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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

A. Witness Identification 2 

Q. What is your name and business address?  3 

A. My name is Julie R. Solomon.  My address is 1200 19th Street, NW, Suite 700, 4 

Washington, DC 20036.  5 

Q. By whom are you employed?  6 

A. I am a Managing Director of Navigant Consulting, Inc. (“Navigant”).   7 

Q. Please describe your qualifications relevant to this proceeding. 8 

A. I have been a consultant providing regulatory and economic guidance in the energy 9 

industry for more than 20 years.  In recent years, much of my practice has focused on 10 

advising clients with respect to competition (market power) issues in connection with 11 

mergers and acquisitions, other asset transactions and market rate applications.  I 12 

frequently file testimony before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) in 13 

connection with electric utility mergers, the purchase and sale of jurisdictional assets, 14 

applications for market-based rates, and triennial updates.  My full resume is attached 15 

hereto as ComEd Ex. 23.01. 16 

B. Purpose and Summary of Testimony 17 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 18 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to respond to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Richard J. 19 

Zuraski on behalf of the Commission concerning whether the Grand Prairie Gateway 20 

(“GPG”) Project (“Project”) satisfies the requirements of the Illinois Public Utilities Act 21 
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(“PUA”) with respect to the “development of an effectively competitive electric market 22 

that operates efficiently…”  23 

Q. What, in summary, are your conclusions? 24 

A. As detailed below, I reach three primary conclusions:  (i) a transmission expansion such 25 

as the GPG project is properly viewed as pro-competitive and will promote the 26 

development of an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently; (ii) 27 

because GPG expands transmission in PJM, meets the requirements of PJM’s RTEP and 28 

congestion management, and can be shown to have a net positive benefit, the project 29 

clearly promotes the ongoing development and maintenance of an effectively competitive 30 

and efficient electric market; and (iii) while structural analysis confirms that fact, such an 31 

analysis is not necessary or appropriate. 32 

II. THE GPG PROJECT PROMOTES THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN 33 
EFFECTIVELY COMPETIVE ELECTRIC MARKET THAT 34 
OPERATES EFFICIENTLY 35 

A. Overview of the Conclusions 36 

Q. Why do you believe that the GPG Project promotes the development of an 37 

effectively competitive electric market that operates efficiently? 38 

A. I have reviewed the record, and it strongly supports that conclusion.  Transmission 39 

expansion, by definition, increases competitive alternatives, and increasing the ability of 40 

additional supply to access a market clearly is pro-competitive.  A project such as GPG 41 

will promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market that 42 

operates efficiently, and reaching that conclusion does not require precisely quantifying 43 

how the project will impact overall market structure.  A transmission line is not itself a 44 
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structural market change, but they can often clearly – as this line does – promote the 45 

continued development of an efficient and effective competitive market.  As is relevant 46 

here, GPG meets the requirements of PJM’s RTEP and congestion management, and has 47 

a positive benefit, as demonstrated by other witnesses.  Mr. Zuraski, in his rebuttal 48 

testimony, agrees that “the Project is likely to be cost-beneficial to Illinois consumers by 49 

a wide margin” (Zuraski Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 3:36-37) and that “the Project will add 50 

transmission capacity, reduce congestion, and lower production costs as well as the cost 51 

to serve ComEd Zone load” (Zuraski Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 4:60-62).  Those are affirmative 52 

confirmations of how this project promotes a competitive market.   53 

In addition, however, the GPG Project will have structural effects.  The GPG 54 

Project will promote the competitive market by enhancing supply.  It will facilitate access 55 

to less expensive power (as evidenced by the generally lower prices in the ComEd load 56 

zone post-GPG identified in Ms. Oppel’s analysis).  The additional supply that can access 57 

the market may include new generation (and new competitors) as well as additional 58 

supply from existing generation (and existing competitors).   59 

I would expect Mr. Zuraski would not disagree with these statements.  Yet, he 60 

nevertheless concludes that there is a lack of quantitative evidence demonstrating the 61 

impact of GPG in promoting an effectively competitive electricity market that operates 62 

