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MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

QUALIFICATIONS OF PHIL DIDOMENICO 

Line 

No.

I. Introduction 1 

 2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Philip DiDomenico.  My business address is Daymark Energy Advisors, 370 4 

Main Street, Suite 325, Worcester, Massachusetts 01608. 5 

 6 

Q. On whose behalf do you testify in this proceeding? 7 

A. I am testifying on behalf of the Michigan Department of the Attorney General (“AG”). 8 

 9 

Q. Please describe Daymark Energy Advisors and your position with the company. 10 

A. Daymark Energy Advisors is a leading provider of integrated planning, policy, and 11 

strategic analysis and advisory services to the North American electric and natural gas 12 

industries. For 37 years, our mission has been to apply our knowledge, experience, and 13 

technology to provide our clients with the highest quality actionable analysis and advice 14 

to support efficient and sustainable decisions under uncertainty. Our expertise includes 15 

resource planning, market policy and analysis (wholesale, retail, distributed, and 16 

renewable), power procurement, economic and financial analysis of energy assets and 17 

contracts, and regulatory policy. We provide services to a broad range of organizations 18 

involved with energy markets, including public and private utilities, end-use customers, 19 

energy producers and traders, financial institutions and investors, regulatory agencies and 20 

consumer advocates, and public policy and energy research organizations.  I am a 21 

Managing Consultant at Daymark Energy Advisors. 22 

 23 

Q. Please summarize your qualifications and work experience. 24 

A. I have a Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering (“BSEE”) with a power systems 25 

major and a Master in Business Administration (“MBA”).  I have worked in the electric 26 

utility business for 41 years.  From 1976 to 1980 I worked at Baltimore Gas & Electric 27 
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and from 1980 to 1999 I worked at Boston Edison Company which evolved into NSTAR 1 

Electric & Gas (“NSTAR”), and now Eversource. I have held many technical and 2 

managerial positions covering a range of utility engineering, planning, and operations 3 

functions.  In 1999, I moved into consulting. Since then, I have worked on projects 4 

related to power procurement, utility planning, acquisitions, asset valuations, 5 

organizational effectiveness, and litigation support.  Further details regarding my 6 

qualifications and work experience is provided in AG-1. 7 

 8 

Q. Have you previously testified before this Commission? 9 

A. This is my first opportunity to appear before the Michigan Public Service Commission 10 

(“Commission”).  11 

 12 

MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 13 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF PHILIP DIDOMENICO 14 

 15 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 16 

A. Daymark Energy Advisors has been retained by the AG to assist in the review of the 17 

application (“Application” of “Filing”) made by the DTE Electric Company (“DTE” or 18 

“Company”) for three Certificates of Necessity (“CON”) associated with DTE’s proposal 19 

to construct a 1,100 MW natural gas combined cycle generating station on Belle River 20 

Power Plant site (“Proposed Project”).   21 

 22 

Q. Has this testimony been prepared by you or under your direction and control? 23 

A. Yes. 24 

 25 

Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits for your testimony? 26 

A. The following documents are attached as exbibits to my testimony: 27 

Reference Description 

AG-1 Resume of Philip DiDomenico 

AG-2 AG to DTE 1.45: MISO Capacity Market 

Auctions 
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AG-3 MISO Definitive Planning Phase 

Schedule 

AG-4 AG to DTE 2.4: Generator Connection 

Queue 

AG-5 MISO Portal 

AG-6 MEC-NRDC-STDE to DTE 2.23: 

Constraints on Renewable Build-Out 

AG-7 MEC-NRDC-STDE to DTE 2.26: 

Estimated Carbon Emissions 

AG-8 AG to DTE 2.5: Strategist Output and 

Constraints 

AG-9 MEC-NRDC-STDE to DTE 3.1a: 

Strategist Output Files 

AG-10 MEC-NRDC-STDE to DTE 

5.3b:Strategist Plans with System Costs 

AG-11 AG to DTE 1.25: Workpapers for Load 

Forecasts 

AG-12 AG to DTE 1.35c: Treatment of Net 

Metering Capacity 

AG-13 AG to DTE 1.15h: Term of Natural Gas 

Transportation Agreement 

AG-14 AG to DTE 1.15g: Alternatives to 

NEXUS Precedent Agreement 

AG-15 AG to DTE 1.15e: Contingency Plans for 

NEXUS 

AG-16 AG to DTE 1.17: Natural Gas 

Transportation Contracts 

AG-17 Third Party RFP 

AG-18 Staff to DTE 12.33: Engineering, 

Construction, and Procurement Requests 



  P. DIDOMENICO  
Line         U-18419 

No. 

 PD - 4  

AG-19 Staff to DTE 2.29 a, b, & c: PPAs and 

RFPs 

AG-20 Midland Cogeneration Discovery 

Response 

 1 

II. Summary and Recommendations 2 

 3 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions and recommendations.  4 

A. I have reviewed the Company’s Application, including supporting testimonies, responses 5 

to data requests in this docket, along with other public data, relevant to my inquiry.  I 6 

have also traveled to the office of DTE for a document inspection related to certain 7 

confidential documents connected with the Company’s Request for Proposal (“RFP”) 8 

process associated with its resource selection.  Based on this review my conclusions are 9 

summarized as follows: 10 

• The overall need for an additional resource is primarily driven by the planned coal 11 

unit retirements.  12 

• The Company has largely justified the need for the Proposed Project within the 13 

context of existing regulatory requirements, however, I have concerns with the 14 

planning and solicitation process that are further articulated in my testimony.  15 

• The need for the new resource to be exclusively located within the targeted load 16 

zone is driven by a combination of the Company’s self-imposed internal planning 17 

criteria – the Effective Capacity Import Limit – and the Company’s general 18 

reluctance to rely on resources outside its direct control at a potentially added cost 19 

to customers. 20 

• Some elements of the planning process concerning resource modeling could be 21 

more transparent.  22 

• The Proposed Project is subject to gas supply risks associated with delivery to the 23 

proposed facility. 24 

• The solicitation process to access and evaluate market alternatives to the 25 

Company’s Proposed Project was not robust. 26 
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Based on these conclusions, I recommend the following: 1 

• The Commission should consider instituting reforms to the resource planning 2 

process to include more openness and transparency. 3 

• The Commission should consider improvements to the solicitation process to 4 

promote a more open, fair and transparent process to obtain more competitive 5 

market responses and results. 6 

• The Commission should consider requiring the Company to file for approval with 7 

the Commission a written mitigation plan for reliance on spot gas supply price 8 

should risks to the current plan increase or materialize. 9 

 10 

III. Overview of the Application 11 

 12 

Q. Please briefly describe the Application filed by the Company. 13 

A. The Company has submitted several volumes of testimony and accompanying exhibits in 14 

support of its request for approval of the Project under Section 6s of 2016 PA 341, MCL 15 

460.6s (“Section 6s”).  In the Application DTE proposes approval of three related CONs 16 

from the Commission concerning a new 1,100 MW natural gas combined cycle 17 

generating station at the Company’s existing Belle River site1:  18 

• That the power to be supplied is needed. 19 

• That the size, fuel type, and other design characteristics of the Proposed Project 20 

represent the most reasonable and prudent means of meeting that power need.  21 

• That the estimated capital costs of and the financing plan including, but not 22 

limited to, the costs of siting and licensing and the estimated cost of power, will 23 

be recoverable in rates from the Company’s customers. 24 

The request for a new combined cycle unit is primarily being driven by the Company’s 25 

plan to retire existing coal-fired generating facilities.  In support of approval of the CONs 26 

the Company submitted pre-filed testimony and exhibits from several witnesses. 27 

  28 

                                                 
1 Direct Testimony of Irene M. Dimitry, pp. IMD-10 and IMD-11.  
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IV. Analysis  1 

 2 

Q. How is your analysis structured? 3 

A. Given the extensive nature of the information provided by the Company, my review is 4 

structured in accordance with the three CONs requested by DTE for ease of review.   5 

 6 

A. The Need for the New Unit  7 

   8 

Q. What is the essential driver of the Company’s proposed need for a new generation 9 

resource? 10 

A. The Company’s planned retirement of eight older coal-fired generating units between 11 

2020 and 2023 are a primary driver of the additional resource needs that the Company 12 

proposes to address with a portfolio that includes the Proposed Project. In addition, the 13 

Company notes import constraints into the targeted load zone. 14 

 15 

Q.  Have you reviewed the Midwest System Operator (“MISO”) Resource Adequacy 16 

process as it relates to the Application? 17 

A. Yes.  Since DTE operates within a MISO load zone, reviewing the MISO requirements is 18 

a logical point to begin to analyze the Company’s request.   19 

 20 

Q. Can you summarize the MISO Resource Adequacy requirements? 21 

A. MISO has established a resource adequacy structure based on procuring a collective 22 

quantity of installed capacity sufficient to meet the Planning Reserve Margin 23 

Requirement (“PRMR”) defined as the forecasted peak demand plus a Planning Reserve 24 

Margin (“PRM”), while respecting transmission limitations. The North American Electric 25 

Reliability Corporation (“NERC”) requires MISO to calculate the system-wide PRM on 26 

an annual basis by conducting a Loss of Load Expectation (“LOLE”) analysis that 27 

produces a required level of resource adequacy needed in the MISO region to sustain a 28 

loss of load event equal to one day in ten years.  29 

 30 



  P. DIDOMENICO  
Line         U-18419 

No. 

 PD - 7  

MISO has also developed ten Local Resource Zones (“LRZ”) based on definition criteria 1 

that include transmission limitations, state boundaries, geographic boundaries and other 2 

considerations.2 Under this market structure, transmission import capability plays a 3 

significant role in ensuring resource adequacy by allowing Load Serving Entities 4 

(“LSEs”) to access low-cost generation resources from other areas within MISO but also 5 

from regions external to the MISO footprint. When sufficient transmission import 6 

capability is not available, LSEs within a transmission import-limited LRZ may be forced 7 

to rely more on capacity located inside the LSE’s zone even though lower cost resources 8 

may be available outside the zone.  9 

 10 

Besides the system wide PRMR, MISO produces a LRZ specific PRMR which must be 11 

met by the LSEs within the zone. All the LSEs and utilities within the MISO region have 12 

the flexibility to meet their respective PRMR by using a combination of self-supply, 13 

bilateral contracting, and residual procurements through MISO’s centralized Planning 14 

Resource Auctions (“PRAs”).  15 

 16 

Besides the system wide and LRZ specific PRMR, MISO produces every year LRZ 17 

specific parameters. DTE is located within LRZ 7.  18 

 19 

Q.  What are the LRZ specific parameters calculated by the MISO and how they are 20 

utilized in the Planning Resource Auction?  21 

A. The MISO is obligated to calculate the following LRZ specific parameters on an annual 22 

basis3: (i) Local Reliability Requirement (“LRR”), (ii) Capacity Export Limit (“CEL”), 23 

(iii) Capacity Import Limit (“CIL”) and (iv) Local Clearing Requirement (“LCR”). The 24 

LRR represents the amount of resources needed by a LRZ to reliably meet its forecasted 25 

peak load without the benefit of imported capacity.4 CIL and CEL provide the maximum 26 

amount of capacity that can be imported – CIL – or exported – CEL- from a LRZ after 27 

                                                 
2 MISO’s BPM-011-r16 Resource Adequacy p. 64 of 165.  
3 MISO’s Tariff Module E-1 Section 68A.3. 
4 Section 68A.5 of the Module E-1 of the MISO Tariff defines the Local Reliability Requirement as a “metric for 

each LRZ to determine the quantity of Unforced Capacity needed such that the LRZ would achieve an LOLE of 0.1 

day per year, without consideration of the benefit of the LRZ’s CIL”. 
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respecting the established MISO reliability standards.5 LCR is the LRR reduced by CIL 1 

(LCR = LRR – CIL). 2 

 3 

These four parameters define system constraints and are used by MISO during the PRA 4 

in a way that capacity is procured in the most cost-efficient way while respecting 5 

resource adequacy and transmission reliability standards.6  6 

 7 

Q. Are you familiar with the Effective Capacity Import Limit (“ECIL”) as defined by 8 

the Company? 9 

A. No. According to Mr. Chreston the ECIL captures the difference between the LRZ’s 10 

PRMR and LCR.7 Based on my understanding, the Company claims that even though the 11 

import limit as defined by the MISO is CIL, the maximum the LRZ can actually import 12 

without violating the LOLE criterion is ECIL.8 As an example, for the 2017/2018 13 

Planning year, the PRMR and LCR for LRZ 7 were 22,295 MW and 21,109 MW 14 

respectively. The CIL was 3,320 MW. Based on the Company’s definition, the ECIL is 15 

approximately 1,200 MW (ECIL = PRMR – LCR = 22,295 MW – 21,109 MW = 1,186 16 

MW) or close to 2,100 MW less than CIL.  17 

 18 

However, based on my review of the MISO Tariff, MISO’s Loss of Load Expectation 19 

Study, and other planning and administrative MISO documents, I could not identify such 20 

a constraint defined. The Company’s response also confirms the lack of definition.9 It is 21 

unclear to me how the limitation of imports to LRZ, as described by the ECIL, affects the 22 

PRA and, as a result, the optimal procurement of capacity. As I noted above, the CIL 23 

describes the maximum amount of capacity that can be imported into a LRZ and is the 24 

                                                 
5 Capacity Import Limit is calculated in accordance with section 5.2.2 Local Requirements and Transfer Capability 

Section of the BPM-011-r17. 
6 According to MISO’s BPM-011-r16 Resource Adequacy Manual “MISO will use the offers in conjunction with 

the import and export constraints, local clearing requirements, and other inputs to determine the least cost set of 

offers that respects the various constraints expressed as described in the Tariff.”  
7 Direct Testimony of Kevin J. Chreston, p. KJC-19. 
8 Capacity Import Limit (CIL) is based on a N-1 analysis called First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability 

(FCITC) described in BPM-011-r17 Resource Adequacy document.  
9 Response to AGDE-1.45.  
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only import limit modeled in the PRA.10 LRZ can import up to the CIL without violating 1 

any resource adequacy or transmission system reliability standards. 2 

 3 

Q. Is the ECIL limitation one of the two main drivers of the need for additional 4 

capacity to be located exclusively within LRZ 7 as described by the Company?   5 

A. Yes. According to Mr. Chreston’s testimony, the ECIL constrains the import capability to 6 

LRZ 7, and as a result minimizes the ability for LSEs within the LRZ to procure 7 

additional capacity from outside the zone. In his Pre-Filed Direct Testimony, Mr. 8 

Chreston note the following11:  9 

 The ECIL can be utilized by all LSE’s in LRZ7. If that capacity was 10 

allocated based on the LSE’s share of the PRPR requirement DTE Electric 11 

would have just under 600 MW and Consumers just over 400 MW. Which 12 

would leave around 200 MW to AES’s and others. However, known 13 

imports as reported in recent annual Electric Supply Reliability Plans filed 14 

with the MPSC, U-18197 and U-1792, have shown 700-800 MW 15 

utilization (a much larger share) by AES’ and others.  16 

  17 

In the excerpt above, Mr. Chreston describes a clear violation of the ECIL without any 18 

consequences to the reliability of the system. If currently AES is using 700 MW, 19 

Consumers is using 400 MW and DTE is using 600 MW, the total MW are well above 20 

the ECIL: 1,700 MV vs 1,200 MW.  The Company hasn’t fully indicated how this 21 

violation is currently mitigated and how the MISO may respond to such violation.  22 

 23 

Q. What is the second main driver of the capacity need?   24 

A. The second main driver of the capacity need is the coal unit retirements in the LRZ. 25 

According to Ms. Dimitry, the units planned for retirement include: River Rouge Unit 3, 26 

St. Clair Units 1- 4, St. Clair Unit 6, St. Clair Unit 7, and 13 Trenton Channel Unit 9. 27 

These units provide close to 1,800 MW of capacity toward the Company’s PRMR in 28 

Planning Year 2017.12 According to the Company, they are planned to retire between 29 

2020 and 2023. During those years and after accounting for the lower import limit 30 

described by ECIL, LRZ 7 will have a capacity shortfall.13   31 

                                                 
10 MISO’s Tariff Module E-1 Section 69A.7.1. 
11 Direct Testimony of Kevin J. Chreston, p. KJC-19.  
12 Refer to Angela Wojtowicz’s Exhibit A-27.  
13 Direct Testimony of Irene M. Dimitry, p. IMD-17. 
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  1 

The current difference between CIL and the amount of imports into the zone in the last 2 

PRA is close to 2,982 MW (i.e. 3,320 MW- 338 MW).14 Therefore; contrary to what 3 

DTE claims, the PRA results indicate that there are close to 1,200 MW (2,982 MW – 4 

1,800 MW) of spare transmission capability to import capacity from neighboring zones 5 

into Zone 7 even after retiring the planned 1,800 MW. 6 

 7 

Q. Can the Company reasonably rely on resources external to LRZ 7?  8 

A. Yes, while there are certainly potential risks that need to be managed, I do not believe the 9 

risks in this situation rise to the level of exclusion, whereby the Company is unwilling to 10 

even consider resources located outside LRZ 7 as part of its Resource RFP solicitation.   11 

Ms. Wojtowicz claims relying on capacity outside of LRZ 7 is risky because of the 12 

increased uncertainty related to the potential retirement of capacity resources within the 13 

MISO region. The abundance of natural gas and the increased environmental restrictions 14 

have applied economic pressure on capacity resources bringing them closer to retirement. 15 

This is also confirmed by the Organization of MISO States (“OMS”) survey conducted 16 

by the MISO.15 However, the same OMS survey also notes that flat load growth in recent 17 

years (in contrast to the moderate load growth typically assumed for resource adequacy 18 

studies) and the interconnection of new resource additions will offset retirements to some 19 

degree. The amount of potential retirements and the probable impact on the transmission 20 

system have stimulated discussion at both the MISO and federal level. My rationale for 21 

believing the Company could reasonably rely on resources external to LRZ 7 is 22 

elaborated upon in the following Q&A.     23 

 24 

Q.  Please describe how the current U.S. administration may affect the economics of at-25 

risk coal units.  26 

                                                 
14 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/RASC/2017/20170510/2017051

0%20RASC%20Item%2002a%202017-18%20PRA%20Summary.pdf slide 5  
15 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/Workshops%20and%20Special

%20Meetings/2016/OMS-MISO%20Survey/2016OMS-MISOSurveyResults.pdf  

https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/RASC/2017/20170510/20170510%20RASC%20Item%2002a%202017-18%20PRA%20Summary.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/RASC/2017/20170510/20170510%20RASC%20Item%2002a%202017-18%20PRA%20Summary.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/Workshops%20and%20Special%20Meetings/2016/OMS-MISO%20Survey/2016OMS-MISOSurveyResults.pdf
https://www.misoenergy.org/Library/Repository/Meeting%20Material/Stakeholder/Workshops%20and%20Special%20Meetings/2016/OMS-MISO%20Survey/2016OMS-MISOSurveyResults.pdf
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A. The current administration has signaled a desire to support coal-fired generation. The 1 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has initiated rulemaking proceedings to repeal the 2 

Clean Power Plan limiting GHG emissions from existing fossil-fired plants, and to 3 

replace it with a rule that would appear to have much more limited impact. The EPA has 4 

signaled an intent to roll back other regulations impacting coal-fired generation. In 5 

September 2017, the Department of Energy (“DOE”) filed a Notice of Proposed 6 

Rulemaking (“NOPR”) under the Federal Power Act seeking to enhance grid resiliency 7 

and requesting from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) to 8 

“accurately price generation resources necessary to maintain reliability and resiliency.”16 9 

