet the requirements by “joining or establishing a regional independent system 206 

operator” (Section 16-126(c))(emphasis added) and recognizes the benefit of a market for 207 

“providing transparent real-time market prices for electric power.”  See Section 16-208 

126(e). Finally, the statute makes clear that a RTO that meets the requirements of 209 

FERC‟s rules is the functional equivalent of an independent system operator and a utility 210 

joining a RTO meets the requirements of Section 16-126.  Section 16-126(l).   211 

Q. Why is this requirement important? 212 

A. The fact that the General Assembly made a finding that the establishment of independent 213 

system operators or their functional equivalent “to facilitate the development of an open 214 

and efficient marketplace for electric power and energy” is required to benefit Illinois 215 

consumers indicates that the functions and decisions of such an independent system 216 

operator are presumed to benefit Illinois customers.  Moreover, the fact that Section 16-217 

126 required ComEd to join an independent system operator and specified that such an 218 

independent system operator “coordinate, plan and order the installation of new 219 

transmission facilities” further makes the point that the RTO, when acting in accordance 220 
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with its tariff and market rules finds a project necessary, such a project should be 221 

presumed to meet the requirements of Section 8-406.1(f) of the Act.   222 

Moreover, as I stated in my direct testimony (ComEd Ex. 1.0 at 20:383-386) and 223 

as former FERC Commissioner Ms. Brownell states in more detail, as part of its 224 

rulemaking directing RTOs, including PJM, to file tariff provisions that complied with its 225 

rule, FERC specifically rejected the argument raised by the MISO that RTOs should 226 

apply a benefit-cost test to new transmission projects that ensured the feasibility of long-227 

term transmission rights (called Stage 1A ARRs in PJM).  I note that the ICC intervened 228 

both in the FERC rulemaking and the PJM filing establishing the rules for Stage 1A 229 

ARRs.  The Commission endorsed comments by the Organization of MISO States in the 230 

FERC rulemaking but did not raise the issue of a benefit-to-cost test or ask for rehearing 231 

when the FERC rejected the MISO‟s argument.  To now argue that a benefit-to-cost test 232 

is needed to satisfy Illinois law would undercut the rules of the RTO that Illinois law 233 

required ComEd to join.   234 

Moreover, Mr. Zuraski‟s establishment of an Illinois-specific benefit-to-cost test 235 

as the sole method of meeting the need requirement of  Section 8-406.1(f) would, rather 236 

than interpret Section 8-406.1(f) in a manner that is harmony with Section 16-126,  237 

establish a test for Section 8-406.1(f) that is inconsistent with Section 16-126.  The RTO, 238 

as Section 16-126 states, has planned the transmission system regionally, and if the 239 

CPCN requirements were interpreted as Mr. Zuraski suggests, that function will be 240 

marginalized and undermined.   241 
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Q. Does Mr. Zuraski dispute that PJM found the GPG Project to be necessary to the 242 

operation of its regional transmission system and regional electric market under the 243 

FERC approved tariffs that govern the operation of the transmission system? 244 

A. No.  Mr. Zuraski does not question that this is a bulk power transmission project that is 245 

part of the integrated interstate transmission system and specifically agrees that PJM 246 

followed its tariff (Staff Ex. 1.0, 8:185-87), that the GPG Project resolves infeasibilities 247 

and physical limitations in the transmission system affecting the regional energy market, 248 

that PJM evaluated alternatives to GPG Project (Staff Ex. 1.0, 11:258-61), and that PJM‟s 249 

analysis demonstrated that the GPG project “was the only proposed solution that resolved 250 

all of the ARR infeasibility issues and did not create new reliability violations” (Staff Ex. 251 

1.0, 11:262-64). 252 

Q. Does Mr. Zuraski dispute that absent the construction of the GPG Project, Auction 253 

Revenue Rights (“ARRs”) as described in your direct testimony and that of Mr. 254 

McGlynn will remain infeasible?   255 

A. No.  He does not.  Nor does any other witness for any party.   256 

Q. Then, on what basis does Mr. Zuraski question the conclusion that the Project will 257 

promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that 258 

operates efficiently? 259 

A. Mr. Zuraski opines that, under Illinois law, a project like GPG can only be found to 260 

promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates 261 

efficiently if it passes a particular benefit-cost test, that is only if the specific set of 262 

benefits of the Project that Mr. Zuraski considers exceed the costs of the Project as he 263 
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defines them. (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 8:187-190, 11:269-275).  Based on the benefit and cost 264 

data Mr. Zuraski used, he concluded that the Project was not cost-beneficial and, 265 

therefore, in his view was not shown to promote the development of an effectively 266 

competitive electricity market.   267 

Q. Can a single cost-benefit test be the criteria for promoting efficient market 268 

development? 269 

A. No.  Promoting an efficient market means many things, including but far from limited to, 270 

holding down any particular measure of consumer costs under any particular set of 271 

assumptions.  An efficient market presents accurate price signals, encourages efficient 272 

entry and exit, promotes price transparency and hedging, and contributes to lower costs 273 

over time.  And, while I am not testifying as a lawyer, the plain language the General 274 

Assembly chose calls for a project to promote market efficiency, not that it pass a specific 275 

cost-benefit test.  In addition, there are serious deficiencies with the specific cost-benefit 276 

test Mr. Zuraski uses. 277 

Q. What, in sum, are those deficiencies? 278 

A. First, it is based on the production cost of generators physically located only in Illinois. 279 

As an engineer and participant in electric markets, I know that electricity markets are not 280 

bounded by state lines.  I understand that Mr. Zuraski may not have had, at the time his 281 

testimony, access to quantitative regional data, but we know that what happens in Illinois 282 

affects customer electric prices in other states and what happens in other states affects 283 

