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testimony, ComEd wib1ess Mr. Naumann confinns the limited nature ofPJM's review,62 

which is virtually identical to how PJM studies aud incorporates generators into the 

RTEP. Because PJM provides a comprehensive set of price signals to generators through 

LMPs and capacity auctions, the market participant, not PJM, decides on the basis of 

these prices wheiher the project in question is economic. The statement by Mr. Naumann 

and Dr. Gray63 that PJM's RTEP has not established the need for the Project is true but is 

irrelevant since PJM did not and will not study this need. 

Has PJM proposed a set of projects to allow for region-wide RPS compliance? 

No, PJM has not proposed such a set of projects. In its compliance filing to FERC Order 

1000, PJM made clear it would not propose such projects. RaU1er, it would leave the 

matter to individual states. If states want to sponsor a transmission 11pgrade as a "Public 

Policy Project" and pay for the cost, they are free to do so. But they are not required to, 

and PJM does not intend to allocate broadly the costs of RPS compliance. As the 

Commission knows well, PJM's prior efforts to allocate transmission costs more broadly 

across its service tenitory have been fraught with complication and legal cllallenges.64 

Further, as PJM notes in its FERC Order 1000 Compliance Filing, the fact that not all of 

the PJM states have RPS requirements creates further barriers to broad cost allocation in 

suppott of renewable energy policy goals. 65 

Absent a comprehensive plan to meet RPS in the PJM region, what t•ole do 

merchant tmnsmission lines like the Rock Island Project play? 

"ComEd Exh!bil 1.0 REV: lines 297·303, 321·330 

63 CornEd Exhibit 1.0 REV: lines 901-903; !LA Exhibit 7.0, pp. 6-7. 

~1 See 11/iuois Commerce CommissiOIII'. FERC, 576 F.Jd 470 (7lh Cir. 2009}. 

6' PJM Order 1000 Compliance Filing. Available at 
hftp://elibrorv.fero.~ov/idmwsfconunon/OpcnNat.asp?filciD=l3096032: see espccinlly pp. 47-48 (lnst accessed on 
August 12, 2013). 
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In the absence of a regional or interregional planning effort to assure cost-effective RPS 

compliance, there are, in my view, three possible outcomes. First, states may voluntarily 

pay for transmission lines. I consider this unlikely, as this voluntary .approach suffers 

from the notorious free-rider problem. The public benefits from adequate tmnsmission 

infrastructure, b!lt no single beneficiary wants to pay for it, and certainly no one wants to 

pay for it if other beneficiaries do not also pay. At this time, no state-backed Public 

Policy projects are under construction or approved for constn10tion by PJM. 

Second, states may fail to meet their RPS, or meet them in uneconomic ways by 

using small, local wind and rooftop solar, which require fewer transmission upgrades. 

1l1is obviously is not good for consumers, since they will pay more for energy and RECs. 

The third possibility, which I consider the most likely and beneficial, is that 

merchant tmnsmission lines proceed in PJM that enable the most cost-effective 

renewable energy. I believe this outcome is considembly more likely than voluntary 

public policy projects, which suffer from the fi-ee-rider problem and a difficult 

coordination across multiple ratemaking jurisdictions. Further, merchant transmission 

lines are considerably more cost-effective than paying more for more expensive 

renewable resources, or tailing to meet RPS requirements, resulting in the maximum 

price caps being reached. The need fur merchant transmission lines is especially pressing 

given the lack of a comprehensive t-egional planning effort in PJM to meet state RPS in a 

cost-effective way. 

Has MISO approved any tmnsmission lines to facilitate RPS compliance? l 
Yes .. Unlike PJM, MISO's Transmission Expansion Plan ("MTEP") includes a series of 

transmission upgrades to enable more renewable energy to meet RPS requirements. The 

MISO MVP Projects, or multi-value projects, as refumnced in the testimony of ILA 
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witness Dr. Gray, are a group of seventeen 345 kV alternating current transmission 

projects approved for construction by the MISO board of directors. 

What goal do the MVP Pt·ojects achieve with respect to RPS compliance? 

As stated in the MISO report approving the MVP Projects, the initial seventeen MVP 

projects are dimensioned to support compliance with RPS goals in the service territories 

of transmission owners. Tite MVP projects were analyzed and approved on the 

assumption that wind projects will be built in the areas to be served by the MVP projects. 

As such, MISO's calculation of the Illinois RPS demand includes only the portion 

attributable to Ameren 's service territory, not the portion serviced by ComEd's 

transmissiott system. 66 The rationale for the MISO MVP projects does not include . 

providing renewable energy to Northern lllinois or the PJM transmission system. 

Are the Rock Island Project and tlte MISO MVP Projects actually "altematives" as ' 

claimed by Dr. Gray? 

No, the Rock Island Project and the MISO MVP Projects cannot be considered 

altematives because they have diffurent objectives and will accomplish different things. 

Attached as Rock Island Exl1ibit 10.25 is a map of the MVP Projects (taken fi·om the 

MISO web page cited i1t Dr. Gray's testimony), which clearly demonstrates that the 

MISO MVP projects do not provide for delivering additional renewable energy to 

Northem Illinois and the PJM grid, let alone from the Rock Island Resomce Area to 

Northern lllinois. 

TI~e MISO MVP Projects enable 4lmilliou MWlt of new renewable energy for 

meeting RPS goals in the MISO footprint.67 The Rock Island Project's primaty purpose, 

"'Multi Value Project Analysis Report, p 18. Al'oilnble at 
l!Jlps://wMI' misoenemy,oWLibrary/Rewsiloo•/Sludy/Candidalc%20MVP%20Annlysis!MVP%20l'ortfolio%20An 
nlvsis%20Full%2QReport !ldf(lnst accessed August 9, 2013). 

61 ld., p48. 
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