The DOE requested the institution of a market design that would provide “for recovery of 10 

costs of fuel-secure generation units frequently relied upon to make our grid reliable and 11 

resilient”.17 The provisions of the proposed rule were widely viewed as tailored to 12 

provide additional revenue streams to nuclear and coal-fired resources.  13 

 14 

Q: Are there limitations on the impact that the administration’s stance can have? 15 

A. Yes. On January 8th, the FERC determined that the DOE request, if implemented, would 16 

have a negative effect on the wholesale markets. As a result, the Commission asked 17 

regional grid operators to review an extensive list of questions about improving power 18 

system resilience and report back within 60 days.18 In parallel and similar to other 19 

affected System Operators19, MISO has committed to undertake new studies to assess 20 

whether premature retirements of baseload generators affect the resiliency of the MISO 21 

system. Since we are in the early stages of this effort, there are no MISO studies to 22 

confirm the need for such reforms as described by the NOPR.20 However, if the FERC 23 

and by extension MISO find some form of compensation is justified for baseload units in 24 

                                                 
16 

https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/09/f37/Secretary%20Rick%20Perry%27s%20Letter%20to%20the%20

Federal%20Energy%20Regulatory%20Commission.pdf  page 7 
17 https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/09/f37/Notice%20of%20Proposed%20Rulemaking%20.pdf  page 

11 
18 https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=14633130  
19 PJM has also engaged in a grid resiliency effort: http://www.pjm.com/committees-and-groups/stakeholder-

meetings/symposiums-forums/grid-2020-focus-on-resilience-part-1-fuel-mix-diversity-and-security.aspx 
20 https://www.rtoinsider.com/miso-doe-ancillary-services-76802/  

https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/09/f37/Secretary%20Rick%20Perry%27s%20Letter%20to%20the%20Federal%20Energy%20Regulatory%20Commission.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/09/f37/Secretary%20Rick%20Perry%27s%20Letter%20to%20the%20Federal%20Energy%20Regulatory%20Commission.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/09/f37/Notice%20of%20Proposed%20Rulemaking%20.pdf
https://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=14633130
http://www.pjm.com/committees-and-groups/stakeholder-meetings/symposiums-forums/grid-2020-focus-on-resilience-part-1-fuel-mix-diversity-and-security.aspx
http://www.pjm.com/committees-and-groups/stakeholder-meetings/symposiums-forums/grid-2020-focus-on-resilience-part-1-fuel-mix-diversity-and-security.aspx
https://www.rtoinsider.com/miso-doe-ancillary-services-76802/
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MISO, then this additional stream of revenues may prolong the operability of a number 1 

of units potentially at risk of retirement thus alleviating transmission concerns.  2 

  3 

Q. Has the Company acknowledged the potential changes in environmental policies at 4 

the federal level? 5 

A. Yes. In her testimony, Ms. Dimitry states the following21:  6 

The Company acknowledges that the current administration has indicated 7 

an intent to review and possibly scale back some environmental 8 

requirements. However, given the uncertainty about the scope and timing 9 

of possible revisions to environmental requirements and also the age of 10 

these plants and the costs to operate them beyond their announced 11 

retirements, the Company has concluded that the most reasonable and 12 

prudent plan is to close these older coal plants as announced and replace 13 

them with new, cleaner, more efficient, and more cost-effective energy 14 

resources. 15 

 16 

I share the opinion articulated above by Ms. Dimitry. However, the potential certainly 17 

exists that changes in policy at the federal level could result in incremental improvements 18 

in the operability of certain existing capacity resources at MISO.  19 

 20 

Q. What do you conclude based on your review of the Company’s capacity need plan 21 

for the Proposed Project?  22 

A. The need for additional capacity is documented in the Company’s filing and driven 23 

largely by the planned coal unit retirements. What is unclear is whether the new capacity 24 

additions must be located exclusively within LDZ 7, as the Company has indicated. 25 

 26 

Q. Please describe the process used by MISO to evaluate new generator 27 

interconnections to its transmission system.  28 

A. MISO has established Generator Interconnection Procedures (“GIP”) described in 29 

Attachment X of the MISO Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”) to ensure all 30 

new generators can deliver their output without disturbing the reliability of the 31 

transmission system.22 The MISO GIP outlines the Definitive Planning Phase (“DPP”) 32 

                                                 
21 Direct Testimony of Irene M. Dimitry, p. IMD-15.  
22 https://www.misoenergy.org/library/tariff/Pages/Tariff.aspx  

https://www.misoenergy.org/library/tariff/Pages/Tariff.aspx
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process which is subdivided into four segments identified as DDP 1 through 3 and 1 

Generation Interconnection Agreement (“GIA”) phases.23 The MISO conducts an 2 

updated system impact study during each phase of the DDP that incorporates changes in 3 

the MISO system assumptions that occurred during the two sequential phases. Also, each 4 

phase requires a milestone payment to enter, and (following the customer’s receipt of the 5 

results of the impact study conducted during that phase), a Decision Point where the 6 

applicant can withdraw from the interconnection queue and receive a refund for its 7 

previous milestone payment.  In total, the DDP takes approximately 500 days to 8 

complete.  9 

  10 

Q. Does MISO have different types of interconnection service products?  11 

A. Yes, it does. According to Attachment X of the MISO OATT, there are three 12 

interconnection service products available at MISO. The Energy Resource 13 

Interconnection Service (“ERIS”) allows the new generator to deliver its output using the 14 

firm or non-firm capacity of the system on an “as available” basis. Second, the Network 15 

Resource Interconnection Service (“NRIS”) ensures the addition of a new generator will 16 

not impair the deliverability of existing Network Resources24 already designated as NRIS 17 

while serving network load. The last interconnection product is the Net Zero 18 

Interconnection Service that applies only to generators with ERIS and allows them to 19 

increase their gross generating capability at the same Point of Interconnection.  20 

  21 

MISO has established several qualification methods for different types of resources to 22 

become qualified Planning Resources and thus become eligible to provide capacity.25 23 

One such mechanism is to demonstrate deliverability via obtaining NRIS. 24 

  25 

                                                 
23 Refer to Exhibit A-34 of Edward P. Weber’s Direct Testimony for additional details on the different phases and 

their timing.  
24 MISO Tariff defines a Capacity Resource as “The Generation Resources, Demand Response Resource- Type I, 

Demand Response Resource-Type II, Dispatchable Intermittent Resources, External Resources, or Intermittent 

Generation that are available to meet Demand”.  
25 MISO BPM-011-r17 section 4 Qualifying and Quantifying Planning Resources. 
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Based on the information provided on the MISO portal, the Proposed Project has applied 1 

for NRIS.26 The Proposed Project’s capacity will be utilized by DTE to meet the 2 

Company’s estimated capacity shortfall.  For the unit to qualify, it must meet the 3 

requirements for NRIS.  4 

 5 

Q. What is the estimated timing for the remainder of the interconnection process?  6 

A. As I mentioned above, the MISO interconnection process takes approximately 500 days. 7 

According to Edward P. Weber, the Company submitted an interconnection application 8 

on June 2017.27 The Proposed Project obtained a MISO Project Number used to track the 9 

progress of the interconnection application and was placed in the DDP-2017-AUG study 10 

cycle. To continue the MISO interconnection study process, the Company must make 11 

additional milestone payments with the next milestone payment (“M3”) anticipated to be 12 

required at the end of July 2018. Upon payment of the M3 milestone payment DDP 2 13 

commences while the M2 milestone payment will become non-refundable. The last 14 

milestone payment (“M4”) is presently anticipated to be required in October 2018. Upon 15 

payment of the M4 milestone, all milestone payments will be non-refundable. DDP Phase 16 

3 commences after M4 is submitted to the MISO and ends with the start of the 17 

Generation Interconnection Agreement finalization and execution period. As a result, the 18 

completion of the Proposed Project’s Interconnection Process is slated to occur in July 19 

2019.  20 

 21 

 Since the Proposed Project hasn’t entered the DDP process yet, any cost estimations 22 

related to the interconnection and network upgrades needed are difficult to quantify and 23 

subject to variability.  24 

  25 

Q. Is the total cost of interconnection known at this time?  26 

A.  No. Since the interconnection application was submitted in June 2017, the Proposed 27 

Project hasn’t entered DDP Phase 1 that includes the first of the three MISO System 28 

                                                 
26 Response to AGDE-2.4. The Company provided the MISO generator interconnection queue number which was 

used to check the status of the Proposed Project here: 

https://www.misoenergy.org/Planning/GeneratorInterconnection/Pages/InterconnectionQueue.aspx  
27 Direct Testimony of Edward P. Weber, p. EPW-9.  

https://www.misoenergy.org/Planning/GeneratorInterconnection/Pages/InterconnectionQueue.aspx
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Impact Studies (“SIS”) that will determine the necessary Network Upgrades for the 1 

procurement of NRIS. As I described above, each DDP Phase includes an updated 2 

version of the MISO SIS that incorporates changes in the MISO system assumptions that 3 

have occurred since the last SIS was conducted.  4 

 5 

The Proposed Project is at the early stages of the interconnection assessment, and 6 

therefore, DTE has limited knowledge of the impact to the MISO system due to the 7 

addition of Proposed Project. Mr. Weber provides an estimate of the transmission 8 

network upgrades that will likely be identified by the MISO Interconnection process, but 9 

notes that “such costs are preliminary and will be firmed up once the MISO electrical 10 

interconnection process and associated impact studies are completed.”28 According to Mr. 11 

Weber, the total network upgrade cost was estimated at about $ 29.3 million.29  As a 12 

result, the final interconnection cost will not be available until 2019.  13 

 14 

Q. Can the Company accurately estimate how the updated MISO studies will affect the 15 

interconnection cost of the Proposed Project?  16 

A. No. It is difficult to accurately estimate the extent of the Network Upgrades at this point 17 

since the Proposed Project is at the early stages of the Generator Interconnection Process. 18 

The uncertainty related to the assumptions used by the MISO to model its system in the 19 

SIS and the complexities of the transmission system.  20 

   21 

B. The Reasonableness of Meeting the Need 22 

 23 

Q.   Have you reviewed the Company’s Integrated Resource Plan? 24 

A.   Yes. I have reviewed the Company’s Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”), including 25 

accompanying workpapers and exhibits.  26 

 27 

Q.   Please explain the Company’s IRP and planning process.  28 

                                                 
28 Id., p. EPW-10.  
29 Id.  
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A.   The Company followed an IRP planning process that involved the following seven steps: 1 

1) review planning principles, 2) develop data assumptions, 3) develop alternatives, 4) 2 

run models, 5) analyze results, 6) review other considerations and 7) risk assessment, 3 

propose a course of action, and file an IRP.30  4 

 5 

 According to the Company. there are six planning principles (Reliability, Affordability, 6 

Clean, Balanced and Flexible, Compliant, and Reasonable Risk), including internal and 7 

external factors, that impact its corporate planning policies and need to be considered in 8 

concert with known regulatory requirements and other unknown factors.31  9 

 10 

 In Step 2 of the planning process, DTE developed several scenarios and sensitivities after 11 

review of its planning principles to assist the Company in selecting its proposed 2017 12 

IRP. The final list of scenarios developed include a Reference scenario, High Gas 13 

scenario, Low Gas scenario, Emerging Technology scenario, Aggressive CO2 scenario, 14 

and 2017 Reference scenario (created at the end of the IRP process during the risk 15 

assessment step). The Company stated that these scenarios “are made up of driving forces 16 

that shape and define different paths to the future. They contain key uncertainties that are 17 

critical components to help construct and differentiate among [the] scenarios.”32 In 18 

addition, the Company considered several sensitivities that were chosen because they 19 

“would potentially cause the most disruption to the base resource plan to test whether the 20 

plan would still be reasonable under changing conditions”.33 Together with the scenarios, 21 

the sensitivities were designed to “test the base resource plan … under changing 22 

assumptions and to develop the most reasonable and prudent plan”.34 Lastly in Step 2, 23 

market assumptions were developed, along with energy and capacity demand forecasts 24 

for DTE. These forecasts were then compared against the Company’s existing supply 25 

portfolio and planned retirements to determine additional resource needs. Gaps were 26 

identified between supply and demand and the Company projected that the IRP would 27 

                                                 
30 IRP process steps stated on page 3 of the IRP (Exhibit A-4-Revised) and explained in more detail in Section 4 of 

the IRP.  
31 Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 38.  
32 Id., p. 39.  
33 Id.  
34 Id. 
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need to address capacity deficits both in terms of size and timing during the 2016 to 2040 1 

forecast period.35  2 

 3 

 After the Company determined a need for energy and capacity additions, Step 3 of the 4 

IRP planning process focused on selecting resource alternatives for consideration to meet 5 

the projected needs. DTE hired HDR, Inc. to provide an engineering valuation study that 6 

summarized costs and performance parameters of generation alternatives.36,37  7 

 8 

Step 3 blurs into Step 4, since the evaluation of possible resource alternatives was further 9 

conducted under Step 4, which featured a modeling process that included a preliminary 10 

economic analysis, followed by a market valuation, then modeling in Strategist to 11 

develop build plan options, and finished with completing a financial analysis using an 12 

internal revenue requirement model to calculate the impacts of alternative capital projects 13 

on the revenue requirement components.38  14 

 15 

A preliminary economic analysis of commercially and technically feasible technologies39 16 

was completed through a levelized cost of electricity (“LCOE”) comparison to narrow 17 

down possible alternatives based on economics.40 This analysis eliminated base load 18 

technologies due to cost and risk concerns, except for the inclusion of one sensitivity of 19 

adding a nuclear plant in 2030. Then a market valuation, which is a benefit-cost analysis, 20 

was completed in Strategist to provide a benefit-cost ratio of the financial benefits from 21 

investing in a technology to the costs of executing the project.41 The market valuation of 22 

resource alternatives included analyzing several combined cycle and combustion turbine 23 

                                                 
35 Id. 
36 These alternatives included: gas-fired technologies, such as combustion turbines and combined cycles; renewable 

technologies, such as wind and solar; and demand-side management expansions of demand response and energy 

efficiency programs beyond what was specified in the Michigan legislature. Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 40.  
37 HDR’s findings were provided as Exhibit A-38.  
38 Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 40. 
39 Demand response resources were not included in this analysis. 
40 Exhibit A-4-Revised, pp. 40-41. Analysis provided in Workpaper KJC-479. 
41 Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 41. 
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options, as well as three demand response program options, a lithium battery option, 1 

solar, and wind under each scenario stated above.42  2 

 3 

The next step in the modeling process was to use the Strategist PROVIEWTM module, 4 

along with costs of the alternative resource options and operational data on existing 5 

resources, to generate least-cost resource plan options to fill the capacity need under each 6 

of the scenarios and sensitivities.43 DTE analyzed the results “to identify a base resource 7 

plan based on not only economics but also what was the best option for customers based 8 

on the Planning Principles.”44 A base resource plan was selected and would remain the 9 

same across the scenarios to compare sensitivities. The Company selected the lowest cost 10 

resource plan for each scenario or sensitivity for further analysis and ultimately “selected 11 

one resource plan that was the most reasonable and prudent as the DTEE 2017 IRP”.45  12 

 13 

 Next, DTE used PROMOD, which runs an hourly dispatch, to look at customer costs 14 

more granularly. Production costs from the PROMOD modeling were used as inputs into 15 

an internal revenue requirement model, which DTE stated would “better assess the 16 

financial effects to the customer”.46 Only a selection of resource plans varying the most 17 

from the base resource plan were tested in this model to see how their annual revenue 18 

requirements varied from the base resource plan’s annual revenue requirement.47   19 

  20 

 In Step 5, the Company completed a review of other considerations and a risk 21 

assessment, which included an Analytical Hierarchy Process (“AHP”)48, Stochastic 22 

Analysis, running of a 2017 Reference Scenario that updated assumptions used in the 23 

                                                 
42 Results of each market valuation analysis were provided in Workpapers: KJC-4 through KJC-24 (Reference 

Scenario), KJC-129 through KJC-147 (Aggressive CO2 Scenario), KJC-171 through KJC-189 (Emerging 

Technology Scenario), KJC-206 through KJC-225 (High Gas Scenario), KJC-254 through KJC-272 (Low Gas 

Scenario), and KJC-324 through KJC-342 (2017 Reference Scenario). 
43 Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 41. 
44 Id. 
45 Id. 
46 Id. 
47 Id., pp. 41-42.  
48 Exhibit A-4 Revised, p. 209. “In AHP, relevant criteria are selected, ranked, and weighted. DTEE subject matter 

experts from diverse disciplines applied the criteria and evaluated the results. Criteria included cost, environmental 

impacts, portfolio balance, and commodity price risk. Stochastic analysis considers various assumptions and 

resource build scenarios, yielding probabilities of the associated risks.” 
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Reference Scenario, and a Change Analysis. The AHP and Stochastic Analysis were 1 

completed by analyzing alternative resource plans or portfolios that were developed, 2 

which included a base resource plan (1,100 MW combined cycle in 2022), a wind 3 

portfolio (950 MW combustion turbine in 2022 and 1,000 MW of wind between 2017 4 

and 2023), a solar portfolio (950 MW combustion turbine in 2022 and 500 MW of solar 5 

between 2017 and 2023), and a demand response portfolio (950 MW combustion turbine 6 

in 2022 and 150 MW of demand response between 2017 and 2023).49 A Change Analysis 7 

was used “to measure how much the resource plan would change if certain unknowns in 8 

the future came to pass”.50 The Change Analysis focused on selected sensitivities that 9 

included a high load sensitivity, low load sensitivity, commercial choice returns, 10 

commercial and industrial returns, and 2% energy efficiency.51   11 

 12 

 After the modeling and risk assessment steps, the last two steps were the development 13 

and filing of the 2017 IRP, which selected a combined cycle gas turbine to replace the 14 

retired coal units in the early 2020s. DTE expects the IRP to be re-evaluated over the 15 

longer term because of “fluctuation and/or uncertainty of market conditions” that will 16 

cause changes to occur.52 The final 2017 IRP presented by DTE includes several projects 17 

(energy efficiency, demand response interruptible air condition program, addition of wind 18 

and solar, a generic, new combined heat and power resource, fossil unit retirements, 19 

addition of a 2x1 combined cycle, pumped storage upgrades, and market purchases) that 20 

are planned to be implemented over the forecast period.53  21 

 22 

Q.   Based on your review of the Company’s IRP and planning process, what do you 23 

conclude? 24 

A.   Overall, the Company reasonably conducted the IRP and planning process. However, 25 

there are some concerns that I have regarding the transparency and decision-making 26 

during multiple steps of the IRP and planning process.  27 

                                                 
49 Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 214, Table 12.1.1-6.  
50 Id., p. 227.  
51 Id., p. 227, Table 12.3-1. 
52 Id., p. 42. 
53 Id., p. 232. 
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 1 