Illinois prices.  The market operates regionally.  The fact that PJM, as the transmission 284 

planner for the ComEd system and the market operator, determined that the GPG Project 285 
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is necessary to meet its planning and market rules is evidence that the GPG Project “will 286 

promote the development of an effectively competitive market that operates efficiently.”  287 

In fact, allowing violation of market rules to continue is evidence of impairment of a 288 

competitive market.  In this case, as Dr. Shanker (ComEd Ex. 12.0) explains in more 289 

detail, allowing infeasibility of Stage 1A ARRs results in harm to the competitive market 290 

and remedying those harms will promote development of a competitive market.   291 

Moreover, remedying the infeasibility of Stage 1A ARRs is equitable to all 292 

customers.  As Dr. Shanker explains, congestion and the underfunding of ARRs, not 293 

simply Stage 1A ARRs, are seen by all customers and all customers benefit by correcting 294 

the infeasibility of Stage 1 ARRs and by reducing the underfunding of ARRs. 295 

Third, as I stated above, Mr. Zuraski testifies that PJM “evaluated and vetted 296 

several other alternatives to the Project” and determined that the GPG Project “was the 297 

only proposed solution that resolved all of the ARR infeasibility issues and did not create 298 

new reliability violations.”  He also agrees that the GPG Project is “the least cost means 299 

of satisfying the objectives of PJM and the requirements of the PJM tariff.”  These facts, 300 

to which there is no dispute, show that the GPG Project is in fact the least cost means of 301 

satisfying the objectives of promoting development of a competitive market that is 302 

efficient and equitable to all customers. 303 

Q. Does Mr. Zuraski consider the effect of a Commission finding that the GPG Project 304 

does not meet the requirements of Section 8-406.1(f)? 305 

A. Apparently not.  If the Commission does not issue a CPCN, PJM, as required by its 306 

tariffs, must propose a different project and that until a solution is implemented, the Stage 307 
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1A ARR infeasibilities and the inherent congestion that is occurring at present will 308 

continue unabated.  In addition to costing customers tens of millions of dollars each year, 309 

this leaves the need identified by PJM and the violation of its federal tariff unaddressed.  310 

As Mr. McGlynn testified (ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 28:517-522), if the Commission were to not 311 

grant the CPCN, PJM would be required under its tariff to approve another transmission 312 

line to remedy the Stage 1A ARR infeasibilities.  Mr. McGlynn reiterates this 313 

requirement in his rebuttal testimony.  During that delay, ComEd customers would 314 

continue to face higher energy prices and reduced payments from the ARRs due to 315 

continued underfunding.  Based on data for the 2013 calendar year, the ComEd zone 316 

Stage 1A ARR infeasible facilities is costing customers $68.9 Million each year.  Mr. 317 

McGlynn provides more detail in his rebuttal testimony. 318 

B. The Staff Cost-Benefit Test Is Not A Proper Measure of 319 

Whether the GPG Project Promotes an Efficient Market  320 

Q. Is this, in your professional opinion, the proper measure for judging whether a 321 

transmission project promotes the development of an effectively competitive 322 

electricity market that operates efficiently? 323 

A. No.  Mr. Zuraski has applied an overly restrictive test to the GPG Project.  His test has a 324 

number of shortcomings that I will discuss in detail in Section IV of my Rebuttal 325 

Testimony.  In summary, the problems with the test Mr. Zuraski uses are: 326 

 The test treats a static cost-benefit test as the criterion for market efficiency.  It 327 

ignores all other factors including promoting efficient entry and exit, sending 328 

efficient price signals, permitting efficient hedging, and minimizing transaction 329 

costs.  The General Assembly did not specify, although it well could have, a cost-330 

benefit test; it called for promoting market efficiency broadly.   331 

 The test counts as benefits only production cost savings by Illinois generators.  In 332 

fact, PJM centrally plans and operates the transmission system and the market is not 333 
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limited to Illinois or the ComEd zone.  As a result, the savings to ComEd customers 334 

are not dependent solely on the lowering of production costs by generators that are 335 

located physically in Illinois. 336 

 The test treats the reduction in congestion costs (which is only one component of 337 

overall cost savings) on the ComEd system resulting from the GPG Project as 338 

providing no savings to ComEd customers.  This is because it assumes (incorrectly) 339 

that all congestion savings are fully offset by reductions in the value of ARRs, and 340 

that increases in funding of ARRs and FTRs due to making Stage 1A ARRs feasible 341 

provide no value to ComEd customers.   342 

 Mr. Zuraski ignores the fact that part of the cost of the GPG project will be borne 343 

by customers in PJM outside of the ComEd zone. 344 

 Mr. Zuraski ignores the fact that part of the cost of the GPG project will be borne 345 

by customers in the ComEd zone who are not retail customers subject to the 346 

jurisdiction of the Commission 347 

 Mr. Zuraski ignores the fact that the added costs of a double-circuit ready line 348 

provide additional benefits in the form of lower long-term costs, flexibility and 349 

optionality as described by Mr. Leeming   350 

 Mr. Zuraski assigns no benefit value to the reliability, operational and resiliency 351 

benefits described by Mr. Leeming in ComEd Ex. 2.0, even though no witness 352 

disputes them. 353 

1. The Measure of “Benefits” is Incorrect 354 

a. Illinois Is Not An Electrical Island 355 

Q. Why is the benefit-to-cost calculation used by Mr. Zuraski overly restrictive by 356 

considering the production cost savings attributable solely to generators located 357 

physically in Illinois? 358 

A. As Mr. Elliott explains, the fact that ComEd must be part of a RTO, means that looking at 359 

a benefit-to-cost test, even though I disagree that such a test is a requirement of the 360 

