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Q. Please state your name.
A. Joseph J. Jaskulski
Q. On whose behalf are you testifying?

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Missouri Landowners Alliance (MLA). I am
responding to the rebuttal testimony of Mr. John Grotzinger, who testified on behalf of
MIMEUC.

Q. What aspects of Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal testimony will you be
addressing?

A. 1 will be addressing the estimate in his rebuttal testimony that the
Transmission Service Agreement with Grain Belt would save MIMEUC members $10
million annually.

Q. Does the information in Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal affect the rebuttal
testimony you filed on that same date?

A. Yes. My previous testimony addressed four issues.

First, I addressed the lack of firm commitments from wind generators, potential
utility customers, or load serving utilities to buy capacity on the proposed transmission
line. This part of my testimony is unchanged. I also stated that there were no
memorandums of understanding between wind farms and load serving customers, which
to my knowledge was true at the time, Mr. Grotzinger’s rebuttal included a new PPA
between Infinity and MIMEUC. I discuss this PPA below.

Second, [ addressed the purported $10 Million in saving MIMEUC expects under
the Grain Belt Transmission Service Agreement. | contend that Mr. Grotzinger has

presented no legitimate analysis of the savings that MIMEUC can expect from the
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contracts with Grain Belt and Infinity. Finally, on this topic, | would like to retract my
statement at Page 10 of my rebuttal testimony that MJM.13 contains an error. There is no
error in MIM.13.

Third, I addressed Production Tax Credits in the context of Grain Belt’s schedule.
Mr. Grotzinger did not address this issue in his own rebuttal, and therefore I make no
further mention of that issue here,

Fourth, T addressed whether wind power generated in Kansas and transmitted to
Missouri over Grain Belt is cheaper than wind power generated in Missouri. My rebuttal
testimony based this comparison on generic Kansas wind power sources. This surrebuttal
now makes this comparison based on the new Infinity PPA included with Mr,
Grotzinger’s rebuttal. I show that power delivered under the Infinity PPA and transmitted
over Grain Belt will save MIMEUC only a fraction of the $10 Million claimed by Mr.
Grotzinger. Further, any savings are entirely due to MIMEUC’s “first mover” discount
given by Grain Belt, which presumably will be unavailable to other Missouri users of the
proposed line.

Q. In your rebuttal testimony, you stated that based on the bids you
reviewed, wind energy from Kansas delivered over Grain Belt was more expensive
than \_}Villd energy generated in Missouri. Do you still hold that view?

A. Generally, yes. However, the pricing in the new Infinity PPA is substantially
less than the Kansas wind resource used in my rebuttal testimony. But even with the new
Infinity contract, MJIMEUC is projected to save only $3 Million per year compared to
purchasing at the least expensive Missouri wind bid price received by MIMEUC in 2016.

My calculations are included as Schedule JJC-6 and discussed further below.
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Q. Why does your calculation differ from the $10M per year estimated by
MJIMEUC?

A, MIMEUC’s $10 Million annual savings is the difference between the cost of
moving Kansas wind energy to Missouri under MIMEUC’s Grain Belt TSA and the cost
of moving Kansas wind energy to Missouri over the existing AC transmission system.
(Grotzinger Rebuttal, Page 5). Since these are not the only alternatives available, it would
be inappropriate to conclude on this basis that MJIMEUC’s customers would incur $10
Million per year in additional costs if Grain Belt is not built.

MIMEUC also claims $10 Million in annual savings compared to an existing and
expiring llinois fossil fuel contract, referred to as IPM (Grotzinger Rebuttal, Page 7).
Unless MIMEUC was going to extend the IPM contract at the same price by another 25
yeats in the absence of the Grain Belt line, which they have never said was a
consideration, it would also be inappropriate to conclude on this basis that MIMEUC’s
customers would incur $10 Million per year in additional costs if Grain Belt is not built.
If an extension of the IPM contract was not a realistic consideration, then it cannot
logically be used to calculate any “savings” from the Grain Belt 1ine.

Q. In determining any savings to members of MIMEUC from the Grain Beit
contract, what do you believe is the appropriate comparison?