Q.   Please explain your concern about the transparency of the IRP and planning 2 

process. 3 

A.   While the Company provides an explanation for each of the steps of the IRP and planning 4 

process, there are several processes and decisions interacting throughout the IRP that lack 5 

clarity and lead to perceived complexity. For example, the modeling constraints that were 6 

used in Strategist to analyze the different scenarios and sensitivities are not all clearly 7 

provided and explained. Multiple intervenors asked discovery regarding the constraints 8 

used in the Strategist modeling effort.54 While responses were provided, there was still a 9 

lack of detail, and therefore transparency, on how constraints were determined.  While 10 

access to the Strategist model was eventually provided, the Company could have 11 

provided direct written responses on the constraints as used by Strategist, rather than 12 

leaving it in some instances for intervenors to ascertain this information from the model 13 

itself. The overall lack of transparency is a concern for a few reasons. First, the resource 14 

buildouts selected in the optimization modelling are only as optimal as the constraints 15 

imposed by the Company in its planning. Annual and cumulative limitations on the 16 

number on MW, units, and technologies available for selection can potentially result in 17 

suboptimal buildouts being selected. Second, even with disclosure of the modelling 18 

constraints, it is equally important for the Company to explain and document how the 19 

constraints were determined and quantified to understand their impact on the resource 20 

buildout selection.  21 

 22 

Q. Can you provide an example of what concerns you regarding the determination of 23 

modeling constraints? 24 

A. Yes. DTE explained in its response to a data request55 that the wind resource buildout in 25 

each year was capped at 1,000 MW and the solar resource buildout each year was capped 26 

at 500 MW. While this helps inform on what the constraint is, the Company further 27 

                                                 
54 Some examples include DTE responses MEC-NRDC-SCDE 2.23, which sought wind and solar buildout 

constraints each year; MEC-NRDC-SCDE 2.26, which sought detail on what was hardwired versus economically 

chosen or computed in Strategist; and AG 2.5, which sought the list of constraints and details for how they were 

developed and quantified.  
55 Response to MEC-NRDC-SCDE-2.23. 
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explained in its response that it does not have supporting documentation for these 1 

assumptions. Without a better understanding, or transparency, as to why these renewable 2 

resources were capped at certain MW levels, it raises concerns regarding the optimality 3 

of the selected buildouts.  4 

 5 

Q.   Do you have other concerns about the lack of transparency in the IRP and planning 6 

process? 7 

A.   Yes. Besides transparency in the Strategist modeling, I am also concerned about the 8 

transparency in the decision-making or selection process regarding the scenarios and 9 

sensitivities analyzed by DTE. Earlier, I explained that the Company stated that the 10 

scenarios “are made up of driving forces that shape and define different paths to the 11 

future. They contain key uncertainties that are critical components to help construct and 12 

differentiate among [the] scenarios.”56 In addition, the Company considered several 13 

sensitivities that were chosen because they “would potentially cause the most disruption 14 

to the base resource plan to test whether the plan would still be reasonable under 15 

changing conditions.”57 Together with the scenarios, the sensitivities were designed to 16 

“test the base resource plan … under changing assumptions and to develop the most 17 

reasonable and prudent plan.”58 The reason for restating the Company’s explanation for 18 

the selection of scenarios and sensitivities is to note that there were only certain scenarios 19 

presented, and then sensitivities to those scenarios chosen based on an internal decision 20 

as to what would cause the most disruption to the base resource plan. There was no 21 

further explanation provided as to why other scenarios and sensitivities were not 22 

considered and/or chosen. While I understand and appreciate the amount of work that 23 

goes into completing an IRP, it is equally important to clearly present and explain all the 24 

decisions made throughout the process to ensure all resource options and possible 25 

buildouts are properly considered, and then those decisions reviewable by the 26 

Commission.  27 

 28 

                                                 
56 Exhibit A-4-Revised, p. 39.  
57 Id.  
58 Id. 
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 Another example of the decision-making process that was not transparent has to do with 1 

the Strategist optimization runs that the Company ultimately chose for each scenario and 2 

sensitivity. High level results of the Strategist runs were provided in responses to MEC-3 

NRDC-SCDE discovery 3.1a and 5.3b. In the attachments provided in response, the 4 

Company showed each Scenario, Case, and Strategist Chosen Plan #, as well as the Least 5 

Cost Plan, Strategist Chosen Plan, and Delta (only shown in the response to 5.3b). The 6 

Strategist Chosen Plan # referred in these responses is the Strategist-ranked plan number 7 

for each scenario and case that was chosen by the Company to be optimal, and was not 8 

necessarily the least-cost option. In the IRP, DTE discussed why its preferred least-cost 9 

option does not align with the Strategist least-cost option, which selected a 3x1 H Class 10 

combined cycle over a 2x1 combined cycle.59 Additionally, DTE explains that after the 11 

Strategist runs, risk analyses that included the analytic hierarchy process and stochastic 12 

analysis were conducted to minimize risk in critical areas.60 Outside of the risk analyses 13 

and some general explanations provided in the Strategist Results section, 11.6.1, of the 14 

IRP, there has been no detailed explanation provided by the Company explaining why it 15 

selected plans for each scenario and case (as shown in its response to MEC-NRDC-16 

SCDE discovery 5.3b) that were not the least-cost options determined by Strategist. This 17 

lack of detailed explanation makes it difficult to understand the Company’s decision-18 

making process. 19 

 20 

Q.   How does a lack of transparency in the decision-making process impact the chosen 21 

2017 IRP? 22 

A.   The Company’s IRP planning process is a complex process that has a lot of components 23 

interacting together. Complexity is the enemy of transparency. Therefore, it is important 24 

to be transparent and detailed as possible in the decision-making processes and modeling 25 

conducted throughout the IRP planning process. However, as I noted above through 26 

multiple examples, several key decisions were open to Company interpretation and as far 27 

as the record shows, some of these decisions appear to be lacking adequate documented 28 

data to help reviewers clearly understand the Company’s rationale.  29 

                                                 
59 Id., p. 200.  
60 Id., p. 209. 
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 1 

Q.   Do you have any recommendations that would provide better insight into this IRP 2 

or future IRPs? 3 

A.   Yes. A more streamlined approach to the IRP and planning process would lead to a more 4 

transparent and insightful review process, and improve administrate efficiency by 5 

lessening the associated regulatory burden on all stakeholders, including the Company. 6 

For example, the state of Colorado has developed Electric Resource Planning rules, 7 

which it revised in 2011 to address greater transparency and confidential information 8 

associated with the planning and acquisition of electric generation resources requirements 9 

added to them.61 The purpose of the Electric Resource Planning is62:  10 

[T]o establish a process to determine the need for additional electric resources by 11 

electric utilities subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction and to develop cost-12 

effective resource portfolios to meet such need reliably. It is the policy of the state 13 

of Colorado that a primary goal of electric utility resource planning is to minimize 14 

the net present value of revenue requirements. It is also the policy of the state of 15 

Colorado that the Commission gives the fullest possible consideration to the cost-16 

effective implementation of new clean energy and energy-efficient technologies. 17 

 18 

Electric Resource Planning rules 3611, 3612, and 3613, which address the utility’s plan 19 

for meeting the resource need, the use of an independent evaluator, and bid evaluation 20 

and selection, are three specific rules that provide better transparency to any RFP process 21 

for new resources and for the resource plan to be thoroughly reviewed by an independent 22 

evaluator on behalf of the utility, Commission Staff, and the office of consumer counsel. 23 

 24 

While I am not advocating the Commission fully adopt Colorado’s Electric Resource 25 

Planning rules, I am suggesting that there are ways to streamline the IRP and planning 26 

process that allow for better transparency and thorough evaluation of the utility’s 27 

decision-making throughout the IRP and planning process.  28 

  29 

Q.   How did DTE forecast annual electric sales and system output? 30 

                                                 
61 Docket No. 11R-416E, Decision No. C11-0810, “IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE 

COMMISSION’S ELECTRIC RESOURCE PLANNING RULES 4 CCR 723-3-3600 THROUGH 3618”, July 27, 

2011. A final Order, Decision No. C11-1034, was made on September 22, 2011, which denied application for 

rehearing, re-argument, and reconsideration.  
62 Electric Resource Planning Rules, 4 CCR, 723-3-3600 et. seq. 
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A.   The Company applied a combination of end-use modeling and regression analysis in 1 

building its forecast of DTE Electric service area electric sales (GWh).63   2 

 3 

The forecast is then reduced for electric choice sales and adjusted for losses and company 4 

use to determine DTE’s forecast of system output (GWh) associated with its bundled 5 

sales.  To forecast Electric Choice sales in DTE’s service area, DTE Electric used 4,865 6 

GWh – the expected Electric Choice sales for 2016 as a starting point.  The Company 7 

further assumed Electric Choice sales would remain flat for most sub-classes over the 8 

forecast period.  Only the forecast for the steel sub-class beyond 2017 was varied with 9 

expected changes in steel production each year.64  A summary of annual bundled sales 10 

and system output and annual electric choice sales and can be found in U-18419 Exhibit 11 

A-15, pages 2 & 3, respectively. 12 

 13 

The Company then used Hourly Electric Load Model (HELM), developed by the Electric 14 

Power Research Institute (“EPRI”), to convert aggregate hourly demand profiles from 15 

various sales categories or end-uses into a system annual load shape to forecast annual 16 

DTE Electric Service Area peak demand (MW).65  17 

 18 

DTE Electric’s planning reserve margin requirement is the required amount of unforced 19 

capacity needed to meet the MISO Resource Adequacy requirements for its bundled load.  20 

Alternative Electric Suppliers are responsible for the PRMR for Electric Choice load, 21 

thus, Electric Choice load is not part of DTE Electric’s planning reserve margin 22 

requirement.  Accordingly, the Company reduced its forecast of peak demand by the 23 

electric choice impact as summarized in U-18419 Exhibit A-16, page 2 of 2. 24 

 25 

Beyond its Reference load forecast, the company also prepared a high load, low load and 26 

a 2017 reference scenario, the results of which are shown in Exhibit U-18419 Exhibit A-27 

17. 28 

                                                 
63 Direct Testimony of Markus B. Leuker, p. MBL-8. 
64 Id., p. MBL-17. 
65 Id., pp. MBL-17 through MBL-18. 
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 1 

Q.  What is your opinion about DTE Electric’s forecast of electric sales and system 2 

output? 3 

A.   In general, DTE Electric’s forecast was developed using accepted industry standards for 4 

electricity forecasting taking into consideration regional economic, technological, 5 

regulatory and demographic factors that have affected the Company’s electric sales in the 6 

past including motor vehicle production, steel production, employment and others.66    7 

 8 

At a high level, the Company’s resulting growth rates are in line with EEI’s 2017 Annual 9 

Energy Outlook for the US while taking into consideration the uniqueness of Michigan’s 10 

regional economy.  A comparison is provided in the Table 1, below. 11 

 12 

Table 1:  Comparison of Compound Annual Electric Sales Growth Rates 13 

DTE Electric Reference Case vs. EEI 2017 Annual Energy Outlook 14 

 2015 – 2025 CAGR 2015 – 2040 CAGR 

  

DTE Electric  

Reference Case 

(Service 

Territory) 

EEI  

2017 Annual 

Energy Outlook 

(U.S.) 

 

DTE Electric  

Reference Case  

(Service 

Territory) 

EEI  

2017 Annual 

Energy Outlook  

(U.S.) 

Residential -0.4% -0.1% -0.2% 0.1% 

Commercial 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 

Industrial -0.3% 1.6% -0.1% 0.9% 

Total -0.1% 0.4% -0.1% 0.4% 

 15 

As explained above, to properly reflect that DTE Electric is not responsible for meeting 16 

the energy and demand reserves associated with electric choice load, the Company’s 17 

forecasted electric choice sales and coincident peak demand are removed from DTE’s 18 

system output and planning reserve margin requirement, respectively.  The resulting 19 

impact of electric choice sales reductions shown as a percent of system output and as a 20 

percent of coincident peak demand are shown in Table 2 and Table 3 below.  21 

  22 

                                                 
66 The models used by the Company for each of the sales forecasts were provided in response to AGDE-1.25. 
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Table 2:  Retail Choice as % of Total System Output (GWh) 1 

 2 
  3 

Pg. 1, column (i) Pg. 3, column (i) Pg. 2, column (i) %

System Retail Bundled Retail

Output Choice System Choice

(GWh) (GWh) (GWh) (GWh)

2010 54,248                        5,005                          48,987                    9%

2011 54,410                        5,445                          48,545                    10%

2012 52,282                        5,197                          46,575                    10%

2013 51,892                        5,200                          46,384                    10%

2014 51,059                        5,033                          45,591                    10%

2015 50,908                        4,899                          45,545                    10%

2016 50,621                        5,062                          45,281                    10%

2017 50,010                        4,871                          44,853                    10%

2018 50,441                        4,883                          45,272                    10%

2019 50,487                        4,835                          45,368                    10%

2020 50,414                        4,816                          45,315                    10%

2021 50,285                        4,791                          45,212                    10%

2022 50,183                        4,793                          45,107                    10%

2023 50,113                        4,779                          45,052                    10%

2024 50,091                        4,782                          45,027                    10%

2025 50,115                        4,783                          45,050                    10%

2026 50,211                        4,802                          45,127                    10%

2027 50,207                        4,807                          45,117                    10%

2028 50,203                        4,813                          45,107                    10%

2029 50,189                        4,819                          45,086                    10%

2030 50,167                        4,825                          45,058                    10%

2031 50,137                        4,831                          45,022                    10%

2032 50,103                        4,837                          44,982                    10%

2033 50,059                        4,843                          44,931                    10%

2034 50,056                        4,849                          44,922                    10%

2035 50,040                        4,855                          44,900                    10%

2036 50,013                        4,861                          44,867                    10%

2037 49,976                        4,861                          44,824                    10%

2038 49,933                        4,873                          44,774                    10%

2039 49,889                        4,879                          44,724                    10%

2040 49,842                        4,885                          44,671                    10%

Leuker Exhibt A-15
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Table 3:  Retail Choice as a Percent of Total System Coincident Peak Demand (MW) 1 

  2 
 3 

Consistent with Mr. Leuker’s testimony that the Company assumed Electric Choice sales 4 

would remain flat for most sub-classes, electric choice sales represented approximately 5 

10% of total system output throughout both the historical and forecast period.   6 

 7 

However, the contribution of Electric Choice to DTE Electric’s total system coincident 8 

peak demand ranges from 7.6% to 8.0% in the forecast falling below the 8.0% to 8.2% 9 

over the past three years.  This assumption of lower contribution in the forecast period 10 

Pg. 2, column (f) Pg. 2, column (e) % %

Total Retail Bundled Retail Retail Bundled Retail

System Choice System Choice Choice System Choice

MWs MWs MWs MWs MWs

2010 11,687        854                           10,833                        

2011 12,547        914                           11,633                        

2012 12,200        705                           11,495                        

2013 11,669        930                           10,739                        8.0% 930          10,739    8.0%

2014 10,970        902                           10,068                        8.2% 902          10,068    8.2%

2015 10,660        868                           9,792                          8.1% 868          9,792      8.1%

2016 11,453        915                           10,538                        8.0% 928 10,525    8.1% (12.69)                              

2017 11,272        864                           10,408                        7.7% 913 10,359    8.1% (49.03)                              

2018 11,320        866                           10,454                        7.7% 917 10,403    8.1% (50.92)                              

2019 11,313        860                           10,453                        7.6% 916 10,397    8.1% (56.35)                              

2020 11,293        858                           10,435                        7.6% 915 10,378    8.1% (56.73)                              

2021 11,267        855                           10,412                        7.6% 913 10,354    8.1% (57.63)                              

2022 11,240        855                           10,385                        7.6% 910 10,330    8.1% (55.44)                              

2023 11,217        853                           10,364                        7.6% 909 10,308    8.1% (55.58)                              

2024 11,201        854                           10,347                        7.6% 907 10,294    8.1% (53.28)                              

2025 11,191        854                           10,337                        7.6% 906 10,285    8.1% (52.47)                              

2026 11,189        856                           10,333                        7.7% 906 10,283    8.1% (50.31)                              

2027 11,173        857                           10,316                        7.7% 905 10,268    8.1% (48.01)                              

2028 11,156        858                           10,298                        7.7% 904 10,252    8.1% (45.64)                              

2029 11,135        858                           10,277                        7.7% 902 10,233    8.1% (43.93)                              

2030 11,114        859                           10,255                        7.7% 900 10,214    8.1% (41.23)                              

2031 11,090        860                           10,230                        7.8% 898 10,192    8.1% (38.29)                              

2032 11,064        860                           10,204                        7.8% 896 10,168    8.1% (36.18)                              

2033 11,038        861                           10,177                        7.8% 894 10,144    8.1% (33.08)                              

2034 11,021        862                           10,159                        7.8% 893 10,128    8.1% (30.70)                              

2035 11,001        863                           10,138                        7.8% 891 10,110    8.1% (28.08)                              

2036 10,977        863                           10,114                        7.9% 889 10,088    8.1% (26.14)                              

2037 10,948        861                           10,087                        7.9% 887 10,061    8.1% (25.79)                              

2038 10,924        865                           10,059                        7.9% 885 10,039    8.1% (19.84)                              

2039 10,926        865                           10,061                        7.9% 885 10,041    8.1% (20.01)                              

2040 10,928        866                           10,062                        7.9% 885 10,043    8.1% (19.17)                              

'15-'25 CAGR -0.2% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5%

'15-'40 CAGR 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Change in Bundled 

System Peak

Fixed % Electric 

Choice vs. Company 

Forecast

Retail Choice at Fixed % of 

Total SystemLeuker Exhibt A-16,
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results in a higher system coincident peak demand associated with bundled customers 1 

served by DTE Electric and therefore a higher PRMR requirement for the Company of up 2 

to 58 MW.  The company has not provided an adequate explanation of this non-3 

proportional shift in peak over the forecast period which raises the question of whether a 4 

more reasonable assumption would be to assume Electric Choice contribution to DTE 5 

Electric’s Total System Coincident Peak remains constant at 8.1% which reflects the 6 

average of the past 3 years.  This would result in a further reduction to DTE Electric’s 7 

Total System Coincident Peak of approximately 50 to 58 MW between 2018 – 2026 8 

declining to 41 MW by 2030 and to 20 MW by 2040. 9 

 10 

Q.   Did DTE Electric factor energy efficiency into its forecast of electric sales and 11 

system output? 12 

A.   Yes.  As described in Kevin Bilyeu’s Direct Testimony, DTE Electric included 1.5% 13 

energy savings in its 2017 Reference case, up from 1.15% in its 2016 IRP Reference 14 

Case.  DTE Electric developed its forecast of energy efficiency by first aggregating its 15 

energy efficiency programs into low cost-high, mid cost-mid potential, and high cost-low 16 

potential categories or “blocks” that reflect the characteristics of existing programs.  This 17 

approach allows the company to forecast energy efficiency programs based program 18 

attributes without requiring the Company to develop detailed program designs for future 19 

periods of time.   20 

 21 

The Company then modeled four energy efficiency scenarios through a process that 22 

utilized the achievable energy efficiency potential identified in the energy efficiency 23 

potential study performed by GDS Associates, Inc. and referenced in Mr. Bilyeu’s 24 

testimony (“The Energy Efficiency Potential Study”).  The Company did this by drawing 25 

from low cost-high potential blocks first before moving to mid cost-mid potential and 26 

finally high cost-low potential.  The scenarios included energy savings of <1.0%, 1.0%, 27 

1.5% and 2.0% of retail sales.   28 

 29 

Cost assumptions were modeled starting with baseline costs from the Company’s 2018-30 

2019 baseline energy efficiency plan.  Costs were escalated using historical cost increase 31 
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percentages for future years.  The estimated average useful life included in the long-term 1 

modeling was 15 years reflecting the weighted average of DTE Electric’s 2018-2019 2 

energy efficiency plan and industry standard measure lifespan assumptions.  The total 3 

achievable Electric Energy Efficiency Potential energy (MWh) and demand (MW) 4 

reduction results for each scenario, as provided in Mr. Bilyeu’s testimony in Table 6 and 5 