Illinois Public Utilities Act, restricting the benefits to the reduction in production costs 361 

seen by generators that are physically located in Illinois, is incorrect. As Mr. McGlynn 362 

explains, PJM plans and dispatches its system on a PJM-wide basis, not looking solely at 363 
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Illinois.  To posit that the benefits to Illinois customers are linked solely to generators 364 

physically located in Illinois ignores the physics of the networked transmission system 365 

and the results of the RTO-wide dispatch.   366 

This not only follows from the fact that electrons ignore state political boundaries, 367 

but can be simply shown.  As I show below using the simplified examples, changing the 368 

state where a generator is physically located, changes the metric used by Mr. Zuraski but 369 

has absolutely no effect on the savings to customers.  Illinois does not exist as an 370 

electrical island.  Staff recognized that an Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois 371 

project addressed “needs within MISO‟s entire operating region, and not only needs 372 

within Illinois.”
2
  It is simply incorrect to ignore the real-world physics of the electric 373 

system and the real-world dispatch.  If the reduction in production cost of generation is to 374 

be used as part of a benefit-to-cost analysis to analyze the impact of the Grand Prairie 375 

Gateway Project, it must, as a minimum, consider the reduction in generator production 376 

costs throughout all of PJM.  This is the pool of generators that realistically affect prices 377 

in the ComEd zone. 378 

Q. How can changing in which state a generator is located physically change the state’s 379 

production costs without affecting the savings by customers in that State? 380 

A. To illustrate, I will use the same two examples used by Mr. Zuraski (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 381 

16:379-19-429).  Mr. Zuraski first uses the numbers from the hypothetical examples used 382 

by Mr. McGlynn to show the impact of ARR infeasibility on underfunding of ARRs.  I 383 

must note that Mr. Zuraski misapplies Mr. McGlynn‟s examples by assuming the 384 

                                                 
2
 Ameren Transmission Company of Illinois, Docket No. 12-0598, p. 13 (Aug. 20, 2013), 

summarizing the testimony of Staff witness G. Rockrohr. 
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Scenario 1 applies to a situation after a transmission upgrade is installed.  In response to 385 

Staff Data Request RJZ 2.07, ComEd answered that “Scenario 1 was meant to 386 

demonstrate a situation before increased use of the transmission system occurred but with 387 

no different transmission system than shown in Scenario 2” (citing ComEd Ex. 3.0 at 388 

15:302 stating that the capacity of the line from A to B is 125 MW in both scenarios).  389 

Therefore, the examples Mr. Zuraski used never were intended to compare the situation 390 

before and after a transmission upgrade.  Nevertheless, I use these examples only to show 391 

that the physical movement of a generator from one state to another in these examples 392 

does not change the impact on customer prices even though it changes the production 393 

cost savings of generators in a state.  However, I wish to make it clear that I cannot agree 394 

with Mr. Zuraski‟s erroneous characterization that Scenario 1 shows a system after a 395 

transmission upgrade, especially as it is clear that the line rating in Scenario 1 is identical 396 

to Scenario 2. 397 

In his first example, (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 17:387-388), Mr. Zuraski finds that the 398 

Production Cost Savings between Scenario 2 (which he characterizes “Before upgrade”) 399 

and Scenario 1 (which he characterizes “After upgrade”) is $500 and he determines that 400 

the savings to the load (labeled as “LSE costs after FTR”) is $500.  Mr. Zuraski does not 401 

explicitly state where the generators in the examples are located; he only calculated 402 

production cost savings.  I have reanalyzed these examples, considering all of the 403 

possible in-Illinois and outside-Illinois combination and calculated how those generator 404 

locations affect production cost savings of Illinois located generators.  This analysis is 405 

depicted on ComEd Ex. 9.01 and further discussed below.   406 
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First, I assumed that for Mr. Zuraski‟s examples, the generator injecting power 407 

into Point A and the Generator injecting power into Point B are located in the same state, 408 

Illinois.  With that assumption, the reduction in production cost in Illinois is $500. 409 

If, however, the generator that is injecting power into Point B is located in Indiana 410 

(the generator injecting power into Point A remains in Illinois), then the production costs 411 

for Illinois generators would increase by $250 as detailed below.  However, the savings 412 

to load would remain at $500.   413 

In a third variation, if instead the generator injecting power into Point A is located 414 

in Indiana (the generator injecting power into Point B remains in Illinois), then the 415 

production costs for Illinois generators would decrease by $750 as shown below.  Once 416 

again, the savings to the load would be unchanged at $500. 417 

For completeness, where that neither generator is located in Illinois there is 418 

obviously no change in the production costs of Illinois generators.   419 

The results of all these cases are summarized below: 420 

Generator  

Locations 

Illinois 

Production Cost 

Savings 

Load 

Savings 

A in Illinois 

B in Illinois 
$500 $500 

A in Illinois 

B in Indiana 
($250) $500 

A in Indiana 

B in Illinois 
$750 $500 

A in Indiana 

B in Indiana 
$0 $500 

It is obvious that although there is no change to the electric system or to the market, 421 

simply having a generator in a different state produces wildly different results – in this 422 
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case, while the total production cost is reduced by $500, the production cost change of 423 