efficiently, and that such impact likely would be de minimis.  63 

Q. Can you briefly explain why Mr. Zuraski concludes that more analysis is needed to 64 

demonstrate this project does not meet this PUA requirement beyond, perhaps, a de 65 

minimis level?  66 
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A. Mr. Zuraski’s focus seems to be on the lack of what he refers to as “direct evidence” of a 67 

quantifiable “link” between the many undisputed benefits of the project, which he clearly 68 

recognizes (i.e., cost benefits to Illinois consumers by a “wide margin”, the addition of 69 

this capacity and the reduction in congestion) and the project itself.  In particular, he 70 

surmises that the impact of the project on this PUA objective is likely to be de minimis 71 

(Zuraski Reb., Staff Ex. 4.0, 6:116-117).  Mr. Zuraski suggests that the type of evidence 72 

that needs to be provided is an estimate of how the Project “will affect the number of 73 

generating firms, market shares or other concentration indices, or the ‘three pivotal 74 

supplier test,’ which is used by the PJM market monitor to identify the existence of 75 

market power in local markets created by transmission constraints.” (Zuraski Reb., Staff 76 

Ex. 4.0, 5:94-98). 77 

In his response to ComEd’s Request 3.11 (included in ComEd Group Ex. 21.03), 78 

Mr. Zuraski also seems to shift from a de minimis standard to whether the effect is 79 

“dramatic.”  If one accepts the notion that the market is already competitive and efficient 80 

with respect to price signals and entry and exit, as Mr. Zuraski seems to do, then one has 81 

created an impossible standard against which new transmission projects should be 82 

measured.  If the market is already efficient, does that mean no new transmission project 83 

promotes the development of an economic market?  Surely not.  Mr. Zuraski concludes 84 

by observing that price reductions of less than 1% on average would not be expected “to 85 

have a dramatic impact on market entry and exit, let alone market structure.”  Thus, Mr. 86 

Zuraski’s introduces yet another standard not present in the PUA, i.e., there is no 87 

requirement that an effect be “dramatic”, the apparent opposite of the de minimis standard 88 

he cited to in his rebuttal testimony. 89 
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Q. Does Mr. Zuraski provide any additional details on how he thinks an analysis could 90 

be undertaken? 91 

A. Yes.  In his response to ComEd → Staff Data Request 3.08, Mr. Zuraski posits three 92 

approaches to undertaking an analysis to demonstrate “direct evidence”.   93 

First, he suggests that PROMOD be used to compute market shares of market 94 

participants with and without the project (MWhs and dollars) “if the generating resource 95 

database includes ownership information” (emphasis added).  My understanding is that 96 

production cost models typically do not contain ownership information.   97 

Second, he suggests that one use PROMOD to do an analysis of “strategic 98 

withholding,” to determine if the project affects the frequency or degree to which 99 

generation owners could profitably bid above marginal cost.  This suggestion consists of 100 

a behavioral analysis rather than a structural analysis such as Mr. Zuraski described in his 101 

rebuttal testimony.  Production cost models such as PROMOD are not typically used for 102 

such analyses and are not designed to conduct them – there is no easy way of identifying 103 

which generating units and/or how many to withhold in order to achieve a price effect.  104 

Given how long it takes to do even a single PROMOD run, it is difficult to consider this a 105 

feasible exercise for identifying the Project’s effect on market results.  In any event, as I 106 

discuss below, the PJM Independent Market Monitor (“IMM”) has found participant 107 

behavior competitive and market results competitive. There is no reason to expect the 108 

behavior or market results to deteriorate with the Project.   109 

Third, Mr. Zuraski suggests that one look at other instances where transmission 110 

projects have been added to identify evidence of market power and competition before 111 

and after the project.  While this approach may sound reasonable at first blush, it is 112 
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unlikely to be probative.  I am not sure if Mr. Zuraski here is suggesting that evidence of 113 

another transmission project reducing market power and increasing competition would 114 

translate to evidence with respect to this project.  Surely there would be no more direct 115 