Table 8, respectively, are provided in Table 4 and Table 5 below. 6 

 7 

Table 4:  Total Achievable Electric Energy Efficiency Potential (MWh) 8 

 9 
 10 

Table 5:  Coincident peak with Energy Efficiency Reductions (MW) 11 

 12 
The 2.0% and 1.5% scenarios achieve their respective targeted annual energy savings 13 

through 2022 and 2024, respectively, at which time the savings declines due to the 14 

diminished energy savings potential in its service territory.  The 1% and <1% scenarios 15 
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achieve their respective targeted annual energy savings consistently through the forecast 1 

period never achieving full energy efficiency potential. 2 

 3 

Finally, the company performed a cost effectiveness test, using the utility cost test 4 

consistent with Public Act 34267, to ensure that the overall goal of reducing costs in a 5 

cost-effective manner for the utility and its customers is achieved through each scenario.  6 

The UCT test results reported in Table 10 of Mr. Bilyeu’s testimony are shown in Table 6 7 

below. 8 

Table 6:  UCT Benefit Cost Ratio Results 9 

 10 
 11 

The Company selected the 1.50% energy savings scenario in its 2017 Reference Scenario 12 

bringing the Company’s 2017 Reference Scenario into alignment with Public Act 342, 13 

The Clean and Renewable Energy and Energy Waste Reduction Act, which among other 14 

things increased the annual incremental energy savings target to 1% of total annual retail 15 

electric sales.68 16 

 17 

Q.   What is your opinion about the level of energy efficiency assumed by DTE Electric 18 

in its forecast of electric sales and system output? 19 

A.   As noted above, the Company’s 2017 Reference Scenario was developed using the 1.50% 20 

sensitivity bringing the Company’s 2017 Reference Scenario into alignment with the new 21 

legislation and energy savings targets.  Since the company only included cost-effective 22 

energy efficiency savings in each of the scenarios described above, it is reasonable to 23 

consider why the company did not choose to use the more aggressive 2% scenario in its 24 

2017 Reference Scenario.  A higher rate of energy efficiency savings would serve to 25 

                                                 
67 State of Michigan Public Act 342 of 2016, Section 73 (2). 
68 State of Michigan Public Act 342 of 2016, Section 77. 
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further reduce Electric Demand in the near term and therefore contribute to filling the 1 

supply gap caused by retiring coal units.   2 

 3 

Looking at the potential impact of shifting from 1.5% to the 2.0% scenario, there are a 4 

couple of things to note.  First, as evidenced in Table 6 above, both the 1.5% and 2.0% 5 

sensitivities provide equivalent total energy savings through 2030. Though the 2.0% 6 

scenario delivers greater energy (MWh) and capacity (MW) savings in the early years, 7 

both scenarios converge in the 2026-2027 time period when the full energy efficiency 8 

potential determined by the Energy Efficiency Potential Study is achieved. Therefore, 9 

using the 2.0% scenario instead of the 1.5% scenario would only be able to contribute to 10 

filling the supply gap caused by retiring coal units on a temporary basis. 11 

 12 

Second, per Mr. Bilyeu’s testimony, the 2.0% energy savings scenario provides energy 13 

savings at a greater rate through 2022, without regard for maintaining consistent spend 14 

and energy savings creating inconsistencies in program offerings.  As noted by the 15 

company, this has the potential to introduce a higher degree of administrative burden and 16 

energy efficiency program risk associated with program ramps and the potential for poor 17 

trade ally, vendor and customer satisfaction which could impact program success.69  18 

 19 

Taking this all into account, it is my opinion that the 1.5% scenario modeled in the 2017 20 

Reference Scenario reasonably reflects an achievable amount of energy efficiency at a 21 

level that: (1) meets the new legislative energy efficiency targets; and (2) attempts to 22 

maximize the energy efficiency potential identified in the Energy Efficiency Potential 23 

Study.  Therefore, it is my opinion that the 1.5% scenario is reasonable for the load 24 

forecast assumed in this proceeding. 25 

 26 

Q.   How did DTE factor distributed generation into its IRP load forecast? 27 

A.   The total net metering sites and capacity as of the end of 2016, by category as provided in 28 

Derek Kirchner’s testimony and shown in Table 7, below. 29 

 30 

                                                 
69 Direct Testimony of Kevin L. Bilyeu, p. KLB-21. 
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Table 7:  Total Net Metering Sites in DTE Electric’s Service Territory 1 

As of the End of 2016 2 

 3 
Per response by Mr. Kirchner to U-18419, AGDE-1.35c, in the 2016 Reference Case and 4 

the High Case, the Company did not forecast the adoption of additional net metering 5 

capacity in the sales forecast.  In the Low Load Case and the 2017 Reference cases, a 6 

scenario was created in which residential solar adoption was increased from the 7 

Reference Scenario. The estimated peak demand impact by 2040 is 26 MW for the Low 8 

Load Case and 47 MW for the 2017 Reference Scenario.70   9 

 10 

Q.   What is your opinion about the treatment of distributed generation? 11 

A.   To date, the Company has experienced low participation in its net metering program.  12 

The Company’s net metering queue as of October 26, 2017 lists an additional 5.2 MW of 13 

potential distributed generation.  However, 2.4 MW of the capacity has been waiting for 14 

customer documentation for greater than 12 months and more than 1.5 MW date back to 15 

2014 or earlier.    16 

 17 

Although the economics of distributed generation technologies continue to improve as 18 

cost of the technology falls, it is difficult to predict what impact lower costs will have on 19 

DTE Electric customer’s interest in distributed generation.  Although there is likely to be 20 

some growth during the forecast period, assuming no material change in net metering 21 

policy or program design, it is likely to be insignificant. Therefore, the Company’s 22 

                                                 
70 Tables showing the additional forecasted adoption of residential solar in annual sales and estimated impact on 

peak demand were provided by the Company in response to data request AGDE-1.35. 
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decision not to forecast the adoption of additional net metering capacity in the sales 1 

forecast in its reference case is reasonable. 2 

 3 

Q.   How did DTE factor Demand Response into its IRP? 4 

A.  As described in Mr. Kirchner’s testimony, the Company is currently utilizing 572 MW of 5 

demand side management (or demand response) capacity to reduce their overall capacity 6 

requirements. This is done through a combination of the residential, commercial and 7 

industrial tariff programs.  Additionally, the Company expects an additional 125 MW of 8 

capacity through its Interruptible A/C program (“IAC”) on an annual basis related to 9 

installing new load control switches. Together, these programs account for approximately 10 

765 MW of UCAP in the forecast period once the impact of the new IAC switches are 11 

implemented by 2021.71 12 

 13 

The Company also modeled demand-side management program impacts associated with 14 

planned investments in a Programmable Communicating Thermostat program, a Bring 15 

Your Own Thermostat program and a Behavior Modification Report with Peak 16 

Reduction Demand Response program.  These programs could account for an additional 17 

138 MW of UCAP if the programs are fully implemented by 2021.72
 However, none of 18 

these three programs were selected through the modeling process as optimal to be 19 

included in the recommended plan in any of the DTE IRP cases.  However, the Company 20 

believes it to be prudent to continue the development of these demand response resources 21 

as they provide the Company with flexibility to react to changes in load forecast, market 22 

economics or other generation scenarios quicker than constructing additional capacity.73  23 

 24 

Additional demand response potential was identified in the potential study completed by 25 

GDS Associates and referenced in the DTE Electric 2017 IRP that were not modeled or 26 

evaluated in the Company’s IRP.  This additional demand response potential measured in 27 

                                                 
71 Exhibit A-31. 
72 Sum of the maximum capacity for each of the three demand response programs as provided by the Company in 

response to data request AGDE-1.34a 
73 Direct Testimony of Derek D Kirchner, p. DDK-10. 
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MW of UCAP starts at 87 MW in 2020 and grows to 435 MW by 2025 and to 871 MW 1 

by 2035.   2 

 3 

Q.   What is your opinion about how DTE factor Demand Response into its IRP? 4 

A.   In assessing DTE’s treatment of the demand response achievable potential determined in 5 

the GDS Associate study, it is useful to consider the potential demand response in the 6 

three tranches.   7 

 8 

The first tranche is the forecast of demand response capacity from DTE Electric’s current 9 

programs, including an additional 125 MW of capacity through its Interruptible A/C 10 

program (IAC) on an annual basis related to installing new load control switches.  This 11 

tranche of demand response is assumed to deliver approximately 765 MW of UCAP in 12 

each year of the forecast period. 13 

 14 

The second tranche is the forecast of demand response capacity from DTE Electric’s 15 

potentially planned investments in a Programmable Communicating Thermostat program, 16 

a Bring Your Own Thermostat program and a Behavior Modification Report with Peak 17 

Reduction Demand Response program.  These programs could potentially account for an 18 

additional 138 MW of UCAP if the programs are fully implemented by 2021. Although 19 

the Company is planning to make the investment in these programs and has filed for 20 

approval of $22.1 million74, to fund pilot programs, it did not include the potential 21 

capacity from these programs as committed.  Instead, the Company modeled these 22 

programs as resources in direct competition with other supply-side resources, which 23 

resulted in none of these programs being selected as optimal. It seems counterintuitive to 24 

treat these programs as potential alternatives to supply options when the Company has 25 

already made the decision to invest in them. 26 

 27 

                                                 
74 $2.8 million per Direct Testimony of Kevin L. Bilyeu, p. KLB-21; plus an additional $18.3 million per MPSC 

Case No. U-18255, Document No. 0339, page 35 DTE Electric Company Reply Brief and Proof of Service. 
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This lack of transparency regarding why the Company chose not to include these 1 

programs as committed rather than alternatives for consideration raises concern that the 2 

selected resource buildout may be suboptimal.   3 

 4 

The third tranche includes the remaining demand response achievable potential not 5 

already accounted for in the first two tranches.  I estimate the achievable demand 6 

response potential measured in MW of UCAP at 87 MW in 2020 growing to 435 MW by 7 

2025 and to 871 MW by 2035.  The Company explained that it has filed the request for 8 

the Certificate of Necessity based on actual capacity realized from approved demand 9 

response programs because inclusions of estimated impacts associated with non-approved 10 

or unplanned demand response programs is considered speculative.75  11 

 12 

In summary, I have concerns regarding DTE’s IRP planning process and its treatment of 13 

demand response. The 2017 Reference Case should include the 138 MW of UCAP 14 

capacity associated with DTE’s planned investments in the Programmable 15 

Communicating Thermostat program, Bring Your Own Thermostat program and 16 

Behavior Modification Report with Peak Reduction Demand Response program. I 17 

disagree with the characterization of these programs as speculative. They are no more 18 

speculative than estimates the Company uses when estimating the impacts of EE 19 

programs in its load forecast - by not including these planned programs as a given. 20 

Furthermore, it is unclear whether additional demand response capacity identified in the 21 

potential study would have been selected as well, since it was not evaluated. 22 

 23 

Q. Have you reviewed the Company’s Gas Transmission Plan associated with the 24 

Proposed Project? 25 

A.   Yes. I have reviewed the natural gas supply plan for the Proposed Project as described in 26 

the Direct Testimony of Company witness David Swiech, as well as Mr. Swiech’s 27 

confidential responses to discovery questions.  28 

 29 

Q.   Please summarize your concern with the Company’s Gas Transmission Plan? 30 

                                                 
75 Per the Company’s response to data request EPLC-1.19(a). 
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A.   I am concerned that the Company has not provided a fully developed plan to provide the 1 

necessary firm gas supply and transportation service to support the Proposed Project. The 2 

Company discusses a new firm gas supply contract for service on a pipeline that has yet 3 

to be built as if it is a key component of the economic analysis of the Proposed Project, 4 

but does not adequately reflect the risk associated with potential delays in the in-service 5 

for this pipeline with a written plan for mitigation of the risks associated with its 6 

contingency plan of spot supply. Also, the Company has omitted a cost estimate 7 

associated with a critical link in the infrastructure supply chain that could also affect the 8 

ability to have access to the aforementioned firm pipeline contract. 9 

 10 

Q.   Please summarize your understanding of the Company’s plan to provide natural gas 11 

supply to the Proposed Project.  12 

A.   The Company plans to change its current strategy of relying upon spot supply delivered 13 

by third-party marketers to interstate pipeline citygate interconnections with local 14 

distribution companies (“LDCs”), SEMCO Energy Gas Company and DTE Gas 15 

Company, and from there to each individual plant burnertip under tariff service 16 

agreements with these same LDCs to include multiple new firm pipeline transportation 17 

and storage contracts.  18 

 19 

 Mr. Swiech briefly reviewed the current gas supply plan details for each of the existing 20 

units, which I have summarized in the table below.7621 

 22 

 23 

                                                 
76 Direct Testimony of David Swiech, pp. DS-6 through DS-7. 

Unit Name

Primary 

Fuel Alt Fuel

Supply 

Mktr/LDC

Interstate 

Pipeline I/C

Transport From 

P/L CG to Plant Storage?

Renaissance NG 3rd Party MichCon CG DTE Gas agreemt DTE Gas

Greenwood NG 3rd Party ANR/Semco SEMCO Tariff

Dean NG 3rd Party MichCon CG DTE Gas agreemt DTE Gas

Belle River Peakers NG 3rd Party Great Lakes GT SEMCO Tariff

Delray Peakers and River Rouge NG 3rd Party MichCon CG DTE Gas agreemt DTE Gas

Hancock and Northeast Peakers NG Consumers Energy Consumers Energy Tariff

St. Clair Power Plant and Peakers NG SEMCO SEMCO Tariff

Summary of Fuel Supply Plan for DTE Electric Natural Gas Fired Generation Units
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Q.   Does the Company’s existing supply plan provide firm natural gas supply to its 1 

existing fleet of natural gas-fired units?  2 

A.   Not entirely, the Company acknowledges that its existing natural gas units are currently 3 

supplied primarily through interruptible supply arrangements. 4 

 5 

Q.   If the Company relies primarily upon interruptible supply arrangements, what part 6 

of its existing supply plan provides firm service to these natural gas-fired units?  7 

A.   The Company did not describe specific firm contracts, however, Mr. Swiech indicated 8 

that certain units have access to storage service through its affiliate DTE Gas, as 9 

summarized in the table above.  Access to storage combined with interruptible supply can 10 

be considered a type of firm service because it can be withdrawn when interruptible 11 

supply has been cut.   I assume that the storage service is provided pursuant to a DTE 12 

tariff and thus includes firm transportation out of storage as well as specifies the 13 

maximum daily quantity and annual capacity available to the Company. 14 

   15 

Q.   Why does the Company plan to change its current gas supply arrangements?  16 

A.   The Company indicated that it expects “electric generation will cause MISO to become 17 

more dependent on natural gas as a source of fuel for baseload generation in the future.  18 

As this occurs, DTE Electric plans to enter into firm gas supply and gas transportation 19 

contracts as needed to ensure electric reliability.”77 Further, the Company stated in its 20 

IRP that “[i]n order to provide a reliable supply of natural gas to the power plant, firm gas 21 

supply and firm transportation services were considered … [and that a] combination of 22 

firm gas supply, firm transportation, and firm storage would provide a high level of fuel 23 

supply reliability to the plant.”78  24 

 25 

Q.   When does the Company plan to expect this trend to compel it to enter into firm 26 

contracts?  27 

                                                 
77 Id., p. DS-7 through DS-8, lines 24-25 and 1-2. 
78 Exhibit A-4 Revised, p. 162. 
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A.   The Company did not provide a timeline. The Company has made plans to enter into a 1 

new long-term contract for firm interstate pipeline capacity on NEXUS Gas Transmission 2 

system, which is expected to commence service during 2018.  3 

   4 

Q.   Please describe what you mean by “made plans to enter into” a new contract with 5 

NEXUS Gas Transmission.  6 

A.   The Company has entered into a Precedent Agreement with NEXUS Gas Transmission, 7 

which anticipates the terms and conditions of a firm service contract.  However, it’s my 8 

understanding that the Company still needs to secure full regulatory approval of this 9 

contract from the Michigan Public Service Commission, which is something the 10 

Company is seeking outside of MPSC Case No. U-18419. Precedent Agreements are 11 

usually entered into by major customers, referred to as “Anchor Shippers” because they 12 

are willing to sign up for sufficient capacity and lengthy contracts to make the cost of 13 

building and operating the pipeline economic given the rate for service that customers are 14 

willing to pay.  In other words, the pipeline operator often agrees to negotiated rates or 15 

other terms as part of the Precedent Agreement and subsequently publishes recourse rates 16 

for shippers who enter into service contracts for lesser volume after the pipeline is built 17 

and enters service.   18 

 19 

Q.   Has the Company entered into the anticipated firm service contract with NEXUS 20 

Gas Transmission yet?  21 

A.   Yes, the Company entered into two additional contracts with NEXUS Gas Transmission 22 

pursuant to the Precedent Agreement, a Negotiated Rate Agreement and a Service 23 

Agreement.  By signing the Precedent Agreement, DTE Electric committed itself to 24 

entering into the Negotiated Rate and Service Agreements provided the conditions 25 

precedent in the Precedent Agreement were met.79 Once again, it’s important to note that 26 

the Company still needs to secure full regulatory approval of this contract from the 27 

Michigan Public Service Commission. For ease of reference, I will use the term “NEXUS 28 

contract” from this point forward to refer to the combined terms of these three 29 

agreements.  However, I will address one of the conditions precedent in the Precedent 30 

                                                 
79 U-18403, Direct Testimony of R.C. Pratt, p. RCP-6, lines 6-10. 
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Agreement below because it is pertinent to Company’s evaluation of the Proposed Plant 1 

in this proceeding. 2 

 3 

Q.   When did the Company execute each of these agreements with NEXUS Gas 4 

Transmission?  5 

A.   The Company and NEXUS Gas Transmission executed the Precedent Agreement on July 6 

31, 2014, the Negotiated Rate Agreement on September 14, 2016 and the Service 7 

Agreement on February 1, 2017.80 8 

 9 

Q.   What is the amount of firm capacity available under the NEXUS Agreement?  10 

A.   The amount of capacity is equal to a maximum daily quantity (“MDQ”) in decatherms 11 

per day (“Dth/d”).  The Company committed an MDQ of 30,000 Dth/d beginning with 12 

the NEXUS in-service date, and the right to increase the MDQ up to 75,000 Dth/d – or an 13 

incremental 45,000 Dth/day -- coincident with the addition of the Proposed Plant.81 14 

 15 

Q.   What is the primary term of the NEXUS Agreement?  16 

A.   In this filing, the Company says the NEXUS Agreement has a twenty-year term.82 17 

However, in U-18403, the Company clarifies that the term for each increment of capacity 18 

is staggered.  For the initial MDQ of 30,000 Dth/day extending from the time the pipeline 19 

project enters service, and a fifteen-year term for the additional MDQ of 45,000 Dth/d.83  20 

 21 

Q.   Why does the maximum daily quantity of capacity under the NEXUS contract 22 

increase over the term?  23 

A.   The Company states that it expects natural gas requirements to significantly increase with 24 

“the need to retire aging coal-fired electric generators and the need to facilitate sufficient 25 

natural gas supply options for new natural gas fired generation in Michigan.” 26 

 27 

Q.   When is the NEXUS Gas Transmission pipeline expected to enter service?  28 

                                                 
80 Id., p. RCP-6, lines 12-17. 
81 Direct Testimony of David Swiech, p. DS-8, lines 4-6. 
82 Response to AGDE-1.15h, page 1 of 1. 
83 U-18403, Direct Testimony of R.C. Pratt, p. RCP-6, lines 1-3. 



  P. DIDOMENICO  
Line         U-18419 

No. 