Illinois generators can range from savings of $750 to an increase $250. 424 

Q. Does this same result apply to Mr. Zuraski’s second example (Staff Ex. 1.0, 19:428-425 

429)? 426 

A. Yes.  Similar results are shown below. 427 

Generator  

Locations 

Illinois 

Production Cost 

Savings 

Load 

Savings 

A in Illinois 

B in Illinois 
$100 $100 

A in Illinois 

B in Indiana 
($1225) $100 

A in Indiana 

B in Illinois 
$1325 $100 

A in Indiana 

B in Indiana 
$0 $100 

Similar to the first example, having a generator in a different state produces also wildly 428 

different results – in this case, while the total production cost is reduced by $100, the 429 

production cost change of Illinois generators can range from savings of $1,325 to an 430 

increase $1,225.  Although both these examples are overly simplistic, they illustrate 431 

dramatically that it is the electrical characteristics that are important, not the physical 432 

state of location and that the state of location of generators is not relevant to an inquiry 433 

into the benefits to the load of customers of ComEd. 434 

Q. What conclusion can be drawn from these examples? 435 

A. Performing a benefit-to-cost analysis that considers only the production cost savings of 436 

generators physically located in Illinois when the market is unquestionably broader, does 437 

not produce meaningful results and, in some cases, produces misleading results.  Mr. 438 
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Zuraski denies that “the costs of generators physically located in Illinois are the only 439 

generator costs that impact the cost of electric energy paid by ComEd‟s retail customers.”  440 

(Staff Response to ComEd DR 2.15)  Therefore, an analysis based on the reduction in 441 

production costs of only generators located in Illinois should be given no weight as to 442 

whether the GPG Project passes any benefit-to-cost test.  This is why, as Dr. Shanker 443 

testifies, if a benefit-to-cost analysis is to be performed and production cost alone is to be 444 

a metric, the production cost savings of the planning/market region, in this case PJM, 445 

should be used if a benefit-to-cost analysis is necessary.  I highlight such calculations 446 

later in my testimony. 447 

Q. Did Mr. Zuraski have the values of reduction in production costs of all PJM 448 

generators at the time he filed his testimony? 449 

A. No.  That data was not available to ComEd at the time and we do not believe Mr. Zuraski 450 

could have determined those values either.  However, since that time, ComEd has 451 

provided this data through a supplemental response to a Staff data request.   452 

Q. Has ComEd determined the reduction in PJM production costs as a result of the 453 

GPG Project? 454 

A. As shown in detail in the rebuttal testimony of Ms. Oppel (ComEd Ex. 13.0), with the 455 

GPG Project in service, PJM production costs decrease by $387.8 Million in nominal 456 

dollars over the first 15 years.  Later I will discuss how these numbers would affect a 457 

benefit-to-cost comparison. 458 
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b. Customer Savings Beyond Production Costs 459 

Q. Mr. Zuraski claims that energy cost savings do not take into account the change in 460 

the value of ARRs and therefore benefits of the GPG Project should be measured 461 

solely by measuring the changes in production costs.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, at 19:432 – 462 

20:435).  Is he correct? 463 

A. No.  There are a number of reasons why Mr. Zuraski is incorrect.  First and foremost, the 464 

energy cost savings are the primary factor that drives overall customer savings  465 

Furthermore, Mr. Zuraski assumes that any change in the value of ARRs would 466 

completely and fully offset congestion savings and that in any event, the ARRs are 467 

funded at 100% of their value.  This clearly is incorrect given the testimony in this case 468 

that the Stage 1A ARRs are presently and will continue to be underfunded.  469 

Although as stated above, I believe that a benefit-to-cost test, especially one 470 

centered on Illinois is not needed to show the need for the GPG Project, ComEd has 471 

calculated the change in the value of the ARRs for the entire ComEd zone, taking into 472 

account the actual annual ARRs that cleared in ComEd zone for the 2013/2014 planning 473 

year and taking into account the impact of the underfunding of all those ARRs.  Rather 474 

than replacing the energy savings for ComEd customers with production costs, the 475 

change in ARR value only reduces the energy savings in the ComEd zone by $765.4 476 

Million in nominal dollars, resulting in a savings to ComEd customers of $463.4 Million 477 

in nominal dollars.  In addition, ComEd also calculated the increase in ARR funding only 478 

as a result of the GPG Project.  As Mr. McGlynn explains in more detail, this is a more 479 

complicated calculation because the underfunding of FTRs, and hence, the effect on the 480 

value of ARRs, is shared across all holders of those rights in PJM.  ComEd has 481 
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determined that the addition of the GPG Project will increase funding of FTRs (and thus 482 

the value of ARRs) from 70% to 76% and that this increase amounts to an increase in 483 

value to ComEd customers of $68.9 Million in nominal dollars.  Later I will discuss how 484 

these numbers would affect a benefit-to-cost comparison. 485 

Q. In his benefit-to-cost analysis, does Mr. Zuraski recognize any of the benefits due to 486 

increased resiliency and operability due to the GPG Project? 487 

A. No.  While it is difficult to quantify the benefits of better operability, the increased ability 488 

to perform maintenance and increased resiliency to increase reliability following more 489 

extreme events, such as widespread ice storms and tornadoes, are real benefits to 490 

customers.  As Mr. Leeming testified (ComEd Ex. 2.0, 13:274-275), ComEd presently 491 

has difficulty scheduling maintenance on a number of the critical west-to-east 492 

transmission lines and given the limited maintenance periods available, maintenance 493 

costs on the existing system are higher than they would be without the GPG Project.  494 