linkage of such a finding than what ComEd and its witnesses already have presented with 116 

respect to GPG. 117 

Q. What does your testimony add to this question? 118 

A. I do not believe that market structure tests are appropriate here, nor are they necessary to 119 

demonstrate that the Project promotes the development of a competitive market – a 120 

position Mr. Zuraski appears to have shared until his rebuttal testimony.  I address that 121 

question in Section II.C, below.  But, I also show that there exists evidence of structural 122 

benefits that are more than de minimis. 123 

B. Quantified Structural Market Data 124 

Q. Should a quantitative analysis of market structure be accompanied by non-125 

structural analyses?  126 

A. Yes.  Any quantitative analyses, to the extent they can be done, would have to be 127 

considered in the context of other facts relevant to the inquiry, such as those I discuss 128 

below.  An increase in market supply, as measured by either number of competitors or 129 

MWs of supply, would be viewed as pro-competitive, regardless of whether or not 130 

market shares increase for one or more entities or overall market concentration increases.  131 

Market concentration relates to concerns about the ability of a supplier or suppliers to 132 

exercise market power to control energy prices; increasing supply (as the Project does) 133 

fundamentally opposes attempts to raise prices in this respect. 134 
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Let’s start with market entry, and consider theoretically how changes in supply by 135 

new or existing generators affect (i) number of competitors; and (ii) market share, or 136 

market concentration.  Most of the quantitative measures typically would reflect a 137 

beneficial impact (e.g., an increase in the number of competitors, a reduction in some 138 

entities’ market share; and a reduction in market concentration).  But, even if there is no 139 

increase in the number of competitors, or an increase in market concentration, expansion 140 

of supply is by definition a beneficial impact (i.e., pro-competitive). 141 

Both Ms. Oppel and Dr. Shanker testified that the GPG Project will support the 142 

development in wind generation in western Illinois.  Whether such development occurs 143 

by existing firms or new firms, it would enhance competition by expanding supply.  To 144 

the extent market share and market concentration are used as measures of potential 145 

supply, entry of a new competitor clearly reduces market concentration.  Even if an 146 

existing competitor expands supply, market supply is enhanced.  Depending on whether it 147 

is a large or small market participant that adds supply, such expansion may lead to 148 

reduced or increased market concentration, but, in any event, is pro-competitive because 149 

supply options are expanded.   Market concentration metrics are not designed to capture 150 

effects of market expansion.  They typically are used to measure a static market structure 151 

(market concentration), or changes in market structure (changes in market concentration, 152 

e.g., from a merger).  However, they are not well suited to evaluate changes in market 153 

structure arising solely from market expansion.   154 

Q. Can you offer any real, as opposed to theoretical, quantitative measure that might 155 

address Mr. Zuraski’s concerns? 156 
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A. Yes, although, I reiterate that I think such a showing is not useful or instructive to the 157 

Commission analyzing the conclusion that the project meets the requisite PUA standard.   158 

One metric that goes precisely to the point of improved market access is import 159 

capability.  Whether the relevant market is PJM overall or a more local market for some 160 

purposes (such as when offer capping is applied), increased import capability directly 161 

translates to potential additional supply options.  Imports can have a significant effect on 162 

market concentration, particularly in a structural calculation that assigns pro rata shares to 163 

available import supply up to the total amount that can be imported.  (This is how FERC 164 

treats imports in its evaluation of market concentration for purposes of mergers and 165 

market-based rates.)  To the extent a pro rata share of imports in such calculations is 166 

assigned to all potential suppliers, imports tend to be comprised of a lot of small market 167 

shares that have an important effect of yielding lower overall market concentration than 168 

would be present in the absence of imports.  FERC applies the concept of a 169 

“Simultaneous Import Limit” or “SIL” to its analysis of market concentration, in effect 170 

determining the total amount of energy that can be imported before a contingency limit is 171 

reached.  The market is thus defined based on internal supply, plus imports up to the 172 

amount of the SIL. 173 

In that regard, PJM recently conducted a SIL study, submitted to FERC in Docket 174 