 PD - 40  

A.   The Company assumes that the NEXUS Gas Transmission pipeline will enter service in 1 

September 2018, approximately nine (9) months from today.84 2 

 3 

 Q.   Did the Company indicate that the NEXUS contract will be used to serve the 4 

Proposed Plant?  5 

A.   No, the Company did not describe the NEXUS contract as being dedicated to the 6 

Proposed Plant.  Instead, Mr. Swiech described this contract as a means to supply 7 

multiple plants at competitive prices because the NEXUS Gas Transmission path 8 

originates in the Utica and Marcellus shale region, where he expects pricing to remain 9 

among the lowest in the country for the foreseeable future.85 10 

 11 

Q.   How will the NEXUS Gas Transmission system be able to serve multiple plants?  12 

A.   The NEXUS contract will be used to replace existing gas supplies, based on Mr. 13 

Swiech’s description of the Company’s plan to offset DTE’s need to purchase MichCon 14 

CityGate gas supply.  NEXUS Gas Transmission system has firm delivery capacity to the 15 

MichCon Citygate, which location the Company describes as “Willow 16 

Run/Ypsilanti”.86,87  As summarized in the table above, DTE has several existing plants 17 

that receive gas supply at the MichCon Citygate, Renaissance, Dean, Delray Peakers and 18 

River Rouge, making it possible to use the NEXUS contract solely for existing plants.  19 

However, for reasons described below, I expect the NEXUS contract to be used for the 20 

Proposed Plant as well. 21 

 22 

Q.   If the Company currently obtains sufficient supply at MichCon Citygate, why would 23 

it be appropriate to enter into the NEXUS contract as an alternative?  24 

                                                 
84 U-18403, Direct Testimony of R.C. Pratt, p. RCP-10, lines 9-10. 
85 A map of the proposed NEXUS Gas Transmission System is available at this link: 

http://www.naturalgasintel.com/ext/resources/Daily-GPI/DG3Q2017/nexus-map.png?1501101126. 

 Further, please note that the current path is subject to change, according to the pipeline developer:  

http://www.nexusgastransmission.com/content/project-overview-map  
86 Direct Testimony of David Swiech , p. DS-8 at 10-11. 
87 NEXUS Gas Transmission describes the pipeline project as terminating at the Willow Run M&R (metering and 

regulating) station in Washtenaw County, Michigan.  

http://www.nexusgastransmission.com/sites/all/themes/spectra/images/PDFs/RR1_NEXUS_Vol-II-A_PF-

DRAFT_June-2015_1-OF-2.pdf  

http://www.naturalgasintel.com/ext/resources/Daily-GPI/DG3Q2017/nexus-map.png?1501101126
http://www.nexusgastransmission.com/content/project-overview-map
http://www.nexusgastransmission.com/sites/all/themes/spectra/images/PDFs/RR1_NEXUS_Vol-II-A_PF-DRAFT_June-2015_1-OF-2.pdf
http://www.nexusgastransmission.com/sites/all/themes/spectra/images/PDFs/RR1_NEXUS_Vol-II-A_PF-DRAFT_June-2015_1-OF-2.pdf
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A.   The supplies currently received at the MichCon Citygate are delivered by third-party 1 

marketers at that location, according to Mr. Swiech’s testimony.  As a result, these 2 

marketers are in a position to charge the current price for delivered gas supply based on 3 

supply and demand in the region even if this price exceeds the cost of the gas supply 4 

commodity plus the pipeline capacity used to transport it to this destination. The benefit 5 

to end-users to rely on Citygate delivery is the ability to avoid the fixed costs of firm 6 

service, while paying a price that allows the third-party marketer to make a profit.  7 

Securing low cost supply near the production region and transporting it on the NEXUS 8 

contract may allow the Company to pass through fuel costs that reduce generation costs 9 

for the benefit of ratepayers.  But this assumes that the cost of delivered gas supply via 10 

the NEXUS contract is less than that for Citygate delivery going forward. 11 

 12 

Q.   Did the Company prepare a cost-benefit analysis to determine whether it would be 13 

economic to swap NEXUS delivered supplies for third-party marketer supplies?  14 

A.   The Company stated that it relied upon a landed cost analysis performed by DTE Gas in 15 

July 2014 that showed contracting for transportation capacity on NEXUS Gas 16 

Transmission would be cost effective.  A copy of this landed cost analysis was provided 17 

in discovery response AGDE-1.15g.xls and as Exhibit ___ below.  The Company further 18 

argues that because NEXUS Gas Transmission is a “greenfield”, i.e., new-build, project, 19 

it would increase gas supply available in the region, implying that increased gas supply 20 

tends to lower prices in general and thereby also reducing costs over the long term for its 21 

other natural gas fired generating units that receive gas supply delivered at MichCon 22 

Citygate.88 23 

 24 

Q.   Do you agree with that the landed cost analysis supports the Company’s conclusion 25 

that NEXUS Gas Transmission will provide low cost gas supply?  26 

A.   Introducing a significant source of low cost supply into a constrained market would tend 27 

to lower prices, all else being equal.  However, I also note two additional observations 28 

that suggest things may not be held equal: 29 

                                                 
88 U-18403, Direct Testimony of R.C. Pratt, p. RCP-9, lines 8-18. 
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• the Company acknowledges that the landed cost analysis is based on dated 1 

pricing from 2014; and  2 

• AGDE-1.15g shows that the major difference between the Basis price 3 

assumed for each alternative (See line 7, “Ave Basis – ICF”).  For MichCon 4 

Citygate delivery pricing (Col 1) the basis is positive at $0.25/Dth and that 5 

assumed for NEXUS (Col 11) is negative ($0.56) per Dth. 6 

Enough time may have lapsed since 2014 for third-party marketers to respond by 7 

reducing the positive basis for MichCon deliveries assumed in this analysis.  As a result, 8 

the major justification for entering into the NEXUS contract may not be to obtain a lower 9 

price so much as to avoid the risk associated with interruptible supply.  By purchasing 10 

supply closer to the production area, the Company is less dependent on marketers and 11 

more in control of its own destiny as it increases natural gas fired electric generation 12 

capacity. 13 

 14 

Q.   Is the Company asking for Commission approval of the NEXUS contract in this 15 

filing?  16 

A.   No, the Company indicated that its decision to enter into a Precedent Agreement for 17 

NEXUS capacity was addressed by Company witness Pratt in the currently pending 18 

MPSC Docket No. U-18403, DTE Electric’s 2018 PSCR Plan Case.  However, when I 19 

reviewed the filing in this docket, I found that the Company did not ask for Commission 20 

approval of the NEXUS contract there either.  Instead, the Company asked for approval 21 

to recover the transportation related expense that is associated with DTE Electric’s 22 

execution of both the Precedent Agreement and the Rate Agreement with NEXUS Gas 23 

Transmission.89  24 

 25 

Q.   Do you have any concerns with the NEXUS contract in relation to the Proposed 26 

Plant?  27 

A.   Yes, I do.  While the Company does not request approval of the NEXUS contract in this 28 

proceeding, it is clear that this contract is a key component of its strategy to support 29 

                                                 
89 Application of DTE Electric Company for Authority to Implement a Power Supply Cost Recovery Plan in its Rate 

Schedules for 2018 Metered Jurisdictional Sales of Electricity, MPUC U-18403, top of page 6. 



  P. DIDOMENICO  
Line         U-18419 

No. 

 PD - 43  

increasing gas fired generation with firm gas supply service.  I am concerned that this 1 

strategy as presented in this filing, ignores the potential mismatch in the timing of the in-2 

service dates for the Company’s Proposed Plant versus that of the NEXUS Gas 3 

Transmission system.   4 

 5 

Q.   Please explain why you are concerned that the NEXUS Gas Transmission project 6 

could be delayed.  7 

A.   I am concerned that the NEXUS Gas Transmission project could be delayed because it 8 

has been delayed already several times.  The Company acknowledged as much in its 9 

2018 Power Supply Cost Recovery Plan when it chronicled six amendments to the 10 

Precedent Agreement, five of which amend and delay the date for NEXUS’s conditions 11 

precedent.90  While both the Company and NEXUS maintain that the anticipated in-12 

service date for NEXUS Gas Transmission will be September 2018, further delays could 13 

occur.  This could push the date out by which the Company could request to increase firm 14 

capacity from 30,000 Dth/d to 75,000 Dth/d to match the in-service date of the Proposed 15 

Project, which is expected to occur in 2022.91 16 

 17 

Q.   Did the Company specifically state that they plan to rely on the NEXUS contract to 18 

serve the Proposed Plant. 19 

A.   No, they did not.  But the Company did say they would enter into firm gas transportation 20 

agreements from a combination of providers, and it is likely that NEXUS Gas 21 

Transmission will be one of these providers due to timing and cost factors.  First, the 22 

Proposed Plant, as a nominal 1,100 MW natural gas fired combined cycle generating 23 

facility, is classified as a baseload plant that will be located at the Company’s Belle River 24 

Power Plant site, where the Company has existing peaking units already served by 25 

existing gas pipeline infrastructure and listed as receiving gas supply from third party 26 

marketers at the MichCon Citygate, the delivery point for the NEXUS contract described 27 

above.  A baseload plant is expected to operate a significant percentage of the time, and 28 

typically at a higher percentage than the existing peaking facilities.  If the Company plans 29 

                                                 
90 U-18403, Direct Testimony of R.C. Pratt, p. RCP-7, lines 1-16. 
91 Id., p. RCP-6, line 1. 



  P. DIDOMENICO  
Line         U-18419 

No. 

 PD - 44  

to operate the Proposed Plant at baseload conditions, then it makes sense that it would 1 

dedicate a significant portion of the gas supply delivered via NEXUS to this plant, rather 2 

than peaking units, for both reliability and to minimize cost.  Firm gas supply contracts 3 

have significant fixed costs in the form of annual reservation charges that must be paid 4 

for whether the Company uses it to transport gas supply or not.92  Maximizing use of the 5 

NEXUS contract by flowing as much supply as possible by dedicating it to a baseload 6 

plant will reduce the average cost of gas per unit, which contributes to lower electric 7 

generation costs.   8 

 9 

Q.   Did the Company provide an estimate of the annual fixed costs for the NEXUS 10 

Contract? 11 

A.   Yes, indirectly.  The Company provided an estimate of the annual delivered fuel costs for 12 

the Proposed Project using projected annual fixed fuel costs for the Belle River Peaking 13 

plants as a proxy.  These proxied costs were estimated at $15.7 million for transportation 14 

and $4.5 million for storage costs.93 15 

 16 

Q.   What does the Company plan to do if the NEXUS Gas Transmission project in-17 

service date is delayed? 18 

A.   In response to discovery, the Company said that in the event of a delay, they would 19 

continue to rely upon the spot market purchased at the MichCon Citygate.94  20 

 21 

Q.   Can the Company negotiate firm transportation service agreements with other 22 

pipelines? 23 

A.   The Company stated in response to discovery that other pipelines with which it would 24 

enter into firm gas transportation contracts are undetermined at this time.95  The 25 

Company so stated even though elsewhere the Company acknowledges that there are 26 

                                                 
92 Direct Testimony of David Swiech, p. DS-12, lines 12-14. 
93 Direct Testimony of David Swiech, p. DS-14, lines 21-23.  However, on page DS-12, lines 14-16, the Company 

states that for the IRP process, at total cost of $18.5 million for Transportation and $12 million for Storage was used 

to evaluate a combination of gas-fired combustion turbines as well as combined cycle units, without explaining how 

much of the cost was associated with each type of unit. 
94 Response to AGDE-1.15e, page 1 of 1. 
95 Response to AGDE-1.17, page 1 of 1. 
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three large natural gas transmission pipelines within one mile of the proposed site, Vector 1 

Pipeline, DTE Gas Company (an affiliate), and Great Lakes Gas Transmission.96 2 

 3 

Q.   Do you have any other concerns with NEXUS Gas Transmission project besides the 4 

potential delay in the in-service date? 5 

A.   Yes, I am concerned with the Company’s plan to rely upon the NEXUS Gas 6 

Transmission project for firm gas service at the time of the Proposed Project’s in-service 7 

date when the ability to increase the NEXUS contract MDQ from 30,000 Dth/d to 75,000 8 

Dth/d is conditioned upon there being sufficient capacity available on this new pipeline.  9 

The Company acknowledges that their request for the incremental 45,000 Dth/d of firm 10 

capacity could be denied if there is not sufficient unsubscribed capacity available at the 11 

time or if NEXUS Gas Transmission decides to build facilities that restrict capacity to the 12 

initial level.  This admission suggests at the very least that the incremental 45,000 Dth/d 13 

of capacity in the firm contract is not very firm at all. 14 

 15 

Q.   Do you have any other concerns with the Company’s gas supply plan for the 16 

Proposed Project besides the NEXUS contract? 17 

A.   Yes, the Company’s filing describes a plan that relies upon the cost of all components of 18 

the infrastructure supply chain to be known, from the receipt point on the upstream 19 

interstate pipeline all the way to the burnertip, to meet the objective of providing reliable, 20 

firm supply at competitive rates.  So far, I have discussed the upstream component of the 21 

supply plan, the NEXUS contract.  But there is a significant missing cost element for the 22 

downstream portion of the Company’s plan:  they have yet to determine how they will 23 

deliver the significant amount of gas supply under the NEXUS contract – or a contract 24 

with any other pipeline for that matter – from the interstate pipeline to the Proposed 25 

Project.   26 

 27 

The Company currently relies upon distribution pipelines to provide this “last mile” 28 

service, SEMCO and DTE Gas as shown in the table above, however, neither LDCs’ 29 

distribution lines have enough capacity to meet the Proposed Plant’s needs, requiring the 30 

                                                 
96 Direct Testimony of David Swiech, p. DS-13, lines 8-10. 
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Company to build a new line to the aforementioned pipelines located approximately one 1 

mile away.  Further, the Company has yet to solicit proposals to build this new line, 2 

which could add several million dollars to the already significant cost for the NEXUS 3 

contract because it will require the construct of not only the lateral line but also an 4 

unspecified amount of gas compression facilities and interconnection and metering 5 

facilities.97 6 

 7 

Q.   What do you conclude based on your review of the Company’s gas supply plan for 8 

the Proposed Project? 9 

A.   The Company’s plan to provide reliable firm gas supply service to the Proposed Project 10 

has some risks that are not fully addressed by the Company. A fully developed written 11 

contingency plan apparently does not exist.  I recommend that the Company closely 12 

monitor the risks associated with its current plan for firm supply, and file a written plan 13 

for approval by the Commission to mitigate the risks associated with spot supply should 14 

the risks to firm supply increase or materialize. 15 

 16 

C. Recoverable Costs  17 

 18 

Q. Do you have any concerns regarding the recoverability of costs associated with the 19 

Proposed Project? 20 

A. Yes. According to Section 4(c) of Section 6s: 21 

The commission shall find that the cost is reasonable if, in the construction 22 

or investment in a new or existing facility, to the extent it is commercially 23 

practicable, the estimated costs are the result of competitively bid 24 

engineering, procurement, and construction contracts, or in a power 25 

purchase agreement, the cost is the result of a competitive solicitation. 26 

  While I am not an attorney and will leave the discussion of the legal meaning of this 27 

section to counsel, a plain language reading of the section suggests to me that costs 28 

associated with the Proposed Project must be the result of a competitive process if they 29 

are to be recoverable from customers. 30 

                                                 
97 Id., p. DS-14, lines 8-16. 
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  1 

Q. Can you summarize the RFP process that you reviewed? 2 

A. Yes. According to the Company, after its IRP exercise had identified a combined cycle 3 

unit of approximately 1,100 MW of base-loaded resource, DTE Electric commenced a 4 

process to evaluate projects or “purchase opportunities” to satisfy its identified capacity 5 

and energy needs.98  These efforts can be divided into two categories:  the solicitations 6 

for proposals for the Proposed Project if the Company owned the resource (“Self-Build”) 7 

that involved seeking “bids for combined cycle gas turbine technologies and Engineer 8 

Procure Construct (EPC) services to build a combined cycle natural gas plant of about  9 

1,100 MW” for the Company, and a solicitation for market alternatives to the Self-Build 10 

option.99  My comments concern the market alternatives RFP and whether the Proposed 11 

Project was sufficiently market-tested.100 12 

 13 

Q. How was that solicitation conducted? 14 

A. The Company retained a third-party facilitator, Power Advocate, to run the solicitation. It 15 

issued the solicitation for natural-gas fueled electric resources on March 1, 2017 with 16 

several minimum bid requirements set forth in the RFP. These requirements, included, 17 

but were not limited to the following101: 18 

• Technology: Combined cycle or simple cycle natural gas fueled electric generation 19 

facility 20 

• Unit Status: Qualifies for MISO capacity credit in the 2022 planning year or earlier  21 

• Unforced Capacity: 225 MW to 1,200 MW  22 

• Location: Must be physically located within MISO Zone 7 23 

• PPA Term Length (if applicable): Up to 7 years, beginning on June 1 of any given 24 

year between 2018 and 2022 25 

                                                 
98 Direct Testimony of Irene M. Dimitry, p. IMD-20.  
99 Id., pp. 20-21.  
100  March 1, 2015 Request For Proposals for Acquisition of Natural Gas Combined Cycle / Simple Cycle 

Generating Facilities and Power Purchase Agreements; STDE-12.33a; STDE-2.29a; STDE-2.29b; and STDE-2.29c.  
101 Direct Testimony of Irene M. Dimitry, p. IMD-25. 
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The Company states it sent notices of the RFP to 22 potential energy suppliers and also 1 

issued a press release connected with this solicitation. The press release pointed out that: 2 

Proposals submitted will be evaluated in conjunction with DTE’s recently 3 

announced plans to build a state-of-the-art natural gas turbine plant, 4 

expected to be located on existing DTE property adjacent to the Belle 5 

River power plant in China Township, Mich. 6 

“While we have announced plans to build a new natural gas plant, DTE is 7 

assessing all options for new power capacity, including the purchase of a 8 

natural gas plant to produce electricity,” said DTE Electric President 9 

Trevor Lauer. 10 

 11 

The Company set March 17, 2017, as the deadline to submit a notice of intent of intent to 12 

bid, and fixed April 13, 2017 as the due date for bids. 13 

 14 

Q. Are minimum bid requirements unusual in RFPs for resources? 15 

A. No, and in fact, bid requirements are a common and essential element of an RFP to signal 16 

to potential bidders whether a bid will likely qualify for consideration.  Preparing a bid 17 

can take a substantial amount time and resources, so market efficiency and price 18 

discovery is enhanced by providing the right level of information so that candidates can 19 

put in the best bid possible.  Taken to an extreme, however, minimum requirements can 20 

become so restrictive that bidders will be deterred from making an offer.   21 

 22 

Q. Do you have any concerns regarding the competitiveness of the solicitation for the 23 

alternative to the Self Build?   24 

A. Yes.  An 1,100 MW facility with an initially estimated cost of $989 million is a 25 

significant investment opportunity, and it is very reasonable to expect that far more 26 

qualifying bids would have been received.  The lack of a robust market response to meet 27 

an 1,100 MW generating station need requires a very close examination of the RFP 28 

requirements and overall process to determine whether the scarcity of qualifying bids 29 

simply reflects competitive market conditions or whether some peculiarities related to the 30 

RFP chilled the market for alternatives in this case. 31 

 32 
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Q. Have you considered what elements may have deterred a more robust market 1 

response? 2 

A. Yes.  Certain considerations have already been discussed above, particularly the 3 

Company’s use of a self-defined standard not required by MISO to fix the location of the 4 

resource within LRZ 7.  This geographic requirement naturally would place a limit on the 5 

market alternatives that could be considered qualifying resources.   6 

 7 

Q. Are there any other elements of the RFP that might limit the robustness of the 8 

market response? 9 

A. Yes.  The Company sought only a purchase power agreement of up to 7 years, but the life 10 

of a new generating unit could be 30 years or longer so there is a fundamental disconnect 11 

between the need for the resource and the life of a new asset that could meet that need.  12 

One of the potential bidders expressly pointed out the structural problem associated with 13 

restricting the purchase power agreement to a term of years inconsistent with the life of 14 

the underlying generating unit.102   15 

  16 

Q. Given these observations about the RFP for market alternatives, what do you 17 

recommend? 18 

A. Although the Commission has ample grounds to seriously question the competitiveness 19 

of the market testing of the alternatives to the Self Build option, I recommend that the 20 

Commission adopt procedures that will help ensure an open, fair and transparent RFP 21 

process for future RFPs.  Specifically, I recommend that the Commission require that 22 

proposed resource RFPs be submitted at least 90 days in advance of issuance with an 23 

opportunity for stakeholders to provide comments on the proposed form, ground rules, 24 

timeline and other requirements of the RFP.  The Commission could then consider these 25 

concerns before approving an RFP for a company to issue.  Review and approval of an 26 

RFP in advance of issuance would enhance openness, fairness and transparency of the 27 

process, and should result in a more robust and competitive market response.  28 

                                                 
102 DE/MCV-1.3, Attachment A.  



  P. DIDOMENICO  
Line         U-18419 

No. 