(Leeming Reb., ComEd Ex. 15.0).  Also, during maintenance periods, the transmission 495 

system faces higher congestion costs. (ComEd Ex. 2.0 at 13:271-274)  As Ms. Oppel 496 

testified, the production cost simulations do not consider transmission outages when 497 

evaluating benefits.   (ComEd Ex. 4.0 at 9:160-170)  GPG will mitigate these costs 498 

although they are not included in the cost reductions presented in Ms. Oppel‟s testimony.  499 

While it is difficult to quantify such benefits in advance, given the current infeasibility of 500 

the Stage 1A ARRs and the underfunding of ARRs/FTRs in the ComEd zone, these are 501 

real additional benefits to customers.  Moreover, as Ms. Oppel testified, the production 502 

cost simulations do not account for extreme system conditions, such as has been seen 503 
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recently this winter.  (ComEd Ex. 4.0 at 8:148-159)  Again, these are benefits of the GPG 504 

Project that are difficult to quantify but are undeniably benefits nonetheless. 505 

2. The Measure of Costs is Incorrect 506 

Q. In his benefit-to-cost analysis, does Mr. Zuraski recognize that part of the cost of the 507 

GPG Project will be allocated to customers in PJM other than ComEd customers? 508 

A. No.  For his calculations, Mr. Zuraski assumes that the entire cost of the GPG Project will 509 

be borne by ComEd customers.  This is incorrect.  As Mr. McGlynn testified, only 510 

92.99% of the cost of the GPG Project will be allocated to customers in the ComEd zone.  511 

(ComEd 3.0 at 29:537-539)  Mr. Zuraski does not dispute this.  (Staff Response to 512 

ComEd DR 2.09)  The balance of the cost of the Project will be allocated to other PJM 513 

customers, specifically in the AEP, APS, Dayton, Dominion, and ATSI zones. 514 

Q. In his benefit-to-cost analysis, does Mr. Zuraski recognize that part of the cost of the 515 

GPG Project allocated to customers in the ComEd zone will be allocated to 516 

municipal wholesale customers, not subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction? 517 

A. No.  Based on a review of the 2013 loads used for intra-zonal allocation of costs, 3.31% 518 

of the cost of the GPG Project that is assigned to the ComEd zone, will be allocated to 519 

wholesale municipal customers, i.e., those not taking retail service under FERC 520 

jurisdiction. 521 

Q. What was the basis of the cost of the line upon which Mr. Zuraski performed his 522 

benefit-to-cost analysis? 523 

A. Mr. Zuraski assumed an investment of $251 Million for the primary route as stated in Mr. 524 

Garrido‟s testimony.  (Zuraski Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 14:338-40, 29:599-600; ComEd Ex. 525 
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8.0, 3:60-61)  Mr. Zuraski then calculated what he describes as present value of the 526 

associated revenue requirement for the first 15 and 40 years of the Project.  (Staff Ex. 1.0, 527 

28:572). 528 

Q. Is this calculation valid for Mr. Zuraski’s purposes? 529 

A. No.  A present value of revenue requirements calculation has valid uses, such as for 530 

assessing “bill impact,” but the specific type calculation he did is not appropriate for use 531 

in a cost-benefit comparison like he conducted.   532 

Q. Why not? 533 

A. First, Mr. Zuraski assumed there would be additional operating costs from the 534 

maintenance of the line (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 25:520-26:539) while the engineering testimony 535 

states that, on an overall basis, the construction of the line will ease maintenance burdens.  536 

There is no factual basis for this addition.  In addition, as Mr. Garrido notes, the rate 537 

charges include other costs besides just the capital costs of the line; Mr. Zuraski included 538 

taxes.  Yet, the cost benefit test does not recognize the associated benefits resulting from 539 

tax payments.  From the perspective of society, you cannot properly charge a project for 540 

the associated tax costs without considering the benefits those taxes create.   541 

Q. Has ComEd nonetheless recalculated those values, for comparison purposes, using 542 

the actual depreciation rates and periods? 543 

A. Yes.  Mr. Garrido (ComEd Ex. 17.0) addresses the revenue requirement in his rebuttal 544 

testimony using actual data for calculating ComEd‟s revenue requirements based on 545 

actual data from the ComEd transmission formula rate.  In the calculations I explain 546 
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below, I take into account these costs allocated to the ComEd zone and to ComEd retail 547 

customers.  548 

Q. Do you have any other concerns about the costs used by Mr. Zuraski for his benefit-549 

to-cost analysis? 550 

A. Yes.  While as Mr. Leeming states in his rebuttal testimony (ComEd Ex. 15.0) that 551 

ComEd believes that the best long-term solution is to build a double-circuit ready line 552 

and that in the long-term building a line with the potential for expansion with minimal 553 

disruption is good policy for Illinois, ComEd also has calculated the cost of a „bare 554 

minimum‟ single-circuit line.  Mr. Kaup (ComEd Ex. 16.0) provides this cost estimate of 555 