No. AD10-2 in October 2013.  As part of that study, the limit identified in one of the 175 

seasons was “Cherry Valley - Silver Lake 345kV”.  As Mr. Naumann describes in his 176 

surrebuttal testimony, this is one of the lines that creates congestion in the ComEd zone.  177 

(The IMM reports that the Cherry Valley-Silver Lake line was one of the principal 178 

binding transmission constraints limiting the Annual ARR Allocation.  (State of the 179 
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Market Report, 2013, Vol. 2, Table 13-34.)  At Mr. Naumann’s request, PJM conducted 180 

an analysis that removes this limit in order to determine the impact on the SIL.  PJM 181 

found that eliminating this flowgate (as well as another in the same general location) led 182 

to a significant increase in import capability as measured by the SIL – from 5,642 MW in 183 

the status quo case to 6,601 MW after the constraint was eliminated. This 959 MW 184 

increase represents a 17 percent increase in import capability.  Because GPG will 185 

eliminate this important binding constraint that not only limits the annual ARR 186 

allocation, but also limits overall imports into PJM during some periods, there is, indeed, 187 

a linkage between the project and market expansion.   188 

Although not critical to reach my conclusion that the project clearly facilitates the 189 

ongoing development and maintenance of an effectively competitive, efficient electric 190 

market, this demonstrates the presence of a quantitative metric of its impact. 191 

Q. Would you expect to find a single transmission upgrade to have “significant” effects 192 

in a market as large as PJM? 193 

A. The issue is how to define “significant”.  In the instant situation, where the PJM market 194 

has been found to yield competitive results, as discussed below, any quantitative changes 195 

resulting from the addition of a single transmission project such as the GPG Project needs 196 

to be placed in context.  Even though the IMM found congestion in the ComEd zone, the 197 

PJM energy market results were found to be competitive.  Likewise, capacity market 198 

results and market participant behavior were found to be competitive.  The ComEd 199 

locational deliverability area (“LDA”) has not been found to be a potentially constrained 200 

LDA for any of the base residual auctions.  Thus, if we focus on the effect of added 201 
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transmission on the PJM market overall, we are considering a market of some 180,000 202 

MW of generation, plus imports.  PJM at any given time has several hundred 203 

transmission projects in various stages of planning and construction.  Under such 204 

circumstances, one would not expect any single project necessarily to have a 205 

“significant” (however defined) effect on the overall market, but will have more localized 206 

effects at reducing congestion and facilitating a competitive and efficient market, most 207 

importantly, by reducing prices to consumers.  But each project somehow is contributing 208 

to that effect.  209 

These localized effects are most readily seen in lower prices, and reduced 210 

congestion in Illinois, as calculated by Ms. Oppel.  The Commission should not be 211 

concerned, as Mr. Zuraski seems to be (see response to ComEd’s Request 3.11 (included 212 

in ComEd Group Ex. 21.03), that the average decrease in prices is only 1%.  Is 1% too 213 

small?  In my opinion, any price decrease – directly related to the GPG Project – that 214 

translates to hundreds of millions of dollars in savings to customers surely is not “too 215 

small.”  216 

Q. Then, how important is the approximately 1,000 MW increase in imports that you 217 

described above? 218 

A. It certainly is not de minimis.  Imports can have a significant effect on market 219 

concentration.  An additional 1,000 MW of import supply is the equivalent of adding a 220 

combined 1,000 MW of additional generation in the market, which has a beneficial 221 

impact on market structure.  Under FERC’s triennial market-based rate process, each 222 

FERC-jurisdictional generation owner is required to calculate its market share of 223 
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uncommitted capacity. The denominator is uncommitted supply in the market, plus 224 

imports.   If imports increase, the denominator increases for each and every supplier, and 225 

each supplier that is not attributed a large additional allocation of imports will see its 226 

market share decline.  For example, in Exelon Generation, LLC’s most recent triennial 227 

filing at FERC, with a SIL of 5,642 MW in the spring season, its share of uncommitted 228 

capacity in PJM was 10.80%.  Increasing that SIL by 959 MW, as described above, 229 

would reduce Exelon Generation’s market share in that season to 10.68%.  (This is based 230 

on an affidavit I filed in FERC Docket No. ER12-2178-008, December 30, 2013, Exhibit 231 