A. The only fair analysis is to compare the Grain Belt contract to the next best
alternative available to MIMEUC.

Using this comparison, MIMEUC claims it would save $9 Million to $24 Million

annually when comparing the Grain Belt contract to MISO-based rencwables. While this
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is the appropriate comparison, | find the savings would be only $3 Miilion per year as
shown in Schedule JIC-6,

Q. How did you quantify this level of savings?

A. 1 followed the methodology utilized in MIMEUC’s Schedule JG-6, bringing
all values to a 135 MW Kansas wind farm basis. In my calculation of the costs of the two
alternatives, [ used the pricing from the Infinity PPA for the Grain Belt alternative and

from the 2 bid for the Missouri wind alternative.

Q. What is the Project, and what is the source of your

cost data for that project?

A Project submitted a bid for energy to MIMEUC in

4 in response to MIMEUC’s Request for Proposals for wind
power (MIM. 10, Page 421). 1used the pricing from that bid in calculating the cost of
Missouri wind for MIMEUC.

Q. In comparing the cost of alternative sources of wind generation, is it
necessary that both projects have the same number of installed MW capacity?

A. No, it is not. Wind energy is generally purchased to meet renewable energy
goals. Often, this goal is expressed as a percent of a load serving entities total load.
Sometimes, a specific customer desires that its entire energy need be met by renewable
sources. [n any event, what is important in comparing the cost of two sources is that the
energy, the MWhs, be the same from both projects.

Q. Please explain how you made the comparison between the Missouri

project and the Kansas Infinity project.
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A. Since Missouri wind has a lower capacity factor

4} than Kansas wind (50%, per Mr. Grotzinger’s Schedule JG-6), all other
things being equal Missouri wind would deliver fewer renewable MWh. To yield the
sate MWHh, the capacity of the Missouri wind PPA can be increased. My analysis uses a
2 Missouri wind project, which will deliver the same annual production
(531,900 MWh) as the 135 MW Infinity project.

MIMEUC's Schedule }G-6 compares alternatives at the same annual MWh
production levels, but does so by adding system energy purchases to lower capacity
factor sources, This is a more expensive alternative than increasing a wind resource’s
PPA amount (in MW) and also would not contribute toward meeting a renewable
resource MWh goal.

Q. What are the results of your analysis in comparing Missouri wind to the
Kansas Infinity project?

A. My analysis, attached as Schedule JJC-6, shows MIMEUC will save $3
Militon per year buying Kansas wind over Grain Belt compared to buying Missouri wind.

Q. Could the savings be less than the $3 Million per year which you have
calculated?

A. Yes. The $3 Million annual savings assumes that MIMEUC will purchase 135
MW of wind capacity to be delivered over the Grain Belt line. At this time, to the best
of my knowledge, MIMEUC members have not committed {o taking 135 MW,

Q. How much is the “first mover” discount given MIMEUC worth?

A. The discount has two components, price and losses, On price, assuming

MIMEUC elects to buy 135 MW of capacity on the Grain Belt line, the discount is
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worth $7.2 Million per year. Grain Belt also covers MIMEUC’s conversion and
transmission losses, which is worth an additional $0.6 Million per year. So, in total, Grain
Belt is giving MIMEUC an annual discount of $7.9 Million per year compared to its
normal rate for Kansas to Missouri service. Calculations are shown in Schedule JJC-7,

In other words, the value of the first mover discount exceeds MIMEUC’s savings.
Without the first mover discount, MIMEUC would find that Kansas Wind using the
Grain Belt line is more expensive than Missouri wind.

Q. What does this mean regarding other potential users of the Missouri
converter station?

A. Other potential users who could not avail themselves of the first mover
discount would find that Missouri wind is financially more attractive than Kansas wind
over Grain Belt. Under that scenario, the only user of the Missouri Converter would be
MIMEUC, and the only savings to Missouri electric customers will be the $3 Million per
year discussed above.

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

A. Yes it does.
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Calculation of First Mover Discount at 135 MW
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