$184 Million in his rebuttal testimony.  Below I include a benefit-to-cost calculation also 556 

using these figures. 557 

C. The 2010 and 2011 PJM Tests Are Irrelevant 558 

Q. Mr. Zuraski contends that because a similar project did not pass the PJM “market 559 

efficiency” test in 2010 and 2011, the GPG Project would not currently pass a PJM 560 

market efficiency test.  (Staff Ex. 1.0 at 12:297-14:326)  Does this have any relevance 561 

to the GPG Project? 562 

A. No.  As Mr. McGlynn explains in more detail, in 2010 and 2011, PJM conducted a 563 

market efficiency test based on congestion then appearing on certain 138kV lines in the 564 

ComEd zone.  That analysis focused on systems as they then were, not as they would be 565 

in 2013, 2014, or the future.  And, for good reasons, PJM also did not consider 566 

economically driven changes to the generation market, even from the perspective of 2010 567 

and 2011.  Yet, even then, as shown on page 3 of Staff Ex. 1.1 (2010 Update), a single-568 
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circuit Byron-Wayne line had a Benefit/Cost ratio above 1.00, just not above PJM‟s 1.25 569 

hurdle.
3
  Since then, there have been a number of changes in the models and in the pool 570 

of generators.  Most notably large numbers of older coal-fired plants (such as Crawford, 571 

Fisk and State Line connected to the eastern part of the ComEd system) have  retired. 572 

Q. Would the fact that a project failed to meet the PJM “market efficiency” test mean 573 

that its construction is not required to promote – or indeed, preserve -- the 574 

efficiency of the regional market? 575 

A. No.  As I stated in my direct testimony (ComEd Ex. No. 1.0, 20:383-385) and as Mr. 576 

Zuraski recognizes (Staff Ex. 1.0, 12:279-284 & n.2) upgrades required to meet the 577 

simultaneous feasibility test “will not be subject to a market efficiency cost/benefit 578 

analysis.”  Therefore, it is of no consequence that the GPG Project did not pass the PJM 579 

market efficiency test, let alone for system conditions modeled in 2010 and 2011.  As 580 

Dr. Shanker explains in detail, not only are the drivers for Stage 1A ARR upgrades 581 

different than those for market efficiency projects, but all the drivers are linked to 582 

specific tests and they all are part of a single integrated transmission planning protocol 583 

that supports and is part and parcel of the PJM market. 584 

Q. Are there any requirements imposed on the PJM market efficiency analysis by the 585 

PJM tariff that affect whether it makes sense to view it as a proxy for the cost 586 

savings calculations performed by ComEd and Navigant? 587 

                                                 
3
  Under its tariff, PJM used a “benefit” metric of 70% of net reduction in Production Cost across 

all of PJM plus 30% reduction in net load costs (gross load savings less ARRs) for those zones seeing a 

reduction in costs across all of PJM.   
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A. Yes.  The PJM market efficiency analysis models the PJM system according to rules in 588 

the PJM tariff and manuals.  The most important rule has to do with which generators are 589 

in service.  PJM may only remove a generator if PJM has received a deactivation notice 590 

in accordance with the PJM tariff.  Similarly, if new generation is required to meet load, 591 

PJM must use generation that is in the PJM queue.  For example, in evaluating which 592 

generation would retire over the 15-year period it studied, PJM could only model 593 

retirements for generators that have sent PJM a deactivation notice in accordance with the 594 

provisions of Section 113.1 of the PJM tariff. Navigant, in contrast, was able to and did 595 

use market data, including anticipated energy prices and its expert judgment based upon 596 

experience in the industry to realistically identify likely retirements.  597 

There are good reasons that PJM adopted this test for market efficiency projects.  598 

There are cases where constructing new generation is an option to constructing a 599 

transmission upgrade driven by market efficiency needs.  But that is not the case for 600 

Stage 1A ARRs.  Therefore, it is logical and appropriate that PJM would adopt a test for 601 

market efficiency that may not be appropriate for other types of upgrades. 602 

Q. Given that, do the results of the 2010 and 2011 PJM market efficiency screens cast 603 

any doubt on the 2013 and 2014 calculations of the benefits of the Project to 604 

customers? 605 

A. No.  It is not surprising that the Navigant analysis, performed in 2013 provides different 606 

results than the 2010 and 2011 PJM studies or the PJM analysis of savings of the GPG 607 

Project.  The purpose, data inputs, methodology, time frame and scope of the PJM 608 

analysis varies significantly from those of the Navigant analysis undertaken by Ms. 609 
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Oppel.  As I noted, the data that PJM considered was restricted by its tariff.  And, PJM‟s 610 

market efficiency methodology measured only congestion associated with a new line by 611 

comparing congestion on a specific set of transmission elements. Navigant modeled 612 

significantly more elements. PJM also utilized extrapolation and interpolation to estimate 613 

congestion savings in each of the 15 years. Navigant modeled each year and used no 614 

extrapolation or interpolation.  In contrast, the Navigant Study was able to and did use 615 

market data, including anticipated energy prices and its expert judgment based upon 616 

experience in the industry to realistically identify likely retirements. 617 

IV. THE GPG PROJECT PROMOTES AN EFFICIENT MARKET EVEN UNDER A 618 

COST-BENEFIT TEST LIKE THAT STAFF PROPOSES 619 

Q. Considering all the issues you have raised, have you performed a cost-benefit 620 

analysis for the GPG line? 621 

A. Yes.  I have performed a cost-benefit analysis for the GPG line using three different 622 

metrics and for different allocation and cost scenarios.  The three metrics are as follows: 623 