JRS-5).  This might have only a 3 point effect on market concentration (as measured by 232 

the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index, or HHI), but similar effects lowering market share and 233 

market concentration would occur for almost all other generators as well.  In total, market 234 

concentration will be quantifiably reduced.   235 

C. A Structural Analysis Is Not Necessary or Appropriate Here 236 

Q. Apart from what your analysis shows, is Mr. Zuraski’s theory about what is 237 

necessary to demonstrate that the project contributes to the development of an 238 

effectively competitive electric market that operates efficiently correct? 239 

A. Not as he states the test in his rebuttal testimony.  Therefore, I think it is important to 240 

consider the totality of Mr. Zuraski’s direct and rebuttal testimonies to understand the 241 

inconsistency in his position.  242 

In his direct testimony, Mr. Zuraski accepts “that the practices and policies of 243 

PJM, the PJM market monitor and the … FERC ... comprise a cost-effective system for 244 

promoting an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently and is 245 
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equitable to all customers.”  (Zuraski Dir., Staff Ex. 1.0, 8:178-181).  Yet, in his direct 246 

testimony, Mr. Zuraski also posited that the project should not be “considered part of a 247 

least cost strategy for promoting an effectively competitive electricity market that 248 

operates efficiently … because the costs of the Project exceed the benefits.” (Id. at 187-249 

190).  The combination of those two statements suggest that Mr. Zuraski believes that 250 

PJM practices and policies do promote an “effectively competitive electric market that 251 

operates efficiently”, but that the only element preventing him from concluding that GPG 252 

meets that objective is lack of positive cost benefits. 253 

Yet, in his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Zuraski, consistent with the evidence, alters his 254 

opinion on whether GPG achieves positive cost benefits, based on additional analysis 255 

presented in ComEd’s rebuttal testimony.  With this additional evidence, Mr. Zuraski 256 

now concludes “that the Project is likely to be cost-beneficial to Illinois consumers by a 257 

wide margin.”  When this conclusion is combined with the statements in his direct 258 

testimony, I would have anticipated that Mr. Zuraski would conclude now that the project 259 

“is part of a least cost strategy for promoting an effectively competitive market that 260 

operates efficiently” because “the Project is likely to be cost-beneficial … by a wide 261 

margin.”  Yet, his rebuttal testimony seems to reflect an entirely new view on what now 262 

needs to be demonstrated to meet the PUA standard, namely, a structural analysis that 263 

demonstrates more than a de minimis effect. 264 

In my view, the facts that GPG adds transmission to the market, thereby reducing 265 

congestion, improving the ability to financially hedge against market uncertainty, 266 

improving market access, and has demonstrable cost benefits, leads to a clear conclusion 267 
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– indeed, a causal nexus – between the project and the promotion of an effectively 268 

competitive market. 269 

Q. Is an additional quantitative analysis is required to demonstrate a linkage between 270 

the GPG Project and an effect on the market that is more than de minimis? 271 

A. No.  At a minimum, I note that the PUA does not posit the concept that the promotion of 272 

an effectively competitive electricity market that operates efficiently must be more than 273 

de minimis.  My understanding is that the PUA does not establish a quantitative metric 274 

against which one would measure that competitive electricity markets are being 275 

promoted.  In my view, the facts that GPG adds transmission to the market, thereby 276 

reducing congestion, improving the ability to financially hedge against market 277 

uncertainty, improving market access, and has demonstrable cost benefits, leads to a clear 278 

conclusion – indeed, a causal nexus – between the project and the promotion of an 279 

effectively competitive market. 280 

Further, I struggle with how one would conduct an effective and reliable 281 

quantitative analysis of, as Mr. Zuraski suggests, market entry (number of generating 282 

firms), market share, market concentration or a three pivotal supplier test.  It is worth 283 