 PD - 50  

 1 

V. Conclusion 2 

 3 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions. 4 

A. Based on my review of the Company’s Application, supporting testimony, and responses 5 

to data requests in this docket, the following are my conclusions and recommendations: 6 

• The overall need for an additional resource is primarily driven by the planned coal 7 

unit retirements.  8 

• The Company has largely justified the need for the Proposed Project within the 9 

context of existing regulatory requirements however, I have concerns with the 10 

planning and solicitation process that are further articulated in my testimony.  11 

• The need for the new resource to be exclusively located within the targeted load 12 

zone is driven by a combination of the Company’s self-imposed internal planning 13 

criteria – the Effective Capacity Import Limit – and the Company’s general 14 

reluctance to rely on resources outside its direct control at a potentially added cost 15 

to customers. 16 

• Some elements of the planning process concerning resource modeling could be 17 

more transparent.  18 

• The Proposed Project is subject to gas supply risks associated with delivery to the 19 

proposed facility. 20 

• The solicitation process to access and evaluate market alternatives to the 21 

Company’s Proposed Project was not robust. 22 

Based on these conclusions, I recommend the following: 23 

• The Commission should consider instituting reforms to the resource planning 24 

process to include more openness and transparency. 25 

• The Commission should consider improvements to the solicitation process to 26 

promote a more open, fair and transparent process to obtain more competitive 27 

market responses and results. 28 
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• The Commission should consider requiring the Company to file for approval with 1 

the Commission a written mitigation plan for reliance on spot gas supply price 2 

should risks to the current plan increase or materialize. 3 

 4 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 5 

A. At this time, it does.   6 



 

 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 

 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE 

COMMISSION 

 

 

 

In the matter of the Application of ) 

DTE ELECTRIC COMPANY for ) 

approval of Certificates of Necessity )  

pursuant to MCL 460.6s, as amended, ) 

in connection with the addition of a )  Case No. U-18419  

natural gas combined cycle generating ) 

facility to its generation fleet and for ) 

related accounting and ratemaking ) 

authorizations. )  

 

 

 

 

 

 

QUALIFICATIONS  

AND 

DIRECT TESTIMONY  

OF 

PHILIP DIDOMENICO 

 

 

 

Appendix A 



STATE OF MICHIGAN 

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the matter of the Application of ) 

DTE ELECTRIC COMPANY for ) 

approval of Certificates of Necessity ) 

pursuant to MCL 460.6s, as amended, ) 

in connection with the addition of a ) Case No. U-18419 

natural gas combined cycle generating ) 

facility to its generation fleet and for ) 

related accounting and ratemaking ) 

authorizations. ) 

QUALIFICATIONS  

AND 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

OF 

PHILIP DIDOMENICO 

Appendix 

Exhibits in Support of 
the Direct Testimony 
of Philip DiDomenico

January 12, 2018 



Page 1 of 8 

Philip DiDomenico  

Managing Consultant 

SUMMARY 

Mr. DiDomenico brings extensive experience as an accomplished leader, management consultant and 

electrical engineer with extensive and diversified experience in electric utility management, planning, and 

operations. He provides strategic planning, organizational and decision-making advisory services to a wide 

range of clients in the electric power industry.  

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 

Strategy & Decision Making  Organization & Operational Effectiveness  Asset Transaction 

 Resource Planning & Procurement  Utility Management 

Strategy & Decis ion Making  

Mr. DiDomenico has worked to clients to develop robust strategic planning processes. He has experience 
facilitating senior management discussions of major strategic issues. Building consensus as a means of 
resolving differences and driving performance.   

P r o j e c t  E x a m p l e s  

 New York Power Authority - Developed and facilitated a strategic planning effort. Focused interviews
were held with executive and senior management personnel in order to identify areas in need of
strategic focus.  The information gathered and documentation collected served as the basis for
developing a structured strategic planning session.  Strategic issues requiring discussion were identified
and assigned to breakout teams for resolution.  Played an integral role in not only identifying the key
issues but also facilitating their discussion with the Executive Team.

 Badger Licensing LLC - Worked with senior management to facilitate a strategic planning process aimed
at developing organizational and market strategy for this technology licensor. Initial stages of this
process included developing a coordinated understanding of organizational differentiation, merged
with insights into the evolving demands of their customer base. Our independent facilitation skills were
used to focus and challenge the team, as well as document the process. Interviews were conducted as
a means of highlighting key themes of concern to leadership, which were followed by facilitated group
meetings with key stakeholders to improve upon the understanding of key issues, and the
development of strategic direction and goals for future growth. Throughout the process, key insights
were developed and have been utilized in shaping the strategic direction of the organization.

Organization & Operational  Effect iveness  

Mr. DiDomenico has worked with numerous clients on the subject of organizational and operational 

effectiveness.  He has helped clients to improve the overall effectiveness and operational efficiency of 

their organizations. Mr. DiDomenico’s skills in this area include an extensive knowledge of asset 

management related principles and their application to both Power Production and Power Delivery 

organizations. He has the ability to guide multi-disciplinary teams in the development of a higher 

Michigan Office of the Attorney General 
DTE Electric
Resume of P. DiDomenico

Case: U-18419 
Witness: DiDomenico 
Exhibit: AG-1
Page: 1 of 8
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performing organization. In addition, he has experience facilitating senior management discussions of 

major strategic issues. Building consensus as a means of resolving differences and driving performance.   

P r o j e c t  E x a m p l e s  

 Utah Division of Public Utilities - Assisted in its review of Rocky Mountain Power’s (“RMP’s”) annual
net power cost reconciliation (“Energy Balancing Account” or “EBA”) for each year since 2015. The EBA
is a rate mechanism through which RMP recovers a portion of the difference between forecast net
power costs and actual net power costs. The EBA includes all purchases and sales of electric power,
fuel purchases, balancing transactions, and natural gas and electric hedging activities. In addition to
auditing these transactions, Mr. DiDomenico examined the prudence of generator outages and their
implications for net power costs. An expert report and testimony were filed with the Utah Public
Service Commission.

 Public Service of New Hampshire - Reviewed distribution planning processes, system reliability, and
performed a general system condition assessment. Identified several changes in processes,
information systems, management reporting, and documentation that would serve to improve the
reliability and system planning. Final report was presented to the Commission.

 Vermont Electric Cooperative - Worked with the CEO and Board of Directors in concert with the
Vermont Department of Public Service to perform a Business Process Review of the Transmission and
Distribution Cooperative. This effort involved a review of the entire organization including Board
activities to assess the organization's structure, effectiveness and execution. Recommendations for
improvement were extensive impacting capital investment and strategic direction.

 Southwestern Louisiana Electric Membership Cooperative - Interviewed the CEO, key managers, and
reviewed detailed documentation. Assessed the effectiveness and efficiency of management and
business operations. Evaluated the risks associated with anticipated succession issues.
Recommendations included a realignment of responsibilities, hiring personnel for several positions, a
shift in organizational focus, revised reporting, and new training and mentoring plans.

 Hoosier Energy Cooperative – Performed an organizational effectiveness and business process review
of the Power Delivery and Power Supply organizations. This process involved a series of interviews with
senior executives, managers and staff, relevant document and information reviews, several process
review teams composed of Company staff and consulting team members performed an extensive
analysis of industry trends to provide recommendations for changes and improvements to the
organization, staffing, planning, business processes, and system applications.

 Confidential Client - Provided a targeted business process review of the key marketing and proposal
development practices of the organization to better align organizational achievement and practices
with management expectations and market demands. Facilitated executive-level discussions with a
cross-section of organizational groups to investigate barriers to success. Recommended several areas
for immediate improvement and documented action items to be addressed.

 E.ON US – Assessed the management and operations practices at a number of their generating
facilities. Advised senior executives (i.e. engineering operations, planning, and financial management)
with respect to areas of best practice along with areas needing improvement. The effort involved
facility inspections and staff interviews to assess operations and planning functions.

 East Kentucky Power Cooperative - Assessed the effectiveness of the organization’s structure,
alignment and performance. A functional and core process review was performed in order to analyze
the as-is processes, policies, and procedures and how these subsequently hinder, impact, or strengthen
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desired levels of efficiency and effectiveness. Specific recommendations were developed for improving 
performance, organization structure, functional activities, core processes and staffing levels. 

 Nova Scotia Power Company - Worked with the Senior Management of Nova Scotia Power Company
to provide advice and counsel relative to their ability to achieve productivity gains and efficiencies in
the management and operations of their generation facilities.

 Public Service Commission of the District of Columbia Review of Electric Utility Undergrounding
Policies and Practices - conducted an unbiased analysis and assessment of the feasibility and reliability
issues related to undergrounding the distribution system. The Study’s objectives included:

o A comprehensive review and analysis of previous undergrounding studies including studies
and analyses performed by Pepco.

o Development of the cost, feasibility, and reliability implications of select undergrounding
alternatives to the existing overhead distribution system.

o Examining the potential impacts of undergrounding projects on the environment, residents,
infrastructure, and health and safety.

Key government agency and public interest stakeholders were invited to briefings on the findings and 
recommendations of the study. These briefings were used to gather stakeholder input in the 
development of a future District-wide undergrounding policy. 

 Long Island Power Authority – Reviewed the electrical utilities undergrounding policies and practices.
Evaluated the pros and cons of underground versus overhead circuit construction. Several utilities,
communities, and governmental agencies were researched in order to gain a broad understanding of
the issues involved. Key insights were identified. The focus of the evaluations centered on a
combination of factors including; system reliability, public safety, aesthetics and economics.

 Long Island Power Authority - Reviewed T&D construction practices and their impact on public safety.
Reviewed trends in electrical contact cases on Long Island and identified the public safety implications
of alternative T&D construction practices. These alternative practices were compared and contrasted
in categories that included; construction cost, environmental impact, reliability impact, and their likely
effectiveness in reducing injuries from accidental electrical contact.

Asset  Transact ion Services  

Directed a number of merchant generating unit and T&D asset assessments for use by financial due 

diligence teams and developers. Multiple energy markets are modeled to assess and forecast the market 

price of power and the competitive positioning of units or portfolios in each market. This complex 

modeling considers a myriad of relevant market factors such as interconnection issues, market rules, 

customer choice levels, fuel price characteristics, and the operational aspects of the assets in question. 

P r o j e c t  E x a m p l e s  

 Devens Electric System - Retained by the Massachusetts Development Finance Agency in connection
with the proposed issuance of $10.4 million in Electric System Revenue Bonds for the purpose of
financing improvements and additions to the electric system at the Devens Commerce Center.
Conducted an onsite inspection of the transmission and distribution (T&D) system and authored the
T&D system condition assessment portion of the Independent Consultant’s Report.

 Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) Acquisition of Long Island Lighting Company T&D Assets - Led the
consulting effort to support the negotiation and implementation of a management services agreement
with KeySpan Energy to operate and maintain LIPA's T&D facilities. The agreement was a key
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D A Y M A R K E A . C O M  

component of a comprehensive restructuring plan under which LIPA acquired the former Long Island 
Lighting Company's transmission and distribution assets as a means of lowering electric rates on Long 
Island. As LIPA's representative, identified assets to be transferred, evaluated the overall condition of 
T&D facilities, negotiated capital and O&M budgets, established capital project justification guidelines 
and the criteria for LIPA's review of major capital projects and scheduled maintenance deferral, 
determined criteria for defining "major storm" events, and reviewed procurement practices.     

 Western Resources T&D Asset Valuation – Supported the determination of the value of the T&D
system in preparation for a potential municipalizing action. The Replacement Cost New value was
determined based on a combination of cost trending, construction costs and field observations.

 Long Island Power Authority T&D Facilities Condition Assessment in Support of Bond Financing -
Developed a T&D facilities condition assessment in support of a $200 million bond offering. Onsite
inspections were performed on a representative of sample of T&D facilities. Maintenance records were
also reviewed for selected major pieces of equipment.

 Long Island Power Authority Generation Acquisition - Evaluated the strategic value of acquiring 4000
megawatts of generating assets on Long Island. Issues evaluated included; economics under varying
purchase prices, potential for operations and maintenance related savings, opportunities for reduced
staffing, economics of alternative financing proposals as well as market power related concerns and
the likely implications for stimulating a competitive market on Long Island.

 Confidential Client: Power and Renewable Energy Market Assessment to Support Potential
Acquisition—Performed a market advisory assessment to support a client's investigation into potential
acquisition of several biomass-fueled generation resources in the New England and California power
markets. Provided insight into the U.S. power industry, including specifically, the wholesale power
markets and Renewable Energy Credits (REC’s) markets for both of these regions, as well as the related
fuel supply markets in New Hampshire and California for wood-waste biomass. Market price
projections were developed to support the anticipated revenues from the output of each of the three
facilities, including a review of the industry market outlooks for wholesale power, ancillary services,
and for REC’s. This assessment incorporated an outlook on carbon prices and the carbon initiative that
were under development in the U.S.; also identified potential risk implications for each of the three
facilities, based on the U.S. market trends and the future of REC markets.

Integrated Resour ce Planning  & Procurement  

Mr. DiDomenico has worked with numerous clients in the development and execution of Integrated 

resource plans.  He has helped clients to improve the overall effectiveness and documentation of their 

resource planning process.  His skills in this area include an extensive knowledge of the use of probabilistic 

approaches to planning.   

P r o j e c t  E x a m p l e s  

 Public Service Electric & Gas - Long Island – Renewable Resource Procurement - Provided support and
evaluation services in support of the drafting the 2015 Renewable RFP, associated pre-submittal
development activities, process administration, evaluation and selection of the winning bidder(s).
Efforts included the development of an evaluation guide addressing both qualitative and quantitative
criteria, a bidder information webinar and the development and administration of a Project Website.

Developed, hosted, and maintained RFP websites for PSEG Long Island's 2015 Renewables RFP and the
Western Nassau RFP. The RFP website(s) hosted key documents, provided a portal for bidder
questions, and tracked registrants and interested bidders. The website also provided an update feed
for updates to the RFP documents and new responses to questions. Also assisted PSEG Long Island in
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D A Y M A R K E A . C O M  

hosting two webinars regarding each RFP. 

Also developed feed-in tariffs for both commercial solar rooftop installations and fossil-fired fuel cells. 
Led all aspects of tariff development, execution, and evaluation. 

 Guam Public Utilities Commission – Resource Planning Review and Reliability Assessment -
Reviewed the multi-year major construction plan of the Guam Power Authority to assess their 
approach to planning, prioritization, budgeting, and timing of capital projects relative to anticipated 
need for system investment for generation, transmission, and distribution system. The review 
recommended an updated approach to the prioritization and a more detailed presentation of 
budgeting and project management by the Power Authority to the Commission.  

Also reviewed the Power Authority’s Integrated Resource Plan on behalf of the Commission. The 
review recommended a need for additional information and investigative steps prior to investment in 
new capacity sources and an expansion of the technologies considered to address a goal of increased 
resource diversity.  Our team also recommended an investigation of the DSM planning, a move toward 
more renewable resources, and an assessment of Island reliability. 

The reliability review looked at the current metrics relative to reliability, root cause analyses, reporting 
and communication of outages to all stakeholders and is in review by the Commission in preparation 
for an Order to GPA for enhancements. 

 Long Island Power Authority Electric Resource Plan (ERP) Development - Working in conjunction with
the Authority's staff, supported the development of a multi-faceted ERP to meet the energy needs of
Long Island. The plan provides a comprehensive and flexible approach to providing a safe, reliable,
environmentally friendly and cost efficient supply of electricity to customers well into the future. This
is accomplished by investing in customer programs, energy efficiency, conservation, new technologies,
encouraging development of merchant transmission and generation, adding off-island transmission
interconnection capability, enhancing existing power supply resources and evaluating the need to build
additional ones. The ERP includes programs for energy efficiency and renewable resources.

 Long Island Power Authority Resource Planning Process - Developed a unique approach to managing
the risk inherent in resource planning. The probabilistic Decision Analysis based approach allows
decision makers the ability to clearly understand the uncertainties in the planning process and the
implications of planning to meet varying levels of uncertainty.

 Consumers Energy Company Long-term Resource Plan - Worked with the Senior Management Team
to develop an integrated resource plan. Reviewed and recommended options for the core energy
issues affecting resource availability and planning. Topics investigated included the use of energy
efficiency, load management and demand response programs, the appropriate technologies for short
and long term resource needs, the impact of MISO market operations on planning for the energy
future, the potential for price volatility and availability issues in fuel markets, the treatment of fuel
markets in strategic planning, and transmission constraints and expansion planning. Our team
developed a broad set of efficiency programs for potential adoption.

 MIT Utility Master Plan - Established a long term plan for MIT's utility infrastructure to support the
continued operation and expansion of the Cambridge campus facilities. The plan benchmarked existing
utilities and provided a firm plan for improvements needed over the next five years with a projection
of the improvements that may be needed in years six through ten. The plan also provided a framework
for annual updating in support of an ongoing five year planning horizon. While the plan is based on
future development scenarios for the complete build out of the campus, it also provides guidance for
incorporating changes in development priorities in the decision making process. A dynamic model was
created capable of providing feedback on the impacts that individual building projects would have on
the campus system so that utility supply decisions can be made within a broad context.
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D A Y M A R K E A . C O M  

Electr ic  Uti l i ty  Management  

L e a d e r s h i p  E x a m p l e s  

 Management of Electric Delivery System - Played a key role in restructuring and realigning Boston
Edison Company's electric distribution operations to reduce costs, improve customer service, and
position the company for competition.

o Directed all facets of the business group's $80-million capital budget, supervised staff of 28
engineers, and developed and implemented competitive business and operational strategies.

o Facilitated the transition from a traditional engineering based operation to one structured
along process lines.

o Planned and directed a comprehensive, strategic assessment of the present and future needs
of the electric delivery system as a guide for infrastructure planning and development.

o Implemented a reliability-centered maintenance initiative, leading the way to a 40 percent
cost reduction and an increase in the effectiveness of the distribution system’s maintenance
program. Also, developed criteria for performance-based ratemaking.

 Management of Engineering Services - Developed and implemented business and operational
strategies to support the successful operation of the Company’s fossil generating units.

o Directed all facets of the business unit's $30-million capital budget.

o Achieved a $6-million inventory reduction, far exceeding company goals, by devising highly
effective planning and control procedures.

o Facilitated development of the Production Engineering Planning System, an IT application that
significantly improved budget accountability and control.