 Net Load Savings for ComEd zonal customers 624 

 Production Cost savings of PJM generators plus benefit due to increase in funding 625 

of FTRs 626 

 Production Cost savings of PJM generators 627 

The allocation and cost scenarios are as follows: 628 

 Present Value of the revenue requirement allocated to the ComEd zone for the 629 

first 15 years that the line is in service 630 

 Present Value of the revenue requirement allocated to the ComEd retail 631 

customers for the first 15 years that the line is in service 632 
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 Present Value of the revenue requirement allocated to the ComEd retail 633 

customers for a „bare minimum‟ single circuit line for the first 15 years that the 634 

line is in service  635 

Q. Of these metrics, which most closely approximates the net benefits that Illinois retail 636 

customers in the ComEd zone customers receive from the Project’s contribution to 637 

ARR feasibility? 638 

A. The Net Load Savings metric.  That measures the net payments by retail load customers, 639 

unlike Production Cost that measures the costs of generators, including the infra-marginal 640 

generators that not set any energy market prices and whose costs, therefore, do not affect 641 

the energy price that customers pay.   642 

Q. Can you please summarize the results of the comparison of Net Load Savings with 643 

Project costs, even using the PVRR construct advocated by Mr. Zuraski?   644 

A. The relevant metric for determining the benefits to ComEd customers is Net Load 645 

Savings.  That, not any production cost metric, measures what they actually pay for their 646 

service.  This fact is also confirmed by Dr. Shanker, from an economist‟s perspective.  647 

This is also the metric that PJM believes is appropriate for new market efficiency projects 648 

for a single 345kV line and that PJM filed with FERC in Docket No. ER14-1394.   649 

To calculate the benefit-to-cost metric I used the cost of the Project as allocated to 650 

all customers in the ComEd zone, rather than only to the retail customers in the ComEd 651 

zone, to maintain consistency with the LMP savings presented by Ms. Oppel in her direct 652 
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testimony.
4
  As stated above, I accept Mr. Zuraski‟s use of calculating present values 653 

over a 15-year period, but use Mr. Garrido‟s corrected PVRR values and do not add taxes 654 

which are not a Project cost.
5
  As shown below, the Project has a uniformly positive 655 

benefit-to-cost ratio, and at the most appropriate discount rate the benefits so measured 656 

are double the costs. 657 

Net Load Savings 

vs. Costs 

Discount Rate 

0% 3.53% 7.73% 

Net Load Savings $720.7M $537.4M $393.0M 

Costs $343.4M $270.0M $210.3M 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 2.10 1.99 1.87 

Q. Did you make any other comparisons of costs and benefits for the purpose of 658 

responding to Mr. Zuraski? 659 

A. Yes.  I also compared the benefits as measured by the sum of PJM Production Costs 660 

savings plus the benefit of the increased funding in FTRs to the Project‟s costs.  While I 661 

do not believe this is the best metric, I include it to provide a fair comparison of the 662 

impact of production cost savings plus other clear savings to ComEd customers that 663 

cannot be captured by production cost savings.  As in the calculation above, I use the 15-664 

year revenue requirement based on actual ComEd data and without taxes
6
 as allocated to 665 

                                                 
4
  Moreover, had I used the cost of line allocated only to retail customers in the ComEd zone, I 

would have reduced the benefits proportionally and the benefit-to-cost ratio would have been the same. 

5
 Even had I included taxes in the revenue requirement, all of the benefit-to-cost ratios would have 

exceeded 1.6:1. 

6
  Even had I included taxes in the revenue requirement, all of the benefit-to-cost ratios would 

have exceeded 1.3:1.   
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all customers in the ComEd zone.  These results also show benefits substantially 666 

exceeding costs.   667 

Prod. + Congestion  

Benefits vs. Costs 

Discount Rate 

0% 3.53% 7.73% 

PC + Cong. Savings $569.2M $425.5M 311.7M 

Costs $343.4M $270.0M $210.3M 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 1.66 1.58 1.48 

 668 

Finally, I performed a similar calculation considering only the PJM Production 669 

Cost Savings.  While this is a poor metric because it does not directly bear on the savings 670 

to ComEd zone customers, I present this information for completeness because 671 

Mr. Zuraski used a production cost savings metric in his direct testimony.  Similar to the 672 

above calculations, I use the 15-year revenue requirement based on actual ComEd data 673 

and without taxes.
7
  However, I used the portion of that revenue requirement allocated to 674 

retail customers, i.e., those subject to the Commission‟s jurisdiction (municipal wholesale 675 

customers comprise 3.31% of the load in the ComEd zone).  Again, the benefits – even 676 

measured by this unrealistic metric – exceed the costs. 677 

Prod. Cost Only  

vs. Costs 

Discount Rate 

0% 3.53% 7.73% 

Prod. Cost Savings $387.8M $295.6M $221.9M 

Costs $332.0M $261.0M $203.3M 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 1.17 1.13 1.09 

 678 

                                                 
7
  Even had I included taxes in the revenue requirement, all of the benefit-to-cost ratios would 

have been within ± 4% of break even, which is within the margin of error of these calculations.   
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Further, as several witnesses have testified, there are additional benefits to the 679 

Project, among them the reduction in losses.  As Ms. Oppel (ComEd Ex. No. 13.0) 680 

testifies, loss savings at peak from the GPG Project range from 14.6 MW for 2018 to 18.4 681 