exploring that question, primarily around how such tests are typically constructed and 284 

used, and how they potentially could be applied in the instant situation.   285 

Q. Please describe what is meant by structural metrics, and how they are appropriately 286 

used? 287 

A. The metrics Mr. Zuraski identifies are “structural” tests of the characteristics of markets.  288 

Market structure is not intended to be the sole metric used to evaluate markets.  FERC, 289 
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for example, uses market concentration as a test of the impact of mergers on electricity 290 

markets, but considers other relevant factors (“e.g., market conditions, such as demand 291 

and supply elasticity, ease of entry and market rules, as well as technical conditions, such 292 

as the types of generation involved”) in evaluating a particular transaction.  (Revised 293 

Filing Requirements Under Part 33 of the Commission's Regulations, 93 FERC ¶ 61,164 294 

(2000).  The PJM independent market monitor (“IMM”) considers market structure 295 

(including market concentration and the three pivotal supplier test) in evaluating the 296 

competitiveness of electricity markets, but also specifically considers participant behavior 297 

and market performance as well.  The U.S. Department of Justice and Federal Trade 298 

Commission, in assessing mergers, consider market structure (market share and market 299 

concentration) as part of their evaluation of competitive effects, but also consider “other 300 

reasonably available and reliable evidence” (2010 Horizontal Merger Guidelines) in 301 

determining whether a merger may lessen competition.   302 

In the context of merger analysis, projections of the effect on market structure are 303 

done under basic assumptions about how markets will change in the relatively near- to 304 

mid-term.  FERC, for example, presumes long-term markets are competitive unless 305 

specific barriers to entry exist.  Because mergers are evaluating a very specific change to 306 

market structure (e.g., the combination of two firms), it is possible to conduct such an 307 

analysis without speculation as to a myriad of future events or without subjecting the 308 

analysis to specific forecasting errors.  Mergers are market-transformational activities, 309 

and thus one would expect to see measurable impacts on market structure if the merging 310 

parties operate in the same market.  The addition of a transmission line, while changing 311 
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market dynamics and potentially market structure would not be expected to reflect a 312 

similarly transformed market structure. 313 

These types of structural metrics also can be applied in a non-merger context, 314 

such as ongoing structural analyses by PJM and the IMM.  But, there, the structural 315 

analyses tend to be based on real-time data or very specific historical data.  For example, 316 

“[t]he three pivotal supplier test is applied by PJM on an ongoing basis for local energy 317 

markets to determine whether offer capping is required for transmission constraints.”  318 

(PJM State of the Market Report, 2013, Vol 2 at 17.)  A lengthy excursion into “offer 319 

capping” and the concerns it addresses are not necessary to observe that those concerns 320 

have no bearing on questions relating to this Project’s promoting a competitive market.  321 

Q. If it could be meaningfully performed, how would the three pivotal supplier test likely 322 

change as a result of the GPG Project? 323 

A. The three pivotal supplier (TPS) test measures market structure using “actual market 324 

conditions reflecting both temporal and geographic granularity.” (Id. at 4)  When 325 

calculating market shares and overall generation market concentration, the IMM uses 326 

actual real-time energy output of generators.  (Id. at 63.)  Again, the purpose for that 327 

analysis has nothing to do with transmission expansion.  Moreover, such detailed 328 

calculations are not made based on forecasted output but actual, historical data.  No such 329 

data are available to conduct such calculations here, nor would they be instructive.  Nor 330 

am I aware of the IMM using such calculations to evaluate changes in market structure 331 

resulting from transmission expansion such as might be suggested by Mr. Zuraski.   332 



Docket No. 13-0657 
ComEd Ex. 23.0 CORR 

Page 16 of 18 

The three pivotal supplier (TPS) test affects only certain type of units 333 

(uncommitted resources, presumably peakers, that can relieve a constraint).  The effect of 334 

the test being failed is to require offer capping.  It is a real-time test, not a forecasted test 335 

over the long-lived period when a new transmission line could potentially increase the 336 

uncommitted resources than can relieve a transmission constraint.  Whether the system 337 

solution will indicate that higher cost generating units are needed less frequently to 338 

relieve a transmission constraint cannot be readily measured.  The effect could be seen in 339 

a lessening of the frequency of transmission constraints.   340 

Q. You said previously that the IMM, as well as others such as FERC and DOJ/FTC, 341 

evaluate more than structural measures in determining if a market is competitive. 342 