 Power Supply Planning and Management - Prepared analyses of alternative operating strategies and
emerging generation technologies for strategic evaluation. Planned and mobilized the Power Supply
Group's initial business and strategic operating plan, which focused the organization's direction and
ensured consistency with overall corporate objectives. Managed the group's $60-million capital budget
establishing processes that led to excellence in budget performance and the optimal use of resources.

 Fossil Power Plant Performance Improvement - Developed innovative approaches for improving the
operating efficiency of and capital planning criteria for the company’s fossil generating units.
Developed a new program for monitoring and evaluating the condition of turbine lube oil. Created,
analyzed and monitored fossil unit performance goals as a means of predicting operating problems in
advance of outages. Extended the time between major turbine overhauls. As the primary witness
before the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities, prepared and offered testimony regarding
fossil unit performance. Through effective presentation of events and their underlying causes, incurred
zero penalties for replacement power costs for an unprecedented three consecutive years.

 Resource Planning and Management - Performed and directed production cost and financial analyses
to evaluate capital investments and identified power purchase and sales opportunities for Boston
Edison Company. Created a unique approach using decision analysis techniques to manage the risks
inherent in energy supply planning and capital investment decisions associated with power plants.

 Underground Distribution Engineering and Construction - Developed construction standards,
prepared specifications, and evaluated materials and equipment for Baltimore Gas & Electric
Company's underground distribution system. Also responsible for correcting unusual outage and
engineering problems related to duplicate 34.5 kV supply to industrial customers and 13 kV supply to
large residential subdivisions.
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D A Y M A R K E A . C O M  

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 

Daymark Energy Advisors, Inc. Boston, MA 
Managing Consultant 2015 – Present 

Lummus (formerly Shaw) Consultants International  Canton, MA 
Senior Principal Consultant, Management Consulting  2002 –  2015 

Navigant Consulting Burlington, MA 
Director, T&D Management Services     1997 – 2002 

Boston Edison Company (Eversource Energy)   Boston, MA 
Manager, Electric Delivery  1995 – 1997 

Manager, Engineering Services  1993 – 1995 

Executive Assistant to Senior Vice President, Power Supply  1991 – 1993 

Performance & Reliability Coordinator, Production Operations 1988 – 1991 

Senior Electrical Engineer, Resource Planning 1980 – 1988 

Baltimore Gas & Electric (Exelon)   Baltimore, MD 
Electrical Engineer, Distribution Engineering and Construction 1976 – 1980 

EDUCATION 

Loyola College Baltimore, MD 
M.B.A., Management 1979 

Northeastern University Boston, MA 
B.S., Electrical Engineering (Power Systems) 1976 

GROUPS AND ASSOCIATIONS 

Association of Edison Illuminating Companies 
Electric Power Apparatus Committee 1996-1997 
Power Generation Committee, Distributed Resources Subcommittee 1994-1995 

New England Power Pool 
Unit Availability Task Force 1989-1992 
Generation Task Force 1986-1988 

PUBLICATIONS, PRESENTATIONS & CONFERENCES 
P u b l i c a t i o n  

“Guidelines for Capital Investment Analysis - Fossil Stations.” Prepared for Boston Edison Company

C o n f e r e n c e  P r e s e n t a t i o n s  

 “An Apples to Apples Survey of Utility Measurement.” American Public Power Association, Engineering
& Operations Workshop Proceedings

 “Plant Performance Optimization Using Cost-Benefit Decision Analysis Techniques.” Inter-RAM
Conference Proceedings
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D A Y M A R K E A . C O M  

EXPERT TESTIMONY 

Forum On Behalf of: Topic 

Utah Division of Public 
Utilities 

Utah Division of Public Utilities Rocky Mountain Power’s annual net power cost 
reconciliation review – generator outage 
prudence.  

Newfoundland Board of 
Commissioners of Public 
Utilities 

Newfoundland and Labrador 
Hydro 

Prudence Review of Selected Unit Outages as part 
of the 2013 Amended General Rate Application. 

Massachusetts 
Department of Public 
Utilities 

Massachusetts Attorney 
General’s Office 

Prudence review of the capital spending related to 
the electric T&D system. Fitchburg 2015 Electric 
Rate Case. 

Massachusetts 
Department of Public 
Utilities 

Boston Edison Company Prudence of the operating performance of the 
Company’s fossil generating fleet over a three year 
period from 1988 to 1991. 

Massachusetts Electric 
Facilities Siting Council 

Boston Edison Company Innovative approach to balancing risk in the 
development of resource plans using decision 
analysis techniques.  
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: A. P. Wojtowicz 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.45a 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please refer to the Direct Testimony of Angela P. Wojtowicz, page 8, lines 
12-19. 

a. Define ECIL and provide historical data in Excel spreadsheet format for
the past 5 years.

Answer: The effective capacity import limit (ECIL) does not have a formal MISO 
definition.  The ECIL is the result of a local reliability requirement (the Local 
Clearing Requirement, or LCR), and a system-wide reliability requirement 
(the Planning Reserve Margin Requirement, or PRMR), being 
simultaneously enforced/constrained in the Planning Resource Auction 
(PRA).   

MISO performs a local reliability study for each Local Resource Zone (LRZ) 
based on the zone’s coincident peak load and internal zone attributes.  The 
study enforces a of Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) standard of 0.1 
days/year and results in a Local Resource Requirement (LRR), which is the 
amount of resources needed by that LRZ to reliably meet its forecasted 
peak load without the benefit of imported capacity.  After considering the 
maximum benefit of the LRZ’s Capacity Import Limit (CIL), the remaining 
capacity must be physically located within the LRZ, which is referred to as 
the LCR, where LCR = LRR – CIL. 

MISO also performs a system-wide reliability study for entire MISO system 
based on the system-wide coincident peak load.  The study enforces a of 
Loss of Load Expectation (LOLE) standard of 0.1 days/year, which results 
in a PRMR of which each LRZ has a share to reliably meet its forecasted 
load coincident with the MISO peak.  Due to load diversity and other system-
wide benefits, the PRMR for each LRZ is less than the LRR.  
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: A. P. Wojtowicz 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.45b 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please refer to the Direct Testimony of Angela P. Wojtowicz, page 8, lines 
12-19. 

b. Please indicate instances over the past 5 MISO Capacity market
auctions where the ECIL was different than the CIL for MISO’s zone 7.
Describe the reasons for those differences.

Answer: The CIL was different from the ECIL for LRZ 7 over the past 4 years as 
shown below (5 years are not available because MISO’s zonal resource 
construct began 4 years ago by order of the FERC).  The reason the CIL 
and ECIL are different is described in response AGDE-1.45a.   

Planning 

Year CIL PRMR LCR ECIL 

2013/14 4,576 22,702 21,055 1,647 

2014/15 3,884 22,998 21,293 1,705 

2015/16 3,813 22,678 21,442 1,236 

2016/17 3,521 22,406 20,851 1,555 

Michigan Office of the Attorney General
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MISO Capacity Market Auctions
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November 2017 IPTF - last update

Region Study Cycle Number of projects MWs DPP
Start

DPP 1
Completion

DPP 2
Completion

DPP 3
Completion

GIA
Execution

Current Stage/Status Reason for Delay Expected Time of Delay Details

DPP-2016-Feb 3 1307 08/15/2016 NA 12/15/2016 03/15/2017 05/15/2017 J351 and J515 final report posted
J468 draft report posted

DPP-2016-Feb is not in the transition plan.  All projects are in the GIA Execution phase.

DPP-2016-Aug 8 1315 01/05/2017 06/22/2017 11/30/2017 04/14/2018 09/11/2018 DPP 2
Delay: MISO Posted SIS without 

Affected System Study.

Original start delayed from 
12/31/16 date included in 

Queue Reform Filing

DPP Phase 2 SIS is delayed due to delay in modeling data exchange between MISO and PJM 
causing dealys in completion of Affected System Study.

DPP-2017-Feb 11 2454 06/22/2017 01/13/2018 04/03/2018 08/16/2018 01/13/2019 DPP 1
Kicked off complete June 23. Models rebuilt with new LBA dispatch. ICs/TOs forwarding model 
review comments.

DPP-2017-Aug 42 7955 01/14/2018 06/03/2018 08/22/2018 01/04/2019 06/03/2019

DPP-2016-Feb 1 99 12/13/2016 05/02/2017 07/14/2017 08/09/2017 01/06/2018 DPP3 and ICIF FS Complete

DPP 2 and DPP 3 studies are not anticipated for this cycle due to minor changes from DPP 1. DP2 
ends on 7/14/2017. ICIF FS is completed and the report was posted for review. Final SIS/DPP3 
Report will be posted on 8/9/2017. No NU FS required. GIA execution phase is expected to start 
sooner (tentaitvely in Aug/Sep 2017) than the scheduled date.

DPP-2016-Aug 1 98 05/02/2017 09/06/2017 02/07/2018 06/22/2018 11/19/2018 DPP 2 Affected System Study Delay
Original Start delayed from 

12/1/2016 date included 
in Queue Reform Filing

Revised schedule is based on estimated time for PJM AFS completion.

DPP-2017-Feb 4 391 10/20/2017 03/09/2018 05/28/2018 10/10/2018 03/09/2019 DPP 1 Model/Mitigation Delay Models with new distpatch assumptions are being developed.  DPP 1 kicked off on 10/20/2017

DPP-2017-Aug 17 2515 03/12/2018 07/30/2018 10/18/2018 03/02/2019 07/30/2019

DPP-2016-Feb 3 399 02/24/2017 07/28/2017 12/21/2017 05/05/2018 10/02/2018 DPP2 Affected System Study Delay
Original Start delayed from 
12/31/16 date included in 
Queue Reform Filing

Revised schedule is based on estimated time for PJM AFS completion.

DPP-2016-Aug 6 705 02/24/2017 08/21/2017 02/07/2018 07/13/2018 12/10/2018 DPP2 Affected System Study Delay
Original Start delayed from 
12/31/16 date included in 
Queue Reform Filing

Revised schedule is based on estimated time for PJM AFS completion.

DPP-2017-Feb 8 1104 10/13/2017 03/02/2018 05/21/2018 10/03/2018 03/02/2019 DPP 1 Model/Mitigation Delay Models with new distpatch assumptions are being developed.  DPP 1 kicked off on 10/13/2017

DPP-2017-Aug 26 5748 03/05/2018 07/23/2018 10/11/2018 02/23/2019 07/23/2019

DPP-2016 Aug /                        
2017-Feb

3 313 02/06/2017 06/26/2017 08/08/2017 10/25/2017 03/24/2018 DPP3 SIS Complete. FS Ongoing

Decision Point 1 completed on 6/26/2017. Milestone payment (M3)/ ERIS/NRIS elections were 
submitted. Decision Point 2 completed on 8/8/2017. Milestone payment (M4)/ERIS/NRIS 
elections/75% site control were submitted. DPP3 SIS Report posted on 9/1. Facility Studies are 
completed. Facility Study Reports will be finalised by 10/25.

DPP-2017-Aug 4 375 11/30/2017 04/19/2018 07/08/2018 11/20/2018 04/19/2019

DPP-2016-Feb 25 4817 01/27/2017 08/31/2017 12/11/2017 04/25/2018 09/22/2018 DPP 2 Study on hold due to 2015-AUG-West restudy.

DPP-2016-Aug 31 5622 09/12/2017 01/30/2018 04/20/2018 09/02/2018 01/30/2019 DPP 1 Model/Mitigation Delay
Feedback on the initial Models are being consolidated.  Models will be updated to reflect the 
feedback received.

DPP-2017-Feb 27 3425 01/31/2018 06/20/2018 09/08/2018 01/21/2019 06/20/2019
DPP-2017-Aug 51 7976 06/21/2018 11/08/2018 01/27/2019 06/11/2019 11/08/2019

DPP-2016-Aug 14 2989 10/03/2016 05/16/2017 08/08/2017 12/21/2017 05/20/2018 DPP3
Decision Point 2 completed on 8/8/2017. DPP3 started on 8/9. Estimated completion of DPP3 for 
projects having no network upgrades is 12/21/2017. While estimated completion of DPP3 for 
projects having network upgrades is 1/31/2018.

DPP-2017-Feb 6 430 02/08/2017 06/28/2017 12/15/2017 04/29/2018 09/26/2018 DPP2
ICIF Facility Studies and Phase 2 System Impact Study under way. Based on estimated time for 
SOCO and Power South AFS completion.

DPP-2017-AUG 43 4855 12/16/2017 05/05/2018 07/24/2018 12/06/2018 05/05/2019 Kick off meeting has been postponed due to delay in DPP 2017 Feb south phase 2.

Categories for Reason of Delay:
TO Delay
MISO Delay
IC Delay
Restudy Delay
Affected System Study Delay
Pending FERC Ruling
Model/Mitigation Delay
Pending Previous Study results

Notes:  
1) The dates provided are an estimate of queue cycle performance and are not adjusted for Federal Holidays or 
Weekends.
2) DPP3 (Final System Impact Study) of several DPP cycles is scheduled to start before expected GIA execution of higher 
queued cycles.  This schedule does not consider any restudies that may occur after Decision Point 2 of higher queued 
cycles. 
3) Updates from the previous version are provided in red font.
4) The number of projects or MWs in a study group might change when studies commence (at kick-off dates).

Central

East (ATC)

East (ITC)

East (UP)

West

South
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: E. P. Weber 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-2.4 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please refer to DTE’s response to AG 1.50. Indicate the project number on 
MISO’s Generator Interconnection Queue. 

Answer: MISO generator interconnection queue no. for this Project is J793. 

Michigan Office of the Attorney General
DTE Electric
Generator Interconnection Queue
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston/T. L. Schroeder 

Requestor: MECNRDCSC 

Question No.: MECNRDCSCDE-2.23 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Has DTE constrained the amount of solar and wind that can be built in a 

given year? If so, please specify what the limit is, and provide supporting 
materials for this assumption. 

Answer: Yes, in Strategist, the amount of solar and wind that can be built in a given 

year was constrained to 1,000 MWs of wind and 500 MWs of solar. There 
is no supporting documentation for this assumption. 

Michigan Office of the Attorney General
DTE Electric
Constraints on Renewable Build-Out
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston 

Requestor: MECNRDCSC 

Question No.: MECNRDCSCDE-2.26 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: For each generating resource, please provide the total estimated carbon 

emissions for each year of the 25-year planning period (2016 through 2040) 
for each of the sensitivities evaluated in STRATEGIST under the five 
national modeling scenarios. 

Answer: Please see the Company’s response to Question No. MECNRDCSCDE-
2.24a.  

Michigan Office of the Attorney General
DTE Electric
Estimated Carbon Emissions
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston/Legal 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-2.5a 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please refer to U-18419 Exhibit A-4 Revised, and respond to the following: 

a. Provide a list of constraints used for each scenario that was run in
Strategist. 

Answer: DTE Electric objects to this interrogatory for the reason that the term 
“constraints” is vague and ambiguous.  Subject to this objection and without 
waiver thereof, the Company would answer as follows:  The modeling 
constraints for each scenario can be found in the Strategist SAV files that 
have been provided to those parties identified as modelers in Attachment 4 
to the Protective Order in this case who have signed a non-disclosure 
certificate and are titled. 

Michigan Office of the Attorney General
DTE Electric
Strategist Output and Constraints
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston/Legal 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-2.5b 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please refer to U-18419 Exhibit A-4 Revised, and respond to the following: 

b. For each of the constraints listed in (a), provide details for how the
constraints were developed and quantified, including any applicable 
workpapers or sources that were used. 

Answer: DTE Electric objects to this interrogatory for the reason that the term 
“constraints” is vague and ambiguous.  Subject to this objection and without 
waiver thereof, the Company would answer as follows:  See the Company’s 
answer to AGDE-2.5a. 
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston/Legal 

Requestor: MECNRDCSC 

Question No.: MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a 

Page: 1 of 3 

Question: Please provide the Strategist sav files for the Strategist runs described in 
the Company’s 2017 IRP and the Company’s filed direct testimony. The 
results of the Strategist runs provided by the Company via download from 
the Company’s secure site do not match the Strategist results shown in 
Table 11.6.1-2 on page 198 and 199 of the Company’s 2017 IRP. Examples 
follow. 

a. The  Strategist  run  labeled  “Ref  Base.sav”  provided  by  the  Company
shows a 3x1 combined cycle unit added in 2022 and a 1x1 combined cycle 
unit added in 2030, when Table 11.6.1-2 shows a 2x1 combined cycle unit 
added in 2022 and another 2x1 combined cycle unit added in 2029 for the 
“Base Resource Plan.” 

Answer: DTE Electric objects for the reason that the information requested consists 
of confidential, proprietary research and development of trade secrets or 
commercial information, the disclosure of which would cause DTE Electric 
and its customers commercial harm. Subject to this objection and without 
waiver thereof, the Company would answer as follows: The information is 
being provided only to those persons who have executed non-disclosure 
certificates pursuant to the Protective Order issued in this proceeding and 
were identified as modelers in Attachment 4 to the Protective Order. 

As indicated in the response to MECNRDCSCDE-1.2c, the least cost plan 
determined by Strategist was not always the recommended solution.  See 
U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a_Selected Plans.xls for a compilation of the 
selected plan numbers for each case.  This file is not subject to the 
protective order in this case. 

Each Strategist run file was saved after a dynamic programming Proview 
optimization. The Load Forecast Adjustment (LFA) and Generation and 
Fuel (GAF) modules automatically run the least cost plan from that 
optimization. If it is desired to display the results of a plan that is different 
than the least cost plan, refer to the attached document titled U-18419 
MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a - Strategist Plan Selection. This file is not subject to 
the protective order in this case. 
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  MPSC Case No.:    U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston/Legal 

Requestor: MECNRDCSC 

Question No.: MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a 

Page: 2 of 3 

For this response, we have made a copy of all the Strategist .SAV files and 
saved them after running the Proview Resource Optimization module with 
our selected plan and Proview run flag set to “S” (PROVIEW Plan analysis 
option). When you run the standard report for Planning Period Plan 
Comparison all the plans will have stayed the same. Now you will see the 
selected plan displayed in the GAF and LFA modules. 

Below is a list of the SAV files reconfigured with the chosen plan loaded as 
the selected plan. These files are subject to the protective order in this case.  
The selected plan number is indicated in the file name:    

U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Agg CO2 Base-Plan 3.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Emerg Tech 1 % EE-Plan 13.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Emerg Tech 3x1 in 2022-Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Emerg Tech Base-Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Emerg Tech CC Capital-Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HI GAS-HI RENEW -Plan 41.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS NUCLEAR -Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Agg CO2 1 % EE-Plan 18.SAV 

U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Agg CO2 3x1 in 2022-Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a LOW GAS-1% EE -Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a LOW GAS-3X1 IN 2022 -Plan 1.SAV 

U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref 1 % EE -Plan 16.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a 2017 Ref Base-Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS BASE -Plan 11.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS CC CAPITAL -Plan 20.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS 1 % EE -Plan 45.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS NEW SOURCE -Plan 12.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS-3X1 IN 2022 -PLAN 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref 3x1 CC -Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref Base -Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref High Renewables -Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref less than 1% EE -Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref Low Load -Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref 1.5 % EE -Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref 1x1 CC -Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Agg CO2 1.5 % EE-Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Agg CO2 Aggressive-Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Emerg Tech 1.5 % EE-Plan 2.SAV 
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Question No.: MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a 
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 U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Emerg Tech High Renew-Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a HIGH GAS 1.5 % EE -Plan 6.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a LOW GAS 1.5 % EE -Plan 4.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a LOW GAS BASE -Plan 5.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a LOW GAS CC CAPITAL INC -Plan 2.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref 2 % EE -Plan 22.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref CHOICE RETURNS -Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref Comm Choice Return Plan 1.SAV 
    U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-3.1a Ref High Load -Plan 1.SAV 
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: K. J. Chreston 

Requestor: MECNRDCSC 

Question No.: MECNRDCSCDE-5.3b 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Strategist portfolio choices: Refer to discovery response MEC-NRDC-
SCDE- 3.1a_Selected Plans. 

b. Please augment this table by providing two additional columns of data:
(a) the total system cost of the Strategist plan chosen by DTE, and (b)
the total system cost of the least-cost Strategist plan.  Or, if DTE objects
to augmenting the table as the creation of a document, identify each of
these requested values.