MW in 2023.  Using the 2016/17 RPM clearing price of $59.37/MW-day, this would 682 

result in additional savings of over approximately $319,000 in 2018 to approximately 683 

$398,000 in 2023.
8
  Assuming that the 2018 capacity savings do not increase until 2023 684 

and from 2023 remain the same, the NPV is shown below.  All of the above calculations 685 

do not take into account any capacity savings but these are real benefits to ComEd 686 

customers.
9
  687 

Discount Rate 0% 3.53% 7.73% 

Capacity Savings $5.6M $4.3M $3.3M 

These values, while estimates, are benefits in addition to those included in my above 688 

calculations.  Moreover, none of these comparisons include any of the other hard to 689 

quantify benefits.   690 

Q. If the Commission should still believe that the Project as proposed is not cost 691 

beneficial, and continues to believe that it must be cost-beneficial under a test like 692 

Mr. Zuraski’s for it to receive a CPCN, then what should the Commission do? 693 

A. Although the GPG Project should be built as proposed, i.e., a double-circuit ready line, 694 

for the reasons discussed by Mr. Leeming and acknowledged by Mr. Rashid, I 695 

nevertheless performed a benefit-to-cost calculation for PJM production cost savings as 696 

                                                 
8
 These calculations conservatively assume that the reduction in load (losses are included in load) 

would not reduce the RPM clearing price. 

9
 Dr. Shanker states capacity savings should be included in the correct benefit metric.  (ComEd 

Ex. 12.0).   
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compared to the cost of the GPG Project constructed as a “bare minimum” single-circuit 697 

line that will alleviate all the Stage 1A ARR insufficiencies but allow no room for 698 

expected growth.  For the cost of the line, I used the information presented by Mr. Kaup 699 

(ComEd Ex. 16.0).  Similar to the calculation above, I used the portion of that revenue 700 

requirement allocated to retail customers.  The results show that, even considering only 701 

production cost savings, the benefits exceed the cost of a single-circuit version of the 702 

Project by a wide margin.
10

  Mathematically: 703 

Net Load Savings 

vs. Costs 

Discount Rate 

0% 3.53% 7.73% 

Net Load Savings $387.8M $295.6M $221.9M 

Costs $243.4M $191.4M $149.1M 

Benefit/Cost Ratio 1.59 1.54 1.49 

 704 

Again, these calculations do not include any additional benefits that I discussed 705 

above for better operability, including the capacity savings due to the reduction in 706 

transmission losses, the increased ability to perform maintenance, increased resiliency to 707 

increase reliability following more extreme events, savings in maintenance, reduced 708 

congestion during maintenance, and reduced congestion during extreme load scenarios.  709 

These are real benefits. They should not be ignored simply because they cannot be 710 

quantified easily.  711 

                                                 
10

 Even had I included taxes in the revenue requirement, all of the benefit-to-cost ratios would 

have exceeded 1.3:1 
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Q. You testified that the Stage 1A infeasibilities are occurring at present.  (ComEd Ex. 712 

1.0 at 18:338-344).  Can you state what thee infeasibilities are costing ComEd 713 

customers? 714 

A. As I stated above, FTRs (and thus the value of ARRs) are funded only at 70%.  715 

Eliminating the infeasibilities should increase the funding to 76%.  Taking into account 716 

that eliminating the infeasibilities will reduce the value of the ARR, the infeasibilities are 717 

costing ComEd customers approximately $68.9 Million in nominal dollars/year. 718 

Q. Can you summarize the results of the corrected cost-benefit analysis? 719 

A. As shown by the four sets of calculations, the benefit-to-cost ratio for the GPG Project 720 

equals or exceeds 1.0 in all calculations.  As I stated above, if taxes are included in the 721 

cost of the line, which as Mr. Garrido states would not be appropriate, for one 722 

calculation, the benefit-to-cost ratio for the production cost metric is close to 1.0; within 723 

the limit of error.  Thus any of the additional hard to quantify benefits that I discuss 724 

above should increase even this one benefit-to-cost ratio.  Yet, if the Commission 725 

believes that these metrics do not show the benefit of the GPG Project to retail customers 726 

(and as stated above and in the testimonies of Mr. Elliott and Dr. Shanker), the 727 

Commission never should need to perform this cost-to-benefit test, the benefit-to-cost 728 

ratio for a „bare minimum‟ single circuit line exceed 1.0 by a large amount.    729 

V. PAROCHIAL OBJECTIONS DO NOT CAST DOUBT ON THE PUBLIC NEED 730 

FOR THE GPG PROJECT 731 

Q. Several individual intervenors make arguments that the Project should not be 732 

routed near them because they do not wish to be near it.  From a public policy 733 

perspective, are these reasons to reject or reroute the line? 734 
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A. No.  The maintenance and expansion of a transmission system meeting the PJM regional 735 

planning criteria are an essential public need.  Apart from the specific responses ComEd 736 

witnesses have offered to the objections of these intervenors (including concerns about 737 

property valuation and EMF), the Commission should understand that transmission 738 

expansion is essential.  ComEd has presented evidence that, from the various route 739 

options, the route proposed has the least impact and is the best route.  The fact that some 740 

person along that route wish it were otherwise is not a reason to deny the CPCN or to 741 

reroute the line to be nearer to other parties who are not before the Commission. 742 

VI. CONCLUSION 743 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 744 

A. Yes.  745 