Can you expand on that with respect to PJM? 343 

A. As I noted earlier, the IMM looks at participant behavior and market performance as well 344 

as structural measures.  “Participant behavior refers to the actions of individual market 345 

participants...”  “Market performance refers to the outcome of the market. Market 346 

performance reflects the behavior of market participants within a market structure, 347 

mediated by market design.”  (State of the Market Report at 4.) 348 

This is important, because the PJM energy market, the focus of the cost-benefit 349 

study, and the market in which one would expect to see the beneficial effects of GPG, has 350 

been deemed by the IMM to have “competitive market results”, despite a market 351 

structure in local markets that is “not competitive” (i.e., as measured by the results of the 352 

three pivotal supplier test), as shown in the excerpt below (Id. at 5).  The point is that a 353 

market can have a market structure that is “not competitive”, yet have competitive 354 
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participant behavior and competitive market performance results.  The application of 355 

PJM market rules, including market monitoring and mitigation, ensures the operation of 356 

an effectively competitive energy market. 357 

Given that (i) the performance and results of the PJM markets have been deemed 358 

competitive; (ii) the project meets the requirements of PJM’s RTEP and congestion 359 

management; (iii) concurrence by Mr. Zuraski that transmission expansion is pro-360 

competitive; (iv) the undisputed evidence that GPG is likely to be – in Mr. Zuraski’s 361 

words – “cost-beneficial to Illinois consumers by a wide margin”; and (v) my 362 

demonstration that the Project will have a quantifying pro-competitive impact on the 363 

market by allowing for approximately 1000 MW of additional import capability, the 364 

inevitable conclusion has to be that the project “will promote the development of an 365 

effectively competitive electricity market.”  Further quantitative analysis is not necessary 366 

for the Commission to confidently reach that conclusion and approve this Project. 367 

Q. Have such structural analyses been required by other decisions of which you are 368 

aware? 369 

A. No.  And, importantly, Mr. Zuraski concedes that there are no transmission line projects 370 

that have been the subject of a CPCN proceeding in Illinois where an applicant identified 371 

the “number of generating firms” that would be affected by the transmission project” (see 372 

response to ComEd’s Request 3.04 (included in ComEd Group Ex. 21.03)).  He further 373 

concedes that he is not aware of any instances in which the ICC required an applicant 374 

demonstrate how a proposed transmission line would affect the number of generators as a 375 

condition of establishing the project met the PUA standard with respect to the promoting 376 
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the development (see response to ComEd’s Request 3.06 (included in ComEd Group Ex. 377 

21.03).  Finally, he concedes that he is not aware of any case in which the ICC evaluated 378 

a market concentration test in considering whether a transmission line project would 379 

promote the development of an effectively competitive electricity market (see response to 380 

ComEd’s Request 3.07 (included in ComEd Group Ex. 21.03)).  With these concessions, 381 

Mr. Zuraski seems to have a higher standard than is contemplated in the PUA for the 382 

GPG Project. 383 

III. CONCLUSION 384 

Q. What, in sum, do you conclude? 385 

A. The addition of new transmission like the GPG Project demonstrably and quantifiably 386 

enhances supply options and is pro-competitive; reduced congestion improves the ability 387 

to financially hedge against market uncertainty and improves market access; as a related 388 

matter, import capability is increased, also improving market access; and significant cost 389 

benefits to Illinois customers have been demonstrated.  These effects all contribute to the 390 

facilitation and ongoing development and maintenance of an effectively competitive, 391 

efficient electric market.  The effect is clear and more than de minimis. 392 

Q. Does this complete your rebuttal testimony? 393 

A. Yes.  394 
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