Answer: Please refer to “U-18419 MECNRDCSCDE-5.3b_Selected Plans with 
system cost.xlsx“, attached.  
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: M. B. Leuker 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.25 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Leuker’s testimony - Load Forecasting 
Please provide the regression diagnostics and results by class/subclass, in 
excel format with formulas intact, used to produce each of the load forecasts 
(Reference Scenario, 2017 Reference Case, High Load Sensitivity and Low 
Load Sensitivity) described in Leuker’s testimony. 

Answer: The models that the Company used for each of the sales forecasts 
described in Mr. Leuker’s testimony are attached in the Excel files listed 
below.  The EViews statistical software package was used for running 
regressions for the Commercial class forecasts. 

U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Residential Reference Scenario 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial Reference Scenario 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial Support Reference Scenario 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Industrial Reference Scenario 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Auto Reference Scenario 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Residential High Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial High Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial Support High Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Industrial High Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Auto High Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Residential Low Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial Low Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial Support Low Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Industrial Low Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Auto Low Load Sensitivity 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Residential 2017 Reference Case 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial 2017 Reference Case 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Commercial Support 2017 Reference Case 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Industrial 2017 Reference Case 
U-18419 AGDE-1.25 Auto 2017 Reference Case 
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: D. D. Kirchner 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.35c 

Page: 1 of 3 

Question: Demand Response: 
Referencing the table of installed distributed generation on page 12 of 
Mr. Kirchner’s testimony: 

c. Please explain how installed, planned (applications filed), and
forecasted net metering capacity is treated in the Company’s 2016 IRP
reference case and the 2017 IRP Refresh case as well as any of the
sensitivity cases.

Answer: In the 2016 Reference Case and the High Case, the Company did not 
forecast the adoption of additional net metering capacity in the sales 
forecast. 

In the Low Load Case, a scenario was created in which residential solar 
adoption was increased from the Reference Scenario.  2015 installed 
residential capacity in sales was estimated to be (10.7) GWh.  The table 
below shows the impact on sales of the additional forecasted adoption of 
residential solar in GWh and estimated impact on Peak Demand in MW. 
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Respondent: D. D. Kirchner 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.35c 

Page: 2 of 3 

In the 2017 Reference Case, residential solar adoption was modeled 
utilizing an S-curve market adoption calculation.  As solar systems are 
already included in historical data through 2015, the residential model only 
includes the incremental impacts of additional adoption of solar systems for 
2017-2041.  The table below shows the additional forecasted adoption of 
residential solar in sales (GWh) and estimated impact on Peak Demand in 
MW.  

Sales Impact Demand Impact

GWh MW

2016 -3 -1

2017 -6 -2

2018 -9 -3

2019 -12 -4

2020 -15 -5

2021 -18 -6

2022 -21 -7

2023 -24 -8

2024 -27 -10

2025 -30 -11

2026 -33 -12

2027 -36 -13

2028 -39 -14

2029 -42 -15

2030 -45 -16

2031 -48 -17

2032 -51 -18

2033 -54 -19

2034 -57 -20

2035 -60 -21

2036 -63 -22

2037 -66 -23

2038 -69 -24

2039 -72 -25

2040 -75 -26
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Sales Impact Demand Impact

2016 GWh MW

2017 -7.0 -2

2018 -16.5 -6

2019 -28.5 -10

2020 -42.7 -15

2021 -58.4 -21

2022 -74.1 -26

2023 -88.5 -31

2024 -100.8 -35

2025 -110.6 -39

2026 -117.9 -41

2027 -123.1 -43

2028 -126.8 -45

2029 -129.3 -46

2030 -131.0 -46

2031 -132.1 -47

2032 -132.9 -47

2033 -133.4 -47

2034 -133.7 -47

2035 -133.9 -47

2036 -134.0 -47

2037 -134.1 -47

2038 -134.2 -47

2039 -134.2 -47

2040 -134.2 -47

2041 -134.3 -47
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: D. Swiech 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.15h 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Natural Gas 

Please respond to the below subquestions after reviewing the Direct 
Testimony of David Swiech, page DS-7 lines 22-25 and DS-8 lines 1-6, 
which states: 

“While the Company’s existing natural gas fired generating facilities are 
currently supplied primarily th(r)ough interruptible supply arrangements, the 
Company expects that electric generation in MISO will become more 
become more dependent on natural gas as a source of fuel for base load 
generation in the future.  As this occurs, DTE will enter into firm gas supply 
and gas transportation contracts as needed to ensure electric reliability.  For 
example, DTE Electric entered into a Precedent Agreement with NEXUS 
Gas Transmission to provide firm natural gas transportation starting upon 
the in- service date of the pipeline. DTE Electric’s agreement with NEXUS 
is for 30,000 Dth per day of transportation capacity, increasing to 75,000 
Dth per day upon in-service of gas fired generation facilities. 

h. What is the term of the firm transportation agreement anticipated by the
Precedent Agreement?

Answer: The term of the transportation agreement is 20 years from the date that the 
NEXUS pipeline is placed in-service. 
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: D. Swiech 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.15g 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Natural Gas 

Please respond to the below subquestions after reviewing the Direct 
Testimony of David Swiech, page DS-7 lines 22-25 and DS-8 lines 1-6, 
which states: 

“While the Company’s existing natural gas fired generating facilities are 
currently supplied primarily th(r)ough interruptible supply arrangements, the 
Company expects that electric generation in MISO will become more 
become more dependent on natural gas as a source of fuel for base load 
generation in the future.  As this occurs, DTE will enter into firm gas supply 
and gas transportation contracts as needed to ensure electric reliability.  For 
example, DTE Electric entered into a Precedent Agreement with NEXUS 
Gas Transmission to provide firm natural gas transportation starting upon 
the in- service date of the pipeline. DTE Electric’s agreement with NEXUS 
is for 30,000 Dth per day of transportation capacity, increasing to 75,000 
Dth per day upon in-service of gas fired generation facilities. 

g. Please describe the cost benefit analysis the Company undertook to
consider alternatives to entering into a Precedent Agreement for NEXUS
capacity, including pipeline and non-pipeline resources.

Answer: DTE Electric’s decision to enter into a Precedent Agreement for NEXUS 
capacity is described in detail by Witness Pratt in DTE Electric’s 2018 PSCR 
Plan Case (U-18403).   

In summary, DTE Electric relied upon a landed cost analysis performed by 
DTE Gas in July 2014 that showed that contracting for transportation 
capacity on NEXUS would be expected to result in among the lowest landed 
costs between competing alternatives.  Additionally, contracting with 
NEXUS was expected to be even more beneficial because it is a greenfield 
pipeline that increases gas deliverability and introduces new supply into the 
region.  New greenfield pipeline capacity would be expected to lower gas 
prices in the region, further reducing gas supply costs for DTE Electric’s 
customers. 

The referenced landed cost analysis is provided as Attachment “U-18419 
AGDE-1.15g NEXUS Landed Cost Analysis”. 
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Respondent: D. Swiech 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.15e 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Natural Gas 
Please respond to the below subquestions after reviewing the Direct 
Testimony of David Swiech, page DS-7 lines 22-25 and DS-8 lines 1-6, 
which states: 

“While the Company’s existing natural gas fired generating facilities are 
currently supplied primarily th(r)ough interruptible supply arrangements, the 
Company expects that electric generation in MISO will become more 
become more dependent on natural gas as a source of fuel for base load 
generation in the future.  As this occurs, DTE will enter into firm gas supply 
and gas transportation contracts as needed to ensure electric reliability.  For 
example, DTE Electric entered into a Precedent Agreement with NEXUS 
Gas Transmission to provide firm natural gas transportation starting upon 
the in- service date of the pipeline. DTE Electric’s agreement with NEXUS 
is for 30,000 Dth per day of transportation capacity, increasing to 75,000 
Dth per day upon in-service of gas fired generation facilities. 

e. What are the Company’s contingency plans in the event the NEXUS
does not receive FERC approval in a timely manner?

Answer: As discussed in the response to AGDE-1.15b, FERC issued the NEXUS 
Certificate Order on August 25, 2017.  The Company will continue its current 
practice of purchasing spot natural gas at MichCon Citygate until the 
NEXUS pipeline is in-service. 
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Respondent: D. Swiech 

Requestor: Attorney General 

Question No.: AGDE-1.17 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Natural Gas 
Please identify the names of other pipelines with which the Company will 
enter into firm gas transportation contracts “as needed”, and explain the 
analysis the Company will undertake to determine if these contracts are 
needed for this electric generation project. 

Answer: The Company has determined that it will enter into firm contracts to supply 
the Proposed Project.  However, other pipeline companies with which the 
Company will enter into firm gas transportation contracts are undetermined 
at this time.  The Company expects to utilize a competitive bidding process 
to determine which pipeline companies can provide the needed services at 
the lowest cost. 
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419

Respondent: D. O. Fahrer/Legal

Requestor: STAFF

Question No.: STDE-12.33a

Page: 1 of 1

Question: Please provide all request for proposals that the Company has issued
related to engineering, construction, or procurement of this project.  In
addition, please answer the following questions;

a) Has the Company issued all of the necessary RFPs for the proposed
project using a competitive bid process?  If so, please explain how that was
done if done differently than the previously explained competitive bid
process.

Answer: DTE Electric objects for the reason that the information requested consists
of confidential, proprietary research and development of trade secrets or
commercial information, the disclosure of which would cause DTE Electric,
its bidders to the requests for proposals, and its customers competitive
harm.  Subject to this objection and without waiver thereof, the Company
would answer as follows:

Yes, the Company has issued all RFP’s for the proposed project using the
competitive bid process previously explained in STDE-2.20.
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419

Respondent: D. O. Fahrer/Legal

Requestor: STAFF

Question No.: STDE-12.33b

Page: 1 of 1

Question: Please provide all request for proposals that the Company has issued
related to engineering, construction, or procurement of this project. In
addition, please answer the following questions;

b) Has the Company issued contracts for the major equipment?  If so, when
and what is the major equipment contracted price?  If not, when are such
contracts expected to be issued?  Have the respondents included
contingency dollars or measures in their response?  If so, please explain.  If
not, please explain how the Company has insured that contingency was not
included.

Answer: DTE Electric objects for the reason that the information requested consists
of confidential, proprietary research and development of trade secrets or
commercial information, the disclosure of which would cause DTE Electric,
its bidders to the requests for proposals, and its customers competitive
harm.  Subject to this objection and without waiver thereof, the Company
would answer as follows:

The Company has not issued contracts for the major equipment. The
Company will not be issuing a separate contract for major equipment.
Instead, the Company will issue one contract for a full turnkey project that
includes the supply of all equipment (including the major components) plus
the cost to engineer and construct the Proposed Plant.  The contract will be
issued as a fixed priced contract.  No breakdown in cost allocation is
contained. The final contract price is not yet finalized.  The anticipated
execution of the Contract will occur when the CON is approved.
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419

Respondent: D. O. Fahrer/Legal

Requestor: STAFF

Question No.: STDE-12.33c

Page: 1 of 1

Question: Please provide all request for proposals that the Company has issued
related to engineering, construction, or procurement of this project. In
addition, please answer the following questions;

c) Has the Company issued contracts for balance of plant?  If so, when, and
what is the balance of plant contracted price?  If not, when are such
contracts expected to be issued?  If so, please explain.  If not, please
explain how the Company has insured that contingency was not included.

Answer: DTE Electric objects for the reason that the information requested consists
of confidential, proprietary research and development of trade secrets or
commercial information, the disclosure of which would cause DTE Electric,
its bidders to the requests for proposals, and its customers competitive
harm.  Subject to this objection and without waiver thereof, the Company
would answer as follows:

Please refer to STDE-12.33b.
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419

Respondent: D. O. Fahrer/Legal

Requestor: STAFF

Question No.: STDE-12.33d

Page: 1 of 1

Question: Please provide all request for proposals that the Company has issued
related to engineering, construction, or procurement of this project.  In
addition, please answer the following questions;

d) Did the Company competitively bid its engineering services? (Include the
contracted price for engineering services related to the proposed project.)
If so, please explain.  If not, please explain how the Company has insured
that contingency was not included.

Answer: DTE Electric objects for the reason that the information requested consists
of confidential, proprietary research and development of trade secrets or
commercial information, the disclosure of which would cause DTE Electric,
its bidders to the requests for proposals, and its customers competitive
harm.  Subject to this objection and without waiver thereof, the Company
would answer as follows:

Please refer to STDE-12.33b.

Michigan Office of the Attorney General 
DTE Electric
Engineering, Construction, and Procurement Requests

Case: U-18419 
Witness: DiDomenico 
Exhibit: AG-18
 Page: 4 of 4



MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: I. M. Dimitry 

Requestor: STAFF 

Question No.: STDE-2.29a 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please reference Irene Dimitry’s testimony on page 25-31 regarding PPA’s 

and RFP’s, please provide a summary of the responses the Company 
received regarding the March 1, 2017 RFP. 

a. How many non-conforming bids did the Company receive?

Answer: 

Summary of RFP Responses: 

Bids: 
Structure Location Technology Size 

(MW) 
Term 

PPA MISO Zone 7 SCGT 72* 6/1/2019 – 5/31/2026 

PPA MISO Zone 7 SCGT 225 6/1/2021 – 5/31/2028 

Purchase MISO Zone 7 CCGT ~1,100 Purchase between 
5/31/2019 and 5/31/2021 

*72 MW is below the conforming bid requirement of 225 MW

Other: 

In response to the RFP, the Company also received a letter from Midland 
Cogeneration Venture (MCV).  See responses to STDE-2.29c and 2.29d. 

As shown in the table above, the Company received one non-conforming 
bid, a 7-year PPA for a 72 MW simple cycle generating unit. 
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: I. M. Dimitry 

Requestor: STAFF 

Question No.: STDE-2.29b 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please reference Irene Dimitry’s testimony on page 25-31 regarding PPA’s 

and RFP’s, please provide a summary of the responses the Company 
received regarding the March 1, 2017 RFP. 

b. Why were they non-conforming?

Answer: The bid was non-conforming due to its size of 72 MW.  The minimum size 

requirement for a conforming bid was 225 MW.  
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MPSC Case No.: U-18419 

Respondent: I. M. Dimitry 

Requestor: STAFF 

Question No.: STDE-2.29c 

Page: 1 of 1 

Question: Please reference Irene Dimitry’s testimony on page 25-31 regarding PPA’s 

and RFP’s, please provide a summary of the responses the Company 
received regarding the March 1, 2017 RFP. 

c. In lieu of a bid, did any respondent provide communication regarding
their inability to submit a bid due to Company requirements for a
conforming bid?

Answer: Yes, a letter was received on March 17, 2017 from Midland Cogeneration 

Venture (MCV) as a response to the Company’s RFP. 
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DE/MCV–1.3 

Does MCV or an affiliate of MCV plan on filing an alternative proposal? If so: 

a. When does MCV or an affiliate of MCV plan to file an alternative?

b. Provide any and all RFPs issued to support the alternative proposal.

ANSWER: 

No.  DTE Electric invited MCV to submit a bid proposal in response to DTE 

Electric’s March 1, 2017 Request for Proposals (“RFP”).  MCV responded on March 17, 

2017 seeking additional information from DTE such as start date, life of project, energy 

source, capacity, dispatch, and other information that would allow MCV to submit a 

meaningful proposal to allow DTE Electric to select the most reasonable and prudent 

option for the capacity needs identified in the RFP.  See Attachment A.  MCV also 

explained that the RFP included unwarranted bidding limitations that prevented 

Independent Power Producers from presenting commercially viable Power Purchase 

Agreement proposals. 

Rather than providing the information necessary for MCV to craft a proposal, DTE 

Electric’s March 28, 2017 response instead indicated that MCV’s request for necessary 

information constituted a non-conforming bid that DTE Electric would not consider.  See

Attachment B. 

a. N/A

b. N/A

4848-8651-0423.2 
112892\000008
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Attachment A
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PROOF OF SERVICE - U-18419 

 

 The undersigned certifies that a copy of the Direct Testimony and 

Exhibits of Philip DiDomenico filed on behalf of the Attorney General 

was served upon the parties listed below by emailing the same to them at 

their respective e-mail addresses on the 12th day of January 2018. 

 

 

 ____________________________________ 

 John A. Janiszewski

 

DTE Electric Company: 

David S. Maquera 

Michael J. Solo 

mpscfilings@dteenergy.com 

david.marquera@dteenergy.com 

michael.solo@dteenergy.com 

 

MPSC Staff: 

Amit T. Singh 

Heather Durian 

singha9@michigan.gov 

durianh@michigan.gov 

 

Attorney General: 

John A. Janiszewski 

Celeste R. Gill 

janiszewskij2@michigan.gov 

gillc1@michigan.gov 

ag-enra-spec-lit@michigan.gov 

 

Daymark Energy Advisors: 

Alexander Cochis 

Samantha Bobo 

Philip DiDomenico 

Matthew Loiacono 

acochis@daymarkea.com 

sbobo@daymarkea.com 

pdidomenico@daymarkea.com 

mloiacono@daymarkea.com 

 

 

 

 

 

ABATE: 

Robert A.W. Strong 

Sean P. Gallagher 

Michael J. Pattwell 

rstrong@clarkhill.com 

sgallagher@clarkhill.com 

mpattwell@clarkhill.com 

 

Brubaker & Associates, Inc.: 

Nicholas L. Phillips 

James R. Dauphinais 

nlphillips@consultbai.com 

jdauphinais@consultbai.com 

mdecker@consultbai.com 

 

Environmental Law & Policy 

Center and Vote Solar: 

Margrethe Kearney 

mkearney@elpc.com 

 

Michigan Environmental 

Council, Natural Resource 

Defense Council, Sierra Club: 

Christopher M. Bzdok 

Tracy Jane Andrews 

Lydia Barbash-Riley 

chris@envlaw.com 

tjandrews@envlaw.com 

lydia@envlaw.com 

karla@envlaw.com 

kimberly@envlaw.com 
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Midland Cogeneration Venture: 

Richard Aaron 

Jason T. Hanselman 

Kyle M. Asher 

raaron@dykema.com 

jhanselman@dykema.com 

kasher@dykema.com 

 

International Transmission 

Company, d/b/a 

ITCTransmission: 

Stephen J. Videto 

Amy C. Monopoli 

svideto@itctransco.com 

amonopoli@itctransco.com 

 

Energy Michigan, Inc., 

Michigan Energy Innovation 

Business Council, and City of 

Ann Arbor: 

Laura A. Chappelle 

Timothy J. Lundgren 

Toni L. Newell 

lachappelle@varnumlaw.com 

tjlundgren@varnumlaw.com 

tlnewell@varnumlaw.com 
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